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Some remarks on the -mls past in the
Eastern Black Sea coast dialects

Bernt Brendemoen

Brendemoen, Bernt 1997. Some remarks on the -mlg past in the Eastern Black
Sea coast dialects. Turkic Languages 1, 161-183.

In the Turkish dialects of Trabzon and Rize, the -mlg past tense (and also the in-
ferential forms of the copula) are used very little, except by individual speakers
and groups of speakers whose language is especially heavily influenced from
Standard Turkish. It may be discussed if this could be linked to the Greek sub-
strate or adstrate found in part of these dialects, since Greek does not have infer-
ential as a separate verbal category. However, in the same areas the -ml§ past
tense is used sporadically in another meaning, i.e. postterminal. The article dis-
cusses whether this also may be due to Greek influence or whether it should be
interpreted as an archaism from Old Anatolian Turkish.

Bernt Brendemoen, Institutt for gsteuropeiske og orientalske studier, Universi-
tetet i Oslo, P. O. Box 1030 Blindern, N-0315 Oslo, Norway.

1. Introduction

In his excellent book on the Turkish dialects in the province of Rize,
Turgut Giinay (1978) noted that what he calls the inferential past tense
(“Ogrenilen gegmis zaman™) has a limited use, because the inferential
notion can also be expressed with the regular past tense in -DI, and that
the inferential past may be used for “events and actions which take place
for a certain period and under certain conditions. Inferential past conveys
a notion equal to the notion of certainty conveyed by the regular past
tense,” Giinay states.! At the same time, the inferential forms of the

'« fiillerin 6grenilen gegmis zaman anlatimlarini, goriilen gegmis zaman Kipi ile

kargilamak bolgede yaygin bir egilime bagh oldugundan, gercek fonksiyonuyla
genis bir kullanilig alan1 bulamayan bu kip, bir ¢ok 6rnekte, belli bir siire ve belli



162 Bernt Brendemoen

copula (“rivayet”) are used quite rarely (and only in the 3rd person) both
in its regular copula function (corresponding to Standard Turkish (ST)
e.g. ev glizelmig) and together with participles to form compound verbal
forms corresponding to ST e.g. gidiyor-mugs-um, gidecek-mis-im, efc.
(cf. Giinay 1978: 177 and 184). Based on my own extensive material
from Trabzon, I shall try to develop and redefine the rather vague notion
expressed by Giinay and to explain it within a diachronic frame.

2.1. Lack of inferential -m/y past in the Eastern Black Sea dialects

As is well-known to everybody who has studied Lars Johanson’s
works on Turkish aspectology, the notions of the -ml§ past constitute
one of the most complicated fields in Turkish grammar. Without repro-
ducing the details of this complex feature, it should be pointed out that
besides its inferential and / or postterminal function, i.e. what Lars Jo-
hanson calls its “diagnostic” use, it may also be used “historically”, i.e.
to express the action itself in a narrative of past events.” This is especially
common in popular style, e.g. in tales and stories. A narrative may also
be -DI based, i.e., -DI past is the unmarked tense used to express the
action as it proceeds. When singular -m/s past forms are used within this
-DI based frame, they convey a strong notion of inferentiality (Johanson
1971: 79). I would even go so far as to say that -mls forms are
compulsory in a -DI past based narrative where inferentiality is to be
expressed. There are also other narrative techniques that may be used; cf.
the special use of either present tense or the aorist in jokes and anec-
dotes. As pointed out by Johanson (1971: 83) based on Risinen’s
Middle Anatolian texts, in this kind of popular language the use of the
aorist as a narrative base is confined to Nasreddin Hoca tales, while the
present tense in -yor is much more common in other tales and anecdotes.
Both in literary and popular language, narrative styles are often mixed.
As in Rize, in most districts in Trabzon, too, the most striking aspect
of the use of the -mly past (or rather -mis without vowel harmony)’—

sartlara bagh olarak cereyan eden olus ve kiliglar icin de kullanilabilmekte; yani
goriilen gecmis zaman kipinin kesinlik anlatimina es bir anlatim tagimaktadir”
(Giinay 1978: 153).

This is perhaps most clearly expressed in Johanson (1993: 123).

This is the most common form of this suffix in Trabzon (and Rize, cf. Giinay
1978: 177) (and furthermore the one that should be expected, taking the archaic
character of the dialects into account).

2
3
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when compared to ST—is the fact that it quite seldom occurs in the most
frequent functions it has in ST, i.e., it is neither the basic tense for a nar-
rative as a historical tense nor used (within or outside -DI past based
narratives) to convey inferentiality. In short, -mls is used extremely rare-
ly.

For example, in the following -DI and -yor based narrative from
Trabzon it is evident that the notion expressed by the boldface verbal -DI
past form necessarily would have had to be expressed with -ml§ past in
ST: The informant (from the municipality of Uzungdl in Caykara), relat-
ing an accident he had during his military service many years ago tells of
awakening from anesthesia in the hospital.*

Ayitldum | baktum nerede yatiyorum | hastahanede | igikler yanayw | ondan
sora ayvax | dedum ayaguma bakayim var mi yok mu / baktum ki yok / kes-
tiler oni //°

‘I woke up. I looked to see where I was lying. The lights are on. Then, oh my
God! I thought I would look at my leg, if it was there or not. I saw that it
was not. They had cut it off.’

In ST, kesmigsler would be the compulsory form; kesmiglerdi would per-
haps also be possible, but as we see, the last two VPs are introduced by
baktum ki, which in ST as well can be used to determine the tense of the
verbs expressing the contents of the observation, like in direct speech
(cf. Johanson 1971: 72).

4 Examples from various dialect texts are quoted in their original transcription, ex-
cept for some examples from the texts published by Risdnen and Gemalmaz,
which have been somewhat adjusted to my own system for typographic reasons.
In the examples from Trabzon, which I have recorded and transcribed myself, the
following transcription symbols may not be self-explanatory: u denoting a half-
front rounded high vowel; 1 a half-front unrounded high vowel; 1° a slightly
rounded back high vowel; ¢ a dental affricate; B, D, G unaspirated unvoiced stops;
’ denotes palatalization. Thus, g’ and k’ are close to the Standard Turkish affri-
cates c and ¢; 0 is a dental spirant; / indicates a pause.

The story goes on like this: Ondan sora getdi bir kadun | Bundan agar Goli kesik
!/ Bu da fransuz harbinda bizum askere ma:(l)zeme tagirken attiler / fransuzlar da
kolini kestiler / ‘Then a woman came. Her arm was cut off from here and
down. When she had been carrying goods to our soldiers during the war with the
French, they had hit it. And the French had cut her arm off.’

5
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Quite a number of informants such as the one just cited do not use the
suffix -mly at all, neither the -m/y past, the past participle in -mlg nor the
inferential form imig of the copula. When an anecdote or story is related
only in -DI past without any instances of -mlg past, this may of course
be interpreted as a result of there being no need to express any inferential
notion in the discourse—after all, in ST, too, there is a great degree of
optionality as to how the speaker should present an event. Therefore, in
some cases it may be difficult to decide whether the lack of -mls forms
in an informant is caused by a different choice of narrative technique or
by the fact that the informant’s verbal system lacks the inferential cate-
gory. To decide this, more extensive material from each informant would
be needed than that which I have at my disposal.

2.2. -DI past also expressing relative anteriority

It is equally difficult to decide whether the lack of pluperfect tense in
-migtl in a narrative should perhaps likewise be considered as caused by
a tendency of not marking past tense in a vivid narrative where relative
anteriority is of no importance—a tendency also found in other dialects,
cf. the following example from Résénen’s Sprachproben from Konya
quoted by Johanson (1971: 72):

Babam beni horaza bindirdi. Horaz yoriimedi. Horazin boynuna inne batirdim,
yoriittiim. Horazin boynu igneden yara olmug. Babam horazi baytarlara gos-
terdi.

‘Mein Vater hob mich auf den Hahn. Der Hahn ging nicht. Ich steckte eine
Nadel in den Hals des Hahns und zwang ihn so zu gehen. Der Hahnenhals
wurde von der Nadel verwundet [richtig: war ... verwundet worden; L. J.].
Mein Vater zeigte den Hahn den Tierédrzten.’

Thus, in the following example from Trabzon the boldface -DI past
forms probably would correspond to ST -mls past forms expressing in-
ferentiality; however it is also possible to interpret them as correspond-
ing to ST pluperfect expressing relative anteriority, or what ST would
express by -migtl. As pointed out above, however, it seems that this dis-
tinction quite frequently has no relevance. (68 year-old Emine Biilbiil
from the village of Camlidiiz in Magka tells about her former Greek
neighbours who had come from Greece to visit her:)
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Yuurt mayaladim verdim ulara | Da kudilan® aldi gittiler | demek_Gelen (u)-
rumlar | on aldi oyle gittiler | etmek boyle bi parca aldi Gittiler k’a’ bizim et-
meumuzden | o geye | o ydna | misir etmeu he // aldi gittiler | oyle demek bu-
ralari Gariplandile® Buralari koreslediler® buralari //

‘I made yoghurt and gave it to them. They took it with them in a pot. The
Greeks that came, I mean. They took it with them when they left. They took
with them a piece of bread this size because it was our (or ‘their’) bread, to
that place. Over there. Yes, corn bread. They took it with them when they
left. They missed these places, you see, they felt the need to see these places
again.” (Or ‘They had missed these places, they had felt the need to see these
places again.’)

2.3. Use of -mls past due to influence from ST

It is significant that the Cepnis, who live in the westernmost part of the
province, and whose dialect is quite different from the rest of Trabzon,
use -mlg (and -mlgtl) as extensively as is the case in ST and with the
same function as there."” The most common narrative strategy employed
by my Cepni informants is to use -mlg throughout an anecdote or tale or
to start with -m/§ and after a while switch to present tense. The ST use
of the -mly past is sporadically also found in Trabzon informants outside
the Cepni area, but this seems to be an idiolectic feature, due to influence
from ST through the mass media or schools. In the passages where the
ST use of -mliy is found, other “urbanisms” or elements taken directly
from ST commonly appear, too.

The notion that both the inferential category and -mls as a narrative
base are not really inherent in the dialect but a feature copied from ST be-
comes especially clear when we look again at the informant Emine Biil-
biil mentioned above, who uses the suffix -mls only three times'

% Kudi “agz1 dar ¢omlek, giiveg” (DS 2990, cf. 48/41).

Corresponds to ST giiya, with the meaning “diye”.

Same meaning as garipsemek ‘to feel lonely and homesick’ (Redhouse 1968:
385), or rather, being transitive, garipsemek “6zlemek” (DS 1927).

Cf. goresimek (goreslemek) “Gorecegi gelmek, ozlemek” (DS 2159) (a Cepni
word, found in Besikdiizii).

For the Cepni dialect in general, cf. Brendemoen (1989).

All of them have a postterminal notion (cf. below), such as:
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throughout 5 pages of text. However, as an answer to the question “Ma-
sal, hikdye biliyor musunuz?” she gives the following interesting an-
Swer:

Biliyorum' ama yari yariyd unuttum olari sindi hatinmda kalmayler Gi | un-
lari oGuma oGuduk biz | unlari ani mektepte biz ma:cir hacan getduk muha-
cirluktan hacan getduk biz Giicu:duk /| Gardegimlan | Bizi mektebe verdiler
olari okudw | oGuma oGuduk_ki oni // Bi kiiciik ¢obban varmis / yalancilik
yaBar_ (1)ms / yalanci yalanci / sana kimse inanmas sozuna kimse kanmaz
/ yalanci bi ¢oban imis / bi ¢oban imis / giinlerde ¢ikmis kirlara ¢oban
Basmis Baarmis ki / kurt geldi imdaD edin | bu sefer bi Geren Goptiler ya-
lan dedi | bi daha koptiler yalan dedi | bi daha esseh geldi | dediler gi’tme-
diler [ esseh yalanci: kurt yedi //

‘I do, but I have half-way forgotten them. I don’t remember them now. We
read them ... in school. When we came back as refugees, when we came back
from the muhacirlik,"” we were small. We—me and my brother—were sent to
school, and we read them. We read it in reading: There was a little shepherd.
He used to lie. “Liar, liar, nobody believes you, nobody is fooled by what
you say.” There was a shepherd who was a liar. There was a shepherd. Once
the shepherd went out into the countryside and cried out: “A wolf has come,
help!” Once they came running, and he said, “It is a lie!” Once more they
came running, and he said “It is a lie!” And once (the wolf) came for real.
They said (...?), and did not go. The wolf ate the liar for real.’

Evler isiiz | evler hep sen ... | hani Donanmis | esyd hep iCinde |/ insan
yokolarda. ‘The houses were empty. The houses were popu.. / I mean, they were
furnished. There were things inside them. But there was nobody there.’

Habu kargilardan gideyGdn da a:ca bi hartima ¢aGilmis | yufka bi harDima
haboyle ¢aGilmis bi a:¢ca. ‘Walking on the other side, (I saw that) a board had
been nailed to a tree. A thin board had been nailed to a tree like this.’

Asas tiirkleri asas burda do:mig beyimig. ‘The real Turks (in this village) have
been born and brought up here.’

The ST form she uses (instead of expected biluy(u)rum or biliyrum) is condi-
tioned by the ST form used in the question posed by myself.

In connection with the Russian occupation of North-Eastern Turkey during the
First World War, a great part of the Turkish population in the occupied areas on
the Eastern Black Sea coast fled to areas further west and returned to their villages
after the Russians left in connection with the revolution in 1917. This status and
period of self-imposed exile is called muhacirlik.
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In the first part of the small tale, not only the use of -ml§ and imig (partly
as a suffix -(y)mly as in ST)," but also other elements show that this is a
reproduction of the text in the textbook the informant read at school in
her childhood, such as the form yalancilik, where the dialect would have
yalanciluk, the form sana where the dialect form would be saa or sa:, and
the word kiiciik where the dialect form would have a back vowel in the
second syllable. We also notice that other elements become genuine dia-
lect forms as soon as the informant breaks the convention learned at
school and starts using -DI past, such as Geren for ST kere, the verb
kop- in the sense ‘to run’,"” and the word esseh ‘true’.'s It is not impos-
sible that the switch to -DI past is triggered by the direct speech kurt
geldi.

The influence of ST on the individual speakers constitutes the main
obstacle against establishing a clear picture of the geographical distribu-
tion of -mly inferential in Trabzon. In general, however, it seems that
outside the Cepni areas, the valleys Arakli, Arsin and Yomra constitute
an area where the use is closer to what is found in Central Anatolian dia-
lects or ST than elsewhere. With respect to other linguistic features,
too," this area is somewhat closer to Central and East Anatolian dialects
than the areas to the east (Of, Caykara, and to some extent Siirmene'®)
and west (Macka, Trabzon Merkez, Akcaabat, Tonya, and parts of Vak-

" In the Trabzon dialects the forms of the copula stem i- (especially of course idi,

but also the much rarer imig) are usually not used as suffixes.

The impression created by DS (p. 2921) that this verb is used in Anatolian dia-
lects in general in the meaning “kosmak, hizli gitmek”, but in Trabzon in the
meaning “kalkmak, ayrilmak, ¢ikmak, gitmek” does not seem to be supported by
Emiroglu (1989: 158), who states that it can have the meaning “kogmak” also in
Trabzon.

Cf. esseh “sahih, dogru” (Giinay 1978: 316). The word no doubt has a connection
with the Arabic root in sahih.

E.g. in the use of zero anaphora contrary to other parts of Trabzon, where the ana-
phoric pronoun usually is expressed, cf. Brendemoen (1993), or in the area of
word order, cf. Brendemoen (forthcoming, chapter 2,5).

Le. the southernmost parts of the Monahos Deresi basin such as the villages Ar-
pali, Yilmazlar, Dagardi, Fidanli. In villages situated closer to the sea and along
the Gorgor Deresi, the picture is identical with Arakli, Asin, and Yomra. In Ca-
feroglu’s material from Trabzon, the -mlg past based tale “Pisig” (1946: 153-155)
is related by a person from Siirmene.



168 Bemnt Brendemoen

fikebir) of it are. An interesting example of tense mixing is found in a
long fairytale related by a woman in Kalecik/Arakli, where the tense
used throughout the tale is -mlg, except for the middle of the following
passage:

O k’Opek gene gelmis | kopek ama demek dev | dev da ¢ok ... | sey hallinda /
k' opek sekline girmis | g’ elmis | ill’a Gizi verecesin Ba: | Demig iste biraz da-
ha sevelim omt biz da havesluumuzu alalim bi_ ssene daa olsun bizum da /| bu-
ni verecuk saa | e pek’i g’itmig k’ 6pek gitmis soralardan bir giin beun bir giin-
e iste bir zaman oyle gesti herhal_arasi | ondan sora k' pek De gelmig | gel-
di G’i kak dedi iste kizi Giyindurdiler ufak Gizi ama oldi bes on
yasinda / gi:ndirdiler Gusattiler / kakti verdiler k’dpe: / kopek /
ali gittiler oni / bi evd al’1 gitti beyu:G i’ste bilmem kirk oDali kirkbir
oDali evi var / bilmem hank’i Da:un iistiinde | vermigler ona / o da agng bir
odai: agmig bir odai: ki 1ste haburalar iste hep bizimdur soyledir boyledir
kimi / ya: doli kimi piring Doli kimi geker doli kimi ... | iste dunyadd her ne
yiycek var_isd o kirGBir oda ama kikbiringi odai sakin agmicasin | demis | kiz
gene sabredememis demis ki /| ben bu oda da agcarim bakaim ne var burda /
bakmug ki se ...

‘That dog came again. A dog, but in fact the giant. And the giant was very ...
It had been transformed into a dog. It came. “You shall absolutely give me
the girl,” it said. (They answered:) “Let us fondle her a bit more; let us too
have our desire fulfilled. Let us have one more year, and then we shall give
her to you.” All right, the dog left, and later one day, after time had elapsed,
the dog came again. He came and said “Get up”. They dressed the girl, the lit-
tle girl; she had become between five and ten years old. They dressed her and
adorned her, and then they gave her to the dog. The dog took her away (7). It
took her to a house, it had a big house with approximately forty or forty-one
rooms. On the top of I don’t know which mountain. They gave her to him.
And he opened one room after the other (and said): “These belong to us, this
and that. Some are full of butter, some are full of rice, some are full of sugar,
some ...” All the foodstuff there is in the world was in those forty rooms, but
“the forty-first room you must not open,” he said. But the girl could not re-
sist (the temptation) and said (to herself), “I shall open this room, too, and
see what there is inside.” She saw that it was ..."

In this passage, the -mly past chain is suddenly interrupted by -DI pasts.
One may ask if this possibly could be triggered by the sentence Bir za-
man Oyle gesti herhal_arasi, which could be perceived as a comment
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made by the narrator, not actually belonging to the narrative itself. Al-
though narrative techniques may be mixed in ST, insertion of -DI past
forms in -mlg based narratives do not seem to occur. The example above
should consequently be interpreted as a result of the tendency of seman-
tic merge between the -DI past and -mlg past in the area.

Another example illustrating the same merge—or rather confusion—
is from Tonya/Agir Koyii, where the informant gives the following an-
swer to the question “Bir hikaye anlatabilir misiniz?”:

Hikdyaldrddn beni’m haBeri’m yok | be(n) mektepli Deilim Gi I/ eski zaman-
larda bir var_idi bir yo:mi’s | anam Ba’bam muntegeuni sallamisim | Ben /
DuGur DuGur ederdi.

‘I don’t know any stories. I have never gone to school. Once upon a time ... I
rocked the hinge of my parents."” It used to clatter.’

Here, the informant’s effort to imitate ST has resulted in a strange mix-
ture of tenses.”

2.4. Influence from Pontic Greek?

In general, the characteristics of the Eastern Black Sea dialects may be
grouped under either of the two labels archaisms or innovations. The ar-
chaisms may be dated back to Old Anatolian Turkish, while most of the

19" Muntege (ST mentege) ‘hinge’ is used instead of besik ‘cradle’. There is also an
inexplicable contrast between the form sallamisim and the past aorist ederdi.

A similar picture is found in the tale reproduced in Caferoglu (1946: 162-165),
where the informant mixes -DI past and -m/stlr as narrative base. No doubt the
informant, who comes from the village of Zelego (today Tagoren) in Of (today
Caykara), and who (considering the position of his village) would not be ex-
pected to use the -mly past at all (cf. below) has adopted -mlgstlr from ST. Thus,
it is significant that the instances of -migtIr decrease as the tale proceeds (and as
the informant, feeling more at ease with the interview situation, tends to drop ST
expressions). A similar tense mixing (but with fewer instances of -mls and -mlg-
tIr forms) is found in another tale narrated by the same informant on p. 250-253.
In this connection it should not be forgotten that most of Caferoglu’s informants
were prison inmates who must have had extensive contact with fellow-inmates
speaking if not ST, then at least different dialects. Thus, e.g. the tale found on p.
242-246 has very little value as a dialect text.

20
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innovations are caused by the existence of substrate or adstrate lan-
guages in the area. In Trabzon, and especially in the areas mentioned
above (Of and Caykara, and to some extent Siirmene, Macka, Akgaabat,
Tonya, and Vakfikebir), the only substrate or adstrate language that has
left any systematic traces on the Turkish dialect—or, to put it somewhat
differently, whose codes have been copied into the Turkish dialect—is
Greek, or rather, Pontic Greek, which was spoken extensively in the
area until the population exchange in 1923, and which is to some extent
still spoken in some villages in the ilges of Caykara and Tonya. It is in-
teresting to remark that the lack of -m/y is especially noticeable in areas
where Greek is still being spoken, although the above-mentioned diffi-
culty created by the influence of ST in modern times makes it impossible
to establish any clear geographic distribution. As Greek—both Standard
Greek and Pontic Greek—lacks the inferential as a separate verbal cate-
gory,” an explanation of the lack of -m/y in these Turkish dialects as due
to Greek influence would seem quite convincing at first glance: The lack
of the inferential category has been copied into Turkish, and consequent-
ly the (secondary) use of the -m/y past as a historical tense synonymous
with the -DI past in stories and tales became superfluous, too, and was
discontinued. That this, however, is only a simplified half-truth becomes
obvious if we consider the fact that the main semantic notion conveyed
by the -mlg past at the time when Turkish penetrated the area (after
which point it became largely isolated from the language development in
Central Anatolia) was not inferentiality but postterminality, a point I
shall develop below.

3.1. The postterminal use of the -m/s past

As mentioned in the introductory quotation from Giinay, there is in
some confined districts a quite widespread use of -mly§ in the Eastern
Black Sea dialects where ST would prefer -DI past. This is especially
conspicuous in the first (and second) person singular and plural, and in-

2" In Standard Modern Greek, a kind of inferential may be expressed by the so-
called subjunctive with the particle 8c (cf. Mackridge 1985: 274-275), but the
notion conveyed by this form is not direcly parallel to Turkish, being rather what
we could characterize as “emphatic inferentiality” (or better, “prignante Inferen-
tialitidt”) corresponding e.g. to Turkish expressions with participle + olacak or ol-
sa gerek, e.g. 0l tfi¢ LiAnoe ‘Onunla konugmus olacak’ (‘He must have talked
with her’).
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dicates that the past tense system in the Eastern Black Sea dialects is not
entirely copied from Greek. This use is found in Rize and especially the
eastern parts of Trabzon. Examples from Rize:

(Kalkandere/Kayabas1 Koyii:) Otuz sene bu ise ¢ aligmisim. (Giinay 1978:
251).

‘I have worked in this job for thirty years.’

(Kalkandere/Yokuslu:) Biz ge¢’urmisik ‘dertler, hastaluklar. (Giinay 1978:
253).

‘We have had problems and diseases.’
Examples from Trabzon:

(Of/Keler, as an answer to the question “Bu koyde mi biiyiidiiniiz?”:) Bu kdy-
de habu k' Oyin aga:sinda be’yundim habu ¢ameni’n yan’ina beyinmisim g’el-
nmusim buriya yirmi sene otuz senede buriya g’ dtmisim.

‘I grew up in this village, in the lower part of this village; I have grown up
beside this mosque, and I came here, I came here twenty or thirty years ago.’

(Of/Korucuk:) DokkuzyiizoDuseGis senesinde buna kuloumildn va:Gif ol-
migum.

‘I heard this with my own ears in the year 1939.

(Caykara/Tiifekgiler:) Seye gitiigus / oGeneye / iki koyi da gezdi’ni’z | ben o-
riya da bir sene ¢alist’m | o asa:Gi’_ogeneni’n | altina bi Deyermen yap-
misi’m olara.

“You have been to Ogene,”” and you have visited both villages. I worked there
for one year, too; I have built a mill for them below Asagi Ogene.’

(Of/Cumapazar:) Ben ¢ocuGDum | on oniki yasinda var_i0im | ruslar burya
geldi | ben | alano | ve ¢os Daina etmeG_GeDurmisum askere | ben | et-
meG_GeDurmisum da: ben(d)en  biiyii:G_adamlarla  bara:bar  eD-
meG_GeDi’rdi’m.

2 The village Karagam in the upper part of Caykara.
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‘I was a child. I was ten or twelve years old. The Russians came here. I
brought bread to the soldiers on the mountains Alano and Cos. I brought
bread to the mountain. I carried bread together with men older than myself.’

(Siirmene/Fidanli:) Bunlarlan bi_yerdeydi evumuz asa:da Biz yam bunlan
bi_ara:da beyi’misuk.

‘Our house was in the same place down there as these people; I grew up to-
gether with him.’

(Siirmene/Dirlik:) Arakli ¢ars(is)inda benim ma:zam var_io1 | hdtta iki dane
o:lum vard bi da bila:derim | bi_ssoba al’misuk ug dort kilo et al’'misuk /
eve ben gelincds aksu hanlarina g’ etdim.

‘I had a shop in the center of Arakli. I was with two of my sons and my
brother. We had bought an oven and three, four kilos of meat. On my way
home I came to the hans at Aksu ...

(Yomra/Camliyurt:) Banka miidiirii bu parai tutti / ... /| unci’ ! gal buray bu
parai nerden almi’siin para saxtadu.

“The bank director held up the note. “Flour-seller, come here! From where
have you got this money? It is fake,” (he said).’

(Arsin/Isikli:) Ben Gaymakla biiyiimi°sum ha.

‘I have grown up on kaymak, you see!’

(Akacaabat/Baltaci; as an answer to our suggestion that the informant should
tell us about his pilgrimage to Mecca:) A:natmisim ondan bi ndizet™ ala-
mayuk_Kki.

‘I have told it before; we won’t get any pleasure from that!’

(Akgaabat/Catalzeytin:) Sen hi’ristiyan ol’ ne olusan ol | sen olmugun hiristi-
yan hiristiyan olabilusin ama ¢anli adam yaGamasin.

‘Be a Christian, be whatever you like. You have become a Christian, you may
be a Christian, but (still) you can’t burn people alive!’

2 Corresponds to ST lezzet.
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(Tonya/Agur:) Biz dinya: karismamigik | Boyle: | kocaDuG_Gideyruk (the in-
formant is talking about herself and her sister).

‘We have not got married. That’s how it is. We have grown old.’

(Vakfikebir/Agach:) Ha_suriya geldim ay_gigi:di baktim nd_adam va ne bige
kayboldu | ecinli:ydi dediler oni_ iste ha_uni gormiigiim burda.
‘I came up there; there was moonlight; I looked, but neither the man was there

nor anything else; they had disappeared. He was possessed by djinns, that’s
what they said; him I have seen here.’*

3.2. Postterminal use of -mls past as a Turkic phenomenon

Without exaggeration I think we can say that ST most probably would
use the -DI past in all these examples. These are all examples of the
postterminal use of the -mly past, a use where what Lars Johanson calls
the “diagnostic dimension” of the narrative perspective is prevalent. This
is quite similar to the notion conveyed by the perfect tense in English,
Scandinavian languages and Northern German. This postterminal use of
the tense is different not only from the use of the -m/g past as a basis for
the discourse but also from the inferential use; in fact, it seems that the
inferential use of the -mlg past historically is a secondary development
of the postterminal use. This original postterminal use of -mly is found
in ST, too; for some reason, however, it is not used in the first person
without an additional strong notion of inferentiality. This use of the -ml§
past is well known from Azeri, where -mly, to quote Johanson (1971:
289), “findet allgemeinere Anwendung zur Hervorhebung der diagnosti-

3

schen Dimension.”—*“Allgemeinere” of course in comparison with ST,

* Examples from Caferoglu’s material (1946) are quite scarce, most probably due to
the fact that the texts either are tales or manis:

Of: Zelego koyiinden [i.e. today Caykara/Tasoren]: Cecugun piri bir ruya kor-
migdiir, hocasinda dedi ki: ben bir ruya kormiigiim. (p. 162) ‘A boy had a dream,
and told his teacher: “I have had a dream.”’

Pazar: Horti koyiinden’ [i.e. Pazar/Kocakoprii]: Calin-da hodcaya dediki:
kopek mopek baglamisim. Sana neler saklamisim, nani zekiyem nani. (p. 268)
‘And the bride said to the imam: “I have tied the dog and so on. I have saved
some nice things for you, nani zekiyem nani.””’
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as in the following example cited by Grunina (1976: 17): Suleymam dla®
bu saat Jerevana yola saldim. Bes min manat da pul vermisdm. ‘1 just
now sent Siileyman to Erivan. And I have given him a sum of five-thou-
sand rubles.” Whether there is a geographical continuum between Azeri
and the Black Sea dialects in this respect is difficult to say; in the dialects
of Erzurum, which have quite a number of characteristics in common
with Azeri, the postterminal use of -mlg is found indeed, although only
sporadically;* in the Giimiishane (and Bayburt) texts collected by San
(1990), however, there do not seem to be any examples of clearly post-
terminal use of the -mlg past at all (or rather, any examples of the -mls
past in the first or second persons) in spite of the fact that San mentions
quite a number of examples of such first and second person forms—
taken out of their context—in the morphology chapters of his book (San
1990: 241-247).7 It is important that the first person -mls past forms are
not found in the Cepni areas in Trabzon, which in many respects—as

% Ald must be an error for eld, cf. Grunina’s translation: “BoT TOIBKO YTO MPOBO-
mnn Cyneiimana B EpeBan. VI nsth Teicsiu pyOsieit nan emy.”
Cf. the following examples from Gemalmaz (1978,vol. 2):

(The informant is talking about having lost his way in the fog:) Yoli sagirt-
migam yol sagdan gelirken, ben sola dogri yanbegi getmisem. (p. 33, 1. 20) ‘1
lost my way; when the road was coming from the right, I turned to the left’.
(However, the use of -mly in this example could perhaps also be interpreted as in-
ferential.)

(Praying to God during a storm:) Hes_deyil hayvanata bigey olmasin. Ele ag-
lamigam. Elece diigmisem yuhiya. (p. 33, 1. 27) ““At least do not let anything
happen to the animals.” That is how I cried, and then I fell asleep.’

Ahen ben onnari séylememegiim da:. (p. 37, 1. 16; the meaning is unclear)

Bilmeyrim ben; gocalnugim. (p. 55, 1. 17) ‘I do not know; I have grown old.’

(Talking about an encounter with a bear:) Biz de béyle daglarin arhasinda
siper_almegeh. (p. 73, 1. 15) ‘And we have / had taken shelter behind the stones.’

Ama heg de ordan ge¢memegem. (p. 73, 1. 33) ‘I have / had not passed
through that place.’

Especially the form unutmugum | unutmusam etc. seems to be quite frequent
(e.g. p. 56 1. 44-45, p. 67 1. 16 etc.), but this, which is also found in ST, could
also be explained as a kind of inferential.

An example of postterminal use of the -mlg past in the third person from Giimiis-
hane could be the following example from Kelkit: Babamin on ¢ocugu varidi.
Bég de 6lmiig. ‘My father had ten children. Five are dead.’ (San 1990: 337)

26
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mentioned above—are closer to the Central Anatolian dialects. It should
be pointed out that the use of the -mlg past in Khalaj is quite similar to
what we find in Azeri and in the Black Sea dialects; as Doerfer most apt-
ly remarks, stating that the use of the Khalaj form in -mlg differs from
ST, this tense “... ist im Deutschen immer einfach mit dem Perfekt zu
iibersetzen. Daher sind auch (im Gegensatz zum Ttii) Belege mit 1. und
2. Person recht hédufig ... ” (1988: 176). Thus, within an Anatolian con-
text it would seem reasonable to characterize the postterminal use of
-mlg past in parts of Trabzon and Rize as an archaism.

3.3. Postterminal use of -mls past as a calque on Greek?

However, a priori the possibility should not be disregarded that this
postterminal use of the -mlg past has come into existence as a result of
influence from Indo-European languages, i.e. Persian for Azeri and
Khalaj and Greek for the Black Sea dialects. The Persian compound per-
fect of the type xaride-am ‘I have bought’ does indeed have a postter-
minal aspect, and so does the Modern Greek compound perfect of the
kind €xw ypdwyer ‘I have written’. Although the Greek perfect of this
type most probably developed “after 1453 (Schwytzer 1959, 1: 130),
Common Greek has had the means of expressing the postterminal aspect
since its earliest stages of development, partly by regular tenses, partly
through periphrastic and compound forms expressing the stative, or
what Johanson calls “prignante Postterminalitit” or, in English, high-
focal postterminality (cf. Schwytzer 1959, 1: 812). However, it should
be kept in mind that the Modern Greek tense generally used to cover
postterminality is the aorist and not the compound perfect (cf. Thumb
1912: 123). Since the aorist also covers terminality (corresponding to
Turkish -DI past), this means that the aspectual distinction between ter-
minality and postterminality is of secondary importance in Modern
Greek. In Modern Greek, the compound perfect is a characteristic of
written style and—to quote Thumb (1912: 163)—"“not frequently used
... The use of the perfect £xm d€oet [‘I have bound’] is least common,
the aor. indic. quite frequently having the force of our perfect ...” In most
Greek dialects, perfect tense seems to express the stative, or “prignante
Postterminalitit”. Even if the static connotation and the “Prignanz” (high
focality) partly (i.e., more or less as an idiosyncratic feature) seem to be
lost in contemporary Standard Greek today (perfect tense (and a corre-
sponding pluperfect tense) more and more frequently being used to ex-
press postterminality, semantically equal to the aorist, cf. Mackridge
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1985: 116-117),”® what is important in this connection is that the com-
pound Greek perfect (and pluperfect) is unknown to Pontic Greek (cf.
Mackridge 1987: 127), or, to put it another way, that the distinction ter-
minality—postterminality is unknown to Pontic Greek.

3.4. Postterminal use of -m/y past as an archaism within a Turkic
frame

As pointed out by Johanson (1993: 118), postterminality is a fundamen-
tal aspectual notion not only of Turkish of Turkey, but of Turkic lan-
guages in general, as postterminal formants are found both in Southeast
and Northwest Turkic languages (i.e. the suffix -GAn) , and also in Ya-
kut (i.e. the suffix -BIT). Consequently, at least the above-mentioned
instances of -mly in the Black Sea dialects in the first and second person
cannot represent a code-copying from Greek,” but something genuinely
Turkish.*

% 1t has been suggested that this increased use of the perfect has been caused by the
frequent use of passé composé in French, a language (allegedly) extensively spo-
ken in Athenian high society. It would, however, probably be more proper to
consider this development within the framework devised by Johanson (1993:
122), where he postulates a development “Stativ — Perfekt — Konstativ —
Terminale”, a development which most probably could be postulated as a fre-
quent development in general language typology (cf. the similar development in
Romance languages).

The Black Sea dialects frequently also use another genuinely Turkish device to
express postterminality, or rather “prignante” or “statische Postterminalitdt” i.e.
the verbal noun in -mA, e.g. (Of/Cumapazar1):

Bu saral da ovadan gelmedir. ‘This man called Saral, too, has. come from the
plain.’

Especially (Vakfikebir/Agagli:)

Bularin adamu nerden geldi’ | kafkasyadan my geldi | seyden mi Geldi |
burayin adami bu ... | bura hep Gelme zaten /| biz hep gelmeyi’k buraya | ... |
heBisi gelmedir | siz gelme deyil misii’z | ordan Brakip buraya Gelme deyil
misiiz | hebisi gelmedir burda | G’ okyiiziinden burdyd enmedi. ‘From where have
the people in these places come? Have they come from the Caucasus? Have they
come from ... ? The people here—this place is all (full of) newcomers. We all
have come here from somewhere. ... All are newcomers. Haven’t you come from
somewhere? Haven’t you left that place and come here? Everybody here has come
from somewhere else. They haven’t descended here from heaven.’

29
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As somewhat vaguely indicated above, the postterminal 1st and 2nd
person -ml§ forms should definitely be considered archaisms: In an arti-
cle from 1993, Johanson clearly states his view that both the inferential
use of the originally stative or postterminal tenses and their use as bases
for narratives (without any diagnostic connotation) are secondary devel-
opments. The same view is—mutatis mutandis—expressed by Adam-
ovi¢ (1985, especially p. 201), who, however, does not mention the
work done by Johanson in this field 14 years earlier or refer to his ter-
minology. Adamovi¢’s survey of the different functions of the verbal
noun -mly in older texts is, however, very useful. One of the most com-
mon uses in Old Anatolian Turkish (except for the use as a finite verb
where a full paradigm seems to be developed in the first half of the 14th
century) is what Adamovic calls the “attributive-adverbial use” (I would
call it a “converbial” or “gerundial” use), e.g. in the sentence ilan sovuq-
dan buymis yatur ‘die Schlange liegt erstarrt vor Kilte’ (1985: 187); an-
other function is the use as an adjective attribute (e.g. iisimis ilan ‘un-
terkiihlte Schlange’) or as a noun. In all these uses the notion is post-
terminality. It is quite interesting to observe that these non-finite uses are
also sporadically found in Trabzon and notably in the same districts of
Trabzon and Rize (especially in the eastern part of Trabzon) as where
examples of the postterminal use of the first person forms are found,
thus representing other kinds of the original uses of -m/s. The conver-
bial use, which is found very rarely and only in the easternmost parts of
Trabzon,* is especially interesting because it differs somewhat from the
use in ST: In ST, a sentence like Kanepede uyumus yatryorum ‘1 am ly-
ing sleeping on the sofa’ is not necessarily perceived as containing any
converbial element; the form uyumug is perceived as short for wuyu-
mugsum in the same way as the much more common Kanepede uyumus
yatiyordum is considered a shortened form of Kanepede uyumugtum,

30

However, it should be added that the lack of pluperfect in Pontic Greek perhaps
could be one of the reasons why anterior postterminality is also expressed by -DI
past in the Eastern Black Sea Turkish dialects (and not by -migt). But as men-
tioned initially (2.2. above), in spoken narratives in Turkish dialects in general,
there seems to be a tendency of relative anteriority not necessarily being ex-
pressed, which might be a more probable explanation.

In the same group of villages close to the Iyidere river where also other very spe-
cial features are found, cf. Brendemoen (1996a and 1996b).

31
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yatiyordum, through “Suffixabwurf” (Johanson 1971: 71).* Such ex-
amples are also found in the easternmost parts of Trabzon.” However,
since -mlg forms within a narrative frame with a -DI past base are auto-
matically perceived as inferential—or ungrammatical (cf. Johanson
1971: 71, 79)—a sentence such as *Siseyi kadehe bogaltmis icti will
make no sense to an ST speaker, whereas in older language, and in the
Eastern Black Sea dialects, it most probably would have the meaning
‘Having emptied the bottle into the glass, he drank (it).” The two fol-
lowing examples represent this type, where the converbial use of -mly is
found within a -D/ based frame:

32 However, modern ST examples such as Kadin, ... yanagini avucuna dayamis uyu-
yan kiigiik kizina bakarak yeniden bir aglama tutturdu. (from the short story
“Umit Fakirin Ekmegi” by Nezihe Merig, reproduced in A. Tietze: A Turkish Lit-
erary Reader, Bloomington 1963, p. 97) betrays a converbial use also in ST. A
“converbial” or “gerundial” interpretation of the use of the -mlg participles (i.e. as
parallel to -(y)Ip and -(y)ArAk gerunds) in ST in examples similar to those above
has been suggested by Kononov (1956: 424) and by Drimba (1976: 58). A more
apt name than “converbial”, however, would be “participium coniunctum”.

For example the following:

(Of/Balaban:) Durduk Digariya ¢iGmaa | sordum yagli adama boyle | kafasini
dikmig / disari ¢ikayi. (8 / 27) ‘We started to go out. I asked the old man. He is
walking out hanging his head (i.e. broodingly).” (In ST, kafasin: (bagsini) dikmek
naturally means ‘to be conceited’, but in the eastern part of Trabzon it obviously
means the opposite, i.e. ‘to hang one’s head’ (occurs 4 times in my material); see
the following examples:)

(Of/Yaniktas:) Bu adam ¢ok Dertli:di | Gitti evine | Bagini d’ikmis Duruy / o
GaBlumbaa da dedi_on_n’e Bagim d’ikmig Duriyusin / o da d’edi oa. ‘This man
was very sorry. He went home. He is standing hanging his head. Then the turtle
said, “Why are you standing hanging your head?”” He told it why.’

(Siirmene/Arpalt:) Bir div Garisi yatayr / uzanmig | ki memesi iglemis. ‘A
giant woman is lying (there) stretched out because her breast has festered.’

(Yomra/Tandirli:) Bundan beg ay oncd /| burddn aga: bi orman arabasi | o:dun
yiiklenmig gide:di (corresponds to ST gidiyordu). ‘Five months ago a forest truck
had loaded firewood and was going down from here.’

(Macka/Simsirli:) Orada iskii orada fuCularlan ywlimis durudi orda (durudi
corresponds to ST dururdu). ‘Liquor used to stand there heaped up in barrels.’

33
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(Of/Balaban; about a woman who went to the priest to have him read over her
sick child and who then understood that the priest was trying to seduce her:)
Daa okutmamis bun: aldi cecuunu koydi basti yola geldi | okutmadi_ ni.

‘Without letting him read over him anymore she took her child and set off
and came back (to her village). She did not let him read (over it)."*

(Ibid.) Isa Beyamberu ressim var kilisenin icerisinde /| ¢cikmis pa’Baz ona
yoneldi ellerin kopsine vuruyi.

“There is a picture of the prophet Jesus inside the church. The priest went up
and turned towards it and strikes his hands against his breast.’

Another most interesting example where the converbial use is quite clear
is the following:

(Siirmene/Arpali:) Abu giilizar dedi niganimi Brakmug ben giilizar: almamis
almam.®

‘Abu Giilizar, he said, has left her token. Not having taken Giilizar, I will take
nobody.’ (= ‘If I cannot have Giilizar, I won’t have anybody.’)

A couple of sentences later with the same meaning:

Ben almam ben dedi biilbiili_ giiliza:rinu dedi almamis Dedi ben dedi kimseyi
almam.

For this converbial use of -mls and especially the examples with alma-
mis alamam above, the following remark by Emiroglu in his etymologi-
cal study of the Trabzon Macka dialect (1989: 13) is interesting, al-
though the example he gives is not very illuminating: “Madan / meden
zarf fiil yerine mamig / memig bi¢imi kullanilir: yemek lememis (misprint
for yememis ?) olu mi”, which must mean ‘is it possible without having
eaten’.

My texts also contain a few examples of the attributive use of the
-ml§ participle:

* For the use of okumak / okutmak with this specialized meaning cf. Brendemoen
(1996a: 42).

% The existence of such constructions has been asserted by Prof. ilhan Baggoz,
Bloomington, and Mr. Mehmet Bilgin, Siirmene/Istanbul.



180 Bernt Brendemoen

(Caykara/Tagligedik:) Bir giin xoca / okumis adam idi { bakti bir adam Bar¢a-
laniyor.

‘One day the imam—he was a learned man—saw that a man was being torn to
pieces.’

(Siirmene/Yemisli:) Be(n) yi(r)mibes kurusa aksama kada bdl ¢ekmis ada-
mi’m.

‘I am a man who has dug with a digging fork (from morning) to evening for
twenty-five kurus.’

Perhaps the following two interesting examples also belong here:

(Caykara/Tasligedik:) Kéyiin xocalart okumug var_10i.

“There were imams in the village who were learned.’

(Magka/Yazlik:) Orda bir iki masa kuri®lmis var_idi.

“There were a couple of tables that had been set up.’

4. The inferential copula form imis

As mentioned initially, some of my informants, especially in the west-
ernmost districts and in the Siirmene-Arakli-Arsin-Yomra region, have
been influenced by ST and use -mls both as discourse base in narratives
and to some extent as inferential. In this connection it is interesting to
observe that the -mls form of the copula is extremely rare outside the
districts or informants whose verbal system shows a strong impact from
ST: I have found only some 15 examples of imis in the 250 pages of
transcribed text I have from outside the Cepni area. In most of these 15
cases, imig is used together with participial stems, creating a notion of
inferentiality. As the inferential notion conveyed by the copula form imig
is most probably one of the origins of the development postterminality
— inferentiality in the -mly past (cf. Adamovi¢ 1985: 201), the very low
frequency of this form in Trabzon most probably should be interpreted
as due to the fact that inferentiality basically is a notion foreign to the
Eastern Black Sea dialects. The lack of imis forms outside the third per-
son, too, shows that the inferential has not developed properly in the
area.” A good example of the inconsistent use of imig is the following,

% For the same feature in Rize, see Giinay (1978: 177-178, 184).
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where it becomes obvious that the informant is trying to copy an ST
code without being quite aware of what he is copying:

(Akgaabat/Sinik:) Anvdr Bassa | ruslardan bizim bu cepei rislara kendi sat-
mis soyle / lapor yaparmus da / ... / kormis gsige icerisine / mantarlar-
mi§ atarmis suya / aga:ddn iki ugyiiz kilometre asa’iddn ruslar ahdi oni /
bakardi iste filan yerden Geg /

‘Enver Pasa himself sold this front to the Russians in the following way: He
used to make reports ... He used to put them into bottles which he corked and
threw into the water. Two or three hundred kilometres further down, the Rus-
sians would take them up and look: “Pass through at this or that point.””

5. Conclusion

To sum up: -mls past does not traditionally convey a notion of inferen-
tiality in the Eastern Black Sea dialects, partly because this notion was
not developed when Turkish started to be spoken in the area and became
isolated from the general development of Anatolian dialects, partly be-
cause the development of such a notion was prevented by the Greek
sub- or adstrate, to which inferential is a foreign verbal category. The
sporadic use of -mlg past to express inferentiality or as an unmarked
narrative tense, alongside the use of imis forms of the copula, is a quite
recent innovation due to the influence of ST. The sporadic use of -mlg
past to convey the postterminal aspect, especially found in the Eastern
part of Trabzon, is an archaism that has survived in spite of the Greek
sub- or adstrate.
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0. Introduction

It is well known that there are two types of participle used in Turkish
relative clauses: Possessed participles (PP’s), and free participles
(FP’s). PP’s obligatorily carry possessive marking indicating the person
of the subject of the relative clause. FP’s on the other hand may not
carry such possessive morphology. A large part of recent research on
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relative clauses has concentrated on formulating rules to account for the
distri bution of FP’s and PP’s in different types of relative clause.'

The most widely accepted account of participle choice in Turkish was
first formulated by Hankamer & Knecht (1976) and recently reiterated in
Barker, Hankamer & Moore (1990). I will refer to these proposals as
the “standard account”. The standard account is based on three assump-
tions: (1) It assumes that the syntactic function of the target of relativiza-
tion (TR) is the primary factor in determining participle choice; (2) it is
framed in positive terms for the FP, defining the use of the PP in nega-
tive terms; and (3) it rests crucially on the existence of a subject incorpo-
ration process.

In this article, I will be arguing that all three assumptions are incor-
rect, and be suggesting an alternative account. My claims are discussed
and motivated in more detail, and with extensive authentic examples, in
Haig (forthcoming, ch. 6). Here I will be presenting, in a revised and
condensed form, the major conclusions of that discussion. In section 1
of this paper, I will review the standard account and point out several
drawbacks inherent to it. In section 2 I will develop some alternative
proposals. More specifically, I will be (a) developing an idea of Dede
(1978), according to which participle choice is not primarily linked to
the form of the relative clause subject; (b) pointing out the inadequacies
of the “subject incorporation” hypothesis; and (c) justifying why the
rules for participle choice should be formulated in terms of the PP, rath-
er than the FP. In section 3 I will recapitulate the main points of the ar-
gument and present some more general conclusions.

1. The standard account of participle choice

The standard account of participle choice is based on three principles,
which I will refer to as the Primary Principle, the No-Subject Principle,
and the Mother-Node Principle. In this section I will first briefly present

' See for example Underhill (1972), Hovdhaugen (1975), Hankamer & Knecht
(1976), Dede (1978), Knecht (1979), Erdal (1981), Csaté (1985), Nilsson (1985),
Zimmer (1987), Johanson (1990: 204-206), Barker, Hankamer & Moore (1990),
Kornfilt (1991: 72-78), Sezer (1991: 92-154), Erkman-Akerson & Ozil (1996),
Zimmer (1996) and Haig (forthcoming, ch. 6). For an informed discussion of the
views of earlier grammarians on this matter, see Erdal (1981).
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and exemplify these three principles before going on to point out their
major drawbacks.

1.1. The Primary Principle

The apparently fundamental insight on participle choice was formulated
by Underhill as follows:

(1) “The most obvious generalization is that when the head noun is the sub-
ject of the underlying sentence, a construction of the -En type (= FP) ap-
pears, while if the head noun is not the subject, a construction of the
-Dig type (= PP) appears.” (Underhill 1972: 88)

We may term the observation made in 1 the Primary Principle. Notice
that the tacit assumption behind it is that participle choice is primarily
determined by the syntactic function of the TR.? Let us briefly examine
how 1 applies to straightforward examples:

(2) (Cigekoglu 1992 135)
(Kuafor-den  yeni ¢ik-mug) iki  kadin
hairdresser-abl just go out-perfFP two woman
‘Two women (who had just come from the hairdresser).’

The head noun, iki kadin, is the underlying subject of the verb ¢ik- ‘go
out’. 1 would predict the FP, and indeed this is what we find. Consider
now 3:

% In his 1972 paper, Underhill himself actually abandoned this generalization in fa-
vor of another, based on word order and case in the syntactic structures from
which relative clauses are allegedly derived. His claims, based on Standard Theo-
ry (Chomsky [1965] 1988), rest crucially on the assumption that the basic word
order in the syntactic structures underlying the relative clause is the same as that
in pragmatically neutral surface strings under the condition that all NP’s are defi-
nite. As it is difficult to justify this assumption on independent grounds, we
may safely ignore Underhill (1972) henceforth—see Sezer (1991: 92-104) for an
enlightened discussion. In Underhill’s grammar ([1976] 1987: 276), the Primary
Principle regains preeminence.
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(3) (Pamuk 1993'¢: 199)
(Riiya’'min  oku-dug-u) polisiye roman-lar
Riiya-gen  read-PP-poss3s  detective novel-pl
“The detective novels (which Riiya reads).’

In 3, polisiye romanlar ‘detective novels’ is the underlying direct object
of oku- ‘read’, and hence the PP is used, again in accordance with 1.

1.2. The No-Subject Principle and subject incorporation

The Primary Principle fails to correctly account for the data when the
relative clause is subjectless, i.e. when the verb is a passivized intransi-
tive. Consider the following example, in which the relative clause verb is
the passive form of gir- ‘enter’:

(4) (sokak-tan iceri gir-il-en) kapi
street-abl  inside enter-pass-FP door
‘door (through which one enters from the street)’

1 would predict the PP rather than the FP in 4, because the TR kap:
‘door’ is a non-subject, a local argument. In fact, it turns out that the FP
is almost invariably used with relativization out of a subjectless clause,
regardless of the syntactic function of the TR. In other words, 4 is rep-
resentative of a group of regular exceptions to the Primary Principle.

This fact was noted by Hankamer & Knecht (1976),> who formulated
the following additional principle to account for it:

(5) The No-Subject Principle:
“If there is no subject in the RC at the time of RC formation, the (PP)-

construction is impossible, and only the (FP)-construction is chosen.”
(Hankamer & Knecht 1976: 132)

A second group of exceptions to 1 is illustrated by 6, taken from Barker,
Hankamer & Moore (1990: 26):

? In fact Lewis (1967: 262) had already noted that the FP is used in subjectless rel-
ative clauses. As Underhill (1972) draws heavily on Lewis, it is doubly odd that
Underhill’s account simply ignores examples such as 4.
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(6) (bacag-in-1 an sok-an) kiz
leg-poss3s-acc bee sting-FP girl
‘the girl (whose leg a bee / some bees stung) [original translation]*

Here again the TR has a non-subject syntactic function in the relative
clause, yet, against the prediction made by 1, the FP is used. Hankamer
& Knecht (1976) proposed the following solution: They noted that the
subjects in relative clauses like 6 were “indefinite”. They then suggested
that indefinite subjects “undergo a demotion which has the effect of ren-
dering the sentence subjectless” (Hankamer & Knecht 1976: 133). Thus
according to Hankamer and Knecht, subjects in examples such as 6 are
in fact not subjects at all, and the use of the FP can felicitously be ac-
counted for by the No-Subject Condition 5.

In more recent studies (e.g. Barker, Hankamer & Moore 1990), the
terms “indefinite” and “subject demotion” have been replaced by “non-
specific and generic” and “subject incorporation” respectively, but the
basic insight remains unaltered. In section 2.2 I shall be examining the
validity of this analysis in more detail.

1.3. The Mother-Node Principle

The final group of exceptions to 1, also noted by Underhill (1972), con-
cerns relativization of genitive attributes of the subject. We may illustrate
this with the following example:

@) (kiz-1 agla-yan) kadin
girl-poss3s cry-FP woman
‘woman (whose daughter is crying)’
lit.: ‘(her-daughter-crying) the woman’

The finite clause corresponding to 7 is as follows:

8) Kadin-in kiz-1 agl-yor
woman-gen girl-poss3s cry-prog(3s)
‘The woman’s daughter is crying.’

* 1 use this example solely because it is so widely quoted in the literature. It
should be emphasized that it is in fact a totally atypical example of the process it
is intended to illustrate (cf. detailed discussion in Haig, forthcoming, § 6.3.2.5).
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The TR in 7, kadin ‘woman’, is not the underlying subject of the relative
clause, but the possessor, i.e. a genitive attribute, of the relative clause
subject (kiz-1). Therefore the Primary Principle 1 would predict the PP,
but in 8 the FP is used.

It turns out that the FP is used whenever the TR is a genitive attribute
of the relative clause subject. Furthermore, not only do genitive attrib-
utes of the subject relativize with the FP, but any type of subconstituent
of the subject. Consider the following example of relativization out of a
clausal subject:

9) (Agaoglu 1992: 106)
(daha once  ¢b6z-me-m gerek-en) bir sey
still  earlier solve-inf-possls be necessary-FP a  matter
‘a matter / problem (which (I) must solve / sort out first)’

The finite sentence corresponding to 9 has a nominalization as its sub-
ject, headed by the possessed infinitive ¢dz-me-m:

(10) (Daha oénce  bir gey ¢Oz-me-m) gerek-iyor
still earlier a matter solve-inf-possls be necessary-prog(3s)
‘It is necessary (that (I) first solve a matter / problem).’
lit.: ‘(My solving a matter first) is necessary.’

The TR, bir sey ‘something’, is not a subject, but the direct object of the
possessed infinitive ¢ézmem ‘that I solve’. Nevertheless, the FP is still
used in 9.

Consider now a more complicated example:

(11) (Yetig 1993: 129)
(hangi devir-de yaz-i-dig-in-1 bil-me-miz
which era-loc  write-pass-PP-poss3s-acc  know-inf-poss1pl

miimkiin ol-ma-yan) bu not

possible be-neg-FP this note

‘this note, (of which our knowing in which era it was written is not
possible)’

The finite clause corresponding to 11, with the subject NP in brackets, is
given in 12:
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(12) (Bu not-un  hangi devir-de yaz-il-dig-in-1
this note-gen which era-loc  write-pass.PP.poss3s.acc

bil-me-miz) miimkiin degil
know-inf.poss1pl possible not(3s)
‘(Our knowing in which era this note was written) is not possible.’

Here again the TR (bu not ‘this note’) is not a subject, but the genitive
attribute of one of the subconstituents of the subject NP. What 7, 9 and
11 illustrate is that, as far as participle choice is concerned, it appears to
be irrelevant how deeply embedded in the relative clause subject the TR
actually is. In other words, participle choice seems to treat both simple
genitive attributes, as in 7, and all other types of subconstituents of the
subject alike. Hankamer & Knecht (1976) proposed the following gen-
eralization to account for these facts:

(13) The Mother-Node Principle:
“If a subconstituent of a major constituent of the RC is relativized, the
participle is chosen which would be appropriate for relativization of the
major constituent itself.” (Hankamer & Knecht 1976: 127)

Participle choice for the “major constituent itself” is of course deter-
mined by the Primary Principle 1. Therefore, because the relativized
constituents in the examples 7,9 and 11 are subconstituents of the rela-
tive clause subject, it follows from the Mother-Node Principle that the
FP will be used.

Csat6 (1985) points out some counter-examples to the Mother-Node
Principle, and it has since been the subject of considerable debate (see
discussion and references in Haig (forthcoming, § 6.2.3.1). Neverthe-
less, I maintain that the Mother-Node Principle, or something very much
like it (an alternative is given in 35 below), is necessary in any account
of participle choice. In what follows, I will be assuming that it is valid,
and ignoring those types of relative clause which are accounted for by
the Mother-Node Principle, more specifically, relative clauses where the
TR is some subconstituent of the relative clause subject.
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1.4. Summary and critique of the standard account

The standard account for participle choice in relative clauses may be
summed up as follows (cf. Barker, Hankamer & Moore 1990: 23 and
Komnfilt 1991: 74 for similar summaries):

1. The Primary Principle: The FP is used for relativization of subjects, the
PP for non-subjects.

2. The No-Subject Principle: If the relative clause is subjectless at the time
of relative clause formation, use the FP.

3. The Mother-Node Principle: When subconsitutents of a major clause
constituent are relativized, the choice of participle is in accordance with
what would be predicted by the Primary Principle for the head of that
constituent.

As Kornfilt notes (1994: 74), these three statements have remained
largely unchallenged as an explanation for the choice of participles up to
the present. She adds however that, “while being accurate generaliza-
tions, (they) are not explanatory”. Nor is it clear from what, if any, un-
derlying principle the three conditions can be derived, for they are based
on completely heterogeneous criteria: The Primary Principle rests on the
syntactic function of the TR; the No-Subject Condition is based purely
on the presence or absence of a subject in the relative clause. How the
Mother-Node Principle relates to either of the other two is unclear.

On closer inspection, the second two principles appear suspiciously
like arbitrary additions, serving the sole purpose of patching up the gaps
not covered by the Primary Principle. Given the extent, and the system-
atic nature of those gaps, one might have expected that the Primary Prin-
ciple itself be reconsidered, but oddly enough, with the sole exception of
Dede (1978), to whom I return below, this option has scarcely been
considered.

A further odd characteristic of the standard account is the following:
There is no attempt to clearly state the conditions under which the PP is
used. Rather, the conditions are stated in positive terms for the FP, and
negative terms for the PP (this feature is more pronounced in the pres-
entation of Barker, Hankamer & Moore 1990: 23). Yet, intuitively, one
would consider the PP to be the more marked member of the opposition,
an assumption I will justify in section 2.4. Therefore, one would expect
the conditions to be stated in the reverse manner, i.e. in positive terms
for the marked member, the PP, while the unmarked one is considered
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the elsewhere case, used when the special conditions for the use of the
marked member are not met.

Finally, the No-Subject Condition necessitates that certain types of
errant subject, e.g. the subject in 6, be explained away via an incorpora-
tion process. But, as I will point out in section 2.2, there are no inde-
pendent grounds for assuming such a process in Turkish.

2. Some alternative proposals

2.1. Collapsing the Primary Principle and the No-Subject Principle
Let us first consider two simple examples of FP-constructions:

(=4) (sokak-tan igeri gir-il-en) kapi
street-abl  inside  enter-pass-FP door
‘door (through which one enters from the street)’

(14) (ev-e don-en) kiz
house-dat return-FP  girl
‘girl (who is returning home)’

The standard account invokes two separate principles to account for the
use of the FP in 4 and 14: The FP in 4 is accounted for by the No-Sub-
ject Principle 5, which states that the FP is used when the relative clause
is subjectless “at the time of relative clause formation”. As the verb is an
intransitive passive, the clause is of course subjectless. The use of the
FP in 14 on the other hand is explained via the Primary Principle, which
states that the FP is used when the TR is subject. This way of looking at
things suggests that the two examples above have nothing in common,
and the use of the FP in each case is motivated by two quite unrelated
principles.

But there is another, and to my mind simpler approach: Neither of the
relative clauses in 4 and 14 contains a surface subject, and indeed, none
could be supplied without impairing grammaticality. Of course the re-
spective sources of the subjectlessness in 4 and 14 are quite different:
The relative clause in 4 is genuinely subjectless, because its predicate is
a passivized intransitive, which is always subjectless in Turkish. We
might term this deep subjectlessness. 14 on the other hand is subjectless
because the TR is subject, and is hence deleted from the relative clause
in the process of relative clause formation. But suppose participle choice
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were not sensitive to the source of any subjectlessness, i.e. suppose par-
ticiple choice were not a deep-level phenomenon in relative clause for-
mation at all, but a fairly trivial surface process. If that were the case, we
would not need to distinguish between the deep subjectlessness of 4 and
the subjectlessness of 14, and we need not indulge in any conjecture
about subjectlessness “at the time of RC-formation”, but simply rely on
the criterion of surface subjectlessness. If we make that assumption, we
can account for both with one and the same principle, which we may
provisionally formulate as follows:

(15) Use the FP when the relative clause is, for whatever reason, subjectless,
i.e. a subject cannot be supplied without impairing grammaticality.

The immediate advantage of this approach is that we cover both 4 and
14 with a single principle, whereas the standard account needs two prin-
ciples, the Primary Principle and the No-Subject Principle. 15 effectively
makes the same statement as the No-Subject Principle, except that we
dispense with any reference to subjectlessness “at the time of relative
clause formation”. Notice that 15 makes no reference whatsoever to the
syntactic function of the TR. In other words, we have rendered the Pri-
mary Principle redundant.

It should, however, be noted that we would need to modify 15 to
cover examples where the TR is a sub-constituent of the subject, which I
discussed in 1.3. Such an additional stipulation is perfectly feasible, and
is briefly discussed in section 3. I will not be considering such cases
further here.

2.2. Subjects, no subjects and semi-subjects

Our rule 15 binds participle choice to a single factor, namely the pres-
ence or absence of a subject in the relative clause. Now we have already
encountered examples where the relative clause does contain a subject,
but the FP is found, thereby violating 15. Consider for example 6:

(=6) (bacag-in-i an  sok-an) kiz
leg-poss3s-acc bee sting-FP girl
‘the girl (whose leg a bee / some bees stung) [original translation]’

The standard account offers a neat solution to this dilemma: Subjects
such as ar ‘bee’ in 6 are said to be incorporated, hence the relative
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clause contains no subject. This solution is unquestionably elegant, and
as long as the examples contain the kind of bare noun subject found in
6, it appears to be quite plausible. But once the full range of data is con-
sidered, it appears considerably less so. Consider the following two au-
thentic examples:

(16) (Nesin 1995: 89)
(Arkeolojik  kazi-lar yap-il-an)
archaeological excavation-pl make-pass-FP

bir bolge-ye gel-di-k.

an area-dat come-pst-1pl

‘(We) arrived at an area (in which archaeological excavations were be-
ing carried out).’

(17) (Pamuk 1995%: 524)
Omer (ig-in-de kocaman bir soba yan-an)
Omer inside-poss3s-loc huge an oven burn-FP

genig bir oda-da bir satrang sorunu ¢oz-tiyor-du.

spacious a room-loc a chess problem solve-prog-pst(3s)
‘Omer was in a spacious room (in which a huge stove was burning),
solving a chess problem’

We notice that the FP is also used in the relative clauses in 16 and 17.
There is only one possible explanation for this in terms of the standard
account: The subject in 16, arkeolojik kazi-lar ‘archaeological excava-
tion+pl’, and in 17, kocaman bir soba ‘a huge stove’, must have under-
gone incorporation.

This is a conclusion that few syntacticians would feel comfortable
with. First of all, the subject in 16 has plural marking, while that in 17
has an indefinite article. Hopper & Thompson (1984: 711) state quite
clearly that an incorporated noun “invariably loses the ability to take
determiners and inflections”. I would like to note that this pattern is by
no means unusual—in Appendix 3 of Haig (forthcoming) there are 23
authentic examples of such subjects with plural marking or articles. Nor
is it possible to demonstrate by any type of independent syntactic test
known to me that the subjects in these sentences have lost their subject
status, i.e. that the clauses concerned are genuinely subjectless. Finally,
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even in Baker’s (1988) broader conception of noun incorporation, the
possibility of incorporating a transitive subject is categorically excluded
(1988: 81). Yet that is what proponents of the incorporation analysis are
claiming for 6. Baker himself (1988: 452, fn. 8) is doubtful whether
subject incorporation in Turkish qualifies as noun incorporation at all.

The only conclusion I can draw from these facts is that we must re-
ject the incorporation analysis. One might, if one wished to salvage it at
all costs, postulate two different processes: Noun incorporation, which
only affects bare nouns, and some other type of looser “compounding
by juxtaposition” (Reuse 1994: 2844). This would, I think, unnecessar-
ily complicate matters: Surely we are dealing with one and the same
process, namely a gradual and subtle loss of syntactic autonomy, the
most prominent reflection of which is loss of genitive case marking. But
the affected NP’s (not just nouns) lose neither their argument status, nor
their status as phonetic words. The process is not restricted to bare, ge-
neric and nonspecific nouns, but permeates to affect referential, quite
elaborated, but usually indefinite NP’s. The term “noun incorporation”
is misleading when applied to Turkish because it implies that the af-
fected entities are noun roots, whereas in Turkish they are NP’s, and be-
cause it implies a greater degree of phonetic coalescence and loss of ar-
gument status than is justified by the Turkish data. I suggest that a more
appropriate term would be case stripping.’

Rejecting the incorporation analysis leaves us with a terminological
problem: What are we to call the genitiveless subjects in examples like
16 and 17? They are subjects, but not subjects enough to take genitive
marking. “Genitiveless subjects” would be possible, but is confusing if
we wish to talk about finite clauses, where subjects are normally nomi-
native. I suggest therefore the term semi-subjects for those subjects of
relative clauses (and of course of other types of nominalization, for ex-
ample, complement clauses) which do not take genitive marking. “Semi-
subject” is merely a convenient and relatively innocuous label, which
avoids the unfortunate connotations of the term “incorporated subject”.
The term “semi-subject” is intended to convey the fact that such “sub-
jects”, while being ignored in terms of genitive marking, retain sufficient

° The same term can of course be applied to the loss of accusative marking on di-
rect objects, for which I also feel that the term “noun incorporation” is misguided
(cf. Haig forthcoming, § 6.2.5 for a justification of this view).
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syntactic substance to enable them to take plural marking, articles and
nominal modifiers. Semi-subjects may of course occur in finite clauses
as well, but in that environment, the difference between a semi-subject
and a subject is not expressed by any segmental means, but by a loss in
word order freedom and a shift in stress pattern.® I will not be going into
the semantic and pragmatic factors which trigger case stripping of rela-
tive clause subjects here—a detailed investigation of those factors may
be found in Haig (forthcoming, § 6.3).

2.3. The Genitive Subject Condition

So far we have concentrated on identifying the conditions under which
the FP is used. We have established that it is used when the relative
clause is subjectless, or when it contains a semi-subject. These two envi-
ronments are given in 18 and 19 respectively:

(18) (... FP) head noun
(19) (subj.+@ FP) head noun

Now, interestingly, it turns out that in both of these environments, the
PP is also possible. Lewis (1967: 262) quotes an example of a subject-
less relative clause, i.e. corresponding to 18, with a PP:

(20) (normal-e doniil-diig-ii) bir swra-da
normal-dat return-pass-PP-poss3s a  time-dat
‘at a time (when things were returning to normal)’

Johanson (1990: 213-214) also suggests that in subjectless relative
clauses, both the FP and the PP are “in principle” possible.

The PP also cooccurs with semi-subjects, a fact that is pointed out in
Nilsson (1985: 79) and in Erdal (1981: 33). Erdal quotes the following
example with the semi-subject dondurma ‘icecream’:

(21) (dondurma sat-il-dig-1) yer
icecream  sell-pass-PP-poss3s place
‘place (where icecream is sold)’

¢ See Dede (1986: 153-154) on the shift in stress patterns (she, however, talks of
“subject incorporation”).
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There is no doubt that constructions such as 20 and 21 are marginal in
modern Turkish—in the corpus of over 1,000 relative clauses used in
Haig (forthcoming), there was nothing corresponding to them. They do
however illustrate that the possibility of using the PP in these environ-
ments cannot be excluded completely. It may be then that the use of the
FP in these environments should not be considered the result of a strict
syntactic constraint, but simply evidence of an extremely strong tend-
ency. I will explore this possibility further below.

Let us now turn to the PP. The single environment in which the PP
must occur is quite straightforward: It is always required when the rela-
tive clause contains a genitive-marked subject, or when such a subject is
suppliable without impairing grammaticality. We may represent this
schematically as follows:

(22) (subj.+gen ... PP) head noun

In the environment 22 the FP never occurs. As this is the only type of
environment where the rule for participle choice admits no exceptions, it
would make more sense to base our account of participle choice on this
environment, and frame it in terms of the PP rather than the FP. Thus
we reformulate 15 in terms of the PP rather than the FP to yield the fol-
lowing rule:

(23) The Genitive Subject Condition:
When the subject of the relative clause takes genitive marking, the PP
is used and the FP is impossible. Elsewhere, the FP is always possible
and vastly preferred.

23 accounts for the same set of data that the Primary Principle and the
No-Subject Principle of the standard account cover. Apart from being a
more economical account, it is also preferable in other respects: Firstly,
it obviates the necessity for assuming an incorporation process, because
it is based on the criterion of presence or absence of genitive marking,
not of a subject. Secondly, it admits the possibility of the PP occurring
in environments such as 20. Thirdly, it is formulated in positive terms
for the PP, whereas the FP is considered the elsewhere or default case.
This is certainly correct, for reasons I will elaborate on in section 2.4.

I should hasten to add that a similar conclusion was reached by Dede
(1978). She also rejected the standard account, and proposed instead a
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“Genitive Suffix Attachment Rule” (GSAR), which conditioned the
form of the subject. If the subject is genitive marked, the PP occurs, oth-
erwise the FP. Thus for her the problem was reduced to the question
“When does the GSAR apply?” (1978: 69). Up to this point, I share her
conclusions entirely.

Unfortunately, Dede proceeded to explain the use of the genitive on
subjects of nominalizations by appealing to its function as an indication
of grammatical relations. This led her to the claim that the genitive suffix
“does not apply unless it is needed to indicate the grammatical relation of
the subject in the embedded sentence” (1978: 73). This claim is not ten-
able, for reasons that cannot be discussed here. Furthermore, Dede pro-
vided no viable alternative to Hankamer and Knecht’s Mother-Node
Principle 13, which is, as I have stated, essential in any account of parti-
ciple choice. The flaws in Dede’s argument were promptly pointed out
in Knecht (1979), and as a result, Dede’s basically correct insight was
ignored in subsequent research, which continued to work in the frame-
work of the standard account.

2.4. The possessed participle as the marked member of the
participle opposition

In Haig (forthcoming, ch. 6), I argue that the PP is the marked member
of the participle opposition in relative clauses. I will briefly sum up the
arguments in favor of that position here:

On purely formal grounds, the PP is the more marked member of the
opposition, as it is the morphologically more complex, involving two
morphemes, participle and possessive, rather than one (cf. also Zimmer
1996: 162-163). Further facts from language usage, and from related
Turkic languages, point in the same direction:

1. PP’s are as tokens in texts (in attributive function), the rarer construction:
Of the total participles in the corpus of over 1,000 relative clauses used
in Haig (forthcoming), only 29% were PP’s.”

7 This may of course simply reflect the rather trivial fact that subjects are more
commonly relativized on than non-subjects, as claimed for example in Keenan
(1975) on the basis of written English data. However, the total number of subject
relativizations does not exceed 50% in Keenan’s data, and in material from spo-
ken data (e.g. Fox 1987 and Slobin 1986), it decreases.
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2. In L1 acquisition, PP’s are acquired later and with greater amounts of
errors (Slobin 1986).

3. The PP in relative clauses is seldom found in the Turkic languages out-
side of Turkish, and emerged later in Turkish itself.

It is important to note that my claim that the PP is the marked member of
the opposition is restricted to the occurrence of the two forms in one
particular syntactic function, namely as the verb of a relative clause.
PP’s of course occur in another syntactic function, namely as comple-
ment clauses. I would suggest that this is in fact their primary function,
and their usage in relative clauses (which are, in terms of syntactic
function, adnominal attributes) is an intrusion into a functional domain
for which they are not suited. The FP on the other hand is a genuine
verbal adjec tive, predestined to occur in attributive function—in fact the
sole function of the FP is to create relative clauses. In many Turkic
languages the etymological equivalent of the FP is found in all types of
relative clause. Only in Turkish and Azerbaijani do we find the PP used
in relative clauses at all.’

The claim that the PP is the marked member of the oppositon in rela-
tive clauses leads us to the question of why the PP should be used in
Turkish in relative clauses at all. Why cannot Turkish, like many other
Turkic languages, get by with one and the same participle, the FP, for all
types of relativization? In the next section I propose an answer to this
question.

2.5. The function of the possessed participle in relative clauses

First of all, let us compare an FP and a PP construction. We can display
the two types of relative clause schematically as follows:

(24) ((semi-subject) FP) head noun FP-construction
(25) (subj.+gen ... PP+poss.) head noun PP-construction

¥ According to Zimmer (1987: 59-60) the tendency to use the FP in contexts where
the PP would be expected is even more widespread in the spoken language, par-
ticularly of younger speakers, i.e. there may be a diachronic shift towards increas-
ing the domain of the less marked FP at the cost of the more marked PP.

® Cf. Schénig (1997) and Csaté (1996).
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What is it that the PP-construction achieves which the FP-construction
does not? The obvious answer is that the PP carries possessive marking,
thereby enabling the person of the subject to be identified.

Assuming then that the principle difference lies in the presence of
possessive marking on the participle, the question arises as to why
Turkish should need an additional participle, the sole purpose of which
is to act as a platform for that possessive morphology. In other words,
why is it not possible for one and the same participle to be used both
with and without possessive morphology? We could reasonably expect
to find, instead of 25, something like 26:

(26) *(subj+gen ... FP+poss.) head noun

But 26 is, as Sezer (1991: 120) puts it, “ruled out”. The question as to
why 26 is impossible in Turkish is by no means trivial, especially in
view of the fact that this type of construction is attested in other Turkic
languages. Consider the following examples from East Middle Turkic
(both examples from Eckmann 1959: 126):

(27) (oltur-yan-im) ydr-da monguk-lar-im-m bul-du-m
sit-FP-possls place-loc pearl-pl-possls-acc find-pst-1s
‘(I) found my pearls at the place ((I) had been sitting)’

(28) (dgsit-gdn-im)-ni unit-ma-di-m
hear-FP-possls-acc forget-neg-pst-1s
‘(I) did not forget ((what) (I) had heard)’

In East Middle Turkic the same participle, the etymological equivalent of
the Turkish FP, is also used for all types of relativization. In other
words, there is no alternation between different types of participle, but
simply an alternation [tpossessive] on one and the same participle.

The reason that Turkish does not permit structures such as 26 is not
in fact directly related to relative clause-formation at all, but lies in more
general constraints on nominalizations in Turkish. In Turkish, all verbal
nominals, i.e. infinitives and participles, must be characterizable as either
possessed or non-possessed, but not both (see Haig, forthcoming, ch. 3
for detailed discussion). A possessed verbal nominal permits expression
of its underlying subject via possessive morphology, a non-possessed
one does not. For example, the infinitives in -mA and -(y)I§ are pos-
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sessed verbal nominals, the infinitive in -mAk is a non-possessed verbal
nominal.

The FP is a non-possessed verbal nominal, a fact which can be illus-
trated with examples such as 29:

(29) ilk gel-en-imiz
first come-FP-poss1pl
‘our first visitors (lit. our first comers)’

The possessive marking on the FP in 29 does not, and cannot, refer to
the underlying subject of gel- ‘come’. Sezer (1991: 120) reaches the
same conclusion: With the FP “AGR [agreement] cannot govern any-
thing inside the RC”.

The PP on the other hand is a possessed verbal nominal. The funda-
mental difference between the two types of participle is illustrated in 30,
which contains a PP and an FP, both with 1s possessive marking:

(30) sev-dig-im bagka, sev-en-im  bagka"
love-PP-possls different(3s) love-FP-1s different(3s)
‘he / she that I love is one person, he / she that loves me is another’

The FP+1s possessive marking sev-en-im means literally ‘my lover’,
i.e. ‘the one that loves me’. Thus the 1s possessive marking indicates the
underlying object of the verb sev- ‘love’. Crucially, possessive marking
on an FP can never refer to the underlying subject of the participle. The
Is possessive marking on the possessed participle sev-dig-im ‘he / she
that I love’ on the other hand can only refer to the person of the underly-
ing subject.

The reason why structures such as 26 are not possible in Turkish is
simply that the FP, as a non-possessed verbal nominal, is incapable of
supporting possessive morphology as an indication of its underlying
subject. Thus the answer to the question: Why is the PP necessary in
Turkish relative clauses at all? is: The PP is necessary as a platform for
possessive marking identifying the subject of the relative clause, some-

' Taken from the song Diisler Sokag: from the cassette entitled Oyun by the group
Ezginin Giinltigi. I am grateful to Friederike Braun for drawing my attention to
this example.
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thing which the FP is simply incapable of supporting. This feature is
rooted in a broader characteristic of Turkish verbal nominals generally,
and has nothing to do with the syntactic function of the TR in relative
clauses.

We have now established why the PP is necessary in some relative
clauses: It is necessary as a platform for possessive morphology as an
indication of the subject of the nominalized relative clause. Whenever it
is not necessary to indicate the person of the relative clause subject (be-
cause there is no genitive-marked subject in the relative clause), the PP
does not normally occur. In relative clauses, then, there appears to be a
constraint which prevents PP’s from occurring when the relative clause
does not contain a genitive-marked subject. This is rather an odd fact,
for if we look further afield at other types of nominalizations where
PP’s also occur, for example complement clauses, we discover that there
the PP occurs freely with and without a genitive marked subject. Con-
sider the following examples:

(31) (Riemann 1990: 108)
(vatak-tan biraz once  ¢ik-1l-mig
bed-abl little before get out-pass-perf

ol-dug-u) belli-ydi

be-PP-poss3s clear-pst(3s)

‘It was clear (that someone had got up out of the bed a short time ago).’
lit.: ‘It was clear (that out-of-the-bed a little earlier had been got out).’

In 31, the PP heads a genuinely subjectless complement clause. In 32,
the PP occurs with a semi-subject, bomba:

(32) (Pamuk 1995°%: 55)
(Abdiilhamit'e  bomba at-il-acag-1)
Abdiilhamit-dat bomb  throw-pass-futPP-poss3s

kim-in  akl-in-a gel-ir-di?

who-gen mind-poss3s-dat come-aor-pst(3s)

‘Who could have imagined (lit.: ‘to whose mind would have
come ...") (that a bomb would be thrown at Abdiilhamit)?’
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31 and 32 illustrate that there is no fundamental constraint in the gram-
mar that prevents a PP from heading a nominalized clause which does
not contain a genitive-marked subject. Yet in relative clauses, just such a
constraint is operative: Lack of a genitive-marked subject in the nomi-
nalized clause (overwhelmingly) results in a shift from one type of ver-
bal nominal, the PP, to another, the FP.

My explanation for this fact is related to my earlier claim that in rela-
tive clauses (but nowhere else in the grammar), the PP is the more
marked verbal nominal. Therefore, when the strict conditions necessi-
tating its use are relaxed, the unmarked FP regains its position. Else-
where, for example in complementization, the PP is the unmarked verbal
nominal, and is not subject to any restrictions. It therefore occurs freely
in subjectless nominalizations, such as 31. These facts also help to ex-
plain why the PP is occasionally tolerated in examples such as 20 and
21: The use of the FP in this environment is not the result of a strict
syntactic constraint, but of a markedness condition, which may occa-
sionally be violated.

3. Conclusions

My account differs from the standard account primarily in that I aban-
don the Primary Principle, according to which the syntactic function of
the TR is the main factor in determining participle choice. To be sure,
there is a rough correlation between subject and non-subject roles of the
TR on the one hand and the use of the FP and PP on the other. But this
does not necessarily justify assuming a causal relationship between the
syntactic function of the TR and the form of the participle.

What participle choice in Turkish is all about is an alternation be-
tween constructions with and without possessive morphology. This
emerges most clearly when we turn our attention to other Turkic lan-
guages. In many Turkic languages, for example Uzbek, one and the
same participle, the etymological equivalent of the FP, can be used for

all types of relativization. Consider the following two examples from
Uzbek:

(33) (Jarring 1938: 54)
(aqajat-kan) su (..) @ wayt toxta-p qal-di
flow-FP water little time stop-ger stay-pst(3s)
‘the (flowing) water stopped briefly’
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The TR su ‘water’ is clearly the underlying subject of the relative clause
verb. We find, as we would in Turkish, the FP (or rather its etymologi-
cal equivalent). 34 on the other hand is an example of non-subject rela-
tivization, but again we find the same participle used as in 33:

(34) (Jarring 1938: 145)
sen agar'da (usa-ni bujur-gan)
you andif he-gen order-FP

jol-i bilen ket-sa-p
way-poss3s with go-cond.2s
‘And if you go on the road (which he ordered)’

The sole structural difference between 33 and 34 is the presence of the
possessive marking on the head noun jol-i ‘road+poss3s’ in 34. That in
itself is motivated by the genitive-marked subject of the relative clause,
the pronoun uga-ni ‘he+gen’. One could of course proceed to formulate
a rule such that the head noun takes possessive marking when it is in
some non-subject role in the relative clause, but that would surely be a
clumsy and indirect way of describing the structure. The more direct
way is to link the possessive marking on the head noun to the presence
of a genitive-marked subject in the relative clause.

The fact that there is a participle choice in Turkish at all can be attrib-
uted to the fact that (a) Turkish verbal nominals (of which the participles
are a subset) are strictly specified according to whether or not they can
express their underlying subject via possessive morphology; and (b) in
Turkish, the possessive marking indicating the subject of the relative
clause affixes to the participle, not the head noun. Thus what surfaces in
other Turkic languages as an alternation [tpossessive morphology]
somewhere in the relative construction (usually on the head noun itself)
turns up in Turkish as an alternation in the type of participle.

My account also differs from the standard account in that I frame the
rule for participle choice in positive terms for the PP, while I consider
the FP to be the default participle in relative clauses. If the FP is the de-
fault case, then we would expect to find it used in a variety of seemingly
disconnected functions, and indeed this is the case (e.g. with subjectless
relative clauses, when the head noun is a subconstituent of the relative
clause subject etc.) Thus the standard account, which is framed in terms
of the FP, is faced with the difficult task of finding a common denomi-
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nator among quite diverse functions. It makes more sense to frame one’s
account in terms of the marked member of the opposition, the PP, be-
cause we would expect that its usage is bound to a more restricted set of
conditions.

Finally, my proposals differ from the standard account in that I dis-
pense with the incorporation hypothesis, for reasons outlined in section
2.2. Rather, I consider that there is a broader process at work, which I
termed case stripping. Under case stripping, the subject of a nominaliza-
tion (not just of a relative clause) loses its genitive marking, but it retains
its syntactic status as a subject, and its status as a phonetic word. I
termed such subjects semi-subjects.

My proposals may be summed up as follows: The FP and the PP are
in complementary distribution in the function “verb of a relative clause”.
The FP is the unmarked, the PP the marked member of the opposition.

The basic principle governing participle choice is expressed in the
Genitive Subject Condition:

When the subject of the relative clause takes genitive marking, the PP is used
and the FP is impossible. Elsewhere, the FP is always possible and vastly
preferred.

The Genitive Subject Condition itself is motivated by a general feature
of Turkish nominalizations: Only certain types of verbal nominals are
licensed to allow subject expression via possessive morphology. The FP
does not allow this. Therefore, when subject indentification via posses-
sive morphology is necessary, a possessed verbal nominal, in this case
the PP, steps in to do the job. But the use of the PP in relative clauses
remains an intrusion into a domain for which it is not specialized. When-
ever the conditions requiring its presence are relaxed, the unmarked FP
regains its position.

The Genitive Subject Condition covers the same data as the Primary
Principle and the No-Subject Principle of the standard account. But it is
not a complete account of participle choice, as it does not account for
those cases covered by the Mother-Node Principle of the standard ac-
count. We could augment the Genitive Subject Condition with a con-
straint along the lines of 35, which would enable the present account to
cover the same set of data as the standard account:
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(35) The Subconstituent of Subject Condition:
When the TR is any subconstituent of the relative clause subject, then
the relative clause subject does not take genitive marking."'

As I have stated above, there is no ready explanation for the Subconstit-
uent of Subject Condition. Until one is forthcoming, we must simply ac-
cept it as an empirically adequate description.

In my view, progress in the analysis of Turkish relative clauses has
been severely hampered by the following assumption, which is so
firmly entrenched in traditional lore on Turkish relative clauses that it
has virtually never been seriously questioned:

“In Turkish, as in English, the form of the relative clause is determined by
the grammatical role of the head noun in the included sentence; in particular,
this determines the choice between the subject and the object participles.”
(Underhill 1987: 276)

The alternative proposals outlined here are framed in terms of readily
observable surface features; I have made no attempt to postulate deeper
syntactic structures from which the relative clause is derived. Nor do 1
assume that the Turkish relative clause is amenable to the same kind of
structural analysis as, say, the English relative clause. The only inde-
pendent evidence for such an assumption appears to me to be the rough
translational equivalence of the two structures.

Sources used in the examples:

Agaoglu, A. 1992. Olmeye yatmak. Istanbul: Simavi Yaynlar. [11973].

Cigekoglu, F. 1992°. Sizin hi¢ babamz 6ldii mii? (Oykiiler). Istanbul:
Can. 132-135

Jarring, G. 1938. Uzbek texts from Afghan Turkestan. Leipzig: Har-
rassowitz, Lund: Gleerup.

Nesin, A. 1995. Sizin memlekette esek yok mu? (Aziz Nesin’in Aziz
Nesin’den sectikleri). Istanbul: Dogan Yaym Holding.

Pamuk, O. 1993, Kara Kitap. Istanbul: Can.

Pamuk, O. 1995°. Cevdet Bey ve Ogullar:. Istanbul: Tletisim.

"' See Csat6 (1985) and Zimmer (1996) on some marginal exceptions to this rule.
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Riemann, W. (ed.) 1990. Cagdas Tiirk Oykiileri — Zeitgendssische
tiirkische Erzdhlungen. Miinchen: Deutscher Taschenbuchverlag.

Yetis, K. 1993. Edebiyat nazariyesi kitaplarinda Namik Kemal’in eser-
lerinin ornek olarak degerlendirilisi. In: Dogumunun yiizellinci
yilinda Namik Kemal (= Atatiirk Kiiltir Merkezi Yaymm 67; Tiirk
Fikir ve Sanat Adamlar1 Dizisi 8). Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
basimevi. 117-136.
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The first Altinkol inscription
Talat Tekin

Tekin, Talat 1997. The first Altinkdl inscription. Turkic Languages 1, 210-226.

To date, the first Altinkol inscription has been studied and edited by Radloff,
Orkun, Malov, Kljastornyj, Vasil’ev and Mori. In their editions some misread
words and phrases have been corrected. Yet, they still contain a number of mis-
read and misconstrued words and phrases. In this paper, many new readings and
interpretations are offered: yirildim ‘I was separated’, gaymatin ‘without turning
away’, ildz ‘pain, sorrow’, atsar alp drtigiz i tutsar kii¢ drtigiz d ‘O, you were
tough in throwing (arrows) and you were powerful in capturing (the enemies)’,
inilig bort ‘young wolf with younger brothers’, o¢a bars ‘little tiger’, botomuz
‘our camel colt’, sd¢linmd ‘don’t be parted’, bars tdgim d ‘O, my tiger-like one!’,
altun sopa yis ‘the Altay and Songa mountains’, art oyul tas oyul ‘(my) last son,
my son abroad’, tad ¢ina barsim ‘my young and little tiger’, etc.

Talat Tekin, Giilden Sokak 16/10, Kavakiidere, Ankara, TR-06690 Turkey.

The two Altink6]l monuments were discovered in 1878 by Kor¢akov and
Markov in an old graveyard near the small Altinkél Lake which is lo-
cated on the right of the Abakan River, ten km away from Bondarevo. In
1881, the two monuments were brought to the Minusinsk Museum by
Mart’janov and registered under the numbers 27 and 28.

The steles are of brown sandstone, rectangular in shape, the upper
parts of which are curved.

The measurements of the first monument are 136.54 x 43.5 x 25 cm.
It contains nine lines written vertically on the three sides of the monu-
ment, the lines being separated from one another by raised furrows. On
the front side, the lines run in a U-shape (Radloff 1895: 332; Kljastornyj
1976: 258-259; Vasil’ev 1983: 25).

The first Altinkél inscription was studied and published by Radloff,
Orkun, Malov, Kljastornyj, Vasil’ev and Mori.
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It has not been easy to determine the right order of the sides and lines
of the inscription. Radloff, Orkun and Malov wrongly followed the
front-right-left sides sequence. According to Kljastornyj and Vasil’ev
the appropriate order of the sides is left-front-right, which, I believe, is
correct. Mori, on the other hand, preferred the order right-front-left side.

As for the order of the lines on the right side, Radloff, Orkun, Malov
and Mori read them in reverse order, i.e. from the bottom to the top.
Kljastornyj and Vasil’ev, on the other hand, read these lines correctly,
i.e. from the top to the bottom.

Furthermore, Vasil’ev and Kljastornyj read the lines on the front side
in the following order: The top outer line + the bottom outer line + the
top inner line. In my opinion, the true order of the lines on the front side
is as follows: The bottom outer line + the top inner line + the top outer
line.

Transcription of the text

L1. on (a)y :iltdi: og(ii)m & : k(@)I(l)rti : il(i)mké : (d)rd(d)m ic(l)n :
m[(&@)n] y()r()ld(i)m [4]

L2, (&)l(i)m ok(i)nc(i)nd : q@l()n : y(a)y(ga : q(@ym(a)t(mn :
t(@)g()p(@)n : (a)dr()ld(1)m a : y(1)ta

L3. in(i)n(i)zka : ic(i)n(i)zka : ing(d)n yiiki : il(8)z : tis(i)rt(l)n(ii)z

F1. (a)ts(a)r (a)lp : (&)rt(i)n(i)z i tuts(a)r kiic : (@)rt(i)n(i)z 4 : (Hn()l(i)g
bort oca b(a)rs : (a)dr(1)lm(a) yitu

F2. bot(o)m(u)z um(a)y b(d)g(i)m(i)z : biz uya : (a)lp (&)r : Ozin :
(a)l()tr qulm(a)d(1)y : 6zI(i)k (a)t : 6z:(i)n : iic (A)r(i)g (a)lm(a)d(1)y
: yita : (e)z(d)nCiim & : kiiz(d)nclim & : (a)dr(1)lma : s(d)Cl(i)nm[&] :
ogiird(i)m

F3. y(e)rd(d)ki b(a)rs t(@)gli)m & : (d)rd(@)ml@{)gi)m &
bokm[(&)d(i)m]

R1. (a)ltun sona y(1)$ k(e)y(i)ki : (a)rt (o)y(u)l t(a)$ (o)y(u)l t(a)d ¢mna
b(a)rs(1)m (a)dr(1)lu b(a)rd[1] : y(1)ta

R2. tort (i)n(1)1(i)gii (@)rt(i)m(i)z : b(i)zni : (A)rkl(i)g : (a)d()rt1 : y(1)ta

R3. (@)r (A)r<d>(@)m (ii)¢(i)n : in(i)m (e)é(i)m : uy(u)r()n Gc(i)n :
b(d)n:giim(i)n : tiké : b(e)rti

Translation

L1. ‘O, my mother! She carried me for ten months (in her womb), (and
then) brought (me) forth. In order to (display my) manly qualities
to my people, I have been separated (from this world)!’
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L2. ‘To the regret of my people, I attacked the numerous enemy with-
out turning away from it and (thus) was parted (from this world)!
Alas!’

L3. ‘(With your death) you placed a female camel’s load of grief on
(the shoulders of) your younger and elder brothers.’

F1. ‘O, you were tough in throwing arrows! O, you were powerful in
capturing (the enemy)! (O, you,) wolf cub with younger brothers!
(O, you,) little tiger! Do not be parted (from us)! Alas!’

F2. *(O,) our camel colt! (O,) our Umay(-like) beg! You did not let our
lives, the lives of (your) brave kinsmen, be taken. You did not take
(with you) the life of (your) favorite horse and the three (kins)men.
Alas! O, my advance guard! O, my protector! Do not be parted and
separated (from us)! (O), my joy (in life)!’

F3. ‘O, my tiger-like one on the earth! O, my virtuous one! (I did) not
have enough of (you)!’

R1. ‘The wild animal of the Altay and Songa mountains, (my) last son,
(my) son abroad, my young and little tiger, having been parted
(from us), he went away. Alas!’

R2. ‘We were four younger brothers all together. Erklig, (the god of the
underworld,) parted us. Alas!’

R3. ‘Because of (my) manly qualities and because of their capability,
my younger and elder brothers erected (this) everlasting monument
of mine.’

Explanations

1. L 1. iltdi: The final letter is /I/ in the Finnish and in Radloff’s atlases,
but it is /A/ in Vasil’ev (1983: 65), and it is transliterated as /4/ on p. 25.
But the letter is clearly /I/ in the photograph on p. 103.

2.L 1. 6g(ii)m d: Radloff, Orkun and Malov regarded the final letter
/A/ as a separation mark. But in this inscription the words are separated
from one another by a colon. Kljastornyj and Mori rightly regarded the
final /A/ here as the Old Turkic interjection of address.

3. L 1. k(@)l(ii)rti: The labial vowel sign of the second syllable is
lacking.

4. L 1. m(d)n: This word is found in Radloff’s runic text, and fol-
lowing him, in Orkun’s, Malov’s, Kljastornyj’s and Mori’s editions. It
is not found in Vasil’lev’s copy and transliteration, however. But a letter
resembling /m/ is clearly visible in the photograph on p. 102.
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S. L.1. y(yr(i)ld(i)m d: In Radloff’s runic text this word is spelt
YridmA. Radloff (1895: 334), Orkun (III: 103), Malov (1952: 25) and
KljaStornyj (1976: 261) read this word yerledim and translated it as ‘I
settled down’. Mori read the same word as yerildim and translated it as
‘I have been separated (from my homeland)’ (1986: 5); Vasil’ev has a
lacuna in his transliteration (1983: 25), but in the photograph on p. 102
we find the group of letters /fSdmA/ which can be read (d)r (a)s (d)d(i)m
d and this can be understood as ‘O, my men, women and properties!’.
But such a phrase does not complete the sentence which begins as
il(i)mkd (G)rd(d@)m iic(in ...

Furthermore, Vasil’ev put the group of letters /r'SdmA/ at the end of
line 8 (1983: 25). But in the photograph on p. 102 this group of letters
can be seen at the end of the first line of the inscription.

If this group of letters is really /Yrldm/, it can be read yirildim or
yirildim and be understood as ‘I have been separated’. The verb yiril- ‘to
be split apart, be parted’ occurs in the Uygur texts and in some cases it
forms a binary with its synonym adril-, e.g. adrilyal yirilgdli ‘since we
parted and separated’ (Ht VII 2064) etc.

The same verb form occurs as /yrlitm/, i.e. y(i)r(i)lt(i)m (wrongly read
ydriltim by Malov) on the Xem&ik-Cirgaki inscription (back side, line 1).

The verb yiril- survives in modern languages: Uzb. yiril-, NUyg.
Ziril-, Kzk. Ziril-, Kirg. jiril-, etc. Its base yir-, too, survives in some
modern languages, e.g. Yak. si:r- ‘to split, crack, break off, break into
two pieces’ < *yi:r-, Trk. yir- id., yirik ‘split, cracked’, etc. The New
Uyghur, Kazakh and Kirghiz forms of the verb suggest that it was back-
vocalic originally (cf. OAT - ‘ayrilmak, uzaklasmak’) and the Yakut
form shows that the vowel /i/ of this word was long. The forms yer-,
yeril-, yeriik | yerok in EDPT (955, 965) and OTWF (256, 295, 686,
815) should therefore be corrected.

6. L 2. (e)l(i)m. In the two atlases and in Orkun, Malov and Mori the
word is spelt /Ilm/, i.e. il(i)m; but in the photograph on p. 103 the letters
under discussion are clearly /lm/. In Vasil’ev’s copy and transliteration,
too, the word is spelt /lm/.

7.L 2. g(a)ym(a)t(1)n. The word is spelt /KYmTN/ in the two atlases
and in Vasil’ev. But Radloff read this word kiymutu, and Orkun, Malov
and Kljastornyj read the word as qiymanin and translated it as ‘with
courage’. All these readings and interpretations are wrong.

It was Mori (1986: 5) who found the appropriate solution: gaymatin
‘without turning away’. As is known, the verb gay- with this meaning is
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attested in the Uygur texts. It is also found in Karakhanid Turkic: gay-
‘to turn away or back’, gay-a kor- ‘to look back, look behind someone’,
qaytar- ‘to turn back’ (tr.) < *qay-i-t-ar- (EDPT: 674, 675).

8.L 3. ing(d)n ‘female camel’. Radloff read this word ingdn (?) with
a question mark, but he could not explain it. Orkun read it in?gin, but he
did not give a translation. It was Malov who first read and explained the
word correctly: ingdn yiiki ‘verbljuZij v’juk’ (1952: 55). Kljastornyj and
Mori read and interpreted the phrase in the same way.

9.L 3. il(d)z. FAtlas /llz/; RAtlas /Inz/; Vasil’ev: /Ild/.

Radloff wrongly regarded this word as the 2nd p. possessive suffix
of the plural, i.e. -ipiz, and added it to the preceding yiiki, reading this as
yiikigiz ‘eure gewaltige Last’ (p. 334). Orkun: ipiz ‘idiniz’ (?)’; Malov:
ipdz ‘v nereSitel’nosti, v zameSatel’stve’; KljaStornyj: ild ‘spuskat’,
snimat’’, Mori: es[s]iz (together with ingdn yiiki) ‘deve yiikii (kadar)
yalmzhgr’.

These readings and interpretations cannot be accepted.

The runic letters /d/ and /z/ closely resemble each other, especially
when they are small. Accepting the spelling /Ilz/ as true, I read this word
ildz and connect it with Khak. iles ‘pain, sorrow, distress’. ing(d)n yiiki
il(d)z ‘a female camel’s load of grief’ is a good metaphor expressing the
grief suffered by the brothers of the deceased warrior upon his death.
Khak. iles seems to have been derived from Khak. ile- ‘to suffer pain’ <
*eld-.

10. F 1. (a)ts(a)r (a)lp (d)rt(i)n(i)z i. Radloff: /TSRLp:rtyzl/; Vasil’ev:
[TSzLp : rtyz/.

In the Finnish Atlas and in Radloff the first three letters are /TSR/.
But Radloff read the clause as at asar alp (atsar alp) drtipiz and translated
it as ‘ihr waret ein Held, der Pferde verzehrte (ein schiessender Held)’
(p. 333). Orkun read this passage in the same way, i.e. as at asar alp
ertipiz and translated it into Turkish as ‘At agan kahraman idiniz’.

These readings and translations are wrong. Since there is a special
sign for /§/ in this inscription, the back-vocalic sign /S/ cannot be read
.

Malov read this passage correctly as atsar alp drtingiz and translated it
as ‘Vy byli geroem-strel’kom’(1952: 53). Mori read this group of letters
in the same way and translated it as ‘Ok atarsaniz cesur idiniz’ (1986: 6).

According to Vasil’ev and Kljastornyj, however, the first three letters
are /TSz/, and not /TSRY/. It is for this reason that Kljastornyj read the
first word as atasiz and translated the whole sentence as ‘Bez otca Vy



The first Altinkol inscription 215

geroem byli!” (1976: 261). But if this were the case, the word would
have been spelt /TASz/. Besides, the word for ‘father’ is gar, and not ata
in these inscriptions.

Not only for this reason but for contextual reasons as well, I believe
that the first three letters in this line are /TSR/ and I read the whole
clause as atsar alp drtipiz i. As can clearly be seen, there is an obvious
parallelism between this and the following clause. (For the i at the end of
this clause see below.)

11. F 1. tuts(a)r kii¢ (d@)ri(i)ii(i)z d FAtlas: fUTSRkUg:rtLzA/; Rad-
loff, Vasil’ev: (together with the preceding /I/): /tUTSRkUgrtnz/.

Radloff: dt ut asar (dt utsar) kii¢ drtifiiz ‘Thr waret ein Méchtiger, der
Fleisch und Rinder verzehrte (der Habe gewann)’ (p. 333); Orkun: it ut
asar kii¢ ertifiiz ‘et (?) Okiiz asan gii¢ idiniz’ (1936-1941, 3: 101-102).
Malov, disregarding the first two letters, read the whole passage as utsar
kii¢ drtiniz and translated it as ‘Vy byli sil’ny, priobretaja bogatstvo’
(1952: 53); Kljastornyj read the same passage as it utsar koc ert(t)iniiz a
‘Kogda psy presledovali (di¢”), Vy pronosilis’ mimo kocevij!” (1976:
261). Mori: it utsar kic drtifiiz a ‘Kopegi kovalarsamz giiclii idiniz’
(1982: 6).

These readings and interpretations cannot be accepted for both gram-
matical and contextual reasons. Clauson’s utsar kii¢ ertifiiz ‘you were
strong in conquering’ (EDPT: 693), too, cannot be accepted, for it disre-
gards the preceding two letters, i.e. /It/.

In my opinion, putting the first letter /I/ aside for the time being, we
may read the rest of it as tutsar kii¢ drtigiz d, thus having a clause parallel
to the preceding atsar alp drtigiz.

The use of the front-vocalic sign /t/ instead of the back-vocalic /T/ in
JtUTSR/ causes no problem since there are other examples of this kind
of practise in the inscription, e.g. /YtA/ (line 2), /YItU/ (line 5), /Ltl/
(line 6), etc.

As for the first letter of the second clause, it is /A/ in the Finnish At-
las. If it is really /I/ and not /A/, it is in all likelihood an exclamation ex-
pressing praise, tendermness and endearment (cf. Yak. i: ‘oh!’, Kirg. i:, i:y
id., etc.).

Thus we may read the two clauses as atsar alp drtipiz i tutsar kii¢
dartiniz d.

Another alternative reading would be atsar alp drtipiz itu, atsar kii¢
artigiz d, regarding itu at the end of the first clause as a variant of the
exclamation /YItU/, i.e. yitu, occurring at the end of this line. But I pre-
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fer the first solution because of the rhymed opposition between atsar and
tutsar in the two parallel clauses: atsar alp drtipiz i, tutsar kiic drtipiz d.

12. F 1. (i)n(i)l(i)g. FAtlas: /nrg/; Radloff: /Inlg/; Orkun, Malov:
/Inlg/; Vasil’ev: /nlg/.

Radloff (together with the following /BUrl/): inilig bori “der jiingere
Briider habende Wolf’; Orkun: inilig béri ‘yavru kurt’; Malov: inilig
bori ‘Volk ... imejuscij mladsix brat’ev’; Kljastornyj: inilig biirt ‘(dux)
smerti so svoej mladSej brat’ej’; Mori: inilig biirt ‘Kiigiik erkek kardes
sahibi 6liim tanrist’.

There can be no doubt that the group of letters /nlg/ is a scribal error
for /Inlg/ or /Inllg/, i.e. the adjective inilig ‘having younger brothers’.
The initial and medial vowels are also absent in /nlgU/, i.e. (i)n(i)l(i)gii
in line 8.

13. F 1. bért. FAtlas: /bUrt/; Radloff: /bUrl/; Vasil’ev: /bUrt/.

Radloff, Orkun and Malov: béri ‘wolf’. But in Korpus the word is
spelt /bUrt/. Kljastornyj read this as biirt, and translated it into Russian
as ‘(dux) smerti’, i.e. ‘the spirit of death’, seeing a relation between this
word and biirt ‘nightmare’ in MK. Mori, too, accepted this reading and
interpretation.

In my opinion, this word, which is quite similar to OT bori ‘wolf’,
could etymologically be related to it. But it is a hapax legomenon. How-
ever, it reminds me of the noun bért or bortii in the well-known Modern
Turkish phrase bortii bocek ‘insects and the like’ (< ?bort ii bocek). As
is well known, the wolf has long been regarded as a sacred animal by
the Turks and its name has always been taboo. As a result the Common
Turkic bd:ri has been replaced by a word meaning ‘worm’ or ‘insect’ in
the Oghuz group, e.g. Trk. kurt, Az. gurd. We know that in Turkmen,
alongside the old word bé:ri, the word mo:jek ‘insect’ is also used to
denote ‘wolf’. I would like to point out here that in some Anatolian dia-
lects the phrase bdcii bortii is used to denote wild animals like wolves,
jackals and pigs: bocii bortii ‘kurt, cakal, domuz gibi zararh sayilan hay-
vanlar’ (Odemis, Kiraz kdyleri; Esme-Usak), etc. (DS II: 755-756). If
Turkish bort or bértii in bortii bocek is cognate to bori, it is very prob-
able that béri, too, was not the original name given to this animal by the
ancient Turks.

14. F 1. oca. Radloff: uca ‘entflieht (fliegt)’; Orkun: uca ‘[uca?]’;
Malov: béri uca ‘Volk bezal’ (p. 53); Kljastornyj: inilig biirt u¢ a ‘Sgin’
(dux) smerti so svoej mladSej brat’ej!’ (1976: 261), Mori: inilig biirt u¢ a
‘Ah! Kiiciik erkek kardeg sahibi 6liim tanrisi, def ol!” (1986: 6).
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All these readings and interpretations are wrong. In my opinion what
we have here is the adjective oca ‘young, little, youngest’ modifying
bars. The word oca has not yet been attested in Old and Middle Turkic,
but it appears in some northeastern languages as oca and oci: Shor oca
‘jiingster, kleinster, letzter’, Sag. o¢t id. (Radloff, Wb. I: 1135, 1137),
Khak. oci id.

15. F 1. (a)dr(1)Im(a) yitu . FAtlas, Radloff, Vasil’ev: /DRLmYItUy/.

Radloff: adirilmay itii ‘so trennt sich doch der Tiger nicht (von den
Seinen)’ (pp. 332-333); Orkun: adiriimay itu ‘ayrilma ey!” (1936-1941,
3: 101-102); Malov: bars adirilmay itu (?) ‘bars ne otdelilsja’ (1952: 53);
Kljastornyj: adirilma yitu ‘ne pokidaj (nas)!’ (p. 261); Mori: adrilma yitu
‘Bars, ayrilma (6lme). Uzgiiniim!” (1986: 6).

Radloff, Orkun and Malov thought that the letter /Y/ of yitu belonged
to the preceding verb. But a verbal form like adrimay is impossible in
OId Turkic. The first word spelt /DRLm/ must definitely be adriima. It is
obvious that the scribe simply forgot to write the final /A/ here.
KljasStornyj and Mori read the word correctly.

As for the second word, which is spelt /YItU/ instead of /YITUY/, it
must be an exclamation of pity, perhaps a variant of the commonly used
yita.

16. F 2. bot(o)m(u)z. FAtlas: /UKmz/; Radloff, Vasil’ev: /BUTmz/.

Radloff: bu atinuz ‘dieser unser Name’, Orkun: bu atimiz ‘bu bizim
adimiz’, Malov: bu atinuz ‘Eto naSe imja’, bu atimiz. Kljastornyj: [bu?]
atimiz ‘naSe zvanie’, Mori: bu atimuz ‘Bu bizim adimiz (or adimizdir)’ .

All these readings and interpretations are wrong. Since the deceased
is one person he would not say bu afimiz in the sense of ‘my name’.
Besides, the word bu would be out of place in such an utterance.

What we have here is the word botu or boto, i.e. ‘camel colt’, having
the 1st p. poss. suffix of the plural and used here figuratively for the de-
ceased younger brother.

17. F 2. um(a)y b(d)g(i)m(i)z ‘Our Umay(-like) beg’. FAtlas: /UmY :
bgmd/; Radloff: /UmYbgbz/; Vasil’ev: /[UmYbgmz/.

Radloff: umay bdg biz (together with the preceding bu atimiz)
‘(Dieser unser Name ist) Umay Beg, (der sind) wir’; Orkun: umay beg
biz ‘(bu bizim adimiz) Umay beg’dir’; Malov: Umay bdg biz ‘(Eto nase
imja-Umay beg’, Kljastornyj: umay begimiz (begmiz) ‘(Nase zvanie...),
na$ beg-Umaj (var.: naSe zvanie takovo-my umaj-begi)’; Mori: umay
bay biz ‘Umay boyuyuz biz’.
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These readings and interpretations cannot be correct, for the group of
letters in question is certainly /lUmYbgmz/, i.e. umay bdgimiz which can
literally be understood only as ‘our Umay beg’. But Umay, being the
name of the goddess who is believed to look after women and children,
could hardly be a name given to a male child as Clauson remarked
(EDPT: 165).

How could and should the phrase Umay bégimiz be understood? The
only solution I can find for the time being is to construe it as ‘our
Umay(-like) beg’, i.e. ‘our beg (who protects us as) Umay (does)’.

18. F 2. biz uya (a)lp (d)r 6zin ‘Our lives, the lives of (your) brave
kinsmen (acc.) ...".

The word uya ‘relative, kinsman’ in this phrase was misunderstood
by Radloff who translated the passage as ‘Uns folgend, hast den Hel-
denmann selbst nicht erniedrigt (?)’ (1895: 333). Orkun: biz uya alp er
‘Biz kahraman kardes’; Malov: biz uya alp dr ‘My-nasledstvennyj muz
geroj’; Kljastornyj: biz uya alp er ‘my xrabrye vojny (nasevo) roda-
plemeni (var.: my rodi¢i, xrabrye vojny)’; Mori: biz uya ‘Biz bir boyuz’.

All these interpretations are wrong. The verb meaning ‘folgen’ is ud-,
not uy- in Old Turkic. Secondly, OT uya means ‘brother, blood brother,
kinsman’, and not ‘kahraman’ or ‘tribe, clan’.

Furthermore, the word 6z here means ‘life’, not ‘self’, as in the ex-
amples given below: éziin uzun bolzun ‘May your life be long!” (Irk
Bitig: 47), sansiz tiimdn ozliig oliiriir “They kill countless myriads of
living beings’, qisya ozliig yashg nnliylar ‘short-lived mortals’, uzun
ozliig yashy ‘long-lived’, etc. (EDPT: 286), etc.

19. F 2. (a)l(1)n qiim(a)d(1)y. Radloff: /LIKILmD#/ alfi kilmadip
‘nicht erniedrigt (?)’; Orkun: elefi kilmadiy ‘gondermedin’; Malov: dldri
(alti?) kilmadig; Kljastornyj: alti er almadiy ‘Sesteryx muZej s soboj ty
ne vzjal!’, Mori: aln qimadiy ‘altn kisi yapmadimz’; Vasil’ev:
/LAIKILmDry/.

All these readings and interpretations are wrong and do not fit the
context. The front-vocalic sign /t/ in the first word is only a scribal error
for the back-vocalic /T/. Therefore the first three letters should be read
alin. What we have here is the verbal phrase alit-1 gil- which means ‘to
let someone be taken (by the enemy)’.

20. F 2. ozI(ii)k (a)t. Radloff: ozldk at ‘Reitpferd’; Orkun: ozliik at
‘kendi at’ (!); Malov: ozldk at ‘sobstvennaja (ili Zirnaja?) losad’’;
KljasStornyj: ozliik at ‘skakun’, i.e. ‘thoroughbred, fast-running horse’;
Mori: ozliik at ‘hizli kosabilen at’.
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All these interpretations are wrong. As is known, the adjective ozliik
means ‘private, personal’. Together with the following 6z:(i)n the whole
phrase means ‘the life of (your) private horse’.

21. F 2. 6z:(i)n, i.e. oz(i)n. The word is wrongly separated by a co-
lon; cf. b(d)p:giim(i)n (R3).

This 0z, too, has been misinterpreted by the previous editors. It
means ‘life’, and not ‘self’, like the one in the passage biz uya (a)lp (d)r
ozin ... in line 5 (see note 18 above). It means that the deceased young
warrior saved, with his self-sacrificing actions, not only the lives of his
three brothers but also the life of his favorite horse in the battle which
cost him his life.

22. F 2. ii¢ (d)r(i)g. Finnish Atlas, Radloff: /Uérg/, Vasil’ev: /U¢Kg/.
Radloff, together with the preceding ézin: and the following almadiy:
ociiriig ‘selbst nicht vernichtet’; Orkun: ii¢ erig ‘lic adamm’; Malov: ¢
drig ‘trex muzej’; ‘the three men’; Kljastornyj: ii¢ gag ‘trex sosudov’;
Mori: ii¢ drig ‘l¢ savasciyr’.

The second word is spelt /Kg/ in Korpus. This can be read as g(a)g
and it could be regarded as the accusative form of ka ‘kinsmen, rela-
tives®, not of ka ‘vessel, container’ as Kljastornyj thinks, because such a
word does not fit the context here.

In my opinion, #c (d)r(i)g is correct. The runic sign identified as /K/
by Vasil’ev looks like a slightly different form of the front-vocalic /t/ in
the photograph.

“The three men” whose lives were saved are no doubt the three
brothers of the deceased, i.e. slayed warrior.

23. F 2. (e)z(d)nciim d kiiz(d)nciim d. Radloff: /zné&UmA
kUznéUmA/; Vasil’ev: /znéUmA:kUzn¢UmA/.

Radloff: dzdnciimd kiizdnciimd ‘von meinen Gewohnheiten und
Wiinschen’, Orkun: ezinggiime koziingiime ‘sohretimden’; Malov:
dzdnciimd kéziinciimd ‘ot moix dobryx obycCaev i moix Zelanij (ili
javlenij)’; Kljastornyj: eziinciim (?) a koziinc¢iim a ‘O, moja dragocen-
nost’! O, moe sokrovisCe!’ (1976: 261, 263); Mori: eziincim a
koziin¢iim a ‘Benim hazinem (?), ah! Benim servetim, ah!’ (1986: 6).

Radloff’s interpretations cannot be accepted, for a word like dzdnc¢ or
dzdncii meaning ‘Gewohnheit’ does not exist and the verb meaning ‘to
wish, desire’ is kiisd- with /s/ in Old Turkic. Orkun wrongly compares
his ezinggii with MK’s idin¢u meaning ‘something which is let loose’.
As for the second word read koziinciim by Kljastornyj and Mori, it is
obvious that they wanted to identify this word with koziin¢ ‘Schitze’,
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thus read and interpreted in U I (6: 14). Here it should be remembered
that Rohrborn reads the same word as kiiziin¢ ‘Kostbarkeiten’ (1979:
113).

These are in fact the most puzzling two words of this inscription, and
I must confess having had real difficulties trying to find a solution. Since
these two words occur immediately after yita, the well-known exclama-
tion of sorrow, pity or regret, the former can be read (e)z(d)nciim d or
(e)z(i)nciim d and this can be compared with Kar.H. ezents ‘disgusting,
detestable, abominable’ and Kar.T. izin¢ ‘unpleasant, disgusting’. These
two Karaim words go back to an older and original *ezdnc or *ezinc.
The hypothetical *ezdncii or *eZincii can then be compared with erinc
‘wretched, miserable’ occurring in the second Altinkdl inscription:
(d)rd(a)mlf(i)g] bols(a)r bod(u)n is(i)rk(d)yii (e)rm(a)di. (e)r(i)né(i)m,
i[s](i)z(i)m d ‘Since I had manly qualities, the people regretted (so much
the loss through my death) and did not despise (me). How miserable it
is! Alas (for my life)!” (line 4). But this (e)r(i)n¢ is a noun in -(X)n¢
derived from (y)er- ‘to loathe, blame’ (OTWF: 284). The form *ezdncii
occurring in the inscription, on the other hand, is a noun in -(X)n¢cU
derived from an obsolete base *ezd- which seems to have survived only
in Khak. izd- ‘to destroy, demolish’ and in its derivatives izdg
‘destruction, demolition, wreck’, izdl- ‘to be destroyed’, izdlig ‘ruin,
devastation’. The second group of letters can in this case be read
kiiz(d)nciim d and kiizdnci, too, can be regarded as a noun in -(X)n¢U
derived from *kiizd-, an obsolete verb which seems to have survived
only in Khak. kiizd- ‘to defame, cover with shame’. The passage
ezdnCiim d kiizdnciim d may then be rendered as ‘O, how unpleasant it
is! O, how shameful it is!’.

Another possibility is to regard the first word as a derivative of *ezd-,
perhaps an old variant of yezd- ‘to patrol, go on sentry, watch, guard’
(EDPT: 985) without the initial /y/. In Uygur there are examples of the
loss of the initial /y/ before /e/, e.g. yer- / er- ‘to loathe, oppose, despise’,
yerin¢ [ erin¢ ‘wretched, miserable’, yerincii / erincii ‘sin, something
loathsome, a thing to be condemned’, yelkiir- / elkjir- ‘to soar, flutter’,
yelkiit- [ elkiit- ‘to excite, activate’, etc. The verbal noun *ezdngii could
then be understood as ‘advance guard, vanguard’, like yezdk ‘advance
guard’ in MK (EDPT: 986). The verb yezd- seems to have passed from
Turkic into Mongolian where it has the form jese- and jise- ‘to mount
guard; to go on sentry duty; to watch, guard’ (Doerfer 1965-1975, IV:
164).
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The second word kiizdncii or kiiziincii, too, could in this case be re-
garded as a noun derived from *kiizd- ‘to watch, guard, protect’. The
latter has not yet been attested in the Old and Middle Turkic texts, but I
think it lives on, among other languages, in Kirghiz kiiz6- which is syn-
onymous with kiizot- ‘to guard, watch, protect’ < OT kiizdd- < kiizd-d-.
Thus, kiizdncii or kiiziincii could be an agent noun meaning ‘guardian,
watcher, protector’, like akincu ‘raider, raiding party’ in MK. The pas-
sage ezdnciim d kiizdnciim d may in this case be translated ‘O, my ad-
vance guard! O, my protector!’. Here I would like to point out that Arat
read the word koziin¢iim occurring in MK II 8-14 as kiiziingiim and
translated it into Turkish as ‘koruyucum’ (Arat 1965: 17).

For contextual reasons, I am more inclined toward the second solu-
tion because of the word dgiird(i)m or ogiird(ii)m ‘(O,) my joy (in life)!’
occurring immediately after (e)z(d)nciim a kiiz(d)nciim d (see note 25
below).

24. F 2. s(d)c¢l(i)nm[d]. FAtlas: /s¢inmU/; Radloff: /I¢InmU/; Va-
sil’ev: /s¢lnmUy/.

Radloff: i¢ dlinmii ‘beim inneren Volke?’; Orkun: i¢ elinmii ‘... mi?’;
Malov: i¢ d@linmii (?) ‘u vnutrennego naroda (?)’; Kljastornyj: secilenmii
(without translation); Mori: es ecili inim ¢ ‘agabeyim ve kiigiik erkek
kardeslerim, beni diisiin.” Vasil’ev: /s¢lnmUy/.

The first letter in this group is the front-vocalic sign /s/, and not /I/.
The last sign, on the other hand, is /U/ everywhere, including Korpus.
But it must be a scribal error for /A/. Thus, what we have here is actually
/s€InmA/, i.e. s(d@)Cl(i)nmd ‘do not be parted!’, i.e. a form synonymous
with the preceding adriima ‘do not be separated!’. The verbal binary
adril- sdclin- is found also in the Kizil Cira I inscription (lines 1-2):
oyl(u)ma yut(u)z(u)ma adr(1)lt(i)m s(@)cl(i)nt(i)m (Vasil’ev 1983: 30).
The binary adir- sdc- ‘to choose, select, pick out’ is quite common in
Kutadgu Bilig, e.g. adr-a sic¢-d yor-, adr-a sdc-d tut-, etc.

_25. F 2. ogiird(i)m. FAtlas, Radloff: MYUrdmm/; Vasil’ev:
/UgUrdm/.

Radloff: iyu drddmim; Orkun: iyii erdemim ‘erdemim’; Malov: iyii (?)
drddmim ‘moja doblest’; KljaStornyj: dgiirdimfiz] ‘My (preZde) ra-
dovalis’’; Mori: tyu drddmim ‘Ah! (?) Benim (?) cesaretim’.

Regarding the last group of letters of this line there is a great differ-
ence between the old copies and the one produced by Vasil’ev. But the
photograph in Korpus is clear and supports Vasil’ev’s reading:
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/UgUrdm/. As far as I can see, there is no /z/ at the end of it, as Kljas-
tornyj assumes.

The group of letters /UgUrdm/ could of course be read as dgiird(ii)m
‘I became happy’. But neither this nor KljaStornyj’s dgiirdimiz ‘We
were (formerly) happy’ would fit the context.

In my opinion, what we have here is a verbal noun in -DI or in -DU
derived from é&giir- ‘to be joyful, rejoice’, i.e. dgiirdi or égiirdii ‘joy’ (cf.
Uyg. dgdi ‘praise’, alkad: id., MK tamdu ‘blaze’, umdu ‘request, beg-
ging’ etc.). Such a noun would perfectly fit the context and be in har-
mony especially with the preceding imperative forms adrima sdclinmad
‘Do not be parted and separated (from us)!’

26. F 3. b(a)rs t(d)g(i)m d (d)rd(d)ml(i)g(i)m d. FAtlas: /BRrtgmA :
rdmlgmA/; Radloff, Vasil’ev: /BRStgmA :rdmigmA/.

Radloff: bars tdgimd drddmligimd ‘Bei meinem auf der Erde lebenden
Tigergeschlechte, bei meinen mit Trefflichkeit Begabten’; Orkun: bar
ertigime erdemligime ‘yerdeki var olduguma, erdemligime’; Malov:
/BRr(ili S)tgmA/ bar drtigimd (ili bars tdgimd) ‘moim byt’em i (vsem)
moim doblestnym i/i moim zemnym rodom “bars”’; Kljastornyj: bars
etigim a erdemligim a ‘moimi dejanijami i moej doblestvju-ja, Bars,’;
Mori: Bars dtigim a drddmligim a ‘Yeryiiziindeki Bars, benim davran-
151m, ah! Benim cesurlugum, ah!’

The first group of letters under scrutiny is clearly /BRStgmA/ in Va-
sil’ev (1983) and in the photograph on p. 103. This can only be read as
bars tdgimd or bars tdgim d. Yerddki bars tdgimd, drddmligimd bok-
mddim would make a good sentence, but the dative suffix after the 1st p.
poss. suffix of the singular is +KA in this and the second Altinkdl in-
scription: il(i)mkd (line 1), oyl(u)mqa, bod(u)n(u)mga (Altinkol 11, front
2), but y(a)s(1)ma (front 4). In my opinion, what we have here are two
phrases, i.e. bars tdgim ‘my tiger-like one’ and drddmligim ‘my virtuous
(one)’, both followed by the interjection of address A. It should be kept
in mind that the speaker here is not the deceased, but his mother. She
employs the same simile in speaking of her deceased son on the right
side of the same inscription: #(a)d ¢ina b(a)rs(1)m (line 1).

27. F 3. bokm/[(d)d(i)m]. After the first three letters there is a punc-
tuation mark in the shape of /::/, perhaps indicating that the line ends
there. But the word is incomplete. Obviously, the scribe simply forgot to
add the letters /dm/. Radloff reads this biikmd(dim); Malov, Kljastornyj
and Mori correctly read the word with /6/ and repaired the text by adding
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/dm/, i.e. -dim. Orkun wrongly read this as biikme (?) and translated it as
‘doyma’.

28. R 1. (a)ltun sopa y(1)s. FAtlas, Radloff, Vasil’ev:
/LTUNSUnAYs/. Radloff: altun Sunda yas ‘Sechzehn sind hier seine
Jahre’; Orkun: altun suria yag ‘altin turna’; Malov: altun suna yas
‘zolotnyx utok i molodyx gazelej’; KljaStornyj (together with the follow-
ing keyiki): altun suna yi1§ ‘O, di¢’ zolotoj ¢erni Sunga’, Mori (together
with the following keyiki): altun Sopa (Suria?) yis ‘Altin Songa (or
Sunga?) ormaninin yabani hayvani’.

The second word is written with the back-vocalic sign for /s/. There-
fore, all the readings with /§/ are wrong. The third word spelt /YS/
should be read y(1)s as KljaStornyj and Mori did.

Obviously, there are two place names here: altun yi§ ‘the Altay
mountains’ and sopa yi§ ‘the Songa mountains’. The name soga could
be related to or be the same as Chag., Trkm. sona ‘a female wild duck’,
Kirg. sono id., Bashk. huna, huna éyrdk id., Trk. suna id., etc. But the
nasal /n/ in sopa precludes such a relationship.

29. R 1. (a)rt (o)y(u)l t(a)s (o)n(u)l. FAtlas: /RTGL:TSGL/; Radloff:
/RTGLTUGLY/; Vasil’ev: /RTGLTSGL/.

Radloff (together with the following /TD¢INA/): artiflatu aylatdacina
(ga?); Orkun: artiglat ogul ‘cogalt’; Malov. arit 1ylat uylat ‘razyskivaj,
zastavljaj plakat’ i rydat’’; Kljastornyj: artpl toy(yhl ©... mnoz’sja! Roz-
daj (svoe potomstvo)!’, Mori: artnl toyr(yhl ‘gogalt, dogur!’. It goes
without saying that all these readings and interpretations are wrong.

The mother of the deceased, after having described her son with the
phrase (a)ltun sopa y(1)s k(e)y(i)ki ‘the wild animal of the Altay and
Songa Mountains’ at the beginning of this line, continues her description
with the phrases (a)rt (0)y(u)! ‘(my) last son’ and #(a)s (o)y(u)l ‘(my)
son abroad’. The use of the noun fas ‘outside, exterior’ attributively is
not unusual; cf. tas y(a)y ‘the outer enemy’ (KeZeelig-Khovu, 4), MK
tas ton ‘outer garment’, etc. The only problem here is that the initial
vowel of oyul is not written in the two occurrences of the word. But in
this inscription and others there are many cases similar to this, e.g. tort
(i)n(i)l(i)gii (right 2), (d)r (a@)r<d>(d)m (1i)c(ii)n (right 3), (6)I(ii)rm(d)-
diik(ii)m (Elegest I, line 8), etc. Therefore, we may assume that the
scribe simply forgot to write the initial vowel of oyul in ity two occur-
rences.
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30. R 1. t(a)d cmma b(a)rs(i)m. FAtlas, Radloff, Orkun, Malov:
/[TDEI:NABRSm/; Vasil’ev: /TDEUNA:BRSm/ in the transliteration (p.
25), but /TDEINABRSHY/ in the runic copy (p. 64).

Radloff (together with the preceding /GL/) aylatdacina(ga?) barsim,
Orkun: tad e¢ind barsim ‘yabanci igine’; Malov: udacina barsim ‘Po ego
moguscestvu moj bars’; Kljastornyj (together with the following adrilu
bardi): at ud acun a barsim adinlu bard: ‘Moj Bars pokinul konej i
bykov, (ves’ étot) mir, on uSel!’; Mori (together with the following
adrilu bard): tad icind barsim adrilu bard: ‘Baska boy(?)un igine, benim
Bars aynlip gitti.’

It goes without saying that all these readings and interpretations are
wrong.

In my opinion, the first two letters may be read #(a)d and this may be
compared with tadun ‘a calf, one or two years old’, or fa:dun ‘a one-
year-old calf’ occurring in MK. This full form of the word survives in
Kach., Koyb. fazin ‘der Ochs’, Khak. fazin ‘an ox, a gelded bull’
(EDPT: 457). It also survives in Kzk. fayinsa ‘a one-year-old calf’ <
*tadun+ca.

The Middle Turkic tadun is in all likelihood a secondary form derived
from *tad, meaning originally ‘a young calf or bull’, but used here in the
sense of ‘young’ (cf. OT bod ‘tribe’ and bodun ‘tribes, people’).

As for the second word here, I believe that it is ¢ina meaning ‘little’.
The word ¢ina has not yet been attested in the Old Turkic texts, but it is
found in modern languages as the base or the first element of a group of
words meaning ‘the little finger’, e.g. Kzk. $inasak ‘the little finger or
little toe’ < *Cmma+cak, Crim.Tat. ¢inajak id., BIk. c¢inacik id., Nog.
Sinatay id. < Cina tay, etc.

31. R 2. tort (i)n(i)l(i)gii. (c)rt(i)m(i)z. FAtlas: /tUrtnlgU : rtmz/,
Radloff: /tUrtnlgU : rtm/; Vasil’ev: /tUrtnlgU:rtmz/.

Radloff: tort dnligii dartim ‘die vier (Winkel) habe ich erstrebt’; Orkun:
tort inilgii ertim{iz] ‘dort kardesli idik’; Malov: tort dnilgii (?) drtim(iz)
‘Na$ bylo Cetyre mladSix brata’; KljaStornyj: tort inelgii ertimiz ‘Nas
bylo etvero vysokorodnyx’; Mori: tort indlgii drtimiz ‘Dort meshur
aileden idik’.

All these previous readings and interpretations are wrong. What we
actually have here is the word ini plus the Orkhon Turkic comitative
suffix +lIGU (see Tekin 1990).

32. R 3. (@)r (d@)r<d>(d@)m (ii)¢(ii)n. In the inscription we have only
the group of letters /rrmcn/. It is obvious that the scribe simply forgot to
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inscribe the letter /d/ after the second /1/. He also omitted the initial /U/ of
the following (i )C(ii)n.

33. R 3. wy(uw)r(1)n ii¢(ii)n. Radloff, Orkun, Malov, Kljastornyj:
uyarwn; Mori: uyurin. Of these, only Mori’s reading is correct, for the
word is a present participle in -yUr. The fully vocalized form of this
word occurs in Irk Bitig: (d)dgiisi uyur: ‘his good and capable (men)’
(IB 28).

34. b(d)n:giim(i)n. The word is wrongly separated into two parts. Cf.
oz:(i)n, i.e. ozin ‘the life of” (front, line 2).

Abbreviations

Bashk. Bashkir MK Mahmiid al-Kasyari
Blk. Balkar Nog. Noghay

Chag. Chaghatay NUyg.  Modern Uyghur (= New Uyghur)
Crim.Tat. Crimean Tatar oT Old Turkic

Kach. Kacha / Qaca Sag. Saghay

Kar.H. Karaim, Hali¢ dialect  Trk. Turkish

Kar.T. Karaim, Troki dialect  Trkm. Turkmen

Khak. Khakas Uyg. Uyghur

Kirg. Kirgiz Uzb. Uzbek

Koyb. Koybal Yak. Yakut

Kzk. Kazakh
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The toponym Takla-makan

Gunnar Jarring

Jarring, Gunnar 1997. The toponym Takla-makan. Turkic Languages 1, 227-240.

Takla-makan, the name of the great Central Asian desert is not an old name. It
appeared for the first time in 1865. Its present-day official form is Taklimakan.
Several interpretations of this toponym, more or less substantiated, have been
made in the course of time. The author of this article discusses the historical and
toponymic material available together with a critical review of the etymological
theories so far presented. His own suggestion is Takla-makan < faglar makan, an
interpretation expounded in detail in the article.

Gunnar Jarring, Pontus Ols vdg 7, S-260 40 Viken, Sweden.

In my Central Asian Turkic place-names 1 state: “tagla makan, Takla-
makan ‘desert’ < taglar makan, taq < A. taq ‘an arch, ruins with arches’,
-lar plural suffix; makan < A. makan ‘place, habitation’, thus, ‘the place
of ruins’” (Jarring 1997: 447).

How I have arrived at this conclusion needs an elucidation. Takla-
makan as a place name is not old. It is mentioned in the literature for the
first time by a British surveyor and explorer, W. H. Johnson, who paid a
visit to Khotan in 1865. In his Report on his Journey to Ilchi, the Capital
of Khotan, in Chinese Tartary he mentions the great desert in the fol-
lowing terms:

“At a distance of six miles to the north-east of Ilchi is the great desert of Tak-
14 Makén (Gobi) which, with its shifting sands that move along in vast bil-
lows overpowering everything, is said to have buried 360 cities in the space
of 24 hours. The edge of this desert has the appearance of a low range of bro-
ken hills, and consists of hillocks of moving sand, varying in height from
200 to 400 feet. Tea, of which I have brought away a sample, was dug out of
one of these entombed cities while I was at Ilchi, and was believed by the
natives to be of great age. Gold coins, weighing 4 1bs., and other articles, are
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also reported to have been found in some of them, but the positions of these
cities are only known to a few persons, who keep it a secret in order to enrich
themselves. The only one that is well known is that in which very large
quantities of brick tea are found, and which commands a ready sale in the
markets, now that all trade with China is stopped. The site of this buried city
is a mile to the north of Urangkash.” (Johnson 1868: 5)

The fact that no instance of Takla-makan is to be found before 1865
does not imply that the name did not exist earlier. It may have been in
use years, or even decades, earlier but probably not much more. Takla-
makan is not mentioned by the preceding travellers who content them-
selves with the designation ‘desert’. Marco Polo for example evidently
describes what later on is to be called Takla-makan when he reaches
Lop. I quote:

“Lop is a large town at the edge of the Desert, which is called the Desert of
Lop, and is situated between east and north-east ... The length of this Desert
is so great that it is said it would take a year and more to ride from one end of
it to the other. And here, where its breadth is least, it takes a month to cross
it.” (Yule 1903, 1: 196)

The Tarikh-i-Rashidi relates as follows about this desert:

“To the east and south of Kashghar and Khotan are deserts, which consist of
nothing but heaps of shifting sands, impenetrable jungles, waste lands and
salt-deserts. In ancient times there were large towns in these (wastes), and the
names of two of them have been preserved, namely Lob and Katak; but of the
rest no name or trace remains; all are buried under the sand. Hunters, who go
there after wild camels, relate that sometimes the foundations of cities are
visible, and that they have recognised noble buildings such as castles, mina-
rets, mosques and colleges, but that when they returned a short time after-
wards, no trace of these was to be found; for the sand had again overwhelmed
them. On such a scale were these cities of which, nowadays, neither name nor
vestige remains!” (Elias 1898: 295)

It is evident that the desert of Takla-makan until it received its present
name had no name of its own. The desert was quite simply called gobi,
¢ol, or qum, sometimes in the plural qumiar, and sometimes because of
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its perils Sajtan qum (cf. Lansdell 1893, 2, map Shaitan Kum ‘The dev-
il’s desert’).

The Western interest in Eastern Turkestan' begins with Johnson and
is followed up by such explorers as Shaw, Bellew and above all by the
two Forsyth expeditions of 1870 and 1873 (cf. Forsyth 1887: 54 sq. and
90 sq.) The exploration of Eastern Turkestan is then especially active
during the following decades up to the First World War. It is carried out
not only by British researchers but also by other Europeans.

The first comprehensive account of Eastern Turkestan is Robert
Shaw’s book Visits to High Tartary, Ydrkand and Kdshghar (Shaw
1871) in which the toponym Takla-makan appears as follows:

“There stretch out two great arms of habitable country embracing between
them the impracticable Desert of Gobi (or the Takla-Makan of the Toorks)”
(1871: 34); “The great Desert of Takla-Makan or Gobi” (1871: 37); “This was
also bare sand, communicating, I was told, with the great ‘Takla-Makén’, the
central desert of Asia, which, under the name of Gobi, stretches eastward into
China” (1871: 155); “Crossing an arm of the great Takla-Makan desert”
(1871: 168); “This desert is connected with wonderful superstitions” (1871:
169); “In the sand of the Takla-Makan in the neighbourhood of Aksoo” (1871:
233).

Bellew, who visited Eastern Turkestan in 1873-1874 and published a
book about his experiences there with the title Kashmir and Kashghar

(Bellew 1875) mentions Takla-makan only once, namely in the form
“Takla™:

“The joint streams are further on lost in the desert of Takla, which is a wide
spread of sand in whose loose heaps are buried the ancient cities of Khutan.”
(Bellew 1875: 228)

There are however some instances evidently referring to this desert or
parts of it:

! T use the terms Eastern Turkestan and Eastern Turki which were current in those
days.
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“Beyond it we passed amongst scattered homesteads to Cara Cum [qara qum],
or ‘Black Sand’”—no doubt a part of Takla-makan; “The latter is built over
the head of Arslan Khan of the Baghra Khan family, whose body lies under
the shrine of Ordam Padshah at the Cum Shahidan or ‘Martyr’s Sands’.”
(Bellew 1875: 287, 310)

The same Cum Shahidan (qum Sahi:dan ‘the martyr’s desert’) is men-
tioned again on page 364 and on page 370: “the sand-dunes at Cum Sha-
hidan”. It evidently refers to the westernmost part of Takla-makan (cf.
Bellew 1875: 367-377 and Jarring 1935), and deals with the legend of
the introduction of Islam into Eastern Turkestan.

In the important source of our knowledge of Eastern Turkestan at the
middle and the end of the nineteenth century Report of a Mission to Yar-
kund in 1873 Forsyth often mentions the desert under the different
names ‘“‘Taklamakan”, “Takla Makan”, “T4kld Makédn” and “Takld Mu-
kén” but adds no information beyond that given by Shaw and Bellew.
Of special interest is however a passage on page 148 (originally by Bel-
lew): “The wind sometimes blows away this sand, and exposes to view
domes and minarets”.

Hayward who was in Eastern Turkestan at the same time as Shaw al-
so reports on the secrets and perils of Takla-makan, adding a few details
not found elsewhere (cf. Hayward 1870: 78).

The last testimony to the secrets of Takla-makan comes from Skrine
who in 1922 was able to interview at Guma a man who had been lost in
the desert of Takla-makan without water to drink:

“Suddenly I saw before me great walls in the sand and a gateway in the midst
of them. I passed through the gateway and found myself in the outer court of
a huge yamen’ (any palace or large Chinese house is called a yamen). I went
through more doors and courtyards and at last I entered a great hall (aivan)
which was full of treasure, gold and coral and pearls. But there was a huge ti-
ger on guard there; flames issued from his mouth and I knew he was an evil
spi;it. I fainted from fear, and when I came to my senses I was among the
sands and there was no yamen. Next day I came upon the tracks of wood-cut-
ters and found my way home.” (Skrine 1926: 190)

* Cf. The Pinyin Dictionary (1979: 791): ydmen ‘government office in feudal Chi-

]

na.
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The Russian exploration of Eastern Turkestan was from 1867 onwards
mainly devoted to the north-western part of the country. The most inter-
esting statement regarding Takla-makan belongs to M. V. Pevcov who
speaks of the great Kashgarian desert also called Takla-makan, a name
used by the inhabitants of Western Kashgaria, while those of Southern
Kashgaria as well as the Chinese have no name for the desert (cf. Pev-
cov 1892-1896, 1: 62). “Takla-makan”, alternating with “Takla-makan
kum” [qum] is used constantly by Pevcov and by other Russian explor-
ers and travellers. Kornilov (1903) repeats Pevcov’s statement that in
Southern Kashgaria, and with the Chinese there is no comprehensive
name for the whole desert, different parts of it having different names,
such as Samal qum, ala qum and gara qum (Kornilov 1903: 148-149).
Pevcov furthermore has the normal information of towns that have dis-
appeared in the desert (Pevcov 1892-1896, 1: 110, 121).

Sven Hedin is the traveller who has devoted more time to the explora-
tion of the desert Takla-makan than any other explorer. In his report on
his first exploration trip to Eastern Turkestan in 1891 Hedin only casual-
ly mentions the desert Takla-makan. However, it gets much more space
in his elaborate description of his second journey performed in the years
1893-1897, which received world-wide attention. The references to Tak-
la-makan in his Through Asia (1898) are numerous. But I have found
the following instances of special interest:

“They [the begs] told me, that there once existed a large town called Takla-
makan in the desert midway between the Yarkand-daria and the Khotan-daria;
but for ages it had been buried in the sand. The whole of the desert was now
known by this name, although it was sometimes shortened to Takan. They re-
ported further, that the interior of the desert was under the ban of telesmat® (an
Arabic word, meaning ‘witchcraft’, ‘supernatural powers’); and that there were
towers and walls and houses, and heaps of gold tacks and silver jambaus®*
(tack’ and jambau being Chinese coins). If a man went there with a caravan

Telesmat < Arabic tilsim, tilsam ‘talisman, magical image’.

For jambau, cf. Jarring (1964: 147): “jambu (< Ch.) a lump of silver, somewhat
in the shape of a shoe and stamped on the top with a Chinese stamp”; cf. further
Raximov (1970: 267) yambu; The Pinyin Dictionary (1979: 852) yudnbdo ‘a
shoe-shaped gold or silver ingot used as money in feudal China’.

Tack ‘ingot’; in the original Swedish edition guldtacka ‘gold ingot’, not coins.
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and loaded his camels with gold, he would never get out of the desert again;
but be kept there by the spirits. In that case there was only one way by which
he could save his life, and that was by throwing away the treasure.” (1898, 1:
450)

“Some of them [the men in Masar-aldi] called the desert Dekkan-dekka,® be-
cause a thousand and one towns are said to be buried under its wastes of sand.
Moreover vast stores of silver and gold might be found in them. It was possi-
ble to reach them with camels; and probably water would be found in the de-
pressions.” (1898, 1: 452)

“An old man of eighty, who heard that we were going to try and cross the
Takla-makan Desert came to my house, and told me, that in his youth he had
known a man who, whilst going from Khotan to Ak-su, lost his way in the
desert, and came to an ancient city, where he found innumerable pairs of Chi-
nese shoes’ in the houses; but directly he touched them, they crumbled to
dust. Another man started out into the desert from Aksak-maral, and by pure
chance stumbled upon a town, amid the ruins of which he unearthed a quanti-
ty of gold and silver jambaus (Chinese coins). He filled his pockets with
them, as well as a sack he had with him. As he was going off with his booty,
a pack of wild cats rushed out upon him and frightened him so much that he
threw everything away, and took to flight; when, some time afterwards, he
plucked up courage to venture his luck a second time, he was unable to find
the place again. The mysterious town was completely swallowed up in the
sand.

A mollah from Khotan was more successful. He had fallen into debt, and
went into the desert to die. But instead of dying, he discovered a treasure of
gold and silver, and was now an exceedingly rich man. The number of those
who had gone into the desert with the same design, and never returned, was
legion. The old man solemnly assured me, that the evil spirits must be
exorcised, before the hidden treasure could be sought for with any likelihood
of success. The spirits bewitch the unhappy beings who venture thither, so
that they become confused and bewildered and without knowing what they are
doing they go round and round in a circle, retracing their own footsteps, and

¢ Dekkan-dekka an enigmatic name; could it be Terke-terken, name of a desert? Cf.
Jarring (forthcoming: 462): terke with comparative material; or, is it the same as
Takkan, a contracted form of Takla-makan?

7 Perhaps the Chinese coins were in the shape of shoes, cf. note 4.
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go and go until they fall down from sheer exhaustion, and die of thirst.”
(1898, 1: 455-456)

“They [the people of Merket] called the desert Takla-makan; and the general
consensus of opinion was, that given strong camels we ought to be able to
cross right over it to the Khotan-daria.” (1898, 1: 478)

“... the beginning of the desert proper, which is known under the names of
Takla-makan, Jallat-kum,® and Adam-6llturgan-kum [adam &ltargen qum], or
the Sand that Slayeth Men.” (1898, 2: 732)

“As for the ancient kingdom of Tu-ho-lo, and its buried cities, I will merely
state that, according to the Chinese rules of transliteration, Tu-ho-lo is the
same word as Tukhari (or Tokhari), and that Tukhari was used to indicate the
people who in the year 157 B.C. dwelt at Bulunghir-gol, but subsequently
migrated to West Turkestan, where the existing name of Tokharistan perpetu-
ates their memory. Further, the word Tu-ho-lo is the same word as Takla; and
there can be hardly a doubt, that the towns which I discovered, and which the
indigenous inhabitants call, as indeed they call the entire desert, Takla-makan,
were inhabited by this people. Finally, the little village of Tokhla near Kho-
tan, the place in which the inhabitants of the buried cities found refuge from
the invading sand, also keeps alive the name, if not the memory, of that once
powerful people, a race who, according to Klaproth and Vivien de S. Martin,
were of Tibetan origin.” (1898, 2: 784-785)

Chapter LXIII (Hedin 1898, 2: 788-805) entitled “The Buried City of
Takla-makan” is in its entirety devoted to the desert and its buried habi-
tations. I only quote the following passages:

“This city of Takla-makan, for that is the name my guides gave to it—we will
retain the name, for it is instinct with a wealth of mysterious secrets, of puzz-
ling problems, which it is reserved for future inquiry to solve.” (Hedin 1898,
2: 801)

Hedin’s theory of a connection between Tu-ho-lo and Takla-makan was
summarily dismissed by Aurel Stein:

“That the term Taklamakan, by which all desert ground within the central area
of the Tarim Basin is popularly designated, can neither on linguistic nor on

* le. dalla:d [< Arabic jallad) qum ‘the executioner’s desert’.
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historical grounds be derived from the name Tu-huo-lu scarcely needs to be
demonstrated to critical students” writes Stein for well-founded reasons (Stein
1907, 1: 435).

The main point of all these descriptions of Takla-makan here referred to,
is that this desert is the abode of mysterious vanished cities together with
a wealth of gold and precious stones, all of them possessed by supernat-
ural powers and therefore dangerous for all visitors. Only ruins are left,
consisting of walls, gateways, domes and the like.

In modern Uighur Takla-makan is rendered with Taklimakan® but one
as often meets the form Toklimokan. It is a form never heard by the ex-
plorers of Eastern Turkestan who always keep to Takla-makan. There is
no reason to believe that the early explorers such as Johnson, Shaw,
Bellew, Hedin or Le Coq would have neglected to register an i if they
had heard the name pronounced as Taklimakan. As modern normalized
Uighur is based on the dialect spoken in northern Sinkiang, this way of
writing does not represent the factual pronunciation in southern Sin-
kiang, at least not as it was a hundred years or more ago. The -i- would
never appear in the southern dialects although it may have been accepted
now after decades of linguistic indoctrination. I have however noted one
exception to this rule in a geography textbook,'® published by the Swed-
ish Mission in Kashghar in 1927 where it is written o IS i.e. rekli
meka:n. On the other hand in an Eastern Turki manuscript dating back to
the beginning of this century'' the name is written o 4G . It is tempt-
ing to understand tekle as tekler but there is no tek with a meaning that
would suit the desert name. More as a curiosity I refer to a form Teyti-
makan in a collection of folk tales published in Almuta which is said to
be the same as Taklimakan (cf. Qadiri 1958: 93).

The main question is: Do we have a palatal & or a velar ¢ in Takla? Is
it takla ~ tekla or is it tagla?

Johnson in his report writes the name Takld-makédn and states that
“The first vowel sound in mama will be indicated by q, the second by d.”
(Johnson 1868: 47). That would mean tekla: meka:n. The long a: in tek-
la: probably indicates the rising tone in the second syllable of Eastern

® Cf. Atlas of the People’s Republic of China, map No. 29.
' [lmi oyrafija, p. 15; cf. further Jarring (1991: 73).
"' In the Lund University Library, Manuscript Division, Prov. 207:11:9.
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Turki words which he has understood as a prolonged a. But as will be
seen from other examples of the pronunciation of Eastern Turki words
given by Johnson on page 47, his linguistic credibility is poor. Shaw has
another way of writing the name, viz. Takla-Makan or Takla-Makan, i.e.
takla maka:n or ta:kla maka:n, where long vowels are clearly indicated.
Menges (1968:14) for unexplained reasons uses the form Taglamagqan.
The second part of the word is of course Arabic magam which in East-
ern Turki sometimes is confused with Arabic makan and receives a final
-n instead of -m. Both forms are semantically very close which explains
the confusion.

There are a few instances where tak (taq) or takla (tagla) appear as
place names. Bellew as quoted before gives Takla as the name of the
desert but it is probably only a shortened form of Takla-makan. Johnson
(1868: 3) mentions a town in Khotan called Tak. Hedin (cf. Jarring,
1997: 446) has Tak [taq] as the name of a village, but it is a quote from a
Russian source, not his own observation. Deasy (1901: 209-210) noted
Takla as the name of a village in the mountains south of Yarkand but it
is hardly likely that it is related to the desert name Takla-makan. I
suspect that the little village Tokhla near Khotan, registered by Hedin
(1898, 2: 785) may be the same as Takla. The non-existence in the pres-
ent literature of place names such as Tak [taq] or Takla [tagla] does not
exclude that such names exist. A careful inventory of the place names of
Eastern Turkestan may well reveal surprises.

Over the years there have been several attempts at an interpretation of
the toponym Takla-makan. I list them in chronological order.

1. Hoernle in his report to the Government of India on a collection of
Central Asian antiquities says that “The Takla Makan desert appears to
have received its name from the large quantities of broken pottery, which
are found strewn about in many places” (Hoernle 1899: XXIV). Itis a
statement based on information he had received from the Swedish mis-
sionary Magnus Bécklund'? who is quoted by Hoernle (1899: XXIV, n.
16) as follows: “Takla Makan is a peculiar word which the natives apply
to places covered with pottery. Such places are very numerous. Also
many skeletons can be found in those places.” That Bécklund has under-
stood takla as a plural of a word fak is evident from a letter published in

"?" Regarding Bicklund see my paper “Silent Helpers” (Jarring 1983). Bicklund was
proficient in the Eastern Turki spoken in those days.
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Stockholm in 1897 where he gives the name as Taklar Makan (Backlund
1897: 228).

My feeling is that Bicklund is on the right track, but his “places cov-
ered with pottery”” implies that his interlocutors have paid more attention
to the pottery than to the ruins surrounding them, including for example
taq, in the meaning ‘arches’.

2. Hedin (1900: 366): “Takla-makan Wiiste, taklamak sich bewegen,
vorriicken, z.B. kum taklap juradi [qum taqlap juredur] der Sand bewegt
sich vorwirts; auch schiitten, z.B. wenn Mais in einem Sieb gereinigt
wird; makan = Haus, Station”.

Hedin’s interpretation is not acceptable. The verb fagla- does not
mean ‘to move forwards’ but ‘to thin’ (Jarring 1964: 295). The move-
ment aspect is to be found in the second verb jur- ‘to go, to move’. Thus
the meaning would be “the sand moves thinning out”, an observation
which the practically-minded Eastern Turkestanians scarcely would have
paid attention to.

Hedin’s theory of Takla-makan having a Tokharian origin has been
dealt with above and is not to be taken seriously.

3. Albert von Le Coq, who spent a long time in Eastern Turkestan
doing archaeological and ethnological fieldwork, understood the name as
taqla makan, putting a question mark on its Arabic or Turkic origin (Le
Coq 1922: 116). This name of the desert was according to him entirely
unknown to the people of Turfan who only called it ¢o/ or gobi. On the
other hand it was current among the inhabitants of Kucha, Yarkand and
Khotan. Le Coq leaves the question open whether it has to be translated
with ‘pottery fragments’. He adds that it might be of Jungar origin, a
rather ambiguous supposition which I feel can be left aside. The most
important thing is that Le Coq has understood tak as taq.

4.1In 1961 TeniSev presented a new interpretation of Takla-makan in
its modern Uighur form tdklimakan, assuming that the first part of the
word was Arabic tark, in its Uighur form terk ~ tek (loss of r often
produces a preceding long vowel) meaning ‘abandoning’; -/i a shortened
form of the Turkic -lik suffix. The meaning would then be ‘the
abandoned place or, land’ (cf. English ‘bad land’) (TeniSev 1961: 90). It
is quite a plausible theory, especially with reference to the meaning of
the place name. But there is a snag in it: The k£ in -/ik would disappear
only if the next word begins with a k or g; the next word is mekan,
which does not belong to the required phonetic juxtaposition.
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5. Murzaev (1966: 350-351) dealing with the place name Takla-ma-
kan considers that the name is neither of Uighur, or Mongolian nor of
Chinese origin. He does not present a theory of his own but refers to
Tenishev’s theory without objection to it. I understand it to mean that he
leaves the question open.

I now come to my own interpretation of Takla-makan. For fag there
are two possibilities:

(a) < “P. ... taq, A tree, a fire of which will burn for seven days.”
(Steingass 1957: 276); “tak ... der Name eines Baumes (Holzes), der
langsam brennt” (Radloff 1893-1911, III: 778). It is no doubt the same
tree as (Aitchison 1890: 202) ;s or s the white tamarisk Haloxylon
Ammodendron (further explained in Aitchison 1890: 203); cf. Doerfer
(1963-1975, entry 858): “... tag ‘Saksaul, Haloxylon’ ... .” This word
pertains to the Persian-speaking area, its Central Asian Turkic equivalent
is julyun. The existence of saksauls or tamarisks in the Takla-makan
desert is never mentioned in the material which I have examined. The
main interest concentrates on the existence of ruined towns in the desert.
This taq is therefore out of the question.

(b) < “A. ... tag, An arch; an arched building, cupola or any kind of
vaulted work ... 7 (Steingass 1957: 806). The ruins in the desert often
must have looked to the visitors like arches or entrances to ruined
houses."

My theory is, as said at the beginning of this paper, that Takla-makan
has to be understood as faglar makan < Arabic taq (the loss of vowel
length in Arabic and Persian loanwords is a common occurrence) + the
Turkic plural suffix -lar (with the usual loss of final r > -la); makan <
Arabic makan (also with loss of the long vowel in loanwords); taglar >
tagla in taqla makan has an adjectival function. The same phenomenon
can be observed in for example muztay ata where muztay stands as an
adjective forming an attribute to ata ‘the ice-mountain father’, in its mod-
ern form Muz-tagh-ata.

The fact that the components of the toponym Takla-makan are of Ar-
abic origin points to an intellectual source for its genesis. It is not the
language of illiterate peasants, hunters or caravan people who for one
reason or another lived near the desert or somehow got acquainted with
all its perils and dangers.

3 Cf. the rich pictorial evidence in, for example, Stein (1907).
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The appearance of Takla-makan as a place name coincides with the
rule of Yakub Bek over Eastern Turkestan (1864-1877), when the Andi-
jani** influence became pronounced.” The toponym Takla-makan may
well have been created or invented by some of Yakub Bek’s Western
Turkestani followers and advisers who no doubt were more literate than
the inhabitants of Eastern Turkestan of those days. But this is only a
conjecture.
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Two Turkic-based hybrid languages in
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Centuries ago, several hybrid languages developed in northwestern China, largely
as a result of the trading activities and the intensive contacts of various nationali-
ties and their intermixing on the Silk Road. One such language has a Turkic-Uy-
ghur grammar and phonology, and a very large Persian vocabulary. The vocabu-
lary of another is very largely a debased Chinese, and its structure Turkic, with
Turkic grammatical elements and Chinese-looking ones which function according
to Turkic principles. The relevant characteristics of these two languages, Eynu
and Hezhou, are briefly described here and illustrated with analyzed examples.
With Hezhou, the similar typological features of Hezhou and Uyghur are
contrasted with the very different ones of Chinese.

Stephen A. Wurm, Department of Linguistics, Research School of Pacific and
Asian Studies, The Australian National University, Canberra, A.C.T. 0200, Aus-
tralia.

In the course of the work resulting in the compilation of the large
three-volume Atlas of languages of intercultural communication in the
Pacific, Asia, and the Americas (Wurm, Miihlhédusler & Tryon 1996),
attention was drawn to the existence of several creolized hybrid
languages in the Xinjiang, Gansu and Qinghai provinces of China. Lit-
tle information on them has so far been published in China where, with
one exception, they are regarded as debased and corrupted forms of
Chinese. While there is a strong, usually formally and semantically ex-
tensively changed and distorted, Chinese-derived lexical element in
most of them, their structures are largely non-Chinese. Even less has
been published on them outside China, and some of this has also been
written in Chinese (for instance Chen 1986).
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Four such languages have been identified in the area mentioned
above and recognized for what they are in the course of this work. At
the same time, it seems that there are more such hybrid languages in
Gansu not far from where two of these identified hybrid languages are
located, and which are probably closely related to, or variants of, one
of these two, i.e. the language called Tangwang. It appears that three of
the four hybrid languages identified may owe their origin at least in
part to the trading activities on the continental Silk Road which ceased
to function during the seventeenth century. In two of these, which are
called Eynu and Hezhou, a Turkic element plays a major role. The
third, called Tangwang, is structurally largely based on the Mongolic
Santa (or Dongxiang) language, but its speakers may have originally
been Chinese who kept much of their phonologically, tonally and se-
mantically dialectal Mandarin vocabulary largely intact. At the same
time they adopted much Santa, Arabic and Persian vocabulary (which
were given tones), and a largely Santa structure in which the gram-
matical elements are toneless and some Chinese elements appear
which have lost their tones and meanings and fulfil Santa Mongolian
grammatical functions, not Chinese ones. A few Turkic grammatical
elements are found, for instance the plural suffix of nouns, obviously
loaned from the neighbouring Turkic Salar (Lee-Smith 1996a). There
are no Turkic elements in the fourth language which is called Wutun
and is a highly complex toneless creolized hybrid language based
structurally on Bao’an Mongolian, Tibetan, with some Chinese func-
tional elements, and a vocabulary based on Bao’an, Tibetan and dis-
torted toneless Chinese. Its origin cannot be directly attributed to the
Silk Road trading activities (Lee-Smith & Wurm 1996).

Eynu, one of the two hybridized creole languages with a strong
Turkic element as mentioned above, is spoken in the western part of
Xinjiang province by several thousand widely scattered speakers in the
area extending from Kashgar to Yarkand and Khotan, and eastwards to
beyond Aksu. The existence of the language and its speakers has been
superficially known for a century. Grenard (1898) suggested that they
were descendants of Persian Shiites who came to Turkestan in the
eighth century. He also mentioned that their language was originally
Persian giving way grammatically to Turkic Uyghur. Tietze & Lad-
stitter (1994) mention additonal theories about the origin of the Eynu
speakers and their language, without offering firm conclusions. Zhao
& Haxim (1982) give a short description of the language, but regard it
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as an Uyghur dialect. Grenard’s view on the origin of the Eynu speak-
ing people (called Abdal by their neighbours) is correct, but is only
part of the picture. Of the many Persian traders who had dominated the
continental Silk Road trade for centuries, many left at the cessation of
that trade, but some remained, married Uyghur women and joined the
Abdal people. While the Chinese administration regards them as being
of Uyghur nationality, they themselves strongly disagree with this and
insist that they are of Persian origin and ethnicity. Their Eynu language
is grammatically and phonologically Uyghur, including the typical
Uyghur vowel changes a > e, a > i etc., but its vocabulary is very
largely derived from Persian, though with an Uyghur phonology, ex-
cept for the presence of voiced final b, d, g in some Eynu words, e.g.
Eynu ab (from Persian a:b) ‘water’ (Lee-Smith 1996b). Many of the
Persian-derived Eynu words differ somewhat in their form from their
original Persian equivalents, e.g. Eynu kes ‘person’, uftur ‘stomach’,
hep ‘seven’, kox ‘mountain’ correspond to Persian kas, futur, haft, and
kuh. (The transcription used in the Eynu section of this article is IPA,
but with 6 and Ji used instead of ¢ and y for the front rounded vowels,
and e to represent the e-sound.) In words of Persian origin which have
a Persian formative suffix, that suffix has been replaced by an Uyghur
suffix, but the Persian stem has been maintained, e.g. Persian a:b-kef
‘seller of water’, Eynu ab-tfi, Persian haft-um ‘seventh’, Eynu hep-
incggi. The Eynu personal, indefinite, reflexive and interrogative pro-
nouns are all Uyghur, e.g. men ‘', biz ‘we’, siler ‘you (pl.)’, her ‘each
one’, dzimiz ‘ourselves’, kim ‘who’, gajsi ‘which’, etc. Eynu verbs are
usually a Persian stem + -la or -le, e.g. Persian xor- ‘eat’, Eynu xor-la;
Persian nigar ‘look’, Eynu niga-la, etc. In Persian, verbs have two
stems, essentially for present and past tense, but this feature has been
lost in Eynu, except for some very few petrified forms. It has to be re-
membered that Uyghur has a large number of Persian (and Arabic)
loanwords, many of which also occur in Eynu. In addition to its Per-
sian-derived vocabulary, Eynu has a very small number of Turkic Uy-
ghur loanwords, e.g. tiit-le from Uyghur tiit- ‘to take’; also loanwords
from Mongolian and Sibe-Manchu, words of unknown origin, as well
as some metaphorical expressions resulting from a change in the mean-
ing of Persian, Arabic and other words.

To illustrate what has been outlined above, a number of inflected
forms and short sentences are given in Eynu and Uyghur, with expla-
nations and translations. The Eynu Persian-derived words and ele-
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ments, and other words and elements in Eynu which are not Uyghur-
derived, are underlined:

Eynu Uyghur
engiir-ler ‘a lot of grapes’ liziim-ler
mike-m ‘my goat’ ofke-m
miki-si ‘his goat’ ofki-si
hatta-da ‘at the market’ bazar-da

(hatta is from Sibe-Manchu
where it means ‘goods’)

hatta-din ‘from the market’ bazar-din

xurd-raq ‘smaller’ kitfik-rek

niga-la- [-t-i ‘they saw each other’ kérii-[-t-i

niga-li-d-im ‘I have seen’ kor-d-iim

Pedir-im dogyuj xor-la-p. ‘My father, eat water- Baba-m tawuz je-1.

my father watermelon eat  melon!’ my father watermelon

(dorryuj is Chinese-derived) eat

Bat[i-lir-i gijag-li-d-i. “Their children, they  Bali-lir-i jiyli-d-i.
cried’

Eynu  Pedir-im hatta-din jek say ate[ we jek mike tin-d- i.
my father, from the market, one stonefire and one goat he came
‘My father brought one flintstone and one goat from the market.’
(#in- is an Eynu verb of uncertain origin which indicates leaving
something and heading in any direction)

Uyghur Ata-m (or data-m) bazar-din bir tfagmagq te-i we bir éfke
epkep-t-u.
(tfagmagq tef-i ‘flintstone’; epkep is from elip kelip
‘taking-coming’)
‘My father brought one flintstone and one goat from the market.’

Eynu Jeb-de bad qis-li-d- i.
night-in wind it did
‘During the night, a wind blew up.’
(gis- is an Eynu verb derived from Mongolian xi- or gi- ‘to do’)
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Uyghur Ket/-te famal tfig-t-i.
night-in wind it-came-out
‘During the night, a wind blew up.’

Eynu Xani-da mike hes-mu, nist-mu.
in the house, goat exist-question, not exist question
‘Is there any goat in the house or not?’

Uyghur  Oj-de 6fke bar-mu jog-mu?
in the house goat exist-question, not exist-question
‘Is there any goat in the house or not?’

From these examples it should be evident that Eynu and Uyghur are
not mutually intelligible.

It seems that the explanation for the origin and continued existence
of the Eynu language is as follows: The offspring of the originally Per-
sian-speaking Abdal people (probably of the first immigrants and the
Persian traders who stayed in the area after the cessation of the Silk
Road trade) from their intermarriage with Uyghur women learned Uy-
ghur from their mothers. At the same time, the Persian fathers who had
preserved a very strong feeling of Persian ethnic identity which the
Abdal people have traditionally maintained to the present day, taught
the children Persian words to use as a symbol of their ethnic identity.
The children learned these words with the phonological base of their
Uyghur mother tongue, with the language handed down in this hybrid
form to subsequent generations as a creole. It may be mentioned that
all Eynu speakers, including the children of Eynu-Eynu marriages, are
entirely bilingual in Uyghur as their ‘outside’ language, and in Eynu as
their ‘inside’ language used within the Eynu community, and as a se-
cret language, and there is no sign of Eynu being in danger of being re-
placed by Uyghur with Eynu speakers.

Hezhou is the other of the two above-mentioned hybridized creole
languages with a strong underlying Turkic element in it. Its name is the
old name of Linxia city (which is located south of the Yellow River at
the mouth of the Daxia River in Gansu province). The language has
been regarded by Chinese scholars, e.g. Ma Shujun (1984) as basically
Chinese heavily influenced by local Turkic and Mongolian languages.
Dwyer (1992) essentially adheres to that view, but leaves open the
possibility that the syntactic pressure from Altaic languages on Chi-
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nese syntax may have resulted from imperfect learning of Chinese on
the part of non-native Chinese speakers (Dwyer 1992: 173). Lee-Smith
(1996c¢) takes the view that a form of Hezhou is the result of this. It ap-
pears that there is a form of it in Linxia city which has three stable
tones, and one outside it, spoken as a trade lingua franca in an area
south and west of the Linxia Autonomous Region in Sansu province,
and in adjacent parts of Qinghai province. There Hezhou speakers con-
stitute a relatively small population while the majority of the popula-
tion are speakers of the Mongolian languages Santa (or Dongxiang)
and Bao’an, the Turkic language Salar, and Tibetan. In that form of
Hezhou, the three tones appear to be unstable, and there are tone
sandhi which show changes that are not typically those of a Sino-Ti-
betan language. Rather than the tones becoming unstable and non-se-
mantic, which would be looking at them from the Chinese angle, it
seems more likely that the language started off as a non-tonal Turkic
language, and is in the process of acquiring tones, which in Linxia city,
with its large Chinese population, has progressed much further. The
basic structural characteristics of Hezhou are Turkic (Salar and / or
Uyghur), but its vocabulary is very largely Chinese-derived. The word
order and the rudimentary mirroring in the language of Turkic verbal
and suffixal grammar show the thought patterns underlying the syntac-
tic and structural features of Hezhou to be Turkic. Five of the six cases
with nouns and pronouns are marked by suffixes derived from Turkic,
Tibetan and Chinese forms. A particularly interesting feature of the
language is the making up for the absence of verbal suffixation in Chi-
nese by the appearance of Chinese-looking elements used as suffixes
added to verbs, but totally divorced from their Chinese meanings and
functions. They indicate typical Turkic grammatical functions, e.g.
converbs, verbal nouns, intention, tense, necessity, etc.

What has been said above will now be illustrated by some exam-
ples. The transcription used for Hezhou is fairly broad. IPA symbols
are used, except that, as elsewhere in this article, i is used for IPA y. In
the Hezhou examples, s, ts and z are almost always retroflexed, ¢ is an
alveopalatal or palatal voiceless fricative. No tones are marked. The
transcription used for the Uyghur versions is the same as in the section
on Eynu. In the examples, Hezhou is given first with explanations, fol-
lowed by an Uyghur version to demonstrate the Turkic features of
Hezhou structure by comparison, and finally by the Mandarin Chinese
version in the usual pinyin transcription, without tone marks, to show
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the essentially Chinese nature of the Hezhou vocabulary by compari-

son.

Hezhou

Uyghur

Mandarin

‘I bought this thing for you.’

T'si tiiggi fi po ni-xa me-lio.
this thing is I you-for buy-past

Bu nersi-ni men sana al-d-im.
this thing I you-for buy-past-I

Zhe dongxi shi wo gei ni mai de.
This thing is I give you buy of (= the bought one)

In this, the /i in Hezhou corresponds to Mandarin structure (there is no
equivalent word in Uyghur), but ni-xa corresponds to the Uyghur saga
‘for you’. The suffix -xa (< Turkic -ya, -ga...) denotes the direct and in-

direct object.

Hezhou

Uyghur

Mandarin

‘(He) returned from Beijing.’

Betc¢in-ta xui (-tsa) le-lio.
Beijing-from return (-converb) come-past

Bejdsip-din qajt-ip kel-d-i.
Beijing-from return-converb came-he

Cong, Beijing huilai.
from Beijing return-come

In this case, Hezhou corresponds to Uyghur in having the suffix -ta
‘from’ after Beijing, and the past tense marker -/io added to the final
verb. The Hezhou sentence would commonly be bet¢in-ta xui-tsa le-
lio, with the Hezhou converb marker -zsa (see below) added to xui to
correspond to the Uyghur gajt-ip.
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Hezhou

Uyghur

Mandarin

Stephen A. Wurm

‘He slept until noon.’

Tha sdii-thala sui—iio.
he noon-until sleep-past

U tfiit[-kitfe uxli-d-i.
he noon-until sleep-past-he

Ta shui dao zhongwu.
he sleep until noon

The structural agreement between Hezhou and Uyghur is quite obvi-
ous. Hezhou contrasts strongly with Mandarin. The ‘to, until’ marker
-thala may be Turkic -da(n) * from’ + Tibetan -la ‘to’.

Hezhou

Uyghur

Mandarin

‘My father’

go-ti ata
I-of father

Menig ata-m
I-of father-my

Wo baba
I father

The Hezhou possessive (genitive) marker -# is a Chinese particle.

Hezhou

Uyghur

Mandarin

‘What do you intend to serve them with?’

Ni tham-xa [im”a-la khuet-e-li.
you they-to (or them) what-with wait upon intention

Sen ular-ni nime-bilen kiit-mektfi-sen.
you them what-with wait upon-intention-you

Ni yong sheme zhaodai tamen.
you use what serve they
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The structural agreement between Hezhou and Uyghur is again strik-
ing. The instrumental marker -/a is the Salar instrumental marker.

‘Say it in Mandarin!’

Hezhou Ni phuthiigxua-la suo.
you Mandarin-with say

Uyghur Sen putunxua-bilen sozle.
you Mandarin-with say

Mandarin  Ni yong putonghua shuo.
you use Mandarin say

Again, there is agreement between the Hezhou and Uyghur structure in
contrast with Mandarin.

The Hezhou marker -#so is a surrogate converb marker added to
verbs to mirror the Turkic converbs. It is probably derived from the
Chinese particle zhe which is tense-oriented and marks action in pro-
gress. The Hezhou -#sa2 does not indicate those functions. Examples:

‘(When) the movie finished, I returned.’
Hezhou Tiejig vé-lio-ts2 go xui-tsa le-lio.
movie finish-past-converb I return-converb come-past

(i.e. return-converb = returning came)

Uyghur kino tiige-p men qaj-t-ip kel-d-im
movie finish-converb I return-converb come-past-1I

Mandarin  dianying wan le wo jiu huilai le
movie finished, I then return-come past

The Hezhou -tsa can be added to the past tense marker -lio.
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‘(I) went to the market, purchased things and returned
(i.e. returning came).’

Hezhou Kesa-xa tchi-lio-tsa tiingi mesa-lio-tsa xui-tsa le-lio.
market-to go-to-past-converb thing purchase-past-converb return-
converb come-past

Uyghur Bazar-ya tfig-ip nerse-ler-ni elip gajt-ip kel-d-im.
market to go-out-converb things (Obj) buy-converb return-con-
verb come-past-I

Mandarin  Shangjie qu mai le dongxi jiu huilai le.
market go out buy past thing then return-come past

The equivalent use of converbs in Hezhou and Uyghur contrasts with
the Mandarin structure. Uyghur: setiwelip = setip elip ‘sell-converb-
take-converb’.

The Hezhou verb si ‘to say’ in the Hezhou converb form si-#s2 mir-
rors the Uyghur dep (= intention, ‘in order to’). Examples with si:

‘He says (or said) he has (or had) no time today.’

Hezhou Tha jipkatsi ma kimfu si(-lio).
he today not time say

Uyghur U biigiin waxt-im joq dej-d-u.
he today time-my there-is-not say-past-he

Mandarin  Ta shuo ta jintian meiyou gongfu.
he say he today there-is-not time

The identical Hezhou and Uyghur sentence structures and word orders
contrast with the Mandarin.

‘He went out (intending) to buy a book.’

Hezhou Su me-li si-tsa tshu-tchi-lio.
book buy-intention say-converb go-out-go-to-past
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Uyghur Kitap al-i-men dep tfig-t-i.
book buy-intention-say-converb go-out-past-he

Mandarin  Ta chugu mai shu le.
he go-out-go-to buy book past

The structure and word order are equivalent in Hezhou and Uyghur
and contrast with Mandarin. Uyghur al-i-men indicates a close future
sense and intention. Hezhou go-out-go-to mirrors the Chinese lexical
usage.

Uyghur verbal nouns in -if are mirrored in Hezhou by the verbal
noun marker -ti which is probably derived from Mandarin de. The Uy-
ghur necessity marker kerek in its various functions (positive, negative,
interrogative) has mirroring Hezhou equivalents, i.e. Uyghur positive:
verbal noun -if + kerek = Hezhou verbal noun -#i + joli. The Uyghur
negative: verbal noun -if + kerek emes = Hezhou verbal noun -ti +
pujo, and the Uyghur interrogative: verbal noun -if + kerek-mu =
Hezhou verbal noun -ti + jola. Examples:

‘Is it necessary to go to hospital?’

Hezhou Jitié-li tghi-ti jola?
hospital-inside go-to-verbal noun necessity-interrogative

Uyghur Doxturxani-ya ber-if kerek-mu?
hospital-to go-verbal noun necessity-interrogative

Mandarin  Yaobuyao shang yiyuan?
need-not-need go hospital

The structure and word order are equivalent in Hezhou and Uyghur
and contrast with Mandarin.

‘It is necessary to go to hospital.’

Hezhou Jiiié tghi-ti joli.
hospital-inside go-to-verbal noun necessity-positive
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Uyghur Doxturxani-xa ber-if kerek.
hospital-to go-verbal noun necessity-positive

Mandarin  Yao shang yiyuan.
necessary go hospital

Structural and word order contrast as above.
‘It is not necessary to go to hospital.’

Hezhou Jiiie-li tchi-ti pujo.
hospital-inside go-to-verbal noun necessity-negative

Uyghur Doxturxane-xa ber-if kerek emes.
hospital-to go-verbal noun necessity-negative

Mandarin  Bu yong shang yiyuan.
not need go hospital

The structural and word order contrast is again as above.

The examples given above show clearly that the Hezhou language,
which superficially appears to be Chinese, has distinctly Altaic, espe-
cially Turkic, general grammatical and structural characteristics,
though there is little formal agreement. Had Hezhou been originally
Chinese, it would probably have Turkic loanwords, tonally and other-
wise correct Chinese words and more formal Turkic grammatical
forms as loans. A situation like this happened with the Tangwang cre-
ole in which the originally Chinese speakers kept much of their tonally
and semantically correct Chinese vocabulary but adopted much of the
Mongolian Santa (or Dongxiang) grammar, though much of it incor-
rectly. In Hezhou the situation is different: Tonally and, in cases, se-
mantically and otherwise incorrect Chinese vocabulary has been su-
perimposed upon a correct Altaic Turkic structure and word order,
with formally Chinese elements divested of their tones and functions
and re-employed to mirror elements of Turkic structure in a rudimen-
tary way. It seems therefore plausible to assume that ancestral Hezhou
developed as a simplified trade and intercommunication language be-
tween speakers of an originally Turkic language (Salar and / or Uy-
ghur) and Chinese speakers at the western end of the involvement of
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the latter in the Silk Road trade. The Turkic speakers appear to have
attempted to acquire as much Chinese vocabulary as possible, while
preserving much of the Turkic grammatical features, expressing them
through Turkic syntactic principles, and in part through Turkic ele-
ments, and partly through Chinese-looking syllables used as suffixes
and elements with Turkic functions.
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The CALC project aims to produce medium-sized (500,000-1,000,000 tokens)
computer-readable text corpora of modern Central Asian Turkic languages. The
texts are meant to be used as linguistic data as well as language teaching material.
Care is taken to collect texts from a broad range of text types and usage domains.
The Uzbek part has been finished recently and the Kazakh, Kyrghyz and other
components are in statu nascendi.

The Uzbek corpus contains some 1,100,000 words, distributed over 243 corpus
texts, covering about 45 text types. The larger part of the texts dates from after
1990. The corpus is available for analysis at Utrecht. In the future it will be pos-
sible to consult the data collection over the Internet.

Marc Vandamme & Hansje Braam, Department of Oriental Studies, Drift 15,
NL-3512 BR Utrecht, The Netherlands.

1. Context

The development of descriptive and comparative linguistics of the mod-
ern Central Asian Turkic languages has been hampered as a result of the
political constellations of the Cold War era on the one hand, and the
relatively late introduction of digital information processing to this field
on the other. These factors explain why computer readable language cor-
pora of Turkic languages are almost nonexistent, and why we have so
few adequate bilingual dictionaries of Turkic apart from Russian. With
the disappearance of many if not most of the political obstructions since
1991, initiatives contributing to a solid empirical foundation of descrip-
tive Turkic linguistics would seem apposite. Such initiatives are also
necessary in consequence of the growing demand for educational materi-
als and research tools such as adequate dictionaries.
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In 1994 a plan was drawn up to meet this goal. This resulted in the
CALC (Central Asian Languages Corpora) project, an international co-
operation of institutes and scholars from Europe and Central Asia. The
Utrecht group is responsible for the coordination and concrete realization
of the project activities. At the Department of Oriental Languages and
Cultures of Utrecht University the project functions within a broader
research frame concerning the philology of the Central Asian Turkic lan-
guages, from the older stages (Chagatay) to the modern varieties. CALC
focuses on the modern Turkic languages, albeit with a view to link the
digital materials to older stages of the relevant languages in a later phase.
Of course this only makes sense after lemmatization of the textual mate-
rials has taken place. In this process we work from the older towards the
more recent stages (Vandamme, Boeschoten & Braam 1989). The
lexicon of the text of Rabghuizi’s Stories of the Prophets, completed in
1310 AD (Boeschoten, Vandamme & Tezcan 1995), serves as point of
departure for the lemmatization work.

2. CALC goals

In the first place, the CALC project strives to construct high quality
computer-readable medium-sized (0.5 to 1 million tokens) text corpora
of modern Central Asian Turkic languages (Uzbek, Kazakh, Kyrghyz,
Turkmen, Uyghur and others) and make them accessible to all interested
scholars.

It is secondly our intention to function as a clearing house for other
electronic language corpora and derived sets of data of the Central Asian
languages concerned, yet not originally created by the Utrecht CALC
group.

CALC also wishes to provide for the publication of research materi-
als (data, bibliographical information etc.) and results (frequency lists,
analytical studies of the data collections etc.), especially in electronic
form.

3. Corpus aspects

3.1. Text selection

The data collection must support amongst others lexicographical, area-
linguistic, textlinguistic and general comparative studies. The data bases
should be flexible in use and of a sufficient size to enable the realization
of related projects such as the compilation of dictionaries, language
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manuals tailored to various professions and activities (banking, law, ag-
riculture, education etc.) and language courses. For reasons of efficiency
we have excluded non-printed sources in this phase of CALC. We have
been able to collect some manuscript materials for modern Uzbek,
although they are not included in the corpus. Future inclusion of oral
materials (from tape, existing transcriptions etc.) is necessary, especially
since many dialects are in danger of extinction.

Texts are selected for inclusion in the corpora according to a prede-
fined division into text types and domains. At the first CALC meeting in
December 1994 the issue of selecting text types and domains was dis-
cussed. This resulted in a preliminary list of proposed text sorts of a
more or less ad hoc character. Finally a list was established based on a
more systematic approach. This list covered many of the pre-theoretic
text sorts mentioned in Giilich & Raible (1975) and Heinemann &
Viehweger (1991). Some extra text sorts proposed by participants of the
meeting were also included. The problem of systematic classification still
remains, as a single generally accepted text-linguistic framework which
can be used to derive a clear-cut text type list does not seem to exist.

We had to settle for a trade-off: On the one hand, we wanted linguis-
tically relevant variation (in text construction), on the other, we also had
to choose according to lexical demands. We used the cognitive commu-
nication theory of Heinemann and Viehweger to produce, by parametric
variance, a smallest set of text sorts and language usages. This ensured
that texts taken from these categories would (most probably) contain the
linguistic forms which are of interest to us. We tried to meet the lexical
demands by selecting the texts from specific domains.

Heinemann & Viehweger (1991: 147-149) state that the systematic
classification of texts should take into account four different levels:
Function, situation, procedure and structuration. The function of the text
is what is realized by using the text in interaction: To express oneself, to
(re)present oneself, to contact another, to inform someone, to guide
someone or to act aesthetically. These functions generally occur in com-
bination. The situation of the text is not easily classified, the social struc-
ture of the communicative action is described using a sociolinguistic
model of interaction. Text procedures are goal-oriented cognitive proce-
dures applied in the process of text production and interpretation. Three
main classes can be distinguished: Text unfolding procedures (to explain
using an example, to make an issue more specific by giving extra infor-
mation, to give a reason for something etc.), strategic procedures (choos-
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ing a narrative, a descriptive or an argumentative set-up of the text) and
tactical procedures (additional specification or strengthening of the main
procedure, for example, emotional strengthening). Text structures con-
cern the way in which the different text parts are combined in order to
produce a certain text (for example a request has as structure: Letter-
head; Letter-nucleus: K, because of G; End-of-letter. G can have a com-
plex argumentative substructure).

This means that text sorts can be distinguished using a four-dimen-
sional structure, with values which can be combined (as a text can have
several functions), and not necessarily holding only binary feature val-
ues. The sets of possible values for the categories of text situation, pro-
cedure and structure are large sets. Although we can draw up a very
large systematic matrix of text types, the CALC project cannot cover all
these values at the same time. This is due to a lack of money, time,
workpower and available texts. For instance, it became clear that it was
impossible to find instructive texts on housekeeping products, such as
washing instructions and the like. And of course utterances like curses,
obscenities etc. are also hard to find in printed sources. Consequently,
we had to limit the extent of text selection.

In the end we came up with the following criteria for drawing up the
text selection list, in decreasing order of importance:

1. Gather the same collection of text types (in the same domain, if possible
with the same subject) for every language concerned.

2. Choose text types to cover the text functions mentioned above.

3. Choose texts which allow maximalizing the expected number of different
linguistic phenomena. This means, of course, that one must vary between
communicative situation, procedure and structure.

4. Choose texts according to a priority list of domains. This list reflects the
main lexical domains we are interested in. For the lists of text types and
domains which were actually selected for Uzbek, see section 4 below.

3.2. Representativity

The resulting data collections are intended to be exemplary, not repre-
sentative (Bungarten 1979: 42). This means that the frequencies of lin-
guistic phenomena occurring in the corpus for language A are not in-
tended to be statistically good approximations of such frequencies in all
A language utterances. As mentioned above, we have tried to increase



258 Marc Vandamme & Hansje Braam

the odds of finding special phenomena by previous selection (not ran-
dom choice) of text type and domain.

Care has been taken that the corpus texts, the basic items of the
corpus collection, generally contain about 5,000 tokens each. This
ensures that the linguistic utterances can be studied in their larger con-
text. However, in the case of texts of types which are generally smaller
in size (for example, poetry or advertisements) a corpus text is made up
of several of such smaller texts. The corpus texts are each homogeneous
in text type and usage domain, although a few corpus texts contain mate-
rial of several text types, for instance, periodical articles on football with
some inserted laudatory verses.

3.3. Representation standards (transliteration, text headers)

The CALC project will eventually use in its electronic data collections
the conventions of text encoding of TEI / CES (cf. Dunlop 1995 and Ide
1996) and for further planned explicit language description the conven-
tions as published by the Eurotyp group (Bakker et al. 1993) as far as
possible. The data will be made available in two formats: A platform
independent representation that supports online data retrieval using
Internet / WWW connections and also in the current Macintosh form.
We are currently investigating the possibilities of a full SGML version
of the corpus texts, using TEI / CES. This would ensure 100%
transparency also with respect to future developments in hardware and
software. At present only the Macintosh version is available for pattern
searching at Utrecht.

As complex taggings are for the time being not part of the project, the
only problem concerns the alphabets used to write the relevant lan-
guages. In order to save space and to be able to work easily with the
texts we use a simple transliteration scheme (CATL: Central Asian
TransLiteration), which follows in almost all cases a straightforward
method. This scheme is strictly one-to-one inside one language or or-
thography. A few interlingual many-to-one and one-to-many symbol
pairs could not be circumvented. In choosing the symbols we have
striven to comply with the proposed national standards as far as possi-
ble, although no opinion concerning the current discussion on Roman-
izing the Cyrillic Central Asian writing systems is to be inferred.
Example: The poetry line Xoprunum, unakpmai KOII-K¥3u YaHITIapuM,
becomes in CATL Horginim, ipakday qos-kdzi canglarim.
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Textual structures have not yet been covered in full detail, due to the
enormous amount of work which must be invested in such a process.
For example, in a collection of short articles from a newspaper the bib-
liographical information is marked (using a simple SGML compliant
markup coding system), however the internal structure of the text itself
is not (headlines etc.). Information about the texts (contents, date, length,
domain, text type etc.) is available through a database and through the
TEI-textheaders of the corpus texts.

4. The Uzbek corpus

The Uzbek corpus was located, selected, and converted between early
1995 and autumn 1996. Some material was selected from the library col-
lections at Utrecht, Mainz and Frankfurt, but the major part was col-
lected in Uzbekistan by H. Ykema. The bulk of the material was key-
boarded in Tashkent on PC’s, a smaller amount was scanned using
OCR methods. Because of the generally bad quality of print and paper
of the Uzbek books and periodicals, the available OCR techniques did
not always produce high quality scans; in some cases 99% correctness
was obtained, but in most cases the quality was considerably lower.

The Uzbek corpus comprises 1,164,851 tokens, in 243 corpus texts,
taken from 388 sources. Poetry and proverb collections are counted as
one source each, the sources of slogans are not taken into account here.
All corpus texts, except one, date from after 1963. We have 200 corpus
texts dating later than 1980, of which 140 corpus texts date later than
1992.

The following text types are covered:

Academic text book 92,976  Newspaper report 24,278
Advertisement 4,789 Novel 52,299
Announcement / TVguide-text 10,197  Offical application form 4,606
Autobiography 21,000  Periodical article 73,465
Congratulations 730 Plan 10,426
Cooking recipe 20,086  Poetry 40,262
Decree, permission 28,670  Proverb 9,925
Drama 52,513  Report 20,472
Fairy tale 54,899  Rules of conduct 4,302
Guide 22,128  School book 3,189
Holy text 30,211  School text 57,716

Instruction manual 7,096 Scientific book 55,980
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Joke 21,698  Short story 55,903
Jurisprudence 35,198  Slogan 2,383
Law text 113,346 Speech 6,867
Letter 5,045 Story 34,791
Manual 47,390  Survey 21,323
Newspaper article 79,252  Tales & Proverbs 3,730
Newspaper article, interview 26,272  Texts on soap boxes etc. 738
Grand total of tokens 1,156,889

The following domains are covered:

Arts & Culture 130,753 Politics&Economics 91,643

Daily life 76,872  Public administration 4,606

Education 110,856 Religion 71,062
Health 70,216  Society 28,401
Law 177,214 Sports 45,402
Literature 296,007 Technology 57,583

Grand total of tokens 1,164,851

The grand total by text type is slightly smaller than the grand total by
domain because a few corpus texts contain parts belonging to different
text types. These corpus texts were not taken into account in the first
grand total.

5. Accessibility

As mentioned above, the Uzbek corpus is for the time being only acces-
sible on location at Utrecht University. However, we shall try to answer
requests for data extracts within reasonable limits. It is our intention to
make the Uzbek corpus available worldwide via the Internet.

6. Status of other languages concerned

Corpora of other languages are still being put together: Kazakh (selected
80%, converted 20%), Kyrghyz (selected 70%, converted 5%), Uyghur
(selected 30%). In addition to these planned corpora, CALC offers to
function as an archive or clearing house for language materials from
other Central Asian languages. CALC was already so fortunate to re-
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ceive into its care samples of Yellow Uyghur, Tuvinian and some
others.
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4. Interactive areas between Central Turkic and non-Central
Turkic units

Some features reveal the strong areal interaction between Central Turkic
and non-Central Turkic units. Thus the forms of the agent noun of the
type (verbal noun) +¢/ show a distribution more or less identical to that
of the genetic *raglig-feature (see 3.1.). Among the genetically connected
Central Turkic branches (see 3.1.) we find in Oghuz -/jiI, in Kipchak
(including Uzbek) *-UwcI and in South East Turkic New Uigur -GUC¢T;
in the areal group North East Turkic we have *-A(:)¢éc¢l, see 3.2.2." As
for non-Norm Turkic, Khalaj has the same suffix -GU¢i as New Uigur,
see also 4.1.3. The Chuvash form -AvsA resembles the Kipchak form
(see also 4.2.1.).

The picture of internal connections can be refined by means of anoth-
er feature, the development of first syllables consisting of a palatal vowel
and a weak consonant, of which at least one element is labial, see
Schonig (1992a). Again we obtain an inner segmentation of Kipchak not
greatly different but more differentiated than that based on *taglig, see
3.1. Oghuz, mainly Western Oghuz, behaves differently from Kipchak,
which itself resembles South East Turkic, see 4.1. Besides the special
position of Uzbek between Kipchak and South East Turkic, see 3.1., this
feature also stresses the transitory position of Turkmen between Oghuz
and Western Central Asian Turkic (WCA, see 4.1.1.2.). At the same

' See Schonig (1991). In some South Siberian Turkic units we find additional
forms like -(1)G¢I in Tuvan (TuvGr 313) or a suffix -¢/ (< *-(I)G¢I?) in Khakas.
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time we mainly see Western Oghuz and the non-Norm Turkic units des-
ignated by a higher degree of archaicness. Again, neither South Siberian
Turkic nor North East Turkic appear as relevant groups. In Kipchak,
except for Kirghiz-Kipchak, these sound groups have converged in iy,
in Volga Kipchak in dy; in Misher Tatar and Karaim the “Far West” (see
6.) has variants with (sometimes unetymological) final -w, see Berta
(1989) and Schonig (1992a). In Kirghiz-Kipchak we find iiy besides
contracted forms with long labial vowels. Here, New Uigur and Uzbek
behave like Kipchak languages of the non-Kirghiz type, but Uzbek has
not consistently changed dv into iiy, dy. In the case of dv Altay Turkic
uses, besides 6y, forms in which labiality still has not crossed over to
the vowel. Here, Yenisey Turkic and Fu-yii with ib are different from
modern Kipchak (including Kirghiz-Kipchak) and Sayan Turkic and
more closely resemble the afore-mentioned languages in the west and
south. New Uigur sometimes has kept 7 or produces an unetymological
g. South Siberian Turkic, excluding Altay Turkic (see 3.2.4.), preserves
-g and -7y in word-final position. While Turkmen shows its affinity to
Western Central Asian Turkic (see also 4. and 4.1.1.2.) by having
developed many y-variants, Western (and Khorezmian) Oghuz (and
some New Uigur dialects) together with the non-Norm Turkic units
Lena Turkic and Chuvash demonstrate a clear tendency to preserve the
feature of nasality, e.g. *sdpgdk ‘bone’ > Azeri siimiik, Turkmen siink;
Chuvash §ama; Yakut upuox; Uigur (dialectal) sogdk. Khalaj is also
conservative regarding dv and nasality.

4.1. Oghuz and non-Oghuz Central Turkic

Some features can be used to tie Kipchak and South East Turkic closer
together while at the same time separating them from Oghuz; of South
Siberian Turkic at least its Kipchakoid constituents demonstrate connec-
tions to Kipchak-South East Turkic. Most of the non-Oghuz Central
Turkic units express (im-)possibility of performing an action by use of
the verb connection -A al(-ma)-; besides, in many units forms like -p
bol- or -sA bol- exist, see Schonig (1987a). The form -A al(-ma)- is at-
tested in most of the Kipchak and South East Turkic languages, in Salar,
Yellow Uigur, Tuvan and perhaps in Chuvash.”? South Siberian Turkic

2 For Chuvash -ay- < *-A al-, see Benzing (1959c: 721) and Levickaja (1976: 54-
55).
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Altay, Yenisey and Chulym Turkic use -A/p al-. All these -A/p al- and
-Alp- bol- forms seem to be absent in Oghuz, see also 4.1.2. Lena
Turkic has the enigmatic suffix -(A:)yA-.

For the verb ‘to cry’ we find in Kipchak and South East Turkic
*yigla-forms (< *higla-, see Doerfer 1995) like Tatar yila-, KaraCay-
Balkar jila-, Kazakh Zila-, Uzbek yigla-, New Uigur jigla-. Kirghiz-Kip-
chak (and Bashkir) has iyla-, which as *igla- matches the South Siberian
Turkic forms like Yenisey Turkic Shor, Khakas ilga-, Sayan Turkic,
Tuvan, Karagas igla- etc. Fu-yii jilgi- ~ yilgi- is a (non-Kirghiz-)
Kipchak South East Turkic form with Yenisey Turkic metathesis.
Yellow Uigur (yigla- ~ igla-) has intermediary forms between Kipchak-
South East Turkic and South Siberian Turkic. Again non-Norm Turkic
Chuvash yér- and Lena Turkic Yakut ita:- are deviant forms; Khalaj
higla- shows preservation of h-, see 2.2.1. The Oghuz forms do not
follow a common pattern. In Western Oghuz QaSqa’t of Firuzabad
(Doerfer 1990a: 114) and the Turkmen literary language we find agla-,
in Afshar (h)agla- (Doerfer 1989b: 399), in Sonqori and Khorasan
Turkic yigla-. We may assume that the Oghuz agla-forms are secondary
or go back to a stem different from *higla-.

4.1.1. Oghuz

Here I only list Oghuz features not already mentioned in previous chap-
ters. Common to all modern Oghuz languages is preservation of the verb
*bdnzd- ‘to resemble’. The word *¢ojug for ‘child’ mainly exists today
in the Oghuz area.’* Among its modern features, Oghuz has produced
suffixes with initial vowel, which require binding consonants (see
Schonig (1995a) and 4.1.3.2.). In all Oghuz units # is used as a binding
consonant for the genitive suffix; the other binding consonants for dative
and accusative are different at least between Turkish, Azeri and Turk-
men.

? Sevortjan (IV: 28) gives jujuq for neighboring Uzbek. Réna-Tas reads ¢ojug in
one of the Nagyszentmiklés inscriptions (1990: 21), which would mean it is also
attested in Bolgar Turkic.
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4.1.1.1. The internal segmentation of Oghuz

Oghuz can be divided into Western (and Southern) and Eastern Oghuz
(mainly Turkmen).* Western Oghuz has a binding consonant y in the
post-vocalic forms e.g. of the dative in -(y)A, the gerund in -(y)Ip, the
verbal noun in -(y)I§ or the participle in -(y)An, whereas Eastern Oghuz
Turkmen has long vowels due to contraction; but the Western Oghuz
future suffix -(y)AjAK is -JAK in Turkmen.’ To express impossibility
Turkish has preserved the Old Turkic -A u- construction (from *u- ‘to
be able to’) in -(y)AmA-, whereas it uses -A bil- to express possibility.
In Azeri (im-)possibility is expressed by the biverbal construction - A
bil(-me-), the same as in Kipchak, South East Turkic and Chuvash.
Replacement of the vocalic gerund by the gerund in -B is found in
Turkmen, Baraba and North East Turkic (see 4.1.). In most branches of
modern Turkic except Oghuz, case-marked *qay-stems can be used to
ask for places, directions, aims, sources and the like. In Oghuz we find
interrogative pronouns like Turkish nerede or Turkmen nirede (derived
from ne ‘what’), while Azeri employs the same derivational element +rA
in *hara+ on a *ga(n)-stem, see Schonig (1995c).

4.1.1.2. Turkmen and Western Central Asian Turkic

Turkmen has a whole set of features separating it from Western Oghuz
and tying it somehow closer to other Central Turkic and Border Turkic
units. Thus, it has, like Kipchak, South East Turkic and South Siberian
Turkic, replaced the perfect participle in *-mlIs by *-GAn (> -An). Of
these *-GAn-Turkic groups only modern South East Turkic has not pre-
served the Old Turkic 3rd ps.poss. accusative form *+(s)In consistently.
Like in Kipchak and South East Turkic (Literary Uzbek and New Ui-
gur), there are no formally analogized negative -mA-forms of the gerund
in -B and the vocalic gerund, instead *-mAyln-forms appear, whereas
South Siberian Turkic often has -BAy-forms. We may assume that these
features were preserved in or passed over to Turkmen by areal inter-
action in the Western Central Asian Turkic area (see 4.). This is sup-
ported by the fact that we indeed find common Turkmen and WCA Kip-

* For a more detailed internal segmentation of Oghuz, see Doerfer (1990b).
° The -AjAk-forms in Crimean Tatar, Caucasus Kipchak, Tatar and Uzbek must be
exported Ottoman forms; perhaps Nogay -AyAK belongs here, too.
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chak-South East Turkic features not found in Kipchak and South East
Turkic units outside this area, e.g. the marking strategies in relative
clauses, the headword of which is not referentially identical with the
subject of the relative clause. We can observe the Western Central Asian
Turkic units Uzbek, Kazakh, Turkmen (and even Salar, which perhaps
originated there or at least has some genetical ties to this area) together
with Kirghiz-Kipchak and Lena Turkic regularly using constructions in
which a possessive suffix on the headword refers to the subject of the
relative clause. The neighboring areas of the “Far West” (Chuvash and
Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak) and the “Far East” (New Uigur, Yeni-
sey Turkic and Karagas) do not employ such constructions regularly, if
they use them at all. They employ types with no possessive subject
marker—neither on the headword of the relative clause nor on the parti-
ciple, which serves as a nonfinite predicate of the relative clause. Only
Western Oghuz and Khalaj have regular possessive subject marking on
the -DIK-participle, a form almost exclusively used for such types of
relative clauses. Sayan Turkic is divided into two groups: The first
group is represented by the Tuvan literary language, which has all three
types. The second group is represented by Karagas following the
Chuvash-Kipchak model, see Schonig (1992b and 1993a).

Many of these WCA Turkmen features can be described as made up
of Oghuz material along Western Central Asian Turkic patterns. Al-
though Turkmen has reflexes of Old Turkic 7 (see 3.2.4.1.), it has a y-
form haysi for the attributively used Old Turkic pronoun ga:fio ‘which’
like the other units in the Western Central Asian Turkic area and has no
n-forms like Western Oghuz-Khalaj (see 4.1.3.3. and Schonig 1995c).
Additionally, the marking system of perfective versus cursive participles
reveals the same isoglosses. Chuvash, Lena Turkic and Western Oghuz
show no formal connections between the opposing forms. In Turkmen
the cursive participle -yAn is marked against the perfect participle -An
by the same marker y, which is used to mark the renewed present tense
form -yAr against the aorist form -(A)r. This means Turkmen uses the
sign of cursivity common to Oghuz and going back to the verbal con-
nection *-A yori- similar to the way Kipchak(oid) and South East Turkic
languages use the marker *-A tur- (or at least contain traces of such a
use): They render the oppositions expressed as *-GAn : *-A turgan with
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the participles, as -(V)r : *-A turur with the present tense forms.® Also,
the Old Turkic verb i:d- ‘to send’, which has survived in North East
Turkic and Chuvash, and its “long forms” going back to i:du ber- ‘id.’ in
Kipchak and South East Turkic are both missing in Western Oghuz, but
Turkmen has—like the Western Central Asian Turkic units—a (non-
auxiliary) verb ibdr- ‘to send’; as an auxiliary in comparable function it
uses goyber-, which may go back to *qoyu ber-, which is perhaps the
original Oghuz counterpart to i:du ber. Incidentally, one can see that
Turkmen seems to have adopted the system of biverbal constructions ex-
pressing actionality from Western Central Asian Turkic.

Sometimes the transitory position of Turkmen between Western
Oghuz and Central Turkic leads to a whole variety of forms bearing one
function, as in the case of biverbal compositions with the verb basla- ‘to
start, to begin’. The preceding verb can appear with gerunds in -A and
-B as well as with the dative of the verbal noun in -mAK; the literary
language has -(y)Ip basla-, for -A basla- and -mAGA basla-, see Ben-
zing (1939) and 4.1.3. In the case of the sound group *dv, Turkmen, dif-
ferent from Western Oghuz (like Kipchak and some South East Turkic
units), tends to shift the feature [+labial] onto the vowel, so that we often

® If we also take into account the Lena-Sayan Turkic data (see 3.2.4.1.) we may
assume that North East Turkic became an interactive area after the development of
special strategies of cursivity marking in Kipchak(oid), South East Turkic and the
different Oghuz branches (see Johanson 1976b). Sayan Turkic stopped on a very
archaic level, Lena Turkic never made an attempt of recursivation, perhaps be-
cause it was isolated from the other Turkic units while the recursivation of the
present tense forms was going on. We find cursivity in Western Oghuz marked
with the same element y < -*A yori- as in Eastern Oghuz. The Kipchak(oid) and
South East Turkic units employ the element *-A tur-. Especially in the east of
this area, a second wave of renewal must have taken place, in which the connec-
tions *-A/p yata turur played a particularly important role. Only after these renew-
als had taken place, could the before-mentioned constellation have been formed.
Chuvash shows a renewed cursive present tense form of the Kipchak type *-A
tur-. With respect to the many Tatar influences on Chuvash (see 4.2.1.), it seems
very likely that the renewed present tense form is also due to such an influence.
The marking system of participles in Chuvash does not show a corresponding
element, on the contrary: At least today the perfect and cursive participles -nA
and -Akan do not formally establish a privative opposition, but see fn. 11.
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find results like oy. Different from Western Oghuz, in Turkmen we
sometimes find preservation of *G after the end of the first syllable, per-
haps under Western Central Asian Turkic influence, see Doerfer (1990b:
32).

Turkmen has not adopted the paradigms of politeness, which are typ-
ical of non-Oghuz Western Central Asian Turkic, see 4.1. and 6.

4.1.1.3. Western Oghuz

Western Oghuz often shows traces of its relatively isolated position in
the extreme southwest. Azeri has had intensive interaction with Persian,
Turkish has had additional interaction with Greek and other Indo-Euro-
pean languages of the Balkans, Gagauz has been in contact with Slavic
languages. As results of such interaction we find e.g. elaborate systems
of complex conditional forms absent in other branches of Turkic or sub-
ordinated clauses with finite predication (the latter mainly in New Turkic
Azeri and Gagauz, see Schonig (1993b)).

Within Western Oghuz the transition from Turkish (representing
Western Anatolian Turkic) to Azeri (Eastern Anatolian Turkic) can be
demonstrated by features such as preservation of deep vowels, e.g. Old
Turkic bddiik > (Azeri) boyiik > (Turkish) biiyiik ‘big’, nasalization of
word-initial *b- in Azeri if a nasal consonant follows (see fn. 16) and
the penetration of the personal marker of the 1st ps.pl. *-K into other
paradigms than those of the di-preterite and the conditional in Azeri. For
these and other features see Doerfer (1990b: 14).

Another set of features appears in Azeri and Turkmen, but is missing
in Turkish. Quite a number of these are Central Turkic, like the reflexive
pronoun 6z or the postvocalic accusative in -nl.” A radical form of ana-
logization is the negation of the aorist -mAr, which has penetrated the
paradigms of both languages, but can sporadically be found in other
units, too, e.g. in Western Siberian Tatar, see Axatov (1963).

One of the individual features of Turkish e.g. in the area of lexicology
is the replacement of the old word sé50k ‘bone’ by kdmik.

7 In transitory Azeri dialects +y/ appears. Khorasan Turkic (according to Tulu
1989) behaves, with postvocalic dative and accusative forms +yA and +nl, like
Azeri.
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4.1.2. Archaic features in Oghuz and Border Turkic

As can be seen from the paragraphs above, Oghuz, especially Western
Oghuz, has a special position within Central Turkic by having preserved
many more Old Turkic features than other Central Turkic units. In this
respect Oghuz often behaves like Border Turkic (see above 3.2.4.1. and
4.). Here, as with Oghuz / non-Norm Turkic features (see 4.1.3.), in
most of the cases the question, whether or how an Old Turkic feature is
preserved, can be used to separate Western Oghuz from Turkmen. Thus,
Old Turkic vowel length is preserved in long vowels or diphthongs in
Turkmen as well as in Lena Turkic and Khalaj (see Doerfer 1971) and
long *6: as (d)va in Chuvash. Western Oghuz, Sayan Turkic, Salar and
Yellow Uigur have short vowels but contain reflexes of vowel length in
the consonants following them, see Janhunen (1980), Johanson
(1986b), Schonig (1991).

Many of the archaisms of Turkmen are common to Eastern Border
Turkic: The Turkmen form of the 1st ps.sg. points to *-Ayln, the West-
emn Oghuz ones to *-Aylm, see Schonig (1987b). Like Lena-Sayan
Turkic and Chuvash it has no *-K-marker for the 1st ps.pl. imp., see
3.2.5. Turkmen and Lena Turkic are the only units which today use -p
exclusively to designate the imperative of the 2nd ps.pl.

In the case of the word for ‘lip’, Oghuz (dudaq, dodaq) together with
Khalaj (dudaq) and Chuvash (futa), but also far-eastern Salar (dodax)
point to a form *futaq, while most of the other Turkic languages have
*drin;® again Lena Turkic with uos (< agiz [+ okanie]?) stands apart.®
Western Oghuz has preserved a short form d/ of Old Turkic dlig ‘hand’
like Khalaj and Salar (for the long forms see 3.2.). Normally it is re-
placed by *gol meaning both ‘hand’ and ‘arm’, see also 4.1.3.

4.1.3. Oghuz and non-Norm Turkic

Another set of features which is even absent in Border Turkic is attested
in non-Norm Turkic and Oghuz (in most cases in differing shapes in
Western Oghuz and Turkmen). Like Lena Turkic, Khalaj and Western
Oghuz, Turkmen still uses Old Turkic -mAdOK as the negation of the

¥ For these two words, see Doerfer (1988: 59, 104, 174-176, 237). Maybe the
words for ‘fishing pole’ in Turkish (olta) and Chuvash (vdlta) belong here too.
® See Doerfer (1988: 101-102). For okanie in Yakut, see Ivanov (1980).
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perfect participle, although it has given up the -m/s-participle in this
function, see 4.1.1.2. Western Oghuz has kept the -mls-form, but
shows, besides -mAdOK, completely analogized negative forms—in the
case of the participles as well as the gerunds. Of the latter. only forms
like Turkish -mAdAn remind us of older stages with common nega-
tions. Regarding the sound group dv Western Oghuz is more conserv-
ative than Turkmen (see 4.) and has—Ilike non-Norm Turkic—preserved
the labial consonant, e.g.: @v ‘house, home’: Ottoman dv, Gagauz yev,
Azeri ev, ov, Turkmen dy, Khalaj hdv. Perhaps the use of *gizil for
‘gold” in Azeri, Turkmen dialects and Lena Turkic belongs to these
features, too. Different from Turkmen, the Azeri literary language does
not have the word altin, see Doerfer (1965: 85), Cincius & Bugaeva
(1979), Schonig (1990).

Especially Western non-Norm Turkic and Oghuz employ biverbal
forms for ‘to begin to x™ by using the verbal noun in -mA(K) of the verb
meaning ‘x’. In Oghuz we find -mAGA basla-, while in Khalaj
-mAKKA bdna: sa- ! ba'sla- is rare, see Doerfer (1988: 136). Chuvash
has -mA pusila- and an alternative form *-A basla-, which connects it
with many Kipchak units. Dative-marked forms of other verbal nouns
can be found e.g. in Tatar -(V)rGA kérés- / totin- (aorist) or in New
Uigur which uses dative forms of the verbal noun in -(/)§ and basla-.
Turkmen has (like in the case of the (im-)possibility form, see 4.1.1.1.) a
form with the gerund in -B (which is also in use on the border of the
Kipchak area and in Yenisey Turkic) sometimes alternating with -A-
forms like in Kumyk. Khalaj and New Uigur have preserved the archaic
use of -GAIl or -G/l in such constructions. Replacement of hasla- by
other verbs can be found in Khalaj and Lena-Sayan Turkic.

Another common Oghuz-Chuvash-Khalaj feature is the necessitative
suffix Oghuz -mAll, Chuvash -mAlIA, Khalaj -mAlU(G) (competing
with the form -GUIUk, see Doerfer (1988: 145), which is also used in
New Uigur). The sporadic appearance of -mAll-forms in Tatar or in Uz-
bek may be due to later Ottoman language export.

4.1.3.1. Western Oghuz and non-Norm-Turkic / Border Turkic

Some OId Turkic features have only survived in Western Oghuz and
non-Norm-Turkic. Thus, only Western Oghuz, Khalaj, Lena Turkic
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have preserved the participle in *-DOK.," iiriip ‘white’ has only sur-
vived in Lena Turkic (Yakut driin), Khalaj (hiiriin) and Anatolian dia-
lects (see driin (I + 1) in DS XI: 4071, and Schoénig (1987a)). The
*-mls-participle is still used only in Western Oghuz, Lena Turkic and
Salar. Additionally, the participle has survived functionally narrowed in
some Western Central Asian Turkic languages (mainly in Eastern Oghuz
Turkmen and South East Turkic; for Uzbek see Kononov (1960)).
Moreover Western Oghuz Gagauz and Lena Turkic still employ non-
analogized forms of positive and negative participles like the Old Turkic
*-mls, ¥*-DOK : *-mADOK-system. Chuvash has a common negative
form -mAn for both the cursive and the perfect participle.'" Another
common feature of Western Oghuz (and perhaps under its influence
Crimean Tatar) and Border Turkic units like South Siberian Altay Turkic
and Yenisey Turkic Khakas (especially Sagay) or non-Norm Turkic
Lena Turkic is the existence of an instrumental case suffix of the type
+(I)nAn ~ +nAn or the like, see Schonig (1997).

4.1.3.2. The Oghuz-Chuvash connection

We can isolate a set of features somehow connecting Oghuz units and
Chuvash closer together. The word for ‘navel’ in these two branches
goes back to something like *gé.:bdk, while all the other languages point
to something like *kindiik. Most of the South Siberian Turkic units in
addition have a “short form™ kin, Lena Turkic and Karagas only have
ki(:)n. In Radloff’s materials we also find for Yenisey Turkic Khakas
and Sagay only kin ‘Nabel des Moschustieres, Moschusbeutel’ (Il
1344), but no kindik, whereas an alternative “short form” kin is only at-
tested for the Altay Turkic dialects Altay, Teleut and Lebedin (Quu).
However, these data need careful interpretation and should not be taken

' #_DOK > Yakut -TAx (very limited in use. see JakGr 237), Khalaj -DUK (rare,
see Doerfer 1988: 129), Oghuz -DIK (very common).

If we assume as the underlying proto-Chuvash system (perfect(-neutral) participle
: cursive participle) : negative participle = (¥-An : *-AGAn) : *-mAn, we obtain a
formal marking system, which resembles on the positive side of the complex op-
position (in brackets) the marking system of cursivity against perfectivity / neu-
trality in Kipchak, South East Turkic and Turkmen, see 4.1.1.2. As a whole, the
complex opposition parallels the marking system of -B- and the vocalic gerunds
in Kipchak, South East Turkic and South Siberian Turkic.
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as a hint for internal differences between South Siberian Turkic idioms.
Especially Western Oghuz ist tied closer to Chuvash by the existence of
the verb barin- ‘to take shelter, to lodge’, which seems to be paralleled
only by Chuvash purdn- ‘to live’. Besides lexical features we find an
astonishing parallel in suffix structure, mainly in that of case suffixes:
Chuvash and Oghuz have kept the Old Turkic type of genitive suffix
*+(n)lp with the structure +(C)VC, most of the modern units have pro-
duced by analogy genitive suffixes of the frequent type +CVC."” In
Chuvash and Oghuz the +(C)VC-type has spread onto the dative and the
accusative suffixes too. In other Turkic units it can be found only spo-
radically. So we find an accusative suffix of this Chuvash-Oghuz type
...V.nl in Lena Turkic. Salar has a dative suffix +(G)A (see Dwyer
1997), which perhaps has emerged independently by internal analogy.
For Khalaj, see Doerfer (1988: 87-88).

I assume the Oghuz-Bolgar connection to date back before the col-
lapse of the Khazar empire (or even earlier).

4.1.3.3. The Oghuz-Khalaj connection

The beginnings of the Oghuz-Khalaj connection may date back to the
period before Kasgari. Doerfer assumes that the modern Khalaj lan-
guage is connected with the language of Kasgari’s Arghu tribe (see
Doerfer 1987). There are no real facts known about the history of the
Khalaj. But what we can see is that areal interaction between Oghuz and
Khalaj has been remarkable. I think we may assume generally that in all
cases of the Khalaj-Oghuz (at least during the last few centuries: Khalaj-
Azeri) exchange of features, the small group of Khalaj speakers has
been on the receiving end.

Both branches have preserved the Old Turkic negative aorist in -mAz
instead of today’s more common -mAs," present tense forms going
back to*-A yori-, future forms in -(y)(A)JAK or gerunds in -(y)(A)-
rAK. The Khalaj personal endings of the 2nd ps.pl. -(rs/y)Anlz clearly
resemble Oghuz forms like *+s/plz.

"> Today the suffix is +n/p in most of the units. Khalaj has *+(U )y, Salar +niyi (see
Dwyer 1997). The genitive is missing in Lena Turkic, see Schonig (1990).
Chuvash has preserved this form only in the negative present tense copula mar <
*drmdz. The Lena Turkic -BAt-forms could also have developed after the sound
change -z > -s.
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We find numerous hints especially for Western Oghuz-Khalaj inter-
action. Only in this area do we encounter a systematic development *b-
> v- or &- in the four words var- ‘to arrive’, var ‘exists’, ver- ‘to give’
and ol- ‘to be, to become’." From the Old Turkic pronoun ga.#o ‘which’
(see Doerfer 1988: 108) attributively used *gan-forms have only sur-
vived in Khalaj (ga:ni(si)) and Western Oghuz, e.g. Turkish hangi,
Gagauz angi (< *ganu + GI ?) or Azen hansi (< *qanu + si); for
Qumanda ganji see Schonig (1995¢). Perhaps another archaic element
preserved in the Khalaj-Oghuz area is the 2nd ps.sg. imperative suffix
-Gll, which is attested only in Khalaj (in the language of children’s
games, see Doerfer (1972: 300)), in Chulym Turkic (Pritsak 1959a:
627) and—enlarged by a suffix -An/dn—in Azeri dialects (Agazade
1967: 88). It seems that constructions consisting of a finite verbal form
and the conditional copula *drsd are limited to the Western Oghuz-
Khalaj area and to Sayan Turkic (Tuvan and Karagas, not Toja, see
Rassadin (1978: 229-230)). Another feature common to Western Oghuz
and Khalaj is the regular use of possessive marked +DIK-participles as
verbal cores of relative clauses, see also 4.1.1.2."

Some archaic features are preserved only in Khalaj and Turkish and a
few other units, e.g. the Old Turkic Ist. ps.pl. imperative suffix *-Allm
(which also exists in the Yenisey Turkic Khakas Beltir unit) or preser-
vation of the verb *bul- ‘to find’ in Khalaj, Turkish and Lena Turkic,
which in the other units is replaced by *tap- which exists in Yakut, too,
and means ‘to hit (the target)’.

On the whole, the before-mentioned segmentations are quite well re-
flected in the distribution of different postpositionally or enclitically used
elements meaning ‘with’. In Western Oghuz the form ild predominates
in the literary languages, while e.g. some Anatolian dialects also use bild
and birldn. At the same time, enclitic forms of the type +(y)ld(n) (some-
times already showing sound-harmonic forms) can be found in all types

In the case of var- we also find a characteristic shift in meaning because the
Western Oghuz-Khalaj forms correspond to bar-, which in other and in older
Turkic units means ‘to go (to a point)’. In Yellow Uigur and Salar we spora-
dically find ol/-forms of *hol-, but only as one of a few alternatives like hol- or
vol-, see TeniSev (1976a and 1976b).

In Tuvan sometimes possessive marking on the headword appears together with
other participles, see Schonig (1992b).
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of substandards and dialects. The same holds true for neighboring
Khalaj. The transitory state of Turkmen again is apparent in the area of
postpositions, with Turkmen having Western Oghuz i/d besides (mainly)
bild(n) and (rarely) birld(n). The only other modern Turkic unit which
has preserved a birld-form to some extent is non-Norm Turkic Chuvash
with pérle. The more successful form was bild(n), which exists in vari-
ous forms with final n in Standard Tatar, Misher Tatar, Uzbek, New
Uigur, Yellow Uigur and—as the only South Siberian Turkic unit—
Chulym Turkic Kiidrik (+BI/Apg). According to its transitory state be-
tween Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak and Western Oghuz, Crimean
Tatar has bildn besides ildn. We find oscillation between (postpositional
and enclitic) *h-forms with and without final n» in Kumyk, Balkar,
Baraba and Salar; at least in Chuvash dialects an enclitic form +palafn)
can be found besides the before mentioned postposition. While South
Siberian Sayan Turkic prefers postpositional bild-forms, the remaining
Kipchakoid South Siberian Turkic shows a strong tendency to use *hild
enclitically. In this respect Chulym Turkic Kiidrik (see above) resembles
more closely the Kipchak units Crimean Tatar, Kumyk, Misher and
Orenburg Tatar, Baraba and Kirghiz-Kipchak Altay Turkic with their
*(+ )mInAn-forms. In some of these units as well as in Karaim and
Chuvash we have short forms of the type *+mA(n) ~ *+BA(n). WCA
Kipchak (Kazakh, Karakalpak, Kirghiz) is especially characterized by
*menen-forms showing a tendency to become enclitic, too. Fu-yii gains
a special position by having shortened postpositional forms bil, bul.
Lena Turkic and Yenisey Turkic Khakas (probably the Sagay dialect)
stand apart by not having a postpositional unit going back to bi(r)ld(n)
but using at least one grammatical suffix somehow connected with the
Old Turkic suffix of the instrumental case; this again may point to a
(temporary?) closer connection between Lena Turkic and components of
Yenisey Turkic Khakas at least in earlier times, see Schonig (1997) and
3.2.4.

4.1.3.4. The Turkish-Lena Turkic connection

Turkish in the extreme southwest and Lena Turkic in the extreme north-
east of the Turkic area are connected by some exclusive features like
preservation of the sequence b-...-n in Turkish and some Yakut dia-
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lects.' Mainly in the same area the verb *tén(iin)- is used to express ‘to
turn around, return, go home’ and cognates of the Old Turkic reflexive
pronoun kdntii have survived.

The latter two features can be used to classify all of Turcia in a way
more or less according to patterns already described. Turkish, Lena
Turkic and sometimes Tatar (see TTAS 111, 288) employ forms of a verb
*ton(iin)-," Chuvash uses ravran- < Old Turkic tdgzin-, Kipchak, South
East Turkic and non-Turkish Oghuz (= non-Turkish Central Turkic)
mainly have forms going back to Old Turkic gadit-. South Siberian
Turkic is individually characterized by forms of Old Turkic yan-. The
forms of the reflexive pronouns produce a parallel isogloss. The gadit-
languages have 6z, the yan-languages forms of Old Turkic *bod. If
Chuvash xa+ cannot be connected with Turkish kendi < Old Turkic
kdntii, Turkish is the only living Turkic language still using the Old
Turkic form as a reflexive pronoun. The form 4Aini in Lena Turkic may
go back to kdntii, but it is used as the 3rd ps.sg. personal pronoun, so
that the *ton(iin)-languages except Tatar are at least connected by
preservation of the word *kdntii.

4.2. Kipchak and non-Norm Turkic

Kipchak shares some features with the non-Norm Turkic units Chuvash
and Lena Turkic. A lot of Chuvash-Kipchak features can be explained
by relatively young but intensive contacts in the Volga area. Lena-Kip-
chak features may be coincidental or point back to early contacts. Some

'* " Very common is the change of initial b- to m-, if a nasal (or—especially in South
Siberian Turkic, but sometimes also in Kipchak—a guttural) follows at the end
of the first syllable. Another type is perhaps caused by a Samoyedic substratum
in South Siberian Turkic (see Menges 1955-56): Regressive nasalization of word-
initial *y- > n-, - by a nasal or a guttural fricative at the first syllable border in
some South Siberian Turkic units, e.g. Tuba sa:s, Karagas ries < *yigac ‘tree’,
Qumanda, Quu rian-, Shor nan- < *yan- ‘to return (home)’. See Schonig (1993c).
But cases like Salar neme, nemd < yemd ‘food’ demonstrate that this type of
assimilation exists outside the Turkic-Samoyedic area, too.

According to Kasgari rén- was Oghuz (see Dankoff & Kelly III: 197) and can be
found only sporadically in other Turkic languages, see also Clauson (1972: 515a)
and TeniSev (1961: 241).
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of these features even belong to a greater Northern Turkic interactive
area, see 5.

4.2.1. The Kipchak-Chuvash connection

Chuvash has one of the classical features in common with Kipchak, the
development of tag > *taw (Chuvash tu / tav+). At the same time, the
development of this feature helps to isolate Lena Turkic (which has con-
tracted forms). whereas the remaining Turkic units have preserved -¢, -x
or at least non-labial reflexes of it. Another Chuvash-Kipchak feature is
the 2nd ps.sg. imperative particle noted as ¢U or SU in Kasgar1 (today
sometimes reduced to -¢ or -§). Besides in Chuvash (-¢d), it is attested in
Kirghiz, Nogay, Caucasian Turkic, Bashkir, Tatar dialects and Uzbek,
see Schonig (1987b: 206).

Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak (VUC Kipchak), i.e. Tatar, Bashkir,
Karachay-Balkar and Kumyk, has another feature in common with Chu-
vash. In both groups we find *+/GIz instead of *+/plz for the posses-
sive suffix of the 2nd ps.sg., see also 5. Other common features are the
use of the same types of relative clauses (see 4.1.1.2.) or use of *-A
turur as a renewed present tense form (see 4.1.1.1.). The fact that the
system of participle marking in Chuvash did not follow the Kipchak
model makes it impossible to say whether its ancestor joined a Volga-
Ural-Caucasus Kipchak area perhaps even before the renewal of cursive
finite forms had begun merely resisting a renewal of the participle sys-
tem (see 4.1.1.2.). One must also bear in mind that the system of phase-
specifying biverbal constructions with gerunds seems somehow copied
from a Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak model.

4.2.2. The Kipchak-Lena Turkic connection

There seems to be an old connection between Lena Turkic and Kipchak.
Thus, especially Lena Turkic and the Kipchak languages weaken p and
K while they keep ¢ in intervocalic position. In addition, Lena Turkic
shows some structural similarities with the Kipchak languages in the
area of phonotactical rule sets (see 5.1.). It seems possible that the Lena
Turkic-Kipchak connection is more precisely a Lena Turkic-Kirghiz-
Kipchak connection, see 5.1.1.
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4.3. South East Turkic and Khalaj

A common New Uigur-Khalaj set of features seems to consist of the use
of the agent noun *-GU¢I, the necessitative suffix *-GUIUK, -GAll
-Glll-forms as the connecting deverbal unit in the case of constructions
with hasla- to express ‘to begin to x°, and generally doubled intervocalic
consonants in numerals, see 4., 4.1.3. and 6.1. It is still unclear whether
these common features indicate a closer connection in earlier times be-
tween the ancestors of South East Turkic and Khalaj.

(To be continued.)

Corrigenda to part 1:

p. 121, line 5: ... (see Erdal 1993) use of a gerundial unit -sA...
should be: ... (see Erdal 1993), and the use of a gerundial unit -sA ...

p. 124, footnote 4: ... Mrass-dialect of Shor...
should be: ... Kondoma-dialect of Shor...

p. 125, line 7: ... loss of the plural marker +/Ar ...
should be: ... use of the plural marker +/Ar ...
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