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DISTINCTIVE FEATURES OF PHRASEOLOGICAL STUDIES IN TURKISH
AND AZERBAIJANI LINGUISTICS

The article presents a descriptive and comparative analysis of scholarly studies devoted to the investigation of
dialectal phraseology within Turkish and Azerbaijani linguistics. It is emphasized that, in contemporary Turkological
scholarship, the study of dialect phraseology constitutes one of the most salient and methodologically relevant research
domains. Although modern studies allocate considerable attention to the examination of dialectal lexis — indeed, this
trajectory has frequently assumed a dominant position — the comparative and systematic study of dialect phraseology has
not received adequate scholarly treatment. Furthermore, the critical evaluation of the existing academic literature in this
field has largely remained beyond the central scope of analytical inquiry. This circumstance necessitates a reassessment
of the issue in alignment with contemporary scientific and methodological standards.

From this perspective, the scientific novelty of the present study lies in its analytical synthesis of scholarly works
dedicated to phraseological units functioning in the dialects and vernacular varieties of Turkish and Azerbaijani. The
research systematizes the principal investigative directions in dialect phraseology in both languages, delineates their
convergent and divergent characteristics, and provides a theoretically substantiated interpretation of their contribution
to the advancement of Turkological linguistic theory.

In the main body of the article, the problem is examined along two principal vectors. First, the development of
phraseology as an autonomous subdiscipline within Azerbaijani linguistics is considered, including scholarly works
devoted specifically to the phraseology of dialects and vernaculars, as well as their thematic orientations and
methodological paradigms. The second section addresses the principal research trajectories in Turkish dialectology
and studies concerned with the phraseological systems of regional varieties, which are subjected to systematic scholarly
evaluation. Within this framework, detailed consideration is given to the works of eminent Turkological scholars.

The study concludes that dialect phraseology has not been neglected within either Turkish or Azerbaijani linguistics;
rather, this research domain has received a certain degree of scholarly engagement in both intellectual traditions. In
Turkish linguistics, investigations have predominantly followed a trajectory of empirical documentation and practical
compilation. In contrast, within Azerbaijani linguistics, this field has been developed largely within a theoretical-
conceptual framework, with linguistic data interpreted from historical and comparative perspectives. The parallel
examination of fixed expressions attested in the dialects of both languages may therefore be regarded as one of the priority
directions of contemporary Turkological scholarship.

Key words: Turkish and Azerbaijani linguistics, dialect phraseology; areal characteristics of phraseological units;
research methodologies and paradigms, scholarly discourse.

Konyn Ymyo EHBA30BA,
orcid.org/0009-0009-5797-2699
0oKmopaum kagheopu mropKoiozii

Bakuncokozo oepacasnoeo yHisepcumemy
(baxy, Azepbaiioscan) kenul.khalil93@mail.ru

BIAMIHHI PUCH ®PASEOJIOI'TYHHUX JOCJIIAXKXEHDb ¥ TYPEIIBKOMY
TA ABEPBAUTKAHCHKOMY JITHI'BICTHIII

Y cmammi npeocmasneno onucosuii ma nopieHsAnbHUI AHANIZ HAYKOBUX QOCTIONCEH, NPUCEAYEHUX OOCTIONCEHHIO Jid-
JIeKMHOI (hpazeonoaii 6 pamkax mypeybkoeo ma azepoanoicancbko2o mososnascmea. Iliokpecnoemscs, wo 6 CyyacHii
MIOPKONOCIYHIT HAYYI BUBYEHHS Oid1eKMHOI Ppa3zeonozii € OOHIEI 3 HAUBANCIUBIUUX MA MEMOOOJO2IUHO PeNe8AHMHUX
eanyseti 00cniodxcents. Xoua cyuachi 00Cai0NCen s NPUOLIAIONMb 3HAUHY Y8acy 8UGHEHHIO OIANeKMHOI TeKCuKu — cnpasoi,
YA MPACKMOopIsA 4acmo 3aimMana OOMIiHyloue Cmanosuwye — NopisHsAIbHe Ma cucmemamuine guguenns diarekmuoi gpa-
3e07102ii He OMmpUMano HANEeHCHO20 HAYKO6020 oxonnents. Kpim moeo, kpumuuna oyinka icnyiouoi akademiunoi nime-
pamypu 8 yiil 2any3i 3HAUHOI MIPOIO 3ATUMANACS NO3A MEICAMU YEeHMPATbHOT chepu ananimuunoz2o dociodcenns. L
00CcmMasuna BUMA2Ae NEPeoyiHKY NUMAHHS 8I0N0BIOHO 00 CYUACHUX HAYKOBUX MdA MemoO00N02IYHUX CIMAHOAPMIE.

3 yiei mouku 30py, HAYKOBA HOBU3HA YbO2O OOCHIONCEHHS NONALAE 8 AHANITMUYHOMY CUHME3T HAYKOBUX NPAYb, NPUCESI-
YeHux Gppazeonociunum 0OUHUYIM, WO PYHKYIOHYIOMb V dlaneKmax ma pizHo8uoax mypeybkoi ma azepoaudicancokoi
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M08. 'V 00CHiOIHCEHHI CUCEeMAMU308AHO OCHOBHI HANPSAMKU 00CII0JCeH s JlaneKkmHol (paszeonozii 060x M08, oKkpecie-
HO IXHI KOHBEp2eHMHI Ma OUBEP2eHMHI XAPAKMEPUCMUKY, A MAKONC HAOAHO MeopemuyHo 00IPYHMOBAHE MIYMAYeHH s
IXHb0O2O BHECKY 8 PO3GUMOK MIOPKONOIUHOT NIH2BICMUYHOI MEOopii.

B ocnosnitl wvacmuni cmammi npobnema po3eniadacmuca 3a 080Ma 0CHOSHUMU dekmopamu. [1o-nepwe, posenaoacmo-
€51 pO3BUMOK (hpazeonoii sk agmoHOMHOL NIOOUCYUNIIIHU 6 a3epOAUONCAHCHKIT NIHSBICMUYL, GKIIOUAIOUU HAYKOBL Npauyi,
npucesiueni came gpazeonozii Oianekmie ma Pi3HOMAaHIMmMsl, d MAKONC IXHI MeMAmuyHi opieHmayii ma mMemooono2iuHi
napaouemu. Y opyeomy po3oini po32nsioaomscsi OCHOGHI MpacKkmopii 00CHioNiceHb y mypeysbKill oianiekmonoeii ma 0oci-
00iCeHHsl, NO8 A3AHI 3 (PPA3eON02IUHUMU CUCIIEMAMU Pe2iOHATbHUX PI3HOBUAIS, AKI NiONAAMb CUCEMAMUYHIT HAYKO-
8ill OYiHYi. Y yux pamrax 0emanbHO po3enanHymo npayi UOAMHUX 84eHUX-MIOPKOLO2IE.

Y 0ocnioacenni pooumuca sucnosok, wo dianekmua gpazeonozia He byna ienoposana Hi 8 mypeybsKii, Hi 8 azepoaii-
02ICanCHKI Ainegicmuyi, paowe, Ys eaay3b 00CIIONCeHb OMPUMANA NeGHUL CMYNIHb HAYKOB020 3ATYUeHHs 8 000X iHme-
JIeKMYanbHUX mpaouyisx. Y mypeyokiil ninegicmuyi 00CAIONCEHHS NEPEBANCHO UULIU ULTAXOM eMRIPUYHOT OOKyMeHmayiil
ma npaxmuynoeo yzaeanvhenns. Hamomicmo, 6 azep6atioscancoKi ainegicmuyi ys 2any3b po3eUAIAcs 3HAUHOIO MipOIo
6 MeopemuKO-KOHYEeNmyaibHUX pAMKax, d NiHeGICMUYHI OaHi IHMEPnPemyeanucs 3 iCMmopuiHoi ma nopieHAIbHOI MOYOK
sopy. Ilapanenvre suguenHs (ikco8anux supasis, 3aceioueHux y Oianrekmax 000X M08, Momy MONCHA B8ANHCAMU OOHUM 13
npiopumemnux HanpsAMKI6 Cy4acHoi miopKon02IYHOI HAYKU.

Knrouosi cnosa: mypeyvka ma azepOaioxncancoka iiHe8icmuka, OlaieKmua paseonois, apeaibHi Xapakmepucmu-
KU pazeono2iuHux 0OUuHUYb, Memoool02ii ma napaouemu O0CHIONCEHH, HAYKOGULL OUCKYDC.

Introduction. Phraseological units occupy a struc-
turally and semantically significant position within the
lexical inventory of any language and constitute one
of the fundamental components of its lexical-semantic
system. Contemporary theoretical and methodologi-
cal approaches demonstrate that phraseological units,
including fixed collocations, formulaic constructions,
idiomatic expressions, and set phrases, are intrinsically
linked to a community’s worldview, ethnocultural value
system, and traditional patterns of social existence.

These linguistic units, as products of the collec-
tive consciousness of the people, have undergone
processes of stabilization and lexical fossilization
over time, thereby becoming integrated into the lex-
ical inventory of the national language. Phraseolog-
ical units occupy a prominent position not only in
colloquial speech and the literary language but also
within dialects and vernacular varieties, where they
contribute to the refinement and intensification of
communicative efficacy. The articulation of thought
through expressive forms generated by the speech
community engenders stylistic enrichment, expands
the expressive potential of the language, and renders
communication more vivid and authentic. A substan-
tial portion of these linguistic formations, emanating
from the national cognitive framework, transcends
the boundaries of local usage and, through increasing
frequency and diffusion, gradually becomes institu-
tionalized within the lexical structure of the literary
language, ultimately assuming the status of a central
communicative component.

From this perspective, in examining the lexical
corpus of Turkish and Azerbaijani dialects, the for-
mulation of a systematic scholarly approach to the
functional-semantic nature of phraseological units
employed in these vernaculars has been identified as
one of the principal objectives of the present study.
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In contemporary Turkological linguistics, the
investigation of dialect phraseology is regarded as
one of the most salient and methodologically per-
tinent research trajectories. Phraseological units
formed within dialectal systems constitute significant
linguistic data reflecting the historical evolution of
the language, the quotidian life of the people, their
worldview, and their national-cultural modes of cog-
nition. Consequently, the study of dialect phraseol-
ogy extends beyond the confines of lexical-semantic
analysis and simultaneously contributes to the reso-
lution of ethnolinguistic and linguocultural problems.
Furthermore, given that phraseological units specific
to dialects often function within restricted commu-
nicative domains, the processes of globalization pose
a tangible risk of their marginalization or eventual
obsolescence, thereby heightening the urgency and
relevance of scholarly inquiry in this field.

The genetic affinity of Turkish and Azerbaijani,
together with their shared historical and cultural foun-
dations, conditions the existence of extensive paral-
lels within their respective dialect phraseologies. The
phraseological units attested in the dialects and ver-
nacular varieties of both languages exhibit structural
and semantic correspondences, while simultaneously
manifesting regionally determined divergences.

Although contemporary scholarship has devoted
considerable attention to the study of dialectal lexis —
and, indeed, this orientation has frequently assumed
a dominant position — the comparative and system-
atic investigation of dialect phraseology has not been
accorded adequate scholarly emphasis. Moreover, the
critical evaluation of the academic literature pertaining
to this domain has largely remained peripheral to main-
stream research agendas. This research gap necessitates
the re-examination of the problem in accordance with
contemporary scientific and methodological standards.
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The scholarly novelty of the present research is
defined by its analytical assessment of academic works
dedicated to the study of phraseological units func-
tioning within the dialects and vernacular varieties of
Turkish and Azerbaijani. The study systematizes the
principal research directions in dialect phraseology
across both languages, delineates their convergent
and divergent characteristics, and provides a theoreti-
cally substantiated interpretation of their contribution
to the advancement of Turkological linguistic theory.

The methodological foundation of the study is
constituted by descriptive and comparative methods,
together with the analytical procedures intrinsic to
these approaches. The empirical material has been
compiled based on Turkish and Azerbaijani dialecto-
logical dictionaries, as well as data obtained through
field research. The selected methodological frame-
work enables an objective assessment of the distinc-
tive characteristics and scholarly potential of works
devoted to dialect phraseology.

1. The Study of Dialect Phraseology in Azerbai-
jani Linguistics

One of the principal indicators of a language’s
development is determined by the cognitive and intel-
lectual level of its speakers; in this respect, phrase-
ological units should be regarded as a significant
parameter of that developmental process. Emerg-
ing as one of the earliest artistic manifestations of
human thought, phraseological units constitute a rich
reservoir that reflects the national mindset and col-
lective mentality of a people, both structurally and
semantically, as a fundamental component of literary
expression. Manifesting at times in the form of word
combinations and at other times as entire sentences,
phraseological units, despite their figurative charac-
ter, play a crucial role in ensuring clarity and euphe-
mistic articulation of meaning.

The formation of phraseological units occurs
through protracted historical stages of development.
Initially possessing an occasional and context-bound
character, these linguistic formations gradually
acquire functional stability and become convention-
alized expressions within the contemporary linguis-
tic environment. During this process, the syntactic
cohesion between the constituent components of
phraseological combinations weakens, and the units
evolve into indivisible semantic-syntactic wholes
capable of functioning as a single syntactic constit-
uent within the sentence. As noted in the theoretical
literature: “When considered within the framework
of linguistic theory, the fragmentation of the ancient
Turkic language and the emergence of independent
Turkic languages were accompanied by processes of
differentiation and divergence within the phraseolog-
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ical domain. This development, correlated with the
evolution of newly formed languages, led to a partial
attenuation of shared phraseological elements” (Bay-
ramov, 1978, p. 65).

In the formation of phraseology as an autonomous
branch of linguistics, the scholarly contributions of
Academician Viktor Vladimirovich Vinogradov must
be accorded particular recognition. The system of
phraseological classification he proposed on the basis
of Russian-language material continues to serve as
a significant point of reference within contemporary
scholarly discourse. His works “The Fundamental
Concepts of Russian Phraseology” (1946) and “On
the Main Types of Phraseological Units in the Russian
Language” (1947) laid the theoretical foundations of
the discipline. Following these two seminal studies,
scholarly interest in phraseological research intensi-
fied considerably throughout the former USSR, giv-
ing rise to sustained and systematic academic inquiry
in the field (Seyidov, 1992, p. 72).

In Azerbaijani linguistics, the earliest concep-
tual manifestations of phraseology, including the
use of the term “idiomatism,” may be found in the
textbook “Turkic Grammar” (1928), co-authored by
Bekir Chobanzadeh and F. Aghayev. However, sys-
tematic investigation of the phraseological system of
the literary language commenced only after the 1950s.

Within Azerbaijani linguistics, the position of
phraseological units in the language system, as well
as the mechanisms underlying their formation and
development, have been extensively examined from
various perspectives by a number of distinguished
scholars. Among those who have made significant
contributions to this domain are Mammad Huseynza-
deh, Azad Demirchizadeh, Suleyman Jafarov, Hasan
Bayramov, M. Islamov, M. T. Taghiyev, F. Huseynov,
N. Valiyeva, G. Yusifov, A. Hajiyeva, H. H. Bakhshi-
yev, N. Rahimzade, A. Gurbanov, K. Aliyev, R. Hasa-
nov, T. Afandiyeva, A. A. Orujov, S. M. Murtuzayev,
S. Mehdiyeva, R. Maharramova, B. Khalilov, and
other prominent linguists whose scholarly contribu-
tions have substantially advanced the field.

One of the earliest scholarly investigations con-
ducted in this direction found its expression in Mam-
mad Huseynzadeh’s fundamental work “Modern
Azerbaijani Language” (1954). In this study, the
author provided the initial scientific characterization
of the distinctive features of phraseological units in
the Azerbaijani language, thereby establishing a theo-
retical foundation for the subsequent development of
this field (Bayramov, 2019, p. 3).

Azad Demirchizadeh, through his examination of
the stylistic properties of fixed word combinations,
emerged as one of the first scholars to facilitate the
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functional analysis of phraseological units within
Azerbaijani linguistics. His work “Stylistics of the
Azerbaijani Language” is particularly noteworthy for
its analytical treatment of these issues. The system-
atic investigation of the phraseological system of the
literary language was further advanced in the works
of Suleyman Jafarov, Hasan Bayramov, M. Adilov,
Yagub Seyidov, Afad Gurbanov, and other distin-
guished linguists. These studies made substantial
contributions to the scientific consolidation and the-
oretical elaboration of phraseology as an established
subdiscipline within Azerbaijani linguistics.

Hasan Bayramov’s instructional manual “Funda-
mentals of Azerbaijani Phraseology” constitutes one
of the most significant sources presenting a system-
atic account of the history of Azerbaijani phraseolog-
ical studies. In this work, the author not only delin-
eates the object of phraseological research but also
provides comprehensive scholarly explanations con-
cerning the defining characteristics of phraseological
units, their semantic features, their interrelations with
lexical and syntactic units, their modes of formation,
and their convergent and divergent features in com-
parison with other linguistic units.

In the co-authored monograph “Fixed Word Com-
binations” by M. Adilov and G. Yusifov, the specific
properties of this group of linguistic units are exten-
sively analyzed. The authors examine their distinc-
tions from free combinations, the typology of various
figurative constructions, stable comparative combina-
tions, and the stylistic features of phraseological units.

The subject of proverbs and sayings, considered
part of the phraseological and paremiological corpus
of the Azerbaijani language, has been the principal
focus of the extensive and comprehensive research
conducted by Z. Alizadeh. According to Yagub
Seyidov, 1. Hamidov, applying the methodological
approaches of Russian and European linguists, under-
took an in-depth philosophical and logical analysis
of proverbs and sayings, culminating in the compi-
lation of the significant work “Azerbaijani—Russian
and Russian—Azerbaijani Dictionary of Proverbs and
Sayings” (Seyidov, 1992, p. 278).

Although theoretical problems of phraseology in
Azerbaijani linguistics, including extensive research
devoted to phraseological units functioning in the
literary language, have been widely addressed, the
investigation of phraseology within regional dialects
requires more detailed and systematic inquiry. Azer-
baijani dialect phraseology has primarily been exam-
ined within the broader context of lexical studies of
individual vernaculars, and a number of scholarly
articles and certain dissertation studies have been
devoted to this subject. In his 1957 article “Phrase-
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ological Combinations,” M. Islamov analyzed the
phraseological features of the Sheki (Nukha) dialect.
Through this research, he distinguished himself as
one of the first scholars to direct systematic academic
attention to the phraseology of this dialect (Islamov,
1957, p. 127).

In his work devoted to “The Lexicon of the Bor-
chaly Dialects,” M. Chobanov classified the phraseo-
logical units recorded in this dialect into five catego-
ries: (1) idioms; (2) set expressions; (3) proverbs; (4)
sayings; and (5) expressions in narrative form (Cho-
banov, 1997, p. 127).

S. Behbudov’s “Dictionary of Phraseology of
Azerbaijani Dialects,” published in 2011, should be
regarded as one of the most significant milestones in
the study of Azerbaijani dialectology. This first dic-
tionary specifically devoted to dialect phraseology
was compiled on the basis of materials drawn from
various monographic studies, dissertation research,
and scholarly articles, thereby representing a substan-
tial contribution to the documentation and systemati-
zation of dialectal phraseological data.

Research in the field of Azerbaijani dialect phra-
seology has expanded considerably in recent years.
Among the notable contributions in this domain is
the candidate dissertation by M. A. Bashirova enti-
tled “The Structure and Semantics of Dialect Phra-
seological Units of the Azerbaijani Language,” com-
posed on the basis of material from the Derbent
dialect. Similarly significant are J. Ismayilova’s
study “The Investigation of Phraseological Units
from a Linguocultural Perspective,” Sh. Mam-
madov’s works “Traces of Ancient Historical Peri-
ods in the Dialect Phraseology of the Azerbaijani
Language” and “Somatic Phraseological Combina-
tions in the Dialects and Vernaculars of the Azer-
baijani Language and Their Structural-Semantic
Characteristics,” as well as H. Mammadov’s “The
Lexicon of the Karabakh Vernaculars,” Sh. Mamma-
dova’s “Phraseological Units in the Dialects and Ver-
naculars of Nakhchivan,” G. Gambarova’s “The Ver-
naculars of the Neftchala District of the Azerbaijani
Language,” R. Gurbanov’s “The Vernaculars of the
Masalli District of the Azerbaijani Language,” and
N. Hasanov’s “The Lexicon of the Yevlakh Vernacu-
lars.” In each of these investigations, particular atten-
tion is devoted to the analysis of dialect phraseology.

A number of more recent publications have like-
wise addressed specific issues in this field. These
include F. Yusifova’s “Cognitive Characteristics of
Phraseological Units in the Eastern Group Dialects of
the Azerbaijani Language,” X. Mammadova’s “Phra-
seological Combinations in the Dialects and Vernac-
ulars of the Azerbaijani Language,” A. Bayramov’s
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instructional manual “The Aghbaba Vernacular of
the Azerbaijani Language” (2020), and K. Guliye-
va’s “Dictionary of the Northeastern Absheron Ver-
naculars of the Azerbaijani Language ” (2025), all of
which incorporate discussions of selected aspects of
dialect phraseology.

It should be emphasized that the dialects of Nakh-
chivan have, for many years, constituted one of the
principal research trajectories within Azerbaijani
dialectology and have been subjected to systematic
scholarly examination. As a result of sustained aca-
demic inquiry, comprehensive studies have emerged
that document the phraseological features of the dia-
lects and vernacular varieties of the region. These
investigations are represented in the scholarly leg-
acy of A. A. Guliyev, A. M. Guliyev, G. A. Hajiyeva,
N. Y. Aliyeva, Z. Ismayil, R. Zulfugarov, and other
researchers.

2. The Study of Dialect Phraseology in Turkish
Linguistics

The history of research devoted to the dialects
and vernacular varieties of the Turkish language is,
in fact, not particularly ancient. As A. Akar observes,
“In the vernaculars of the Turkish language, there
exist numerous fixed expressions that have fallen out
of use in the standard written language. These units,
which continue to survive in spoken usage, not only
facilitate the recovery of the forgotten archaic lexi-
cal stratum of the language through dialectological
investigation, but also contribute to determining the
logic underlying the formation of fixed expressions,
their creative potential, and their interaction with
social life” (Akar, 2025, p. 52).

With the institutionalization of Turkology as an
autonomous academic discipline, research in this
direction gained momentum, and the earliest sci-
entifically grounded examples may be traced to the
1860s. Initially confined to the collection of linguistic
material, these scholarly activities gradually evolved
into systematic research endeavors. The distinguished
Turkish scholar Zeynep Korkmaz classifies research
in this field into two principal periods on the basis
of content and methodology: “The first period com-
prises studies conducted prior to 1940, while the sec-
ond period encompasses those extending from 1940
to the present day. According to the author, the first
stage may be characterized as the ‘period of foreign
researchers,’ and the second stage as the ‘period of
national researchers’” (Korkmaz, 1995, p. 232).

First and foremost, it should be emphasized that,
in the Turkish linguistic tradition, a variety of terms
have been employed to denote the concept expressed
by the word deyim (idiomatic expression). As noted in
the relevant scholarship, “among these, one observes
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Arabic-derived terms such as darbimesel, tabir,
and wstilah” (Sinan, 2015, p. 17). Within Turkish lin-
guistics, the notion of deyim has likewise been char-
acterized through diverse definitional frameworks.
In the General Turkish Dictionary (Genel Tiirkge
Sozliik), the term deyim is typically defined as a fixed
word combination that has, to a greater or lesser
extent, diverged from its primary (literal) meaning,
possesses a distinctive mode of expression, and is
employed in the sense of an idiomatic expression.

According to Zeynep Korkmaz, a deyim is a word
or word combination that conveys a meaning distinct
from its literal sense and is characterized by figurative
expressiveness and semantic vividness (Korkmaz,
2019, p. 111).

Vahit Hatiboglu, for his part, defines idiomatic
expressions as fixed expression patterns formed for
the purpose of intensifying expressive force, consist-
ing of lexical elements that, from a logical standpoint,
partially transcend literal reality. In such construc-
tions, certain components remain invariant, whereas
others may undergo inflectional modification through
the addition of grammatical suffixes (Hatiboglu,
1984, p. 194).

Dogan Aksan interprets the idiom as a lexical unit
formed through the combination of several words —
occasionally, though rarely, through the secondary
semantic use of a single word — for the purpose of
expressing a specific concept, emotion, or situation
(Aksan, 2020, p. 35).

Berke Vardar, in his Explanatory Dictionary of
Linguistic Terms (izahli Dilgilik Terimleri SézIiigii),
conceptualizes the idiom as a semantic grouping that
generates a new lexical unit, typically characterized as
a stabilized expression whose meaning has diverged,
to varying degrees, from its primary denotation (Var-
dar, 1988, p. 74).

F. Bozkurt similarly explains the term deyim as
a combination of words that, in order to enhance
expressive force, depart to some extent from literal
reality in a logical sense (Bozkurt, 1995, p. 170).

In light of these definitional perspectives, it may
be concluded that, although the concept of deyim has
been explicated in various formal configurations
within Turkish linguistics, it essentially encompasses
linguistic units belonging to the phraseological sys-
tem. In Turkish, this category of fixed combinations
is conventionally subsumed under the general desig-
nation deyim.

Professor A. Akar has divided dialectological
research in Turkey into two principal phases. 1) The
first phase encompasses the period prior to the estab-
lishment of the Republic. According to Akar, dialec-
tological investigations commenced during the Otto-
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man era within the broader framework of research
conducted by European linguists and folklorists. The
earliest work in this direction was the study by the
Russian linguist V. A. Maksimov devoted to the Kar-
aman and Hiidavendigar dialects of Turkish. Subse-
quently, this line of research was continued by Euro-
pean scholars such as C. Turi, M. Hartmann, K. Foy,
Ignac Kunos, F. Giese, and others. For example, Karl
Foy, through his articles on the Aydin dialects, and
the Hungarian Turkologist Igndc Kunos, through his
studies of the Rumelian vernaculars, may be regarded
as pioneering figures in Turkish dialectology in the
early twentieth century (Akar, 2025, p. 25).

Among the scholars active in this field, the Pol-
ish Turkologist Tadeusz Kowalski merits particular
mention. In 1923 and 1927, Kowalski undertook two
extensive scientific expeditions with the aim of con-
ducting dialectological research in the regions of Ana-
tolia and Rumelia. On the basis of texts he personally
collected in situ, he published the results of his inves-
tigations in 1931 in the Encyclopaedia of Islam under
the title “Osmanisch-Tiirkische Dialekte” (“Otto-
man-Turkish Dialects”). The fact that his research
was grounded directly in the scientific analysis of
materials obtained from authentic spoken language
environments has provided justification for regarding
Tadeusz Kowalski as a foundational figure in Turkish
dialectology (Stachowski, 2024, pp. 167-177).

It should also be noted that, during that same
period, among local scholars Nejip Asim conducted
certain investigations devoted to the Kilis and Erzu-
rum vernaculars (Akar, 2025, p. 26).

b) With regard to the Republican period,
A. Akar systematizes dialectological research into
several principal directions: (a) lexicographic studies;
(b) investigations devoted to the analysis of dialect
texts; (¢) monographic research; and (d) the prepara-
tion of a dialectological atlas. The establishment of
the Turkish Language Association (Tiirk Dil Kurumu)
in 1932 provided substantial impetus to the develop-
ment of Turkish linguistics, including dialectology.
Among the institution’s principal initiatives during
those years was the systematic collection of materials
pertaining to Turkish dialects, as well as the compi-
lation and publication of dialect dictionaries. At this
stage, studies devoted to the analysis of dialect texts
displayed particular interest in the investigation of
Anatolian vernaculars. The Finnish Turkologist Martti
Résdnen, whose work in this direction attracted con-
siderable scholarly attention, made significant contri-
butions to the collection and analysis of dialect mate-
rial. His four-volume work “Tiirkische Sprachproben
aus Mittelanatolien” (“Turkish Samples from Central
Anatolia”) (1933; 1935; 1936; 1942) encompasses
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important texts collected from the provinces of Sivas,
Konya, Yozgat, Ankara, Kayseri, Kirshehir, Chankiri,
and Afyon, and is regarded as a fundamental source
for sustained dialectological research.

Although foreign researchers produced numerous
scholarly works prior to the 1930s, the number of
local specialists was relatively limited and research
initiatives were comparatively less extensive; conse-
quently, there existed a pronounced need to strengthen
national scholarly engagement in this field. The
expansion of dialectological activity among national
experts was realized largely through the initiative of
Mustafa Kemal Ataturk. Pursuant to a governmental
decree adopted under Atatiirk’s leadership between
1932 and 1934, official institutions were instructed
to undertake the systematic collection of dialectolog-
ical materials. It is noteworthy that, during this same
period, concrete steps were also initiated in Azerbai-
jan toward the collection and publication of dialecto-
logical materials. Thus, “in the mid-1920s, Nikolay
Ashmarin prepared a program and methodological
guidelines for the collection of materials for a dic-
tionary of Azerbaijani dialects and vernaculars. Based
on these guiding documents, approximately 60,000
words and expressions had been collected by 1930.
Using the gathered lexical material, the ‘Dictionary of
Azerbaijani-Turkic Folk Vernaculars’ was compiled
and published” (Guliyev, 2024, p. 1). In this respect,
the corresponding period in Turkish linguistics may
likewise be evaluated as a phase during which dia-
lectological research received substantial scholarly
contributions.

In the 1940s, a linguist of Azerbaijani origin,
Ahmad Jafaroglu, played a pivotal role in the devel-
opment of Turkish dialectology. He organized expe-
ditions to numerous provinces of Anatolia, where he
collected samples from folk vernaculars. The materi-
als obtained during these expeditions were published
in nine volumes, and these works, such as “Collec-
tions from Anatolian Dialects” (1943), “Collections
from the Dialects of Our Eastern Provinces” (1941),
and “Compilations from the Dialects of Anatolian
Provinces” (1951), among others, are recognized as
among the first major sources enabling a comprehen-
sive examination of the dialects of Turkey Turkish
(Akar, 2006, p. 42).

During the same period, the Turkish linguist Omer
Asim Aksoy devoted considerable scholarly effort
to the study of dialects. His work “Proverbs in the
Gaziantep Dialect” (1941), together with the four-vol-
ume study “The Gaziantep Dialect” (1945-1946),
represents a sustained and systematic engagement
with vernacular speech (Ozerdim & Berge, 1995,
pp- 63-70). The monographic character of Aksoy’s
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research, focused on a specific region and particularly
attentive to formulaic expressions — that is, phraseo-
logical units — constitutes one of the principal factors
distinguishing his scholarly contribution from those
of his contemporaries.

The linguist-dialectologist Kamal Edip Kurkchuo-
glu’s work “The Urfa Dialect” (1945), which brings
together texts, grammatical description, and a lexicon
pertaining to the Urfa vernacular, is of particular sig-
nificance in that it provided foundational and essential
data on dialects during a period when dialectological
research was comparatively underdeveloped.

The 1950s may be regarded as a turning point in
the history of research on Turkish dialects, as dur-
ing this period academically rigorous investigations
in Turkey expanded both in scope and in number.
In this context, the scholarly activity of Professor
Zeynep Korkmaz merits special recognition. Her
work “Southwestern Anatolian Dialects: Phonet-
ics” (1956; reprinted 1994) is widely considered the
first doctoral dissertation in this field. Korkmaz’s
research established new methodological standards in
dialectology through its balanced selection of inform-
ants, consistency in transliteration symbols, and the
comparative approach applied in phonetic analysis.

Having introduced new directions to the discipline
with her doctoral dissertation, Zeynep Korkmaz fur-
ther stimulated the development of dialectological
research with another major study, “The Dialects of
Nevshehir and Its Region” (1963; 1977). Unlike her
earlier work, this study possesses a more distinctly
monographic character and occupies a significant
position in the progressive advancement of dialec-
tological scholarship. Following Ahmad Jafaroglu,
Zeynep Korkmaz emerged as the leading figure in
dialect research. The precision she demonstrated in
matters of transcription and the scientific rigor she
applied in grammatical analysis subsequently became
foundational models for later investigations. For
instance, Ahmet Bican Ercilasun’s 1971 doctoral dis-
sertation “The Dialects of Kars Province” was struc-
tured explicitly in accordance with the methodologi-
cal framework established by Korkmaz, a model that
ultimately evolved into an established tradition within
Turkish linguistics.

Although, following Korkmaz’s seminal work in
the early 1960s, a number of publications concern-
ing the collection of dialect materials were produced
by local scholars (Erimer, 1970, pp. 211-236), apart
from several significant exceptions, few methodolog-
ically robust and comprehensive dialectological stud-
ies were conducted prior to the 1970s.

The period of relative stagnation that persisted
until the 1970s came to an end with the establishment
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of new universities in Anatolia, which catalyzed a
renewed expansion of dialectological research. In this
regard, Ataturk University in Erzurum occupies a par-
ticularly prominent position. The dedicated engage-
ment of highly qualified linguists and Turkologists
such as Kaya Bilgegil, Selahattin Oljay, and Mehmet
Kaplan with dialect studies fostered the production
of substantial scholarly works within the university
(Akar, 2006, p. 43). Notably, between 1970 and 1980
alone, approximately one hundred graduate theses
devoted to dialectology were successfully defended
(Koktekin, 2018, pp. 284-290).

In the 1980s, one of the leading scholars in the
study of Turkish dialects was Tunjer Gulensoy, whose
work entitled Kutahya ve Yoresi Agizlari (“The Dia-
lects of Kutahya and Its Region™) occupies a sig-
nificant place among major dialectological studies.
The monograph was prepared based on the precise
and systematic analysis of forty-five hours of audio
recordings collected from informants and includes
both carefully edited dialect texts and an extensive
scholarly commentary section (Gulensoy, 1988). The
transcription system employed in the study, together
with the methodological rigor demonstrated in the
phonetic and morphological analyses, distinguishes
this work from many analogous dialectological inves-
tigations.

Beginning in the 1990s, dialect research was con-
ducted intensively both through master’s and doctoral
dissertations and within the framework of scholars
who devoted particular attention to dialect studies.
As a result of these sustained efforts and the publi-
cation of numerous works, significant progress was
achieved in the investigation of Turkish dialects.
Given the scope of the present research, it is not pos-
sible to subject all studies produced after that date to
detailed analysis here; these materials constitute the
subject of a separate comprehensive inquiry. Never-
theless, a considerable portion of these works may be
traced in the volume “Bibliography of Turkey Turk-
ish Dialects” (Gulensoy & Alkaya, 2003), as well as
in the articles “The Importance of Dialectological
Studies for Turkish Language Teaching” (Alyilmaz &
Alyilmaz, 2018: 7-38), “Provinces and Districts on
Which No Studies Have Been Conducted Concerning
Turkey Turkish Dialects” (Bulut, 2013: 1129-1149),
and “An Evaluation of Graduate Studies Conducted
on Provincial and District Dialects in Turkey” (Guler,
2012: 1835-1861).

Despite these limitations, prominent scholars such
as E. B. Erjilasun, L. Karahan, N. Demir, A. Buran,
A. Akar, and S. K. Yalchin, among others, have
played a substantial role in examining various aspects
of contemporary Turkish dialects. Within the context
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of this extensive body of research, the phraseology
of Turkish dialects has consistently remained within
scholarly focus, and the scope of such investigations
has gradually expanded. Representative works in this
domain include: H. T. Dalioglu, “Proverbs Spoken
in Isparta” (1934); S. Ayral, “Proverbs Spoken in
Kayseri” (1944); Ozyedekji Kazim, “Idioms of the
Kayseri Dialect” (1946); B. Mustafa, “Proverbs and
Idioms in Sivas”; S. Bulut, “Formulaic Expressions in
Anatolian Dialects and Their Usage Characteristics”
(1973); J. Haluk, “Selected Aphoristic Expressions
Used in the Sivas Region” (1978); M. G. Demiray,
“Proverbs and Idioms from Zile” (1979); K. Dogan,
“Proverbs and Idioms from Sivas” (1980); B. Basoglu,
“Proverbs, Idioms, Admonitions, and Beliefs in the
Boyabat Region” (1982); and Y. Duzkoylu, “Bless-
ings, Curses, and Oaths in the Samsun/Carshamba
Region” (1983).

In recent decades, new works have been produced
in the field of the study of phraseology in Turkish
dialects, and particular attention has been devoted
to phraseological units in research focusing on the
lexical composition of dialects. Alongside the dic-
tionary “Proverbs and Idioms in Regional Dialects”,
published for the fourth time in 2009 by the Turk Dil
Kurumu (Turkish Language Association), the follow-
ing studies constitute significant scholarly sources for
the investigation of dialect phraseology: G. Hurriyet,
“Formulaic Expressions in Turkish” (2011); A. Josar,
“On Idioms Compiled from the Gumushane Dialects”
(2016); S. Bulak, “Idioms in the Van Kuresin Dialect”
(2016); C. Sari, “Formulaic Language Units in Turkey
Turkish Dialects” (2019); O. Suataman, “The Lexical
Stock of the Kars Province Dialects” (2022); Hami
Akman, “Idioms of the Van Dialect” (2024); A. Kan-
maz and A. M. Josar, “Mapping Health-Related Idi-
oms in the Compilation Dictionary” (2024); and
Seyfettin Ozdemirel, “On Certain Idioms Observed

...............................................................................

in Turkey Turkish Dialects [Karabuk and Nigde Dia-
lects]”) (2025).

Conclusion. A comparative examination of the
study of dialect phraseology in Turkish and Azerbai-
jani linguistics yields the following scholarly conclu-
sions:

— Within both Turkish and Azerbaijani linguis-
tics, dialect phraseology has not remained beyond the
scope of scholarly investigation; rather, in each lin-
guistic tradition, varying degrees of systematic atten-
tion have been directed toward the study of dialectal
varieties.

— In comparison with Azerbaijani linguistics,
research into dialect phraseology within Turkish lin-
guistics demonstrates a longer chronological trajec-
tory, as well as a broader geographical distribution
and institutional scale.

— The predominantly practical orientation charac-
terizing studies of dialect phraseology in Turkish lin-
guistics may be evaluated as a significant scientific
and methodological resource for the further advance-
ment of research on Azerbaijani dialects.

— In scholarly works devoted to dialect phraseol-
ogy within Turkish linguistics, lexicographic descrip-
tion occupies a central and structurally defining posi-
tion.

— In Turkish linguistics, the empirical-practical
dimension and its analytical treatment assume a lead-
ing role in the investigation of dialect phraseology,
whereas in Azerbaijani linguistics the field is distin-
guished by the predominance of theoretical concep-
tualization, with linguistic data interpreted primarily
within a historical-comparative paradigm.

— In Azerbaijani linguistics, there remains a pro-
nounced need for comprehensive lexicographic
research on dialect phraseology, particularly with
respect to the systematic collection, critical analysis,
and scholarly publication of linguistic materials.
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