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Altaic etymologies: oz, toprak, toyosun

Hakan Aydemir

Aydemir, Hakan 2003. Altaic etymologies: toz, toprak, toyosun. Turkic Languages 7,
105-143.

One of the fundamental questions of research in Altaic studies concerns how we can
identify those elements of the vocabulary of the Altaic languages which belong to-
gether etymologically. This article (as the first step of a process of research) investi-
gates three words in order to establish the essential methodological aspects necessary
to solve the above-mentioned problem. The author points out that Turkic toprak ‘soil,
earth, etc.’ is a form derived with the formative +rA- from Turkic topa ~ topo ~ topu
‘id.” (= Samoyedic tobo), i.e. topu+rA-k. The Mongolian toyo+su(n) ‘dust’ is also a
regular derivation of this form topo / topu with the formative +sUn. Turkic zoz ‘dust’,
however, goes back to one of the shorter variants of this Mongolian toyosu(n), and
probably to the Qitafi *z0’us (> t6z). On the basis of the above argument, the author
concludes that it is not reasonable to ascribe the origins of these forms to Proto-Al-
taic."

Hakan Aydemir, Department of Altaic Studies, University of Szeged, Egyetem u. 2, H-
6722 Szeged, Hungary.

The words toz, toprak, and toyosun are among the most debated words in Altaic
studies. The relatively large number of comments in the literature (see below) dem-
onstrates how important the problems connected with them are considered to be.

Certain scholars have explained these words through Proto-Altaic and different
bases. Some have perceived the phenomenon of zetacism in them, whereas others
have attempted to prove their Turkic origin and confirm that they include loan-words
in Mongolian. As a result, while some scholars have used the words in question to
prove Altaic linguistic affinity, others have used them to refute this.

The problem is still unsolved because the approaches made so far have been only
from a phonological or morphological aspect, and agreement has not been reached as
concerns the etymological background of the words in question. The problem cannot
be solved by means of phonology or morphology only. The semantic aspect is an
essential condition for the solution but has been left out of consideration to date.

* This study was presented at the 45th Meeting of the Permanent International Altaistic
Conference, held in Budapest on June 23-28, 2002.
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I have chosen these three word-forms because their problems are closely inter-
linked. Moreover, they help to clarify certain questions of the history of the Turkic
and Mongolian languages, and certain problems in the research into Turkic vocabu-
lary and word-formation. Thus, they also play an important role in the solution of
certain cases of rhotacism-zetacism (see Aydemir 2002).

I would like to examine here fundamental questions relating to the words under
discussion, and to point out the etymological relations between these word-forms as
well as to demonstrate the lessons they provide for the history of the Turkic and
Mongolian languages. One of my main aims is to elucidate and systematize the
inner-Turkic material concerning the problem. This is one of the most important
preconditions for the determination of the lexical correspondences and borrowings
between the Turkic and Mongolian languages. As Ligeti said: “It is an unsolved
problem even today in research in Altaic studies, which are those elements of the
vocabulary of the so-called Altaic languages that belong together etymologically”
(1977: 397). Another of my aims is to establish the essential methodological aspects
necessary to solve this problem.

It must be mentioned in advance that in contradiction to earlier opinions, the re-
sults of the studies on the words under discussion cannot, in my view, be utilized to
support the arguments for or against Altaic linguistic affinity. The vocabulary
(correspondences or borrowings) in itself is not enough to support or refute related-
ness.

Opinions of scholars

As in many other instances, the first remark concerning the etymology of the word-
form toprak has been made by Vambéry, who analysed it as rop-rak (1877: 257).
Ramstedt (towu-ray > Mongolian toyu-ray, Turkic toprak, 1935: 405a) and Doerfer
(top+rak > toprak, 1965: 597, 1971: 306) had the same opinion.

Pritsak, however, gave quite another explanation. He started from Proto-Altaic
and considered the word-form *7of3ar- (> Mongolian tobar-ay, Turkic topr-ak, 1954:
245). In contradiction to his previous opinion (cf. Mongolian foyu-ray ‘Staud’ ~ tob-
ray ‘Erde, Staub’ Poppe 1933: 119), Poppe postulated a suffix -ay- as in Mongolian
tobaray (< *tofaray, 1955: 161-162). In his later essays, he explained Mongolian
tobaray from a hypothetical word-form *toparak (1960: 47, 1974: 133). Eren also
analysed this word-form as topur+(a)k, considering the +(a)k to be a diminutive
(1999: 412a).

Ligeti introduced the suggestion that Turkic toprak and Mongolian “toyuruy”
(together with Turkic 0z and Mongolian foyusun) were connected with each other
through Proto-Altaic (i.e. Turkic toprak < Proto-Altaic *tof8-us > *toffuray > Mon-
golian toyuruy, 1938a: 75-76, 1398b: 201), and maintained this suggestion later too
(1975: 104, 1986: 429).

Menges explained the word-form toprak from a Chagatay [!] *fopuryak, which he
regarded as a derivation from a base “fopra- / *topur-". He believed that the Mongo-
lian tobaray (in his notation with final -k) must also have been derived from this
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base (i.e. toprak < *topuryak < *topur- / topra- > Mongolian tobaray, 1939: 22-23,
1954:85, 1955: 121, 1959a: 653, 1959b: 107). On the basis of this argument, he
transcribed Kasyari’s entry as topurgan yir ‘staubiger Boden’ (1954: 85).

Clauson derived the word-form toprak from the verbal base fopra- ‘to become
dry (plant)’, a form attested to at present only in Kasyari’s dictionary (1964: 156,
EDPT: 444). Dankoff and Kelly are of the same opinion (1985: 195). According to
Ligeti (1986: 429), however, Clauson’s explanation was unlikely to be correct.
Risédnen (probably following Menges) explained toprak first from *topuryak, but
later accepted Clauson’s opinion and considered that Turkic toprak corresponded to
Kalmuk zoyuray, which in his opinion had developed from *fowuray. He regarded
the form *fowuray as a precedent of Tuvan dovurak ‘zemlja’ (i.e. Turkic toprak,
Tuv. dovurak < *towuray > Kalmuk royuray, VEWT: 489b). Tekin too accepted
Clauson’s opinion (though with some reservations, i.e. topra-k, 1997: 347), but his
view of the etymology of the verbal base topra- is quite different. Like Ligeti, and
later Pritsak and Poppe, he started from a Proto-Altaic base *tofur (> *tofur-a-k /
*toBur-ak > *tofirak > toprak, 1976: 232, cf. 1969: 65), and on this transcribed
Kasyari’s entry as fopuryan ‘soft and dust-like earth’ (1969: 65, 1976: 232). Miller
also transcribed it as topuryan, but he explained it in terms of a hypothetical verbal
base *towru- (i.e. DLT topuryan < *topruyan < *towru- > toprak, 1975: 165).

As concerns Written Mongolian tobaray and Buriat foborog ~ toorog ‘zemlja,
pocva’, Séerbak supposed an earlier form *toforoy (1997: 232).

Doerfer initiated a new chapter in the research by presuming the form tuprdk in
early Turkic on the basis of the instances in Brahmi and Tibetan writing (1971: 306).
Later, together with Tezcan, he considered that the -u- in the first syllable is primary
and that the -o0- in toprak emerged under the analogous influence of the -o- in Turkic
top ‘Kugel’ (Doerfer & Tezcan 1980: 209a, Doerfer 1987: 107, Tezcan 1974: 33).
These suppositions by Doerfer and Tezcan drew the attention of scholars to the de-
gree of openness-closeness of the -o- in foprak. Erdal also believed that the primary
form was tuprak, with -u-, its base being the verb fupra- (1991: 249, 387).

This outline of the research history, which does not aim at completeness, reveals
that the background of the word-form toprak has not been clarified on either the
Turkic or the Mongolian side.

Summary of opinions

top-rak (Vambéry 1877); towu-ray > toyu-ray (Ramstedt 1935); toprak < *tof3-us >
*tofuray > toyuruy (Ligeti 1938, 1975, 1986); roprak < Chagatay *topuryak <
topra- | *topur- > Mongolian tobaray (Menges 1939, 1954, 1959); *tofar- > Mon-
golian tobar-ay, Turkic topr-ak (Pritsak 1954); *topar-ak > Mongolian ftobaray
(Poppe 1960, 1974); topra-k (Clauson 1964, EDPT, VEWT); tuprak > toprak
(Doerfer 1971, Tezcan 1974, Doerfer & Tezcan 1980, Doerfer 1987); *towru- > to-
prak (Miller 1975); topra-k (Dankoff & Kelly 1985); tupra-k (Erdal 1991); topra-k
(Tekin 1997); topur+(a)k (Eren 1999).
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The main forms in the Turkic and Mongolian languages concerning the word-
form toprak are as follows:

Old Turkic:
toparak ‘Staub’ (BT III); DLT toprak ‘earth or soil’; tuprak ‘Erdboden’ (TT VIII;
Maue 1996).

Middle Turkic:
(CC) toprak ‘Staub, Schmutz’; (ChagPdC) twpray ‘terre’; (ChagBad.) twfray ‘prax,
zemlja’.

New Turkic:

Oghuz:

(Gag.) toprak ‘zemlja; glina; zemljanoj; po€va, grunt; po¢vennyj’; (Turkish) top-
rak ‘earth, soil, ground; land, territory, country; earthen, etc.” (RTED); (TrKiit.)
topurak [sic! -p-] ‘toprak’; (Az.) torpag ‘pocva, zemlja, grunt; pocvennyj’; (AzGal.)
turpgx; (SouthOgh) rurpgx ‘Boden, Erde, Asche’; (Khoras.) turpgx, turpaq
‘Erdboden’; (Tkm.) foprak, topur ‘pocva, zemlja, grunt; strana, rodina’.

Kipchak:

(Tat.) tufrak ‘poCva, zemlja, grunt’; (TatB4l.) tuprak ‘Staub, Erde’; (TatDS) tupirak
‘dom, zemlja, mesto, gde rodilsja ili gde Zivet’; (Bash.) tuprak ‘pocva, zemlja,
grunt; pocvennyj’; (Kr-Tat.) toprak- ‘poCva, grunt, zemlja, susa; prah’; (KarH) top-
rak ‘pyl’, prax, ostanki’; (KarT) roprak~ ‘zemlja; prax’; (KarT) toprah ‘zemlja; prah;
strana; suSa’; (KbalkTav.) topurak, toprak ‘toprak’; (Rkbalk.) toprak' ‘zemlja’;
(Kmk.) topurak~ ‘zemlja; poCva; territorija’; (Nog.) topirak ‘zemlja, pocva, grunt’;
(Nog-dial.) toprak ‘pocva’; (Kir.) topurak, tuprak, turpak, topur ‘glina, zemlja;
pocva; territorija’; (Kklp.) topirak, torpak ‘zemlja, poCva, grunt; pyl’; territorija’;
(Kklp-dial.) toprak-, torpak- ‘zemlja, pocva’; (Kzk.) topirak ‘zemlja, pocva’;
(KzkKat.) toprak ‘zemlja, perst”.

Turki:

(Uig.) toprak, tuprak ‘zemlja, pocva; pyl’, prax’; (UigMal.) tupurak ‘id.’, (UigJar.)
tofrak ‘dust, earth’; (UigFe.) turpak, tupak, tuprak ‘zemlja, pocva’; (YUig.) torvak
‘pyl’ (v dome i na dvore); zemlja’; (YUig.) tirvak ‘prax; pyl’; zemlja’; (YUigTen.)
torvak, turvaq°, tyrvaq® ‘zemlja, pocva, pyl”; (YUigPot.) torvak ‘zemlja, pyl”;
(Sal.) toray ‘potva, zemlja, pyl, prax’ (~ toray, toray <? Mongolian to’oray);
(SalKak.) rorax, t‘ordy; (Uzb.) tuprdk ‘zemlja, glina (suhaja); poCva; prax; terri-
torija’; (UzbAfg.) tupray, tupraq, turpaq ‘earth, clay, ground, soil’.

South Siberian Turkic:

(Oit.) tobrak ‘zemlja, pyl’, prax, po¢va’; (OitTu.) tobrok ‘pova, Cernozem’, toburak
‘pocva, zemlja’; (OitCha.) torbok ‘zemlja’; (Khak.) tobrah ‘zemlja, pocva’;
(KhakBut.) tobirah ‘pocva; zemlja; grunt’; (KhakKo.) tob'rak ‘Staub, Sand’; (Tuv.)
dovurak ‘zemlja; pyl” (cf. Tuv. dovura- ‘stanovit’sja mutnym, mutnet’, zagrjazn-
jat’sja (o vode); packat’sja zemlej; pylit'sja’; (Tuv.) dovurar- ‘mutit’; packat’
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grjaz’ju, zemlej; pylit”); (Tofan) ro”prak ‘zemlja, pova; pyl’, prax’; (TofaRass.)
to”p<rak ‘prax, pyl’; po¢va’; (TofaCast.) t0”@'rak ‘Staub, Sand’.

Khalaj:
(Khal.) turpaq ‘Staub, Erdboden’.

Yakut:
(Yak.) toburah ‘grad; (dialectical) pyl”; (YakPek.) toburax, tobur ‘pyl’, kopot’;
grad, melkij sneZnyj gradkrupa’.

Chuvash:
(Chuv.) tdpra ‘zemlja, pocva, grunt’; (ChuvPaa.) tdpra, topra ‘Staub, Erde’.

Middle Mongolian:
(WMoK) toyoray ‘prax, zemlja’, toboray, tobaray, tobray ‘prah, zemlja, perst”.

New Mongolian:

(Khalkha) tovrog ‘prax, pyl”’, toorog ‘neZidkaja primes’ (v Zidkosti)’; (Bur.)
toborog ‘pyl’, prax’, toorog ‘pyl’, pylinki, sorinki’; (BurCC) robrog ‘pyl’, prax’;
(Kalm.) towrpg ‘Staub, Erde, Sand’, torog ‘Staub’; (KalmMun.) tovrg (tovr-g)
‘pylinka; atom’; (Ord.) t*awarak, t*oworak, (Turkic topur ? >) t*owor ‘poussicre’.

Before evaluating the different opinions given in the literature on the etymology of
the word-form toprak, it may be of value to survey in brief the remarks in the litera-
ture concerning Turkic 76z and Mongolian toyosun. The related problems are closely
linked to the problem of the form foprak.

The origins of Turkic 6z and Mongolian foyosun have given rise to many state-
ments of many kinds in the literature. It has been believed since Gombocz
(1912/1913: 12) that Turkic ¢6z is connected with Mongolian foyosun, but how they
are connected has not yet been clarified.

Ramstedt (1912: 186, 1935: 405a) explained Mongolian foyosun from a word-
form *towa-sun and considered that the base of this word corresponded to the East-
ern Turki fopa ‘Erde’ and Samoyedic fopo ‘Erde, Staub’. In the view of Doerfer
(1965: 601), however, this is not convincing. Ramstedt’s research led Gombocz to
believe that Turkic 0z and Mongolian foyosun correspond to each other; and this
was accepted by later scholars (Gombocz 1912/1913: 12, Németh 1914: 134, Pelliot
1925: 231, Sinor 1952: 220, 1963: 141, Doerfer 1965: 601, Tekin 1995: 162,
Séerbak 1997: 158).

Pelliot suggested (1925: 231) that Turkic 76z emerged from *f0"uz as a result of
contraction. Ligeti accepted Pelliot’s contraction theory and concluded that the fol-
lowing changes had occurred to Turkic 6z and Mongolian toyosun: Proto-Turkic
*t6z | *toiz < Proto-Altaic *t0f3-us > Proto-Mongolian *7gfus (1938a: 75, 1938b:
201) > *tofus-un > Mongolian royusun (1938a: 74). Later, however, he connected
Turkic 6z and Mongolian foyosun and also the Mongolian foyoray, tobray and
Turkic toy, toprak with words in a fragment-record of Sienpi-Tabgach taken as of the
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3rd century: *toyusin ‘terre, poussiére’, *tayusin, *toyoc¢in and Qitaf *70’us, a late
variant (1970: 287-288, 1986: 429, cf. 1938b: 198). For another transcription of the
Sienpi-Tabgach and Qitan glosses, see *toyojin ‘Erde, Staub’ (Doerfer 1985: 161)
and *taywasa ‘dust’ (Doerfer 1993: 83).

There are also other opinions in the literature about the correspondence between
Turkic 0z and Mongolian foyosun. Sinor (1952: 220) had postulated that Turkic 70z
and Mongolian foyosun corresponded to each other. In this respect, Clauson stated
(1964: 155, 1969: 22, EDPT: 463b) that the Mongolian to’osun / toyosun is a
“perfectly” first period Turkic loanword in Mongolian, “but not taken from to:z. It is,
in fact, taken from the rarer synonymous word to:g”. Doerfer held a similar opinion
as concerns Sienpi-Tabgach *toyojin. In his view (1985: 161, cf. 1967: 103), this
word is a derivation of Turkic toy with the Mongolian diminutive-suffix +jin.

Tekin, however, had another opinion concerning toy. He considered (1969: 65)
that roy goes back to a hypothetical *ow and, although Clauson’s opinion seemed
conceivable, he preferred to think of the zetacism phenomenon for toy (i.e. toz < toz
< *tofuz < *towur?, 1976: 232). In the case of toyusun, however, he started from a
form *toflar-sun (i. e. Mongolian foyosun < *toyur-sun < *toyar-sun ~ *tofar-sun,
1976: 232, 1995: 162). The latter suggestion of Tekin had first been made by Pritsak
(1954: 245). Poppe had a similar opinion: foyosun < *towdrsun < *topdrsun
‘Staub, Erde’ (1960: 47, 1975: 174, cf. 1955: 162, 1933: 119, cf. Doerfer 1965:
511, 601). Miller, however, favoured the zetacism phenomenon and started from a
word-form such as Altaic *tor2 (> toz, 1975: 165, 2001: 59-60).

Summary of opinions:

toz: (1) toz = toyosun (Gombocz 1912/1913, Németh, 1914, Sinor 1952, 1963,
Scerbak 1997). (2) t6z < *to%uz (Pelliot 1925); *t6z / *tojz < *tof-us (Ligeti
1938b); 10z < *tor? (Miller 1975); toz < *toBuz < *towur? (Tekin 1976, cf. toy <
*tow, Tekin 1969).

toyosun: (1) topa > towa-sun > toyosun (Ramstedt 1912, 1935); (2) Turkic zoy >
Mongolian toy-(o)sun (Clauson 1964, 1969, EDPT); Turkic foy > Mongolian
toyosun, Tabgach *toyojin (Doerfer 1985), (3) a: *toWuz > to’usun (Pelliot 1925);
*tofus-un > toyusun (Ligeti 1938a), b: toyar-sun ~ tofar-sun > toyosun (Pritsak
1954, Tekin 1976, 1995); toparsun > towarsun > toyosun (Poppe 1960, 1975).

The main forms in the Turkic and Mongolian languages as concerns the word-
forms toz, toy and toyosun are as follows:

Old Turkic:
(DLT) toz ‘dust’; toz ‘Staub’ (TT VIII).

Middle Turkic:
(CC) toz ‘Staub’; (ChagAbus.) tos ‘toz’.
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New Turkic:

Oghuz:

(Gag.) toz, tooz ‘pyl’; pylinka; poroSok’; (Turkish) roz ‘dust; powder; like dust’;
(Az.) toz ‘pyl”; (SouthOgh) tuz, to%z, tud ‘Staub’; (Khoras.) toz, tds, tuz ‘Staub’;
(Tkm.) toz ‘pyl”

Kipchak:

(TatBulg.) foz ‘dust’; (TatBa.) tos ‘pyl”’; (Kr-Tat.) toz ‘pyl’; pudra’; (Kar.) toz ‘pyl’;
porosok’; (Kklp.) toz ‘pyl’; mucnaja pyl’; paklja’; (Kir.) zoz ‘melkaja pyl’; bus, ras-
truska (myc¢naja pyl’)’; (Kzk.) toz (toz-toz bolyp ket- ‘raspylitsja’).

Turki:
(Uig.) toz ‘pyl”; (Uiglar.) toz ‘flour-dust’; (YUig.) tos ‘pyl”.

South Siberian Turkic:
(OitTu.) toos ‘pyl”.

Khalaj:
(KhalLex.) toz.

Old Turkic:
(DLT) toy ‘dust raised by horses’ hooves’; (QB) toy ‘dust’.

Middle Turkic:
(SinoUig.) toy ‘poussiere’; (ChagPdC) to:y ‘poussiere; étendard’; (ChagAbus.) roy
‘(toz ve gubar manasindadir...) dust’.

New Turkic:
Oghuz:
(TtDS) togu ‘vatan, toprak’.

Turki:
(Uig.) toy ‘(dialectical) pyl”; (UigSin.), (UigMal.) toy ‘pyl”; (Uiglar.) roy ‘dirt,
which as the result of a dust-storm gathers on the leaves of trees and bushes’.

Old Mongolian:
(Tabgach) *toyusin, *tayusin, *toyocin ‘terre, poussiere’; (Qitafi) *zo0’us ‘dust’.

Middle Mongolian:

(SecHist.) to’osun ‘Staub; Staubwolke’, to’usun ‘Staub’; (hP<ags-pa) t‘0-osun (in:
t‘ariyan t°o-osun ‘crops’); (Hua-i-i-yii) to’osun ‘poussiére’; (IMuh.) tasun ‘pyl”’;
(Voclst.) tosun ‘poussiere’; (WMoK) toyosun, toyosu ‘poussitre; atome’.

New Mongolian:
(Khalkha) toos(on) ‘pyl’, pylinki; ivetoCnaja pyl”’; (Bur.) tooho(n) ‘pyl’; pylinka;
pyl'nyj’; (Dag.) tos, tos ‘Staub’, tudse ‘dust, dirt’; (Kalm.) tosp ‘Staub’;
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(KalmMun.) toosn (toos'n) ‘pyl’; pylinki; pyl'ca’; (Ord.) t0s, t‘Osy, t‘oson
‘poussiére’; (Oir.) tdsn, toson ‘poussitre’; (Ujiim.) ¢‘Gs ‘poussiére’.

The concept that toprak is a derivation of the suffix +rAk (top+rak: Vambéry 1877:
257, Doerfer 1965: 597, 1971: 306, towu-ray. Ramstedt 1935: 405a ) cannot be
accepted because this suffix creates only comparatives. Doerfer probably saw this
difficulty and later revised his view, supposing that tuprak was the primary form,
the -u- changing into -o- under the analogous influence of the -o- in Turkic zop
‘Kugel’, giving rise to toprak (Doerfer & Tezcan 1980: 209a, Doerfer 1987: 107).
However, this derivation also involves many difficulties. I shall expatiate on this
problem below.

The theories that start from different Proto-Altaic forms, such as *tof-us (>
topur-ak, Ligeti 1938a: 75-6, 1398b: 201); *toflar (> Mongolian tobar-ay, Turkic
topr-ak, Pritsak 1954: 245); *topar-ak (> Mongolian robaray, Poppe 1960: 47,
1974: 133, cf. 1955: 161-2), *toBur (> tofur-a-k | tofur-ak > *tofirak > toprak,
Tekin, 1976: 232, cf. 1969: 65) and from a word-form such as topur (> topur+(a)k,
Eren 1999: 412a), also come up against many difficulties. (1) These are quite hypo-
thetical forms and, otherwise, the hypothesis of a Proto-Altaic origin does not help
us to solve the problem. (2) Such a view further raises well-founded doubts because,
at the present state of research, we do not know about a sound change in early Turkic
where a bilabial voiced fricative (-f-) in an intervocalic position changes to a bilabial
voiceless explosive (-p-). (3) Eren considers the suffix -gk to be a diminutive, but
this cannot be accepted because in this case the semantic connection between the
suffix and the base cannot be explained. (4) Difficulties likewise arise as concerns the
vocabulary because at the present these hypothetical bases cannot be shown either in
early Turkic or in early Mongolian. This, of course, does not mean that such forms
could not have existed in the early period.

With regard to the modern word-forms for fopur (Tkm. toprak ~ topur, Kir.
topurak ~ topur, YakPek. toburax ~ tobur), it is not impossible that, in the early
period, there might have been a base *zopur, but this can only be a hypothesis be-
cause at present time there is no evidence for such a form either in early or in Middle
Turkic sources. The morphological connection between the word-forms toprak and
topur can be seen in many other instances too (e.g. Yak. oyuruk, oyoruk' ~ ogir,
oyur ‘arkan, verevka’, Tuv. koviiriig ~ KhakVerb. kiibiir, Kzk. kopir ‘most’, etc.),
where the situation is the same and, of course, the base is not the shorter form. In
my opinion, topur is a shorter form of foprak and not its base form. I think it very
likely that the final -k in topurak or toprak might have dropped out in the early
period of the Middle Turkic (i.e. topur < ? *topra | *tofra | *topura < tofra(y) /
topra(y) > Chuvash tapra, topra ‘zemlja, po¢va, grunt’) and the same sound change
might have occurred as in the Arabic sufra (i.e. Arabic sufra — Uigur supur ~ su-

! The Yakut forms oyuruk, oyoruk are not derivations of a base such as Yak. ogiir ~ oyir,
as supposed in the literature (see Aydemir 1999: 430-433).



Altaic etymologies 113

pura ‘podstilka iz Skury//(portable) underlay of leather’). For a similar phenomenon,
cf. Old Turkic ywkaru > Fuyii-Kirghiz yogor, Turkish yukar ‘above, upstairs, etc.’.
If any kind of word such as topur can be established in early sources, then a deriva-
tion such as topur+A- > topra- might be supposed. All this, however, is speculation
and there are numerous factors of uncertainty.

On the above basis, derivation of the word-forms fopurak ~ toprak from a topur
does not appear to rest on sure ground. Further, considering the phonological, mor-
phological, semantic and lexicological arguments, there seems to be no reason to
explain the word-form foprak and its variants through the Proto-Altaic (cf. Pritsak
1954: 245, Poppe 1960: 47, 1974: 133, Tekin 1976: 232) or to assume a rhotacistic
change (cf. Ligeti 1938a: 75-76, 1398b: 201).

All this holds, of course, as concems the derivation of toprak < Chagatay
*topuryak too, supposed by Menges (1939: 22-23, 1954: 85, 1955: 121, 1959a:
653, 1959b: 107), an interpretation which otherwise does not differ from those based
on *tofur / topur and the opinion of Miller, who regards toprak as a derivation of a
verbal base *towru-.

I agree with Clauson (1964: 156, EDPT: 444) that the form foprak is a deriva-
tion of the Old Turkic verb fopra- ‘become dry (plant)’. Rasdnen (VEWT: 489b) and
Dankoff & Kelly (1985: 195) have the same opinion. This argument, however, has
not yet been supported by phonological, morphological or semantic criteria. For this
reason, Doerfer, Tezcan and Erdal considered that, on the basis of the instances in
Brahmi and Tibetan writing, the original form must have been tuprak, with -u- in
the first-syllable, and not foprak (Doerfer 1971: 306, Tezcan 1974: 33, Doerfer &
Tezcan 1980: 209a, Doerfer 1987: 107, Erdal 1991: 249, 387).

Even though this conclusion seems to be comrect and, on the evidence of the
Brahmi and Tibetan instances, we must in fact assume a word-form tuprak (and
maybe *tupra-) in Old Turkic, in contradiction with Doerfer, Tezcan and Erdal (1) I
believe that the Brahmi and Tibetan instances do not confirm the primary quality of
the first syllable vowels. (2) They merely prove that in the Old Turkic period there
were forms with -u-, and (3) they must be considered dialectical forms because there
are also a number of Brahmi and Tibetan instances in which the first-syllable
rounded vowels do not correspond to each other.

toprak ‘soil, earth’
My etymological suggestion is based partially upon the quality of the first-syllable
rounded vowel. In my opinion, we must assume an -o- in the first syllable and ana-
lyse this word as fopu+rA-k and topa+rA-k. As concerns this supposition, a number
of chronological, lexicological, morphological, phonological and semantic questions
must certainly be answered, and the application of many other criteria and their con-
cordance are needed.

(a) The base topu / topa can be shown in some Turkic languages and dialects in
the meaning of ‘soil, dust(y), clay, ground, territory, etc.’: Kir. zopo ‘(1) glina, zem-
lja, (2) pocva, (3) territorija’; SalGre. topa ‘terre, argile’; Uig. topa ‘pocva, zemlja;
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glina’ (UigLo. topa, topo ‘pyl’, zemlja, prax’; Uiglo. topu ‘pyl”’; UigSin. ropa
‘prax, pyl’, zemlja; glina’; UigMal. topa, topo ‘zemlja, prax, pyl”; UiglLeC. topd
‘Erde; Staub’; Uiglar. topa ‘dust, earth, sand, soil, loes, dusty’; UigRaq. tdpd
‘earth, dust’; UigShaw fopa ‘earth, dust’; UigSinGN tofa ‘dust’).

Although at present the base has not been confirmed in early Turkic sources, the
Samoyedic, Mongolian and Turkic languages and a Sienpi-Tabgach source provide
clear-cut proof that the base topo / topu / topa goes back to ancient times and at the
same time ensure the lexicological and chronological criteria necessary for the ety-
mology in question here.

The following data can be seen in Samoyedic: Enets tobo, tébo, tobu’, tobd’,
tobo ‘Ton//pesok’, top ‘Sand’; Mator faha ‘Schmutz; Asche’ etc. < Proto-Samoyedic
*t13pa ‘Schmutz, Erde (von verschiedenen Bodenarten)’ (Helimski 1997), cf.
<*tl 3p! 5 “id.” (Janhunen 1997).

Accordingly the question arises as to the origin of the base fopo / topu / topa. In
connection with this, three important questions must be answered. (1) Is the word of
Turkic origin? If so, can it be etymologized at all? (2) If the word is not of Turkic
origin, then what is its origin, and is its origin identical with the language from
which it was borrowed into Proto-Turkic, or (3) must we consider another intermedi-
ary language?

I, of course, do not take it upon myself to examine the derivation or origin of
this base topa, but it should be noted that the views of Ligeti (Proto-Altaic *t0f3 >
topa, 1938a: 75-76, 1938b: 201) and Doerfer (Turkic top ‘ball, round’ > topa, 1965:
597) cannot be accepted because there is no suffix *+¢ in Turkic. Further, the seman-
tic connection between the suffix *+a and the base cannot be explained.

It is beyond question that the Samoyedic and Turkic forms are related to each
other. However, we have no criteria which reveal that the word is a Turkic loan-word
in Samoyedic, or conversely. We must also consider the possibility that the word
was taken over into both from a third language. This is simply a working theory, but
as regards its origin, it may help us to determine the direction of borrowing if we
examine the Greek word topo(s). The sole problem is the meaning of the Greek
word. In various etymological dictionaries, only the meanings ‘Ort, Stelle, Platz’ of
the word fopo(s) are to be found. However, if the meanings ‘ground, soil, stubble-
field’ of the word fopo(s) exist in Byzantine-Greek texts, as demonstrated by a study
by Sinasi Tekin (1998: 402) in connection with another question, then this problem
may be overcome. The questions of the direction of borrowing and the origin of the
word remain open in the future and necessitate further examination.

On the basis of the meanings of the Turkic and Samoyedic forms, the basic
meaning in Proto-Turkic and in the language from which it was borrowed into Proto-
Turkic might have been *‘ground; earth, soil’. Semantically cf. Old Turkic yér
‘ground, earth, land, soil, place, territory’ (EDPT, Dankoff & Kelly) and WMoL
siruyai, sirui ‘earth, ground, soil’, etc.

(b) As regards the suffix +rA- and its function in my analysis (i.e. topu+rA-k ~
topa+rA-k), Erdal holds that this suffix is added only to onomatopoeics (1991: 469-
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474). Furthermore, in connection with the view of Menges (1961: 22, 1995: 158-
159) that the Turkic word-forms dgrdn- ‘to leam’ and dgrdt- ‘to teach’ are deriva-
tions of a base 6g+rd-2, Erdal remarks that “there is no formative ‘+rA-"" in Turkic
(1991: 33). Tekin fully agrees with Erdal (1994: 246). I shall expatiate briefly on the
treatment of the problem of Gg+rd- below.

I do not agree with Erdal and Tekin. As in Mongolian, there was and even still is
a denominal verb-forming suffix +rA- in Turkic, but it iS not so productive and
cannot be shown in every Turkic language. In Proto- or Pre-Turkic, it might have
been relatively productive. Let us examine the suffix briefly first in Turkic and then
in Mongolian from synchronic and diachronic aspects, respectively:

Tkm.:
garagkira- ‘temnet’, veCeret” (< karagki+rA-), garapki ‘temnota, t'ma, potemki,
trak’, cf. Old Turkic karagku ‘darkness’ (EDPT, Dankoff & Kelly).

Tkm.:

ddlire- ‘obezumet’, sojti suta; pomeSat’sja’ (< dali+rA-), ddli ‘sumas3edsij,
umaliSennyj, pomeSannyj’, cf. Old Turkic (Oghuz) tdli ‘an idiot’ (EDPT), ‘stupid’
(Dankoff & Kelly).

Uig.:

koniri- ‘vetSat’, prixodit’ v vetxoe sostojanie’, konirat- ‘iznaSivat’, prixodit” v
vethoe sostojanie’, konirap Zirtil- ‘istrepat’sja’ (< kona+rA-), kona ‘drevnij;
vetxij, staryj’ < Persian kuhna ‘old, ancient’.

Uig.:

kakrap ‘vysox8ij’; kakrap ydr ‘vysoxSaja zemlja’ (< kak+rA-(X)py), kak ‘suxoj’, cf.
OId Turkic kak / kak ‘something dried; a dried segment of something’ (EDPT), kdk
‘dried (fruit)’ (Dankoff & Kelly), cf. Uzb. kakra-.

Uzb.:
kakra- ‘sohnut’, peresyvat”, kakrat- ‘vysuSivat’, issuSat” (< kak+rA-), cf. Uig.
kakraz.

Uzb.:
kdkra- ‘goréit’, ostavljat’ gor’kij vkus vo rtu’ (< kdk+rA-), cf. Old Turkic kdk
‘malice, spite, secret hatred’ (EDPT), ‘revenge; hardship’ (Dankoff & Kelly).

Turkish:

kekre- ‘kiikreyip ihtimér etmek, acilagmak // boil over/foam with rage, turn bitter’
(LehOsm.), ‘to become acrid (milk, wine)’ (RTED), cf. Uzb. kdkrd-.

2 This was first suggested by Vambéry (1877: 304) and later by Ramstedt (1952: 199).
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Bash.:
kudra- ‘prevrasCat’sja v gorjasCie ugli’ (< kud+rA-), Bash. kud ‘gorjasCie ugli Zar’,
cf. Old Turkic kooz ‘gliihende Kohle’ (Zieme 1984: 346).

Tofan:
errhire- ‘ustaret’; zastaret” (< drki+rA- / drkd+rA-), e»rhi ‘staryj, preznij, davnyj’ (<
ar-gA), cf. YakPek. drgd ‘staryj; starost”, YUig. erke ‘staryj, preZnij’, etc.

ChagE:
gandra- ‘to stink, smell badly’ (< gand+rA-) < Persian gand ‘stink, stench, foul
smell’.

ChagE:
telbdrd- ‘to go mad; become insane’ (< felbd+rA-), ChagE telbd ‘mad, insane,
crazy’, cf. Old Turkic relvd ‘lunatic, mad’ (EDPT), telwd ‘crazy’ (Dankoff & Kelly) <
P*telbd.

ChagR:
yirakra- ‘sich entfernen’ < yirak+rA-, cf. Old Turkic yirak ‘distant, far away’ (EDPT,
Dankoff & Kelly).

CCI:
katirap ‘kraftig’ (< kati+rA-p), CCI, CCG kati, katti ‘hart, fest, stark, heftig’, cf. Old
Turkic katig ‘hard, firm, tough’ (EDPT).

Kao-kiii:
huluy bagrdk® (< bag+rA-k).

A thorough examination would certainly reveal more examples from early and Mod-
ern Turkic, but even the above data clearly reveal that as in Mongolian, in Turkic
there is a denominal verb-forming suffix +rA-. As regards its function, it is added to
adjectives and nouns used as adjectives and creates intransitive verb stems. Adding
to the base, it denotes “becoming or turning into the characteristic indicated in the
base lexeme”.

This semantic function is corroborated by Mongolian instances: kdke ‘blue’ —
kdkere- ‘to become blue’, kdgsin ‘old’ — kdgsire- ‘to become old’, iigei ‘poor’ —
iigeyire- ‘to become poor’, etc. (cf. Poppe 1964: 65).*

® The title of the Kao-kiii ruler from the 4th-5th century, cf. Ligeti (1986: 431).

* It should be noted that this suffix is added to verbal bases as well. Addition of the
suffix -rA- to verbal bases has already been mentioned briefly in the literature (see
Tekin 1995: 173-187). I dealt with the suffix -rA- (~ -(I)r-) and the problem of its
derivations in my study on Turkic sdmiz, *sdmi-rA- > sdmrd- (see Aydemir 2002). I
shall be dealing with the derivations belonging to the -rA- formation, such as k#tu-
rA- > gudura-, kutuz and kokiiz (~ kdkiirdk ~ kokrdk), in another study.
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(c) As regards the Old Turkic period, three definite examples can be given of the
suffix +rA-: kdkrds-, ogrdn- [ dgrdt- and topra-. A high number of examples in Old
Turkic cannot be presented for the moment since there have not yet been thorough
examinations concerning this suffix in the Old Turkic period, and it must probably
be sought not in Old Turkic, but in Proto- or Pre-Turkic.?

One of the low number of instances in Old Turkic is kdkrds- ‘to hate / quarrel
with one another’ < kdk+rA-§- < Old Turkic kdk ‘malice, spite, secret hatred’
(EDPT), ‘revenge; hardship’ (Dankoff & Kelly). Even though the base is at present
not attested to in early Turkic sources, some modern Turkic languages have it, such
as Turkish kekre- ‘kiikreyip ihtimar etmek, acilagmak // boil over / foam with rage,
turn bitter’ (LehOsm.), ‘to become acrid (milk, wine, etc.)’ (RTED), Uzb. kdkrd-
‘gordit’, ostavljat” gor’kij vkus vo rtu’.

Another example is dgrdn- ‘to leam’ or dgrdt- ‘to teach’, already mentioned
above in connection with the suffix +rA-. The verbal base *Ggrd- (< dg+rA-) is not
attested to in Turkic at present.® The explanation and analysis of the base *dgrd- as a
derivation of Old Turkic dgiir ‘a herd’, i.e. *dgiir+A- > *dgrd- (cf. EDPT: 114b, cf.
Sevortjan 1974: 498, Erdal 1991: 33, 609, Tekin 1994: 246), and its interpretation
or reconstruction as *‘to socialize (tr. or intr.!)’ (see Erdal 1991: 33, 609, Tekin
1994: 246), encounter serious difficulties. Clauson, by contrast, remarks that there is
“no close semantic connection” between *dgrd- and dgiir (EDPT: 114a). Considering
the etymological, semantic,” morphological, logical and analogical (see below) ar-

5 A majority of the +rAk derivations possibly include this +rA- suffix (? +rA-(O)k >
+rAk; Written Mongolian metii ‘like, similar’ +rA-(O)k > Turkish +(X)mtirak).
Johanson, however, is right when he says that “Obwohl das Ost-Alttiirkische kein
produktives Suffix -rd- aufweist und kein *dgrd- in historischer Zeit belegt ist, ist
nicht einmal eine Bildung wie *g-g+rd-n- ‘lernen’ im etymologischen Sinne ganz
auszuschlieBen (6- ‘denken’+ Nominalsuffix -g = dg ‘Verstand’ + -rd + Medialsuffix,
d.h. “fiir sich in den Sinn tun’)” (1995: 109).

7 The only basis for the explanation given by Erdal (1991: 33) and Tekin (1994: 246) is
the morphological analysis (i.e. dgir+A- > *dgrd-). (1) An unexceptionable
morphological and phonological analysis is certainly necessary, but is not a
sufficient condition, since it has no validity as evidence in itself, if we can not
explain it semantically or there are many factors of uncertainty, as here. (2) A close
semantic and etymological connection to be expected between dgrdn- ‘to learn’, dgrdat-
‘to teach’ and the supposed dgiir+A- > *dgrd- *‘to socialize’ cannot be observed,
although this would be essential to proving such a supposition. (3) Nowhere in the
semantic field of the verb-forms dgrdn-, dgrdt- is there a hint of the supposed meaning
*‘to socialize’ or ‘a herd’ (for the occurrences of the meanings of the dgrdn-, dgrdt- in
Turkic languages, cf. Sevortjan 1974: 497). (4) On the basis of dgiir ‘a herd’, not a
meaning *‘to socialize’, but *‘to assemble / join / associate with, etc.” or a similar
meaning would be expected. Such a meaning, however, cannot be shown. (5) The
meaning ‘to understand’ of the verb dgrdn-, on the other hand, can be found in

6
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guments, in my opinion, it is not reasonable to trace back the verbs dgrdn-, dgrdt-
to the noun 6giir ‘a herd’. Further, I consider that the meanings of ‘to learn’ and ‘to
teach’ have come into existence not from the *‘socialization’ (still less from the
meaning ‘a herd’) as supposed by Erdal and Tekin, but from the meanings ‘thinking’
and / or ‘understanding’. (1) The Hungarian verbs okrat- ‘educate, teach’ and okul-
‘learn (by experience), etc.” which developed from Old Turkic uk- ‘to understand’,
corroborate this supposition. (2) The WMoL ukayul- ‘to teach, explain, etc.” which
is a derivation of WMoL uka- ‘to understand, know, comprehend, realize’, corre-
sponding with Old Turkic uk- above, also clearly favours this supposition. (3) The
base 6g ‘understanding; mature (animal)’ of the verb-form *¢grd-, which is a deriva-
tion of the verb-form §- meaning ‘to understand after thinking’, similarly to the
Hungarian and Mongolian verb-forms, also corroborates this supposition. (4) Last
but not least, WMoL fegejile- ‘to learn by rote, memorize’ derivation of WMoL
Cegeji(n) (semantically, cf. Old Turkic kégil ‘heart, mind, thought’, g ‘memory,
etc.”, EDPT) meaning ‘chest, breast, bosom; memory as a faculty’, as the imaginary
center of emotional life and the intellectual faculty, demonstrates unambiguously that
the verb-forms meaning ‘to teach’ / ‘to learn’ in different languages are derivations of
bases expressing “intellectual faculty”. This appears to furnish sufficient evidence
that the verb-forms Ggrdn-, dgrdt- might also have derived from the noun Gg ex-
pressing “intellectual faculty”.

Thus, on the basis of the above arguments, I think accordingly that the verb-
forms dgrdn- ‘to learn’ and dgrdt- ‘to teach’ are derivations of a base *dgrd- which
must be analysed as 6g+rA-. Since the suffix +rA- creates intransitive verbs from
adjectives, the verbal base *dgrd- must also have been intransitive.® The suffix +rA-
in the connection jg+rA- must have been added to the noun g, which was used as
an adjective too. This is a natural occurrence elsewhere as the majority of nouns in
Turkic can be used as occasional adjectives as well. This is corroborated by the at-
tributive construction in DLT jg at ‘four-year-old horse’ (Dankoff & Kelly), where
the Gg is surely none other than jg meaning ‘understanding’ (Dankoff & Kelly) and
‘thought, meditation, reflection, mind, intelligence, memory’ (EDPT). Clauson
treats the g (in DLT 6g af) separately from the DLT jg meaning ‘an animal which
has reached maturity and grown up’, and wrongly associates the latter with the DLT

Turkish in the present day too, which provides obvious proof that this word is a
derivation of the verbal base - ‘understand after thinking’.

Thus, the verbal base *dgrd- ‘instill, accustom’ given by Dankoff & Kelly must have
been only intransitive. However, common treatment of the main- and sub-meanings of
the verb dgrdn-, and the examination of their relation with the base *dgrd- are not part
of the present study. Preliminary examinations and analogies in foreign languages,
however, indicate that the subordinative relation of the meanings and their logical
and relative chronological order can be conceived in the following manner: ‘to
understand’ — ‘to learn (by heart / rote / experience)’ — / ~ ‘get / become
accustomed’ — etc.
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6g ‘mother’ (EDPT). Dankoff and Kelly, however, correctly do not separate these
two word-forms: 6g ‘understanding; mature (animal)’. Strong proof of the common
origin of the meanings ‘understanding’ and ‘mature (animal)’, the meaning ‘mature
(animal)’ having come into existence secondarily as a result of semantic extension, is
the way of thinking in Turkish that even today associates “maturity” partly with the
word meaning ‘reason, intelligence’; cf. Turkish akil (< Arabic ‘aql)’ ‘reason, intel-
ligence, mind, memory, thought; age of discretion, maturity’ (RTED). What is
more, the meaning ‘maturity’ developed in Turkish, and not in Arabic, which also
seems to support the above conclusion. The above arguments demonstrate that the
morphological and semantic connections between dg and +rA- and their relation to
ogrdn- and ogrdt- are self-evident.

After the above confirmation of the morphological and semantical background,
we can return to the question of the formation of the forms topu+rA-k ~ topa+rA-k.

The original verbal bases must have been *fopura- and *topara- (> DLT topra-),
to which the formative -(O)k was added. This trisyllabic verbal base was otherwise
preserved as dovura- in Tuvan. The trisyllabic form twparak'® in the Insadi-Sitra
which has not been considered to date, the trisyllabic word-forms in the Turkic lan-
guages (see the Turkic data) and the Written Mongolian forms toboray and tobaray
also clearly reveal that the word was originally trisyllabic. Nor is it reasonable to
assume an original -u- in the first-syllable of toprak because Turkic topu / topa,
Samoyedic fobo and Tatar and Bashkir tuprak with -u-, uniformly demonstrate that
there was originally an o in the first-syllable. The Written Mongolian word-forms
toboray, tobaray, toyoray, tobray seem to support this.

From a semantic point of view, from the connection between the base topu ‘soil,
earth, dust’ and the suffix +rA- denoting “becoming / turning into”, the conclusion
can be drawn that the basic meaning of the DLT fopra- ‘become dry (plant)’ (<
*topura-) must originally have been *‘become earthy / dusty’. This meaning has also
been preserved in Tuvan (*fopura- > Tuv. dovura- ‘pylit’sja’ // get / become dusty).
The meaning of fopra- in DLT yer kurup toprasdi ‘the ground dried for lack of rain
until dust almost rose from it’ (EDPT 445:a) < *‘the ground dried and became
earthy / dusty’, lends further support to this conclusion. Both morphologically and
semantically, Written Mongolian toyusura- ‘to be covered with dust; dust rises’ (<
WDMOoK toyosu ‘pyl’, prax, perst’, atom, zemlja’ +rA-) is an excellent analogy. Thus,
on the basis of these arguments, it appears reasonable to conclude that the meaning
‘pbecome dry’ in DLT has emerged as a result of a metonymical semantic change from

‘aql ‘sense, sentience, reason, understanding, comprehension, discernment, insight,
rationality, mind, intellect, intelligence’.

The disyllabic tuprak transcription in the “tooz tuprak” transcribed by Tezcan (1974:
33) is not reasonable. As Tezcan remarks, “Wie tuparaq geschrieben”.

10
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the meaning *‘become earthy / dusty’ through the association of the ideas of cause
and effect."

Hence, the problem now is how the meanings of the word-form toprak ‘soil,
earth, dust, something dry’, developed. Through the meaning *‘become earthy /
dusty’, or through the meaning ‘become dry’? I think from the following analogies
that the answer is obvious: (1) Especially the case of the Turkish dialectical TrDS
kahrak ‘1slandiktan sonra sertlesmis, taglagmig toprak // earth / soil that became hard
after getting wet’ clearly illustrates the process that an attributive meaning ‘dry’ (<
kak+rA-k *‘dry, something dried’) in an attributive construction separates from the
attributive construction and becomes a noun, taking up the meaning of the qualified
word.'> This was probably involved in an attributive construction such as *kakrak
[toprak] or *kakrak [ydr] (cf. Uig. kakrag ydr ‘vysoxsaja zemlja’). (2) This process
can be seen better in the case of TrDS kuru ‘kuru toprak // dry earth / soil’ which (as
appears from its meaning) undoubtedly became separated from an attributive con-
struction *kuru [toprak] as a result of shortening.” (3) Or the case of TrDS kur ‘sert,
kuru toprak // hard, dry earth / soil’, which must have become separated from an
attributive construction *kur [toprak] where the kur (< Old Turkic (Oghuz) kur ‘dry’
> Kir. kuur, YakPek. kur) is not a shortened variant-form of Old Turkic kurug ‘dry;
empty’."* (4) The same process might also have occurred in the case of DLT topur-
gan [ topragan ‘bare ground’ (from a semantic point of view no matter how tran-
scribed'®), which appears in DLT topraganda av bolmas ‘there is no wild game on
bare ground’ (EDPT), and it apparently became separated from the attributive con-

' The semantic change or extension might have occurred in the following manner (The

ground loses its vegetation) ‘become earthy and / or dusty’ (cf. DLT topurgan /
topragan yer ‘soft bare ground from which the dust rises when it is trodden on’) —
(ground) become dry (cf. DLT topurganda | topraganda av bolmas ‘there is no wild
game on bare ground’) — (plant) become dry (cf. DLT ot topradi ‘the plant became dry
(and withered)’).

Cf. TIDS kakrak ‘camurlu yollarda arabalarin, hayvanlarin biraktigi ayak izleri’ (<
kak+rA-k).

For an analogous parallelism, cf. Hungarian szdraz ‘dry’ + féld ‘land, soil, earth’ —
szdrazfold ‘(dry) land, continent’ — szdraz ‘id.’.

Cf. TIDS kur ‘sert, kuru toprak’, Kirg. kur °‘suhoj’ ~ kar ‘zasox$ij, vysox$ij;
zaskoruzlyj’, Yak. kur ‘staryj, zaleZalyj; proSlogodnij’: kur ot ‘proslogodnee seno’,
YakPek. kur ufiuox ‘staryja (suxie) kosti’ < kur / kir > kur+I- > Old Turkic kuri- (for a
different explanation of kur see EDPT: 642b and Dankoff & Kelly 1985: 148).

The second damma has dropped out in the form transliterated as TUBR'TA'N by
Dankoff & Kelly (1982: 380) and Erdal (1991: 387). The correct transliteration must
be TUBUR'T'A’N. Morphologically, otherwise, it is possible to interpret it as topurgan
(< topu+r-gAn). Such an interpretation, however, can for the time being serve only as a
hypothesis, because a base *topur- is not indicated either in early Turkic or in modern
Turkic, and the transcription of TUBUR'TA'N (topurgan | topragan) is quite
problematic (for transcription problems, cf. Erdal 1991: 387).
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struction topurgan / topragan yér in DLT, meaning ‘soft bare ground from which
the dust rises when it is trodden on’.

As regards the word-form foprak, all these analogies uniformly indicate that the
form toprak might have gone through the same processes before it became a noun
and took up its known meanings. On this basis, it can be supposed that the form
toprak might also have been connected to the word yér ‘ground, earth, land, soil,
place, territory’ (EDPT, Dankoff & Kelly) in an attributive construction, as its form-
er attributive, and it might well have separated from this attributive construction and
become a noun (i.e. toprak < *toprak [yér]). Thus, it is highly likely that, similarly
to kahrak, kuru, kur and topurgan / topragan, the meanings of the word-form zop-
rak might also have developed through the meaning ‘become dry’. This meaning,
however, must have come into existence from an earlier meaning *‘become earthy /
dusty’, which has been preserved in Tuvan also.

In connection with modern data on the Turkic side, some remarks should be
made on Tofan tdferak and Tuvan dovurak. TofaCast. téferak [to”¢'rak]' (cf. To-
fan toprak, TofaRass. to”p‘rak) is a regular development of a word-form *fopurak
in which a spirantization -p- > -¢- has occurred in the intervocalic position, and this
at the same time caused the phenomenon of pharingalization.!” According to
Riésdnen, Tuvan dovurak must be traced back to a form *fowuray (VEWT: 489b).
This is not a considered opinion, however, because the Tuvan word-forms dovurat-
‘pylit” (<*topurat-) and dovura- ‘pylit’sja’ (<*topura- > DLT topra-) make it per-
fectly clear that Tuvan dovurak ‘zemlja; pyl” is an inner-Turkic development. The
form dovurak might have developed from a sound change such as topurak >
*toburak > *tofurak > dovurak.

As regards the Mongolian correspondences of the word-form foprak, the view of
S&erbak that Written Mongolian tobaray and Buriat foborog, toorog must be traced
back to a *toforoy (1997: 232), runs into difficulties. In my opinion, the Buriat
word-forms toborog and toorog (and also the Khalkha toorog ‘neZidkaja primes” (v
Zidkosti)’) in all probability developed from two different Written Mongolian forms.

I think that the form roborog goes back to Written Mongolian foboray (< Old
Turkic *fopurak ~ toparak) and, because of the preservation of the intervocalic -b-, it
may be considered a “second-period” (8-12th century) Turkic loan-word in Mongo-
lian, if we use Clauson’s periodization (i.e. Buriat roborog < Written Mongolian

15 Menges transcribes this word as toferak (1939: 22-23, 1959a: 653, 1959b: 107),
whereas Risdnen (1949: 146) and Tekin (1995: 137), do so as tofirak. Menges’
transcription tdferak is not reasonable because the small sign over the 4, also used as
a sign of length by Castrén, does not indicate a length here, but pharingalization. The
e in the transcription of Menges and the : in the transcription of Ridsidnen and Tekin
cannot be a vowel of full value because the e is a reduced vowel in medial position (s.
TofaCast: 2-3, 5).

The forms such as fofrak in some Turkic languages might also have emerged through
the change topurak > to@*rak > tofrak.
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toboray < Old Turkic *topurak ~ toparak). The Buriat form foorog, however, must
be traced back to WMoK toyoray, which probably developed from Written Mongo-
lian toboray as a result of the early Mongolian alternation between the intervocalic
velar consonant *-y- and the bilabial voiced plosive *-b- (cf. Ancient and Written
Mongolian *-y- ~ *-p-: Written Mongolian foboray ? > WMoK toyoray > Buriat
toorog). However, in consideration of the correspondence of Turkic intervocalic -p-
and Mongolian velar consonant -y, it is uncertain at the present time whether or not
WDMOoK froyoray is a first-period (3rd-7th century) Turkic loan-word in Mongolian.
The chronological determination, of course, demands further examinations.

On the basis of the above arguments, the probable changes in the word-form zop-
rak can be summarized in the following manner:

Turkic tupurak > tuprak
Written Mongolian tobaray < toparak ~*topurak — Written Mongolian toboray ~ toyoray

Turkic topurak ~ toprak (> tuprak)
— Written Mongolian tobray

toyosun ‘dust’

In light of the above results, we can now touch upon the problem of the connection
between Turkic oy, t6z and the Mongolian foyosun, and other problems concerning
toy and toz.

As regards the etymology of the word-form toyosun, I think it is obvious from
the above results that the Mongolian zoyosun (as Ramstedt stated correctly earlier, cf.
1912: 186, 1935: 405a) is a regular derivation of the above-mentioned Samoyedic
and Turkic word-form topo / topu / topa with the Mongolian suffix +sUn.
Ramstedt’s opinion, however, has not been accepted and has been rejected without
reason by many scholars. In contrast, I fully agree with Ramstedt and consider that
this is a correct etymology in every respect.

It has been known since Ramstedt that there are many instances where Turkic in-
tervocalic *-p- corresponds to the Mongolian *-f- > -’- / -y~ (~-b-). Accordingly, on
the basis of this sound-correspondence and the other criteria, it is reasonable to con-
clude that the word-form topo / topu / topa (whatever its origin) was borrowed from
Proto-Turkic or another language into Old Mongolian and then changed, as a result
of the above-mentioned sound changes and / or substitutions, first into *7ofu and
then into *foyu (see below under 707). After this, different Mongolian endings were
attached to it, and in this way Sienpi-Tabgach *foyusin and WMoK foyosun
emerged. In my opinion, therefore, the word-forms *toyu-sin, *tayu-sin, *toyo-¢in in
the Sienpi-Tabgach fragment-record transcribed and considered by Ligeti to be from
the 3rd century, as mentioned above, are derivations of these word-forms topu,
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topo.®® This means at the same time that the earlier point of the “first-period” (i.e.
5th-7th century) determined by Clauson must be shifted to the 3rd century.

On the above basis, I think it is not reasonable to originate the Mongolian
toyosun from Turkic toy or from a hypothetical Proto-Altaic word-form.

Some of the above-mentioned etymological interpretations have been founded on
Proto-Altaic in part because they could explain the connection presumed between
toyosun and toy or toz in this way. In my opinion, however, there is no need for this
at all. The above results furnish the possibility of a different etymological interpreta-
tion.

toz ‘dust, dusty, powder’

As concerns the etymology of Turkic 7oz, I believe that this word-form developed
from Qitan *to’us (> Turkic t6z) or one of its precedents. A change such as
*toyusi(n) > *to’us' (> Turkic #6z) also seems possible if we start from a word-form
like Sienpi-Tabgach *toyusin. (1) The Qitan gloss read as *fo’us by Ligeti (1986:
429, cf. 1938b: 198, 1970: 287-288) or as taywasa ‘dust’ by Doerfer (1993: 83), (2)

18 On this basis, I think it is reasonable to assume as a working theory that this form
toyu [ tayu appearing in Sienpi-Tabgach *toyu-sin, *tayu-§in, has also been preserved
in the name Tabgach occurring in Old Turkic sources as Tabya¢ or Tawyac. This
supposition seems very probable not only phonologically but also morphologically
and semantically.

The ethnonym Tabyac | Tawyac itself is otherwise known to be a metathetical form.
The t'Gk-b ‘udt, which is the ethnonym tay-bat meaning ‘lord of the soil’ and appearing
in former Chinese sources, points to a former phonetic form *Taybal (i.e. *taybac >
tabyac¢ ~ tawyac, Ligeti 1970: 290). Since this word means ‘lord of the soil’ in Chinese
sources, it is possible to analyse the name *Taybac as *toyu / *tayu ‘soil’ + (? Bulgar-)
Turkic *ba¢ ‘head; leader’ > *rayba¢ > Old Turkic tabyaé ~ tawyaé (for the *baé see
Volga-Bulgarian inscription ba¢, in: bacne ‘at the beginning of’; for the meaning of
‘leader’ see QB ba§ ‘leader’ and YakPek. bas ‘glava, gospodin’). If this solution is
tenable, then two explanations may arise concerning the formation of this compound
word: (a) Both items, *toyu / *tayu and *bac, are loan-words in Tabgach. Other Turkic
items in Tabgach seem to support this possibility. (b) However, I think it much more
possible that the layer of rulers might have been some (? Bulgar-)Turkic-speaking
ethnic unit and the name Tabya¢ / Tawya¢ might have preserved the memory of their
language.

The latter conclusion is not baseless. As Ligeti postulated: “The Tabgach, or at
least an important branch of it, stood for a strong Turkic component” (1986: 430-
431). In any case, considering the morphological, phonological, semantic and other
criteria and other Turkic loan-words in Tabgach, the Turkic origin of the supposed
*toyu | *tayu and *bac seems very probable. The question, of course, is not so easy
and undoubtedly necessitates further examinations. However, if it is really so, then we
could obtain an insight into the questions of (Bulgar-)Turkic-Mongolian language
contacts that scholars have so long been striving to answer.
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Dagur tos, tos ‘Staub’ and Ordos t°0s (~ t*osy < WMOoK. toyosu), etc., which obvi-
ously also developed from this Qitafi gloss, and (3) other Mongolian loan-words in
Old Turkic seem to support the first conclusion (i.e. *fo’us > toz). For the final
voicing, cf. DLT béz ‘cotton cloth’, kaz ‘goose’: -z «— *-s.

On the basis of these arguments, I think that there is no reason to explain the
word-form zoz through the Proto-Altaic or to assume a zetacistic change in.

toy ‘dust’

To return to the question of Turkic 7oy, in contrast with Clauson (1964: 155, 1969:
22, EDPT: 463b) and Doerfer (1985: 161, cf. 1967: 103), who regard it as a Turkic
loan-word in Mongolian, I am of the opinion that this word (like Turkic 76z) must
be considered a Mongolian loan-word in Turkic. We can exclude its being a Turkic
loan-word in Mongolian because the Mongolian foyosun was derived not from
Turkic foy, but from the word-form topo / topu — toyo / toyu with the Mongolian
formative +sUn. Otherwise, as stated by Doerfer: “it is likely that -sUr often lacked
in S[ien-pi-Tabyac] / Q[itan]” (1993: 81). At the same time, this means, in my opin-
ion, that in early Mongolian there might have been a form *foyu with or without a
suffix +sUn. On the basis of these arguments, I believe it is not unreasonable to
conclude that an Ancient or an Old Mongolian form *toyu entered Turkic, where its
final vowel was lost (i.e. Turkic oy < Turkic toy < Mongolian *toyu) and in this
way the DLT t6y and QB oy emerged. Other Mongolian loan-words in Old Turkic
and the total lack of the word-family of the noun toy seem to support this conclusion
in part. The Anatolian dialectical form for TrDS fogu ‘vatan, toprak // native land /
country, land’, which must also be considered a Mongolian loan-word in Turkic (i.e.
TiDS togu < Mongolian *foyu), supports this conclusion. Its meaning must have
developed as a result of a metonymical semantic change, as in many other cases (e.g.
YTS toprak ‘yurt, il, memleket’, Tkm. toprak ‘rodina’). The above arguments lead
me not to agree with Tekin that Turkic foy goes back to a hypothetical form *row
(see Tekin 1969: 65).

toy(-), toz(-) ‘dust; (of the dust) to rise’

toy(-): One more important question must be clarified in connection with Turkic 70z
and toy. According to Doerfer, 16z and 76y are noun-verbs. Therefore, he treats 16z as
a “sure noun-verb”, and t5y as a “probable noun-verb” (1982: 106, 108).

Although Doerfer advances some arguments in respect of a noun-verb of the form
toy(-), in fact the sole fixed point behind his supposition is the plene vowel writing
in the DLT twg-. (1) This circumstance, however, does not by any means guarantee
that here an -0- must be read, and not a -zi-. Clauson, who reads it as tiy- instead of
toy-, thinks about this plene-writing that “the -u:- is prob[ably] an error, there is no
other evidence for it” (EDPT: 465b). Clauson’s opinion otherwise is not unfounded.
Since Dankoff & Kelly’s edition (1982: 10-31), it has been established that the copy
of Kasyari’s Diwan contains emendations and corrections to the Turkic text from one
or more later hands that touch upon the vocalism of the Turkic words in the Diwan.
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However, Clauson’s opinion is weakened by the fact that Dankoff and Kelly do not
indicate such an error or correction. (2) It is a fact, howeyver, that an alleged verb-form
*16y, taken as a “sure noun-verb” by Doerfer, has not been confirmed either in Old or
Middle Turkic sources or in modern Turkic languages. (3) The transcription of long
-0- in the verb-form transcribed as t6y- and interpreted as ‘emporsteigen (vom Staub)’
in the QB by Doerfer is not reasonable either, because the vowel is defective in it (cf.
QB tuy-, EDPT: 465b). Consequently, it must be regarded as zuy- or toy-, and for the
sake of simplicity, rather as twy-. (4) The meaning of twy- in QB is not necessarily
‘emporsteigen (vom Staub)’ as Doerfer thinks, and the “tuga keldi” in QB (5672)
does not mean ‘the dust rose’ in itself, as Clauson (1964: 155) believes. In the QB
(5672) phrase twya kaldi toy ‘the dust rose’, the twya kdl- means merely ‘to rise,
arise’ and not ‘emporsteigen (vom Staub)’ or not ‘(of dust) to rise’. The fact that the
verb-form twy- does not only occur with the noun zoy in QB (see QB (4968): twya
kaldi orldp Cikardi yiizin ‘[the sun] rose and showed its face’), furnishes clear-cut
evidence that the rwy- surely does not mean ‘emporsteigen (vom Staub)’. (5) Doer-
fer’s opinion (1982: 106) that “Das Verb fo:y- ist scharf zu scheiden von ruy-
‘geboren werden’ (-u- u.a. in Brahmischrift)”, runs up against difficulties: (a) The
transcription of the open labial *-¢- is not sure, and thus it cannot be compared with
the -u- of the verb-form fuy-. (b) Although the instances in Brahmi writing are very
important, their vocalism (like their consonantism) is not relevant in itself as con-
cerns the primary form. Thus, their status cannot be generalized for Proto- or Pre-
Turkic. The fact that, in contradiction with the instances of tuy- ‘geboren werden’ in
Brahmi texts, foy- ‘id.” occurs in an Old Turkic catechism in Tibetan writing on
several occasions (see Maue & Rohrborn) also speaks in favour of this. At the same
time, this means that the Proto- or Pre-Turkic reconstructions must not be made to
conform to the instances in Brahmi and Tibetan writing because their spelling repre-
sents dialect variants and thus they cannot be relevant from the aspect of the primary
form.

The above arguments lead me to believe that we have no substantial reasons or
certain criteria to prove that *#0y(-) is a noun-verb. The QB twy- is none other than
the well-known toy- ~ tuy- ‘to be born; to rise’.

toz(-): For the alleged word-form #6z(-) taken as a “probable noun-verb” by Doer-
fer, the situation is the same. Doerfer’s opinion (1982: 108) is based on the follow-
ing arguments: (1) There is a verb-form for tozar- ‘to be dusty, turn to dust’ in DLT
(cf. Turkish tozar- ‘to become dust; to go to powder; to drizzle’, RTED), (2) and
another verb-form for 7oz- in QB (5028), which Doerfer takes to mean ‘sich erheben
(Staub)’, and (3) there is also a verb-form for zoz- ‘sich erheben (Staub)’ in Kitabu’l-
idrak (14th century).

Although, similarly to Doerfer, Clauson thinks of a verb-form 70z- ‘to become
dust; to volatilize’ (on the basis of the base of the forms rozgak ‘powder; the pollen
of maize cobs’ and fozut- ‘to raise the dust’, which he analyses as toz-gAk, and foz-
(X)t-), he does not regard it as a noun-verb. He considers that this t0z- ‘to become
dust; to volatilize’ verb-form is apparently homophonic with z6z ‘dust’ (EDPT). I
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touch upon Clauson’s opinion below separately in connection with fozut- and
tozgak.

I consider that Doerfer’s and Clauson’s suppositions involve difficulties: (1) It is
not absolutely necessary, but we can speak of a noun-verb only if we can confirm a
form for *toz- ‘sich erheben (Staub) / (of dust) to rise; to become dust’ in Old Turkic
sources, but such a form has not been established to date. (2) The form fozar- ‘to be
dusty, turn to dust’ must be analysed as toz+(A)r-, and not as zoz-(A)r-, as Doerfer
thinks. This is done correctly by Clauson (EDPT), Dankoff & Kelly (1985), Erdal
(1991: 502) and Tekin (1997: 17). (3) The meaning of toz- in the phrase tuman toz-
(see QB verse 5028: yasik yerkd indi yiizin kizlddi | kararip tuman tozdi diinya
tudi ‘the sun went down and hid his face / arose a mist it got dark and veiled the face
of the earth’) is merely ‘sich erheben / to rise; sich verfliichtigen / to volatilize’ and
not ‘sich erheben (Staub)’, as Doerfer thinks. This meaning can be observed in an-
other context too (see alku tdy adinéig yid yipar tozar iindr bolti ‘all kinds of fra-
grant odours volatilized and rose’, EDPT: 572b). (4) As Doerfer remarks, toz- other-
wise “urspriinglich i.a. eher gesagt von aufsteigenden Geriichen” (1982: 108). (5) On
the basis of the real chronology based on the written sources, the verb-form zoz-
meaning ‘sich erheben (Staub) / (of dust) to rise; to become dust, to be covered with
dust, etc.” can be confirmed only from the Middle Turkic period for the date (EDPT:
572b). By reason of its late occurrence, the conclusion can be drawn that it might
have emerged secondarily through the change t6z+I- > *tzi- > *tézi- > toz-. Such
instances have occurred sporadically in the Turkic languages. For example, the
Uiglar. put- (~ piti- ~ puti-) ‘to write, to write down’ and UigShaw pir-, piit- ‘to
write’ may have developed from an earlier verb-form biti- through the same process.

Considering the chronological, morphological, semantic and lexicological argu-
ments, I think that the form 76z is not a noun-verb either.

From the aspect of the question discussed here it is of minor importance, but the
verb-form(s) foz- occurring under the same entry in most dictionaries has the mean-
ings (1) ‘be used up, wear out / away / down, become worn out; become obsolete’,
(2) ‘(of dust) to rise; to become dust, to be covered with dust’ and (3) ‘to volatilize’.
Accordingly, it may be of interest to examine briefly whether there are two homo-
phonic words with different meanings or a semantic extension of a single verb-form
toz-, e.g. TatMi. tuz- ~ toz- ‘sich abnutzen, alt werden’, Uig. toz- ~ tozi- ‘vetsat’,
prixodit” v vetxost’; iznaSivat'sja; zanaSivat'sja’, Uig. fozu- ‘razveivat’sja,
raspyljat’sja; razletat'sja’ ~ toz- ‘padat’, razletat’sja (o pyli)’, Nog. toz- ‘iznaSivat’sja;
vetsat’; razletat’sja (o puxe), podnimat’sja (o pyli)’, Uzb. toz- ‘prevraséat’sja v pyl’;
razbredat’sja; raspyljat’sja’, etc.

As concems this question, two likely solutions may have to be taken into con-
sideration: (a) As a result of the association of the ideas of cause and effect, a new
content, i.e. the meaning ‘become obsolete’, has been attached to the verb-form zoz-
(<*tozi- < toz+I-), originally meaning ‘(of dust) to rise; to become dust, to be cov-
ered with dust’. A similar semantic extension has occurred in Hungarian (por ‘dust’,
poros ‘dusty, covered with dust; obsolete, antiquated’, (meg)porosodik ‘become /
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get dusty; become obsolete’). The semantic extension here too must have occured in
the direction concrete — abstract, as in the case of fopra-. (b) There might have been
two phonetically similar or homophonic verb-forms such as Old Turkic zoz- ‘to
volatilize’ and the late tozi- / toz-, and this circumstance might have caused a con-
tamination. As a result, the verb-form tozi- and its meanings ‘(of dust) to rise; to
become dust, to be covered with dust’, and ‘become obsolete’ have been transferred
to the verb-form #6z- ‘to volatilize’ with a different meaning and a similar phonetic
form on the whole; such a semantic transfer, however, could equally have taken
place in the opposite direction. The UigSin. foz- ‘uletudivt’sja; razletat’sja // to vo-
latilize; be scattered / dispersed’, for example, might have emerged in this way.

On the basis of the chronological, morphological, semantic and lexicological ar-
guments as well as the analogy of foreign language and preliminary examinations,
both solutions seem very probable.

tozut- / tozit- ‘to raise the dust’

To return to Clauson’s opinion that “zozuz- (? toz-it-)” is a derivation of Old Turkic
toz- ‘to become dust; to volatilize’ (EDPT), his opinion encounters primarily lexi-
cological, chronological and morphological difficulties: (1) As revealed by the above
examinations, the verb-form foz- ‘to become dust’ occurs only in the Middle Turkic
period. It has not been found in Old Turkic sources. (2) Thus, the foz-ut- or toz-it-
analysis is not reasonable either. It must be analysed correctly as tozi-t- (< toz+I-t-)
(Dankoff & Kelly 1985: 196, Tekin 1997: 17). The -u- in DLT tozut- is a “later
correction” (Dankoff & Kelly 1984: 418). This means that we should assume a verb-
form *zozi-t- (< toz+1-t-) in Old Turkic.

tozgak ‘powder(y)’

As regards the analysis t6z-gAk > tozgak ‘powder; the pollen of maize cobs’ by
Clauson (EDPT), difficulties arise here too, as in the case of tozut- / tozit-. If we
accept the above (see fozut- / tozit-) arguments, we can not set out from a verb-form
*toz- in the case of tozgak either. Thus, I agree with von Gabain (AtG. § 59) and
Risdnen (VEWT: 492a), who rightly took fozgak as a derivation of the noun 70z.

The derivation from the noun 76z, however, raises other questions: (a) Is +gAk
really a formative “for metaphorically motivated names for parts of the body”, as
Erdal thinks (1991: 74) or, (b) if not, then what is the real function of the formative
+gAk?

Erdal’s opinion seems to run into difficulties: (1) The etymologies of the major-
ity of half a dozen names for parts of the body are not clear, or it is uncertain whether
they are derivations of the formative +gAk or -gAk. The forms kadizgak, kidizgdk,
miigiizgdk mentioned by Erdal in his book, and the case of fozgak, unanimously
exclude +gAk as a formative “for metaphorically motivated names for parts of the
body.” Therefore, the lack of decisive arguments appears to rule out a formative
+gAk forming names for parts of the body. (2) In contrast, we have factual evidence
that the formative +gAk originally formed adjectives and described a metaphorical
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semantic content denoting “be or look like the characteristic indicated in the base
lexeme, or to be identical with it on the whole” for its base. This assertion can be
accounted for by the following instances and arguments.

kidizgdk ‘felt-like; of the consistency of felt’ (EDPT). This word has been con-
firmed only in the DLT kidizgdk kagun ‘a melon that has lost its freshness and
become just like felt’ (EDPT). Erdal analyses this word as kidiz+gdk, but, since he
believes that +gAk creates only names for parts of the body, he states that “the only
exception” to the rule is kidizgdk kagun (1991: 74, note 95). This is not reasonable
since the attributive construction kidizgdk kdagun demonstrates perfectly that
kidizgdk serves as an attributive here because of the original function of the +gAk. If
we paraphrase it, it means ‘a melon the consistency of which is reminiscent of felt’,
i.e. ‘a melon resembling felt’.

kadizgak ‘a blister on the hand, from working’ (Dankoff & Kelly). According to
Erdal (1991: 74), the word-form kadizgak ‘callosity’ in the Old Turkic phrase
kadizgaklig dligin ‘with callous hands’ occurring in an Uigur text comes under the
category of names for parts of the body. However, as Erdal notes in the same place,
the word is a derivation of Old Turkic kadiz ‘bark of a tree’. I believe that the word
kadizgak is not the name for a part of the body, but an attributive of it. The fact that
the word occurs in DLT only with a metaphorical semantic content (see kadizgak ‘a
blister on the hand, from working’) is evidence of attributive-formation. As in the
case of kidizgdk, the word kadizgak might earlier have been in an attributive con-
struction such as Old Turkic kadizgaklig dlig or a similar construction. The Hungar-
ian kérges ‘callous’ (< kéreg ‘bark’+(V)s), borkéreg ‘callosity’ (< bor ‘skin’+kéreg
‘park’) and Turkish kabuk ‘bark of a tree; callosity, etc.’ serve as semantic analogies.
The metaphorical sense of kadizgak must have arisen through the change *‘bark-like’
— ‘callosity, callous’.

miigiizgdk ‘hard skin on the hand which results from manual labour’ (EDPT), ‘a
blister on the hand’ (Dankoff & Kelly 1982-1985). The base of the word is the DLT
miigiiz ‘horn’ (< ? mog-(X)z). Its meaning is the same as that of kadizgak. The meta-
phorical semantic change must undoubtedly have taken place because of the similar-
ity between “with a callous skin surface” and “horny matter (from which a horn is
formed)”. The German Hornhaut mentioned by Erdal, the English horny and the
Hungarian szaruréteg ‘horn layer’ serve as semantic analogies. The word miipiiz
permits the conclusion that, like the two instances above, miipiizgdk might have
served as an attributive in an attributive construction before becoming a noun.

tozgak ‘powder; the pollen of maize cobs’ (EDPT). In my opinion, fozgak is a
further example of +gAk formation (i.e. t6z+gAk), like the forms kidizgdk, kadizgak
and miigiizgak. The fact that a verb-form *zoz- ‘(of dust) to rise; to become dust’ has
not been found in Old Turkic, seems to support this conclusion in part. Thus, the
analysis 70z-gak by Clauson is not reasonable either. On the strength of the meaning
‘the pollen of maize cobs’ of Old Turkic fozgak and the following Chagatay data, the
conclusion can be drawn that tozgak might also have served originally as an attribu-
tive; see Chagatay tozgak ‘a spherical fungus the size of a small melon which grows
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in the fields; it has a thin outer skin and its interior is full of a soft powdery sub-
stance; when the outer skin is touched it bursts’ (EDPT).

tozan ‘dust, dusty’

The Turkic word-form fozan should be discussed here. Its derivation is uncertain and
the Turkic word-forms tozan, tozap, tozun, tozin have been taken generally in the
literature as different variants of the same base.

According to Bang, the “-an, -in, -un” in the word-forms tozan, tozay, tozun,
tozin must be taken as diminutive suffixes. He holds that the “diminutive suffixes”
in the word-forms Turkic kumak ‘Sand, Sandboden’ and Ottoman Turkish kumjiyaz,
kumjaz ‘feiner Sand’ support this conclusion (1916-1917: 141). Although Ramstedt
does not give any reason, he remarks in connection with zozan that the -an cannot be
taken as a collective suffix (1952: 222). Sinor states that “It is beyond doubt, that
the forms foz and fozan belong together. The exact function of the vowel+n word-
ending cannot be ascertained” (1963: 141). A similar uncertainty can be observed
when Eren postulates that the -n in fozan (~ tozun) might be taken as a suffix (1999:
416b).

It can be seen from this short survey of the history of the research, which in no
way aims at completeness, that uncertainty prevails in the literature as concems the
derivation of the above-mentioned word-forms.

The difficulty in Bang’s conclusion is that there is no such diminutive suffix as
+an in Turkic. Even the word-forms kumjiyaz, kumjaz which he mentions as an
analogy do not alter this fact. As regards the word-form kumak, it is uncertain
whether or not the -ak here can be taken as a diminutive suffix.' Although it is
difficult to contradict this statement semantically and morphologically (cf. Gag.
tozc¢aaz ‘pylinka’, Az. tozjug ‘pyl'ca’), it does not follow that the -an can be taken
as a diminutive suffix, even in the case of tozan, because there is no such diminutive
suffix in Turkic.

It is also difficult to agree with Ramstedt because even Old Turkic yields forms
which clearly illustrate the derivation of the collective suffix +(A)n: oglan ‘sons,
children’, toran ‘system of nets’, dzdn ‘innermost parts; the heart of a matter’, etc.
(for more, see Erdal 1991: 91-92). Thus, it is not unfounded to suppose the collec-

19 The analysis kum+A-k (> kumak) may also come into question in connection with the
form kumak. This would be reasonable both semantically and morphologically. The
KzkKat. kumuk ‘zanestis” peskom” (kolodez’)’ which can be analysed as kum+U-k (if
it is not the result of a labial harmony at all), also seems to support the possibility of
such an analysis. Tr. kumul (<kum+U-I) ‘(Sand-) Diine’ also speaks in favour of verbal
base kum+U-. Thus, it may be assumed perhaps that in early Turkic there might have
been verbal bases kum+A- and kum+U- which have not yet been confirmed. Tr. tozak
‘toz//dust’, TiDS tozak ‘tozlu yer//place / ground covered with dust’ (< foz+A-k <
toz+A-) and the Tr. tozu- ‘become dusty’ (< toz+U-) can serve as morphological and
semantic analogies for this supposition.
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tive suffix +(A)n in the word-form zozan, which otherwise does not encounter seman-
tic and morphological difficulties. In contrast with the opinion generally accepted in
the literature, I think that fozapy certainly cannot, tozun, tozin probably cannot be
taken as variants of tozan. The word-forms tozap, tozun, tozin in question will be
discussed below.

One of the reasons for the emergence of fozan could possibly have been the ne-
cessity to differentiate between ‘(grain of) dust as particle’ and ‘mass of dust’ or
rather ‘mass of dust standing on the ground or whirling / hovering / flying up in the
air’ (cf. UigShaw tuzan ‘dust in the air’). The semantic and morphological connec-
tion between foz, tozan (< toz+(A)n) and tozay (< toz+A-(X)y / ? toz+(A)p) can be
shown in other words too. Among a relatively low number of instances, for reasons
of the semantic content, only Old Turkic bor ‘Erdkrume; Staub’, Turkic bus ‘mist,
fog’ and Turkic topa ‘dust, earth, sand, soil, dusty’ are worth mentioning here:

TrSDD:

bor® ‘chalky / calciferous ground; (full of) dust, dusty atmosphere, etc. ’, TrDS
bor®! ‘salty white layer on the ground; stony place, uncultivated hard soil, uncul-
tivated stubble; lime; dust; chalk, white soil’ ~ bur?? ‘hard soil’ ~ pur” ‘stony
hard soil’, YTS bor ~ por24 ‘uncultivated hard soil without vegetation’, Yak. buor
‘zemlja; glina; pyl” (zemljanaja)’, Tat., Bash. bur ‘mel’, Tkm-dial. bor ‘Kalk’, Tuv.
por ‘glina’, etc. < Old Turkic bor® ‘Erdkrume; Staub’ (< *bora® (~*pora) > Buriat
boro ‘glina’ ~ bur ‘il; glina; glinjany;j’).

0 41) Kiregli / killi arazi, kire¢ ve kil teressiibati. (2) pas. (3) toz toprak, yollarda
tekerlek izinden hasil olan tozuntu’.

‘(1)Yagmurdan sonra topragin iistinde meydana gelen tuzlu beyaz tabaka. (2) taglik,
iglenmemig, sert toprak, ekilmemis tarla. (3) pas, oksitlenme; siirahi, ¢caydanhk ve
bardakta meydana gelen tortu, kireg. 4) yollarda havaya kalkan toz. (5) kireg, tebesir,
beyaz toprak’.

2 <sert toprak’ TrDS 12.

z ‘tagh, sert toprak’® TrDS 12.

‘siiriilmemis, otsuz, sert toprak’.

The word bor ‘Erdkrume; Staub’ occurs twice in an Old Turkic rhymed verse:

21

25

6 “bor yiki [bJuza kilti”

‘Der Didmon der Erdkrume ist zerstorend gekommen.’

9 “yirig yirda boruy buza kiling”

‘Die Erde zerreiBend und die Erdkrume zerstorend, kommt!’ (Tezcan & Zieme
1994: 262-264).

Although Tezcan and Zieme give a form bor with a short vowel, on the basis of
Yak. buor and Tkm-dial. bor, it seems more reasonable to assume a long vowel. Thus,
Tekin is right as concerns the primary length (1995: 177). I do not agree, however,
with his supposition that the “primary meaning” of bor was *‘tebesir, sari
toprak//chalk, yellow soil’ in Proto-Turkic: (1) The meaning ‘chalk’ is attested first in
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26

27

Turkish:
boran ‘storm, rainstorm’, Tat., Bash. buran ‘buran; metel’; v’juga’, Kr-Tat. boran
‘buran’, Tkm. boran ‘buran, purga, metel’; dozd” so snegom’ < OTu boran” <

bor+(A)n | *bora+(A)n.

Middle Turkic. This, of course, does not mean that it did not have a meaning *‘chalk,
yellow soil’ earlier, but in such a semantic reconstruction the real chronology of the
real date and real meanings which have been determined on the basis of the sequence
of appearance in the linguistic records cannot be left out of consideration. (2)
Semantically, it is also difficult to explain the modern Turkic meanings ‘soil, clay,
dust’ and the Old Turkic meanings ‘Erdkrume; Staub’ as stemming from a meaning
*‘chalk, yellow soil’. The meanings ‘chalk, yellow soil’, however, can easly be traced
back to the meanings ‘Erdkrume//surface soil, soil, clay’. The meaning ‘tebesgir//chalk’
in all probability developed from an attributive construction like the Tat. akbur ‘mel’,
Uig. ak bor ‘mel’ as a result of shortening (i.e. *ak bor *‘white / whitish soil / clay /
dust’ — TiDS bor ‘kireg, tebesir, beyaz toprak//lime, chalk, white soil’, TrSDD ‘chalky
/ calciferous ground’, etc.).

On the other hand, the Turkic bor, por ‘soil, dust, lime, chalk’, Mongolian bor, bur
‘clay’ and Hungarian por ‘dust’, of unknown origin (first attested in the 12th century),
all probably have a comon source. Although the initial Hung. p- ~ Turkic b- (cf. YTS
por, TIDS pur) seems to be problematic, we do not know whether it was taken from
Turkic at all; nor is it sure that Turkic bor, por is of Turkic origin. In any case, the
question requires further examinations. On the basis of the meaning of the Hungarian
word por, however, it seems more or less certain that the meaning ‘dust’ is the basic
meaning of bor (cf. Adamovié¢ 1996: 168-172, Zieme 1999: 191-194).

In contrast with Choi’s opinion (1989: 52, 1993: 76, 1995: 173), I consider that it
is not so clear as Choi thinks that the Tr. bora ‘storm’ and Korean bora ‘storm’ (in:
nunbora ‘snowstorm’) are connected with the Turkic bor ‘(surface) soil, dust, etc.’; on
the contrary, it can be said that it is quite problematic, primarily for semantic and
morphological reasons. The alleged meaning ‘snowstorm, rainstorm’ of the word-form
bor that he cites from the Orkhon inscriptions, is not to be found either in Orkhon
inscriptions or in other Old Turkic sources. The derivation bor > bor+a > bora put
forward by Choi is not reasonable morphologically because there is no denominal
noun-forming suffix +a in Turkic.

Ligeti (1977: 416, note) raises the question of whether or not the Turkic bor and
Mongolian boor, bor derive from a Proto-Altaic *bofar.

The word read by me as boran ‘(Schnee)sturm’ with a long vowel appears first in an
Old Turkic source, the above-mentioned Old Turkic rhymed verse published by
Tezcan and Zieme:

2 “buran kilsiar busanur-mn”
‘Wenn ein Schneesturm kommt, werde ich betriibt’ (Tezcan & Zieme 1994: 262).

Although for reasons of rhyme, the transcription buran seems perhaps to be right
to a certain extent, with regard to the other rhyming lines (s. 6 bor ... [bJuza; 9 boruy
buza; 11 kdz ... kiin, etc.) I think that the transcription boran is more reasonable. The
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28

Tuv.:

boray ‘nenast’e, pasmurnaja pogoda; mutnyj (o Zidkosti)’, Khak. porap ‘mutnyj,
tusklyj’, OitKuVerb. porog ‘mutnyj (o vide)’ (cf. Tuv. bora- ‘zagrjaznjat’, packat’;
zametat’, zanosit’; pugat’, podvodit”, Nog. bora- ‘mesti’, UigShaw bora- ‘(intr.) to
blow or rage (as a storm)’, etc.) < bor+A-(X)y / bor+(A )1].28

Turkish:
pus ‘fog, mist’, TrDS bus ‘fog, mist’, Kmk., Nog., ShorKo. pus ‘par’, Tuv. bus ‘par’,
etc. < Old Turkic bus ‘mist, fog’.

TrSDD:
pusan ‘fog, mist’ < pus+(A)n.

TiDS:
pusay ‘fog, mist’, TrSDD pusang ‘fog, mist’ < pus+A-(X)y / pus+(A)y (the base
verb is not attested in Anatolian dialects, but cf. TrDS pusat- ‘become cloudy /

word-forms buran in some Turkic languages are secondary, and most of them have in
all certainty been borrowed back from Russian (cf. Rus. buran). The opinion that the
Turkic word-forms such as boran are loan-words from Mongolian and can be traced
back to Mongolian boroyan ‘storm; rain’ cannot be accepted. For chronological,
lexicological, morphological and phonological reasons, it can be excluded that the
Turkic word-forms such as boran are loan-words from Mongolian and developed from
boroyan. In contrast, primarily for chronological reasons, I consider that Mongolian
boroyan was taken from Turkic: (1) The verbal base bora- is not attested in Mongolian
and morphologically cannot be explained from Mongolian either. (2) However, it is
attested in Turkic and can be explained from Turkic: bor+A- > bora- > bora-gAn. This
kind of analysis was otherwise postulated by Bang (1930: 211). (3) The original
meaning has been preserved in the Gagauz micro-toponym Borogan, which (according
to the Gagauz dictionary, p. 598) means ‘celina’, i.e. ‘fallow land / field’ and still
contains the meaning of the base word (semantically cf. Tr. bor ‘islenmemis,
ekilmemis (toprak)’, YTS por ~ bor ‘siiriilmemis, otsuz, sert toprak’. Such forms must
have developed as a result of shortening from attributive constructions like TrDS por
toprak, TrSDD portoprak, TiDS, TrSDD pur yer, etc.). All this means that the Turkic
Borogan, boragan or boran are not loan-words from Mongolian. On the other hand, the
meaning ‘snowstorm’ in different Turkic languages (e.g. Tkm. boragan ~ boran ‘buran,
purga, metel’, OitTe. porogon ‘id.”, Kmk., Kzk. boran ‘id.’, etc.) must have come into
existence secondarily. The meaning of the TrDS tozan ‘kar firtinasi//snowstorm’ (< toz
‘dust’) can also serve as a clear analogy for this. Of course, the fact that the base word
secondarily means ‘chalk, lime’ might also have played a role in this. It must also be
borne in mind that Mongolian boroyan and the Turkic boran might have caused
contamination.

The Yak. borofi ‘temno-seryj’, however, which may come into question here, is not a
derivation of bor because of its meaning ‘temno-seryj // dark grey’, but probably a
derivation of boro ‘grey’+(A)s.
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overcast, grow / get foggy / misty’ < pus+A-t-, TIDS pusal- ‘grow / get foggy /
misty’ < pus+A-I-).

Uig.:
topa ‘pocva, zemlja; glina’, UigLo. topu ‘pyl’, SalGre. topa ‘terre, argile’, Kir. topo
‘(1) glina, zemlja, (2) potva, (3) territorija’, etc.

Kklp.:

topan ‘mjakina; otrubi’, Uig. topan ‘mjakina’ TatSib. tuban ‘mjakina’, Kir. topon
‘mjakina, polova’, ShorKo. foban ‘pyl’ hlebnaja; truha’, KhakBut. tobin <
topa+(A)n ~ topo+(A)n.

KhakBut.:
tobay (~ tobin)‘mjakina, polova’ < topa+(A)y.

tozay ‘dust’

From the examination of tozan, it has already become clear that Turkic fozay and
tozan are not variants of each other, but came into existence morphologically in
different ways. The derivation of tozap, however, raises another question. It is not
obvious whether we should set out from toz+A-(X)p or toz+(A)p.> Morphologically,
both solutions are equally possible. Among some modern Turkic data, e.g. Uig.,
Kzk., KKlp. tozap ‘pyl”, Kir. tozop ‘melkaja pyl” v vozduxe; pyl’, podnimaemaja
dviZeniem’ and ChagAbus. tozang ‘earthy soft ground where there is no stone’, on
the basis of the meanings of the Kirghiz and Chagatay data, f0z+A-(X)p seems more
reasonable because the semantic content of both is characteristic rather of the verb-
form toza- (cf. TIDS toza- ‘toz havaya kalkmak, tozumak’, Tkm. toza- ‘pylit'sja’).
This supposition seems to be supported by the fact that the suffix -(X)p originally
“denotes the result of the action indicated by the base verb”. The word-form derived
with this suffix is in most cases an adjective, originally serving as an attributive, but
through its function of attributive it can become a noun as well, e.g. Uig. kakrap
‘vysoxsij’ (< kak+rA-(X)p, cf. Ozb. kakra- ‘sohnut’, peresyvat’), Uig. talan ‘grabeZ,
razboj’ (< tala-(X)p, cf. Uig. tali- ‘grabit’, otnimat”), Uig. Sorlay ‘soloncak’ (<
Sor+IA-(X)p, cf. Uig. Sorli- ‘razmacivat’ koZu v solenom rastvore’, Uig. Sor
‘soloncak; solenyj’), Uig. difap ‘zubastyj, derzkij’ < tis+A-(X)p), etc. The Kalmuk
word-form #0ry ‘Staub, Staubwolke’ (< Mongolian foyu+ra-p) speaks in favour of
the analysis t6z+A-(X)1).

tozin ~ tozun ‘dust’

The forms zozin and tozun seem to be characteristic only of South Siberian Turkic,
specifically Oirot and Khakas, e.g. Oit. rozin ‘pyl”, OitCha. tozun ~ tozin ‘id.’,
OitTeRSK foozin, Khak. tozin ‘id.’, KhakVerb. tozun ‘id.’. As concerns the forma-

2 For the formatives -(X)y and +(A)g, see Erdal (1991: 160, 337).
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tion of tozun ~ tozin, we must probably take several factors into consideration. Thus,
several morphological solutions are probable: (1) If we try to explain the forms
tozun, tozin, toozin from Turkic, then, among others, the following solutions may
have to be taken into consideration: (a) The forms tozun ~ tozin are derivations of a
form *tozi- / tozu- (i.e. tozu-Xn / tozi-Xn > tozin ~ tozun) in which the suffix vowel
shows its dominance. (b) Or the suffix -X» might have attached to the variant toz-,
which probably developed from an earlier base *7ozi- (i.e. f0z-Xn), and so the forms
tozun and tozin emerged. (c) The original form was fozan, but under the influence of
forms such as Mongolian fo’osun, as a result of contamination, the forms fozun and
tozin arose. If this was really so, then in this case the length of the first syllable of
OitTeRSK toozin must be taken as a secondary expansion which developed under the
analogical influence of the Mongolian form. Although these solutions cannot be
excluded with absolute certainty, the explanation of a Turkic origin can at present
serve only as a hypothesis. (2) I think it very likely that these word-forms go back to
a form such as Mongolian to’osun, so that the Mongolian to’osun passed into Turkic
and a change ro’osun > tozin | tozun > tozin ~ tozun occurred (phonologically cf.
WMol elesiin ‘sand, dust’ > Tuv. élezin ‘pesok’). The -u- in tozun might have
arisen as a result of a labial harmony which is characteristic of south Oirot dialects.
The first-syllable long vowels in OitTe. toozin, Tuv. doozun and YakPek. dosun,
which also developed from a word-form like Mongolian to’osun, seem to support
this conclusion.

Summary

I do not think that I have clearly explained every question referred to above. Cer-
tainly, there are still questions that demand further examination. For example, the
examination of WMoL zoru ‘flying dust’ and Manchu-Tunguz foron, tur ‘poussiére’
assumed correspondences with 70z. In connection with these word-forms, I have not
entered into the question of rhotacism-zetacism because the solution of that question
depends in part on the solution of this question as well. On the basis of the results
obtained here, however, the conclusion seems obvious that these forms with -r- may
be secondary, but of course only if they belong together at all. However, I exclude in
any case that 70z is a zetacistic form. The final word in connection with this question
will, of course, be provided by the results of further research.

I have mainly examined here those fundamental questions connected with the
words under discussion, pointed out the etymological relations between the word-
forms for 16z, toprak and toyosun, and clarified and put in order the inner-Turkic
materials concerning the problem, because this is one of the most important precon-
ditions for determining the lexical correspondences and borrowings between the
Turkic and Mongolian languages.

My other main goal was to work out the essential methodological aspects neces-
sary to solve this problem. On the basis of the above results, even though they are
not complete, I have formulated at least four such aspects which would be relevant as
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concerns determination of the lexical correspondences and borrowings. These are as
follows:

(1) An unexceptionable morphological and phonological analysis is a necessary,
but it is not a sufficient condition because it has no validity as evidence in itself. At
the same time, this means that “a bare sound-correspondence alone cannot be re-
garded as proof™.

(2) The primary condition is a complete etymological analysis. This means that
until the connection between the base and the suffix has been made entirely clear
semantically, morphologically and phonologically, the lexical correspondence or
borrowing cannot be accepted. In the lack of such a complete etymological analysis,
the correspondence or the borrowing can serve only as a hypothesis.

(3) In the morphological and semantic reconstruction, the real chronology of the
real data and real meanings which have been determined on the basis of the order of
appearance in the linguistic records cannot be left out of consideration. The real chro-
nology can be neglected only if we have a substantial reason for this. The semantic
changes, of course, must be supported by analogies.

(4) And finally, the Proto- or Pre-Turkic reconstructions must not be made to
conform to the instances in Brahmi and Tibetan writing because their spellings repre-
sent dialect variants and thus they cannot be relevant as regards the primary form.

Naturally, these aspects necessitate additional enlargement. This means further
etymological examinations of other Turkic and Mongolian words belonging in the
above-mentioned field of research.

Abbreviations

CCI Italian part of Codex Cumanicus
CCG German part of Codex Cumanicus
DLT s. Dankoff & Kelly, EDPT

KarH Galician dialect of Karaim

KarT Troki dialect of Karaim

Tkm-dial. s. Stachowski 1993

Tr. Turkish, s. RTED
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