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An anchorage for Turkic language studies

Lars Johanson

Johanson, Lars 1997. An anchorage for Turkic language studies. Turkic Languages
1, 3-6.

The journal Turkic Languages is an international periodical devoted to Turkic lan-
guage studies in a broad sense, established to meet the growing scholarly interest in
the languages of the Turkic-speaking world and to promote the development of lin-
guistic Turcology. It is intended to be a common forum for scholars of various theo-
retical orientations, an anchorage for all kinds of serious studies in the field, commit-
ted to both tradition and innovation. It aims at presenting a variety of topics of inter-
est to a wide range of readers. Besides articles, review articles and reviews, Turkic
Languages will contain reports on interesting scholarly activities.

Lars Johanson, Institute for Oriental Studies, Turcology, University of Mainz,
D-55099 Mainz, Germany.

Introducing Turkic Languages

The journal Turkic Languages introduced with this issue aims to be an
international scientific periodical devoted to Turkic language studies in
a broad sense. Its goal is to meet the rapidly increasing scientific
interest in Turkish and other languages of the extensive Turkic family.

While planning this journal, the editors have received highly posi-
tive reactions from numerous scholars in the field. Currently, there is
no central forum for Turcological linguistics, and the existing journals
of Oriental studies can only devote rather limited space to Turkic lan-
guage studies. It is often difficult to find one’s way through the thicket
of periodical literature containing relevant contributions.

Moreover, the last two decades have seen the emergence of strong
currents of Turkish and Turkic language studies outside traditional
Turcology. The lack of a common forum has led to unnecessary barri-
ers between different circles with basically similar scholarly interests.
The results achieved within one group have often remained unknown
to other groups. It is necessary to overcome such hurdles, which have
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seriously hampered Turkic linguistics in its evolution and prevented it
from establishing standards. Many people active in the field have
stressed the need to revive linguistic Turcology in all its aspects.

As a result of recent political developments, Turkic languages of
Central Asia and other areas have attracted considerable general at-
tention. In spite of their growing importance, however, Turkic lan-
guage studies have by no means attained the position they merit. Tur-
cology faces serious problems when trying to cover its enormous field
of study in a reasonable way. Joint efforts of scholars of different ori-
entations are needed to help incorporate Turkic studies into education
systems around the world. It is hoped that Turkic Languages will at
least be able to contribute positively in this direction.

Language studies

Turkic Languages will be concerned with the languages of the entire
Turkic-speaking world and cover descriptive, historical, comparative,
areal, social, typological, acquisitional as well as other aspects. The
scope of interest will not be restricted to linguistic issues in a narrow
sense; however, Turkic language data must play a central role in all
contributions. Discussions on questions of philology, literature, oral
texts, history, etc. are most welcome provided they are based on lan-
guage data. Contributions basically dealing with theoretical issues but
referring to Turkic data will also have a natural place in the journal.

Attention will be paid to genetic, typological and contact relations
with other languages, in particular Altaic (Mongolic, Tungusic, etc.),
Paleoasiatic, Indo-European (Iranian, Slavic, Germanic, Greek, etc.),
Uralic, Chinese. We also invite representatives of neighbouring disci-
plines to submit articles on topics of common interest. In order to set
and maintain high theoretical and methodological standards, linguistic
Turcology needs stimulation “from outside” as well.

Coexistence and exchange of ideas

While the editors do have their own theoretical orientations and pre-
ferences, the journal as such is not committed to any linguistic theory.
The editorial policy will be open-minded rather than dogmatic, the pri-
mary goal being a reasonable qualitative level. We welcome all well-
argued and methodologically sound contributions based on available
knowledge.
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As a result of this flexibility, many readers will certainly find a
good deal of controversial material in the journal, for example, in
questions concerning theory and method or the genetic affiliation of
Turkic languages. Different opinions will be allowed to coexist and
even clash, provided they are properly argued and free from insulting
personal attacks. The diversity that arises when many currents flow
together will certainly stimulate a fruitful exchange of ideas.

Tradition and innovation

It is hoped that the journal will promote the development of Turkic
linguistics by bringing together scholars dealing with Turkic data un-
der different perspectives. The journal is meant to be an anchorage for
all kinds of serious Turkic language studies, a platform where scholars
of different traditions and orientations may come together to talk and
listen to each other, to establish contacts and interconnections. This
should provide for innovation and contribute to the broadening of the
perspectives in a field where there is still so much more to discover.

Tradition is no less important—a certain continuity based on know-
ledge accumulated in the field. The journal would like to contribute to
the development of a certain culture in this respect in order to preclude
“the invention of the wheel” over and over again. Authors are there-
fore asked to try to take notice of previous work relevant for their
topics. It is hoped that the very existence of Turkic Languages will fa-
cilitate the much-desired flow of information.

A path of communication

While Europe-based in the sense of being edlted by a group of Euro-
pean scholars, the journal will be open to contributions from all direc-
tions of the compass. All those engaged in Turkic language studies,
however geographically dispersed, are invited to support the journal by
submitting articles, reviews, etc. Each volume should contain a
balanced mixture of topics that interest a wide range of readers. Since
one goal is to reach a broad international readership, the preferred lan-
guage of publication will be English.
- Turkic Languages will also publish reports on interesting ongoing
scholarly activities (projects, research groups, conferences, etc.), mak-
ing it possible for readers to keep up-to-date on research initiatives.
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The ultimate aim is thus to clear a path of communication through the
landscape of Turkic language studies.



Der neuen Zeitschrift Turkic Languages
zum Geleit

Karl H. Menges

Menges, Karl H. 1997. Der neuen Zeitschrift Turkic Languages zum Geleit.
Turkic Languages 1, 7-13.

In his welcoming address to the new journal, the author gives a short sketch of
the development of Turkic studies and the concomitant attempts of creating an
appropriate periodical of Turkic studies. Interest is focused on the then center of
Turcology in Berlin with its treasures from Turfan, and the small, but efficient
staff of scholars around Willi Bang-Kaup. The author, himself a scholar from the
Berlin circle, experienced the development after Turcology’s first success and, af-
ter World War 1, the increasing material difficulties. The situation in Russia as
well as that in Europe are discussed, and the creation of some Turcological peri-
odicals is given due attention. No attempt at a thorough and complete evaluation
is attempted here.

Karl Heinrich Menges, Orientalisches Institut der Universitdt Wien,
Universitdtsstrafse 7 | 'V, A-1010 Wien, Osterreich.

Wir von der alten Tiirkologengeneration, die wir noch den Begriindern
unserer Wissenschaft zu Fiilen salen, konnen uns sehr gut daran erin-
nern, da3 wir damals, vor 60, 70 Jahren, das Fehlen einer tiirkologi-
schen Zeitschrift als einen groBen MiBstand empfanden. Kurz vor der
Jahrhundertwende sind die Orxon-Inschriften entziffert worden, und
kurz nachher wurden die ersten Turfan-Funde bearbeitet und unter ande-
ren Sprachen das Ujgurische einwandfrei gelesen, das sich alsbald in
seiner ganzen Bedeutung als groBe Kultursprache Central-Asiens, das
nunmehr Tiirkistan geworden war, erkennen lieS. Es gab damals in
Deutschland wie tiberhaupt in Mittel- und West-Europa eine stattliche
Reihe von germanistischen, romanistischen, klassisch-philologischen
Zeitschriften, es gab sogar eine vorziigliche Zeitschrift fiir Slavische
Philologie, auch bedeutende semitistische und aegyptologische, von
welchen einige im Zusammenwirken mit der archaeologischen For-
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schung entstanden waren. Gerade dieser letztere Umstand, die Zusam-
menarbeit von Archaeologie, Philologie und Linguistik, traf fiir die Tiir-
kologie in vorher ungeahnter Bedeutung zu, aber zu der Griindung einer
eigenen Zeitschrift kam es nicht, obwohl der Deutsche Kaiser die For-
schungen in der Oase von Turfan aus seinen privaten Mitteln nachhaltig
unterstiitzte.

Wieso es nie zur Schaffung einer tiirkologischen Zeitschrift kam, ist
mir unbekannt; es 148t sich nur mutmaBen, daBl, wenn es dafiir sachliche
Griinde gab, die Vielschichtigkeit der Turfan-Forschung es nicht zu
einer solchen Griindung kommen lieB3. Es wire damals ohne Zweifel die
beste Losung gewesen, eine Zeitschrift der Turfan-Forschung ins Leben
zu rufen, in welcher nicht nur tiirkologische, sondern auch iranistische,
toxarologische und sinologische Themen behandelt worden wiren. Da
das aber nicht zustandekam, muBlten diese wie auch die tiirkologischen
Arbeiten in allen moglichen Zeitschriften und Serien untergebracht wer-
den. '

So erging es dann der Tiirkologie, dal zwar die Arbeiten iiber zu den
Turfanfunden gehorige Texte und sonstige Materialien von der Preu-
Bischen Akademie der Wissenschaften in Berlin verdffentlicht wurden,
daf} aber Forschungsergebnisse der Tiirkologie, sowohl aus Turfanfun-
den, wie auch aus anderen Quellen, in anderen Zeitschriften oder Serien
veroffentlicht werden muBten, auch nicht selten in solchen, die nicht
hauptsichlich orientalistische waren, wie z.B. Le Muséon in Louvain
oder die Akten der Kgl. Akademie der Wissenschaften in Briissel, in
welchen Willi Bang einige seiner bedeutendsten Studien veroffentlicht
hat, abgesehen von Veroffentlichungen seiner Arbeiten in anderen Zeit-
schriften wie der Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes,
Tirdn, Keleti Szemle u.a., und dann spater den Ungarischen Jahrbii-
chern, die eine ganze Anzahl tiirkologischer Beitrdge von Bang wie auch
seinen Schiilern verdffentlichten. Rein topographisch gesehen, waren
die Ungarischen Jahrbiicher das Nichstliegende, denn sie wurden vom
Ungarischen Institut der Universitit Berlin herausgegeben, in welchem
Bangs Tiirkologische Abteilung wie auch die Finno-Ugrische unterge-
bracht war.

Im Ausland lagen die Dinge sehr @hnlich: nirgends gab es eine speci-
elle tiirkologische Forschungs- und Lehreinrichtung, sogar nicht einmal
in England mit dem Britischen Museum, in welchem ein GroBteil der
von Sir Aurel Stein aus Ost-Tiirkistan eingebrachten Sammlungen zur
Verfiigung stand. Als Universitdtsfach war weder Centralasienkunde
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noch Tiirkologie vertreten. Erst mit und nach dem II. Weltkrieg hat sich
die Lage etwas veridndert, da das Tiirkische, vornehmlich das Alt- und
Neu-Osmanische, immerhin auch als Lehrfach eingerichtet wurde. In
Frankreich mit seiner Tradition von Etudes turques und ihrer Vertretung
an der Sorbonne befate man sich ebenfalls vornehmlich mit dem Os-
manischen, obwohl schon zu Ende des XVIII. Jhdts. auch “turc orien-
tal”, d.h. Cagatajisch, beachtet wurde und Pelliot in der ersten Halfte die-
ses Jahrhunderts grundlegende Forschungen zur Tiirkologie und Mon-
golistik durchgefiihrt hat.

Im Gegensatz zu Deutschland, England und Frankreich hat Ruflland
schon immer, seit seiner Existenz und seiner unmittelbaren Nachbar-
schaft, nicht nur peripherisch und in weiter Ferne, mit tiirkischen und
anderen altajischen Volkern zu tun, im vollen Sinn dieses Begriffs, und
nach der Ausbreitung des Russischen Reiches iiber ganz Nord-Asien
und tief nach Central-Asien hinein wurden die Beziehungen zu altaji-
schen Volkern, vornehmlich den tiirkischen, immer intensiver. Die wis-
senschaftliche Beschiftigung mit ihnen setzte erst im XVIII. Jhdt. mit
einigen Versuchen ein, entwickelte sich aber zu regelrechten tiirkologi-
schen Studien erst mit Castréns Forschungen in Sibirien um die Jahr-
hundertmitte und denen Radloffs von den 1860’ern ab. Das war in RuB3-
land eine ganz andere Situation als in Europa: es war nicht die fast aus-
schlieBliche Beschiftigung mit dem Osmanischen, sondern gleichzeitig
und vordringlich die mit einer Reihe anderer Tiirksprachen, von welchen
das Cagatajische als groBe Literatursprache und als lingua franca nicht
nur in Tiirkistan, sondern auch jenseits seiner Westgrenzen von grofler
Bedeutung war, so dafl sich dadurch notwendigerweise fiir RuBland
neue Interessengebiete erdffneten. In RuBland waren tiirkische Sprachen
Universititsfach von 1811 ab in Kazan, von wo dies 1854 nach St. Pe-
tersburg als Centrum verlegt wurde, und existierte dort auch noch nach
der Umgruppierung zahlreicher wissenschaftlicher Institute 1919 und in
spateren Jahren. In Kazan wurde die Tiirkologie in die Missions-Ab-
teilung der Geistlichen Akademie eingegliedert. Nach seinen wegbe-
reitenden Feldforschungen im Altaj wurde Radloff nach St. Petersburg
berufen, womit der Beginn der wissenschaftlichen tiirkologischen For-
schung in RuBland angesetzt werden kann.

RuBland war mit den /zvestija der Akademie der Wissenschaften in
St. Petersburg / Leningrad, spiter dann in Moskau, und den zahlreichen
anderen Publikationsreihen, Zapiski, SoobSc¢enija, Doklady u.a. Reihen
der Akademie wohl versorgt, aber eine speciell tiirkologische Zeitschrift,
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die auch dort durch die Funde in Tiirkistan und der Mongolei bereichert
worden wire, gab es nicht und schien auch nicht geplant gewesen zu
sein. Ab und zu erschien ein tiirkologischer Shornik (Sammelband),
spiter oft in den Hauptstiidten tiirkischer Republiken wie Samargand,
Taskent, Baku, Ufa oder Kazan, aber erst lang nach Ende des II. Welt-
krieges kam es zur Griindung der Sovetskaja Tjurkologija in Baku, in
der dann tiirkologische Arbeiten aus der gesamten Sovet-Union,
manchmal sogar auch aus dem Ausland, erschienen, und damit einen
gewissen, wenn auch beschrinkten Einblick in den Gang der tiirkologi-
schen Forschung dort erlaubten.

Zuriick nach Berlin: Bang war nicht dazu zu bewegen, die Griindung
einer tiirkologischen Zeitschrift auf sich zu nehmen. Er war damals zu
sehr von seinen ujgurischen Textstudien in Anspruch genommen und
lehnte unser Ansinnen mit dem Hinweis auf sein Alter — er war damals
gerade 60 geworden — und die mit der Griindung einer Zeitschrift ver-
bundenen Miihen ab, was er, wie auch frither schon, mit der Mahnung
abschloB, das miiiten einmal wir Jiingeren in besseren Zeiten unterneh-
men. Es kamen aber Nazismus und Krieg, und noch eine lingere Zeit
nach dem Krieg konnte man nicht an eine solche Griindung denken,
sondern begniigte sich mit den vorhandenen bekannten Publikations-
moglichkeiten.

Der Initiative einiger Gelehrter ist es zu verdanken, dal die Ungari-
schen Jahrbiicher 1952 in neuer Form mit einem auch officiell betricht-
lich erweiterten Forschungsgebiet als Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher unter
die Herausgeberschaft des bisherigen Herausgebers der Ungarischen
Jahrbiicher, Julius von Farkas, und der Schriftleitung von Omeljan
Pritsak ab Band 24 weitergefiihrt wurden. Der Ausbreitung der For-
schung auf den beiden verwandten Sprachgebieten entsprechend sind
die Ural-Altaischen Jahrbiicher im Lauf ihrer weiteren Existenz die ein-
zige mit diesem Aufgabenkreis reichhaltige und umfangreiche Zeitschrift
geworden. Da von den beiden Gebieten vordringlich die Tiirkologie
bearbeitet wurde, — eine Folge der Fachvertretung an den Universititen,
die ja nicht von strikt-wissenschaftlichen Gesichtspunkten bestimmt
war, — hat sich ein groBerer Bedarf an Publikationen auf tiirkologischem
als dem anderer altajischer Sprachen ergeben. Angesichts dieser
Umstiinde konnte der junge Tiirkologe H. Vary nach lingerem Lehr-
und Studienaufenthalt in der Tiirkei die Materialia Turcica 1975 ins
Leben rufen, die somit ihrem Namen gemill die einzige tiirkologische
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Zeitschrift in Deutschland wie auch anderen westlichen Landern wurden
und sich bald allgemeiner Wertschétzung erfreuten.

In Ungarn hatten schon einige Jahre nach dem 1. Weltkrieg Tiirdn
und Keleti Szemle ihr Erscheinen einstellen miissen, und in Deutschland
ist die Mitte der 20’er Jahre gegriindete Zeitschrift Morgenland nicht
iiber das 1. Heft hinausgekommen. Tiirkologische Arbeiten wurden
nach wie vor von allgemein-orientalistischen oder hauptséchlich semiti-
stischen und islamwissenschaftlichen Zeitschriften wie der Zeitschrift
der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, Wiener Zeitschrift fiir
die Kunde des Morgenlandes, Der Islam u.a. veroffentlicht, selten in
weitergespannten Zeitschriften wie Journal Asiatique oder Bulletin of
the School of Oriental (and African) Studies. Der vom Islamwissen-
schaftler Helmut Ritter gegriindete Oriens, der sehr bald von Rudolf
Sellheim weitergefiihrt wurde, konnte sich durch hauptséchlich islam-
wissenschaftliche Beitrdge gut entwickeln. In ihr haben nicht nur semi-
tistische, sondern auch tiirkologische Beitrige Aufnahme gefunden.
Nicht so gliicklich war Le Monde Oriental in Schweden, der die Zeit
des II. Weltkrieges nicht mehr erlebte; er war in Titel und Thematik all-
gemein-orientalistisch und wurde spiter durch Orientalia Suecana er-
setzt, die auch tiirkologische Arbeiten veroffentlichten.

Im Wesentlichen von den Turfan-Forschungen und damit zusam-
menhédngenden Problemen inspiriert war die Griindung des Central
Asiatic Journal im Sommer 1952. Der 1. Halbband erschien 1955, und
die Initiatoren konnen nun auf eine ununterbrochene Reihe von 40 Bin-
den zuriickblicken. Die ganze Anlage dieser Zeitschrift hat schon von
Anfang an fiir ihre Thematik einen groBen Spielraum erlaubt, welcher
ganz dem Charakter der Central-Asien-Forschung allgemein und Turfan
speciell entsprechend die grofle regionale wie auch thematische Weite
der Zeitschrift bedingt. 3

In Polen nahm immer der Rocznik Orientalistyczny und in der CSR,
jetzt CR, das Archiv Orientdlni die Anliegen der Tiirkologie wahr, wih-
rend in Ungarn nach dem II. Weltkrieg meist die Specialabteilungen der
Akademie der Wissenschaften auch fiir die Tiirkologie offenstanden.

Der Balkan hat trotz — oder gerade wegen? — seiner halbtausendjéh-
rigen Beherrschung durch die Osmanen und seiner Bekanntschaft mit
diesen wie mit anderen tiirkischen Volkern und Eroberern auf tiirkologi-
schem Gebiet relativ wenig geleistet. Nur die Bulgaren haben sich ange-
sichts der von ihnen schlieBlich doch anerkannten altajisch-tiirkischen
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Herkunft bis zu einem gewissen, leider doch noch ungeniigenden Grad
mit der Tiirkologie befaf3t.

Die Tiirkei leidet immer noch an einem betréichtlichen Nachholbedarf;
obwohl an Veroffentlichungsmoglichkeiten kein Mangel herrscht, ist die
Zahl und Qualitidt der ausgebildeten Krifte immer noch fiir die Bediirf-
nisse des Landes viel zu gering, was der iiber lange Jahre betriebenen
Bildungspolitik zuzuschreiben ist.

Die Lage der Tiirkologie in Korea und Japan ist in vielen Hinsichten
sui generis und kann daher hier nicht skizziert werden. In keinem der
beiden Lander gibt es tiirkologische Zeitschriften, wohl aber orientalisti-
sche und philologische Reihen, die auch tiirkologische Beitrige bringen,
gelegentlich auch solche mit Bezugnahme auf die eigenen Sprachen.

Die Tiirkologie wurde in den USA im Jahr 1942 an der Columbia
University mit dem Klassisch-Ujgurischen officiell eingefiihrt. Da man
sich im Krieg der Notwendigkeit guter Sprachkenntnisse von vorher
dortzulande selten oder gar nicht betriebenen Sprachen bewufit wurde,
hat sich die Tiirkologie parallel zu den an mehreren Universitéiten einge-
richteten praktischen Kursen (“intensive language courses”) des Neu-
Osmanischen entwickelt. Wihrend nur zwei, spiter drei Universitéten
die Tiirkologie als solche aufrechtzuerhalten bemiiht waren, verschwand
sie nach Kriegsende immer mehr aus dem Interessenkreis der einzelnen
Institute wie leider auch der Geldgeber, so dal} sich die Studenten ande-
ren Fachern wie Slavistik, von der sie oft herkamen, oder Anthropologie
(im Sinne der Ethnologie in Europa) zuwandten. Mit der Emeritierung
der Initiatoren des Faches wurde oft auch das Fach selbst geschlossen.
Immerhin ist es erfreulich, da3 das von Sinasi Tekin begriindete, ab
1976 an Harvard University erscheinende Journal of Turkish Studies
weiterhin existiert und trotz seinem Titel nicht auf das Osmanische be-
schrinkt ist.

In Frankreich mit seinem altbewihrten, reichhaltigen Journal Asiati-
que wurden schlieBlich in den frilhen 70’er Jahren die Turcica. Revue
d’Etudes turques, directeur-fondateur Iréne Mélikoff, an der Universitit
StraBburg ins Leben gerufen.

In RuBland wie auch seinen sovetischen Successorenstaaten hat es
lange Zeit keine einzige tiirkologische Zeitschrift dieses Namens gege-
ben, ohne Zweifel, weil man dort vorziigliche Publikationsméglichkeiten
bei der Akademie der Wissenschaften und ihren Filialen im ganzen
Reich mit vielfiltigen, oft wenig iibersichtlichen Veroffentlichungsrei-
hen auBer und neben den zahlreichen Izvestija, Zapiski, Soobscenija etc.
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und den recht hidufig erscheinenden Shorniki zur Verfiigung hatte.
SchlieBlich wurde in Baku erst 1970 die Sovetskaja Tjurkologija ge-
griindet, in der auf Grund der Lehr- und Forschungstitigkeit in der So-
vet-Union die lebenden Tiirksprachen im Vordergrund standen resp.
stehen. Nach der Wende 1990 lautete der Name der Zeitschrift Tjurko-
logija, die dann aber nicht mehr lang existierte und ab 1994 ihr Erschei-
nen einstellte. Sie erlaubt einen gewissen Einblick in das wissenschaft-
liche Geschehen in der Tiirkologie dort, ist aber, wie auch andere Zeit-
schriften, noch nicht im Stande gewesen, die neugewonnene Freiheit
auch in der Wissenschaft zum Durchbruch zu bringen. Die Thematik ist
daher wie die friiherer Biande noch nicht auf dem Niveau einer echten
wissenschaftlichen Zeitschrift.

Die hier nur kursorisch skizzierte Situation auf dem Gebiet tiirkologi-
scher Zeitschriften ist diejenige, in welche die jetzt von Professor Lars
Johanson gegriindete Zeitschrift Turkic Languages eintreten wird. Sie
ist nach dem Wunsch ihres Begriinders eine vornehmlich sprachwissen-
schaftliche, im besten Sinn dieses Begriffes, vergleichend-historisch,
diachronisch, wie auch rein-beschreibend, synchronisch, auBlerdem lexi-
kologisch und etymologisch, ohne dabei die sprachliche Entwicklung
der neueren und neuen Literatursprachen der einzelnen tiirkischen Vol-
ker unberiicksichtigt zu lassen. Eine Zeitschrift mit derart weitgesteckten
Zielen an der Schwelle des III. Jahrtausends zu begriinden, ist eine sehr
erwiinschte, notwendige und mutige Tat, der die Tiirkologen und Altaji-
sten der Welt entgegensehen und dem Griinder ihre herzlichsten Gliick-
wiinsche fiir die erfolgreiche Durchfiihrung seiner groBen Aufgabe
tibermitteln.



Turkic languages and linguistic typology

Bernard Comrie

Comrie, Bernard 1997. Turkic languages and linguistic typology. Turkic Lan-
guages 1, 14-24.

Turkic languages are frequently cited as examples of languages having particular
typologically interesting properties, such as vowel harmony, agglutinative mor-
phology, left-branching syntactic structure, and nonfinite means of complex sen-
tence formation. However, the very Turkic phenomena that are typically cited in
basic typological handbooks turn out to be even more interesting from a typo-
logical viewpoint when viewed in more detail. Some illustrative examples are
cited to demonstrate this, from the domains of vowel harmony, agglutination,
and relative clause formation.

Bernard Comrie, Department of Linguistics GFS-301, University of Southern
California, Los Angeles, CA 90089-1693, USA.

1. Introduction

At first sight it might seem strange to make a plea, as I shall, for greater
cooperation between the fields of Turkic linguistics and linguistic typo-
logy, because already many features of Turkic languages play an impor-
tant illustrative role in language typology. Thus Turkish is as often as
not the language chosen to illustrate vowel harmony, with examples like
cocuk-lar-imiz child-PL-1PL ‘our children’ versus ev-ler-imiz house-PL-
1PL ‘our houses’ showing that a given word must have either all back
vowels or all front vowels. A linguist wishing to illustrate agglutinative
morphology will as likely as not dip into Lewis (1967: xx) and select an
example like calig-tir-il-ma-mali-y-mis work-CAUS-PASS-NEG-NEC-
COP-INFER ‘they say that s / he ought not to be made to work’. For il-
lustration of left-branching (head-final) word order, a typologist will
probably choose between Japanese and Turkish, the latter being selected,
for instance, by Comrie (1989: 87-91), with the following examples:
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(1) Hasan  oOkiiz-ii  al-du.
Hasan  ox-ACC buy-PST
‘Hasan bought the ox.’

(2)  biiyiik sehir
big city
‘the big city’

3)  kadin-in tavug-u
woman-GEN chicken-3SG
‘the woman’s chicken’

4)  adam igin
man for
‘for the man’

5) (adam-in kadin-a ver-dig-i) patates
man-GEN woman-DAT give-VN-3SG potato
‘the potato (that the man gave to the woman)’

An example like 5 (where the brackets mark clause boundaries) from
Turkish is more likely than not to be used to illustrate nonfinite means of
combining clauses into complex sentences.

In fact, each of the phenomena mentioned above, and many other
features of Turkic languages as well, turn out to be much more interest-
ing from a typological viewpoint once one starts to examine them in
more detail, noting not only the finer points of individual Turkic lan-
guages, but also the finer differences among Turkic languages, and also
some differences between Turkic and some other languages, differences
that are not obvious from the gross observations that examples like 1-5
are typically used to illustrate. In sections 2-4 below, I shall examine
three of these phenomena, namely vowel harmony, agglutinative mor-
phology, and the Turkic relative clause as illustrated in 5.

2. Vowel harmony

While Turkish or some other Turkic language is frequently used to il-
lustrate vowel harmony, the Turkic languages in fact illustrate only one
type of vowel harmony, namely vowel harmony where the vowels of
affixes are affected by the vowel of the stem, more strictly in Turkic,



16 Bernard Comrie

given the suffixing nature of the languages, where the vowels of suf-
fixes are affected by the last vowel of the stem. Note that this more pre-
cise formulation—requiring, of course, still further precision to cover all
cases—requires us to consider also the exceptions to vowel harmony, as
when the plural of Turkish elma ‘apple’ is elma-lar, not *elma-ler, the
back / front quality of the suffix vowel being conditioned by the back /
front quality of the last stem vowel, neglecting the quality of preceding
vowels.

A radically different kind of vowel harmony, called dominant / reces-
sive vowel harmony, is illustrated by Chukchi, a language of the Chu-
kotka peninsula in Russia’s Far East. In Chukchi the vowels form
dominant / recessive pairs e; / i, 0 / u, a / e;. As in Turkic languages,
words often consist of several morphemes, and all the vowels of a word
must belong to the same vowel harmony class. If at least one morpheme
in a Chukchi word has a dominant vowel, all other vowels in the word
must shift to their dominant counterpart. For instance, the lexical mor-
pheme milg- ‘match’ is recessive, while the lexical morpheme poyg-
‘spear’ is dominant. The essive case suffix -u is recessive, while the
comitative suffix -(2)ma is dominant. (The comitative suffix requires the
co-presence of the recessive prefix ge,-, though this will be omitted
from the following discussion, for the sake of ease of presentation).
Combining these morphemes together gives us: recessive + recessive
(no change) milg-u ‘as a match’; dominant + recessive (change in the se-
cond morpheme) poyg-o ‘as a spear’; (recessive +) recessive + dominant
(change in the first morpheme) ga-melg-ama ‘with a match’; (recessive
+) dominant + dominant (no change): ga-poyg-ama ‘with a spear’. In
other words, in the Chukchi type of vowel harmony the vowels of roots
are just as likely to have to change in combination as are the vowels of
affixes, since certain vowels are dominant by nature of their phonetic
quality, and not, as in Turkic languages, by virtue of their position in the
morphological structure of the word.

Another issue that concerns Turkic vowel harmony from a typologi-
cal and theoretical viewpoint is the proper treatment of exceptions to
vowel harmony. The general problem of the proper treatment of excep-
tions remains one of the great unsolved controversies of phonological
theory, with two diametrically opposed approaches. One, characteristic
particularly of generative phonology in the 1960s and illustrated for
Turkish by Lees (1961), assumes that morphemes should be given an
abstract underlying representation so that phonological rules can operate
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regularly. The other assumes that such abstract phonological representa-
tions should be disallowed, the exceptional nature being described in
some other way, for instance by means of lexical exception features.
Abstractness was a major issue in phonological theory in the 1960s and
1970s, and although it is no longer at the forefront of theoretical pho-
nological discussion, it should not be thought that the problem has been
solved. Rather, phonological theorists have turned to other problems,
such as the relation between regular phonological alternations and articu-
latory phonetics, problems where the issue of abstractness tends not to
arise.

While the problem of abstractness arises in the analysis of vowel har-
mony in many Turkic languages, a particularly interesting case is pre-
sented by Uyghur, as a result of various historical changes, in particular
the merger of the front vowel i and the back vowel i. The analysis pre-
sented in Hahn (1991: 45-52) is abstract, and thus represents kiymd-
‘not wear’ as /kiy-mA-/ wear-NEG, but giy-ma ‘not cut’ as /qiy-mA-/
cut-NEG, following the usual convention of using capital letters to repre-
sent vowel archiphonemes in suffixes, i.e. the surface vowel distinction
in the suffix syllable is represented underlyingly as a vowel distinction
in the stem syllable. The umlauting of the stem vowels @ and & before a
following i (also i on the abstract analysis) gives rise to further possible
applications of abstract representations, as when beriskd ‘to the giving’
and berisqga ‘to the going’ are distinguished as /bar-IS-GA/ and /bar-I§-
GA/, with the surface distinction again falling on a vowel different from
the one that marks the distinction underlyingly. (The vowel of the suffix
/-I§/ is actually epenthetic on Hahn’s analysis, but this does not affect the
question at issue.) A further complication is added by the fact that
instances of 7 arising through raising do not trigger umlaut, so that sur-
face a appears before surface i in barimdn ‘1 will go’, underlyingly /bar-
a#min/ (with mdn part of a new vowel harmony domain). The complex
interaction of these phonological alternations, leading to the opaqueness
of many of the environments originally responsible for individual alter-
nations and elegantly described by Hahn using the abstract approach,
would be worthy of attention by any phonologist interested in either the
theoretical issue of abstractness or the typology of exceptions to vowel
harmony.
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3. Agglutinative morphology

The agglutinative nature of Turkic morphology, both derivational and in-
flectional, is well known to typologists, as is its contrast with fusional
morphological systems such as that of Russian, and indeed a compari-
son similar to 6 below is given in Comrie (1989: 44):

6) Turkish Russian

adam ‘man’ lipa ‘lime-tree’

SG PL SG PL
NOM adam adam-lar lip-a lip-y
ACC adam-1 adam-lar-1  lip-u lip-y
GEN adam-in adam-lar-in  lip-y lip-0
DAT adam-a adam-lar-a  lip-e lip-am
LOC adam-da adam-lar-da lip-e lip-ax

(Both paradigms are partial.) In Turkish, we find constant realization
(subject to purely phonological variation such as vowel harmony) of the
plural morpheme and of the case morphemes, while in Russian number
and case are fused into non-segmentable case—-number morphemes, like
accusative singular -u and dative plural -am. The agglutinative nature of
Turkish morphology is further illustrated by such words as c¢alis-tir-il-
ma-mali-y-mug, cited in section 1.

But a question that always arises with morphological typology is:
Can we go any further with typological morphological distinctions of
this kind? What follows from such differences among languages? For at
least part of the answer to this question, we must turn to two perhaps
surprising areas, namely first language acquisition and language contact.

One of the most solid and interesting results from the cross-linguistic
study of first language acquisition is that agglutinative morphology, as in
Turkic languages, is much easier to acquire than is fusional morphology,
as in the morphologically more conservative Indo-European languages
like the Slavic languages. As noted by Slobin (1986: 275), children
acquiring Turkish as a first language have fully mastered nominal
inflection by the end of their second year, whereas children acquiring a
language with fusional inflection, such as Serbo-Croatian, never master
the nominal inflection system by the end of their second year. It is rare
that one can make a decisive claim about a language or some part of a
language being more or less complex than another language or the cor-
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responding part of another language, but here we have a clear case, at
least judging on the evidence from first language acquisition, that ag-
glutinative morphology is simpler than fusional morphology. (This, of
course, still leaves open the question of whether one can measure the
relative complexity of entire languages, or whether simplification in one
area is likely to be matched by complexity in some other.)

In his study of language contact involving Turkic languages, Johan-
son (1992) notes that the agglutinative (as opposed to fusional) nature of
the morphology of Turkic languages has proved an “attractive” property
for borrowing, as can be seen that a number of languages in contact with
Turkic languages have become more agglutinative, less fusional, in the
aftermath of this contact. A nice example is provided by the comparison
of nominal declension in Classical Armenian and Modern Eastern Ar-
menian, as in 7, using the noun ban ‘word, thing’; only the forms of the
nouns are cited, omitting prepositions, etc. that are conventionally cited
in Armenian paradigms:

(@) Old Armenian Modern Eastern Armenian
SG PL SG PL
NOM ban ban-k' ban ban-er
DAT bhan- i ban-ic* ban-i ban-er-i
ABL  ban-é ban-ic’ ban-ic’ ban-er-ic’
INS  ban-iw ban-iw-k* ban-ov ban-er-ov
LOC  ban-i ban-s ban-um ban-er-um

Of the number-case forms cited, in Classical Armenian only the instru-
mental plural is agglutinative in structure, whereas in Modern Eastern
Armenian all the plural forms are transparently agglutinative, as in Turk-
ish.

However, Johanson goes on to note that while, given a choice be-
tween agglutination and fusion, agglutination seems to be the more at-
tractive, when faced with long agglutinative strings like ¢alis-tir-1l-ma-
mali-y-nug, languages in contact with Turkic have refused to adopt such
extremes, i.e. such long agglutinative strings have not proven to be at-
tractive. The crucial distinction can be captured using Sapir (1921)’s
indices of fusion and of synthesis. Turkish has a low index of fusion,
i.e. morphemes are usually readily segmentable, and this is more attrac-
tive than a high index of fusion, as in a fusional language. Turkish also
has a high index of synthesis, i.e. words on average consist of a rela-
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tively large number of morphemes, and this is unattractive relative to a
low index of synthesis. In other words, what seems to be attractive is a
low index of fusion combined with a low index of synthesis. It would
be interesting, incidentally, to see if this same unattractiveness of a high
index of synthesis in language contact also translates into the require-
ment of a longer time for first language acquisition. Such information as
I have suggests that it does not, i.e. that children acquiring Turkish as a
first language do not experience any undue problems with long strings
of morphemes like ¢alis-tir-1l-ma-mali-y-mig, so that there seems to be
an interesting research area teasing out the factors that lead to different
evaluations of “attractiveness” for differences of morphological typology
under the differing conditions of language contact and first language
acquisition.

4. Relative clauses

Turkish relative clauses, as in 5, repeated here as 8, have a number of ty-
pologically interesting properties, but there is one in particular that will
interest here, namely the absence of any pronominal element in the rela-
tive clause referring back (or forwards) to the head noun, as in the liter-
ary English construction of 9 with the relative pronoun whom, or the
colloquial English construction of 10 with the personal pronoun it:

8) (adam-in kadin-a ver-dig-i) patates
man-GEN woman-DAT give-VN-3SG potato
‘the potato (that the man gave to the woman)’

) the man (whom I saw)
(10)  the road (that I don’t know where it leads)

The question arises as to how to analyze relative clauses like 8, with no
pronominal reference to the head noun within the relative clause. At least
two major possibilities offer themselves. First, one could analyze them
in a manner similar to that for the types illustrated in 9-10, claiming that
at some level of analysis there is a direct object noun phrase in the rela-
tive clause, but that this has a zero realization. Alternatively, one could
claim that at no level of representation does the relative clause of 8 have
a direct object, and that the precise relation between the modifying clause



Turkic languages and linguistic typology 21

and the head noun is established by pragmatic, rather than syntactic
means.

This second analysis is proposed for the seemingly very similar con-
struction of Japanese (11) by Matsumoto (1988):

(11) (gakusei ga kat-ta)  hon
student NOM buy-PST book
‘the book (that the student bought)’

A striking piece of evidence in its favor in Japanese is that one can have
modifying-clause structures that are superficially identical to 11 but
which cannot receive an interpretation with a “missing” noun phrase in
the modifying clause, as in 12:

(12) (sakana ga yvake-ru) nioi
fish NOM cook-PRS smell
‘the smell (of fish cooking)’

(Yakeru in 12 is an intransitive verb; a literal translation into pseudo-
English would be ‘the smell that fish cooks’.) Another factor in its favor
is that the basic structure of 11 does not change if one relativizes on
some constituent other than the direct object, e.g. the subject, as in 13:

(13) (hon o kat-ta)  gakusei
book ACC buy-PST student
‘the student (who bought the book)’

How do Turkic languages measure up against the typological split
between languages like Japanese, where there is evidence against po-
siting a “deleted” noun phrase in modifying clauses, and languages like
English, where there is clear evidence for such an analysis—in the case
of English in the form of an overtly realized pronoun? As shown in
more detail in Comrie (forthcoming), on the basis of work assisted by
students of Turkic languages at the University of Mainz, Turkic lan-
guages seem to fall into two groups, the one behaving like Japanese, the
other like English; the latter group, which includes Turkish, does so
despite the absence of an overt pronominal element. One of the lan-
guages belonging to the first group is Karachay-Balkar. In Karachay-
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Balkar, as in Japanese, the same relative clause construction is used for
relativizing on both subjects, as in 14, and on direct objects, as in 15:

(14) (kitab-i al-yan) oquwiu
book-ACC  buy-PRT student
‘the student (who bought the book)’

(15) (oquwcu al-yan) kitap
student buy-PRT book
‘the book (that the student bought)’

Karachay-Balkar also uses the same basic construction in examples par-
alleling Japanese 12:

(16) (et  bis-gdn) iyis
meat cook-PRT  smell
‘the smell (of meat cooking)’

Turkish, however, uses different constructions depending (approximate-
ly) on whether a subject or a non-subject is relativized, with a participial
construction as in 17 for a subject and a verbal noun construction as in
18 for a non-subject:

(7))  (kitab-1 al-an) ogrenci
book-ACC  buy-PRT student
‘the student (who bought the book)’

(18) (ogrenci-nin al-dig-1) kitap
student-GEN buy-VN-3SG book
‘the book (that the student bought)’

Moreover, Turkish does not allow the construction as in 16.

In other words, detailed consideration of Turkic relative clauses sug-
gests that a typological “isogloss” runs through the Turkic languages,
with languages like Karachay-Balkar on the one hand following a pat-
tern that is widespread in Asia, while other languages like Turkish fol-
low a pattern—namely sensitivity to the syntactic position that is rela-
tivized on—that is typical of European languages, even if the Turkish
construction in more superficial respects, such as the absence of pro-
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nominal reference to the head within the relative clause, resembles that of
other Turkic languages rather than that of mainstream European lan-
guages. Whether the Turkish pattern reflects the historical interaction of
Turkic and European syntactic patterns would be a subject worthy of
further study.

5. Conclusion

In this article, 1 have tried to show that cooperation between Turkic lin-
guistics and typological linguistics must go beyond just scratching the
surface of the typological properties of Turkic languages. Yet in these
few remarks I have in turn been able only to scratch the surface of these
further possibilities for cooperation between the two fields. It is my hope
that future contributions to Turkic Languages will develop this coopera-
tion further.

Abbreviations

ABL ablative NEG negative
ACC accusative PASS passive
CAUS causative PL plural
cop copula PRS present
DAT dative PRT participle
GEN genitive PST past
INFER inferential SG singular
INS instrumental VN verbal noun
NEC necessitative
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The Sun-Language Theory, which saw Turkish as the most ancient of languages,
was the brain-child of Atatiirk, himself an enthusiastic amateur etymologist. His
motive in launching the theory is still disputed among Turkish scholars. Was it
to justify abandoning the campaign to replace the Arabic and Persian words in the
Turkish vocabulary with native equivalents, once it had become clear that these
were not always possible to find? Was it to legitimize the fashionable pastime of
concocting Turkish etymologies for manifestly non-Turkish words? The article
suggests that he launched the theory simply because he believed in it.

Geoffrey L. Lewis, St Antony’s College, Oxford OX2 6JF, Great Britain.

Readers of Turkic Languages, especially those acquainted with Uriel
Heyd’s masterly little book (Heyd 1954), will know something of the
tragicomic story of Turkish language reform. The present article enlarges
on one chapter in that story.

Atatiirk’s purpose in putting his personal authority and the power of
the State behind the reform was to rid Turkish of its Arabic and Persian
vocabulary. In 1932 the S6z derleme seferberligi—word-collection mo-
bilization—was started, in order to find native equivalents for all the
words doomed to oblivion. After some months, when the impossibility
of the task had become obvious, it was announced that words, whatever
their origin, that were current among the people, were to be regarded as
Turkish. This sensible provision, however, could have made little im-
pression on those reformers who had chosen the opposite course, which
was to devise Turkish etymologies for Arabic words. Atay (1965, 1969:
478) tells of a discussion at a meeting of the Dictionary Commission
about possible replacements for hiikiim ‘judgment’:
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“Naim Hazim Hoca was sitting on my right, Yusuf Ziya on my left. I said,
“There’s no equivalent for it. Let’s keep it.” They both replied ‘Impossible!’ I
turned to my right and said, ‘Professor, you say that the origin of Arabic is
Turkish. You claim as originally Turkish any word we cite from the Koran.” I
turned to my left. ‘And you, Professor, maintain that all languages derive
from Turkish. You resort to all kinds of dodges to show that the French
chambre is derived from oda. And now, when it comes to a word like
hiikiim, which has entered into village speech, the two of you dig your toes
in.” We had quite an argument. After the meeting, I met my friend Abdiilkadir
in the upper corridor of Dolmabahge Palace. He it was who had once said to
me, ‘I know most of the dialects of the Asian Turks. I also understand the
dialect spoken by people like you and Yakup Kadri. If there’s one dialect 1
can’t make head or tail of, it’s the dialect of the Turkish Language Society.’
On this occasion he said, ‘You look worried. Tell me what words are
bothering you and I'll find Turkish origins for them.” ‘Well,” T replied,
‘there’s this word hiikiim.” ‘Don’t worry,” he said, ‘tomorrow we’ll make
hiikiim Turkish.” Next day he quietly put into my hand a slip of paper on
which he had noted that some dialects had a word 6k ‘intellect’, and that in
several of them it took the form #ik. I had myself discovered that in Yakut
there was a word-building suffix éim. The rest was easy: ik plus iéim had in the
course of time become hiikiim. When the meeting began, I said, ‘Hiikiim is
Turkish,” and gave a full account of what I had learned, which reduced the two
Professors to silence. We had laid the foundations of the science of—I won’t
say fakery, but flim-flam. [Uydurma demiyeyim de yakistirmacilik ilminin
temelini atmigtik.] That evening I gave Atatiirk a report on the Commission’s
proceedings and he was delighted that we had won so important a word by
this fabrication. What he wanted us to do was to leave as many words in the

language as possible, so long as we could demonstrate that they were
Turkish.”

Atatiirk, that is to say, was satisfied that Aiikiim could be reprieved

now that it had been provided with a Turkish pedigree. Although he
amused himself by finding Turkish etymologies for foreign words, he
did not really believe that all languages derive from Turkish; the conse-
quence of such a belief would have been to retain all the Arabic and Per-
sian elements in the language, which was the opposite of his intention.
So for a short time he seized on the éztiirkge—‘pure Turkish’—words
produced by the reformers and used them in his speeches and letters.
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Turks refer to the speech he made on 3 October 1934, at a banquet in
honour of the Swedish Crown Prince and Princess, as baysal utkulu
nutuk, the speech characterized by baysal utkusu, this expression stand-
ing out as the oddest of all. It contains three French words, Altes Ru-
vaydl and Prenses, and only one word of Arabic origin, tarih ‘history’
(or two if we count #iim ‘all’). It also contains some startling neolo-
gisms. Here is a sample sentence (full text and glossary in Levend 1972:
424-426):

“Avrupanin iki bitim ucunda yerlerini berkiten uluslarimiz, ata¢ 6zliikerinin
tiim 1ssilar1 olarak baysak, 6niirme, uygunluk kildacilar olmus bulunuyorlar;
onlar, bugiin, en giizel utkuyu kazanmiya aniklamyorlar: baysal utkusu.”—
‘Our nations, which hold firm their places at the two extremities of Europe, in
full possession of their ancestral qualities have become the agents of
tranquillity, progress and harmony; today they are preparing to win the most
beautiful victory of all: the victory of peace.’

The speech was composed in Ottoman and then translated into
oztiirkce. An eyewitness (Tankut 1963: 125) noted that Atatiirk deliver-
ed it “with the awkwardness of a schoolboy who has just begun to
read”. This self-inflicted injury must have vexed him greatly, for he was
a proud man and a master of his own language, possessing the rare gift
of being able to extemporize lengthy Ottoman periods of the kind that
others might struggle for hours to compose. One can only imagine his
mortification, after all the effort he had invested in the language reform.
And then there appeared a deus ex machina: along came Kvergic.

Some time in 1935, Atatiirk received a 47-page typescript in French,
entitled “La Psychologie de quelques éléments des langues turques”, by
a Dr Hermann F. Kvergi¢ of Vienna. The theme was that man first real-
ized his own identity when he conceived the idea of establishing what
the external objects surrounding him were. Language first consisted of
gestures, to which some significant sounds were then added. Kvergi¢
saw evidence for his view in the Turkish pronouns. M indicates oneself,
as in men the ancient form of ben ‘I’, and elim ‘my hand’. N indicates
what is near oneself, as in sen ‘you’ and elin ‘your hand’. Z indicates a
broader area, as in biz ‘we’ and siz ‘you’. Further, Kvergi¢ considered
that Turkish was the first human language to take shape. Nothing could
have been more timely.
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Two months before, a copy of the paper had been sent to Ahmet Ce-
vat Emre, the chairman of the grammar section of Tiirk Dil Kurumu, the
Language Society, who after a cursory examination dismissed it as un-
substantiated and worthless. Atatiirk was more impressed, partly be-
cause having discussed it with Emre he suspected that the latter’s rejec-
tion of it was due to his seeing in Kvergi¢ a potential rival. “To me,” he
said, “the psychological analyses look important.” He thought that
primitive man might well have given vent to exclamations like “Aaa!”
and “Ooo!” and that language could have emerged from utterances of
this kind. He passed the paper on to Ibrahim Necmi Dilmen, the secre-
tary-general of the Language Society, and said, “It looks important; have
it evaluated.” Dilmen talked it over with Hasan Resit Tankut, Naim
Hazim Onat and Abdiilkadir inan, who saw merit in the psychological
analyses (Emre 1960: 342-346). The result of Atatiirk’s subsequent
lucubrations, aided by these and others of the staff of the Society, was
Giines-Dil Teorisi, the Sun-Language Theory, which saw the beginning
of language as the moment when primitive man looked up at the sun and
said “Aaa!”

That vocable, ag in Turkish spelling, was the “first-degree radical of
the Turkish language”. It originally meant sun, then sunlight, warmth,
fire, height, bigness, power, god, master, motion, time, distance, life,
colour, water, earth, voice. As man’s vocal mechanisms developed,
other vowels and consonants became available, each with its own shade
of meaning. Because the primeval exclamation was shouted, and it is
obviously easier to begin a shout with a vowel than with a consonant,
any word now beginning with a consonant originally began with a
vowel, since abraded. The words yagmur ‘rain’, ¢camur ‘mud’ and ha-
mur ‘dough’, for example, are compounded of agmur ‘flowing water’
preceded by ay ‘high’, a¢ ‘earth’ and ah ‘food’ respectively. (The reader
is urged not to waste time searching the dictionary for the last four
words.)

The Third Language Congress (Dil Kurultay1), in 1936, was domi-
nated by what Heyd (1954: 34), with admirable restraint, refers to as
“this amazing theory”. Atatiirk’s responsibility for the theory is not dis-
puted, though clearly he did not do all the donkey-work. Dil4gar (1963:
50) says that the paper on the application of the analytical method of the
theory, described in the agenda as the work of Ismail Miistak Mayakon,

who read it to the Congress on 27 August 1936, was wholly due to Ata-
tiirk.
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The first hint of what was coming was in a paper entitled “The sun,
from the point of view of religion and civilization” presented on the first
day by Yusuf Ziya Ozer. The theory was mentioned only at the very
end:

“It must be seen as quite natural that the sun, which plays so important a part
in human culture, has ... exercised no less influence on language too ... We
should therefore take pride in the fact that the Sun-Language Theory has been
propounded as a product of the Turkish scientific outlook, which has been
linked to the sun since time immemorial.”

Dilmen began the next day with a lengthy outline of the theory, prov-
ing, among other things, the identity of English god, German Gott and
Turkish kut ‘luck’. The proof is simple enough: Gott is 0og + ot, god is
0g + od, kut is uk + ut. He avoids explaining the second ¢ of Gott by
spelling it with only one . Similar moonshine was delivered on that sec-
ond day and three following days, the sixth day being given over to the
foreign scholars.

Space does not permit a full examination of the material presented to
the Third Congress, much as one would like to go into the content of
papers with such intriguing titles as Tankut’s ‘“Palaeosociological lan-
guage studies with panchronic methods according to the Sun-Language
Theory” and Dilacar’s “Sun-Language Anthropology”. Emre’s contri-
bution, however, deserves a word, because Ziircher (1985: 88) describes
him as “I’un des rares linguistes un peu sérieux de la Société”.

Although Emre had expressed his contempt for Kvergi¢’s “La Psy-
chologie de quelques éléments des langues turques”, a work which was
not devoid of sense, he was wildly enthusiastic about the Sun-Language
Theory. At the Third Congress he presented a paper called “Terminoloji
ve Giines-Dil Teorisi” (TDK 1937: 190-209), mostly on the origin of
the French borrowings filozofi, filozof and filozofik, all of them com-
monly supposed to be from the Greek phil- ‘to love’ and sophia
‘wisdom’. Having learned that the etymology of Greek phil- was doubt-
ful, he had evidently decided that the word was his to do with as he
would, to the following effect.

“As the Sun-Language Theory shows, no word originally began with a
consonant, so the first syllable of filozof was if or ef, and in its primitive
form ip or ep. Now ip or ep in Turkish meant ‘reasoning power’ [this is no
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better founded than his preceding assertions]. Further, the Greek phil- is
supposed to mean ‘to love’ or ‘to kiss’.”

Emre rejected the first sense, because Aristotle used sophia alone for
‘philosophy’, so the philo- could only be an intensifying prefix, having
nothing to do with love. On the other hand he accepted the second sense,
because ip, besides meaning ‘reasoning power’, was clearly the same as
the Turkish dp- ‘to kiss’. Next, the original form of philo- was ipil-, the
function of the il being “to broaden the basic meaning of the ip”, and this
was obviously the same word as bil- ‘to know’. As for sophia, that did
indeed mean wisdom; compare sag ‘sound, intelligent’ and sav ‘word,
saying’. In short, filozofi, filozof and filozofik were Turkish, so there was
no need to create replacements for them.

The impact of the theory on books and articles published during its
brief reign is easily recognized. Turning the pages of Inan’s book
(1936), for example, you see it to be a compendium of notes mainly on
the history of the language and on its dialects, particularly that of the
Kirghiz. Then, after a discussion of various views on the etymology of
the name, you come across the following and know you have left the
realm of scholarship for the land of the Sun-Language Theory:

) @ 3 “
Kirgiy (k + Ir + 12 + 1y)
Kirgiz (ik + Ir + 1g + 1Z)

This table purports to show the components of the words Kirgiz and
kirgty, the latter being the Kazak-Kirghiz word for falcon, a bird which
may have been the Kirghiz tribal totem. Then comes the analysis. Ik is
the first-degree principal root, representing abrupt motion, i+ confirms
the root meaning, :g is the object or subject over which the abrupt mo-
tion recurs, while 1y is the expression and nominalization of this. The
first three elements of Kirgiz and kirgty are identical in form and mean-
ing, but one of the final elements ends in y, the other in z. The explana-
tion is that the function of zy was to turn the word into a noun. In the
totemistic period all surrounding subjects and objects were the same, but
once the concepts of distance and the individual had emerged, all such
subjects and objects, starting from the centre, the ego, were expressed by
the element z. To his credit, Inan at this point loses interest in the Sun-
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Language Theory and goes on to talk about his experiences among the
Kirghiz.

Atatiirk’s faith in his theory must have been shaken by the reactions
of the foreign guests at the 1936 Congress, a distinguished group in-
cluding Alessio Bombaci, Jean Deny, Friedrich Giese, Julius Németh,
Sir Denison Ross and Ananiasz Zajaczkowski. One, variously referred
to as Bartalini, Baltarini and Balter, and variously described as Lector
and Professor in Latin and Italian at Istanbul University, mentioned it
tactfully in the course of a graceful tribute to Atatiirk and the new Tur-
key:

“La théorie de la langue-Soleil, par son caractére universel, est une preuve
nouvelle de la volonté de la Turquie de s’identifier toujours davantage avec la
grande famille humaine.”

Four of them did not mention it at all in their addresses to the Congress
or subsequent discussion, two thought it “interesting”. One agreed that
all human speech had a common origin, but saw that origin in Sumerian
rather than Turkish. Two wanted more time to think about it. The only
foreign guest to swallow it whole was Kvergi¢, who volunteered the
etymology of unutmak ‘to forget’:

“Its earliest form was ug+un+ut+um+ak. Ug, ‘discriminating spirit, intelli-
gence’, is the mother-root. The n of un shows that the significance of the
mother-root emerges into exterior space. The ¢ / d of ut is always a dynamic
factor; its role here is to shift the discriminating spirit into exterior space. The
m of um is the element which manifests and embodies in itself the concept of
the preceding ug-un-ut, while ak completes the meaning of the word it fol-
lows and gives it its full formulation. After phonetic coalescence, the word
takes its final morphological shape, unutmak, which expresses the transference
of the discriminating spirit out of the head into the exterior field surrounding
the head; this is indeed the meaning the word conveys.” (TDK 1937: 333)

About Atatiirk’s motive in launching the theory, opinions differ. Did
he deliberately take up Kvergi¢’s idea of the antiquity of Turkish and
develop it in order to justify ending the purge of words of Arabic and
Persian origin?

Karaosmanoglu (1963: 110) saw in the theory “a concern with seek-
ing a new shape, a middle way, for his attitude to language”. Hatiboglu
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(1963: 20) is more explicit: Atatiirk put the theory forward to end the
impossible situation in which satisfactory replacements could not be
found for words that were being expelled from the language.

Banarli (1972: 310-311) is of the same opinion:

“Atatiirk tried 6ztiirkge and took a personal part in the efforts in this direction.
As the experiment advanced, however, this same Atatiirk saw quickly and
clearly what sort of impasse the Turkish language and Turkish culture had
been dragged into by those vying with each other to bastardize the whole
thing. Eventually he took upon himself the duty of rectifying the situation
and, by a stroke of tactical genius, availed himself of the Sun-Language
Theory to drop the oztiirk¢e experiment.”

So is Ercilasun (1994: 89):

“The conclusion emerging from all these brochures and articles written by
Atatiirk is this: one of his aims when launching the Sun-Language Theory
was to give up excessive purification and to ensure the survival in the lan-
guage of such words as millet ‘nation’, miihim ‘important’ and sabah ‘morn-

) ’

ing’ ...
Ertop’s (1963: 90) view is quite different:

“Those who assert that the Sun-Language Theory was used by Atatiirk in
order to limit the purification are overlooking Atatiirk’s personality. He never
refrained from acting decisively and radically in any matter which he believed
might affect the good of the nation ... He did not use the theory as a means of
turning the clock back; had he believed in the necessity for such a move, he
would have made his ideas plain, openly and directly.”

This argument has some force, but it is harder to accept Ertop’s sub-
sequent remarks, which reflect the views of the many adherents of the
old Language Society' who refuse to believe that Atatiirk abandoned the
campaign to “purify” everyday speech. He goes on to offer what he calls
clear proof that the theory was not advanced with the aim of slowing the

! That is, the Society as it was before 1983, when it was in effect nationalized as

part of a new Atatiirk Cultural, Linguistic and Historical Institution linked to the
Prime Minister’s office.
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pace of language reform: (a) work on the reform went on after the
theory was propounded, (b) technical terminology continued to be put
into pure Turkish, and (c) Atatiirk busied himself with linguistic
concerns almost until his death. While all three statements are accurate,
they are irrelevant to the question of whether or not Atatiirk had tired of
the campaign to purge the general vocabulary and concocted the Sun-
Language Theory to justify abandoning it. The basis of all three items of
“proof” is the fact that, while he sometimes tried his hand at finding
oztiirkce equivalents for items of general vocabulary, his overriding
concern was with technical terms.

Heyd’s statement (1954: 36) that the Sun-Language Theory gradually
faded out after Atatiirk’s death needs to be modified; the theory had al-
ready begun to fade out during his lifetime, and interest in it evaporated
the moment he died. Tankut says (1963: 125) that the theory was carried
to excess by people out to make a name for themselves, and Atatiirk
eventually abandoned it. There are several pieces of evidence that he was
still interested in it in 1937. One is Ozden’s testimony (see next para-
graph) that the topic was still alive in March of that year, another is that
Atatiirk was still corresponding with Kvergi¢ in September 1937. A
third is that in that month the seventeenth session of the Congres Inter-
national d’Anthropologie was to be held in Bucharest, and Atatiirk de-
cided that a Turkish delegation should go there to make the theory
known to the learned world (Tankut 1963: 123-125). According to a
report subsequently presented to Atatiirk, the paper was well received,
but as the proceedings of the congress were never published this cannot
be confirmed.

Akil Muhtar Ozden was a highly respected medical man who served
on the Language Commission (Dil Komisyonu). Among his notes on a
session held on 8 March 1937 are these (Tevfikoglu 1994: 100-113):

“Atatiirk at once began to deal with the question of technical terms. He asked
what I had been doing. I told him I was working on the lines he had indicated
and that I was having difficulty in applying Sun-Language to abstract words.
He asked for an example. The word muvazi [‘parallel’] came to mind. The
analysis started immediately. It was proved that parallel was Turkish.”

Others of his notes read: “atom (Tiirk¢e)” and “Geometri (Tiirkge)”,
with no explanation of the first assertion and, for the second, a terse
“ge=gen=genis”; i.e. the first syllable of geometri is not the Greek gé
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‘earth’ but the Turkish genis ‘wide’. On poligon he made two notes:
“Tiirkge / Pol=bol / gen=en” and “gen=genis / poligon (genisligi ¢ok).”
These can be expanded as follows: Poligon is Turkish. Pol is bol ‘abun-
dant’, gen is en ‘width’ and genis ‘wide’; poligon means ‘of much
width’. Later on comes an analysis of likid ‘liquid’: “Likid (Tiirkge) Yg-
il- ik-id-€y Yg=Kati [I=Bunu namiitenahiye kadar uzaklastiran, yani yok
eden ek. (Ilik Tiirkce kat1 olmayan bir sey demektir).” In other words,
liguid is Turkish, originally yg-il-ik-id-ey. Yg means ‘hard’. Il is the
suffix removing it to infinity, i.e. annihilating it (i/ik [*‘marrow’] is Turk-
ish, meaning a thing which is not hard).

The foregoing instances of the application of the theory are not cited
just for their inherent fun. They also demonstrate the unscholarliness of
the officers of the Language Society (as well as of Dr Kvergi¢) who
unblushingly delivered themselves of such drivel in public. And these
people and others like them were largely responsible for the creation of
oztiirkge, a fact which explains why so much of it violates the rules of
the language.

A dispassionate examination of the evidence leads to the following
conclusion. When Atatiirk launched the theory, it was not with the ex-
press intention of justifying a change of course. He had decided that a
change was due, because he had seen the futility of trying to make the
mass of the people give up their ancestral vocabulary. On the other hand,
he could not abandon his declared purpose of liberating Turkish from
the yoke of foreign languages (Arsal 1930: 1). Language was his hobby.
He loved playing at etymology and he may have persuaded himself that
the Turkish derivations he and others found for the ostensibly non-
Turkish elements in the language could be justified. He was already
toying with the notion that “what made man aware of his identity was
the sun” before he had read Kvergi¢’s paper, which asserted the an-
tiquity of Turkish (but did not mention the sun). The elements of the
Sun-Language Theory all came together in his mind and he published it.
It was not an excuse to justify a change of policy; it was a systematiza-
tion of his ideas. He launched the theory because he genuinely believed
in it; he started to abandon it when he saw that foreign scholars regarded
it as nonsensical. He must also have sensed that the best native opinion
too, though scarcely outspoken, was on their side.

A related topic that may conveniently be discussed here is the much
debated question of whether Atatiirk, while adhering to the new techni-
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cal terms, many of which he devised himself, gave up the use of neolo-
gisms for everyday concepts.

There is no shortage of misrepresentations of his attitude; here is one
specimen (Giiltekin 1983: 72):

“After 1936 he saw the extremist aspects of the purification campaign and he
corrected them. But can one deduce from this that he withdrew from the
language movement which he initiated in 1932? ... Atatiirk did not return to
pre-1932 Turkish. It is well known that in 1937 he himself worked especially
on the purification of scientific language. Again, his bequest of a share in his
estate to the Language Society shows that he wanted the work on language,
which he initiated in 1932, to continue.”

And another (Yiicel 1982: 36):

“If one may speak here of coincidence, it is by an interesting coincidence that
the year [1936] in which the name Tiirk Dili Tetkik Cemiyeti was changed to
Tiirk Dil Kurumu was, according to a view frequently advanced by some, the
year in which Atatiirk realized that this kind of undertaking was a dead end,
i.e., that he had made a mistake, and put a stop to the purification exercise.
If one bears in mind (@) that until the end of his life Atatiirk was very closely
involved in the Language Society’s endeavours and, more important, (b) that
he directed these endeavours along the lines of his own views, and (c) that
this change of name could not possibly have been made without his know-
ledge, then ... one is bound to state categorically that in giving permission for
such a change Atatiirk fell into an inconsistency.”

The italics, which are Yiicel’s, must be intended to point to the enormity
of the implication. Atatiirk was in fact not afraid to admit that he was
fallible, but idolatry, by definition, denies the humanity of its object. By
italicizing these words, Yiicel seems to reject the possibility not only of
Atatiirk’s making a mistake but of his realizing that he had done so.

To disprove the common assertion that he never returned to pre-1932
Turkish, we need only examine the proof-texts, his own speeches and
writings. While in general exhibiting a desire to avoid using words of
Arabic origin if Turkish synonyms—or synonyms he believed to be
Turkish—existed, they show that he was no longer going out of his way
to give up the words he had used all his life in favour of unnecessary
neologisms. Since 1933, 26 September had been celebrated as Dil Bay-
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rami, the Language Festival. The vocabulary of his telegrams to the Lan-
guage Society on this occasion is worthy of study. Those he had sent in
1934 and 1935 had been couched in o6ztiirkge throughout.” They in-
cluded such words as kutunbitikler ‘messages of congratulation’, orun-
lar *official bodies’ and genelézek ‘general headquarters’, none of which
proved viable. The 1936 telegram contained four words of Arabic
origin: mesai ‘endeavours’, tesekkiir ‘gratitude’, tebrik ‘congratulation’
and muvaffakiyet ‘success’. The 1937 telegram contained six: miinasebet
‘occasion’, the hakk of hakkimdaki ‘about me’, miitehassis ‘moved’,
tesekkiir and muvaffakiyet again, and temddi ‘continuation’. But of no
less significance than the old words he used are the new words which he
used; birlikte ‘together’, duygu ‘sentiment’, bildiren ‘conveying’, degerli
‘valuable’; the inference is not that he had abandoned the language
reform, for then he would have said beraber, his, teblig eden and
kirymetli or even ziktymet. What he was doing was adhering to the wholly
praiseworthy aspect of the reform: making full use of the existing
resources of the language. His use of kutlulamak as well as tebrik etmek
in the 1936 telegram is a perfect example, reflecting the stylist’s desire to
avoid repeating a word if a synonym can be found.

On 1 November 1936 he delivered his annual speech opening the
new session of the Grand National Assembly. It too was peppered with
words of Arabic origin, including sene ‘year’, fetkik ‘research’, tamik
‘investigation in depth’ and temenni ‘wish’. So too was his speech on
the same occasion in 1937, in which he even used millet and memleket
rather than ulus and yurt for ‘nation’ and ‘country’.

His last message to the Language Society is significant. It consists in
two sentences of the speech read for him by the Prime Minister, Celal
Bayar, at the opening of the new session of the Assembly on 1 Novem-
ber 1938, nine days before he died. It is worth quoting, because it has
often been used as evidence that the Society never ceased to enjoy Ata-
tiirk’s support in its efforts to eliminate everyday pre-reform words from
the language. Both the contents and the language of the message give the
lie to that claim:

“Dil Kurumu en giizel ve feyizli bir is olarak tiirlii ilimlere ait Tiirkge terim-
leri tespit etmis ve bu suretle dilimiz yabanc: dillerin tesirinden kurtulma yo-

?  The text of the 1933 telegram does not seem to be available. The texts of the later

telegrams appeared in the September issues of Tiirk dili, 1934-1937.
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lunda esasli adimimi atmistir. Bu yil okullanimizda tedrisatin Tiirkge terim-
lerle yazilmig kitaplarla baglamig olmasini kiiltiir hayatimiz i¢in miihim bir
hédise olarak kaydetmek isterim.”—‘The Language Society, in a most excel-
lent and successful endeavour, has established Turkish technical terms pertain-
ing to the various sciences, and our language has thus taken its essential step
on the road to liberation from the influence of foreign languages. I should like
to place it on record, as an important event for our cultural life, that teaching
has begun this year in our schools from books written with Turkish technical
terms.’

The partisans of “purification” will not give Atatiirk credit for saying
what he meant. Those words, in which he praises the Society for its
work on technical terms and for nothing else, are often cited as com-
mendation of the Society’s “siirdiiriilen 6zlestirme ¢abalari”—*continued
efforts at purification’. In fact they reflect his disillusion with those of its
“experts” who sat round his table night after night, drinking his raki and
applauding his views without ever having the honesty—even if they had
the knowledge—to tell him that some of the ideas he came out with
could not be taken seriously.

Ozg'u (1963: 37) notes that Atatiirk, in that last message to the Lan-
guage Society, used “such foreign words as feyizli, tesir, tedrisat, mii-
him, and hadise, which did not yet sound incongruous” and she sancti-
moniously adds: “The younger generation is further advanced, thanks to
the inspiration and the command it has received from Atatiirk.” Instead
of singling out five of the fourteen “foreign words” he used in those two
sentences, she could have been better employed in noticing that he used
only two of the new words, terim rather than istilah for technical term
and okul rather than mektep for school. His use of them is under-
standable: terim was the new technical term par excellence, while okul
did not have the pre-Republican religious and social connotations of
mektep.

What motivated those who were not content to follow Atatiirk’s lead
and confine their creative urge to technical terms? They began with a ge-
nuine desire to close the gap between the official and the popular lan-
guage, or at least to comply with his desire to do so. When he decided
that things had gone too far, and reverted to his natural mode of expres-
sion, they allowed a decent interval for him to depart from the scene and
then resumed their work, having developed a taste for inventing words,
which for many of them had become a profession. So they continued to
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invent, for which one should not blame them too harshly; after all, Ata-
tiirk’s withdrawal from the wilder shores of oztiirkce was based on a
personal decision which he did not seek to impose on anyone else. But
while continuing to invent, they persisted—and this was their unpardon-
able offence—in claiming to be following in the footsteps of Atatiirk.

For a defence of their position, that of Aksoy (1982: 144-145) would
be hard to beat, depending as it does on his coolly equating the Lan-
guage Society with the nation:

“Let us suppose that we have been misinterpreting the Sun-Language Theory
and that Atatiirk, after practising purification for two or three years, used the
theory as a way of reverting to the old language. If we accept this, what does
it change? Has the current of purification which began in 1932 stopped? Has it
not gradually broadened and gained strength? Is what is meant that since Ata-
tiirk gave up purification we must do so too? If that were the case, would we
not have done so when he did? The fact that that did not happen and that the
purification went on; what does that prove? Is it that the nation persisted in
purification in spite of Atatiirk, or that the allegation that he abandoned the
purification is wrong? Certainly the latter, for never has the nation taken a
course opposed to the principles of nationalism, populism and independence.”

All that is proved by the “fact that that did not happen and that the pu-
rification went on” is that the Society—not the nation, which was never
consulted—persisted in the purification although Atatiirk had abandoned
it. Whether its persistence was justified is another matter. Had the Soci-
ety not persisted, Atatiirk’s goal of liberating the language from the Ara-
bic and Persian yoke would not have been achieved. But one may rec-
ognize this without insisting that he himself never “gave up purifica-
tion”, because he indubitably did, and to deny that he did is to falsify
history.

To revert to the Sun-Language Theory: Dilmen, who had been giving
a series of lectures on it at Ankara University, cancelled the course on
Atatiirk’s death. When his students asked him why, he replied, “Giines
oldiikten sonra, onun teorisi mi kalir?”—*After the sun has died, does its
/ his theory survive?’ (Banarlhi 1972: 317). It was not mentioned, for
good or ill, at the 1942 Congress. Atatiirk never publicly repudiated it;
why did he not “make his ideas plain, openly and directly” on this mat-
ter? A sophistic answer might be that as he had never put his name to it
he could fairly have claimed that it was not his business to disown it.
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But the simple truth is that although his belief in it had been shaken by
the reception given to it by the foreign guests at the 1936 Congress, he
still clung to it because he saw it as his contribution to scholarship.

One can well understand his reluctance to engage in a public debate
which might have entailed a public retreat, and not just because it would
have hurt his pride. In the Thirties there were more pressing calls than
the Sun-Language Theory on the time and energy of a head of state,
particularly one in poor health. During 1937 and until a matter of days
before his death on 10 November 1938, Atatiirk was spending much of
his waning strength on coercing France into ceding the Hatay to Turkey.
The memory of the Sun-Language Theory must have recurred to haunt
him while he was trying to concentrate on matters of high policy. What
began as a harmless after-dinner pastime had ended up as an incubus.

It is recorded (Tevfikoglu 1994: 92-113) that during the evening of
16 October 1938, when Atatiirk lay on his deathbed, he said again and
again in delirium “Aman dil ... Aman dil ... Dil efendim.” Some interpret
this as ‘For pity’s sake, the language’, and explain it according to their
point of view, either as ‘Don’t let them go on ruining the language’ or as
‘Don’t let them stop the language reform.” Others cite the well-known
fact that he habitually pronounced degil as dil, and prefer ‘For pity’s
sake ... Itisn’t ...” What he really meant is unknown, save only to God.
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In the present contribution we discuss findings from our research on Turkish /
Dutch code-switching by adolescents in the migrant setting in the Netherlands.
We will compare these findings with similar data on Morrocan Arabic / Dutch
code-switching. A striking feature in the data under consideration is the frequent
occurrence of grammatically reduced stretches of Dutch that are incorporated into
basically Turkish utterances. We refer to this phenomenon as “telegraphic switch-
ing”, and show that it is not induced by limited L2-competence of the informants.
Rather, it seems typical of contexts where the languages are in a sociolinguisti-
cally asymmetrical context and the typological distance between them is consid-
erable. We go on to discuss possible future diachronic developments in the light
of the code-switching data.

Hendrik Boeschoten & Ad Backus, Tilburg University, Linguistics Department,
Postbox 91053, NL-5000 LE Tilburg, The Netherlands.

Introduction

In the present contribution a number of characteristics of Turkish /
Dutch code-switching by adolescents will be discussed. The data under
consideration have previously been analysed by Backus (1992); they
consist of an hour and a half of self-recorded conversation between
four twenty-year-old adolescents. The results obtained are compared
with the analysis provided by Nortier (1990) of (Moroccan) Arabic /
Dutch code-switching, also by adolescents.

The data used here are limited, but we are confident that they pro-
vide a good idea of the code-switching patterns that can be expected to
arise in conversations among adolescents with a good proficiency in
their first and second languages. Backus (1996) shows that the patterns
focussed on here are characteristic of the intermediate generation, i.e.
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those adolescents who were not born in the Netherlands and had part
of their education in Turkey, and part of it in the Netherlands. The real
second generation exhibits rather different mixing types. Nevertheless,
we want to stress that the level of competence in Dutch of our in-
termediate generation informants is native-like. It is the way in which
the speakers acquire their two languages, not their proficiency in abso-
lute terms, that matters in bringing about code-switching patterns
(Backus 1996).

The contact setting involving Dutch and Mediterranean immigrant
languages is obviously asymmetrical; Dutch is of course the strongly
dominant language in society, while the immigrant languages have on-
ly community functions. In this situation, code-switching, likewise, on-
ly functions as part of the first language repertoire.

It seems to us that some recurring patterns discussed below are of
some consequence for the linguistic modelling of code-switching. The
discussion concerns, firstly, the switching of Dutch stretches larger
than single words which nevertheless are integrated into Turkish gram-
matical structures, and secondly, the frequent suspension of grammar
that occurs in Dutch intra-sentential switches.

One conclusion drawn by both Backus and Nortier is that frequent
switching within sentences appears to be a salient feature of in-group
conversation. The percentage of mixed utterances in the speech of Nor-
tiers 11 informants was about 40%, without much individual variation,
whereas the relative frequency of Dutch and Arabic monolingual
stretches varied greatly, according to the language preference of the in-
dividual informants.

In contrast, Boeschoten & Verhoeven (1987) found that the fre-
quency of intra-sentential switching with younger children (aged 4 to
8) was an individual characteristic of the informants. The same can be
said about the frequency of (single word) switching by first generation
adult immigrants. It is the adolescents growing up in an immigrant
environment that provide the social networks for the actuation of ver-
bal behaviour in which code-switching features prominently.

In the following we will focus on insertional code-switching,' i.e.,
the use of Dutch elements in Turkish utterances. Stated differently,

' In the linguistic literature “code-switching” is usually employed as a cover term

for language mixing phenomena, and we conform to this practice. We are, in
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Turkish is the matrix language throughout (cf. Myers-Scotton 1993;
our views on the theory proposed in that book are put forward in
Backus & Boeschoten 1996). Thus, we view the mixed speech from a
synchronic perspective and offer no interpretations in terms of related
diachronic processes such as interference and borrowing.

Work on code-switching has been done out of various research in-
terests. From the late seventies on a sharp distinction has developed
between sociolinguistically motivated research and work from a theo-
retical linguistic perspective. Sociolinguists have concentrated on the
symbolics and on the discourse functions of the mixing of two (or
more) languages. Theoretical linguists made their contribution in the
shape of syntactic constraints that were aimed not so much at explain-
ing switching points, but rather at formulating constraints on switching
at certain positions in a sentence. Thus, their emphasis was on intra-
sentential switching, while sociolinguists have taken more interest in
code-switching at the discourse level. Two influential constraints, held
to be universally valid, were proposed in Poplack (1980). The Free
Morpheme Constraint states that a bound morpheme cannot be from a
different language than the root morpheme to which it is attached. The
Equivalence Constraint prohibits switching at points in a sentence
where the surface structures of the two languages involved do not
overlap. Other proposals abstract from surface structure by formulating
constraints based on, for example, government or subcategorisation
restrictions (for a review, see Clyne 1987).

An entirely different concept has been developed by Clyne who
noticed that constraints can be overridden in code-switches “triggered”
by what he termed “homophonous diamorphs”: forms with interlin-
guistically similar form and meaning, including cognates and borrow-
ings, which can therefore not be unambiguously assigned to one or the
other language (Clyne 1987). The important role triggering plays in
bilingual discourse has been attested by various authors, e.g. Muysken
(1987).

other words, not claiming that speakers are actually “switching” back and forth
from one language to the other. Cf., e.g., Backus (1996) and Boeschoten (forth-
coming).
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Are we prepared to define “code-switching” in normative terms?

As a general cover-term, code-switching is defined by all authors in
similar fashion: “the juxtaposition within the same speech exchange of
passages of speech belonging to two different grammatical systems or
subsystems” (Romaine 1989: 111, after Gumperz; similar definitions
in Muysken 1990: 17, Clyne 1987: 740, among others). However, Pop-
lack (1990: 37) adds a condition to this definition; according to her:

“Code-switching is the juxtaposition of sentences and sentence fragments,
each of which is internally consistent with the (...) rules of the language of its
provenance” (our emphasis).

Like earlier terminological mix-ups, this one, too, is motivated by
certain intra-sentential switching types. The fact remains that the use
of this definition does not fit the data in many contact settings (e.g.,
example 1 below), notably for the kind of contact situation discussed
presently (cf. Clyne 1987). Thus the question is raised what to do with
instances of code-switching which conform to the commonly accepted
definition, but fail to meet Poplack’s annex. In this connection, Muy-
sken (1990: 16) raises the issue of so-called “ragged” (i.e., non-con-
stituent) switching. Muysken rather rigidly concludes that these in-
stances could either be treated as exceptions, or should be viewed as
evidence for a non-syntactic treatment of code-switching. In fact, one
of the two examples (here example 1) cited by Muysken falls into a
recurring pattern [V* P* N? V%, ] in Nortier’s study (Nortier 1990: 140,
examples 194-196), and theret{)re certainly does not look like an “ex-
ception”. Recall that triggering, too, often leads to the violation of con-
straints.

(1) Xess-na m‘a  bestuur praten.
must-we with  board talk
‘We must speak with the board.’

Another possibility, which we will explore, is to consider at least cer-
tain types of ragged switching as evidence for ongoing linguistic
change.

In the meantime it has become clear that the (psycho-)linguistic pro-
perties of code-switching cannot be studied in isolation from the socio-
linguistic setting. But this is not all. As Clyne (1987) has argued con-
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vincingly, it makes little sense to dissociate code-switching perfor-
mance from other effects of language contact, most notably from
convergence phenomena (cf. also Johanson 1992). This is one reason
why a linguistic analysis of intra-sentential code-switching, based on a
naive contrastive analysis for the given contact situation, is to be re-
garded as methodologically unsound.

Besides, considering the social asymmetry of contact between
Dutch and immigrant minority languages, at least in this case it makes
little sense to account for a strong tendency towards unidirectionality
by formulating post hoc constraints. There is only one instance (out of
230 Turkish / Dutch switches; a triggered switch) for which Backus
(1992: 48, example 44) identifies Dutch, and not Turkish, as the matrix
language. In some cases mixed utterances are indexed explicitly as
Turkish in Backus’ corpus. This is prototypically true for nominal sen-
tences. Turkish has zero copula for third person subject. Often an
utterance will be indexed for Turkish by function elements (examples
2-4) or by discourse markers (examples 5 and 6).

(2)  Box-lar vijfenveertig watt, ama versterker veertig watt.
‘The speaker-s (are) 45 watts, but the amplifier (is) 40 watts.’

3) -Tweeweg mi drieweg mi?
‘(Are) they two-way or three-way?’
-Vierweg.
‘(They are) four-way.’

(4)  Simdi bu nul komma vijfentwintig.
‘Now, this is 0,25

(5)  Bidakika, één gedeeld door vier nul komma vijfentwintig.
‘Just a moment, one divided by four is 0.25.”

(6)  Da’s niet te vertalen man! Woordenboek da weerdeloos.
‘You can’t translate that, man! The dictionary (is) useless, too.’

?  Example 5 is drawn from a data-set collected by Omer Konak.
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In other cases (cf. 6), the clitic conjunction da / de is used. Similar
linear indexing strategies are discussed by Muysken (1987).

Finally, it seems that certain L -internal conversion patterns inherit-
ed from previous contact situations may play an important role. The
data may seem disturbing to those who wish to formulate universal
constraints. Like the data presented by Clyne (1987), they rather seem
to suggest that surface equivalence, dependency relations, X-bar-theo-
ry, etc., all play some role in code-switching performance (besides trig-
gering, monolingual conversion patterns, etc.). To try and save the day
for one monolithic constraint by labelling deviant patterns as nonce-
borrowing (Sankoff, Poplack & Vanniarajan 1986), ragged (i.e., non-
constituent) switching, etc., invariably leads to cyclic reasoning.

Specific patterns of intra-sentential switching

From the data on both Turkish / Dutch and on Arabic / Dutch code-
switching certain frequently recurring patterns stand out. Remarkably,
the frequent patterns are quite different ones in the two cases. In the
first place, the distribution of single word switches revealed a striking
difference. Whereas the use of single Dutch verbs in Arabic sentences
is rare, in Turkish discourse Dutch verbs seem to be freely inserted on
the basis of the set conversion formula INF yap-. On the other hand,
Dutch prepositions seem to be strictly barred from Turkish sentences,
whereas they sometimes crop up in the Arabic utterances of Nortier’s
informants. As Arabic is a prepositional language, just like Dutch, this
finding highlights the basic idea behind the “equivalence constraint”
(cf. Table 1).

Arabic [ Dutch (Nortier 1990) Turkish / Dutch (Backus 1989)

N 71% 58%
ADJ 7% 11%
AbpvV 10% 4%
Vv 3% 26%
P 2% ==
REST 6% ==

Table 1: Single word switches reported by Nortier (1990: 137) and Backus
(1989: 27)
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VP switches

Set incorporation patterns for verbs of another language is a common
feature of the Turkic languages: some verb with neutralised content
(‘do’) is combined with a verbal noun (“infinitive”) of the contact lan-
guage. The verbs ‘do’ may be different in different Turkic languages:
qul- in Eastern languages (Uzbek, Qirghiz, etc.), et- in Western lan-
guages (Tatar, Turkish, etc.). However, the contact situation in the
Netherlands shows that synchronically not standard Turkish ez-, but the
verb yap- is employed for the incorporation of Dutch verbs (and as a
word formation device in general, such as in park yap- ‘to park’ and
telefon yap-; compare also English / Cypriot Turkish ¢ek et- ‘to check’
and fay:lla- ‘to file’, Vanci 1991). If the contact language has no in-
finitive, as in Southern Slavonic languages, this circumstance by no
means stands in the way of the integration of switched verbs, because
then the present stem is used as a basis for the word formation
procedure (for Macedonian verbs in Balkan Turkish, cf. Jasar-Nasteva
1957).

Similar conversion of verbs, employing “do”-verbs, is known from
many bilingual contexts and has been discussed at length by Romaine
(1989: 123ff.) for Panjabi-English, and by Sankoff et al. (1990) for
Tamil / English code-switching. In the Turkish / Dutch case, the link
with borrowings from an earlier stage comes to the surface in odd in-
stances like 7 in which the etymologically French loan has taken on
Dutch phonetic shape.

(7) Bunlar Dbittane sey organise yap-mus, de Diskotheekactie.
they a thing (orya.nise.) do-INFER
‘They have organised something, the “Discotheque Action”.’

More interesting than single verb switches are the object + verb
switches, which have also been reported for English / Panjabi and Eng-
lish / Tamil code-switching. In the Turkish / Dutch case, the switched
pairs are integrated unambiguously into Turkish syntax (examples 8-
13). Even in our relatively small corpus, the full range of the marking
of number and specificity (i.e.,  accusative, cf. Johanson 1977) is re-
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presented; Dutch articles and plurals never occur in these constructions
and are rejected by bilinguals (but they occur elsewhere).’

@®)

©)

10)

(11)

(12)

nerede / nerede klacht indienen yap-tiniz simdi?
where complaint  file do-PRET-2PL now
‘Where have you now filed [your] complaint(s)?’

((...) *een klacht | klachten indienen yaptiniz (...))

Tiirkler alsa, klant-lar wegjagen  yap-iyor.'

customer-PL chase do-PROGR
‘If he were to take Turks, he chases away customers.’
((...), *klanten wegjagen yapiyor)

Babam-a bir  smoes  verzinnen  yaptik,
my-father-DAT a pretext  make-up do-PRET-1PL
schoolfeestje var diye.

‘We made up a pretext for my father, saying there was a school-party.’
((...) *een smoes verzinnen yaptik (...))

Bu  bisiirii  faal-lar-1 beheersen
he a-lot language-PL-ACC ~ master
yap-1yor-ken...

do-PROGR-CONV

‘While he is proficient in a lot of languages...’

Ben kamer-im-i opruimen  yap-ar-ken,
I room-POSS1SG-ACC tidy do-AOR-CONV
hepsini  geri korum.

‘When tidying my room, I put them all back.’
((...) *m’n kamer | m’n kamer-i opruimen yaparken (...))

Backus (1996: 175) reports one case of a Dutch plural in the syntactic slot under

consideration: Belli bir grenzen overschrijden yapinca... ‘If one oversteps certain
thresholds...” (meant metaphorically). The interpretation of grenzen, which ends
in a shwa, as a (Turkish) accusative (grenz-1) was rejected by informants.

Note the counterfactual apodosis /-yor/ (instead of /-ar/) in 9. The point to be

considered here is that code-switching may provide an environment where Turk-
ish semantic rules are somewhat relaxed (cf. also the conditional in example 23).
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(13) Politiek  gesprek-ler-i ophouden  yap-in la,
political talk-PL-ACC stop do-IMP  man!
sorry voor de interruptie.

‘Stop the political conversations, man, sorry for interrupting.’

As has been noted before, Nortier (1990) reported that hardly any
Dutch verbs were used in Arabic / Dutch switches. Arabic seems to
lack conversion formulas of the Turkic and Indo-Aryan (including Ta-
mil as an areal feature?) type.

The intuitions of native speakers and researchers seem to concur in
assuming that prefixing with aspect + person would be the “normal”
way to integrate Dutch verbs into Arabic (Nortier 1990:178), just as it
has been reported for French / Arabic code-switching (Bentahila &
Davies 1983). But in her actual corpus, Nortier seems to have found
periphrastic structures with ‘do’-verbs to be the predominant (though
still infrequent) pattern.

Adjectives used attributively and adverbally

One rule of Dutch seems to work in [Adj N]-switches:® the agreement
rule for the adjective (a schwa, spelled -e, is added to attributive ad-
jectives, except if the head noun is neuter and indefinite, compare 14
and 15; cf. also Backus 1992:55):

(14) O blond-e meisje  afstuderen yapti.
that blond-AGR  girl get-degree do-PRET
“That blond girl got (her) degree.’

(15) Engels-i bir tane  blond meisje-dan  aliyordun.
English-Acc a blond girl-ABL take-IMPERF-25G
“You got the English (lessons) from a blond girl.’

Adj / noun switches do not occur very frequently in the data-set, thus reflecting a
well-known distributional feature of code-switching data in general. Fortunately,
the agreement pattern discussed presently is borne out by the new data presented
in Backus (1996, e.g. examples on pp. 156, 174, 190).
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The one apparent exception was the one in 16. This is no real excep-
tion, because it involves word formation with the suffix /-11/, the
application of which suspends an intra-Turkish agreement rule, too (cf.
17). Another interesting case would be 13, in which adjective agree-
ment is apparently suspended by the Turkish plural marking on ge-
sprek.

(16) soyle hoek-lu, schuin  vorm-lu (and not:  schuin-e vorm-lu)
thus edg-y slanted  shape-d
‘edgy and with a slanted shape like that’

(17) kiyafet ‘dress’ = kiyafet-li
‘cloak-ed (with a cloak)’
dervis kiyafet-i = dervis kiyafet-li [ *kiyafet-i-li
-POSS3
‘derwish cloak’ ‘with a dervish cloak’

On the other hand, primary adjectives used adverbially seem to occur
randomly with and without schwa (cf. 18 vs. 19), whereas in Dutch the
zero-marked form would be required invariably. However, there are
only 4 cases in the corpus.

(18) Dagelijks da yapiyoruz da.
daily too we-do too
’And we do it daily, too.’

(19) (...) yanicok bakkallar vardi, economisch- e yiikseldi.
economically  rise-PRET
‘(...) that is, they had many grocers, they had advanced economically’

For predicative single adjective switches, on the other hand, the zero-
marked form is always selected, in accordance with Dutch rules.

Telegraphic switching

“Syntactic simplification” is rejected categorically by Nortier (1990:
201-202) as an explanation for certain phenomena that occur in her
data-set, most notably for the frequent article deletion (cf. example 20;
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Moroccan Arabic would require an article following the demonstrative
dak).

(20) dack stoplicht
‘that traffic light’

After all, what is not there cannot be simplified. Muysken (1987)
applies the term “suspension of grammar” to switches apparently
lacking syntactic cohesion. Apart from article deletion, this type of
switches seems to be relatively scarce in the Arabic / Dutch code-
switching investigated by Nortier, and doesn’t form a discernible pat-
tern, apart maybe from a certain tendency for subordination with emp-
ty COMP (as in 21 = Nortier 1990: 132, example166) and the use of
adverbial (Dutch) PP’s without preposition (as in 22 = Nortier 1990:
135, example175).

(21) Eén minuut nog niet weg, kan l-bulis u ka-yduzu.
one minute yet away not
“They had not left one minute (when) the police-officer passed by.’

(22) Weq at li-ya lagere  school.
‘It happened to me (in) primary school.’

The frequency of ocurrence of these patterns is not very high, however
(3 cases without and 20 with complementizer, and 3 cases without pre-
position vs. 6 with, respectively).

The Turkish / Dutch data offer a somewhat different picture here.
Switches between clauses look well-formed, although the matter is dif-
ficult to judge because of the low frequency of occurrence (cf. 23 and
24).

(23) Giizel yemek pisiriyor-sa, dan zouik wel komen.
‘If she cooks a nice meal, then I would come.’

(24) Kun je zo zien hé, Oyle student ol-dug-u-nu.
thus be-VN-POSS3SG-ACC
‘You can see immediately, can’t you, that she is just a student.’

The type of object clause seen in 24 is especially interesting, and war-
rants further investigation: our impression is that the order of main and
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subordinate clause is not reversible (while both orders would be per-
mitted in both Turkish and Dutch). The interjection ~¢ could be an in-
stance of flagging, i.e., an element signaling that a switch is coming.

On the other hand, apart from single word switches and the patterns
discussed above, the Turkish / Dutch switching patterns look irregular.
Many of these switches involve the absence of a (Dutch) preposition /
(Turkish) postposition, as in 25. Here, by the way, the tag biliyon mu
indexes a Turkish sentence, with zero copula. Another type, with the
object pronoun dropped, is represented by 26.

(25) Zestien programma programmeerbaar, biliyon mu?
‘(It is) programmable (with) 16 programmes, you know?’

(26) Bugiin  laat oldu ya, yarin krijg  je
today late become-PRET  PRTC tomorrow  get  you
misschien , maandag.
may-be monday

“Today it has grown late, tomorrow you may get (it), on Monday.’

If the syntactic integrity of switched sequences is accepted as a criteri-
on for “legitimate” code-switching, the Turkish / Dutch switching pat-
terns look decidedly odd; they are asymmetrical in that they maintain
the integrity of the Turkish syntax, but not of the Dutch. Nor can the
structure of the Dutch switches be related in general to the level of L,
proficiency of the informants. Besides, relatively sophisticated rules of
Dutch like adjective agreement and verb placement in second position
(e.g., 26) are in fact exhibited by the code-switching patterns.

To us it looks as if the data reflect a certain telegraphic (in the sense
of “reductionist as to function elements”) sloppiness, i.e., contain an
implicit reference to fuller structures; to illustrate this we offer a series
of further examples:

(27) Benim sagim niye spoel biliyon mu? (for: (...) gespoeld oluyor (...))
‘Do you know why my hair is being rinse(-d)?’

(28) Babam bana kiziyor, biliyor musun, eve geg gelince, wordt boos man.
‘My father gets angry with me, y” know, if I come home late, (he) gets
angry, man!’
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(29) Bir tane donkere jongen-nan, donker degil de bruine huidskleur.
‘With a dark boy, not dark but (having a) brown skin.’

(30) Yoksa box-tan mi, dicht bij elkaar,ondan m1?
‘Or from the speaker(-s), (which are) close to each other, is that why?’

(31) Bakuyor ki uitgaan yapiyorlar, mesela wuit eten.
‘He sees they are going out, for instance, out for dinner.’

(32) Tiirkiye’de partilerde tapanca dasimak mag wel.
‘In Turkey (it is) O.K. to carry guns with political parties.’

(33) Politiek essahtan reet interesseren yap-tyor.
‘Politics really does(n’t) interest (me) a fucking bit.’
(Dutch: ...interesseert me geen reet, i.e., even the negation is lacking)

We assume that this telegraphic switching mode has originated for
three reasons: (1) The switches reflect previous stages of L, develop-
ment of the informants and of others. Consider, for instance, the con-
ventionalised use of Dutch modal verbs as modal particles, exempli-
fied by 32. In fact, moet ‘must’ is one of the few Dutch forms which
can safely be assumed to have been integrated as a loanword into the
Turkish of (some of) the first generation immigrants (Boeschoten &
Verhoeven 1985). (2) The switches serve to avoid problems with sur-
face structure equivalence, the lack of which would block code-switch-
ing almost totally if the speakers minded Poplack’s rules (suspension
of grammar as a “neutrality strategy”, cf. Muysken 1987). To take one
example, in 29 bruine huidskleur functions as a PP, but contains nei-
ther a Dutch preposition, nor a Turkish postposition. This may explain
to a certain extent the fact that in Arabic / Dutch code-switching the
syntactic integrity of Dutch stretches is upheld to a much greater ex-
tent: the surface structures of Dutch and Arabic are more equivalent; in
particular, both languages are prepositional. It is not surprising that the
one common case of reduction found by Nortier (1990) was the fre-
quent deletion of articles before Dutch nouns. Moroccan Arabic and
Dutch differ in their use of determiners. (3) The code-switching mode
forms part of the Turkish repertoire. Hence the one-sidedness of the
“suspension of grammar”’.
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It could be argued, on the other hand, that reduced structures are
simply features of any spoken language. Thus, 31 seems to match the
similarly reduced, but quite acceptable, Dutch utterance Hij ziet dat ze
uitgaan, bijvoorbeeld uit eten. For the kind of reduction illustrated by
example 33, on the other hand, it is inconceivable to think of any sort
of monolingual equivalent.

Special considerations for asymmetric code-switching

The diachronic dimension

One problem with many linguistic studies of code-switching is that
they tend to treat the languages involved in the contact situation as
invariant, or even take only standard languages into account. Clyne
(1987) argues against the legitimacy of this procedure and claims that
code-switching cannot be studied in isolation from other contact phe-
nomena, in any case not in the context of immigration communities.
Many minority languagues show some measure of syntactic conver-
gence towards the dominant language of the country of immigration.
This may happen more easily in English / Dutch and English / German
contact than in the case of Turkish / Dutch and Arabic / Dutch contact.
But, as was pointed out before, code-switching in an immigration con-
text such as the one discussed here can be expected to form an integral
part of the minority language repertoire, and is therefore precisely one
of the realms of performance through which the language changes.
Most importantly, the code-switching mode itself changes. For a re-
cently established immigrant community language, a model of ongoing
change is needed (we find support for this position with Clyne 1987
and Nortier 1990: 208; cf. also Nartey 1982 on another bilingual situ-
ation judged to be unstable).

Constraints and neutrality strategies

In describing and interpreting the data, we view constraints as tenden-

cies, not as universal rules governing synchronic performance. Clyne
(1987:761) concludes from his data:

“Our data suggest that the structural-integrity / equivalence constraint applies,
but only if we accept that the syntax of the two language systems may already
have converged through transference, and even when it is violated by
syntactic convergence at the point of code switching”.
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We take this reasoning to be open to inversion, say:

“Syntactic convergence takes place, among other things, in order to create
equivalence sites for code-switching”.

Syntactic convergence may thus result from (one of) the neutrality
strategies presented by Muysken (1987).

The structure encountered in Turkish / Dutch code-switching can be
summarized as follows:

Syntactic integrity is only preserved at the clausal level. This also means that
the clause is the level at which language indexing takes place.

Dutch clauses are normally monolingual; the major exception seems to be the
occasional switching of adverbial clauses (cf. example 24). In other cases,
Dutch auxiliaries appear to be integrated into Turkish as loanwords (with shift
of word-class; e.g. example 32).

Within Turkish clauses, Dutch grammar is suspended in Dutch multi-word
stretches; this interpretation naturally has implications for a theory of lexical
insertion.

The situation encountered seems to imply that lack of typological sur-
face equivalence (i.e., generally speaking, neither in the sense of “syn-
tactic integrity” as formulated by Sridhar & Sridhar (1980), nor in the
strict sense of linear word order) does not inhibit code-switching, but
leads to massive application of neutrality strategies. On the other hand,
the Dutch rule of adjective agreement seems to be strictly observed.
Turkish and Dutch both have [Adj N] order, which means that there is
no problem with surface equivalence. But this is as far as it goes, since
the absence of NP’s without agreement is not predicted. Dependency-
related constraints (like the government constraint) must be invoked to
show how in this particular type of NP’s, Turkish determiners can
somehow trigger a Dutch rule of agreement. How exactly this can be
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done is not yet clear.® The situation is less clear for Dutch / Arabic
switching. Although Nortier (1990) finds none of the syntactic con-
straints validated, she also rejects the notion of syntactic simplification.
As Clyne (1987) indicates, it makes little sense to discuss the present
type of code-switching solely in terms of universal constraints. The
constraints must be studied in their relationship with neutrality stra-
tegies.

Triggering and language change

Triggering offers a more constructive way to get around the lack of
equivalence. We can hardly expect the kind of syntactic convergence
described by Clyne for languages with phonetically similar function
elements to occur in contexts involving typologically and genetically
distinct languages. Instead, triggering set off by content words may
eventually result in entirely new phrase structures. For example, in
examples 1 and 12 the Dutch nouns (bestuur, kamer) are cultural
borrowings’ (cf. for example Myers-Scotton 1993: 169). As such, they
can be considered part of the Arabic and Turkish lexicons, and, being
cognates shared with Dutch, are therefore potential trigger sites. In the
examples, Dutch verbs are triggered on the basis of the Dutch col-
locations met het bestuur praten and kamer opruimen. In a sense this
would result in specific rules for code-switching separate from the
rules of the monolingual modes. But in effect, in the asymmetrical case
of code-switching these new rules may eventually form part of local
varieties of the immigrant languages. One candidate would be the type
of ragged switch in 1; the other examples in Nortier (1990: 140) also
look as if they may well have been triggered. In these switches the lack
of equivalence which results from the requirement that verbal
complements must be tensed in Arabic, is circumvented.

As another example, let us consider PPs in Turkish / Dutch code-
switching. PP-switching mostly involves idiomatic phrases (Backus
1992: 55-56). In earlier cases, Dutch grammar was suspended, as in 34
(Boeschoten & Verhoeven 1987):

 Example 24 (with COMP indexed for Turkish) also seems to run counter to the

government constraint.
In the case of kamer, the context of the utterance is connected with student life, in
which kamer has the specific connotation of a room rented by a student.
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(34) op oog gozlik var.
on eye glasses there-is
‘On (her / the) eye(s) there are glasses.’

This constraint on PP-switching contrasts heavily with the conven-
tionalised PPs involving Tajik prepositions followed by Uzbek case-
marking found in Uzbek dialects in Afghanistan (Boeschoten 1983), as
in 35-37:

(35) misli bizdi bayrdy-imiz-dey
like our flag-POSS1PL-COMPER
‘like our flag-like’

(36) t sinp-i Sas-gaca
till class six-TERM
‘until grade six-until’

(37) dar zaman-é Dawud u Zairi bulardé waxtiga
in time-of and they-GEN time-POSS3-LOC
‘in the time of Dawud and Zabhir... in their time’

The (etymologically) Tajik prepositions obligatorily govern case.
Exactly the same type of duplication has been found in Northern Tajik
dialects, i.e., the type leads to the same type of convergence in the
several balanced bilingual contact situations between Uzbek and Tajik
that prevail in Central Asia. The point is that duplication with Dutch
prepositions is categorically rejected by bilingual native Turks; never-
theless it seems that it may occasionally result from triggering. Exam-
ple 38 is one of the five cases attested by Backus (1992, 1996: 345):

(38) Je moet naar een Tiirk ev-i-ne bak-acag-in.
you must to a  Turk(ish) house-POSS3-DAT  look-FUT-2SG
‘You have to look at a Turkish house.’

(39) Mutta se oli kidney-sta  to aorta- an
-from -to
‘But it was from the kidney to the aorta.’
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We speculatively assume that the category of prepositions has found
its way into Uzbek as a consequence of triggering. Come to think of it,
couldn’t the duplication in the Finnish / English switch 39 (Muysken
1987) result from triggering, too?

Access to the lexicons

The interpretation offered so far raises miscellaneous questions about
lexical access and borrowing. Most importantly, if we reconsider the
verb + object switches in Turkish it seems that the Dutch lexicon is
accessible not only for single words, but also for lexical subcatego-
risation. That is, we reject for the present data the model laid down by
Romaine (1989: 130, cf. also fig. 4.4), who denies “constructions such
as exams pass kérna any special syntactic or semantic status in bilin-
gual discourse”. In the examples cited above, verb + object seem to
form idiomatic units; the switches ensuing could be termed compound
nonce borrowings.

(40) Calisip ta ne yapacagin, sen de vrij al.
‘What are you going to do working, you take off, too.’
(vrij nemen -> vrij al-)

A variation on this theme is the semi-calque exemplified by 40; note
that the verbs involved here are highly frequent in both languages
which may facilitate synonym-matching between the Dutch and Turk-
ish lexicons.*?

A second point which comes to mind is the relation between tele-
graphic switches and borrowing. Compare 41, in which the subcatego-
risation for PP-complement is copied into Turkish, with 42, in which it
is not (cf. also the German-Turkish switch 43, cf. Pfaff, Kardam &
Voss 1989: 70).

Another example we cited in an earlier version is the following: Ecevit macht’ a
gelecekti, dyle mi? ‘Ecevit was going to grasp power, isn’t it?’ (aan de macht ko-
men -> macht’a gel-). Johanson (1993: 215) rejects this interpretation and prefers
an equation with Turkish iktidara gel-. He might be quite right here, but the issue
seems unresolvable on a descriptive basis. As such, this illustrates a typical me-
thodological problem of contact linguistics.
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(41) O diyor, ben uitmaken yap-tim kiz-nan, zou dé kloppen?
finish do-PRET1SG girl-with
‘He has finished (his relation) with the girl, would that be true?
(Dutch het uitmaken met X ‘finish one’s relation with X; note that the
dummy ket has been dropped)

(42) Politiek  gesprek-ler-i ophouden  yap-m la,
political  talk-PL-ACC stop do-IMPman!
sorry voor de interruptie.
‘Stop the politics conversations, man, sorry for interrupting.’
(Dutch ophouden met X ‘stop (doing) X’)

(43) Ama 1uholisiinii heiraten yapiyor.
but  corpse-POSS3-ACC marry do-PROG
‘But ... she marries his corpse.’

We suppose that 42 is restructured out of the grammatically stripped
syntagma gesprek ophouden yap-. On account of the apparent conven-
tionality of the verb + object switches we would not, mutatis mutandis,
automatically accept the shift of subcategorisation as evidence for the
integration of ophouden as a borrowing. On the other hand, further
integration of these borrowings can result in a reflection of successive
levels of L,-proficiency in the individual or over generations. Compare
cases like Polish reflexive verbs borrowed into Karaim, a Turkic lan-
guage: straccet- ‘make an effort’ (Polish starac sie, with phonetic ref-
lection of the clitic), vs. bavcet- ‘have a good time’ (Polish baw¢ sie,
with the clitic dropped; Wexler 1983: 35).

Inherited accommodation facilities

Nortier (1990) and Muysken (1990) have pointed out the importance
of a language’s linguistic contact experience, previous to that under
investigation (i.e., contact with French and Spanish as colonial lan-
guages in the case of Moroccan Arabic). Normally, one would expect
contact-induced structural properties of the language to be rather peri-
pheral in the system. Indeed, neither the dropping of Dutch articles in
single word switches, nor the single verb switches reflect the patterns
found in (Moroccan) Arabic / French code-switching. But Turkish
(like many other languages) has a fully productive word formation de-
vice for the accomodation of verbs from any language. On the other
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hand, the data from Turkish / Dutch code-switching seem to suggest
that a borrowed form like the complementizer ki in 44 has only peri-
pheral status in the spoken varieties under investigation: the equiva-
lence site offered by it is not exploited.

(44) Birdenbire anladim ki o bana anam kadar yakindir.
‘I suddenly realised that she is as close to me as my mother.’

Thus, if we consider the role of existing patterns in the inherited loan
periphery of language in code-switching, we also have to spot the pat-
terns which, like the integration scheme for French verbs in Moroccan
Arabic in the case of Arabic / Dutch code-switching, seem to play no
role, and explain that fact. Similarly, explanations for non-occurence
of switches which would be allowed for by universal constraints would
also be very important (Muysken 1990).

Conclusion

In models for code-switching phenomena to be encountered in recently
established immigrant communities with strongly dominated commu-
nity languages, universal constraints are bound to play a less important
role than is suggested in the literature for relatively symmetrical lan-
guage contact situations. A descriptively adequate handling of the data
leads one (a) to emphasize the importance of non-syntactically moti-
vated surface-phenomena such as triggering, and (b) to call for a dia-
chronic approach. In immigrant contexts, code-switching basically
forms part of the immigrant’s linguistic repertoire. It seems that typo-
logical closeness between the minority language and the dominant lan-
guage leads to rapid one-sided convergence (Clyne 1987), and that ty-
pological distance leads to a type of intra-sentential code-switching in
which L,-grammar is mostly suspended in L,-structure. In the latter
case, (future) restructuring leads to conventionalised code-switching
structures which may form an integral part of the minority language in
question at future stages.
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This paper deals with one of the more enigmatic, certainly one of the most beau-
tiful texts created by the composite civilisation of Central Asia in Tang times. It
proposes interpretations of its divinational contents, critically reviewing previous
suggestions, and deals with details of its Old Uygur dialect.

Marcel Erdal, Department of Turcology, J. W. Goethe University,
P.O. Box 11 19 32, D-60054 Frankfurt am Main, Germany.

The Irk Bitig is a fifty-eight leaf booklet discovered in 1907 by Marc
Aurel Stein in the famous manuscript grotto of the “Halls of the Thou-
sand Buddhas” in Shazhou, near Dunhuang in Western China. Its Old
Turkic content figures 65 “chapters”, consisting of a few sentences each
and ending in statements such as “This is bad” or “This is very good”,
and a colophon. These wonderfully concise outlines of a narrative or a
situation served the divinatory interpretation of casts of three knuckle-
bones or three four-sided dice. Stein entrusted this and three other manu-
scripts in Old Turkic runes to Vilhelm Thomsen, the decipherer of the
script, for publication; Orkun’s (1938: 71-93) and Malov’s (1951: 80-
92) versions are practically translations of Thomsen’s (1912: 190-214)
edition into Turkish and Russian respectively, with minor enhancements
and a few additional notes.

Tekin (1993) is a reedition of the text together with an introduction,
“explanations”, a glossary and—at last—facsimiles. Tekin has some
good ideas concerning a few ks, but some of these are not new: The
book has several drawbacks, disregard for progress already achieved
being the weightiest of them. Quite a few scholars have published their
thoughts on particular passages in this text, for which they all deserve
credit. Examples are KljaStornyj (1981: 126-130) and various remarks in
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Roux (1966).! With such an important source, scholarly attempts at an
interpretation should be quoted even if one does not agree with them
(and argued against if necessary).

As it is, Tekin has missed some relevant ideas. The chapter headed
“Previous Works on Irk Bitig” (Tekin 1993: 2) only contains reference
to the editions mentioned, to Hamilton (1975),> to Clauson’s ‘“Notes on
the Irk Bitig” (1961) and to “Irk Bitig iizerine yeni notlar” (Erdal 1978).
Thomsen called his edition of the Irk Bitig a “preliminary note” (1912:
195).

The title of the present paper is meant as a follow-up to the various
“notes”; its main (but not only) purpose is to bring together references to
relevant research mentioned neither by Tekin (1993) nor by Clauson
(1961) or Erdal (1978), towards a definitive edition one day in the fu-
ture. The Irk Bitig is the most noteworthy direct testimony of Turkic lore
and culture in the first millennium. Some readers interested in this source
will, naturally, not be too well-versed in Old Turkic and its problems
and mostly make use of the translation. Some of the translations of
Tekin (1993) are definitely unacceptable. Linguists may, e.g., be misled
by the way he renders some of the causatives.

The remarks following below will, like the treatment in Tekin (1993),
be chiefly text oriented. Altaic astragalomancy practices and knuckle-
bone games (asik oyunu) feature animal names for sides of the dice,
perhaps connected in some way with the many animals appearing in the
Irk Bitig.* This and colour symbolism are among the topics which might

The latter will not be discussed in this paper, insofar as it concerns neither textual
interpretation nor linguistic features; as can be seen in the book’s index under “Irq
Bitig”, it discusses the divination book on twenty different pages. Nor will work
by 1. V. Stebleva on poetic forms (quoted in Kljastornyj 1981), for the same rea-
son.

2 Tekin (1993) actually writes “1973”; he also dates my Notlar as 1977. On p. 29,
references to Tekin (1985) and to “Ramstedt 1915 are left unelucidated, the latter
actually being Ramstedt (1913) (see bibliography).

A recent paper on such practices and games is Axmet’janov (1988), which
documents the rich Turkic terminology in this domain; earlier literature is also
quoted there. Roux (1959-60: 57) (in a paper equally ignored by Tekin 1993) has
statistics on the various animals appearing in the Irk Bitig, the horse figuring
most often.
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help in trying to solve its enigmas.’ Research into the Altaic anthropo-
logical context should be deepened and detailed comparisons carried out
with Tibetan divination books, of which there is quite an abundance.’ Cf.
Hamilton (1975: 9-10, notes omitted):

“En tibétain ... on a trouvé de nombreux manuels ou fragments de manuels
d’un type tout a fait analogue, c.-a.-d. composés de présages qui débutent tou-
jours par une série de petits ronds groupés en trois éléments, comptant chacun
de un a quatre,’ et qui se terminent par ’énoncé du sort bon ou mauvais.
D’une maniére générale, cependant, on remarque que, par rapport a [’irq bitig,
les textes des présages en tibétain sont nettement ... plus élaborés avec des al-
ternances de vers et de prose. La plupart des manuscrits de ces manuels tibé-
tains ... proviennent, comme /’'irq bitig de la grotte aux manuscrits de Cha-
tcheou ... .”

Other such Tibetan fragments were found near Turfan, another area of
intensive Turkic settlement.

“Quant a /'irq bitig ” Hamilton sums up his view, “on doit vraisemblable-
ment le tenir pour un reflet simplifi€ et tardif de grands modeles tibétains.”

There is not a word of reference to Tibetan parallels in Tekin (1993: 3),
where we read:

“The artistic style used in the book indicates that it is not a work translated
from a foreign language. There is no doubt that it was compiled by a Turk
who seems to have had a literary talent in using his native tongue.”

Thomsen (1912: 194) also thought that

*  In some cases, the colour names obviously merely serve purposes of alliteration,

a very strongly constitutive element in the Irk Bitig; thus e.g. sarig athg sawgi,
vazig athg yalawag (irk 11).

See Thomas (1957: 113-115, 140-143) for a general comparison. The two manu-
scripts described by Thomas on pp. 140-141 are outwardly particularly similar to
the Irk Bitig.

° This is exactly the arrangement in the Irk Bitig.
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“several of the details are so closely connected with the mode of living of the
Turks that ... it is impossible to conceive that (these paragraphs) are transla-
tions from another language” (1912: 194).

It does, indeed, seem clear that the Irk Bitig is not a translation but the
work of a skilled and gifted author. Zieme (1991) gives ample evidence
for the use of skill and talent in the abbreviation and adaptation of for-
eign texts to Turkic verse patterns, however, some of the beautiful
Manichaean hymns no doubt have Middle Iranian models. Spontaneous,
unforced parallelism, alliteration and assonance on the one hand, and
topics such as the joys of the bdg in wrk 5, the description of the tent in
irk 18 or the hunt of the khan with his retinue in 17k 63 on the other, do
indeed have as strong a Turkic flavour as the Dede Korkut epic.” Roux
(1966: 291) points out the similarity between wk 5, where human birth
echoes animal birth, and a particular passage in Dede Korkut, where a
similar parallelism is expressed.

Yet, early Turkic culture was also composite and must have assimi-
lated elements from the surrounding societies, where everyday life may
not have been too different from that of the early Turks. In a Tibetan
divination manual (Francke 1924: 7 ff.) we encounter camels going to
drink water when the day gets hot, exuberant antilopes, cold winds in
open fields and deer too gentle to butt with their horns, all of which very
much remind us of the Irk Bitig’s nature descriptions. Tibetan iconog-
raphy may help us find out who the messenger on a yellow horse (irk
11) is, or what the golden-headed snake with a golden stomach (irk 8)
and the white horse which chooses its adversary in a contest (irk 19)
stand for (to mention just a few of the protagonists). The all-powerful
talim kara kus of irk 3, for instance, reminds us of the Tibetan cult of the
eagle Garuda holding a snake in his mouth (Hoffmann 1950: 145-146),
in its turn derived from the Indian garuda eating up nagas.

Not only foreign evidence can help us discover the spiritual and eth-
nological significance of the text, of course; we should also look for it in
the mythology of the South Siberian and other Altaic peoples. Thus
(going back to the same mythical being), the (Mongolian) Buryats con-

von Gabain (1964: 215) thinks that the term uzun tonlug used in this source to
denote ‘women’ (irks 22 and 42) is a “Hinweis auf seBhafte Lebensweise mit
ihren feierlicheren Gewéndern; the Turks of the 10th century must, however, no
doubt have been acquainted with both modes of life.
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sider the eagle to be the ancestor of the shamans; for the (Turkic) Altay
tribes the eagle (kara kus) is the son of the sky god Ulgdn (cf. also Har-
va 1938: 157). L. P. Potapov (quoted by Kljastornyj 1981: 135) notes
that the figure of a road god riding on a dappled horse, called yer yol pa-
yan or tengere, survived among the shamans of the Teleut (an Altay
tribe) till the beginning of this century. This is clearly the old road god
on a dappled horse of irks 2 and 48 (and perhaps 47).

Thomsen thought it could not be definitely settled whether the book is
of Buddhistic or Manichaean origin but, he writes, “most outer and inner
criteria speak in favour of the latter” (1912: 196). Hamilton (1975: 13-
17) again discussed the question with reference to some nouns and
proper names in the colophon, but could reach no decision either. Tho-
mas (1957) speaks of the Tibetan divination books in very similar terms,
noting that there is nothing particularly Buddhistic about them; their
background seems to be generally Bon-po, but not necessarily so. Con-
cerning the /rk Bitig, the

“possibilité de I’existence d’un certain état de syncrétisme entre le bouddh-
isme et le manichéisme, ou, a tout le moins, de la cohabitation de commu-
nautés religieuses bouddhiques et manichéennes”

was evoked by Hamilton (1975: 14). Since then, contact and mutual
influence between these religions in the Uygur milieu has been much
discussed. It must, perhaps, also be conceded that such a text as the Irk
Bitig can have been composed in a manner which, if not areligious, is
still indifferent as to a choice between “standard” religions; the impor-
tance of these for the Uygurs may have been exaggerated because so
much of the extant material does come from the clergy. Roux also denies
both Manichaean and Buddhistic influence on this text, saying it seems
“purement turc” (1966: 45).

The fight between two animals, described again and again in so many
configurations in the Irk Bitig, is one motive which catches one’s atten-
tion: A perennial theme in High Asian art (and hence thought) since
times immemorial (cf. Roux 1966: 273), several vivid descriptions of
such fights can still be found in verse by Abai, the Kazakh national poet.
These points touch upon content. According to Peter Zieme (personal
communication), the occurrence of the word manistan ‘Manichaean
monastery’ in the colophon settles the question of the author’s religious
adherence: Since the Irk Bitig was written for two of the author’s hear-
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ers residing in a manistan, the author, too, must be a Manichaean. Then,
however, the term guru, which is the second part of his name, is cer-
tainly remarkable. Another question which ought to be answered is
whether there are any clearly Buddhist manuscripts in runic script; if not,
this is further evidence for Manichaeism.® The fact that the author hap-
pened to be a Manichaean would not, however, necessarily make the text
a Manichaean one; it should not be included into a corpus of Manichae-
an writings any more than Mickey Mouse should be considered a Chris-
tian figure or the gospel of St. John a Jewish text.

One of the features common to the Irk Bitig and Tibetan Mo-divina-
tion (dealt with, among other places, in Thomas (1957, ch. VI) is the
series of small circles, arranged in three groups of from one to four, in
continually alternating combinations; a line of such circles heads each
omen (irk in Old Turkic) to represent the die-marks shown on three
casts of dice. The cast triads of the Irk Bitig were first published in
Thomas (1957: 142), and reappear in Tekin (1993).° The triads are left-
aligned in the latter, whereas Thomas rightly assumes that the direction
of the writing, which reads from right to left, governs also that of the
“eye” groups. This is important if one is trying to find out rules of divi-
nation. Similar systems were in use in Antiquity in Greece and India and
are still part of the lore of many Turkic and Mongolian peoples: Good
casts and bad casts might have remained the same, or may have changed
in some interesting way. Such rules may, if discovered, in turn help us
understand more about the text. Roux (1966: 43-44) points out, at any
rate, that it can be good both if an animal wins (e.g. the panther in 7k 31)
and loses (the panther in irk 49) showing that, if anything, the cast must
have mattered.

A very different domain still needing some elucidation is the place of
the Irk Bitig within runic paleography and orthography. According to
Tekin, “the runic syllabic letters of and up / iip do not occur elsewhere”
(1993: 4). This is not at all the case. up / iip is known from the Turfan
manuscripts, as stated in Thomsen (1912: 191; see von Le Coq 1909:
1051, 1059). It has also turned up twice in what appears to be a letter, in
Tezcan & Zieme (1971: 456). ot seems to appear thrice in the Ongin
inscription (Clauson 1957), as made likely by Tryjarski & Hamilton

®  Peter Zieme has recently identified some runic manuscript fragments as Mani-

chaean liturgical material.

®  For irk 53, the data of Tekin (993) are right, those of Thomas wrong.
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(1975: 177). There seems to have been a whole series of labialised
voiceless stops, "k, “t and “p, possibly neutral as to frontness. The sign
for “p appears subsequently to have been used to express the sound
sequences ok and iik; the labiovelar characters were apparently kept alive
by the many suffixes ending in rounded vowel + voiceless velar.

The labialised stop runes are not syllabic signs in the sense of the
Semitic alphabets: They merely indicate that a rounded vowel is the ker-
nel of the syllable they close." In this sense, s!'w¥kws!mls2 = sokugmis
(1rk 2), t'wt' w*pn' = tutupan (irk 16) or w"klI* = tiikdl (irk 27) are not
redundant; they are, in fact, quite common in this text. These signs are
used also when they occur as second element in clusters, when, that is,
there is a phoneme between them and the vowel: kK> wr*VkI*wg’ (1rks 18
and 64) is korkliig ‘beautiful’; it need not be read as “koriikliig” with the
EDPT (followed by Tekin (1993)). Since there is good evidence for this
orthographical feature also from the inscriptions, the word sometimes
spelled as t*wr*“k is not #iriik or tiirkii but just tiirk.

Irk 15 has twice d in turd: and thrice ¢ in azti. Johanson (1979: 114,
with n.) discusses the matter summarily and explains it through the /rk
Bitig’s lateness (cf. iindi — bolti in irk 53). Erdal (1978: 94) had already,
comparing oliimdd oz- in irks 13 and 17 with twice dliimtd oz- in irk 49,
pointed out that such fluctuation does not take place in “early” sources.

The spelling of /e/ in this text has never been commented upon. be,
bel, ber- el, et-, kegd, ken, keyik, te-, teril-, ye-, yel, yer, etc. are all con-
sistently spelled with I in the Irk Bitig, as done in the Uygur and Mani-
chaean writing systems; this is unlike the Runic inscriptions, which, to
represent /e/, show variation between implicitness and 1. This fact need
not be evidence for a source in Uygur script but could just mean that the
scribe was influenced by Uygur spelling. Tekin (1993) transcribes these
instances as bir-, yi- etc.; this practice is as unjustified in this case as
with other Old Turkic texts, once we find that the documentation of
sources in Brahmii Tibetan and inscriptional runic scripts accords with
comparative evidence.

This is after all where transcription differs from transliteration. The
verbs s2d2- (thrice) and 12t2- (twice) and the numeral k21 (thrice), which
start off with an implicit vowel, should, on the other hand, be read as

' In the Irk Bitig, labialised consonants never seem to be used to open a syllable, as
ko etc.



70 Marcel Erdal

dsid-, dl(i)t- and dki; Tekin (1993) here writes (e)lt-, (e)ki and (e)sid-."
dki and dgid- are spelled with (implicit) /&4/ without variation in the Or-
khon inscriptions as well. The inscriptions of the Uygur kaganate, Tariat
and Sine-usu, also frequently have (d)ki, without a single exception,
while Uygur consistently writes iki (also in Brahmi and Tibetan writ-
ing). The runic manuscripts in Le Coq (1909: 1057, 1058) (TM 342 2 r
10 and TM 326 r 2), on the other hand, have ikinti. The shape of ‘two’
appears to be a dialectological and not just an orthographical matter: dki
and iki do not, I think, go back to *eki, as already argued in Erdal (1993:
145) (against Doerfer 1971: 292, a.0.)."? dgid- is further found in BT V"
(Manichaean; here equally common as egid-), BT III, frequently in the
Xuan Zang text, sometimes in the Maitrisimit, often in other Buddhist
sources and twice (beside frequent eser-) in Brahmi texts; so there is
nothing special about its appearance in the Irk Bitig.

The case of dl(i)t- is a bit more complicated: Uygur consistently
writes this verb with I and the runic inscriptions fluctuate between an
implicit vowel and I, which would make us read el(i)t-; this is in fact
what several Brahmi instances have. There is one Brahmii instance read
dlt-tir (TT VIII F 9) though, and the modern dialects vary in the shape
of this verb. So I retain dl(i)t- as far as the Irk Bitig is concerned, and
consider this to be a dialect characteristic: /e/, then, is always spelled
with I in this source, as in Uygur writing.

On the representation of initial /a:/ in the Irk Bitig, Doerfer (1995,
328) goes a bit beyond the observations of Tekin (1993: 4).

Another phonic characteristic which distinguishes the Irk Bitig from
inscriptional texts is the treatment of word-initial labial consonants when
there is a nasal as next consonant. In nine different lexemes and in the
pronoun ‘I’, the Irk Bitig has initial /m/ as in Uygur manuscripts; cf. also
munguk in the runic manuscript T II T 14 from Turfan. The runic
inscriptions (including the ones from the Yenisei basin) write b.
Retaining /b/ in this position would be typically Oguz. This again brings

"' Write colophon instead of 67 in Tekin (1993: 54) under (e)sid-: There is no irk
to be numbered 67. (e)rmig for (d)rmis in the last line of p. 8 and éliimde for
oliimdd in the last line of p. 10 are also simple errors.

dki may possibly be due to an early reanalysis related to Gk ‘a joined piece’, a
noun surviving only in the South West.

This and other abbreviations referring to Uygur sources are to be found in the
Uw.
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up the question of dialectal affinities. Erdal (1978: 106, 112) had pointed
out that the form sinug (irk 48) is said to be Oguz in the DLT (fol. 604),
sigug™ being considered by Kasgari the “normal” form; further, that
kiinds (irk 57) is the Oguz word for ‘sun’. sin-ok is, however, attested in
the Qutadgu Bilig and in an Uygur economical document (Erdal 1991:
243), whereas sipok does not seem to appear outside the DLT (cf. Erdal
1991: 361-362); kinds (regularly from kiindg) has in the meantime also
appeared in Khaladj (translated as ‘sonnig, nach der Sonne’).

Another relevant dialectological feature is the spelling of the word for
‘reed’ in 1rk 10, which is kamus; irk 38 again has the normal kamis and
other vowels adjacent to labial consonants are not rounded in this text.
Vowel rounding in this position is otherwise, in Old Turkic, found in
the few manuscripts in Sogdian script, which also show other “western”
characteristics. There does not seem to be anything definitely Oguz
about the Irk Bitig, then, although the possibility of such an early dialect
assignment cannot be excluded; in any case, its language appears not be
any “standard” variety of Old Uygur either. According to Clauson
(1961: 218),

“it is written in what Professor von Gabain has aptly called ‘the Manichaean
n-dialect’; but as”, Clauson suggests, “this is for all practical purposes iden-
tical with the language of the Orkhon inscriptions, it would be simpler to call
all the n-dialects “Tiirkii”, distinguishing the language of the manuscripts, if

1993

necessary, by calling it ‘Manichaean Tiirkii’”.

Hegaard (1976: 97, footnote) argues against this, pointing out that the
Irk Bitig has two occurences of bul- ‘to find’ but no occurence of tap-,
the other verb with this meaning. One would find it difficult to agree
with his contention that the Orkhon inscriptions have no instance of bul-
as his interpretations of the relevant Orkhon passages are hardly accept-
able. Hegaard’s criticism of Clauson’s position appears, in itself, to be
justified.

Tekin (1993: 5-6) features a list of “scribal errors”, which, however,
is incomplete; add the following: In 15, the first instance of ogli is writ-
ten as wg!l; in 20, odguru is written without the final w; in 25, kamga-
is spelled with s2 instead of s! and ol is spelled as 1'w; in 27, bolmis is
spelled with two m’s instead of one; in 33, ter is spelled as t?II. Some of

'* 1 would now write these as sinok and sifiok respectively (cf. Erdal 1996).



72 Marcel Erdal

the errors just mentioned and the ones on the list of Tekin (1993) have
been emended tacitly in the transcription while others have not.

The emendations in some of the irks are marked as such, while the
ones in 15, 16, 18, 20, 23, 25 (twice), 27, 33, 34, 42, 52, 57 and 61 are
tacit. 48 and 50 are emended only in the error list but not in the text. The
transcription creates some new errors of its own: In the last sentence of
irk 5, read bdg dr instead of just bdg, in irk 8 (d)bint(i)n instead of
(d)bintin, in wrks 11 and 18 (a)aig instead of (a)a(1)g, in wrk 24, tilayiir
instead of til(d)yiir, in wrk 25, buk(u)rst (or bok(o)rsi, bok(a)rst etc.)
instead of bukursi. In irk 18, the word koznoki is written as if it had an
explicit rounded vowel after the z (which is not the case). In 32, asigi
war ‘there is a profit in it’ is left untranslated, the words ‘Know thus’
appearing instead.

Unfortunately, the text offered by Tekin notes neither the ends of
pages of the manuscript, nor are these numbered in the facsimile: This
makes it very cumbersome to check manuscript passages, unless one has
recourse to Thomsen’s edition. The ks 10, 13 and 14 have twice
double-dots at the end instead of ‘It is good’, ‘It is bad’ etc., between
which space was apparently left for introducing these later. Such double
double-dots are not marked in Tekin’s edition, which disregards all
original punctuation. The glossary lists words starting with ka, ki, ko and
ku before words starting with kd, ki, ko and kii, although front and back
/k/ are nowhere distinguished graphically (not, that is, as ¢ and k).

The following notes on the various irks are supplementary to what
can be found in the literature quoted by Tekin (1993). Points on which I
fully agree with the editor are gone over in silence, which may make this
paper seem unduly critical.

1. Various Brahmi texts show that the verb which Tekin (1993)
writes as olur- was pronounced as olor-; this second vowel is retained
in Yakut and reflected in Chuvash lar-, all signifying ‘to sit (down)’.

The translation of altun orgin iizd olorupan mdpildyiir mdn as “1
enjoy sitting on the golden throne” is infelicitous, as sitting on the throne
is unlikely to be the object of the Chinese emperor’s beatitude. Better, I
think, is something like ‘Sitting on the golden throne I am in a state of
happiness’. The sequence olorupan mdpyildyiir mdn also appears in rk
4, and irks 51 and 56 similarly have turupan mdpildyiir mdn. In those

'>" This and the subsequent boldface numerals refer to the 1rks in consecutive num-
bering.
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cases, Tekin’s translation as “I enjoy sitting / staying” may possibly be
correct, as the subjects are various animals in obviously static situations.
Even there, however, there may be more spirituality in the situation than
this translation reveals: frks 4 and 56 stress the contiguity to a tree, the
importance of which within shamanism is well known (cf. also Roux
1966: 376).

An “explanation” by Tekin (1993) expresses the opinion that kegd is
not the equative form of *ke, the root of ken, kedin, kerii (< *ke+gerii by
haplology) and ke¢ (// ka+c¢, cf. kacan) as proposed in Erdal (1978: 88),
but “derived from keg [ke:¢] ‘late” with the ancient dative-locative suffix
{+A}”. I fail to see any argument against the first-mentioned etymology;
Doerfer (1995: 327) gives further arguments to support it.

2. According to DLT fol. 53, ala signifies ‘spotted black and white’
when said of a horse; this and ala+c¢a, which later replaced it, are well
documented for horses in Sagol (1995). Kasgari says that, applied to
humans, ala signifies ‘leprous’. ‘leprous’ is also given in later lexico-
graphy; UW 90 b and the EDPT can therefore hardly be right about this
term.

See the discussion of vk 48 for yol (or yul) tdgri.

jHUlgl is translated by Tekin (1993) as “joyful”, with the glossary
adding “jolly”. This translation is taken from the Yakut binome kiilii:
sali., for which Bohtlingk (1851) gives the same meaning in his diction-
ary (Pekarskij 1907-1930), whom Tekin quotes, mentions Bohtlingk as
his source for it). Bohtlingk derives the word from sala:- ‘to lick’, <
valga-, and Yakut sali: by itself has the meaning ‘licking’; the special
semantic development of the binome is best explained through metaphor.
The Yakut word is therefore rather unlikely to throw light on this
problem. (a)yl(i)g, proposed before for the Irk Bitig passage, fails to
give an acceptable meaning. ya+/ig ‘bow-bearing’ would be another
possible rendering of the characters. yilig yumgsak, which Erdal (1978:
89) quotes from TT I 178 (in Tekin (1993) wrongly “TT I 14”), is found
also in BT II 1260 and in the Yiikiin¢ section of the Maitrisimit, 4 a 17
(Geng & Klimkeit 1988: 14). yili-g remains the best reading in spite of
the implicitness of the first vowel, for which cf. the reading #(1)g in wrk
39. :

The content of -mig is rendered with ‘apparently’; this is a misleading
translation of the evidential in the given context.

3. To account for talim, Tekin (1993) posits tali- as “a variety of
well-attested tala-”, which he quotes from U II 76. There the text has
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talip kuna kdsip after a lacuna; the proposal of EDPT 490 b to read this
hapax as tdlip kuna kdsip ‘to pierce’ is much likelier. This suggestion is
also followed by Zieme (1991: 208, n. 394).

Concerning kara kus ‘eagle’ see Doerfer (1967-75, 3: 431) and
Menges (1982: 113-115) and what I quote in the introduction to this
paper. In the QB and the DLT, the term also refers to the planet Jupiter.
talim kara kus is found here and in irks 43 and 51, here apparently refer-
ring to the ‘sea eagle’, in rk 51 to the ‘golden eagle’ (who lives on
mountains). kara kug is not just “a predatory eagle” (as Tekin (1993)
writes), but the Old Indian mythical bird garuda; this latter also has
golden wings, like the bird in this 7k, and is the vehicle of Visnu. Cf. TT
VI 432 tagrildr, ydklar, ulug kiicliig luular, gantarvilar, asurlar, talim
kara kus kanlari, kinarilar, maxoragildr ... ‘Gotter, Ddmonen, grof3e,
michtige Drachen, Gandharvas, Asuras, Garudas, Kimnaras, Mahora-
gas ..., where the editors add: “Der uig. Name ‘Konig der schwarzen
Raubvigel’ spielt an auf ihren machtvollen Kampf gegen die Drachen”.

The talim kara kug was already identified as Garuda in U II 20, 23 (=
KIP 142), due to a parallel Chinese text. These may be taboo terms, as
the ‘royal eagle’ (which is black) is in many Turkic languages called
biirkiit. biirkiit appears to be the original name, if one follows Doerfer
(1967-1975, 1I: § 782), who thinks that biirkiit is originally Turkic al-
though just as wide-spread in Mongolian. He is, however, able to docu-
ment it in Turkic only from the 14th century on; so it may nevertheless
come from Mongolian, even though Mongolian has biirgiit with /g/. In
the Tiinka dialect of Buryat Mongolian (quoted by Menges 1982: 113),
the royal eagle is called both biirgiit and xapgardi, this latter comes from
qan Garuda, thus closing the circle.'

5. Tekin (1993) is unaware that his suggestion to interpret
blwd!l'l'g! as ‘having a nose peg’ was made by Zieme (1979: 479),
who already quotes all the evidence. Zieme’s proposal occurs in a re-
view and refers to Roux (1976: 559-560). Roux’s paper (equally un-
known to Tekin) tried to interpret this same word as what is in fact a
loan from Persian."” Roux remarks that both the mare and the she-camel

' The term was already borrowed into Old Uygur with an i / i, and went on into
Mongolian in this shape.

7" Otherwise, the paper has some very interesting material on the use of knuckle-
bones among the Turks and Mongols. The irk is already discussed in Roux
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are white; this, he notes, is a sacred colour,' the colour of animals dedi-
cated to Altaic deities (as tdok). ‘Gold’, which the hooves and the nose
peg are to be made of, is the mark of royalty.

Tekin (1993) translates the sentence iigting kunguyr urilanigs as ‘his
third princess had just given birth to a son’, opting for polygamy in the
society described. Obviously, Thomsen’s “Thirdly, his wife had brought
forth a male child” is much better in the context: There is a triad of
events, and the birth of a son is the climax of the series.

Roux strangely translates the sentence midpilig bdg dr drmig as
“c’était un beg male, heureux”, which would assume that dr qualifies
bdg;"” in fact, the syntagmatic relationship is the inverse. bdg dr also
appears in the first sentence of the irk and has turned up a number of
times in Uygur texts; it might possibly simply mean ‘gentleman’.
Tekin’s translation of kunguy as ‘princess’ should, in any case, be
replaced by ‘lady’: ‘princess’ is what the term meant originally;
however, like katun, its denotees became more and more plebeian with
time and the term came to signify just ‘woman’ in the end.

8. The golden-headed snake whose head is to be ‘plucked out of its
house’ might be the poison-spitting snake whose head is crushed by
Garuda (see above; Harva 1938: 62, 85); however, this does not explain
why and by whose sword its golden stomach is to be cleaved open.

Arat (1965: 397, note to 12, 42) suggests that intin ‘out of the hole’
should be read as irtin ‘sol, simal’ and (d)bint(i)n as birtin ‘sag, cenup’.
This far-fetched suggestion makes sense only if the original was in Uy-
gur script.

10. Erdal (1991: 419) argued that the first word of this irk should be
read as (e)sn(d)g(d)n and not as (d)sn(d)g(d)n (see also Erdal 1991:
382-383). This turns out to be contrary to the orthographical practice of
the Irk Bitig (with the possible exception of al(i)t- / el(i)t-). The verb
signifying ‘to yawn’ probably comes from ds-in just like the other Old
Turkic verb mentioned there. Clauson’s ‘snuffling’ (1961) is not bad
either.

Tekin (1993) renders bars here as “leopard”, in irks 31 and 49 and in
the colophon as “tiger” and gives both translations in the glossary. Ac-

(1959-1960: 58). We understand from a note to that passage that the aberrant idea
is actually due to Jean Deny.
" Cf. irk 41.

Tekin (1993) altogether drops the word dr (which is clear in the facsimile).
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cording to Doerfer (1967-1975, II: 235-236), the term must have de-
noted the ‘panther’ (while ‘tiger’ was kaplan, ‘jaguar’ irpis). The attri-
bution of manly virtues (alp drddm) to the panther does not, I presume,
follow from his having his head among the reeds, as the use of antag
would normally presuppose: Rather, this is a stereotype, as discussed in
Roux (1966: 235).

11. Tekin (1993) translates yazig here as ‘dark brown’ but in 7k 50
as ‘bay’, reflecting the hesitation in the EDPT entry for the word. There
it is considered to be either a metathesis of yagiz (not too likely, since it
appears twice) or related to Ibn Muhenna’s yozag, translated as kumayt
‘dark bay’ (not very convincing either, as a hapax). The proposal of
Thomsen contradicts the sound laws.

12. There has been a long discussion whether k!m'l!- should be in-
terpreted as kamla- ‘to perform shaman tricks’ or kamil- ‘to fall down’.
Erdal (1978) and Tekin (1993) quote most of the earlier views. Add
KljasStornyj’s (1981: 127) and Molnar’s (1996) defense of kamla-. Mol-
nér further proposes understanding the words awka barmis ‘went hunt-
ing’ as abka barmig ‘went to practice sorcery’, thinking of Kasgari’s
abagt and abak: ‘bogy, idol’ and Mongolian ab ‘witchcraft, sorcery’.
This proposal would explain why the a of aw is not explicit, which it
should normally be in the Irk Bitig, the a isn’t written out in the instance
of irk 43 either, however, where aw is certain (see Meyer 1960: 52-53).

One problem with the idea is the stem-final vowel in Kasgari’s terms;
another, that runic b represents Old and Common Turkic /w/, whereas
the DLT’s b is /p/. kamla- is not attested in Old Turkic at all; it is con-
ceivable, however, that magical terminology would have stayed out of
the sources we happen to have. The practice of animal consecration, al-
luded to in irk 41, is not, after all, found in any other Old Turkic source
either; the next earliest evidence for this practice, widespread among
Turkic tribes in the 19th century, comes from accounts related to the
Mongols (see Roux 1966: 177-186).

Bang (1925: 237, footnote 3) proposed kamul- but went on with an
unacceptable interpretation of the sentence fdnridd drklig ter, which has
several other possible renderings: Taking drklig to be the accusative of
the participle dr-kli, he offers the translation “(den infolge des Sturzes
Gestorbenen) stellt (das Bildchen) im Himmel seiend dar”. This follows
his idea that the irks were originally accompanied by drawings (in ac-
cordance with Indian but not Tibetan practice). te-, however, can hardly
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signify ‘darstellen’. See Erdal (1991: 662) for another interpretation of
this phrase.

13. In the note to Tezcan (1975, 1. 72) tdyrilig kurtga ‘a devout old
woman’ is compared to the phrase td@gri bol-, which is a euphemism for
dying (with further literature, a.o. Harva 1938). In this terminological
context, the phrase might signify ‘an old woman about to die’. In that
case, however, the text might better have had tdprilik kurtga, which
would, again, be possible only if the original text were written in Uygur
writing. The interpretation might benefit from the comparison with other
passages where tdprilig appears. The one passage I could find (tdyrilig
burxarn in BT XIII 2, 126) does not help much, however. Some of the
(six) instances which appear in the Kutadgu Bilig (which can also be
read as rdgrilik) were translated as ‘devout’, but Dankoff (1983) under-
stands them differently.

14. kanign ‘firmly’ is now known to consist of two words: # ‘firm’
appears by itself as well.

15. keyik should not be translated as ‘deer’, as Tekin (1993) does; in
Old Turkic it denotes any wild animal. There is, in this 17k, a trifold divi-
sion of living beings capable of receiving kut:*® Humans, birds and,
perhaps, four-legged animals. Are we to understand that fish and insects
are excluded, or do we have here the apparently universal predilection
for triples? KljaStornyj (1981: 123) points out the mythical aspects of
this k.

16. The word s(d)mriti of this irk was understood by Thomsen,
Orkun, Malov, Clauson and Erdal (1978) as a gerund. Tekin (1993)
takes it to be the causative form samri-t-ti (which is a perfectly legitimate
reading with the orthographical practice of this text) and proposes the
translation “fattened (itself)”. This translation is impossible for two rea-
sons: Firstly, causatives of fransitive verbs can be used with passive
meaning in Old Turkic (as discussed in Erdal 1991: 844-847, with lit-
erature), but causatives of intransitive verbs (as samri- ‘to fatten’) are
always just transitives and have no reflexive (or medial) meaning. Sec-
ondly, the perfect (-di) and the evidential (-mis) forms are never used in
parallel fashion as postulated, unless the latter can be understood to refer
to somebody’s thoughts.

* Note the remarks of Roux (1966: 42) on the similarity of the animal and the hu-
man condition before God shown in this irk.
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The solution proposed by Hamilton (1978: 248-252) (unknown to
Tekin 1993) should be unacceptable for this same reason. Like Tekin
(1993), Hamilton also takes sdmriti to be a finite verb, but from the sim-
ple base. This is acceptable semantically; however, beside the problem
just referred to in connection with Tekin’s interpretation, we probably
have some difficulty with ¢ (instead of d) after a vowel in the perfect
form. Erdal (1991: 784) had, in the entry sdmri-t-, proposed a further
solution involving the gerund, equally disregarded by Tekin (1993). Still
another way to understand the sentence would be sdmri-t-i ye-r+in opdn
‘remembering that he had eaten (ye- in the aorist participle form) his fill’.

utru yird@® ogri sokug- ‘(On its way home) a thief came across’ is
equally unsatisfactory, the translation part put into brackets being un-
warranted and quite unnecessary and in any case not a correct translation
of utru (if that is what it was intended to be). Hamilton (1978: 249-250)
plausibly thinks that WTRW could be an error for WRTW ortu ‘middle’
(which was probably pronounced as orto); “faute d’autant plus com-
préhensible,” he adds, “que la métathese -r- — -1~ était fréquente en
turc ancien”. He further compares the passage to orto yerdd amgaka so-
kugmig (my spelling) in irk 49. This proposal fails to account, however,
for utru eki ... kisi oglhin sokugmis in wrk 2.

yel ‘mane’ is not discussed by Tekin (1993), while Hamilton (1978:
250) compares it with the entry in DLT fol. 450 (referred to in EDPT
924 b). The EDPT 916 entry shows the base forms of Qarakhanid and
Middle Turkic to have been ya:l and yalig, but I have come across no
instance for the word for ‘mane’ in Uygur. The Irk Bitig lexeme being
quite clear in its context and Yakut sidl a problemless cognate, yel must
be posited for eastern Old Turkic. The statement in Doerfer (1967-1975,
IV: § 1806) that “tii. ydl scheint nicht belegt zu sein” does not hold, then,
and Mongolian del can very well be related to it. The dialect variant yal,
on the other hand, could have resulted from a contamination with a cog-
nate of Mongolian dalu ‘shoulder blade’.

The base of klwd!wrlslwglIgn!InA is by Tekin (1993) emended to
an unattested kudursug, whereas kudursugin, Hamilton’s proposal
(1978: 250-252), stays closer to the manuscript and takes the various
other attested forms of the word denoting the tail area of the horse into
consideration: The scribe apparently wrongly wrote the stem-final nasal
as 1, then corrected this to n without deleting the error. The last two

2! Tekin’s transcription for what I would give as yerda.
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vowels could also have been meant to be 1 and u or 1 and o: The form
appearing in the Turkic-Khotanese wordlist (Emmerick & Roéna-Tas
1992) is kudis(i)gon; this should either be read with /z/,* or else
represents a simplification of the cluster through the dropping of /r/.
Doerfer (1967-1975, III: § 1494) deals with the word in detail. See
Hamilton’s discussion for everything else; it is clear, in any case, that the
stem ended in /n/, as opposed to Tekin’s choice.

17. Tekin (1993) translates tdgri kiicipd as ‘thanks to the strength
given by Heaven’, following EDPT 693 a, possibly in view of tdpri kii¢
bertok iiciin in the Kol Tegin and Bilgd Kagan inscriptions (KT E 12,
BQ E 11). The phrase can be compared to tipri qutinta ‘by the grace of
Heaven’ (thus, with capital H in both translations) in 7k 15: I would
rather ascribe kii¢ to tdpri, as previous editors have done; cf. the imperial
Mongolian formula mépke tengri-yin kii¢iin-diir ‘in the might of Ever-
lasting Heaven’, attested already in the seal of the great-khan Giiyiig
(1246) and in the Secret History. It appears also in Turkic (mdpgii tdagri
kiicindd) and Persian (bi quwwat-i xudai).”

Tekin (1993) writes yol sub ‘way and water’, Malov (1951) yul sub
‘a spring and water’; in view of parallelism between yul sub kor- and
yas ot kor- and between these and sub icipdn yas yepdn, 1 would prefer
Malov’s choice.

18. The word spelled as kdznok, where Tekin (1993) retains the ear-
lier translation ‘window’, must instead be the same as kdzndk ‘hole’; this
is attested in suw kozndki (TT III 55) ‘water hole’ and in toornuh
kozndki ... kozndkldri ... alko kozndkldr (BuddhUig I 389, 390, 392),
where it refers to holes in nets. The variant kdznok appears nowhere
else, but tents in any case have smoke holes (see also Erdal 1991: 639-
640, n. 305).

The second elements in the sequences kozndok and korkliig, dgin and
ddgii, bagis and bar in this irk have obviously been chosen for the sake
of alliteration and are therefore a bit arbitrary as far as content is con-
cerned. Tekin 1993 follows the EDPT (744 b) in reading k> wr**kI’'wg?
as ‘koriikliig’ and translating this as ‘can be seen through’. The same
spelling is found also in irk 64, there translated as ‘with a wide view’.
Such a form is not known from anywhere else, however, nor is there

22 The well-known r ~ z alternation has a further variant rs, as in ti:z ‘knee’ /
tirsgdk ‘elbow’; cf. kumursga in wrk 37.
2 Discussed in Kotwicz (1934: 134 ff) and elsewhere.
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any koriik (beside the word signifying ‘bellows’). There is a near-parti-
cipial suffix -(X)glXg (discussed in Erdal 1991, § 3.119) but none of the
shape -(X)kiIXg. 1 have no doubt that the word meant is korkliig
‘beautiful’ although it is spelled with “k in the second syllable: This
happens elsewhere as well when the syllable has a rounded peak, even
though a sonorant intervenes between the vowel and the stop.

Malov takes bar, which Tekin (1993) translates as ‘they are all there’,
to be the aorist of ba- ‘to bind’, which may be preferable.

19. Kljastornyj (1981: 129-131) proposes reading ak ata instead of
ak at ‘white horse’ in this irk, pointing out that odguru is, in ik 20, (as
an error, [ would say) spelled without the final w; ak ata is supposed to
be a Manichaean deity. In a review, Zieme (1984) gives three convincing
arguments against this suggestion. One might add to his arguments that
one cannot both entertain such a thought and support the idea, as
KljasStornyj does in that same passage, that the word b'wl!wg! of this
irk is to be read as bolug and signifies ‘existence’, i.e. Buddhistic aZun.
Reading this word as bulug and translating the passage as ‘chose its
adversary in three quests’ (Erdal 1991: 184-185) gives, I think, a more
satisfactory meaning.

According to Kasgari (fol. 53), ak is used among the ‘Turks’ for
horses’ colours, whereas the Oguz are said to use it for anything. The
non-Oguz early general word for ‘white’ was iiriip / yiiriig. According
to Sagol (1995), iiriiy is, indeed, never used for horses. In (later) Uygur
the distinction apparently weakened; the UW has a few instances of ak
qualifying entities other than horses. It seems to have been kept up in the
Irk Bitig, however: Irk 5 supplies us with a minimal pair, ak be ‘white
mare’ against iriip ingdn ‘white she-camel’; elsewhere in the Irk Bitig
iiriip is applied to a calf, a cow and a falcon. All this speaks against ak
ata.

20. Note that the second vowel of rurguru is implicit, although the
suffix -gUr- has the archiphoneme /U/; this contradicts the theory pro-
pounded by Doerfer in various publications, to the effect that only /X/,
which is said to encompass only reduced vowels, is implicit. The matter
is discussed in Erdal (1996).

In translating ritir bugra as ‘a camel stallion (with a herd of) females’,
Tekin (1993) is following the EDPT and, before that, Clauson (1961:
221). Clauson quotes QB 2312, where there is
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“a description of the qualities required of a general. It says that he must have
the qualities of various animals ... and, if he is taking revenge, be as vindic-
tive as the titir bugrasi.”

This account is, for Clauson, sufficient justification for the grammati-
cally and semantically far-fetched translation ‘the camel stallion with a
herd of females’. The ‘female camel’ is ingdn, occurring in irk 5, where
it corresponds to bugra as ‘male camel’. The camel which the Old Turks
were primarily familiar with must, of course, have been the (two-
humped) Bactrian camel. Although Thomsen did not translate titir in his
text, he gives the full and (I think) correct explanation in his notes (and
is joined by Malov): Quoting the Houtsma text where the difference
between ingdn and titir is explained, he shows that titir is the Arabian
one-humped female camel, which was used in Central Asia for mating
with the native two-humped male camel.

It appears to have been known in West Turkestan since the Arabian
conquest in the 8th century. The DLT’s translation of titir as Arabic
ndqga ‘female camel’ must, I assume, be understood to refer to the
‘female dromedary’. Roux (1959-1960: 37-38, 40-41) discusses the
term and the present passage and, in view of shamanist thinking, reaches
certitude in his view that titir bugra is a ‘hermaphrodite camel’. I find
Thomsen’s hypothesis more convincing and take titir bugra to have
signified ‘a male hybrid between a male Bactrian and a female Arabian
camel’; titir would then refer, here, to the breed rather than the gender.

Tekin (1993) (like Thomsen) translates kdpiik as ‘froth’. Roux (1959-
1960: 58-59), in his discussion of the passage, translates this word as
‘bave’ (saliva). Nobody else, in fact, seems to have asked what might
actually have been meant by this camel’s ‘froth’, which appears to attain
such universal diffusion. Roux connects the irk with the miraculous
saliva of various folklore and belief systems, where it gives remedy to
the sick and resurrects the dead. According to him, it must be this saliva
which wakes the sleeping and raises those lying down (which he
interprets as referring to the sick and the dead). Roux further, in this
connection, raises the question (which he leaves open) as to what
“religion” might lie behind this belief in the present case.

21. Tekin (1993) is, of course, right in reading (é)¢- ‘to sing’ in this
irk: Not only because te- ‘to say’ “does not make sense here”, but also
because it would have been written with 1.
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yil yarumazkan is translated by Clauson (1961: 221) as ‘before the
year brightened (that is ‘before the days got long’)’; for Tekin (1993) it
is ‘before (the new) year dawned’. I find Clauson more appropriate.

As Tekin (1993) points out, the verb édi- / ddii- ‘to get excited’ sur-
vives in Kirghiz; Pallé (1959: 254) postulated it to have survived in
Chuvash as ur- ‘rasend sein’,* taken into Hungarian as iz-.

22, Doerfer (1995: 328) points out that ‘mirror’ is kiizpii and not
koznii, quoting the entry in Doerfer (1967-1975, I1I).

The omen of this rk is the worst in the Irk Bitig: This is the only rk
with the predicate ‘very bad’ (afig yawlak); the 1k is said to be
‘distressing’ (muglug). The anthropological background for this charac-
terisation no doubt lies in the significance which a person’s reflection in
a mirror or in water was believed to have for one’s fate (cf. Harva 1938:
252-254, 349).

23. We find tdzkin, the wrong interpretation, also in Bang (1934:
199); nobody now any longer doubts Clauson’s tdzdk+in (Clauson
1961).

kdkiik appears also in Maitrisimit 32 v14, where this bird is said to
attack the Indian cuckoo and the peacock (see Erdal 1991: 192). In DLT
fol. 409 the term is rendered as ‘falcon’, by which ‘a species of falcon’
is apparently meant. This is also what we find in Tekin’s glossary, but
the translation accompanying the text writes ‘eagle’. The inconsistency
appears to come from a hasty reading of the EDPT entry: That entry
quotes the translation ‘eagle’ from Steingass’ Persian dictionary, a ren-
dering of zummaj, the word used by Kasgari to translate kdkiik. Kasgari
adds that its “bones are used in conjurations and love potions and their
spells”: There might have been some such use also for this bird’s (dried)
dung, or it may merely have been an omen. Tekin (1993) follows Erdal
(1978) in emending ¢wk? to ¢dkik (making ‘lark’ in his translation into a
vocative, however, where I had taken it to be in adnominal function). In
view of love potions and spells and the boy who finds the falcon’s
dung, another lexeme, equally mentioned in DLT fol. 409, is perhaps
better suited to the context: ¢dkik ‘the penis of a small boy’, which
would give ‘May the flesh of your penis be blessed’. That the sentence
dating kutlug bolzun should be addressed to a ‘lark’ (as in Tekin’s transla-

% The shift 6 > u has its parallel in Chuvash kur- < kér- ‘to see’ and kun < kiin

’

‘day’.



Irk Bitig 83

tion) seems implausible in any case, as there would be no connection
whatsoever with the previous sentence.

24. The word written by Tekin (1993) as ortu was pronounced as
orto, as shown in Brahmi practice; all Turkic languages not featuring
labial attraction after [o] have orta. Similarly, #iglék instead of Tekin’s
tagliik (cf. Erdal 1996).

In his interpretation of yiitiir-, Tekin (1993) disregards Erdal (1978:
96-97), where another instance of this verb in U I is mentioned. Erdal
(1991: 815-816) takes yiitiir- (also found in a Ht manuscript) to be a
direct derivate from the base of yiid-, yiik etc. and not to stand for yiidiir-
; instead, yiitiir- is stated there to be the earlier verb signifying ‘to load’,
before the regularised yiid-tiir- was created. Tekin (1993) regards
“yiitiir- as the causative of a verb *yiit-”, taken to be “a dialectal form of
OT yit- which survives only in Yakut siit- ‘to be lost, get lost’”. There is
not a single trace of a Yakut dialect form in Old Turkic, however, where,
on the contrary, yit- is attested unchanged in all sorts of texts. Similar to
stit-, Yakut also has unexplained sii:rbd < yegirmi; there is no reason to
take the Yakut forms to be old.

29. This 1k remains problematical even with Tekin’s convincing in-
terpretation for og-i¢ as ‘internal organs, intestines’, because of the diffi-
culty in translating oyma dr as “a man whose job is to hollow out
slaughtered animals”: As shown in Erdal (1991: 316-320), -mA deri-
vates from transitive verbs denote objects of these verbs and not their
agents;” furthermore, there is a lexeme oyma ‘boot’.

31. Roux (1966: 99, n. 10) notes the parallelism between this 7k and
irk 34. See Erdal (1991: 435-436) for dp and its derivates. For the bi-
nome, further add dn¢i mdpgi kdyikgi in Maitrisimit 75 r 5 (and wrk 49
below).

33. Tekin’s translation of kidizig suwka sukmis as ‘(A man) put the
felt into water’ is contestable on feminist grounds; ‘somebody put felt
into water’ is surely better.

34. Tekin (1993) takes the khan’s soldiers to be the object of kéciirii
konturu. 1 would follow Malov (1951) in taking the object to be ‘the

¥ This against Erdal (1978: 99 with footnote 43). The statement there to the effect
that there is no noun oy is also wrong: oy ‘hole; pit’ is found several times in the
HT’s text and also in Hollen 113 and Einf IV 6. On the other hand, a lexeme oy-
ug ‘mark; ornament’ is attested in QB 3382 and survives in a number of Turkic
languages to this day (cf. Tezcan 1981: 54).
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enemy’, who is referred to just before the phrase in question; the khan
and his soldiers, on the other hand, are the topic of the following sen-
tence.

35. In Tekin’s translation of yolta as ‘on (his) way (back home)’, the
contents of the second bracket is unwarranted; going out to war, one
might be happy to be brought right back home by a swan even before
and not just after the fight.

Cf. Roux (1966: 353) for the place of the swan in Turkic myth.

There is no punctuation between urup and anin; taking anin to be the
instrumental of o/ and translating it as ‘with him’ is therefore unjustified.
Furthermore, the common amn always signifies ‘therefore, thereby’, as
one can see in the entries of EDPT and UW. Schulz (1978: 154-155, §
186) proposes reading urupanin and translating the passage as ‘nach-
dem der Schwan ihn auf seine Fliigel gesetzt hatte’. The expanded ge-
rundial ending -(X)pAnIn is discussed in Johanson (1988: 143-146); it
appears at least twice in the Maitrisimit, and in Manichaean fragments
edited in M II and III. In view of the probable instrumental origin of the
last part of the ending,” I would prefer ‘indem er ... setzte’; this covers
the content of ‘thus’, which Tekin (1993) adds in brackets at the begin-
ning of the next sentence. In this I follow Johanson (1988: 143), where
the sentence is translated as “The swan put [him] on his wings and [so]
rose in the air and [so] brought him to his parents.” Clauson (1972: 194,
617, s.vv. ur- and gali-) got this sentence wrong because he failed to see
that the swan is the agent (as already noted by Schulz 1978: 213).

36. In his “explanations” to this wrk, Tekin (1993) argues (agreeing
with Erdal 1978: 102) for interpreting atlig as ‘having horses’ and not as
‘having a name, title, reputation’; this is also how these instances are
rendered in the glossary. The translation, however, (wrongly) offers
‘bearing ... titles’ and ‘having a ... reputation’! Further, Tekin (1993) un-
derstands (more or less following Clauson 1961) iikiis atlig, kob: athg
and uc¢ruglug as attributes of dgriing, korking and kut respectively; I still
believe (cf. Erdal 1978: 102) that these phrases should be interpreted as
concessive (or temporal) clauses: ‘(Even when / Even though) pos-
sessing many horses, you have no joy; when (your) horses are unlucky,
you are not worried; (when) flying (your) banners (for war), you do not
enjoy the favour of heaven.” ugrug, finally, is not a flag for celebrations,
as Tekin’s translation might make one think; see the sources quoted for

? This is the position also of S. Tekin (1980: 71), in a long footnote.
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this lexeme in Erdal (1991: 211-212): All of its uses referred to in earlier
literature are warlike; the others describe Buddhist ceremonies irrelevant
here.

37. kumursga is the general word for ‘ant’ outside Oguz; in the
northeast (Shor, Yakut) there is a related form, to be reconstructed as
kimirdagas or kimirdagag. Yakut further has kimurit ‘a small insect’.
Variants in these languages as well as Khakas, Kazakh etc. show that
the rounding in the first two vowels is secondary, no doubt being due to
the /m/. See Erdal (1991: 84) for an etymology.

Tekin’s translation of turur as ‘lays down’ is doubly misleading
(‘lies down’ is no-doubt meant).

38. I agree with Tekin’s “explanations” of this 17k, where we read: “It
was Clauson who first understood this sentence correctly (1961: 223).”
Surprisingly, Tekin’s own translation radically differs from Clauson’s
and is unacceptable: He takes kalmis and unamaduk to be finite, but
these must be attributive participles, as the topic of the first clause and
the object of the second one are left unstated till the third clause. Com-
municative principless are violated in a manner postulated by Tekin
(1993) only under formal subordination. Further, the addition of
‘(alone)’ is unwarranted. Bang (1930: 17) writes abincu-qatun with a
hyphen and offers the translation “sie ist (am Ufer) im Rohricht geblie-
ben und mag ein von Gott verstofenes ‘Freudenmidchen’ werden” with
unstated reference for “sie”. Bang was also mistaken in taking gatun to
signify ‘woman’ as Ottoman kadin.

40. This wrk is discussed by Hamilton (1978: 252-254) and Tezcan
(1981: 76-77), both ignored by Tekin (1993). I accept Tezcan’s transla-
tion, which is “Yirtict kuzukapan, kiirekkemigi kadar genis ok temre-
niyle (= gagasiyla) yal¢in kayay yararak vurup? yalmz basina yastyor”.
His interpretation starts off with the verse kalikta ucugh kara kus yor: in
QB 5378. He then correctly identifies the last word of this verse with
Kirghiz joru ‘bearded vulture’ and takes or: of irk 40 to be an alternant
of the same word.” The QB’s association of the word with kara kus is a

¥’ Better yararcasina vurup: One does not strike by splitting but rather splits by

striking.

ort could rather just be an error of the manuscript, of which quite a number are
mentioned above: Qarakhanid initial /y/ is not otherwise dropped in any variants
of Old Turkic, if one disregards cases as yigla- ‘to weep’, where the /y/ is a reflex
of *h. The opposite relationship can be found in osuk ‘helmet’ in the DLT, cor-

28
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strong argument in favour of this interpretation, as this is the term nor-
mally qualified by talim ‘rapacious’ (like talim or: in this irk). Other-
wise, there is only talim balik, a sea monster;” neither humans (Tekin)
nor ravines (Hamilton) can be qualified in this way. Tezcan’s translation
of yori- as ‘yasa-’ is also the correct one (as against Tekin’s ‘march-
ing’): The meaning ‘leading a certain way of life’, which this verb also
has (cf. examples in the EDPT entry), is further attested in ks 20, 45
and 49. yarin, finally, is not ‘shoulder’ but ‘shoulder blade’, which is a
further reason to prefer Tezcan’s interpretation over Tekin’s.

41. The form buzagula-¢1 was already defended against Clauson’s
“grammatically impossible” in Erdal (1991: 434); another example for
this word is also quoted there from UigPafic 115.

. Speaking of a cow, timig can hardly, with Tekin (1993), be translated
as ‘she said’. te- is here better rendered with ‘to think’; the woman in 7k
42 is also, no doubt, ‘thinking’.

Tekin (1993) translates dukluk™ as ‘to dedicate to heaven’; I propose
‘for consecration’. The practice among Turks and Mongols of con-
secrating animals to otherworldly beings is discussed in Roux (1966:
177-186), who points out that the present passage is the earliest evidence
of this practice. There is no reason to believe that the Sky God was ever
the only possible recipient of :dok animals.

42. idis ‘cup’ is expanded to idis+0ig four times in the older two
manuscripts of the QB, which probably means that the word originally
had back vowels. We find the (presumably secondary) front variant also
in idig+ig (twice) in BT L.

44. The ablative suffix in the Irk Bitig is written by Thomsen as
+d(i?)n, by Orkun as +dn, by Malov as +din, by Tekin as +d(d)n. In
Old Uygur and Qarakhanid, the ablative suffix has a high vowel exclu-
sively. In the few examples of this morpheme found in runic inscrip-
tions, the vowel is, as here, unspecified. One would not mind the suffix
being read as +dAn in Orkhon Turkic: It nowadays has this shape in all

responding to yosuk (twice) in another runic manuscript published in Thomsen
1912.

See Hamilton (1978: 253). Hamilton also quotes a derivate talm+a-, which may
be a misreading of tarma- ‘to scratch with claws, to lacerate’ (documented in Er-
dal (1991: 568) and discovered in M III 29,31 by Peter Zieme). tarma-, in turn,
may possibly come from *tal(1)m+a-.

%0 Probably pronounced as idoklok (cf. Erdal 1996).

29
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Turkic languages except Modern Uygur, and may well have done so in
Orkhon Turkic as well. The Irk Bitig, however, is less likely to have
diverged from Uygur in this matter; the possibility of Oguz affinities is
discussed above.

Schulz (1978: 154) proposes reading fogan kus oy tirggak: ogiisiipdn
“nachdem seine rechte Kralle abgeschiirft war, erhob sich der Falke in
die Luft ...” instead of genitive kusuy. He may be right, although there is
no punctuation before oy: The sentence referring to the hare is in the so-
called double subject construction,” and we might want to assume par-
allelism.

45. nd¢cok yoriyin should have been translated as ‘How shall I live?’,
in accordance with the translation for yori- accepted above for irk 40.
Here is the sense of yori- that no doubt served as the source for the use
of this verb as a durative auxiliary.

46. The image of animals becoming stuck in mud and dying appears
to have been common; cf. in¢d kalt tdrig titigtd comukmuis ud tdg ‘just
as an ox submerged in a deep bog’ (ShoAgon B(1)270), used
metaphorically for a person weighed down and mired in lust. Tekin
(1993) says that it was Clauson (1972: 119) who first interpreted this irk
correctly. In fact, Rachmati (1930: 468, n. to 1. 74, where titig occurs)
already corrects Thomsen’s interpretation, translating titig as ‘Schlamm’
and referring to the DLT. He adds:

“Die von THOMSEN, Wahrsagebuch ... angenommene Bedeutung des Wortes
‘B r unnen’ paBt hier nicht. Hr. Prof. W. Bang hatte mich schon léngst auf
diesen Umstand aufmerksam gemacht.”

Orkun also has the correct translation “camur”, and we further find it in
Roux (1959-60: 59), where the author ascribes his interpretation to
Louis Bazin. Roux’s words are worth repeating: .

“Il ne s’agit pas d’une anecdote empruntée de la vie quotidienne, encore moins
d’un symbolisme religieux; c’est une fable. Un personnage puissant, par suite
d’un accident, se trouve tomber & la merci d’un individu quelconque.”

This view gains further weight when one remembers that the camel is, in
the Turkic world, proverbial for its strength and tenacity.

' See Erdal (forthcoming), where further examples for this construction are given.
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48. The manuscript here visibly has kar: yol tdgri and not kara yol
tdnri, as first noted in Erdal (1978: 106) (correct in Tekin 1993). There
is, then, no reason why this should not be the same god as the one
appearing in irk 2 (and possibly also ik 47). Kljastornyj (1981: 134-
135) not only adheres to kara (although he quotes my paper on p. 127),
but wants to emend this to kara atlig yol tégri. He concludes that there
were two such deities, one riding on a dappled and another on a black
horse. He sees his theory supported by a passage in Movses
Kagankatvatsi (i.e. Dasxurantsi)’s “History of the Caucasian
Albanians”,”” where the Western Tiirk (7th century) are said to have
worshipped several road gods.” Other sources quoted by Kljastorny;j
accord with the Irk Bitig in referring to just one such god, however:*
L.P. Potapov’s Altay materials already mentioned above speak only of a
road god riding on a dappled horse, and there is no trace anywhere of
one riding on a black horse.

Also very interesting is the state mentioned in a Tibetan manuscript
found in the same cave as the Irk Bitig, quoted by Lalou (1965: 192),

32 Translated in Dowsett (1961), who shows (xviii-xix) why the attribution of the
surname Kagankatvatsi comes from a misinterpretation.

Here is part of the passage (Dowsett 1961: 156; the rest is also worthy of inter-
est): “Using horses as burnt offerings they worship some gigantic savage monster
whom they invoke as the god T‘angri Xan, called Aspandiat by the Persians.
Possessing completely anarchical minds they stumble into every sort of error,
beating drums and whistling over corpses, inflicting bloody sabre and dagger cuts
on the cheek and limbs, and engaging naked in sword fights — O hellish sight
— at the graves, man against man and troop against troop, all stripped for battle.
Numerous groups wrestled with each other and in the orgy performed swift gal-
lops on horseback, wheeling this way and that. Some were occupied in weeping
and wailing, others in a game of diabolical fury. They played their games and
danced their dances with obscene acts, sunk in benighted filth and deprived of the
sight of the light of the Creator. They made sacrifices to fire and water and to
certain gods of the roads, and to the moon and to all creatures considered in their
eyes to be in some way remarkable.”

Kljastornyj still propounded the same theory at a lecture given at the University
of Giessen on 24 May, 1995. The handout: “Das Irk Bitig stellt eine deutliche
Verbindung zur Staatsideologie her dadurch, da8 die eine [Gottheit, i.e. the one
of irk 2] das qut ‘die gottliche Gnade’ verleiht, die andere die Ordnung im Staat
garantiert.” The last clause alludes to the sentence elig etmis mdn in'irk 48.

33
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whose /ha (‘deity’: “pas tout a fait ‘dieu’, ni deva”) is said to be Yol-tan-
re’= Yol tapri: Its capital was called “Cu-ba balik”, its rulers were
“hirkin” and “tarkan” and its minister “Tiirgiis A-ma-Ca”; this must
have been a Turkic state, as all the terms mentioned are clearly Turkic.”

Clauson (1961: 223) was in favour of reading yul tdgri “the god of
the spring” instead of yol tdpri, these two being, orthographically
speaking, equivalent. This idea has not been accorded any attention and,
in view of the god’s occupation, does not prima facie seem convincing.
Harva (1938: 400-404) has some details which make yul possible as
well:

“(Die Wassergeister) sollen dann auf den Wegen wandern und ihre kleinen
Kinder, die sie reichlich haben, auf einem Ochsen mitnehmen. Man glaubt
weiter, dal die Wassergeister auf ihren Wanderungen von einem Ort zum
anderen verschiedene Stimmen hervorbringen. Um diese zu hdoren, setzen sich
die Menschen an Wegkreuzungen, an Eislocher oder neben verlassene Jurten.
Aus dem, was sie dann gerade horen, sagen sie die Geschehnisse des kom-
menden Jahres voraus.”

Erdal (1978) had proposed that the second word in the sentence
sinokigin sapar mdn, iiziikipin ulayur mdn uttered by the road god be
emended to read as here, against sdpdr of the manuscript; this proposal
(actually originally made in the note to Ht X 1176 by Tezcan 1975) is
accepted by Tekin (1993). The sentence appears to contain a fixed
expression: QB 1858 reads sinokug sapar ol buzukug etdr “It mends
what is broken and repairs what is in ruins” (Dankoff 1983), there
predicated upon “intellect”. Since sapar and sdpdr look identical only in
Uygur script, I had postulated this to have been the script of a preceding
version; this hypothesis is strengthened by the alliterative patterns: If

% The Tibetan transcription of Tiirgii§ can only be interpreted as having i in the

second syllable. This should also be the variant of the runic inscriptions, seeing
that the second vowel is implicit in all the numerous instances found there. As
distinct from some other early titles, Turkic etymologies are possible for tarkan
and hirkin: the former from tar- ‘to disperse (the enemy)’, the latter from irk- ‘to
collect, heap up’; this is actually how the title irkin is explained in DLT fol. 67.
The suffix was pronounced with [k] after /r/, /I/: Erdal (1991: 327) mentions
Brahmi instances of kdl-kin and tur-kun. Note further tariri, the Western variant
of the word for ‘god, sky’.
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liziikipin ulayur is to show at least visual alliteration,* like sinokinin
sapar preceding it and elig etmig following, ii and u cannot originally
have been in runes. sap- and ula- form a common biverb, and ulal- often
goes with sapil-, ulag with sapig (see Erdal 1991: 200 and 669-670).
sap- also forms a biverb with et-, however, as e.g. in the QB example
quoted, and from this we have the binome sapilgan etilgdn in the DLT.
Now in BT VIII A 115 we find the binome etmdksiz sdpmdksiz with
front k, which makes us wonder whether Uygur biverbs such as etip
sapip should not be read as etip sdpip. The BT VIII phrase could also
make us wonder whether sdpdr in this ik is necessarily purely
graphic.”

50. Tekin (1993) states that tigrd-t- and yadrat- “have not been
understood correctly by previous scholars”. However, the special horse-
related use to which tigrd-t- is put here was already known to EDPT
486; Erdal (1991: 788) quotes an Uygur example with a more general
meaning. Concerning yadrat-, the Altay-Turkic yayrat- is quoted both
by Thomsen and the EDPT. Both considered it to be derived from the
aorist of yad-, whence Clauson’s ‘make it lie down’. Tekin’s translation
‘make it run until it (almost) spreads down (on the ground)’ seems to
stem from fantasy:* Nothing is said in the text about the bay horse being
made to run. Both yayra- and yayra-t- are in common use in Turkmen as
well, with meanings similar to Turkish yayi- and yay- respectively;
Clauson is therefore probably right both with his etymology and his
translation. zdrit- is discussed in Erdal (1991: 737) together with its deri-
vate tdrt-dr-.

Tezcan (1991: 155) (disregarded by Tekin 1993) discusses iigiirgii ‘a
horse’s sweat cloth (placed under the saddle)’; its many cognates in the
Turkic languages® all start with /ii/ or /i/ against Clauson’s etymology
(q.v. Tekin 1993). Tezcan proposes a derivation from i¢ ‘inside’ (with
backward assimilation of vowels). Now (personal communication) he
would also consider a derivation from i¢-iir- (here) ‘imbibe (tr.)’, which
seems much likelier to me: I don’t know of any denominal suffix +iirgii.

% That this is often the case can be seen in Zieme (1991): 6 and i often go together,

as do i, 1 and e, and so forth.

Unless the frontness of sdpmdksiz is ascribed to rhyming with etmdksiz.
Likewise the translation ‘to make a horse run until it becomes exhausted” offered
in the “explanations”.

Many of these can be found in Sevortjan (1974: 394).

37
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The verb which Tekin (1993) writes as fopul- was apparently pro-
nounced as fopol-; see Erdal (1991: 394) for both a Brahmi example and
cognates. The stem itself is discussed there on p. 621 together with a
number of additional runic and Uygur examples. topl-ok, which Tekin
(1993) for some reason writes with an asterisk, is discussed there on p.
248.

53. The similarity between this irk and the following passage is
striking: kara bulit orlintoktd karlig togan tiipintd; boz bulit érldntoktd
buzlug togan tiipintd ‘when the black cloud rises, there is a white falcon
behind it; when the grey cloud rises, there is an icy falcon behind it’
(HamTouen 15, 2-5). Hamilton sees in this an allusion to the Ediz and
Yaglakar (recte Yaglakir 7) tribes. The similarity between the two texts.
cannot be a coincidence, even though their spirit is diametrically op-
posed. Zieme (1991: 371, n. 65) quotes this irk as having “Strophen mit
deutlicher strophischer Alliteration”.

big- ‘to ripen etc.” consistently has back vowels in its very numerous
forms and derivates in Old Uygur and Karakhanid, but front vowels
here. The only exception I know of is biig(ii)r- in TT VIII M 22, which
may possibly represent more wide-spread popular pronunciation; it may,
alternately, have been (at the time) a dialect variant. Cf. idig (irk 42) dis-
cussed above.

54. Roux (1966: 41-42) points out the remarkable parallelism of the
raven addressing God as the servant (thus, I think, more appropriately,
as against Roux’s and Tekin’s ‘slave’) addresses his master, and God
listening to the raven. He further notes that God also listens to the maral
deer of ik 60, and bestows kut upon young birds and animals in ik 15.
This is how the Early Turks felt about the unity of nature, and Roux
gives examples for a similar view of things in modern Siberia.

55. toriit- cannot have signified ‘to get oneself made (something)’, as
causatives of intransitive bases do not convey passive, reflexive or me-
dial meaning. Something similar to passive or medial meaning obtains
only when the base is transitive: The secondary causee can then become
identical with the instigator or primary agent. torot- (read better thus!) is
well attested with the meaning ‘to create, bring into existence’. Might
drklig be an error for drkli? The sentence would then signify ‘Being in
the army, he caused the dispatch of messengers’; this might be some-
thing indicative of the resonance of the man’s deeds.

ati yetiglig has to signify ‘his horse being led (for him)’, implying
that he has a groom to do it, or that he receives a hero’s welcome. This is
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contrary to most of the opinions about this phrase till now, including
Erdal (1978: 109-110) and Tekin (1993). Exceptions are Bang (1923:
119-120), who translated yitiglig as ‘bezaumt’, referring to kolin yetip in
KP 36, 3. Malov was also on the right path when he translated the form
as ‘dressed in parade harness’ on the base of an entry in Budagov
(1871: 348-349). Turkish ydddk is not a loan from Persian, as Clauson
(1961: 224) claimed in his attempt to show that “Malov’s explanation is
misconceived”; this word happens to have gone in the opposite direction
(see Doerfer 1967-1975,IV: § 1831 and Erdal 1991: 395, n. 462). yet-
iglig must, indeed, be a “passive participle” (as the DLT defines this
formation); cf. Erdal (1991: 345). yitig, which Tekin (1993) mentions,
probably never existed, the -(X)g/Xg form being derived directly from
the verb. This does not, of course, preclude a special semantic develop-
ment. Understanding the noun ar as ‘reputation’ (as still defended by
Kljastornyj 1981: 128) is unacceptable because that word has a long a
whereas the vowel here is implicit.

atan- is never ‘to be famous’, as we read in the EDPT and in Tekin
(1993). It can signify ‘to be called by a certain name’ or ‘to be consid-
ered to be something’ if accompanied by a predicate; otherwise always
‘to be appointed to an office’: See EDPT, UW and Erdal (1991: 590-
591).

57. Tekin (1993) takes k'n'g!I to be a derivate from kan- ‘to be satis-
fied’ and translates it as ‘her favorite (lover)’. This translation is not very
convincing, as kan-ig is only attested with the meaning ‘cheerfulness,
satisfaction’, in the DLT. Tongerloo (1987: 215) sees in this word the
Middle Persian kanig ‘maiden’, borrowed via Sogdian. kanig has indeed
come into Old Turkic through Sogdian: It appears as knyg rwsn tngrii in
M 1III 6,2, (text 1), as kny rwsn tngri in BT V 207 (text 11), referring to
the Manichaean deity also called virgo lucis. Tongerloo’s proposal as-
sumes that the word was borrowed into Uygur as a common noun and
not only as part of the proper name of a deity. This assumption is not
easy to follow, especially since the words constitute mere transferences
of Sogdian spelling and do not, e.g., show the Q /T letter. In Old Turkic,
this deity is sometimes referred to as yarok kizi; in M 1 25,34 she is
dzrua tdgrining amrak kizi yagin tdagri. Still, the idea should not be
rejected offhand. Nor should Tekin’s proposal, in view of Mongolian
qani ‘friend, companion’. Doerfer (1995: 328) thinks the final velar
may, in this latter word, possibly have been lost due to the “bolgaroide
Schicht”. This proposal may be more problematical than one might
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think: As far as I can remember, Mongolian and Chuvash share many
instances of the loss of final /k/ but not, for some reason, the loss of
final /g/.

kan ag iildmis ‘The king distributed riches’ is actually a perfectly
good reading of the first sentence; further, bdglig ol ‘They (i.e. the
riches) belong to the prince(s)’ is a good continuation of the third sen-
tence if this is understood to say ‘Why should the king distribute rich-
es?’ However, there seems to be no way in which this interpretation
could connect with the pail in the sun.

Doerfer (1995: 328), raises the question (mentioning the relevant en-
try in Résidnen’s etymological dictionary) whether the strange variation
of kéndk ~ kondk could reflect an attempt at expressing a palatalised ve-
lar or dental nasal.

Erdal (1978: 111-112) thought that the only other Old Turkic occur-
rence of naliik was in a Manichaean text and took this as an indication
for the Manichaean nature of the Irk Bitig. There are, however, attesta-
tions in Buddhist texts as well. The etymology of the form is discussed
in Erdal (1991: 122).

kiinds ‘a sunny place’ is a hapax here in Old Turkic. The word is
otherwise known from Oguz and has turned up, in the apparently
original meaning, in Khaladj (Doerfer 1987: 114). Erdal (1978: 112)
was therefore probably right in reaching dialectal conclusions from its
appearance in this text.* Note already von Gabain: “Das alte -ny-, bzw.
das dialektische -n- statt dem haufigeren -y- erscheint im man. Irg-bitig
in kiindgs ...” (von Gabain 1976: 76). The word is, indeed, attested in
Yakut with nasalised /§/ (cf. Schonig 1990: 265), in Dolgan with /fi/
(Stachowski 1993: 161); this regularly corresponds to the Old Turkic
phoneme transcribed as fi. kiinds and kuyas ‘the blazing heat of the
midday or midsummer sun’ seem to go back to the same source with 7,
perhaps via *kuynas and fronting. Contamination with kiin ‘sun’ must
have made the difference: /fi/ is otherwise always retained in this text,
e.g. in koA, afug, tur(u)iia and ¢igari; in fact, runic texts do not write [fi]
other than with the appropriate character.” I have taken [n] from /fi/ to be

4" The absence of this noun in other Old Turkic texts could, of course, also be due
to a coincidence: Not too many of them might perhaps be expected to mention
“sunny places”.

' A further (less likely because rather more tentative) etymology would be kiin
*yay, the latter being the putative base of yagu- ‘to flash’.
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just as secondary as [y], as I have written elsewhere; whether Uygur
script uses n for [fi] due to the lack of an appropriate character, as others
have thought more recently, is irrelevant here.

58. The word which Tekin (1993) reads as 6¢ ‘advice’ has an ji: Erdal
(1991: 449) under iit+ld- mentions three Brahmi instances for the
vowel. Examples for the common binome iit saw are listed there on p.
187. The derivation from 0- ‘to remember’ proposed in EDPT 36 is
therefore untenable.

60. Tekin (1993) may perhaps be right in following the EDPT’s
emendation of bddiz to bddiik; translating this as ‘big (and) powerful’
will not do, however, as ‘powerful’ is not denoted by bddiik.

61. The correct interpretation of fiign+d-k is the one given in Erdal
(1991: 251). Erdal (1978: 112-113) is wrong, as there is no early suffix
-Ak. Roux (1966: 44) points out that the qualification of this 7k as “bad”
implies identification with the crane and not with the hunter; perhaps, he
thinks, the author felt it was unfair to place snares right into animals’
resting places.

64. The note to TT VI 254 suggested replacing Thomsen’s buymul
‘untrained’ (from Siileyman Efendi) by ‘untrainable’ and relating this to
muyga, attested there. This suggestion is made obsolete by Clauson
(1961: 225). Erdal (1991: 99) already has the (correct) reading with o
(re-proposed by Tekin 1993) and discusses the derivation from boyun.

Hauenschild (1994: 75-76) identifies tograk as the ‘populus euphra-
tica (populus diversifolia)’; its fruit does look like a little nut. What is
meant is not, of course, a nut in the strict sense, as Tekin’s translation
would make us believe.

The concluding paragraph: ancip is not in the UW, it is, however,
attested thrice in the (runic) Sine Usu inscription from the Uygur ka-
ganate. The sentence in which this word occurs is understood in an un-
tenable way by KljaStornyj (1981: 129); it is, admittedly, somewhat am-
biguous.

Colophon: Cf. Bazin (1991: 235-237) for the date. Doerfer (1995:
327) defends Bazin’s dating as against Tekin’s.

A number of examples for manistan from published and unpublished
manuscripts are collected in Zieme (1975: 47-48, n. to 1. 414); all of
these appear to be Manichaean, as far as one can judge.

kicig dintar is not ‘young pious (disciple)’, as translated by Tekin
(1993): Hamilton (1975: 15-16) showed that ki¢ig serves the purpose of
self-effacement, and Old Turkic dintar denotes monks.
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In his review of Tekin (1993), Doerfer (1995: 327-328) writes:

“Das Irk Bitig ... ist zuerst von V. Thomsen publiziert worden, danach von
vielen Forschern immer wieder behandelt oder herangezogen ... . Talat Tekins
verdienstvolle Arbeit stellt nun einen gewissen Abschluf} dar, so daB nur noch
wenig zu erforschen oder zu sagen bleibt.” (1995: 327-328)

The reader of the present paper will, I think, have to agree that this is not
quite the case as yet. The Irk Bitig remains mysterious even after all the
material considered here is added to what Tekin has brought together;
“les sibylles sont volontiers obscures”, says Roux (1959-60: 59). Still,
many of the textual problems have, I believe, presently come pretty close
to a solution. Irk Bitig studies can now go on to throw more light on the
iconographical and anthropological background of this fascinating
source.”
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La comptine est un genre mineur peu étudié mais riche d’enseignements. Ces pe-
tites formules que les enfants récitent avant une séance de jeu constituent un véri-
table laboratoire de langue et une source irremplacable de connaissance des méca-
nismes d’acquisition de la culture. Pour la premiere fois, les comptines de Tur-
quie sont étudiées et classées.

The counting-out rhyme is a minor genre in folklore classification. These little
formulas beginning a game session are an actual language laboratory. They are
very useful for the understanding of the mechanisms of culture acquisiton. For the
first time Turkey’s counting-out rhymes are studied and classified.
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F-75013 Paris, France.

Counting-out rhymes—which could be defined as set phrases used by
children before they start a game—have generally been overlooked as
a folklore genre. The child was considered a non-person by the adults,
and its verbal output was therefore considered non-discourse, devoid
of any interest. Adults found young children’s linguistic and poetic
activity disturbing, as they could neither follow them to the utmost
limits of language, nor share their indifference to denotation. In Europe
it was not until the end of the 19th century that general compulsory
schooling was established, that the first works on the subject were pub-
lished, but they were still rare. As a matter of fact, teachers were the
first to understand how useful these ditties were to young children in
their exploration of the world. Scholars, and particularly the founders
of ethnology were not interested in them, as the words of Rossat (1910:
244) clearly show:
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“I didn’t even try to give a more or less accurate French translation of these
ditties; I think any such attempt would be perfectly useless ..., it would be
childish to rack one’s brain to give meaning to these sounds which don’t have
any whatsoever.”

The bibliography on the subject is limited to a Swiss anthology com-
piled by Blavignac in 1879, an American study at the end of the 19th
century (Bolton 1888), a German work written by Bodmer in 1923, a
French doctoral thesis published by Arleo in 1982 and an American
dictionary of counting-out rhymes published by Abrahams & Rankin
in 1980. As far as I know, nothing has been published so far about Tur-
key, and this justifies my interest.

I will begin with a brief presentation of the corpus I have chosen be-
fore trying to show its interest from a linguistic point of view and, fi-
nally, discussing what information it provides in other fields.

1. The corpus

The earliest mention I know of a counting-out rhyme in Turkey dates
from approximately one century ago. Reverend J. L. Barton noted it
down in the area of Harput and communicated it to H. Bolton, who
gave it a rather fanciful transcription (Bolton 1888):

American rendering: Turkish reconstitution (?):
Ilp ilp ilmedén, Ip ip ilmeden
Selug silug silmedén; Siiliik siiliik silmeden
Yel khos kepené; Yer koz kepene(k)
Kepen ichini bazar; Kepen(ek) i¢i bit pazar
Ichinde ayoo gezér, Iginde ayu gezer

Ayoo beni khookhoodé Ayu beni korkuttu
Khoolakhémé sar’ghédé; Kulagini sarkitn

Alaghéna, Alagina
Chalaghéna, Salagina
Akh ded;i, Al dedi
Chekh dedi Cik dedi

With this exception, the first person who has, though indirectly, stud-
ied these rhymes is my mentor and friend Pertev Naili Boratav. From
the late 1930s to the early 50s, he gathered, throughout the towns and
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villages of Anatolia, a comprehensive collection of game and game-
related rhymes. One must keep in mind that the function of the count-
ing-out thyme is to determine the “it” (in Turkish ebelesmek). I have
drawn from these archives all elements related to counting-out rhymes.
To these I added the material gathered by A. Caferoglu around the
same time in other towns and villages of Anatolia, material that con-
stitutes a felicitous complement to Boratav’s documents.

Pertev Naili Boratav’s archives are presently at the Laboratoire
d’Ethnologie et de Sociologie Comparative UPX-Labethno/PNB VIII/
3, IX/1, IX/3 of Paris-X University. Here is a detailed list:

Dosye I
Zarf 1. Ankara (1945). Kaynak: [-XIX (186 formiil, 487 oyun)
Zarf 2. Ankara (1947-48). Kaynak: XX-XXVII (8 formiil, 104 oyun)
Dosye 11
Zarf 1. (1945) Kaynak: XXVII-XXXIII (47 formiil, 104 oyun)
Zarf 2. (1947-48) Kaynak: XXXIV-XLVI (25 formiil, 236 oyun)
Zarf 3. Ankara (1945-46). Kaynak: 1-7 (22 oyun)
Dosye 111
Zarf 1. Ankara (1947-48). Kaynak: XLVII-LX (24 formiil, 235 oyun)
Dosye IV
Konya (1953). Oguz Tansel (646 formiil)
Dosye V
Konya (1954). Oguz Tansel (Pertev tarafindan diizenlenmemis; I-LVI’ a kadar
diizenledim)
Dosye VI
Yozgat (1947-48). I. Gokbahar (40 formiil, 345 oyun)
Dosye VII
Golkoy (1948-49). Yetkin (320 oyun)
Dosye VIII
Zarf 1. Tokat (1950). Ercan (25 formiil)
Zarf 2. Sandikli (1950). I. Bagsgoz (12 formiil)
Izmir (1950). H. Egilmez (19 formiil)
Mersin (1954). Cahit Oztelli (30 formiil)
Kayseri (1950). Gogceeli (2 formiil)
Zarf 3.Tokat (1950). I. Bagsgoz (diizenlenmemis)
Zarf 4.Ankara, Kastamonu (1941, 1950-52). P. N. Boratav
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A. Caferoglu tarafindan derlenen malzemeler:

Cl = Anadolu dialektolojisi iizerine malzeme, Ankara 1941

Cll = Dogu illerimiz ag1zlarindan toplamalar, Istanbul 1942

Clll =  Anadolu agizlarindan toplamalar, Istanbul 1943

CIV = Giiney-dogu illerimiz agizlarindan toplamalar, Istanbul 1945
CV= Kuzey-dogu illerimiz agizlarindan toplamalar, Istanbul 1946
CVI=  Orta-Anadolu agizlarindan derlemeler, Istanbul 1948.

The whole body of documents I have checked contains 1208 counting-
out rhymes, which delineate 237 basic types (see different examples at
the end of this article). Each type represents an unlimited number of
forms. Variation is indeed the main feature of the counting-out rhyme.

Some of them present an interesting characteristic: they are partly or
totally constituted of “wild words”. These words are coined by chil-
dren themselves and are a means for the individual to elaborate his
own language. This can be considered a memory of the capacity we all
have, when we are born, to speak all languages; counting-out rhymes
bear a trace of this gift of tongues. Hence frequent borrowings from
foreign languages, which in fact, can no longer bear that name as they
are automatically integrated.

2. A few linguistic characteristics of counting-out rhymes

I shall first focus on wild words (400 in my corpus) and their phono-
logical structure.

Table 1. Initial vowel order by decreasing frequency

Initial vowel order in the wild words (decreasing frequency):
e ai o1 i u o

Initial vowel order in standard Turkish (Bazin 1994: 77):
a e i oui 01

Initial vowel order in Pre-Ottoman Turkish (Khourchid 1990: 60):
a e i uo o i1
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We notice that the order of the initial vowels differs from that of stan-
dard Turkish." Children prefer open front vowels to their back counter-
parts. We also notice the unusual frequency of the closed nonlabial
vowel /1/.

The same remark could be applied to initial consonants:

Table 2. Initial consonant order by decreasing frequency

Initial consonant order in the wild words:

mdt bpkhs1lzf¢rs gvecny]j
Initial consonant order in standard Turkish (Alpman: 1969):

kdybt gsce¢hmfvprl s znj
Initial consonant order in Pre-Ottoman Turkish (Khourchid1990: 60):

k bs dymt hgmngs fcc¢czpvrerl (j)

The unusual frequency of the letters /m, h, r, 1/ in wild words points to
the very ontology of language, as these contoids are precisely those we
find in the babble which precedes the appearance of language. The
labial vowel /o/, tightly connected to affectivity, plays a considerable
role in noninitial position. We can thus pick out the following words:

Table 3. /ol in noninitial position

[C+/0/] monosyllables: bo, co, do, do, go, ho, jo, po

[C+/0/+Cnasal] monosyllables: bom, con, mom, pon, tom, von, zon

[/o/ ending] disyllables: ago, diro, katzo, mendo, rofo, vizo

[/o/ ending] trisyllables: ambaro, bekribo, fedamo, fiyango, istirbo
karako, lipanto, nebido, sebedo, sibedo

[/o/ ending] quadrisyllables: dosinado, orinado, gandalifo, simanesto

[/o/ ending] pentasyllables: aleredino 4

' 1also used Alpman (1969), which contains 459 entries and constitutes a reference

corpus coherent with my 400 wild words.
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Children don’t hesitate to juxtapose consonants in clusters which are
not all within the norm of standard Turkish, which prefers a liquid (r, 1)
followed by an occlusive (p, t, k) (cf. Ergin 1990).

Table 4. Consonant clusters

t+n  natnar f+t  buftin, buftiri s+n  Kkusna,
f+r  pufra r+f  morfa

t+1 batlak d+r dra, dras

m+r somru r+n  naldirnag

Vowel disharmony is frequent because it allows the speaker to create
unexpected sounds, and we can notice a tendency to play on the con-
trast between harmonic features:

Table 5. Vowel disharmony

[+POST, -POST] /a-e/: alerestina, badelek, laleke, panse, zatelyon
[-POST, +POST] /e -a/:  belnannaci, berani, cemdan ena, enna,
fedamo, perani
[+APERT, -APERT] /i- a/: tizma, bedira, kiyaru, mikramarum
[-APERT, +APERT] /a-i/: akribi, amil, babili, dandik, gandalifo
gandi, lali, makedi, pali, sadraki
[+LAB, -LAB] fo -1/ domil, dosi, orinado
/fo-e/: moden
fu-1i/: kukulik

Ju-e/: busye
fii-a/: kiitiipa
[-LAB, +LAB] /i-of: gandalifo, istirbo, keterizon

/e -o/: mendo, sebedo, simanesto
/a-of:  aylom, bayloz, farfoylom

If we now turn to the morphology of normal words in the counting-out
rhyme, we notice that it adheres to a basic communication pattern. A
sample of 64 counting-out rhymes shows us that nominal predicates
are twice as numerous as verbal ones.
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Table 6. Number predicational morphemes

Type of predicational morpheme: Number:
nominal 42
imperative 21
constative /DI/ 16
indefinite present /Er/ 4

nonconstative /mig/
progressive present /lyor/
suppositive /sE/

—_ =N

Thus, we have only few verbs, either in the imperative or the consta-
tive form, which are the most essential forms for children, being the
first they learn, as Ayhan Aksu-Kog¢ (1988: 198-199) has shown. There
is hardly any occurrence of the present progressive or the future.

The conditions of use of the substantive are equally telling. The pre-
dominance of the absolute case is overwhelming. Among spatial cases,
only the directive, which has a positive connotation for the speaker, oc-
curs from time to time; its opposite, the ablative, which marks separa-
tion and rejection, is almost absent.

Table 7. Number of case morphemes

Case morpheme: Number:
absolute 430
directive 27
locative 14
accusative 12
genitive 8
ablative 4

Given the particular status of the act of counting-out, which is distinct
from speech as well as from song, I deeply regret having only written
documents at my disposal. I think that the originality of counting-out
rhymes would be best emphasized by an acoustic analysis of their pro-
sodic characteristics. Counting-out rhymes seem to be hinged on the
production of regular rhythmic movements, and this is true all over the
world; which is probably the reason why they travel so easily. This is
illustrated in the following example:
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1. Entita 1. ‘Un deux trois’
2. Jini jinipa 2. ‘Nous irons au bois’
3. Kay sen siz 3. ‘Quatre cinq six’
4. Geve dizi diz 4. ‘Cueillir des cerises’
5. Diz on suz 5. ‘Dix onze douze’

6.

6. Katuron suz ‘Elles seront toute rouges’

The Turkish version collected in Konya (1950) preserves the rhythm of
the French original.

Another interesting perspective is the comparison of the deviation
from linguistic standards in counting-out rhymes with that in school-
children’s usual language. Kamile Imer’s investigations (Imer 1987:
211-216) show that, besides sentences which are both communicative
and grammatical, we find sentences that are communicative but non-
grammatical, and sentences that are neither communicative nor gram-
matical, which she calls “masses of words”, and which should be com-
pared to the wild words of the counting-out rhyme.

Finally, the counting-out rhyme mirrors the child’s constant sway
between sound and meaning, which is probably a mere transposition of
the link between external reality and his inner interpretation. Every
wild word can therefore become language through semanticization,
and, conversely, every word can become wild through desemanticiza-
tion. From one variant to another, kome balir (wild) thus becomes gér-
me batir (semanticized), whereas bir baba laklak (semanticized) be-
comes bim bara rak rak (wild).

A careful study of the way a child breaks up adults” words and re-
constitutes new elements from snatches of speech, along with a thor-
ough understanding of the variation which allows an automatic re-
newal in order to make up for the formal warping, should enable us—
thanks to the counting-out rhyme—to reach a better understanding of
Turkish. The counting-out rhyme is, indeed, a real language laboratory.
But it goes further than that and offers an incredible amount of infor-
mation in other fields.

3. Importance of the counting-out rhyme in other fields

The origin of the counting-out rhyme is mysterious and controversial.
It comes from figures, which precede letters, and it therefore refers to
the origins of the individual, of society and of communication. As the
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name shows, counting-out rhymes point to the activity of counting.
This activity is surprisingly old, and counting-out rhymes thus bear
traces of the different states of the counting systems, as well as traces
of inclusion or exclusion processes which enable us to define sets.

We know that the Turks have used three different systems, one after
the other. The first is original in its expression of numbers from eleven
to ninety-nine, as it replaces the additive process (11=10+1) with an
ordinal one (bir yegirmi ‘eleven’=1 out of 20, or tokuz yiiz ‘ninety-
nine’= the ninth unit before 100); this system is comparable to others
in the ancient Indo-European world. Yet around the tenth century, un-
der the cultural influence of China, the system evolved toward the
positional norm: on artuk: bir ‘one after ten’= eleven. As early as the
eleventh century, the modern counting system based on Indian figures
became common among the Turks: on bir ‘eleven’= 10+1.

We will therefore have to examine carefully the enumerative series
which appear in Turkish counting-out rhymes. Beside the sequence 1-
2-3, bir-iki-ti¢ (which is universal in counting-out rhymes), we notice a
sequence 1-5-6, bir-beg-alti, which I cannot explain. The importance
of six, which frequently occurs in counting-out rthymes, is easy to un-
derstand: six is the first perfect number (a whole number equal to the
sum of its divisors, 3+2+1= 6); one is the unit, the necessary starting
point, except if we start counting from the base (10). But why five, if it
is not preceded by four? Maybe because of its cultural weight in the
Islamic civilization (5 daily prayers, 5 elements in the Mekka pilgrim-
age, 5 takbir in the profession of faith, 5 books in the xamsa ...).

Nine is the figure which appears most often, either alone or in a se-
quence. This comes from the mechanical characteristics of the count-
ing system: the last element of a series naturally draws attention; ten is
the base of the counting system, and as such, it marks the beginning of
a new series. Nine, then, is the last unit, and is as important as one,
which is the first; this is why, for instance, the first Indian mathemati-
cians used the word anka, which means ‘figures’, to designate the fig-
ure nine.
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The number 40 occurs frequently as well, probably because it is
loaded with symbolism, but also because it marks a break: you count to
three (see the symbolic meaning in French), which, transposed into
tens, gives 10, 20, 30; with 40, something new begins, hence such a
counting-out rhyme as:

Ali Veli | kirk dokuz elli *Ali Veli / 49, 50°.

Counting-out thymes provide ample information in another field that is
equally dependent on numbers: prosody. It will be necessary to study
verse patterns: couplets, quatrains etc. as well as types of rhymes and
rhythms. For the time being, all we can say is that most counting-out
rhymes comprise between two lines in the shortest and twenty-eight in
the longest. When a counting-out rhyme is shorter than two lines, it is
either elliptic (a single element is enough to suggest the whole) or
structured around syllables, and it then tends towards the call, the vo-
cative, or the scream. When a counting-out rhyme is longer than twen-
ty lines, it is difficult to distinguish it from a song. From this point of
view, scanning is interesting, because it reveals that the line of the
counting-out rhyme is divided into darbe of one to three syllables.

We have to study not only the form but also the contents. Counting-
out thymes are so many narratives staging various characters, two as-
pects it would be interesting to classify. The counting-out rhyme is
also a means of conveying basic knowledge, popular beliefs and social
rituals. It is therefore necessary to study what parents, teachers and so-
ciety as a whole convey to the child through this medium. Counting-
out thymes provide information for the historian, the sociologist and
the anthropologist—all the more so, as the corpus I have established,
though compiled in the forties, was in fact elaborated during the early
years of the Republic.

There is a last line of research which is farther from my interests,
but which is nonetheless important, as it deals with what counting-out
rhymes teach us about the structuring of the child’s imagination, and
how the child expresses his fears, his anxieties, his expectations and
his wishes. We have a lot to learn from Turkish counting-out rhymes,
at least in order to establish an intercultural comparison.
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Conclusion

These brief reflections have enabled us to delineate the notion of the
counting-out thyme, a formula of inclusion and exclusion preceding a
game and endowed with a particular linguistic form, associating a ges-
ture to each syllable. Yet this delineation remains blurred. Of course,
the core of the corpus—that is, the counting-out rhyme—can be char-
acterized precisely enough to make it possible to invent a Turkish
counting-out thyme, on the following pattern for instance:

un, deux, trois / ¢’ est toi le roi
eins, zwei, drei | du bist frei
una, dos, tres / piedra libre es

I can invent a Turkish counting-out rhyme which, though not present
in my corpus, is perfectly possible and completely regular:

bir, iki, ii¢ / oyundan gii¢

Nevertheless, the belonging to the genre of rhyme becomes more and
more doubtful as we move away from this core. As soon as it loses its
numeric form, the rhyme tends to merge with other oral genres: the rid-
dle, the tekerleme, which opens a fairy tale, the mdni (to which it is
tightly connected) and even, for longer forms, with rounds, lullabies
and songs. It is, then, harder to identify, and requires subtler forms of
analysis. Nonetheless, the counting-out rhyme remains, because of all
it teaches us about Turkish language and culture, one of the keystones
of the oral tradition in Turkey.

Different types of counting-out rhymes
A. Numerical

XVII
L. Bir iki ii¢ dort beg alti yedi
2. Bunu sana kim dedi
3. Diyen dedi
4. On yedi.
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1. “Un deux trois quatre cinq six sept.’
2. ‘Qui t’a dit ceci?’
3. ‘Qui I’a dit ’a dit.”
4. ‘Dix sept.’

Variants (31):

ANKARA (a [BIV3]; b [AI1O]; c [AVII3]; d [AVIII4]; e [AX8]; f
[AXIIT7];
g [AXVIIIY]; h [AXIX2]; i [AXXIX3]; k [BIV56]; m [BIV66])

DIYARBAKIR (r[T215])

GIRESUN (j [CV130])

ISTANBUL (s [T227])

[ZMIR (n [E6])

KONYA (1[T11]; p [T68]; q [T171]; t [T267]; u [T309]; v [T373];
w [T419]; x [T89]; y [T499]; z [T518]; aa [TS529];
ab [T529]; ac [T586]; ad [T606]; ae [T612])

MERSIN (o [O12])
XIX
1. Bir iki ii¢ dort beg alti yedi sekiz dokuz
2. On

3. Kwrnuzi don
4. Git komgunun damina kon.

1. ‘Un deux trois...neuf,
2. Dix,
3. Culotte rouge,
4. Vate percher sur le toit du voisin!”’

Variants (33):

ANKARA  (a [BIV2]; ¢ [AIl1]; d [AVII4]; e [AVIIIS); f [AX9]; g [AXII6];
h [AXIII1]; i [AXVIITIO0]; j [AXIX1]; k [AXXIX7]; m [BIV45];
n [BIVS55]; o [BIV64])

CORUM (b [CI106])

ELAZIG  (1[ALVII9])
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KONYA (r[T119]; s [T179]; t [T190]; u [T214]; v [T303]; w [T317]; x
[T318];
y [T349]; z [T401]; aa [T420]; ab [T440]; ac [T512]; ad [T563];
ae [T563]; af [T594]; ag[T631])

MERSIN (q [013])

SANDIKLI (p [Ba9])

B. Alphabetical

LXV
1.A A asma
2. BA BA basma
3. SE SE siinbiil
4. Menekge giil.

1. ‘A A vigne,
2. BA BA imprimé
3. SE SE jacinthe
4. Violette rose.’

Variants (4):
KONYA (a[T122]; b [T278]; ¢ [T367]; d [T418])

C. Totally wild
LXXIV
1. Albo
2. Istirbo
3. Nebido
4. Ambaro.

1. “‘Albo,
2. Istirbo,
3. Nébido,

4. Ambaro.’

Variant (1):
YOZGAT (a[Go17))
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Variant (1):
[ZMIT  (a [AXLVI66])

D. Partially wild

(a [AXII9]; b [XXVIL2]; c [AXXXII4]; s [BIV])

*

XCVI
1. ¢in pon tataki

2. Laleke lespiki mandoli
3. Kara ¢igi kara ¢igi

4. Viy viy viy

5. Pitagi bam bim bom

1. *Tchinn ponn tataki,
2. Laleke lespiki, manndoli,

3. Noir tchitchi, noir tchitchi,
4. Viy viy viy,

5. Pitatchi bim bam boum.’

LXXVIII

1. Anya manya kumpanya
2. Bir sise sampanya

1. “‘Agnie magnie compagnie,
2. Une bouteille de champagne.’

Rémy Dor

(d [T62]; e [T128]; f [T146]; g [T201]; h [T410];1 [T175]; j [T361];
k [T421]; 1[T481]; m [T581]; n [T593]; o [T514]; p [T523]; q

[T598]; r [T610]; t [T362]; u [TXXX3])

Variants (21):

ANKARA

KONYA

1. hanya manya
anya manya
ayya mayya
hayigo maya
hanya manya
ayya manya
hanya manya

kumpanya
sampanya
koca

sampanya

Konya

(b,u)
(f,h)
(i.k)
(2
(o)
(r)
®
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2. ¢ (d,j,n,o0,p,s)
sampanya (q
iki  sise sampanya (b,c.fk,u)
yedi sise sampanya (e)
bir sise kumpanya ((0))
canim ister simpanya (t)
canim ister dondurma (1,m)
benim camim ister dondurma (h,r)

3. koca Konya (e.f,g,h)
ister misin (u)

E. Totally semanticized

CXCvIl
1. Testim kirild:
2. Suyum dokiildii
3. Annem dovecek

4. Babam sevecek
5. Ebelik kim gelecek

1. ‘Ma cruche s’est brisée,
2. Mon eau s’est renversée.’
3. Maman me battra,

4. Papa m’consolera.’

5. La trime qui fera?’

Variants (2):
ANKARA (a[AXXIX4])
KONYA (b [T395])

*

CXCVIII
1. Ya sundadir ya bunda
2. Helvacinin kizinda.
1. ‘Soit dans celle-ci, soit dans celle-1a,
2. Il est a la fille du marchand de helva.’
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Variants (11):
ANKARA  (a [XLVII0]; b [AV6]; c [AVIII0]; d [AXIV12];
e [AXIX10]; i [AIS]; ) [AXIV13])

BURSA (f [AXLVIII4])
ISTANBUL (h [T250])
KONYA (g [T177]; k [T446])
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A new attempt to classify the Turkic
languages (1)

Claus Schonig

Schénig, Claus 1997. A new attempt to classify the Turkic languages (1). Turkic
Languages 1, 117-133.

This attempt to classify the modern Turkic languages makes use of many data al-
ready known and sometimes used in earlier classification models. Older stages of
Turkic, especially Old Turkic, are not neglected, but the author does not intend to
integrate the historical steps of Turkic into this classification at this stage of its
development. One important point is to include data that are not predominantly
phonetic. Besides those, lexical, morphological and syntactic data are taken into
consideration. Another important point is that a mere genetic classification is in-
sufficient. Rather, we can observe developments of areal grouping during which
Turkic languages of various genetic sub-branches form new territorial units and
become involved in linguistic areal interaction. The article will be published in
three parts.

1. Introduction

This is an attempt to classify the Turkic languages with respect to lin-
guistic features, the relevance of which has been proven by comparative
works about North East Turkic, Turkish and Kirghiz. It makes use of
many data already known and used in earlier classification models, but
sometimes puts them into new constellations and correlations.

My aim is to classify the modern Turkic units, let us say of the last
100 or 150 years. I will pay attention to historical stages of Turkic and
try to connect—if possible—modern linguistic facts with older ones. But
I do not intend to integrate the historical steps of Turkic into this classifi-
cation at this stage of development of the proposed model. These steps
should be investigated separately and synchronically before being in-
corporated.

An important point is not to include mostly phonetic data, as has been
the case in former classification models; see, e.g., Arat (1929 and 1953),
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Baskakov (1962), Benzing (1959b), Menges (1959a and 1968), Ram-
stedt (1957), Résdnen (1949 and 1953: 26-31), Samojlovi¢ (1922),
Doerfer (1985), Poppe (1965), Tekin (1995). All these models contain a
number of important points, which I have tried to incorporate into my
model. If such features belong to “common knowledge” in Turkology, I
do not give bibliographical data concerning them.' Besides phonetic data,
I have tried to make use of lexical, morphological and syntactic data.
Phonetic features may be sufficient to individualize every single Turkic
unit (even subdialects), but languages consist of more than sounds. If
one wants to set up a classification which can be used to explain
historical developments and interactions with other languages, one must
find features in all the other fields of grammar.

Another important point is that a merely “genetic” classification is not
sufficient. We have good reasons to assume that all the contemporary
Turkic languages have not directly developed from a common ancestor.
According to such a “tree model” this “proto-Turkic” ancestor would
have split up into a certain number of sub-groups, which again would
have split up into smaller groups and so on. The reason for this devel-
opment would be that in separate parts of the ancestral unit some lin-
guistic features change with different results while shifting from one
time level to another. Such a transmission of features from one historical
step to the next I call genetic heritage. But if we have to give up the idea
that genetic heritage is the only way of diachronic transmission of
linguistic features, we can no longer hang on to the model of a genetic
“tree”, leading back to one “proto-Turkic” unit, which split into more
and more sub-units until finally reaching the status of today. This is only
one component in the development of the Turkic languages.

In addition, we can see developments of areal grouping, during which
Turkic languages of different genetic sub-branches form new territorial
units and become involved in linguistic areal interaction—not only with
each other but also with non-Turkic languages, leading to the develop-

Here I would like to thank many colleagues whose works may not be mentioned
in the bibliography, but who greatly inspired me to write this article. I can only
beg their pardon if an article or a book of theirs contains special information and
is not cited. This article is the product of some years of work, in which I may
have learned facts but forgotten the sources from where I learned them. I want to
extend special thanks to these colleagues, who spent time with me discussing the
many different problems of language classification.
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ment of new features within the Turkic languages in question. By a care-
ful analysis of areal features one may discover linguistic connections of
languages to areas to which they belonged in earlier periods of their de-
velopment. Thus, at least some of the movements of the Turks can be
reconstructed and compared with historical data. Paying attention to the
genetic connections between the Turkic languages as well as to the areal
ones makes the proposed classification model more complicated, but at
the same time (as I hope) more appropriate for describing reality.

A common set of genetic features constitutes a genetic string, a set of
areal features an interactive area. An interactive area may contain ele-
ments of different genetic strings. Vice versa, a unit belonging to a gene-
tic string may also bear features of different interactive areas. Normally,
isoglosses drawn by the features of one set are not totally congruent.
Especially, with the growth of number of Turkic sub-units belonging to
a super-unit, the number of features not attested in one or the other unit
also increases. This leads to the fact that neither genetic strings nor
interactive areas have sharp borderlines—they oscillate. If the analysis of
linguistic data leads to diachronic conclusions, one should try to make
use of historical data for external control.

I differentiate four main diachronic layers in the development of
Turkic: New Turkic (TN), Middle Turkic (TM), Ancient Turkic (Ger-
man Alttiirkisch, TA) and proto-Turkic (pT). I use TA in the sense of
pre-Chingisid Turkic, whereas the term Old Turkic (OT) is used for
non-Islamic TA, i.e. Runic Turkic and Old Uigur. Then there follows
the Middle Turkic period up to a date which is still open to investigation.
Classical Middle Turkic ends in the 16th century. To set a border in
time, I assume all products of spoken language from the second third of
the 19th century on as New Turkic. The period between the 16th century
and the beginning of New Turkic I consider a “twilight zone”, for which
no detailed information is available. For the written languages, one
should keep in mind their high degree of conservativity, so that one must
be aware of being confronted with monuments written at the beginning
of the 20th century but, from a linguistic point of view, still belonging to
Middle Turkic.

2. Common Turkic and Norm Turkic

From a practical point of view it seems necessary to define two statistic
units: Common Turkic (ComT) and Norm Turkic (NormT). I call a fea-
ture Common Turkic, if it is attestable in all linguistic units of Turkic, or
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if its loss in one, some or most of these units is explicable. A feature is
called Norm Turkic, if it appears in a maximal group of linguistic units.
Practically, the designation Norm Turkic covers languages like Turkish,
Azeri, Tatar, Bashkir, Kazakh, Kirghiz, Uzbek, Turkmen and others, i.e.
languages spoken by around 90% of contemporary Turkic speaking
peoples, and especially Old Turkic. With the intention of designating
these facts, I use the name “Norm Turkic” for the statistically most wide-
spread type of Turkic, which is bound together by a whole set of com-
mon features. Like all features, the Common Turkic and Norm Turkic
features may derive from genetic heritage or areal interaction.

2.1. Common Turkic

I can not present a catalogue of Common Turkic features here. To give
some examples [ only want to mention cases such as the verb *al- ‘to
take’, the basic numerals for the ones up to ten, or the preterite in *-DI.
As far as I know, these elements can be found in all Turkic units. At the
present, there seems to be no monographic work on Common Turkic
features.

2.2. Norm Turkic and non-Norm Turkic

As Norm Turkic (NormT) I designate such Turkic units which (i) show
more or less complete loss of word-initial *A- (see Doerfer 1981 and
1982), (ii) have kept the opposition *¢- : y- in word-initial position, (iii)
show a nominal plural suffix *+/Ar, (iv) possess a gerund in -B, (v) dis-
play forms of the conditional suffix going back to *-sAr, and (vi) have a
3rd person imperative suffix going back to *-ZUn. By applying these
features, three units can be designated as non-Norm Turkic (non-
NormT): Chuvash, Lena Turkic (Yakut and Dolgan), and Khalaj.

2.2.1. Khalaj

As the only Turkic language, Khalaj has preserved quite consequently
word-initial *A- and shows a 3rd person imperative suffix -tA; the ger-
und in -B is missing in syntactically free use. Additionally we find a
non-Norm Turkic locative in -¢A. In the case of the plural and condi-
tional suffixes, Khalaj behaves like Norm Turkic. As we know from
Doerfer’s investigations, it must have had long and intensive areal con-
tacts with Oghuz (see 4.1.3,4.1.3.1 and 4.1.3.3).
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2.2.2. Chuvash

Chuvash is the only recent representative of the Bolgar Turkic sub-
group and is most deviant from Norm Turkic. It shows replacement of
the nominal plural suffix *+/Ar by +sem, a suffix -(¢)tAr for the 3rd
person of the imperative, which perhaps is to be connected with a causa-
tive form (see Erdal 1993) use of a gerundial unit -sA instead of -B
(perhaps connected with the Old Turkic conditional suffix *-sAr; a -sAr-
conditional is missing and seems functionally replaced by -sAn). By
applying features of traditional classifications, it can be additionally
individualized by other non-Norm Turkic, typically Bolgar Turkic fea-
tures such as the sound changes *-z(-) > -r(-), *-d(-) > -r(-) or *-§(-) >
-l(-) or the use of ku instead of bo / bu as the demonstrative of proxim-
ity? *sarig means ‘white’ and not ‘yellow’. There exists a special pos-
sessive suffix +A4sé of the 3rd person, which is only used with certain
nouns (mainly kinship terms), numerals and pronouns (see Benzing
1959a: 736). The plural, possessive and case suffixes do not obey the
regular Turkic order plural — possessive — case, but show possessive —
plural — case. Chuvash (like earlier Volga Bolgar) has an ordinal suffix
of its own different from the most widespread type *+nc(l) (see, e.g.,
Benzing 1954, Erdal 1993 and Adamovi¢ 1996). Chuvash has been
subject to strong influences from Volga Finnic languages and from
Russian. At the same time, it shows many correspondences with non-
Bolgar Turkic and other phenomena that are also found in Mongolic,
e.g. Turkic *-d(-) «> Chuvash, Mongolic -7(-), *-z(-) «> -r(-), *y- & J-
~ ¢-, *ti- > ¢i- or lack of a pronominal -~ in the nominative of the 1st and
2nd sg. pronouns.

2.2.3. Lena Turkic

In Lena Turkic (LenaT) the gerund in -B is replaced by -An, but the suf-
fixes of the conditional and the 3rd p. sg. imperative -TAr and -T/n can
be connected to the Norm Turkic forms of OT -sAr and -zUn by the
sound change (*z >)*s > t, which is well attested in some frequent suf-
fixes and some stems in Lena Turkic. Besides *+/Ar we find additional
plural markers such as +¢ or +#tAr < *+t+LAr (see Schonig 1988).
Lena Turkic shows numerous additional specialities. As the only Turkic

2

A comparable pronoun go(!), gu(l), ko(l), ku(!) can be found in Yellow Uigur (see
TeniSev 1976a: 74), but there it is used in the same function as o(/).
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language it has kot- for ‘to fly’, which is perhaps connected with OT
kotor- ‘to raise, to lift up’, and a deviant word for ‘mouth’ (see Doerfer
1988: 174, 1965: 171-172 and Schonig 1988). OT girgin ‘(slave-) girl’
has only survived in Lena Turkic in the plural form kirgittar to ki:s
‘girl’. The Yakut comitative suffix +//:n can easily be connected with
the Old Turkic form +/XGXn (see Schonig 1991). Nominal, possessive
and pronominal declensions show many deviations from each other. The
survival of a dative-locative category like in Old Turkic may be the result
of Mongolic and Tungusic influence, the lack of the genitive is perhaps
due to interaction with Tungusic.

2.2.4. The Lena Turkic-Chuvash connection

Lena Turkic and Chuvash show a common set of non-Norm Turkic
features such as preservation of the Old Turkic low vowel of the second
syllable of olor- ‘to sit down; to sit’ (Brahmi texts; see, e.g., TT VIII) in
Yakut olor-, Chuvash lar- and low vowels in suffixes such as the
causative suffix -DWr- (where the other Turkic units normally have high
vowels) or loss of the word-initial opposition ¢- : y-. Furthermore, the
Old Turkic verb rasig- ‘to go out’ (Yakut tayis-, Chuvash fux-; in most
modern Turkic languages ¢ig-) has survived in forms much closer to the
Old Turkic one than in any other Turkic language. It is still open to dis-
cussion whether these common features merely point to a relatively early
separation of Bolgar Turkic and pre-Lena Turkic from the other Turkic
branches or whether at least some of them indicate in addition closer
genetic connection or areal interaction.

3. Central Turkic and Border Turkic

As Central Turkic (CT) I consider all Turkic languages showing the
sound change *-d(-) > -y(-), i.e. one of the classical features expressed
by the word ayaq ‘foot’. All members of Central Turkic are Norm Turk-
ic. The non-Central Turkic units I call Border Turkic (BT). Border Turk-
ic consists of the non-Norm Turkic units and some Norm Turkic ones.
Other features of Central Turkic are forms of the personal interroga-
tive pronoun reconstructable as *kim, existence of the verbs *tog- for ‘to
give birth; to be born’ and *ket- ‘to go away (from)’ (see 3.2.2.1), re-
placement of the 1st p. pl. ending -mlz by -K in the DI-preterite and the
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conditional, dominant use of *biitiin for ‘all, whole’,® existence of the
OId Turkic suffix *+/IK and the privative suffix *+s/z (existing in Chu-
vash and Khalaj as well).

3.1. Genetic internal segmentation of Central Turkic

Central Turkic shows three main branches: Oghuz, Kipchak and South
East Turkic (SET); they seem to be tied together internally mainly by
genetic strings. These branches and their sub-branches can roughly be
characterized by the “classical” keyword *taglig as follows: In Oghuz at
least reflexes of *-¢ different from -y are preserved at the border of velar
first syllables; it has mostly become zero in non-first syllables (e.g.
Turkish dagli). In Kipchak it is represented as *tawli, i.e. as zero or -w
after the end of first syllables. In the Kirghiz-Kipchak (Kirghiz and Al-
tay Turkic) sub-branch there is a strong tendency to generalize *-w in
nonfirst syllable-final position (*fo:lu:, see Benzing 1959b). South East
Turkic shows the tendency to shift syllable-final *-G-sounds to -K
(*tagliq, *taqliq).

The development of *raglig reveals the intermediary position of the
Uzbek group of units between Kipchak and South East Turkic: Literary
Uzbek shows tdgli, which I consider to be a geneticly relevant premod-
ern Kipchak form. Other features such as the neutralization of i : i’ (see
Johanson 1986a) or loss of the pronominal n (uzb. atida, Nuig. etiddi
instead of atinda ‘on its horse’) connect it with South East Turkic on the
level of areal interaction. In accordance with historical sources (e.g. the
Babur-name), we can reconstruct through linguistic features the devel-
opment of Uzbek from an immigrant Kipchak unit to a mixed Kipchak-
South East Turkic one. Today South East Turkic is best represented by
the New Uigur (NUigur) group of units. Unlike Uzbek, it has an abla-
tive suffix +DIn instead of +DAn. The same form appears in Lower
Chulym Turkic, to which it may have been brought by New Uigur
(“Bukharian”) traders in the 17th century (see Pritsak 1959a: 624). For
*taglig see also 3.2 and 6. We shall return to Central Turkic somewhat
later.

Chuvash also has pétém. Mainly in North East Turkic we find numerous vari-
ations and alternatives such as AltayT *bastira, YenT *teksi, Sayan Turkic: Ka-
ragas *todo. In Tuvan, among many alternants, we find biidiin (like in Lena Turk-
ic) or xamig (also attested in Old Turkic and Mongolic).
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3.2. Border Turkic

The feature *-d(-) has undergone various developments in Border Turk-
ic. Its non-Norm Turkic constituents show » (Chuvash), d (Khalaj) and ¢
(Lena Turkic). Its Norm Turkic constituents are Sayan Turkic (Sa-
yanT:*-d(-) > -d(-)), Chulym Turkic (ChulT), Yenisey Turkic (YenT),
Yellow Uigur (YUigur) and Fu-yii Kirghiz (*-d(-) > -z(-)).* The latter
three units seem to belong closer together, especially Yenisey Turkic and
Fu-yii. Yellow Uigur in addition shows similarities to Sayan Turkic,
particularly to Tuvan.’ z-Turkic and d-Turkic (Sayan Turkic and Khalaj)
have preserved final Old Turkic -G-sounds (*taglig).

Individual features of Sayan Turkic are, e.g., a gerund in *-BISA:n,

velar forms of the personal interrogative pronoun (see 3.2.1.1), loss of
*ne(md) as the impersonal interrogative pronoun and ordinal suffixes
such as Karagas (To"“fa) +5.KI (? < *+n¢+KI), and Tuvan +KI, which
contain (or consist of) the old “correlational suffix” +KI (like in Old
Turkic il+ki ‘first’). Especially Tuvan has replaced the verb ¢ig- ‘to go
out, come out’ (common to most Norm Turkic units but not to Khalaj)
by iin-. Like Turkmen and Chuvash, Lena-Sayan Turkic does not use
*.K as a personal marker of the 1st p. pl. imperative. A z-Turkic (see fn.
4) speciality are -JAp-participles to express habituality, continuation, etc.
Yellow Uigur has preserved the Old Turkic counting system (see fn. 8).
Fu-yii has jibir for ‘twenty’ (see also 6.1). The most archaic forms of
the Old Turkic word dlig ‘hand’ have survived in Lena Turkic, Chu-
vash, Fu-yii and Yellow Uigur, where they still appear as bisyllabic, e.g.
Yakut ili:, Chuvash ala (see also 4.1.1), Fu-yii alix, YUigur iliy, eliy,
elig (see Hu & Imart 1987; TeniSev 1976a and Doerfer 1989a: 186-
187).
¢ In the strict sense of this definition we have to exclude the Shor-dialect of Khakas
and the Mrass-dialect of Shor showing *-d(-) > *-y(-) from Yenisey Turkic. A
comparable situation can be found in Chulym Turkic, whose lower dialect shows
-y(-), whereas its middle dialect and Kiidrik have -z(-).
It is still unclear whether the Khalaj and the Sayan Turkic data point only to the
relatively high degree of conservativity in these languages independently of each
other or whether it is a sign of a common development in both languages going
back to closer ties between them in ancient times. Another open question is whe-
ther LenaT ¢ represents a totally independent development or whether it can be
connected with the d in Khalaj and / or Sayan Turkic or the z of the other Border
Turkic units (see Risdnen 1949: 29).
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3.2.1. South Siberian Turkic

The Border Turkic units Yenisey Turkic and Sayan Turkic together with
the transitory Chulym Turkic (see fn. 4) and the Kirghiz-Kipchak Altay
Turkic (see 3.2.3) form the South Siberian Turkic (SST) area;® being a
young areal group (see Schonig 1991), it has only a very few charac-
teristic features common to every single unit within it, e.g. the use of the
Old Turkic verb yan- ‘to return, turn around’, use of OT bod to derive
reflexive pronouns (see 4.1.3.3) or loss of the plural marker +/Ar in the
2nd person (see 6). For the word *kin(diik) ‘navel’, see 3.2.4.2 and
4.1.3.2. One of the common features is the strong Samoyedic and Yeni-
seyic (Ket, Kot etc.) substrate already mentioned in Castrén (1857; see
also Menges 1955-56 and Janhunen 1989).

3.2.1.1. South Siberian Turkic and non-Norm Turkic

Together with the non-Norm Turkic units Chuvash and Khalaj most
South Siberian Turkic units have forms of the personal interrogative
pronoun which are not reconstructable as CT *kim. Chuvash, Khalaj,
Yenisey and Altay Turkic show forms reconstructable as *kdm. It is
impossible to decide whether Lena Turkic belongs to the *kdm- or the
*kim-group. Sayan Turkic together with Fu-yii gain a special profile by
showing forms such as Tuvan gim or Karagas qum, Fu-yii gim.

® South Siberian Turkic includes the literary languages and the units, which in

Soviet literature are normally treated as their dialects, of Altay Turkic (formerly
called “Oyrot”), Yenisey Turkic (lit. languages Khakas and Shor) and Sayan
Turkic (lit. languages Tuvan and Karagas / To“fa); Chulym Turkic has never
developed a literary language and remains between Altay Turkic and Yenisey
Turkic. I prefer the geographical designations to avoid too many associations
with the designations of the mostly synthetic literary languages, which some-
times do not obey the isoglosses drawn by features of the units belonging (as
“dialects”) to the single groups (see fn. 4). Units such as (eastern) Siberian Tatar,
Yellow Uigur and Fu-yii behave in some respects very much like SST. As
mentioned by Doerfer 1985: 1, (eastern) Siberian Tatar is, in many repects, a
transitional group between SST and what I call Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak
Turkic.
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3.2.2. North East Turkic

South Siberian Turkic together with Lena Turkic formed another inter-
active areal not too long ago—North East Turkic (NET). More or less
exclusive features of North East Turkic are the nomen actoris in
+A(:)¢¢I and the total replacement of the privative suffix *+s/z by con-
structions of the type noun (+ possessive suffix) + *yoq, which can be
found beside *+s/z in other Turkic languages as well (Schonig 1991).
As the North East Turkic protoform of the numeral for ‘thousand’ we
can reconstruct mup (see also 3.2.4.2 and 6.1). As in Karachay-Balkar,
Fu-yii, Salar and Yellow Uigur a replacement of those Old Turkic tens,
whose connection with the corresponding ones is not transparent, has
taken place in analogy to OT sekiz on ‘eighty’ and tog(q)uz on ‘ninety’.’
In South Siberian Turkic this replacement is perhaps inspired by trans-
parent derivations of tens from ones in neighboring or substrate lan-
guages (Mongolic, Yeniseyic, Samoyedic, etc.); the total loss of *+s/z
and the form of the nomen actoris are surely due to Mongolic influ-
ences.® The same holds true for the reflexive pronouns, where the special
7 As in the case of phonotactic rule sets (see 5), units belonging to different sub-
branches show the same development. Karagas and Yellow Uigur start with
‘twenty’, Tuvan with ‘thirty’, Fu-yii, Altay Turkic and Lena Turkic with ‘forty’.
Only in the YenT-ChulT-group starting with ‘sixty’, is the distribution in accord-
ance with subdivisions known from other features. In Castrén’s Karagas, even the
word for ‘thousand’ is decimalized (on diis). Salar has an alternative additive
system starting with ‘sixty’ elli on ~ *altmis (see TeniSev 1976b: 121). In Kara-
chay-Balkar we find a vigesimal system inspired from neighboring Caucasian
languages (see Pritsak 1959b; JN: 220).

That the formally incoherent Old Turkic system of ones and tens really is old is
proved by the fact that Yellow Uigur, which shows a very strong tendency to
decimalization, uses in its archaic counting system Zcon for ‘thirty’, but pes otis
for ‘twenty-five’. The privative *yog-constructions could be inspired by Mongol-
ic patterns with *iigei (‘does not exist’ = *yoq), e.g. Kalmyk iizii:r ‘Ende, Gipfel
etc.’, izii:r ugkE: ‘end-los’ (KImWB 460b). For the nomen actoris in -A(:)E¢I we
find the Mongolic nomen imperfecti, Classical Mongolian -I'a, Buryat -A:,
Khalkha -A: (see Poppe 1955: 273; SandZzeev 1964: 136-137) in connection with
the Turkic-Mongolic suffix +¢/ “to form nouns of vocation” like in alagaci ‘kill-
er’ < ala- ‘to kill’ (Poppe 1954: 45). Even the replacement of tog- by tdro- (s.
3.2.3) belongs here. The Mongolic verb for ‘to be born’ is térd- and has strength-
ened the homonymic Turkic verb against *tog-.
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position of Lena Turkic within North East Turkic can easily be demon-
strated. Lena Turkic uses bdyd, a borrowing from Mongolic, where it
originally ment ‘shape, body’—Ilike OT *bod, which is used as the base
of the reflexive pronouns in South Siberian Turkic (see also 4.1.3.3).
But while South Siberian Turkic has only copied the Mongolic model,
Lena Turkic has made a material copy. Furthermore, Lena Turkic has a
3rd p. sg. pronoun not identical with the demonstrative pronoun of dis-
tance (see Schonig 1995d). This is due to the fact that Lena Turkic is
part of a young North Eastern Siberian interactive area including mainly
Tungusic and Mongolic languages, from which it has received some
strong non-Turkic impulses (see Schonig 1988 and 1993d).

There remains a whole set of features which is common to most
North East Turkic and South Siberian Turkic units, but is not attestable
in Altay Turkic (see 3.2.3).

3.2.2.1. North East Turkic and Chuvash

The Old Turkic verb i:d- ‘to send’ is kept as a full verb in Lena Turkic
i:t-. South Siberian Turkic and Chuvash have also preserved the “short
form”. But Chuvash ydr-, Altay Turkic iy-, Khakas is- and Tuvan it-
also function as auxiliary verbs; in Yenisey Turkic and Sayan Turkic,
combinations of this verb and the gerund in -B have gained suffixal
status such as Khakas -(I)vIS- or Tuvan -(I)vIT-. “Short forms” have
survived in the Kipchak languages Karaim, Kazakh and Kirghiz as well
(see also 4.1.1.2).° North East Turkic, like Chuvash, does not show the
verb *ket- ‘to go away (from)’. While Chuvash uses the verb kay-,
North East Turkic has lost it in most of the units without a direct or sim-
ple lexical substitute. Both groups show a tendency towards desonori-
zation of word-initial and word-final obstruents and sonorization of in-
tervocalic ones.

The connection between Chuvash and North East Turkic goes back to
old areal language contacts. There must have been Bolgar Turkic groups

°  But they also show forms going back to the combination *i:du ber-, as Kipchak

languages and the South East Turkic New Uigur normally do. According to
dictionaries and grammars none of the forms have auxiliary functions in Karaim,
in Kazakh only the long form is used as an auxiliary, in Kirghiz both forms.
Kirghiz has a third form ir- functioning only as an auxiliary verb (KrgRS 302b).
The question arises whether this ir- is a Bolgar type development of *i:§ (cf.
Chuvash ydr- id.) (see Schonig 1991 and 1995b).
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in Southern Siberia, maybe as early as at the time of the Hsiung-nu con-
federation (see Réna-Tas 1980 and Janhunen 1989: 294). Besides loan-
words, one important argument of Réna-Tas (1982) for old Bolgar-Si-
berian Turkic connections is the shape of the word for ‘stirrup’. One of
the groups shows forms pointing back to a protoform with labial initial
vowel and one group—North East Turkic, Chuvash and Yellow Ui-
gur—with illabial initial vowel. Only Altay Turkic has a labial vowel
and does not behave like a North East Turkic language."

3.2.3. Altay Turkic

Altay Turkic often behaves ambiguously. On the one hand, it shows the
Central Turkic feature *-d(-) > -y(-) and has not, for example, lost the
frequent Turkic derivational suffix *+//K, on the other hand it has nu-
merous non-Central Turkic features common to South Siberian Turkic
and North East Turkic. Thus it has, differently from remaining North
East Turkic, Chuvash and Khalaj, not kept postvocalic *-yUr-aorists

10 See Altay Turkic jizeyi (RAItS 738b), Khakas izepe (RXksS 834a), Tuvan
ezengi (TuvRS 577b), Karagas ez’egge (Rassadin 1971: 183), Yakut igehe
(RJakS 623a), ipahe (Rassadin 1971: 183), YUigur ezenky (TeniSev 1976a:
179). In Erdal (1993: 161) we find the following comment on the word for
‘stirrup’: “Nun kann auch aus einem frilhen altuigurischen Text die Form
izdpii+liik hinzugefiigt werden; siehe Erdal 1991: 128-9. Sie zeigt, daB
vermutlich der i-Anlaut der iltere ist und die Form mit /ii/ durch einen
volksetymologischen Abgleich an iizd entstanden ist. Fiir den Auslaut bleibt die
schon genannte Isoglosse /U/ gegen bolgarisch und sibirisch /A/. In diesem Fall
wie auch in allem anderen stimmen die im Mongolischen zu findenden Elemente
mit der bolgarisch-sibirischen Gruppe iiberein.” Erdal may be right in his
assumption, but it should at least be argued for, because there is no general
“Siberian” form of this word showing final /A/. As we can see from the data
given above, Altay Turkic and Tuvan show high final vowels. One could argue
that the Altay Turkic data are of no importance here because it again does not
behave like SST. The Tuvan (and perhaps the Yellow Uigur) form may be
explained as a metathetic form (Tuvan ezepgi < izeyge). The Yakut forms have a
metathetic protoform as well (igehe < *igese < *isege; ipahe, if it is not a
misprint, shows velarization of the vowel neighboring p). But it is impossible to
say whether it really goes back to a form with a low final vowel because in Lena
Turkic high word-final vowels can be lowered. However, the parallel Karagas
form may strengthen this assumption.
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instead of *-r like most Turkic units,” and consequently no longer
shows a formal correspondence between the postvocalic forms of the
vocalic gerund and the aorist -yU — -yUr.” Some features common to
Chuvash and most North East Turkic units are absent in Altay Turkic as
well. We find no consistent preservation of the Old Turkic 1st p. pl.
ending +mlz in the di-preterite nor replacement of the verb *tog- ‘to give
birth; to be born’;" in North East Turkic units it is normally replaced by
toro-, while Chuvash has sura- ‘to give birth’ (< *yara-). Moreover,
Altay Turkic shows typical Kirghiz-Kipchak developments of sound
groups consisting of a palatal labial vowel and -g or -p (see 4).

From the lack of some North East Turkic or South Siberian Turkic
features we can deduce that Altay Turkic did not have intensive and / or
longlasting contacts with the other members of these groups.

3.2.4. Other connections between Lena Turkic and single South
Siberian Turkic units

There are some remarkable common features between Lena Turkic and
single South Siberian Turkic units, which perhaps can be assumed to be
sporadically preserved products of closer internal contacts during the
phase of formation of North East Turkic. As one can guess from the
geographical distribution of the North East Turkic constituents, such
common features can be found most frequently in Lena Turkic and
Sayan Turkic, especially Karagas.

Together with Altay Turkic (and Fu-yii) Lena Turkic substitutes the
original tens beginning with ‘forty’ (see fn. 7) and shows the same dis-
tribution of intervocalic consonants in numerals (see 6.1). The Lena

""" In Khalaj we find postvocalic -yUr (Doerfer 1980 and 1988), for Chuvash, see
Johanson 1976a: 135-136. In Lena Turkic we find -/:r, in Khakas -ir (with
neutral i pointing to a contraction). In Shor and Sayan Turkic, the quality of the
stem-final vowels decides the quality of the contraction product.

The Old Turkic connection between the suffixes of the vocalic gerund and the
aorist ...C-V(r); V-yU(r) is preserved in Lena Turkic and Yenisey Turkic in
..CA(r); ..A:(r) or ...i(r). For Sayan Turkic, see Schonig (1989). Altay Turkic with
its postvocalic *-r-aorist and *-y-gerund behaves like a Kipchak language.

The ambiguous meaning of the verbs *tog- and *téré- (transitive or intransitive)
does not seem to follow genetic strings or areal patterns. For example, in North
East Turkic it is intransitive in Yakut, Khakas and Karagas, but transitive in Al-
tay Turkic and Tuvan.
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Turkic -/Ax-future could go back to *-GO oq (the Old Turkic nomen
futuri + particle og), which in Chulym Turkic is preserved as -GOK.
The Lena Turkic suffix of the comparative case +TA:GAr resembles the
Khakas suffix +DApAr, which has a comparable function (see XksGr.
267-268 and Borgojakov 1976). Poppe (1959: 681) supposes that it is
taken from Mongolic. In both branches, the interrogative pronoun
*qa:ho tdg ‘which type, how’ has developed into *gay-stems: in Lena
Turkic (e.g. Yakut xaydak) and Yenisey Turkic (e.g. Shor gaydi, gaydig,
Khakas xaydi, xaydag). In the other Turkic units we mostly find *qan-
forms.

3.2.4.1. The Lena-Sayan Turkic area

The Lena-Sayan Turkic area can be defined by the absence of some
widespread Central Turkic features (most of which appear in Chuvash
and Khalaj as well), e.g of the verb *sdv- ‘to love’ (which seems to be
absent in Khakas), of the nonpersonal interrogative pronoun going back
to *ne(md) or of verbal combinations with *basla- to express ‘to begin
to’. Moreover, Lena-Sayan Turkic uses *qil- but not *et- for analytic de-
nominal derivations of verbs (see also 3.2.4.2 and 3.2.5). It shows a
very low level of formal recursivation (see also 4.1.1.2). Lena Turkic
has no stable cursivity markers (see Buder 1989). Sayan Turkic has
cursive participles for anteriority and nonanteriority using the “classical”
set of the four auxiliary verbs expressing nontransformativity fur- ‘to
stand (up)’, olur- ‘to sit (down)’, yat- ‘to lie down, to lie’, yiir(ii)- /
yor(i)- ‘to go’ as markers."

On the other hand, Lena-Sayan Turkic shares some non-Central
Turkic features with Chuvash such as the absence of *-nc¢/-ordinals (see
also 2.2.2)" or the quite frequent sound change *a > i in first syllables,
which may have a common source in the two different branches. To-
gether with Turkmen, Lena-Sayan Turkic shows suffixes of the inclu-
sive and exclusive 1st plural persons in the imperative paradigm with the

It is impossible to reconstruct a common pronounceable form for a verb of the
type *yV*“ r(V)- of this meaning.

!> The Lena Turkic suffix +(I)s may be reconstructed as *+n¢ (see Schonig 1991;
for Sayan Turkic see 3.2). According to Thomsen 1959: 566 (mainly based on
Malov’s works), Yellow Uigur has an ordinal suffix +n¢, too. But TeniSev
(1976a: 74) only mentions a form such as +(/)ndzi or +(I)ndzilig.
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common structure /st p. inclusive = Ist p. exclusive + 2nd p. pl."* For
the forms in Kipchakoid South Siberian Turkic and some Bashkir dia-
lects, see 3.2.5. Nasality of OT 7 (palatal n), which is also preserved in
Khalaj (-n(-)) and Oghuz (-yVn(-)), has partly survived as “nasal y”."

3.2.4.2. The Lena Turkic-Karagas connection

Within Sayan Turkic, Karagas shows even closer connections to Lena
Turkic by features only attestable in these two units, e.g. loss of the nu-
meral for ‘thousand’ and its replacement by a Russian loanword” or a
verb *gin- (Yakut gin-, Karagas gin-), which is mainly used to derive
onomatopoeic verbs (see Ubrjatova 1985: 149; JakGr. 225 and Rassadin
1978: 155-157). For ‘navel’ only the short form of *ki(:)n exists (see
4.1.3.2). Both units have a partitive case, expressed by suffixes formally
identical with the Old Turkic locative-ablative suffix +DA. Furthermore,
we may assume that the Old Turkic ordinal suffix +n¢ has only survived
here (see 3.2). As the only North East Turkic units, Karagas and Lena

'® I have earned a good deal of criticism for assuming the inclusive : exclusive op-
position in the 1st p. pl. of the imperative in Turkmen and North East Turkic as
an archaic feature only reconstructable from New Turkic data. I do not think that
this point is very important in our framework, but I want to point to some facts.
We find this opposition mainly in languages showing a high degree of con-
servativity. Maybe the existence of the categories in North East Turkic may be
explained by areal influences from Mongolic or other neighboring languages. But
why then do they appear only in the imperative and not, e.g., on personal pro-
nouns like in these neighboring languages? If these categories have come into
existence “spontaneously”, why then only in the imperative mainly in border
languages and in branches which definitely had no language contacts for hundreds
of years? But as I said before, the point is of no real importance for this classi-
fication model, it would only help to strengthen a set of features already existing
between the border languages.

"7 For Dolgan, see Ubrjatova (1985: 38), for Yakut, see JakGr. (61-62), for Sayan

Turkic, see Menges (1959b: 652), especially for Karagas, see Rassadin (1971:

49). For Oghuz and Khalaj, see Doerfer (1971: 178).

We find Dolgan ti-hacc¢a, Yakut tihi:n¢a and Karagas ti:si¢¢i. The original form

muy can be reconstructed for Yakut by means of instances such as Radloff (1908:

40) mug 100 Rubel’ and JakRS (244b) muy ‘border, ultimate degree’; mup dlbdx

‘very much’. BOWB (150a): in the 19th century muy was already “ein altes, nicht

mehr gebriauchliches Wort”.
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Turkic show *gac- besides the *ganca-form of the interrogative ‘how
much, how many’ (see 6).

3.2.5. Kipchakoid South Siberian Turkic

Altay and Yenisey Turkic together with Chulym Turkic sometimes
demonstrate features different from Sayan Turkic, but common to Kip-
chak. The division of South Siberian Turkic into Kipchakoid South Si-
berian Turkic and a Sayan Turkic branch can be seen, for example, in the
distribution of K as a 1Ist p. pl. personal marker, which only appears in
Kipchakoid South Siberian Turkic (mainly in the imperative). It is
hereby more closely connected mainly to the modern Kipchak langua-
ges, to Azeri and Lena Turkic, which also use *K as a personal marker
in the imperative paradigm.” Other features separating Kipchakoid
South Siberian from Sayan Turkic are the form of the suffix of the 1st p.
pl. inclusive—the structure /st p. inclusive = Ist p. exclusive + (plural
marker)—Ilike in some Bashkir dialects, the use of et- as an auxiliary
verb for denominal verb derivation like in Oghuz, Kipchak and South
East Turkic and marking strategies in the participal systems of Kipchak
and South East Turkic. By analogization of case-suffix-final nasal con-
sonants and the distribution of velarity / palatality of the numeral ‘twen-
ty’ it is more closely connected to Kirghiz, which, at the same time, is
separated by these features from the remaining Kipchak group (see 5.1.1
and 6.1).

I call this group Kipchakoid instead of Kipchak because an important
feature of modern Kipchak, the preservation of intervocalic *-¢-, has
been given up and the forms of the numerals with intervocalic conso-
nants have stabilized in forms more or less different from the current
Kipchak type (see 6.1). I assume these features to go back to perhaps
several (proto-) Kipchak groups involved on several steps in the glotto-

19 1 reconstruct the Lena Turkic exclusive and inclusive forms -IAx and -IAyly as
*.AylK and *-AylK + Iy, i.e. going back to the suffix -Ay/K, well-known in
most of the modern Kipchak languages. Even if this is not correct, the fact
remains that K is a typical sign of Kipchak imperative paradigms from the time
of the Codex Cumanicus on, which shows -Al/IK. This form appears in modern
Kirghiz and is the protoform of the exclusive imperative forms in Altay Turkic
dialects, in Chulym Turkic and in Yenisey Turkic Kyzyl. The Azeri form may
have emerged by internal analogizations or by areal contacts with Kipchak tribes
(see Schonig 1987b).
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genesis of South Siberian Turkic and North East Turkic. Perhaps some
Kipchak(oid) layer is responsible for the representation *¢ac of the Old
Turkic word for ‘hair’ sac¢ (see 5).

(To be continued.)
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