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The Bible is the world’s most translated book. Throughout history it
has been translated into a great many languages, and these translations
have in recent years begun to attract wider attention. This article in-
vestigates a selection of historical translations of the Lord’s Prayer from
the Gospel of Matthew in a language called Tatar, and one contempo-
rary translation, Volga Tatar. The timespan of the translations extends
to over two hundred years: from 1803 to 2015. The translations are com-
pared on a variety of linguistic levels, with special attention given to
the lexicon. Orthography presents a noteworthy challenge, since most
are in the Arabic script, not reflecting the nuances of the vowels. Fea-
tures common to the translations are described, and those distinctive to
each text are analysed. I discovered that many of the translations adhere
to strict norms of literary language, clearly differing from spoken vari-
ants. Up to the 20™ century many Turkic literary languages were “tran-
sregional”, that is, similar established literary norms extended over
many Turkic peoples, whose spoken languages displayed a far greater
variety. Interacting with the biblical text gives us a valuable glimpse
of the multiple voices represented by the translations, and the circum-
stances in which they were created.
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Bubnus — caMas IepeBofHMasl KHUra B MHpe. Ha MPOTSIXKeHUHU
BCell HCTOPHH ee IepeBOJH/IH Ha MHOXECTBO S3bIKOB, H B IIOCJIeTHHE
TOJBI 3TH IlepeBOJEl Haya/Iu IIPUBJIeKaTh IIMPOKUH HHTepec. B faH-
HOH cTaTbe HcCIIe[yeTcsd NoA00pKa HCTOPHYECKUX IIepeBOZi0B MOJIHT-
BBl «OT4Ye Ham» u3 EBaHrenus or MaTdes: Ha TaTapCKUH SI3BIK U OAUH
COBPEMEHHBIH IepeBOJ — BOJDKCKO-TaTapCKUH. [IpOMeXXyTOK BpeMe-
HHU C CaMOT0 pPaHHero IepeBojia [0 IOCJeJHEro OXBaThIBaeT 6ojee
IByXcoT yeT: ¢ 1803 mo 2015 rop. IlepeBoAbl CpaBHUBAIOTCSA Ha pas-
HBIX TMHTBUCTHYECKHX YPOBHAX, 0c060e BHUMAaHUe y/iesdeTcs JeK-
cuke. Opdorpadus npejcrasiseT co60i 0co6yI0 NPo6IeMY, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky GOJIBIIMHCTBO M3 IIepeBOJI0OB HallUCaHO apabCKUM MIPHUPTOM, He
OTpakaloIIUM OTTEHKH INIaCHBIX. ONMUCHIBAIOTCS O6IIHe OIS IePeBo-
JIOB 4ePTHl U aHAJIU3UPYIOTCS OTIUYUTEIbHBIE 0OCOOEHHOCTH KaXJ0-
ro TekcTa. 5 o6Hapy’KuJa, YTO MHOTHe IIepPeBOJ bl IPHJIeP>)KUBAIOTCSI
CTPOTMX HOPM JIMTePaTyPHOTO SI3bIKa H SIBHO OTJIMYAIOTCS OT YCTHBHIX
BapHaHTOB. BIIoTh 1o XX BeKa MHOTHe TIOPKCKHe JTUTepaTypHBIE SI3bI-
KU GBLIN «TPaHCPETrHOHAIBHBIMHU», TO €CTh CXO/{HbIE YCTaHOBJIEHHBIE
JIUTepaTypHBle HOPMBI PacIpOCTPaHSJINCh Ha MHOTHEe TIOPKCKHe
HapOJbl, YbH PA3TOBOPHBIE I3BIKH IEMOHCTPHPOBAJIN TOPasfo 60JIbIlIe
pasHooG6pa3us. BsaumopencTeue ¢ 6u6IeHCKUM TEKCTOM JaeT HaM
LleHHOe IIpe/iCTaBJIeHHe O MHOXXeCTBe T0JIOCOB, NIPe/ICTaBIIeHHBIX B
IepeBojiaX, U 06 06CTOSTeNIbCTBAX UX CO3/JaHUA.

KnroueBsie ci1oBa: nepeBof Bu6iInu, TaTapCKUH SI3BIK, BOJIJKCKO-
TaTapCKUM SI3BIK, MOJIUTBA «OTUe Halll», COIIOCTaBUTEIbHBIA aHAIU3,
JIEKCHUKA, IUTepaTypPHBIN I3BIK

Onsa nurupoBanusa: I'pug T. CeMb IepeBOJOB MOJMHUTBEL «OTUe
Halll» Ha TaTapCKUH A3bIK ¢ 1803 r. 1o 2015 1. [HacTs 2-g]. POOHOU A3bIK,
2024, 2: 109-155.
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The article is divided into two parts: Part I (published in the
previous issue of this journal) discusses the background to the
analysis and the history of the Volga (Kazan) Tatar literary lan-
guage, and gives an outline of the Bible translation situation in
the area as well as an overview of the seven translations of the
Lord’s Prayer. Part ITis presented in the present issue. It offers an
investigation into the pertinent features of each translation, fol-
lowed by a summary table of the key distinguishing features of
the texts, and concluding remarks.

PART II

5. The texts: points of interest
and distinctive features

In the following, I first outline some relevant background
to the translation under investigation, which is followed by
the text itself, either as a reproduction and/or my transcription
from the original script. Each line of the translation is followed
with an English gloss. In transcribing from the Arabic script
my aim is to represent the underlying text as closely as possible
(for example, unmarked vowels are not added). My phonologi-
cal interpretation of the translations can be found in the synop-
sis of the translations which is available in Part I of this article
(Table 3 of Section 4.2), and it is these interpreted forms that
are used in the discussion of each translation, instead of the
transcribed forms found below. The discussion itself mainly
concerns questions of special interest in each text. For features
occurring in all or most of the translations, I refer the reader
to Part I of this article, sections 4.3 and 4.4, where observations
and comments on shared features can be found.

5.1 The 1803 text from the Tatar Catechism (1817)

5.1.1 The source: Adelung’s Mithridates

The eminent German linguist Johann Christoph Adelung
(1732-1806) played a significant role in the history of trans-
lations of the Lord’s Prayer through his linguistic project the
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Mithridates (Volumes I-1V), where his aim was to compare and
classify all known languages of his time, primarily by using
as language samples translations of the Lord’s Prayer [Adam
2005: 43-44]. The Mithridates presents language samples with
their German translations, as well as typological, grammatical
and ethnographic information. Adelung chose the Lord’s Prayer
as the key language sample because it was “a text long enough
to contain grammatical structures that was also available in
numerous different languages around the world” [Adam 2005:
44]. Adelung, and after him Johann Severin Vater, who conc-
luded Adelung’s work, did not know most of the languages he
analysed, but tried to represent the phonology of each sample in
the transcription.

In Mithridates I, three texts of the Lord’s Prayer are label-
led “Tatar” (from page 477 onwards). Mithridates IV contains a
number of samples classified as “Tatar” (pages 166-179), ranging
from various Tatar versions from the Caucasus to “Tatar between
Perm and Kazan” and “Orenburg Tatar”. As discussed earlier,
this is a clear indication that in those days the term “Tatar” was
a cover term for many different Turkic-speaking ethnic groups
(sometimes even for groups not speaking a Turkic language)
and their languages.

The text chosen for investigation originates from a Cate-
chism printed by the Moscow Synod in 1803 at the order of the
Academy of Kazan, according to the brief introduction in Mith-
ridates IV (page 174). We can assume that the original text prin-
ted in the Catechism was in Arabic script, as indicated in gene-
ral comments below. Also, by this time documents were being
printed in Tatar, and this was done using the Arabic script.
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5.1.2 The text and the keyboarded reproduction

Photograph 1. The introduction to and the original transcrip-
tion from Mithridates IV: 174.

In cinem anf Veranstaltung der Akademie
zin Kasan im J. 1803 bey dem Synod in Moskan
gedruckten Tatarischen Katechismus befindet
sich folgende Tatarische Ubersetzung des V. U.
mit der Dexeologie, welche sonst bekanntlich
von der Griechischen Kirche.nicht hinzu gefiigt
wird.

37.
Tatarisch

Besii'm Atamésdur shn kuklardakii sin,

Ruschanlansiin santing isjumjung;,

Kalsuin sanming schaglugiing,

Ulsun ichtiar sanikii kjukda gim erdh,

Besjum garkjungii naphakamesnie bu jumdi
birgil wesga,

Gam kitschgjul bespim funagla.remeﬂﬂi,
nitschjukdur uwi bés kitschimes
magijublakmjusch kemsanalarnii,

Gam dschasiiwe itmagil phasad eschkh, _

g:xma kutkar besnii nalukdan,

a sanung schagluglng gam kuwatung gam
s.{dur‘ Amin.

danung aba
Zu 8. 480,
Z.17. st. moribus, L majoribus. — Z. 2.v.u
Pray.Di; ranes ¥ in Anhales veteres Hi

Below is a reproduction of the text with glosses.

9a-b  Besim Atamésdur san kuklardakii san,
our father-our-is you in-skies-the-one-being you (are)
9c Ruschanlansun sanung isjumjung,
may-be-glorified your name-your
10a  Kalsun sanung schaglugung,
may-remain your kingdom-your
10b  Ulsun ichtiar  sanikii, kjukdd gam erda
may-be will yours in-sky and on-earth

11la-b  Besjum garkjungili naphakamesnie, bu jumda birgill wesga
our every-daily food-our-ACC this in-day give-IMP to-us

122 Gam  kitschgjul besjum  gunaglaremesnii,
and forgive-IMP our sins-our-ACC
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12b  nitschjukdur uwa bés kitschames,
as-is also we forgive-we
12¢ magijublakmjusch kemsanalarnii
?-doing anyone-PL-ACC
13a Gam dschasuwe itmagil phasad eschka
and ? do-not-IMP corrupt deed-DAT
13b Emma kutkar besnii rialukdan
but save we-ACC hypocritical.one-from

(13c-e) Sira sanung schagluging gam kuwatung
for your kingdom-your and strength-your

gam danung abadiidur. Amin.
and glory-your eternal-is amen

5.1.3 Original transcription, scripts and phonology

The text differs from the other six, since it is not the origi-
nal translation, but a transcription into Latin script of a trans-
lation in Arabic script. Did Adelung transcribe it while listening
to a Tatar speaker reading it aloud? At least he would have
needed a person to tell him how the vowel sounds not repre-
sented by the Arabic script would need to be transcribed. Be that
as it may, the underlying script behind the Latin script is clear-
ly Arabic. This is shown by the fluctuation of letters or combi-
nations of letters representing the Arabic waw g: i, ju, and u, as
seen in the two different spellings of the same word, meaning
‘our’: Bestim on line 1 (9a-b) and Besjum on line 5 (11a-b), which
I interpret as representing the underlying form beziim. In my
interpretation I endeavour to keep in mind how a German spea-
ker might represent the sounds heard®.

! For example, some of the letters “s” I interpret as representing
a voiced [z] sound, rather than a voiceless [s]. Therefore the word
Besiim of the original transcription is represented by Beziim ‘our’ in
the interpretative Synopsis of Section 4.2. However, this does not ex-
tend to word-initial “s” letters (for example, sanun ‘your (singular)’.
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The transcription contains some diacritics, including acute
and grave accent marks, which usually fall on the last syllable
of a given word. However, not all words contain an accent, and
such words are primarily conjunctions and possessive pronouns.
If the text displayed in Latin script were transcribed while
someone was reading it from the original Arabic-script text,
these accents could signal stress, or possibly intonation. Two
of the cases where the accent falls on the penultimate rather
than the final syllable have the verbal affix -dur (for example,
Atamésdur, 9a): this would support the accent as representing
stress, but it would also indicate that the person reading from
the Arabic script knew the language, since the verb copula -DYr
does not take the stress in these contexts [see Johanson 1998a: 45].
Additionally, some of the accents might indicate front vowels.
For example, in kjuk-da sky-in, ‘in the sky’, the vowel in the first
syllable coincides with the last vowel of Besjum ‘our’, which is
a variant of the spelling Besiim, clearly displaying a front vowel
[d]. Therefore, following the system of vowel harmony, the vo-
wel of the second syllable kjuk-da is also interpreted as a front
vowel [&], resulting in kiikdd. However, from this limited da-
ta, the exact role of the accent marks cannot be definitively
established.

Itisinteresting to note that the uvular consonants [y] and [q],
which are clearly represented in the other texts by separate let-
ters, do not differ from their velar counterparts [g] and [K]. This
can be seen when comparing the spelling of the initial conso-
nant in kuklardakii ‘the-one-being-in-the-sky/heaven’, which
represents [k], with the initial consonant of the Arabic loan ku-
wat(ung) ‘(your) power’, where in Arabic the word begins with
& qaf, but its pronunciation [q] is not represented in the tran-
scription.

One of the features of Kypchak languages is the voicing of
intervocalic [p], [k] and [q] to [b], [g] and [y], respectively. This
feature is visible in the spelling of the word schaglugting ‘your
kingdom’, which consists of a Persian loan word Sag (or Sah)
‘king’, a Turkic derivational affix -luk (or -luq) and the second-
person possessive suffix -ung. The final consonant “k” of Saglyk,
occurring intervocalically, becomes voiced into “g”.
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5.1.4 Morphology and lexicon

In terms of morphology, the Lord’s Prayer follows many of
the common features outlined in section 4.3. What appears to
be idiosyncratic, though, is the first-person plural possessive
suffix -iim visible in besiim (beziim) ‘our’ (compare with Turk-
ish bizim). Three other translations contain ‘our’, and of these,
the 1820 has a comparable form bezim, whereas the 1870 text
displays the form beznen, where the possessive suffix is -nen, a
form in use in contemporary Tatar.

At first glance, the lexicon of the translation appears fair-
ly distant from contemporary Tatar. However, many common
Turkic nouns are used: ata ‘father’ [see Tétimol 2015: amal, kuk
‘sky (heaven)’, er ‘earth’ and kiin ‘day’. Also some verbs having
a long history in Turkic, such as bir- ‘give’, kic- ‘forgive’, kutkar-
(qutqar-) ‘save’, are still in everyday use in contemporary Tatar,
albeit nowadays the meaning ‘forgive’ is expressed in the causa-
tive form of kic-, namely kicer-. A number of the words listed
above occur in Shcherbak’s [1994: 111-115] lists of vocabulary of
common Turkic lexical stock.

In personal pronouns there is fluctuation in the initial sound
of the first-person plural pronoun, as both bez and wez ‘we’ (in
wezgd ‘to us’) occur. The latter may be Oghuz influence, which
was increasing at this time [see Bashirova et al. 2015: 387].

There are several Arabic loans in the text, mainly nouns.
Interestingly, one of them, nafaka (ndféqa) is used for the com-
mon meaning of ‘food, nourishment’ (11a), whereas another Ara-
bic loan fasad ‘abominable deed; disorder’ [see Nadelyaev et al.
1969: 193: FASAD] occurs in a theological context (13a). In addi-
tion to the Persian loan Sag ‘king’ mentioned above, the word for
‘sin’ gunag is of Persian origin, as is one of the central theologi-
cal terms of the prayer, the expression ‘be hallowed’ (@yiac6nTw
in the original Greek, in the aorist imperative passive form). This
has been translated with a verb of Persian origin: rusan?-. Many

2 Tamindebted to a colleague (p. c.) for this information: “In Persian,
the word .5, rufan has a wide range of meanings including ‘bright,
shining’. [In Persian] it can be used literally, or in the idiomatic ex-
pression rufan kardan/fudan ‘to make/become bright’, meaning ‘to
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of the loan words are from religious vocabulary, but standard
Turkic words are also used for theological concepts, such as kut-
kadr ‘save’ (13b).

One phenomenon visible in this early translation, as well
as others, until the 1893 text, is the use of conjunctions to indi-
cate inter-clausal relations. Turkic languages typically express
(subordinating) syntactic relations with the help of non-finite
verb forms, converbs, rather than conjunctions, and the clau-
ses with the converbs usually precede the main clause contain-
ing a full finite verb. Thus it is understandable that the conjunc-
tions used tend not to be originally Turkic but loan words. In the
current text, gam (or ham) ‘and’ is of Persian origin, whereas wd
‘and’ and emma ‘but’ are of Arabic origin. Here, as in the 1820
and 1825 texts, the meaning ‘because, for’ is expressed using zira
(zird) (13c). In the later 1882/1884 text this is replaced by ciinki,
and the 1893 text contains no (extraneous) conjunctions.

The idiosyncratic reversed word order of this text has been
discussed in section 4.4.3. The non-Turkic word order is likely to
be due to the influence of another language or languages. If my
interpretation is correct for the beginning of the prayer (9a and
9b), the translators have unpacked the concise expression “our
Father (being) in the heavens” of the Greek original, into two
verbal expressions: “our Father is, you are the one in the skies/
heaven”.

5.1.5 Unresolved expression

Line 9 in the (original) text, which is from verse 12, was the
cause for major research effort, which in the end I was not able
to resolve satisfactorily. In the following, the first line is the line
from the prayer, the second line is my attempt for a possible
interpretation, with glosses on the third line, and an incomplete
translation on the fourth line.

magijublakmjusch kemsanalarnii
magitib-lak-mis kemséanéa-lar-ni

glorify/be glorified’... it usually collocates with ‘name’, e. g. ‘May the
name of the Lord become bright (be glorified)’.”
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flaws-?-past.participle anyone-plural-accusative
any people(ACC) who cause? flaws

This line is preceded by the meaning “And forgive our sins
as we also forgive”, and therefore the following line is expected
to contain approximately “those who sin against us/those who
are indebted to us”. It is intriguing to observe that unlike all the
other translations, where the key term for ‘sin/debt’ is the same
for both parts of the sentence, in this case the word ‘sins’ of the
first part is not repeated in the latter part. Another noteworthy
detail is that, as far as I can see, there is no clear meaning to
show that the sinning is directed against “us”.

If the first word is an Arabic loan mdyaib ‘flaws’, even
though the transcription does not fully coincide with this word,
a question remains: what does the syllable lak/lik mean? I com-
pared this translation and transcription with another text in
Mithridates IV [173-174], labelled as “Tatar, between Perm and
Kazan”, since the translation is in many ways similar to the cur-
rent translation under investigation. This is the simplified tran-
scription of the expression in question:

bestim mégii blanmii§laremesni

This version contains the meaning ‘our’ (besiim), and the
beginning of the third word could be interpreted as beldn ‘with’.
However, again the verbal meaning remains unclear.

5.2 The 1820 text from the first Tatar New Testament
5.2.1 Background to the creation

This Lord’s Prayer translation comes from the New
Testament printed in 1820 in Arabic script. This is the first ever
New Testament in the Tatar language, which preceded the first
New Testament in Russian by one year. In his study of Bible
translations into the languages of the former Soviet Union,
Arapovi¢ [u.m.: 147] lists this particular translation under “Ta-
tar” translations, defining such translations as those “which
were specifically done in the Tatar people’s spoken language”.

3 See Gazizov et al. [1993: 290]. A similar word in contemporary Ara-
bic appears to mean ‘flawed’.
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The translation is listed in Darlow and Moule’s [1911: 1630-
1631] system under the heading “Turkish-Kirghiz”, followed by
a more detailed explanation: “Kirguise, Kazak, Altai, Orenburg
Russian Turki, Siberian Tatar”.

Darlow and Moule [1911: 1630] provide the following in-
troduction:

“This dialect® is spoken, with trifling variations, by more
than 2,000,000 Tatars in Russian Central Asia. The Kirghiz
have been divided into two groups — Eastern and Western. The
Eastern or Kara (i.e. ‘black’) Kirghiz are now highlanders in
the Altai and Thian Shan mountain, while some live in Chinese
Turkestan. The Western or Kazak (i.e. ‘Cossack’) Kirghiz are
nomads roaming over the plains between the Lower Volga and
Jungaria in the western corner of Mongolia. Under Russian
rule are the three Hordes of Western Kirghiz — the ‘Great’,
the ‘Middle’, and the ‘Small’ - in Asia, as well as the ‘Inner’ or
Bukcieff Horde in the steppes of the Lower Volga in Europe. W.
[Friedrich] Radloff gives Altai and Kirghiz as separate Turkish
dialects.”

The translation was prepared by Charles Fraser of the
Scottish Missionary Society at Orenburg, and Matthew’s Gospel
had been printed separately two years previously. According
to Darlow and Moule [1911: 1630-1631] the translation “was
primarily intended for the Kirghiz in the neighbourhood of
that town, the language has been sometimes called ‘Orenburg
Tatar’.”

The Cambridge University Library database has further
information about the Noghay New Testament translation on
which this translation was based. The translator Henry Brun-
ton used “the 1666 Seaman edition together with Greek, English,
German and other versions” [Cambridge]. The Seaman edition
was Incil-i Mukaddes, a translation of the New Testament into
Turki/Turkish by William Seaman, a clergyman and a pioneer of
Turkish studies in England, who lived a few years in Constanti-

4 Intheir system the index number is 9425.
5 In the archives of Cambridge University Library the book is cata-
logued as “New Testament in Kazakh”.
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nople [Privratsky 2014: 29]. In his translation into Noghay, Brun-
ton avoided the Arabic and Persian words of the Seaman edition
[Darlow & Moule 1911: 1683].

When looking at Darlow and Moule’s description of the
“dialect” into which the current version was translated, cove-
ring Russian Central Asia with over 2 million speakers, an area
reaching from “Chinese Turkestan” to the Lower Volga, a natu-
ral question to ask is: Can one translation serve such a wide
community of people? Flynn [2017: 309] addresses a similar issue
when he discusses the type, and indirectly the extent, of the po-
tential audience of the earlier Scripture translations by the Ka-
rass community of the Scottish Missionary Society, where the
so-called “Tatar-Turkish” or “Noghay” translations were produ-
ced. He points out that these translations did not strictly repre-
sent one single dialect but were an “eclectic lingua franca ver-
sion”, or a “union version” created in the Tatar-Turkish/Noghay
lingua franca of the area. Without having access to the creation
process of the current translation, I would suggest that it also
represents an eclectic version, combining features from differ-
ent variants spoken in this vast area.

5.2.2 Text and transcription

The title page of the publication gives the following infor-
mation (translated by me):

The Holy In3il,

that is, the New Covenant of Jesus Christ®
First composition

In the town of Astraxan

printed by Juxana Mit3il

1820

in the year of Jesus Christ’

6 An interesting detail is that this shows in what form the names
“Jesus” and “Christ” were in the days of the translations: yisi and
msix. In contemporary Tatar the names are I'atica [yajsd] and Macux
[mésix].)

7 I am grateful to Dr Paul Lawrence for his help in deciphering this
text.
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In the publication there is no clue as to the language of the
translation. Concerning the expression “First composition”, the
word I translated as “composition” is tasnif. This word might
indicate that the New Testament is regarded as the first ever
translation of it in this language.

Below is the transcription of the text from the Arabic script,
followed by glosses.

9a-c® asmanda bulyan atmz asmri mqds  bulsun
in-sky being father-our name-your holy may-be
10a,c¢  mmlkty (j)itSsun aradty zminda bulsun
government-your may-arrive will-your on-earth may-be
10b  asmanda  dxi bulduyy kbi
sky-in also its-being like
11la-b  hr kunki nanmzni bu kun bzkid bir

every  daily bread-our-ACC this day we-DAT  give(IMP)

12a w buru€larmzni  bzka bysla
and debts-our-ACC we-DAT forgive(IMP)
12b-c  bzm  dxi buruclylarmza bysladuymz kbi
our also debtors-our-DAT forgiving-our like
13a w bzni mxll amtxanya  kturma

and we-ACC position testing-DAT bring-in-not(IMP)

13b  lkn Srdan bzni n3at qyl
but evil-from we-ACC salvation do(IMP)
(13c-e) ziraka mmlkt w qdrt w 3lal
for government and power and greatness
sinnkki dr daim amin
yours is eternally amen

8 The versification here follows the conventional versification, which
differs from the one in the 1820 translation. I noticed that in chapter
6 this translation combines verses 3 and 4, which causes the prayer
to begin in verse 8, rather than 9. In the prayer itself, verses 11-12
are combined into one verse 11.
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5.2.3 Key terms and other lexicon

When compared with the first 1803 translation, all the key
terms are different. Even though both make use of Arabic and
Persian loans for the nouns, the choices do not coincide. This
translation employs several words acquired through Persian
as its key terms. The most striking ones, unique to this text,
are words which one would expect to be in everyday use: nan
for ‘bread’ (11a-b), zdmin® for ‘earth’ (10a-b), and asman for ‘sky
(heaven)’ (9a-c). The other texts make use of the different vari-
ants of the Turkic ikmdk for ‘bread’, and the Turkic words jir/
3ir for ‘earth’ and kiik for ‘sky’. The translation being based on
Brunton’s Noghay translation, which for its part was based on
Seaman’s 1666 translation into Turki/Turkish, the number of re-
maining loan words is somewhat unexpected, if Brunton was in-
deed avoiding Persian and Arabic loans.

Other nominal key terms are Arabic loans: for example,
mamldkdt for ‘kingdom’, which is again a unique choice. The
Arabic $dr used here for ‘evil, wicked(ness)’ has a counterpart
in the 1870 translation, which uses the form Sdrir for a similar
meaning.

Of the verbs many are ordinary-looking words with no dis-
tinct religious or high-language overtones, such as bir- ‘give’
and kettir- ‘bring into’. However, one verb is striking in this text.
Turkic languages are well-known for their ability to combine
abstract nouns (often loan words) with auxiliary verbs, such
as ‘do’, which in contemporary Tatar are it- and the more liter-
ary gyl-. In this text the latter type is employed to form a transi-
tive verb together with an Arabic noun ndsat ‘salvation, redemp-
tion’: ndzat qyl- ‘save’. This choice for the theological key term
‘save’ is unique to the current text.

Some theological concepts, represented by both nouns and
verbs, are expressed with terms which could etymologically be
defined as Turkic. The meaning of the Greek dgeiAnua ‘debt; of-
fence’, conveyed by the 1803 translation with ‘sin’, is translated
here as buruc ‘debt’, commonly used in many (Kypchak) Turkic

® Incidentally, the Russian word for ‘earth’ zemlja (3emns) derives
etymologically from the same root [see Tétimol 2015: 3amuH].
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languages [see Tétimol 2015: 6ypwiu], but in the literal meaning,
rather than with the figurative theological extension. Interes-
tingly, of the seven translations investigated, only the first one
and the contemporary 2015 translation spell out explicitly the
theological meaning of the Greek term: ‘sin; evil deed’. All the
others retain a literal translation.

5.2.4 Morphological observations

The translation contains a verbal suffix not used in the
other texts: the suffix -dUQ". This suffix is attested already in
Old Turkic [Erdal 1998: 147]. Along with another suffix -mIs it
forms a participle and can also function as a noun, taking pos-
sessive suffixes. In our text the word bulduyy (in 10c) can be
parsed into bul-duy-y be-dUQ-3POSS, and the meaning is ‘its
being’. Both -dUQ and -mI$ were in use in the prestigious literary
language Chaghatay, whose influence spread over Turkic-spea-
king Central Asia from the 1400s and lasted in many places
until the late 1800s. Chaghatay, “a multilayered literary idiom”
[Bodrogligeti 2001: 1], was influential in such cultural centres as
Samarkand, Herat, and Kashghar, and also in Kazan. With time,
the two participle suffixes began to be replaced by the Kypchak
-GAn form [see Boeschoten & Vandamme 1998: 167, 175]. It is no-
teworthy that in a translation displaying a number of features
linking it with (Volga) Tatar, such an archaic participle suffix
is used, presumably indicating Chaghatay influence.

Another morphological feature which can be linked with
Chaghatay are the different forms of the dative-case suffix. The
dative suffix attested in Old Turkic was -GA [see Erdal 1998:
142], and this form demonstrates the stability of the Turkic case
forms as it has been retained throughout the centuries. For
example, in Middle Kypchak sources (13th-16th centuries) the
standard dative form attested was -GA, while the suffix -A oc-
curred sporadically [Berta 1998: 161]. It also appears that in
Chaghatay the standard suffix was -GA, but the variant -A oc-
curred in a specific environment following possessive suffixes

10 -DUK/DIK occurs in modern Turkish [Kerslake 1998: 195], and in
Azerbaijani [Schonig 1998: 256].
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[Bodrogligeti 2001: 33-34]. We can note the same phenomenon
in this 1820 translation: in the pronoun bezkd ‘to us’ the dative
suffix is -kd (see 11b), whereas in buruclylarymyza (see 12b) the
noun buruclylar ‘those-who-are-indebted’ is followed by a first-
person plural possessive suffix -myz and the dative suffix in
-A, following the Chaghatay convention.

It is intriguing to follow the fluctuation of the first-person
plural possessive pronoun, consisting of the pronoun bez/biz
‘we’ and the suffix, in the different texts. The 1803 translation
has the form beziim (9a), which is similar to the form in Ottoman
Turkish biztim [Kerslake 1998: 189]. In the current text the suf-
fix is -im (see 12b), which is still the standard suffix, for exam-
ple, in Turkish and Noghay, with the resulting form bizim [Csato
& Karakog 1998: 337]. Contrary to this, the equivalent possessive
pronoun of Middle Kypchak, an ancestor of contemporary Ta-
tar, was formed with the (genitive) suffix -(n)in, resulting in the
form biz(n)in [Berta 1998: 170]. In our texts, this form can be ob-
served in the 1870 (12a) and the 2015 (12c) texts.

5.3 The 1825 enigmatic translation

The next translation to be investigated was printed in Ast-
rakhan in 1825, only five years after the 1820 translation saw
light in the same city. Both translations were printed by the
same Juxana Mit3il. Therefore it is in order to briefly investigate
whether the two texts could have been connected in some way.

If there is plenty of background data available for the 1820
text, the 1825 text is more of an enigma, as it appears not to have
been registered at any of the sources I have investigated. The
copy used in this study was discovered in the Scientific Library
of Kazan State University named after N. I. Lobachevsky, and it
originates from the collection of Galimzhan Barudi (1857-1920),
Mufti of Kazan [Marianne Beerle-Moor, p. c.]. The only further
information is conveyed on the title page!* (my translation):

1 Darlow and Moule [1911: 1684] list a New Testament printed in As-
trakhan in 1825 under the heading “Turkish-Nogai”, indexed as
9444. The number of pages (268) does not, however, coincide with
the number of pages of the text of the study, which is 588 pages.
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The Holy In3il,

that is

the New Covenant of Jesus Christ [yisi almsix]
In the town of Astraxan

printed by Juxanna'? Mit3il

1825

* gl gl adie Eal el Y gl 03 )lS 48 4
0 3 4l daai Sl je 008 S G udS Elalaliioly Vo
* Ol gl aly g A0
TR0 we g S S a0
2L glapsro i (A paSaswaliel g el ymon Y
* ool
L) 58 09 el g Wl Al adlaial (g a8 VY
* Omal iyl Dla @ @lalial ) )
5.3.1 Keyboarded reproduction, transcription and glosses

Photograph 2. Reproduction of the 1825 translation.

9a-c  kuklrda ulan atamz adg mqdds  ulsun
in-skies being father-our name-your  holy may-be
10a-b badSahlyy klsun kwkdd mrady nicd aisa
kingdom-your  may-come in-sky purpose-your  as would-be
10c jirda dxi bu ila ulsun
on-earth also this with  may-be
11la-b  (h)dr kunki atmkmzi bza bu kun wir

every daily bread-our-ACC we-DAT this day give(IMP)

12 In the 1820 version the first name is spelled with a single “n”, in
the 1825 version with a double “n”.

PoOHoll A3bIK 2, 2024



126 T. Greed

12a  w bza burcélrmzi baysla nica ka
and we-DAT debts-our-ACC forgive(IMP) as
12b-c bz dxi  bzd burClu  ulanlrd bayslarz
we also we-DAT indebted  being-ones-DAT forgive-we
13a (h)am bzi amtxand salma
and we-ACC testing-DAT put-not(IMP)
13b amma bzi jiramzdn qurtar
but we-ACC (the)worthless-from save(IMP)
(13c-e) zira  badSahlg w qdrt
for kingdom and power
w 3lal abda snnydr amin
and greatness eternally  yours-is amen

5.3.2 Oghuz influence

Volga Tatar belongs to the north-western or Kypchak Turkic
branch of the Turkic languages. In addition to the Kypchak
branch in Johanson’s [1998b: 82] classification, Turkic has a
further five branches: south-western or Oghuz Turkic, south-
eastern or Uyghur Turkic, north-eastern or Siberian Turkic,
Oghur/Bulghar Turkic, represented by Chuvash, and Arghu
Turkic, represented by Khalaj. Of these, Oghuz Turkic is further
divided into three, the western group being represented, among
others, by Turkish, the eastern group by Turkmen, and the
southern group by dialects in Iran and Afghanistan.

In the development of the Tatar literary language, the early
19 century was a time of debate as to what type of language
was appropriate for religious texts (see section 2.1). Some in-
fluential people advocated the use of classical Turki instead of
a literary language more accessible to the common people, and
this demand was reflected in the literature produced. In the
current text, an influence different from that in, for example,
the 1820 translation, is evident. However, it is impossible to say
how the influence came about.
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The current text displays a number of clear indications of
Oghuz influence. These are both phonological® and morpho-
logical. The past participle form ul-an ‘be-ing’ of 9a contains
both a phonological and a morphological feature. The verb ‘be,
become’ was bol- in Old Turkic [Johanson 1998a: 43]. Later, in
the literary Chaghatay, both forms bol- and its Oghuz variant
ol- were used, but the latter was limited in its use [Bodrogligeti
2001: 170]. The current text follows the Oghuz tradition, perhaps
through Chaghatay.

The other feature revealing Oghuz influence is the past
participle suffix of the word in ul-an ‘be-ing’. In the classifica-
tion of Turkic languages, the phonological form of the past-
participle suffix separates Oghuz from other Turkic language
branches: in Oghuz the participle has lost the suffix-initial -G,
resulting in the suffix -An, whereas the other languages have
retained the initial -G [see Johanson 1998b: 83]. This difference
can be clearly seen when comparing the forms of 1825: 9a and
1820: 9b, where, as already mentioned, the 1825 word displays
two elements of Oghuz influence whereas the 1820 looks Kyp-
chak in form.

1825  ul-an
1820  bul-yan

Two other morphological details display Oghuz influence:
the dative suffix, more commonly being -GA, is in this text in the
form of -A, without the initial -G-, as seen in 1825: 12a: bez-d we-
DAT ‘to us’. This can be compared with the 1882/1884 version:
12a bez-gd ‘to us’, containing the non-Oghuz dative suffix -GA.
A clear difference can also be seen in the form of the accusative
suffix. In Old Turkic [Erdal 1998: 142] it was formed with a suffix
consisting of a vowel and -G, whereas in Middle Kypchak of the
13™ to the 16™ centuries the suffix had developed into -nI [Berta
1998: 158]. This form was also used in Chaghatay, whereas in
West Oghuz, represented, for example, by Ottoman Turkish, the
accusative was formed without the “n”, through -(y)I. This type

13 Seealso 1825: 11b, where the imperative form wir ‘give’ begins with
/w/, whereas the standard is bir.
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of accusative is visible in the 1825 version: 11a: etmdkemez-i ‘our
bread-ACC’.

5.3.3 Comparison of the 1825 and the 1820 translations

In what follows I compare some features of the 1825 trans-
lation with the 1820 text. We have already noted the differences
in the past participle forms in the two texts, representing Oghuz
vs. Kypchak forms.

In the area of lexicon, the majority of the key nouns differ
in the two texts. Interestingly, while the 1820 text uses words of
Persian origin for such everyday concepts as ‘sky’ (asman) in 9a,
‘earth’ (zdmin) in 10b and ‘bread’ (nan) in 11a, the 1825 text has
Turkic kiik, jir and etmdk for these meanings. For the terms ‘debt’
and ‘testing’ both opt for the Turkic buruc¢ in 12a and the Ara-
bic imtixan in 13a, whereas for the temporal adverb ‘forever’ the
1825 text has selected dbdd and the 1820 text daim, both of Ara-
bic origin. The verbal phrase ‘do not lead us into testing’ in 13a
shows both similarity and difference: both versions use the Ar-
abic imtixan for ‘testing’, but the verb in the 1825 text is ‘do not
put’ (salma), whereas in the 1820 text it is ‘do not put-into’ (ke-
tiirma).

In two instances the syntactic structures differ. Both cases
contain a main clause and a clause with a comparative construc-
tion. In the following, 10b and 10c are compared:

1825 10b kiitkdd moradyrn nicé isd 10c jirdd déxi bu ild ulsun
in-sky purpose-your as would-be on-earth also this with may-be
As your purpose would be in the sky/in heaven, may it also be on
earth.

1820 10c iradéter) zdmind4 bulsun  10b asmanda daxi bulduyy kebi
will-your on earth may-be in-sky also being-its like
May your will be on earth, as it is in the sky/heaven.

The immediate difference visible is the clause order: in
the 1825 text it follows the regular order with the subordinate
clause preceding the main clause, whereas the 1820 translation
reverses the order, and the comparative connector kebi ‘as,
like’, occurs, untypically, sentence finally. A somewhat similar
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phenomenon is evident in 12a-12c¢, with the subordinate clause
with kebi again following the main clause in the 1820 text.
Let us compare 10b-10c with the Greek text:

yevnONTw 10 O€ANUG ooV,
may-happen the will yours

May your will happen,

WG &v ovpav kol éml yijc

asin sky also on earth

as in heaven, also (thus) on earth.

Neither translation fully follows the Greek structure. Never-
theless, without knowing the exact form of the source text fol-
lowed, it is not possible to gauge how major a contribution the
translator(s) gave to these translation choices. In any case, both
texts show a certain endeavour for naturalness of rendition.

The two texts compared show some similarities in lexi-
con, phonology and morphology, but also quite a number of
differences, especially in the two more complex syntactic struc-
tures investigated. In conclusion I would suggest that they were
translated independently of each other, but while they both
represent some variant of the language called Tatar, they in all
likelihood represent different literary traditions.

5.4 The 1870 translation from Dalton

The 1870 text comes from the book Das Gebet des Herrn in
den Sprachen Russlands by Hermann Dalton [1870], which is
a collection of translations of the Lord’s Prayer of the late 19t
century in over 100 languages spoken in the Russian Empire,
with descriptions of the speakers of these languages. The text
under consideration has the German title “Tatarisch” [Dalton
1870: 58], but in the separate descriptive part [Dalton 1870:
13-14], albeit coming under a more general title “Tatar family?”,
it is categorised as “Siberian Tatar”. The description places the
speakers of this variant in the Tobolsk and Tomsk Governora-
tes, and states that contact with the surrounding peoples has
significantly influenced the language: “No Tatar branch shows
in their speech so many alien/foreign elements as this” [Dal-
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ton 1870: 14, translation from German mine]. However, when
studying the text in more detail, it does not display features
typical to Siberian Tatar. In his Description XV Dalton combines
this text with another text called “Tatarisch (Dialekt der Altai
Tataren)”, which is in Cyrillic script and shows some charac-
teristics of Siberian Tatar, for example, in phonology.

I suggest that the text under consideration represents more
general literary Tatar, rather than a specific narrower spoken
language variant. A couple of pages later in Dalton’s book there
is another text in Cyrillic script, whose title is “Kazan (Tatar)”
(the text itself is on page 60, the description on page 16). I will
comment on this below (5.6.6) in conjunction with the 1893 text.

5.4.1 Transcription and glosses

9a-c  ai kuklardaki atamz  snnk asmnk mqds bulsun
o in-skies-the-one-being father-our your name-your holy  may-be

10a-b  snnk mlkutnk kilsun snnk araddnk kukdad bulyan tik
your dominion-your may-come your will-your in-sky being as

10c  jirdd dxi bulsun
on-earth also may-be

1la-b  bznnk  rzq aikmkmzni bukun  bzka birkil
our food bread-our-ACC today we-DAT give-IMP

12  w bznnk burc¢larmzni baySlayil bzlarka ntak km

and our debts-our-ACC  forgive-IMP we-PL-DAT such as
12b-c  bzlar burclularimzya bayslaimz

we-PL debtors-our-DAT forgive-we
13a w bzlarni amtxanya mbtla gilmayil

and we-PL-ACC testing-DAT one_exposed  make-not-IMP
13b  blkd bzlarni Srirdn qutqaryil

but we-PL-ACC evil-from save-IMP

14 Use of /s/instead of /z/ in 15 -person plural suffix; /p/ instead of /b/ in
word-initial position, for example, pis ‘we’.
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(13c-e) annkcéunkm snnkdr mlkut w
therefore as your-is dominion and
quut w 3lal abdkaca amin
strength and greatness until-eternity amen

5.4.2 Distinguishing features of phonology,
lexicon, morphology and syntax

The phonological feature of front vs. back harmony is
common in many Turkic languages, including Tatar. In this
phenomenon, with regard to suffixes, “the quality of the last
syllable determines the quality of the following suffix with
respect to front vs. back” [Johanson 1998a: 33]. For vowels, such
harmony is not just a phonetic phenomenon where assimilation
happens in terms of palatal vs. velar, and labial vs. non-labial
environments. Some linguists have postulated that vowel har-
mony plays a role in the agglutinative mechanism of Turkic
languages. Together with other phonological features, such as
stress and assimilation of consonants, “vowel harmony unites
an extended chain of morphological elements into a single
whole” [Shcherbak 1994: 58-59].

In this text, although the vowel sounds are not fully ortho-
graphically represented, the front vs. back harmony finds a
clear reflection in the way the orthography differentiates be-
tween the velar/uvular consonant sounds. In 12a in the word
bayslayyl ‘forgive(IMP)’, the consonant sounds following the vo-
wel alif (/A/) are uvular [y], represented by the equivalent Ara-
bic letter ghayn, which indicates that the vowels are back vow-
els. The imperative suffix -yyl follows this sound pattern with
a uvular consonant and a back vowel. In another word with
velar/uvular consonant sounds, in 11b, the occurrence of the
velar [K] in birkil ‘give(IMP)’, marked with the letter kaf, points
to a front-vowel environment.

In the lexicon, many words which are used for key terms are
different from the earlier texts. Amongst these are ‘kingdom’,
represented by the word mdélkot (10a). It is an Arabic loan with
the meaning ‘right of rule’ (in contemporary Tatar its meaning
is ‘property’). Further Arabic loans differing from the other texts
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are arada ‘will, purpose’ (10b) and Sdrir - ‘evil; doer of evil’ (13b).
Also some new connecting words are introduced: antay®® ‘such;
thus’ occurs in 12b, and anncéun ‘therefore’ (13c) is used instead
of the earlier zird ‘for’. Annpcun resembles the contemporary Ta-
tar anyn dcen ‘because of it’, and would seem to be Turkic in
origin.

One further conjunction is introduced: bdlkd ‘but’ (13b), ori-
ginally being perhaps a combination of the Arabic bdl and Per-
sian ki [see Tétimol 2015: 6aaiku]. In contemporary Tatar this con-
junction typically follows the main clause containing a nega-
tion, and it appears to have such a function in this translation as
well.

With regard to morphology, we note that the standard accu-
sative and dative suffixes -NI and -GA (see 12a for both) are used.
What is special about the current text is that the first-person
plural personal pronoun takes a plural suffix -lar (13a), which
does not occur in any of the other translations. This appears to
be Chaghatay influence, where both the form biz and the form
with a plural suffix bizldr were used synonymously for ‘we’
[Eckmann 1966: 112]. In verbs, the imperative is formed with the
suffix -GIl (11b, 12a, 13a, 13b) as in the 1803 and 1882/1884 texts.

The current translation introduces a morphosyntactic fea-
ture, common in contemporary Tatar but not seen in the previ-
ous texts: the equative suffix -¢A. This suffix, already known
in Old Turkic [see Erdal 2004: 177], brings about an adverbial
meaning of ‘equal to’. Our example is in 13d with the temporal
meaning dabddkaca® ‘until eternity’ (literally ‘equal to until eter-
nity’). The equative suffix appears also in the 1882/1884 text.

15 The word resembles the contemporary Tatar word andyj ‘such, that
type of’, and looks Turkic both in terms of its core morpheme an -
an oblique stem of the third-person singular pronoun Ul - and the
adjectival suffix -tay. This word has been attested as early as in the
Orkhon inscriptions, see Erdal [2004: 336].

16 The word dbddkdcd appears to consist of the Arabic loan dbdd
‘eternity’ with a dative suffix -kd + the equative suffix -¢d.
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In syntax, this translation contains the only instance of an
Izafet construction'’ in the texts studied. Originally being a Per-
sian feature, it was already in use in Old Turkic. Erdal [2004:
381-382] discusses Izafet as one of the types of “nominal phra-
ses with [a] possessive satellite” of Old Turkic. In this type of
construction two nouns are combined through the third-per-
son possessive suffix -I on the head noun, which is preceded
by the modifying noun in the nominative. Thus the modifying
noun is unmarked and differs from a case of a standard pos-
session construction, which would contain a genitive suffix on
the modifying noun. The Izafet construction of our text can bhe
found in 11a: rizyq ikmdkemezni, where rizyq ‘food’ modifies
the head noun ikmdk ‘bread’, which is followed by the Izafet
suffix -e and the first-person plural possessive suffix -mez. The
following parsing shows the different morphological parts of
the expression:

rizyq ikmék-e-mez-ni
food bread-IZAFET-our-ACC
our food-bread(ACC)

In this case the first word ‘food’ specifies the word ‘bread’
as being “foody”, a type of food.

5.4.3 Identity of the language variant;
translation choices and style

In his description of the language represented by the cur-
rent text, Dalton [1870: 14] makes a comment on the Siberian
Tatar dialect, that it has more contact-induced foreign elements
than any other branch of Tatar. However, in addition to a num-
ber of Arabic and Persian loans I could not detect any other
influences in the text which differ from the other six texts
studied. This, for its part, supports the idea that the text in ques-
tion does not represent the Siberian Tatar dialect, but is of
more general nature.

The Greek source text of verse 9a addresses “Our Father”
using a vocative form IT&tep ‘(0) Father’. The three translations

17 See [Zakiev et al. 1993: 35] for this type of Izafet in contemporary
Tatar.
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preceding the current translation do not explicitly reflect the
vocative, with their simple address ‘our Father’. The current
text, however, contains a vocative interjection i ‘O’ (9a): i kiik-
larddki atamyz ‘O our father (who are) in the heavens’. The voc-
ative interjection is also visible in the 1882/1884 and 1893 texts.
The translators may have been influenced by the first New Tes-
tament published in Russian in 1821, or by the Church-Slavonic
Bible of 1751, both containing a vocative form Otce/OSce*s, if not
by the original Greek text.

Turkic languages typically use possessive suffixes on pos-
sessed nouns to indicate the possessee. There is no need to add
a separate possessive pronoun to specify ownership, and it
would in most cases be redundant. However, unlike the earlier
texts, the 1870 translation adds possessive pronouns in front
of their head nouns. These occur both with the second-person
singular (10a) and the first-person plural (12a) forms. Adding
a seemingly superfluous possessive pronoun could be seen as
a device of special emphasis, for example, in 12a there might
be a comparison with an emphasis between us forgiving others
and God forgiving our sins. However, for 11a “our food-bread
give us today” the explanation of emphasis is not valid. I sug-
gest that the source text used, be it the Russian translation or the
Greek original, both containing explicit possessive pronouns,
has caused this addition.

In conclusion, this translation displays features of the other
translations studied, in retaining many key terms of Arabic ori-
gin. Unlike the previous translations, it contains seemingly re-
dundant possessive pronouns, presumably influenced by the
source text, which decreases the naturalness of the translation.
Nevertheless, there are features, especially the introduction of
new conjunctions, which bring the translation closer to the com-
mon people’s language.

18 See https://kp.rusneb.ru/item/reader/gospoda-nashego-iisusa-hris-
ta-novyy-zavet-na-slavyanskom-i-ruskom-yazyke-3; page 16, ac-
cessed 16 November 2022.
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5.5 The 1882/1884 translation of the Gospel of Matthew
5.5.1 The source text

The 1882/1884" translation of the Lord’s Prayer is taken from
the Gospel of Matthew published in 1884 in Kazan. In their book
Historical Catalogue of the printed editions of Holy Scripture in
the Library of the British and Foreign Bible Society, Darlow and
Moule [1911: 1629-1630] discuss this publication amongst twelve
different translations of parts of the Bible/Apocrypha for a
“dialect” called Kazan Tatar. They describe the dialect as being
“Western Turkish” Kazan Tatar, spoken in Kazan, Russia. It is
spoken by “perhaps 200,000 descendants of the Tatars who once
formed a powerful Khanate on the Volga” [Darlow & Moule 1911:
1629].

The first publication mentioned is Ecclesiasticus (or the Book
of Sirach) in 1864 in “Russian” script, and the first translation
containing the Lord’s Prayer is the Gospel of Matthew from 1866
in “Russian” script.

The copy of the 1882/1884 translation? studied here is in
Arabic script, and it is housed at the Cambridge University
Library in the collections of the Bible Society. The publication
was also printed in Cyrillic script, and it has no pagination. The
Gospel of Matthew was translated by Professor C. Salemann of
the University of St Petersburg. He had been employed by the
British and Foreign Bible Society to work on the Kirghiz version,
and after taking a tour to the Kazan district he undertook the
preparation of the Kazan Tatar version. The translation was
revised for press locally in Kazan by Professor J. M. E. Gottwald
of Kazan University, who was also the director of the university
printing office [Darlow & Moule 1911: 1629].

5.5.2 Transcription and glosses

9a-c  al kuklrdagi atamz asmnk mqgds bulsun

0 in-skies-the-one-being father-our name-your  holy may-be

1 The year 1882 refers to the Russian censor’s license to print, but the
book was in the end published two years later.
20 In Darlow and Moule’s classification no. 9419.
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10a-b  mlkutnk kilsun  mradnk kukda nic¢uk aisé
dominion-your may-come purpose-your in-sky as would-be
10c jirdada Sulaj  bulsun
on-earth also thus may-be
11la-b  (h)dr kungi aikmagmzni bugun  bzga birkl
every  daily bread-our-ACC today we-DAT give-IMP
12a (h)dm bzga  buruflarmzni  Kkicur ntak km
and we-DAT debts-our-ACC forgive(IMP) such as
12b-c  bez d& auzmzga buru¢li bulyanlarya ki¢uramz
we also ourselves-DAT indebted  those-being-DAT forgive-we
13a (h)am bzni amtxanya tuSurma
and we-ACC testing-DAT put-down-not(IMP)
13b  lkn jamandan  bzni qutqar
but evil-from we-ACC save(IMP)
(13c-e) Cunkd snnkdr mlkut w qdrt
for your-is dominion and power
w auluylq mnkuca amin
and greatness until-eternity amen

5.5.3 Phonology and morphology

In this translation orthography reflects the sounds more ex-
plicitly. In 11 there are several examples of the sound [g] repre-
sented orthographically by the letter kaf with three dots above:
for example, biigiin ‘today’. In morphology, the first-person plu-
ral suffix is still -mYz, for example, in 9a: atamyz ‘our Father’.
In verbs, the imperative retains the additional suffix -GIl, as
in 11b birkil ‘give.IMP’. However, this is not obligatory, as kiciir
‘forgive(IMP)’ in 12a does not contain the suffix.

This translation introduces a pronoun common in contem-
porary Tatar, but not seen in the previous texts: the reflexi-
ve pronoun. In 12b the first-person plural reflexive pronoun
lizemez(gd) ‘(to) ourselves’ is used in a context where it refers
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back to the first-person plural subject bez ‘we’: bez di lizemezga
burucly bulyanlarya kiciirdmez ‘also we forgive to those being
indebted to us’. As in the 1870 text, this translation also contains
the equative suffix -¢A. The suffix is used in both texts in 13b
for the same meaning ‘until eternity’, but the Arabic loan words
to which the suffix attaches itself are different. In this text the
word is mdnkiicd ‘until eternity’ (literally ‘equal to eternally’).

5.5.4 Lexicon

This translation has a selection of Arabic or Persian loans
encountered in the earlier translations, such as maélkiit, morad
and imtixan. However, the overall impression is that there are
anincreasing number of words of Turkic origin. Amongst verbs,
while all the previous translations, except the first one from
1803, use bayysla- for the central key term ‘forgive’, this transla-
tion utilises the Turkic verb kictir-, as in 12a: kiciir ‘forgive(IMP)’.
The verb is commonly used in contemporary Tatar in the form
kicer-, as is visible from the newest 2015 translation (see 12c).
Another Turkic-origin verb is tiisiir-, which incidentally is a cau-
sative verb by form, like kicer-. It occurs as an auxiliary verb at-
tached to the Arabic-origin noun imtixanya tiistirmd ‘do not put-
down into testing’. The verb is one of most used verbs in Turkic
languages [Tétimol 2015: mew-y], occurring both as a full lexi-
cal verb and as an auxiliary, and it is widely used in contempo-
rary Tatar in the form tésSer-, where it means ‘lower, bring down’.

In nouns, the Arabic 3dlal common in the previous transla-
tions has been replaced by the Turkic equivalent oloylyq ‘great-
ness’ (see 13d). Oloylyq is formed from an adjective oloy ‘great’
and the Turkic nominaliser suffix -1YQ, thus being transparent
in its meaning and more accessible to the common people.

The word used for ‘evil’ in 13b is jaman. It is known from
Common Turkic, and it is enlightening to compare it with the
equivalent word in the 1893 version: saman. The sound [3] is
characteristic of the central dialect, spoken in area of Kazan,
whereas the sound [j] is commonly used in the western Mishar
dialect [see Safiullina & Zakiev 1994: 197]. This is the only evi-
dence of dialect differences within one language variant found
in these texts.
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As for conjunctions, the standard zird with the meaning ‘for’
is replaced by ciinki. The word is known from Common Kypchak
[see Tétimol 2015: uenku], and is in use in contemporary Tatar.
10c displays another new demonstrative connective: sulaj ‘thus’,
which is a Turkic word, replacing the loan word ddxi seen in
most of the previous texts.

5.5.5 Translation style: gentle introduction
of common language

The current translation is aimed at a certain audience, na-
mely people speaking the Kazan Tatar variant of Turkic. When
compared with the previous translations studied, even though
a few elements are similar to them, for example, the retention
of Arabic loans for key nouns, other lexical choices and mor-
phological details display an orientation away from “religious”
language and towards more contemporary use, perhaps even
spoken language.

5.6 The 1893 text in Cyrillic, 3rd edition 1908

The sixth translation was originally published in 1893, and
the version we investigate is from its third edition, printed in
1908. The translation was overseen by N. Bobrodnikov, Nikolai
Ilminsky’s successor in the post of director of the teacher
training school in Kazan [Arapovié¢, u.m.: 149]. Unlike the other
translations already investigated, the translation is in Cyrillic
script. In the following I first present the Cyrillic-script text,
followed by its transcription. The text in Cyrillic script can be
compared with the 1870 “Kazan Tatar” text discussed below in
section 5.6.6.

5.6.1 Text in Cyrillic and its transcription with glosses

9a-c 9l KIOKTsAATe ATabbI3, JaHHBI OYIIBIO
TOPCOH uceMeH CHHEH.
10a-c  KuiceH nmagmanbirblH CHHEH;
SKUPJS A5 KIOKTSTeds 6YJICHIH HpKeH CHHEeH.
11a-b BOro" KOHHOK UKMsTe6e3He 6Up 6esrs.
12a-c  BypnIusapbpIO6BI3HBEI KUUeD, 6e3 15 6e3rg
6y pBIYJIBEI OyJIraHHAapra KUYeprsH KIOK.
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13a-e BesHe ajjaHBIpPra UpPeK XUOSIPMS;
>KaMaHHaH KOTKap 6e3He.
ITapuraabIK, KbIyaT, 0JIOJIOK T'yMepPra
CuHeke 11yJ1. AMUHB.
9a-c  ej  kiiktadge Atabyz, danny
0 in-sky-the-one-being  Father-our glorious
bulyb torson isemer) Siner.
may-be.continuously name-your Your
10a-b  Kilsen padsalyyyy Sinen); 3irda da
may-come kingdom-your Your; on-earth  also
10c kiiktageca bulsyn  irkey Siner).
as-(being-)in-sky may-be will-your  Your.
11a-b Bogon koénnok ikmdgebezne  bir bezga.
today daily bread-our-ACC give(IMP) we-DAT
12a BurycClarybyzny kicer,
debts-our-ACC forgive(IMP)
12b-c bez d& Dbezgd burycly bulyanlarya Kkicergdn  Kkiik.
we also we-DAT indebted those-being-DAT have-forgiven like.
13a Bezne aldanyrya  irek 3ibarmé;
we-ACC be-deceived allow-not(IMP);
13b jamannan qotqar bezne.
evil-from save(IMP) we-ACC
(13c-e) PadSalyq, qyuat, ololoq yumergd Sineke Sul. Amin’.

kingdom, strength, greatness eternally

5.6.2 Representation of sounds

Yours indeed (is). Amen.

The Cyrillic script allows for a fuller representation of the
sound repertoire of the Tatar language than the Arabic script,
particularly in the vowel sounds. The orthography used in the
translation appears to follow the system devised by Ilminsky?,

21

See Nurieva [2015: 68-69] for more details on Ilminsky’s alphabet,

originally devised in 1862 for use for the Kerashen (Christened) Ta-

tars.
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where the special Tatar sounds not in existence in Russian are
represented by modifications in the letters, such as the n-with-
a-tail (#) representing the [g] sound, and by reallocation of
some letters for another sound: s (Russian ja) represents the Ta-
tar front vowel d, and 0 (Russian ju) the front vowel ii. Howe-
ver, in the area of velar/uvular consonant sounds a differentia-
tion is not made, but it is the front or back environment which
guides the reader to pronounce the letter “k” or “g” as a velar
sound, or the equivalent uvular sound. For ease of comparison
with the other texts, the above transcription reflects the phone-
tics of these sounds, but looking at the Cyrillic, both kicer (xu-
yep, 12a) and qotqar (komkap, 13b) begin in Cyrillic script with
“k”, but while the first one, being in a front-vowel environment,
is pronounced [k], the second one receives a uvular pronuncia-
tion [q] due to its back-vowel environment.

5.6.3 Orientation to spoken language

In the area of morphology, there is an obvious change in
the form of the first-person plural possessive suffix. Until now,
-myz had been the norm, but this text has -byz, the same form
that is used in contemporary Tatar. This must be a reflection on
translation style: no longer is the prestigious tradition of literary
Chaghatay being followed [see Eckmann 1966: 79], but it is the
living spoken language which comes to the forefront.

The lexicon used is on average more “Turkic” than in the
previous texts. In 9c¢ four out of five of the previous texts used
the Arabic loan word mdqad(d)as ‘holy’ in the expression ‘hal-
lowed be/holy be (your name)’. This translation uses instead a
common word dan ‘glory, honour’ with a Turkic adjectival suf-
fix -LY: danny ‘glorious’. Interestingly, the very first 1803 trans-
lation also used the word dan, but as a translation for a diffe-
rent word, ‘glory’, in 13b. The one clear Arabic loan remaining
in the text is in 13c: gyuat ‘strength’, which coincides only with
the 1870 text — other translations had chosen another Arabic
loan qodridt ‘power’ for this concept.
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5.6.4 Word order

An intriguing difference with the earlier texts has to do
with word order. The unmarked neutral word order in Tatar
is Subject-Object-Verb, and the modifier (such as a possessive
pronoun) usually precedes its head word (for example, a noun).
If the word order is inverted, this can be an indication of prag-
matic marking, for example special emphasis, or of a register
differing from the literary, written register. The current text
contains three cases of “unusual” word order. Firstly, in all se-
cond-person addresses to God which contain a possessive const-
ruction (9¢, 10a and 10c) the word order has been reversed:
isemen Sinen ‘name.2POSS Your’. The possessive pronoun Sinen
itself is redundant, because the head word isemen contains a
possessive suffix -en ‘your’, and none of the previous texts have
added an explicit possessive pronoun in these places. Would
the extra pronoun be for emphasis? Or to show respect, since
it occurs only in conjunction with an address to God? I would
suggest it is the influence of the Greek and/or the Russian Sy-
nodal source text, both of which have the noun preceding the
modifying possessive pronoun.

The second example of non-standard word order can be
seen in the clause bulsyn irken Sinen ‘may.be will.2POSS Your’
(10¢). The word order Subject-Verb has been reversed into Verb-
Subject. Again, this might be an indication of special emphasis,
but I suggest that it is influence of the source text. The third
case of reversed word order takes place in 11b: bir bezgd ‘give
we.DAT; give to us’. The indirect object bezgd follows the impe-
rative verb. The previous texts, except for that of 1803, have the
word order Object-Verb. Freer word order is characteristic of
spoken language, so this inverted word order may be an indi-
cation of spoken register influencing the translation.

5.6.5 Interpretation, dialect and discourse

Some of the further differences that can be detected in the
text seem to reflect both a register closer to the spoken language
and a more meaning-based translation style. In 9c, the clause
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we have already investigated, the expression danny? bulyb tor-
son (isemen Sinen) ‘may (Your name) be constantly glorious’ rep-
resents a unique interpretation of the source text. The Greek
original has, &ytc6nTw 70 Gvoud cov ‘may your name be made
holy/be honoured’, and the Russian Synodal text reads, da ces-
mumcs uma Teoe ‘may Your name be sanctified’. The previous
translations — the 1803 translation again being an exception -
render this consistently as ‘may (your name) be holy’, using an
Arabic loan word mdqad(d)as ‘holy’, as mentioned above. The
translation team’s choice to go for an explanatory translation,
even using an aspectual verb form torson to show the continuity
of the action, indicates a deeper understanding of the language.

Another case of an unique interpretation is in 13a. The Greek
original has un eioevéykne nuac eic meipaoudv ‘do not lead us
into temptation’. The current text unpacks this meaning with
the interpretation: Bezne aldanyrya irek 3ibdrmd ‘Do not allow
us to be deceived’.

For ‘evil’ the text has the word 5aman (13b). As discussed in
conjunction with the 1882/1884 text, which contains jaman (see
5.5), this is an indication of a dialect difference, and would sug-
gest that the current translation was prepared with speakers of
the central dialect, spoken in the area of Kazan.

We also note that unlike the other texts, which use a (source-
text influenced) conjunction ‘and’ at the beginning 13a, this
translation has no conjunction here. This is a further indica-
tion of an orientation towards natural spoken discourse, as Ta-
tar (and Turkic languages in general) prefer simple juxtaposing
of coordinating clauses, without conjunctions.

In their thorough research into Nikolai Ilminsky’s transla-
tion practice and educational activities, Nurieva et al. [2016: 118-
119] describe the way Ilminsky and the Translation Commission

22 This word contains an interesting assimilation of the adjectival
suffix -LY to the final nasal [n] of the noun dan, resulting in danny,
while the norm would be danly. Whether this is a dialect influen-
cing this text, or something else, is not currently clear. Interesting-
ly, the same form is used in the 1870 Kazan Tatar version. Also the
word kénnok (< kén-16k) in 11a-b displays a similar nasal assimila-
tion.
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of the Saint Guria Brotherhood, whose head he became in 1868,
worked to make translations available for indigenous peoples of
Russia. The Tatar translations served as “scripts” for other lan-
guages, so special care was taken to clear up any errors of un-
derstanding. This was done by testing the translations with flu-
ent speakers of Tatar. It was only after they were made perfect
“in terms of the language, accuracy and edification” [Nurieva et
al. 2016: 119] that the translations were recommended for pub-
lication. The translation investigated here reflects these princi-
ples, which were ahead of their time in that they involved fluent
mother-tongue speakers in the work of comprehension testing.
In conclusion, the ways in which the 1893 differs from the
earlier texts show that its audience has been more clearly de-
fined, and there is an orientation for the spoken register. The text
represents a particular dialect or language variant, and thus it
differs from the other texts, which appear to be in a more gener-
al, lingua franca style of language. There is also an evident aim
for naturalness, and creative ways have been employed in in-
terpretation to unpack the meaning of the biblical text.

5.6.6 Comparison with “Kazan Tatar” of Dalton 1870

As mentioned in section 5.4, Dalton’s [1870] selection of dif-
ferent versions of the Lord’s Prayer also contains one to which
he gives the title “Kazan (Tatar)” (No. XXI; page 60). Dalton’s
description [1870: 16] contains the following:

“The Kazan people are often called Tatars, and they form
the remnant of the once so powerful Tatar state Kapchak on
the Volga. They number over a million and live in the Kazan,
Orenburg, Samara, and Stavropol Governorates, and in the
surrounding areas. They see the city of Kazan as their capital,
and occupy a respected position as industrialists. They follow
the precepts of the Qur’an strictly. No translation of the holy
Scriptures in this particular dialect exists yet. The Lord’s Prayer
was mentioned by Mr Lerch.”

Dalton’s 1870 translation is presented below in its Cyrillic-
script form.
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9a-c 94 KIOKTATHU ATabbI3b, JaHHEI OYJIBIOD
TYPCHIHB HCHMUHD CHHUH'D,

10a-c  KMJICUHB ITafIIAJBIIBIHD CHHUHD, JKUPAS 05
KIOKTATHYA OyJICBIHD UPDKUHD CHUHUHD.

1la-b ByrioHb KIOHHIOKb UKMSITUOU3HU OUPB 6€3rs.

12a-c  BypwIuIapbIOBISHEL KUYUPE, 6€3 1 6e3rs
Oy pBLIYEL OyJITaHHApra KHYUPISIHb KIOKb.

13a-e BesHu anpaTelpra UpUKb OUpPM4; )KaMaHHaHb
6e3HHU KyTKapb. CHHUKH NTaI1aJIbIKDb KYBaTh
VIYIBIKD T4, TYMUPASHb TYMUPTS. AMUHBE.
[Dalton 1870: 60]

It is very close to the 1893 translation discussed in section
5.6-5.6.5. Since Ilminsky was active in Bible translation work
well before the publication of Dalton’s book in 1870, it is likely
that this translation is also following Ilminsky’s principles. The
main difference between the two texts is in orthography/phono-
logy: the letter/sound “e” of the 1893 text is often “i” in the 1870
translation; and occasionally instead of an “0”, the letter “u” oc-
curs in the 1870 text. Does this seeming fluctuation in the rep-
resentation of those sounds reflect the transferral process from
one script to another? This looks especially likely, since the Ar-
abic script may not indicate these vowels, and when it does it
uses the same letter for both [i] and [e] sounds?3; and the same
is true of “0” and “u”, which are both represented in the Arabic
script with waw. Another feature of the earlier 1870 text is the
use of the Cyrillic soft (») and hard signs (») word-finally, if the
word ends in a consonant. Examples are Atabyzs ‘our Father’ of
the 1870 text vs. Atabyz of the 1893 text, and kilsinbt ‘may come’
vs. kilsen. It appears that the soft and hard signs indicate front-
and back-vowel environments, which is relevant in the context

2 Perhaps this fluctuation has something to do with the systematic
vowel shift observed in Tatar and Bashkir where, compared with
other Turkic languages, the high vowels have been centralised and
further shortened, with [i] becoming [€] and [u] becoming [8] (see
[Johanson 1998a: 92] about vowel developments). It may reflect the
process of this change, or the orthography developers wrestling
with questions of how to display the Tatar vowels appropriately.
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of the plosive consonants “k” and “g”. When following the letter
“n” the hard sign may also have a secondary function to show
that the letter should be pronounced as [g]. In the 1893 text this
letter combination has been refined into one symbol #. It would
seem that in the 1870 text we are witnessing the process of de-
velopment of the Cyrillic-based orthography for Tatar, and the
1893 text displays the orthography in its established form.

5.7 The contemporary translation of
2015 from the complete Bible

The last text in our study comes from the first ever complete
Tatar Bible, published in 2015. The translation process began in
the 1970s at the initiative of the Institute for Bible Translation.
The first tangible fruit of this undertaking was the publication
of Jaxsy xdbdr ‘The Good News’, with the four Gospels and Acts
published in one volume in 1985. This was followed by In3il,
the New Testament, in 2001. In the Preface to the full Bible, the
translation team shared background information about the
process of the translation, and about the different organisations
and people involved in the work, including scholars from the
Language, Literature and Art Institute of the Tatarstan Academy
of Sciences, and the University of Kazan. They also defined their
aim as: “the correspondence of the translation from the point of
view of meaning with the original [Hebrew or Greek texts] and
at the same time its understandability” [Izge Jazma 2015: 6-7].
In addition, the source texts are clearly defined, with the Novum
Testamentum Graece (Nestle-Aland) as the source for the New
Testament.

The current text differs from the other six in that it does
not contain the latter part of verse 13, which is included in the
other versions, since those are following a different manuscript
tradition.

5.7.1 Transcription from Cyrillic script and glosses

9a-b  Kiiktage Atabyz!
in-sky-the-one-being Father-our!

9c Isemer izge dip iqrar itelsen,
name-your holy as may-be-declared,

PoOHoli A3bIK 2, 2024



146 T. Greed

10a  Sineq PatSalyyyn kilsen.
your Kingdom-your may-come.

10b Kiiktédge kebek, 3irda da
in-sky(-being)  like on-earth also

10c Siner ixtyjaryng yamalga assyn.
your will-your may-become-realised.

11a-b Kondalek ikméagebezne bezga biigen bir.
daily bread-our-ACC we-DAT today give(IMP).

12b-c Bez di Uzebezgd jawyzlyq qyluCylarny kiCergidnddj,

we also ourselves-DAT evil doers-ACC as-have-forgiven,
12a beznery jawyz eSldrne Sin  kicer.

our evil deeds-ACC You forgive(IMP).
132 Bezne  synauya ducar itm4,

we-ACC testing-DAT subject-not(IMP),

13b 4 jawyzdan saqla.
but evil-from protect(IMP).

5.7.2 Lexicon

The translation corresponds in style with contemporary li-
terary Tatar. In verbs, there is a range from those in regular eve-
ryday use to more literary, higher-style verbs. The former be-
long mainly to the common Turkic lexical layer, as identified
by Shcherbak [1994: 113-115], being kil- ‘come’ (10a), and bir-
‘give’ (11b). Also the key term for ‘forgive’, kicer- (12) belongs to
an old Turkic stock, and it can be seen as a causative of the
verb kic- ‘cross, wade’ [see Tétimol 2015: kuuep] (also found in
Shcherbak’s [1994] list). Examples of the latter — the literary, hig-
her-style verbs — are compound verbs consisting of a noun or
an adjective of Arabic or Persian origin and a Turkic auxiliary
verb it- ‘do’ (also in Shcherbak’s list): igrar it- ‘declare’ (9¢) and
ducar it- ‘subject (to something)’.

The nouns used are for the most part Turkic (kiik ‘sky,
heaven’, 5ir ‘earth’, kon ‘day’, and e$ ‘deed’). Like the 1882/1884
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text, the reflexive pronoun iiz is used in 12a. The only connec-
tives used are a new contrastive conjunction d ‘but’ and the ad-
ditive clitic DA, common in other texts as well: 3irda da ‘also
on earth’ (10b).

5.7.3 Syntax, word order and pragmatics

Syntactically the Lord’s Prayer is not complex. However, ver-
se 12 is a slightly more complex sentence consisting of two clau-
ses, the second of which modifies the preceding main clause
through a comparative structure (see also the discussion in
5.3.3). In the original Greek it reads kai &@e¢ Nuiv & dpeAnuata
NUGV, ¢ Kol NUES dpnkapey T0i¢ opelAétaic Nu@v ‘and forgive
us our debts, as also we have forgiven/forgive our debtors’. The
seven translations have each found their own solution for the
modifying clause — only the 1870 and the 1882/1884 texts have
made use of a similar structure. The contemporary translation
differs from the others most significantly, since it has reversed
the order of the clauses, with the modifying clause preceding
the main clause. Such an order is typical of Turkic languages:
the modifier precedes the head. The general structure of the
sentence is the following: ‘(The same way) as we forgive/have
forgiven those who do evil to us [literally: to ourselves], forgive
You our evil deeds.’

In the main clause the subject Sin ‘You’ of the imperative
verb form kicer ‘forgive’, which is usually redundant, has been
made explicit and placed to a non-standard position following
the direct object and immediately preceding the verb: beznen
jawyz eslirne Sin kicer ‘You forgive(IMP) our evil deeds’. This
position is pragmatically marked in Tatar, and it indicates that
the subject is in focus; it receives special emphasis.

5.7.4 Interpretation

The translation has two interpretations which are not visi-
ble in the other texts. For reasons of clarity and intelligibility,
in 9c the Greek ‘hallowed be/holy may be made’ has been ren-
dered with ‘may Your name be declared holy’, which unpacks
the concise meaning of the Greek. Another distinctive interpre-
tation occurs in 10c where the Greek has ‘may your will happen’.
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All the other six texts have consistently translated this as ‘may
(your will) be’, perhaps some of them influenced by the Russian
da 6ydem ‘let be’, but the contemporary translation has again
unpacked the meaning into ‘may Your will become realised’.

To conclude, it seems that through the use of both common
and higher literary vocabulary the translation team aimed to
reach a balanced, mid-level register for the language used so as
to cater to a wide readership. An echo of religious style, which
was more evident in the earlier translations, can be seen in the
Arabic (and Persian) loan words retained in the text. The desire
for the text to be understandable is clearly more evident than
in the previous translations, especially in the two examples
of interpretation given above. At the same time, accuracy in
relation to the source text has been retained. The naturalness of
the text is demonstrated both by the pragmatic choices made in
clause order and by the positioning of a focal element.

6. Conclusion

6.1 Summary tables of key distinguishing features

The following five tables display in summary format the
main distinguishing features of the seven translations. The
right-hand column shows the “default”, most common, terms
used, and the columns allocated for each translation indicate
the specific choices made in each individual text. If the choice is
the default, the cell is left empty.

Tables 4A-E. The main distinguishing features of the seven
translations.

Table 4A

LEXICON 1803 1820 1825 1870 1882/1884 1893 2015 “Default”
Key nouns

sky/heaven asman kitk
9
name 9c ad isem
kingdom 10a | Saglug mamlékat badSalyk molkot = molkot | padSalyk | patSalyq
will 10b/10c | ixtiar iradat morad arad morad  irek (irke) ixtyjar
earth 10b/10c er zamin jir jir jir 3ir 3ir er/jir/3ir
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day11la  kiin/jim

kiin/kén
bread 11a | nafaka nan etmdk | (rizyq) ikméak
ikmak
debt, offense | gunag jawyz e§  buruc
12a jawyzlyq
temptation | fasad e$ aldan- synau | imtixan
13a
evil 13b rialuk Sar jiramyz Sarir jaman 3aman jawyz

power (13c) = kuwat | qodrdt | qodrét quut qodréat qgyuat -
glory (13d) dan 3alal zalal zalal oloylyq ololoq -

Adjectives
and adverbs
daily 11a - kénnok kondélek har kiingi
for ever and | abadi daim dbda | abdakaca ménkecd = yumerga -
ever (13d)
Conjunctions
and 12a gam wé wa wé hém - -
because/for zira zirdki zird anynéun | ¢onki ..Sul -
13c, 13d (discourse)
‘indeed’
Verbs
be hallowed = rusan- mgqadas danny | izge dip moqadas
9c lan- ul-

bulyp tor- |iqrar itel-|  bul-
forgive 12a, ki¢- bayysla- | bayysla- = bayysla- | kicer- kicer- kicer-

12c
save 13b | kutkar- | né&zat qurtar- | qotqar- = qotqar- | gotqar- | saqla-
ayl-
come 10a kal- jites- kil-
[= kil-]

Verbal fasad imtixanya imtixana imtixanyaimtixanya aldanyrya synauya
phrase eska ketiir- sal- mbtlaqyl- t686r- |irek 3ibar- ducar it-

lead into  d3asuwe
temptation/ it-

testing 13a

Table 4B
PHONOLOGY 1803 1820 1825 1870 1882/1884 1893 2015 “Default”
initial “w” 11b wez ‘we’ wir ‘give’ bez; bir
nasal assimilation 9¢ danny
Table 4C
MORPHOLOGY 1803 1820 1825 1870 1882/1884 1893 2015 “Default”
1st plural verb suffix9a | -mez -myz -yz @ -myz -myz -byz -byz
reflexive prn 12a, 12b uz uz
imperative 11b 0+GIl 0+GIL 0+GIL 0
1st plural prn + DAT sfx ‘wezgd bezé bezlarka bezgd
2" singular prn sdn | sin | sVn | sVn sVn sin | sin sVn
plural sfx for pl prn 12a bezlar bez
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Table 4D
SYNTAX 1803 1820 1825 1870 1882/1884 1893 2015 “Default”
sentence/ = 1.separate verbalrel. verbal noun noun | noun noun
clause clause, |construction rel. +sfx +sfx +sfx | +sfx
with 2. co- 2" post | clause 2" pre 2" pre 2 pre 2n pre
forgiveness ordinated main 2 pre main . main | main main
12a-c clauses clause main clause clause clause clause

clause
Copula  -dur (added  -der (added | -der & -der -der (Bul) -
(13d) to adverb) toprn) (added(added (added
to prn)to prn) to prn)

Word frequently Neo
order verb-
initial;
coordination
Table 4E
INTERPRETATION 1803 1820 1825 1870 1882/1884 1893 2015 “Default”
offense, debt, | gunag jawyzlyq | burug,
sin 12a, 12c ‘sin’ — ‘wickedness’ bury¢
jawyz e§ ‘debt’
‘wicked
deed’
(may) be 10c yamalga bul-
as-
lead into aldany- imtixan-
testing 13a rya DAT
irek + verb-
3ibar- IMP

6.2 Concluding remarks

This study investigated seven translations of the Lord’s
Prayer in language variants labelled as “Tatar”. The earlier tran-
slations represent a set hand-picked for the purposes of this
study on the basis of their label as “Tatar”. During the course
of this study a number of further translations with the same
designation also came to light. This indicates the breath of the
field of study awaiting researchers of historical translations
of the Scriptures into Turkic languages/variants.

It is evident from this study that only the most recent texts
can be explicitly connected with the specific language which
has its roots in Bolghar-Kypchak and is spoken by Volga Tatars.
The exact audience, or ethnic group or groups, for whom the
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earlier translations were intended, remains obscure. The trans-
regional nature of the Turkic literary languages in the centu-
ries past is reflected in these earlier translations. However, the
study of their phonological and morphological expression indi-
cates certain tendencies and features which place the trans-
lations in the sphere of Kypchak Turkic. For the two newest
translations Volga Tatars are clearly the intended audience.

Due to the prestige of transregional literary languages,
such as Chaghatay, writers and translators were likely to fol-
low the traditional conventions they offered, without much in-
fluence from their spoken variant. This is also evident from
our study: the earlier translations display characteristics of a
“lingua franca”, a transregional written language. The level
of variation is also restricted by the fact that the Arabic script
was unable to reflect the full phonological system of each lan-
guage variant, due to the lack of letters for the vowel sounds,
which are important in distinguishing between different va-
riants. Despite this, some more specific regional variation is
detectable in some of the texts. This is especially visible when
comparing the 1820 and 1825 texts, where the 1825 translation
clearly displayed stronger Oghuz and, perhaps, Chaghatay in-
fluence in its morphophonology, whereas the 1820 text sho-
wed Kypchak characteristics, which can be a reflection of the
original linguistic context where the translation was created.

The two main morphological elements where fluctuation
between different norms is evident in the translations are the
dative suffix, represented either by -GA or -A, and the first-per-
son plural possessive suffix -mYz vs. -bYz, where the latter be-
comes the established form in Volga Tatar only in the late 1870s,
continuing till the current day.

In the translations of the Lord’s Prayer the features of the
literary language of previous centuries are reflected in a va-
riety of ways. With the early translations, there does not seem
to be much continuity; rather, each translation represents an
isolated accomplishment, although quite likely influenced by
translations into other Turkic variants, as evidenced by the
translation activities of the Karass mission, both in Karass it-

PoOHolI A3bIK 2, 2024



152 T. Greed

self, and later in Astrakhan and Orenburg. Also, the adoption
of certain morphological forms or syntactic structures does
not follow any clear pattern. Each early translation has been
influenced by circumstances and factors difficult to recons-
truct. These include purely linguistic factors, but also sociolin-
guistic and cultural aspects, with the norms and conventions
of religious language also playing a part.

Studying the seven translations of the Lord’s Prayer has
been an engaging task. The more one discovers, the clearer it
becomes that major work still awaits the researcher. A key to-
pic for future study would be an investigation of language use
in religious contexts. A particularly relevant angle would be
the influence of religious norms of Islam: its influence on the
translation of Christian texts, and whether the translating of
Christian texts follows a pattern different from the conven-
tions of Islamic religious texts.

The seven translations are each in their own way true to
the original biblical text and message. Extending over a two-
hundred-year time span, they offer multiple voices and reflect
different cultural and social circumstances in the way they
have reached us in this time and age. Each offers a viewpoint
which enriches the understanding of the world in which they
were created, and also the way the biblical message can be
translated for different audiences.

Abbreviations used

ACC = accusative

DAT = dative

IMP = imperative

PL = plural

POSS = possessive suffix

prn = pronoun

sfx = suffix

SOV = Subject-Object-Verb (word order)
V =vowel
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