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ISBN 978-3-447-39468-0.

This volume 64 of the series ‘Semitica Viva’ is part of a set describing the Turoyo
dialect of Midyat [Midyad]. It is the necessary companion to volume 59 (Jastrow
and Talay 2019), which contains the texts of which the work under review now
presents the vocabulary. A third volume, containing the grammar, is in preparation.

Ideally, the glossary should be used in conjunction with the texts to which
it provides the lexical key. There are, however, certain advantages in reading
the book independently. This is especially so in the present case since the work
under review is much more than a glossary to a particular collection of texts; it
also has a programmatic aim and is intended to serve as a model for the future
lexicography of Turoyo. The volume consists of an introduction explaining the
guiding principles of the work (IX-XVII), the glossary itself (1-340), a list of
verbs (341-361) and a German-Midyoyo vocabulary (363-407).

A great deal of thought has gone into the composition of this book, and the
result is highly successful. Not only is the method of presentation excellent, but
the lexical contents themselves are also of great interest. This is particularly true
of the vocabulary illustrating various aspects of traditional life in Aramaic-speak-
ing Tur ‘Abdin.

The Turoyo speech of Tur ‘Abdin, while pretty homogeneous, is by no means
uniform. The Midyoyo dialect treated here differs slightly from forms of the lan-
guage described elsewhere, most especially the dialect of Midin, with which many
readers will be familiar from the well-known and much-used Laut- und Formenlehre
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des neuaramdischen Dialekts von Midin im Tiir ‘Abdin of Jastrow (1993), one of au-
thors of the present work. A few dialectal differences may be mentioned here.

When the open medial syllable of the infinitive gtolo is closed to form the
nomen vicis (*qtol-to), the shortened vowel in the now closed syllable may take
on various qualities (Ritter 1990: 58). In the dialect of Midin the vowel is a: gtal-
to (Jastrow 1993: 172-173). In the Midyat dialect attested here, at least in Iy
roots, the nomen vicis may have the vowel i: qyimto! ‘resurrection > uproar’,
syimto ‘manufacture’ (fem. of syomo). For the infinitive III, against the Midin
form taqtolo (Jastrow 1993: 116), the present dialect has tigtilo, e.g. tidmixo ‘to
put to sleep’, with further examples on p. 295. The root mty III ‘to bring’ usually
appears as nty ~ nty III (mt > nt). Instead of the general Turoyo innovated -ote
ending of the fem. pl., Midwoyo typically retains the more original -oto (< -ata).
Some of the dialectal differences are of a lexical kind. An interesting case occurs
s.v. zarzamine, lit. ‘basement, cellar’. This word is used metaphorically to mean
‘a loss, a ruin’, i.e. financially ‘rock bottom’. A certain speaker, however, did not
use this word but nuqgro! ‘hole, ditch’ instead. It is then explained that in the
villages for nuqgro in this meaning they say gurto. But nuqro? (in Bissorino) also
means ‘frying-pan’, and for nuqro in this sense ‘we’ say tagno.

Each entry is illustrated by at least one concrete example from the corpus
published in the text volume.? The examples are all translated and referenc-
es given to the places of their occurrence in the text volume. The entries are
accompanied by short bibliographical references to further literature and by
etymological information.

References are frequently given to the unfinished, posthumous Wérterbuch of
H. Ritter (1979), certainly the most significant predecessor of the present Glossar.
The two works, however, are very different. Ritter’'s Worterbuch is devoted pri-
marily to the noun (with textual references, but without actual examples), where-
as the Glossar under review covers all areas of the vocabulary, including the
verbs. The nouns are presented in alphabetical sequence (halwo ‘milk’, hlowo
‘milking’), while the verbs are listed according to their root consonants (hlw
‘to milk’). Many of the nouns listed here are not recorded in Ritter’s Worterbuch
(this is often pointed out). On the other hand, a great deal of lexical information
regarding Turoyo (including Midyoyo) verbal roots and verb formation is given
in Ritter’s Grammatik (1990), which is of a prominently lexical character. For
reasons not explained, Ritter’s extensive description of the Turoyo verb, replete
with details of morphology and richly illustrated with examples, is not referred

! Words in bold font indicate entries in the Glossary.

2 Exceptions are rare. Meaning (1) of dsas ‘basis’ is unexemplified, as against the adverbial
usage ‘basically’ of meaning (2). Meaning (1) of sawko ‘hair of the head’ has just the gloss,
whereas meaning (2) ‘branch’ is illustrated by an example. For the relation between ‘hair’ and
‘branch’ see Mutzafi (2006: 91-93).
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to in the present work. For many of the verbal roots listed here, a pointer in the
direction of Ritter would have been very helpful. For example, the very first two
entries of the Glossar, the highly irregular verbs *b¢ ‘to wish’ and *by/hw ‘to give’,
would have gained considerably by references to Ritter, Grammatik 730ff. and
586ff. respectively; further mty ~ nty Ritter 382ff.

The contents of the present Glossar are richer and more varied than is customary
in most works of this kind, not only by inclusion of particles (-ste ~ -stene), proper
names (Ahlah, Anhil, Mirde (= Mardin), Qamislo [sic], Slayman ~ Sleman) and
a colourful array of interjections (a““aww, ay ay ay, ay w iy, ¢i¢, ¢zzzz, didi-
dididi, hihihiii, lam, $388§, tatatata, aaada, xrrppp), but also by many idiomatic
usages, especially of common nouns (ido, lebo, ri$o), verbs (ty, hwy, hwy-1, mht,
mhy, nfl, nfq, nty, qym,* sym, 8ql) and prepositions (‘al, b, 1, m, qum). There
is also a good deal of grammatical information, often indicated by the symbol &.

Grammar

The grammatical details are particularly welcome, for they both clarify and sup-
plement the information available in other works of reference, e.g. the phonemic
status of vowel length and consonant gemination, usually correlating with Ara-
maic vs. Arabic etymology: ‘am ‘with’ vs. ‘am ‘general’ (< 3l); ‘amo ‘people’
vs. ‘ammo ‘paternal uncle’ (< @<). The gemination in Arabic words, however, is
not always retained. For example, in gamo ‘anguish’ the mm of the Arabic source
gamm has been simplified as in comparable native Aramaic words (cf. ‘amo ‘peo-
ple < ‘amma), so that the a-vowel of gamo, now in an open syllable, comes to be
pronounced long. The phonemic contrast [ : [ is revealed by pairs such as milla
‘community’ vs. milla ‘she said’ (e.g. s.v. >mr); mkafalle ‘he wound in a shroud’
(kfn?) vs. mkafalle ‘he polished (kfr).

Neo-Aramaic languages are always of interest from the point of view of histor-
ical Aramaic grammar. In Classical Syriac the plural of ‘ammata ‘paternal aunt’ is,
as expected, ‘ammatda, the form which has its (almost) regular continuation in Mi-
din Turoyo ‘ammote (Jastrow 1993: 220; cf. below n. 27). In Midyoyo, however,
the pl. of ‘amto is ‘amtoto, in which the ¢ of the sg. fem. ending is treated as the
3rd radical, to which the suffix of the fem. pl. is then added. This phenomenon,
with its variations, has a long history in Aramaic and the Glossar produces fur-
ther instances. To the Midin examples in Jastrow (1993: 220)° add: gurto ‘ditch’

3 This and 666wih ‘oh weh’ bear a curious resemblance to the frequent Hebrew exclama-
tion »1ax1 "% (based on Proverbs 23:29).

4 Section 5 of the entry qym concerns the grammaticalized (i.e. mostly uninflected) ingres-
sive usage of the root in the sense ‘dann, daraufhin’ (Ritter 1990: 562-563). On this feature, in
Turoyo and more generally, see Contini (1997: 154-157).

5 See on this feature also Tezel (2003: 213 n. 65).
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> gurtoto,® qalto ~ qalto ‘dunghill’ > qaltoto, sisto ‘mare’ > sistoto. The
older forms still exist beside these innovated -toto plurals: hapto ‘a grain’ > hap-
poto, and sometimes the two alternate: qalto ~ qalto > qalote/o ~ qaltoto.

The Glossar also provides further material for the history of various verbal
roots. As is well known, Neo-Aramaic as a whole often shows drastic develop-
ments in this area, developments which are apt to throw light on processes in
earlier Aramaic (and other Semitic languages). One may mention e.g. rkb ‘to
ride’, which appears here both with its original sequence of radicals as rkw III
and also metathesized as rwx I and III (in stem III original markawle and inno-
vated marwaxle alternate).” Much more complicated are cases of weak roots such
as ‘to give’ (yhb), for which it is no longer possible to give a discreet root; in the
present work forms of ‘to give’ are listed on the first page under >by/hw and the
imperative separately under haw.® Following the fluctuation already present in
older Aramaic (rbb, rw/yb, rby, yrb), the verbal notion ‘to be big’ appears here as
rby (rby) and yrw (yrb) while the adjective is rabo (rbb). The Aramaic root slq
‘to rise’ continues to appear in its old form slq, but also has an alternant ysq. The
preterite of °zl ‘to go’, usually azzé, azzd, has the variants zile, zila. Shifting roots
occur in nouns too. Noteworthy are a few instances of agglutination of the article,
resulting in the reassignment of familiar old Semitic roots to new places in the
dictionary. Thus, the Midyoyo words for ‘roof’ (’gr, Syriac eggard) and ‘excrement’
(xr’) appear in the Glossar under N: nigore and nihre respectively.

Among the valuable data provided on grammatical topics we may single
out pronouns and copulas etc. (hat, -hat, hatu, -hatu, kitwe, kitwo, kityo,
latwo, latyo, layt, -no, -we, -wi, wux, -yo), the optative use of the preterite
(haru, rahiq), the preposition [- marking the agent of the ‘ergative’ preterite
conjugation (-, section 5),° the ethic dative Cty + 1,°zl + 1, nyh + 1,qrs + 1)
and some unusual combinations of prepositions with their pronominal suffixes
(box, biino, 10x, liino).

It is particularly useful to have indications of the passive conjugations of var-
ious verbs (xl, b‘g, ¢yk, mht, mly, nql, nqw, qwr, qyt III, rdy III, twr). The
existence of a passive conjugation is one of the hallmarks of Turoyo (as opposed
to other Neo-Aramaic dialects) and it is important to have the details, particular-
ly as some of the active and passive forms coincide, e.g., s.v. mht mahit is both
active present ‘he places’ and passive preterite ‘it was placed’. The glossary lists
a small number of old *magqtal, *magqtala verbal nouns (here sometimes called

6 Jastrow (1993: 215 n. 1) considered this a Kurdish word.

7 Tezel (2003: 198) mentions a third variant: rxw.

8 On this root in Aramaic dialects see Fox and Fassberg (2020).

° It is not only the nominal subject/agent which can be marked in this way, but also the
pronominal; see the entries 16x and liino. Another example of liino in this function is quoted in
the entries bdla and mahit b-aqdolo.
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‘infinitives’) of the kind mahwo ‘to be ~ be born’ (hwy), mamro ‘speaking’ (’mr),
matyo ‘to come’ (°ty), muklo ‘food’ (sic, with k; VI °xI, III ’kl). This closed list, ex-
amples of which are restricted to various types of weak roots (Jastrow 1993: 115,
192), is of interest from several points of view. The underlying noun patterns
and their roots are not always easily identifiable. mahwo ‘to be (born)’ is here
referred to hwy. But the word also means ‘to give’, in which sense (Ritter 1990:
610-611, 628—not occurring in the Glossar) it belongs to the historical root yhb,
whose Midyoyo reflexes, as mentioned, are entered here under >by/hw and haw.

Etymology

A notable feature of the Glossar are the etymologies, covering both the native Ara-
maic stock and the many loanwords, in particular from Kurdish, Turkish and Arabic.

Etymologies are in principle offered for every word, even when the matter is
in doubt or it is uncertain by which of several possible routes the word reached
Midyoyo (e.g. bala pp. XI, 37). References to published etymological discussions
could occasionally have been more generous—e.g. the relationship between nux-
royo ‘betrothed’ and classical mkira is treated at length by Tezel (2003: 103-
105), who on pp. 248-249 also discusses the mysterious u‘do ‘now’. In many
cases the compilers indicate that the etymology is unclear (fugo, knfl, tfk) or un-
known (twy). Sometimes, no etymological information is offered at all (¢alkoyo,
sifoqo, slbt, u‘do, xid), even in cases where the source of a word seems pretty
clear or a reasonable suggestion can be made, e.g. haqqa ‘so much’ (*hal gadr vel
sim.—cf. miqqa, qadar); kli¢a ~ kilic¢a ‘a type of sweetmeat’ (Turkish kiilice and
Persian koluce ~ kelice);'° 1-qul ‘before’ (Aramaic [-gbl); sawal ‘flocks’ (Kurdish
sewal < Arabic slsw); sefo ‘lap’ (Syriac seppa ‘threshold’, like lebo ‘heart’ < *leb-
ba etc.); suglo ‘grape’ (<\exww, Targumic X710);!! Sayro ‘bracelet’ (<i~=, Hebrew
nivy [fIsaiah 3:19], Arabic Jlsw = Kinderib swara); $eno ‘cliff’ (Syriac Senna lit.
‘tooth’); tamo ‘there’ (%); tanuro ‘oven’ (~iai¥); tayro ‘eagle, large bird’ (<4,
Arabic sk / U and Anatolian tayr).

Sdoqat ‘gefiillte Innereien’, a favourite dish in the region, corresponds to e.g.
J. Zakho sijoge, Syrian Arabic sdjsqq (Barthélemy 1935ff. 335), all derived from
Turkish sucuk. The proximate etymon of zdba$ ‘watermelons’ is Arabic. Ritter
(quoted here) records this item as jdbds (= [Zaba$]) and with initial ¢ it can be
found in many Arabic dictionaries: Berggren (1844) s.v. ‘Melon’, Dozy (1881),
Barthélemy (1935ff.), Wehr (1985) etc. For the variations in the form of the
word see Behnstedt and Woidich (2011: §177) ‘Wassermelonen’ and for the s-j

10 The word also occurs other Neo-Aramaic dialects (Sabar 2002: 186; Khan 2008: 1084,
1313) and in Arabic (Dozy 1881 1: 482; Barthélemy 1935ff.: 724).
I For Aramaic <\exw etc. = Hebrew %iay% see Bauer (1935: 168).
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etc. dissimilations involved in the words §doqat and zabas cf. dozdan ‘purse’
< Turkish ciizdan (< Persian).

The Aramaic etymons are given according to their form in the western pronun-
ciation of Classical Syriac. This has both advantages and disadvantages. On the
one hand, the heritage language of Midyoyo (and Turoyo in general) is western
Syriac, whose forms often provide the exact etymon; on the other hand, western
(Jacobite) Syriac has obscured certain historical distinctions of pronunciation, ren-
dering this tradition in some ways less original than the eastern (Nestorian) variety.
For purposes of etymological clarity, a historical, philological transcription would
sometimes have been helpful, e.g. passata (rather than fasto as given) would have
made it clear that the root of fasto ‘rag’ is pss and that its t is the feminine ending.!?
In some cases the Midyoyo forms recorded in the present work align more clearly
with the eastern than with the western pronunciation of Classical Syriac. There are
several cases in which the western shift of closed ¢ > i is not observed in the mod-
ern Midyoyo equivalents. While in ‘ito ‘church’ and riSo ‘head’ the western Syriac
and Midyoyo vowels coincide, this is not the case with ‘edo ‘festival’, kefo ‘stone’
and reho ‘smell’. These cases are pointed out in the relevant entries.

In nouns of the CvCC- pattern Midyoyo quite often has a stem vowel a where
the old language has e: adno ‘ear’, naqwo ‘hole’, raglo ‘foot’, tawno ‘straw’,
zawlo ‘dung’; in some cases these a-forms match eastern, not western Syriac:
halxo ‘going’, raqdo ‘dance’. This gatlo ~ getlo alternation continues an old
trait in Syriac (Noldeke 1898: §845, 94A, B). While some of these may show the
shift *{CC > dCC,® the *i/e vowel is often retained: ‘inwe ‘grapes’, miSho ‘but-
ter’, nisro ‘eagle’, Simso ‘sun’. There are even cases where the Turoyo/Midyoyo
a-form seems not to continue a Syriac precedent at all: danwo ‘tail’ does not cor-
respond to Syriac dunba (= *dumba), but reflects a more original pattern along
the lines of the Targumic X337 recorded in e.g. Dalman (1922; cf. £33 |33 ete.).!

Such small details raise the question of the ancestry of Turoyo and its position
within the huge variety of Aramaic dialects. For example, the word femo ‘mouth’
is equivalent to classical ~=aa pumma (given here on p. 74 in western Syriac
form as fumo), but cannot be a direct descendant of it. Turoyo femo is a reflex of
*pimma (like emo ‘mother’ < *’imma, lebo ‘heart’ < *libba etc.), a shape of the
word associated rather with Palestine. A number of Turoyo features seem to point
westwards to Palestine rather than eastwards to Syriac. One may mention the
entry admo ‘blood’. The eastern Aramaic dialects (particularly significant here is

12 Tn this case the eastern pronunciation would also have simplified the gemination: pasta.
As indicated here, the word means ‘palm of hand’, but the sense ‘rag’ is already present in the
literary sources and widespread in Neo-Aramaic dialects.

13 This shift (= Philippi’s Law) certainly occurs in Turoyo, but is of very uneven application;
see Fassberg (2013: 98-99).

14 Further cases of Syriac *qutla > Turoyo qatla are mentioned by Tezel (2003: 107).
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Syriac) overwhelmingly have forms of the word opening with d: <= dma, NENA
domma etc., whereas western (Palestinian) varieties consistently show the addi-
tion of initial *: Xn7X ,~ma. Such prosthetic forms appear in Galilean, Samaritan,
Christian Palestinian and in Western Neo-Aramaic (edma) and they find an exact
parallel in Turoyo/Midyoyo admo (sic, with plosive d, showing the secondary
status of the initial a-).!> Turoyo has a tendency to add secondary, prosthetic
vowels to etymologically biradical nouns; thus not only admo, but also e.g. abro
‘son’, pl. abne and iSmo ‘name’. These words likewise have western affinities,
both old (CPA) and modern (WNA ebra, e/usma). The dialectal distribution, how-
ever, is complicated, for forms such as ebra ‘son’ also turn up in the east (Herte-
vin, Christian Sanandaj and Neo-Mandaic).

The non-coincidence of the given Syriac etymons with the actual Midyoyo forms
is noticeable in the matter of bgdkpt, a somewhat elusive topic on which a good deal
of work remains to be done. The situation was, of course, by no means uniform or
stable in Classical Syriac, where hesitation often obtains between plosive and spi-
rant alternant.' In Midyoyo too there are minor bgdkpt fluctuations: katfo ~ katfo
‘shoulder’,'” qalto ~ qalto ‘dunghill’. Neo-Aramaic dialects, such as Turoyo, can
often shed light on the history of these things, for the shapes of the modern words
are not necessarily direct reflexes of what happens to be attested in the classical
language(s). The Syriac ancestors given in the book may accordingly sometimes
be slightly at variance with those which actually lie behind the Midyoyo entries.
The most frequent cases are those in which the posited etymon contains plosive
b, whereas the Midyoyo equivalent clearly goes back to a spirant, viz. *b > w:
‘inwe ‘grapes’,'® dahwo ‘gold’, danwo ‘tail’, garwono ‘leprous’, gawro ‘man’, hal-
wo ‘milk’, hawlo ‘rope’, hawro ‘friend’, karswono ‘lopped vine branch’, kayiwo
‘sick’, malhowo ‘winnowing-fan’, nagiwo ‘dry’, naqwo ‘hole’, qagqwinto ‘par-
tridge’,'? qariwo ‘near/godfather’, qariwuto ‘godfatherhood’, ru‘o ‘quarter’, sowo
‘old (man)’, Saw‘o ‘seven’, tawno ‘hay’, zawlo ‘dung’. Some of these cases may
be of a merely typographic nature caused by the omission of the diacritical mark,
i.e. b for b. Cases of the opposite phenomenon, viz. the etymon contains spirant b,

15 As opposed to the spirant d of adno ‘ear’ (<, *°8n), where the opening vowel was al-
ways present.

16 Cf. Rudolf and Waltisberg (2020: 30-31).

17 katfo with plosive t may (also) reflect the influence of Anatolian Arabic (Kinderib katof;
Jastrow 2005: 121).

18 Classical Syriac has sg. ‘enbatd, pl. ‘enbe with expected distribution of b vs b. In Turoyo
a new sg. unwo (Ritter 1979: 24) has been formed after the pl. The same seems to have hap-
pened in the case of naqwo ‘hole’. Such adaptations are clearly old and attest to different
schools of pronunciation within Syriac. For example, Bar Hebraeus gives the antecedent of
naqwo as negba (plosive), whereas the (eastern) tradition reflected by the Urmia OT of 1852
has negba (spirant) following the pl. negbe.

19 <maa.This word has a variant spelling <saaa.
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whereas modern Midyoyo has a plosive b, are rare. yabibto ‘pipe’ (Syriac abbubta)
may reflect assimilation *b...b > b...b. In the light of Syriac zabna and the regular
zona-type equivalents in NENA dialects, zabno ‘time’ is very unexpected; perhaps
one should consider the influence of zmn, whether from Aramaic (which, according
to dialect, has both zbn and zmn—Syriac has zbn for the noun, but zmn for the verb)
or Arabic; beside zabno Midyoyo also has Arabic zdman ~ zaman, and elsewhere
in Turoyo the expected zawno occurs. The reflexes of *b and *b are far from simple.?
For Subho (subha) see below n. 22.

For other bgdkpt letters a few interesting features may be mentioned. The spi-
rant d of raqdo ‘dance’ goes against the plosive d of its etymon reqdo (eastern
raqda), having been adapted to the verbal root rqd ‘to dance’, where the spirant
is fully in order. Similarly, halxo ‘going’ < Syriac helko, eastern halka) with spi-
rant k/x has been drawn into the phonology of the matching verbal root hlx. The
plosive t of firto ‘bran’ and katfo ‘shoulder’ (~ katfo) is not present in the Syriac
source, which in both words shows a spirant (farto [parrta] and katfo [katpal])

In some cases, the contrast between Classical Syriac and Turoyo (Midyoyo) is
morphological. The *fa“dl pattern of rahuqo ‘distant’** does not match the *fa“il
pattern of the suggested etymon rahiqo and similarly yaquro (Jastrow 1993:
231 n. 2). The equivalent of yaroqo ‘green’ (*yarrdq) in literary Syriac is yurraq
(Noldeke 1898: 8117); the forerunner yoruqo (= eastern yaroqa) given here is
expressly marked by Brockelmann as Neo-Syriac.

Languages in contact

Perusal of this Glossar throws up many interesting data for the study of languages
in contact—in fact, the field of Neo-Aramaic as a whole provides a classic stage
for investigations of this kind. In many respects, Turoyo participates in an areal
Sprachbund, in which various features are shared across linguistic boundaries.
Thus, echo-constructions with m-, well known in Turkish, are found through-
out Anatolia, including Midyoyo: ‘ammo-mammo ‘uncles and all’, gar‘o mar‘o
‘heads and the like’.

The interaction of Midyoyo with Arabic, its Semitic neighbour, is of particular
interest. The inherited Semitic roots shared by Turoyo and Arabic are in principle
separate from each other, each belonging to a particular language and having
a particular meaning, but geographical proximity, varying degrees of bilingual-
ism and shared Semiticity mean that there is a considerable degree of overlap and

20 The reading tradition and vernacular pronunciation do not necessarily go together, result-
ing in doublets of the kind zawno ~ zabno ‘time’ and hawro ~ habro ‘friend’ (Tezel 2003: 21 n. 7).

21 -For the fem. of Midyoyo rahuqo one expects rahuqto rather than rahiqto (= [rahag-
to]?) as given in the entry; cf. xasuno ‘coarse’, fem. xasunto etc.
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interpenetration. This subject has been studied by S. Tezel, Arabic Borrowings in
Sturayt/ Tiirdyo within the Framework of Phonological Correspondences (2011).

The symbiosis of the two languages comes to the fore in matters related to the
above-mentioned bgdkpt. For example, in the borrowed noun ‘@made ‘baptism’
the plosive d of Arabic s3e is pronounced with the spirant d of the corresponding
Turoyo verbal root ‘md ‘to baptize’. The verbal forms derived from the Aramaic
root ‘md show, as expected, spirant d; the noun ma‘modito ‘baptism’, on the
other hand, has plosive d. The verb slw ‘to crucify’ has w < *b according to ex-
pectations; the noun ‘cross’, on the other hand, is slibo with plosive b as in the
Arabic equivalent salib. Similarly, the noun Subho ‘praise’ has b as in Arabic as
against the spirant b of its Aramaic etymon.?

These bgdkpt fluctuations work in subtle ways, not always easily understood. For
example, for the verbs ‘to enter’ and ‘to break’ the Syriac roots br and tbr are given
as etymons. From the similar shape of the two IIb roots one would expect the mod-
ern descendants to have symmetrical reflexes. But it is not so. The present tense of
‘to enter’ in Midyoyo is ‘obir with plosive b (s.v. ‘br), whereas that of ‘to break’ is
towir with w, i.e. < spirant *b (s.v. twr). Various factors, internal and external, are
at work here. The unexpected b of ‘obir (*qatil) may be due to generalization of b of
the intransitive preterite ‘abir (*qattil), where b (< *bb) is perfectly in order. On
the other hand, the plosive b of Anatolian Arabic br ‘to pass/enter) may well have
been a contributory factor. As for the transitive Aramaic root *tbr, the b was never
doubled; nor is there a functional Arabic counterpart of similar form and meaning
which could have exerted an influence. The root ‘to break’ is therefore twr through-
out the paradigm. The verbal root ‘wd ‘to do’ < ‘bd, somewhat unexpectedly, has
plosive d throughout the conjugation, whereas the noun ‘work’ fluctuates ‘wodo
~ ‘wodo. Sometimes bgdkpt phenomena are accompanied by semantic differences
too: native brx ‘to bless’ does not have the same semantics as brk < Arabic.

An interesting pair is mamldke ‘homeland’ and mamlaxto ‘kingdom’, a doublet
of the ‘same’ word. While mamlike is evidently Arabic (< dSls, no doubt helped
by Turkish memleket), the identity of mamlaxto is less clear-cut. The two spirants xt
point to Aramaic, but no genuine Aramaic noun Xn37m»* has yet been discovered.*
The Turoyo word is a hybrid, an Arabic noun having been given Aramaic phonology.

22 Neither eastern nor western Syriac had plosive b in the word ~<usa=; the former apparent-
ly pronounced suxad, the latter Subho (Rudolf and Waltisberg 2020: 28).

2 This may due to generalization of the d of preterite ‘widle, where the blocking of spirant
*d before I would conform to certain Neo-Aramaic patterns; similarly with t/t: manhatle s.v.
nht III ‘to take down’, nkitle s.v. nkt ‘to bite’. Note, however, spirant forms such as mawqadle
s.v. yqd III ‘to ignite’, mamitle s.v. myt III ‘to put to death’. Some such instances of unexpected
plosive d/t may be due to Arabic influence, e.g. hsidle ‘he harvested’ s.v. hsd (in this case the
whole root may belong to .= rather than Syriac 1 ).

24 - Ostensible examples occurring sporadically in Samaritan and Mandaic are of Hebrew
and/or Arabic origin.
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At first blush, it seems that similar adaptions to native Aramaic phonology
may occur with Turkish words too. Long ago in the western pronunciation of
Syriac the plosive ~ spirant alternation p ~ p/f had been neutralized in favour of
f. The natural preference for f over p has been extended to the Turkish (< Slavic)
word sapka ‘cap’, which in Midyoyo appears as $afqa. One could be tempted to
think that the spirant f in this word is of Aramaic origin. But the matter is not
so simple. This pronunciation also occurs in Anatolian Arabic Safga (Kinderib)
and Kurdish, whereas Aleppo Arabic, on the other hand, has a plosive: Sabqa
(Barthélemy 1935ff.: 376). Since there are wider areal implications, it is likely
that Midyoyo adopted the pronunciation $afqa ready-made from outside. This fq
combination may belong to the phenomenon seen in taxtor ‘< doctor’ and waxt
‘time’, viz. *stop + stop *kt, gt > spirant + stop xt. The entry naqdo ‘Brautgeld’
has a variant naxdo (Jastrow 1993: 170).

The Arabic loanwords do not always appear in their conventional forms, but
frequently show smaller or greater phonological differences, e.g. the acquisition
of emphasis in dsas ‘basis, basically’ (via Turkish esas). The shift > > ¢in aw-
wil ~ ‘awwil ‘first’ has a parallel in the not infrequent occurrence of h in place
of etymological ’ or h. This takes places in independent Arabic words: makriith
‘loathsome’, miikafédha ‘remuneration’, gahwe ‘coffee’, as well as in Arabic roots
integrated into Midyoyo: ghiroyo ‘furious’. The Midyoyo root for ‘to speak’ is
8¢l, derived from Arabic $gl, in which neither the phonology (Sgl > jgl) nor the
meaning (‘work’ > ‘speak’) are what an Arabist would expect.

In the linguistic melting-pot of Anatolia it is often difficult to identify the
source of such changes. Some of them will already have been present in the
donor language, i.e. Anatolian Arabic; others may have developed later within
Turoyo itself. Often a Kurdish intermediary, viz. Arabic > Kurdish > Turoyo,
must be considered, e.g. hayam ‘epoch’, in which Arabic (’)ayyam lit. ‘days’
has acquired an initial h-. In other cases, Anatolian Turkish may have served as
intermediary.

The Arabic loanwords in Turoyo often supply indirect testimony to the Ana-
tolian Umlaut-imala: délye ‘grape vine’, gehil ‘young person’, (mirgane > pl.)
miregin ‘corals’, Siwerib ‘moustache’, telit ‘third’. The entry ¢éz ‘dowry’ with
e differs from caz, the Anatolian Arabic cognate adduced, in which no imala oc-
curs. Both forms derive from Arabic j=. It would seem that of the two old Arabic
variants jahaz ~ jihaz® the Anatolian ¢az (thus Kinderib) reflects *jahaz, whereas
Midyoyo ¢éz harks back to an Arabic dialect which continued *jihaz and there-
fore exhibits the expected imala.

The symbiosis of the two languages finds expression also in the realm of mor-
phology. The pl. ending -iye (< Arabic -iyya) is characteristic of the nisba ending

% In Classical Arabic jahdz is preferred; jihaz is considered substandard. A third variant
juhagz is also recorded.
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-i, e.g. harami ‘thief’ > pl. haramiye. By extension it may be applied to nouns
which terminate in -i of different origin: mistiri ‘customer’ (Arabic $ry VIII)
> pl. mistiriye. The pl. pattern fa‘@’il is productive outside its traditional limits:
qissa > qisayis ‘stories’, (*Sigga >) Siqayiq ‘pieces’ (both without imala). There
are semantic differences too. For example, the phenomenon of an Arabic plural
becoming a singular (not unusual in Turkish and other languages of the area) is
also observable in Midyoyo: gi/iran ‘neighbour’, tisiil ‘custom’ (the formal Ara-
bic sg. as’l ‘Ursprung’ has a separate entry).

The Arabic elative pattern af‘al may be extended to non-Arabic words. Thus,
the comparative of Kurdish pis ‘bad’ is apyas ‘worse’—both words have their
own entries in the Glossar. The Arabic participle xali ‘empty’ (*qatil) has been
given a new Turoyo morphology: xalyo, f. xlito, pl. xalye, just like native halyo,
f. hlito, pl. halye ‘sweet’ (*qatl). In a similar way Arabic xasin ‘rough’ (*qatil) has
been slotted, it would seem, into the Turoyo adjective pattern *qattiil: xaSuno
with matching Aramaic inflections; likewise fisoro ‘explanation’ shows Arabic fsr
II (tafsir) transferred to a Turoyo pa‘“el noun pattern (*quttala).

Turoyo is possessed of a highly composite vocabulary. The core lexicon, pre-
dominantly Aramaic, has been amplified by a large accretion of loanwords. Many
of these are Arabic. When two cognate roots, Aramaic and Arabic, exist side by
side, it may happen that the Arabic form is preferred over its Aramaic equivalent.
For ‘to scrape, card (cotton)’ the Syriac root hrg »_w» Was presumably available.
It did not, however, survive and was superseded by the related Arabic hlj >
instead; the Midyoyo root for this idea is therefore hlg.

Sometimes cognate Aramaic and Arabic words are in competition for the same
semantic slot. The word for ‘paternal aunt’ appears both in Aramaic and in Arabic
form: ‘amto ~ ‘amme. In this root ‘mm the etymological and semantic match is
audible and transparent. This allows mutual influences to take effect, so much
so that it may be hard to say to which language a given form belongs. The masc.
form of our word, viz. ‘ammo ‘paternal uncle’, shows how complicated things
actually are (and always have been). The ending -0 of ‘ammo and the pl. suffix
of ‘ammone suggest an Aramaic derivation. This, however, does not go well with
geminate mm—in western Syriac gemination has been simplified and in Turoyo
is typical of Arabic loans; moreover, ‘ammd in the meaning ‘paternal uncle’ can
hardly be said to exist in Aramaic. Accordingly, the authors posit Arabic ‘amm @<
as the primary etymon of ‘ammo. This is in all likelihood correct. But this ‘ammo
‘paternal uncle’, of Arabic origin, is also given as the masc. counterpart of fem.
‘amto ‘paternal aunt’, thus implying an etymological m./f. unit, the aunt being
derived from the uncle by addition of the fem. ending (like m. holo ‘maternal
uncle, avunculus’ vs. hilto ‘maternal aunt, matertera’ and @< vs. 4s<). Functionally
this may be so; derivationally it arouses doubts. The sg. ending -to of ‘amto and

26 As in Anatolian Arabic (Jastrow 2005: 23).
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its pl. ‘amtoto (Midin ‘ammote)®”” make a very Aramaic impression, an impression
reinforced by the existence in Syriac of ‘ammata ‘paternal aunt’. It may be, how-
ever, that ‘ammo and ‘amto were never a morphological m./f. pair derived from
a single root within Aramaic. It is noticeable that while the fem. ‘paternal aunt’
‘ammoata is well attested in Classical Syriac, the masc. *‘amma ‘paternal uncle’ has
not (yet?) been found there.?® The masc. form ‘ammad is of course a familiar word
in Syriac, but it is used in the wider collective meaning ‘kinsmen’, i.e. ‘people,
nation’. This ‘amma developed naturally in Aramaic and is listed in the Glossar as

‘amo, i.e. ungeminated [‘@mo] ‘Leute, Volk, Bevdlkerung’ (cf. Syriac Satta ‘year’
> Midyoyo $ato etc.). Against this, in Aramaic as a whole ‘ammd meaning ‘pa-

ternal uncle’ is utterly marginal and probably intrusive. Along the Syriac-Turoyo
spectrum it seems that the fem. ‘amto ‘paternal aunt, amita’ continues older Syr-
iac usage, whereas the vacant masc. slot *‘amma ‘paternal uncle, patruus’ was
filled by other means: Syriac used dada (continued by Mlahsd dozo) to express
this, while Turoyo adopted the Arabic word. Lack of etymological symmetry,
lexical variation etc. in kinship terms such as these is well known in many
languages (see, e.g. Noldeke 1904: 97; 1910: 77-78). The present case is further
complicated by the existence of various amo- forms in Kurdish.

While in ‘amma and ‘amto the etymological Aramaic-Arabic kinship is trans-
parent, it is somewhat less so in the case of native haso ‘back, loins, side’ vs.
loaned xasra ~xasra < §., both being reflexes of the Semitic root xsr, albeit
with semantic differences. Semantic differences also characterize the pair tny vs.
tny; the former (Aramaic) means ‘repeat, answer’, while the latter (Arabic) seems
restricted to the agricultural context of the second ploughing. A more sharply
differentiated split pair is shown by the much-travelled word for ‘pepper’, which
appears in Midyoyo both as bibar (< Turkish) and fléfle (< Arabic). It also hap-
pens that an Arabic loan coincides with a native root, producing a homophonous
pair: diqle ‘he ground’ derives from Aramaic dqq (dyq'), but digle ‘he tasted’
comes from Arabic dwq (dyq?); Sy ‘to send’ is of Arabic origin (Sy9) but Sy ‘to
smear’ is Aramaic (Sw¢ ~ §°); further: kyf, qyr. Homophony of various kinds of
course already exists within the native lexicon: tarfo' ‘leaf’ vs. tarfo? ‘fingernail’
(*tpr); tw! ‘to bake the Eucharistic host’ vs. tw ‘to fall asleep’, and in rare cases
may also result from the meeting of Aramaic and Turkish: ysq' I ‘to come up’
(*slg) vs. ysq? II ‘to prohibit’ (< Turkish yasak).

The word warzo ‘melon field’” provides an interesting example of language
contact and channels of borrowing in the area. For the etymology of warzo Ana-
tolian Arabic warz or Kurdish werz are here mentioned. This may well be so; warz
has long been current in Arabic. The fact that Saadia Gaon in 10th century Iraq
has the n. agentis warraz ‘husbandman, farmer’ shows that the underlying warz

27 The geminate mm is due to analogy with the masc. ‘ammone.
28 The mention of this meaning in Manna (1900: 547) probably reflects Neo-Aramaic usage.
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must have been common. The term is also widespread in Kurdish. This Iranian
word (in one form or another) also travelled to Aramaic (Mandaic uarza), includ-
ing Syriac. Bar Bahlul (10th cent.) records it in the form barza ~\is, glossed (ed.
Duval, col. 428) as g3l 8l ‘bed of sown seed’.?’ In view of the Persian fluctu-
ation jyy ~ J» (and cf. ), it may be that Turoyo warzo is in fact a descendant
within Aramaic of the word recorded by Bar Bahlul.

A few trifling observations:

p. XIII: The item referred to as CSD did not appear in 1957, but in 1903. It is
desirable to give the date of the original publication, not that of the reprint.
Similarly, on p. XV for Barthélemy’s Dictionnaire the date 1969 refers only to the
Fascicule complémentaire, not to the dictionary itself, which was compiled and
published in installments decades before.

The item DKF = Nezan (2017) is missing from the bibliography on p. XVI.

pp. XVI-XVIIL: Sokoloff’s dictionaries of Jewish Palestinian (2017) and Babyloni-
an Aramaic (2020) exist in later expanded editions.

p. 47: The word boriye ‘reed’ and its plural boriyat are fairly clearly Arabic.
To the proposed Turkish etymon boru add Arabic &)L ‘reed mat’. This word, in
various forms, has long been established in Arabic (references and Judaeo-Arabic
data in Blau [2006: 41]) and is still in use in the area (Barthélemy 1935ff. 68
s.v. bérye). It has an Aramaic ancestry: Syriac <.ie= and Jewish Babylonian x»na.
p. 50: buqto ‘bundle’. This word is very widespread and occurs in many forms,
the relations between which await clarification. To the Arabic bdga mentioned
here add, e.g. Turkish boh¢a ~ bokga, Persian bogce ~ boxce, with representatives
in Kurdish and many Arabic and Neo-Aramaic dialects (Tezel 2003: 93). The
word has even reached Israeli Hebrew in the form biixta.

p. 93: gat ‘dish’, which also occurs in Aleppo (Barthélemy 1935ff. 100), seems to
have been borrowed into Arabic from French jatte.

pp. 108-109: A rare typesetting error has occurred here in the layout of the two
columns (entry halw®nito). A similar mishap has occurred at the bottom of p. 134.
p. 130: The Arabic etymon of iman ‘belief’ should be *iman.

p. 139: For kibat ~ kibayat ‘stuffed intestines’ similar Turkish and Persian words
are mentioned. It could be worth considering an ultimately Semitic origin; cf.
Hebrew 113p ‘stomach’ and the discussion in Noldeke (1910: 155).

p. 144: The word kosani ‘beardless’ is of interest. The Kurdish and Turkish kose
and kése are adduced in the etymological section. The Arabic nisba ending of
kosani suggests an Arabic source. This word, in one form or another, has been
around in Arabic for a very long time (Ullmann 1970: 436-437 s.v. kawsaj) and
is widely travelled.

2 3)liw also has an interesting multilingual history; see Krotkoff (1985: 124-125).
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p. 148: In addition to Arabic kutla ‘Klumpen’, Midyoyo kutlo ‘gefiillte
GrieBtaschen’, a classical dish of the area (e.g. Jewish Zakho kuteéle), has an Ara-
maic cognate in JBA Xon.

The primary Syriac etymon of kyf' ‘to bend down’ is perhaps kpp/kff rather than
kwf. Syriac has a doublet kpp ~ kwp. Likewise, on p. 286 s.v. §y“ ‘to smear’ §
could be added to sw*.

p. 152: The Arabic lying behind 1d8an ~ lasan ‘because’ is more likely to be ‘ala
$a’n (cf. ‘asan).

p. 159: A closer cognate/etymon for liiwase ‘thin bread’ would be Kinderib Ara-
bic lbwase (Turkish ldvag, Persian lavas).

p. 161: Both ma‘d ‘Gesundheitszustand, Stimmung’ and its Kurdish parallel de-
rive from Arabic mi‘da ‘stomach’.

p. 167: Rather than the analytical ‘amro d-‘eze, the proximate etymon of mar‘eze
‘goathair’ is rather along the lines of the synthetic st. cstr. wi» = <wins (Brock-
elmann 1928: 405b = Sokoloff 2009: 837a).

p. 170: The transcriptions are sometimes inconsistent, e.g. here we have Arabic
mawgqi‘ followed a little later by mausim.

p. 173: The etymology of meho ‘brain’ is tricky from several points of view:
the root (°/1'v ~ y"¥), the stem vowel and the final consonant. The Midyoyo
form with e (Turoyo also has muho) can hardly derive directly from the Syr-
iac muho with which it is here compared. On the other hand, meho with e is
rather like Hebrew nn meah ‘bone marrow’. But Hebrew also has nh moah
meaning ‘brain’ as in Syriac. The Arabic cognate, meaning both ‘brain’ and
‘bone marrow’, has a stable vowel u, but the final consonant wavers between
h and x: muhh ~ muxx.

p. 182: The usual form of the Turkish word for ‘tap’ (> Midyoyo misliq) seems
to be musluk.

p. 183: ‘Arab. zwg IV’ is improbable here. Cf. Barthélemy (1935ff. 129 bott.).

p. 186: The identity of the verb in am =maye knusli ‘das Wasser tropft ab’ is not
evident; it appears here under both msl and msy. As far as knusli is concerned,
a root nsl (cf. Arabic nsl ‘to fall to the ground”) would fit well, but does not match
other occurrences of the paradigm. Perhaps one could think of *m-sly (cf. Ma-
clean 1901: 193; Khan 2008: 1176; Khan 2016 3: 231)?

p. 187: If m8ahno ‘heated’ is the participle of $hn II, one would expect its fem.
to be msahanto rather than msahn’to (?) as given here (cf. mdaglo, f. mdagal-
to etc.).

p. 189: The Arabic form behind mustaqbil ‘future (subst.)’ is surely mustagbil.

p. 210: pastiq derives from Italian pasticca (Barthélemy 1935ff. 47, s.v. bastiq).
p. 225: For the root qld ‘to clarify butter’ Arabic gilda is compared. It may be that
Arabic giSda ~ qista ‘cream’ belongs here too; cf. Steiner (1977: 95-98).

pp. 227-228: It seems that within the entry qrs there should be a distinction be-
tween qrs$! and qrs?as practised throughout the book.
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pp. 233-234: The Syriac source of qusro ‘castle’ is given as gastro. This is closer
to the further etymon (Latin castra > Greek kdotpa), but Syriac also has gasra,
which is closer to the Midyoyo headword.

pp. 236-237: §5 of the entry qyt = ‘Feuer fangen, brennen’ (also IlIp[assive]
‘angeziindet werden’) invites comparison with the entry yqd, the familiar Semitic
root in a similar meaning.

p. 264: Despite the headword =~ s°b in Syriac dictionaries, for syw ‘to grow old’
it would be better to give the primary etymon syb.

p. 265: The derivation of sdabahiye ‘morning marriage meal’ from Arabic sabahi
seems not quite correct. This word is not like m. tirki ‘Turkish’, f. tirkiye, i.e. the
f. of a nisba adjective, but rather composed of sabah + the abstract ending -iyya.
Cf. Dozy (1881 1: 814); Barthélemy (1935ff. 425).

p. 266: s.v. saye: The expression bi=saye d- ‘through the auspices of, thanks to’
derives from Persian saye ‘shade, protection’ and as well as the Turkish saye(sinde)
given here is also used in Kurdish and Arabic (Blanc 1964: 152).

p. 287: The noun td‘adda ‘attack, massacre’ certainly belongs to Arabic ‘dw V,
but is hardly derived from the infinitive ta‘addin. Cf. Persian/Turkish nouns such
as tamannd/temenna ‘wish, salutation’ (also Turoyo [Ritter 1979: 511]) < Arabic
mny V and tamasa/temasa ‘spectacle’ < Arabic msy VI.

p. 288: Read: Arab. tabiit.

p. 296: Read: tesrayoto.

p. 306: tir ~ tr as in tr-owe ‘let it be’ belongs to try ‘to leave, let’ and has
its parallel in other Neo-Aramaic dialects, e.g. Jewish Zakho stawe < Sud hawe
(< $bq d-hwy [Sabar 2002: 295).

p. 314: Arabic b is here transcribed d (wadifa) but the notation normally used in
the book is z.

p. 315: Rather than waragq, the fem. n. unitatis waraga would be a closer etymon
for waraqto.

This excellent glossary is very much more than suggested by its title. Firstly,
although designed to serve a particular corpus of texts, it is on a scale that al-
lows it be regarded as a preliminary dictionary of Turoyo, here represented by
the Midyoyo dialect of Midyat [Midyad]. Secondly, it serves as a model for the
future lexicography of the language. Thirdly, it provides a great deal of inter-
esting information on various topics: the internal history of Aramaic, the syn-
chronic description of Midyoyo, the languages of Anatolia, the mutual influences
between them etc. The volume under review marks a great step forward in the
lexicography of an important Neo-Aramaic and Semitic language. It is a pleasure
to congratulate the three authors on a first-class performance.
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