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“Uyghur umlauting”: Characteristics, diachronic
aspects, consequences and triggers

Abdurishid Yakup

Yakup, Abdurishid 2009. “Uyghur umlauting”: Characteristics, diachronic aspects, conse-
quences and triggers. Turkic Languages 13, 34-60.

This paper discusses four important topics concerning the ‘Uyghur umlauting™: its
characteristics, historical development, effects and triggers. It describes the so-called
“Uyghur umlauting” as two different phonological processes, namely (i) the raising of the
low vowels /a/ and /4/ due to the regressive assimilation of the following high vowels in
closed syllable and (ii) the reduction of low vowels mainly due to the shift of the primary
accent. The former is actually part of a General Vowel Raising process that signals the
separation of Uyghur from other closely related old and modern Central Asian Turkic lan-
guages. Diachronically, the raising is earlier that the reduction; the latter did not develop
into an automatic phonological process until the 1950s. The raising umlaut affected the
phoneme inventory of modern Uyghur, altering the distribution of some phonemes, while
the reduction gave rise to considerable composite suffixes. This paper rejects the claims
considering the “Uyghur umlauting” a result of the merge of * and *i' in modem Uyghur,
and argues that the major motivation for development of the “Uyghur umlauting” as a
postlexical phonological process was not the Iranian influence on Uyghur. It considers
“the Uyghur umlauting” as an inner-Uyghur development of two autonomous phonologi-
cal processes, i.e. the raising and reduction that might also be expected in any other lan-
guage of the Turkic family of languages.

Abdurishid Yakup, Berlin-Brandenburg Academy of Sciences and Humanities, Turfan
Studies, Jigerstrafie 22-23, D-10117 Berlin, Germany. E-mail: yakup@bbaw.de

The so-called “Uyghur umlauting” is often considered one of the most striking
linguistic features of Modern Uyghur in contrast to other languages in the Turkic
family of languages. The phonological process in question has been discussed by
various scholars since the second half of the nineteenth century; however, many
important aspects of this phonological process still remain unexplored. First of all,
as Johanson (1993a: 100) pointed out, most analyses are in fact based upon materials
from the written language, and therefore the characteristics of the phonological proc-
ess in question were not appropriately discussed in much of the linguistic literature.
Secondly, systematic research on the historical development of the process in ques-
tion is missing. Moreover we also know very little about its recent development in
the spoken language. Thirdly, the effect of the “Uyghur umlauting” on the entire
phonological system of the modern Uyghur language was never carefully investi-
gated. Fourthly, concerning the triggers of the Uyghur umlauting, scholars suggest
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fairly contradictory explanations: some of them consider it a result of internal pho-
nemic merging, while others ascribe it to the influence of certain contact languages.
Fifthly, most scholars believe that the phonological process in question originally
was a feature of the northern dialects; however they do not explain how this phono-
logical process was introduced to the written language and regional dialects. Finally,
divergent attitudes in the treatment of the phenomenon in morphosyntactic analyses
have raised a set of crucial problems, but none of them has yet been seriously taken
into consideration. As the title of this paper shows, this paper briefly addresses some
basic questions closely relating to the first four topics, namely the characteristics,
historical development, consequences and triggers of the “Uyghur umlauting”, while
some facts dealing with the umlaut in Uyghur morphosyntax are discussed in Yakup
(forthcoming).

1. Description and characterization of the phenomena

The so-called “Uyghur umlauting” actually refers to the following two distinct
phonological processes:

(i) Raising of low vowels /a/ and /4/ due to the regressive assimilation of the
following high vowels, as seen below in (1), and

(ii) Reduction of the two low vowels mainly because of the shift of the primary
accent—a few instances due also to the shift of the secondary accent—to the follow-
ing syllables, as exemplified in (2).!

(1) /ba¥/ ‘head’ + {(X)m} ‘1sg POSS’ — /be§im/ ‘my head’
/bar-/ ‘to go’ + {(X)p} ‘CONV’ — /berip/ ‘going’
/at/ ‘meat’ + {(s)I} ‘3sg POSS’ — /eti/ ‘his/her/its meat’
/kél-/ ‘to come’ + {(X)n} 2sg PERS’ — /keliy/ ‘(you) come’
/yazyan/ ‘having written’ + {(X)mlz} ‘1pl POSSS — /yazyinimiz/

(2) /orda/ ‘palace’ + {(s)I} ‘3sg POSS’ — /ordisi/ ‘her/his palace’
/bala/ ‘child’ + {lAr} ‘PI’ — /balilar/ ‘children’
/atd/ ‘tomorrow’ + {(s)I} ‘3sg POSS’ — /atisi/ ‘next day’
/hamma/ ‘all’ + {GA} ‘DIR’ — /hdmmig#/ ‘to everything’

Both phonological processes illustrated above were described by Radloff (1882: 63-
65, 289) as “Riickwirkung des engen Vocales i or “die palatalisierende Riick-
wirkung”, having been considered a phenomenon that completely corresponds to the
German Umlaut. G. Raquette points out some facts that exhibit umlaut, but does not
describe them with any specific term (Raquette 1912-1914: 126, 157). It was the
eminent Swedish Turcologist Gunnar Jarring who systematically investigated the

! All examples in (1) and (2) are taken from the written form of Standard Uyghur, and
therefore are given in phonemic representations. The abbreviations are basically after
Johanson & Csat6 (eds.) 1998: xxiii.
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phonological process; he characterized it as “/~-Umlaut” (Jarring 1933: 90-94). Since
then most scholars use “umlaut” as a standard term to describe the phonological
process in discussion; see Talipov 1987: 18-19, Hahn 1991: 51-52. Indeed, some
Russian scholars prefer other terms; see Kajdarov 1969: 34; Sadvakasov 1988: 63-
65. The Chinese and native Uyghur scholars basically describe the two processes
Zhao & Zhu 1985: 22-25, Yi 1985, Polat 1995 and ITL 22-23. What should be paid
attention to is the term “Uyghur umlauting” suggested by Lars Johanson (1993a:
100-101), which especially emphasizes the difference between the German um-
lauting and the “Uyghur umlauting”.

Some scholars make rather clear differentiation between the two phonological
processes; Borovkov 1935: 7-8, Pritsak 1959: 538; Hahn 1991: 51-54; Johanson
1993a: 100 and Zhang 1999: 91-92. However, in a considerable amount of Tur-
cological literature both processes are simply considered as the same sound change;
see Zhao & Zhu 1985: 22-25, Adamovié 1993:1, Taklimakanli 2002. There are also
some scholars who intend to differentiate them through the monosyllabic or poly-
syllabic structure of the lexemes subject to umlauting; see Friederich 2002: 5-6; De
Jong 2007: 16-17. Throughout the paper I use “raising” or “raising umlaut” to
describe the phonological process exemplified in (1) and “reduction” to describe the
phonological process exemplified in (2).

In general, the phonological process observed in (2), namely the centralization/
reduction, diverges from the first one, namely the raising, at least with regard to the
following two perspectives:

(i) The raising basically is an assimilation process resulting from the regressive
assimilation of low vowels in closed mono- or polysyllabic words to high vowels in
the following suffixes, whereas the reduction does not necessarily condition the
following suffix to begin with a high vowel, since it results from the shift of the
primary, and occasionally also the secondary, accent in open dis- or polysyllabic
lexemes;

(ii) As a result of the raising, low vowels shift or raise to high or higher vowels,
but in the case of the reduction, low vowels are basically neutralized to central vow-
els or simply deleted.

The first phonological process might be formally described as below in (3), and
the second one as in (4):

@) [ B c?nsommal} —[ +high]/—{ suffix}[ + high]
—high
@) [ — consonantal

. - [ + central]/ = { sufﬁx} /{enclitics}
—high
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The first phonological process described in (3), which might also be called “front
raising”, actually is part of a General Vowel Raising process (GVR) characterized
by the raising of both back and front vowels in height. Besides the raising umlaut or
“front-raising” illustrated above, GVR also includes a “back-raising” as seen in /a$/
‘to increase’ + {(X)K} ‘denominal suffix’ — /o$uq/ [uSuq] ‘extra, superfluous’ /qol/
+ {X)m} ‘lsg POSS’ — /qolum/ [qulum] ‘my hand’. The “front-raising” also in-
cludes the raising process as seen in /k6z/ ‘eye’ + {(X)plz} ‘2sg POSS’ — /koziipiiz/
[kiiziipliz] ‘your eye’, etc. The “back-raising” is often considered a regressive labial
harmony (regressive Rundungsharmonie) by some scholars; however, if one views
its recent development it is not difficult to figure out that it is actually a change in
height. The same also goes for the change from kéziiyiiz to kiiziiniiz, but here first the
stem progressively assimilates the suffix and then the suffix involving front high
labial vowel causes the stem vowel to change in height.

Diachronically, in the “front raising” first the back vowel a changes to the front
open vowel d [&] and then d resulting from this fronting raises further to € and e,
while 4 in front-syllabic lexemes first also raises to £and e and then reaches the high
front vowel i. In the “back-raising” first the low back vowel undergoes raising,
presumably first reaching a position close to the open-mid back vowel [o], and then
shifts further to the close-mid back vowel [o] and later reaches the position of [u] as
seen in /qomu¥/ [qumus] ‘reed’ (compare Old Turkic gamis). The “back-raising”
should have started approximately at the same time as the “front-raising”; neverthe-
less, Jarring’s materials from the 1920s and 1930s exhibit examples of both “back-
raising” and “non-back-raising” of a, e.g. jarut- ~ jarun- ~ jorut- ‘to light, lighten’
(Jarring 1964: 150). Since the raising of low and close-mid vowels to i and u was
not reflected in the orthography, it has simply been ignored. Some examples for the
raising of e to i in the spoken language are given in Taklimakanli 2002: 131. How-
ever, in the case of geni gizig ‘rash (lit. hot blood)’ and besi coy ‘too daring (lit. big
head)’, etc. the close mid vowel e in the word forms geni and besi and does not
change to i, as Taklimakanli claims. The GVR in modern Uyghur could be illus-
trated as below in Figure 1.

*

§o>® >0~
0o 0> 0—¢

Figure 1: General Vowel Raising (GVR) in Uyghur

Formal representation of this phonological process might be as below in (5).
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(5) [+ low, -high] — [-low, +high] / {suffix} [+high]

The suffixes triggering the raising umlaut (= “front-raising”) are restricted to the
limited number of suffixes initiating with the high front vowel /i/, including its back
realization i [wx]. That is, the raising umlaut is triggered not only when the suffixes
begin with front high vowel i [i] but also when the suffixes beginning with its back
pair i [w] are added to the closed monosyllabic lexemes containing low vowels; see
Johanson 1993a: 100. In the case of suffixes with fourfold vowels, only the variants
initiating with front and back high unrounded vowels may trigger the raising umlaut.
Below is a list of umlaut-causing suffixes in modern Uyghur.

A. Inflectional suffixes

a. the possessive suffixes: -(X)m, -(X)y, -(X)ylz, -(X)ylar, -(s)1,

b. the converbial suffix -(X)p;

c. the evidential suffix -(X)ptu;

d. the verbal noun suffixes in -(X)s;

e. the verbal noun suffix -(X)GIIK;

f. the second person imperative suffixes -(X)y, -(X)ylar, -(X)yizlar and -(X)s;

g. the suffix -(X)! of the passive voice;

h. the vying and cooperating suffix -(X)s.

The personal suffixes signalling inter-terminality as seen in barimdn ‘I go’ and
the actionality suffix -(I)vdr resulting from rather complex phonological processes
also belong to this group.

B. Derivative suffixes

a. the denominal suffix -(X)K as observed in acé- ‘to open’ + -(X)K — ecig
[emq] ‘open’;

b. the denominal suffix -(X)m as observed in bas- ‘to press’ + -(X)m — besim
[beswm] ‘pressure’;

c. the denominal suffix -(X)n as seen in ag- ‘to flow’ + -(X)n — eqin [equn]
‘river’;

d. the denominal suffix -(X)ndi as seen baq- ‘to take care of® + -(X)ndi —
[bequndu] ‘dependent’;

e. the deverbal suffix —(X)stur- as observed in al- ‘to take’ + -(X)stur- —
elistur- [elustur] ‘to mix’;

f. the deverbal suffix -(Z)q as seen in bas- ‘to press’ + -(I)q — besig- [besuq]
‘to subside’;

g. the deverbal suffix -IK as seen in kdc ‘late’ + -IK — kecik [kiCik] ‘to be
late’;

h. the deverbal suffix -IrK4 as observed in the examples yat ‘foreign’ +
IrKA— yetirqa- [yetmirqa] ‘to feel foreign’, ds ‘memory’ + -IrK4A —
esirkd- [isirkz] ‘to worry’.

The raising umlaut in Uyghur occurs at the right edge of the morphological base;
meanwhile it also occurs in plain roots, e.g. gari [qorwr] — geri ‘old’ [qerut], gasug
— gosuq ‘spoon’ [qoSuq] ~ [qusuq], etc., perhaps by analogy. In the case of some
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lexemes, both umlauted and non-umlauted forms exist side by side, e.g. eyiz [eymz]
‘mouth’ (compare Old Turkic ayiz) but ayzim [ayzuum] ‘my mouth’, ayziy [ayzwp]
(ITL 829), beyir ‘liver’ (compare Old Turkic bayir) but bayrim [bayrum] ‘my
liver’, bayriy [bayrug] ‘your liver’ (ITL 159), etc. Thus, Uyghur umlaut involves
lexical listing. However, the Uyghur raising umlaut is, in general, not morphologi-
cally or lexically but rather phonologically conditioned.

In contrast to the suffixes causing the raising umlaut, the number of morphologi-
cal and lexical elements triggering reduction is fairly large. Basically, all suffixes
and clitics added to open dis- and polysyllabic lexemes or units ending in low vow-
els may trigger it. Thus, the reduction might be triggered in the unstressed second
and third syllables, following the shift of the secondary stress to the third and fourth
syllable. In polysyllabic lexemes, all low vowels in unstressed open syllables are the
subject of reduction as exemplified in (6).

(6) /bala/ ‘child’ + {lAr} ‘PI’ + {(X)mlz} ‘1P1 POSS’ — [balsloruumwz] ‘our children’
/mahalld/ ‘village’ + {dA} ‘DIR’ + {la} ‘enclitic’ — [méhéllidila] ‘only in the village’
/ojna-/ ‘to play’ + {mA} ‘NEG’ + {sA} ‘COND’ + {mu} ‘enclitic’ — [ojnomasomu]
‘even one does not play’

A similar process may also take place in morpheme boundaries in compounds as
well as in word boundaries in various phrases as seen in (7).

(7) /ata/ ‘father’ + /ana/ ‘mother’ — [ats ona] ‘parents’
ftayta/ ‘board’ + /miisiik/ ‘mouse’ — [toyto miisiik] ‘mousetrap’
/6jgé/ ‘to the home/house’ + /bar-/ ‘to go’ — [0jgi va] ‘go to the home’

The reason for the confusing of raising and reduction is not quite clear; the ortho-
graphical presentation of the central vowels [2] and [i] resulting from the reduction
process using the same letter usually used to represent the front high vowel i might
have led to this confusion. The difference between raising and reduction becomes
more apparent if we present them in a more accurate phonetic transcription. That is,
the more precise presentation of the reduction, namely the phonological process ex-
emplified in (2) in narrow phonetic transcription might be as below in (8).

(8) /orda/ ‘palace’ + {(s)I} ‘3sg POSS’ — [ordasux] ‘her/his palace’
/bala/ “child’ + {lAr} ‘PI’ — [balslar] ‘children’
/a:td/ ‘tomorrow’ + {(s)I} ‘3sg POSS’ — [e:tisi] ‘next day’
/hamma/ ‘all’ + {GA} ‘DIR’ — [h@mmige] ‘to every one’

It is worth noting that the raising is blocked when the low open stem vowels are
long, e.g. yar ‘lover’ ( < Persian yar) + -(X)m — [ja:ruum] ‘my lover’ (not *yerim),
nam ‘name’ (< nam) + -(s)[ — [na:mu] ‘its/her/his name’ (not *nemi). In very lim-
ited examples umlauted and non-umlauted forms co-exist, €.g. san ‘number’ + -(5)I
— [sa:nua] / [senuwi] ‘its/her/his number’. Amongst the frequently cited examples for
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exceptions i.e. yaz ‘goose’ — yazi / yazim ‘her/his goose’ / ‘my goose’ (Hahn 1991:
52, Hahn 1998: 383, Comrie 1997: 919), pér ‘feather’ (sic! the correct form must be
pdy or pey) — peri (Hahn 1991: 52, Hahn 1998: 383), par ‘steam, heater’ — pari
(Yi 1985: 22) actually an umlauting process takes place, e.g. yaz + {(s)I}— [yezi],
pdy + {(s)I} — [pejil, par +{(s)[}— [perur]. Moreover, the vowel in yaz is not long
in Modern Uyghur as in its Persian original.

In certain instances both non-umlauted and umlauted forms exist side by side. To
take one example, as the possessive forms of san ‘number’ we find sanimiz
[sa:nwmuwiz] ‘our number’, saniylar [sanwpla:] ‘your number’ and sani [sa:nui]
‘her/his/its/their number’ but also the forms displaying umlauting, e.g. senimiz
[sentumwiz], seniplar [senumla:] and [senwr]. However, the non-umlauted and um-
lauted forms of certain words express different lexical meaning, e.g. the non-
umlauted xanim has the meaning ‘Mrs’ or ‘Madame’ (in the Kashghar dialect it
means ‘female teacher’), while the umlauted form xenim refers to young ladies.

Nevertheless, in the case of Uyghur, “umlaut” in the sense of the first phonologi-
cal process clearly refers to the raising of vowels, but not fronting like the German
umlaut (Johanson 1991: 85), if we ignore the change from a to 4 in the initial stage.
Interesting are the possessive forms of su ‘water’, e.g. siyim [siijiim] ‘my water’,
stiyimiz [siijimiz] ‘our water’, siyiiylar [siijiigla:] ‘your water’, [siiji] ‘her / his / its /
their water’, etc. They seem to be based on the archaic form suv ‘water’, reflecting a
rather complex phonological process closely associated with diachronic properties
of the lexeme in question. I shall refrain from discussing this phenomenon here in
detail.

Contrary to the raising, final high vowels in some lexemes have changed to low
vowels in modern Uyghur, e.g. foyri ‘correct’ — toyra, gamci ‘whip’— gamca, bori
‘wolf” — bord, etc. In the actual orthography of modern Uyghur, this sound change
is fully reflected although it is not always consistent. This should be a diachronic
sound change that happened over the last sixty years, since the lexemes mentioned
above were written with high vowels in the first half of the 1950s; see Najip 1954:
159, 173, 178. Interesting is, however, that the original final high vowels appear
when suffixation occurs, e.g. gaméa + (X)mlz — gamcimiz [qaméumuwiz] ‘our
whip’, bord + IAr — bérildr [borild:] ~ [biirild:] ‘wolves’, etc. Clearly, here the
opposition between high and low vowels is neutralized. It is not adequate to count
these examples as “umlauting”, as is often the case in some Turcological publica-
tions.

2. Diachronic aspects of the “Uyghur umlauting”

Some forms in Old Turkic are often given as examples for “umlauting”, e.g. elig vs.
common dlig ‘hand’, esid- / esit- vs. dsid- ‘to listen’, arici ‘intercessor” (< ara + ¢i),
Ovkild- ‘to be furious’ (< ovkd ‘lung, anger’ + -Id), etc.; for an analysis see Erdal
2004: 88, 92. Actually, the case of elig vs. dlig, eSid- vs. dsid- basically constitutes
the neutralisation of the two front vowels e and 4 in word-initial position. A similar



“Uyghur umlauting” 41

neutralisation process is also observed in Khwarasm Turkic and Chaghatay in the
same or similar lexemes; for details see Eckmann 1959: 144-145. According to J.
Németh (1939: 518, 520), “in Féllen, wo das urtiirk. *4 im Tschagataischen durch
bezeichnet wird, die der Bezeichnung zugrunde liegende Aussprache nicht 4, son-
dem e oder i gewesen ist.“ Nevertheless, in both cases the phonological process in
question operates only within limited lexemes and seems to have strongly relied on
specific properties of individual words in both periods. As for arici ‘intercessor” (<
ara + ¢i) and ovkild- ‘to be furious’ (< dvkd ‘lung, anger’ + -Id), etc. where Old
Turkic is concerned, the quality of the resulting vowels is not back or front as tran-
scribed by scholars but should be given as central vowels or reduced vowels, as is
the case in modern Uyghur. Although some modern Turkic languages other than
Uyghur, namely Iranian Azeri (see Dehghani 2000: 51-52), Salar (see Lin 1985: 16),
Yakut (see Erdal 2004: 88), Yellow Uyghur (see Roos 2000: 43-44) as well as some
dialects of Uzbek (Atamirzaeva 1974: 21-22) also display very similar sound
changes in similar phonological environments; however, the two phonological proc-
esses in question have developed as automatic phonological processes in none of the
afore-mentioned language varieties. This is also true of Old Turkic and Chaghatay.
Thus, Modern Uyghur became the only Turkic language which systematically ap-
plies “umlauting” to low vowels if we use “umlauting” as a cover term for the two
phonological processes. The question is: When and how did the “umlauting” be-
come established as a postlexical, common phonological process in Modern
Uyghur?

2.1 Written sources

According to Kajdarov (1969: 33-34), the earliest written source that rather fre-
quently exhibits “umlauting” is a poem by the Kashgharian poet Abdurahim Nizari
compiled between the late 18th and early 19th centuries in Kashghar. One of the
representative examples cited by Kajdarov is the following verse of this poem (the
transcription is after Kajdarov 1969: 34, the “umlauted” forms are given in cursive,
as in Kajdarov 1969):

(9) td’édlluq umurida qgatti besim,
atam matamida eqip k6z yesim. ..
kelip yéné turmay Oyiga gecip,
qara &br yangliy yasini secip...
sana birsi &mdi vafa gilmidi,
hévadarlar birsi tapilmidi... (Kajdarov 1969: 34)

Obviously, the cited lines exhibit several examples of both raising and reduction,
e.g.: besim ‘my head’ (< bas ‘head’ + -(X)m), yesim ‘my tear’ (<yas ‘tear’ + -(X)m),
gecip ‘escaping’ (< gad- ‘to escape’ + -(X)p), secip ‘pouring’ (< sad- ‘to pour’
+ -(X)p), qilmidi ‘did not do’ (< gil- ‘to do’ + -mA + -DI), etc. Once, in the fourth
line of this poem, we find that a is only raised to 4 in the same word, i.e. ydsini.
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Interestingly, examples for “not-umlauting” were overwhelming in another poem by
the same poet, e.g. arasida ‘amongst them’ (< ara ‘between, among’ + -(s)I + -DA),
qasiya ‘to his side’ (< qas ‘side’ + -(s)I + -GA), basiya ‘to his head’ (< bas ‘head’
+ -(s)I + -GA), maliya ‘to his treasure’ (< mal ‘treasure’ + -(5)I + -GA), etc.; see
Kajdarov 1969: 34. According to Kajdarov’s explanations, in the case of the poems
exhibiting raising and reduction the poet has represented features of the spoken lan-
guage used in northern regions, whereas in the poems not displaying umlauting the
poet has followed the rule of the written language based on the dialect spoken in
Kashghar; see Kajdarov 1964: 34-38. Recently, Taklimakanli claims that the um-
lauting existed in the spoken language but was not reflected in the language that he
calls Cagatay Uygur dili (lit. Chaghatay Uyghur language), but he does not offer
any example to prove this claim; see Taklimakanli 2002: 131-132. On the other
hand, while Kajdarov’s analyses are based on the transcription of the poems men-
tioned above, the accurate representation of the phenomena in the original manu-
script remains unclear. As far as we know, both written texts and spoken dialects in
the south-western and eastern parts of present-day Xinjiang display rare examples of
reduction and back-raising, e.g. nemdrsigd (Falnama 76b6, < nemdrsdgd), orug
‘thin’ (Falnama 81a8, < arug);” for further examples see below. Even the quintolin-
gual comparative dictionary of Manchu Wuti Qingwenjian T 448 X £, whose
Uyghur part was supplemented at the end of the 18th century, contains very limited
examples of “umlauting”, e.g. ceqilyu ‘flash’ (< caqil- ‘flash’ + -Gu), cegilyan ‘hav-
ing flashed’ (< caqil- ‘flash’ + GAn).

In general, the written sources do not provide precise information for judging the
accurate pronunciation of the raised and reduced vowels; in some instances the
raised vowels were not reflected in the orthography at all, the same sound being
represented by different letters in some other cases. For instance, the raised & was
not reflected in the orthography of the word I&in ‘falcon’, represented with alif as
the text included in Le Coq 1911 shows (see Le Coq 1911: 34, 210); the sound &
was written with different letters in the words d4sdrg ‘if you say’ (Le Coq 1911 46,
308), yégan ‘having eaten’ (Le Coq 1911: 46, 305), b&sing ‘your head’ (Le Coq
1911: 46); the same letter alif represents both the back low vowel a and the open
front low vowel d.

2.2 The case of transcription texts

Unlike the written sources, the transcriptions of dialect texts recorded in different
parts of Xinjiang since the beginning of the 19th century provide precious material
for investigating the phenomenon. Below is a brief description and analysis of the
“umlauting” reflected in the dialect texts published by Russian and West European
scholars since the 19th century.

2 For examples from the Falnama, a Chaghatay manuscript preserved in Paris, I express my

thanks to Professor Mutsumi Sugahara, Tokyo University of Foreign Studies.



“Uyghur umlauting” 43

2.2.1 Raising of low vowels

Judging from a word list published by Klaproth (1814), the low vowel a had not yet
undergone raising to e in the Turfan region at the beginning of the 19th century, e.g.
Jjasil ‘blue’ (jaschil 498) and tiin jarim ‘midnight’ (tjun = jarim 498). However,
Katanov’s and Malov’s materials recorded in Qomul and Turfan at the end of the
19th century and the beginning of the 20th century, respectively, display examples
for the raising of a to the front close vowel e, e.g. besi ‘his head” (Menges 1943,
XLVIID) « basi, geri ‘old’ (Menges 1943, XXXIX 15) « gari, elip ‘taking’
(Menges 1943, XXXVIII 45) « alip, nenini ‘its bread’ (Malov 1961: V, 4/5) «
nanini, tepip ‘finding’ (Malov 1961: V, 32) « fapip. On the other hand, Le Coq’s
records from Qomul and Turfan exhibit examples of frequent raising of a to the
front half-open vowel 4 but very seldom to the front close vowel e, e.g. dtiy ‘your
horse’ (Le Coq 1911: 10, 34) « atiy, bdsiy ‘your head’ (Le Coq 1911: 40, 46) «—
basiy, secim ‘my hair’ (Le Coq 1911: 3) « sacim, dip ‘taking’ (Le Coq 1911: 33)
« alip, etc.

On the northern dialect regions we only have Radloff’s materials recorded in Ili
from the so-called Taranchi dialect at the end of the 19th century. In Radloff’s texts
the low vowel a in closed monosyllabic words rather frequently raises to the front
close vowel e when a suffix beginning with a high vowel (both front i and back i) is
added, e.g. belig ‘fish’ (1886: 5) « balig, tesida ‘at the outside’ (1886: 1) « tasida,
elip ‘taking’ (1886: 39) « alip, occasionally also changing to d as seen in fdrip
‘cultivating’ (1886: 112).

The earliest linguistic material published on the south-western dialects is H. W.
Bellew’s comparative vocabulary of some language varieties spoken in the area of
Yarkand at the end of the 19th century; see Bellew 1875. It includes the items egil
‘cow stall’ (541) « ayil and terig ‘millet’ (550) « tariy, etc. (see Bellew 1875: 534-
561), in which the “umlauting” takes place. The Swedish scholar G. Raquette, who
published a rather systematic grammar of the south-western dialect spoken in
Kashghar and Yarkand also pays attention to the phonological process and describes
it as follows:

“When a monosyllabic word with the vowel a or ¢ has a possessive suffix that
begins with a vowel added to it, those vowels (a or g) are often changed to 4 or & (in
speaking). If the word is compound one only the last vowel is changed.” (Raquette
1912-1914: 126, 157)

Basically, Raquette’s examples and description are compatible with the descrip-
tion and documentation of the south-western dialects made by G. Jarring in the
1930s. Put differently, according to Jarring’s data and his analysis, a not only fre-
‘head’ + -(X)y, Jarring 1946-1951, II 45: 194), bdrip ‘going’ (< bar- ‘to go’ + -(X)p,
Jarring 1946-1951, II 40: 35), jdtip ‘lying down’ (< jat- ‘to lie down’ + -(X)p,
Jarring 1946-1951, I: 68), but also to the more close front vowel ¢, e.g. jeniyni ‘your
life’ (<jan ‘side’ + -(X)y + -nl, Jarring 1946-1951, II 28), temitip ‘dripping’ (< tam-
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‘to drip’ + -t + -(X)p, Jarring 1946-1951, II 41), etc. For Jarring’s analysis see
Jarring 1933: 59-60. It is worth noting that Jarring describes @ as a back, velar
vowel and ¢ as a front, palatal vowel; see Jarring 1933: 92. This indicates that the
phonological process in question from the very beginning was a process of raising
but not fronting. Note also that the raising of the low vowel a to the close front
vowel e is rare in Jarring’s materials, especially in contrast to Taranchi and the east-
ern dialects (Qomul and Turfan), and it is mostly triggered in the inflection of cer-
tain verbs, e.g. ecip ‘opening’ (< ac- to open’ + -(X)p, Jarring 1946-1951, II 30), elip
‘taking’ (< al- ‘to take’ +-(X)p, Jarring 1946-1951, II 29).

All transcription texts, on the other hand, also display some examples in which
the low vowel a does not undergo “umlauting”, e.g. alip ‘taking’ (Radloff 1886: IV,
3: 171), bagip ‘seeing’ (Malov 1961: I, 6), yanip ‘returning’ (Le Coq 1911: 3),
qasiyd ‘to his side’ (Jarring 1946-1951, II 33). However, such examples are
exceptional in the Taranchi and Turfan texts, but fairly frequent in Jarring’s
materials recorded from Kashghar and Khotan. Perhaps this is why Le Coq lists
umlauted examples from Turfan as one of the important features of this dialect in
contrast to the Kashghar dialect (Le Coq 1911: 3).

To sum up, the raising became dominant in the northern dialect represented by
Radloff’s Taranchi-texts already at the end of the 19th century, whereas in the
eastern dialects spoken in Qomul and Turfan it did not develop as an automatic
phonological process until the first decade of the 20th century. However, in the
south-western dialects, especially in the Kashghar and Khotan regions, non-raised,
d-raised and e-raised situations existed side by side until the 1930s, though the rais-
ing of a to d heavily predominated. Interestingly, only two decades later when
Tenishev and Chinese scholars came to do fieldwork on various dialects of Uyghur
in the 1950s, had the raising of a to the front close vowel e already become a com-
mon postlexical phonological process throughout the major Uyghur dialects except
for the Lopnor dialect, while the occasional raising of a to 4 and the exceptions for
“non-raising” survived only in very limited examples as the substrata of earlier peri-
ods. It is likely that the full representation of the raising in the written language that
was gradually established based on the northern dialects from the 1920s on should
have played a crucial rule in speeding up this phonological process in the south-
western dialects. At any rate, in this entire historical development, the raising of the
low vowel a to the half-open @ was the first step; then the d resulting from this rais-
ing seems to have raised further to the more open front vowel &, and finally the front
open-mid & further to the front close-mid vowel e. Perhaps only the first step might
be called “fronting umlaut”, but the entire process is characterized by a change of
the vowel heights (see Johanson 1993a: 100). It is difficult to give the whole process
as a single rule since the vowel subject to raising first changes from [+low] to [-
low], and then from [-high] to [+high]. A possible formal description might be as
following:

(10) [a] — [=] — [e] — [e]
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The characteristics and history of the d-raising are different than those of the raising
of a. First of all, unlike the a-raising, there is no an initial stage characterized by
fronting in the case of the d-raising, as we have mentioned in the previous section.
In the case of the d-raising, first the low front vowel raises to the front close-mid
vowel and then the front-mid vowel to the close front vowel i; Secondly, the d-rais-
ing was obviously established much later than the a-raising; at least it was not so
common at the end of the 19th century. In Radloff’s Taranchi materials 4 basically
does not raise to e when it is preceded by suffixes with initial high vowels, e.g.
dridin ‘from her husband’ (III 3,32) kdlip ‘coming’ (III 1,6), tdsip ‘piercing through’
(III 3, 17), whereas the raised forms as seen in kiligldr ‘you come’ (III 19,67) are
occasional. Note also that the raising of 4 to [i] is seen only in the inflection of the
verb kdl-in Radloff’s Taranchi materials. The dialect materials published by Jarring
(1946-1951), Le Coq (1911, 1918-1919) and Malov (1961) display a fairly similar
situation. Presumably, systematic application of the d-raising in all dialect regions
should have happened after the 1950s though data from the 1950s do not provide
precise information in this regard.

2.2 Reduction of low vowels

The historical development of another phonological process, namely the reduction
of the low vowels a and 4 in unstressed open syllables, is rather different from the
raising. First, let us see how different scholars present the outcome of the a-
reduction in the transcription texts.

Table 1: Presentation of reduced vowels in transcription texts

Texts Presentation |Examples

Radloff 1886 e Ly atleri ‘horses’ (8), balileridin ‘from their wives’
(6), baridu ‘he goes’ (39), suriyan ‘have asked’
(138), tapalmisay if you can’t find’ (144),
tamyyliyeli ‘in order to mark’ (18)

Hartmann e anesi ‘his mother’ (40)

1903-1905

Kiunos 1906 e, é ayledé ‘he heard’ (306,4), barémen ‘1 go’ (320, 9),
qalméd ‘didn’t remain’ (305,12)

Bellew 1863 i dada-aylisi ‘paternal’ aunt, (538), sarghiyip
‘jaundicing’ (537)

Menges 1954 (A), |e baleni (B: XLV 6), ajeyida ‘at the end’ (A: V 28),

Menges 1976 (B) qurseyidin ‘from the stomach’ (A: XXVI)

Le Coq 1911 i,1,1 bdlisi “his father’ (18,81), oindydn ‘having played

(54), garisi“its dark’ (10,26), dlmfap “if you
don’t take’ (20,103)
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Malov 1954 (A), e, 1 balenip ‘of the child’ (B: 55), ayilariya ‘to your

Malov 1961 (B) elder brothers’ (A 64), galmedi ~ galmadi ‘didn’t
remain’ (B: 59), axtixaniya ‘to the stable’ (A 76)

Jarring 1933 ® ®8° akeesi ‘her brother’ (IL: 41), bolmeesce ‘if not’ (I:
4), balaleeye ‘to the children’ (1933: Anhang 44)

Jarring 1946-1951 |g, © dadesi ‘their father’ (I: 38), bal’si ‘his child’ (I:
66)

Tenishev 1984 Le,Yy,1 anisi ‘her mother’ (11,16), toxtiyan ‘having
stopped’ (77), baredu ‘they go’ (1,7), paxtyya
(2,9), aylimidoq ‘we didn’t hear’ (37)

As we have seen in Table 1, the transcriptional presentation of this process differs
from text to text and scholar to scholar. Presumably, 4 in the examples cited from Le
Coq 1911 and the letters e, @ and ¢ found in Jarring’s texts represent a reduced
vowel. Perhaps, the quality of this reduced vowel was similar to the open central
vowel [e] or open-mid central vowel [3]. The remaining letters e, I, ¢, i, i, etc. used
to represent reduced vowels by other scholars stand for different reduced vowels,
not only for [e] or [3] but also for other central vowels, e.g. [3], [9], [], etc., but
certainly not for front vowels since, as Jarring has pointed out, the place where the
reduced vowel was presented with different letters by different scholars is not a
phonological environment for fronting but for reduction or neutralization (1934: 32).
If not, it is difficult to understand why a low back vowel changes to the front vowels
d, e or i in this phonological environment except in the case of some words to which
suffixes with an initial high vowel are added. Unfortunately, the definite quality of
the vowels resulting from the reduction of the low vowel a is difficult to determine
because reduced vowels are not so accurately recorded in most transcription texts.

As for the diachronic development of the reduction, it seems to be that first the
low vowel was neutralized to the open central vowel [e], and then, perhaps to the
mid-open central vowel [3], later to schwa ([9]) or more-closed central vowels, i.e.
[s], [i]. Although the resulting vowel in the same phonological environment is repre-
sented orthographically by the same letter as the one for the high front vowel i in the
written language, the actual pronunciation in question is not front high in modern
Uyghur. The ‘Dictionary of Modern Uyghur Orthography and Pronunciation’ (ITL)
clearly notes that the pronunciation of the vowel resulting from the sound change
(referring to the centralization—my addition) as seen in ballya “to the child’, gaylla:
‘crows’ and arlda ‘between that’ (capital 7 represents the reduced vowel) is not the
same as the pronunciation of the front high vowel I; however, the dictionary offers a
very curious description gisqa, sdl til kdyni, pdsrdk “short, a little back and a little
low” for the reduced vowel; cf. ITL, pp. 42-43.

Clearly, the neutralization or reduction of the low vowel a in such a phonological
environment occurred much later than the raising. The low vowel a basically re-
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mained unchanged in the transcription texts except for the Taranchi materials. On
the other hand, even in the Taranchi texts the reduced and non-reduced forms exist
side by side, e.g. maymiyan ‘hasn’t gone’ (Radloff 1886: 48), gilmisun ‘may not do’
(Radloff 1886: 50), bolmasa ‘if not’ (Radloff 1886: 48), cigmayan ‘didn’t come out’
(Radloff 1886: 59), tapalmadyq ‘we were not able to find’ (Radloff 1886: 137), etc.
In the texts from other regions examples of non-reduction are more common than
examples in which the low vowel undergoes reducing, e.g. pdylanim ‘my lamb’ (Le
Coq 1911: 58), baradi ‘he goes’ (Menges 1976: XXXIV 30), ormaya ‘to the
summer harvest’ (Malov 1954: 53), tapalmasa ‘if he could not find’ (Malov 1961:
43). Unlike the case of the g-raising which had become established as a postlexical
phonological process by the 1950s, the reduction of the low vowel a to central
vowels was still restricted to limited cases until the 1950s. This point is especially
obvious in the texts recorded around the 1950s in Qomul, Kucha, Aqsu, Kashghar
and Khotan. It spread to all Uyghur dialect regions as a frequent phonological
process, following the popularization of both written and spoken standards of
Uyghur since the end of the 1950s, and had also become dominant in all Uyghur
dialects when Jarring visited Xinjiang a second time in 1978; for a description of
this phonological process in 1978 see Jarring 1981: 238.

Reduction of 4 to [i] or other central vowels in unaccented open syllables must
have happened fairly late: it is only observed in extremely limited examples until the
first two decades of the 20th century, e.g. drtisigd ‘next day’ (Radloff 1886: 49),
minmisdm “if 1 don’t ride’ (Le Coq 1911: 14, Nr. 49). According to Tenishev’s re-
cords, d did not undergo reduction in very many cases until the 1950s in most re-
gions except for Yarkand and Khotan, e.g. dddmldrimiz ‘our people’ (1984: 2),
tiigddi ‘completed’ (1984: 21), kelddo ‘comes’ (32). Its application to a large num-
ber of examples must have happened after the 1950s. Nevertheless, the whole “um-
lauting” process might be understood as having become established when it also
came to be applied rather systematically in the Lopnor dialect around the 1980s due
to the popularization of both written and spoken standards of modern Uyghur. It is
the manifestation of a typical linguistic innovation originating in one dialect and
then spreading to neighbouring varieties, namely the neighbourhood -effect.
Presumably, it was first triggered in the speech of some bi- or multi-lingual speakers
of different Uyghur dialects in the Ili valley, and through their medium spread to the
entire northern dialect-speaking regions.

3. Consequences of the Uyghur umlaut

The raising umlaut, including the raising of back vowels in height, clearly affected
the phoneme inventory of modern Uyghur, causing an increase in the overall num-
ber of phonemes. Until the beginning of the twentieth century, Uyghur had 7 vowel
phonemes, namely /a/, /&/, /o/, /6/, /u/, /i/ and /i/. Old Turkic e used to occur as allo-
phones of /4/ in word-initial position remained, but e occurring in closed monosyl-
labic lexemes is lowered to @ in modern Uyghur, e.g. dl ‘country, people’ (compare
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with Old Turkic el), bdr- ‘to give’ (compare with Old Turkic ber-). However, e
resulting from the a-raising also gained phonemic status, forming a clear opposition
to the high front vowel /i/ in some instances, e.g. geni [qenw] ‘where’ vs. gini
[qunu] ‘its sheath/scabbard’, geri [qerur] ‘its snow’ vs. giri [quurwi] ‘its edge’. In
some instances, the raising-umlaut also created a phonological environment for the
contrast between 4 and e, the two vowels that in general are in complementary
distribution, e.g. /basimiz/ ‘we five’ « /ba¥/ ‘five’ + -(X)mlz vs. besimiz ‘our head’
«— /ba¥/ ‘head’ + -(X)mlIz. Note, however, that the modern Uyghur bds ‘five’ is
actually the development from Old Turkic bes.

More apparently, the raising-umlaut in Uyghur clearly altered the distribution of
the phonemes /a/, /4/, /e/ and /o/. Both /a/ and /4/ in nominal and verbal stems that
originally could occur with /i/ in the next syllable, as seen in sariy ‘yellow’, kdligmd
‘one who comes’, now no longer allow /a-i/, /d-i/, /a-u/ combinations in native
closed-syllable lexemes. Hence, the corresponding forms of the words for ‘yellow’,
‘one who comes’ and ‘bright’ are serig [serwq], kelidiyan [kiliduryan] and yoruq
[yoruq] ~ [yuruq] in modern Uyghur, respectively. Where a combination /a-i/ does
exist, in general the first vowel is clearly a long vowel. The new phoneme /e/ that
originally could not occur with back unrounded high vowels now may occur with
them, e.g. /eriq/ [ermq] ‘ditch’, /qeri/ [qerui] ‘old’ and /terip/ [terum] ‘please culti-
vate’. It is worth noting that the output of the umlauted a is not always the close-mid
front vowel [e], it is certainly fairly retracted in the lexemes /qelin/ ‘thick’, /yeSil/
‘green’, /berip/ ‘going’, etc., whose accurate pronunciation in spoken Uyghur seems
to be [qelum], [jeSwil] and [berup], respectively. As for i resulting from the d-rais-
ing, basically it merged with /i/, forming a clear opposition between e and i in some
instances in spoken Uyghur, e.g. /berip/ [berwp] ‘going’ vs. /birip/ ‘giving’, /tepip/
[tepurp] ‘finding’ (< tap- to find + -(X)p) vs. /tipip/ ‘kicking’(< tdp- to kick + -(X)p),
etc. Based on the orthographic representation, one may come to the conclusion that
the considerable number of lexemes mentioned above are disharmonic, and that the
vowel harmony has been destroyed due to the umlauting. It is true that the afore-
mentioned words do not have the same phonological structure they used to have, but
they are not disharmonic as some scholars tend to believe, since the back vocalic
nature of both syllables remains unchanged in actual pronunciation. This is because
the e resulting from the a-raising in the afore-mentioned lexemes is basically neutral
with regard to vowel harmony.

The raising umlaut also altered the incidence of /a/. This becomes apparent if we
compare modern Uyghur forms of some lexical and grammatical items with the
languages of previous stages, e.g. Old Turkic and Chaghatay as well as with other
modern Turkic languages. Table 2 illustrates the change in the distribution of /a/ in
some lexical items, while Table 3 provides examples for divergences between Old
Turkic and Turkish in the distribution of /a/ with regard to some inflectional proc-
esses.
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Table 2: Umlaut-induced change in the incidence of the phoneme /a/

Modern Uyghur Old Turkic Turkish Gloss

teriq [teruq] tariy dan millet

gelin [gelum] qalin kalin thick

eyir [eyuur] ayir agir heavy

ocuq [o¢uq] ~ [ucuq] aciq atik open

qo3uq [qosuq] ~ [qusuq] qasuq kasik spoon
Table 3: Umlaut-induced divergences between Uyghur and some old and modern
Turkic languages

Modern Uyghur Old Turkic Turkish Gloss

teyi [teyu] tayi dag his/its mountain
genim [genwm] ganim kanim my blood

berip [beruip] barip varip going

elip [elup] alip alin take/please take
yezil- [yezul] yazil- yazil- to be written

Another consequence of the raising umlaut is that it pushed the close-mid vowel [e]
resulting from the d-raising to undergo further raising to the high vowel [i], as ob-
served in /kelip/ [kilip] ‘coming’, /berin/ [birig] ‘please give’, though this sound
change is not reflected in the orthography. Motivation for this change was perhaps
originally ‘one meaning—one form’; nevertheless as a result some confusion caused
by the raising-umlauting are eliminated, e.g. /beri8/ [berw§] ‘going’ vs. /beri§/ [biris]
‘giving’.

Another effect of the raising umlaut is that it produced a certain number of com-
pound suffixes, e.g. -GIII (cf. Old Turkic and Chaghatay -GAII).

The effect of the reduction was also obvious. It did not only affect the distribu-
tion of the phonemes /a/ and /i/, but also gave rise to a large number of compound
suffixes in modern Uyghur, e.g. -Idiyan (< vowel converb + turyan), -Ivir (vowel
converb + the postverb bdr-), etc. This phenomenon is discussed in detail in another
paper; see Yakup (forthcoming).

4. On the triggers of the “Uyghur umlauting”

Concerning the factors that motivated the “Uyghur umlauting”, basically there are
two different explanations: (i) it results from the merge of *i and *i and (ii) Iranian
influence is responsible for the phonological process. Below we discuss these two
explanations in order.

4.1 Effect of the merge of *i and *i?

The Russian linguist E. D. Polivanov was the first scholar to consider the “Uyghur
umlauting” as a result of the merge of *i and *i into #, claiming that if Uyghur had
retained #, the regressive assimilation of vowels would have been impossible; see
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Polivanov 1934: 149. Later this idea was supported by T. Talipov, Yi Kenxiu and A.
P. Taklimakanli; see Talipov 1987: 18-19, 66-68; Yi 1985: 21; Taklimakanli 2002:
130. Bernard Comrie appears to accept this opinion; he writes: “A more thoroughgo-
ing breakdown of vowel harmony as a result of diachronic change is to be found in
Uygur, where Proto-Turkic *# and *i merge as i everywhere, giving rise to such
forms as anisi ‘his mother’, cf. ana ‘mother’” (Comrie 1981: 65).

It is true that i’ does not have phonemic value in modern Uyghur in the sense of
being distinctive; however it is still active in modern Uyghur and its dialects, basi-
cally showing different distributional features than the front i, as its back counter-
part; for description and analysis see Pritsak 1959: 537; Zhang & Meng 1982 and
Hahn 1986. Some scholars even consider i and i in modern Uyghur to be different
phonemes; see Hahn 1998: 380-381. The representation of at least four different
vowels, front high vowel [i], back high vowel [w] and the central vowels [9] and [i]
using the same letter <> or <i> and <u> might be the main reason for such a
misunderstanding. Actually, in the scripts of old Turkic languages both front i and
the back high vowel i are represented by the same letter. A possible opposition be-
tween /i/ and /i/ in native Old Turkic lexemes is questionable, and even if it used to
exist, would have been very marginal, which is why some scholars deny the opposi-
tion /i/ vs. /i/ in Old Turkic; see Pritsak 1963: 52; Johanson 1993b: 87; Réhrborn
1996: 181. For the same reason, the editors of the English translation of the Diwan
Luyat at-Turk present both the front and back high vowel with the same letter i. R.
Dankoff and J. Kelly write: “There is positive evidence that there was no phonemic
opposition /i:i/ in the language of the Diwan, but only one neutral phoneme /i/ (and
the corresponding long vowel /7/) which could take velar or palatal suffixes. This is
reflected in our transcription, which has only i and i.” (Dankoff 1982-1985: 61) The
same goes for Chaghatay, a Central Asian Islamic literary language used by various
Turkic-speaking ethnic groups from the 14th century until the end of the 19th cen-
tury. Moreover, the opposition of /i/ vs. /i/ in some modern Turkic languages in
which the back i has phonemic value is only observable in very limited lexemes, e.g.
Kazakh is ‘work’ vs. is ‘smoke’. On the other hand, as Johanson once called to our
attention, the Uyghur umlauting might be triggered regardless of backness or front-
ness of the initial high suffix vowel, e.g. tey-i’ ‘its mountain’ « tay ‘mountain’
(Jarring 1933: 91-92), bes-iy ‘your head’ (Yakup 2005, 42:17) « bas ‘head’. The
back quality of i in the afore-mentioned examples becomes more apparent when we
add further suffixes to these word forms, e.g. besim-da ‘at my head’, besim-ya ‘to
my head’. However, this does not mean that there is a systematic phonemic contrast
between i and i in modern Uyghur. What we want to stress is that the back i neither
disappears nor merges with 7 in modern Uyghur, or, put differently, there is no evi-
dence to believe that the status of i made the characteristic change either in its ortho-
graphical representation or its phonetic nature from the historical written Central
Asian Turkic languages to modern Uyghur. The known analysis is essentially based
on an inadequate phonological interpretation of historical sources and mechanical
transcription (correctly, transliteration) of written Uyghur data. This certainly leads
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the scholar in the wrong direction when studying Uyghur phonology, including the
“Uyghur umlauting”.

4.2 On the Iranian influence view

Another widespread opinion on the Uyghur “umlauting” is that the “Uyghur um-
lauting” results from Uyghur contact with foreign languages. In his review of Rad-
loff’s monograph Vergleichende Grammatik der nérdlichen Tiirksprachen (see
Radloff 1882), V. D. Smirnov claims that the regressive assimilation, namely the
“umlauting” existing in the Taranchi dialect, appeared under the influence of foreign
languages having a different structure (Smirnov 1884: 87); however, he does not
indicate which foreign language might be responsible for this sound change. Follow-
ing the discovery of the same phenomena all over the local Uyghur dialects in the
region, later also in the written language, most scholars avoided connecting the
“Uyghur umlauting” to foreign influence; Bang & Marquart 1914: 1-9, Jarring 1933:
90-94, Polivanov 1934: 149. Interestingly, an opinion similar to Smimov’s was
again suggested in O. Pritsak’s well-known article on the modern Uyghur language,
which appeared five decades after Smirnov’s review, in 1959. After having briefly
outlined the history of the Uyghurs, O. Pritsak writes the following:

“Schon dieser kurze Uberblick zeigt, wie kompliziert die Ethnogenese der heutigen
Uiguren ist. Man kann auch ohne weiteres annehmen, daB fiir die regressive Assimila-
tion der Vokale in den eigentlichen neuuigurischen Dialekten (e- und o-Umlaut) ein
nichtaltaisches Substrat verantwortlich ist.” (Pritsak 1959: 527)

Like Smirnov, Pritsak does also not specify which “non-Altaic substrata” might be
responsible for the “Uyghur umlauting”. T. Talipov, on the other hand, rejects possi-
ble involvement of foreign influence in this sound change. Regrettably, he also does
not discuss the problem in detail; see Talipov 1987: 178-181.

M. Adamovi¢ is the first scholar to extensively discuss the influence problem.
According to him, the absence of umlauting in most Turkic languages is to a great
extent typologically conditioned. He writes:

“Ein Sprachtypus namlich, der die progressive Vokalassimilation zum dominierenden
Gesetz seiner Phonetik entwickelt hat, schlieft einen Umlaut grundsatzlich aus. Wenn
sich im Uigurischen trotzdem ein Umlaut durchsetzen konnte, dann miissen die Hinter-
griinde dieser Sonderentwicklung sehr spezifisch gewesen sein, wobei auch eine Beein-
flussung von Seiten der indogermanischen Sprachen nicht von vornherein aus-
geschlossen werden kann.“ (Adamovi¢ 1993: 2)

Furthermore, Adamovi¢ specifically makes reference to the change of Ancient Ira-
nian a to & in Sogdian when the following syllable contains i (or y), which he
considers an interesting parallel to the “Uyghur umlauting”. He extends his discus-
sions with similar linguistic materials from another Old Iranian language Khotanese
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(Saka) as well as two modern Iranian languages Yaghnobi and Yazghulami. Finally,
Adamovi¢ comes to the following conclusion:

“...der vorliegende Umlaut hétte nicht aus dem einen Sprachmedium in das andere
eindringen konnen, wenn der Kontakt zwischen den Uiguren einerseits und den
iranischen Altbewohnern andererseits etwa kurzfristig oder auf einen geringen
geographischen Raum beschrinkt gewesen wire.* (Adamovi¢ 1993: 2-3)

It is true that one of the basic phonotactic phenomena of the Turkic languages is the
so-called vowel harmony characterized by the front/back classification of syllables
(Johanson 1991: 80; Erdal 2004: 86-87), if the term progressive vowel assimilation
(progressive Vokalassimilation) mentioned by Adamovié refers to the intersyllabic
front vs. back vowel harmony. However, as is well known, the backward fronting
observed in bo kiin ‘today’ — bokiin was relevant for Old Turkic; see Erdal 2004:
88, 92. There are known examples, albeit fairly rare, where regressive assimilation
of both vowels and consonants takes place in modern Turkic languages, e.g. Turkish
yeni ‘new’ (compare with Old Turkic yapi), Kazak bdri ‘all’ (< bar + -(s)I, compare
with modern Uyghur bari), Yakut ili ‘hands’ (compare Old Turkic dlig ‘hand’),
Tatar esle- ‘to work’ — esli(y)séy ‘you work’, etc. In Turkish regressive assimila-
tion, actually a palatalization process, is frequently triggered when suffixes with
initial -(y)4 are added to a stem ending in a low vowel, e.g. diyen ‘the one who says’
(< de- ‘to say’ + -(y)An), almiyan ‘not taking’ (< alma- ‘not take’ + -(3)An), bekliye-
cek ‘will wait’ (< bekle- ‘wait’ + -(y)Acek); see Csatd & Johanson 1998: 206, Goksel
& Kerslake 2005: 20, 82. This means that the Turkic languages do not exclude re-
gressive vowel assimilation although progressive vowel assimilation is the basic
type. Thus, the phonological processes, i.e. the vowel raising and reduction of vow-
els, are to be expected in any Turkic languages. The question is only whether these
sound changes increase in frequency and develop into postlexical phonological proc-
esses.

Definitely, this does not mean that we deny the existence of umlauting in Iranian
languages. Most impressive evidence for Iranian umlauting might be the change *a
> e observed in the development of Avestan (Gathan or Old Avestan and Late
Avestan) vowels, in which *yadi ‘when’ has developed into ye(i)di in Late Avestan
and the relative pronoun *yahya to yehiia in Gathan. It triggers when *a is preceded
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