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THE -E/-U GERUND IN OLD OTTOMAN
I. FORMAL ANALYSIS
By C. S. Munpy

HE gerund here studied is a grammatical form of great interest on account
of its phonological variations and the wide range of its syntactical
relationships. It occurs in the single form, gide, in a strengthened form, giderek,
and in a pair form, gide gide. We find it as an independent gerund and in verbal
combinations which vary from mere association to complete fusion, such as
gtdememek and gideyor (gidiyor). It also has a tendency to become specialized in
use as a post-gerund, and numerous particles have originated in this way.
It has had a long history, being one of the basic grammatical forms of Turkish,
a common feature of the Turkish family of languages from the time of the early
inscriptions of northern Asia. In Ottoman Turkish its importance (except in
the -erek and pair forms) has gradually declined during the last 500 years, and
it is now used only to a very limited extent ; but in Old Ottoman it was fairly
widely employed, and the texts which have survived provide ample material for
study. It is, however, a complicated study. In the work which has been done
it would seem that investigators have usually relied on insufficient data, or have
applied methods unsuitable for this case. For example, the method of general
comparison between Ottoman on the one hand and various speech forms such
as Uighur, Chaghatai, and modern Anatolian dialects on the other, cannot give
satisfactory results. There are too many unknown factors, too many
imponderables. Such a procedure inevitably leads to the comparison of mere
isolated examples which do not really prove anything. I have therefore confined
myself to Old Ottoman, and my method has been to take whole texts and
collect and classify all the examples of this gerund which they contain. This is
laborious, but it produces results which cannot be obtained in any other way.

Before discussing the gerund itself I wish to say something about the nature
and quality of the Old Ottoman material we possess. This is the basic factor,
for it determines the limits within which linguistic investigation can be made and
the degree of certainty that can be claimed for the results. In the present case
such an assessment of the material is particularly necessary, as we have to deal
with a grammatical form which was passing through a stage of phonological
development, and was also liable to variation from other causes.

By Old Ottoman is meant the language of the 14th and 15th centuries, as
represented by written texts. During those centuries development was con-
tinuous, and some lexical and formal changes occurred. Also, the Turkish-
speaking population of western Anatolia and Rumeli was not homogeneous,
and in the spoken language there must have been local and dialect differences.
But our texts indicate these variations in only a very uncertain manner. The
local differences hardly appear, while the course of the changes in the language
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as a whole cannot be ascertained precisely, and they certainly cannot be dated.
This state of affairs is to be attributed to three principal causes : the uniformity
proper to a written language, the development of a systematic orthography, and
the manner in which the texts have been transmitted to us.

Old Ottoman, as we know it, was a written language, and more than that
it was a literary language. We must not be misled by its simplicity, or by the
apparent naiveté of some of the books composed in it. It was a well developed
instrument, supple and uniform, such as can only have been evolved by a long
period of continuous literary effort. Those who doubt this are invited to consider
the case of Suheyl u Nevbahar (completed in 780/1378). It is impossible to
believe that this work, with its sureness of technique, its maturity, its facility
of expression, is an isolated phenomenon without a tradition. It is clearly the
product of a flourishing literature, and must have had many contemporaries
and predecessors. Now such a written language is bound to have strong con-
servative and standardizing tendencies. It will retain obsolete words and forms,
and refuse admission to new ones long after they have become current in spoken
discourse ; and at the same time, by its uniformity, it will mask local variations.
This is precisely what happened in Old Ottoman.

Orthography, too, has the same fundamental characteristics of conservatism
and standardization. It has also another characteristic which has much bearing
on our present subject : it tends to develop an identity of its own separate from
the language of which it is the notation, producing purely orthographical
patterns which do not correspond exactly to the sound patterns of speech. The
importance of this will appear as we proceed. About Old Ottoman orthography
in general, it may be said that the tendencies just mentioned are largely
obscured by the irregularities which occur. There was a good deal of laxity ;
alternative spellings and individual preferences were tolerated; and there
were inconsistencies due to conflicting influences. Moreover, there was not
one completely uniform system; rather there were separate schools or
traditions, which future investigations may be able to distinguish.

The transmission of the old texts is a further source of perplexity. In the
main we are dependent upon copies made long after the date of composition.
In the case of a 14th-century text copied late in the 15th century, we can have
no idea how many hands have contributed modifications, at what dates the
modifications occurred, or in what localities. Such a copy may, indeed, be very
good and accurate, but we are obliged to be cautious, and this hampers us in
forming conclusions. Even contemporary or nearly contemporary copies are
sometimes very different from their originals. The simpler kind of prose text,
upon which most of the study of Old Ottoman must be based, is particularly
liable to suffer in transmission, sometimes being deliberately embellished and
sometimes modernized by a long process of folk-editing. There is also an
insidious danger which must be mentioned. We are commonly tempted to
attribute all the irregularities we find to the copyist; but in some cases he is
undoubtedly responsible for regularity, imposing his own habits of speech and
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especially of orthography. Thus uniformity in a text is not necessarily a proof
of authenticity. This point also is not without importance in the present
investigation.

These considerations make it necessary to state clearly the limits of the
present study. It is primarily a fact-finding investigation based upon a group of
texts ; and it consists of a study of a grammatical form as it occurs in written
speech, modified according to the changes in the spoken language, and con-
trolled by orthography. At present, for the reasons outlined above, we are
obliged to regard the whole Old Ottoman period as a single unit, and the whole
area where written Ottoman was current as a single language area. But though
some of the conclusions reached are certainly of general import, at the present
stage no claims of universal validity are proposed.

Tae -E/-U Gerunp anD THE Muzawrt

Undoubtedly the most striking feature of this gerund as we find it in Old
Ottoman is the close correspondence of its dual -e/-i structural pattern with that
of the muzari (or aorist) stem. It is also the fundamental point in the present
study, and will be the basis of the classification which we shall use for the
gerund. It is therefore necessary first to give some attention to the muzari.!

The structural pattern of the muzari in Old Ottoman was almost identical
with that familiar to us in modern Turkish : consonant stems assumed one or
other of the affixes -er/-ar and -ir/-ur, of which the latter has now become
a fourfold ¢ affix ; vowel stems added -r (perhaps to be regarded as -'r). The
categories are as follows :—

1. Simple consonant stems, normal form,? -er: gid-er, bak-ar.
2. Simple consonant stems, exceptional form, -ir : bil-iir, yat-ur.
3. Increased consonant stems, -iir : gid-er-iir, yap-il-ur.

4. Vowel stems, -r : yi-r (yer, eats), ko-r, ayla-r.

The second category consists of only a small number of verbs, most of which
are the same as those belonging to this category in the modern language :
al-ur, bil-iir, bul-ur, gel-iir, kal-ur, ol-ur, ol-iir ; dur-ur (tur-ur), gor-ir, vir-ir,
wr-ur (vur-ur) *; san-ur.® The following verbs now have -er affixes but formerly

1 Before doing so it would be well to say something about the method of transcription used.
At the present stage it seems desirable to use as loose a system as possible, and I therefore employ
the modern Turkish script supplemented by & and 7 (and occasionally ¢ to represent 1,). In spite
of its known weaknesses this script is sufficient for the purpose, and it has two advantages : it
avoids the impression that the writer is attempting any phonetic representation of sounds, and
it enables him to evade such thorny questions as that of the close e, here irrelevant. In all cases
where the MS. has (g or kesre I transcribe 4, e.g. irigmek, virmek.—As types the front-vowel forms
are given throughout this paper : thus -i represents also -u.

2 The words ‘ normal ’ and ‘ exceptional > are here used in a purely quantitative sense : no
suggestion about which is the basic form is intended.

3 This verb also occurs as vermek, with fethe, in some old MSS.

4 Vurmak occurs occasionally as far back as the 15th century.

5 Sanmak, however, should probably be regarded as an increased stem, sa-n. Eyd-iir (ayd-ur)
is also an increased form, ay-d. Birakmak has the muzari birad-ur : being a disyllabic stem it has
the sound pattern of an increased form.
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had -dir = kal-ur, gir-iir, yat-ur, this last still surviving in common use in Anatolia,
yat-wr. The verb dejmek had two and perhaps three muzari forms, the
commonest being the interesting eccentric form deg-ir : it occurs in all meanings
of the verb (arrive, be worth, appertain, etc.) and is thoroughly attested in -
MSS.* (SN, Ah. D%, Fiit., and elsewhere).? I believe I have seen dej-iir, but
it must be rare 3; deg-er has sufficient MS. authority (including $irazi, before
the middle of the 15th century). The forms of geymek are analogous to those of
dejmek, but a little more uncertain : we find gey-ir, but sometimes also gey-er
(Sirdzi, also the Tefsir Frag. used in this study, for which see below ; and a few
other cases have been found in 15th-century MSS.). A form with kesre some-
times occurs, but whether it is geyir or giyer is not clear ; the later history of the
verb suggests the latter alternative, but it may be that both are sound.t
Some interest attaches to these -er forms, and I shall revert to them when
discussing the standardization of the gerund. A very important variant for our
study is that of the verb gérmek, which in addition to its usual muzari gor-éir had
a rarer parallel form gér-er. This never became established in standard Ottoman.
Both gér-iir and gor-er occur in the traditional text of the Garibname, where
they are proved by rhyme.> I have found gér-er in a popular romance (dsik
Garib), and it exists in Anatolian dialect. This, too, will be mentioned again
later. Occasionally -ur forms of other verbs not listed here are found, but they
are too uncertain to be accepted without good evidence.®

Another non-Ottoman form which must be noticed is the alternative muzari
of vowel stems, with the cushion-consonant -y- and the affix -iir: ayla-y-ur,
parallel to ayla-r. This -y-iir form occurs in the Uighur group,” and in Rabguzi.
It is mentioned here solely for comparison with the -e/-i gerund in Ottoman,
for at this point there is a divergence between the gerund and the Ottoman
muzari. The gerund affix, being a vowel only, without consonant, obviously
cannot be attached to the vowel stem by the method of elision ; the cushion
consonant -y- is used, producing a form -y-i, which differs from the Ottoman
muzari but is exactly analogous to the alternative eastern muzari. But apart
from this the basic correspondence between the forms in Ottoman is complete :

1 These abbreviations are used : KD = Kalile ve Dimne ; SN = Siiheyl w Nevbahar ; Fiit.
= Fitihu’s-Sdm. For texts used in this study see p. 307.

2Tt corresponds to the form in Kashgari, tegir.—In KD, 77, 6, Zajaczkowski reads degdr,
which in my mode of transcription would be diger. I do not believe that the root form dig- can
be sound ; it seems probable that Zajaczkowski has been misled by the copyist’s placing of the
vowel points, and that the word should be degir. This seems the more probable in view of the fact
that he several times gives the word kank: (= kang:, which), as kanik, a form I have never seen
anywhere.

3 It may be a variant of dejir, by analogy.

4 Zajaczkowski gives giyersiz, Cevahir, p. 34, fourth line from the bottom. The form giy- is
supported by giyiib in SN, 98. 4; but cf. geyib, ib. 99. 3.

5 Kashgari has both kor-iir and kor-er.

¢ Deny, Gramm., p. 1109, gives distinct muzari forms for the two verbs sormak : sor-ar (asks)
and sor-ur (sucks). But sormak = suck is no longer used in standard Turkish, and in Old Ott. its
muzari was sor-ar (SN 205, 14, and 361, 12). He also (p. 393) gives bol-iir as the muzari of bolmek,
but the standard form is bol-er : I have no record of the Old Ott. form.

? Noticed in Von Gabain, Alttirk. Gr., pp. 211-12.
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the broad principle is that where the muzari has -er the gerund has -¢, and where
the muzari has -ér the gerund has -é (with variant -¢). To this principle not
unnaturally we find exceptions, which it will be our duty to examine and if

possible explain.
Basic CLASSIFICATION

Muzari Gerund
1. Simp. cons. normal : gid-er gid-e
2. Simp. cons. excep. : kul-ur kal-u (Fal-)
3. Increased cons. : geder-iir gider-ii (gider-1)
4. Vowel : bekle-r

(variant—abekle-y-iir) } belkle-y-i (belcle-y-1)

The negative verb constructed with the affix -me is an increased vowel stem,
so that the gerund has -y-i (-y-¢). Thus the negative gerund corresponding to
gid-e is gitme-y-ii (gitme-y-1).

I must here state emphatically that in speaking of the correspondence
between the formal patterns of the muzari and of the gerund I make no inference
about their origin. Such matters are beyond the scope of this paper and of the
present writer. We are here concerned exclusively with the facts as they occur
in Old Ottoman, which had inherited both muzari and gerund from a distant
past. It may be remarked, however, that the same correspondence is visible in
the forms given by Kashgari, and this in spite of the slightly different structural
pattern of the muzari which we find in his book. Some increased stems which in
Ottoman would have the affix -ér he shows as having -er. In one case, the verb
kadhgurmak (Old Ott. kaywrmak, mod. kaywurmak), he gives both muzari and
gerund, kadhgur-ar and kadhgur-a. He gives also another analogous gerund
form, yolgir-a, formed on the same pattern.

PronoLogY oF THE -E/-U GErunD

During the Old Ottoman period we find this gerund subject to phonological
modifications. In discussing these changes a certain reservation has to be made.
We do not know exactly what the heritage of Old Ottoman was, but we do
know that it was not entirely homogeneous, and that it had some admixture of
elements of eastern (or northern) origin. Now some -¢ forms of the gerund occur
in the remains of the Uighur group of languages,® and there is always the
possibility that some of them may have been incorporated in Ottoman. It is
also possible that the tendency to form such variants was inherited. In this
study we cannot take such factors into account. In view of the fact that in
Kashgari there are more than 50 -ii gerunds and no -¢ variants (though he does
give occasional -9 muzari forms),® we shall accept -# as the basic form and
examine the -¢ variants purely as a feature of Old Ottoman.

The phonological modifications we have to deal with can be classified under
three heads : two kinds of -¢ variant, and standardization in the -e form.

1 See Von Gabain, op. cit., p. 121.
2 The fact that Kashgari gives no -i variants does not, of course, prove that they did not exist

in the speech he was recording.
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1. The structural -¢ variant. This affects only the -# forms, the change
being -i > -1, e.g. gegiirii > gegiiri. I have called it  structural ’ because it is
primarily a change in the actual gerund itself and not a result of combination
with an auxiliary verb. This variant is very uncertain and perplexing, largely
for orthographical reasons, about which more will be said below.

2. The -¢ variant of regressive attraction. The auxiliary verb wvirmek
exercises a powerful attraction upon the gerund which precedes it, and in the
great majority of cases the termination of the gerund changes from -e or -i
to -t. The -e form always changes ; with the -i form exceptions occur, notably
in the case of the vowel-stem verbs, which sometimes preserve the form -y-ii.
A similar regressive attraction sometimes occurs also with the auxiliaries
bilmek and gormek, but is less strong. In the case of virmek the attraction is so
strong and uniform that for purposes of analysis it is best to regard the -7 variant
as the normal form, and I have accordingly made this a separate category in the
classified lists.!

3. Standardization to the -e form. In modern Turkish the -i form has been
standardized to -e, except in combination with vermek and in alikomak. Old
Ottoman shows only very rare signs of this development, but there is evidence
that it had already begun in the first half of the 15th century. There are two
examples in $irdzi, in which the form is fixed by the rhyme. In one of these the
-e form, sevine, could in a far-fetched manner be explained as a subjunctive,
3rd person ; but in the other this is not possible, and the example is conclusive :

Kolaylu kolayumuza yayilduk Goriib gélgemiizi iirkiib bayilduk
Kaga kaga dirile vii tagila Ecel kurdindan iig girdiik agila
(Metre: v——— | v——=|v—-=)

‘ We have scattered, each as best he could, and have taken fright and swooned
at sight of our own shadows ; fleeing with all our might, now bunching together
and now separating, we have entered the fold through fear of the Wolf of
Death.” (Or ecel kurdindan could be taken with kaga kaga.) Here there is no
possibility that dirile and tagila might be subjunctives : this is precluded by the
person reference, which is 1st person. They must therefore be standardized
forms of dirilii and tagrlu. In addition I have one example of a pair form in
which the same standardization has occurred : yeye ige ¢ eating and drinking’
(Hamzevi, Iskenderndme, in a prose passage; MS. not dated but about the
year 1500), from yeyii ige. One might expect that in pair forms this change
would be particularly liable, to happen, on account of their sound balance, but
this is the only case I have recorded in 15th-century texts to date. I must here
warn the reader, however, of the possibility that in some cases I may have
mistaken such standardized forms for subjunctives and so left them unrecorded.
This applies more to the single form than to the pair form. I invite caution upon
this point.

In connexion with this standardization of the gerund the alternative -e

1 In modern Turkish the -i variant is the standard form in combination with vermek, but it
follows fourfold harmony. A tendency in this direction is discernible in Old Ott. also (see p. 313).
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form of the muzari of some verbs is of great interest. It is clear that at least in
the case of degmek and geymek the modern form had already begun to appear,
and it is noteworthy that both occur in the MS. of $irazi which provides the
gerund examples cited above. It is to be inferred that the process of standardiza-
tion affected both muzari and gerund in the Old Ottoman period. In the case
of the gerund, a not very frequently used form, standardization was almost
complete. But with the muzari, which was in constant use, the basic -e/-i
pattern remained, and the changes were confined to the standardizing of a small
number of exceptional forms.

The case of gor-e I believe to be different. I think it is not a standardized
form of gor-ii, but an original form corresponding to the non-Ottoman muzari
gorer. The form gor-e is universal in Old Ottoman as the normal gerund, and
I believe it owes its retention to the influence of the particle gore (originally the
same word, and a post-gerund), which was inherited in this form. In the com-
parative lists therefore gor-e is classed as a regular -e gerund.

TaE -1 VAriANT : PHONOLOGY AND ORTHOGRAPHY

In the study of the development of the structural -¢ variant there are
perhaps two principal phonological factors to be taken into account. The first
of these is the system of vowel harmony, which underwent an important change
in the Old Ottoman period. What happened was that the twofold ¢/2 and
ii/u groups! of affixes were gradually formed into a single fourfold group,
1,/1/%/u, the system which prevails to-day. This involved the following modifica-
tions of harmony sequences : e-ii > e-i, t-t > 9- ; 4-¢ > G-, 61 > 6-i. We
have no means of ascertaining when this change began or what course it
followed. It is likely that it did not affect all the ¢/¢ and ¢@/u affixes uniformly
and contemporaneously. The weight of MS. evidence seems to show, for
example, that the passive affix -il became subject to the fourfold harmony at
a relatively early period, and that the causal affix -diir, the personal affixes
-iim, -iiy, and the genitive affix -iy retained their twofold structure much
longer.2 The other factor is not a certainty but rather a matter of conjecture.

1 The distinction of front and back vowels is assumed. We have evidence that it was strong
in Old Ott. (shown by d]—-&, ej——&) though MSS. have discrepancies which are hard to explain.

2 The 4% forms appear to have been maintained deliberately as ¢ correct ’ speech for a long time.
Meninski, in his Grammatica Turcica (1680), gives them as the standard both for writing and for
speech. Speaking of the genitive (p. 26) he says that some use 4, ‘ sed Doctiores sic scribunt et
legunt, ut nos hic tradimus ’, in which statement the significant word is doctiores. The change in
the genitive form seems to be the cause of a curious gap in later Turkish grammar. In modern
Turkish the infinitive -mek is never used in the genitive case, for no reason valid at the present day.
In Old Ott. this genitive, e.g. gitmegiip, is not infrequent, and it certainly continued in use into the
16th century. But the new vowel harmony would require ¢ in this form ; and there is some
evidence that 9 was changing to n in the 16th century (., for ¢} in some MSS.). As a result of
these modifications gitmegiiy would become gitmegin, thus coinciding with the instrumental form
then in common use. This could have caused confusion, and is sufficient to explain the
disappearance of the genitive form. It was no doubt a gradual disappearance. Meninski, op. cit.,
gives -megily as a current form, but one suspects that in his day it was used only by the doctiores.
What is very interesting is the fact that the genitive form, once lost, was never restored, in
spite of the later disappearance of the instrumental gitmegin.
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Some -¢ variants (e.g. gegiiri) are contrary to fourfold harmony, and we must
therefore consider the possibility that # terminations tended to become
unrounded to ¢ independently of vowel harmony. This is quite feasible, and
I would suggest that there is an analogy to it in the frontalization of vowels in
some terminations in modern Stamboul pronunciation, e.g. bakacagim
> bakicigim, ne yapayvm > napiim (these are only approximate renderings).

Upon this question we can only hope to obtain certain information if we can
be sure that the orthography of the MSS. does represent phonological changes
faithfully. Unfortunately it is only too patent that in some cases it does not.
To demonstrate this it is sufficient to cite the two homophonous affixes -7,
3rd pers. possessive (in final position) and definite accusative, and -ds, affix of
the past tense. Through the ages, from the earliest times up to 1928, they were
always and in all circumstances written as -¢ and -d¢ (with ($ or kesre), so that

the standard orthography does not show that they ever became subject to the
fourfold system at all. But what was the situation in the Old Ottoman period ?
Had the change already taken place or not ¢ It is important that we should find
an answer to this question.

Now it happens that this matter of the representation of vowel harmony
can be checked, and in three ways, provided, of course, that the necessary
materials exist for any given period. It can be checked by transcriptions in
other alphabets, by departures from standard orthography, and by rhymes.
The Ottoman of the 15th century can be tested by all three methods, and I shall
give an example of each.

1. Transcription. In Old Ottoman the name of the conqueror Timur is so
written, Ttmiir, which is its eastern form ; while the same word as a noun
meaning iron’ is always demiir. These forms persisted in writing throughout
Ottoman Turkish though in speech the common noun came to be pronounced
demir. But in the Byzantine writers of the 15th century the proper name is
written Teuipns, Ntepipns, i.e. Demir-is, with some variations but always in
a form which gives ¢ in the second syllable.! It is not likely that the variation
in the initial, = and vr, represents any variation in the Turkish pronunciation.?
The only reasonable conclusion is that in Ottoman at that time Timur’s name
was given the form of the ordinary noun demsir, and that this was already
pronounced demir (e-ii > e-t). This illustrates an orthographic 4.

2. Departures from standard orthography, which vary from occasional
irregularities in good MSS. to habitual misspellings by uneducated persons.
Their value is sometimes difficult to assess. The following example is from the
Cambridge Kusasw’l-Enbiya (dated 847/1443)3: diliipii ‘ your heart’, accusative,

1 See the long list in Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, ii. 257.

2The Greek 7 is an unaspirated dental, and Greeks have difficulty in pronouncing and
representing the Turkish ¢ and d, which are aspirated. Sometimes 7 is used indiscriminately for
both, as in some 18th- and 19th-century ¢ Karamanlitika ’ texts (Turkish in Greek characters) ;
vt is the usual device for d, but a dotted + has also been used.

3 Camb. Univ. Library, Ll 5, 12, recorded as No. 865 in Browne, Hand-list of Muhammadan
M8S., p. 155, where it is inaccurately described.
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2
written j_ﬁg instead of the standard form diliiys. This indicates a change
-t > 4i-ti, and shows an orthographic ¢ in the standard form.

3. Rhymes. The poet Neciti, whose floruit lies in the second half of the
15th century, was the first Ottoman poet to bring classical verse close to actual
speech. His rhymes occasionally provide important evidence. I shall quote
three separate misra‘s from one of his gazels.

1. Gafil yiiriime, a¢ goziigi, giin giceli-diir * ( )-L:J«.:).

2. La‘l-i lebiniig biisesi cAnuy bedeli-diir ( )A:l-kg).

3. Inanmayasiz sézine zira-ki deli-diir ( )-\:Ja).
(Metre: ——v|v——v]|v——v]v-=)

The key word here is bedel? : bedel +- ¢, 3rd pers. possessive. This fixes the
rhyme vowel as ¢, for no other sound will do. Rhyming with it we have gice-ls,
adjective, and del7, noun, both of which are very definitely ¢ forms in standard
orthography : adjective affix -lii o and delii 5. Unless Neciti’s rhymes are
imperfect (which is unlikely, especially as the syllable in question is scanned
long and is therefore prominent), we must conclude that the standard spellings
no longer corresponded to the pronunciation of cultured circles at that period.
In the body of the lines the standard orthography is maintained,? while in the
rhyme there is an enforced breach of this orthography : the need for uniformity
in the spelling of the rhymes, which was de rigueur, overrides other
considerations. I have had to leave the copula -diir in its standard form ; in
these verses it may well have been pronounced dir, but of course there is no
indication of this. It was one of the most strictly standardized forms in Old
Ottoman, and I have no actual evidence of its pronunciation.?

These examples are given as specimens, not of course as sufficient proof in
themselves. Objections could easily be raised against them individually.
Moreover, they represent an over-simplification of the position, in that no
allowance is made for intermediate sounds. We also know that there were
alternative pronunciations; for example, the word commonly written as
karsu occurs in thymes both as karsu and as karsr. However, the cumulative
effect of the three kinds of evidence is irresistible ; it is certain that in the middle
of the 15th century the fourfold harmony was operative to a considerable
degree, and that the spelling was partly orthographical.

In the instances quoted above we have evidence of obsolete harmony
patterns, e-ii and -7, preserved and perpetuated as standardized forms. But
in the case of this gerund the MSS. display also another kind of standardization,

1 Renderings : 1. Do not walk unwarily, open your eyes, for the day has its night. 2. Your life
is the price of a kiss from the ruby of her (his) lips. 3. Believe not what he says, for he is mad.

2 But the MS. is unpointed and some of the vowels have been supplied by me. Also some of
the spellings are conventional, e.g. bisesi, which was probably bidsast in Necati’s time.
3 For a good reason : dir was the muzari of dimek (mod. der, demek), so that there must have

been strong inducement to maintain the standard 4 form in the copula in order to avoid confusion.
(But der and deyi, for dir, diyii, occur occasionally in old MSS.)
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in which the -7 form is accepted as the standard ; and in some MSS. it is so
uniform that it appears to be an established orthographic habit, perhaps due to
analogy with the established affixes -¢ and especially -di. In the comparative
lists I include a text of this kind, the Cevdhirii’l-Asddf. It will thus be seen that
the situation is very confused indeed. There are alternative possibilities, both
phonological and orthographical. For my part I am content simply to record
the facts as they occur in the texts, and for the rest I adopt a Pyrrhonian
attitude and suspend judgment.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

The following five texts have been used :—

Kalile ve Dimme, ed. A. Zajaczkowski, Btudes sur la langue vieille-osmanlie, 1,
Krakow, 1934. This contains about half the whole work, consisting of 98 pages
of closely printed text. This work is a most valuable specimen of Old Ottoman,
and the editor deserves our gratitude for his meticulous presentation of it.
Composed about 1330, copied 1490.

Siikeyl w Nevbahar, the facsimile published by J. H. Mordtmann, Hanover,
1925. Composition completed in 1378, date of copy not known.

Cindn-v Cendn, an anonymous work of religious exhortation. The MS. (in
my possession) is dated 836,/1432 ; date of composition not given, but appears
to be little earlier than that of the copy. Details of this MS., with a facsimile
specimen, will be found in the very important Ahmed-v Dd‘i, hayatr ve eserlert
of Prof. Ismail Hikmet Ertaylan, Istanbul, 1952. I am dubious of the ascription
to Ahmed-i D49, for linguistic reasons.

Tefsir fragment, anonymous and unidentified. The MS. (in my possession),
comprises 60 leaves, and covers Surahs Ixxxvi-xcvij. The language is old and
may well belong to the 14th century ; the MS. seems to be c. 1500.

Cevdlari’l-Asddf, ed. A. Zajaczkowski, Etudes sur la langue vieille-osmanlie,
i, Krakow, 1937. Contains 77 pages of selections, based on what seems to be
a good 16th-century MS. and checked by two others, one dated 905/1499.
Composed in the first half of the 15th century. Zajaczkowski has a short note
on phonological variation, but these texts clearly present many features of
phonology and/or orthography which require study.

I must here mention a text which I have several times quoted in this
paper :—

Sirdzi, Gilgen-v Rdz : Ottoman version of the Gulshan-t Raz of Shabistari,
composed 829, copy dated 845/1441. The MS. (in my possession) is in a very good
hand, but is rather inaccurate. It lacks the first 15 ff.

I have also alluded to Ahmed-i Dd‘? and the Fiitihw’s-Sdm (Futith al-Sham).
The former is the volume recently published in Stamboul, mentioned above.
The Fiitiih is a battered fragment in my possession, which agrees very exactly
with the fine Ayasofya MS. (No. 3327). This is certainly not Dharir’s original
text, but may represent a 15th-century edition. This MS. appears to be of the
16th century.
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Although the -¢/-i gerund was in general use in Old Ottoman it was not one
of the commonest speech forms, and the investigator has to do a great deal of
reading in order to amass sufficient material. Many texts supply too few
examples for a comparative classification of the forms; and only one of those
examined, Siheyl u Nevbahar, has a sufficient quantity for even a superficial
inquiry into underlying tendencies. I have therefore prepared lists of two kinds.
Firstly, comparative lists of forms only, based on four texts, all of which are
interesting for diverse reasons: KD for the early date of its original ; the
Cindn as a specimen of an early copy ; the Tefsir fragment and the Cevdhir as
representatives of differing traditions in the same class of work. These lists are
primarily intended to demonstrate the dual -e/-ii structure of the gerund.
SN I have treated differently, as the material it provides is suitable for some
degree of analysis. To have given a complete list would have taken up too much
space, and it would have involved the inclusion of a number (not large, however)
of doubtful forms. It also seemed unnecessary at this stage. I have therefore
given this list in a synoptic form, but have added details necessary for the
elucidation of the main phonological tendencies.—I must add a word of apology
for any accidental omissions which may have occurred. In dealing with a text
like SN such omissions are inevitable. In the main they cannot affect the
general conclusions, for they are not dangerous unless a whole category, or large
part of a category, is involved. This does not seem likely, except perhaps in the
case of -ii forms standardized to -e, to which I have already drawn the reader’s
attention.

(In the lists which follow components of pairs are listed as single forms. One
or two post-gerundial particles have been omitted. Hyphens are not used.
Variants are indented slightly, and forms which do not agree with the basic
classification are marked with an asterisk.)

-E/-U GerunD: CoMPARATIVE LisTs

Kal. Dim.  Cinan. Tefsir fr. Cevabhir.
1. Simple -e arta asa aka diize

ceke ctka gika gege

dike dike dome gore

ese gege gore kese

gide gide giile ide

gore ide Tve tne

ige kaga yora

tve korka

sara kova

saya

wya

ge



2. Simple -4

3. Increased -ii

4. Vowel -y-ii
Simple :

Increased :

THE -E/-U GERUND IN OLD OTTOMAN

Kal. Dim.
alu

duru

Falu

olu

beklenii
ceviiri
dagimu
derilii
eyds
igidi
koyulu
kurtalu
perkidii
sujinu
soylesii
ulagduru
ulasdurs
urigu
wyany

duyii
Yy

aplayu
avlayu
dileyii
eyleyii
gizleyii
iyleyii
tsteyii
wrlayu
kurtarlayu
saklayu
soyleyii
ugrayu

Cinan. Tefsir fr.
duru duru
kola
eglenii dolduru
wrigs dondiirii
yalvaru gorin
*yitise tledii
gt
manu
koyulu
soylendi
sasury
— deyii
aglayu aglayu
aldayu avlayw
ervyt bekleyii
dileyii

309
Cevahir.

dury

atly
basars
gekily
otary
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Kal. Dim. Cinan. Tefsir fr. Cevahir.
5. -t-virmek
(1) duts dutr koyu * s
diizt dutu sunu saly
ids ids
kogr saly
saly
(2) al duru — —
eyds ko
(3) — akdar tledii —
dolanu oldiire
donders
gegiirs
kurtary
4) soyleyii  saklaye dileyii —
saklayu
yalay
Sitheyl ii Nevbahar

1. Simple cons. -e type :—
(@) Some 40 gerunds with -e.
(6) The following forms with -2 :—
*cuko (298 11), *diizt (354.5), *gort (309.8; 360.9), *udi
(20. 8; 232.7), *ort (218.6; 260. 6), *sayr (31.9).
(All in combination with the auxiliary bilmek in the
subjunctive.)
*qiily (178.9). (Combined with gormek.)
(¢) Two with -i : *idii (260. 4), *yanu (211. 9).

2. Simple cons. -4 type :—
-t : duru, olu (both combined with gelmek).
-3 al, bul, vary (combined with bilmek).
olv (combined with gormek).
geli (combined with durmak).
ure (independent).

3. Increased cons. stems :—
Thirty gerunds, 22 with -i and eight with -¢ (of which three are with
bilmek and three with gérmek, including ¢rege (162. 7.—See other
lists).

1 From koymak (or kuymak ?), normal gerund form koya.
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4. Vowel stems :—
In affirmative verbs -ii is greatly preponderant ; 29 with -ii, one with
-1 (deys + belmek).
This text has the rare neg. form four times :—
-6 : olmayu (361. 10), vermeyii (132. 11).
-1 ¢ dertlmeys (18. 1), tomeys (97. 12). (All four combined with gér,
imperative.)
5. Combination with virmek :—
Simple, -e type : diize, suna, tuts.
-ii type : al, bile, bula.
Increased stem : dgredii.
Vowel stems : duiy (twice).
diyii (once), yryii, koyu.t

TrE -E/-U STRUCTURAL PATTERN

It will be observed that the examples in these lists give strong confirmation
to the dual -e/-ii structure pattern of this gerund as set out in the basic classifica-
tion on p. 302. We shall now examine the few exceptions which occur.

1. Yitige (Condn). This is the only case of an increased or vowel stem with
the affix -e in these texts. It occurs in this sentence :—

Pes imdi mu’miniin himmeti ol vech-ile olmak gerek ki cehd idiip

[sic] meydan-1 ‘ibadetde ilerii gege-bile, t4 ki cennete giricek dahi a‘la

makama yitige-bile.
¢ The earnestness of the Believer must be such that he should strive and so be
able to advance in the field of worship, in order that when he enters Paradise he
may be able to attain to a higher station.” There is ground for speculation here,
but taken at its face value this is an example of standardization to the -e form,
of which a specimen has been given from a text approximately contemporary
with this. It is striking that this standardized -e form should occur in
combination with the auxiliary bilmek, which in SN provides several instances
of regressive attraction of -e to -¢ (see the next paragraph). I have found a
parallel, ¢riire bilde, in the Fiittih, but in a rather uncertain sentence.

2. Cokn, diizi, gori, 9ds, 979, sayr in combination with bilmek (SN). These
are all verbs which ordinarily have the affix -¢ for their gerund, corresponding
to -er of the muzari. The reason for including gérmek among these verbs has
already been given (p. 304). The cause of these -4 forms is undoubtedly the
regressive influence of the auxiliary bilmek (see below). It was not a uniform or
stable influence, as is shown by the fact that parallel to these six -¢ forms SN has
the following six -e forms in combination with bilmek : diize, gide, gére, 1de, tuta,
uga, one case of each. Observe that three verbs supply both -e and - examples.2

3. Giili in combination with gormek (SN). Giilmek also ordinarily has an -e
gerund, and there is good reason for believing that here, too, we have regressive
influence (see below).

1 From komak. 2 See also the remarks about -ememek on p. 318.
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4. Idii, independent gerund (SN). The verse is as follows :—
Satu hare idii kendiiziini tonat (260. 4)
“Sell (the jewels) and use the proceeds to array yourself’, ¢dii being a gerund
of circumstance. The normal form is ¢de. I have no satisfactory explanation to
offer.! Emendation would be easy, but of course our present object is to state
and explain what we find in the texts, not to suggest corrections.

5. Yanu, occurring in the pair form, yanu yanu (SN). This example is of
great interest. The standard reduplicated gerund of yanmak is yana yana,
corresponding to the muzari yanar : it was very common in Old Ottoman, but
I have not recorded an example from SN. It seems likely that in origin yanu
yanu is not a reduplicated gerund at all, but a single gerund form from yanw
yanmak, in which yanu is a noun and cognate object to yanmak. This expression
occurs elsewhere in SN, e.g. 355. 12, yanu yanmadum : cf. also the analogous
sany sanmak. Now yanu yanmak would give a gerundial form yanu yana,
which I suggest has been normalized as a pair form with uniform endings. One
would perhaps rather expect a pair to be standardized in the -e form, as in the
case of yiye ige quoted earlier. But observe that the cognate object and verb
practically form one unit, yanu yan-, and would thus tend to remain as
a fixed form.

Thus we see that reasonable philological explanations can be given for most
of the exceptions. But in any case, even if the explanations are considered
unacceptable, the exceptions are too few to affect the general position.

Tue -1 Forus

These texts vary in the extent to which they admit the -¢ forms. The
extreme cases are KD, which has -i in all examples but two in the first four
categories (i.e. disregarding the wvirmek combination) and the Cevdhar,
which always has -¢. Unfortunately this latter text has only one example in
which the -¢ form is contrary to fourfold harmony, durs; but it is a striking
example, for it occurs in the combination duri-gelds, which in Old Ottoman we
constantly find as duru-gelds. This fact, combined with the uniformity with
which the -¢ forms occur in the Cevdhir (it is the only one of these texts with
-1 in the pair form), suggests that we have here a standardized orthographic -¢.
In the case of KD, which in origin (but not in this copy) is the oldest of the texts
we are examining, the uniform -i may represent the speech habit of the early
period; but we cannot exclude the possibility of orthographic -i

standardization.2 Of the others, SN and the Tefsir frag. are preponderantly
-ii texts, while the Cindn is perhaps less certain. I have remarked that the

only one of these texts to provide material for even superficial analysisis SN ;

1 Note in this connexion the apparent persistence of -i with -ed- stems, mentioned on
p- 313 (footnote).

2 The partial survival of -iimez in this text (see the -ememek list on p. 316) suggests that the
-4 forms here are not orthographical ; but as we do not know the history of the transmission of
the text we cannot say positively that there has not been standardization at some stage. I do
not think this likely, but we must consider all possibilities.
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but the conclusions which SN appears to warrant can to some extent be checked
by reference to the other lists. The amount of certain information which we
obtain is not great, and on some matters, for example the structural -¢ form,
it is disappointingly small. There are, however, two important points which
stand out : first, the regressive influence of virmek, bilmek, and gérmek ; and
second, the strong tendency of the -yi form of vowel-stem verbs to persist,
even against the regressive influence of the verbs just named.

How strong was the attraction of virmek can be seen by a glance at the
special category devoted to it in the lists. No -e affix remains unchanged. Some
have become -, but that is the result of vowel harmony, e.g. koyu, sunu, in the
Tefsir frag., and dutw in the Cindn, the change being suna > sum > sunu.
In the case of bulmek we have also seen the same tendency in operation in a group
of verbs in SN, and the same text provides one case of this change in combina-
tion with gormek. If these two verbs can sometimes cause a change -e > -1, we
might expect a fortior: that they would also cause the -ii forms to change ; and
this, indeed, does frequently happen. In the second category in SN the -7 form
preponderates over -, most of the gerunds being in combination with belmek,
and one with gormek. In the other lists (excluding the Cevdhir from this
discussion) there are two -¢ forms in this category, eydi in KD, in combination
with gérmek,! and kv in the Cindn, combined with bilmek.

The persistence of -y with vowel-stem verbs is remarkable. Among the
affirmative verbs in this category in SN there is only one -y¢ form, deye, and that
combined with bilmek. But there are four cases of -yi with bilmek : gizleyii
(80. 1), beyzeyii (178. 3), bekleyii (216. 14), sablayw (216. 11). (Compare this with
the increased consonant stems in combination with bilmek : three with -7,
diilent [295. 14], basary [342. 8 ; 348.7; 359.5], wnans [286. 9] ; one possible
case of -ii, ? yiduiri [305. 13], in a corrupt verse.) The -yii form also occurs three
times with the auxiliary gormek. The four negative forms are all combined with
gormek : two are changed and two remain as -y&. The occurrence of the -y¢
form with these negative verbs is suggestive : it may well be that the difference
of stress (on the syllable before the negative affix) plays an important part.
Even with virmek a few -yii forms survive, three in SN and one each in the other
three texts. Of the three vowel-stem forms in the Cindn, aldayu is a pair, aldayu
aldayu, while both aflayu and erty: are combined with yorumak 2 (the former
occurring twice ; about eriyi see below). It is unsafe to assume that these
persistent -yi forms correspond to actual speech; they may be an ortho-
graphical habit, a stereotyped ending 4. We have no means of deciding
the point.?

1 But eydi is a special case, in which other phonological tendencies may be involved quite
apart from the regressive influence of gormek.

2 In this paper I assume that the form is yorumak.

3 There may also be a tendency towards persistence of -i in increased stems in -ed : the lists
show examples from SN and the Tef. fr. in combination with virmek, and one of these, dfredii,

also occurs in SN combined with gérmek. But these examples are not sufficient to serve as a basis
for any theory.
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Unfortunately there is little evidence about what I have called the structural
-1 variant, meaning those cases of the -¢ form which are not attributable to
regressive influence. Independent gerunds are rather uncommon, while in the
case of the combined forms there is not enough evidence to show whether the
auxiliary verbs (apart from the three already discussed) exercise any appreciable
regressive influence or not. There is also the difficulty that in addition to
combination with auxiliaries this gerund often occurs in association with
certain main verbs, e.g. vsteyii gitmek (or varmak) ‘ to go in search of’, a not
uncommon phrase in Old Ottoman ; and that such associations may be close or
loose,! a fact which has some phonological significance. In view of these
uncertainties, in addition to those mentioned in the general discussion of the
-t variant earlier in this paper, I am reluctant to commit myself to any con-
clusions. I shall confine myself to noting the following points :—

1. These texts, on the whole, represent a fairly early stage of the develop-
ment of the -¢ variant in Ottoman, in which the -4 form still largely
preponderates.

2. In some cases internal structure (both vowel and consonant) seems to
have favoured the -¢ form. This is noticeable in some stems in -eg,2 -ig, and in
particular in the gerund ¢rise, which always has this form in these lists. In one
case (SN) it is combined with gérmek, which is sufficient to explain the -1, but
in the other two cases (Cindn and Tef. fr.) it is in combination with gelmek, an
auxiliary which does not seem to have a special influence on the preceding
affix ; and one of these, that in the Tefsir frag., is contrary to the general
orthographic habit of the writer. The case of eréy¢ in the Cindn is perhaps
similar ; the fact that both eriys and aglayu occur in combination with the same
verb, yorumak, provides an instructive comparison.

3. Some independent -¢ gerunds in which the form is contrary to fourfold
harmony do occur, e.g. urs (SN 98. 7) :—

Kopuzin(1) diizdi el un kila
‘ He tuned his lute, setting his hand to the strings’. This is the only completely
independent -4 form I have found in SN. In the other lists we find wulagdur:
(KD, also ulasduru) and sasury (Tef. fr.), both exceptional forms for those texts,
and both independent gerunds which have practically become adverbs.

Patr Forus
In these texts the pair forms are very regular and for this reason it has not
been thought necessary to use space to classify them separately. The types are
the reduplicated pair gide gide, sevinii sevinii, and the complementary pair giile
oynayu. The only text to provide a considerable quantity is SN, which has some
30 pairs ; KD has two certain examples and one doubtful one, the Cindn has
four, the Tefsir frag. seven, and the Cevdhir two. The only -7 form occurs, as

1 Association and combination will be discussed in the second part of this paper.
2 Necéti again supplies evidence : the gerund dolagi rhyming with mahvesi (= mahveg + 1,
3rd pers. affix).
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one would expect, in the Cevdhir : atels atals. There is no case of the standardiza-
tion of dissimilar terminations, except perhaps yanu yanu in SN, discussed
above.
The structure of complementary pairs deserves some notice. These forms
oceur :—
SN :  giile oynayu (syllabic rhythm 2-3)
glimiirdenii séylendi (4-3)
oteleyii gegiirti (4-3)
dagedu yaguglayu (3-4)
KD : geke geviri (2-3).

But these examples are too few for any speculation about rhythmic pattern.

-E-REK /-U-REK

The familiar -erek gerund of modern Turkish, giderek, isteyerek (istiyerek), is
only the -e/-ii form with the addition of the comparative and modifying affix
-rek, which was widely used in Old Ottoman, sometimes expressing manner.
This was a very natural development, somewhat analogous to the use of -ce.
The new form thus produced had considerable advantages over the simple
gerund, as we shall see in the second part of this study, where syntactical
relations are discussed. In the written remains of the Old Ottoman period,
however, it is not common. In fact it has been stated that it does not occur at
all in 14th-century texts; but this is not correct. SN has the gerund géyerek
‘ waiting ’ three times (141.4; 168.10; 177.14), and I have found arayurak
‘ searching ’ in the verse Maktel-i Hiiseyn (variously dated 760 and 770 in the
two MSS. in the Bodleian).

Gonilsiin Yemen yolina, géyerek
Bize, vii idinsiin demiirden yiirek (SN. 141. 4)

¢ Let them set out on the way to Yemen, waiting for us, and let them have
hearts of iron ’.
From the Maktel-v Hiiseyn :—
Arayurak geldi meger bir yire (Bod., Hunt. 507)
‘ Now it happened that in his search he came to a certain place ’.

In the texts studied here, in addition to gdyerek in SN, I have found only this
instance in the Cevdhir :—

Halkdan sol vardurur ki Tapriya tapar kiy1 kaparak (Cev. p. 45 ; Surah xxij. 11)
‘ There are those (there is he) of the people who worship God keeping to the
margin ’, where kuy kaparak renders 9, e (for which see commentaries).

It is not unlikely that this form was in extensive use in current speech, and
its apparent rarity may be due to the conservatism of written style. It occurs
in the Muzekks din-Niifds of Esrefoglu, a book which shows signs of rapid com-
position and is simple and natural in tone, and also in Dede Korkud (both
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texts), a book not greatly influenced by literary tradition. I shall quote one
specimen from the former work :—

Ola-kim bunuy fenasin aplayurak gégliipi bundan gétiiresin
¢ Perhaps, realizing that it (the world) is transient, you will take your heart
away from it ’.

-EMEMEK /-UMEMEK

This verb form, developed by the fusion of the -e/-ii gerund and the old
auxiliary verb umak ‘ be able’, was in Old Ottoman as in modern Turkish the
standard form of impossibility, though in Old Ottoman we find sporadic cases
of -e-bilmemek,t which survives in Azeri. In general its phonological pattern
seems to have agreed with that of the muzari and of the gerund, and it under-
went the same process of standardization to the -e form ; but at the same time
there was some independent development. I shall allow the lists to speak for
themselves. The classification is as before, but the order of the categories has
been changed in the SN list for convenience. In the first four lists the verbs are
printed as they occur in the texts; with the SN list this was not possible, as
some occur a number of times in various tenses, and they have therefore been
simplified to -mez.

COoMPARATIVE LiSTS

Kal. Dim. CinAn. Tefsir Fr. Cevahir.

1.  goremez dutamazin doyamaduy idemezem, ete.
tdemez, etc. idemediler kwyamadilar
1remez sayamayasiz

2. bulumads bilemediim bulvmaz (1) —

UTVMAYAVUZ bulimaz { *bulamaz (2)
*olamaz durimaz Falvmaz
olvmaz { *klamaz
virimeds

3. assilanumaz getiirimediim —_— basarvmazlar
bagarumads katlanvmazsam { *basaramayalar
getiiriimeds *igitdiiremezsin

gozedvmeds yaradvmaz  (with
kurtarvmazsa vl. *yaradamaz)

4.  aylayumads saklayvmaz soyleyiimeds *aplayamaz-maisiz
depeleyiimez *soyleyemez isleyimezsiz
eyleyiimez

okvypvmads
saklayumazvan

1 Sirdzi has one example, ide-bilmez. I have also found it in the dictionary of Helimi, and
elsewhere.
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StaEYL U NEVBAHAR
(The order of the categories has been changed, for convenience.)

1. Simple cons., -e type :— 4. Vowel stems : -ii (-) :—
(Normal.)  (Exceptional.)  (Normal.) (Exceptional.)
anamaz diyimez (2)—*diyemez (1)
doyamaz aplayvmaz
gidemez (3)— *gidimez (1) yarayimaz

goremez (1)— *gorimez (3)
idemez  (3)— *idimez (4)

koyamaz

tutamaz

yazamaz

yigemez  — Fyigimez

yitemez
*cekimez
*dirimez
*duyrmaz
*kovemaz
*yudimaz

The other two categories have no exceptional forms. They are as follows :—

2. Simple cons., - type : eight verbs with -imez :—

alvmaz, bilimez, bulvmaz, kilvmaz, olvmaz, turimaz, urimaz, varvmaz. (Of these
bilimez, bulvmaz, olumaz are numerous.)

3. Increased cons. : fqurteen with -imez, two with -iimez :—
(@) -vmez preceded by e or ¢ : bagarimaz (2), eydimez (2), beyzedimez,
turisimaz (2), kvmradimaz, katlanwmaz, kurtiimaz, igidimez,

donderimez.

(b) -vmez preceded by 4 : agiirimez, bitiirumez, gotiirimez (2), dirgiirimez,
nez p y ¢ [
getiirimez.

(c) -timez : oturumaz, gonildiime:z.

These lists require little comment. The dual -e/-ii structure is clearly marked
in the first four texts, but somewhat obscured in SN by the numerous -imez
forms in the first or -e- category.

Standardization to the -e- type is more noticeable here than with the gerund.
It is curious that the Cindn, which gave us the only standardized gerund,
yitige, is here the only text without standardized forms; but its small list of
nine verbs (in ten examples all told) is not serious evidence on this point.

The -¢- form also is much more prominent than with the gerund, and in fact
it is the standard form in all the texts except KD. In SN its prevalence is very
marked ; there are only two -iimez forms, while in the first category -vmez
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occurs as frequently as -emez. This strongly suggests a phonological tendency
towards ¢ standardization, and it gives added significance to the -¢ variant
gerunds of the first category with the auxiliaries bilmek and gormek. It will be
recalled that these were a feature of SN, and did not occur in the other lists.
However, it is better at the present stage to avoid speculation. We can content
ourselves with the remark that in the texts before us -ememek appears to be more
advanced phonologically than the gerund.

E-DUR IN THE GARIBNAME

I shall close this part of my study of the -¢/-ii gerund with a brief note upon
the interesting form -e-dur which occurs in the Garibname.

Old Ottoman had two gerund-auxiliary combinations which were used to
express progressive action, -e-durur and -e-yorur. Of these the latter
subsequently developed by haplology into the reduced form -eyor (-iyor), the
continuous present tense of modern Turkish. I have not yet found any example
of this reduced form in any 15th-century text, and have therefore excluded it
from the present study. The combination -e-durur never developed in this
way in standard Ottoman (although in Old Ottoman dwrur, turur, as a copula
was already mainly used in the reduced form dur); and it has continued its
existence as a combined form to the present day. But in the Garibname we find
numerous instances of the reduced form e-dur (or perhaps e-diir) and I shall
quote a few examples.?

Yir durub-dur goge kargu intizar
Gok done-dur diin i giindiiz bi-karar (Bab viii, disitdn 6)

‘ The earth has taken its station facing the heavens expectantly, while the
heavens continually turn, night and day, without cease’.

Od1 gor-kim yiiregiinde yana-dur
Issihfuy od degiil-mi ye 2 ne-diir ¢ (Bab iv, das. 1) 3

‘ Look at the fire which is burning in your heart ; if the heat within you is not
fire, what then is it 2’
In the following example we have -e-dur + tken as -edurken (cf. Ott.
-eyorken) :—
Gorii-durken ciimle ¢irkin hular
Eyle-yiken hos dutarlar anlar: (Bab iii, dés. 9)

¢ Although they continually see the evil ways (of the people), in spite of this
they approve of them ’. This form -edurken is important, for it proves that the
reduced -dur in these examples is the auxiliary durmak and not the copula.

1 From a moderately good copy of the traditional text in my possession.

2T transcribe ye as the MS. has 4 not L.

3 Also in Gibb, Hzst. of Ott. Poetry, vi, p. 10, with small variations.—The reduced form yana-dur
also occurs in a poem by Nesimi, in the same vol. of Gibb, p. 37.
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The full form -e-durur also occurs :—
‘Isk iginde gornii-durur dost yiizi (Bab viii, dés. 5)
‘ In love the face of the Beloved is manifest ’, or “ It isin love that . . .” (gérnii
= gorini).
* * *
This concludes the first part of this study. The reader is reminded that it

only claims to be an exploratory investigation of facts, and that any interpreta-
tions offered in these pages are tentative.
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