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Languages 17, 226-284.

This comprehensive article by the renown Uyghur scholars Mirsultan Osmanov, Uriimchi,
and the late Hamit Tomiir, Minzu University of China, Beijing, presents the authors’ opin-
ions on the emergence and development of the written language Chaghatay, which they
consider to be the direct descendant of written Old Uyghur. The paper can serve as a valu-
able document of the history of the modern Uyghur research on Chaghatay that began in
the 1960s.

Mirsultan Osmanov, Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Regional Working Commitee of
Minorities” Language and Writing, Urumgqi, China. E-mail: mirsultanosman@gmail.com
Hdmit Tomiir, Minzu University of China, Department of Uyghur language and
Literature, Peking, China.

1. Introduction

In the 1960s, within our group, the process of researching the Chaghatay language
formally commenced. With this began the collection, categorization and publication
of the classical literary relics of the Uyghur people which had been written in the
Chaghatay language. During this period many articles concerning the Chaghatay
language were written, laying the foundation for academic research into the lan-
guage. Works by Ibrahim Muti’i, Rehmitulla Jari, Himit Tomiir, Abdure’op Polat,
Wahitjan Ghopur, Esqer Hiiseyin, and others are representative of these research
efforts. The papers published to date have, in general, positively demonstrated that
the Chaghatay language is the direct descendant of the Uyghur written language.
Nevertheless, important questions remained unanswered, such as how the language
was formed and its position within the wider language family. However, no system-
atic treatment of these issues—such as the formation of the language and its taxon-
omy—has yet been offered. Almost certainly for this reason, the view is sometimes
put forward that the Chaghatay language and the Uyghur language are not, in fact,
related, and that the creators of the Chaghatay written language were not themselves
part of the Uyghur classical literature movement, but were merely one of its influ-
ences. Apart from this, many Uyghur intellectuals have, for some time, deemed the
name Chaghatay language ill-suited to the essence of the language, and have sug-
gested that it would be more proper to use the name Chaghatay Uyghur language.
However, our focus in this paper is first on the important questions mentioned
above. In order to aid further research into the name of the language we will con-
tinue to use the name in common use today. We believe that after the essential prob-
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lems have been solved, scholars will have no further difficulty in choosing the cor-
rect name.

2. Chaghatay language and Chaghatay language research

The written literary language used by the Turkic people in Xinjiang and Central
Asia, especially the Uyghur and Uzbek people from the middle of 14th century to
the beginning of the 20th century, is commonly called Turkic language, Turkish,
Kashgar Turkish or Chaghatay. In the Karakhanid period it was referred to as Tiirk
language or the language of the Khakanian Turks by Mahmud al-Kashgari. Later, in
the work Etebet-al-heqayiq by the literary scholar Ehmed Yiikneki, it was called
Kashgari language. This language was formed as an amalgamation of the Idiqut Uy-
ghur literary language, on which it was based, and the Old Uyghur literary language.
In the process of its development it acquired its own unique features, and was also
characterized by a strong Perso-Arabic influence.

This literary language is termed Chaghatay language—not owing to its inclusion
as a member of any particular language family, but only because it was used as the
official language of the Chaghatay Khanate under the rule of Chaghatay and his de-
scendants, and by similar regimes which ruled over Xinjiang and much of surround-
ing Central Asia.

Although the name Chaghatay language was not commonly used in its time, the
term’s ability to clearly indicate when and where the language was in use accounts
for its mainstream academic usage at the present.

As is well known, Chaghatay was the second son of Chingiz Khan and he ruled
from 1224 to 1242 A.D., the year in which he died. While Chingiz Khan was still
alive, he gave his son Chaghatay the West Liao lands of Semirechye, Transoxania
and Kashgar to rule over as his inheritance. Until 1370 A.D. (the final year of
Tugluq Timur), twenty-seven descendants of Chaghatay sat on the throne, reigning
over this vast expanse. Accordingly, Cayatay ulus ‘Chaghatay people’ and Cayatay
eli ‘Chaghatay land/country’ became formal terms for this territorial regime and its
citizenry. This terminology, from the time of Chaghatay’s grandson Alghu (who
reigned 1261-1266) down to the reign of Timur, included the Mongol tribes which
embraced Islam as well as many other Turkic-speaking tribes.

In the 15th century, when nomadic groups expanded southward from the vicinity
of the Aral Sea, the mixture of tribes in this land became even more complex. In this
way, not just on the basis of shared ethnicity, but much more owing to political and
social factors, three main groups came into being across this vast territory: the Cha-
ghatay, Mughal, and Uzbek. However, notwithstanding this complex social and eth-
nic makeup, from the middle of the 14th century the main language of government
and of formal written communication across the land was the language called Turkic
or Turkish, also known as Chaghatay or Chaghatay Turkic, as opposed to Arabic or
Persian.
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Outside of our country [i.e. China], the Chaghatay language first began to be re-
searched in the 19th century by scholars of whom the following can be considered as
representative: V. V. Radlov, S. Y. Malov, H. Vambéry, A. N. Samoylovi¢, J. Eck-
mann, N. A. Baskakov, A. N. Kononov, A. K. Borovkov, K.-H. Menges, I. Tikho-
nov, A. M. Séerbak, A. T. Kaydarov, V. V. Resetov, S. Siikiirov, and G. Abdurax-
manov etc. Here we introduce the views of several of these researchers as they relate
to our topic.

In the book titled Qamus-al-alam it is written:

“Ancient Uyghurs were the most culturally advanced, and their language was the
literary language of the Turkic-speaking peoples. The Uyghur language from the time
of Chaghatay Khan’s reign became famous as the Chaghatay language.”’

V. V. Radlov said:

“Eastern Turkic or Chaghatay was not the language of Central Asia as Sultan
Muhemmed Babur and H. Vambéry, the latest researcher of this language, are trying to
convince us. Instead, it was an artificial formal literary language, just as was literary
Ottoman Turkish. It came to be formed due to historical reasons. It is now the formal
written language of peoples of the east speaking various Turkic dialects. Its basis is the
Uyghur literary language which was already developed even before the influence of
Islamic culture and the Mongol occupation.”?

In the work, Historical grammar of the Uzbek language, S. Y. Malov’s opinion of
the history of Uzbek is given to us as follows:

“S. Y. Malov divides Uzbek language history into three periods: Uyghur Literary
Language, Chaghatay Literary Language, and Soviet-era Uzbek. According to this kind
of historical partitioning, modern literary Uzbek (Soviet-era) came from literary
Chaghatay, and this language (literary Chaghatay) in turn from literary Uyghur.”

A. K. Borovkov said:

“The Khakanian language became the standard literary language for all Turkic-
speaking Muslims in the 12th to 14th centuries. Even after the Mongolian occupation,
the ancient Uyghur language played an important role as the literary language of

1 Frageri, Semseddin Sami 1889-1898. Kamus al-alam 1-6. istanbul: Mihran. 3: 1640,
1876.

2 Quoted in A. M. Sterbak 1962. Grammatika starouzbekskogo jazyka. [Grammar of the
Old Uzbek language]. Moskva: Izdatel’stvo Akademija Nauk SSSR.

3 G. Abduraxmanov & S. Siikiirov 1973. Istoriceskaja grammatika uzbekskogo jazyka 1.
[Historical grammar of Uzbek]. Taskent: Ukituv¢i. 17.
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Central Asia. After the beginning of the 11th century, the ancient Uyghur language
spread beyond the borders of Xinjiang towards the west. The widespread dissemination
of Uyghur literature in the east by the formation of the Chaghatay ulus ‘people’. In the
writings before the time of Neva'i, the ancient Uyghur language was characterized by
many different phonetic, morphological and lexical forms. Nevertheless the scholar,
Neva’1, was familiar with the writer Ehmed and his poetry. From this, it can be seen
that Uyghur literary traditions were robust in Neva'i’s time”.4

However, Borovkov also said:

“In the Chaghatay period, the Old Uzbek language was very close to eastern Turkic
literary traditions. However, it was based on the j dialect or dialect groups.”

In the 12th to 14th centuries, Khorazmian and the local dialect environment played
vital roles in the development of the literary language.®

Within Neva’i’s language, Uyghur morphological elements can also be observed.
However, the usage of these ancient Uyghur elements is rare. Therefore, the ancient
Uyghur language was not the basis for the literary language created by Neva’1.’

A. Samoylovi¢ divides Central Asian Turkic written languages under Islam into
the following time periods:

Karakhanid Turkic or Kashgar Turkic (10th to 12th centuries)

Oghuz-Qipchaq Turkic (13th to 19th centuries)

Chaghatay (15th to 19th centuries)

Uzbek (20th century).?
J. Eckmann put the Chaghatay language in the Central Asian group of the Turkic
family of languages and opined that it was a classical language which was used from
the beginning of the 15th to the beginning of the 20th century. He considered it im-
proper to call it the Old Uzbek language. He also mentions that, out of modern lan-
guages, this language is related most closely to Uzbek and Uyghur. He divides Cen-
tral Asian Turkic written languages under Islam into the following time periods:

Karakhanid Turkic (11th to 13th centuries).

Khorazmian Turkic (14th century).

4 A.K.Borovkov 1946. Alider Navoi kak osnovopoloZnik uzbekskogo literaturnogo yazika.
[Eligir Newa’i, the founder of the Uzbek literary language]. In: Borovkov, A. K. (ed.) Ali-
sher Navoi. Moskva & Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo Akademija Nauk SSSR.

5 A. K. Borovkov 1963. Leksika sredneaziatskogo tefsira 12—13 vv. [Annotated Central
Asia Lexicon.] Moskva: Izdatel'stvo Akademija Nauk SSSR. 21.

6 A.K. Borovkov 1963. 27-28.

A. K. Borovkov 1946.

8 J. Eckmann 1966. Chagatay manual. Introduction. Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana Uni-
versity Press. 9-10.

]
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Chaghatay (15th to the beginning of the 20th century).

J. Eckmann furthermore divides the Chaghatay language into three time periods:

Pre-Classical Period (from the beginning of the 15th century to 1465, the time
that Neva’'1’s first divan was written).

Classical Period (1465 to 1600).

Post-Classical Period (1600 to 1921).°
N. A. Baskakov held that Chaghatay was the literary language of the Chaghatay ulus
‘people’ and was used from the 13th to the 14th centuries. He called the descendant
of that language Old Uzbek, and he placed these two languages into the Qarluq
Turkic language group. The languages within this group and their relationships are
presented as follows.

The languages belonging to the Qarluq group can be divided into the Qarlug-Uy-
ghur branch and the Qarlug-Khorazmian branch. The Qarlug-Uyghur branch in-
cludes two literary languages: the Uyghur language of the Karakhanid period (10th
to 11th centuries)—Qutadgu Bilik ‘The knowledge of achieving happiness’ and Di-
vanu Lugatit Tiirk ‘Compendium of the languages of the Turks’ are both examples
of the spoken language of that period—and the Uyghur language after the Karakha-
nid period (12th to 14th centuries)—this language was used in both FEtebet-al-
heqayiq and Qisse-al-enbiya ‘Stories of the Prophets’. The Qarlug-Khorazmian
branch includes ancient literary languages—such as the Qarlug-Khorazmian lan-
guage (12th century), the Golden Horde (Khorazmian) language (14th century), the
Chaghatay language (13th to 14th centuries) and the Old Uzbek language (15th to
20th centuries)—and also includes modern Uyghur and Uzbek.'°

We also encounter some contradictory opinions in N. A. Baskakov’s original
work:

“Textual relics following that period include: Divani Hikmet written by Xoja Ehmed
Yessewiy in the mid-12th century Sufi literature period and Etebet-al-heqayig written
by his disciple, Ehmed Yiikneki (12th to 13th centuries) ... These works were composed
using Oghuz-Qipchaq dialects which expressed the rules of literary Khorazmian Turkic.
The influence of ancient literary Uyghur was not very strong”.!!

The Qarlug-Khorazmian branch group includes four ancient literary languages
which appeared one after the other over time. These were: the (Uyghur-Qarluq) lan-
guage of the Karakhanid Khanate of the 10th to 11th centuries, the Qarlug-Khoraz-

9 J. Eckmann 1966. Introduction.

10 N. A. Baskakov 1986. Tiirkiy tillar [Turkic languages]. Uyghur translation. Beijing: Peo-
ple’s Press. 312-322.

11 N. A. Baskakov 1986: 82.
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mian or Oghuz-Qipchaq literary language, the Chaghatay language and the Old
Uzbek language.'?

In regards to the so-called textual relics of the literary Chaghatay language, they
mainly preserved the characteristics of the literary language of the Karakhanids.'3

The foundation of the Chaghatay language is based upon the literary language of
the Karakhanid period. It formed from the combination of elements from the eastern
Uyghur-Qarluq language and the western Khorazmian language.'*

A. M. Serbak calls the literary Turkic language used in Central Asia from the
14th to the 16th centuries the Old Uzbek language, and he mentions that this term
also includes the spoken Uzbek of that time. When S¢erbak emphasizes the relation-
ship between this language and the languages that preceded it, he states:

“Relatively late (after the 10th to 13th centuries), it was a Central Asian variant of an
eastern Turkic language”—here talking about the Qarlug-Uyghur dialect of this
language.'’

In Uzbek language historical grammar the Uzbek scholar, Osmanov, divided the
history of the Uzbek language into the following periods:

The ancient Tugyu language (6th to 11th centuries).

The ancient Uzbek language (11th to 12th centuries).

The first period of the Old Uzbek language (13th to 14th centuries).

The Old Uzbek language (14th to 19th centuries).

Modern Uzbek language.'®
The authors of Uzbek language historical grammar divided the historical periods of
the literary Uzbek language as follows:

Most ancient Turkic language (up to the 7th century).

Ancient Turkic language (7th to 11th centuries).

Old Turkic language (11th to 13th centuries).

Old Literary Uzbek language (15th to 19th centuries).

New Literary Uzbek language (19th to early 20th centuries)

Modern Literary Uzbek language.'”
In the introduction to Modern Uzbek language, the following statements are made:

“Indeed, during the 11th century, in Mahmud al-Kashgari’s work, The Compendium of
Turkic Dialects [Divan Lughatit-Tirk], [z] (or sometimes, [d]) phoneme variants are

12 N. A. Baskakov 1986: 330, 325.
13 N. A. Baskakov 1986: 330, 325.
14 N. A. Baskakov 1986: 92.

15 A.M. S¢erbak 1962.

16 G. Abduraxmanov 1973: 18, 19.
17 G. Abduraxmanov 1973: 18, 19.
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also found in words which include the [j] phoneme, particularly in his examples from
Kasghar Uyghur folklore ... [This language] not only from the aspect of phonology, but
also from lexical and grammatical features, was similar to more ancient Turkic textual
relics. However, this observation cannot be used as the basis for including the writings
of that time among those ancient Turkic textual relics, or to declare these writings as
belonging only to the Uyghur people. This is because, from the 11th to the 12th centu-
ries, Uzbek language elements existed in greater numbers and had a stronger presence
in ancient writings. As for later relics, textual artifacts from the 13th to the 14th centu-
ries are exact representations of the Old Uzbek language. Elisir Neva'1’s transformation
of literature was extremely significant in that he abandoned the traditions of Uyghur
language within his literary works...”!8

If the views expressed above are put in outline form, their opinions about the basis
of the formation of the Chaghatay language and to which language family it belongs
can be expressed as follows:

The Uyghur language, during the reign of Chaghatay Khan, became familiar as
the Chaghatay language. (S. Sami)

The literary Uyghur language had matured before the Mongol occupation and
was the basis of the Chaghatay language through the influence of Islamic culture.
(V. V. Radlov)

Modern Uzbek came from the literary Chaghatay language, and the literary Cha-
ghatay language came from the literary Uyghur language. (S. Y. Malov)

The Karakhanid period literary language and the literary language that followed
were both Uyghur literary language. (N. A. Baskakov)

During Neva’T’s time, it can be seen that Uyghur literary traditions were strong.
(A. Borovkov)

The Chaghatay language was formed on basis of the Khorazmian or the Oghuz-
Qipchaq literary languages, both of which followed the literary Turkic language of
the Karakhanid period. (J. Eckmann, A. Samoylovi¢)

Chaghatay was the literary language of the Chaghatay Ulus during the 13th to
14th centuries. The Old Uzbek language followed it in the 15th century. Both were
part of the Qarlug-Khorazmian branch. (N. A. Baskakov)

The literary Turkic language during the Karakhanid period, or even in the period
before it, was the Uzbek language. (Osmanov)

In textual artifacts of the 11th—12th centuries, Uzbek language elements were nu-
merous and strong. (Modern Uzbek language)

Neva’1 forsook Uyghur language traditions. (Modern Uzbek Language)

18 Hozirgi zamon iizbek tili / Sovremennyj uzbekskij jazyk. 1957. [Modern Uzbek language].
Tagkent. Introduction.
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The literary Turkic language (the Chaghatay language) which formed in the
14th—16th centuries should be called the Old Uzbek language (A. M. S¢erbak, G.
Abdurahmanov, S. Siikiirov).

The Old Uzbek language was the Central Asian variant of the Eastern Turkic
language (of the Qarluq Uyghur dialect) after the Karakhanid period (A. M. S¢er-
bak).

These later views claim that Chaghatay moved away from the medieval Uyghur
language, especially from its Idiqut and Khakanian variants, and that at some point
Chaghatay was bound up with local Khorazmian dialects. They even attempt to re-
place Chaghatay with the ancient Uzbek language. These opinions naturally present
opportunities for detailed analyses of several problems for discussion: the family of
the literary language that was the basis for the Chaghatay language; the formation
and developmental stage of the Chaghatay language; and the relationship between
the Chaghatay language and modern Uzbek, etc.

Before we discuss these contentious problems, we will put forward several
points that are worth emphasizing about the evaluation of the Chaghatay language:

From the perspective of time, the Chaghatay language was in use for 600 years.
From the perspective of place, many Turkic-speaking people outside of the Chagha-
tay region also used this language as the literary language. So, in regard to the ques-
tion of how to classify this literary language, several important questions need to be
taken into account: Which tribe’s or tribes’ language characteristics were influen-
tial? Which historical conditions were influential? Which stage of the Chaghatay
language influenced the formation process and development of the literary lan-
guage? ctc. Without considering whether or not a given Turkic language has experi-
enced a certain level of Turkic language development, and without considering the
continuous existence or new formation of any Turkic-speaking people, one cannot
say that, “Given that this is a Turkic language, it must be thus and so”. Such a state-
ment denies the unique characteristics of ethnic languages, and it implies that, given
certain similarities, any ethnic language can be identified as a common language.

For the six centuries in which the Chaghatay language was in use, there is much
factual evidence for the continuous presence of several phenomena in this region:
tribal mixing and separation, the preservation of certain tribal characteristics, severe
inter-tribal conflicts, competition with each other for advancement, etc. Neva’i, in
his works, did not mention the Barlas, Arlat, Tarhan, Qiyat, Qongrat, Uyghur,
Jalayir, Qavchin, etc. tribes without cause. In fact those tribes, in later times, joined
the Uzbeks yet did not lose their tribal names. Neva'1’s statement, Mevlana Hiiseyin
Xarazmiyni Xarezmde Ozbek Sehid qildi'® and Sultan Muhemmet Babur’s statement,
Ozbek zor kisini boke dermis®® prove that they had not yet given up their tribal

19 Aliger Neva’i 1994. Mejalisun-nefa’is. Birinji Mdjlis. [1st conference], Xinjiang People’s
Press . Uriiméi. 10.
20 A.S. Beveridge 1905. The Bdabar-nama. Facsimile. Leyden & London. 18, 19.
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names. It is therefore evident that it is improper to say that “The Uzbeks conquered
(or assimilated) other tribes and became a single, unified people” in the 15th and
16th centuries. Regarding this problem, the views of the authors of Uzbek language
historical grammar were relatively correct. They said:

“After the death of Tamerlane (18 February 1405), the struggle between his heirs for
the throne escalated and chaos ensued. In addition to this, descendents of Uzbek no-
mads often made attacks from the Qipchaq wilderness which is north of Central Asia.
Some of them occupied the area around the Syr Darya (Jaxartes River), Turkistan,
Ozgen, Suzaq and other places, gradually settling there. The nomads called themselves
Uzbeks. Their ethnicity had Mughal, Turk, Hon, and Sag-Messegit components. At the
end of the 15th century Uzbek descendents, under the leadership of Sheybanihan, occu-
pied Transoxania and became mixed with neighboring peoples. These neighboring peo-
ples also began to be called ‘Uzbeks’.”?!

Differences between tribes and peoples still existed during this time period, and it
cannot be imagined that a single written literary language based on the languages of
every tribe and people could arise. Rather, in order to form a written literary lan-
guage, a single dialect region with a well-developed culture had to play a major role.
Therefore, in the period when the Uyghur written language was used as the official
language, the due credit should be given to the roles of the Idiqut variant and the
other variant, called the Khakanian language (which was in use in Central Asia until
the Mongol occupation), in the formation of the Chaghatay language. In other
words, from the Orkhon period onwards, all of these factors should not be forgotten:
the Uyghurs, who created, preserved and disseminated their flourishing culture; their
cultural role throughout Central Asia, especially in the main cultural centers of
Kashgar, Herat, Samarkand, Andijan, etc.; the Uyghur written and oral language
traditions; and their social status. The words of Shemsiddin Sami above were based
upon this reality.

The language characteristics of poetry and of prose should be differentiated from
each other. Language phenomena that were commonly or consistently seen should
be distinguished by their usage rates from those that were uncommonly or rarely
occurring. Guiding principles should be found in important and definitive language
component characteristics, and attention should be focused on the languages in
which these characteristics are now strongly active. There are certain language phe-
nomena i.e. those that are still in transitional periods and even their future modifica-
tions (which cannot be placed into a single system; for example the alternation of d
/1 8, J, g, z) that should not be relied upon to create a foundation.

21 A.S. Beveridge 1905: 15.
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3. The formation of the Chaghatay language and its course of development

Social factors play an important role in the formation of a given literary language.
Chingiz Khan’s westward march and the rule of his descendants in Central Asia
provided the essential social setting for the formation of the Chaghatay language.
Prior to Chingiz Khan’s advance into Central Asia, the written literary language
called the Khakanian language or the Kashgari language was mainly used, (although
the Chaghatay language did reflect some characteristic features of the local dialects
of Central Asia of this period). The writer Ehmed Yiikneki’s work Etebet-al-
hegayiq, Qisse-al-enbiya ‘Stories of the Prophets’, the undated and anonymous
Qur’an tepsiri ‘Commentary on the Qur’an’ and other such works can be given as
examples of works written in this literary language.

It is clear from the activities conducted by the Uyghur scribe Tatatunga in the
language and literary fields during Chingiz Khan’s reign, that Chingiz Khan used
the Idiqut Uyghur language and the ancient Uyghur script as the official language
(and script) of state.?? This language served as the official language in Central Asia,
not only in Chingiz Khan’s lifetime but also in the eras of his descendants, including
those of Chaghatay and the Timurids. In this period, the language’s area of use was
not limited to official communication and correspondence, laws and regulations
only. It made its presence felt in almost every field of social communication. This
language and script, which was an outstanding expression of ancient Uyghur culture,
became the means by which many world famous works were bequeathed to later
generations. Works that were written and copied in this language include Altun Ya-
ruq, Xuanzang Biography, Maytrisimit, Qutadgu Bilik ‘The knowledge of achieving
happiness’, Etebet-al-heqayiq, Bextiyarname, Tezkire'i Ewliya, Merajname, Oghuz-
name, Muhebbetname ‘The book of love’, and so on.

The ancient Uyghuric script, as the foundation for the creation of the Mongolian,
Manchu and other scripts, persisted until the 14th century in Central Asia and until
the 17th century in the east.

Regarding the positive role of the Uyghur language in Central Asia, the follow-
ing quotes may be given:

Kopriilii: “In the 12th century, Central Asian literary language (Uyghur lan-
guage) and the Uyghur alphabet had extended as far as western Iran and Iraq.”?

The historian Témiir Ibn Erebshah (died 1450): “The Chaghatay script is called
the Uyghur script”.2*

22 See Abliz Muhidmmit Sayrami, Abdurazzaq Toxti et. al., 1991. Yiien sulalisi dawridd
oOtkdn mdshur Uygur $cxsldr [Famous Uyghurs of the Yuan Dynasty]. Uriim&i: Xinjiang
People’s Press. )

23 M. Fuad Kopriilii 1920. Tirk edebiyati tarihi [History of Turkic literature]. Istanbul:
Matbaa-yi Amire.

24 A. K. Borovkov 1946: 92-120.
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Abu’l-Gazi Bahadur Khan of Khiva (1014-1074, Hijra), in his book Tarixi She-
Jjere'iy Tiirk, wrote:

“Among the Uyghur people there were many who had studied the Tiirki language. They
were well schooled in management of the treasury and palace accounting. Among
Chingiz Khan’s grandchildren in Transoxania, Khorasan and Iraq, all the palace offi-
cials and treasurers were Uyghur, and in the offices of the Timurids documents were
written in the Uyghur script.”

Hence, after the Idiqut Uyghur language and the ancient Uyghur script came into
Central Asia as the communication tool of government, they began to merge with
the Khakanian language already being used in Kashgar and Central Asia. Originally,
apart from differences between particular Islamic and Buddhist words and terms,
reflecting the varying religious beliefs of the Uyghurs of that time, there were almost
no grammatical and phonetic differences between the two languages. The social
conditions formed in Xinjiang and Central Asia under Chaghatay rule created the
opportunity for the Uyghurs and their neighbors, the Chigil and Yaghma tribes, to
draw closer together. With this came the gradual merging of the two languages used
by these tribes. The most prominent period for this convergence was the 14th cen-
tury, and the entrance of Islam to the Idiqut region during this age played an even
greater positive role in the emergence of one language out of the two. The process of
formation of the Chaghatay language was then as follows: the parallel use of the two
antecedent languages for a period of time in Xinjiang and Central Asia; their move-
ment towards becoming one language; and finally their encounter with the influence
of the Arabic and Persian languages and Persian literary traditions, especially the
lexical influence.

Therefore, the estimation that the formation of the Chaghatay language began
from the middle of the 14th century, and the division of the process into three peri-
ods called the Formation Period, the Classical (or Standardized) Period, and the Late
Period suits the whole course of development taken by the Chaghatay language.

4. The Formation Period of the Chaghatay language and its character in this
period

There is almost no dispute over the timing of the Late Period of the Chaghatay lan-
guage; that is, the stage after the 17th century. Neither are there any major conflicts
concerning the boundaries of the preceding two periods. However, as we have
shown above, there are significant conflicts regarding the essence of the language in
these two periods.

First, let us come to the Formation Period of the Chaghatay language. It is esti-
mated that this period lasted for about 100 years from the middle of the 14th century
to the middle of the 15th century. Considering the previous stages in the develop-
ment of the Uyghur language, the language features of literary works from this pe-
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riod, and the process of formation of the modern Uyghur literary language, this es-
timation is reasonable.

However, it is claimed by some researchers that works belonging to this age
were written in the literary language called Khorazmian Turkic, which derived from
the Karakhanid language under the influence, in part, of Oghuz (Turkmen) and Qip-
chaq local dialects. In the same way, there are some researchers who, while admit-
ting that Chaghatay literary language was formed on the basis of the Uyghur literary
language of the Karakhanid period, hold that this language “combined elements of
the Qarluq Uyghur language of the east and the Khorazmian language of the west.”?
The holders of this viewpoint cite as evidence of the Khorazmian Turkic language,
Xarezmi’s Muhebbetname and Qutb’s Xisrav ve Serin, works which emerged from
the east and west sides of the Golden Horde. They claim that even Ehmed Yiiknek’s
Etebet-al-heqayiq and Rabghuzi’s Qisse-al-enbiya were written in the literary lan-
guage called Khorazmian Turkic, and that they do not contain many of the traditions
of the ancient Uyghur literary language.?

Before we come to our main theme, let us discuss this issue of the language of
these latter two works.

Most scholars estimate that Etebet-al-heqayiq was written at the end of 12th cen-
tury and the beginning of 13th century. Judging from certain facts in the language of
the work, this estimation is close to reality. The A version of this work was copied in
1444, the B version in 1480, and the C version in (?). Since these versions were cop-
ied some 2 to 3 centuries after the original work, it cannot be denied that, with re-
gard to language, they express to some degree the dialectical features of the
copyists. The following lines from Emir Arslan Xoja Tarqan’s commentary on this
work proves that it was written in the Kasghari language of the day:

el S panl yepl pales

ey Js 56 ol el

S el S el )

surten 0S5 i ool Jg! ke

Tdmami eriir kasgdrt til bild,
Ayitmis ddib diqati dil bila.
Agar bilsd kasgar tilin hdr kisi,
Bilur ol ddibning nekim aymisi.

Qisse-al-enbiya was written in the years 1309-1310. Since they were written in dif-
ferent eras, there are some differences in language—between these two works.

25 N. A. Baskakov 1986: 92.

26 N. A. Baskakov 1986: 69, 82 & J. Eckmann 1998. Harezm Tiirkgesi [Khorazmian
Turkic]. In: Tarihi Tiirk siveleri. Tirk Kiiltiiriinii Arastirma Enstitiisii Yayinlan. Ankara.
175.
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The inclination of some researchers to say that these two works were written en-
tirely under the influence of the Oghuz-Qipchaq language derives from the occa-
sional appearance of Oghuz-Qipchaq elements in them. However, on closer inspec-
tion, it can be seen that the elements of medieval Uyghur language found in them
occupy a completely superior position relative to the elements of the Khorazmian
dialect, and that the elements of the Oghuz-Qipchaq language reflected in them are
not of sufficient degree to change the basic characteristics of the language. Tursun
Ayup in his essay “A discussion of the Kashgari language” discusses extensively the
connection between the language of Etebet-al-heqayig and the Khakanian and an-
cient Uyghur languages, and correctly points out the important characteristics of the
language of this work.?’

In our opinion, the following features show that the language of these two works
(Etebet-al-heqayiq and Qisse-al-enbiya) belongs to the final period of medieval Uy-
ghur (Khakanian) language.

Phonetics

1. In the language of both works the phoneme [§] normally takes the place of [s];
similarly [§] normally takes the place of [w], and [y] the place of [j]. That is, in these
languages it is not “bas” that is spoken, but “ba3” (.); not tav, but tag (3v); not jil
but yil.

2. In the language of both works there are seven vowel phonemes, namely [a],
[o], [6], [u], [ii], [4] (with the free variant [E]), and [i] (with the central variant [i]).

It should be emphasized that the change of [4] to [e] claimed by Eckmann?® is
never a characteristic of Khorazmian Turkic. The [e] sound identified by Eckmann
(which is, in fact the [E] sound), was a free variant of [4] starting from the Uyghur
language of the Orkhon period and continuing down to medieval Uyghur. Evidence
of this is found, firstly, on the Orkhon inscriptions, where the [4] in the first syllable
is not written and in its place, the free variant [E] is represented by the sign I'; sec-
ondly, from words included in the Divanu Lughatit Tiirk, where [4] in the first sylla-
ble is signified by fatha and, when [E] is pronounced after a consonant letter, an «s»
is added with kasra written underneath. This situation continued throughout the
whole Chaghatay period.

3. The alternation d > Z //j, g does not occur in the first of the two works under
consideration, and is very rarely seen in the latter. Example: #j 3.

4. Intervocalic [q] and [k] do not become respectively [g] and [g].

5. The alternation b/m almost never occurs. Only in Qisse-al-enbiya the word
muz is written buz.

27 Tursun Ayup 1990. Kasger tili togrisida mulahizd. Tiirkiy tillar tdtqiqati [Research in
Turkic languages]. Nationalities’ Press. 3: 19-50.
28 J. Eckmann 1998: 173.
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Morphology

Nouns

1. The genitive case suffix and the accusative case suffix are clearly marked. The
genitive case -niy, -ip is denoted by -nup, -niiy, and the the accusative case -ni is
denoted by -in. The Oghuz-Qipchaq accusative case form -i does not occur.

2. In the overwhelming majority of places -ka, -qd, -gd // -qa are used for the da-
tive case; the -ya, -nd, -par suffixes are rare and the Oghuz-Qipchaq forms are ab-
sent. When dative case suffixes are attached to the pronouns sin, mén, their actual
pronunciation was not singi, méngi, but mapa, sana. This is especially clear in po-
etic works.

3. The ablative case is expressed mainly with -din, -tin. The Oghuz-Qipchaq -tan
-tan // -tdn, -nan, -ddn forms are absent. In Qisse-al-enbiya, which was copied using
Arabic letters, some -dan, -ddin forms of the ablative case are encountered.

4. The instrumental case is not widely used. It is encountered in several places in
Qisse-al-enbiya only. For example: agaqin turur—ayigi bildn turidu ;.5 oy st
tdrkin yigilip.

Verbs

Past Tense

1. The use of -dimiz for the first person plural suffix of direct past tense (as in
medieval Uyghur) is prominent in Qisse-al-enbiya. For example: kdldimiz—kdldug
asJas.

2. The forming of the indirect past tense with the -mis form is the same in both
works.

3. The verbal future tense in the affirmative is formed by attaching -ur, -iir to the
vast majority of one or two syllable verbs ending with [1], [r], to derived stems, to
verbal voice stems; -ar, -dr is used only with a few verb stems. For roots or stems
ending with a vowel it is formed by joining -yur, -yiir.

For the negative, in Etebet-al-heqayiq the thoroughly Oghuz-Qipchaq -maz, -mdz
and -mas, -mds are used interchangeably. However, in Qisse-al-enbiya, -mas, -mds
and -maz, -mdz are not used interchangeably.

4. The transformation of converbs into the direct future tense of the verb, by
joining the personal suffix -furur > -dur ~ -tur to converbs formed with -a, -4 cannot
be found in either of the two works.

5. The imperative mood suffixes -gay, -gdy are widely used.

6. Even with respect to grammatical affixes, the aspect forms are undeveloped.
In Qisse-al-enbiya only, the aspect meaning ‘help’ is expressed by joining bdr- after
converbs formed with -a, -d, -u, -ii, the negative form of the abilitative aspect is
expressed by joining bilmd-, and the ingressive aspect is expressed by adding the
verb basla-. The abilitative aspect expressed with -uma, -iimd is very rare in Qisse-
al-enbiya. For example: agin sdbr qilumadi—ydnd sdvr gilalmidi sxJ%s e 6o
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7. Perfect participles are formed with the suffixes -gan, -qan // -gdin, -kéin. The
Oghuz-Qipchaq form in -an, -dn does not appear.

8. Participles formed with -igli, -igli appear more often in Etebet-al-heqayiq and
less so in Qisse-al-enbiya. However, these participles were common to all Turkic
languages in that period.?

9. Converbs are, in the vast majority of cases, formed with the suffixes -p, -ip
// -up, -iip. The Oghuz-Qipchaq form in -a, -d, -u, -ii, -yu, -yii is rare in Etebet-al-
heqayiq, and more common in Qisse-al-enbiya. Converbs formed with -pan, -pan
(-upan, -iipan) are seldom used.

10. Gerunds formed with -gu, -qu // -gii, -kii are numerous in both works.
Besides the gerund, this form also conveyed the sense of the imperfect participle,
verbal mood of necessity (for example, kim yazuq qilsa ani urgu—kim gunah qilsa,
uni urus kerdk 2s,s 53,5 3 . LLls U o5) and so on. Verbal future tense was expressed
by adding personal suffixes after this form (for example tort diliis qilgum turur—tit
ilis qilimdn quls 59y op.

11. Despite the small capacity of gerunds formed with -duq, -diik, they are
encountered more frequently in Etebet-al-heqayiq (since it comes from an earlier
time), and less frequently in Qisse-al-enbiya. For example: wulugsinduquy—
takdbburlasqiniy swamdyuss, barduqup—barganliqin sasi,\, tutup turduquy—tutup
turginiy s,y opy. (Etebet-al-heqayiq); sdbr qilduq iiciin—savr qilganliqi iciin ..
oixd adblals (Qisse-al-enbiya).

12. The verbs bol- and gil- are not productive in word formation.

13. The Oghuz-Qipchaq form of bo/- namely o/-, is not used.

Lexicon

Arabic and Persian words, particularly words pertaining to Islamic ideology, are
relatively numerous in the two works we are currently considering. In spite of this,
the ancient Uyghur language words tdyri, ugan ‘God’, ujmaq ~ uémah ‘heaven’,
tamug ‘hell’, jalawac ‘prophet’, ekindi ‘noon prayers’, tapug ‘to bow down’, yazuq
‘sin’ and others were used sometimes in parallel with Arabic and Persian words of
equivalent meaning, and sometimes alone. It is estimated that there are more than
one hundred such words in Etebet-al-heqayiq and more than 300 in Qisse-al-enbiya.

In the opinion of some researchers, these same influences are seen in two works from
Chaghatay’s Formation Period: Muhebbetname and Xisrav vi Serin. These works are
taken as typical representatives of Khorazmian Turkic. In regard to the significant
phonetic features of these two works, points above concerning the phonetic features of
the previous two works (Etebet-al-heqayiq and Qisse-al-enbiya) are applicable in their
entirety. The alternation of d > # /j described above is seldom seen in the latter two

29 Mihmud Kasgiri 1984. Tiirkiy tillar divani [Diwan-u Lugatit Tiirk], Xinjiang People’s
Press. 2: 74-76.
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works. For example: .5 ;1 eygii atip—yah$i namip st 254, s boyi—boyi i, oul
yayayin—yayay g, disb\~ elislsl ayaqiy ~ adaqin—ayigin s.as (Muhebbet-name), .s\Ls
tivilmadin—tohtatmay s\ots (Xisrav ve Serin).

Turning to the morphological features, points 1, 2, and 3 above regarding nouns are
entirely applicable. In the latter two works the indirect case is encountered in joined
condition. Points 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7,9, 10, 12, 13 regarding verbs are entirely applicable.

The -dimiz form of point 1 above is not seen in the latter two works. Participles
formed with -igli, -igli which were the subject of point 8 cannot be found. The
gerunds formed with -dug, -dyk noted in point 11 are generally redundant.

The following characteristic features of the language of the latter two works can
also be noted:

1. The negative of the verbal future tense in the first person singular is
sometimes expressed by the omission of -mds, -mas or -mdz, -maz. For example:
unutman yelyy, bilmdn pasal,.

2. In the language of the latter two works, in line with the features of Chaghatay
written literary language in its Formation Period, the joining of auxiliary verbs -dur
~ -tur < -turur after converbs with -p was widely used to express the past tense
indirect declarative mood. These forms are very rarely encountered in the former
two works. For example: ant itipmdn—qdsdim qilganmdin .wls s (Qisse-al-
enbiya); ectipmdn—apyliganmdn wu8s (Qisse-al-enbiya); boluptur gy, qiliptur
29 ki, KAZIGNIDIUr 12535, beriptur . ., tOSUDIUT 5455 (Muhebbetname).

The formation of the future tense indirect declarative mood by addition of the
auxiliary verb turur after converbs formed with -a, -d, in these two works, as also in
other works of the Formation Period, was still widely used.

If we take the lexical features of the latter two works, words belonging to
medieval Uyghur are comparatively numerous in Xisrav ve Serin and rare in
Muhebbetname. In any case, we see the number and utilization rate of medieval
Uyghur language words in literary works progressively decreasing from the middle
of the century.

From the statements above we come to following conclusions:

1. In Etebet-al-heqayiq and Qisse-al-enbiya elements of Khakanian language
occupy the dominant position. Having the characteristic features listed above, it
belongs to the final period of the Khakanian language in the Karakhanid era.

2. The language of Muhebbetname, Xisrav ve Serin and similar works is the
literary language of a certain stage in the formation of the Chaghatay written literary
language. In this literary language, the characteristic features of the Kashgari
language are dominant. In the same way, some Oghuz-Qipchaq language factors are
also present in it. N. A. Baskakov admits this point when he says:

“The written literary language of the Golden Horde originally developed under the
strong influences of the ancient Uyghur language and the Kharakanid state language.
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The speakers of ancient Uyghur and of the Kharakanid languages were Uyghurs who
were officials in Mongolian government offices and they used the script of the Uy-
ghurs. Judging from Qutb’s translation of the extant literary work Xisrav ve Serin (mid-
14th century), and similarly from the imperial edicts, the literary language of the Juji
ulus [people] of the western regon has a partial local character with elements of the Uy-
ghur language very much mixed with it.”30

3. In short, Khorazmian Turkic is not a Central Asian form of the Turkic language
that is somehow made up of the Karakhanid language under the partial effect of lo-
cal dialects of the Oghuz (Turkmen) and Qipchaq of the lower reaches of the Syr
Derya (Jaxartes River). Rather, it is a form of the Kashgar variant of medieval Uy-
ghur written literary language combined with some features of the local dialect of
the Khorazm district, which was one of the cultural centers of Central Asia through
the centuries. Let us finish our conclusion once again with J. Eckmann’s own words:
“One single unit does not constitute the whole of Khorazmian Turkic.”!

In the ranks of the representatives of this period Qutb, Xarezmi, Durbek, Atayi,
Lutfi, Sekkaki, Yeqini, Gadayi and others can be placed.

5. The Classical Period of Chaghatay and its character in this period

The period known as the Chaghatay language’s Classical Period runs approximately
150 years from the middle of the 15th century to beginning of the 17th century. This
period, as represented by Elisir Neva’i, Husayn Bayqara, Muhemmed Salih, Obeydi,
Seybanixan, Babur, Sikeste etc., is considered to be the period in which the
Chaghatay language reached its pinnacle, attaining more stability than in the
previous periods and becoming standardized. The works which were produced in
this period are superior in number and quality to those of the preceding period.
Consequently, in most cases when the Chaghatay language is mentioned, it is the
written literary language of this period and its continuation that is in view.

Sometimes a further three-fold division of this period is proposed: the Early
Classical Period (the first half of the 15th century), the Classical (or Neva’'1) Period
(the second half of the 15th century), and the Continuation of the Classical (or the
Babur and Saybani Khan) Period (the 16th century).’? However, from the aspect of
the evolution of language this is difficult to accept. For, no matter how hard we try,
we are unable to demonstrate in a systematic way how a written language changes
every fifty years. The reason for this is not that research standards are inadequate,
but rather that it is impossible that any conspicuous changes should take place in a
literary language in the course of fifty years.

30 N. A. Baskakov 1986: 295.

31 J. Eckmann 1998: 173.

32 M. Fuad Kopriilii 1945. Cagatay edebiyat: [Chaghatay Literature]. In: Isldm ansiklopedisi.
Istanbul: Milli egitim basimevi. Quoted in Eckmann 1998.
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Concerning the Chaghatay language of this period, especially the language of
Neva’l and Neva'T’s works, several one-sided points of view have persisted up until
the present day. N. A. Borovkov’s EliSir Neva'i, the Founder of the Uzbek Literary
Language and A. M. S¢€erbak’s Old Uzbek Grammar may be taken as examples of
works representing such biased points of view.

As mentioned above, apart from containing several mutually contradictory
viewpoints, these two works are considered especially well known for taking the
newly developing Uzbek language of that period as the sole representative language
of that time, and for distancing Uyghur literary language from Neva’l and the
Chaghatay language.

Concerning these works, which were written for certain reasons of necessity, it is
sufficient to quote the following impartial statement of J. Eckmann in rebuttal:

“Clearly, these viewpoints of the Soviet Turkologists cannot be accepted. Even though
the Uzbeks of today are in one sense the descendants of ancient Asian Turkic-speaking
peoples, this is not sufficient to show that the borders of the ancient Uzbek language
had expanded so widely and that the Uzbek language is the unbroken continuation of
the ancient Turkic language.”?

Neva’l himself has given a clear report of Chaghatay’s identity with the Uyghur
language. In the prologue to his compendium he writes of Sekkaki and Lutfi:

i) BYgag SIS0 W ge ppanslitly G B (S559 nanmlonad S 5)ls g
Uygur ibardtiniy fuséhasidin vd Tiirki dlfaziniy buldgasidin mavland Sakkaki va
mdvland Lutfi.

Here the phrases Uygur ibardti and Tiirki dlfaz are equivalent in meaning, both
referring to the ‘Uyghur language’ or ‘Tiirki language’; fusdha and buldga are also
equivalent in meaning, both giving the sense of ‘language expert, mature in
language’. That is to say, the description simply means ‘from the mature experts of
the Uyghur or Tiirki language’. Such semantically parallel constructions are
frequently encountered in Neva'i’s works of prose. For example, if we take the
SENtENCe: wslwls W 3 wasly o Syl ou! dmdi kdldiik soz bdyanigd vd kdlam
dastaniga.

The phrases soz bdyani and kdlam dastani are semantically equivalent, express-
ing the meaning ‘language description’. The whole sentence simply means ‘and now
let us come to a language description’. Neva'T’s:

33 J. Eckmann 1998. Cagatayca. In: Tarihi Tiirk Siveleri [Historical Turkic dialects]. Tiirk
Kiiltiiriinii Aragtirma Enstitiisii Yaynlari. Ankara. 215.
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Vil dy lidys 93Uy bty g ¢ g Slodly demi Sy g Dy Glo g ¢ Bl G gl g 35 0239558
Ol farhundd ibard vd ol hujdstd dlfaz, Nabuvvdt bdyani birld vd risaldt ni md vilhani
birld, Bu muvahib birld ginalar vi bu gnayim birld istignalar.

and other such expressions may also be understood in the same manner.3* All this is
to say that, in the above commendation of Sekkaki and Lutfi, it is clearly shown that
the Chaghatay language they employed is the Uyghur or Turkic language.

In regard to Chaghatay’s Classical Period, including Neva’'i’s language, if on the
basis of its phonetic system and grammatical rules an impartial judgment is
rendered, it is self-evident that it is not built on the basis of the dialect of a particular
nation (or ulus) that was newly in the process of formation. Rather it is clear that this
language, which had been evolving consistently from ancient times and was known
as “father of the Turkic languages,” was a definite stage in the history of the Uyghur
language.

It was explained above that Chaghatay is a language characterized by [§], [g] and
[y] sounds. That is to say, with these characteristics the language conforms not to the
Oghuz-Qipchaq group of Turkic languages but to the Uyghur-Qarluq group.
Although in its Formation Period Chaghatay reflected some elements of Oghuz-
Qipchagq (as discussed above), in both the Formation and Classical Periods it is still
the traditions of the ancient Uyghur language (especially the phonetic and
grammatical traditions) that occupy a foundational position.

Below, taking the works of Neva’i as the guiding principle, we will describe the
important characteristics of the Chaghatay language’s Classical Period.

Phonetics

Vowels
In this period also there are seven vowel phonemes, that is, 4 rounded vowels [o],
[6], [u], [ii], and 3 unrounded vowels [a], [4], [i].

In our opinion, the disappearance of the phonemic distinction between [i] and its
back variant [i] in this period comes into the area of commonalities that modern
Uzbek dialects and, similarly, modern Uyghur language and its dialects share with
the Chaghatay language. There is insufficient evidence in the literary language that
these two sounds were separate phonemes in the Uyghur language since the Orkhon
era (for example: in the stone inscriptions, Qutadghu Bilik, Divanu Lughatit Tiirk
and other ancient Uyghur literary works). Judging from the evidence of the stone
inscriptions, these two sounds remained in a neutral state even during those times.

We have discussed the [e] or [E] variant of [4] in closed syllables above. For
example: bEr ~ bdr, yEr ~ ydr, bES ~ bds, tEr ~ tir, etc. Apart from this, the change

34 Aliser Neva’l 1988. Muhakamet 'ul-lugeteyn. Millitldr Nasriyati. Beijing. 58-59.
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of [4] in closed syllables to [6] is a feature of the language of this period. For
example: 6y < dv @3, dsriik < disriik Sy

Let us clarify the following matter. The words biz, biz, bEz used by Eliir Neva’1
in Muhakimetul Lugateyn, in Chaghatay are written identically in the form ;.
However, in pronunciation:

the [i] of the first (that is, the first person plural pronoun) is a high, short vowel, in the
second word (that is, the word meaning bégiz) two vowels are added in the place of a
dropped [g] sound, thus forming a secondary long vowel; and the vowel of the third
word (the word meaning bez) is precisely the [E] sound of the example provided above.

Therefore, these three vowels should not be regarded as three phonemes.

Weakening of vowels

This phonetic phenomenon refers to the destressing of open syllables with [a], [4]
sounds and the changing of these sounds into the higher vowels [¢], [6], [0]. This is
a type of historical phonetic change, which began with the period of medieval
Uyghur language.

It is well-known that the orthography of Chaghatay script (the Classical Period is
in view) was established on the basis of organized morphological principles.
Consequently, many phonetic phenomena of the living language in its own day were
not expressed in writing. However, this notwithstanding, this particular phonetic
phenomenon, which among Turkic languages belongs only to the Uyghur language,
is reflected to a large degree in the language of Neva’i. For example:

dtiik 51> 23y Otiik, ACUq Gyx)>Gyrs) OCUQ, AZUG o3> §39) OZUZ, LASTK Blss > g2y~ Byt LOSTIK.

AL Sebgs Sebgs eyl paadgl 1

b (Sl 8 590l G23dg) s S35k 5

Firaqi oqidin olmis t6siik tosiik bagrim,
Bu turfiraqki bir oqdin eriir hér iki tosiik.
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

In Talant Tekin’s paper A New Classification of Turkic Languages and Dialects,*
this phenomenon is shown to be the main difference between the Uyghur and Uzbek
languages, both of which are in the Taliq small language group.

35 T. Tekin 1990. A new classification of Turkic languages and dialects. Erdem 5 (1989): 13.
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Rounding harmony of vowels

This phonetic phenomenon is relatively strong in Neva’t’s language. To rounded
vowels, or roots or stems ending in rounded vowels, the rounded vowel variants of
the suffixes are joined. If, for example, we take the suffixes -lik, -liq // -liik, -lug, in
Neva’l the rule is thoroughly observed:

Galaes « dslagmin + Gabisi « Ealig®  pile « paigdl  £otSign L Gallyiyl « ol
qullug, ogullug, muplug, altunlug, calgulug, Sohlug, juniinlug, mansiabluq, zdbinlug

Even in second person (simple) singular past tense direct indicative mood suffixes,
not -diy but -duy, -diiy is joined to roots or stems with rounded vowels. For
example:

coyb Syl Gredlats s dhasansr oS

< SigaygngS aSlals dyw 3l G ol

¢l ol SOgy9w g dineze e JoS G

S92yl 555 1y o o oy b

Hdis kdbi jismimgd hijran Su ldsin urduny barip,
Bdirg-i afdt birld hasakimni koydiirdiiy barip.
Ayléiban kiil hdjr tzmigd cun siirdiiy bad pay,
Buyld sdr sdr birld ani kdkkd savurduy barip.
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

Consonants
The development of the medieval sounds [d] ~ [Z] in Chaghatay’s Classical Period
resulted in these sounds most often being changed to [y] and [g], sometimes
remaining unchanged, and, in very few words, becoming [z].

Change to [y]: gaygu, quyrug, boy, uy, ayig, ayaq, etc.

Change to [g]: kigiz, egiz, igd, egdr, etc.

Remaining unchanged: yiid, yid, qudug, idis, adas, etc.

Becoming [z]: muz, yiiz (s dhww,s), kilzdt, etc

The alternate forms of the Formation Period (for example, Muhebbetname’s
adaq ~ ayaq, boy ~ bod) are not seen in the Classical Period.

Apart from Arabic and Persian loan words, in polysyllabic words belonging to
the Turkic languages intervocalic [q] and [k] do not weaken. For example:

A e ol b
Balig qorsagqin sdddf dtti

(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

2t Pl iyl et Loyl

Al diyarida gdrib olmagqligim drmds gdrib
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)
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Tl gl e par g2 OSASSS iy Jle
Cak bolgan koyldkin bu jism-i uryan aldida

(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

295 9 Sl Ko SLIG gl o)l 5 )l o leiies

Ol hunhar bahr ara tahtd-i pard iizd qalmagqiniy bdyani bu turur
(Neva’'t: Kulliyat Divan)

This phonetic phenomenon is a characteristic feature which began in the Uyghur
language of the Orkhon period and persisted through the entire Chaghatay period. It
has been preserved in unbroken continuity only in the accents and dialects of the
modern Uyghur language. However, in the research on Chaghatay this issue is either
not mentioned, or not given much consideration. Since Neva’l’s works have passed
through many handwritten copies, the consistency in orthographic representation of
this phonetical phenomenon has been eliminated from some works. Even cases of
the -magq suffix of the gerund-builder being written as -mag are often seen.

There is no occurrence of the word-final [g], [g] sounds dropping out or being
changed to [y]. For example:

In pronouns

Elaign < gl gliist gl

qandag, Sundag, andag, mundag

In suffixes

Sl Sl + SISy S+ idogail « S + St « 1l + Syl SalisS « Sphss
tiirliik, kozlik, sozliik, yanlig, sdnddik, mdndcik, dndihlig, balgiiliik, beliglik, betiklik,
yaldcik.

oF ol fSgigl Sy Gyl e g !

Ay navayt umr 6tdr ydlddk oziigni sad tut

(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

Gl o5 3 G il e SEl dinsly 4

Sdh basigi andag kim dl aq u qizil yarmaq

(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

The use of the ol- variant of the auxiliary verb bol-, which is produced by the
shortening of [b], as an alternate does occur. However, the condition and
requirements of use of each is not the same. That is to say, bol- is used in both prose
and poetry while ol- is used only in poetical works. Even then, the use of ol- in
poetical works is not thoroughgoing, but limited. For example: At the beginning of a
line (of poetry) ol- is not used, bol- is used. After words ending with a vowel mostly
bol- is used.

S ee GWe Tl ols eyengeS oS
Kim koriipdur hdm hzan bir ayda bolmaq hdm béhar
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)



248 Mirsultan Osmanov & Himit Témiir

£9385 Uiealyy gmtinbl oS s Jgl 0 SU

Takim ol humar koéz asiftdsi bolmis koziim
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

O ML e s22L 05 <y 92 Ogir

Juniin bu bolsd kim yagdi parivas tiflilar tasi
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

spamgily 5193 55 SSgjgl pa 4iays g

Bu ddrdga ham oziiy ddy ddva ne bolgusidur
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

In poetry, after words ending in consonants, ol- is used only when required by the
meter. Nevertheless in the poetic works of Neva’i, bol- is used more frequently than
ol-.

Morphology

Nouns

In Neva’T’s language the genitive and accusative case forms of nouns are distinctly
marked. That is, for the former -niy //-nuy, -niiy (in poetry sometimes -iy) is used,
and for the latter -ni (in poetry sometimes -in), (Oghuz-Qipchaq -i) is used. For
example:

Silogges iadle S Vayly! fasitis S
Bila distida avardldrnin halini sorman
(Neva't: Kulliyat Divan)

Sl 3 ol Silaygm 5 sppediledl Sz

Biziy dfsandmizdin nuktd sormay dy hirdd dhli
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

L) Ll fSogins &5 08 555 0 S5y)

Ozgd bir koz hdmki husnupni tdmasa dyldsd
(Neva't: Kulliyat Divan)

In Neva’t’s language, the suffixes -ga, -qa, -gd, -kd, -gd, -qd are generally used for
the dative case. When these suffixes are joined to the pronouns mdn, sdn, u, a
complex phonetic change takes place and these words take the form apa, sapa,
mapa. For example:

K pgalyy i gyl SSigins JI)o8

Korgdli husnupni zar u mubtdla boldum sapa
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

W plalys B 0k pauldly StS oa

Hi¢ kisigd bolmasun ya rdab maya bolgan bdla
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)
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61 e 3Bl S anlios] S g2
Kisi ki istdsd gdr ydtmdgdy mdlaldt ana
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

In Neva’’s language the use of the -a, -d forms for the dative case occurs only after
first and second person singular suffixes of ownership, and this is encountered
mostly in poetical works. For example:

9GS+t + aaglSG < dasdly
basimd, konliimd, basina, konliind

In Chaghatay the joining of dative case suffixes and, similarly, locative case
suffixes, in a manner which violates the rule of vowel harmony is generally a feature
of poetic works. It can be said that the substitution of front vowel variants for back
vowel variants of these case suffixes in unstressed (when read) syllables in poetic
works is patterned on the Persian language in which the [a] sound may become [4] at
any time (for example, «- o gah ~ kih, w-~ oo mah ~ mdh, - o §ah ~ $dh).

In Neva’t’s language the ablative case suffixes are formed with high vowels. The
[a], [d] sounds cannot be found in ablative case suffixes. For example:

2 Dyima () e Ll a0

Dedi qaydin sdn dy mdjniin gum-rah

(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)

W plady la (0393, 100glS5eS G5

Yar tutar konliimdd gardindin juda bolgan bdla
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

6)lgmtds Bl (0503005 &

Na kordikim yiraqtin Sdhsuvari

(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)

Verbs. Moods

Imperative

For the second person plural imperative mood, the suffixes -yiz, -ipiz // -upiz, -iipiz
which are equivalent to -»lar, -iylar // -uylar, -iiglar, are used. For example:

DISNEE dags Siil gianilyiniog) ka3

Bu musti ustihanimni aniy kiyigd taslaplar
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

Nanigs (5] fa raata] s gyl B go0by

S 32035 03 g gl 98] desalr
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Badad-i 1sq dsru mdst dtmis meni dy dastlar,
Jamimad dfyin ezip birddm hirddmdnd dyldpiz.
(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

The second person singular imperative mood is sometimes (especially in poetic
works) formed by joining -u to verb roots ending with [r]. For example:

9k Ol il palSGeS 0)ly) Lo (s

U 5 g WLl 3 E6 g 631y

Ay sdba avard kopliim istdyu hdryan baru,
Vadi yu tag u bdyabanlarni bir bir ahtaru.
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

)l FaglSSeS Zame S i i

sl faael 0bya ol O L g

Ay jafa tigi kelip mdjrith kogliimni yaru,
Qol yaliy dyldp salip hdryan ic¢imni ahtaru.
(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

Seeing that the meaning of the imperative sense here is only that the speaker wishes
or hopes that the single second person will carry out a certain action, the -u here is
not a kind of inflectional suffix. Rather, it is very close to possible that it is a particle
which plays the same role as the particle ¢ in modern Uyghur, where it is joined to
verb roots to express the sense of supplication or entreaty.

In Neva’t’s works the third person imperative mood suffix -sin is not used, rather
the suffixes -sun, -siin, and in poetical works where required by the metre the

suffixes -su, -sii, are used. For example:

¢ 293atigs o s Jgpul 95 s geelS WSSL LS 6

asblegh i niags S o Sl S 25

N kiilsd tayla kdlsun bir tiin dsriik yatsd hdm hiastdur,
Kisi gul ¢agi bir gul hirmdnin tartip qucéagida.
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

s gy 550 0 Sigw :S0less Graentil B

2 Leamste £9 gl Bl Qi caseoly

Qan yasimdin demdniz sozkim mukdrrdr bolmasun,
Badkddin tapgan zdman ol Suh-i mdh-sima férdh.
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

In Neva’'’s works the optative mood of the verb is formed with the suf-
fixes -gay, -qay, -gdy, -kdy, a method of formation which is consistent with Uy-
ghur’s rule of vowel harmony. In poetical works the [y] sound of the first suffix may

be omitted. For example:
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SRS 4 b s Yo cliilne imat Syl b
Ta ol $dm hi mdhafizat hulldldridin fanusgd ketiirgdy
(Neva'i: Kulliyat Divan)

Sl padlls i o o Al culs 50k Jgl G

Ta ol bulutlarni nddamdit ahi sdr sdri birld aldmdin ciqgargay
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

B e blals Y5

Hundr-vdrldrki gilgaylar hundr fas

(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

lasall Cans o5 A0 jamlingd ojgl poyed

Qdbrim iizd qoygasiz tasiki Zd f dyyamida

(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

In the works of Neva’i the formation of the verbal optative mood by joining person
suffixes to gerunds with -gii // -qu, -gu, -kii is widely used. Examples:

Onlyx 3 K SS S 9

Ne bdrgiim tayrigd ahir jéivabin

(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

g Ay Ly gy g JS 5 agasilely

Ne gul u ne sdrv-i rd ha birld dist bolmagumdur
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

Jl pler cadle s905m9Sanl (grluile

Sagiya ¢un ickiimizdur aqibdt jam-i djdl
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

In addition to the above, the optative mood is also formed with the suffix -dik, -dig,
(-deg). Considering that in some manuscripts the suffix -sun / -siin is used in place
of this suffix, rather than stating that this suffix conveys an imperative sense, it is
considered appropriate to say that it conveys the optative mood sense. Examples:

c Wl Ml baad g lSSeS 4l

Sl gl 5yl o Sl 2l S s

Tiilbd kéylini ndvayi zdbt dyldy almadi,
Amdi &k andin elik hdr sari barsa bardik.
(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

J5S5gS Sl Gdaylgl lagom T gl po 8

ASonyl gl 16 ST 548 g 8!

Hiirdédm ol ay hdjridd avariliq istdr koyiil,
Ay ndvayt qoy ani hdr qayda barsa bardik.
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

« Do 985 NS g 5!

Saslyl o 2S55S9 (5505
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Ay navayf tildgdn zuhd u salah,

Kozi yu konlini hdm asradik.

(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

OrgSSgS o 3k Kol playl

ool o ety a2y 1

Ayirman sacip bdndi béndin koplidin,
Agar bdndi bandimni dédvran ayirdik.
(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

A. M. Séerbak believes that this suffix for the optative mood is formed from ddi+k.
Considering just this point, that it indicates the optative mood, there is no similarity
between the meanings of the many words made by joining the suffixes -g, -k to root
verbs and the meaning represented by this form.

Although Uzbekologists have written about the use of this form in the Qarluq
dialect of the modern Uzbek language,* in N. A. Baskakov’s Turkic languages this
characteristic feature has not been demonstrated in any of the languages of the sub-
group Qarlug-Uyghur (which is included in the so-called Qarluq group) or of the
Qarlug-Khorazmian sub-group.’’

In these views of Uzbekologists there appears to be an attempt to make Neva’i
belong to the Qarluq dialect. It cannot be said that there is sufficient basis for A. M.
Seerbak’s opinion that “this form does not conform to the Uzbek language of that
period, it is a feature of Neva’1’s language”. For in the ghazals of Neva'i, this suffix
is very rarely seen. Moreover, in these ghazals, words of still other dialects are also
used.

This is an important theme for research relating to the Turkic dialects and
accents of Neva’'l’s era. Detailed research concerning this issue is yet to be seen.
Therefore it is not possible to present a clear view of the general situation of this
suffix.

Necessitative

The Necessitative formed with -guluq, -quluq / /-giiliik, -kiiliik was widely used in
Chaghatay, and its indicated meaning is completely identical to that found in the
Hotan dialect of modern Uyghur. Examples:

+ 295599590 Cunsior b ! s

-29359)95595 4l mily 5 Aolyy

Dedi ol yan jdnibdt siirgiiliikdur,
Bu i§ gdr vaqi ‘olsd korgiiliikdur.
(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)

36 See G. Abduraxmanov 1973: 147-148.
37 N. A. Baskakov 1986: 312-316.
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o8 g 9adglgals clew

Siyasdt qilguluqdur bu fidayi
(Neva't: Perhad ve Serin)
29339)gdllr by (g Sl

Aniy gus rdhilin calgulugdur
(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)

Potentiality
The joining of -ddk after participles formed with -gu, -qu // -gii, -kii expresses an

estimation as to whether or not a certain action will be carried out. Examples:

Sl el e Gyl ey Sk
W Sosgilliigh oo i 03lS5sS 5 ol 3 g 5 Jie

Yar bolmis ortagd hijran tdriqin salgudiik,

"Aql u hiis u jan u kopliim hayli him qozgalgudik.
(Neva't: Kulliyat Divan)

SS9yl oy (e b peal Sy

Soagiyls )Y I8 ol a8

Bu kecd ahim yali dévranni bérhdm urgudik,
Cirh gul-zaridin cinjum gullarin savurgudk.
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

Verbs. Tenses

Past
The first person plural past tense in the direct indicative mood in this period is not

indicated by -dimiz but with the suffixes -dugq, -tuq // -diik, -tiik. Examples:

« yoleygS Jlg Sy bl iliogs 09
oile LSy dpe 2 oLl alSs e

Ddhr bistani ara sdr-kds nihali kormddiik,
Sayd ydylig bolmagan ydr birld ydksan aqibat.
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

W Wl Ggoleel gl paSlasS gl ais

Ndf"iiciin kdymdkdin dzgd tapmaduq aldm ara
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

For the second person singular polite type -iiyiz, -upiz // -ipiz, -yiz is used, and for
the plural, along with the singular form, -iéiglar, -uylar // -iglar, -ylar is used.

Examples:

#9090 JsSO95 pasie Dazal welid ) e
Hdijr ara qdtlim iiciin médndin kowiil tindurduyiz

(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)
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oy gl GLLIG Jal oyts ol aa S5

3593390 23] gl M ol 45

Sizgd hdm dy "isrdt dhli qalmagay javid vdsl,
Buki zulm dyldp néivayini aradin siirdiipiz.
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

The formation of indirect declarative mood past tense verbs with -mis is widely
used. For the personal suffixes of this verb, the first person singular is indicated
by -mdin (in poetical works sometimes -am, -dm), and the plural by -tik. Examples:

Sk b 05 pliwalgl Ehis laztis @2 by

Uyld gdm dastida tufrag olmiSamkim ol taraf
(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

S 2 pliaSr ! S o Pl !

Ay névayi bilki ahi éakmisdm bi-ihtiyar
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

SFlr Ot g pady) Hexdaapl o

Dar ermistiik oldiim bu isrdt cagi

(Ayaz Sikeste: Jahanname)

The third person singular is in the zero form, the plural and singular polite type are
indicated by -lar, -ldr. Examples:

Singular

Miaaigrar farjl (o Shaail poogs gl b &S

Ki ta ol $dhdidin tatmis médn agzimni Ciiciitmisiir
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

Plural

o S gl Se Mt (noSylSezer g8

Kop diiciikliikdin yapusmislar magdr ol ikki léib
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

The use of this form in the sense of past participle is somewhat reduced in this
period.

The formation of the indirect indicative mood past tense by joining -dur ~ -tur

< -turur to converbs in -p is a characteristic feature which distinguishes verbs of this
period from verbs of the medieval period. Examples:

s99ai¥y) @ SElaige G waal 595 Sonigim
Situnddk did-i ahim apa mundaqkim ulasipdur
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)
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w9y I3 @Srgian Sigigs

Tutuy ma zirkim rdsva bolupmdn

(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

W ol J Jgl op S5 (i SjeS

Kozki hdyrdtdin tikipman ol ldb-i hédn-dan ara
(Neva’'i: Kulliyat Divan)

5 wley mer 59l Gasd 4nS

Kimsda tayin dylamdpdur javhdr-i pinhangd narh
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

Future
The first type is the future tense in the affirmative which is formed with -7, -ur, -ir
(or -ar, -dr). The suffixes -r, -ur, -iir are characteristic of the original Uyghur
language, and they are used more or less consistently in the works of every period of
the Chaghatay language. But the particularly notable feature is this: in Chaghatay’s
Classical Period these suffixes had come to be used even more widely than in
medieval Uyghur. For example, while in medieval Uyghur -ar, -dr is used with
Chaghatay polysyllabic verbs ending with [r], [q], [k], [t], in this period -ur, -iir had
come to be used universally. To be specific, the usage was as follows:

after monosyllabic verbs ending with [1], e.g. -al, -Cak, -kdl, -bol, -bul, -bil, -qil,
qal-,

after monosyllabic verbs ending with [r], e.g. -bar, -bdr, -dr, -tur, -yiir,

after monosyllabic verbs ending with [yt], e.g. -qayt, -ayt

after polysyllabic verbs ending with consonants, including all voice stems of
verbs, -ur, -iir is added. Examples:

b Sl gl culo ja Sog pglSSeS b

Tdlba konliim vdhki har sa Gt birav sari barur
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

29hd Ol 2ad dal 09IS5S Soy

Vahki kéyliim gussdsi qdsd-i jan qilur

(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

286 oyl e Gl S oS jlargl gl

Ot océdr likin dsdr yangan mdkan icrd qalur
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

5 25t & WS Gsls gl el

Namii iizrd 5adliq dskimki mizgandin keliir
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

L pgtSGeS Al lina Jgea SU5 9395 o8

9! p9ISGsS Lgia)l 595 @S 9alSIS Jgl )b

Hém kéziim tartar hdmil mizan ild kopliim salur
Ya rdb ol kélgdymukim kéz yarutup koyliim alur
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)
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2039055 P! g oy gl Ul g4 o5

Kim meni ol ot bild su ittifagi koydiiriir
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

9 2301 ahadl nslyne ol Jsl b

Ya ol ay hijranida allimga dflak orténiir
(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

2921 JU B Jes (ool LS 554!

Ozgd gul-sdngd qilurdin mayl farig-bal eriir
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

To monosyllabic verbs ending with the unvoiced consonants [t], [q], [k], [€], [p], [s],
[8] and the voiced consonants [w], [z], [g], [m], [n], to monosyllabic verbs ending
with [1], e.g. kiil-, ol-, and to monosyllabic verbs ending with [r], e.g. siir-, sor-, ur-,
generally the suffixes -dr, -ar are joined.

To verbs ending in vowels, generally -r is joined. The -yur, -yiir suffixes were
used more in Chaghatay’s Formation Period than its Classical Period. Examples:
29 LlAYEP, son,p Yiiriyir, . G\ yarligayur, s\ kdlmdyiir.

In this period the joining of the -mas, -mds suffixes for the negative of the verb
had become a standardized phenomenon.

The first type future tense person suffixes are as follows: the first person singular
is indicated by mdn, plural miz ~ biz; second person singular sdn, plural siz; third
person singular zero form, plural -lar, -ldr.

In poetical works the affirmative is sometimes formed by joining -am, -dm, and
the negative by joining -man, -mdn, immediately after roots. Examples: b
barurman, s\, barurmiz, ...,ss qilursdn, ... tamizurlar.

GUDEL (5395 o phlis! (rosms 21555 2l

Qasin korgdc hdsdddin istdrdm dl kozi baglangay
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

ey il (535 gt 1Sl (5 20

i lanwls) saly JEoul plap! o2,

Dayr piri elkidin mdy dudrdi istdrmdn valik,
Razi irmdn ickdli zahid ridasida siiziip.

(Neva't: Kulliyat Divan)

U O plime 4yl (2 (a3 52 sSOsS

Kowiilga yiiz tiimdn ni$ ursd hijran dyldmdn nald
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

In the Classical Period this form is sometimes used alternately. Examples:

platy Kgs 9 Siledes Ly
Yana bilmdnki bu davldtga ydtsim
(Lutfi)
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i sl (gl (e g plaly GLY
Inana bilmdm bu béihtimdin dy mah-i béhtim
(Lutfi)

In Chaghatay’s later periods also this form continued to be used in the same way.
Examples:

328 r 5l plabimal S 3 8l Sl

Jéhan jah u jalal istamdn dy édrh-i kdj-rafiar
(Seburi)

Pl Sl S 59080 Syav

Neciik tasdur senin bagriy bildlmdm

(Xirqiti)

The second type future tense verb was formed by joining the -dur ~ -tur < -turur
suffix to converbs formed with -a, -d, -y. This form in the Middle Ages generally
conveyed the sense of aspect. Through the entire course of the Chaghatay language
this form gradually came to indicate the present-future tense of the verb. Such a
phenomenon became an important distinguishing feature of Chaghatay. The result is
that in modern Uyghur the two types of future tense verbs have stabilized. The first
type conveys a dubitative sense, and the second type indicates clarity. Examples:

oS dazslb Suad S 0 oS pbas 0yl

Tartasdn isyan yiikin hdm qil qddiy ta dtgakim

(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

ognlelyl 9 waskipl a3 ol Sy

Buki ol ‘umrdin ayrildim u 6lmédydurméan

(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

9l JU 003SlesSss 5o & e bl Gl sasd g

Vi td dddi oti asayis hirmdnigd zdrdr ydtkiirmékdin halt bolmaydur
(Neva't: Kulliyat Divan)

Participles
The first type is formed with -gan, -qan, -gdn, -kdn. These suffixes give the sense of
the perfect participle. Examples:

ot fapqan, L tapmagan, .y, bolgan, ey, bolmagan.

When this suffix comes after the auxiliary verb dur-, it gives the sense of the
imperfect participle. Examples:
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ke ()15)9308
Kic¢ddiirgdn mdhdlda
(Baburname)

Second type future tense verbs formed with -7, -ur, -iir // -ar, -dr (negative form -
mas, -mds), when in the impersonal state, are used in the sense of an imperfect
participle. Examples: , .\ barmas ydr, , ,,\ barur ydr.

Sl diesilazs SIS ol SiiasMan
Yiglarimniy Sidddtin gulbdrg-i hdndanimga ayt
(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

The third type is formed with the suffixes -gur, -qur // -giir, -kiir. Examples:

255 N 5 dhently 565 sehr S)S

Korki ciqur koz basimgd ne bdlalar kdltiiriir
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

r9e el sl jeillls S &S

Ki ne qilmagur isni qildim hdvds

(Ayaz Sikeste: Jahanname)

6 pileis  tUgmagur qizi

v yililasl  Oyganmagur bdht

(Dictionary of Neva't's Works)

Converbs

The converbs of the Classical Period of Chaghatay are basically those of medieval
Uyghur. However, in poetic forms of Neva'l’’s works, converbs formed with the
suffixes -p, -ipan // -upan, -iipan are quite widely used. It is thought that for reasons

of poetic melody the [p] sound of this suffix was pronounced [b]. Examples:

dia (pea $5955 QLIS G @

Daiyr pirt qoldaban tergiizdi méydin mugbdci
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

Sol G 5pidlsed Gladliiar Dby

Hiublar putrasiban qozgalisur i5q dhli
(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

95 O &S 085 9 0F NS g

Seni tildp tiin u kiin bdski dyldban tikbi
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

Affirmative forms of the converb formed with -y, -ay, -dy, or this type of converb in
-mayin, -mdyin also, are often used in Neva’'l’s works. However, the further adding
of -u or -yu after the affirmative form is less often used. Examples:
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Sk Ly U5 slugl Jaisl

Ogul oynay guld yolind bardi
(Lutfi)

Syl s N LIS,

Mubardklik dylay part qizlari
(Ayaz Sikeste: Jahanname)

o S Ml 5] $laig S

Koriinmady ozgd yaslardik sifati
(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)

$xb gl g Man W0

Atasi yiglayu dyind yandi
(Lutfi)

2 o)lyl gl 5L 0oy g2 sy

Boldi bu sdhrada sdyyad istdyu avard sdyd
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

Lexicon
Now we turn to the lexical features of Chaghatay’s formation stage, a topic which
we have intentionally saved for discussion in this section.

The foundational vocabulary in the lexicon of the Chaghatay language is com-
mon to all Turkic languages; in particular, it is common or basically common to the
languages of the Turkic tribes that inhabited Central Asia in that era. The preserva-
tion of words from the Turkic language which were used in Chaghatay is not quite
the same as in the languages of the Uyghur-Qarluq group. However, because of the
lexical structure of the language, in particular the comparative instability of its com-
mon vocabulary, we have not put forward the preservation of the Chaghatay lexicon
or its rate of redundancy in present day languages as a standard of assessment of the
Chaghatay language.

Chaghatay is distinguished from medieval Uyghur written literary language by
its use of several thousand Arabic and Persian words. The common people of that
era were, of course, unable to understand these Arabic and Persian words. Science
and culture were not developed as they are today, and there was no possibility for
the masses to encounter literary language via newspapers and journals, books, mov-
ies and drama, radio and television and other modern media. In a situation where the
vast majority of people were illiterate, it was natural that the uneducated common
person did not understand, not only Arabic and Persian loan words, but also some
Turkic words and terms used in the literary language.

It is well-known that there exists a certain gap between the lexicon of the literary
language and lexicon of the people’s spoken language, even now, when most people
are literate and have access to the modern media mentioned above. Today, the aver-
age person does not understand or cannot fully understand words from modern Uy-
ghur literary language and local dialects such as iptihar ‘honor’, tanasip ‘ratio’,
ijabiy ‘positive’, sdlbiy ‘negative’, normal ‘normal’, eksport ‘export’, import ‘im-
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port’, tdrip ‘sequence’, sdmimiy ‘sincere’, ge’ologiye ‘geology’, atlitka ‘athletic’,
tetgiqat ‘research’, obzur ‘commentary’, ibard ‘phraseology’, assimilatsiyd ‘as-
similation’, dissimilyatsiyd ‘dissimilation’. In place of words such as haldt ‘condi-
tion’, tasadipiy ‘accidentally’, musapd ‘distance’, meshur ‘famous’, tadrijiy ‘gradu-
ally’, nisbdtdn ‘in relation to’, sin’iy ‘artificial’, sabig ‘predecessor’, the words hal
‘situation’, tuyugsiz ‘suddenly’, arilig ‘distance’, dapyliqg ‘famous’, asta-asta
‘slowly’, gariganda ‘based on’, yasima ‘artificial’, burungi ‘former’ respectively are
used.

So then, we must reckon that in the lexical aspect also there is a certain gap be-
tween the literary language of any age and the spoken language which is based on it,
and that the gap becomes larger or smaller according to the level of development of
culture and education.

It is true that components of Arabic and Persian played a role in the formation of
the Chaghatay language and in its reaching a stage of being a language differing
from medieval Uyghur written literary language (that is, its two variants mentioned
above). However, taking a different aspect, the lexicon is only the building material
in a language, and can be brought into play only when combined according to the
grammatical rules. In every period of the Chaghatay language, the Arabic and Per-
sian words used by the representatives of each period according to their own level of
knowledge, were able to play a role only when they had come under the control of
the rules of Chaghatay grammar.

In the destiny of the Arabic and Persian words of this period which were used
under the control of Chaghatay’s grammatical structure, the following two types of
situations eventuated: one part of them was absorbed into the spoken language of the
people and continued to play a positive role in the expression of concepts which
were not expressed in the Turkic language; the other part of them remained only in
the field of Chaghatay written literary language, and then fell out of use in the lan-
guages of the later period. Examples: The following words belong to the latter

group:

il sagadr, e dsk, o5 kam, .ye hamin, 2., ddrd-nak, . hayl, 2, bdsdr, -y zdlaldt,
s> hirdd, Jss tikéllum, 546 navik, s.is gul-jabin, s niSar, auwas mug-bacd, sw, irSad, zob
nasih, . dayr.

The lexical core of the Chaghatay language is yet the lexicon of Neva’'i’s language.
The lexicon of Neva’1’s language continued its traditional connection with medieval
Uyghur written literary language in the following three aspects:

First, although there were words of equivalent meaning loaned from Arabic and
Persian, the following (Turkic) words persisted in a traditional role:

i~ =3t qSUm ~ ahsum (D5, olyn) ArMUGAN (csoia), Gl ALIGMAG (S suts), o
asig (1xb), sl @STU (ab), Sleg) UGAN (1535« 38 « Llbioysis), sors) UCUZ (o00), Glans) WiMAZ
(cwsan), oS! OKTIS (L35); Dapms! ~ 2yl ASTEK ~ OSPUR (cman); 95 1l (agmsss), Uyl OgMdk
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(Dasluasa), 25yl OKSTik (p5), el betik (i), a8 betikei (ces), 215 tAVACT (2p3e), tov
tamug (), 596 tanuq (1355), g6 QAU (s ises), Gk yazuq  (s638), slsish
yazgurmaq (dedws), sWid yarligamaq (s cu,w), sliil yagigmaq (Jusdasss), o
ajun (1555), g6 1APUG (canps «s30an), linr CIGAY (Jaieass), 2w BABST (Juoj 0 36, g9
qimug (waw).

Secondly, Chinese words which came into Chaghatay by means of the medieval
Uyghur language:

sss tigla (WT ting), s mdy (BE ban), ;s mdpiz (18T mianzi), isu . e;sia (verb
meaning ‘to resemble, be similar to’ formed from the roots of the above words),

sl ~ ymim = mig) UNCT ~ yincu ~ incu (B zhenzhii), s jan (HK zhan), s yaplig
(adjective formed by joining the suffix J to the Chinese word ¥ ydng), 6. siyiirga
(verb formed by joing the suffix u, to the Chinese word % F cf yu ‘grant, gift’, like the
Verbs Jijses « by 6,34 . 5,56 ‘gift’, noun formed from the above verb, < foy (% dong),
ol kimsan (&% jingidn) etc.?8

Thirdly, words from the Uyghur-Qarluq group which, in modern Uyghur to a greater
degree than in other languages, have retained their original or close to original
pronunciation, and their original meaning:

auh aldarmaq(sue,8), sedialacuq (4 . ssxdt), slls) artilmag (GLst . GWls,b), 2Lk,
bildmdk (DuLs), 2y biitrdmdk (), ,suls dapqur (o3 . ,als), 3lb galjaq

(e 2z« 36), GUles GArMamMaq (555 Sl . 3laab), gl imac (glesd), sulsb gapsamaq
(Glmsld), 3lasls gamgaq (), Jlessol ekiSmak (Jas i « Datsy), slas Sibaq (§l3s), o
alay (shasszy - IL), Ghal~ ghel amraq ~ amrag (ghet), sWiey sogalmaq (i « sWis-),
QWS toniilmak (Dasy sap  AWBE), ey UCA (123), 1 IACT (83), % dgri (s5e), 2ss
deddk (Do), sWis dalbay (s13)1s), sWsb yadamagq (Glesb), elal ittik (5353 « elazb), ezl
itlirmak (Deana), ool o5 iS-KUC (g55-025), oase YUITN (G5 « 0558), zass KOMAC (zw3s) and so on.

6. The Late Period of Chaghatay

This period includes the time from the beginning of the 17th century to the begin-
ning of the 20th century. The general characteristic of the Chaghatay language of
this period is that it developed in a direction particular to each region by being
adapted to the language features of each of the people groups of the time. This in-
cludes the Uyghur and Uzbek peoples, who also developed the Chaghatay language
to a certain degree by expressing their own contemporary dialectical features.

38 In the commentary on the 15-volume collected works of Eligir Neva’i, Nava'i eserliri
lugiti [Dictionary of Neva’'1’s Works]. Tashkent, 1972. 312, this word is defined as ‘a yel-
low material which gleams like gold, bronze’. However, it is evident from the line. i zt
WL oty S 53 « U iy 4355 in Navad'l that this word comes from the Chinese €
% “gold thread’.
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When it comes to the Uyghurs, this period was characterized by a deeply held as-
piration to continue the legacy of Neva’i. During this period, on the one hand, the
works of Neva’l were widely disseminated among the Uyghurs, the most complete
and the most beautiful copies of Neva'i’s collected works appeared and Neva’'i’s
ghazals composed the foundational content in the texts of the Uyghur Mugams. On
the other hand, poets and writers who took Neva’i as their master appeared one after
the other to form the later magnificent view of Uyghur classical literature’s Neva’.
The mid-century completion of the separation of Apaq Xuja’s descendants from the
Zhungghar nobles by the government of Qing dynasty, and the relatively peaceful
situation which emerged from its uniting of the territory of Xinjiang, exerted a posi-
tive influence on the formation of this rising scene in Uyghur literature.

Beginning in the 17th century, the Chaghatay language continued its develop-
ment by moving towards the positive elements of Kashgari spoken language while
retaining its basis on the traditions of Neva'i, firstly in the Kashgar, Yarkand, Hotan,
and Aksu regions of southern Xinjiang as represented by Xirqiti, Xarabati, Zelili,
Abdurehim Nizari, Musa Sayrami, Muhemmet Sadiq Ka$geri, Xamus Yarkendi,
etc.; later in the Turpan, Qumul, and Ili regions of northern Xinjiang as represented
by Mulla Bilal (Nazim), Ehmet Gojamniyaz Ogli, Zohori, Seyit Muhemmet Qasi,
etc. The large number of works, in particular the great works, that appeared in this
period in Xinjiang prove that the Uyghur poets and writers of this period are true
heirs of Neva’i. Today, quite a large number of manuscripts belonging to this era are
preserved in the libraries of several foreign countries.

The characteristic feature of the language in this period was this: although in
general terms the traditions of Neva'l persisted, the components of the ancient Uy-
ghur language decreased, and in their place elements of the spoken languge of the
people were reflected to varying degrees. This can be seen from the following facts.

Phonetics
The weakening of the written [a] sound in the first syllable of a word is fairly fre-
quent. This weakening is very clearly seen where the meter requires it in later poeti-
cal works. Examples:

ol G i pglyy dialss

Sahqa boldum yeqin bari dldin

(N. Ziya’i)

28 6l HalgSt dagigeiae jew (g

Sozni s6z mzminigd ydtkiirmdyin olgdri qerib

(Mulla Salih)

St L S il il 50l Loy

Siiss Ll Oglal 3f 2359285 98U L

Yemd na-mdrd nanini acligda gar ¢igsa jenin,

Otmd na-mard kébriikidin gdrq olup agsa teniy.

(Sehidi)
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In these examples the wordseius .cus i o feniy, jeniy, qerip, yeqin by
tradition should have been written s Sl « o6 < éb Ldniy, janiy, qarip, yaqin.
However, in subordination to the weakening rule of the Uyghur language, their
pronunciation tenin, jenin, gerip, yeqin is reflected in the orthography.

Some words were written according to spoken language by adding 4 before a
(word-initial) vowel. For example. ;55 hdkiiz (originally ;s dkiiz) ‘a bullock’.

Even some dialectical differences are reflected, for example:

gl akle sl STS 5

Biz kétdkni yayur cagda tapqusi

(Ami Ze’ip)

w2l 09095 G998 2 oaaeb

Bu tdmad dd bi-turuq turup drdim

(Ami Ze’ip)

S Sil )y 3B kB so o)

Ay §ahidi qaligin qandag bolur aliy senin
(Sehidi)

In the words G,5 . b turug, yayur of these examples, the alternation of y/r of the
Hotan dialect is reflected. Originally these words would have been written Gy . 5L
tuyuq, yarur, and also the word .,..J6 galigin would have been written ... ,6 garigin.

Lexicon

In the works of Mulla Pazil, Abduqadir Damulla, Ami Ze’ip (Qul’elm), Mulla Salih,
Abdujelil Damulla Haji and so on (these works belong to the beginning of the 20th
century), words which were used (or just beginning to come into use) in the spoken
language of the people are encountered. Such words include:

st goldi

o, SY langdrciliq

ek lyig Sfugadraciliq

Gy lopga

Sogdydir Cifdrqut

Slw say

Kilavas Sdnjan

K zaku

oSl eliktiriq

Gl dagicn (dagian K%k)
5gs yoda (this word is formed by joining the /a, da suffix to the

Chinese word #j ydo ‘medicine’).
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Grammar
Aspect forms were widely used and some of them even became synthetic forms.
Examples:

Gloy Jasy

pisqali tursaq

(Abduqadir Damulla: Mevildr Munazirisi)*®®
el gagS

komiip etip

(Ami Ze’ip)

Sy Sy Ja st G saldy

Bolsamdi i$q $ahidi yol bdrsidi rasidi
(Sehidi)

Interrogative mood ;. mu sometimes eliminated:

s Sl )9 50ds) dass gaedy muld
Qeli¢ bolamdu nema oltiiriirgd ikki qasin
(Meshuriy)

Some of the orthographic traditions of the middle Chaghatay period, including even
the method of writing Arabic and Persian words that had remained unchanged
through the centuries, were broken. Examples:

() O3 gyl glias Uy Jy)lii 0a

oz O3 OV 9ISl gl G 19l il Ly

Ham qarariik birld dynalu ikdvidn gdzndci (hdzindci),
Bolsa say iizrd yanyaq oriik ikavian vézndci.
(Abdugadir Damulla: Mevildr Munazirisi)

In some paired words, the change of the Persian dative case suffix from -be to -mu
can be seen. Example:

39 segl SigeSOlr 53y )
Alip yiirdi capmozani Gymu &y
(Molla Bilal Nazimi)*

39 Abduqadir Damulla 1989. Mevildr munazirisi [The contest of the fruits]. In: Bulag 1.
Xinjiang People’s Press. Uriiméi. 17.

40 Molla Bilal Nazimi 1981. Canmoza Yiisiipxan. In: Bulag 2. Xinjiang Pepole’s Press.
Uriiméi. 3.
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Such changes are particularly conspicuous in the latter stage of this period. This
was, in fact, the orthographical response to the numerous changes in the spoken
language which were taking place as it evolved into the modern Uyghur language.
Therefore, it is possible even to say that the second half of the century was the stage
in which the Chaghatay language became the modern Uyghur language.

This period saw the emergence of hundreds of Uyghur writers, poets, historians
and translators who followed in Neva’1’s footsteps. They made enormous contribu-
tions to the advancement of the Uyghur language and Uyghur literature, creating
such great works as Muhebbetname ve Mehnetkam, Sahname (translation), Kelile ve
Demine (translation), Tarixi Hemidiye, Tarixi Residi (translation), Nesriy Xemse,
Nevarixi Musuqiyun, and Bes Tilliq Manjuce Luget.

The following figures can be included in the list of representatives of the Uyghur
language of this period: Muhemmet Imin Gujam Quli Xirgiti, Muhemmet Abdulla
Xarabati, Zuleyxa Begim, Muhemmed Sidiq Zelili, Abid Qumuli, Muhemmet Imin
Axun Sah Hijran, Xamu$ Axun Yarkendi, Mulla Pazil, Abdurehim Nizari, Imini,
Mezheriy, Geyreti, Mulla Sakir, Turdu§ Axun Gerbiy, Mulle Bilal bin Mulla Yiisiip-
Nazim, Xushak Gerbiy, Musa Sayrami, Mulla Sabir bin Abdugadir-Nagis, Seyid
Hiiseyinxan Tejelli, Ibn Yiisiip Xoteni, Ehmediy, Abdulla Axun Serip Ogli Xeste,
Abduxelil Damulla Haji Muhemmet Rozi Sehidi, Salahi, Mehzun, Mulla Heyder
Miskin, Nobiti, Qelender, Emirhiiseyin Seburi, Muhemmet Sadiq Kasgeri, Gomnam,
Muhemmet Témiir, Omer Baqi, Mulla Yunus Yarkendi, Ibrahim Meghuriy, Seyit
Muhemmet Qasi, the authors of Bes Tillig Manjuce Luget, Muhemmet Resul Serqi,
Noruz Axun Ziya’iy, Mulla Sidiq Yarkendi, Mulla Qurban, Muhemmet Niyaz bin
Abdugopur, Muhemmet Abdulla Haji, Xoja Yarbin Muhemmet Sehyariy Gerbiy,
Amiy, Ismitulla bin Nemetullah Mojizi, Semsiddin Eli Yenisariy, Ismayil Haji Zohri
and others.

7. The relationship between the Chaghatay language and Modern Uyghur and
Uzbek

When V. V. Radlov said that the Chaghatay language was an artificial language, he
was greatly exaggerating how far removed it was from the spoken language of the
people. In fact, although the Chaghatay language was a written literary language, it
continued many elements of the ancient Uyghur language. In addition, its lexicon
was augmented with many loan words and phrases from the Arabic and Persian lan-
guages. Together with these, grammatical and syntactical structures from Arabic and
Persian were also appropriated, thus changing the characteristics of the language.
Though relatively distant from the ancient spoken language, it still retained many of
its fundamental rules and the basic lexicon of the spoken language, things that are
not easily changed. Albeit slowly, it still did change to reflect the development of
the spoken language of that time, and also fulfilled the requirement of communica-
tion. Otherwise it would have become a dead language, which even literate people
would not be able to understand. In fact, the differenqes between its Formation,
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Classical, and Late Periods prove that it did not remain in a single mold, but rather
developed continuously. From this perspective it cannot be called an artificial lan-
guage.

A. M. S&erbak also did not agree to call it an artificial language. He said:

“Generally speaking, there were no clear and significant differences between Old
Uzbek literary language (referring to Chaghatay language) and the spoken language. In
fact, Babur has no reason whatsoever to remain skeptical about descriptions of the
relationship and similarity between the literary language (written language) and the
language of ordinary people.”*!

Sterbak’s concern here is Babur’s statement in his work Baburname (Book of Ba-
bur):

“The people (of Andijan) are Turks. There is no one in its city or bazaar who does not
know Turkic (language). The language spoken by the people conforms to the written
language. Even though Mir-EliSir Neva'1’s works were composed in Herat, they were
still written in that language.”

However, A. M. S&erbak considers that the spoken language, which Babur called the
Andijan language, is Uzbek, and that it had no significant differences from either the
literary language or from the language Neva’l used. Emphasizing this reasoning, he
gave this literary language (Chaghatay language) the name Old Uzbek language.*?

There is a question which Séerbak leaves unanswered: In a period while the Cha-
ghatay language and its literary form, as used by Neva’i, were still being formed,
how can this spoken (Andijan) language, conforming as it did to the literary lan-
guage, be known as Uzbek in a time when the people had not yet become Uz-
bekized?

We have no doubts about Babur’s statement above. Indeed, there were no clear
or significant differences to mark boundaries between the Chaghatay language, its
classical form as used by Neva’i, and the spoken language. However, we do not
agree with A. M. S&erbak’s statement that this spoken language was Uzbek. Babur’s
statement above proves that the Andijan language was not Uzbek, but rather the
Kashgari language or one of its dialects. Just as we have stated above, the Chaghatay
language was formed as the result of two variants of the Uyghur language being
totally combined in the middle ages. These two literary languages, from whence
came its main phonetic and grammatical rules, and its basic lexicon, were based on
the languages spoken by the Uyghurs of Kashgar and Idiqut respectively. In which-
ever linguistic or dialectical environments the Chaghatay language was subsequently

41 A.M. S¢éerbak 1962.
42 Tbid.
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used, it still retained its fundamental characteristics, and it continued to develop
within the framework of the rules of the Uyghur language. Granted, due to the very
large region in which the Chaghatay language was used, it became influenced by the
Oghuz and Qipchaq languages. However, these influences were not able to alter the
fundamental, distinctive Uyghur characteristics of the language. All spoken lan-
guages develop in this way, for example the Andijan language: this spoken language
also has the same essential characteristics as the Uyghur language, clearly showing
that it too belongs to Uyghur.

In order to shed more light on this problem, we consider it appropriate to com-
pare the essential points of Neva’i’s language against both modern literary Uyghur,
and modern literary Uzbek. The significance of this is that by such a comparison, we
will be able to clarify which one of these two literary languages retains the greater
portion of the essential characteristics of Neva’i’s language. Then we will be able to
evaluate objectively to which language family belongs the Chaghatay language, and
also the spoken language of that age which conformed to it.

Below, we will compare Neva’'l’s language with the other two languages, based
on important linguistic characteristics.

Phonetics

In Neva’1’s language, just as in the modern Uyghur language there are four rounded
vowels [o], [u], [6] and [ii]. In Neva'l’s work Muhakimetul Lugeteyn®® are found the
following examples, which clearly show these vowel phonemes:

ot O
ot S
ut Slis
tit Halsys
toz alje
toz Hagsp
tuz 3P
tiiz By
tor BTy
tur Gl
tiir Jaayys
tor Y

However, in modern literary Uzbek, there are only two rounded vowel phonemes.
Front and back rounded vowels are merged to become middle vowels.

43 Aliser Neva’1 1988. 19-20.
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Weakening of vowels.
This phenomenon of phonetics refers to the situation where the first syllable of a
word containing the vowels [a] or [4] loses its stress, and changes to [e], while re-
maining an open syllable. Sometimes, due to the influence of the rounded vowels in
the following syllables, it changes to [o] or [6]. Among all Turkic languages, the
phenomenon only exists in the modern Uyghur language, starting with the Uyghur
language of the middle ages. Also a characteristic of Neva’i’s language, in Uyghur it
has been preserved through to the present day. For example:

Neva'l’s language: 2,y 105k, 254 Otiik, Gyrs) 0CUQ.

Uyghur language: »ju5 t05iik, 253 otiik, 534 0Cuq.

Uzbek language: tesik, etik, ociq.

As we see here, [e] in Uzbek is never a weakened form of [a] in a real language en-
vironment, instead it is a free variant form of [4] as mentioned above.

The [a] phoneme of other Turkic languages, especially of the Uyghur language,
in modern Uzbek is rounded, and pronounced as [0]. Although A. M. S&erbak con-
tends that in the Chaghatay language there was a tendency for the [a] phoneme to be
rounded, he provides no evidence whatsoever for such a claim. In fact, the [a] pho-
neme of Neva’'l’s language and the [a] phoneme of the Uyghur language are the
same, with no sign of rounding at all.

Vowel harmony in Neva’1’s language, both in respect of tongue position and
rounding, is basically the same as that in modern literary Uyghur. However in mod-
ern literary Uzbek, rules of vowel harmony of tongue position and rounding are al-
most obsolete. Consequently, many words and grammatical suffixes in Neva'l’s
language and modern literary Uyghur have the same structure, while those of mod-
ern literary Uzbek are different. For example:

Roots

Neva'1’s language Uyghur Uzbek
Jsts! ogul Ji#g ¥ Fun
099! orun Ohe Ypun
ops! otun 0P ytun
Sigles bulut Y Oymut

¥ ata 54 3Ta
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Suffixes

Neva’1’s language Uyghur Uzbek
pslSGeS kopliim 385 KYHIJIUM
Lgje yiiziip 3454 FO3HHT
ligayyS kordiip isyis KYpAUHT
paes tuttum 455 TYTAUM
ooy bolup <y 6y16
Hloygr surmdk Jaayyos CYPMOK
iy toqulgan ol TYKHWITaH
R A tutulsun R TYTHJICUH

In Neva’’s language, just as in modern Uyghur, many suffixes and auxiliaries have
rounded vowels, whereas in modern Uzbek, only unrounded vowels are used. For
example:

Suffixes

Causative voice suffixes: -tiir, -diir // -tur, -dur (or -kiiz, -giiz // -quz, -guz )
Neva’t’s language Uyghur Uzbek

Jysen yandur e EHJINp-

133955 koydiir 255 Kyimup-

el Captur Sl YONTHP-

ks kaltiir S EKITHP-

385355 korgiiz DS ~ 35555 Kypras

Examples:

335555 @i S e SLL gl S

Gul ¢agi bulbulki hdr gulga tdrdnnum korgiiziip
(Neva't: Kulliyat Divan)

)b 2oyl aslel ab sleantel uy

Pdind iSitmdy ndqd-i imanimni aldurduy barip
(Neva't: Kulliyat Divan)

SLLIG plol pa pludsl 95 Ol 29,934

Oltiiriir hijran tiini 6lsdm hdm arman qalmagay
(Neva't: Kulliyat Divan)
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Third person imperative mood: -sun, -siin.

by i ol b gl

s g diyb p3-d g

Yasalsun barcd ayin birld ziba,
Tutulsun barigd dksun diba.
(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)

Auxiliaries
Predicative auxiliary -dur.

Neva’t’s language Uyghur Uzbek
selsiem  SOzdddur 390358 cy3mamup
93l qaradur S5oL6 Kapoaup
wdes  huStur PO Xymwzaup

dudgr j93105gw )3 | Sistns! g

Jihanda addmniy etbari sozdddur yoqsd
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

2998 Sy Sgly gl &

Ki nisani bulut ydplig qaradur

(Neva’l: Perhad ve Serin)

g ol spialedl Jol Gydae o>

Cu md 'Siq dhli emdstur éard hustur
(Neva’t: Perhad ve Serin)

Interrogative particle mu

sy bolurmu
s~ gy 6y napmu
sosly Bleg sl 59l A5

Kisi 6z janidin toymagq bolurmu
(Neva't: Perhad ve Serin)

For some words beginning with [a] or [4], the phoneme [i] or [i] in the second sylla-
ble is rounded. This phenomenon began to occur in the Uyghur language in the mid-
dle ages, and continued to occur in Neva’i’s language just as it does in modern Uy-
ghur. However, this phenomenon is not present in modern Uzbek. For example:
Neva't’s language Uyghur Uzbek

o8l altun o3t ONITHH

as) artug Gt OPTHK
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O85! azgun 0356 O3FHH

S balgii S~ Fo Oenru

The [g] and [g] at the end of some words and suffixes in Neva'i’s language have
been either kept the same in modern Uyghur, or changed to [k] or [q]. In modern
Uzbek they are either changed to [y] or omitted. This is a later phonetic phenome-
non, characteristic of the Oghuz and Qipchaq languages. For example:

Words

Neva’t’s language Uyghur Uzbek
Gl plu gandag/q sl KaHzaaH
Glaigh~ flaigh Sundag/q g HyHan
Glga glaiga mundag/q Glga MyHa#H
Suffixes

In Uyghur the adjective-formation suffixes -/ig, -lig and the noun-formation suffixes
-lik, -lig are combined, both becoming -/ik, -lig; in Uzbek they drop out completely.
For example:

Neva’1’s language Uyghur Uzbek
Gsbs! otluq 3ibss yrau
Dyl sS kiicliik Jylais Ky4JIH
BAN tiirliik i TYpJIH
Hgies yiizliik Jysh 103111
sy ddardlig Ly JapAaH

In Neva’?’s language, the phonemes [q] and [k] are stable when between two vow-
els. This is the same in modern literary Uyghur, especially in its Kashgar and Hotan
dialects. In modern Uzbek, they change to [g] and [g], and this rule was applied to
Neva’T’s later manuscripts as they were copied. However the original phenomenon
can still be seen. For example:

Pllisgl LYl aio Jol ladsbss

Hiublugida ol sdndm dvvdilgilarga oh§amas
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

Sl oSim & G dharads liilil

Yagligiy zdhmimgd baglarga nd hddkim istdsdy
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)
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Sl paialy disisyz jgaeS1SeS

Kékrdkimdur cdrhniy pirahdnidin éakrak
(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

oW o W g SSddlil erle Sugd

Qoyki mdva yagliginni yiizdin almay hdr ziman
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

Grammar

If, as in A. M. S&erbak’s view, the Chaghatay language was based on the spoken
Uzbek language, one would expect that its possessive and accusative cases would be
the same, just as they are in modern Uzbek. However, just as in modern Uyghur, we
can see that in Neva'1’s language these two cases are totally different. For example:

Ol Jetlen e 9340l g s 2 by

Rdqiba bi-sdru palarni sdn agritmagil zinhar
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

b aSislgml JY ispeS

Qaysi kavsdrniy zilali ab-hdyvaniyca bar
(Neva't: Kulliyat Divan)

Phteig ) vl et livia igins tliin

Senip husnuy meniy 'iSqim 'djayib uns tutmislar
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

Plash Gl o g i gz Sl HlayS

Kérmdk ani ¢un hddim yoq janan tanimas
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

In Neva’?’s language, the ablative case suffix is -din, -fin just as in modern Uyghur.
However in modern Uzbek, the suffixes used are the same as those used in the
Oghuz and Qipchaq languages: -dn, -ddn and sometimes -ndn. For example:

Neva’i’s language Uyghur Uzbek
ot yaSidin Orranties émnaaH
osSWys  kiilmdiktin ouSalss KyJIMOKIaH

In Neva’t’s language, the verb suffix -gay, -qay // -gdy, -kdy, indicating the future
tense optative mood, is very widely used. For example:

ol pel ls Jal sy il

Cinancd bolmagay dhl-i finaga dnjumdn hajit
(Neva’1t: Kulliyat Divan)

Gleliag JSOs5 e 0 Jadigl naemal 0 5

Bir kiin ahimdin o$ul bédd mehr kéyli yumsagay
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)
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Jab penlals oo Saa

Mapya ne hddki gilgaymdn td “dmmul
(Neva’: Perhad ve Serin)

<SG Bl g Sas gl 3s

gl g S szl gl

Yoq ol gavhdrki éun tufraqqa qalgay,
Ayag astiga qalgay ¢un osalgay.
(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)

This construct is very widely used in modern Uyghur as a common polite form, in
the writings of contemporary authors, and in the spoken language of the people. For
example, in the polite form:

tlanlingd D6 glady o bga o Holinsyla
Harmigayla, mubardk bolgay, tdy qerigaysildr

In the writings of contemporary authors:

SEE ESis IS K5 B0

ASiq soygiisi giilini kéksigd taqigay
(Imin Tursun)

i Eos 185,86 55 LG

i B $B3 9 Sapin

Ana siiti agartqay dilipni senip,
Maripdt yorutqay yolunyni seniy.
(A. Otkiir)

Blinw SLibi 4SHS lhanty 4T3 oz 05
Zdr cecip otkdy beSimga koktd quyasiy seniy
(R. Jari)

In the spoken language of the people:

SoP 4s paesd L glob as gyl
Barimdn desd bargay, turimdn desd turgay

However, this form is almost obsolete in modern Uzbek.

Just as in modern Uyghur, Neva’T’s language does not have the following mod-
ern Uzbek gerunds, which are characteristic of the Qipchaq language: 6uinyB ...,
OOPYB 2y 5 HIIJIOB judlib,

Gerunds in -gu, -qu // -gii, -kii, used since ancient times in the Uyghur language,

are also very widely used in Neva’1’s language. For example:
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¢ paSR oS> Gl 0,0 G2 00

<95 diagsgeaie lanide 503

Dedi i5q icrd qdtlingd hukmi dtkiim,
Dedi i$qida maqsudumga ydtkiim.
(Neva'i: Perhad ve Serin)

¢ 2930095185 0255 1395395 19595

-33200SLS dantl s &S

Koriip kozgiidd nekim korgiisidur,

Ki divran basiga kdltiirgiisidur.
(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)

+ 39 08 9SS9il g2 Yy 351 &S

355 lg) 061 giianr (95! &S

Ki dzdar birld bolguydur him avird,
Ki andinciqgusi dflak iizd gard.
(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)

The necessity mood, formed by adding the -lug, -fiik suffix to this type of gerund, is

pup—y

used widely in Neva’1’s language. For example:

+ 295599559 iz 0L ! s

+29353)35,95 4yl gily 5 2l 90

Dedi ol yan janibdt siirliigdur,

Bu i§ gadr vagqi 'olsa korgiiliikdur.
(Neva't: Perhad ve Serin)

Gail e Jal g2 590! Uy 5

Bu yol eriir ¢u dhl-i mdlalditgd bargulug

(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)
Gladll jgaesily Kow I Mol !
Ay janlar afiti saya janimdur algulug
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

The agentive, formed by adding the -¢i suffix to this gerund, is commonly found in
Neva’1’s language. For example:

oy ) 32l 2abigl o G

Qalip bdl urguci balciq ara past
(Neva'i: Perhad ve Serin)

B atige 2 e5S O &S

Ki dyldp korgiici husini zayil
(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)

FipS Slpo oS >

habdr bargiici sdraf guhdr-fas
(Neva’i: Perhad ve Serin)
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spie gl il eSSy 6 Y
Lald qanin tokkiici aniy nifaqidur héniiz
(Neva’i: Kulliyat Divan)

In Neva

'T's work Muhakimetul Lughateyn, he showed that the following forms,

made by adding the -dek suffix to this gerund, were an important characteristic of
his own language:

2hisg,lo
hoogiyly

.‘lg:,i:._.l
hysganyls
Slraghyg!

2hisgésgm

barguddk
yarguddk
kalgiidck
bilgiiddk
aytqudik
qaytquddiik
urguddk
sorguddk

He explained that this form “doubtfully connects a person to a matter”. This form is
used in the following ways in Neva’i’s language:

agiyail Glexr 9 Ol Jsl dieddss j0l 05

Kim eriir qditlimgd ol jan u jahan qaygurguddk
(Neva’t: Kulliyat Divan)

2hisgiesl OLE chanl YauyyS M) py

Sum rigqibldr korsdldr itdik qébab Gltiirgiideik
(Neva’1: Kulliyat Divan)

Gerunds made by adding the -gu, -qu // -gii,-kii suffix in modern Uyghur are mostly
combined with ownership-dependent suffixes, and together with the words bar, yoq
and the verb kdlmdk, they indicate a desire. For example:

Ok 4358955 by Bo3S dlie.

Meniy uniy bildn koriiskiim bar.

G2 o)l Blaisn § 3yl B3 Ju8ti.

Senipmu bargun barmu? menin bargum yoq.
$3ILS iS55 3T,

Unipmu sozligiisi kelivatidu.

SIS a3 ey .
Seni bdk korgiimiz kaldi.
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In modern Uyghur, its third person form is also used as a future tense. For example:

1slpla i usalys olodll S5

21 G LSy allsS ilsyin

Giil baragsan bolgusi siiziik havada,
Sdrdanisi giilldrniy tapqusi ravaj.
(Imin Tursun)

RICURYPS PRNCIU PO SR 1

iyt plages S84 Bla

Uniydiki sdn dt, muhdbbdit,

Mana mdngii ddarman bérgiisi.

(T. Samsaq)

The form of the gerund made by adding the -luq, -liik suffix indicates the necessity

mood in modern Uyghur just as it does in Neva’i’s language. For example:

oyl 5 O B e 0 Y3558

SG N &ps- kS A6 53585

Uzgiiliik ayni &igip yattd qat kok qdridin,
Tutquluq taspaqini okyan —deyizlar téktidin.
(Poems of Mao Zedong, translated)

Adding the suffix -¢i to this gerund, which indicates a dynamic subject, is very pro-
ductive in modern Uyghur. Some of these gerunds have become nouns. For exam-
ple:

S3sg OQUEUCT, 350 yazguli, R« kAlglici, i kiithiicl, 80 336 avaz bargiici,
a3ls L iltimas qilgudi.

The form made by adding the suffix -ddk to this gerund, has the following roles in
the modern Uyghur language:

As a modifier, indicating the quality or quantity of the modified word, or as an
adverbial modifier indicating the degree of an action. For example:

Db OB HeagSie Kiis G

Bas kiin ydtkiidék un bar.

332 per G osdishatiligs
Tonusturguddk tdjribdm yoq.
e.'o _‘J..)sil.i s o

I¢sdp tdsir qilgudik ic.
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As a predicate, it indicates the present-future tense of the indirect statement mood
(in the first and second person, a personal suffix is added.) For example:

R A N e

U ydrgd sdnmu barguddksdn.

osjingd LAsb atsl 5 amantl8l

Anlisimcd u nahsini yahsi eyitqudik.

e gl i B G0 (o33e S e2520

Tapquddkmdin mundin artuq qaysi bahtni dmdi mdn.
(T. Eliyov)

In modern Uzbek , the gerund made by adding the -kii, -qii // -gii, -gu suffix, and its
other forms created by adding other suffixes as mentioned above, are not used. The
[dynamic subject] gerund made by adding the -¢i suffix to this form in Uyghur, is
made in Uzbek by adding -¢i to the w-gerund form. For example: yxysuu, oxnrosuu,
Kopanoguu.

Lexicon

When attempting to prove the internal link between two languages, examining their
lexicons is not as important as looking at their phonetic and grammatical systems.
However, in order to see how much Neva’1’s lexicon is made up of the Uyghur lexi-
con of that time, we draw attention to the following words included in The Diction-
ary of Neva'i’s Works (Tashkent, 1972). Although in the dictionary these words are
listed as incomprehensible and requiring explanation, in fact these are ordinary
words used in modern Uyghur, either in their original form, or with minor modifica-
tion.

Substantives

Neva’?’s language Modem Uyghur
Sy oglaq Sy
! uy ¥
<! alay Iy
a3y yogsul iy
O yurun Odog
Zlss komdc¢ s
oL gaban ol
NS Stk s
s93)ge moldiir 253
flil yaglig AT

o yargag Sl
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11>
skl
s
iyl

Hyae Dy

Verbs

tuzluq
torqd
ton
yalip
amrag ~ amraq
stzitk
yalin
itik
yarmaq
tapan
erin
tutruq
egaci
tuggan
enlik
ilik
dalda
dapqur

ddddk

et its

136~ Byg5 « By
dy

dly

Gt

23540

sl dLg) pb)

tdpdngii ~ tepingii K5

yaypany
soksok

Neva’i’s language

AN
Syl
aledsl
alelsls,l
Sleileygdy
by
lalsly
aleslal
lalsgS)l
SLSSle
GlorgaSile
Slllega
Bl
Glebusy

aldaramagq
aldaratmagq
azigmaq
argadamagq
busurganmagq
putramaq
yadamagq
yarmasmaq
urgiiddmdk
maymagq
maydurmagq
sogalmagq

bordamaq
buhsatmaq

Modermn Uyghur
Glasy B
Slelpalt
Sledyd
ool
Slolying
Sleyiy
dlesl
aletile)l
apsSy
sldl
GlaSle
Sy
Slesyy
Gles-d

Mirsultan Osmanov & Hamit Tomiir
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leslaags domsaymaq laslanys
Gkl yayqamagq Gledd

iy tozmdik Sz

R tirkmdk a5
el omunmagq Slisags
Sllsy! artilmaq Sllot

ey itimdk Haguzs
Doz~ Jaaz) yitmdk Dz « Jasigs
Hloygal ittirmdk Hanyp « Jaaysin
Lol siyrilmaq Slalipris
IS tiklimdk Jalss
Ll tolgamaq Gleidys
lalag tolgasmaq Glblaly
Hloygs tiirmak Janyp

Above we have shown the critical differences between modern Uzbek on the one
hand, and Neva’?’s language and modern Uyghur on the other. In fact, there are
some points in modern Uyghur also that differ from Neva’i’s language and from
modern Uzbek. These will be shown in the following examples:

The phenomenon in modern Uyghur, where the [a] phoneme in the initial sylla-
ble weakens to [e], and in the following syllables weakens to [i], does does not occur

=970

in Neva’'T’s language or in modern Uzbek. For example:

Neva’T’s language Uyghur Uzbek
laatl basida [ 6ownna
sl janim petees XKOHHM
Lasl! ayagiga P aérura
VS apladi P OHIJIAAH

In both Neva’?’s language and modern Uzbek, the [e] phoneme in an initial closed
syllable is replaced with [4] in modern Uyghur. For example:

Neva’?’s language (written) Uyghur Uzbek
i yetmds ik €T™Mac
w558 kettim e Ketqum
sl etmds R 3TMac

P yer » ep
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In both Neva'l’s language and modern Uzbek, there are syllables where the pho-
neme [t] is followed by s, is, and the phoneme [s] is followed by #¢. In modern
Uyghur the initial [t] or [s] of these syllables is changed to [¢]. For example:

Neva’'l’s language Uyghur Uzbek
lagty HUSTIMAG VTV Tyurymaa
dliss tiSip Ee THILIHHT
et sacip o counbd
ol sacin o COYMHT

Whereas in both Neva’'l’s language and modern Uzbek, the first person predicative
form is made by adding the suffix -men (-mdn in Uzbek) to the -p converb, in mod-
ern literary Uyghur the -#i, -fur suffix is first added to the -p converb, and after this
the -mdn suffix is added. For example:

Neva’1’s language Uyghur Uzbek
Ose289355 koydiiriipman Otied S KyHIMpHOMaH
iy yaqipmdn iy éx ubman
1939 tiiziipmadn Ol ty3ubmaH
Osesnssl urpmdn ey ypubMaH

In both Neva’1’s language and modern Uzbek the third person predicate form of the
verb, made by adding -/dr, does not distinguish between singular and plural. For
example:

Neva’i’s language

NG « ygrus ¢ Shelid ¢ Dbald

kotdrgéyldr, ddpturlar, gilurlar, qildilar
Uzbek

KWiannap, Sparrannap, THpHIIHIAp
Uyghur

SEOE dres M« guls

qildi, gilar, daptu, kotargdy

From the comparison above, we see that modern literary Uzbek differs both from
modern literary Uyghur and from Neva’1’s language in the following characteristics:
the rounding of the phoneme [a]; the presence of only two rounded vowels, rather
than four; the breaking of vowel harmony rules; the usage of grammatical structures
characteristic of the Oghuz and Qipchaq languages; the absence of important gram-
matical structures characteristic of the Uyghur-Qarluq language group, such as the
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gerund forms made by adding the -gu,-qu // -gii, -kii suffix; the absence of many
words from their basic lexicon; etc. Even though modern literary Uyghur does differ
both from Neva’T’s language and from modern literary Uzbek, it is clear that these
differences are not significant enough to require that modern literary Uyghur be
placed in a different language group, rather these differences reflect the process of
development occurring within a language that conforms to the Uyghur-Qarluq lan-
guage group. These facts prove Neva’?’s language conformed to the trend of de-
velopment of the spoken Uyghur language of his time. Following on from this, they
also prove that modern literary Uyghur, being based on the central dialect spoken by
more than 90% of the Uyghur population, naturally inherited the essential rules of
Neva’r’s language without change. The situation for modern literary Uzbek is differ-
ent. According to the introduction to the book, Modern Uzbek Language, when the
central dialect of modern literary Uzbek was being chosen, some wished to make
changes to the language in order to better preserve the fundamental characteristics of
old literary Uzbek (Chaghatay language). However, all such changes were totally
rejected.*

In the same book, the following view is also found: Not only Neva'’s language,
but also the language used in the writings of the 13-14th century, is exactly the same
as old Uzbek. The language of these writings has maintained its own fundamental
characteristics to the present day, so that, even without translation into the modern
language, these works can easily be understood by the Uzbek people.*’

Here, the authors admit that the Chaghatay language (i.e. Neva't’s language)
cannot be the basis of modern literary Uzbek. Indeed, the Chaghatay language can-
not be the basis for modern Uzbek, for the following reason: as we have shown
above, the fundamental characteristics of the Chaghatay language did not develop in
the same way as did the common Uzbek literary language, which was subjected to
complex dialectical conditions stemming from the ethnic components of the Uzbek
people. This is the strongest evidence that the spoken language which formed the
basis for the Chaghatay language, was not the spoken Uzbek language.

Here it is necessary to mention the following:

Because Neva't’s language is quite different from spoken Uzbek, later copyists
of Neva’'l’s works made a significant effort to bring them closer to the Uzbek lan-
guage. We can see this from the later lithographic editions of these works published
in Uzbekistan. These activities are not confined to copyists of the past: the transcrip-
tion of Neva’'l’s works can also be seen in modern times. For example, in the Uy-
ghur transcription version of Neva'T’s epic poem Ferhad ve Serin, published in 1959
in Tashkent, inappropriate changes can be seen in many places, making it closer to
the Uzbek language. To take several examples, these original words: sw,, bolgay ,

44 Hozirgi zamon iizbek tili / Sovremennyj uzbekskij jazyk. 1957. 28, 36, 37.
45 Hozirgi zamon uzbek tili / Sovremennyj uzbekskij jazyk. 1957.
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osly bolsun, 546 tanuq, v baglap, sus tapqay, ssWs bolmadi, il buyursan,
g aglagaé. According to the rules, should have been transcribed as . 3Jy . sty
ZUMBL L Dldes « olgs « sl L L 536, However these words were in fact transcribed as:
sualy bolgdy 1346, ...y bolsin 1350, sue tinug 1369, wus\, bagldp 1637, sat tapqdy
1592, ssuls bolmddi 1604, Weuyss buyursdy 1480, zieust apligac 16574

Although abbreviated by the publishers, Neva'i’s language should definitely
have been used in the titles of passages. However, these titles were totally
Uzbekized. In the following title, that of the ninth chapter, pay attention to the
underlined words:

Ol sz sS Srss 2L 22580y J 00, dllsS (et ¢ mrnd $a K5 03, WSS JlunS pdlSyS slayed olb L
ot Syl ()b 03yl oais g} S 258l ol Kwdlids lyide; g Jutity Cdp03 ¢ spptinn jablyats o,
220l 78 05,0t 108 QUG 150 ¢ GsS jlan Doy 1315 G 03,daulS syl 03ymdd oxikle B g UL oS5 jdlosl
SELINS P Kigh 6« Sl S5 dlisle)ds pia jdamygm optb- 6 Ju

Hagqan ild firhad kokldm timsali gulnari qdsrdd gulgin mdy icip, éimén gulldrddn hali
bolgdndd, yazlik qdsrgd kdéip rayhan rénli Sdarablir sipgdrip, ddrdht ydsil tonin

zd faran dtldsigd ayirbas$ gilgdndd kozgd oh$ds qdsirdd altin piyaldldrgd sdrig baddldr
10kip ey soy qis mandndd qdsrdd billor kasdldrdi aq kafor rdp mayldr kétdrip, bizm
gurgdnldri, héir qdsrdd ii¢ ayddn bir yil ays-isrdt siirséldr ham féirhadnin kopli
acilmdgdni, haqan ungd ilaj gilalmdgdni.

The inescapable conclusion of these examples, is that Neva’i’s language is far from
the Uzbek spoken language.

The facts above prove that the Chaghatay language is not Old Uzbek, rather it is
one stage of the development of the literary Uyghur language. They also prove that
Neva’T’s language did not break off from the language, on the contrary it not only
remained true to the traditions of the Uyghur language, but also aided its further
development.

In addition we must mention the famous Uyghur historian Mirza Muhemmed
Heyder Koragan, in his own work named, Tarixi Residi (The History of Residi),
which he composed forty-three years after Neva't’s death. He wrote the following
about Neva’i,

5iSn iy 5SS gl iy ¢ ilighug) ol ) 59 ol
Asli ve #z bah3iyan-i uygur 4st, pedér-i u ra ke&ikind bahgi miguftind®’

Those two sentences in the translation of this work by Molla Muhemmed Niyaz bin
Abdughopur appear as follows:

46 These numbers indicate stanza numbers in the original.
47 For this reference to Neva'i, see the Persian version of Tarixi Residi, item number 24090,
The British Museum, London.
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S iy xS fal) ¢ 595 02308 A lihygingl ol i et U
Ama §iir 4linin 4sli uygurnin bahsilaridinturur, atasini ki¢ikiné bahsi atarlar 48

In the translation made by Muhemmed Sadiq Kasgeri, this was translated as

Pyl 3 2L LSS Gl s bl i)Y 2L ekl gl il
Anip dslisi uygur bahsilaridin, atasinip ati ki¢ikin bahsi dér 4rdilar

Which means as follows: ‘Elisir [Neva’i] was once an Uyghur scholar, and his father
was called the Tiny Scholar’.

The above evidence proves that Neva’i was famous in his own time for his mas-
tery of literary Turkic (i.e. Chaghatay Language), and that he came from a clan of
Uyghur scholars.

8. Conclusion

The Uyghurs—who directly inherited the literary Turkic language during the Ork-
hon period—created their own written script, now familiar as the Old Uyghur Script,
and they formed the Idiqut Uyghur literary language after the 11th century. This
Idiqut Uyghur literary Turkic language gained tremendous renown and was used as
a common language by all Turkic-speaking peoples. After the 10th century, an Is-
lamic variant of the Idiqut literary Uyghur language, called the Khakanian language,
arose in the Karakhanid territory, and it was used as a common written literary lan-
guage by the Turkic-speaking peoples who embraced Islam. The Khakanian lan-
guage was called the Kashgari language after the 13th century and was in use in
Central Asia until the mid-14th century. When Genghis Khan marched into Central
Asia, he brought in the Idiqut Uyghur literary language as the official language. This
created the conditions for the blending of the Kashgari language—which was origi-
nally in use in Kashgar and Central Asia—with the Idiqut Uyghur literary language.
As a result, the formation of a written literary language, called the Chaghatay lan-
guage, began during the second-half of the 15th century. The Chaghatay language
maintained the characteristic features of the Uyghur language in respect to phonet-
ics, grammar and basic lexical elements, while being influenced to a large degree by
the Arabic and Persian languages. This literary language found its perfect expression
in the works of the great poet and intellectual, Neva’i, during the second half of the
17th century, when it entered its own Classical Period. This literary language, which
was used in Xinjiang and Central Asia, especially by the Uyghurs and the Uzbeks as

48 The word ,:» came from the Chinese {# 1= (boshi), in that time it was used to mean
‘secretary, intellectual, writer’. Quoted in Drevnetjurkskij slovar’ [Old Turkic dictionary].
Moskva & Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo Akademija Nauk SSSR. 1969. 82.
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their common language, began to fragment as it converged with the spoken lan-
guages of each of the peoples who used it. In the land of Xinjiang, this literary lan-
guage endured until the beginning of the formation of the modern Uyghur language.

Hence, from the above arguments, it follows that the Chaghatay language consti-
tutes one stage in the evolution of the Uyghur written literary language.

(Translated by Ablimit Qudret and Qurbanjan Abduqadir, The Institute of China
Uyghur Classical Literature and Mugam, Urumgqi, China)
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