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Editorial note

Turkic Languages, Volume 9, 2005, Number 2

The editors of TURKIC LANGUAGES have decided to honor Professor Marcel Erdal
and his scholarly accomplishments by devoting most of the present issue of the jour-
nal to contributions dedicated to him on the occasion of his 60th birthday (*08. 07.
1945). The issue also contains a list of Marcel Erdal’s publications from 1973 until
2005.

Peter B. Golden’s “Notes on some Khazar terms”, inspired by Erdal’s forthcom-
ing overview of the remnants of Khazar (“The Khazar language™), deals with a num-
ber of anthroponyms connected with the Khazar realm.

Arpad Berta discusses in great detail various aspects concerning the background
of two early loanwords of Turkic origin in Hungarian, namely iker ‘twin’, and ékor
‘ox’. The conclusions are results of the author’s long-term work on a forthcoming
large etymological dictionary of Hungarian words of Turkic provenience, prepared
together with Andras Roéna-Tas.

Bernt Brendemoen’s contribution is devoted to the classification of Turkish dia-
lects and the value of consonant assimilations, more specifically #/ > I/, for this clas-
sification. The cluster 7/ is preserved in the Eastern Black Sea dialects, in the area of
Erzurum adjacent to Rize, along the Euphrates, in parts of the Sivas area and in the
West Rumelian dialects.

Dmitrij M. Nasilov discusses possible etymologies for the Shor verbal marker
-QAIAQ, its cognates in Khakas, Tuvan, Altay Turkic, Chulym Turkic, etc., and its
counterparts Kirghiz -4 + elek and Yakut -4 + ilik, markers which share the meaning
of an expected, though not yet realized action. Supposing a common origin of these
markers, the author regards -QAIAQ as the result of a phonetic development of an an-
cient analytical construction, a combination of a secondary participle form with the
word yoq ‘non-existent’.

Irina A. Nevskaya investigates semantic and structural types of concessive and
adversative constructions in Siberian Turkic languages. She shows that adversative
constructions are a more recent means of expression, most of them being copied
globally or selectively, i.e. structurally, from Russian. A number of modal phrases
are now being grammaticalized as adversative conjunctions.

Lars Johanson deals with the convergent development of southeastern Turkic and
eastern Persian in Central Asia due to intensive older and more recent processes of
bilateral code copying. Certain shared features are due to Turkic influence, e.g. spe-
cific auxiliary verbs marking focal intraterminals (progressives). Iranian influence
may be assumed in the use of preterit-presents in southeastern Turkic varieties. Fur-
ther Turkic influence lies behind the formation of various actional periphrases in
eastern (Tajik) Persian.
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The papers mentioned so far are written by members of the editorial board of
TURKIC LANGUAGES. There are additional contributions by Anna V. Dybo, Julian
Rentzsch and Kutlay Yagmur.

Anna V. Dybo deals with problems of Oghuz morphophonology, more specifical-
ly with the question of the alternation between presence and absence of a high vowel
in disyllabic nominal stems. According to her, the data seems to suggest that the situ-
ation in Turkish and Azeri goes back to a situation similar to that of modern Turk-
men, where the alternation is not lexically conditioned but phonemic. Proto-Turkic
had certain final clusters which later developed in specific ways in various Turkic
languages.

Julian Rentzsch investigates the use of cooperative suffix as a third person plural
marker in literary Uyghur, showing that its use is similiar to that of the corresponding
Kirghiz marker. The meaning of the Uyghur marker covers a continuum from plain
cooperative to genuine plural. All meanings are taken to derive from one basic mean-
ing.
Kutlay Yagmur deals with the language use of Turkish youngsters in five Euro-
pean cities, Goteborg, Hamburg, The Hague, Brussels and Lyon. The findings show
that Turkish is one of the most vital immigrant languages in Western Europe. It is the
home language even for third-generation Turkish immigrant children, whose first
language proficiency is considerably high. A somewhat declining vitality is observed
in Goteborg and Hamburg, whereas the situation in Brussels, Lyon and The Hague is
more stable.

Julian Rentzsch reports on the 6th German Turcologist Conference convened in
Frankfurt am Main in July, 2005.

Mark Kirchner reviews a book by Fuat A. Ganiev on Tatar word formation under
the aspect of ‘conversion’.

Dmitrij M. Nasilov and Klara N. Biéeldey devote an obituary to the memory of
the Tatar scholar and leading Turcologist Edham Raximovi¢ Teniev (1921-2004).

A second obituary, written by Martine Robbeets, is devoted to Sergej Anatol’evié
Starostin, the creator of the “Tower of Babel” project and co-author of the recently
published “Etymological dictionary of the Altaic languages”, who suddenly passed
away on September 30, 2005, due to a heart attack.

Lars Johanson



In memory of Edham Rahimovi¢ TeniSev
(1921-2004)

Dmitrij M. Nasilov, Klara N. Biceldey

Nasilov, Dmitrij M. & Biceldey. Klara N. 2005. In memory of Edham Rahimovié Tenisev
(1921-2004). Turkic Languages 9, 163-167.

This obituary is dedicated to the memory of Edham Rahimovi¢ Tenisev (1921-2004).

Dmitrij M. Nasilov, Moscow State University, Institute of Asian and African Studies.
Ul. Oranzerejnaja, 20. 141200, Puskino, Russia.

Edham Rahimovi¢ TeniSev died on the 11th of July 2004. He was an outstanding and
well-known Turcologist and a great organizer of scientific activities.

TeniSev was born on April 24, 1921, in Penza, into a family of Tatar intellectuals
with ancestors of ancient Tatar princely ancestry, going back to the 14th century.
From 1945 to 1949 he studied at the Eastern Faculty of the Leningrad University,
where he chose Turcology as his special subject. His teachers included the well-
known Turcologists N. K. Dmitriev, A. N. Kononov and S. E. Malov, with whom his
further scientific activities were to be closely connected.

Under Malov’s supervision TeniSev wrote his first thesis on the historical con-
nections of the Kipchak languages. Malov advised his pupil to specialize in Old
Turkic and to devote his Ph.D. thesis to a grammatical sketch of the Old Uyghur text
Altun yarug, on which his teacher had worked for many years.

In 1911 Malov had brought with him from Xinjiang a well preserved and prac-
tically complete Uyghur version of this Buddhist text. His trip to China had been
sponsored, under Wilhelm Radloff’s active support, by the Russian Committee for
the Study of Central and Eastern Asia. Radloff and Malov worked together on edit-
ing the manuscript. Radloff, a member of the Imperial Academy of Sciences, was the



164 Dmitrij M. Nasilov & Klara N. Biéeldey

leading Turcologist of that time, and Malov was a graduate of the Petersburg Uni-
versity. Malov became Radloff’s pupil and his successor in the field of Old Turkic
studies. Malov, in his turn, encouraged his pupil TeniSev, who was a graduate of his
university, to take up the study of Old Uyghur.

Radloff had also made it possible for Malov to study the modern Turkic lan-
guages and dialects of Eastern Turkestan. Malov had collected rich linguistic materi-
als on Yellow Uyghur, Salar and eastern Uyghur dialects. Teni$ev continued these
studies. He spent three years (1956-1959) in China collecting valuable linguistic ma-
terials, and afterwards published texts and grammatical descriptions of the less
known Turkic languages Yellow Uyghur and Salar as well as dialects of modern
Uyghur.

Thus Teni$ev became the successor of the important Petersburg school founded
by Radloff and continued by Malov. He also became Dmitrij M. Nasilov’s mentor in
the latter’s postgraduate studies (1960-1963), recommending that he investigate the
structure of the indicative tenses of Old Uyghur. Later on, Teni$ev, Nasilov and other
Turcologists became co-authors and co-editors of the Old Turkic dictionary that had
been initiated by Radloff and continued by Malov. It was finished in Leningrad in
1969.

TeniSev also fulfilled the scientific wish of another of his teachers, N. K. Dmit-
riev, who led the Department of Turkic languages at the Institute of Linguistics of the
Academy of Sciences and simultaneously taught at the Eastern Faculty of the
Leningrad University. In the early 1950s, Dmitriev initiated comparative-historical
projects. In 1954, he invited Teni$ev, whom he had known since his student’s years,
to work in Moscow as a specialist on Old Turkic. Dmitriev died at the end of 1954,
but his scientific undertaking was later embodied in four volumes on comparative
Turkic grammar.

After defending his candidate thesis in 1954, Teni$ev began to work as a scien-
tific assistant at the Department of Uralic and Altaic Languages at the Institute of
Linguistics of the Russian Academy of Sciences. In 1964 he was appointed head of
the department. In 1969 he defended his thesis to earn the advanced degree of Doctor
of Philology. Practically his whole creative life was connected with this department,
which he led for almost forty years, up to the end of his days.

At the Institute of Linguistics Teni$ev continued the research in comparative-his-
torical grammar. He planned and implemented a grandiose scientific program, the
creation of a six-volume comparative-historical grammar of the Turkic languages
carried out by a group of scholars in his department. The grammar deals with phone-
tics, morphology, syntax and lexicon in the historical development periods of the
various groups of Turkic languages, Kipchak, Oghuz, Karluk and Siberian. This ap-
proach allowed steps in the direction of a reconstruction of a Pre-Turkic language.
The final volume constructs a general picture of a Pre-Turkic language, including the
most ancient concepts of Turks in the framework of their view of the world. Teni$ev
was not only the head of the comparative-historical project, but he also wrote many
contributions to it. The general results of the project have been valued differently.
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Certain positions may be disputable, and some hypotheses may rely on weak argu-
ments. But the results allow modern Turcology to proceed further in its comparative
research.

In the 1970s the Committee of Turcologists was founded in the Soviet Union. It
played a great role in uniting the academic forces engaged in Turkic philology, thus
promoting the formation of new subjects and an active exchange of scientific infor-
mation. The Committee published the well-known and authoritative scholarly journal
Sovetskaja Tjurkologija. From 1973 to 1986 the Committee was headed by the aca-
demician A. N. Kononov, one of TeniSev’s teachers. After Kononov’s death, it was
led by Teni$ev, who continued the traditions of his teacher and made strong efforts to
consolidate Turcology in Russia and the neighboring countries. He organized joint
scientific sessions, conferences, symposiums and seminars. His organizing talent,
knowledge and excellent human qualities were widely appreciated.

Teni$ev was the guru in the field of Turkic comparative grammar, the expert and
the interpreter of Old Turkic texts, the talented researcher of living Turkic languages
and their dialects. He contributed essentially to the history of the literary languages
of the Turkic peoples. He was highly competent in Turkic ethnography and folklore.
For example, he did much for the edition of the full version of the Kirghiz Manas
epos. Teni$ev’s interest in the history of Turkic and written monuments allowed him
to formulate an important scientific requirement, the strict distinction between the
history of literary languages and the history of national languages. Turcologists have
often neglected this, interpreting the facts of a written text as the reflection of syn-
chronic phenomena of concrete living languages. They have also assigned written
monuments, for instance the Orkhon Turkic texts, as belonging to one single Turkic
people.

TeniSev also stressed the relevance of accounting for the stylistic differentiation
of written texts. The use of sociolinguistic parameters allows a more precise repre-
sentation of the development of literary languages in the various Turkic political
formations. This approach to the study of the history of the Turkic literary languages
had once been suggested by A. N. Samojlovié. Teni$ev’s work brought these ideas to
life again, permitting a fuller treatment of the formation of literary styles in different
historical periods.

Tenisev’s scientific merits were recognized by the scientific world. He was elect-
ed correspondent member of the Russian Academy of Sciences, of the Finno-Ugric
Society, and honorary member of the Turkish Linguistic Society. For many years he
collaborated in the edition of the Linguistic atlas of Europe.

Teni$ev headed a number of public foundations and organizations which served
to preserve and develop the cultures of Turkic peoples, foremost of the smaller Turk-
ic groups such as the Shor, Kumandy, Tofan, Chulym, Krimchak and Urum.

During his long scientific activity, Teniev mentored more than 20 doctorates of
science and 30 candidates of science. His pupils are found at many universities and
institutes in the Turkic republics of Russia and the neighboring countries, former re-
publics of the Soviet Union.
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Until the last days of his life, TeniSev developed further interesting research plans
in Turcology and Altaistics. It is now the duty of his colleagues, pupils and followers
to bring these plans to fruition.

Thorughout his life, TeniSev preserved his natural intelligence, respectability and
modesty. His pupils and colleagues could always feel his fatherly attitude towards
them.

We know the roles of scientific traditions, the succession of ideas, education, pre-
paration, mentorship, scientific vocation and fidelity to scholarly tasks. TeniSev’s
activity is an obvious case of true service to his mission and of a devoted love for the
complex discipline of Turcology.

Turcologists who wished to express their deep respect for their senior colleague
and teacher had prepared a collection of contributions in honor of the 80th anni-
versary of his birthday. But Teni$ev passed away before this book appeared. The
volume is now dedicated to his memory: Altajskie jazyki i vostocnaja filologija.
Pamjati E. R. Teniseva. Moskva: Vosto¢naja literatura, 2005. This book also con-
tains a more complete list of his works. Teni$ev’s scientific heritage is vast and in-
cludes some 270 titles.

E. R. TeniSev’s major publications

1961. Glagoly dviZenija v tjurkskix jazykax. In: Istoriceskoe razvitie leksiki tjurkskix jazykov.
Moskva: Nauka. 232-293.

1963a. Sistema soglasnyx v jazyke drevneujgurskix pamjatnikov ujgurskogo pis’ma Turfana i
Gan’su. In: Voprosy dialektologii tjurkskix jazykov 3. Baku: Ilim. 124-135.

1963b. O dialektax ujgurskogo jazyka Sin’tszjana. In: Tjurkologiceskie issledovanija: Sbornik
statej. Moskva-Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo Akademii nauk. 136-151.

1963c. Salarskij jazyk. Moskva: Vosto&naja literatura.

1964. Salarskie teksty: Zapisi na salarskom jazyke i perevody. Moskva: Izdatel’stvo Vostoénoj
literatury.

1965a. Xozjajstvennye zapisi na drevneujgurskom jazyke. In: Issledovanija po grammatike i
leksike tjurkskix jazykov. Taskent: Fan. 37-77.

1965b. Dolany i ix jazyk. In: Issledovanija po ujgurskomu jazyku. Alma-Ata: Nauka. 94-103.

1966a. O jazyke kyrgyzov ujezda Fujuj (KNR). Voprosy jazykoznanija 1966, 1: 88-96.

1966b. Drevnetjurkskaja épigrafika Altaja. In: Tjurkologiceskij sbornik. Moskva: Nauka. 262-
265.

1969a. Ujgurskaja épigrafika Sin’tszjana. In: Issledovanija po tjurkologii. Alma-Ata: Nauka.
79-91.

1969b. Drevnetjurkskij slovar’. Leningrad: Nauka.

1971a. Pereboj s/ v tjurkskix runieskix pamjatnikax. In: Struktura i istorija tjurkskix jazykov:
Sbornik statej. Moskva: Nauka. 289-295.

1971b. Zametki o salarskoj leksike. In: Voprosy tjurkologii. Baku: Nauka. 165-171.

1973. Tjurkskaja istorideskaja dialektologija i Maxmud KasSgarskij, Sovetskaja tjurkologija
1973:3, 54-61.

1974. Principy vydelenija dialektov ujgurskogo jazyka. Voprosy jazykoznanija 1974: 124-129.

1976a. Stroj salarskogo jazyka. Moskva: Nauka.

1976b. Stroj saryg-jugurskogo jazyka. Moskva: Nauka.
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1977. Funkcional’no-stilisti¢eskaja xarakteristika drevneujgurskogo literaturnogo jazyka. In:
Social’naja i funkcional’naja differenciacija literaturnyx jazykov: Sbornik statej. Moskva:
Nauka. 61-78.

1979. Jazyki drevne- i srednetjurkskix pis’mennyx pamjatnikov v funkcional’nom aspekte.
Voprosy jazykoznanija 1979, 2: 80-91.

1981. O naddialektnoj prirode jazyka karaxanidsko-ujgurskix pis’mennyx pamjatnikov. In:
Tipy naddialekinyx form jazyka. Moskva: Nauka. 266-277.

1982. K voprosu o proisxozdenii kirgizov i ix jazyka. Sovetskaja tjurkologija 1982, 4, 3-17.

1984a. Ujgurskije teksty. Moskva: Nauka.

1984b (ed.) Sravnitel 'no-istori¢eskaja grammatika tjurkskix jazykov: Fonetika. Moskva: Nau-
ka.

1985. Sistema form su¥&estvovanija drevneujgurskogo jazyka. In: Funkcional’naja stratifika-
cija jazyka. Moskva: Nauka. 195-201.

1986 (ed.) & GadZieva, N. Z. & Serebrennikov, B. A. Sravnitel 'no-istoriceskaja grammatika
tjurkskix jazykov: Sintaksis. Moskva: Nauka.

1988a. Principy sostavlenija istoriéeskix grammatik i istorij literaturnyx tjurkskix jazykov. So-
vetskaja tjurkologija 1988, 1: 67-85.

1988b. Sravnitel 'no-istoriceskaja grammatika tjurkskix jazykov: Morfologija. Moskva: Nauka.

1990. Ujgurskij dialektnyj slovar’. Moskva: Vostoénaja literatura.

1997. Drevnekyrgyzskij jazyk. Biskek: Aqyl.

2000. O zonal’nyx jazykax meZnacional’nogo obs€enija. In: Res linguistica: Sbornik statej.
Moskva: Academia. 227-238.

2001a. Sravnitel 'no-istori¢eskaja grammatika tjurkskix jazykov: Leksika. Moskva: Nauka.

2001b. Sravnitel’no-istoriceskaja grammatika tjurkskix jazykov: Regional'nye rekonstrukcii.

Moskva: Nauka.

2004. Sravnitel 'no-istoriceskaja grammatika tjurkskix jazykov: Pratjurkskij jazyk. Kartina mi-

ra pratjurkov. Moskva: Nauka.



Sergej Starostin (1953-2005)

Martine Robbeets

Robbeets, Martine 2005. Sergej Starostin (1953-2005). Turkic Languages 9, 168-172.
This obituary is dedicated to the memory of Sergej Starostin (1953-2005).

Martine Robbeets, Department of Linguistics, The University of Tokyo, Tokyo 113-0033,
Japan.

On Friday evening September 30, 2005, soon after finishing his lectures, Professor
Sergej Anatol’eviC Starostin passed away at the Russian State University of the Hu-
manities in Moscow, at the age of 52. It was a sudden death, caused by coronary
thrombosis. With due respect for the outstanding scholar he was, his ashes were in-
terred on October 4, on Donskoe kladbisce, Moscow’s most graceful cemetery. He is
survived by his widow, Dr. Natalja Starostina, née Calisova, and his sons Dr. George
Starostin and Mr. Anatolij Starostin.

Sergej Starostin was born on March 24, 1953 in Moscow. After attending second-
ary school, he studied linguistics at the Moscow State University, where he obtained
a Bachelor’s degree in 1975. In 1978 he received a Master’s degree in Linguistics
from the Institute of Oriental Studies in Moscow, and in the following year he be-
came kandidat nauk in Linguistics at the same institute. His candidate dissertation,
comparable to a Ph.D. thesis, was titled Rekonstrukcija drevnekitajskoj fonologi-
ceskoj sistemy. It served as the basis for his reference work on the reconstruction of
Old Chinese phonology, published a decade later, in 1989.
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Starostin worked as a research fellow at the department of Languages of the Ori-
ental Institute from 1979 until 1985, when he became a senior researcher. Since 1987
he lectured in Comparative Linguistics at Moscow State University, at the depart-
ment of Structural and Computational Linguistics. In 1988 he joined the editorial
board of the journal Voprosy jazykoznanija. His doctorate in Linguistics, the Russian
equivalent of habilitation, took place at the Institute of Oriental Studies in Moscow,
in 1992. He earned this degree after the publication of Altajskaja problema i pro-
isxoZdenie japonskogo jazyka in 1991. In the year of his doctorate, he was appointed
chair for Comparative Linguistics and Ancient Languages at the Russian State Uni-
versity of the Humanities in Moscow and he became a member of the Russian Acad-
emy of Natural Sciences.

In 1997, at the age of 44, Starostin was elected a member of the Russian Acad-
emy of Sciences, a honour unparalleled by other scholars of the same age and of sim-
ilar specialisation. He frequently gave guest lectures at the department of compar-
ative linguistics at Leiden University in the Netherlands, where he took also part as a
visiting scholar in Prof. Dr. F. Kortlandt’s Spinoza Prize project in 1999. Since 2001
Starostin led an international research project on the linguistic prehistory of humani-
ty, initiated by Nobel price winner Prof. Dr. M. Gell-Mann and coordinated by the
Santa Fe Institute. Four months before his decease, on June 7, 2005, he received an
honorary doctorate from the University of Leiden under promotorship of Prof. Dr. A.
Lubotsky.

Though this obituary is not the adequate place for an evaluation of Starostin’s
prolific scholarly work, a brief summary of his major achievements along with a list
of selected publications may be allowed. We remember Starostin as the leading fig-
ure of the Moscow school of comparative linguistics. This school takes an approach
to comparative linguistics that somewhat differs from the traditional attitude. Al-
though the Moscow school adheres to the same methodological criteria of regularity
of sound change, they work on the problem of long-range genetic hypotheses like
Nostratic and Dene-Caucasian. For Starostin’s own description of the Moscow
school and of the methodology of long-range comparison, I refer to respectively ar-
ticle 1995¢ and 1999b in the list of selected publications below.

The difference between Moscow and mainstream linguistics is not a methodo-
logical, but rather a practical one. Working at deeper time-depths, earlier than the Sth
millennium B.C., there is a heavy reliance on reconstruction. The emphasis is on da-
ta-processing because the amount of data increases exponentially when a new lin-
guistic family is added to a macro-family. This explains Starostin’s particular interest
in modern computer technology. For the development and management of a growing
collection of etymological databases, Starostin developed a software package “Star-
ling” (http://starling.rinet.ru). Masterminding the Tower of Babel project, he and his
team compiled a hierarchical system of etymological databases and made them ac-
cessible through the Internet for anyone in the field. The databases are freely browse-
able on the Web and include Altaic, Dravidian, Caucasian, Yeni-seian, Sino-Tibetan,
Indo-European, Austro-Asiatic, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, and Se-mitic. Contrary to
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traditional comparative practice, the Moscow school relies on the application of sta-
tistical methods for subgrouping and for linguistic dating. A contribution to the field
of lexicostatistics is Starostin’s revision of Swadesh’s glotto-chronological equation,
described in an article written in Russian (1989b) and translated into English (1999a
and 2000).

In 1984 Starostin proposed the Sino-Caucasian macro-family, comprising the
North Caucasian, Sino-Tibetan and Yeniseian language families. Some years later, in
1988, his colleague Nikolaev argued for a relationship between Starostin’s Sino-Cau-
casian and the Na-Dene languages of North America. After this, the term Dene-Cau-
casian came into use to describe the expanded macro-family. While Starostin insisted
on the preliminary nature of the comparison, he considered wider connections be-
tween Nostratic and Sino-Caucasian (1989c).

Regardless of our appreciation of long-distance genetic comparison like Nostratic
and Dene-Caucasian and regardless of our confidence in the application of statistical
methods, we cannot but acknowledge Starostin’s outstanding contributions to histori-
cal linguistics at shallower time-depths: North Caucasian, Old Chinese, Sino-Tibet-
an, and Altaic.

Since the beginning of the eighties Starostin and Nikolaev were co-operating on a
massive comparative dictionary of the North Caucasian languages. Together they
took part in linguistic expeditions to the Caucasus under direction of Kibrik. For po-
litical reasons, the North Caucasian etymological dictionary could not be published
until 1994. And so, it was preceded by “Hurro-Urartian as an East Caucasian Lan-
guage”, co-authored by D’jakonov and published in Munich, in 1986.

Being a productive year, 1989 saw the publication of Starostin’s monograph on
the reconstruction of the Old Chinese phonological system. It is a revision of his
doctoral dissertation (1979), published in Russian. Along with Baxter’s handbook of
Old Chinese phonology (1992), the book is used throughout linguistic literature as
the dominant reference work on Old Chinese reconstruction. This work further
provided an important source for the comparative dictionary of Sino-Tibetan
languages, published in 1996 in co-authorship with Pejros.

For the readership of Turkic Languages Sergej Starostin will probably be best re-
membered for his contributions in relation to the Altaic hypothesis, including Japa-
nese and Korean. A new stage in comparative Altaic studies is represented by his
1991 monograph on the Altaic problem and the origin of the Japanese language. The
book is written in Russian, but translated into Korean under the title “4lt’ai pigyo
yongu” in 1996. Starostin contributes hundreds of lexical comparisons of Turkic,
Mongolic, Tungusic, Korean and Japanese not available in the earlier literature. In
cooperation with a team of scholars, among whom Dybo and Mudrak, an Altaic data-
base is made accessible via the Internet. The accumulation of etymologies in the da-
tabase results in the monumental three volumes “Etymological Dictionary of the Al-
taic Languages” published in 2003. The dictionary presents 2800 Altaic etymologies
and opens many new data for further consideration, refinement or refutation.
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As a doctoral student at the department of comparative linguistics in Leiden, I
was privileged to be mentored by professor Starostin. During his research funded by
the Spinoza Prize project in 1999, we shared the same office. Later, in 2000, I was
invited to his alma mater in Moscow, where I was so fortunate to attend some of the
Altaic sessions in company of Dybo, Mudrak, Gruntov, Glumov and many other
linguists who occasionally dropped by to contribute their ideas. It was in May and,
although quite cold for the time of the year, the central heating in the institute had
been turned off. Beating the cold with hats, caps, scarfs and traditional Russian
drinks, we all gathered around one computer, discussing the material of the Altaic
database. People with dictionaries opened on their laps, people brainstorming, people
suggesting new etymologies and criticizing old ones. I was caught by the enthou-
siasm and impressed by the open atmosphere, free for anyone to enter the office or
the debate. Sergej Starostin was a strong and inspiring man. He was a team worker.
He would listen carefully to his colleagues’ criticism. His counter-argumentation was
well-built, vigorous and merciless, but it would never cross the border of respect. For
me he will always be the man, who after a heated discussion, sighs, nods his head,
proceeds to the balcony, lights a cigarette and then, disarmingly, starts a cosy chat
about the weather. All in smiles.
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This article poses the question whether preservation of the consonant group -r/- or as-
similation to -//- can be used as a parameter for classifying Anatolian and Balkan Turkish
dialects. The material used is made up of different dialect texts, and also dialect studies
from different parts of Anatolia and the Balkans. Aorist (and in some cases, also present
tense) 3rd person plural forms constitute the main bulk of the material. The survey is com-
plicated by the weak pronunciation of -» in syllable final position over a large area close to
the Aegean. In Anatolia, the consonant group -r/- is preserved in the Eastern Black Sea
dialects (i.e. the dialects in Trabzon except for the westernmost part, and the western parts
of Rize) and in the area of Erzurum adjacent to Rize. In addition, preservation seems to be
the main rule in an area roughly following the Euphrates (Malatya, parts of Elazig, Diyar-
bakir, and Adana), and also in parts of Sivas. Preservation of -r/-, which may be inter-
preted as an archaism, is also found in the most archaic Turkish Balkan dialects, i.e. the
West Rumelian dialects. That assimilation of this consonant group is recent in Anatolia
and the Balkans also becomes obvious from the fact that it is not found in older (Ottoman
or transcription) texts.
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Introduction

Most of the parameters which are generally used in descriptions of Anatolian dialects
were suggested by Kowalski, the father of modern Turkish dialectology, (1929-30)
and later (1934) used by him not actually for a classification, since he probably
thought too little material was available to attempt one, but for a survey of variable
features in the Balkan and Anatolian dialects that had been studied by then. These
parameters were later developed and discussed by Kral in his unpublished thesis
from 1981, which was made known to the world by Boeschoten (1991), who also
discusses briefly the significance and usefulness of the parameters. It is basically
these parameters which that are used by Karahan in her important attempt to classify
the Anatolian dialects (1996). In the present article I am going to take up one possi-
ble parameter which in fact was suggested earlier, but which has not been followed
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up by any scholars because of certain difficulties it implies, i.e. the parameter of con-
sonant assimilations.

Various kinds of consonant assimilations are found in most languages in the
Turkic family to a greater or lesser extent. The most common one is systematic
voicedness assimilations at morpheme boundaries, the so-called consonant harmony,
but assimilations (and also dissimilations) as to manner of articulation are also found,
such as the systematic alternations shown by the plural suffix {-LAr} in Kazakh,
where the plural of at ‘horse’ is at-tar, while the plural of k6! ‘lake’ is kolder, cf. the
plural of faw ‘mountain’ in Bashkir, which is taw-dar and of nom ‘book’ in Tuvan,
which is nomnar (see Johanson 1998: 34). What I am especially going to concentrate
on here, is the regressive assimilation of -r+/- to -/- particularly at morpheme
boundaries, which is very well illustrated by the different shapes of third person
plural aorist forms, as the aorist stem invariably ends in -r and the plural suffix
{-1Ar} starts with an -/. For example, the aorist stem of the verbal root yap- ‘to make’
is yapar; 3rd person plural is yapariar without assimilation, but with assimilation
yapallar. In the same way, in the present tense most Turkish dialects have a suffix in
-yor, so that the stem signifying ‘is doing’ is yapiyor; 3rd person plural yapwyoriar
without assimilation, but with assimilation yapiyollar. However, since present tense
formations without an -»- are very old and may partly represent an archaism, present
tense forms are less suitable as evidence for assimilation or non-assimilation than
aorist forms are. Similar assimilations occur frequently within polysyllabic stems,
too, e.g. Standard Turkish and some dialects have farla, while other dialects have
talla “field’. That the assimilation -#/- to -//- is old at least in some Turkic languages
is obvious from the name of the Turkic tribe Qarlug cited as Xallux by the Persian
historian Gardizi (middle of 11th century, Golden 1992: 198), but as we shall show,
it is probably quite recent in West Anatolia.

Assimilation to a following -/- is not the only thing that may happen to a syllable-
final -» in Turkish; in some areas it disappears, giving forms such as yapa:lar,
gide:ler, gidiyo:lar, sometimes with lengthening of the preceding vowel, sometimes
without. The title of this paper could in fact have been “The destiny of syllable final
-r- before -/- in Turkish dialects”.

Already in 1911 the Bulgarian philologist GadZanov, who studied the different
Turkish dialects of Bulgaria, suggested that the different treatments of -#- in syllable-
final position should be used as a parameter in Turkish dialectology (passim, espe-
cially p. 42). Although the different treatments of -»- were listed as possible para-
meters for a classification by Kowalski in his 1930 study (p. 273, 274-275), Ko-
walski points out in his 1934 survey (p. 2003) that most consonant assimilations
occur only sporadically, and that “eine Bestimmung der Gebiete, auf denen sie auf-
treten, lasst sich gegenwirtig nocht nicht ausfiihren [it is currently not yet possible to
determine the areas where they occur]”. However, his wording “gegenwirtig noch
nicht [currently not yet]” implies that he does not exclude that they may have a cer-
tain geographic distribution.
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If we look at studies on individual dialects, we see that in most of them, examples
of assimilation -#/- > -/I- > are mentioned, and very often these examples are 3rd
person plural forms, but quite rarely does the scholar in question provide us with any
information on whether the feature occurs as a rule or only sporadically. If we go
through the text material the different scholars present, we very often find unassim-
ilated forms alongside assimilated ones, which may of course very well be the case
even in one and the same speaker; the frustrating point is that this variation is not
mentioned or evaluated by most of the scholars. Thus, descriptions of a dialect
without texts may not be trusted. Another factor that makes the matter difficult is that
because of the weak articulation -#- has in syllable-final position, it may be difficult
to decide acoustically whether it actually is there or not. Kowalski remarks about
consonant assimilations that: “In den Volksdialekten treten sie schon deswegen
haufiger auf, weil da die normierende Wirkung des Schriftbildes fehlt. [They occur
more frequently in the spoken dialects because of the absence of the normative effect
of the written language.]” (1934: 2003). In fact we may turn this statement upside
down and say that because of the normative effect of the written language, a
dialectologist or would-be dialectologist will tend to transcribe the forms as unassim-
ilated, unless he or she is especially focused on consonant assimilations, which
nobody seems to have been up to now.

A third complicating factor is the lack of dialect material from all areas of Tur-
key; if our intention is to give a survey of a linguistic phenomenon in Anatolia as a
whole, there will be quite a number of blank spots on the map, but this is of course a
problem that affects Anatolian dialectology in general.

Despite of all these complications impairing the transparency of the picture, I am
quite certain that consonant assimilations are an important parameter, based on my
Trabzon dialects. In most of the province of Trabzon, -#/- is usually not assimilated.
However, if we go to the westernmost part of the province, which is inhabited by the
so-called Cepnis, an originally nomadic group distinct from the rest of the population
of Trabzon, we find examples such as talla for taria ‘field’, tallarmiza (Brendemoen
2002: 2, text 138/2) and also billdsmiglar (133/122), davallarin (134/3), yelldggsiyorlar
(106/42), and aorist forms such as dellerde (135/65), dellerd-ona (138/6), etc. Such
forms are much more rarely found further to the east in the province of Trabzon. In
fact, as I have shown (2002: 1, 226), there is an important isogloss bundle dividing
the westernmost parts of Trabzon, which belong to the West Anatolian group, from
those spoken to the east of this line, which constitute the Eastern Black Sea Dialect
group. However, where assimilated forms are found in the districts further to the east,
it is significant that these districts are mountainous areas in the southern part of the
province, to which e.g. text 86 belongs, where we also find the form deller (86/79).
In fact informants such as 86 have other Cepni features in their dialect, too, which
are a product of the symbiosis and linguistic convergence between the different
dialect groups in the regions close to the summer pastures.
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Survey of Anatolia

Before we proceed to the difficult task of giving a survey of the tendencies we have
been able to establish in other parts of Turkey, based on the published studies
available, one complicating factor we already have mentioned should be elaborated
further, i.e. the weak articulation of syllable-final - in quite a number of Anatolian
dialects, which indeed causes systematic dropping of syllable-final -» in some
dialects. A weak articulation of - is not confined to Turkish of Turkey, but is also
found in older stages of development of the Turkic languages, and must be the reason
why the syllable-final - has been dropped in forms used especially frequently, such
as the Old Turkic copula verb dr- which has developed into i- or e- in most lan-
guages, and intraterminal or present tense markers durur and yorur, which have
developed into {-DI-} and -yo- and -yu- in various languages and dialects. Even in
most spoken varieties of modern Standard Turkish, although under strong influence
from the written language, the indefinite article bir usually has the form bi in front of
consonants. (For the weak articulation of -» in Standard Turkish, see Bergstraler
1918: 251.) In our Eastern Black Sea Coast dialects, syllable-final -» may be dropped
in both Trabzon and Rize, but mostly in absolute auslaut position, especially in the
copula suffix corresponding to ST {-DXr}. At least there is no systematic dropping
of syllable-final - in the Eastern Black Sea coast dialects. In East Anatolian dialects,
too, dropping of syllable-final -7 is quite rare, at least in inlaut position, but is found
e.g. in Azerbaijanian dialects (e.g. Terekeme dialects) in Kars, see Gemalmaz 1978 I:
201, Ercilasun 1983: 174.

Dropping of syllable-final -r as a systematic feature, however, has its nucleus in
western Anatolia, i.e. in the provinces of Izmir, Manisa, Usak, and Aydin. Some-
times the vowel preceding the -7 is lengthened as a compensatory device, sometimes
it is not, giving aorist forms such as gideler and gide:ler, yapalar and yapa:lar, be-
sides, of course, auslaut forms such as va (ST var), plural suffix {-lIA} (and not
{-1Ar}), etc. The resulting homonymy with optative forms for verbal stems that get a
low aorist vowel does not seem to have prevented the dropping, probably because the
optative 3rd person forms are marginal, almost obsolete, in most modern dialects. In
her study of the Southwest Anatolian dialects, Korkmaz (1956) has shown that
dropping of -r is less frequent going south to the southern parts of Denizli, and
Mugla. She further states that dropping of -# is found also in the Kastamonu region
and in some Eastern and Northeastern dialects, especially in the copula 3rd person
form {-DX} and not {-DXr}, plural {-IA} and not {-1Ar} and other auslaut positions;
more rarely in inlaut position (1956: 79). For the Kastamonu region her claim is
correct if we compare Ergi’s little study (1991) of the dialect of Tosya in the
province of Kastamonu (alula, geliile p. 5). It should be added that according to my
own observations, dropping of -7 is common also to the north of Izmir all the way up
to Edremit, perhaps also further north. Besides, Giilensoy (1988: 65, 105) has
established the same fact for Kiitahya.
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A weak articulation of -7- is perhaps a phonetical prerequisite for both dropping it
and for assimilating it to a following -/-. However, it should be stressed that because
consonant length is a phonemic feature in practically all Turkish dialects, it would be
difficult to imagine that any of the forms with a simple consonant with or without
lengthening of the preceding vowel (i.e. gideler and gide:ler) could be explained as a
secondary simplification of an assimilated form gideller. Nevertheless, judging from
Korkmaz’ material, there seem to be dialects in western Anatolia where forms such
as gideller and gide:ler exist side by side even in one and the same speaker e.g. in the
dialects in Izmir and east and south of Izmir (see Korkmaz 1956: 75).

If we disregard the area in West Anatolia where syllable-final -7 is dropped sys-
tematically and start with an area we know especially well, i.e. the Eastern Black Sea
coast, we notice that assimilation of -#/- > -/I- is found frequently, as we pointed out
above, in the westernmost parts of Trabzon. This continues in the areas going west-
wards along the Black Sea coast. The preservation of the consonant group -#/-, which
we find in most parts of Trabzon, however, continues into the province of Rize,
which has been studied by Giinay (1978). Further eastwards along the coast we main-
ly have to do with an East Anatolian dialect with a Kartvelian sub- or adstrate, as lan-
guages such as Laz and also Georgian are spoken in the area. Since Turkization of
the whole eastern Black Sea coast seems to have taken place mostly from the inland
and not from the sea, it is probable that the regions east of Rize have been Turkisized
relatively recently through the Coruh and Tortum valleys, which constitute a funnel
from the Erzurum area, where consonant assimilations of this kind occur frequently.
Thus it is no surprise that we find assimilated forms in the easternmost parts of Rize,
e.g. kural’l’ar, gideller (Gunay 1978: 130-131). In the dialects south of the Pontic
mountain ridge, which belong to the East Anatolian dialect group, assimilation of -#/-
> -/I- is a rule. Most fortunately Gemalmaz, the scholar who has prepared an un-
surpassed study on the dialects of Erzurum, explicitly states that there is an isogloss
running through the province of Erzurum constituted by the different realizations of
the sequence -#/-. As illustrated on Gemalmaz’ map no. 8 (1978, I: 210-211), the
northern part of Erzurum has present and aorist 3rd person plural forms without
assimilation, while those in the south have assimilation. It is instructive that the
unassimilated forms are found in areas adjacent to (the western and central parts of)
Rize, where there is no assimilation either, as we pointed out. A similar picture is
found in Gumiishane, the province immediately to the south of Trabzon, although the
statements giving by San (1990) as usual are quite confusing. It seems, however, that
assimilation of -#/- is found especially frequently in areas bordering the western parts
of Trabzon, i.e. Kurtin (San 234, 260), where also a lot of other features are shared
with the Cepni dialects of Trabzon. It also seems that the easternmost parts of Gii-
miishane have the same feature, which would then be a continuation from Erzurum.!

I

1 Although San’s claim (p. 153) that assimilation is especially frequent in aorist and present

tense forms in the regions of Akdag and Aydogdu in Kelkit in the southern part of the
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Whether the lack of assimilation in the remaining parts of Bayburt should be inter-
preted as a continuation of the situation in the Eastern Black Sea dialects or of the
ambiguous situation in the Central Anatolian dialects, to which we shall return in a
moment, is unclear. In East Anatolian dialects, however, assimilation is a rule. The
East Anatolian dialects that have been subject to the most thorough research,
Erzurum and Kars (Ercilasun 1983: 127), show this clearly (except for the northern-
most part of Erzurum close to Rize which we mentioned). Assimilation is most
probably typical for East Anatolian dialects further to the south, too, although lack of
proper material leaves us somewhat uncertain.? At least in Erzincan, which is south
of Bayburt and west of Erzurum, (for dropping of -#-, see Sagwr 1995: 104-105),
assimilation of -#/- to -lI- is very frequent, at least in the aorist 3rd person plural
forms (ibid. 184), which are listed only with assimilated forms in the work by Sagir
(1995: 117), e.g. édeller, girallar etc. (However, in the present tense conjugation,
assimilated forms such as veréyeller, yapéyeller are, for unknown reasons, mentioned
as characteristic only of the region of Kemah, while the other regions have
unassimilated forms.) Assimilation is also the rule in the continuation of the East
Anatolian dialects southwards into Iraq (see Bayath 1996: 366), and also the con-
tinuation of East Anatolian dialects into Iran and Azerbaijan. In fact, in the Azeri of
the Republic of Azerbaijan, which has a rather conservative orthography, the
assimilation -#/- > -/I- is not shown in writing, but is a rule in practically all kinds of
spoken language (see Ergin 1971: 128). (Except for some dialects, especially in Iran,
which have a wider range of assimilation possibilities such as addar, koyunnar,
karrar, corresponding to ST karlar, etc., see Dehghani 2000: 47). The same kind of
assimilation is a rule also in other Turkic languages of Iran, such as Khalaj (see
Doerfer 1988: 164, 200), 3 Kashkay, and Khorasan Turkish.

If we return to Anatolia, or more precisely to the part of Western Anatolia south
of the area which constitutes the nucleus for the dropping of -» in syllable-final
position, we find non-assimilated forms such as bigirld: and igdrid alongside forms
with -» being dropped such as verild in one and the same text from the province of
Mugla. (Korkmaz 1956: 100). From Alanya on the southern coast Demir presents
some very trustworthy texts in his work on postverbial constructions in the dialect of
his village (1993). In this dialect, assimilation of -#/- to -/ is a rule, as in the east, as

I

province is not developed further in his morphological survey, it is most probably true, as
this region is adjacent to Erzincan.

2 For Urfa, see Edip 1991: 47 (satallar, with the confusing footnote that “(r - 1) benzes-
mesiyle satallar seklinde de kullanilir), 48 (geliller). For Gaziantep, see Aksoy 1945: 55
(“Genis zaman kipinin tigiincii gogul sahsindaki “ler” takisi kendisinden evvelki “ryi ¢gok
defa “1”ye gevirir: gideller, geliller.” etc. It is quite unclear what “gok defa” actually sig-
nifies.) For Bitlis, cf. the following forms in the texts given by Ziilfikar 1978: yatelle p.
311, geliille, bahelle p. 312, annediille p. 314, etc. For Mardin, no research seems to have
been conducted.

3 For the dropping of final -~ in the aorist see Doerfer 1988: 153s.
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becomes obvious from forms such as dowdlldar 157/58, giziyorillar 157/81, and del-
larmig 163, 5/2. The same seems to be the case with the Turkish dialect of Cyprus
(see Saracoglu 1992: 24).

In the Central Anatolian dialects further north, assimilated and non-assimilated
forms are often found side by side. There is reason to believe, however, that assim-
ilation -#/- > -lI- is quite common also in parts of Central Anatolia which are more or
less blank on the dialect map. Especially in the western parts, such as Nevsehir,
assimilations are quite frequent, as is also dropping of -, giving forms like gekeller,
ekeller, and a:nadirlar side by side (Korkmaz 1963: 128, 174). A similar picture
with frequent assimilations is found also in the western parts of Konya (see Giiltekin
1994: 39). We then go northwards to the Middle Black Sea coast, where Korkmaz, as
mentioned above, has found numerous attestations of dropping of syllable-final -r in
the dialect of Kastamonu. To the west of Kastamonu, this feature is found alongside
assimilation of -#/- to -/I-. In Eren’s 1997 study of the Western Black Sea coast
dialects (Zonguldak-Bartin-Karabiik), 3rd person plural aorist forms such as dut-
a:-la: ~ dut-al-la, gid-e:-le: ~ gid-el-le:, al-u:-la: ~ al-ul-la: are listed as parallel
forms without any comments on their geographic distribution (p. 68).4 In the eastern
part of the Middle Black Sea coast (Ordu-Giresun), however, assimilations seem to
be the rule. We may deduce this from examples in Caferoglu’s 1946 text anthology
from the region, such as asaller (p. 9), getiriiller (p. 10), delliller (p. 40).
Assimilation is stated by Aydmn (2002: 33) to be a rule in 3rd person plural present
and aorist forms in the dialect of Aybasti in the southern part of Ordu, and also for
the whole province of Ordu in general by Demir (2001: 90). This kind of assimilated
forms go on, as stated above, until immediately east of the border to Trabzon.

If we go inland from the eastern part of the middle Black Sea coast dialects to
Sivas, non-assimilated forms seem to appear more frequently, cf. Résdnen’s texts
from the area, where forms such as oxurlar, op‘erler, Bayramlagirlar, Barigirlar,
Derler occur alongside gilallar, atallar, gédeller, and giyeller in one and the same
text (1933: 50). If we go southeast, we find an area before we meet the East Ana-
tolian dialects comprising at least Malatya, parts of Elazig, Diyarbakir, Adana, and
perhaps also Maras, where assimilation of -#/- is not found to any extent. For the
western parts of Elazig, situated to the immediate east of the Euphrates river, which
roughly constitutes the boundary between East and West Anatolian dialects, assim-
ilated forms are found in the Keban dialect investigated by Buran (1997: gidallar,
yapallar, taxallar text 1/19), but not in the dialects of the districts Baskil and Agmn:
derlardl (text 40/43, but géturullard: text 44/38), ¢agirirlar (text 47/34), saxlirler,
gorxirler (text 47/48), etc. In the same way, in the city of Elazig, although singular
assimilations such as talla, séleller do occur (Guler 1992: 29), the usual aorist 3rd

a

4 Of these two mechanisms in 3rd person plural forms, only dropping of -» is mentioned by

Korkmaz in her 1965 study of the Bartin dialects (p. 21, 26).
Assimilation is common outside aorist forms, too, cf. hanillad: (p. 6), veziller (p. 10), tal-
laya (p. 35), zolliyalar (p. 35), gatmelleri (p. 36).

5
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person plural forms show no assimilation, e.g. dinneniirler, alurlar, agarlar (ibid.,
35-36). The lack of assimilations in Malatya immediately on the west side of the Eu-
phrates is supported by forms such as ederldr in a recording I have made in the
village of Korucuk, and also plural forms such as biberler and not *bibeller. Giilse-
ren’s study (2000) of the dialects in Malatya—it is in fact called Malatya Ili Agizlari,
i.e. “The dialects of Malatya™, but contains no attempt to draw internal dialect bound-
aries in the region, so it could just as well have had the title “The dialect of
Malatya”—is in fact one of those studies where the grammatical part says one thing
but the texts say something completely different: The phonological and morpho-
logical sections claim that assimilation -#/- > -/I- is “very common” in the aorist 3rd
person plural (the present tense formation is different in these dialects), and the
author gives examples such as tikellerdi, yapallar, etc. (p. 93), However, if we look
at Gilseren’s texts, we see at once that unassimilated forms by far outnumber the
assimilated ones, e.g. géyindirirler, atarlar (p. 258), getirirlerdi, gotiriirlerdi (p.
269), damgirldr, dokerler (p. 283), etc. For the lack of assimilations in Adana, I rely
on oral information from my colleague in Mainz, Dr. Christiane Bulut, who knows
this dialect very well. It is quite interesting to see that the dialect of Diyarbakir, too,
very rarely has examples of assimilation -#/- > -/I-. This is expressed explicitly by
Erten in his 1994 study (p. 16) and confirmed by his texts. He claims on the other
hand that present tense forms such as deyisiz are examples of dropping of -»- (p. 17).
This should, however, be taken with a grain of salt because the present tense para-
digm usually has no -7 in this dialect, thus giving pairs such as bigiler ‘they are
cutting’ (present) vs. bigerler (aorist).

In spite of the lack of sufficient material, it seems possible to establish a parallel
between the Eastern Black Sea coast dialects and the borderland between West and
East Anatolian dialects further south, partly along the Euphrates, comprising an area
whose size we still do not know, but which comes down to the Mediterranean at
Adana.

We should ask if this correspondence has any parallel in other parameters, i.e., if
any other isoglosses follow the same path, and they do indeed. In my study on the
Trabzon dialects, I have pointed out parallels in the present tense formation between
approximately the same districts (2002: 1, 257-262). As the Euphrates roughly
coincides with the border between the East and West Anatolian dialects, we may
assume for some features the existence of nucleus areas on both sides exerting their
influence from the west towards the east and from the east towards the west. Thus, as
I have shown in Brendemoen 2005, in the field of Arabic loanwards, Tebriz in the
east, the capital of the Akkoyunlu Turks in the latter part of the 15th century, and
later of the partly Azeri-speaking Safavid dynasty, must have been a nucleus from
which Arabic loanwords in a Persian phonological shape were diffused in all
directions, while, at probably a somewhat later date, Arabic loanwords in a more
learned shape imitating Classical Arabic were diffused from Istanbul, the capital of
the Ottomans. In the case of the present tense formation, however, the picture is
somewhat different, but perhaps resembles the case of assimilation -7/- > -/I- even
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more: After a new present tense formation with the auxiliary verb -yor- came into
being perhaps during the 15th century, it was diffused from the cultural centres in
West Anatolia to most parts of the Balkans and eastwards into Anatolia, while the
Azeri present tense realization in {-Xr} (gdlir, yapir, etc.), which also is developed
from the same auxiliary, was diffused westwards from the Azeri cultural centres in
Iran. In an area where these present tense formations met, or perhaps did not meet
because the force of their diffusion was not strong enough, other present tense form-
ations without an -7- exist, most probably as an archaism, i.e., as a relic of an earlier
present tense formation which has been lost under the pressure of the new present
tense formations elsewhere in Anatolia. In the same way, we may perhaps regard the
strong tendency to assimilate -#/- to -//- as a feature that was diffused westwards into
Anatolia from Azerbaijan in the east. In the west, however, the tendency to drop
syllable final -»- in Western Anatolia has spread eastwards, possibly preventing the
tendency of assimilations to proceed very far west, and accordingly an area where the
consonant group -#/- has been preserved as an archaism has remained in the middle.
Whether this interpretation is correct or not is to some extent dependent on how the
situation really is in the blank spots of the map, which partly have not been
investigated, partly present a confusing picture.

The desire to avoid homonymy may also have been a factor in the preservation of
the consonant group -7/- in the area in the southeast: As the present tense is formed
with the suffix -i, present and aorist 3rd person plural forms of verbal stems that take
the aorist vowel -i would almost become homonymous, being geliler and geliller re-
spectively. It should also be mentioned that today’s Istanbul dialect usually does not
have assimilation of -7/-, but this may of course be a secondary feature due to
copying from the written language. However, as I shall show, it does not seem that
the Istanbul dialect at any point has had assimilation of -#/- to -//- as a feature.

Survey of the Balkan dialects

I think the picture will gain some clarity, especially as to the diachronical aspect of
the different treatments of syllable-final -r, if we have a look at the Turkish dialects
on the Balkans.

Although the areas in the Balkans where Turkish is spoken have diminished dra-
matically not only because of the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, but also as a result
of political events in more modern times, the Turkish Balkan dialects are quite well
documented thanks to work done in the first and middle part of the 20th century. The
classification of the different dialects is still disputable, but at least it is quite certain
that an important dialect boundary runs through Bulgaria in a north-south direction
not far east of Sofia. The dialects to the west of this line are the so-called West
Rumelian dialects, which generally have preserved more archaic features than the
ones further to the east. This is especially the case with the dialect spoken along the
Danube in places such as Vidin and Lom, which constitute a very isolated corner of
the Turkic-speaking world. These dialects, which have been the subject of a famous
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study by Németh (1965), do not assimilate -#/- to -/I. As for the dropping of syllable-
final -7-, this does not seem to happen to any greater extent, either. This is also the
case in other West Rumelian dialects, such as dialects in Macedonia like the one in
Dinler (close to Ov&epole in the sub-district of Stip) and the dialect of Komanova or
Komanovo, which both were studied by Eckmann (1960 and 1962); cf. aorist plural
forms such as tanarlar, diinerler, siiylerler (1962: 122). The same is the case with the
dialects of Kiustendil to the southeast of Sofia, and Michailovgrad (new name:
Montana) between Sofia and Vidin, studied by Kakuk (1961), who does not mention
assimilation -#/- > -/I- at all.

In all these West Rumelian dialects, however, other assimilations, such as -nl- >
-nn- are quite common, see Kakuk 1961: 314. The same lack of assimilation -7/- >
-ll- is found in Gagauz, a variety of Ottoman Turkish which has been transformed
thoroughly through its symbiosis with Slavic languages, especially Russian, in a very
isolated situation in the northern parts of Romania and Moldavia. In Gagauz, -- is
sometimes dropped in syllable final position (see Ozkan 1996: 86), but assimilation
-rl- > -lI- does not occur (while -nl- > -nn- is very common, cf. p. 79), and aorist 3rd
person plural forms are darldr, baslarlar, alaria, bildrldir, etc. (p. 146).

Another dialect group in the Balkans is the so-called Deliorman dialect group in
North East Bulgaria as exemplified by the dialect of Razgrad, which was studied by
Eckmann (1950a). This dialect is similar to the ones in West Anatolia in the respect
that -7- tends to be dropped in syllable-final position (p. 12). Assimilation -#/- > -/I-
also occurs, but in the aorist, 3rd person plural forms with dropping of -»- and
compensatory lengthening (kali:lar, geli:ler, p. 16) seem to be the regular ones. (The
present formation does not have an -7- in 3rd person plural, either, but this may be
due to other factors.) This picture is supported by the later research performed by
Dall1 (1976, cf. p. 108-110 and forms such as siirdiire:le, indire:le, yiye:le p. 152). If
we move a little south down to the wide plain that is confined by the Balkan moun-
tains proper in the north and the Rhodopes in the south, we find dialects such as the
one at Kazanlik, studied by Kakuk in 1958. Here, the tendency of -#- to be dropped
in syllable-final position goes on, but as Kakuk remarks, assimilation, producing a
double /, occurs quite frequently, too, giving examples such as gotiiriler besides the
more frequent ayirillar, cf. 178.6 If we go further to the south, however, up into the
Rhodope mountains close to the Greek border, where the dialect of the township of
Kircali has been studied by Hazai (1959), amongst others, we see that -7- tends to be
dropped only in absolute auslaut position, but that it is assimilated to a following -/
as arule (p. 218), thus giving aorist tense forms such as giddlld, ¢ikalla (225).

Thus we see that the three different destinies of syllable-final -»- we find in
Anatolia, also are represented in the Balkans. The dialects where -#/- is preserved are

0

6 The loss of the - in the present tense paradigm affects all persons; still forms such as
igiyollar do occur, ibid. In Kakuk’s texts forms such as ali"lar occur side by side with
takallar and kargilarlar in one and the same text.
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the most remote ones, and are archaic also in other respects;7 the ones where -7 is
usually dropped, are less remote, and are partly found along the main route of
commerce and migration in Southern Bulgaria, alongside the dialects where assim-
ilation takes place.

The Balkan dialects have had a great impact on the shaping of the Istanbul
dialect, and most probably did so already at the time the city was conquered in 1453.
The Ottoman court that established itself in Istanbul came there from Edirne in
Thrace, which had been the Ottoman capital since 1362. By then, the Balkans,
although having been in the hands of the Ottomans for less than a century, had
started to become extremely important, and because there was no aristocracy in the
Balkans that could prevent the Ottomans from establishing their different insti-
tutions—in contrast to the case in Anatolia—the Balkans enjoyed top priority from
the Ottoman authorities. An important factor in this was the fact that the Ottoman
officials to a great extent were recruited from Christian families in the Balkans. The
kind of Balkan Turkish that had an impact on Istanbul Turkish most probably was
the kind which is today represented by the most remote dialects, i.e. the West
Rumelian dialects. It is probable that the dialects having extensive dropping of -»
represent a later development, perhaps a later wave of immigration to the Balkans
from Anatolia, and, as we have already indicated, that the tendency to prefer
assimilations represents an even later stage of development. On the other hand, as
soon as the Ottoman written language was established, the prestige Istanbul Turkish
enjoyed as a codified language would no doubt in itself prevent assimilations and
dropping of -#- from taking place.

Survey of older texts

Nevertheless it is an astonishing fact that older Ottoman texts written either with the
Arabic or other alphabets do not give any examples of assimilation -#/- > -1l-. In the
case of texts written by Turks, this could of course be explained as the effect of a
graphic convention, but still it is remarkable that no example whatsoever reflects the
actual pronunciation if assimilation did take place in the spoken language. Ac-
cordingly we are tempted to assume that it did not take place in the spoken language.
In the so-called transcription texts, i.e. texts written mostly by foreigners, such as
conversation guides, no reflexes of assimilation -#/- > -//- are found either. Although
most older texts represent Istanbul Turkish, texts known to have been written in
Anatolia (such as Siiheyl ii Nevbahar, see Banguoglu 1938: 11) do not provide us
with examples of -7/- assimilation either. For the transcription texts this could
perhaps be explained by the fact that the authors knew Ottoman orthography and
transferred the principles of that to their home-made orthography in Latin, Greek, or

I

7 E.g., the dialects in Northwest Bulgaria have a present tense formation without an -r not
very different from the ones found in Trabzon and in certain East Anatolian dialects, see
Németh 1965: 84-86, Brendemoen 2002 1: 259-262.
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Armenian script, regardless of how the actual pronunciation was in the spoken
language.® This is, however, contradicted by the fact that other kinds of assimilations
are quite common in these texts, such as -nl- > -nn- and -Is- > -ss-, e.g. bunnar,
olsunnar, giinniik, etc. (in Karamanlidic texts, see Eckmann 1950: 196-197). This
kind of assimilations, which all are at variance with Ottoman orthography, are also
found in older transcription texts such as the Mithlbacher text from the 15th century
(miskinner, ossun), and in the grammar by Pietro della Valle from the beginning of
the 17th century (oral communication from Dr. Heidi Stein), it is stated explicitly
that assimilated forms such as ossun, and ossunlar (for olsun, olsunlar) are charac-
teristic of everyday speech. The only case where the assimilation of -#/- to -//- is at-
tested in older texts, is to my knowledge in Azerbaijanian, but not Ottoman ma-
nuscripts (e.g. in Foy’s 1903 study, where Azeri forms such as olulla (corresponding
to ST olurlar) are mentioned (p. 193)). Thus, in a manuscript of the poems by the
Azerbaijanian poet Fuzili from the beginning of the 16th century, copied in Kerbela’
in Iraq in 1576, forms such as soyleller, donderiiller, agallar are found (Olcay 1956:
38), showing that this kind of assimilations are quite old in Azeri.

Examples of dropping of syllable-final -» are, however, found in other texts, if not
very frequently in older texts, e.g. in absolute auslaut position in durla, dirilirle in
the so-called Miihlbacher text with Latin script from the 15th century (see Foy 1902:
241, 272-273). Evliya Celebi’s autograph manuscript of his monumental Seya-
hatname from the 17th century has forms such as déler, olular, and vadir; in fact in
some cases an -7- has been added to the manuscript, indicating perhaps that the forms
without an -- are oral forms (see Duman 1995: 26-27). In the same way, Evliya
himself tells us that “tanners and rebellious artisans™ used such expressions as dldi
*kill!” where the standard language had, as today, 6/diir (see Dankoff 1990: 89).°

Conclusion

Thus, one conclusion of this paper would be that the assimilation of the consonant
group -rl- to -/l- —contrary to the assimilation of other groups—is quite recent in
Western Anatolia and the Balkans, and considerably more recent than the dropping
of -r, and also that it was imported from the east.

I

8 Thus, the so-called Harsany text, which is a conversation book from the 17th century (see

Hazai 1973), contains no example of assimilation or of dropping of -». The very few ex-
amples of other kinds of assimilations are mostly in learned words whose spelling not
everybody would know in Ottoman either (p. 353-354). The case with the so-called
Georgievits text from the middle of the 15th century (see Heffening 1942) is exactly the
same.

It should be added that the argument that dropping of -~ in aorist forms would cause homo-
nymy with optative forms in the case of verbal stems that take a low aorist vowel, could be
quite relevant as a possible reason why more extensive dropping did not take place in older
periods, since the optative was a much more central tense in former times than it is today.
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The other conclusion must be that the different destinies of syllable-final -7- is a
relevant parameter indeed, but that—as with several other of the parameters used—
certain difficulties have to be overcome before we can properly take advantage of it.
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Iker ‘twin’

The editors of TESz (2: 196b-197a) reconstructed the Old Chuvash form *ikir as the
original word for the Hungarian word iker, forms of which have been recorded in
Hungarian as of the 11th century. In their reference to earlier works (including
studies by Budenz, Gombocz, Németh and Ligeti, among others), the editors of
TESz indicate that the word *ikir, an example of the common Turkic -z ~ Chuvash -»
sound correspondence, derives etymologically from the Turkic numeral iki ~ dki,
meaning ‘two’.

Not even the slightest reference can be found in the Turkological literature that
would give one grounds to question the connection between the Turkic numeral
meaning ‘two’ and the Hungarian common noun meaning ‘twin’. However, there is
no explanation either for the obvious lack of sound correspondence between the base
form of the Turkic word meaning ‘two’ and its so-called derivative, the common
noun meaning ‘twin’—which can also be found in a majority of the Turkic lan-
guages. Clauson’s dictionary on Turkic word history and Sevortjan’s etymological
dictionary regard the lexemes *ekkiz ‘twin’ (Clauson 119b) and ekiz ‘bliznecy, dvoj-
nja’ (Sevortjan 1: 252-254) as derivatives of the Old Turkic ekki ‘two’ (Clauson
100b-101a) and iki ‘dva’ (Sevortjan 1: 337-339).

This article does not question the etymological connection between the Turkic
numeral meaning ‘two’ and the Turkic common noun meaning ‘twin’, but it does
hope to provide an explanation for the significant differences between the two word
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forms (initial vowel, medial consonant), which, although present in a number of
Turkic languages, have not been examined with sufficient care.'

In a few of the Modern Turkic languages, the phonetic differences mentioned
above do not appear among the lexemes under examination. The lexemes in these
languages are the following:

Oghuz languages (O): iki ‘dva’—ikiz ‘dvojnja, bliznecy’ (Tt);
iki ‘dva’—ikiz ‘bliznecy; dvojnja’ (Gag);

Siberian Turkic languages (S): iyi ‘dva’—iyis ‘dvojnja’ (Tuv);,
iki ‘dva’—ikis ‘bliznecy, dvojnja; dvojnik” (Khak).

The data within this group indicate that the word meaning ‘twin’ was formed
through the addition of the old final *+z (more precisely *+(X)z) formant to the base
numeral. The data in the Siberian Turkic languages (Tuvan, Khakas) ending in the
suffix +s—in line with the devoicing -z > -s regular sound change in these lan-
guages—present the sound one may expect as the sound resulting from the historical
formant *+(X)z.

The group of languages showing phonetic difference(s) between these two words
is rather larger than the one above, which included languages with proper cor-
respondences. For a better overview of these languages and their forms, they are pre-
sented in various subgroups.

A. Difference in the correspondence of the vowels in the first syllable:
Oghuz languages: iki ‘dva’—dkiz ‘bliznecy, dvojnja’ (Az),
iki ‘dva’—eékiz ‘dvojnja, bliznecy, dvojnjaski’, ékizék® ‘odin iz bliznecov’ (Tkm).

Only two Oghuz languages belong to this subgroup. The phonetic difference lies
in the fact that the initial vowel in the numeral meaning ‘two’ is more closed than
that in the common noun meaning ‘twin’. This phenomenon—at the present state of
our knowledge—cannot be explained properly. Nevertheless, it may be possible that
in Azeri and Turkmen the vowel in the second open syllable had an impact on the
first vowel syllable through regressive assimilation, an impact which vowels in
closed syllables could not have. This is clearly on the level of a working hypothesis,
and as such, calls for further investigation.

The difference in sound correspondence between the two lexemes cannot serve as an
argument against the etymological connection. This is so not only because the connection
is borne out by semantics, but also because similar sound differences can be located in a
number of languages between the base numeral and the derivative common noun, cf. e.g.
English two and twin, German zwei and Zwilling, Russian dva and dvojnja.

The Turkmen item is a derivative with the suffix +4%. Cf. also below the endings of the
words Tatar igézik, Bashkir igédik, Karaim of Troki ékiz 'ak, égiz’ak.
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B. Difference appears in the feature of the medial consonants:

Kipchak languages (K): ik¢ ‘dva, dve, dvoe’—igéz ‘bliznecy, dvojnja, dvojnjaski;
(peren.) ljudi, blizkie i poxoZie drug na druga’, cf. igézik: 3¢ igézdk “trojnja’
(Tat),

iké ‘dva, dve, dvojka; para prost.’—igéd ‘dvojnja; dvojnjaski razg.; bliznecy’, cf.
igéddk id. (Bashk);,

éki “dva’—égiz “bliznecy, dvojnja; para odinakovyx’ (Kirg);

¢éki “dva; dvu-, dvux-"—égiz ‘bliznecy; dvojnja, dvojnjaski’ (Nog);,

¢éki “dva, dvoe’, cf. ékiz'ak ‘dvojnoj’—égiz 'ak ‘bliznec’ (Kar T),

¢éki “dva, dvoe’—égiz ‘bliznec’ (Kar C);,

yeki ‘dva’—yegiz ‘bliznecy; dvojnja’ (Kzk);

¢éki ‘dva’—égiz “bliznecy, dvojnja’ (Kmk);

éki ‘dva®—égiz, égizle® ‘dvojnja, bliznecy’ (Krch-BIk);

Siberian Turkic languages (S): éki / ékki ‘dva’—égis “dvojnja, bliznecy’ (Oyr Kmd).

The Kipchak languages and the Oyrot dialect are connected because the medial
strong explosive in the numeral meaning ‘two’ is replaced by a weak explosive in the
word meaning ‘twin’. At this point, we can only offer an assumption as a possible
explanation.® It seems that as a result of the effect of the consonant in the final suffix
+(X)z, the medial long consonant shortened (*-kk- > *-k-) so early that it preceded
the change of intervocalic *-k- > -g-, which is a phonetic feature of the languages
listed in this subgroup.

C. Alternating representations—only partly, due to internal language differences both
in the case of the initial vowels and the medial consonants:

Kipchak languages (K): éki / iki ‘dva, dvoe’—égizék bliznec’ (Kar H),

éki / yeki | yekki / ikki ‘dva’—yegiz ‘bliznecy, dvojnja’ (Kkalp);’

Siberian Turkic languages: éki ‘dva’—égis / igis ‘bliznecy, dvojnja; para’ (Oyr),

Turki languages (T): ikki ‘dva’—egiz ‘dvojnja, bliznecy’ (NUyg);

ikki ‘dva’—égiz ‘bliznecy’ (Uzb),

Chuvash (Ch): ikkg, iké, ik ‘dva’®—yekér ‘dvojnoj; sdvoennyj; para’, cf. yekéres bliz-

necy, dvojnja; nerazluényj’.

The Karachay-Balkar word égizle is a further derivative.

This is an assumption—and not a working hypothesis—as the very same phenomenon will
appear in the case of 6kor, the second Turkic loanword discussed in this article. Other ex-
amples will be listed there to strengthen this assumption.

Some of the Karakalpak data show a secondary initial y-. See also the similar—also
secondary—y- in the Chuvash data.

The variety of the Chuvash data may be explained by their functional distribution, similar
to the Hungarian forms meaning ‘two’, két and kettd.
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The explanations offered as a working hypothesis and an assumption under
points A and B above may also serve as an explanation for the inconsistencies in
these data as well.

However, it must be emphasised that at this point, based on the present state of
our knowledge, these phenomena cannot be explained with absolute certainty. Natur-
ally, another general linguistic explanation may also be offered, yet again, as a
working hypothesis: the languages in groups B and C attempted to mark a phonetic
difference in order to indicate some semantic distinction.

From among the more significant modern Turkic languages, the Yakut words ikki
‘dva’—igiré, igirélér ‘bliznecy’ (RusskJakSl) were not listed in group B, since the
Yakut word meaning ‘twin’ is a loanword from Mongolian.” The Mongolian word,
however, is of Turkic origin, and has also found its way into some of the Tungusic
languages.®

Okér ‘ox’

The editors of TESz (3:23a) maintain that the Hungarian word 6kér “is a Chuvash-
type Old Turkic loanword”, which possibly derived from “a Turkic form of *okiir
which entered the Hungarian language™.

As for the origin of the Turkic word, various theories have gained currency in the
Turkological literature; however, within historical linguistics, two major theories can
be found.” Both of these regard this word as being of Indo-European origin.

One of these maintains that the Turkic word meaning ‘ox’ derived from a
Tokharian A dialectal form of okds (see more recently Clauson 120a),'® while the

7 Cf. Mongolian ikire, ikere “twins’ (L). For further Mongolian data, see Ligeti (1986:311).
Besides Yakut, Mongolian loanwords may also be found in some of the Siberian Turkic
languages: Khakas dialect ikere ‘dvojnja (o Zivotmyx)’, Koybal ikkird “dvojniki; die Zwil-
linge’ (R 1:1420).

& Doerfer (1965:189-191) argues convincingly against the views held by Ramstedt (1957:
113) and Poppe (1960:105), which maintain that the Turkic, Mongolian and Tungusic data
derive from the Altaic base word. He also points out that the stem of the word ekiz ‘twin’
is the Turkic word eki ‘two’, which is unknown in Mongolian. Moreover, the suffix +z is
also Turkic, being unknown with the same function in Mongolian. Doerfer’s entry also of-
fers a thorough survey of the way this word has spread in other languages as well as
illustrating well through a number of examples how in a number of languages throughout
the world the numeral meaning ‘two’, which is part of the basic vocabulary, is a loanword
like the common noun meaning ‘twin’. Doerfer lists the Hungarian word iker among these
examples.

A good summary of the history of scholarship on the etymological change of the Turkic

word meaning ‘ox’ is provided by Andras Roéna-Tas in his unpublished dissertation, see

Rona-Tas Diss. 460-467 and Sevortjan 1: 522-523.

9
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other one (cf. Ramstedt 1957: 103-104, among others) connects the Turkic word to
the well-known Indo-European word family *peku (cf. OldInd pasu, Lat pecu, pecus,
Goth faihu, Germ Vieh etc.)."' Neither of these theories that propose an Indo-
European origin would seem to be plausible.

Before suggesting an etymology which would consider an inner Turkic onoma-
topoeic base word for the origin,' let us see the data related to the Hungarian word
okor in the modern Turkic languages.'

Oghuz languages (O): okiiz ‘byk, vol’ (Tt), dkiiz ‘byk, vol’ (Az), ékiiz “vol’ (Gag);
Okiiz ‘byk, vol’ (Tkm);,

Kipchak languages (K): iigéz ‘byk, bugaj; (peren.) oen' bol’30j i sil’nyj (o deloveke)’
(Tat), iigéd ‘byk, vol’ (Bashk);, dgiiz “vol, kastrirovannyj byk’> (Kirg), dgiz
‘vol, byk; (peren.) ploho soobraZajui¢ij delovek® (Nog); égiz “byk, vol’ (Kar
H), ogiiz ‘byk’> (Kar C), og'uz’ id. (Kar T), égiz “‘vol’ (Kzk), égiz ‘byk’
(Kkalp);, dgiiz “vol’ (Cr Tat); dgiiz “vol’ (Kmk); dgiiz ‘vol’ (Kré-Blk);

Siberian Turkic languages (S): —;

Turki languages (T): dkuz / x6kuz'* ‘byk, vol> (NUig); ékiiz ‘steer’ (NUygJarring),
oqus ‘korova; byk, vol’ / okus ‘krupnyj, rogatyj skot” / kus ‘byk, vol’ / qus
‘korova; byk, vol’ (YUygMalov 1957);'° xikiz “vol’ (Uzb),

Yakut (Y): ogus, ogos'® ‘byk voobie; byk, vol’ (Pekarskij 2: 1786-1787); cf. also at
ogusl7 ‘vol’ (RusskJakSl),

10 This is Clauson’s modified view, since he earlier (Clauson 1959) regarded this Turkic

word as a derivative of a Tokharian B dialectal form okso. Both of Clauson’s views are
criticised by Doerfer (1963:539), who points out that the Tokharian origin is highly
unlikely. He argues that Clauson disregards the fact that the Mongolian word of Turkic
origin is found in the form hiiker > iiker ‘bovine animal, ox, cow; large, big; the second of
the twelve animals of the zodiac® (L) and that the Middle Mongolian initial /- historically
may also have derived from an Ancient Turkic *p-.

Problems with phonetics (vocalism in the first syllable!) and semantics (the Indo-
European word means ‘animal; cattle, livestock’, but not ‘0x”) in this latter etymology
have already been pointed out by Doerfer as well in the work mentioned above
(1963:539).

This explanation has surfaced before. A summary of the possibilities regarding an ono-
matopoeic base is offered in Andras Rona-Tas’s unpublished dissertation (Rona-Tas, Diss.
464). Rona-Tas, however, does not accept this explanation.

For a list of the language historical data, see Clauson 120a; Sevortjan 1:521-523.

The initial x- in the NUyg word x6kuz may be secondary, but may also be archaic. The
same applies to the initial sound x- in the Uzbek word.

In the Yellow Uyghur words kus and qus the disappearance of the initial vowel is, of
course, a secondary phenomenon.

The back vowel in the Yakut word may be secondary, just like in the Yellow Uyghur
word.

11
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Khalaj (Kh): —;
Chuvash (Ch): vakdr, makar'® byk’.

When determining the inner Turkic origin of the Turkic word meaning ‘ox’, a Turkic
verb must also be included in the discussion. On the basis of its form and meaning, it
seems that this verb, although not present in all the language branches, should be
included in the investigation.

Oghuz languages (O): —;

Kipchak languages (K): sikér- ‘revet’, vopit’, cf. diksé- ‘vilipyvat’, plakat’ vilipy-
vaja’ (Tat), sikér- ‘revet’, ryat’, rydat’; (peren.) vyt’, Sumet’; gudet”, cf.
iikhé- ‘gromko plakat’, rydat’; prizyvno revet’ (o Zivomyx)> (Bashk), okiir- ‘(o
byke, bugae) revet’; (o muzcéine) gromko plakat’ i priditat’ (pokacivajas’
korpusom s boku na bok, priblizajas’ k domu, k jurte, gde est’ ili nedavno byl
pokojnik)’, cf. 6ksé- ‘gromko plakat’, rydat’; (peren.) plakat’sja, Zalovat’sja na
sud’bw’, okiim'® ‘nesderzannyj, vspyl’Givyj; neterpelivyj, toroplivyj’ (Kirg),
okir- ‘revet’, mydat’; vopit’, rydat™’, cf. oksi- ‘rydat’; vilipyvat’> (Nog), ékir-
‘sto-nat’; rycéat’; revet’, mycat” (Kar H), okiir- ‘plakat’, revet’; mydat> (Kar
C), ok'ur- ‘vyt’, rydat’, zevat” (Kar T), 2 okir- ‘revet’ (o korove), (peren.)
rydat' (o celoveke) (Kzk), okir- ‘kridat’; revet’, plakat’ (Kkalp), odkiir-
‘revet” (Cr Tat), okiir- ‘gudet’; gremet’; buSevat’; rydat’; (peren.) gremet’,
slavit’sja’ (Kmk); okiir- ‘revet’” (Krch-Blk);

Siberian Turkic languages (S): cf. dkso- ‘gor’ko plakat’, gromko plakat’, rydat”
(Oyr); okso- ‘kridat’ (OyrTuba);

Turki languages (T): xokiiri- ‘revet’, rykat’ (o zverjax), rydat’, gromko plakat’’; cf.
Oksii- ‘v8lipyvat’, rydat’, plakat’ navzryd’ (NUyg); #kir- ‘revet’> (Uzb),

Yakut (Y): —;

Khalaj (Kh): —;

Chuvash (Ch): sixér- ‘Sumet’, gudet’; ry&at”, vyt’, kridat™.

If the Turkic noun meaning ‘ox’ is connected to the Turkic word meaning ‘to bel-
low, low’, which is justiﬁable,21 it must be decided whether the noun meaning ‘ox’
should be regarded as a derivative of the verbal base word, or the other way round.

The first element of the Yakut compound is the word af meaning ‘horse’ which is well-
known in the Turkic languages (see Pekarskij 1:182).

The latter dialectal form with the initial m- (see Egorov) is secondary. At the same time,
the appearance of the prothesis v- in the word vakdr reflects a regularity.

The etymological status of the lexeme &kiim is problematic. If it is an old derivative, it
may be connected to a form with the morphological segmentation of *pdk+U-(X)m.
KRPSI makes a mistake in suggesting that the word agir- ‘revet’, stonat>> (Kar K) belongs
here.

See the etymology suggested by Brockelmann (1954: 49), according to which the Turkic
word buga may be a derivative of the onomatopoeic base word *bu- followed by the suf-

20

21
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It seems that the common noun meaning ‘ox’ is of verbal origin, as the data fail
to bear out derivation from the other direction.

The verb meaning ‘to bellow, low’ may derive from an onomatopoeic nominal
base. This base may have been the form *pok in Ancient Turkic. The base word *pék
may have been followed by the suffix +kVr-;* thus, the reconstructed Ancient
Turkic form must have been *pokklVr-.

The Ancient Turkic common noun meaning ‘ox’ may be a derivative of the verb
form reconstructed as *pok+kVr- followed by the suffix -(X)z: *pokkVr-(X)z >
*pokkXz > *pokXz.

The possibility of the *pokkVr-(X)z > *pokkXz development is borne out by a se-
ries of convincing morphological analogies from Erdal’s monograph on Old Turkic
word formation (1991:323):

kituz ‘a mad dog’ < *kiutur-(u)z,

drgiiz [‘snow and ice melting at the beginning of spring’] < *drgiir-(ii)z;,
munduz [‘senile, simple-minded’] < *mun-dur-(u)z,

adiz [‘a smaller (uncultivated) piece of land’] < *adir-(i)z,

yaviz ‘bad’ < *yavri-z,

samiz “fat (adj., of an animal)’ < *sdmri-z.

The examples listed by Erdal reveal the expansionist behaviour of the Old Turkic
suffix -(X)z, which has resulted in the shortening of the endings on verbal bases end-
ing in °#(¥)-, or, to be more precise, their elision.

The change of *pokkXz > *pokXz as suggested above—that is, the shortening of
the internal long consonant *-kk-—would be the same presumed change presented in

fix -gA. Sevortjan (2:231-232) rejects Brockelmann’s etymology, but his discussion lacks
clear argumentation.

The nature of the vowel in the suffix is questionable. The applicable section of Erdal’s ex-
cellent work on Old Turkic word formation (1991: 465-467) cannot be regarded as the
final solution for three reasons. First, because among his examples for various onomato-
poeic bases—eleven examples, to be precise, in which bases are followed by the formant
which Erdal determines as +klr-—there are only two bases with a labial vowel (bii(r) +
kiir-, ii§ + kiir-), which may offer a possibility for determining whether the vowel in the
denominal verbal formant was indeed -X- (that is, with four vowel variants) or -/- (that is,
palatal and unrounded), thus, the other nine examples are not significant in this respect.
Second, two of the Old Turkic examples listed by Erdal, (bii(r) + kiir-, iis + kiir-)—as the
data reveal—vary in the nature of the second vowel (-X- / -I-). Third, the fact that Erdal
examined only the Old Turkic corpus, with which—although we tend to forget this—the
Ancient Turkic data may not be identified, also makes it problematic to determine the
vowel in the given suffix.

The regularity indicated here is borne out by a number of examples, which I plan to dis-
cuss in a separate study in the near future.

22
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connection with the suffix +(X)z in the case of the change in *d@kki+(X)z > *dkiz
‘twin’ discussed in the first part of this article.

The presumed change in the long consonant -kk- before -z and its subsequent
weakening as witnessed in the Turkic language branches in which it occurred in the
case of the Turkic common nouns meaning ‘twin’ and ‘ox’ is further borne out by
two Turkic numerals.

Old Turkic tokkiiz (d-) ‘nine’ (Clauson 474b)

Oghuz languages (O): dokuz (Tt), dogguz (Az), dokuz (Gag), dokuz (Tkm);,

Kipchak languages (K): tugiz (Tat), tugi® (Bashk), togiz (Nog), toguz (Kar T, H),
dokuz (Kar C), togiz (Kzk), toguz / togiz / togus / togi's / togquz (Kkalp), toguz
(Kirg), doquz (Cr Tat); toguz (Kmk), toguz (Krch-Blk);"

Siberian Turkic languages (S): togus (Oyr), togus (OyrTuba), togus (OyrKmd), fos
(Tuv), togis (Khak),

Turki languages (T): togquz (NUyg), toqoz / toquz / togquz (NUygJlarring), togis /
to’'qis (YUyg), togos (Sal);

Yakut (Y): togus (RusskJakSl);

Khalaj (Kh): toqquz,

Chuvash (Ch): tdxxdr, tdxdr.

Old Turkic sdkkiz “eight’ (Clauson 823b)

Oghuz languages (O): sekiz (Tt), sikkiz (Az), sekiz (Gag), sekiz (Tkm),

Kipchak languages (K): sigéz (Tat), higéd (Bashk), segiz (Nog), segiz' (Kar T), ségiz
(Kar H), sékiz (Kar C), segiz (Kzk), sdkkiz / segiz (Kkalp), segiz (Kirg), sekiz
(Cr Tat), segiz (Kmk), segiz (Krch-Blk);

Siberian Turkic languages (S): segis (Oyr), segis (OyrTuba), cf. segizen ‘vosem’-
desjat’ (OyrKmd), ses (Tuv), sigis (Khak);

Turki languages (T): sdkkiz (NUyg), sekiz / sekiz (NUyglarring), sekes / sak'is
(YUyg), sekis / sekes / sekis (Sal),

Yakut (Y): agis (RusskJakSl),

Khalaj (Kh): sdkkiz,

Chuvash (Ch): sakkdr.

It must also be noted that, with the exception of a few relatively new loanwords
from Russian (see, e.g., nakaz, ukaz), the only word structure which can be found in

24 Among the data from the Kipchak languages, the modern forms of the Old Turkic lexeme
tokkuz with the internal -K- (or, even -KK-) in Crimean Karaim, Crimean Tatar, Kara-
kalpak, are exactly the same as the corresponding modern Turkic representatives of the
Old Turkic numeral sdkkiz listed below. These so-called ‘A-Kipchak’ forms may not
necessarily be explained in the same way. The Crimean Tatar data—just like the whole
Crimean Tatar language—may show Oghuz influence. The same may also hold true for
the Crimean Karaim form. However, further data and investigation would be required to
explain the variations within the Karakalpak form.
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the Turkic languages mentioned above is (C)VGVz™; no lexeme exists with the
structure ‘(C)VKVz’. However, forms with the structures (C)VKV(C) are also known
to exist,” if the syllable following -k~ does not end in -°z. All of this means—it
seems—that we have found (at least one of) several reasons why the old intervocalic
long -kk- not only shortens in some of the Turkic languages, but then also weakens
the formally long strong consonant, while in other examples—in the very same
languages—it merely shortens.
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BRH = Basqortsa-russa hiiolék. Edited by Uraqgsin Z. & Miskéi, G. Nasridtd Digora. 1996.

Ch = Chuvash, see CVSI.

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

Clauson 1959 = Clauson, G. 1959. The earliest Turkish loan words in Mongolian. Central
Asiatic Journal 4: 174-187.

Cr Tat = Crimean Tatar, see KrTatRSI.

CVSI = Cavasla—virdsla slovar’. Edited by Skvorcov, M. & Muskav, I. Russkij Jazyk. 1982.

Doerfer 1963 = Doerfer, G. Tiirkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen. 1. Wies-
baden: Steiner.

Doerfer 1965 = Doerfer, G. Tiirkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen. 2. Wies-
baden: Steiner.

Doerfer-Tezcan = Doerfer, G. & Tezcan, S. 1980. Worterbuch des Chaladsch. (Dialekt von
Charrab). Budapest: Akadémiai Kiad6.

Egorov = Egorov, V. G. 1964. Etimologideskij slovar’ éuvasskogo jazyka. Ceboksary: Cu-
va§skoe kniZnoe izdatel’stvo.

Erdal 1991 = Erdal, M. 1991. Old Turkic word formation. A functional approach to the
lexicon 1-2. (Turcologica 7.) Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Gag = Gagauz, see GRMSIL.

GRMSI = Gagauzsko—russko—moldavskij slovar’. Edited by Baskakov, N. A. Moskva: Sovet-
skaja Enciklopedija. 1973.

Judaxin = Judaxin, K. K. 1965. Kirgizsko-russkij slovar’. Moskva: Sovetskaja Enciklopedija.

K = Kipchak languages.

2 See, e.g., Tatar of Kazan (Tat) agiz-, bugaz, igéz, kigéz-, mégéz, nigéz, sagiz, sigéz, tigéz,

tugiz, tigiz, uglz, iigéz, etc.
See, e.g., from Tatar of Kazan (Tat) again: akay- and akay, akir-, baka, bakir, bikd, biikin,
yoki', kikér-, etc.
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Kar H = Karaim Halich dialect, see KRPSI.

Kar C = Karaim Crimean dialect, see KRPSI.

Kar T = Karaim Troki dialect, see KRPSI.

KhakRSl = Xakassko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Baskakov, N. A. Moskva: Gosudarstvennoe
izdatel’stvo inostrannyx i nacional’nyx slovarej. 1953.

Kh = Khalaj, see Doerfer-Tezcan.

Khak = Khakas, see KhakRS].

Kirg = Kirghiz, see Judaxin

Kkalp = Karakalpak, see KkalpBask.

KkalpBask = ‘Slovar ” in Baskakov, N. A. 1951. Karakalpakskij jazyk. 1. Materialy po dialek-
tologii. Moskva: Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR.

Kmk = Kumyk, see KmkRS]I.

KmkRS! = Kumyksko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Bammatov, Z. Z. Moskva: Sovetskaja Encik-
lopedija. 1969.

Koyb =Koybal, see R.

Krch-Blk = Karachay-Balkar, see RusskKBSI.

KRPSI = Karaimsko-russko-pol’skij slovar’. Edited by Baskakov, N. A. et al. Moskva: Russ-
kij jazyk. 1974.

CrTatRSI = Krymskotatarsko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Asanov, S. A. et al. Kiev: Radjans’ka-
ja 8kola. 1988.

Kzk = Kazakh, see KzkRSI.

KzkRSI1 = Maxmudov, X. & Musabaev, G. Kazaxsko-russkij slovar’. Alma-Ata: Izdatel’stvo
Akademii Nauk Kazaxskoj SSSR.1954.

L =Lessing, F. D. 1973. Mongolian-English dictionary. Bloomington: The Mongolia Society.

Ligeti 1986 = Ligeti Lajos 1986. A magyar nyelv torék kapcsolatai a honfoglalas elétt és az
Arpdd-korban. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiad6.

Nog 0 =Nogay, see NRSI.

NRSI = Nogajsko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Baskakov, N. A. Moskva. 1963.

NUyg = New Uighur, see UjgRSI.

NUyglJarring = Jarring, G. 1964. An Eastern Turki-English dialect dictionary. Lund: CWK
Gleerup.

NyK = Nyelvtudomanyi Kézlemények. Pest [later] Budapest. 1 (1862) —

O = Oghuz languages.

Oyr = Oyrot, see OyrRSI.

OyrKmd = Oyrot language, Kumandi dialect, see Baskakov 1972.

OyrRSI = Ojrotsko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Baskakov, N. A. Moskva: Gosudarstvennoe iz-
datel’stvo inostrannyx i nacional’nyx slovarej. 1947.

OyrTuba = Oyrot language. Tuba dialect, see Baskakov 1966.

Poppe 1960 = Poppe, N. 1960. Vergleichende Grammatik der altaischen Sprachen 1. Verglei-
chende Lautlehre. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

R = Radloff, W. 1893-1911. Versuch eines Worterbuches der Tiirk-Dialecte 1-4. Sanktpe-
terburg.

Ramstedt 1957 = Ramstedt, G. J. 1957. Einfiihrung in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft 1.
Lautlehre. Mémoires de la Société Finno-Ougrienne 104:1. Helsinki.
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Rona-Tas Diss. = Rona-Tas, A. 1970. Az altaji nyelvrokonsag vizsgalatanak alapjai. A nyely-
rokonsag elmélete és a csuvas-mongol nyelvviszony. Akadémiai doktori értekezés. Buda-
pest. Unpublished.

RusskKBSI = Russko-karacaevo-balkarskij slovar’. Edited by Sujunéev, X. I. & Urusbiev, L
X. Moskva: Sovetskaja Enciklopedija. 1965.

RusskJakSl = Russko-jakutskij slovar’. Edited by Afanas’ev, P. S. & Xaritonov, L. N. Mosk-
va: Sovetskaja Enciklopedija. 1968.

S = Siberian Turkic languages.

Sevortjan 1-2 = Sevortjan, E. V. Etimologiceskij slovar’ tjurkskix jazykov 1-2. Moskva. 1974-
1978.

Sal = Salar, see Tenisev.

T = Turki languages.

Tat = Tatar of Kazan, see TRSI.

Tenidev = Tenidev, E . R. 1976. Stroj salarskogo jazyka. Moskva: Nauka. 1976.

TESz = A magyar nyelv torténeti-etimolégiai szétara 1-4. Edited by Benkd, L. Budapest: Aka-
démiai Kiad6. 1967-1984.

Tkm = Turkmen, see TkmRSI.

TkmRSI = Turkmensko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Baskakov, N. A. et al. Moskva: Sovetskaja
Enciklopedija. 1968.

TRSI = Tatarsko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Golovkina, O.V. Moskva: Sovetskaja Enciklope-
dija. 1966.

Tt = Turkish, see TuRSI.

TuRSI = Turecko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Mustafaev, E. M.-E. et al. Moskva: Russkij Jazyk.
1977.

Tuv = Tuvan, see TuvRSI.

TuvRSl = Tuvinsko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Pal ‘mbax, A. A. Moskva: Gosudarstvennoe iz-
datel’stvo inostrannyx i nacional’nyx slovarej. 1955.

UygRSI = Ujgursko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Raximov, T. R. Moskva: Sovetskaja Enciklope-
dija. 1968.

Uzb = Uzbek, see UzbRSI.

UzbRSI1 = Uzbeksko-russkij slovar’. Edited by Borovkov, L. K. et al. Moskva: Gosudarst-
vennoe izdatel’stvo inostrannyx i nacional’nyx slovarej. 1959.

Y = Yakut, see Pekarskij; RusskJakSl.

YUygMalov = Malov, S. E., Jazyk Zeltyx ujgurov. Alma-Ata: Nauka. 1957.
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Dybo, Anna 2005. On the problems of Oghuz morphophonology. Turkic Languages
9,199-204.

The paper deals with the alternation of forms with and without a narrow vowel in
Oghuz lexical stems. Reconstructions show that Proto-Turkic possessed stems with
consonant clusters which were later eliminated, i.e. simplified or resolved by vowel
epenthesis. It can be demonstrated that the alternation in Proto-Oghuz was originally
governed by purely phonemic rules—as still in modern Turkmen—and later over-
lapped by processes of morphological analogy. In the present paper, a list of native
Turkish disyllabic noun stems is compared with reconstructed Proto-Turkic forms and
parallels from other Turkic languages. Certain Proto-Turkic forms ended in a final clus-
ter, while others displayed a vowel between the two last consonants. Turkish stems
that exhibit the alternation go back to stems both with and without final clusters.
Some stems do not display the alternation although they originate in Proto-Turkic
forms with final clusters. We may assume a development from phonemically condition-
ed alternations to processes of paradigmatic unification of the stem forms. In the noun
inflection the alternation is mostly eliminated. Almost all stems that have retained the
alternation belong to semantic groups that are usually are employed with possessive
suffixes. We may assume a development from phonemically conditioned alternations to
processes of paradigmatic unification of the stem forms.

Anna Dybo, Instiutute of Linguistics, Moscow, 121009, Bolshoj Kislovskij per. 1/12,
Russia. Email: adybo@mail.ru

The elision/insertion of a narrow vowel is one of the patterns of alternation in Oghuz
stems and in Turkic stems in general. In Modem Turkish the alternation is distribut-
ed lexically, so it must belong to the morphophonological stratum of the language
system. In nominal paradigms, grammars describe it as quite parallel to the rule of
loan-word adaptation, i.e. the insertion of a vowel to resolve a cluster inadmissible in
the Auslaut (see, e.g., Kononov 1956: 28). A reference to the presence of an alter-
nation is usual in Turkish lexicography. The same rule exists in Gagauz (Pokrov-
skaja 1964: 46-48) and probably in Azeri, but standard dictionaries of these lan-
guages contain no references to the presence of alternation in the stems. In Gagauz
some “secondary” stems are noted, which have developed on the base of petrified
possessive forms of the 3rd person with the alternation and later attached new pos-
sessive affixes, in the post-vocalic form: 6/u — 6lu-su (the modern standard form is o/
— olu) ‘son', burnu — burnu-su ‘nose’, anny — anny-sy ‘front’, kojnu — kojnu-su
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‘chest’ (cf. kojun — kojunu ‘sheep"), bojnu — bojnu-su ‘neck’, gelin/ gelni — gelnisi
‘daughter-in-law’ (recent standard form is gelin — gelini); see Dmitriev 1962: 253.
Such forms are present sporadically also in other Oghuz languages. In Turkmen, the
alternation is not conditioned lexically: the rule is purely phonemic: a narrow vowel
in the structure VCVcl.CV! drops if the resulting consonant cluster belongs to the
following set: RR, RS, SS, Sd, Rd, SZ, RZ (see Grammatika turkmenskogo jazyka
1970: 61-63; the rule is confirmed by materials in Tiirkmen diliniy orfoepik sozhigi
1978).

The full selection of two-syllable nominal stems from the Turkish-Russian dic-
tionary edited by Mustafaev & Starostov (1977) demonstrates that the words that are
genetically Turkic have such alternation only if they have a simple (from the modern
point of view) disyllabic stem with phonemic structure (C)VS/RVS/R. Among the
possible fricatives § is not present. But not all stems with such a structure exhibit the
alternation. See, e.g., the minimal pairs kojun, -jnu ‘lap’ — kojun, -junu ‘sheep’, ka-
Jyn, jny ‘brother-in-law’ — kajyn, -jyny ‘beech’ or a quasi-minimal pair such as beniz,
-nzi ‘face’ — deniz, -nizi ‘sea’.

According to the general principles of the nature of morphophonemic phe-
nomena, we must suppose that historically this alternation, lexically distributed and
partly defined by a phonemic rule, as found in Modern Turkish and some other
Oghuz languages, developed from a purely phonemic rule that was overlapped later
by processes of morphological analogy (or, more specifically, by paradigmatic uni-
fication). On the other hand, the reconstruction of Proto-Turkic lexical stems produc-
ed during the composition of a full Turkic etymological data-base has finally de-
monstrated the presence in Proto-Turkic of stems with consonant clusters, which
were later eliminated in different ways in the various Turkic languages: they were
either simplified or resolved by a narrow vowel epenthesis. Already the Turkish
grammar of Jean Deny (1920: 147-148) raised the question whether the ambiguity of
the behavior of Turkish nouns is related to primarily different endings of their stems.
Now we can try to give a justified answer to this question.

I present here a list of native Turkic disyllabic noun stems with the alternation;
they are listed with Proto-Turkic reconstructions (after the Turkic etymological data-
base) and with relevant parallels from other Turkic languages.

A. Alternative data force us to reconstruct a Proto-Turkic final cluster.”

1. *bgjn ‘neck’: bojyn (Old Uyghur), bojun, bojyn (MK), bojun (QB), Turkish
boyun, -ynu, Chaghatay bojn, bojun (Sanglax, MA), Azeri bojun, -jnu, Turkmen
bojun, Khakas mojyn, Chuvash mwj, Yakut moj (monro-), Dolgan muoj, Tuvan
mojun, Tofan médn (mojnu), Gagauz bojnu, Salar bojny, Kumyk bojun.

2. *Kojn “lap’: qojyn (Yenisei Turkic, Old Uyghur), goj (MK), Turkish koyun,
-ynu, Middle Kipchak gojyn (Caferoglu 1931). Azeri Gojun, -jnu, Turkmen Gojun,

Here and below C is a consonant, V is a vowel, S is a fricative, R is a resonant.
Regarding the reconstruction of clusters of the -jn-type in the finals of stems see Dybo
1996: 38.

2



On the problems of Oghuz morphophonology 201

Khakas xojyn, Chuvash xa%, xii, dialectal xiim, Yakut xgj (xonro-), Dolgan konnok,
Tuvan xoj, Gagauz qojnu, Kumyk qojyn.

3. *bejy ‘brain’: meji, meyi (Old Uyghur), meni MK, QB), Turkish bejin, -jni,
Chaghatay miji (MA), mejn (Sanglax), Azeri bejin, -jni, Turkmen bejni, mejni,
Khakas mi, Chuvash mima, Yakut meji, Dolgan meni, Tuvan mé, Tofan ma, Kumyk
miji.

4 *gokv, *Kokrek ‘chest, breast’: kogiiz (Old Uyghur), kogiiz (MK), Turkish
gogiis, -gsii, Chaghatay kogs, kogiis (Sanglax), kokiis (MA), kokrek (Veljaminov-
Zemov 1868, Borovkov1961), Azeri koks, -ii, Turkmen goviis, kitkrek, Khakas kogis,
Chuvash kv’gv%, Yakut kéyis, Dolgan koksi, Gagauz giis, Salar gofrix, Kumyk
kokiirek. Probably a cluster, considering the sonorization of the central consonant
(clearly primarily voiceless after the Siberian and Chuvash reflexes), which can be
positionally conditioned only by contact with -z (later devoiced in the Proto-Oghuz
cluster?).

5. *Cekn ‘part of the shoulder between the neck and the shoulder blade’: dikin
(Old Uyghur), Turkish cekin, cekini/ cijin, -jni, Chaghatay cikin (Veljaminov-Zermov
1868, Sanglax), Azeri cijin, -jini, Turkmen cigin, Chuvash san ‘body’. Probably a
cluster; otherwise we have no explanation for the variation of voiced/unvoiced
consonant and for the full dropping of the guttural in Chuvash.

6. *ailn derived from *al, “front’: alyn (Old Uyghur), alyn (MK, QB), Turkish
alyn, -Iny, Chaghatay alny-da ‘in the presence of” (Veljaminov-Zemov 1868), Azeri
alyn, -Iny, Turkmen alyn, Khakas alny, Chuvash om, Tuvan alyn, Gagauz anny, Salar
aldy-. Probably a cluster, cf. *geln ‘daughter-in-law’: Chuvash kin, Yakut kijit
(*plur.), Salar kiin, but *Kalyp ‘bride-price’: Chuvash xolem, Yakut xalym, xalyym.

B. Alternative data force us to reconstruct a vowel between two final consonants.

1. *ogul ‘son’: oyul (Orkhon Turkic, Old Uyghur), oyul (MK), Turkish ogul, -glu,
Chaghatay oyul (Pavet de Courteille), Azeri oyul, -ylu, Turkmen oyul, Khakas oyyl,
ol, Chuvash yvsl, Yakut uol, Dolgan uol, Tuvan 6/, Gagauz 6/. Probably not a cluster,
since the y clearly demonstrates an intervocalic development.

2. *agyr ‘mouth’: ayyz (Orkhon Turkic), ayyz, ayaz (Old Uyghur), ayyz (MK),
Turkish agyz, -gzy, Chaghatay ayyz, Azeri ayyz, -yzy, Turkmen ayyz, Khakas as, axsy
(3rd person), Chuvash vo%%°, ure-ls, Yakut uos, Dolgan uos, Tuvan as, agsy (3rd
person), Tofan as, agsy (3rd person), Gagauz as, Salar ayyz, Kumyk awuz. Probably
not a cluster, since the y clearly demonstrates an intervocalic development (cf.
**oOkF).

3. *biagyr ‘liver’: bayyr (Old Uyghur), bayyr (MK), Turkish bagyr, -gry, Cha-
ghatay bayyr (Borovkov 1961, MA), Azeri bayyr, -yry, Turkmen bayyr, Khakas par,
Chuvash pa%er, Yakut byar, Dolgan byar, Tuvan bar, Tofan bar, Salar bayyr.
Probably not a cluster; cf. above.

4. *egin ‘shoulder’: egin (Old Uyghur), egin (MK), Turkish egin, -gni, Chaghatay
egin (Veljaminov-Zemov 1868, Pavet de Courteille), in (Pavet de Courteille), Azeri
djin, -jni, Turkmen egin (dialectal), Khakas iyni, Chuvash aven, an, Yakut ien, Tu-
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van eyin. Primarily not a cluster, cf. the reflexes of the stem with a primary cluster,
*jegn ‘sleeve’ (jey in the majority of languages, Chuvash savny, Yakut iax).

5. *Kadyn ‘in-law’: qadyn (Yenisei Turkic, Old Uyghur), gadyn (MK, QB), qa-
dyn (QB), gajyn (IM), Turkish kajyn, -jny, Chaghatay, Middle Kipchak gajyn (Pavet
de Courteille, MA, Houtsma 1894), Azeri Gajyn, Turkmen Gajyn, Khakas xazyn,
xasty, Chuvash xoren (xon’ < Tatar), Tuvan katy, Tofan xatty, Kumyk gqajyn.
Probably not a cluster, which the intervocalic development in Chuvash shows, cf. the
development of clusters in the stems *bydryk ‘moustache’: bydyq MK), byjyg (IM),
Turkish byjyk, Azeri byy, Turkmen myjq (dialectal), Gagauz byjyk, Chuvash myjyx;
*edpe-r ‘saddle’: eder (MK), Turkish ejer, Chaghatay eger, Uzbek egar, Azeri
Jjdhdr, Turkmen ejer, Khakas izer, Shor ezer, Chuvash janer, Yakut yyyyr, Dolgan
yyyyr, Tuvan ezer, Tofan e zer, Gagauz jer, Salar eyer, Kumyk er; *Kadgu ‘sorrow’:
gadyu (Old Uyghur), gadyu (MK, QB), Turkish kajgy, Chaghatay qajyy (Zajacz-
kowski 1961, Pavet de Courteille), Uzbek gejyy (dialectal), Azeri Gajyy, Turkmen
GajGy, Chuvash xojya, Kumyk qajyy; *edge ‘host’: edi (idi) (Old Uyghur), ige (late
Old Uyghur), jje (TT 6, TT 8), idi (MK), Turkish e, ys, is, Tatar ijd, Chaghatay eje
(Borovkov 1961, Veljaminov-Zemov 1868), ije (Pavet de Courteille, MA), ige
(Borovkov 1961, Pavet de Courteille 1820). Uzbek ega, (dialectal) jigd, ijgd, Azeri
Jjijd, Turkmen eje, Khakas é-zi (haplology of *eze-zi < *ede-si), Chuvash ije, vja,
Tuvan ¢ -zi (haplology of *ede-si), Kumyk jeje.

6. *bEyir ‘face’: bepiz (Orkhon Turkic), mepiz (Old Uyghur), mepiz (MK, QB),
Turkish beniz, -nzi, benze-, Chaghatay bewiz, meniz (Sanglax), Azeri bdniz, -nzi
(Azizbekov 1965), -nizi (Azerbajdzansko-russkij slovar’), banzd-, Turkmen mepiz,
menze-, Khakas mys (Verbickij 1884), Gagauz beniz, benze-. Probably not a cluster —
cf. the development of the cluster in the stems *bin7 ‘awl’: Turkish biz, Azeri biz,
Turkmen bijz/byz, Salar piz, *bénr “ulcer’: bez MK, Chaghatay bez, mez, Turkish bez,
Azeri bdz, viz, Turkmen madz, *byﬁl(yk) ‘cat’: mi§ (MK), Turkish pysyk (dialectal),
pisi, Azeri pisik, Turkmen pisik.

7. *genir ‘nasal cavity’: Turkish geniz, -nzi, Azeri gdniz, -nzi, gdnzik, Turkmen
genz-ew, Yakut keperi ‘bridge of nose’. Probably not a cluster, cf. above.

8. *goy-il ‘heart, mood’: kowiil (Orkhon Turkic, Old Uyghur), kéyil (MK, QB),
Turkish gomiil, -nlii;, gojiin, gojn (dialectal), Chaghatay kowiil (Sanglax, MA), Azeri
koniil, -nlii, Turkmen géviin, kowiil, Khakas kél, koyn-a, Chuvash kama%, Yakut
kowiil, Dolgan kowiil, Tofan xol, Gagauz gon, Salar gdjyy, Kumyk gowniil.

C. The presence of a cluster in protoforms is unclear.

1. *bogiir, *bogrek ‘kidneys’: bogiir (Old Uyghur), bégiir MK), Turkish bogiir,
-grii, bdjrek, bobrek, Chaghatay bogrek (Pavet de Courteille), Azeri bdjiir, -jri,
bojrdk, Turkmen bevrek, bovrek, Khakas piigiirek, piirek, Chuvash piire, Yakut biior,
Tuvan biirek, Tofan bérek, Gagauz biir, biirek, borek, Kumyk biijrek.

2. *¢ygyr ‘boundary, path’: &yru-, ¢yyyr (MK), Turkish ¢igir, -gr1, Chaghatay
&yyr (Sanglax), Turkmen &yyyr, Tuvan Syyr, Tofan Syyr.

3. *omur ‘shoulder’: Turkish omuz, -mzu, Chaghatay omuz (Pavet de Courteille
1820), Turkmen omuz, Chuvash »°mv»%, Kumyk omuz.
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4. *burun (*buryn) ‘nose, before’: burun (Old Uyghur), burun (MK, QB),
Turkish burun, -rnu, Chaghatay burun (Sanglax), Azeri burun, -rnu, Turkmen burun,
Khakas purun, Yakut murun, Dolgan munnu, Tuvan murnu, Tofan murnu, Gagauz
burnu, Salar purny, Kumyk burun.

5. *Karyn ‘belly’: garyn (Old Uyghur), garyn (MK, QB), Turkish karyn,
Chaghatay garyn (Sanglax, MA), Azeri Garyn, -rny, Turkmen Garyn, Khakas xaryn,
Chuvash xyrem, Yakut xaryn, Tuvan xyryn, Tofan xyryn, Gagauz garyn, Salar
qaryn-tas ‘relative’, Kumyk garyn.

6. *ug-ur, *ug-ra- ‘to meet; occasion; time’: uyra-, uyur (Orkhon Turkic, Old
Uyghur), uyra-, uyur (MK), Turkish ugra-, ugur, -gru, Chaghatay oyur (Radloff),
uyra- (Borovkov 1961, Azeri uyur, -yrun, Turkmen uGra-, uyur, Gagauz ir, ira-,
Kumyk oyur.

7. *iagyr ‘heavy, pain’: ayyr (Orkhon Turkic, Old Uyghur), apyr (MK, QB),
Turkish agir, -gri, Chaghatay ayyr (Pavet de Courteille), Azeri ayyr, -yry, Turkmen
ayyr, Khakas ar, Chuvash jyver, Yakut yar, Dolgan yara-kan, Tuvan ar, Tofan ar,
Salar ayyr.

Thus Turkish stems with the alternation (corresponding normally to Azeri stems
with the alternation) practically could have originated with equal probability from
Proto-Turkic stems with final clusters as from those without. Beside these, some
stems appear that had final clusters in Proto-Turkic but resulted, in Turkish and
Azeri, without alternation, e.g., *geln ‘daughter-in-law’ (see above) > gelin, gelini,
(?) *quin “foal’ (cf. Chuvash xum) > kulun, kulunu, *kojn ‘sheep’ (Tuvan xoj, Khakas
xoj, Chaghatay qoj (Veljaminov-Zerov; Sanglax), Uzbek goj, Kumyk qoj, Tatar quj)
> kojun, -junu.

The same alternation as in nominal inflection appears in Turkic word-formation.
In particular, it is widely attested in Turkish and Azeri. What has engaged our at-
tention is that in Turkish and also in Azeri this alternation involves more nominal
stems in the area of adnominal verb formation than in the nominal inflection, cf. ojun
‘play’ — ojunu, but ojna- ‘to play’ (Proto-Turkic *oj-), orun ‘place’ — orunu, but
orna-t- ‘to replace’ (Proto-Turkic *or-um). In deverbal word-formation the
alternation covers practically all stems with convenient phonemic structure (cf.
Sayyr- — cayryl, bujur- — bujruk, egir- — egri, evir- — evrin-), and moreover, where
variants with and without the alternation exist, words with the alternation have
idiomatic meanings, which signifies that they are “older” than the ones without the
alternation, cf. devir- ‘to turn’ — devirim ‘turn’ and devrim ‘cycle, period’.

All represented facts would seem to suggest that the modern state of Turkish and
Azeri originates from a state similar to the one in Turkmen (having purely phonemic
conditions); and from there one can reconstruct the development by supposing
processes of paradigmatic unification of the stem forms. Particularly, in the noun
inflection the alternation is eliminated in the majority of cases. Among the 21 stems
retaining the alternation, two stems are designations of family members, and 17 are
names of body parts (see the list above), i.e. the lexemes belonging to the semantic
groups that usually are employed with possessive affixes; a high incidence of such
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forms clearly conditioned the conservation of the alternation. Thus, we should re-
construct for the Proto-Oghuz stage the Turkmen (or similar) situation, but this situ-
ation is neither a Proto-Turkic nor a Common Turkic one: as it was demonstrated
above, in Proto-Turkic some final clusters existed in disyllabic stems that developed
later in specific ways in some of the Turkic languages.
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This paper gives a brief overview of the question of the language(s) of the Khazar Qagan-
ate (ca. 650 — ca. 965-969), one of the most important Turkic states of the western Eurasi-
an steppe zone. The language is known only through transcriptions of isolated words scat-
tered in a variety of contemporary or near contemporary sources. This study focuses on
certain sound changes that appear to be characteristic of one of the principal Turkic lan-
guages of the Khazars, a language that shows a closer affinity to the Oguro-Bulgaric lan-
guages rather than Common Turkic.
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In 1991, Marcel Erdal, who has contributed so much to our knowledge of Old Turkic
and whose many accomplishments we honor in this issue, published an important ar-
ticle on the name of a Khazar ghuldm, itakh/Itaq, in the service of the ‘Abbasid ca-
liphs of the first half of the ninth century (Erdal 1991). His work prompted me to re-
view these anthroponyms (Golden 2002-2003, 2004), which I had not included in my
earlier Khazar word list (Golden 1980). Erdal’s masterly overview of the current
problems in the study of the sparse remnants of the Khazar language given at the
First International Colloquium on the Khazars Jerusalem, 1999, (Erdal, in press) has
now served as the inspiration for this brief essay. Many basic questions regarding the
Khazar language (or more likely languages) remain unresolved. Largely, this is due
to the lack of texts that can with certainty be identified as Khazar. It may well turn
out that some of the runiform materials found in the Don-Kuban’ regions (see Kljas-
tornyj 1979, Kljastornyj & Vasary 1987, Kyzlasov 1994) and other parts of the West-
ern Eurasian steppelands and Eastern Europe will prove to be Khazar and hence will
provide the substantial texts we need to resolve some of these questions. We must
await their full publication.

One of the many problems we encounter is rather basic: one cannot be sure what
“Khazar” really denotes beyond its obvious political dimensions. References to the
Khazars before the mid-seventh century are probably anachronistic (Golden 1980 I:
50-51, 58-59; Zuckerman 2001: 313-325). The Khazar realm was an offshoot of the
Western Turk Empire and very likely ruled by a dynasty of Turk origin. Hence, the
gentilics “Turk” and “Khazar” are frequently used interchangeably in the sources.
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The Khazar Qagans dominated a complex union of Turkic tribal groupings (includ-
ing, probably, an inner core of Tiirk tribes that accompanied the dynasty) speaking,
one may assume, a number of Turkic languages. Was there an actual “Khazar” tribe
or pre-650 AD tribal union bearing this name? Did it form in the Daghistanian-
Caspian steppes, the “Berzilia” connection, prior to the sixth century as has been
claimed on the basis of ethnogenetic legends recorded by Byzantine and Syriac
sources (Pletnéva 1976: 15)? Did it have a pre-“Berzilian” history? Indeed, is “Kha-
zar’ (Qazar) actually a tribal name? Réna-Tas (1982b, 1982¢) connects them with
the Uygur Qasar tribe and the same name (or anthroponym?) noted in Uygur runic
inscriptions of the mid-eighth century, with Khazar/Qazar as its Bulgaric form. Was
it originally a political term, denoting, perhaps, a group that broke away from the
Western Tirk core (cf. the later Qazags with which term Qazar might conceivably
be related)? The ‘Abbaésid caliphs, when they created their gu/dm army and then
settled them in Samarrd’, gave their Khazar servitors, their own land allotments, next
to those they termed “Turks” (al-Ya‘qlibi 1892: 258-259, 262). As the latter were
settled near the Fardgina ‘men of Farghina’, who were presumably Iranians (Sogdi-
ans), but may have included some Turkic elements, these distinctions (Turk, Far-
ghanian, Khazar) were, perhaps, geographical in origin rather than ethno-linguistic—
although the latter possibility cannot be excluded. There is no doubt that the ‘Abba-
sids ranked the Khazars among the “Turks” (used as a generic) and the sources often
interchange the nisbas “at-Turki” and “al-Xazari” to describe gilmdn who were Kha-
zars or perhaps came from Khazaria.

The classical Muslim geographers, however, did not quite know where to place
Khazar linguistically. Although some scholars (e.g. GadZieva & Serebrennikov 1977:
3, following Baskakov 1969: 237, 231, among others) have declared the Khazars, on
the basis of the statements of the Islamic geographers, as “ethnically close to the Bul-
gars” whose language, they aver, “had much in common with Khazar”, the actual
reports are far more ambiguous. Al-Istaxri, writing in the mid-tenth century (al-
though the first variants of his Kitdb Masdlik al-Mamadlik, part of the geographical
school of al-Balxi, 850-934, may date to the 930s, see Kragkovskij 1957, IV: 197-
198) and probably basing himself on materials from the early part of the tenth cen-
tury, at the latest (Dunlop 1954: 102-104), if not considerably earlier (Zaxoder I: 49-
51) reports two conflicting notices (al-Istaxri 1927: 222, 225): “the language of the
Khazars is different than the language of the Turks and the Persians, nor does a
tongue of (any) group of humanity have anything in common with it” and “the lan-
guage of the Bulgér is like the language of the Khazars, but the Burts have another
language”. The Burtds were located between the right bank of the Middle Volga and
the Middle Don, east of the Iranian Alans, south of the Finnic Mordva and southwest
of the Volga Bulgars. Their ethno-linguistic affiliations have long been the subject of
debate. Finno-Ugric, Iranian (Alano-As) and Turkic connections have been suggest-
ed. They may well have been a mixed grouping (see discussion in Romasov 2002-
2003: 168-179). Ibn Hawgal (1992: 332, 335), who was in the region after 968-9 not
long after Khazaria had been overrun by the Rus’ acting in alliance with the Oguz
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Turks, see Golden (1980, I: 81-83), Konovalova (2003:171-90) basically repeats al-
Istaxri’s remarks: “the language of the Khazars is different than the language of the
Turks and the language of the Persians. None of the languages of humankind has
anything in common with them”. Al-Masddi (1894: 83), writing in the mid-tenth
century, lists the Khazars among the “types of the Turks” (ajnds at-Turk) and adds
that “they are called Sabir in Turkic and Xazar in Persian”. This is most probably a
garbled reflection of the importance of Sabir elements, see Golden (1992: 104-106,
236), Byzantine: Zafipor etc. [Sabir/Savir/Sabir etc.?], Armen.: Uudhpp [Savir-k’,
pl], Khazaro-Hebrew: “mxo [Savir], see Golden (1980, I: 256), among the tribes
brought into the Khazar union. The Sabirs also constituted one of the tribal conglom-
erations of Volga Bulgaria, the s« Sawdr (sometimes written: s [Suwér]), with
changes typical of Bulgar, Sabir > Sawdr (e.g. Common Turkic il-teber ~ Volga Bul-
gar Yil-tawdr, see Ibn Fadlan, Togan (1939): Arabic, 1 / Germ. Transl. 1). The Kha-
zar and Volga Bulgar forms of this ethnonym (and shared ethnic component) appear
to differ here (but, cf. the Khazar guldm, Wasif b. Sawartakin [Sawar Tegin] al-Xa-
zari, Golden 2002-2003: 25). Al-Bir(ini (1923: 41-2), the Khwarazmian polymath (d.
ca. 1050), in discussing the (Volga) Bulgars and Sawérs, who lived in the “most
remote region of the habitable lands, near the end of the Seventh Clime”, remarks
that their language was “compounded (mumtazija) of Turkic and Khazar”. Under-
standably, al-Muqaddasi (1987: 283, writing ca. 985) termed the Khazar language
“very incomprehensible” (Sadid al-ingildq).

We do not know whether one or several languages were denoted under the term
Xazar in the sources. We do not know the extent to which an “official” Khazar
tongue was used in this polyglot state. Al-Istaxri (1927: 191-2) does mention that
“Khazar” was spoken by the populace of Bab al-Abwéb (Darband) along with other
“language(s) of their mountains”. Hence, something that outside observers, however
confused, recognized as “Khazar” must have existed, but the picture remains unclear
at best. Whether traces of Khazar can be discerned in some of the northern dialects of
Azeri Turkic or present day Qip&aq languages of the North Caucasus (see GadZieva
& Serebrennikov 1977: 6-12) remains an open subject. What we can say with some
assurance is that a number of Turkic languages were spoken in Khazaria, one (or
more) of which probably had affiliations with Oguro-Bulgaric. I prefer the term
“Oguro-Bulgaric” rather than “Bulgaric” as the former encompasses speakers of
kindred tongues that were not, strictly speaking, “Bulgars”. Réna-Tas (1982a: 119)
noted that what he termed “Old Bulgarian” comprised “more dialects, and perhaps
even languages™ than is apparent to us today. It is important to bear this in mind.
Indeed, it is not impossible that other branches of Archaic Turkic (for want of a
better term), perhaps quite distinct from “Oguro-Bulgaric” and “Common Turkic”
were present, but have simply disappeared, absorbed by other Turkic groups. One
should also take into account that very little of Danubo-Balkan Bulgaric, a contem-
porary of Khazar, has survived (Pritsak 1955, Tekin 1987; Parzymies 1994). Simi-
larly, the Volga Bulgar inscriptions, our other major, pre-modern source for Oguro-
Bulgaric, date to a considerably later period (the late thirteenth-mid-four-teenth



208 Peter B. Golden

century) and provide rather sparse material (Tekin 1988, Erdal 1993). The recon-
struction of the history of Chuvash, the only surviving Oguro-Bulgaric tongue, is
hardly an uncontested field (see Réna-Tas 1982a, Fedotov 1996b, Tenisev 2002:
6771ff.). It is probable that even if “Khazar” (or one of Khazaria’s principal lan-
guages) did belong to some branch of Oguro-Bulgaric, it was sufficiently different
that people distinguished between the two. This is very different from the relative
uniformity of Common Turkic of which al-Istaxri remarks (1927: 9) “as for the
Turks, all of them, from the Toquz Oguz, Qirgiz, Kimek, Oguz, Qarluq, their lan-
guage is one. They understand one another”. The language which the Islamic geo-
graphers called “Khazar”, at best then, may have had some similarities with Bulgar,
which was known to the Muslim world through trade and the Islamization of the
Volga Bulgars in the early tenth century. Otherwise, Khazar seems to have been
rather alien.

The remnants of the Khazar language, largely titles, names and a few toponyms,
are recognizably Turkic, but complexities of interpretation abound. Thus, even the
personal name discussed by Erdal (1991), ftax [*Itaq], while showing the -ag/-ak
suffix found in many Oguro-Bulgaric forms (e.g. Common Turk. ay ‘moon, month’
> Oguro-Bulg. *ayaq > Chuv. uydx, Common Turk. gi/ ‘thick hair’ > Oguro-Bulg.
*quhg > Chuv. xéléx ‘horse hair’ etc., see Tenisev et al. 2002: 700ff.), lacks, at least
in this anthroponym, the i-/i- > yi-/yi- shift that one finds in Oguro-Bulgaric (cf.
Common Turk. it/it ‘dog’ ~ Oguro-Bulg. *yitaq > Chuv. yitd) and is apparent in the
Khazar title yiliglyélig (see below). We continually encounter a mixed or ambiguous
picture. The name of the oft-debated Khazar fortress of Sarkel, built in ca. 840-41
(this dating has recently been demonstrated by Zuckerman 1997), is a case in point.
Byzantine sources have Sdpke) or variants of it. This can be read as Sarkel or Sarkel
as Greek has no letter for §. The Khazar Hebrew correspondence (letter of Joseph)
has 927w which can be read as Sarkil (more likely given Medieval Hebrew traditions
of transcribing foreign terms) or Sarkil. Two epigraphs on Biblical Codex No. 51 of
the Firkovié& Collection in St. Petersburg, however, have 220 [srql] *Sarqil = *Sarqil
(for these forms see Golden 1980, I: 239-240, Kokovcov 1932, 105-6). In addition, a
Western Circassian (BZedux) tale has preserved the name as Sarqahi of the Qazahra
(Khazars, see Colarusso 1992-1993: 63-68). Constantine Porphyrogenitus (1967:
182) writing in the mid-tenth century, but using sources dating back to the building
of Sarkel, ca. 840-41 (on this date, see Zuckerman, 1997) tells us that the term means
‘white house’ (dompov oomitiov’). Theophanes Continuatus (1838: 122, an an-
onymous collection of three or four authors covering the period 813-961 the last part
of which was probably written before 963, Prodolzatel’ Feofana 1992: 217-219)
translates this toponym with the more classical Aeukov oiknpa - with the same mean-
ing. This translation is confirmed by the Rus’ name of the town, Bela VeZa “White
Fort” and the Arabic al-Baydd’ ‘white (town)’, although the latter was used, perhaps,
for more than one town or fort in the region. Hence, an Oguro-Bulgaric *Sari(g) kil
‘white house’ (Modern Chuvash Surd kil “white house™), would appear to be the best
match for at least one of the forms that has come down to us. Ligeti posits the Khazar
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word as Sar/Sar: ‘white” (Ligeti 1986: 18, 95, 475-457) presumably from an Oguro-
Bulgaric *sarig. However, its Common Turkic equivalent, sarig (see TeniSev 1997:
681-682) as well as Hung. sdrga (< Oguro-Bulgaric, see Ligeti 1986: 18, 95) and
Class. Mong. sira, Mod. $ar, all denote ‘yellow’. The two Biblical Codex epigraphs
coming through Firkovi¢ may have been altered (on Firkovi¢ and the much-debated
question of his forgeries, see Vixnovi¢ 1997), but what is one to make of the Circas-
sian form? Colarusso (1992-1993:64), a leading specialist on the Nart Sagas and
North Caucasian folklore remarks that as “Circassian lore shows very little influence,
old or new, from Russian sources” the form with s “is unlikely to come from a Euro-
pean form of the name”. Thus, *Sarikel is also not impossible. Kil/gil ‘house’ etc.
may be an Iranian loanword in Turkic (Old Iran. *grda > gil in Southwestern Iranian
[e.g. Persian] and *guli/gali in Northwestern Iranian [e.g. Kurdish]), but this too is
not without problems (Golden 1980, I: 241-242). Fedotov (19964, I: 291-292) notes
Chuvash killkel <Zilis¢e (dvor), dom, podvor’e’ in a number of oeconyms, but says
nothing of a possible Iranian origin. Indeed, he compares it with Evenki gulla “Zili§-
e, izba, xiZina, zimnij dom’. Starostin et al. (2003, I: 570-571) does, indeed, derive
it from Altaic *giili ‘dwelling, cottage’ Proto-Tung. *giile “hut dwelling-place’, Pro-
to-Turk. *giile “house, home, hut’, Proto-Jap. kura ‘shed’. Yakut kiild is probably a
borrowing from Tungusic. Clauson (2002: 148) notes the probably unrelated Turkic
suffix —gil/-gil “apparently associated with colours’. Among the Modern Turkic lan-
guages, only Oguz and Chuvash seem to know this word. There is no problem with a
borrowing of Middle Persian gi/ etc. into Oguz (Turkish, Azeri gil/gil), as the latter
had close relations with speakers of Persian. However, in Oguz it denotes ‘the family
of” i.e. the household kinship unit rather than ‘house’ itself. Its Iranian origins have
not really been demonstrated. A possibly better case might be made for Chuvash. Old
and Middle Iranian loanwords are certainly present in a variety of languages (Turkic
and Finno-Ugric) of the lower and Middle Volga region, the Ural and the Ponto-
Caspian zones. Southwestern Iranian (Persian) forms could have come from mer-
chants from Iran. The Alano-As peoples (speakers of Northeastern Iranian) are an-
other potential source (cf. Iranian loanwords in Hungarian, Ligeti 1986: 162-174;
Harmatta 1997). Nonetheless, the sparse Alanic linguistic data preclude a detailed
elaboration of the process.

Another Khazar toponym of interest is (& s [sArg¥n]: Sarigsin or *Sarigcin
(Arabic Ji [8] is sometimes used to represent ¢). The mss. (see forms in Golden 1980
I: 237-238) are unanimous in having initial u» [s] not % hence it cannot be *Sarig$m.
Sarigsin/Sarigén appears to be Common Turkic. The suffixes -cin/-§in, -gcin (Ligeti
1986: 478, Clauson 2002: 149) are used with colors in Turkic and Mongol = “Yel-
low” or “White City”.

The well known title beg ‘clan or tribal chieftain’ is well-attested in Khazar.
Clauson (1972: 322-3; Clauson 2002: 15) viewed beg as a borrowing from Chinese
bo ‘hundred, head of a hundred men’ (Early Middle Chin. [up to ca. 600] paijk/
pe:jk, see Pulleyblank 1991: 42 = Karlgren 1996: 206, Archaic Chin. [pre-Han, 1. e.
pre-third century BC] *pdk, Ancient Chin. [ca. 600] pok). This has been connected
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with Mong. begi and Manchu beile (Sevortjan 1978: 99-100). The former is un-
doubtedly a borrowing from Turkic beg, the latter perhaps from the Old Turkic title
boyla (Cincius 1975 I: 120). Others, however, associate beg with Middle Iran. bag,
bag, baga < Aryan bhaga ‘god, lord’ etc. (Sevortjan 1978: 100, on Iranian forms, see
Rastorgueva & Edel’'man 2000-03 2: 48-49). There are three variants of this title as-
sociated with the Khazars in the Arabic sources and two names containing it in Ara-
bic and Armenian sources. The earliest attestation is in Lewond (latter part of the
eighth century), whose History (Patmut‘iwn) covers the period 632-788 (Lewond
1982: 25). He records a Khazar invasion of Armenia, s. a. 730, sent by the Xatun
dupuphe Parsbit’, the mother of the recently deceased Khazar Qagan (Lewond
1982: 107). In the name P‘arsbit’, the final @ [t‘] could be a corruption of p k‘ or
perhaps reflect a pronunciation of ¥, i. e. Parsbik‘/Parsbi t*. The name consists of
pars/bars ‘tiger, leopard, panther’ (Sevortjan 1978: 68-70; Clauson 1972: 368) + bik’
< beg (on the ms. variants and texts, see Golden 1980 I. 205-06). During this same
period, the Islamic sources note a very similar name, in this instance “the son of the
Qagan” who leads the Khazar armies against the Arabs: Ibn A‘tam al-Kdfi (d. 926)
has ¢l 4 bdrsbik (Barsbik/Barsbeg) or corruptions of it (for manscript forms, see
Golden, 1980, I: 158). Bal‘ami (tenth century Persian translator of Tabari’s history,
with additions) has: <lia u &la b & o & \u Bérxik, Barhik, Barjik, Barjank etc.
(ms. variants in Golden 1980 I: 157-158, see there for later variants from the Turkish
translation of Tabari and the Darbandndma). Whether the two people bearing this
name are actually one and the same, but confused by our sources is also not impos-
sible. In any event, there is clearly a form with the title beg/big/bik’ in it. The Ar-
menian form hints at a change in the pronunciation of Turkic beg. Al-Istaxri and Ibn
Hawgqal (using a form that had already become fixed in Muslim sources) note <h [bk]
= beg and <\; (bak, recte: <l [yIk] ) = yilig/yélig (see below and Golden 1980 I: 164
for ms. variants). Well before their time, however, this form had changed. Thus, their
contemporaries Constantine Porphyrogenitus and Theophanes Continuatus, in con-
nection with Sarkel, note both “the then Qagan and Beg of Khazaria™: 6 yap
xayavoc eketvoc kai o meX Xalopiac (Constantine Porphyrogenitus 1967: 182,
Theophanes Continuatus 1838: 122, ProdolZatel’ Feofana 1992: 56 and ms. variants
in Golden 1980 I: 163). Clearly, in wex [pex = bex] we have evidence, by 840-41, of
a shift beg/bek’ [bik‘] > *beg > bex. By the early tenth century, further changes had
occurred. Ibn Fadlan who journeyed to Volga Bulgaria in 921-22 notes that the dep-
uty of the Khazar Qagan bore the title of 4 8& [x4qan bdh] Qagan Beh. Bex had
now become beh. The Hungarian historical-etymological dictionary views Hung. b6
“full, rich’ as probably deriving from the Turkic beg via beg (MNyTESz 1967-76 I:
356-7, see also Németh 1991: 284). Ligeti (1986), however, omits it from his analy-
sis of the Turkic elements in Hungarian. Its development in Hungarian is usually ex-
plained as: beg > *beii, bou > bé. If b6 does, indeed, derive from beg, Khazar beh
could have been its source.

We see a similar development with the Khazar title yiliglyélig [yéllig?] (junior)
king, prince’ (cf. Turk. éllig, élig “having a realm, king, ruler, master’ < é/ ‘realm’,
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Clauson 1972: 141-142, Erdal 2004: 51) with the prothetic y- common to Oguro-
Bulgaric (but not unknown in Common Turkic). It is unlikely that <l represents Old
Turk. yeldk ‘banner, flag® also found as a personal name (Tenisev 1997: 565-6) as
this probably would have been *jeldg. In addition to al-Istaxri and Ibn Hawqal, as we
have seen, this title is found in Yaqat (d. 1229) and in later authors, e.g. Zakariya al-
Qazwini (‘4ja’ib al-Bulddn wa Axbdr al-‘Ibdd, composed ca. 1273, see Qazwini
1969: 585) and al-Bakwi (fifteenth century) in forms that are clearly < [ylk]:
yiliglyéliglyeleg (see ms. variants in Golden 1980 I: 184-185 and discussion in Gold-
en 1975). It also appears as the name of the second son of the Hungarian ruler Arpad
(late ninth century), noted by Constantine Porphyrogenitus (1967: 175): ’léAex (Ye-
lex) with the shift -g > -g > -x in evidence. The early Hungarian form probably re-
flects its Khazar source. The Hungarian place-name Ull6 (in Pest County) derives
from elliglilig/ ildg not yelex (Golden 1975; Ligeti 1986: 42, 94). Hung. Jeld, how-
ever, is from “Khazar-Qabar” yelex (Ligeti 1986: 486).

In the Long Redaction of Joseph’s letter we encounter a country north of the
Black Sea (yam Qistandinah) called nnx2 [bsrh] undoubtedly a corruption of nixa
(bsnh, Kokovcov, 1932, 31-2/102, 110n.32) = Bacnah = Bacanah or Bdcdndh. This
is the Khazar name for the Pe¢enegs/Bedenegs with the -q or -k/-g > -g > -x >-h and
ultimately > -0 shift. In point of fact, we have several distinct forms of this name in
our sources. Arabic-script accounts have dlx; [bjndk] and <\ [bjanak]: Bdcdndk
and Becdndk = Bedenak/Bedenig or Peeneg (e.g. see Ibn Xurdadbih 1889: 31, Kas-
gari 1982-1985 I: 101-102 followed by Rasid al-Din and Abu’l-Géazi, all noting a
Peleneg grouping that had been taken into the Oguz union after the latter briefly, ca.
1036 — ca. 1050, became the dominant element in the Pontic steppes, see Golden
1992: 207-298, 264). In the Islamic sources we find another variant of this name:
> [bjny] Bacand/Bddéind (or Paand /Pedene) noted by al-Mas‘Qidi in both the
Muriij (1966-79 1: 235-236) and his Tanbih (1894: 180-181) among the four Turkic
tribes associated with a town or place called Wulundur (a later form of the ethno-
nyms Onogundur): Bedenik, Bajgird, Bedend and Nogurda [32Ss] and Bedenak,
Bedeni, Bajgird and Nogurda. Ibn al-Atir (1965-1967 I: 339) has a truncated version
of the event and notes Bedenik, Bedend “and two others” who had formed a union,
s.a. 322/933-934 and attacked Byzantium (Knjaz’kij 2003: 15-16). As I suggested
sometime ago (Golden 1975, see Arabic texts there as well), our authors may have
been reporting two different traditions, each reflecting the same two groups of
peoples, the Pedenegs (the Bedenidk/Bacana) and the Hungarian tribal union (Bajgird
and Nogurda < *Onogurda, the Nogurda are not the Novgorodians as Knjaz’kij,
2003: 16 and others have claimed). Rasid al-Din (1373/1994 I: 60, cf. also Rasid al-
Din 1969: 46) has preserved 4y [bi¢nah] Bdcdnd, one of the sons of Kok Xan of the
Ug& Oq subdivision of the Oguz. Abu’l-G4z1 (1603-1664) the Khivan khan and histor-
ian, in his Sajara-yi Tardkima (1958: Turkmen text 31) repeats Ra$id al-Din and
later adds (1958: 41) that the 4ix; [bjnh] Bdjand/Bdcdnd clan of the Turkmen was
called Jt-Bdjind (‘Dog-Badina’) by the Salor clan, their enemies. The forms in Arab-
ic script, as we have seen, can be read as rendering a Turkic *Becdndk/Pecdndk etc.
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A similar ambiguity can be seen in the Greek forms Tatfvaxital, TTatlivaxkor,
Matlavayor etc. (Moravesik 1958 I1: 247-248) where m can render p or b producing
Bacéinaq, Pecenek etc. Forms with initial p are also found in Rus’ (Ileuenbrs), Ar-
menian Nwohuwl [Pacinak in Matthew of Edessa], Georgian PaCanikni and Pa-
Caniket’i = ‘Pechenegia’ K’art’lis C’xovreba 1955-1973, I. 45, 156,157]. Latin
sources, depending on local tongues, have Pizenaci, Bisseni etc. (see Golden 1992:
264, for these forms). Attempts to connect them with the Beiru (Early Middle
Chinese pak yjuawk, Late Middle Chinese pusk rywk, Pulleyblank 1991: 31, 2609,
previously read as pak Aziok), noted by the Suishu (composed 627-36) in its listing
of Tiele tribes (a tribal union arcing across Eurasia), “east of Fulin” (Rome, i.e.
Constantinople) near the Enqu (Liu 1958 I: 127-128, II: 569 n. 663 = Early Middle
Chinese: ?on k"ut, Late Middle Chinese: 2an k"t = *Ongur, *On[o]gur, Pulleyblank
1991: 87, 266) and Alans (presumably in the Ponto-Caspian steppes), seem unlikely.
The Hungarian term confirms a form with initial 5-: *B4¢4n4g > Ba$4an4g > Besenyd
(Ligeti 1986: 268, Németh 1991: 85, 90, 172) as do Tibetan (Be-ca-nag), Khazar
(Badana/B4d4ané) and some Latin sources. We also appear to have both velar and
palatal forms. As this ethnonym is generally viewed as deriving from baja(naq) /baji-
naq ‘brother-in-law’ (Sevortjan 1978: 24-25, Németh 1991: 85, 90, 172, Ligeti 1986:
268), the Danubian Bulgaric form of which, mamenors ‘brother-in-law” (cf. Chuvash
pusana, Fedotov 1996a I: 453) was preserved in Church Slavonic (D’jaéenko 1993:
412, cf. also Serbo-Croatian pasanac); the velar form was probably the original. It
has long been accepted that Baana/Biéénéd was a parallel form of Badanak/Peeneg
(Marquart 1961: 61, 63, 67, 78). I would suggest the presence of both velar and pa-
latal forms in our sources and forms without the final -k/-g point to what was most
probably a linguistically mixed group, including both Common Turkic and Oguro-
Bulgaric speakers each producing appropriate forms of their ethnonyms (the ‘In-Law
Tribe’) recorded by different informants: Bajinaq/Bajanaq/BacanalBejindk ~ Pa-
¢inaq/Peceneg etc. Pritsak (1975: 2111f) suggested that the Peenegs originally had
a Tokharian (Yuezhi) base as well. It would be difficult to prove this on the basis of
the surviving linguistic material (see Ligeti 1986: 506-511, Gyorffy 1990: 170ff).
What has come down to us appears to be Common Turkic. Some terms, however, e.
g. (Constantine Porphyrogenitus 1967: 166) l'erx (= Y4y1q or even Yeyix, the Ural
River, see below) show a shift @ > 4 explaining, perhaps the Bajinaq/Peceneg et al.
variants. The early history of the Pecenegs who are first encountered in the Volga-
Ural Mesopotamia and are not noted in the Orxon or other Old Turkic inscriptions,
remains obscure (see overview in Golden 1992: 264-265).

Another title used by the Khazar Qagan’s deputy ruler, who by the late ninth and
certainly early tenth century ran the actual affairs of state as the Qagan became
largely sacralized and tabuized, a situation clearly depicted in the Islamic sources, is:
Lyl (Ibn Rusta, writing by 903): »§d and & (Gardiz], middle eleventh century, but
using earlier sources): 'y§dd (see ms. variants in Golden 1980 I, 207). This is a vari-
ant of the Old Turk title Sad (recorded in Movsés Dasxuranc‘i as Guye Sat*, ms. vari-
ants in Golden 1980 I: 207) which in the Ashina Tiirk state was invariably given to
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high officials of Ashina origin. In Chinese sources (Chavannes 1941, Index: 320) it is
noted as she (EMC siat), sha (EMC soit /se:t) and cha (EMC ts"sit/ts"¢:t, Pulleyblank
1991: 279, 273, 47). The origin of this high title among the early Turkic peoples is
clearly Iranian, going back to Old Iran. x§dyafiya > Middle Pers. §dh or Old Pers.
x$§dita Avest. x§aéta > Sogd. 'x5€5 (see Bombaci 1974). This term is usually Arabiz-
ed as Ix¥id/ 1x¥8 (cf. Ibn Xurdasbih, mid-late-ninth century, for ix§ed). How
x§dyaBiya produced Turk Sad remains unexplained (Clauson 1975: 45). At-Tabari
(VI 473, 476), however, notes the Sogdian form i) ['x348]. This is clearly the
source of the Khazar forms corrupted in the texts of Ibn Rusta and better preserved in
Gardizl: ix§4d > ihSad > isad. Sogdian or Khwérazmian, another East Iranian tongue
is the likely source. Khwérazmians were an important component of the Khazar court
and personal guard (Ors) of the Qagans in Atil.

The Muslim geographers give a number of names of Khazar cities (or parts of the
Khazar capital). One tradition, found in Ibn Xurdadbih, the Hudid al-‘Alam (372/
982), al-Muqgaddasi and Yéqt has variants (see ms. variants in Golden I: 230-232) of
the form * &ded [xmlix] = *Xam-malix or perhaps even * F&iwi [xmblix] (< *Xam
Balig < Qam Baliq < Qan Balig “City of the Khan’—‘City of the Shaman’ [gam]
seems unlikely). Alongside of that, the al-Jaihani tradition (early tenth century, see
Gockenjan & Zimonyi 2001: 3-10) found in Ibn Rusta, Hudiid al- ‘Alam, Gardizi, al-
Bakri (1992 I: 446, writing in 1086) and al-Marwazi (late eleventh, early twelfth
century), notes another city, *Sarig$in (noted above) mentioned along with the city
of *Xutlug (Qutlug). Our sources clearly distinguish the two, except for Ibn Rusta
(1892, 139) who says that within Sanig8n is “another city; it is called &i < [hb nl]
or &sia [*Xnblg]”. The ms. variants (see Golden 1980 I: 232) are undotted and hence
open to a variety of interpretations (including Xutlug, noted above). I think we have
two variants of the toponym *Qan Balig ilsia [Xanbalig] and Han Balig &00» [Han
Balig < Qan Baliq]. The latter, at least in part, reflects the shift g- > x- > h-. Mixed
data, such as the preceding, which may reflect two dialects, distinct Khazar lan-
guages or materials recorded by different sources at different times, make the Khazar
language question so complex. The namef/title of the Khazar general noted by
Lewond, ca. 758-64, Xat‘irlit“ber (lvwpehpihepkp, see Lewond 1982: 125, ms. vari-
ants in Golden 1980 I: 197-8): Xatir il-teber < Qadir él-teber, may point to a g- > x-
change already by the eighth century (although Turkic g, it should be noted, is often
rendered by x in Arabic, Armenian, Georgian and other sources). Khazar il-teber/ él-
teber is Common Turkic rather than Oguro-Bulgaric (cf. Volga Bulgaric Yil-tawdr
noted by Ibn Fadlan, Togan, 1939: Arab. 1, Ligeti 1986: 457-8).

The Khazar title reported by Ibn Fadlan as just below that of the Qagan Beg in
the Khazar tetrarchy is Kiindii Qagan ([kndw] 52 , the mss. of Yaqit’s Mu'jam al-
Buldén which has preserved this section of Ibn Fadlan’s Risdla, universally have
[kndr] sxS , see Golden 1980 I: 200). The evidence, largely circumstantial, points to
[kndw] s~S as the original form. Hungarian scholarly tradition has long connected
this title with Hung. *Kiindd (Modern Hung. Kende), the title of the sacral ruler of
the ninth century Magyar-led tribal union, while the Gyula (< Turk. jula/yula) ran the



214 Peter B. Golden

actual affairs of state—a situation analogous to that of the Khazar Qagan and Qagan
Beg (Ligeti 1986: 253-4, 368, 482, 484-5; Németh 1991: 83, 226, 236-7; Réna-Tas
1999: 342-4). Variants such as kiindii ~ kiindd are not unknown (cf. ordu ~ orda, Te-
niSev 1997: 495). It also appears in the name of the Khazar guldm, Ishaq b. Kundjj
[z'25] and Kunddjiq [3alS] (see forms in Golden 1980 I: 202-203) probably re-
presenting *Kiinddcik. The etymology of kiindii is problematic in Turkic where it is
found only as a Mongol loanword in Siberian Turkic (Radloff II/2: 1444-5) denoting
‘die Ehrfurcht, Hoflichkeit, Ehrfurchtbezeugung, das Gastmahl’, and ‘das zweite
wichtigste Amt nach dem Jaisang’. Ligeti (1986: 49) noted Sino-Korean kuntai
‘minister of war’, but this seems unlikely. The root may be (Starostin et al. 2003 I:
820): Altaic *%‘iune ‘heavy load’: Tung. *(x)iini-, Mong. *kiindii, PTung. *(x)iini- ‘to
carry on the back” PMong kundu, kunule ‘to respect” W. Mong. kiindii etc. > Manchu
kundu ‘respect, honor’ (see also Cincius 1975 I: 432 kundulé- ‘ugo¥€at’’ etc. Man-
chu kundu “Cest’, dostoinstvo, podét, uvaZenie’, etc.). Mongolic appears to be the
source of this word in both Turkic and Manchu-Tungusic. Since we have no indi-
cations that Khazar was Mongolic, one can only presume that Khazar kiindii is either
an ancient loanword in Khazar (or its ancestor tongue) from Mongolic (perhaps from
the ancestor tongue of Khazar to Mongolic?) or part of a much debated Altaic legacy
(now under assault again, see Beckwith 2004: 184-194; Vovin 2005: 71-132). In any
event, it was undoubtedly one of the Khazar terms that made their language seem
“strange”. The title Jxud > [jAwSigr], the deputy of the kiindii, remains unexplained
as well. Perhaps, it is a garbling of s s> *Jawasgir < *javas, Common Turk. yavas
‘gentle, mild” + -gir/gur ‘the one who makes peace’ (cf. Uyg. Buddh. yavas qil ‘to
make peace” (Clauson 1972: 880).

Another obscure Khazar term is noted by Theophanes (ca. 812) who recounts the
attempt by the Byzantine emperor Justinian II (reg. 685-95, 705-11) in 710/711 to
punish his recalcitrant subjects in Xerson. In the course of the ensuing political
maneuvers, the Khazar tudun/tudun (a Turk title given to administrative and fiscal
officials not of royal blood, see Golden 1980 I: 215-216) died. According to
Theophanes (1980: 377-379, Theophanes 1997: 527-528) eic Soxnv autol the Kha-
zars sacrificed the Byzantine Turmarxos and 300 soldiers. Mango translates this
phrase as ‘in his honor’ (Theophanes/Mango 1997: 528), understanding Sox in the
Classical Greek sense of ‘reception, entertainment’. While possible, this seems un-
likely. Dieter Ludwig (Ludwig 1982: 356-357) first properly identified this with
Soyn) (mss. variants of Theophanes have: Soyrv, Soyfv, Souyrv). This term, in the
form 8dy1q, is noted in Menander’s account (Menander/Blockley 1985: 178) of the
funeral rites carried out in 576 for ZIA{iBovhoc (*Sir Jabgu < Sri Yabgu, i.e. Istemi
Qagan, see Dobrovits 2004: 112-113), the Western Tirk Qagan. The term, dog, pos-
sibly dox in Khazar, should be compared with Old and Middle Turkic yog ‘funeral
feast, wake’ (Clauson 1972: 895, cf. Qazaq Zogta-, Qara Qalpaq Zogla- ‘oplakivat’
umer$ego’ < yogla-, Sevortjan 1989: 207). Its relationship with Chuvash s§dva ‘klad-
bis¢e’ is less certain (Fedotov 1996a, II: 89). As for the initial §-, Menander
(Blockley 1985: 125) also notes the Adfix River (= Common Turk. Yay:iq ‘Ural River’
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< yay- ‘to spread’) in his account of the sixth century Turko-Byzantine embassies,
which should be compared with the Adif of Ptolemy (2nd century AD, see Pritsak
1955: 43; Moravesik 1958 II: 116). Early Turkic-speaking populations pushed into
the Kazakhstanian steppes by various movements of the Xiongnu might, possibly, be
the source for this hydronym (despite the objections of Clauson 2002: 124 that this is
too early for Turkic-speakers to be here). Clauson (2002: 125) further contends that
there is no Turkic verb *day-. Yay- < ydd- ‘to spread out’ (Clauson 1972: 883-884,
980) yay- ‘to shake’ could not, in his view, have been the source for this word. He
concludes that *Yadug= Yayiq “is a local pre-Turkish name”. Nonetheless, he fully
accepts that Menander’s *dog is an earlier form of yog (Clauson 2002: 124). By this
time, in Medieval Greek, the pronunciation of & as & [dh] was long established (by
the second century AD, Browning 1983: 26-27), although it was also used to render
d (in Modern Greek vt). Ibn Fadlan 1939: Arab. 18) notes this river as Z= [Jyx] =
Jayix. Ligeti (1986: 460) considers Jayix either the Bulgar or Khazar form. Hence, it
is unclear if 3 of our earlier sources represents d, d or even Bulgaric j as Németh
(1991: 110-111 n.b) initially viewed it. The usual sequence is to posit an original
Turkic y- coming from an earlier Altaic d, j and y. It remained y- in Common Turkic
(later changing to j-, Z- in some languages) but early on in Oguro-Bulgaric became j-
and subsequently & > ¥’- and ultimately $ in Chuvash. Another explanation is: y-> j-
Z’- > 2- > § (TeniSev 1984: 277-278). Perhaps, we should posit a 8 [3] in Proto-
Turkic which became y > j in Oguro-Bulgaric? The question of initial d- is com-
plicated by several Oguro-Bulgaric loanwords in Hungarian which have d-, although
these may be explained as a secondary development in Hungarian as Ligeti indicates
(cf. diszné ‘swine’ < gyiszno, Ligeti 1986: 21, 24-25, 45, 194, 284). On the other
hand, Danubo-Balkan Bulgar may provide evidence of an initial d- which became j
in some Oguro-Bulgar dialects, but appears to have remained d- in others, cf. auToMB
[dilom” = *ildm, in Pritsak 1955: 73] ‘snake’ (Chuv. Silen < * jilan, Common Turk.
yilan). The 1 has also been viewed as a Slavicism (see discussion in Ligeti 1986:
474, cf. also the Bulgar clan name JJoyno = Jula?). The oft-cited noxsTops [doxiitor’,
doxtar in Pritsak 1955: 73 with -xd- > -xt-] ‘pillow’ < *doxtar < dogtar < *dogdar
(Chuv. Sitar/sdtar < * johtar, according to Pritsak 1955: 43-4, Tekin 1987: 14, 67
with slightly different reconstruction) is more problematic. Pritsak (1955, 43), Rési-
nen (1969: 127, 204-205) and Tekin (1987: 14, 67) compared it with Mong. jogdur
‘long hair on the throat of a camel” (Lessing 1982: 1067) and Turkic yogdu ‘the long
hair under a camel’s chin’ (Clauson 1972: 899), presumably the material from which
a ‘pillow’ might be made. Fedotov (1996a, II: 158), however connects it with
Common Turk. yatir- “to cause to lie down”). These all seem something of a stretch.
Perhaps, this term derives from Turk. foqu- ‘to weave’ (cf. Middle Oguz dog:i- see
Teni$ev 1997: 395-396): Oguro-Bulgaric *doqutur > doxiitor? In Chuvash, this verb
has been replaced by #ért- < Tat. tért-. Thus, the initial 6 of these forms (and hence
our Khazar term) has yet to be explained fully. At best one may suggest an Altaic >
Proto-Turkic d- > é- > y- / j- with some more archaic Turkic tongues perhaps



216 Peter B. Golden

retaining d-. If Khazar Souyn is not simply a rendering of jog, it could point to some
very archaic features.

The Khazar ruler Joseph’s response (ca. 960) to Hasday b. Sapriit, the Jewish
courtier of the Iberian Umayyads, contains a series of ethnonyms, hydronyms and
toponyms which, notwithstanding Kokovcov’s (1932) thorough analysis more than
seventy years ago, merit a new and separate study. I will note only one ethnonym
here. Joseph mentions the “n1 [wnntr], the major opponents of the Khazars in the
struggle for dominion in the Ponto-Caspian steppes (Kokovcov 1932: 28). Wnntr
denoted the Onogundur-Bulgar or Onogundur Empire (see Zimonyi 1990: 40-42),
founded ca. 635 by the Onogundur leader Qubrat/Kuvrat. The Onogundur-Bulgars
were defeated by the Khazars which led to their partial subjugation in the 670s. Some
remained in the Pontic steppes, others eventually (early-mid eighth century) went up
the Volga and founded Volga Bulgaria (Zimonyi 1990), a vassal state of the Khazars.
Another grouping entered Byzantine Moesia, in 679, imposed itself on the local
Slavic population giving rise to the Balkan Bulgar state with kinsmen in Pannonia. It
is likely that the form of this ethnonym in Joseph’s letter is Khazar of the mid-tenth
century, reflecting, ultimately, the Onogundur self-designation (see also discussions
in Réna-Tas 1996: 101, 179, 219, 259). Onogundur is a variant of Onogur (‘Ten
Ogur [tribes]’). The latter form is first attested by Priskos (d. after 472) who noted,
ca. 463, the chain of migrations in the steppe initiated by the Avars who pushed the
Sabirs westward. The latter, then, precipitated the movement of the Sara Ogurs
(Zapayoupor), Ogurs (text: Olpwyot for ¥’ Oyoupot) and Onogurs (Ovdyoupor) into
the Pontic steppes and contact with Constantinople (Priskos/Blockley1983 II: 344).
The Syriac epitome of the Ecclesiastical History of Zacharias of Mytilene (d. after
536), “Pseudo-Zacharias Rhetor” (probably compiled ca. 569, see Pigulévskaja 2000:
185-190), in its excursus on the northern peoples dated to 555 (Kmoské 2004, 47-
48), notes 'wngwr (Marquart 1961: 356; Pigulévskaja 2000: 568, Kmoské 2004: 99)
among the nomadic peoples beyond the “Caspian Gates in the land of the Huns”. The
Suishu (composed 627-636) in its listing of Tiele tribes (a tribal union arcing across
Eurasia), “east of Fulin” (Rome, i.e. Constantinople) mentions the Enqu (Liu 1958 I:
127-128, II: 569 n. 663 = *On[o]gur, see above). The nearly contemporary Armenian
Geography (Asxarhac‘oyc’) compiled by Ananias Sirakec’i (ca. 610-685, written
prior to 636 with later additions and interpolations, Hewsen 1992: 15, 33-34) notes
among the various Bulgaric peoples in the Ponto-Caspian steppes, the MNnfuntupnp
Pnyqup Okontor Bulgar (Hewsen 1992: 55). Agathon (early eighth century)
records: £6vouc TcSv Ouvvoyoupcov Bouhyapcov (Moravesik 1930: 67). Movsés Xo-
renac‘i (ostensibly fifth century, probably 770s with perhaps later interpolations, see
Khorenatsi/Thomson 1980 I: 51, 60) notes a Bulgar Ununnip/ dnpunnp: Vindur
[Viandur (Xorenac‘i/Malxasyan 1961: 153, Xorenac‘i/Ulubabyan 2003: 132, Khore-
natsi/ Thomson 1980: 135). Theophanes calls Qubrat/Kuvrat, the ‘lord of the Ovvo-
youwvSoupot” (Theophanes 1883 I: 356) and his contemporary, Nicephorus (who com-
pleted his Short History ca. 828) calls him the ‘lord’ of the OuvvoyouvSoupcov
BouAyapwov (Nikephorus/Mango 1990: 70). More than a century later, Constantine
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Porphyrogenitus (1952: 85) says that the Bulgars previously called themselves
"Ovoyouwv-Sotpot. Ibn Kalbi (ca. 820, Marquart 1924: 275) notes the _~ill [Igndr =
*Ul'gundur?]. Al-Mas‘Gdi (Tanbih 1894: 180) mentions, ca. 320/932, “tribes of
nomadic Turks who are called %34l [al-windryh: *wulunduriyya] associated with
a city called [windr: ¥*Wulundur, see Hudiid/Minorsky 1970: 469-70, perhaps modern
Burgas, see Knjaz’kij 2003: 15] at the eastern extremities of Rim. He has a similar
notice in his Murij ad-Aahab (1966-1979 I: 236, see above). The Hudid al-‘Alam
(Hudid/Minorsky 1970: 160, 161) mentions the “V.n.d.r mountains” in the country
of Mirvét (Great Moravia, see Gockenjan & Zimonyi 2001: 214 n. 188) and the
N.andr (V.n.nd.r) a people north of the Khazar land on the Volga, alongside the
*Burdés (Burtés, probably confused here with the Volga Bulgars, see Gockenjan &
Zimonyi 2001: 219). The V.n.nd.r (Vunundur), it is generally agreed, are the Danubi-
an Bulgars (see Hudiid/Minorsky 1970: 440-1, 465-8; Gockenjan & Zimonyi 2001:
219). The Khazaro-Hebrew form noted above, thus, should also be read as Wo-
nuntur/Wununtur (Wanuntur? or Vonuntur etc.). Gardizl (1984: 587, writing in the
mid-eleventh century, has: s [nndr = Nandur] and (k28 [nndrydn = Nanduri-
yan]—perhaps a corruption of iy [wnndr] or the reflection of a later form. Ndndor
was the Hungarian name of the Danubian-Balkan Bulgars, surviving in Hungarian
place-names and as Ndndorfehérvar ‘Nandor White City” = Belgrad (Kiss 1978: 397,
455, Ligeti 1986: 268-9; Rona-Tas 1996: 219, 259). Thus, we have several variants
of this ethnonym. By the early seventh century, Onogundur had, apparently, for
reasons still unexplained, developed another form *Olfu/x/gundur recorded in Ar-
menian and Muslim sources. Although in Arabic mss., the confusion of medial niin
and /am is not unknown, the Armenian form clearly indicates the presence of an -/-.
This form, perhaps from *Ulug Onogundur (‘the Great Onogundurs’) > *Ulux Ono-
wundur (with medial § > w) > *Uluh Onowundur and was then conflated into
Wulunundur > Wulundur. The Khazar form *Wonuntur/Wununtur/Wanuntur (<
Onogundur) shows the prothetic w-, known to Oguro-Bulgaric (whether the same
shift, o- > wo- (or u- *wu-, later in Chuv. wd-/vd-, cf. Common Turk. uzun ‘long’ ~
Chuv. vdram), occurred in Khazar cannot be determined as the Khazar form of this
name may simply reflect the Wonundur/Onogundur self-designation.

The shift —q/ -§ > -x > -h > 0, typical of Oguro-Bulgaric (TeniSev 2002: 693-
698), seems to be a feature of Khazar as well. Clearly, an Oguro-Bulgaric tongue, or
something close to it, was one of the languages identified with the Khazars and
elements of it were refracted in the royal Khazar Hebrew correspondence.
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Turkic-Persian contacts in Central Asia

Turkic and Persian varieties have a long history of symbiosis in Central Asia, result-
ing in considerable influence in both directions. The convergent development began
many centuries before Uzbek and Tajik were established as modern standard lan-
guages, intensive bilateral copying already taking place from the 11th century. Cer-
tain shared features are due to south-eastern Turkic influence on pre-Tajik eastern
Persian. Others are due to eastern Persian influence on pre-Uzbek southeastern Turk-
ic. Since the developments are highly complex, it is difficult to determine the direc-
tion of copying and to pinpoint the developmental stages of the languages involved at
the time of copying. The following discussion of a complex case of bilateral in-
fluence will illustrate these difficulties. (For questions of code copying, see Johanson
1992, 1993, 1996, 1997, 1998a, 1999a, 1999b, 2000a, 2001, 2002a, 2002b.)

Focal intraterminals

Many innovations observed in Tajik Persian are instances of selective copying of se-
mantic and combinational properties from Turkic. Some of them concern gram-
matical markers of the verb system (Johanson 1992: 245-246, 2000: 99-101). The is-
sue to be discussed here is a case of renewal of focal intraterminality.

The viewpoint aspect of intraterminality, typical of present/imperfect categories,
means envisaging an event between its outer limits. Intraterminals show various de-
grees of focality. Focal intraterminals (“progressives™) express actional concentra-
tion, focus, on the event at a given intraterminal viewpoint (Johanson 1971: 100-101,
133-134 , 2000b: 76-78, 85-93).
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Persian forms intraterminals by means of the prefix mi-/me-, e.g. mikeerd/mekeerd
‘was doing’. Eastern Persian displays focal intraterminal markers derived from the
verbs istodeen ‘to stand up, to stand’ and xoreefien ‘to lie down, to lie’. These devices
seem to have been copied from Turkic markers derived from the corresponding verbs
tur- “to stand up, to stand’ and jar- ‘to lie down, to lie’.

Types based on ‘to stand’

The focal intraterminal periphrases in Tajik Persian are mostly based on istod-c plus
a copula (‘to be”). The non-past item is - istod-e est, .g. reefice istode est ‘is go-
ing’. The corresponding past item is - istod-ce bud, e.g. reeft-ce istode bud ‘was go-
ing’ (Kerimova 1966: 225, Windfuhr 1990: 544). Northern dialects exhibit contract-
ed forms such as the non-past items refsodes or refsos ‘is going’ and the past items
reefsode bud or refsodut ‘was going” (Rastorgueva 1964: 108-109).

The form istod-ce is a postterminal (“perfect”) participle formed from the stem
istod- of istodeen ‘to stand up, to stand’. The viewpoint aspect of postterminality,
typical of resultative/perfect categories, means envisaging an event after its relevant
outer limit (Johanson 2000b: 104-106). The postterminal participle in - is also used
in finite forms such as the present perfect, e.g. refie (@st) ~ reeftes ‘has gone’, and
the past perfect (pluperfect), e.g. reefie bude (eest) ‘had gone’. The Turkic postter-
minal converb in -(J)b is a close functional equivalent of the postterminal participle
in -c. Thus, non-past postterminals in -(/)b, e.g. Uzbek barib, Uyghur berip ‘has
gone’, correspond to refice (est). Past postterminals in -(7)b erdi such as -(i)b edi,
-(wwdi, -(i)w-idi, e.g. Uzbek barib edi, Uyghur beriwidi ‘had gone’, correspond to
reefie bud ~ reefices bud.

It has often been claimed that Tajik Persian focal intraterminals of the type -
istodee + copula are copies of Turkic items. Nothing speaks aginst this assumption.
Soper, however, remarks that the Uzbek focal intraterminality marker is derived from
Jjat- “to lie, to lie down’, and not from #ur- ‘to stand up, to stand’. If an Uzbek marker
had been copied, he argues, it should have been the one derived from jaz-. The Uzbek
marker would have been expected to be derived from xorefien and not from istodeen
(1987: 86-87, 1996:67-68). This is obvious: Tajik Persian items such as refso(de)s
‘is going’ could not possibly have been modeled on Uzbek items such as barjepti.
They may, however, have developed from an older type of Turkic focal intratermin-
als copied into eastern Persian at a much earlier time.

Renewal of focal intraterminals

Renewals of the expression of focal intraterminality are known from the history of
many languages. Most Turkic languages have undergone at least one renewal during
their known history (Johanson 1976, 1989, 1995, 1998b: 113-116, 1999¢, 1999d).
The formal starting-point has been a postverb construction consisting of a lexical
verb + a converb marker + an auxiliary verb. The auxiliary is a desemanticized verb
that modifies the actional content of the lexical verb, describing the way the action is
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performed, e.g. jaz-a tur- ‘to write continuously’. Here jaz- means ‘to write’, -a is the
converb marker, and tur- conveys the notion of durativity.

Further grammaticalization of certain postverb constructions has led to the crea-
tion of aspect-tense markers. The expression of focal intraterminality has been re-
newed by means of periphrases of this kind, the starting-point being a postverb con-
struction indicating durativity, habituality, nontransformativity, etc. (Johanson 1995).
Southwestern Turkic has used jori- ‘to move’ for this task, e.g. Turkish yaziyor
‘writes, is writing’. Most Turkic languages, however, have employed fur- ‘to stand
up, to stand’. The pattern for this first known renewal of focal intraterminality was -4
turur, with the auxiliary (‘stands’) in the old intraterminal form in -(¥)r, producing
items such as jaz-a turur ‘stands writing’ > ‘is writing’, later on with a reduced the
material shape, e.g. jazadi, jazat, jaza. In modem southeastern Turkic, these items are
represented by Uzbek -e-di and Uyghur -i-du, which are now defocalized so-called
“present-future” forms, e.g. Uzbek jozeedi, Uyghur jazidu ‘writes, will write’.

The Tajik Persian focal intraterminal type - istod-ce cest/bud, which is based on
‘to stand’, may well be a copy of this earlier Turkic type. The type reftce istodee cest
is analogous to the southeastern Turkic type bara turur ‘is going” < ‘stands going’.

It is, however, impossible to pinpoint the stages of grammaticalization of the re-
levant items at the time of copying. We do not know at what stage of development of
the model code the item was copied, whether the item was still an actional marker or
already a viewpoint aspect marker, what stage its material shape represented, at what
developmental stage of the basic code the copy was acquired, etc. The model for -@
istodee cest may have been the above-mentioned form -4 furur. But it may also, as we
will see, have been a more recent, less grammaticalized item of the type -(i)b turub
(turur).

Products of later renewals

In many Turkic languages further renewals of the expression of focal intraterminality
have taken place. Southeastern Turkic has employed periphrases with jaz- “to lie
down, to lie’, consisting of a lexical verb + a converb marker + the auxiliary jat- + a
converb marker + a copula verb. Patterns of this type have produced a variety of
forms. *-A jat-ib turur has yielded Uzbek -(e)jotibti and -jeep(ti), e.g. jozeejotibti,
jozjeepti “is writing’. The type *-(I)b jat-ib turur has yielded Uyghur -iwati(du), e.g.
Jeziwatidu ‘is writing’. Even this type may have influenced Tajik Persian. In the
dialects displaying the strongest Uzbek impact, the marker of focal intraterminality
can also be based on xoreefien ‘to lie down, to lie, to sleep’ (in the literary register:
xob reeften), which is the equivalent of Uzbek jor-. Given the formal and semantic
analogies, these markers actually seem to be selective copies from Uzbek (Ras-
torgueva 1952b: 230; 1964: 111-113). Nevertheless, it is impossible to define exactly
which developmental stages and variant forms they go back to.

Southeastern Turkic has produced another type of similar forms, consisting of the
lexical verb + a converb marker -(7)b + an auxiliary verb + the converb marker -(7)b
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(+ *turur). The auxiliary verb is derived from verbs meaning ‘to stand’, ‘to sit’, ‘to
lie’ or ‘to move, to go’. Uzbek thus exhibits forms with tur- ‘to stand’, otir- ‘to sit’,
Jjot- “‘to lie’, jur- ‘to go, to walk’, e.g. jozib turibdi, jozib otiribdi, jozib jotibdi, jozib
Jjuribdi. Modern Uy ghur has similar forms with zur- ‘to stand’, oltur- ‘to sit” and Ziir-
‘to go, to walk’, e.g. jezip turup, jezip olturup, jezip Ziriip. These items represent re-
latively young stages of grammaticalization. The material reduction is minimal, and
the desemanticization of the auxiliaries, three postural verbs and one motion verb,
has not been completed. The constructions still imply shades of meaning of the cor-
responding lexical verbs. Thus, Uyghur jezip turup means ‘writes/is writing in a
standing position’, jezip olturup ‘writes/is writing in a sitting position’, jezip Ziirip
‘writes continuously, regularly, periodically’. The constructions serve to express ac-
tional modification rather than forming aspect-tense items. At the beginning of their
development, new aspectual items may, however, be difficult to distinguish from ac-
tional items (Johanson 1991, 1995, 1999¢, 199d, 2000b: 95-97).

Tajik Persian displays similar constructions, consisting of the postterminal
participle in -, which corresponds to the Turkic converb in -(7)b, plus one of the
verbs istoden ‘to stand’, xoreeften ‘to lie’, §isten ‘to sit’ and gesten ‘to go’. We
have already mentioned the types - istod-e cest/bud and - xorefi-ce cest/bud, which
are similar to Turkic constructions with tur- ‘to stand up, to stand’ and jar- ‘to lie
down, to lie’.

Turkic patterns have certainly served as models for the corresponding Persian
Tajik periphrases. But at what developmental stages of the model code elements did
the copying take place? Was it one of the items -A turur, -(D)b turur, -(Db tur-ub
turur and -(1)b jot-ib turur that served as the model? Or was it some corresponding
item at a later stage of grammaticalization? The item -c istodee cest is most probably
a selective copy from Uzbek (Rastorgueva 1952b: 230, 1964: 132-133), but it is im-
possible to determine whether it ultimately goes back to -A turur, to -(I)b turur or to
-()b tur-ub turur. Even if xonde istodees ‘is reading’ corresponds directly to Uzbek
oqup turibdi, it cannot be excluded that it goes back to a different pattern, maybe an
older pattern such as oqub turur.

Initiotransformative markers

Southeastern Turkic exhibits postterminal forms with turub, jatib etc. serving as in-
traterminal markers, e.g. Uzbek jozib turibdi, jozib jotibdi and Uyghur jezip turup,
Jjezip olturup. The postterminal forms furub, jatib, etc. correspond to intraterminals
such as turur and tura ‘stands’ in comparable periphrases of other Turkic languages.
How can postterminal forms be used for forming focal intraterminals in Uzbek and
Uyghur? The reason is that they are postterminal forms of initiotransformative verbs,
a kind of preterit-present items (Johanson 2000b: 161-163). Initiotransformatives are
verbs such as tur- and jat-, each covering two phases of an action: (i) ‘to stand up, to
stop” and (ii) ‘to stand’; (i) ‘to lie down’ and (ii) ‘to lie’. The postterminal aspect of
initiotransformatives envisages an event after its initial limit. Items such as turub and
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Jjatib thus convey the meanings ‘having stood up’ = ‘standing’ and ‘having lain
down’ = ‘lying’. They may refer to the same objective situation as described by cor-
responding intraterminals, cf. English is hidden = has hidden = is hiding.

Southeastern Turkic may thus use the preterit-present items of the type turub, ja-
tib, olturub, jiiriib in the conjugation instead of -(¥)r forms. The lexical verbs mean-
ing ‘to stand’, ‘to lie’, ‘to sit’ and ‘to go’ do not need the normal auxiliary-based
markers to express focal intraterminality; postterminals such as turub and jatib are
used instead. This usage, which is typical of the southeastern Turkic conjugation, is
most probably the result of a very old Iranian influence; cf. the Persian type nisastah
‘seated, sitting’. The corresponding eastern Persian postterminals istode, xorefic,
SiStee and geeste are used in the same way, e.g. istode (cest) = turub “(has stood up’)
‘is standing’.

Conclusion

The copying processes dealt with above are obviously bilateral. We find a clear
southeastern Turkic impact on eastern Persian verb forms, but also traces of a reverse
influence. On the one hand, Turkic influence is observed in the use of forms of cer-
tain auxiliary verbs as markers of focal intraterminality. On the other hand, Iranian
influence may be observed in the use of preterit-presents in Turkic varieties. Further
Turkic influence may be assumed behind the formation of various actional peri-
phrases in Tajik Persian. Some of the copying processes leading to innovations in the
verb systems may be of high age, whereas others may be more recent. In order to es-
tablish a relative chronology of the copying processes involved, we would need more
precise historical data concerning the developmental stages of the elements copied.
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The affix -qalag- is found in Khakas, Tuva, Altay, Shor, Chulym-Turkic, Badat-Teleut,
Baraba and Tomsk Tatar Turkic. The analytical markers -a + elek and -a + ilik are con-
sidered to be its analogues in Kirghiz and Yakut along with Dolgan. The described forms
of all Siberian Turkic languages are characterized by the similar meaning of an action
which has not yet taken place; the secondary nature of the origin of their markers is ob-
vious. The author assumes that these forms go back to a combination of the intensifying
particle (e)le and the negative predicative noun jog with either the adverb -a/-y/-u or the

verbal noun -ig/-gi/-yq/-qy/-qu.

Dmitrij M. Nasilov, Moscow State University, Institute of Asian and African Studies. Ul.
Oranzerejnaja, 20. 141200, Puskino, Russia.

The Shor language is a part of the area of Turkic languages where the verbal marker
-QAIAQ functions as a participle or as a tense stem, e.g. tiile-gelek at “a horse has not
been saddled yet’, §ig-qalaq ay ‘a moon that has not risen yet”, at-qalaq kiyik ‘a roe
that has not been killed yet”; ayci kel-gelek * the hunter has not come yet ”, at-galag-
pyn “1have not shot yet ”, tay cari-yalaq pol-yan “the dawn has not broken yet”.
This suffix is also observed in Khakas, Tuvan, Altay Turkic, Chulym Turkic, Ba-
dat Teleut, Baraba and the Tomsk variety (Esipova 1993: 17). Tofan astonishingly
stands out against these languages. Accepted counterparts of this affix are the mark-
ers -A + elek and -4 + ilik in Kirghiz and Yakut (also Dolgan) respectively; they also
function as predicates (Korkina 1970: 239; Ubrjatova 1985: 31, 1988: 471). All these
forms share a similar meaning, the expression of a quality or a condition that has not
yet appeared; in other words, the action has not occurred yet, but is expected (the
Altay grammar of 1869, Dyrenkova 1941), not occurred yet at the time being (O.
Bohtlingk). Unrealized action is meant here. However, some authors give a different
evaluation of the predicative use of the form as verbum finitum: Korkina defines
Yakut -4 ilik as “the mood of the unfulfilled action”, e.g. present tense En miigin iitt-
ahata ilik-kin “You have not given me either food or drink yet’, and past tense Utuya
ilik ete ‘(S)he had not slept yet (at that time)” (1970: 247-249). According to
Cispijakov, the respective Shor form is “the past imperfect verb tense”, e.g. Ayas
piirlen-gelek ‘The tree has not lost its leaves’ (1992 : 116). Tadykin be-lieves that in
Altay Turkic the participle -GAIAQ only conveys (negative) past tense meaning re-
lative to the moment of speech, e.g. Ol bar-yalaq ‘He had to go, but he had not gone
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yet’ (1971: 90). In Culym Turkic, the main meaning is said to be an action which has
not taken place in the past, e.g. Qoy sog-qalag-pis “We have not slaughtered the
sheep yet” (Birjukovié¢ 1981: 67). Isxakov & Pal’mbax consider the same form in
Tuvan as the future of the expected time (1961: 391).

Comparing the semantics of the mentioned forms with Yakut -4 ilik and Kirghiz
-A elek, Korkina concludes that they are not only similar to each other at present, but
probably have a common origin (1970: 246). Ubrjatova recognizes the common ori-
gin of the given affixes too, relating them, however, to the secondary participle forms
of a later origin (1985: 32). As for the origin of these forms, the authors of the com-
parative-historical grammar of the Turkic languages adhere to the same opinion
(1988: 471). Schonig considers a common source of the forms although he notes the
difficulties of explaining the final results of a development from a common arche-
type, “if this archetype existed” (1998: 135).

It follows from the explanations quoted above that the Yakut and Kirghiz forms
represent an earlier stage of a development that led to the replacement of the
analytical forms by the suffix -QA4I/4AQ. This raises some questions about the original
form of the first and second components of the analytical construction. Though there
are different opinions on this, it is common to suppose an original ambiguity of the
component ilik / elek. E. 1. Korkina says that it is difficult to solve the problem of the
etymology of ilik / elek / kalak and that this question has to be studied specially
(1970 : 246). Ubrjatova defines ilik as a word meaning ‘which not... yet’ (1976 : 54).
Sterbak leaves elek without comments (1977: 160, 1981: 96). Bohtlingk (1989: 471)
and Mongu§ & Sat (1968: 611) assume a separate word, Yakut i/ik ‘not happening
yet’, ‘not having occurred yet’, Tuvan elek ‘it is too early’ (e-+-lek?), “till, until’. Ju-
daxin interprets Kirghiz elek as a verbal negation ‘still not yet’ (1965 : 947).

Most researchers probably agree that the second component of the construction is
ilik / elek. The next question concerns the first component of the construction. It
seems to be clear for Yakut that this is a form of the common Turkic geconverb -4/
-y. Bohtlingk first expressed this opinion (1989#: 415), and his view is supported by
modern Yakut linguists. The similar problem concerning Kirghiz is solved in the
same way (Judaxin 1965: 947).

As for the affix -QAIAQ, its initial velar is derived from an ancient verbal noun
-GU/-GI (Serbak 1981: 178; Birjukovi& 1981: 66), -IG/-IK (Sat 1959: 79), or -GAn
(Castrén 1857: 74; Benzing 1959: 4). A number of specialists in Turkic philology as-
sume a variant of -/JQ/~IUQ in this affix (Birjukovi¢ 1981, Jusupov 1985: 83). Jusu-
pov takes this suffix to go back to elek; cf. the participle suffix -GIIIQ expressing a
potentiality in Tatar dialects and in some other Turkic languages (1985: 83). This
comparison with the form markier -GIlIQ <-GUIU, well known from Old Uyghur
documents, with the particle elek is semantically weak (and probably also phonetic-
ally).

In Old Turkic, -GUIUQ, derived from -GU, was used to express future action
accompanied by the same modality nuances typical of -GU, i.e. the necessity and
obligation, e.g. Old Uyghur bilgiiliik ol ‘should be known’, bilgd biligind sizik kényiil
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turyur-ma-yuluq ol ‘it is impossible to doubt his wise competence’, dziik sozld-giiliik
drmdz men ‘I shall not tell a lie’, darnini sdkiz yiiz qata oqi-yulug ol ‘he must recite
the formula eight hundred times’.

The etymologies just quoted do not explain the suffix -/4Q, if it is not a rest of
elek. This suffix does not seem to mark verbal forms and can hardly be correlated
with -GUIUQ.

As mentioned, the forms under discussion have in all Siberian languages the
meaning of an action which has not taken place. According to Ubrjatova, it should be
expedient to try to explain its negative semantic. Attention should also be drawn to
Benzing’s etymology, which is not mentioned in the works cited. Benzings derives
the Altay-Sayan suffix -GAI4Q, as well as the Kirghiz and Yakut forms from the
analytical construction *-yan + ele + yoq (1959: 4), which probably includes the in-
tensifying particle ele, characterized by a wide range of functions, e.g. in Kirghiz
(Batmanov 1940: 64-68). Batmanov refers Kirghiz ele to the category of “syntactic
words” like eken and emes. The particle ele can be compared also with the Common
Turkic expressive-emphatic particle la (ele < /e/ + le). In Old Turkic and Middle
Turkic this particle is often added to the verb, intensifying the action or condition
expressed by it, conveying a categorical shade of meaning, e.g. 6/diim-le ‘I have
died!” (S&erbak 1987: 99-100). In Kirghiz, the combination of the past tense marker
-DI, the perfect marker -GAn or the past iterative marker -¢U with ale allocates the
action as a separate episode after which the further narration will follow. In com-
bination with the present-future marker -4 or with the presumable future marker -4r
gives them the meaning of the opportunity to perform an action in the future (Batma-
nov 1940 : 66). The intensifying role of ale is very significant in this case.

Benzing’s construction makes the negative semantics of the considered form
transparent. The use of yoq for verbal nouns negative forms creation is a widespread
Turkic phenomenon (S&erbak 1981: 97). This negative predicative yoq is added to
-GAn and the nouns of action in -G and -GU, which have played a considerable role
in development of tense system in the Turkic languages (Blagova 1958). Such forms
are found in Old Uyghur, e.g. baligtaqi ig toya ketgiisi yoq ‘there is pestilence in the
city, and the infection will not leave’. Tadykin remarks that in Altay Turkic, the par-
ticiple -GAIAQ and the negative form of the participle -GA4n are often inter-change-
able. The meaning of -GAIAQ is close to the negative form of -GAn; it consists of
combination of this participle with the word yoq ‘not available’ (1971: 88). The same
semantic conformity is observed in Fu-yti Kirghiz (Schonig 1998: 136°).

As regards the use of yogq in tense paradigms, specific attention should be paid to
the negative forms of the present tense in Yellow Uigur -u + yog-tir. In this form the
negative yoq is added to the common Turkic converb in -U/-4/~y, e.g. men kel-ii yoq-
tir ‘I do not go, I am not going’ (TeniSev 1976a: 86); cf. Salar piser var-yox-tir ‘we
do not go, we are not going’ (TeniSev 1976b: 140).The use of yoq in tenses is ob-
served in Culym Turkic too (Birjukovi& 1981: 46-58). These examples show that yog
can be added to adverbial forms.
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Thus, the origin of Yakut i/ik and Kirghiz elek may be a combination of the in-
tensifying particle and the negative word yogq, i.e. (e)le + yoq > elek/ilik. This com-
plex component was combined either with the converb in -U/-4/~y or with the verbal
noun -IG/-GU/-GI, marking the analytical form with a negative value of an action
that has not happened. The analytical form was used in attributive and predicative
functions, and it could be substantivized, as in Yakut. Benzing’s suggestion of -GAn
as the first component is more problematic since it assumes complicated phonetic
changes. Consequently, Ubrjatova’s opinion to the effect that the Yakut and Sayan
forms may be secondary formations of the participle can be accepted. The Shor
participle and tense marker -QAIAQ may thus be the result of a phonetic de-
velopment of an ancient analytical construction.
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In this paper, the semantic and structural types of concessive and adversative constructions
in Siberian Turkic languages are investigated. In the semantic domain, we distinguish con-
cessive proper and conditional-concessive constructions as well as real and unreal ones,
the latter falling into hypothetical and counterfactive constructions. Generalised concessive
constructions versus non-generalised ones represent another classificatory criterion. As for
their structure, concessive constructions with the conditional form of the dependent
predicate in combination with the particle DA represent the core of such constructions in
all Turkic languages. Additionally, there exist language specific means of expressing con-
cessive and adversative relations: constructions with imperative forms of the predicate in
the concessive clause, constructions with various participial forms of the dependent pre-
dicate and some contextual means of expressing concession.

Adversative constructions are a more recent means of expressing concessive-adver-
sative relations. In Siberian Turkic, we find only a few adversative conjunctions, most of
them are copied structurally or fully from Russian. In addition, a number of modal intro-
ductory phrases are on the way to being grammaticalised as adversative conjunctions.

Irina Nevskaya, Institute of Philology of the Siberian Division of the Russian Academy of
Sciences, Novosibirsk, Russia. Email: Nevskaya@em.uni-frankfurt.de

1. Introductory remarks

Concessive and adversative relations alongside causative, consequential, final, re-
sultative and conditional ones express determination of one situation by another and
belong to the group of inter-propositional relations. Concession is a relation opposite
to cause. A situation which is seen as a cause brings about another situation which is
its consequence: Because he had not done his homework, he got a bad mark. A con-
cessive situation brings about an anti-consequential situation (or an adversative one)
which takes place in spite of the first situation, contrary to our expectations and con-
trary to a normal, i.e. causal, succession of events: Although he had not done his
homework, he got a good mark.
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19 situation 2" situation
Causative-consequential relations:  cause consequence
Concessive-adversative relations: ~ concession  anti-consequence

Causative-consequential relations are normally expressed by means of specialised
causative (la) or consequential (1b) constructions. In a causative construction, the
causative situation is marked by a causative connecting element (a conjunction, a
particle or an adverb in the connector function grammaticalised to different degrees)
(1a); in (1b), the consequential situation is marked by a grammaticalised con-
sequential element:

(1) a. Because he had not done his homework, he got a bad mark.
b.  He had not done his homework; therefore, he got a bad mark.

Similarly, we can distinguish concessive (2a) and adversative (2b) constructions:

(2) a. Although he had not done his homework, he got a good mark.
b. He had not done his homework, but he got a good mark.

Concessive constructions have been recently studied cross-linguistically by Bondar-
ko 1996, Haspelmath & Koénig 1998 and Xrakovskij 2004c; the latter edition is a
monograph written by a group of authors. It contains an overview of Turkic con-
cessive constructions (Isxakova, Nasilov & Nevskaya 2004). In this article, we de-
scribe concessive and adversative constructions in South Siberian Turkic in more de-
tail. First, we distinguish their semantic types (Section 2). Then, we describe the
structural and semantic types of concessive constructions in South Siberian Turkic
(Section 3). Most of them are mono-finite, i.e. they are of the synthetic type (Ce-
remisina, Skribnik 1986) and consist of a matrix clause with the predicate in a finite
verb form and of a dependent clause with the predicate in a nonfinite form (e.g. a
converb or a participle). These are the most typical means of expressing concessive-
adversative relations in Turkic. Concessive constructions with an imperative form of
the dependent predicate are a rare exception. Adversative constructions with adver-
sative conjunctions are a more recent means of expressing concessive-adversative
relations in Siberian Turkic. They are bi-finite and contain adversative conjunctions,
copied (Johanson 1992) from Russian either fully or structurally (Section 4). Ways of
expressing concessive-adversative relations at the textual level are described in
Section 5.

For illustration, we use the language material found in grammar descriptions
(Anonymous 1884, Baskakov 1958, 1966, 1972, 1975, 1985, Ceremisina 1995,
Dyrenkova 1941, Isxakov & Pal’mbax 1961, Nevskaya 1993, Radloff 1966, Ub-
rjatova 1982 etc.) as well as our Shor field data and experimental material collected
according to Xrakovskij’s questionnaire on concessive constructions (Xrakovskij
2004b).
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2. Semantic types of concessive constructions

2.1. Concessive proper and conditional-concessive constructions

Following Xrakovskij (2004a: 9-91), we distinguish the following main types of
concessive semantics: concessive proper (2a) and conditional-concessive ones: Even
if he did not do his homework, he would get a good mark. Concessive proper
sentences refer to factive situations while conditional-concessive ones reflect virtual,
non-factive situations. English, German and Russian have specialised means of
expressing these two types of semantics: English although and even if, German
obwohl and wenn auch, Russian xotja and daZe esli. Thus, in these languages, we can
distinguish concessive proper and conditional-concessive constructions by their
markers — concessive or conditional-concessive conjunctions. It is typical that con-
ditional-concessive conjunctions are composite ones and include a conditional
element.

In Turkic, the most typical concessive marker consisting of the conditional
form -S4 in combination with the particle DA can express both types of semantics,
thus, 3a and 3b can have both concessive and conditional-concessive interpretations
depending on the context; our knowledge of the situation, etc., while 3c only allows a
conditional-concessive one (Isxakova, Nasilov, Nevskaya 2004). Thus, being struc-
turally conditional-concessive, this construction is ambiguous semantically. How-
ever, there exist also specialised markers of concessive and conditional-concessive
semantics (see e.g. 3.2.1. and 3.2.2.).

Altay
(3) a. Agcabay aqéa-ni al-ba-gan da bol-zo,

A. money-ACC  get-NEG-PRF.PART PTL be-COND
iiy-in-e siy-di al-ip ber-gen.
wife-POSS3-DAT  present-ACC ~ buy-CONV give-PRF
‘Althouth Akchabay did not get his salary, he bought a present for his wife.’
Or
‘Even if Akchabay did not get his salary, he bought a present for his wife.’

b. Agcabay aqéa-ni al-ba-za da,
A. money-ACC get-NEG-COND PTL
iiy-in-e siy-di al-ip ber-er.
wife-POSS3-DAT present-ACC buy-conv give-FUT
‘Even if Akchabay does not get his salary, he will buy a present
for his wife.” or
‘Although Akchabay does not get his salary, he will buy a present
for his wife.’

c. Agcabay agca-ni al-ba-gan

3 8

A. money-ACC get-NEG-PRF.PART
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bol-zo, iiy-in-e siy-di

be-COND wife-POSS3-DAT present-ACC

al-ip ber-e e-d-i.

buy-conv give-FUT.PART be-PAST-3

‘Even if Akchabay had not got his salary, he would have bought a present for
his wife.”

2.2. Real, hypothetical and counterfactive constructions

In real constructions, both correlated situations are either factive or are seen by the
speaker as quite plausible (3a and 3b). The predicate of the matrix clause is typically
in the indicative mood. Counterfactive constructions present these situations as un-
real, i.e. the speaker knows that the described situations have not taken place (3c).
Only conditional-concessive interpretation of the construction is possible. The pre-
dicate of the matrix clause is in the conjunctive mood in this case (the future parti-
ciple of the lexical verb plus the preterit of the auxiliary verb e- ‘be’) and the pre-
dicate of the concessive clause bears an analytical conditional marker consisting of a
perfect participle of the lexical verb and of the conditional form of the auxiliary verb
pol- ‘be’ in combination with the particle DA.

Hypothetical concessive constructions present both situations as problematic, but
not really impossible (4). The presupposition is that the speaker considers this pos-
sibility.

Altay
4) Poezd dyinde de kel-er bol-zo,
train on.time PTL come-PRF.PART be-COND
bastapqi  d’uun-ga oroyt-ip qal-ar e-d-is.

opening  session-DAT  be.late-CONV  stay:AUX-FUT.PART  be-PST-1PL
‘Suppose the train arrived/had arrived on time, we would still be/have been late for
the opening session.’

In (4), the predicate of the matrix clause is also in the conjunctive mood, but this
form has the meaning of supposition here. The analytical conditional form consists of
the future participle of the lexical verb and of the conditional form of the auxiliary
verb. Only conditional-concessive interpretation of the construction is possible. The
time reference is determined only by tense adverbs. The situations expressed in both
counterfactive and hypothetical constructions are unreal ones.

2.3. Generalised concessive semantics

Following Xrakovskij 2000, we distinguish the following two types of generalised
concessive semantics: non-iterative (4) and iterative (5) expressed by means of
specialised generalised constructions. Non-iterative generalised constructions are em-
phatic. They contain indefinite pronouns combined with the concessive particle DA
as their structural markers: Shor kem de ‘no matter who’, gandiy da ‘no matter



238

Irina Nevskaya

which’, etc. In iterative constructions, the action performed by the same agent takes
place many times, or different agents perform the same action.

Altay
(5) Qanayda
how
ad-iy-di
horse-POss2-ACC

da qapsagayla-za-y, qgamdi-la
PTL hurry-cOND-2sG whip-INST
sog-po!

hit-NEG

‘(No matter) how much you are in a hurry, do not hit your horse with the whip!’

Shor
(6) Paréin kizi
every  person

pil-ze de,
know-COND PTL  say-NEG-PRS

ayt-paan-ca.

‘Although everyone knows (that), they do not tell.

Generalised concessive constructions can be either real or unreal as well as either
concessive proper or conditional-concessive. Combining all the semantic criteria, we
get the following semantic types of concessive constructions. They are illustrated

with Tuvan examples here.

L Non-generalised constructions

L1. Non-generalised concessive proper constructions

7 Ca's

cap
rain fall:conv
zontik doq
umbrella  without

tur-za daa, Petrov é6n-den
stand:AUX-COND  PTL P. house-ABL
tin-iip kel-gen.

g0.0ut-CONV come:AUX-PRF

‘Although it was raining, Petrov left the house without his umbrella.’

L2. Non-generalised conditional-concessive constructions

L2.1. Non-generalised real conditional-concessive constructions

® Cd's Cay-za
rain fall-coND
zontik éogq
umbrella  without

daa, Petrov &on-den
PTL P. house-ABL
iin-iip kel-ir.

go.0ut-CONV  come:AUX-AOR/FUT

‘Even if it rains, Petrov (always) leaves the house without his umbrella.’

© Cd's cap
rain fall:conv
zontik éogq
umbrella  without

kel-ze daa, Petrov  6én-den
come-COND  PTL P, house-ABL
iin-iip kel-ir.

go.out-CONV  come:AUX-AOR/FUT

‘Even if it is raining, Petrov will leave the house without his umbrella.”
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L.2.2. Non-generalised unreal conditional-concessive constructions

L2.2.1. Non-generalised hypothetical constructions

10) Ca's éap kel-ir-daa bol-za,
rain fall:conv come:AUX-FUT.PART-PTL be-COND
dén-den zontik doq iin-iip
house-ABL  umbrella without £0.0ut-CONV
Petrov kel-ir iyik.
P. COME:AUX-FUT.PART  PTL

‘Suppose it were raining, Petrov would still leave the house without his umbrella.’

L.2.2.2. Non-generalised counterfactive constructions

11 Ca's cap tur-yan-daa bol-za,
rain fall:conv stand:AUX-PRF.PART-PTL be-COND
Petrov don-den zontik éoq
P. house-ABL umbrella without
tin-iip kel-ir iyik.
g0.0ut:CONV come:AUX-FUT PTL
‘Even if it had been raining, Petrov would have left the house without his
umbrella.’

Or

12) Ca's éap tur-yan-daa bol-za,
rain fall:conv stand:AUX-PRF.PART-PTL be-COND
Petrov don-den zontik dogq
P. house-ABL umbrella without
iin-iip kel-gey ertik.
g0.out-CONV come:AUX-OPT PTL
‘Even if it had been raining, Petrov would have left the house without his
umbrella.’

The subjunctive mood in Tuvan is built with either the future participle or the
optative form of the lexical verb plus the modal particle iyik or ertik. These particles
are structural analogues of the auxiliary edi: all of them go back to the Old Turkic
auxiliary verb dr- ‘be’ in the preterit -D (edi), or in the form of the perfect participle
—DOk (ertik), or in the form of the evidential past —yOk (iyik)."

II. Generalised concessive constructions
IL.1. Generalised concessive proper constructions

(13) Petrov gim-dan-da aytir-za, gim-daa ayaa
P. who-ABL-PTL ask-COND who-PTL he:DAT

' Concerning the Old Turkic formants, see Erdal 2004.
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xarin ber-ip Sida-vaan.

answer give-CONV be.able-PRF.NEG

‘No matter whom Petrov asked [about it] (Although Petrov asked everyone about
it), nobody could give him an answer.’

I1.2. Generalised conditional-concessive constructions

IL.2.1. Generalised real generalised conditional-concessive constructions

(14) Petrov qim-dan-da aytir-za, gim-daa anaa
P. who-ABL-PTL  ask-COND who-PTL he:DAT
xarin ber-ip Sida-vas.
answer give-CONV be.able-AOR/FUT.NEG

‘No matter whom Petrov asks [about it] (Even if Petrov asks everyone about it),
nobody will be able to give him an answer.’

11.2.2. Generalised unreal conditional-concessive constructions

I1.2.2.1. Generalised hypothetical conditional-concessive constructions

(15) Petrov gim-dan-da aytir-ar bol-za, gim-daa
P. who-ABL-PTL  ask-FUR.PART  be-COND who-PTL
ayaa xarin ber-ip Sida-vas iyik.
he:DAT  answer give-CONV be.able-FUT.PART.NEG  PTL
‘Suppose Petrov asked everyone [about it], nobody would still be able to give him
an answer.’

I1.2.2.2. Generalised counterfactive conditional-concessive constructions

(16) Petrov gim-dan-da aytir-gan bol-za, qim-daa
P. who-ABL-PTL  ask-PRF.PART  be-COND who-PTL
ayaa xarin ber-ip Sida-vas iyik.
he:DAT answer give-CONV be.able-FUT.PART.NEG  PTL

‘No matter whom Petrov had asked [about it] (even if Petrov had asked everyone
about it), nobody could have given him an answer.’

3. Concessive constructions in Siberian Turkic

3.1. Concessive constructions with the conditional form

Concessive constructions with the conditional form of the dependent predicate are
the most widespread means to express concessive semantics in Turkic. As we have
seen, they can express both concessive proper and conditional-concessive semantics,
denote real, hypothetical and unreal situations and render generalised and non-gener-
alised concessive relations. Further we describe some of their structural features.
Special attention is paid to the temporal localisation of the correlated situations in
such constructions. It is worth noting that in contrast to English, German or Russian
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concessive constructions where the anti-consequence can precede the concessive sit-
uation, Turkic concessive constructions mirror the temporal correlation of these situ-
ations iconically: the concessive situation always precedes the anti-consequence.

3.1.1. Structural features

Along with the form -S4 such constructions normally contain concessive particles:
TAGI/TAA/DA, CI or LA, etc. However, the conditional construction with the “plain”
form -S4 can also occasionally express concession (6).

Shor
(A7) Quday-ya  iZen-ze-y, poy-uy canil-ba!
god-DAT trust-COND-25G ~ self-POSS2SG ~ err-NEG
‘Although you trust in God, do not make mistakes yourself!”

The main clause can contain adversative conjunctions and particles or modal adverbs
(Altay: tiiyej le, d’ani la ‘nevertheless, still’). They additionally mark the situation of
anti-consequence.

The temporal localisation of the concessive and anti-consequential situations in
such constructions depends on many factors: the tense/mood marker of the finite
predicate (i.e. whether indicative or non-indicative), the structure of the conditional
form itself (whether the conditional marker is added to the lexical verb itself or is
added to the auxiliary verb pol- while the lexical verb takes a participial form; which
participial form the lexical verb gets in the latter case, etc.) and on the presence of
certain time adverbs.

3.1.2. Temporal localisation as expressed in concessive constructions with the
simple conditional form -S4

In the concessive constructions with the simple conditional form of the dependent
predicate, the temporal localisation of the concessive situation depends on the tempo-
ral localisation of the situation expressed by the matrix clause. Thus, the form —S4
displays a feature here of a typical converb: absence of an independent temporal
semantics, 1.€. relative tense.

3.1.2.1. Both the concessive situation and that of anti-consequence can be tempo-
rally non-localised. These are repeatedly occurring situations.

Tuvan
(18) Al-za daa, “al-d-im” di-ves,
take-COND PTL take-PST-1SG say-NEG.AOR/FUT
Ci-ze daa, “Ci-d-im” di-ves.
eat-COND PTL eat-PST-1sG say-NEG.AOR/FUT

‘Although he (always, repeatedly) takes, he does not say that he took; although he
(always, repeatedly) eats (something), he does not say that he ate.’
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3.1.2.2. Both situations are present ones:
Shor
(19) Qayizi kizi pil-ze de, ayt-paanca.
which  person know-COND PTL  say-NEG.PRS
‘Although somebody knows (that), he does not say (it).’

3.1.2.3. Both situations refer to the past:

Khakas

(20) Uzi-rya sayin-ip, xaraan cap-sa daa,
sleep-INF think-conv eye close-COND PTL
noya da kirbik-ter cara la
why PTL eyelash-PL separately PTL
oylas tar-yan-nar.
run spread-PRF-PL
‘Although she tried to close her eyes, she could not (lit.: her eyelashes were
separated).’

3.1.2.4. Both situations are located in the future:

Tofan
1) O  gel-se td, sooda-vas.
he come-COND PTL say-NEG.AOR/FUT
‘Although he comes, he will not say (anything about this).”

3.1.3. Temporal localisation as expressed in concessive constructions with
analytical conditional forms

3.1.3.1. Both situations are located in the future:

Altay

(22) Erten ada-m tura-niy iist-in de
tomorrow father-POss1sG  house-GEN  roof-pOSS3ACC  PTL
d’aza-r bol-zo, men ogo
repair-FUT.PART be-COND I he:DAT

bolus-paz-im.
help-AOR/FUT.NEG-15G
‘Although my father repairs the roof tomorrow, I will not help him.’

3.1.3.2. Both situations refer to the past:

Altay
(23) Men koomoy do iste-gen bol-zo-m,
I badly PTL Work-PRF.PART  be-COND-1SG
d’e d’aq$i  iSte-p al-ata-m.
but  well work-CONV  take-IMPF-1SG

‘Although I worked badly, I earned much.’
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3.1.3.3. The concessive situation is situated in the past, the anti-consequence is
situated in the present:

Altay
(24) Agcéabay  d’uunda-p bar-ba-gan da bol-zo,
A. meet-CONV g0-NEG-PRF.PART PIL  be-COND
ol emdi kem-di de kemdir-beyt.
he now who-acc PTL  receive-NEG.PRS

‘Although A. has not gone to the meeting, he does not receive anybody now.’

3.1.3.4. The concessive situation refers to the past, the anti-consequence to the
future:

Altay
(25) Agcabaj d’ed-ip te kel-gen bol-zo,
A. reach-CONV ~ PTL COme-PRF.PART be-COND
men ogo telefon  soq-poz-im.
I he:DAT telefon beat-NEG.AOR/FUT-1SG

‘Although Akchabay has already returned (home), I will not call him.’

We see that the concessive situation can be localised in a different period of time
than the situation expressed in the main clause when the conditional form is an ana-
lytical one and the lexical verb takes a participial formant determining the temporal
localisation of its action.

All the examples in the sections 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 can also have a conditional-con-
cessive interpretation. All of them are real. The situations can be either factive (con-
sequently the construction gets a concessive proper interpretation) or non-factive
(consequently the construction gets a conditional-concessive interpretation).

3.1.4. Unreal conditional-concessive constructions

In unreal conditional-concessive constructions i.e. in hypothetical (15) and counter-
factive (16) ones, the temporal localisation is neutralised. We need additional con-
textual markers (like temporal adverbs) to refer the situation to a certain time period.

Altay:

(26) Poezd (biigiin/kece/ertene) dyinde
train today/yesterday/tomorrow on.time
kel-er bol-zo,
come-FUT.PART be-COND
bastapqi d’uun-ga oroyt-ip
first session-DAT be.late-conv
de qal-ar e-d-is.
PTL stay-FUT.PART be-PST-1PL

‘Suppose that the train had arrived on time (yesterday), we would have been late
for the opening session anyway. / Suppose the train arrived on time
(today/tomorrow), we would be late for the opening session anyway.’
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Altay
(27) Poezd (biigiin/kece/ertene) dyinde de
train (today/yesterday/tomorrow) on.time PTL
kel-gen bol-zo,
come-PRF.PART be-coND
bastapqi d’uun-ga oroyt-ip qal-ar
first session-DAT be.late-CONV  stay-FUT.PART
e-d-is.
be-PST-1PL

‘Even if the train had arrived on time (yesterday), we would have been late for
the opening session. / Even if the train arrived on time (today/tomorrow), we
would be late for the opening session.”

3.2. Concessive constructions formed by other forms

Such constructions are very diverse and language specific. Most of them are not
specialised on expressing concessive relations and render a concessive meaning only
in certain contexts. Concessive particles can be contextual markers of such uses.

3.2.1. Concessive constructions with the imperative forms

Imperative forms are found in concessive constructions quite often cross-lin-
guistically: compare Russian Bud’ ja xot’ vol§ebnikom, ja by i togda ne smog by vy-
polnil’ tvoego Zelanija ‘Even if | were a magician, I would not be able to make your
wish come true.” Such constructions always represent a non-factive concessive situ-
ation:

Tuvan
(28) Day bedik daa bol, buura-ar,
mountain high PTL be get.ruined-FUT
dalay teren daa bol, qurya-ar.
sea deep PTL be dry.out-FUT
‘Even if a mountain is high (lit.: be a mountain high), it gets ruined, even if a sea
is deep (lit.: be a sea deep), it dries out.’
Tofan
29) Sen Ccor-iy ti ber, men ilya-vas-men

you go.away-CONV PTIL give:AUX I Cry-NEG.FUT-1SG
‘Even if you go away (lit.: you go away), I will not cry.’

3.2.2. Participles in case forms with postpositions

In Shor, there exists a highly specialised concessive construction with the meaning
‘in spite of the situation A (concession), the situation B (anti-consequence) happens’.
The dependent predicate is expressed by the participle —GAn with the postposition
iistiine [iist-iin-e upper.part-POSS3-DAT]. The construction always renders factive
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situations and is more emphatic than the standard construction with the conditional
form.

Shor
(30) Men eléi is-qan tistiine,
I ambassador send-PRF.PART POSTP
meey kel-er-im-ni pil-be-d-ip éil
I:GEN come-FUT.PART-POSS1SG-ACC know-NEG-PST-25G PTL
‘In spite of the fact that I had sent an ambassador, you did not know that I would
come?!’

3.3. Contextual means of expressing concessive semantics

A number of constructions with the core meaning of a different type can express
concession in certain contexts. These are mostly temporal constructions that may
convey different types of causal semantics (cause, condition, purpose or concession)
that can be induced by a correlation of the lexical meanings of the verbs in the matrix
and the dependent clauses, by some structural markers (like certain verb forms or the
presence of certain particles), by a pragmatic reading of a situation alone.

3.3.1. The form -GAndA

This form is made up of the perfect participle -GAn in the Locative case form. In
Siberian Turkic, it is functionally close to gerunds. The prime function of the
complex constructions with the dependent predicate in this form is temporal: the
dependent situation determines the time of the matrix one. If the content of the matrix
situation contradicts our expectations based on the content of the dependent situation,
we may have concessive correlation of these situations. The concessive semantics is
that of the factive type.

Shor
(Bl) Sen aliy pol-yan-da,
you:2sG fool be-PRF.PART-LOC
pis-tiy tin-ibis-ti al-d-iy
We-GEN soul-POSS.1PL-ACC save-PST-25G

‘Although you are a fool/Being a fool, (but) you have saved our souls.”

3.3.2. The form -ArGA

The Tuvan form -4rGA has also primarily temporal functions, but it can express
concession contextually. It is the aorist-future participle in the Dative case form, but
it functions as a converb. The concessive situation is always factive. This form can
serve as a periphrastic equivalent of the conditional form -S4 with the particle D4 in
concessive proper constructions. Thus, (13) can be transformed into (32) without any
semantic loses.
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(32) Petrov gim-dan-da aytir-ar-ga, gim-daa ayaa
P. who-ABL-PTL ask-FUT.PART-LOC who-PTL he:DAT
xarin ber-ip Sida-vaan.
answer give-CONV be.able-PRF.NEG

‘No matter whom Petrov asked [about it] (Although/When Petrov asked
everyone), nobody could give him an answer.’

3.3.3. The converb -(X)p

This converb is of the contextual type (Nevskaja 1993), i.e. its semantics is always
determined by the lexical or structural factors.

Shor

(33) 01 cdis-ti as ci-p, ebire kop qaraqta-pca.
he meal-acc little eat-coNv around much  look-PRs
‘Although he eats little (eating little), he is looking around a lot.

3.3.4. The negative converb

The negative counterpart of the converb —(X)p tends to express causal semantics of
different types even more often than the positive converb.

Shor
(34) Palig  gostan-maan tabiraq, qaranyi qostan-d-i
fish approach-NEG.CONV fast gradually approach-PST-35G
‘Although the fish did not approach fast (Not approaching fast), it approached
gradually.’

4. Adversative constructions

Such constructions are bi-finite ones, with adversative conjunctions as their structural
markers. Here, two clauses — one representing a concessive situation and another an
anti-consequential one — are joined by adversative conjunctions or modal phrases in
the process of grammaticalising to become adversative conjunctions. In Siberian
Turkic, we find only a few adversative conjunctions of Turkic origin. In some cases
we may suppose that their adversative functions are structural copies of the
corresponding Russian conjunctions. Siberian Turkic also has some conjunctions
copied directly from Russian.

4.1. Constructions with Turkic conjunctions

One of the most striking examples of structural copying of adversative functions
from Russian is the Altay conjunction d’e. This is also an interjection expressing
consent: ‘yes!” and a particle having adversative functions expressing the meaning
‘however’ (among other functions). We suppose that this element has developed the
adversative functions following the Russian word da, which is also an interjection of
consent, an adversative particle (‘however’, ‘nevertheless’) and an adversative
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conjunction in Russian. In fact, both in Russian and in Altay, it is often very difficult
to draw a line between the particle and the adversative conjunction.

Altay

(35) Oni kem de  d’aras emes de-p ayt-pas,
he:acc who PTL  handsome no say-CONV  say-NEG.FUT
d’e oniy Giray-i kem-ge de
however he:GEN  face-POSS3sG who-DAT PTL
d’ara-bayt.

be.liked-NEG.PRS

‘(Although) nobody would say that he is not handsome, but nobody likes his
face.’

The Shor conjunctions aytebe has developed from a postpositional phrase aay tebe
[DEM3:GEN towards]. It renders a very specific adversative meaning of compensation

‘instead of the situation A (concession), the situation B (anti-consequence) has
happened’.

Shor
36) Culat paz-in-da pir da
river upper.reaches-POSS3-LOC  one PTL
paliq tart-pa-d-i-lar, anytebe Gulat
fish catch-NEG-PST-3-PL instead river
pel-tir-i-ney kiiskiis-ter tart-t-i-lar.
lower.reaches-Poss3-aBL  kind.of fish-PL catch-psT-3-PL

‘(Although) they have not caught a single fish in the upper reaches of the river,
but they have caught much fish in the lower reaches of the river instead.’

4.2. Adversative conjunctions borrowed from Russian

The conjunction no ‘but’ serves as an example of a conjunction copied from Russian.
It is widely used in Shor and in oral varieties of other South Siberian languages
(Nevskaja 1999, Nevskaja 2000). Language purists usually proscribe its use in the
written varieties of the well-established literary South Siberian Turkic languages like
Altay or Khakas, but this is not the case for a young literary language like Shor
where we find this conjunction also in published literary works.

Shor
@37 Sin-in-a Cet par-ip ebire kor-d-i,
trunk-POSS3-DAT reach go:AUX-CONV  around look-PST-3
no pir da torum  kériin-meen-ca.
but one  PIL cone appear-NEG-PRS

‘He has climbed (the tree) and looked around, but no cones are seen.’
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5. Ways of expressing concessive-adversative relations on the textual level

5.1. Adversative constructions with introductory modal phrases

A great diversity of introductory modal phrases with adversative meaning serves as a
reservoir for developing adversative conjunctions. Structurally, they are dependent
clauses formed according to the concessive patterns with the conditional form -S4
and the concessive particle DA. They act at the textual level as structural elements
and usually appear in the beginning of a sentence anaphorically referring to the
previous sentence, which represents a concessive situation. They are normally
punctuated like dependent clauses, i.e. they are separated from the rest of the
sentence by a comma.

Shor
(38) Tegri sooqtan par-tir, cay-arya pelen  pol

sky get.cold gO:AUX-IND  rain-INF ready be
par-tir. Endig da pol-za, Alexey ayradrom-ya
gO:AUX-IND SO PTL be-COND A. airport-DAT
par-arya, te-p, em-ney Sig-t-i.
gO-INF say-CONV  house-ABL go.out-PST-3
‘It got cold, and it was going to rain. However, Alexey left the house in order to go
to the airport.”

The modal phrase can also appear without comma, which is evidence that it has
been integrated into the intonational structure of the sentence:

Shor

(39) Sluzba aar iriz-i doq kerek  cilep  pildir-d-i.
service hard joy-poss3  without matter like  appear-pST-3
Endig da pol-za talas-éan ebes  pol-yan!
so PTL  be-COND  retreat-IMPF.PART  no be-PRF

‘My army service appeared to be a hard and joyless matter. However, (but) I
could not retreat!”

Finally, appearing in the same complex structure together with the concessive situ-
ation and being integrated intonationally, this modal phrase can fulfil the function of
an adversative conjunctive element:

Shor
40) o1 caqsi kizi pol-yan endig
he good person be-PRF.PART S0
da pol-za uz-i
PTL be-COND end-POss3
paz-i éog, salyin usqas sayis-tiy

head-Poss3 without wind like thought-wiTH
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kizi pol-yan.

person be-PRF

‘He was a good man, but a very light-headed and thoughtless one (lit.: without the
beginning and the end, with thoughts like the wind).’

5.2. Asyndetical constructions

Concessive-adversative relations can be expressed on the textual level by mere
juxtaposition of the sentences expressing the concessive and the adversative
situations respectively:

Shor
(41) Apsiy siranay tin-ma sal-ip

old.man totally breath-INST put-CONV
ertis-t-i.

drink-psT-3
Apsiy-diy erbekte-rge aqs-i emen
old.man-GEN speak-INF mouth-pPoss3 nice
pol-d-u.

become-PST-3
Ayd-arya soz-iin tabin-mas pol-d-u.
say-INF word-POsS3ACC find-PART.AOR.NEG become-PST-3
‘The old man swallowed [the alcohol] in a gulp. He felt like talking (lit.: his
mouth became nice to speak). [However,] he could not find what to say (Lit.:
words to say).’
Abbreviatons

AOR  Aorist IND Indirective

ACC  Accusative INF Infinitive

ABL  Ablative INST Instrumental

AUX  Auxiliary (element) LOC Locative

CONV  Converb NEG Negation

COND Conditional PART Participle

DAT  Dative PL Plural

DEM  Demonstrative POSS Possessive

DIR Directive PRF Perfect

FUT Future PST Past

GEN  Genitive PRS Present

IMP Imperative PTL Particle

IMPF  Imperfect SG Singular
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ghur. Although these usages are recorded in native publications, they are rarely mentioned
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those in Kirghiz, albeit in a less regularized way.
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1. Introduction

It is a well-known fact among Turcologists that the Cooperative Suffix (7)s regularly
functions as a third person plural marker in the standard Kirghiz verb paradigms,
though with approximately the same restrictions on obligatoriness as /Er in Turkish
(e.g. Imart 1981: 803-807, 2196-2198). Western Turcology largely seems to assume
tacitly that this phenomenon is restricted to Kirghiz (e.g. Johanson 1998: 43; Kirch-
ner 1998: 349). Nonetheless, it is a recorded fact that the same pattern can be recog-
nized in some variety or other of at least Kazakh (e.g. Begaliyev & Sawranbaev
1944: 102; Qazaq tili enciyklopediyya: 121), Uzbek (e.g. Reshetov & Shoabdu-
rahmonov 1978: 152-157, Muhamadjonov 1983: 116-118) and Uyghur (e.g. Kayda-
rov et al. 1966: 207-209), but this fact is rarely formulated in the literature, and we
cannot always be sure from the data presented about the exact use of the items in
question. Still, Omeljan Pritsak in his highly dialect-oriented description of modern
Uyghur (1959) observes that “Im Neuuigurischen gebraucht man oft fiir den Plural
des Verbums simplex den reziproken Stamm (vgl. das Kirgisische)” [In modemn Uy-
ghur, the reciprocal stem is often used for the plural of the simple verb (cf. Kirghiz)]
(1959: 553). In standard Uzbek, plural-like uses of the Cooperative suffix do occur at
least in certain types of texts, as the following examples' from the Afandi latifalari
(1989) show:

! I use here the new Uzbek orthography for transcription.
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(1) Xotin, tanish mullavachchalar kelishdi,
wife acquainted son of a mulla:p come:COOP.PAST.3
oshni katta qil.
meal:AcC big make:MP.25
‘Dear wife, some acquainted students have arrived, prepare an ample meal!” (p.
14)

(2) Afandidan odamlar: “Siz  kattami,  akangiz kattami?”
efendi:ABL man:P You big:Q brother:POss.2s big:Q
deb so rashdi.
QUOT ask:COOP.PAST.3

‘The people asked the Efendi: Which one is elder, you or your brother?’ (p. 55)

(3) Dengizdagi  baliglar sasib qolmasin
sea:LOC.REL fish:P  smell:cv ACTION:NEG.IMP.3
deb tuzlab  qo'’yishgan.

QUOT salt:CV  ACTION:COOP.POST.3

‘They salted the sea, so that the fishes in it might not smell.” (p. 69)

This article does not deal with the situation in dialects of Central Asian Turkic. It is
concerned with the functional distribution of the Cooperative suffix in modern writ-
ten standard Uyghur and aims at showing that the “Kirghiz type” of plural marking
observed by Pritsak for the dialects also diffuses into written standard Uyghur as an
optional marker for plurality.

2. The “official” situation in standard Uyghur

As opposed to Uzbek, standard Uyghur lacks a third person plural marking device of
the type *keldiler ‘they came’. The form keldi is normally used for both third person
singular and plural. As modern Uyghur more regularly than many other Turkic lan-
guages indicates the subject of a sentence overtly (cf. Uyg. u keldi vs. Turkish 0
geldi ‘s/he came’), ambiguities rarely occur. Still, the distinctiveness gap between
[+PLUR] for the third person in the verb paradigms leaves a blank for semantic ex-
tension of the original Cooperative suffix (uyg. domlik derije, literally ‘communion
degree’). The Uyghurs themselves are usually quite conscious of some surplus
semantics of this suffix in addition to simple cooperative meaning.? For example, the
entry omliik derije in the large six-volume Uyghur dictionary UTIL defines this item
as “a unit that indicates that a grammatical subject consisting of two or more human
beings performs the main action directed against or rivaling one another, and that the
main action is performed by a grammatical subject consisting of two or more human

2 Even the grammatical term hints at this fact.
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beings. As, e.g., ‘they went’, ‘they worked”” (UTIL, 5: 855).> The latter part of the
definition indeed comes very close to the notion ‘plural’, although the exact meaning
of the examples given cannot be assessed due to the lack of situational context. Strik-
ingly enough, ‘classical’ cooperative verbs like rigabetle§- ‘to compete’ and sozles-
‘to talk’ are not even mentioned in the examples. We will now cast a look on how the
suffix (¥)§ is actually employed in modern Uy ghur literary texts.

3. Towards the notion of plural: Examples of (¥)§ in Uyghur

The specter of meanings covered by Uyghur (¥)§ comprises a semantic continuum
from reciprocal in its most restricted form to general plural.* This continuum can be
roughly divided into four sub-fields:

1. Restricted Cooperative (reciprocal): An action performed mutually.

2. Cooperative Proper: A coordinated action performed interdependently, but not
necessarily mutually or reciprocally.

3. Cooperative Plural (Open Cooperativeness): An action performed jointly, but
partly independently, not necessarily coordinated.

4. Genuine Plural: An action performed totally independently, no notion of co-
operativeness at all.

1 and 2 are considered the common Turkic core meanings of the cooperative suf-
fix I5,” whereas 3 and 4 are excentric in that they are not typical for large parts of the
Turkic world and represent a diachronic extension of the core meanings. Naturally,
the cooperative core meanings are fully covered by the Uyghur item as in all other
Turkic languages.

Sub-meaning 1: Restricted Cooperativeness (Reciprocal)

The Restricted Cooperative sub-meaning frequently occurs in verbs like rigabetles-
‘to compete’, sozles- “to talk’, mundas- ‘to chat’, urus- ‘to beat one another’, 6/tiriis-
‘to kill one another’, dpiis- “to kiss one another’, etc. Quite a few combinations like
these can be considered lexicalized, still (V)3 is fully productive in this sub-meaning,
and in futile contexts verbs can be freely reciprocalized with this suffix.

As the reciprocal meaning of (¥)$ is common place in Turkic, one example for
this use will suffice:

3 Ikkidin artuq ademdin terkip tapgan gramatik iginin esliy heriketni bir-birige qaritip yaki

musabiqilisip élip bérisini ve esliy heriketnin ikkidin artuq ademdin terkip tapgan gramatik
ige teripidin orunlinisini bildiiridiyan derije. Mesilen, béristi, islisip berdi ge oxsas.

In certain lexemes, Is—usually in the combined denominal verb suffix /Es—seems to
reflect other meanings that do not require more than one participant. This combination
frequently conveys a meaning of self-centred processual development, e.g. jiddiyles- ‘to
become earnest’, xitaylas- ‘to Sinisize oneself’. A related but slightly different example is
yéqinlas- ‘to approach’. This use, which can be considered common Turkic, will not be
dealt with in this essay.

> Cf. e.g. Erdal 1991: 578-583.
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@) Avaziyiz biz  bilen qalidu, siz
voice:POSs.2s we with  remain:[-PAST].3s you
ketsigizmu biz  siz bilen
gO:COND.2S.EMP we you  with
sozlisivérimiz.

talk:COOP.ACTION: [-PAST].1P
“Your voice will remain with us; even if you go we will talk to you.” (Sabir,
Qerzdar: 204)

Sub-meaning 2: Cooperative Proper

This shade of meaning, encountered frequently in Turkic, also occurs both in lexical-
ized combinations and productively, e.g. gatnas- ‘to participate’, jidelles- ‘to revolt’,
iigini§- ‘to learn collectively’, oqus- ‘to read/study collectively’. Although Coopera-
tive Proper is a regular pattern in Turkic, the two examples given here represent a
rather atypical use as they exceed the use encountered e.g. in Turkish:

(5) Qalyan gep-sozlerni keyin déyisermiz.
remain:va speech-word:P.ACC later say:COOP.MOD. 1P
‘We will discuss the rest later.” (Asim, Yiylima insan: 60)

(6) Eger u yerge bérisni xalimisay,
if DET place:DAT gO:VN:ACC want:NEG.COND.2S
hazirqi ornupda islevérisen,
Nnow:REL  place:POss.2s.LOC work:ACTION.[-PAST].2s
séniy telipiyni kéyin  oyliSimiz.
YOU:GEN claim:Poss.2s.ACC later think:coopP.[-PAST].1P

‘If you do not want to go there, simply work at your present place; we will
consider your claim later.” (Asim, Yiylima insan: 365)

Attention has to be paid with respect to the verb oylas-, which can carry two mean-
ings:

1. Cooperative of oyla- ‘to think’ and 2. lexicalized verb oylas- ‘to think’. Ex-
ample 6 is thus a case of ambiguity.

Sub-meaning 3: Cooperative Plural (Open Cooperativeness)

The following examples represent cases where an action is performed together but at
least partly independently and not clearly coordinated:

(7) [Harvikesler[niy beziliri nahayiti  munluq avazda
cart driver:P.GEN some:P.POSS.3 extremely mournful voice:LOC
naxsa éytsa beziliri Ciije

song sing:COND.3 some:P.POSS.3 chick



256 Julian Rentzsch

xorazniy avazidek incike avazda
cock:GEN voice:POsS.3.EQU  shrill voice:LOC
naxsa éytisatti.

song sing:COOP.INTRA' .PAST.3

‘While some of the cart drivers were singing in a very sad voice, others were sing-
ing in a shrill, chicken-like voice.” (Asim, Yiylima insan: 32)

(8) Kopcilik sizniy mu’ellim bolyanligiyizni
majority YOU:GEN teacher be:VN.POSS.25.ACC
hormet qilisti.
credit:coop.3
‘The majority credited you with the fact that you are a teacher.” (Sabir,
Qerzdar: 79)
(9) Basqilarmu hezretke egisip baslirini
other:p.too excellency:DAT  according to head:poss.3p.AcC
sel-pel égip hormet bildiiriisti.
slightly bow:cv esteem display:COOP.PAST.3

‘Also the others showed their respect by slightly bowing their heads
according to his excellency.” (Ilyas, Eyir tiniglar: 51)

Note that in this example the participants do not pay respect reciprocally, rather a
group of people bows to one person of high esteem.

(10) Zakirniy ayiniliri uni Zakir  gilem  dep
Zakir:GEN friend:P.POSs.3 PPR:ACC Zakir carpet  QUOT
atisatti.

name:COOP.INTRA'¥ PAST.3
Zakir’s friends called him Zakir Carpet.” (Asim, Yiylima insan: 1)

(11) Kecte iscilar bazarya yiyilip tamaq
night:LoC worker:P  market:DAT assemble:cv food
yeéyisti.
eat:COOP.PAST
Tamagqtin keéyin iscilar ozliriniy
meal:ABL after worker:p RFL:P.POSS.3.GEN
aram alidiyan orniya kétisti.
rest take:vA place:POSS.3.DAT g0:COOP.PAST

‘At night, the workers assembled in the market and had their meal. After the
meal, they went to their resting places.” (Asim, Yiylima insan: 61)

While the first action (yéyisti) could well be interpreted as a cooperative action of
type 2 (not as type 1 Restricted Cooperativeness though, as the workers do not eat
one another), action 2 (kétisti) clearly is an example of Open Cooperativeness, as
everybody goes to his individual resting place. This action is thus performed in-
dividually, though not totally independently.
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(12)

Ular gaqagqlisip kiiliisti.
PPR:P make ha ha:coop.cv laugh:COOP.PAST.3
‘They laughed heartily.” (Sabir, Qerzdar: 176)

The persons do not laugh at one another, but they laugh together.

13)

(14

15)

Ular [...]  hemrahi bilen muydasqac Caykilarya
PPR'P companion:POss.3 with chat:cv gull:P.DAT
bolka, méve  cécip, Caykilarniy ozuq iiciin

roll fruit share:cv  gull:P.GEN fodder for

gilyan ‘kiires’lirini tamasa qilisidiken.

make:VA fight:p.Poss.3.acc watch:COOP.[-PAST].3.IND

‘They chat with their companions, feed the gulls on rolls and fruit, and watch
the gulls’ fighting for the feed.” (Sabir, Qerzdar: 183)

Ular méniy  tonuSturuSumni aylap tolimu  xosal
PPR:P  LGEN introduction:Poss.1s.Acc hear:cv  very glad
bolusti.

become:COOP.PAST.3
‘When I introduced myself, they became very happy.’ (Sabir, Qerzdar: 205)

U bu geplerni qilip qaqagqlap
PPR DET speech:P.ACC make:Cv make ha ha:cv
kiildi, bizmu  kiiliistuq.

laugh:PAST.3  we:too laugh:COOP.PAST.1P
‘Speaking like that he laughed heartily, and we laughed, too.” (Sabir, Qerzdar:
216)

Sub-meaning 4: Genuine Plural

In these examples the action is performed by more than one person, and clearly total-
ly independently, possibly even not synchronically:

(16)

Pakar  édirlig qaptalliriya Jaylasqan bu
low hill:DNN slope:P.POSS.3.DAT be situated:vA DET
Seher yolliri qisliq pelto, otiik,

city road:p.POSs.3 winter:DNN coat boot
qulagéa  kiyisken ademliri bilen bizge
furhat  wear:COOP.VA man:P.POss.3 with We:DAT
yéyi tuyuldi.

new feel:PASS.PAST.3

‘These city roads on the slopes of low hills with its people who had put on
winter coats, boots and fur hats felt new for us.” (Sabir, Qerzdar: 131)
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The action of putting on clothes is performed totally independently and without any
temporal coincidence.

(17) VYillar atti, Seherdin komiirge digqan
year:P pass:PAST.3 town:ABL coal:DAT come out:VA
harvikesler yéyi  hokiimet qurulyanliqi,
cartdriver:P  new government  establish:PASS.VN.POSS.3

kompartiye heqqide yeéyi xeverlerni sozlep
communist party  about new news:P.ACC tell:cv
Yirist.

march:COOP.PAST.3

“Years passed, and the cart drivers coming from the city for coal brought fresh
news about the formation of a new government and the communist party.’
(Asim, Yiylima insan: 62)

(18) Qislig kiyim kiygen ademler  aldirisip
winter:DNN clothes put on:VA man:P hurry:coop.cv
yiiriiSmekte.

march:COOP.INTRA™ 3
‘People wearing winter clothes were running in haste.” (Sabir, Qerzdar: 132)

(19) Yol cetidiki bendiylerde olturusqan
way outside:POSS.3.LOC.REL bench:p.LOC sit:COOP.VA
ademlerni tamsa qilip maymagqtimen.
man:P.ACC  watch:cv go:INTRA™ .18

>

‘I am traveling ahead, watching people sitting on benches on the roadside.
(Sabir, Qerzdar: 138)

(20) Napolé’'on ve Gitler armiyisi [..] musu
Napoleon  and Hitler army:POSSs.3 DET
yerlerde ozliriniy miyliyan
place:p.LOC RFL:P.POSS.3.GEN thousand:DNV.VA
Jesetlirini qaldurup, haryin, alaqzade,
corpse:P.POSS.3.ACC bury:cv fatigued frightened
vehime icide oz xojayinlirini
fear inside:Poss.3.LoC RFL leader:p.poss.3.AcC
qaryisip yerbke qarap
curse:COOP.CV west:DAT look:cv
gécisqan.

flee:coop.POST.3

‘Napoleon’s and Hitler’s armies buried their thousands of corpses right here
and fled fatigued, in fright and fear to the west, cursing their leaders.’
(Sabir, Qerzdar: 144)

Here, two totally independent actions are referred to.
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(¢2)) Ular méni oylirige teklip qilisti.
PPR:P I:acc house:P.POSS.3.DAT invite:COOP.PAST.3
‘They invited me to their homes.” (Sabir, Qerzdar: 153)

4. Conclusion and prospects

Standard Uyghur, like many Central Asian Turkic varieties, lacks a genuine third
person plural marker in the verb conjugation paradigm. To fill the morphological
gap, the semantics of the original cooperative suffix has been considerably extended,
such that (7)§ synchronically covers the whole semantic field from the most restrict-
ed cooperativeness as represented by the Reciprocal to the most general, individual
plural.

The Cooperative shows a high affinity towards plurality by nature, as cooperative
actions are rarely performed by a single actor. In search of a way to mark verbs for
plurality in a certain language, broadening the semantic specter of the Cooperative
suffix is quite a logical choice. As the Cooperative is actually just a special case of
the notion “plural”, we need not be astonished at this type of semantic extension. It
should be noted, though, that the function of the Turkic Plural is not just to designate
plurality but also to individualize (cf. Johanson 1991). Cooperativeness being a rather
homogeneous notion—and thus quite contrary to individuality—, the development
from Cooperative to Plural is therefore a remarkably large step. (¥)§ items of the
Kirghiz type therefore cover a semantic field larger than superficial consideration
might suggest.

As example 15 shows, this use of (¥)§ is not restricted to the third person, so that
Pritsak’s observation for the dialects that the use of (¥)§ as a plural marker partly
extends to the first and second person plural can also be applied to the written
standard language. Combinations with the first and second person are much less
frequent, though. This may be due to the economic imperative to avoid redundancy.

As examples 9, 16, 18, 19 show, (¥)§ can also pluralize non-final verbs, which is
in many cases impossible with the other verbal plural marker /Er. (V)§ therefore
offers a highly flexible applicability. The distribution of the Turkish Plural, for ex-
ample, appears to be more restricted.

From examples 7, 13, 14, 20, on the other hand, it becomes obvious that the
scope of (V)s-plurals may extend to non-final predicates, as is the case with /Er-plu-
rals, too.

As shown so far, the meaning of (7)$ in Uyghur represents a continuum between
Restricted Cooperativeness (reciprocal) and Genuine Plural. It is a continuum of de-
creasing strictness with respect to cooperativeness and comprises both more homo-
geneous and more individual notions. The unit does not have several meanings: All
shades of meaning are derivable from one basic meaning (Grundbedeutung). The
Open Cooperative and Plural sub-meanings represent a semantic and functional ex-
tension derived from the Cooperative core meaning.

Clearly, this article raises more questions than it answers. I am not able to present
a frequency analysis here about the presence or absence of (¥)§ in third person plu-



260 Julian Rentzsch

rals, nor am I able to comment on whether the distribution of (7)§-plurals varies ac-
cording to the specific dialectal background of the writers. From my reading I get the
impression that the use for third person plural is very common, whereas it is quite
exceptional in the other persons. But what exactly is the distribution of (¥7)s-plurals?
What characterizes the combinability with different TAM-markers? In how far does
the functional extension of (¥)§ provoke disambiguation strategies for the Co-
operative Proper domain? I am also not totally sure yet whether the (V)§-plural is
restricted to human beings. Most desirable would be research on the areal distribution
of (V)§-plurals in the Central Asian Turkic dialects in order to establish isoglosses. It
is obvious that useful results can only be achieved through extensive fieldwork with
rather substantial text corpuses.

What I hope to have shown is that Kirghiz-style plurals are well represented in
Uy ghur, too, although not necessarily recognized as such by Uyghur and non-Uyghur
grammarians. Taking into consideration that in Kazakh and Uzbek dialects—at least
partly even in standard Uzbek—similar tendencies can be found, we conclude that it
is a widely spread plural marking type in Central Asian Turkic, which accidentally
has only become fully standardized in Kirghiz.

Glosses
ABL ablative LoC locative
ACC accusative MOD  modal unit
ACTION  actionality operator NEG  negation
COOP cooperative NP noun proper
cv converb P plural
DAT dative PASS  passive
DEM demonstrative pronoun PAST  past
DET determinator POSS  possessive
DNN denominal noun POST  postterminal
DNV denominal verb PPR third person personal pronoun
DVN deverbal noun Q question
DVV deverbal verb QUOT  quotation particle
EMP emphasis REL relational particle
EQU equative RFL reflexive pronoun
GEN genitive S singular
HF high focal VA verbal adjective, participle
IMP imperative VN verbal noun
IND indirective 1 first person
INTRA intraterminal 2 second person
LF low focal 3 third person
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Introduction

Language maintenance and shift have been researched in many different contexts.
There are a number of models developed for the investigation of language mainte-
nance and shift as documented by Clyne (1991). Those developed by Kloss (1966),
Giles et al. (1977), Smolicz (1981), and Bourdieu (1982) identify different factors
that are important in language maintenance (or shift). The factors involved are ge-
nerally divided into two categories: those affecting a speech community and those af-
fecting individuals within a speech community (Kipp, Clyne, & Pauwels 1995).
Group factors include size and distribution of an ethnic group, the policy of the host
community towards minority languages, the position of the language within the cul-
tural value system of the group, and proximity or distance of the minority language
to or from majority language, while birthplace, age, period of residence, gender, edu-
cation/qualifications, marriage patterns, prior knowledge of majority language, rea-
son for migration, and language variety are considered to be individual factors (Kipp
et al. 1995: 123). However, it is not always easy to draw the line between individual
and societal factors, as there is an ongoing interaction between an individual and the
speech community. In most cases, these factors are interrelated both on the indi-
vidual and on the group level. In language contact situations one’s native language is
not a fixed and stable system but rather a changeable one.
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Possible relationships between ethnolinguistic vitality perceptions and language
maintenance/shift have been investigated extensively. In order to provide empirical
evidence into language shift and maintenance, in this study, a vitality index for Turk-
ish groups in five cities is calculated. Rather than employing the original subjective
ethnolinguistic vitality questionnaire (Bourhis et al. 1981), a language vitality index
on the basis of language proficiency, choice, dominance and preference is developed
(for details see Extra & Yagmur 2002). As our database is rich in scope and number
of informants, results obtained are highly representative for the given cities.

Language shift or bilingualism

Sociolinguists in a variety of national contexts have investigated some aspects of first
and second language use of Turkish speakers in a second language environment
(Akinci 1999; Aarsen 1996; Aarts 1994; Backus 1996; Boeschoten 1990; Johanson
1993; Kurtboke 1998; Necef 1996; Pfaff 1991, 1994; Schaufeli 1991; Tiurker 2000;
Verhoeven 1987; Yagmur 1997, Yagmur & Akinci 2003). Some of these studies
concentrated on synchronic variation and diachronic language change. On the basis
of lexical borrowing, semantic transfer, and codeswitching data, researchers claimed
language change and, ultimately, language attrition. For instance, interpreting the
utterance by a single informant presented in Tiirker (2000: 172):

(1)  bisiklet siirdiik

bicycle drive-PST-1PL
instead of
(2)  bisiklet-e bindik

bicycle-DAT mount-PST-1PL

Myers-Scotton (2002: 199-200) came to the conclusion that (1) is triggered by the
lexical-conceptual structure of the Norwegian term. Reflecting on Tirker’s inter-
pretation, Myers-Scotton suggests that the informant, being influenced by the Nor-
wegian concept ‘to drive’ a bicycle, has used the verb for ‘drive’ (siir-) instead of the
expected verb (bin-). Furthermore, it is suggested that the omission of dative case
(-e) on bisiklet indicates convergence at the level of morphological realization pat-
terns. Considering the standard Turkish form (binmek) the first interpretation might
seem relevant, however, given the fact that in most central Anatolian towns, the verb
(bisiklet siirmek) is the most common form, the above interpretation might not be
plausible. The divergence from standard Turkish should not be interpreted as seman-
tic triggering. In the same vein, Myers-Scotton (2002), on the basis of Tiirker’s inter-
pretation, suggests that the Turkish dative case (-€) on bisiklet is omitted. As a matter
of fact, the word bisiklet in ‘bisiklet siirdiik’ does not take the dative case.

The findings of codeswitching and language acquisition studies provided valu-
able evidence on the development of Turkish and the changes it is undergoing in the



264 Kutlay Yagmur

immigration context. Single or multiple case studies enable researchers to gain deep-
er insight into the language acquisition and also the language shift process. However,
we need complementary data derived from large-scale studies to avoid broad gener-
alizations formed on the basis of data derived from a limited number of informants.

The present linguistic situation in the immigration context has been shown to be a
transitional one, with processes of language loss and shift in the second and third ge-
neration (Johanson 1993). Nevertheless, investigation of language loss and shift
requires a different methodology than codeswitching studies. Claiming Turkish lan-
guage loss might be problematic if it is based solely on codeswitching and code
copying data derived from very few informants. Whether such copying is an in-
dication of language change or attrition is not yet definite. In the same vein, whether
these copies are made because the speakers cannot access these words in their mental
lexicon is not certain. It might simply be the case that these lexical items from the
second language are more active in the speakers’ mental lexicon and the speakers
just insert these L1 items in their L2 or L2 words in their L1. In any case, it is not
certain if these bilingual Turkish speakers would speak in the same way to mono-
lingual Turkish speakers. Without having such data, it would be premature to suggest
language attrition on the basis of code-mixing data. (For a comprehensive treatment
of the methodological issues concerning language loss and shift, see Yagmur 2004.)

Another problem is the issue of language change. If we take the Turkish case, it
is easy to see that most of the Turkish speakers immigrated to other countries around
the 1960s and what they mostly maintain is the Turkish spoken in the 60s. Given the
varying distances between Turkey and the countries of immigration, the amount of
contact with the homeland varies. For instance, Turkish immigrants in Western
Europe have more contacts with the homeland, which brings their language use
closer to Turkey, but Turkish speakers in Australia have limited contact with Turkish
spoken in Turkey. It is certainly possible to claim that in the meantime, in Turkey
itself considerable change has taken place in the Turkish lexicon due to the puri-
fication movement of language reform. As a result of their frequent contacts with
Turkey, Turkish immigrants in Western Europe are more up to date with such
changes than the Turkish immigrants in Australia. Moreover, language change is a
natural process for all living languages, and during that process, the change ex-
perienced in a monolingual context will definitely be different from a language con-
tact situation, where two or more languages are in interaction. Therefore, when we
measure the differences between the two contexts, what we claim as lost might
simply be an artifact of the varying degree of change in two different contexts.

In general, in talking about first language attrition in a second language environ-
ment, it is mostly presumed that L1 attrition occurs because of the dominant and in-
vasive role of the mainstream language. In an immigration context, the second lan-
guage environment definitely limits the use of the first language. However, even
though linguists pay considerable attention to language contact as a major factor in
altering languages through interference and borrowing, the sociological setting in
which language contact and bilingual behavior occurs has not received sufficient
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study. In order to be able to find the effects of this domain limitation on first lan-
guage proficiency, not only linguistic factors but also extralinguistic factors need to
be taken into consideration.

The research reported in this paper will present evidence of generational language
shift of Turkish youngsters. The extralinguistic factors causing language shift and
loss are discussed in great detail elsewhere (See Yagmur forthcoming).

Present study

The findings reported in this study are derived from the Multilingual Cities Project
(MCP). The aims of the MCP are to gather, analyze and compare multiple data on
the status of immigrant minority languages at home and at school. The project is
carried out in six cities, in which Germanic and/or Romance languages have a do-
minant status in private and public life. In alphabetical order, these cities are Brus-
sels, Goteborg, Hamburg, Lyon, Madrid, and The Hague. In each city, represent-
atives of the local educational authority and researchers from a local university took
part in the study. Apart from the Scandinavian countries, there is no European tradi-
tion of collecting home language statistics on multicultural (school) population
groups. Our method of carrying out home language surveys amongst primary school
children in each of these cities partly derives from experiences abroad with nation-
wide or at least large-scale population surveys in which commonly single questions
on home language use were asked. In contrast to such questionnaires, our survey is
based on multiple rather than single home language questions and on cross-nationally
equivalent questions.

Purpose

As a consequence of socio-economically or politically determined processes of mi-
gration, the traditional patterns of language variation across Western Europe have
changed considerably over the past several decades (Extra & Verhoeven 1993, Extra
& Gorter 2001). Industrialized Western European countries have a growing number
of immigrant minority populations, which differ widely, both from a cultural and
from a linguistic point of view, from the indigenous populations. Also the main-
stream indigenous populations have different views and attitudes towards these new
groups. In spite of more stringent immigration policies in most European Union
countries, the prognosis is that non-indigenous populations will continue to grow as a
consequence of the increasing number of political refugees, the opening of the in-
ternal European borders, and political and economic developments in Central and
Eastern Europe and in other regions of the world. It has been estimated that in the
year 2000 at least one third of the population under the age of 35 in urbanized West-
ern Europe had an immigrant background.

Given the decreasing significance of nationality and birth country criteria in the
European context, the combined criterion of self-categorization and home language
use is a potentially promising long-term alternative for obtaining basic information
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on the multicultural composition of European cities. The added value of home lan-
guage statistics is that they can offer valuable insights into the distribution and
vitality of home languages across cultures and can thus raise the awareness of multi-
lingualism. Empirically collected data on home language use can also play a crucial
role in the context of education. Such data will not only raise the awareness of multi-
lingualism in multicultural schools; they are in fact indispensable tools for educa-
tional policies on the teaching of both the national majority language as a first or se-
cond language and the teaching of immigrant minority languages.

In sum, the rationale for collecting, analyzing and comparing multiple home lan-
guage data on multicultural school populations derives from three different per-
spectives:

Taken from a demographic perspective, home language data can play a crucial
role in the definition and identification of multicultural school populations;

Taken from a sociolinguistic perspective, home language data can offer insights
into both the distribution and vitality of home languages across cultures, and can thus
raise the public awareness of multilingualism;

Taken from an educational perspective, home language data are indispensable
tools for educational planning and policies.

Finally, identification of multilingual populations in schools plays an important
role in raising awareness about the multiculturalism in society and accordingly con-
tributes to positive interaction between groups.

In the next sections, after presenting the research methodology (the design, data
collection instruments and research population), relevant findings with regard to
Turkish students, who took part in this research, will be presented.

Research Method

The data have been collected by means of a specially designed survey instrument for
students in primary schools. In this section, we will go into the details of questions in
the questionnaire and the processing details of the data.

Design of the survey instrument

The questionnaire for data collection was designed after an ample study and evalua-
tion of language-related questions in nation-wide or large-scale population research
in a variety of countries with a history of migration and minorization processes (see
Broeder & Extra 1998). Table 1 gives an outline of the questionnaire. As far as the
design of the questionnaire is concerned, a number of conditions need to be met. In
the first place, the questionnaires are intended for young students, which is why the
format and language need to be suitable for such young pupils. (Very young students
filled out questionnaires either with the help of trained adults or with their teacher).
Also, the students who speak a language other than or next to the mainstream
languages in their homes should answer the screening question. As mentioned
earlier, in developing the screening question, extensive research had been conducted
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into similar types of home language surveys in multicultural contexts. On the basis of
the experiences of other countries, a screening question with utmost coverage was
developed.

Table 1. Outline of the MCP questionnaire

Questions |Focus

1-3 Personal information (name, age, gender)
4-8 School information (city, district, name, type, grade)
9-11 Birth country of the pupil, father and mother
12 Selective screening question (Are any other languages than X ever used in
your home? If yes, complete all the questions; if no, continue with questions
18-20)

13-17  |Language repertoire, language proficiency, language choice, language
dominance, and language preference
18-20 Languages learnt at/outside school and demanded from school

The first 8 questions provide background information about the informant and the
school. In accordance with the privacy legislation in most of the European cities, the
name variable was either not included or not processed. The answers to questions 9-
12 make it possible to compare the status of birth country data and home language
data as demographic criteria. The countries and languages explicitly mentioned in
questions 9-12 are determined on the basis of the most recent municipal statistics
about immigrant children at primary schools; thus, the list of languages for, e.g.,
Hamburg is quite different from the one used in Madrid. The language profile, spe-
cified by questions 13-17, consists of the following five dimensions:

Language repertoire: the number and type of (co-) occurring home languages,
Language proficiency: the extent to which the pupil can understand / speak / read
and write the home language;

Language choice: the extent to which the home language is commonly spoken
with the mother, the father, younger and older brothers/sisters;

Language dominance: the extent to which the home language is spoken best;
Language preference: the extent to which the home language is preferred to be
spoken.

Taken together, the four dimensions of language proficiency, choice, dominance and
preference result in a language vitality index. On the basis of questions 18-20, a
school language profile can be produced. This profile provides information about the
language education in and outside school, as well as the need for instruction in a
given language.
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Informants

The number of informants for all MCP cities exceeds 160,000, but we will only pre-
sent the findings on Turkish background students. In total, the data from 10,258
Turkish students, age 4-13, from five cities are presented. Table 2includes the total
population in participating cities and details of the study.

Table 2. Overview of the MCP database (* Flemish-medium schools only;
** Réseau d’Education Prioritaire only)

City Total number of |Age  |Total number of Total number of |Total number
schools |range [schools in the survey |pupils in the of pupils
schools in the survey
Brussels 117 *|  6-12 110 * 11,500 10,300
Hamburg 231 public| 6-10 218 public 54,900 46,000
17 Catholic 14 Catholic

Lyon 173 **|  6-11 42 == 60,000 11,650

Madrid 708 public|] 5-12 133 public 202,000 30,000
411 Catholic 21 Catholic 99,000

The

Hague 142 primary| 4-12 109 primary 41,170 27,900
30 secondary| 12-17 26 secondary 17,000 13,700

Goteborg 170] 6-12 122 36,100 21,300

In this large-scale project, only the data on the Turkish population from five of the
cities were analyzed for this study. There are 659 students (6%) from Brussels, 454
students (4%) from Goteborg, 4996 students (49%) from Hamburg, 480 students
(5%) from Lyon, and 3666 students (36%) from The Hague. There are only 3 stu-
dents in Madrid, which is why Madrid is not taken separately in the construction of
language profiles. The number of female students 4,859 (47%) was less than the
number of male students 5,223 (51%), while 176 students (2%) did not specify any
gender. In Table 3, the distribution of Turkish students across age groups is pre-
sented.
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Table 3. The distribution of Turkish students across age groups

Age Frequency %
4 404 39
5 437 43
6 947 92
7 1765 17.2
8 1883 184
9 1855 18.1
10 1678 164
11 815 79
12 314 3.1
13 57 0.6
Missing 103 1.0
Total 10258 100.0

Results

As indicated earlier, data were collected among primary school students. However,
only in The Hague, were data collected both in primary and secondary schools to
gain a deeper understanding of the issues of language proficiency, choice, domi-
nance, preference, and ultimately the extent of bilingualism. Firstly, the overall find-
ings on primary school students in 5 cities (Brussels, Géteborg, Hamburg, The
Hague, and Lyon) are presented. Next, language profiles for the whole population are
given, and finally, the pseudo-longitudinal profiles on language dominance and
preference of The Hague are presented so that we obtain a complete picture of the
bilingual language competence of Turkish immigrant youngsters. Presenting all the
findings is beyond the scope of this article; thus, only the most essential results are
presented here (for a comprehensive treatment of the Turkish student population, see
Yagmur, forthcoming; and for the whole project, see Extra & Yagmur 2004). Also,
the findings for each city are published in local languages or in English. These pub-
lications provide rich insight into various aspects of multilingualism in the given
cities. (See Akinci1 & de Ruiter & Sanagustin 2004; Extra & Aarts & Avoird &
Broeder & Yagmur 2001; Furstenau & Gogolin & Yagmur 2003; Nygren-Junkin &
Extra 2003; Verlot et al. 2003 for overall findings per city). In Table 4, on the basis
of descriptive statistics, the global findings of the survey are presented. 10,258 stu-
dents indicated that next to or other than the main-stream language Turkish is spoken
in their homes but, as seen in Table 4, not all of these students can understand or
speak the language.
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Table 4. Cross tabulation on home language versus other dimensions in the
survey, all (4-13) age groups (N = 10258)

Turkish spoken at home versus ... N Percent (%)
Understanding Turkish 9866 96.2
Speaking Turkish 9632 93.9
Reading Turkish 6000 58.5
Writing Turkish 5448 53.1
Speaking Turkish with the mother 8260 80.5
Speaking Turkish with the father 7626 743
Speaking Turkish with younger 4254 41.5
brothers/sisters

Speaking Turkish with older brothers/sisters | 3389 33
Speaking Turkish with the best friend 3626 353
Turkish as the best spoken language 4852 473
Turkish as the most preferred language 4822 47
Want to learn Turkish at school 2666 26
Receive Turkish instruction outside school 1624 15.8
Receive Turkish instruction at school 1163 11.3

In Table 5, birth countries of both the informant and the parents are presented
(Ages 4-5 and 12-13 are not included in the table).

Table 5. Distribution of birth countries of Turkish pupils, mothers and fathers
(Ages 6-11; N = 8942)

Birth Country Student Mother Father

Germany 4167 | 47% | 697 8% | 524 6%
The Netherlands | 1959 | 22% 182 2% | 149 2%
Turkey 1360 | 15% | 7132 | 80% | 7358 | 82%
Belgium 519 6% | 150 2% 96 1%
France 379 4% 55 1% 55 1%
Sweden 329 4% 46 1% 29 0%
Iraq 6 0% 9 0% 19 0%
Bulgaria 3 0% 9 0% 12 0%
Macedonia 6 0% 29 0% 31 0%
Morocco 4 0% 27 0% 17 0%
Russia 5 0% 6 0% 5 0%
Other countries 43 0% 158 2% 194 2%
Unknown 162 2% | 449 5% | 453 5%
Total 8942 | 100% | 8942 | 100% | 8942 | 100%

As seen from Table 5, most of the students are born in Germany (47%), followed
by The Netherlands (22%). Comparatively, smaller numbers of the students are born
in Turkey (15%). On the other hand, the majority of the mothers (80%) and fathers
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(82%) are born in Turkey. The birth country criteria show that most of the students
are second-generation. On the basis of the home language repertoire question, it is
possible to see which other languages are spoken next to Turkish in the domestic
domain. The languages reported in addition to Turkish show that the linguistic
situation in the immigration context is changing. Some of the students speak more
than two languages and in some homes Arabic or Kurdish is spoken next to Turkish.
From Table 6, it is easy to see that students coming from places where Turkish has
been in contact with other languages report that they also speak Albanian, Russian,
or Serbian/Croatian. A research project carried out in Hamburg among adolescents
empirically demonstrated that the Turkish language is so important for communi-
cation that it is also used by adolescents of non-Turkish descent (Auer & Dirim,
2000, cited in Fiirstenau et. al. 2003). In Table 6, languages other than Turkish
spoken in the homes of Turkish students are reported.

Table 6. Languages other than Turkish used at home by the Turkish language
group (Ages 6-11; N =8942)

French 381 | Russian 16 | Chinese 7
Kurdish | 375 | Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian | 14 | Roman/Sinthi 7
English 133 | Berber 13 | Urdu 7
Arabic 96 | Farsi 13 | Aramese/Assyrian 6
Swedish 29 | Greek 12 | Dari/Pashto 6
Albanian 17 | Portuguese 12 | Hind(ustan)i 6
Italian 17 | Polish 11 | 23 other languages | 41
Spanish 17 | Armenian 7

In the following figures, language proficiency (Figure 1), choice (Figure 2), domi-
nance (Figure 3), and preference (Figure 4) of the whole population are presented.

Figure 1. Turkish language proficiency
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When we closely examine Figure 1, it is apparent that students, in all age groups,
have very high speaking and understanding rates (over 90%), while reading and writ-
ing scores are comparatively lower. However, after age 10, writing and reading skills
exceed 80%. In Figure 1, the importance of literacy skills acquisition in schools is
quite apparent. If students do not receive instruction in Turkish, such high scores
might not be obtained. In any case, given the history of migration, Turkish profi-
ciency levels of second and third generation students are quite high.

In the literature on first language maintenance, availability of various domains for
first language use has been shown to be vital for mother tongue maintenance. As
documented by Yagmur (2004) and Yagmur & Akinci (2003) Turkish immigrants in
Western Europe have rich social networks in which they can use Turkish for their
day-to-day communication in a number of domains. In a way, Turkish is not only
limited to the domestic domain. As shown in Figure 2, in the home domain, Turkish
is regularly used with the mother (77-87%) and with the father (70-85%). With
younger and older siblings, Turkish language use is much lower (between 38% and
50%). Nevertheless, the informant might not have a younger or older brother/sister,
in which case, the above findings should not be treated as absolute differences. Even
so, as children get older, Turkish language use with brothers and sisters is also in-
creasing. In terms of language use with the best friend, Figure 2 provides interesting
information. First of all, it is a well-researched sociolinguistic phenomenon that
second and third generation immigrants speak a mix of Turkish and mainstream lan-
guage with one another. In spite of that, Turkish language use with the best friend
shows that Turkish students mostly have Turkish-speaking friends, and the pattern of
Turkish language use shows a strong increase as the children get older. As shown
with The Hague data, when children are in the 10/11age group, Turkish use with the
best friend is 35%. but when they are 16/17, Turkish use is 65%, which shows a
strong in-group orientation. The prevalent social and cultural attitudes in the receiv-
ing societies might have a certain role in the shaping of this in-group orientation.

Figure 2. Language choice for Turkish
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Figure 3 highlights another interesting language use phenomenon. When the lan-
guage dominance pattern of Turkish students is examined, a rather intriguing picture
emerges. The use of mainstream language and Turkish shows unexpected patterns.
Because Turkish is the home language of many immigrant Turkish families, it is
normal that at the age of 4/5, Turkish is highly dominant. After children start learn-
ing the mainstream language at school, a certain amount of decline in Turkish lan-
guage skills is observed. Nevertheless, after age 12/13, students report a decline in
their skills in the mainstream language and an increase in their Turkish skills. As it
1s, shown with the Dutch data below, Turkish skills are reported to be higher than the
mainstream language around the ages 16/17, a circumstance which definitely re-
quires further research.

Figure 3. Language dominance in Turkish and in the mainstream language
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Figure 4. Language preference in Turkish and in the mainstream language
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As seen in Figure 4, language preference, however, shows a different pattern than
that of language dominance. Turkish youngsters are dominant in their first languages
when they begin school and accordingly they prefer Turkish in communication. As
Turkish children receive instruction mainly in the mainstream language, one would
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expect them to be fully dominant in the mainstream language. Assuming a link be-
tween dominance and preference, students would be expected to have a higher pre-
ference for the mainstream language; accordingly, the emerging pattern in Figure 4
shows that students increasingly prefer the mainstream language to Turkish. How-
ever, as shown by the Dutch data, when children are 14/15 years old, their language
preference begins to change.

The above figures (1-4) present the overall findings in the given age groups for
the five cities involved in the study. Varying extralinguistic and demographic factors
in the receiving societies might influence the language proficiency of Turkish
youngsters. In all cities, understanding Turkish is reported to be above 88% for all
age groups. Turkish speaking skills show a highly comparable pattern to that of com-
prehension skills. The reading skills in Turkish increase as children get older. We ob-
serve a highly congruent pattern in all the cities. When students are 10/11 years old,
reading skills are 83% for Brussels, 75% for Goteborg and Hamburg, 73% for Lyon
and 86% (highest percentage) for The Hague. Similar to reading skills, Turkish writ-
ing skills are congruent in the five cities but, as expected, the percentages observed
are lower compared to reading skills. When students are 10/11 years old, writing
skills are 77% for Brussels, 71% for Géteborg, 66% for Hamburg, 67% for Lyon and
82% (highest percentage) for The Hague.

Vitality of Turkish

Derived from the home language profiles for different cities, presented in the above
section, a cross-city and pseudolongitudinal comparison of the four dimensions of
language proficiency, language choice, language dominance, and language prefer-
ence are made. For this calculation, these four dimensions have been operationalised
as follows:

Language proficiency: the extent to which Turkish is understood by the in-
formants;

Language choice: the extent to which Turkish is spoken with the moth-
er;

Language dominance: the extent to which Turkish is spoken best;

Language preference: the extent to which this home language is preferred to
be spoken.

The operationalisation of the first and second dimension (proficiency and choice re-
spectively) is aimed at a maximal coverage. Language understanding is commonly
the least demanding of the four language skills, and the general trend is that the
mother acts as a major gatekeeper for intergenerational language transmission, which
is also confirmed by the data presented above (see Figure 2 above). From the analy-
ses on the basis of four language dimensions mentioned above, we ultimately con-
struct a cumulative language vitality index (L VI) for Turkish youngsters in each city.
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The LVI is based on the mean value of the presented scores for the four obtained
language domains. This L VI is by definition an arbitrary index, in the sense that the
chosen dimensions with the chosen operationalisations are equally weighted.
Findings on the language vitality index (in cumulative %) for each city (Table 7) and
language shift across generations (Figure 5) are presented. Generations are operation-
alised as follows: the informant is categorized as first generation if both the inform-
ant and the parents are born in Turkey; second generation, if the informant is born in
the country of residence and the parents are born in Turkey: third generation, if both
the informant and the parents are born in the country of residence. On the basis of
this categorization, intergenerational language shift can be estimated. As mentioned
earlier, because students start and finish primary school at varying ages in these five
different cities, the following findings are based on the analyses on the common age
groups: 6-11.

Table 7. Language vitality per age group and city (in cumulative %)

Ages Brussels | Goteborg | Hamburg | Lyon | The Hague | Average
6/7 73 69 66 65 75 70
8/9 75 67 62 63 68 67
10/11 71 66 65 68 65 67
Average | 73 67 64 65 69 68

On the basis of the findings reported in Table 7, it is seen that Turkish students in
Brussels have the highest vitality measure, followed by The Hague. The lowest
scores are observed in Hamburg and Lyon. Nonetheless, it is important to point out
that of all the minority groups in the given cities, the Turkish language group has the
highest vitality in Brussels, The Hague, and Lyon. In Hamburg Turkish occupies the
fourth place in the vitality index: while in Géteborg, it holds the fifth place among
the top-20 most spoken languages.

Figure 5. Language shift across generations
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The decreasing language vitality index of Turkish across generations gives us the
rate of shift to the dominant language. As seen in Figure 5, the highest interge-
nerational shift to the dominant language is observed in Goteborg and Hamburg. The
least shift is seen in Brussels, followed by Lyon and The Hague. The high vitality of
Turkish in Brussels seemed intriguing, for which reason, a number of parents have
been contacted. In the French-dominant city of Brussels, mostly high SES (socio-
economic status) Turkish parents send their children to Flemish-medium schools so
that their children can learn Flemish in the best possible way. Apparently, practical
purposes play a role in the school choice of Turkish parents. As the families mostly
have high socio-economic status, their school choice is conscious; moreover, the
children in such homes might be exposed to rich Turkish language use. Accordingly,
such families might deliberately be supporting Turkish language maintenance.
Interestingly, it is not only the high SES Turkish people but also the French elite who
send their children to Flemish-medium schools. The fact that both Flemish and
French are required for employment in government offices, plays a major role in
parents’ choice of Flemish-medium schools (see Verlot et. al. 2003).

Dominance versus Preference

Dominance in a language and preference for that language do not always go hand in
hand. The evidence obtained in the Dutch context across different ages is highly
interesting. As indicated earlier, only in the Dutch context was data collected both in
primary and secondary schools (ages 4-17). The following two figures on language
dominance and preference reveal highly intriguing results concerning linguistic
competence versus attitudes.

Figure 6. Language dominance in Turkish and Dutch
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When the language dominance of Turkish students is examined, a rather intriguing
pattern emerges. The use of Dutch and Turkish shows unexpected patterns. Because
Turkish is the home language of many immigrant Turkish families, it is normal that
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at the age of 4/5 Turkish is highly dominant. After children start learning Dutch at
school, a certain amount of decline in Turkish language skills might be considered
normal because children receive very limited hours of instruction in Turkish (1.5
hours per week). If there were bilingual programs in schools, proficiency levels in
Turkish and Dutch might be similar. Until age 10/11, children become increasingly
dominant in Dutch while dominance in Turkish declines. This can be explained as
the result of the children’s immersion in Dutch. However, what we cannot easily
explain is the pattern after age 11: children start becoming less dominant in Dutch
and more dominant in Turkish. At the age of 16/17, students report that they are
more dominant in Turkish than Dutch. In spite of 12 years of Dutch-only schooling
and 1n spite of all the societal Dutch input, Turkish students report that they are more
dominant in Turkish than Dutch. Apparently, attitudinal rather than linguistic factors
play arole in the above pattern (for details see Yagmur, forthcoming).

Figure 7. Language preference for Turkish and Dutch
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When Figure 7 is examined, language preference shows a similar pattern to that of
language dominance. Turkish children are dominant in their first language when they
begin school and accordingly they prefer Turkish in communication. Like language
dominance, Turkish youngsters” language preference changes over the years. There-
fore, from age 14/15 onwards, Turkish speakers have a balanced preference for
Turkish and Dutch. Also, their interchangeable use of both languages increases over
the years.

Conclusions

The findings presented here provide overall patterns for language proficiency,
choice, dominance, and preference of Turkish youngsters in five multicultural Euro-
pean cities. Because these results are derived from a large sample, the findings have
high representation for the population. The findings in the Dutch context (pseudo-
longitudinal perspective) clearly show that Turkish youngsters™ language preference
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and dominance change over time, and that there is not always a one-to-one corre-
lation between dominance and preference.

Overall findings of the Multilingual Cities Project, and this study in particular,
show that Turkish is one of the most vital immigrant languages in the European con-
text. It is generally accepted that immigrant languages are used by the first gene-
ration of immigrants extensively, are less prevalent among the second generation,
and are almost not to be found in the third generation. However, the findings of this
study clearly show that Turkish is the home language even for third-generation Turk-
ish immigrant children. First language proficiency among all children is considerably
high. Due to local circumstances and the structure of the Turkish population, there
are some differences between the countries with respect to language proficiency,
choice, and preference.

Even though the findings are based on self-reported data, the emerging patterns
for language shift are extremely interesting. On the basis of ‘birth country’ criteria, a
declining vitality of Turkish across generations is observed. This decline is more pro-
nounced in Géteborg and Hamburg; while, a more or less, stable situation is observ-
ed in Brussels, Lyon and The Hague. Such differences should be further investi-
gated.
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This report provides an account of selected contributions to the 6. Deutsche Turkolo-
genkonferenz, which was held at Frankfurt am Main, July 23-26, 2005.

Julian Rentzsch, Seminar fiir Orientkunde, Johannes Gutenberg-Universitit Mainz, DE-
55099 Mainz, Germany. E-mail: rentzsch@mail.uni-mainz.de

The Deutsche Turkologenkonferenz

The German Conference of Turcologists is the main Turcological conference in Ger-
many taking place more or less regularly, and a major meeting place of Turcologists
in the world. From the very beginning it was intended to gather academics from all
fields of Turkic and Turkish studies including linguistics, literature, history and
anthropology. In practice, it displays an affinity towards linguistic Turcology. This
conference, held once every three to five years, attracts scholars from all over the
world.

The present conference was the sixth one in a succession starting in 1987. Pre-
vious meetings were held at Bamberg (July 3-6, 1987), Rauischholzhausen (near Gie-
Ben, July 13-16, 1990), Leipzig (October 4-7, 1994), Hamburg (March 15-18, 1999)
and Mainz (October 4-7, 2002).

The general assembly of the Frankfurt conference did not take a decision con-
cerning the venue of the next meeting.

The Frankfurt Meeting

The conference held at Frankfurt July 23-26, 2005, was conducted under the general
theme of “Kontinuitit und Emeuerung in der Turcia” (Continuity and innovation in
the Turkic world). In terms of size it was beyond all previous meetings: It was at-
tended by more than one hundred registered participants; some ninety papers were
read during four days in two sections. The bulk of the papers focussed on linguistics,
but there was also a variety of non-linguistic contributions. The sheer number of pa-
pers resulted in an extremely rich choice of topics, but naturally also in a rather wide
variation in quality.
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Contributions ranged, among others, from the refined presentation of research
data to reports on work in progress up to the identification of desirable topics for re-
search.

The conference was organized very well in terms of logistics. Planning and im-
plementation of the event, provision of equipment and handouts and, last but not least,
catering met the highest demands. We are indebted to the head of the Department of
Turcology at Frankfurt, Marcel Erdal, and his assistant Elisabetta Ragagnin as well
as their staff. The conference site was located in a pleasant setting at the new West-
end Campus of the University of Frankfurt.

Contributors and contributions

The 6. Deutsche Turkologenkonferenz hosted some of the most renowned scholars in
Turcology. Among the participants there were some extremely talented and promis-
ing young academics, too.

The fact that the German Conference of Turcologists is a conference of Turco-
logists in Germany and not merely a conference of German Turcologists, reveals
itself in the international composition of the attendants. Besides the big names in
German Turcology, the conference hosted scholars from all over Europe. Two major
groups consisted of participants from Turkey and the Russian Federation. There were
also scholars from the USA and the People’s Republic of China.

Among the thematic fields covered in the papers were Old Turkic, Turkish of
Turkey, Siberian Turkic, the application of Generative Grammar to Turkic, language
contact, diachrony, the classification of Turkic, as well as literature and history.

Papers

Due to the large number of contributions, only a small selection of papers can be
mentioned here.

Old Turkic

Ablet Semet presented a lexical analysis of some Old Uyghur Buddhist texts trans-
lated from Chinese. As he pointed out, different translators from the Sigku Sali Tutuy
team employed a variety of equivalents for one and the same technical term. For
example, the Chinese term xue shan ‘Himalaya’ is rendered as haimavati tay, qarliy
tay or haimangiri, reflecting the individual translators’ differing degrees of command
of Sanskrit.

Klaus Roéhrborn reconsidered the vocalism of copies from Sanskrit into Old Turk-
ic. In transcribing these words, some scholars apply the rules of palatal harmony to
these loans while others do not. In most cases, we simply cannot be sure how the Old
Uyghurs read these words. Discussing the Sanskrit stems ending in -a, R6hrborn ar-
gued in favour of reading these endings, rendered in the Uyghur texts with the gra-
pheme yod, as <-e¢>, not as <-i/-i>. The argument was mainly of a negative kind:
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Brahmi-glosses suggesting a reading as <-i/~i> were added much later when the
knowledge of how to read the Sanskrit lexemes had already been lost.

In a paper titled “The history of writing in Mountain Altai”, Larisa Tybykova and
Irina Nevskaya reported among other things about recent discoveries of Old Turkic
runiform inscriptions, inscriptions in Mongol script, as well as a Mongol and a Ti-
betan document in the Mountain Altai region.

While the aforementioned papers were concerned with East Old Turkic, Arpad
Berta presented some results of research on West Old Turkic copies into Hungarian
carried out in collaboration with A. Réna-Tas. This extremely valuable study will
contribute significantly to our knowledge of West Old Turkic which is fragmentary
due to the scarcity of the material preserved. West Old Turkic loans in Hungarian
display characteristic features partly also known from Chuvash, such as rhotacism
and lambdacism or initial s- instead of East Old Turkic y-, e.g. Hungarian szé/ ~ West
OId Turkic *sel ~ East Old Turkic yel ‘wind’.

Turkish

Among the linguistic papers on Turkish, Margarete Ersen-Rasch spoke about the
application of the plural suffix in Turkish in different environments. She refuted
some widespread theories on the application of the plural in specific contexts and
argued in favour of an opposition between internal and external perspective.
Although the data presented here did certainly not constitute a complete analysis, the
paper offered an interesting impetus for further consideration.

In his paper on Turkish intensive adjectives, Hans-Georg Miiller formulated a set
of phonological rules for the auslaut in the reduplication syllable.

Songiil Rolffs presented selected problems of Turkish syntax from the viewpoint
of language didactics.

Astrid Menz presented some typological remarks on Turkish counterfactual con-
ditional clauses. Among other things, she discussed the role of idi as a distalizing
marker (for support of this assumption in other contexts, see Johanson 1971: 52,
Rentzsch 2005: 44) and the impact of contextual factors and temporal satellites on
the interpretation of conditional clauses as counterfactual versus still possible, e.g.,
Ali diin / yarin gelse aligverig yapardik ‘If Ali had come yesterday, we would have
gone shopping/If Ali came tomorrow, we would go shopping’. Intertwined with the
latter problem is the question of the obligatoriness of idi in order to signal counter-
factualness. As Menz pointed out, there are heavy restrictions on the use of aspect
markers in the protasis (*gelirseydi), while the apodosis is more flexible in this re-
spect. In the discussion, the question was raised to what extent geleydin in the sen-
tence Diin geleydin sohbet ederdik adds a shade of regret to the statement. The an-
swer is disarmingly trivial: Although this sentence was equated to conditional clauses
like Diin gelseydin/gelsen sohbet ederdik ‘If you had come yesterday, we would have
talked’ in the paper, it is not a conditional clause by nature though it may fulfill
similar communicative functions. Essentially however, it is a construction based on a
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voluntative, most suitably translated as ‘It was desirable that you come-we would
have talked’. The result of the distalization of the voluntative is a possible secondary
reading of regret. Astrid Menz’s paper showed that conditional clauses pose a num-
ber of intricate and interesting problems. Besides, it is to be expected that Turkic lan-
guages differ a great deal in this field.

In a paper titled “Loanwords from English in modern Turkish and the language
reform in Turkey”, Elena Volodina observed an increasing influence of global copies
from American English into Turkish. In connection with the sociolinguistic question
why English words are attractive for copying processes, she discussed the role of the
media and the tendency towards Westernization and contrasted these factors with the
activities of the Turk Dil Kurumu directed towards ‘purism’.

Siberian Turkic

Irina Nevskaya based her discussion on what she called “The category of taxis in
Turkic languages” on material from Shor, Altai and Khakas Turkic. She defined taxis
as “correlation of events in time”. Her observations in the paper focussed mainly on
taxis readings produced by various types of converbs. From her contribution it
became apparent that taxis is not a “category” in the linguistic sense. All converbs
under discussion primarily have linguistic functions different from the signalling of
taxis relations. Consequently, taxis readings evolve as secondary interpretations of
the primary linguistic function of the respective items.

Irina Tarakanova showed in her paper that in languages like Khakas items usually
considered as particles, e.g. oq, daa, la, display uses resembling those of suffixes.
She argued for a careful distinction between particles and suffixes as this distinction
reflects the formal integration of an item into a word, and thereby the degree of
grammaticalization.

Natalia Shirobokova talked about what she called “The Oghuz-Kypchak paradox
in Yakut”. As she argued, Yakut displays Kipchak traits in the sound system and
Oghuz traits in morphology. From this alleged “paradox” she concluded that Yakut
presents a problem for the classification of Turkic. Personally, I am sceptical about
the relevance of some of the classification criteria she presented: I would disagree
that -mls is so typical for Oghuz, and -GEn for Kipchak. Quite on the con-trary, -mI§
is well represented in non-Oghuz languages such as East Old Turkic, Khwarezmian
Turkic and Chaghatay. On the other hand, -GEn as a finite unit is also represented in
non-Kipchak languages such as Uzbek and Uyghur. Synchronic criteria alone prove
insufficient for the classification of Turkic.

In another contribution on the classification of Turkic, Claus Schénig recon-
sidered possible subgroups in the so-called “-GAn-Turkic sphere” comprising
Kipchak, South Siberian Turkic and the South-Eastern group. Taking South Siberian
Turkic as a starting point and considering the isogloss between tay and a ‘more Kip-
chak’ type taw within Siberian Turkic, he proceeded along selected critical factors
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and 1soglosses to the West. His considerations resulted in a proposal of a sub-classi-
fication of Kipchak into Western Kipchak, Central Kipchak and Kirghiz Kipchak.

Diachrony

In a paper on continuity and renewal in the development of Turkic, Lars Johanson
investigated discontinuity in the sense of the rise and fall of the optative paradigm in
Ottoman Turkish. The “pseudo-paradigm™ of volitional markers in Modern Standard
Turkish strongly resembles the one found in East Old Turkic. In the development of
Ottoman Turkish, however, an optative paradigm once emerged and vanished again.
Johanson argued that, did we not know older stages of Ottoman Turkish, we would
probably assume that the Turkish pattern of volitional markers is in direct succession
to the Old Turkic one. What we can learn from this example is that a discontinuous
diachronic development may be concealed by the similarity between paradigms at
different synchronic levels.

Julian Rentzsch compared the status of the intraterminality opposition in the finite
and non-finite inventories of three South-East Turkic languages, namely the lan-
guages of the Baburname, Uzbek and Uyghur. Much of the morphological material
that has been preserved in the modern languages has undergone the well-known
semantic processes of defocalization and focal renewal. As for the renewed items,
there are some divergent developments in Uzbek and Uyghur. The paper included
some remarks on the functional status of the converb -GE¢ and the semantic de-
velopment of the morphological type -mEK(E.

In her paper, Filiz Kiral investigated the types of imperatives in Khalaj and pro-
posed a new classification of the imperatives to a reduced set of three types instead of
the ten types suggested by Gerhard Doerfer.

Andreas Waibel’s paper was about vocative forms in some modern Turkic
languages. As he observed, the possessive of the second person singular and items
resembling it function as some kind of vocative in a number of Turkic languages, e.g.
Chuvash, Kumyk, Yellow Uyghur, Khakas. Similar functions of the possessive of the
second person singular are attested in some Samoyedic languages. Waibel suggested
the possible existence of a vocative in Proto-Turkic. The question of how the use of
the possessive of the second person singular as a vocative could be motivated was
left unexplained. Moreover, this usage in Turkic could be the result of language
contact rather than the remnant of a Proto-Turkic vocative.

Two papers were related to the Sonderforschungsbereich 295, titled “Cultural and
linguistic contacts in West Asia and North-East Africa” at the University of Mainz:

Heidi Stein discussed some morphoplogical features in Turkic texts from Iran of
the 15th and 16th century. She was especially concerned with the first person of the
negative Aorist, which displays variants such as -mEzEm, -mEnEm and -mEn. As she
pointed out, these items are relevant both for classificational and diachronic
questions.
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Sevgi Agcagil and Caroline Riera-Darsalia discussed some phonetic, morpho-
logical and syntactic features of a transcription text in Lingua Turcica Agemica, a
Gospel translation in Georgian script from the 18th century. Some of the syntactic
features under investigation result from contact with Persian. The text proves ex-
tremely interesting for our knowledge of the development of West and South Oghuz
varieties.

Abdurishit Yakup examined those phonetic processes in Uyghur commonly
known as umlauting and raising. He described the Uyghur umlaut as a process
mainly of raising and only to a lesser degree of fronting. Raising is a process of
reduction or neutralization of low vowels in unstressed syllables. Although Yakup
presented some instances for wumlaut phenomena from East Old Turkic and
Chaghatay, he pointed out that the Uyghur umlaut is a rather recent phenomenon. At
the time of the early research of Eastern Turki, umlaut was much less developed and
less wide spread than today. As Abdurishit Yakup showed, the development of the
Uyghur umlaut is accelerated and re-enforced by the influence of the standard
language. At present, the closing of ¢ > i and ¢ > i is in progress.

Hans Nugteren’s paper focussed on the East Old Turkic combined suf-
fix -¢UlAyU and its modern descendants. Following Erdal (2004: 190, fn. 330), he
analyzed this item as consisting of the equative marker plus -layU and described its
semantics as indicating similarity. He then linked this and related items to modemn
elements like Khakas -¢ili, Tozhu -S$ilay, Shor/Altai/Kirghiz -cilep, Western
Yughur -cilo and Yakut -LU:. He also discussed the possible development of this
item from a suffix to a word in a number of languages such as Tofa, Khakas, Shor
and Western Yugur. The paper addressed some very interesting questions, and the
argumentation was presented in a very convincing way.

Dmitrij Nasilov dealt with questions of reconstruction of Turkic verbal forms,
arguing that in historical linguistic research a strict distinction between word-
formation and inflection is not justified. One case in point is the common Turkic
verbal marker -4, which takes part in forming lexemes, converbs and tense forms.
Another instance is the resultative: the perfect formation must be considered in
connection with the ancient stative formatives of the type - X.

Contact

Hendrik Boeschoten reconsidered some Turkic Koran translations of the Eastern and
Western tradition and discussed their influence on linguistic structures in Turkic.
This influence is obviously not restricted to terminology but extends to syntax and
idiomatics. In Boeschoten’s opinion, the structural changes inspired by Koran
translations manifested themselves in theological literature first and subsequently
influenced literary styles in general.

Uwe Blésing discussed phytonyms in Turkish dialects with Georgian sub- or
adstratum influence. His paper focussed on two lexemes occurring in a few villages
in the Artvin province, namely abet otu ‘punk’ and kéndar ‘thyme’. Their etymology
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was investigated with great scrutiny and not only traced back to Georgian, but also
related to cognates in other Kartvelian languages and the languages of the Caucasus
area in general. Besides linguistic information, Bldsing presented a wealth of
information on peripheral matters, the cultural background and the use of the plants.

Language maintenance

The issue of language death and revitalization of endangered languages was address-
ed by two speakers.

Mieste Hotopp-Riecke talked about Internet support for the Crimean Tatar lan-
guage.

Eva A. Csat6 gave a detailed account on attempts to maintain and strengthen the
Karaim language within the small community of speakers that still exists in Trakai,
and to motivate Karaim children to learn their language.

Generative Grammar

Jaklin Kornfilt presented “Some tentative correlations in Turkic relative clauses”. It
is a well-known fact that Turkic languages differ with respect to the formation of va-
rious kinds of relative clauses. One group of languages, more or less restricted to
Western Oghuz, employs different types of morphemes according to whether the
subject referent in the relative clause is co-indexed with the head (okuyan adam ‘the
man that read/s’) or not (okudugu kitap ‘the book s/he read/s’). In the majority of
Turkic languages, this distinction is irrelevant: oquyan adam ‘the man that read/s’ vs.
oquyan kitab ‘the book that (someone) read/s’. The subject referent of the relative
clause may, and sometimes must, be marked by suffixes of the possessive type. This
marking is placed on the predicate of the relative clause in languages of the first
group and on the head in the languages of the second. Taking this interesting dif-
ference as a starting point, Jaklin Kornfilt launched a thorough investigation of a few
related problems within the Generative Syntax framework. Although many of the
conclusions drawn are indisputable, I think that some questions remain. For example,
in the following two relative clauses

(1) <kitabi alyan oquwcu> The student <who bought the book>" and
(2) <oquwcu alyan kitap> ‘The book <that the student bought>’,

the absence of the subject referent in (1) and of the object referent in (2) within the
relative clause was identified by the author as a “gap”. She postulated ‘phono-
logically empty pronouns’, ‘silent resumptive pronouns’, ‘movement of empty opera-
tors’, etc. Here, I think, the old handicap of Generative Grammar becomes evident.
‘Pronouns’ and ‘operators’ are postulated on the basis of English structures and
identified as zero in the languages under investigation. The most primitive structures
in Turkic have to be ‘explained’ as reduced variants of much more complex recon-
structed base structures. This raises the question whether an adequate model for
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language description should not take the simple structure as a starting point and
proceed to more complex and elaborate structures from there.

Litip Tohti’s paper “A new approach to Turkic studies in the frame of Generative
Syntax” represented another attempt to apply Generative Syntax to Turkic, especially
modern Uyghur. The stated objective was “to reconsider the inadequate descriptions
of traditional grammar” and “to find better solutions”. In order to reach this most
welcome aim, the author applied everything Generative Grammar has to offer to
Uyghur words, phrases and sentences. Among other things, diathetical suffixes are
identified as “light verbs”. Simple Turkic structures as e.g. koristiril- <see:
COOPERATIVE.CAUSATIVE.PASSIVE> ‘to be made to see one another’ render extremely
complicated tree structures, which immediately raises the question of the descriptive
adequacy of the model. The paper in itself stands out as an interesting example for
the reception of Western linguistic models in the East.

Both contributors displayed a high familiarity with the languages they investigat-
ed as well as the model and terminology they favoured. In my opinion, it did not be-
come obvious what exactly Generative Grammar at its present state has to offer for
the description of Turkic. On the other hand, the model could benefit from the work
of skilled generativists such as Kornfilt and Tohti and become an adequate means for
the study of Turkic in a modified form.

Terminology

Gulshen Sahatova presented her views about the possibilities of syntactic uses of
Turkmen verbal nouns. Her discussion was confined to the functional status in the
sentence, while the semantic functions of the individual items were ignored. Address-
ing a number of terminological questions, she argued against the term Nebensatz for
the types of subordination accomplished by the use of verbal nouns. Although this
school of terminology can be considered of minor influence in modern Turcology, it
has some currency in other Altaistic disciplines such as Mongolistics. What we can
learn from this contribution is the necessity to define carefully what is meant by spe-
cific terms.

History and literature

A rough sketch of some papers on history and literature will suffice at this point.

The fall of the Krimean Khanate and the process of Russification was the object
of Barbara Kellner-Heinkele’s paper. In order to shed some light on the rather ob-
scure events, she referred to a travelogue of the natural scientist Peter Simon Pallas
published in 1801.

Larry Clark tried to reconstruct the processes of Turkicization and Islamization in
the Yarkand oasis in the 11th century. Taking the so-called Yarkand documents into
account, he argued that these processes, although interrelated, did not occur simul-
taneously. According to his theory, which was based on the personal names in the
documents, Turkicization in Yarkand took place prior to Islamization.
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Hansgerd Gockenjan presented a paper on the role of sword and saber as magic
symbols of authority in Eurasian nomadic horseman societies.

Volker Rybatzki read a paper on Jews in pre-fifteenth century Central Asia.

Jakob Landau reported on the project “An annotated bibliography on conversion
to Islam in the Ottoman Empire”, which will be completed soon.

Claudia Rémer investigated alliteration in Ottoman prose of the 16th century.

In a contribution on Ottoman poetry in Cyprus, Matthias Kappler identified some
specific Cypriot traits in texts from the 18th and 19th century.

Klaus Kreiser dealt with statues and monuments dedicated to poets in Baku. He
presented some findings on the interrelation of iconography and literary history.

Christiane Bulut discussed the language and identity of Tilim Khan, a Turkic agik
popular in Bayadistan in Iran.

Michael Hess presented Alevi martyr figures as a continuity starting from Alj,
Hiiseyn and Hasan over Nesimi and Pir Sultan Abdal to the gehits of the Sivas
massacre of 1993.

Martin Strohmeier examined the reception of World War I in the Turkish fiction
and biographical literature.

Mediha Gobenli compared the image of female characters in selected novels of
Orhan Kemal and Kemal Tahir.

Slobodan Ili¢ presented an overview of Sufi publications in the former Yugo-
slavia from 1878 till today.

Erika Taube dealt with Tuvan popular texts from Cengel in the Mongolian Altai,
which she will publish in several volumes in the series Turcologica.

Turkic studies in Germany and abroad

One of the conclusions one can draw from this conference is that Turcology is an
extremely vigorous discipline. Germany, which has always had an immense impact
on international Turcology, still attracts scholars from all over the world. Among the
those assembled at Frankfurt were most of the renowned scholars in the field as well
as some very talented newcomers.

In light of the recent considerations to shut down the Department of Turcology at
Frankfurt, it is appropriate to ask whether coming generations will find positive con-
ditions for scholarship in the future. In Germany there has recently been a general
tendency to reduce academic studies, research, education and the training of the
coming generation. The situation in other countries where there is no such discipline
as Turcology as well as in countries where this discipline has been destroyed, gives
us reason to pessimism with respect to the future of Turcology in Germany. On the
other hand, given the fact that there are still a number of promising young
Turcologists, let us be optimistic that they will prevail.

Many valuable papers were presented at the conference, but not all contributions
were able to meet critical demands. The organizers of future conferences of this kind
should consider a previous evaluation and selection of papers.
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Some papers were subject to long delays because of technical problems. Here it
became obvious that one can overdo things. The use of technology should be
restricted to cases where it 1s vital for the kind of material to be presented.
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The book under review is not only a valuable contribution to Tatar linguistics but al-
so a guide to the eminent scientific work of one of the great contemporary Tatar
scholars. In the appendix (pp. 114-157) the reader is provided with a chronological
bibliography of Ganiev’s works, an impressive list of publications to which Ganiev
contributed as “redaktor”, and other publications related to his scholarly activities. In
the context of this review it may suffice to mention the author’s lexicographical ac-
tivities, namely his co-authorship of the Tatar-Russian dictionary (Moscow 1966),
and his contribution to the monolingual dictionary of the Tatar language in three vol-
umes (Kazan’ 1977-1981). Closely related to lexicography are four monographs by
Ganiev on different aspects of word formation in the Tatar language, published in the
years between 1973 and 1982.

The book under review investigates Tatar word formation under the aspect of
“conversion”, a concept proposed by the author and others to describe lexicalization
in context with the change of word classes. The concept of conversion is discussed
thoroughly in a broader Turcological perspective giving much space to alternative
models (pp. 8-33). One of the main points is the question of the definition of word
classes in Turkic languages. Some of this discussion is documented and commented
upon in the well-known article by Lars Johanson “Studien zur tirkeitiirkischen
Grammatik” in “Handbuch der turkischen Sprachwissenschaft” (ed. by Gy. Hazai,
Budapest 1980, pp. 146-301).

Ganiev is aware of the theoretical implications of this problem and proposes a
differentiated system of word classes from a typological-comparative point of view.
Doing so he, for example, analyses adjectives as a word class distinct from nouns.
Even if these and other delimitations are controversial among Turcologists, the re-
sults of this study are impressive and shed light on several topics of recent linguistic
discussions.

Interesting results are presented in the chapter dealing with the formation of
nouns via conversion (pp. 34-47). In several cases Russian language contact seems to
be the reason for the lexicalization of prototypical Tatar adjectives as nouns, xdrbiy
‘military’ cf. Russian voennyj — xdrbiy ‘member of the armed forces® cf. Russian
voennyj (p. 35). This is especially true in the case of neologistic terminology (pp. 42-
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43). Adjectivization (pp. 48-73) happens to be the most productive way of ‘con-
version’ in the Tatar language.

Several of Ganiev’s results are interesting when we compare Tatar with Turkish
data. Is Tatar yon kiilmek ‘woolen shirt’ (p. 53) the result of the same processes as
Turkish yiin gomlek ‘id.’? Are native structures reinforced by Indo-European ca-
tegories? The case of adverbialization (pp. 74-86) is problematic to a certain degree
since the morphologically distinct category of adverbs in Russian seems to exercise
an influence on the description. In all chapters of his book Ganiev shows how lexi-
calization and the change of word classes are interrelated in the field of word
formation.

Unfortunately post-Soviet Russian Turcological studies are often disregarded by
western Turcologists. The reasons for this are manifold: lack of knowledge of
Russian, which still is an important international language of scholarship, problems
in the distribution of recently published books from Russia, the Caucasus and Central
Asia, or simply a lack of information. In the years since the end of the Soviet Union,
there has been a general impression that Turcology in the CIS countries was
undergoing a severe crisis or had even come to an end. Studies such as the book
under review show that continuity in the academic tradition and the revival of Turkic
languages in the region form a firm base for interesting studies in the field of Turkic
linguistics.
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