D
[-A elt

Werk

Titel: Articles

Ort: Wiesbaden

Jahr: 1998

PURL: https://resolver.sub.uni-goettingen.de/purl?666048797_0002 | LOG_0009

Kontakt/Contact

Digizeitschriften e.V.
SUB Géttingen

Platz der Gottinger Sieben 1
37073 Gottingen

& info@digizeitschriften.de


http://www.digizeitschriften.de
mailto:info@digizeitschriften.de

Historical aspects
of Yakut (Saxa) phonology

Gregory D. S. Anderson

Anderson, Gregory D. S. 1998. Historical aspects of Yakut (Saxa) phonology.
Turkic Languages 2, 3-31.

Yakaut, the language of the Saxa pecple of central and northeastern Siberia, is one
of the most divergent members of the Turkic family. One of the characteristic fea-
tures of Yakut historical phonology is the multiplicity of sources for [s] and [t].
In addition, assimilation processes are developed more extensively than in any
other Turkic language: Both in its pervasive [round] Harmony and its unparal-
leled consonant assimilation. This study deals with various contact phenomena
(areal and substratal) which have also affected the historical development of Ya-
kut, its dialects and the closely related language Dolgan (e.g. nasalization, “sec-
ondary” vowels / diphthongs, Velar-Height Harmony).

Gregory D. S. Anderson, Department of Linguistics, University of Chicago,
1010 E. 59th. St, Chicago, IL 60637 USA.

0. Introduction

The present study focuses on historical developments in the phonology
of Yakut—the language of the Saxa people of central and northeastern
Siberia.” Various aspects of Yakut phonology reflect archaisms, while
others naturally constitute innovations. For example, in addition to pre-
serving some of the so-called “primary” long vowels, Yakut has inno-
vated a series of diphthongs and secondary long vowels. The progres-
sive and regressive assimilation of consonantal features (“‘consonant
harmony”) seen in virtually all modern Turkic languages is most pro-

" Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for many valuable suggestions about an earlier
version of this paper. Of course, the present author remains solely responsible for
contents and claims herein.



4 Gregory D. S. Anderson

nounced in Yakut. Also, vowel harmony is more extensively developed
than in any other Turkic language except Kirghiz.

1. Yakut vocalism

According to Korkina et al. (1982), Yakut possesses the following in-
ventory of vocalic phonemes:

(1) Short Long  Diphthong
[-round]
[+high] i i it
id ia
i'a d a
[+round]
[+high] i u Ui uu
Uuo uo

0 o 00 00

Poppe (1959) states that most Common Turkic (CT?) short vowels were
maintained in Yakut (2); the only exception is CT *e > Yakut i. How-
ever, as is characteristic of the Turkic family as a whole (TeniSev 1984:
52-65), one encounters sporadic correspondences between a given
vowel in Yakut and a different vowel in the majority of Turkic lan-
guages, e.g. inax ‘cow’ vs. inek ~ ingek or min ‘soup, boullion’ vs.
Khakas / Tuvan / Mrass Shor miin < *biin but Kondom Shor min (cf.
Clauson 1972: 347; Cispijakova 1978: 69).

(2) Some words in Yakut that maintained Common Turkic vocalism
at ‘horse’  kdl- ‘come’  kis ‘winter’  kihi ‘evening’
ot ‘grass’  kor- ‘see’ uhun ‘long’  kiin ‘day / sun’

' Although phonetically more like € or e, we represent this as d in order to reserve
*e for the fifth front vowel in Common Turkic forms.

The author’s own reconstructions based on a comparison of modern Turkic lan-
guages with the Old Turkic sources and the traditional handbooks / Turkological
materials, e.g. Résdnen (1949), Tenisev (1984), etc. The following abbreviations
are used: CT = Common Turkic, Cl. = Clauson (1972), / harmonizing [+high]
vowel, A harmonizing [-high] vowel. Note a single asterix (*) represents the
traditional reconstructed form, double asterix (**) means an underlying or ex-
pected form in Yakut.
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Historical aspects of Yakut (Saxa) phonology 5

In a few examples, CT *d seems to have merged with *e, i.e. > Yakut i,
ilii < *dlig ‘hand’, tirit- ‘sweat’ < *tdr; in both of these examples, how-
ever, assimilation to the following vowel may be the cause of the *d > *e
> I change.

Commonly, one finds Yakut i for CT *a (3).

(3) il- ‘take’ < *al- iy ‘moon’ < *a(a)y
it-‘shoot’ < *ar-  kinat ‘wing’ < *qanat (> **xanat)

Yakut is one of the few Turkic languages to preserve the “primary” long
vowels, see Risidnen (1949: 64-73).° However, only Common Turkic
[+high] long vowels and *aa are preserved as such in Yakut roots;
Common Turkic [-high] long vowels (except *aa) developed into diph-
thongs. Note that CT *dd > Yakut id.

(4) aat ‘name’ < *aat tuus ‘salt’ < *tuuz
siitis ‘hundred’ < *yiiiiz  {it- ‘release, send’ < *iig-
biir ‘one’ < *biir kidp ‘wide’ < *kddn
bidr- ‘give’ < *bddr- suox ‘not’ < *yooq
uon ‘ten’ < *oon kiiox ‘blue’ < *kook

U6l ‘moist’ < *gol

There are numerous correspondences between long vowels and diph-
thongs in Yakut roots and similar vocalism in cognate forms in other
Turkic languages, most notably in Turkmen and Khalaj, as well as vari-
ous other Turkic languages, e.g. Chulym Turkic (k60! ‘lake’ = Turkmen
kéol, Yakut kiiol), Tofalar (beys ‘five’ = Turkmen bdds, Yakut bids),
Kumandy (¢ooq ‘not’ = Turkmen yooq, Yakut suox), or Gagauz dia-

? While a discussion of the problems surrounding the various types of correspond-
ences in vowel length throughout the modern and ancient Turkic languages would
require a monograph-length study in its own right, a few salient points should be
adduced. As is well known among Turkologists, in a number of words, there is
no such correspondence: For example Yakut fiiés ‘breast’ vs. Turkmen dos, Ya-
kut iy ‘moon’ vs. Turkmen aay (but ayla- ‘rotate’) or Yakut it, Turkmen it, Kha-
laj iit ‘dog’ or Yakut bas, Turkmen bas, Khalaj baas (cf. Chulym Turkic paas).
As an anonymous reader related, dialectal variations in these languages show
agreement on several of these forms, for example, variants of the Khalaj word for
‘head’ correspond more directly to the Yakut word.
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lects (gaaz ‘goose’ = Turkmen gaaz, Yakut xaas), see TeniSev (1984:
23-44).

Note that phonemic long vowels and diphthongs in Yakut arose as
the result of either an inheritance from Common Turkic long vowels
(e.g. at ‘horse’ < *at vs. aat ‘name’ < *aat) or of various consonantal
changes in the history of the language, creating minimal pairs, e.g. the
neutralization of *¢ and *$ to Yakut s: xas ‘how much’ < *qac vs. xaas
‘goose’ < *gaaz.

Diphthongs were also formed through loss of certain consonants
(generally [-coronal] [+voice] ones) during the development of Yakut.
The Common Turkic sequences *aay, *ayi and *aab give Yakut ia;*
similarly, *dgV (and *db)°® give Yakut id.

(5) tia ‘forest’ < *taay sia ‘fat’ < *yaay
iari ‘sick’< *ayriy kia ‘tinder’ < *gaab
biar ‘liver’ < *bayir ias ‘resin’ < *sayiz

tidgr- ‘whirl’ < *td@gir-  sidn ‘grandchild; descendant’ < *ydgdn

Common Turkic *oyu, *obu, and *ayu give Yakut uo, while *uyu)
gives Yakut uu.

(6) uor- ‘steal’ < *oyur- buos ‘pregnant’ < *boyuz
suon ‘thick’ < *yoyan  suorat ‘yoghurt’ < *yoyurat
uor ‘anger’ < *ayur uos ‘lip’ < (*ayuz ~) *ayiz ‘mouth’®

* Note however sati ‘walking, pedestrian’ < *yaday instead of the expected reflex
**satia.

Almost all words with the sequence *db/v have not been preserved in Yakut; at
least one example does show the expected development to the diphthong: idy- ‘be
in a friendly mood / favorably disposed towards someone’ < **idg- < *sdv- / sdb-
‘love, like’ (cf. Turkish sevmek), but a short vowel is likely in the proto-lan-
guage with this root, cf. Clauson (1972: 784).

The rounding of the *y in this Yakut word suggests a possible Central Turkic /
“Kipchakoid” origin, cf. the reflexes Khakas / Tuvan aas vs. S. Altay uus, Kir-
ghiz oos. Perhaps there was dialectal variation in Common Turkic in which /y/
was phonetically *y* for various speakers. For a typological parallel to unmoti-
vated labialization of velars before unrounded vowels, cf. dialects of Lak (Mur-
kelinskij 1971, Xajdakov 1966).

5
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tuorax ‘pine cone’ < *toburyaq
uu ‘water’ < *sub ~ *suy uruu ‘kin(ship)’ < *uwruy
uus ‘stalk; stock’ < *uyuz suun ‘wash self’ < *yuyun

Both *ig and *eg > ii, the latter surfacing as -iy in Yakut verbal stems;’
similarly *iy > ii, except in some originally monosyllabic words, where
*iy surfaces as Yakut i1.?

(7)  bii ‘elder’ < *beg tiy- ‘accuse’ < *teg-
ilii ‘hand’ < *dlig tillii “life’ < *tirlig
silii ‘marrow’ < *yilig sitk ‘damp’ < *Cigik
arii ‘butter’ < *sariy ‘yellow’ kiti7 ‘shore; banks’ < *qidiy

kii ‘dry cowdung’ < *qiy

Finally, a long vowel or diphthong may reflect a stressed vowel in a
Russian loan, e.g. iiriiiimke ‘wine glass’ (< rjumka) or biridmd ‘time’ (<
vremja).

In the course of stem-derivation, both long vowels and diphthongs in
Yakut alternate with corresponding short vowels. When certain suffixes
of the -V shape are added to stems ending in a diphthong, this is real-
ized as the corresponding short [-high] vowel.

8) tuol ‘full’ tolor- “fill’
kiiox ‘blue’  koyor- ‘make blue’

In polysyllabic stems ending in either a diphthong or long vowel, the
vowel is realized as the corresponding short vowel when preceding cer-
tain suffixes.

9 anaa- >  anat- ‘make decide’
dkkirid >  dkkirdt- ‘make jump’
xoluo- > xolot- ‘make compare’

" Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for clarifying this. As mentioned below, all
verbal stems that are etymologically vowel-final add -y- to form their basic stem
in Yakut.

® This could of course be simply an isogloss of the inax ~ inek type addressed
above.
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Note the forms tuox ‘what’ vs. tugu ‘what.ACC’® where the diphthong
alternates with a [+high] vowel (cf. similar phenomena in Dolgan and
“Tungusoid” northern Yakut dialects, discussed in 3. below).

Stress in Yakut is (apart from certain lexical exceptions and univerb-
ated compounds) regularly word-final, as in many other Turkic lan-
guages; secondary stress is found in longer words on root syllables, e.g.
attarbitigar or oyolorbutugdr. Rarely, stress in Yakut distinguishes lexi-
cal items, e.g. tionna ‘and’ vs. uonnd ‘ten.PARTITIVE’ or data ‘although,
if, since’ vs. aatd ‘his name’. Certain univerbated compounds exhibit
medial (or initial) stress, for example itiirdik ‘therefore’ < *iti qurdug,
bihikki ‘we two’ < *biz ikki, or sionna ‘and’ < *ol kenne. In certain
northern “Tungusoid” dialects of Yakut (e.g. Esey), stress is often found
on the initial (or second) syllable of words, patterning with Evenki root-
stress (Voronkin 1984: 58).

1.1. Vowel harmony

As in virtually all Turkic languages except “Iranicized” (sart) dialects of
Uzbek and various Uyghur dialects and Eastern Turkic languages,
[back] (or palatal) Harmony'" is consistent throughout a Yakut word of
native Turkic origin: All subsequent vowels in a word harmonize with
the initial root vowel’s specification for the feature [back]. "

(10)  itinniktdrinén ‘with these ones here’
[back] [ 1> [-back]
manniktarinan ‘with those ones there’
[+back]

° An anonymous reviewer pointed out the alternate form tuoyu.

1% Note that there is some evidence that [back] Harmony in Old Turkic was not
completely phonologized (cf. Tekin 1968: 58), e.g. such forms as subin ‘wa-
ter.POSS.ACC’ (Bilge Kayan E 35) or yoy¢i (Kiil Tegin E 4).

Throughout the Turkic languages including Yakut, in recent loans from Russian
or loans from Islamic sources that lack internal vowel harmony (i.e. Arabo-
Persian loans, which of course are mostly lacking in Yakut), the value of the fea-
ture [back] associated with the last vowel of the stem is generally the trigger for
subsequent [back] Harmony spread. Naturally, loans are assimilated to Turkic
phonology in a language-specific fashion.
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[round] Harmony (commonly known as “labial harmony” and “labial
attraction” in Turkological studies) has become more developed in Yakut
than in most neighboring Turkic languages to the south and west. It is
fairly clear that Old Turkic [round] Harmony was morphologically con-
ditioned, that is, specific morphemes underwent it, while other specific
morphemes that met its (allegedly phonological) structural description
systematically did not, for example 6lsikip ‘die-NECESSITATIVE-2" (Kiil
Tegin S 6) or tilkiinip ‘vixen.GENITIVE’ (Hungry Tigress 1. 53) vs.
kiiciig ‘power-ACCUSATIVE’ (Kiil Tegin W 1); such a distribution may
have been maintained in part in various dialects of the South Siberian
Turkic languages.”? In Yakut, [round] Harmony is not restricted mor-
phemically; a [-high] vowel spreads [+round] to any subsequent vowel,
while a [+high] vowel may spread [+round] only to following [+high]
vowels, and never to [-high] ones. Thus we find O-0, O-U, U-U, but
U-A, see example 11.7

Diphthongs behave as high vowels with respect to [round] Harmony
(but importantly not in every phonological process in Yakut, cf. the dis-
cussion of Velar Height Harmony in 2.3. and 2.5. below). Typologi-
cally, the Yakut [round] Harmony system is most similar to that of Kir-
ghiz' and various South Altay dialects (and other “Kipchakoid” Turkic
languages like Kazakh, Karakalpak, Nogay, etc.)."

Where one finds such variants as Khakas suynip ‘water. GENITIVE’ Kumandy kiin-
nig ~ kiindipg ‘day.GENITIVE’, Shor puluttip ‘cloud.GENITIVE’ or Baraba Tatar
qulnip ‘slave.GENITIVE’.

I. e., underspecified, harmonizing sounds: U-O = u-0 and #-6, underspecified for
[back].

4" Kirghiz (as well as dialects of Kazakh and Karakalpak) differs from Yakut in
allowing [+round] to spread from i to a following [-high] vowel; thus, one finds
ii-0, but u-a in certain Kirghiz dialects.

Mongolian influence is possible in all these languages as well as a source for, or
support of (or both, cf. Thomason & Kaufman 1988), the innovation of [+round]
spread from [-high] vowels; this kind of [round] Harmony was lacking in Old
Turkic, except in some Brahmi-script texts, where one also encounters an oc-
casional alternation of u ~ o, e.g. olorop < *olurup. Note also such Uyghur-script
variants as béliik ~ bolok ‘piece’ (Clauson 1972: 339).
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(11)  korbotoxtoro ‘they did not see’  uolbut ‘our son’
[+1d] [+rd]
korbiittdrd ‘they saw’ kiiglbiit  ‘our lake’
[+1d] [rd] [+rd]
turbuppun ‘I (app.) stood’ uollara ‘their son’
[+rd] [+rd] [rd]
tispiikkiin ‘you (app.) fell’ kiiollard  ‘their lake’
[+rd] [+rd] [rd]

Default:  [rd] > [-rd]

2. Yakut consonantism

Numerous changes have occurred during the historical development of
the Yakut sound system from the Common Turkic prototype. CT *-9(-),
*.§ and *-z are lacking, realized as either [t] or [s]. Sonorants are not
overly common word-initially in Yakut; most of the existing sonorant-
initial words are clearly loans or result from a distant nasal assimilation
(see below). According to modern investigators of Yakut, the following
(non-loan)'® consonantal inventory is attested:

(12) p ¢ ¢ k
b d | g
m n AY" g
s X h
Y
r,l y

Many Yakut consonantal sounds may appear geminated; medially, -pp-
and -7i7i-'® never appear in a simplex (non-geminated) form.

In Russian loanwords of recent origin, a number of sounds found in Russian but
originally lacking in Yakut have entered the language, including §, Z, v, c, z; old
Russian loans have been assimilated to Yakut phonology, sometimes with the
result of completely obscuring their original form, e.g. kiriehile < kresla ‘(arm)
chair’ or xahiat < gazeta ‘newspaper’. In the modern era, one finds a scale of pro-
nunciations ranging from fairly assimilated to Yakut-type phonology to true
code-switched utterances using actual Russian (see Anderson (1995) for a dis-
cussion).

17 A nasalized y.
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2.1. Yakut labial sounds

Yakut possesses three labial consonants, [p], [b], and [m]. Of these,
only [b] and [m] are found word-initially in Yakut words of Turkic orig-
in; [p-] is mainly limited to recent Russian loans and onomatopoeia,
while [-p] is commonly encountered."

(13) baay ‘richness; possessions’ balik ‘fish’
bolox ‘group; herd’ < *bélak™ dmis ‘fat’ < *sdmiz
silim ‘glue’ < *yelim sap- ‘close; cover’ < *yap-

kidgp ‘form’ < (*kddp <) *kiip ‘mold’

As in some South Siberian and various other Turkic languages including
Old Turkic sources,” Common Turkic intial *b- usually assimilated to
the nasality of a following nasal consonant; in a few instances, [m-] is
the reflex for CT *b- in a word lacking a nasal sound, suggesting a hy-
percorrective, lexicalized diffusion of this change (e.g. muus).

(14)  Yakut Old Turkic Gloss
min ben (Clauson: 346) T
mani buni (Clauson: 292) ‘this. ACCUSATIVE’
murun  burun (Clauson: 366) ‘nose’
murg bup (Clauson : 346) ‘sorrow’

In some Yakut dialects Y ~ 7i word-internally, e.g. aYax ~ afiax ‘mouth’; thus,
-fi- would appear medially in those dialects in a simplex (i.e. non-geminated)
form.

As is well known, *p- was lacking initially in Common Turkic; the vexing issue
of whether Khalaj 4- corresponding to possible Altaic *p- suggests a (pre-)Proto-
Turkic *p- (cf. Doerfer 1981, 1982, etc.) is beyond the scope of this paper.

An anonymous reviewer suggested *boolik, based on the Turkmen corres-
pondences and the development of *-k > -x in Yakut. Rather than having a
rounding of **4 after ii as is found for example in Kirghiz, it is possible that the
Yakut form comes from a variant like *b4lok. While this stem has an unrounded
[-high] vowel in Turkmen and other older and modern sources, this was common-
ly béliik in older (esp. Uyghur) sources, with variants attested even as bolok it-
self (Clauson 1972: 339).

For example Khakas monjik vs. Turkish bonjuk ‘bead, necklace’ or Bashkir mo-
ron ‘nose’. For numerous examples of *b > m in Old Turkic, see Clauson (1972:
346-352).

20

21



12 Gregory D. S. Anderson

muus buz (Clauson : 389) ‘ice’ (~ buus)
muos  cf. Turkish boynuz, ‘horn’, Tofalar miYis,
Khakas miiiis, *biiitiz (Clauson: 352)

Similar hypercorrective phenomena are attested in other Siberian Turkic
(Khakas nuzurux, cf. Yakut suturuk ‘fist’ < *yudrig), and in various
Old Turkic sources as well, e.g. moz < *bo:z ‘grey (horse)’ or miik <
*biik, etc. (cf. Clauson 1972: 766-773).

As mentioned above, [**-p-] is lacking in Yakut; Yakut stem-final
/-p/ alternates with [-b-] when vowel-initial affixes are added, e.g. kop-
> kopté ‘it arose’ but kében ‘arising, appearing’. Yakut [-pp-] can result
from a variety of sources. At the juncture of morphemes, consonant
harmony (see 2.5.) is the most common source for [-pp-]. Word-inter-
nally, various clusters in certain lexical items have been assimilated to
create geminate [-pp-], e.g. xappax ‘roof’ vs. Khakas xaxpax ~ xapxax,
Tuvan / Altay gagpagq. Similarly, among various modern Yakut dialects,
clusters may correspond to geminates, for example biippax ~ biirpax
‘cow-milk kumiss’.

2.2. Dental / alveolar sounds in Yakut

The dento-alveolar sounds of Yakut are [t], [d], [n], [s], [1], and [r].
Yakut [r] is common word-finally, but lacking in word-initial position,
while [1] and [n] are found word-initially mainly in loanwords. In non-
initial position all of these sounds are unaltered reflexes of Common
Turkic, which likewise similarly lacked */, *n, and *r in word-initial
position. In various Yakut dialects, there is a tendency for /t/ (and less
frequently /I/) to fully assimilate to a following consonant, e.g. Amginsk
otto ‘middle’ (cf. standard Yakut orto, Ubrjatova 1960). Note that clus-
ters of *-nT (any [+cor] [+ant] consonant) are realized as [-nn-], while
*-n¢ > Yakut /-s/ (with occassional allomorphic variation with [-fifi-],
see below).

(15) kiiol ‘lake’ < *kool oliiii ‘death’ < *gliig < *olig
buol- ‘be’ < *bool tiiort ‘four’ < *téort
baar ‘be, exist’ biar ‘sickness; injury’ < *bayir
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kiin ‘sun’ kiiniiii ‘jealousy’ < *kiinii
ilt- ‘take away’ < *elt-  boré™ ‘wolf’ < *borii < *bori

Yakut [d] is generally inherited from Common Turkic *d.” In certain
words, clusters of *-/T- > Yakut [-1-], e.g. balis ‘younger sister’ (but
baltim ‘my vy. sister’), cf. Old Turkic baldiz ‘wife’s y. sister’, bilir ‘in
ancient times’ cf. Old Turkic bildur, Altay biltir ‘last year’, Khakas piltir
or sulus ‘star’ < *yuldiz, cf. Altay d’ildis, Tuvan sildis, Khakas ciltis; in
other words (mainly of Mongol, Russian, or Evenki origin), *-Id- is
realized as [-11-], for example sallaat < Russian soldat ‘soldier’.

In word-intitial position, Common Turkic *# remains [t-]; word-fi-
nally, Yakut -t may reflect CT *z, *-§, or *-z. Yakut medial [-t-] comes
from *-¢-, *-z-, *-J- and *-s- as well. These developments suggest that
in Proto-Yakut there may have existed a *-6(-) sound in non-initial po-
sition; this *-6- results both from the devoicing of *-J- and the change
of CT *-s- > Proto-Yakut *-8- with subsequent neutralization giving
modern [-t-]. In addition, [-t] is the reflex of the final sound in the *-mis
participle and the 1st plural marker *-miz, both realized in Yakut as -Blt
(< *-BIO < *-m [ bls), as well as the reflex of *-z(-) in several other
morphemes.*

2 Note the lexically restricted full assimilation of *ii > 6. This seems preferable to
an analysis of a “Bashqortoid” lowering from **biirii or something similar.

In words of Mongol origin there are examples of Yakut d- < Mongol *d- and *¢-,
as well as Yakut #- < Mongol *z- and *d-, see Korkina et al. (1982: 78). The is-
sue of whether the correspondences in such stems as Yakut did-, Turkish de-,
Tuvan de-, Kirghiz de- ‘say’ vs. Yakut tia, Kirghiz too, reflect vestigal traces of
(PT >) CT *d- (vs. *t-) must await further research.

Including the 2PL marker -GIt < *-piz, or -TIn the third person singular
imperative marker < *-zUn ~ *-sUn. In these morphemes, the probable route of
development was CT *§, *z > pre-Proto-Yakut *s > Proto-Yakut *6 > modern
Yakut ¢. Note that all other Yakut reflexes of CT *$, *z are -s, -h-; thus the forms
realized as Yakut [t] had already shifted to *s in the pre-Proto-Yakut dialect of
Common Turkic. For a parallel development of *s > 6/ ¢ within Turkic, note
Salar sit- ‘scoop out / ladle’ < *sus-, Bashkir a0 ‘ermine’ (< *aas) and u0al ‘bose’
(< *osaal) or Turkmen Bu ‘water’ Baari ‘yellow’; according to Résénen (1949:
174), for some Turkmen speakers the pronunciation of 8 is more of an affricated
[t°].

23

24
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(16)  utax ‘thirst’ < *susaq ayata ‘his father’< *ayasi’
aat ‘name’ otut ‘thirty’ < *otuz
korbiit ‘seen’ < *kérmis koriioxpiit ‘we will see’ < *-Miz

Yakut [s] has a complex history. First, Yakut [s] virtually never reflects
CT *s%, but rather CT *y- and *¢- in initial position, and *-z, *-¢, *-n¢,
and *-§ in final position.” In at least three lexically-specified stems, there
is a synchronically unmotivated alternation of [s] ~ [ifi], reflecting origi-
nal *-n¢-, e.g. as- ‘pierce’ > anriabin ‘1 pierce’ < *sanc-, sis- ‘slaughter,
crush’ > sifinabin ‘first person singular’ < *yanc-, or mus- ‘gather’ >
mufifiabin ‘I gather’ < *mun¢. Common Turkic *s > (*A- >) @ in word-
initial position; while medially, as mentioned above, CT *-s > *-0- >
[-t-]. CT *s- must have already weakened to pre-Yakut *h-, before the
merger of *y > (¥/- > ) *¢ went to Yakut [s], which did not further be-
come (.% In medial position, Yakut reflects synchronic [s] ~ [h] alter-
nations (including *-s- < *-¢-, etc.);  note that [-ss-] is found in medial

25

According to Korkina et al. (1982: 98) there are a few words in Yakut that begin
in [s-] which correspond to s-initial words in Old Turkic. However, these are
considered by Yakutologists to reflect a Mongolian mediary, i.e. Old Turkic >
Mongolian > Yakut, retaining s-consonantism. Examples include sanaa- ‘think’
and saari ‘horsehide skin’ < *sayri. Note the [j-] ~ [s-] alternations (reflecting a
Mongol and Turkic source, respectively) mentioned below. A further possibility
is that these s-initial forms represent residue from a lexically diffused change that
never fully “completed its course”.

This is assuming the traditional Common Turkic reconstruction of *z and *$,
which may or may not go back to Proto-Turkic *I, and *r,.

The correspondence series y- : j- : ¢- : s- : Z- etc. is well known, and one that has
played a role as a diagnostic isogloss in virtually all attempts at the internal
classification of the Turkic languages, e.g. Arat (1953), Baskakov (1988), Tekin
(1991), Menges (1995). However, given the large number of obstruent reflexes of
this among the modern Turkic languages, the disfavoring of sonorants word-ini-
tially otherwise characteristic of Proto- and Common Turkic, as well as the inde-
pendently attested weaking of a voiced coronal obstruent to > y- in many Turkic
languages (viz. the *adaq > ayaq change), it seems likely that there was at least
dialectal variation in Common Turkic between *y- and an obstruent, possibly *j-
(or even conceivably *J < *d, etc. as per Doerfer, Risinen, Poppe, Ramstedt).
Note however that in Dolgan, Proto-Yakut *s- (< *y / *¢-) > h- (see 3. below).
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position sporadically in certain Yakut dialects, e.g. bassar ~ barsar or
bisser ~ bilser, the aorist participle forms of bar- ‘go’ and bil- ‘know’.

(17)  kovyiis ‘back’ < *kokiiz ‘breast’  dmis ‘fat’ < *sdmiz

kiis ‘sable’ < *kiis suox ‘not’ < *yooq

kiitis ‘strength’ < *kiiii¢ kihi ‘man’ < *kisi

ahii ‘sour; bitter’ < *aciy as ‘hair’ < *sac

uhun ‘long’ < *uzun sis- ‘beat / crush’ < *yanc-

2.3. Palatal sounds in Yakut

Yakut possesses several palatal sounds. In addition to a voiced and
voiceless affricate [€] and [j], Yakut exhibits [y], [fi], and the unusual
[Y]. Phonotactically, palatal sounds are relatively restricted in Yakut: [y]
and [Y] (not [fi]) are lacking word-initially, and no palatal sounds but
[-y] and [-Y] occur word-finally. [-fifi-] is the required allophone of /-ii-/
medially, except in the dialectal or idiolectal variation with [Y] men-
tioned above.

Yakut [¢] and [j] occur mainly in words of non-Turkic origin. CT *¢-
gives Yakut [s-] and *-¢- > [-h-], while *j may have been lacking in
Common Turkic (except perhaps phonetically or dialectally, see note 27
above). Yakut [€] and [s] alternate systematically in one common affix,
and in the pronunciation of individual speakers of various lexical items
(see 2.5. below).” [¢] sometimes appears in Russian loans for *£', e.g.
Catdrddt ‘notebook’ or xocuol ‘cauldron’.®' Yakut reflects [j]* for initial

# The [s] ~ [h] alternations in Yakut are more complex than at first glance.

Generally, [s] becomes [h] in intervocalic position. However, the first of two con-
secutive (underlying) [s]s fails to undergo the change to [h] if a short vowel inter-
venes, but not if a long vowel does, e.g. **ehehit > esehit; behis > besihin ‘for
the fifth time’; kéhiis > kosiiher ‘move / nomadize along w / s.0.” but tiheehin
‘dream’. Note that the closely related Dolgan exhibits no such distribution.

A phenomenon known even in Old Turkic, cf. the affixal variants -siG ~ &G
‘like’ (Tekin 1968; von Gabain 1974).

There are also a variety of [t]s surfacing in such Yakut govory as the one from the
Megino-Kangalassk region, where one might expect **¢-. These forms may re-
flect an areal feature of certain languages of central Siberia, whereby ¢ deaffricates
to a (palatalized) stop (see Anderson (forthcoming) for a more complete discus-
sion of the deaffrication phenomenon).

In idiolectal variation with [d’-] as all forms with j in Yakut may be.
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/*d-/ before (originally) front vowels and /*y-/ in loans from Russian,
Mongol, and Tungus, e.g. jaani ‘rocky mountains; cliff” < Evenk yar, or
Jiala < Russian delo, or xoluojas < Russian xolodec. Also, in a few in-
stances, one encounters synonomous Yakut words exhibiting either an
initial [s-] or [j-], ostensibly reflecting a Turkic and Mongol source, re-
spectively, for example sil ~ jil ‘year’; cf. Turkish yil, Tuvan ¢il, Kirghiz
Jil (cf. Korkina et al. 1982).

(18) jid ‘house’ jara ‘shoal, bank’
Jjon ‘people’ ¢ahi ‘clock’
¢ip ‘trampled down’ comcox ‘pile’

Yakut [fi-] is seen mainly in words of non-Turkic origin; [ii-] is attested
in other Turkic languages, though mostly as the result of the regressive
spread of nasalization to a word-initial obstruent; these words usually
correspond to [s]-initial words in Yakut, e.g. Tofalar 7ida, Tuba-kizi Rapi
vs. Yakut sapa ‘new’ ( < *yana < *yapi) or Tofalar and Tuba-kiZi 7icon
vs. Yakut suon ‘fat’ (< *yoyun); in a few lexical items, one finds similar
distant nasal assimilation in Yakut as well, e.g. 7iima ‘means’ (< *yima).
In addition to Yakut, [Y] is attested sporadically only in Tofalar (and
Tuvan dialects), e.g. Tofalar Yarin ‘shoulder blade’. This sound (7 ~ Y)
received a special symbol in the (Yenisei) runic inscriptions (3); most
everywhere it is reflected as either [y] or *[fi] ( > [n]). Such variation is
also seen in various older texts as well, e.g. aniy (Irk Bitig 5, etc.) ~ ayiy
(Bang & von Gabain 1929: 6, 23) ‘evil’, ‘extremely’. In Yakut, [Y]
mainly occurs in intervocalic position (< *7), though occasionally it is
seen in final position. As mentioned above, Yakut [y] is lacking in initial
position. In final position, Yakut [-y]** may reflect CT *-y or sometimes
*.g. In two forms [y] (not [Y]!) alternates with [fifi] in Yakut coming
from truncated *-yVn forms, for example xooy ‘bosom’, but xooniio
‘her bosom’ or mooy ‘neck’, moodifio ‘his neck’, cf. Khakas xoyin /
moyin, Tuvan xoyun | moyun < CT *qoyin / *boyin (with distant re-

¥ Many verbs end in an etymologically unmotivated [-y] that drops when most
derivational affixes are added (see Korkina et al. 1982: 102ff); this [-y] is mo-
tivated by a phonotactic rule preventing verb stems from ending in a short vowel,
e.g. utuy- ‘sleep’ < *uBu- < *udu. Forms like idy- < *sdv- ‘like, love’ suggest
that this rule became active following the formation of the Yakut diphthongs and
secondary long vowels, see also note 7 and examples in 7 above.
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gressive assimilation of nasality). Medially CT *-y- sometimes > ¢ in
Yakut, e. g. tiip < *teyip ‘squirrel’.

(19)  fiurgun ‘glorious’ fiimigir ‘compressed’**
baay ‘richness, possessions’  Jy ‘mind’ (< *4g)
iYd ‘mother’ kuYaar- ‘roast, burn’
(cf. Clauson: 726 kiifi- ‘burn’)
kéoY- “turn sour’ xaYax ‘fat mixed w / milk’

(cf. Old Turkic kayak /| kanak
kaymak, Clauson: 636)

2.4. Velar, uvular, and glottal sounds in Yakut

As is well known, the distribution of *k and *¢ in Common Turkic was
allophonic: Namely *k appeared in words with [-back] vowels, while *q
was seen in [+back] words. CT [*q] gave rise to Yakut [x], which is
phonetically often heard as an affricate [q*], especially in medial posi-
tion, and sometimes as aspirated [q"] word-finally. However, the distrib-
ution of back obstruents in present-day Yakut is conditioned differently
than in the other Turkic languages. In Yakut, a (still synchronically ac-
tive) process of “Velar Height Harmony” has been operative.*® Namely,
Common Turkic initial *k- surfaces as such before not only [-back]
vowels but also [+high] [+back] vowels as well, including the diph-
thongs; CT *q > Yakut x- only before the [+back] [-high] vowels (*a /
*aa | *o [ *00). In non-initial position, the reflex is determined by the
height of the preceding vowel, with diphthongs considered [-high], e.g.
koyiis ‘back’ < *kokiiz or kiiox ‘blue’ < *kook. This latter form demon-
strates that Velar Height Harmony was active after the formation of the
Yakut diphthongs. Yakut Velar Height Harmony may reflect interfer-
ence from a Tungus substratum during shift to Yakut (Thomason &
Kaufman 1988), as such an effect is compatible with the kinds of har-

* The initial segments of this word probably reflect the Turkic root yum ~ yiim

(Clauson 1972: 934), with front vocalism preserved, and distant nasal assimila-
tion of *y > 7, a la Aiima above; for a parallel to the vocalism, cf. Yakut min
‘soup’ vs. Tuvan miin. The immediate source for this word in Yakut may not be
Turkic, however.

Some Yakut dialects (e.g. Viljuj (Ubrjatova 1960)), as well as Dolgan, preserve
*q. In Dolgan, Velar Height Harmony was observed only in word-initial posi-
tion; elsewhere regular Back Harmony of velars was preserved, see 3. below.
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mony systems attested in Tungus languages (Vaux 1996).* For a few
non-productive affixes, however, the initial velar is determined by the
original distribution according to the specification of the feature [back]
(i.e. [y] with [+back] vowels and [g] with [back] ), e.g. the verb formant
-(I)rGAA (mojuryaa- ‘consider self strong’ vs. kiiiihiirgdd- ‘show
strength’). Also, throughout the various dialects of Yakut, one finds
lexical or idiolectal preservation of word-internal Velar Back Harmony,
rather than Velar Height Harmony.

(20) kiiox ‘blue’ < *kook  kor- ‘see’ < *kor-
xaan ‘blood’ < *gaan  xaar ‘snow’ < *qaar
kiis ‘girl’ < *giiz kiiol ‘lake’ < *kool

Yakut [y] and [g]—as was true of Common Turkic—are lacking in ini-
tial-position, while [g-] is seen in this position only in a single modern
Yakut root gin- ‘do’; in “Tungusoid” dialects of northern Yakutia, initial
[g-] is more common. Medially, [-g-] occurs as the [+high] variant of
[-y-]. Yakut [-np-] occurs medially due to the consonant harmony pro-
cesses (see 2.5.) and in certain lexicalized stems. Diachronically, the
intervocalic velar spirants were generally lost, giving diphthongs and
secondary long vowels (see 1 above). Dialectally, the intervocalic velar
spirants can be lost in many words, e.g. bariayim ~ bariam ‘1 will go’.
However, Yakut preserves CT *-p-, where other Siberian Turkic lan-
guages develop (sometimes nasalized) long vowels, e.g. uguox ‘bone’ <
*sugook < *siipok > Khakas / Kirghiz séok, Yakut sigaax ‘cheek’ <
*yapgaq > Tuvan ¢aaq, Khakas naax, Altay d’aaq, Kirghiz jaaq.

(21)  kidp ‘wide’ < *kddn < *kiip saga ‘new’ < *Capa < *yapi

sia ‘fat’ < *yaay uolan ‘boy; son’ < *oylan
lihiio ‘third’ < *iiCegii uus ‘clan’< *uyus
suon ‘fat’ < *yoyun suoryan ‘blanket’ < *yoyuryan

Note that Yakut often exihibits the “Kipchakoid labio-velar effect”,
whereby the loss of voiced velar / uvular sounds has a generalized
rounding effect, surfacing either as a long rounded vowel (or diphthong)
or as a labial semi-vowel (or continuant), e.g. Yakut uos ‘lip’ < *ayiz or
utuu ‘hot’ < *isig.

% But note the Yakut-Dolgan correspondences discussed in 27 below.
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2.5. Consonant harmony in Yakut (including lexicalized
assimilation)

Of all the Turkic languages, consonant harmony processes have under-
gone the most extensive development in Yakut. The features that harmo-
nize in modern Yakut are [nasal], [coronal], [anterior], [lateral], [voice],
and [high]. Throughout the history of Yakut, clusters of consonants
have assimilated various features, frequently resulting in a geminate con-
sonant; this process is still observable on the level of dialect or govor, or
even in individual speaker pronunciation.

The base form of a Yakut affix can be considered the form following
vowel-final stems. Affixes that begin with a labial consonant in Yakut
assimilate to the marked values of the features [nasal] and [voice], i.e.
[+nasal] and [+voice]. Following a voiced consonant, B-initial affixes
surface as [b-]7"; after nasal-final stems, Yakut B-affixes are realized as
[m-]; when a voiceless consonant precedes, these affixes surface in a
[p-]-initial form (i.e. [voice] > [-voice]). In addition, syllable-final /-n/
and /-t/ undergo complete assimilation to the following labial sound, i.e.
yielding [-mm-] and [-pp-], respectively. As noted above, there is still a
tendency in Yakut dialects to move clusters into geminates like [-pp-].

(22)  Yakut labial harmony processes

tildladbit ‘worked’ korbiit ‘saw’
mupmut ‘our SOrrow’ sitpit ‘overtook’
appit ‘our horse’ < **atpit xotummut ‘our lady’ < **xotunmut

Like the labial sounds discussed above, [+nasal] and [+voice] are active
harmonizing features for alveolar-initial suffixes. [-t-] is the base form of
T-affixes, while [I-] is the base form in L-affixes, i.e. the allophones
following stem-final vowels. Also, stem- or affix-final /-t/ and /-n/ as-
similate completely to a following stop or nasal.

(23) Dento-alveolar harmony processes
attar ‘horses’ (< *atlar) kiiollar ‘lakes’
xaannar ‘bloods’ (< *qaanlar)  baaydaax ‘rich’ (< *bayliiq)

7 The common B-affixes include -Blt ‘past participle’ or ‘first person plural’ and
-BAtAx ‘negated past’ (< *-mAdUK). A few affixes retain an initial [m-] (more
properly -(I)m), e.g. -(I)m ‘first person singular’ or -(I)mAx (<*-mAK), a lexical-
ized, non-productive noun formant.
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kiirdxtddx ‘heatedly, fervently’  jidldr ‘houses’

Jjidlddx ‘house master; landlord’  kérddx- ‘seen’ (< *kordiik)
lildlddtdx- “worked’ ddpndénndx- ‘victimized’
buollax- ‘been’ (< *boolduq)

Cluster assimilation involving alveolar sounds in Yakut is only in part
phonologically predictable; that is, in some instances the output is deter-
minable solely by the phonological nature of the two sounds involved,
while in other cases, the morphemes involved themselves determine the
output. In other words, Yakut alveolar cluster assimilation has been
partly morphologized. These clusters occur either at morpheme junctures
or through the loss of etymologically epenthetic high vowels in various
morpheme combinations. The sequences /-tn-/, /-yn-/, and /-rn-/ system-
atically yield [-tt-], [-yd-], and [-nn-], respectively in Yakut. However,
the cluster /-In-/ goes to either [-1l-] or [-nn-], while /-rl-/ can give [-1]-]
or [-rd-]. In the case of the former set, [-nn-] appears mainly in three
common ‘“‘postpositional” nouns, kdlin ‘behind’, ilin ‘in front’ and alin®®
‘under’ and in possessive forms of kilin ‘in-law’, while [-1I-] is seen in
participle forms of reflexive verbs. The reflexes of /-rl-/ seem to have
been morphologized in a curious fashion with respect to the plural affix
-LAr: [-rd-] is the reflex in nominal forms, while [-11-] surfaces in verbs:
kotordor ‘flying ones’ vs. kétollor ‘they are flying’.* In addition, in
passives one finds syncope and a “mutual” assimilation process, while
underlyingly homophonous reflexives show no such variation, e.g. ittar
‘climbs up, rises’ < **itinar but itinar ‘shoot self’, bistar < **bihinar
‘breaks’ but bihinar ‘cut self’, or xaydar < **xayinar ‘it splits’ but

% As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, Dolgan shows a different assimilation
with this stem, e.g. allara, and thus this stem would not be exceptional in this
language.

The interaction of */ and *r actually goes further than this. First, there are at least
two (dialectal) lexical exceptions to the split of /rl/ > [rd] in nouns. Also, /r/
appears as [1] in conjugated forms of two verbs, perhaps as a result of a dissimil-
ation of the first of two /r/s in coda-position in consecutive syllables (Korkina et
al. 1982: 93). Also, certain verb roots exhibit a curious alternation (usually) be-
tween unmarked forms with a long vowel / diphthong and stem-final [-r] and pas-
sive forms with a short vowel and [-1-], e.g. siir- ‘make holes in sthg.” but silin-
‘become full of holes’ or siiér- ‘untie’ but soliin- ‘come untied’.
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xayinar ‘surrounds, covers’.* Note also biller ‘become famous, well-
known’ (<**biliner) vs. biliner ‘confess’. As mentioned above, some
historical *-/T- clusters were simplified in the (pre-)Proto-Yakut variant
of Common Turkic, and thus were not eligible for assimilation to -//-,
unlike such loans as olloon ‘part of kettle / teapot’ < Evenki oldon or
dlldd ‘crush’, ‘knead’ < Buryat dldd ‘knead’.

(24)  intdabin ‘1 warm self’ ottor ‘he stokes (the stove)’
(< **itindbin) (< **otunar)
xoydubut ‘thickened’  munna ‘his nose’ (< **muruna)'

(< **xoyunubut)
innim ‘in front of me’  billdr ‘becoming well-known’
(< **ilinim) (< **bilindr)

The palatal triad of ¢/ j / 7i reflect the same kind of harmonic patterning
that the labial and alveolar series do in only a single affix.”” The appar-
ently regular change of CT *¢ to Yakut /s/ ([s], [h]) has often left little
trace in most [-¢-]-initial affixes in Yakut—whether they be of Turkic,
Evenki, or Mongolian origin. Also, the historically unaltered [¢-] sounds
in these affixes show no variation according to the voicing and nasality
of the preceding segment; however, these affixes are all of limited dis-
tribution. The only affix exhibiting behavior similar to the [+voice] and
[+nasal] assimilation is the common nomen agentis formant -CIt / sit (<
*.¢I(t)), where the regular change of *¢ > Yakut /s/ has been repho-
nologized: In this one affix (*)/¢/ > [s] only after [-k] and [-x], i.e. a kind
of [-ant] dissimilation;* intervocalically, it further undergoes the change
to [-h-], as elsewhere, e.g. ahii < *aciy. Following voiced continuants
and nasals, the affix appears with a [j-] and [ii-], respectively; after
voiceless consonants, it remains [-C].

Similar assimilation phenomena are attested in other Siberian Turkic languages,
e.g. Tuvan (Isxakov 1955) ottup < **odunup, toktiir < **tégiiliir or minnir <
**bilinir.

Note Kirghiz murun > murdu ‘his nose’.

One lexicalized affix in Yakut -m#il- < Mongolian -ij exhibits a nasalized vari-
ant only; note also the [s] ~ [iifi] alternations reflecting CT *-n¢- mentioned
above.

This change of (*) / -¢- / > [-s-] in Yakut may be of relatively recent diffusion:
Note the dialectal variants baliksit ~ balik¢it ‘fisherman’.
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(25) Palatal harmony processes in Yakut
olonxohut ‘olonxo singer’ komiisciit ‘gold- / silversmith’
iafifiiksit ‘“milkmaid’ otorifiut ‘berry gatherer’
sonorjut ‘pathfinder’

but  kuluncuk ‘little colt’ (**-fiuk!) uonca ‘around ten’

The consonant harmony processes that affect the velar / uvular sounds
(so-called G-affixes*) reflect a two-fold system. On the one hand, the
features [+voice] and [+nasal] harmonize in the by-now familiar manner.
Also, the so-called Velar Height Harmony that was operative in the
diachrony of Yakut is still active morphologically, whereby the back
(uvular) variant is used after [-high] vowels, even if they are [-back],
while preceding [+high] vowels require the (historically) front-variant,
[g] (26). Nasal-final stems appear with [g]-initial affixes, while voiceless
stem-final consonants require a [k-]-initial affix, the affix-initial conso-
nant further fully assimilates to a preceding [-x]-sound. Note also that a
stem-final /-t/ or /-n/ fully assimilates to a following [k] or [n], yielding
[-kk] (< **-tk-) and [-nn-] (< **-np-), respectively.

(26) Yakut uvulo-velar harmony processes
(-GIt < *-plz ‘second person plural possessive’)

inaxxiit ‘your cow’ kiiskit ‘your squirrel’
3idyit ‘your house’ ahiigit ‘your spike’
impit ‘your brand’ akkit ‘your horse’

xotuggut ‘your mistress’

3. Dolgan and Yakut dialects

Though spoken by more people than any other Turkic language of Sibe-
ria, Yakut exhibits less pronounced dialectal variation than smaller lan-
guages like Khakas or Altay to the south. However, the variants of Ya-

“ The base (post-vocalic) form of G-affixes appears with one of the voiced velar
allophones, [y] or [g], depending on the height specification of the preceding
vowel (where a language-specific default rule of [high] > [-high] is operative). In
at least one affix, however, the form is [-k-]-initial following vowel-final stems;
this is a diminutive used only with kin terms, a formation also found in other
Turkic languages: iYdkdm ‘my mommy’ or ayakam ‘my daddy’. Also, a few oth-
er suffixes appear without voiced variants, e.g. the adjective formant -xay / -key
in boloorxoy ‘turbid’.
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kut encountered in numerous regions, particularly in the north of the Sa-
xa Republic (and adjacent areas) differ from those of central districts
which are the basis of the literary standard. In some instances, the rele-
vant dialectal features probably represent interference through shift from
a Tungus substratum (Romanova et al. 1975); in other cases, the speak-
ers in a peripheral region have retained (often lexicalized) archaisms of
Common Turkic phonology not present in the bulk of Yakut dialects.
One of these divergent Yakut varieties, Dolgan, spoken beyond the bor-
ders of the huge Saxa Republic, is sufficiently different from the Yakut
prototype to be considered a separate language by many Turkologists.

3.1. Dolgan

Dolgan (Ubrjatova 1985, self-designation fia kihite ‘forest person’),
spoken to the west of Yakut, is the only language closely related to it.
The Dolgan are believed to be in large part Yakutified Evenki (spe-
cifically of the Dulgan clan, among others). Though similar to Yakut in
many ways, the language of the Dolgan differs phonologically in several
respects. Velar Height Harmony is reflected only in word-initial position
in Dolgan; in post-vocalic position, regular Common Turkic Velar Back
Harmony remains operative. Thus, for diphthongs Velar Height Har-
mony is operative on the initial segment but Velar Back Harmony on the
second. Also, CT *q remains /q/ (often phonetically [q*]) in Dolgan
rather than shifting to [x-] as in Yakut.*

(27) Dolgan Yakut gloss
huogq suox  ‘not’
kerek kerex  ‘necessary’

* There are some sporadic correspondences of Yakut [x-] to Dolgan [-], due to a
regressive distant nasal assimilation and probable Nganasan (North Samoyed) in-
fluence in Dolgan, e.g. Yakut: xamsa, Dolgan: gassa ‘pipe’ or Yakut: kini, Dol-
gan: gini ‘s/he, it’. In the case of the first example, an anonymous reviewer sug-
gested that the Yakut and Dolgan forms of this “Wanderwort” of Siberia may
simply stem from differing loan sources. Note also that CT *q (often phoneti-
cally [q"]) is preserved in some Yakut dialects of the Viljuj region.
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As is apparent from the first example, Yakut initial [s-] < (¥y-, *¢-) cor-
responds to initial [h-] in Dolgan.* Obviously, a similar rule had already
been operative during the development of Proto-Yakut, ultimately re-
sulting in initial @- < *h- < *s-. Ubrjatova (1985) suggests that the rule
was reintroduced through Evenki contact, or may be a substratal feature
itself.*” Dolgan lacks the characteristic Yakut sound [Y]; rather, words in
Yakut with [Y] correspond to [fi] in Dolgan (< *#). On the other hand,
one finds Dolgan [-yn-] corresponding to Yakut [-fifi-].

(28) Dolgan Yakut Gloss
ife iYe ‘mother’
anit aYii ~ ahil (~ ayii)  ‘sin’
anaq aYax ~ afiax ‘mouth’
kiynar kinnar ‘boil, seethe’

The variation in pronunciation of certain words among the Yakut-
speaking population is frequently used as a diagnostic characteristic in
Yakut dialect studies (Ubrjatova 1960; Afanas’ev 1965; Voronkin 1984,
etc.). Thus we find such alternations as fugut ~ tubut ‘reindeer calf’, uba
~ uga ‘its handle’, buus ~ muus ‘ice’ xatin ~ xotun ‘lady’. The b ~ g
alternations appear as either one or the other in Dolgan, e.g tugut or uba.
Dolgan exhibits little or no hypercorrective nasalization of the buus ~
muus type. In Yakut, words like xatin ~ xotun and daydi ~ doydu result
from assimilating a word with disharmonic vocalism to the Yakut har-
monic pattern: The Common Turkic form of the former word is *qatun.
In Yakut dialects, either the initial syllable conditions the harmony or the
final syllable does (i.e. the stressed one in uninflected forms), yielding
the unrounded and rounded variants, respectively. Dolgan on the other
hand preserves the original vocalism in such forms, e.g. gatun or gannuq
‘which’. In certain forms, an original long vowel may have been pre-
served, e.g. Dolgan kdol vs. Yakut kii6l < *kéol ‘lake’. In other forms

4 Note also that Dolgan, like Yakut, preserves CT *¢ in certain affixes, e.g. otutca
‘about thirty’.

It is possible that the original phenomenon in Proto-Yakut may have likewise
been the result of substratal influence. However, as is well known, the change of
*s > h is far from unusual, being characteristic of such languages as Greek in its
development from Proto-Indo-European, as well as such Turkic languages as
Bashkir, e.g. hdt ‘milk’ < *siit.
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the long vowel is clearly secondary: Dolgan ool Yakut uol < *oyul
‘son’; note, however, that the original (Proto-)Yakutic vocalism is
preserved in some inflected forms, e.g. uola ‘his son’. In addition, a kind
of regressive assimilation of diphthongs to high vowels is seen in

various Dolgan morpheme combinations.

(29) Dolgan Yakut Gloss
diibit diebit ‘said’
koriiiikpiit  koriioxpiit  ‘we will see’
kiitiizitiin+ kiitiiotiin~ ‘his son- / brother-in-law.ACCUSATIVE’
uulun uolun ‘his son.ACCUSATIVE’

Another distinguishing feature of Dolgan is its different treatment of
various consonantal assimilation phenomena. First, as stated above, Ve-
lar Height Harmony was only operative in Dolgan in word-initial posi-
tion. Also, while the sequences n-B, t-B, and 7-G are realized as in
Yakut (viz. [-mm-], [-pp-], and [-kk-], respectively), n-G surfaces as
[-nn-] in Dolgan, e.g. gallaangya vs. Yakut xallaagna ‘in the sky’. Some-
times a spread of the harmony is seen between words in Dolgan, for
example kdlbik kihi < *-t k- < **kdlbit kihi < *kdimis kisi ‘man who
came’. The sequence /-1d-/ is preserved in Dolgan, unlike Yakut where it
generally corresponds to [-11-] (or [-1-]), e.g. haldaat vs. Yakut sallaat
‘soldier’, oldon vs. Yakut olloon ‘kettle part’. The various harmonic
properties associated with the Dolgan liquids also differ from Yakut, see
the note on -nn- and -/I- from */-In-/, above. A curious type of distant
dissimilation of /r/ to [-1-] is seen in Dolgan. This / < /r/ triggers its own
kind of harmony in 7- and L-affixes, e.g. kor- ‘see’ > kollor- ‘show’ (=
Yakut kordor-) > kollordor ‘if he shows’ but kéllordolior ‘if they
show’; similar phenomena are attested in some Yakut dialects (Korkina
et al. 1982).%

“ Finally, according to Ubrjatova (1985), certain words ending in /-t/ or /-n/ trigger
voiceless-initial variants of particular affixes, e.g. uhun > uhuttar ‘long ones’ or
doyor > doyottor ‘friends’. An anonymous reviewer suggested that rather than re-
presenting a lexically restricted phonological devoicing of /-n/ and /-r/ to [-t],
these are a doubly marked, mixed Mongol-Turkic plural form *t-lar > ft-tar/, with
a cluster simplification before the doubled -zz-.
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3.2. Brief notes on Yakut dialects

While a complete study of all phonological phenomena in the various
Yakut dialects would require a book-size study, a few comments rele-
vant to Yakut historical phonology can be made. As stated above, the
Yakut dialects in the northwest and northeast regions reflect a more pro-
nounced Tungus influence than the dialects of central and southern
Yakutia. In terms of phonology, “Tungusoid” dialects of Yakut fre-
quently lack the [Y] sound; in addition, initial [g-] and [p-] are far more
frequent than in standard Y akut.

Throughout the various Yakut dialects, as well as among dialects of
various other Turkic languages, one encounters a variety of vocalic cor-
respondences on the lexical level. These include correspondences be-
tween front and back vowels, between high and non-high vowels, long
vowels and diphthongs and between long vowels / diphthongs and short
vowels; in some instances, these correspondences are the result of an
irregular assimilation process in one dialect or another.

(30) Esey dialect (Voronkin 1984):
tigaayi ‘wasp’ (**tigddyi) Copocox ‘stump’ (¥*Conocok)
minna ‘here’ (**manna)  ird ‘only’ (**drd)
ahiilik ‘food’ (**ahilik)

Verxojansk dialect (Afanas’ev 1965):
stitihii ‘cattle’ (**siiohii)  sddn ‘river from lake’ (**sidn)

anax ‘cow’ (**inax) Carkiy ‘teal (bird species)’ (**Cirkiy)

In the dialect of the Esey d dhdy) raion of the Evenki oblast’ (Voronkin
1984: 50-51), a curious development has occurred yielding harmonically
neutral [i] and [ii], which are acoustically slightly farther back than
standard Yakut [i] and [ii]. Although [i(1)] is attested in this dialect, [i(i)]
frequently appears with [+back] words. Note that neutral [i(i)] is not
only opaque with respect to back Harmony, but [round] Harmony as
well (after both [+high] and [-high] vowels). Note that a number of
these words are clearly of borrowed (Evenki) origin.

(31)  axtamii ‘reindeer castrated at late age’
lopkii “hook for hanging cauldron / teapot over fire’
kuliirdaahin ‘placing of reindeer skull on a special platform’
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but  kirgirtar ‘girls’
harsin ‘tomorrow’ (= sarsin)
bastaki(i) ‘front; main’

As noted above, among Yakutologists one of the major diagnostic traits
of the modern dialects is the correspondence between words with either
a- or o-vocalism in the root, with the concomitant change in harmonic
patterning, e.g. xatin ~ xotun ‘lady’ or ayiniax ~ oyunuox ‘grease’. In
traditional interpretations of Yakut dialectology (e.g. Baraskov 1985,
Ivanov 1993, Korkina 1992, Ubrjatova 1960, Voronkin 1980, 1984) a-
forms are attributed to Evenki influence while o-forms signal contact
with Even. In most cases these isoglossic variants result from an as-
similation to Yakut vowel harmony patterns of words which originally
violated them, for example *gatun; thus, one dialect “normalized” the
form in the direction of rounded vowels (stem-final syllable), while an-
other favored unrounded ones (root / stem-initial syllable). This of
course does not preclude an interpretation of this change as having been
caused or reinforced by a shift to Yakut by various different North Tun-
gus substratum populations.*

Rounding of vowels adjacent to labial consonants is attested in a few
Yakut dialects (e.g. Esey), implying a spread of [+round] from the con-
sonant to the vowel.

(32) bulaan ‘plan’ < Russ. plan (vs. bilaan)
Jubar ‘frost’ (vs. jibar)
stimehin ‘juice, sap’ (vs. simehin)

The b ~ g alternations mentioned above generally occur with words that
contain rounded vowels, e.g. Verxojansk subas ~ hugas (vs. standard
Yakut ¢ugas ‘near’) tubut ~ tugut ‘reindeer calf’, iipsiion ‘rainy snow of
late fall’ (vs. standard Yakut dksiion) or kélborii ‘lizard’ (vs. standard
Yakut kiilgeri).

Yakut consonantism is also reflected in varying ways among the
modern Yakut dialects. As stated previously, “Tungusoid” dialects of
Yakut exhibit certain diagnostic features, e.g. presence of initial [g-] and
[p-] or lack of [Y]. Other characteristic aspects of these dialects include,

* Note, however, the preservation of original vocalism in the Dolgan reflex of this
form, mentioned above.
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as in Dolgan, the change of (Proto-)Yakut [s-] to [h-], < CT *y- and *¢-;
similarly, standard Yakut /¢-/ may surface as Esey [s- ~ h-], while stand-
ard Yakut /s-/ may conversely appear as [¢-] in lexicalized hypercorrec-
tive formations. In addition, as in Dolgan, various dialects of Yakut pre-
serve *g (as [q] or [q"]) instead of [x]; in others (e.g. Verxojansk (Afa-
nas’ev 1965) or Olenek (Romanova et al. 1975)), Yakut *x and *y have
become fronted to [k] and [g], respectively. In the Esey dialect, one also
encounters a [y] corresponding to standard [r], e.g. kiya ‘small’ (vs.
kira) or the comparative case ending -TAAyAy (vs. -TAAyAr).*

(33a) Esey dialect:

haxa ‘Yakut’ (vs. saxa) haas ‘spring’ (vs. saas < *yaaz)
hir ‘place’ (vs. sir < *yer)  sugas ~ hugas ‘near’ (vs. cugas)
saas ‘hour’ (vs. caas) ¢dniyd ‘chin’ (vs. sdpiyd)

(33b) Verxojansk dialect:
xaakinay ‘baby perch’ (vs. xaaxinay) suorgan ‘blanket’ (vs. suoryan)
horgoto™ ‘its part’ (vs. soryoto)

As is obvious from the examples above, the characteristic features of a
given Yakut dialect may sometimes only be diffused among a limited
lexical inventory.

As stated before, Yakut has moved furthest away from the Common
Turkic prototype with respect to consonant harmony. Often geminates
are the end result of the assimilatory processes that have been active
throught the development of Yakut; likewise, this process has continued
throughout the development of various dialects, e.g. Amginsk region
otto for orto ‘center’, etc. Note that this gemination strategy for cluster
simplification is even observable on the individual speaker level, i.e. the
processes remain active idiolectally. For example, in the Yakut spoken in

0 Similar r : y correspondences can be found in the northeast dialect zone as well
(Korkina 1992), where they are sometimes attributed to Yukaghir influence!

Note the irregular reflexes of the change Proto-Yakut *s > £ in a given Yakut dia-
lect area (Verxojansk) that is typical of Yakut and of the Siberian Turkic lan-
guages as a whole; cf. reflexes of *y- > *¢/ *j (> ¢ / d’) in South Siberian Turk-
ic (Khakas, Shor, Altay, Tuvan, Chulym Turkic), where long-term dialect mix-
ture complicates issues greatly (Anderson (forthcoming)).
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the Verxojansk region, unmotivated medial gemination is frequently
encountered: miexxe ‘L.DATIVE’, ulaxxan ‘big’ or onocco ‘boat’.
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On the Turkic origin of the names
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In the first half of the study, the author reviews the work that has been done on
the onomastics of Hungarian tribal names, with special reference to the conclu-
sions reached by Julius Németh (1930, 1966, 1975), and sums up his own find-
ings on the subject (Berta 1989, 1990a, 1990b, 1991). The second half of the ar-
ticle suggests new etymologies for Nyék and Megyer, which establish their
membership in the set of Hungarian tribal names of Turkic origin. The author
shows that Nyék and Megyer, considered to be of Finno-Ugric origin in the ear-
lier literature, admit of the same analysis as the names of the other Hungarian
tribes, which, ultimately, can be traced back to Turkic military terminology.

Berta, Arpdd, JATE Altajisztikai Tanszék, Egyetem u. 2, H-6722 Szeged, Hun-
gary.

History writing for generations was dominated—and handicapped—by
the assumption that a particular individual’s ethnic affiliation was
something that could be determined with absolute certainty. Another
axiom serving to restrict the range of historical perception was that the
durable cohesion of the various peoples was something that also existed
in the distant past.

It was not until the 1920s that it gradually became obvious that the
histories written by the early medieval historians were not so much his-
tories of the peoples of their time, but accounts of their ethnogenesis.

Thanks to the work done by Reinhard Wenskus' and, more recently,
by Herwig Wolfram, Joachim Herrmann, Herwig Friesinger, Falco

' For the terminology and methodology of modern ethnogeny, see primarily Wens-
kus (1961).
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Daim, Walter Pohl and the outstanding Hungarian historian Jend Sziics,?
the 1980s saw the gradual emergence of a new approach to the history
of the Early Middle Ages.

Then came the publication in two volumes of the material presented at
a 1986 symposium on the subject in Zwettl, Austria (Wolfram & Pohl
1990 and Friesinger & Daim 1990); the papers—marshalling new find-
ings and new hypotheses—Ieft no doubt that a new methodology was in
the offing.

That gentilism as a principle of organization entailed poly-ethnicity is
nothing new. We have long known that the Langobard armies consisted
of Gepidae, Bulgarians, Sarmatians, Saxons, and other Pannonian ethnic
groups. And that the name “Avar” in the sources can stand for Kutrigur
Huns, Bulgarians, Gepidae, Romans and Slavs. It is also an established
fact that “national” affiliation among these poly-ethnic peoples was not
necessarily exclusive. A person could be a Gepid as well as a Lango-
bard or an Avar; his gentile name, indicative of his membership in a
major tribal confederation, could be devalued overnight and become no
more than the name of a local clan.

It is the pattern of this development—from tribe, to tribal confedera-
tion, to ethnic group—that we are just beginning to try to trace.

The study of Hungarian tribal names, particularly their significance as
a historical source, calls for a new approach. Obviously, this is some-
thing that historians and linguists will have to work out jointly. What I
propose to do in what follows is to summarize the findings that linguists
have reached to date, in the hope that these findings will serve as the
starting point for modelling the formation of the Hungarian tribal con-
federation.

When it comes to doing research on Hungarian tribal names, linguists
have two major sources at their disposal. One is the list of tribal names
contained in the Byzantine Emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ De
administrando imperio,® a work that we have been familiar with for the
past 250 years; the other is the set of all the place names in historic
Hungary which originate in tribal names.

2 See Sziics (1971 and 1992), both of which deserve an international readership.
* For a critical edition and English translation of his mid-10th-century source, see
Moravcsik & Jenkins (1967).
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Since the pioneering work done by Nagy (1910), there can be no
questioning the fact that the two sources must be used together comple-
mentarily. Considered in themselves, Constantine VII’s data admit of a
number of readings and can easily mislead a researcher unfamiliar with
the relevant Hungarian place names. I have no intention of listing the
often ludicrous interpretations that have been offered by scholars who
have ignored the latter source. Some of the earlier of these dilettantish
etymologies have, at any rate, been summarily evaluated by Németh
(1930: 227-230). Suffice it here to give but a single, somewhat later
example. Interpreting Constantine’s list of tribal names, the excellent
German Altaic scholar Menges (1944-1945: 256-280) read the Hun-
garian tribal name Keszi as Qasi, and the name Kér as Qari. In conse-
quence, the translations he suggested, ‘corral’ and ‘old’, were bound to
be mistaken.

Németh (1930) was the first to offer a systematic, scholarly account
of Hungarian tribal names. Reviewing the earlier accounts that had been
given, he retained and / or supplemented those that he found tenable and
offered new etymologies for those that he did not. Of the etymologies
Németh “retained” in the system he proposed in 1930, we find the one
for Nyék (cf. Herman 1905), and for the tribal name Tarjdn, one of the
earliest of the etymologies still accepted today (cf. Salamon 1876: 722).
With some qualification, we can include Németh’s interpretation of the
tribal name Megyer among the “retained” etymologies, for what he did
was build on an idea of Reguly’s (cf. Hunfalvy 1864: 47). The long and
the short of the conclusion Németh reached in 1930 was that, except for
the name Nyék and the first part of the name Megyer, all Hungarian
tribal names were of Turkic origin.

For the tribal name Nyék, Németh gave a Finno-Ugric etymology on
the basis of the obsolete Hungarian common noun nyék, meaning
‘hedge; a fenced-in place of refuge’. For the tribal names of Turkic ori-
gin, Németh submitted the following meanings: Kabar ‘rebel’ (vb., 2nd
pers. sing., imperat.), and ‘rebel’ (n.); Megyer ‘Manc-man’; Kiirt
‘snowdrift’; Gyarmat ‘tireless’; Tarjdn ‘viceroy’; Jené ‘minister’; Kér
‘giant’; Keszi ‘fragment’.

Németh’s translations of these tribal names and the confederative
structure that their etymologies were assumed to reflect became axioms
of Hungarian historiography after 1930. Their impact was almost too
pervasive, so much so that in his later works (see primarily Németh
1966), Németh found it necessary to rephrase and qualify some of his
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earlier explanations. Compelling critical comments from other quarters,
too, led him to review his earlier position and to retract, in one of his last
articles (Németh 1975: 154-160), the etymologies he had proposed for
Megyer, Gyarmat, and Kér.

Németh was not the only one to have come up with etymologies for
at least certain Hungarian tribal names. Krist6, Makk and Szegfii (1973:
36) have recapitulated the attempts to identify the tribal name Kér with
the Hungarian word kér in the obsolete sense of ‘bark’ (as of a tree), or
‘crust’ (as of bread), and alternatively, with the modern Hungarian third
person singular verb kér meaning ‘wants, demands’. Of the etymologies
that have been proposed for the tribal name Kiirt, the most familiar is the
one correlating it to the Hungarian noun kiirt, meaning ‘horn, bugle,
trumpet’ (cf. Benk6 1970: 693). Mo6r (1951: 50-51) submitted that the
tribal name Keszi was related to the Hungarian kesze, keszi, dialectal
forms of keszeg, ‘carp’, and suggested that Keszi might be totemistic in
origin.

All of the above accounts—a mere sampling of the etymologies that
have been proposed over the years by way of interpreting the names of
the Hungarian tribes—are fraught with difficulties, phonological as well
as semantic. I have no wish to enter into their refutation here, having
dealt—in 1989 and thereafter—in some detail with the etymology of
these tribal names (see Berta 1989, 1990a, and 1991), and having dis-
cussed the historical implications of these latest etymologies in a paper
delivered in Oslo in 1989 (Berta 1990b). It was this work on tribal
names proper that led me to look at the names—savarti (Berta 1992a)
and Ungar (Berta 1992b)—by which foreigners had been wont to refer
to the Hungarians. I found these terms to be members of the same se-
mantic field as the tribal names themselves and thus to provide indirect
confirmation of the soundness of the new etymologies.

My studies of 1989 led me to propose new etymologies for four of
the Hungarian tribal names. As I saw it, the original meaning of Kiirt,
Gyarmat, Jeno and Kér—all of which, in the final analysis, could be
shown to originate in Turkic military terminology—was probably ‘little
breast’, ‘hinder part of the back’, ‘little flank’, and ‘the last’.

Besides introducing these four new etymologies, I also revised the
etymology Németh had proposed for the tribal name Keszi, along the
lines suggested by Pais (1930: 299).

There is no need to recapitulate the details of any of these etymolo-
gies here. (For the particulars of each etymology, see Berta 1990a and
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1991.) Suffice it here for me to give the Turkic etymon of each tribal
name and those intermediate forms which can be attested in Turkic.
Other data will be cited only where absolutely necessary.

The etymon for the tribal name Kiirt is kékiiz, meaning ‘breast’,
probably a derivative of a verb *kdk-, meaning ‘suck’. Presumably, it
was the Chuvash form of this word *kéyiir > *kowiir > *kiir that found
its way into Ancient Hungarian,* where there was affixed to it the well-
known Ancient Hungarian diminutive suffix’ of Finno-Ugric origin,
*+ii > Old Hungarian +7. We might note here that the ancient diminu-
tive suffix had not only a diminutive function, but—most probably, like
its Turkic equivalent—also an individuating function.

Ultimately, the tribal name Gyarmat can be traced back to a Turkic
compound, jarimarti. The first part, jarim, is Chuvash in appearance: it
has j- in initial position and the suffix -m where Common Turkic would
have y- and -n, respectively.® Originally, the word meant ‘shoulder-
blade’, which was modified to ‘back’. The second part of the compound
is the word art ‘the back or hinder part of anything”’, and—as can be
expected of a regular Turkic compound—it is the possessive form of the

* The fact that the modern Chuvash form(s) of the Turkic etymon are incompatible
with this reconstruction does not discredit this hypothesis. It was established
quite some time ago that the early Chuvash elements of the Hungarian language
do not come from some earlier form of modern-day Chuvash. In Chuvash, we
have the following data: kgkdr ‘grud’ (verxnjaja Cast’ tulovisca); ‘grud (Zenskaja)’
(CuvRS); Anatri dialect kdkdr, kdkkdr, Viryal dialect kokor, kokkor ‘grud
(Zen$Ciny)’; ‘grud (zemli; Cast’ telegi: lisica)’ (ASmarin 1934: 108). Where we
have medial -k- or -kk- in modern Chuvash, there formerly was *-k-. That there
were secondary, but archaic medial -g- forms in Turkic is attested in Oghuz and
Kipchak: cf. Turkish gégiis, Turkmen govis, Gagauz giis, Codex Cumanicus
koviis (Grgnbech 1942: 150).

> On the suffix, see D. Bartha (1958: 105-106).

For the Common Turkic data, see Clauson (1972: 970a: yarin); the modern

Chuvash data: Surdm ‘spina, hrebet, spinka (odezdy)’ (CuvRS), dialectal Sordm

‘spina; pojasnica; vy§ivka na spine kaftana’ (ASmarin 1937: 269).

Originally, the initial vowel of Turkic art was long (arf), and the word probably

meant ‘the nape of the neck’ (Clauson 1972: 200b-201a).
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third person singular of this word that is found in the compound ja-
rimarti;® which we take to be the etymon of Gyarmat.

In the case of the tribal name Jend, the probable Turkic intermediary
was either Ydndk or Ydndy’ It was, at any event, a derivative of the
original Turkic etymon yan meaning ‘the hip; the side, flank’ (cf. Clau-
son 1972: 940ab), either the diminutive +Ak (for the affix +Ak, see
Erdal 1991: 40-42), or the affix +GAk (for the affix + GAk, see Erdal
1991: 74-75). One would like to be able to decide whether the Turkic
intermediary was a +Ak or a + GAk derivative, but we have absolutely
no grounds—neither phonological, nor morphological, nor semantic—
on which to base such a decision. If the affix was +Ak, the tribal name
Jeno originally meant ‘little flank’; if the Turkic etymon had the affix
+GAk, then Jeno originally meant ‘face’.” It is important to note that the
initial y- in the Turkic form of Jeno is one of the unmistakable signs of
Common Turkic. It follows from this that the tribal name Jeno did not
originate from the same Turkic language as Gyarmat and Kiirt.

For the tribal name Kér we can assume a Turkic etymon *kérii, and
an intermediary *kerii or *keri. The Turkic etymon is a derivative. The
stem is *ké, meaning ‘back, behind’ (Clauson 1972: 686a), to which an
original directional suffix +ri has been added (Clauson 1972: 736b-

® The Turkic intermediate form was probably *jarimati. There seems to be no need
to account for the *-r- > -@- shift before the -¢- in *ari. It is a change well attested
in several Turkic languages, Chuvash among them.

We have no way of knowing whether the voicing and aspiration of the final
guttural took place in the intermediate Turkic form, or in the Old Hungarian
loanword. Both are equally plausible. It would be a fascinating study—and one
that would require the analysis of a great many words—to try to determine what
role the Turkic influence on Hungarian played in the development of the Turkic-
Hungarian convergence which sealed the fate of the final guttural. It was Ligeti
(1986: 71-82) who last called attention to this particular instance of Turkic-
Hungarian convergence, a subject which has yet to be investigated in depth.

Both possibilities presuppose a ya- > yd- shift in the Turkic word; the +GAK
variant also presupposes an -7i- > -n- shift. As I have already had occasion to
point out (1990a: 35; 1991: 25-27), both possibilities are well attested in Pe-
cheneg, and chances are that the tribal name is Pecheneg in origin, or derives
from a language closely related to it.
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737a). The tribal name Kér must have meant ‘the part or place behind’;
its origin is a standard word in most Turkic languages.

For the tribal name Keszi, I supplemented Németh’s etymology (Né-
meth, as mentioned above, took the form *Kdsdy as his point of de-
parture) with the information that the Turkic etymon was received into
Hungarian in two forms, kds and kdsdk (Berta 1990a: 36, 1991: 7-11).
This accounts for the anomaly that the tribal name Keszi occurs in the
oldest Hungarian monuments in a number of phonetic variants." Turkic
kds, meaning ‘fragment, piece’ is a standard word in Ancient Turkic;"
kdsdk" is a form ending in a Turkic diminutive. It is the same diminutive
(+Ak) as must have occurred in the Turkic form of the tribal name Jeno.

The new etymologies summarized above have a number of implica-
tions for the history of the period. The new pattern of tribal names, as I
have argued (Berta 1990b), sheds new light on what might have moti-
vated the tribal alliance behind the name Kiirtgyarmat, which figures in
Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ list of tribal names. It also seems to con-
firm the Byzantine emperor’s account of the change of dynasties from
Levedi to Almos, or rather Arpad." For the confederative structure that

""" There is evidence of the two variants from Old Hungarian. Constantine Por-

phyrogenitus’ text leads us to assume Old Hungarian *Keszi; the etymon of the
Hungarian place names Keszi, Keszd, Keszii, on the other hand, reflects the exis-
tence of the variants *Kesziy ~ *Keszey in Old Hungarian.
12 See Kasgari kds “a piece of anything” (Dankoff & Kelly 1982: 262)
Specifying the nature of the final guttural runs up against difficulties of the same
kind as I have outlined in connection with the Turkic intermediary of the tribal
name Jend.
Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ account of the change of dynasties within the
Hungarian tribal confederation reads as follows: “A short while afterwards, that
chagan-prince of Khazaria sent a message to the Turks (i.e. Hungarians), requiring
that Lebedias, their first voivode, should be sent to him. Lebedias, therefore,
came to the chagan of Khazaria and asked the reason why he had sent for him to
come to him. The chagan said to him: ‘We have invited you upon this account,
in order that, since you are noble and wise and valorous and first among the
Turks, we may appoint you prince of your nation, and you may be obedient to
our word and our command.’ But he, in reply, made answer to the chagan: ‘Your
regard and purpose for me I highly esteem and express to you suitable thanks,
but since I am not strong enough for this rule, I cannot obey you; on the other



On the Turkic origin of the names of the Hungarian tribes 39

emerged from the new etymologies clearly implies that it was the tribe of
Tarjan (Arpad’s tribe) that took over the leadership functions of the tribe
of Megyer (Levedi’s tribe) after the dynastic change (cf. Berta 1990b).

From the point of view of onomastics, my conclusions squared with
those of Németh on two highly essential points. I had managed to set up
a systematic description of Hungarian tribal names and had found the
vast majority of these names to be of Turkic origin.

But there were also some major differences between Németh’s find-
ings and my own. The pattern I had hit upon in 1989 appeared to be
more transparent than his and a suitable tool for reconstructing, at some
later time, the various phases of the formation of the Hungarian tribal
confederations. It was evident, however, that this task—which would
fall to historians—would have to wait until I had managed to establish
that the tribal names Nyék and Megyer, too, followed the same pattern.

As concerns the tribal name Nyék—which, as an obsolete Hungarian
standard word, meant ‘hedge’—I had already suggested the possibility
of its Turkic origin in two separate papers (Berta 1990a: 33 and 1991:
6); in neither, however, did I adduce the data pertinent to its Turkic ety-
mon: Kirgiz jék and Bashkir séydk, both words meaning ‘fenced-in
flower bed, gully, trench marking the edge of a property, border, periph-
ery’. In view of the fact that in Turkic we can find a morphological cor-
respondence for Hungarian nyék, while the most we can reconstruct
from Finno-Ugric—assumed until now to be the donor language
(Németh 1930: 241-245, 1975: 155-156, Benk6é 1970: 1039, Rédei
1988: 874)—is the verbal root, it seems a much more plausible approach
to suppose the tribal name Nyék to be of Turkic origin, than to think of
it as a Finno-Ugric element."”

hand, however, there is a voivode other than me, called Almoutzis, and he has a
son called Arpéd; let one of these, rather, either that Almoutzis or his son Arpad,
be made prince, and be obedient to your word.”” (Moravcsik & Jenkins 1967:
173)

If this supposition is indeed proved to be correct, the Hungarian tribal name
Nyék (and the common noun nyék) will have to be categorized as an element of
the most archaic Turkic stratum of the Hungarian language, a stratum where the
unusual Hungarian ny [i] ~ Common Turkic -y- correspondence is not unique:
Cf. Hungarian nydr ‘summer’ ~ Common Turkic yaz ‘id.’; Hungarian nyak ‘neck’
~ Common Turkic yaga ‘the edge, border, collar’.
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The origin of the tribal name Megyer is a subject on which I have had
nothing to say in any of my earlier publications. My latest research,
however, has turned up evidence that I should like to present at this
point.

It might be best to start by reviewing the research results to date.
There are two salient points on which all researchers have agreed. All
have linked the tribal name Megyer to the ethnonym magyar; and all
have sought to find a Finno-Ugric etymology for both the tribal name
and the related ethnonym.

It would be hard to argue with the assumption that the tribal name
Megyer and the ethnonym magyar have the same etymology.

Particularly since Réna-Tas (1993: 22) has convincingly resolved a
long-standing difficulty: the exact nature of the correlation between the
non-back sounds of the tribal name and the back sounds of the eth-
nonym. The dissimilar phonological patterns of Megyer and magyar,
Roéna-Tas has argued, are the result of the differences in the degree to
which Ancient Hungarian and Old Turkic were stressed. The conclu-
sions he arrived at are relevant from our point of view in another respect
as well:

“In a Turkic linguistic environment, the phonological pattern of madZer regu-
larly changed to medZer under the impact of the stressed final syllable. The
name of our Chief Tribe, thus, is the ‘Turkicized’ variant of the original
Finno-Ugric, a variant developed in the course of generations of close Turkic-
Hungarian contact, and one which, thus, fits the pattern of Turkic origin es-
tablished for the other tribal names” (R6na-Tas 1993: 22).

The Finno-Ugric origin of both the tribal name Megyer and the eth-
nonym magyar is, as we have noted, the other point on which all re-
searchers have been in agreement. This was Julius Németh’s considered
opinion; this was the theory subscribed to by the editors of A magyar
nyelv torténeti-etimologiai szotdra (A historical-etymological dictionary
of the Hungarian language) and the editors of A magyar szokészlet finn-
ugor elemei (The Finno-Ugric elements of the Hungarian vocabulary),
and, more recently, by Réna-Tas. The arguments they have presented
might differ on points of detail, but not as regards the ultimate Finno-
Ugric origin of both the tribal name and the ethnonym. Let us briefly
summarize what it is that they actually said.
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Németh had two theories on the subject. His earlier one (1930: 245-
248) built on what Reguly had argued in 1841 (cf. Hunfalvy 1864: 47),
and went as follows: Megy + root, the first element of the tribal name
Megyer, was of Finno-Ugric origin and corresponded to Vogul madrisi,
mansi, the Vogul name for both the Voguls and the Ostyaks. The sec-
ond element of the tribal name, Németh thought, was the possessive eri
form of Turkic er, meaning ‘man’ (1930: 247-249).

Németh’s second interpretation (1975: 154-160) was an adaptation of
a theory of Setild’s. In this view, the tribal name Megyer was ultimately
totemic in origin and corresponded to Vogul mansin, meaning
‘capercaillie’.

As explained in A magyar nyelv torténeti-etimologiai szétdra (Benk6
1970: 817), and in A magyar szokészlet finnugor elemei (Laké 1971:
415-417), the ethnonym magyar and the correlative tribal name Megyer
can be traced back to a compound consisting of the Ugric fraternity
name *mancs, and the Finno-Ugric standard word er(i), meaning ‘man,
human being’. According to Rédei (1988: 866-867), the Ugric *manc3
is genetically related to the Ugric verbal noun *manc¢3s- ~ *mancs,
meaning ‘story, tell a story’.

Réna-Tas has come up with a new interpretation. In a paper delivered
in Diisseldorf in 1984 (1988: 131), and then in the inaugural address
delivered at the Hungarian Academy of Sciences (1993: 19-21), he
pointed to the problematic onomastic assumptions of the earlier accounts
and convincingly demonstrated the implausibility of the self-denomina-
tion mansi ‘man’. The ethnonym magyar, he argued, can be traced to a
compound consisting of two ethnonyms, a compound whose original
phonological pattern was probably mané er.'¢

Somewhat the same kind of argument has been made in recent years
by Janos Gulya. In a personal letter dated March 25, 1994, he made the
point that the tribal name Megyer was probably ultimately the Khazar
form of the Finno-Ugric (Ugric) name marnic-er in Hungarian.

What has made so plausible the notion that magyar ~ Megyer is
Finno-Ugric in origin is not, I think, the fact that Hungarian—the lan-

'® " This ingenious new etymology of Réna-Tas’ calls for expanding the Ugric family
of languages, i.e., for adding a fourth member (Er) to the three established mem-
bers (Hungarian, Vogul and Ostyak). The problem is that nothing he says sub-
stantiates the existence of this fourth member.
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guage of the Magyars—is a Finno-Ugric language, but the fact that the
initial m- of the ethnonym seems, at first glance, to rule out the possibil-
ity of its Turkic origin, the only logical alternative, given the historical
background and the established origins of the other tribal names. Of
course, the Hungarians, considering they spoke a Finno-Ugric language,
could have adopted a name of foreign origin, as did, for instance, the
Bulgarians, the Tatars, the Turks, and the Russians. But anyone who
knows anything about Turkic languages will know that no word of
Turkic origin ever has an initial m-.

Let us examine the names magyar ~ Megyer a little more closely. The
relationship of the two phonological patterns to one another has, as we
have seen, been satisfactorily clarified (Réna-Tas 1993: 22). The origi-
nal form was a combination of back sounds and non-back sounds. The
form madZer, presumably the immediate antecedent of magyar ~
Megyer, can be traced back to an earlier *mancer or *mandZer form. It
would be difficult to overstate the significance of the fact that the origi-
nal pattern was a combination of back sounds and non-back sounds: In
a language attuned to vowel harmony—as was Ugric, but also every one
of the Turkic languages—a combination of back sounds and non-back
sounds is always an indication that the word at issue is a compound.

The question, then, is whether it is in fact the case that the phonologi-
cal pattern *mancer or *mandZer cannot have anything but a Finno-
Ugric etymology. When the question is put this way, the answer has to
be “No”. We can have an initial m- in a word of Turkic origin if the
word has a nasal consonant. (This, too, is something that anyone who
knows anything about Turkic languages will know.) For in such cases,
the m- can go back to an earlier *b-, which can be in initial position in
words of Turkic origin.

What this means is that if the form *mancer or *mandZer were, in
fact, of Turkic origin, the original phonological pattern would have had
to be *bancer or *bandZer.

Before going on to suggest the form that a Turkic etymology might
take, I should like to note that the ethnonym bancer or bandzer that we
have arrived at does not really require the * which marks reconstructed
linguistic forms, for the simple reason that the word does occur in the
sources.
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In the Middle Persian sources used by the Arabian chronicler Tabari,
and in Tabari’s own writings of between 915 and 923, there is a peo-
ple referred to by the letters BNJR. This people, Tabari tells us, lived in
the Caucasus in the 6th century in association with three other “Turkic”
peoples. Since Marquart published his findings (1903: 490-491), the
people referred to as BNJR (which can be read as BaNJaR, or BiNlJir,
or BaNCaR, or BiNCiir, etc.) has been identified with the Burjan, i.e.
the Bulgarians. What has allowed this identification is the fact that the
graphemes waw, niin, and ra are represented by one and the same char-
acter in Middle Persian (Pehlevi).

There are, I admit, a number of difficulties with introducing Tabari’s
BNJR into the data used to establish the origin of magyar ~ Megyer. For
one thing, the 6th century seems rather late to have an -n- in a word de-
noting the ethnonym magyar. The denasalization of the Finno-Ugric
(Ugric) phoneme *-n¢- (-i¢-) and the voicing of the affricate (which,
incidentally, must have occurred prior to the -n- > -@- shift) took place
quite some time before the 6th century (Barczi 1967: 103-104). These
reservations notwithstanding, I think that this chronological difficulty is
by no means insuperable, and that it would be a mistake to ignore the
possibility that BNJR might shed some light on the etymology of ma-
gyar ~ Megyer. We know for a fact that the Finno-Ugric (Ugric) *-n¢-
(-n¢-) > Late Ancient Hungarian -dZ- > Old Hungarian -gy- shift did not
take place across the board: Bérczi (1967: 104) gives Hungarian hangya
(< Finno-Ugric *kurice ~ kuce: Cf. Rédei 1988: 209-210) as an instance
of the ancient -zn- having been retained: Hangya, the modern vernacular
for ‘ant’, has completely displaced the “regular” form, higy ‘ant’. If
Tabari’s BNJR does, in fact, refer to the Hungarians—a possibility that
cannot be ruled out, given that we have variants of the form hangya ~
hiigy—then it would be the earliest known reference to them: a refer-
ence, to boot, which places them in the Caucasus, in the company of the
Khazars and the Alans, precisely the setting and the company in which
we would expect the Hungarians to show up, assuming we do not sub-
scribe to the—altogether unsubstantiated—theory that the land of the
Bashkirs was their ancestral home.

To return now to the possibility of a Turkic etymology for the eth-
nonym magyar ~ tribal name Megyer: 1 suggest that the words origi-

7" For Tabari and his sources, see Ludwig (1982: 32-37).
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nated in the Turkic compound ban jer, meaning ‘chief place’, ‘central
place’.

The first part of the compound has been discussed at length by Réna-
Tas (1992: 121-126) in a study dealing with the Chuvash word mdnd,
mdn, meaning ‘big / grand, wide, fat, basic, original, major, old, elder,
dense, deep (of sound)’. Réna-Tas traces the Chuvash word directly to
the form *mon, an ancient loanword of Chinese origin in Proto-Chu-
vash. He also discusses the form ban > man, meaning ‘big / grand,
chief’, an attested form in Turkic, which can be traced to the same Chi-
nese etymon as the Proto-Chuvash *mon, and which, presumably, en-
tered Old Turkic through Tocharian mediation. Old Turkic ban meant
‘ten thousand’ (Clauson 1972: 346a); its acquiring the meaning ‘big /
grand, chief’ in Turkic seems to be the result of an internal development.
The ban form of the word man, as Réna-Tas, too, points out, occurs in
Kasgari in two geographic names: Man Qislag, “Name of a place in the
country of the Oghuz”, and Man Kdnd, “Name of a city which was near
Kasgar; it is now in ruins” (Dankoff & Kelly 1982: 348 and 1984: 229);
but we also find the form manr in the name Man Kermen, the name Kiev
was called under Mongolian rule. Man Kermen, which is designated as
Kipchak in The Secret History of the Mongols, was probably the trans-
lation of the Slavic “Velikij Gorod”, meaning ‘Big / Grand Town’.

The second element of the compound ban jér is a well-known old
Turkic word. In Eastern Old Turkic, it probably had the phonological
pattern yér (Clauson 1972: 954ab); in Western Old Turkic, the phono-
logical pattern jeér. It means ‘earth, place, position, area, country’.

The Turkic name Banjer > Menjer, meaning ‘Chief Place’, ‘Central
Place’ regularly changed to MedZer in Ancient Hungarian. As a tribal
name, it must be dated among our first, most archaic tribal names: Nyék,
Kiirt and Gyarmat.

For the moment, the etymology of the tribal name Megyer outlined
above is meant to be no more than a working hypothesis. Like every
proposed etymology having to do with the names of the Hungarian
tribes—and with tribal names in general—it raises a number of ques-
tions that go beyond etymology, historical questions in particular. These
questions will need to be addressed, primarily by historians.

Lastly, let us consider the pattern of meanings that will emerge on the
assumption that all Hungarian tribal names are of Turkic origin: ‘Hedge’
(Nyék)—a tribe of guardsmen, who, in earlier times, patrolled the bor-
ders of the tribal confederation; ‘Chief Place’ (Megyer)—the Chief
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Tribe before the change of dynasties; ‘Abreast—Behind’ (Kiirtgyar-
mat)—formerly the vanguard and rear guard of the Megyer tribe, merg-
ed to protect the new Chief Tribe after the change of dynasties; ‘Tarxan’
(Tarjdn)—the new Chief Tribe; ‘Little Flank / Face’ (Jeno)—the flank or
vanguard of the new Chief Tribe; ‘Back; the Last’ (Kér)—the rear guard
of the new Chief Tribe; ‘Fragment’ (Keszi)—the remnant of a former
major tribe.
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As is often typical of geographically peripheral languages, Salar is both highly
conservative (of premodern Turkic features) and innovating (through language
contact). Its Turkic features represent several historical layers which reflect con-
tact with different Turkic groups. With such a complex synchronic picture and
with gaps in the historical record, Salar has been a difficult language to classify.
This paper presents new evidence against a genetic affiliation of Salar with mod-
ern Uyghur (i.e. Southeastern Turkic), and evidence for (1) a genetic relationship
with the Oghuz languages (Southwestern Turkic), and (2) sustained contact with
South Siberian and Qipchaq Turkic.

Arienne M. Dwyer, Institute for Oriental Studies, University of Mainz, D-55099
Mainz, Germany.

1. Overview

Salar (salar gah{fa) is a mixed language of Turkic origin with close to
70,000 speakers.' It is spoken primarily on the northern edge of the Ti-
betan plateau, in the modern-day Chinese province of Qinghai. It is al-
so spoken in neighboring Gansu province and to the northwest in
Eastern Turkistan (the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region).

Official Chinese population statistics for 1990 record the total number of Salars
as 88,697 (Bannister, China’s changing population: 322-323, cited in Gladney:
224). However, the actual number of Salar speakers is probably closer to 70,000:
most of those approximately 20,000 Salars who have settled in cities now speak
Chinese or, for the 3700 Salars in Xinjiang, Uyghur.
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Historical, ethnographic, and linguistic evidence suggests that the
Salars originated in Western Turkistan, in the area south of present-day
Samarkand. Salar is most likely related to modern Salor-(Salir-) Turk-
men. While no known historical record directly links the Salors to the
Salars, the legendary Salar ancestral leader Garaman is attested as a
descendant of the Oghuz khan’s grandson Salir.> From the Ta’rikh-i
Rashidi and Chinese accounts, we also know that the Salars arrived in
Amdo Tibet in the 14th c. C.E.? They may well have been a contingent
of the Mongolian army, given the timing and circuitousness of their
migration, and given the relatively high status they enjoyed throughout
the Mongol Yudn dynasty (Saguchi 1986: 112). In Amdo Tibet, the Sa-
lars intermarried with local Tibetans, and later with Chinese Muslims
(Huis). They also adopted many local customs and a settled agricultur-
al way of life. As a result of such sustained intercultural contact and
blending, the Salar language evolved into a mixed language, adopting
elements from Chinese and Tibetan at all levels of language: Phonolo-
gy, morphology, syntax, and the lexicon.

Due to extensive language contact down to the present day, both the
development of the Salar language and its synchronic phonology are
complex. Its oldest and most basic linguistic stratum, Turkic, is over-
lain with heavy Chinese and Tibetan adstrata. The Turkic stratum of

2 Polyakov: 96; Encyclopedia of Islam 4: 120, cited in Sdlazii shiliao jilu: 3. The
twenty-four Oghuz clans recorded in both Mahmiid al-Kashghari (11th c.) and
Rashid ad-din (14th c.) were descended from Oghuz khan. (Note, however, that
al-Kashghari’s “Oghuz” grouping was lexically and morphology quite different
from the modern languages described today as “Oghuz” (see Dankoff & Kelly
1982-1985).) Oghuz khan had six sons, each of whom had in turn four sons. Both
authors list the names of the twenty-four grandsons, which include Salyur (ac-
cording to al-Kashghari) or Salor (according to Rashid ad-din). The differing pro-
nunciations of the same name simply reflects the loss of medial -y-, a feature
typical of Oghuz-Turkic, and the alternation of the vocalism u# ~ o0 ~ i.

The Ta’rikh-i Rashidi mentions the Huchid Salar, i.e., the Salar living within
Hézhou, China (chapter 89, cited in Saguchi 1986:55). Among Chinese sources,
the Ming shi [History of the Ming dynasty], completed in 1735, dates the arrival
of the Salars in Xiinhua as the third year of the Hongw reign (1370) (Ming shi,
cited in Mi 1981:60).
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Salar is itself composed of Oghuz, Qipchaq, and Southeastern Turkic
layers.

There are two dialects of Salar, Eastern (Qinghai, Gansu) and West-
ern (Xinjiang) Salar. The presence of Salars in the Ghulja area of Xin-
jiang is due to several small migrations of Salars from Qinghai to Xin-
jiang in the late 18th and late 19th centuries.*

Major previous studies on Salar include the following: grammar and
texts (TeniSev 1964, 1976a); origin and evolution of the language
(Drimba 1968, Hahn 1988); lexicon (Lin 1992); phonology (Dwyer
1996). The current study is based on field work during 1991-1993 in
China.’

Modern Salar is fundamentally a mixed language. It is a creole in
the sense that structures shifted from other languages have been incor-
porated into Salar and passed on to the next generation of Salar speak-
ers. Any holistic study of Salar (such as a grammar) must take these
language-contact features into account. While the present paper fo-
cuses only on the clarification of the Turkic elements in Salar, it should
not be inferred that Salar consists only of Turkic features. To do so
would be to overlook half of the language.

2. Salar stratigraphy and the classification of the Turkic languages

When a language is mixed, such as Salar, is classification into a branch
still useful? I would maintain that it is indeed useful for anchoring a

* While Eastern Salar has Chinese and Tibetan adstrata (especially in the lexicon
and in phonology), Western Salar has Uyghur and Qazaq adstrata. For a detailed
comparision of Eastern and Western Salar morphosyntactic adstrata, see Dwyer
1995a.

The bulk of the ethnographic and linguistic data in this article was collected by
the author during fieldwork on the Salars in Qinghdi, 1991-1993. I am particular-
ly indebted to the Qinghai Education Commission, to Xinjiang University, and
most of all to many Salar individuals for making this work possible. The research
was generously supported by Fulbright (U.S. Department of Education) and C.S.
C.P.R.C. (U.S. National Academy of Sciences) fellowships, 1991-92, and by a
U.S. Department of Education Foreign Language Area Studies fellowship, 1992-
1993; the analysis was supported in part by a U.S. National Endowment for the
Humanities Dissertation Grant during 1994-1995. I am indebted to Jerry Norman,
Marcel Erdal, and Claus Schonig for comments on earlier drafts of this article.
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language’s origins. However, at least equal attention must be paid to its
other components. The geological metaphor of strata layered one on
top of another suggests that languages consist of the sum total of ac-
creted elements over time: Languages cannot be described merely in
terms of their base, or language of origin; rather, they must be de-
scribed in terms of all their elements.

Languages in contact usually adopt elements of other languages.
When contact is heavy and sustained, as in the case of the once-mobile
Salars, then such shifted and borrowed structures are nativized. After a
few generations, it no longer makes sense to discuss whether such a
language is presently “Oghuz” or “Qipchaq”, since synchronically, it
may well include features of several groups. We can only say that a
language is, for example, Oghuz in origin, with “affinities with” or
“features shifted from” languages X and Y.

Languages in isolation and / or those which have sustained heavy
contact (such as Salar and Sarigh Yoghur) have been problematic for
traditional classificatory schemata. These “minor” languages have
been termed peripheral or “transitional”, since they possess features of
two or more “major” groups. The classification of the Turkic lan-
guages has been based overwhelmingly on phonetic criteria. Early
classifications by Samojlovi¢ (1922) were modified slightly by Ram-
stedt (1957), Benzing (1959), Menges (1959), Poppe (1965), Baskakov
(1969%), and Tekin (1989). The current paper, however, makes refer-
ence to important morphological and lexical criteria as well.

3. The position of Salar in the Turkic language family

The two Turkic language groups relevant to the classification of Salar
are Southwestern (Oghuz) and Southeastern Turkic. Over the years,
Salar has been considered to be: (i) an independent Northern / South-
eastern Turkic (Qipchaq / Chaghatay-type) language (Kor§ 1910, Sa-
mojlovi¢ 1922); (ii) an Eastern (Chaghatay-type) Turkic language
(Grenard 1898, Poppe 1953, Menges 1959, Pritsak 1959, Thomsen
1959, Gabain 1963; also Ramstedt 1957 and Résidnen 1969); (iii) an
Oghuz language with Qipchaq and Sino-Tibetan adstrata (Drimba
1968, TeniSev 1976a, Hahn 1988).

In this section, we present and critique the prinicipal arguments for
each hypothesis. Arguments for a particular classification center a-
round the presence of a feature X which is unique to Salar and that
Turkic branch, to the exclusion of other Turkic branches. Not surpris-
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ingly, arguments against previous classifications are based on demon-
strating the non-uniqueness of feature X to that Turkic branch.

Salar has the distinction of being the easternmost modern Turkic
language in use. The Turkic speakers geographically closest to the Sa-
lars are the Sarigh Yoghur (“Yellow Uyghur”), three mountain-ranges
and as many days’ travel away. Geographically, it appears plausible
that the Salars could be an isolated Uyghur group. However, the evi-
dence presently available points to a basic affiliation with the modern
Oghuz languages, and a later acquisition of features from Qipchaq,
South Siberian, and Southeastern Turkic (here, Uyghur).

3.1. Salar as a “Northern” or “Eastern” Turkic language

In the early classifications of Kor§ (1910) and Samojlovi¢ (1922),
Salar was grouped both with “Eastern Turkic” ([New] Uyghur, Ozbek)
and with Qipchaq (e.g. Qazaq, Qirghiz). Drimba (1968:202), marshal-
ing evidence against this hypothesis, notes that the Salar features cited
as unique to North and Eastern Turkic (final -y in e.g. fay ‘mountain’;
post-consonantal y as in galyan ‘left behind’) are found in other Turkic
languages. Moreover, several typical Northern Turkic features are ab-
sent in Salar (e.g. Old Turkic d > d); Salar has ajax ‘foot’).®

3.2. Salar as an “Eastern” Turkic language

Until the late 1960’s, the prevailing view in Turcology was that Salar
was closely related to or even a dialect of modern Uyghur. Grenard
(1898), Poppe (1953), Pritsak (1959), Benzing (1959), Menges (1959),
Thomsen (1959), and von Gabain (1963) all asserted or implied that
Salar was closely affiliated with modern Uyghur. Benzing, Menges
and von Gabain classified Salar with Uyghur; Pritsak and Poppe
claimed Salar was an Uyghur isolate; Thomsen (1959) grouped Salar
with its closest geographic neighbor, Sarigh Yoghur (Drimba 1968:
203). :

Poppe (1953) exemplifies the Eastern-Turkic hypothesis for Salar.
As evidence for the claim that Salar was an aberrant dialect of modern
Uyghur, he cited four phonological features common to Uyghur and
Salar:

% Salar has however *d > d in at least one form, probably a borrowing from North-
ern Turkic: jalap adax ‘barefoot’.



54 Arienne M. Dwyer

1. -j- and -y (from *d and *y), i.e., both have ajaq ‘foot’ and tay ‘mountain’ (Common
Tkc *adag, *tay); (OT ajay).

2. Both languages have initial j- (jol ‘road’), not &- as in Qipchaq (ol ‘road’) (OT jol).

3. Both have [ while Qipchaq has s (taf vs. tas ‘stone’, cf. CT *tiai (Poppe),’ (OT ta/).

4. Both often delete r in syllable-final position (e.g. &€ ‘morning’, OT drtd).

Even by Poppe’s own classification above, this evidence does not rule
out the possibility of Salar being a Southwestern (Oghuz) Turkic lan-
guage. Poppe himself notes that the Salar verb suffix -mi/ is generally
not found in the easternmost Uyghur dialects. This suffix became one
crucial piece of evidence in the other main view on Salar, that it be-
longs to the Oghuz Turkic group.

3.3. Salar as an “Oghuz” language

The Oghuz Turkic languages are said to possess the following phonol-
ogical features: *-y > y in initial syllable codas, e.g. Tkm. day ‘moun-

7 OT = Old Turkic. Other abbreviations used here are the following: * = Recon-
structed as ... ; > = develops from (diachronically); < = is derived from (dia-
chronically); <...> = orthographic form; ° = default epenthetic vowel (e.g. /var/ +
-°f — [varif]); Anat = Anatolian; Az = Azerbayjani; Chag = Chaghatay (Poppe
1953); Chuv = Chuvash; CT = Common Turkic; C.Tv. = Tuva spoken in China;
Kas. = Divan luyat at-turk, Mahmud al-Kashghari’s 11th century dictionary of
Southeastern Turkic; ET = Eastern Turki (Poppe 1953); E. Tkc = Eastern Turkic;
Mo = Standard Khalkha Mongolian; OT = Old Turkic (pre-13c. Turkic) (Réséinen
1969, Poppe 1953); poss = possessive (e.g. IlIposs = third-person possessive);
Rids = Risanen 1969; Qaz = Qazaq (Kazakh); Qir = Qirghiz (Kyrgyz); SY =
Sarigh Yoghur (Sari Yugur; “Yellow Uyghur”; Xibll Yugiyii); Ten = E. R. Te-
niSev’s work on Salar; Tkc = Turkic language family; Tkm = Turkmen (Tekin et
al. 1991); Tksh = modern standard Turkish (Redhouse 1890/1974); S.Sib.Tuv =
South Siberian Tuva; XJ / C. Tuva = Xinjiang (Chinese) Tuva; Uy = modern
standard Uyghur (Xinjiang daxué 1992); Wmo = Written Mongolian; Xaq =
Xagqas (Khakas) (TeniSev 1984). In addition, capital letters for obstruents denotes
non-specification for voicing, e.g. -DZi = [-&i ~ -{"i]; for post-palatal obstruents
it also denotes non-specification for backness, e.g. -Q = [-k" ~ -q"]. For vowels, it
denotes non-specification for backness, e.g. -A [-a ~ -3].

The so-called Common Turkic */ in *tial’® is one of two reconstructed varieties of
*1.
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tain’; Std. Turkish (dag [da:] ‘id.’, [dayi] ‘mountain-3.sg.poss.’), but
*.(G > J in non-initial syllable codas, e.g. OT jaday ‘on foot’; Tksh.,
Tkm. jaja ‘id.’; Tksh. ulu ‘great, high’; many *¢ > d and *k > g (e.g.
Tkm. gel- ‘come’); *0 (=*d) > j (e.g. Tkm. qujruq ‘tail’), as in Qipchaq
and modern Uyghur. In addition, it is assumed that a hypothetical pre-
Oghuz language must have preserved Old Turkic phonemic vowel
length, since vowel length distinctions exist in Turkmen. However,
since no other Oghuz language today preserves Proto-Turkic vowel
length, we cannot consider this an Oghuz feature per se.

The theory of Salar as an Oghuz language was first proposed by
Malov (1957), followed by TeniSev (1963), who also noted the influ-
ence of Southeastern Turkic languages. Drimba (1968) suggested that
Salar was an Oghuz language with a Chaghatay adstratum. Hahn
(1988: 268) has proposed that two adstrata are superimposed on
Salar’s Oghuz base: A “medieval stratum” consisting of Chaghatay
and Tuva-Khaqas features acquired during migration eastward across
Central Asia, and an “eastern stratum” (consistent with TeniSev’s anal-
ysis) of features acquired more recently by prolonged contact with
Sino-Tibetan and Mongolic peoples.’

Salar possesses certain phonological and morphosyntactic features,
as well as lexical items, which, it is claimed, are found exclusively in
the Oghuz languages. To date, the major evidence for an Oghuz basis
of Salar is its consonantism, the presence of the perfect / indirective
suffix -mif and certain Oghuz lexical items. Each feature will be ex-
amined in turn below; we will find that some of these features reflect
merely the preservation of Old Turkic archaisms rather than a relation-
ship with the modern Oghuz languages.

° While such a three-strata theory does provide an elegant explanation based on the
existing linguistic evidence, historically it may be more problematical. If the Sa-
lar migration from Transoxiana to Tibet was indeed part of Mongol troop move-
ments, it is doubtful that the Salar troops stayed long enough in Tuva-Khaqas
speaking areas to have acquired an entire new stratum to their language. The Sa-
lars more likely simply borrowed individual lexical items.
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4. Oghuz elements in Salar

4.1. Stop voicing (consonantism)

There are two interrelated issues with regard to the voicing of initial
obstruents: Their correspondence, if any, to a possible Orxon Turkic
initial obstruent voicing, and the theoretical issue of whether to de-
scribe the surface contrasts of initial obstruents in terms of voicing or
aspiration. In sum, if we posit an initial obstruent voicing distinction in
Orxon-Turkic, then it is preserved in a certain set of words in the
Oghuz languages. In other Turkic languages including Salar, this has
been reanalyzed as an aspiration distinction. While as a result Salar
“sounds Chinese”, harmonic processes of consonant suffixes behave in
a typically Turkic fashion. For this reason, the binary distinction of
initial obstruents in Salar is best described as a voicing distinction, as I
have argued extensively elsewhere (Dwyer 1996).

Taking the diachronic issue first, we note that the Oghuz languages
have a subset of voiced initial consonants which correspond to voice-
less homorganic initial consonants in other Turkic languages. This is
also a feature of Salar. Words that have exclusively initial # in Uyghur,
for example, correspond to a set of cognate words with initial d, and
another set with initial # in Turkmen (Turkmen dar ‘mountain’, but tut-
‘to hold’, cf. Uyghur tay, tut-, Salar day, tfut-).

Why this apparent distinction was preserved in certain Oghuz words
and not others appears arbitrary. Some have theorized that these voiced
initials were preserved when followed by another voiced consonant
(e.g. Turkmen das, tut-), but there are many counter-examples (e.g.
Tkm. dy/ ‘dream’). Others have suggested that initial obstruents are
voiced before front vowels, ' e.g. Tkm. gel- ‘to come’, dgrt ‘four’; but
a few counter-examples can also be found, such as Tkm. kgp ‘much’,
tyket- ‘to end’. This may indicate that Old Turkic actually contrasted
*d and *¢, although this distinction is not (or not consistently) reflected
in the pre-13th century Turkic orthographies."

1% Excluding onomatopoetic words, such as Turkish kekele- ‘to stammer’.

" None of the orthographies used for pre-13th century Turkic consistently repre-
sented voicing contrasts in words of Turkic origin. Even with scripts which al-
lowed represention of a four-way contrast in onsets (such as the Brahmi and Ti-
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In addition to the Oghuz languages'? and Salar, Tuva and Sarigh
Yoghur” also have this dual-reflex feature. However, in Salar and
Sarigh Yoghur the phonemic voicing distinction (z-d, k-g etc.) is real-
ized phonetically as an aspiration distinction. Menges (1995%) and oth-
ers have suggested that this reflects an Old Turkic fortis-lenis distinc-
tion. Nonetheless, the underlying contrast is one of voicing; e.g. Tuva
gel- ‘to come’, kelin ‘bride’.

In the following chart, the initial voicing contrasts in Oghuz are
compared with Orxon Turkic, Salar, and Southeastern Turkic. (Note
that Orxon Turkic did not contrast initial consonants for voicing; initial
*p is unattested in Orxon Turkic.)

Table 1. Voicing contrasts of initial Oghuz obstruents
(based on Menges 1995°)

Orxon Turkic Oghuz-Turkic Salar Southeastern Turkic
*h b,v Ml fol, vl b, p

*g t,d M/, /d/ t, rarely d

*klq (*K) k, g X/, Ig/ k

*f ¥ I/ 7

A major subset of lexical items with initial phonemically voiced stops
/b- d- g- G-/ in Salar correspond to voiced initials in the Oghuz lan-
guages, but largely to voiceless aspirates in non-Oghuz Turkic lan-
guages (represented here as p, t, k and g).

The underlying Salar forms are given below (parentheses indicate
non-cognates):

betan scripts used), voicing contrasts were only systematically represented in
non-Turkic lexemes.

Sporadic initial consonant voicing also occurs occasionally in the Qipchaq lan-
guages; e.g. Qumiq gifi ‘person’, cf. Qaz., Qirgh., Turkish, Ozb. kifi; Qumiq gel-
‘to come’, gpr- ‘to see’, gir- ‘to enter’, but kir ‘mud, filth’ (TeniSev 1984: 195).
Tuva is part of the South Siberian Turkic group; and Sarigh Yoghur is probably
related to South Siberian Turkic. On the latter, see Géng & Clark 1992.



58 Arienne M. Dwyer

Table 2. Initial stop voicing in some Turkic languages"
CT OGHUZ SIBERIAN TURKIC QircH E.TKC GLOSS
Salar  Std. Turk- Sarigh S.Sib. XJ Qazaq Uyghur
Turkish men  Yoghur Tuva Tuva

*b  bitir- bitir- bitir-  puttur- bydyr-  bydy- bitir-  pyttyr-  ‘finish’

*b  bol- ol- bol-  bol- bol- bol- bol- bol- ‘become’
*t  tut- tut- dut-  tut-~tuht-  tut- dut- (usta-) tut- ‘grasp’

*t  daf taf da:f tas~tahs daf daf tas taf ‘stone’
*k  goz 8oz g9z kpz (karak) (karak) koz koz ‘eye’

*q Gif kif Gif  qoas kyfyn gqis qif ‘winter’
*f fix - tik- tiq- (un-) --- (yng) Jig- fig- ‘emerge’

* &igex (fikek gyl 'y yk ffefek dedek [efek (etfek ‘flower’

As can be seen above, the voicing of initial consonants in words even
within each language branch is not entirely consistent; in South Sibe-
rian Turkic, for example, Xinjiang Tuva has dut- but Literary South
Siberian Tuva has tut- ‘to hold’. Within the Oghuz languages, a similar
inconsistency exists, e.g. Turkish gymy/, Xasarli Turkmen gymy/, but
Literary Tkm. kymy/ ‘silver’ (TeniSev 1984: 194). Comparing Turk-
men and Sarigh Yoghur, which both have underlying voicing, we have
Turkmen {fatla- ‘to chop’, but Sarigh Yoghur dzahp-.

Next, there is the synchronic question: Do such initials contrast un-
derlyingly in aspiration or voicing? Salar has underlying /b d g G/, real-
ized initially as voiceless unaspirated [p t k q] or as semi-voiced [B D
G]. In Salar, I would suggest that [+voice] is phonemic and [-voice, -as-
pirated] is phonetic. In most Turkic languages, obstruents are said to be
distinguished by voicing (voiced vs. voiceless aspirated). The stops of
most Tibetan and Chinese dialects are said to possess an aspiration dis-
tinction (voiceless unaspirated vs. voiceless aspirated). The two east-

'“" The examples for this and subsequent tables are all drawn from the following
sources unless otherwise indicated: Turkmen: Tekin et al. (1995); Azerbayjani:
Azizbekov (1985); Turkish: Redhouse (1890/1974); Sarigh Yoghur: (Léi 1992);
S.Sib. Tuva: TeniSev (1968); Xinjiang (XJ) Tuva: Chén et al. (1985); Qazaq:
Nurbek (1990), Axmetova et al. (1974); Uyghur: Xinjiang daxué zhongyliwén xi
(1982).
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ernmost Turkic languages, Salar and Sarigh Yoghur, are located within
the Sino-Tibetan cultural area. They are possibly unique in the Turkic
family in that the distinction of noncontinuant obstruents is based (on
the surface at least) on aspiration. Examples from the Salar series p, p”,
t, 2, tf, ", k, ¥, g and ¢" in initial position follow:

[pluref ‘wrinkles’ [p"lurni ‘nose’

[tlox ‘lid’ [t"]ox ‘chicken’

[k]illa- ‘to be overly heavy’ [k"illa- ‘to be hurried, urgent’
[qlus ‘bird of prey’ [q"]us- ‘to vomit’

[f]epna- ‘to steam’ [§"lenna- ‘to become, turn into’

The distinction of noncontinuant obstruents on the basis of aspiration
in Eastern Salar has resulted in extremely strong aspiration in the aspi-
rated series, as in Sino-Tibetan. Thus the distinction in Salar appears to
resemble Sino-Tibetan system, not the Turkic one.

In the small body of literature on Salar, most researchers have as-
sumed that Salar (and Sarigh Yoghur) obstruents are distinguished on
the basis of aspiration, whereas obstruents of all other Turkic lan-
guages have a voicing distinction."

This question of voicing vs. aspiration has been deemed so basic
and obvious as to not merit attention: Only voicing is assumed phon-
emic in all other Turkic languages besides Salar and Sarigh Yoghur.
Here, however, I will entertain the hypothesis that the Eurasian con-
tinent is actually a phonological continuum, with a clear obstruent
voicing distinction in the languages of the west (e.g. Turkish, or Rus-
sian), a clear aspiration distinction in the east (e.g. Mandarin Chinese),
and a mixed system in between (e.g. Tuva or Salar).

15 See, for example, TeniSev (1976a: 57-60). Salar data is contrasted with several
northwestern Chinese dialects and with Amdo Tibetan. TeniSev concludes that as
a result of this language contact Salar has completely adopted the Chinese dis-
tinction based on aspiration. Poppe, on the other hand, assumed that Salar was an
Uyghur dialect. He found it unusual that unvoiced Common Turkic stops develop
into voiced phonemes (e.g. *q > G), although this phenomenon “is common in
Western Turkic” (1953: 443). Kakuk (1962:165), perhaps at the suggestion of the
Salar lingiust Hén Jianye, her primary informant attributes these word-initial
contrasts instead to devoicing (Lin & Hén 1986% 215, Lin 1985: 1).
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Why would this be a likely hypothesis? Most dialects of Chinese
and Tibetan clearly have a surface aspiration distinction. Mongolic and
Turkic languages are generally described as having a clear voicing
distinction, but in fact Mongolian and Uyghur initial voiced obstruents,
for example, often surface as voiceless or semi-voiced (Jerry Norman,
personal communication re Mongolian). I am suggesting that the area
which encompasses Western China, Eastern Turkistan, and South Si-
beria is likely a voicing : aspiration contact zone. I further suggest that
Salar has an underlying voicing distinction which has been obscured
on the surface by the strong local influence of Sino-Tibetan aspiration.

Phonetically, Salar and Sarigh Yoghur obstruents seem clearly
[faspirated]; but a voicing distinction in the other Turkic languages on
the eastern periphery is much less clear-cut. Most studies of the Turkic
languages assume categorically that obstruent distinctions are based on
voicing; whether this view is based on acoustic reality or influenced by
orthographic voicing distinctions in the Cyrillic and Arabic Turkic
scripts remains to be seen.

Since obstruents contrast underlyingly in voicing, obstruents here
are represented as p/b, t/d, {f/c, etc as follows:

Table 3. Representation of initial stop voicing in Salar

Underlying Represented as Surface Gloss

/bitir-/ bitir- put'ur- ‘to finish’
/purun/ purni p'urna ‘nose’

ftut-/ tut- 'ut- ‘to grab, hold’
/daf/ daf taf ‘stone’

/goz/ goz koz ‘eye’

[Gif/ Gif qif ‘winter’

[ at-/ ffat- ray’- ‘to chop’
[&idgek/ &idex &icgeg ‘xyloid flower’

The underlying Salar forms match those of Turkmen. Yet there are at
least two other languages which, like Salar, possess this set of voiced
initial stops. Neither Tuva and Sarigh Yoghur are Oghuz languages.
Yet both have Salar-type (i.e. Chinese-type) phonetic implementation
rules: The surface forms in Sarigh Yoghur and Tuva are distinguished
primarily by aspiration, not voicing. In the case of Tuva, it appears that
one subset of stop-initial words is distinguished on the basis of voic-
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ing, another by aspiration. (Studies of Tuva have not consistently indi-
cated these distinctions.) Until we have more ample data on Tuva, we
can tentatively conclude that Tuva stops may be of a transitional type,
whereby Chinese / Tibetan-type phonetic rules are inconsistently ap-
plied to the lexicon.'

Does the fact that the subset of voiced-initial words in these lan-
guages largely coincides indicate a common origin or the later acquisi-
tion of a regional feature? Salar consonantism provides evidence to re-
inforce the probable direct relation of Salar to the Oghuz languages.
Although these features are also found in non-Oghuz languages (Tuva
and Sarigh Yoghur), only Salar has in addition the Western Turkic ad-
jectival suffix -II'"7 (as in fayli ‘mountainous’, dahli ‘sweet’, cf. Tksh.
tatli; Az. dadli; Uy. tatliq). This constitutes Poppe’s third classificatory
criterion, *IVy > -Ii, -lu)."

Here I hypothesize that stop voicing does support the Oghuz hy-
pothesis. Nonetheless, with some more precise transcriptions of Tuva
and Sarigh Yoghur data, we could see whether or not these two lan-
guages, like Salar, have an underlying voicing but surface aspiration
distinction. If so, then the latter phonetic implementation rules have
become a regional feature of the Eastern Central Asian area.

4.2. Other phonological features

1. Weakening of *b > v: A subset of monosyllabic verbs with initial *b
are spirantized to v- in Salar. This spirantization also occurs in West
Oghuz (Turkish and Azerbayjani), and Khalaj (a Turkic isolate). In
Turkmen, *b > v is sandhi-conditioned, which suggests a likely path of
development for this sound change in the other Oghuz languages.

Most scholars (e.g. Menges 1995%) see Tuva as having a voicing distinction.
These voiced initials correspond to Mongolic and Tungusic *d-. This may indi-
cate that the less voiced, (i.e. voiceless unaspirated) set in Tuva reflects a contact-
induced change (or remnant) under Mongolic influence.

Western Turkic includes Oghuz, Qipchaq (except Qirghiz), and Chuvash (Scho-
nig, in this issue). Hahn (1988: 261-262, 268) suggested that -/l was exclusively
an Oghuz feature.

*adagq is also mentioned, but this feature is also not exclusive to Oghuz.
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*bar ‘to have, to be’ Sa. var ~ bar, Anat., Az. var, E. Tkc bar
*bdr- ‘to give’ Sa. ver-, Tksh. ver-, Az. vir-, cf. Oz. ber-
*bar- ‘to go’ Sa. var-, Tksh. var-, Oz. bar-
*bagq- ‘to watch, look at’ Sa. vax-, Tksh. bak-, Oz. bag-

2. Prothesis of v initially before a rounded vowel: Sa. /ur/ > /vur/ ‘hit’,
Tksh. vur, cf. Kas. <ur> (Poppe 1953: 465).

4.3. The perfect / indirective verbal suffix -mi/

This suffix has a dual function in Salar as a perfect tense-aspect marker
and as a pragmatic modal of indirect experience: The speaker’s knowl-
edge of the event is secondhand, inferred, brand-new, or indirectly-
perceived; cf. Dwyer (forthcoming 1998).

Sa. U ge:mif ‘S/he came’ (marked; often implies ‘I heard / I think / it seems’)
cf. U ge:di ‘S/he came (I saw)’ (unmarked; often implies ‘I know / saw / am
certain’)

The presence of this dual-function -mi/ suffix in Salar has been central
to arguments for an Oghuz origin for Salar (e.g. Hahn 1988). It has
been claimed that this suffix is a typically Oghuz feature, and does not
occur in non-Oghuz languages. Actually, although -mif occurs in Turk-
ish (and as a perfect marker in Azerbayjani and Gagauz), it is not a
characteristic of spoken Turkmen (though it occurs as an indirective
marker in the literary language). Furthermore, -mi/ does occur in non-
Oghuz languages such as Yakut (as a perfect) and Chaghatay (as a per-
fect / inductive). Hence -mi/ is neither typical of nor exclusive to
Oghuz Turkic.

The suffix -mijf in Salar is best considered an archaism, and reflects
the preservation of the Old Turkic perfect -mif. Indirectivity was likely
a secondary though early development; the oldest Turkic inscriptions
have examples where -mif has a discourse-pragmatic function and
clearly marks more than just anteriority or perfect aspect. Modern Sa-
lar -mi [ retains both of these functions.

The functional parallelism of -mif in Oghuz-Turkic (particularly
Turkish) and Salar suggests a similar pattern of development, but does
not constitute enough evidence to prove a genetic relationship between
Oghuz and Salar, since the suffix is absent in some Oghuz languages.
In the Black Sea dialects of Turkish, for example, only the perfect
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function of -mif is preserved as an archaism from Old Anatolian Turk-
ish (Brendemoen 1997).

That -mif does not occur (or occurs only sporadically) in Southeast-
ern Turkic as an indirective marker is, however, noteworthy. In mod-
ern Uyghur and Ozbek, the functional and semantic scope of -mif has
been severely narrowed, and perfect aspect and evidentiality / induc-
tivity are marked otherwise."

Thus, evidence suggests that indirective -mif in Salar is an Old
Turkic archaism; that it indicates at least a parallel development with
some Oghuz languages; and it suggests a different development from
that of Southeastern Turkic. As such it constitutes more a further ar-
gument against the Salar-as-an-Uyghur-dialect hypothesis rather than a
solid argument for Salar as an Oghuz Turkic language.

4.4 Serial verb constructions + particle DE in the imperative

The particle DE (realized in Salar as da ~ de ~ ta ~ te ~ ti) functions as
both a verbal connective particle (conjunctor) and as the conjunction
‘also’ (and by extension ‘both’ and ‘neither’). In verb complexes DE
occurs between an uninflected main verb V, and a directional comple-
ment V , as in (NP) V, DE V -TAM. Intervening material such as NPs
is highly restricted. (Modern Salar has lost the conjunctors -°p and -A
(the latter except with iterative actions); uninflected verb stems are
juxtaposed, and only the last verb in a series bears tense/aspect/ modal
markers).?

When DE optionally occurs between an uninflected stem and a fi-
nite directional verb, it creates semantic distance between the two
verbs and indicates a light temporal sequentiality of action. Where DE
is obligatory, however, is in serial constructions in the imperative: i/te

'* In modern Uyghur, -mif functions only as a dubitative, expressing the speaker’s
contempt for and/or doubt that the subject had the ability to accomplish the ac-
tion, e.g. u ke(I)mif ‘S/he supposedly came (but I don’t believe it)’.

Through intensive contact with Uyghur and Qazaq, complex verb forms in West-
ern Salar behave differently than in the main Eastern dialect; some speakers, for
example, sporadically use the conjunctor -°p. DE functions as in Eastern Salar,
but can also occur between two finite verb forms. (These are not coordinated con-
structions semantically, as the V, is a complement to V, e.g. Dimur jol jasamif
de toglamif ‘The railroad was fixed and (became) passable’.)

20
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de gel ‘Look [for it] and come back!’, al te var ‘Go and get it!’. Such
forms are attested in late 19th-century Salar as well (Grenard 1898).
Oghuz languages, unlike Northeastern Turkic (e.g. Uyghur) also have
such an imperative construction (modern Turkish al/ da gel ‘Bring [it]
here!’).

4.5. Oghuz lexical items in Salar

A number of lexical items are typical of the Oghuz languages. Some
are given below:

Table 4. Oghuz lexical items in Salar

‘sparrow’ ‘lips’ ‘deaf’ ‘*hand’
OGHUZ
Salar sedie dodax sayir el
Turkmen sertfe do:daq ker el
Azerbayjani sdr{fd dodak sayir al
Std. Turkish serffe dudak sa:ir el
SiB. TKC
Sarigh Yoghur  goyas~cohcas  damsay tena alay
S. Sib. Tuva bora-xirilee erin dylej, kula: gqadiy  xol
QircHAQ
Qazaq toryaj erin sagaraw qol
E. Tkc
Uyghur qufqalf kalpuk; lep gas qol, ilik
‘right (side)’ ‘mud’ ‘leg, shin’
OGHuzZ
Salar Six palffix indgix
Turkmen say palffik bu:t ‘leg’
Azerbayjani say palfig badag ‘leg’
Std. Turkish sa: balffik endik ‘lower part of the leg’, badgak ‘leg’
SiB. TKC
Sarigh Yoghur op solbaq but ~ bat ‘leg’

S. Sib. Tuva op filtfiriq  but ‘leg, foot’
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QiPCHAQ

Qazaq oy batpaq but ‘leg’
E. Tkc

Uyghur on batqaq put, paifak

The correspondence of Salar sedie ‘sparrow’ with Oghuz <sertfe> is
particularly important. Al-Kasghari (folio 541) gives <sedge> as the
Oghuz form of Arabic ‘sparrow’, and Clauson noted that Oghuz r in
this and other examples must be intrusive; the modern Salar form con-
stitutes solid evidence of this (Marcel Erdal 1997, personal commun-
ication).

There are a number of lexemes which are found other historical and
modern Turkic languages besides Oghuz (particularly in Chaghatay,
1.e. Eastern Middle Turkic (Drimba 1968)), but not in modern South-
eastern Turkic. Tatar also has sau ‘right’. ‘Hand’ is found in Orxon
Turkic as <ilig>, in Chaghatay as <ilik>; ‘shoulder’ in Chaghatay is
<jayir>. For ‘leg, shin’, Chaghatay has <indgyk>; Qarachay inffik
‘ankle’; Balqar indik ‘id.” (Rédsdnen 1969: 172); Bashqurt ensek < *in-
ffik (Poppe 1953).

While these examples are not exclusive to Oghuz, they still show
that (1) these lexemes are not regional borrowings from Uyghur, Qa-
zaq, or Sarigh Yoghur, and (2) that Salar preserves a similar set of lex-
emes as Oghuz, and Western Qipchaq (e.g. Bashqurt).

In Salar there are also other cognates to Eastern Middle Turkic
forms which do not correspond to modern forms in the Oghuz lan-
guages:

bidgin ‘monkey’ Uy., Oz., Ta., Tksh. majmun; Az. mejmun; Tkm. majmin;
Qaz., Qir. majmil; S.Sib. Tv. sarabafqin, XJ Tv. meffin;
SY bedjn

golex ‘cow,ox’ Orxon Turkic <kglik> ‘cart, vehicle’; Kas. <kglyk>; Qaz.
kplik ‘beast of burden, pack animal’ (not attested in
mod.Tksh., Tkm., Std. Uy., SY, or Oz.)

Both are examples of Old Turkic archaisms preserved in Salar. In the
other Turkic languages, majmun is a Persian loan, and <gglyk> ‘beast
of burden’ is attested in 14-17th c. Ottoman Turkish.
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5. Qipchaq and South Siberian Turkic elements in Salar

The Turkic component of Salar suggests an archaic and partly Oghuz
base overlain with some miscellaneous features which are characteris-
tic of the modern Qipchaq and South Siberian Turkic languages. (Salar
also shares certain phonological features with modern Uyghur, such as
vowel devoicing; these are areal features incorporated into Salar as the
result of language contact.)

The Qipchaq and South Siberian Turkic elements in Salar are here
described as sporadic or miscellaneous, since all appear to be isolated
borrowings and frozen forms which do not conform to general patterns
of Salar phonology or morphology.

5.1. Siberian Turkic-type elements

Certain Salar lexemes preserve remnants of Old Turkic which also ap-
pear consistently in South Siberian Turkic: d (in Tuva, Qaragas), z (in
Khagqas, Shor), &, and n (from Old Turkic *d, *d, *{f, *j, respectively).
While systematic in Siberian Turkic, Old Turkic *d, *{f, *j usually re-
sult in j (ajax ‘foot’), f (fix- ‘to emerge’), and j (jirix ‘heart’), respec-
tively, in Salar.

Table 5. Siberian Turkic-type elements in Salar

OLD TURKIC *d *adiy, Kas§. <adiy>
S. Sib. Turkic d S.Sib. Tuva adig, C.Tuva adyx
Salar n atix ‘bear’ (cf. Tksh., Az., Tkm. gji
Old Turkic <qud->
S. Sib. Turkic t Sojon kut ~ kudar-;
z C.Tv. kut-; SY coz-; Uy., Qaz. quj-
Salar xoder-*‘to pour’
Old Turkic <adag>
S. Sib. Turkic 2z SY jalap azaq
Salar /d/ jalap adax ‘barefoot’; (cf. Tksh. jalin ajak;

Az. jalin ajag; Tkm. ajak jalapatf)

Old Turkic Kas. <jad->
S. Sib. Turkic z SY jaz- ‘to spread, spread out, to sun’
Salar /z/ Jjaz- ‘to sow, spread’ (cf. Uy. jaj- ‘to spread out’)
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OLD TURKIC * Chag. <dffa> ‘elder sister, younger aunt’

S. Sib. Turkic & Khaqas iggd ‘mother’; SY idi ~ edi ~ ecge ‘aunt’;
cf. Yakut ij@ ‘mother’

Salar /&/ iga ‘mother’; cf. WMo. edsi ‘mama’; Tkm. dfd

‘wife, mother’

OLD TURKIC *j Kas. <jam> ‘fodder, food; herbal medicine’
S. Sib. Turkic n Shor ndm ‘bait’; Khaqas ne-mis ‘bait’

Salar n/ neme ‘food’

Old Turkic Jene ‘again’

S. Sib. Turkic J Uy. jene; SY ene

Salar nene ‘again’

From both a structural and semantic standpoint, the most recent source
for Salar igga may well have been Mongolic, though this does not rule
out an Old Turkic origin for the lexeme. jene ‘again’ underwent a dif-
ferent phonological development in modern Turkish: gene, gine, jine.

5.2. Non-Uyghur elements

There is a set of features in Salar which occur in the modern Qipchaq
and Oghuz languages, yet not in Southeastern Turkic (at least not in
modern Uyghur). Since there is such variation in the correspondences
with Qipchaq and Oghuz (some Salar features occur in both, some in
only one branch, and some in certain Oghuz or Qipchaq languages, but
not others), this set of features in Salar is most saliently described as
being non-Uyghur.

5.2.1. Phonological elements
One feature of Salar phonology that is common to both Qazaq-Qip-

chaq and South Siberian Turkic, yet differs from Uyghur, is the deaf-
fricativization of Common Turkic *{ > [ syllable-finally:

af- ‘to open’ < *haff-; EWT <aff->; Uy. aff-; C.Tv., Qaz. af-; SY a(h)s-
efgu ‘goat’ C.Tv. ofgy, SY sugo ~ sugu; Qaz. efki; (but Qir. efki);
cf. Uy. g{fke; Tksh., Az. kelfi, Tkm. geffi
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lefgi ‘slender < *inffkd = Kas. <jintfge>; Uy. inffiks, C. Tatar iniffke ~ niffks;
C. Qaz. &ipifke; C. Qirg. iffke ~ nilfke, SY [igi ~ [ige

[metathesized]; C.Tv. &ijin; Tksh. inde, Az. indd, Tkm. i:nge

While such deaffricativization is not unique to Qipchaq and South Si-
berian Turkic (also occurring in Anatolian dialects, e.g.), it does show
Salar’s divergence from Uyghur. The second and third examples above
also show Salar’s phonological divergence from both Uyghur (in vo-
calism) and Oghuz (in consonantism).

Another salient feature of Salar is the lack of vowel-raising. Com-
mon Turkic *a in initial syllables before a following i (historically) is
preserved in Salar, as it is in both modern Qipchaq and Oghuz lan-
guages. This differs from modern Uyghur, where *a in such an envi-
ronment is raised to e or i:

xari ‘old’ ET80 qdri, SY gara ~ gar; Tksh. kari ‘old woman’;
Tkm. garri; cf. Uy. geri

xatun kifi ~‘woman’  Tksh. kadin, Az. gadin, Tkm. ha:tin; Oz. xatin ‘wife’;
cf. Uy. xotun

dayi ‘still’ Qir. daya; SY dahya; Tksh., Az. daha; Tat. tayi ‘again’;
cf. Uy. texi; cf. WMo. dakin ‘again’

Jjaxin ‘close, Ka§. ET76 <jaqin>; Tksh. jakin; Az. jaxin; Tkm. jaki:n;

nearby’ Uy. jeqin
jafil ‘green’ Tkm. jafil, cf. Uy., Tksh. jefil
agir ‘heavy’ Tkm., Tksh. ayir (and Qaz. awir), cf. Uy. eyir

5.2.2. Lexical elements

Lexical features of Salar tend to group with the modern Qipchaq and
Oghuz languages rather than with Southeastern Turkic. These include
the formation of denominal compound verbs with ez- ‘do’ rather than
qil-, and a set of lexical items.

In many Turkic languages, compound verbs can be formed from
multisyllabic and / or foreign nouns by the addition of a generic action
verb ez- or gil- ‘to do’. There is a significant isogloss between the lan-
guages which tend to employ et-, those that use gil-, and those that use

' 'While the initial /- in le/gi is peculiar in the Salar form, it likely reflects the areal

influence of Qinghii / Gansu Chinese, which does not distinguish / and n.
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qil- or et-. At the very least, the et- / gil- isogloss may help in identi-
fying a loan stratum in Salar. In modern Salar, compound verbs are
formed only with ez-, while gil- is entirely absent. The following lan-
guages group together:

N +gqil-  S. Siberian Tuva, Qaragas, Yakut

N + et- Salar, Tksh., Az., Tkm., Tatar, Qaz. e.g. Sa. i[ et- ‘take care of matters’
N +qil-  Sarigh Yoghur, Uyghur?, Ozbek, e.g. Uy. if gil- ‘take care of matters’,
~ et- but Uy. af &- ‘prepare food’.

Salar groups with Oghuz and Qipchaq rather than with South Siberian
Turkic and Southeastern Turkic. From this synchronic evidence, it ap-
pears that this is evidence against the earlier theory that Salar was a
Southeastern Turkic language.
qil- does occur in some late 19th c. historical Salar texts. The History
of the Salars (TeniSev 1976b) (but not in the Tiirk Feizaili (Hin 1989))
has tg:be gil- ‘to repent’ and nazixat qil- ‘to teach’. If indeed these
written sources reflect spoken Salar of the time, the presence of gil-
suggests that it was the original generic action verb in Salar. Modern
Salar et-, then, would be due to comparatively recent (within the last
century) contact-induced shift from Qipchaq, the only “es-language” in
contact with Salar.

In addition, there is a set of lexical items in Salar which are typical
of both the Qipchaq and Oghuz languages:

kifi ‘person’ Tkm. kifi, but Tkm. dialects gifi; C.Tv. gifi; SY kasi;
Bashqurt, Tatar kifi; Uy. adam

uyu ‘owl’ Qaz. yki, Qir. yky, Bashqurt 6kg; Tksh. puhu ‘eagle
owl’, bajkuf ‘owl’; Tkm. ba:juf

kijix kix ‘gazelle’ Qaz. kijik, Tkm. kejik, C.Tatar kijik; Uy. dseren; cf.
Tksh. gejik ‘deer’

tfija- ‘spread out’  Qaz. &aj-; Uy. jaj-; C.Tv. Gordy;; cf. K&. <jad->;
SY jaz-

In the latter example, Salar initial { corresponds to Common Turkic *j.
Since this does not appear to be a systematic change in Salar, it was

2 et- is much less frequent in for example Uyghur, but still occurs.
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likely borrowed from a *j (> &) > ff-initial language (cf. Tatar {firdn-,
Tkm. jiyren- ‘to abhor’), or it is simply not cognate to these forms at
all (Dwyer 1996: 261).

5.2.3. Morphology: Dative -A, -KA

The Salar case system mirrors the Old Turkic system fairly closely.

However, Salar appears to have two dative suffixes, -A (seductively
like Turkmen -A and Turkish -j(A)) and -KA (like Southeastern Turkic,
Qipchaq, and Old Turkic -KA). Could this be an illustration of Salar’s
multistratal nature, with -A reflecting an older Oghuz stratum, and -KA
reflecting contact with, say, Southeastern Turkic?

Synchronically, the alternation is phonologically and morphologi-
cally conditioned: Salar -a/-e occurs after consonant-final stems
(bedsing-e ‘to Beijing’, bel-e ‘to the waist’, bacrax-a ‘to the clothes’), -
nA after the third person possessive suffix -(s)I (ama-si-na ‘to his / her
mother’), while -ge / -ya / -qa | -ye occurs after vowel-final and homor-
ganic consonant-final stems (bala-ya ‘to the child’, cajig-qa ‘to the
boat’).

Modern Turkmen® has -A (-a / -e / -g) after both consonant-final
and vowel-final stems: baf-a ‘to the head’, gpz-e ‘to the eye’; /ata/
[ata:] ‘to the father’; /berdi/ [berdd:] ‘to Berdi’. Dative -A is also found
in Turkish as -(j)A, with -jA following vowel-final stems, e.g. Ali-j-e
‘to Ali’. Comparing Salar only with Oghuz, one could conclude that
Salar -A is a phonologically-conditioned weakened variant of -KA,
which might have passed through the following stages: -KA > -jA > -A.

If we consider Salar’s contact languages, however, a number of
competing hypotheses emerge.

Southeastern Turkic has only -GA (-ya / -gd [ -ka [ -kd): Uyghur ati-
ya, berdi-ge. At first glance, this appears to suggest that Salar was orig-
inally an -A variety of Oghuz (as in Turkmen) which later acquired
-KA from other Turkic languages, likely from Southeastern Turkic.
However, in his study of the late 19th century Salar documents stored
at the Qinghai Minorities College, Han (1989) asserts that only dative
-KA appears in these documents. If these are truly representative of an
earlier stage of Salar, then we would have to assume that -KA is the o-
riginal dative suffix, and that -A was a feature or an allomorph ac-

#  Examples from Hanser (1977: 41) and Baskakov et al. (1970: 107-117).
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quired in the last hundred years. The latter is unlikely, since there are
no known parallel examples of post-consonantal K-weakening in the
language.

If the dative -A is a later-acquired second dative marker rather than
an allomorph, there are three possible sources. One is the Qipchaq lan-
guages (such as Qazaq, which has -a / -e after the possessive suffix,
and -na / -ne after the third person possessive suffix -(s)/). Another is
early Mongolian, which has -a / -e as one form of the dative-locative
(and fossilized in such forms as Mo. effin-e ‘secretly’ (Jerry Norman
personal communication, 1996)). One other possible (though less
likely) source for Salar dative -A is Amdo Tibetan, which also has a
harmony-sensitive dative suffix /e/ (Sun 1986: 92). However, despite
the length and intensity of contact between the Salars and Amdo Tibet-
an speakers, this is not a likely option, since Tibetan harmony is con-
ditioned by height (tongue root height) rather than backness. Of the
three options, a Qipchaq source for -A is the most likely, as Salar has
certain other Qipchaq features, e.g. the archaic n before dative, abla-
tive, and possessive suffixes (see immediately below).

It is equally possible that Salar dative -A is merely an Old Turkic
archaism and an allomorph of -KA. Old Turkic also had -GA (at-ga ‘to
the name), -n-KA > -pA (baf-i-pa ‘to the head’), and -A (dbip-d ‘to
your homeland’) (Tekin 1968: 131).

5.2.4. Possessive -(s)I + n + oblique cases

The preservation of the Old Turkic possessive suffix -s/n and the Old
Turkic oblique case suffixes -ndA, -ndAn, and -ngA is also characteris-
tic of Oghuz and Qipchaq, but not of Southeastern Turkic:

Turkmen

ba/f ‘head, beginning’, haf-i ‘its head, its beginning’,
baf-i-n-da ‘on its head, at the beginning’

spz ‘word(s)’, /spz/+1Ar/+/-(s)I/ — spzlgr-¢ ‘its words’,
[soz/+/1Ar/+/-(s)I/ + /Dan/ sgzlgr-g-ndgn ‘from its words’

Salar
daf-i ‘outside’, daf-i-n-da ‘on the outside’
becrax ‘clothes’, becray-i-n-da ‘on / with his / her clothes’
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6. The relationship of Salar to Turkmen

A structural comparison of Salar and Turkmen reveals a number of
similarities. Most are not unique to these two languages, but are found
in other Turkic languages as well. With the evidence compiled to date,
I can only state that Salar and the Oghuz branch as a whole have a like-
ly genetic relationship, although they share as many differences than
similarities. Salar shares more features with Turkmen than it does with
any other Oghuz language (i.e., Turkish, Azerbayjani, or Gagauz), but
the correspondence is not absolute. These Turkmen-type features in
Salar include obstruent voicing and certain lexical items.

6.1. Similarities between Salar and Turkmen

6.1.1. Obstruent voicing

Common Turkic *b *t *k *{f > *b *d *g *d&. While the voicing of a
subset of Common Turkic initial voiceless (except *b) obstruents is
typical of the Oghuz branch as a whole, a higher percentage of Turk-
men lexemes correspond to the initial voicing of cognates in Salar. If
we look at CT *¢, for example, we find that Salar initial d regularly
corresponds to Turkmen d but Turkish z. (In Tuva and Sarigh Yoghur,
these surface as #- and d- in equal numbers.)

daf ‘stone’ Az. daf, Tkm. da:[, but Tksh. taf, Gag. taf

duz ‘salt’ Az., Tkm. duz, Tksh. tuz

der ‘sweat’ Tksh. ter, Az. tdr, Tkm. der

dar ‘narrow’ Tksh., Az., Gag. dar, Tkm. da:r

dox ‘full, satiated’ Tksh. tok; Az. tox; Tkm. dok

danif-  ‘to get acquainted, know’ Tksh., Az., Tkm. tanif- (but cf. Tksh. danif- ‘to
consult’)

6.1.2. Lexical items

Space does not permit an exhaustive study at present, but one example
should suffice to pique our interest: Salar has sufse ~ suhse ‘broom’,
and only Turkmen has the form sybse, while other Turkic languages
have cognate but dissimilar forms: Ka3. <sypyrgy>; Tksh. sypyrge, Az.
sypyrgd; cf. C.Tv. [irbif, SY forya.



The Turkic strata of Salar 73

6.2. Differences between Salar and Turkmen

Salar and Turkmen exhibit a number of differences as well. If Salar
and Turkmen are genetically related, these differences must be attrib-
uted to divergence over time. The differences include the following
features.

6.2.1. Primary long vowels

Although Turkmen is one Turkic language which has preserved Com-
mon Turkic vowel length, modern Salar no longer has phonemic long
vowels in native Turkic vocabulary. Salar may once have had such
long vowels, claims TeniSev (1976a). According to his 1958 field
study, TeniSev (1976a) recorded four or five long / short minimal pairs
in Qinghai Salar, such as sa:ri ‘side’ and sari ‘yellow’. The existence
of these pairs, corresponding to long / short pairs in Turkmen, strength-
ened TeniSev’s argument for the Turkmen origin of the Salars. How-
ever, in 1992-1993 I detected no length difference for these words in
Eastern and Western Salar. It is entirely possible that during the last 35
years Salar has lost this primary vowel length distinction. The Salars
could also have lost the distinction much earlier.

6.2.2. Rounding (labial) harmony

Literary Turkmen has consistent rounding harmohy, e.g. ggdym ‘my
eye’, otlor ‘grasses’, dyjolordo ‘on their camels’ whereas Salar does
not: ggzim ‘my eye’, otlar ‘grasses’, dyjdldrdd ‘on their camel(s)’.
Salar only has palatal (backness) harmony. However, harmonic pro-
cesses are notoriously instable and subject to language-contact effects
(even northern Turkmen dialects for example show little rounding
harmony), so this feature should not be given excessive weight.

6.2.3. Nasal spreading (assimilation) across word boundaries
Turkmen (and Qipchaq) have such assimilation, Salar does not, e.g. for

/baf/:

Turkmen (Hanser 1977: 53) [Bennen majfya ba:rmi] ‘Is anyone else there except you?”
Salar [senden bafga varmu] ‘id.’



74 Arienne M. Dwyer

6.2.4. Personal Pronouns

6.2.4.1. Personal pronouns biz and siz

Turkmen has biz [bid] and siz [618]. Historically, these are plural forms
of Common Turkic mdn ‘I’ and sdn ‘you-sg.” In colloquial modern
Turkmen, the plural is added to the the first person plural personal pro-
noun to form a ‘double plural’: bizler, sizler. Such first- and second-
person pronouns formed with plural +/ar are found systematically in
Salar’s geographically closest Turkic neighbor Sarigh Yoghur, as mis-
ter ~ mis ‘we’, seler ‘you (pl.)’.

Like Turkmen, Salar has piser ‘we’ (likely from biz+ler), but not
biz. Late 19th-century documents indicate that Salar once had biz ~
bizler, but not siz (Han 1989). In modern Salar, sen is used universally
for the second person singular pronoun.

6.4.2.2. Plural possessive suffixes -°mlz, -°piz

Most Turkic languages have first and second person plural possessive
suffixes; Turkmen has /-(I)mlz/ e.g. g@d-ymyd ‘our eye’, god-ypyo
‘your (pl.) eye’. Premodern Salar documents also indicate that Salar
also once distinguished singular and plural possessive suffixes: sg.
-(I)m, -p, -(s)i, plural -(I)miz, -(I)giz, -(s)i ~ -IAri (Han 1989: 177). But
modern Salar does not mark the possessed noun at all: piserniyi goz
‘our eye’, miniyi ggz, ‘my eye’, selerniyi ggz ‘your (pl.) eye’. Instead,
possession is marked by the obligatory personal pronouns in the
genitive: miniyi, seniyi, aniyi, etc. Only a decade ago Lin (1985) in-
dicates that while plural and singular possessives were not distin-
guished, they were at least marked with -m, -p, -(s)i (see also Lin &
Han 1986%: 222). The omission of these redundant possessive suffixes
must therefore be a fairly recent change in the language. Typologi-
cally, it amounts to change from a synthetic to an analytic language.
As TeniSev noted (1960: 557), it is a pattern remarkably like that of
Chinese.

We can outline three stages: First, possessed nouns are fully and re-
dundantly marked (and a preceding genitive personal pronoun is op-
tional); then, plural suffixes merge with those of the singular (personal
pronoun obligatory); and finally, possessed nouns are not marked at all
(personal pronoun obligatory), see Table 6.

Third person/deictic pronoun ol: Turkmen, Qipchaq, and Sarigh Yo-
ghur all have ol ‘she, he, it’ as personal pronoun, but also o/ ~ o ‘that’
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as a deictic pronoun. Salar has u (< of). Southeastern Turkic uniformly
has u.*

Table 6. Reanalysis of Possessive Suffixes

Stage I: Full marking (Not attested for Salar)

Singular Plural

(miniyi) -()m (piserniyi) -(I)miz

(seniyi) -(#)p (selerniyi) -(i)piz

(aniyi) -(s)i (ularniyi) -(s)i ~ -lAri
Stage II: Sg/pl merger (Premodern Salar)

miniyi -(I)m piserniyi -(I)m

seniyi -(i)p selerniyi -(i)p

aniyi -(s)i ularniyi -(s)i
Stage III: Loss of plural marking (1985)

miniyi -(I)m piserniyi -

seniyi -(i)g selerniyi -

aniyi -(s)i ularniyi -

Stage IV: Loss of all possessive suffixes (1991)

miniyi - piserniyi -
seniyi - selerniyi -
aniyi - ularniyi -

Deictic pronouns: Both Turkmen and Salar have reflexes of *bu ‘this’
and *ol ‘that’ (Turkmen and Salar bu; Turkmen ol~ o, Salar u). In
both languages, the oblique cases pattern similarly *bu-n > mu-n, e.g.
Turkmen munup ‘this-gen.,” munda ‘here (‘this-dat.”), munno ‘this-
dat.’, and Salar muniyi ‘this-gen.’, munda ‘here (‘this-dat.”) muna ‘this-
dat.’. Differences between Turkmen and Salar deictic pronouns can be
attributed to secondary developments: Turkmen also has fu ‘that here,

% Within a comparative Turkic framework, the conventional wisdom is that modern
Turkic (e.g. Salar, Uyghur) u is derived from *ol. However, if we also admit evi-
dence from Tungusic and Mongolic (i.e., Altaic), there is an alternate analysis:
Modern Turkic u derived from a Common Altaic demonstrative *u. Compare
Manchu <utala> ‘this many’; Early Written Turkic <una> ‘here, now’ (Nadeljaev
et al. 1968: 612), possibly < *u + oblique case n + dative A (Jerry Norman 1996,
personal communication).
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that already referred to’, fol ~ fo ‘that’ (< presentative u/ + ol), and xol
‘that, that there’; Salar only has the distant deictic diuyu ‘that over
there’.

6.2.5. Accusative case

The accusative case in Salar, unlike in Turkmen and Old Turkic, is al-
ways -nl (-ni/nf). Turkmen has accusative -n/ after vowel-final stems
(dunjd:-ni ‘world-ACC’), and -I after consonant-final stems (ar-i
‘horse-ACC’). But Salar and Southeastern Turkic have only -n/ irre-
spective of the stem-final segment (Salar, Uyghur dunja:-ni, at-ni).
Since the modern Uyghur accusative reflects the generalization of Old
Uyghur pronominal -7/, it is likely that the Salar accusative is the re-
sult of sustained language contact with Northeastern Turkic. In con-
trast, Turkish has retained the Old Turkic accusative +(X)g as -jXg.

7. Summary of Salar features by type

Salar has a complicated history, with both Turkic and non-Turkic ad-
strata. Considering the available morphological, lexical and historical
evidence, Salar is clearly a language which (1) preserves a large
number of Old Turkic features, likely due to its isolation from other
Turkic languages; that (2) shares a number of features with either
Eastern (Turkmen) or Western (e.g. Turkish, Azerbayjani) Oghuz lan-
guages, but often not both Oghuz groups. While it is tempting to con-
nect Salar directly with Salir-Turkmen, we do not (at least yet) have
adequate evidence. Basic historical and ethnographic (as well as lin-
guistic) research on the modern Salir-Turkmen dialects is needed. Such
data would clarify the position of Salar vis-a-vis the Oghuz branch as a
whole.

Salar also has a number of features that can be interpreted either as
Old Turkic archaisms, or as a Qipchaq and/or South Siberian Turkic
adstrata. It is clear that a number of lexical items in Salar are loans
from South Siberian Turkic and Qipchagq, for they conform to the pho-
nology of the latter language groups. For morphological features, how-
ever, the balance weighs in favor of Old Turkic.

What emerges most clearly from the data is that Salar differs from
Uyghur (i.e., Southeastern Turkic) at three major levels of language—
phonology, morphology, and the lexicon. Although Salar now shares a
number of phonological and lexical features with modern Uyghur
(such as vowel devoicing and consonantalization (Dwyer 1996) and
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lexical items), these are almost certainly areal phenomena, as they are
found in other languages, including non-Turkic languages, of the
Northwest Chinese / Eastern Central Asian region.

Table 7. Archaic features

Feature Turkish Turkmen Premod. Salar Sarigh Qazaq Uyghur
Salar Yoghur

Perfect /in- + + + + - - -

directive -mif

OT lexeme —* - + + - + -

<golik>

OT lexeme - - + + + - -

<bifi:n>

Dative - - + + (-(n)-GA) + (-GA)

-(n)-GA

*gplyk is also attested in Ottoman Turkish

Table 8. Oghuz-type features

Feature Turkish ~ Turkmen  Premod. Salar Salar  Qazaq  Uyghur
Initial obstruent + + + n - _
voicing

Primary long - + 2+ o - =
vowels

*h>vy + - - + - =
(var- ‘go’)

D>v/ini + - ? - -
(vur- ‘hit”)

Oghuz lexemes + + ? + - -
Adjectival + + + + s -
*JK > -1

Imperative + + ? + - -

conjr. DE
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Table 9. Turkmen-type features

Feature Turkish  Turkmen  Premod. Salar Qazaq

Salar
Doubled — (biz) bizler *bizler  piser — (biz)
I p.pl.PN
Doubled —(siz) sizler *sizler siler sizder
IIp.pl.PN
SYpyrge sypyrge  sybse ? sufse ~  sibirtki

suhse
* sizler is also found in some Uyghur dialects.

Table 10. Non-Uyghur features (= Oghuz | Qipchagq features)

Feature Turkme Premod. Salar Qazaq
n Salar
*a >ain - ? - -

initial syllables

Rounding + ? - +
harmony

Nasal + ? - +
assimilation

Locative - ?- + +
-ndA/V _

Ablative - ?- + +
-ndAn/ V _

III p. poss. + + + +
-n-(s)I

Proximate munun muniki muniyi  munig ~ bunip

deictic + gen.

Proximate munda munda munda  munda ~ bunda
deictic + loc.

Proximate munno muna mund buyan

deictic + dat.

Uyghur

- (biz)

siler *

Uyghur

bunip

bunipda

bunipsa



The Turkic strata of Salar 79

Table 11. Uyghur-type features

Feature Turkmen Premod. Salar Qazaq Uyghur
Salar
Vowel devoicing - ? + - +
III p.sg. ‘s/hefit’ ol~o *ol u ol u
= abst. deictic PN ‘that’
Accusative -nl -nl/V_ -nl -nl -n(l)/-d -nl
1/C _ [-dl

Table 12. Pan-Turkic features

Feature Turkmen Premod. Salar  Salar Qazaq Uyghur
Possessive suffixes + + - + +
Distant deictic: ‘that’ SJu (cf. fol) ? -(u) sol Ju

Table 13. Non-Turkic features

Feature Turkmen Premod. Salar  Salar Qazaq Uyghur
Middle deictic: ‘that’ Jol ~ o ? - sol Ju
Distant deictic ‘that xol ? (diuyu) * ana awu
there’

*Mongolic loan.
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0. Introduction

The goal of this paper is to present evidence in favor of possessor as-
cension in Altaic languages, drawing the data primarily from Tungusic
languages (in particular, Even), and to a lesser degree from Turkic lan-
guages (Turkish). In section 1 I consider strategies for possessor rela-
tivization in Altaic languages and suggest reinterpreting the Mother
Node Principle, as originally proposed by Hankamer & Knecht (1976)
for Turkish, as a case of possessor ascension. I assume a broad view of
possessor ascension, taking into account all the cases where the posses-
sor displays some of the features of the head of the noun phrase. Section
2 contains a description of different morphosyntactic processes which
treat the possessor and its head alike, ranging from “classic cases” of
possessor ascension to scopal ambiguities exhibited by case and number
markers. I shall further claim that one of the features favoring possessor
ascension is the head-marking pattern in possessive NPs, as attested in
these languages. In section 3 I contrast Altaic data on possessor ascen-
sion with the data from Aleut (Paleosiberian), a radically head-marking
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language, to gain further evidence for this proposal. Finally, in section 4
I consider some other features that favor and / or interact with possessor
ascension and argue against the disjunctive view of possessor ascension
as advocated by formal approaches (e.g. in Relational Grammar).

1. Relativization of possessor NPs in Altaic languages

1.1. “Mother Node Principle” in Turkic (Turkish) relativization

It is well known that relativization of possessors within NPs in Turkic
languages (Turkish) follows the same pattern as relativization of their
heads. That is, relativization of the possessor within subject NPs in-
volves the use of the participle in -en used for relativization of subjects
(cf. 1a, b), whereas relativization of the possessor within object NPs
involves the use of the participle in -dik followed by possessive markers

used for relativization of objects or, rather, nonsubject constituents (cf.
2a, b):'

(1) a. (_ okul-a gid-en)  adam
school-DAT  go-en man
‘the man who goes to school’

b. ((_kiz-1) okul-a gid-en) adam
daughter-3SG  school-DAT go-en  man
‘the man whose daughter goes to school’

2) a. (_ tam-dig-im) kadin
know-dik-1SG woman
‘the woman who I know’

b. ((_kocas-i-n) tanmi-dig-im) kadin
husband-3SG-ACC know-dik-1SG  woman
‘the woman whose husband I know’

' In a number of other Turkic languages (as well as Mongolian languages, see sec-

tion 1.3) the possessive agreement is attached to the head of the RC instead of
the participle (see Schonig 1992 and 1993 for an overview).
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In other words, relativization of possessors represents a paradigm case
of the “Mother Node Principle” formulated by Hankamer & Knecht
(1976: 205) as follows:

“If a subconstituent of the major constituent of the RC is relativized, the par-
ticiple is chosen which would be appropriate for the relativization of the ma-
jor constituent itself.”

1.2. Relativization of possessor NPs in Tungusic languages

In the terms of Keenan (1985) (cf. Keenan & Comrie 1977) the primary
relativization strategy in Even and other Tungusic languages, as well as
in Turkic languages considered above, is a participial prenominal gap-
ping strategy. That is, formation of RCs involves the following morpho-
syntactic operations: The restrictive sentence is preposed to the head
noun; the verb takes the participle form (the perfect participle in 3); the
relativized noun is gapped. In the primary strategy, relativization of
subjects (as in 3b) and nonsubjects (as in 3c) differs in that in the latter
case the participle takes a subject agreement ending indicating person
and number of the participial subject, cf. the third person singular
marker on the participle in 3c. (Note, further, that in Even, which in
contrast to Turkish lacks a genitive case, the embedded (third person)
subject remains in the unmarked (“nominative”) form as in 3c):

(3) a. Etiken buju-m maa-n
old.man.NOM reindeer-ACC kill-NONFUT-3SG
‘The old man killed the (wild) reindeer.’

b. (_ buju-m maa-a) etiken
reindeer-ACC kill-PERF.PART old.man
‘the old man who killed the (wild) reindeer’

c. (etiken _  maa-Ca-n) bujun
old.man kill-PERF.PART-3SG reindeer
‘the (wild) reindeer that the old man killed’

RCs with relativized possessors are patterned similar to those in Turkic
languages; cf. 4b, which shows relativization of the possessor from the
subject NP:
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(4) a. Etiken atika-nga-n hagdan-ni
old.man wife-AL.POS-NOM-3SG grow.old-NONFUT-3SG
“The old man’s wife died (lit. grew old).’

b. ((_atika-nga-n) hagdan-ca ) etiken
wife-AL.POS-3SG grow.old-PERF.PART old.man
‘the old man whose wife has died’

As demonstrated by 4, this strategy is also prenominal and participial.
However, its qualification as a gapping strategy is somewhat controver-
sial: Although the lexical possessor is missing in possessive RCs, their
formation involves the obligatory possessive marking of the possessed
(head) noun (cf. the third person singular possessive ending —n on the
possessed noun in 4b).

Relativization of the possessor noun from a postpositional phrase has
the same pattern. Whereas in the restrictive sentence 5a the possessor
noun hiakita ‘tree’ is the dependent constituent of the postpositional
phrase, in RC 5b it is its head:

(5) a. Turaaki hiakita ojde-le-n doo-n
crow.NOM tree top-LOC-3SG settle-NONFUT:3SG
‘The crow settled on (the top of) the tree.’

b. ((_djde-le-n) turaaki doo-¢a-n) hiakita
top-LOC-3SG crow  settle-PERF.PART-3SG tree
‘the tree on (the top of) which the crow settled’

Note that in 5b, unlike 4b, the participle takes the possessive suffix,
since relativization applies to (the possessor within) an object NP. Thus,
the form of the participle in RCs, formed by the secondary as well as the
primary strategy, depends on whether relativization applies to the subject
or to a nonsubject NP and thus obeys the Mother Node Principle as
attested in Turkish relativization.

The rules of the formation in other Tungusic languages are similar to
those in Even (see I. V. Nedjalkov 1977 and references cited there; also
Benzing 1985). Since RCs with relativized possessors have been stud-
ied less than RCs with relativized arguments, some further examples of
RCs (from Evenki and Nanai) involving possessor relativization (out of
the subject NP) follow:
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Evenki (Brodskaja 1988: 58)
(_ Evgide-n, _ _ birgida-n e-hi
this.side-3SG that.side-3SG not.be-PRES.PART

ice-v-re) d' uu bi-Ce-n
see-PASS-NEG.CONV  house.NOM be-PERF-3SG
‘There was a house, both sides of which were not seen.’

Nanai (L. Z. Zaksor, personal communication)

((_ asi-ni) tutuene  buj-ki-ni) mapa
wife-3SG  last.year die-PERF.PART-3SG old.man

‘the old man whose wife died last year’

1.3. Relativization of possessor NPs in Mongolian languages

Those Mongolian languages which developed possessive agreement
markers (e.g. Buryat) obey the Mother Node Principle in that relativiza-
tion of both objects and possessors within object NPs (postpositional
phrases) involves possessive marking on the RC head (which indicates
person / number of the RC subject).

®

&)

Buryat (Skribnik 1988: 164)
(Uréhen _ Hirii-n’
one.of.the.pair leg-3SG

gald.uul.Sa-han) timde ...
burn.CAUS(=PASS).INTENS-PAST.PART trousers

‘the trousers, one leg of which is burned’

Buryat (Skribnik 1988: 163)

Maanad-aj (_ doro-n’ zagaha
we-GEN underneath-3SG fish
bari-dag) xiifirge-mnaj ...

catch-ITER.PART bridge-1PL
‘the bridge (lit. our bridge) under which we are fishing’

On the other hand, those languages that lack possessive morphology
(e.g. Khalkha Mongolian) do not distinguish morphologically between
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RCs with subject and object relativization and therefore are irrelevant for
our discussion.

Thus, all Altaic languages which developed possessive agreement
follow the Mother Node Principle, irrespective of the way in which the
distinction between subject and object RCs is drawn: That is, it applies
both to languages which mark object RCs by attaching agreement end-
ings to the participle (as in Tungusic or Turkish) and to those which
mark the head of the RC (as, e.g., in Buryat or Yakut).

1.4. Towards an explanation of the Mother Node Principle

As demonstrated above, in Altaic languages (which display possessive
agreement morphology) relativization of possessors follows the same
pattern as relativization of heads of NPs. This seems to be a cross-lin-
guistically unusual pattern since it constitutes a violation of the syntactic
Accessibility Hierarchy for relativization set up by Keenan & Comrie
(1977). According to Keenan & Comrie (1977), (genitive) possessors
ranking low on the Accessibility Hierarchy are predicted to follow con-
sistently the relativization strategy chosen for obliques or objects of
comparison (occupying adjacent ranks on the Hierarchy), rather than
displaying relativization strategy of their heads. For example, European
languages cannot use participles (used for subject relativization) to rela-
tivize on possessors from subject NPs; cf. the ungrammaticality of 10:

(10)  *his son going to school man
(Attempted reading: ‘The man whose son is going to school’)

Thus, the pattern of possessive relativization, as attested in Altaic lan-
guages, calls for an explanation. Much of the subsequent research in
Turkish linguistics has approached this problem by trying to give an
explanation of the Mother Node Principle (along with other principles of
RC formation) either in syntactic or in semantic terms. The alternative
approaches are well represented by the contributions to the volume
Turkish linguistics today by Komnfilt (1991) and Nilsson (1991). The
generative approach, advocated by Kornfilt (1991), proposes to attribute
the use of the Subject Participle (-en) for relativization of subjects to the
fact that the use of the Object Participle (-dik) here would involve an
empty category in the embedded subject position. Since this empty cate-
gory is supported by the agreement morphology on the participle, it
must be a pro in terms of Chomsky’s Government and Binding theory
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(GB). Kornfilt (1991) proceeds to argue, extending the notion of A-
binding to A-binding, that this pro, being a [+pro -ana] category, would
be too close to its binder (the head of RC coindexed with it). The use of
Subject Participle for relativization of possessors of subject NPs is ex-
plained in a similar fashion. If the Object Participle were chosen, the
empty category in question would again be a pro since it would be sup-
ported by possessive endings on the head noun, and hence illegally
bound by the RC head.

Nevertheless, with regard to possessive RCs, this approach is con-
tradictory, since it is not clear how gaps within subject RCs with rela-
tivized possessors can be simultaneously pros and variables, i.e. repre-
sent simultaneously two different types of empty categories. This is so
because under the standard GB analysis, which models gapping strate-
gies (as in Turkish) on relative pronoun strategies (as in English), the
gap in the position of the relativized constituent must be a variable.

It seems that the pattern of possessive relativization has no straight-
forward explanation in the semantic approach either. Thus, according to
Nilsson (1991), the choice of Subject and Object Participles depends on
referential properties of the embedded subject: Thus, if the subject is
weak or nonreferential (or, more generally, nonspecific in terms of Jo-
hanson 1977) the Subject Participle is used, the Object Participle being
reserved to indicate switch-reference with the referential (specific) sub-
jects. Although this approach works quite well in many cases (e.g. in
RCs with so-called subject incorporation), it cannot straightforwardly
account for the use of Subject Participle in cases of possessor relativiza-
tion as in 1b: The possessed nominal is clearly referential in such cases
(otherwise it would not be used for purposes of head identification).
Thus, formation of RCs with relativized possessors appears to be prob-
lematic by any account.

In my view, the Mother Node Principle in relativization should be
viewed in the context of other possessor ascension phenomena as at-
tested in these languages. Actually, this possibility has not gone unno-
ticed in Turkic studies. Thus Barker, Hankamer & Moore (1990),
briefly considering such analysis (to be later discarded in favor of a
syntactic approach—a reformulation of principles of relativization as
proposed in Hankamer & Knecht (1976) in terms of c-command), write
(footnote 4):
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“One might be tempted, looking at examples (5)-(6) in isolation [examples of
possessor relativization], to hypothesize that possessor ascension is at work;
there is however no evidence from agreement, control or raisability to support
the existence of possessor ascension in Turkish. Further, examples (7)-(10)
below [examples of object relativization out of sentential subjects] would re-
main to be accounted for.”

Still, it seems that both objections are not fully convincing. First, rela-
tivization of nonsubject constituents out of sentential subjects (to which
the authors refer above) is known to be marginal in Turkish (cf. Kornfilt
1991:76) and is altogether impossible in Even (Tungusic). Second, the
authors’ contention that “possessor ascension” phenomena are lacking
in Turkish originates from a narrow view of this process as developed
in the Relational Grammar tradition (cf. Perlmutter & Postal 1983).
However, if we assume with Corbett (1993) a prototype approach to the
notion of headedness and regard “possessor ascension” as a process
assigning some of the head properties in a nominal phrase to the posses-
sor, such evidence for possessor ascension is available both in Turkic
and Tungusic languages.

Further, I shall argue that possessor ascension phenomena can be at-
tributed to the fact that possessors are head-marked in these languages
(cf. section 4).> Notably, in Turkish, head-marking constitutes a precon-
dition for possessor ascension in RCs (i.e. for the choice of the Subject
Participle under relativization from the subject NP). Turkish possessive
constructions are normally double-marked—by means of possessive
agreement morphology on the head and by genitive marking of the pos-
sessor. However, there exists a class of constructions where the posses-
sive head-marking is optional or even dispreferred, as in the case of
constructions with a proper name as the possessed constituent:

(11) Fatma-mn Ali (Ali-si)
Fatma-GEN Ali (Ali-3SG)
‘Fatma’s (husband, son, etc.) Ali’

2 The term “head-marking”, introduced in Nichols (1986), is used here to refer both
to head- and double-marking patterns, i.e. to all cases when the possessor is
marked (indexed) on the head.
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Now, if the possessor in such constructions should be relativized, the
possessed, acting as the embedded subject, must take the possessive
agreement morphology in accordance with the general pattern:

(12) Ali-si (*Ali) evien-en Fatma (intihar  et-ti)
Ali-3SG  (*Ali) marry-PART Fatma (suicide do-PAST)
‘Fatma, whose (husband) Ali married (the other one), killed herself.’

In the next section I shall consider further evidence for possessor ascen-
sion from the two groups of Altaic languages—Tungusic and Turkic—
which consistently exhibit possessive agreement morphology.

2. Evidence for possessor ascension in Altaic languages

2.1. Turkic languages: Scope of the plural marker

It is well known that Turkish (as well as other Turkic languages) lacks
the specialized possessive marker of the third person plural. In the latter
function, the complex possessive form in -ler-i, a combination of the
plural marker and the third person singular marker, is used. These forms
are, however, ambiguous, as indicated in 13:

(13) ev-ler-i a. ‘(his / her) houses’
house-PL-3SG b. ‘(their) house’
c. ‘(their) houses’

In one reading, the plurality is interpreted as pertaining to the stem of the
noun itself, in the other reading, as pertaining to the possessor nominal,
and in the third, as pertaining both to the head and its possessor. Viewed
as a semantic operator,’ the plural marker can be regarded as taking ei-
ther the stem to the left or the possessive ending (cross-referencing the
possessor nominal) to the right in its scope.

2.2 Tungusic: Scope of the designative case marker

In a number of Tungusic languages (Evenki, Nanai, etc.) the DO can be
marked, apart from the accusative case (or the reflexive-possessive
marker, as in 18a) by the designative case in -ga-. The designative case

* Compare a discussion of scopal properties of nominal morphological categories
in Johanson (1992: 189-190; 234-235).
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is exceptional morphologically in that it always takes the possessive
suffixes. It is exceptional semantically in that marking the DO it simul-
taneously assigns the Beneficiary function to the possessor in the DO
phrase. Cf. the interpretation of the possessor nominal in 14, where the
DO is marked with the accusative case and in 15 with the DO in the
designative:

(14) Bii etiken or-ma-n ga-da-m
ILNOM old.man reindeer-ACC-3SG take-NONFUT-1SG
‘I took the old man’s reindeer (i.e. the reindeer from the old man).’

(15) Bii etiken or-nga-n ga-da-m
ILLNOM old.man reindeer-AL.POS-DES-3SG take-NONFUT-1SG
‘I took the reindeer for the old man.’

In other words, the designative marker has its scope both over the head
nominal and its possessor.

2.3. Turkic: Use of same-reference converbs in switch-reference
contexts

Turkic languages contain a class of converbs (cf. the Turkish converbs
in -ip, -erek and doubled -¢) that are normally used under coreferentiality
of the embedded (converbial) subject with the matrix subject. Now, it
has been noted that in a number of Turkic languages (see Brendemoen
& Csaté 1986 for Turkish; cf. Bergel’son & Kibrik 1995 for Tuvinian)
some of these converbs can also be used in switch-reference contexts.
The factors that facilitate this use are, on the one hand,—much like in
RCs—referential (nonspecificity) and semantic (nonagentivity) proper-
ties of the converbial subject, and, more relevant to our discussion, the
possessive relation between the matrix and the embedded subjects:

(16) (Brendemoen & Csat6 1986: 124)
Mehmet,  dis-i agri-ya agri-ya,
M.(NOM) tooth-3SG ache-CONV ache-CONV

sabah-1 et-ti
morning-ACC make-PAST-3SG
‘Mehmet stayed awake all night with his tooth constantly aching.’
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Thus with regard to rules of switch-reference, coreferentiality of the
matrix subject with the possessive suffix on the embedded subject ap-
parently suffices for the choice of a same-reference converb.

2.4. Tungusic: Possessor ascension in adversative passive
constructions

North Tungusic languages exhibit a special valency-changing category,
the adversative(-passive) form in -w- / -m-, which denotes an action
unfavorable for the (surface) subject (cf. indirect or adversity passive in
Japanese). Deriving prototypical (valency-reducing) passives as in 17,
these forms mark promotion of the DO to the surface subject position;
the (optional) underlying subject is marked by the dative case:

(17) a. Nugde etike-m maa-n
bear NOM old.man-ACC kill-AD-NONFUT-3SG
‘The bear killed the old man.’
b. Etiken nugde-du  maa-w-ra-n

old. man.NOM bear-DAT kill-AD-NONFUT-3SG
‘The old man was killed by the bear.’

However, there is also another type of adversative constructions, deri-
vation of which results in a valency increase. For such constructions the
surface subject corresponds to the underlying possessor (from the DO
NP as in 18):

(18) a. Nugde etiken gia-wa-n maa-n
bear.NOM old.man friend-ACC-3SG kill-AD-NONFUT-3SG
“The bear killed the old man’s friend.’

b. Etiken nugde-du  gia-j
old.man.NOM bear-DAT friend-NOM-REF.POS

(*hurke-m) maa-w-ra-n

(*youth-ACC) kill-AD-NF-3SG

‘The bear killed the old man’s friend (the old man was negatively
affected).’
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Note that in 18b one cannot replace the DO in the reflexive-possessive
form gia-j with the DO in the nonpossessed (accusative) form hurke-m.
This demonstrates that the possessor constitutes an obligatory constitu-
ent in the underlying structure (cf. 18a) and therefore lends support to
the possessor ascension analysis.

The valency-increasing type of adversative constructions can be de-
rived from (certain classes of) intransitive verbs as well. In that case the
underlying possessor “ascends” from the underlying subject NP:

(19) a. Etiken oron-ni hor-re-n
old.man reindeer.NOM-3SG go.away-NONFUT-35G
“The old man’s reindeer ran away.’

b. Etiken or-mi (*oro-m)
old.man.NOM reindeer-NOM-REF.POS (*reindeer-ACC)

hore-w-re-n

go.away-AD-NF-3SG

“The (old man’s) reindeer ran away (the old man was negatively
affected).’

Although not all types of adversative constructions can be analysed as
involving “possessor ascension” (see Malchukov 1995: 21-25), the pos-
sessive relation is one of the major factors favoring promotion from a
nonargument position.

2.5. Tungusic: Possessor ascension in reciprocal constructions

The verbal reciprocal form in -mat- / -met- is normally used to denote
cross-coreferentiality between the subject and another argument of the
base verb (the underlying DO in 20):

(20) a. Akan néo-j
brother. NOM  younger.brother-NOM-REF.POS

aw-ra-n
wash-NONFUT:3PL
“The brother washed his younger brother.’
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b. Ak-nil aw-mat-ta
brother-PL.NOM  wash-REC-NONFUT-3PL
‘The brothers washed each other.’

The verbal reciprocal regularly also marks cross-coreferentiality between
the subject and the possessor within another argument NP (DO in 21):

21) a. Akan noo
brother.NOM  younger.brother

niri-wa-n aw-ra-n
back-ACC-3SG  wash-NONFUT:3PL
“The brother washed his younger brother’s back.’

b. Ak-nil meer  niri-I-bur
brother-PL.NOM  self’s  back-PL-NOM-REF.POS.PL

aw-mat-ta
wash-REC-NONFUT-3PL -
‘The brothers washed each other’s backs.’

Again, possessors within argument NPs are similar to their heads in that
they can be cross-coreferential to the subject of the reciprocal construc-
tion.

2.6. Turkic: Subject to subject raising in embedded clauses

As discussed in Mulder (1976), if the impersonal passive construction
taking a sentential complement constitutes a “root” clause, the embedded
subject cannot undergo raising to the matrix clause subject position.
Note that the embedded subject in 22a cannot control the matrix verb
agreement, as illustrated by the ungrammaticality of 22b:

(22) a. ((biz-im) masum ol-dug-umuz)-a inanmil-di
(we-GEN) innocent be-PART-1PL-DAT believe-PASS-PAST-3SG
‘We were believed to be innocent.’

b. *((biz-im) masum ol-dug-umuz)-a inan-il-dik
we-GEN  innocent be-PART-1PL-DAT believe-PASS-PAST-1PL
(Attempted reading: ‘We were believed to be innocent.”)
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If, however, such a complex impersonal construction is in its turn em-
bedded, the most deeply embedded subject can be raised to the position
of the subject of the impersonal sentence and exert control over agree-
ment of the erstwhile impersonal predicate:

c. (sen) ((biz-im) (masum ol-dug-umuz)-a
(you) (we-GEN) innocent be-PART-1PL-DAT

inan-l-dig-imiz)-1 bil-iyor-sun
believe-PASS-PART-1PL-ACC  know-PRES-2SG
‘You know that we are believed to be innocent.’

This raising phenomenon seems to be important since it is not lexically
restricted (to certain types of “raising verbs” and “raising adjectives”; cf.
section 4) and depends solely on the syntactic construction involved.

3. Aleut evidence for possessor ascension

3.0. Typological characteristics of Aleut

Our account predicts that “possessor ascension” phenomena would ob-
tain in other languages which cross-reference the possessor on the head
nominal. As demonstrated with regard to Aleut, a radically head-mark-
ing language, this prediction is borne out.

Aleut is a Paleosiberian language related to Eskimo. It is a highly ag-
glutinating suffixing language showing some polysynthetic features, cf.
the use of enclitical subject-object agreement markers on the predicate in
the examples in section 3.2. Syntactically, it is an SOV language giving
much prominence to the topic relation, the verb agreeing with the topi-
calized constituent. The major parts of speech (nouns, verbs and adjec-
tives) are not clearly distinguished: The set of possessive suffixes on
nouns is similar to the set of subject-object agreement endings on verbs.
The data discussed here are primarily drawn from Bergsland & Dirks
(1981) based on the Atka Aleut dialect spoken in Alaska.

3.1. Number marking in NPs

Within simplex (nonpossessive) NPs Aleut formally distinguishes (in
the unmarked absolutive case) between three grammatical numbers:
Singular in -x’, dual in -x and plural in -s:
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23) a. hla-x b. hla-x c. hla-s
boy-SG boy-DU boy-PL
‘the / a boy’ ‘(the) two boys’ ‘(the) boys’

In possessive constructions, however, the possessed noun takes a spe-
cial set of number agreement markers, indicating its own number and /
or person and number of the possessor, whereas the latter (if overt, see
below) is in the relative case. The scope of number markers (that is,
which NP—the possessor or the head noun—is assigned the number) is
determined by a special type of Agentivity Hierarchy, subsuming the
following partial hierarchies. (Our formulation is based on observations
in Bergsland & Dirks (1981) and proposals in Golovko & Vaxtin
(forthcoming); the sign > in 24 means “preferably controls number
agreement on the head N”):

(24) Agentivity hierarchy in number agreement control

(@) Person hierarchy: 1/2 p. > 3p.

(b) Number hierarchy (see Golovko & Vaxtin, forthcoming): PL >
DU > SG

(¢) Topicality hierarchy (cf. Golovko & Vaxtin, forthcoming):
[+Topic/ > /-Topic/

(d) Default principle: Other things being equal, number is assigned
to the closest /+referential/ NP.

To see how these principles operate, consider the following examples of
possessive NPs (in the unmarked absolutive case):

(25) a. ukina-mas ‘our knife or knives’

knife-1PL

b. ukina-dix ‘your (du.) knife or knives’
knife-2DU

C.  ukina-chix ‘your knife or knives’
knife-2PL

In 25 the 1 / 2 person plural (or dual) possessor, ranking high on both
Person and Number Hierarchies, controls number agreement on the
head noun, whereas the latter’s number is disregarded.

Consider next the following examples with the 1 / 2 person singular
POSSessor:
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(26) a. uikina-ng ‘my knife’

knife-SG / 1SG

b.  ukina-king ‘my two knives’
knife-DU / 1SG

c.  ukina-ning ‘my knives’
knife-PL / 1SG

d. ukina-an ‘your (sg.) knife’
knife-SG / 2SG

e.  ukina-kin ‘your (sg.) two knives’
knife-DU / 2SG

f.  ukina-t ‘your (sg.) knives’

knife-PL / 2SG

If the possessor is in the 1 / 2 person singular as in 26, thus being
somewhat lower on the Number Hierarchy than constructions under 25,
the head noun takes cumulative (in many cases unanalysable) agreement
markers indicating number of its “host NP” (the head N) as well as
number and person of the possessor.

Consider next the following constructions involving the third person
possessor, ranking low on the Person Hierarchy. In accordance with the
Default Principle as defined in 24d (and leaving for the moment the
Topicality Hierarchy aside), the number markers are assigned to its host,
the head noun, whereas the possessor carries its own number marking,
as illustrated below:

27) a. hla-m ukina-a ‘(the) boy’s knife’
boy-REL.SG knife-3SG
b. hla-m ukina-ngis ‘(the) boy’s knives’

boy-REL.SG  knife-3PL

(28) a. hla-s ukina-a ‘(the) boys’ knife’
boy-PL  knife-3SG

b. hla-s ukina-ngis  ‘(the) boys’ knives’
boy-PL  knife-3PL

If, however, the possessor is topical and in that case normally omitted,
the possessive construction becomes ambiguous as to which constituent
is assigned the number, that is which constituent exerts control over
number agreement. According to Golovko & Vaxtin (forthcoming), (see
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also Bergsland & Dirks 1981), this ambiguity is constrained (albeit not
fully resolved) by the Number Hierarchy, the resolution rules taking the
following form: The constituent with the higher number controls the
number agreement. Thus, the NP in 29a taking the singular marker is
unambiguous—both its constituents must be in the singular. Example
29b, by contrast, is ambiguous in that it indicates only that at least one of
its constituents (the head noun or its possessor) is in the dual, the other
constituent can be either in the dual or in the singular (ranking lower on
the Number Hierarchy). As shown by 29c, the NP marked with the
plural is open to still more interpretations, since it merely indicates that at
least one constituent is in the plural, the other being either in the plural or
in lower numbers (dual or singular):*

(29) a. ukina-a ‘his knife’
knife-3SG
b. ukina-kix ‘their (du.) knife’, ‘their (du.) two knives’, ‘his two
knife-3DU  knives’
C. ukina-ngis ‘his knives’, ‘his two knives’, ‘their (du.) knife’,
knife-3PL.  ‘their (du.) two knives’, ‘their knife’, ‘their two
knives’, ‘their knives’

Thus, the number marking pattern in Aleut possessive phrases is not
unlike Turkish, illustrated in section 2.1, the head competing with the
possessor for control of number agreement. The Aleut system is how-
ever more intricate, since control properties of the possessive phrase
constituents depend on their position in a number of hierarchies.’

3.2. Possessor ascension: Control of verbal agreement

In clauses with no topicalized constituents, the verb agrees in person and
number with its subject, both subject (and object) being in the absolutive

* In the interpretation of 29c I follow Golovko & Vaxtin (forthcoming), assuming
that PL outranks DU on the Number Hierarchy. Note, however, that according to
Bergsland & Dirks (1981) 24c cannot have a dual interpretation.

For Turkic languages, topicality (= omission) of the possessor also plays a cer-
tain role, since nontopicalized (i.e. overt) possessors cannot control the plural
agreement morphology on the head N. Thus, in contrast to 13, adam-lar-in ev-ler-
i (man-PL-GEN house-PL-3SG) means ‘(the) men’s houses’, but not ‘(the) men’s
house’.
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case (the absolutive case is formally distinguished from the relative case
only in the singular, as in 30a from Bergsland & Dirks (1981: 8):

(30) a. Asxinu-x’ hla-x’ kidu-ku-x’
girl-ABS.SG  boy-ABS.SG help-PRES-35G
‘The girl is helping the boy.’

b. Asxinu-s hla-x’ kidu-ku-s
girl-PL  boy-ABS.SG help-PRES-3PL
“The girls are helping the boy.’

c. Hiax kidu-ku-q
boy-ABS.SG help-PRES-1SG
‘I am helping the boy.’

If, however, the object is topicalized and therefore omitted, the verb
takes another set of agreement endings, distinguishing the number of the
object NP (and for most cases of the subject NP as well). In that case
the subject takes the relative case, the structure being sometimes a bit
misleadingly referred to as ergative:

(31) a. Asxinu-m kidu-ku-u
girl-REL.SG  help-PRES-3->3SG
“The girl is helping him.’

b. Asxinu-m kidu-ku-ngis
girl-REL.SG  help-PRES-3->3PL
‘The girl is helping them.’

c. Kidu-ku-ng
help-PRES-1SG->3SG
‘I am helping him.’

Now, if the possessor of the subject NP is topicalized, this null posses-
sor, rather than the subject (the head N), controls verbal agreement: Cf.
32a with the overt possessor and 32b from Bergsland & Dirks (1981:
21) illustrating ascension of the null possessor from the subject NP:



102 Andrej L. Malchukov

(32) a. Hias ada-a awa-ku-x’
boy-PL  father-ABS.3SG  work-PRES-3SG
‘The boys’ father is working.’

b. Ada-ngis awa-ku-s
father-ABS.3P  work-PRES-3PL
‘Their father is (lit. are) working.’

In a similar fashion, the possessor within an object NP, if topicalized,
controls verbal agreement, as in 33b from Bergsland & Dirks (1981:
22):

(33) a. Hia-s ada-a kidu-ku-q
boy-PL  father-ABS.3SG  help-PRES-1SG
‘I am helping the boys’ father.’

b. Ada-ngis kidu-ku-ning
father-ABS.3PL  help-PRES-1SG->3PL
‘I am helping their father.’

The comparison of possessor ascension structures in 32b and 33b re-
veals an important point: The possessor within the subject NP, when
topicalized, triggers subject-agreement endings on the verb, whereas
ascending from the object NP, it triggers the (cumulative) object agree-
ment endings. Thus, as regards the choice of verbal agreement markers,
possessor ascension in Aleut obeys the Mother Node Principle, treating
the heads of NPs and their possessors alike.

3.3. Switch-reference in “linking constructions”

One of the major types of complex constructions in Aleut is “linking
constructions” (in the terms of Knut Bergsland), displaying features of
both subordinate (underspecified adverbial clauses with a vague tempo-
ral semantics) and coordinate constructions. The form of the construc-
tions depends largely on referential (switch-reference) relations between
NPs in a subordinate (medial) and the matrix (final) clause.

If the embedded subject is nonidentical to the matrix subject, the non-
final verb is normally linked by cliticization of the complementizer
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(ng)aan (diachronically a postposition ‘to, for’);® in 34 -g'aan < x’
(3SG) + ngaan (COMP):

(34) (Bergsland & Dirks 1981:105)
Alitxu-x’ ina-ku-g’-aan Atx’a-m
war-ABS.SG  finish-PRES-3SG+COMP  Atka-REL.SG

hadan uqitiig’ uta-na-s
t0.3SG  return-PAST-1PL
‘When the war was over, we returned to Atka.’

When the embedded (3rd person) subject is coreferential to the matrix
subject, another linking structure is used. In this pattern the subordinate
predicate, rather than taking the complementizer ngaan, takes the relative
case to indicate succession of the events referred to in the subordinate
and the matrix clause, or the absolutive case to indicate their simultane-

ity:

(35) Tayagu-x’ uqiti-ku-m ayug-na-x’
man-ABS.SG return-PRES-REL.SG went.out-PAST-3SG
“The man returned and (then) went out (in a boat).’

Notably, this same-reference pattern can also be used under coreferen-
tiality between the (3rd person) possessor in the embedded subject NP
and the matrix subject as in 36a, or with the possessor of the matrix sub-
ject as illustrated in 36b:

¢ Strictly speaking, this is an oversimplification. First, if the embedded and the
matrix subjects are coreferential but in the 1 / 2 person, the switch-reference pat-
tern is used. And conversely, under certain conditions (indication of simultaneity
between clauses; coreferentiality of the embedded subject or object to the matrix
object) the use of the ngaan complementizer becomes optional.
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36) (Bergsland & Dirks 1981:109)
a. Tayagu-x’ uqiti-ku-m
man-ABS.SG return-PRES-REL.SG

hila-a ayug-na-x’'
son-ABS.3SG  went.out-PAST-3SG
‘When the man returned, his son went out (in a boat).’

b. Hilaa uqiti-ku-m
son-ABS:3SG  return-PRES-REL.SG

ayaga-a ayug-na-x’
wife-ABS:3SG  went.out-PAST-3SG
‘When his son returned, his wife went out (in a boat).’

4. Conclusions and qualifications

In the present paper I have attempted to demonstrate on the basis of data
from Tungusic, Turkic and Aleut languages that head-marking is one of
the factors favoring possessor ascension. Data from a number of other
head-marking languages (and language families) lend further support to
this correlation; cf. e.g. lexically unrestricted raising phenomena in
Quechua languages (Lefebvre & Muysken 1988: 141-148) and in
Malagasy (Perlmutter & Postal 1983: 43-45), or marking of the posses-
sor on the verb in Santali (a Munda language, see Bhat 1994: 234).

Still, I am not claiming that head-marking is the only factor involved
in ascension processes. Generally speaking, ascension (and raising)
phenomena constitute a rather heterogeneous class and may be condi-
tioned by different factors. First, in some languages (e.g. Bantu lan-
guages, as discussed by Seiler 1983: 45-47), possessor ascension is
allowed only for inalienable possessors. Second, existence of possessor
ascension can depend on how well the genitive marker is integrated into
the case-system of individual languages (i.e., if it is combinable with
other case-markers). For example, Quechua languages employing a
double-marking pattern of possessive constructions allow for extraction
of the genitive possessors (and consequently for their double case-
marking), whereas structurally very similar Turkic languages that disal-
low double case-marking do not. Third, those raising phenomena that
are lexically restricted (applying to a particular set of “raising verbs” and
“raising adjectives”) largely depend, as suggested by Givon (1990:
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778), on a (morphologically) trivial property of certain verbs to subcate-
gorize for both a sentential and a nominal object (or subject).

Further, the possibility of possessor ascension may depend on a
number of additional factors. A much discussed topic is the interaction
between possessor ascension and noun incorporation:It has been argued
with regard to a number of languages that the former process is a side-
effect of the latter (cf. Baker 1988: 96-105; 268-277; for an early treat-
ment of this topic with regard to Chukchee see V. P. Nedjalkov 1977).
Another example is the interaction of possessor ascension with Agen-
tivity Hierarchy, as observed above in Aleut. An additional typological
investigation is necessary in order to determine if apparent counter-ex-
amples to our proposals, relating possessor ascension to head-marking,
can be accounted for in terms of these factors (cf. e.g. agreement of the
verb with the possessor in dependent-marking Tangut) (see Kepping
1979: 269-270).

The attested correlation between possessor ascension and head-
marking in possessive constructions may have a diachronic explanation.
Usually, the head-marking pattern is due to grammaticalization of encli-
ticized pronominals to agreement markers. An intermediate stage in such
a grammaticalization process is represented by a concatenation of the
lexical noun with the pronoun, often with a (formally) underspecified
dependency relation. Also in later stages of the grammaticalization proc-
ess, the possessive agreement markers may retain residual characteristics
of independent syntactic items and reveal certain head properties in
competition with the possessed noun.

To conclude: Head-marked possessors, in contrast to dependent-
marked possessors, tend to display some head properties and therefore
may exhibit a deviant behavior with regard to hierarchies formulated in
purely syntactic terms (such as Keenan & Comrie’s (1977) Accessibility
Hierarchy for relativization). Another conclusion is of a methodological
nature. Our data suggest that a narrow, disjunctive view of possessor
ascension phenomena (assuming that possessor ascension deprives the
erstwhile head of all of its “term” properties), as advocated by formal
approaches (e.g. in Relational Grammar), can hardly do justice to all
possible redistributions of head properties within possessive NPs as
attested in natural languages.’

" The common practice of accounting for such splits in Relational Grammar is to
assign the “term” status to the possessor and its (semantic) head in different strata
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Scharlipp, Wolfgang-E. 1998. Two Eastern Turki texts about reading and writ-
ing. Turkic Languages 2, 109-125.

Among the collection of Central Asian prints and manuscripts in the library of
the University of Lund (Sweden), we find a number of texts which were written
at the beginning of this century by an educated Uyghur. In addition to the infor-
mation these texts contain about the social and cultural life of that time, they
give us an insight into a certain phase in the development of the Modern Uyghur
language. In this article, I present two of these manuscripts in transcription and
translation along with a glossary and the facsimiles.

Wolfgang-E. Scharlipp, Carsten Niebuhr Instituttet, Kpbenhavns Universitet,
Snorresgade 17-19, 23 Kpbenhavn, Denmark.

For Professor Gunnar Jarring,
the Grand Old Man of Modern Uyghur studies

The two texts presented here in facsimile, transcription and translation
were written by an Uyghur, Muhammad Ali Damollah, probably some
time during the first decade of this century. Damollah worked as a teach-
er of Modern Uyghur for the British General Consulate and for the
Swedish Christian missionaries in Kashgar, Eastern Turkestan, the pres-
ent-day province of Xinjiang in the People’s Republic of China. The
original manuscripts are kept in the collection of Eastern Turki manu-
scripts in the library of the University of Lund, Sweden. So far, only a
handwritten, provisional catalogue exists, compiled by Gunnar Jarring,
who also founded this collection (see Ekstrom & Ehrensvérd 1987). The
call number of these texts is Prov. 207, Collection I (Muhammed Ali
Damollah) Nos. 1-2.
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The same two texts were printed before in Scharlipp 1995, tran-
scribed in normal Latin characters and translated into German without
any remarks or glossary. The reason for this was that, at that time and in
that context, the ideas that a semi-educated person from the Turkic world
held about the nature of reading and writing were of more interest than
the language of the texts themselves.

When Gunnar Jarring and the University of Lund were so kind to al-
low me to publish manuscripts from that collection, my intention was to
edit them in the same way as Gunnar Jarring had previously edited texts
which he published from the same collection.

There is one more preliminary remark to make. As mentioned in the
1996 edition, after I had translated the texts into German, I learned that
Gunnar Jarring had translated them into English many years ago during
his time as Swedish ambassador to Moscow. It therefore would have
been unnecessary to translate them into English again. I decided rather to
adopt almost verbatim Gunnar Jarring’s translation, making only a few
changes here and there. Wherever the translation might prove unsatis-
factory, will be in those places. Beyond that, my only contributions are
the transcription, some of the remarks and the glossary.

Transcription
I. oqumaqgnirn beja:ni

(1) oqumagqgte hemedin Con i§ Subu ki kéntl qojmaq Cig konil birle
oqumagq (2) jalyuz koznip kii¢i az keledur. tole veqt ademnin konli
baSqa terefte bols® kozi (3) xatte bolyeni birle ®yizdin basqae soz
¢iqip ketedur.

(4) kitapni acqendz bir saftheni oqup Otklizgende varagni or qol
terefige (5) oriigej. oquyendae mula:h@za tama:m birle oquyaj pltilgen
sozde bir noqte vaje bir kelimede (6) yzlet gilinyen bolsz pitilgen
sOznin) eval a:yiriye mulacheze qilyende konil farqini (7) ¢iqerdur.
Sund®y her nersede konilnin kiici Con kii€ltiktlr (8) yetnin teri:kesi bir
nede gismidur. bir gismi yztni nastaliq dep ®jturmiz. Sunday ki (9) ki-
taplermnin y@ti nastaliq yatur ve jine bir qismi y&tni nasy y®t dep
@jturmiz (10) ol xtni qura:nyz ve ind3il piitiptlr. nas x&tur ve jine bir
qismi y&tni ku:fi yet (11) veje yeti sulu:s dep ajturmiz andey yat bu
terefte na:gaha:n bardur. tunganiler ku:fi xatni istima:1 (12) qilipturler.
(16) x=t oqumaqnin Sertleri: y&t oquyenda bek yatni kozige jeqin
keltirip (17) oqusni 6zige a:det gilmayzj. kejn neri tutup oquyaj dese
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oqujalmas (18) ve hem baSini midirletip @t oqumaqgni 6zige a:det
qilmayz;j bir &jp dek korentr (19) evel qajday oqup a:det gilse Sundzy
orgentr. ve jine bir Sert Su ki bir s6z- (20) nir) ajayini yine bir sozge
q&;jtip &liSturup oqumayaj her sozni tiigetip (21) bir neps @lip jine bir
sozniy iptida:sini baSl®y®j sozni oquyende Cele (22) Cejnep sbzni
taSlema®y®j oquyendz mula:hzza bilen oquyz;.

II. patikcinin zerur la:zemlik nerseleri

<2> (1) qzlem jeni piSiq qumus galemtra:$ bilen qirip uini jirmagq.

<3> (2) sijah jeni Ciray isi bilen veje guruné qurutup kojdurdp
qilinur.

<4> (3) deva:t sija:h Cilejduryen qaca mistin ja tomiir ja ¢ini vejz
safa:1din.

<5> (4) deva:tke saladuryan jipekni soqup jumS3atip sija:h bilen dz-
va:tke <6> slinir. sija:hni Cilep veja bir SiSege selip patin sija:hni
SiSe szlyendin kin <7> Calyutup ta ki Calyulmaqtin &jrip putin sija:h
qilmaj su birle bir bolyznd® deva:tke <8> qojmaq kerek.

<9> (5) jaySi kayaz puyte dziimlesidin jasalur Sunday ki urus kayaz
gogant kayaz veje <10> yoten kayaz. xoten kagazni iidzme dera:ytinin
jildizinin qobzagqini sojup soqup jumsSatip <11> jiyaCtin qalepni caha:rsu
qilip qalep tegige hem perketip tujqun su iistide qojyende <12> suni
Calyutup bergende tekSe bolur andin qalep bilen afta:pte qojyendz qu-
rup kayaz bolur <13> kayazni jaysi qilej dese guruncni qajntip gurunc
sujini jete qajnaetip giva:m qilyen <14> ta ki bir gajmaq vej& meske dek
jums3aq bolur ani kayaz iistide qojup qoliya bir yalt® <15> ki:p yalte
bilen tekSe kayazke sudap kayazni ala kiine$ jerde qojmaq kerek qu-
rugende <16> @lip Sundeg terth jiizkd hem sudep qurutup alyende
zirtas jeeni siliq bir ta$ bilen <17> siirgende $iSe dek siliq kayaz bolur.
x&t qilgeli jeysi qogant kayazi dek siliq bolur <18> kita:bat qilyendz
kayaz tegide dzlzgir jeni qirim veje& kondin gilyan nerseni ajturmiz. ol
dzizgirde <19> putigende dzizgir iistide kayazni qojup kayaz baSini
kayaz ajeyidin sahal igizreq <20> tutup olturyendz bir putini tegige
basip bir &jiyini tiklep tizlenip olturyzjler <21> y®t qilyande kayazke
mistar s&lip kayazni dzirdzimaq kerektlr. mistar salm®s®e <22> yat
qijiq ¢iqip qalur. mistarni bir nece kayaz bilen bir safha qalinraq qilip her
seetir et <23> araligiye Cizebilen tenSep tana:p maSut jip bilen satir
araliqiye qojup <24> kayaz ba$ terepidin ha:§ije qojup putiigej. ve
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pitigende mimkin bolsz qitaji kelime qilmayaj <25> Ciinki qitaji ke—
lime jeni bir kelime s6zni otradin bolap tepini s&tir <26> nin baSiyz
bolmasun. mistar iki qismi: birini kayaz bilen jip bilen ... <27> jine bir
gismi iist bir t®yte raslap dzidziq qilmaq kayaz safasige qarindas
qalem bilen <28> y®tge muva:fiq dzidzimaq kerek satir saetir dzidzilir
jeni bir yatin dzidzilur qarinda§ <29> qalemni jinige qilip jinik
dzidsiyj eger bir jerde bir neme galet bolsa x®t quruyenda <30> itik
picaqt jinik qirip Ciqarip xat ornini siliq bir ta$ bilen siiriip <31> qilip
omniye y®t pitimek kerek. bu qismi qilip putilgen yatler kita:p
piatimeknin <32> beja:ni dur. mumkin bolse zede qilmeaj ha:Sije
¢iqarmaj puttlse her noyteni her haerfnin <33> 6z bera:beriye qojup
imla: bilen jeni elif keleduryzn sozge ajn pitilmestin imla: <34> bilen
putilse mutabar ru:§@n xa&t bolur. imla:ni saglamaq zuru:ri ahqa:mi
iken <35> ikind3i x®tni dua: ve szlaxm xztur. polat qelem bilen
putdlar. aksar bu polat qelemni <36> sodegerler depter ve dua: ve
selaxm yat GcUn iSletiir tatlatmajdur. her jerge iba:rre duryen yatni
lapa:pe her kayazdin <38> qilinyzn bir yalte dur. ®nin ifige s&lip jem-
lep lapa:pe listige @t qilip ibereleduryen <39> jerge vezn yatni
mula:hzzz qilip veznige kore marka Caplep postexa:ne taslap <40>
x&t jetktzalir. qelemnin uini keskende ya: qumus qelem ya: polat
qelzm bolsun <41> galemni jiryendin ki:n q@lem udi iki tiliq bolur.
on terepinin uci sol terepidin zereCe <42> igizrek bolur. qzlem uci
hemiSe kesilip turs® y®t sa:f Ciqedur. kayaz szfasige <43> mistar
selip s®tirlemni tiz ¢igarmaq, mistarsiz x&t qilse tiiz gilmaq kerek
boledur. (at the edge) qumus gelem kol kesilse riste €iqip qalur, qu-
rutup kesmek lazim bolur.

Translation
A description of reading

When reading, the greatest thing is this fact that one has to put one’s
heart and soul into it and read with all one’s heart. If one does it only
with the power of one’s eyes, little comes out of it. Many times, when
someone’s mind is somewhere else but his eyes are with the script, other
words emerge from his mouth.

When one opens a book and has finished reading a page, one has to
turn it toward one’s right hand. When one reads, one has to read the
whole page attentively. If a mistake has been made in the written text in a
(diacritical) point or in a word, one’s mind finds the difference in the
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written text by paying attention from the beginning to the end. Thus, in
everything, the power of one’s mind is a great strength.

There are a few different kinds of writing styles. One kind of writing
we call nastalig.' It is the type of writing used in books and which we
call nastalig. Another kind of writing we call nasy. It is the kind of
writing used in the Quran and in the New Testament and which we call
nasy. And there is another kind of handwriting which we call ku:fi or
sulus.?

That handwriting is occasionally used in this part (of the world). The
Tungans employ the kufi-script. Another kind of handwriting we call
Sikeste-a:miz. The Persian people used it, and also the peoples of India
and Kabul use it for writing letters of greeting. Nowadays the hand-
writing they use in Kashgar of the Six Cities® in account books and in
letters of greeting is nastaliq.

The conditions for reading. When reading, do not make a habit of
bringing the script very close to your eyes. If you say “I shall read
holding it far away”, it cannot be read. And do not make it a habit to
move your head to and fro when reading. It is considered a fault. The
habit you first acquire when reading, you will (always) practice. Another
condition is this: Don’t read letting the end of one word come into con-
tact with the following word.*

Read every word to the end and stop for a moment and then begin to
read the beginning of another (the next) word. When you read the
words, don’t give up the words which you have not fully understood.’
When you read, read with attention.

As can be seen throughout the text, almost all the terminology referring to writ-
ing and the materials used for it are loans from Arabic, introduced into Uyghur
via Persian.

sulus, here written suliis.

The six cities of Eastern Turkestan; according to Jarring (1964: 21) it is the old
name of Eastern Turkestan south of Tianshan.

Here bir sozip ajayini; ajag—also having the meaning ‘end’—is the object of gaj-
tip celiSturup.

Cala éejne—lit. ‘masticating insufficiently’.
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The writing materials which are necessary for a writer

1. A pen, i.e. a mature reed, together with a pen knife for sharpening
the pen in order to make its nib sharp.®

2. Ink which is made of soot from a lamp or from bumnt dry rice.

3. An inkstand. A bowl (in which to) soak (the pen) in ink. It is made
of brass, iron, china or stoneware.

4. The silk cloth which is to be placed in the inkstand is softened
through pounding and then put into the inkstand together with the ink.
The ink is moistened (made fluid) or put into a bottle. After all the ink
has been put into the bottle, it is shaken. After it has been shaken, there
is no (dry) ink left, all has been mixed with the water. Then it is time to
pour the ink into the inkstand.

5. A good paper is prepared from strong ingredients.” Such (qualities
of) paper are Russian paper from Qoqand® and Khotan paper.” When
making'® Khotan paper, they peel the bark off the roots of the mulberry-
tree, pound it and soften it, and, after having made a square wooden
mould, they fasten a piece of cotton-stuff' at the bottom. And when they
then pour stagnant'> water on it and shake it, it becomes even.” When
they then put the mould in the sun, it dries and becomes paper. If they
say “I will make good paper”, they boil rice and then they make the rice-
water boil seven times in order to arrive at a proper degree of consist-
ency' so that it becomes soft like cream or butter. They place this on the
paper, put a sack on one of their hands, and with this they make the pa-

Jirmaq has the same meaning as qirmaq earlier in the sentence (Jarring 1964:
248).

Jjaysi kayaz puytee dsimlesidin jasalur ... . In this sentence d3iimlesidin has to be
understood in the meaning ‘from all kinds of ...".

Qogand is a town in present-day Uzbekistan.

Khotan is a town in present-day Eastern Turkistan, Chinese Xinjiang.

xoten kayazni, the verb is omitted.

xam is a special kind of coarse cotton-stuff (Jarring 1964: 125).

tujqun ‘stagnant water’; (NadZip 1968: 331) turgun su; r > j corresponds to a de-
velopment in the Yarkard-dialect of Eastern Turkestan.

" tek3e ‘even’, (NadZip 1968: 300): taksi; cf. Jarring (1964: 303) tepse ‘to regulate,
to adjust’.

qeeva:m (Arabic) ‘a proper degree of consistency’.
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per even. Then it is necessary to place the paper in a place with varie-
gated sunshine.” While it is drying, they have to turn it and also make
the other side even and let it dry. In doing this, they polish it with a pol-
ishing stone, i.e. a plane stone, and it becomes paper which is even like
glass. For writing it becomes even like the best Qoqand paper. When
writing books (we put) a d3uzgi:r'¢ under the paper. We call it thus, and
it is made of a special goat-skin'” or leather. When writing, we put the
paper on the d3ziizgi:r and hold the upper part of the paper slightly’®
higher than the lower part; and when sitting, they kneel with one foot
against the ground and one leg raised. When they write, they put a ruler"
to the paper in order to draw lines.” If they did not use the ruler, the
writing (the written lines) would become oblique.”

Having® made a page thicker with a few sheets of paper and adjusted
(regulated) every line of writing (script) with a rule” and put a string of
silk-thread* between the lines and a margin beginning the lines and a
margin beginning at the top, they can start writing. And when writing,
do not, if possible divide* words. Because word division, which means

ala kiipes: ala means ‘spotted’ with respect to colour; here sunshine is meant
which is not in its full power but interrupted by leaves or the like.

dzuzgi:r (Steingass 1957: 362), Persian ‘a contrivance for keeping a book open
when reading or writing, portfolio’.

girim (NadZip 1968: 624) ‘a special kind of goat-skin’ (only in dialects).

sahal (Steingass 1957: 711) Arabic sakl ‘anything soft, easy’. Jarring gives the
following information in his handwritten remarks on this text: “From a written
note by Raquette sahal pahal > salpal very easy, slight”.

mistar (Steingass 1957: 1237), Arabic mistar a geometrical rule by which right
lines are drawn, a ruler; parallel threads straight on a piece of pasteboard, used by
those who copy manuscripts for ruling lines.

d3irdsi- Jarring (1964: 95) gives d3id3- and translates: “To make or arrange in a
line, to put on a line, to line up”.

2t gijip, St. John (1993: 319) says: ‘crooked’.

2 The sentence begins with the accusative noun misterni, which however does not
have a verb governing it.

cize (Jarring 1964: 34) ‘measure, rule’.

meshu:t (Jarring 1964: 189) meesut ‘raw silk, raw silk-stuff’.

gita (Steingass 1957: 977) ‘a segment, portion, piece, in pieces; gitaji kelime
word-division’.

20
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dividing a word in its middle, should not be done by putting one half of
a word at the end of a line and one half in the beginning.

Rulers are of two kinds. One of them is made of paper and a string.”
Another kind is made by preparing” the upper part of a piece of wood.*
Then it is necessary, in order to make lines, to draw lines on the page of
paper with a pencil® according to (the desired arrangement of) the writ-
ing. Line after line (then) will be drawn. Which means that lines are
drawn for one (page of) writing after the other. After having made the
pencil thin,® one has to draw lines lightly. If there is an error (made
when writing) in some place, one has to scrape it off with a sharp knife
after (the ink) has dried and polish the place where the writing was with
a polishing stone to make it even and be able to write again in the same
place where the (former) writing was. If one writes like this, it is the
description of how to write a book, even if it is possible to write without
laying on lines and without margins. But if one writes, one has to put the
diacritical points evenly on every letter and write using the (correct) or-
thography, which means that one may not put an gjn*' in a word where
there should be an alif. If one does so, it becomes an authentic and clear
script. To preserve the orthography is an indispensable rule. The second
kind of letter writing is used for letters of greeting.” They are written
with steel pens. Generally, the merchants use these steel pens for writing
(their) account books and greetings. If one uses them without letting
them become rusty, they are also good pens. If one keeps them in a dry
place, they do not become rusty. An envelope® is a pouch which is made
of paper and meant for sending a letter anywhere. After having put your

% Some word seems to have been omitted. Besides, the reading of one word is not

clear to me; it looks like dejduk.

rastla- ‘to prepare’; here: ‘to plane, to straighten’.

tayta, here: ‘board’.

Written geerindas$, which means ‘brother’, no doubt Russian karandas is meant,
probably pronounced in the same way as geerindas.

Jingicige from jigne ‘needle’, but the exact morphology is not clear to me.

' The letter “ain of the Arabic alphabet.

% Usually dua:i—sela:m (Jarring 1964: 89); here dua: ve sela:m ‘a greeting’.
lepa:pe ‘envelope’ (Jarring 1964: 183).

27
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name inside and sealed* it and written (the address) on the envelope and
having considered the weight of the letter according to the place to where
it is going to be sent, and having put on a stamp corresponding to its
weight and delivered it to the post-office, the letter will arrive (at its des-
tination). When they cut (sharpen) the pen—be it a reed pen or a steel
pen—it will, after it has been sharpened, become two-edged. The nib of
the right side will become a shade® higher than the left side. If the nib of
the pen is continually cut, the script will be clear. It will be necessary to
use a ruler to make the lines of the page straight. If one writes without
(the help of) a ruler, it will be necessary to write straight. If one cuts the
reed pen when it is wet,* it becomes twisted. One will have to cut it
again after it has dried up.

Orthography

The orthography is in general that of Chagatay and could be called mod-
ern Chagatay, notwithstanding a few modifications based on the spoken
language, as was partly shown in the remarks. Of course a spelling of
suliis instead of suls or nastalig instead of nasta‘lig may simply indicate
the author’s ignorance of the original spelling. This must be the case in
qismi ycet, which certainly stands for Persian gism-i yat; the vowel of
the izafet conjunction written contradictory to the rule of Persian ortho-
graphy and not found in the orthography of other Turkic languages
which employ the Arabic alphabet. On the other hand, the use of mor-
phological writing, i.e. the seperation of suffixes from the stems, proves
the author’s familiarity with Chagatay texts.

The transcription of the Arabic letter <f> varies, reflecting the am-
bivalence of the sound it stands for. Jarring (1964: 206) gives, for ex-
ample, eight varieties of the pronunciation of the Arabic word nafs. In
five of these, the pronunciation of [f] has changed to [p]. The same
situation obtains in all other words containing original [f], except in an-
laut position, where there is much less ambivalence and often only [f] is
pronounced. There seems to be a tendency where the older the word and
the more frequently it is used, the more we see the development f> p. In

% jemle- ‘to paste together, to seal’: cf. Jarring (1964: 153) jemle ‘to repair’, quot-

ing BN 75; jemlimak ‘to paste together, to glue together’.
zerrece ‘a shade, a touch of, a bit’.
% Le. the reed is still greenish.

35
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the Uyghur-English dictionary compiled by St. John (1993), the ortho-
graphy regularly has <p> for original <f>, except in the anlaut position
in a number of words which are all modern loans.

Due to its topic and type the text is sparse in verbal morphology.
What we find, including the verbal compound with turmak, corresponds
to the Modern Uyghur forms. The same can be said of the morphologi-
cal structure of nouns.

Glossary
a:yir end a:det usage, custom
ac- to open adem man
afta:p sunshine ahga:m statutes
ajn letter of the ala kiines half-shade
Arabic alphabet
aa spotted andeey so, thus
ayaq foot; end @ little
@yiz month ®jir- to separate
@®jp fault; mistake @®jtur- to say; to name; to call
eelistur- to mix; to add wvel before; first
elif first letter of the alphabet  bek strong; hard
ber- to give bera:ber together
berket- to make hard; to fasten bas head; beginning
basla- to begin, start basqee other
beja:n explanation; description  bilen with
bir neme anything; something bir nece some; many; how many
ever
bir nece a kind of bolmaq to be
Cele Cgjne-  to masticate insufficient-  Caha:rsu square
ly (see footnote 5)
Calyul- to play (an instrument); Caplee- to paste on; to attach
to mix
Cilee to soak; to moisten éini porcelain; china cup
¢ig- to leave, let out Cigar- to drive out; to bring out
ciray candle; torch con much; very
de- to say depter booklet
dera:yt tree deeva:t invitation
dua: prayer; invocation dsidsi- to arrange on a line

dszidsig a line dzirdsi- to arrange in a line
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dsziimle

eger
gol
yeelet
heme
her
herf

xa: .. xa:

xet
iberele
igiz
indsil
is

islet-
itik
Jete
Jaysi
jan
jeni
jivac
jing
Jjinik
Jipek
Jjumsaq
Jiz
kelmek
kerek
kayaz
kel
ki:n
kitap
konul
koz
kii¢
kines
lapa:pe

all

if

hand

mistake; wrong
all; most
every, each
letter (of the alphabet)
as well as

line; script; writing
to send

high; elevated
bible

smoke

to work; to use
sharp; ready
seven

food

side

namely

tree

and, again
light

silk

soft

face

to come
necessary

paper

to come
afterwards; later
book

heart

eye

strength

sun

envelope; (Jarring 1964:

183)

dslizgi:r

farq
gurunc
hem
hemise
ha:sije
hol
yalte
xoten
iba:re
imla:
iptida:
is
istima:l
Jjemle-
Jetiz-
Jalyuz
Jasa
jeqgin
jincige
Jip

Jir-
Jjumsat-
kelime
keltur-
kes-
kejn

ki
kita:beet
kojdur-
kore
kufi
kiiclik
la:zemlik
markee

119

a contrivance for keeping a
book open when reading or
writing

difference

rice

too; also

always

margine

wet; moist

bag; sack

Khotan

meaning

orthography
beginning

work

use

to repair; to paste together
to bring; to convey
only; alone

to make

near; close to

roof

thin

thread

to tear off

to soften

word

to bring

to cut; to pass

back; behind

that; lest

writing

to burn; to put fire to
according

a style of calligraphy
powerful

necessity

stamp
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midirlet-
mistar
mumkin
muvafiq
neri
nerse
nastaliq
noqte
oy
oqumaq
otkiiz-
picaq
polat
puyte
piitii-
putin
qajmaq
qalep
qalin
qelem
qil-
qirim
giva:m

qoj-
qumus
rasla-
ru:Sen
safa:l
sahal

sela:m
sija:h
sodeger
sol

50z
suda-
Sert

to move

aruler (see footnote 19)
possible

according to; agreeable
beyond

where

a style of calligraphy
dot

right (direction)

to read

to pass; to spend time
knife

steel; (Jarring 1964: 223)
solid; carefully

to write

all

cream

mould; last

thick

pen

to do; to make

shelf

right quantity; right mo-
ment

to put; to place

reed

to arrange; to prepare
bright; clear

terracotta

Arabic sahl (Stein-
gass 1957: 711);
anything soft, easy
greeting

black

trader; merchant

left

word

to water

condition

mis
mula:heze
mutabar
neps

nerse
na:gaha:n
noyte
oltur-

on

.....

posteya:ne
put
puitiikci
qajday
qajncet-
qalemtra:§
qarindas
qijiq

qgir-

qism
gobzaq

qoqant
qurut-
riste
sa:;f
safhee

sal-

seetir
silig
s0j-
soq-
su
sulu:s
Sise

Wolfgang-E. Scharlipp

copper; brass
consideration
esteemed; valid
breath

thing; ingredient
suddenly
muzzle; halter
to sit; to remain
ten

place

self

ripe

post office

leg; foot; side
writer

what; how

to boil

pencil

(see footnote 29)
not straight

to scrape

kind; type

bark

Qogant
to dry

yarn; thread
pure; clear

page

to put; to arrange

line

even; smooth

to peel

to strike; to beat
water

a style of calligraphy

bottle
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Subu this Sundey thus; so

Stir- to rub; to polish tegi under; bottom

tekse (see footnote 13) teref side; direction

terep | teref  page tertu inverted; topsy-turvy

ta until tama:m all; complete(ly)

tasla- to discharge tasla- to throw; to abandon

tatla- to get rusty teyte board; plank

teerike way tikle- to raise

tilig with two tongues tiz- to arrange

tole all tomiir iron

riget- to finish tujqun (see footnote 12)

Tupani Dungan tur- to be; to stay; to become;
(Chinese Muslims) to stand

tiiz straight uc point; top

acun for tidme mulberry-tree

urus Russian vezn weight

varaq sheet ve and

veqt time zerece shade; a bit; (Jarring 1964:

336)
zeerur necessary zirtas polishing stone
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An example of Nganasan-Dolgan
linguistic contact

Marek Stachowski

Stachowski, Marek 1998. An example of Nganasan-Dolgan linguistic contact.
Turkic Languages 2, 126-129.

The use of the third person singular possessive suffix as a marker of definiteness
is quite common in Turkic languages. In North Dolgan, however, this function is
performed by the second person possessive suffix. This phenomenon is probably
a result of Nganasan influence and is a distinguishing feature of the North and
South Dolgan dialects.

Marek Stachowski, ul. Barska 1/4, PL - 30-307 Krakéw, Poland.

1. We do not know very much about Dolgan dialects. Nearly all Dolgan
texts published so far were written in Southern Taymyr, i.e. by Dolgans
who come from or, at least, have been living in the South for a longer
period of time (that is, normally, in Dudinka or Noril’sk).

The Dolgans themselves distinguish between Lower (= Northern)
and Upper (= Southern) Dolgan, the border running through the village
Khatanga. During my stay in Dudinka (1995), I was fortunate enough
to meet a Dolgan lady, Miss Elizaveta Aleksandrovna Bettu, who spoke
her native Lower Dolgan, although not every aspect of her dialect was
equally well understood in Dudinka. When translating some texts by
various Russian authors as well as a few fairy-tales of other Siberian
peoples into Dolgan, Miss Bettu attempted to use the Upper Dolgan
dialect, which seems to be—probably because of the publications which
have appeared in the South—more prestigious. Fortunately for us, how-
ever, she did not always manage to avoid using Lower Dolgan gram-
matical constructions.

Another Dolgan lady who is also very important for this study is
Mrs. Anna Alekseevna Barbolina. She comes from the North, in fact,
but her close contact with Upper Dolgan in Dudinka and with Yakut
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allows her to distinguish many words and expressions typical of North-
ern Taymyr and different from those used in the South. Characteristi-
cally, Mrs. Barbolina, too, oriented herself by applying standards of
Southern Dolgan.

2. One of the unpublished texts translated by Miss Bettu and then
corrected by Mrs. Barbolina is of special importance to us. It is an
Evenk fairy-tale about ‘An orphan and his grandmother’ (Dolgan Tula-
Jak ogonu kytta dbdtd). In the text, we encounter four constructions with
the possessive suffix of the second person singular, which however
functions as a definite article:

(1) Dolg. ontup
‘that one; he himself’ (not ‘you yourself’); cf. otherwise ontuta ‘id.’
(Stachowski 1993:194)

(2) Dolg. bu ogon alagannan ytta
“The boy (not ‘your son’) shot (an arrow) from his bow.’

(3) Dolg. has kiioliipg aryllan balyk tuttalar
‘In the spring, when the lake (not ‘your lake’) became free of ice, they
caught fish.’

(4) Dolg. onton uol ogoy ulatta
“Then the boy (not ‘your son’) grew (into a young man).’

Only in 4 did Mrs. Barbolina alter uo! ogop to uol ogoto. When 1 asked
Miss Bettu why she had written, for instance, bu ogon (2) but not bu
ogoto, she said that for her it was the only “normal” way of speaking.

Another example of the same possessive construction is found in
Miss Bettu’s Dolgan translation of a story by V. Zavarzina with the title
“Autumn is passing away” (Dolgan Kiihiin baranar):

(5) Dolg. horoguy ..., nogiidldriy ...
‘Some ..., others ...” (not ‘some of your people ..., the others of your
people’ or the like).

When talking to a group of people, the second person plural possessive
suffix is used, as in the following example:
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(6) Dolg. ontugut dmid kys bugatyr
‘Auch dieses (Miadchen, von dem ich euch erzihle,) ist ein heldenhaftes
Midchen.’ (Artem’ev 1992: 117)

3. The fact that the possessive suffix of the third person singular can
function as a marker of definiteness is quite common in Turkic lan-
guages (see, e.g., the chapter “Der Artikel” in Gronbech 1936: 92-101
and Kowalski 1938: 589). But, as far as I know, the possessive suffix
for the second person singular does not perform this function in any
Turkic language. That is why one may expect foreign influence having
led to this special use of the second person singular possessive suffix.

Indeed, this is a normal construction in Nganasan, the neighbouring
language of Dolgan. TereS¢enko (1993: 353) remarks that its possessive
suffixes of the second person singular appear as a kind of definite article
(“Li¢no-pritjaZatel’nye suffiksy 2-go lica vystupajut v vide svoeobraz-
nogo opredelennogo artiklja”). For the same phenomenon in other Ural-
ic languages, see Tauli (1966: 148-149).

In view of old and sometimes very close contacts between Nganasan
and Dolgan (resulting, for instance, in the partial Nganasanization of the
Dolgan clan Oko (Hajdud 1985: 131)), the adoption of a Nganasan gram-
matical construction in Dolgan appears quite possible.

4. Now, let us return to the translation by Miss Bettu and its correc-
tion by Mrs. Barbolina. I think that Mrs. Barbolina consciously oriented
herself along the lines of what is usual in Yakut and Upper Dolgan.
Probably, she viewed the use of the second person singular possessive
suffix to mark definiteness as a kind of Northern Dolgan “provin-
cialism”. Yet the construction was so familiar to her that she neither no-
ticed nor changed it in three of the four examples.
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5. Northern Turkic

The Northern Turkic interactive area is mainly characterized by the ten-
dency to rearrange the system of oppositions between (word- and some-
times syllable-)initial y-, the affricates and the sibilants. In most of the
(sub-)units of Kipchak (except some far western ones), North East
Turkic, New Uigur, and Chuvash, Old Turkic y- is represented as a
sibilant or an affricate. An affricate is attested in older stages e.g. in
Volga Bolgar or in the notation jogbu for yabgu. But according to Rad-
loff’s data it must be quite young in Kirghiz. The circumstance that in
Bashkir j- becomes y- even in loanwords points to the fact that not the
representation of Old Turkic y- by a fricative or an affricate itself but the
whole complex of sound shifts of dental and palatal fricatives has to be
considered as the main feature. These sound change systems seem to
have developed individually in each unit. The loss of the opposition ¢- :
y- in non-Norm Turkic Chuvash and Lena Turkic is a consistent devel-
opment in accordance with this tendency.

The form +(1)GIz of the second person singular possessive suffix in
Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak and Chuvash may be a product of ana-
logical processes, which lead to a generalization of -G in the second
persons in Chuvash, where we find -U < *-(I)G for the second person
singular, while in Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak only the plural of the
second person is involved. There are comparable developments in Lena
Turkic and Altay Turkic (see 4.2.1.); at least in Altay dialects we find G-
forms of the second person plural. In Lena Turkic it is due to a tendency
to replace p in suffixes in intervocalic position by G. These develop-
ments may be inspired by a common tendency of “sporadic” replacement
of g by g in the whole Northern Turkic area. We also find G instead of p
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in the Orkhon inscriptions (e.g. Kiil Tegin inscription, northern side, line
9: oltdci drtigiz), in Kuman and in Middle Turkic Kipchak sources, see
Schonig (1991).

A feature of Northern Turkic, except Chuvash, is the form of the first
person plural suffix +(/)BIz, which is known from Ancient Turkic,
Middle Turkic or from Southern units as +(/)mlz. This may be due to
areal interaction in an area where drawing an analogy with the personal
pronoun biz caused the change m > b (or the preservation of b: +(I)Blz
being more archaic than the Old Turkic form?). In the same area (and in
Khalaj) the accusative of the third person possessive is +(s)/n as in Old
Turkic. The area in which gay and gaysi forms of the interrogative
pronoun ‘which’ coexist in one and the same unit (see Schonig 1995c)
may somehow be connected to the Northern Turkic area as well.

Mainly in Northern Turkic we find an aversion against the combina-
tion -7k in syllable-final position. In some cases we see the tendency to
dissolve the cluster, mainly in Western Central Asian Turkic and North-
ern Turkic, e.g. in Tatar t6rék and girig instead of tiirk and girg ‘forty’.!
In (Lena-)Sayan Turkic we find the tendency to change -rk to -rt, but to
restore it if the cluster is in intervocalic position (e.g. Tuvan bo “rt ‘cap’,
borgii ‘his cap’; Sayan Turkic go“rt- ‘to fear’, gorgar, ‘fears’).” On the

' The latter is xirix in Khakas; Radloff has girig for Tatar, Teleut and Shor, while

Baraba, Sagay and Qoybal have alternating forms girig ~ girq. Forms like tiirk in
Khakas and Tuvan seem to be late imports into the literary languages. Other
examples for dissolution of the consonant cluster are found e.g. in Bashkir borék,
Kazakh borik, Altay Turkic boriik, Kirghiz bériik ~ bork; in Western Central
Asian Turkic we have Turkmen boriik versus Uzbek birk. Yellow Uigur has
dissolved and undissolved clusters, e.g. p‘eryk ‘cap’, but gorx-, qu‘r’q- ‘to hurt’,
see TeniSev (1976a). In the South and sometimes in Kirghiz we sometimes find
the tendency to drop r, e.g. Kirghiz berk, bek ‘strong, very’, Turkish berk ‘solid’,
pek ‘very’; this tendency is very strong in New Uigur, e.g. bd(r)k ‘solid’, bok
‘cap’.

2 For Lena Turkic Yakut, Rassadin (1971: 221) also has kort-, korgar, which is not
attested in BoOWB, JakRS, RJakS and Stachowski (1993) gives kuttan-. Modemn
Lena Turkic shows this change in the Yakut particle bert ‘very, actually’. But it
also has dissolved forms like bdrgdhd ‘cap’ or bdrkd ‘very; powerful’. We sporad-
ically find comparable changes in Buryat Mongol, e.g. ten’d’er < tenger ‘sky’,
see Bertagaev (1968: 32).
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lexical level we may perhaps assume *godan to be a “Northern” word
for ‘hare’ (but Yakut kuobax), while the South prefers forms of rabis-
gan.

Sometimes even New Uigur shows a closer connection to Northern
Turkic. The representation of Old Turkic sa¢ ‘hair’ as ¢a¢ may go back
to an old Kipchakoid layer, see 3.2.5. The velar form is attested e.g. in
literary Karachay-Balkar, in the Altay Turkic literary language, Tuba,
Qumanda and Kirghiz cdac, Balkar cac, Karakalpak, Kazakh, Fu-yii,
Yenisey Turkic Shor, Altay Turkic Quu $as, Yenisey Turkic Qoybal,
Sagay and Khakas sas and Lena Turkic as (< *sas < *cac). Yellow
Uigur with Sa¢ and sac takes an intermediary position between the North
and the South, while Salar with its *sac-forms exhibits Southern forms
exclusively. Mainly in the West we find palatalized *c¢dc-forms, e.g.
Tatar ¢d@c or Bashkir sds;, Chuvash §iis goes back to *¢ac¢ and shows
secondary palatalization like Volga Kipchak. Karaim has *sac¢-, *cac-
and cdc-forms (see KarRPS 470a). In Sayan Turkic, Karagas has
something like ¢e“s, while Tuvan has ca“§ ‘Zenskaja kosa’. South East
Turkic New Uigur units show cac (literary language) and sac¢, while
Standard Uzbek has sdc¢. The Khalaj and Oghuz forms (and perhaps
under its influence, Crimean Tatar) go back to sa¢. One can assume that
the sac¢ > cac tendency became active in the North after parts of South
East Turkic (e.g. the dialect responsible for the situation in Standard
Uzbek) and Yellow Uigur had fallen under its influence; Fu-yii may
have older connections via Kipchakoid South Siberian Turkic to Kip-
chak. The palatalized *¢dc-form is typical for the “Far West” (see 6.),
especially for Volga Turkic; the Karagas form is quite young and has
developed independently, as attested by Castrén (1857: 144), where we
still find a velar form #as.

Analogized forms of gerundial negation (e.g. *-mAp or *-mAylp for
the gerund in -B) are very rare in Northern Turkic and seem to exist
mainly in Oghuz and some non-Oghuz Central Asian Turkic units like
Uzbek and New Uigur, where they seem to be mostly limited to post-
verbal constructions. They may have even developed here in a relatively
early period when the older Uzbek-Kazakh unit still existed. But it also
seems possible that they came to be as a result of later areal contacts with
non-Kipchak Western Central Asian Turkic units. In any case, the fully
analogized gerundial negations may be called a Southern Turkic feature.
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5.1 From Northern Turkic to pre-North East Turkic

Within the Northern Turkic *y- / j-area we find a section of prominent
progressive nasalization. Progressive nasalization of suffix-initial {D,
L}-morphophonemes by means of word-final nasals is a widespread
phenomenon in Turkic, although it is not regularly noted in the literary
languages. The most frequent grammatical suffixes concerned’ are those
of the locative, ablative, D/-preterite and plural. If we ignore the ablative
suffix for the time being, we see that progressive nasalization is most
powerful in Lena Turkic, where it appears with the other three suffixes.
With suffixes consisting of open syllables (locative and DI-preterite) it
appears only sporadically outside Lena Turkic (e.g. in Baraba or Qapli-
Nogay). With the plural suffix *+LAr we find it in Tatar, Central Nogay
(sporadically in Aq-Nogay and Baraba), Yellow Uigur and South Sibe-
rian Turkic except Southern Altay Turkic (which behaves like Kirghiz).
The ablative suffix +DAn (+DIn) is a special case because it ends with a
nasal consonant. Consequently, we find nasalization here more often
than in connection with the plural suffix, as in Tatar, Bashkir, Nogay,
Karakalpak, Kazakh, Baraba, Kirghiz (mainly after possessive suffixes),
Altay Turkic (but not consistently in Northern Altay Turkic Qumanda),
Yenisey Turkic and sometimes in Fu-yii. Lena Turkic shows a very
strange distribution of variants of this suffix with postconsonantal +tAn
and postvocalic +#An, see Schonig (1993c).

The area of nasalized ablative forms plus that of Lena Turkic contains
an area of special phonotactical rule sets. This area includes Bashkir,
Kazakh, Kirghiz (sometimes Nogay and Karakalpak) and North East
Turkic. Here, besides {D}-suffixes, even suffixes with initial {L} and
{N} morphophonemes show different initial consonantal allophones in
accordance to the rules of clusilic (in Bashkir: obstruentic) dissimilation
after word-final consonants;* in these units the power of clusilic dis-
similation is sometimes stronger than that of progressive nasalization.
The languages differ considerably with respect to the word-final sounds

?* Derivational suffixes sometimes behave differently, see Schonig (1993c).

* Clusilic dissimilation means that a sequence of two non-clusiles has to be dis-
solved into a sequence of a non-clusile and a clusile: [-clu] + [-clu] > [-clu].
[+clu]. Clusilic dissimilation was perhaps already in operation in Orkhon Turkic,
at least for suffix-intial {D} after stem final [l, n], see Johanson (1979) and Scho-
nig (1993c).
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after which this dissimilation takes place. Especially in North East
Turkic the internal isoglosses drawn by the rule sets do not follow pat-
terns drawn by other features. Lena Turkic shows some structural simi-
larities with the Kipchak languages.’ The Kirghiz-Kipchak units Kirghiz
and Altay Turkic show internal similarities, too. Another group consists
of Siberian Tatar, Khakas, Karagas, while Shor and Tuvan constitute
another group. Bashkir plays a special role by showing obstruentic in-
stead of clusilic dissimilation and by having unified the suffix-initial
{D}- and {N}-phonemes in one class. Therefore we find e.g. in Bashkir
iné instead of Old Turkic drdi, Middle Turkic drdi, ddi etc. ‘was’. All the
languages concerned show obstruentic plus voice assimilation after
voiceless final consonants.

In the eastern part of this “phonotactical area” (starting with Nogay,
Karakalpak, Kazakh and Kirghiz) suffixes with initial {M} are affected
by clusilic dissimilation, too; here, there is a tendency to recategorize
{M} as {B}. Of the units in which initial {M} has become recategorized
completely as {B} (i.e. not Tatar, Bashkir, Nogay, Karakalpak, Kazakh
and Fu-yii), only Kirghiz and Southern Altay Turkic have not kept vari-
ants with initial m after word-final nasal—the same Kirghiz-Kipchak
units for which clusilic dissimilation instead of nasalization of the {L}-
morphophoneme of the plural suffix is attested. In South Siberian Turkic
we find units with dissimilated B-forms after stem-final consonants
which do not cause dissimilation in suffixes with initial {D, L}-mor-
phophonemes.

5.1.1 Pre-North East Turkic

Inside the {M} > {B} area we find a smaller area designated by the cate-
gory which Benzing (1959b) has called participium nondum facti. The

> The Kipchak and the Lena Turkic systems of clusilic dissimilation are still close
to the Orkhon Turkic model (see fn. 4 and Schonig 1993c). / and # are “critical”
word-final sounds which often produce d-variants of {L} and {N} suffixes.
Perhaps these tendencies spread amongst the pre-Northern Turkic units onto other
voiced consonants when pre-Lena Turkic was still close to them. After Lena
Turkic and some Western Kipchak units had separated, the dissimilation tend-
encies remained active in the East of the Northern Turkic area and even spread
onto the {M} suffixes.
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area includes Kirghiz, Siberian Tatar idioms, Fu-yii® and North East
Turkic—with the exception of Modern Karagas; the latter seems aston-
ishing but it is another indication of the complicated mechanisms in this
small unit’s genesis. The category is expressed by three types of suf-
fixes which may derive from a common root: Kirghiz and Lena Turkic
have -A elek and -A ilik, South Siberian Turkic -GAIAK and Fu-yii
Kirghiz -GAIAS. If we assume the Kirghiz and Lena Turkic forms to be
closer to a common protoform (if it existed), it is not so easy to interpret
the other forms as regular developments. At any rate, the distribution
points to another interesting pattern: As in the case of the phonotactical
rules, Kirghiz (as a Kipchak language) and Lena Turkic are bound closer
together. The fact that Altay Turkic behaves differently from Kirghiz
shows that the final establishment of the category’s formal sign must
have occurred after the dissolution of Kirghiz-Kipchak, which still may
have existed as a unit when the category itself developed. The precursor
of Fu-yii Kirghiz must have had closer contacts to the predecessors of
South Siberian Turkic, but was then independent enough to create a
slightly different form.

A specialty of Kirghiz-Kipchak and Yenisey Turkic is unification of
suffix-final consonants of the genitive +n/y and ablative +DAn. They
became # in Kirghiz and p in Altay and Yenisey Turkic and in Chulym
Turkic Kiidrik. Firstly, this feature again demonstrates the strong ten-
dency towards morphophonemical unification and analogization in this
area. Secondly, it perhaps reveals the process of differentiation and re-
formation of a Turkic (genetic or areal) sub-group: An older Kirghiz-
Kipchak / Yenisey Turkic unit split into Kirghiz and Kipchakoid South
Siberian Turkic. A comparable borderline between Kirghiz and Kip-

® For Fu-yii Kirghiz, Hu & Imart (1987: 35) note that this form is “often” used as
a negation of the perfect participle in -GAn. Unfortunately the materials do not
include text examples of this use. Perhaps the additional meaning ‘castrate’ of at
(normally ‘horse’) in Northern Kirghiz (see KrgRS 77a; Radloff I: 442a, gives for
Altay (dialect) and Kirghiz at only ‘das beschnittene Pferd, Wallach’) and Lena
Turkic (B6WB 3b) can be considered another common feature of these two units.
Both meanings have survived in Lena Turkic even in the denominal verb atta:- (<
*at+la:-) meaning ‘to provide with a horse’ as well as ‘to castrate’, see Schonig:
(1988). For at in general see Doerfer (1965: 4-5).
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chakoid South Siberian Turkic is drawn by the distribution of velarity /
palatality of the numeral ‘twenty’, see 3.2.5. and 6.1.

6. Western Turkic and Eastern Turkic

An archaic feature of Lena Turkic leads us to another strongly oscillating
borderline beneath the Turkic languages, which divides them into an
eastern and a western part. It runs through the Kipchak group and the
Central Asian Turkic area; Kirghiz-Kipchak, Siberian Tatar, North East
Turkic, Uzbek and South East Turkic mostly behave like Eastern Turkic,
Kazakh and Karakalpak often have a transitory status. Lena Turkic is the
only Turkic language which has kept the old double meaning ‘god’ and
‘sky’ of Old Turkic tdgri. This word appears in the West with back
vowels (e.g. in Turkish fanri, Turkmen tagri or Chuvash tura < *tapri ~
*tagri), in the East with front vowels. The only exception in the East is
Lena Turkic, which shows a velar variant (Yak. tagara).” A comparable
distribution can be found for the verb *birag- ‘to let, etc.”, which is
preserved in Western Turkic (Western Oghuz, Chuvash and many
Western Kipchak units) and Yakut (see Sevortjan 1978: 307).

Whereas the East is more conservative regarding the vocalism of
*tdpgri, the West and Lena Turkic are more conservative with respect to
the personal plural marking strategies. In Central Asian Turkic and
South Siberian Turkic the plural sign +z has entered into competition
with the plural sign *+/Ar in the second person. As a result we now find
in non-Oghuz Central Asian Turkic—e.g. in Uzbek, Kazakh, Kirghiz
and New Uigur—paradigms of politeness. Here, sen and the possessive
suffix +7 designate a second person singular of equal or lower rank than
the speaker, senler and *+plAr are used as plural forms; siz and +plz
designate a second person singular of higher rank and have the plurals
sizler and +plzIAr. In South Siberian Turkic the personal plural sign has
vanished completely in the second person. There, no paradigms of
politeness have developed; for the second person plural forms like siler
or sirer are used as pronouns, *+pAr as possessive suffixes.

" For tdpri see Doerfer (1965: 577-585). Perhaps it belongs to the Turkic words
which become velarized in Lena Turkic if they contain velar or guttural conso-
nants, e.g. Yakut uguox ‘bone’ < *siip(g)ok (see Schonig 1988). A comparable
phenomenon is found in Chuvash (see Benzing 1959c: 705).
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A third archaic Eastern Turkic feature shows a similar distribution:
The treatment of syllable-final g-sounds in the keyword *taglig. Con-
trary to Western Turkic Oghuz (*dagli) and Western-Central Kipchak
with Chuvash (*tawli) and Kirghiz-Kipchak (to:lu:), the Eastern Turkic
units have preserved both velar obstruents—again with the exception of
Lena Turkic, which has a contracted form tia with the deviant meaning
‘mountain forest’, found in Sayan Turkic, as well. In Eastern Turkic the
word is preserved as *faglig in Yenisey and Sayan Turkic and Yellow
Uigur, while in South East Turkic these sounds show a strong tendency
to desonorization (*taglig), as can be seen in New Uigur and partly in
Uzbek. The far eastern Border Turkic units Salar and Fu-yii have de-
sonorization even of the final -¢ in *tag (daxlix). Khalaj, with ta’glug,
fits with Eastern Turkic like Lena Turkic often fits with Western Turkic.

Like Western Turkic and Lena Turkic, sometimes Eastern Turkic and
Chuvash correspond. A common archaic feature of Eastern Turkic (ex-
cluding Lena Turkic) and Chuvash is the survival of the Old Turkic
negative present tense copula *drmdz (Cuv. mar). Of Western Turkic,
Oghuz together with some Kipchak and South East Turkic units have
forms going back to something like *tdgiil. For Khalaj da:g see Doerfer
(1971: 174). In other cases Lena Turkic clearly belongs to the Eastern
Turkic area. The Eastern Turkic units have preserved the Old Turkic
form of the verb ‘to come to an end, to finish’ as *biit- (in North East
Turkic, Kirghiz, Kazakh, Karakalpak and South East Turkic) and not as
(more archaic) *bit- like in Western Turkic. Furthermore, the Old Turkic
word pair yiltiz : yultuz (‘root’ : ‘star’) is preserved in some North East
Turkic units, in Yellow Uigur and in South East Turkic Uzbek and New
Uigur; in most of the other modern units the old word for ‘root’ has
vanished. ® At least in some Eastern Turkic units it is still possible (like
in Old Turkic and Middle Turkic Chagatay) to add the passive suffix
-(I)l- to verbs ending in /, e.g. Yenisey Turkic Khakas alilca ‘is taken’;

8 Uzbek has ildiz : yulduz, New Uigur yiltiz : Zultuz, Lena Turkic silis : sulus. In
Sayan Turkic we find, instead of forms with regular y- > ¢- sound change, forms
with y- > s-, like Karagas sildis (see Rassadin 1971: 229-230) or séités (Castrén
1857) meaning both, ‘star’ and ‘root’. In modern Tuvan the meaning ‘root’ seems
to be lost. Furthermore we find the old word for ‘root’ in Yellow Uigur yiltis,
yiltis, Kiidrik yildis and in Kyzyl something like §iltti (see e.g. Sevortjan 1974:
350), Soyot yiltis (Radloff III 488), Sagay ciltis (Radloff III 2087).
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modern Western Turkic idioms regularly apply -(/)n- in these cases. Le-
na Turkic uses -n- after vowels and -//In- after consonants except y.

It is easy to see that Eastern Turkic is in many regards closer to Old
Turkic than Western Turkic. The aforementioned preservation of +DIn-
ablatives in e.g. New Uigur, Chulym Turkic and Northern Altay Turkic
is another example of Eastern Turkic archaisms. But—as in the case of
the personal plural sign +z—there are renewals in Eastern Turkic, too.
Thus, in Eastern Turkic, mainly in Western Central Asian Turkic, Kir-
ghiz and Kipchakoid South Siberian Turkic (but not e.g. Yellow Uigur)
have replaced the form *gac¢ ‘how much, how many’ by forms of ganca.
In Sayan Turkic the form *qac exists as gas in Tuvan. In Karagas we
find ga“s besides the form ganja. The same situation as in Karagas is
found in Lena Turkic with Yakut xacca, Dolgan kacca < *qanca and
Yakut xas, Dolgan kas < *qac, cf. 3.2.4.2. Many Eastern Turkic units
(except the Lena-Sayanic ones) show a tendency to create new present
tense forms by using -A / p yatir / yatar forms.

In the same way that some Eastern Turkic features are concentrated in
the “Far East”, some Western Turkic features appear mainly in the “Far
West”. So, the words for ‘tree’ have archaic forms in the “Far East” and
in Khalaj hagac¢ (under Western Oghuz influence < *higac ?, see Doerfer
1995). We find the Western Turkic form e.g. in Oghuz or in Kipchak
(e.g. Tatar, Nogay, Kazakh, Karakalpak), but also in Kipchakoid South
Siberian Turkic, e.g. Khakas agas, Shor, Altay Turkic agas or Tuba
agas; Fu-yii has agas, agis, ayes (Hu & Imart 1987: 15), Salar agas.
Chuvash has yivds, which has to be connected to the Western Turkic
form. Interestly, Kirghiz behaves differently from Altay Turkic, like an
Eastern Turkic unit, by showing forms which point back to initial *y-. It
has jigac, which belongs to forms like Lobnor yiga¢ or Yellow Uigur
yigas. South East Turkic occupies an intermediary position with initial y-
but a low vowel like New Uigur yagac, Uzbek yagac. The Sayan Turkic
forms Tuvan iya$ (with nasal y), Karagas 7ies (see Sevortjan 1974: 71-
72) point to the eastern protoform, too, but show the specific nasaliza-
tion which sometimes appears with -g- at the first syllable border.

The distribution of the main auxiliary verbs for denominal verb deri-
vation et- and gil- forms a comparable pattern at the same time reinforc-
ing the Lena-Sayan Turkic : Kipchakoid South Siberian Turkic antago-
nism (see 3.2.5.). Oghuz, Kipchak, Kipchakoid South Siberian Turkic
and Salar are more closely connected by the dominance of et-; in modern
Turkish, yap- is offensively taking over the function of et-. Mainly in
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Oghuz—but with e.g. Tatar evidence, too—the auxiliary verb dadld- has
survived in the “Far West”, see Clauson (1972: 57a-b) and Sevortjan
(1974: 248-249); it is very frequently used in Azeri. Chuvash has its
own unit fu-. Mainly in South East Turkic, including Uzbek and New
Uigur, we also find the old auxiliary gil-, now restricted mainly to con-
texts of dignity in Oghuz and Kipchak, still widely functioning. It has
retained this role in Lena-Sayan Turkic, which does not have er-, see
3.2.4.1. In onomatopoeic derivations we especially find *gin- in Sayan
Turkic Karagas and Lena Turkic, see 3.2.4.2.

6.1 The Turkic numerals

The distribution of the forms of some Turkic numerals is somehow con-
nected with the Western Turkic: Eastern Turkic division. The Old Turkic
numeral *bip ‘thousand’ has a palatal vowel in Western Turkic; in Turk-
men miip it additionally is labialized. The South East Turkic forms in
Uzbek and Uigur mip can be interpreted as *bip, too; but as shown by
Kirghiz mip, one also encounters palatal forms in Eastern Turkic, which
normally has mipy (e.g. in Nogay, Karakalpak, Kazakh, Baraba, Chulym
Turkic). In North East Turkic, except Chulym Turkic, the vowel addi-
tionally is labialized: muup; for the situation in Lena Turkic and Karagas
see 3.2.4.2.

The forms of the numeral ‘twenty’—if not replaced, see Part 1, fn.
7—have word-final low vowels in many Eastern Turkic units (*yigirma
or yigirmd);’ only Khakas ¢ibirgi and Tuvan &i:rbi show high word-
final vowels (*ydgirmi; a similar form is reflected in the Babur-name,
too). The shortened metathetical form jibir in Fu-yii should be traced

° We find velar forms (*yigirma) mainly in the Eastern Turkic area, i.e. in Nogay,
Kazakh (Ziyirma), Karakalpak, Kirghiz (jigirma), in Uzbek dialects, in Chulym
Turkic Kiidrik (but Radloff’s Kiidrik has yigirbd) and, in a western extension, in
Caucasus Turkic Karachay, Balkar and in Kymyk dialects; mainly in Kazakh,
Karakalpak and Caucasus Turkic we sometimes find at least one i-sound. Palatal
low word-final vowels (*yigirmd) are attested in South East Turkic Uzbek yigir-
ma and New Uigur jigirmd (for variations in Uigur dialects see Pritsak 1959c:
547), in Baraba yégirmd, Altay Turkic d’irme, Radloff’s Altay yi:rmd and Qoybal
yibirgd. Lena Turkic with its *sii.rbe forms shows a mysterious labial vowel in
the first syllable, and its final low vowel may be secondary (as in the case of the
third person possessive suffix).
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back to a form of the Khakas type, especially if we consider the many
other features these two Turkic units share. Finally, there are forms like
*ydgirmd in South Siberian Turkic Quu, Qoybal, Shor (&dgirbad), ydgdr-
bd (in Radloff’s Quu materials) and ydrvd in Chulym Turkic. In Rad-
loff’s Karaim of Troki the form igirmad exists, too, but it may be an inde-
pendently developed metathetical form of *ydgirmi, which has survived
as dgirmi in Radloff’s Karaim of Luck and ydgrimi in Crimean Karaim
(see Radloff 1893-1911 and Xafuz 1995). Mixed front-back forms
appear e.g. in Karakalpak (cigirma) or in Radloff’s Kazakh or Taranchi
materials. The various Yellow Uigur sources show yiyirmo / jiyirmo and
yigirmi (see TeniSev 1976a: 72, Sevortjan 1989: 201). The form *yi-
girmi appears in Salar, too, and is the predominant form in Western
Turkic, i.e. Khalaj, Oghuz, Crimean Tatar, Karaim, Volga Kipchak and
Chuvash (Sirem)."

As to the numerals with intervocalic consonants, we do not find such
a relatively clear distribution for the numerals either having “strong”
forms with doubled or fortis or “weak” forms with single or lenis con-
sonants.'' Here only a few features observe the Western Turkic : Eastern
Turkic borderline, whereas others seem to be bound closer to other in-
teractive areas or even to genetic strings. Thus Chuvash once again con-
stitutes a separate group by showing both series, Khalaj and South East
Turkic Uzbek and New Uigur by generalizing the “strong” forms,"
whereas Sayan Turkic only uses “weak” forms. In Lena Turkic we find
weak forms for ‘eight’ and ‘nine’ and perhaps ‘thirty’ (with closed final
syllables) and strong forms with doubled consonants for ‘two’ and ‘se-

From a phonetical point of view, it seems plausible that the basic form was velar
and lost its velarity later on through the influence of word-initial *y- —and per-
haps additionally by analogy to the semantically corresponding *eki ‘two’. But
one should keep in mind that this numeral is a composite form consisting of a
palatal and a velar part. On the other hand, the distribution of the *yigirmi forms
could easily be explained as the preservation of an archaic form at both ends of
Turcia.

In accordance with Johanson (1986b), I consider the question of fortis and lenis
consonants to be directly connected with short and long vowels of the first syl-
lable, so that there is no need to discuss their distribution separately.

This intervocalic consonant doubling occurs in many other words in South East
Turkic, as well.
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ven’ (with open final syllables); there are some similarities with the Lena
Turkic system, especially in Yenisey Turkic Khakas and in non-“far
western” Kipchak, see the data given below. All these units can be
suspected of having developed their numerals by means of internal nor-
malization processes.

For the numeral ‘fifty’ (replaced by analytical forms in Sayan Turkic,
Lena Turkic and most Altay Turkic units, see 3.2.2.) the strong form
*dllig mainly appears in Western Turkic (Khalaj, Oghuz, Volga-Ural-
Caucasus and Western Central Asian Turkic-Kipchak), while the weak
form *dlig dominates in the East, i.e. in Radloff’s Altay Turkic Teleut
(6lii), in Yenisey Turkic, Chulym Turkic and Kirghiz."

For the remaining numerals with intervocalic consonants the distribu-
tion is not so clearly connected with the Western Turkic and Eastern
Turkic areas. Only for ‘seven’ may we assume a comparable distribu-
tion. Here a weak form *yddi is dominant in Western Turkic units such
as Tatar, Karaim, Crimean Tatar and Oghuz except Azeri; the latter
shows yeddi, with a doubled—but at least weak—intervocalic conso-
nant, a form which perhaps developed analogously to the neighboring
numerals sdkkiz ‘eight’ and dogquz ‘nine’. Of units located further east,
Baraba shows yddi forms, too. In the Kipchak units Bashkir, Karachay,
Balkar, Nogay, Karakalpak and Kazakh as well as in Kirghiz, Chulym
Turkic and Yellow Uigur the forms for ‘seven’ can be reconstructed
with a single -#- as *ydti (as in Sayan Turkic). The remaining South Si-
berian Turkic units (Altay Turkic jati, Yenisey Turkic Khakas ¢iti, Shor
catti) and Fu-yii (Citi) point to a protoform with doubled consonant as in
Lena Turkic and Caucasus Kipchak Kumyk. If so, then weak forms of
‘seven’ can be considered a Western Turkic feature. Taking into account
the three protoforms *yddi, *ydti and *ydtti, we may call the form *yddi
of the Kipchak units in the “Far West” weak (despite the fact that inter-
vocalic -¢- normally does not become sonorized to -d- in any Kipchak

> This is more or less the same area where the analogization of case-suffix-final na-
sal consonants has taken place, see 3.2.5. We do not know about Altay Turkic
because the numeral is replaced here by an analytic derivation. But we may as-
sume that the whole Kirgiz-Kipchak group had *dlig. We have thus gained an-
other feature which ties Kirghiz closer to North East Turkic while at the same
time separating it from the rest of Kipchak.
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unit), the widespread *ydti a non-weak form, and Eastern Turkic *ydtti
the strong form.

The situation for ‘thirty’ is less illuminating. Most of the Turkic lan-
guages, which have preserved this numeral and do not belong to the
normalizing units mentioned above, show *otuz forms with a single
intervocalic -t-. In parts of Chulym Turkic materials, in Yenisey Turkic
Shor and Altay Turkic we find something like *odus, which can be in-
terpreted as a (weak) form of the *otuz type." The form otis in South
Siberian Turkic Yenisey Turkic Khakas (and partly Chulym Turkic), the
otus forms in Altay Turkic and perhaps Fu-yii otus have to be inter-
preted as strong forms.

For ‘two’ we find *eki forms with intervocalic -k- in most of the
units except Sayan Turkic, Yenisey Turkic Shor and Chulym Turkic,
which have weak forms, and consonant doubling in South East Turkic,
Lena Turkic and Khalaj (see above); Yellow Uigur displays isqi, Siki,
iSki, Sike, Ski. In Kipchak as well as in most Kipchakoid South Siberian
Turkic units and perhaps in Fu-yii, -k- forms have to be interpreted as
strong because of the intervocalic weakening of simple -k-. The situation
in Oghuz is not that clear, but interpretation as a strong form seems very
probable to me.

For ‘eight’ and ‘nine’ we find in the non-normalizing units strong
forms of the *sekiz / *toquz type in Oghuz except Azeri, which has
forms with double consonants even for ‘seven’ (see above); Yellow
Uigur has sekes, sekis, sak‘is, sa:qis; to’qis. In contrast, the Kipchak
languages and South Siberian Turkic have weak forms with intervocalic
-G-sounds. Of the Kipchak units, Baraba has a strong form for ‘eight’
but a weak one for ‘nine’; Crimean Tatar, on the other hand shows
strong forms (perhaps a result of Turkish influence).

14 Here I would like to briefly specify what has been said about the loss of the verb
tog- ‘to give birth / to be born’ in 3.2.3. Thanks to my dear colleague Irina
Nevskaya, I learned that I had forgotten to mention that such a verb still exists
not only in South Siberian Turkic Altay Turkic but also in Yenisey Turkic Shor
(see e.g. Radloff III: 1422 tog- ‘gebdren’ in Altay Turkic Altay (dialect), Teleut
and Yenisey Turkic Shor).
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7. Conclusion

I hope that I have been able to demonstrate that a meaningful classifica-
tion of the Turkic languages cannot be based on genetic features alone.
In the course of time, genetic groups like Oghuz, Kipchak, South East
Turkic etc. underwent internal differentiations and broke up into sub-
groups which separated from each other, entering linguistic interaction
with other Turkic as well as non-Turkic groups. During their respective
development, these subgroups were able to retain some of their genetic
features or even to transfer them by means of areal interaction onto other
units and subgroups; other features were either modified or completely
lost under the influence of other units of the interactive area to which
they belonged. Good examples of such developments are e.g. the inter-
action between Chuvash and Kipchak, Khalaj and Western Oghuz,
Oghuz Turkmen and Western Central Asian Turkic or the shaping of
North East Turkic / South Siberian Turkic. Especially in the latter case,
we witness the evolution of a new areal group of Turkic through the in-
teraction of different genetic subgroups (at least Kirghiz-Kipchak, Yeni-
sey Turkic, Sayan Turkic and Lena Turkic) and non-Turkic units (at
least Mongolic, Samoyedic, Yeniseyic and, partly, Tungusic). At the
same time, we observe the dissolution of Kirghiz-Kipchak. Other areal
formations, such as the Oghuz-Chuvash or the Kipchak-Lena Turkic
connection, are more enigmatic and deserve more detailed investigation.
It is worth reiterating that genetic groups may also result from old areal
interaction, i.e. perhaps they, too, originated as areal groups.

I have tried to present my classification attempt in a way which en-
ables the reader to understand the assumed underlying processes of ge-
netic heritage and areal interaction. The matter, however, is so complex
that I can not be sure whether I have been completely successful. Having
presented all these data, I should now summarize my assumptions about
the development of New Turkic coherently—even if 1 could only take
into account a relatively small percentage of New Turkic data and have
not discussed the Middle Turkic and Ancient Turkic materials in very
much detail. But having occupied the reader’s attention long enough and
tried the editor’s good will to publish such an extended paper, I have
decided to do that in a separate article.

I would be very satisfied if this paper gave some new impulses to the
discussion about the classification of the Turkic languages.
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