On Some Serbian Dialectal Turcisms”

SnezZana Petrovi¢ (Beograd)

I. The study of Turkish loan-words in the Balkan languages is like fitting pieces
into the growing jigsaw of the collective work that arose on the basis of the funda-
mental dictionary by Franz Miklosich!. A century after it was first published, the
results of the joint work are, on the one hand, a corpus of Balkan Turcisims enlarged
to the point of considering the idea of composing a “new Miklosich”?, and the still
huge number of problems related to an explanation of their origin and a series of
questions accompanying the etymological approach, on the other?. This situation pre-
sents us with two directions for turther work on the etymological study of Turkish
loan-words: first, to make as complete as possible a body of lexical material, and then
to analyse that material according to modern theory and methodology®. Since the
Turcisms that belong to standard literary languages have already been noted and
described, principal sources of potential new evidence are dialectal dictionaries® and
ethnographic records, in the first place words belonging to craft terminologies.
Modern analysis of such a corpus includes respect for the mass of accumulated his-

torical and dialectal knowledge, not only of the non-Turkish languages studied, but
also of the Turkish language itself, as well as ethnolinguistics, semantics (semasiol-
ogy and onomasiology), linguistic geography, elc.

2. Only some of the etymalogical problems and possibilities for solving them
will be illustrated by the examples ot three Serbian dialectal Turkish loan-words

“A paper presented at the Symposium in memory of Viadimir Georgiev on the occasion of the 90"
of his birth (Bankya, 1998).

U Inclusive with the year 1981, there are mentioned 65 books and 340 articles dedicated to the
analysis of Turkish loan-words in Balkan languages (Haz a1 1989:212).

2 For more details on this topic Hazai (1983).
3 For more details on sysiematisation of some principal problems of studying Turcisms in the

Balkan languages and the methodological approach to this topic ¢f. Tietze (1983), Menges
(1983), Hazai (1989).

4 On the problem of reconsidering opinions about the importance of studying lexicon within the
frame of Balkan linguistics, including the possibilities for its typological classification cf.

Hecnununrxan (1988).
? For the latest mention of importance of dialectal lexiconef. 3adiue sa (1998:37),
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the loom™'!. Skok interprets the SCr. wllmbapu, wumbdpu s.v. wamnap from the
Turk. ¢ambar without meaning'2, as descending from the Pers. cenber "hoop, ring,
counter’, and places it, like Miklosich, together with the SCr. uamnap, uwasnpaza
"claw’, uambpa claws of a crab’. The presence of the vowel -u- instead of -a- in
Serbian examples Skok explains as being influenced by the Persian form of the word
(sic!). KneZevi¢ in his dictionary also places the SCr. ulmbap(u) s.v. the Turk. gember.
The methodological approach by which it is understood that loan-words are related to
the etymon in a broader sense (without more precise interpretation of semantic or.
sometimes, phonetic differences) no doubt, represents the best of what the linguistics
at the tumn of the 19th and the first half of the 20th century could offer and the applica-
tion of the achievements of that time, conditioned by lexicographic sources, etc.

2.2. Etymological dictionaries that appeared in the second half of the last cen-
tury, as well as a series of individual articles and studies discuss, to a greater or less-
er extent, the problems of phonetic and semantic adaptation of Turcisms, not disre-
garding the historical development and dialectal features of the languages in ques-
tion. What can be, also, done today in the study of Turkish loans is not only to ink
these loans with the cognate root or a group of words from the loaning language, but
also to define more precisely the etymon, the particular word from which the loan
originated from. This is made possible by publishing new Turkish dialectal dictionar-
ies, new Turkish and Serbian ethnographic sources as well as the fact that a whole new
fund of knowledge about the history and dialectology of Turkish, as welt as the theory
of languages in contact, has become accessible. With this in mind (of course. not
always nor in every single case), in etymological analysis of the above-mentioned word
from weaving terminology it can be determined whether it is a loan-word (in the nar-
rowest sense of the word, with a phonetically and semantically adequate etymon), or it
is a secondary semantic adaptation that might be typical of one or more languages in
which that meaning has been attested, or a lexical (or semantic) Balkanism. This does
not imply that words etymologically related on the level of the language they have been
borrowed from, should not be connected with each other and studied as a specilic enti-
ty, nor does it mean that the possibility of universal, or general semantic motivation in
naming various objects, beings or states should be discarded.

2.3. With respect to this fact for a Balkan-Slavic Turcism from the sphere of
weaving terminology a more precise Turkish etymon can be identified which has not
only identical meaning, but also an adequate phonetic form. The Serbian word
Stachowski (1992) interprets the Turk. ¢umbar, cumbar, cunbar, cibar. cimbar,
cimbir, cinber, cumbar, ¢inbas, ¢igar, ¢inbar, cumbar’a device, cogged on both sides,
used for stretching cloth on the loom’ (DS). These altestations give us a more com-
plete picture about the number, forms and distribution of this weaving term in
Balkan-Slavic languages. Variations within the pair u- /1y -, as well as -a- and -¢- in

1" The spelling of the Turkish word is, most likely to be Elezavi€’s, so it is possible thal the voca-
lism is not adequate. Since he does not quote his sources of the Turkish word, and in the Turkish lexi-
cographic works there is no evidence ol a combination of this form and meaning. it can be supposcd 10
be a local developinent.

'2 Taking into account the references he exploired for writing that lemma, Skok probably incor-
porated this word (as well as its inlerpretation). from Elezovi¢, bul he did not consult Miklosich.
although their explanations arc basically the same.
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the final syllable in Serbian forms may be interpreted as a reflection of the Turkish
dialectal situation. The vowels -e- and -a- in the initial syllable of the Serbian words
may be the consequence of inconsistency in the reflex of the Turkish semivowel. In
the case of Bulg. and Mac. attestations with -#n- instead of -u6- the devoicing might
have been influenced by the genetically close word uamnapa '3, although it is pos-
sible that such a Turkish dialectal form existed, too.

2. 4. This word falls into the group of cultural-historical loans (Jle cH B UK a5
1988:134), which means that it was borrowed as a designation for part of a domestic
weaving loom. Tt belongs partly to ethno-historical loans since its borrowing was fol-
lowed by partial disappearance of the domestic word. The ftact that a Turkish loan
was substituted for an autochthonous word, the undoubted existence of which is con-
firmed by attestations of a considerable number of Slavic names tor that object, leads
us to the idea that the new term might have been understood as a narrowi.ng, a spe-
cialization of the meaning of the old one, or that it came about as a consequence of
a technological innovation in the sphere of manufacturing or in the design of the
object itself!4.

2.5.1. Records of this word cover a great deal of the Serbo-Croatian language
territory'5, trom Slavonia in the West, via Stem, and turther to central, southen% aﬁd
south-eastern Serbia, the attestations being most numerous in south-eastern Serbia,
in a considerable part of Bulgaria, and in one location in Macedonia (Graovo) to,

2.5.2. As part of a weaving loom the Turk. ¢imbar has been recorded in Turkish
Balkan vernaculars in north-eastern Bulgaria, too (D all1 1976:168).

3. The Serbian word wuembap *upper, narrower part of a copper cauldron’ (Pirot,
2K u B Ko B#MbB) Stachowski derives from the same, above-mentioned Turkish ety-
mon that stands for a weaving term, but with a certain reserve since he is aware that
the Balkan word'” and the Anatolian examples are phonetically identical, but show
a substantial difference in semantics'8 (Stachowski 1992). This ,.substantial
fJiffCré:nc&: in semantics” has initiated a quest for semantic equivalents of this word.
in Serbian in the first place, but also in geographically close Slavic languages: SCr.
uembep m. “edge of a dish, casserole’, uembépue n. dem. (Vranje, Vlasotince.

BCrL.Mnaneunos (1941:679).

. 14 A systematic study of Turcisms in weaving terminology might establish the mechanisms and
molivation for borrowing new words for already existing realiae belonging 10 a more or less coherent
fexical subsystem, i

'3 One of the tasks of studies of Turcisms in the Batkan languages, as proposcd by Desnickaja
(Hecuuirkas [988:147)is (o determine the areal distribution of Turcisms, firstly of those that are
still ir] active use. The statement that this weaving term lalls into that category, is certainly true when
speaking of elderly people, since the word is mentioned in dictionarics whose material was collected
over the past fifteen years. However, since weaving as a craft is inevitably disappearing from everyday
lite. the term is destined to become extinct.

16 For the distribution of this term. and for the numerous attestations trom Vojvodina, cf. Falinska
(V:omap 107a). It is interesting that. so far at least. the weaving term has not been attested on the ter-
ritories ol Crna Gora. Lika and Bosnia and Herzegovina. which abound in Turkish loan-words.

) H More precisely. he reconstructs the etymon as the Batkan Turk. ®cumbar, while for its mean-
ing, zls)swell. as for l'()lrnml parallelism. he refers (o the mmentioned Anatolian dialectal variations.

It is not quite clear whether we are dealing here with a reconstruction of the meaning ol u
Balkan Turkish diatectal vanation based on the example from Pirot, or the meaning ol the Joan-word
on the one hand. is compared with the Turkish dialeclal attestations, on the other. - .
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Leskovac, PCA materials), "rim i.e. bordering band of a copper cauldron’ (Pirot.
PCA materials); Mac. uembep m. '1im of a lid or another vessel
(ANEKCOBCKMY 1985:45)'%; Bulg. uembep m. rim of an object” (CoduiicKo.
B, [1:11); Bulg. wombep m. "iron for rims; obs. bordering flat edge of a sahan, edge
of a pan on scale’ (Tlupaorcko, B 1V:151); Bulg. yymbep m.  woman’s headscart;
upper part of a vessel (usually copper)’ (Kapnoscko, B VL 18Y).

3.1. The question arises in such cases as (0 what should be given preference:
should we depart from the referential phonetic form and then suppose a semantic
shift toward the attested meaning?!, or should we allow that the very meaning of the
word is the key o its interpretation, and that the phonetic features were subsequent-
ly altered. Tf we accept the latter view, the etymon of these words would be the Turk.
gember?! in the meaning “hoop. ring’%? with semantic specialisation to "edge. rim of
a dish, boarder’. This is confirmed by almost identical examples in attestations from
Pirot: wumbiap (Haname kom'a 00 yumbap Fill the kettle up to the ring'), and
uembep (Komoa nanu Q0 wembep, e npenay) 2a "Fill the kettle up to the ring, do
not overfill it'). Tt should be borne in mind that the example from Pirot with its ini-
tial i~ is a hapax legomenon so it could actually be the result of a merely local pho-
netic variation. On the other hand, it can be assurmed that in the (Balkan) Turkish ver-
naculars there used to be parallel forms with ¢- and ¢-23. The semantic specialization
hoop’ > 'rim. edge, the final strip of a copper vessel, lid or plate’ might have come
about as a secondary semantic adaptation motivated by the very semasiology of the
words ofipyu *vim, wooden or metal hoop around a tub’ and 060 rim of a hat, flow-
er, sieve, drum, etc.” in the Serbian language.

3.2. Geographic distribution of this word, i.e. this specialized meaning. 15 limited
to south-eastern Serbia, a single Macedonian attestation and central regions of Bulgaria.

4 The Serbian dialectal word swumuim "a piece of wood or iron used for stretch-
ing cloth on the goathair weaving loom, ¢imbar’ (Pirot, Rasina, PCA), "goathair
weaving device composed of two pieces of wood, one of which is cut through length-
wise. and the other is flat and it penetrates the pierced part which it is tied to by a
small wooden wedge’ (Ni§, Huxonnh 1955:151; lvanjica, Knexesuh

1955:260; Mrkonji¢ Grad, lppaua 1957:55) is a term for the very object that is
designated by uwamfap, but it befongs to goathair weaving terminology. There are,
also, two phonetic variants of the same word: miimun m. id." (Kosovo.
E nesosu k). naner m.’id” (Prizeen, PCA materials). The same term is attest-

19 The author states only that this word comes from the Turk. ¢ember, without @ medning.

20 The reliability of such explanations 1§ certainly reinforced by a number ol attested analogous
semantic shifts Cweaving lerm’ > "edgc ol'a vessel, rim’) in the borrowing language itsell. as well as in
other uprelated fanguages.

3 For more information on the Turk. gember, its meanings. atestations and origin ¢l
Stachowski (1998:47). .

22 ¢f. SCr. uembep (besides "cloth. Tabric; a Kind o woman’s scar”) also hoop. frame, ring’ [rom
the Turk. gember Skaljic).

23 CF the varying of the Turk. ¢~¢ in the examples like: gember, gamber, ¢emper. gomber o cent-
ber. cenber. conbrr cte. “woman’s headscart” (DS). as well as the above-mentioned examples ol the
Turkish numes for parts of the weaviag loon. Variations of vocalism in the first syllable in Bulg. ates-
tations are also explicable on the basis of the Turkish dialectal torms. For the shift -o- > -ti-. ¢l Bulg.
dial. Kynatusis, uyads, Kysain (Kapnosexo, BIO VI,
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ecll in Bulgarian too: swmitm ’cogs, teeth — term from goathair weaving craftsman-
ship” (Ilebueso, TposiHcko, BEP 4:136); memizmo’id.’ (Bewu eEu ;< '1:0;3 a
1953:89); menivm 'id.” (Jlosenrpan, Benenuxrtosa 1953:91) %

) 4,'" In the BEP the Bulgarian word is supposed to be Greek by origin. from
LU "razor blade; end, point (of a needle and the like); nose’ (BEP 4:136) blhe areu-
ments for this interpretation being found in the analogy of the semax.nic n’worivqricon
of the domestic term ’cogs, teeth’®. However, if we are looking for the etymc;lo0
_Of,a technical term, other elements in the same terminology should be borne in minczly'
it is most likely that the majority of those terms share a common origin (K n LU '
1'969:(?8). An advanced technology for goathair processing as well as thz orguniza-
tion of the goathair weaving craft was introduced into the Balkans by the Turl?s who
were [he first to practise it’%. Therefore, a considerable number of terms ﬂ'onrw this
crafts is furnished by Turcisms, which makes it very likely that both the Serbhn 1nﬂ
the Bu.lgurian words s come from the Turk. dial. mitit?” "device u;ed‘for
stretching cloth in goathair weaving’ (Canakkale, SDD), "device used for s[rélchinu
cloth an a weaving loom’ (Tokat, Canakkale, DS)28. The origin of the Bulg /Vl(_’l?'lLH‘)?
and MeHLm could be related to this Turkish goathair weaving term aith%u% their
phonetic form is not identical to the etymon??. l 7 ) {

4.2..Th|s word belongs to urban loan-words, as part of the heritage of urban econ-
omy, .whu;h used to be developed in old centers of craftsmanship. It’z geographic dis-
tribution includes southem and south-western Serbia and Bosnia™, and central and
south-eastern Bulgaria®'. The word cannot be considered Ioan-w;)rd in the : l'(; er
sense, bu.r rather an ethnographism, a part of professional vocabulary used by a czrl't)in
narrow circle of people, which neves "left’ the professional domain nor\waﬁ it used (‘)ui;
side the sphere of that craft. The first mention of this word cunnot' be established with

[T : ) . . .
e The :u.llhm notes that this word is a loan from Greek and he relates it to the Modern Gk
u Ir(u)gispa whwh designated a partof a loom (Benepguxrosa 1953:92) .
7»(’ For dcrm_ls concerning this cxplanation, ¢f. Jumutrposa-Tonopona (1989)
“® The craft was later to a largely adopted by the local (i i . i
evords o crult wi fater 10 4 & Dhe ~adop . y the local population. According to ethnographic
ating e beginning of last century which include a list of crafts 0
= . N e ( > beg 2 st of crafis, among the
less I’]L})!]TL\C/I 035. so-calfed Serbian guilds there is also the goathair weaving craft ( o
2 . . TN . . =) . & :
mc,,lioncd"cf nl\ot w.uln to pondublhc question of the origin of the Turkish word. Its relation with the
cek words seems (o be an interesting lopic for analysi i
X ck w sting ysis. However, it has 2en rec
memioned Sk see 0 6 . I r. it has not been recoy-
.&.(— 154 Grecismin major studies by authors who had at their disposal the cited Turkish dialectal cor
pu.x(l%clzc 1955, Tzitzilis 1987). o 7
281 . N o I
Vine. s “r/ xlsI (?t>.v_mu|s Irom_ semantic definitions that the Turkish word is used as a term in goathair wea-
ving. as cll agin domestic weaving terminology. while in the Serbian and Bulgarian languages it wis
restricted to the goathair weaving terminotog ly. [t € at this t N, o
g ogy only. It is noteworthy that th 'm bel S
called male code. unlike s hi { ¢ e s
po . ¢ wenbap w rich belongs 1o the temale code, so that their borrowing and distri-
)un()nﬁgould have been influenced by that circumstance 100 i .
- lnlh-" ONee " o]y > @ H -
o [-\(..ldh-.\(..’ﬂl.l, (.” amare rdz'uhk etymological solution. one must depart from the fact that when
Lo 1\ C L.’L.m_l(.d| leyms, nomination according to the code which had been taken over should be con
Si uregopémwy in relation to all other potential solutions V
: . s,
Y Goathair weaving was spread in Lika ¢ i
) aving was spread in Lika and Kybava, but there is i : i )
o a . no cvidenc > exislence
this rcun. ct. Opmauva (1957:47-48). dence of the extenee !
<1 After the luw which prohibited reari i
ibited rearing goats was infr ced i > alter ) i
couthorn S e Jo wineh probibied aring g ats was introduced in the altermath of WW Il i
poern Ser s craft was first transfercd from urban conmunities into the rural ones, only to be
ave almost complerely disappeared (¢l Hux o ninh 1955) h
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certainty, but the first written record of goathair weaving in southern Serbia falls into
the 16th century and in [8th century in city of Nis (Hu kK onmh 1955).

5. These examples have only touched the surface of some questions relevant for
the methodology of studying Turcisms in the Balkan languages: determining. when-
ever it is possible, the precise etymon of the Turkish loan-word, grouping and view-
ing the sum of attestations of a word, initially within the framework of every indi-
vidual language and, with that knowledge, defining the areal distribution of the loan-
word; gaining insight into overall semantics of a Turcism, which implies that differ-
ences between the etymon and the loan-word may bear witness to a potential Balkan
Turkish dialectal meuaning, or of secondary semantic adaptation in one or more
Balkan languages; the study of loan-words as elements of thematic or terminological
systems, etc. Since the study of Turcisms in the Balkans in general, as well as in
every individual language, happens to be something between a synthesis and sys-
tematization of knowledge on the one hand, and a more minutious analysis of the lex-
ical corpus on the other, the most interesting discoveries will occur not so much in
the field of unveiling new tacts, as in looking at things with different eyes™=.
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