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Turkish loanwords in Serbian: Sorting out missing
and misplaced parts of a still growing puzzle

S. PETROVIC

1. The study of Turkish loanwords in Serbian' has a long history, and significant
results have been achieved. Although we can find some minor word lists from the
17th century, and glossaries from the first half of the 18th,? the year 1884 marks the
beginning of the scientifically-based approach to the subject. In that year two im-
portant dictionaries were printed: Turske i druge istolanske re¢i u nasem jeziku by
Dorde Popovi¢ (ITorroBuh 1884), and the first volume of Franz Miklosich’s famous
“Die tiirkischen Elemente in den siidost- und osteuropaeischen Sprachen” (Miklo-
sich 1884-1890). To date, the list of works dealing with Turcisms in Serbian® has
expanded to over 300 items, including articles, monographs, specialized and ety-
mological dictionaries.*

2. The most important lexicographic manuals for Turcisms in the Serbian language
are Miklosich (1884-1890), Knezevi¢ (1962), Skok (1971-1974), Skalji¢ (1985), EPC]
and ITerposuh (2012a).” These dictionaries differ in their methodological approach
to organizing entries. The nest principle from the Turkish language perspective is
applied in Miklosich (1884-1890) and KneZzevi¢ (1962); the nest principle from the
Serbian language perspective is used in Skok (1971-1974); the flexible lexeme prin-
ciple is applied in EPCJ and ITetposuh (2012a), while Skalji¢ (1985) applies a strict
lexeme principle from the Serbo-Croatian perspective. The Serbian lexical material

This article is the result of research on project no. 178007 “Etymological Research into the
Serbian Language and Compilation of the Etymological Dictionary of Serbian” which is fully fi-
nanced by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic
of Serbia.

! In this paper we use the terms Serbian and Serbo-Croatian as near synonyms, considering
that the latter is a phase in the development of standard Serbian (and other successor languages
of Serbo-Croatian).

? On manuscript dictionaries of Turkish loanwords see Stojakovi¢ (1980) and Causevi¢ (2016).

* Not always dealing with the Serbian language exclusively, but containing some Serbian
material. .

* For more detailed information about the history of the study of Turkish loanwords in Serbi-
an and an overview of the main topics in this field, as well as the bibliography up to the year 1993,
see ITerposuh (1993). In the meantime, the number of works has grown considerably, and it is
impossible to mention all of them, but the most relevant ones will be cited later in this paper. The
relevant references for other Balkan languages up to the year 1990 can be found in Tietze (1990).

® It is worthwhile mentioning yet another dictionary, Rjecnik posudenica iz turskoga jezika
(Nosi¢ 2005), comprising 22,000 entries of Serbo-Croatian Turcisms. The only reason this dic-
tionary is not included in the list of main manuals is the fact that it lacks in scientifically based
lexicographic data, such as cited literature and references, lexical resources, etc.
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TURKISH LOANWORDS IN SERBIAN

they deal with also varies, and depends both on the sources the authors had at their
disposal and the applied methodological approach. The most complete lexical data
can be found in EPCJ, including both standard and dialectal material from the en-
tire Shtokavian region.® Skalji¢ (1985), Knezevi¢ (1962) and Skok (1971-1974) incor-
porated Serbo-Croatian words from the standard and literary language, with res-
tricted dialectal material — Skalji¢ (1985) mainly from Bosnia and Herzegovina,
whilst Knezevi¢ (1962) and Skok (1971-1974) added a number of sources from the
Kosovo-Resava, Prizren-Timok and Chakavian dialects. ITerposuh (2012a) ana-
lyzes the Prizren-Timok dialectal words and compares them to the standard and
literary material. With regard to comparative lexical material from other Balkan
languages, these dictionaries can be divided into two groups: the first, observing
Serbo-Croatian words within this broader context (Miklosich 1884-1890; Skok
1971-1974; EPCJ; IlerpoBuh 2012a), and the second, dealing only with the Ser-
bo-Croatian material (Knezevi¢ 1962; Skalji¢ 1985).

3. From a starting point in the 19th century, over the past 130 years, many things
have changed with regard to the study of Turkish loans in Serbian, as well as in
other Balkan languages: (1) the corpus of Turkish loans in Serbian has grown consi-
derably, mostly in dialectal data;” (2) the expansion of our understanding of the
history and dialectology of the Turkish language has demanded new perspectives
in finding adequate Turkish etyma; and (3) the development of Balkan studies has
brought with it a new methodological comparative approach. Not all the studies of
the Serbo-Croatian Turcisms have applied contemporary linguistic knowledge and
methodology, but most of them are valuable resources in the fields of etymology,
historical lexicography and Balkanology. The aim of this paper is not to give a com-
plete, up-to-date survey of these studies, but to point out some key issues that are
still missing or misplaced in research on Turkish loanwords in Serbian.®

4. Chronology. Defining the chronological strata of Turkish influence upon Ser-
bo-Croatian is one of the fundamental issues in historical and etymological stu-
dies.” Locating Turcisms in time allows a better understanding of the borrowing
process and gives us a starting point from which to trace their further dissemina-
tion through dialects and vernaculars in the Balkans. The long-lasting contact
between Serbian and Turkish / Turkic languages can be divided into three major
periods: the Pre-Ottoman period (6th or 7th-14th c.), the Ottoman period (14th-
19th c.), and the Post-Ottoman period (20th c.).

S For a more detailed explanation of the methodology applied in EPCJ see Bjeneruh,
Bnajuh-ITonosuh & Jloma (1997); Ilerposith (1997); EPCJ 3rd v., 5-6.

7 In the past thirty years, nearly 200 new dialectal dictionaries from the Shtokavian region
have been published.

® Six important aspects of the investigation of lexical borrowings in the Balkans that should be
added to the classical comparative-historical method are pointed out in Sobolev (2009, 234-35).

° On the complexity of Turkish influence on different chronological levels in the Balkans see
Hazai & Kappler (1999, 652-56).
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S. PETROVIC

4.1.1 During the first half of the Pre-Ottoman period, until the 11th century, the
Serbian language was part of a still undifferentiated South-Slavic entity. After the
11th century began the period of diglossia between Old Serbian (the vernacular
language) and Serbian Slavic (the literary language) which lasted, with certain
changes to both varieties, until the 19th century. The lack of early attestations and
the fragmentary nature of the written sources makes a more precise definition of
the Serbian (Slavic) layer of contact virtually impossible, and therefore the initial
form of the loanword and the context of its usage are inaccessible to us. There are
no more than a few dozen loanwords from this period, for example bubreg, kovceg,
klobuk, balvan, etc. (Amamosuh 1969; 1976; Dybo 2010).'° Certain studies of the
Serbo-Croatian Turcisms do not recognize this chronological level of borrowing,
and treat such words as if they were of Ottoman-Turkish origin." Some of these
early loanwords, considered to be of Turkic origin, still lack a definite etymological
explanation, having at least two interpretations of origin, for example the words
kvar or haluga (Dybo 2010; Jloma 2000). The majority of these words (sometimes
falsely considered to be Proto-Slavic loanwords) were incorporated into Old Church
Slavonic and spread into East and West Slavic languages through this literary lan-
guage of the early Slavic world. They are usually considered to be of Bulgar-Turkic
origin, and to have entered either directly, via the Danube Bulgar branch or the
Volga Bulgar branch, or mediated by Hungarian. Significant progress has recently
been made in this field with the revelation of new facts about the Proto-Turkic lan-
guage group and contacts between Slavic and Hungarian languages in early medi-
aeval times (Dybo 2010; Rona-Tas & Berta 2011).?

4.1.2 The main task in this field is to establish the first written attestation of a
loanword and to define as precisely as possible the source language and paths of
the borrowing process by comparing material from early Slavic and Hungarian
written sources.

4.2.1 The Ottoman period is by far the most important period for Serbian-Turk-
ish language interference, and 99% of the Turkish loanwords were borrowed dur-
ing these five centuries of constant and living contact. Skalji¢’s dictionary has 8,742
entries, and the number of Turcisms has subsequently risen to over 9,000, with the
inclusion of new dialectal material. The corpus of Turkish loanwords and their sta-
tus at different levels of Serbian have changed significantly over the past 60 years.
On the one hand, due to vast and systematic dialectological research, the number
of recorded lexemes, especially their phonetic and semantic variations, has sub-
stantially increased, whilst on the other, the proportion of the vocabulary of the
standard language made up of such items has continued to decrease, and even those

1% On the studies concerning Pre-Ottoman Turkish loanwords see ITerposuh (1993, 110-12).

11 See for example bubreg (KneZevi¢ 1962, 63; Skalji¢ 1985, 150), balvan (Skaljic 1985, 119), ja-
rak (Skalji¢ 1985, 362; Knezevic¢ 1962, 164).

12 The importance of the early loanwords for the historical linguistics of the Turkic languag-
es is very often stressed, and even accorded a key role in the reconstruction of certain features,
because of the scarcity of recorded Turkic data from the Pre-Ottoman period (Dybo 2010, 21).
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TURKISH LOANWORDS IN SERBIAN

that remain in use are often relegated to the status of archaic, dialectal, stylistically
colored lexical items."* According to recent research, only (up to) 10% of Turkish
loans currently have active status (Burbhuh 2013). Turcisms belonging to this pe-
riod are also the best studied, and form the main topic of interest of the above-
mentioned dictionaries. Yet there are still a lot of missing or misplaced pieces to be
discovered in this field of investigation. We will illustrate just one missing lexical
piece of the puzzle, a newly discovered historical Turcism in Serbian — deserme.

4.2.2 The word deserme ‘recruiting Christian children during the Ottoman ep-
och’ is not recorded in a single dictionary of the Serbian language, descriptive or
etymological, but it is attested in a manuscript from the early 17th century. The most
adequate Turkish etymon is the older form degsiirme, beside devsirme and diisiirme
(ITerposuh 2013b, 395-96). The discovery of this lexical archaism is important for
two main reasons: (1) the Serbian word allows the possibility that the older Turk-
ish form degsiirme was alive and used throughout the 16th and possibly 17th cen-
turies, together with the newer form devsirme, and (2) being already attested in
Greek and Albanian with the same meaning, as vrovoovpués and devshirme res-
pectively, the existence of the Serbian word gives this Turkish loan the status of a
lexical Balkanism, albeit an archaism (ITerposuh 2013b, 395-96).

4.2.3 The main tasks in this field are to discover new loanwords and new pho-
netic, semantic and morphological features from the dialectal sources and histori-
cal documents written in this period, to establish the difference between dialectal
and literary loanwords from the perspective of both languages (which is discussed
within the contact points problem, § 5), and to recognize the peculiarities of loan-
words from different parts of the Serbo-Croatian territory and the directions of
influence on the standard Serbian language.

4.3.1 The Post-Ottoman period has generally been almost invisible to research,
and all the words of Turkish origin registered in the 20th century are considered to
be part of the Ottoman legacy. Although Post-Ottoman Turcisms are not numer-
ous, we will present one through the case of the word jogurt.

The analysis of the borrowing process of the Turkish word yogurt ‘yogurt’ into
Serbian offers a complex image of the paths taken by loans, as well as three differ-
ent layers of the borrowing process: the Ottoman Turkish, the Non-Turkish, and
the Post-Ottoman period. During the 19th century, the word was recorded in a few
written sources exclusively as a non-adapted foreign word, and was provided with
an explanation or translation as ‘sour milk’. This was a case of direct borrowing
from the Ottoman period and, according to the linguistic data, the word jogurt can-
not be considered a proper loanword at the time. In the middle of the 20th centu-
ry the word reappears as the brand name for a dairy product with the meaning ‘a
sort of dairy drink’. With that meaning the word entered directly into the standard

'* For the status and methodological treatment of Turkish loanwords in two recent volumes
of the Peunux cpncroxpsamckoe kivusxcesHoz u Hapooroz jesuxa (Dictionary of the Serbo-Croa-
tian literary and popular language), see Bunbuh (2007) and Bunbuh (2015).
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Serbo-Croatian vocabulary and has remained in everyday use ever since. Analysis
showed that this was a case of borrowing a word of Turkish origin via French or
German and a case of a non-Turkish direct loan. The most recent, Post-Ottoman
borrowing layer is found in a proverb Ko se jednom na mleko opece taj i u jogurt
duva, being a calque from the Turk. Siitten agzi yanan yogurdu (veya ayram) iifley-
erek yer (veya icer) ‘he who gets burned by milk blows on yogurt as well’, with the
word jogurt as a stable element. The proverb was not attested before the 1980s (ITe-
tpoBuh & Bunhuh 2015).*

4.3.2 The main task is to discover the most recent layers in the borrowing pro-
cess of Turkish loanwords by investigating Turcisms in Serbian not recorded before
the 20th century.

5. The contact point. The task of understanding the circumstances in which a cer-
tain lexical unit was borrowed, by explaining its social context and functional lin-
guistic levels, is very complex. One element of this broad picture is to determine,
when possiblé, whether the contact occurred between literary idioms,* or dialects,
or between one literary idiom and one vernacular. This problem should be observed
from two perspectives.

5.1 From the standpoint of the source language. Neglect for the facts of the his-
torical development and dialectal diversity of the Turkish language has been stressed
many times as the weakest area in the study of Turcisms, not only in the Serbo-Cro-
atian language, but inrother Balkan languages as well.'® Increasing knowledge in the
field of Turkology, especially in dialectology, in the second half of the 20th century
gave the opportunity to improve the etymological explanation of Turkish loanwords,”
allowing, in the first place, the identification of a precise Turkish etymon, from both
a formal and a semantic perspective.'® For example, Serb. zanat ‘craft’ used to be ex-
plained as a loan from Turk. sana(a)t ‘craft’ (Skok 1971-1974, 3rd v., 642; Skalji¢ 198s,
645). But the attestation of both a dialectal and historical Turkish form zanat ‘craft
enabled the establishment of a more appropriate etymon (ITerposuh 2012a, 138-39).
Serb. domazlak ‘stud, broad’ was identified as a borrowing from Turk. damizlik ‘stud,
broad’ (Skok 1971-1974, 1st v., 425; Skalji¢ 1985, 223). The Serbian form was explained
as aresult of interference with dom ‘home, house’, of Slavic origin, but the Turk. dial.
domazlik offers a phonetically appropriate Turkish source (Iletposuh 2012a, 121).
These cases, as well as many other similar ones, confirm that the borrowing process
occurred between dialects in contact, often reflecting older Turkish word forms."®

'* In favor of the explanation of the Serbian proverb as a calque stands the corresponding
Greek phrase: 67moto¢ kaei o0 YvAd, puoder kau To yiovpti (TleTposuh & Bunhuh 2015, 260-61).

'* The term literary is used in a broader sense, to denote written or administrative, often of-
ficial forms of communication.

'¢ For the role of Turkish dialects in the borrowing process, and the importance of defining
a precise Turkish etymon in Greek and other Balkan languages, see Tzitzilis (1997).

'7 For detailed bibliography on Balkan Turkish dialects, see Tryjarski (1990).

'® For more details concerning Serbian Turcisms, see [Terposuh (1997, 118-19).

** Turkish dialectal forms have been explained by the development of the Rumelian dialects
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5.2 From the standpoint of the borrowing language. Research on Turkish loan-
words in Serbian has not always paid enough attention to the importance of the
peculiarities of different parts of the Serbo-Croatian territory, dialectally and his-
torically, and their influence on the standard Serbian language.?® The example of
the Serbian word da(h)ija shows how semantic and phonetic differences can be
explained by differences in dialectal contact points and historical facts at the level
of the Serbian language. The noun dahija is present in Serbian primarily as a title
of characters from the popular epic poetry and literature of the 19th century, mean-
ing ‘head of the janissaries; tyrant’, and its usage in the standard language is very
restricted. On the other hand, a dialectal form daija is attested only in the region
of Kosovo and Metohija, but with the opposite meaning ‘hero, knight’. Both forms
are borrowed from the Turk. day: ‘hero; a title of high administrative rank in the
Ottoman empire’. The semantic difference between two Serbian words can be ex-
plained by the fact that the borrowing region of the form dahija ‘head of the janis-
sary; tyrant’ was the Pashaluk of Belgrade, notorious in the late 18th and early 19th
century for the cruelty of its local administrators, i.e. dahijas. Borrowed there, ini-
tially as an administrative title, the term gained a very negative appellative mean-
ing, not attested in Turkish, due to the tyranny of the Ottoman high officials.** In
addition, in the popular epic poetry of the South-West region of Serbia, East Her-
zegovina and Bosnia, a non-etymological -h- was frequently added to the original
form daija, as a consequence of hypercorrection in Turkish loanwords, character-
istic for this Serbian dialectal base. In contrast, the Serbian dialectal form daija,
with the meaning ‘hero, knight’, was borrowed directly from the Turkish dialectal
appellative in the region of Kosovo and Metohija, in appropriate phonetic form and
preserving the original meaning. Dialects from this area generally do not have the
phoneme A, and show no tendency toward hypercorrection of Turkish loans under
the influence of Standard Serbian. Thus the word was preserved in the original
form until the late 20th century.”

6. Etymology. All the topics discussed in this paper form part of a comprehensive

and differences between Eastern and Western Rumelian. However, the influence of local South
Slavic dialects on the latter, stressed in Siegel (2010), should also be considered, but with much
more caution, and relying on exhaustive and up-to-date dialectological facts. Sometimes it is also
hard to define which chronological layer within the donor language was the precise source, and
to separate archaic features from dialectal ones, as these are very often of the same origin. For
example, Serb. dial. form janenvu ‘wrong’ < Turk. yangls, reflects both dialectal and archaic fea-
tures (ITerpoBuh 20123, 157).

%% Very few studies of Turkish loanwords have so far offered a picture of the areal distribu-
tion of Turkish loanwords and their separate features (semantic, phonetic, etc.). However, it has
been shown that the analysis of lexical material from this perspective can contribute consider-
ably to establishing areas of concentration of certain lexical types and possible diffusion zones
for these forms (Co6ormeB 2004a, 64; 2004b, 211).

! The importance of reconstruction of extralinguistic conditions in order to better under-
stand borrowing processes was discussed in Sobolev (2009, 235-36).

?? For a more detailed explanation of Serb. da(h)ija see [lerposuh (2010).
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etymological explanation. Here we will point out another dimension, particular-
ly important for etymological lexicography — how deep into etymon origin do we
go?** Turkish (i.e. Ottoman) vocabulary was exceedingly genetically diverse, and
the Turkish language, besides the autochthonous lexis, included words from Arabic,
Persian, Greek, Latin, and other languages. The methodological approach to this
question taken in the majority of etymological studies and dictionaries is to give
brief comments on the origin of a Turkish etymon only in the case of loanwords,
noting its Arabic, Persian, Greek, Latin, or other source word.** This practice of
giving a deeper etymological explanation of Turcisms confronts the author of an
etymological dictionary with the highly exacting task of writing a kind of ‘chained’
etymological dictionary (or entry) of different languages instead of an etymologi-
cal dictionary (or entry) of one single language - a task sometimes very difficult to
fulfil. The question arises of whether such a goal can be achieved by the non-spe-
cialist in Turkish etymology, and what value these etymological remarks have for
the users. ‘Digging deeper’ is absolutely necessary when understanding that the
etymology of a Turkish word demands the identification of the correct origin of
a loanword. One such example is provided by two Serbian homonyms of Turkish
origin, asik ‘lover’ and asik lamb bone used as a vessel in a children’s game’. In
SkoK’s dictionary, both words are nested under the same entry, thus implying their
derivation from the same Turkish etymon, from the Arabic word @siq ‘lover’ (Skok
1971-1974, 1st V., 69—70). However, a more thorough investigation of the etymology
of the Turkish word reveals the existence of a pair of homonyms in Turkish too, one
borrowed from the abovementioned Arabic word, and the other a common Turkish
word meaning ‘lamb bone; a vessel in various games’ (EPC] 1st v., 252-53; [lerposuh
20124, 57-58). In search of the optimal solution, and balancing between the impos-
sibility of offering expert etymological remarks in every single case (thus possibly
repeating the errors of previous authors), and the danger of depriving the users of
existing etymological solutions, in the first three volumes of the EPCJ the authors
adopted the approach of registering a Turkish word as an etymon, and discussing
its origin only when this has a direct impact on the etymological explanation of the
Serbian word. This methodological standpoint was modified in Ilerposuh (2012a)
by always referring to relevant references concerning the etymology of the Turkish
etymon, including Proto- and Common Turkish words, as well as loanwords. This
approach will be applied in a shorter form in the future volumes of EPC]J.

7. Some challenging features which should receive special attention in studies dedi-
cated to investigating Turkish influence on Serbian and other Balkan languages
have already been noted in many studies (Hazai & Kappler 1999). Our aim is to

** An important question for the etymology of Balkan Turcisms is the identification of the
immediate etymon. Etymological dictionaries show considerable differences in their treatment
of, for example, Turcisms of Greek origin. Only comparative research on words with multiple
etymologies will offer a picture of applied methodological patterns.

** This is the case of Skok (1971-1974), Knezevi¢ (1962) and Skalji¢ (1985).
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stress here some recent contributions dealing with Serbian Turcisms, taking into
account five main aspects of these features.

71 Phonetics. This topic mainly deals with the phonetic adaptation of Turkish
words into Serbian.?® The phonetic form of a loanword depends on various ele-
ments, and all of them should be considered while investigating their origin.*® Re-
cent etymological research has made considerable efforts in the direction of a more
thorough analysis of the phonetic shape of Turcisms, and distinguishing autoch-
thonous changes from those loaned during the borrowing process. For example,
the consonant -k- in Serb. baksis ‘tip’ used to be explained as an adaptation of Turk.
-h- (Skalji¢ 1985, 31). However, new Turkish dialectal material offers a more accu-
rate perspective — the Serbian word form should be explained as a reflex of the
Turkish dialectal and archaic form baksis (EPCJ 2nd v., 113; IlerpoBuh 2012a, 63-
64). A similar approach is applied for the Serb. beng, benk ‘birthmark’ (ITerposuh
2004), and for phonetic doublets kavaz/gavaz, kumrija/gumrija, kolsuz/golsuz (Ile-
TpoBuh 2008b).

7.2 Morphology. The problems of the morphological adaptation of Turcisms, as
well as the role of Turkish suffixes as derivational units used with non-Turkish
words in Serbian, have been very well investigated (ITerposuh 1993, 102-9). How-
ever, a few recent studies in this field should be mentioned: one dealing with Turk-
ish suffixes (Paguh 2001), one dealing with the derivational analysis of Turcisms
(Bunbuh 2013), and one dealing with specific verbal word formation in the Mon-
tenegrin dialects (IlerpoBuh 2012b).

7.3 Semantics. Semantic analysis of Turcisms in Serbian has usually been lim-
ited to dividing specific material into a certain number of semantic groups (Ile-
tpoBuh 1993, 109; IletpoBuh 20123, 350-56).>” More interesting features, such as
semantic differences between loanwords and their source forms, or independent
semantic developments in the source language, have not been systematically ana-
lyzed so far. A study of the specific semantic development of the verb bitisati ‘to
perish’ and ‘to exist’ is offered in ITerpoBuh (2008a). One of the problems in defin-
ing the semantic characteristics of a loanword is to observe its usage in a specific
context. For example, sometimes elements of a phrase develop a certain meaning
only in some specific idiomatic unit — a meaning slightly different from the one at-
tested for the individual word - and dictionaries, both descriptive and etymologi-
cal, do not always note that difference. The Serbian word aber ‘information’ is also
defined as ‘knowledge’, although the second meaning is attested exclusively in the
phrase imati | nemati abera ‘to have / not to have knowledge of something’, which
is a semi-calque from Turkish haberim var | yok (Ilerposuh 1999).

7.4 Calques. Calques in Serbian have usually been investigated alongside mor-

> A more detailed survey is offered in ITerpoBuh (1993, 92-102).

%6 One is the contact point, as we saw in the examples of dahija and daija in § 5.2.

7 A comprehensive study of horse breeding terminology in Serbian that includes all Turk-
ish loanwords belonging to this semantic field is given by Bunbuh (2009).
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phological or semantic features.”® Some remarks on calques in the Serbian dialect
of Prizren were made in ITerposuh (20123, 357-59). For the study of one potential
calque in Serbian, otvoren ‘open; light in color’ see ITetposuh (2001).%°

8. Conclusion. The study of Turkish loanwords in Serbian is only a part of the wid-
er field of research into Turkish influence upon the Balkan languages and their
lexis. The modern scientific approach to this topic started with the capital synthet-
ic work of Miklosich, and developed many analytic branches, including those deal-
ing with particular features in individual languages, resulting in a significant num-
ber of linguistic studies and etymological dictionaries. It has been stressed more
than once that there is a need for a new synthesis (Hazai 1989). Bearing in mind
the immensity of the Turkish linguistic legacy in the Balkans, and the new perspec-
tives and tasks proposed in the field of the study of Balkan Turkish loanwords,*
the path that lies ahead towards a broader synthesis still seems very long. At this
point, the collection of as many individual results as possible seems to be the right
direction to take if we are eventually to reach this destination.*' One of the aims of
this paper, along with pointing out the most important issues regarding Turcisms
in Serbian that still remain open to more thorough research, is to present some sig-
nificant references on this topic, as a contribution to a better understanding of
Turkish loanwords in the broader, Balkan context.
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Iepinyn

Tovpkikd daveta otn oepPikn: anokabloT@vTag TA KEVA
Kat Ta Tapatonobetnuéva koppdtia evog mall

H pelétn Twv Tovpkikdv Saveiwv ot oepPikr €xel pakpd LOTOpIa pe ONHAVTIKA
amoteléopata. Ot epyacieg Tov acXOAOVVTAL fe TOVG TOVPKIOROVS 0T oepPikn
eivau péypt ofjpepa eploadepeg amd 300 (BA. 0To keipevo on. 3).

Ta o onpavtika AeEikoypagikd eyxetpidia yia Tovg TOVPKIoHOVG 0T oepPIKT]
yA@ooa eivau Ta e€fc: Miklosich (1884-1890), Knezevi¢ (1962), Skok (1971-1974),
gkaljic’ (1985), EPCJ xat [Terposuh (2012a).

Katd ) Sidpketa Twv TEAeLTAiwY 130 ETOV TO OMOHA TWV TOVPKIKWY daveiwvy
otn oepPixkn YLoooa éxet SievpuvBei onuavtikd, kupiwg pe Stakextikd dedopéva,
Kkat 1) Pertiwpévn katavonon and pEPOuE pag TnG IOTOPIag TG TOVPKIKHG YAwooag
Kat TG Tovpkikrs Stakektoloyiag avoiyet véeg mpoomTikég oTnV e§edpeon tkavo-
TIOINTIKOV TOVPKIKOV ETUHWY, EVE 1) avanTuEn Twv Pakkavikdv omovdwy éxel wg
amotéleopa pa véa peBodoloyikr} ovykpitiki Tpoogyyion. Zkomog e epyaciag
avtAg efvat va avadeifet opiopéva kpiopa fntiparta, eAAeiyelg -aotoxieg mov ov-
veyilovv va xapaktnpifovv Tnv épevva yla Ta Tovpkikd ddvela oTn ogpPukr.

H pakpdxpovn emagn petafd g oepPIkig Kal TNG TOVPKIKAG / TWV TOVPKIKWY
YAwoowv propei va xwploTei oe Tpeig peiloveg meptédovg: v mpoobwpavikr (606-
1406 at.), Tnv oBwpavik (1406-190¢ at.) kat T petaobwuavikr (2066 at.).

H éMN\ewyn Tp@dwv papTupLdy Kdat 1) AmoCTACHATIKY GVOT) TWV YpaTITwY TNydv
ané v Tpoobwpaviki Tepiodo kablotd mpaktikd adbvato Tov akpiPéoTtepo Kka-
Bopiopd Tov oepPikov (oAaPikov) oTpdUATOG TNG EMAQPHG. ZT0 Tedio avTo €xet ov-
vreleotel onpavTiki tpdodog, pe Ty amokdAvyn véwv dedopévwy yia tnv opdda
NG TPWTOTOVPKIKAG YADOOAG Kat TIG eMapég avapeoa oTn oAaBik Kat TIG ovyypL-
KéG YADOOEG KATA TOVG TIP@DIHOVG pesalwVikoDs Xpovoug (Dybo 2010° Réna-Tas &
Berta 2011). Baowké {ntodpevo givat o evTomopds TG mpwtng ypantig paptoupiag
k4B Saveiov kat 0 600 To Suvatdv akpiPéotepog Tpoadiopiopdg TG SaveioTplag
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YA@ooag kat Tng Stadpopris Tne Sradikaciag Saveiopod, péow TG GVYKpLONG VAL-
k0¥ and TI¢ Tpipes OAAPIKEG Kat ovYYpIKéG ypamteg TnyEe. To 99% twv TOVPKIKWOV
Saveiwy éyvav avtikeipevo daveiopov katd Ty obwuavikr tepiodo. Ot Tovpki-
ool ov avijkovy ot avTH eivat ot KaAdTepa HEAETNUEVOL Kat atOTEAOTY TO KUpLO
avTikeipevo Tov Aefikdv ov avagépBnkav mapandve. QoT600, VTaPXOVY aKd-
un ToA\éG eEANelyelg kat aoToxieg OV pével va evTomoTovy oe avtd To medio, kat
pia amé auTég eivat To mapddetypa evog L0TopIkoD ToVpKIoHoD TTov avakakdebnke
npbo@ata: oepP. deserme ‘otpatoéynon madidy XpIloTIAVOV kKatd Ty obwpavik
emoxn. Kopia emdidEn yia avtr m xpovikr nepiodo eivat n avaxdloyn véwv da-
VEIWY Kal VEQV QOVNTIKOV, OTHACLOAOYIKDV KAl HOPPOAOYIKOV XAPAKTNPLOTIKWY,
1 Sidkpion avdpeca ota SlakekTikd Kat 0T ypappatelakd daveia ané T okoma
kat Twv §Yo YAwoodv kabdg Kat n avayvapion Tev 181atepoTATWY OV Tapov-
o1alovv Ta Sdveia amd SlaQopeTIKEG TTEPLOXEG TNG OEPPOKPOATIKNG ETUKPATELAG.

H petaobopaviki mepiodog dev eixe anacxoljoel oxedév kaBérov Tovg epev-
vntés. To mapéderypa g mapoupiag Ko se jednom na mleko opece taj i u jogurt
duva, Tov anote)ei peTaQpactikd Sdveto and To Tovpk. Siitten agzi yanan yogurdu
(veya ayram) iifleyerek yer (veya icer), anoSeicviel Tnv vapgn kat avtov ToL OTPw-
patog (Ilerposuh & Hunbhuh 2015). Baoko {nTtodpevo eival 0 EVTOTONOG TWV TILO
TPOTPATWY OTpWHATWY Katd T Siadikacia Savelopod Tovpkik@v Aéiewv péow
NG E£Taong TWV TOVPKIOHWV TTOL SeV KATaypdQovTalL 0Tn 6epPIKN TPV and Tov
206 aiwva.

H katavénon Twv TeploTdoewy Lo TIG 0moieg pia ovykekpipuévn Ae€iki pova-
8a y1ve avTIKE(HeVo Savelopoy, TNG EPUVEIAG TV KOVWVIK@Y oup@palopévwy
Kat TwV AEITOVPYIKOV YAwook@v emmédwy eivar pa mepimhokn Stadikacia. Eva
an6 ta {nrodpeva eivat va kaBopioTei, 6moTe avto eivat Suvatd, av n enagr) ovVve-
Bn avdpeoa ot ypappatelakés TOIKIAIES, fj o€ SLAAEKTOVG, 1} avapeoa o€ pua ypap-
LOTELaKT Kat OF [a Tpo@opikt Totkikia. Avté To mpéBAnpa pmopei va efeTaotet:
(a) Anté T oxomié TG Saveiotpiag yAdooas. H ayvénon twv dedopévwy mov ago-
pOUY TNV 10TOPIKT avamTvEn kat T StakekTik TOKIAGTNTA TNG TOVPKIKNG YAWO-
oag éxel TovioTel TOAEG Qopég wg 1) o adbvaun TAevpd TG HEAETNG TwV TOVP-
kiop@v. H avanto€n g emoTtipung Tng tovpkoloyiag, kat etdikd Tng TOLPKIKNG
Sialextoloyiag, £8wae TN SuvatétnTa va Pektiwdel n eTvpodoyikr eppunveia Twv
TOLPKIKOV Saveiwy, 600V agopd Tov eviomoud evog katdAAnAov eTbpov, 1600
ané pop@ikn 600 kat and onpactoloyikr droyn. (B) Ané i okomd T1s yAdooag
mov Saveiletar. H épevva twv Tovpkik@v daveiwv otr oepPikri dev xet dwoe ap-
KETH TPOCOXH 0N 0TToLSAOTNTA TIOV £XOVV OL ISIAUTEPOTNTEG TWV SLAPOPETIKWY
TEPLOXWV TNG 0EPPBOKPOATIKTG ETKPATELAG, Al SLadeKTONOYIKT] KAl LOTOPIKT| GTTO-
Y, kat 1 enidpact] Tovg oty npdTUMN OEPPiki} Ywooa (BA. onp. 19). To mapd-
Serypa ™G oepPixiic AéEng da(h)ija (‘apxnyds Twv yevitoapwy: Tupavvos’) deixvet
LE TTOLOV TPOTIO Ot SLlaopé TwV oTeiwy eMaPG TWY SIAAEKTWY KaL TWY LOTOPIKWOV
Sedopévwv g oepPixig YADOOAG HTOPOTY va EPUNVEVGOLY TIG OTHACLOAOYIKES
Kat QVNTIKéG Slagopé avapeoa oTo Tupo kat To ddveto 1} Ta Sdvela.

O\a ta {Nripata Tov pag anacxolovy oe auti TV epyacia anoteAovv Tufpa
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HtaG OAOKANPWHEVTG ETUROAOYIKIG EPUNVELAG, Kal €Va OTHAVTIKG EPWTNHA TIOV
TiBetal, e18ikd oTOV Topéa TNG ETVHONOYIKAG Ag€ikoypagiag, eivat To xpoviké Pa-
Bog 0To omoio TPémel va TACOVE KaTd TNV avalfitnon Tov eTvpov.

TIp6OoQPATEG CUVEIGQPOPEG OTNY AVTIHETATION TWV OEPPIKWY TOVPKIOUWY Aap-
Bavouy vméyn mévTe KOpLeG TIEPLOXES, Ot otoieg Ba pémel va tpooexBodv iiaite-
pa ot PENETEG aglepwpéveg oTrv eE€TaoT TG TovpKIkiG enidpaong ot oepPukr:

(1) Pwvnriki. H mpéogatn eTupoloyikr| épevva €xel kKavel onpavTikd prpata
ipog T PabiTepn avdAvon TG QWVNTIKAG HOPPNG TWY TOLPKIOUWY Kat Tr diakpL-
on petafd alkaydv mov éxovv oupPei 0T YAdooa mpoélevong kat alday@v mov
npokOTTOLY Katd TN Stadikacia Tov daveiopov.

(2) Mopgoloyia. Atapopa mpoPAfipata HOpQOAOYIKHG TTPOGAPHOYTS TWV TOVP-
KIGP@OV, KaBdG Kat 0 poAoG TwV TOLPKIKOV eMONUATWY WG TapaywyIKWVY povadwy
oe pn Tovpkikég AéEelg Tng oepPikrig, éxovv peketnBei emapkag (Ilerposuh 1993,
102-9). Avagépovpe \iyeg Tpoo@ates oXeTIkEG epyaoies: Pagnh (2001), Hunhuh
(2013) xat I[TerpoBuh (2012b).

(3) Znuactohoyia: Mepikd evila@épovta XapakTnploTikd, 6TwG oL oNpactolo-
YiKéG SlaQopEég avapeaa 0TOV TOVPKIKG TTPOSPOHO KAl GTOV TOVPKIoHS TNG OepPi-
K16 N N aveEdptnTn onuactoloyikr e&éAign ot Saveiotpla yAwooa, dev éxovv
avalvBei cvoTnpatika wg Topa. Avagépovpie Vo epyacieg, pia mov acyoleital e
™ Sevtepoyevii onpactoloyikr eEEAiEn (to prpa bitisati “xdvopar kat ‘Vapxw’)
Kkat pia ov acoAeitat pe 1o TPOPANHa Tov kabopiopod Twv onEACLOAOYIKWY Xa-
PAKTNPLOTIK@Y £VEG Saveiov, Ta omtoia cuv£ovTal He CUYKEKPIUEVEG IIwpATIKEG
AéEeig (n AéEn aber ‘mAnpogopia’ kat ‘yvwon’).

(4) Metagpaotikd ddveia. Ta petagpactikd daveia on oepPuxr] efetdlovral
ouviiBwg pali pe poppoloyikd kat onpactoloyikd xapaktnploTikd. Mapatnprioelg
yia Ta petagpactikd ddveia ot oepPikii Stdhexto Tov Ipilpev kdver n [lerposih
(20123, 357-59). Me Tn pedétn Tov mbavol petappactikod Saveiov otvoren ‘avol-
X166, avoltoxpwpog acyoleitat n) Ilerposuh (2001).

Av AdBovpe vTOYN TO TEPATTIO EDPOG TNG TOLPKIKHG YAWTOIKHG KANPOVOpdg
ota Balkavia kat TG VEEG TPOOTITIKEG Kal Ta £pya IOV TPOTE(VOVTAL OTOV TOHEQ
NG HeAéTNG TV PalkavikdV TOVPKIKOV Saveiwv, 0 SpOHOG TOL ATOUEVEL TIPOG pia
evpUTepN oVVOEO Seix Vel akdpn TOAY pakpvs. Me avtr] T oTOXELOT, N €W TWPA
oLANOYH 600 TO SuVaTtéV TEPIOOOTEPWY HEHOVWUEVWY ATTOTEAEOUATWY PaiveTal
va eivat tpog T owo i katevBuvon. Evag and Tovug aTéXovs avtod Tov KEHEVOD,
eKTOG amd TN SLepedivnon TWV IO ONUAVTIKOV (NTNHATWY TTOL TApapéVOLY akoun
avolyTé 600V apopd TOVG TOVPKIOROVG TNG 0ePPIKTG, Eival VA TAPOVOLACEL HEPIKES
oNUavTIKEG epyacieg yia To Bépua avtd, wg cLVEITPOPd oTNY KaA¥Tepn Katavonon
TV TOVPKIKWY Saveiwy oTo gvpuTePo Patkavikd mAaiato.
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