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The paper deals with the copying of morphemes and pattems from Turkic into the
morphology of Kryz, an East Caucasian language of northen Azerbaijan. The copied
morphemes in question are clitics found in the periphery of the verb system (expressing
evidentiality, indefiniteness) and valency—changing morphology imported globally to-
gether with Azeri forms, as well as adjective-forming derivational suffixes. The copied
structures are more diverse, and have left a mark on many areas of the morphology, in
both verb and noun phrases.
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1. Introduction

Most of the data presented here are taken from Authier (2009), which is a complete
description of one of the dialects of Kryz, a language belonging to the Lezgic branch
of East Caucasian. In this paper we shall discuss some of the issues related to lan-
guage contact which have left traces in the grammar of Kryz, namely the global and
selective copying (for these terms see Johanson 2006a) of Turkic (Azeri)
morphological features.

There are some striking typological similarities between East Caucasian and
Turkic languages, in contrast with other adjacent languages or language families
such as North Caucasian, South Caucasian (Kartvelian) or Indo-European. For in-
stance, the major strategies for subordinate clauses are left-branching, involving the
use of non finite or low-focal elements as heads of subordinate clauses (participles in
relative clauses, converbs in adverbial clauses, and masdars (nominalized verbs) in
complement clauses); the unmarked word order is also rather similar (basically
SOV, GN, AN) in Turkic and East Caucasian.

On the other hand, some very basic features of these two language families con-
trast sharply and make all the more striking these common points and other, conver-
gence-driven phenomena connecting East Caucasian and Turkic languages. At the
noun phrase level, Turkic has only a few, exclusively syntactic cases, while East
Caucasian sets world records for nominal declension sizes thanks to its extensive use
of spatial cases, which can even distinguish semantic nuances in grammatical rela-
tions, e.g. differential subject marking or differential recipient marking. Gender is
not grammatically distinguished in Turkic, whereas the morphosyntax of the great



Azeri morphology in Kryz (East Caucasian) 15

majority of East Caucasian languages is pervaded by gender-number agreement and
complex (but mostly agglutinative) morphology, both suffixal and prefixal. Not only
verbs but also adjectives tend to agree with their head in East Caucasian, while
adjective agreement is never found in Turkic; and while Turkic employs person
markers for the category ‘subject’ on the verb, East Caucasian verbs very rarely
agree in person, and verb agreement in gender-number is always with the Single
argument or the Patient, i.e. alignment is ergative.

Kryz is a small dialect continuum numbering at most 2000 speakers scattered in
fewer than ten small localities of north-eastern Azerbaijan, in the region of Quba. It
is unwritten; education in both elementary and intermediate school is in Azeri,
which is well known by all adults and used in communication with speakers of other
languages. Despite this generalized bilingualism, the grammar preserves typical East
Caucasian and specifically Lezgic features. In particular, gender-number agreement
with S/P (Single argument or Patient) is prefixed to the root of synthetic verbs. Per-
son is mainly expressed by free pronouns. Word order is head-final (possessor-pos-
sessed, adjective-noun, and basically Agent-Patient-Verb); case marking and cross-
referencing on the verb are ergative.

The language contact situation between Kryz and Azeri being asymmetrical, the
direction of copying has been from dominant Azeri to dominated Kryz. Questions of
syntax, e.g. word order, will not be dealt with here. The most obvious result of con-
tact on Kryz morphology is the presence of Turkic morphemes at the margins of the
verb phrase (clitics). Less conspicuous effects, such as changes in morpheme order,
or the acquisition of morphosyntactic features and semantic distinctions, are more
numerous, but demand sharp scrutiny.

We divide the paper into sections treating the two main types of copying at issue.
Section 1 describes the Turkic morphemes found on Kryz verbs, verbal compounds,
and adjectives, while section 2 presents morphosyntactic patterns found in Kryz and
shared with Azeri for which no clear independent parallels are found in related
Lezgic languages.

Azeri morphemes on Kryz verbs

In this section, we address three instances of Turkic morphemes integrated into the
set of verb categories expressed morphologically in Kryz: the evidential clitic, the
conditional-indefinite clitic, and the valency alternation system in compound verbs.
Two denominal adjective suffixes have also been copied productively.

Evidential -mly

The most conspicuous morphological element borrowed by Kryz is the mor-
pheme -mlg, an evidentiality-marking clitic related to, but to be distinguished from,
the postterminal (perfect) marker -mly. Its semantics are typical of binary evidential-
ity systems:
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non-direct evidence in the past, not necessarily remote:
(Du-cbar  ‘a-b-xhr-i k'ul-ci cuxud  q’ay-ca-mig

3-HPL  PV-HPL-COmE.PF-PART  house-GEN master die-PERF-EVID
“The master of the house where they arrived had died.”

hearsay (gnomic):

Q2)pis-a kar higvaxt k’iy-gar  sanxan-de-d-mig
bad-a work never  heart-sUPEL forget-NEGPRS-N-EVID

‘A bad deed is never forgotten.’
inference:
(3)ug-ur eb-il siy yilt’-ciz eb-il sil

SELFM-ERG Wolf-GEN mouth bind-smMuL wolf-GEN  tooth

barkan-ci  siyir.c-a Gka-ci xhi-ca-mig

horse-GEN  sinew-IN stick-SEQ be-PERF-EVID

‘(He understands that) when he tied the wolf’s mouth, the wolf’s tooth had remained
stuck in the horse’s sinew.’

mirativity:
(4)gancuq limird-gar mama, sipayar-gar an  bala,

female donkey-sUPEL mummy young.donkey-SUPEL AN  baby

mighila limird-gar papa  li-re-mig !

male  donkey-supEL daddy say-PRS-EVID

‘(The child) would call the she-donkey ‘mummy’, the donkey-foals ‘babies’ and the
male donkey ‘daddy’!’

In this mirative use, it is often followed by the enclitic 4i (itself a copied form: this
was originally the Persian mirative marker and complementizer). If bearing on
nominal predicates, the clitic has to attach to the indigenous Kryz copula, or to a
form of the verb ‘be’:

(S)vun lap namussuz-a  adami-ya-mis ki !
2 very faithless-aA Pperson-CoOP.M-EVID ~ KI
“You really are a faithless person !’

©)g'va-r gid va Lab-mig: sundu tur  Salavan
two-M brother EXIST-HPL-EVID one-HUM.GEN name Salavan
la’a-n tur Gaf sa-re-mig

other-HUM.GEN name Qaf be-PRS-EVID
‘He had two sons: one was named Salavan, the other Qaf.’
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As for its combinatory properties with other TAM markers, the evidential clitic is
found on most synthetic indicative verb forms and copulas but not on dedicated di-
rect-assertion forms like the aorist, the resultative or the constative progressive. This
should be compared with the situation obtaining in Azeri, where, as in Turkish, “the
evidential copula -(3)mls can attach to all tense-mood-aspect suffixes on a verb stem
except for -DI, which means witnessed past” (Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 80).

However, a diachronic twist ought to be mentioned: in contemporary Azeri,
maybe due to the influence of Russian journalistic style, the evidential clitic is
considered outdated, and even the evidential value of the perfect tense suffix is
becoming obsolete: this tense is defined in grammars as a remote past or a present
perfect (see Siraliev & Sevortjan 1971: 126-127). Moreover, its inflection has been
largely rebuilt on the -/b converb (1SG gdl-mig-im but 2SG gdl-misen or gdl-ib-sdn
and 3sG galib rather than gdlmigdir). But Kryz preserves the evidential value of the
morpheme as it is still found in Turkish, with a predilection for attaching the clitic to
forms of the (indigenous) perfect.

It should be added that the category ‘evidential’ is not unknown in other East
Caucasian languages. Within Lezgic, Budugh, the language most closely related to
Kryz, has a sentence-final evidential particle q ‘ecik, of uncertain origin. In Rutul,
another sentence-final particle eyxhi can be related to a verbal root meaning ‘say’,
like the evidential suffix -/da found in Lezgian (see Haspelmath 1993: 150).

1.2. Indefinite marker -sa

Most conditional clauses in Kryz use an indigenous morpheme —»na which corre-
sponds closely to the Turkic suffix —s4; Kryz -na is also used in conditional relative
clauses with indefinite interpretation:

(7 hal-ir lip-na-ni mast  leha-ya, Y-ma-rga
who-ERG ~ say.PF-COND-PST yoghurt black-cop PV-PROHIB-believe
‘Whoever will say that yoghurt is black, do not believe (him).

8)a-d hatan yi-xh-na, la ciga igig-lu sa-re-ni
DIST-notN to_where Pv-go-coND DIST place  light-with be-PRs-PST
‘Wherever he would go, the place would be illuminated.’

In particular, parametric conditional relative clauses which use the relative pronoun
harkan ‘whoever’ (only in oblique cases; etymologically this is the copied—from
Azeri and Persian—quantifier #ar and complementizer ki, followed by the distal
demonstrative a-) are always headed by a form in -na:

(9)harkan-ux kar yiycina zin  iglamis sa-ra
whoever-apuD work be.lPF.conD 1 working be-EVT
‘I will work for whoever has work for me.”
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But Kryz also has verb forms ending in -sa, which are found exclusively in other
parametric relative clauses and signal conditional-indefinite meaning, as well as on
indefinite pronouns containing -sa and shaped after the Azeri model."

1.2.1. Indefinite relative clauses

Azeri has headless relative clauses containing a conditional verb form (with -s4
alone or following a TAM suffix) and a question word, with meanings equivalent to
those of English clauses employing ‘whatever’, ‘whoever’, etc.

(11) nd  de-yir-sd, yalan-dir
what say-Prs(3)-conD lie-cop3
‘All he says is just lies.

(12) kim davat ed-ir-sd et-sin, mdn get-md-ydcdm
who invitation do-PRs-coND(3) do-mvP3 1 8O-NEG-FUT.1
“They may all invite me, I won’t go.’

(13) nd téhdar ed-ir-si et-sin, o, kitab-1 al-a bil-ma-ydicdk
how do-PrS(3)-coND do-MP3 DIST book-acc take-cv can-NEG-FUT(3)
‘Whatever he does, he won’t be able to buy the book.’

This type of conditional clause is named ‘universal’ by (Goksel & Kerslake 2005)
and ‘parametric concessive-conditional’ in (Haspelmath 1993). In indefinite relative
clauses, Kryz may use the same —sa as a clitic after interrogative verb forms instead
of the indigenous conditional form ending in -na. Although these forms are rare, it is
worth stating that all interrogative tenses are attested:

(14) sita‘ar sa-ri-sa bag Dxhir-ci Sarfar-e
how_much be-PRSINTERR-AZ.COND bridegroom arrive.M-SEQ  appear-PRS.M
‘In one way or another, the bridegroom appears.’

(15) duxvar galuc-a §i  garg’ar-i-sa u-n galu
son.GEN throat-IN  what IPF.g0.0ut-INTERR-AZ.COND DIST-HUM.GEN throat(F)
seuhur-ci valt'al-yu

pv-swell-SEQ  tie.MP-PRS.F
‘Something having got stuck in his son’s throat, it became swollen and blocked.

! Rather exceptional are conditional forms in which the enclitic agan if°, a remote loan

from Persian through Tat, follows an assertive form, for instance:
(10) vaz wu-bi ats’ar-de-d-agam  ¢iz  lam varca  ask’va-ci-vun?
2.DATPROX-NPL Know-NEGPRS-N-IF ~ why DIST high Sit-PERF.INTERR-2
‘If you don’t know these, why do you perch so high (to preach)?”’
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(16) zin  gi-b-ghun-i piram  hata a-skva-ci-zin-sa
1 PV-F-begin.PF-PART  shirt(F) where PV.put.F-PERF.INTERR-1-AZ.COND
za-v va-rq’var-de-b
1-AD Pv-find.F-NEGPRS-F
‘I cannot find where I (may) have put this shirt which I had begun to sew.’

(17) si  xhi-ci-sa kum aca‘ar kugmig-cu
what become-PERF.INTERR-AZ.COND village(F) from_there moving-PERF.F
“Then something happened, and the village moved from there.’

(18) hakim.ci-z an §i  vu-yi-ni-sa a-n-ir
judge-DAT EVEN what give.PF-INTERR-PST-AZ.COND DIST-H-ERG
ta Zir-ci taraf  aqa-c

merchant-GEN side hold-aor.N
‘Whatever he gave to the judge, the latter would keep siding with the merchant.’

In one instance, the form marked with -sa is added to a future interrogative form and
serves to express a worry:

(19) zing’ay-caar ¢ixaan u-bi hal-iz ~ gismat  §i-yi-sa?
1 diepr-EL after  PROX-NPL who-DATfate be-FUT.INTERR-AZ.COND
‘After I die, upon whom will they be bestowed?’

1.2.2. Coalescence of indefinite pronouns

Azeri indefinite pronouns can be derived from any interrogative base, and take
inflection after the morpheme -sa (in fact -()sA, but see below):

(20) omriim-da kim-sd-ni incit-md-mig-éim
lifetime.1-Loc who-INDEF-ACC  annoy-NEG-PERF-1
‘In all my life I have not hurt anybody.’

(21) bu-nu kim-sa-yd ver-di-m
PROX-ACC WhO-INDEF-DAT  give-WPsT-1

‘I gave it to someone.’

except on locative adverbs (locative arguments behave as in the other cases):

(22) kimsa-da soz  de-md-yd ciirdt  ol-m-ur
who-INDEF-LOC ~ word say-INF-DAT  audacity be-NEG-PRS(3)
‘Nobody dares to speak out.

(23) kim-sd-din yox he¢ imdad

who-INDEF-ABL ~ NEG.exist ANY help
“There is no help from anybody.’
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(24) harda-sa su ax-id-il-r
where-INDEF water  flow-CAUS-PASS-PRS(3)
“There is a leak somewhere.’

(25) o-nu mdn  haradan-sa tam-yir-am
DIST-ACC 1 wherefrom-INDEF know-PRs-1
‘I know him from somewhere.’

In contrast, Kryz indefinite pronouns inflect for case before the indefinite mor-
pheme:

(26) hal-ir-sa za leha lem tugva-cu
who.0OBL-ERG-INDEF 1.GEN  black donkey bring.F-PERF.F
‘Someone will have driven my donkey away.’

(27) ghar  gic-kar-sa sikayat.c-a Gxhur-cu
Snake what.OBL-SUBEL-INDEF complaint-IN  come.F-PERF.F
“The snake had come to complain about something.’

It is assumed that in Azeri indefinite pronouns originate from conditional copular
relative clauses because the characteristic /y/ of the ancient copula appears after a
vowel, for instance in:

(28) nd-ysd-yld
what-COPCOND=INDEF-COMIT
‘with something’

Likewise in Kryz the (interrogative) copula is yi, and since the two nominative
forms of these mixed indefinite pronouns end in a vowel, they clearly show that they
are based on grammaticalized conditional relative clauses:

(29) dahar-ci  ‘adi-g ti-yi-sa ya¥
stone-GEN  surface-SUPER WhoO-INTERRCOP-INDEF ~ EXIST(M)
‘Someone (= whoever it is) is on the rock.’

(30) gi-yi-sa u-nda-ux sa-b  fikir  yaiu
what-INTERRCOP-INDEF  DIST-HPL-APUD one-F  thought(F) EX-F
‘Whatever it is they have some idea.’

(31) uca siyi-sa sa-d  sir ya¥
here what-COPINTERR-EVER one-N  secret  COPEX
“There is some mystery here, whatever it is.’
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32) tur.id-a siyi-sa f-ka-c
net-IN  what-INTERRCOP-INDEF  PVstick-AOR.N
‘Something (< Whatever it is) is stuck in the net.”

(33) a-n-ig hal si-u-de-b ki
dist-H-SUPER strength(F) be-F-NEGPRS-F ki
si-yi-sa ixtilat yi-yu
what-INTERRCOP-EVER ~ story do-DEB
‘He did not dare to tell anything.’

However, in Azeri, the indefinite adverb derived from sara ‘to where’, which has a
final vowel, bears no trace of a copula:

(34) adam  hdmisd hara-sa get-mdak  istd-yir
person always to_where-INDEF go-INF want-PRs(3)
“The man always wants to go somewhere.’

This exception is paralleled in Kryz: the indefinite locative adverb hata (we do not
discuss here the resemblance to Azeri hara) takes the form —sa after a vowel, with-
out yi:

(35) Molla-r  u-cbar ask vana b-ar-ci
Mulla-ERG prox-HPL.NOM Sit.VERB.ADJ  HPL-d0-SEQ
hata-sa yixh-id

where-INDEF ~ g0.M-AOR.M
‘Mulla made them sit and went somewhere.”

For a similar case of copying of the Turkic conditional marker in Kurmanji, see Dor-
leijn (2006).

1.3. Azeri participle and Kryz auxiliary in verb compounds

In Kryz, the verbal lexicon is made up of two types of verbs: compound verbs
consisting of a light verb and another element, and synthetic verbs, which constitute
a closed class.

Verbal predicates represented by compound verbs may be of three types: there is
a fully genuine type (both the auxiliary and the auxiliarized element are indigenous,
see Authier 2009: 250), and two subtypes which involve auxiliarized forms contain-
ing the perfective participial Azeri morpheme -mis. One is morphologically mixed
(-mis is added to an indigenous base), the other syntactically mixed (the whole auxil-
iarized element is a Turkic loan, retaining valency-alternating markers). In the
following, we only address those compound verbs that employ a form ending
in -mig, plus some coalescent forms used without an auxiliary.
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1.3.1. Morphologically mixed compound verbs

In morphologically mixed compound verbs, the auxiliarized element is a complex
pseudo-participle ending in -mig following an indigenous non-verbal base (here ¢’/
“finger’ and miq’e ‘near’) to which the Turkic verbalizers -I4- (transitive) (ex. 36)
or -/4s- (intransitive) (ex. 37) are added:

(36) molla-r  yit t’il-le-mig yi-ra ul-e
mulla-ERG honey(N) finger-TR.VBLZ-PERFPART dO-MANNER  eat-PRS.N
‘Mulla eats the honey, taking it with his finger.

(37) zaz miq 'e-lag-mig sak!
1.DAT near-INTR.VBLZ-PERFPART be.IMP.M
‘Come near me!’

These participial forms based on a Kryz word are rare, and they are not part of a
verbal paradigm (i.e. they never appear without an auxiliary).

1.3.2. Syntactically mixed compound verbs

In contrast, compound verbs involving Azeri participles in -mis are productive and

represent the most important source of new lexical verbs, constantly flowing into the

language. The Azeri participles may undergo just a few phonetic adaptations (the

suffix -miy is not vowel harmonic, and some consonant clusters are simplified).
Some of them are transitive only and use the auxiliary aric ‘do’.

(38) rig-ir ic cihiz  haziramis ar-i
girl-ERG REFL.F(GEN) outfit preparing do-oPT
‘Let the girl prepare her nuptial outfit.” (Az. hazirlamis)
Intransitive compounds select xhiyic ‘be(come)’ as their auxiliary, for instance:

(39) ta ziblanmig xhivic  “to wonder’

yarvarmig xhiyic “to implore’
dil(len)mig xhiyic ~ “to speak up’
evlenmig xhiyic ‘to marry’
artmig xhiyic ‘increase’, etc.

There are a few exceptions to the preceding rule: some intransitive action verbs
(such as uzmis aric ‘swim’, lit. ‘swimming do’) select the transitive auxiliary ‘do’.
All these verbs are tending to become more frequent in the language of younger
speakers, and can sometimes replace a genuine verb, e.g. urguric (believe) is being
replaced by inanmig xhiyic.

Many of these verbs can switch valency. To do so, they not only have to change
their auxiliary, but the Azeri participle also changes, in conformity with the original



Azeri morphology in Kryz (East Caucasian) 23

valency-modifying morphology. In most valency-alternating pairs of compound
verbs, the transitive is unmarked, and the intransitive is derived. The derived
intransitive (anticausative or passive) adds -/ or -n, e.g. yaymig aric ‘spread, tr.” /
yay-il-mig xhiyic ‘spread, intr.’:

(40) musulmangulugval  yay-mis ar-iz  sa-r Grab ‘bxhir-ca
Islam spread(TR}-PERFPART do-INF one-M Arab come-PERF.M
‘An Arab had come to spread Islam.’

(41) ahali-c araca  azar-bi yay-il-mig xhi-ca

people-GEN among illness-PL  spread-ANTICAUS-PERFPART  become-PERF
“The illnesses had spread among the people.”

(42) wu-ndar Peygamber-ci hagina yaz-il-mig xhi-ci
PROX-HPL.ERG  prophet-GEN about  write-PASS-PERFPART be-PERFPART
kitab-ar  uxvats’-re
book-PL  read-PRS.N
“They would read the books about the Prophet.”

This derivation is also very productive with denominal Azeri verbs: the frequential
property of the copied feature is retained here, contrary to what was observed for the
evidential clitic.

Since instances of auxiliarized forms derived from Kryz indigenous lexemes can
be found (see the aforementioned ¢ ’illemis, miq ‘elegmis), we may assume conversely
that a number of nouns, for instance yag ‘oil’, must have made their way into the
Kryz nominal lexicon by means of this Trojan horse, given examples like the
following:

(43) va  siupel-bi gic-zina  yag-la-mig ar-ci-vun ?
2.GEN moustache-pL.  what-INST butter-vBLZ(TR)-PERFPART d0-PERF.INTERR-2
‘What have you greased your moustache with?’

(44) va siubel-bi gic-zina  yag-la-n-mig xhi-yic ?
2.GEN moustache-pL what-INST butter-VBLZ-INTR-PERFPART  be-AOR.N
‘What is your moustache greased with?’

Some verb pairs have a derived causative in -f or -7, like igla-mis xhiyic ‘work’ /
igla-t-mig aric ‘make work’ or kugmis xhiyic ‘change places’ / kug-ur-mig aric ‘help
to change places’:

@45) yif yig islemis xhi-yic lazim-e
night day work-VBLZ-PERFPART  be-MASD  necessary-COP
‘It is necessary to work night and day.’
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(46) zin a-cib isla-t-mig yi-ra-b-zin
DIST-HPL ~ WOIK-CAUS-PERFPART  do-EVT-HPL-1
‘I will make them work.” (Az. iglitmis, compare the non-causative verb in ex. 9)

@7) sib fura k'ul-ibe kug-ur-mig yi-re-b
three(F) husband.GEN house-PL.IN  mOVe-CAUS-PERFPART  d0-PRS-HPL
‘He arranged the moving of each of his three (daughters) to their husbands’
houses.’ (Az. kiigiirmiig, for the intransitive counterpart, see ex. 17)

Finally, some verb pairs are equipollent: both verbs are derived from a non-verbal
base, one with a a valency-increasing (causative) suffix, the other with a valency-
decreasing suffix, .g. duz-at-mis aric ‘fix’ / duz-al-mig xhiyic ‘get fixed’:

(48) i-d-kn-i say-ri  zin  duz-at-mig yi-yiya
PV-N-remain.PF-PART thing-pL 1 right-TRANS-PERFPART  dO-FUT-N
“The remaining things I will fix by myself.” (Az. diizdltmig)

(49) u-c duz-al-mig si-yi kar da-d
prox right-intrans-perfpart  be-futpart work negcop-n
“This is something which cannot be fixed.” (Az. diizilmig)

The resulting mixed verb phrases are never found to show errors in the selection of
the auxiliary or the participial form, and they are used abundantly, with remarkable
flexibility:

(50) a-c-kar bala turamig si-u-de-b (...) halazan
DIST-NOTH-SUBEL young being fertile be-F-NEGPRS-F  therefore
da-ux-ts i, turatmis  diyi gatir misal ya‘u

NEG-bear-IPF-PART  producing NEG.do.IPF.PART mule proverb(F) EXIST-F
‘No child is ever born of it... therefore, ‘a non-procreating, not-giving-birth
mule’ is proverbial.”

1.3.3. Mixed coalescent verb forms

The integration of Azeri verbs through the integration of their -mis participle is a
continuing process, in which the forms involved show more and more signs of
adaptation to the preexisting Kryz morphological frame, not only derivational but
also inflectional. Consequently, some TAM markers can—albeit rather exception-
ally—be added directly to the borrowed participle. These inflection markers are al-
ways associated with a perfective stem in Kryz verbal morphology. Attested in such
a position are
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the sequential converb marked with -ci:

(51) furi ‘ayalci  sayag  saqildamis-ci isa-re
man child-GeN like weeping-SEQ CIy-PRS.M
“The man cries, weeping like a child.’

(52) wu-n-var ara-la-n-mig-ci kum-xvan  ‘agxha-re
PROX-H-ADEL interval-vBLZ-INTR-PERF.PART-SEQ village-DIR arrive-PRS.M
‘Taking leave of this one, he arrives near the village.’

the perfect marked with -ca:

(53) va sus azaramig-cu
2.GEN bride(NoM) getting ill-PERF.F
“Your bride has fallen ill.” (see also ex. 17)

and hortative (1** person imperative) forms marked with -dam:

(54) zin an q’ay-iz-karta ya-zina yasamis-dam.
1 AN  die-DAT-UNTIL ~ 2PL-INST living-HORT1
‘As for me, I will live with you both until I die.’

The synthetic formations are restricted: other TAM specifications require the use of
an auxiliary (see ex. 60 and 71 below).

The Azeri forms in -mig are also unavailable for use in attributive function with-
out the Kryz auxiliary (our gloss ‘pErrpART’ thus applies to the Azeri form, not to the
analysis of the Kryz verb phrase!), perhaps because their orientedness (in contrast
with Kryz participles, which are unoriented, see Authier 2009: 345) demands further
explicitation of the valency:

(55) duxrar ista-t-mig ar-i mal
SON.PL.ERG WOIK.VBLZ-CAUS-PERFPART d0.PF-PART trick
“The trick used by the sons.’

(56) sad-da-n-mig xhi-yi Fati

happy-VBLZ-INTR-PERFPART ~ be.PF-PART F.
‘happy Fati’ (Az. sadlanmug)

1.4. Denominal adjectives

Denominal adjectives in -/# and privative adjectives in -suz are globally copied,
without vowel harmony, from Azeri adjectives in -// and -s/z, for instance igig-lu in
example 8, and namus-suz in example 5. Often they are copied in pairs like salagiu
‘tidy’ / salagasu “untidy’.
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The copied adjectives inflect for Kryz cases if substantivized:

(57) varlu-n rike ¥
rich-HUM.GEN farm.IN
‘at the farm of the rich’

(58) Allah ta‘alacir  girt ‘aq’ilsuz-ar-iz fq'il Vu-tir
God High-Erg all unintelligent-PL-DAT intelligence give-Juss
‘May God give intelligence to all those who lack it!’

They can also constitute the base for native derivational affixes: *aq ilsuz-val ‘lack
of intelligence’.

1.4.1. Endowment adjectives in -Lu

Other items attested in our corpus are idda*alu ‘pretentious’, varlu ‘rich’, insaflu
‘just’, terbiyalu ‘educated’, yaslu ‘old’, xayirlu ‘propitious’, ‘amallu ‘clever’,
Jarasatlu ‘skilled’, aralu ‘distant’, xayla aylalu ‘with a large family’, gamlu ‘sad’,
tilsimlu ‘magic’, yaralu ‘wounded’, uzaklu ‘long’, buylu ‘handsome’, imkaniu
‘affluent’, yaharlu ‘saddled’, uddu alavlu ‘incensed’, guclu “strong’, *aq ’illu “intelli-
gent’.

When the nominal base is an abstract noun of Arabic origin in -af, the derived
Kryz adjective disallows the cluster [t]] and a geminated suffix appears in ihfiyattu
‘cautious’, *adalattu ‘just’, barakattu ‘blessed’, giymattu ‘precious’, lazzattu ‘deli-
cious’, gabiliyattu ‘talented’, hurmattu ‘honored’. These geminated sequences
contribute to the integration of the copied adjectives in the Kryz native stock, be-
cause gemination is a characteristic feature of a (small) class of them, like q’i¢’¢’a
‘solid’ ; q’illa ‘thin’ ; q’yilla ‘salted’ ; ¢ 'ut’t’a ‘pricky’, luzzu ‘white’; as an ideo-
phonic expressive feature, gemination restricted to the word class of adjectives is
also found in the Tsezic branch of East Caucasian, for instance in Hunzib, see (van
den Berg 1994).

Geographic origin is also expressed by this suffix when relating to non-Kryz
locations, for instance kusnattu ‘person from Kiisnet’, samaxulu ‘person from
Shamakhi’.

Most interestingly, a couple of mixed copies also occur, like gam-lu xab ‘oily =
dirty hand’, parallel to the native derivation ¢cam-a xab ‘greasy = rich hand’, both
formed on the Kryz noun ¢cam ‘butter’.

1.4.2. Privative adjectives in -suz
The privative suffix is found on adjectives in adverbial use:

(59) xabar-suz ‘unknowingly’
had-suz ‘immensely’
sas-suz samur-suz ‘without the faintest noise’
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(60) zin Nardan Xatun-suz yagamis  sa-va-yda-b zin
1 Nardan xhatun-without living be-F-FUTNEG-F 1
‘I will not be able to live without Nardan Khatun.”

When used attributively (ex. 61 & 62) or substantivized (ex. 63), these adjectives
take the final attributive -a morpheme, which is added as a rule to any adjective
whose stem ends in a consonant:”

(61) dardsuz-a adami-yar “people without worries’
Jarsuz-a nukar ‘an unskilled servant’

(62) furi-suz-a xinib,  q’iq’en-suz-a barkan
husband-less-a ~ wife saddle-without-a horse
‘woman without a husband, horse without a saddle.” (Prov.)

(63) farru  na farsuz-a-n-ig sa-d
skilled and unskilled-ADJ-H.GEN-SUPER  one-N
giymat  giy-iz  sa-da-d
value  put-INF be-NEG.EVI-N
“The same value shall not be given to the skilled and unskilled.” (Prov.)

The use of these two copied derivations prevails in moral genres (proverbs and
edifying tales): we may assume that the linguistic material was imported together
with the cultural context.

2. Kryz morphology based on Azeri patterns (structural copying)

Apart from global copying of morphemes, a relatively large number of morphologi-
cal features found in Kryz grammar are unexpected or peculiar to this language as a
member of East Caucasian, but can be explained by its long-lasting contact with
Azeri. These are:

— instances of vowel harmony on both case-inflected nouns and gender-inflected
verbs;

— the internal structure of two converb formation patterns, expressing respectively
manner and immediacy;

— the very frequent use of subject pronouns as enclitics on finite verb forms and the
development of a person-sensitive injunctive paradigm;

2 This feature seems to be originally Lezgic; in languages that have it, it seems to be a trace
of more elaborate NP internal agreement paradigms as can still be found in Tsakhur and
Southern Rutul. But the -a attributive morpheme has also been massively copied in Tat,
where almost all preposed attributive adjectives evince it, including adjectives in -/ii
copied from Azeri: ye fehmlii-ye odomi “a clever person’.
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— the frequent use of a genitive instead of the expected nominative form on NPs in
the syntactic position of subject of a nominalized (intransitive) verb;
— a genitive definiteness marking split on possessor NPs.

2.1. Vowel harmony

First a caveat: dissolution of consonant clusters and corrolary vowel harmony is well
documented in Lezgic languages (see Haspelmath 1993: 56-58 for instances of front
/ back harmony on the plural marker and labial harmony on oblique stem markers in
Lezgian) as well as in other branches of East-Caucasian, like Tsezic, with much less
or even no contact with Turkic languages. Thus vowel harmony could well be an
inherited feature of the family, structurally linked to the disproportion of consonants
versus vowels in the phonological inventory, to the fact that more generally East
Caucasian is clearly a member of the North-Eurasian area which Jakobson (1931)
found to display secondary correlations on consonants, and to the tendency to have
suprasegmental features like pharyngealization spreading from consonants to adja-
cent vowels. So vowel harmony as a feature of genuinely Kryz affixes might as well
not be a result of language contact ... It affects both verbal and nominal inflections,
but in rather different ways.

2.1.1. Vowel harmony on inflected nouns

Nouns inflect for a rich case paradigm in all East Caucasian languages, distinguish-
ing nominative vs ‘oblique’ cases derived from an oblique stem, which is usually the
form also used for the ergative. In Kryz, oblique cases are based on the form with
genitive meaning, and the suffixes used for this genitive-oblique derivation display
considerable allomorphy. Among these genitive marking morphemes, -/, -», and -rd
must, for phonotactic reasons (East Caucasian disallows most consonant clusters)
take a buffer vowel before the sonorant. The default timbre is [i], but the vowel must
be [u] if the root already contains a [u] or any labial (v, b, m) or labialized consonant
root-finally. A few contrasting examples are given here:

(64) lis ‘lice’ > lig-ird
t'ug ‘badger’ > t’us-urd

(65) tur ‘name’ > tur-un
yig ‘day’ > yigein

(66) gvag ‘shred® > gvag-ul
g’ ‘sweat® > gl

All oblique cases derived from the genitive, then, show the same harmonic vowel.
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2.1.2. Vowel harmony on inflected verbs

Kryz verbs have the gender and number of their Patientive or Single argument cross-
referenced in a pre-root (post-preverbal) slot.® The most frequent (‘weak’) conjuga-
tion type has a [u] prefix for feminine indexation, and if a (perfective-marking)
sonorant follows the root, its buffer vowel is likewise [u]:

67) yi-g-ir ‘take him!”
y-u-q-ur  “take her!’

(68) yi-gh-in ‘go (masculine)!’
y-u-gh-un  “go (feminine)!’

(69) ga-q-il ‘lie down (masculine)!”
gva-q’-ul  ‘lie down (feminine)!’

Other verb affixes like (past tense) -ni tend to be pronounced -»i in labial contexts,
but this is not as systematic as the preceding cases, and we in fact consider [ii] as an
allophone and not a phoneme.

2.2. Manner converbs

The widespread use of converbs in adverbial subordinate clauses is a common fea-
ture of Turkic and East Caucasian (see Haspelmath & Konig 1996). Two of the
numerous Kryz converbs have lookalike counterparts in Azeri, both formally and
semantically.

2.2.1. The simple and reduplicated manner converbs
The simple manner converb is a depictive form parallel to Azeri forms in -4:

(70) ik-ra rig.i-xvan  isa-r-e-ni
look-MANNER girl-DR CIy-PRS-PST
‘He was crying while looking at the girl.” (Az. bax-a ‘looking’)

(71) sa-b ghar  surunmis  sava f-gxhva-ryu
one-F snake crawling beF.Manner PV-come.F-PRS.F
‘A snake comes crawling towards him.” (Az. ssirin-d ‘crawling’)

If reduplicated, the manner converb acquires an affective nuance (the same applies
in Azeri):

3 Verbal roots consist of a single consonant, and most of them have preverbs (such as

yi- and ga-). The gender-number system comprises five ‘gender-number agreement
classes’. The “feminine” gender-number includes single human female referents and all
other animates, as well as many inanimates, plus some abstract concepts.
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(72) isar-a isar-a li-re ki
CIy-MANNERCIy-MANNER Say-PRS KI
“She said, crying pitifully...” (Az. agla-ya agla-ya)

(73) u-bi div.ci-r ats’ar-a ats’ar-a duru li-p-ca
PROX-NPL demon-E  know-MANNER know-MANNER lie  PV-say-PERF
“The demon lied on purpose.’ (Az. bil-d bil-d)

2.2.2. The doubled & negated (immediacy) converb

In Azeri as in Turkish, the juxtaposition of the positive and negative eventual® stems
of the same verb equates to a converb form yielding the meaning ‘as soon as’: gadl-dr
gdl-mdz (come-EVT come-NEGEVT) ‘as soon as he comes’. In the same manner, Kryz
uses a converb composed of two consecutive forms of the same verb, the first of
which is homonymous with the Kryz ‘eventual’ tense-mood form:

(74) furi ‘-gxha-ra -da-gxha-ra xvar ga-p-d-u
man PV-come- EVISMANNER PV-NEG-COME-MANNER dog PV-F-g0.0ut-AOR-F
‘As soon as the man had arrived, the dog jumped out.’

(75) halu kalma u-n siy-ar  ga-rfar-a
this word PROX-H.GEN mouth-INEL PV-g0.0Ut-MANNER
ga-da-rfar-a dahar  zir-gan la-sl-ic

PV-NEG-£0.0Ut-MANNER stone COW-EQU  PV-turn-AOR.N
‘As soon as this word came out of his mouth, the rock changed into a cow.’

But note that in Kryz, the second form is non-finite, having infixed negation,
whereas the eventual negative forms would be %-gxha-da-r, garfar-da-r, with the
suffixed negation characteristic for finite assertive verb forms. This is a recent
discrepancy. The Kryz forms with suffixed negation are more recent, as demon-
strated by external comparison. In the neighbouring language Budugh, where the
same copied converb of immediacy is used, both manner converbs and the eventual
forms have infixed negation, and both positive and negative forms of the eventual
are still segmentally identical with the converb, and also share the same pitch accent
on the negative infix. The difference in Budugh is prosodic: the positive eventual
has initial pitch, like all finite verb forms, while the positive converb has final pitch
(for the Budugh data and a detailed reconstruction, see Authier 2010a and 2010b).
The development of the Kryz converb copied from the Turkic one is thus more an-
cient than one of the finite verb forms of the language: it goes back to the stage at
which finite and non-finite forms were distinguished only by the position of the

*  Following a seminal article by Lazard (1975) on this category in Iranian languages, I use

the term ‘eventual’ for the non-focal imperfective (intraterminal) TAM category found
both in Turkic and in many East Caucasian languages such as Kryz.
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pitch accent, as is still the case in Budugh, and not yet by the externalization of the
negation morpheme in final position.

2.3. Person marking on finite verb forms

In Lezgic languages, as in most branches of East Caucasian, persons involved in the
predicate frame are not indexed on verb forms as is the case in South or North-West
Caucasian, but expressed by free pronouns. Exceptions to this rule are found on one
hand in Dargwa languages, in Lak, and in Akhwakh, where the emergence of person
marking systems is apparently not related to the free pronominal system, and on the
other hand in Tabasaran and Udi (two languages which have had intense contact
with Azeri for a very long time), where personal markers are clitics closely related to
the free pronouns. In Kryz, the influence of Azeri verb morphology is probably
responsible for two patterns of person marking attached to the verb: firstly the exten-
sive use of pronominal clitics to the right of finite verb forms, and secondly, the
parallel inflection paradigms for injunctive forms.

2.3.1 Person clitics on finite verb forms

Finite verb forms in Kryz are very often followed by a personal pronoun. Since there
are no other exceptions to the rule that every finite clause must be ended by a verb
(the only exception to SOV order is in non-finite, sequential clauses: see Authier
2009: 325), these pronouns have to be considered clitics, for instance:

(76) vun duxtur-e: dard vats’ar-yu-vaz, darman vuts -ryu-vun
2 doctor-cor.M illness(F) F-know-PRS.F-2.DAT medicine(F) give-PRS.F-2
“You really are a doctor: you know the illnesses, you give the medicines.”

The cliticization of a personal pronoun is not at all prevented by previous instances
of the same pronoun in the same function within the same clause:

(77) zin-ad zi-vaz fgvats’-ru-zin
1-DIST-NOTN  1-2.DAT bring-EVT.F-1
‘I will bring it to you.”

In particular, repetition of the pronoun in postverbal position is quite systematic
when its first instance is placed in (preverbal) focus, after a topicalized object:

(78) lam gizil-bi zin sa‘@-ca-zin
DIST gold-pL 1 throw-PERF-1
‘It is I who threw these golden coins.”

Multiple exponence of person marking is a very current phenomenon in Kryz, and
all the more striking a feature since explicit arguments are never obligatory.
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Note that like Azeri conditional forms in -s4, Kryz conditional forms ending
in -na take personal clitics, although they are not strictly finite (independent) forms:

(79) a-xir-gina-vun  fura sak, Sfura yi-gina-vun  ibur kiy!
pv-sleep-PERF.IF-2 awake be.M.IMP awake cOp-IPF.IF-2  ear put.iMp
‘If you are asleep, wake up, if you are awake, listen!’

Another interesting phenomenon, with nice parallels in Tabasaran (see Xanma-
gomedov 1970: 70f.), is that most syntactic functions (not only verb arguments, but
also adjuncts) with their afferent case marking can be found on these enclitic per-
sonal pronouns—for instance apudlocative in possessive predicates, or superlocative
in spatial situations:

(80) sa-b kis  sucu-zaux
one-F hen existF-1.APUD
‘I only have one hen.’

81) na U, nama‘an  q'il i-b-kin-de-b-ni-zag
neither eye(F) nor head(F) PV-F-remain-NEGPERF-PST-1.SUPER
‘Neither eye nor head would have remained on me.’

Note that unlike Tabasaran, Kryz cannot index genitives on these cliticized pro-
nouns: the syntactic domain remains strictly clause-bound.

2.3.2 Person distinctions in the injunctive paradigm

Injunctive forms in ‘canonical’ East Caucasian—for instance in Avar—can be used
with any person in subject position (this must be expressed by a free pronoun if it is
to be made explicit in the clause). They agree only in gender-number with the S/P
argument, like any other verb form.

But Kryz, and to various degrees other Lezgic languages like Budugh or Rutul,
have injunctive paradigms in which different forms are dedicated to first, second and
third person. This specialization is coupled with formal heterogeneity: the distinct
segments have various origins and are unrelated to the free pronouns.

If we compare these paradigms with the situation prevailing in Azeri, the parallel
is obvious: Azeri, like other Turkic languages, also has a heteroclitic injunctive para-
digm, with person endings much less transparently related to free pronouns than in
the other finite verbal paradigms. It shows interference with the optative paradigm
(suffix -4).

The following table gives the Azeri verb kdsmdk next to Kryz kurayc ‘slay’ in
the injunctive forms:
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Az. Azeri injunctive & optative |Kryz injunctive
1 mdn kiis-im / kds-di-m kura-da-m
2 sdin kdis / kiis-G-san \Mpatient: sakur/ Fpatient: saukur
3 o kdis-sin / kds-d kura-tir
1pl biz o / kds-d-k |excl. kura-da-m / incl. kura-da-y
2pl siz kdis-in / kds-G-siz \Mpatient: sakur-ay / Fpatient: saukur-ay
3pl onlar  |kds-sin-ldr / kds-d-ldr kura-tir

The corner most resistant to copying in the Kryz paradigm is the second person,
where we find a preverb (sa-), a characteristically non-Turkic device in imperative
marking, and consequently a pre-radical slot for gender agreement with the patient.
But note that Kryz, like some other Lezgic languages, has plural agreement with the
subject (S/A) in the second person imperative, a clear case of alignment split (North-
ern branches of East Caucasian do not show a similar infringement on the ergative
verb-indexing system).

The third person marking (see ex. 89) is obviously recent, and its origin is rela-
tively straightforward. The morpheme -#ir is the outcome of the coalescent permis-
sive auxiliary, to be compared with the root of the verb ya-r-ic ‘leave’. The result-
ing mood is a mild optative, and its integration in the injunctive paradigm balances
the fact that two other deontic categories (debitive and optative) are found not only
with third person subjects but also in the first and second person. All the material
here is native, and so far we have no clear copying phenomenon except for the
diversification of the paradigm along Turkic outlines (person marking must be an
instance of selective, structural copying).

In contrast, the origin of the hortative (first person injunctive) marker —dam will
certainly be the most interesting one for Turcologists. The marker -dam is composed
of two elements: -da- is an irrealis marker found in Lezgian with future and habitual
meanings (non-focal intraterminal, cf. Johanson, 2006b: 172). In the Kryz dialect of
Jek, it is a hortative as in Alik, but it bears suffixal agreement:

(82) zin  vul kura-da-v
1 sheep(F) slay-HORT-F
‘I will slay the sheep.’

Since the final element -7 in the Alik dialect form commutes with -y in -day in the
first person plural exclusive, this -m must be interpreted as a first person marker.

It has a double Turkic origin. At first sight, it looks like a copied person marker,
but cases of bound affix copying are particularly rare in the domain of person mark-
ing. I would suggest instead that this morpheme -m entered the Kryz injunctive para-
digm as another, discourse-based category, and that it should be related to the Turkic
yes/no question clitic m/.

The yes/no question clitic m/ has been borrowed globally by Tat (see Authier to
appear (c)), and in a shortened form -m in at least two Lezgic languages. It is found
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in some Rutul dialects, such as Ixrek, Borch, and Luchek, cf. Alekseev (1994). Kryz,
in its Alik dialect, uses it systematically in non-parametric questions:

83) vun q’ay-i-yi-m ? saga-d-i-m ?
2 die.PF-PART-INTERRCOP-Q  safe-notN-INTERRCOP-Q
‘Are you dead or alive?’

(84) va-z lam leha cif di-rqar-i-m?
2-DAT that black fog NEG-see.IPF-INTERR-Q
‘Don’t you see this black cloud?’

Since hortative forms are especially frequent in deliberative questions:

(85) kura vul hata-r vu-dam -zin ?
slay(PART) sheep  where-FROM give-HORTI 1
‘How could I sell an already slain sheep?”

we may assume that the -m marker was copied from Azeri as a global question
marker and then became further grammaticalized as a first person marker in the
injunctive paradigm.

2.3. Genitive subjects of participles

In East Caucasian languages, as in all Turkic languages with the exception of
Kashkay and Gagauz, the major strategy for relative clauses is the embedding of a
specific, non-finite verb form called the participle, with gapping of the shared argu-
ment in the RC, whatever its syntactic function.

But unlike Turkic embedded relative clauses, East Caucasian participles are not
oriented, and the same participles can be used to relativize both the ‘subject’ (Single
argument of intransitive / Agent of transitive / experiencer of affective predicates)
and other syntactic positions. This is made possible by the fact that in East Cauca-
sian relative clauses, the nominal arguments of embedded verbs retain their case
marking. In (ex. 86), the embedded verb being transitive, its subject remains in the
ergative case, while in the following (ex. 87), the verb ‘know’ being semantically
affective, its subject is an experiencer expressed in the dative case, as it would be in
the corresponding independent clause:

(86) a-n-ir v-ar-i har ixtilat.ci-§ Y-ma-rg-a !
DIST-H-ERG ~ F-dO.PF-PART each story-SUPER  PV-PROH-trust-M
‘Do not believe every tale he tells!’

(87) va-z ba-d-ats’ar-i adami-yar yiq’ica pis-a-cbar gabareb

2-DATHPL-NEG-KNOW-PART person-PL inside bad-A-HPL be.PRS.HPL
‘Among the people you don’t know, some are bad.’
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The possibility also remains of dropping the transitive subject altogether although it
is not indexed on the participle (which is hardly possible with a transitive participle
in Turkic):

(88) yi-di-xha xhin diyar  sa-r¢ar-a
PV-NEG-MOW.PF-(PART) grass late PV-TOt-EVT
‘Unmown grass rots later.”

In other words, East Caucasian has no argument downgrading.

In contrast, Turkic embedded subjects become adnominal dependents of some
nominalized verbs, like the -DIK- form heading either complement or relative
clauses, and as such they take genitive case marking (like many other RC strategies
using the participle in other linguistic families like Indo-European or Uralic), or are
at least referenced on the verb by possessive markers.

Kryz has not developed person head-marking in subordinate clauses, but in this
language the subject of an embedded participle, whatever its original case marking,
can in some situations be downgraded to the status of genitive complement of the
participle, thus obviously copying the Azeri case frame. This happens when at least
one of the following conditions is fulfilled:

— the RC is very short and the participle is substantivized (ex. 89 & 90):

(89) Allahci-r va i-ka-y vu-tir
god-ERG  2.GEN  PV-want-PART give-JUSS
‘May God give you what you want!’
(90) za ibur-zina  ts’e’il-ir/ts’e%il  li-yi i-xha-c-zaz

1.GEN ear-INST  goat-ERG/ goat-GEN say-PART  PV-hear-AOR.N-1.DAT
‘I heard with my own ears what the goat has said / the goat’s words.’

— the participle is intransitive and the head noun is a name of a place or
time (in this case, the non-downgraded nominative case marking is also
perfectly grammatical, see ex. 91, 92 & 93):

91) zin q'usa-ya, za/zin riq ar-i vaxt-yu
InoM old-corm 1.GEN/INOM IPF.die-PART  time(F)-COP.F
‘I am old, it is time for me to die.’
(92) a-nda / a-cbar kica‘ar
DIST-HPL.GEN /DIST-HPL.NOM  Work.INEL
f-sta vaxtyu

PV-IPF.HPL.COME.PART  time(F)-COP.F
‘It is the time at which they come back from work.”
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(93) hila za/zin ci-yi ciga an  ats’ar-de-d-zaz
now 1.GEN/INOM go0.IPF-PART place EVEN know-NEG.PRS-N-1.DAT
‘I do not even know the place where they go.”

— the subject of the participle is a reflexive pronoun referring to the subject
of the main clause (ex. 94, 95 & 96):

94) dil ic gva-yn-i cigag-a a-sk-ryu
key(F) SELF.F(GEN) PV.F-PF.take-PART  place-IN  PV-put-PRS.F
‘She put the key back in the place from which she had taken it.”

(95) gada-yar-iz  ge Yyi-qr-i kici-kar ~ reha sa-re
boy-PL-DAT = SELFHPLGEN PV-catch.PF-PART Wwork-SUBEL confused be-PRs
“The boys are ashamed of what they have done.’

(96) ug i-d-qa-y-ar xinib-ar-iz ixlat  yi-ryu
SELF.M(GEN) PV-N-S€e-PART-PL woman-PL-DAT  story(F) do-PRS.F
‘He tells the two wives what he has seen.’

The last condition applies if and only if the reflexive pronoun does not have the
focusing function of an intensifier (‘himself’): in that case it must retain the case
marking demanded by the original valency of the verb.

We may sum up the conditions under which subjects take genitive marking by
putting forward this tentative criterion: subjects, whatever their semantic role, can or
must be downgraded to the syntactic position of possessor if they are part of a
presupposed situation (formally manifested by embedding) and if they are less sali-
ent than the argument expressed as a possessee.

2.4. Definiteness marking on possessive NPs

In Turkic languages, two case markers are sensitive to the definiteness or referential-
ity of noun phrases, namely accusative and genitive.

The best-studied is the case for ‘definite accusative’, whose use on direct objects
is comparable with that of the enclitic case marker -»d4 in Persian. This property,
both semantic and discursive, has been copied by Udi, an East Caucasian language
very heavily influenced by Armenian as well as by Azeri and probably Persian, or its
local variant (Armeno-Tat). In Udi, a dative marker is used on definite direct ob-
jects, contrasting with zero (nominative) marking on indefinite objects. No instance
of the use of a special morpheme for definite objects is found in Kryz, which, like
the vast majority of East Caucasian languages, instead marks non-definite object
NPs by using an indefinite quantifier (sa- ‘one’).

But Kryz seems to display a case-marking contrast between definite and non-
definite NPs in the role of adnominal complement or ‘possessor’. This contrast, also
called ‘genitive split’ (Lander 2009) is a well-known characteristic feature of Turkic
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languages. The Azeri possessive NPs may take either double marking, if the posses-
sor is referential and definite:

97) it-in bag-1-m gor-iir-Gm
dog-GEN  head-Pos3-acc  see-PRs-1
‘I see the dog’s head.”

or only head-marking. The omission of the genitive case implies an indefinite or
non-referential interpretation:

(98) it-o bag gor-ill-iir
dog head-Pos3 see-PAss-PRS(3)
‘A dog’s head is seen.” =
(a) ‘the head of an unknown dog.” (b) ‘a form like a dog’s head.’

As in all East Caucasian languages, Kryz possessive NPs are exclusively dependent-
marking: there is no possessive marker on possessees, except for one single instance
in which the Azeri morpheme -s/ may be recognized on the contrastive adverb /a-
qata-si (DISTAL-tomorrow-AZ.POS3) “on the following day”, synonymous with the
(attested) phrase:

(99) yig-in qata-si
day-GEN  tomorrow-AzPOs3
‘on the following day’

As for the morphology of the Kryz genitive case, it is quite original if compared
with related languages. These usually either have a single morpheme for all nouns in
possessor function in Eastern Lezgic languages, or a set of morphemes which vary
according to the gender-number and case marking of the head in Western Lezgic:
Rutul and Tsakhur (for a description of the spectacular renewal of the morphosyntax
and semantics of possessive noun phrases in Budugh, the other Southern Lezgic
language, see Authier to appear). In Kryz, the genitive case is highly polymorphic,
with grammatical variations reflecting semantic classes (for the semantic classifica-
tion, which is related to the animacy hierarchy, see Authier 2009). Genitive-marking
morphemes are: zero, apophony, -d, -ci (<-di), -n, -I, -r, -i, -rd, -a). The genitive is
also the base on which all oblique cases are formed (the common situation in East
Caucasian is that the oblique base is used as an ergative case).
Most nouns have only one genitive form:

(100) lem-ird yak
donkey-GEN  meat
‘donkey meat / the donkey’s flesh.
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The most prototypically referential nouns in Kryz have an unmarked genitive form
(or nominative-genitive syncretism). This natural class comprises all proper names:

(101) Maclis-O k’ul
‘Majlis’ house’

(102) guba-J mahal.c-a
‘in the region of Kuba’

spatial-geographic terms:
nik “field’ kur ‘river’
q'ud ‘winter’  |q’acil ‘stall’

’

huq ‘meadow’ |xal ‘roof”
rix ‘road’ kum ‘village’
q’'um ‘ground’  |huv i

(103) huv  cuxud
mill owner
‘miller’

(104) ris  buba bigila  yipdu
girl father(GEN) close  go.F-AOR.F
“The girl went to her father.’

(105) kur xhad  va-k’va-c
river water  Pv-diminish-AOR.N
“The river’s water has dropped.’

A major subclass of kinship terms can also be attached to this class; their genitive is
unmarked, and among them those ranking highest have a marked nominative (end-
ing in -y):

bubay “father’ bicay |‘wife of the maternal uncle’
umay ‘mother’ susay |“wife of the paternal uncle’
babay ‘grandfather’ |mamaga|‘midwife’

daday ‘grandmother’ [sus ‘bride’

(as well as) vul|‘sheep’

(106) sus mat’-a sa-d dilim  yamis.ci-kar  ‘arfi-xhici
bride(GEN) bosom-IN one-N  slice watermelon  M.enter-BECAUSE
‘Having appeared in this bride’s bosom as a slice of watermelon...’
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Many loans are assigned to this class with unmarked genitive. They can either be
ascribed to the subcategories of salient human referents: g ’ahpa ‘prostitute’, darga
‘judge’, gari ‘old woman’, xunxura ‘guest’, gunsi ‘neighbour’, gada ‘boy’, darzi
‘tailor’; or be salient spatial landmarks: pir ‘sanctuary’, kunc ‘corner’.

Obviously, natural referentiality plays a role in the assignment of genitive mark-
ers: the referents of nouns which remain unmarked in possessor function are cogni-
tively most immediately accessible, and they do not need to be related to a marker.

Some nouns, all designating objects or (one, despised) animal, are situated at the
opposite end of the salience scale and take an overt genitive marker only if definite
or referential:

(107) nisi-c dad ghala  sa-re
cheese-GEN taste good  be-Prs
‘The cheese is tasty.’

(108) tufang-ci  sas
gun-GEN  voice
“The noise of the gun.’

(109) Iu  gag-id yiq’
PROX cat-GEN back
“The back of this cat.’

If these nouns are used as qualifying, non-referential attributes, the unmarked
(nominative) form is used instead:

(110) nisi dad ghala  sa-re
cheese taste good  be-Prs
‘Cheese is tasty.’

(111) tufang  sas
gun voice
“The noise of a gun.’

(112) gag yiq® q’um-ug giurq var-de-d
cat back ground-sUPER reach-NEGPRS-N
“The back of a cat never touches (the) ground.”

While the Turkic overt genitive signals definiteness and bare nouns used as attrib-
utes are indefinite or unreferential, in Kryz, only a small subset of nouns for which
genitive marking is optional can actually copy the Turkic contrast.
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3. Conclusions

Phonological and syntactic features vary considerably in cross-linguistic availability,
and both are prominent in Azeri-Kryz contact, but they have not been considered in
this paper. As to lexical borrowing, including that of lexical affixes, this is the most
obvious feature in morphological convergence. Morphosyntactic copying is not very
often taken into consideration in descriptive grammars of small, sociolinguistically
dominated languages because its study requires both an understanding of the overall
structure of the receiving language and its genetic family, and sufficient insights into
the dominant donor language. This is rarely achieved in the field of Caucasian stud-
ies, owing to the sheer number and difficulty of the languages to be mastered by the
linguist. Only a few native linguists with skills in more than one language of Dagh-
estan have attempted it.

We have seen that the number of Turkic morphemes used in Kryz inflectional or
derivational morphology is very limited, but quite frequent in language use once the
morphemes have been adopted. We have shown that some Azeri morphemes have
made their way into Kryz morphology, and they are not all clitics: some Azeri
derivational affixes have also achieved productivity in Kryz.

Acquisition of copied structural features is a more elusive process, more or less
prominent according to various sociolinguistic factors such as dialect, age, gender,
and level of instruction in the donor language. But we believe we have demonstrated
that many more Turkic formal patterns have been copied in Kryz than the amount of
globally copied morphological material. Even if less striking at first sight, probably
more pervasive in Kryz grammar are Azeri morphological structures: many of the
peculiarities of Kryz morphology and morphosyntax within Lezgic and East Cauca-
sian languages as a whole are very clearly due to the copying of Azeri patterns.

The direction of influence in both lexis and syntax has been in most respects
from Turkic to East Caucasian, and special studies like the present one are still
needed for other East Caucasian languages which have undergone intensive contact
with Turkic. But it should be stressed that the copying of morphological structures is
probably not totally asymmetrical: however subordinate they may be at the present
day, the East Caucasian speech communities which, like Kryz, have had contact
with Azeri for many centuries, were probably instrumental in its numerous devia-
tions from the Turkic standard. But this reciprocity has been even less extensively
investigated by Turcologists in studies on Azeri, and would be the matter for another
study.

Acknowledgements

The topic and most of the data of this paper were presented at two conferences, in
Bremen (Morphologies in contact, September 2009, and in Macerata (Current Ad-
vances in Caucasian Studies, January 2010). Thanks are due to Prof. T. Stolz and V.
Tomelleri for the invitations, and to the audiences for valuable remarks, especially
Prof. A. Marra and Y. Lander. I am also indebted to Steven Kaye for checking my



Azeri morphology in Kryz (East Caucasian) 41

English, to Elvin Abbasbeyli for some of the Azeri examples, and to Majlis
Shamseddinov, my main Kryz informant.

References

Alekseev, Mikhail, 1994. Rutul. In: Smeets, Rieks (ed.) 1994. The indigenous languages of
the Caucasus 4. Delmar: Caravan. 213-258.

Authier, Gilles 2009. Grammaire kryz. Paris: Peeters.

Authier, Gilles 2010a. Inessif du verbe, subordination et modalité. In: Floricic, F. (ed.) Essais
de typologie et de linguistique générale. Mélanges offerts a Denis Creissel Lyon: Presses
de ’ENS.

Authier, Gilles 2010b. Finite and non-finite: prosodic distinctions on Budugh verb stems. In:
Bril, Isabella (ed.) Clause-hierarchy and clause-linking: the syntax and pragmatics
interface. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Authier, Gilles to appear (a) The origin of two genitive cases and inalienability split in
Budugh (East-Caucasian) In: Verstraete, Jean-Christophe, & Carlier, Anne (eds.) The
Genitive. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Authier, Gilles to appear (b) Aoriste, éventuel et défocalisation temporelle.

Authier, Gilles to appear (c) Le judéo-tat.

van den Berg, Helma 1995. A grammar of Hunzib (with texts and lexicon). Miinchen.
Newcastle: Lincom Europa.

Dorleijin, Margreet. 2006. Turkish elements in spoken Kurmandji. In: Lars Johanson &
Boeschoten, Hendrik (eds.) Turkic languages in contact. (Turcologica 61.) Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz.

Goksel, Ash & Kerslake, Celia 2005. Turkish: a comprehensive grammar. New York:
Routledge.

Haspelmath, Martin 1993. A grammar of Lezgian. Berlin: Mouton De Gruyter.

Haspelmath, Martin, & Konig, Ekkehard (eds.) 1996. Converbs in cross-linguistic perspec-
tive. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Jakobson, Roman 1931. K xarakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo sojuza. Republished in
1970 in: Selected writings 1. The Hague: Mouton.

Johanson, Lars 2005. Turkic-Persian bilateral copying. Turkic Languages 9: 223-228.

Johanson, Lars 2006a. Turkic language contacts in a typology of code interaction. In: Johan-
son, Lars & Boeschoten, Hendrik (eds.) 2006. Turkic languages in contact. (Turcologica
61.) Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. 4-26.

Johanson, Lars 2006b. On the roles of Turkic in the Caucasus area. In: McMahon, April &
Matras, Yaron & Vincent, Nigel (eds.) 2006. Linguistic areas. London: Palgrave Macmil-
lan. 160-181.

Johanson, Lars 2006¢. Historical, cultural and linguistic aspects of Turkic-Iranian contiguity.
In: Johanson, Lars & Bulut, Christiane (eds.) 2006. Turkic-Iranian contact areas. Histori-
cal and linguistic aspects. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. 1-14.

Lander, Yury A. 2009. Varieties of genitive. In: Malchukov, Andrej & Spencer, Andrew ?.
(eds.) The Oxford handbook of Case. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 581-592.

Lazard, G. 1975. La catégorie de I’éventuel. In: Mélanges linguistiques offerts & Emile Ben-
veniste. Paris: Editions Peeters. 347-358.

Siraliev, Mamed-aga 8. & Sevortjan, Ervand V. 1971. Grammatika azerbajzanskogo jazyka.
Baku: Elm.



42 Gilles Authier

Xanmagomedov, Bedullax G.-K. 1970. Ocerki po sintaksisu Tabasaranskogo jazyka.
Maxackala.

Transcription
The Azeri alphabet is used, with the following additions: /gh/ and /xh/ are velar
approximants, /x/ is uvular; /q/ is an aspirated stop, /g/ is an intensive stop when in
initial position.

Abbreviations

1,2,3 persons INTRA intraterminal

ABL ablative F feminine

ACC accusative IN locative

AD adlocative INTER  interrogative

ADR  addressative M masculine human
ApUD  apudlocative N neuter

AZ Azeri NEG negative

CAUS  causative PF perfective

COND  conditional POS possessive

DAT dative PV preverb

DIST distal SsELF  reflexive pronoun
EVT eventual (low focal intraterminal) SEQ sequential converb
EXIST  existential copula SUBEL  subelative= partitive
GEN  gemitive SUPEL  superelative

H human
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The present article deals with the morpho-syntactic characterization of questions embed-
ded as complement clauses in Turkish, and scopal properties of question elements such as
the question particle m/ and wh-elements used as arguments. We argue that the scope
boundaries of these question elements are determined by the interaction of certain seman-
tic, morpho-syntactic and pragmatic factors. These are the lexical semantics of embedding
predicates, the means for complementizing and multiple interrogative constructions occur-
ring within the embedded environment.
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1. Introduction

The aim of this study is to investigate the conditions that determine the scope of
question elements within complementation. The term complementation refers to the
grammatical state where a proposition functions as an argument of a matrix predi-
cate (cf. Noonan 1985: 64). Sentences (1-4) show complement clauses including the
pronoun kim ‘who’.

(1) Ahmet [kitab-1 kim-in al-dig-in]1 sor-uyor. /*?
A. book:acc who:GEN take:PART.3sG.ACC ask:PRES
‘Ahmet is asking who took the book.’

(2) Ahmet [kitab-1 kim-in al-dig-in]-1 bil-iyor./?

A. book:aAcc who:GEN  take:PART.3SG.ACC Know:PRES
‘Ahmet knows who took the book.’

‘About whom does Ahmet know that he took the book?’

(3) Ahmet [kitab-1 kim-in al-dig-in]-1 san-ryor?/*.
A. book:aAcc who:GEN  take:PART.3SG.ACC believe:PRES
‘Who does Ahmet think/believe took the book?’

(4) Ahmet [kitab-1 kim-in al-ma-sinj-1 isti-yor?/*
A. book:acc who:GEN take:VN.3sG.AcC want:PRES
‘Whom does Ahmet want to take the book?’
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The above examples illustrate three situations: (1) can in no case be interpreted with
an interrogative reading. The example in (2) exhibits an ambiguity between two
readings, an interrogative and a declarative one. (3) and (4) only have interrogative
readings. In other words, the wh-element in (1) has narrow scope, in (2) it has am-
biguous scope (matrix or narrow) and in (3) and (4) matrix scope.

The interrogative and declarative readings of (2) are disambiguated through in-
tonation: The interrogative reading is realized with focal stress on the wh-element
and rising intonation sentence-finally, while the declarative reading has a falling
intonation at the end of the sentence (Kornfilt 1995, Aygen 1999, Ozsoy 2009).

1.1. Some earlier accounts and problems related to them

Komfilt (2006,' 2007%) claims that the wh-elements in -mAk and -mA complement
clauses cannot display any narrow scope, as in (4) since they do not have any CP
character, but more a DP character. According to this account, we would be able to
get a narrow scope on each wh-clement within a -DIK> and -(3)4cAK complement
clause (in Kornfilt’s term “factive/indicative type” of complement clauses) since
they are more verbal and can refer to tense and aspect while -mAk and -mA4 comple-
ment clauses (in Kornfilt’s term “non-factive/subjunctive type” of complement
clauses ) are more nominal and cannot refer to tense or aspect.

Aygen (1999: 6) follows Kornfilt (1995: 49, 50) and proposes that wh-elements
within -mAk and -mA complement clauses have a matrix scope, since -mAk and -mA

! Komfilt (2006: 150-151): “Nominalized subjunctive clauses are genuine Dps, i.e. the
functional shell dominating the vP has nominal rather than verbal features. Thus, such
clauses have no cp, as the cp is a verbal functional projection (cf. Grimshaw 1991);, the
position of Spec, Dp (or, in the terms of Komfilt 1984, Spec, agrp, where the Agr is
nominal) provides an escape hatch for moving operators, but cannot be a target position
for such operators: nominal subjunctive clauses can’t be embedded wh-questions, nor can
they be relative clauses.

Indicative embedded wh-questions:
Operaya  kimin  git-tig-ini sordum/duydum/soyledim.
opera:DAT WhoO:GEN go:NIND.35G.ACC ask:PAST.15G / hear:PAsT.1sG / tell:PAST.1sG
‘I asked/heard/told/ who went to the opera.’
Subjunctive embedded wh-questions are ill-formed:
*Operaya kimin git-me-sini soyledim.
opera.DAT WhO:GEN  go:NSBINCT.3sG:AcC tell:pAST.1sG
Intended reading: ‘I said who should go to the opera.””

2 Komfilt (2007: 34): “There are no embedded infinitival wh-questions. Matrix questions

with a wh-element in an embedded infinitival clause are well-formed.”

Capital letters in morpheme representations refer to alternations related to vowel harmony

and consonant assimilation: A refers here to a ~ e, I refers to the altemation i ~1 ~ % ~ u

while D =d ~t and K = ¢ ~ k. Some consonants (like (3)) are put in brackets if they are

canceled after consonants.
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morphemes do not refer inherently to tense or aspect. Our considerations will also
cover -(y)Is complement clauses, which are, according to Erdal (1998) and van
Schaaik (2001) more nominal than -DIK and -(3)4cAK complement clauses and do
not have any tense or aspect reference. Below (5b-7b), an argument wh-element
occurs in different non-finite complement clauses but has the same (matrix) scope
and is embedded under the same matrix predicate.

Context: The doctors discuss the appropriateness for a patient (Ali) to get up after
his operation.

(5) a. [Kim-in kalk-ma-si] dogrudegil? b. [Ali’-nin kalk-ma-si]  dogrudegil.
who:GEN get up:vN.3sG right NEG A..GEN getup:vN.3sG right NEG
‘For whom is it inappropriate to get up?” ‘It is not appropriate for Al to get up.’

(6) a. [Kimin kalk-15-1] dogru degil? b. [Ali 'nin kalk-15-1] dogru degil.
‘Whose getting up is not 0.K.?’ Ali’s getting up is not O.K.

(7) a. [Kimin kalk-tig-1] dogru degil? b. [Ali'nin kalk-tig-1] dogru degil.
‘Concerning whom is it not true that ‘It is not true that Ali got up.’
he got up?

The sentences (5a-7a) above trigger the following question, which this paper at-
tempts to provide answers for:

What kind of factors license the interrogative elements to receive a matrix (wide)
scope although they are syntactically placed within the embedded clauses?’

The previous investigations on wh-questions focused on their syntactic proper-
ties like wh-movement, focus and clause typing, or on the variable semantics of wh-
elements (Kornfilt 1995, 2006, Aygen 1999, Géksel & Ozsoy 2000, Gorgiilii 2006,
Goksel et al. 2008, Ozsoy 2009, Issever 2009).

Regarding some semantic and pragmatic aspects of embedded questions that
have not been given sufficient attention in previous studies, the following points
should be discussed:

i. the role of embedding predicates with respect to the scope of the interrogative

elements’ within the complement clauses

Komfilt (1995: 49, 50) has discussed the same question in connection with relative
clauses. She assumes that the lacking tense or aspect reference of -mAk and -mA
morphemes is the reason why they are not able to realize relative clauses, while -DIK and
-()AcAK are.

In this paper we consider only the argument wh-words in complement clauses. The
adjunct wh-words will be investigated in future work.
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ii. the interaction between complementizing means, lexical semantics of embed-
ding predicates and multiple question elements

The organization of this paper is as follows: Section 2 provides the morphosyn-
tactic properties of complementation and some earlier approaches to complement
clauses in Turkish. In section 3, the independent structure of questions and the role
of question elements are described. In the same section we deal with the way the
embedding predicates interact with interrogative complement clauses and the scope
of question elements. A summary follows section 3.

2. Complementation in Turkish

There are basically two types of complementation in Turkish: finite complement
clauses (sentential complements) and non-finite ones (nominalized complements).
Turkish complement clauses are mostly formed by using morphological non-finite
means in their predicators, mainly the participles in -DIK and -(3)4cAK and the
verbal nouns in -mAk, -mA° and -(3)Is’ (Erdal 1998, Erguvanli-Taylan 1998a). What
makes them nominal is the possessive and the case marking (except the one with
-mAk) on their nominalized predicates. Note that the overt subject of the embedded
clause takes the genitive marker. On the one hand, they have sentential properties,
ie. the nominalized predicate can govern further arguments within embedded
clauses and may bear mood and tense/aspect markers to a certain degree. Unmarked
canonical complementation is left branching. Some right branching uses of
nominalized complement clauses may represent presupposed or old information
(Erdal 1999; Erguvanlh 1984). The basic word order of complement clauses is
similar to that of main clauses.

Non-canonical complementation has a finite structure and may be left or right
branching (Schroeder 2000; Kerslake 2007). It may use the free complementizers
diye and ki or be without them; i.e. direct (bare) complement clauses. The comple-
mentizer diye is derived from the verb de- ‘to say’ and occurs in all Turkic lan-
guages and in Old Turkic with its quotative character (Erdal 2004). It occurs in
modern Turkish mostly in informal registers; the complementizer i, on the other
hand, may occur in both formal and informal registers (Schroeder 2002: 76, 77).
Furthermore, ki and diye are not interchangeable. While complement clauses with
diye are only left branching, complement clauses with ki are only right branching;

For the contrast between derivational and inflectional functions of -mA and -(3)Is, see
Kural 1993, Erdal 1998, and van Schaaik 2001.

7 The complementation morphemes -mA, -DIK and -(3)AcAK have been called “gerund” or
“gerundive” within the generative framework (Underhill 1976, George & Komfilt 1981).
Kural (1993) calls -(37)Is “gerundive” and -mA “infinitive”, while Pamir-Dietrich (1995)
splits the “gerunds” into two groups: “factive nominals” (-DIK or -(3))AcAK) and “action
nominal” (-mA).
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i.e. the complementizer ki, which is a borrowing from Persian, introduces the com-
plement clause (Johanson 1992).2

2.1. Some approaches to complementation in Turkish

The major approaches to Turkish complement clauses are of two types:

i. The formal syntactic approach, which depends on the framework of generative
grammar and emphasizes the tense/aspect and subject reference of embedded clause.
It has been pursued by Underhill (1976), George & Kornfilt (1981), Kornfilt (1997),
Kural (1993). They classify the -DIK complement clauses with non-future and
-(¥)AcAK complement clauses with future tense reference and call them “fact com-
plements” which refer to facts. The -mA4 and -mAk complement clauses with no tense
reference have been classified as “act complements” which refer to an activity, ac-
tion or state in general terms. This distinction goes back to Lees (1965) and has been
followed mostly by syntactically oriented approaches (Kornfilt 1995, 1997, Ozsoy
1999, Goksel & Kerslake 2005).° The issue of how to capture the phenomenon of
factivity is discussed in the following subsection.

ii. The semantic approach, which focuses on the lexical semantics of the embed-
ding predicates as the determining factor in the choice of complementizing means.
This approach has been adopted by Erguvanli-Taylan (1998a), Csat6 (1998), Ozsoy
(1999), van Schaaik (2001) and Ciger (2002). Relating to temporal values of -DIK
and -(y)AcAK complement clauses there are different accounts within the semantic
frame. For example Erguvanli-Taylan (1998a), Ciger (2002) and Kelepir (2007)
state that -DIK complement clauses are not restricted to past or present and
compatible with future adverbials as well. Furthermore, -(3)AcAK complement
clauses are not restricted to future and can be modified by past adverbials.
Erguvanhi-Taylan (1998a) argues that -D/K complement clauses may convey a
modal reading which refers to certainty and -(3)AcAK complement clauses may refer
to probability or possibility.'

Previous studies relating to complementation generally focused on the -mA4k/-mA
and -DIK/-(y)AcAK complement clauses and gave no attention to -(3)/s complement
clauses except a few studies like Kural (1993), Erdal (1998) and van Schaaik (2001).
The neglect of -(3)Is may be due to a misconception that this morpheme does not
occur as often as others (Korkmaz 2003: 907; Kerslake 2007). The observations of

8  The subordinator kim was used in Old Turkic since the 9th century with a similar
function, possibly indicating contact with an Indo-European language (Erdal 2004: 435).

°  Bazin’s (1968: 114-126) approach looks similar to this one, which has been followed by
Erdal (1998). He argues that -mA complement clauses convey a virtual act which refers to
will, desire and fear, while -DIK complement clauses convey a real act which refers to
past or present.

19 For a detailed discussion and data see Taylan (1998a).



48 Hatice Cogkun

Kural (1993), Erdal (1998) and van Schaaik (2001) show that the morpheme -(y)Is
has a number of morpho-syntactic functions; it
(i) has no specific time reference
(ii) can express a countable single instance reading,
e.g. ikinci / her gelisim “my second coming / each time I come’
(iii) can express the manner in which an action is performed
(iv) can refer to an ongoing process
(iv) is existentially presupposed
(v) is not compatible with matrix predicates related to will,
obligation, necessity, permission or possibility
(vi) is compatible with modification by converbs and frequency adverbs
(Kural 1993, Erdal 1998, Schaaik 2001, Géksel & Kerslake 2005).

2.2. A digression on factivity

A further point is the topic of factivity, which has been dealt with differently by
syntactic and semantic approaches. According to the syntactic account, a factive
interpretation requires a tense/aspect marked complement clause, while the semantic
approach is based on lexical semantics of embedding predicates. Concerning factiv-
ity we follow Erguvanli-Taylan (1998a), who adopted the lexical semantic interpre-
tation of Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1971). Accordingly, a verb is factive if it presup-
poses the truth of the proposition expressed in its complement clause. Under this
account, verbs like regret and remember are classified as factive and verbs like think
and want, as non-factive.

Erguvanh-Taylan (1988: 344) states that -D/K complement clauses without time
adverbials are interpreted as having non-future reference but get readings with pre-
sent or future reference when accompanied by present or future adverbials."' There-
fore, it seems difficult to consider the -DIK and -(y)AcAK complement clauses to
carry a specific time reference, a point on which the factivity definition of the syn-
tactic account is based. She also points out that with a -DIK / -(3)AcAK restricted
distinction of factivity falls short since they are not always used with factive matrix
predicates, as in (8); -mA complement clauses, which are considered to be non-

' Erguvanh-Taylan argues that -DIK conveys in (a) the modal reading of certainty, i.e. it
expresses a planned activity which is (according to the speaker) certain to take place,
while in (b) -(37)AcAK expresses a probability or possibility (Erguvanh-Taylan 1988: 345):

(a) [O-nun yarin sahne-ye  gik-ig-nj-1 duy-du-n mu?
(S)he:GEN tomorrow stage:DAT go:PART.35G.ACC hear:PRET.25G.Q.PTCL
‘Did you hear that he is going on stage tomorrow?’

(b)[O-nun yarin sahne-ye  ¢ik-acag-inj-1 duy-du-n mu?
(S)he:GEN tomorrow stage:DAT goO:PART.35G.ACC hear:PRET.25G.Q.PTCL
‘Did you hear that he would be going on stage tomorrow?’

(Erguvanli-Taylan 1988: 344)
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factive according to the syntactic account, may, on the other hand, be embedded
under factive predicates too, as in (9).

8) [Bu mektub-u Ali’-nin yaz-dig-in]-a inan-tyor-um.
this letterracC A.:GEN Wwrite:PART.35G.DAT believe:PREs.1sG
‘I believe that Ali wrote this letter.” (Erguvanh-Taylan 1998a).

b. *Bu mektubu Ali 'nin yaz-ma-sina inanyorum.

(9) [Baba-m-in  parti-ye  gel-eme-me-sin]-e ¢ok  iiziil-dii-m.
father:1SG.GEN party:DAT come:IMPSB.VN.35G.DAT very to be sad:PRET.1sG
‘I was very sad that my father could not come to the party.’

In connection with discussions on presuppositions (information backgrounded and
taken for granted), empirical tests are applied to determine the conditions under
which they keep their characteristics; these consist of negation, interrogation, condi-
tional and modal contexts (Kiparsky & Kiparsky 1971: 345, Chierchia &
McConnell-Ginet 2000: 350, Beaver 2001: 18, 19). The constancy of a presupposi-
tion under these tests determines the factivity of the matrix predicate, as in (10a-d),
but not in (11):

(10) Anne-m [baba-m-n git-me-sin]-e ¢ok  dzill-iiyor.
mother:1SG father:15G.GEN g0:VN.3sG.DAT  very to be sad:PRES
My mother is very sad that my father went/is going /is going to go away.’'?

Applying the presupposition tests:

a. Anne-m  [baba-m-in git-me-sinj-e ¢ok iiziil-mil-yor.
mother:1sG father:1sG.GEN  go:VN.3sG.DAT  very to be sad:NEG.PRES
‘My mother is not very sad that my father went/is going /is going to go away.’

b. Anne-m  [baba-m-in git-me-sin]-e gok iiziil-tiyor mu?
mother:1sG father:15G.GEN  go:VN.3sG.DAT  very to be sad:PRES.Q.PTCL
‘Is my mother very sad that my father went/is going /is going to go away?’

c. Anne-m [baba-m-n git-me-sinj-e ¢ok ilziil-iiyor-sa
mother: 1SG father:1sG.GEN ~ g0:VN.35G.DAT very to be sad:PRES.COP.COND
tansiyon-u cik-abil-ir.

blood pressure:3sG  rise:PSB.AOR

12 A -mA complement does not, if not accompanied by any time adverbial and if no context
is supplied for the sentence, refer to any specific time and can, therefore, have these three
readings.
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‘My mother may get high blood pressure if she becomes very sad that
my father went/is going/is going to go away.’

d. Anne-m  [baba-m-n git-me-sinj-e ¢ok  iiziil-me-meli.
mother:1sG father:1sG.GEN  go:VN.3sG.DAT  very to be sad :NEG.OBL
‘My mother must not be very sad that my father went/is going /is going to
go away.’

The presupposition of (10, 10a-d) is Babam gitti/gidiyor/gidecek. “My father went/is
going/is going to go away.’

(11) Anne-m [baba-m-n git-me-sin]-i ¢ok  iste-di.
mother:1sG father:1sG.GEN  go:VN.3sG.AcC  very Wwish:PRET
‘My mother very much wanted my father to go away.’

Furthermore, an utterance which contradicts the truth of the presupposition of a
previous factive matrix predicate is not allowed, e.g. the utterance in (10) cannot be
followed by a discourse part such as in (12). A non-factive matrix predicate such as
iste- ‘to want’ (11) can, however, be followed by such an utterance, since there is no
presupposition which would be contradicted.

(12) Ama babam gitmedi. ‘But my father did not go/has not gone away.’

Kural (1993: 26) states that -(3;)Is complement clauses are existentially presupposed,
similar to the possessive -ing gerunds of English. The reason why -(y)/s complement
clauses are not compatible with non-factive predicates like iste- ‘to want’ or um- ‘to
hope’ seems to be related to the presuppositions. If the presupposition tests are ap-
plied to an utterance with -(3)/s complement clause as in (13), the presupposition A/
bugiin derse geg kaldi. ‘ Ali was late to class today.’ is kept constant.

(13) Hoca  bugiin[Ali -nin ders-e geg kal-1g-in]-a ¢ok  kiz-d.
teacher today A..GEN lesson:DAT be late:vN.3sG.DAT very getangry:PRET
“Today the teacher got annoyed that Ali came late to class.’

3. Questions

With the term question we mean a response-seeking sentential utterance uttered due
to an information deficit on the part of the speaker (Searle 1971: 100, Wunderlich
1976: 181).

Turkish yes/no questions (14) and alternative questions (15) are realised with the
question particle m/ which follows either the whole sentence or the phrases in its
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scope.”> mI accords with vowel harmony, is unstressed but is written separately;
sentence stress is usually placed immediately before it.'* Focus is on the phrase
immediately preceding m/, especially (as in (15)) when they are not at the end of the
sentence. As is usual for focused constituents, elements with m/ cannot be scrambled
into postverbal position. Such scrambling can, however, occur in preverbal positions
(Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 288). The intonation of questions with mJ shows a rising
tone just before 1/ and a falling tone after it (Aygen 1999: 4, Ozsoy 2002: 83)."°

(14)Bu  kitab- oku-du-n mu?
this book:Acc read:PRET.2SG Q.PTCL

‘Have you read this book?’

(15)Bu  kitab- mi (voksa su  kitab-1 mi) oku-du-n?
this book:Acc Q.PTCL or that book:Acc Q.PTCL read:PRET.2SG
‘Have you read this (or that) book?’

Wh-questions are realised by using interrogative pronouns such as kim ‘who’, nasil
‘how’, hangi ‘which’, etc. They mostly carry focal stress unless they occur with
another stressed constituent (Ozsoy 2002: 84). The intonation pattern of wh-
questions shows first a slight rise, followed by a fall-rise. However, multiple wh-
questions can end with a rising or falling intonation pattern. Goksel & Ozsoy (2000)
claim that focal stress occurs on the first wh-element of a multiple wh-question
(17).!¢ issever (2009), on the other hand, states that one immediately preverbally
placed wh-element of a multiple wh-question may carry focal stress as well:

(16) Bu  kitab- kim  oku-du?
this book:acc who read:PRET
‘Who has read this book?’

In some cases it appears within a phrase, notably with compositional phrases which
consist of a noun and an auxiliary; yardim et- (help + do) “to help’ can, e.g., give yardim
mu et- (help:Q.pTCL do).

4 For some exceptions see Goksel & Kerslake 2005: § 19.1.5.

15 There are, however, some cases in which the particle m is followed by a rising tone: (i)
questions in which mI occurs for expressing disbelief or surprise (ii) echo questions (iii)
questions in which m/ is used with another stressed element (for a detailed description and
related examples, see Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 288,293, 295).

With respect to the intonation pattern of wh-questions and focal stress within multiple wh-
questions see Goksel & Ozsoy 2000, Goksel & Kerslake 2005, Goksel et al. 2008, igsever
2009.

16
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(17) Kim ne-yi oku-du?
who what:acc read: PRET
‘Who has read what?’

Goksel et al. (2008) state that intonation is the main factor distinguishing declara-
tives and questions in Turkish. So one should take intonation as a clause-typer of
sentences, since wh-elements and the question particle m/ alone cannot convey in-
herently an interrogative reading (Ozsoy 2009)."”

While wh-questions do not occur with the question particle mI, echo questions
do allow such an occurrence (18); they end with a rising tone (cf. Goksel & Kerslake
2005: 306):

(18)Bu  kitab- kim mi oku-du?
this book:aAcc who Q.PTCL read:PRET
‘Are you asking who read this book?’

Turkish has two forms of tag questions, which are not considered in the discussions
of this paper related to embedding.'®

The unmarked word order of questions is analogous to unmarked declarative
clauses (SOV), i.e. the sentence structure remains unchanged. The word order of
wh-elements shows some restrictions with respect to their postverbal occurrence.
While declarative clauses allow postverbal scrambling, questions do not allow such
movement for wh-elements. This restriction seems to be due to focus on the wh-
constituents (Goksel 1998).

7" For a detailed description of the Turkish wh-elements kim ‘who’ and ne ‘what’ with
respect to their variable characteristics as negative and universal quantifiers see Gorgiili
2006.
(i) The form degil mi (nominal negation particle + question particle) is considered an
unmarked tag question. With such a question the speaker seeks confirmation of his/her
statement (Ozsoy 2002: 88):

Bu  kitab-1 oku-du-n, degil mi?

this book:acc read:PRET.2SG NEG Q.PTCL

‘You’ve read this book, haven’t you?’
(i) The form dyle mi (demonstrative adverbial ‘like that’ + question particle) follows
utterances about newly acquired information which contradict a speaker’s earlier
assumption (Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 289-290):

Bu  kitab-1 oku-ma-di-n, oyle mi?

this book:Acc read:NEG.PRET.2SG SO  Q.PTCL

“You haven’t read this book, is that right?”
They can follow an utterance with verbal or nominal predicate which may be conjugated
affirmatively or negatively; their intonation ends the sentence with a high rise followed by
a fall (Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 290).
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3.1. Embedded questions

In this section, we will first deal with questions with non-finite embedding, which
grammars consider under the title indirect questions, and secondly we will address
the finite embedding of questions. The yes/no questions are embedded with the
compositional form -(3)Ip...-mA-DIK/-(y)AcAK, which consists of the conjugation
of the reduplicated predicate once in converb form and once as negated -DIK or
-(»)AcAK participle,'® the agreement and case markers follow the morpheme -DIK or
-())AcAK:

(19) [Bu  kitab- oku-yup  oku-ma-dig-in]-1 sor-du.
this book:acc read:cONV read:NEG.PART.2SG.ACC ask:PRET
‘(S)he asked whether you have read this book.”

The embedding means for alternative questions depends on the alternating elements.
If the alternating element is the predicate conjugated once in the affirmative and
once in the negative, then the embedding means is the same as for yes/no questions
(19). If the alternating elements are constituents of the sentence, then the question
particle mI follows them and the predicate is nominalized by the morphemes -DIK
or -(AcAK (20). If the alternating elements are different predicates, then these
predicates are nominalized by the morphemes -DIK or -(3)AcAK, followed by the
question particle m/ (21).

(20) [Bu  kitab- mi yoksa su  kitab-1 mi
this book:Acc Q.PTICL or that book:Acc Q.PTCL
oku -dug-un-Ju sor-du.
read:PART.2SG.ACC  ask:PRET
‘(S)he asked whether you read this book or that one.”

(21) [Bu  kitab- ozetle-yeceg-iniz-i mi yoksa  sadece
this book:Acc summarize:PART.2PL.ACC Q.PTCL Or just
oku-yacag-iniz-1 mi] sor-du.
read:PART.2SG.ACC  Q.PTCL ask:PRET

‘(S)he asked whether you are going to summarize or just read this book.’

The embedding of simple and multiple wh-questions is realized by the morphemes
-DIK or -(3)AcAK which nominalize the predicate:

(22) [Kim-in ne-yi ne zaman  oku-dug-un]-u sor-du.
who:GEN  what:acc  when read:PART.35G.ACC  ask:PRET
‘(S)he asked who read what and when.’

19 Yarar (2007b) states that the morpheme -mA does not convey an interrogative reading in
similar compositional structures. However, it refers more to the optional propositions.
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The embedding of echo questions is realized by the morphemes -DIK or -(3)4cAK
on the predicate. Unlike embedded wh-questions and yes/no questions, echo ques-
tions always display matrix scope.

(23) [Bu  kitab-1 kim-in mi oku-dug-un]-u sor-du?®
this book:Acc Wwho:GEN Q.PTCL read:PART.3SG.ACC  ask:PRET
‘Did (s)he ask who has read this book?’

The internal word order of embedded questions remains unchanged. Backgrounding
(i.e. post verbal scrambling) of question elements is impossible (Akar 1990: 62). In
contrast, the whole embedded question can be backgrounded (24) (Erdal 1999:
64)."

(24) Hatirla-mi-yor-um [kim-i gor-dig-iim]-il.
remember:NEG.PRES.1sG ~ who:ACC  see:PART.1SG.ACC
‘I do not remember who I saw’ (Erdal 1999: 64).

The finite embedding of the above questions may be formed by the quotative com-
plementizer diye or may be realized without complementizer under certain matrix
predicates which we will discuss in § 3. 2. 1. After this summary on morpho-syntac-
tic features of embedded questions, we would like to present below the interaction of
matrix predicates with the embedding means of the questions.

3.2. Classification of embedding predicates and scope

The role of embedding predicates with respect to the interplay between their lexical
semantics and the affixal complementizers -DIK, -(3)AcAK, -mAk and -mA has been
pointed out by Erguvanh-Taylan 1998a, Ozsoy 1999, Csaté 1999, and van Schaaik
2001. These papers are the first significant attempts to classify embedding predi-
cates, and they have been considered by subsequent Turkish grammars (Ozsoy 1999,
Goksel & Kerslake 2005) as well.

2 This sentence is ambiguous: It may be an echo question of an indirect (embedded) wh-

question, as [Bu kitab: kimin okudugun]u sordu. ‘(S)he asked who had read this book.” or
of a direct wh-question, as Bu kitabt kim okudu? “Who has read this book?’

For further discussions on scrambling possibilities of the question constituents and related
data, see Erguvanh-Taylan 1984, Akar 1990, Aygen 1999, Géksel & Ozsoy 2000, Yarar
2007a, Ozsoy 2009 and Issever 2009.

The represented groups of matrix predicates are mostly open lists, i.e. they can be
extended with the exception of one group consisting of certain predicates like sor- ‘to
ask’, merak et- ‘to wonder’. They select for embedded questions with the morphemes
-DIK and -(3)AcAK.

21
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There are two important points that have not been considered, to my knowledge.
These are selectional properties of question embedding predicates, and question
elements within -(3;)Is complement clauses,® which will be discussed below in turn.

The lexical semantics of matrix predicates is one of the factors that can affect the
scope of the question elements like the question particle m/ and argument wh-ele-
ments. Embedded yes/no questions display only narrow scope unless they do not
contain further question elements, like wh-clements or the question particle ml.
However, the question particle of embedded alternative questions takes narrow
scope under the matrix predicate sor- ‘to ask’ as (25) shows, while ambiguous scope
takes place under the matrix predicate bil- ‘to know’ as (26) shows, i.e. the verb bil-
‘to know’ allows an interrogative or declarative reading. The yes/no-question in
(27), by contrast, allows for a narrow scope reading only. The coda intonation of
(26) falls under the declarative reading but rises under the interrogative reading.

(25) [Ali’-nin mi yoksa Ayge’-nin  mi gid-eceg-in]-i sor-uyor./*?
A.:GEN QPTCL or A..GEN Q.PTCL  gO:PART.35G.ACC ask:PRES
‘(S)he asks whether it is Ali or Ayse who will go.’

(26) [Ali’'nin mi yoksa Ayge’'nin  mi gidecegin]i biliyor./?
‘She knows whether it is Ali or Ayse who will go.’
‘Does (s)he know whether it is Ali or Ayse who will go?’/ “Who does she believe
will go? Ali or Ayse?’

@27) [Ali’-nin  gid-ip git-me-yeceg-in]-i sor-uyor/  bil-iyor./*?
A.:GEN gO:CONV  gO:NEG.PART.3sG.ACC ask:PRES  know:PREs
‘(S)he asks whether Ali will go.” / “(S)he knows whether Ali will go.’

Certain predicates (sor- ‘to ask’, merak et- ‘to wonder’) select only interrogative
-DIK or - (3)AcAK complement clauses ((28) with pronoun (29) with particle), but
do not select non-interrogatives (30). However, they select both interrogative and
non-interrogative - (y)Js and -mA complement clauses (31-32).%*

B Unlike other complementizing morphemes, only few linguists, Kural (1993), Erdal
(1998), van Schaaik (2001) and Goksel & Kerslake (2005), have looked at the use of
-()Is. Kural considers it to be a true gerund corresponding to English -ing. Erdal’s
account on the topic related use of the -(3)Is morpheme and its factivity (in terms of
Erdal) seems to be parallel to the account of Kural, who assumes -(3)Is to be existentially
presupposed. Additionally, van Schaaik’s (2001) and Goksel & Kerslake’s (2005)
observations point out the semantic interaction between -(3)Is complements and
embedding predicates.

2% Here, my thanks goes to Marcel Exdal for his remarks about non-interrogative -mA4 and
-()Is complement clauses that may appear under matrix predicates sor- ‘to ask’, merak
et- ‘to wonder’.
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(28) Ahmet [kim-in sinav-1 geg-tig-in]-i Ssor-uyor.
A. Who:GEN exam:ACC pass:PART.3SG.ACC  ask:PRES
‘Ahmet asks who passed the exam.’

(29) [Bu  kitab-1 ozetle-yeceg-iniz-i mi yoksa  sadece
this book:AcC summarize:PART.2PL.ACC Q.PTCL Or just

oku-yacag-niz-1 mi] sor-du.
read:PART.2SG.ACC Q.PTCL ask:PRET
‘(S)he asked whether you are going to summarize or just read this book.”

(30) *4hmet [Ayse’-nin sinav-i geg-tig-in]-i Sor-uyor.
A. Ayse:GEN exam:ACC pass:PART.3SG.ACC  ask:PRES
“*Ahmet asks that Ayse passed the exam.’

The following examples show the use of -mA and -(3)Is complement clauses, which
refers to the manner of the embedded event. Such a reading of -m4 complement
clauses has been pointed out by Erguvanli-Taylan (1998a) as well.

(31) Ayse anne-sin-e [regel yap-maJ-n sor-du.
A. mother:3sG-DAT marmalade do:vN.AcC ask:PRET
‘Ayse asked her mother how to make marmalade.’

(32) Ogretmen  égrenci-ler-e [Tiirk-ler-in ~ Istanbul’-u fethed-ig-in]-i
teacher student:pL.DAT Tuwk:PL.GEN I.:Acc conquer: VN.35G.ACC
sor-du.
ask:PRET
“The teacher asked the students how the Turks conquered Istanbul.’

In contrast to the verbs sor- ‘to ask’, and merak et- ‘to wonder’, there are a number
of predicates which embed with the morphemes -DIK and - (3)AcAK both interroga-
tive and non-interrogative complement clauses. These are anla- ‘to understand’, bil-
‘to know’, duy- ‘to hear’, diigiin- ‘to think about’, fark et- ‘to notice’, gor- ‘to see’,
goster- ‘to show’, haber al- ‘to find out’, haberi ol- ‘to know about’, hatirla- ‘to
remember’, ortaya ¢ik- ‘to become clear, emerge’, unut- ‘to forget’, and others.

In the following, embedding predicates will be discussed in two steps. In the first
step, we will point out some features about their finite and non-finite interrogative
complement clauses with concurring complementizing means. In the second step,
the question elements will be discussed with respect to their scope. It is possible that
an embedding predicate occurs in more than one group of predicates.
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3.2.1. Embedding predicates and the scope of question elements in finite
complement clauses

By, the term finite complement clause, we mean a complement clause that has a
person marker on its predicate.”> There are finite interrogative complement clauses
with a complementizer or without a complementizer that are called direct comple-
ment clauses and occur mostly preverbally (George & Kornfilt 1981):%

(33) [Yan-in-da kim  kal-sin] isti-yor-sun?
side:2sG-Loc  who stay:opT.3sG  wish:PRES.2sG
‘Whom do you want to stay with you?’

Interrogative complement clauses with the complementizer diye are only left
branching and the ones with the complementizer ki are only right branching. How-
ever, the interrogative ki complement clauses are very rare.”’ As shown in the
following table, matrix predicates that embed finite interrogative complement
clauses are more restricted in comparison to predicates embedding non-finite ones.

Table: Embedding predicates of the finite interrogative clauses

with complementizer diye or direct anla-’ to understand’, bil- ‘to know’, merak et-
‘wonder’

only with complementizer diye diigiin- “to think about’, sor- “to ask’?®

% There are different approaches with respect to criteria of finiteness in Turkish. Sezer

(2002) assumes tense and subject agreement to be the minimal finiteness criteria. How-
ever, George & Komfilt (1981) and Schroeder (2000) consider only subject agreement as
finiteness marker. While George & Komfilt’s agreement account covers both possessive
suffixes and person markers, Schroeder assumes only person markers to be the finiteness
marker. For further accounts on finiteness in Turkish, see Johanson (1993), Erguvanli-
Taylan (1998b), Erkman-Akerson (2000), Aygen (2002) and Emgin (2009). For a cross-
linguistic perspective of discussions on finiteness, see Nikolaeva (2007).
% Under certain matrix predicates like anla- ‘to understand’ or merak et- ‘to wonder’, a
direct complement clause may occur in the postverbal area as well: Gazetecilikte de
boyledir, hemen anlarsin [kim ne karsibginda ne yaziyor.] ‘It holds for journalism as
well; you see immediately who writes what for what payment (aslicin.blogspot.com/
2009/05/iyi-ki.html).
Interrogative ki complement clauses occur in direct speech constructions, which I leave
for future work: Bana dedi [ki: “Nasil olur, bu insanlar nerede bulunur?”’] ‘(S)he told
me: “How does it happen? Where does one find these people?” . http://www.global-
leaders.tv/arsiv/ahmet_ertegun.asp
The matrix predicate sor- ‘to ask’ may occur in paratactic direct speech constructions:
Zeynep endiseyle sordu: “Anne kitil bir sey mi oldu?” ‘Zeynep asked, worried: “Mom,
has something bad happened?” (METU-Turkish Corpus: Zerrin Polat, Sevginin giicii.
Oykii. Tiirkiye Is Bankas: Kiltiir Yayinlari, 1998).

27
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direct anlama- ‘not to understand’, bilme- ‘not to know’

bilmek iste- ‘to want to know’, de- ‘to say’, iste-
‘to want’, dgren- ‘to learn about’, san- ‘to
believe/think’

As shown in the following (34-42), the scope of argument wh-elements within com-
plement clauses may differ according to the complementizer and the semantics of
matrix predicates:

29

wh-element + anla- ‘to understand’/ merak et- ‘to wonder’ has narrow scope:

(34) [Vicdan azab-1 ne-ymis] anla-di-k.
conscience torment:3sG ~ what:cop.INDR  understand:PRET.1PL
‘We have understood what the torment of conscience means.’

wh-element + diye + anla- ‘to understand’ has matrix scope:

(35)Siz  bu ifade-den [para-n  kim ode-yecek diye]
you this utterance:ABL money:AcC who pay:FUT  COMP
anli-yor-sunuz?
understand:PRES.2PL
‘Who, do you think, is expected to pay, according to this formulation?’

wh-element + diye + sor- ‘to ask’ / merak et- ‘to wonder’ has narrow scope:
(36) [Genglig-in-de kim-i sev-mig-ti diye]  merak ed-er-im.

youth:3sG.Loc who:AcC  loVe:PERF.COP.PRET COMP  wonder:AOR.1sG
‘I wonder always who (s)he loved in her/his youth.”

wh-element + de- “to say’ has narrow scope:”
(37) [‘Kitab-r kim al-mig?”’] de-di-m.

book:acc who take:INDR/PERF  say:PRET.ISG
‘I said: “Who took the book, then?”*

wh-element + san- ‘to believe’ has matrix scope:
(38) Anne-m [para-yr  kim  ¢al-mig] san-yor?

mother:1sG money:Acc who steal:INDR/PERF  believe:PRES
‘Who does my mother believe has stolen the money?’

A matrix scope reading may be possible in an echo question: [Kitab: kim almig] dedin?
‘Who, did you say, took the book?”



Question elements in Turkish complement clauses 59

wh-element + iste- ‘to want’ has matrix scope, as in (33).
wh-element + bil- ‘to know’ has narrow or matrix scope:

(39) Anne-m [para-yn  kim  ¢al-mig] bil-iyor./?
mother:1sG money:Acc who steal:INDR/PERF ~ Know:PRES
‘My mother knows who has stolen the money.’
‘Who does my mother believe (think) has stolen the money?’

wh-element + diye+ bil- ‘to know’ has matrix scope:

(40) Anne-m [para-y1  kim  ¢al-mig diye] bil-iyor?
mother:1sG money:Acc who steal:INDR/PERF COMP know:PRES
‘Who does my mother believe (think) has stolen the money?’

wh-element + bilme- ‘not to know’ has narrow scope:>°

(41) Anne-m [para-y kim  ¢al-mig] bil-mi-yor.
mother:1sG money:Acc  who steal:INDR/PERF  WISSEN:NEG.PRES
‘My mother does not know who has stolen the money.’

wh-element + ¢gren- ‘to learn about’ has narrow scope:

(42) [Bu mesele-nin arka-sin-da kim var] dgren-eceg-iz.
this matter:GEN behind:3sc.Loc who existent leam:FUT.1PL
‘We will find out who is behind this matter.”

The scope conditions of the above examples with wh-elements hold for the question
particle mI as well.

3.2.2. Embedding predicates and the scope of question elements in non-finite
complement clauses

Embedding predicates are discussed below firstly with respect to the restrictions of
their compatibility with the concurring complementizing morphemes (Erguvanli-
Taylan 1998a) and secondly with respect to observations on their interaction with
the scope of the question elements.

% With respect to bilme- ‘not to know’, Herkenrath & Karakog & Rehbein (2003: 240)
made similar observations.
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3.2.2.1. Matrix scope

i. Embedding predicates which take only -m4 complement clauses and question
elements with matrix scope:*'

a) Predicates of command, request, wish, desire, hope and expectation: arzu et-
‘to wish’, bekle- ‘to expect’, emret- ‘to command’, iste- ‘to want’, falep et- ‘to re-
quest’, etc.:

(43) Ali [parti-ye  kim-ler-in gel-me-sin]-i isti-yor?/*.
A. party:DAT WhO:PL.GEN  come:VN.3SG.ACC  want:PRES
‘Who are the persons Ali wants to come to the party?’

(44) Ali [parti-ye  baba-sin-in mi gel-me-sin]-i iste-mi-yor?/*.
A. party:DAT father:3sG.GEN Q.PTCL come:VN.35G.ACC Wish:NEG.PRES
‘Is it his father whom Ali doesn’t want to come to the party?’

b) Predicates of obligation, necessity, permission, and possibility: engelle-/onle-
‘to prevent’, izin ver-/milsaade et- ‘to permit’, lazim/gerek/gerekli ‘necessary’,
mecbur (ol-/ kal-) ‘to be obliged’, mimkiin/olas: ‘possible’, sart ‘obligatory’,
yasakla- ‘to forbid’, zorla- “to force’, etc.

¢) Predicates of emotional reaction or personal attitude referring to the event or
state of affairs in the complement clause: begen-/bayil-/sev-/hoslan- ‘to like/love/be
fond of’, affet- ‘to forgive’, alin- ‘to be offended’, can: sikil- ‘to be upset’, cesaret
et- ‘to venture’, cesaretlen- ‘to be courageous’, elestir- ‘to criticize’, goze al- ‘to
risk’, katlan- ‘to bear’, kizdir- ‘to annoy’, kolay ‘easy’, nefret et- ‘to hate’, ogiitle-
‘to advise’, ov- ‘to praise’, sevindir- ‘to make happy’, sikdyet et- ‘to complain
about’, utan- ‘to be ashamed’, yararlan- ‘to benefit’, iiz- ‘to upset’, zor ‘difficult’,
etc. (cf. Erguvanhi-Taylan 1998a).

d) Predicates of achievement and predicates referring to the beginning or ending
of an event: bagar- ‘to manage’, basla- ‘to begin’, becer- ‘to manage’, bitir- ‘to
finish’, kalkig- ‘to dare’, yelten- ‘to arrogate’, etc.

ii. Embedding predicates which take only -DIK or -(3)4cAK complement clauses
and question elements with matrix scope: farz et- ‘to consider’, iddia et- ‘to claim’,
inan- ‘to believe’, san-/zannet- ‘to think, suppose’, pisman ol- ‘to regret’ and
varsay- ‘to presuppose’.>?

31
32

The verb iste- ‘to want” may take complement clauses with -mAk as well.

pisman ol- “to regret’ generally occurs with -DIK complements. However, it appears in a
reduplicating construction (Verb:DIK.Poss.DAT + Verb:())AcAK.poss.DAT) with the
morpheme -(3)AcAK as well: Buraya gel-dig-im-e gel-eceg-im-e pisman oldum. ‘1 have
very much regretted to have come here.’



Question elements in Turkish complement clauses 61

(45) [Ne yap-tig-in]-1 san-tyor-sun?
what do:PART.2sG.Acc think:PRES.2SG
‘What do you think you do?’

(46) En¢ok [ne yap-ng-mnj-a pisman ol-du-n?
mostly what do:PART.2SG.DAT regret:PRET.25G
‘Which of your actions did you regret most?”

iii. Embedding predicates which take -mA and -(3)Is complement clauses and ques-
tion elements with matrix scope: begen- ‘to like’, devam et- ‘to continue’, durdur-
‘to stop’, engelle- ‘to prevent’, etkile- ‘to influence’, hizlandir- ‘to speed up’, ko-
laylagnr- “to facilitate’, kolay ol- ‘to become easy’, sona er- ‘to finish’, sirdiir- ‘to
keep’, uygun bul- ‘to find proper’, yavaslat- ‘to slow down’, zor ol- ‘to become
difficult’, zoriagnir- ‘to aggravate’, etc.

(47) Devlet-in bu  miidahale-si [kim-in ilerle-yig-in]-i
government:GEN this intervention:3sG Who:GEN  progress: VN-2PL-ACC
yavagla-t-abil-ir?
slow down:CAUS.PSB.AOR
‘Whose progress can this intervention of the government slow down?’

iv. Embedding predicates which take -mA, -(3)Is and -DIK/-(y)AcAK complements
and question elements with matrix scope: dogru (degil) “true (not true)’, iyi ‘good’,*®
kiz- ‘to anger’, sevin- ‘to become happy’, #ziil- ‘to be sad’, etc.

(48) Hoca  [kim-in ders-e ge¢ kal-ig-inJ-a kiz-d?
teacher who:GEN lesson:DAT be late:vN-3SG-DAT get angry:PRET
‘By whose coming late to class did the teacher get annoyed?’

(49) [Ali’-nin mi ders-e geg kal-ig-inJ-a kaz-di?
A.:GEN QPTCL lesson:DAT be late:vN.3sG.DAT get angry:PRET
‘Did (s)he get angry by Ali’s being late to class?’/ Is it Ali’s being late to class that
made him/her angry?’

3.2.2.2. Narrow scope

i. Interrogative -mAk, -mA or -(y)Is complement clauses which occur within -DIK or
-(y)AcAK complement clauses and under the matrix predicates merak et- ‘to wonder’
and sor- ‘to ask’ have matrix scope no longer:

(50) [Ali’nin [parti-ye  kim-ler-in gel-me-sin]-i iste-dig-in]-i
A..GEN party:DAT WhOPL.GEN come:VN.35G.ACC Wish:PART.35G.ACC

3 dogru (degil) “true/right (not true/right)’ may take -mAk complements as well.
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merak edi-yoruz.
wonder:PRES.1PL
‘We wonder whom Ali wants to come to the party.’

(51) [Hoca-nmmn [kim-in ders-e geg kal-ig-inj-a
teacher:GEN  Who:GEN  lesson:DAT be late:VN.35G.DAT
kiz-dig-nj-1 sor-du.
get angry:PART.35G.AcC ask:PRET
‘(S)he asked by whose being late to class the teacher got annoyed.’

ii. Question elements within -DIK or -(3)AcAK complement clauses have narrow
scope under the following matrix predicates: aragtir- ‘to research’, denetle- ‘to
check’, incele- ‘to investigate’, kontrol et- ‘to control’, merak et- ‘to wonder’, ol¢-
‘to gauge, measure’, sor- ‘to ask’, and bilmek iste- ‘to want to know’. In contrast,
matrix scope may be allowed in the following multiple interrogative constructions:

a) If the question particle mI occurs together with a wh-element within a com-
plement clause, as in (52).

b) If the question particle m/ or a wh-element occurs within yes/no questions, as
in (53) and (54).

¢) If multiple wh-elements of complement clauses function as argument con-
stituents, as in (55).>* The example in (55) has a declarative reading as well.

(52) Al [kim-in mi git-tig-in]-i sor-du?/*.
A. who:GEN Q.PTCL g0: PART.3sG.ACC  ask:PRET
‘Did Ali ask about the person who went away?’

(53) Ahmet [kim-in stnav-i geg-ip geg-me-dig-in]-i sor-du?/*.
A. Who:GEN exam:ACC pass:CONV pass:NEG.PART.35G.ACC ask:PRET
‘About whom did Ahmed ask whether (s)he passed the exam?’

(54) Ali [bu  kitab- mi oku-yup  oku-ma-dig-inj-1 sor-du?/*.
A. this book:acc Q.PTCL read:cONV read:NEG.PART.3SG.ACC ask:PRET
‘Is this the book about which Ali asked whether you read it or not?’

o Gorgiilii (2006) points out that if one or both wh-elements within a wh-island are

adjuncts, then none of them can have a matrix scope. Nevertheless, in the following one
of his examples, the argument wh-element may have a matrix scope, but not the adjunct
wh-element:

Cem  [kim-in ne zaman  gel-dig-in]-i sor-du.

Cem  who:GEN when come:PART.3sG.AcC ask:PRET (Gorgiilii 2006: § 5.2.3)
(i) ‘Cem asked who came when.’

(ii) “Who did Cem ask came when?’

(iii) ?? ‘When did Cem ask who came?’
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(55) Cem [kim-in ne-yi satin al-dig-mjJ-1 sor-du?/.
Cem who:GENwhat:acc  buy:PART.3sG.Acc ask:PRET (Gorgiilii 2006: § 5.2.3)
a) “‘What did Cem ask who bought?’
b) “Who did Cem ask bought what?’
c) ‘Cem asked who bought what.’

iii. Under the following matrix predicates, question elements of -DIK/-(3)AcAK
complement clauses have only narrow scope and the question elements of -mA4 com-
plement clauses have only matrix scope: ilgilendir- ‘to interest’, onemli (degil) ‘im-
portant (not important), fark etme- ‘not to make a difference’, etc.

(56) [Diin  kim-in-le gorilg-tiig-im] Ali-yi  ¢ok ilgilen-dir-mig./*?
yesterday who:GEN.INST meet:PART.1SG A.:ACC very interest:CAUS.INDR/PERF
‘As1 heard, Ali was very interested in whom I met yesterday.’

(57) [Din  kim-in-le goriis-me-m] Ali’yi  ¢ok ilgilen-dir-mig?/*.
yesterday who:GEN.INST meet:VN.1SG A.:AcC very interest:CAUS.INDR/PERF
‘Who is the person whose meeting with me yesterday is said to have interested Ali a
lot.”

(58) [Gorev-i  kim-in al-ma-si] ¢ok  onemli?/*.
task:acc  who:GEN  take up:vN-3sG  very important
‘Concerning whom is it very important that (s)he sould take the responsibility for the
task?’

(59) [Gorev-i  kim-in al-dig-1] ¢ok onemli./*?
task:acc  who:GEN  take up:PART.3sG very important
“The identity of the person who took up the task is very important.’

3.2.2.3. Ambiguous scope

As mentioned at the beginning of the paper, there are certain embedding predicates
which allow their complement clauses to have two readings, an interrogative and a
non-interrogative one. These readings come about by the scope of interrogative
elements. They are distinguished by intonation. There often is rising tone sentence-
finally in the interrogative one and falling in the declerative one. These matrix
predicates split into two groups:

i. The embedding predicates which select only -DIK/-(3)AcAK complement
clauses and allow the question elements within their complement clauses to have an
ambiguous reading are the following: bul- ‘to find out’, dikkat et- ‘to pay attention’,
Jark et-/farkana var- ‘to notice’, ispat et- ‘to prove’ , tahmin et- ‘to suppose’, tespit
et- ‘to ascertain’, etc.

(60) Miifettis  [kim-in hile yap-tig-in]-1 tespit et-ti./?
inspector who:GEN  cheat:PART.35G.ACC state:PRET
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“The inspector found out who had cheated.”
‘Who did the inspector find out had cheated?’

ii. Embedding predicates which allow interrogative elements of their -D/K comple-
ment clauses to carry an ambiguous scope, but of -m4 complement clauses only
allow a matrix scope are: bil- ‘to know’, bildir- ‘to report’, dile getir- ‘to express’,
diigin- ‘to think’, goster- ‘to show’, hatirla- ‘to remember’, unut- ‘to forget’, ifade
et- ‘to express’, dgren- ‘to learn’, soyle- ‘to say’, sasir- ‘to be surprised’, and others:

oAl o giin  [kim-in araba-sin-1  kullan-dig-inJ1 ogren-di./?
A. that day who:GEN car:3sG.ACC  US€:PART.3sG.ACC  learn:PRET
‘Ali found out that day whose car he drove.”
‘Who was the owner of the car which Ali found out that day he had driven?’

©2)A4li o giin  [kim-in araba-sin-1  kullan-maj- égren-di?
A. that day whoiGEN car:3sG.AcC use:VN.ACC  learn:PRET
‘Whose car did Ali learn to drive that day?’

4. Summary

Based on the above observations, we have attempted to point out the determining
role of three factors with respect to the scope of the question elements (the question
particle m/ and argument wh-elements) within complement clauses: i. embedding
predicates; ii. complementizing means; iii. multiple interrogative constructions.

Our data showed that the scope of question elements within the finite comple-
ment clauses which are embeddable under the same matrix predicates like anla- ‘to
understand’ or bil- ‘to know/think’ may differ according to the way of embedding,
i.e. with quotative complementizer diye or without any complementizer (direct).

Furthermore, we have showed that a tense based syntactic approach falls short in
attempting to understand the scope of question elements within complement clauses.
As mentioned above, the -DIKX or -(3)AcAK complement clauses have been consid-
ered by this approach mostly with tense reference. This feature has been assumed to
be the reason for the narrow scope of their question elements. However, they are not
able to have a narrow scope when -DIK and -(3)AcAK complement clauses are em-
bedded under certain matrix predicates. These predicates do not consist of a homo-
geneous class, i.e. there are some factive predicates like pisman ol- ‘to regret’ and
some non-factive ones like san- ‘to believe/think’.

Additionally, we have pointed out that the occurrence of multiple question ele-
ments within the complement clauses may change the scopal restrictions that are
caused by certain embedding predicates when they embed complement clauses with
single question elements. Thus, we claim that the scope boundaries of the question
elements cannot be best understood without regarding the interaction between the
semantics of matrix predicates, complementizing means and syntactical environment
that includes multiple interrogative constructions.
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GEN
IMPSB
INDR
INST
LocC

obl
OPT

future
genitive
imposibility
indirective
instrumental
locative
negation
obligation
optative

PART
PERF
PL
PRES
PRET
PSB
Q.PTCL
SG

participle
perfect

plural

present

preterite
possibility
question particle
singular

verbal noun
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Turkic relative constructions

Turkic relative clauses are typically non-finite clauses based on a participle. The
dominating type of relative clause is not marked for subject-predicate agreement
(Csat6 1996 and references given there). See Ex. 1.

Ex. 1

Karachay-Balkar

Non-marked relative clause

konay  kel-uciu iy

guest  come-PART room

‘aroom where guests stay’ > ‘guestroom’

Some Turkic languages have developed relative constructions in which subject-
predicate agreement is marked by a possessive suffix on the participle. In such con-
structions the Genitive can be assigned to the subject. See the following examples.

Ex.2

Turkish

Genitive relative clause with subject-predicate agreement
kiz-in;  uyu-dug-u; oda

girl-GEN sleep-DIK.PART  room

‘a /the room where the girl sleeps’

Certain languages, for instance Turkmen, have a type of relative construction in
which agreement between the Genitive subject of the relative clause and the head
noun is marked; see Ex. 3.
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Ex. 3

Turkmen

Genitive relative clause with subject and head noun agreement
Atalov-iy; oturan oturgig-i;

Atalov-GEN  sit-AN.PART  chair-3poss

‘the chair on which Atalov sits’

The aim of this article is to describe the typology of relative clauses in modern Uy-
ghur.

Previous descriptions of Uyghur relative clauses

In Uyghur grammars the properties of participial constructions are mostly discussed
under morphology. Participles which may function as non-finite predicates in rela-
tive clauses are in Uyghur referred to as sipdtdas and are described together with
the other non-finite verb forms, isimdas ‘verbal noun’ and rdwisdas ‘adverbial form
of the verb’.

Tomiir (1987) and Cheng et al. (1996) distinguish between four participles: (i)
the past participle in -GAn, (ii) the present continuous participle in -(i)watqan, (iii)
the present future participle in -Idiyan, and (iv) the Aorist participle, e.g. kdl-gdn
‘one who has come / came’, kel-iwatqan ‘one who is /was coming’, apla-ydiyan ‘one
who listens’, and yaz-ar ‘one who writes’. See more about the morphosyntactic
variations below. Concerning the use of these participles, the grammars mention that
they behave like adjectives and can function as modifiers of nominal categories.
Moreover, they can also be used as nouns, in which case they are inflected. Syntactic
properties of Uyghur are discussed in Cheng et al. (1996), but this work does not
give any account of relative clauses. Unfortunately, we have not had any access to
Niyaz (1982), Qasim (1982) and Ma Deyuan’s studies on the syntax of Uyghur.!

Grammars written in English or German, Friedrich 2002 and de Jong 2007, do
not present the syntactic properties of relative clauses but discuss the morphological
features of the participles as do the Chinese grammars mentioned above. De Jong
(2007) does not even make any clear differenciation between finite and non-finite
usages of the participles.

The Uyghur scholar Litip Tohti studied the semantic and word order properties
of relative clauses (Tohti 1995). He described relative clauses built with participles
in -GAn and -GUddk. He also mentioned a third type, which is formed without a
participle. See his examples here as Ex. 4, Ex. 5 and Ex. 6.

! We thank professor Abdurishid Yakup for reference to these works and further valuable
comments on this article.
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Ex. 4

Min oqu-yan kitab qiziq i-kdin.

I read-GAN.PART  book interesting is-COP.GAN
“The book which I have read is, as I find, interesting.’

Ex. 5

Ue¢ kiin-gd  ydt-kiiddk un  qal-di.

Three day-DAT  reach-GUDAK.PART flour leave-pST3sG
‘There is some flour left, which can suffice for three days.”

Ex. 6

TI'ulja  mdnziri-si; gilzal Sahdir;.
Ghulja landscape-3ross beautiful city
‘Ghulja is a city with a beautiful panorama.’

In a later work written in the framework of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky
1995), Tohti applied the term ‘adjectivalized phrase’ instead of ‘relative clause’
(2004). He explained this terminological preference by referring to the fact that such
constructions cannot be treated as sentences because they lack tense and subject
agreement morphology. Uchturpani (2009a and 2009b) adopted Tohti’s approach
and described some additional syntactic features of relative clauses in the Minimalist
framework. These will be included in this paper.

Rentzsch’s study (2005) presents some basic syntactic properties of relative
clauses and gives a detailed analysis of the aspectual meaning of the participles; see
more about his analysis below.

Notation of suffixes

Table 1 and Table 2 contain the variants of the participle suffixes that we are going
to deal with. In the notation of the suffixes, G stands fory, g, , orq; A fora or g; U
for u or it; I for i or y; K for k or q. The use of brackets in -(i)watqgan indicates that
the i sound is optional, i.e. it is not realized after a vowel stem. See the following
examples.

Table 1

-GAn -Idiyan -(i)watqan
yaz- ‘write’ yaz-yan  yaz-idiyan  yez-iwatgan
kal-  ‘come’ kal-gin kel idiyan  kel-iwatgan
kat-  ‘go’ kit-kiin  ket- idiyan  ket-iwatgan

oylat- “let sb think’ oylat-gan oylit- idiyan oylit-iwatqan
oyla- ‘think’ oyli-yan oyla-ydiyan oyla-watqan
tiizd- ‘correct, modify’ #izi-gdn  tiizd- ydiyan tizd-watqan
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Table 2

-mAKé bolyan -GUddk -GU¢ilik
yaz- ‘write’ yaz-maqéi bolyan  yaz-yuddk  yaz-yulilik
kil-  ‘come’ kiil-mdkéi bolyan  kil- giidak  kdil-giicilik
kit-  ‘go’ kdit- makéi bolyan  kiit- kiidék  kat-kiicilik
oyla- ‘think’ oyli-maqdi bolyan  oyli- yuddik oyli-yudilik

oylat-“let sb think’ oylat-maqci bolyan oylat-quddik oylat-qudilik
tiza- ‘correct, modify’ tizi- makdi bolyan  tizi-giddk  tizi-gicilik

Typological properties of relative clauses in Uyghur

Participial clauses are defined here as non-finite clauses based on a participle. The
predicate core in such constructions can be expanded to contain a subject and predi-
cate complements. Thus, participial clauses can render full propositional contents.
Relative clauses are participial clauses in which a constituent is relativized. Relative
clauses are either headless or headed by a nominal head; see Ex. 7 and Ex. 8 respec-
tively. In these examples, the first actant of the predicate kirgdn ‘who has entered /
entered’ is relativized. If the relativized constituent denotes a person, a resumptive
pronoun, ozi ‘himself, herself” or ¢z/iri can be present in the relative clause.

Ex. 7
Headless relative clause
Oy-ga kir-gan dost-um-dur.

house-DAT enter-GAN.PART  friend-15G.POSS-COP
“The one who has entered / entered the house is my friend.’

Ex. 8
Headed relative clause
oy-gd kir-gén yigit

house-DAT enter-GAN.PART  boy
‘the boy who has entered / entered the house’

Ex. 9

Oz-i; Gy-gd kir-gdn yigit;
self-3poss house-DAT enter-GAN.PART  boy
‘the boy who has entered / entered the house’

Participial clauses can also function as non-finite complement clauses. The differ-
ence between the two types of participial clauses is that in non-finite complement
clauses no relativization takes place. Another difference is that in non-finite comple-
ment clauses, the participle is marked for agreement with the subject. The agreement
marker is a possessive suffix. There is no subject agreement morphology on the par-
ticiple in relative clauses. Ex. 10 illustrates a complement clause based on a partici-
ple in -GAn.
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Ex. 10

Complement clause

Men-iy; oy-gd kir-gin-im; yaxsi  boldi.

I-GEN  house-DAT enter- GAN.PART-1sGPOss good  become/be-PAST3SG
‘It was good that I entered the house.’
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Friedrich (2002: 143) mentions that the suffix -//K can optionally be attached to
participles. The meaning of the participle with and without -Z/X is the same; see Ex.

11.

Ex. 11

Complement clause

men-iyj; Oy-gd kir-gdn-lig-im; yax$i  bol-di.

I-GEN  house-DAT enter-GAN.PART-LIK-1sGPoss good  become/be-PAST3sG
‘It was good that I entered the house.’

Rentzsch (2005: 143) remarks that a participle cannot be combined with -//X in rela-
tive clauses. Thus, the possibility to attach the suffix -//X to a participle in -GAn can
be used as a diagnostic test to distinguish between complement and relative clauses.
The overt complementizers of relative clauses are the bound morphemes that
build participles. Turkic relative clauses are left-branching, i.e. they precede the

head noun. See, e.g. Ex. 12, Ex. 13 and Ex. 14.

Ex. 12

oyunéug-lir-i-ni buz-yan qizéaq
toy-pL-3POSs-AcC  break-GAN.PART little girl
‘the little girl who has broken / broke her toys’

Ex. 13

mdn daim bar-idiyan kinoxana

I often go-IDITAN.PART cinema

‘the cinema where I often go’

Ex. 14

qulig-i-ya giil qis-qan qiz

ear-3poss-DAT  flower stick-GaAN.PART  girl
‘the girl who has stuck / stuck a flower to her ear’

With respect to the case marking of the subject constituent, we distinguish between
two types of relative clauses in Uyghur. The first type is based on a participle and

the subject of the relative clause, here giz ‘girl’, is in the Nominative; see Ex. 15.
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Ex. 15
Nominative relative clause
qiz  yaz-yan xdt

girl write-GAN.PART letter
‘a letter which the girl has written / wrote’

In the second type, the subject of the relative clause is in the Genitive, here giz-niy
‘girl’s’, and a possessive agreement suffix is attached to the head noun. We refer to
these constructions as Genitive relative constructions.

Ex. 16
Genitive relative construction
qiz-niy; yaz-yan xet-i;

girl-GEN  write-GAN.PART letter-3Poss
‘the letter which the girl has written/wrote’

Genitive relative constructions, just as the Nominative ones, can be based on any
patticiple form. See, for instance, examples with the participle in -GUddk
and -mAKZ¢i bolyan.

Ex. 17
Genitive relative construction
qiz-niy; yaz-yuddk xet-i;

girl-GEN  write-GUDAK.PART letter-3Poss
‘a /the letter which the girl can write’

Ex. 18
Genitive relative construction
qiz-niy; yaz-maqdi bol-yan xet-i;

girl-GEN  write-MAKCI bol-GAN.PART letter-3pPoss
‘the letter which the girl will write’

The specific syntactic properties of the Genitive relative constructions will be treated
later.

Turkic clauses based on participles are syntactically independent and can be used
as noun phrases. In such a case, they are inflected as other nominal categories
depending on their syntactic function. Relative clauses without a nominal head are
called headless relative clauses, a term suggesting that something is missing in such
constructions. However, in Turkic languages, such ‘headless’ constructions are not
elliptic since there is no syntactic or semantic need to add a nominal head. See the
following examples in which the participle clauses are translated as ‘one who en-
tered the room’ Ex. 19, ‘those who are sleeping’ Ex. 20, ‘those who do not go home
during the vacation’ Ex. 21, ‘what you have just said’ Ex. 22, ‘what I know’ Ex. 23.
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Ex. 19
Headless relative clause
Baya oy-gd kir-gdn kim?

alittle earlier house-DAT enter-GAN.PART Wwho
‘Who is the one who entered the house a little earlier?’

Ex. 20

Headless relative clause
Uxla-watqan-lar-ni daqir!
sleep-IWATQAN.PART-PL-ACC  call.2sG.IMP
‘Call those who are sleeping!’

Ex. 21

Headless relative clause

Tatil-da oy-gd qayt-ma-ydiyan-lar qol  kotir-imlar.
vacation-Loc home-DAT go back-NEG-IDICAN.PART-PL  hand raise-2PL.IMP
“Those who don’t go home during the vacation, raise your hands.’

Ex. 22

Headless relative clause

Hazir  de-gin-iy-ni yind  bir  de-gin-d.
now Say-GAN.PART-2SG.POSS-ACC ~again  one Ssay-IMP-PRT
‘Say again what you have just said.’

Ex. 23

Headless relative clause

Bu  hdg-ti bil-idiyan-lir-im yoq.

this respect-Loc ~ know-IDITAN.PART-PL-1SG.POSS  non-existing
‘I don’t have any knowledge about this matter.’

If we regard these relative clauses to be nominals, their syntactic status in prenomi-
nal position can be analysed differently from that of relative clauses, e.g. in English.
Johanson (1998: 50) describes identity attribution as a construction of two nouns
referring to the same entity and juxtaposed asyndetically as qualifying attribute +
head, e.g. Turkish kadin ogretmen ‘woman teacher’. He adds: “The attribute may
also be a participle with predicative force, that is the basis of a relative clause, e.g.
Turkish konusan adam ‘the man who speaks / spoke’, sevdigim kadin ‘the woman I
love(d)’” (Johanson 1998: 50). The same analysis can be applied to Uyghur headed
relative clauses.

Ex. 24

baya oy-gd kir-gdn bala
a little earlier house-DAT enter-GAN.PART  boy
‘one having just entered the house  ‘boy’

‘the boy who has just entered the house’
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The headless relative can participate in different syntactic constructions; see, for
instance the following:

Ex. 25

Sdn  Sundaq bala gdp anli-ma-ydiyan.

you such  boy word listen-NEG-IDITAN.PART
“You are such a boy, one who doesn’t listen to advices.”

Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy

One parameter applied in the classification of relative clauses is related to the
syntactic status of the relativized noun within the relative clause. Keenan and
Comrie (1977) formulated the Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy, which defines
universal principles of relativization strategies. According to this hierarchy the most
accessible category for relativization is the subject. The other categories having a
lower status in the hierarchy are direct object, indirect object, oblique argument,
possessor and object of comparison, in this order. The hierarchy predicts that if a
category of lower level is relativizable in a given language the categories of higher
level are also relativizable. Thus, if direct objects can be relativized then subjects
can also be relativized. If indirect objects can be relativized then both subjects and
direct objects are relativizable. See Table 3 in which the sign > means ‘is more
accessible to relativization’.

Table 3
subject > direct object > indirect object > oblique argument > possessor >
object of comparison

This hierarchy is observed also in Uyghur. In Uyghur, subjects, direct objects, indi-
rect objects, oblique objects, and possessors can be relativized but not objects of
comparison. See the following examples representing relativization of different
categories.

Ex. 26

Subject

kitab-ni  oqu-yan bala
book-acc read-GAN.PART boy

‘the boy who has read / read the book”
Ex. 27

Direct object

u-niy al-yan kitab-lir-i

(s)he-GEN  buy-GAN.PART book-PL-3POsS
“the books that (s)he has bought /bought’
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Ex. 28

Indirect object

qiz  kitab-ni  bdr-gin ayal

girl book-AcC give-GAN.PART  woman

‘the woman to whom the girl has given / gave the book’

Ex. 29

Oblique argument

toxtam imzala-n-yan ydr
contract sign-PASS-GAN.PART place
‘the place where the contract was signed’

Ex. 30

Oblique argument

tamaka Cek-is Cakld-n-gdn orun

cigarette smoke-VERBAL NOUN forbid-PASS-GAN.PART  place
‘a place where smoking cigarettes is / has been / was banned’

Ex. 31

Complement of a postposition

prezident-niy; kelisim-gd qol goy-yan  qdilim-i;
president-GEN contract-DAT  Sign-GAN.PART pen-3POSS

‘the pen with which the president has signed / signed the contract’

Observe that the postposition bildn ‘with’ cannot be used without a complement;
thus it cannot be stranded in the relative clause; see Ex. 32.

Ex. 32
prezident-niy; *bilin  kelisim-gd qol qoy-yan  qdlim-i;
president-GEN with contract-DAT  Sign-GAN.PART pen-3POSS

Possessive marked, so-called secondary postpositions are syntactically free; thus
they can be stranded in the relative clause; see Ex. 33.

Ex. 33
Complement of a postposition marked with a possessive suffix
ast-i-da su-lar eq-ip tur-idiyan aramgah

below-3poss-Loc water-PL ~ flow-CONV AUX-IDIGAN.PART garden house
‘a garden house under which waters are flowing’

A possible finite sentence corresponding to Ex. 33 is Ex. 34.

Ex. 34

Aramgah ast-i-da su-lar eq-ip tur-idu.
garden house under-3poss-Loc water-PL  flow-CONV AUX-PRES
‘Waters are flowing under the garden house.’
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The following examples illustrate relativization of the genitive possessor. In Ex. 35,
Ex. 36, and Ex. 37, the head noun is coreferential with the possessor of the subject,
in Ex. 38, with the possessor of the direct object noun phrase, and in Ex. 40, with the
possessor in an adverbial expression.

Ex. 35
Possessor of the subject
dost-i; oy-gd kal-gan qiz;

friend-3POoss home-DAT come-GAN.PART girl
‘the girl whose friend has come home’

Ex. 36
Possessor of the subject
ayal-i; tigd-p kdit-kan qosni-miz;

wife-3poss finish-cONV ~ AUX-PART neighbor-1PL.POSS
‘our neighbor whose wife passed away’

Ex. 37
Possessor of the subject
ayrig-i; kiin-din  kiin-gad eyirla-p Kdit-kdin kesal;

illness-3ross  day-ABL day-DAT  get worse-CONV ~ AUX-GAN.PART patient
‘a patient whose illness is getting more serious from day to day’

Ex. 38
Possessor of the object
qoy-lir-i-ni; bord  ye-gdin padidi-lar;

sheep-pL-3POss-acc wolf  eat-GAN.PART shepherd-pL
‘the shepherds whose sheep were eaten by the wolf”

A possible corresponding finite sentence is Ex. 39.

Ex. 39

Padici-lar-niy;  qoy-lir-i-ni; bora ye-di.
shepherd-pL-GEN sheep-PL-3Poss-acc wolf eat-PAST
“The wolf has eaten / ate the shepherd’s sheep.”

Ex. 40
Possessor in an NP functioning as adverbial
ogzi-si-din; birnddéa kicik  xi§ pardi-si  Cus-kdn oy;

roof-3Poss-ABL  several small brick piece-3poss fall-GAN.PART house
‘the house from the roof of which several small pieces of bricks fell’

A possible corresponding finite sentence is Ex. 41.
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Ex. 41

Oy-niy; ogzi-si-din; birnddéa kicik  xi§ pardi-si Gils-ti.
house roof-3ross-ABL  several small  brick piece-3ross  fall-PAST
‘From the roof of the house several pieces of bricks fell down.’

As pointed out above, objects of comparison cannot be relativized. The insertion of a
resumptive pronoun representing the head noun in the relative clause is not accept-
able for all speakers.

Ex. 42
Object of comparison without any resumptive pronoun
*Arkin  tez-rik yilgtir-gdn bala

Erkin  quick-COMP  run-GAN.PART boy
Intended meaning: ‘the boy who Erkin has run / ran faster than’

The possible corresponding finite sentence is Ex. 43.

Ex. 43

Arkin  bali-din  tez-rik yiigiir-di.

Erkin  boy-ABL  quick-COMP  run-PAST

‘Erkin ran faster than the boy.’

Ex. 44

Object of comparison with a resumptive pronoun

*?Arkin ozi-din tez-rik yiigiir-gdn bala

Erkin  himself-ABL.  quick-COMP  run-GAN.PART boy
Intended meaning: ‘the boy compared to whom Erkin runs / has run / ran faster’

If the predicate of the relative clause is a nominal category, the participle of the cop-
ula verb bol- is used.

Ex. 45
Relative clause based on the copula
on yildin beri sargdrdan  bol-yan yetim

ten year-ABL since  vagabond be-GAN.PART orphan
‘an orphan who has been a vagabond for ten years’

Ex. 46

Relative clause based on the copula

mdn mdktib-da bol-idiyan kiin
I school-Loc ~ be-IDITAN.PART  day
‘the day when I will be at school’

See the possible corresponding finite sentences Ex. 47 and Ex. 48.
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Ex. 47

Yetim on yil-din beri sdrgdrdan  bol-di.
orphan ten year-ABL since  vagabond be-PAST
“The orphan has been a vagabond for ten years.’

Ex. 48

Man u kin-i mdktib-dd bol-i-mdin.

I that day-3poss  school-Loc  be-PREs-1sG
‘I will be at school that day.’

Constituents of existential clauses based on bar ‘existing’ and yoq ‘non-existing’
can also be relativized. There are three possible variants. The last one is regarded to
be redundant in written language.

Ex. 49

Existential clause

ic-i-da i¢ top bar qap
inside-3sG.Poss-Loc three ball existing container

ic-i-da ii¢ top bol-yan qap
inside-3sG.Poss-Loc three ball be-GAN.PART container

ic-i-dd ¢ top bar bol-yan qap
inside-3sG.poss-Loc three ball existing be-GAN.PART container
‘a container in which there are three balls’

Ambiguity in relative clauses

The semantic relation between the head and the relative clause is not marked in Uy-
ghur. This is typical for Turkic relative clauses. For instance, the nominal head
misilk ‘cat’ can be interpreted both as a subject and a non-specific object in Ex. 50.
Interpretation relies on semantic, pragmatic and contextual clues.

Ex. 50

dadqan  yd-gin miisiik
mouse eat-GAN.PART cat

‘a cat which has eaten / ate mice’
‘a mouse which has eaten / ate cats’

In certain cases resumptive pronouns can dissolve the ambiguity. The resumptive
pronouns ozi ‘himself/herself” and oz/iri ‘themselves’ can represent a head referring
to human beings, such as biri ‘someone’, kisildr ‘people’; see Ex. 51 and Ex. 52.
The resumptive pronouns carry the case marker or the postposition that the relativ-
ized constituent would be associated with in a corresponding finite clause. Construc-
tions with resumptive pronouns are, however, not acceptable to all speakers.
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Ex. 51
Min 6z-i bildn sozlis-dld-ydiyan biri-ni izdd-watimdn.
I self-3sG.Poss with talk-POT-IDITAN.PART someone  look for-TWAT.PRES1SG

‘I am looking for somebody with whom I can talk.

Ex. 52

Biz  6z-lir-i-din ndprdtlin-idiyan ~ kiSi-lér-ni  yaxsi kor-md-y-miz.
we  self-pL-35G.Poss hate-IDITAN.PART people-pL  like-NEG-PRES-1PL
‘We do not like people who hate themselves.’

The semantics of the participle suffixes
Viewpoint markers
The suffix GEN

In the description of the viewpoint meanings of participles, Johanson’s theoretical
framework will be employed (2000). The functions of the Uyghur forms could also
be compared with the system of the Noghay participles, which have been thoroughly
studied by Karakog¢ (2005 and 2007). Because of the limited scope of this paper, we
will restrict our study to the Uyghur system. Our description corresponds in several
respects to the one given in Rentzsch (2005: 162), who defines the following view-
point oppositions in relative clauses as in Table 4.

Table 4

[+INTRA F°€] DITAN

+FOC]

[+1'NTRA IWATQAN

[-INTRA] GAN

It is well-known that in finite sentences, the verb in -GAn denotes an action that has
already been carried out, i.e. it has a postterminal meaning. We refer to Johanson
(2000) for definitions of the viewpoint operators.

Ex. 53

Bu  xdt-ni mdn yaz-yan.
this letter-acc 1 Write-GAN
‘I have written this letter.’

The actional phrase in Ex. 53 is finitransformative, i.e. the event is regarded to have
been carried out when it has been completed. The relevant terminus is the end of the
event. The postterminal viewpoint operator directs the view to the event after this
terminus has been reached, i.e. after the action has been completed. The following
example illustrates an initialtransformative actional phase.
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Ex. 54

Min oltur-yan.

I sit down / sit-GAN
‘I have sat down.’

Ex. 54 can be said in a situation when the speaker is sitting.

With initialtransformative actional phrases, the relevant terminus is defined as
the point when the first dynamic phase of the verb has been carried out. The
postterminal view directs the attention to a point after the transgression of this termi-
nus. An initialtransformative verb such as oltur- defines a dynamic phase ‘sit down’
and a following static phase ‘sit’. The action is regarded to be carried out when the
dynamic phase is completed. The postterminal viewpoint directs the attention to the
achievement of this point, i.e. when the action of ‘having sat down’ is completed. It
does not specify whether the event of ‘sitting’ is ongoing or already finished. Thus,
the participle olturyan can refer to a situation where the subject is still sitting. A test
to identify initialtransformative verbs is by means of a sentence such as Turkish
oturdum ve hala oturuyorum ‘I have sat down and am still sitting’. Such an expres-
sion is meaningless with finitransformatives oldiim ve hala élityorum *°1 have died
and am still dying’.

With nontransformative actional phrases, which do not define any natural turning
point when the event is regarded to have been carried out, the relevant ferminus to
which a postterminal operator can refer is the starting point of the event. Thus, the
reading of the following nontransformative actional phase is that the event has at
least started and may still be ongoing.

Ex. 55

Miktab-da  kitab  set-il-yan.
school-Loc book sell-PASS- GAN
‘Books have been sold in the school.”

Rentzsch claims, see Table 4, that in relative clauses, the participle in -GAn marks
[-INTRA] but not [+POST] viewpoint. According to our understanding of the interplay
between the actional characteristics of the respective phrase and the postterminal
operators, participles in -GAn mark a postterminal viewpoint also in relative clauses.
The readings vary depending on the phase structure of the actional phrases. Ex. 56
illustrates a finitransformative actional phrase, Ex. 57, an initialtransformative one,
and Ex. 58, a nontransformative one.

Ex. 56

ol-gén addm
die-GAN.PART man
‘the man who has died’
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Ex. 57

oltur-yan addm

sit down / sit-GAN.PART man

‘the man who sat down [and can still be sitting]’

Ex. 58

mdktdb-dd  set-il-yan kitab-lar
school-Loc sell-PASS-GAN.PART book-PL

‘the books which are / have been / were sold at school’

Observe that in spite of the fact that both Ex. 57 and Ex. 58 can refer to a still ongo-
ing event, this does not make them [-POST] and quasi-intraterminal, as suggested by
Rentzsch (2005: 143-162). Thus, such relative expressions can be translated into
English using different aspectotemporal forms depending on the context. However,
the interpretations are customarily related to a postterminal viewpoint.

Ex. 59

Swetsiyd-din  uc-qan ayruplan
Sweden-ABL  fly-GAN.PART plane

“the plane which comes/ has come from Sweden’

Ex. 60

muzikant  bol-yan dskdr

musician  be-GAN.PART soldier

“a soldier who is / has been / was a musician’

This is not in any way contradictory to the fact that the participle in -GAn is the un-
marked member of the viewpoint oppositions in relative clauses and as such its
viewpoint value can be blended out.

Table 5
GAN [+POST][-INTRA] [-POST] [+INTRAT®®] IDITAN

[-PosT] [+INTRA ] IWATQAN

The two other participles in -(i)watqan and -Idiyan mark intraterminality.

Participles in -Idiyan, and -(i)watqan

The participle in -/diyan ( < -a duryan) has a non-focal intraterminal meaning and
depending on the context can be interpreted as referring to an ongoing or prospective
event, €. g. yaz-idiyan ‘who writes / will write’.
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Ex. 61

su bildn  ic-idiyan dora

water  with drink-DITAN.PART  pill

‘a pill which is taken with water

Ex. 62

U  sen-i Giisin-dld-ydiyan yas-ta dmds.

(s)he you-acc  understand-POT-IDITAN.PART age-LOC  COP-NEG.35G
(S)he is not of an age where (s)he can understand you.’

Ex. 63

mdn  dtd bar-idiyan kutubxana
I tomorrow go-IDITAN.PART library
‘the library where I will go to tomorrow’

Ex. 64

giil tik-il-idiyan tastik

flower plant-PASS-IDICAN.PART  flowerpot

‘the flowerpot into which the flower will be planted”

Ex. 65

mdn bil-idiyan bir  sayahdit Sirkiti
I know-IDITAN.PART one travel agency
‘a travel agency which I know’

The participle in -(i)watqan, on the other hand, denotes focal intraterminality and
mainly refers to actually ongoing situations or events.

Ex. 66

sigl-im oqu-watqan kitab
younger sister-15G.poss read-IWATQAN.PART book
‘the book that my younger sister is (just now) reading’

Ex. 67

yol-da ket-iwatgan addam-ldar
road-Loc  walk-IWATQAN.PART man-PL
‘the people who are (just now) walking on the road’

Modality markers

The participle in -mAKd bolyan

The participle in -mAK¢i bolyan (in Uyghur mdgsdd peili) conveys a modal meaning
denoting the intention or will of the first actant. -mAK¢i bolyan and -Idiyan can often
be used interchangeably when the speaker refers to a prospective event. How-
ever -mAK¢i bolyan cannot be used when the speaker doesn’t want to convey
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intentionality or will. In Ex. 63 and Ex. 64 we can replace -Idiyan by -mAKZ¢i bolyan,
but not in Ex. 70 because in this example -idiyan cannot be interpreted intentionally.

Ex. 68
mdn  dtd bar-maqdi bol-yan  kutubxana
I tomorrow  gO-INTENT.PART library

‘the library to which I intend to go tomorrow’

Ex. 69

giil tik-il-mdikéi bol-yan tastik

flower plant-PASS-INTENT.PART flowerpot

‘the flowerpot into which the flower has to be planted’

Ex. 70

biz  ndprdtlin-idiyan kisi-lar
we hate-IDITAN.PART  people-PL
‘the people whom we hate’

Observe that in Ex. 69 the participle is a passive form fikil- ‘be planted’. Thus, the
subject gl ‘flower’ is not an Agent. The volitional meaning is therefore impersonal.
In Ex. 71 and Ex. 72 the subjects in the relative clauses are Agents; thus the modal
participle expresses their will or intention.

Ex. 71
mdn yaz-maqdi bol-yan  xdit
I Write-INTENT.PART  letter

‘the letter which I will write’
Ex. 72
sawaqdis-im-niy al-maqdi bol-yan kitab-i

classmate-15G.POSS-GEN buy-INTENT.PART  book-3sG.Poss
‘the book which my classmate wants to buy’

The participles in -GUdik / -GU¢ilik

This participle is formed by a combination of the voluntative / necessitative partici-
ple -GU and the Equative marker -DAK or the derivative suffix -CILIK. When these
are employed in relative clauses, they express ability, probability or potentiality.

Ex. 73

i¢  kin-ga ydit-kiiddk un
three day-DAT  suffice-GUDAK.PART flour
‘the flour which may suffice for three days’
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Ex. 74

kok-ki  taqa$-quddik egiz imardt
sky-DAT touch-GUDAK.PART high building
‘a high building which can touch the sky’

Ex. 75

put  qoy-yuddk yar

foot put-GUDAK.PART place

‘a place where the foot can stand’

Ex. 76
mdn  hal-im-ni eyt-quddik birdr  addm
I situation-1sG.Poss-Acc tell-GUDAK.PART Ssome  man

‘a man to whom I will tell my situation / my sorrows’

Ex. 77
ussuzlug-ni  qandur-yudilik su
thirst-acc quench-TUCILIK.PART ~ water

“water which can quench thirst’

The participle in -mis
The participle in -mis is mostly used to build finite verb forms. Its use as a participle

is very restricted. It denotes a postterminal viewpoint and can be used interchangea-
bly with -GA4n. The use of -mis marks a poetic or literary style.

Ex. 78

Hun nasl-i-din bol-mis / bolyan qdwm-lir
Hun descendant-35G.POSS-ABL be-MIS.PART / GAN.PART tribe-PL
‘the tribes who descended from the Huns’

Ex. 79

ziyali aili-si-din kel-ip dig-mis / &iggan dehqan
intellectual family-35G.POSS come-CONV AUX-MIS.PART / GAN.PART peasant
‘the peasant who descended from an intellectual family’

The aorist participle and its negated form

The aorist participle is used almost exclusively in lexicalised forms, such as aqar
yultuz ‘shooting star’, ucar at “flying horse’, ucar tdixsd ‘UFO’, tigimds bayliq ‘infi-
nite treasure’, yeyilmds armiyd ‘undefeatable army’. In relative clauses, the partici-
ple in -Idiyan is used.

The use of Genitive relative constructions

A Genitive possessor of the head noun can precede a relative clause. A possessive
suffix on the head noun marks agreement with the Genitive possessor.
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Table 6

[P, %N [re s SUBI (X) PART] NFOSST]

In Ex. 80, the relative clause sdn sunduryan ‘you have broken’ has its own subject
sdn ‘you’. The Genitive noun masini-niy ‘of the car’ is semantically not related to
the relative clause, i.e. it is not interpreted as a constituent of the relative clause. The
Genitive NP designates the owner of the head noun so/ dynik-i ‘its left mirror’. The
noun phrase is consequently composed of the Genitive possessor and the possessed
noun: masini-niy sol dynik-i ‘the left mirror of the car’, and the intervening relative
clause sdn sunduryan ‘which you have broken / broke’, which modifies the head
noun sol dynik-i ‘its left mirror’. Ex. 81 has an analogous structure.

Ex. 80

masini-niy; sdn  sun-dur-yan sol  dynik-i;
car-GEN  you break-CAUS-GAN.PART left mirror-3sG.Poss
“the left mirror of the car which you have broken / broke’

Ex. 81

ay igi-si-niy; mdn qorg-idiyan it-i;

house  owner-3sG.POSS-GEN I afraid-IDTAN.PART  dog-35G.POSS
‘the landlord’s dog which I am afraid of®

Genitive relative clauses, introduced above, have seemingly the same syntactic
structure except for the coreference between the Genitive noun and the first actant of
the relative clause.

Table 7
[NPCEN [rer s @i (X) PART] NTOSSI] where @ is the syntactically unrealized first actant

Ex. 82
Genitive relative construction
qiz-niy; Soy-gan yigit-i;

girl-GEN  love-GAN.PART  boy-3Poss
‘the boy whom the girl has loved / loved’

The interpretation of such constructions relies on syntactic and semantic clues. In the
next example, the subject of the passive verb oyuria-n-yan is relativized, thus the
Genitive NP dost-um-nip ‘of my friend’ cannot be interpreted as the subject of the
relative clause.

Table 8

GEN

[P [reL s @5 (X) PART] N OS]
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Ex. 83

dost-um-niy; oyurla-n-yan hdmyan-i;
friend-1sGPOSS-GEN  steal-PASS-GAN.PART  wallet-3poss
‘my friend’s wallet, which has been / was stolen’

In Ex. 84 the subject of the predicate muhim bolmiyan ‘not having been / being
important’ is relativized; thus, again, the Genitive NP artist-niy ‘of the actor’ cannot
be the first actant of the relative clause.

Ex. 84
artist-niy; muhim bol-mi-yan rol-i;
actor-GEN important be-NEG-GAN.PART  role-35G.POSs

‘the actor’s part, which is / has not been / was not important

In the following example, the direct object kitablar ‘books’ is relativized. The Geni-
tive pronoun #-niy ‘his / her’ can be coreferential with the first actant of the relative
clause because no subject is present in the construction. At the same time, it can also
be interpreted as the possessor of the head noun kitabliri “his / her books’.

Ex. 85
Direct object
u-niy; al-yan kitab-lir-i;

she-GEN  buy-GAN.PART book-PL-35G.3POSS
‘the books that (s)he has bought / bought’

The head noun can also be an indirect object as in Ex. 86, or the complement of a
postposition as in Ex. 87.

Ex. 86

qiz-niy; kitab-ni  bdr-gdn dost-i;
girl-GEN  book-acC give-GAN.PART  friend-3Poss
‘the friend of the girl to whom she gave the book’

Ex. 87

men-iy; hadr kiin ald-i-din ot-idiyan Gy-tim;

I-GeN  every day front-3POSs-LOC pass-IDITAN.PART  house-15G.POsS
‘the house which I pass by every day

The possessor of the subject of the relative clause cannot be relativized with the
Genitive construction. The relative clause in Ex. 88 cannot be converted to a Geni-
tive relative construction. Thus, Ex. 89 has a different meaning according to which
the head, mudllim ‘teacher’, is interpreted as the subject of the relative clause and
the Genitive noun, as its possessor.
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Ex. 88

dost-i; oy-gd kal-gdn mudllim;
friend-3Poss home-DAT come-GAN.PART teacher
‘the teacher whose friend has come / came home’

Ex. 89
Genitive possessor of the subject
dost-i-niy; oy-gd kail-gdn mudllim-i;

friend-3POss-GEN home-DAT come-GAN.PART teacher-3Poss
‘his friend’s teacher who has come home’
It cannot mean: ‘the teacher whose friend has come / came home’

An adverbial constituent of the Genitive relative clause can also be relativized.

Ex. 90

toxtam-niy; imzala-n-yan yer-i;
contract-GEN  sign-PASS-GAN.PART place-3POss
‘the place in the contract where it has been signed’

We assume that this construction, which is also found in other Turkic languages, for
instance in Turkmen and Karachay-Balkar, is the result of a grammaticalization
process. Observe also that Ex. 85 can be rewritten so that it becomes clear that the
Genitive noun is not the possessor of the books.

Ex. 91
Direct object
u-niy; maya  al-yan kitab-lir-i;

she-GEN  I-DAT  buy-GAN.PART book-PL-3POSS
‘the books that (s)he has bought / bought for me’

The question to be addressed is what the special function of this Genitive relative
construction is. What is the motivation for using a Genitive relative clause instead of
a Nominative one? An obvious assumption is that a Genitive subject is syntactically
more prominent than a Nominative subject and can play a marked role with respect
to semantic features such as specificity, or information structure features such as
focus, topic. These assumptions have to be studied. Here we mention some observa-
tions.

Both the Nominative and the Genitive relative clause types can be used if the
subject is specific.

Ex. 92

u qiz soy-gdn yigit

that girl love-GAN.PART  boy

“the boy whom that girl loves / has loved / loved’
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Ex. 93

u qiz-niy; soygan yigit-i;

that girl-GEN  love-GAN.PART  boy-3POSs
“the boy whom that girl loves / has loved / loved’

However, the Genitive relative cannot be used when the subject is non-specific, as in
Ex. 94, Ex. 96 and Ex. 98.

Ex. 94

hi¢ kim  soy-md-ydigdn yigit
nobody love-NEG -IDITAN.PART boy
‘the boy whom nobody loves’

Ex. 95

*hié kim-niy;  soy-md-ydigdn yigit-i;
nobody-GEN  love-NEG-IDITAN.PART  boy-3POss
Intended meaning: ‘the boy whom nobody loves’

Ex. 96

kimnuri  kirmi-gén oy

sunshine  enter-GAN.PART house

‘the house into which the sunshine does not enter’

Ex. 97

*kiin nuri-niy;  kirmi-gdn Oy-i;

sunshine-GEN enter-GAN.PART  house-3poss

Intended meaning: ‘the house into which the sunshine does not enter’

Animacity or agentivity do not play any role. Thus, both Agentive and Non-Agen-
tive subjects can occur in Genitive relatives.

Ex. 98

Non-agentive subject

men-iy; yigil-yan yer-im;

I-cen  fall down-GAN.PART place-15G.pPoSs
‘the place where I fell down’

Ex. 99

ddardxt-niy;  yiqil-yan yer-i;
tree-GEN fall down-GAN.PART place-3poss

‘the place where the tree has fallen / fell down’

Possessive-marked heads of relative clauses also get a [+specific] reading. Compare
the following examples:
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Ex. 100

mdn  oqu-yan kitab

I read-GAN.PART  book

‘a book I read / have read / read’

Ex. 101

men-iy; oqu-yan kitab-im,

I read-GAN.PART  book-15G.Poss

‘a (certain) / the book I read / have read / read’

Functionally relevant constructions
Null-participle relative clause

These are so-called bahuvrihi constructions describing the possessor of something
that is characterized by, for instance, an adjective. It is a small clause without any
verbal predicate.

Ex. 102

mdnziri-si giizal Sdhar
landscape-3poss beautiful  city

‘a city, the landscape of which is beautiful’

Ex. 103

saqal-lir-i kimis-tik ap’aq boway
beard-pL-3Poss  silver-EQu pure white old man
‘an old man whose beard is as pure white as silver’

Ex. 104
muqawi-si yirtiq  kitab
cover-3poss  tom book

‘a book the cover of which is tom up’

Constructions introduced by ki

There are also some finite postpositioned clauses following a junctor ki that are
functionally similar to relative clauses.

Ex. 105

Alim ajayip bala ki hi¢kim-niy s0z-i-gd pdrwa qil-ma-ydu.
Alim strange boy JUNC anybody-GEN word-3POSS-DAT care-NEG-3SG.IMPF
‘Alim is a strange boy who never cares what others say.’

Functionally, Ex. 105 is an alternative way to express the same meaning as the rela-
tive clause in Ex. 106.
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Ex. 106

Alim  hi¢kim-niy s0z-i-gd pdrwa qgil-ma-ydiyan  ajayip  bala.
Alim anybody-GEN word-3POSS-DAT care-NEG- IDITAN.PART strange boy
‘Alim is a strange boy who never cares what others say.’

Conclusion

There are two main types of relative clauses in modern Uyghur. The unmarked
construction is one in which no agreement morphology is used, i.e. the typical
Turkic non-marked relative clause construction. The other type is like the Turkmen
or Karachay—Balkar genitive relative clause with subject and head noun agreement.
This latter is the marked construction with specific semantic properties.

List of abbreviations

2pPL second person plural IDITAN.PART  participle in -IdiyAn

256 second person singular IMP imperative

3poss third person possessive INTENT.PART  participle in -mAkci bolyan
3sG third person singular IWAT.PRES present in -(i)wat

ABL ablative IWATQAN.PART participle in -(i)watqan
ACC accusative Loc locative

AUX auxiliary MAQCLPART  participle in -mAK&
CAUS causative MIS.PART participle in -mi§

COMP comparative NEG negative

CONV converb PASS passive

COP copula PAST past

DAT dative PL plural

DIK.PART participle in -DIK POT potential

GAN.PART participle in -GAn PRES present

GEN genitive PST past

GUCILIK participle in -GU¢ilik EQU similitude marker (~ddk)

GUDAK.PART  participle in -GUDAK
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Von buya ‘SiiBholz’ zu mdjan ‘Melde’
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This article investigates mdjan, a Chuvash name for saltbush’, which derives from buya,
a term used by many Turkic peoples for ‘liquorice’. Since the botanical data hardly
suggest a transfer of names from ‘liquorice’ to ‘saltbush’, the question at hand is which
other plants are also designated by the word buya or variants thereof, and which criteria
could have led to the semantic shift.
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1. Anmerkungen zu mdjan

Die zu den Génsefubgewidchsen gehorige Melde (4triplex) wird im Tschuwaschi-
schen mit mdjan benannt, einem Ausdruck, fiir den es nach Dmitrieva (2000: 55)
bei anderen Tiirkvolkern der Wolga-Kama-Region keine Parallelen gibt, denn Tata-
ren und Baschkiren verwenden fiir die Melde den Begriff alabuta. Lediglich im
Bergdialekt des Marischen ist muyan ‘Melde’ (tussisch lebeda) belegt; da die Melde
aber gemeinmarisch mit konsude bezeichnet wird, diirfte muyan aus dem Tschu-
waschischen entlehnt sein.

Egorov (1964: 131) weist darauf hin, dass sich in diversen Tiirksprachen der mit
mdjan iibereinstimmende Pflanzenname buya ~ miya ~ buyan ~ boyan ~ biyan fin-
det, der vornehmlich als ‘SiiBholz’ (russisch solodka) definiert, manchmal jedoch
lediglich mit “‘Unkraut’ erldutert wird. Aufgrund dieser unterschiedlichen Angaben
schlieft Dmitrieva (2000: 56) bei mdjan auf einen Bedeutungswandel solodka >
lebeda, den sie damit erklirt, dass bei den Tschuwaschen kein Siifholz wichst und
der Name mdjan deshalb auf ein vom AuBeren her dhnliches Unkraut — die Melde —
iibertragen worden ist. Das SiiBholz (Glycyrrhiza), das zu den Hiilsenfriichtern
z#hlt, kommt aber in Mittelrussland nicht nur wild vor, sondern wird auch seit al-
tersher an der Wolga sowie im siidlichen Ural kultiviert. Den Tschuwaschen sollte
daher das SiiBholz zumindest als eine in der Volksmedizin verwendete Droge ver-
traut sein, zumal Dmitrieva (2000: 64-65) zwei tschuwaschische Benennungen fiir
das SiiBholz anfiihrt — CRS 490 hdntdr ‘solodkovyj koren” und CRS 445 tutli
tymar ‘solodka, lakrica’.

Nach Dmitrieva (2000: 116) versteht sich Adntdr, wortlich: Biber, eventuell als
eine Verkiirzung von futld hantdr ‘solodkovyj ékstrakt’, wortlich: siiber Biber, wo-
bei Biber mit dem salbenartigen Bibergeil (hdntdr jisé), das eine gewisse Ahnlich-
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keit mit SiiBholzextrakt hat, gleichzusetzen ist. Demnach wére hdntdr eine Benen-
nung fiir die Droge bzw. fiir die aus der SiiBholzwurzel gewonnene Lakritze. Der
Ausdruck tutld tymar, wortlich: siife Wurzel, hat ein universales Benennungsmotiv,
das auf griechisch yloxoppiia (siibe Wurzel) zuriickgeht und sich im gesamten eu-
ropdischen, vor allem jedoch im slawischen Sprachraum belegen lisst. Da die Tata-
ren und Baschkiren das SiiBholz ebenfalls mit fatli tamir bezeichnen, ist der Name
zudem allen Tiirkvolkern der Wolga-Kama-Region gemeinsam.

Dmitrieva (2000: 56) vermutet, dass die Namensiibertragung von mdjan auf die
Melde wegen deren Ahnlichkeit mit dem SiiBholz erfolgt ist. Die beiden Pflanzen
zeigen zwar Ubereinstimmungen in Wuchs und Bliitenstand, keineswegs aber in
Blattwerk und Bliitenkronen. Alle Glycyrrhiza-Arten haben hell- bis dunkelviolette
Schmetterlingsbliiten und dunkelgriine gefiederte Blitter, Vertreter der Gattung
Atriplex hingegen einfache weiBlichgriine Bliitchen und meist mehlig bestiubte
lanzettliche oder pfeilférmige Blitter. AuBerdem assoziiert man mit den Melden
nicht die Vorstellung von Siife; es sind herb schmeckende Kréuter, die sich — mit
Ausnahme der Gartenmelde (Atriplex hortensis) — lediglich als Kamelfutter eignen.

Im Slovar’ Suvasskogo jazyka zitiert ASmarin drei Pflanzennamen, bei denen
mdjan attributiv ergédnzt ist, nimlich 5: 210 vyrds mdjané ‘nazv. rast.’, 16: 203 hura
mdjan ‘nazv. rast.’, 17: 50 hérlé mdjan ‘§Cirica’. Sowohl hura mdjan wie hérlé
mdjan sind Namensiibertragungen von mdjan auf den in Europa eingebiirgerten
Fuchsschwanz, der im Aussehen der Melde dhnelt, aber keine mehlig bestiubten
Blitter hat. Der Ackerfuchsschwanz (Amaranthus retroflexus) heiit wegen der blau-
lichgriin gefarbten Bliitenrispe hura mdjan, wortlich: dunkle Melde, der Garten-
fuchsschwanz (Amaranthus caudatus) wegen seiner roten Bliitenrispe hérlé mdjan,
wortlich: rote Melde. Wie ASmarin anmerkt, wird der Name vyrds mdjané, wortlich:
Russenmelde, auch mit ‘Sultira hura mijan’ (groBe dunkle Melde) erklirt. Er be-
zeichnet vermutlich die bis zu 1,5 m hohe Gartenmelde, deren unbemehlte Blitter
die Russen als Gemiise verwenden.

2. buya ‘Siifiholz’

Das Siiholz ist nicht nur in Russland wild verbreitet, sondern ebenfalls im vorder-
und zentralasiatischen Raum sowie in China und der Mongolei. Eine mongolische
Herkunft von buya schliefit Dmitrieva (2000: 56) aus, da sich der Begriff weder im
Chalka noch im Burjatischen belegen lésst. Er findet sich aber im Kalmiickischen
mit KW 58 buja ‘eine Pflanze: Siisswurz, Siissholz’ sowie im Afghanischen mit
AfRS 136 buja bzw. 560 Sirinbuja ‘solodka’. Im Folgenden wird aufgezeigt, welche
Tiirkvélker das SiiBholz mit buya benennen und wie sie die diversen Arten nament-
lich unterscheiden.

In altuigurischen Texten zur Volksmedizin (Rachmati 1930: 146 und 191,
Rachmati 1932: 1, 99 und 1, 120) kommt das Wort pwd’ = buda vor; moglich ist
auch eine Lesung bud(a)n (schriftliche Auskunft von Prof. Peter Zieme). Nach
Bailey (1953: 53) entspricht dem tiirkischen Begriff buda im Sanskrit madhuka
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‘SiiBholz’; es bestehen allerdings Zweifel, ob es sich bei buda letztlich um eine
Entlehnung aus dem Sanskrit handelt, wie Clauson (1972: 299) annimmt. Ein Zu-
sammenhang mit madhu wire zwar insofern gegeben, als bei der Adaptierung von
Lehnwortern ein Wandel von anlautendem m- zu b- stattfinden kann; fiir die Ver-
tauschung der Vokale bietet sich jedoch keine Erklirung an. Im Ubrigen deuten die
pflanzengeographischen Daten auf eine tiirkische Herkunft von buda hin; in Indien
kennt man das SiiBholz nur als Droge.

Rachmati (1930, FN 146) iibersetzt den Ausdruck buda mit ‘Traube’, da er ihn
fiir eine Entlehnung von chinesisch p ‘u-t‘ao ‘Traube’ hilt. Aus dem jeweiligen
Kontext wird aber ersichtlich, dass mit buda stets die SiiBholzwurzel gemeint ist.
Ein von Rachmati (1930: 146-154) angefiihrtes Rezept lidsst sich weder von der Ant
der Zubereitung noch von der Indikation her mit Trauben vereinbaren: “Wenn je-
mand die Stimme verliert und sie nicht gut frei herauskommt, so soll man eine einen
Zoll lange Traube in zwei gleiche Hilften teilen, eine Halfte ein wenig aushohlen,
ein wenig gidai simiqi zerschlagen, drei bis vier Pfefferkdrner auch hineintun und
die Traube (wieder) zusammenklappen, mit einem Faden umwickeln, von aufien mit
Papier einhiillen, unter heife Asche legen, nachdem (das Ganze) gut seine Zeit
gehabt hat, das Papier entfernen und mit den Vorderzihnen aufbeifen und, ohne den
Mund aufzumachen, den Saft einschliirfen.” Ersetzt man Traube durch SiiBholzwur-
zel, so bekommt man eine Anleitung zur Herstellung von Lakritzensaft, der bei den
Tiirkvélkern noch immer als ein probates Mittel gegen Erkiltungskrankheiten gilt.

Die SiiBholzwurzel gebraucht man in Stiicken oder pulverisiert; damit stimmen
drei weitere Rezepte iiberein. Ein Mittel gegen Durchfall (Rachmati 1930: 191)
sowie ein Mittel gegen Erbrechen (Rachmati 1932: 1, 120) enthalten buda-tibi
‘buda-Wurzel’ (in Rachmati 1930: 191 mit ‘Traube-fibi’ iibersetzt), und einer
Salbe, die bei von der Galle oder von Blihungen herrithrenden Ohrenschmerzen
wirksam sein soll, ist buda mini ‘buda-Mehl’ beigemischt (Rachmati 1932: 1, 99).
In der Volksmedizin Zentralasiens wird noch heute fiir die Behandlung von Magen-
und Darmbeschwerden ein Absud aus Siifholzwurzel angewendet (Karryev 1996:
197).

Auf buda ~ bud(a)n konnten gemih dem sekundiren Wandel -d(d)- > -y- sowohl
buya wie buyan zuriickgehen. Im Codex Cumanicus findet sich erstmals die Be-
zeichnung buya ‘Lakritze, requiricium’, bei Gronbech (1942: 70) mit ‘biljen [buya,
gewiss st. buyan, cf. turkm. biijen]’ zitiert. Wahrend in den altuigurischen Schriften
und im Codex Cumanicus mit buda bzw. buya eindeutig die Droge erfasst wird,
beziehen sich Belege aus spéteren Quellen auch auf die Pflanze, so z.B. im Babur-
name f. 283a, wo Babur berichtet, dass die Blitter des Tamarindenbaumes denen
von buya dhneln, aber feiner geschnitten sind (Beveridge 1922: 505). Budagov
(1869: 298) definiert tschagataisch boyan als ‘lekarstvennaja trava’ (Heilpflanze)
und damit im Sinne von SiiBholz. Im Osmanischen ist seit dem 14. Jahrhundert
boyan dibi ~ buyan dibi ‘Siibholzwurzel’ bezeugt (TS 1: 645, 723); vgl. zudem WB
4: 1658 boyan ‘das Siissholz’, im russischen Text unzutreffend mit ‘osoki’ (Seggen)
erldutert.
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Als Benenmung fiir das SiiBholz lassen sich buya und die Varianten buyan ~
boyan ~ biyan sowie die durch den Wechsel - > m- entstandenen Formen miya ~
meyan ~ miyan im Siidosten, in der Mitte und im Siidwesten der Turcia nachweisen.
Vor allem die in Zentralasien gebriduchlichen Namen werden meist durch ein Attri-
but ergénzt, das auf das dunkle Blattgriin, die violetten Bliiten oder den siifen Ge-
schmack der Wurzel Bezug nimmt und damit das SiiBholz von anderen gleichfalls
mit buya benannten Hiilsenfriichtern unterscheidet.

Neuuigurische Belege sind Schwarz (1992: 963) ciigiikbuya ~ gara buya ‘lico-
rice root (Glycyrrhiza uralensis)’ und UXL 387 cucitkbuya ~ 677 qara buya ‘Gly-
cyrrhiza glabra, Glycyrrhiza uralensis’ [< &iciik “siiB’ bzw. gara ‘dunkel’ + buyal].
Bei Le Coq (1922: 123) wird chuchuk buya (ciiciik biyd?), bei Jarring (1964: 78)
¢ucu(k) buja mit ‘Glycyrrhiza glandulifera’ definiert. Zu den Varianten mit anlau-
tendem b- gehoren karakalpakisch KkRS 115 boyan, tiitkmenisch TuRS 122 buyan
~ 596 siiygi buyan [<siygi ‘sil}’ + buyan], aserbaidschanisch ARS 64 biyan und
ASE 2: 162 $irin biyan [< Sirin ‘s> + biyan], in den anatolischen Dialekten DS 2:
672 biyam ~ biyan ~ biyam ~ biyan ~ boyam ~ boyan bzw. Baytop (1994: 208)
payan ~ piyam ~ piyan.

Formen mit anlautendem m- finden sich im Usbekischen, in der aralo-kaspischen
Gruppe, im Altai- und im Tiirkeitiirkischen. Fiir die einzelnen SiiBholzarten haben
die Usbeken folgende Namen: Nabiev (1969: 12, Nr. 424, 425) miya ‘Glycyrrhiza
aspera’ und gizilmiya [< qizil ‘rot’ + miya] ~ Sirinmiya ‘Glycyrrhiza glabra’, UzRS
529 &ucukmiya ‘Glycyrrhiza glandulifera’ sowie UzRS 85 bdsmiya ‘Glycyrrhiza
echinata’, wortlich: Kopf-miya, und zwar im Hinblick auf die fiir diese Spezies
charakteristischen Bliitenképfchen; vgl. Le Coq (1922: 121) biyd bdst ‘eine Legu-
minose’. Im Kasachischen sind nachweisbar: FK 5: 412 miya ~ qizil miya ‘Gly-
cyrrhiza glabra‘, QXS 394 kok miya [< kok ‘blaw’ + miya] ~ tdtti miya [< tdtti ‘suly’
+ miya] ‘Glycyrrhiza uralensis’, FK 5: 416 bas miya ‘Glycyrrhiza echinata’ sowie
FK 5: 412 tawirmiya [< tawir ‘gut’ + miya] ‘Glycyrrhiza aspera’, eine SiiBholzart
mit behaarten Blittern, die vermutlich als ‘gute miya’ von der ebenfalls behaarten,
aber giftigen Sophora alopecuroides abgegrenzt wird. Ferner lisst sich miya mit
kirgisisch KiRS 548 gizil miya, nogaisch NRS 224 miya ~ 231 miya, kumiikisch
KuRS 231 miyatamur belegen. Die Altaitiirken benennen das SiiBholz laut Ramstedt
(1935: 59 s.v. buyja) mit miyan; im Tiirkeitiirkischen ist Steuerwald (1972: 635)
meyankokii ~ meyanotu ‘echtes SiiBholz, Glycyrrhiza glabra’ gebrauchlich, vgl.
Baytop (1994: 208) meyan, im Dialekt mayan ~ miyan.

3. Weitere buya genannte Pflanzen

Da die Ubertragung von mdjan auf die Melde schwerlich mit dem SiiBholz zu ver-
einbaren ist, stellt sich die Frage, welche anderen Pflanzen mit buya oder seinen
Varianten bezeichnet werden und ob ihre spezifischen Merkmale mit denen der
Melde iibereinstimmen. Es sind vornehmlich Hiilsenfriichter, die dem Siifholz in
Wauchs, Blattform und Bliitenstand dhneln. Sophora alopecuroides, Sophora pachy-
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carpa und Sphaerophysa salsula kommen wie die diversen Glycyrrhiza-Arten an
Feuchtstellen in Steppen und Wiisten oder als listiges Ackerunkraut vor. Wegen
ihres herb schmeckenden Krautes unterscheidet man diese Gewéchse mitunter durch
den Zusatz ‘bitter’ vom Siiholz.

Sophora alopecuroides (= Goebelia alopecuroides) ist in Siidrussland, Vorder-
und Zentralasien sowie in Westchina verbreitet. Die Pflanze hat weilbehaarte gefie-
derte Blitter und in Trauben angeordnete weiBliche, manchmal auch gelbliche
Schmetterlingsbliiten. Sie enthilt giftige Alkaloide, die ihr einen bitteren Ge-
schmack verleihen und sie als Viehfutter ungeeignet machen. Von den Uiguren wird
sie einfach buya genannt, vgl. Scully (1880: 218) buya ‘A Leguminous plant,
Sophora alopecuroides’, Schwarz (1992: 958) buya, UXL 66 buya und Le Coq
(1922: 121) buya (biuyd) ‘Sophora alopecuroides’, Jarring (1964: 60) buja ‘weed’,
URL 223 buya ‘sornaja trava’, im Tarantschi-Dialekt WB 4: 1810 buya ‘ein Un-
kraut mit weissen Blittern, das auf dem Acker wichst’. Der Ausdruck konnte vom
Uigurischen ins Ordossische gelangt sein, wo er sich mit DO 1: 92 buja ‘nom d’une
plante: Sophora alopecuroides’ nachweisen lédsst. Belege in anderen Tiirksprachen
sind usbekisch Nabiev (1969: 124, Nr. 426) dgmiya [<dq ‘weil’ + miya] ~ acdiq
miya [< acciq ‘bitter’ + miya], kasachisch FK 5: 11 ag miya ‘Goebelia alopecuroi-
des’, XQBS 121 asti miya [<asti ‘bitter’ + miya] ‘Sophora alopecuroides’, kirgi-
sisch KiRS 548 ag miya ‘brunec’, tiirkeitiirkisch Baytop (1994: 19) ac: meyan, im
Dialekt ac: piyan ‘Sophora alopecuroides’. Bei Beveridge (1922: 505, FN 2) wird
die im Babur-name zitierte Pflanze buya unter Bezug auf Scully als Sophora alope-
curoides definiert. Da Baburs Vergleich von buya und Tamarinde sich jedoch spe-
ziell an den Blittern orientiert, kann nur das griinblittrige SiiBholz gemeint sein.

Sophora pachycarpa (= Goebelia pachycarpa), die lediglich in Zentralasien
vorkommt, hat gleichfalls weilbehaarte gefiederte Blitter und manchmal weiBliche,
iiberwiegend aber gelbliche Bliitentrauben. Wegen ihrer giftigen Substanzen wird
sie wie Sophora alopecuroides mit dem Attribut ‘bitter’ gekennzeichnet, vgl. usbe-
kisch Nabiev (1969: 125, Nr. 427) ac¢ig miya und tirkmenisch TR 7 agibuyan
‘Goebelia pachycarpa’. Auch kirgisisch KiRS 548 miya ‘nazvanie gor’koj travy s
ZEltym cvetkom’ (Name eines bitteren Krautes mit gelben Bliiten) diirfte die Pflanze
erfassen, desgleichen neuuigurisch UXL 413 serig buya [<serig ‘gelb’ + buyal],
unzutreffend mit ‘SiiBholz’ definiert, sowie Le Coq (1922: 124) sarigh buya (sariy
buyd) ‘eine Sophora-Art’. Eine weitere Benennung fiir Sophora pachycarpa ist
usbekisch Nabiev (1969: 125, Nr. 427) eSakmiya bzw. kasachisch FK 5: 11 esek-
miya, wortlich: Esels-miya. Die Einbeziehung des Esels kann auf die behaarten
Blitter verweisen; im Allgemeinen deutet der Esel jedoch symbolhaft auf die Toxi-
zitit eines Gewachses hin. Nach FK 5: 333 ist kasachisch esekmiya zudem fiir den
nur spérlich behaarten Spitzkiel (Oxytropis glabra) gebriuchlich, einen giftigen
Hiilsenfriichter, dessen Verzehr insbesondere den Pferden schaden soll.

Sphaerophysa salsula, die in Zentralasien und Sibirien sowie in der Mongolei
und Westchina verbreitet ist, trigt rotliche Bliitentrauben; ihre gefiederten Blitter
haben oberseits keine Behaarung. Sie enthilt wie beide Sophora-Arten Alkaloide,
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die allerdings ungiftig sind, so dass sie ganzjihrig von Kamelen und Horntieren
abgeweidet werden kann; die Pflanze heifit deshalb im Kasachischen laut FK 5: 70
aybatmiya [< aybat ‘gut’ + miya]. Im Usbekischen zeigen ihre Namen drei Varian-
ten von buya auf, nimlich OOA 162 Sor boyan [<Sor ‘Salz’ + boyan], Nabiev
(1969: 201, Nr. 816) acciq biydn [< alliq ‘bitter’ + biydn] ~ Sildirmiya, wortlich:
Klapper-miya; vgl. Le Coq (1922: 125) shdldir buya (7). Mit Sor boyan wird auf
den Standort in der Ndhe von Salzmordsten und mit accig biydn auf den bitteren
Geschmack verwiesen; Sildirmiya bezieht sich auf die fiir Sphaerophysa salsula
charakteristischen blasenférmigen Hiilsen, in denen die reifen Samen bei Wind ein
klapperndes Gerdusch erzeugen.

Im Kirgisischen benennt KiRS 548 aq miya neben Sophora alopecuroides den
Wasserpfeffer (russisch gorcak), obwohl er nicht zu den Hiilsenfriichtern z4hlt. Der
scharf schmeckende giftige Wasserpfeffer (Polygonum hydropiper), der mit der
Melde verwandt ist, hat einen verzweigten Stengel, lanzettliche griine Blitter und
mit einfachen weiBlichen Bliitchen besetzte Scheiniihren.

Ein Gewichs, das gleichfalls nicht zu den Hiilsenfriichtern gehort, aber mit buya
bezeichnet wird, ist die Sommerwurz (Orobanche). Sie bevorzugt dieselben Biotope
wie Glycyrrhiza und Sophora, denn sie schmarotzt auf den Wurzeln von Steppen-
pflanzen und kommt auf Hanf-, Klee- oder Hackfruchtfeldern vor. Als Parasit hat
sie kein griines Blattwerk, sondern nur gelbliche Blattschuppen; ihre Benennung mit
buya diirfte sich deshalb auf die Bliitenihren beziehen, deren je nach Spezies weil-
liche, gelbliche oder rotliche Rachenbliiten den Schmetterlingsbliiten der Hiil-
senfriichter dhneln. Da die Sommerwurz an den von ihr befallenen Gewéchsen gro-
Ben Schaden anrichtet, nennt man sie Unheils-buya; vgl. neunigurisch URL 223
Sumbuya (s.v. buya), baschkirisch BRS 660 somboya, tatarisch TaRS 662 Sombiya
‘zarazixa’. Abwandlungen sind usbekisch UzRS 548 sumyiya, kirgisisch KiRS 913
Sumyuya ‘zarazixa’, kasachisch XQBS 28 suppila ‘Orobanche aegyptia’. Der Name
buya hat sich in der zweiten Komponente von baschkirisch Somboya und tatarisch
Sombiya bewahrt; insofern gibt es innerhalb der Wolga-Kama-Region durchaus Pa-
rallelen zu tschuwaschisch mdjan.

Mit kasachisch XQBS 228 eskimiya Silene’ und usbekisch Nabiev (1969: 197,
Nr. 793) ec¢kimiya ‘Silene brachuica’, wortlich: ZiegensiiBholz, wird eine Leim-
kraut-Art bezeichnet. Die Metapher zielt nicht auf das AuBere der Pflanze ab, son-
dern auf den Bliitennektar, der sie zu einem SiiBholz fiir Ziegen macht. Auf die
Verwendung des giftigen Bilsenkrauts (Hyoscyamus niger) als Rauschmittel ver-
weist usbekisch UzRS 560 esakmiya ‘belena’, wortlich: EselssiiBholz; die Benen-
nung deutet auf die Wirkung der meist als Konfekt eingenommenen Droge hin.

4. Zusammenfassung

Wie die Untersuchung ergeben hat, bezeichnen die Tiirkvolker mit buya und seinen
Varianten neben dem SiiBholz auch eine Reihe von Gewéchsen, die insgesamt oder
teilweise dem SiiBholz dhnlich sind. Fiir tschuwaschisch mdjan trifft dies jedoch
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nicht zu, da es keine charakteristischen Gemeinsamkeiten zwischen Siifholz und
Melde gibt. Zieht man hingegen andere mit buya benannte Pflanzen in Betracht,
lasst sich bei den zwei Sophora-Arten eine gewisse Ubereinstimmung mit der
Melde feststellen. Das weiflbehaarte Blattwerk erlaubt nicht nur eine Assoziation
mit den meist mehlig bestdubten Blittern der Melde, sondern hat gleichfalls einen
herben Geschmack. Auferdem wird kirgisisch ag miya sowohl fiir eine Sophore wie
fir den meldenartigen Wasserpfeffer gebraucht, und dies setzt ein kongruentes
Merkmal voraus.

Die Frage, ob und wann eine Namensiibertragung von mdjan auf dic Melde
stattgefunden hat, ist nicht eindeutig zu beantworten; ein solcher Vorgang kann
schon erfolgt sein, bevor die Tschuwaschen im Wolga-Kama-Becken eingetroffen
sind, denn die Melde kommt auch in Vorderasien, Zentralasien und Sibirien vor.
Vermutlich haben die Tschuwaschen — wie viele andere Tiirkvolker — Siifholz und
Sophora mit demselben Namen benannt, zudem aber mdjan wegen der mit den
beiden Sophoren gemeinsamen Eigenschaften auf die Melde iibertragen. In ihrer
neuen Heimat iibernahmen sie fiir das Siifholz die dort iibliche Bezeichnung ‘siife
Wurzel’ (tutld tymar), wobei moglicherweise zweckdienliche Griinde ausschlag-
gebend waren, da das SiiBholz unter diesem Namen gehandelt wurde.

Literatur

AfRS = Aslanov, M. G. (Sost.) 1966. Afgansko-russkij slovar’ (pustu). Moskva: Sovetskaja
énciklopedija.

ARS = Azizbekov, X. A. (Sost.) 1965. AzerbajdZansko-russkij slovar’. Baku: AzerbajdZan-
skoe gosudarstvennoe izdatel'stvo.

ASE = Azirbaygan sovet ensiklopediyasi. T. 1-10. Baki 1976-1987.

A¥marin, N. I. 1928-1950. Slovar’ éuvasskogo jazyka. T. 1-17. Kazan’-Ceboksary.

Bailey, H. W. 1953. Medicinal plant names in Uigur Turkish. In: Fuad Kopriilii armagan:.
Istanbul. 51-56.

Baytop, Turhan 1994. Tiirkee bitki adlan sozligii. Ankara: Turk Dil Kurumu.

Beveridge, Annette S. 1922. Babur-nama (Memoirs of Babur). Translated from the original
Turki text of Zahiru'd-din Muhammad Babur Padshah Ghazi. London: Oriental Books
Reprint.

BRS = Axmerov, K. Z. & al. (Sost.) 1958. Baskirsko-russkij slovar'. Moskva: Inostrannyx i
nacional'nyx slovarej.

Budagov, L. 1869-1871. Sravnitel'nyj slovar' turecko-tatarskix narééij. T. 1. 2. Sankt-Peter-
burg: Akademija.

Clauson, Sir Gerard 1972. An etymological dictionary of pre-thirteenth-century Turkish.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.

CRS = Sirotkin, M. Ja. (Sost.) 1961. Cuvassko-russkij slovar’. Moskva: Inostrannyx i
nacional’nyx slovare;.

Dmitrieva, J. 2000. Cuvasskie narodnye nazvanija dikorastus¢ix rastenij. (Studies in Lin-
guistics of the Volga-Region 1.) Debrecen: Kossuth Egyetemi Kiadoé.

DO = Mostaert, Antoine 1941-1944. Dictionnaire ordos. 1-3. Peking: The Catholic Univer-

sity.



Von buya “StBholz’ zu mdjan ‘Melde’ 101

DS = Tiirkiye 'de halk agzindan derleme sozligii. 1-12. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu 1963-
1982.

Egorov, V. G. 1964. Etimologiceskij slovar’ éuvasskogo jazyka. Ceboksary: Cuvadskoe
kniZnoe izdatel’stvo.

FK = Flora Kazaxstana. T. 1-9. Alma-Ata: Izdatel'stvo Akademii Nauk Kazaxskoj SSR
1956-1966.

Gronbech, Kaare 1942. Komanisches Worterbuch. Tiirkischer Wortindex zu Codex Cumani-
cus. (Monumenta Linguarum Asiae Maioris. Subsidia 1.) Kopenhagen: Munksgaard.

Jarring, Gunnar 1964. An Eastern-Turki-English dialect dictionary. Lund: Gleerup.

Karryev, M. O. 1996. Lekarstvennye rastenija Turkmenistana. ASgabat: Turkmenistan.

KiRS = Judaxin, K. K. (Sost.) 1965. Kirgizsko-russkij slovar’. Moskva: Sovetskaja énci-
klopedija.

KkRS = Baskakov, N. A. (Sost.) 1958. Karakalpaksko-russkij slovar’. Moskva: Inostrannyx i
nacional’nyx slovare;.

KuRS = Bammatov, Z. Z. (Red.) 1969. Kumyksko-russkij slovar’. Moskva: Sovetskaja
énciklopedija.

Le Coq, Albert v. 1922. Eine Liste osttiirkischer Pflanzennamen. Baessler-Archiv 6, 118-129.

Nabiev, M. M. 1969. Botanika atlas luyati. TaSkent: Fan.

NRS = Baskakov, N. A. (Sost.) 1963. Nogajsko-russkij slovar’. Moskva: Inostrannyx i
nacional’nyx slovare;.

OOA = Hamidav, A., Nabiev, M. & Adilav, T. 1987. Ozbekistén osimliklari aniglagidi.
Taskent: Oqituvei.

QXS = Qazagsa-xanzusa sézdik. Uriméi 1981.

Rachmati, Gabdul R. 1930. Zur Heilkunde der Uiguren. Sitzungsberichte der Preuflischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-historische Klasse 24, 451-473.

Rachmati, Gabdul R. 1932. Zur Heilkunde der Uiguren 2. Sitzungsberichte der Preufischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-historische Klasse 26, 401-448.

Ramstedt, Gustaf J. 1935. Kalmiickisches Worterbuch. (Lexica Societas Fenno-Ugricae 3.)
Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura.

Schwarz, Henry G. 1992. An Uyghur-English dictionary. (East Asian research aids &
translations 3.) Bellingham, Wash.: Western Washington.

Scully, J. 1880. Turki names of plants. In: Shaw, Robert B. 1880: A sketch of the Turki
language as spoken in Eastern Turkistan (Kashghar and Yarkand). 2. (Journal of the
Asiatic Society of Bengal 47.) Calcutta. 215-226.

Steuerwald, Karl 1972. Tiirkisch-deutsches Worterbuch. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

TaRS = Golovkina, O. V. (Sost.) 1966. Tatarsko-russkij slovar’. Moskva: Sovetskaja
énciklopedija.

TR = Nikitin, V. V. & Kerbabaev, B. B. 1962. Narodnye i naucnye turkmenskie nazvanija
rastenij. A$xabad: Akademija nauk Turkmenskoj SSR.

TS = XIII. yiizyildan beri Tiirkiye Tiirkgesiyle yazilmig kitaplardan toplanan tamiklariyle
tarama sozliigii. 1-8. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu 1963-1977.

TuRS = Baskakov, N. A. & al. (Sost.) 1968. Turkmensko-russkij slovar’. Moskva: Sovetskaja
énciklopedija.

URL = Négib, A. (Hrsg.) 1968. Uygurcd-ruséd luyidt. Moskva: Sovetskaja énciklopedija.

UXL = Uyguréd-xiinzucd luyat. Uriméi: Singiang Xélq Nasriyati 1982.

UzRS = Borovkov, A. K. (Sost.) 1959. Uzbeksko-russkij slovar’. Moskva: Inostrannyx i
nacional’nyx slovare;.



102 Ingeborg Hauenschild

WB = Radloff, Wilhelm 1893-1911. Versuch eines Worterbuches der Tiirk-Dialecte. 1-4.
Sanktpeterburg: Akademija nauk.

XQBS = Tiisipbek Silamqul uli (Hrsg.) 1983-1984. Xanzucda-qazaqcéa biologialiq sozdik.
Uriiméi: Singiang Xaliq Baspasi.



Mongolic dilagun : Turkic tas
Béla Kempf

Kempf, Béla 2010. Mongolic éilagun : Turkic tas. Turkic Languages 14, 103-112.

The Turkic and Mongolic words for stone (*£as and *¢ilagun respectively) have featured
in the literature as counterparts of each other from the very beginning of modem Altaic
studies. This paper re-interprets the etymological relationship of these two words, and of-
fers a new method for analysis of the Mongolic member of the comparison. To add sup-
port for the model described in the paper, two other Mongolic words, *¢isun ‘blood’ and
*¢idku- ‘to pour’, are discussed, both of which seem to be ultimately of Turkic origin, and
to exhibit a similar process of change as the word *cilagun.

Béla Kempf; Joint Research Group for Turkic Studies of the Hungarian Academy of Sci-
ences and the University of Szeged, H-6722 Szeged, Egyetem u. 2, Hungary.
E-mail: belakempfl@dgmail.com

The pair of words comprising the Mongolic *¢ilagun ~ LM dilayun ‘stone’ and the
Turkic *tas ~ OT tas ‘stone’ (ED 557a), is one of the most frequently cited exam-
ples in Altaic comparative works. In spite of the fact that their morphological struc-
tures are not the same, they are usually mentioned in etymological works as coun-
terparts of each other. The comparison is generally used to illustrate two linguistic
phenomena. The first is the case of an -i- in Mongolic opposed to a Turkic -a-/-a-,
e.g. Mongolic *nirai ‘newborn, baby; fresh, new’ : Turkic *yaz ‘summer, spring’,
Mongolic *niga- ‘to paste, glue’ : Turkic *yap- ‘to build, to stick together’, Mongo-
lic *nilbusun ‘tears, mucus, spittle’ : Turkic *yas ‘fresh, moist, tears’. The second
phenomenon is called lambdacism (or sigmatism), where a Mongolic -/- is opposed
to Turkic -§-, e.g. Mongolic *gologe ‘pup, young dog or cat’ : Turkic *kosek ‘a
young animal’, Mongolic *faulai ‘hare’ : Turkic *fabisgan ‘hare’, Mongolic
*kalbaga ‘spoon’ : Turkic *kasuk ‘spoon’.

The works which make use of this word-pair are so numerous that I mention
them here only selectively.

The idea of comparing these words originates from Ramstedt (1903: 97), who re-
fers to them together with their Tungusic equivalents to demonstrate lambdacism.

The etymology was probably inspired by recognition of the fact that the Mongo-
lic *¢ can often be traced back to *t before an i-like sound. Thus, the Mongolic
counterpart of Turkic *tigrak ~ OT tigraq ‘firm, tough’ (ED 471b) is *¢igirag, while
the Turkic verb *tifila- ~ OT tifila- ‘to listen to, to hear’ (ED 522a) is *cingla- or
*¢ingna- in Mongolic.

This idea of Ramstedt was developed by Gombocz (1905: 260), who supple-
mented the comparison with data from the different Turkic, Mongolic and Tungusic
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languages. Later, as Korean and Japanese were included in the presumed Altaic lin-
guistic family, data from these languages additionally appeared in the literature.'

As a strong supporter of the Altaic theory, Poppe accepted and strengthened this
etymology in many of his works, especially in his comparative grammars:

Mo. dilayun stone, rock’ < CM *¢ilayun < Pre-Mongolian *filayun = Kor. tol, Chuvash
t’s'ul < *t’al, Turk. tas < *tal”id.” (1955: 114)

mo. dilayun < *tilawin “Stein’, mmo. &ila’un id., kh. éulii id. = ko. tol “Stein’ = tsch.
t'$'ul (¢'ul) < *t'al “Stein’, AT tas < *1as, jak. tas < *1as.” (1960: 15)

mo. dilayun < vmo. *tilagiin “Stein’, kh. éuld id., bur. Sulafi id. (> ew. jolo id., lam. jol
id.) = ko. tol “Stein’ = tsch. ¢‘ul < *fal < tal’ < *tal’ ‘Stein’, AT, Sag. tas, jak. tds id.”
(1960: 77)

mo. dilayun < *tilayun < *t‘alabun “Stein’, kalm. doliin id. = ko. ol id. = tsch. ¢ul <
*t'al < *t@al’ “Stein’, trkm. das id., jak. tas id.” (1960: 98)

mo. dilayun < *tila-wiin “Stein’ = tsch. ¢‘ul < *t'al < *tal’ < *talaid., AT tas < *tas <
tal* < tal’a id.” (1960: 120), and other works of his (e.g. 1974).

The difficulty of the Altaic reconstruction is well exemplified by the three different
reconstructions in four different forms: *tilawiin, *tilagin, *t'alabun and *tila-win .

Poppe’s reconstructions and the comparison itself were criticized by Doerfer
(1965: 437-438) in item 855 of the TMEN (2). He rejects the possibility of the Ko-
reanic word belonging here, pointing out that the Tungusic data cannot be copies
from the Buryat, and argues against the many Mongolistic reconstructions of the
same Mongolic word. The strongest of his arguments are no. 1, according to which
Poppe’s reconstructions are incoherent, and no. 4, in which he states that the element
-yun of the Mongolic word was not explained. Further, Doerfer mentions that the
suffix -yun exists in Mongolic as a deverbal noun suffix, cf. Poppe 1954: §154.

Among recent works mentioning this etymology, I would like to highlight the
Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Languages (ED) (Starostin, Dybo & Mudrak
2003: 1373-1374), in which an enumeration of the comparative data from all
branches of the “Altaic language family” is followed by the settling of the problem
with the laconic statement: “Counterarguments against the etymology by Doerfer
(TMN 2, 437-438) are not convincing.”

In spite of this, the connection of the Turkic and the Mongolic word does not
seem to be solved and a discussion of the question at the Altaic level is therefore
quite risky.

! As this question will not be dealt with here, for the detailed discussion of the etymology
of the Japanese and Korean data and their relation to the other Altaic languages, the reader
is referred to Miller 1970: 120-121 and the respective item of the Etymological Dictionary
of the Altaic Languages.
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In the present paper, I would like to discuss new etymologies for the Mongolic
word *¢ilagun, and two other Mongolic words.

I consider that the Mongolic word *¢ilagun is a copy from Turkic, and I agree
that its etymon is the Turkic (or Altaic?) word *#as, but not in the same manner as
appears in earlier etymologies.

In accord with the previous reconstructions, I believe that the segment -gun is a
Mongolic suffix; after its separation, therefore, the stem seems to be *cila.

I suggest that this word is a verb. The Turkic word *#as has been contracted into
the sound ¢ of the stem *¢ila- in the same manner as in the cases of the Turkic words
*¢ik- ~ OT cik- “to go out, to come out’ (ED 405b) < *tasik- ~ OT tasik- “to go out’
(ED 562a) and of *c¢ok ~ Middle Turkic ¢ok ‘many’ < *tasok (Berta 1999). Thus, the
reconstructed Mongolic form would be *fasila-, which is a denominal verb in +/4-
of the Turkic word. Although a verb with this form is demonstrable from Turkic, cf.
Old Turkic tasia- ‘to throw stones (at someone), to stone’ (ED 564b), this Old
Turkic verb is not necessarily the same as the one which served as the stem of the
reconstructed Mongolic word. This appears reasonable if one considers the many
shades of meaning of the denominal verb suffix +/4- both in Turkic and in Mongo-
lic.

To explain the sound / in Mongolic, there are two possibilities:

1. The vowel i is original, and thus Mongolic reveals the quality of the Proto-
Turkic final vowel of the word meaning ‘stone’ as *#as7, which, taking the denomi-
nal verb suffix +/4-, will result in *tasila-. Supposition of such a vowel at the
auslaut position of the Turkic word additionally explains the puzzling form of the
Chuvash word.

2. This sound is a linking vowel, since phonotactics in Mongolic did not allow
the cluster of $7, and hence the usage of a linking vowel was needed in order to make
the pronunciation easier and possible. A further point is that, despite the sound § not
being an original Mongolic phoneme, at some point in the history of the Mongolic
languages it appears as a secondary phoneme, but only before the vowel i. In other
words, during its early history, Mongolic did not possess any other §/” combinations
than §i, which reveals that the linking vowel between § and / could not be other than
i

Accordingly both the presence and the quality of the vowel i is well supportable
in Mongolic.

The Mongolic suffix(es) (+/-)gUn

To turn back to Doerfer’s counterarguments, let us consider the suffix (+/-)gUn in
Mongolic.

First of all, it must be observed that there existed at least two, and maybe three
suffixes with the shape gUn. It is clear that one of them is deverbal, while the de-
nominal derivations can be divided into two groups. The first group includes those
words derived from a pronoun stem. Such are the conjugational stems *egiin and
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*tegiin of the demonstrative bases *e+ ‘this,” and *fe+ ‘that’, the interrogative pro-
noun *yagun ‘what’, and the adverbs *jegiin ‘left’, *baragun ‘right’, *gadagun ‘ex-
terior, outer’, *¢inagun ‘thither, ulterior’, and *nirugun ‘back, posterior’. The sec-
ond group consists of Mongolic words in which the function of the suffix was re-
garded by Poppe as denoting body parts and animal names® (Poppe 1923: 116). It
must be admitted that there are several Mongolic words which may contain the suf-
fix (+/-)gUn, but their etymology is obscure. Examples are: *fogurugun ‘crane’,
*galagun ‘goose’, *sibagun ‘bird’, *adagun ‘horse, herd of horses’, *kobegin’
‘son’, *tokugun ‘joke, fun’, *c¢ibkagun ‘sluggish, slow’, *silugun ‘straight, plain’,
*sabayun ‘the part of the reins near a horse’s mouth’, *samagun ‘confusion, disor-
der’, *biragun4 ‘calf in its second year’, *falbigun ‘broad, wide, vast; gentle, calm’, etc.

If we consider the above etymology, then in the word *¢ilagun we are faced with
a deverbal noun suffix. Among the Mongolic examples of this suffix, we find sev-
eral whose stem is of Turkic origin, which reveals that the Mongolic deverbal noun
suffix -gUn was productive at the time of the early Turko-Mongolic linguistic con-
tacts.

Examples that are ultimately of Turkic origin are:

Mo. *arigun ~ LM ariyun ‘cleanliness, purity, chastity; clean, pure, clear; chaste;
sinless; holy, sacred’ «— Turkic *ari- ~ OT ari- “to be or become, clean, pure’ (ED
198a),

Mo. *bidiigiin ~ LM bidiigiin/biidiigiin ‘large, huge, big; crude, clumsy; plain, simple;
ignorant, rough; deep (of voice)’ « Turkic *bddii- ~ OT bddii- ‘to be, or become, big,
great’ (ED 299b);

2 Later, in his paper on Mongolic names of body parts, Poppe deals again with this suffix

(1973: 236-237). Beside the body parts like *deligiin “spleen’, *kiijiigiin ‘neck’, *eriigiin
‘chin, lower jaw’, *omorugun ‘collarbone’, *terigiin ‘head’, *koSigun ‘beak, bill,
*kurugun ‘finger’, he mentions that Mongolic *¢arbagun ‘forearm’ is the only example
where the suffix derives a body part from a verb, cf. LM darba- ‘to raise or move the
hands or feet; to grasp, pull, or trip with the hands or feet in wrestling’. To Poppe’s single
example let me add another one. Although he lists the word *ebdigiin ‘breastbone” among
his examples, he treats it as a denominal derivation, and gives the reconstructed form
*ebti-giin (Poppe 1973: 236). However, this word is a deverbal derivation from the Mon-
golic verb *ebci-/*eble- ~ LM ebcle- ‘to reconcile oneself with, make up with; to em-
brace; to unite’. Now, that we have two deverbal derivations on the semantic field of body
parts, it could be worth examining the other examples with this suffix as well.
There is, however, a possibility to connect the Mongolic word *kobegiin with Turkic
*kopek dog’. For a similar semantic change, cf. the Hungarian word kslyok < Turkic
*kiosek.
4 Mongolic *biragun is etymologically connected to Turkic *buzagu ~ OT buzagu “a calf®
(ED 391). Clauson suggests that it is formed by the suffix gU, however, it is not clear if
he is speaking about a denominal or a deverbal formant.
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Mo. *bitegiin ~ LM bitegiin ‘the last day of a thirty-day month; the last day of the year’
«— Turkic *bit- ~ OT bit-/biit- ‘to become complete’ > 1. “to come to an end, be fin-
ished’ 2. “to be ready to start’ (ED 298b);

Mo. *éikiragun ~ LM dikirayun “squeaking, squeaky’ <— Mo. *¢ikira- ~LM dikira- “to
squeak’ «— Turkic *¢ikra- ~ OT digra- ‘to squeak, grate’ (ED 410b).

Genuine Mongolic examples include:

Mo. *aglagun ~ LM ayliyun/aylayun ‘compact, dense, thick’ < *agla-/*agli- (LM -)
«— *gg ~ Khalkha (Kara) ag [ay] ‘szoros, sziik; szorosan, szliken’ [tight, narrow];

Mo. *agsigun ~ LM aysiyun ‘condensed; thick; dry; stale, tasteless (as meat or stale
bread)’ <— Mo. *agsi- ~ LM aysi- ‘to condense, contract, shrink, shrivel; to kink, curl
up; to warp; to parch, dry to excess’ (cf. LM egsi- ‘to dry, dry up; to dry in the sun’) «
*ag cf. Khalkha (Kara) ag [ay] ‘szoros, szlik; szorosan, szliken’ [tight, narrow];

Mo. *buduligun ~ LM buduliyun ‘awkward, clumsy, maladroit, sluggish, tardy; dull,
obtuse’ < Mo. *buduli- ~ LM buduli- “to do something in confusion, to cause confu-
sion; to be confused’;

Mo. *¢aglagun ~ LM caylayun ‘the act of measuring, weighing, or comparing; that
which is measured, weighed, or compared’ <— Mo. *¢agla- ~ LM éayla- ‘to set a time;
to measure, weigh, compare; to limit; to act moderately; to imagine, consider, realize’;

Mo. *éarbagun ~ LM darbayun “wrist, forearm’ < Mo. *¢arba- ~ LM darba- “to raise
or move the hands or feet; to grasp, pull, or trip with the hands or feet in wrestling”;

Mo. *¢idkugdagun ~ LM ¢&idquydayun “cast or smelted metal’ «— Mo. *&idkugda- ~LM
didquyda- “passive of didqu-> < Mo. *cidku- ~ LM didqu- “to pour, pour into; to smelt,
cast, or found metals; to mint coins; to flow’;

Mo. *¢&igtagun ~ LM Ciytayun “tight, tightly pulled, taut, stiff, tough; hard-mouthed;
disobedient’ «— Mo. *¢igta- (LM -), cf. LM diytaya ‘rope or string for pulling an object
towards oneself;, rope attached to the frame of the smoke hole of a yurt”;

Mo. *¢&imkigiin ~ LM dimkigiin/¢imkegiin “severe cold when the sky is overcast, cold
and gloomy weather’ <— Mo. *¢imki- ~ LM ¢imki- ‘to pinch, tweak, nip’;

Mo. *¢inegejigiin ~ LM dinegejigiin ‘strong, vigorous, wealthy’ « Mo. *éinegeji- ~
LM ¢inegeji- ‘to become strong; to become prosperous or wealthy’;

Mo. *ebdigiin ~LM ebdigiin ‘sternum, chest; brisket’ < Mo. *ebdi- ~ LM ebde- ‘to
reconcile oneself with, make up with; to embrace; to unite’;

Mo. *gemsigdegiin ~ LM gemsigdegiin ‘cause for repentance; fault, sin’ < Mo.
*gemsigde- (LM —) <— Mo. *gemsi- ~ LM gemsi- ‘to repent, regret, feel remorse, do
penance, confess sins, plead guilty’;

Mo. *geskegiin ~ LM geskegiin ‘thawed, melted” < Mo. *geske- ~ LM geske- “to thaw,
melt, defrost’;
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Mo. *kagagdagun ~ LM qayaydayun ‘obstacle, impediment, hindrance’ < Mo.
*kagagda- ~ LM qayayda- ‘pass. of qaya-> < *kaga- ~ LM qaya- ‘to close; to block,
keep out (as wind, rain); to attack from all sides; to surround, besiege; to serve in an of-
ficial capacity”’;

Mo. *kalagun ~ LM galayun ‘hot, warm; intimate; heat, warmth; fever’ <— Mo. *kala-
~ LM gala- “to be(come) or feel warm or hot (not used of weather); to be(come)
warmed up or heated up’;

Mo. *kegjegiin~ LM kegjegiin/kegjigiin “testy, obstinate, irritated, hot-tempered; arro-
gant, overbearing’ «<— Mo. *kegje- (LM - ), cf. LM kegjer “a testy or quarrelsome per-
son; captious, nagging, fault-finding’;

Mo. *kengsigiin ~ LM kengsigiin ‘smell of frying food; smell of burning’ «— Mo.
*kengsi- ~ LM kengsi- ‘to burn slightly, brown (as food)’; cf. Turkic ko#i- “to catch fire,
to burn’ (ED 726b);

Mo. *késigiin ~ LM késigiin “hard, uneven, rough; stubbom, obstinate; rude, impolite’
«— Mo. *kisi- ~ LM kosi- “to harden, stiffen, become stiff (body, tongue, etc.)’;

Mo. *medegdegiin ~ LM medegdegiin “all that which is known, understood, learned,
recognized; object of study; knowledge, science, perception, sensation; rudiments, prin-
ciples, elements; category’ <— Mo. *medegde- ~ LM medegde- ‘to be or become
known; be perceived or felt; to be manifested, to inform, advise, notify; to sense, be
aware of;, to feel” < Mo. *mede- ~ LM mede- ‘to know, understand, perceive, be con-
scious of;, to find out; to be in charge of, have the power of decision;

Mo. *namjigun~ LM namjiyun ‘quiet, peaceful, calm, still’ <~ Mo. *namji- ~ LM
namji- ‘to quiet down, become quiet; to subside, get better’;

Mo. *nemegiin ~ Khalkha (Bawden) nemiin (< *nemegiin) ‘surplus, extra, additional’
< Mo. *neme- ~ LM neme- ‘to add, supplement, increase’;

Mo. *nilagun ~ LM niluyun ‘oily, greasy (taste); cloying, excessively sweet (taste),
disgusting’ (LM (K) nilayun) <— Mo. *nila- ~ LM nila- ‘to smear, rub’

Mo. *ogsiigiin ~ LM dgsiigiin ‘rising up[wards], upstream, uphill’ < Mo. *dgsii- ~ LM
dgsii- “to ascend, go upstream’;

Mo. *simdagun ~ LM simdayun ‘hasty, speedy, quick’ <— Mo. *simda- ~ LM simda-
‘to hasten, rush, hurry, speed; to endeavor, make every effort’;

Mo. *surtagun ~ LM surtayun ‘that which is taught or studied; science, rules, doctrine’
«— Mo. *surta- ~ LM surta- ‘to be learnt, studied; to be trained, used to, accustomed

>

to’;

Mo. *tarkagun ~ LM tarqayu(n) ‘dissipated, dispersed, disseminated, scattered’ <— Mo.
*tarka- ~ LM targa- “to scatter, spread, be dispersed’;

Mo. *togtagun ~ LM toytayun ‘calm, quiet’ < Mo. *fogta- ~ LM toyta- ‘to stop, rest,
become immobile; to set, etc.”;

Mo. *tomuragun ~ LM tomurayun “clear, distinct, intelligible; enlarged’ < Mo.
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*tomura- ~ LM tomura- ‘to become large, clear, distinct’;

Mo. *tornigun ~ LM torniyun of tall stature, well-grown, corpulent; healthy’ «— Mo.
*torni- ~ LM torni- “to grow, grow up (of children and young animals), to stand on
one’s feet; to improve (of health)’;

Mo. *tobkinegiin ~ LM tébkinegiin “cosy, well-arranged, well-organized, settled” «<—
Mo. *t6bkine- ~ LM tobkine- “to be(come) stabilized; to settle down, to be put in or-
der’;

Mo. *tiirgediigiin ~ LM tiirgediigiin ‘rash, hasty’ <— Mo. *tiirged- ~ LM tiirged- ‘to be
rash; to be too quick; to fly into a temper’;

Mo. *unjigun ~ LM unjiyun ‘hanging, pendent; baggy, loose-hanging, droopy; long-
lasting, protracted’ «— Mo. * unji- ~ LM unji- ‘to hang down, be suspended; to drag
along the ground; to droop; to be weak or sickly’.

The above examples show that the deverbal noun suffix -gUn originally derived ad-
jectives peculiar to the result of the base verb. It is also clear, however, that some of
these adjectives became nouns during a lexicalization process. Examples of this
from the quoted material: *carbagun, *¢idkugdagun, *cimkigin, *ebcigin,
*kengsigiin, *medegdegiin, *nemegiin, *kalagun, *kagagdagun, *surtagun.

Thus, a possible way in which the Mongolic word for stone came into being
could have been ‘to be hard as a stone’ — ‘something as hard as a stone’ — ‘stone”’.

To become more certain concerning the above etymology of the Mongolic word
*¢ilagun, it should first be examined if there are other words in Mongolic that dis-
play a similar process in their history. Below, I demonstrate that there are such ex-
amples.

The first is the Mongolic word *¢isun ‘blood’. To the best of my knowledge, the
Mongolic origin of this word has never been questioned. Although it was always
clear that it is a derived word, formed with a suffix of the shape sUn, etymologiza-
tion of its stem was not successful.

The word *¢isun appears on Janhunen’s (2003: 13) list, which consists of bisyl-
labic Mongolic words derived with the suffix sUn, the meanings of which are liquids
or liquifiable things. Besides *cisun, there are words such as *usu/n ‘water’, *uisi/n
‘milk’, *¢asu/n ‘snow’, *nisu/n ‘mucus’, and *fosu/n ‘oil, butter’. In these words,
therefore, Janhunen identifies the function of the suffix sUn as a class-marker. Not
ruling out the possibility that such a class-marker could exist in Mongolic, I have
already pointed out the difficulties of this idea, citing some Mongolic words in
which both of Janhunen’s criteria are met, but where the word does not mean a liqui-
fiable thing (Kempf 2004: 377). Such are *yisin ‘nine’, *jisiin ‘colour’, *sisin ‘hair,
fur’, *nasun ‘year, age’, *yasun ‘bone’, and *yosun ‘custom, habit’.

In light of the etymology given below, it will be clear that we do not even have
to deal here with the suffix +sUn, the function of which has already darkened and
where the meaning of the derived word is the same as the meaning of the stem

(Poppe 1954: §137).
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The Mongolic word *cisun goes back to the form *zasisun. After we separate the
suffix -sUn, the stem is *fasi-, which has a Turkic etymology. That is the Turkic
verd *tasV- ~ OT tas- ‘to overflow’ (ED 559b). It can be seen that the suffix -sUn is
in no way a class-marker, but rather a simple deverbal noun suffix.

The same type of deverbal derivation appears in several Mongolic terms con-
nected with body fluids, cf. *nisun ‘mucus’ < *ni- ~ LM nigi- ‘to blow the nose’,
*sigesiin ‘urine’ «— *sige- ~ LM sige- ‘to urinate’, *nilbusun ‘saliva’ < *nilbu- ~
LM nilbu- “to spit’, kolésiin ‘perspiration’ <— *kolo-, cf. LM kolore- ‘to sweat, per-
spire’. Instead of surmising the suffix -sUn to be a class-marker, however, I think is
more reasonable to perceive this suffix as one which derives nouns that designate
results of the action denoted by the base verb.

The presence or appearance of the vowel i was explained above, but let me add
that the cluster $'s was not possible in Mongolic.

A further word which could strengthen the etymology of the word *¢ilagun is
Mongolic *&idku- ~ LM cidqu- ‘to pour, pour into; to smelt, cast, or found metals; to
mint coins; to flow’. The etymon of the word is the Turkic verb *fasV-, as well as in
the case of *cisun. *¢idku- goes back to the form *zasitku-. The verb copied from
Turkic was *fasit-, which is one of the causative forms of the verb *#a§V-. The final
segment -ku is probably a Mongolic suffix, the function of which is not clear since
the meaning of the stem and the derived verb seem to be identical or very close to
each other in the case of the etymologizable examples. Such LM verb-pairs include:

amis- ‘to breathe; to sigh’ / amisqa-/amisqu- ‘to breathe’;

qada- to drive in, knock in; to nail; to inscribe or enter one’s name on a register; to in-
sert something in a text; to get stuck’ / gadqu-/qadqa- “to pierce, stab, prick; to embroi-
der; to pin; to sting, bite (as snake or insects), peck; to treat with acupuncture; to have a
sharp pain’;

bajir “to press, crush, squeeze; to wring; to grasp’ / bajuyu- ‘to press, crush, squeeze; to
wring; to grasp’;

biiri- ‘to cover, envelop; to upholster’ / biirkii- ‘to grow or become cloudy;, to cover,
cover up, to envelop’;

ende- “to err, fall into error, be mistaken, blunder; to go astray; to die’ / endegii- ‘to be
mistaken about something, let something slip one’s attention’;

sere-/seri- ‘to awaken, revive; to recover consciousness; to become sober; to keep vigil,
to learn, find out; to mistrust’ / sergii- ‘to recover, grow well, sober up, regain one’s
spirits; to feel refreshed; to rouse oneself; to pull oneself together’.

The final questions of this examination are when and where the contraction of the
sequence fasV into ¢i could have happened. As the above-mentioned Mongolic
words are present in the lexicon in the earliest monuments, it is clear that they were
copied at the time of the early Turko—Mongolic linguistic contacts. The answer to
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the second question is not so simple and depends on the origin of the sound i in the
Mongolic words. If the vowel is original, then the contraction could have taken
place in a Turkic language; on the other hand, if it is a linking vowel, the change
happened in Mongolic.

I hope that this paper illustrates the fact that the possibilities of Mongolic ety-
mology are not yet exhausted. Although the problem of the arguments pro or contra
the Altaic theory cannot be solved by such individual etymologies, by ascertaining
the etymology of the Mongolic word *cilagun some questions can be solved and
others re-opened, which is important for Altaic studies overall. The significance is
not the fact that new light may be shed on an etymology more than a hundred years
old, but that, in contrast with earlier obscure reconstructions, the history of the Mon-
golic word now becomes much clearer.
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0. General remarks

A Study of the Middle Chulym Dialect of the Chulym Language (Li et al. 2008) is
one of the few works published on Chulym Turkic in English; I think the only book
which had appeared in English on this language is Pomorska 2004, which deals with
a rather limited topic. Li et al. 2008 is an attempt at a comprehensive systematic
description of the Middle Chulym dialect; it portrays various levels of the language
(phonology, morphology, syntax). Other works that recently appeared include
Anderson & Harrison 2003, 2006, Lemskaya & Mindiyarova 2007, Lemskaya 2008.
There are several papers to appear, e.g. Lemskaya forthcoming.

Being fully based on field data, Li et al. 2008 is an important linguistic source.
The authors are clearly precise in transcribing the language and transliterating
names, places from Cyrillic etc. throughout the book. The field project is described
in every detail on pp. 8-11. All the linguistic data are presented fairly, i.e. in accor-
dance with what the authors recorded, not what is implied or published by others.
The fact that the authors produced the book with little or no consultation of previous
research has both positive and negative aspects. The analysis of the data has been
carried out without the outside bias coming from other scholars’ interpretations—
e.g. the observation on the “forms with third person possessive suffix” “to be re-
garded as the basic forms by the informant frequently” on p. 32. On the other hand,
consulting legacy data and previously published analysis would have given the au-
thors added explanatory power and hints for original analysis—as on p. 80, where
the verbal forms in -GA¢ are viewed as “Future IT”: I am not aware of such an inter-
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pretation in the previous publications; Birjukovi¢ 1981: 73 considers this suffix to
form the optative mood and gives a whole paradigm for it (see below.)

Li et al. 2008 opens with a five-page overview on the Chulym Turkic people and
language. Unfortunately, the sources of the authors for this description seem to have
been web articles such as those from Wikipedia, the Free Encyclopedia, which ap-
pear to have inherent inconsistencies and mistakes, and one article by Anderson &
Harrison 2003. No information is given regarding the time when the authors re-
trieved the data. A broader academic description of the people and their language
can be found in many works by Dul’zon (1966, 1973, etc.), Birjukovi¢ (in: L’vova et
al. 1991: 106-125, 1981, etc.) The most recent publications describing the present
state of Chulym Turkic are Anderson & Harrison 2006 and Lemskaya & Mindi-
yarova 2007.

The remarks below are based on either the publications on the dialects of Chu-
Iym Turkic by different scholars (see Bibliography), or my own experience of field
work among the speakers of the Lower Chulym and Middle Chulym dialects in the
years 2006-2008. I should mention that I was able to work mostly with speakers of a
sub-dialect neighboring the dialect spoken by the person who was the consultant for
Li et al. 2008 (the Melet sub-dialect in the terminology of Dul’zon 1966: 464, the
“Upper” Chulym dialect in the terminology of Anderson & Harrison 2006: 48), but
also—though to a much lesser extent—with exactly the same consultant.

1. The “Chulym Language” linguonym

Li et al. 2008 call Chulym Turkic “the Chulym Language”. In my opinion, this may
imply only one language spoken in the area of the Chulym River. However, histori-
cally, the lower part of the Chulym in the Tomsk Region has been the homeland of
some Selkup (Samoyed, Ostyak-Samoyed) groups, its upper flow regions in Khakas-
sia and the Krasnoyarsk Territory—of the Kyzyl Turkic groups; along with that, the
Chulym has, for the last four centuries, been the homeland of a Russian-speaking
population, too. It would be more neutral to call it Chulym Turkic (following Radloff
1868: XIV; Dul’zon 1959: 93, L’vova et al. 1991: 6, Pomorska 2004: 19), a term
which denotes both the linguistic and the territorial features of the ethnic group in
question.

Li et al. 2008 write: “The Chulyms, also called Chulym Tatars...” (p. 1), which
is not correct at present. ‘Chulym Tatars’ used to be a commonly accepted linguo-
nym (as e.g. in Dul’zon 1952), but it has not been in use during the last four decades
(see Dul’zon 1966 and later publications.)

The statement “[tlhe Chulyms are comprised of the Kiierik, Kecik and the Chu-
lym Proper” (Li et al. 2008: 1) begs the question of what is meant by “the Chulym
Proper”. The quoted Wikipedia source is short and does not, in this case, reflect any
serious information. Dul’zon described Chulym Turkic as consisting of two dialects
— Lower and Middle, each having sub-dialects which were named after the historical
volosts (Russian for ‘province, political unit’) of the 17th century that had been gov-
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erned by the indigenous communities (in this case, the Chulym Turks.) Thus, the
sub-dialects of the Lower Chulym dialect are said to have been the following: (1)
Kidrik (Radloff’s spelling, see Radloff 1893-1911) sub-dialect: the indigenous name
is kadrik jon, Koryukovskaya volost (the source for this and the subsequent indige-
nous and historical names is Dul’zon 1973: 17); (2) Ketsik sub-dialect: no indige-
nous name is given, but the corresponding volost is said to be that of Kurchikova;
(3) Yezhi sub-dialect je:Zi jon, Baygul’skaya volost; (4) Yatsi sub-dialect jatsi jon,
Yachinskaya volost; (5) Chibi sub-dialect 5 ’iby d’'on, Kyzyldeyeva volost.

The Middle Chulym dialect comprised according to Dul’zon two sub-dialects:
(1) Tutal sub-dialect tutat ts§’onu, Tutal’skaya volost; (2) Melet sub-dialect pilet
§’onu, Meletskaya volost (Dul’zon 1973: 17; see also L’vova et al. 1991; also a
more concise electronic version form of it in L’vova no date.) The Kiiidrik, Ketsik
and Yatsi sub-dialects were already extinct during the time of Dul’zon’s field trips
in the 1940-1950s, and there remained only one speaker of the Chibi sub-dialect
(Dul’zon 1973: 21-22.) I am aware of only one single speaker of the Yezhi sub-dia-
lect now (Lemskaya forthcoming; also mentioned in Li et al. 2008: 8.)

Different authors have always stated that the Tutal sub-dialect of Middle Chulym
is spoken within the borders of the Tomsk Region, in the middle flow of the Chulym
River, in what is now the Tegul’detskiy Subregion (the region’s capital being
Tegul’det Village); its Melet sub-dialect, on the other hand, is spoken in the Kras-
noyarsk Territory, also in the middle flow of the Chulym River, in the Tyukhtetskiy
Subregion with the vast majority of speakers in Pasechnoye Village (see also Bir-
jukovi€ 1981: 6, L’vova et al. 1991: 4, and others.) Dul’zon has clearly shown that
the two sub-dialects, though showing a number of variations, belong to the same
dialect (Dul’zon 1973: 23, and other publications); this view has been taken over
and developed in academic literature (Pritsak 1959: 622-623; all publications by
Birjukovic, etc.)

The only consultant for Li et al. 2008, a resident of the Tegul’detskiy Subregion,
speaks the Tutal sub-dialect, while the so-called ‘Upper Chulym dialect’ (referring
to that spoken up the Chulym River outside the Tomsk Region in Anderson & Harri-
son 2006) is nothing other than the Melet sub-dialect of the Middle Chulym dialect
in Dul’zon’s terminology. As mentioned above, the upper flow of the Chulym River
is populated by another Turkic group, the Kyzyls. The relationship of the Chulym
Turks to the Kyzyl (and thus the Khakas) is well described in Dul’zon 1959. These
statements undoubtedly refer to the discussion of the meaning of the terms ‘dialect’
and ‘sub-dialect’, as well as ‘dialect’ and ‘language’. Without going deeper into this
matter, I would like to mention another point. Both the sub-dialects listed by
Dul’zon and the division made by Anderson and Harrison draw a border between
(sub-)dialects on the basis of the historical situation with the volosts. But if we as-
cribe a separate dialect to every geographical volost, we should not forget the fact
that there were at least 14 Chulym-Turkic volosts already in the 18th c. (Russia
1780: 312), and that the Chulym-Turkic language is a geographical rather than a
linguistic term. In its diachronic perspective (without any written standard and/or
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norm) it comprised a (sub-)dialectal continuum with the neighboring (sub-)dialects
showing only slight differentiation, while those at the extremes or the periphery of
the area (in the lower and middle flow of the Chulym River) were rather mutually
unintelligible to the speakers (Dul’zon 1973: 16.) For the reasons mentioned I reject
the term ‘Upper Chulym dialect’ and follow Dul’zon’s terminology. The question
remains: What is meant by “the Chulym Proper”?

2. Self-identification of the Chulym Turkic people

The statement that the Chulym Turkic native designation for the language, namely
Os tilr (also after Anderson & Harrison 2003; 2006), a derivation from their naming
of the Chulym River (& in the Tutal, and #s / és in the Melet sub-dialects, con-
firmed by my field data), goes back to the Old Turkic word “sigiiz” ‘river’ (Li et al.
2008: 5) is rather an unproven hypothesis. According to M. Olmez (personal com-
munication), there are cases of the word ¢z being used in the meaning of ‘river,
brook’ already in the Old Turkic, as well as modern dialects in Turkey, its etymol-
ogy probably being ‘water flowing in the valley’ (cf. Clauson 1972: 278, Turkiye
Tiirkgesi agizlar: sozhigi, Derleme sozligi 1977: 3367.) M. Erdal (also personal
communication) suggested that other cases of the dgi combination of Old Turkic
turning into a single vowel in Chulym Turkic may prove the connection between the
modern Chulym Turkic & /s and the Old Turkic égiiz. So far I have been unable to
find examples of the kind, which actually speaks in favor of the & / ds / is < *&
etymology.

I should also mention that the village of Novo-Tarlagany, where V. M. Gabov,
the consultant for Li et al. 2008, was born (as noted on p. 9), does not exist now, as
many other Chulym Turkic settlements referred to in the previous publications. V.
M. Gabov seems to be the youngest speaker not of Middle Chulym (which is written
on p. 10, and concluded after Anderson & Harrison 2006: 47-48), but of the Tutal
sub-dialect. In my field work I have discovered younger speakers (in their late 40s)
of the Melet sub-dialect of Middle Chulym, which Anderson & Harrison call ‘Upper
Chulym dialects’.

The statement in Li et al. 2008: 1 that “The core part of the Chulyms are de-
scended from the Khanty (= Ostyaks) and/or Kets” shows a glaring error: It is not
the Khanty, but other people—the Selkup (Samoyeds), also bearing the name ‘Ost-
yak’ in the past—that are supposed to have been Turkicized (along with the Ket) and
form the present Chulym Turkic nation. Dul’zon has shown this in several publica-
tions, notably 1954.

3. Middle Chulym phonology

The whole section on phonology in Li et al. 2008 represents generalizations based
on empirical data, i.e. word lists with corresponding English translations and com-
parisons from Birjukovi¢ 1984. It is not explained why this particular word list was
chosen, or whether the research was specifically done to compare the field data with
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that published in the work mentioned. This source is not used for data comparison in
the subsequent sections of the book, which in my opinion deprives both the authors
and the readers of very important comparative and contrastive diachronic material.

The word stress in the examples of the Vowels subsection is not marked. This
hampers the reader’s comprehension of the data, especially under such terms as
“long vowels” and the “elongated pronunciation” (Li et al. 2008: 13.) It is also not
mentioned which words were extracted from a narrative context and which were
elicited in isolation. To my mind, the words elicited repeatedly in isolation may
show higher instance of long vowels compared to those observed in a discourse en-
vironment. Some of the quotations of the Russian sentences asked as stimuli show
incorrect grammar; it is not clear whether instances such as “Kakas mromams
ropoa?” (Li et al. 2008: 51) are misprints or whether this was really what the
informant was asked.

It is stated that the [&] “allophone is acoustically very similar to [a]” (Li et al.
2008: 14); the authors quote the informant as having said angjek ‘wife’ while the
variant they expected was eng &k (cf. “dndgam ‘the wife of the brother of my father
who is older than me’” recorded by Dul’zon 1954: 72.) Based on my experience of
working with the speaker of Middle Chulym Mr. Gabov, Middle Chulym front pho-
nemes are generally highly centralized as in other Siberian Turkic languages (Sel-
jutina forthcoming; see also Birjukovi¢ 1979b.) For example, the vowel [o] is more
central, very close to [0]: kope “how many, how much’ <*kdp pd ‘is it many/much?’
(cfLietal. 2008: 16.)

Some parts of the subsection on Consonants in Li et al. 2008 should be revised.
On p. 20 they write, e.g., that [k] is a velar plosive while [q] is a uvular plosive pho-
neme, confusing the phonemes and allophones: [q] is an allophone of /k/ because it
occurs exclusively in the environment of back vowels and shows no minimal pairs
with [k] (see Birjukovi¢ 1979b.) The quality of the [v] phone is not given; it is not
present in the consonant phoneme table but appears in some examples of sound al-
ternation: parva:yd vs. parba:yd ‘don’t go!’, pajna vs. vajna Russian ‘war’ (p. 21.)
This sound is not a labio-dental but rather a bilabial consonant close to English [w]
(Birjukovi¢ 1979b: 5 and my data.) Some other symbols occurring in the examples
in Li et al. 2008 are not adequately defined either: “¥” in paJdix ‘expensive’ (p. 28-
29), “a” in kopds pa de dl ‘several villages, some villages’ (p. 30.)

The /dz/ phoneme is said to be a “[v]oiceless postalveolar affricate /d&3/” (p. 26),
which must be a misprint, for the phoneme is voiced. A better explanation is needed
regarding the fact that “[g] alternates freely with [y]” (p. 27.) It is true that /y/ (tran-
scribed as “y” in the subsequent sections of Li et al. 2008) occurs “in non-initial
positions”, but further analysis is required regarding the statement that it “occurs
mainly in words with back vowels” (p. 28.) The neighboring Melet sub-dialect
shows numerous examples of the occurrence of /y/ in the environment of front vow-
els, also due to alternation: e.g. iyi “‘two’, filii ye ‘to search’, dddrye ‘to do’, piiyinde
‘in the field’, etc.
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4, Middle Chulym morphology and vocabulary

The lexical combination kdpds pd de is regarded as a simple “word” in Li et al.
2008: 30, where it is translated as ‘several, some’ but not explained properly, though
a comment is later made that kopds “may go back to *op dmds” (p. 70.) In my field
data on the Melet sub-dialect there are many cases of komds ‘some, a little’ which
obviously goes back to *kop dmds ‘many/much not’, while the former combination
is rather a development from *kop dmds pd (with the interrogative particle.) Some
other unexplained cases, on p. 42 for example, are in fact contractions: anzondin
‘next time’ <*an-iy soy-in-din ‘it-GEN subsequent-POSS3SG-ABL’ (Birjukovi¢ 1984:
29.)

The so-called instrumental-comitative case has (unlike in publications by
Dul’zon, Birjukovi¢ and others) not been included in the Middle Chulym case para-
digm in Li et al. 2008 (as it is written, the “~(BIl)la (<-birle/-bile)” is “a suffixed
postposition”: the Cases subsection on p. 30; also p. 64.) A comparative description
and diachronic study of Turkic affixes going back to the postposition varieties birld,
bila and bildn is given in Schonig 1998. The “-BII4” affix had long ago entered the
Chulym Turkic case system and was in fact documented as a suffix for the Lower
Chulym variety by Dul’zon 1966: 450: “6emna, 6vna — 6uld, 6dld, nvua, nvia —
nuld, ndld”, while the Middle Chulym dialect shows other forms: -B(7)I4 (with an
optional -/4; “na — le” in Dul’zon 1966: 450) for the Tutal sub-dialect, and -LAy
(with / assimilated to » after m, n, 5, j sonorants) in the Melet sub-dialect (Birjukovi¢
1979a: 39-40.) The degree of grammaticalization of this postposition in Chulym
Turkic (it may be added directly to the word stem, but not to the form of the
genitive) proves that the element has entered the system of cases: til-le ‘language-
INS’ (Anderson & Harrison 2006: 59); adaj-lay ‘dog-INS’, kizi-ndy ‘person-INS’
(field data of the Melet sub-dialect.)

A possible explanation regarding the fact that “[t]he forms with third person pos-
sessive suffix seem to be regarded as the basic forms by the informant frequently”
(Li et al. 2008: 32) is offered by Birjukovi¢ 1979a: 28, in whose opinion the basic
meaning such forms convey is that of inalienability.

The subsection on the dative case in Li et al. 2008 opens with the statement that
this case “is marked by the suffix -GA4,” and “[t]he suffix can be -4 after the third-
person possessive suffix -/(n.)” (p. 32.) The +4 suffix is not only used in this posi-
tion: it merges with the word stem ending in a vowel to form a long low unrounded
vowel, in cases where there is no possessive suffix between them (see Birjukovi¢
1979a: 33.) The quality of the stem vowel determines the frontness or backness of
the suffix vowel: fura ‘town’ + +4 > tura ‘city.DAT’ or kiZi ‘person’ + +4 > kizé ‘to
the person’ (Birjukovi¢ 1979a: 33.) A question remaining in this case is whether the
omission of the possessive marker observed here is a result of the influence from
Russian (which has no such grammatical category.) It is also mentioned that the ab-
lative case “expresses point of departure” and “denotes the material from which
something is made” (Li et al. 2008: 33.) Later on p. 50 the authors give an example
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where the ablative has a meaning of comparison, but they do not mention this in the
subsection on this case: po kol te y kol-diin ulu y “this lake is bigger than that lake.” In
the existing bibliography on Chulym-Turkic, the ablative has been said to have sev-
eral other meanings as well: that of reason, time and price (3HaucHHE “MepsI
(crommocTtH)”: see Birjukovi€ 1979a: 46-48).

When quoting different case forms of the Chulym Turkic recorded by Dul’zon,
Li et al. (2008: 37) mix up two dialects: the article by Dul’zon 1966 described
mainly the Lower Chulym dialect with some minor notes on the Middle Chulym
dialect. That is why the forms given in square brackets (i.e. all forms of the locative
and the second and third person plural of the ablative case) may turn out to be dif-
ferent in Middle Chulym. Luckily, the forms from Dul’zon 1966 coincide with the
Middle Chulym material given in Birjukovi¢ 1980: 133.

Li et al. 2008 sometimes reconstruct forms in an unwarranted way, e.g.: “The
correct instrumental forms of the second person singular and the third person singu-
lar may be sépybile and aniybila (or aybila) respectively” (p. 37, the Personal Pro-
nouns subsection; underlined emphases added — V. L.). This statement is surprising:
firstly, the instrumental is not included in the case system as they describe it on p.
30: “~(BD)la (< birle/bile)... is not a case suffix but a suffixed postposition”; so the
link between the reconstructed forms and the personal pronoun case system is not
clear. Secondly, the expressions “correct forms”, “may be”, and the suggestion of re-
constructed forms without an asterisk sign are rather unscientific.

Paradigms of Middle Chulym personal pronouns were given in Birjukovi¢ 1981:
17, so the suggested instrumental form of the third person singular *aniybila corre-
sponds to a:ninbila (a:nuiy6vaa), and a:nipvila (a:nviyewna.) However, the latter
source does not specify what dialect these examples belong to. Archival field notes
show a different form of this personal pronoun form in the Tutal sub-dialect: olaylay
(onannay) (Boni 1973:167.) My field data on the Lower Chulym show arnimila in
this meaning. All these forms should be further tested with the native speakers of the
language.

I do not, at present, have Middle Chulym forms to prove or contradict the pro-
nominal forms *sildrnindin and *olarniydin proposed in Li et al. 2008: 37 as “the
ablative forms of the second person plural and the third person plural”, but a Lower
Chulym text recorded by Dul’zon 1952: 177 contains only olardin as the ablative
case of the latter; cf. also Old Turkic siznidin and olardin mentioned in Erdal 2004:
192 and 199.

Unlike the data in the Phonology section, the language material presented in the
Morphology section in Li et al. 2008 was not compared with the Chulym Turkic-
Russian glossary published by Birjukovi¢ 1984: 26-77, nor with her other publica-
tions on the language. It should be mentioned here that the data on both subdialects
of the Middle Chulym dialect were usually presented mixed in the publications of
the past, with rare notations of “Tutal” and “Melet”; this on the whole does hamper
the dialectological study of Chulym Turkic. A comparison of the data recorded in Li
et al. 2008 with those published previously could give important dialectological re-
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sults as well as allow tracing any possible changes in the lexicon of the Middle
Chulym dialect: e.g., both ana and anya were recorded as equivalents of
“he/she(obl)-DAT” (p. 39); only ana was noted in Birjukovi¢ 1981: 17; the same
form is also found in my field data on the Melet sub-dialect. The data on the inter-
rogatives also show interesting varieties across different dialects: ndmd for ‘what;
why’ (p.44), my field data on the Melet sub-dialect show néya ‘why’, while Bir-
jukovi¢ noted it as noyu (Birjukovi€¢ 1981: 20-21.) What is more interesting, the
same publication claims the accusative for nomd to be noémdni (Birjukovi¢ 1981:
20), our field data show ndnit, and Li et al. 2008 ndni (p. 44.)

In the subsection on demonstrative pronouns of Li et al. 2008: 40, two forms are
translated with the same English expression: “po ‘this’, o/ ‘that’ and fey ‘that’”, but
the difference between the latter two is not specified. O/ and fey are not identical in
their meaning and also function unlike demonstratives in other Turkic languages
(e.g. Turkish bu, su, o). Birjukovi€¢ 1981: 18-19 mentions that o/ is rather used in
anaphoric function (“B 3amecturensHON (yHkuuu”.) Two examples from this sub-
section in Li et al. 2008 show rather interesting data (p. 41): a po-zu-n col-da ‘and
this-3p.sg.POSS-ACC way-LOC’; a po mon-zu-n ¢ol-da ‘and this this(obl)-3p.sg.POss-
ACC way-LOC’; a-zi pijaq ‘that(obl)-3p.sg.Poss roe deer’ with the unusual pozun and
monzun (cf. Old Turkic accusative forms buni/muni Erdal 2004: 199) and azi (cf.
Old Turkic nominative o/ and oblique an+ forms Erdal 2004: 199).

An unusual lexeme appears in one of the examples in the Ordinals subsection —
leksturni: i¢ po lekstur-ni #iciinci-zi-n kiin-ge ‘drink this medicine-Acc third-
3p.pl.pos-Acc day-DAT’ (Li et al. 2008: 56.) This is followed by i¢ po mekstur-u-n
ucindii-zii-n kiin-de ‘drink this medicine-3p.pl.poss-Acc third-3p.pl.Poss-Acc day-
LocC’ (both sentences translated as “Take this medicine three times a day’.) The foot-
note on meksturun suggests that “leksturni is expected here instead of meksturun”.
In fact, both lekstur and mekstur come from Russian, the latter from muxcmypa
‘mixture; liquid medicine’. The former appears to be a spontaneous blend of
nexapcmeo ‘medicine’ with muxemypa, which the informant comes up with. What is
more, the Russian accusative form of muxcmypa is muxcmypy, with an /u/ sound at
the end; so the meksturun form may be associated with that. It is also unclear why
the glosses in these two sentences describe the possessive markers to be of the
plural, but not singular, person.

Li et al. 2008 recorded the word ##/2 (< Russian “Tsics4a”) for ‘thousand’ (p. 14.)
Interestingly, my Middle Chulym field data (Melet sub-dialect) also show #is'a, while
my Lower Chulym field data show min < common Turkic miy. Later the publication
mentions that “[t]he informant gave the forms méy cégirbe pala ‘my twenty chil-
dren’... to the questions ‘my twentieth child’” (p. 57.) In order to acquire the ordinal
form of the numeral ‘twenty’ it would, I think, be better for the context to have ma-
terial objects, not ‘children’.
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5. Middle Chulym verb forms

The infinitive is said to be generally “expressed with the suffix -aryu/-drge” (Li et
al. 2008: 66); if the verb base ends with a vowel, the latter “and the vowel of the
infinitive combine and form a secondary long vowel 7 or € while the » of the suffix is
dropped” (pp. 66-67). According to Birjukovi¢ 1981: 92, verbs with vowel stems
form the infinitive with the back 7 or front i in Lower Chulym, but 7 (always a long
front sound not subject to vowel harmony variation) in Middle Chulym (I have en-
countered a single case of I in the Melet sub-dialect: ir/iya ‘to sing’.) As for the
stems ending in r, Birjukovi€ 1981: 92 claims that the infinitive formation element is
-Ay, not & (Li et al. 2008: 67.) I have not come across any é-based infinitives in my
field work as yet, but Li et al. 2008 record sidége ‘to urinate’ and aziréya ‘to sneeze’
(p. 67). Several examples with -4y marker are also shown, but this is not said to be a
suffix here: ézirey ye ‘to be drunk’, parayya ‘to go’ (p. 67).

The Tense and Aspect subsection in Li et al. 2008 gives several forms of the pre-
sent tense: “Present I” in -Ad[ (“the present habitual tense”: p. 72), “Present II” in -
(Dptlr (“the present progressive tense”: p. 73) and “Present III” on -(7)b1l (“also the
present progressive tense”: p. 75). In the “Present II” material (p. 74), the authors
give examples lacking the -t/r element such as sildr ayd-p-smnar ‘you (pl.) tell-
PRES-2pl.” and mention that “Anderson & Harrison (2006: 65) regard” such forms as
those of “the evidential present”. The question of the so-called “evidential present”
needs further investigation. There is only one such case in the quoted source, namely
bil-p-sm glossed as know-PRES:EVID-2 where PRES denotes ‘present’, and EVID
‘evidential’ (Anderson & Harrison 2006: 65). The -jp here is no doubt historically
identical with the most common converb suffix of the Turkic languages. In the sub-
section mentioned, Li et al. 2008 depicts three cases with this converb immediately
followed by personal endings of the verb conjugation: aydipsipnar (twice) and pil-
ip-signar (p. 74). I have not encountered any similar examples in the field data of the
Melet sub-dialect, or in Lower Chulym records, nor are any such forms present in
the texts or grammatical materials published by either Dul’zon or Birjukovi¢. One
possible explanation for such a form is that it might have resulted from contraction
(a very common phenomenon in the Siberian Turkic languages), and the context
does actually imply a tense building element between the converb and the endings
(like is- originally meaning °‘send’ or the like, see Birjukovi¢ 1981: 32-43;
Lemskaya 2008). On the other hand, it might be “a verb phrase of the shape -(X)p
with pronoun, which is put to finite use in some modern Turkic languages and in
Middle Turkic” (see Erdal 2004: 311).

The “Present III” tense with the -(7)bl/ element not only “has also the converb
-@)p” (Liet al. 2008: 75), but was explained by Birjukovi¢ 1981: 51 to be contracted
from an *-(1)p olur- (‘sit’) combination.

Past forms with -DJ were not encountered by Li et al. 2008 (see p. 77); they have
been reported only in the Lower Chulym dialect and appear to have been extremely
rare even decades ago (Birjukovi¢ 1981: 62.) Nevertheless, a relic of such a form
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was recorded in one example by Anderson & Harrison 2006: 55; several occurrences
of it are also found in the Middle Chulym field note archives. All these occurrences
are with one particular verb stem, *de- (~ *fe-) ‘say’: di-di-m ‘I said’ [say-REC.PST-
1] (Anderson & Harrison 2006: 55); moyalaq paar kdl’ di-de ‘bear go come say-
PST’ (Birjukovi¢ 1971: 627).

Interesting is the statement on the existence of “Future II” which “is expressed
by -GA¢” and “denotes actions that will happen in the near future” (Li et al. 2008:
80.) Dul’zon spoke about a -(G)Ay form of the future in the Lower Chulym (Dul’zon
1966: 461), which Birjukovi€ states to be equal to the “-GA¢” form of the opfative
with a seme of the near future in the Middle Chulym dialect (1981: 73-77): kiin alt-
in-a ba-gac-im ‘sun under-3p.sg.-DAT go-OPT-1p.sg.’ (in the “Mangush” story by a
Tutal subdialect speaker; published by Abdraxmanov 1970: 60). Such forms also
exist in the Melet sub-dialect: korges’im ‘I am going to look’ (both future and opta-
tive meaning; note that § here corresponds to Tutal ¢). The examples in Li et al. 2008
and in my materials, with the -GA¢ element denoting near future, are all in the first
person singular; the examples with the verbs in the third person singular denote
epistemic modality and have rain as the subject: suy paydiy ay-yaé ‘rain probably
rain-FUT’ (Li et al. 2008: 80.) It is not quite clear why the word paydi'y denotes ‘per-
haps, probably’ (Li et al. 2008: 80, 83.) I have not encountered this form in my field
data, nor in archive data or publications by Dul’zon or Birjukovi¢. The lexeme pay
means ‘rich’, and paydaq ‘many, much’ (Birjukovi¢ 1984: 52). A possible explana-
tion is that paydiy is related to the Russian parenthetical word noou /padi/ ‘it seems,
it looks like’.

Converb forms similar to -GA¢ exist in a number of other Turkic languages;
however, finite Middle Chulym -GA¢ needs a different interpretation. Note that Shor
analytical constructions with infinitive + auxiliary verb caf- (-rga cat-) have a ten-
dency towards a higher degree of grammaticalization: pararga ¢am ‘I am about to
go’ (Nevskaya 1993: 87; see also Nevskaya 1988). It is also possible to suppose (M.
Erdal, personal communication) that the -GA¢ element was developed from a se-
quence of *-GA with Zak as Turkish -(3)AcAk (in Old Turkic, “¢ak is a ... particle
signifying ‘just, exactly, no other’”: Erdal 2004: 343). The origin, present state and
function of verbs with the -GA¢ element in the Middle Chulym dialect are still unre-
solved issues.

The paradigm given as “Optative-Imperative” in Li et al. 2008: 81 (dkd! ‘bring’,
par-ax-tar ‘let us go’) is regarded as only imperative in Birjukovi¢ 1981: 68-73. A
better term for this paradigm is “the volitional paradigm” (Erdal 2004: 235). The
differences between the forms listed in Li et al. 2008 in this paradigm and those in
Birjukovi¢ 1981 are (1) that the 1* person singular is not singled out in the former,
but is said to have -im as the verb ending in the latter: a/’im ‘let me take/may I take’
(an’um ‘Bo3pMy-Ka 1°; Birjukovi¢ 1981: 69), and (2) that the distinction is made
between the two forms of the 1* person plural in the latter: the form with the plural
ending is described as a form of plurality: pis al’ibis ‘may we take’ (“MH. yHCIO nuc
an’ubvic ‘Bo3pMeM-Ka’”), and the one without, as a form of duality: alag ‘let us take’
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(“mB. uncno anax ‘pasait Bo3sMeM ; Birjukovi€ 1981: 69.) There is another view on
the subject, i.e. such forms as the Middle Chulym ones in -X, -AK (Li et al. 2008:
81) are rendered as expressing minimal inclusiveness, and such forms that end in
-aqtar/-axtar in Middle Chulym are considered as those of augmented inclusiveness
(Nevskaya 2005).

Birjukovi€ distinguishes two other forms of participles in Chulym Turkic along-
side the -GAn form identified in Li et al. 2008 in the Participles subsection on p. 84;
this form is said to be that of the past participle (Birjukovi¢ 1981: 84); the other two
are the -Ar/-i present-future participle, and the -LXq future participle (Birjukovi¢
1981: 85-89).

Li et al. 2008 presents data on one converb only, namely the one in -(7)p (Con-
verbs subsection, p. 87.) Birjukovi¢ also mentions two other converb suffixes in
Middle Chulym -4, and -GA¢ (1981: 90).

In the subsection on Actional Modifications the authors write that the “auxiliaries
(postverbs) al- ‘to take’, is- ‘to send’, par- ‘to go’, sal- ‘to put’ serve to build trans-
formative actional phrases” and the “auxiliaries ¢ori- ‘to walk’, gal- ‘to stay’, tur-
‘to stand’ build non-transformative verbs” (Li et al. 2008: 88.) In the previous publi-
cations tur- (originally ‘stand’) was said to have entered the paradigm of the present
tense, cat- ‘lie’, and as- ‘exceed’ were labeled as markers of actionality, and cori-
‘walk’ and gal- ‘stay’ were not mentioned as elements of actionality (see Birjukovi¢
1981: 32-43).

The conclusions presented in the section on Word Formation in Li et al. 2008:
90-96 should be compared to those in Pomorska 2004. Although the latter is a study
on noun formation only based on the publications on the Chulym Turkic language, it
offers many important observations. Thus, it shows the existence of +(a)¢ ~ +(a)$
diminutive suffix (Pomorska 2004: 39), which makes us think that the lexeme kicé¢
‘small’ in Li et al. 2008: 90 was not actually formed by “kicig + gdc”, but rather by
*kicig+A¢Z. Moreover, there we find the meanings of the suffix +K7 (attested in Li et
al. 2008: 91): those of time and locality (Pomorska 2004: 54.)

6. Various issues

The only example of a Turkic nominal compound, that in the Nominal Phrases sub-
section in Li et al. 2008: 99 (noun + noun with a possessive suffix: dp kiZizi
‘woman’ < dp ‘house’ kiZi-zi ‘person-3p.sg.POSS’), has many counterparts in my
field data; e.g. #s’ kizi-zi ‘river man-3p.sg.Poss; Chulym Turk’.

The example translated as ‘you have drawn a picture’ in the subsection on Coor-
dination in Li et al. 2008: 104 shows sildr $iy-ay-nar kartma, lit. ‘you.2p.pl. write-
PST-2pl picture’. This whole expression is an obvious calque from Russian, where
‘draw a picture’ is Hanucams xapmuny lit. ‘write a picture’ (cf. Birjukovi€ 1981: 76
for $iy- ‘write’).

The materials in the Appendices (whose data are rendered in both phonetic and
phonological transcription) reflect what is written in the main part of Li et al. 2008.
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Here are a few additional notes: In the glosses of verb forms some morphemes are
glossed as “AUX” (auxiliary), but little explanation of peculiarities and/or differences
between them is offered (like some notes on p. 88.) These “auxiliaries” undoubtedly
contribute to the formation of Aktionsart forms. An attempt to study them is made in
Lemskaya 2008 and already in Birjukovi¢ 1981: 32-43. Furthermore, various types
of tenses are mentioned in Li et al. 2008: 72-81), usually marked with the Roman
characters “I, II,” etc. These are not, however, reflected in any glosses, i.e. only gen-
eral meanings are given, like PST for Past, etc., or in some cases several translations
are offered with a past simple and present perfect form to compensate for the insuf-
ficiency of the glosses. An interpretation of the meanings of Middle Chulym tense
forms is given in Birjukovi¢ 1981: 43-83.

Throughout the book by Li et al. 2008 there are some misspellings of English;
glosses and footnotes are often transferred to the subsequent page, hampering read-
on p. 58, which should be translated as ‘four together’, not ‘three together’). Russian
loan words or cases of code mixing in Chulym Turkic—a highly understudied
topic—are rarely marked in the grammar part of the Study (e.g. pazdravlad éd-ibil-
min on p. 85, where the first element is the Russian verb no3opasgnams ‘congratu-
late’). Calques from Russian in the informant’s answers are not noted there either (p.
34: ‘[m]y grandfather is a hundred years old’ in fact being lit. ‘to my grandfather (is
one) hundred years’, which is a direct translation from Russian). ‘Russicisms’ are
marked in the Vocabulary chapter of the book. The task of studying calques is one
of the many aspects of the Chulym Turkic language system still awaiting the atten-
tion of the linguistic community.

All things considered, the book is a good field study and a valuable introductory
resource of this endangered and little described Siberian language.
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CoBpeMEHHBIE COMOTHI — OJMH H3 MAJOYHCICHHBIX HapoaoB Poccum, mpencraBu-
TENM KOTOPOT0 KOMIIAKTHO MPOKHBAIOT HA TeppuTopuu OKHHCKOTO patioHa Pecmy6-
muxu Byparusa. Jlo 1993 r. colioramm cumraym ceOs ymmb 0kono 500 4enoBeK.
O¢unmansHO OHH HE BBRIACILLIMCH M3 YHCIA OypATCKOTO HACENCHHWS AAHHOTO pa-
HoHa. Yix pmonras Gopn0a 3a MpU3HAHHE MX CAMOCTOATEIBHBIM 3THOCOM 3aBEp-
mwack TeM, uro YkasoM Ilpesunuyma Bepxosrnoro Cosera Pecy6muxu Bypsarusa
ot 13 ampena 1993 r. Ha Teppuropuu OxuHCKOTO paiioHa 6bu1 00pazoBan CoioT-
CKHI HAITMOHAJIbHEBIN CEIILCKHUH COBET. B HACTOAmMEE BpeM B CBI3H C POCTOM HAITH-
OHAJILHOTO CAMOCO3HAHHA COMOTAMH NMPH3HATH CeOS OKOJIO 2 THIC. YCNOBEK, HIIH
noutH 42% Bcex xmreneii Oxunckoro parona. CoHOTHI 0OpaTWiHCh B MApIaMEHT
Poccun ¢ mpoce0o0i 0 MPH3HAHHH HX CAMOCTOATENBHBIM HApoJOM. JTa mpockba
6bU1a pacCCMOTPEHA M YIOBJICTBOPEHA, WX NMPH3HATM CAMOCTOSATEILHBIM HAPOAOM H
OTHECIM K MaoynciaeHHbM HapoaaM Poccru. [lanee, ITocranosnennem HapogHoro
Xypana PecnyOmuxu Bypsrasa Ne 540-1 ot 21 Hos6ps 2001 r. 66110 0706peHO mpen-
noxeHue OKHHCKOTO pPaiiOHHOTO COBETA 0 MepeHMEHOBaHMH OKHHCKOTO paifoHa B
OxuHCKHH COHOTCKHMI HAIMOHAIBHBIN paioH B coctaBe PecnyOmixu Bypsarus. Pas-
PabOTaHBI H MPHHAMAKOTCA MEPHI IO BO3POXKACHHIO TPANUIMOHHOTO OXOTHHYBE-
OJICHCBOAYECKOTO XO3HCTBA H HAHOHAMBHOM KyJIBTYPBI B TOM YHCIIC H A3bIKA.
Hcropus coiioroB m3ydeHa ciabo. B HayuHOH JmTeparype BCTPEYAIOTCS JIMINb
OTZACIIbHBIC 3aMEYaHud 0 uX nmpoucxoxacHun. Cankr-TlerepOyprcxkum srHOrpagom
JI. P. ITaBmuHCKOM, NOAPOOHO M3yyaBmeH COBPEMEHHBIX COHOTOB, B YaCTHOM Oece-
Jie BBICKA3hIBAJIOCH MPEATIONIOKEHHE O TOM, YTO B HX 3THOT'CHE3e NMPHHUMAIH y4ac-
THE CAfHCKHC CAMOJMHICKHC IUICMEHA, SBHBIIMECA TOH OCHOBOM, HA KOTOPYIO BIO-
CICACTBHM HANOXKWICA APCBHHM TIOPKCKHMH 3THOC, TIOPKM3HPOBABIIMH B OTHO-
IICHHH A3BIKA TOT CaMOMuCKHii cyOcTpar. MiHaye roBops, MO CBOEMY IPOMCXO-
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JKICHHIO COMOTBI — CATHCKHE CAMOAHMHIIBI, TOABCPITIHECS TIOPKH3ALHUH CIIC B APCB-
HETIOPKCKOE BpeMs, rae-T1o B VII-VIII BB. H.3., 2 BO3MOXXHO H paHEe.

ITo cBeneHusM cTapokuioB OKMHCKOTO Kpast Kak COHOTOB, Tak M OypAT, COHOTHI
B COCTaBE POAOB UpKum, Xxaacyym W OHXom OTHOCHTCIBHO HEIaBHO, mopsaka 400-
450 ner ToMy Ha3aj, nepecemIUCh B Bypsaruio u3 MOHromm u3 OKpEeCTHOCTEH 03.
Xy6cyry, rae OHH TOra KOYEBaM HA TEPPUTOPHH JAPXATCKUX COMOHOB XaHXa H
Vypu, a Taxoke B palioHe ropsl PUHYHHIXYMO3, CUHTABIICHCSA MX CBAMICHHON ropoii-
nokpoBuTeneM. Beniag u3 mpenenoB MOHroimu, COHOTHI CHAa4Yana PacCEINCh B
TyHke 1 yacTH4yHO B 3akaMHe. HO MOCKOIBKY TaM MOYTH HET MECT, OIarOMPHATHBIX
JJI1 OJICHEBOACTBA, TO YaCTh COMOTOB, MEPEHAA HA )KMBOTHOBOJCTBO, 0Cea B TyHKe
¥ 3aKaMHe, CIMBASCh C MECTHBIMU Oyparamu. OeHEBOABI ke nepexoueBam B Oky,
rae emé no 1930-x rr. oHM xum B MECTHOCTH Mmbump Ha BOAOPA3ACILHOM TOPHOM
xpebte Mexay BepxoBbiMH pek Mpkyra m Oxu, rae ObUI0 JOCTATOYHO ATENS A
npokopMa oyieHeit. TaM OHM 3aHHMAITHCh Pa3BEACHHEM NOMAIIHHUX CEBEPHBIX OJIC-
HEH, KOTOPBIX HCIIOIB30BANM MOJ CEAJI0 H BBIOK, H IPOMBICIOBOM OXOTOH HA
Ta&XHBIX 3BEPEH M NTHI, MPAKTHKYS TAOKe H PHIOOJIOBCTBO HA MECTHBIX PEKaX H
o3¢pax. OCHOBHBIM MX JKHIMINEM OBLT YyM, KPBITHIH JIeTOM OepecTol, a B 3UMHEE
BpeMs IIKypaMH H3i00pel u jocell. Bmecre co CBOMMH OJICHAMH OHHM OCYIIECT-
BJIUTH CE30HHBIC MEPEKOYEBKH IO TOPHOH Talre, HAXOMICh 3MMOH B JONMHAX PEK Yy
TIOAHOXKHA TOP, JISTOM — B BBICOKOTOPBE, TAE PACTET ATEIb — OJCHHH MOX, — JyeT
BETEP, M HET Ta&)KHOM MOIIKH, TyOHTENBbHOM Uit oneHeil. TakoB B 00mmXx yeprax
OBLT MX TPAAUIHOHHEIH 00pa3 >ku3Hu. Tak cOHOTH 0ka3amuch B Oke.

OneHeBOACTBO M TPAAMIHOHHBIN KOYESBOH 00pa3 »u3HU coxpaHsa Jmms OKuH-
CKas rpymma COMOTOB. BypATCKkmii sI3bIK TOXKE MPOHUKAN H K HAM, HO Yepe3 Opaku ¢
OypATKAMH, TOCKOJIBKY JKCHITHH COMOTOK HE XBAarajo, a B CBA3H C 00BIMAEM 3K30-
ramMuu Opakd BHYTpH poja 3ampemaumch. ECTh mpeAnoIoKeHHE, YTO COHOTHI yiKe
ObUM ABYSA3BIMHBI M BJIAACTH JAPXATCKHM JHAJCKTOM MOHTOJILCKOTO S3BIKA O
NEPEKOYCBKH B BypaTHIO, MO3TOMY HX COMIKEHHE C OypATaMH IMPOH30ILIO JOCTa-
TOYHO OBICTPO.

B 1930-e rr. B CCCP Hayamace KaMIaHus IMEpeBOJa KOYEBHIX IUIEMEH HA OCEH-
J0CTh, W co3pammsa koumxo30B. CoioToB paccermmu B mocemkax Copok, Xypra,
Boxcon, paiiorHoM neHTpe OpimK, a TaKKe HA MHOTOYHCIICHHBIX JKHBOTHOBO-
JUECKHX (pepMax, rie OHH CTAMM 3aHHMAThCSA )KHBOTHOBOJCTBOM OYpATCKOTO THIIA,
Pa3BoAs KOpOB, SKOB H XAMHBIKOB (IIOMECh SKa M KOPOBBI), a TAKKE JOIMAACH.
CoXpaHAIOCh W OJICHEBOACTBO OTTOHHOTO THIA, JHKBHIWUPOBAaHHOE B 1960-X. rT.
Kak AK0OBI HepeHTa0eIbHOE. B 3TH roJibl HAYAIOCH YCHICHHOE COMDKEHHE COHOTOB
¢ Oypsramm.

B JlapxarckoM kpae MoHrommm, K 3amagy OT 03. XyOCyryn, [0 CHX IOp
MPOAOJDKAIOT OOHTATh TIOPKOA3BIYHBIC OJICHEBOBI, KOTOPHIX MOHTOJBI HA3bIBAIOT
yaaman (OyKB. «OJECHEBOABDY), a TAIOKE yileap, T.€. KYHIyp», a HHOTAA H yaamaw
yileap (OykB. «0neHeBOABI-YHTYpbDY). CaMm ke ceOs IaaTaHBI-yHTYpbl HMCHYIOT
CIOBOM myvha, KOTOPOE OYCHb OJM3KO K CAMOHA3BAHHIO TO(anIapoB — mogha, Cp.
HA3BAHHE TYBHHIEB — mblea-Obiéa. KcTaTd, OKMHCKHE OypATHI HCHONB3YIOT IJIA
HMCHOBAHHS TYBHHICB M TO()anapoB MOMHMO JTHOHHMA ypianxao (OyKB. «ypsH-
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XaHIbD») TAOKES BRIPAKCHHUE Yileap X2/IMdH, T.€. «yHIypOA3bIMHEIC». JTO TOBOPHT O
TOM, YTO NAMATh OypATCKOTO HApoAa CBA3bIBACT AAHHBIC TIOPKCKHE ITHOCHI C
JpeBHHMH yHTypamu. B cocTaBe maaTaHOB, a Taloke OJCHEBOJYESCKUX TPy Aapxa-
TOB, NPOM3OMECAUIAX OT CASHCKHX TIOPKOB-OJICHEBOJOB, TOXKE MMEIOTCA pPOABI
upkum, xaacyym, onxom. BEIZEMO, OT HHX, OT 3THX CajdHCKHX TIOPKOB-OJICHEBOOB,
BEAYT CBOE MPOHCX0XKACHHE COBPEMECHHBIC OKHHCKHE COMOTHI.

CoBpeMEHHBIH A3BIK COHOTOB, KOTOPHIH €IIE HEJABHO IOMHHJIO HECKOJBKO
CTapHKOB H KOTOPBIH HAM YAANOCh HAOmoAaTh B 1970-X IT. B JaXke CIbIMIATH B HA-
vane 1990-x, Bo BpeMa Hammx moe3A0K B OKy, 0 CBOEMY CTPOKO THITHYHBIH TIOPK-
cKuit A3bIK, HauOoNee Oym3kuit k TodamapckoMy a3sIKy Poccum m K A3BIKYy LaaTa-
HOB-YHTYpOB H yHTypoB-ypsHXaiueB Moxromu. Todanapckuit S3bIK MBI H3y4acM C
1964 r., a xBa nocnegaux — ¢ 1989 r., KOraa MPOM3BENM HX MEPBbIC 3aMMUCH B MECTAX
pacceneHus 3rux Hapo#oB. C caMOro Hayaja 3amucei IaaTaHCKOro M YHIypo-ypsH-
XaHCKOTO S3bIKOB CTaJIa BRLABIATHCA MX O0JbIIas OIH30CTh Kak MEXIy CO00H, Tak H
1O OTHOIIEHMIO K TO(AIapCKOMY M COHOTCKOMY A3bIKAM, & TAKOKE HX 3HAYMTEIILHEIC
OTJIMYHA OT TYBHHCKOTO f3bIKA, XOTS BCEC OHH OTHOCATCS K OJHOM, CasTHCKOM, mOI-
rpynne CHOMPCKHX TIODKCKHX #3BIKOB. IIo 0OmenpuHATOH B OTEYECCTBEHHOM
TIOPKOJIOTHH KJIACCH(HKAIMH TIOPKCKHX A3BIKOB, mpeaoxeHHo# H. A. BackakoBeM
(1969: 323), TyBHHCKHMIT H TO(AIAPCKUI ABIKH BXOAAT B YHTYPO-TYKIOHCKYIO IOA-
Tpynny yHIypo-OTy3CKOM TpPyNIIbI TIOPKCKHMX A3BIKOB. JIaHHYIO NOATPYIILy MBI
JONOJHAEM A3bIKAMH YHTYPOB-I[AaTAHOB H YHIYPO-yPAHXAHIEB, 4 TENEPh H A3BIKOM
COMOTOB.

CpaBHHTETFHOE H3yYCHHE TIOPKCKHX A3BIKOB CAsHCKOTO PETHOHA, BKIFOYAA U
COMOTCKMIA, MOKA3aJI0, YTO BCE OHM: TyBHHCKHH Poccur m MoOHToms, TO(aapCKuii
H coHorckmid Poccmm, maaraHCku H YHIypo-ypsHXaickui MoHrommm, KEK-
MOH4Yak0B Monroymu 1 Kuras 00be IMHAIOTCA B OJJHY CATHCKYI0 IIOATPYIITy CHOHp-
CKHX TIOPKCKHX f3BIKOB, KOoTOpas mo H. A. backakoBy Ha3bIBa€TCA yHIypO-TyKIOH-
ckoii. CaMa 3Ta moArpymia, o HameMy MHECHUIO, JCJIMTCS HA JBAa YETKUX apeana: 1)
CTENMHOH — C A3BIKAMHM TYBHHCKHM H KEK-MOHYAKOB M 2) Ta&XHBIH, KyJa BXOIAT
To(anapckui, COMOTCKHH, IAATAHCKHH U yHIypO-ypsaHXaickui a3pmku. K TaéxaOMY
apealy IO MHOTHM NPH3HAKAM NPHMBIKACT H TOKHHCKHH JUANCKT TyBHHCKOTO
a3pika. Hocurem A3bIKOB Ta&XHOTO apeana SBILIOTCA B OCHOBHOM OJICHEBOJAMH-
OXOTHHMKAaMH (KpOME YHTYpO-ypsaHXaiueB MOHromuu, KOTOpble JABHO YK€ HMEIOT
TOT K& XO3AHUCTBSHHBIN THII, YTO H MOHTOJIBI, 3aHUMASACh JKHBOTHOBOJCTBOM), KOTO-
pBIX oOBEAMHSAET, KpOME OOIIEro s3bIKA, TAKOKE CXOAHBIH THI OXOTHUYBE-OJICHE-
BOJYECKOTO KOYEBOTO XO3AHCTBA H CBOCOOPa3HOM MATCPHAILHON KyJIbTYPhI, IO3BO-
JIMBIIUX HM XOPOIIO MPHCIIOCOOHTHCSA K KOYEBOM JKH3HH B YCIOBHAX TOPHOH TakTH.

O 6mm30cTH COMOTCKOTO fA3bIKA K TO(ATAPCKOMY CBHACTEIBCTBYIOT HE TOJBKO
HAIIM JIMYHBIC BICYATJICHHUA, MOJY4YECHHBIC MPH HAOMOJCHHH COHOTCKOTO fA3bIKa, a
TAKKE A3bIKOB I[AATAHOB M YHTYPO-yPAHXANCKOTO, HO H PAJA CBHICTECIBCTB YUCHBIX,
KOTOPhIM JIOBENOCHh Habmozats coroToB. Tak, mo yrBepxkacHmoo b. C. Jlyraposa
(1983: 99), m3yuyaBmero 3THOTEeHe3 OypaAT M coioroB Oxu, M. A. Kactpen, moce-
TuBIOMH COHOTOB TyHku B XIX B., mHCana, 4TO OHH TOBOPHIM «... HA TOM XK€
TIOPKCKOM HapeyHH, KAKHM TOBOPAT Kaparacsl (T.e. Toanapsr — B. P.)». O0 akTus-
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HOM HCIIOJIb30BAHMH COHOTaMH CBOETO TIOPKCKOTO s3bika eme B X VIII B. roBopur 1
I'. . Camxees (1930: 13-14), nccnenoBaBmmii B KoHIE 20-x rr. XX B. JapXaToB H
HaceneHre JlapXaTCKOTo Kpasf, CChUIAACh Ha CBHIETENBCTBO HEMEIKOro reorpada
XVIII B. Autona ®@puapuxa Brommnra, KoTopsni B cBoeii kaure «OmHCaHHE 3eM-
m» (u3paHa B [amOypre B 1787 r.) yTBEpKAa, YTO A3BIK Y TYHKHHCKHX COHOTOB
TOT JKE, YTO M y Kaparacos (T.€. TodanapoB — B. P.) Hwxueymunckoro yesaa.
ITpodeccop Upkyrckoro rocyrusepcurera b. O. Ierpu (1927: 19), npoBoauBmIHii B
1926 r. mo 3amammo Komurera CeBepa CICUHANBHYIO 3THOTpaQHUECKyH0 JKCIie-
JULHIO TI0 H3YYCHHIO XO3MHCTBA, OBITA M KyJIBTYPhI COHOTOB, IHCAJI O MX S3BIKE, YTO
€ro €IIe NMOMHAT CTAPUKH H YTO OH YPE3BBHMAHHO OJMH30K yPAHXAHCKO-COHOTCKOMY.
CoioTamu, COHOHAMH M ypSHXaWIlaMH, KCTaTH, B CTApOH PyCCKOM JATEpaType
BIIOTH 40 20-x rT. XX B. Ha3hIBAaJM TYBHHICB M HE OTACILUIM OT HHX I[AaTAHOB H
To(anapos.

B Hacrosmee BpeMs BHOBb BO BECh POCT BCTaJl BOIIPOC O IPaBEe HAPOJOB HA
HAIMOHANBHYI0 KYJIbTYpy H A3bIK. [IpoOnemMa BO3pOKACHHA H COXPAHEHHA KYJIBTYD
H S3BIKOB MAaJBIX HapoaoB Poccuu, 0cOOCHHO Mano4MCICHHBIX HaponoB Cubupn u
CeBepa, caenanach BECbMa aKTyaIbHOM M MBOTpenemymei. Ecm B nmepBbie roab
COBETCKOHM BJIACTH HAIMOHAJBHBIC KyJbTYPhl M SA3BIKH Y 3THX HApOJOB ObUHM emie
JKUBBI H aKTHBHO MCHOJIb30BAIKCH, a MPOoOIEMa COCTOSIA JIMIIB B TOM, YTOOBI 3THM
SA3BIKAM JaTh MHCBMEHHOCTD, TO CEHYaC CHTyalisi H3MEHIIACh HACTONIBKO, YTO ClIe-
JyeT CrmacaTh W BO3POXIATh HE TOJBKO A3BIKH, HO M CAaMH 3TH Hapoxasl. B Pecmy6-
mike Bypstua Takas mpoGieMa CTOMT B OTHOIICHHH HE TOJBKO 3BEHKOB, HO H
COMOTOB — COBCEM HEAABHO O(HMIMAIHHO MPH3HAHHOW MAJIOH HAPOJHOCTH, KOTOPas
CTaBHT CBOCH ICTBI0O BO3POAWTH PONHOHM SA3BIK H HAIMOHANBHBIC KyJbTYpy H
X03aHCTBO. LlemkoM pa3aesas uX YyBCTBA H MOAACPKUBAA HX CTPEMIICHHE K 3TOMY
BO3POXKACHHIO, MBI CUHTAcM, YTO B 3TOM JIEJIC HEMb3s NMPEHEOpEraTh HUKAKOH BO3-
MO’KHOCTBIO TOMOYb M. CKEIITHKH YBEPSIOT, YTO MOJI YK€ MO3/JHO, YTO BCE COHOTHI
y2Ke OKOHYATEIBHO «00yps4eHbD). OTHAKO MBI YBEPEHBI, YTO 3TO HE COBCEM TaK.
Benp 1€ 2 CKENTHKH COBCEM HEJABHO YBEPSUIM, YTO HE CTOMJIO CTABHTH BOIPOC O
BO3PO’KICHHH TaKOH HAPOAHOCTH, KaK COHOTHI, MOCKOJBKY MX CEH4Yac MpOCTO HET,
BCE OHH cTam Oypsramu. Ho ’ku3HP MOKa3ajia, YT0 CTPEMIICHHE HApoaa K BO3POJK-
JeHuI0 He 3HaeT mperpan. CoHoTsl JOOHIHMCH MPU3HAHKUA HX CAMOCTOATEIILHBIM Ha-
POAOM M BKJFOYCHHA B NMEPEUCHb MAJbIX HapomoB Poccumu. Jlenmarorcst peabHbIC
IaTH B AEJE BO3POXKACHHA HX TPAAMIMOHHOIO XO3SMCTBA, CBA3AHHOTO C OJICHE-
BOJCTBOM, KOTOpoe ObuI0 y HuX emé 10 1960-x rr. ITo3ToMy clieqyer HamesThes,
YTO BOJIA M CTPEMJICHHE HAPOJA K BO3POMKICHHUIO TAKOKE H A3BIKA OKAXKYTCS CHIIBHES
CKEITICHCA OTACBHBIX JCATENCH HAyKH H MOJUTHKH.

Msb1 cumraeMm, YTO AJI1 BO3POXKACHHSA COHOTCKOTO A3BIKA CEHYAC €CTh BCE
ycaoBus. IIpexae BCero, MMECTCA JKEIaHHE HApOAa BO3POAMTH CBOM a3bIK. Iloc-
KOJIBKY K€ COMOTCKHIA A3BIK — 3TO TIOPKCKHH A3BIK, HanOoiee OIm3Kuii 361Ky TOda-
JIApPOB M [AaTaHOB, TO JJIA €T0 BO3POXKICHHUA CIEAYET YUECTh OMBIT CO3AAHNA MHCh-
MEHHOCTH U1 TO(anapcKoro A3bIKa M CaM MaTepHal TO(anapCKoro M MaaTaHCKOTOo
SA3BIKOB. SI3bIK 1AaTAHOB OECIMHCHMEHHBIH, €CTh TOJBKO ONBIT (PHKCALMH HA LAATaH-
CKOM S3bIKEC HEKOTOPBHIX HAYyYHBIX MAaTEPHATIOB MOHTOJIBCKMMH KOJUICTAMH H HAIIH
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MONBITKA NMPHMEHUTH 1A ero 3amucH B 1989 r. Oyksel To(amapckoro angasura.
Kcraru roBops, NOMBITKA 3Ta 0KA3aJIaCh BEChMA yCICIIHOH, IIOCKOJIBKY B 3ByKOBOM
OTHOIICHHH fA3BIK IIAATAHOB HMEET Ty XKE CHCTEMY, YTO W TO(amapckuii s3bIK. J1a
JK€ CHCTEMA NPEJICTABJICHA H B A3BIKE COHOTOB. I103TOMy MBI CUHTacM BO3MOIKHBIM
HCTIOJIb30BaTh A1 COMOTCKOTO fA3bIKA an(aBUT, pa3pabOTaHHBI HamMu i TO(da-
JIAPCKOTO SA3BIKA, H TE K€ MpUHIUIEI op(orpadun. IToscHuM 3T0 HA MpUMEpaXx.

Bo-nmepBhIX, COHOTCKMH A3bIK, Kak H To(amapckumii, mMmeer moMuMO 4
TBEPAOPAOHBIX TVIACHBIX 4, 0, ), bl €me 6 MATKOPAMHBIX: 9, 2, 6, Y, 4, I, MPOH3-
HOCHMBIX OJMHAKOBO C TO(alapCKMMH H TNPESACTABICHHBIX B OJHHX H TEX JKE
CIIOBaX. JTH INIACHBIC OBITYIOT B BHAC 3 THIOB (DOHEM — KPaTKHE YHCTHIC, KPATKHE
(hapuHTaM30BaHHBIC M AOJTHE YHCTHIC. [Ipu 3TOM 00T 0003HAYAETCS JBOHHBIM
HANMCAHWEM COOTBETCTBYIOMIEH IIacHOM OyKBhHI, a (papuMHTanmM3amus — TBEPIBIM
3HAKOM mocCie 3Toi OykBel. Takmm 00pa3oM, B COCTaBe BOKaIM3Ma Kak To(a-
JIAPCKOT0, TaK H COMOTCKOTO M IAAaTAHCKOTO A3BIKOB MPEACTABICHO MO 30 IIacHBIX
(oneM. Bzanmo3ameHa 3THX (POHEM MEHAET CMBICI CJOB. Tak, HampuMep,

K33p (IIPUIET» — Koop «Oy IeT KPOIIHTHY,

ac «3a0ITy IUCh» — abe (TIOBECH» — aac «POT; TIACTh,
Om «OTOHBY — ObM (TPaBa»,

bim (OTIIPABbY — bibM «COGAKAY — bIbIM (TOJIOC, 3BYKY,
UL «APYT» — 351 «TPECH BECIOM) U T. IL

Bo-BTOpBIX, B COCTaB¢ KOHCOHAHTH3MA OJTHX S3BIKOB IPECIACTABICHBI IOMHMO
COTJIACHBIX 6, 1, 8, b, m, O, C, 3, Wi, J4C, 4, I, p, B, K, X, 2, Y, Ui, MIPOM3SHOCHMBIX KaK H
COOTBETCTBYIOIIHE PyCCKHE OYKBBI, €mé 5 cnenu()myecKuX COTNIACHBIX, I 0003-
HAYCHHS KOTOPBIX B3ATHI COOTBETCTBYIOIIUE OYKBHI U3 a()aBUTOB A3BIKOB HAPOAOB
Poccuu: ¥, & 4, 4, h. IIpuMepsl: Kapax «rnasa», xkapazau «OaryjJbHHK, POAOJCH-
IpOom», hem «peka», haum «mamaw», uapayay «COOOIB», ¥ep «3eMILD», OOH2aH
«3aMep3».

B-Tperbux, ()apHHAIM3AIKA [TIACHBIX PEIIHTEILHBIM 00pa3oM BIHMACT HA Xapak-
TEp YePEAOBAHUN MOCICAYIOIMHMX COrNacHbIX. IIpu 3T10M, HAMpHUMEp, NMOCIE YMCTHIX
KPaTKUX M JOJITHX TJIACHBIX COTJIACHBIA /7 MEPEXOAUT B 6 WM 6. Kan «MEMOK» —
Kabbl ~ Kagbl «ETO MEMOKY», MOC/E (JapHHTAM30BAHHLIX — B 11, ¢, h: Kavn «mouMai
pTOM» — Kawvnap ~ Kavgap ~ kavhap «OHMAET PTOM», MIbN KIHHAWY — mavhep ~
mavgep ~ mavhep «IMHET»; IPH NEPBOM YCIOBHH % TIEPEXOAUT B 4 (6aui «A3Ba» —
bagbl «eTO A3BAY, Maul KKAMEHB» — Magbl «ET0 KAMEHBY, bl «IBIM» — blYbl «ETO
OBIM»), TIDH BTOPOM — B hb (bavut «ToN0Ba» — bOavhu «ero TOJOBA», KAbul
«CKOJIBKO» — KabhuH «KOTA», KblblUl «3HMA» — KbIbAUH «3AMOID).

SI3pIK COMOTOB XOPOIIO PA3BHT M AACKBATHO OTPAXKACT THN HX TPAAMIMOHHOM
XO3SHCTBEHHOM JEATETBHOCTH, OBbITa, KyabTyphl. B 1970-¢ IT. BO BpEMS QHAJIEKTO-
JIOTHYECKOH IKcreaumy B OKHHCKHH paiiOH HAMH OT COHOTCKMX CTapHKOB OBLIO
3aIHCAHO OKOJO 5 THICAY COMOTCKMX CIIOB M OCHOBHBIC CBEACHHA IO TPAMMATHKE
COMOTCKOTO f3bIKa, OBUI YCTAHOBJIEH 3BYKOBOM CTpOM 31oro s3pka. B 2001 r. mo
npocsbe ITpaBurenscrBa Pecny6imixu Bypsrus, aqMuamMrpamuu OKHHCKOTO paiio-
Ha ¥ Acconmanum COHOTCKOTO HapoAa HamH Obuia pa3paboTaHa MECBMEHHOCTD I
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COHMOTCKOTO s3bIKa, BhIpaOoTaHBI mpaBwia oporpadmu u cocraBiaeH «CoOHOTCKO-
Oypsarcko-pycckuii coBapb» [Paccamun, 2003], u3ganssni B 2003 r. OH BKIFOYHIT
BCIO COOpaHHYI0 HAMH COMOTCKYIO JICKCHKY, NCPEBCICHHYI0 HAMH HE TOJBKO Ha
PyCCKHi A3BIK, HO M Ha OypATCKHIi C HCIOJB30BAHHEM OKHHCKOH OypsATckoii qua-
nexTHOM nexcuku. B 2009 r. 6sur m3man B u3matenscrBe «Jpoda» Canmxr-Ilerep-
6ypra coiorckuii Oyksaps [Paccamun, 2009], B 2005 r. HamMu ObLT NOATOTOBICH
YYHTETb COHOTCKOTO S3bIKA, MOCKOJBKY NMPHBHTEILCTBEHHBIMEH OpraHamMu Pecmy6-
Ky BypsaTus OBUI0 NPHHATO PEIICHHUE BBECTH MPEMOJABAHHE COHOTCKOTO S3BIKA B
HAYaIbHBIX KJIACCaX COMOTCKOH IIKOJIBI.

CasHCKHE TIOPKH, BKIIFOYASA M MPEAKOB COHOTOB, ¢ XIII B. momanu mox BIacTh
MOHTOJIOB, C T€X NOP Kak ChiH YmHrHcxaHa Lxyyun B 1207 r. coBepmmmt CBOH «J1ec-
HOH MOXOZ» M MOKOPHJI Pa3iM4HBIC IUIEMEHA, xmBymue B CasHckoM permone. C
TEX NMOp M NMOHBIHE TIOPKH >KUBYT OOK 0 OOK C MOHIOJIBCKMMH HApOAAMM, HCIBI-
THIBAS HX BJIUSHHC.

EcTh mpeanonokeHue, KaK y>ke HaMH OTMEYAJIOCh, YTO COMOTHI yxKe ObLIH IBY-
SI3BIMHBI M BIAJETH AAPXaTCKHM AHATIEKTOM MOHTOJILCKOTO S3bIKA 0 MEPEKOYCBKH B
Bypsaruro, nosroMy ux cOmpkeHue ¢ OypaTraMu MPOH30IUI0 JOCTATOYHO OBICTPO.

TaxuM 00pa3oM, O UIMTEIHHOM BIMSHHH MOHTOJBCKOTO f3bIKA C €r0 Jap-
XaTCKHM JWAJICKTOM, a TalKe OypATCKOrO fA3bIKa HA A3BIK COHOTOB CBHACTEIIB-
CTBYKOT HCTOPHYECKHE H MHEBIC (DJAKTHL

B COOTBETCTBHH C HCTOpHEH COHOTOB B HX fA3BIKE JOCTATOYHO YETKO Pa3iH-
YAIOTCA TPH CJIOS MOHTOJIBCKHX JICKCHYECKHX 3JIEMCHTOB. BO-TIEPBBIX, 3aHMCTBO-
BaHHA U3 CPSAHEBEKOBOI0 MOHTOJILCKOTO A3bIKA, BO-BTOPBIX, MOHTOJIbCKAS JICKCHKA,
XapaKTepHasd UI1 COBPEMEHHOTO MOHTOJIBCKOTO S3BIKA, €T0 JapXaTCKOTO AUAJICKTA,
H B-TPETHHX, CJIOBA, PHIICIIIHE IBHO U3 OYPATCKOTO A3BIKA, XapAKTCPH3YIOMMUEC
MPU3HAKAMH OypATCKOTO A3BIKA, OTIMYAIOMME MX OT COBPEMEHHBIX MOHTOJBCKHX.
Ilpu 3TOM 3aMMCTBOBAHHA W3 MOHTOJIBCKHX S3BIKOB HMEKOT P OCOOCHHOCTEH
3BYKOBOTO O()OPMJICHHA, XapPaKTEPHBIX JUI1 COHOTCKOTO A3BIKA H BOZHHMKIIHX TOX
ero BymsaHEEM. [Ipexae BCETo, 3T0 KacaeTca 0coboro Tuma rapMOHHMH riacHeIX. I1o
3aKOHy CHHTAPMOHHM3Ma COMOTCKOTO f3BIKA NOCIE IJIACHOTO O, &I NEPBOTO CIOTa
CIICAYIOT IMMPOKHUE IIACHBIE @, ad, HO HE 0, 00, B MATKOPSIHBIX CIIOBAX COOTBETCT-
BEHHO 3 6, U CIEAYIOT e, 9, 22, HO HE 6, 66, KaK B MOHTIOJIbCKOM H OYPATCKOM SA3BI-
KaxX. DTOT THII CHHTAPMOHH3M CKOpPee MOX0K HAa KAIMBIIKWH. B HeM xapakrep moi-
THX TJIACHBIX, PAa3BHBIIMXCA M3 JAPEBHHX MOHTOJIBCKHX JOJTOTHBIX KOMILICKCOB
I'CT" (TnacHBIA+COTIACHBIHHTIACHEIH), ONPEASIHIICSA 0 BTOPOMY TJIACHOMY H COX-
PaHWICA B TOM JK¢ BHIC. BRIDABHHBAHWA IO OTyOJNCHHIO B HEM HE NPOH3OILIO.
Orybnerne mocne TryOHBIX IJIACHBIX PA3BHJIACHh JIHOIb B COBPEMCHHBIX XaJIXa-
MOHTOJIBCKOM H OYPATCKOM A3bIKAX, H HAIIOMHHAET KHPTU3CKUH U AKYTCKHH A3BIKH.
TMoscauM 310 Ha mpuMepax. Tak, COHOTCKOE 0gaa «Ky4ya PHTYAJIbHBIX KAMHEH HA
TOPHOM IICPEBAJIC MM HHOM CBSTOM MECTE» SIBHO B3ATO H3 MOHIOJIECKOTO SI3bIKA, HO
HE H3 COBPEMEHHBIX XalXaCKOro 0800 WiH OypATcKOro oboow id., a W3 cpemme-
BEKOBOTO MOHTOJILCKOTO 0bu’d, YTO H a0 084ad, KaK B KAJIMBIIKOM, TA€ TOXKE 084
(mpom3HOCHTCA 06aa) id. AHanormyHbIM 00pa3oM opaa- «oOMarTeBaTh, 00EP-
THIBATH» PpAa3BWIOCh IIPH 3aWMCTBOBAHMH H3 CPEAHCBEKOBOTO MOHTOJBCKOTO
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*ori’a- id. (cp. CTIL-M. oriya-, X.-MOHT. 0poo-, Oyp. opéo-, kKamM. opa-). MOHToImM3M
Yblpaa ~ 4Cbipaa «MHOXOICH» COXPAHACT B BHAC bl B IICPBOM CJIOTE €IC HE
NEPEJIOMJICHHBIH TIJIACHBIH %), 3a()MKCHPOBAHHBIA B CTAPONMHCHMEHHOM MOHTOJIb-
CKOM S3BIKE M COXPAHABIIMICS €IIC B CPEAHUE BEKA, MPOU3HOCHBIIMHCA B TBEPIO-
PAOHBIX CJIOBaX IO BCEH BEPOATHOCTH €me B BUAE *i (vy). JIoNTHit K€ TIIACHBIH
Pa3BHIICA W3 CPEOHEBEKOBOTO MOHTOJIBCKOTO jiru’Z (BO3MOXKHO, *jiru’3) id. mo BbI-
IIE€03HA-YCHHOH Mozaemu. 3a()MKCHPOBAHA CTAPOIMMCHMEHHAS MOHTOJBCKAA (JopMa
Jiruya ¥ COBPEMEHHBIE X.-MOHT., Oyp. Jccopoo, kKauM. dgopa id., OT KOTOPHIX HE
MOTJI0 00pa30BaTkCa COHOTCKOE Ybipaa.

B MATKOpAIHBIX CNOBaX MBI HAOMIOAAEM B NPUHIMUIE AHAJOTHYHYIO KAPTHHY.
Tak, MOHTOJH3M 6p222 «MEABEXKbA Oepiora» (3BPEMHU3M, MEPBOHAYATILHOE 3HA-
YCHHE «CTABKAa 3HATHOTO JMIQA») ABJLICTCA ANANTAIMCH CPEIHEBEKOBOTO MOHTO-
Jm3Ma Orgil ’é «CTaBKAa 3HATHOTO JIMIA», CP. CTIL-M. Orgiige, X.-MOHT. 6p26e, Oyp.
ypeoo, xaiM. opea id. COHOTCKOE CIIOBO 4Y6/192 «CBOOOTHOE BpPEMI» B3ATO H3
CPEIHEBEKOBOTO MOHTOJIbCKOTO A3BIKA, B KOTOPOM OHO MPEACTABJICHO Kak ¢olii ¢ id.,
Cp. CTIL-M. Coliige, X.-MOHT. 4es00, Oyp. cynee, kKaM. yoaz id. B coloTckoM ciose
hupas «mna (AHCTPYMEHT)» YTaAbIBaeTCs CPEAHEBEKOBOE MOHTONIBCKOE kirdi’é id.,
0 4éM JONMOJHHTEIFHO CBHACTEIBCTBYET COXPAHCHHE HENMEPEIOMIICHHOTO *i, Cp.
cTm.-M. kiriige, X.-MOHT. xopee, Oyp. x1opee, kKaIM. kepa id.

Kpome Toro, cremyer OTMETHTh, YTO B MOHTOJIH3MAaX COHOTCKOTO fA3bIKA MOH-
TONBCKHM JNOJITHH ITACHBIM )y, Pa3BHBIIMKCA B MOHTOJICKHX A3BIKAX H3 JPEBHETO
JOJTOTHOTO KOMIUIEKCA ayy, THIIA Y)IA «TOpa» W3 ayula, TpH 3aHMCTBOBAHHH
MOHTOJIECKHX CJIOB JAET pasHyr0 kapruHy. OH MOXeT JMOO COXPAaHATHCSA B BHIAC
TOTO K€ JOJTOr0 VY, KAK B MOHTOJIM3ME apyyH «MHCTHIH» H3 CP.-MOHT. ari’ in id.,
Cp. CTIL-M. ariyun, X.-MOHT. apuyH, Oyp. apioyH, xaiMm. apyH id., b0 nepeaaBaTbCs
JIOJITHM blbl, HATIPHMED, COMOT. anHbiblp «NASIIBHAKY) U3 CP.-MOHT. yayna ir id. ot
yayna-«naATh, CBApUBATh METALDY, CP. X.-MOHT., Oyp. 2azHyyp, xamM. hannyp id.,
YTO KAK pa3 M COOTBETCTBYET THIIMYHOM JJI1 COMOTCKOTO A3bIKA TAPMOHHMH TIACHBIX
B COOCTBEHHBIX TIODKCKHX CJOBAaX, KOTAA NOCJIE INIACHBIX @, 0, y MEPBOrO Clora
Janee crexyer OOBMHO KPAaTKHMi WM JOJNTHH b1, bibl, HAIPHMED, albip «BO3METY,
bonvip «Oyner», ynvie «6omsmoiy. Cp. Takke COHOT. mapmuivip «rpabimm» — X.-
MOHT., Oyp. mapmyyp; COHOT. 1aH2blbl KMPHIABOK B MATa3sHHE» — X.-MOHT. JAHZ)Y
id.; coioT. 6auzeivt waili «6axoBbIH Yai» — X.-MOHT. 6auixyy yai id. UHorma Het
YCTOHYHBOIO NMPOH3HOMICHHA, H MOXKHO CIIBIIATEL B OAHOM H TOM JKE CIIOBE TO )V, TO
blbl, HATIPEMED, COHOT. hapyy ~ hapuibl KOTBET» U3 CP.-MOHT. gari il id., Cp. X.-MOHT.
xapuy, O6yp. xapioy, xamM. xapy id.; cOHOT. hadyyp ~ hadvibip «koca A CEHOKO-
HICHUS) M3 CP.-MOHT. gada ilr «CepI» OT gada- «KaTh CEPIOM», CP. X.-MOHT., Oyp.
xaoyyp id.

BnusrueM JapXaTCKKOTO JHAJICKTA CICAYET CYMTATh MOABJICHHE NOJTOr0 00 Ha
MECTE JAOJrOro IJIACHOTO )Y B MOHTOJBCKHX 3aHMMCTBOBAHHAX COMOTCKOTO S3BIKA.
ITpumepamMu MOTYT NMOCITY KATh COMOTCKHEC MOHTOJIM3MBI THIIA Q5001 «OTIACHOCTH) H3
JApXat. a#oon, Cp. X.-MOHT. aroyn id.; 600 «pyxbé» U3 Aapxar. 600, Cp. X.-MOHT., Oyp.
6yy id.; hoop- «oOMaHBIBaTB» W3 JapXaT Xoop-, Cp. X.-MOHT., Oyp. xyyp- id,;
KObhUHOOp «KONOKOJBYMK» M3 AAPXAT. XOHSUHOOpP, CP. X.-MOHT. XOHeuHyyp, Oyp.
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xonxunyyp id. i DapXaTCKOro IHAJNCKTA THIMYHO HMPOM3HECCHHWE NOJITOTO 00 Ha
MECTE JIOJIOr0 yy MOHTOJBCKHMX A3BIKOB B COOCTBCHHO MOHTONLCKHMX CIIOBAaX, Ha-
NPUMED, apXaT. 00N «Topa» — X.-MOHT. Yy, Oyp. yyia, xamM. yyn id.; aapxar. Hoop
«03epo» — X.-MOHT.., Oyp., KaimM. Hyyp id.

Cpemu MHOTHX COTEH MOHTOJIbCKHMX JIEKCHYSCKHX 3aMMCTBOBAHHH COHOTCKOTO
A3bIKA MHOTHE JECATKH CIOB HE HMCIOT XapaKTEePHBIX NMPH3HAKOB, MO3BOJLAFOIIMX
OTHECTH MX K TOMy HJIM HHOMY MOHTOJBCKOMY fA3bIKy. O HMX HEIb3d KOHKDETHO
HHMYETO CKa3aTh, KPOME TOTO, YTO OHM MOHTOJBCKOTO NMpoHucxoxaeHus. [Ipumepamu
MOTYT NOCIYHTH TAKHE CIOBA, KAK

aiian (IyTeMIeCTBUE, JATBHUIA ITyTh) U3 MOHT., Cp. CTIL-M. ayan, X.-MOHT., Oyp. asH id.;
ailbliza «MOTUB, METIOIUS) M3 MOHT., Cp. CTIL-M. ayalya, X.-MOHT., 6yp. aanea id.;
6enen «TOTOBBID) M3 MOHT., CP. CTIL-M. belen, X.-MOHT., Oyp. 6313# id.

Odapza «HAYATbHUK» U3 MOHT., Cp. CTIL-M. darya, X.-MOHT., 6yp. dapea id.,

#iada- «He MOYb» M3 MOHT., CP. CTIL-M. yada-, X.-MOHT.., Oyp. g0a- id.;

MaviihvlH «TIATATKa» U3 MOHT., CP. CTIL-M. mayigan, X.-MOHT ., Oyp. maiixan id.;
oxmaphuiii «<He60, HeGeca» U3 MOHT ., CP. CTIL-M. Oyfuryui, X.-MOHT. ozmopezyil, 6yp.
ozmopeoii id.;

CaHCHip «KOCMOC) U3 MOHT., CP. CTIL-M. Sansar, X.-MOHT., Oyp. cancap id.;

mypzen ~ mypea «ObICTPBIH, CKOPBIIDY M3 MOHT., Cp. CTIL-M. fiirgen, X.-MOHT., Oyp.
mypasn id.;

mM3IMOIK «3HAK, METKa; KJIeHMO)» U3 MOHT., CP. CTIL-M. femdeg, X.-MOHT ., Oyp. mamos2
id.;

9HO3- ~ 3H02- (OIIMOATHCS» U3 MOHT., CP. CTIL-M. ende-, X.-MOHT ., Oyp. 9H03- id.

ITo HEKOTOPHIM MPH3HAKAM BCE 7K€ MOXKHO KOHKPETH3HPOBATh, YTO CJIOBA 3aHMCTBO-
BaHBI H3 MOHTOJIBCKOTO fA3BIKA PAHHHUX NMEPHOAOB pa3sutui. IIpexae Bcero, 06 3ToM
CHTHAIM3HPYET HAIMYKE B MICPBOM CJIOT€ HENIEPEIOMIICHHOTO / (%) B MATKOPSIHBIX
CIoBaxX M I (b1) B TBEPAOPAAHBIX, XOTI B CTAPOMOHTOJILCKOM S3BIKE 3AECh BE3JEC
¢uxcupyercs i (#). 10 MOJKHO OOBACHHTH TEM, YTO-IMOO0 B CAMOM MOHTOJIBCKOM
SA3BIKE B CIIOBaX TBEPAOTO pAja B CPEAHHE BEKa €mE MPOM3HOCHIACH B NEPBOM
crore riacHas i (b), MO0 OHA €mE B JPEBHOCTH MOSBHJIACH B COHOTCKOM SI3BIKE MO,
BJIMAHHCM BHIPABHMBAHWA IO 3aKOHY NANATAILHOM TrapMOHMHM IJIacHBIX. B coBpe-
MEHHBIX MOHTOJIbCKHX A3BIKAX HA MECTE i ~ i Pa3BHIIHCH O (6) WH # (), a, 0, u ()).
Tax, mo 3TOMy HpPHU3HAKY K PAHHMM 3aHMCTBOBAHHSIM MOXKHO OTHECTH COHOTCKHE
MOHTOJIM3MBI THIIA

KbUlap «KOCOM, KOCOITIa3blihy U3 CP.-MOHT. *gilar, cp. cTIL-M. kilar, X.-MOHT. xsap,
6yp. xunap id.;

Kblpca «KOpPCak, CTEIHAs JIMCHIIA» U3 CP.-MOHT. *qirsa, Cp. CTIL-M. kirsa, X.-MOHT. X3pc
id.;

Kbimam «KUTaell, KUTalACKHUiD U3 Cp.-MOHT. *gitad, cp. CTIL-M. kitad, X.-MOHT. xamao,
6yp. xumao id.;

4b10a ~ gp10a (IIHKA, KOTIbE, POraTHHA, IITHIKY U3 CP.-MOHT. *jida, cp. CTIL-M. jida, X.-
MOHT. 2#ca0, 6yp. scada id.;
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wbleaii OTCTOSIBIIASCS KOHCKast KPOBb; KOIGaca i3 OTCTOSBIIEHCS KOHCKOM KPOBID) M3
cp.-MOHT. *$ibai, cp. CTIL-M. $ibai, X.-MOHT. wasaii, Oyp. wabaii id.;

wblIa- «<HEMETb, IepeBEHETh; YCTaBaTh» U3 CP.-MOHT. *$ila-, cp. CTIL-M. §ila-, X.-MOHT.,
6yp. wmana- id.;

bUI2a- «PA3THYATE) U3 CP.-MOHT. *ilya-, Cp. CTIL-M. ilya-, X.-MOHT. n2a-, Oyp. wiza- id.

B HEKOTOPBIX CIy4Yasx CBHACTEIBCTBOM PAHHETO 3aHMCTBOBAHHS HMEHHO H3 MOH-
TOJBCKOTO f3BIKA SBJIETCA HAJMYME HAYATNBHOTO S (C) HApAAy C MOJHOIJIACHEM
CIIOTOB, HANIPHMED:

Cy22 «TOTIOp» U3 CP.-MOHT. *siike, cp. CTIL-M. stike, X.-MOHT. cyx, 6yp. hyxs id.;

Cyn03 «AYyXOBHAS MOIIlb, Iy X, CUMBOIIL, SMOlIeMa, repO» U3 cp.-MoHT. *siilde id., cp.
CTIL-M. siilde, X.-MOHT. cyn0, 6yp. hynos id.;

cenama «cablisDy U3 Cp.-MOHT. *seleme, cp. CTIL-M. seleme, X.-MOHT. ¢anom, Oyp. hanms
«cabIrst, Mey, MIaniKa, KIIHHOKY.

Hau6onee 3aMeTHBIM IPH3HAKOM, CBHICTEILCTBYIOIIMM O CPETHEBEKOBOM Xapak-
TEpe MOHTOIM3MA ABILIOTCA HAMHYKE B HEM mumsmmux apdpuxar ¥ u 7 (0xc), mpen-
CTaBJICHHBIX B COBDEMCHHOM MOHTOJIBCKOM fA3BIKE B BHIAC CBHCTAIMX adppuKar y u
03, B OypATCKOM f3bIKE B BHAE COTNIACHBIX ¢ M 3. [Ilumsmuii xapakrep 3tux add-
pHKaT 3aHKCHPOBAH B CTAPOIHMCHMEHHOM MOHTOJILCKOM A3bIKE, HA KOTOPHIH H Oy-
JIeM OpHEHTHPOBaThCA. Hanmpumep:

60116 9a- «YCNABIMBATHCS O BCTPEYe, JOrOBapHBATHCS O BCTPEYE» U3 MOHT., CP. CTIL-M.
bolja-, X.-MOHT. 60n30-, 6yp. 6on30- id.;

600 4a «T1apH, 3aKJIa/ U3 MOHT., CP. CTIL-M. boyuca, X.-MOHT. 600y, 6yp. 60ocoo id.;
hanv gan «IHICHIA, IVIENMBLID) U3 MOHT., CP. CTIL-M. galjan, X.-MOHT. xan3aH, Oyp.
xanzan id.;

he quza «cTapUHHASI My KCKast KOCa) M3 MOHT ., CP. CTIL-M. gejige, X.-MOHT. 23332, Oyp.
293929 «K0Ca BOOOIIIE ¥ XKEHCKast, M My>KCKasDy;

yamua «pyObalika, IIaThe) W3 MOHT., Cp. CTIL-M. amda, X.-MOHT. yamy, Gyp. camca id.

B OCHOBHOM K€ CJIOBA, B3ATHIE M3 COBPEMEHHOTO MOHTOJBCKOTO S3BIKA XOPOIIO
Y3HAIOTCA MO XapaKTEPHBIM IJI1 HHUX MPU3HAKAM, CPEJH KOTOPHIX MOXKHO HA3BaTh
HayI4He S (¢) BMECTO OypATCKOTO /1, © BMECTO OYPATCKOTO Yy, 03 BMECTO OyPATCKOTO
3 M 0JC CPEIHEBEKOBOTO MOHTOJICKOTO f3BIKA, HAIMYHE C, KAK H B OypPATCKOM,
BMECTO MOHTOJIECKOTO 4 U ¥ CPSAHEBEKOBOTO, HO HA MOHTOJIBCKOE MPOHCXOKICHHE
YKa3BIBAIOT APYTHE NPH3HAKH, TAKHE KAK PEAYKIMSA KOHEYHBIX CJIOTOB, MPOCTO
HAJTMYHC CJI0BA B MOHI'0JIbCKOM H OTCYTCTBHC B 6ypilTCKOM.

TMpumepaMu 3aUMCTBOBAHMH M3 COBPEMEHHOTO MOHIOJIBCKOTO S3BIKA MOTYT
MOCIIY)XHTH CJICOYIOIIHC:

6ombyK «MTD) U3 MOHT. 6embee id., cp. Oyp. 6ymb523, cTIL-M. bombiige id.;
2ambup «JIeTIeNKa, kapeHHast Ge3 Maciia) M3 MOHT. 2aH6up id.;
Oaii3bl «NIATPOHTAIID U3 MOHT. Oaii3 id.;
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09/12yyp «Marasum) U3 MOHT. 0a2yyp id. < 03123~ «pacKiIaibIBaThy,

0936Up «KpHIIIa IOPTHD) 3 MOHT. 0936up id.;

iloc «00BMaiDy U3 MOHT. éc id., cp. 6Yp. énon, CTIL-M. yosun id.;

haiipran ~ haiipakan «MeIBEIb» U3 MOHT. XailpxaH «Ha3BaHUE Yero-Iu6o
TIOYMTAaEMOT0, CBSTOIO WM OYEHb CTPAIIIHOTOY;

Myvhblp-coom «KOPOTKAS ISIB» U3 MOHT. Myxap ceem id., cp. Oyp. myxap heem id.;
caaoax, «KOJMYaH, IIaTPOHTAID) U3 MOHT. caadaz «Koi4am), cp. 6yp. haadaz, CTIL-M.
sayaday id.;

caacuvli ~ caapcui «GyMaray) U3 MOHT., Cp. X.-MOHT. yaac(an), napxar. yaapc(an), 6yp.
caaphaH, CTIL-M. cayalsun id.,

mooc (IBUIbY U3 MOHT. mooc id., cp. 6yp. moonon, CTIL-M. toyosun id.

JocTaroyHo OGOJBIIYI0 IPyINly MOHTOJH3MOB IPEACTABIIOT COOOH JICKCHYECKHE
3aHMCTBOBAHHA M3 OyPATCKOTO SA3BIKA, TOYHEE H3 €r0 OKHHCKOTO TOBOPA, C HOCH-
TESIMH KOTOPOTO OJICHHAs IpyIma COMOTOB AOBOJBHO paHO, 0kojo 400-450 ner
TOMY Ha3aj, BCTYIIHJIA B TECHBIM KOHTAKT MOCJE NMEPECEeNICHUA Ty Aa u3 Jlapxarckoro
Kpast MOHToJI|H, KaK yike yIIOMHHAJIOCH Bhme. OKMHCKHH Oy pATCKHE TOBOp BMECTE
C TYHKHHCKHM M 3aKaMCHCKHM TOBOpaMH OJIM30K K rOBOpPY alapckux Oypsar u o6-
pasyeT ¢ HUMH OAHY IPyIIIy—I3bIK TAK HA3BIBAEMBIX XOHTOPAOPOB. JTOT A3BIK, 00-
pasyromui CaMOCTOSATEIbHBIN AHANICKT, HA3BIBACMbIH NEPEXOAHBIM, 00IaaeT yep-
TaMH KaK 3aNaJHbIX, TAK H BOCTOYHBIX.

Coiiorckue OypATH3MBI 007aZArOT BCEMH NPU3HAKAMH, NPHCYIIHMH IIEpe-
XOAHOMY AHANEKTy OypATCKOro s3pika. OOmeOypATCKHMH yYepramMu B (DOHETHKE
SABISIOTCA HAJMYME /7 BMECTO S (C) MOHTOJILCKOTO f3BIKA, BMECTO MOHTOJIBCKHX
apdpuxar ¢ (v), j(0xc), ¢ (), 3 (03) 3meCh MPOU3HOCAT MENEBRIE § (1), Z (orc), § (C),
Z (3), B MATKOPAOHBIX CIOBAX JJI 3TOTO JHAJECKTA XaPAKTEPHHI INIACHBIE (DOHEMEI 7
(¥) BMECTO MOHTOJBCKOH O (6), e () BMeCcTO i (). PAx AMANCKTHBIX CIOB MMECT
COBCPIICHHO HHYIO0 CEMAHTHKY, YeM BHCIIHE IMOXOXKHE OOMEMOHIOJIBCKHE CIIOBA.
Hexoropsie c0Ba BOOOIIE OBITYIOT TOJBKO B A3BIKE 3aNATHBIX OypAT H XapaKTEPHBI
I HUX. B HEKOTOPBIX K€ CIy4asX JOCTAaTOYHO TPYAHO OMPEACIHTh, W3 KAKOTO
MOHT'OJILCKOTO S3BIKA B3ATO CJIOBO, MOCKOJBKY H3 CPEOHEBEKOBOIO MOHIOJBCKOTO
WM u3 OypATCKOTO, TAaK KAK M TaM H TYT XapaKTEPHO#H 4epTOi SBIACTCS IOJHO-
TJIACHE CJIOTOB, HAIMYHEC WHTEPBOKAIBHOTO 6 (6) BMECTO COBPEMECHHOTO MOHTOJIb-
CKOTO V (), COXpaHCHHE KOHEYHOTO COTJIACHOTO 7 (H) B KOHLIE OCHOBEIL. TOJIBKO KOC-
BCHHBIC NMPH3HAKH B TAKHX CIy4YasX MO3BOJLIOT NPEIIOJIOKHTh, YTO HCTOYHHKOM
ClIoBa ABIACTCA OypATCKMH A3BIK, IMOCKOJBKY C OCEAJILIM OBITOM COHMOTHI IO3HA-
KOMHJIHCB, 00mAisch ¢ OypsAraMu, paBHO KAk M C )KHBOTHOBOJICTBOM OypPSATCKOTO
THna. I103TOMy JIEKCHKA, OTHOCAINAACA K OCEAIOMY OBITy, K KHBOTHOBOJCTBY MOT-
112 OBITH OyPATCKOMH.

Ommpasce HA BCE 3TH NMPU3HAKH, MPHUBEACHHBIC U1 OypATCKOTO A3BIKA BHIIIE,
MBI MOKEM MPEATIONIONHUTE Oy PATCKOE MPOUCXOXKACHHAE TAKHX CIIOB, KAK

aazvihvin «MyKa U3 ITODKapEHHbIX SMMEHHBIX 3epeH» U3 Oyp. OKUH. agzahan id, cp.
TYHK., 3aK. aazahan id.;
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abvipza «TUCKW» U3 Oyp. abapaa id, cp. X.-MOHT. aeapaa, CTIL-M. abarya «UCIIOIUH,
HCTIOJIMHCKHID)

600ca «TIONMBHBIE JIyray u3 Oyp. okuH. 600co id.;

vumblp «xKOaH-MacIo06oKay) 13 Oyp. OKHH. 63m3p id.,

2epen ~ Kepen «CTeKNI0;, CTEKITHHBLD) U3 Oyp. OKUH. 29pan id., Cp. X-MOHT. 29paJ, CTIL-
M. gerel «cBEDY,

Oay «3eMJISTHasL 3aCHITIKa KPBIIH A0Ma, 3€MJITHOM ITOTOJIOK M36bD) U3 OYyp. OKUH. OaH(2)
id.;

OvizHbihbiH «IEPHOBOE TIOKPHITHE KPHIIIH JEPEBSHHON IOPTHD) U3 OYp. OKUH. 092H3hoH
id.;

flaeanwaa coon « IEpeBSHHas I0PTa WIK JIOM C YeTHIPEXCKaTHOM KphImieiDy u3 Oyp.
OKUH. flasanuaa coon id., cp. TyHK. flaéanwaa coon id.;

flanoay «xene3Has Neyb-0ypxyiikay u3 okuH. Oyp. sHoan id.;

KyilbLn2a «II0iapok» U3 6yp. OKHUH. 2yiiiea id., 5T0 CIIOBO BO BCEX 3alafHBIX Oy PITCKHX
TOBOpAX 03HAYaeT «I0JapOK», B BOCT.-GyP., X.-MOHT. 2yiliza, CTIL-M. yuyilya
«Ipoch6ay» < MOHT. yuyi- KIIPOCHTHY;

haii6vl «nerkuii ToNGIeHbI YENH, JI0/Ka-I010IEHKay) 13 Oyp. OKUH. xadiba id., faHHOe
CII0BO BOOOIIE XapakKTEpHO IS 3alaTHOTO JUaiekTa OypsSITCKOro SI3bIKa;

haiipha- «XBATUTHCS, XBaCTaTh; 3a3HABAThCS» U3 Oyp. haiipha- < 6yp. haiin
«XOPOLIMIDY, CTIL-M. sayirqa- id. < sayin «XOpoImiDy,

haiiphax «xBacTyH, 3a3Haiika» u3 6yp. haiiphaz Gyp. haiipha- «XBaTUTHCS,
3a3HaBaTHCD),;

hanbaza «Becnoy» U3 6yp. OKHH. Xanbaza «BECIIO», CP. BOCT.-Oyp. xanbaza «I0XKKay, X.-
MOHT. xanbaza, CTIL-M. qalbaya id.;

namnanaii «3UMHsI1 06yBb M3 KaMycoBy u3 Oyp. OkuH. navnanaii id.;

caazyyp «CKOBOPOJHUK, YaIleJIHHUK) U3 Oyp. OKUH. 3aazyyp id., Cp. X.-MOHT. 3aa3yyp
«OOIBIION TIOBAPCKON HOXOY,

coon «u3ba, IepeBSHHbIH IepeBEHCKHI 1oM» U3 Oyp. OKHH coon id.;

cooKail «callaMaT, MyYHasl Kalla Ha cMeTaHe» 13 Oyp. 30ex3i id., Cp. X.-MOHT. 300xuil
«CMETaHay,;

cyvmypaan wsii «4ai, 3a0eIEHHBIA MOJIOKOM U ITODKapeHHOM MyKoib) U3 Oyp. OKHH.
3ymapaan caii id.;

¢3p23 «KOHOBSI3bY U3 OYyp. cap2s id.;

mavhanza «<KOMHaTa, IEperopoiKay u3 6yp. OKuH. mahanza id., Cp. X.-MOHT., CTIL-M.
tasalya «nieperopokay,

myypanutel KOXOTHIHYBH YHTHD) U3 Oyp. OKUH. myypabua id.;

myiiyyp «JOIIeUKa ¢ OTBEPCTHSIMH, TIpeJHa3HAYCHHAS IS BHIIEIKYU KOXaHBIX
BepeBOK» U3 Oyp. OkuH. myroyp id.;

YPynmyyp «pannmib» u3 6yp. ypa6map id., cp. X.-MOHT. epeemep, CTIL-M. Sribtir id.;
yM3K «3UMHSS CTOSHKA CKOTa, JISTOM—OTOPOXKEHHEIHM Iokocy m3 6yp. ymae id., cp. x.-
MOHT. 6meg, CTIL-M. Otilg «3UMHSS CTOSIHKA CKOTay;

wy03p «KOHCKHE ITyThI» U3 Oyp. uLyosp id., cp. X.-MOHT. ¥edep, CTIL-M. ¢idiir id.,
3paHei «BECEIIbIi, XXU3HEPaIOCTHRID) U3 Oyp. OKHH. 3paH2s id.

B MopdonoruueckoM OTHOIMICHAM MOHTOJbCKHE 3aHMCTBOBAHMA COHOTCKOTO S3BIKA
NIPEACTABILIIOT COOOH T€ KE YaCTH PEH, YTO H B A3BIKE OPHUTHHANE.
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Taxum 00pa3oM, NPOBSAEHHOE MCCIICAOBAHHE JICKCHYESCKAX 3aHMCTBOBAHHIA,
TMPOHHUKIIMX H3 MOHTOJBCKHX S3BIKOB B COMOTCKMH S3BIK, NOKAa3aJl0 HMX HEOI-
HOPOJHBINH XapakTep, 00yCIOBICHHBIN TEM, YTO 3TO OJMH H3 HEMHOTHX TIOPKCKHX
S3bIKOB, BOBJICYCHHBIH B OpOMTY BIMAHHA MOHIOJBCKHX SA3BIKOB BCICACTBHE pas-
JIMYHBIX 0OCTOATENBCTB H A0 CHX NOP HE BBINICAUIMI M3-NOJ WX BiauAHuA. CBbime
400 yer COMOTHI MOCIE MEPEKOYEBKH B Mpeaeibl BypaTuu HaAXOAATCA B yCIOBHAX
HETIOCPEACTBCHHBIX KOHTAKTOB C OKHHCKMMM M TYHKHHCKHMH OypATamH, HCIBI-
THIBAA A3BIKOBOC BIHAHHEC C HMX CTOPOHBL BBIIBHIOCH OKOJO THICAYH CIOB, 3a-
HMCTBOBAHHBIX M3 CPECOHCBEKOBOTO M COBPEMEHHOTO MOHIOJBCKOTO S3BIKOB, a
TaKoke M3 OypATCKOTrO, TOYHEE M3 OKMHCKOIO €ro roBopa. MOHIOJILCKHE CIOBa HE
MPEACTABIAIOT KAKOW-IMOO OZHOM HIM HECKOJBKHX JICKCHKO-CEMAHTHYECKHX
rpymn. OHu ri1y0OKO IMPOHHKIIM B CJIOBAPHBIA COCTAB COMOTCKOTO SA3BIKA H IIHPOKO
TaM NPEACTABIICHEI, SBSIA COOOM TIIaBHBIM 00pPa3oM HMEHA CYIICCTBHTCIBHBIC H
IJIAroJIbL, €CTh HEMHOTO NPHJIATATEIBHBIX U HAPCYMH, a TAlOKe €IHHUYHBIC CIIOBA H3
JPYTHX 4acTeH peyn.
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Introduction

The following philological notes concern the account of the birth of Jesus according
to the Gospel of Luke (Lk 2.1-20) in a Middle Azerbaijani version from the 18th
century. The text from which the passage under consideration has been selected is
an Azerbaijani translation of the four Gospels. This text is written in Georgian let-
ters and consequently belongs to a class of texts that in Turcology are traditionally
referred to as “transcription texts”, i.e. pre-modern texts in islamicized Turkic lan-
guages that are not written in Arabic script. These texts are important for historical
comparative Turcology as they are largely unaffected by the norms and conventions
of the standard orthographies in Arabic script and often reflect a naive and innocent
view of the linguistic material. They also provide us with clues concerning phonetic
features that are concealed in the Arabic orthography. Naturally, they are not free
from problems, as they have frequently been written down by foreigners whose
command of the language we cannot always be sure about, and who might have
imposed features from their native tongue onto the Turkic text." The actual value of
a given transcription text is strongly dependent on the particular author or writer,
and of course on how the data are evaluated by the researcher, i.e. which features are
chosen for investigation and whether the material is investigated with critical cau-
tion.

The text under investigation, which will be labeled G here, consists of 403 pages
of Turkic material and is kept at the Museum of Local History in Zugdidi in Min-

! The same problem pertains of course also to Turkic texts in Arabic script, many of which
were also composed by non-native Turks and by Turks in bi- and multilingual
environments.
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grelia (signature 89:4). It is dated the 27th of November 1739 (Enwall 2010: 137-
138). The text has been the object of scientific investigation before. Beltadze (1967)
published linguistic observations on this text, some of which Stein (2007) has sum-
marized. Some historical and cultural information is given by Enwall (2010). Com-
parative notes on the consonantism of this text are found in Rentzsch (in print).

Concerning the genesis of the Azerbaijani translation, little is known. There is
some relation between text G and an earlier transcription text in Latin script (hence-
forward L), which was recorded by the French traveler Balthasar de Lauzi¢re in
Isfahan and handed over to the Swedish scholar Johan Gabriel Sparwenfeld, who
brought it to Sweden in 1687.% Text L contains the Gospels of Matthew and John.
Parts of these two texts must be based on a common model, which is lost. Some
passages of L and G are almost completely identical, except for a few differences
concerning phonetics, morphology and syntax that seem to reflect the dialectal
situation of the respective environment; other passages are completely different. It is
obvious that the younger text G cannot directly derive from the older text L, as G
contains material that is missing in L. As a whole, L is much more carefully written
than G and seems to reflect the natural features of the language more accurately. G
appears to be more “standardized” with less phonetic vacillation, but copied negli-
gently and with many mistakes, probably by a copyist with only meager command
of Azerbaijani.

The language of these texts displays several features that clearly mark them as
Azerbaijani, among others the replacement of gdndi ‘self” by 6z (in progress at that
time), kolgd ‘shadow’ vs. Ott.Tur. golgd, yeri- ‘to walk’ vs. Ott.Tur. yori- etc.,
getiriirdm ‘1 am bringing’ vs. Ott.Tur. getiririm ‘I am bringing, I bring’, cigarux
‘we go’ vs. Ott. Tur. cigariz, sumiik ‘bone’ vs. Ott.Tur. kamik, bdli ‘yes’ vs. Ott.Tur.
avdt, poz- ‘to destroy’ vs. boz- in all other Oghuz languages, and many more.

Some features that distinguish text G from L, and make G a very valuable source
for supplementing the data of L, are the differentiation between <g> and <y> (g vs.
o; L: always <g>) and between <q>, <k> and <x> (g vs. J vs. b; L: always <k>).
Moreover, at several places of articulation (not the uvular position, though), the
Georgian script distinguishes between three classes of plosives (and affricates as
well), namely voiceless aspirated (g, o, J; in this contribution transliterated p, t, k),
voiceless unaspirated with glottalization (3, 8, 3; transliterated p, t, k) and voiced (3,
w, 3; transliterated b, d, g). As I have argued elsewhere (Rentzsch in print), in initial
position (in which they do not occur in the passage under consideration here) the
letters <p t k> seem to represent the transitional stage in the characteristic Oghuz
shift from [b t k] to [p d g]. This transitional stage, usually a voiceless unaspirated

2 On this text, see Johanson 1985a and 1985b.
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plosive (tenuis inaspirata),’ is traditionally represented by the symbols BDG in
Turcology, which practice is adapted here for the phonetic interpretation of the or-
thography. Whether writings like 4§ in text G mean that in the dialect underlying
this text there was in fact a glottalized articulation [t’a$] (which is very well possible
in a Georgian-Azeri contact setting), or whether they represent just the unaspirated
tenuis with its features [-aspirated] and [-voiced], i.e. a sound for which neither the
letter <t> nor the letter <d> was considered appropriate, is an open question.

In the present passage, the letters <t> and <k> occur only word-internally after a
preceding voiceless consonant (éxti, vaxt, askar etc.). While in theory, it would be
possible to have glottalized plosives in this environment as well, it seems reasonable
to assume that here at least these graphemes just represent sounds that were neither
aspirated nor voiced, which is a quite common realization in this position in several
Oghuz varieties. For that reason, these letters have been transcribed as D and G in the
phonetic interpretation (€ixDi, vaxD, asGar).

Graphetical remarks

The manuscript is written in the Mxedruli variant of the Georgian script. The hand-
writing is quite neat and well readable. As a natural result of the writing flow, some
ligatures occur.® For example, the letters <x> (b), <z> (%) and <s> (L) are often
connected with the preceding letter, e.g. in <¢xub> [201/18], <szun> [201/11] and
<qaisardan> [200/15]. <i> (0) and <a> () are often connected to one another, in that
the right downstroke of the <i> functions as the left upstroke of the <a> as well, e.g.
<zuriatundan> [201/1-2] and the first <ia> in <iaudiatda> [200/19]. The combina-
tion of the letters <e> (9) and <j> (%) results in a special ligature, which can be seen
in [202/9].

Some letters are occasionally written above or below the writing line. This phe-
nomenon is especially frequent with the letters <1> (), <d> (r) and <y> (@),
which are often connected to the preceding letter and elevated above the normal
position (compare <jalil> [200/19], <zuriatundan> [201/1-2], <idi> [201/5 et
passim], <uSayi> [201/13]). The letter <i> (o) is sometimes lowered, e.g. when
combined with a preceding <r> (), in which case it is added as a low hook to the
right downstroke of the <r> (compare <shrindan> [200/19], <birini> [201/19]).

The letter <o> () appears, besides in its usual form, also in a reduced form,
which looks either as a slightly curved line pointing upwards to the right (as in

It may surface as a glottalized voiceless unaspirated plosive in specific language contact
settings. Several Anatolian (probably also Azerbaijani) dialects actually have glottalized
consonants.

<p> does not turn up in this passage.

5 According to Enwall (2010: 138), “[t]he ligatures used are basically the same as those
encountered in Georgian language manuscripts from the same period.”
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<qoidi> [201/5]) or just a short horizontal line (as in <Cobanlar> [201/6; 201/19],
<qorhqdilar> [201/9], <axor> [201/5; 201/13; but not 202/3!]).

The letters <v> (3) and <k> (3) are not easily discernible in this particular
handwriting (compare <avalki> [200/16] with <askari> [201/14]).

The passage

Below, the text is provided in three versions: First, there is a transliteration of the
text in Georgian letters into Latin script. This is followed by a phonetic interpreta-
tion, which of course is subjective and can be questioned in the details. Finally, a
literal translation of the Azerbaijani text is given. For the interpretation, both text-
internal criteria and information provided by text L° or, if there is no pre-modern
evidence, by Modern Azerbaijani have been considered. At times, the Latin and
Greek versions of this passage have been taken into consideration as well (Nestle &
Aland 1979). The critical apparatus is given in footnotes.

The page and line numbers are given in square brackets, while the numbers of
the verses are indicated in round parentheses.

Transliteration

[200/14] e pasl

(1) [15] ogunlarda abr ¢xti ogustos qaisardan ki ja[16]mi olkasi iazsun

(2) bu avalki iazi iazlmi$di qa[17]rin ustina $am hakimi

(3) u hamisi gedarlar idi h[18]r birisi §ahrina ki iazlsun

(4) ioseb gena &xti jalil olkasinda nazaret $hrindan iaudiatda daut [201/1] $harina
adi betenia onu i€unki daut zuriatund[2]an u evildan idi

(5) ki iazlsun mariam n$anluyi [3] inan iki janlu

(6) onda olduglari vaxt doym[4]ay sahti tamam oldi

(7) aval ilki oyli doydi sa[S]rdi gandini axora qoidi Cunki ieri iox idi
qgonduy[6]lari ierda

(8) Cobanlar oveliatda oiay idila[7]r surilarini gejada saxleub

(9) alahun prStasi [8] durdi ienlarinda u alahun nuri dusti us[9]tlarina ¢[o]x
qorhqdilar

(10) priSta dedi onla[10]ra qorxmaunz iengi sevmay sza getururam ki hami
raia[11]ta olur

(11) Cunki bugun szun qurtaran doyldi [12] isa rabi dur daut $harinda

(12) u bu nsan sza olu[13]r uSayi bulursz sarlmi§ axora qoilmis§

(13) osahatda [14] prista inan gog askari ¢ox gorundi hax talaa $u[15]kr edub
diarlar idi

¢  While the Gospel of Luke is not included in text L, many lexical items naturally occur
there as well.



A Middle Azerbaijani version of the Nativity 143

(14) beukluy tamyria ujalar[16]da u ier ustinda salamat adamlara ki aradati
eidu[17]r

v pasl

(15) [18] malaiklar goga ¢xub onlarindan ki airldila[19]r ¢obanlar bir birina
dedilar betlema gedarum [202/1] gorarum bza tanyri bilduran olmi$ sozi

(16) [2] talasuk geldilar mariami buldilaru ios[3]ebi u u$ayi axora qoilmi$§

(17) gordugini vaxt bil[4]dilar osozi onlara deilmi$ beuk olandan o[5]turi

(18) u harkim esitdi mat oldi u onlara ¢o[6]banlarun deduglarindan

(19) mariam bu sozlari [7] saxlar idi

(20) Cobanlar donub alha Sukr [8] edarlar idi ozadlardan oturi ki gor[9]dilaru
esitdilar nejaki dedi onlara

Interpretation

5." past®

(1) o giinlirdi dmbr’ &ixDi ogusDos qaysardan ki jami 6lkisi'® yazilsun''.

(2) bu dvvilki yazi yazilmi$di,'* qarinus™ $am hakimi.

(3) vii hamisi ged:irtir idi har'* birisi ¥ihrind ki yazilsun.

(4) yoseb geni ¢ixDi jalil 6lkdsind4 nazaret §4hrinddn yahudiyatda davut $dhrini
adi betenia'®, onu'® i¢iinki davut ziirriystundan'’ u evindin'® idi,

The Georgian letter <e> represents the numerical value ‘5.

8 < Ar. fasl The realization of /f/ (which is not a native Turkic sound) as /p/ is extremely
common in the Turkic languages. Cf. prsta/prista [201/7,201/9, 201/14].

<abr>: < Ar. ’amr ‘decree’; occurs in text G elsewhere as <amr> or <ambr>, i.e. /Amr/ or
/ambr/, the latter with excrescence, i.e. non-etymological insertion of the corresponding
plosive. In the Turkic languages, this phenomenon is particularly common with the
consonant /1/, e.g. yayi > yangi ‘new’. Text L has this lexeme in the forms <amber>,
<ember>, <ambre> and <ambr>, i.e. always with excrescence.

10" <olkasi> with a mid vowel as in Standard Azerbaijani 6lk» (ADIL 3: 464, cf. L <ulke>,
Tur. dlke.

The manuscript has <iazsun>, but our expectation would be <iazlsun>, which is actually
found in a similar construction in [200/18].

Lat. haec descriptio prima facta est. The Azerbaijani translation looks awkward, as it
translates *haec prima descriptio facta erat, cf. translation.

<qarin ustina>, lit. ‘onto the stomach’, is without doubt a corruption of something that
should be <qarinus> for ‘Quirinius’, ‘Quirinus’, ‘Cyrinus’ etc., which was obviously
‘corrected’ by the copyist into the noun garin and the postposition #stindg <ustina>, which
is extremely common.

1 <hr> with the vowel dropped, possibly due to the line break.

15 <Bethany’. Inserted by mistake for <betlem> ‘Bethlehem’, cf. [201/18].

Regular: onun.

7 < Ar. durriya ‘progeny, descendants (Nachkommenschaft, Kinder, SproBlinge)’ (Wehr
1985: 426). St.Az. ziirriyyst (ADIL 2: 361).
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(5) ki yazilsun méry4m ni§anluyi inan, iki janh'.
(6) onda olduylari*® vaxp doymay*' sahati® tamam oldi.
(7) avvil ilki® oyli doydi, sardi gindini*, axara® qoydi, &iinki yeri yox idi

gonduylari yerda.

(8) &obanlar o velayitda® oyay”’ idilir, siirilirini®® gejidi saxliyub.
(9) allahun piri$pisi® durdi yenlirinds® vi allahun niiri dii$Di iisDlarind. ox

qorxdilar.®

20
21

22

23

24

25

26
27
28

29

<evildan>.

ki janlu ‘pregnant’, lit. “with two lives’, cf. St.Az. ikicanl ‘hamils, boyudolu’ (ADIL 2:
382).

<olduglari> with <g> instead of <y>.

doymay “to give birth’, cf. dojdi ‘she gave birth’ [201/4] and doydi ‘he has been born’
[201/11]. In this text, doj is a transitive verb, while dojul- (with the passive suffix) is
intransitive. The same situation pertains in Standard Azerbaijani: dogmagq “diinyaya bala
gatirmoak, balalamaq’ (ADIL 2: 124); dogulmaq ‘anadan olmagq, diinyaya galmok® (ADIL
2: 126). This situation is typical for a couple of Eastern Turkic languages, while in
Turkish dogmak means ‘to be bom’, and dogurmak (with the causative suffix) is ‘to give
birth’. Old Turkic had tuj “to be born’ (same meaning as in Turkish), see Clauson 1972:
465.

< Ar. sa ‘at ‘hour’. The Arabic ‘Ain surfaces as /h/ in this lexeme in text G, which reflects
a development that is quite common in several Turkic varieties. — The lexeme is written
either <saht> or <sahat> in text G, cf. [201/13].

dwdl and ilki are synonymous. About ilk vs. ilki cf. Clauson 1972: 140. Standard
Azerbaijani has ilk (ADIL 2: 389), Turkmen ilki (TDS 336).

The pronominal stem gdndi still survives in this source, where it coexists with ¢z. In
Modermn Azerbaijani, gandi has been replaced totally by dz. — In texts G and L, both gdndi
and ¢z are commonly employed not in their original function as a reflexive pronoun, but
as a personal pronoun (only in oblique cases). Another competing pronoun in these texts
is bild (originally “with’, ‘together’). Cf. Csaté 2002-2003; Bulut 2003. For examples of
pronominal uses of bild in text L, see Rentzsch (in print).

< Prs. zhir. For this lexeme, Steingass (1892: 26) gives the meanings °a stable, stall; litter
or straw laid under cattle; the collar-bone’. The meaning ‘manger’ (cf. Lat. in praesepio),
however, is given by Junker & Alavi 1965: 15 (‘Pferdestall, Pferdeboxe; Krippe;
Viehstall’). In Ottoman Turkish, the meaning ‘manger’ does not seem to be common, cf.
e.g. Redhouse 1968: 26 (“stable, shed, bam”).

<oveliatda>, Lat. in regione.

St.Az. oyaq (ADIL 3: 438), cf. Tur. uyanik.

St.Az. sirii (ADIL 4: 122). The labial harmony is not yet fully implemented in text G, cf.
Johanson 1979.

< Prs. firista “angel’ (Steingass 1892: 919). Written either <prSta> or <pri$ta> in text G
[201/7,201/8,201/14]. Cf. L <prichta>, <prista>, <prischta>.
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(10) piri$pa dedi onlara: qorxmayunuz, yeni sevmay’> sizi getiiriiim ki héimi
ra‘iyata® olur.

(11) &iinki bugiin siziin qurtaran doyuldi, ‘Isa rabbi dur, davut §dhérinda.

(12) v bu ni$an sizi olur; udayi> bulursiz sarilmi¥ axiira qoyilmis.

(13) o sahatda piri§D4 inan gog asGiri>> &ox goriindi. hax ta‘alaya Sikr ediib
diyarlér idi:

(14) beyiikluy*® tanriya ujalarda®’ vi yer iisDind4 salamiit adamlara ki iraditi eyi
dur!

6. pasl
(15) malayiklir goga &ixub onlarindan® ki ayrildilar obanlar birbirina dediliir:
betlemii gediriik goririk® bizi tanri bildiirin olmi¥ s6zi*.

¥ < yanlarinda. The striking fronting yan > yen is frequent in both text G and text L (where

we find <yenina>, <yenuma>, <yenlarinda> etc.). The fronting seems to be triggered by

the initial y-. Variants with <a> occur as well in both texts.

In this instance written <qorhg->, but <qorx-> is common, cf. [201/10].

Latgaudium magnum. — The stem sev- usually means ‘to love, to like’. However, in L and

G the lexeme sevmaycommonly seems to mean “gladness, joy’, cf. sevin-. Examples from

text L: odur ki suzlari echitur ue seuemag inan kaboul eider gandilarini ‘This is the one

who hears the words and receives them with joy> (Mt 13.20);, guir cenun aganun

seuemaguina ‘Enter into the joy of your master’ (Mt 25.23). — The verbal noun in -mayis

invariably back in text G, which complies with the situation in several Turkic varieties in

close contact to Persian.

< Ar. ra‘iya ‘flock, parish, subjects, citizens (Herde, Pfarrgemeinde, Pfarrei, Untertanen,

Biirger)’ (Wehr 1985: 480).

A normal word for ‘child’ in Azerbaijani, cf. St.Az. ugaq ‘1. azyash oglan ya qiz; gocug;

2. oglan ya qiz (korpo, bala)’ (ADIL 4: 241).

35 Lat. multitudo militiae caelestis, the NRSV translates ‘a multitude of the heavenly host’.

% While <k> points to a front stem, <y> indicates a back suffix; obviously the sound
harmony is violated in this instance.

37 Latin altissimis. — L <ougia> [uja], hence the interpretation of G <uja> as [uja], not [{ij4].

uja has velar vowels in Standard Azerbaijani (uca, ADIL 4: 238) and Turkmen (TRS

656), while it has palatal vowels in Turkish (yiice) and several Anatolian, Azerbaijani and

South Oghuz dialects.

The Georgian letter <v> represents the numerical value ‘6.

Without obvious reason with possessive suffix.

The subjunctor ki (from Persian) marks the complete passage malayikldr...aynldilar as an

embedded temporal clause.

<gedarum gorarum> is to translate Lat. transeamus [...] videamus. The Azerbaijani forms

look like 1st person singular forms at first sight, but actually the 1st person singular

(which is inappropriate here) should be <gedaram goraram>, while the 1st person plural

would be <gedaruk goraruk>. As both possible readings imply one wrong letter per word,

31
32

33

34

38
39

41
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(16) tilasuk® geldilir méirysmi buldilar v yosebi vi uayi axiira qoyilmis.

(17) gordiigi** vaxp bildiirdilir* o s6zi onlara deyilmi$ beyiik olandan Gtiiri.

(18) vi hirkim egitdi mat* oldi onlara® ¢obanlarun dediiglirindéin.

(19) miiryam bu sozléri saxlar idi.

(20) &obanlar doniib allaha iikr edéirlir idi o zadlardan®® otiiri ki gordilér vi eSit-
dilir, neji ki* dedi onlara.

the interpretation as 1st person plural, which is adequate in terms of content, is to be
preferred here.
Lat. hoc verbum quod factum est quod fecit Dominus. From the Azerbaijani perspective,
the phrase bizd tayri bildiirin olmis sozi is odd in two respects. First, while the
combination of two participles is principally possible in periphrastic constructions, e.g.
*bildiirmis olduyt, the involvement of the participle -(3))4An in such constructions is very
uncommon in either Azerbaijani or Turkish. Here, rather two independent participles
seem to be intended: olmis for Lat. quod factum est and tayri bildiirin for Lat. quod fecit
Dominus. Secondly, the whole relative clause has an Eastern Turkic appearance, as in
Western Oghuz we would expect the subject of the relative clause to be in the Genitive
case if it is not co-indexed with the head.
 <talasuk> very much looks like Ar. faldsug ‘attachment’ (‘Aneinanderhaften,
gegenseitige Beriihrung, Zusammenhang’, Wehr 1985: 1154), but this renders the passage
difficult to interpret. Here, the English translation as ‘together’ has been attempted.
Another possibility is that <talasuk> is a corruption of some form of Prs. falas ‘confusion,
embarrassment, hurry’, which could comply with Lat. festinantes but would presuppose a
misreading of a model either in Arabic or possibly in Latin script, where <s> and <§> can
be confused. In Georgian script, <s> and <§> look very different.
<gordugini vaxt> does not make sense, while *gérdiigi vaxp does.
<bildilar>. The causative seems more reasonable in terms of content. Greek has
é&yvépoav from yvopilw, which can mean both ‘to make known’ and ‘to recognize’
(Gyorkosy et al. 1993: 210), while the Vulgata has cognoverunt ‘they recognized’ from
cognosco (cf. Finaly 1884: 398-399), which does not make much sense in this context.
The Azerbaijani form could either be a misspelling of *bildiirdilir or a correct translation
of the bad Latin form.
% Prs. mat ‘checkmate’ (ultimately from Ar. mata ‘he died’, root: mwt, Wehr 1985: 1231),
cf. Ottoman Turkish mat gal- ‘to remain silenced, confused, speechless’ (Redhouse 1968:
736).
<u onlara>: The conjunct # does not make sense here.
®  StAz. zad ‘thing’ (‘sey’, ADIL 2: 318). Probably < Ar. dit ‘essence, substance; self;
person’ (Wehr 1985: 435, entry di).
® neja ki ‘as’, lit.: “how-that’. Compare Chaghatay necik kim ‘as’ (for an example, see
Baburnama 129a3). Items composed of a native question word and ki(m) are frequent in
languages in close contact with Persian, cf. Hindi kyoriki ‘because’, lit. “why-that’.
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Literal translation

Chapter 5°°

(1) In those days a decree went out from Emperor Augustus that his whole
country should be registered.

(2) This first writing had been written; Quirinius was the ruler of Syria.

(3) And all of them were going, everybody to his town, in order to be registered.

(4) Joseph went out as well from the town of Nazareth in Galilee to the city of
David in Judea, its name was Bethany (sic), because he was of the offspring and
house of David,

(5) in order to be registered together with his fiancée Mary; she was pregnant.

(6) When they were there, the hour of giving birth was fulfilled.

(7) She gave birth to the first son, wrapped him and put him into a manger, be-
cause there was no place for them where they had settled down.

(8) In that area, shepherds were awake, keeping watch over their flocks in the
night.

(9) The angel of God stood by their side and God’s light fell upon them. They
were very terrified.

(10) The angel said to them: Do not be afraid, I am bringing you a new joy,
which will be for all the people.

(11) Because today your savior has been born, he is Jesus, my Lord, in the city
of David.

(12) And this will be a sign for you: You will find the child wrapped and put into
a manger.

(13) At that time, many heavenly troops became visible with the angel. Praising
God the Exalted one, they were saying:

(14) Greatness to God on high, and peace on earth for those men, of whom his
will is good.

Chapter 6

(15) When the angels went into heaven and left them, the shepherds said to one
another: We go to Bethlehem and see the word that God has made known to us.

(16) Together they came and found Mary and Joseph and the child (which had
been) laid into the manger.

(17) When they saw this, they made known the word said to them about the one
being great,

(18) and everybody who heard this became stunned by the things the shepherds
told them.

(19) Mary treasured these words.

% In text G, the chapters are divided and numbered differently from the common tradition.
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(20) The shepherds returned and thanked God because of the things they had
seen and heard, as he had told it to them.

Abbreviations

Ar. Arabic lit. literally

G  Transcription text in Georgian Ott.Tur. Ottoman Turkish
script, 1739 Prs. Persian

L  Transcription text in Latin script, St.Az. Standard Azerbaijani
Isfahan, before 1687 Tur. Turkish

Lat. Latin
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Mizan. Studien zur Literatur in der islamischen Welt

Herausgegeben von Stephan Guth, Roxane Haag-Higuchi und Mark Kirchner

17:
Essays in Arabic Literary
Biography

17,1: Terri de Young
925-1350

In preparation.

17,2: Joseph E. Lowry,
Devin J. Stewart (Eds.)

1350-1850

2009. Vi, 431 pages, hc
ISBN 978-3-447-05933-6
€68,—(D)/sFr116,-

This volume contains biographical studies
of thirty-eight Arabic literary figures who
lived between 1350 and 1850, a neglected
period of Arabic literary history. The essays
situate the authors and their writings in local
contexts of literary and cultural production,
from Morocco to Iran, India and Indonesia, in
many cases offering the first comprehensive
assessments of their lives and works. What
emerges from the collection as a whole is a
period characterized by institutional change,
competition, conspicuous virtuosity, and
diversity — when Christian and Shiite writ-
ers also played important roles. Although
modern scholarship has seen these cen-
turies as mired in cultural decadence and
decline, the literary figures in this volume
display astonishing inventiveness, both in
their understanding and appropriation of the
Arabic literary tradition as well as in their
many formal innovations.

17,3: Roger Allen (Ed.)

1850-1950

2010. VI, 395 pages, hc
ISBN 978-3-447-06141-4
€68~ (D)/sFr116,—

Essays in Arabic Literary Biography Vol.
3 (1850-1950) is the third and last in this
series of works that select 40 authors from
a particular time period in Arabic literary his-
tory and invite leading experts to contribute
biographical essays on them. In the case of
this final volume, the period involved is that
between the purported earlier phases in the
emergence of a movement of cultural revival
in the 19" century and the Arabic-speaking
world's achievement of independence in the
wake of the conclusion of the Second World
War,

The essays, which discuss authors in a vari-
ety of literary genres and across the spec-
trum of the region concerned — from Iraq in
the East to Tunisia in the West, provide clear
evidence of the gradually changing roles
of the indigenous and the imported
which are an intrinsic feature of the
movement known in Arabic as “al-nahda”
(cultural revival) and the way in which Arab
littérateurs chose to respond to the inspira-
tion that such changes inevitably engen-
dered.

Each essay is complete in and of itself, listing
the author's complete works (and translations
of them), and tracing the different phases of his
or her life through an analysis of the principal
works involved. The essays conclude with a
selected bibliography of reference works.
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www.harrassowitz-verlag.de - verlag@harrassowitz.de
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Ralf Elger, Yavuz Kose (Eds.)
Many Ways of Speaking
About the Self

Middle Eastern Ego-Documents in Arabic,
Persian, and Turkish (14"—20™ Century)

Mizan 18
2010. 223 pages, 10 fig., 4 tables, pb

ISBN 978-3-447-06250-3
€56, (D)/ sFr 96,—

Like other people, Middle Easterners some-
times feel the urge to speak or write about
themselves. They have been and are doing
this in letters, on the margin of books, in
large autobiographical accounts, travelogues
and several other genres of oral and written
texts. This collection of articles edited by
Yavuz Kése and Ralf Elger explores “ego-
documents”, i.e. writings in which an ego
speaks, produced in Arabic, Persian or Turk-
ish between the 14" and the 20" century.
The concept of “ego-document” is applied
for the first time in a larger scale in Middle
Eastern Studies, which in the past devoted
much energy to often futile discussions about
“Oriental individuality”. This volume, more
interested in literary criticism than in the
history of mentalities, may encourage new
viewpoints on a vast and highly varied, but
under-researched branch of Middle Eastern
literatures.

Angelitca Land mann

USBEKISCH

Kurzgrammatik

Angelika Landmann
Usbekisch
Kurzgrammatik

2010. Vi, 131 Seiten, br

ISBN 978-3-447-06289-3
€18,80(D)/ sfr 33,30

Angelika Landmanns Kurzgrammatik erldu-
tert die Grundlagen der usbekischen Sprache
knapp, tbersichtlich und leicht verstandlich.
Die systematisch nach grammatischen Kate-
gorien gegliederten Inhalte werden anhand
von Tabellen und Beispielsatzen aus der
Alltagssprache veranschaulicht. Damit rich-
tet sich die Grammatik sowohl an Personen,
die bereits (iber Kenntnisse des Usbekischen
verfiigen, als auch an linguistisch Interes-
sierte ohne Vorkenntnisse, die sich einen
raschen Uberblick (iber die Strukturen der
Sprache verschaffen wollen. Der Aufbau ist
an Landmanns ebenfalls bei Harrassowitz
erschienener tiirkischer Kurzgrammatik ori-
entiert und erlaubt ein vergleichendes Stu-
dium der beiden Turksprachen.

Zusatzlich enthdlt die Grammatik einen
Anhang mit Ubersichten (iber die haufigsten
Suffixe, die Deklination der Substantive, die
usbekischen Verbformen, die deutschen
Nebensétze und ihre usbekischen Entspre-
chungen sowie ein alphabetisches Vokabel-
verzeichnis und ein Sachregister.
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