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Laz Lexical Data from D.R. Peacock’s Collection:
Representation, Reflections, Translation

The paper is a discussion of the Laz lexical data contained in
D.R. Peacock’s lexicographic collection “Original Vocabularies of Five
West Caucasian Languages”, in which English headwords are accompanied
by their translations in Georgian, Megrelian, Laz, Svan, and Abkhazian. Laz
is the most under-resourced Kartvelian (South Caucasian) language;
therefore, Laz data, available in various, particularly, so far thoroughly
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unexamined sources, can serve as a valuable contribution to its
representativeness. Hence, in order to fill in the gap, we provide a
description of the lexical part of the collection in question and reflections of
some following students of the Laz language.
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In the present paper we will discuss the Laz lexical data as they appear the
19" century publication of the lexicographic collection “Original
Vocabularies of Five West Caucasian Languages” [1] by Demetrius Rudolph
Peacock, a British diplomat residing in Batumi, Georgia. Since a general
description of the resource in question was provided in our paper published
last year [2], we will no longer elaborate on its individual properties. Here is
necessary information about the structure of the collection: “The English
headwords are accompanied by their translations in the languages spoken in
Georgia: Georgian, Megrelian (“Mingrelian”), Laz (“Lazian”), Svan
(“Swanetian”), and Abkhazian” [2, p. 18-19]. The collection consists of 224
entries, including 99 individual words (various parts of speech and lexico-
semantic groups), 103 wordforms and 22 sentences.

Notably, data from D.R. Peacock’s lexicographic resource have
occasionally become subject to discussion at various periods of time:
N. Orlovskaya provided an overview of the Georgian data [3; 4]; in 2000,
K. Genebashvili analyzed the Svan data [5]; and, recently, we addressed
D.R. Peacock’s Megrelian data in the light of the history of English-
Megrelian lexicography [6].

Since in the present paper we are going to deal with D.R. Peacock’s Laz
lexical collection, some words should be said about the idiom in question.
Laz is mostly spoken in Turkey and also in a couple of villages in Georgia.
It belongs to the Kartvelian branch of the Ibero-Caucasian language family;
however, its status has been a subject of dispute: some linguists believe that
it is an individual Kartvelian language, while others maintain that, together
with Megrelian, it is a dialect of the Zan language. As different from other
languages in D.R. Peacock’s collections, “Laz is the least-studied and the
most under-resourced of the Kartvelian languages” [7, p. 140]. Therefore,
studies of Laz data, available in various, particularly, so far thoroughly
unexamined sources, can serve as a valuable contribution to its
representativeness.

For the sake of clarity, initially we will represent the Laz lexical items
as they appear in D.R. Peacock’s “Vocabularies” and provide their verified
versions in international transcription:

190



Lexical, Grammatical and Stylistic Aspects of Translation / Interpreting

Table 1. Laz lexical items in D.R. Peacock’s “Vocabularies” and their
international transcriptions

English Laz Verified transcriptions
One Ar ar
Two Jur zur
Three Sum sum
Four Otkhu otxu
Five Khut Xut
Six Ashi asi
Seven Shkit Skit
Eight Orvo orvo
Nine Tchkholo ¢xXovro
Ten Vit vit
Twenty Etchi eCi
Fifty Jurnetchi da vit zurnecedovit
Hundred Oshi osi
| Ma ma
Of me Tchkimda ¢kimda
Mine Tchkimiran ¢kimi
We Tchku ¢ku
Of us Tchkunda ¢kuns
Our Tchkuniran ¢kuni
Thou Si si
Of thee Skandan skanda
Thine Skani skani
You Tkwa tkva
Of you Tkwanden tkvanden
Your Skani skani
He Kiamushiren hea
Of him Hetepeshia hemus
His Hemushian hemusi
They Hemtepe hentepe
Of them Hemteps hemtepes
Their Hemtepeshia hemtepesi
Hand Khe Xe
Foot Kutchkhe k’uéxe
Nose Tchkhindi ¢xindi
Eye Toil toli
Mouth Nuku nuk’u
Tooth Kibiri k’ibiri
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Ear Udji uji
Hair Toma toma
Head Ti ti
Tongue Nena nena
Belly Kolba korba
Back Shka Ska
Iron Demiri demiri
Gold Altuni altuni
Silver Ghemiish gumisi
Father Baba baba
Mother Nana nana
Brother Djuma juma
Sister Da da

Man Kotche k’o¢i
Woman Okhordja oxorja
Wife Tchili ¢ili
Child Berre bere
Son Bidji bic’i
Daughter Bozo bozo
Slave Réle Kjole
Cultivator Makhatchkali xackva // xackuri
Shepherd Tchkeshi ¢’k’esi
God Tanghri tangri
Devil Sheitan Seitani
Sun Mijora mzZora
Moon Tuta tuta
Star Muritskhi murucxi
Fire Datchkhuri dac¢xuri
Water Tskhari c’k’ai
House Okhori oxori
Horse Tskheni cxeni
Cow Pudji Puji
Dog Djoghori joyori
Cat Rato k’at’u
Cock Mamuli mamuli
Duck Ordeghi ordeyi
Ass Guruni guruni
Camel Deve deve
Bird Kintchi k’inéi
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Go Tkzale Igzali
Eat Tchkhomi ¢’k’omi
Sit Dokhedi doxedi
Come Mokhti moxti
Beat Getchi gobax
Stand Missadovi ?

Die Doghuri doyuri
Give Komomtchi komomc¢i
Run Okhudkwatsini ?

Up Jin Zin
Near Kholos xolos
Down Tude tude
Far Mendra menda
Before Tsokhle c’oxle
Behind Okatchkhele ukacxe
Who Mik mik
What Munoren mun
Why Mushene musen
And Do do

But Mara mara
If Si Si

Yes Ko ko

No Var var
Alas Eivakh ?

Judging from the number of words, the resource is rather representative;
however, the problem is how adequately they are rendered. This primarily
concerns transliterations and translations of the words. As for the
transliteration, the situation with the Laz data is absolutely the same with
that of Megrelian: “Whenever Peacock’s transliteration conventions are
concerned, one should be most critical to the fact that he does not provide
differences between aspirated and ejective stops and affricates as far as
these phonemic contrasts are essential for Megrelian, specifically, and for
Kartvelian languages, at large” [6, p. 493]. Therefore, the leftmost column
of Table 1 provides adequate transcriptions of respective items.

One of the earliest (though not the earliest) reflections of the collection
in question is N. Marr’s book on Laz in which the author reviews the
literature about the language and notes: “Peacock’s work is too insignificant
to be dealt with. It still has one advantage: he was in Lazistan and heard the
real Laz” [8, p. XXIV]; in the footnote, he adds: “In Arkabi, he met a Laz
man who was involved in Peacock’s activities; according to him, Peacock
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stayed there for three days” [ibid.]. Irrespective of this utterly negative
assessment, Nicholas Marr communicates rather notable information about
D.R. Peacock’s fieldwork: he collected his resource based on word of
mouth. Therefore, notwithstanding obvious shortcomings, it can in no way
be doomed to total rejection. Moreover, with respect to what we see in
Table 1 (a comparison of Peacock’s data and their verification), one can
hardly agree with the utterly negative assessment, and, perhaps, the negative
attitude at all; this is due to the fact that most of the items are rendered
adequately in terms of both transliteration and translation.

It is particularly noteworthy that the wvery first mention of
D.R. Peacock’s collections is associated with Laz. In 1899, Hratchia
Adjarian published his “Etude sur la langue laze” in which we read: “When
this study was in press, | learned about the existence of another work on the
Laz language. It is a collection of a hundred words published in the Asian
Journal of London, XIX (1887) by Mr. Peacock, consul of England in
Batoum. These forms are almost always identical to those indicated here as
Bt. | was able to include some of Mr. Peacock's forms in the Dictionary,
indicating them as P. Others are found in the Addenda below. Mr.
Peacock’s grammatical forms are quoted in the grammar” [9, p. 447]. There
are 24 entries in the “Addenda;” 19 of them are picked from D.R. Peacock’s
collection [9, pp. 447-448].

Table 2. Collated data from D.R. Peacock and H. Adjarian

Demetrius Rudolph Peacock Hratchia Adjarian
Andgha To-day Andga Voir Antga
Ashi Six Asi Voir Ans
Berre Child Berre “child” Cf. bere
Bidji Son Bijci “son” Cf. bici,
bisi
Tsiraskwa A daughter Ciraskua “a daughter”
Tchkesi Shepherd Ckesi Voir Ces,
cesi
Tchuta Small Cuta petit
Tchkholo Nine Cxolo Voir Cxoro
Datchkhuri Fire Dacxuri feu
Etchi Twenty Eci Voir E¢
Guruni Ass Guruni Voir Giruni
Hemtepe They Hemtepe Voir Entepe
Djumadi Uncle Jumadi “oncle”
Ktche White Kce Voir Xce
Kédi Village Kedi village
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Ko Yes Ko Voir Ho
Kolba Belly Kolba Voir Korba
Mara But Mara mais
Makhatchkali Cultivator Maxackali “cultivateur,
laboureur”

Since H. Adjarian decided to include at least some of D.R. Peacock’s
Laz items in his work, one may assume that he viewed the resource as a
likely contribution to the representativeness of his collection. As it is seen,
he favors one-character symbols in rendering of Laz words as different from
Peacock’s digraphs and even trigraphs. Whenever he believes that a word is
not represented in a proper way, he refers to a correct version; e.g. Kolba —
Voir (‘see’) Korba. In the rest of the instances, he provides either English or
French translations as in:

Table 3. Collated translations from D.R. Peacock and H. Adjarian

Demetrius Rudolph Peacock Hratchia Adjarian
Berre Child Berre “child” Cf. bere
Bidji Son Bijci “son” Cf. bici,
bisi
Tsiraskwa A daughter Ciraskua “a daughter”
Tchuta Small Cuta petit
Datchkhuri Fire Dacxuri feu
Djumadi Uncle Jumadi “oncle”
Kédi Village Kedi village
Mara But Mara mais
Makhatchkali Cultivator Maxackali “cultivateur,
laboureur”

In their reviews of the aforementioned French work, Antoine Meillet
[10, p. 516] and Hugo Schuchardt [11, p. 380] mention D.R. Peacock
among the authors whose data were used by H. Adjarian in his dictionary.

There are publications which only refer to D.R. Peacock’s
“Vocabularies” as one of the resources of Laz, for instance, V. Minorsky
[12, p. 22], A. Bryer [13, p. 184], etc. Later, in his dissertation on the Laz
language, R. Lacroix devoted a single paragraph to the collection in point:
“Peacock (1887, in English) translates about 200 words into Georgian,
Megrelian, Laz, Svan and Abkhazian. Similarly to his predecessors, he does
not mark the glottalization of consonants” [14, p. 6]. The problem is that
hitherto no one has undertaken a thorough examination of the Laz lexical
data provided in D.R. Peacock’s “Vocabularies” as it was done, for
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instance, concerning its Georgian [3; 4], Svan [5] and Megrelian [6] data or
as Hugo Schuchardt reviewed H. Adjarian’s work on Laz [11].

The present article is an attempt to prepare and provide Laz lexical data
from and on Peacock’s collection in terms of how exhaustively they are
represented, how adequately they are transliterated/transcribed and
translated; it itself can serve as a resource for would-be researchers of the
collection in question.
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