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Editorial note

Turkic Languages, Volume 16, 2012, Number 2

The present issue of TURKIC LANGUAGES contains articles on Old Turkic language
history, vowel notations in older Turkish documents, the current status of Turkmen
as spoken in Iran, Kazakh postverbial constructions, and West Old Turkic loanwords
in Hungarian.

Peter B. Golden, the leading expert in the field of Turkic history, known for his
sharp analyses based on linguistic evidence, deals with the term ok as used in On
Ok, the name of the Western Tiirk confederation, and its relationship with Oyur ~
Oyuz. The latter terms cannot derive from ok ‘arrow’, which does not display the
shift of intervocalic -%- to -y-. Instead, a root *oy or uk ~ ok ‘kin, tribe’ might have
been the source. The words oyu/ ‘son, offspring’, oyus ‘extended family’, oyulcuk
‘womb’, and oylak ‘kid, young goat’ stem from a common root denoting progeny,
family, and kinship. A number of Turkic languages display the word wk ‘clan’,
‘family’, ‘pedigree’, ‘descent’, ‘lineage’, ‘breed’, ‘offspring’, ‘name’, etc., which
undergoes the intervocalic shift -k- > -y-. The Chinese translation of ok in On Ok
and of Oyuz in Tokuz Oyuz was % xing “clan, tribe, ancestral name’. Golden argues
that Ogur ~ Oguz and Onoyundur (OOvvyouvdolpor) contain the root *oy or *ok ~
*uk, an early word for a kinship grouping combined with collective/plural suffixes.

Delio Vania Proverbio presents a grapheme-based reconstruction of the vowel
system in an early 18th-century Turkish manuscript written in the Western Syriac
script. The almost fully vocalized text employs five vowel signs, the Greek letters
@, <&, <L, <0y, and «v>. This is highly remarkable and valuable since Turkic texts
written in Arabic script exhibit a much simpler system of vowel notation.

Abdollah Nazari and Judy Routamaa deal with contact linguistics issues con-
cerning Turkmen as spoken in Iran. The exposure to Persian as the dominant lan-
guage has influenced the linguistic behavior of all Turkmen speakers, from the eld-
erly to the middle-aged and young speakers. The authors illustrate this by analyzing
three texts representative of the speech of each generation. The texts illustrate the
notable increase in the degree of copied elements from generation to generation. The
speaker from the older generation exhibits only minimal influence from Persian, a
few instances of lexical copies. The speaker from the middle aged generation shows
slightly more influence. The young speaker exhibits a high degree of copying in all
linguistic domains. This can largely be attributed to the many socio-cultural changes
in the life of Turkmen speakers. The changes have led from an isolated nomadic
way of life with few contacts and interactions with other groups, even other Turk-
men tribes, to the gradual sedentarization in the rural areas of northeastern Iran.
Nowadays there is a high degree of interaction both among the Turkmen tribes and
with the Persian language and culture. For educational and professional reasons,
members of the younger generation tend to settle in urban centres, which leads to a
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greater exposure to Persian. Even they, however, generally maintain a positive atti-
tude towards their mother tongue and still use it when communicating with Turkmen
friends and relatives. With respect to factors such as strong ethnic and religious
(Sunni Muslim) identity and the strong population concentration in one geographical
area, the authors predict that Turkmen will continue to be spoken in Iran. The ques-
tion is to what extent and in what ways Persian will continue to influence it.

Hasan Mesut Meral investigates Kazakh postverbial structures of the type Axmet
kitap-ti oki-p $ik-ti (Axmet book-ACCUSATIVE read-CONVERB go.out-PAST) ‘Ahmet
read the book (to the end)’, defined as [V-CONVERB AUX-T-AGR] constructions. The
discussion aims to seek for evidence for one general claim of the theory of “Distrib-
uted Morphology”, a specific generativist framework describing the architecture of
grammar. The study is limited to the discussion of the converb marker and the so-
called auxiliary item. The author wishes to contribute to the theoretical description
of Kazakh, helping to explain the nature of grammatical relations occurring in the
structures in question.

Vladimir Monastyrev & Svetlana Prokopieva deal with Yakut verbs of thinking
and their correspondences in Russian. Yakut verbs of thinking are characterized by
rather wide unspecified meanings and are thus used in analytic constructions in
which they are semantically specified. The comparison of their semantic structures
to those of Russian verbs shows some universal and specific traits of their lexico-
semantic nature.

The publication of West Old Turkic. Turkic Loanwords in Hungarian (2011) is a
major event in the history of Turkic studies. This magnificent work was initiated by
Andras Rona-Tas and Arpéd Berta; after Berta’s untimely death in 2008, the enter-
prise was continued and concluded by Rona-Tas in collaboration with Laszlo
Karoly. TURKIC LANGUAGES will devote three review articles to this remarkable
work. The first one is written by Martine Robbeets, whose main field of interest is
the geneaology of the Transeurasian (Altaic) languages. She stresses that this work,
devoted to loanwords preserved in Hungarian, opens an “alternative window” on the
reconstruction of West Old Turkic. As such, it represents a major step forward in the
field of Turkic linguistics, but it also has important implications for historical lin-
guistics in general and for Transeurasian comparative linguistics in particular. In her
review article, she explores the merits of the research for an integrated approach of
genealogical and contact linguistics by inferring criteria to distinguish between in-
heritance and code-copying on the basis of a typology of Turkic loanverbs in Hun-
garian. Inspired by this work, the reviewer concludes that at least some correlations
between the Transeurasian languages are not the result of language contact, but wit-
ness to inheritance.

*
Professor Geng Shimin of the Minzu University, Beijing, passed away on December
17, 2012. He was born on November 28, 1929. In 1949, he began his study of Old
Uyghur at the Department of Oriental Languages of the University of Beijing, where
he graduated in 1953. From 1956 to 1958 he worked as an assistant of the Soviet
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scholar Edhem Teni8ev. In 1976, he was appointed head of the Old Uyghur program
that was set up at the university. Professor Geng also made important contributions
to the study of Kazakh and Tuvan as spoken in China. He was a prolific author, es-
pecially in the field of Old Uyghur philology. From the 1970s on, he had the oppor-
tunity to work as a scholar in Germany and to initiate cooperation with European
Turcologists. My own oldest memories of him stem from that time. Some of his
editions are joint publications with the German scholars Hans-Joachim Klimkeit and
Jens Peter Laut. Professor Geng continued his academic activities at the Minzu Uni-
versity until December 2012, until the very end of his life.

Lars Johanson






Oq and Ogur ~ Oguz

Peter B. Golden

Golden, Peter B. 2012. Og and Ogur ~ Oguz. Turkic Languages 16, 155-199.

This paper deals with the term og as used in the name of the Western Tiirk confederation,
On Og, the dating of its foundation and the relationship of og with ogur ~ oguz.

Peter B. Golden, Professor Emeritus of History, Turkish and Middle Eastern Studies, Rut-
gers University, 77 North Post Rd., West Windsor, NJ 08550-5001, USA. E-mail:
pgolden@andromeda.ruigers.edu

1.0n Oq

The name On Og, usually translated as “the Ten Arrows”, denoted in Old Turkic the
collective name of the core of ten tribal or military groupings that comprised the
Western Tiirk state.* There are several accounts regarding its origins. One, a fleeting
reference stemming from the Tiirks themselves, to organizational activities in the
western zone of the Tiirk Empire in the early years following its foundation in 552,
has been viewed as alluding to its beginnings. It is found in virtually identical pas-
sages in the Kiil' Tegin (KT, E3) and Bilgd Qagan (BQ, E4) inscriptions, written in
732 and 735 respectively.? Neither actually mentions the On Og per se. The Tiirk

*

1

2

I would like to thank Sylvia Wu Golden, as always, for assistance with the Chinese texts.
The name/title kil has also been read as kdl. Clauson 1972: 715, noting the uncertainty of
the vowel and citing the Chinese “k’iie” (B8 Pinyin que) opted for 7, hence Kiil (see also
User 2010: 138-139). Kempf 2004: 45 and Berta 2004: 89ff., prefer Kol. The Chinese
data is not conclusive. For the Tiirk era (eastern empire: 552-630, 682-742/3, western
empire: 552-657-59, 690s-766), reconstructions of Middle Chinese (MC), for which
there are several systems, are most appropriate. Chronologically, MC may be defined as
covering the period from the late Han (202 BCE-220 CE, the Later Han are dated to 25—
220 CE) to the late Tang (618-907) eras (Wilkinson 2000%: 26). Reconstructions of Old
Chinese (OC), dating from the Shang oracle bone inscriptions (ca. 1250-1050 BCE) to
the Han era (ca. 200 BCE-200 CE, see Schuessler 2007: xi—xii) are noted when relevant.
Of the two commonly used reconstructions, Schuessler 2009 (a reworking of Karlgren
1957/1996) defines MC as reflecting the language ca. 600. Pulleyblank 1984, 1991, di-
vides MC into Early Middle Chinese (EMC, before 601 CE, i.e. the language that had
taken shape by the Sui 581-618) and Late Middle Chinese (LMC, seventh—eighth centu-
ries, i.e. the language that had taken shape by the early Tang eras). Modern que = MC khi-
wet (Schuessler 2009: 277 [26-10k]), EMC khuat, LMC: khyat, (Pulleyblank 1991: 263).
On the dating, see Kempf 2004: 44-45.



156 Peter B. Golden

Qaganate founded by Bumin? and his younger brother istimi (or istimi),* r. 552
575) had overthrown the Asian Avars (4bar/Apar/Awar, usually termed Rouran &
& in Chinese)® in 552 (KT, El, BQ, E2-3,6 Chavannes 1941, 3, 47, 219-229), the

3 A name that isl probably of Iranian origin from: *bimi ‘zemlja’, Aryan * bhiimi ‘zemlja’,
Old Indic bhimi ‘zemlja, strana’, Middle Pers. him ‘zemlja, strana’ (Rastorgueva &
Edel’'man 2000-ongoing 2: 134-135; Harmatta 1999: 396) and hence ‘Lord of the Earth’
(Dobrovits 2004b: 111). This is not unlike the ethnonym Tabgac MC thak bat (Schuessler
2009: 69 [2—-17m], 237 [21-31h]) = *takbat/takbaé reflecting either the native (ProtoMon-
golian/Para-Mongolic) form of this ethnonym, *fayfac or one that came to Turkic via
Rouran intermediation, see Beckwith 2005: 9-12, who also suggests that it meant ‘ruler
(Bac < Indic pati) of the Earth’. In Chinese his name is given as Tumen £ P9 (Liu 1958,
I1: 490, n. 18) ‘earth-door’; which does not transcribe but appears to hint at the meaning
of his name. For objections to this interpretation, see Beckwith 2009: 390, n.17. Bumin’s
Tiirk title was */(1)ig (or El(l)ig Qagan’, i.e. ‘The Qagan (Emperor) possessed of the el/il’
(‘realm’ see Clauson 1972 121-122), which gives some sense of the Turkic rendering of
Bumun, but see discussion in Rybatzki 2000: 206-218, regarding some of the complica-
tions.

4 Read, most recently, as istimi (cf. User 2010: 134). The Middle Chinese and East Roman/
Byzantine Greek renderings of the name are not conclusive: Chin. & 358 / &/ Shid-
ianmi, MC: sjer tiem mjiet/mjet (Schuessler 2009: 299 [29-15j], 350 [3612n], 304 [29-
41p and r]), EMC: it tem mjit, LMC: sit tiam’ mjit (Pulleyblank 1991: 285, 77, 213). His
name appears in Byzantine sources (Theophylaktos Simokattes 1972: 257, see also Mo-
ravesik 1958, 11: 291) as TtepPioyayav. With its initial /st-/f57- in the Turkic forms (an
initial /- is absent from the Chinese and Greek renderings of the name, pointing to St- or
St-), it is clearly not Turkic. It is perhaps of Iranian origin, cf. Khotanese Saka sthaimd =
s@imi < OId Iran. stana ‘place, country’, i.e. ‘King of the Land’ (as suggested by
Harmatta 1999: 396, Dobrovits 2004b: 112 and Dobrovits 2008: 67-78). His rank, as
Yabgu Qagan, was slightly lower than that of his brother Bumin, as this etymology of his
name (or title) might indicate, i.e. ‘king of a specific place or country’ rather than a
universal monarch. This is reminiscent of the Turkic title posthumously accorded to Jo¢i,
Cinggis Xan’s oldest son and ruler of the Qip¢aq steppe and lands later conquered further
to the west: Ulus Idi ‘Master of the Country’, see Boyle 1956: 148-152.

5 On the Rouran, the ‘Asian Avars’, later derisively termed Ruanruan &% &%, #8 $% ‘creep-
ing/ crawling creepers/crawlers’ i.e. ‘insects’, see Taskin 1984: 267-295; Kljastornyj and
Savinov 2005: 48-59, 62; Kycanov 2010: 91-95. On their proposed connection with the
European Avars, see Kollautz and Miyakawa 1970; Pohl 1988 and below.

6 KT = inscription of Kiil Tegin, E= East, line 1, BQ = inscription of Bilge Qagan, E(ast)
lines 2-3: (Tekin 2006: 24/25,50/51, Berta 2004: 139-140: iizd kok tayri asra yagiz yer
qilindwgoa ekin ara kisi ogh qilinmis kisi oghnda iizé dciim apam bwmin qagan istami
qagan olormws olorwpan tiirk bodwnwy elin toriisin tuta bermis etii bermis... “When the
blue heavens above and the brown earth below were created, humankind was created be-
tween the two, my ancestors Bumin Qagan and [$timi Qagan sat upon (the throne), when
they sat (upon the throne), they organized the realm of the Tiirk people and established the
law and put (it) into order”.
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previous nomadic imperial power in Mongolia, and created a state (e//il) and an at-
tendant legal system (z67%).7 The Tiirk inscriptions go on to note (KT, E3, BQ, E4)
that surrounded by foes, these leaders of the ASina, the royal clan of the Tiirks,?
forced the peoples on their ‘four sides’ (tort bulwydaq: bodwnwg), who were all
enemies (gop yag: drmif) into submission. In the east, Mugan (r. 553-572, Chin.
Muhan &K ¥/ 7F EMC moawk yan”/yan.® Pulleyblank 1991: 220, 119, 118), Bumin’s
son and eventual successor, consolidated power (Liu 1958, I, 8-13, 19-22, II: 495,
n.36). Meanwhile, the Tiirk conquests extended eastwards to the Qadirgan Y1810 (=
the Great Xingan) and westward, under his uncle, Istimi/i§timi, to the Iron Gates,

7 Torii ‘traditional, customary, unwritten law’ (Clauson 1972: 531-532); ‘tdren, merasim’;
‘toplumsal yasalar biitiinii, tore’ (User 2010: 300, 301-302). For a discussion of the
contradictions in the Chinese, Tiirk and Byzantine sources in situating {stimi/[3tdmi as an
imperial founder, see Dobrovits 2008: 68—70.

8 The name ASina is not recorded in the Turkic-language inscriptions of the Tiirks, but is
frequently mentioned in the Chinese sources, Ashina i 5 3B (EMC *?asi 'na’, Pulley-
blank 1991: 23, 283, 221), MC 24 siB naC (Schuessler 2009: 211 [18-1m], 103 [4-52a],
215 [18-12a]) and is probably from Khotanese Saka dsseina/dsSena ‘blue’, implied by
Bailey 1985: 104 and affirmed by Kljastornyj 1994: 445-447. Recent readings of the Sog-
dian-language Bugut inscription of 582 (¢r-"wkt '(’)Sy-n’s), one of the earliest official
monuments of the Tiirk state, appear to note it as well, Moriyasu & Ochir 1999: 123, al-
though this reading of the poorly preserved monument has not gone unchallenged
(Beckwith 2005: 13—15). Moreover, Beckwith (1987: 206-208 and Beckwith 2009: 138,
410412, nn.71, 72), maintains that this name is Arsila, ultimately of Tokharian origin (cf.
the Tokharian A (Qoco) title drsildnci), noted in Menander 1985: 172/173 as Apoilag
‘the senior ruler of the Turks’ at the time of the Byzantine embassy to the Tiirks in 576
(see below).

9 Written in Sogdian as mwy’n with an ‘unclear’ etymology, but Turkic seems most
unlikely (Lurje 2010: 252-253). Rybatzki 2000: 218-219, suggests Old Pers. magu-, Mid-
dle Pers. magii [mgw], mdg, Sogdian mwg ‘magus’, which, while in keeping with the ap-
parently Iranian names/titles/throne names of the early Tiirk Qagans, does not seem likely
here as the Tiirk Qagans did not perform any Mazdaic priestly functions.

10 Yi$ (Clauson 1972: 976) denotes a ‘mountain forest, the upper parts of a mountain cov-
ered with forest, but also containing treeless, grassy valleys’; User 2010: 150, 226 ‘orman,
ormanla kapl dag’.

11 A similar campaign is noted several lines later (KT, E21, Berta 2004: 152) that extends
from the Qadirqan Heights to Kdné Tarman/Tarban (the region of Tarband, i.e. Otrar, see
discussion in Kljastornyj 1964: 155-179). The Iron Gate(s), Tdmir Qapig, is a term used
for a number of regions, from the North Caucasus to Transoxiana and Balkh. Here it is
used to denote a specific area, the Pass of Buzgala in modern Uzbekistan, on the route
from Samarqand to Balkh, some 90 km. south of Sahrisabz and as Kljastornyj (1964: 76—
77, 143, Kljastornyj & Savinov 2005: 92, following Thomsen 1896: 137-138 / Thomsen
1993: 168-169), suggests it is probably a calque into Turkic of a local term, see also
Giraud 1960: 29, 45, 182 and User 2010: 153 (a pass west of the Syr Darya, on the Balkh-
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between which they settled their peoples (ilgdrii gadirqgan yiSqa tagi kerii tdamir
qgapigqa tigi gondwrmws ekin ara) and ruled over the ‘Koék Tiirk people, who had
been living, thus, without a ruler/master and without an oq (a tribal/clan/military or-
ganization)’: idi ogswz [ogsiz] kék tiirk anja olorwr drmis, Berta, 2004: 139-140;
Tekin, 2006: 24/25, 50/51). These events had transpired between 552—555 and in the
western zone amounted to a mass migration thither of Tiirk or Tiirk-led tribes, which
then brought other Turkic and non-Turkic peoples of the Volga-Ural and North Cau-
casian-Caspian-Pontic steppes under Tiirk rule (or forced them to flee along with the
Avars to Pannonia), a process that was completed not long before or just after
Istimi/I§timi’s death (Kljastornyj & Savinov 2005: 92-95, Kljastornyj & Sultanov
2009: 111, 114-115). The western part of the Tiirk Empire now extended from Jun-
garia (northern Xinjiang) to the Pontic steppes. This important passage does not
mention the On Og by name, but only the word ogsiz. All references to the On Og in
the Tiirk (and Uygur) inscriptions mention them only within the context of contem-
porary (to the inscriptions) political and military issues of the first six decades of the
eighth century, i.e. up to 759: T (Tonyuquq Inscription, ca. 726), 19, 30, 33, 42-43,
KT, S 19, N 13, BQ, N15) as do also the Uygur Tariat (dated 752/757, S3) and Sine
Usu (dated 759, N11) inscriptions.!?2 The Sogdian text of the poorly preserved Qara
Balgasun trilingual (Turkic, Chinese and Sogdian) inscription (8107 8217) notes:
[twrky]$ ywp xy-n ky pr 0s’ p’d *dry twrkys translated as “the king of [Tiirge]$ peo-
ple, the Qaghan, who was the ruler of the Ten Arrows Three Tiirge$ people” (Mori-
yasu & Ochir 1999: 215-216). If this is correct, then Sogdian ds’ p’'d (dasa pdd ‘ten
feet’) should probably be ds’ p'd’y (dasa pdfé) ‘ten arrows’ (see Gharib 2004: 25,
257) and indicates that On Og was understood in the sense of ‘Ten Arrows’ in Uy-
gur imperial inscriptions of that time. The text refers to the period following the
death of Kiil Bilgd Qagan (r. 744-747), the founder of the Uygur Qaganate.

The word og (‘arrow’) in the Tiirk and Uygur sources is, aside from the polito-
nym On Og, used only in its primary meaning to denote the weapon/implement.!3
Similarly, in the Old Qirgiz runiform monuments it appears only in the meaning of
‘arrow’ (Kormusin 2008: 132, Qizil-Ciraa I, Tuva, inscription).

The decimal principle of organization, in particular military organization, clearly
articulated in the term On Ogq is known across Eurasia (G6ckenjan 1980: 51-86).
The formation of the On Ogq, whatever the date of its inception, was not an innova-
tion. The Xiongnu, in many respects the paradigm for later Inner Asian nomad-

Samarqand route). It was associated with Alexander the Great and his (legendary) build-
ing of great iron gates to keep out the barbarous hordes of Gog and Magog; see Van Don-
zel & Schmidt (2010: 9 et passim).

12 See texts in Berta 2004: 55, 61, 62, 67, 133, 137, 185, 250, 284; citations in User 2010:
163.

13 It is not to be confused with the enclitic particle og/dk, see Clauson 1972: 76; User 2010:
201, 312.
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based states, led by their chanyu BF 1 were divided into right and left wings, each
headed by a ‘Wise King’ with subordinate generals, commanders and ‘household
administrators” of whom “the more important ones command 10000 horsemen”.
These commanders totaled twenty-four and all were known, regardless of the actual
numbers under their command as ‘Ten Thousand Horsemen’ (Sima Qian 1993: 136;
Hanshu 2004: 8).

l.a. On Oq in 550s (?). There are some uncertainties regarding the existence this
early of an On Oq organization per se. On the one hand, there is a notice in the Jiu
Tangshu, written well after the events, but based on contemporary documents (on
the Jiu Tangshu, ‘Old Standard History of the Tang’, compiled in 940-945 by Liu
Xu et al., see Wilkinson 2000: 504) which in speaking of events of the mid-seventh
century, interjects that Istimi/i3timi “in the past”, as the commander of “ten great
chiefs” and 100,000 troops conquered the various Au #f15 lands of the west and be-
came Qagan of the “Ten Surnames/Clans/Descendants™ Chin. Shi Xing + #16
(Chavannes 1941: 38; Kljastornyj, Sultanov, 2009: 115), clearly a reference to a

14 OC: dan/tan wa, Late Han: dzan/ tan wa, Schuessler 2007: 255 [24-21az, a], 50 [1-23,
97a]; Karlgren 1957/1996: 59 [147a, a’], 44[97a)] *tan/tdn, *dian/%icin giwo; Pulleyblank
1991: 48, 381 EMC dzian wua. Chan has alternate pronunciations: dan, shan. Dybo 2007:
105-106, suggests Western Han tdn-wa. Usually rendered Shanyu previously, Chanyu is
now the accepted modern reading of this title. There have been a number of attempts to
decipher the Inner Asian title masked by the Chinese characters. The most recent is
Beckwith 2009: 386, n.7 who sees *dar-ya or *dan-ya here and suggests a connection
with the Mongol title daruga(ci) ‘a high-ranking official with various functions’. See
Golden 1992: 65 for the literature on earlier readings, e.g. dabgu (> yabgu), daryan/taryan
etc.

15 OC: gd, Late Han: go < ga, MC yuo (Schuessler 2009: 46 [1-1a’], Schuessler 2007: 281,
with the meaning of ‘dewlap of an animal [which hangs down from the chin]’ > ‘beard’
and ‘steppe nomads’ with an unknown etymology) a term that denoted the northern no-
madic neighbors of the Chinese, then came to be associated with the Xiongnu and eventu-
ally the Iranian peoples of Central Eurasia, see Pulleyblank 1983: 449, 450, 460, Liu
1958, 1I: 490491, n.22, 584, n.786, Abramson 2008: viii, 19-20, 87. The Eastern Hu
(Dong Hu 3 # ) probably had Altaic affiliations, embracing a number of Mongolic or
Para-Mongolic peoples (Taskin 1984: 39ff.; Janhunen 1996: 183—184).

16 Xing ‘surname, clan name, offspring’, Schuessler 2007: 541. Ecsedy 1972: 249, n.6, 251—
252 remarks that xing is “traditionally etymologized as a ‘matrilineal clan’” which “was
not characteristic for China in historical times”. She renders xing as ‘clan’, but “with re-
strictions and attributives where possible”. She further notes that it was frequently used to
denote “the natural units of the kinship structure of nomads, irrespective of the degree and
nature of the actual political organization” and could also mean ‘sub-tribe’. As Ashina
power grew, xing referring to the original ‘charismatic clan’ (the Ashina) also came to
mean tribe, Dobrovits 2004: 258.
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foundational event and to the tiimens (units of 10,000 warriors)!? of the Or Ogq struc-
ture. However, it has been argued, based on the reports of two Byzantine embassies
to the Tiirks, that a ten-fold division did not yet exist among the Tiirks in the 570s.
John of Ephesus (ca. 507— ca. 586/588) in his brief notice on the embassy of Ze-
marchus (Zimarkd) in 569-570, the Byzantine response to the Tiirk embassy of 568,
remarks that Zemarchus reached one of the rulers of the fiirgis/tiirgiiis and that there
were eight other rulers further inland (Kmosk6 2004: 133-134, see Dobrovits 2011:
385-386, on the dating and itinerary, 388). Menander’s report (he was writing in the
late sixth century and made use of archival and oral sources, see Menander 1985: 18,
text: 172/173) would appear to confirm this eight-fold division. In his account of the
strained audience that the Byzantine ambassador, Valentinus, had with “one of the
leaders” of the Western Tiirks, Tovp&avfoc,!8 in 576, not long after istimi/I3tami
died, he remarks that the ruler of the Tiirks had “divided up all the land there into
eight parts”, i.e. into eight tribal or military units.!® Presumably, these were eight
subordinate “chiefs”, each controlling a certain number of warriors and a specific
geographical region. ToOpEavBog, if he was, indeed, a Sad, and hence an Ashina,
may have held a rank higher than the others. This system continued up to ca. 635-
650, when a division into ten units appears to have been consolidated (Dobrovits
2004: 101-109).

Our knowledge of the demographics of the Volga-Ural region and eastward is
somewhat limited for this period. Were these names that were given to what we have
deduced were tiimen units? Were these previously existing tribal names? This is

17 Clauson 1972: 507-508. Cf. BQ, E 25 (Berta 2004: 163—164, Tekin 2006: 58-59), which
makes reference to the “five fiimdn (= 50,000) man army of the Chinese commander, Ong
Totoq (tafgac wy twitwq bes tiimdn si)”. Pritsak 1985: 208 rendered Chin. xing as denot-
ing “Old Turkic oq ‘organized polity able to supply 10,000 soldiers’”.

18 Németh 1991: 63 and Haussig 1975: 98-99, among others, suggested *Tiirk-Sad. In the
Turkic world, titles used as names are not unknown (sad is a high rank just below that of
Qagan and usually given to A$ina kinsmen, Clauson 1972: 866); the ruler here may have
been a younger son of Istimi/istami (Chavannes 1941: 227, 239-242) and brother of
Tardu (r. 575-603) who succeeded [stimi/I§t4mi as supreme Qagan of the Western Tiirks.
Accordingly, Sad of the Tiirks may have been his title/status, not necessarily his name.
Gumilév 1967: 111, identifies him with Tanhan Qagan, an active figure in Tiirk interne-
cine strife (cf. Liu 1958, I: 49, II: 522, n.235, Tasagil 1995: 33, 38, 41, 43-44, 46, 130,
155, who do not make such a connection).

19 The superior of TovpEavOog, the ‘senior’ Tiirk ruler was Apoilag, see above, n.8. Gu-
milév 1967: 48-50, 58, 106, places ToOpEavBos’s territory on the lower Volga-North
Caucasus-Ural zone and correctly points to the chill in Byzantine-Tiirk relations because
of Constantinople’s recent treaty with the Avars and truce with Iran. This truce, he implies
freed up Séasanid forces to deal with the Tiirks. The truce, however, was uneasy and nego-
tiations were still ongoing at the time of the death of Khursaw I (r. 531-579); see Frye
(1984: 328-329).
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unclear. One may well wonder if the author of the Jiu Tangshu, in his aside on
Istiimi/istdmi, had projected into the past a structure which his sources actually attest
as coming into being some sixty years after Istimi/3tdmi’s death? It should be
added that the KT and BQ inscriptions also date to well after the events surrounding
the foundation of the first Tirk Empire and only briefly allude to them.

1.b. Oq and Ogsiz: How are we to understand the word ogsiz as it appears in the KT
and BQ inscriptions? Oq as ‘arrow’ is found across the spectrum of Turkic lan-
guages, ancient and modern. In Tatar and Baskir it has become ug and in some Sibe-
rian Turkic languages we find ug/uy. It has also expanded its meaning to ‘bow’ and
has been modernized to denote ‘bullet’ (e.g. Khakas uy ‘pulja, strela’, Baskakov &
InkiZzekova-Grekul 1953: 252; Sevortjan 1974: 437-438; Radlov 1893-1911, 1/2:
988-991, for the o >  shift in Tatar, Baskir and Siberian Turkic, not a “global” phe-
nomenon, see TeniSev ed. 1984: 157-160; TeniSev ed. 2002: 477, 478, 480; Radlov
1893-1911, 1/2: 988-991 1606, a number of Siberian Turkic languages have both og
and ug). In Cuvag, where it first meant ‘arrow’ and later ‘bow’, it is uyd/oyd (Fe-
dotov 1996, II: 296; ASmarin 1994, III: 344) which Mudrak reconstructs as coming
from an earlier *0’ga, *ogv (Dybo & Mudrak 2006: 54).20 Clauson (1972: 76) not-
ing its original meaning as ‘arrow’ deduced that ‘at an early date’ it took on “the
sense of ‘sub-tribe’”. This is, perhaps, to be best understood as a semantic shift that
first occurred within the context of the creation of the On Og institution. This, how-
ever, must remain a surmise. Moreover, it cannot be demonstrated that this secon-
dary semantic development was universal in Turkic.

Kljastornyj and Stark understand oq (‘arrow’) in the KT and BQ passages per-
taining to ogsiz as designating a tiimen (Klja$tornyj & Savinov 2005: 93, Stark 2008:
61), a not unreasonable assumption, even if relating to a period prior to the organiza-
tion of the On Oq. Stark rendered the passage as “the master- and og-less [i.e. ‘unor-
ganized’] K6k Tiirk” and suggested that Istimi/i§timi Qagan, as KT, E1 and BQ,
E2-3 state, “organized the clans and tribes” into the On Og. He sees these divisions
as originally military in nature, producing military units that “gradually turned into
tribal groups”, thereby transforming On Oq into an ethnonym (Stark 2006/2007:
170).

1.c. There is general, but not universal agreement that ogsiz, noted only in KT, E3,
BQ, E4, is to be understood as defining a socio-political group that lacks organiza-
tion (or a particular kind of organization, i.e. organization into clans): cf. Nadeljaev
et al. (1969: 370): ‘lisénnyj [vnutri] rodovoj organizacii’, (User 2010: 183, 307):
‘boy orgiitii olmayan, drgiitsiiz’. Clauson (1972: 95) has a slightly different reading:

20 For its Altaic connections, see Starostin & Dybo & Mudrak 2003, II: 1046: *$k‘a ‘sharp
point, notch’, Proto-Tung. *ok- ‘arrow with wooden head’, Proto-Mong. *oki ‘top, tip,
edge’, Proto-Turk. *ok ‘arrow’, etc.
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“the Tiirkii whose lineage (?—his rendering of kok?! here, pbg) is completely with-
out division into sub-tribes”). Ogsiz should probably best be understood as
‘clans/tribes that lacked a proper military organization’ stemming from a central
authority. It can hardly have meant that the tribes of the Tiirk union lacked clans or
other forms of politico-kinship groupings—unless this was political hyperbole on
the part of the authors of the inscriptions. Needless to say, ogsiz can hardly have
meant ‘arrow-less’.

Istami/I$timi Qagan, undoubtedly, carried out organizational activities consoli-
dating the Western Tiirk tribes that had come with him and other Turkic (or no-
madic) tribes that had come under Tiirk sway, into some kind of structured military
union. His immediate successors, all Ashinas, undoubtedly carried out similar or-
ganizational activities—when they could. As a member of the founder family of the
Empire, Istimi/i§timi would have had the right to organize such large-scale mili-
tary-political entities. The Jiu Tangshu notice (see above), if not an anachronism,
would point to the creation or reorganization of #iimen-sized units. Were they termed
ogs at that time? Was og (‘arrow’) conflated with the kinship—social grouping term
uq ~ 0q? (see 5.a below). We have no other Old Turkic sources that indicate that the
word og (‘arrow’) was used with this specific military, socio-political meaning, ex-
cept for the politonym On Oq.

The inscriptions, it should be reiterated, were written some 175 years after the
events, reflecting a very different era. Stricto sensu, they merely note, in broad
strokes, that Bumin and Istimi/i§timi created a state out of what they imply was an
unorganized, leaderless mass, lacking a central ruler until they came under ASina
rule (the inscriptions were in part res gestae with a strong political propaganda com-
ponent). KT, E2-3, BQ, E3-4 do not say that istimi/I¥timi Qagan created the On Oq
as such, although we cannot rule out such a possibility (or other organizational ac-
tivities among the Tiirk and newly subjugated peoples), but the Byzantine reference
to an eight-fold rather than ten-fold division raises some important questions as to
the actual political organization of the Western Tiirks during the era of Istimi/i3tami
and his immediate successors. The people who were idi ogsiz are identified as the
Kok Tiirks, i.e. the whole of the eventual union of thirty tribes that formed the Tiirk
people (Dobrovits 2004a: 257-262). The implication is that this ordering of the Tiirk
tribes, in essence state formation, extended to the entire union, east and west. The
Chinese accounts, as we shall see, overall, point to a later time at which the On Oq
system was created (see 2 below).

21 Lit. ‘root, origin’, Clauson 1972: 708-709, notes the “great difficulty in determining how
many early Turkish words of this general form there were and what were the qualities of
their vowels and final consonants”. Cf. in addition kdk ‘thong’, ‘seam’, k6k ‘the sky, sky-
coloured, blue, blue-grey’, etc.
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In sum, although Clauson (1972: 76) defines oq as coming to be used to denote
‘sub-tribe’, the Tiirk and Uygur inscriptions use og in this sense only with reference
to the On Oq.

1.d. Ogq in pre-thirteenth century Turkic had homonyms with meanings other than
‘arrow’. Kasgari’s Compendium of Turkic Dialects (Kagari 19821985, I: 89) men-
tions: a) a “lot used in dividing up lands or shares of Ka§gari”, b) a particle “which
accompanies circumstantial expressions”, c) a term of affirmation = ‘yes’ (Usenmez‘
2010: 211). In addition, Ka3gari (1982-1985, I: 89, Kasgari 1941, 31) records: &l
which Dankoff read as og and rendered as the ‘beam of a house’ (cf. Osm. og ‘any
stick, beam, or pole, when used as an adjunct to, and at right angles with some larger
thing’, Redhouse 1974: 259).22 Clauson (1972: 76) and the DTS (Nadeljaev et al.
1969: 607), vocalize it as ug “a tent rib, wooden strut forming part of the framework
of a tent...sometimes confused with og”, “dugobrazno sognutye palki derevjannogo
ostova kibitki”. Sevortjan (1974: 583-584) cites the form (4! which can be read as
oq and uq. He sharply distinguishes og (‘arrow’; ‘pole [$est], beam [balka]’, ‘tribal
subdivision’) and ug/ug, which refers solely to tent/house construction (‘poles for
the dome of a tent’). Middle Qip¢aq has ug ‘¢adirin iist kismina koyulan agag¢ veya
ok’ (Toparh & Vural & Karaatli 2003: 291).23 It is rather interesting that in many of
these additional meanings recorded by Kasgari, og closely mirrors Pers. fir (Stein-
gass 1970: 340) ‘arrow, either for shooting or casting lots; portion, lot; a straight
piece of wood or beam, as the mast of a ship, the main beam of a house’ etc., bor-
rowed into Ottoman with these same meanings (Redhouse 1974: 618). Variants of
ogq/uq ‘zerdi kupola jurty’ etc. are found in other later and modern Turkic languages
(Sevortjan 1974: 583-584). The possibility of calquing from Persian into Qarakha-
nid Turkic should not be excluded.

Kasgari also mentions oq yilan ‘a viper’ (yilan) ‘which hurls itself at a man’
(Kaggari 1982-1985, 1: 89), oqluq kirpi, lit. ‘a hedgehog with arrows’, i.e. a ‘porcu-
pine’ (Kasgari 1982-1985, I: 316), clearly stemming from the sense of ‘arrow’.
None of these sheds further light on og in terms of socio-political vocabulary. The
one exception might be og in the sense of a “lot used in dividing up lands or shares
of property”. If such is the usage here and it is not a calque from Persian, then On
Og might also mean the “Ten Appanages”, a reference, seemingly, to lands, but very
possibly including people, in particular military forces. In this regard, it would bear

22 1t is not related to Osm. hug ‘a hut made of reeds or rushes’, as Clauson 1972: 76, tenta-
tively suggests, as Aug appears to be a loanword in Turkish from Arabic kiiy or Armenian
xug, the former perhaps coming from the latter? (Tietze et al. 2009: 332 under Au).

23 Kaggari 19821985, I: 166 records ogulmugq ‘a straight piece of wood supporting a beam’,
the etymology of which is not clear. Clauson 1972: 87, was uncertain, deriving it “appar-
ently” from ogul [‘son’] “but with no obvious semantic connection”. A connection with
og/ug ‘beam’ seems more logical.
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some resemblance to the Cinggisid Mongol qubi ‘share’ which, although in a Chi-
nese (Yuan) setting, could denote ‘fief’ was not limited to land, but could include
people (including slaves) and livestock. There are numerous examples of Cinggisid
qagans assigning military forces to members of the royal house.2¢ Ogq, then, in this
secondary meaning noted by Ka$gari, may also have denoted an allotment of mili-
tary forces. Initially, these were given to members of the Tiirk royal house, the
Ashina, bearing the title §ad (see 2 below). The Cinggisids, as noted, made similar
allotments of people to members of the ruling house. Later, the leadership of these
ogs came to be held by chiefs bearing much lower titles than §ad—and hence proba-
bly of non-Ashina origin. The Chinese accounts clearly tell us that the allot-
ments/divisions were of “people”. Interestingly, the Old Qirgiz inscriptions in Tuva
use the word bag to denote a ‘lot, allotment/appanage’, within the Qirgiz polity, cf.
alti bag bodun (‘the people of the six lots/appanages’ (Kormu§in 2008: 91 [E-1,
Uyuk-Tarlak, Tuva, line 2], 140-141 [E-49, Bay-Bulun II, Tuva, line 4]). Clauson
(1972: 310-311) notes the primary meaning of this word, ‘bond, tie, belt” and thence
‘something tied or fastened together’. He further comments that “[i]n early political
terminology, bag also seems to mean ‘a confederation’, that is a number of clans
united by contractual arrangements as opposed to b0d ‘clan’, a number of families
united by ties of blood”. He renders the alfz bag of the Old Qirg1z inscriptions as the
‘six confederations’. Bag appears to have had this socio-political connotation only in
Old Qurgiz.

In sum, we cannot say that the use of the word ogsiz in the passage in KT and
BQ noted above provides definite evidence for the existence of an On Oq organiza-
tion in the latter half of the 6th century. As understood in the 8th-9th century
sources, however, On Og meant ‘Ten Arrows’ and referred to tribes or most proba-
bly tribalized military units.

1.e. In an account from the latter half of the eighth century (probably more towards
the end of the century) written either in Tibetan or translated from Uygur into Ti-
betan giving a description of the ‘northern peoples’, mention is made of a grouping
of ‘about ten tribes’ (Venturi 2008: 5-8, 29). No mention is made of the On Og and
the ‘ten tribes’ alluded to in an otherwise relatively detailed account, may not neces-
sarily have meant the former. If the account dates to before 766 the date at which
time the Qarlugs took Silydb and subsumed the now enfeebled Western Tiirk (Cha-
vannes 1941: 85; Golden 1992: 141, 196), it might be a reference to them. Nothing
is said about their origins.

24 On qubi, see Farquhar 1990: 17, 58, n.3; Allsen 2001: 45. My thanks to Thomas Allsen
for noting the resemblances of og, if it is indeed being used in this sense, to the Cinggisid
qubi.
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Lf. Istimi/i3timi and the Western Tiirk realm. istami/istimi, who had the title
Yabgu Qagan, a rank slightly below that of his brother Bumun, the El[/}ig Qagan,
was also called Sir Yabgu (< Sri Yabgu) rendered into Pahlavi as sr/ncypw/yvk (Sin-
Jébik)?> and as LalaPoviog, Zidlifoviog Aafovdog in Byzantine accounts (Mo-
ravesik 1958, 11: 118, 275-6) and as siaiw Sinjibii in at-Tabari’s History (al-Tabari
19671969, 11: 100).2¢ It was probably the title used by istimi/iitimi Qagan’s Ira-
nian subjects (Dobrovits, 2008: 70-78, who also suggests that Bumin and
Istami/I$timi were posthumously bestowed names/titles).

The Western Tiirk ruling house stemmed from Istimi/i§timi’s branch of the Asi-
nas. During his lifetime, the Qaganate, east and west, remained a united polity. In
the quarter century or so after his death, the two branches, functionally divided from
the outset into ASina-led eastern and western wings, as was typical of Eurasian no-
madic polities, were coalescing into connected but distinct and often independent
entities. The eastern wing consisted of Mongolia and the western wing comprised
the urban city-states of Transoxiana and East Turkistan/Xinjiang as well as the
steppes to the west of Mongolia. The east wing was considered higher in status.
Given their different theaters of operation, the eastern Asinas largely focusing on
China, while their western kinsmen were dealing with Iran (and its Arabo-Islamic
successor state, the Umayyad and early ‘Abbasid Caliphates) and Byzantium, it is
hardly remarkable that the two grew somewhat apart. The dating of the formation of
two de facto Tiirk states has been placed between 581 and 603 (see Wang 1982:
139-141, Pan 1997: 101, Osawa, 2006: 477-478, Stark, 2008: 17 who favor the
earlier period and Kljastornyj, Savinov, 2005: 97, who opt for 603). Western Asinas
(such as Tardu, r. 575-603, a son and successor of istimi/istimi, Golden 1992: 131—
133) made attempts to gain control over the whole of the realm and conflicts in East
Turkistan /Xinjiang were not unknown. The Sui early on (Bielenstein 2005: 397
398, Xiong, 2006: 209-214) and the Tang (Pan 1997, Skaff 2012) were always

25 The Sahrestaniha i Eransahr, composed in “late antiquity” and last redacted early in the
‘Abbasid era (see Daryaee 2002: 1) records (Daryaee 2002: 13/17) the Yabbu xagan, Sin-
Jjébik yagan and Cél ydgdn. Yabbu ydgdn and Sinjébik ydgdn are probably a conflation of
Yabgu Qagan and Sir Yabgu (Jabgu) Qagan. Daryaee 2002: 36, identifies Cé/ Qagan
with Chuluo (Daman Chuluo #@ BB MC: ddr mwa tshjwoB ld, Schuessler 2009: 233
[21-14b], 263 [24-56n], 49 [1-18,85a], 215 [18-10a) Qagan (r. 603-611, Chavannes
1941, 3: 14-22, 51). His reign was filled with strife. It might also be a reference to the
steppe ruler beyond Darband (Pers. ‘barred gate’), the Arabic Béb al-Abwab ‘Door/Gate
of Doors/Gates’) and Armenian C*or/C*ol/C*ofa, the city that guarded the entry way into
Caucasia from the steppes, on Darband, see Kettenhofen 2011; Ananias of Sirak 1992: 57,
122-123, nn.105-106. It is unlikely that it represents Turkic ¢o/ ‘desert’ (according to
Clauson 1972: 417, 420, a loanword from Mongol, but see Starostin & Dybo & Mudrak
2003, I: 450-451).

26 Al-Tabari describes him, clearly istimi/istami, as the ‘most mighty’ (azz) of the Turks,
the victor and slayer of the Hephthalite king (see also Marquart 1938: 147).
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ready to promote feuds among the often factionalized Asinas. This is an important
aspect of the pre-history and history of the On Ogq.

2. The Chinese Accounts

There are several Chinese accounts of the formation of what they termed the Shi
Xing + ¥ (‘Ten Surnames/Clan Names’) and sometimes the Shi Jian + #F (‘Ten
Arrows’, Maljavkin 1989: 168, n.248 175, n.262). Chinese xing ‘surname, clan
name’ derives from terms denoting ‘what is inborn’, ‘nature’ > ‘surname, clan
name’ < ‘birth, offspring’; see Schuessler 2007: 541—this is another indication that
we are dealing with groupings of people, at least putatively related by kinship). It is
one of the few instances in which the Chinese accounts translate rather than tran-
scribe a Turkic ethnonym or politonym (see Toquz Oguz in 5 below). Interestingly,
both of the possible meanings of On Ogq are translated.

The “oldest” account is found in the Tongdian (‘Encyclopaedic History of Insti-
tutions’),?” written by Du You (735-812), that appeared in 801 (Wilkinson 2000:
525). Contemporary with the Tongdian and in a sense a conservative response to it,
is the Tang huiyao (‘Important Documents of the Tang’, or ‘Gathering of the Essen-
tials of the Tang’) first compiled by the brothers Su Mian (?-805) and Su Bian (ca.
760-805) in 804 and later edited in 961 by Wang Pu (922-982), who updated it to
the late Tang era (Wilkinson 2000: 52; Ng and Wang, 2005: 131-132; Kamalov
2001: 32-35). These two works are followed by the Tang dynastic histories, the Jiu
Tangshu (“Old Standard History of the Tang’, compiled 940-945 by Liu Xu et al.)
and the Xin Tangshu (‘New Standard History of the Tang’, by Ouyang Xiu et al.
appearing in 1060, both covering the period 618-906, see Wilkinson 2000: 504,
525-526, 819-821; Ng & Wang 2005: 114 136-138,146-147). The accounts al-
though written well after the events they describe stem from a common source or
sources?® and have some variant material, their information is essentially similar.

The information can be summed up as follows: during the reign of ISbara Diel-
ishiz? B R % (r. 634-639),30 the Western Tiirk realm, following periods of inter-

27 Also rendered as ‘Comprehensive Compendium’, see Ng & Wang 2005: 128133, a pri-
vate, rather than court-sponsored work of historical scholarship.

28 On Tang historiography see Twitchett 1992 and Ng & Wang 2005: 114, 108-134. The
Tang, based on a number of earlier precedents, created a “History Bureau™, a distinct in-
stitution within the central government/palace aimed at organizing along more formal
lines the various documents (and persons or agencies that produced them) that would
make up an official dynastic history. It also gave them more control over the contents.

29 Ishara is a Tiirk title of ultimately Indic origin (Sanskrit iSvara ‘lord, prince’) that proba-
bly was borrowed into Turkic via Tokharian (Kljastornyj 1964: 113, n.174; Clauson 1972:
257). The character (%) die has two distinct meanings (‘to bite’ and ‘to laugh, giggle’)
and two pronunciations, die and xi respectively. Karlgren 1957/1996: 116 [413-m] had
*d’iet/d’iet/tie ‘laugh’ and ‘bite’, noting “an alternate reading” ?/yji-/hi. Tasagl 1999: 93
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mittent discord, self-inflicted but encouraged by China,3! was “suddenly” divided
into ten subdivisions/ tribes (Chin. bu %B),32 each led by one leader. The Jiu Tangshu
places this event after 635; the Tang huiyao dates it to 638 (Chavannes 1941: 27;
Kjuner 1961: 191-192). They were called the Ten Sads, each of whom was pre-
sented with an arrow,33 hence their name the ‘Ten Arrows’. They divided the ‘Ten
Arrows’ into left and right ‘sides’ (Chin. xiang M, i.e. subgroupings). Each
‘wing/side’ (xiang F8)3* was arranged as five arrows. The left ‘side’ (i.e. ‘wing’)
was named the Five Dulu #8 B (MC fuo ljuk, EMC to> luwk, LMC tua liwk
(*Toliik?35 Schuessler 2009: 53 [1-38e’] 188 ]14-16f], Pulleyblank 1991: 81, 201)
‘tribes” (BF & bu luo ), each (Dulu) ‘arrow’ was headed by a cor.36 The Dulu3? were

(see Tongdian: 199—1078a in facsimile at the back of his book) in transcribing this name
used Asi (xi), while Chavannes (in his translations of the passages in the Jiz Tangshu and
Xin Tangshu) preferred die, which is a better fit from the onomastic perspective.

30 MC diet [i sjet (Schuessler 2009: 299 [29—15m], 280 [26—24ab], 300 [29-17a]) = *Téri§
(‘gather’, Clauson 1972: 554, cf. the later Eltiri§ Qagan, ‘Gatherer of the realm’, r. 682—
694, i.e. reviver of the Eastern Turk state).

31 The relatively successful reign of Ton Yabgu (r. 618/6197—630), who was assassinated by
a kinsman, was preceded and followed by ongoing dynastic strife. In 634 there were two
competing Western Tiirk qagans, each vying for Tang commercial and marital ties. Diel-
ishi had failed in his bid for a Tang bride, certainly a blow to his prestige.

32 Osanin 1983-1984, II: 776 [3487] bu ‘tast’, razdel, department, podrazdelenie...oblast’,
rajon, okrug...’, buluo ¥ & ‘plemja, rod...stanovis¢e, poselenie’. Ecsedy 1972: 249,
254-255: “a term used for foreigners who were mostly characterized as a patriarchal
group led by a chief, and generally translated as ‘tribes’” and “the biggest unit of the Turk
society...showing no kinship-concern...tribe”. Wittfogel and Féng 1949: 47, 84, n.1, note
that bu can serve as “an equivalent” for buluo; Taskin 1984: 16—17. Buluo, often used in-
terchangeably with xing, usually entailed substantial numbers (at least several hundred
family units), see also Dobrovits 2004: 257-258.

33 On the technology and rich terminology regarding the arrow and bow in Central Eurasia,
see Kohalmi 1956: 109-162.

34 Osanin 1983-1984, II: 619 [2735] ‘jas¢ik, éemodan, sunduk...ambar, sklad’ etc. and used
also for Bl xiang ‘fligel’ (‘wing of a house’ see above), clearly the sense in which it is
used here, see also Kjuner 1961: 192.

35 Clauson 1972: 498, notes tdliik, a word, “of obscure etymology”, attested in Uygur denot-
ing ‘vigour, violence’, cf. DTS: 579-580 (‘sila, mo§&’). This would fit into the semantic
grouping of Turkic tribal names and ethnonyms that denote ‘military valor, force, attack-
ing’, see Németh 1991: 87-92.

36 Cor is an old Turkic title, probably of Iranian origin (Aalto 1971: 35, Bailey 1985: 99),
“perhaps head of a small confederation” (Clauson 1972: 427-428) in particular coming
from the comitatus or personal retinue of the ruler (Sims-Williams & Hamilton 1990: 82).

37 Given the MC forms of Dulu, it is highly unlikely that it has any association with the
ruling clan of the Bulgars, the Dulo ([loyno) of Qubrat, the founder of “Magna Bulgaria”,
noted in the Bulgarian Prince List. This was suggested by Artamonov 20022: 180181
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located east of Siiyab. The right ‘side’ (i.e. right wing) was named the Five Nushibi
BRR (MC nuo $i pjiet, EMC no ¢it pjit, LMC nuo $it pjit, Schuessler 2009: 58 [1—
56z], 279 [26-19a], 304 [29-42a], Pulleyblank 1991: 228, 282, 34),38 located west

38

(notions largely prompted by L. N. Gumilév as noted in Artamonov’s footnotes and im-
plied in Gumilév 1967: 202-203). Pritsak 1955: 64, in his study of the Bulgarian Prince
List, attempted to connect the Bulgar Dulo with a late ruling clan of the Xiongnu, the
Tuge & (OC da krdk, Late Han da kak, Schuessler 2009: 54 [1-38i’], 65 [2-1a]),
which he, following the earlier, 1940 ed. of Karlgren 1957/1996: 30-31 [45i", 202 [766a].
202 , reconstructed as *d’o kldk, “Altchin. *d ‘uo-klo™. Simeonov 2008: 108-113, after a
thorough overview of other speculations, put forth his own hypothesis regarding a
Dulu~Bulgar Dulo connection. He identifies the Tiele/Toquz Oguz tribe Pugu % &
(Kjuner 1961: 36, 38, 40; Hamilton 1955: 2; Liu 1958, I: 108, 1I: 558.555; Maljavkin
1989: 139) with Bulgar. The Pugu were in the northern sector of the eastern Tiele tribes.
Pugu in MC is buk/buok kwat (Schuessler 2009: 160 [11-23b], 311 [31-1a]). Final - in
MC is often used to render final -r, *Buqur? *Buqur = Bulgar? However, according to
Hamilton 1955: 2, n.7 and Hamilton 1962: 45, Pugu rendered *Bugut, plural of Buqu?
Within the Toguz Oguz union, the *Bugu[f] were the second highest-ranking tribe after the
Uygurs. Simeonov further suggests that the Pugu and Dulu had merged into a tribal union
(cf. also the partial, but succinct summary in Ziemann 2007: 42). Simeonov derives Dulu
from Turk. dul/tul *big, powerful, giant” (‘goljam, silen, velikan’) and ‘war horse’ (the lat-
ter recorded in Risdnen 1969: 497 ‘ein zum Kampf ausgeriistetes Pferd’, but only attested
in Cagatay, not Old Turkic). Dulo he views as a later, partly Slavicized form. *Dullu, he
derives from “Old Hunnic” dul + -lu, i.e. ‘mounted, horseman’”. All of this is highly
speculative. No such “Hunnic™ world is attested. 7w/ in Old Turkic denotes ‘widow’ (or
perhaps ‘widower’ as well, Clauson 1972: 490). Qubrat formed his state (630s) in a criti-
cal period of fragmentation of the Western Tiirk realm (leading also to the foundation of
the Khazar state), but a Dulo-Dulu connection, however appealing as a legitimating
source for Bulgar kingship, cannot be established on the basis of our current data.
Harmatta 1992: 257-258, reconstructs this as *nu $i pid, *nu Sipir and views it as Iranian
*nu < Old Iran. naiba, Middle Pers. névak ‘outstanding, hero’ + assafidra (asva-bdra or
*assafidrya, cf. Saka assa ‘horse’, Old Indic bhdrya, ‘servant, soldier’ > *s$aflir ~ *sdfir
in the language of the Western Tiirks and ultimately Russ. Sibir’ (Siberia). This became,
with Turkicization, Sabir (Sabir). Harmatta (1992: 266) concluded that the Nushibi were
largely derived from the Sabirs. Beckwith 1987: 209-210, identifies the Dulu with the
Tardus. The former is a tribal grouping under the Tiirk; the Nushibi, he suggests, is com-
posed of Nu (?) + a title Sadpit (Sadapit, seemingly a compound title consisting of $ad, a
title of Iranian origin, designating a rank just below that of the Qagan (see above) + apur
‘entourage of the §ad”? Clauson 1972: 866, 867; User 2010: 267-268). On the tribal com-
position of the Dulu and Nushibi, see, in addition to Beckwith 1987: 209-210; Maljavkin
1989: 39, 164-165 (nn. 239, 241, 243), 168, n.248. Ligeti found the majority of the On
Og names obscure, deriving, perhaps, from some unknown language (Ligeti 1986: 329—
330).
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of Stiyab.3° The five ‘arrows’ of the Nushibi, in turn, were each led by an erkin (or
irkin, Clauson 1972: 225, a title of tribal chiefs) or kil erkin. One ‘arrow’ was called
one ‘tribe’ (bu luo). The ‘Great Arrow Head’ (da jian tou K fff #R) became the
Great Leader / Commander. They were all named the ‘Ten Surname Tribes’ (shi
xing bu luo, Tagagl 1999, II: 93 for the Tongdian cap. 199, see also
http://zh.wikisource.org/wiki/i& 38/# 199; Chavannes 1941: 27-28 [Jiu Tangshu],
56 [Xin Tangshu]). Soon after this division, Dielishi was attacked by his own offi-
cials and fled to Yanqi % #® (Tokh. Agni, Old Turk. Solm, today Qarasahr), re-
turned, reassumed some of his authority but was then forced to flee to Fargina
where he ended his days. The dates for these events differ slightly in the sources.
What is important is despite his attempts at reorganization, Dielishi was unable to
retain power.

The names and titles ([k#il(i)] cor and [kiil] erkin, respectively), of the Dulu and
Nushibi tribes are recorded in the Jiu Tangshu and Xin Tangshu (Chavannes 1941:
34, 60, 270-273; Beckwith 1987: 209-210; Tasagil 1999: 71, Tagagil 2004a: 119,
see discussions in Dobrovits 2004: 101-109; see Dobrovits 2012, for the most recent
explanations) in a notice dated to 651. The On Ogq took on the profile described to us
in the Chinese accounts in the period 635-650 (Dobrovits, 2004: 1008). Given the
fact that the leaders of these ten tiimen originally held the title §ad, virtually reserved
for the kinsmen of the gagan, it may be that initially these commands were given to
members of the ASina ruling clan. The titles ¢or and erkin/irkin are well below that
of §ad and may indicate that after the initial organization under ASinas, the leader-
ship of the Dulu and Nushibi subdivisions came from the local tribal aristocracies.

The pre-On Oq history of these tribes remains little known. The Jiu Tangshu and
Xin Tangshu list the Dulu and Nushibi among the mix of tribes in the western re-
gions that submitted to the Tiirks. It would appear that these tribes (or many of
them) were already in the region by the mid-sixth century. Did these names that we
encounter antedate the Tiirk conquest? Or, were they created with the organization
of the On Og? We cannot say. We do know that the tribes had the same or similar
customs as the Tiirks and spoke languages that only slightly differed from that of the
Tiirks (Chavannes 1941: 21, 47).

Gumilév (1967: 154-157) dates the “complete collapse” of the Western Tiirk
Qaganate to 604, but notes the “restoration” of the preexisting authority under Ton
Yabgu (r. 618/619-630). There were compelling reasons for such a re-organization.
In 630, the Eastern Tiirk realm had fallen to the Tang and in 634635 the latter had
launched a series of campaigns against a regionally powerful people of Xianbei ori-

39 An important link in the Silk Road, today the ruins at Ak-Besim on the Cu River in Kyr-
gyzstan, near Tokmak. This was an area of Sogdian colonization (de la Vaissiére 2005:
114-116). Dosymbaeva 2006: 253—-157, locates the Dulu between the Ili and Cu Rivers
and the Nushibi between the Cu and Talas Rivers. The Western Tiirk urban centers were
in the Cu River region, as was also an important sacral site at Merke.



170 Peter B. Golden

gin in the Kokonor region of Qinghai, called in Chinese the Tuyuhun % 38,40 as
the Emperor Taizong sought to strengthen China’s access to the “Western Regions™
(East Turkistan/ Xinjiang) and beyond.

Although the western Tiirks under Ton Yabgu had been effective allies of the
Byzantine Emperor Heraclius (r. 610-641) in his wars against the Sasanids in the
late 620s, fissiparous tendencies within the polity were already evident. After the
assassination of Ton Yabgu, who had greatly expanded Western Tiirk power, the
uncertain unity of the Western Tiirk realm crumbled further. Internecine strife con-
tinued after the death of Dielishi as well (Chavannes 1941: 24-27, 265-266; Golden
1992: 135-136).

By 651, yet another Ashina bearing the title /Shara Qagan*! who had been in and
out of submission to the Tang since 648, briefly achieved preeminence among the
Western Tiirks (the start of his reign as Qagan is often placed in 653). By 657-659,
he, too, had been defeated and died in Tang captivity (Chavannes 1941: 28-40, 59—
67, 267-268; Pan 1997: 139-141 176179 193-196; Bielenstein, 2005: 402).

A further sign of the deterioration of Western Tiirk authority following the de-
mise of Ton Yabgu was the breakaway of the more westerly tribes, which formed
(ca. 630—ca. 650) a new state, the Khazar Qaganate, under Ashina leadership (No-
vosel’cev 1990: 88 places the rise of Khazaria slightly earlier, to the 620s, but see
Golden, 2000a: 291-294; Zuckerman, 2007: 401ff.). Thus, an attempt in the 630s
and perhaps ongoing until mid-century to tighten internal control and organization
had been very much in order. The Dulu-Nushibi strife, however, was never resolved
and remained an ongoing problem. If the purpose of the creation of the On Ogq struc-
ture was to preserve unity in the Western Tiirk realm, it must be viewed as largely a
failure.

3. Arrow and tribe

As was noted above, Clauson surmised that Turk. og ‘arrow’, came to denote ‘sub-
tribe’ because of the “use of arrows for various ritual and ceremonial purposes”
(Clauson 1972: 76), a not implausible deduction based on the origin tale of the On
Og. Osman Turan (1945: 307-310) surveyed the symbolic use of the arrow for a
variety of activities: summons (often to military campaigns), messages (sometimes
of a threatening nature) and indications of dependence among the various Inner
Asian peoples. These practices, he avers, go back to ancient times and continued
well into the Islamic era (including the Seljukids, see 3.a). Similar customs were
known among the Mongols (see 3.b. below). Although arrows may have been used

40 MC: thuo kuk ywan (Schuessler 2000: 53 [1-36d], 158 [11-14a], 335 [34-13b]) = *Togon
and ‘AZa in Tibetan, see Beckwith 1987: 17, Beckwith 2009: 128-129; Pan 1997: 4 235
236.

41 Ashina Helu 38 8 MC: yd jjwoB, Schuessler 2009: 212 [18-4j], 57 [1-52a].
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by the Tiirks as a symbol of or accompanying an invitation or summons, the Old
Turkic inscriptions make no mention of their employment in this sense. Moreover,
oq does not appear to be related to the verb ogi- ‘to call out loud,...to summon,...to
read out loud’ (Clauson 1972: 79), as Turan implies.*2

3.a. Seljuks, Oguz Tradition and Arrows

The bow and arrow were important symbols in the Seljuk state with roots in the
Oguz tribal past. The tugra of Togrul Beg (d.1063), a grandson of Seljiik and one of
the founders of Seljukid might in the Middle East, was in the form of a bow and
arrow (Spuler 1951: 353; Turan 1965: 78, 85; Cuisenier 1972: 930-931; Cayci,
2008: 198-205, who also notes [p. 204] that the arrow, sometimes combined with
the bow, was a symbol used in the Cinggisid Golden Horde, see also Turan 1945:
311). Turan (1945: 313, 316) highlights its role in military organization, stratifica-
tion and tribal organization flowing therefrom. From this also sprang the Ottoman
tugra ‘an ornamental arrangement, or monogram, of the name and title of the Sultan,
constituting the great seal of the Ottoman Empire; the imperial cypher’ (Redhouse
1974: 1241). In older Oguz, fugrag is first noted by Kasgari as meaning ‘the king’s
seal and signature’. This, he writes, was a specifically Oguz term and comments that
“[t]he Turks (meaning here the Qarakhanids, pbg) do not know this word and I do
not know its origin” (Kasgari (1982-1985, 1: 346).43 Elsewhere, under the verb rug-
raglan- he cites tugrag as ‘a horse that the king gives his troops to ride on the day of
a parade and that is returned to him after they dismount’44 and as a ‘document, when
the signature is affixed’, again noted as Oguz (Kasgari 19821985, II: 98). This par-
ticular symbolic usage of the ‘arrow’ (and bow) may have been unique to the Oguz,
as Kasgari states and ultimately became the Seljuk Sultan’s monogram or signature,
a visible sign of his power. In Ka3gari’s time, it would appear that the arrow, outside
of the Oguz politico-cultural sphere, did not have wider socio-political implications

42 Turan bases himself on BQ, E28 and the much-debated form of ogwgali kdlDi (see Berta
2004: 165, n.1735 for the numerous variant readings), which he reads as ogigl kelti and
renders as ‘okunmus, ok génderilmig olanlar yani ¢agrilan imdat kuvvetleri geldi’. Berta
2004: 99, has: ‘the person[s] came from the city to talk’. Tekin 2006: 60/61 and 110, n.
210, has ok(1)g(a)li k(e)iti = *...davet etmek igin geldiler’, (see also User 2010: 392, who
places ogqigali under oqi- ‘cagirmak; davet etmek’). Clauson himself was troubled by the
passage and did not accept the reading oqigli kelti. He suggested with some hesitation
(“probably something like”) *[utsJuqigl kelti which he left un-translated.

43 Risinen 1969: 496, derives it from Persian (cf. tugrd, tugrd, Steingass 1970: 311, 815 ‘an
emperor’s sign manual’, ‘the imperial signature’), but in light of the Oguz form tugrag
this seems unlikely. Nonetheless, there is no Turkic root to which one can point.

44 Connected to this perhaps is his entry (K&$gari 1982-1985, II: 182) in which tugrag is
mentioned in a poem in the meaning of ‘mounted messenger’, without any indication of
dialect—perhaps the bearer of an arrow-message? See also see Clauson 1972: 471.
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nor did it denote a military or socio-political group. If it did, these instances are un-
recorded. Og was also the homonym of words that were clearly devoid of the socio-
political content with which ogq was invested in the specific instance of On Og. In
post-Kasgari Middle Qipéaq, it continued to have the same range of meanings as
noted by Kasgari (see Toparli & Vural & Karaath 2003: 204), again without socio-
military organizational connotations.

An ongoing association of arrows as symbols of authority in Oguz traditions can
be seen in the Oguz Xan tales. The latter, preserved in variants of the Oguznama, a
cycle of tales about the deeds of Oguz Xan, the eponymous ancestor of the Oguz
Turks and about the origins of the various Turkic peoples. How far back these tales
go is uncertain. The thirteenth century seems to have been an important moment in
their crystallization (Tezcan 2007: 621-622). During the Cinggisid Mongol era, the
tales of Cinggis Xan were conflated with those about Oguz Xan (Bartol’d 1963—
1977, V: 435). The Mamlik historian Abu Bakr al-Dawadari (d. 1332) mentions a
work entitled Ulu Xan Ata Bitik¢i (which he translates as “Book About the Great
Ruler-Father”, i.e. Ulu Xan Ata Bitik), written in Uygur to which “Turks” (non-Oguz
here), Mongols and Qip&ags were much devoted and the Oguzndma to which the
Oguz were devoted and which had been passed down from generation to generation
(Rasid ad-Din 1987: 9).45 The power and charisma of the Cinggisid traditions may
have spurred the growth of a competing cycle of tales about the ancestor of the
Oguz.

The oldest surviving elements of the Oguzndma are found in the Jdmi‘ at-
Tawdriy of Rasid ad-Din Fadlallah (d. 1318), the great historian of Cinggisid Iran. A
crucial foundational tale gives a special significance to arrows. Having returned to
his home territory, his core camping grounds (yurt, Clauson 1972: 958), Oguz Xan
sent off his six sons to hunt. They came back bringing with them a golden bow and
three golden arrows that they had found. They presented them to their father who
broke the bow into three parts and gave each of the three eldest sons a piece of the
bow and each of the three younger sons one of the golden arrows. The tribes that
would descend from the three older sons, he ordained, would be the Boz Og, a term
Rasid ad-Din etymologized as deriving from Oguz Turkic boz-*6 (‘the opposite of to
make, to demolish’ [‘yapmanin aksi, yikmak’], Tietze 2002, I: 377) explaining that
the bow had to be broken in order to be distributed to the three older sons. The three
sons to whom the three golden arrows had been given would be the progenitors of
the U¢ Oq (lit. ‘Three Arrows’, sih tir as Rasid ad-Din 1994, I: 56, notes). While

45 Sukjurova 1987: 99, n.22 is citing here the manuscript (Istanbul, Siileymaniye, No.523:
202a-b) of Dawadari’s Durar at-Tijan wa Gurar Tawdriy az-Zaman.

46 < Standard Turkic buz- ‘to destroy, damage’, but also boz- (e.g. in Oguz Turkic), see
Clauson 1972: 389-390, Sevortjan et al. 2003: 113-115 < *poz-, but in Ka3gari 1982
1985, 1: 391: boz- ‘to tear down’, see also Old Anatolian Turkish: Kanar 2011: 140-141:
boz olmak, bozdurmak, bozilmak, bozmak etc.
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there is little doubt that U¢ Og does, indeed, mean ‘Three Arrows’; and is not a folk
etymology, the boz in Boz Og probably denotes ‘gray’ (Clauson 1972: 388-389,
TeniSev et al. 2001: 605-606), although its symbolic significance here is not clear.
The word boz (‘gray’) is used in connection with a later Ofuz nomadic subdivision,
e.g. the sixteenth-seventeenth-century Boz Ulus of eastern Anatolia, deriving from
nomadic groups that had been part of the Aq Qoyunlu and other eastern Turkish
confederations, which the Ottoman government ultimately sedentarized (see Giindiiz
2007: 39ff., Giindiiz 2009: 73-86). The existence of a Boz Orda (if boz ) is not a
corruption of s yiiz ‘one hundred”) noted only in Otimi§ Hajji’s Cingiz-ndme, a
Cingissid ulus associated with the Jo&id house of Siban, alongside the kindred Jo&id
ulusud of the Aqg Orda and Kk Orda (the White and Blue yurts of Siban’s brothers
Batu and Orda Ejen, respectively, the former denoting the west and the latter the
east) remains under discussion (Judin 1992: 24-38, ms, 38b, 92,121). Boz/buz is also
found in the names of a number of Turkic subgroupings (Lezina & Superanskaja
1994, 1: 124 130). It is highly unlikely that the boz in this socio-political name
denoted ‘broken’.

Ra$id ad-Din elaborates further in his account that the Boz Oq, the older sons,
would command the forces on the right. They were given the bow (or rather pieces
of it) because it is a symbol of rule (bi-masdbat-i padisdh) and the imperial seat and
the right of succession (tayt-i pddisahi wa réh-i qd’im-magdmi) would belong to
them. The arrows given to the younger sons, who would command the forces of the
left, denoted the rank of ambassador (bi-manzilat-i il¢i, Ra§id ad-Din 1994, I: 54-56,
for the Turkic version, see Bang & Rachmati 1932: 702/703—704/705). The parallels
with the tale of the formation of the On Oq were noted long ago (cf. Marquart 1914:
38). Stimer (1981: 24-25) suggests that the Syr Darya Oguz were part of the On Oq
and dates their division into the Boz Oq and U¢& Oq to the time of their Syr Darya
habitat. He also suggests that their distinct form of Turkic (Oguz) differed signifi-
cantly from “Eastern Turkic” and may be adduced as evidence that they had left the
eastern zone of Turkic well before the 8th—9th centuries. To bring the Oguz west-
ward this early, however, he has to revise and reinterpret our early notices on the
Oguz, e.g. the notice of Ibn al-Athir (1965-1966, XI: 178), which clearly describes
them as migrating from the “borderlands of the most distant parts of the Turks to Ma
ward’-nahr (Transoxiana) in the days of al-Mahdi” (r. 775-785), i.e. after the col-
lapse of the Or Oq and in the aftermath of the overthrow of the ASina Basmul suc-
cessors of the Agina Eastern Tiirk Qagans in 744. The evidence points, rather, to
their arrival in the Syr Darya zone, from which they soon expelled the Pecenegs, in
the 770s (see Golden 1972: 48-58). Nonetheless, Oguz Turkic was distinct from that
of their Tiirki and Qip&aq neighbors. Indeed, Ka3gari leaves no doubt that “between
the Khaqéani Turks” (i.e. the Qarakhanids) and the “Turkméan-Oguz ...there is an
absolute and consistent dialectal cleavage” (Kasgari 19821985, I: 75-76).

The Oguz Xan tales reported by Rasid ad-Din and others after him that note the
Boz Og-U¢ Oq division of the Oguz (attested among Oguz groupings in the 13th
and later centuries in Syria, Anatolia and elsewhere, see Stimer 1981: 165-166, 173,
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177, 202) present it as one of great antiquity. It is still recorded by Abu’l-Gazi Ba-
hadur Xan (1603-1663) in his Sdjdrd-yi Tdrdkimd (Ebulgazi Bahadur Han 1996:
147-149 [Old Turkmen text]/243-244) who basically repeats Rasid ad-Din’s ac-
count. It also appears in the Dede Qorqud tales, but now the division is more often
presented as /¢ Oguz (‘Inner Oguz’) and Tas Oguz (‘Outer Oguz’, Dankoff 1982:
21-25).47 Kasgari, however, who gives us the first listing of the Oguz tribes knows
nothing of the Boz Og—U¢ Oq division—unlikely, it would seem, if such a division
had existed in his time.**

Are we to conclude that the og in On Og, used in the sense of a socio-political
and subsequently tribal entity, came out of the Oguz tradition? This seems highly
unlikely if for no other reason (pace Marquart and Siimer) that the Oguz had not yet
come to the lands of the Western Tiirk realm and would only do so after that polity
had collapsed.

3.b. Ogur ~ Oguz “Tribe”

Németh (1991: 77-78), in his discussion of the Chinese accounts suggested that the
word for ‘arrow’ was used to designate a ‘tribe’ (‘térzs’) and other, specifically mili-
tary, subdivisions, citing Mongol and Manchu practices as evidence, cf. Mong. su-
mun ‘arrow’ and ‘a troop consisting of some 100-200 people’ (cf. Lessing 1995:
737: ‘missile, arrow, bullet’, ‘district (administrative unit) a subdivision of an aimay
consisting of 150 soldiers with familiars’, ‘military unit, squadron, company’) and
Manchu niru ‘arrow’ and ‘troop’ (Norman 1978: 216: ‘a large arrow for shooting
game and people’, ‘a banner company of a hundred men’, Cincius 1975, I: 600 ‘rota,
sotnja’, 648 ‘strela’). The inference is that this is a longstanding, widespread steppe
political tradition. However, this dual meaning of ‘arrow’ denoting both the imple-
ment and a military unit is only found in Manchu and not in the other Manchu-Tun-
gusic languages, which only have ‘arrow’, cf. Evenk. n'ur ‘strela’, Solon
niru~nur~nuru ‘strela’, Neg. n’oj ‘strela’ etc. (Cincius 1975, I: 648).4° Indeed, the
Mongol and Manchu data, as used by Németh, is anachronistic. These terms, in this
military-political sense, appeared later. Mongol sumun, is attested only in the sense
of ‘arrow’ in the Secret History, which has much to say about clan, tribal and mili-
tary matters. Sumun, most probably, developed the meaning of a ‘military subdivi-

47 The Dede Qorqud tales were written down in the fourteenth century, but are based on
epics, which are believed to date back to the early eleventh century, Anikeeva 2005: 6-8.

48 Boz Oq, however, are mentioned in the Uygur Tes inscription (N3), dated to 750 or 762,
as the subjects of an Uygur attack, Aydin 2011: 33. Presumably, they are OZuz.

49 Starostin & Dybo & Mudrak 2003, II: 1020, derive it from Altaic *#dro ‘arrow, harpoon’,
which also produced Mongolic Foruya ‘arrow with bone head’.
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sion’, when Mongols were incorporated into the Manchu banner system.5° Arrows
could be used for a variety of symbolic and credentialing functions in Mongol soci-
ety. They were given to envoys and messengers as a sign of bona fides. They were
broken (or thrust into the ground) on the occasion of making promises, solemn oaths
etc. (Serruys 1958: 279-294), but they were not used to denote clans or tribes. The
Manchu rniru as a military formation grew out of Jurchen hunting units deployed in
the aba (‘battue’, < Mong. aba ‘chase, hunt, battue’, cf. Turk av ‘hunt’)5! that served
as both a system of hunting and military training. The evolution of the niru into a
distinct military unit, the underpinning of the Manchu banner system, appears to
date to around the last decade of the 16th century (Elliot 2001: 56-61).

Németh (1991: 77) also noted one example in which ‘arrow’ does, indeed, ap-
pear to denote a social or kinship group: Persian fira can mean both ‘arrow’ and
‘sub-tribe’. This term is known to the nomadic peoples, Iranian and Turkic, of Mod-
ern Iran (Tapper 1997: 13, 14, 17, Barth 1986: 50—among the Iranian Baseri it
means ‘descent group’), presumably deriving from Pers. ¢ir ‘arrow’ (Steingass 1970:
340-341, only notes tira as meaning ‘obscure, dark; turbid, muddy; sad’; cf. also
Osm. tire with these same meanings, Redhouse 1974: 618, but Rubin¢ik et al. 1983:
note Pers. tira as ‘rod, plemja; semejstvo’ etc.). From Persian it entered Cagatay
Turkic tird (',5) ‘Sube, al, qabile, ‘asabe, il, tava’if, urug, tire’ (Buyari 1298/1981:
131) and Turkmen: tire ‘clan, tribe’ (Frank & Touch-Werner 1999: 537, Baskakov
1968: 634 ‘rod, rodovoj, plemja, plemennoj’ etc.) and Qasqa’i (Oberling 1974: 22—
23, meaning ‘clan’, below a 7d’ifa ‘tribe’ [< Arabic], but above a bdliik ‘section’ [<
Turkic, Clauson 1972: 339]).52 It is not used in this precise meaning in standard Az-
eri Turkic (Musayev 1996: 522 #ird ‘division, bloc’). It also entered Qazaq dialects
within the Tiirkmen orbit, cf. Qazaq tire ‘branch of a family, clan, tribe’ (rudiy bir
tarmagi, Zamiqaeva & Mayranov 2007: 637). The similar sounding Qaraday fiyre
‘patronimiceskij kvartal v karataevskom sele...okruga’ (Teni$ev and Sujuncev, eds.
1989: 633) and Tatar and Baskir #ird ‘okresnost, okruga’ (Osmanov et al. 1966: 541,
Axmerov et al. 1958: 528) are from Turkic fegre “all around... surroundings’, which

50 The Khalkha Mongols, hard pressed by their local foe, the Jungar Oirat Mongol ruler,
Galdan (r. 1644-1697), drew close to the Qing and were incorporated into the banner sys-
tem in the late 1680s (Perdue 2005: 150-151).

51 Lessing 1995: 2; Starostin & Dybo & Mudrak 2003, I: 512-513; Sevortjan 1974: 62-64.
Although Manchu has wa, vd deriving from a Proto-Manchu-Tungusic *ébd < Altaic *épo
‘to hunt, kill’, Starostin & Dybo & Mudrak do not note Manchu aba under the Tungusic
terms, but following earlier studies mark it as a loanword from Mongol.

52 The whole confederation was termed an i/, a Turkic (e/) term originally denoting ‘realm’
(Clauson 1972: 121-122), but had taken on this meaning in post-Cinggisid Iran. Among
the Bagseri, il means ‘tribe’ (Barth 1986: 50), indicating the wide range of usages of one
and the same word among and within the various nomadic peoples of Iran.
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appears in Cuman as feyre (Clauson 1972: 485; Toparh & Vural & Karaath 2003:
273, 275, Qipcagq: tigre) and is not connected.

It is unclear if fira is a calque of Turkic og or vice-versa as it is regularly found
among Iranian nomadic groups such as the Xamsa and Baytiyari confederations
(among the latter it denotes ‘migrations unit” composed of ‘kindred encampments’,
Digard & Windfuhr & Ittig 1988). As was suggested above (1.c) Turkic og may
have taken on additional meanings calqued from Persian. However, it should also be
borne in mind that Iran experienced centuries of interaction with Turko-Mongolian
peoples, in particular Oguz Turkic peoples, dating back to the arrival of the Seljuks
in the mid-eleventh century. These linguistic influences continued with the influx of
more Turkic (in particular Oguz) tribes during the Cinggisid Mongol era and there-
after.53 Ample evidence of this may be seen in the history of the post-Cinggisid rul-
ing houses of Iran, in particular dynasties such as the Safavids (1501-1722, 1729~
1736), Af3ars (1836-1796) and Qajars (1796-1925), the latter two deriving from
Oguz tribes that had settled in Iran. The Safavids stemmed from a probably Persian
or Kurdish family of Sifi pirs that had become Turkic-speaking, having been closely
associated and intermarried with Oguz Turkic tribal groupings (what became the
Qizilbag, see Siimer 1992; Tapper 1997: 39—47).

The fluidity in nomadic social formations, composition and nomenclature noted
by Reid and Tapper (Reid 1983: 1-3, 8-11; Tapper 1997: 10-18, 46-47) from the
time of the arrival of the Seljuks into the Safavid era was the aftermath of the large-
scale movements of tribes, which fragmented as they entered the sedentary world.
The Seljuks, like the Mongols later, broke up and scattered their nomadic tribal fol-
lowers (themselves a far from homogeneous group), especially in Anatolia, to pre-
vent tribal resistance to the central government towards which the tribesmen were
largely hostile. Some settled, or rather nomadized (and eventually sedentarized) in
one region while other groups advanced further westward. The various tribes left
toponymic vestiges of their movements and settlements (see Kopriili 1972: 84-95,
Siimer 1981). While maintaining the idiom of kinship, putative or clearly fictive at
the macro level, for politico-social organization, the realities of what were ‘tribe’
and tribe-like social organizations were often in flux. Adding to the complication
was the use of many of the earlier ethnonyms, which now functioned as the names
of clans or other sub-groups, themselves subject to change (Lindner 1982: 689-711;
Golden 1992: 304-306; Golden 2000: 21-41).

In Safavid Iran, we find a pairing of tiras with ogs (understood here as ‘family
group’, Reid 1983: 88). Tiras are described as ‘migrational communities’, beneath
which were obas (Reid 1983: 8). The oba, in that era, was a “camp group ... a clus-
ter of families and smaller camp units” centered “around an already existing entity”

53 See, in particular, the studies on lexical, areal, convergence and copying phenomena, in
the Irano-Turkic area in Johanson & Bulut (eds.) 2006.
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with a name and a “legendary genealogy”. They were not, strictly speaking, kinship
groups as they did not have consanguineous ties to the “entity” with which they
were associated (Reid 1983: 8, following Cuisenier 1972: 931). Originally, Turkic
oba denoted “a small social unit, possibly ‘clan’ but prob[ably] even smaller, ‘ex-
tended family’” etc. The term evolved then to mean ‘the dwelling place of such a
unit; small encampment or large tent’ (Clauson 1972: 5-6, Kanar 2011: 525: ‘oy-
magin yerlesik oldugu yer, gécebe ¢adiri, kir,5* cardak’. See also Cuisenier 1972:
930-931; TeniSev et al. 2001: 323: ‘rod, plemja’ which the latter connect with
Mong. obug/omaq/obog/owoq ‘plemja, klan’, as do Starostin & Dybo & Mudrak,
2003, II: 1059). Kasgari (1982-198S, 1: 122), writing in the 1070s, defines oba in
Arabic as gabila “tribe” and notes it as an Oguz dialect word. “Tribe” is currently a
much-contested term in modern anthropological literature.55 The post-Cinggisid
obas (and tiras) in Iran were constantly growing and splitting, often forming alli-
ances with groups with whom there was no claim of blood kinship. Hence this mix
of Iranian, Arabic and Turkic words to designate various subdivisions is not surpris-
ing. Overall, the employment of the Persian word tira to denote some kind of kin-
ship grouping, clan, tribe or tribal subdivision, among the Turkic peoples of Iran
would appear to be of relatively recent vintage in Turkic and limited to the Iranian or
Persianate sphere. The one Qazaq example stems from a dialect in propinquity to
and influenced by Tiirkmen and in turn Persian. The presence of the term in Cagatay
is easily explained by the strong impact of Persian on that language. Persian/Tajik
remained the dominant language of the urban centers (e.g. Bukhara, Samarqand) of
the Uzbek khanates in which Cagatay functioned, alongside of Persian, as a court
and literary language.

In sum, one is hard-pressed to find in the pre-Cinggisid period the word ‘arrow’
being used to denote a socio-political grouping or form of organization among the
Inner Asian Turkic peoples. On Oq and the fleeting reference to the Tiirks as ogsiz
seem to be the exceptions. In the Cinggisid-era and beyond, og appears to bear some
socio-political-organizational content only in the Oguz world and groups near it that
were influenced by Persianate civilization.

4. The Oguric Tribes

Priscus (an “unofficial” participant in the East Roman embassy to Attila in 449, of
which he left an account, he died sometime after 472, Blockley 1981, 1. 48-70;
Kazhdan et al. 1991, III: 1721) reports the arrival, ca. 460, in the Pontic steppe zone

54 Cf. Mod. Turkish ova ‘plain, grassy plain’ and Turkish dial. ova ‘nomads’ pasturage’
(Sevortjan 1974: 400-401, 403-404).

55 Among the more workable descriptions is: an entity that is ‘flexible, adaptive and highly
variable’. “Tribalism was and is a “dynamic” not a “static social form™; one, which
“undergoes and generates a range of social transformations over varying time scales”
(Szuchman 2009: 4-5).
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and as a consequence into the Byzantine orbit of the Zapéyovpot: *Sara/Sari Ogurs
(“Yellow™ or “White’ Ogurs), Obpayor: *Ogurss¢ and ‘Ovdyovpor: On Ogurs (more
conventionally written Onogurs, ‘Ten Ogurs’, see Priscus in Blockley 1983, II:
344/345,57 on these forms and variants in other accounts, see Moravcsik 1958, II:
219-220, 227-228, 230, 267-268).58 These Oguric tribes had been driven into the
Pontic steppes, according to Priscus, from the east (most probably Kazakhstan, see
Genning, Xalikov 1964: 142-147; Czeglédy 1983: 97-103) by the Sabirs in a chain
of migrations initiated by the Asian Avars, who themselves were being pressed by
“tribes who lived by the shore of the Ocean”. They, in turn, were fleeing ocean mists
and—with a nod to Herodotus—a flock of man-eating griffins. They defeated the
AxatipovAkat{ipot (see Moravesik 1958, 11: 58-59 for variant readings), a people
that had been under Hunnic rule and made their presence known by sending an em-
bassy to Constantinople.

Their location in the Caspian-Pontic steppes is confirmed by a notice in the
Syriac compilation (ca. 568/9) known under the name of “Pseudo-Zachariah Rhetor”
(Pseudo-Zachariah Rhetor 2011: 65 on the dating of the work as a whole), which
gives a listing of “Hunnic” peoples beyond the “Caspian Gates”. These included the
Bulgars (Biirgdré), the Alans, the Hepthalites (cited in two forms, Abdel and Ef-
talit),5 the Onogurs (Ungz}r), Ogurs (Ugdr), Sabirs (Saber) Quturgurs (Kirtargar),
Avars (Abdr), Kaser [KSR] (Qasars? AxkatipovAkatipor?), Dirmar, Sara/Sar
Ogurs (Sartirgiir) and others (Dickens 2008: 19-30; Marquart 1961: 355-356,
Pigulévskaja 2000: 283, 286, Kmosko 2004: 48, 99, Pseudo-Zachariah Rhetor 2011:
447-450). It is widely accepted that this list dates to ca. 555. The Onogurs, among
others, are also recorded in the mid-sixth century Getica (551) compiled from earlier
accounts by the part-Gothic, Latin-writing Jordanes (d. 552?), who notes among the
“Hunnic” nomads of the Pontic steppes the Hunuguri who trade in rodent hides (Jor-
danes 1960: 136).

The Syriac compilation includes the Kirtargar, a people relatively well known
to contemporary East Roman historians (Procopius, writing also in the mid-sixth

56 The Greek form is generally viewed as a corruption of Qyoupor, ie. Ogurs. Rona-Tas
1999: 210, reads this as Ugur (see Moravcesik 1958, 11: 227: Obywpot) and associates it
with the family name of the founder of the Asian Avars/Rouran: #8 X M Yujiulii recon-
structed in MC, as Zjuk kjou ljwo (see Schuessler 2009: 96 [4-17a’], 95 [4-13a], 57 [1-
54g]) or EMC as 2uwk kuw’ li3 and as 2iwk kiw’ li3/lys (Pulleyblank 1991: 384, 161, 204).
Roéna-Tas 1999: 210-211, reads this as rendering *ugur(i) and thence Ugur. He considers
the latter a “secondary™ form coming from an original Ogur.

57 This passage and the OZuric peoples are discussed in Németh 1991: 138-143, 146-149
(on the Onogurs); Ligeti 1986: 341-343; Golden 1992: 92—-104; Réna-Tas 1999: 209-212.

58 Menander 1985: 50/51, 174/175 has Ovviyovpor.

59 Theophylactus Simocattes 1972: 257, also citing the two forms, correctly equates the two,
indicating that two forms of this ethnonym were known in East Roman/Byzantine circles.
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century, Agathias, ca. 532—ca.580 and Menander, writing in the late sixth century) as
the Kouvtpiyovpor (var. Kovtovpyovpor, Kovtpayovpor, Kotpiyovpor, Procopius
1978: 88/89 et passim; Agathias 1967: 177-179, 185, 195, Menander 1985: 42/43—
44/45, 50-51, 136/137-140/141, see also Moravcsik 1958, II: 171-172) and their
kinsmen, the Ovtiyovpot (var. Ovtriyovpor, OQvtiyopor, Ovtovpyovpot, Procopius,
1978: 84/85-88/89 et passim, Agathias 1967: 178, 194-195, see Moravcsik 1958, II:
238-239) not mentioned by the Syriac compiler. The Ovtiyovpov/Ovtovpyouvpor are
the Otur Ogur “Thirty Ogurs” and the KovtpiyovpovKovtovpyovpor are the Quiur
Ogur, a metathesized form of Togur Ogur ‘Nine Ogurs’ (Németh 1991: 132). The
Kotpayor mentioned in the late eighth-early ninth century accounts of the Patriarch
(806-815)/historian Nicephorus (Nicephorus 1990: 86/87) and Theophanes,
(1883/1980, 1: 356-357) whose History was completed by 815, drew on the same
sources used by Nicephorus, but is independent of the latter’s work)6? and the
Kotlaynpoi, noted by Theophylactus Simocattes (writing, probably, in the late 620s,
Whitby 1988: 39-50), may be the same people as the Qutur Ogur (Moravcsik 1958,
I1: 164, 155, see general discussion of these peoples in Ziemann, 2007: 95-103).

4.a The Tiele and Ogur ~ Oguz

The Tiele tribal union included both the Ogurs and other Oguric-Turkic peoples, i.e.
peoples speaking variants of West Old Turkic (also termed Oguric or Bulgaric) and
the Common-Turkic-speaking Toquz Oguz tribes in the east from which the Uygurs
ultimately emerged as the leaders (Pulleyblank 1956: 34-2:61 Czeglédy 1983: 109-
112).

The Suishu (composed by Wei Zheng in 636 and covering the period 581-617,
Wilkinson, 2000, 504, 819) has a notice, dating to ca. 600 (Ligeti 1986: 333) on the
Tiele 8 %) tribes (Liu 1958, I: 127-128; Ligeti 1986: 333-336; Dobrovits, 2011:
375-378, and discussion of the Tiele in Golden 1992: 93-95). The Tiele (EMC
*{"et-Iok, perhaps a rendering of *tegreg6?), who are, in any event, not to be identi-

60 Nicephorus died in 828. His Short History covers the period 602-769 and was probably
written in the 780s, cf. Mango’s comments in Nicephorus 1990: 8-12.

61 Pulleyblank 1956: 38-40 provides the passages on this eastern grouping of the Tiele from
the Tang huiyao and the Jiu Tangshu, the latter based on the former. See also Kjuner 1961:
36-39, who cites the accounts on the Tiele found in the Tang huiyao and the Wenxian
tongkao by Ma Duanlin (1254-1323) another encyclopaedic institutional history, see
Wilkinson 20002: 524-525.

62 Pulleyblank 1956: 35-36, Pulleyblank 1983: 448,455, *tdgrdg in a suggestion going back
to a 1951 article of Boodberg 1979: 354, 356, conjectured an association with Mongol
telegen, terge, tergen ‘cart’, which is semantically connected with another name of this
confederation the # H Gaoche ‘High Carts’, see Pulleyblank 1990a: 21-26. See also
Schuessler 2009: 227 [20-09b], 110[5-21f ]: OC lhét r3k, Late Han thet lak, MC thiet lok.
The tegreg reconstruction fits well semantically, but is not without problems. Mong.
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fied with the Téles, a Turkic people within the Eastern Tiirk confederation, as Cze-
glédy (1951: 266-267) demonstrated long ago, constituted a large, important but ill-
defined union of tribes that extended across Eurasia from Mongolia and Southern
Siberia to the Caspian-Pontic steppe zone. They formed, geographically eastern and
western units. Included in the listing of the peoples of the western unit are the Enqu
B & (Late Han 2en K'ut, MC ?Pan kK"jwat, Schuessler, 2009, 319 [32-9j], 314 [31-
16k], EMC ?on K'ut, LMC ?22n K'yt, Pulleyblank 1991, 87, 266) = *Ongur = Onogur
(Liu 1958, II: 569570, n.663) who are near the Alans and to the East of Fulin ##k,
the Eastern Roman / Byzantine Empire, i.e. most probably in the Pontic steppes. If
this identification is correct, it would be the only instance, known to me, in which
the term/ethnonym ogur ~ oguz, before it attained ethnonymic status, denoted ‘tribe’
or ‘sub-tribe’, is recorded in transcription in the Chinese accounts. Pulleyblank sug-
gested, tentatively, that the Hujie ®38 (EMC: xo giar ) or Wujie 538 (EMC %
giar),®3 tribes noted in the Han histories among the peoples and states conquered ca.
174 BCE by Maodun, the Xiongnu ruler and subsequently appearing in mid-first
century BCE events (Sima Qian 1993: 140 Hanshu 2004: 14, 53, 58), might render
“something like *Hagarf, perhaps an early form of Turkish Oyur ~ Oyuz”
(Pulleyblank 1983: 456). This is far from certain.t

Ogur is the West Old Turkic equivalent of Oguz.¢5 As we have seen, West Old
Turkic Qutur Ogur, *Toqur Ogur mirrors Common Turkic Toquz Oguz (‘Nine
Ogur/Oguz’, ‘the Nine Tribes/Sub-tribes’). We cannot rule out the possibility that at

terge(n) has been derived from an Altaic *1’idrko, producing Proto-Tung. *furki ‘sleigh’
and Proto-Mong.*terge ‘vehicle’, but not attested in Turkic (Starostin & Dybo & Mudrak
2003, 1I: 1433-1434). The Old Turkic might be tegrek (Clauson 1972: 485) ‘the rim of
anything, ring, circle’, see also Usenmez 2010: 279). Middle Qip¢aq (Toparli & Vural &
Karaath 2003: 275, 282) has’ tigrek “toka’ (*buckle’) and tégerik *degirmi, teker’ (‘round,
circular’, *wheel’), cf. also Turkish reker ‘wheel’, tekeriek ‘wheel of a vehicle’ (Redhouse
1974: 581, Redhouse 1997: 1128)". See the lengthy discussion of Hung. teker ‘to wind
something round, to twist’ from Western Old Turkic *tdikir-, Eastern Old Turkic *tdgir-
(Rona-Tas & Berta 2011, II: 877-882). Earlier renderings in Chinese of this people are:
Dingling T8 (OC téy rép > Late Han ften-len Schuessler 2009: 137 [9-11a], EMC tejy-
lejn, Pulleyblank 1983: 448), Tele 4§ #h (OC: dsk rk, Late Han, MC dsk I3k, (Schuessler
2009: 98 [4-26h’], 110 [5-21f]; Pulleyblank 1983: 448).

63 Schuessler 2009: 49 [1-17h,], 231 [21-1n], 51[1-28a], 231 [21-1n], reconstructs these as
OC: halhéh gat/kat, Late Han: ha(c) giat/ kiat, MC xuoC gjdt/kjdt, Late Han: ?a giat/kiat,
MC Puo giat/ kiat.

64 Németh 1991: 143, already made this suggestion in the first edition of his 4 honfoglalé
magyarsag kialakuldsa (Németh 1930: 114-115), see also Kafesoglu 2011: 60. Senga
1980: 103, pointed to the “insuperable difficulties” with this identification.

65 Ogur is not the source of the Mongol tribal name Oyirad (*ogir > *oyir) which stems
from Turk.*ay ‘dun’ (horse color, see Clauson 1972: 266) + g/gir (> yir) + collective
suffix ~(4)n = Ovyiran, pl. Oyirad, see Kempf 2010/2011: 191-192, 195.
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an earlier time these two groupings formed a single unit. With the exception of
Sara/Sari Ogur, Ogur ~ Oguz, when mentioned without adjectival modifiers,® is
invariably preceded in our sources by a number: U¢ Oguz (‘Three Oguz’, BQ, E32),
Al Oguz (*Six Oguz’),” Sekiz Oguz (‘Eight Oguz’, Sine Usu, E1, 3, W 8, Aydin,
2007: 37, 39, 55), clearly pointing to the number of constituent tribes/sub-tribes that
formed the union. The Oguric tribes spoke a form of Old West Turkic which had
begun to distinguish itself from Old East or “Common Turkic” sometime around the
first-century BCE-first-centuries CE and today survives only in Cuva$ (Réna-Tas
1999: 101104, Rona-Tas & Berta, 2011: 1112-1113, Réna-Tas 2011: 226-227).68
An oft-discussed, but still not fully untangled letter of the Tiirk Qagan to the
Byzantine Emperor Maurice (582-602), preserved by Theophylactus Simocattes
(1972: 257-259, 1986: 188-190), which may have come to Simocattes in an already
garbled form and was probably dispatched very early in the reign of Maurice (as
suggested by Whitby & Whitby in Theophylactus Simocattes 1986: 188, n.32, 198
199, n.43; Whitby 1988: 316), tells of events that included the defeat and expulsion
of the Asian Avars by the Tiirks, (552-555) and the conquests of the latter extending
to the Pontic steppes. The Tongdian reports that the Tiirk Qagan Mugan (see above)
had his forces advance westward, defeating the fugitive Rouran/Avar fragments and
the Hephthalites (Chin. Yida 1 or 8 i#, Yada ¥ B%).6° “In the east, he marched on
the Qitan. He went to the north and subjugated the 2& Qigu (EMC K &1 kwat =
Qirgiz, Pulleyblank 1990b: 99, more probably a rendering of *Qirqir).7 All the

66 The Oguz, per se, were originally located between the Tola and Selenge Rivers in Mongo-
lia, see Giraud 1960: 168—173; Siimer 1980: 6, User 2010: 161

67 So Siimer 1980: 3, citing earlier editions of the Yenisej Bariq inscription, but see Kor-
musin 2008: 95-96 (E-5, Bariq I, Tuva) who has the reading alti ogus bodunda (‘u
naroda Sesti plemén’).

68 Czeglédy (1983: 112) placed the separation of the Ogur and Oguz groupings from one
another as early as the 3rd century BCE. Physical separation would have most probably
preceded their linguistic differentiation.

69 See Schuessler 2009: 355 [37-5gf], 233 [21-14b] MC ?ap dat; Maljavkin 1989: 112, 379,
425. This is a reference to the Tiirk pursuit of what became the European Avars.

70 Menander (Blockley 1985: 120/121) in his account of the Byzantine embassy of Ze-
marchus in 568 to the Tiirks, mentions ‘a female slave, a war-captive from the people
called Xepyip®. The use of this Oguric/West Old Turkic form at a Tiirk court is enigmatic.
Dobrovits 2011: 396-399 (citing Pulleyblank 1990b: 98-108, whose discussion of the
Chinese renderings of this name clearly point to *Qurgir), notes a range of Chinese
transcriptions of this ethnonym and suggests a plural form that entered Chinese via Proto-
Mongolic Xianbei: Qirqud > Qirqir with the *-d > -r/-z shift in Turkic. This is certainly a
possibility, but it still does not explain why Zemarchus® report has this Oguric form. In
the Old Turkic of the Tiirk, Uygur and Qirgiz inscriptions, the name is given as Qirqiz
(User 2010 160, Kormushin 2008: 76-77) probably from Old Turk. gir ‘gray’ (horse
color) + suffix -g(X)r/g(X)r ~ qk(X)z/g(X)z, see Kempf 2010/2011: 192, 200-201.
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countries beyond the borders of China submitted to him out of fear”. His lands
extended from the Liaohai in the east to the Northern Sea (Beihai = Lake Baykal) in
the north and the Western Sea (Xihai) in the west.”! Theophylactus Simocattes be-
lieved these fleeing Avar/Rouran elements, which he identifies as the War-Huns
(Ovap and Xovvi), to be imposters, the “Pseudo-Avars”. The War-Huns passed
themselves off, he avers, as the Avars, a misunderstanding that has produced a
lengthy, disputatious literature than need not detain us here.’2 It is clear from
Menander that the War-Huns are or contained Asian Avar/Rouran elements.”3 Euro-
pean Avar antecedents remain problematic.”* Theophylactus Simocattes reports that
the Qagan tells of his victory over the Oyop, one of the most powerful people in the
east, whose “home” was on the River TiA (i.e. Atil/Atil, the Volga,’s Theophylactus
Simocattes 1972: 258, Theophylactus Simocattes 1986: 189). The Tiirks conquered
both the Uygurs in the east and the Oguric tribes in the Volga-North Caucasian and
Pontic steppes—those that had not fled with the Avars to Pannonia. In 576, the Utur-
gurs under their leader, Anagay (Avayaiog) were among the Tiirk-led forces that
attacked the Byzantine city of Bosporus (Panticapaeum in antiquity, now Ker¢’) in
the Crimea (Menander 1985: 172/173, 178/179; Pohl 1988: 40, 67) as the Tiirks
vented their anger at Constantinople for its dealings with the Avars.

There can be little doubt that the Oguric peoples came to the Pontic steppes from
the east. Their language is the probable source for a number of early Turkic borrow-
ings in Mongolic (see Schonig 2003: 403-419), pointing to their eastern “Urheimat”.
Whether these terms are to be explained as stemming from a common “Altaic” lan-
guage family or the result of centuries of interaction, melding or areal convergence

71 Tasagil 1995: 97. Xihai is perhaps the Etsin Gol (in Gansu and Inner Mongolia); Liaohai
is the northern part of the Yellow Sea (Tasagil 1995: 95, n.553, 97, n.562; Maljavkin
1989: 9, 124 who notes the wide range of geographical entities ranging from the Caspian
Sea and Persian Gulf eastward for which the Chinese sources employed the term xihai.

72 See discussions in see Boodberg [1938, 1939] 1979: 265-285; Haussig 1953; Czeglédy
1983: 107ff.

73 Menander, Blockley 1985: 174/175, quotes a Tiirk ruler who berated the Byzantines “for
making a treaty with the Ovapywviton (Uarkhonitai), our slaves (he meant the Avars) who
have fled their masters’ and then compared the Avars to ants who would be trampled un-
der the hooves of Tiirk horses, see also Moravcsik 1958, II: 223.

74 See Czeglédy 1983: 99-120, who argues for War-Hun components among both the Asian
Avars/Rouran and Hephthalites. Tremblay 2001: 185-187 argues for the Eastern Iranian
origins of the Hephthalites. Pohl 1988: 27-37, 215-225, points to the complex origins of
the European Avars—a migration westward would have inevitably brought the addition
and subtraction of new elements.

75 Golden 1980, I: 224-229. Theophylactus Simocattes confused Ogur with Uygur (an
identification made also by Chavannes 1941: 247 and others) and jumbled peoples, chro-
nology and geography in this passage, see Czeglédy 1983: 107-121, Whitby 1988: 315-
317.
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among distinct and linguistically unrelated groups remains a much-discussed ques-
tion—not to be resolved here.”6 In any event, this “genetic” or “areal/convergence”
relationship could only have taken place in the South Siberian-Mongolian-Manchu-
rian borderlands.

Is there a connection between og, used in the sense of a politico-social (kinship)
and military unit, and Ogur ~ Oguz, which before it became fixed (or fossilized) as
an ethnonym or component of an ethnonym also denoted a socio-political grouping
or tribe/sub-tribe?

5. Oq and Ogur ~ Oguz.
Gyula Németh in his magnum opus on Hungarian origins (first published in 1930),
following Ligeti (1925: 382), suggested that Oguz derived from og + uz (Németh
1991: 77-79), a position earlier put forward, in passing, by Marquart (1914: 37, who
incorrectly viewed -uz as denoting ‘Mann’, hence Oguz = ‘Pfeilminner’). Németh’s
view has a number of adherents today (e.g. Siimer 1981: 124-25; Tagagil 2004a: 92;
Cagbayir 2007, IV: 3590, 3593 and Kafesoglu 2011: 144). Kafesoglu, who defines
oq and oguz as ‘Turkic tribes’, notes that there are “objections” to this etymology,
but, nonetheless, finds it “logically consistent” from a social and historico-political
as well as linguistic perspective. Pritsak (1952/2007: 59-60/71-72 [13-14]), cited
0q < *oqu as an example of og ‘arrow’ also serving as the term for a military unit.
Indeed, overall he conflates military and socio-political organization (and hence
terminology) among the “Altaic” peoples. He offers a slight variation on Németh’s
theory, positing: og > ogus > oguz in which the latter refers “to a wing of the core
tribes among the T’u-chiie [Tiirks, pbg] and Uighur”. He also renders oq as ‘tribe’
(Pritsak 1952/2007: 59, 60/72, 74 [14, 16]). Kononov (1958: 83—84) in his commen-
tary to Abu’l-Gazi’s Sdjdrd-yi Tardkimd, provides a useful summary of these hy-
potheses.

However appealing an etymology from og might be, the etymology of Oguz (and
hence Ogur) from og + -uz has problems. Ogur-Oguz cannot be derived from it
(Rona-Tas 1999: 284 and his broader remarks in Réna-Tas 2011: 226-227 on the

76 On the dispute between the “Altaicists” and “anti-Altaicists”, cf. Janhunen 1996: 2371},
Greenburg 2000-2002, I: 11ff., Starostin & Dybo & Mudrak 2003, I: 11-236 (critical
review in Kempf 2008: 403—408), Beckwith 2004: 184-194; Robbeets 2005 (see Miller
2007: 274-279 for a very critical review, yet in Miller 1971, he accepted such a
relationship), Vovin 2005: 71-132. Antonov and Jacques 2011: 151-170, present
evidence that may be interpreted as strengthening the “Altaicist” position. Subsequently,
Oguric/Old West Turkic had an important impact on Hungarian (see Réna-Tas & Berta
2011).
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rhotacism question, which is connected to this).”” The shift of intervocalic -g- > -g-
found frequently in Turkic is not typical of og in Old Turkic (e.g. KT, E33 yiiz
arDwq ogwn urD: “([the enemy] hit him with more than one hundred arrows”, Berta
2004: 159-160, n.1562, User 2010: 449).78 Turkish and Turkmen, as with most
modern Turkic languages retain -q (Mod. Turk. -k) in oq, cf. oka tutmak/oga tutmagq
‘to shower with arrows’, ‘to fire upon’ (Cagbayir 2007, IV: 3595-3596, Frank
Touch-Werner 1999: 411). Siberian Turkic is an exception (e.g. Khakas of ug: ‘serd-
cevina ognja’, bukv. ‘strela ognja’, Butanaev 1999: 164) as is also Qaracay-Balqar
oq [> ogu] ‘bullet; sting (of a bee)’, TeniSev & Sujuncev 1989: 493). If Ogur ~ Oguz
cannot stem from Old Turkic oq (‘arrow’) what is their origin?

Kononov (1958: 84) suggested a connection between oguz and kinship terms,
such as ogul ‘descendants, son’ (Clauson 1972: 83-84 ‘offspring, child’, see Sevort-
jan 1974: 414416 for further extended meanings)’? and ogus ‘sorodi¢’ but, along
with others, pointed to the impossibility of og > oguz, as noted above. Chinese ac-
counts regularly render the Toquz Oguz as Jiu Xing JL # (the ‘Nine Surnames/Clan
[Names]’ Liu 1958. I: 158, 170: 1I: 591-593, n.831; Hamilton 1962: 24-25). The
Toquz Oguz constituted the most significant grouping of the eastern Tiele union and
this term is most commonly used by the Islamic sources to denote the Uygurs
(Golden 1992: 145-146, 155-156). The Chinese translation of og in On Og and
oguz in Toquz Oguz as xing ‘surname/clan name/tribe’ was not accidental.

Hamilton (1962: 23-25), followed similar lines, connecting oguz with ogus and
ogul, and proffered a derivation from a root *og- or *ogu- ‘procréer’?80 Further-
more, he suggested that oguz was a variant of ogus, coming from *Toquz Ogus$ and
resulting from “une assimilation harmonique” producing Toquz Ogus > Toquz Oguz.

77 The dating of the -z > -~ shift in West Old Turkic may be placed ca. 1st century BCE/early
centuries CE (Rona-Tas 1999: 101-104, Roéna-Tas 2011: 226-227, Réna-Tas & Berta
2011, II: 1112-1113), noted above.

78 Bazin 1953: 315 pointed to the problems with the sonorization of g- > -g-, but limited it to
Oguz Turkic. His attempt (pp. 315-318) to identify oguz as signifying ‘jeune taureau’ and
thence ‘valeureux’ must be judged incorrect in light of the Chinese rendering of oguz as
xing.

79 See discussion of ogul in Erol 2008: 119-123, 407411, 732-734, who connects it with
oq ‘tribe’ (boy). Cagbayir (2007, I'V: 3588) also notes og ‘gocuk’ (but without any indi-
cation of sources). Kaggari 1982-1985, I: 152 records the clearly related ogla ‘young
man’ in the Argu dialect and oguicuq (I: 166) ‘womb of a woman’, Osm. ogulduruk
‘womb’ (Redhouse 1974: 257), cf. also Clauson 1972: 85 ogullug ‘adoption, an adopted
son’. Clauson also derives oglagu ‘gently nurtured, delicate, pampered, brought up in lux-
ury’ from *ogla- < ogul. Cagbayir 2007, IV: 3588-3589, gives a range of words derived
from ogul.

80 Of possible interest here is #gan/ogan ‘God, the one who creates’ from u- (or o- see Clau-
son 1972: 2 (u- ‘to be capable’), 87, Toparli & Vural & Karaath 2003: 203 (ogan ‘Tanr1’),
291(ugan ‘Yaraticy, Allah’), or o- *og- > *oggan > ogan?
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There is no evidence for a -§ > -z shift. Moreover, given what we know of the Tiele
and the role of various groupings using the name ogur ~ oguz one does not have to
stray that far afield.

Similarly, Sevortjan (1974: 416) placed his comments on ogus, another kinship
term within his entry on ogul, deriving them from the “common root *og- or *og-
(or perhaps *ug- or *ug-) ‘rozdat’” (with TeniSev 2001: 314, following him) and
distinguished it from oq ‘arrow, beam, pole’ and uq ‘rod, poroda, potomstvo, imja’
and ‘Zerdi kupola jurty’, a term with a very similar range of meanings (Sevortjan
1974: 583-584).

In Turkic texts through the 11th century, ogus denoted ‘rod, plemja’ (Nadeljaev
et al. 1969: 365, User 2010: 292-293 ‘boy, kabile’), ‘clan’ (Kasgari 1982-1985, I:
104 = Arab. ‘asira,! also I: 123, II: 7, 16, and I: 165, oguslug ‘a man with a clan’,
241 dr ogusiand: ‘the man acquired a party and kinsmen’), ‘pokolenie, rod, rodnja,
rodstvennik, plemja’ (Sevortjan 1974: 416), cf. also Cagbayir 2007, IV: 3593: ogus
‘kabile; soy, sop; aile, klan, nesil’ (Old Uygur); ogus ‘erkek evlat’ (Old Turkic),
‘kabile; nesil; boy; oymak; aile, hisim, akraba, soy’ (Tiirk and Old Uygur). Clauson
(1972: 96, with Berta, 2004: 164, 167 [BQ, E25, 31], etc. and Tekin, 2006: 44, 60
[BQ, N1, BQ, E31] etc.) preferred to vocalize it as ugus, which he defines: “in the
early period a population unit smaller than a tribe or clan...but larger than a single
unitary family, ‘extended family’ or less precisely ‘family’”. Further meanings flow-
ing from that are ‘a generation or degree of relationship’.

It can be reasonably inferred that ogul, ogus, ogulcug ‘womb’ (Clauson 1972:
86) and oglaq ‘kid, young goat’ (Clauson 1972: 84-85, Cagbayir 2007, IV: 3590—
3591), stem from a common root denoting progeny, family and kinship.82 Kononov
attempted to connect ogul et al. with dg ‘mother’ (Clauson 1972: 99) which is im-
possible, but deduced an unattested form og (og) ‘clan, tribe’ (Kononov 1958: 84
and Kononov 1980: 145, followed with some mistakes by Gumilév 1967: 61-62, see
also the remarks of Sevortjan 1974: 415-416).

S.a. In this context, the term ug/oq (ug/og ?) should be borne in mind. Among some
Siberian Turkic peoples, one finds the phonologically and semantically close term
uq (with the -g- > -g- intervocalic shift): Celkan:%3 ug ‘rod, imja, proisxoZdenie’

81 Lane 1968, I/5: 2053 ‘a man’s kinsfolk or his nearer or nearest relations, next of
kin...small sub-tribe...smallest subdivision of a tribe’. The Arabic points to blood-rela-
tions.

82 See extensive citations in Réna-Tas & Berta 2011: II: 638—641, under Hung. o/l6 which
derives from Oguric/West Old Turkic *oglag, but they note that “the base of ogul is ob-
scure” and point to unspecified problems with og-/og- ‘roZdat’ and other etymologies.

83 Self-designation Salgannu, consisting of two so6ks (< Old Turk. siipiik ‘bone’, Clauson
1972: 838-839), now in many Turkic languages, under the influence of Mongol yasun
(‘bone, race family, clan, descent’, Lessing 1995: 430) denoting a socio-political
subgrouping, often rendered as “clan’: the Salgannu and Saqgilu, earlier called Quu KiZi or
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(Radlov 1893-1911, I/2: 1605); Khakas: uy ‘proisxoZdenie; rodoslovnaja’, ug: coy
kizi polbas ‘there is no person without a genealogy’ (‘bez rodoslovnoj net éeloveka’,
see Butanaev 1999: 164); Altay Turkic: ug: yoq kiZi ‘a person who has no clan’ (‘¢e-
lovek bez roda’, Radlov 1893-1911, I/2: 1605), Tuvinian #g ‘rod, poroda, potom-
stvo, imja’ and in Qazaq dialects® (Sevortjan 1974: 582-583). Related to this is
Kryasen Tatar 3og ‘rodnja, rod, rodoslovnaja’ and Cuvas ydy ‘rod, plemja, sperma’
and the verb ydy- ‘oplodotvorit’ (ASmarin 1928-1934/1994, V: 103-104 105; Fe-
dotov 1996, I: 188, Sevortjan 1974: 582-583), and Turkish dial. ogur ‘ineklerin g¢ift-
lesme isteme durumu; kizma; d61’ (Cagbayir 2007, IV: 3593), ‘plod, zacatok’ (Se-
vortjan 1974: 1974: 416, who derives it from *og-). The Tatar and Cuva3 forms go
back to yog < yug < uq ~ oq. Qaralay-Balqar oq ‘sperma, semja’ (Tenidev & Su-
junéev 1989: 493) confirms an earlier form with o-.

Radlov (1893-1911, 1/2: 1605) and Résinen (1969: 511) associated ug with
Mong. ug (Luvsandédév & Cédéndamba 2001, II: 300) ‘osnovanie, koren’...nacalo,
isxod, vozvysenie, proisxoZdenie, rodoslovie, rod’. Ug, however, need not be
viewed as a loanword from Mongol. Here, with some caution, we may take into ac-
count the Altaic root suggested by the Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Lan-
guages (Starostin & Dybo & Mudrak 2003, II: 1491): *uk ‘u ‘kin, clan’, Proto-Tung.
*uK- ‘unity, accord, kin, successors’; Proto-Mong. *(h)ug ‘origin, kin’; Proto-Turk
*uk “kin, tribe’, Old Turk. ug~ og, Cuv. j»"y (not to be confused with og ‘arrow’),
Jpn. *ukadra ‘clan, family’). TeniSev et al. (2001: 323) also note an Old Uygur ugq (of
uncertain vocalization) and Qazaq dialect ug, which is viewed as first denoting ‘rod,
poroda, plemja, potomstvo, pokolenie’ (referencing Sevortjan 1974: 582: ug).
Tenisev et al. 2001: 323, associate ug with “tribal names formed from it” in the plu-
ral: ugur, oguz, ogur. The possibility of ug ~ og (‘kin, tribe’) > ogur et al. has to be
considered.

5.b. In the Tiirk era, there was still more than one form of the plural in Turkic (be-
yond the standard -/Ar, see Erdal 1991< I: 90), some of which were becoming fos-
silized by that time. Thus, oglan (< ogui-An) could mean ‘son’ and its plural (Clau-
son 1972: 83-84; User, 2010: 252, Erdal 1991, I: 90-91). Similarly, ogu!/ could form
a plural in oglu, as did targan (a title) < tarqit and tegin (a princely title) > tegit (Er-
dal 2005: 128; Cagbayir 2007, IV: 3589; User 2010: 252. Kononov 1980: 147 con-
sidered the plural in -V as a borrowing from Sogdian, but see discussion in Choi
2010: 263-264 for its Altaic background). Kononov (1980: 145) viewed the -uz in
oguz as a plural marker.

Lebedincy in Russian, a subdivision of the northern subgrouping of the Altay Turkic peo-
ple (Altay Kizi, see Ageeva 2000: 40—41; Funk & Tomilov eds. 2006: 463, 466-469.

84 Cf. the frozen form dgim-tiiqim ‘trim-butagy’ (‘descendants’) Zamigaeva & Mayranov
2007: 663.
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Clues for a solution to our problem may, perhaps, be found in two other forms of
the ethnonym Onogur: Onogundur (Obdvvyouvdovpotr) recorded by Nicephorus
(1990: 70/71) and Theophanes (1883/1980, I: 356), used in tandem with the eth-
nonym Bulgar and by Constantine Porphyrogenitus in his De Thematibus (Constan-
tine Porphyrogenitus 1952: 85) who says that the Bulgars had earlier called them-
selves by this name. This name became N1 *Vonuntur in the Khazar-Hebrew cor-
respondence and * Ay *Vunundur in the Hudid al-‘Alam (see sources and discus-
sion in Golden, 2005: 216217, on the Hungarian vestige of this ethnonym ndndor,
which survives as a toponym, Néandorfejérvar [Belgrad] < West Old Turkic
*wnandur < *wdnandur < *uanandur < *onundur < onugundur, < onogundur, see
Roéna-Tas & Berta 2011, II: 1233), the term for the Danubian Bulgars. This form of
the name is also reminiscent of the )-h-j‘ **"1["g"nd™r = *Ulugundur < *Ulug
Ogundur (if not a corruption of * 33 *“n"g*nd"r Onogundur) recorded by Hisam
al-Kalbi (d. 204/219-220, Marquart 1924: 275).85 Of paramount concern to us is the
form On-ogundur. The latter part of this form has never been satisfactorily ex-
plained. Ogundur, 1 would suggest, stems from *og + the collective/plural in —Vn +
dVr (another collective suffix), cf. the plural form in -Fa (e.g. bod ‘tribe’ > bodun
‘people, nation, tribes’, er ‘man, warrior’, eren ‘men’ and later ‘fighting men’, and
oglan, noted above (Clauson 1962/ 2002: 148, Clauson 1972: 83-84, 192, 232; Ko-
nonov 1980: 146; Erdal 1991, I: 91-92; Németh 1991: 83, 97, 99, 102—-103; Pritsak
1952 /2007: 77/[39]197: -dVr/-tVr).8 Examples may be seen in: ZaPevdép 87
(*Jabindir? Cavindir < ¢av ‘fame, good reputation’ Clauson 1972: 392), the Oguz
tribe in the Boz Ulus: Cavuldur, Cavdir ~ Cavundur (Siimer 1980: 140, 142, 177,
208; Németh 1991: 97) the Oguz subgroupings Igdir/Yigdir, and Bayindir/Bayindur
(the name is found among the Kimek and Oguz, among the latter it became the rul-
ing house of the Aq Qoyunlu confederation) and the Mongoldor (< Mongoldur) and
Qara Mongoldor of the Qirgiz noted by Németh and Pritsak (see also Lezina & Su-
peranskaja 1994, I: 186, 216 , II: 301, 427, who do not cite the Qundur mentioned
by Németh).

It might also be noted that the Old Qirgiz runiform inscriptions record the word
ogdamdam which seems to have denoted an ethnonym or some extended kinship
grouping (see texts in Kormugin 2008: 155 [Elegest or Ir Xol’, Tuva, line 3], 161

85 A form Ulufo]gundur is probably reflected in the NypnGunp Fywp Olyontor Blkar, of the
Armenian Georgraphy of Ananias Sirakex’i (ca. 610-685, composed before 636, but with
later entries by other hands, Marquart 1903/1961: 57, Ananias of Sirak 1992: 15, 33-34.

86 Pritsak 1952/2007: 77/97 [39] suggested Unno + gun + dur (the latter two collective suf-
fixes, see ~kon~gon, gon~gon Pritsak 1952/2007: 75/94 [36]) but does not explain Unno.

87 They stemmed from the tribes brought westward with or attached by the Avars/War-Huns
into their union (Theophylactus Simocattes 1972: 260, Moravcsik 1958, II: 128; Pohl
1988: 80-81).
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[Uyuk-Oorzak, II, Tuva, line 3], 162 [Uyuk-Oorzak III, Tuva, line 1]) all of which
are preceded or followed by foquz.

Aside from the example of the On Oq, the word oq as ‘arrow’ is not used in the
sense or ‘tribe’ / ‘military sub-division’ in any of the early Turkic materials available
to us. Hence, the question may well be asked: is there another word, homophonous
with oq that could have been the actual source of this particular usage or confounded
with its homonym 0g? The possibility of its conflation with ug/ug ~ og/og should
also not be excluded. The Chinese rendering of both og and oguz (in Toquz Oguz) as
Rk xing (see above), with its strong inference of kinship, would seem to point in this
direction. Ogur ~ Oguz, Ogundur, 1 would argue, derive from the root *og or og ~
uq (which does have the shift of intervocalic -g- > -g-) an early term for a kinship
grouping, no longer productive and ethnonymicized by the eighth century, combined
with collective/plural suffixes.88

Abbreviations

BQ Inscription of Bilgd Qagan

DLT Diwdn Lugat at-Turk, see Ka§gari 1941 and Kaggari 1982-1985
DTS Drevnetjurkskij slovar’, see Nadeljaev et al. 1969

E, W, N, S East, West, North, South (in reference to inscriptions)
EMC Early Middle Chinese

KT Inscription of Kiil Tegin

LMC Late Middle Chinese

MC Middle Chinese

PSRL Polnoe sobranie russkix letopisej

T Inscription of Tonyuquq

88 A fifth-century “Hunnic’ (perhaps Chionite or Kidarite) seal from Samarqand written in
Bactrian records: BoayooyAapyo/Bayoolapyo or oyAapyo vovavo pao (‘king of the Oglargo
Huns’?). The question as to whether this personal name contains the term *og/oglar (see
discussion in De la Vaissiére 2008: 129-130, n.11, Sims-Williams 2010: 105), requires
further data and analysis.
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0.

The focus of the present paper is an intriguing early 18th-century Turkish-gar$tini
booklet, MS Vatican Library, Vat. turc. 83.! I examined the historical context within
which it was produced and read in a previous work (Proverbio 2004). On the last
folios (158v—161v), the booklet’s first owner, a certain Ti#ma Sarraf from Edessa
(Urfaly), registered birth and death events from as early as the year 1738 until the
year 1774 (Proverbio 2004: 596-601). Therefore, the first registered date (Vat. turc.

1 For a compendious outline and explanation of the transliteration system here adopted, see
Proverbio 2012. Just a minor point to add, among others, relating to the transliteration
system adopted in Hazai & Tietze 2006: as far as the vowel signs which marks a mor-
pheme boundary are concerned, in my system I make use of the opposition between zero-
and nonzero-graphemes, e.g. _Viy] — d# versus _Vi] — «# (which means _ViC@]),
while in Hazai & Tietze 2006 we find the consistent opposition ># (which means _Viy])
versus «y#. Thus «étdi > (Hazai & Tietze 2006) versus <étdi».
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83, 159v: Proverbio 2004: 598) is a sound terminus ante quem for the execution of
the manuscript. The book bears a collection of meditations on a variety of Christian
topics, including the passion of Jesus Christ (51v—94v), written in an Anatolian
Turkish dialect, in Syriac script.

0.1.

The linguistic relevance of such a document lies not only in the sound fact that, as
observed by Johanson 1978, “the 17th century is [to be] regarded as the decisive
developmental phase” for Anatolian Turkic, but arises from a peculiarity of its writ-
ing system. While, even in the best case of a fully vocalized text, a Turkic text writ-
ten in Arabic alphabet denotes a merely triadic sopralinear system of vowel notation,
the present occurrence of an (almost fully) vocalized Turkish text in Western Syriac
script implies five vocalic graphemes, namely, the Greek letters «a, <&, <», 0> and
«».” Even a cursory survey within the heterogeneous (and relatively poor) Tur-
cological bibliography relating to what is generically defined as “Suryani Harfli
Tiirkge Metinler” (from Olmez 1999 to Hazar & Ozmen 2011) would confirm the
exceptionality of such an occurrence. In the present paper I will endeavour to sketch
a tentative reconstruction of the vowel phonology of the dialectal area from which
the aforementioned text originates.

0.2.

A first result is that a regular harmony, or a “fully applied labial harmony” law could
hardly be inferred. On the contrary, the “fresco” which emerges from this sketch
configures some regular disharmonies, since it appears evident that “the vowels of a
word may disagree in the value of some harmonic feature not only through lexical
exceptionality but also because of some supervening phonetic principle” (Johnson
1980: 89) This result would provide further proof of the soundness and correctness
of the theory of the “indifference stage”, which may eventually evolve into regular
vowel harmony or disharmony Within this straightforward diachronic perspective,
the theoretical approach implemented by Clements and Sezer appears not only artifi-
cial but even misleading, since “the existence of large numbers of exceptions” or
“cases of disharmony” (Clements & Sezer 1986: 213) cannot be satisfactorily ex-

2 A bibliographic summary of the Turkish-gar§ini heterographic phenomenon is to be
found in Proverbio 2012, note 26.

3 I limit myself to merely referring to what is still the best and most thorough study of the
diacritical and vocalization system of the Syriac language: Segal 1953. Regarding the
Western Syriac script, see esp. 44—45.

4 Cf. Johanson 1978: 152: “(Phenomena) which cannot be explained within the framework
of a labial harmony in progress but only as facts of a linguistic stage prior to the vowel
harmony”.
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plained within a purely synchronic framework, which turns out to be inadequate in
disengaging the complex pattern of a “linguistic stratigraphy”. From a diachronic
point of view, “predictability”, “bidirectionality” and “unboundedness” as features
of Turkish symmentrical vowel harmony system (Clements & Sezer 1986: 217) are
disproved by the existence of an historically differentiated “restriction” of the out-
ward vowel harmony.

Facing some evidences of a “regular disharmony”, Andras Bodrogligeti, in his
thorough inquiry into the Turkic column of the so-called Isfahan Anonymous—a
triglot lexicon found in MS Vatican Library, Borg. pers. 14—drew a (perhaps) in-
correct perspective (Bodrogligeti 1968: 26): “In the I[sfahan] A[nonymous] this rule
[i.e. the vowel harmony rule] partially lost (?) its validity. Certain suffixes, so far as
it can be detected in the orthography, appear chiefly in their palatal form even after
roots consisting of velar vowels, cyalyuzliig [y Igwziwk] “loneliness” (213r 3), nabad
olmdk ("wlmk). Similar exceptions (?) from the rules of vowel harmony can be ob-
served in Aynallu”.

< =dow = =dy AL =@
~ =do S = hbo AL =@
< =do as = (bo,» -
S =dhw Ao = boy 2 =®
~a = dbap ol = yeh “n =&k
S =dhv o =@ w =b

The phonemic vowel inventory of Modern Turkish: aiou — ei6ii (cp. Hulst — Weijer
1991: 12; Comrie 1997: 884) and of Chagatay / Osmanli: aiou — 4&i6ii / aiou — e€ibii.

Front Central Back
Unrounded | Rounded Unrounded | Rounded
High i ii 1/1 u
Mid e 6 é&/e 0
Low a

5 As far as such assessments of the author, the referees observes: “All historical records
have two faces: although orthographic standardization is a modern phenomenon, they cer-
tainly follow some kind of norm learned and applied in the community. Local varieties,
i;e. the local dialect of the writer/copyist, can also emerge to various degrees in the written
texts. It is very difficult to describe to what degree the two faces emerge in the sources.
This depends on many factors. Therefore only certain tendencies of the spoken dialects
can be described on the base of the written records.”
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a i o u i é 1 o] i

a 1 e € 1 o] i
Rounded - - + | + | - - - + +
Unrounded + - - + | + |+ - -
Back + |+ |+ |+ - = 5 = -
Central - - - - - + | - - -
Front - - - -+ -1+ + ]+
High - + - |+ = -+ - +
Mid - -+ -+ + ] - +
Low + | - + - - - - - -

1.0 A contrastive, morphophonemic analysis6 of the vowel inventory exhibited by
Vat. turc. 83.

1.1 The grapheme @ (<ayp)

14/, la/ 45v 1. 4 and passim: dafndymn) “efendimin”
47r 1. 10 and passim: <gandoyday /géndiidd/ “kendide”
61v 1. 3 and passim: (o;31kD “ne sekil”
71r 1l. 12-13: dafndm gegoqyy goynvyz letden) /4findim gégdyi goniz étdén/
“efendim geceyi giiniiz etti”
68r 1. 11: <lan1 hahoamn» “ana hahamin” “I am your Rabbi”

1.2 The grapheme <& (<gp) versus v ()
1.2.1

The thesis, arguable from Drimba 1997 and Stein 2002, according to which in early
transcriptions <e> could have represented [i}/[i] (cf. Drimba 1997: 40) is made ques-
tionable by the following evidence, which instead validate the view that <> repre-
sents /&/.

In exploiting the text of the Rudimento della lingua turchesca by Giovanni Agop
(1685), Vladimir Drimba misinterpreted some occurrences of the Latin grapheme
<, so far as it is used in Agop’s transliteration system. In fact, he failed to recognize

6 The notational conventions applied in this paper are based upon a (simplified) version of
the SPE-type rules (Chomsky & Halle 1968: 61-66, § 1.2. Notational Conventions;
Jensen 2004).

7 Cp. Ugar & Yener 2012: 204-206, for a brief survey of the graphemic devices used to
disambiguate high and low labial vowels in the Divan-u Lugati 'I-Tirk by Mahmid
Kaggari, in later Old Ottoman texts and in Manichaean Uyghur texts.
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precisely a representation of /&/, by claiming that: “pour [1] sont employés “i” et (cas
singulier) “e” [...] “ocumaz Jeniz” (= okumazsimz)”. Stein 2002: 353, speaks of
“Schwankungen” in early transcribed Turkic text, which resulted in “unklaren
Notierungen mit tiefen Vokale (e, 0)”. Curiously, it was also Drimba who (unknow-
ingly) signalled another case of “unklaren Notierungen mit tiefen Vokale”: cp.
Drimba 1976: 112: “1. amu “vuluua” [...] la graphie “amu” est, trés probablement,
une faute du copiste, au lieu de “ami” (ami)”. A further survey of previous literature
will eventually expand the case studies.

L&/ 52r 1. 15: <bedroys» /bédros/ is a calque from Armenian ’7117111110118
Thus:
45v 1. 12 and passim: «fekr namlzyy /fékr namazi/ “fikr namazi”
69r 1. 11 and passim: (Jensaln» “insan”

[V—oa/VeE]l 47l 16: dostydon> /iistédan/ “iisteden” (cp. infra);
47r, 1. 16: (dstmamuos) /étmamis/ “etmemis”;
46v 1. 15: (ledrsoqn, /éd(a)rsan/ “edersen”
49r 1. 3: <goyrenmuyzy, /gdrénmaz/ “goriinmez”
49r 1. 6: «vermoydy> /vérmad(i)/’vermedi”
64v 1.11: (peskad “piskes”

[V—o>&/Va,d] 47rl 3: kamellvg> “kamillik”
47v 1. 3: ays™ “ay#h”
49r 1. 7: <goynahlreyn slbaTbny» /giinahl(a)rén sibibini/ “giinahlarin
sebebini”, which alternates with (57r. 1. 15:) <gownehlargm /giinéhlarémy/.
The alternance «w/«e» within the aforementioned occurrences, is further
disproof of the equation <e> = [i]/[i]. Moreoger, the second occurrence is a
perfect paradigm of “regular disharmony™: " [V —a/V & +[V — &/ Val.
57v 1L 3, 6: <hal¥1éaqten> /hac¢ alaqtén/ (>*hac atéaqtén) “hag
at#icak#tan”: according to Jean Deny (Deny 1929: 997 note 2 = Deny &
Elove 1941: 950 note 4) “le méme phénoméne (disparition de la voyelle i)
s’est produit en azéri”; (marhImatsvz siyalsatlarékten> /marhamétsiz
siyasitlar(€)¢dktén/ (> * siyasitlar ét¢dktén) “merhametsiz siyasetler
et#ticek#ten”; we may observe that the vowel of the morpheme #-Dén# is
not affected by the vowel feature (backness/frontness) of the preceding
syllable;
57v 1. 13: takmel Tletduy “tekmil etti”

47v 1. 17: «sager Tolmuslan; 57v L. 14: Galgertlarymy getdwy> “sagirdlerini

gitti

8 On the syncretic milieu in which Chaldaeans, Syro(-Catholics) and Armenians lived in
eighteenth-century Edessa, see Proverbio 2004.
9 Another, though different, striking case (57v L. 1): «dowlatlo,, /dévltlii/ for “devletlu”.
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46r 11. 6-9: «fekr let ky yosrtmeSdan| lawl Taslen nay Tydy; + gor&ok byr | Se,
dalgelde;n yalllan w byr go,zay galmoz | gomloy mavgo,datdn lalgaq +
zohmatsvz yIrtdy> /fekr &t ki yartmé§dan sv(4)l aslén ni idi giir¢ik bir $&
daggldén yalan v(4) bir g6zd gilméz giimld mavgiidatd(&)n algaq zahmatsiz
yaratdi/ “Keep in mind that: (in) which (did it consist) your essential nature,
(as it came) from the Creator? (It consisted in that: since you are) a true
thing, You can not be a falsehood, and (even if You are) the vilest thing of
the universe, (so vile) that it cannot be seen by anyone, (God) created (it)
effortless(ly)”.

1.3. The grapheme <> (<vp, (v,») versus the grapheme @ (ap) in
morphophonemic context

1.3.1. A number of occurrences and regular phenomena which clearly show the
existence of a limited outward vowel harmony or “regular disharmony”
ap — wp: [V—-1i/Vi]
49v 11. 8-9: doyigymuzn Ntyno, | laldeq wéogn,deqy /ayagimiz(i)n altini al#déq va-
cigni#déq/ “ayagimizi altina aldik ve-cegnedik”;—again, we observe that the vowel of
the morpheme #-d&q# is not affected by the feature value of the preceding vowel: a fact
which definitely disagrees with the general palatal harmony rule; cf. Johnson 1980: 90:
V — [vback] / V [V, vback] Cy .
50r 1. 5: allatlylvg /t(a)latlilig/gliilik”, “Trinity”;
The patterns [V — i/ V i] is to be found regularly in the affixal morpheme #-(i)yiz#
(cp. Edip 1945: 37) “-VnVz”, “yours”: f 52v . «<svszen lofndyyv,z» /sizén &findi-
yiz/ “sizin efendiniz”; 11. 14-15: byry byryyv,zn> “bir biriniz(in)”;
Observe the following sequence (52v 1. 4-5): <hawqur wfaqur wbaosleq
lavEo,sy w|go,nehkar> “hakir ve-fakir ve-balik avcisi ve-giinahkar” ([V — 1, &/ V
a]), to be considered under the light of Reverse VdH6D (see below);

The grapheme <0 (<0,») represents all the rounded vowels:

fu/, /sl 46rl. 3: doyCoungly, da'vaty “lgiincii davet”;
47r 1. 16: lostydan> /iistédan/ “iisteden”;

47v 11. 3-4: dogor goynosdy, lagar Taye" | gomlo, goygo,n saltanatyll “eger
giinesi eger ay1 cilmle gdgiin saltanatiyla”

47r 1. 10: <gandoyday /géndii#da/ “kendide”;

o/ 47v 1. 13: <toypayl wkoyr Tolmu$» “topal ve-kor olmusg”
52r 1. 6 and passim: «€o,q>
54v 1. 20 and passim: <yo,q

h/ 54v 1. 10: (bo,yo,ror) “buyurur”

/ol/,hn/  45v 1. 2: (bo,twnan> “bolunan”
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46v 1. 17: <yymen loylwrsan> “yemin olursan”
48r 1. 6: «dogro,» “dogru”

52r 1l. 14: <lo,te,rmed “oturmus”

S5r 1. 11: <boglognwr> “bolunur”

Lastly, the lexeme «swrp>, which occurs in the unvocalized (49v 1l. 7, 20; 50v 1. 10,
71v 1. 5, 74r 1. 7 and passim) as well as in the vocalized form (52v 1l. 6-7), is a
calque from Armenian Unipp. Now, apparently, the vocalized form seems con-
tradictory: «svyrp> /sirp/. In fact, this occurrence turns out to be the strongest among
the aforementioned arguments. We have to consider the whole syntagm
«sv,rpbedrosy, “St. Peter”, in order to understand that this phonetic transcription is
perfectly correct: /sirpédros/ (> * srpédros), according to the “Vokalschwichungen
oder Synkopen in vortonigen Silben” (cp. Solta 1963: 87, notes 1 and 2).

All these arguments compel us to discard the hypothesis according to which <>
(«voy») and <v («y>) could be allographs.

1.3.2.

Thus, since > (<vyp, <vy») represents /i/ (cp. 58r 1.9, 10: <walqutdab, 62r 1. 3 and
passim: : «wolquty /vaqit/ “vakit”):

VdH1a.b V — [+unround ] / V [+unround ] [aCo] Co__Colword
[+back ] [+back ] [B9]
[+high ] a [+low ]

[+mid ]
B [a +central ]
[B +front ]

vback:

47v 1. 10-11: (InsTn boylwnwr darlvq 1yénday “insan bolunur darlik iginde”
48r1.7,51v1. 12, 61r 1. 11: (leymansvz) /&ymansiz/ “eymensiz”

51v L. 16: davivy,lorgnn “aveilarnin”

52r l. 11: <ylrallduvm> “yaraladim”

54v 1l. 14, 18; 59r. 11 and passim: (Jeda;lv,m> /édalim/ “edelim”

vfront:

60r 1. 11, 62r 1. 7: &azkv, by /E#KIb/ “cek#ib” (The vowel of the morpheme #-ib# is not
affected by the vowel feature [+frontness] of the preceding syllable)

veentral

52r 1. 10: «desvm 1yl “digim ile”

59r 1. 5: <halzrinmeddor) “hazirlanmigtir”

64r 1. 1 and passim: <1e8ot> /&3it/ “igit!”
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vrounded

48vl. 16: «sakloy, dun /sahludir/ “saklidir”

56r 1. 13: <loyldoygom> /oldugim/ “oldugum”

55r 1. 3: ogélary goyroydvy /agatlari kurudi/ “agaglan kurudu”
60r 1. 9: <mo,$ko,lv, mu,z>» /méskiilimiz/ “mdgkiilimiiz”

65r 1. 1 and passim: $o,kvyrlan /Siikirlar/ “siikiirler”

81v 1. 4: mal doySo,nvy, /ni diisiinir/ “ne diigiiniir”

1.3.3.

However, certain occurrences indicate an evolution toward an incipient outward
vowel harmony, emerging as a secondary development:

VdH2 V — [tunround ] / V [+tunround] [aCy] Co_ Colword

[+front ] [tmid ] [BD]
[+high ] [a +central]
[B +front]

As stated by Johanson 1978: 153, these parallel, secondary occurrences “tend toward
a reduced, lax articulation”, though they still seem to be submitted to a regular dis-
harmony law.

Cp. the case of morpheme #-lxQ# (on “the progressive suffix {/°Q}”, cp. Johanson
1978: 155; Erdal 2004: 149-150):
[V—i/VE]
48r 1. 6: (helvkdrky» /ahélikdrki/ “ahilikdir-ki”; 47r 1. 3: <kamellvgy /kaméllik/
“kamillik”
[V—&/Vi]
61r l. 11 and passim: <leymansvzled) /Eymansizlég/ “eymensizlik”
versus [V — i/ V &, 4] 48v 1.3: Gerklygyn> “serkligine”, 50v 1. 17: <belmozhgiymay
“bilmezligime”.

The incipient oscillation emerges clearly from the following, aberrant occurrence

(74r 1. 4): <lolmazl v € yq» “6lmezlik”.
49v1.7,51rl. 1, 52r L. 7: (detdomn, 49v 1. 13: <hTrart] benderdvy “hararete bindirdi”,
52v 1. 1: <ban tanydvm> “ben tanidim”; versus 48v 11. 9-10: «werdy» “verdi”, 49v 1l. 6:
detdyyp, 52r 1. 1: «deydyy /dédi/ “didi”. By that way, we may observe that, under this
perspective of regular disharmony, the parallel occurrence on 52v 1. 11: «dvydy /didi/
“didi” strengthens the idea that vy and <« can not be allographs. Occurrences such as
«dalgeldeyn /dagéldén/ (46r 1. 8, see above); «dalgelden /dagéldér/ (60r 1. 10); or (56v
1. 5:) ¢alwormedden /Savurmésdér/, are precisely cases of indifferent, phonetically
neutral utterance, as clearly explained by Johanson 1978. But the relative rarity of such
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occurrences indicates that the linguistic stage of our text precedes even the
“indifference stage™.

1.3.4.

The following occurrence can be interpreted as a case of vowel dissimilation parallel
to a following occurrence of vowel disharmony (V — 1/V &): 51r L. 1: «qo,llwgynoy
$0, v, t letdomy /Kullugind §iirit étdim/ “kulluguna siiriit ettim” (obviously, *#-rit#
is not a morphological unit)

V — [+unround ] / V [+round ] [aCy] Co_ Colword
[+back ] [+front ] [BD]
[+high ] [+high ]

1.3.5.

Concerning the affixal morpheme #-mXs#, if the preceding syllable exhibits the
vowel /&/, its vowel pattern follows VdH1b (vmid: /étmis/).
46r 1. 4 and passim: (etmvo¥ (versus the harmonized occurrence on f. 46v 1. 7: (letme$
“etmig), 47r 1. 16: <letma;mvd,

If the preceding syllable exhibits a labial vowel, the “regular disharmony” rule is:

vround : /olmés$/
V — [+tunround ] / V [+round] [aCq] m_ Sluom

[+back ] [B9]

[+mid ]
47v 1. 11: «doSme%> » /diismes/"diismiis™; 47v 1. 16 and passim: (lolmeSlan “olmuslar”
(but a few lines above, 1. 13: <lolmv$) /olmi¥/; 78v L. 10: «dod3mu, % /diidmis/); 52r 11.
13-14: dosalgy loyto,rmed “asagi oturmus™; 56v 1. 5: @alwormesden
/Cavurméddér/; 62v 1. 1: «dorme$ /diirmés/ (but a few lines below “labialized” as
follows: 1. 5: «n1sv,ko,t Tolmo3> /nd sikiit olmii3/ “ne siikiit olmug™);

or, more generally:
V — [tunround ] / V [+/-round] [aCo] m__ $lword
[+back ] [+back ] (pD]
[+mid ]
46r 1.1: (yoyrtme$» /yar(a)tmés/ “yaratmig”
59r 1. 7: <halzrlome$layn “hazirlamiglar”
65v 1. 11: «nas§1kl qo,dvrmes qo,dv,, gyby> “ne sekil kudurmug kudur gibi”
. 74r 1. 7: «qoyrv,med /qorimés/ “korumus”
(but cf. the following occurrence 75v 1. 1: sawv,,mo$ /sévimii§/ “sev-imis”)
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1.3.6.

As far as the affixal morpheme #-DxCy/@#, marking the aoristic past tense, is
concerned, aside from the following diathetic, “disharmonic” paradigm:

First person, sing.: /-dim/

52r L. 11: yIralldom> “yaraladim”, 72r 1. 5 and passim: <le;dom»
Second person, sing.: /-dén/

47v 1. 1: «d1gy§Imazden> /digi§(a)mazdén/ “degismezdin”

651 1. 5: «&yqartden» “gikartdin” “You brought out”

72r 11. 12-13: &Trabyny leyCordens /3arabini &Cirdén/ “sarabim igirdin”
Third person, sing.: /-di/

55r 1. 3: dogtlary qoyroydvy /agatlari kurudi/ “agaglan kurudu”

We observe, at least for the first person singular, the following oscillations:

[Vo&/Vi]

50r L. 5, Soko,r yahl18dyrdem> “siikiir yaqlastirdim, yaqlastirayim™ (to be compared
with 55v L. 11: <bo,ykden /biiy(i)kdér/);

[V— &/ Vi)

67v Il 13-14: &lgrtingnal banzadem> “sagirdlerine benzedim™ (cp. S1rl. 3:
Boykoyrlar yahloSdyroye,m> “siikiirler yaglastirayim”

[V—i/Vi]:

52v 1. 2: <lymn gltv,rdom> /dyman gitirdiim/ “eyman getirdim”; this occurrence
incidentally disproves the equation vy = <0» /il/.

We may observe that, when a secondary outward vowel harmony affects the affixal
morpheme #-TxR-#—see supra: /béndérdi/; the occurrence «ledyrdoms on 51r 1. 2 is
at least ambiguous, since <y> may be interpreted as «ay as well as «gp—the vowel
pattern of the morpheme #-TxCy/@#, which follows the aforementioned affix, obvi-
ously conforms to VdH4a.

2. Appendix

2.1 Regarding the ablative suffixes #-DIn# / #-DAn# in Ancient Osmanh and in
early Turkish-gar$ini

2.1.1. The occurrences of the morpheme #-DIn#, aside from the more common
#-DAn# in MS Manchester, The John Rylands Library, Turkish 75—an elegant,
beautifully gilded, late sixteenth-century manuscript which appears to be the last
tome of a pre-modern Turkish edition of the Arabian Nights—definitely disprove the
claim by Timurtas 1977: 72, according to which: “Ondin sbziindeki kligelesmis -din
sekli bagka kelimelerde goriilmilyor. (Kelimeyi bagka tiirlii agiklayan, -din’i ablativ
ekini kabul etmeyenler de vardir)”.
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2.1.2. According to Bodrogligeti 2001: 42 § 3.1.42.7: “The alternate use
of -dan/-dén and -din/-din is not a clear cut indicator of dialect boundaries. Both
may occur in the work of the same author”. Cp. Mansuroglu 1959: 169, § 32126.
Doerfer 1993, § 5.15 (dblativ): 151-159: p. 151: “Im ,Alt“- und Mitteltii.
erscheinen die Ablativsuffixe -DA (= Lokativ), -DAn und -DIn. Dagegen ist -Dan/-
DXn, mit Vierfachvokal, z.B. in dpdén ‘vorn gelegen’, in Runenschrift [...]".

2.1.3. As far as Old Turkish is concerned, a glimpse into the tradition in Brahmi
script shows an analogous occurrence of Irregularitite beziiglich der Vokalharmo-
nie.'® Cp. Maue 1996: xxii, § 2.1.4.2 (gestorte [\] Vokalharmonie): “In ganz auffilli-
ger Weise zeigt die Vinayavibhanga-HS Kat.Nr. 3 vordervokalisches Lokativ-For-
mans +#/dd nach hintervokalischen Wortern”. Some examples are provided on note
69: “Nr. 25 olarmidd, Nr. 44 boymindd, [alrkasindd, Nr. 66 aslukdd, Nr. 86 Ra-
Jagirdd, Nr. 90.96 ugurdd”.

2.1.4. As far as the so called Confession of Gennadios Scholarios — a fifteenth cen-
tury Turkish text which has been transmitted to us in Greek writing (cp. Proverbio
2010: 38, note 45)—is concerned, though (until now) the most comprehensive de-
scription of its main graphemic and morphophonemic features is far from being
completely satisfactory, a few observations may be pointed out. Halasi-Kun 1992,
[English translation of Halasi-Kun 1939]: 82 and foll.: “Locative [...] -de is found
[...] 3. With certain Arabic words which have an « in the last syllable: icaté “in
Jesus”, Tovviaté “in the world”. [...] -den occurs [...] 3. With certain Arabic words
which have an a in the last syllable: dtozév “from His forgiving”, xeoportév “from
His perfectness”, povytév [!] “from the soul”.

2.2

VdH6a V— [+unround ] / V [+unround ] [aCo] T nlyor
[+afront ] [+front 1 [B9]
[+Bcentral ]
[+mid | [+high]

VdHé6b V — [+unround ] / V [+unround ] [aCo] T_ nluow
[+back ] [+back ] [p9]
[+low ] o [+high]

[+central ]
B [+mid]

10 Cp. Maue 1996: xxii, § 2.1.4.
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Reverse VdH6a V — [tunround ] / V [+unround ] [aCo] T nluwow

[+front 1 [+front 1 [B9]
[+high ] [+mid]
Reverse VdH6b  V — [+unround ] / V [+unround ] [aCo] T_ nlyom
[+back ] [+back 1 [B9]
[+high ] [+low]
[+central ]
B [+mid]
VdHé6c V — [+unround ] / V [+tunround ] [aCo] T_ nluor
[+front ] [+central | [BOD]
O [+mid ] [+mid]
[+back ]
[+high ]
VdH6 Reverse VdH6
is#tden M | Kan-ama-kan#dn b M
yanin#dan b M | sdylesmek#din a M
Memleketinden a M (loro,den> /oradén/ “oradan” bV
Giiherdas-1-Teteri-den M
qat1‘#dan b M
sehrin#den (vs Bagdad a M
sehrindin)
sdzin#den a M
dglydan a Vv
<lostydan> /itstédan/ “iisteden” b V
«yoyrtmesdon b V
«sawyedon> /siv(i)yédin/ c V
“seviyeden”
«dernolgendan) /démigéndan/ b V
“dernekinden”

M = Manchester, The John Rylands Library, Turkish 75
V =Vat. turc. 83
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Vat.turc.83.f 26r




The vowel phonology of an early 18th-century Turkish text 213

References

Bodrogligeti, Andras 1968. On the Turkish vocabulary of the Isfahan Anonymous. Acta Ori-
entalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 21/1, 15-43.

Bodrogligeti, Andras 2001. 4 grammar of Chagatay. (Languages of the World / Materials
155.) Miinchen: Lincom Europa.

Chomsky, Noam & Halle, Morris 1968. The sound pattern of English. New York: Harper &
Row.

Clements, George N. & Sezer, Ermin 1986. Vowel and consonant disharmony in Turkish. In:
van der Hulst, Harry & Smith, Norval (eds.) The structure of phonological representa-
tions 2. Dordrecht: Foris Publications. 213-255.

Comrie, Bernard 1997. Turkish phonology. In: Kaye, Alan S. (ed.} Phonologies of Asia and
Africa. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns. 883-898.

Deny, Jean 1929. Grammaire de la langue turque (dialecte osmanli). (Bibliothéque de 1’Ecole
des Langues Orientales Vivantes) Paris: Imprimérie Nationale.

Deny, Jean & Eléve, Ali Ulvi 1941. Tiirk dili grameri (Osmani: lehgesi). istanbul: Maarif
Matbaasi.

Doerfer, Gerhard 1993. Versuch einer linguistischen Datierung dlterer osttiirkischer Texte.
(Turcologica 14.) Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Drimba, Vladimir 1976. Miscellanea Cumanica 5. Mots attestés par des formes possessives.
In: Ksigga dla uczczenia paigci Jana Reychmana (1910-1975). [Rocznik Orientalistyczny
38.] Warszawa: Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukiwe. 111-115

Drimba, Vladimir 1997. La grammaire turque de Giovanni Agop (1685). In: Kellner-Hein-
kele, Barbara & Zieme, Peter (eds.) Studia ottomanica: Festgabe fiir Gyorgy Hazai zum
65. Geburtstag. (Veroffentlichungen der Societas Uralo-Altaica 47.) Wiesbaden: Har-
rassowitz. 39—46.

Edip, Kemal 1945. Urfa agzi. (Tirk Dil Kurumu, D. 25.) Istanbul: Biirhaneddin Erenler
Basimevi.

Erdal, Marcel 2004. A grammar of Old Turkic. (Handbuch der Orientalistik: Achte Abteilung,
Zentralasien 3.) Leiden & Boston: Brill.

Halasi-Kun, Tibor 1939. Gennadios t6rok hitvallasa. Kérdsi Csoma-Archivum 1, 137-247.

Halasi-Kun, Tibor 1992. Gennadios’ Turkish confession of faith. Archivum Ottomanicum 12,
5-103.

Hazai, Gy6rgy & Tietze, Andreas 2006. Ferec ba'd es-sidde “Freud nach Leid’ (Ein
Jfriihosmanisches Geschichtenbuch) 1. Text, 2: Faksimiles des osmanischen Originals.
(Studie zur Sprache, Geschichte und Kultur der Tirkvélker 5.1/5.2) Berlin: Klaus
Schwarz.

Hazar, Mehmet & Ozmen, Abdullah 2011. Mardin Siiryanilerine Siiryani harfleriyle yazilmg
birkag Tiirkge metin iizerine. Uluslararas: Sosyal Aragtirmalar Dergisi 4/16, 172-177.
van der Hulst, Harry & van de Weijer, Jeroen 1991. Topics in Turkish phonology. In:
Boeschoten, Hendrik & Verhoeven, Ludo (eds.) Turkish linguistics today. Leiden: E.J.

Brill. 11-59.

Jensen, John T. 2004. Principles of generative phonology. An introduction. (Current Issues in
Linguistic Theory 250.) Amsterdam & Philadelphia: Benjamins.

Johanson, Lars 1978. The indifference stage of Turkish suffix vocalism. Tiirk Dili Arastirma-
lar1 Yillig1 Belleten, 151-156.



214 Delio Vania Proverbio

Johnson, C. Douglas 1980. Regular disharmony in Kirghiz. In: Vago, Robert M. (ed.) Issues
in vowel harmony. (Studies in Language Companion Series 6.) Amsterdam: John Benja-
mins B.V. 90-99.

Mansuroglu, Mecdut 1959. Das Altosmanische. In: Deny, Jean & Grenbech, Kaare & Scheel,
Helmuth & Togan, Zeki Velidi (eds.) Philologiae turcicae fundamenta 1. Aquis Mattiacis:
Steiner. 161-182.

Maue, Dieter 1996. Alttiirkische Handschrifien. Teil 1: Dokumente in Brahmi und Tibetischer
Schrift. (Verzeichnis der Orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland 13/9.) Stuttgart:
Steiner.

Olmez, Mehmet Ali 1999. Siiryani harfli Eski Uygurca bir tip metni. In: 3. Uluslar Aras: Tiirk
Dil Kurultay: 1996. Ankara: Tiirk Dil Kurumu Yayinlar. 815-820.

Proverbio, Delio Vania 2004. Turco-Syriaca: Un caso estremo di sincretismo linguistico e
religioso: i libri di Tommaso Sarraf da Edessa (xviii sec.) nella biblioteca portativa di
Tommaso caldeo da Alqd3. Miscellanea Bibliothecce Apostolicee Vaticance 11, 583—635.

Proverbio, Delio Vania 2010. Turcica Vaticana. (Studi e testi 461.) Citta del Vaticano: Biblio-
teca Apostolica Vaticana.

Proverbio, Delio Vania 2012. On the subject of transliterating Ottoman and other Turkic texts
written in Arabic script for philological purposes. Turcica 44, 317-332.

Segal, Judah Benzion 1953. The diacritical point and the accents in Syriac. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Solta, Georg Renatus 1963. Die armenische Sprache. In: Deeters, Gerhard & Solta, Georg
Renatus & Inglisian, Vahan (eds.) Armenisch und kaukasische Sprachen. (Handbuch der
Orientalistik, Erste Abteilung: der Nahe und der Mittlere Osten 7.) Leiden: Brill. 80—128.

Stein, Heidi 2002. Einige mittelosmanische Daten zur Labialharmonie (Suffixe der genera
verbi bei H. Megiser). In: Demir, Nurettin & Turan, Fikret (eds.) Scholarly depth and ac-
curacy. A Festschrift 1o Lars Johanson. (Grafiker Yayincilik 4.; Arastirma ve inceleme
Dizisi 3.) Ankara: Grafiker Yaynlan. 351-362.

Timurtas, Faruk K. 1977. Eski Tiirkiye Tiirkgesi XV. yiizyil (Gramer-metin-sézlik). (Istanbul
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yayinlan 2157.) Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi.

Ugar, Erdem & Yener, Mustafa Levent 2012. Eski Tiirkgede ilk hecedeki yuvarlak iinliiler
meselesi ve Divanu Lugati-it-Tiirk [On the question of the first syllable rounded vowels in
Old Turkic and Divanu Lugati-it-Tiirk). Zeitschrift fiir die Welt der Tiirken 4/2, 203-212.



The Iranian Turkmen language from a contact
linguistics perspective

Abdollah Nazari & Judy Routamaa

Nazari, Abdollah & Routamaa, Judy 2012. The Iranian Turkmen language from a contact
linguistics perspective. Turkic Languages 16, 215-238.

Exposure to Persian as the dominant language and culture has influenced the linguistic
behaviour of the speakers of Iranian Turkmen across all generations, from the elderly to
the middle-aged and the young. This is illustrated by analysing three texts representative
of the speech of each generation, highlighting the increasing level of contact-induced
phenomena down the generations. It can be seen that the speaker from the older genera-
tion exhibits only minimal influence from Persian, the speaker from the middle aged gen-
eration slightly more, while the speaker from the younger generation exhibits a high de-
gree of influence across all linguistic domains.

Abdollah Nazari, Arian Institute of Foreign Languages, 595 Edalat 55,ValiAsr St., Gor-
gan 49178-88488, Iran. E-mail: abdollahnazari@gmail.com

Judy Routamaa, SIL, Horsleys Green, High Wycombe, HP14 3XL, UK.

E-mail: judy routamaa@sil.org

Introduction

One of the aspects of the linguistic history of Turkic languages which deserves spe-
cial attention is their numerous contacts with other languages (Johanson 2002).
Turkmen, as the language under study in this paper, has been in close contact with
diverse languages and cultures, particularly since the separation of the Turkmen-
speaking community in 1881 between the Russian empire and Iran (Goli 1986).

This paper focuses on Turkmen as spoken in Iran from the perspective of its
contact with Persian as the dominant language and culture. It seeks to highlight the
way in which exposure to Persian has influenced the linguistic behaviour of the
speakers of the language down the generations—from the elderly to the middle-aged
and to the young.

The situation will be illustrated by analysing three texts representative of the
speech of each generation. The data is part of a corpus collected during 2011-2012
in the Turkmen-speaking area of Iran. It includes folktales, life stories and natural
conversation.

A clear pattern emerges of an increasing level of contact-induced features down
the generations, with the younger generation exhibiting a very high degree of influ-
ence across all linguistic domains.
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The Turkmen in Iran

The speakers of Turkmen in Iran are found in the north-east of the country, in the
provinces of Golestan, Khorasan-e Shomali (North Khorasan) and Khorasan-e
Razavi, in towns and villages close to the Caspian Sea and the border of the Repub-
lic of Turkmenistan. An official census of the Turkmen in Iran has not been under-
taken, but various estimates have been made, varying from 400,000 (Clark 1998) to
2,000,000 (Lewis 2009). Based on the relative population of Turkmen speakers in
the cities of Gorgan, Bandar-e Turkmen, Aq Qala, Gumishan, Gonbad-e Qavus,
Inche Burun, Kalaleh, Maraveh Tappeh (province of Golestan), Ashkhaneh, Bojnurd
(Khorasan-e Shomali), Quchan, Dareh Gaz and Sarakhs (Khorasan-e Razavi), our
estimate would be around 1,500,000.

The dialects of the Turkmen of Iran, based on their current geographical distri-
bution, is as follows (Nazari 2004):

— Yomut: Bandar-e Turkmen, Gumishan, Aq Qala, Gonbad-e Qavus and Mara-
veh Tappeh.

— Gokleng: Kalaleh and surrounding villages (Chaqir, Qara balgan, Gerkez,
Qirq), Gulli daq and Jergelan in Khorasan-e Shomali.

— Teke: Gonbad and Jergelan.

— Nokhurli: Jergelan and Bojnurd.

— Yaziq and Salyr: Sarakhs and Mashhad.

The Turkmen of Iran are an ethnic group whose religion is Sunni Islam (in contrast
to the official Shiite Islam of the country) and who seem to have a strong ethnic
identity and sense of belonging to their origins. This is demonstrated in the fact that
Turkmen traditions are generally valued, and that, despite most Turkmen being bi-
lingual in Persian, Turkmen is the language of communication for all families living
in the rural Turkmen areas and in the Turkmen dominated cities of Bandar-e Turk-
men, Aq Qala, Gumishan, Gonbad, Kalaleh and Maraveh Tappeh. However, in Per-
sian dominated areas, such as Gorgan, while Turkmen is often used as the language
of communication in the home, in a limited number of families, the use of Turkmen
is replaced by Persian.

Turkmen is used only for oral communication and for any type of written com-
munication, including emails, letters or short notes and text messages, Persian is the
first choice. Nevertheless, there are a few bi-lingual magazines, websites and local
TV and radio programmes. There are also printed Turkmen materials on folk litera-
ture, but these are not read by a wide audience.

Although officially recognised as a language by the state, when considering edu-
cational and administrative uses of language, Turkmen, along with other minority
languages of Iran, is rarely regarded as an option. The language of instruction in
schools and universities, educational materials, official correspondence and the me-
dia is all in Persian. Furthermore, religion as the core of all social, cultural, eco-
nomic and political plans from both the perspective of the government and the peo-
ple (including the Turkmen) has had significant impact on the development and
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value of Arabo-Persianised concepts and linguistic elements in both the spoken and
written Turkmen language.

Orthography

The Turkmen orthography in Turkmenistan, having undergone several changes
during the 20th century from an Arabic script to Latin to Cyrillic, has been using a
revised Latin alphabet since 1993 (Schonig 1998). Iran, however, has consistently
only used an Arabo-Persian script for both the national and minority languages. This
has presented difficulties in writing Turkmen, as regards both the vowels and conso-
nants. Turkmen has 9 vowels, whereas the Arabo-Persian script has only 6 charac-
ters to represent vowels. The problem with consonants arises with the phonemes
such as /0/, /8/, /h/ and /t/, for each of which there are two or more characters in the
Arabo-Persian script. Therefore, over the years, Turkmen has been written by differ-
ent people in different ways.

However, during recent years, a committee of interested Turkmen writers and
authors have tried to overcome these difficulties and have produced a document
proposing an alphabet based on the Arabo-Persian script (see Appendix 3).

In this paper the transcription of the texts is based on the current Turkmen Latin
orthography with the addition of three consonants that are distinguished in the
Arabo-Persian Iranian Turkmen orthography. These consonants, represented by their
IPA symbols, are as follows:

[x] axyr ‘end’ (text 2.28), xuday ‘God’ (text 1.45)
[y] oylan ‘boy’ (text 1.1), yayday ‘condition’ (text 2.5)
[q] Yog ‘non-existing’ (text 1.11), guda ‘parents in law’ (text 1.1)

Contact induced features down the generations

Three texts will now be presented, one from an elderly Turkmen speaker, one from a
middle-aged speaker and one from a young speaker. A short analysis focussing on
the contact induced phenomena will follow each text. These elements are underlined
in the texts.

Text 1. Elderly Turkmen speaker

This text is narrated by an elderly non-educated Turkmen woman (Gokleng dialect),
aged around 65, who speaks only Turkmen. She was born, grew up and lived all her
life in the village of Ajan Sengerli, near the city of Kalaleh, Golestan Province. This
is a Turkmen dominated area, where Turkmen is used in all domains except educa-
tion and administration. The narrator describes the traditions of Turkmen marriage
customs, past and present.
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T1/2

T1/3

T1/4

T1/5

Tl/6

T1/7

T1/8

T1/9
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oylan  tarab -dan gel -ye -le quda bol -ma -na
boy sidle ABL come PRS 3PL parentsinlaw become NOM DAT

‘They come from the boy's side in order to become parents-in-law (to propose).
gel -enlerindd sen em  qarsy ¢q ya -A
come ANDA.CONV.3PL you.SG also opposite goout PRS 2SG
quaq a¢ -ya -A

embrace open PRS 2SG

‘When they come, you also go out towards them and welcome them.’

ondan  sen owril  -ib my -Aa ejaza ber -ye -n
then you.SG return CONV this DAT permission give PRS 2SG
usyad ber -ye -n

permission give PRS 2SG

‘Then returning, you give permission to them, you give permission (for marriage).’

qyz da gownli bol -sa bu -la
girl DA.PRTCL willing be COND this PL
di  -ye indi biz iy  -imiz yoq

say PRS now we work POSS.IPL  non-existing
koke gecir  -jek girni gegir  -jek
sweets bring FUT sweets bring FUT

‘And if the girl is willing, they (the boy's side) say, 'now we have nothing (else) to do,
we want to bring sweets, we want to bring sweets.' ¢

ondan girni  gegir -ye -le

then sweets bring PRS 3PL

‘Then they bring the sweets.’

ondan  girni gegir  -en son  yene de byr  wuly
then sweets bring  PST.PTCP after again DA.PRTCL one big
irni -miz bar

sweets POSS.1PL  existing

‘Then after bringing the sweets, we have again one big sweets (ceremony).’
ol  wuly girni -ni  gegir -ye -le

that big sweets Acc hold PRS 3PL

‘They hold that big sweets (ceremony).’

onda hemmi -jik zad -yn -y ert -ye -

then all DIM thing 2SG Acc take PRS 2SG

“Then you take all your things.’

meselen baggand ert -ye -ii
for example  sugar cone take PRS 2SG

‘For example, you take sugar cones.’

T1/10 miwe  ert -ye -A

fruit take PRS 2SG
‘You take fruit.’
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T1/11 gelfek ert -ye -i
gelfek take PRS 2sSG
“You take gelfek (type of thin pancake).’

T1/12 byr zaman -a su  dort kersen c¢elfek -i  byr putlyq
one time DA.PRTCL that four stack ¢elfek AcCC one container
yay -y yaf -ardy -la
oil Acc bake HAB.PST 3PL
‘At one time they used to bake four stacks of gelfek using one container of oil.”

T1/13 so  dort kersen c¢elfek  -i ert -erdi -le
that four stack g¢elfek Acc take HAB.PST 3PL
‘They used to take those four stacks of gelfek.’

T1/14 indi ¢elfek i -me -ye -k di -ye -le
now celfek eat NEG PRS 1PL say PRS 3PL
‘They say that we do not eat gelfek now.’

T1/15 indi ol  qal -dy
now that be abandoned DLPST
‘That (tradition) has now been abandoned.’

T1/16 meselen byr oba -ny  dgir -ib dort kersen ¢elfek
for example one village Acc gather conv  four stack  gelfek
ed -ingd -i  hem kin zad da
do ADV 2sG also alot thing DA.PRTCL
‘It is a lot, for example, to gather one village in order to make four stacks of gelfek.’

T1/17 ol yay yap
that spread bake
‘One has to spread (the paste) and bake.’

T1/18 ndge heley  yay -ardy -la iki bol -yb am
several woman spread HAB.PST 3PL two be CONV  also
yaf -ardy -la iki yer -den
bake HAB.PST 3PL two place ABL
‘Several women in two places being two (two by two) used to spread (the paste) and
bake it.’

T1/19 ondan nesib ed -se my -ny gegir -ye -h
then fate do coND this AcC bring PRS 2SG
‘Then, if (Allah) allows, you bring it.’

T1/20 gegir -en soriy alla  nesib ed -se toy tut -ya -h
bring PST.PTCP after Allah fate do cCcoND celebration hold PRS 2sSG
‘After bringing it, if Allah allows, you hold the (wedding) celebration.’

T1/21 bu  kokd - ge¢ -di tamam bol -dy
this sweets P0SS.2sG pass DLPST finish become DIPST
“This sweet (ceremony) of yours passed and finished.’
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T1/22 byr zaman wuly ¢orek  -i kigi corek  -i
one time big bread P0ss.3 small bread POSS.3
di  -yerdi -le  ha

say HAB.PST 3PL  HA.PRTCL

‘At one time, they used to call (it) the big bread and the small bread (ceremonies).’
T1/23 indi yoq o -la  qal -ybdyr

now non-existing that PL  be abandoned INDIR.PST

‘Now, they are not, they have been abandoned.’

T1/24 indi  biz - dowr -imiz -da byr je so
now we GEN time POSS.IPL LOC one JE.PRTCL that
irni gec -ye tamam bol -ya

sweets be held PRS.3SG finish be PRS

‘Now in our time just that one sweet (ceremony) is held and that is it.’
T1/25 byr kigi  girni ge¢ -ye byr em wuly girni

one small sweets beheld PRS one also big sweets

‘One small sweet (ceremony) is held and also one big sweet (ceremony).’

T1/26 ol  wahal byr zaman -dy dogquz geg -erdi
that time one time DLPST doqquz be held HAB.PST

‘At that time there were days when the dogquz (ceremony) was held.’

T1/27 éylin -den soii  byr dort at  -ly bol -ar
noon ABL after one four horse DERIV.SUFFIX become AOR
gid -erdi -le  byr qyz dile -n  -ibdir
go HABPST 3PL one girl ask RFLX INDIR.PST
ol  oba -lar -da

that village PL  LOC

‘In the afternoon they used to go on four horses (to) those villages where the girl was
asked (proposed to).’
T1/28 oylin -den sofi gid -erdi -le  doqquz gecir -ye -k
noon ABL after go HAB.PST 3PL doqquz hold PRS 1PL
di  yerdi -le qylyal -ly
say HAB.PST 3PL qylyal DERIV.SUFFIX

‘In the afternoon they used to go on their qylyal (type of horse) and say, 'we are holding
the doqquz.”

T1/29 arirybir -jig -ni  qylyal -a  yikldi -rdi -le
stuff DM Acc qylyal DAT load HAB.PST 3PL
‘They used to load the stuff on to the qylyal.’

T1/30 dogquz -y  gegir -ib gel -ye -k di -yerdi -le
doqquz AcCC hold CONV  come PRS 1PL say HAB.PST 3PL
‘They used to say, 'we are coming having held the doqquz.”
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T1/31 onda di  -yerdi -le d&yldn bol -sa giin  dur -maz
then say HAB.PST 3PL noon be COND sun stand NEG.AOR
doqquz geg -se qyz dur -maz di -yerdi -le

doqquz beheld COND girl stay NEG.AOR say HAB.PST 3PL

‘Then they used to say, 'If noon comes, the sun will not stay, if the doqquz passes, the
girl will not stay.”

T1/32 ondan my -ny doqquz -ny gegir -ib qoy -an son
then this AcCc doqquz ACC hold cONv  put PST.PTCP after
da qyz dur -ma -ya da

DA.PRTCL girl stay NEG PRS DA.PRTCL
‘And after holding this doqquz, the girl does not stay.’

T1/33 eyam toy tt  -ub al  -malybol -ya da
immediately celebration hold CONv  take NEC be PRS DA.PRTCL
‘One must immediately hold the (wedding) celebration and take (the girl).’

T1/34 onda toy tut -yl -andadiny Yene gelfek
then celebration hold PASS ANDADANLCONV again  gelfek
ed  -meli kdymet diy -ib
do NEC typeofpancake say CONV

“Then when the (wedding) celebration is held, one should again make gelfek, which is
called koymet.’

T1/35 kdymet -i -ni ed -ye -n iki kersen ¢elfek
type of pancake P0SS.3SG ACC do PRS 2sG two stack  ¢elfek
“You make his kéymet as two stacks of gelfek.’

T1/36 ondan bu -ny yaf -ya -A
then this AcC bake  PRS 2SG
“Then you bake it.’

T1/37 ondan yaf -yl -an sony toy -ymyz -y
then bake PASS PST.PTCP  after celebration POSS.IPL  ACC
tut  -ya -q

hold prs 1rL
‘Then after they are baked, we hold our (wedding) celebration.’

T1/38 meselen bu giin genes -i
for example this day rehearsal dinner P0SS.35G

‘For example today is the rehearsal dinner.’

T1/39 so  geries -i giin i de
that rehearsal dinner P0ss.3sG  day POSS.3SG  DA.PRTCL
celfek  -imiz -i ed -Ye -k son el
gelfek Poss.lJPL  Acc do PrRs 1pL after hand
deg -me -ye diy -ib

strike, touch NEG PRS say CONV
‘On the day of the rehearsal dinner we bake our gelfek, saying that (because) there is no
time later.’
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T1/40 ondan  meselen bu giin geres -imiz

T1/41

T1/42

T1/43

T1/44

T1/45

T1/46

T1/47

T1/48

then for example this day rehearsal dinner POSS.1PL
“Then today is our rehearsal dinner, for example.’

ertir toy -ymyz

tomorrow  celebration POSS.1PL

‘Tomorrow is our (wedding) celebration.’

biriwun -i de toy -dan
day after tomorrow P0SS.3SG  DA.PRTCL  celebration ABL
al -ya -q gein -imiz -

take PRS 1PL bride  POSS.IPL  ACC
‘The day after tomorrow we take our bride from the (place of the) celebration.’

ondan ndme byr zaman -a at gid -erdi
then well one time DA.PRTCL horse go  HAB.PST
gylyal  -ly gid -erdi geln al  -ma -na

gqylyal DERIV.SUFFIX go HAB.PST  bride take NOM DAT
‘Then, well, at one time a horse used to go, (they) used to go by qylyal to get the bride.’

ol  oba -lar -dan am al -sa -la  qylyal bilen
that village pL ABL also take COND PL qylyal with
gid -er getir -erdi -le

g0 AOR bring HAB.PST  3PL
‘Even if they took (the bride) from those villages, they used to go and get (her) with
qylyal.’

indi xuday -a @ giikr magyn  wesayyl -ly gid -meli
now God DAT thanks car vehicles  DERIV.SUFFIX go  NEC
ol benddi - qaf -sy -na toy -ymyz -y tut -maly

that person GEN door P0SS.3 DAT celebration PoSs.lPL  Acc hold NEC

‘Now, thanks be to God, we can go by cars or vehicles to the door of that person and
hold our celebration.’

gelnaljy bol -anda gid -meli
ceremony of taking the bride become ANDA.CONV  go  NEC
o -nyn qaf -sy -na

he/she GEN door  P0SS.3SG  DAT

‘When the ceremony of taking the bride comes, one should go to her door.’
qyz neme -den ayd -ya -t  usyad ber ejaza ber
girl what ABL say PRS 2SG permission give permission give
‘You say to what...the girl ('s side) you give the permission.’

ol da ayd -ya usyad alla -dan ala
that DA.PRTCL say PRS permission Allah ABL there
adam  -fyz -y ert -iber -ift

person POSS.2PL  ACC take IBER.POSTV 2SG
‘And they say, Permission is from Allah, go and take your person (bride) there.”
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T1/49 olar -da usyad al  -ybdini kejevd  -d

that place LOC permission take YBDANLCONV carriage DAT

mindir -ye -le

take PRS 3PL

‘After getting permission at that place, they take (the bride) to the carriage.’
T1/50 ondan al  -yb gel -ye -le

then take CONV  come PRS 3PL

‘Then they take (the bride) and come.’

Due to the narrator’s socio-linguistic background of minimal contact with Persian
language and culture, this text exhibits almost no contact-induced morpho-syntactic
or phonological features. However there are a few lexical copies which belong to the
category of old established loan words found in many Turkic languages. The
speaker adapts these to Turkmen phonology and employs Turkmen suffixes. For
example: tarabdan [tarab ‘side’ + -dan ABL] ‘from the side’ (T1/1), meselen ‘for
example’ (T1/9), miwe *’fruit’ (T1/10), zaman ‘time’ (T1/12).

There are the words magyn ‘car’ (T1/45) and wesayyl ‘vehicles’ (T1/45) which
are used in other Turkic languages, but with a different meaning. Here, the speaker
has copied these lexical items along with their corresponding semantic load from
Persian.

One compound verb, used on two occasions, containing the Persian word ejaza
‘permission’ and the translation of the verb dadan ‘to give’ is used, namely ejaza
beryen [ejaza ‘permission’ ber ‘give’ + -ye PRS + -#1 2SG] ‘you give permission’
(T1/3) and ejaza ber [ejaza ‘permission’ ber ‘give’] ‘give permission!’ (T1/47). On
both occurrences the speaker also gives the Turkmen equivalent usyad beryeri
[usyad ‘permission’ ber ‘give’ + -ye PRS + -7 2SG] ‘you give permission’ (T1/3) and
usyad ber [usyad ‘permission’ ber ‘give’] ‘give permission!’ (T1/47). On the first
occurrence (T1/3) the Persian copy is given first, followed by the Turkmen, on the
second occurrence (T1/47) the Turkmen is given first, followed by the Persian copy.
On other occasions (T1/48,49) the Turkmen word wusyad is used, rather than the
Persian copy ejaza.

Text 2. Middle-aged Turkmen speaker

This text presents an example of the speech of a middle-aged Turkmen speaker. The
narrator (Gokleng dialect) is a 46 year old educated man also from the village of
Ajan Sengerli near the city of Kalaleh. His mother tongue is Turkmen, but he also
speaks Persian. As previously mentioned, this is a Turkmen dominated area, where
the language of the home and family is Turkmen. For education purposes, the
speaker was out of the language area for a few years, but otherwise has lived in the
area. In this text, he describes a local game called ‘yiiziik’, from a psychological
perspective.
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T2/8

T2/9
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indi men su yizik -in  girrin - -ni  tekmilld  -dyin
now 1 that yiizik GEN story  P0SS.3SG ACC complete VOL.1SG
‘Now let me complete the story of (the game) yiiziik.’

byr iki mowred -e esara ed -esi' -m gel -ye de

one two case DAT point do OPT 1SG come PRS DA.PRTCL
‘I would like to point out one or two cases.’

yiizitk  -de byr heywere byr jalyb byr zad su  ndme
yiiziik LOC one very one interesting one thing  that what
‘What is one very interesting thing in the game ytiziik?’

indi biz su wat rdvansenasi di -Ye -k de

now we this time psychology say PRS IPL DA.PRTCL
‘Nowadays we call (it) psychology.’

rdvansenasi -da meselen taraf  -yn  yiz - -ni
psychology  Loc for example side GEN face POSS.3sG  ACC
welld  -db de diy -ib  bil -ye su  meriz
lookat CONV  DAPRTCL say CONV know  PRS.3SG that sick

di  -ye hamaly ya  meselen su  -nyn

say PRS forinstance or  forexample this GEN

ydyday -y -ny di -ye -le

condition POSS.3SG  ACC say PRS 3PL
yiiz i -ni welld  -bddni
face P0sS.3sG  ACC look at YBDANIL.CONV

‘In pyschology, for example, by looking at the face of (the person) opposite, he can say,
for instance, that he is sick or, for example, they say his condition (in what condition he
is) by looking at his face.’

yiizitk  -de de so  glrrini bar di -ye -n de

yiizik LOC DA.PRTCL that story  existing say PRS 1SG DA.PRTCL

‘I say that in yiiziik also there is that story (the same thing).’

men so  watlam bar byrtowar adam  bol -ardy  baglyq -da

I that time existing many person be  HAB.PST leader LOC
‘I (remember that) at that time there used to be many people in the leader position.’
oyz -da on nefer otur

that side LOC ten person sit
‘Ten people sit at that side.’

dur -an yer -in -de hd  Mejit
stand  PST.PTCP  place POSS.3SG LOC hey Mejit
sen -dd  yiiziik yoq

. yousG LoC Yyiiziiknon-existing

‘At his place (the leader can say) 'Hey, Mejit, you do not have the yiiziik."”

1 See Zal, U (2011) for a discussion of the optative in Turkmen.
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T2/10 muxammed  sen -de de yog
Muxammed you.SG LOC DA.PRTCL non-existing
“Muxammed, you do not have it either."”
T2/11 ay sen -de de yoq
well you.sG LOC DA.PRTCL  non-existing
“'Well, you do not have it either.”
T2/12 bol -sa su bilen su  -nda bol -maly di -ydrdi -le
be COND that with this LOC be NEC say HAB.PST  3PL
“If someone has it, it must be this and that (person),’ they used to say.’
T2/13 so  rdvansenasi di -ye -n de men 0z
that psychology say PRS 1SG DA.PRTCL [ own
etegad  -ym -da
belief  POSs.1SG  LoC
‘Based on my belief, I say that is psychology.’
T2/14 50  diyis -i yanaq da ondan
that saying POSS.3SG  similarto DA.PRTCL then
gid -ib damar -y  welldi -drdi
go CONV pulse AcCc lookat HAB.PST
‘Just like what he said, he used to go and check the pulse (of the person).’
T2/15 my -nda  yoq sen -d pug
this LOC non-existing  you.SG DA.PRTCL out, excluded
“This (he) does not have it, so you are out.’
T2/16 aslan  mdtel et -md -n de pug
at all delay do NEG PST.PTCP DA.PRTCL out, excluded
ed -ib qoy -yber -erdi
do CONV  put IBER.POSTV HAB.PST
‘Without any delay at all, (he) used to put (that person) out.’
T2/17 yd  kd adam  -la  bar -dy byr redif  welld -db
or some person PL existing DILPST one row look at CcONV
gid -erdi

POSTV ~ HAB.PST

‘Or there were some people who used to look at one row.’
T2/18 ondan iz -y -na owril  -erdi

then back  P0OSS.3SG  DAT return  HAB.PST

‘Then they used to return.’

T2/19 dag -raq -da dur -ardy sen sen sen pug

far coMp LoC stand HAB.PST  you.SG YOu.SG you.SG out, excluded

siz iki  -miz -de yiiziik bol -maly di  -yerdi
youPL two 2PL LOC yiizlk be NEC say HAB.PST

“They used to stand further back and say, 'you, you, you are out, yiiziik must be in
two.”

you
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T2/20 indi sutay -da yene byr  muhum byr zat bar da
now here LOC again one important one thing  existing DA.PRTCL
‘Now here there is another important thing.’

T2/21 iki  nefer qal -anda ol adam ke
two person stay ANDA.CONV  that person KE.PRTCL
el  -i -nde yiiziik  bar aslan  dur -ub bil -me -ye
hand P0ss.3sG LoC yiiziik existing atall  stand CONV ~ know NEG PRS
“When two people are left, the person who has the yiiziik in his hand cannot stand (stay calm).’

T2/22 yiireg  -i tirsilda -ab otur reng -i
heart  P0ss.3sG thump CONV ~ POSTV colour POSS.3SG
ru -sy gid -ib zad ed -ib

appearance  P0SS.3SG go CONV  thing do CONV

‘His heart is thumping, while the colour of his face is going away (his face drains of
colour), and so on.’

T2/23 indi ol adam ke el -i -nde viiziik
now that person KE.PRTCL hand P0SS.3SG  LOC yiiziik
yoq nime ed -meli

non-existing what do NEC
‘Now that person who does not have the yiiziik in his hand, what should he do?’

T2/24 so  -Aa  hdmrahi ed -meli de
that DAT companionship do NEC DA.PRTCL
‘He should keep the other one company.’

T2/25 ol da byr  towri ozi -ni  werked -meli
that DA.PRTCL one state, manner PRN.REFX.3SG ACC show  NEC
reng - ru -sy gid -sin
colour PO0SS.3sG appearance  POSS.3SG  go  VOL.3SG
damar -y -ny meselen tur -ma -sa
pulse  P0SS.3sG AcC forexample wakeup NEG COND
su  damar -y -ny  turuz -jaqg bol -ybddni
that pulse P0SS.3SG AcC wakeup FUT become YBDANICONV
sod -il -erdi de hede

do this PASS HAB.PST DA.PRTCL  HEDE.PRTCL

‘He also must show himself such that the colour of his face goes away (drains of
colour) and his pulse, for example, even if it does not waken up (go fast), he should
make his pulse do this, this used to be done, right?’

T2/26 o zad -la da heywere  muhum zad
that thing PL  DA.PRTCL very important  thing
myqa d -y -n su oyn -yR ¢ -i -nde

MYQA.PRTCL say PRS 1SG that game GEN insideP0ss.3SG LOC
‘I suppose that these things are also very important in this game.’
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T2/27 y0  zad -lar -a  yet -mek  zad ed -mek de
that thing PL DAT reach NOM thing do NOM DA.PRTCL
byr jalyb byr zad

one interesting one thing
‘Reaching to (understanding) these things and so on is an interesting thing.’

T2/28 bu  oyn -y 0z  qyzyqly -sy da axyr -da
this game GEN own climax P0SS.3SG DA.PRTCL end LOC
§o  -nsy bol -ardy da iki  ya iig

that POSS.3SG be HAB.PST DA.PRTCL two or three

nefer -e  yet -ende

person DAT reach  ANDA.CONV

‘The climax of this game used to be in the end when it reached two or three people.’

In this text, a number of contact-induced features can be observed, mainly in the
area of lexical copies, but some instances of morpho-syntactic copies are also found.

The lexical items copied are from everyday life and education. The speaker
employs the Persian word, combined with the Turkmen suffixes. For example,
mowrede [mowred ‘point’ + -e DAT] ‘to the point’ (T2/2), rdvangenasi ‘psychology’
(T2/4,13), rdvangenasida [rdvansenasi ‘psychology’ + -da LOC] ‘in psychology’
(T2/5), meriz ‘sick’ (T2/5).

Two compound verbs containing Persian elements can be seen. These are com-
posed of a copied noun from Persian followed by the translation of the Persian light
verb kdrddn ‘to do’ (etmek). The first one is maditel etmdin [mdtel ‘delay’ et ‘do’ +
-md NEG + -n PST.PTCP] ‘not delaying’ (T2/16), the second hamrdhi edmeli [hamrihi
‘companionship’ ed ‘do’ + -meli NEC] ‘should keep company’ (T2/24).

In this text, with only one exception, all copied items are adapted to Turkmen
phonology. The exception rdvangenasi ‘psychology’ is pronounced with the conso-
nants [v] and [s] rather than [w] and [6].

A Persian collocation, rdng o ru, literally meaning ‘colour and surface’ is used,
phonologically adapted to Turkmen, along with a direct translation of the Persian
verb raftan ‘to go’, namely rengi rusy gidib [reng ‘colour’ + -i POSS.3SG ru ‘appear-
ance’ + -sy POSS.3SG gid ‘go’ + -ib CONV] ‘the colour of his appearance going’
(T2/22) and rengi rusy gidsin [reng ‘colour’ + -i POSS.3SG ru ‘appearance’ + -sy
POSS.3SG gid ‘go’ + -sin VOL.35G] ‘let the colour of his appearance go!’ (T2/25).

In T2/21 and T2/23 the Persian particle ki is used as a restrictive relative clause
marker: ol adam ke elinde yiiziik bar... ‘the man who has the yiiziik in his hand ...’
which results in a finite head intial relative clause structure typical of Persian.

Text 3. Young Turkmen speaker

This text presents an example of a highly Persianised form of Turkmen, typical of
young educated speakers of the language, even in rural areas. The speaker (Yomut
dialect) is a 16 year old high school student who lives in the town of Aq Qala. Both
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his parents were Turkmen and he grew up in a home environment where only
Turkmen was spoken and highly valued. Nevertheless, due to the effects of exposure
to Persian as the language of education and the media, his speech exhibits a high
degree of lexical, syntactic and phonological features copied from Persian.

T3/1

T372

T373

T3/4

T3/5

T3/6

T3/7

men Jemshid  sahrestan Aqqala -da zendegi ed -yi -n
I Jemshid  city Aqqala LOC life do PRS 1SG
‘I am Jemshid (and) I live in the city of Aqqala.’

onalty yas -ym -da

sixteen age POSS.1SG LOC

‘I am sixteen years old.’

reste ye tdjrobi ke restd -m -i
field of study ezafe  science KE.PRTCL field of study POSS.1SG  AcC
owez ed -jek bol -yb yor -n

change do FUT be CONV  POSTV 1SG

‘(1 am studying) the field of science, but [ am going to change my field.’

symat  debirestan -da oqy ya -n ke

now high school Loc study PRS 1SG KE.PRTCL

modir -im vd  mogaver  -im moxalefit

headmaster POsSS.1SG  and counsellor POSS.1SG  disagreement

ed -yil -le

do PRS 3rL

‘I study in a high school now, but my headmaster and my counsellor disagree (with me
changing subject).’

koll - xanvada -m da

whole ezafe family POSS.1SG  DA.PRTCL

restd -n -i owez ed di -yal -la

field of study POSS.2SG ACC change do say PRS 3PL

‘My whole family also tells me to change my field of study.’

ensani -4 gid di il -le

humanities DAT go say PRS 3PL

‘They say, 'go to humanities!"’

ohom men §su  wat ndme ed -jeg -m -i

after that 1 this time what do FUT POSS.ISG AcC

bil -md -R dur -n

know NEG PST.PTCP  POSTV  1SG
‘So I do not know what to do now.’

2 -ydl/-yal is a dialectal variant (Yomut) of ydr/-yar ‘PRS’.
3 In the Yomut dialect, when a base noun ends in vowel, -q is optionally used instead of
-na/-ne ‘DAT’.
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T3/8 nowbdt -e dvvdl  de ge¢ -di
schoolterm ezafe  first DA.PRTCL  pass DI.PST

“The first schoolterm has passed.’

T3/9 oziim basar -ar -n  myqa di  -ydr -n
PRN.RFLX.1SG be able AOR 1SG MYQA.PRTCL say PRS ISG
edama -sy -ny zad ed- ma -ne
continuation P0SS.35G  ACC thing do NOM DAT
‘I myself suppose that I will be able to...what...continue it.”

T3/10 mosaver di  -ye bol -ma -ya di -ye
counsellor say PRS become NEG PRS say PRS
‘The counsellor says, 'it is not possible."”

T3/11 byr term geg -di di -ye bol -ma -ya di
one term pass DLPST say PRS become NEG PRS say
‘He says, 'one term has passed, it is not possible."”

T3/12 ohom men sumat  dorahi -da qal -yb yor -n
after that I now dilemma LOC stay CONV  POSTV  1SG

‘So now I am in a dilemma.’

T3/13 men byr xanvade -ye gsis  nefer -e -did ke men
I one family ezafe six person ADJ LOC KEPRTCL [
orto -qy  -sy di  -se -m bol -jaq

middle REL POSS.3SG say COND POSS.ISG POSTV  FUT

‘I am from a family of six persons, in which I can say that I am the middle one.’

T3/14 éziim -den olagan byr ayaldoyan -ym bar
PRN.RFLX.1SG ABL big one sister POSS.1SG  existing

‘I have one older sister.’

T3/15 qalan -y da oziim -den kisik  ayaldoyan
remainder P0SS.3SG  DA.PRTCL PRN.RFLX.1SG ABL small sister

‘The remainder are young sisters.’

T3/16 men owgat -e_ fdrayat -ym -y bistdr
I time ezafe free POSS.I1SG  ACC mostly
yan -ymyz -da byr kanun -e  kuddk -an ol
side Poss.lPL LoC one centre ezafe child PL  and
nowjdvan -an bar pingpong  bar -dy

teenager PL  existing tabletennis existing DIPST

i¢ -i -nde bistir muya -la so -na gid -erddi®
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inside POSS.3sG  LOC mostly time PL that DAT go HAB.PST IPL
‘In my free time, [ mostly... we used to mostly go to a centre for children and teenagers

nearby where there was tabletennis.’

4  -erddi/-arddy is a dialectal variant (Yomut) of -erdi/-ardy ‘HAB.PST".
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T3/17 biz pingpong oyra  -arddy -q  dldki -rdjik  -den
we tabletennis play HAB.PST 1PL lighthearted COMP  ABL
bil -me -ydrdi -k higzad

know NEG HAB.PST IPL  nothing
‘We used to play table tennis more for fun, we did not know anything.’

T3/18 indi tdze dlagemdiind bol -dy -m
now newly interested be DLPST 1SG

‘Now I have recently become interested.’
T3/19 kilas -a gid -ya -n

class DAT go PRS 1SG

‘I go to a class.’

T3/20 yanqy ge¢ -en vyl  sahrestan -e  Aqqala -da
aforementioned pass PST.PTCP  year city ezafe Aqqala LOC
nowjédvan -an -da dvel bol -dy -m

teenager PL LOC first be DLPST ISG
‘I was first among the teenages in the city of Aqqala in the past year.’

T3/21 ohom bey -e_ mddares -da final -a yet -di -m
after that between ezafe schools Loc final DAT reach DLPST 1SG
ke uddur  -dy -m dovvom bol -dy -m

KE.PRTCL lose DLPST POSS.1SG second be DLPST 1SG
‘Then in (the competition) between schools, I reached the final, but I lost and I was

second.’

T3/22 ohom pingpong -da biz -in ostad  -ymyz byr
after that  tabletennis LOC we GEN teacher POSS.IPL  one
adam -y ke byr ayaq -y kollen xarab  mdlul
person LCLTC KEPRTCL one leg P0SS.3 completely broken disabled
‘Now in tabletennis our teacher is a person, one of whose legs is completely broken
(and) disabled.’

T3/23 bainvojud kegvdr -de dvel bol -ybdyr mdilulan -da

nonetheless  country Loc first be INDIRPST disabled people LOC
‘Nonetheless, he was the first in the country among disabled people.’
T3/24 sondan biz  ddrs al -yb bil -yar -s ke

then we lesson take CONv  know PRS 1PL KE.PRTCL

xastdn  tdvanestdin dst di  -yal -le
will being able is say PRS 3PL

‘So we can learn a lesson that where there is a will there is way.’

A significant number of lexical copies from Persian are observed in this text. As
with texts 1 and 2, the speaker adds Turkmen suffixes to the copied lexical item.
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Lexical items include mainly administrative terms, such as names of educational and
government institutions. For example: restdmi [resta ‘field of study’ + -m POSS.1SG
+ -i ACC] ‘my field of study’ (T3/3), debirestanda [debirestan ‘high school’ + -da
Loc] ‘in high school’ (T3/4), modirim [modir ‘headmaster’ + -im POSS.1SG] ‘my
headmaster’ (T3/4), mosaverim [mosaver ‘counsellor’ + -im POSS.1SG] ‘my coun-
sellor’ (T3/4), ensaniq [ensani ‘humanities’ + -g DAT] ‘to humanities’ (T3/6),
mddaresda [mddares ‘schools’ + -da LOC] ‘in schools’ (T3/21), ostadymyz [ostad
‘teacher’ + -ymyz P0OSS. 1PL] ‘our teacher’ (T3/22), sahrestan ‘city’ (T3/1,20), kes-
vdr ‘country’ (T3/23). There are two instances where a Persian plural suffix is
added to the copied lexical item, rather than a Turkmen suffix. These are: kuddkan
[kuddk ‘child’ + -an PL] ‘children’ (T3/16) and nowjdvanan [nowjdvan ‘teenager’ +
-an PL] ‘teenagers’ (T3/16, 20).

Four lexical terms are also copied from English: ferm ‘term’ (T3/11), pingpong
‘table tennis,” (T3/16, 17, 22), kilasa [kilas ‘class’ + -a DAT] ‘to the class’ (T3/19),
finala [final + -a DAT] ‘to the final’. This can be attributed to the influence of Eng-
lish on Persian through which these items have been copied into Turkmen.

Some general terms from everyday life are also copied, for example: zendegi
‘life’ (T3/1), xanvadam [xanvada + -m 1SG.POSS] ‘my family’ (T3/5), edamasyny
[edama + -sy 33G.POSS + -ny ACC] ‘its continuation’ (T3/9), dorahida [dorahi ‘di-
lemma’ + -da LOC] ‘in a dilemma’ (T3/12), bistir ‘mostly’ (T3/16), dlagemdnd
‘interested’ (T3/18), mdlul ‘disabled’ (T3/22). Ordinal numbers are also copied from
Persian, for example dvvdl ‘first’ (T3/8, 23) and dovvom ‘second’ (T3/21).

Four compound verbs containing Persian elements are found. These are com-
posed of a copied noun from Persian followed by the translation of the Persian light
verbs kdrdin ‘to do’ (etmek) and gerefidin ‘to take’ (almak). The verbs zendegi
edydn [zendegi ‘life’ ed ‘do’ -yd PRS -n 1SG] ‘I live’ (T3/1); owez edjek [owez
‘change’ ed ‘do’ -jek FUT] ‘1 will change’ (T3/3, 5); ddrs alyb [ddrs ‘lesson’ al
‘take’ -yb CONV] ‘taking a lesson/learning’ (3/24) can each be expressed by a single
corresponding Turkmen verb, namely yasamaq ‘to live’, ¢alygyrmaq or iitgetmek ‘to
change’ and dwrenmek ‘to learn’ respectively. However, for the compound verb
moxalefiit edydlle [moxalefit ‘disagreement’ ed ‘do’ -ydl PRES -le 3PL] ‘they dis-
agree’ (T3/4) there is a corresponding Turkmen compound verb garsy ¢ygmag ‘to
disagree’.

In some cases, whole blocks of Persian expressions are copied into the narrative,
for example kanune kuddkan o nowjdvanan ‘centre for children and teenagers’
(T3/16) and the proverb xastdn tdvanestdn dst ‘where there is a will there is a way’
(T3/24).

A number of syntactic copies are observed which include: the use of the Persian
conjunction ba in vojud ‘nonetheless’ (T3/23); the ezafe construction (occurs 9
times) eg regte-ye tdjrobi ‘field of science’ (T3/3); beyn-e mddaresda ‘between the
schools’ (T3/21); the use of the particle ki (occurs 6 times). In this text ki is used to
mark adverbial clauses (T3/3, 4, 21), a restrictive relative clause (T3/22) in which ki
is used along with the Persian linker -i (Windfuhr & Perry, 2009) attached to the
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head noun, a non-restrictive relative clause (T3/13) and a complement clause
(T3/24).

As regards contact induced phonological features, whenever a lexical item is
copied, the corresponding Persian pronunciation is generally also copied. This is
exemplified by the use of the [s] and [z] sounds rather than [8] and [8] such as in the
words zendegi ‘life’ (T3/1), ensanig ‘to the humanties’ (T3/6) and xastdin ‘will’
(T3/24), also by the use of [v] rather than [w] in the words vd ‘and’ (T3/4) and dvval
“first” (T3/8, 23), both of which are already normally used in the language.

Summary

As illustrated in the texts, there is a notable increase in the degree of copied ele-
ments down the generations, with the speaker from the older generation exhibiting
only a few instances of lexical copies, the speaker from the middle aged generation a
greater number, while the young man exhibits a high degree of copying on all lin-
guistic levels.

This can be attributed in a large part to the many socio-cultural changes which
have occurred in the life-style and attitudes of Turkmen speakers, from the nomadic,
isolated way of life which encouraged avoidance of any type of contact and interac-
tion with others, even among the different Turkmen tribes themselves, to the gradual
settling down in rural areas in the north-east of Iran, and to the situation nowadays
where, for various reasons, there is a high degree of interaction both within the
Turkmen tribes and with Persian language and culture. Furthermore, the younger
generation commonly leave their home village or town and locate in urban centres
for educational and professional reasons, which in turn leads to a greater exposure to
Persian.

It is this group of Turkmen speakers which exhibits a high copying variety as il-
lustrated in text 3. It is interesting to note that even this group in general currently
maintains a positive attitude towards their mother tongue and still uses it when
communicating with Turkmen friends and relatives.

Nevertheless, with the rapidly increasing intensity and duration of contact (Jo-
hanson 2002), one could expect to see an increasingly higher copying version of
Turkmen. This may result in tensions between the generations (Abish & Csato 2011)
which in turn might create a negative attitude among the young Turkmen to speak-
ing their language, all of which may eventually result in a diminished use of Turk-
men in favour of Persian, particularly in urban settings.

However, taking several factors into consideration, such as strong ethnic iden-
tity, religion as Sunni Muslims, and a fairly large population concentrated in one
specific geographical area of the country, it may be predicted that the Turkmen lan-
guage in Iran will continue to be used and spoken (Doerfer 1998). The question will
be as to what extent and in what ways Persian will continue to impact its use, thus
underscoring the need for further documentation and investigation across the gen-
erations.



The Iranian Turkmen language from a contact linguistics perspective 233

References

Abish, Aynur & Csaté Eva Agnes 2011. Recent developments in Kazak as spoken in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. Turkic Languages 15, 275-290

Clark, Larry 1998. Turkmen reference grammar. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Doerfer, Gerhard 1998. Turkic languages of Iran. In: Johanson, Lars & Csat6, Eva A. (eds.)
The Turkic languages. London & New York: Routledge. 273-282.

Goli, Amin Allah. 1986. L3S 55 selaial (oasbus F )5 )3 (5 s (Seir-i dar tarix-e siasi ejtemaei
Torkeman-ha) [The socio-political history of the Turkmen]. Tehran: Nashr-e Elm

Johanson, Lars 2002. Structural factors in Turkic language contacts. Surrey: Curzon Press.

Nazari, Abdollah 2004. Verb phrases in the Turkmen language: a minimalist programme
analysis. University of Sistan and Balouchistan, Iran. Unpublished MA thesis.

Lewis, M. Paul (ed.) 2009. Ethnologue: Languages of the world. Dallas: SIL International.
Online version http://www.ethnologue.com/ [Accessed 4.September 2012]

Schonig, Claus 1998. Turkmen. In: Johanson, Lars & Csat6, Eva A. (eds) The Turkic lan-
guages. London & New York: Routledge. 261-272.

Turkmen Poetry and Literature Society of Miras 2009. Turkmen language orthography based
on Arabo-Persian script. Gonbad, Iran. Unpublished booklet.

Windfuhr, Gernot & Perry, John R. 2009. Persian and Tajik. In: Windfuhr, G. (ed.) The Ira-
nian languages. Oxon: Routledge. 416-545

Zal, Unal 2011. Tiirkmen Tiirkgesinde isteme ifade eden yapilar. IV. Uluslararasi Diinya Dili
Tiirkge Sempozyumu, Mugla. Unpublished paper.

Abbreviations

1 first person I.CLTC clitic i

2 second person IBER.POSTV postverb iber
3 third person INDIR.PST indirect past
ABL ablative JE.PRTCL particle je
ACC accusative KE.PRTCL ke particle
ADJ adjectiviser LOC locative

ADV adverbial MYQA.PRTCL particle myga
ANDA.CONV converb in anda NEC necessitative
ANDADANI.CONV converb in andaddni NEG negative

AOR aorist NOM nominaliser
COMP comparative OPT optative
COND conditional PASS passive

CONV converb PL plural
DA.PRTCL da particle POSS possessive
DAT dative POSTV postverb
DERIV.SUFFIX derivational suffix PRN pronoun
DLPST past in di PRS present

DIM diminutive PST.PTCP past participle
FUT future REL relativiser
GEN genitive RFLX reflexive
HA.PRTCL particle ha SG singular
HAB.PST habitual past VoL voluntative
HEDE.PRTCL particle hede YBDANIL.CONV converb in ybddni
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Appendix 1: Maps

Figure 1: Map of Iran showing Turkmen speaking area

Map source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Blank-Map-Iran-With-Water-Bodies.png
(Shading by author)
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Figure 2: Map of Golestan Province showing main Turkmen population centres

O Inche Burun

O Kalaleh

o}

Gumishan Gonbad-e Qavus

Map source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Blank-Map-Iran-With-Water-Bodies.png
(Shading by author. Enlargement by author.)
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Figure 3: Main Turkmen population centres in North Khorasan Province (Khorasan-e
Shomali) and Khorasan-e Razavi Province

Map source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Blank-Map-Iran-With-Water-Bodies.png

North Khorasan: Khorasan-e Razavi:
1. Jergelan 4. Quchan
2. Ashkhaneh 5. Dareh Gaz

3. Bojnurd 6. Sarakhs
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Appendix 2: Orthography Tables

Table 1: Consonants

b b B G
P I p < 4
t T T &S
dz X J z >
] 4 C &2
X X H ¢ A
d pi| D K

r P R J
d 3 Z J

3 X Z 5

0 C S SR
I 111 S S
¥ I G g #
f (¢} F K
q K K as
k K K < <
g r G LX
1 J L dl
m M M p -
n H N o4
v B \'Y )

h X H 54 ¢ A
j 7| Y G2
| H N MRS

Source: Turkmen Poetry and Literature Society of Miras, 2009.
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Table 2: Vowels

Abdollah Nazari & Judy Routamaa

a A A I

& 9 A o

I bl Y s 54
i 151 I s 23
e E E 40 |
u y U g
y Y U 33

0 (o) (o) 33
@ ($) ¢} 39

Source: Turkmen Poetry and Literature Society of Miras, 2009.

Table 3: Additional letters in words of Arabic origin

. Latin Iranian
e Cailiip Turkmen  Turkmen
0 C S ]
h X H [l
S C S Ua «a
d" 3 Z U o
t T T L
z 3 Z L
? g =
0 3 Z 3

Source: Turkmen Poetry and Literature Society of Miras, 2009.
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analysis. Turkic Languages 16, 239-256.

The aim of this paper is to investigate the complex verb structures in Kazakh which have
the structure [V-Converb Aux-T-AGR]. With the discussion of those particular construc-
tions, the study seeks for evidence for one of the general claims of Distributed Morphol-
ogy (Halle & Marantz 1993, Embick & Noyer 2001): The syntactic structure is subject to
morphological operations such as merge, fission and fusion in the PF (= Phonological
Form) component of the grammar. For the status of the converb form, 1 argue that it is a
dissociated morpheme which is added to the v head at the PF component and copies itself
to the higher nodes in the derivation. I also argue for a concord relation between the con-
verb form and the tense node, and extend it into the auxiliary elements in complex verb
structures.

Hasan Mesut Meral, Yildiz Technical University, Faculty of Education, Department of
Turkish Language Teaching, Room: A-1034, 34210 Davutpasa Istanbul, Turkey. E-mail:
mesut.meral@boun.edu.tr

1. Introduction

Complex verb structures in Kazakh' involve a particular converb form attached to
the main verb, an auxiliary element which is attached by tense and agreement mark-
ers.” A typical example is illustrated in (1) below.

The complex verb structures studied here are those formed with converb markers (post-
verbial structures). Complex verb structures formed with light verbs such as er- ‘do’ are
excluded from the analysis.
The term complex verb structure in this paper is used only for descriptional purposes.
Similar constructions have been labeled in the literature as serial verb constructions, aux-
iliary-verb constructions, converb constructions and gerundial constructions. What is im-
portant is that these structures are present in many languages of the world which are not
necessarily related to each other in genetic or typological ways, and these structures in-
volve similar grammaticalization procedures and semantic functions. See Haspelmath
(1995), Aikhenwald & Dixon (2006) for discussions from a typological point of view.

The term converb here is considered as referring to a linking morpheme which links
verb roots in order to create a morphologically more complex verbal structure. The use of
the term goes back to Gustaf John Ramstedt, a Finnish Altaicist. The linking morpheme
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(1) Axmet iiniversitet-ke [bar-ip qoy-di].
AXmet:NOM  university:DAT  gO:IP.CONV AUX:PAST.3SG
‘Ahmet has now arrived at the university.’

Example (1) above includes the main verb bar- ‘go’, which is attached by the con-
verb form -/P. The auxiliary goy- ‘put’ following the main verb is attached by the
tense and agreement markers.

Despite the scarcity of theoretical analyses of these structures within the Genera-
tive Theory, there is a vast literature on the issue from the Turcological perspective,
where the issue has been investigated from both synchronic and diachronic points of
view. These studies devote particular focus to the comparative discussion of Turkic
languages with respect to these constructions and to the aspectual interpretations and
actionality (aktionsart) involved there (Arat 1928 (cited in Erdal 2004: 26), Johanson
1988, 1995 and 2004, Csat6é 2003 and Demirci 2006a and b). A generative account
of similar structures in Turkic languages is provided by Bowern (2004), where the
author argues that similar structures in Uzbek are light verb constructions.

The structure of this paper is as follows: In Section 2 I provide a morphological
description for the different types of complex verb structures in Kazakh. Section 3
introduces the problem and raises the theoretical questions discussed in the article.
In the fourth section, I provide some of the core assumptions of Distributed Mor-
phology with respect to the organization of the grammar. Section 5 discusses the
complex verb structures in Kazakh and the problems they pose for morphological
theory. Section 6 summarizes the findings and discusses their theoretical implica-
tions.

(converb) is realized as -£ and -Ip in Turkic languages and both has different realizations
(-e, -a and -1p, -ip, -up, -iip respectively) in accordance with vowel harmony. See Johan-
son (2004: 181-182) for a discussion of the different realizations of these converb forms
in various Turkic languages and a distinction on the basis of aspectual interpretations. Jo-
hanson (2005) introduces the term analytic relator for those converb forms that are also
present in Orkhon Turkic and represent less advanced stages of grammaticalization. See
Johanson (1988: 136) and Erdal (2004: 309) for the etymology of this suffix and Erdal
(2004) for a discussion of the converbs in Old Turkic.

On a similar line of reasoning, the term auxiliary here involves no theoretical claim but
a descriptional convention. Following Johanson (1995, 2004), I use the term auxiliary for
the second verbal head in complex verb structures although different labels for the same
element have been used in the literature.
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2. Data: complex verb structures in Kazakh:

In Kazakh a number of lexical verb roots are used as auxiliary items in order to give
the actionality readings in verbal complexes.’> These verb roots are tur- ‘stand’, ofir-
‘sit’, Zat- ‘lie’, Zir- ‘go’, $ig- ‘go out’, qoy- ‘put’, Ziber- ‘send’, al- ‘take’, ber-
‘give’, gal-, ‘stay’, sal- ‘insert, put into’, fiis- ‘fall’ among others. The different types
of structures in which these auxiliary items occur are listed below.

Type 1: [Voo-IP Aux-T-AGR]. This structure has a verb root, is inflected by the
converb form —IP, and an auxiliary verb, inflected by tense and agreement markers.
Consider the examples in (2a-d) below which are used to express different actional-
ity readings. Complex verb structures are indicated by square brackets.

(2) a. Men dos-im-men [soyles-ip Zat-ir-min].
I:NoM  friend:POSS15G:COM talk:IP.CONV  AUX:AOR:1SG
‘I am talking to my friend.’

b. Axmet kitap-ti [oqi-p Sig-ti].
Axmet:NOM  book:ACC read:IP.CONV  AUX:PAST.3SG
‘Ahmet has read/read the book.’

c. Axmet tniversitet-ke [bar-1p qoy-di].
Axmet:NOM  university:DAT  gO:IP.CONV  AUX:PAST.3SG
‘Ahmet has now arrived at the university.’

d. Oz tereze-den [qara-p tur-a-dij.
gir:NOM  window:ABL  look:IP.CONV  AUX:PRES:3SG
“The girl is looking from the window.’

The examples in (2a-d) include the complex verb structure [V oo-IP Aux-T-AGR]
and involve different actionality interpretations. In (2a and d) the structures are used
to express continuity while those in (2b and c) express completeness.*

Type 2: [Vio-E Aux-T-AGR]. Type 2 has a verb root that is inflected by the
converb form -£ and an auxiliary verb that is inflected by tense and agreement
markers. Consider (3).

3 Johanson (2004: 182-183) lists the actionality meanings expressed by these auxiliaries as
(i) transformatives including suddenness, thoroughness, unexpectedness, quickness, reso-
luteness and completion, which are referred to in the literature as perfectives or in-
choatives, and (ii) nontransformatives including durativity, iteration, repetition, con-
tinuity, permanence, regularity, usualness, habituality, constancy, which are referred to in
the literature as imperfective, durative and habitual constructions.

4 See Johanson (1995, 2004) for a detailed discussion of properties of these constructions
with respect to actionality and viewpoint aspect.
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(3) Axmet Say-ya Seker  [sal-a this-ti].
AXmet:NOM  tea:DAT sugar put:E.CONV  AUX:PAST.3SG
‘Ahmet added sugar to the tea (a sudden action).’

The part of the sentence (3) in square brackets involves ‘a sudden action’ interpreta-
tion, or it expresses that the subject did not have full control over the action carried
out by the verb. Note that the only difference between (2a-d) and (3) is the different
converb marker employed in the structure.

Type 3: [ViorrIP Aux-T e-T-AGR]. This type has a verb root which is inflected
by the converb form -IP, an auxiliary verb which is inflected by a participle and a
defective verb (copula) e- which is inflected by tense and agreement markers. Dif-
ferent from the first two types, two verb roots are available in this structure, one of
which is the copula. Similar to the previous types, this structure is used to express
continuity, completeness or resultant state readings. Consider the structures in (4a-b)
exemplifying this type.

(4) a. Men dos-im-men [soyles-ip Zat-r e-di-m].
I:NoM friend:POss1sG:cOM talk:IP.CONVAUX:AOR  COP:PAST:1SG
‘I was talking to my friend.’
b. Axmet kitap-ti [oqi-p $ig-qan e-dif.

Axmet:NOM  book:ACC read:IP.CONV  AUX:P-PART  COP:PAST.3SG
‘Ahmet had finished reading the book.’

The complex verb structures indicated between square brackets in (4a-b) above in-
volve continuity and resultant state readings respectively.’ Different from those ex-
amples in (2a-d) and (3), the copula root is included in these structures. Note that the
copula carries both tense and agreement markers while the auxiliary element has
only the participle morphology in (4b).

3. The problem and theoretical questions

The above data seem to be related to a particular morphosyntactic property of the
language which allows it to combine two or three verb roots in a complex structure
in order to express some grammatical function. The problem raised in the data is
related to the morphosyntactic functions of the particular morphemes in complex
verb structures and the lack of selectional restrictions imposed by the verb roots on
these morphemes. In other words, there seems to be no selection on the choice of the
converb marker and the auxiliary elements. Moreover, the occurrences of tense

5 Kirchner (1998: 326) points out that [v+IP+Aux+e+Tense+Agr] structures are used to
convey durative or habitual past, and [QAn+e+Tense+Agr] structures involve pluperfect
readings in Kazakh.
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markers and the position of the agreement markers in these structures constitute a
problem for the Lexical Integrity Hypothesis of Anderson (1992) and the Mirror
Principle of Baker (1985).5

More specifically, the choice of the converb form, -IP or -E is problematic with
respect to the two assumptions cited above. In some constructions, there seems to be
a dichotomy between progressive and non-progressive readings. However, the fact
that a single element can be used in structures where different actionality readings
are conveyed, and that the auxiliaries do not select a particular converb form, indi-
cates that the choice of the converb form involves a sort of syncretism.” The unpre-
dictability of the grammatical function of the converb form within the word domain
indicates that syntactic principles can have access to word structure.

Moreover, the distribution of the auxiliary elements in complex verb structures is
problematic for theories which assume a one-to-one correspondence between the
grammatical form and grammatical function it carries. The same auxiliary element
can be used in structures where different actionality readings are indicated, involv-
ing some sort of ambiguity which is problematic for both the Lexical Integrity Hy-
pothesis of Anderson (1992) and the Mirror Principle of Baker (1985). Moreover,
while some auxiliaries seem to be grouped with respect to the actionality readings
they mark, there seems to be no restriction on the choice of a particular auxiliary
item from the ones with the same aspectual feature.

As for the tense and agreement markers, a similar line of reasoning applies. The
problem with tense markers is that the converb forms -/P and -E can also appear as
tense markers in certain structures.

Based on the data and problems given above, we raise the following questions:
How can we deal with the clashes above between morphology and syntax compo-
nents? Can the complex verb structures be analyzed as involving post-syntactic mor-
phological operations, and hence support the general claim of Distributed Morphol-
ogy? What kind of morphological elements are converb markers? Why do partici-

6 The Lexical Integrity Hypothesis claims that “The syntax neither manipulates nor has
access to the internal structure of words” (Anderson 1992: 84). Since the earliest days of
Generative morphology, the Lexical Integrity Hypothesis has been reformulated by dif-
ferent morphologists (Lapointe 1980, Selkirk 1982, Di Sciullo & Williams 1987). It is a
lexicalist approach to word structure in that its core idea is that syntactic structure is blind
to the internal structure of words.

The Mirror Principle of Baker (1985), on the other hand, argues that a close parallelism
occurs between morphology and syntax, and that syntax is not blind to the word structure
but operates on both words and morphemes. In this view, complex words can be formed
by morphological rules such as incorporation which resembles the syntactic rules such as
head movement. The term mirror is used given that in this view morphological derivation
reflects syntactic derivation and syntactic derivation reflects morphological derivation.

7 See however Johanson (2004: 182, 185) for an extensive discussion.
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ples such as -QAN appear on the auxiliary element in contrast to the tense markers
which appear on verb heads? The rest of the article discusses the possible solutions
to these problems based on the theoretical apparatus of Distributed Morphology,
whose basic assumptions are briefly given in the next section.

4. Theoretical background: Distributed Morphology

Distributed Morphology (Halle and Marantz 1993, 1994, Harley and Noyer 1998,
1999) is a non-lexicalist approach to morphology which adopts a Y-type model of
grammar. The output of the syntax component is sent to LF (= Logical Form), where
the sentence receives its interpretation and PF (= Phonological Form), where the
sentence receives its pronunciation. According to Distributed Morphology, the syn-
tactic structure is manipulable in a post-syntactic morphological component where
the syntactic structure is further subject to some morphological operations such as
fusion, fission, impoverishment and concord at the PF component before phonetic
realization. The model assumed in Distributed Morphology is represented in (5)
below.

(5)  The grammar
syntactic derivation

morphological operations
PF LF

Distributed Morphology assumes the model given above and argues that morphol-
ogy is not restricted to a pre-syntactic lexicon module. The syntactic operations such
as Move and Merge do not manipulate the lexical items. There are bundles of mor-
phosyntactic and semantic features which are manipulated by the post-syntactic
morphological operations.

Distributed Morphology assumes /late insertion in that only in the PF component,
the vocabulary items are inserted (match the feature bundles associated with the
morphosyntactic structure). PF rules linearize the hierarchical structure generated by
syntax and add phonological material to the abstract morphemes, a process called
vocabulary insertion. Note that the abstract morphemes are devoid of language-par-
ticular phonological and semantic content. Thus, abstract morphemes are spelled out
during the vocabulary insertion. Vocabulary items are competing as a result of
which the most fully specified item with compatible features is inserted into the
node with the same features.
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5. Discussion

The discussion will first consider the status of the converb form and move into the
explanation of the different usages of the auxiliary elements. Finally, I will investi-
gate the status of the tense and agreement markers in these structures.

5.1. The status of the converb form

Recall that there are two forms used as converbs in complex verb structures, -/P and
-E, and there is no predictability on their choice within a certain structure. The verb
which is inflected by these markers is in bare form while the one used as auxiliary
element is inflected.

I assume that the converb form is a dissociated morpheme in the sense of Em-
bick & Noyer (2001), Harley & Noyer (1998) and Embick & Halle (2005). It is a
dissociated morpheme given that it is not inserted to a particular node to match any
morphosyntactic feature present in the syntactic node. It is added to the syntactic
structure at the PF component of the grammar in particular structural configurations
(complex verb structures in this paper). The addition of these materials is done ac-
cording to the particular well-formedness conditions of the particular language.

To see how well-formedness requirements work, let us compare the status of the
-IP form in Turkish and Kazakh. Unlike Japanese and Chinese, it is not possible to
incorporate/conjoin two lexical verbs in Turkic languages.® Instead, these languages
employ some sort of grammaticalization of some functional readings via certain
buffer elements (cf. Johanson 1998a and b). I argue that the converb forms in Ka-
zakh are used for purely morphological reasons in complex verb structures where
the second verbal root is used as an auxiliary. Consider the following structures in
(6a-b), including the use of these forms in Turkish and Kazakh respectively.

(6)  Turkish
a. Ali [kitab-1 al-1p ] gel-di.
Ali:NOM  book:ACC buy:IP.CONV  come:PAST.3SG
*Ali bought the book and came back.’

8 However, see Csatd (2003), where the author discusses a different type of construction in
which both lexical and auxiliary verb roots are inflected the same. Thus, in the Turkish
example yaz-di dur-du ‘(He) kept writing.” both verbs have past morphology and there
seems to be no converb marker used to combine the two verb forms. These structures may
seem at first glance a combination of two lexical verb roots in order to provide aspectual
information. However, the second verbal element in those structures seems to be restricted
to a few roots which are already used as auxiliary elements in other cases. I restrict the
analysis here to post-verbial structures where the first verbal element is inflected with a
converb marker.
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Kazakh

b. Axmet tiniversitet-ke [bar-1p qoy-dij.
AXmet:NOM university:DAT  go:IP.CONV AUX:PAST.3SG
‘Ahmet has now arrived at the university.’

In the Turkish example (6a) the converb form -/P is used to express the conjunction
of two verbs, al- ‘take” and gel- ‘come’.’ Unlike the one in Kazakh (6b), the converb
form in Turkish is used to express conjunction of two events; hence it contributes to
the meaning of the sentence.'® Thus, its presence in the structure is not purely mor-
phological in that it is inserted to match a particular morphosyntactic feature in the
syntactic node. In (6b), on the other hand, the presence of the converb form -IP is
purely morphological in that the whole structure conjoined by the -/P form ex-

9 See Komnfilt (1997), Csatdo & Johanson (1998), Ozsoy (1999), Csaté (2003), Demirci
(2006b) for the discussion of structures with the converb markers in Turkish.

10 This does not mean that Turkish does not have structures where -Ip and -E are used in
complex verb structures. Consider the following examples provided by a reviewer:

(i) a. Sen Ali-nin sdyle-dik-ler-in-i yaz-ip / *a dur-du-n.
you Ali:GEN say:PART:3PL:ACC write:IP.CONV -E.CONV stop/stand:PAST:2SG
“You kept on writing what Ali said’
b. Sen Ali-nin séyle-dik-ler-in-i yaz-a / *p  dur!
you Ali:GEN say:PART:3PL:ACC write:E.CONV -IP.CONV stop.
Ben hemen gel-iyor-um.
I immediately come:PRES:1SG

‘Start and continue writing what Ali says. I will come immediately’

Based on the examples given above, one can say that Turkish makes use of converb forms
in complex verb structures as well as in verb conjunctions in (6a). Note that this use is re-
stricted to a few verbal roots. What seems to be the problem for our analysis is that Ka-
zakh has the same examples in that -/P and -E contribute to the meaning of the sentence.
The reviewer provides the following examples:

men sayan yat jazip/*-a turdum

‘I kept writing letters to you’,

sen yat jaza/*-ip tur men qazir oralamin

‘Start and continue writing the letter; I will be back soon’.

I propose that the semantic difference in the examples where -IP and -E are used cannot
be attributed to the converbs alone. Rather, it is the whole verbal domain including TAM
and AGR markers that causes meaning differences in these examples. Moreover, these
forms cannot be used interchangeably in that -E seems to be restricted to imperative struc-
ture while -/P is used only with a number of TAM markers.
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presses the single event go. In other words, the lexical interpretation of the second
verbal root is not available and it is the complex verb structure which expresses the
aspecto-temporal interpretation.'" 2

Embick & Halle (2005) points out that dissociated morphemes are not present in
the syntactic part of the derivation. These morphemes are added to some functional
heads at the PF module. At this point, following Embick and Halle (2005), I argue
that the main verb root [v] combines with the auxiliary element [Aux] to form a
complex predicate. Then at PF, the converb node is added to v for morphological
well-formedness reasons. This process is illustrated in (7) below.

(7)  Syntactic derivation: ([root v] Aux [aspect]]"
Morphological structure:  [[root  [v converb]] [Aux [aspect]]]

The representation in (7) above indicates how the dissociated morpheme works in
Kazakh. Accordingly, there is no syntactic node for the converb marker in syntactic
derivation. The syntactic node involves only the verb and auxiliary heads. However,
as noted above, the syntactic derivation is subject to morphological operations in a
post-syntactic module in Distributed Morphology. Thus, in the morphological struc-
ture the converb form is hosted by the syntactic node v. Note that the use of the con-
verb form is an instance of late insertion, by which the converb marker is added to
the derivation at PF component in order to save the otherwise illicit structure.

1 consider the lacking predictability of those two converb forms -/P and -E as an
indication of being a dissociated morpheme. If those two forms were semantically
non-vacuous and inserted into a particular node to match some morphosyntactic
features, we would have different distributional properties for each one. Being a
dissociated morpheme, the converb form is able to copy itself to some higher nodes
in the derivation. This is in accordance with the fact that the converb forms -/P
and -E can also appear on the auxiliary element in Kazakh, where they mark as-
pecto-temporal interpretations. Consider the following structures in (8a-b).

11 This is in line with Johanson (1998a: 42), where such structures are argued to involve
strong semantic fusion. Also, Kirchner (1998: 327) points out that the -/P form in Kazakh
is merely used for clause linking purposes.

12 A reviewer remarks that Kazakh has structures where the converb -IP is used to express
conjunction as also noticed by Kirchner (1998: 327). Thus, there are ambiguous cases
where -IP acts as a conjunction marker in one interpretation and a dissociated morpheme
in another interpretation. Note that our analysis here focuses on the use of -IP in complex
verb structures where the second verbal root is used as an auxiliary which has actionality
interpretation. Our analysis has no prediction on the structures where -IP is used as a con-
junction marker and the second verbal root retains its lexical meaning.

13 Aspect in this representation is meant to be a node in the syntactic structure.
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(8) a. Nurlan kitap-t [ogq1-p Sty-1p-ti].
Nurlan:NOM  book:ACC read:IP.CONV ~ AUX:I-PAST.3SG
‘Nurlan has apparently read the book.’

b. Axmet Say-ya Seker  [sal-a tiis-e-dij.
Axmet:NOM  tea:DAT sugar  put:E.CONV AUX:PRES:3SG
‘Ahmet adds sugar to the tea (a sudden action).’

In (8a-b) above the -IP and -E also appear on the auxiliary element and mark eviden-
tial and present interpretations respectively. This is problematic with respect to the
analysis presented here since the analysis assumes that the converb form is a dissoci-
ated form, hence semantically vacuous. At this point, I argue that the second occur-
rence of -IP is also predicted by the fact that it is a dissociated form. Being a dissoci-
ated form, it is able to copy itself to the higher nodes in the derivation. Accordingly,
it is not only the converb form which is responsible for the temporal interpretation,
but the whole verbal complex expresses it. The copying process is represented in (9)
below.

(9) The copying of the converb form
[[Root [v converb]] [Aux [aspect]] [Tense [converb]]]

According to the copying process in (9), the converb form copies itself to the tense
node where it contributes to the interpretation of the sentence with particular tempo-
ral interpretation. However, this seems to be problematic with respect to the assump-
tion I made earlier in the paper. I have assumed that the dissociated morphemes do
not correspond to any syntactic node in syntactic derivation, but are added at the PF
part of the grammar for purely morphological well-formedness requirements. The
tense node, on the other hand, is present in the syntactic derivation, and the feature
bundle in the syntactic node has to be matched by a vocabulary item through vo-
cabulary insertion in accordance with the general assumptions of Distributed Mor-
phology. At this point, following Embick & Halle (2005), I suggest a concord rela-
tion between the converb and its second occurrence on the tense node.

Embick & Halle (2005:12) argue that the TH (= theme) node in Latin conjuga-
tion acquires the conjugation class feature of the root via a concord process. Then,
the TH node is spelled out as one of the theme vowels. Similar to what Embick &
Halle (2005) argued for the Latin TH nodes, I propose that the converb form enters
into a concord relation with the feature bundle on the tense node. The whole com-
plex then, expresses the temporal meaning of the sentence. '

14 A reviewer points out that examples such as $1y-1p-fi ‘went out’ (13b in the text), where
the converb -IP is used irrespective of copying from the Aux head and gara-p tur-a-di ‘is
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To sum up so far, following Embick & Halle (2005), I argued that the converb
form is a dissociated morpheme which is added to the v head at the PF component of
the grammar and copies itself to the higher nodes in the derivation. I also argued for
a concord relation between the converb form and the tense node in order to explain
the second occurrence of the -/P form on the tense node. In the next section I will be
concerned with the appearance of the auxiliary items in the same structure.

5.2. The status of the aux element: is it really an auxiliary or a v head?

Note that complex verb structures are one of the core properties of the Turkic lan-
guages, especially the North-West group in Johanson’s classification.'® The similar
constructions in Uzbek led Bowern (2004) to assume that these structures are com-
plex predicate structures rather than conjoined event structures. This section applies
the tests used by Bowern (2004) to Kazakh data and discusses whether those forms
are conjoined event structures or complex verb structures. This discussion is aimed
to provide clues for the exact status of the second verbal element in these structures.
Bowern (2004) makes use of a number of tests in order to differentiate the con-
joined event structures from the complex predicates. The first test in Bowern (2004)
is related to the event structure. If the whole verbal complex describes the single
event, it can be assumed that the structure is a complex verb structure where the
second verbal element acts as a light verb head v rather than an auxiliary item. The

looking’ (2d in the text), where a mismatch between the converb form -/P and the tense
marker -£ in terms of copying occurs are problematic for the analysis provided here.
Thus, the question why there is no concord relation in (2d) should be answered. I leave
the problem and further data for future studies at this point. However, the problem is only
apparent if one considers the two occurrences of -/P form in (8a) as involving a type of
syncretism as a result of which several abstract morphemes have the same phonetic expo-
nent (cf. Embick & Halle 2005). The syncretism involved in complex verb structures in
Kazakh is illustrated in (i) below.

(i)Converb, tense and participle forms in Kazakh

converb form tense form
-IP -IP
-E -E
participle form tense form
-QAn -QAn

Thus, various occurrences of the same phonetic form -/P might be a result of syncretism
as well as the concord relation. Note that the concord relation we provide between the two
occurrences of the same phonetic element through a copying procedure takes place at the
PF component of the grammar.

15 See Johanson (1998a and b) for a general discussion of the synchronic and diachronic
aspects, and (2002) for the classification of Turkic languages.
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examples in (6a—b), which illustrate the use of complex verb structures in Turkish
and Kazakh respectively, are repeated here as (10a—b) respectively.

(10) Turkish
a. Ali [kitab-1 al-1p] gel-di.
Ali:NOM  book:ACC buy:IP.CONV  come:PAST.3SG
‘Ali bought the book and came back.’

Kazakh

b. Axmet iiniversitet-ke [bar-1p qoy-di].
Axmet:NOM  university:DAT  go:IP.CONV AUX:PAST.3SG
‘Ahmet has now arrived at the university.’

Turkish (10a) shows that the complex verb structure has a conjoined interpretation
in that the converb element -/P is used to combine two lexical verbal heads al- ‘take’
and gel- ‘come’. The Kazakh example in (10b), on the other hand, describes a single
event rather than the coordination of two lexical verbal heads. The single event read-
ing implies that the whole structure is a complex predicate where the first verbal root
expresses the lexical interpretation while the second one expresses some actionality
interpretation.

The selection of the auxiliary element is used as the second test in Bowern
(2004). Accordingly, if the auxiliary element occurring in those structures is syn-
tactically or morphologically selected, it has to be concluded that it is not a separate
lexical verb head, but a light verb or an auxiliary in a complex predicate structure.
The contrast we have observed in (11a—b) between Turkish and Kazakh is at work
here too. Those constructions in Turkish employ any verbal heads as the second
verbal element, as the example (11) below shows.

(11) Al [kitab-1 al-1p]
Ali:NOM  book:AcC buy:IP.CONV
gel-di/oku-du/sat-ti/ kaybet-ti/at-t/ génder-di.
come/read/sell/lose/throw/send:PAST.3SG
*Ali bought the book and came back/read/sold/lost/threw away/sent (it).’

As the example (11) shows, there is no restriction on the use of the second verbal
element in Turkish. That is to say, any verbal element can be added to the syntactic
node in Distributed Morphology terminology. However, a kind of restriction seems
to occur in Kazakh as illustrated in (12) below.
(12) Axmet iiniversitet-ke [bar-1p qoy-/*$1g-t1].
AXmet:NOM  university:DAT  go:IP.CONV AUX:PAST.3SG
‘Ahmet has now arrived at the university.’
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The example in (12) indicates that the second verbal element in complex predicate
structures in Kazakh obeys some restrictions as illustrated by the ungrammaticality
of the use of the auxiliary items $ig- ‘go out’.'s

To see the exact nature of the second verbal element in these constructions, we
are dealing with the two phenomena discussed in Bowern (2004) here: (i) defective
paradigms, (ii) independent status. It is interesting to note that the second verbal
element in complex verb structures shows both auxiliary and light verb head like
properties with respect to (i and ii) above. Having a defective paradigm, we have to
assume that the second verbal element is an auxiliary element. However, different
from the auxiliaries in European languages, the auxiliaries in complex verb struc-
tures in Kazakh have an independent status in that they are able to act as a verbal
head in non-complex verb structures. The examples below indicate this property.

(13) a. Nurlan kitap-ti [ogqi-p Sig-t1].
Nurlan:NOM  book:ACC read:IP.CONV  AUX:PAST.3SG
‘Nurlan has read/read the book.’

b. Nurlan tiy-den Sty-1p-ti.
Nurlan:NOM  house:ABL go.out:I-PAST:3SG
“‘Nurlan has apparently lefv/left the house.” (Indirect past reading)"’

Example (13a) above involves the auxiliary use of the second verbal element $ig-
‘go’ in a complex verb structure. In (13b), on the other hand, the same verbal ele-
ment is used as an independent verbal expression, as a finite verbal head. This indi-
cates the light verb status of the second verbal element.

As the discussion above shows, the second verbal element in complex verb struc-
tures can be considered both as an auxiliary like element and as a light verb head. I
assume that it is an auxiliary head at least in complex predicate structures and that it
is specified for the actionality interpretation. The implication of this assumption in
terms of Distributed Morphology is that there is a particular node in the syntactic
derivation and the auxiliary element is inserted to that node through vocabulary in-
sertion. I assume that that the Aspect node is a good candidate in Kazakh phrase
structure for the insertion of Aux. This vocabulary insertion is illustrated in (14)
below.

(14) Vocabulary insertion
Aspect [NONTRANSFORMATIVE] < Zat-, tur-

16 A reviewer remarks that bar ‘go’ can combine with the auxiliaries jar- and §ig- in its ‘con-
joined verbal roots’ use. The restriction I discuss here is at work only when it is used in
complex verb structures where the second verbal root is used as an auxiliary form.

17 Kirchner (1998: 326) points out that [v+IP+DI] structures convey indirect past reading.
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Aspect [TRANSFORMATIVE] < 31g-, qoy-, tiis-

The representation above does not predict the choice of a particular auxiliary for the
aspect node in the syntactic derivation. For instance, we cannot predict which of the
vocabulary elements specified for the insertion to the aspect node will be employed
in the structure since the Asp [TRANSFORMATIVE] node can be filled by three differ-
ent vocabulary items. At this point, I assume that membership of the particular node
is an arbitrary property of the auxiliary root. This implies that each auxiliary root is
specified for a feature encoding the membership of a particular class. This is illus-
trated in (15) below.

(15) ¥ Aux g
‘I Aux i}

(15) shows the feature specification for the auxiliary root via the indexes shown as
subscripts. According to the representation above, a particular auxiliary item is
specified with a diacritic feature encoding its class membership. At this point, fol-
lowing Embick and Halle (2005), I assume a concord relation between the auxiliary
item and the main verb root similar to the one I assumed for the converb marker
above. According to this assumption, the aspect node in the syntactic derivation will
be filled by the insertion of a particular auxiliary element with a diacritic feature
specification which is in accordance with the same diacritic feature specification on
the main verb root. Let us look at the representation below to see how this assump-
tion works.

(16) Auxiliary insertion
Aux — Aux x;/ V VERB

According to example (16) above, the auxiliary enters into a concord relation with
the verb root and is inserted into the syntactic aspect node. It should be noted that
the features in the aspect node and the features in the auxiliary should match before
the concord relation takes place. Below are the different auxiliaries and their fea-
tures.

(17) a. Zat- + NONTRANSFORMATIVE
tur- + NONTRANSFORMATIVE
§1q- + TRANSFORMATIVE
qoy- + TRANSFORMATIVE
tiis- + TRANSFORMATIVE

oo o

The auxiliary in (17¢) above has a [+TRANSFORMATIVE] feature and can be inserted
into the aspect node in syntactic derivations having the same feature. However, note
that there are two more auxiliaries with the same feature competing for the insertion.
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At this point, concord relation comes into play and blocks the insertion of the other
two, which do not have the right diacritic feature.'® (18) shows this concord relation
and how the other auxiliaries are blocked from insertion.

(18) The concord relation

[[[N VERB ;] converb] [Aux [v; [+TRANSFORMATIVE]]]
bar- 1P qoy- [ﬁux (tv] [+ TRANSFORMATIVE]]
a.
51q-  [Aux [y [+*TRANSFORMATIVE]]
b. * 3
tis- [Aux [yj [+ TRANSFORMATIVE]]
c. * 4

According to the representation above, among the three auxiliaries with the same
feature [+ TRANSFORMATIVE], only goy- is inserted into the syntactic node since only
it can enter into the concord relation with the main verb as the ungrammaticality of
the second and third concord relations in (18) above indicates. This is in accordance
with the core assumptions of Distributed Morphology in that among the vocabulary
items competing for the insertion, only the one which is the most specified among
others is inserted.

To sum up this section, we discussed the status of the auxiliary element and ar-
gued that it exhibits both auxiliary like and light verb like characteristics. We further
argued that membership of the particular node is an arbitrary property of the auxil-
iary root. For the choice of a particular auxiliary element, I assumed a concord rela-
tion with the main verb and the auxiliary.

6. Conclusion

The paper provided a brief theoretical discussion of the complex verb structures in
Kazakh within the Distributed Morphology framework. The study is limited to the
discussion of two main problems that appear in complex verb structures: (i) the con-
verb marker, and (ii) the auxiliary item. For the status of the converb form, the paper
claimed that it is a dissociated morpheme in that it is added to the derivation for
morphological well-formedness requirements. For the double occurrence of -IP in
some constructions, I have provided a concord relation between the converb and the
tense markers. The second problem discussed in the article was the status of the sec-
ond verbal element in complex verb structures. I proposed that the second verbal

18 Some native speakers find (18c) grammatical as one of the reviewers states. I assume that
there is a dialect split for the grammaticality status of this example. For those who accept
(18c), there might be additional interpretations alongside the ‘arrived’ meaning.
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element is an auxiliary item whose occurrence is another manifestation of the con-
cord relation with the main verb.

The discussion of the problems in the data and the explanations provided here
supported one of the main claims of Distributed Morphology: the syntactic structure
is subject to post-syntactic morphological operations at the PF component of the
grammar. The paper also contributes to the theoretical description of Kazakh in that
it helps to explain the nature of grammatical relations occurring within the complex
verb structures in the language. However, the article suffers from limited data and
acknowledges that there may be additional data which possibly include counter ex-
amples for the argumentation here. We hope to draw attention to the theoretical de-
scription of complex verb structures in language in order to understand the exact
nature of grammatical relations.
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Abbreviations:

ABL  ablative CoP  copula PAST  past

ACC  accusative DAT  dative PL plural
AGR  agreement GEN  genitive POSS  possessive
AOR  aorist, I-PAST indirect past PRES  present
AUX  auxiliary NOM  nominative SG singular
COM  commutative PART  participle \' verb
CONV  converb P-PART past participle

References:

Aikhenvald, Alexandra Y. & Dixon, Robert M. W. (eds.) 2006. Serial verb constructions: a
cross-linguistic typology. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Anderson, Stephen R. 1992. A-morphous morphology. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Baker, Mark 1985. The mirror principle and morphosyntactic explanation. Linguistic Inquiry
16, 373-415.

Bowem, Claire 2004. (Some notes on) light verbs and complex predicates in Turkic. In: Csir-
maz, Aniko & Lee, Youngjoo & Walter, Mary Ann (eds.) 2004. MITWPL 46: Proceed-
ings of the First Workshop in Altaic Formal Linguistics. Cambridge & Mass.: The MIT
Press.

Csaté, Eva Agnes 2003. A typology of Turkish double-verb constructions. In: Ozsoy, A.
Sumru et. al. (eds.) 2003. Studies in Turkish linguistics, Istanbul: Bogazigi University
Press. 105-110.

Csat6, Eva Agnes & Johanson, Lars 1998. Turkish. In: Johanson, Lars & Csaté, Eva Agnes
(eds.) The Turkic languages. London & New York: Routledge. 202-235.



Kazakh complex verb structures: A Distributed Morphology analysis 255

Demirci, Kerim 2006a. Kazakh verbal structures and descriptive verbs. Maryland: Dunwoody
Press.

Demirci, Kerim 2006b. Japonca’daki birlesik fiiller ve Tiirkgedeki fiillere benzerlikleri. Bilig
38, 123-136.

Di Sciullo, Anne Maria & Williams, Edwin 1987. On the definition of word. Cambridge &
Mass.: The MIT Press.

Embick, David & Noyer, Rolf. 2001. Movement operations after syntax. Linguistic Inquiry,
32, 555-595.

Embick, David & Halle, Morris 2005. On the status of stems in morphological theory. In:
Geerts, Twan & Ginneken, Ivo van & Jacobs, Haike (eds.), Proceedings of Going Ro-
mance 2003. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 37-62.

Erdal, Marcel 2004. A grammar of old Turkic. Leiden & Boston: Brill.

Halle, Morris & Marantz, Alec 1993. Distributed morphology and the pieces of inflection. In:
Hale, Kenneth & Keyser, Samuel Jay (eds.) The view from building 20: essays in linguis-
tics in honor of sylvain bromberger. Cambridge & Mass.: The MIT Press. 111-176.

Halle, Morris & Marantz, Alec 1994. Some key features of distributed morphology. In: Car-
nie, Andrew & Harley, Heidi (eds.) MIT working papers in linguistics 21: papers on pho-
nology and morphology. Cambridge & Mass.: The MIT Press. 275-288.

Harley, Heidi & Noyer, Rolf 1998. Licensing in the non-lexicalist lexicon: nominalizations,
vocabulary items and the encyclopedia. In: Harley, Heidi (ed) MIT working papers in lin-
guistics 32: papers from the UPenn/MIT roundtable on argument structure and aspect.
Cambridge & Mass.: The MIT Press. 119-137.

Harley, Heidi & Noyer, Rolf 1999. Distributed morphology. Glot International 4, 3-9.

Haspelmath, Martin 1995. The converb as a cross-linguistically valid category. In: Haspel-
math, Martin& Konig, Ekkehard (eds.) Converbs in cross-linguistic perspective: structure
and meaning of adverbial verb forms, adverbial participles, gerunds. Empirical ap-
proaches to language typology 13 Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter. 1-96.

Johanson, Lars 1988. On the renewal and reinterpretation of ‘instrumental’ gerunds in Turkic.
Oriens 31, 136-153.

Johanson, Lars 1995. On Turkic converb clauses. In: Haspelmath, Martin & Konig, Ekkehard
(eds.) Converbs in cross-linguistic perspective: structure and meaning of adverbial verb
Jforms-adverbial participles, gerunds. Empirical approaches to language typology 13. Ber-
lin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter. 313-347.

Johanson, Lars 1998a. The structure of Turkic. In: Johanson, Lars & Csaté, Eva /\gnes (eds.)
The Turkic languages. London & New York: Routledge. 30-66.

Johanson, Lars 1998b. The history of Turkic. In Johanson, L. and Csato, E. (eds.), The Turkic
Languages, 81-125. London & New York: Routledge. 85-125.

Johanson, Lars 2002. Tiirk dili haritas: iizerinde kegifler. Ceviren Nurettin Demir & Emine
Yilmaz. (Grafiker Yayinlar 7, Aragtirma ve Inceleme Dizisi 5.) Ankara.

Johanson, Lars 2004. On Turkic transformativizers and nontransformativizers. Turkic Lan-
guages 8, 180-190.

Johanson, Lars 2005. Pyramids of spatial relators in northeastern Turkic and its neighbours.
Ms. University of Mainz.

Kirchner, Mark 1998. Kazakh and Karakalpak. In: Johanson, Lars & Csaté, Eva Agnes (eds.)
The Turkic languages. London & New York: Routledge. 318-332.

Kornfilt, Jaklin 1997. Turkish. London: Routledge.



256 Hasan Mesut Meral

Lapointe, Steven G. 1980. A theory of grammatical agreement. [Ph.D. dissertation, University
of Massachusetts, Amherst].

Ozsoy, A. Sumru 1999. Turkish. Istanbul: Bogazici University Publications.

Selkirk, Elisabeth 1982. The syntax of words. Cambridge & Mass.: The MIT Press.



Yakut verbs of thinking in comparison with
Russian verbs

Vladimir Monastyrev & Svetlana Prokopieva

Monastyrev, Vladimir & Prokopieva, Svetlana 2012. Yakut verbs of thinking in compari-
son with Russian verbs. Turkic Languages 16, 257-264.

The present paper deals with Yakut verbs of thinking and their equivalences and cor-
respondences to Russian verbs. The purpose is to reveal some universal and specific se-
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of a certain mental activity. Their meaning is ‘to reason, to infer’ as the highest form of
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The verb canaa-

According to the BolSoj tolkovyj slovar’ jakutskogo jazyka ‘The large explanatory
dictionary of the Yakut language’ (Slepcov ed. 1972, 2005, 2007), the verb canaa-
‘to think, to conceive of” is represented by ten lexico-semantic variants. Seven of its
variants characterize it as the verb of thinking that is functionally equivalent to the
Russian verb dymams ‘to think about; to be concerned about’. We will now analyze
the equivalence more closely. Yakut canaa- and Russian dymams are equivalent
with respect to the meaning ‘to think of, to direct one’s mind towards’. Compare:
Mun yy6ymman yizyypan unnuxunu canaameim ‘1 was sleepless thinking about the
future’ cf. On 0 uém-mo ece spems dyman u max Gvin 3aHAM CEOUMU MBICTIAMU, ¥MO
Ko020a e2o chpawueanu o0 Yém-HubyOb, mo oH npocun noemopums eéonpoc ‘He was
thinking about something all the time, and he was so deep in his thoughts that when
he was asked about anything he asked to repeat the question’.

The third and the forth meanings of canaa- are equivalent to the second meaning
of oymams, namely ‘to make a mental effort, to come to an idea, to decide, under-
stand, realize in one’s mind’. Compare: Mun manman 6apviaxnvii canbiblbbin ‘I'm
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thinking of leaving this place’ cf. 4 dymaro, cecoons nam nado yexame ‘1 think we
should leave today’.

The seventh meaning of canaa- is equivalent to the fourth meaning of dymame,
namely ‘to want, to desire, to intend to do’. Compare: Toiapa yaonuu 6apeiaxnvin
canvinibbin ‘1 intend to work in the country’ cf. H ne dymaro ¢ Hum cnopumse ‘1 don’t
intend to argue with him’.

The equivalent meanings differ with respect to the frequency of use of canaa-
and dymams. Thus some meanings of canaa- are ranked lower than the equivalent
meanings of dymame.

A further lexico-semantic variant of canaa- ‘to remember, to keep in mind’, e.g.
Hyvypayhyn oo caahvin dopommopyr m3n0bu canbiblp ‘Nyurguhun always remem-
bers the friends from his childhood’ corresponds to the meaning of the memory verb
nomuumsb ‘to keep in one’s mind, e.g. 5 nomuio yyonoe mzrnosenue ‘1 remember a
beautiful moment’.

In some cases the meaning of canaa- ‘to think of| to have a particular attitude’,
e.g. Mun kununapu onyc kynoymyx canviviborn ‘1 think of them very warmly’, corre-
sponds to the figurative meaning of Russian zrz10ems ‘to think of, to direct one’s
mind towards something’, e.g. Iisorcy Ha npownoe ¢ mockoiu. ‘1 look back on the
past with yearning’. The sixth meaning of cawaa-, ‘to recall, to call something to
mind’, e.g. Mun caivin anaahblv xamviirHapelh KOpPOOXNYH3I OBO CAACHbIM
canviolbbin “When 1 see the birch trees of my alaas in summertime I remember my
childhood’ corresponds to the figurative meaning of Russian éoccmanasnusame ‘to
imagine something forgotten, to bring to one‘s mind an awareness of something
from the past’, e.g. 1 vumaro 3mu cmapwie nucema u 80ccmaHaenUear0 8 NAMAMU
8cé, umo bwi10 dopozo ‘1 am reading these old letters and recall everything that was
so dear’. The eighth meaning of canaa- is implicitly mental ,‘to think of something
that was good’, e.g. Xahan am3 ymyebyn canaap ‘Think of the days that were good
with me and be thankful.’

The verb canaa- has the causative canam- with the separate meaning ‘to remind
somebody of something’, e.g. By oayc 3tissac, caahvipa 6apbeim Ovaxmap ui36un
onyc kyycks canamma ‘This very friendly old woman reminded me of my mother’.
It corresponds to the Russian verb of thinking #anomnums ‘to recall memories, to
make somebody recall’, e.g. Imu xyodoocnuxu nanomuunu mue, xoms 6ul éHewne,
ayuwux moux opyseu pamnneii monooocmu ‘These artists reminded me of the best
friends of my youth at least in their appearance.’

The verb canaa- forms analytical constructions at the phraseological level. Ex-
amples:

Ouu canaa- ‘to conclude, to recognize’, e.g. Hean Huxonaeeuy, 3x umunu myox Oouu
canvoizbin? ‘Ivan Nikolaevich, what do you think about that?’. It corresponds to the
Russian mental verb nonazame ‘to suppose, conclude’, e.g. 5 norazaro, umo on npase ‘1
believe he’s right’.
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canaan kan- ‘to recall, e.g. Mun onox myhynau, 0bon myhynaw onyc yycmyx smuun3pu
uhummoaxnun> mepeebym araacnuin canaar xn36un ‘When I hear very complicated
thoughts about life, happiness I recall my dear alaas’. It corresponds to the second
meaning of ecnomnume ‘to bring to one’s mind suddenly an awareness of the past’, e.g.
IIpoesacan mumo wKonvl, on 8cnoMHun ceoio nepsyio moboew ‘Passing by the school,
he recalled his first love’.

canaan xep- ‘to consider carefully, to think over’, e.g. On canaan xep, apaii 6apan
xaamaxxvita xaidax 6yonyoxxyn? ‘Think over what happens to you when you just
leave?’. It corresponds to romwiunsme ‘to consider the possibility of a course of
action’, e.g. On u He nomeizunan o noesdke ¢ Amepuxy ‘He has never thought of going
to the U.S.’.

canaan massic- ‘to think intensively and constantly of something’, e.g. Hiam> ogomyn
canaan maxcapa ‘Mother was thinking of her child’. It corresponds to pazdymeisame
‘to think a lot and intensive of something’, e.g. Xeamum pazdymvieams, coznawaiics!
‘Stop thinking, give your consent!’.

canbier myc- ‘to come suddenly to one’s mind’, e.g. Hoyxyaai amucks 6boiiobyoii
dosommoapyn canvibt mycmy. ‘Suddenly, Nikolay thought of his friends from the war.’
It corresponds to 3adymamscs ‘to think deeply, to be absorbed in thought’, e.g.
Cmyoenm 3adymancs o npedcmosaweli coave 3k3amenayuonnou ceccuu ‘The student
thought of the coming examinations’.

The combination 3peums canaa- ‘to think carefully’ involves the converb apeum-3
of apzum- ‘to turn’, e.g. Mun 3mus mewn 3musxnun bapapabuvik Oa, OUPUHHUK
apaum3 canaan bapan mymynuym. ‘I also wanted to speak, but, thinking it over
deeply, I refrained from it.’ It corresponds to 0o6dymams ‘to think, to consider
carefully’, e.g. Ilpexcoe uem npunamv pewenue 06 omvesde, oboymail ceou
nocmynox ‘Before making a decision about the trip, think it over’.

Phraseological units in which a component is a verb of thinking take a special
place. Thus aunbizbinan canaa- means ‘to consider somebody unworthy, to regard
someone lower than oneself’, e.g. Kuhunu xahan dapamnvl can3363m, anHvlebiHaH
canaabam, ynaxamceiibam, kyony 6apa. ‘You should not humiliate others. You
should not think of yourself higher or lower than others’. Xomo canaa ‘be sure to
manage something’, e.g. Cepzeii y13Hu moso 3p3 Kvlaublam OUIH XOMO CAHbIbID
‘Sergey is sure that he can somehow deal with (manage) the job’.

The universal Russian verb of thinking, dymamo, is represented by five lexico-
semantic variants in OZegov & Svedova (1999). Numbers 1, 2 and 4 have equiva-
lents to the semes of canaa-. Number 3 ‘blame, suspect’ is not codified by canaa-.
This meaning is expressed by yop6anaa- ‘to suspect’, kymyp3s- ‘to suspect, to im-
pute a bad deed’. Meaning 5 of dymams ‘to take care, to worry’ corresponds to the
fourth meaning of Yakut moaxyiidaa- ‘to worry’.

The verb oymams is characterized by the absence of analytical constructions and
fixed word complexes in the form of modal phrases.
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The verb eiiooe-

The verb e#deo- has three lexico-semantic variants and is formed from the noun e
‘sense, reason, memory’ by the marker -dee, a variant of naa. All three meanings
express the concept of thinking.

Its main meaning is equivalent to the meaning of Russian nomuums ‘to remem-
ber, not to forget’.

Its second meaning ‘remember something from the past’ corresponds to the first
meaning of écnomuums ‘to recall in memory, to turn to the past in one’s mind’ and
the figurative meaning of éoccmanosume ‘to imagine, to reconstruct’.

The third meaning, ‘to understand, to be aware of the true meaning’, corresponds
to the main meaning of noname ‘to perceive the intended meaning’.

The verb eiodee- also forms analytic constructions with the meaning of thinking.

Examples:

etideen K3buc-, e.g. H apaw 3nnumun Kyyckd etideer k3buc ‘You should keep the
words of your father in your memory very well’, is equivalent to 3aromuums ‘to keep
in memory’;

etioeen kep- ‘to understand, to be aware’ corresponds to nousms ‘to perceive the mean-
ing’, e.g. Ju ouideen kep, dvbrana xatidax 6yonyosyr “You should be aware of what is
going to be’;

etideen kan- ‘to return in one’s mind to the forgotten’, e.g. hapviaxmaaxnein eiideen
kanum mun 6yzyn ‘Today I suddenly remembered that I have to go’, corresponds to the
second meaning of ecnomwums ‘to return suddenly in one’s mind to something
forgotten’;

ouoyy celpuim-, €.g. OH 3nnum mMulUNapebii KYpyyK oeuoyy ceiosabbin ‘1 al-
ways/continually recall the words you said’, is equivalent to nomnums ‘to keep in one’s
memory, not to forget’.

Because of the combination of e#dee- and canaa-, the constructions eudeen x3n-
and eudyy cuipeim- have given rise to eu#desn-canaan kan- and eudyy-caHvivi
coipoim- with the meanings ‘to remember suddenly’ and ‘to keep in memory’.

The verb monxyiioaa-

The verb monkyiidaa- is a loanword from Russian moaxoeame. It derives from
monkyi ‘thought, idea, belief, intention, intent’ + -0ga. The verb moaxosams
expresses verbal activity (speech transaction, communication). The Yakut
polysemantic verb moakyiioaa- has four main lexico-semantic meanings. It is
equivalent to the main meaning of dymams ‘to direct one's mind’ and corresponds to
Mmuicaums ‘to reason’. The third meaning is ‘to make up, to invent’, corresponding to
npudymams ‘to invent, to find, to suppose to do’. The fourth meaning is ‘to give
oneself trouble’, corresponding to the fifth meaning of dymams.

As all Yakut verbs mentioned above, moakyiidaa- forms analytical constructions
with the meaning of thinking. Thus moaxyidaar xep ‘to think over thoroughly’ cor-
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responds to Russian o60ymsieams ‘to think, to reason’ and pazdymwigame ‘to think
during some time’.

The combination moakyi#oaan mahaap can mean ‘to come to a decision after
long and profound thoughts’. It corresponds to pewams ‘to conclude after thinking’.

The verb 6un-

The verb 6usn- is represented by eight lexico-semantic variants, four of them being
verbs of thinking. The verb 6ua- has equivalents and correspondences with the Rus-
sian verb 3Hath, which has five lexico-semantic variants, three of them having men-
tal meaning. The second meaning of 6ur- is equivalent to the meaning of 3#ams ‘to
have an idea’. The third meaning of 6uz- corresponds to the third meaning of 3name
‘to be acquainted with’.

The sixth meaning of 6uz- ‘to consider carefully, to pay special attention to’ cor-
responds to Russian exuxams ‘to consider deeply and attentively’. The eighth mean-
ing, ‘to be able to do’ corresponds to the second meaning of 3nams ‘to possess some
knowledge’.

Other verbs

Polysemantic verbs complementing the picture of the conceptual sphere of mental-
ity:

6ynxynyn- ‘to be confused, in doubt’, e.g. Tymyy canarmama myox da 6vihaapuivinaax
Ovahanvl vuiblapbii  Gynbakka, 6ynkymna, wvlevinvitia onopbym ‘The construction
management was confused by not finding any good solution’;

6ymyayn- ‘to have doubt concerning the essence’, e.g. Mawa apaac k3nc33HHIpMIH
xapaapuvt 6ymyman xaanmna ‘In the end, Masha was confused because of different
rumors’;

MmyH- ‘to get confused, to get entangled’, e.g. Kyoka anmuat Gyna oxcybakxa, MyHaH
xaanbeir kuhu Kypayk, on-6y amsku Mam33puHHITY ‘Not having found the cor-
responding answer, Koka got confused’;

MyHaap- ‘to be in doubt, to hesitate’, e.g. O5onnbop MyHaapbeim Gbihvibinan Geimbicbin
umapun3 onopboxmoomo ‘The old man was sitting at a loss stroking his beard’.
MyHaaxchiii- ‘to doubt, to hesitate’, e.g. “Tehe Tyyn935H aThIbUI1aa6bNIBITEH GapEITEIH
CypyiTapapra Jbijibl THIMMBIINBIT AMK?”, - JH3H OROHHBOP MyHaaxchifa TyhsH puLIa
‘We have recorded how much fur we sold, haven’t we? - The old man hesitated’;
caapbaxmaa- ‘to be uncertain, to question’, e.g. Yony ya357 biiblabbiH YAGXAHHBIK
caapbaxmaan onopop ‘He was very uncertain if he should hire the boy’;

cabasanaa- ‘to guess, to suppose’, e.g. Kushd Ouskumsn apoax myhye Ouan
cabasaraama ‘He thought it might rain by the evening’;

cabasanan- ‘to be supposed in one’s mind’, e.g. Caxa cupuzsp penpeccussa 3000
K3purs kuhu xabvusibeima cabasananap (It is supposed that about 3000 people were
subjected to repression in Yakutia);
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yunyuli- ‘to study, to investigate’, e.g. Husmac yuyonatioapa caxa meinbin 6acmakbiHan
yunyutibumm3ps ‘The German scientists were the first to study the Yakut language’.

Fixed word complexes

A word may lack a particular meaning and be used as a component of a limited
number of fixed word complexes. One case in point is ceinblil, i.e. coiHbl-tiaH aax-
‘to read, thinking deeply’, e.g. By kapuueu yuyz3toux ceinsitian aax ‘Read this pas-
sage of the text attentively’; ceinwriian yepam ‘to study in detail and carefully’
Yemaabor 6acmaan cuineiiian yepamusxxs naada ‘First of all, the statute must be
studied carefully and in detail’.

The meaning can be included in the paradigm of the regular polysemy of verbs
of motion, which is attested by a number of examples, such as (uc) uhuesp xuup- ‘to
go deep into’, canaan kan- ‘to come to one’s mind’, canaan magwic ‘to think much
and constantly’, canaa xuupan xkann> ‘a thought gradually coming to the mind’,
canaasa k313 ‘to come to an idea’, ewideen kan- ‘to come back in one’s mind’,
euodyy cuipim ‘to keep in one’s memory’, eiyzap kemen mycm3 ‘suddenly come to
the mind’, moakyiioaan maseic- ‘to think much and intensely’.

These complexes represent the process of thinking independent of a human being
as a passive observer of the event. A characteristic feature of mental meanings de-
rived from the motion verbs is that they relate a motion not to the visual perception
of something external, but to the perception of what is happening inside the person
in the domain of mind.

Certain verbs of motion, kuup- ‘to enter’, x31- ‘to come’, maspic- ‘to exit’, myc-
‘to come down’, and ceipeim- ‘to go’, together with verbs of thinking form phrase-
ological units:

(uc) uhuzap (Ovursp) xkuup- ‘to go deep into’, e.g. Mc uhuesp kuuposxxs 6y yraxau
b6ymyypoaax oveiana ‘If we go deep into it, it’s a very complicated case’;

canaasa kan- ‘to come to an idea’, e.g. By dvbiananel xasiaan 0a muhsgap musposp
canaaga k3113 ‘He came to the idea that he must finish this case-whatever it costs’;
cauvaan k31- ‘to come to one’s mind’, e.g. Mun onox myhynan, dvon myhynan onyc
yycmyk smuunapu uhummaxnun3, mepeebym anaacneis canaan k3n136un. “When I hear
very complex thoughts about life, happiness, I come to my native alaas in my mind’;
caHaaH Tagbic- ‘to think much and constantly’, e.g. i3T5 OFOTYH caHaaH Taxcapa
‘Mother was thinking of the child’;

canvit myc ‘to think suddenly’, e.g. Xahau 3ps 6wurbipeel yiisss xapawa mymaiia
cynnymy canvibt myha6un ‘1 suddenly think of the long disappeared dark fog’;

etideeH Kan- ‘to come back in one’s mind’, e.g. Bapsiaxmaaxnvin 61id0een KaAAUM MUK
6yeyn ‘1 remembered that I have to go’;

etidyy ceipbim- ‘to keep in one’s memory’, e.g. Kapa myyay kepbymmyy kanun eudyy
couidssiasbim ‘11l keep it in my memory as a beautiful dream’;
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monkyidaan masvic- ‘to think much and intensely’, e.g. Owopbym 6uipaiibiaza
mabvinvian dyy, mabeuuibimbian 0yy monkytidaan massicma ‘He has been thinking
whether the project initiated by him would be successful or not’

There are cases of double use of motion verbs such as kuup- ‘to enter’ + xaz- ‘to come’
cf. kuupan kan- ‘to appear’, kem- ‘to fly’ + myc- “to fall’ cf. kemen myc- ‘to run in’;
canaa kuup3H kan- ‘a thought gradually coming to the mind’, e.g. Kaauax-6apwiax
canaama xuupsn ka3 ‘A thought of going out came to his mind’;

otibop kuupsu kin- ‘gradually return to one’s memory’, e.g. Ypykky onosym wviap
my23HH3p3 elibep kuupan kamun3p ‘Hard moments of my past life returned to my
memory’.

etiy2ap kemen myc- ‘suddenly come to the mind’, e.g. Imucka ediy2ap 6unu viabimmbim
canaama kemen mycm3. ‘The accepted decision suddenly came to his mind’.

The common seme shared by the lexico-semantic variants of the verbs of thinking
caHaa-, 6iidee-, moakyioaa- and 6ur- is ‘to reason, to make conclusions, to think’.

Conclusions

The Yakut verbs of thinking have a wider polysemy than the Russian verbs of think-
ing: canaa- ten (seven lexico-semantic variants with mental meaning), 6us- eight
(four lexico-semantic variants with mental meaning), dymams seven (four lexico-se-
mantic variants with mental meaning), 3vams five (three lexico-semantic variants
with mental meaning).

This means that seven of ten lexico-semantic variants of canaa- characterize it as
a verb of thinking. The verb has equivalent relations to the main meaning of the verb
dymamos. The third and fourth lexico-semantic meanings of canaa have equivalent
relations to the second meaning of dymame. The seventh meaning of canaa- has
equivalent relations to the fourth meaning of dymame.

The main meaning of the verb etidee- is equivalent to the main meaning of the
verb nomuume.

The main meaning of the verb moakyiidaa- is equivalent to the main meaning of
dymams. The second lexico-semantic variant of 6ui- is equivalent to the main mean-
ing of 3name.

The lexico-semantic variants of the Yakut verbs of thinking also correspond to
particular meanings of mbicrums ‘to reason’, npudymams ‘to invent, to find, to sup-
pose to do’, nonwams ‘to perceive the intended meaning’, ecnomrums ‘to bring to
one’s mind suddenly to an awareness of the past’, gnuxkams ‘to consider deeply and
attentively’ and to figurative meanings of 2120ems ‘to think of, to direct one’s mind
towards something’, eoccmanaenusams ‘to imagine something forgotten, to bring to
one‘s mind an awareness of something from the past’ and 6éoccrmarnosums ‘to imag-
ine, to reconstruct’.

The second lexico-semantic variant of the verb canaa- corresponds to the figura-
tive meaning of 2z20ems.
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The sixth lexico-semantic variant of the verb canaa- corresponds to the figura-
tive meaning of eoccmanasanueams.

The second lexico-semantic variant of e#idee- corresponds to the verb of mem-
ory ecnomnums and the figurative meaning of éoccmanosumes.

The third lexico-semantic variant 6i#dee- corresponds to nousme.

The second lexico-semantic variant of moaxyiidaa- corresponds to meiciume.

The third lexico-semantic variant of the verb moaky#idaa corresponds to
npudoymamo.

The fourth lexico-semantic variant of the verb moskyiodaa- corresponds to the
fifth meaning of dymame.

The third lexico-semantic variant of the verb 6ur- corresponds to the third mean-
ing of 3name.

The sixth lexico-semantic variant of 6ur- corresponds to snuxame.

The eighth lexico-semantic variant of 6un- corresponds to the second meaning of
3Hamb.

In analytical constructions and fixed word complexes, the Yakut verbs of think-
ing correspond not only to verbs of thinking, but also to verbs of memory, emotional
evaluation and decision.

The processes of semantic reanalysis of verbs of thinking in analytical construc-
tions and fixed word complexes are of great interest.

Verbs of motion such as xkuup- ‘to enter’, kan- ‘to come’, magpic- ‘to exit’, myc-
‘to come dowe’ and cuipuim- ‘to go’ are used as verbs of thinking. Their peculiarity
is that they relate motion not to the visual perception of something external, but to
the perception of something happening inside a person’s mind.

Yakut verbs of thinking are characterized by rather wide unspecified meanings.
They are thus used in analytic forms and fixed constructions with the purpose of
finer specification of their meanings. The comparison of their semantic structures to
those of Russian verbs shows the universal and specific traits of the lexico-semantic
variants.
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1. The Hungarian window on West Old Turkic

In Turcological literature, the term “Old Turkic” is often restricted to what should be
called “East Old Turkic” (Johanson 2001), the varieties of Turkic spoken between
the eighth and the thirteenth century in Central and East Asia. The historical varie-
ties of the Turkic languages spoken west of the Ural mountain range and the Ural
River are generally swept under the carpet because they are too poorly documented.
Historical records of these languages are mainly restricted to non-fully deciphered
inscriptions and onomastic material scattered throughout non-Turkic sources. More-
over, historical comparative reconstruction is hindered by the fact that Chuvash is
the only surviving representative of the western Turkic languages.

The study West Old Turkic. Turkic loanwords in Hungarian”by Andras Rona-
Tas and Arpad Berta improves this situation by using the Turkic loanwords pre-
served in Hungarian as a source for the reconstruction of West Old Turkic. Given
the early dissolution of Turkic into an eastern, so-called “Common Turkic” and a
western, so-called “Oghuric” branch, a better understanding of West Old Turkic will
also lead to a more accurate reconstruction of proto-Turkic. Since this book opens
an alternative window on West Old Turkic and thus paves the way for improving
proto-Turkic reconstruction, it represents a major step forward in the field of Turkic
historical linguistics.

Apart from students and scholars of Turkic languages and linguistics, West Old
Turkic. Turkic Loanwords in Hungarian will also appeal to people interested in the
history of the Hungarian language because it injects the advances made in Turcol-
ogy over the last twenty years into Hungarian etymology and offers a concise his-
tory of the Hungarian language, including a list of core-etymologies reflecting
(Finno-)Ugric affiliation.
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The authors’ wish expressed in the preface (p. viii) to “offer this book to PhD
students in Turkology and East European Studies” is probably too modest an aspira-
tion because not only scholars of Turkic or East European languages will benefit
from reading this book; it will also be of interest to historical linguists in general. In
the present review, I will concentrate on the merits that this research has for linguists
who want to approach genealogical and contact studies from an integrated perspec-
tive. In Section 2, 1 will suggest a typology of the Turkic loanverbs in Hungarian
and infer criteria to distinguish copies from cognates in cases of remote linguistic
relationship. Verbs are particularly telling for this purpose, because they resist code-
copying more successfully than nouns. Therefore, and in view of the limited space, I
have chosen to restrict myself to an analysis of the verbs only. In Section 3, I will
apply these criteria to a much debated case of remote relationship, namely the Tran-
seurasian controversy. Finally, I will present my conclusions in Section 4, arguing
that the nature of the verbal correlations in the Turkic-Hungarian contact case sig-
nificantly differs from the ways in which verbs are shared across the Transeurasian
languages.

2. Typology of the Turkic loanverbs in Hungarian

2.1. Contact setting

Throughout their history, the Turkic people have been massively on the move, with
significant streams of migration going from East to West. From the fifth century AD
on, Oghuric tribes, such as the Ogurs, Avars, Khazars and Bulghars arrived in East-
ern Europe and from the ninth century on, written sources mention the presence of
non-Oghuric tribes in this area, such as the Pecheneg, the Oguz and the Cumanian
people. Referring to West Old Turkic (p. 1071) as “those Turkic languages spoken
west of the Ural Mountains and the Ural River from the 5th century A.D. [until] ...
the Mongolian invasion of this part of Eurasia [1241 AD]”, the authors define it in
an areal sense, including languages of Common Turkic descent. As such, the lexicon
with West Old Turkic loanwords in Hungarian lists 37 words of Cumanian origin
and 2 words of debated Cumanian origin.' However, by reconstructing asterisked
West Old Turkic words, the authors imply that West Old Turkic represents a ge-
nealogical grouping, notably the common ancestor from which all Oghuric lan-
guages descend. Perhaps this confusion could have been prevented by restricting the

1 Omitting the entries H buga dial ‘ox; also ox, goat, ram without or with small or unusual
horns; stupid’ < *buga «— Cum *buga ‘ox’ and H kémbdordg ‘breast strap’ « Cum
*komiildiiriik ‘breast strap’, the authors (p. 1145, 1157, 1340-1341) count only 35 loan-
words of Cumanian origin. They count the entry H t@bor ‘camp, military camp’ < *tabur
«— MT tabur ‘army, military camp’ < Mo dabkur as a loanword of Cumanian origin on
p. 1341, although the source is described as “an Oghuz language” in the lexicon (p. 839).
Therefore, I consider this entry as an instance of debated Cumanian origin.
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use of “West Old Turkic” to the areal sense and using “Oghuric” in the genealogical
sense.

In the fifth and sixth centuries, the Oghuric languages first came into contact
with Ancient Hungarian (ca. 1000 BC-1000 AD), which separated from the Ob-
Ugric branch about one and a half millenna earlier. Between the sixth and the tenth
century, the Hungarians lived with and among the Turks, which resulted in intensive
language contact. After the tenth century, contacts between West Old Turkic and
Old Hungarian (1000-1350 AD) became looser, although there still was language
contact with Cumanian people, some of whom spoke a Kipchak language and lived
to the east of the Hungarian territory from the eleventh until the sixteenth century.
The contact was ultimately interrupted by the Mongolian invasion of Hungary in
1241, which also marked the end of the Old Turkic period.

As such, the contact setting between West Old Turkic and Hungarian is of par-
ticular interest to the historical linguist. First, it can be characterized as long and
intensive: it lasted for eight hundred years and Turkic-Hungarian cohabitation im-
plied a high degree of bilingualism. Moreover, code-copying was favoured because
of a high degree of structural similarity between languages of the Transeurasian and
the Uralic type. Third, the contact is prehistorical in the sense that it started at a re-
mote time in history, predating the first (decipherable) written sources of West Old
Turkic and Hungarian. And, finally, the contact was followed by roughly half a
millennium during which Hungarian escaped Turkic influence, ample time to shape
the Turkic loanwords in its own way. Although the Turkic influence on Middle
Hungarian (1350-1550 AD) was renewed through the Ottoman occupation of Hun-
gary in 1526, the Turkic impact rapidly decreased and lasted only until the end of
the seventeenth century. This peculiar case of contact can help us draw inferences
about the plausibility of other, similar contact scenarios, such as the prehistorical
contacts that are believed to motivate the similarities among the Transeurasian lan-
guages.

2.2. Verbal copies

The bulk of this book (p. 53—-1008) consists of a lexicon containing all Hungarian
words for which the authors have found a plausible West Old Turkic model. Even if
this massive word stock builds on previous treatments of Old Turkic loanwords in
Hungarian such as those by Gombocz (1912) and Ligeti (1986) and re-evaluates the
proposals made in two Hungarian etymological dictionaries by Benkd (1967-1984;
1993-1997), the descriptions are unprecedented in accuracy and detail.

Whereas the authors (p. 1143) count 419 main entries in the lexicon, 72 of which
are verbs, my count has resulted in 414 main entries, 66 of which are verbs. For a
full list of verbal copies and their distribution across different subtypes, I refer to the
appendix below. The reason for the discrepancy in counting the main entries may
have to do with whether one treats Hungarian entries that are redirected to a single
Turkic model as different entries or not. The difference in counting verbal copies,
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then, probably depends on how one defines a verbal copy. In my definition, a verbal
copy is a contact-induced replication of a verb stem from the model language as a
verb stem in the basic language. By consequence, I do not consider West Old Turkic
non-verbs that are copied and verbalized in Hungarian as verbal copies, e.g. H
koldul- ‘to beg, to mendicate’ < *koldu + -(V )I- VBLZ «— WOT *koldu < *kol- ‘to
pray, ask for’ + -dU NMLZ; H taplal- ‘to feed, to nourish’ < *#apla + -(V )I- VBLZ
< *taplay «— WOT *taplay ‘satisfaction’; H #diil- ‘to refresh oneself, to rest, to be-
come cured’ < idiil- < *ediil- < *edii + -(V )I- VBLZ «— WOT *edii ‘good, morally
good’.

a) Debated verbal copies

Our corpus of 66 verbs can further be reduced by eliminating 13 verbs which the
authors mark as “of debated Turkic origin” (e.g. H arik- ‘to decay, putrefy, go bad
(of food, water)’ < *ar- + -ik- «— WOT *ar- ‘to become exhausted’ has semantic
and phonetic difficulties and is alternatively derived from PFUgr. *ara- ‘to become
tired’); 2 cases in which the Turkic model cannot unequivocally be reconstructed as
a verbal base (H sér- in §ért- ‘to hurt’, seriil- ‘to become hurt’ < *§ir- «— WOT *Sir-
< *§ir- < *sir-, but this base is mainly reflected as a nominal base *sir ‘pain’, for
instance -in the denominal verbalization EOT sizla- ‘to ache’), 1 instance of con-
tamination with an original Finno-Ugric root (H ér- ‘to arrive, to reach, get to’ <
*er- «— WOT *er- ‘to reach, arrive’, but the Turkic model has only contaminated the
Hungarian reflex of PFUgr *$dr3- ‘to reach, arrive’); and 1 case in which the copied
verb base is only reflected in a supposedly derived nominalization in Hungarian (H
orven- ‘whirlpool, eddy’ < *6r- + -vAn NMLZ < *Gr- < *eiir- < *ewir- < eyir «
WOT *dyir- ‘to twist’). This elimination process leads to a core of 49 indisputable
verbal copies.

b) The model is morphologically complex

Out of these 49 verbal copies, the authors list 25 cases in which the West Old Turkic
model has a morphologically complex origin, whereas the Hungarian copy does not.
In 4 cases, the assumed morphological complexity is less transparent. One example
is H tortenik- ‘to happen, to occur’ < fdrtén- < *tortiin- «— WOT *tir(ii)tiin- <
*torii- ‘to come into existence’ + -(X)- CAUS + -(X)n- ANTICAUS), in which the
Turkic model verb can be analyzed as an anticausative ‘to happen’ from a causative
‘to bring into existence’ of a verb ‘to come into existence’, while the Hungarian
copy lacks this analysis.

¢) The copy is accommodated with a native suffix in the basic code

‘Out of 49 verbal copies, there are 15 instances in which the verb stem is indirectly
inserted in Hungarian. This means that the verbal copy is accommodated with a spe-
cific, native Hungarian suffix and lacks alternant stems or roots reflecting an origi-
nal bare verb root. Hence, it is impossible to reconstruct the bare verb root without
accommodating suffix in Ancient Hungarian. Thus, entries such H késik- ‘to be,
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become late’, H sékik- ‘to leap, to jump, to escape, to flee’ and H borul- ‘to overturn
into, to get overturned, get overcast’ that were attested as direct insertions of the
shape kes-, sok- and bor°-/bur®- before they were derived are not counted here.

Only a limited set of four suffixes is used for the accommodation of Turkic verb
stems, i.e. H -(V )I-, -(A)I-, -(V )d- and -ik-. The denominal verb suffixes H -(¥ )I- or
-(A)I- occur in 4 instances, e.g. H itol- “to add, to join; to buckle up sg’ < *catol- <
*c¢at- + -(V)I- VBLZ «— WOT *cat- ‘to bring together, to join’. According to the
authors (p. 1139-1140), -(V )I- is the common loan verbalizer, also accommodating
copies from Germanic and Slavic languages. However, the verbalizer -(4)l- also
displays this function in Hungarian, e.g. Eng. realize — H realiz-dl ‘to realize’ (Far-
kas & Kniezsa 2002: 285; Wohlgemuth 2009: 96). The deverbal frequentative -(¥)d-
occurs in 5 instances, e.g. H erried- ‘to tire, lose vitality, slacken, relax’ < *erin- + -
(V )d- FREQ « WOT *drin- ‘to be lazy, indolent’.? The suffix H -ik- which origi-
nally had reflexive-anticausative meaning and developed into a marker of indefi-
niteness in what is known as “the -ik-conjugation” (p. 1136-1139), occurs in 6 in-
stances, e.g. H toyik- ‘to lay eggs’ < *tuik- < *tuyik- < *tuy- + H -ik- — WOT *tuy-,
toy- ‘to be born’. Note that a denominal verb suffix is not the only means that lan-
guages across the world use for accommodating verbal copies. Since the purpose of
the marker is to add valency, thereby assigning “verbhood” to the word, many lan-
guages use factitives or causatives or suffixes that assign the verb to a particular
class of verbs (Wohlgemuth 2009: 97-101). From this perspective, the choice of the
deverbal frequentative -(¥)d- or the indefinite conjugational marker H -ik- as loan
verb markers makes sense.

d) The meaning of the copy is restricted to secondary semantics of the model

Out of 49 verbal copies, there are 19 instances in which the meaning of the Hungar-
ian verb corresponds to the secondary meaning of the Turkic model. The primary
meaning of the Turkic verb has thus not been copied into Hungarian, e.g. H basik-
‘to fuck’ < *bas- «+ WOT *bas- ‘to press, oppress’, whereby most Turkic varieties
have developed the secondary meaning ‘to fuck’. The primary meaning ‘to press,
oppress’ is not attested in Hungarian.

e) “Clean” copies

Only 6 verbal copies are “clean” in the sense that they combine a simplex Turkic
model with direct insertion and a correspondence to the primary meaning. Out of
these 6 etymologies, 2 occur in a binary setting, going from Turkic into Hungarian

2 Note that in the cases of dporodik- ‘to decay, putrefy, turn stale’ and d'drdpodik- ‘to in-
crease, put on weight, grow stronger’ the loan verb marker -(¥)d- is further derived with
the indefinite conjugational marker -ik-. This is reminiscent of how more recent loanverbs
from German such as Grm biiffeln ‘to swot” — H bifldz- ‘to cram’ which are first accom-
modated by only the loan verb marker -Vz-, may later enter the -ik- conjugation, i.e.
biflazik- is accepted as well (p. 1139-1140).
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(H kesik- ‘to be, become late’ < kés- < *kec- «— WOT *kéc- ‘to be late’; H vay- ‘to
hollow out, to scoop out’ < *vay- «— WOT *vay- ‘to hollow out’), while 4 occur in a
triple setting, involving a copy into or from Mongolic as well (e.g. H #ir- ‘to endure,
suffer, bear, stand’ < *fiir- — WOT *tir- | EOT tdz- ‘to endure, suffer’ — Mo fes-
‘to bear, stand, to endure’).” None of these verbs has been copied in yet a fourth
language. None has a so-called “basic” meaning corresponding to an item on either
the Swadesh 100 list (Swadesh 1955) or the recently updated Leipzig-Jakarta list
(Tadmor et al. 2010).

f) Copies of verbal morphology

On p. 1125-1135, the authors provide a long list of Turkic suffixes which have been
borrowed into Hungarian attached to Turkic stems, including 14 bound verbal mor-
phemes. However, none of these suffixes has become productive on native, Hun-
garian bases. Hence, one of the most striking aspects of the West Old Turkic-Hun-
garian contact is that after 800 years of intensive code-copying, not a single bound
morpheme—be it nominal or verbal—has been copied. Although the authors men-
tion two lexical copies, i.e. H kép ‘picture, shape, form’ and H kor ‘age, period’,
which grammaticalized over a postposition into, respectively, a comparative suffix
‘like, as’ and a temporal suffix, these forms were borrowed as independent nouns
from, respectively, WOT *kdp ‘mould, model’ and WOT *kur ‘time, rank’ and
grammaticalized late in the history of Hungarian.

2.3. Analysis

For a complete analysis of the verbal copies present in the lexicon, I refer to Appen-
dix I below. A numerical overview of my findings is given in Table 1.

Table 1: Numerical overview according to type of verbal copy
Entries in the lexicon: 414
Verbal: 66
Disputable:17
debated Turkic origin: 13
uncertain verbal origin: 2
contamination: 1
nominalized in Hungarian: 1
Undisputable: 49
indication(s) of copying: 44
complex origin: 25
probable complex origin: 4
indirect insertion: 15

3 The authors (p. 1114) date the West Old Turkic-Mongolic contacts to the period between
the third century B.C. and the fifth century A.D.
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+H-(V)I-:4
+H-(V)d-:5
+H-ik-: 6
secondary semantics: 20
“clean” verbal copies: 5
in binary setting: 2
in multiple setting: 3
triple setting: 3
quadruple setting: 0
basic vocabulary: 0
Non-verbal: 348
Cumanian origin: 37
Uncertain Cumanian origin: 2

a) Contact perspective
Observing the West Old Turkic verbal copies in Hungarian, we thus learn that

1. copying of verbs is rare in cases of low to moderate contact such as in the
Cumanian-Hungarian case. In instances of intensive contact such as in the Oghuric-
Hungarian case, however, verbal copies do occur.

2. the proportion of verbal copies is 16% (= 66/414), which is about 5 times
lower than that of non-verbal copies, i.e. 84% (= 348/414). Note that the proportion
of verbal cognates to non-verbal cognates in the list of Hungarian words of (Finno)-
Ugric origin (p. 1272-1293) is 35% (= 173/ 494), which is only 3 times lower.

The authors suggest counting the proportion of verbal copies in another way: “If
we count the number of verbs in our sample that exist as verbal bases of nouns or as
verbs, their number is about 170. ... Thus, we can conclude that the proportion of
verbs to non-verbs among the WOT lws in H is 33% : 67%.” In my definition (see
Section 2.2.), however, the borrowing of a nominalized Turkic verb as a noun in
Hungarian, cannot be regarded as a verbal copy.

3. 90% (= 44/49) of verbal copies can be recognized on the basis of one or more
characteristics, unmasking them as a copy. For 59% (= 29/49) of verbal copies, the
Turkic model is morphologically complex. 30% (= 15/49) have been accommodated
with a native Hungarian suffix. 41% (= 21/49) reflect only the secondary meaning of
the Turkic model verb.

4. 10% (= 5/49) of verbal copies cannot be recognized on the basis of these char-
acteristics. Moreover, only 6% (= 3/49) of verbal copies are shared in a triple con-
tact setting. None of them is shared in a quadruple contact setting. None represents
basic vocabulary.

5. no bound verb morphology has been copied from Turkic into Hungarian.

b) Genealogical perspective
Extrapolating these observations to genealogical linguistics, we infer that
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1. sharing verb roots requires intensive contact, including centuries of contact
and a high rate of multilingualism among the languages concerned. If languages
share verb roots, but the archeological record does not preserve indications of such a
contact setting, genealogical relationship is the hypothesis that should be tested first.

2. when the proportion of verbal etymologies involves more than a third of all
etymologies, genealogical inheritance is a more plausible explanation than code-
copying.

3. excluding etymologies that display indications of code-copying will increase
the probability of inheritance up to about 90% and reduce the probability of code-
copying to about 10%. We should thus exclude etymologies

(a) in which one member is morphologically complex, while the other(s) is (are) not
(b) in which the corresponding verb root is systematically attached to a specific native
affix, which is either the common native loan verbalizer or another native suffix

recurrent on other shared verbs
(c) in which only secondary semantics are shared.

4. when corresponding verbs that do not display any indications of code-copying
share similarities over three or more (proto-)languages, the probability of inheritance
increases beyond 90%. When such corresponding verbs represent basic vocabulary,
the probability that the correlations are induced by language contact is extremely
low.

5. sharing of bound verb morphology is indicative of inheritance.

3. Implications for the Transeurasian controversy

Let us now apply these observations and inferences to the verbs shared across the
Transeurasian languages. The label “Transeurasian” was coined by Johanson &
Robbeets (2010: 1-2) in reference to a large group of geographically adjacent lan-
guages, traditionally known as “Altaic”, that include up to five different linguistic
families: Japonic, Koreanic, Tungusic, Mongolic, and Turkic. The question of
whether these families go back to a single common ancestor is one of the most dis-
puted issues in historical comparative linguistics. The controversy is not primarily
fueled by a shortage of similarities, but by the difficulty of accounting for them: are
all shared forms generated by borrowing, or are some residues of inheritance? The
application of the five genealogical guidelines proposed in Section 2.3.b) to the
verbs shared across the Transeurasian languages can, in my opinion, substantially
help to unravel this question.

- 1. Extra-linguistic evidence for intensive contact setting

In Robbeets (2005: 380-395), I propose 170 etymologies for verbs, corresponding
formally and semantically across the Transeurasian languages. A borrowing sce-
nario would require the assumption of an intensive multilateral contact situation,
lasting for centuries—if not millennia—and involving a high degree of multilin-
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gualism in Turkic, Mongolic, Tungusic, Koreanic and Japanic. Obviously, the ar-
cheological records preserve no evidence for such a longstanding, multilateral co-
habitation.

2. Proportion of verbal etymologies

Out of 354 lexical etymologies proposed in Robbeets (2005: 380-411), only 184 are
non-verbal. The proportion of verbal etymologies (48%) thus practically involves
half of all etymologies and is nearly the same proportion as that of non-verbal ety-
mologies (52%), which favours a genealogical explanation.

3. Copy-proof properties

For the present purpose, I will restrict myself to 11 etymologies for basic verbs and
verbal adjectives, summarized in Table 2. For the underlying data, I refer to Appen-
dix II below. These verbal etymologies are relatively “copy-proof” because (a) ex-
cept for the verbs reconstructed in etymology (4) ‘to burn’, none of the compared
proto-verbs is morphologically complex in one branch and simplex in another, (b)
there is no trace of a specific native suffix accommodating corresponding verbs in
one or more individual branches and (c) the shared verbal meanings are not re-
stricted to secondary semantics.

4. Basic vocabulary in multiple setting

The proto-Transeurasian verbs reconstructed in Table 2 are “basic” in the sense that
they represent meanings belonging to the basic vocabulary Leipzig-Jakarta (LJ) or
Swadesh (S) 100-list. Note that all etymologies have members in three different
branches of the Transeurasian unity, while 6 etymologies [(5), (7), (8), (9), (10),
(11)] have cognates in four branches. Therefore, in line with the inferences made
above, the probability that the correlations are induced by language contact is ex-
tremely low.

Table 2: Basic verbs and verbal adjectives shared across the Transeurasian languages

No LJ/Sitem Japonic Koreanic Tungusic Mongolic Turkic
(1) 1LJ3 OJ in- MK na- Evk. -na:-
‘go’ ‘go away’ ‘go out’ ‘go out to’
pJ *na- pK *na- pTg *-na:-
2y 1LJ36 OJ tuk- MK -thi- Evk. dug-
‘hit, beat’ ‘hit with ‘hit, strike’ ‘hit’
force’ pK *t(a)ki- pTg *dug-
pJ *tuk-
3) Ss6/ OJ kam- WMo. kemeli- OTk. kemiir-
L) 46 ‘bite’ ‘bite’ ‘gnaw’

‘bite’ pJ *kam- pMo *keme- pTk *kem-
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(4) S84/ O] tak- MK -tho- / tahi- OTk. yak-
L) 53 ‘burn (tr.)>  ’be on/ set fire’ ‘burn (tr.)’
‘burn’ pJ *tak- pK *taka- pTk *ya-k-
/*taki-
) LIT70 OJ op- MK ep- Evk. ewe- WMo. eyiire-
‘carry’ ‘carry on ‘carry on back’ ‘carry’ ‘carry on back’
back’ pK *ep- pTg *ebe- pMo eyiire-
pJ *ope-
6) LI76 OJ puto;- MK “pwuT- WMo.
‘be thick’ ‘be thick’ ‘increase intr.’ biidiigiin
pJ *puta- pK *pwuta- ‘large’
pMo *biidii-
(7) L)% OJ nobi,- K nelp- Evk. nepte-  WMo. nebsei-
‘be(come) ‘spread intr.” ‘be wide’ ‘spread out’  ‘be
wide’ pJ *nonpa-  pK *nelpa- pTg *nepte-  broad/long’
pMo *nebse-
(8) LJ99 O] kata- MK kwut- WMo. gata-  OTk. kat-
‘be hard’ ‘be hard’ ‘be hard’ ‘become hard’ ‘be hard’
pJ *kata- pK *kata- pMo *kata-  pTk *kat-
9) S65 J kati MK “keT- MMo. ketiil- OTk. ket-
‘walk’ ‘walking’ ‘walk’ ‘cross, pass’  ‘go away’
pJ *kat- PK *keta- pMo *ketii-  pTk *ket-
(10) S90 Ol siro,- MK - huy-/ hoy-Ma. $ara- [WMo sira OTk $arig
‘be white’ ‘be white> MK syey- ‘become ‘yellow’] ‘yellow’
‘be(come) white’ Copy? pTk *sia:ri-
pJ *sira- white’ pTg *sia:ra- (< *siira-?)

PK *si(l)a- (<*si:ra-?)
(11) S99 MJ maro- MK mulu- Evk. murume WMo murui  OTk. biir-
‘be round’ ‘be round’  ‘turn around’  ‘round’ ‘curve’ ‘wind round’
pJ *maru-  pK *mili(-)l- pTg *muru- pMo *muru- pTk *bur-

5. Bound verb morphology in common

In previous publications (Robbeets 2007a, 2007b, 2009, 2010, 2012), I have identi-
fied twenty-one verb suffixes reflecting regular phonological and functional corre-
spondences in at least three branches of the Transeurasian languages. In line with
the verbal evidence, this sharing of bound verb morphology is indicative of inheri-
tance.

4, Conclusion

In this magnum opus, Andrds Réna-Tas and Arpad Berta use the loanwords pre-
served in Hungarian as an alternate window on the reconstruction of West Old
Turkic. As such, this study represents a major step forward in the field of Turkic
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linguistics, but it also has important implications for historical linguistics in general
and in particular for Transeurasian comparative linguistics. In this review article, I
have explored the merits of their research for an integrated approach of genealogical
and contact linguistics by inferring criteria to distinguish between inheritance and
code-copying on the basis of a typology of Turkic loanverbs in Hungarian.

Contrary to the authors’ claim (p. 1142) that “In respect of the hypothesis of the
relationship of the Trans-Eurasiatic or the “Altaic” Igs, this carries an important
message. After one and a half thousand years, verbs borrowed fr an unrelated Ig
cannot be detected with internal methods. They are deeply embedded,” my analysis
suggests that verbs borrowed from an unrelated language can be distinguished from
inherited verbs shared between related languages, even after millennia have elapsed.
The loanverbs in Hungarian show that criteria such as morphological complexity,
indirect insertion and secondary semantics can unmask 90% of the verbs copied
from West Old Turkic into Hungarian. Adding requirements such as basic vocabu-
lary and multiple setting further reduces the verbal copies to 0% in the Turkic-Hun-
garian case. Extrapolating these observations to genealogical linguistics, we can
make our etymologies copy-proof by eliminating instances of morphological com-
plexity, indirect insertion and secondary semantics and requiring basic verbs corre-
sponding in a multiple setting.

Applying these guidelines to the Transeurasian controversy, it becomes possible
to answer the key question whether all shared forms are generated by code-copying,
or whether some are residues of inheritance. The 11 etymologies for basic verbs and
verbal adjectives presented here are fully copy-proof from the perspective of our
guidelines. Moreover, twenty-one verb suffixes are shared between the Transeura-
sian languages, whereas not a single bound morpheme has been copied from Turkic
into Hungarian, in spite of the intensive contact, so well described in this study. In-
spired by this magnificent work, I cannot but conclude that not all correlations be-
tween the Transeurasian languages are the result of language contact and that some
bear witness to inheritance.

Abbreviations

ANTICAUS anticausative MIM mimetic
CAUS causative PASS passive
FREQ frequentative NMLZ nominalizer
INCH inchoative tr. transitive
intr. intransitive VBLZ verbalizer
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Appendix I

Review

Analysis of verbal copies arranged on Hungarian headword in transcribed

form

1. Entries in the lexicon reflecting verbal copies

(1) aynaroz- ‘to fondle’
(2) apol- ‘to nurse’

(3) aporodik- ‘to decay,
putr{i]fy’

(4) arat- ‘to mow’

(5) arik- ‘to decay,
putrefy’

(6) ban- ‘to regret, to be
sorry’

(7) basik- ‘to fuck’

(8) béciil- ‘to estimate,
to esteem’

(9) bocanik- ‘to be
forgiven’

(10) bocat- ‘to forgive’

(11) borit- “to cover, to
overturn’
(12) bossant- ‘to annoy’

(13) catol- ‘to add, to
join’
(14) cekel- ‘to bind (sg)’

(15) ¢okik- ‘to become
smaller’

(16) ctir- ‘to wind, to
turn’

(17) dél- “to lean, topple
over’

(18) dug- ‘to squeeze,
thrust into’

(19) enged- ‘to allow,
permit’

(20) ér- “to arrive, to
reach’

(23) d'arapodik- ‘to
increase’

(24) d'art- ‘to produce,
build’

(25) d'onik- ‘to confess
(sins)’

(26) d'otor- ‘to torture’

(27) d'8z- ‘to conquer,
triumph’
(28) d'il- ‘to catch fire’

(29) d'ar- ‘to knead,
pug’

(30) d'ilik- ‘to assemble,
gather’

(31) d%lél- ‘to hate’

(32) iyest- ‘to frighten’

(33) illik- “to suit, be
proper’

(34) imdd- ‘to adore,
worship’

(35) ir- ‘to write’

(36) izzik- ‘to glow, be
hot’

(37) kerddzik- ‘to
ruminate’

(38) késik- “to be,
become late’

(39) kdson- ‘to greet,
thank’

(40) 6lt- “to stitch, put
on a dress’

(41) an- ‘to elect, to
select’

(42) ér- ‘to grind, mill’

(45) sépér- ‘to sweep,
broom’

(46) san- ‘to have pity
for, regret’

(47) san- ‘to wish, to
intend’

(48) senderedik- ‘to
slumber’

(49) sor- ‘to spread,
scatter’

(50) sokik- ‘to leap,
jump, escape’

(51) siinik- ‘to cease, to
stop’

(52) siir- ‘to strain, to
filter’

(53) tart- ‘to hold, carry;
to last’

(54) teker- ‘to wind
round, twist’

(55) teng- ‘to vegetate’

(56) ter- ‘to turn’
(57) toyik- ‘to lay eggs’

(58) torol- “to pile up

(try’
(59) tokei- “to perform’

(60) tor- ‘to break,
separate’

(61) tortenik- ‘to
happen, occur’

(62) tiir- ‘to endure,
suffer, bear’

(63) vay- ‘to hollow out,
scoop’

(64) ver- ‘to plait, lay
the rope’
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(21) erned- ‘to tire, lose (43) oriil- ‘1o rejoice, to (65) orven- ‘whirlpool,
vitality’ be glad’ eddy’

(22) d'dlaz- ‘to abuse, (44) 6riil- ‘to become (66) sért- ‘to injure, to
calumniate’ mad’ hurt’

2. Verbal copies of debated Turkic origin

(1) dynaroz- ‘to fondle, pet’ (8) kerédzik- ‘to ruminate °’

(2) apol- ‘to nurse, take care of’ (9) senderedik- ‘to slumber’
(3) arik- ‘to decay, putrefy’ (10) teng- ‘to vegetate’

(4) dug- ‘to squeeze, thrust into’ (11) torol- ‘to pile up (tr)’

(5) d'al- ‘to catch fire, be kindled’ (12) tokel- ‘to perform’

(6) iyest- ‘to frighten’ (13) ver- “to plait, lay the rope’

(7) izzik- ‘to glow, be hot’

3. Not unequivocally “verbal” copies
(1) $ér- in §ért- ‘to hurt’, sériil- ‘to become hurt’ < *$ir- «— WOT *$ir- < *$ir- < *sir-,
but this base is mainly reflected as a nominal base *sir ‘pain’ in e.g. EOT sizla- ‘to
ache’
(2) d'alaz- ‘to abuse, calumniate’ < *d'ala- + -(V )z- FREQ < *jala- «— WOT *jala- |
EOT yala- ‘to make false accusation’ < *yal ‘lie’ +4- VBLZ, but we cannot exclude
that this is a copy of WOT *jal ‘lie’ + H -¥z- VBLZ following /1, n, r/ final stems (p.
1139); cf. WOT *jal — Mo. jali ‘ruse, craft, cunning, trick, deceit’ is a nominal copy.

4. Verbal copies with morphologically complex origin

(1) aporodik- ‘to decay, putrefy, turn stale’ < *oporo- +— WOT *op(u)ra-‘to grow old,
decay, to wear out’ < *op + -r4- MIM

(2) arat- ‘to mow’ < *orat- +— WOT *orat- < *or- ‘to mow’ + -(X)t- CAUS

(3) ban- ‘to regret, to be sorry < *bayin- «— WOT *bagin- < *bak- *to look’ + -(X)n-
ANTICAUS

(4) bédiil- “to estimate, to esteem, to appreciate’ < *becel- — WOT *bicil- ‘to be cut’ <
*bic- ‘to cut’ -(X)I- PASS

(5) bocanik- ‘to be forgiven’ < *bocan- < *bol¢an- +— WOT *bolcan- ‘to free oneself
(from sin)’ < *bol¢ ‘empty’ + -A- VBLZ + -(X)n- ANTICAUS

(6) bocat- ‘to forgive’ < *bulsat- < *buléat- — WOT *bolcat- ‘to release’ < *bolé
‘empty’ + -A- VBLZ + -(X)t- CAUS

(7) bossént- ‘to annoy’< bossan®- < *busan- << WOT *busan- ‘to grieve, to be
sorrowful’ < *busa- ‘to cause sorrow’ + -(X)n- ANTICAUS

(8) enged- ‘to allow, permit, concede; yield, give way’ < *eng- — WOT *dp- ‘to bend
(intr.)’ < *dg- ‘to bend (tr.)’ + -(X)n- ANTICAUS

(9) erried-‘to tire, lose vitality, slacken, relax’ < *erin- «+ WOT *drin- ‘to be lazy, in-
dolent’ < *er- ‘to criticise’ + -(X)n- ANTICAUS

(10) d'arapodik- ‘to increase, to put on weight, to grow stronger’ < *d'drdp- < *jarap-
< *jarpa- «— WOT *jarpa- < *jarp ‘firm, solid’ + -4- VBLZ
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(11) d'art- “to produce, build, fabricate’ < d'arat- < *jarat- — WOT *jarat- ‘to make,
create something’ < *jara ‘to be useful, or suitable’ + -(X)z- CAUS

(12) d'onik- ‘to confess (sins)’ < d'on- < *d'un- < *jiin- « WOT *jiin- ‘to make oneself
clean’ ’ < *ji- ‘to wash’ + -(X)n- ANTICAUS

(13) d'6tér- “to torture, to make suffer’ < *jiitiir- < *jitiir- « WOT *jitiir- ‘to cause to
tear, make somebody tear, cut into pieces’ < *jirt(t)iir- < *jir- ‘to dig through, to cut
through’ + -(X)t- CAUS + -tUr- CAUS

(14) d'iilik- ‘to assemble, gather’ < d'il- < *d'll- < *jiyil- — WOT *jigil- ‘to be heaped
up, collected, to assemble’ < *jig- ‘to collect, assemble’ + -(X)/- PASS

(15) d'ilol- “to hate’ < *dlile- < *d'ejile- < *jeyile- — WOT *jigild- ‘to be hostile’ <
*jdgi ‘enemy, hostile’ + -/4- VBLZ

(16) kdson- ‘to greet, to thank’ < *kiisen- «— WOT *kiiscin- ‘to wish’ < kiisd- ‘to wish’
+-(X)n- ANTICAUS

(17) olt- “to stitch, to put on a dress’ < *ilt- — WOT *ilt- < *il- ‘to catch, to hang, to
suspend’ + -(X)t- CAUS

(18) driil- “to rejoice, to be glad® < *dr- < ér- < *&yir- — WOT *éyir- ‘to be joyful, to
rejoice’ < *dyi ‘joy’ + -(4)r- intr. VBLZ

(19) driil- ‘to become mad’ < *eyiril- < *evril- «— WOT *¢vril- ‘to revolve’ < *dvir- ‘to
turn’ + -(X)I- PASS

(20) san- ‘to have pity for, to regret’ < *san- < *sayin- — WOT *sayin- ‘to think anx-
iously about something, to be worried’ < *sak- ‘to think’ + -(X)n- ANTICAUS

(21) san- ‘to wish, to intend, to devote’ «+— WOT *san- ‘to think’ < *sa- ‘to count’ + -
(X)n- ANTICAUS

(22) sor- ‘to spread, to scatter, to winnow’ < *sawur- — WOT *sawur- ‘to scatter, to
winnow’ < *sav- ‘to spray’ + -(U)r- CAUS

(23) siir-‘to strain, to filter’ < *siir- « WOT *stir- < *sii- ‘strain’ + -(X)z- CAUS

(24) tér- ‘to break, to separate into pieces, to crush’ < *16r- < tiir- < tiiyiir- +— WOT
*tdyiir- < *tgy- ‘to pound, crush, grind’ + -(U)r- CAUS

(25) térténik- ‘to happen, to occur’ < tértén- < *tortiin- — WOT *t6r(ii)tiin- < *torii-
‘to come into existence’ + -(X)t- CAUS + -(X)n- ANTICAUS

5. Verbal copies with a less transparent morphologically complex origin

(1) éir- “to wind, to turn, to dist{r]ort, misinterpret, to spin a yarn’ < *ceviir- «— WOT
*Cawiir- ‘to turn’ < 7*¢4v- + -()r- INCH

(2) tart- ‘to hold, carry; to last’ < tart- «— WOT *zart- ‘to pull, to drag, to weigh, to
stretch’< ? *tar- ‘to be narrow’ + -(X)t- CAUS

(3) teker- ‘to wind something round, to twist’ < *zeker- «— WOT *tdkir- ‘to surround’ <
?*tdk- ‘to reach’ + -(I)r- INCH

(4) tér- ‘to turn, to change the original direction’ < *fevir- «— WOT *tdvir- ‘to tum (tr.)’
< *taw- ‘turn, twist, move’ + -(I)r- INCH

6. Verbal copies accommodated by a native suffix

6.1. Accommodation by the Hungarian denominal verb suffix -(V )I-

(1) éatol- ‘to add, to join; to buckle up’ < *¢atol- < *¢at- + -(V)l- VBLZ «— WOT *¢at-
‘to bring together, to join’
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(2) éekél- “to bind (tr.)’< *éek- < *¢ik- + -Al- VBLZ «— WOT *¢ik-“to tie up (a parcel)’
(Uncertain: Hungarian item is a hapax)

(3) d'ilol- ‘to hate’ < *d'iile- < *d'ejile- < *jeyile- + -(V)I- VBLZ «— WOT *jdgild- ‘to
be hostile’

(4) oriil- ‘to rejoice, to be glad’ < *dr- < 6r- < *éyir- + -(V)I- VBLZ «— WOT *ayir- ‘to
be joyful, to rejoice’

6.2. Accommodation by the Hungarian deverbal frequentative -(¥)d-
(1) aporodik- ‘to decay, putrefy, turn stale’ < *oporo- + -(V)d- + -ik- —WOT *op(u)ra-
‘to grow old, decay, to wear out’
(2) enged- ‘to allow, permit, concede; yield, give way’ < *eng- + -(¥)d- «— WOT *dp-
‘to bend (intr.)’
(3) erried- “to tire, lose vitality, slacken, relax’ < *erin- + -(¥)d- < WOT *drin- ‘to be
lazy, indolent’
(4) d'arapodik- ‘to increase, to put on weight, to grow stronger’ < *d'arép- < *jarap- <
*jarpa- + -(V)d- + -ik- — WOT *jarpa- ‘to be firm, solid’
(5) imad- ‘to adore, worship; to ask for, pray’ < *vimad- < *vim- + -(V)d- — WOT
*vim- ‘to ask for, covet’

6.3. Accommodation by the Hungarian indefinite conjugational marker -ik-
(1) basik- ‘to fuck’ < *bas- + -ik- —WOT *bas- ‘to press, oppress’
(2) bocanik- ‘to be forgiven’ < *bocan- < *bolé¢an- + -ik- — WOT *bolcan- ‘to free
oneself (from sin)’
(3) ¢okik- ‘to become smaller, remain small’ < *é6k- < *Giik- + -ik- «— WOT *é6k-
‘kneel down, to sink, to collapse’
(4) illik- “to suit something, to be proper, to fit into’ < *il- + -ik- « WOT *il- ‘to hang
on, attach to (tr./intr.)’
(5) siinik- ‘to cease, to stop’ < *siin- < *son- + -ik- +— WOT *sén- ‘to die down, to dis-
appear (e.g. a flame)’
(6) toyik- ‘to lay eggs’ < *tuik- < *tuyik- < *tuy- + -ik- — WOT *#uy- ‘to be born’

7. Verbal copies reflect secondary semantics

(1) ban- ‘to regret, to be sorry «— WOT *bagin- ‘to pay heed, look around; (>) look at
the (negative) consequences’

(2) basik- ‘to fuck’ «—WOT *bas- ‘to press, oppress; (>) to fuck’

(3) bédiil- ‘to estimate, to esteem, to appreciate’ «— WOT *biéil- ‘to be cut; (>) to be in
agreement’

(4) bocanik- ‘to be forgiven’ +— WOT *boldan- ‘to become untied, divorced, to free
oneself; (>) free oneself from sin’

(5) bocat- ‘to forgive’ «— WOT *bolcat- ‘to release, make free; (>) make free from sin’
(6) borit- ‘to cover, to overturn’ «— WOT *bur- ‘to twist, wind around, wrinkle, turn
over; (>) to wrap around, to cover’

(7) bossant- ‘to annoy’ «— WOT *busan- ‘to be misty, clouded; (>) to grieve, be sor-
rowful’
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(8) cokik- ‘to become smaller, remain small; to sway, to totter; to sprain’ < «— WOT
*¢ok- ‘to go down; (>) to kneel down, to sink, to collapse’

(9) déi- “to lean, topple over, stream down’ « WOT *fiil- ‘to move downwards; (>) to
fall, get off (a horse), to settle, to retire’

(10) enged- ‘to allow, permit, concede; yield, give way’ « WOT *dy- ‘to bend (intr.);
(>) to bow, allow, permit, obey’

(11) d'art- “to produce, build, fabricate’ «— WOT *jarat- ‘to make useful; (>) to make,
create something’

(12) d'onik- ‘to confess (sins)’ « WOT *jin- ‘to wash oneself; (>) make oneself clean
(of sins)’

(13) d'étor- ‘to torture, to make suffer’ « WOT *jitiir- ‘to cause to tear, make some-
body tear, cut into pieces; (>) to make suffer’

(14) ir- ‘to write’ «— WOT *ir- ‘to make a notch, breach in (something); (>) to carve
script in (something)’

(15) én- “to elect, to select” +— WOT *sin- ‘to rise; (>) to be lifted out’

(16) élt-“to stitch, to put on a dress, to dress somebody’ «— WOT *ilt- ‘to cause to hang;
(>) wear’

(17) ér- “to grind, mill’ «— WOT *dvir- ‘to turn, to turn (a wheel), to overturn (a cup),
to turn (the face) towards/ away from; (>) to turn (a grinding wheel)’

(18) 6riil- “to become mad’ «— WOT *dvril- ‘to revolve, be turned; (>) to be turned on
emotionally’

(19) Seper-‘to sweep, to broom’ «— WOT *sipir- ‘to clean, drive out, send away; (>) to
sweep’. .

(20) toyik- ‘to lay eggs’ «— WOT *tuy- ‘to rise (of sun), to be born (intr.); (>) lay eggs
(tr.y

8. “Clean” verbal copies

8.1. Binary setting

(1) késik- ‘to be, become late’ < kés- < *kéc- «— WOT *kéc- ‘to be late’
(2) vay- ‘to hollow out, to scoop out’ < *vay- «— WOT *vay- ‘to hollow out’

8.2. Multiple setting

(1) d'iir- ‘to knead, pug’ < *jiyur- «— WOT *juyur- / jiyur- ‘to knead’ «— Mo *jigura-
‘to knead, mix’

(2) sdkik- ‘to leap, to jump, to escape, to flee; to spring, dance’ < sék- < *sek < *sek- «—
WOT *sek- ‘to spring, jump, move quickly’ = ? Mo *sekii-/ seke- ‘to raise, lift up,
open by lifting up’

(3) tiir- ‘to endure, suffer, bear, stand’ < *#iir- +— WOT *t6r- | EOT t6z- ‘to endure, suf-
fer’ — Mo fes- ‘to bear, stand, to endure’
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Appendix II

Data underlying the overview of basic verbs and verbal adjectives in
Transeurasian

(1) ‘to go’
O] in- ‘to go away, leave, depart’ A, OJ -in- perfective auxiliary, J nar- B, OJ nar- ‘to
become, come into being’, J nas- B, OJ nas- ‘to make, do, give birth to’, pJ *na- ‘to go
out, become’,
K na-, MK ‘na- ‘to go out, emerge, leave, become, come into being, come out’, MK
“nay- ‘take out, produce’ (pK *-i- causative), MK nat- ‘to appear’ (pK *-#(i)- passive),
MK --na- resultative, pK *na- ‘to go out, become’,
Ma. -na- ~ -ne- ~ -no-, Na. -nda-, Olch. -pda-, Oroch, Ud. -na-, Sol. -na:-, Neg. -na-,
Evk., Even. -na:-, pTg *-na:- ‘to go out’

OJ in- ‘to go, leave, depart’ belongs to the n-irregular verb paradigm (na-hen) along
with only two other verbs: OJ sin- ‘to die’ and the perfect auxiliary OJ -in-, which
are probably reflexes of the same etymon (Robbeets 2005: 123, 162). The n-irregu-
lar verb paradigm is an exception to the athematic paradigm (yodan) because it has
‘long’ adnominals (rentaikei) -uru and subjunctives (meireikei) -ure in contrast to
the ‘short’ adnominals -« and subjunctives -e of the athematic paradigm.

Whitman (1985) has argued that at some proto-Japanese stage *-r- was deleted
after short vowels but retained after long vowels. The loss of the intervocalic -7- in
the adnominals and subjunctives of the athematic paradigm is commonly attributed
to this rule, so in the case of the n-irregular verb paradigm a preceding long original
vowel must have blocked the application of the rule. Since the root vowel in mono-
syllabic morphemes was automatically long at the proto-Japanese stage, it is inviting
to reconstruct monosyllabic pJ *na- ‘to go’.

The prefix in OJ in- ‘to go, leave, depart’ is a lexicalized instance of the Old
Japanese verb prefix -i. Various semantic and syntactic analyses of this prefix cir-
culate in the literature,* but, arguing that Old Japanese has active alignment in nomi-
nalized clauses, Yanagida and Whitman (2009: 117-119) demonstrate that the i-pre-
fix is exclusively attached to active verbs, i.e. to transitive verbs and to intransitive
verbs with an agentive subject. The separate accentuation of i- is high atonic 1.1.
(Martin 1987: 668), which explains the B register in a number of lexicalizations
such as J imasu B ‘deign to be/stay/go/come’ (< OJ mas- A ‘to deign to
be/stay/go/come’), OJ ino2r- B ‘to pray’ (< OJ no2r- A ‘to declare’) and OJ ituk- B
‘to purify’ ( < OJ ruk- B “to soak’). Lexicalized stems showing a reduced form of i-
such as OJ ik- / yuk- ‘to go’, OJ yokos- ‘to send here’ and OJ yusug-‘wash out, rinse’
have A register. OJ in- ‘go, leave, depart’ and OJ sin- ‘die’ have A register. How-

4 Martin 1987: 94, 668: independent adverb; Hino 1997: 2-5: agentive marker; Unger
2000a: 676: reanalysis of a preceding -i converb Russell 2006: 141-142: goal focus
marker; Vovin 2009a: 561: directive-locative focus marker
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ever, in reference to Kindaichi, Martin (1987: 201) points out that the original accent
type may be B because “these verbs originally had a fall (instead of just low) on the
ending of the predicative [...] and that of the infinitive [...] like verbs of Type B.”
From this perspective, pJ *na- ‘to go’ may underlie derivations such as OJ nar- ‘to
become, come into being’ and OJ nas- ‘to make, do, give birth to’ which have B
register. The grammaticalization of ‘to go’ into a change-of-state verb is cross-lin-
guistically well attested (Heine and Kuteva 2002: 156-157).

A similar pathway of grammaticalization probably underlies in MK ‘na- ‘to go
out, emerge, leave, become, come into being, come out’. In addition to the most
common meaning ‘to become’, the Korean verb is used in the sense of K na-ka- ‘to
go out, leave’, e.g. in nwun-ey nata ‘go out of a person’s favor’. Derivations such as
MK “nay- ‘take out, produce’ with the causative suffix *-i- and MK rat- ‘to appear’
with the passive *-£(i)- indicate that the original meaning was ‘to go out’. Martin
(1992: 702, 933) further considers the so-called “effective suffix” MK --na-, that
can only apply to the verb MK -wo- ‘to come’ yielding MK .wo.na- ‘to end up by
coming, ultimately come’, to be a grammaticalization from the auxiliary MK -na- ‘to
g0 out, emerge’.

The Tungusic languages share a suffix that denotes departure from a place to
other places or towards the object of an action (Benzing 1955a: 1068, Gorelova
2002: 239-240), such as Ma. feku- ‘to jump’ -> fekune- ‘to jump away from the
speaker, to jump to the other side’, guri- ‘to move’ -> gurine- ‘to move to another
place’ and Ma. omi- ‘to drink’ -> omina- ‘to go to drink’. In Manchu, this construc-
tion can be replaced by a periphrastic converb construction with the verb gene- ‘to
go’. From the viewpoint of cyclic grammaticalization, the synthetic construction
may also go back to an original verb pTg *na- ‘to go out’. Its origin as an independ-
ent verb is further supported by the observation that there is no development of
vowel harmony for the suffix, except in Manchu.

(2) ‘to hit, beat’
J tuku B, OJ tuk- ‘to pound, husk, beat, hit with force’, Shuri cicun, pJ *tuk- ‘to pound,
hit with force’
MK -thi- “to hit, strike’, pK *#(a)hi- < *1(A)ki- ‘to hit, strike’
Evk. dug- ‘1 to hit, beat, hammer’, Even duy- ‘1’, duy- ‘2 batter, hit repeatedly’, Neg.
dyw- ~ duy- ‘2’, dukte- *1°, Ma. du- ~ du:- ‘1, thresh’, Jur. du-yu-mij ‘1°, OI&. du:ci-
2’, Orok du: 1, du:ci- ‘2’, Na. du:- 1, do:¢i- “2°, Oro¢. du:- ‘1, 2’, Ud. du:- ‘2°, dukte-
‘1’, pTg *dug- ‘hit with force’

According to Ramsey’s law (cf. (20)), the reconstruction of a minimal vowel in pK
*tahi- is legitimate. Velar lenition (cf. (30)) supports the reconstruction of pK *#aki-.
Although the semantic and formal correspondences among the Japanese, Korean and
Tungusic participants are very close, we cannot exclude the possibility that we are
ultimately dealing with a sound symbolic formation.
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(3) ‘to bite’
J kamu B, OJ kam- ‘to bite, gnaw, chew, masticate, eat’, pJ *kam- ‘to bite, chew’
MMo. (Mugq) kemile- ‘to gnaw’, WMo. kemeli-, kemele- ‘1 to gnaw, nibble, crack with
one’s teeth (tr.)’, kemki- ‘2 to bite, snap with the teeth (tr.)’, Khal. ximle-, xemle- ‘1°,
Bur. ximel- ‘1°, Bur. (Bargu dial) ximil-, Kalm. kem|- ‘1°, Ordos kemele- ‘1°, kemyel-
‘2’, Bao. kamel-, Baoan (Dahejia dial.) kamal- ‘bite’, Dag. keme- ‘1°, Eastern Yugur
kemle-, kelme-, Kangjia kemle-, pMo *keme- ‘to bite’ (pMo *-/4-/ *-li- intensive-itera-
tive suffix)
Karakh. kemiir- ‘to gnaw, chew (tr.)’, MTk. komiir-, Tk. gemir-, kemir-, Az. gimir-,
Tkm. gemir-, Gag. kemir-, Uz. kemir-, Uigh. kemi(r)-, Tat. kimer-, Khak. kimar-, Krm.
kemir-, Kirg. kemir-, Tuva xemir-, Tof. xemir-, Kazakh kemir-, Nogh. kemir-, Bash. ki-
mer-, pTk *kem- ‘to bite, chew (intr.)’ (pTk *-(U)r causative).

In his review of Robbeets (2005), Georg (2007: 273) objects: “Had they used more
scientifically oriented sources [...] or any Mongolistic expertise for a change, they
would have found the meaning of this verb to be ‘to crack open a bone with one’s
teeth and to suck the marrow’, which makes clear that it is derived from kemi ‘mar-
row of bones’ and has to be eliminated from this “etymology”.” However, these
Mongolic forms can be analysed in two different ways: whereas Georg derives them
from pMo *kemi(n) ‘marrow of the bones’, I derive them from pMo *keme- ‘to
bite’. Thus, I take the general meaning ‘to bite’ as the primary one and assume that
the peripheral attestation of MMo. kemi-le- is a case of metathesis. Both -/4- and -/i-
are attested as deverbal iterative-intensive suffixes in Mongolic. The intensive-itera-
tive pMo *-I4 is frequently lexicalized in verb pairs such as WMo. alqu- ‘to step,
walk (intr.)’ -> alqula- ‘to march, walk with quick steps (intr.)’, WMo. seji- “to butt
with the horns’ -> sejile- ‘to butt repeatedly with the horns’, WMo. ili- ‘to caress,
stroke’ -> ilile- ‘to touch or stroke repeatedly’. However, the suffix *-/4- in Georg’s
analysis may also be the denominal verb suffix, e.g. WMo. §ibayun ‘bird’ -> §ibayu-
la- ‘hunt birds’. The suffix *-ki in WMo. kemki- ‘to bite, snap with the teeth (tr.)’
can be explained either as a deverbal transitivizer or as a denominal verb formant;
the second explanation based on Georg’s analysis, is more problematic, however,
since *-ki- is a grammaticalized form of MMo. ki- ‘to make’ with the meaning ‘to
make the verb base’, e.g. WMo. sayad ‘hindrance’ -> sayadki- ‘to hinder’. The ex-
pected meaning of the derived verb would thus be ‘to make marrow’ rather than ‘to
bite’. In the present analysis, WMo. kemki- ‘to bite, snap with the teeth (tr.)” reflects
a deverbal transitivizer pMo *-ki, lexicalized in verb pairs such as WMo. kel- ‘to be
strung (as pearls) (intr.)’ -> kelki- ‘to string pearls (tr.)’. Furthermore, the final
vowel in all contemporary attestations reflects -e- rather than -i-, which suggests that
*keme- is the primary form.’

5 Dagur has a verb kan- ‘to ruminate, chew the cud’, which reflects a final high front
vowel. However, in view of the meaning of this form, it is probably a reflex of pMo.
*kebi- ‘to chew, to ruminate’ (Nugteren 2011: 407).
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According to Clauson (1972: 723), the Turkic transitive verbs meaning ‘to gnaw,
chew’ can be derived as a causative of pTk *kem-. The causative suffix *-(U)r is
lexicalized in Turkic verb pairs such as OTk. ad- ‘to be hungry’ -> acur- ‘to starve
(tr.)’, OTk. kec- ‘to be late (intr.)’ -> keciir- ‘to delay (tr.)’ (Erdal 1991: 710-726).
As Rona-Tas et al. (2011: 534) note, the root pTk *kem- ‘to gnaw’ should be kept
separated from pTk *keb- ‘to chew’ which is reflected in Hungarian kérédzik- ‘to
ruminate’.

(4) ‘to burn’
J taku A, OJ tak- ‘to burn, boil, cook (tr.)’, Shuri fak- ‘to burn’, pJ *tak- ‘to burn’,
MK -tho- ‘to burn, be on fire (intr.)’, MK ta-hi-, K ttay- ‘make (fire), heat (with fire)
(tr.)’ (MK -i causative-passive), pK *faha- < pK *taka- ‘to burn’
Karakh. yak-, MTk. yaq-, Tk. yaq-, Tkm. yaq-, Gag. yak-, Az. yax-, Tat. yay-, Krm.
yaq-, Uz. yaq-, Uigh. yaq-,Yak. saq-, Kirg. $aq-, Kaz. Zag-, Bash. yag-, Khalaj ya:q-,
Chu. sor-, pTk *ya-k- ‘to ignite, burn (tr.)’

According to Ramsey’s law, the original root underlying MK -tho- ‘to bumn, be on
fire (intr.)’ can be reconstructed as pK *faha- ‘to burn’, which probably is an as-
similation to the second syllable vowel from pK *taha-. The transitive verb MK
ta-hi- ‘make (fire)’ can be derived from this root by adding a causative-passive suf-
fix -i-. As expected, the addition of a final suffix -i- blocks the weakening process of
the vowels. Velar lenition took place at an early stage in Korean (Martin 1996: 36-
37), supporting the reconstruction of pK *taka- ‘to burn’.

The correspondence with the Turkic verbs may of course be coincidental. In-
deed, the proto-Turkic verb *yak- ‘to ignite (tr.)’ may represent a complex form,
while the inclusion of the Turkic form would lead us to expect register B rather than
A in Japanese. As Rona-Tas et al. (2011: 410) note, the attestation of OTk yal- ‘to
blaze, burn, shine (intr.)’ and OTk yan- ‘to burn, blaze up (intr.)’ suggests that these
verbs are morphologically complex. The underlying verb being pTk *ya- ‘to burn
(tr.)’, OTk yal- ‘to blaze, burn, shine (intr.)’ would represent a derivation with a pas-
sive suffix pTk *-(X)/- (Erdal 1991: 651-693), OTk yan- ‘to burn, blaze up (intr.)’ a
derivation with an anticausative suffix pTk *-(X)n- (Erdal 1991: 584-638) and,
Karakh. yak- ‘to ignite, burn (tr.)’ with an inchoative suffix pTk *-(X)k- (Erdal
1991: 645-650). This inchoative suffix can be traced back to proto-Transeurasian.
Ultimately, Japanese and Korean may only have inherited the Transeurasian com-
plex inchoative form.

(5) ‘to carry’

J ou B, OJ op- ‘to bear, carry on the back’, EOJ opuse-, OJ opose-, J ooseru ‘to charge
with’, J obuu, OJ obup- ‘to carry on the back’, pJ *apa- ‘to carry on the back’

MK ep- ‘to carry on the back’, pK *ep- ‘to carry on the back’

Na. iwari- ‘to unload’, Evk. ewe- ‘to carry’, Orog. ewu-gi- ‘to bring’, iwa-dala- ‘to put
a person on one's shoulder’, pTg *ebe- ‘to carry’
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WDMo. eyiire-, egiir-, iigiir- ‘to carry or load on one’s back; to bear; to take a burden
upon oneself (tr.)’, (SH) MMo. u ur- “to lift on the shoulders, carry’, Khal. #:re- ‘carry
on one’s back, bear’, Kalm. z:r-, pMo *eyiire- ‘to carry on the back’

The deep-velar consonant with velar origin WMo. y < *g only occurs in stems with
back vowels. In intervocalic position, it converged with the deep-velar consonant
with bilabial origin WMo. y < *8 < *p/*b (Poppe 1955: 98). In cases like WMo.
eyiire-, where y occurs in stems with front vowels, a velar origin can be excluded.

(6) “to be thick’
J hutoi B “to be thick, burly, fat’, OJ putol- ‘to be thick, fat’ (< *puta-wo-ra (thick-
COP-ADN), Shuri butasaN, pR *buta- ‘stout, thick’ (Thorpe 1983: 335), pJ *puta- ‘to
be thick’
K pu:s- ‘to swell (intr.), MK “pwuT- ‘to swell, increase’, pK *pwuti- ‘to become thick’
WDMo. biidiigiin, bidiigiin ‘large, huge, big’ (WMo -yun / -giin deverbal noun deriving
quality words (Poppe 1954: 46)), MMo. bidun, Khal. biidii:n, Kalm. biidii:n, bodii:n,
Ordos biidii:n, bidii:n, Dong. biedun, Bao. beidon, Dag. budun, budu:n, SYugh.
budii:n, Mgr. budin, bidun, Mgr. beidii:n, beidun, pMo *biidii- ‘to be large’

The Old Japanese initial p- may require special notice because it has been suggested
that its articulatory definition had already become a bilabial fricative F by the time
of Old Japanese. Miyake (1999: 396-400) has argued against the spirantization of
OJ p, demonstrating that p remained unchanged until Middle Japanese when it be-
came a fricative f.

In Mongolic, two descriptive verb stems alternate: pMo *biidii- ‘to be large’ and
pMo *bedii- ‘to be large’. The latter form may have arisen through convergence
with a form ancestral to OTk. bédii- ‘to be(come) big, great’ (Doerfer 1963: 235;
1975: 275).

(7) ‘to be(come) wide’

J noberu B, OJ nobe2- ‘to stretch, spread, lengthen (tr.)’, J nobiru B, OJ nobi2- ‘extend,
lengthen, stretch, spread, grow; be postponed (intr.)’, J nobasu B, OJ nobas- ‘extend,
lengthen, stretch, spread (tr.)’, pJ *nanpa- > *nanpi- ‘to become long and wide’

K nelp- ‘to be wide’, MK zep- ‘to be wide’, MK nelu- ‘to be wide’, pK *nelp(i)- ‘to be
wide’

Neg. nepte-nepte ‘even’, Na. nepte-nepte ‘even’, Olch. nepte-nepte ‘even’, Orok nette-
‘spread out’, Even nebde- ‘to pull off the skin in one piece’, nebde ‘open(ness);
wide(ness)’, nebden- ‘to unfold widely; open up (of cloth, wings); straighten out; open
up (of leaves) (intr.)’ (Even -(4)n(2)- processive), nebderie: ‘flat, wide’ (Even -n4
deverbal adjectivizer), nebder- ‘to open, come out (of flowers) (intr.)’, nebdeku ‘opened
up; wide’, Evk. nepte- ‘to unfold, smooth out, spread out’, pTg *nepte- ‘to become flat
and wide’

WMo. nebseger ‘wide and long’ (WMo. -GAr deverbal quality noun (Poppe 1954:
46)), WMo. nebseyi- ‘to be wide and long (of clothes), to be tattered, in rags (intr.)’
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(pMo *-yi- anticausative, cf. (3)), WMo. nebsegene- ‘to move (of something wide and
long)’ (WMo. -G4- factitive: Poppe 1954: 61; pMo *-nA- processive.), Khal. nevsiy-,
Bur. nebsi-, pMo *nebse- ‘to be(come) wide and long’

Robbeets (2005: 375; 2008) argues that the voiced series in Japanese, which are
internally derived from original nasal clusters, can be traced back to clusters in the
Transeurasian languages. The original clusters can be divided into homoganic and
heteroganic clusters (Sagart pc.) Homoganic clusters are composed of a sonorant
and a stop (pTEA *-Rp-, *-Rt-, *-Rk-) and merge in a nasal cluster (pJ *-np- > OJ -
b-, pJ *-nt- > OJ -d-, pJ *-nk- > OJ *-g-) in Japanese. In heteroganic clusters, such as
those reflected in this etymology, on the other hand, the nasal and the stop have a
different place of articulation, which results in the insertion of a parasitic stop
(pTEA *-m(P)T-, *-n(T)K-, *-y(K)T-). The nasal is lost in the continental Transeura-
sian languages (*-P7-, *-TK-, *-KT-), whereas Korean and Japanese lose the final
stop (pJ *-mp- > OJ -b-, pJ *-nt- > OJ -d-, pJ *-yk- > OJ *-g-).

(8) “to be hard’
J katai A, OJ kata- “to be hard, solid, tough, rigid’, Shuri kata- A ‘to be sturdy, sure,
saturated’, pJ *kata- ‘to be hard’
K kwut-, MK kwut- ‘to be hard’, K kkatalop-, MK skatalwaop- ‘to be hard, difficult,
complicated; be harsh, severe’ (adj. n. + MK -lwop- ‘to be characterized by’; pK
*s(u/o)- intensive prefix), pK *kata- ‘to be hard, severe’
WDMo. gata- ‘1 to become hard, dry (intr.)’, gata-yu ‘2 hard’ (WMo -yu / -gii deverbal
noun deriving quality words (Poppe 1954: 46)), gata-n ‘hard, strong’, MMo. gata'u ‘2’,
Khal. xat-, xatu: ‘2’, Mgr. xada:- ‘1°, xadoy ‘2’, pMo *kata- ‘to become hard’
OTK. kat- ‘to be(come) hard, firm, tough’, katiy ‘2 hard’, Karakh. kat- ‘1°, katiy 2°,
Tat. kati ‘2°, Uz. kotik ‘2°, Uig. ketik ‘2°, Az. gati ‘2’, Tkm. gat, gati ‘2’, Khak. xatiy
‘2°, Shor kadiy ‘2°, Chu. xidv ‘2°, Yak. kita:nax 2°, Dolg. kat- ‘to become dry’,
kita:nak *2°, Tuva ka'diy ‘2°, Kirg. katii ‘2°, Kaz. katti °2°, Nog. kat ‘2’, Bash. kati ‘2’,
KKalp. katti 2’ , pTk *kat- ‘to be hard’

In Korean, relatively higher and lower vowels alternate phonologically in certain
color adjectives, mimetic and expressive adjectives, a phenomenon referred to as
“ablaut” by Vovin (2008a: 6) and as “heavy and light isotopes” by Martin (1992:
343-344). The higher and more back vowels e, ey, wu, wi (< MK wuy) are typical of
the heavy isotopes, while the lower and more front vowels a, ay, o (MK wo), oy
(MK woy) are typical of the light isotopes. The higher vowels are associated with
weighty, bulky concepts, while the lower vowels are used for small and unsubstan-
tial things, e.g. K ce:k- ‘to be small in number or quantity, few’ vs. K ca:k- ‘to be
small in size, tiny’. It is not surprising that the adjective meaning ‘to be large’ has a
higher vowel in its default form K khu-. A trace of a lower alternant, however, can
be found in the obsolete adjective K ha- (< MK -ho-) ‘to be large in number, much,
many, be great’, lexicalized, for instance, in K hankul ‘hankul, lit. great script’.
Similarly, the stem meaning ‘to be hard’ has developed a higher vowel in its default
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form K kwur-, MK kwut- ‘to be hard’, while there is a trace of a lower —and proba-
bly original— alternant in the adjective with metaphorical meaning K kkatalop-,
MK skatalwop- ‘to be hard, difficult, complicated; to be harsh, severe’. This form
can be derived from *s-kata-lwop- (INT-hard-be.characterized.by). The first element
is the intensive prefix pK *s(u/0)- > MK s- > K reduplication (Lee 1977: 145, Ram-
sey 1977: 64, Martin 1996: 24, 27, 91), e.g. MK tih- ~ stih- ‘to pound’. The last ele-
ment is the verbal adjective formant pK *-lwop- > MK -lwop- > K -lop- ‘to be char-
acterized by’ (Martin 1992: 677), e.g. K say ‘new’ vs. saylop- ‘to be new’. Apo-
phony between the higher vowel wu and the lower vowel a can be found in other
adjective pairs, such as in K phalah-, MK -pha-la ho- ~ K phwulu-, MK phwulwu-,
phwulu ‘be blue’, where it is used for its expressive effects only.

Rona-Tas et al. (2011: 511-513) find that a nominalized form on -(X)# of the root
pTk *kat(a)- ‘to be hard’ is reflected in Hungarian katang ‘chicory’.

(9) ‘to walk’

OJ kati, EOJ kasi, MJ kati ‘walking’ (deverbal noun on -i from unattested verb ‘walk’),
pJ *kat- ‘to walk’

K keT-, MK “keT- ‘to walk’, pK *keti- ‘to walk’

(SH) MMo. ketii-gelje-‘to cross over, go across (intr.),” (pMo *-g4-/j4- inchoative suf-
fix denoting multiple actants), ketii-s ‘crosswise, straight through (water)’ (pMo *-s ad-
verbializer), ketii-I- ‘to cross, pass (tr.)’ (WMo. -/- intensive-iterative; cfr (1)), WMo.
ketiil- ~ getiil- “to traverse, cross, ford; be delivered’, Khal. getle- ‘1 cross’, Bur. getel-
‘17, Kalm. get/- ‘1°, Ordos getiil- ‘1°, Dag. hedele- ‘1’, xedelgé- “1’, xedle:- ‘1°’, pMo
*ketii- “to cross, traverse’

OTKk. két-, MTk. két-, Tk. git-, Tat. kit-, Uz. ket-, Uig. kdit-, Az. gdt-, Tkm. git-, Kirg.
ket-, Kaz. ket-, Nog. ket-, Bash. kit-, Gag. get-, Karaim ket-, KKalp. ket-, pTk *ke:t- ‘to
g0, go away’

Vovin (2008: 150) rightly argues against Whitman’s (1985: 225) suggestion that OJ
kati is derived from a thematic verb pJ *kati- because we would not expect palatali-
zation to /si/ is Eastern Old Japanese if this were the case. However, his suggestion
that “WOJ kati was borrowed from Korean as a set form, and then re-borrowed into
Eastern Old Japanese as kasi” is difficult to support because the nominalized form in
Korean would be pre-MK keli and pK *keti ‘walking’. The quality of the vowel
and/or the liquid in the Korean model are difficult to reconcile with the Old Japa-
nese form.

(10) “to be white’
J siroi B, OJ sirol- ‘to be white’, J siro (2.5), OJ sirol ‘white’ (< *sira-wo-m (thick-
COP-NML)), J/ OJ sira- in e.g. J sirakami, OJ sira-kamil ‘white hair’, Shuri sirusaN,
PR *siro- ‘white’ (Thorpe 1983: 347), pJ *siro- ~ *sira ‘(to be) white’, OKog *tsiar
‘silver’ (Beckwith 2004: 100, 112), OKog *$ilap ‘white’ (Miller 1979: 7)
MK hoy- ~ MK -huy- ‘to be white’, MK syey- ‘to become white (of hair, of face)’, pK
*si(l)a- ~ pK *si(l)i- ~ pK *si(l)e- ‘to be white’
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Ma. Sara- ‘to become white’, Ma. Sari ‘light’, Evk. se:ru.-, dial. Se:ru:- ‘to sparkle,
glitter, flash’, Evk. se:ru:n, dial. Se:ru:n ‘rainbow’ (cf. pTg *-n nominalizer), Evk.
sereme ‘yellow’ (cf. pTg * -mA nominalizer), Orok se:rro, siro ‘rainbow’, pTg *sia:ra-
‘to be light, white’

WDMo. sira ‘yellow, yolk of an egg, bile, heartburn’, MMo. $ira, $ira:, Khal. sar, Bur.
Sara, Kalm. §ara, Ordos Sara, Dong. Sara, Sira, Bao. §ira, Dag. Sara, $ar, Sari, Yogh.
Sara, Mgr. slira, Mogh. Sira, sira:, pMo *sira ‘yellow’

OTk. Sarig, sarig ‘1 yellow’, Karakh. sariy, MTk. saréy, Tk. sari 1, Tat. sari 1, Uz.
sarig 1 Uigh. serig 1, S.-Yugh. saréy 1, Az. sari 1, Tkm. sa:ri 1, Khalaj sa:ruy
‘orange’, Tuva sariy , Kirg. saré 1, Kaz. sari 1, Bash. hari 1, Sal. saré 1, Chu. $ur, Surd
‘white’, sur- ‘to become white’, Khazar Sarkel ‘the white city’, pTk *sia:ri- ‘to be
white, yellow’ (< pTk *si:ra- ?) (pTk *-(X)g nominalizer; cf. Erdal 1991:172-232)

The seven vowel system proposes a double origin for OJ i; the front vowel derives
either from pJ *e or from pJ *i. In the case of OJ sirol- ‘be white’, there is no inter-
nal or Ryukyan evidence, supporting the reconstruction of a mid front vowel. How-
ever, Frellesvig and Whitman (2008: 37) take the attestation of MK syey- ‘become
white (of hair, of face)’ as external evidence for the reconstruction of pJ *sero
‘white’. This reconstruction seems implausible, however, in view of the attestation
of two other, related stems MK hoy- ‘be white’ and MK -huy- ‘be white’. I assume
the following developments in Korean:

pK *si())a- > *syo- > *hyo- (metathesis) > MK hoy- ‘white’
pK *si)i- > *syu- > *hyu- (metathesis) > MK . huy- ‘white’
pK *si(lle- > *si(l)ye- > *syey- > MK syey- ‘become white’

Proto-Korean had three apophonical alternants for the adjective root ‘be(come)
white’. The original final mid vowel in pK *si(l)e- dipthongized. Dipthongization of
mid front vowels by way of assimilation to a high front vowel also occurred in the
derivation of MK myey- ‘get stopped up’ from MK mek- ‘stop up’ and a passive
suffix MK -i.

After liquid loss, the vowels of the three alternants contracted. Initial pK *s- de-
veloped into pre-MK *h- whenever it was followed by a front vowel -i- or palatal
glide -y-, but this development was blocked when a second glide was present in the
syllable. This explains why MK syey- ‘become white (of hair, of face)’ maintained
its silibant. The Koguryo cognate OKog (]tsiar ‘silver’ proposed by Beckwith, while
semantically rather distant, would support the high front vowel. Although Miller’s
Koguryo proposal would be a better fit, it may concern a ghost-word which has
arisen via a modern scholar’s handwritten copy of the character JJ (Beckwith 2004:
72).

It is clear that Tungusic forms such as Ma. sira ‘yellow’, Even hirapan ‘yellow-
ish (of reindeer skin)’ and Ud. si: ‘yellow paint’ are copies from Mongolic (Miller &
Street 1975: 133, Doerfer 1985: 302, Rozycki 1994: 184). These are nominal forms
with high front vowels meaning ‘yellow’. However, the Tungusic stems proposed in



Review 291

the etymology can be derived from descriptive verbs, reflect pre-glided low vowels
and share the meaning ‘to be light’ or ‘to be white’.

The Mongolic forms may be borrowed from Turkic because they are restricted to
the meaning ‘yellow’ and cannot be derived form descriptive verbs. If the contact
scenario is correct, the copies suggest that the Turkic model was an unbroken pTk
*si:ra-.* Some contemporary Mongolic forms have recently undergone “i-breaking”
whereby the vowel i develops into a or ia before a. If the Koguryo, Tungusic and
Turkic forms cited are indeed related, then they should have undergone a similar
development of “i-breaking”. Although “i-breaking” must have occurred independ-
ently at different points in time in each of the languages, it may represent “Sapirian
drift” (Sapir 1921: 126-127, Joseph 2013), a specific type of recurring changes in
related languages at widely separated stages of their development.

Since the formant -(X)g is very frequent in deverbal nouns in Old Turkic, e.g.
OTKk. isi- ‘to be hot’ -> isi-g ‘hot; heat’, we can reconstruct pTk *siari- ‘to be white,
yellow’ as an original descriptive verb. This is supported by the Chuvash descriptive
verb Sur- ‘to become white’. The palatal sibilant in Chuvash, Khazar and in the
Hungarian loanwords §ar ‘yellow’ and sarga ‘yellow’, as well as the palatalized
variant Orkhon OTk. $arig support the diphthong in the reconstruction.” Note that
Rona-Tas et al. (2011: 691-695) propose that the West Old Turkic models underly-
ing H sar ‘yellow’ and $arga ‘yellow” are WOT *$ari and *Sarug, respectively, but
they derive both forms from a single origin *sigri-g. In my view, pTk *sia:ri- ‘to be
white, yellow’ represents the original proto-Turkic form, rather than deriving it from
pTk *sa:ri-, as is proposed by them. Réna-Tas et al. (2011: 693) further point out
that the meaning ‘yellow’ is probably secondary because it denotes a light yellow
color, which probably evolved from the word for ‘white’. The original meaning is
preserved in Chuvash and in the Khazar place name.

(11) ‘to be(come) round’

J marui A, EMJ (10th C) maro- ‘to be round’, J maru, OJ maro2 ‘round thing’, Shuri
marusaN, pR *maro- (Thorpe 1983: 321), pJ *maru- ~ *maro- ‘to be round’, OKog
*mawr ‘round, circle’ (Beckwith 2004: 66, 114, 158)

6 Contrary to Doerfer (1963: 220-221), who considers the parallel between the Mongolic
and Turkic forms as a coincidence, Georg (2007: 274) explains it in terms of a loan con-
nection. He finds that “adding Japanese to this does not lead to any serious objections on
the semantic side, but the vowel does not fit the Turkic etymon (which is the source of
Mongolian here)”. But if Turkic indeed is the loan source of Mongolian, this indicates
that the model was pTk *si:ra- ‘yellow’ with a vowel that fits the Japanese etymon.

7  Old Turkic distinguished between two sibilants in native words: alveolar /s/ and palatal /8/
(Erdal 2004: 82-83). The distinction is found in most runiform inscriptions of Orkhon Old
Turkic. Manichean writing uses two different characters, but other Old Uighur texts do
not distinguish consistently, as is the case here for Orkhon OTk. Sarig vs. Uighur OTk.
sarig.



292 Review

K mulu- (-lI-) ‘to turn around, retreat, go back (intr.); give back, return (tr.)’, MK mulu-
(-4I-) “to retreat, withdraw’, pK *mili-I- ‘to turn around’

Evk. muru- ‘1 to walk round, return’, murume ‘2 round’ (cf. pTg * -mA nominalizer) ,
Even merek- ‘to return’, Even mereldin- ‘to circulate, circle, orbit’, mere:ti ‘circle’,
Neg. meyel 2, Ma. muri- ‘to twist, wring’, murigan ‘curved place on a road’, murcaku:
“spiral, whorl, helix’, Olch. muru-muru 2, Orok morolime 2, Na. murgi 2, pTg *muru-
‘to turn around’

WMo. muri- ~ muru- ‘to go astray, act contrarily’, WMo muruyi- ‘to be bend, to be
crooked, to turn, to meander (intr.)’ (pMo. *-yi- anticausative), WMo murui ‘awry,
slanting, bending; bend, curve, crookedness (n. and adj.)’ (cf. pMo *-i deverbal noun
suffix), MMo. muru, muri ‘1 curve’, Khal. muruy 1°, Buriat muru: ‘1°, Kalm. muru:
‘1°, Ordos mur*i: ‘1°, Dag. morcigui ‘1°, Mgr. muri: ‘1°, pMo *muru- ‘to make a curve,
turn round’

OTK. biir- ‘to twist, wind round, screw (tr.)’, MTk. bur-, Tk. bur-, Tat. bor-, Uz. bur-,
bura-, Uig. bur-, Az. bur-, Tkm. bur-, biiri-, Khak. pur-, Shor pur-, Kirg. bura-, biir-,
Kaz. bura-, biir-, Nog. bur-, bura-, biir-, Bash. bor-, Balkar bur-, Gag. bur-, Karaim
bur-, KKalp. bur-, bura-, Chu. pdr- ‘to turn, wind, bend, screw’, pTk *biir- ~ bur- ‘to
turn over, wind around’

The regular medial vowel reflex of a high back vowel *-u- is Japanese -u-. How-
ever, the reflex -a- in pJ *maru- ~ *mara- ‘to be round’ is the one expected in a par-
ticular phonological environment, whereby the vowel is preceded by an initial labial
consonant (*p-, *w-, *m-) and followed by a medial resonant (*-7-, *-n-). The pho-
nological development probably involved the diphthongization of the high back
vowel: *muru- > *mauru- > maru- > mars-. The final vowel alternation in pJ
*maru- ~ *mara- reflects the change in medial vowel quality and the following as-
similation of the final vowel. Note that MJ waru- ~ waro- ‘to be bad’ (< pJ *waru- ~
*wara- ‘to be bad’) reflects a similar development. Based on Beckwith’s recon-
struction of OKog *mawr ‘round, circle’, the dissimilation may have already started
in Japanic (Japanese-Koguryoic).

MK mulu- (-ll-) ‘to retreat, withdraw’ belongs to a small class of seven verbs
that are marked by -//- doubling infinitives. Ramsey (1986: 186) derives these verbs
from original verb roots that were closed by a final liquid -/. Given the intensive or
iterative connotation of some of these verbs, it is inviting to set up a final intensive-
iterative suffix pK *-/- in some cases.

The deverbal anticausative suffix pMo *-yi- can be reconstructed on the basis of
verb pairs such as WMo. sekii- ‘to raise, lift up (tr.)’ -> sekiiyi- ‘to rise, stand out
(intr.)’, WMo. éarda- ‘to starch (tr.)’ -> cardayi- ‘to harden, become hard (intr.)’and
WMo. julbu- ‘to shed skin, to lose hair (intr.)” -> julbuyi- ‘for the hair to lie down
(as when wet), to be short-wooled’. In view of WMo muruyi- ‘to be bend’, this suf-
fix supports the reconstruction of a verb root pMo *muru- meaning ‘to make a
curve, turn round’.

The basic meaning of the Turkic verbs is ‘to turn over, wind around’, but it has
secondarily developed meanings as ‘wrinkle, wrap around, cover’, which have been
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borrowed into Mongolic, e.g. Wo. burgi- ‘to rise in clouds, whirl’, burjiyi- ‘to curl,
frizzle’, biiri- ‘to cover, envelop’, etc. (Rona-Tas et al. 2011: 150). The Mongolic
copies are easily unmasked because their meaning is restricted to the secondary
meaning of the Turkic model. The back- and front-vocalism in the Turkic languages
may be iconic, having to do with the differentiation between larger and smaller con-
cepts, as it does in Korean (see etymology (8) ‘to be hard’).
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