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An Old Turkic text in Tibetan script:
A case of hyperphonetic transcription?
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Proverbio, Delio V. 2015. An Old Turkic text in Tibetan script: A case of hyperphonetic
transcription? Turkic Languages 19, 8-39.

The original aim of the present study was to add to the discussion on the phonological
status of the Tibetan grapheme a-chun written in Tibetan script in non-Tibetan texts. As a
result, the article argues that Sinologist Weldon S. Coblin was substantially right in stat-
ing that “neither ‘nasalization’ nor anything else can explain all the varied foreign ele-
ments represented in our data by ‘ a-chung plus following consonants” (Coblin 2002:
181). Thus, according to Coblin’s statement, at least in some contexts, the grapheme a-
chun seems to occur quite randomly. Some scholars have argued that this is a conse-
quence of careless and loose employment of the Tibetan alphabet, a widespread habit
among many copyists from Dunhuang.

In this article, this historical perspective is challenged by applying a new approach to
the allographic context exhibited in Ms. Paris, BnF, Pelliot tibétain 1292, an Old Turkic
text written in Tibetan script. Far from being a poorly transliterated text, it will be shown
to be the complex (and obviously not entirely consistent) product of a “hyperphonetic”
transcription process: a sort of phonetic pronunciation guide for non-Turkic Buddhist
monks.

Delio V. Proverbio, Scriptor Orientalis, Keeper of the Oriental Collections. Vatican
Apostolic Library, Cortile del Belvedere, 00120, Vatican City State.
E-mail: proverbio@vatlib.it

1.1. Introduction

The original aim of the present study was to add to the long-lasting discussion on the
underlying phonological encoding which involves the Tibetan grapheme a-chun, by
examining a particular Old Tibetan written document: Ms. BnF, Pelliot tibétain
1292 [quoted in the following as PT 1292]." This is an anopisthographic paper
singleton which exhibits a (semi-)cursive Buddhist dbu-med (headless) script-style,
and is datable to the end of the 10th-century;’ see Moriyasu (1985: 46); Rona-Tas

1 Tt is my pleasure to express my sense of gratitude to Prof. Marcel Erdal, who afforded me
manifold remarks and observations. I am also indebted to Sam van Schaik. Obviously, I
take entirely upon myself the responsibility for what I state.

2 Though indirectly, Rybatzki (2011: 222) disagrees with this date, starting: “The earliest
extant texts in dbu med script, falling into several different types, seems to date from the
12th century [...]".



An Old Turkic text in Tibetan script: A case of hyperphonetic transcription? 9

(1991: 107); Schaik (2013: 124, 127). It is an allographic (heterographic) Old Turkic
text written in Tibetan script; see Rona-Tas (1991: 92-110). Regarding the Mainz
series of Old Turkic fragments in Tibetan script, see Maue (1996: 210-222).

At first, I endeavored to establish a minimal set of graphotactic laws and/or con-
straints which assumedly govern the behavior of the grapheme a-chun within the
aforementioned text. As a result, I discovered that—at least as far as particular
graphotactic contexts are concerned—Weldon South Coblin was substantially right
in stating that “neither ‘nasalization’ nor anything else can explain all the varied for-
eign elements represented in our data by ‘a-chung plus following consonants. The
only possible and reasonable conclusion would seem to be that ‘a-chung functioned
as an abstract marker which modified basic Tibetan consonant letters [...]” (Coblin
2002: 181). Even Hill, who disagrees with Coblin (2002) on his core thesis, is com-
pelled to admit that “in Old Tibetan the final v- [i.e. the ‘a-chung] occurs with mys-
terious inconsistency” (2005: 1 15).°

Just to briefly summarize Coblin’s argumentation: at least in some specific con-
texts, the grapheme a-chun seems to occur randomly.

Thus, according to some scholars, a local implementation of a sophisticated
transcoding system, such as the Tibetan alphabet, is—in this specific case—a system
implemented by learned Tibetan scribes with the support of Uyghur monks; see
Kara (1978), Klimkeit (1990: 59-60), Takata (2000). Hill (2005: 118), among
others, has concluded that “the transcribers were imperfect in their transcriptions”,
resulting in a careless and loosely employed transcription. Schaik (2014: 328-331)
depicted at length the typical “bad writer” “with only a limited grasp of the art of
writing”, specifically referring to part of the manuscripts production in Dunhuang.*

3 As far as the graphotactic contexts are concerned in which the grapheme a-chun would
have occurred in later times, i.e. from the beginnings of Classical Tibetan, see the insight-
ful résumée by Ligeti (1961: 225-228).

4 This is probably not the case, but the application of such a category of “unskilled copyist”
risks appearing—at least, within some particular historical contexts—as an epistemologi-
cal escape, adopted by someone who is trying to avoid at any cost a substantial change of
perspective. In this respect, the highly controversial debate around the so-called Artemi-
dorus Papyrus is illuminating. (I limit myself to referring to the exhaustive analysis by
Condello 2011, still the most complete bibliographic survey on this subject.) Against the
overwhelming arguments which have been accumulated in favor of the hypothesis of a
forgery—as a straightforward way of explaining the manifold inconsistencies of P. Arte-
mid.—some researchers have begun to introduce the idea of a “subliterary product”, due
to an inexperienced, non-professional scribe (Condello 2011: 172). An evolution of this
generic perspective is the thesis according to which P. Artemid. was the unfortunate prod-
uct of an untrustworthy antigraph and an even worse apograph, the errors of (at least) two
“totally unreliable” copyists having merged in the final result (Condello 2011: 212). Here
we arrive at the ultimate coup de thédtre: even the possible forger might have pretended
to impersonate the character of the “incorrect copyist” (Condello 2011: 212).
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The aforementioned historical perspective, within which previous scholars have
evaluated the linguistic data from PT 1292, will be challenged in the present paper
by applying an opposite approach to the allographic context exhibited by PT 1292.
Far from considering the text to be poorly transliterated, my approach is to regard it
as a complex (and obviously not entirely consistent) product of a ‘hyperphonetic’
transcription. In other words: PT 1292 is not to be regarded as the careless scrib-
blings of an untrained copist, as commonly thought (in previous perspectives), but
the sophisticated product of a highly cultivated monk (in the new perspective).

I will here try to briefly expand on the concept of hyperphonetic transcription. In
the present contribution, the term “hyperphonetic” does not simply refer to the
asymptotic “ideal of faithful transcription” (Coulmas 2003: 26-33), which may have
been meant by Otto Jespersen’s “hyperphonetic” notation among others; see Jesper-
sen (1889). It was once assumed that “the transfiguration of audible into visible sign
requires interpretation”—and therefore, at any rate, “is bound to be imperfect”
(Coulmas 2003: 32). What I mean is that the scribe of PT 1292, far from employing
an (asymptotically) fully underspecified system of notation, i.e. a maximally eco-
nomical notation set which encodes exclusively for articulatory gesture features de-
noting a phonemic status, endeavored to register any “acoustic variants” of the same
phonological segment, according to a local, not always consistent, interpretation.
Similarly, Jespersen, though with otherwise sound claims of consistency, tended to
distinguish, in his “hyperphonetic” notation, even idiosyncratic utterances.’

Such a new perspective will trigger, in turn, a series of arguments, the first of
which pivots around a new interpretation of the phonological status of the Tibetan
grapheme a-chun. Eventually, we will come to delineate some major phonological
features exhibited by PT 1292.

1.2. A preliminary consideration

Let us begin by assuming that the following empirical inference is a general state-
ment whose truth is intrinsically universal:

(1) The transcoding (i.e. surface representation) of whatsoever set of n phono-
logical—at least, phonetic—objects [I mean: a given set of permitted surface pho-
nological/phonetic objects within a defined linguistic domain even not considering

5 See, for example, Jespersen (1889: 49): “Welsh nh in nhad, as pronounced by Dr. Sweet
and Prof Rhys [italics are mine]:

- BO|— |«
Vs | = | T
62 |0
e | — |1

(Cf. Sweet, Spoken N. Welsh, 10, 11). The same articulation is often found in a scornful
pronunciation of Danish [italics mine]: “[n h @.] for [n ae.] ‘no’”. Jespersen was here
quoting Sweet (1885: 10, 11).
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the (possibly minimal) set of graphotactic constraints which may govern the sim-
plest of any possible syntagmatic positional behavior] is generally implemented by
means of a set of n-m graphemic objects, where n > m and m # 0. Roughly speaking:
within natural languages, a perfectly biunivocal phonological (phonetic) transcrip-
tion system is only asymptotic, since the set of graphic signs that are used in writing
a natural language is generally (if not always) smaller than the set of sounds to be
represented.

Now, let us consider an actual set of p graphemic elements, for example the
complete set of Old Tibetan graphemes (T;); in analyzing the transcoding process
from the actual set K of » phonological—at least, phonetic—objects, pertaining to (a
specific) Old Turkic (sub-)domain, to the actual surface representation in T, we
would expect that, according to (1), p = n-m. This is definitely true. But what we
might further ascertain is that K appears to be not entirely represented within T).
More than that: the merging of two or more items of K into one element of T (i.e.
the apparent unfaithfulness in transcoding them) is reverted; what we actually ob-
serve is that at least two elements of T, (the set encompassing the p elements of T,
plus af least one extra element: T; {p; ... Pn, Po-m}) S€€M to encode one item of K in
the surface representation. To better illustrate such an assessment, let us consider the
following example.

Apparently, until now no one has noticed that there seems to be (at least) one
extra element in the graphemic set exhibited by PT 1292, within whose text we ob-
serve two “variants” of the grapheme <S)>. Regarding this grapheme, Maue and
Rohrborn stated: “mit den 4 Sibilanten geniigt das tib. Alphabet dem uig.
Lautinventar vollig, soweit der Anlaut der “Silben” betroffen ist. Im Auslaut
dagegen 1aft die tibetische Orthographie nur <-s» zu” (1984: 302); “Im [Auslaut der
‘Silbe’] ist nur «-s» zugelassen, und nur dieses Graphem kommt auch tatséchlich
vor” (1984: 303); and “[...] Im Auslaut der ‘Silbe’ ist <-s.» Archigraphem fiir alle
Sibilanten” (303, note 92).

On the contrary, in PT 1292 we detect two apparently distinct graphemes (in
facts, allographs):

The grapheme (allograph) <> (= Northern Brahmi &*  Modern Devanagari
'QT), which occurs at least four times:

I, 1c SRR (nem(o")as(iNne> (versus 44: BN SRMNI).

2: R <b(a))(i)s>;

8: Rt o A(spRICN(E)IglRys

27: vl;-i’z\w Ay(eNs™)se»)
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versus the otherwise ubiquitous three-stroke grapheme « 2§ » (= Northern Brahmi
*¢, usually transliterated as <s»; Modern Devanagari '5[); see Schaik (2013: 124). A
question arises: Are we observing two (diachronically)® divergent variants of the
same grapheme? I discussed this question with Sam van Schaik himself.” According
to him, it was fairly common for Dunhuang scribes to mix together different letter-
forms, even in the same manuscript; see, for example, Schaik (2012: 425) on Ms
IOL Tib J 1459.

To sum up, I think that we truly do have to do with an enlarged set of Old
Tibetan graphemes, but enlarged for what purpose? We will eventually return to this
last question when we reexamine PT 1292 in light of a (quasi-)hyperphonetic
transcription system. For the moment, we may simply note that a straightforward,
unsophisticated use of a defined set of symbols is incompatible with the systematic,
though apparently obscure, employment of some extra ‘diacritic’ such as «.

Before reaching the crucial point in which the vowel system denoted by PT 1292
will be described within the frame of the new approach, I must ask the reader to
provisionally accept the following, entirely arbitrary transliteration code.

o'y = [o1]
(ap)y = [02]
Ay )y = [03]
(WD) = [od]
(u))» = [w]
(ap)(u) = [u2]
‘()@)(W)’ = [u3]

i’y = [i1]
(a2 = [i2]
(A, Ay = i
(i = [i4]

6 See Schaik, (2012: 416): “[...] the theory that dbu med developed out of dbu can—rather
than being invented at the same time based on a different Indic script—is supported by a
lack of exemplars in the Indic manuscript and epigraphic sources”.

7 In a private communication dated on January 7, 2015 Sam van Schaik stated: “[...] In the
case of *sa*, | would argue that the change in form can be explained by the scribe not
taking the pen from the paper, and therefore the “leg” on the left side of the letter gradu-
ally disappears [...] On the other hand, there is a strong tradition in Tibet that the *dbu
med* forms came from a different script. It is not my view, but I would be interested in
your argument if you follow this route. The Brahmi *sa* is a candidate, though one still
has to explain why the top horizontal line disappeared in the Tibetan form”.
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ey = lel]
XENCHI [e2]
(y)e'y = [e3]
oD = [a1]
Co(1)) = [a2]
(y)D» = [a3]

2.0. Previous assessments

Let us analyze the following graphemic strings:

12: «zb8z(u))s8l2mas?) sab sozld {-mA} {-sA}

30: brceb(y,)(i")s2t(i")@> barca bis {-dI}

At first glance, we may be led to infer (at least) two elementary graphotactic rules:
(2) = 60m(«C1OC) / Opm(BC1C22)
$CXC$
() = 60m(¢C1D>) / Op.m(<@Cp1)

.

$CAS

This is to say that

(2) a syllable represented (in surface representation) as a string of graphemes
occurring between two tsegs is a syllable of the type «<C;ACy;

(3) a syllable represented (in surface representation) as a single grapheme
occurring between two #segs is a syllable of the type «C;A>.

A question arises: instead of a possibly expected *<bs@é(i")n@ bas {+sIn},
parallel to the string

43: <bs€s(it)n8d(u1)r8m$8> basindur {-mAz}

why do we actually observe such a kind of monstrosity as the graphemic cluster
<ab(a))n?
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23: «ab(a,)as@$(inRdb(y,)(i)sBe(a,)Rl(e")®> bays

PRI T _A. ;
ﬂiﬂ“‘ﬁ(ﬂiﬂ‘fa {+sIn} bi¢ {-gAll}.

On the other side, scribes such as the one who wrote MS Mainz 712 (Maue 1996:
219-222) seem to accurately avoid the grapheme «» in any context, with the
exception of the lexeme <ma2t(i")r@>, Sanskrit Maitreya (see 2.2.5.1. for a phonetic
explanation of such an occurrence).

2.1. Réna-Tas’ explanation

One of the most concise and to-the-point elucidations of a possible phonological
function of a-chun is that of Réna-Tas (1991: 101): “[...] A word like Written
Tibetan dge-'dun is pronounced as [gendun]. Therefore [?] we find the a-chun in
non initial position in such cases as in am-nag where the a-chun is the marker of the
nasal consonant, as can be seen [?] from the parallel forms where the same word is
“e-mnag, and “am-’nag”. See also Coblin: “[The a-chun is] a mark of nasalization
or prenasalization” (2002: 170); and Hill: “In Old Tibetan v- before a consonant
represented the nasal homorganic to that consonant” (2005: 114-115).

The examples cited by Rona-Tas concern the following lexemes: dmgdk
(emge:k) ‘pain’ (Clauson 1972: 159a-b), and dmgdn- ‘to suffer pain’:

3: A(uy)2k(u))set(u))rél(u)ge Imeanga Imennen(u)rel(a))re> ikiis torlig dmgdk
amganiirldr,

& - oo
ﬁ
& ‘w@:ﬂﬂ"ﬁ
33: ((e"2mpgal(e"meynam(i')std, dmgdk dmgdn {-mis} {+de}.

What does Rona-Tas mean? Does he mean that the grapheme «1» encodes for a
segment exhibiting, among other things, nasality? If so, according to Réna-Tas, the
syllable encoded in Runic writing as $g»(@)k.$ (/rk Bitig § 57, see ms. British
Library, Or. 8212, f. 49[verso], 1. 3):

L o | m | & | o | x | & | i

in Tibetan script would possibly have appeared both as $mn(d)g$, and $an(d)g$ re-
spectively. Therefore, the graphemic clusters (mn» and <an> would both correspond
to the Runic grapheme «gy. It is definitely the case that “the particular idea that ‘a-
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chung was somehow inherently nasal encounters further and even more vexing
obstacle in examples such as [the aforementioned ones]” (Coblin 2002: 176).

Let us consider the following synopsis:

Onset Onset
1 9] m a a 9] ] G 2
1 (e 2 m 0 n G |2
1 1% m 2 ) 0 n <
1 (eh m 2 1 1G] n e

Does the grapheme «1» simply encode for a (monosegmental) vocalic onset—as can
be inferred from Coblin’s statement: “a vowel or essentially vocalic element of some
sort” (Coblin 2002: 170)? If we start from such an assumption, we might interpret
the first two occurrences—even though they denote two different syllabications:
c1[VCi], 6 5[VCo] (WR'R=AY'); 6 1[V], 6 ,[CVC,] (@'&:q')—as pointing to the
reading /dmérny/ (with progressive nasal assimilation of the consonantic coda), which
can be compared with Osmanli emek, Azerbaijani amak, versus OT dmgdk, Kyrgyz
aMeeK.

Such an interpretation relies on a poorly-founded assumption (a hidden claim)
according to which the first occurrence of the fseg in the string <I(e')2mng#2> does
not infringe on any graphotactic well-formedness condition. But if we assume that
the first zseg may have merely been misplaced, we obtain the following, much
simpler scheme:

Gll-lﬂ Gn

1 o/ | m | 2 [o0/a] n 0] g 2
1 @/ | m 2 n | @ n| 2

A variety of crucial observations can be drawn from this scheme. We choose to
focus on the alternation between @ and <. Such an even distribution of opposite
occurrences across our textual specimen would be regarded as the result of an
oscillation between two asymptotic, polar systems; i.e. it would be considered a
generalized case of the “indifference stage” already foreshadowed by Johanson
(1978-1979). In other words: The system is in the process of evolving from one pat-
tern to the other.

On the other hand, and from a strictly synchronic point of view, if we take into
account the categorial opposition between absence (zero) and non-occurrence—
according to the general definition suggested by Haim Baruch Rosén, see Shisha-
Halevy (1986: 8)—since @ and «»> are co-occurring within the same specific envi-
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ronment (and not in complementary, “suppletive” distribution), “the (non-) attes-
tation may be interpreted as mere (non-) occurrence” (Shisha-Halevy 1986: 8;
brackets are mine). In very simple words: the opposition is devoid of any
significance: Again, the a-chun, though ubiquitous, appears to be meaningless.

2.2. A provisional hypothesis

In order to overcome such an aporia, we deem it appropriate to undertake a
Copernican change of perspective by assuming the following: Ms. BnF, Pelliot
tibétain 1292 has been written with an (at least partially) hyperphonetic
transcriptional system.

This idea is by no means new: in reference to an Uyghur transcription of a
Tibetan text, Kara wrote: “[...] the given text is not merely a transliteration, but
probably a “reading style” form in which one can observe Tibetan dialectal features
somewhat coloured by the Uigur pronunciation [...]” (1978: 165). This same idea
clearly underlies the following statement by Hill: “The transcriber had done his best
to capture the foreign sound in his own orthography” (2005: 119).

Now we may introduce a provisional hypothesis on some properties of a-chun as
a (possible) phonetic marker:

(4) In pre-consonant position—more precisely, when occurring before a
grapheme which encodes for a [-sonorant] segment—the grapheme <> is the marker
of a consonant lenition, notably denoting a weakening of closure, along the coor-
dinate of progressive sonorization,—as illustrated in Karoly (2012: 11)—versus a
fortis articulation (the strongest segment type being a voiceless stop); see Lass
(1984: 178); Kirchner (2001: 86, § 2); Szigetvari (2008: 96). From a comparative
point of view, see Hill (2005: 119-122).

2.2.1. Dentals

Here are four sets of occurrences of the lexeme anday ‘andak, like that’, each
denoting a slightly different graphemic string:

12, 13; 34: (In2adge»; 27: (In@ad(a))ge> vs 11, 19, 24: (In2tg2y; 21, 30, 36: (In2dge>. To
be compared with Brahmi anday,® <anday>, andah> (von Gabain 1954: 85), Runic <rﬁiy>
(Orkun 1941: 10), and Syro-turkic <In6dx> (Yoshida, Jun’ichi & Chimeddhorji 2008: 246

8 According to Proverbio (2014a), the grapheme «y» represents, at least within an idiosyn-
cratic Old Turkic Brahm1 domain, the phoneme /h/. Erdal (personal communication) in-
sightfully remarked that, “regarding Brahm1 anday”, which derives from “a morphologi-
zation of the sequence ant (or possibly an-) tdg—such a morphologizations being more
common with pronouns than with nouns—I am not aware of a general rule of final de-
voicing in Old Uyghur before the arrival of Mongol influence (Classical Mongolian
showing final devoicing)”. The question deserves more discussion. I merely observe that,
even within the limited corpus-based survey done by von Gabain (1954), there seems to
be some evidence of such a phenomenon.
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no. 128 1. 10). On the opposition between the graphemic clusters «nd> ( %) and «t> (2)
in Brahmi script, see Johanson (2013: 178).

According to statement (4), we may derive the following transcoding schema (see
Szigetvari 2008: 100):

[+anterior] +/—
[+coronal] tense
ady [0] - [+continuant] | Puppel’s C-
- [+voice] Domain
«, <t («t'> occurs in very few cases) | [d] - [-continuant] Puppel’s V-
([t]) - [-voice] Domain

Incidentally, we may observe that, if we compare this schema with the source-filter
model sketched by Stanistaw Puppel (Puppel 1992), a phonological ‘trans-domain’
dichotomy emerges: the opposition between /8/ and /T/. But if we merge the two
allophonic variants encoded by «d> and «t»—by hypothesizing, for «d», an actual
(slightly) devoiced pronunciation: [d]—the phonological opposition coincides with
Puppel’s dichotomy.

Thus, we are now able to tabulate the occurrences of the lexeme anday:

1 n 2 a | d]lap]| g |21 [a;nday]’

1 n 2 El d (%] g 2 3

Along with these two series, we observe also the following variants:

1 n 2 (%] d (%] g 2 3 [a;nda;y]
1 n 2 0 t %] g 2 3 [anta;x]"°

Since [0], [d] and [t] seem to occur stochastically within the very same environment,
at first glance they all appear to be allophonic variants. See Kirchner: “noncontras-
tive features lack faithfulness constraints altogether” (2001: 85), i.e.: a noncontras-
tive feature is never preserved, at least consistently, in surface representation. Now:

9 We may recall that in Old Tibetan “all finals are pronounced as voiceless, despite being
written as voiced” (Hill 2010: 123).
10 See von Gabain : antah M [=TII'Y 3], 1. 20 (1954: 85).
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if, by hypothesis, such a phonological feature is [+ continuant], one wonders why, in
the aforementioned context, it is not always preserved.

Here, a peculiar triggering of the phonetic imperative—insightfully named by
Kirchner (2001: 85 § 2.2.) as LAzY: “Minimize articulatory effort”—takes place.
The phenomenon is similar to that analyzed by Kirchner (2001: 88) within an
Optimality Theory context. In fact, as already stressed by Johanson (2013: 177), we
are in the presence of “an uncomfortable sequence of two continuants”. The
allophonic variant [d] ([t]) occurs as a result of a positional (conditioned, context-
sensitive) faithfulness constraint violation, which outranks the general faithfulness
constraint PRES(continuant), i.e. prevents, as a more expensive option, the
preservation of the feature [+continuant] in the presence of a sequence of two
continuants. We may call it LAZy,con:

/d/ LAZYcon PRES(continuant)
d *
e 6 3k | £33 |

According to Johanson: “Diese Erscheinung wire als Assimilation im Sinne von
Verlust des Merkmals [+ frikativ] zu verstehen” (2013: 31). Regarding the allophone
“[8] als dominierende Variante”, see the detailed discussion in Johanson (1979: 32 §
5.3). In a sense, we may say that [0] is partially “unanchored”, since there is no
corresponding voiced stop (Cser 2003: 51 § 3.4.6).

See the following cross/dissimilating variants:

29: @d(y,)(e")n2adarga> [desnda, ?ra;x]"! dendar {+Ag}
8 i

S i §

(26), 30: <a(o")IRad(y 1)n2drey [01d(e;)ndar] ol dendar

Compare with the non-dissimilating occurrence 23:

ad(iN2ad(yh (i )mag(l )(a))gd> [0idismlayy] ‘provided with a tiara’—where
«ad(i")2ad(y")(i")m> is a foreign word.

Because at least two graphemes encode for two distinct apico-alveolar [+voiced,
+coronal, +anterior, -distributed] phonemes (i.e. /s/ and /z/), the allophone(s) de-
noted by «d> («t») must be [-continuant]. Their somewhat retracted, definitely apico-

11 Regarding the non-sublinear post-vocalic occurrence of the grapheme <, see 2.2.3. be-
low.
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alveolar character emerges clearly from the graphemic opposition between the
strings «dg(l;)> and «d(1;)>:

3, 29: dd2g(l))(a))ge>, [aidtayy] athg, versus 3: «d(y))(iy)n2l(3))ge>, [diznlayy]
tinhg;

o [dasxiyla;?] rigil {-A} [CONV], degil {-A}.

7: atypeg(a)Helly) a8 S

The graphemic cluster «g(l;)>—in Written Tibetan, «?)> is one of the six silent
consonants to which «® may be subjoined—which encodes for the articulation of a
lateral approximant immediately adjacent to «d>, is opposed to «I», which encodes for
the articulation of a lateral approximant immediately adjacent to the alveolar nasal
[n] (n). Roughly speaking: the graphemic cluster «dg(l;)> cannot encode for the
consonant cluster [61].

Compare 2: <1(i")2&(i")n2ada, [i,§ijnda;?]"? i¢in {+dA} with the dissimilating
occurrences 26, 31: <l@rgada», [ajra;yda,?] arig {+dA};

The apico-alveolar place feature of the allophone denoted by cluster «g(l;)> is
also evincible by occurrences such as 22: <I(u))2gl(y,)(u;)s& [utuzs] ulus; see
immediately below.

Similarly, in the aforementioned transcription of a Tibetan text in Uyghur script
edited by Kara, the Tibetan clusters /bda/ [Bda], /bla/ [Bla] (“an alveolar fricative
mainly preceded by a labial one” (Kara 1978: 165)) is rendered as <uda>, <'la>.
Again, these data could be interpreted as reflecting the hyperphonetic nature of the
transcription. For a Uyghur reader, the grapheme «<w» would in fact have denoted the
allophone [u], more akin to the voiced bilabial continuant [B] than to the high back
rounded cardinal vowel /u/.

Thus, in the Old Turkic hyperphonetic system denoted by PT 1292, <I(u))2g» =
[u], versus 1(u;)> = (until now [u,]) = [u]:

22 A(uy)Bgl(y,)(u;)s@> [utuzs] (a disharmonic vowel sequence!) ulu

31: (u))Bgza2t(i")2 uzat {+i}

31: ((u;)2gz(u;)n2 [uzun] uzun
e

—— iin {-DI}

32: Déﬁigs’rw i ’__;_.,.?2

cy(eNrlk(i"n]g(a,)dbakl(e)2[1(e")]18(u,)Bn[[(Nn]]Rt(")B, yerga
tapgal: iinti—my reading differs from that of Maue & R6hrborn (1984: 309):

“u-nid-ti”. 13

12 As usual, morpheme #+dA# is opaque to rightward palatal vowel harmony; see Proverbio
(2012: 209-211).
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31: A(u)R([s]]z(u,)gBs(u,)s> iiziigsiiz"

This last example gives us an opportunity to illustrate a peculiar feature which
emerges as a consequence of the hyperphonetic notation used by the scribe, the
synchronic co-existence of two different gestures: tachysyllabication (quick syllabi-
cation) and bradysyllabication (slow, detached syllabication). What follows is our
chain of reasoning:

At least twice (31: <1(u)2[[s]]z(u;)ges(u))s> and 2: (;gasu;t 142¢ ab(o')

] ! 1

42[[s]]z(i")n@sn), the scribe initially wrote the grapheme «¢s», but then crossed it out
and subjoined the grapheme <z>. What happened? In both cases, he transcribed the
words hyperphonetically: he firstly registered the issue of a tachysyllabic pronunci-
ation, i.e. “la pronunciation moyenne [...] la plus normale et naturelle”, but after-
wards, with an “effort de réflexion et d’analyse phonématique™” consequent to an
“articulation phonique [...] lente” (Kasser [1982: 27]), he interpreted the previous
utterance as an issue of a regressive assimilation:

O:n.m 9n-m
0 N
—  [+voice] / [+sonorant]

The compulsory strength of this process of autocorrection, as a consequence of
bradysyllabication, is here proved by the fact that in the second case the scribe made
a hypercorrection, since <z(i")g@sn sansar comes from Sanskrit: HHX samsara. We
must notice that in this position (onset of the first syllable), in Old Turkic as well as
in Middle-Mongolian, there is no phonological opposition between [s] and [z]. But
precisely in Middle-Mongolian we observe <zr» for sara, versus <sqi> for sagqi-
(Tumurtogoo & Cecegdari 2010: 168).

A detached syallabication is clearly implied by many of PT 1292’s transcrip-
tions, such as the followings:

13 Erdal (personal communication) accurately observes that “As Moriyasu, you see uninti
against M&R’s umidti. [But] iin- does not suit the context, since the person then remains
standing on one leg for 7 days. Perhaps one should emend to unitt: since, in Brahmy, ¢ and
n are graphemically ambiguous (cp.see #ni / ti; z‘, no / to).” In fact, this would have
been theoretically possible only if we assume that the scribe transcribed a Brahmi Vor-
lage.

14 See also iig, iikiis, tizd, viztiin.
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3: (m&angd> amgdk [ajm...?nya;]
7: (la8g(a))a@> ag {-A} [CONV] [a;?...xa?]
2.2.2. Labials

Let us consider the following statement by Rona-Tas (1991: 101) as a starting point
for our analysis: “[...] as preradical [the a-chun] served to ensure the voiced feature
of the following consonant [...] Quite different is the case with Turkic /b-/. This has
been [...] written [...] in the overwhelming majority of cases with a-chun + b”.

We can compare such an assessment with Csongor’s view (1960: 111 note 50):
“The occurrence of b among these data suggests a sound value like w, # of this
aksara [i.e. <aby] in Old Tibetan”; and that of Hill: “The combination vb [i.e., <aby]
could easily represent a voiced bilabial fricative [B]” (2005: 119). See also Uray:
“[...] a zbngés /b/ szOkezdbt pedig a 'b jegykapcsolattal adtak vissza” (1980: 105).

Again, according to statement (4), we can derive the following transcoding
schema:

[+ labial] +/— tense

@by [B] - [+continuant] | Puppel’s C-Domain
= [+voice]

> («p> occurs in two bl (pD | + [-continuant] Puppel’s V-Domain

conditioned cases only) + [-voice]

Again, [B] appears to be partially “unanchored”, since there is no corresponding
voiced stop (Cser 2003: 4849 § 3.4.1).

On the basis of such a scheme, we are now able to examine a number of
specimens:

#bé:r-# (ver—
22: \Su-v\:géi
«d(u)seg(o")Rl(y,)(u)meb(y,)(e"rr(u )ré@> [tusyo,lusmbesrur], tiis kolum bér
{-Ur}

"“ 1 PrUTRIE S S5 (,\
2; PAOHARTIY S TRETY
cab(a))ases(ipdb(y,)(i")sekal(e")Rab(1))(y,) (e [[s()]red(hed,”  basin  bic

{-gAll} [cONV] bér {-dI}. Maue & Rohrborn: “lie seinen Kopf [mit tausend
Diademen] abschneiden” (1985: 72).

15 Maue & Rohrborn (1984: 308): hbyer.di; Moriyasu (1985: 9): “byeér di.
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%k R z o - — = By “ N .
23: af@ o7 O\E%;Tﬁfﬂ&'%m -naj:{f‘)
z2k(a,)(r,)(i)s21(0"nBagRgaergk(i)(n )&1(w )(a,)(0")a(iN2g(a )R1(e") “@ab(a))(
y)(ehrad(i)ee

According to Maue & Rohrborn: sdkiz on ¢ag (¢aq) karak {+In} 6y {-gAll} [CONV]
bér {-dI} (1985: 72-73).

=
w

2 B () ) (" r

1 ) B 2 vy (e r 2

#bil-#: biliglig ‘wise, possessing knowledge’; biligsiz ‘ignorant’; bilgd bilig
‘wisdom’.

i, OF S T | STy Sy

<ﬂTb(yL)(iT)EI(iT)g@gs(iT)seg(OT)SIJ(OT)lal(ul)geab(yl)(iT)leg(ﬂl)eb(yl)(iT)al(iT)gag(ﬂl)
(i),
[Bisliyysiiskomo luybislyasbisliyyionl, biligsiz kowiiliig bilgd biligin

8 a b 4] (i" a1 2 1 i" g 2
40a d b (v) i" [0} 2 1 ih g 2
40c (%} b (v) ih [} 2 1 i" g 2

We can compare such occurrences with the testimonies of, on the one hand, Ms
Mainz 329, on l. 5 (Maue «b(y,)(i")Ik(y,)2ab(y,)(i") 1("gRIGN[g], [Bislkas
Bisliygliyy] (1996: 216-218); and, on the other hand, the orthographic variant
exhibited by Ms Mainz 712, on 1. 12 (Maue: <b(y,)(i"I21(i"g2 1(i"g> (1996: 219—
221). As already observed above, in this latter manuscript the grapheme <« never
occurs in pre-consonantal position, thus denoting a graphemic system which does
not disambiguate between [B] and [b] ([b]).

16 @1(w))(a;)(0")a(i")@>: Maue & Rohrborn (1984: 308): “’yohi: Urspriingliches <'yd-» zu
<'0~» korrigiert? Falls <'y6-», dann ungewd6hnliche Anordnung der Grapheme: <'yho-» statt
hyd-»”. At any rate, the grapheme «(w,)> seems not to have not been detected (and,
eventually, transcoded) by Maue & Réhrborn.




An Old Turkic text in Tibetan script: A case of hyperphonetic transcription? 23

As far as PT 1292 is concerned, the only two examples of Turkic lexemes in
which the grapheme <p» occurs actually exhibit the strings <b&2p», which would
represent the voiceless stop [p]:

26: *OAS B W’N’ﬂ”\‘
<yb@parg(a))g> [yaip?airyayy] yapirgak (yapiryaq);
42: 565!‘04"

«(y))b8p(r))8ms> [dasprajma;s] tdprd {-mAz}, to be compared with 32:
«db2k2l(e")@> [da,bka,le,] tdp {-gAll}.

2.2.3. Dorsals

As far as the set of graphemes encoding for dorsal consonants is concerned, we
would have expected to discover a graphemic opposition analogous to those
identified for coronals and labials. In fact, we actually find out that the graphemic
cluster *<ag> never occurs. As a possible explanation of such an apparent grapho-
tactic inconsistency, we may recall that in the sub-dialectal phonemic system
sketched in Proverbio (2014a: 146-147), dorsal consonants turn out to be under-
specified for the feature [voice].'” Roughly speaking: a phonemic opposition is
detectable only between a [+continuant] unvoiced dorsal archiphoneme and a
[-continuant] unvoiced one (Proverbio 2014a: 144).

[+ dorsal] +/— tense
@ [x], [x] (+front, +back allophonic variants), - [+continuant]
perhaps [y] after a liquid sonorant (+) *([-voice])
&> [k, [q] + [-continuant]
+ *([-voice])
2.2.4.

The reversed grapheme «®, <k‘> occurs in two cases only, while the grapheme <=,
<t> occurs five times, but only in the graphemic cluster <t'(u;)>. According to Hill:
“[...] in contrast to Written Tibetan, aspiration in Old Tibetan is subphonemic, the
simplex syllable initial of a word being aspirated and a simplex syllable initial
within a word unaspirated” (2010: 117§ 3.1).

17 See footnote 5 above.
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Thus, strings such as:

25,26 \3\' ’)’\.\ ' (uy)detrd [tudar], ut {-Ar};

14: \Jﬂ&“’ ‘(u;)d[[n]]@s@> [tudsa] tur {-sA};

- . . 1€
versus 13: __ \ﬂ ’\“ a <t‘(uy)d[[n]]2mes&> [tudmasa] fut {mA} {-sA},
would at a minimum denote acoustic variants.

2.2.5. Vocalic system

In searching for a possible underlying adjacency constraint, let us observe the
following distribution of occurrences:

2,5,6,31,34 «ab(0")ay, RER: bu, see Erdal & Schonig (1990)
14, 17, 18, 40 ab(o)@y, RE

A preliminary remark: Even if we discarded the hypothesis according to which the
subscribed (antevocalic) grapheme <1 is phonemically meaningless—and therefore
randomly distributed—we would nevertheless be compelled to observe that, in the
aforementioned case, the graphemic opposition «(o')a» versus <(o')», which might be
generally intended to represent (encode for) the opposition /6/ vs /o/ [+ length],'®
appears to hold no phonological meaning as a semantic distinctive feature.

Let us now reconsider the opposition between the strings <ab(o')a® and
ab(o")@>.

14: «ab(o")21(0")n2>

18: «b(o)21(i")se>

40: «ab(o")21312>

17: «b(o")21@2rud>; we may assume that on 11. 5, 6, the very same string has
been erroneously written as <ab(o')s2102ru#>.

18 Roéna-Tas estimated that “The opposition of the long and the short vowels was not identi-
cal with the etymological shortness and length, it depends on prosodic reasons” (1991:
105). On the other hand, Coblin thought that: “[...] in O(ld) T(ibetan) [...] we also note
that ‘a-chung was not normally or systematically used as a subscript to represent long
vowels in transcriptions of Sanskrit [...]” (2002: 170). The same orthographic device is
detectable throughout the text of the so-called Mongolian monuments in hP ‘ags-pa script,
see Erdal (1973: 271).
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See also 44: <:181(kl)®(oT)8'|(oT)g8>.
On the other hand:

2: <ab(o")aR[[s]]z(i"n2>
31: «ab(o")a2b(e)se>

34: ab(o")a2g(o")n2>

See also 8: «ab(i")a21(i")g2>

The following adjacency constraint (5) seems to emerge:

If a certain syllable exhibits a vocalic onset, a possibly occurring vocalic coda in
the preceding syllable turns out to be unmarked in respect to a certain feature
marked by the grapheme <> [-feature]. On the contrary, if a certain syllable exhibits
an (n-) consonant onset, a possibly occurring vocalic coda in the preceding syllable
turns out to be marked in respect to the aforementioned feature [+feature].

(3) —2 Gvcn—m—l ((:[b(OT)E)) / Gvon»m [: CA] $(5{b(OT)®8$
(4) = 6"t (<1b(01)1) / 6% [= Cs) $<ab(o')a2$

If we took into account the apparent violations of constraint (3), we would be
compelled to admit that =(C, N Cg = @); in other words, the opposition [-feature] vs
[+feature] would seem to be neutralized in favor of [+feature].

But what is such a feature?

2.2.5.1.

Consider the opposition between «1(o")I2> &ar (12 occurrences) and <I(o")12> Ry (4
occurrences) ol, in light of Hill’s view: “The letter ¢- [i.e., <] has already been
shown to represent vocalic onset. Old Tibetan is unlikely [italics mine] to use both g-
and v- [i.e. <] to represent vocalic onset, and indeed much evidence points to the
pronunciation of a simple initial v- as [y-]” (2005: 113). In fact, as already advocated
by Hill (2009)—though partially retracted in Hill (2010: 115-116)—the grapheme
<D in non-sublinear antevocalic position—more precisely, when occurring before a
grapheme which encodes for a [+sonorant] segment, thus including sequences such
as <1 and <ap—would represent [y], or better the approximant [uy], as well as the
simple glottal stop [?]."° Now let us analyze the following strings:

19 As was already recognized by Bernhard Karlgren regarding the ancient Chinese texts in
hP‘ags-pa transcriptions, see Ligeti: “Dans les transcriptions ’phags-pa du chinois, a
’initiale, le ’a-cun figure tout régulierement. Conformément a la restitution de M. B.
Karlgren, il fallait attributer a ce signe la valeur phonétique du glottal stop” (1961: 229).
On this topic, see Coblin (2007: 45-49), particularly: “In Karlgren’s “Ancient Chinese”
system, syllables written with the ‘Phags-pa letter were supposed to have a glottal stop
initial” (2007: 45); and “Since our task in the present study has been to arrive at a pho-
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23: @1(w))(3,)(oNa(i"Rg(a))Rl(e")* 22: «aba(i")Ryge> 25: «dmeg(1)aBs(e"@>
N \ ] (\’ 7 Ta .!
L) L7 d' 4 M e X ‘ui
ggft v oadnsA || ‘X‘ 3
([osugiixasle; ], [042iixazle;] [Permiyand fduxa, 258 ramga
{+sl}

12: A(y,)(ehahReiga,” 7: JaBg(a))ad>: see <yb@pargg(1))g,

wa‘(ﬂﬂ s [yaigParyay]

[ai?xa;?] ag {-4}
[cONV]

SR

SR

[eswiyriyy] dyrig

All the evidence appears to indicate that non-sublinear post-vocalic occurrences of
the grapheme <> also encode for a phoneme denoting, among other things, the
feature [+costr. glottis]. We may now infer the following rule (6):

Tvc / CA GVC / .CB
CVL. cvi §
4
{[Bo], ...} {[Bo?], ...}
CoVD> CoVa surface representation

As a further step, we may extend the adjacency constraint (5) by including the case
in which 6*,..; = oy, i.e. a final syllable marking a caesura, or end of an intona-
tional phrase (whose punctuational closure is Sad): 4: <81(y1)(0T)18t8>, [6lta)?? 61
{+dA} (Context A [Ca)); versus 2: (1(i")2&(i"n2ada, [ifinda?] i¢in {+dA} (6" pm1
= Op).

netic interpretation rather than a strict phonemic one, we can consider the job done at this
point and interpret [a-chun] a [A]” (2007: 48).

20 See supra, note 16.

21 Maue & Rohrborn (1984: 308): ‘yehi-rig; Moriyasu (1985: 7): “'ye’i rig.

22 See note 9.



An Old Turkic text in Tibetan script: A case of hyperphonetic transcription? 217

2.2.5.2.

We have begun reasoning about a special case—the complementary distribution of
$abo$ and $aboa$—in which a 6* in fact coincides with a monosyllabic morpheme.
Now we may generalize the local correlation between the feature [+constr.glottis]
and the grapheme «», by passing all its occurrences in post-vocalic (sequential and
sub-linear) positions—not taking into account Sanskrit words or foreign proper
names—through the sieve of the following diagram, which encompasses the co-
occurrences of two graphemic oppositions: «(d4,)> versus @, and «(y,)> versus ©:

(1)) ={90p (1)) =1{90p
«(y)» (y)={9p
[-constr.glottis] [-constr.glottis]
[telose]  [Fass sl v, [-close]

@) ROEOEIEIR BRSSO RIENY

e I L (9} =18
[+constr.glottis] [+constr.glottis]
[+close] [-close]

As a result, we can put forward a preliminary sketch of the vowel system according
to the observed hyperphonetic transcription denoted by PT 1292:

«(o" imputed (asymptotic) phonetic value = [o]
((:Ii)(OT)> imputed (asymptotic) phonetic value = [o] ([0])
(y l)(oT)> imputed (asymptotic) phonetic value = [6] ([e])
«(w)(a l)(oT)> imputed (asymptotic) phonetic value = [9] ([&])
[6] [0] [d] [u]
[0] (0] [u] [u]
«(u))2g =[u] CoD» = [a]
(a)(u) = [u] Co(ay) = [a] ([eD
([o]) (y)D> = [&] ([==])
(y () = [u] (probably) <T2g» =[al]:
([&]) according to Maue & Rohrborn (1984: 308)
«(uy)» =[u] the graphemic sequence 12: <12gz(u;)g2» is to be
regarded as a scribal error: “’a-[[g]]zug™!). In fact,
«(e'y =[e] <I2gz(u;)g?> dziig should be read as [azuy] versus

(1) =[e] 14: (@zgd> [azay] azak.
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([eD)
«y ey = [¢€]
((E))]
(Eye'y =[]
([=D
(i = =[i]
(' = =[]
Oy, HAEy = =[]
(39)]
("= =[i]
()

as already observed by Joseph
Hackin, see Miller (1966: 142).

We may notice that the graphemic strings <1(y1)(oT)> and <'|(y1)(uT)> are sequentially
homologous to the following Middle Mongolian strings, written in the (Tibetan-
derived) hP‘ags-pa script:*>

Eand%.

—_
2.3. Issues of an acoustic-hyperphonetic transcription

We are now able to determine some of the main factual issues of such an acoustic-
hyperphonetic transcription. First, we can note that different gestures of an individ-
ual utterance segment may be transcribed differently, as a consequence of different
acoustic “impressions”. The comparison between different transcriptions of the very
same acoustic segment turns out to be very insightful. Let us consider the example
of the lexeme almir ‘greed’. It occurs three times:

I 8: <12l(y)(i"ymem(i"ra [alimir)
Ii 38: (121(1"HmEm(i"Hre» [alimir]
Tii 13: d1I2m(i")rd> [almir]

Whether or not the second occurrence might be considered as merely defective
variant of the first one or not, it seems clear that the first and the third transcriptions
denote a different degree of bradysyllabication: the epenthetic vowel [i]—inserted
after the sonorant liquid /1/ (in fact, the velarized allophone [1])—emerges as an
acoustically audible sound in consequence of a detached syllabication. This

23 As far as the hP‘ags-pa script is concerned, notwithstanding the many recent studies deal-
ing with it, see, among others, Coblin 2007: 1-67-the best introductory tool remains
Nakano (1971: 7-58).
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reasoning remains valid even if, according to Erdal, we regard the third occurrence
as a secondary, “syncopated form”.

As far as the second transcription is concerned, below we will immediately see
that it has to be discarded since it is “defective”, in the sense that the graphemic
string is simply not well-formed according to the following RDMM constraint
(regular disharmony-triggered morphemic marking: see Proverbio (2014b): the
nucleus of syllable 6, must be disharmonic with respect to the Head vowel—or the
Head vowel must not be zero-marked:

Head vowel o, nucleus

38: 1R1(iHmem(i"re [i] [i]

Instead, the following couple of transcriptions represent truly acoustic variants,
perfectly normal in respect to the aforementioned RDMM constraint:

3, 29: Ad2g(1))(3))g2> [adtay]
32: Addeg(l))(y,)g2 [adtay]

In some cases, we might believe ourselves to have detected truly erroneous
transcriptions, such as: <I2r(e")g®>, [arex] (Maue & Rohrborn: “e» lapsus stili?”
(1984: 307, note c)) versus 14: 1@rg@> arig (ariy). Actually, the question is a bit
more complicated than it appears. Though the lexeme ariy may be seriated with atliy
and balig, as a consequence of the present acoustic-hyperphonetic approach, we
observe in fact the following “acoustic variants” of the same disharmonic
archiphoneme:

[arey] [adlay] [adféy] [baliy]*

24 Marcel Erdal suggested the idea that such “acoustic variants” as [baldy] or [ad}dy] would
represent an attempt to encode for a [-high], [-low], [-front], [-back] vowel ([9]), accord-
ing to a previous statement of his own (Erdal 2004: 92): “In contiguity with /g r 1/, what
we would expect to be /i/ is quite often spelled with alef (e.g. amal ‘spiritual peace’, tat-
ag ‘taste’, bar-amlg ‘well to do’, yaran ‘tomorrow’ or +lag for +/Xg)”. Such an observa-
tion is perfectly sound. But Erdal (2004: 58) already observed that “most of the writing
systems used for writing Old Turkic do not have a special character for [i] and generally
use for it the same character as for [i]. There is, however, one alphabet [...] with which a
distinction does appear to be made”. It is precisely the Tibetan alphabet: we have already
shown (§2.2.5.2.) that the TP 1292 writing system distinguishes among [i], [i], [i] and [i].
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2.4. RDMM constraint

According to the aforementioned local RDMM constraint, disharmonic vowels
appear either to be underspecified for the ATR feature in respect to the Head vow-
els, or to exhibit an ATR shift:

[-constr.glottis] [-constr.glottis]
[+close][d] [a][-close]
[+constr.glottis][a] [a][+constr.glottis]
[+close] [-close]

In terms of an Optimality Theory constraint:

(5) IDENTITY INPUT-OUTPUT [-constr] A IDENTITY INPUT-OUTPUT [-close]:
corresponding input-output segments must have the same specification for the
feature [-constr] OR for the feature [-close].

Moreover, either disharmonic vowels properly mark the rightward morphemic
boundary of a PW (Cy), or they mark the opaqueness of a monosyllabic affix to
rightward harmony (Cjg):

Ca
Head vowel Disharmonic
[INPUT] vowel [OUTPUT]

3,29: (ldeg(l)(x,)g@> atlig [adtay] [a] [a]

20: (12ab(a))g@> abig [aBay]

27: n2ad(a))ge> andak [anday]

29: <18d(51)g8k(i7)n8 adak {+In} [ada"kin]

2.5¢ <dm8g(5i)58$(eT)> tamga {+sl} [damya?se]

26: «ybepardg(a))g [yap?aryay]

12: «zrés(a))gd> sarsig (sarsiy) [zarsay]

22: bRl(y,)g2 » balik (balig) [baldy] [a] [a]

25: yrel(y))g2g(a))(iHn@> yarhg [yarliyin]

{+In}

42: «d(y,)bep(r))@ms> tdprd {-mAz} [dapramas] [4] [a]

18: «d(y,)n2n2s(i' ")es(i")se> tiyds [dinafisis]

{(+1} {+slz}

35: «g(a))@cgd kacig (qaciy) [xatfay] [a] [a]
23 <g58rg8k(iT)(nl)8> karak {+In}, [X@rahkin]
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to be compared with 44:

«d(i")n2l(g,)(i"gd tinhg {+1g},
[dinlayix] versus 19: «d(i"n&l(a g

[dinlay].

Cs

7: 1a2g(a])ad ag {-A} [conv] [a?ya?] [a] [a]
29: «&d(y 1)(e1)n85d58rg8> [déndaray] [a] [a]

Regarding the [+high; -low] vowel series, at least within the Cp context, we are
compelled to consider a more restricted formulation of constraint (5), since it
appears that:

*INPUT-OUTPUT [+constr] A * INPUT-OUTPUT [+close]

(6) corresponding input-output segments which have the same specification for the
feature [+constr], OR for the feature [+close], are prohibited.

i]< i

A i

V 4 A 4

[]] < .............................................. »[!]

C.

23: <ad(i"Rad(y 1)(iT_')m8g(l )(3,)gd ‘provided [0idimtay] [i] [1]
with a tiara’

40: b(y )N1i")gRg(4,)( N> [bilixin] [1] [i]
40: ab(y,)(i"RIGgegs(i")s@> [Biliysis] [i] [i]
A(y,)(")2k(n2t(")2> ‘ikinti’, versus 16, 19: [ikinti] [i] [i]

AG™)ekEHn2ti"»

Cs

18: «d(y,)n2n2s(i')Rs(i")s® tiyas {+1} {+slz} [danafisis] [i] [i]
10: «d(i"™)21("n@> til {+In} [dilin] [i] [i]
40: b(y,)(i"R1(")gBg(a,) (N> bilig {+In} [biliyin] il [i]

Apparently, we encountered only one case that violates the RDMM constraint:
10: «g(a;)2m(a))ge> [xamay].
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2.5. Alternating consonants

Consider the following paradigms

kadig 35: «g(a])2igd [xaffay]
andak 27: (n2ad(a))ge> [anday]
adak +In 29: <18d(5i)g8k(i7)n8 [agiahkin]
karak +In 23: (galrg2k(i')(n &> [xarahkin]
tinlig 19: <d(iT)n81(al)g8> [dinlay]
+Ig 44: «d(iHnel(g))([NHe, [dinlayiy]
bilig 36, 43: db(y))(ih2l(i")g?> [biliy]
+In 40: d(y))(iH2li")gag(a,)iHne> [bilixin]
yarlig +In 25: «yrel(y,)geg(a,)(ir)nd> [yarldyin]

To begin with, we might remind ourselves of a plain statement such as “in Turkish,
laryngeal contrasts are either preserved or neutralized, in an apparently
unpredictable pattern [italics mine]” (Gouskova 2012: 117).

If we were to describe such “alternating vs. nonalternating” behavior not “in
terms of underlying representations [...] but rather in terms of lexically specific
constraint ranking” (Becker & Ketrez & Nevins 2011: 110), we would be compelled
to adopt the conflicting ranking analysis exploited by Becker and Ketrez and
Nevins:

a. *VCV(change into stop) is a markedness constraint which requires a shift from
[+continuant] to [stop].

b. IDENT[+continuant] is a faithfulness constraint which requires the preservation of
feature [+continuant].

c. [aday] {+In} — [a(jz;hkin] requires *VCV(change into stop) >> IDENT[+cont]
d. [bilix] {+In} — [bilixin]  requires IDENT[+cont] >> *VCV (change into stop)

We would submit to the reader a slightly more in-depth analysis. In fact, what we
actually observe may be summarized in the following terms:

Within the limited extent of the aforementioned lexical paradigms, consonant C,
(— C..1), as a result of the affixation process, may shift from fricative to stop, or
preserve the feature [+continuant].
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Let us recall here a representation of the vocalic space divided in four quadrants:

[-constr.glottis]

[+close]

[-constr.glottis]

[-close]

[+constr.glottis]  [a]

[*+close]

[a] [+constr.glottis]

[-close]

Now, we may proceed to compare the sequence of vocalic features observed in the
input (the lexical items prior to the affixation process) with the sequence observed in

the output:
Input Output
v, V, v, V,
[agl@"kin] [-constr.][-close] [+constr.][-close] [=] [=]
[xgrahkin] [+constr.][-close] [-constr.] [-close] [=] [=]
[dinlayiy] [-constr.][-close] [+constr.][-close] = [-constr.][-close]
[biliyin] [-constr.][+close] [-constr.][-close] = =
[yarldyin] [-constr.][-close] [-constr.][+close] =] [=]

In terms of an Optimality Theoretical analysis, we obtain the following scheme:
PRES[in-out] is a faithfulness constraint which requires the sequence of vocalic
features to be preserved in the output (i.e.: after affixation).
ID[-close] is a markedness constraint which requires both V; and V, to exhibit
feature [-close].
ID[-constr.] is a markedness constraint which requires both V; and V, to exhibit
feature [-constr.].
SHIFT is a markedness constraint which requires C, (— C,.; in the output) to shift

from [+ continuant] to [stop].

PRES[+cont] is a faithfulness constraint which requires that C, (— C,, in the
output) must preserve feature [+ continuant].

PRES[in-out] | ID[-close] ID[-constr.] SCHIFT PRES[+cont.]
[adakin] | * . *
[xarakin] | * : :
[dinlayiy] ! . i
[biliyin] * * *
[yarldyin] * * *

Roughly speaking: if ID[-close], then [x] — [k]; if ID[-constr.], then [x] — [x].
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For a variety of reasons, we must exclude the lexeme finlig ([dinlay]) from the
aforementioned paradigms. Firstly, its output derives from a different affixation
process. Secondly, it does not comply with PRES[in-out], as all the other lexical
items do.

3. Conclusions

Let us summarize the previous discussions in the following assessment:

PT 1292 exhibits a fairly consistent (quasi-)hyperphonetic transcription system.

Within this system, the grapheme a-churn, when occurring in pre-consonant
position, discriminates between Puppel’s feature domains ([+continuant], [+voice]
versus [-continuant], [-voice]).

The Old Turkic dialect denoted by PT 1292 is characterized by a bidimensional
phonological system of obstruents, which appears to be underspecified for the
feature [voice]:

[+ dorsal] [+ labial] [+coronal]
[+continuant] | /H/ 1B/ /0/
[-continuant] | /K/ /P/ /T/

4. Excursus

On 1. 23 of PT 1292, we observe the string «db»,”> which occurs as a syllable-onset
cluster. The comprehensive comment by Maue and Roéhrborn is not so illuminating:
“Daneben finden sich noch antekonsonantisches «d-» und postkonsonantisches <-r->.
Fiir «d-» gibt es 2 Belege: «dbis.ka-le.» und «dmyin.>. Es sei daran erinnert, da3 ein
solches «d-» auch im Tib.—das Khams ausgenommen—in der Aussprache un-
berticksichtigt bleibt” (1984: 305). Rona-Tas made two different remarks which re-
sult in a contradiction:

Rona-Tas: “The voiced character is indicated in a very few cases with a pre-
scribed d- [in fact, an anteconsonantic d- occurs only twice, i.e. in the two afore-
mentioned cases] -as in dbyis-ka-le = bic¢ yali””) (1991: 101); versus “The curious
transcription of miy ‘thousand’ as dmyin is a Tibetan orthographical feature [...] The
transcription dm- points to a kind of unvoiced m-" (1991): 104).

We would propose, at least for the first occurrence of the string «db», a different
explanation. Such a phenomenon may be interpreted as a case of “insertion of an
intermediate articulation”, in order to perform a smoother contour-segment. For a
variety of reasons (for example, problems in the discrimination between certain
“non-native” sounds), the contiguity between “distant” gestures has been perceived
as articulatorily difficult (see Lass (1984: 184) for a more abstract motivation):

25 Perfectly normal in Old Tibetan, at least until the 10th century; see Che (1990: 83-85).
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On(m) O1(m+1)
R o
¥n]$ S[gl (monosegmental onset)
y/ /bl
[+velar] [+bilabial]
PLACE seesesesssseaseass P> PLACE (articulatory split)
[+al\_(t:3olar] [+bilabial] (bisegmental onset cluster)
S.[..CIC";“
y/ $ /db/

Now, such a peculiar outcome—a speech misperception originating from a seg-
mental contiguity between a velar and a bilabial gesture (and visually represented by
a sequence of two Tibetan graphemes)—is not only far from being an isolated case,
but it also seems to extend its roots into the neurological foundations of language.
See Kuhl: “One of the most compelling examples of the polymodal nature of speech
representations is auditory-visual illusions that result when discrepant information is
sent to two separate modalities. One such illusion occurs when auditory information
for /b/ is combined with visual information for /g/ [...] Perceivers report the phe-
nomenal impression of an intermediate articulation (/da/ or /tha/) [the italics are
mine] [...] This is a very robust phenomenon [...]” (1999: 109b—110a). Diachronic
linguistics supplies us with many examples of such auditory illusions which arise
from the perception of a non-native sound pattern:

Example of articulatory shift: Diachronic shifting of cluster [yl] — [wd] (Tenisev
(1984: 202); Johanson (2013: 179).

Old Turkic tay ‘mountain’ — Tatar, Kazakh, Bashkir, Karakalpak [taw].’® In
Bashkir, the plural form *[tawlar] has further developed into [tawdar].

Example of articulatory split: Diachronic shifting of cluster [st] — [sdl]
(Verlinden 1942):

26 As a result of a phonetic process well illustrated in Karoly (2012: 7).
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*[Paleo-Slavonic] ———pp» Cnosbae [Old Church Slavonic]

[Procopius, 6th century] Zxhafnvoi / Z0Aapnvoi
[lordanes, mid-6th century] Sclaveni
Slavus

[Germany, first half of the 10th century] Sclavus

Old French esclave (‘slave’)

Modern Standard Italian schiavo (‘slave’) slavo (‘Slavonic’)
[sk¥a:vo] [zla:vo]

MiddleSpanish esdlavo

Modern Spanish esclavo
Modern Portuguese escravo

See Modern Sicilian [Agrigento][*zdla:vo], (‘Slavonic’), to be
compared with

5. Transliteration

I generally conform to the transliteration system detailed in Uray (1980: 106-107),
with the following differences:

@ = ¢» the intersyllabic dot (cheg)

@ <) (Sad)

O = & (a-chen)

> = @ (a-chun)’’

A(ay)> = <> (a-chen + subscript a-churnh)

A(w,)> =« (a-chen + subscript wa-zur)

A(i"y = @& (a-chen + superscript i)

AGy = &) the reversed i-graph (a-chen + superscript rightward 1)
> =3

6" = a syllable with vocalic onset
6“° = a syllable with an (n-)consonant onset

27 See Réna-Tas (1991: 100-101).
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¢'“ = a syllable with vocalic coda
¢ = a syllable with an (n-)consonant coda
Ca; Cg, ... = Context A; Context B, etc.
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