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Editorial note

Turkic Languages, Volume 21, 2017, Number 2

In the present issue of TURKIC LANGUAGES Birsel Karakog investigates subordinat-
ed existence and possessive clauses in modern Oghuz and Kipchak languages. The
clauses in question are based on the non-verbal predicate {BAR} ‘existent’ and the
verbal predicate {BOL}. Since Turkic languages lack a verb ‘to have’, these predi-
cates are normally used for indicating possession. The paper analyzes the distri-
butions and functions of the two predicate types in complement and relative clauses.
The predicates {BAR} ‘existent’ and {YOK} ‘non-existent’ can be followed by pos-
sessive suffixes that refer to the subject, and by case suffixes that mark the syntactic
role of the subordinated clause, e.g. bar-i-n (third person + accusative) ‘that there
is’, ‘that X exists’. In many languages, forms of {BAR} are extended with various
elements such as {EKEN}. The verbal predicate {BOL} can be extended with similar
elements. The author presents a precise analysis of the complex systems in question,
summarized in several synoptic tables and illustrated with numerous text examples
from Turkish, Turkmen, Tatar, Bashkir, Noghay, Kazakh, and Kirghiz.

Hans Nugteren’s paper is a contribution to the discussion of the genealogical po-
sition of the Lopnor variety, the most aberrant of the varieties grouped together un-
der the label of Modern Uyghur. The paper discusses similarities and differences be-
tween Lopnor, Standard Uyghur, and Kirghiz. Lopnor phonetic features such as
fourfold harmony in the low vowels, vowel contractions, and numerous consonant
assimilations deviate from Standard Uyghur. Some crucial phonetic developments
and tendencies are in agreement with Uyghur, but, according to the author, the pos-
sible presence of a Kirghiz-like Kipchak component also needs to be investigated.
Several non-Uyghur phonetic features are comparable to modern Kirghiz. Some are
reminiscent of Kipchak, though they are not present in Kirghiz alone. Superficially
similar developments such as sound harmony have taken place in other parts of the
Turkic-speaking world, e.g. in Yakut and Turkmen, and could well have occurred
elsewhere. Delateralization of syllable-initial -/- as shared with Kirghiz, e.g. bas-
ta- vs. basla- ‘to begin’, has developed independently several times in different parts
of the Turkic-speaking world, e.g. in Bashkir, Kazakh, Western Yugur, and North-
eastern Turkic. While the nominal and verbal morphology mostly resembles that of
Uyghur, it also displays non-Uyghur forms. Only some of these, however, suggest
Kipchak influence. Some non-Uyghur lexical elements have striking parallels in
Kirghiz, but do not constitute evidence for a Kipchak layer in the vocabulary. Ac-
cording to the author, it makes sense to look beyond the official status of Lopnor as
a dialect of Uyghur. The variety should be studied as a potential sister language of
Uyghur and Uzbek. The fact that Lopnor has become “virtually Uyghur” does not
bear on the question of whether it was originally a kind of Uyghur. Many questions
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relevant to this problem remain unresolved. Lopnor needs to be systematically com-
pared to varieties of Uyghur, especially neighboring ones such as Khotan, Qomul,
and Turfan, which show lexical and phonological similarities to it. The Kipchak
component of both Lopnor and Standard Uyghur will have to be investigated fur-
ther.

Irina Nevskaya and Saule Tazhibayeva deal with Kazakh hypocorisms, which
are typically formed with special suffixes added to reduced forms of personal
names, e.g. -(V)s, -(V)ska, -Zan, -tay, -KAn. Honorific hypocorisms are formed
with -Ake, -eken, and for addressing relatives the markers -(4)w, -(4)y are attached
to kinship terms. Third person possessive suffixes are used in honorific forms for
addressing family members in a polite manner, e.g. apa-si ‘respected grandmother!’.
There are also special endearment forms, e.g. affectionate nicknames. The authors
deal with their topic in a broad comparative perspective, discussing corresponding
hypocoristic patterns in various other Turkic languages. They show that most South
Siberian languages such as Altay, Khakas, and Shor use diminutive markers, where-
as Tuvan instead employs syncopated name forms. They finally stress that the study
of Turkic hypocorisms is a very promising research field and presents some direc-
tions for further investigations.

Uli Schamiloglu’s paper on the rise of Runiform Turkic as the first Turkic ver-
nacular literary language draws upon the author’s earlier work on the Black Death of
the mid-14th century as the main factor leading to the sudden demise of Syriac
Turkic, Volga Bolgharian, and the language of the Golden Horde. The turbulent
history of Turkic literary languages in this period is only understandable through an
awareness of this world-historical phenomenon. Here the author returns to the era of
East Old Turkic. The Black Death was the second pandemic of bubonic plague to af-
flict the Old World. The author sees a solid basis for exploring the same range of
phenomena for the pandemic of bubonic plague in the 6th—8th centuries C.E. as the
main factor leading to the decline in the use of Soghdian among the Tiirk, the rise of
Runiform Turkic as a vernacular-based literary language to take its place, and the
subsequent demise of Runiform Turkic. He stresses the need to expand our vision of
the linguistic and philological history of Turkic to embrace an interdisciplinary vi-
sion of the past while rewriting the history of the Turkic epigraphic and literary lan-
guages.

An-King Lim adds a brief note on the functions of the East Old Turkic denomi-
nal verb formatives +/4-, +4-, +t4-, and +/4n-, with the aim of refining the concep-
tual characterizations suggested in two papers published earlier in TURKIC LAN-
GUAGES.

Astrid Menz reports on the contributions to Turkic linguistics at the German Tur-
kologentag held in September 2016 at Hamburg University.

Jorma Luutonen, Arto Moisio, and Okan Daher sketch the history and charac-
teristics of the Mishar Tatar minority in Finland and report on the compilation of a
trilingual Finnish Tatar—Kazan Tatar—Finnish dictionary.
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Bernt Brendemoen reviews Silje Susanne Alvestad’s critical edition of the Upp-
sala manuscript of Muhammed Heva’1 Uskiifi’s 17th century Ottoman glossary
Makbil-i ‘arif .

Bert Fragner reviews the volume Turks and Iranians. Interactions in Language
and History, edited by Eva A. Csatd, Lars Johanson, Andras Rona-Tas, and Bo Utas.

Finally, Saule Tazhibaeva reviews Aynur Abish’s monograph Modality in Ka-
zakh as spoken in China (Turcologica 107).

*
It is with profound sadness that the editors note the passing of four outstanding
scholars in the field of Turkic studies.

June 26, 2017: The leading Russian Turcologist Dmitrij Mixailovi¢ Nasilov, our
esteemed coeditor of TURKIC LANGUAGES.

July 25, 2017: The German Turcologist Margarete 1. Ersen-Rasch, well-known
for her precise descriptive work on Turkish, Tatar, and Bashkir.

August 15, 2017: The Russian Altaist and Turcologist Valentin Ivanovi¢ Rassa-
din, most famous for his innovative work on the Tofan language.

September 13, 2017: The Turkish Turcologist Semih Tezcan, an eminent scholar
particularly devoted to the study of East Old Turkic and Khalaj.

Lars Johanson






The rise of Runiform Turkic as the first Turkic
vernacular literary language

Uli Schamiloglu

Schamiloglu, Uli 2017. The rise of Runiform Turkic as the first Turkic vernacular literary
language. Turkic Languages 21, 161-177.

This paper draws upon the earlier work of the author on the Black Death as the main fac-
tor leading to the sudden demise of Syriac Turkic, Volga Bolgharian, and the language of
the Golden Horde in the 14th century C.E. to argue that the Plague in the Time of Justin-
ian (6th—8th centuries C.E.) was the main factor leading to the decline in the use of Sogh-
dian among the Tiirk, the rise of Runiform Turkic as a vernacular-based literary language
to take its place, and Runiform Turkic’s subsequent demise.

Key words: Bubonic plague, Tiirk Empire, Soghdian, Runiform Turkic, Old Turkic
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Introduction

The study of the history of the Turkic languages faces a rather complex set of issues
and obstacles." Ideally one should consider approaching this topic strictly as a ques-
tion of the historical development of specific linguistic features. As Lars Johanson
has noted in his standard treatment of the history of Turkic, however:

It is impossible to find linguistically meaningful criteria for a periodization of the
development of the Turkic group as a whole... The periodization of the Turkic
literary idioms which have emerged in different cultural centers is rather contro-
versial. The reason is that it mostly depends not only on linguistic criteria, but
also on extralinguistic—political and cultural—ones (Johanson 1998: 84).

In his classification of the historical periods of Turkic Johanson first identifies an
Older Period, with a so-called “Old Turkic” consisting of 1. East Old Turkic proper,
2. Old Uyghur, and 3. Karakhanid. Following this, he identifies a controversial Mid-
dle Period divided into “East Middle Turkic”, consisting of 1. Khorezmian Turkic

1

An earlier version of this paper was presented at the International Workshop on “Turkic
Linguistics: The State of the Art. On the occasion of Lars Johanson’s 80th Birthday”,
Institut fiir Slavistik, Turkologie und zirkumbaltische Studien, Johannes Gutenberg
University Mainz (Mainz, Germany, March 19, 2016).
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and 2. Early Chaghatay Turkic, and “West Middle Turkic” consisting of 1. Kipchak
Turkic and 2. Oghuz Turkic. This is followed by the Pre-modern Period and the
Modern Period (Johanson 1998: 85-87). Many other Turkologists have also pro-
posed various periodizations, sometimes featuring numerous periods and sub-peri-
ods for the history of recorded Turkic languages and their antecedents (see, e.g.
Rona-Tas 1982).

Working backwards chronologically, I would say that in the case of the modern
period, it is clear that the state plays a role in shaping literary languages, with the
case of modern Turkish serving as a classic and well-studied example (Lewis 1999);
to this one should certainly add all the Turkic literary languages of the former Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics as well as the present-day People’s Republic of China.
For just one aspect of this for the Turkic languages of the former U.S.S.R., see Bal-
dauf (1993). But there were major transformations in literary languages in the pre-
modern period, too. In some of my work I have attempted to demonstrate that we
must consider extra-linguistic factors in the study of the history of the Turkic lan-
guages, especially the sudden end of writing systems for specific historical Turkic
written languages in the 14th century.” As some of my readers may know, I attribute
these major instances of the “death” of an epigraphical or literary language in the
pre-modern period to outbreaks of epidemic disease in the Old World, in particular
of bubonic plague (Schamiloglu 1993, 2016a). The question of the relationship be-
tween literary languages and sudden large-scale outbreaks of epidemic disease (or
“pandemics”) is not, however, a question which has been central to the classic nar-
rative in Turcology with regards to the history of the development of the Turkic
literary languages. Nonetheless, I am now convinced that we cannot offer a periodi-
zation of the history of the written Turkic languages without it.

In this paper I would like to draw upon this same framework to offer a brief out-
line of the rise in an earlier period of Runiform Turkic (or Orkhon Turkic)—which
falls under Johanson’s East “Old Turkic proper”—as the first Turkic vernacular-
based literary language.

Bubonic plague and its impact on languages

In order to present my argument, I should first begin with a brief introduction to the
role of bubonic plague in recorded human history. This disease, which has resulted
in the sudden death of large segments of societies in certain periods, is caused by the
bacillus Yersinia pestis. See most recently the essays in Green (2014). Recent re-
search is also focusing on the relationship between variations in climate and out-
breaks of disease (Campbell 2016). The bacillus spreads from rodents (and other
animals, t00) to humans via fleas and infects the lymph nodes (or buboes, hence the
name), or else it can be spread as droplets through the air, which leads to pneumonic
plague. Before the discovery of penicillin bubonic plague was associated with a very

2 See the references in the final concluding section at the end of this paper.
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high rate of mortality. As a result of this high rate of mortality we see sharp short-
term declines in local populations as well as longer-term demographic decline over
decades and even centuries, abandonment of some towns and settlements, social
disruption, inability to bury the dead properly, labor shortages, inflation, technologi-
cal regression, increased religiosity, morbidity, and many other phenomena, includ-
ing the decline in non-vernacular languages which have been acquired through a
religious education, as well as many other phenomena which I cannot describe here.
One additional factor to consider is that epidemics affect sedentary populations—
especially densely-inhabited urban centers—much more readily than nomadic pop-
ulations.

However much I am fascinated endlessly by the political, social, economic, and
cultural consequences of the “Black Death” of the 14th—16th centuries and later (see
most recently Schamiloglu 2017), in this paper I would like to focus on the philo-
logical and/or linguistic impact of outbreaks of this disease. As the Black Death has
been studied in such great detail for Western Europe, it should be a prime region for
considering the impact of the Black Death on literary languages.

As is well known, Latin was the dominant literary language in Europe in the me-
dieval period. It would not be accurate to state that the Black Death caused the de-
cline of classical literary languages in medieval Western Europe, because the de-
cline of Latin and the beginnings of Romance vernacular languages far predate the
14th century;’ there are also counter-examples such as the case of Hungarian. What
is striking, however, is how many significant figures in the rise of English vernacu-
lar literature lived in the second half of the 14th century, the half century following
the initial arrival of the Black Death. This period includes Geoffrey Chaucer (circa
1343-1400), the author of the Canterbury Tales, who is widely considered the father
of English literature. Other major figures in English literature in this period include
the poet John Gower (circa 1330-1408) and William Langland (circa 1332—circa
1386), author of Piers Plowman (Horobin 2010: 182).

The situation is far different for the vernacular literatures which are descended
from Latin. Even so there is a different, equally illustrative example to be found in
the history of Italian literature. Of the three major figures of this era, Dante Alighieri
(1265-1321) lived and died before the Black Death and Petrarch (1304—1374) began
his career before the arrival of the Black Death. The third major founding figure of
Italian literature in this period, Giovanni Boccaccio (1313-1375), wrote his
Decameron in 1350-1353. What is so interesting about the Decameron, a major
work in the canon of Italian literature, is that it is devoted to the stories told by a
group of individuals who have fled the plague in Florence, which establishes a clear
link between plague and Italian vernacular literature (Highet 1949: 181-195). Pet-
rarch also influenced Chaucer, see Highet (1949: 93—103).

3 A bibliographic treatment of the topic is available in Tremblay (1989). For a different per-
spective on the rise of vernacular languages in Europe and Asia, see Cohen (2011).
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I would argue that it is not a coincidence that one can see the second half of the
14th century as an important period in the development of vernacular literatures in
medieval Europe; I have only considered two examples. The death of large numbers
of individuals in densely populated urban centers as well as in monasteries would
have resulted in the decimation of the educated religious class who would have been
the bearers of Latin as a literary tradition. Although the Black Death did not initiate
the decline of Latin, it surely must have speeded up the rise of new vernacular-based
literatures. As I have argued elsewhere, I see a similar relationship between the
Black Death and medieval Turkic literary languages in this period. If anything, the
relationship between plague and the fate of literary languages is much clearer for
medieval Turkic languages. In my view, there is a close correlation between the
documented waves of plague in the mid-14th century and the sudden spike in the
number of Syriac Turkic and Volga Bolgharian funerary inscriptions—followed by
a near or total absence of further funerary inscriptions. It also coincides with the end
of the literary language of the Golden Horde (Schamiloglu 1993, 2016a).

Yet the Black Death is only the second of three major outbreaks of bubonic
plague in recorded human history caused by the bacillus Yersinia pestis. The third is
“modern plague”, which broke out in the late 19th century (Little 2011).* There was
also the first recorded outbreak of bubonic plague, to which I will turn my attention
now.

Overview of the plague in the time of Justinian

The first historically-recorded outbreak of bubonic plague, and the subject of a con-
tribution of mine to the recent Festschrift for Professor Peter B. Golden, is the
“Plague in the Time of Justinian” (Schamiloglu 2016b). This original outbreak of
bubonic plague, which lasted from the mid-6th to the mid-8th century C.E., is often
considered to have been the most severe of the three major outbreaks of bubonic
plague in recorded human history. In the present paper, I would like to try to make
the case that the Plague in the Time of Justinian should be seen as an important
factor in the rise of Runiform Turkic as the first Turkic vernacular-based literary
language.

As I argued in that paper, we now know based on genetic analysis that the origin
of the outbreak of the bacillus Yersinia pestis in the 6th century is traced back to the
Qinghai-Tibetan plateau, the intersection of the Silk Road and the Horse-Tea Road.’
According to Procopius (Book I, xxii—xxiii and xxiv: 8, 12), the outbreak began in
541 C.E. in Pelusium in Egypt, arriving from Ethiopia, but how it got there we do

4 For those of my readers who are wondering, I have not discerned any philological or
linguistic impact of the modern outbreak of bubonic plague, though it would be useful for
Turcologists to be aware that there are many contemporary publications in Tatar, Kazakh,
and other languages reporting outbreaks of the disease and how to treat it.

5 1 refer the reader to the discussion and citations in that article rather than repeating them
here.
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not know. One possibility is that it spread via the Indian Ocean region to the Red
Sea, but how? We are not sure, but we can be certain that it did not arrive via the
route Lake Isik-kil, Central Asia, the Crimea, and Constantinople to Alexandria and
Sicily. In other words, it must have followed a path which was very different from
the path which the Black Death followed in the mid-14th century.

The plague in the time of Justinian and the Tiirk Empire

The “Plague in the Time of Justinian” coincides with the era of the Tiirk Empire.
The First Tirk Empire, which was established in 552 C.E., expanded very quickly
across Central Asia to as far as the Black Sea region, but it collapsed suddenly in
581.° As a result of civil war in the 580s, the First Tiirk Empire split into an eastern
half and a western half. The Eastern Tiirk Kaghanate managed to survive until it was
absorbed by T’ang China in 630, and the Western Tiirk Kaghanate was defeated by
T’ang China in 657. It is out of the chaos in the west that the Khazar and Bolghar
states emerge. The Second Tiirk Empire emerged with the revolt of A-§ih-na Kutluk
(Elteris Kaghan) and his brother Kapayan Kaghan against T’ang China in 679. The
inscriptions dedicated to Kiil Tégin (who died in 731 due to an illness), Bilgd Ka-
ghan (683/684-734, who died by poisoning), and the other Runiform Turkic in-
scriptions relate events which took place in the early 8th century. The Second Tiirk
Empire was finally replaced by the Uyghur Kaghanate in 744.

The question of what relationship the Plague in the Time of Justinian might have
had with respect to the population of the Tiirk Empire is, in my view, critical to
understanding the history of the rise and fall of both the First and Second Tiirk Em-
pires. As I have argued, if we look for direct and especially indirect evidence of the
impact of the Plague in the Time of Justinian on the ancient Tiirk, we can actually
find both kinds of evidence (Schamiloglu 2016b). At the same time, the reluctance
of Sinologists to accept that references to outbreaks of disease in this period could
have been bubonic plague has been an obstacle to progress in the historiography on
this period.

Clearly the Tiirk Empire was established in a region approximately 2000-3000
km away from Tibet, not immediately next door, but still much closer than Ethiopia.
The fact that the Plague in the Time of Justinian arrives in Egypt in 541 suggests
that it could have emerged in the Qinghai-Tibet Plateau as late as 541, but more
likely prior to that year. I have suggested that the sudden departure of the Avars for
Eastern Europe after their defeat by the Tiirk in 552 could be related to the fact that
Eastern Europe was already suffering from depopulation by that time; the depopula-
tion of Eastern Europe by this time is a point which is accepted by historians of this
pandemic. It might also be possible that the departure of the Avars could have some

6 For standard treatments of the history of the Tirk Empire, see Sinor (1990), Golden
(1992: 12—-141); and Beckwith (2011: 112—118). See most recently the encyclopedic work
by Ercilasun (2016).
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relationship to the outbreak of disease in that region in the east, but I am not certain
about that.

According to Theophanes, in 588-589 the Tiirk claim that there had been a
plague many years earlier in “Turkey” (Theophanes 1997: 389). Theophylactus
Simocatta (d. ca. 630-640) also informs us in his History that some Tiirks who had
fallen prisoner to Chosroes were marked on the forehead by their mothers with the
sign of the cross. This was upon the advice of Christians in order to escape the ef-
fects of a strong plague (Theophylactus Simocatta 1985: 154—155, n. 739). On the
other hand, the same author also notes in connection with the Western Tiirk embassy
to the Emperor Maurice (598) that the Tiirk are said to boast that they had never
seen the occurrence of contagious disease since the earliest times (Theophylactus
Simocatta 1985: 188).

According to Twitchett, the earliest mention of bubonic plague in a Chinese en-
cyclopedia is from 610 (Twitchett 1979: 35—69, especially 42ff.) Yet he considers it
only “conjecture” that the epidemics described in the sources for the period 636—
655, 682, 707, and 762 might have been caused by bubonic plague. As I have argued
elsewhere, the fact that this pandemic of bubonic plague originated in the Qinghai-
Tibet Plateau suggests that we should have great confidence in identifying bubonic
plague as the cause of most and more likely all of these major outbreaks of disease.
Let us recall that Kiil Tégin died in 731 of an illness, too.’

The languages in the Tiirk Empire before the time of plague

It is well known that Soghdian, an Iranian language, served as a lingua franca in
early medieval Central Asia.® We may consider the Bugut inscription, an inscription
included in a Tiirk Kaghan’s burial complex, the most important piece of evidence
for this. This inscription, which was written in Soghdian but includes Turkic names,
titles, and other words, is believed to date from the last quarter of the 6th century. It
may be considered direct or indirect evidence that the Tiirk used Soghdian as a
written language in this period, or at least that Soghdian was used as a lingua franca
among them (Kljastornyj & Livsits 1971, 1972). As noted by Erdal, Turkic names
are also found in Bactrian manuscripts from Afghanistan (Sims-Williams 2000,
Erdal 2004). These facts support the notion that there was a period of time when the
Tiirk (or other Turkic-speaking peoples) did not yet write in their own language. De
la Vaissiére considers that the Soghdian alphabet was used to write Turkic texts
throughout the history of the Tiirk and Uyghur Empires. In an aside which can only
be greeted with amusement by Turcologists, however, he adds that this was except
for “a rather brief period of national xenophobic reaction within the elites” in the

7 Whether one can ever find any evidence for what illness or disease he might have died
from, I do not know. Perhaps nobody has thought it worthy of investigation until now.

8 On the Soghdians see de la Vaissiere (2005). For an overview of the Soghdian language,
see Yoshida (2016).
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early 8th century during which period they used the “runic” alphabet instead of the
Soghdian alphabet (de la Vaissiere 2005: 202).

When and why did the runiform alphabet begin to be used? In the words of Er-
dal, the “earliest readable, understandable and datable Turkic texts are the official
inscriptions of the second Turk kaghanate, the Orkhon inscriptions, the first of
which appears to have been from slightly before 720 A.D.” (Erdal 2004: 4). This is
part of a larger corpus of about 200 inscriptions, which Erdal presumes date from
the 7th—10th centuries (Erdal 2004: 6-7). These inscriptions are found mostly in
present-day Mongolia (the territory covered by the Second Tiirk Empire and the Uy-
ghur Kaghanate which succeeded it) and in the upper Yenisey basin.

The origins of the runiform alphabet remain shrouded in a veil of mystery.” It is
clear that this alphabet shares many of the characteristic features of an alphabet
going back ultimately to the Aramaic alphabet, though with additional letters whose
origins are not entirely clear. What is also not clear is why the élite of the Second
Tiirk Empire and then the Uyghur Kaghanate would suddenly adopt the runiform
alphabet. Also not clear is why, after a period of use as the official language of the
Second Tiirk Empire and then the Uyghur Kaghanate, the official use of this alpha-
bet suddenly ceases.

Of course, we cannot be sure of the dates of the other inscriptions in runiform al-
phabet, and certainly the interpretation of many of them remains controversial, too.
A separate issue is the fact that the same alphabet has also been used to write a well-
known book of divination, the Irk bitig (9th—10th centuries?) and other purposes. As
has been noted, however, this work might have been a later copy from an original in
Uyghur alphabet (Tekin 1993: 6). Nevertheless, this begs the question of why the
runiform alphabet was used to copy this work and to write the other (later?) texts in
Turfan and neighboring regions.

The languages in the Tiirk Empire during the time of plague

I would like to turn next to the fate of Soghdian, which was once used as a /ingua
Jfranca in the region inhabited by the ancient Tirk. I would like to propose that the
decline of the Soghdian language among the Tiirk and the sudden rise of Runiform
Turkic can be explained through a complex set of phenomena which are conse-
quences of the Plague in the Time of Justinian. I draw upon my earlier and continu-
ing research on the impact of the Black Death for the model on which to base this
conclusion. As we will see later, the history of Runiform Turkic fits a pattern which,
significantly, is replicated in a number of identical ways in the 14th century.

It is clear from the sources for medieval Europe and the Middle East that the
Plague in the Time of Justinian brought massive demographic decline upon those
regions it struck. I am not aware of direct evidence for the demographic history of

9 See the discussion and references in Erdal (2004: 28-29 and 38ff.). For a detailed back-
ground discussion of the runiform alphabet tradition in Eurasia, see Kyzlasov (1994),
though the author’s approach is very different from the one offered here.
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Mongolia and the eastern steppe region in this period, but we can look for parallel
examples in the region. Mariko Namba Walter, to cite one example, writes about the
decline of Soghdian colonies in Dunhuang by the mid-8th century and their disap-
pearance by the end of the 9th century “due to political and economic instability”
(Walter 2006: 21). Remarkably there are census figures for the Dunhuang district
(chiin)—which is of course some distance away from Mongolia—showing that the
number of households in that district declined by over 45 percent from 609 C.E. to
740 C.E. (Giles 1915):

Year 2 C.E. 140 C.E. 280 C.E. 609 C.E. 740 C.E.
Households 11,200 7,748 6,300 7,779 4,265
Persons 38,335 29,170 N/A N/A 16,250

I am well aware that such population figures can be quite controversial and are sub-
ject to various interpretations.'” On the other hand, traditional scholarship usually
does not even consider the history of epidemic disease as a factor in discussions of
the population history of Inner Asia."’

Assuming that this method and the comparison to Dunhuang are valid—I think
this is a reasonable assumption but there might be those who disagree—we can posit
a parallel demographic decline in the Second Tiirk Empire, too, since the Plague in
the Time of Justinian was, as far as we know, a universal phenomenon in the Old
World. This would suggest that, in all likelihood, a large number of the people
knowing Soghdian language (who probably were not a large percentage of the pop-
ulation) and/or a large number of the people who knew the Soghdian alphabet and
were able to carve an inscription in Soghdian would have died. (There could be
other possible economic factors which I will not consider here, see Schamiloglu
2016¢.) I am not suggesting that Soghdian died out completely; after all, it survived
in Central Asia and would serve as the basis for the rise of a New Persian literary
language, nor did the use of Soghdian by Turkic speakers end completely.'* But I am
suggesting that the number of speakers of Soghdian present among the Tiirk in the
seat of the Second Tiirk Empire must have declined suddenly to a critically low
mass such that Soghdian (especially Soghdian as a second language acquired by
non-natives as a learned literary language) temporarily ceased to be used in the
Second Tiirk Empire by ca. 720 C.E.

10 See, for instance, the discussion in Twitchett (1979: 35ff).
11 For a recent example, see Etiénne de la Vaissiére (2017).
12 For late “Turko-Soghdian” letters, see Yoshida (2017).
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What we see next is the creation of a series of inscriptions in what we call the
“runiform” alphabet from the Second Tiirk Empire."> The most important of these
major inscriptions have been well known to Turcologists for well over a century,
including the Kiil Tégin inscription, the Bilgd Kaghan inscription, the Tonyukuk in-
scription, and the Ongin inscription, to which we should add the Sine-Usu and Kiili
Cor inscriptions from the Uyghur Kaghanate. Additional inscriptions such as the
Terh inscription have been found in the 20th century (Kljastornyj 1982). Beyond this
corpus of major monuments in the Runiform Turkic language—to which new
inscriptions are being added as a result of continuing archeological excavations—
there is, of course, the large number of undated and/or difficult to read inscriptions
as well as articles from daily life, coins, etc. which also bear texts in the runiform
alphabet.'

Runiform Turkic as a vernacular language

Next I would like to make the case that Runiform Turkic was a written version of a
living language in the 8th century. More precisely, I think it was the language of the
Turkic oral literature of that period. In other words, it was a very specific kind of
language and a very special kind of language. It was not a primitive or a simple
language, it was a highly developed language of oral literature, similar in most re-
spects to the language(s) of Turkic epics of the 19th—20th centuries.

Alessio Bombaci’s classic introduction to the second volume of Philologiae Tur-
cicae Fundamenta offers a wonderful, succinct overview of the language of the Ru-
niform Turkic inscriptions (Bombaci 1965: xi—Ixxi, especially ii—iv). He describes a
series of literary features and devices used in the language of these inscriptions
whose main points I would like to offer in an abbreviated summary here. These in-
clude:

The use of historical narration which underlines the difficulty of the action, as in
“snow as high ‘as a lance’”.

The drawing of attention to the figure of the hero, including the horse of the hero
(a point to which I will return below), the wounds received, and the enemies
killed.

The use of concrete descriptions to express abstract concepts, as in erir barur
‘who comes and goes’ to represent the concept of “liberty”, or adak kamsatti
‘shook their feet’ to express “rebellion”.

The use of similes, as in otca bortca keldi ‘he arrived like fire and storm’.

13 For an overview see Tekin (1968: 9ff.), and the works cited in Erdal (2004: 6—10). Erdal
takes a more expansive definition of Old Turkic as the basis for his work. See also most
recently Ercilasun (2016).

14 A useful catalog of such texts is to be found at the “Tiirk Bitig” website run in English,
Kazakh, and Russian by the Language Committee of the Ministry of Culture and In-
formation of Republic of Kazakhstan: http://bitig.org/. Accessed: 10 April 2017.
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The use of synonymic tautologies with both nouns, as in is/kii¢ ‘work’, and
verbs, as in o/-/yit- ‘to perish’.
Parallelism with repetition of a smaller or larger part of the sentence with the
variation of only a few words:

Synonymic parallelism: ddgiiti esid, katiydi tiyla ‘listen well!’.

Antithetic parallelism: zizd kok tanyri, asra yayiz yer ‘above the blue sky, be-
low the gray earth’.

Enumerative parallelism: inisini icisintdg kilinmaduk erinc/oyli kanintdg
kilinmaduk erin¢ ‘the younger brothers had not been created like the older
brothers, the sons had not been created like the fathers’.

Parallelism with variation: sabi siiciig/ayisi yimSak ermis ‘his words were
sweet, his presents were nice’.

One can add many other literary points such as alliteration, even the 4 + 3 meter
which continues to be well known in later periods.

Let me return to the image of the horse. In the Kiil Tégin inscription we see the
following:

(E32) ...When he [i.e., Prince Kiil] was twenty-one years old, we fought
against (the army of) General Caga. First he (mounted) Tadik Cor’s gray horse
(and attacked. There that horse) (E33) was killed. Secondly, he mounted isbara
Yamtar’s gray horse and attacked. That horse, (too), was killed there. Thirdly,
he mounted Yégén Silig Bég’s dressed bay horse and attacked. That horse,
(too), was killed there. They hit (him) with more than one hundred arrows on
his armor and caftan; (but he did not let the enemy hit him) even once on his
face or head. (Tekin 1968: 268-270)"

The same inscription later includes multiple references to Kiil Tegin’s horse, in-
cluding:

(E35) ...Prince Kiil mounted Bayirku’s (white stallion) (E36) and attacked...
(E37) ...Prince Kiil mounted the white-headed horse and attacked. This white-
headed gray (horse)...

(E40) ...He [i.e., Prince Kiil] fought a great battle, we were told. He mounted
the white horse of Alp Salgi and attacked. There he killed and subjugated the
common Tiirgis people. ...

I would ask whether the horses mounted by Prince Kiil Tégin are really any different
from Rustam’s great horse Rakhsh in Firdawsi’s Shahname, or Kokotoy Khan’s

15 1 am simply citing Tekin’s English translation in order not to distract the reader, but I
have adopted the same transcription for names as elsewhere in this paper.



The rise of Runiform Turkic as the first Turkic vernacular literary language 171

famous steed Maniker in the Memorial Feast for Kokétoy Khan from the Manas
cycle. They are all widespread literary motifs not limited just to Central Asian oral
literatures. The conclusion—which I am certainly not the first to reach—is that we
must consider the language of the Runiform Turkic inscriptions to be a highly-de-
veloped language of oral literature.

Thus, I would argue that Runiform Turkic is derived from the language used for
oral poetry, and as such it was probably more or less identical with the language of
the oral literature of the Tiirk. Yet, at the same time, the great issue which remains
unsolved in my mind is the question of whether the language of the Runiform Turk-
ic inscriptions represented just one single specific living dialect or not.'® Is it pos-
sible that it represented a literary dialect of oral literature rather than representing
features specific to exclusively one dialect of Turkic?

For exploring this idea further, I would suggest a comparison of the language of
oral literature among the Turkic speakers of this period with the Arabic Jahiliya
poetry of the pre-Islamic period, which emerged out of nowhere as a highly-devel-
oped language of oral poetry. As Loya (1974) writes regarding this period:

These were a host of poets erupting all over northern Arabia, from Syria to
Yemen and from the fringes of Iraq to the borders of Egypt, masterfully reciting
highly developed gasidas (odes) in one and the same language, betraying little of
the dialects of their region. Above all, their poetry, vigorous and vivid as it was
in general, was cast in the same, steel structure of a set of complex metrical
schemes.

The authors writing for the New Edition of the Encyclopaeda of Islam state flatly
regarding the Arabic language of Jahiliya poetry:

It is beyond doubt, however, that in the late 6th cent. A.D. it was a purely literary
dialect, distinct from all spoken idioms and super-tribal. It is today often referred
to as the “poetical koiné”. (Rabin et al. 1960-2007)

I suspect the same argument can be made for the language of pre-modern Turkic
epic poetry. In other words, the language of pre-modern Turkic epic poetry may
have actually been an inter-dialect language of oral literature, at least in the central
regions where the specific dialects were mutually intelligible. Whether this was the
case for the Runiform Turkic language is a matter worthy of further consideration.
(It would also be a relevant issue to consider in the debate over the branch of the
Turkic languages to which the language of the Runiform Turkic inscriptions be-
longed.)

The further back we go in time, the more plausible this could be, but since the
oldest transcription of Turkic epic poetry by Chokan Valikhanov is from the mid-

16 For a discussion of this issue see Erdal (2004: 14), and most recently Aydin (2016).
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19th century,'” we will probably never have the data we need to study this question
in depth. Of course, in the 20th century nation-states have established formal literary
languages (emphasizing and reinforcing, of course, the differences between modern
dialects) in which epic poetry is now sung.

The end of Runiform Turkic

While we cannot, of course, say that Runiform Turkic ceased to exist completely,
we can at least observe that Runiform Turkic was no longer used as an official lan-
guage following a brief career of perhaps just a few decades in the Second Tiirk
Empire and the Uyghur Kaghanate. The disruption caused by the Plague in the Time
of Justinian led not only to the political disarray which allowed the Uyghur Ka-
ghanate to replace the Second Tiirk Empire, but to cultural and technological regres-
sion as well, just as it would in the 14th century. This interpretation is consistent
with the notion that there were outbreaks of plague in the 8th century. Whether the
death of Kiil Tégin in 731 is due to plague, we do not know, but the use of the runi-
form alphabet for writing Turkic seems to have suffered a setback by the second half
of the 8th century. If it was an acquired skill shared only by a relatively small num-
ber of educated individuals, this specialized knowledge was at risk in the event of a
sudden outbreak of epidemic disease. s it possible to argue that so large a percent-
age of the community of speakers of the spoken or literary dialect of Runiform
Turkic died that it led to the demise of the community speaking this language? I am
not sure, but if so, this would also have a bearing on the discussion of to which
branch of the modern Turkic languages Runiform Turkic was closest.

After the 8th century Runiform Turkic seems not to have served an official
function, but the fact that it continued at all (or had perhaps even a resurgence?) may
be attributed to the demographic and therefore cultural and technological rebound
following the end of the waves of plague in the second half of the 8th century.

After Runiform Turkic

After the sudden cessation in the use of Runiform Turkic, we once again see a return
of the Soghdian script as well as its new incarnation as the Uyghur script plus an
assortment of other related and unrelated scripts (Manichaean, Tibetan, Brahmi,
etc.) to write Turkic.'® This time, however, these scripts are used to write multiple
dialects of Old Turkic (Erdal 2004: 7-8 and elsewhere). I cannot go into this topic in
great detail, since it would require a great amount of additional research beyond the
scope of this paper. I would say, however, that the rise of Old Turkic in various
derivatives of Aramaic and other alphabets, even the Tibetan alphabet, needs to be
contextualized. First of all, in the 9th—10 century we see the result of the great rise in
religiosity associated with the onslaught of waves of plague (and perhaps gratitude

17 This has been published by Hatto (1977).
18 See the treatment of this topic in Clauson (1962), and Réna-Tas (1991).
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at the end of waves of plague after 762?); this results in the beginning of a large-
scale translation of canonical religious texts. We also see multiple alphabets being
used, perhaps suggesting the end of the hegemony of one tradition or another, or
perhaps multiple attempts to create new traditions, which probably also reflect dif-
ferent religious traditions. Finally, this comes at a time of rebounding population,
which helps to improve economic and therefore cultural conditions for investing in
religious education (and therefore language education) and knowledge production.
Eventually we see the development of a more standardized language."’

While some of these texts probably use a stilted language, perhaps the result of
mechanical translation from one or more canonical languages into a new variety of
canonical Turkic for one or another religious tradition, others seem to be refresh-
ingly modern. I am not sure that I would consider the language of the Runiform
Turkic inscriptions to be the same dialect as the language of some works in Old
Uyghur. In particular, when I consider the language of the “Tale of the Good Prince
and the Bad Prince” in Old Uyghur (Hamilton 1971), I think of its language as rep-
resenting the spoken vernacular.”’ I am struck by how close the language is to, say,
modern Uzbek. In this regard, differentiating between the various Turkic vernacu-
lars of this early period remains a matter worthy of further investigation.

Conclusion

I have tried in some of my writings to underscore the importance of the Black Death
of the mid-14th century for understanding the turbulent history of Turkic literary
languages in this period. We can only understand the sudden disappearance of the
Syriac Turkic and Volga Bolgharian epigraphical languages as well as the literary
language of the Golden Horde through an awareness of this world-historical phe-
nomenon.”' After the disappearance of Volga Bolgharian we can observe quite clear-
ly the Kipchakization of the Middle Volga region.”” I have also proposed that the
transformation from the orthographic system of Old Anatolian Turkish to that of Ot-
toman Turkish reflects the loss of the learned Central Asian orthographic tradition
and a shift to the Arabo-Persian system more common in the Middle East> In a
similar vein I would argue that Chaghatay Turkic, whose rise is most closely associ-
ated with the career of °Ali Sir Nivai (1441-1501), can be seen as a language closer

19 See the comment on an Old Uyghur koine in Erdal (2004: 7-8).

20 Reference was made to this work and its “vernacular language” by a participant at the
First International Conference on the Role of Religions in the Turkic Culture (Budapest,
Hungary, September 9-11, 2015), which I attended. Unfortunately I have not been able to
identify who that person was. Nevertheless I have reached this conclusion independently
through reading this text with graduate students.

21 See Schamiloglu (1991) and (2012).

22 See Schamiloglu (2016a) and (2016c).

23 See Schamiloglu (2004: 255-279, especially 268-269).
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to the spoken vernacular in Central Asia; indeed Babur says exactly this.** We also
see the otherwise inexplicable renaissance of the Uyghur alphabet in Central Asia in
this era, including one of the manuscripts of the Kutadyu bilig.

In the sphere of literature and religiosity, I have also suggested that the Black
Death is the cause of the disruption of the Islamic Turkic literary tradition in the
Golden Horde after the creation of the Ndhy iil-féradis. 1 have suggested that Mu-
hammad b. Muhammad b. Xusrédv &dl-Xorezmi (or Kéardéri, according to one manu-
script described in the 19th century by Sihabiddin Mirjani) wrote the Ndhc iil-
faradis, whose subtitle is Ustmaylarniy acuk yoli (“The Clear Path to Heaven”), as a
pious act during the time of plague. I have also argued that Siilleyman Celebi’s poem
honoring the birth (mevlid) of the Prophet Muhammad is a similar work of Islamic
piety inspired by death in this period, with even the Arabic name, Vesilet iin-nejat
(“The Path of Salvation™), suggesting a parallel to the Nahj iil-firadis.”

I do not pretend that this is a topic which I have exhausted, as I am still reflecting
upon the impact of the Black Death upon Turkic languages and cultures in the 14th—
16th centuries. I believe I still have at least a few additional historical languages
whose demise, transformation, or rise out of the ashes of Middle Turkic I have yet to
describe. But, as I would like to remind my readers through this contribution, the
Black Death was only the second pandemic of bubonic plague to afflict the Old
World and that we have a solid basis for exploring the same range of phenomena for
the pandemic of bubonic plague in the 6th—8th centuries.

I hope that I have been able to make a convincing case for the need to expand
our vision of the linguistic and philological history of Turkic to embrace an interdis-
ciplinary vision of the past while rewriting the history of the Turkic epigraphical and
literary languages. Returning once again to the era of Old Turkic and the Plague in
the Time of Justinian, perhaps it is not a coincidence, after all, that the Old Turkic
runiform inscriptions belong to roughly the same period as the oldest dated text in
English, Ceedmon’s Hymn, a religious poem composed between 658 and 680, or as
texts parallel to the next major landmark in the history of English literature, Chau-
cer’s Canterbury Tales, written in the late 1380s during the era of the Black Death.
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1. Introduction

The Lopnor dialect' is the Turkic idiom traditionally spoken by the Loptugs,” pas-
toralists and fishermen of Southeast Xinjiang.3 Lopnor may have had more than
25,000 speakers during the last century, but this figure has been declining for several
decades.

1

This article is an expanded version of a paper I submitted after my talk at the 2006 Inter-
national Turkish Linguistics Conference in Uppsala.

This name derives from */op-luq, with -I- > -¢- as discussed below. The name Lopnor will
be used here rather than Lop in order to avoid confusion with Lop in Khotan prefecture.
Lop Nur (Mongolian for ‘Lake Lop’) used to be a salt lake, and is today an ecological di-
saster site. It was famously mentioned by Marco Polo. The etymology of the name Lop
(or Nop) is unclear. For an overview of proposals see Esmael Abdurehim (2014: 25).
Osmanov (1983) lists the following main locations where Lopnor was spoken: Mirén,
Dénqotan, T'oday, Tunéekd, Yaman Xuwa, Mirsali, Sutan, Qaraqum, Agsupu, Baraycekd,
Cogkél, Cara, Oymankdl, Yenisu, Aryan, Tikéanlik, giniya, and Kiizldk. For an extensive
survey of historical, geographical and ethnographical information I refer to Esmael Abdu-
rehim (2014), who also takes into account hard-to-access Chinese publications.
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Although the Lopnor vernacular was recognised as a separate entity before the
concept of a standardised Modern Uyghur language took shape, today it is classified
as one of the three main dialects of Modern Uyghur. The two others are the Khotan
dialect located in Southwest Xinjiang, and the so-called Central dialect that ranges
over northern and western Xinjiang, encompassing the sub-dialects on which the
Modern Uyghur standard language was based. There is considerable variation within
the Central dialect, but even Lopnor and Khotan are not homogeneous.

There are considerable phonetic and lexical differences between the several re-
corded Lopnor varieties. Malov’s data are from Mirin and Ca(r)qilig. Fu et al. (2000)
distinguish two subdialects, Yuli (5/%) and Mirin-Caqiliq (K2%-# ). Many of the
documented forms are not specified for locality.

Two examples of phonetic differences that may impede intelligibility are the de-
velopment of *r (represented by 7, y, @ or vowel lengthening), e.g. Dégqotan garya,
Mirin gayya, Cara gaya ‘crow’ (cf. Gao 1994: 62), and the development of *p (rep-
resented by p or w): siiwiir-, siiwiiii-, stipiiy- ‘to sweep’ (Fu et al. 2000: 3116).

Lopnor is increasingly influenced by standard Uyghur both because of Uyghur
language media and schools and the displacement and dispersion of its speakers.

The Lopnor dialect (henceforth simply “Lopnor”) has several remarkable fea-
tures that clearly set it apart from the rest of Uyghur (henceforth “Uyghur”). At first
sight, this mainly concerns a more elaborate vowel harmony system than that of Uy-
ghur, vowel contractions, and numerous consonant assimilations, both within stems
and on morpheme boundaries.

Since at first sight some of these features look like Kirghiz rather than Uyghur, it
makes sense to investigate whether they are indicative of an actual Kipchak con-
nection or stratum in Lopnor. Malov* was the first to suggest that deviating features
of Lopnor are due to a connection with so-called “Old Kirghiz”. However, because
this label usually refers to a corpus of Runic inscriptions, which is defined by his-
torical and geographical criteria rather than by a set of linguistic features, it would
be difficult to investigate such a connection.” At the same time, Lopnor undisputedly
shares Uyghur or Chaghatay (Southeastern Turkic or “Karluk™) features.

In this paper, we will present a number of phonetic features that may be helpful
in finding out more about the origins of Lopnor and more accurately locating its po-
sition in the Turkic family tree, especially in its relationship to modern Uyghur and
modern Kirghiz. Is Lopnor a sister language to Uyghur? And if not, is it an indepen-
dent Chaghatay language with Kipchak elements or an “Uyghurised” Kipchak lan-

4 See Malov’s (1956) introduction. According to Wei (1989: 239) Lopnor “preserves some
of the characteristics of old Kirgiz”. No linguistic features are discussed.

5 Non-linguistic arguments supporting such a connection will not be discussed here. Osma-
nov (1983) mentions that a small subgroup of western Loptugs called themselves Kirghiz
(Qiryiz). 1t has to be kept in mind, however, that the name Kirghiz occurs as a tribal name
elsewhere in Turcia, including among the Manchurian Khakas (‘Fuyu Kirghiz’) and West-
ern Yugur (Yellow Uyghur).
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guage? Were the Kirghiz-like features of Lopnor really adopted from Kirghiz, or are
their similarities due to parallel but independent developments? Non-Turkic com-
ponents of Lopnor will be mostly ignored here, although they contribute to its di-
minished intelligibility.

The literature on Lopnor is characterised by an abundance of variant forms. This
is not unexpected, as the published materials span several decades and were re-
corded in different locations. Moreover, the language is changing rapidly, as is often
the case with non-written languages under pressure. The data used in this paper were
in large part taken from Malov’s monograph, as his materials retain the unpolished
quality of field notes without much standardisation and interpretation. (For example,
Malov did not decide which of a number of variants was the “original” one or the
“best” one.) Although he only published texts and a lexicon, and did not visit all the
localities, Malov provides a broad picture of the language. His is the oldest ex-
tensive collection of data and although the book is teeming with pronunciations and
grammatical forms taken from Uyghur, it is likely to preserve more of the character
of a less Uyghurised Lopnor. Further materials were taken from the publications of
Mirsultan Osmanov (Osmanop), the most prolific author on Lopnor, and from the
dictionary edited by Fu Maoji, complemented by lexemes from I'appariwa, ['opuri,
and TeniSev. Most publications approach Lopnor in the manner of a so-called idio-
ticon, whereby deviations from the standard are described, rather than the language
as a whole.

The materials presented by Esmael Abdurehim (2014), the most recent sizeable
publication on Lopnor, constitute a type of “almost-Uyghur”, which may be repre-
sentative of a language in its final throes. As the present survey focuses on “linguis-
tic archaeology” and aims to find the oldest retrievable layers of Lopnor, the word
shapes documented by Abdurehim have not been considered here.

In these pages, the locality and author of each discussed item will not be indic-
ated. The notations were (re)transcribed and, especially in the case of Fu et al.’s nar-
row transcription, simplified for the sake of comparison.

2. Doublets

In the published Lopnor materials, many etyma are represented by two or more
forms that differ beyond the type of phonetic variation found within any language.
While some of these internal variants are difficult to explain, others provide us with
insights about the development of Lopnor.

As in the examples in the following list, we can often classify the recorded Lop-
nor forms into at least two recognisable groups, represented here by a selection of
the extant variants. Often we find that one group is close to Uyghur, while the other
looks quite different.

In itself this does not prove much, as the reason can be different in each case,
and it is not always obvious which of the two is the original Lopnor form. In some
cases the left column form may be due to intra-Turkic copying (perhaps from
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Kirghiz or another Kipchak language), and the right column form native Lopnor,
whereas in others the left one may be native Lopnor, and the right hand one a form
adopted from or influenced by standard Uyghur. However, even in most cases where
the right hand form is typically Uyghur (such as yepi, tonu-) we have no evidence to
establish whether the non-Uyghur form is Kirghiz, or native Lopnor, or just an older
stage of Uyghur.

Lopnor Lopnor Standard Uyghur

(less Uyghur-like) (more Uyghur-like)

ene ana ana mother

ol u u he/she
ani onu uni her/him
ma mu mu also

yani ~ yayi yeni yeni new

tani- tonu-, tunu- tonu- to know
taqayu ~ taqu toyo toyu chicken

~ tago

buzuu muzay mozay calf
biiliigi biley bildy whetstone
s60k sonnok sonék bone

tiy- teg- tag- to touch
eyiz ~ eez egiz igiz high
00no- ~ ono- oyna- ~ oyno- oyna- to play
moyun boyun boyun neck
¢imin ciwin ciwin mosquito; fly
mindn bilan ~ biléin bildn with

sac cac cac hair

Ses- yes- yds- to untie
it- yiit- yiit- to lose
anday andagq andaq like that
soylo- 80220~ ~ $0zdo- sozld- to speak
umsaq yumsaq yumsaq soft
tooroq ~ toyoq toyyoq ~ toyraq toyraq poplar
qostu xosnu yosna neighbour
ayli ~ alli aldi aldi front
do(y)t to(y)t tot four
yoyyon yutgan yotgan blanket

The most convincing cases of non-Uyghur influence are those in which the Lopnor
form is incompatible with modern Uyghur, and cannot easily be explained as an
earlier stage of Uyghur or as a secondary development of the Uyghur form. The
stronger cases include buzuu, which could hardly have developed from its Uyghur
cognate mozay, and anday, a typical Kipchak form. There are many pitfalls in evalu-
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ating these variants, and each set should be looked at separately. For instance, the
development fiy- ‘to touch’ is a Kipchak-like innovation from original *#dg-, but
eyiz (< *ediz) ‘high’ is an older form than egiz, which developed its -g- secondarily
in Uyghur. Sometimes the Uyghur-like forms have undergone typically Lopnor
developments, so that they look “more Lopnor” than the actual Lopnor form. An
example of this is s6zzd- (corresponding to Uyghur sozld-), whose assimilated -zz-
lends it a non-Uyghur appearance. It is however likely that the form s6yl6- is the
native Lopnor one. Likewise, gostu ‘neighbour’ could be a secondary development
of a pre-modern Uyghur form yosnu (< *kopst).

The existence of such variants, of which the list above represents only a fraction,
can be explained if Lopnor is either an Uyghur dialect with many elements from an-
other Turkic language, or a more remotely related language that has become in-
creasingly influenced by Uyghur.

Many phenomena observed in Lopnor can be understood in terms of diglossia, in
which speakers attempt, mostly successfully, to switch between standard Uyghur
and correct Lopnor depending on what is socially required in a given situation. This
diglossia leads to constant triangulation, whereby familiarity with the distinguishing
features of Lopnor and Uyghur leads to the acquisition of a set of intuitive sound
laws, which enable speakers to create hypercorrect Lopnor forms or hypercorrect
standard Uyghur forms. On the one hand the application of Lopnor sound laws to
Uyghur words produces forms like the abovementioned sdzzd-, which is merely a
“Lopification” of Uyghur sozld-.

On the other hand, the Uyghurisation, i.e. the “subtraction” or “cancellation” of
perceived Lopnor sound laws from forms that were not actually Lopnor, leads to
unexpected forms. The historically incorrect form mayla- ‘to praise’ developed from
mayta- based on the knowledge that Lopnor often changes / into ¢ as in basta- ‘to
begin’ vs. Uyghur basla-. The form mayla- arose in an attempt to create a correct
Uyghur form, although mayta- is in fact a Mongolic word and does not contain the
verbalizer suffix -/4. Okmd ‘lungs’ developed from 6kpd < *6pkd, based on the
knowledge that -p- after a voiceless plosive may correspond to -m- in Uyghur, al-
though the Uyghur form is actually opkd.

The Lopnor form masana ‘car’ developed from masina based on the knowledge
that Uyghur raises a > i in middle syllables. The form masana can be viewed as an
attempt to provide masina (a Russian word) with a correct Lopnor counterpart by
undoing a perceived standard Uyghur development. The Lopnor form postu ‘mail’
developed from pocta (also from Russian) based on the knowledge that word-final
low vowels of Uyghur often correspond to original high vowels, as in Lopnor &ckii
‘goat’ vs. Uyghur 6skd, Lopnor yetti ‘seven’ vs. Uyghur ydttd. Lopnor yalin ‘udder’
developed from Uyghur yelin, based on the knowledge that Uyghur e is often the
result of palatalisation of a followed by i, as in gelin ‘thick’ vs. Lopnor galin. How-
ever, yelin has never had -a-, although it is now perceived as phonologically back-
vocalic in Uyghur. These forms would not have arisen if Lopnor had developed in
isolation.



The position of the Lopnor dialect 183

In short, both “Lopified” Uyghur words and Lopnor words that are, or could be, sec-
ondarily Uyghurised, should be kept apart in discussions about the history of Lopnor.

3. Features shared with Uyghur (and not with Kirghiz)

The features that Lopnor shares with Standard Uyghur are mainly old features that
were preserved in both languages, but were lost elsewhere. The loss of “pronominal
n” is a shared Chaghatay innovation also found in Uzbek.

1. Retention of *u/ii after unrounded syllable
2. Tendency to merge *i with *
3. Retention of intervocalic *-g (but cf. -AgU under 6.7)
4. Retention of final *-g except in monosyllables (in Lopnor as -g/y or -k/q)7
5. Retention of *y- as such, or, before high vowels, elision (no j—)8
6. Ablative -DIn, as in dydiin ‘from the house’
7. Loss of “pronominal »”, as in i¢idd ‘inside it’ (vs. icindd in other Turkic languages)
8. Secondary -g- from earlier -y-.9
Lopnor Uyghur Kirghiz
ayu oya uu *agu poison
acuq ocuq aciq *acuk open
qattiy qattiq qatuu *ka(1)tig hard
oliig oliik olii(ii) *gliig dead
yapuy yopugq Jjabuu *yapig horse blanket
il yil Jjil *yil year
eger egdr eyer *addr saddle
6 The merger of *i and *i has different consequences in Lopnor than in Uyghur. Uyghur

words that have no other vowels than i, whatever its origin, tend to take back vocalic
suffixes in inflection, e.g. pis- ‘to cook’, ¢is ‘tooth’, iz ‘track’, tiz ‘knee’ take back vocalic
suffixes, whereas Lopnor pis-, tis, iz, and tiz take front suffixes.

The Khotan dialect systematically preserves g/y in these circumstances. The double re-
presentation of *g in Lopnor raises the question whether perhaps the Lopnor forms in -k
are all due to Uyghur influence. Alternatively, Lopnor variants such as oryoy ‘sickle’ and
ordog ‘duck’ may be the result of confusion caused by the voicing of final -k/~-g when
suffixes are attached.

Some Lopnor words display j- < *y-, e.g. jirgen- ‘to be disgusted’, jayila- ‘to renew’, yat
~ jat ‘strange’, yigiymd ~ jigiymd ‘twenty’, yiyii- ~ jiirii- ‘to go’. These seem to be too
marginal to be meaningful. Some instances of j- seem to be due to sandhi phenomena, e.g.
ayit jel ‘speech’ < ayiz yel. Standard Uyghur words with j- are usually taken from Kipchak
or Mongolic, e.g. jawiya ‘wool shorn in summer’, jigdd ‘narrow-leaved oleaster’, jiydn
‘nephew’ (replacing direct developments from CT *yapaku, *yigdd, *yegdn).

This is a Chaghatay development also found in Uzbek.
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There is some doubt as to point 1, as the sources show many cases of unrounding of
u/ii after an unrounded first syllable, such as asig ‘ankle’, gamis ‘reed’, tasi- ‘to
carry’, tani- ‘to know’, yari- ‘to become bright’, which may represent the native
Lopnor development. For all of these words, there are recorded variants with
rounded second syllable. Such forms, as well as acuq ‘open’, ayu ‘poison’, and ga-
zugq ‘stake’ may in fact represent pre-modern Uyghur forms rather than original Lop-
nor ones.

Point 3 is also problematic, as both Lopnor and Uyghur feature contraction of
VGV sequences in trisyllabic stems such as toyu (*takagu) ‘chicken’ and mozay
(*buzagu) ‘calf’. Moreover, Uyghur has several Kipchak-type developments, such
as kokiiviin (*ko:kdgiin) ‘gadfly’, diyiir (*ogiir) ‘herd of horses’, yaw (*yagi)
‘enemy’. The preservation of -g- in Uyghur may in fact be restricted to shorter stems.

4. Uyghur features absent from Lopnor

The following Standard Uyghur developments were originally absent from Lopnor.
Most of these deviations are mentioned in surveys of the distinguishing features of
Lopnor, in support of the official dialect divisions of Uyghur. These are mostly pre-
Uyghur forms, that is to say, the Lopnor forms failed to undergo typical Uyghur
developments. This means that in these cases Lopnor tends to agree with the major-
ity of Turkic languages, making these features of little classificatory value.

1. Lowering of word-final high vowel > a/d
2. Raising of medial syllable a/d > i

3. Umlaut of first syllable a > e before second syllable i
4. Rounding of first syllable a before second syllable u
5. Affrication of *#- before high vowel + ¢ or § &

6. Assimilation of *s- before ¢ or §

Lopnor Uyghur Kirghiz

ilgi yilga Jilgr *yilki herd of horses
yetti ydttd Jeti *ya(t)ti seven

balasi balisi balasi *bala-si her child
aqadu aqidu aqat *ak-a turur it flows

balig beliq balig *balik fish

taqu toyu (~ tuya) [tooq] *takagu [ *taguk) chicken

tiste- cisla- tiste- *tisld- to bite

tis- Ciis- tiis- *tiis- to fall

sac céac céac *sac hair

10 The retention of *#- in this environment is shared by the Central Uyghur Turfan and Qo-
mul dialects.
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5. Non-classificatory Lopnor innovations

The most striking features of Lopnor, at least from the perspective of a speaker of
Standard Uyghur, are often not unique within Turkic, and are not very useful for
classification purposes, although they are almost invariably mentioned in publi-
cations about Lopnor.

5.1. Metathesis of consonant clusters -pr-, -gl-, -gr-, -tl-, -di-

The Common Turkic consonant clusters -pr-, -gl-, -gr-, -tl-, -dI- tend to be inverted
in Lopnor, often resulting in forms similar to those seen in South Siberian Turkic
and Western Yugur (see Nugteren & Roos 2006: 114-117).

Lopnor Uyghur Kirghiz

teywe- tewre- terme- *tdprd- to shake
yilya- yayla- iyla- *igla- to cry

olyoq oylag ulag *oglak kid goat
burya buyra buura *bugra camel stallion
qultug qutlug quttuu *kutlug lucky

taltiq tatlig tattuu *ta:tlig sweet

ilda- hidla- Jitta- *(y)idla- to smell

alta- atla- atta- *a:tla- to step

In eeres- ‘to follow’ (from earlier *egres-, cf. Uyghur dgds- (< *drgds-), Uzbek
ergas-), the cluster developed in the opposite direction. Lopnor dlgdk ‘sieve’ agrees
with *dlgdk, whereas Uyghur dgldk was metathesised. A genuine, systematically
applied preference for certain orders of consonants may have existed, as it does in
South Siberian languages, but it appears in that case to have been obscured by a
tendency to opt for the reverse order of that in Standard Uyghur. Other non-
classificatory metatheses include aziy ‘mouth’, uryuy ‘Uyghur’ (*agiz, *uygur).

5.2. *-g > -q in monosyllables

This development, a natural extension of the general tendency to devoice word-final
*-g, also occurred in the Central Uyghur dialects of Qomul and Turfan."

Lopnor Uyghur Kirghiz

taq tay too *ta:g mountain
yaq yay [fow (dial.)] *va:g grease

c¢ig ciy ciy *Cig plant name

11 Further, note that in both Standard Uyghur and Western Yugur the dative of tay ‘moun-
tain’ is tagqa rather than *tayya.
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5.3. Consonant assimilations

The tendency to assimilate consonant sequences, which to some degree is found in
all Turkic languages, is taken further in Lopnor. This does not only affect stems but
also plays an important role in inflection. (Gao lists four consonant variants for the
plural suffix -LAr, and seven for the acc./gen. case -NI)" This often results in
“monotonous” paradigms, e.g. biz ‘we’ > gen. and acc. bizzi, dat. bizgd, loc. bizzd,
abl. bizzin, and can make stems indistinguishable; e.g. assa may represent acsa ‘if

L o . : 13
s’he opens’, as-sa ‘if it exceeds’, at-sa ‘if s/he throws’ or as-sa ‘if s/he hangs’.

Lopnor Uyghur Kirghiz

yassuq yastuq Jastiq (jazdik) *yastuk pillow

qizzar qizlar qizdar *kiz-lar girls

ippi yipni Jipti *(y)ip-ni thread (acc.)
esdkki iSdkniy eSektin *asgdk-niy donkey (gen.)
tappas tapmas tappas *tap-mas s/he won’t find

5.4. Loss of preconsonantal -y-

Preconsonantal y, both from original *y and from *d, is generally dropped, and the
preceding vowel lengthened, as in quuga ‘singed hair’ < *kuyka, ooyot- ‘to wake up
(tr)’ < *odgat-, saara- ‘to sing’ < *sayra-, quuruq ‘tail’ < *kudruk, aari- ‘to sepa-
rate’ < *adir-, oono- ‘to play’ < *oyna-.

5.5. Sibilant assimilation and dissimilation

In words with initial s- followed by ¢, Lopnor often features the original unas-
similated forms alongside Uyghur-like assimilated forms, e.g. sac ~ sd¢ ~ §ds ~ cac
~ ¢dc ~ cec ‘hair’, sacqan, ¢ickdn, ¢icgan ‘mouse’ (Uyghur ¢aé, casqgan).

In three words containing the sequence sVs, the first s is elided in Uyghur. Lop-
nor has both the original form and the Uyghur-type dissimilations. Kirghiz changed
the second -s to -z, as in Western Yugur. There are in fact two Turkic verbs for ‘to
be thirsty’, *us- and *suvsa- > susa-, which seem to have been conflated in Uyghur.
In the case of *siis-, Lopnor developed an additional disyllabic form zssii-, which
further developed a dissimilated form zisti-.

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur  Yugur

Sus- ~ us- suz- us- suz- *sus- to scoop
Stis- ~ 1issti- stiz- iis- suz- *siis- to butt

~ tstii-

ussa- ~ susa- suusa- ussa- us- *suvsa- to be thirsty

12 Counting all vocalic variants, this adds up to 16 and 28 allomorphs, respectively.
13 Some of these assimilations, e.g. assa < at-sa, can also be observed in spoken Uyghur.
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The originally homophonous stems *si§ ‘skewer’ and *sis- ‘to swell’ have under-
gone different developments. The former is recorded in Lopnor in the assimilated
form $is ~ §ds ‘sharp object’, whereas the latter is documented in the Uyghur-like
form is§i- which lost the initial consonant. '* Kirghiz has §isi-. For more on sibilant
assimilations in Turkic see Schonig (2009).

5.6. Geminated consonants

The native Lopnor treatment of geminated consonants within stems is unclear, as
several stems are recorded in single-consonant and geminate versions, including
several numerals (2, 7, 8, 9, 30). ac¢ig ‘anger’, ottoyo (*otra) ‘middle’, gattiy ‘hard’
and ittik ‘sharp’ agree with Uyghur, but this may be due to the influence of the stan-
dard language.'® Lopnor features further geminates of its own, often involv-
ing -p- and -y-, such as uppa ‘face powder’, ippar ‘musk’, qussuq ‘vomit’, ayyiz
‘stubble’, ogpoy ‘easy’, siypar ‘one of a pair’, which may not always be relevant to
historical phonology.

57.w>gh

w may become g or y in both Turkic and non-Turkic words, e.g. (native) yagas
‘well-behaved’, (Arabic) ayyal ‘first’, goziir ‘minister’, haga ‘air’, (Persian) dergiis
‘derwish’, mogo ‘fruit’, (Mongolic) sugay ‘barren’ (Uyghur yuwas, awwal, wdzir,
hawa, ddrwis, mewd, suway). This phenomenon is also known from Central Uyghur
dialects such as Turfan and Qomul.

5.8. Vowel rounding

Rounding of vowels by labial consonants and/or vowels of the second syllable leads
to deviations from Uyghur, as in the items below. A similar tendency in Uyghur
mostly affects a/d of the first syllable followed by /i, and does not occur when
there is a geminate or consonant sequence between the first and second vowel.

Lopnor Uyghur Kirghiz

pusuy- pisur- bisir- *bisur- to bake

lciiy- [i¢kiiz-] icir- *ictir- to give to drink
Clirii- ciri- ciri- *Cirii- to rot

koltiir- kaltiir- keltir- *kdltiir- to bring

koyrii kéyri ken(i)ri *kciprii wide

somrii- samir- semir- *semri- to become fat
yolpii- vdlpii- Jelpi- *yelpi- to fan

14 sisiy- ‘to swell’, the non-Uyghur form recorded by Malov, is likely an aorist or a
causative form (from an earlier *§is-iir-).

15 Some words appear with an interesting dissimilation: istik (< *issig) ‘hot’, usSaq tistik (<
usSaq tissdk < *uvsak tavsdak) ‘tiny’, and dsti- (< dissii- < *siis-) ‘to butt’. This de-
velopment may be due to hypercorrection as the sequence -s7- normally becomes -ss-.
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6. Kirghiz-like developments in Lopnor?

Now we arrive at some developments that are reminiscent of Kirghiz, although upon
closer inspection some of the details differ.

6.1. Fourfold vowel harmony in low vowels

The appearance of o and ¢ in non-first syllables is one of the most obvious similar-
ities between Lopnor and Kirghiz. In cases of  in the stem, neither Lopnor nor Kir-
ghiz rounds the suffixes.

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur
ordoktor ordoktor odcdkldar ducks
qoyloruwiz qoylorubuz qoylirimiz our sheep (pl.)

6.2. Stronger tendency to labialise 7 in suffixes

Suffixes with original / alternation, exemplified here by the nomen agentis suffix -¢7,
the 3rd person possessive -(s)/, and the converter -k/, are rounded after a rounded
syllable in Lopnor and Kirghiz, but remain unrounded in Uyghur. Suffixes with the
high vowel X, such as the 1st person possessive -(X)m and the passive -(X)/, generate
rounded and unrounded suffix variants in Uyghur as well.!

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur

qoycu qoycu qoyci shepherd

qolu qolu goli her hand

taqusu - toyusi his chicken

oydokii tiydogii oydiki the one in the house

6.3. Delateralisation of syllable-initial -/-

This development is not only shared by Lopnor and Kirghiz, but can also be found
in Kazak, Bashkir, Northeastern Turkic and Western Yugur, indicating that it oc-
curred a couple of times independently.

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur
basta- basta- basla- to begin
uqta- uqta- uyla- to sleep

This development does not necessarily result in similarities with Kirghiz, as can be
seen in the following words:

16 The absence of rounding in Standard Uyghur is partly an artefact of the written language.
The genitive and ablative case endings are always written with <>, although in spoken
Uyghur they can be rounded. However, the accusative ending and the third person posses-
sive are usually really unrounded.



The position of the Lopnor dialect 189

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur

dissd- este- asld- to remember
illiik tindiiti tinliik with sound
ayla- ayda- ayla- to hear

The details of how the Lopnor assimilations came about are unknown. Lopnor ds-
sd- may have developed from a Kirghiz-like form dstd- (like yassuq above), or di-
rectly from dsld-, and in either case it could be borrowed from Uyghur. In spite of
this uncertainty, these few examples show that several consonant sequences behave
differently in Lopnor than in Kirghiz. After nasals, -/- does not appear to assimilate
in Lopnor, and the sequence -n/- normally undergoes regressive assimilation.

6.4. Denasalisation of syllable-initial -»- and -m-

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur

ottii --- otnd borrowing
hecteme icteme hecnemd nothing
teppek ~ tepmek teppek tapmdik to kick
togpaq ~ togmaq togmoq togmagq bludgeon

6.5. Initial or medial b/p > m due to word-final nasal

The development of initial *» > m is common throughout Turkic in short words
such as mdn ‘I’. Remote assimilation as in moyun is not restricted to Kirghiz either,
but is found in Northeastern Turkic and Western Yugur as well. Apart from the ex-
amples below, m- may appear in words without any nasals, such as bildk ~ mildk
‘wrist’, boy ~ moy ‘stature’, bulut ~ mulut ‘cloud’. If these words were taken from
texts, they may of course be sandhi forms.

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur

murun murun burun *burun nose
moyun moyun boyun *boyun neck
cimin ¢imin ~ ¢ibin ciwin *Ci:pin fly

6.6. Nasal dissimilation

Mostly in disyllabic words in which # co-occurs with another nasal, Lopnor shares a
tendency with Kirghiz to change the » into /. This mostly affects non-Turkic lex-
emes, such as maymil ‘monkey’, ambal ‘functionary’, galun ‘law’ (Uyghur maymun,
amban, qanun).

6.7. Contraction of -4gU in trisyllables

The words with three syllables that end in the sequence -4gU behave in a peculiar
way in Uyghur as well. In disyllabic words, intervocalic -g- is preserved in Uyghur,
but in this set of trisyllabic words we see that the -g- is lost and the end of the word
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is contracted. The forms in Lopnor seem to be the result of another type of
contraction. Although the contracted vowels in Lopnor are usually high, it is con-
ceivable that they developed from a Kazak-like -aw/-ew or Kirghiz -00/-64.

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur

biiliiii biiléo bildy *bi:ldgii whetstone
buzuu muzoo mozay *buzagu calf

ticiiti [~ 1icogii] [icegi] iicdy *icagii/ki intestines

yuru ~ yiro qiroo qiro *kiragu hoar frost

kityii kiiy6o kiiyd/kiiyo *eiiddigii brother-in-law'’
dicii-lin liC6 iicdy-lin *iciigii all three'®

6.8. Further contractions

Other contractions in Lopnor generally look like Kipchak as well, but Standard Uy-
ghur is not consistent here and apparently also contains Kipchak forms, with semi-
vowels -w- and -y- instead of expected -g-.

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur
kiiz kiyiz kigiz *kidiz felt
mee ~ megd mee mend ?*bdrii brain
miitis ~ miiyiis miiyiiz miingiiz ?*biiftiiz horn
60k s00k sondk *soyok bone
iir tiyiir iyiir *ogiir herd
kokiiiin kogoon kokiiyiin *kokdgiin gadfly
tiiniiiin -—- tiinigiin *tiind kiin yesterday
suq suuq soyaq *sogik cold"
quula- quu- qoyla- *kovla- to chase
(qubala-)

17 The Uyghur word is omitted by some dictionaries and marked as dialectal by others. More
commonly listed is the compound kiiy ‘oyul ‘son-in-law’.

18 Older, non-standardised sources do have Uyghur forms without the -y-; e.g. Jarring
mentions (among other variants) éic¢éwldn; and likewise for other numerals. Malov gives a
greater variety of Lopnor forms for ‘the two of us/you/them’ (but notably without a form
resembling the present-day standard Uyghur form) ikkdldn, ikkeldn, ikkoldn, ikiildn, as
well as ikko-zii and ikkiild-biz ‘the two of them/us’. Uyghur variants mentioned by Jarring
(1964:143) clearly involve the postposition bildn. Apparently, the -y- in #écdyldn is not of
the same origin as that in the other examples, which clearly contain the suffix -AGU.

19 Turfan sooq. An anonymous reviewer stated that both sog and soyuq are standard Uyghur
forms. Kibirov & Cunvazo have soq; other dictionaries that have this entry mark it as
dialectal and have either soyaq or soyuq as the standard form. The Uyghur adjective
shapes soy ~ soq ~ sooq ~ souq ~ sawuq ~ sowagq, as well as the verb sowu- (Lopnor suu-)
‘to become cold’ (on which the dictionaries agree) are themselves indicative of Kipchak
influence.
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6.9. Loss of preconsonantal -n-

Lopnor has a tendency to elide » before ¢, as in saéqaq ~ sancgaq ~ canciyaq ‘fish
spear’,”’ icke ~ incke ‘thin’, te¢ ~ tin¢ ‘quiet’ (the forms with preserved -n- may be
Uyghurisms). This development, which only occurs in syllable-final position, is
shared with Kirghiz, but is also found in South Siberian Turkic and Western Yugur.
In the case of goncu (< *konc) ‘bootleg’ the final vowel, perhaps originally the 3rd
person possessive suffix, prevented the elision of -n-. Unlike in most Siberian lan-
guages, the verbs canc- ~ édnc- ~ canci- ~ sanji- ‘to stab’ and yancé- ~ yanci- ‘to
crush’ preserve the -n- in Lopnor.

The rare cluster -n¢ was solved in different ways. It was simplified in an < *ant
‘oath’ and Arabic gdn ‘sugar’, whereas Iranian kenti ‘town’ adds a final vowel. In
Russian words the cluster is broken up, as in i/minit ‘element’, sikinut ‘second’, si-
munut ‘cement’.

7. Miscellaneous non-Uyghur phonetic features

The following Lopnor forms clearly do not agree with Standard Uyghur, though
they may resemble forms in Uyghur dialects. They do not necessarily have (similar-
looking) parallels in Kirghiz.

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur Yugur

anyyila- angira- hagra- hangila- *apila- to bray

Cikdndk ciganagq Jdyndk ¢i'kinik *Cikandik/ elbow
*Cikanak

yurtta- uurtta- otla- ortta- *avurtla- to sip, gulp

inyal ingen hingan unkin *ingdn camel mare®'

kiiygdk kiirek kiirdk - *kiirgdk spade

loto - yota yoda *yota thigh; shank

onortqo omurtqa omurtqa oyirqa ?*onurka backbone

SUury- sapir- soru- sor- *savur- to winnow

tamyaq tamagq tamagq --- *tamgak throat

tunuq tunugq tiniq - *tinuk clear

tiirkiik tiirkiik tiiwritk - *tirgiik post, pole

~ tobriik

toolu dobul ~ dool  tula - *toli hail”

~ tulu(q)

uya uya uwa oya® *uya nest

tirtigda- tirgiilo- (m)iigdd- -—- ?*iriig- to nap, doze

~ tirgiidd-

yiyac Jiyac yaya¢ yiyas *igac wood

20 Malov (1961) reports sasgaq ‘fishing rod” for Dolan dialect.

21 Khotan has hiygal.

22 Most dictionaries that list fula mark it as dialectal and view méldiir (from Mongolic) as
the standard word. Malov (1961: 162) gives tula for Aqsu dialect. It is attested in older
Uyghur sources folu ~ told (Jarring 1964: 311), toli (Menges 1954: 127).

23 Western Yugur oya means ‘egg’.
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yulduz Jjildiz yultuz yiltis *yulduz star®*
~ yultis
ildiz -—- yiltiz yiltis *yildiz root
icke icke incike Siki ?*yinicke thin
yoyyan Juur(t)gan yo(r)tgan  --- *yogurkan blanket®

8. Morphological features

The following table provides a selection of features of Lopnor inflectional morph-
ology, showing that the choice of suffix in Lopnor may be the same as in Standard
Uyghur or Kirghiz, but in several cases resembles neither. The way Lopnor com-
bines possessive and case suffixes (without pronominal #) resembles the Uyghur
situation. The merger of accusative and genitive is a phenomenon known from Mon-
golic, but it can also be found in a number of Turkic languages.?® There is no ob-
vious connection with Kirghiz or with Kipchak in general. In some cases, con-
jugation differs from both Uyghur and Kirghiz. The Lopnor suffix shapes may be
internal innovations, but in some cases, as in the preservation of the aorist suffix var-
iant -Ur, Lopnor is more archaic than Uyghur and Kirghiz.

Lopnor Uyghur Kirghiz

-NI -niy (-nly)  -Nin genitive

-NI -ni -NI accusative

-Din -Din (-DIn)  -DAn ablative

-(Dmiz ~ -(Dwiz -(Dmiz -(1)bls possessive 1pl
-ImGA -ImGA -ImA poss. 1sg + dative
-IyyA -InGA -InA poss. 2sg + dative
-IGA -iGA -InA poss. 3sg + dative
~(s)Inl -(s)ini -(s)In poss. 3sg + accusative
-day/-teg -ddik -dAy/-dek like?’

-(A)r ~-Ur -(A)r -(A)r aorist

-A-di-mdin -A-mdin -A-mlin, -A-m  present-future 1sg
-A-du-lar -(Ds-A-du  -()5-A-t present-future 3pl*®
-Ani ~ -yni (?) ~-Ay  -(A)y -(A)yIn imperative 1sg

-Ali / -yli -(A)yll -AlI(K)/-yll(k)  imperative 1pl

Some suffixes only differ in their treatment of vowel harmony. The potential suffix,
which goes back to the verb al- ‘to take’, did not develop a front vocalic alternant in
Lopnor, leading to forms such as kiralmadim vs. Uyghur kirdlmidim ‘1 could not
enter’. Conversely, the 1st person plural of the past tense -DUk has front vocalic

24 Jarring has yulduz ~ yulduz (160) ‘star’ and yildiz ~ yildiz (157) ‘root’.

25 The Uyghur form with -r- was recorded by Katanov (see Menges). The -#- is secondary.

26 This merger is found in Dagur and the Mongolic languages of Gansu and Qinghai, Turfan
dialect, Fergana Uyghur, Uzbek of Afghanistan, and South West Kipchak.

27 -ddy/-dey is also reported for Khotan dialect (Gao: 143, Malov 1961: 105) and in Keriya
dialect (Malov 1961: 105).

28 The plural -LAr is also used with other indicative verb forms, as well as with the im-
perative -sUn. In the Uyghur verb, -LAr can only be used on the 2nd person imperative.
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alternants, whereas Uyghur only has -Dug, cf. Lopnor siizziik ‘we strained’, kor-
médiik ‘we did not see’ vs. unharmonic Uyghur siizdug, krmidug.”

A discrepancy in the present-future is the retention in Lopnor of the y of the con-
verb before the question particle, as in yilyaymisiz vs. Uyghur yiylamsiz ‘will you
cry?’ (< *iglayu mu siz), barmaymisen vs. Uyghur barmamsen ‘aren’t you going?’.

untul- ‘to forget’, ayrit- ‘to hurt (intransitive!)’ have the meanings of *unut- and
*agir-, although they contain the passive and causative suffixes, respectively.”’

The pronouns o/ ‘s/he/it/that” and bu ‘this’ have primary case forms such as dat.
anya, oyyo, abl. andin ~ annin, dat. muya, moyyo, loc. munda, abl. mundun, as op-
posed to the innovative Uyghur forms based on the genitive: uniyya, uniydin, bu-
nigya, buninda, buniydin.

Fu’s materials suggest a predilection for disyllabic intensifying reduplication of
adjectives, e.g. kOppd-kok ‘very blue’, oppo-oysos ‘very similar’, sappa-sarig ‘very
yellow’ vs. Uyghur kdp-kok, op-oysas, sap-serig. The longer form, with parallels
elsewhere in Turcia, may contain ma ‘also’. Cf. Uyghur sapmu-saq ‘very safe’,
Western Yugur kiik pe kiik ‘very blue’, Karachay sappa-sari ‘very yellow’.

The weakening of colour adjectives deviates as well: kéksiil ‘bluish’, saryisin
‘yellowish’, gizyismal ‘reddish’ vs. Uyghur kékiis, sayuc, qizyuc, Kirghiz kogiis,
kokciil, saryic, saryilt, saryimtal, qizyilt, qizyiltim.

In derivational morphology there are numerous non-systematic differences from
Uyghur, including a/wasqu ‘demon, monster’ vs. Uyghur alwasti, Kirghiz albarsti,
artig vs. Uyghur artim ‘load’; burma ‘drill’ vs. Uyghur burya, Kirghiz buryu; imizdik
‘nipple of feeding bottle’ vs. Uyghur emizgd, Kirghiz emizdik; kologiic ~ kologo
‘shade’, vs. Uyghur koldygd, Kirghiz koléko ~ koloyko; oynayuc ‘toy’ vs. Uyghur
oyuncug;”" kiines vs. Uyghur kiingdy ‘sunny side’, Kirghiz kiinds, kiingoy; pisqaq
‘cheese’ vs. Uyghur pislaq, Kirghiz bistaq; séyiinciik ‘a gift of money’ vs. Uyghur
soytincd, Kirghiz siyiincii ~ ciiyiincii; siiwiirgiic ‘broom’ vs. Uyghur siipiirgd, Kir-
ghiz Sipiryi; tamjuq ‘drop’ vs. Uyghur taméd, Kirghiz tamci; yapuruy ‘harrow’ vs.
yopurya in other dialects (Uyghur sordm).

The deverbal nominal suffix -GU is popular, as in aéqu ‘key’, basqu ‘stairs’, sal-
yu ‘single-plank bridge over a canal’, yapqu ‘blanket’, yaryu ‘wound’, as is -mA, as
in eSme ‘oar’, ilma ‘ear pendant’, gagma ‘chisel (for stone)’, bagma bala ‘foster
child’.

29 Forms like kdldug “we came’ do occur in Lopnor, but they should probably be interpreted
as Uyghurisms.

30 Cf. also susat- ‘to be thirsty’ and oyut- ‘to vomit’ alongside the base forms susa-and oyu-.
This is reminiscent of verbs denoting involuntary actions, such as *asur- ‘to sneeze’ and
*kdkir- ‘to belch’, appearing with the causative in Western Yugur and Siberian Turkic.

31 An anonymous reviewer reports that oyniyuc is a common Uyghur word for ‘toy’. In the
dictionaries I have only found it in the meaning ‘early ripening melon’. On the other hand,
the phonetic shape oynayuc¢ does support Uyghur origin, as the expected native Lopnor
development would be *oonoyuc or perhaps *oonooc.
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Lopnor bala yatis(i), balayatquc and Uyghur baliyatqu ‘womb’ express the same
idea, ‘where a child lies’, by means of the same stems, but with different suffixes
(Kirghiz jatin ‘place to lie down; womb’).

The verbs zoru- and conu- ‘to become big’ are formed with the verbalizer -/
or -U vs. Uyghur zoray-, copay- with the suffix -Ay. Lopnor yoli- ~ yélii- ‘to become
wet’ uses the same verbalizer (cf. Uyghur /kélldn-). Lopnor azza- ‘to decrease (intr.)’,
formed with -L4, is used vs. Uyghur azay-. A Mongolic verbalizer appears in gaqsi-
‘to become dry’, yarimsi- ‘to become half as much’.

Some new derivations from old stems are discussed in the following section.

9. Lexical features

Numerous Lopnor lexemes are absent from Uyghur, and are therefore often listed as
peculiarities in the literature. A large portion of them, for instance fishing and boat-
ing terminology, are of Mongolic origin, and are not pertinent to our present topic.
The following selection includes apparently old words that happen to survive in
Lopnor, as well as regional words shared with neighbouring dialects. The im-
pression of specific similarity to Kirghiz is somewhat exaggerated by the following
table; several of these lexemes are also attested elsewhere in Turcia.

Lopnor Kirghiz Uyghur  Yugur

awusqa abisqa -- osqa *avicka old man™
az(i)na- azina- - - - to neigh33
or- or(ii)- -—- - *or- to climb
qaraq [qarek] [qaraq]l  qaraq *karak eye [pupil]**
qurtqa --- - qu'rtqa *kurtka old woman
qarisqur qa(ri)sqir -- -—- - wolf¥
sayyaq sayyaq -- -—- - gadfly’®
saysi- -—- - - *sarsi- to scold®’
suy elik - -—- sugilig *suk dlig index finger
sulu suluu -- - < *silig beautiful®®
tiiyiil- tiiyiil- *tiipiil- to lose hope®

32 Khotan has obusqa ‘old man’ (I'opuri).

33 A form azna- ‘to bellow’ is reported by Jarring, and one of the anonymous reviewers
stated that azna- ‘to neigh’ is a common Uyghur word. Osmanov, I'opuri and Mihray give
kisnd- as its standard Uyghur equivalent. It is not listed by Nadzip, Schwarz and the UHL;
the Large Uyghur dictionary of 2006 gives Uyghur azna- ‘(of a bull) to roar before rut-
ting’.

34 Lopnor garagq also occurs in the compounds ag garaq ‘white of the eye’, gara garaq ‘iris’
and olyon qaragq ‘pupil’.

35 Possibly a taboo-related Ersatzwort from *kara ickur ‘black belt’ (also found in Kazak
and elsewhere in Kipchak).

36 This derives from the verb say- ‘to stab, prick” which is attested in Kirghiz but not in Lop-
nor.

37 Topuri reports Turfan sarsi- ‘to shout and shove, to mistreat, torment’.

38 Perhaps a development of *silig < *silig ‘smooth’, cf. Uyghur silig.
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diciik icik i"réik *iciik fur coat
yumus Jumus§ - - *yumus matter

Lopnor ormiigiicii ‘spider’ stems from *(h)ér- ‘to weave’, but displays many
irregular developments in the endings throughout central Turkic. It corresponds to
Uyghur omiiciik, Yugur orimci, and Kirghiz ormékcii.*

Among kinship terms, an etymologically problematic category, it is interesting
that Lopnor has aca ‘father’ as in Yugur, and ene ~ ind ‘mother’, eje ‘elder sister’ as
in Kirghiz.*!

I will conclude here with a number of Lopnor lexemes which do not cast light on
Lopnor’s affinities within Turkic, but underscore its uniqueness. Some are old Turk-
ic words, such as altin “underside’, /dk ‘crocodile’ (DLT nag, originally Sanskrit
naga ‘serpent’), opur ‘pit, hole’ (Old Turkic opri), gaaliq ‘vine trellis; storage’ (Old
Turkic ‘attic’?), gay ‘grandfather’ (Old Turkic ‘father’), yuruy ‘scrap’ (DLT yurun
‘id’). suug- ‘to hide’ (sog- in Turfan) is an extended meaning of *suk- ‘to insert’.

Some words are apparently based on old stems, such as boldurug ‘leaven, yeast’
from bol- ‘to become; (of dough) to rise’, ¢ayqag ‘wave’ from the verb *cayka- ‘to
shake, stir, rinse’, golustug ‘love’ from *kol- “to ask for (a girl in marriage)’,* san-
¢alag ‘thorn’ from sanc- ‘to pierce’, sarayan ‘reed bed’, possibly related to *sa:z
‘swamp’, and togsuryuc ‘poker (for the fireplace)’ from *foki-s-ur- ‘to knock togeth-
er’.

Others are etymologically unclear, such as kirisek ‘palate’, gipal ‘temple (of the
head)’, siyrim ‘spindle whorl’, sogomoq ‘pole for tying up horses’, and sdg ‘stone
(in fruit)’.

Yet others are morphologically transparent, but semantically specialized, such as
baylag ‘shackles’, lit. ‘tie, bond’, uycaq ‘two-year-old bovine’, lit. ‘small bovine’,
and ipc&dk ‘rein’, lit. ‘small cord’. Lopnor sekirgiic, lit. ‘hopper’, is used for ‘grass-
hopper’, whereas in South Siberia the same formation denotes the flea.

Creative compounds include Lopnor yaristamal ‘bat’, which seems to go back to
*karis ‘spread arms, fathom’ and *7a:pan ‘sole’. Other inventions include aaqa quu-
rug ‘anus’, lit. ‘back tail’, iyigwasi ‘kneecap’ (also Kirghiz), lit. ‘spindle-whorl’, pa-
qa tas ‘tortoise’® instead of Uyghur ta§ paga (lit. ‘stone toad’), orag wasi ‘horse’s
muzzle with a bump’ (also Kirghiz), lit. ‘sickle-head’, gazay gapi ‘snail’, lit. ‘pot
bag’, tam tekd ‘Uroctea spider’, lit. ‘wall buck’, sayq sigmaq ‘bladder (of livestock)’,

39 One reviewer provides the equivalent Uyghur form #igiil-, which I have not found
elsewhere in that meaning.

40 The more common Kirghiz jorgomiis was remodelled on the basis of the verb *yorgd- ‘to
wrap’.

41 The more widely occurring ata, aba/awa, dada ‘father’ and ana ‘mother’ are also found
in Lopnor. Malov records apa (‘mother’ in Uyghur) with the meaning ‘form of address
from a younger to an older co-wife’.

42 Note also Lopnor golugtug ‘having a suitor (said of a girl)’ from the same verb, with an
equivalent in Kirghiz goluqtu ‘bride’.

43 Thus according to Fu et al. Malov has paga tas ‘low stone’.
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lit. “yellow squeezing’, and garin yayqandi(si) ‘last child’, lit. ‘result of a shake of
the belly’.

10. Preliminary conclusions

Although the Khotan dialect was not evaluated here, we can certainly agree with
Wei (1989) that Lopnor is the most divergent of the Turkic idioms grouped together
under the name “Modern Uyghur”. Under other circumstances, it might have been
widely considered a Turkic language. However, it does not automatically follow
from the materials discussed here that the deviations from Uyghur should be at-
tributed to non-Chaghatay influences, let alone to partial Kipchak ancestry.

Lopnor phonology reveals a mixed character, apparently involving contributions
from at least two Turkic languages. Most crucial phonetic developments and ten-
dencies, such as the development of word-final *-g and pronominal #, are in agree-
ment with Uyghur. Vowel harmony, vowel contractions and consonant assimilations
deviate from Standard Uyghur. Some of the non-Uyghur phonetic features in Lopnor
are reminiscent of Kipchak, but they are not exclusive to Kirghiz, nor are they pecu-
liar enough to make an external source the only possible explanation.

These superficially similar developments do not necessarily follow the same
rules as in Kirghiz. Moreover, the same developments have often taken place in
other parts of Turcia. For instance, the fourfold vowel harmony in low vowels can
also be found in Yakut and Turkmen, and could well develop elsewhere. The de-
lateralisation of -/- has developed several times independently in different parts of
Turcia, e.g. in Bashkir (but not in Tatar), in Kazak (but not in Noghay), in Western
Yugur and in South Siberian Turkic. The treatment of the sequence -AgU is one of
the more convincing instances where the Lopnor forms are incompatible with Uy-
ghur, and could indeed be of Kirghiz, or at least Kipchak, origin.

Most Lopnor nominal and verbal morphology resembles that of Uyghur. It does
feature non-Uyghur forms in both derivation and inflection, but only some of these,
such as the equative -day, specifically suggest Kipchak influence.

Although some of the Non-Uyghur elements of the Lopnor lexicon have some-
times striking parallels in Kirghiz, many such items seem to be old words that hap-
pen to be replaced by foreign lexemes in Standard Uyghur, and do not constitute
evidence for a Kipchak “layer”.

In view of the above, it makes sense to look beyond Lopnor’s official status as a
subdivision of Uyghur and study it as a separate Chaghatay variety, a non-written
sister language to Uyghur and Uzbek with its own convoluted history, as Malov did
60 years ago. The fact that Lopnor, in its linguistic decline, has now become
‘virtually Uyghur’ is undeniable and interesting, but does not bear on the question of
whether it was originally a kind of Uyghur.

The aim of this paper has been to contribute to the discussion of the linguistic
history of Lopnor, which is far from being settled. Many Turcological questions rel-
evant to this problem are still unresolved.
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Lopnor needs to be systematically compared with varieties of Uyghur, especially
neighbouring ones such as Khotan, Qomul, and Turfan, which have already shown
similarities to Lopnor in lexicon and some details of phonology.

The Kipchak component of Lopnor as well as of Standard Uyghur will have to
be investigated further. It is insufficiently appreciated that the development of
Uyghur itself has not been straightforward, which has led to internal inconsistencies,
as exemplified by the development of the similarly-structured items *buzagu ‘calf’,
*kiragu ‘hoarfrost’, and *fakagu ‘chicken’ into Uyghur mozay, giro, toyu. Apart
from its Chaghatay core, which it shares with Uzbek, Uyghur also displays a notice-
able Kipchak influence, as well as remnants from Old Uyghur.
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In the present paper I investigate subordination of existence and possessive clauses in
contemporary Oghuz (Southwest) and Kipchak (Northwest) Turkic languages from
comparative and typological points of view. One of the typological features of Turkic
languages is that existence and possessive clauses are based on the same predicates.
The characteristics and crosslinguistic distribution of two predicate types used in com-
plementation and relativization of these clauses will be analyzed; these are the non-
verbal predicate {BAR} and the verbal predicate {BOL}. The following results have been
found. Kipchak Turkic languages, as well as Turkmen, an East Oghuz language spoken
in Central Asia, use both {BAR} and {BOL} (in their bare forms or in various extended
forms). The respective clauses in these languages are accordingly characterized by a
formal diversity which to a certain extent ensures that distinct semantic notions are en-
coded by distinct formal devices. While {BAR} is also attested in some Turkish dialects,
Standard Turkish (West Oghuz) makes exclusive use of {BOL}, a verb that allows am-
biguities by being able to appear in quite a number of meanings and functions. In Turk-
ic varieties that, as a result of intensive contact with Iranian or Slavic languages, exhibit
right-branching and finite subordinate clauses, {BAR} appears as a typical predicate.
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1. Introduction

In this contribution I investigate subordination of existence and possessive clauses in
contemporary Oghuz (Southwest) and Kipchak (Northwest) Turkic languages from
comparative and typological points of view. Turkic languages are characterized by
their lack of a verb corresponding to ‘to have’ in English or its cognates, as found in
many European languages.' Instead, in Turkic, predications indicating possession
are typically marked by existential predicates, which means, that existence and pos-
sessive clauses are based on the same predicates and share essential categorial af-
finity. Two core types of predicates are available in these clauses: i. the non-verbal

1 See Stassen (2009) for a crosslinguistic typology of predicative possession; see also Ai-
khenvald & Dixon (eds.) (2013).



200 Birsel Karakog

predicate {BAR} meaning ‘existent’, ‘present’, and ii. the verbal predicate {BOL}
with quite a number of meanings and occurrences.” Examples (1—4) illustrate these
two predicate types as used in non-subordinate (main) clauses; (1-2) are existence
clauses, and (3—4) convey predicative possession.

(1)  South Kipchak, Kazakh
Ustelde kitap bar.
table-LOC book existent
‘There is a book on the table.’
Lit.: “on the table book existent’

(2) South Kipchak, Noghay
Burun-burun ~ zamanda bir kan  bol-yan.
former-former time-LOC a khan BOL-PTER
‘Once upon a time there was a Khan.” (Karakog 2005: 64)
Lit.: “once upon a time a Khan was/existent’

(3) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Ardabil
Menim bi dene oglum var, bi dene kizim.
I.GEN a piece son-PsslsGexistent a piece daughter-PSS1SG
‘I have a son and a daughter.” (Karini 2009: 283)
Lit.: “my, my a son, my a daughter existent’

(4) South Kipchak, Noghay
Kaniy s kizi s kedesi  bol-yan.
khan-GEN  three daughter-pSs3 three son-PSS3 BOL-PTER
‘The Khan had three daughters and three sons.” (Karakog 2005: 64)
Lit.: “‘Khan’s, his three daughters, his three sons, were/existent’

In existence clauses, the noun referring to the existent entity is syntactically posi-
tioned after the noun that is marked by the locative case and denotes the location (1—
2).2 As for the possessive clauses, where the possessor takes a genitive case and the
possessee agrees with the possessor in person and number, the existential predicate
{BAR}, negated as {YOK}, performs a function comparable to that of the verbs ‘to
have’, “to possess’ (3). The verb {BOL} ‘to be(come)’, negated as {BOLMA}, is capa-
ble of conveying various dynamic or static meanings in copular, existence and pos-

2 Itis possible to find further types resulting from linguistic renewals, such as bulun- ‘to be
found’ in Turkish existence clauses, e.g. Masada bir kitap bulunuyor [table-LOC a book be
found-PRS] ‘There is a book on the table’. The present paper focuses on the core types
{BAR} and {BOL}.

3 The locational copular clauses, such as Kitap iistelde [book table-LOC] “The book is on the
table’ (South Kipchak, Kazakh), where the syntactic order of the constituents, and hence
the information structure, is realized differently, are not included in the present analysis.
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sessive clauses (Karakog 2005, 2007 [2002], forthcoming). In existence clauses, it
can denote a dynamic (“to come about’, “to come into being”) or a static (“there is/
are’, ‘to exist’) meaning (2). Similarly, it indicates dynamic (‘to acquire’, ‘to take
possession of’) or static (‘to have’, ‘to possess’) possession (4) in possessive
clauses.

The morphosyntactic, semantic and discursive qualities of these predicate types
in non-subordinate (main) possessive clauses have been comparatively analyzed for
Oghuz and Kipchak languages in Karakog (forthcoming). The purpose of the present
paper is to explore their characteristics and distribution in subordinate (non-main)
existence and possessive clauses. The analysis will focus on complement clauses
(Section 2) and relative clauses (Section 3). Typological properties of these clauses
in some Turkic languages that developed under intensive contact with Slavic or
Iranian languages will be analyzed separately in Section (4). Adverbial clauses are
excluded from the present paper, as they constitute a large and diversified domain of
subordination including various formal and semantic subdomains (temporal, causal,
conditional, purposive, etc.), which, I think, deserve an elaborate separate analysis.

The data analyzed was gathered from a number of literary sources, published
texts including among others traditional/oral genres, internet sites, linguistic descrip-
tions and grammars, and corpora of spoken vernaculars (published for instance in
the context of master’s or doctoral theses). Examples are also taken from my own
collection of recordings.” Standard Turkish examples are rendered in the official
orthography. Examples from other Turkic languages and vernaculars, which are
found in various transcriptions or Cyrillic- or Latin-based orthographies, are ren-
dered in a crosslinguistic Turcological transcription. The notations given in small
caps within curly brackets, for instance {BAR}, are intended to cover possible
phonological variants of the given cognates in languages under investigation.
Morphological glossings of forms or structures in the running text are shown in
square brackets.

2. Complementation of existence and possessive clauses

The non-verbal predicate {BAR} is attested in nonfinite complement clauses of older
Turkic varieties, for instance ahcasi var idukina [money-PSS3 existent COP.NFIN-
PSS3-DAT] ‘that X has money’ (Eckmann 1982-1983: 95) in Mamluk Kipchak from
the Middle Turkic period. In contemporary Standard Turkish, the use of {BAR} is
widely restricted to non-subordinate, main clauses (for its limitations—Ilexical/ idio-
matic uses and special meanings—in embedded constructions, see 2.3.). This means,
that the verbal predicate {BOL} is the main choice in Turkish subordinate clauses,
where it can appear with its various dynamic and static meanings (Karakog 2007
[2002]). In contemporary Kipchak languages, however, and in Turkmen, which

4 1 would like to thank Raima Auyeskhan, Shynar Auelbekova, Uldanay Jumabay, Aynur
Aibixi, Said-Ali Kudaynetov, Kenjegul Kalieva, and Ak Welsapar who kindly discussed
some of the examples presented in this paper.
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belongs to the eastern sub-branch of Oghuz Turkic, {BAR} alongside {BOL} is pro-
ductively operative in subordinate clauses. Furthermore, {BAR} is still in use, though
not frequently, in complement clauses of some Turkish dialects.

2.1. Morphosyntactic appearances of the predicates {BAR} and {BOL}

In my crosslinguistic data, following morphosyntactic patterns of {BAR} are found.
Under complementation, the bare predicate {BAR} (or the negated {YOK}) can be
directly followed by a possessive suffix, which refers to the subject of the comple-
ment clause,’ and a case suffix, marking the syntactic role of the complement within
its superordinate clause, e.g. bar-i-n [existent-PSS3-ACC] ‘that there is’, ‘that X ex-
ists’, ‘that X has’. Further, there are extended forms of {BAR} containing: i. the non-
finite copular marker {EKEN} meaning ‘that X is’, e.g. bar eken- in Kazakh, Noghay,
Kirghiz, Kumyk, etc., or the corresponding nonfinite copular suffix -/dIK- “that X is’
in Turkish dialects: var-idiK-, ii. the suffix {LIK},®e.g. bar-liK- in Karachay-Balkar,
Tatar, Bashkir, Turkmen, jok-tuK- in Kirghiz, etc., iii. the nonfinite copular marker
eken- followed by the suffix {LIK}, e.g. bar eken-diK-, Zok eken-diK- in Kazakh. The
possessive and case suffixes attach to the extended forms, e.g. bar eken-i-n [existent
COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Noghay, bar-liy-i-n [existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC] in Tatar, bar
eken-dig-i-n [existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC] in Kazakh (‘that there is’, ‘that X
exists’, ‘that X has’).

As a verbal predicate, {BOL} behaves differently. Under complementation, in or-
der to be capable of forming a nominal base for the subsequent possessive and case
markers, {BOL} first takes a nonfinite suffix, such as -DIK or -mA in Turkish,
or -GAn in Kipchak Turkic languages, e.g. o/-duK-, ol-ma- in Turkish, bul-yan- in
Bashkir. {BOL} takes participles denoting prospectivity in different languages, e.g.
bol-ayaK- in Noghay, bul-acaK- in Tatar, ol-acaK- in Turkish, bol-a turyan- or bo-
lor- in Kirghiz. In Kipchak and Turkmen complement clauses, {BOL} can be found
in extended forms containing: i. the nonfinite copular marker {EKEN} attached to the
participial base, e.g. bol-yan eken- in Noghay, and ii. the suffix {LIK} attached to the
participial base, e.g. bol-yon-duK- in Kirghiz. Possessive and case suffixes attach to
the simple or extended forms, e.g. bul-yan-i-n [BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Bashkir, ol-
dug-un-u [BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Turkish, bol-yan-diy-i-n [BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC]
in Kazakh, bol-yan eken-i-n [BOL-NFIN COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Noghay (“that there/it

5 Note that in an existential complement clause, the noun referring to the existent entity is
the syntactic subject with which the possessive suffix attached to the predicate agrees. In
a possessional complement clause, the possessive suffix on the predicate refers to the
possessed element.

6 Though some researchers consider this suffix to be derivational (e.g. Rentzsch 2005 in the
context of modern Uyghur), following Johanson (2006: 60) I leave open the possibility of
tracing it back to an older copular form.
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BE’, ‘that X EXIST’, ‘that X HAVE’). Furthermore, {BAR} and {BOL} can occur in
combination, e.g. bar bol-yan-i-n [existent BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Kazakh, var ol-
dug-un-u [existent BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Turkish, bar bol-yon-duy-u-n [existent
BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC] in Kirghiz.

Table (1) reviews morphosyntactic structures of {BAR} and {BOL} as presented
so far. It should be pointed out that not all these structures are available to the same
extent in all languages investigated. Each language has its own preferences and
limitations. For instance, {BAR} has a restricted use in Standard Turkish (see 2.3),
whereas it can still be found in combination var-idiK- in Turkish dialects. Thus, the
table aims to summarize formal possibilities found in the entire body of cross-
linguistic data.

Table 1: Structures of predications attested in existential and possessional complement
clauses

-{LIK} +{LIK}
| {BAR} -[COP.NFIN] | {BAR}-PSS-CASE | {BAR}-LIK-PSS-CASE
+[COP.NFIN] | {BAR}-EKEN-PSS-CASE {BAR}-EKEN-LIK-PSS-CASE
| {BAR } -IDIK-PSS-CASE
{BOL} -[COP.NFIN] | {BOL}-NFIN-PSS-CASE {BOL} -NFIN-LIK-PSS-CASE
. +[COP.NFIN] | {BOL}-NFIN-EKEN-PSS-CASE = )
{BAR}+{BOL} | -[COP.NFIN] | {BAR}+{BOL}-NFIN-PSS- {BAR}+{BOL}-NFIN-LIK-
CASE | PSS-CASE

In complementation of interrogative clauses conveying existence or possession, we
find two patterns: i. where {BAR} and its negated form {YOK} are combined, for
instance bar-jok eken-i-n [existent nonexistent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Kirghiz, bar-
in-i yoy-un-i [existent-PSS3-ACC nonexistent-PSS3-ACC], bar-diy-in-i ya yok-duy-in-i
[existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC or nonexistent-LIK-PSS3-ACC] or bar-yok eken-lig-in-i [exist-
ent nonexistent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC] in Turkmen (‘whether there is (or not)’,
‘whether X exists’, ‘whether X has’), and ii. where the verbal predicate {BOL} and
its negated form {BOLMA} are combined, the first part taking the converb suffix {Ip}
and the second negated part taking a nonfinite suffix, for instance ol-up ol-ma-dig-
1n-1 [BOL-CV BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Turkish or bol-up bol-ma-diy-in-i [BOL-CV
BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Turkmen (‘whether there/it BE (or not)’, “whether X
EXIST’, ‘whether X HAVE”).

7 The notation of the words ‘be’, “exist’ and ‘have’ using small caps is intended to cover
the possible dynamic or static meanings of {BOL} in past or present contexts, for instance
BE will present ‘become(s)’, ‘is/are’, ‘became’, ‘was/were’. This issue will be analyzed
further below in 2.5.
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2.2. Complement clauses based on {BAR}

The following examples from Kipchak Turkic languages, as well as from Turkmen
and Turkish dialects, illustrate the morphosyntactic structures of the predicate {BAR}
(or the negated {YOK}) in complement clauses. (5-9) exemplify the structure of the
bare predicate {BAR} in existence clauses (5—7) and possessive clauses (8—9), where
possessive and case markers are directly attached to the bare form.

(5) North Kipchak, Bashkir
Ah bilar donyala  Negim kebi tebigettey  kati zolomona
INTER they world-LoC N. like nature-GEN  hard cruelty-PSS3-DAT
taslanyan balalar ~ da bar-i-n belheler.
throw-PAS-PAR  child-PL  also existent-PSS3-ACC know-CD-3PL
‘If only they knew that there are also children like Negim who are left to nature’s hard
cruelty.” (BA)
Turkish: “Ah bunlar Negim gibi tabiatin kat1 zulmiine birakilan ¢ocuklarin da oldugunu
bilseler.’

(6) South Kipchak, Karakalpak
Bala bulardiy basinda bir kayyiniy bar-i-n biledi.
child these-GEN head-PSS3-LOC a  trouble-GEN existent-PSS3-ACC know-PRS-3SG
‘The child understands that they are in trouble.’
Lit.: *... that there is trouble on their heads ...” (KA)
Turkish: ‘Cocuk, bunlarmn baginda bir dert o/dugunu anlar.’

(7)  South Kipchak, Kazakh
Bilmeym oylarinda ne bar-i-n.
know-NEG-PRS-1SG  thought-PL-PSS3-LOC  what existent-PSS3-ACC
‘I do not know what they think.” (Muhamedowa 2016: 32)
Lit.: “... what there is in their thoughts ...’
Turkish: “Kafalarinda/fikirlerinde ne oldugunu bilmiyorum.’

(8)  South Kipchak, Noghay

... Oniy anasina usaytayan yerleri bar-i-n

... she-GEN mother-PSS3-DAT resemble-PAR  place-PL-PSS3  existent-PSS3-ACC
koredi.

see-PRS-3SG

‘... he sees that she has features resembling those of her mother.” (Kapaev 1989: 161)
Turkish: “Onun annesine benzeyen taraflari oldugunu goriir.”

(9) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Azamat  biyznesti damituw isin  tayi kanday usinis-pikirleri
A. business-ACC develop-INF for  another what  offer-opinion-PL-PSS3
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bar-i-n suradi.

existent-PSS3-ACC ask-PST

‘Azamat asked what kind of proposals and opinions they had for business develop-
ment.” (Muhamedowa 2016: 36)

Turkish: “‘Azamat, isi gelistirmek i¢in baska ne gibi onerileri o/dugunu sordu.’

The complement clauses in (10-21) are based on the extended form {BAR-LIK} (or
the negated {YOK-LIK}. (10-12) exemplify existential complement clauses, while
(13-21) contain possessive clauses.

(10) North Kipchak, Tatar

Yigit Sul uk vakit, cibik bilen kiikte hikmet
young man immediately rod with globe-LOC magic
bar-liy-i-n Sizip ...

existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC  recognize-CV

‘The young man immediately recognizes with a rod that there is a magic in the globe
..." (TA)

Turkish: “Geng hemen ¢ubukla kiirede bir sihir oldugunu anlayip ...”

(11) East Oghuz, Turkmen
Olar aOil  bu dinydde yamanliyiy, duSmanciliyiy

they infact this world-LOC malice-GEN enmity-GEN
bar-diy-in-i-da® unudupdurlar.
existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC-also forget-PTER-3PL

‘They have probably forgotten that there is malice and enmity in this world.” (Welsapar
1988: 44)°

Turkish: “Onlar asil bu diinyada kétiiliigiin ve diigmanligin oldugunu da unutmuslar.’

(12) East Oghuz, Turkmen
Oz  aralarinda Seyle adamiy bar-liy-in-a
self among-PSS3PL-LOC such person-GEN existent-LIK-PSS3-DAT
olar inanyarlar.
they believe-PRS-3PL
“They believe that there is such a man among themselves.” (Welsapar 2006: 126)
Turkish: “Kendi aralarinda boyle bir adamin o/duguna onlar inaniyorlar.’

8 In my Turkmen data, both bar-diK- (as found in this example) and bar-liK- (for instance
in (12)) are attested. The former is regarded as a written variant. Similarly, bar eken-diK-
is considered the more formal variant of bar eken-liK- (Ak Welsapar, p.c.).

9 According to Ak Welsapar, author of the book from which this example is taken, the use
of bar-liK/bar-diK is similar to that of bar eken-liK-/bar eken-diK-, which means that
they are interchangeable (compare (29)).
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(13) North Kipchak, Tatar

Bulattiy  akcasi bar-liy-i-n (vuk-liy-i-n)
B.-GEN money-PSS3 existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC (nonexistent-LIK-PSS3-ACC)
belcim.

know-PRS-1SG
‘I know that Bulat has (doesn’t have) money.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009b: 151)
Turkish: ‘Bulat’in parasi oldugunu (olmadigint) biliyorum.’

(14) North Kipchak, Bashkir

Zildney  aksahi bar-liy-i-n (yuk-liy-i-n)
Z.-GEN  money-PSS3 existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC (nonexistent-LIK-PSS3-ACC)
beldm.

know-PRS-1SG
‘I know that Zild has (doesn’t have) money.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009a: 146)
Turkish: ‘Zild’nin parasi oldugunu (olmadigini) biliyorum.’

(15) North Kipchak, Bashkir
Zildney nisd balahi bar-liy-i-n belmdyem.
Z.-GEN  how many child-PsSS3 existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC know-NEG-PRS-1SG
‘I don’t know how many children Zil4 has.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009a: 147)
Turkish: ‘Zild nin ka¢ ¢ocugu oldugunu bilmiyorum.’

(16) South Kipchak, Noghay
... tek okituwsi sorasa, okiwsidiy biliminiy
... onlyteacher ask-CD student-GEN knowledge-PSS3-GEN
bar-liy-i korindi.
existent-LIK-PSS3  appear-PST
‘... when the teacher asked, it became apparent that the student had knowledge.” (Ka-
paev 1989: 161)
Turkish: ‘Ogretmen sorunca 6grencinin bilgili oldugu (bilgisinin oldugu) goriindii.’

(17) East Kipchak, Kirghiz
Men koy Jjayip  Cikkan torlordon anda-sanda  alardi
I sheep herd-Cv go out-PAR field-PL-ABL sometimes they-AcC

ucuratip kalip, miltiyimdin Jjok-tuy-un-a okiiniip tim
come across-CV PV-CV rifle-PSS1SG-GEN nonexistent-PSS3-DAT regret-CV  quiet
bolcumun.

BOL-HAB.PST-1SG

‘I sometimes suddenly came across them on the fields where I was tending my sheep. I
would regret not having my rifle and used to stay quiet.” (Kasapoglu 2005: 363)
Turkish: */.../ Tifegimin o/lmamasina pisman olup sesimi ¢ikarmazdim.’

(18) East Oghuz, Turkmen
[lki bilen-G $u  kdrde — on basyil — stazimiy
first of all  this job-LoC fifteen year experience-PSS1SG-GEN
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19

(20)

(2]

bar-diy-in-i yatladayin.

existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC  remind-OPT1SG

‘First of all, let me remind you that I have fifteen years experience on the job.” (Clark
1998: 379)

Turkish: ‘Oncelikle bu iste onbes yillik bir tecritbemin oldugunu size hatirlatayim.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Bu  bir kopi gecip,  adi galan halk.

this a many-PSS3  pass-CV little-PSS3 remain-PAR people
Tiirkmeniy  gelejeginiy bar-liy-in-a mende indi  inam ad.

Turkmen-GEN future-PSS3-GEN  existent-LiIK-PSS3-DAT I-LOC now trust little
“This is a folk where many vanished and few remained. Now, my faith that the Turk-
mens have a future has lessened.” (Welsapar 2006: 113)

Turkish: ‘Bu, ¢ogu yok olup az1 kalan bir halk. Tiirkmenin geleceginin olduguna dair
giivenim artik az.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Onuy  miraOinda Jedelli verleriniy bar-liy-in-i

X-GEN heritage-PSS3-LOC  controversial place-PL-PSS3-GEN existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC
kim  bilenok?

who know-NEG.PTER3

‘Who doesn’t know that X has controversial issues in his heritage.” (Welsapar 2006:
126)

Turkish: ‘Onun mirasinda tartigmal1 yerlerin o/dugunu kim bilmez?’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Alkjagiiliiy  iki gidiniy bar-diy-in-a gen galdim.
A.-GEN two daughter-PSS3-GEN  existent-LIK-PSS3-DAT surprise-PAST-1SG
‘I am surprised that Akjagiil has two daughters.” (Ak Welsapar, p.c.)

Turkish: ‘Akcagiil’tin iki kizinin olduguna sasirdim.’

The clauses in (22—27) illustrate the use of the productive nonfinite copular mor-
pheme eken- in the combination {BAR EKEN}. (22-23) exemplify existential comple-
ment clauses, while (24-27) denote possession.

(22)

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

I¢inde em  ne bar eken-i-n kaysi  bir
inner-pSS3-LOC also  what existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC which a
ayaldar bilisken Jok.

woman-PL know-REC-PTER  nonexistent
‘Most of the women did not know what there was inside of it.” (KIA)
Turkish: ‘Iginde ne oldugunu kadinlarin birgogu bilmiyordu.’
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South Kipchak, Noghay

Soradiy  kiilemsirewinde bir yamanlik bar eken-i-n

S-GEN  smile-PSS3-LoC a  malice existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC

seze  kelgen Pasa ...

feel-Cv PV-PART P.

‘Pasa, who has recognized that there is malice in Sora’s smile ..." (DZanbidaeva &
Ogurlieva 1995: 55)

Turkish: ‘Sora’nin giilimsemesinde bir kotiiliik oldugunu sezen Pasa ...’

South Kipchak, Kazakh

Azamat  biyznesti damituw isiin  tayi kanday usinis-pikirleri

A. business-ACC develop-INF for  another what  offer-opinion-PL-PSS3
bar eken-i-n suradi.

existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC ask-PST

‘Azamat asked what kind of proposals and opinions they had for business develop-
ment.” (Muhamedowa 2016: 36)™°

Turkish: “Azamat, isi gelistirmek igin baska ne gibi onerileri o/dugunu sordu.’

(25) South Kipchak, Noghay

...em oniy aylak iiyken bibliotekasi bar eken-i-n

...and X-GENvery big library-pSS3 existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC
esitken.

hear-PTER

‘... and, he had heard that X had a very big library.” (Kazakov 1983: 21)
Turkish: “Hem onun ¢ok biiyiik bir kiitiiphanesi oldugunu isitti.’

(26) West Kipchak, Kumyk

Baliki, o gisi oziinii  raxmulu yiiregi bar
maybe that person self-GEN kind heart-pSs3 existent
eken-ge siyiniip yirlaydir...

COP.NFIN-DAT be glad-cv  sing-PRS-COP
‘Maybe, this person is glad that he has a kind heart and is singing.” (KUA)
Turkish: ‘Belki o kisi merhametli bir yiireginin o/masina sevinip sark: sdyliiyordur.’

(27) East Kipchak, Kirghiz

10

Anin  eski kitebi bar eken-i-n uktum.
X-GEN old book-PSs3 existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC hear-PST
‘I heard that X has old books.’

Turkish: ‘Onun eski kitaplar1 oldugunu isittim.’

According to Muhamedowa (2006: 36), examples as given in (9) and (24) are free options
with the same meaning.
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The use of the extended predicate {BAR EKEN-LIK} is exemplified in (28-31). (28—
29) contain existential complement clauses, while the complement clauses in (30—
31) convey predicative possession.

(28)

29

(30)

(€))

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

Bul  kitepkanada eski kitepterdin ~ bar eken-dig-i-n uktum.

this library-LOC old book-PL-GEN existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC hear-PAST-1SG
‘I heard that there are old books at this library.’

Turkish: ‘Bu kiitiiphanede eski kitaplarm o/dugunu duydum.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Olar aBil  bu dinydde  yamanliyiy, dusmanciliyiy

they infact this world-LOC malice-GEN enmity-GEN

bar eken-lig-in-i-de unudupduriar.

existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC-also forget-PTER-3PL

“They have probably forgotten that there is malice and enmity in this world.” (Ak
Welsapar, p.c.)

Turkish: “Onlar asil bu diinyada kétiiliigiin ve diismanligin oldugunu da unutmuslar.’

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

Tekebayev Atambayevdin kanca bayliyi bar
T A.-GEN how much property-pss3  existent
eken-dig-i-n acikka ciyarat.

COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC bring to light-PRS-3

‘Tekebayev brings to light how much property Atambayev has.’
(http://kaganat.kg/2017/01/31/tekebaev-atambaevdin-kancha-bajlygy-bar-ekendigin-
achykka-chygarat/)

Turkish: “Tekebayev, Atambayev’in ne kadar varlig1 oldugunu agiga ¢ikariyor.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Akjagiiliiy  iki  gidiniy bar eken-lig-in-e
A.-GEN two daughter-PSS3-GEN existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT
gey galdim.

surprise-PAST-1SG
‘I’m surprised that Akjagiil has two daughters.” (Ak Welsapar, p.c.)
Turkish: ‘Akcagiil’tin iki kizinin olduguna sasirdim.’

The complement clauses in examples (32—37), representing the Turkish dialects, are
based on the contracted forms of the Oghuz counterpart var-idiK-, a combination of
{BAR} with the archaic copular morpheme -/dIK-.
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(32) West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Aliefendi, Alanya
Olkiiz var-idi:-n za:tdn  bilmadyoriiz.
0oX  existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC anyway know-NEG-PRS-1PL
‘Wir wuBlten doch gar nicht, da die Ochsen dort waren.” (Demir 1993: 155)
‘We didn’t really know that the oxen were there.’
Standard Turkish: ‘Okiiz oldugunu zaten bilmiyoruz.’

(33) West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Babadag, Denizli

Ne var ne yok, Coluk cojuk?

what existent what nonexistent child and the like

Amjay aylatti  ya ne var-di:n-a, bes
uncle-Pss2sG tell-PAST well what  existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-DAT five
evia:dimiz va:, ic o:lan iki giz.

child-pSSIPL existent three son two daughter

‘What do you have, child and the like? Well, your uncle told you, what we have; we
have five children, three sons and two daughters.” (Kanag 2010: 137)

Standard Turkish: “Ne var ne yok, ¢oluk-cocuk? Amcan anlatt1 ya ne(yimiz) o/dugunu,
bes evladimiz var, ii¢ oglan, iki kiz.’

(34) West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Cukurbag, Karaman

Domatislerde, hormon olan domatislerde ilac¢
tomato-PL-LOC hormone BOL-PAR tomato-PL-LOC chemicals
var-idi: belli olur!

existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3 obvious BOL-AOR

‘It will be apparent that there are chemical agents in tomatoes which have been in-
jected.’

Standard Turkish: ‘Domateslerde, hormon olan domateslerde ilag oldugu belli olur.’

(35) West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Cukurbag, Karaman
Domatislerde ~ hormon  yog-udu:n-u anlariz.
tomato-PL-LOC hormone nonexistent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC recognize-AOR-1PL
‘We recognize that there is no hormone in tomatoes.’
Standard Turkish: ‘Domateslerde hormon o/madigin: anlariz.’

(36) West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Cukurbag, Karaman
AysSa Ankara’da  halasinin var-idi:n-1 yeni o:rendi.
A. Ankara-LOC aunt-PSS3-GEN existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC recently find out-PST
‘Aysa recently found out that she has an aunt in Ankara.’
Standard Turkish: “‘Ayse Ankara’da halasi(nin) o/dugunu yeni 6grendi.”

11 Examples (34-37) are taken from a recording of a conversation with Ziileyha Turan, a
speaker of the given Turkish dialect.
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(37

West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Cukurbag, Karaman

AySanin  bi  gizi var-idi:n-i duydum.
A.-GEN a  daughter-pSS3 existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC hear-PST-1SG
‘I heard that AySa has a daughter.’

Standard Turkish: ‘Ayse’nin bir kiz1 o/dugunu duydum.’

The following examples illustrate subordination of interrogative clauses expressing
existence or possession in the sense of ‘whether there is/are’, “whether X has’. Ex-
ample (38) from Kirghiz contains a combination of {BAR} and {YOK} (bar-jok eken-
i-n). Turkish equivalent of bar-jok eken-i-n would be ol-up ol-ma-dig-in-1, a com-
bination of the converbial ol-up with the negated participial ol-ma-dig-in-1. Simi-
larly, (39) from Turkmen and (40) from a Turkish dialect denote subordinate inter-
rogative clauses.

(38)

(39

(40)

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

Anan cinidayy suunun tiibiindo ak biirtiikcolor
then bowl-LOC-KI water-GEN bottom-PSS3-LOC white particle-PL
bar-jok eken-i-n tekseret.

existent-nonexistent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC explore-PRS3

“Then, they check whether there are white particles in the water at the bottom of the
bowl.” (KIA)

Turkish: ‘Sonra kasedeki suyun dibinde beyaz pargaciklarin olup olmadig: kontrol edi-
lir.?

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Akjagiiliiy  gidiniy bar-yok eken-lig-in-i'
A.-GEN daughter-PSS3-GEN  existent-nonexistent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC
Ooradim.

ask-PAST-1SG

‘I asked whether Akjagiil has a daughter or not.” (Ak Welsapar, p.c.)

Turkish: “Akcagiil’tin kizinin olup olmadigini sordum.’

2

West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Kulu

Var-idi:n-i yog-udu:n-u bilmiyon.
existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC nonexistent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC know-NEG-PRS-1SG
‘I don’t know whether there is or not.” (Adnan Kiigiikgol, p.c.)

Standard Turkish: ‘Olup olmadigini bilmiyorum.’

2.3. Restrictions of {BAR} in Standard Turkish complement clauses

The Turkish adjectival predicate var, a cognate of the Kipchak Turkic and Turkmen
bar, is not capable of directly taking possessive and case markers in embedded

12 In this example, bar-yok eken-lig-in-i can be replaced by bar-in-i yoy-un-i or bar-diy-in-i
ya yok-duy-in-i with the same meaning.
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clauses (compare the unacceptable uses in (41) and (42) with the uses in (6) and (8)
respectively), unless it—preferably combined with yok—appears in lexical and/or
idiomatic expressions, e.g. (43—44). Compare varini yogunu in Turkish with the lex-
ical use of vari in Azeri (45).

(41) West Oghuz, Standard Turkish
*Cocuk, bunlarin baginda bir dert var-in-1 anlar.
Intended: “The child understands that they had trouble.’

(42) *Onun annesine benzeyen taraflari var-in-1 goriir.

Intended: “He sees that she has features resembling those of her mother.’

(43) var-n-1 yog-un-u bilmek (*var-in-1 bilmek)
existent-PSS3-ACC nonexistent-PSS3-ACC  know-INF
‘to know everything (all the details) about someone or something’

(44) var-in-1 yog-un-u kaybetmek (*var-in-1 kaybetmek)
existent-PSS3-ACC nonexistent-PSS3-ACC lose-INF
‘to lose one’s all’ (Redhouse: 1218)

(45) West Oghuz, Azeri
Bir kisinin,  dovleti, var-i, mali, koyunu
a man-GEN prosperity-PSS3 possession-PSS3 property-pSs3  sheep-Pss3
heddinden artik cox  idi.
limit-ABL more many COP.PST
‘A man had an excessive prosperity, possession, property and sheep.” (AA)

Further, the Turkish words varlik and yokluk, formal cognates of Kipchak Turkic
and Turkmen {BAR-LIK} and {YOK-LIK}, never denote a complement clause in the
sense ‘that there is (not)’ or ‘that X has (does not have)’. Compare the unacceptable
examples (46) and (47) with (10) and (13) respectively. In cases in which varlik or
yokluk appear as complements of superordinate clauses, it is a question of their lexi-
cal meanings (varlik “existence’, ‘being’, ‘wealth’, ‘possessions’; yokluk ‘absence’,
‘non-existence’, ‘lack’, ‘poverty’) (48—49). Compare examples (48—49) which ex-
hibit a nominal complementation (‘existence’, ‘possession’) with example (50),
which illustrates a clausal complementation based on the predicate olduk- ‘that there
is’."* At this point, it should be noted that Kipchak and Turkmen words {BAR-LIK}
and {YOK-LIK} can also exhibit comparable lexical meanings, e.g. barlik ‘the
whole’, “abundance’, ‘wealth’, ‘existence’ in Noghay. See also the use of Kirghiz
barlik in example (30).

13 See Herkenrath & Karakog (2017) for a recent analysis of criteria for distinguishing claus-
al versus nominal complementation in Turkish.
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(46) West Oghuz, Standard Turkish
*Geng hemen ¢ubukla kiirede bir sihir var-lig-in-1 anlayip ...
Intended: ‘The young man immediately recognizes with a rod that there is a magic in
the globe ...’

(47) *Bulat’in parasi var-lig-in-1 biliyorum.
Intended: ‘I know that Bulat has money.’

(48) Biitiin varlig-in-1 bagislad.
all possession-PSS3-ACC  donate-PST
‘X donated all his/her possessions.’

(49) Boyle bir  sorunun varhg-mn-i inkar edemeyiz.
such a problem-GEN existence-PSS3-ACC deny-NEG.MOD.AOR-1PL
‘We cannot deny the existence of such a problem.” (Karakog¢ 2007 [2002])

(50) Boyle bir  sorunun ol-dug-un-u inkar edemeyiz.
such a problem-GEN BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC deny-NEG.MOD.AOR-1PL
‘We cannot deny that there is such a problem.’

The combined form var ol- is sometimes found in existential complement clauses,
however, it displays restrictions by having a special meaning strongly implying an
absolute existence (“that it exists’) (51-53) or a dynamic existence (‘that it comes
into being/existence’). Hence, it does not occur in clausal complements simply
corresponding to ‘that there is’ or ‘that X has’. This specific meaning explains the
relatively infrequent occurrence of var ol- in the data. It appears to be too strongly
marked to be used in neutral existence clauses. Compare examples (54-55) with
(22-25) above. The same is true for the negated form yok ol-, which is not found in
complements corresponding to ‘that there is not’ or ‘that X does not have’. In em-
bedded clauses, it typically conveys a dynamic meaning (‘that something/ someone
disappears, vanishes, becomes nonexistent’), see (56) (Karakog 2007 [2002]).

(51) West Oghuz, Standard Turkish
var ol-dug-u bilinmeyen bir seyin ortaya ¢ikarilmasi
existent BOL-NFIN-PSS3 know-PAS-NEG-PAR a  thing-GEN find out-PAS-INF-PSS3
‘to find out something which you don’t know exists at all’
(https://www.seslisozluk.net/var-oldugu-daha-6nce-bilinmeyen-bir-geyin-ortaya-
¢ikarilmasi-nedir-ne-demek/)

(52) Hep orada, karsimizda durmak,  var ol-duk-larin-1
always there in front of-PSSIPL-LOC stand-INF existent BOL- NFIN-PSS3PL-ACC
birbirlerine duyurmak,  herkesten ayrt ve degisik
one another-PSS3PL-DAT  announce-INF everyone-ABLdistinct and different
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olduklarim ima etmek igin.

BOL-NFIN-PSS3PL-ACC  imply-INF for

‘... so they might always be there, standing before us, announcing their existence, nay,
their individuality and distinction.” (Pamuk 2001: 130)™

(53) Sanki bu  dlemde neden var ol-dug-um-u bu
asif this world-LoC why existent BOL-PSS1SG-ACC this
ustllerle resmedilirsem daha iyi kavrayacaktim.
fashion-PL-INS depict-PAS-AOR-COP.CD-1SGmore good understand-PROS-COP.PST-1SG
‘Had I been depicted in this fashion, it seemed, I’d better understand why I existed in
this world.” (Pamuk 2001: 132)

(54) *Icinde ne var ol-dug-un-u kadinlarn bircogu bilmiyordu.
Intended: “Most of the women did not know what was inside of it.’

(55) *Hem onun ¢ok biiyiik bir kiitiiphanesi var ol-dug-un-u isitti.
Intended: “and, he had heard that X had a very big library.’

(56) Bunun ispati, kitaplarin,  ciltlerin pargalanip  yok
this-GEN proof-PsS3 book-PL-GEN volume-PL-GEN torn-PAS-CV nonexistent
ol-ma-st1, ama  ig¢indeki resimli sayfalarin,  baska
BOL-INF-PSS3 but  inside-PSS3-LOC-KI illustrated page-PL-GEN other
kitaplarn, baska ciltlerin icine girerek sonsuza
book-PL-GEN other volume-PL-GEN inside-PSS3-DAT enter-CV eternity-DAT
kadar yasayip Allah’in  dlemini gostermeye devam etmesidir.
till live-cv  Allah-GEN world-PSS3-ACC show-INF-DAT  continue-INF-PSS3-COP
“The proof of this resides in the fact that the illustrations in manuscripts and volumes
that had been torn apart and vanished have passed into other books and other volumes
to survive forever in their revelation of Allah’s worldly realm.” (Pamuk 2001: 85)

2.4. Complement clauses based on {BOL}

As analyzed so far, in Standard Turkish the verbal predicate {BOL} remains the
exclusive choice in both types of complement clauses, existential and possessional.
That means that in the Turkish equivalents of all the examples given in (5-39), the
bare form {BAR} orits extended variants {BAR-LIK}, {BAR EKEN} or {BAR EKEN-LIK }
are to be replaced by {BOL} (compare the respective Turkish translations of these
examples). In contrast to this, Kipchak Turkic languages, as well as Turkmen, have
both {BAR} and {BOL} at their disposal. Consider existence and possessive clauses
based on {BOL-GAN}, {BOL-GAN-LIK} or {BOL-GAN EKEN} in (57-61). In example
(62) from Karachay-Balkar, {BOL-GAN} and {BAR-LIK} immediately follow each
other in similar contexts. In these languages, {BAR} and {BOL} also appear in

14 In examples taken from Pamuk (1998), I keep the English translations made by Erdag M.
Goknar (see Pamuk 2001).
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combination (63). Example (64) illustrates the use of {BOL} in a subordinate inter-
rogative clause. Examples (65-69) illustrate {BOL} in combination with participles
denoting prospectivity.

(57) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Oniy  iiyde bol-yan-i-n (bol-yan-diy-i-n) kim  aytti?
X-GEN house-LOC BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC (or BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC) who  say-PST
‘Who said that X was at home?’
Turkish: ‘Onun evde oldugunu kim sdyledi?’

(58) East Kipchak, Kirghiz
Murun bul kitepkanada eski kitepterdin  bol-yon-duy-u-n uktum.
earlier this library-LOC old book-PL-GEN BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC hear-PST-1SG
‘I heard that there used to be old books at this library.’
Turkish: “Eskiden bu kiitiiphanede eski kitaplarin oldugunu duydum.’

(59) South Kipchak, Noghay

Oniy  balasi bol-yan  eken-i-n esittim.
X-GEN child-PsS3 BOL-NFIN COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC hear-PST-1SG
‘I heard that X had a child.’

Turkish: ‘Onun bir ¢ocugu oldugunu duydum.’

(60) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Oniy  kitapxanasi  bol-yan-i-n (bol-yan-diy-i-n) estidim.
X-GEN library-pSS3 BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC (or BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC) hear-PST-1SG
‘I heard that X had a library.’
Turkish: ‘Onun bir kiitiiphanesi oldugunu duydum.’

(61) North Kipchak, Bashkir
Zildnen aksahi bul-yan-i-n beldm.
Z.-GEN money-PSS3 BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC know-PRS-1SG
‘I know that Zild had money.’ (Ersen-Rasch 2009a: 146)
Turkish: “Zild nin parasi o/dugunu biliyorum.’

(62) West Kipchak, Karachay-Balkar
Har bir tasda ne bol-yan-i-n sezgendi.
each stone-LOC what BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC recognize-PTER-COP
Ol  taslani yirjin kibik aSayandi.
that stone-PL-ACC bread like eat-PTER-COP
Kop taslada ne bar-liy-i-n sinayandi.
many stone-PL-LOC what existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC examine-PTER-COP
‘He recognized what there is in each stone. He ate stones like bread and examined what
there is in many stones.” (KMA)
Turkish: “Her bir tasta ne o/dugunu anlamis. O taslar1 ekmek gibi yemis. Birgok tasta
ne oldugunu arastirmis.’
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(63)

(64

(65)

(66)

(67)

(68)

(69)
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East Kipchak, Kirghiz

Anin  eski kitebi bar bol-yon-duy-u-n uktum.
X-GEN old book-PSS3 existent BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC hear-PST-1SG
‘I heard that X had old books.’

Turkish: “‘Onun eski kitaplar1 o/dugunu duydum.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Akjagiiliiy ~ gidiniy bol-up  bol-ma-diy-in-i Ooradim.
A.-GEN daughter-PSS3-GEN BOL-CV BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-ACC ask-PST-1SG
‘I asked whether Akjagiil had a daughter or not.” (Ak Welsapar, p.c.)

Turkish: ‘Akcagiil’iin kizinin olup olmadigini sordum.’

North Kipchak, Tatar

Bulattiy  akcasi bul-acay-i-n (bul-ma-yacay-i-n) beldm.
B.-GEN money-PSS3 BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC (BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-ACC) know-PRS-1SG
‘I know that Bulat is (not) going to have money.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009b: 151)

Turkish: ‘Bulat’in parasi olacagini (olmayacagini) biliyorum.’

North Kipchak, Bashkir

Zildney  aksahi bul-maOin aytteldr.

Z.-GEN money-PSS3 BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-ACC tell-PST-3PL

‘They said that Zila is not going to have money.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009a: 147)
Turkish: ‘Zild nin parast o/mayacagin sdylediler.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Men Akjagiiliiy ¢ayaOiniy bol-jak-diy-in-i (bol-jay-in-i)

I A.-GEN  child-PSS3-GEN BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC  (BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC)
bildim.

know-PST-18G

‘I knew that Akjagiil was going to have a child.” (Ak Welsapar, p.c.)

Turkish: “Akcagiil’tin gocugunun olacagin: bildim.’

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

AySanin kép  akcast bol-o  tur-yan-i-n bilem.
A.-GEN much money-PSS3 BOL-CV PV- NFIN-PSS3-ACC know-PRS-1S
‘I know that Aysa is going to have much money.’

Turkish: “Ayse’nin ¢ok parasi olacagin biliyorum.

Aysanin  balasi bol-or-u-n uktum.
A.-GEN  child-PSS3 BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC hear-pPST-1S
‘I heard that AySa is going to have a child.’

Turkish: “Ayse’nin ¢ocugu olacagini duydum.’
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2.5. Ambiguity versus formal diversity: Attempting to explain the distribution

Needless to say, that the Turkish system allows for ambiguities since various dyna-
mic and static contents of existence and possession (both in present and past con-
texts) are denoted by one and the same predicate. In contrast to this, Kipchak Turkic
and Turkmen clausal complements are characterized by a formal diversity, which to
a certain extent ensures that distinct semantic notions are marked by distinct formal
devices. Such diversity as is found in Kazakh and Turkmen can be reviewed by
following minimal pairs appearing to indicate similar overall readings, see (70-72).
Note that in translations, the notation of “have’ in small caps is intended to cover
possible static and dynamic meanings and subtle nuances in past or present contexts
(see Footnote 7).

(70) South Kipchak, Kazakh
a. Siylimnip bar-in-a siiyiinemin.
sister-PSS1SG-GEN  existent-PSS3-DAT be glad-PRS-1SG
Siylimniy bar-liy-in-a siiyiinemin. [existent-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Siylimniy bar eken-in-e siiyiinemin. [existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Siylimnin bar eken-dig-in-e siiyiinemin. [existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Siylimniy bol-yan-in-a siiyiinemin. [BOL-NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Sinlimniy bol-yan-diy-in-a siiyiinemin. [BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Overall meaning: ‘I am glad that I HAVE a sister.’

moe po o

(71) South Kipchak, Kazakh

a. Miltiyimniy Zoy-in-a okinemin.
rifle-PSS1SG-GEN nonexistent-PSS3-DAT regret-PRS-1SG
Miltiyimniy Zok-tiy-in-a 6kinemin. [nonexistent-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Miltiyimniy Zok eken-in-e 6kinemin. [nonexistent COP.NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Miltiyimniy Zok eken-dig-in-e Gkinemin. [nonexistent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Miltiyimniy bol-ma-yan-in-a Gkinemin. [BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Miltiyimniy bol-ma-yan-diy-in-a okinemin. [BOL-NEG-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Overall meaning: ‘I regret that I do not HAVE my rifle.’

mo a0 o

(72) East Oghuz, Turkmen
a. Uyamiy bar-in-a begenyidrin.
sister-PSS1SG-GEN  existent-PSS3-DAT be glad-PRS-1SG
Uyamiy bar-diy-in-a begenydrin. [existent-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Uyamiy bar eken-in-e begenydrin. [existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Uyamiy bar eken-lig-in-e begenydrin. [existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Uyamiy bol-an-in-a begenydrin. [BOL-NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Uyamiy bol-an-diy-in-a begenydirin. [BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Overall meaning: ‘I am glad that I HAVE a sister.’

o ao o

In what follows, I will attempt to explain the complex formal diversity characteriz-
ing Kipchak Turkic and Turkmen by considering the following kinds of oppositions.
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The first opposition pertains to the essential semantic domains of the predicate
types {BAR} and {BOL}. The non-verbal predicate {BAR} and its extended forms are
responsible for the static meanings in ‘present’ contexts (‘that there is’ or ‘that X
has’), whereas {BOL}, as a verb, largely but not exclusively implies dynamic rea-
dings (‘that it comes/came into being/existence’ or ‘that X takes/took possession of).
Furthermore, the {BOL} predicate, either in its bare form or its extended forms
depending on the preferences of individual languages, is involved in the expression
of static existence or possession, often emphasizing a ‘past’ reading (‘that there was’
or ‘that X had’).15 For instance, bar-, bar-liK-, bar eken- [+STA, -PST] versus bol-
yan-, bol-yan eken- [+DYN] or [+STA, +PST] in Noghay (compare e.g. 8, 16, 23, 25
and 59), bar-, bar-liK- [+STA, -PST] versus bul-yan- [+DYN] or [+STA, +PST] in Bash-
kir and Tatar (compare e.g. 5, 14, 15 and 61) (see Ersen-Rasch 2009a and 2009b),
bar eken-(diK)- [+STA, -PST] versus bol-yon-(duK)- [+DYN] or [+STA, +PST] in Kirg-
hiz (compare e.g. 17, 22, 27, 28, 30 and 58), bar-, bar-liK-/bar-liK-, bar eken-liK-
/bar eken-diK- [+STA, -PST] versus bol-an-, bol-an-diK- [+DYN] or [+STA, +PST] in
Turkmen (compare e.g. 11, 12, 18-21, 29, 31 and 64). The situation concerning
dynamic or static ‘past’ readings, depending on the given context, may cause some
fluctuations in the use of {BOL} in Kipchak languages and Turkmen, even if not to
the same degree as in Turkish. A further static domain typically expressed by {BOL}
concerns the prospective aspect. In combination with participles denoting pro-
spectivity, {BOL} conveys static existence or possession in future (“that there will be/
is going to be’ or ‘that X will have/is going to have’). For instance, bol-ayaK-
[+PROS] in Noghay, bol-jaK- or bol-jak-diK- [+PROS] in Turkmen, bul-acaK-
[+PROS] in Tatar, bol-a turyan- or bolor- [+PROS] in Kirghiz (examples 65-69).
Possible functional expansions or limitations of {BOL} in particular languages need
to be considered separately.

The second opposition arises, in my view, between the bare form {BAR} and its
copulative extension {BAR EKEN}, both having the values [+STA, -PST]. This opposi-
tion might be a result of diachronic renewals. More concretely, the bare form {BAR}
is a prototypical and basic form often found in varieties which can be characterized
as oral, spoken, informal, vulgar or traditional, whereas {BAR EKEN} can be seen as a
formation prevailing in more standardized and formal genres and language uses.
Such an opposition can be observed in Noghay.

Another opposition occurs between those forms not containing the suffix {LIK},
i.e. bar-, bar eken-, bolyan-, and those containing it, i.e. bar-liK-/bar-diK, bar eken-
liK-/bar eken-diK, bol-yan-diK-. According to my observations, North and West
Kipchak languages, as well as the South Kipchak language Noghay spoken outside
of Central Asia, seem to use {LIK}-based formations relatively less frequently than
the Central Asian Turkic languages Kazakh, Kirghiz and Turkmen, as well as Uzbek

15 It should be pointed out that “present” or “past” in such nonfinite clauses of Turkic lan-
guages are to be interpreted in relation to the viewpoint markers in the given superor-
dinate clauses, and by considering the higher structures of the underlying discourse types.
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and Uyghur, which belong to the Karluk branch. As regards providing a satisfactory
explanation, which should go beyond such observations, I must recognize that this
paper runs into some obstacles. It turns out not to be a trivial matter to gain a deeper
insight into the factors behind this variation. The bare forms, as opposed to those
containing {LIK}, are often considered to belong to spoken registers and traditional
genres (see e.g. Zhang 2004: 324, Ersen-Rasch 2009a: 146). In Turkmen, forms not
containing {LIK} (bar-, bar eken-) are regarded as archaic and nonstandard, i.e. be-
longing only to some vernaculars, and thus are largely nonexistent in standard writ-
ten language. The special contribution of {LIK}, be it semantic, pragmatic, genre-re-
lated, discourse type-related, variety-related, etc., as well as its dubious and dis-
putable etymological source (see my comment in Footnote 6), is a comprehensive
Turcological topic that needs to be investigated, not only in the context of our sub-
ject concerning existence and possessive clauses, but also for the entire verbal sys-
tems of the languages involved.'® In my opinion, the {LIK}-based forms as opposed
to the bare forms (yet, only in varieties where this opposition is still operative and
productive) seem to appear to highlight events in given speech situations (in our
context, implying a stronger relevance of existence or possession) and thus are more
appropriate for certain discourse types. This ad hoc observation needs to be ques-
tioned in further research by carefully taking into account, among other things, the
above-mentioned linguistic areas.

A further opposition can be observed either between the simple form {BOL} and
the combined form {BAR BOL}, as in Turkish, or between the simple forms {BAR},
{BOL} and the combined form {BAR BOL}, as in Kipchak varieties or in Turkmen.
By strongly conveying absolute existence, the Turkish combination var ol- appears
as a marked member of an opposition (olduK- versus var olduK-). This also seems
to be the case for other languages, though more data and analysis are needed for the
individual languages in this respect as well.

3. Relativization of existence and possessive clauses

Regarding the use of {BAR} and {BOL} in relative clauses, I found a comparable
distribution across our languages. The non-verbal predicates {BAR} and {YOK},
alongside the verbal predicate {BOL}, are widely found in Kipchak and Turkmen
relative clauses. Examples (73—74) from Kazakh and Turkmen respectively illustrate
existential relative clauses based on the predicate {BAR} or {YOK}. In (73), the noun
marking the location of the existence clause (Zer ‘place’) is the relativized final
head, whereas in (74) the relativized constituent (head noun) refers to the existent
entity (TZirkmen filmleri ‘Turkmen movies’).

16 See Herkenrath & Karakog¢ (2017) for an analysis of the complex forms -mlslIK
and -mAzIIK in Turkish context.
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(73) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Kitap bar Zerde yilim boladi.
book existent place-LOC knowledge BOL-PRS-3SG
‘Where there are books there is knowledge.’
Turkish: ‘Kitap olan yerde ilim olur.’

(74) East Oghuz, Turkmen

Bidin makOadimiz, iy tide we internet ulyaminda
we-GEN intention-PSSIPL most new and internet site-PSS3-LOC
yok Tiirkmen  filmlerini/.../ Oide yetirmekden ibarat.

nonexistent Turkmen film-PL-PSS3 ~ you-DAT  provide-INF-ABL consisting

‘Our only goal is to provide you with the newest Turkmen films which are not available
on internet sites.’ (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eeV1-s1XJIE)

Turkish: ‘Bizim amacimiz, en yeni ve internet sitelerinde o/mayan (bulunmayan) Tiirk-
men filmlerini size ulasgtirmaktan ibaret.’

Examples (75-77) illustrate relativization of possessive clauses. In (75), from Ka-
zakh, Zeti basi bar ‘that has seven heads’ is an attribute to the head noun sari kus
‘yellow bird’. The possessee Zeti bas ‘seven heads’ in the relative clause receives a
possessive suffix agreeing in person and number with the possessor sari kus (head
noun). According to some native speakers, bar in this position may be combined
with bolyan (i.e. Zeti basi bar bolyan). If the relative clause had been based on bar
bolyan, the clause might have had a past reading: ‘that sad seven heads’. Note that
the corresponding clause in Turkish employs the predicate olan or the adjective yedi
bash. Use of an adjective is also possible in Kazakh: Zeti basti sari kus. In (77) from
Kirghiz, the relative clause bayar-koriirii jok is based on the negated form {YOK}.

(75) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Astinda Zatkan Zeti  basi bar sari kus  eken.
under-LOC lie-PAR seven head-PSS3 existent yellow bird COP.EVID
“That which lies under it is evidently a yellow bird that has seven heads.’ (KXA: 42)
Turkish: “Altinda yatan yedi bas1 olan (or yedi bagsli) sar1 (bir) kus imis.’

(76) South Kipchak, Kazakh
miigedek balalari bar dyel
invalid  child-PL-PsS3 existent woman
‘a woman who has invalid children” (Muhamedowa 2016: 38)
Turkish: ‘sakat ¢ocuklari o/an (bir) kadin’

(77) East Kipchak, Kirghiz
Iigeri zamanda Baydad — Saarinda bayar-koriirii
former time-LoCc Baghdad city-PSS3-LOC caregiver-PSS3
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(78)

jok bir toyolok Jetim  jaSayan  eken.

nonexistent a  motherless-fatherless orphan live-PTER COP.EVID

‘In former times, in Baghdad, there was a motherless-fatherless orphan who did not
have anyone to take care of him.” (KIA)

Turkish: “Eski zamanlarda Bagdat sehrinde kendine bakan kimsesi o/mayan anasiz-ba-
basiz bir yetim yasarmis.’

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

Dayrasi bar, toosu bar baska jak

river-pSS3  existent mountain-PSS3 existent other place

sendey  koriinboyt.

yOu-EQU see-PSS-PRS-NEG-PRS3

‘Other places with rivers and mountains do not look like you.” (KIA)
Turkish: ‘Irmagi, dag1 olan baska yer senin gibi goriinmez.’

{BAR} is frequently found in proverbs (79—84) or in general statements (85). Exam-
ples (82—84) represent headless relative clauses, such as ayasi’ bar ‘the one who has
an older brother’ (82), sozi bar ‘the one who has something to say’ (83), where the
genitive case marker directly attaches to {BAR}. In such proverbs, which might in-
dicate fixed and archaic usages and express general, ageless wisdom, {BAR} and
{BOL} cannot be interchangeable. Otherwise, {BAR} can be replaced by {BOL} with
a similar reading (cf. example (85) with example (73) given above).

(79)

(80)

(81)

South Kipchak, Kazakh

It Zok Zerde SoSka iiredi.

dog nonexistent place-LOC pig  increase-PRS3

‘In a place where there is no dogs, pigs will multiply.’
Turkish: ‘Itin o/madig1 (or it olmayan) yerde domuz iirer.’

West Kipchak, Kumyk

Erisiw bar iiyde bereket bolmas.
contention existent house-LOC blessing BOL-NEG.AOR
‘In a house where there is contention, there is no blessing.’
‘Kavga olan evde bereket olmaz.” (KUA)

West Kipchak, Kumyk

Bala bar iiyde balax yok.

child existent house-LOC misfortune nonexistent

‘In a house where there are children, there is no misfortune.’
‘Cocuk olan evde bela olmaz.” (KUA)
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(82)

(83)

(84)

(85)
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South Kipchak, Kazakh

Ayasi bar-din Zayasi bar.

older brother-pss3 existent-GEN collar-pSS3  existent

‘The one who has an older brother has a collar (i.e. he has security).’
Turkish: ‘Agabeyi olanin yakasi olur.’

West Kipchak, Karachay-Balkar

Sozi bar-ni kiicii bardi.

word-PSS3  existent-GEN strength-PSS3 existent-COP
‘The one who has a word [something to say] has strength.’
Turkish: ‘Sozii olann giicti vardir.” (KMA)

West Kipchak, Karachay-Balkar

Atasi bar-ni, Jili kelse  da kesi jas.
father-pSS3 existent-GEN year-PSS3 come-CD also self-PSS3  young
‘The one who has a father is always young, even if his age has come.’
Turkish: ‘Babas1 olamin yas1 gelse de kendisi gengtir.” (KMA)

South Kipchak, Kazakh

Kitap bol-yan  Zerde yilim boladi.
book BOL-PAR place-LOC knowledge BOL-PRS-3SG
‘Where there are books there is knowledge.’

Turkish: “Kitap olan yerde ilim olur.’

According to Ersen-Rasch (2009b: 143), in Tatar, a relative clause is based on
{BAR} if it introduces new information (86). In other cases, as well as in past tense,
{BOL} is preferred (87-88).

(86)

(87

North Kipchak, Tatar

Akcasi bar bu kese esldmi.

money-PSS3  existent this person work-NEG.PRS3

“This person who has money does not work.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009b: 143)
Turkish: “Parasi o/an bu kisi ¢aligmiyor.’

North Kipchak, Tatar

Akcasi bul-yan  Timur Berlinya bara.

money-PSS3  BOL-NFIN T. B.-DAT go-PRS3

‘Timur, who has money, goes to Berlin.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009b: 142)
Turkish: “Parasi o/an Timur Berlin’e gidiyor.’
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(88) North Kipchak, Tatar
Elegrik akcasi bul-yan  kiz xdzer inde yarli.
earlier =~ money-PSS3 BOL-NFIN girl now poor
“The girl, who had money earlier, is now poor.’ (Ersen-Rasch 2009b: 142)
Turkish: “Eskiden parasi olan bu kiz simdi fakir.’

Further, I rarely observe the use of the negated copular marker emes ‘not’ in Kazakh
and Kirghiz relative clauses expressing ‘nonexistence’ (89-90). According to native
speakers, these clauses might in a similar reading be formed with the predicate
{YOK} (91). The coverage and distribution of this interesting usage needs to be in-
vestigated.

(89) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Zerde  de emes, kikte de emes bir altin saray ...
carth-LOoC also not  sky-LOC alsonot a gold palace
*A palace that exists neither on the earth nor in the sky ...” (KXA: 29)
Turkish: “Yerde de o/mayan (bulunmayan) gokte de olmayan (bulunmayan) altin bir
saray ...’

(90) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Ne kokte  emes ne Zerde emes, altinnan  Zasalyan  saray ...
neither sky-LOC not  nor earth-LOC not  gold-ABL build-PAR palace
‘A palace, that exists neither in the sky nor on the earth, and that was built with gold ...”
(KXA: 30)
Turkish: “Ne gokte ne de yerde olan (bulunan) altindan yapilmis bir saray ..."

(91) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Zerde de Zok kokte  de Zok bir altin saray ...
earth-LOC also nonexistent sky-LOC also nonexistent a  gold palace
‘A palace that exists neither on the earth nor in the sky ...’
Turkish: “Yerde de olmayan (bulunmayan) gékte de olmayan (bulunmayan) altin bir sa-

’

ray ...

As is obvious from the Turkish translations of the Kipchak and Turkmen examples,
Turkish typically employs the verbal predicate {BOL} in relativization of existence
and possessive clauses. {BAR} is not common, unless it occurs in combination with
{BoL}. Similar to the analyzed complement clauses, however, the form var ol- de-
notes absolute existence (“that/which absolutely exists’); see (92-93). Consider also
the Kazakh form bar bolyan in (94) and the Turkmen form bar bolan in (95). The
negated form yok ol- usually indicates a dynamic meaning ‘that disappears, van-
ishes’, see (96).
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92)

%93)

o4

95)

(96)
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West Oghuz, Turkish

Theophile Gautier igin oldugu gibi o zamanki hamimlar

T. G. for BOL-PAR-PSS3 like that time-KI lady-PL

ve  beyler icin de tabiat var ol-an,

and gentleman-PL for also nature existent BOL-PAR

goriilen, sevilen bir seydi.

see-PAS-PAR  like-PAS-PAR a  thing-COP.PST

‘As it was for Theophile Gautier, so was it for the ladies and gentlemen of that time,
that nature was something which was existent, was seen and enjoyed.’ (Hisar 1955: 36)

West Oghuz, Turkish

"Evet, kor  olmak ve var ol-ma-yan iilkelere

yes  blind BOL-INF and existent BOL-NEG-PAR country-PL-DAT

kagmak” dedi Leylek.

flee-INF  say-PST stork

““Aye”, said Stork, “going blind and fleeing to nonexistent countries”’ (Pamuk 2001:
489)

South Kipchak, Kazakh

semyasi  bar bol-yan jigit ...

family-PSS3 existent BOL-PAR young man

‘the young man who has a family ...” (Jumabay 2016: 39)
Turkish: “ailesi var olan geng ...’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Tiirkmen dilinde ol Oddleriny odal  diiypli

Turkmen language-PsS3-LOC that word-PL-GEN earlier in depth

derpelmdndigi iic¢in olar hakda hddire cenli-de
examine-PAS-NEG.PAR-PSS3 for theyabout now till

bar bol-an  maylumatlar o diyen kop  dl.

existent BOL-PAR information-PL such many not

‘Since those words have not previously been examined in depth in the Turkmen langu-
age, there has not been much information about them until now.” (Azmun 2016: 12)
Turkish: “Turkmen dilinde o sézler onceleri kapsamli bir sekilde ele alinmadig: i¢in
simdiye kadar onlar tizerine var olan bilgiler de o kadar fazla degil.’

West Oghuz, Turkish

Istanbul’'un  yirmi  yida bir yamp  yok
Istanbul-GEN twenty year-LOC a burn-CV nonexistent
ol-ma-yan mahallesi ~ mi var ki kitap  kalsin?

BOL-NEG-PAR quarter-pSS3 Q  existent JUNC book remain-IMP
‘Is there a neighborhood in Istanbul that hasn’t been burned to the ground at least once
every twenty years that we might expect such a book to survive?’ (Pamuk 2001: 207)
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4. Contact-induced patterns for embedding existence and possessive clauses

In Oghuz and Kipchak Turkic varieties that develop under the strong linguistic
influence of Iranian or Slavic languages, we usually find contact-induced right-
branching relative or complement clauses based on finite verb forms.'” In the data
for such contact languages, {BAR} is a usual predicate in embedded existence and
possessive clauses. It typically appears as a finite form after a junctor, such as ani in
Gagauz or ki in Iranian Azeri. Examples (97-98) from Gagauz illustrate finite and
right-branching complementation of existence clauses. The clause ani varmis ga-
gauzlarda osoy adet ‘that there was such a tradition among the Gagauz’ in (97)
functions as a direct object argument of the superordinate clause Dadu annattiydi
Tezaa. Example (98) has a comparable structure. Compare the Turkish translations
of these contact-induced patterns.

(97) West Oghuz, Gagauz

Dadu annattiydi Tezaa, ani  var-mi§ gagauzlarda
grandfather tell-PST-COP.PST Teza-DAT JUNC existent-COP.EVID Gagauz-PL-LOC
osoy adet.

such custom
‘Grandpa told Teza that there was such a custom among the Gagauz.” (GA)
Turkish: “Dede Teza’ya Gagauzlar’da boyle bir adet oldugunu anlatmistt.”

(98) West Oghuz, Gagauz
Bu  isi Simu kendi da pek islaa annardi
this issue-AccC S. self alsovery good understand-AOR-COP.PST
ani var bu diinneeda isler paasiz, ani
JUNC existent this world-LOC issue-PL invaluable JUNC
alip satilmeerlar.
buy-Cv  sell-PAS-NEG.AOR-3PL
‘Simu could understand this very well: there are things in this world which are invalua-
ble and not for sale.” (GA)
Turkish: “Simu kendi de, bu diinyada pahasiz (pahasi olmayan), alip satilamaz isler
oldugunu ¢ok iyi anliyordu.’

The Gagauz examples in (99-100) show finite relativization of existence clauses in-
troduced by the junctors angi or ne, respectively. (101-104) exemplify a comparable
role of the finite predicate {BAR} in relativizing existence clauses in Iranian Azeri.

17 See Menz (1999) for Gagauz, Csat6 (2000) for Karaim, and Kiral (2001) for Iranian Azeri.
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(99) West Oghuz, Gagauz
te o, ani  yip var aya.nda, o  benim Cojii:m.
theone JUNC cord existent foot-PSS3-LOC that I.GEN son-PSS1SG
‘The one who has a cord on his foot, he is my son.” (Moschkoff 1904: 61)
Turkish: ‘Ayaginda ip olan, o benim oglum.’

(100) West Oghuz, Gagauz
Kurkanin  biri SiSirmisti kendisini sarkitmisti
turkey-GEN one-PSS3 puff-PTER-COP.PST self-PSS3-AcC hang down-PTER-COP.PST
pupuligasini da hig bir Sey gormezdi
comb-PSS3-ACC and nothing  see-NEG.AOR-COP.PST
ne  var oniinde.
what existent in front-PSS3-LOC
‘A turkey puffed himself up and let his comb hang, so that he could not see what was in
front of him.” (GA)
Turkish: “Hindinin biri sisirip kendini, ibigini sarkitmist: ve 6niinde olan hig bir seyi
gormiiyordu.’

(101) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Urmia
o resmler ki var-di ...
that custom-PL JUNC existent-COP
‘those customs that exist ....” (Dogan 2010: 235)
Turkish: ‘Olan (bulunan) adetler ...’

(102) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Urmia
Bizim mentegede hasillar ki var-di, almadi,
We-GEN  region-LOC product-PL JUNC existent-COP apple-COP
tiziimdli, sifijatdi,  bugdadi, noxuddi.
grapes-COP melon-COP wheat-COP chickpea-COP
“The products which are found in our region are apples, grapes, melons, wheat and
chickpeas.’ (Dogan 2010: 351)
Turkish: ‘Bizim bolgemizde olan (bulunan) tiriinler elma, tiztim, kavun-karpuz, bugday
ve nohuttur.’

(103) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Ardabil
O  arzular ki var-rar-idi bularin mesem  iirehlerinde
that desire-PL JUNC existent-PL-COP.PST this-PL-GEN innocent heart-PSS3PL-LOC
“Those desires which are found (which they had) in their innocent hearts ...” (Karini
2009: 408)
Turkish: ‘Bunlarim masum yiireklerinde olan arzular ...’

(104) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Urmia
o ag seggel ki var-di mejlisde
that white-bearded JUNC existent-COP gathering-LOC
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o:n  gabaginda goyalla yere.

he-GEN in front-PSS3-LOC put-AOR-3PL ground-DAT

‘They put it on the ground in front of the elderly man (lit. white-bearded) who is in this
gathering.” (Dogan 2010: 379)

Turkish: ‘O toplantida olan (bulunan) aksakalin (yash kisinin) 6niine koyarlar yere.’

Examples (105-107) illustrate the copied pattern for relativization of possessive
clauses in Gagauz and Iranian Azeri. In the Gagauz example in (105), the possessee
kuvedi ‘his strength’ (head noun) attaches to the existential predicate {BAR}, which
itself follows the junctor ne kadar “how much’. The relative clauses from Iranian
Azeri (106-107) exhibit similar typological characteristics. Example (105) further
includes a contact-induced pattern where the agreement (possessive) suffix is at-
tached not to the possessed element (as is the usual procedure in Turkic), but to the
predicate {YOK} (as similarly is the case in Persian) (see Karakog, forthcoming).
Similar finite right-branching structures based on the predicate {BAR} can also be
found in Karaim, a West Kipchak contact language.

(105) West Oghuz, Gagauz

Bakdi  ufarak  kivrak boylu kiza da giildii
look-PST small  long height-DER  girl-DAT and laugh-PST
ne  kadarvar-di kuvedi.

what much existent-COP.PST  strength-PSS3
‘He looked at the little, tall girl and laughed with all his strength.” (GA)
Turkish: “Ufak, boylu kiza bakip biitiin giiciiyle (sahip o/dugu biitiin giigle) giildii.’

(106) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Urmia

... herkesin tavani var-di oxur, gédir  yuxariya.
someone-GEN strength-PSS3 existent-COP study-PRS3 go-PRS3 upward-DAT

Herkesin, tavani yox-di, éle penjimin  aldi ya

someone-GEN strength-PSS3 nonexistent-CoPso fifth class complete-PST or

dogguzun  aldi geyidi ketde kesaverzjilig éliri.

ninth class complete-PST return-PRS3  village-LOC peasant-DER do-PRS3

‘... those who have strength study and make progress. Those who do not have strength

come back to the village and work as peasants, after having completed the fifth or ninth

class.” (Dogan 2010: 400)

Turkish: “Giicii olan okuyor, ilerliyor, giicii o/mayan besinci ya da dokuzuncu sinifi bi-

tirdikten sonra koye doniip ifteilik yapiyor.

(107) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Urmia

bir  migda:rin dagidar na:tavannara, olarin ki
one part-PSS3-ACC portion-PRS3 weak-PL-DAT  they-GEN  JUNC
yox-lari-di. Olarin ki var-rari-di,

nonexistent-PSS3PL-COP  they-GEN JUNC existent-PSS3PL-COP
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here pul goyallar, bi
all money put-PRS-3PL a

dene gurbannig
piece animal for sacrifice buy-PRS-3PL
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alallar.

“They portion out a certain part to the poor, to those who do not have (anything). Those
who have (property), they all contribute money to buy an animal destined for sacrifice.’

(Dogan 2010: 383)

Turkish: ‘Bir kismim giicii olmayanlara (fakirlere) dagitirlar. imkam (mah) olanlar,
hepsi para koyup bir tane kurbanlik alirlar.

5. Recapitulation of the results

Table (2) gives a schematic overview of the morphosyntactic structures I have found
in complement clauses of the investigated languages.'®

Table 2: Structures of nonfinite clausal complements conveying existence or possession

Type of clausal complementation

Morphosyntactic structure

Existence clause based on {BAR}

[N-LOC + N-NOM + {BAR}-PSS-CASE] + Matrix

Possessive clause based on {BAR}

[N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BAR}-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix

Existence clause based on {BARLIK}

[N-LOC + N-NOM + {BAR}-LIK-PSS-CASE]

2 + Matrix
Possessive clause based on {BARLIK} [N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BAR}-LIK-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix
Existence clause based on {BAR EKEN} | [N-LOC +N-NOM + {BAR}-EKEN-PSS-CASE] +
3 Matrix

Possessive clause based on {BAR
EKEN}

[N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BAR}-EKEN-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix

Existence clause based on {BAR
4 | EKENLIK}

[N-LOC + N-NOM + {BAR}-EKEN-LIK-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix

Possessive clause based on {BAR
EKENLIK }

[N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BAR}-EKEN-LIK-PSS-
CASE] + Matrix

Existence clause based on {BAR IDIK}

[N-LOC + N-NOM + {BAR}-IDIK-PSS-CASE]

5 + Matrix
Possessive clause based on {BARIDIK} | [N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BAR}-IDIK-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix
Existence clause based on {BOL} [N-LOC + N-NOM + {BOL}-NFIN-PSS-CASE]
6 + Matrix

Possessive clause based on {BOL}

[N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BOL}-NFIN-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix

Morphosyntactic structures found in nonfinite relative clauses are summarized in

Table (3).

18 Extended structures of {BOL}, such as bol-yan-dik- in Kazakh and bolyan eken- in

Noghay, are not shown in this table.
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Table 3: Structures of nonfinite relative clauses conveying existence or possession

Type of clausal relativization Morphosyntactic structure
| Existence clause based on {BAR} [N-NOM + {BAR}]+ HN-LOC
1 [N-LOC + {BAR}] + HN-NOM
| Possessive clause based on {BAR} [N (possessee)-PSS + {BAR}] + HN (possessor)
Existence clause based on {BOL} [N-NOM + {BOL}-PAR] + HN-LOC
2 | [N-LOC + {BOL}-PAR] + HN-NOM
Possessive clause based on {BOL} [N (possessee)-PSS + {BOL}-PAR] + HN (posses-
L sor)
3 | Relativization of nonexistence based on | [N-LOC + {EMES}] + HN-NOM
{EMES}

Table (4) illustrates the inner structures of some of the contact-induced embedded
clauses.

Table 4: Contact-induced structures of embedded clauses conveying existence

Type of subordinate clause Morphosyntactic structure

Finite complementation of existence based on Matrix + [JUNC + {BAR} + N-LOC +

{BAR} N-NOM]
Finite relativization of existence based on HN-NOM + [JUNC + {BAR} + N-LOC]
{BAR}

Concerning the distribution of these structures, the following results among others
have been found:

Standard Turkish only makes use of complement structures in (6) in Table (2),
and of relative clause structures in (2) in Table (3). The predicate {BAR} has exten-
sive restrictions. This means that, being the only option, the predicate {BOL} is per
se operative with its various static and dynamic meanings and can refer to both pre-
sent and past contexts. It has been argued that this can be a potential source of am-
biguities.

Some Turkish dialects still use complement structures based on the combination
of {BAR} with the archaic nonfinite copular marker -/dIK- (structure 5 in Table 2).

In the East Oghuz language Turkmen, and in Kipchak languages, {BAR} along-
side {BOL} can be attested in its different bare and extended shapes. That is, these
languages display existence and possessive structures as in (1-4) in Table (2),
though, especially in Turkmen, structures in (1) and (3) are often regarded as ar-
chaic, vulgar and nonstandard. Further, the relative clause structures in (1-2) in
Table (3) are available in these languages. The structure in (3) in Table (3), based on
the negated copular marker emes ‘not’, seldom occurs in Kazakh and Kirghiz rela-
tive clauses expressing ‘nonexistence’.




230 Birsel Karakog

In languages that have both {BAR} and {BOL} at their disposal, {BAR} typically
denotes static readings referring to present contexts, whereas {BOL} is usually re-
sponsible for dynamic semantic domains. Fluctuations can however be observed in
the sense that {BOL} can also convey static meanings, particularly referring to past
contexts. The degree of such static usages and formal preferences (for instance
bolyandiK- in Kazakh vs. bolyan eken- in Noghay) may vary across the languages.
Furthermore, the domain for prospective existence and possession is mainly occu-
pied by the verbal predicate {BOL}.

Gagauz, Iranian Azeri and Karaim, which to different degrees have undergone
contact-induced language change, have developed right-branching and finite com-
plement and relative clauses. In such constructions, {BAR} is the typical choice (see
structures given in Table 4).

Table (5) is intended to present the results so far for the respective branches by
comparing the functions of the nonfinite predicate types (which means that the
contact-induced finite structures in Gagauz, Iranian Azeri and Karaim are not in-
cluded in this table). In terms of the distribution of {BAR} and {BOL}, the Central
Asian Oghuz language Turkmen shares common characteristics with the Kipchak
languages.

Table 5: Predicate types used in nonfinite subordination of existence and possessive clauses

West Oghuz Kipchak Turkic &
Turkmen (East Oghuz)

[+DYN] {BOL} {BOL}

{BOL} {BOL}

[-PsT], [+PST], [+PROS] contexts mainly restricted to [+PST] or
[+STA] [+PROS] contexts

{BAR} {BAR}

not common in West Oghuz, but productive in [-PST] contexts

available in complement clauses of

some vernaculars

Abbreviations
1 First person LIK Suffix in -//K
2 Second person LOC Locative
3 Third person MOD Modality
ABL Ablative N Noun
ACC Accusative NEG Negation
AOR Aorist NFIN Nonfinite suffix in a complement clause
BAR Non-verbal predicate in NOM Nominative
{BAR}

BOL Verbal predicate in {BOL} PAR Participle
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CcD Conditional PAS Passive

CoP Copular PL Plural

cv Converb PROS Prospective
DAT Dative PRS Present tense
DER Derivational PSS Possessive
DYN Dynamic PST Past tense
EQU Equative PTER Postterminal
EVID  Evidential PV Postverb
GEN Genitive REC Reciprocal
HAB Habitual Q Interrogative
HD Head noun SG Singular

INF Infinitive STA Static

INS Instrumental X he, she, it
INTER  Interjection * Ungrammatical structure

JUNC  Junctor
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in a comparative perspective
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The article deals first and foremost with Kazakh hypocorisms. This category is inter-
twined with the categories of the Diminutive and the Vocative, as well as with the cate-
gory of subjective evaluation of reality, in particular in the formation of endearment and
honorific terms. Diminutive markers may build hypocorisms and vocative forms (along
with building new lexemes), and hypocorisms, together with endearment and honorific
formations of nouns expressing interpersonal relations, may act as vocatives. Each lan-
guage has its own system for expressing these categories, comprising both grammatical
and lexical devices.

Hypocorisms are built in very different ways in Turkic languages, employing affixation
(e.g. diminutive, endearment and honorific affixes) and other means (syncopation,
ellipsis, etc.). Kazakh hypocorisms are formed with specialized affixes that are used
exclusively to build endearment (affectionate) and honorific hypocorisms from reduced
person noun stems, mostly not used as separate lexemes. Diminutive affixes on common
nouns do not build hypocorisms. In contrast, Tuvan practically does not use any diminu-
tive, endearment or honorific affixes to build hypocorisms, as the respective morphemes
have been incorporated into Tuvan full names; instead various types of ellipsis and
syncopation of full names serve this end. Most South Siberian languages (Shor, Altai,
Khakas) use “general” diminutive markers, also applied to common nouns as well to ex-
press “objective” evaluation of the size of their referents. Used with person names and
nouns expressing interpersonal relations, such diminutive affixes fulfill the function of
subjective evaluation of reality, being expressive language means.
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1. Introductory remarks

This article deals with Kazakh person names and nouns denoting interpersonal so-
cial relations (e.g. kinship terms) and their categories: hypocorisms, diminutives,
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forms of endearment, honorifics and vocatives that are intertwined with each other
in a very complex way.

Diminutive formations have a complex semantic structure and participate in vari-
ous semantic oppositions. They express smallness in size, which is their prototypical
function. The opposite of the diminutive is the augmentative, a morphological form
of a word which expresses greater magnitude, often of size but also of other attrib-
utes. Thus, the category of the diminutive is connected with the category of quantity
and participates in the semantic opposition of “lesser-greater” quantity together with
the category of the augmentative. The assessment of whether an entity or quality is
smaller than a certain “norm” is a type of subjective evaluation of reality (Plungjan
2011: 149-150).

Diminutive formations are also used to render affect, e.g. an attitude or emotion
that a speaker brings to an utterance. In particular, they can form terms of endear-
ment (including nicknames and hypocorisms) expressing sympathy, pity, or a loving
and caring attitude, especially when addressing children, but also other loved and
cherished persons (e.g. family members, but not only). In certain contexts, they can
express other emotions (disrespect, contempt, disgust, etc.), and may be used to
humiliate the referent of the term. In these usages, they serve the end of expressing
emotions and belong to the category of expressive language means. The latter em-
braces numerous additional linguistic elements, e.g. interjections, such as the Rus-
sian ax ‘ah!’, conveying surprise, delight, or fright, and ox ‘oh!’, conveying sadness
or pain; the verbs axat’ ‘to say ax; to gasp’, oxat’ ‘to say ox; to moan’, derived from
these interjections, etc.

Reduced forms of personal names (hypocorisms) practically always have expres-
sive functions, unlike diminutive formations. Quite often, hypocorisms do not carry
any diminutive morpheme, but are formed in other ways (e.g. stem syncopation).
Nevertheless, they may contain a diminutive suffix. Diminutive formations from
person names always have evaluative and expressive functions, unlike those from
other noun classes that can only express “smallness”, i.e. the prototypical semantics
of all diminutives..

In terms of social deixis, hypocorisms (with or without diminutive affixes) ex-
press informal, close personal relations. In some cultures, they even may be used
when addressing people with lower social standing. In this respect, they are the
opposite of honorific language means. As we will show in this article, some hypoco-
risms in Kazakh express exactly the opposite semantics, acting as honorific means.

Hypocorisms are often used as vocative forms, similar to other diminutive for-
mations from bases denoting certain classes of persons: gender and age terms, kin-
ship terms, terms denoting various types of social interaction (e.g. teacher, friend),

1 Irina Nevskaya worked on the article in the framework of the project “Language and eth-
no-cultural variability of Southern Siberia in synchrony and diachrony: language and
culture interaction” (RF Government grant No. 14.Y26.31.0014).
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etc. Consequently, vocatives, being a special category in Turkic languages (Juldasev
1956), also deserve our attention in this article.

In Turkic studies, diminutives have received more attention that the categories of
hypocorisms and vocatives, see 2.1. Nevertheless, they remain a category that has
not yet been studied sufficiently. As for research on Turkic hypocorisms, we can
mention an article by Dorug-ool A. Mongus§ devoted to hypocorisms in Tuvan
(1973, reprinted in 2009). Scattered comments on hypocorisms can be encountered
in derivational morphology descriptions. It is usually stated that diminutive affixes
also build diminutive forms of proper names. Concerning Turkic vocatives, we can
refer to an article by A. A. Juldasev (1956) on Turkic forms of address.

Different diminutive name forms in Kazakh and other Turkic languages illustrate
cultural norms and the ways of addressing each other in formal and informal situa-
tions. This article gives a general description of Kazakh hypocorisms and their func-
tions including vocative ones in a cross-Turkic comparative perspective, with a
special emphasis on a series of South Siberian Turkic languages belonging to North-
East Turkic (e.g. Tuvan, Shor, Altai). Our paper will also look at further means of
address used by other Turkic languages.

2. Diminutives

2.1. Turkic diminutives as an object of linguistic research

Diminutives have been a frequent topic of scientific discussion in general and
typological linguistics. In particular, much research is devoted to the use of diminu-
tives in connection with children’s speech in Russian (Voeikova 1998), Hebrew (Ra-
vid 1998), Finnish (Laalo 1998), Italian (De Marco 1998), and Lithuanian (Savicki-
ene 1998). The formation of diminutive names in Hungarian has been the subject of
special research from a phonological perspective (Weijer 1989). There are also re-
cent descriptions of diminutives in lesser studied languages of Eurasia (e.g. see Do-
lozova 2007 about Itelmen diminutives).

In most Turkic languages, diminutives have not been a topic of special mono-
graphic research, a recent study of Khakas being a rare exception (Tarakanova
2011). There are a number of articles describing diminutive formations in Turkmen
(Muradov 1975), Kazakh (Mamanova 1983), Shor (Esipova 1998), etc.

Diminutives are usually not mentioned in grammar books (see Sovremennyj ka-
zaxskij jazyk 1962). This can be explained by their word-building status; diminutives
are considered to belong to lexicon, not grammar. They are mostly described in
chapters on word formation alongside other affixes building nouns from nominals.
However, we will not find diminutive formations in dictionaries. Thus, they seem to
be overlooked by both grammar and lexicon studies of Turkic languages.
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2.2. Diminutives’ functions

Grammatical and derivational functions of diminutive formations are often distin-
guished by some authors (e.g. Esipova 1998).

Diminutive affixes can fulfill purely derivational functions forming new words
referring to different entities than their bases do: cf. Altai tilkii-cek [fox-DIM] ‘fox
cub’ and ‘(my) dear fox’ from #ilkii ‘fox’ formed by the diminutive affix -¢4k. The
usage of diminutive suffixes to build names for juvenile animals is a classic example
of their derivational functions. In (1), tilkiicek is a diminutive formation that does
not denote fully grown foxes that are small in size, but fox cubs. In order to express
the smallness of the fox cub, the adjective kicinek ‘small’ is used.

Altai

(1) Kicinek tilkiicek  ene-zi-nip kuyrug-i  la kire.
small  fox.cub  mother- POS3-GEN tail-POS3 pTCL till
‘A small fox cub is as long as its mother’s tail.’

Along with their derivational use, diminutive formations can express subjective
evaluation of an entity. Esipova (1998: 90) distinguishes emotional and non-emo-
tional subjective evaluation expressed by diminutives.” In case of non-emotional
evaluation of entities, their size is evaluated as comparatively smaller than a certain
“norm”: e.g. Ziy ‘house’ and #iy-cek [house-DIM] ‘a small house’. It is an “objectiviz-
ed”, non-emotional evaluation.

In the case of emotional evaluation, a caring and loving attitude, or in certain
contexts, disrespect or irony can be expressed by diminutive formations: e.g. neutral
iiy ‘house’ and iiy-ceges [house-DIM] ‘(my) dear small house’, or ‘a tiny (old)
house’. In this case, the size of the house does not really matter; one can use iy-
ceges when speaking about a relatively big house, which probably became very old.
In certain contexts, #iy-ceges can be used ironically, referring to a big villa as if it
were a modest small house. Thus, expressive discourse does not have anything to do
with the truth value of propositions expressed by it. Esipova (1998) stresses that
Shor diminutives are very often used in emotional expressive speech. Because
smallness of living beings is often connected with warm feelings towards them (e.g.
attitude toward children), it is not always possible to distinguish these two types of
subjective evaluation from each other. Diminutives can express both semantic com-
ponents simultaneously: the smallness of an object and the speaker’s loving attitude
toward it.

2 Compare the position of Marcel Erdal (2004) who also distinguishes two types of evalua-
tive semantics expressed by diminutives: pragmatic evaluation and expressive evaluation.
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2.3. The status of diminutive formations

Diminutive formations are mostly treated as separate lexical entities. However, they
are quite systematic formations with predictable semantic results (if we leave aside
the rather limited lexicalized entities), especially those with evaluative semantics.
How should we define diminutive affixes that express the category of subjective
evaluation—as grammatical or as derivational ones?

Of course, this is an open question for general and Turkic linguistics. Normally,
we would define something as a lexeme and not as a word form if it is stored in the
lexicon as a whole and is not composed “on demand” according to certain rules. The
opposite is true for grammatical forms of the same word. A lexeme preserves its
lexical meaning in all its grammatical forms that are marked by grammar affixes.
Derivational affixes form new words with their own paradigms.

Thus, where do evaluative diminutive formations belong—grammar or the lexi-
con?

In order to answer this question, we also need to take into consideration the fol-
lowing aspects of diminutive formations.

Firstly, diminutive affixes are present in a series of already petrified entities
undoubtedly belonging to the lexicon. In this case, their derivational status is clear.

Secondly, there is a variety of diminutive suffixes in each Turkic language; their
choice is mostly determined by the morphological context. Thus, in Altai (Cu-
makaev 2017), the diminutive suffix -4K is added to two-syllable stems ending in »
and $: koyon-ok ‘a dear little hare / a leveret, a young hare’ (koyon ‘hare’),3 Cickan-
ak ‘a dear little mouse / a young mouse’ (¢i¢kan ‘mouse’), toyoz-6k ‘a dear small
stump’ (#0yos ‘stump’). The suffix -4s is added to two-syllable stems ending in &, k
and #: ayag-as ‘a dear little cup’ (ayak ‘cup’), teertpeeg-es ‘a dear little flatbread’
(teertpeek ‘flatbread’), torbog-os ‘a dear little bull / a young bull’ (torbok ‘bull, ox’),
kayin-as ‘a dear little birch’ (kayiy ‘birch’); its variant -§ is added to three-syllable
words ending in o: obogos ‘a dear little haystack’ (obogo ‘haystack’). The
suffix -(1)¢Ak is added to disyllabic stems ending in a vowel or to one-syllable words
ending in a consonant (other than k, k and »): tura-cak ‘a dear little house’ (tura
‘house’), taz-icak ‘a dear little stone’ (fas ‘stone’).

Thirdly, diminutive affixes can be combined with each other building complex
diminutive markers: Altai suu-cag-as [river-DIM-DIM] ‘dear little river’ (suu ‘river’).

Fourthly, various diminutive forms of the same substantive can exist; cf. Shor
tiy-Cek “a little house’, iiy-ceg-es ‘a dear little house’.

3 With animal names, it is especially difficult to distinguish between the derivational and
evaluative functions of diminutives. Diminutives seem to be the most frequent way to
form names of young animals. In addition, juvenile animals can be denoted by special lex-
emes, e.g. Altai kulun ‘foal, colt’, and by lexicalized possessive phrases with the head
word bala ‘child’, e.g. Altai cickan ‘mouse’—cickan-niy bala-zi [mouse-GEN child-P0s3]
‘a young mouse, lit.: mouse’s child’.
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These features of diminutive formations bring them closer to the lexicon than to
grammar. It is typical that they are considered to be a part of the word building sys-
tem of a language and, consequently, that diminutive formants are evaluated as word
building ones (Erdal 2004). See, however for example Esipova (1998) who has an
opposing point of view on the status of diminutives in Turkic languages, considering
them to be representatives of a grammatical category of subjective evaluation of
reality (when they serve evaluative and expressive functions).

3. Hypocorisms

Hypocorisms are built in very different ways in Turkic languages, employing affixa-
tion (e.g. diminutive, endearment and honorific affixes) and other means (syncopa-
tion, ellipsis, etc.).

3.1. Kazakh hypocorisms

Some Kazakh hypocorisms are built by syncopating their parts, which are distinct
morphemes (-bek, -bay, etc.), e.g. Zamal from Zamalbek. However, they are typical-
ly formed by specialized affixes. The Kazakh language has a number of affixes that
form hypocorisms, which are primarily used in direct address, but not only. More
than one hypocorism can be formed from the same stem. Due to long-term close
contacts with the Russian language, Russian diminutive suffixes are sometimes used
in such formations.

We distinguish two classes of such formations: hypocorisms expressing affection
and endearment, and those expressing respect, which are used as honorific language
means.

3.1.1. Kazakh affectionate diminutive names related to children and close rela-
tives

There are a number of patterns of forming hypocorisms that are used to address
children and close relatives.

3.1.1.1. Pattern I. Hypocorisms formed by the affix -(V)5 ~ -ko§

The suffix is added to anthroponomical stems ending in a vowel. These hypocorisms
express personal closeness and informality.

Official name Hypocorism
(PN stem -§)
Madina (f) Madina-§ ‘dearest Madina’ (compare Madin-ocka,

with the Russian suffix -ocka)
Amina (f) Amina-$ ‘dear Amina’ (compare Amin-ocka)
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If the name ends in a consonant, the stem should be shortened to one syllable; if it
ends in a consonant, a variant of the suffix -§ with a preceding vowel is added; after
a reduced stem on a vowel or a sonant, the variant -ko§ is used.

Official name Hypocorism

(shortened PN stem -Vs / -kos)
Ahmet (m) Ah-05 ‘dear Ahmet’ (compare Ahmet-ik)
Aynur (f) Ay-kos ‘dear Aynur’ (compare Aynur-ocka)
Zanar (f) Za-ko$ ‘dear Zhanar’ (compare Zanar-ocka)

If the name consists of more than two syllables, the affix is added to a shortened
form of the name consisting of the first two syllables, the last of which should be an
open syllable. Distinct morphemes are normally omitted. However, some shortened
stems do not form a hypocorism, probably for semantic reasons; balta is just ‘ham-
mer’, not *Balta ‘*dear Balta’; Zuma is ‘Friday’, not *Zuma ‘*dear Zhuma’.
Baltabay (m)  Balta-$ ‘dear Baltabay’ (compare Baltabay-cik)
Zumabike (f) Zuma-$ ‘dear Zhumabike’

If the second syllable is closed, the final consonant is omitted.

Zamalbek (m) Zama-§ ‘dear Zhamalbek® (compare Zamal -¢ik)

The hypocorism with the affix -§ of the name Abdraxman (m) is Ab-is ‘dear Abdrax-
man’ (compare Abdraxman-cik); probably because the consonant clusters are diffi-
cult to pronounce, it gets reduced to one syllable.

This suffix is also added to common nouns referring to persons. In a well-known
Kazakh lullaby it is added to the stem bdpe ‘baby’, see (2).

(2) Aldi aldi ak bope-m Hushaby my sweet baby child
Ak tosekke Zat bope-m My baby, sleep in the safe (white) bed
Aynalayin bope-3-im My dearest sweetheart baby
Taptim bakit 6zipnen I found happiness from you
YUktay yoysi koke-5-im Sleep my sweetheart.
(Kazakh folk lullaby)

Such formations express affection and love. Affectionate names with the stem con-
taining the suffix -§ are used by family members to express parents’ strong feeling of
adoration for their children, grandparents’ for grandchildren or relatives’ for cousins,
nephews and nieces. This is how the elders express their gentle feeling of fondness
towards younger ones.
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Characteristic features of this pattern are as follows:

Addressee’s age: Speaker’s age:
newly born till adult much older than the addressee

3.1.1.2. Pattern I1. Hypocorisms formed by the affix -§ + the suffix -ka

This is a variant of the previous pattern; it combines hypocorisms formed by the
Kazakh diminutive suffix -§ with the suffix -ka, apparently copied from Russian.
These derivatives express a high degree of personal closeness and informality.

Official name Hypocorism

(shortened name stem -(V)s / -kos + -ka)
Bota (f)— Bota-$-ka ‘(my) dearest Bota’ (c. Botas-ec-ka)
Mayra (f) — Mayra-$-ka ‘(my) dearest Mayra’ (c. Mayra-§-ec-ka)
Arman (m)— Arma-$-ka ‘(my) dearest Arman’ (c. Arman-cik)
Ahmet (m)— Ah-05$-ka ‘(my) dearest Ahmet’ (c. Ahmet-ik)

As we see, these suffixes (also combined together) are added to already shortened
personal names in order to form their especially affectionate forms.

3.1.1.3. Pattern III. Hypocorisms formed by the morpheme -Zan

The cliticized morpheme -Zan (from the Persian noun meaning ‘soul’) is a dedicated
morpheme expressing the speaker’s endearment and affection. The -Zan marker is
also used in Uzbek (e.g. Akmal-zan; Xafiz-zan), Turkmen (Orad-Zan, Gédel-Zan),
and elsewhere (Zanuzakov 1971: 159).

Official Name Hypocorism

(PN stem-Zan)
Aynur (f) Aynur-zZan ‘dearest Aynur, sweetheart Aynur’
Aysuly (f) Aysuly-zZan ‘dearest Aysulu, sweetheart Aysulu’
Serik (m) Serik-Zan ‘dearest Serik, sweetheart Serik’
Ahmet (m) Ahmet-Zan ‘dearest Ahmet’

In cases where the morpheme -Zan has become part of a full name, the latter does
not form a hypocorism with the same affix: Ayzan (f), Giilzan (f), Seytzan (m), Ah-
metzan (m), compare the hypocorism Ahmet-zZan from the full name Ahmet.

Formations with -Zan express personal closeness and informality; see (3). They
are also encountered in Kazakh folklore (4) and (5), indicating that this element
entered the Kazakh language a long time ago.
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[Serik Astana-ya ket-keli  Zat-ir.]

Serik Astana-DAT  goO-INF lie:AUX-AOR

“Serik-Zan, Zol-iy bol-sin de-p” ata-si

PN-DIM way-POS2SG  be-IMP3  say-CV grandfather-Pos3
bata-sin ber-d-i.

blessing-POS3ACC  give-PST-3
‘[Serik is going to Astana.] “Dearest Serik-dzan, let your way be (successful)
(i.e. I wish you good luck),” his grandfather blessed him (lit.: gave his blessing).’

Aynalayin, Sege-zan,

dear PN-DIM

s0z-iy-e sonda sen-eyin!

word-POS2SG-DAT  then  believe-IMP1SG

‘Dearest , Shege, I will then rely on your word (lit.: believe your word)!”
(Qiz Zibek 2008: 84)

Zibek-2an  Zi git tayda-y bil-d-i eken!
PN-DIM fellow choose-CV know-PST-3PTCL
‘It seems that dearest Zibek knew how to choose a fiancé!” (Qiz Zibek 2008: 35)

Characteristic features of formations with -Zan are as follows:

Addressee’s age: Speaker’s age:
newly born till 12 elderly people

3.1.1.4. Pattern I'V: Hypocorisms with the suffix -zay

The marker -tay is added to shortened stems consisting of the first syllable of the
name. Hypocorisms with this suffix express sympathy, as well as a loving and car-
ing attitude towards a child on the part of a grown up.

Official Name Hypocorism

(PN stem-fay)
Batjrhan (m) — Ba-tay ‘dearest Batyrkhan’
Alimzan (m) — Al-tay ‘dearest Alimzhan’
Kiilimhan (f) — Kiil-tay ‘dearest Kyulimkhan’
Kaldikiil (m) — Kal-tay ‘dearest Kaldykyul’

Characteristic features of formations with -fay are as follows:

Addressee’s age: Speaker’s age:
from 12 till 18 elderly people
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The marker -tay can be added to Kazakh kinship terms. The resulting formations
express a feeling of tenderness while addressing beloved and cherished family mem-
bers, e.g.:

Kinship terminology — Diminutive with -tay

apa apa-tay ‘beloved granny, grandmother’ (equivalent to the
Russian babulja)

ata ata-tay ‘beloved grandfather’ (equivalent to Russian dedulja)

Zeyge Zeyge-tay ‘beloved sister-in-law’

aya aya-tay ‘beloved elder brother/uncle’

Zengetay is mostly used as a vocative word; see (6). It expresses close relatives’
respect and affection for their sister-in-law.

(6) Zenge-tay, Say ber-iniz-Si!
sister-in-law-DIM  tea give-IMP2PL-PTCL
‘Beloved sister-in-law, be so kind and serve me tea!’

The possessive marker of the first person singular can be added to these formations
to express special affection, personal closeness and respect, see (7)—(10).

(7) Apa-tay-im, awir-ma-niz-5i!
grandmother-DIM-POS1SG  be.ill-NEG-IMP2PL-PTCL
‘My beloved grandmother, please, don’t be ill.”

(8) Apa-tay-im Sarsa-d-j.
grandmother-DIM-POS1SG  get.tired-PST-3
‘My beloved grandmother has got tired.’

9) Zenge-tay-im ak.kowil.
sister-in-law-DIM-POS1SG ~ white.heart
‘My beloved sister-in-law is a very sincere person (lit: ‘white heart’).’

(10) Aya-tay-im Taraz-da.
grandfather-DIM-POS1SG Taraz-LOC
‘My beloved brother is in Taraz (a city).’

3.1.1.5. Pattern V: Hypocorisms with the suffix -KA4n

In Kazakh, hypocorisms with the marker -K4n are widely used to express the small
size of their referents (equivalent to formations with the English suffix -y/-ie, e.g.:
Elizabeth — Betty, Lizzie). They convey warm affectionate feelings towards the
referred person. The -KA4n markers are added to the first syllable of the name if this
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syllable is closed. Its last consonant is omitted if it has a low vowel. In case the first
syllable starts with k-, the suffix is added to the second syllable:

Official name — Hypocorism
(shortened PN stem plus -KAn)
Sahmuhambet, Sakarim, Saymerden — Sa-ken ‘(my) dear Shaken’

Sadwakas, Sarsenbek, Seyfulla — Sa-ken ‘(my) dear Saken’
Kozahmet, KoZamkul — Koza-kan ‘(my) dear Kozhakan’
Risgiil — Ris-ken ‘(my) dear Rysken’

3.1.2. Hypocorisms with honorific semantics

Kazakh has special honorific hypocorisms formed from shortened stems of personal
names plus a number of honorific affixes. Honorific forms of personal names con-
vey respect, and are used when addressing or referring to a person.

3.1.2.1. Pattern I: hypocorisms with the affix -4ke

These are formed from shortened stems (only the first syllable of the official name)
by adding the suffix -dke/-eke. Their function is to express friendly, informal polite-
ness combined with the highest respect. This suffix is used with both male and fe-
male names.

Official name Honorific hypocorism

(first syllable of full PN stem plus -Ake)
Askar (m)— Aseke ‘(our) highly respected Askar’
Asay (m) Aseke ‘(our) highly respected Asau’
Alibek (m) — Aleke “(our) highly respected Alibek’
Baylan (m)— Bake “(our) highly respected Baglan’
Zabayhan (m)— Zake “(our) highly respected Zhabaykhan’
Malika (f)— Matke ‘(our) highly respected Malika’
Saltanat (f) Sake ‘(our) highly respected Saltanat’
Rausan (f) Rake “(our) highly respected Raushan’
Seryazi (m)— Sake ‘(our) highly respected Sergazy’

Dinmuhammed (m) Dimeke ‘(our) highly respected Dinmuhammed’
Kiildubala (f)— Kiileke ‘(our) highly respected Kyuldubala’
Giilzaxan (f)— Giileke “(our) highly respected Gyulzhaxan’

When the first syllable is closed, its final consonant is omitted (except for /) while its
vowel is replaced by the first vowel of the affix: Baylan > Bake. If the name begins
with the vowel a and the first syllable is closed, the affix is placed after the final
consonant: Askar > As-eke. However, if the names start with the vowel a followed
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by the consonant m, the vowel is omitted.4 Thus, names like Amangeldi (m), Amina
(f), Amantay (m, f), Amangiil (f) etc. all have the same honorific hypocorism Mdake.
Names consisting of more than three syllables retain two first syllables; the rules
should be applied to the second syllable: Dinmuhammed > Dimeke, (with assimila-
tion of n to m and contraction of mm).

All in all, the rules for building such hypocorisms are not always straightforward
and regular. Connotations and how the resulting name sounds play a certain role in
this, along with the morphological context and the syllabic word structure. It is not
always possible to separate the word stem from the affix.

In modern Kazakh, honorific forms of personal names are widely used in every-
day life and the official press, both in oral and written communication. They can be
applied to people of any social standing. In cases where the status of the addressed
person is higher than that of the speaker, this form expresses respect and distinction.
If the status of both participants in the communication is equal, it expresses respect-
ful politeness. A wife can use this form when addressing her husband in the pres-
ence of other people in order to show his high status in the family and the respect
with which he is treated in the family.

One can even address the President of Kazakhstan, Nursultan Nazarbaev, with
the honorific hypocorism Nureke; see (11) introducing an open letter to the President
of Kazakhstan.

(11) “Assalaumayaleykum, kurmetti  Nureke, men  Zanayi

greeting respectful PN:HYP I just

0z-iniz sina-yan pedinstitut-tiy rektor-i

self- POS2PL criticize-PP pedagogical.institute-GEN rector-POS3
Aldamzarov-pin”,— de-d-im. Nureke-p de kol-in soz-a
PN-1SG say-PST-1SG ~ PP:HYP-POS2SG PTCL  hand-POS3ACC stretch-cv
meniy  kol-im-di al-ip: “Men, Zdake,  siz-di

my hand-pos1sG-Acc take-cv 1 PN:HYP you: PL-ACC

bil-e-m yoy”,—de-d-i.

know-PRS-1SG  PTCL  say-PST-3

““Assalaumayaleykum, highly respected Nureke. I am Aldamzarov, the rector of the
Pedagogical Institute, whom you have just criticized”, I said. The highly respected
Nureken greeted me stretching out his hands: “I know you, respected Zike”, he said.’

This highly productive affix is also used to form honorific hypocorisms from foreign
names: Nikolay > Ndke, Lars > Lareke, Andrey > Aleke.

It is used as a form of address, but not only. When it is used in the absence of the
person referred to, it can have ironical connotations.

4 The first two sounds of such names would give a word denoting the female sex organ; this
combination of sounds is therefore not considered suitable for a respectful form of ad-
dress.
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In Zanuzakov’s opinion, this marker goes back to the marker -aka (Zanuzakov
1971: 162). In western Kazakhstan, this archaic marker is still used as a honorific to
express the highest respect of the referent: Seytkali — Seyt-aka; Samyali — Sam-aka

Irina Nevskaya & Saule Tazhibayeva

(Zanuzakov 1971: 161).

In Uzbek, dka is used as a separate lexeme expressing the highest respect only of
a male person, e.g. Kamal-aka; Dilmurat-aka; Zakir-aka. The wife addresses her
husband with the component aka and using the second person plural verb forms. In
Kazakh, there is no gender differentiation; the marker -4ke can be added to male and

female name stems.
Characteristic features of formations with -Ake are as follows:

The marker -Ake is used with kinship terms in the speech of Kazakhs from China
who migrated back to their historical motherland after the 1990s (interview with

Addressee’s age: Speaker’s age:

from 35 appr. same as the addressee’ (+/-5
years)

Addressee’s status: Speaker’s status:

high (administrative position, standing same or lower

in the family hierarchy, or other)

Prof. Tursunkhan Zaken, 52 years old, Astana 2016), e.g.:

In Kazakh folklore, the marker -Ake is widely used with both person names and
kinship terms, to express friendly, informal politeness combined with the highest
respect; see (12)—(15). In (14), the honorific hypocorism is combined with the pos-

Aya—ayeke ‘cherished elder brother’
Apa—apeke ‘cherished mother’
Ake—dkeke *cherished father’
Ata—ateke ‘cherished grandfather’
Aze—azeke ‘cherished grandmother’

sessive marker of the 1st person singular.

(12)

(13)

Seseke, bir kuanis-ti kor-d-im de-y-di.
mother.HON one  happiness-ACC see-PST-1SG  say-PRS-3
““Cherished mother, I saw one happiness”, he says.

(“Qozi Korpes Bayan Suluu” 1959: 104)

Bayan  kiz-diy kiiyew-i men, eneke.

PN girl-GEN  husband-Pos3 1 mother-in-law.HON
‘Respected mother-in-law, I am the husband of the girl (by name) Bayan.
(“Qozi Korpes Bayan Suluu” 1959: 192)

’
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(14)  Akeke-m til-in al-ma de-gen.
father.HON-POS1SG tongue-POS3ACC  listen-NEG say-PF
‘My dearest father told me not to listen to him.’
(“Qozi Korpe§ Bayan Suluu” 1959: 143)

(15) Rawsanbek-ti  sat-ip al-ip Kazdeke-m (<Kazdembek)
PN-ACC buy-CV take.AUX-CV ~ PN.HON-POS1SG
kiin  bat-kan  sopy saray-in-a en-e-di.
sun  set-PP after palace-POS3-DAT enter-PRS-3

‘My dear Qazdembek who has bought Raushanbek, enters the palace after sunset.’

3.1.2.2. Pattern II: honorific hypocorisms with the affix -eken

The marker -eken is added to person name stems shortened to their first syllables.
When it is a closed syllable, its final consonant is omitted. If the syllable ends in two
consonants, the last one is omitted: Lars > Lareken.

Hypocorisms with -eken are used with the names of officials in the press, on TV
etc.; e.g. Nursultan Nazarbaev can be referred to as Nureken.

This marker usually expresses warm, sincere feelings towards elder persons, re-
spected officials, writers, composers, singers whose creations are popular, and
whom people respect and love: Yafu — Yaf-eken (Yafu Qayyrbekov is a famous Ka-
zakh poet); Kasimbek — Kas-eken (Kasymbek Bukhmetov was a respected person,
who founded a number of museums about famous Kazakhstani people); Nursultan
— Nur-eken.

It is characteristic of all Kazakh diminutive or honorific affixes encountered in
Kazakh hypocorisms that they are only used to build formations from person name
stems or from stems denoting participants in various interpersonal relations (kinship
terms, social bonds, etc.). These formations have evaluative and expressive seman-
tics and express endearment, affection, love and sympathy on the one hand, or re-
spect, distinction, politeness, on the other. They are not used for building diminu-
tives from nouns denoting non-animate entities.

3.2. Hypocorisms in South Siberian Turkic languages

In the course of the conversion of the Turkic peoples of South Siberia to Christian-
ity, many adopted Christian names as pronounced in Russian, with some adaptation
to the rules of Turkic phonetics. This happened in the Mountainous Altai, Mountain-
ous Shoria, Khakassia and other places. Nevertheless, with Christian names, inher-
ited affixes are mostly used (see 4.5). The Tuvan people were not converted and
have preserved the original system of personal names and their hypocorisms to a
greater extent (see 3.2.1.).

Some peoples that adopted Christianity kept their original names for domestic
use and gave their children an official “public” name and a secret “home” name. At
present, mostly native names are given to newly born children in South Siberia. All
these processes need describing and studying. Here, we use some results of the
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sparse research that was available to us. Still, big differences in building hypoco-
risms in different Turkic languages are quite obvious.

3.2.1. Hypocorisms in Tuvan

Diminutive forms of personal names (hypocorisms) constitute a unique anthropo-
nomical system in each Turkic language. The peculiarities of the Kazakh system are
especially visible if we compare Kazakh hypocorisms to Tuvan ones. A description
of Tuvan hypocorisms was made by D. Mongus§ (1977, reprinted in 2009). Below,
we use his observations and examples.

It is interesting that Tuvan hypocorisms are normally formed without any di-
minutive markers.

Tuvan personal names consisting of two stems are shortened by omitting their
second part: Anay-Xaak > Anay, Oynaar-ool > Oynaar.

If the first part of the name used to be a nickname, is can be omitted: Coon-Siva
> Siva (coon ‘fat”).

Personal names consisting of one stem can be shortened if they have two or more
syllables. Often it is an affix which is syncopated: Salbakkay > Salbak, Mildikpan >
Mildik, Cecekmaa > Cecek, Saarbay > Saar, etc. Paradoxically, originally diminu-
tive affixes that have become a part of the full name can also be omitted (see Sal-
bakkay > Salbak).

The affixes -CAK ~ -CXK, -KAy, -Ay, -1(D)Ay, -BAy, -BAA, -CAp, and -CX are
most frequently omitted. The first six affixes are originally diminutives. If there are
two diminutive affixes that have become part of the full name, only the last of them
is omitted: Kara-§-pay > Karas, Ool-cuk-kay > Oolcuk, Ool-ak-kay > Oolak.

Personal names consisting of one syllable do not get shortened.

In two- and three-syllable underived words (also if we cannot divide them into
morphemes synchronically), the following rules determine the production of hypo-
corisms.

In words with a long first vowel and an open second syllable, the last vowel is
omitted (Sooma > Soom); if such a word has a closed final syllable and an open
penultimate one, the last two sounds are omitted (Sodunam > Sodun), when the
penultimate syllable is closed, the last syllable is omitted completely (Cadamba >
Cadam). The resulting hypocorisms have closed last syllables.

These rules also apply if a name has a long first vowel. There are not many Tu-
van names of this structure, but many loaned Russian names with a stressed first
syllable belong to this class, as the stressed vowel is borrowed as a long vowel into
Tuvan; consequently, they also follow these rules in building their hypocorisms:
Misa [mi:fa] > Mis [mi:f].

Other types of two-syllable words do not get shortened. As for four-syllable per-
sonal names (quite rare), they lose their last two syllables, but the last syllable of the
resulting hypocorism should be closed.
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The resulting hypocorisms have evaluative and expressive functions. However
one should bear in mind that we can speak of a hypocorism only when the longer
form exists as a full name. Since there are many full names that have diminutive (or
other) affixes as parts of their full stems, hypocorisms may be homonymous with
full names. Only the contrast between a diminutive and the corresponding full name
determines whether or not it is a hypocorism.

One may suppose that diminutive affixes used to be evaluative at some stage of
the Tuvan historical development and lost this function when becoming parts of full
names. Since diminutive affixes have become parts of official names in Tuvan, they
are not used for building hypocorisms here. The only exception is the suffix -CXg
which may either add a loving and tender attitude, or bear ironical connotations,
depending on the context, the hypocorism Koynaa-Zik (from Koynaa) may mean
‘dear Koynaa’ or ‘despised Koynaa’. Mongu$ even states that the ironical connota-
tions prevail in cases where such formations are used. However, he also states that
this affix sometimes expresses a loving and caring attitude, and thinks that this trend
could be fostered by contacts with the Russian language, which uses diminutives
abundantly.

Thus, Tuvan has practically “lost” its use of diminutive affixes as a means of ex-
pressing the category of subjective evaluation. Hypocorisms are instead formed by
syncopation of full names.

4. Vocatives

Most hypocorisms are primarily, but not exclusively, used as forms of address.
However, in the traditional cultures of most Turkic peoples, certain taboos restrict
the use of personal names by younger family members. Kinship terms are used in-
stead of personal names. These receive a special morphology when used as forms of
address, which often coincides with the morphemes building hypocorisms.

4.1. An overview of Turkic forms of address

In sentences containing vocative forms, the latter usually occupy the initial position.
In most cases, there are no special forms of address. The vocative function is ful-
filled by a specific intonation pattern, with a pause after the address word: Tatar ji-
git, tur! ‘Stand up, young man!’ However, some Turkic languages have special
vocative morphology (see Juldasev 1956).

In Kumyk, the affix -(4)w is applied to the words denoting the addressed person,
e.g. ini ‘younger brother’, aya ‘uncle’, egeci ‘aunt’, as well as to some further
words: Iniw! ‘Younger brother!’; Ayaw! ‘Uncle!’; E¢iw! ‘Aunt!’; compare 4.2.1.1.
In Kumyk, the same affix can be applied to hypocorisms, though in that case the
resulting forms can be used in more than just the vocative function: Zakaw (from the
personal name Zakar’ya), Kaliw (< Kalimat), etc. This shows that it is a regular
means of building vocative word forms.
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The affix -(4)y can also be used in this function in Kumyk and in many other
Turkic languages (e.g. Tatar, Bashkir, Kirgiz, Altai, Khakas, etc.). Its usage is con-
fined to addressing people: ana-y ‘Mother!” (Kumyk), afa-y ‘Father!” (Kumyk,
Bashkir), ind-y/dsd-y ‘Mother!” (Bashkir), kiz-iy ‘Girl!’, tupan-ay ‘Sibling!” (Tatar).
In Tatar, the word jiggd ‘wife of an older brother’ has the vocative form jiygi (with
the Tatar correspondence of -i to -dy with the vocative -y). Tatar personal names also
have diminutive forms (hypocorisms) with the final -y added to their shortened
stems: Ibray (< Ibrahim), Kamay (< Kamaletdin), etc.; see also 4.2.1.2. The Altai
language has only a few formations with the suffix -y: ada ‘father’ > ada-y; ene
‘mother’ > ene-y. These can be considered vocative words and belong to the lexicon.
With other stems, the possessive affix of the 1st person singular is used when
addressing younger persons: Bashkir u/-jm ‘my son’.

In the discussed cases, the affixes -(4)y and -(4)w have grammatical functions
that serve to form vocatives. However, there are also words that are not used without
the vocative element (Juldasev 1956); Bashkir dpsdy ‘Mother!” has only this form,
and is used only as a form of address. Consequently, it is a vocative word, and the
suffix -y here combines the purely derivational semantics with the grammatical
function of address. Such words should be included in dictionaries.

In Old Turkic, there used to be a vocative case with the marker -(4)y. It is logical
to suppose that such formations are remnants of this formerly much more widely
used case form.

These are specialized morphemes pertaining to the category of the vocative.
There are also other, non-specialized morphemes that have vocative functions in
certain contexts: e.g. possessive affixes combined with a specific intonation of ad-
dress may also serve the function of vocative markers.

In Khakas, when addressing close relatives and older family members, the affix
of the second person singular is obligatory alongside the vocative intonation; e.g.
when addressing one’s grandfather it is necessary to say aga-y [grandfather-POS2SG]
‘grandfather! (lit.: your.SG grandfather!)’, when addressing one’s uncle, to say aja-y
[uncle-P0s2sG] ‘uncle! (lit.: your.SG uncle!)’, and when addressing one’s elder sister
to say caja-y (from caja ‘elder sister’). Here, the possessive affixes serve a vocative
function, as the possessive semantics is not expressed here. You are addressing your
own sister, not the sister of the listener; compare also the use of the second person
singular possessive marker with the hypocorism Nureke in (11). Also in Khakas,
some formations are not used at all without the possessive suffix, and thus are voca-
tive words: tayip! ‘Uncle (on the mother’s side)!” does not exist without the posses-
sive marker, which has become a part of the stem.

It is a regular phenomenon in Turkic languages that possessive affixes are used
with kinship terms in the vocative functions. It is connected with various taboos to
use personal names when addressing family members. In the Tatar language, the
wife addresses her husband as dti-si! [father-P0OS3] ‘Husband! (lit.: his/her father)!’.
In Turkmen, it is necessary to indicate the name of the son or the daughter while
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addressing his/her father; it gets the marker of the genitive case: Murad-iy dddd-6i!
‘Husband (lit.: the father of Murad)!’.

In all Turkic languages, the possessive affix of the first person singular is used in
vocative functions. However, while the above-described cases present the vocative
function proper of the possessive affixes of the 2nd and 3rd person singular, the
possessive suffix of the 1st person also has evaluative semantics and expresses a
loving and caring attitude toward the addressed person: Uzbek bdala-m!, Turkmen
¢aga-m! ‘My child!’, Tatar kiz-im! ‘My daughter!’, etc. Some forms of address are
impossible without the possessive affix of the st person singular, e.g. Bashkir
kustim! ‘My brother!”.

Diminutive affixes can also be applied to forms of address. JuldaSev distin-
guishes diminutive affixes proper and affixes of affection (Russian laskatel 'nye, lit.:
‘caressing’ affixes) used in forms of address. The former can be used with the func-
tion of “objective evaluation” of the size of objects. The latter are applied only to
living beings and fulfill only expressive functions.

Affixes of affection, in their expressive and evaluative function, are broadly used
when addressing people close to the speakers in all Turkic languages: Bashkir dsd-
kdy! / ind-kdy! ‘Dear mother!’, Kirgiz ana-ke! ‘Dear mother!’, opa-Zon! / oyi-zon! /
aba-Zon! ‘Dear mother!’, etc. They are also added to personal names (in their full or
syncopated form) to build hypocorisms: Azeri Akbdrjan, Firiddjan, Turkmen Orad-
Zan, Gadelzan, Uzbek AkmalzZan, XafizZzan, Tatar Fazlikay, etc.

Addressing a child, one can use both affixes of affection and possessive affixes
of the 1st person singular: Uzbek bdla-Zan-im, Tatar bala-kay-im / babi-kdy-im ‘my
dear child’; Uzbek wuyli-gina-m, Tatar uli-kay-im ‘my dear son’, etc.

Diminutive affixes proper, when addressing living beings, serve only expressive
functions of subjective evaluation. They can be used alone or in combination with
Altai bala-¢ag-im, bala-m ‘my dear child’.

Although the primary semantics of affixes of affection is one of subjective
evaluation and expression of emotions, the frequent use of some formations with
these affixes in addressing people, led in some cases to a fading out their emotional
semantic components. Thus, some words with these affixes became just vocative
words: Tatar dniki! ‘Mother-in-law!” (compare dni ‘mother’), dtiki! ‘Father-in-law!’
(compare gti ‘father’). The presence of the affix of affection -KAy in their stems can
be detected only with the aid of an etymological analysis. These Tatar formations
are used only as vocative words for addressing family members; compare dniki!
‘Mother-in-law!” and kayinana / biyana ‘mother-in-law’.

4.2. Kazakh vocatives

All hypocorisms can be used as vocative forms. In addition, there are other for-
mations that serve vocative functions.
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4.2.1. Formations with vocative affixes proper

4.2.1.1. Affix -(Aw)

The Kazakh affix -(4)w is applied only to kinship terms and builds forms expressing
feelings of affection toward the addressed persons: Ayaw! ‘Uncle!’, Apaw!
‘Mother!’, Ataw! ‘Grandfather!’ Zezdew! ‘Brother-in-law!’.

4.2.1.2. Affix -(A)y

A characteristic feature of Kazakh etiquette is that personal names should not be
used when addressing older members of the family. Within a family, younger per-
sons address their elders using the kinship terms with the -y marker expressing re-
spect and affection at the same time:

ata— ata-y ‘respected grandfather’

aze — aze-y ‘respected grandmother’

ake — dke-y ‘respected father’

apa — apa-y ‘respected mother/elder sister’

aya — aya-y ‘respected elder brother / uncle’
Zeyge — Zeyge-y ‘respected auntie / sister-in-law’

Using some of these formations, one can address close family members, or even
unknown older persons, e.g. Zeyge-y ‘Tespected auntie / sister-in-law’. See (16)—(18).

(16) Zeyge-y kansa bala-niz bar?
aunt-voC  how.many child-POS2PL  there.is
‘Auntie, how many children do you have?’

(17) Ake-y demalis-ka  Sik-t-i.
farther-voC rest-DAT £0.0ut-PST-3
‘(Our respected/beloved) daddy retired.’

The form Zepge-y can be used with reference to a relatively young woman if the
interlocutor wants to stress his/her respect for her husband, who is either older than
the interlocutor, or whose social position is higher than that of the interlocutor; see

(18).

(18) Biz-diy Zenge-y Zaksi  adam.
we-GEN sister-in-law-voc good person
‘Our respected sister-in-law is a nice person.’
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The kinship term with the vocative -(4)y Zeyge-y can accept another vocative marker
-(A)w. In this case, such an address form expresses surprise and astonishment; see
(19).

(19) Zenge-y-aw, Siz Yosini da bil-me-y-siz be?
aunt-voC-vOoC  you:PL that.ACC PTCL know-NEG-PRS-2PL Q
‘Auntie, don’t you know that?’

(20) Zepge-y-aw, bul kalay  bol-yan-i?
aunt-voc-voC  thishow  happen-pp-3
‘Auntie, how has it happened?’

4.2.2 Vocative with possessive affixes

All the vocative forms can additionally take a possessive marker of the 1st person
singular in order to express especially cordial and informal address, usually when
addressing younger people. Hypocorisms with affixes of affection can also be used
with this possessive marker; see 3. It is also used with stems without any affix of
affection: kjz-im! ‘My dear daughter!’.

4.3. Terms of endearment (affectionate nicknames) used as forms of address

Each Kazakh child has his/her own affectionate nickname, often a zoomorphic term
or other term of endearment. Here, we will list only a few such forms of address,
typical of Kazakh culture.

Zoomorphic terms of endearment:

Affectionate nicknames connected with different kinds of birds:
karya-m [crow-POS1SG] ‘my (little baby) crow’;
supkar-im [falcon-POS1SG] ‘my (little baby) falcon’.

Affectionate nicknames connected with different small animals:
kulin-im [foal-PPS1SG] ‘my dearest (little) foal’;

bota-§-im [colt-DIM-POS1SG] ‘my dearest little colt’;

koz-im [lamb-POS1SG] ‘my dearest (little) lamb’.

Terms of endearment connected with names of planets, stars:
ay-im [moon-POS1SG] ‘my moon’;

kiin-im [sun-POS1SG] ‘my sun’;

Zuldjz-im [star-POS1SG] ‘my star’.

Terms of endearment connected with kinship terminology:
koke-$-im ‘my dear father/uncle’ < kéke ‘father/uncle’;
dke-s-im ‘my dear father’ < dke ‘father’.
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4.4. Polite terms of address in Kazakh

Kazakh hypocorisms with the honorific affixes are used as polite forms of address
today.

Kazakh people use the possessive affixes of the 3rd person when addressing
family members in a very polite manner. This is especially typical for the speech of
elder generations, e.g. ata-sj! [grandfather-pOS3] (lit/: his/her grandfather) ‘respected
grandfather!” or apa-si! [grandmother-POS3] (lit/: his/her grandmother) ‘respected
grandmother!’.

Before the Soviet era, there used to be polite forms of address expressing respect
towards the addressed person: mjrza ‘mister’, bikes ‘madam’ (the -s-form of the
word bike ‘woman’), taksir ‘lord’, katin ‘miss’, etc. After Kazakhstan gained its
independence in 1990, there were attempts to revive these forms of address; see
(21). These forms have not, however, been adopted by modern Kazakh society and
are not used in everyday life.

(21) Batir-i Eset-tey  yalim-i Zulkarnay mirza-day,
warrior-POS3 PN-SIM scientist-POS3 PN mister-SIM
ansi-si Giilnaz hanim-day halik  bakitti,
singer-POS3 PN lady-siM  people happy
uli  halik,—  de-d-i Yol Yoylan-ijp Zat-pas-tan

great people  say-PST-3 s/he  think-CV  lie. AUX-AOR.NEG-ABL
‘He answered immediately (lit.: without thinking), “The nation that has warriors like
Eset, scientists like Mr. Zulqarnay, singers like Mrs. Gyulnaz is a happy great nation.’

4.5. Altai, Khakas and Shor hypocorisms and vocatives

The first description of the morphology of the Altai language (Grammatika altaj-
skogo jazyka 1869) stated that special affixes are added to personal names or kinship
words to express love, affection and respect: e.g. the affix -(X)s: Ivan > Yibanis
‘(my) dear Ivan’; Nikita > Nikitis ‘(my) dear Nikita’.

In modern Altai fine literature we find further diminutive affixes used to form
hypocorisms: Misa > Mis-ek ‘(my) dear Misha’ (the suffix -4k is added to the short-
ened stem of the personal name).

Personal names of Altai origin take diminutive affixes proper which are also
used to build forms of common nouns, similar to the formations of Khakas and Shor
hypocorisms: Khakas Xordi-jax! ‘Dear Xordy!” < Xordi (f).

Also, formations with the vocative affix -(4)y are used to form both hypocorisms
and vocative words from kinship terms: Khakas u:jay ‘dear granny’ < u.ja ‘grand-
mother on the father’s side’, xaday ‘dear wife’ < xat ‘woman, wife (not respectful)’,
Khakas Kyzyl dialect ayay ‘uncle’ < aya ‘grandfather on the father’s side, uncle’.
The affix is used to form hypocorisms (Gena-y < Gena, Kolya-y < Kolya), and in
forms of address after the possessive affix of the 1st person singular: kuday-im-ay!
‘my dear Kuday! (Oh, my God!)’. It can also form diminutives from common stems:
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Khakas tomey ‘hillock, mound; knob, protuberance’ < #dy ‘hillock’ (Tarakanova
2011: 40).

However, in Shor and Khakas, the affix -(4)s (Khakas) / -(4)$ (Shor) is used to
build only vocatives and endearment forms from kinship terms: Khakas aja-s/ ‘dear
older brother!” < gja ‘older brother’, pije-s! ‘dear older sister!’ < pije ‘older sister’,
(Tarakanova 2011: 36), Shor enes ‘dear mother’ < ene ‘mother’. In Altai, some
kinship names may get the affix -§, and sometimes formations with this affix have a
clear semantic shift: aba ‘father’ > aba-§ ‘grandfather’.

5. Conclusion

The categories of diminutives, terms of endearment and respect, vocatives and hypo-
corisms have various means of expression in Turkic languages. Each language has
its own system for expressing these categories, comprising both grammatical and
lexical devices. All these categories are intertwined with each other in complex
ways: diminutive markers may build hypocorisms, vocative forms and new lexemes;
hypocorisms act as vocatives.

One should distinguish between diminutives proper, evaluative diminutives
(which also may be used in both purely diminutive functions and in subjective
evaluations of reality), endearment and honorific terms, and vocatives. The status of
each of these categories may be different in a specific Turkic language.

The category of vocative forms was formerly built by two main specialized mor-
phemes in all Turkic languages—the affixes -(4)w and -(4)y. This category can be
assessed as a lexical one, and the corresponding formations as lexical items belong-
ing to the lexicon on the following grounds: these formations are limited in number;
and they cannot be formed synchronically from nouns used in the vocative function.
The majority of such formations are stems denoting close relatives, and some of
them have become opaque and can no longer be divided into morphemes, as their
stems, without the vocative affix, do not exist as independent lexemes.

Although specialized vocative affixes are no longer active, a number of non-
specialized affixes are used synchronically in vocative formations: primarily the
possessive affixes of the 1st, 2nd and 3rd person singular and some affixes of
endearment. Alongside person names, the vocative morphology is applied to certain
classes of nouns: those denoting kinship terms and terms of other interpersonal rela-
tions. The vocative formations with affixes of endearment from common nouns
denoting kinship terms have become opaque in most cases. Thus, only possessive
affixes are productive markers of vocatives at present (in combination with the spe-
cific intonation).

Hypocorisms are used in vocative functions, but not only. Thus, they are a sepa-
rate category, one that has not yet been studied sufficiently, if at all, in many Turkic
languages. Our research on Kazakh hypocorisms has shown that Kazakh has special-
ized affixes that are only used to build affectionate and honorific hypocorisms from
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reduced person noun stems. In Kazakh, diminutive affixes used with common nouns
do not build terms of endearment and respect.

In contrast, Tuvan hardly uses any diminutive, endearment or honorific affixes to
build hypocorisms; various types of syncopation of full names serve this end in-
stead.

In Kazakh, nouns referring to person names possess a grammatical evaluative
category expressing the speaker’s attitude to their referents. It has two main mem-
bers—terms of endearment and honorific forms. These semantic types are expressed
by specialized morphemes that can be applied to all person names synchronically
and produce hypocorisms following certain rules.

Thus, evaluative and expressive formations from Turkic person names and
names of various interpersonal relations, alongside vocatives, make up a very pro-
mising research field. It is clear that this article cannot give an exhaustive descrip-
tion of any of the above-mentioned categories, even for one language, but can only
delineate some directions for further investigation. We hope that this article will
stimulate further interest in this topic among our colleagues.

Abbreviations
ABL ablative case PF  perfect (TAM)
ACC accusative case PL  plural
AOR aorist PN  person name
AUX auxiliary POS possessive
CV  converb PP perfect participle
DAT dative case PRS present TAM
DIM diminutive NEG negation
GEN genitive case PST past TAM
HON honorific PTCL particle
HYP hypocorism Q  question particle
IMP imperative SG singular
INF  infinitive SIM simulative case
LOC locative case TAM tense/aspect/mood
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Lim, An-King 2017. A note on the Old Turkic denominal verb formatives +/4-, +4-,
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Conceptual representations of the denominal verb formative +/4-, +4, +t4- and +/An-
that were previously characterized with the schema DO-base in Lim (2011a 2011b) are
now refined with the ENGAGE-base schema and the responsive DO-schema with the
INDUCE-base schema. Thus, we have

(1) +14- is the ENGAGE-base schema ‘to gainfully ENGAGE the literal capacity of the
base without an object or to gainfully ENGAGE an association of the base with an ob-
ject’;

(2) +4- is the ENGAGE-base schema ‘to gainfully ENGAGE the metaphorical capacity
of the base without object or to gainfully ENGAGE an association of the base with an
object’;

(3) +t4- is the ENGAGE-base schema ‘to gainfully ENGAGE the metonymical capacity
of the base without an object or to gainfully ENGAGE an association of the base with an
object’;

(4) +l4n- is the INDUCE-base schema ‘to gainfully INDUCE the literal or referential
attributes or capacity of the base without an object or to gainfully INDUCE an association
of the base with an object.’

Keywords: East Old Turkic, word formation, Turkic historical linguistics

An-King Lim, 4575 Bernada Circle, Salt Lake City, Utah 84124-4742, USA. E-mail: an-
king.lim@me.com

Introduction

In Lim (2011a and 2011b), some of the denominal verb formatives, notably +I4,
+A, +t4- and +/An-, were characterized as various forms of conceptual rep-
resentations, all involving the schema DO-base. Specifically, these are +/4- ‘literal
DO-base schema with and without an object’, +4- ‘the referential DO-base schema’,
+t4- ‘the synecdoche DO-base schema’, and -/An- ‘the responsive DO-base
schema’. Here we will refine these conceptual characterizations with a more specific
yet still cogent formulation by replacing the DO-base schemas with the ENGAGE-
base schema and the responsive DO-schema with the INDUCE-base schema. Thus,

(1) +14- is the ENGAGE-base schema ‘to gainfully ENGAGE mostly the literal
capacity of the base with or without an object’ (Lim 2011a: 5-43);
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(2) +4- is the ENGAGE-base schema ‘to gainfully ENGAGE mostly the meta-
phorical capacity of the base’ (Lim 2011a: 43-50);

(3) +t4- is the ENGAGE-base schema ‘to gainfully ENGAGE mostly the meto-
nymical capacity of the base’ (Lim 2011b: 203-205);

and in response to the expectations of +/4-

(4) +iAn- is the INDUCE-base schema ‘to gainfully INDUCE the literal or re-
ferential attributes of the base’. (Lim 2011b: 205-231).

Examples of the use of the templates

First we rephrase some of the selected citations in items (2) and (3) using the
templates of the revised schemas. Note that the designations a and b in parentheses
() refer to references Lim (2011a) and Lim (2011b) respectively and the accompany-
ing numbers are page numbers in the reference.

(a43)

a:§ ‘food’

a:§+a- ‘to eat’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of food to be edible’

a:§+a- ‘to enjoy s.t.’, or ‘to gainfully engage the metaphorical capacity of food
(equating food to s.t. enjoyable)’

(a43)

mang ‘gait, a fast gait’

mang+a- ‘to tread’, or ‘to gainfully engage (the metaphorical capacity of gait)
(equating gait to trampling)’

(a44)

bediz ‘ornamentation, picture, painting’

bediz+e- ‘to adorn s.t.”, or ‘to gainfully engage the metaphorical capacity of a
picture (equating picture to decoration) on s.t.”

(ad4)

esin ‘breezes, gentle wind’

esn+e- ‘(of breeze) to blow, to yawn’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity
of breezes’

(ad4)

esin ‘breezes, gentle wind’

esn+e- ‘to yawn’, or ‘to gainfully engage the metaphorical capacity of breezes
(equating a breeze to the ‘wind’ of yawning)’

(a45)
kongiil ‘the mind’
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kongl+le- ‘to think seriously about s.t.’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal
capacity of the mind’

(a46)

ort ‘flame’

ort+e- ‘to light or burn s.t.”, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of a
flame’

(a47)

su:v ‘water’

suv+a- ‘to irrigate land, to water animals’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal
capacity of water’

(a48)

tepiz ‘an envious person’

tepz+e- ‘to be envious’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of an envious
person’

(a49)

ya:g ‘grease, fat’

yag+a- ‘to present a sacrifice’, or ‘to gainfully engage the metaphorical capacity
of fat (equating fat to an item of sacrifice in the old Turkic culture’

(b204)

al ‘dirty trick, device’

al+ta- ‘to trick s.0.”, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of dirty trick’

al+ta- ‘to soothe, to console’, or ‘to gainfully engage the metonymical capacity
of a device, associating the meaning of devices or tricks with the meaning of
comforting placebos’

(b204)

ba:g ‘bond, tie’

bag+da- ‘to trip s.o.; to cross one’s legs’, or ‘to gainfully engage the
metonymical capacity of a tie, associating the meaning of bond, tie with the meaning
of feet or legs in contact’

(b204)

i:z ‘footprint’

istte- ‘to seek s.t. or to ask for it’, or ‘to gainfully engage the metonymical
capacity of a footprint, associating the meaning of footprint with the meaning of
information’
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(b205)

til “‘the tongue’

til+da- ‘to use the tongue; to make excuses; to incite’, or ‘to gainfully engage the
literal or metonymical capacity of the tongue, associating the meaning of using the
tongue with the meaning of making arguments’

(b205)

iin ‘the sound of a human voice’

tin+de- ‘to call’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of the sound of a
human voice’

tin+de- ‘to summon; to invite’, or ‘to gainfully engage the metonymical capacity
of the sound of a human voice, to call up s.t., associating the meaning of using the
sound of a human voice with the meaning of calling up s.t. in mind or calling up s.o.
for a social function’

In light of the reflexive nature of the Turkic deverbal formative -Xn-, as discussed in
Lim (2008a: 22-56), we now have the INDUCE-base schema +/4n- as a response to
the expectations of the ENGAGE-base schema +/4-. The INDUCE-base schema is
akin to the ablative formation in the denominal noun domain, inducing attributes
from the base, while the ENGAGE-base schema is akin to the dative formation in
the nominal case vocabulary. We can now rephrase the following citations excerpted
from Lim (2011b) and observe the use of the templates for the two schemas (1) and

.

(b206)

adak ‘leg, foot’

adak+la- ‘to fit legs on furniture’, or ‘to gainfully engage the capacity of legs to
be put on furniture’

adak+la- ‘to trample on’, or ‘to gainfully engage the capacity of legs to trample
ons.t.’

adak+la- ‘to give s.0. a leg up onto a horse’, or ‘to gainfully engage the capacity
of legs to help in mounting’

adak+la- ‘to measure in paces’, or ‘to gainfully engage the capacity of legs to
measure distance’

adak+lan- ‘to have legs’, or ‘to gainfully induce the presence of legs’

adak+lan- ‘to stand or move on legs’, or ‘to gainfully bring forth the function of
legs’

(b208)

bediik ‘big, great, high, tall’

bediik+le- ‘to be or become big, to consider to be big’, or ‘to gainfully engage
the literal capacity of bigness’
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bediik+len- ‘to grow’, or ‘to gainfully induce the referential capacity of the gen-
esis of greatness’

(b209)

borta ‘thin sheet of gold’

borta+la- ‘to fasten plates of gold on s.t.’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal ca-
pacity of plates of gold’

borta-+lan- ‘to be gilded with plates of gold’, or ‘to gainfully induce the value of
gold plates’

(b210)

butik ‘branch of a tree’

butik+la- ‘to prune’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of branches of a
tree, to be pruned’

butik+lan- ‘form branches’, or ‘to gainfully induce the presence of branches,
bring forth branches’

(b213)

et ‘flesh’

et+le- ‘to fatten’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of the flesh’
et+len- ‘to put on flesh’, or ‘to gainfully bring forth the presence of flesh’

(b216)

ka:r ‘snow’

kar+la- ‘to snow’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of snow to fall’
kar+tlan- ‘to be full of snow’, or ‘to gainfully induce the presence of snow’

(b217)

kir ‘top of mountain’

kir+la- ‘to travel through a mountain’, or ‘to gainfully engage a mountain top’

kir+lan- ‘(of mountain) to come to a peak’, or ‘to gainfully induce the nature of
a mountain top’

(b222)

sak ‘awake, alert’

sak+la- ‘watch over’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of alertness’

sak+la- ‘to comply with’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of alertness’

sak+lan- ‘to protect oneself, to be protected’, or ‘to gainfully induce the nature
of being alert’

sak+lan- ‘to keep watch over’, or ‘to gainfully induce the quality of being alert’

(b223)
sinir ‘muscle, sinew, tendons, bow string, nerve’
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sinir+le- ‘to cut the leg tendon’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of the
tendon subject to cut’

sinir+le- ‘to put a bow string on a bow’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capac-
ity of the bow string’

sinir+len- ‘(beef meat) to be stringy’, or ‘(beef meat) to gainfully induce the
nature of sinew’

(b224)

sirke ‘a nit’

sirke+le- ‘to pull nits’, or ‘to gainfully engage nits’

sirkelen- ‘(bof s.0.’s head) to have nits’, or ‘to gainfully induce the presence of
nits’

(b224)

su:v ‘water’

suv+la- ‘to irrigate’, or ‘to gainfully engage water’

suv+lan- ‘to be moist and full of water’, or ‘to gainfully induce the nature of
water’

(b225)

tilkii ‘fox’

tilkii+len- ‘to behave like a fox’, or ‘to gainfully bring forth the nature of a fox’

(b227)

tu:z ‘salt’

tuz+la- ‘to salt s.t.”, or ‘to gainfully engage salt’

tuz+lan- ‘to be salted, to be made salty’, or ‘to gainfully induce the nature of
salt’

(b228)

urug ‘seeds’

urug+la- ‘to sow seeds’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of seeds’

urug+la- ‘to swarm’, or ‘to gainfully engage the referential capacity of seeds in
large numbers’

urug+la- ‘(of crops) to form ears’, or ‘to gainfully engage the literal capacity of
seeds’

urug+lan- ‘to form seeds’, or ‘to gainfully bring forth the presence of seeds’

(b229)

ya:g ‘grease’

yag+la- ‘to grease s.t.”, or ‘to gainfully engage grease’

yag+la- ‘to be oiled’, or ‘to gainfully induce the benefit of grease’
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(b229)

yat ‘rain magic, rain storm’

yat+la- ‘to perform magic ceremonies with stones to bring rain’, or ‘to gainfully
engage the literal capacity of rain magic’

yat+lan- ‘to perform magic ceremonies’, or ‘to gainfully induce the referential
capacity (the ceremony) of rain magic’

(b231)

yumur ‘s.t. round’

ymur+la- ‘to knead s.t. into a ball’, or ‘to gainfully engage in the literal capacity
of s.t. round’

ymur+lan- ‘to round up a flock of animals’, or ‘to gainfully induce the referen-
tial quality of s.t. round’
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Introduction

There are some seven million Tatar speakers in the world. Most live in the Russian

Federation (over five million). Kazan Tatar is an official language in the Republic of

Tatarstan, which is located in the Volga region in Russia. Compared to the millions

of Volga Tatars, the present-day Finnish Tatars are a tiny minority consisting of ap-
1. . . exie

prox. 700 people in a country with a population of 5.5 million.

1

The estimate is based on the number of members in the two Finnish Tatar Islamic
organizations. The Finnish Islamic Congregation centered around the Finnish capital
Helsinki is the largest with 570 members as of February 2017 (source: the Population
Register Centre of Finland). Its sister organization, the Islamic Congregation of Tampere,
had 83 members at the beginning of 2017 (source: the congregation itself). The total
number of members in these two congregations is 653. Practically all traditional Finnish
Tatars, whose ancestors came to Finland about a hundred years ago or earlier, are mem-
bers of these two organizations. In recent decades, the number of Finnish Tatars has been
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In 2016, Arto Moisio and Okan Daher published an 11,000 word Tatar-Finnish
dictionary Tataarilais-suomalainen sanakirja,® which combines Kazan Tatar and
Finnish Tatar in one trilingual dictionary. This article illuminates the special char-
acter of this dictionary and describes the practical lexicographical problems en-
countered in its preparation, taking into account the historical and sociolinguistic
background of the Finnish Tatar language community.’ The difficulties and phases
of the dictionary editing process are treated as evidence revealing interesting facets
of the language ecology of the Finnish Tatar variety.

The origin and language of the Finnish Tatars

The Finnish Tatars came to Finland from Russia during the latter half of the 19th
century and at the beginning of the 20th century. They mainly originate from Tatar
villages of the Sergach district in the province of Nizhniy Novgorod in Tsarist Rus-
sia. Ancestors of today’s Finnish Tatars practiced agriculture as smallholders in their
home villages. Due to declining income from farming, they began developing trad-
ing activities in their own province. Trade trips gradually began to reach all the way
to Saint Petersburg along the railway, and then to Finland, which was then a grand
duchy belonging to Russia. After Finland became an independent state in 1917 and
the situation in Russia was chaotic after the communist revolution, itinerant Tatar
merchants began to settle in Finland with their families, establishing textile, clothing
and fur shops in towns and provincial centers. Trade guaranteed a stable income for
Tatar families, and it also brought Tatars into contact with the Finnish population,
thus preventing isolation and marginalization. This resulted in their quick and suc-
cessful integration into Finnish society (Daher 2016: 96).

The migrant Tatars were speakers of the western Mishar dialect of Tatar. In Fin-
land, the language of these migrants developed in a new linguistic and cultural envi-
ronment, producing a new variety, Finnish Tatar. Minor differences between the
languages of different cities, or between families, can be observed. Finnish Tatars
previously used Arabic script, but this was later gradually replaced by a Latin or-
thography superficially rather similar to that of Turkish, though with two extra let-
ters, 7 (Kaz. H) and & (Kaz. 9); for an overview until the 1990s, see Daher (1999).

slowly declining. There are also an unknown number of new Tatars living in Finland, who
have immigrated, often in connection with marriages, during the past two decades.

2 The dictionary was compiled at the Research Unit for Volgaic Languages (University of
Turku, Finland). The project received financial support from the Kone Foundation. The
Research Unit has also previously published materials on Turkic languages: the electronic
word lists of Tatar and Chuvash (2016), a Chuvash-Finnish dictionary (2007), and a
Reverse dictionary of Chuvash (2009); see the list of references.

3 A good reference for those interested in the Finnish Tatars is the anthology (in Finnish) of
articles from different times on Finnish Tatars edited by Beretdin (2011).
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The characteristics of the Finnish Tatar community

The first and the second generation after immigration created a strong mental and
material basis for building the Finnish Tatar community. They were industrious and
showed mutual solidarity; education was highly valued. Unemployment has not
been a problem among Finnish Tatars (Daher 2016: 97, 102).

The life of Finnish Tatars is centered on the family, the home, which is sup-
ported by a well-organized community. The most central organization of the com-
munity is the Finnish Islamic Congregation® (est. 1925), which usually only accepts
Tatars as members.” It provides for the members’ religious services, organizes chil-
dren’s education in religion and Tatar language and culture, and arranges cultural
and sports activities. The congregation also functions as the national representative
body of the Finnish Tatars (Daher 2016: 96, 99-101).

Due to their full integration and participation in Finnish society, the Tatars have
developed a dual identity. In a balanced way they have combined their own linguis-
tic and cultural heritage and religion with the values of the Finnish mainstream soci-
ety. On the other hand, integration has brought massive influence from the majority
culture; in contexts such as mixed marriages and bilingual families the two cultures
meet every day on all levels (Daher 2016: 97-98). A gradual assimilation to the
Finns seems irreversible in the long term, but new small-scale immigration in con-
nection with marriages of Finnish Tatar men with women from Tatarstan or other
Tatar communities of the world gives new hope for the preservation of Tatar lan-
guage and culture in Finland.

How have the Finnish Tatars been able to keep their language alive?

The Finnish Tatars living today represent the 4th and Sth generations since the emi-
gration from Russia. Their ability to retain their heritage language in active use for
so long time is admirable. In the following, we will discuss various themes or factors
that are crucial if one wants to explain the vitality of the Finnish Tatar language.
Because the structure and the sound system of Tatar resemble those of Finnish, it
was easy for the immigrating Tatars to learn the new language. On the other hand,
not being genealogically or areal-linguistically related, the two languages were not
easily mixed. So the Tatars became fully bilingual. The spheres of use of the two
languages are clearly defined: Tatar is spoken at home and with other Tatars in so-
cial organizations and at international events, but Finnish is used in non-Tatar con-
texts. Finnish Tatars have highly developed language awareness and linguistic iden-

4 A sister organization, the Islamic Congregation of Tampere, was established in this inland
city in 1943.

5  When Tatars are married with non-Tatars, both spouses can be members if both are Mus-
lims. Most often this is the case in marriages between Finnish Tatars and representatives
of other Turkic peoples.
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tity; there does not seem to have been any essential conflict between the languages
(Daher 2016: 96, 98-99).

Tatar is commonly spoken in families and the community, and so children learn
it as their first language. The family ties are strong, and grandparents and relatives
also take part in the Tatar education of the youngest ones (Daher 2016: 98).

The Tatars had their own primary school in Helsinki called the Turkish Primary
School between 1948 and 1969, which in addition to the Finnish primary school
curriculum gave instruction in the Tatar language, and the religion and history of
Turkic peoples. Today, children’s study of the mother tongue is supported by a play
group which the Finnish Islamic Congregation organizes on weekends, and by moth-
er tongue courses in the autumn and spring terms and during summer vacations. The
young people can also, for example, participate in choir and theatre performances ar-
ranged by a cultural society (Daher 2016: 98, 100).

The Islamic religion, which the Finnish Tatars have inherited from their ances-
tors in the Volga region, is highly important to the small community. Religious
education is given by the congregation’s imam in the Tatar language. Weekly meet-
ings arranged by the congregation offer recreational activities and an opportunity for
pensioners and the elderly to meet each other. The congregation publishes Mdhalld
Habdrldre (Congregation News), which appears sporadically in the form of maga-
zine or newspaper. The Finnish Tatar literature includes song books, religious text-
books, books of fairy tales, cook books, poetry and fiction, but the total quantity is
rather small (Daher 2016: 99-100).

Finnish Tatars have a practical and realistic attitude towards their native lan-
guage. During the past century, language change has been slow and undramatic.
There do not seem to have been any extreme views in linguistic matters, or unrealis-
tic aspirations to change the character and societal status of the language. Even the
most controversial issue of all time, the change from Arabic to Latin orthography,
which did cause some disputes, did not divide the community.

The Finnish Tatar language has received strength from two powerful centers of
Turkic languages. The first power center, which was most important in the Soviet
era, is Turkey. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Tatarstan took over as the
most prominent source of influence (Daher 2016: 98-99). These linguistic power
centers, however, are located far from Finland. Unlike prominent neighboring lan-
guages, distant sources of influence are less likely to assimilate their weaker neigh-
bors. Due to the great distance, only very small-scale emigration of Finnish Tatars to
the Turkic-speaking centers has taken place.

The preceding paragraphs have highlighted the strong sides of the Finnish Tatar
community. Paradoxically, the weaknesses seem to be concealed in the same phe-
nomena that give strength. The relatively closed community is cautious about ac-
cepting Tatar speakers from outside as full members, which might prevent the com-
munity from growing. The place of religion in the center of activities might make it
difficult for fully secularized Tatars to feel at home in the community. The strict
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principle of holding all events in the Tatar language might keep bilinguals with poor
Tatar knowledge from participating fully.

In these days when social life has partially moved to the virtual reality of social
media, Finnish Tatars do not deal with each other in real life as much as in earlier
decades. Participating in social organizations has also become less attractive to
young Finnish Tatars.

Language policy and language planning

In the 19th century, and for the writers of the first constitution of Finland (1922), the
question of the linguistic rights of small minorities was not yet prominent. We can,
however, note that in those times Finland was more multilingual and therefore prob-
ably more tolerant than in the latter half of the 20th century. The new constitution of
Finland, which took effect in 2000, grants linguistic rights to several named minori-
ties, and to “other groups” to which the Tatars belong (Const 2000). Finland has also
ratified the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages,6 which protects
and promotes historical regional and minority languages traditionally used by the
nationals of the European states (Chart 1992). The general attitude towards Tatars in
Finland has traditionally been positive, but they are so fully integrated into society
that their existence is seldom remembered.

There has probably never been an organization or committee that would have set
as its main goal the developing and planning of the Finnish Tatar literary language.
The Finnish Islamic Congregation, however, also functions as a language society in
the sense that it is the main organizational body for and producer of Finnish Tatar
literature. The board of the congregation can, for instance, propose new rules of
orthography to the general meeting of the members. This has happened at least once,
when the letter d, after a vote, was added to the Finnish Tatar alphabet in 2004. The
congregation currently has a Committee of the mother tongue,” which arranges in-
struction in the Tatar language. Due to the small size of the community and the ab-
sence of a specific institutional language-planning organ, the Finnish Tatar literary
language has mainly been developed through the efforts of individuals: teachers,
scholars, imams, and others whose work included conscious handling of written
Tatar.

How the dictionary came into being

The work on the Tatar-Finnish dictionary began in 2009 as a hobby of Arto Moisio
who, while attending a course in the Tatar language held by Mansur Saykhunov
from Kazan, started to compile a Tatar-Finnish word list for his personal use. During

6 The Charter was signed in 1992 and ratified by Finland in 1994, and it came into force in
Finland in 1998.

7 Formerly, matters of teaching, publishing and culture were combined under one com-
mittee.
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the following years, this word list evolved into a Tatar-Finnish dictionary project
which was included in the working plan of the Research Unit for Volgaic Lan-
guages. Moisio continued to supplement the manuscript with lexemes from various
Tatar vocabularies and dictionaries that happened to be available in Turku (see the
list of dictionary sources). The most important of those were two Tatar-Russian
Dictionaries: Tamapcko-pycckuii croeape—Tamapua-pycua cysznex (2004; 25,000
entries), and Tamapcko-pycckuii crosapv—Tamapua-pycua cysznrex (1966; 38,000
entries). Another important source was a list of the 10,000 most frequent word forms
in contemporary Tatar texts produced by Jorma Luutonen. This list was used as a
guide in selecting words from large dictionaries. A number of words were collected
from Tatar news pages on the Internet, as well as the Tatar Wikipedia. In this phase
of the work, the manuscript only contained Kazan Tatar words.

Around 2013, Moisio and Luutonen began to think that introducing vocabulary
from the language of Finnish Tatars would increase the value of the dictionary.
Contact was established with a representative of Finnish Tatars, Okan Daher, lec-
turer in Tatar in the University of Helsinki and honorary president of the Finnish
Islamic Congregation. By deciding to invite a recognized Tatar teacher and former
organizational leader to the dictionary project, the project team inadvertently contin-
ued the tradition of influential individuals being the prime agents in the development
of Finnish Tatar literary language. During the editing process, Okan Daher consulted
other Finnish Tatars, some representatives of the oldest generation, and some schol-
ars in Kazan.

There were no previous Finnish Tatar dictionaries® for the project team to use.
The time frame and limited resources of the project precluded doing field work
among Finnish Tatars, or compiling a Finnish Tatar text corpus for the use of the
project. As Finnish Tatar is close to Kazan Tatar and most of the Kazan Tatar vo-
cabulary can also be used by the Finnish Tatar, the simplest way of filling the slot
reserved for Finnish Tatar in the dictionary was to transcribe the Kazan Tatar entry
words into the alphabet used by Finnish Tatars. This conversion from Cyrillic to the
Latin alphabet was done by Mansur Saykhunov in Kazan using a computer program.
The change was not straightforward because of the peculiarities of the Kazan Tatar
orthography. The transcribed words were then checked and adjusted to the phonetic
patterns of the Finnish variety by Okan Daher. He also supplemented the dictionary
with words typical of Finnish Tatar but not known by the Kazan Tatars. Many of
these are loanwords from Turkish and European languages. If the transcribed Kazan
Tatar word represented a concept not known to Finnish Tatars, e.g. concepts per-
taining to the Russian societal and political system, it was deleted and replaced by a
hyphen (-).

8 Ymir Daher, PhD and Docent of Turcology, who taught Tatar at the University of Hel-
sinki before his son Okan Daher, worked on a Tatar-Finnish dictionary, but the location of
the manuscript is currently unknown.
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The method chosen for compiling the Finnish Tatar material in the dictionary
makes it practically impossible to draw a clear line between Finnish Tatar vocabu-
lary and the transcribed Kazan Tatar words which may or may not have been used
by the Finnish Tatars. This reflects, on the one hand, the relative proximity of the
two varieties, which makes most Kazan Tatar words potential Finnish Tatar words,
and, on the other hand, the limitedness of Finnish Tatar literary tradition, which is
not able to provide enough specifically Finnish Tatar material for the dictionary
project. The floating line between Finnish Tatar and Kazan Tatar in the dictionary
also mirrors the language-ecological situation, where the slowly assimilating popu-
lation of Finnish Tatar speakers hopes to get new strength from the direction of Ta-
tarstan.

The present Finnish-Tatar dictionary is a hybrid by nature. It is a bilingual Kazan
Tatar-Finnish dictionary supplemented by Finnish Tatar counterparts to most lex-
emes. The floating line between Finnish Tatar and Kazan Tatar in the dictionary
makes the status of the Finnish Tatar material unclear in the sense that the user of
the dictionary cannot know whether a certain word is really used in the language
community. On the other hand, including the lexemes given as Finnish Tatar words
in the dictionary codifies them as part of the Finnish Tatar literary language.

Problems encountered in introducing words representing the Finnish Tatar lan-
guage into the dictionary will be discussed in the following sections. Certain differ-
ences between the Finnish and Kazan varieties became fascinatingly tangible during
the work; they will be explained against the historical and sociolinguistic back-
ground of modern Finnish Tatar.

The structure of the entries, and the appendices

The structure of entries can be seen in the following example.

abbrabIpra abmmirga kompastua, kompuroida.
Oycarara a6siHbIpra kompastua kynnykseen.

The Kazan Tatar Cyrillic entry word (boldface) comes first, followed by the Finnish
Tatar equivalent in Latin letters (italicized) and the Finnish equivalents kompastua,
kompuroida. Then, after a period, an example of the use of the word in Kazan Tatar
(boldface) is given accompanied with a Finnish translation (‘stumble over the
threshold’).

The only Finnish Tatar part of the entry is the italicized equivalent of the Kazan
Tatar word. The usage examples, as well as all semantics (expressed in the diction-
ary by the Finnish equivalents or translations) were taken from Kazan Tatar-Russian
dictionaries. It is clear that the languages differ semantically from each other in
many cases, and in particular idioms formed according to Russian models are not
part of the Finnish Tatar language. At first it was planned to distinguish semantics
common to both varieties from meanings only typical of Finnish Tatar or Kazan
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Tatar, but consistent marking of this distinction proved to be impossible to carry out
in the frame of this project.

In many cases, the word given as the Finnish Tatar equivalent is a completely
different word, e.g. in the entry

KIyMmoa ¢dacdklek kukkapenkki

where a Turkic word for ‘flower bed’ is used in Finnish Tatar instead of the Russian
loanword in Kazan Tatar. Two equivalents for the Kazan Tatar word can be found in
several cases, e.g. in the entry for the word meaning ‘cinema’:

KHHO kino, sinema elokuva.

Here we have two international variants from the same Greek root kin-. In a couple
of cases, three words are given, e.g. the entry for ‘stock, depot, storehouse’:

ckaagn stok, depo, ambar varasto.

An example of a word with no apparent Finnish Tatar equivalent is the Russian
loanword meaning the very important document in the Soviet era, ‘pass, permit’:

nponyck kulkulupa.

The entries have been listed in the Cyrillic alphabetical order, which means that
Finnish Tatar speakers who do not know Ciyrillic letters may find it difficult to find
Finnish Tatar words in the dictionary. In addition to a transliteration table (Appendix
1 in the dictionary), some five hundred words thought to be the most problematic in
this respect are listed in Appendix 2. In this list, the Finnish Tatar word is given
first, and then the Kazan Tatar entry word under which the translation of the word
into Finnish can be found. For instance, the following word pairs can be found in the
list:

afu rady

kimd KeHMo
kanvert KOHBEPT
eskrim (exToBanue
hisap cuér
Almanya 'epmanus
kristal XpyCTallb
yas SIb.

One can see that the reasons for the differences between Finnish and Kazan Tatar
words in the list can be diverse: dialectal (afu ‘pardon’, kimd ‘boat’); writing the
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word as it is pronounced in old Russian loans (kanvert ‘envelope’); loanwords taken
from different languages (eskrim ‘fencing’ < Turkish cf. ¢pexmosanue ‘id.” < Rus-
sian); Russian loanwords in Kazan Tatar (cuém ‘bill, account’); international words
received through different languages (Almanya ‘Germany’ < Turkish cf. I'epmanus
‘id.” < Russian; kristal ‘crystal’ < Finn. kristalli ‘id.” cf. xpycmans ‘id.” < Russian);
orthographical peculiarities of Kazan Tatar Cyrillic spelling (vds ‘young’ cf. sww
‘id.”). Providing a full list of Finnish Tatar words with references to their Cyrillic
counterparts in the appendix would have been ideal, but that would have expanded
the dictionary too much.

Loanwords

Finnish Tatars have had continuous contact with Classical Arabic through religious
rites where prayers and citations from the Koran are read in that language. A re-
gional variety of Chaghatay, the “Volga Turki”, which was used in writing by the
Volga Tatars before modern literary Tatar, also contained Arabic elements. In the
Tatar-Finnish dictionary, the pronunciation and spelling of many old Arabic loan-
words in Finnish Tatar differ somewhat from those of Kazan Tatar. The postvelar /y/
of Kazan Tatar often has no counterpart in Finnish Tatar words, e.g. ayep ‘fault’ cf.
eaen; landt ‘curse’ cf. naevnom; mocizd ‘miracle’ cf. mozoguza; sair ‘poet’ cf.
waewitips (cf. Daher 1999: 47). In many words, a back vowel, usually /a/, sometimes
also /u, o/, is used in Finnish Tatar instead of a front vowel in Kazan Tatar, e.g.
rahmdt ‘thanks’ cf. paxmom; rdhat ‘comfort’ cf. paxam; ahlak ‘moral’ cf. axaax;
mobardk ‘blessed’ cf. mebapax, mdhrum ‘deprived’ cf. maxpym; mohtdrdm ‘re-
spected’ cf. moxmapam. Differences can also be found in old Persian loanwords, e.g.
finduk ‘hazelnut’ cf. ¢ynoyx; numir cf. Finn. numero, Swed. nummer ‘number’
(Kaz. yugp ‘number’ < Russ. yugpa < Arab.).

Russian loanwords can be divided into old and new ones. The old loans are
known to Finnish Tatars and are written like they are pronounced, e.g. adiyal cf.
Kaz. oodesn, Russ. odesino ‘blanket’; padval cf. Kaz., Russ. nodsan ‘cellar’, patnos
cf. Kaz., Russ. noonoc ‘tray’; pigdt cf. Kaz., Russ. neuams ‘seal, stamp’; tavar cf.
Kaz., Russ. mosap ‘goods, product’; vagzal cf. Kaz., Russ. sok3an ‘station’. In some
cases, the Finnish Tatar pronunciation differs somewhat from Russian, e.g. banna cf.
Kaz., Russ. sanna ‘bath’; bilauka cf. Kaz., Russ. 6ynaska ‘pin’; ¢comadan cf. Kaz.,
Russ. yemooan ‘suitcase’; pirasuk cf. Kaz., Russ. nopowox ‘powder’. In rare cases
Finnish Tatar is closer to Russian than Kazan Tatar: pi¢ cf. Kaz. muy < Russ. neus
‘stove’. Some loans have a prothetic vowel before a word-initial consonant combi-
nation in the source language, e.g. eskelet cf. Kaz., Russ. ckenem ‘skeleton’; estena
cf. Kaz., Russ. cmena ‘wall’; istakan cf. Kaz., Russ. cmakan ‘glass, tumbler’; iskaf
cf. Kaz., Russ. wkag ‘cupboard’. An epenthetic vowel making the pronunciation
easier can be found in noyaber cf. Kaz., Russ. nos6ps ‘November’.

The new Russian loanwords are a result of the massive influence of Russian
during the past hundred years. Most of them are unknown to Finnish Tatars. In some
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cases, the Russian loanwords represent meanings or concepts not relevant in the
cultural context of present-day Finland, e.g. mponyck ‘pass, permit’, cmanok ‘ma-
chine-tool’; such words lack a Finnish Tatar equivalent in the dictionary. If the con-
cept is familiar, Finnish Tatar words not representing the same lexeme are given as
equivalents; see xrymba and cxnaod in the preceding section.

Finnish Tatars have had close contact with Turkey, especially during the Soviet
era, which resulted in numerous Turkish loanwords not familiar to Kazan Tatars,
e.g. eskrim and Almanya in the preceding section; anayasa ‘constitution’, bayrak
‘flag’, bira ‘beer’, sigorta ‘insurance’, diirbiin ‘binoculars’, grev ‘strike (of work-
ers)’, havacilik ‘aviation’, etc. During the dictionary editing process, a search for a
Finnish Tatar equivalent for a Kazan Tatar word quite often led to selecting a Turk-
ish word for the Finnish Tatar equivalent. This reflects the fact that Turkish is still
an important source for new vocabulary, especially for the older generation.

The Finnish Tatar material of the dictionary does not contain any borrowed in-
digenous Finnish words. This might at first sight be surprising because the contacts
between Tatars and Finns in Finland have been very close for a century. The main
reason for the absence of Finnish loanwords obviously has to do with the way the
Tatar-Finnish dictionary was compiled: the work was based on editing the tran-
scribed Kazan Tatar word list, and Finnish loanwords were not specifically col-
lected. In spoken Finnish Tatar, Finnish words are often used if a suitable Tatar
expression does not come to mind. Nisametdin (2011: 310), who describes the spo-
ken Finnish Tatar in the beginning of the 1970s, notes that words for new concepts,
e.g. ‘car’, ‘electricity’, ‘ice hockey’ and ‘atmosphere’, are taken from Finnish (auto,
sdhko, jddkiekko, tunnelma) but inflected according to the rules of the Tatar lan-
guage. The research team only observed that—except for international words re-
ceived through the mediation of the Finnish language—there are no Finnish loan-
words in the Tatar-Finnish dictionary a few days before the book was going into
print. This probably reflects, on the one hand, a certain degree of self-sufficiency of
the Finnish Tatar language in its domain of use, and, on the other hand, the clear
separation between Tatar and Finnish in the language awareness of Finnish Tatars;
though Finnish words are used, they are not conceived belonging to the heritage
language by Tatars.

The problem of international words

From the viewpoint of the working process, words of foreign origin, especially those
that can be called international words, were the tricky ones. Practically all interna-
tional words have been mediated to Kazan Tatar by the Russian language, whereas
Finnish Tatars have usually received the corresponding words through the Finnish
language, or, generally, from the Northern and Central European cultural sphere.
Due to the primacy of spoken language among the Finnish Tatars, their literary tra-
dition is relatively weak. Nevertheless, we can fairly confidently state that the most
commonly used international words are part of the Finnish Tatar lexicon. In the case
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of less frequently used internationalisms, we cannot answer the question of their
existence or non-existence in Finnish Tatar because no extensive text corpus of
Finnish Tatar is available. On the other hand, the compilers have done a kind of
performative act by including a great number of international words in the diction-
ary, thus preliminarily establishing them as part of the Finnish Tatar language. The
mediating language in most cases is Kazan Tatar, which thus—on the pages of this
dictionary—has superseded Turkish, Finnish and other European languages in this
role. Including the new international words in the dictionary, however, does not
make them real for the members of the language community unless they begin to use
them.

As the spelling of international words often varies in languages, the exact pho-
nological and orthographical form of international words sometimes constituted a
minor problem. For instance, the Kazan Tatar word for ‘lexicon’ is excuxa whereas
in Finnish the form is leksikko. Instead of these, leksikon was selected as the Finnish
Tatar form of the word (cf. Swed. lexikon and German Lexikon). In some cases, the
chosen orthographical form resembles that of the corresponding Turkish word, e.g.
lisd ‘high school’ cf. Turk. /ise (< French /ycée), Finn. lyseo, Kaz. nuyeii. The ab-
sence of specific orthographical principles for writing international words in Finnish
Tatar resulted in most of them being left in the form they had after being transcribed
from Kazan Tatar Cyrillic orthography, e.g. advokat ‘lawyer’, adekvat ‘adequate’,
administrativ ‘administrative’, administrator ‘administrator’, admiral ‘admiral’,
adres ‘address’, etc. The decision to do so can be justified by stating that most of
these words have already been successfully adapted to the Tatar word structure pat-
terns by Kazan Tatars. There are some systematic differences however. Kazan Tatar
and Russian international words beginning with g (Cyr. e, e.g. eapmonus, zonopap)
regularly begin with # in Finnish Tatar, as in Finnish and many western languages:
harmoniyd “harmony’, honorar ‘fee, honorarium’. The Cyrillic x of Kazan Tatar and
Russian is represented by & in many Finnish Tatar words, both in the beginning and
middle of the word, e.g. arkiv ’archive’, kimik ‘chemist’ cf. apxue, xumux; here
again Finnish Tatar resembles Finnish and many western languages. The Cyrillic y
in Kazan Tatar is usually replaced by s in Finnish Tatar, e.g. sement ‘cement’,
konsert ‘concert’, tradisiyd ‘tradition’ cf. yemenm, xonyepm, mpaouyus. Finnish
Tatar word-initial au usually corresponds to Kazan Tatar as if a consonant follows,
e.g. august ‘August’, Austriyd ‘Austria’ cf. aseycm, Aecmpus. A similar case is eu-
in euro ‘€’ cf. espo. In some cases, the Finnish Tatar word seems to be a mixture of
traits from east and west, e.g. /ibanli ‘Lebanese’ cf. Kaz. iuganner (Finn. Libanon,
Russ. JTusan ‘Lebanon’).

Indigenous words

From the viewpoint of the working process, common indigenous words of Kazan
Tatar and Finnish Tatar proved to be quite easy to manage, which is understandable
because these words are usually closely related to spoken language, which is regu-
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larly used in communication among Finnish Tatars. Indigenous transcribed Kazan
Tatar words were simply adapted to the Finnish Tatar phonology, which is based on
the Mishar Tatar dialect.

It is possible that among the transcribed indigenous Kazan Tatar words listed in
the dictionary as Finnish Tatar words there are also words that have never been in
use among Finnish Tatars. However, since Mishar and Kazan Tatar are close to each
other, and the separation of Finnish Tatars from their relatives in the Volga region
has not been longer than about one hundred years, there is no need to suppose that
the number of these “additional” Finnish Tatar words in the dictionary is great.

It is important to notice that although spoken Finnish Tatar and Kazan Tatar are
linguistically in a dialectal relation to each other, the Tatar-Finnish dictionary is no
more a dialect dictionary of Finnish Tatar than it is of Kazan Tatar. The languages it
aims to represent can be characterized as literary norms, though in the case of Finn-
ish Tatar, the codification of the literary standard is still in a nascent stage. If the
Finnish Tatar material had originated during extensive field work among Finnish
Tatar speakers, or if it had been collected from a large text corpus, the resulting
dictionary would have been different. For instance, much more variation would have
been visible. Generally, the Finnish Tatar material in the present dictionary reflects
the conception of mother tongue in its written form held by educated Finnish Tatars
having contact with both Tatarstan and Turkey.

Keeping in mind the reservations expressed in the preceding passage, some re-
marks can be made about the most conspicuous differences between Finnish Tatar
and Kazan Tatar variants of lexemes. Perhaps the most striking difference between
the varieties is the existence of only velar /k/ and /g/ in Finnish Tatar, whereas Ka-
zan Tatar has both velar (/k/, /g/) and postvelar (/g/, /y/) phonemes. Thus, Finnish
Tatar orthography only needs the graphemes k and g. A laryngeal 4 is also missing
in Finnish Tatar, and the # sound resembles the corresponding consonant in Finnish.
Nisametdin (2011: 307-310) compares spoken Finnish Tatar (at the beginning of the
1970s) to the Mishar dialect and the Kazan Tatar literary language. She gives exam-
ples of words in which the vocalism of Finnish Tatar differs from that of Kazan
Tatar, e.g. Finn. Tat. bogon ‘today’ cf. Kaz. 6yeen; Finn. Tat. mon¢a ‘sauna’ cf. Kaz.
mynya. In the Tatar-Finnish dictionary, the Finnish Tatar variants are biigen and
munga, thus representing Kazan Tatar vocalism. In all, Nisametdin gives about fifty
example words where Mishar type vocalism or consonantism differing from that of
Kazan Tatar could be seen in the 1970s. When we compare these words to those in
the Tatar-Finnish dictionary, we observe that an overwhelming majority of them are
found in a form that essentially corresponds to that in Kazan Tatar. The small num-
ber of words differing from standard Kazan Tatar language have to do with old Ara-
bic loanwords discussed earlier in this article. However, the dictionary contains
some individual dialectal Mishar words, e.g. kimd ‘boat’ (cf. Kaz. keiima); i ‘house,
home’, which is only used in spoken language (cf. Kaz. o). One trait usually men-
tioned as typical of Sergach Mishar dialect, namely the use of the affricate ¢ instead
of ¢, had already partly disappeared, according to Nisametdin (2011: 309), by the
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1970s. She notes that “those Finnish Tatars who know well their mother tongue use
the ¢ sound, which is typical of the Kazan Tatar literary language” (transl. by J. L.).
The change of the Finnish Mishar Tatar dialect towards the standard of modern
Kazan Tatar was noted by Halén (1999: 330) in the 1990s. The prominence of the
Kazan Tatar lexical pattern in the Finnish Tatar material of the dictionary, though in
transcribed and adjusted form, could be seen as a further step in the direction already
discernible in the preceding decades.

At present, Kazan Tatar’s influence on the Finnish Tatar language is growing.
One factor strengthening the trend is that the new Tatar teacher who gives instruc-
tion to children is not a representative of Finnish Tatars.

Conclusion

We hope that the description of the dictionary making process in its historical and
sociolinguistic context will give users of the dictionary enough background infor-
mation to find the best way of utilizing the Finnish Tatar material in it. We have also
demonstrated how various features of the dictionary reflect the language ecology of
the community speaking and writing in the language.

The Finnish Tatars are an interesting example of a minority that has been able to
retain the vitality of its language heritage for a relatively long period. We could say
that the Finnish Tatars have found a way of integrating with the majority population
without assimilating to it. On the other hand, we lack detailed information about the
language habits of the youngest generation. We do not know, for instance, to what
extent Finnish Tatar is present in social media. A sociolinguistic investigation of the
language use of different generations would give a scientific basis for the evaluation
of the current degree of vitality of the Finnish Tatar language. Further, a fundamen-
tal study has not yet been carried out of how the Mishar Tatar dialect of the small
immigrant group gradually changed into the Finnish Tatar variety. One problem for
this kind of research project would presumably be the scarcity of suitable linguistic
material. For instance, no digital corpus of Finnish Tatar texts has been created.
Collecting the existing texts from public and private owners and digitizing them
could be a first step towards producing such a resource. Better availability of materi-
als of the mother tongue would also help with the launching of a language revitali-
zation program for the Finnish Tatar minority.

Abbreviations

Arab. = Arabic

Finn. = Finnish

Finn. Tat. = Finnish Tatar
Kaz. = Kazan Tatar

Russ. = Russian

Swed. = Swedish

Turk. = Turkish
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Between 14 and 17 September 2016 an international scientific conference focusing
on Turcology, Turkish and Ottoman Studies, Turkologentag 2016, took place at
Hamburg University, Germany. This was the second time that Turkologentag was
jointly organized by a local organizer, in this case the Department of Turcology of
Hamburg University and the Society for Turkic, Ottoman, and Turkish Studies (Ge-
sellschaft fiir Turkologie, Osmanistik und Tiirkeiforschung, GTOT). The first
Turkologentag was held in 2014 at the Ludwig-Maximilians-University in Munich,
Germany, locally organized by the Institute for the Near and Middle East. The pre-
decessor of the Turkologentag was the conference series Deutsche Turkologen-
konferenz. The first of these conferences took place in 1987 in Bamberg, Germany.
When it comes to participants, the target group of this conference widened over the
years from German Turcologists to German speaking Turcologists, and finally Euro-
pean (including Turkish) Turcologists, which is clearly visible in the conference
proceedings that initially were German-only publications. The first English con-
tribution, published in the proceedings of the 1999 conference, was the only non-
German contribution in this volume. The proceedings of the 2002 conference con-
tain several English as well as the first Turkish contribution. The organizers of the
2014 conference consequently opted for a change of name as well as an official
change in the scope of the target group. Since 2014, the conference aims at reaching
all European researchers in the fields of Turcology, Turkish, and Ottoman Studies.
More than 400 participants from 25 countries and their contributions were selected
to attend the Turkologentag in Hamburg. The contributions were divided in alto-
gether 12 scientific sections. Two of these sections were explicitly dedicated to
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language topics, the section for Linguistics and a section for German-Turkish Lan-
guages Research. The sections on Cultural Studies and Social Sciences and Migra-
tion Studies, as well as the section Studies on Central Asia/Volga Region/Siberia
also contained contributions with linguistic topics. In what follows, I will briefly
present the language-related contributions.

The panel Turkic Languages and Literatures under Persian Influence, jointly or-
ganized by Elisabetta Ragagnin and Benedek Péri, was held on the first day of the
conference in the section on Studies on Central Asia/Volga Region/Siberia. In her
paper titled Turkic-Persian language contact in Iran, Ragagnin gave a general over-
view of the Persian linguistic influence, while the other three papers in this section
were dedicated to more specific problems regarding literature and language: Bene-
dek Péri, Two sides of the same coin: Fuzili’s The Weed and the Wine and the
Anonymous Book of Secrets; Ferenc Péter Csirkés, Sadiqi Beg and the Politics of
Turkic in Safavid Persia; Réka Stiiber, The Language of Wisdom: Evidence from the
Qutadgu Bilig for Persian syntactic interference.

In the section Linguistics, five panels were held, one of which was a thematically
organized panel, while the other four contained individual contributions on Turkic
languages.

The panel titled Five Dimensions of Distance in the Turkic Language Family,
was organized by Lars Johanson, whose contribution introduced five parameters, ge-
nealogical distance, typological distance, lexicostatistical distance, intelligibility
distance, and perceived distance, which can be used to measure the distance between
various Turkic varieties. The ultimate aim behind measuring the degrees of dis-
tances between the various Turkic languages is to gain new insights into their fam-
ily-internal relations. The remaining three contributions of the panel presented case
studies for the degrees of distance between various linguistic varieties spoken in dif-
ferent regions of the Turkic-speaking world: Irina Nevskaya, Chalkan’s distance to
Shor and Southern Altai; Laszl6 Kéroly, On the Yakut-Mongolic-Tungusic triangle:
Its consequences on language distance; Eva A. Csaté & Astrid Menz, The intimacy
of Eastern European Turkic: Gagauz and Karaim.

The remaining four linguistic panels comprised contributions to Modern Turkish
and Turkic Languages. Some of the announced contributions, however, had to be
cancelled because their speakers could not travel to Germany due to the confusing
situation at Turkish universities in the aftermath of July 15.

Diana Hayrapetyan from Yerevan State University talked on Reduplications and
duplicate forms with synonymous components of Modern Turkish.

Giilschen Sahatova attempted an alternative evaluation of the use of -mis in the
Turkish dialect of Cyprus: -dI vs. -mls: Vermittelte Evidentialitit am Beispiel des
Zyperntiirkischen (Conveyed evidentiality on the example of Turkish from Cyprus).

Mevliit Erdem’s Asymmetry and dissymmetries on the accusative and dative
marking in Turkic languages discussed cases where the accusative and dative cases
are not isomorphic in Turkic languages. He looked into the question of to what ex-
tent the accusative or dative marking of the verbs affects syntactic operations and
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their codification in the mental lexicon, and claimed that there is no one-to-one map-
ping, at least for some verbs, between grammatical relations and morphological
markings in Turkic languages.

Irina Nevskaya & Saule Tazhibayeva, in their lecture on Diminutives and ho-
norifics in North-West and North-East Turkic, compared the diminutive forms and
their pragmatics in Kazakh, a Kipchak Turkic language, to those in Shor, a Siberian
Turkic language. They looked at the areal distribution of such diminutive morph-
emes, their etymologies, and at the patterns used for diminutive forms of personal
names in the Turkic languages under study.

Biilent Ozkan, from Mersin University, reported on his project of establishing a
database-supported corpus platform for Turkish that will enable a researcher to build
a corpus matching her research question: Tiirkce icin kendi kendine derlem plat-
Jformu olusturma projesi (The project of a self-composing corpus platform for Turk-
ish).

Lusine Sahakyan, in her talk on Microtoponyms in the district of Chayeli (Prov-
ince of Rize) presented the findings of her fieldwork on names for smaller geograph-
ical units like pastures, meadows, etc. While most of the toponyms in the area where
she worked are Armenian words, some are mixed Turkish-Armenian compounds.

Ahmet Aydemir, in his paper Typen von Finalsdtzen im Tuwinischen (Types of
purpose clauses in Tuvan), spoke on on adverbial clauses of purpose in Tuvan. He
demonstrated the various types with data from written standard Tuvan, as well as
from various dialects.

Sema Aslan Demir presented a paper with the title Tiirkmencede ER- ekfiilinin
(copula) yan ciimledeki izleri (Traces of the copula ER- in dependent clauses in
Turkmen) on the function of the copula as a predicator in dependent clauses in Turk-
men. The use and function of this copula in Turkmen is unique among the Oghuz
languages.

Sultan Tulu’s contribution titled Dede Korkut'ta sifat-fiilli tamlama gruplari
(Participle phrases in the Kitab-1 Dede Qorqut) deals with some passages in the
Kitab-1 Dede Qorqut, where it is unclear whether the passage in question should be
read as a converb consisting of participle + locative or as the participle followed by
the particle da/de.

In a session on Cultural Studies Astrid Menz, in her talk Neues von Dr. Kvergic,
presented a hitherto unknown typewritten dictionary by the (in-)famous Hermann
Feodor Kvergi¢, whose contribution to the formation of the Sun Language Theory in
the 1930s is still debated.

Altogether four panels dealt with Turkish in the diaspora. One of them took
place within the broader section Social Sciences and Migration Studies. Organized
by Kutlay Yagmur under the title What can we learn from the second wave of Turk-
ish-maintenance studies?, the panel discussed sociolinguistic topics related to the
presence and especially the maintenance of Turkish as a heritage language in
Europe, Australia and the USA. Different maintenance patterns in various regions,
as well as intergenerational differences, were the scope of the four presentations in
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this panel: Memet Aktiirk-Drake, How do Turkish speakers in Sweden differ from
the rest of Western Europe?; Feyza Altinkanms & Hiilya Ozcan, Immigrant bi-
lingualism at home contexts: Voices of the young bilinguals; Mehmet-Ali Akinci,
From first to third generation Turks in France: What researches show us about lan-
guage practices; Kutlay Yagmur, Intergenerational differences in language mainte-
nance and shift patterns of Turkish: Speakers in Australia and the USA.

Three thematic panels were related to Turkish-German language research.

In a panel given the title Remembering, Learning, and Moving Multilingualism
Annette Herkenrath gave a presentation Remembering multilingualism: Oral nar-
ratives of Turkish speakers in Germany illustrating the thematic organization of
memories in discourse and the grammatical procedures that occur.

Emel Tiirker-van der Heiden & Gozde Mercan’s paper Learning Turkish as a
second|/foreign language: Genitive and possessive structures was related to the ac-
quisition of the Turkish genitive construction by native speakers of Norwegian.

Till Woerfel, Christoph Schroeder & Juliana Goschler presented a study on the
differences in acceptability of manner-of-motion verbs with so-called path satellites
between monolingual and bilingual speakers of Turkish, The encoding of motion by
Turkish-German bilinguals—Evidence for a German-Turkish variety. The findings
of their study are taken as one piece of evidence for the development of a Turkish
variety in Germany that is influenced by certain characteristics of German.

The panel titled Acquisition and Use of Turkish by Turkish-German Bilinguals
was organized by Yazgiil Simsek together with Zeynep Kalkavan-Aydin and Jochen
Rehbein. It focused on the evaluation of fieldwork results and research on the ac-
quisition of Turkish by bilingual children in Germany. The first contribution, by
Zeynep Kalkavan-Aydin Sprachbiographien und Spracherwerb deutsch-tiirkisch
bilingualer Kindergartenkinder—Daten aus dem SPREEZ-Projekt (Language biog-
raphies and language acquisition of German-Turkish bilingual pre-school children),
investigated the language acquisition of pre-school bilinguals. The remaining three
contributions dealt with spoken and written language data of students between 12
and 18 years old: Yazgiil Simsek, Tense and aspect in written texts of Turkish-
German bilingual students; Esin Isil Giilbeyaz, Syntaktische Entwicklung in der
Erst- und Zweitsprache (Development of syntax in first and second language); Nur
Biilbiil, Textsortenbasiertes Schreiben im Tiirkischen am Beispiel von Sachtexten
des Tiirkischunterrichts der Sekundarstufe I (Turkish text production on the example
of non-fictional texts for Turkish classes secondary schools, 1st to Sth year).

The third panel on Turkish-German language research was titled Continuity,
Contact, and Dominance Patterns (Turkish-German, Turkish-French). Due to a can-
cellation, the French-Turkish aspect was not discussed; the two remaining contri-
butions concentrated on the German-Turkish situation. Carol Pfaff, in her talk on
Continuity and contact-induced change in Turkish in Germany: Pronominal and
demonstrative usage in three generations of children and adolescents in Berlin, pre-
sented findings from her 20 years of studies of Turkish-German bilingualism and its
effects on Turkish. Birsel Karako¢ & Annette Herkenrath, in their contribution The
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pragmatics of evidentiality in bilingual Turkish: A corpus-analytical approach, re-
ported on their corpus-based research on how the cognitive-mental category of
“evidentiality”, linguistically realized in Turkish by the grammatical markers -mlg
and -(y)mls, is realized in the Turkish of bilingual children.

The numerous and diversified contributions at the conference in Hamburg in-
dicate the importance of linguistic studies within the broader field of Turcology. The
fact that four panels dealt solely with the presence of Turkish in Northwest Europe
clearly shows that linguists and Turcologists are collaborating productively.
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Writing rhymed dictionaries cannot be said to have been en vogue in the Ottoman
empire (or elsewhere), but still, from the 16th century onwards, at least three have
come down to us. The first one, which served as a methodological pattern for the
subsequent ones, is Sahidi Ibrahim Dede’s Persian-Turkish versified glossary the
Tuhfe-i Sahidr (1544); the second is a Bosnian-Turkish glossary, Muhammed Heva’1
Uskiifi’s Makbiil-i ‘arif from 1631, and the third one an Armenian-Turkish diction-
ary by Refi‘i Kalayi from around 1800. Of these, Makbiil-i ‘arif has received the
most attention. Not long after it was written, it was mentioned by Evliya Celebi in
the section of the Seyahatname where he deals with Bosnia, and Evliya gives long
examples from the text. However, the text has experienced a revival in modern
times, not only because it is the first “dictionary” of any South Slavic language, but
also because Uskiiff is one of the very first to name the language “Bosnian”, a fact
that without doubt has given the text high prestige in modern times. However, the
claim that “Uskfi is to Bosnian what Dante is to Italian™' seems to be a gross
exaggeration.

In 2011, the 380th anniversary of Uskiifi’s glossary and the 410th anniversary of
the birth of its writer were celebrated in Bosnia. In that connection, a new edition
was prepared, and it appeared in Tuzla the same year.” Some years previously, a
manuscript of the text had been “rediscovered” at the University library in Uppsala.
This manuscript is reproduced in facsimile in the Tuzla book, but the transcribed
text is unfortunately not a transcription of this manuscript, but has been reproduced
from earlier editions of the text based on different manuscripts. In some places, there
are important divergences between the transcribed text and the Uppsala manuscript.
What Silje Susanne Alvestad has now done, is to make a critical edition of the Upp-
sala manuscript, comparing it with earlier editions. She also gives the first English
translation of the text, and addresses some important questions raised by the text
itself.

1 Suggested by the Bosnian historian Enver Imamov; see p. 1 in the book under review.
2 Kasumovié, Ahmet & Megnnesland, Svein: Bosansko-Turski Rje¢nik. Muhamed Hevai
Uskufi, 1631 godine. Tuzla 2011.
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Each line of the text is rendered first in transliteration, then in transcription (us-
ing Modern Turkish characters such as ¢ and §) as well as in the transcriptions of
earlier scholars such as Okumus (2009) and Kadri¢ (2011), and finally in English
translation. The author writes (p. 27) that her principles for transliterating and
transcribing the text are inspired by Christiane Bulut’s 1997 edition of the section of
Evliya Celebi’s Seyahatname that deals with the journey from Bitlis to Van, but she
is obviously unaware of the (in my view, unjust) criticism Bulut received because
her transliteration principles were so unorthodox, since she does not comment on it.

The rhymed glossary is the central part of the Makbil-i ‘arif, but it is preceded
by a long introduction and followed by a short afterword, both written in versified
high style Ottoman. (The afterword is missing from the Uppsala manuscript, but for
the sake of completeness, the author has used the text from the Tuzla edition.) The
Turkish language of the glossary part, however, is much simpler. Elaborating the
views of Kerima Filan (p. 18), the author defends the (actually quite obvious) view
that the target group of the book is not Bosnians who want to learn Turkish, but
Turks who wish to learn Bosnian, since Bosnian, alongside the other South Slavic
languages, was frequently heard in court circles in Istanbul, where it was spoken by
the devgirmes, who almost exclusively came from the Balkans. The fact that the
target group was Turks must be the reason why Turkish is the “meta language” not
only in the glossary, but also in the introduction and the afterword. The Bosnian
component consists entirely of independent words. Besides, the introduction and
afterword, with their heavy literary style, would also be incomprehensible to anyone
not very familiar with Ottoman Turkish. The author also holds the view that Uskiifi
himself was a devsirme boy who was taken to Istanbul and received his education
there, and she mentions the possibility, based on the introduction, that he wrote his
glossary after returning to Bosnia as a pensioner (p. 11). (Uskiiff may still have been
a Muslim by birth, since Muslim boys were also occasionally brought to Istanbul as
devsirmes.)

Another possible target group of the glossary, not mentioned by the author, could
be Turks who were not at the court in Istanbul, but who lived and worked in Bosnia
but did not know Bosnian.’ The Ottoman officials and clergy were probably not
recruited from among the local Muslims, but were appointed from Istanbul and
came from different parts of the empire. Although Turkish was the language of the
rulers, most of the local population did not learn to speak it, although during the
centuries of Ottoman rule their Slavic language was inundated by all kinds of Turk-
ish terminology. In this respect, the high status enjoyed by the Turkish clergy and

3 Whatever the target group may have been, it should be pointed out that Makbil-i ‘arif has
a weak pedagogical structure. Although the glossary starts with primary concepts such as
“God” and “man”, we soon find verses such as So tuzdur, ri¢ sozdiir, susasin da mugi ti!
“So is salt, ric¢ is word, and you shut up! is muci ti!” (p. 59), where the logical consistency
between the “entries” is rather weak.
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officials should not be underestimated.* This brings us into the question whether
there has ever really been a Turkish dialect of its own in Bosnia. The Turkish vo-
cabulary of Makbil-i ‘arif at least gives no indication of any Balkan Turkish el-
ement at all. There is a great difference between the Turkish in the introduction and
the afterword on one side and the Turkish in the glossary on the other, but the
difference has nothing to do with dialect differences. Based partly on the previous
research by Kerima Filan and partly on her own investigations, Alvestad clearly
shows that the highly literary language of the introduction and the afterword
abounds in Arabic and Persian elements, while the language of the glossary is quite
simple and unsophisticated, using almost entirely Turkish words (pp.116—119).
There are phonological characteristics reflecting 17th century Turkish (pp. 120),
such as lack of labial harmony in some suffixes, but similar forms are found all over
the Turkish-speaking area.

In some manuscripts, Makbiil-i ‘arif bears another title, Potur Sahidija. This
enigmatic title is discussed at length in the book (pp. 21-25). The last element must
refer to Sahidi Ibrahim Dede, the writer of the Persian-Turkish versified glossary
mentioned above, which also must have been widely known, since the meaning here
must be “book in $ahidi’s style”, i.e. “versified glossary”. The element pofur means
“Bosnian Muslim”, i.e. “convert to Islam”, especially from the rural areas of Bosnia,
and has slightly pejorative connotations. The etymology, however, is not clear; ei-
ther it comes from Slavic poturica, which would mean ‘little Turk’, or there is a
connection with the designation of the special kind of baggy trousers used in the
Balkans, where only the part from the waist to above the knees is baggy, while the
lower part of the legs is very narrow. Such trousers are indeed called porur, which
possibly has an Armenian etymology. Evliya Celebi states that the Bosnians were
called potur because of the trousers they wore, but Dr. Alvestad indicates that it
could also be the other way around. It is difficult to give a proper answer, but it
should be kept in mind that using the name of a characteristic piece of clothing to
refer to the whole group of people wearing it (by the way of pars pro toto or meton-
omy), especially in a pejorative meaning, is not uncommon, cf. Blackshirt or Cami-
cia nera, ‘member of an armed squad of Italian fascists under Mussolini’, later used

4 In an (unfortunately) unpublished PhD thesis, Turkish Loanwords in Seventeenth- and
Eighteenth-Century Bosnian and Bulgarian Franciscan Texts, Florence Graham (Oxford
University) has shown the abundance of Turkish lexical elements in the kind of colloquial
language in the two areas where one would expect the Turkish impact to be weakest.
There seems, however, to be an important difference between the areas in that agricultural
terminology is mostly found in Bulgaria. This could perhaps indicate that the contact
between Turkish- and Bosnian-speakers was largely an urban phenomenon in Bosnia
because the Turks there largely belonged to the clergy or administration, while there were
considerable waves of Turkish immigration from Anatolia into Bulgaria from the 14th
century onwards.
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more generally with the meaning ‘militant fascist’, or burqa with the meaning ‘wo-
man wearing a burqa’, etc.

Silje Susanne Alvestad has done a very thorough job indeed, studying the Mak-
bal-i ‘arif with new both Turcological and Slavicist eyes, and without neglecting
previous work on the field, thus making an important step forward in philology.
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This volume is published on the occasion of The Gunnar Jarring Memorial Program
at the Swedish Collegium for Advanced Study—a very appropriate setting for a
project dealing with Turko-Iranian historical and linguistic interactions. It ought to
be added that such “interactions” in history and linguistics/philology almost auto-
matically include aspects of cultural studies as well. There are scholars for whom
this goes without saying; particularly regarding Turkic and Iranian peoples it is
worth stressing that in many cases different linguistic conditions do not immediately
indicate analogous diversity in cultural matters. There is too much evidence
throughout history of the fact that linguistic domains are not at all congruent with
cultural domains; in many cases the overlapping aspects are much more significant
than those of separation.

It is this perspective that is scrutinized by the contributors to this exceptional
volume. The initiative to compile such a volume was presumably taken by Eva A.
Csat6 and Lars Johanson, but there is no doubt that an active part was also taken by
scholars deeply rooted in Iranian Studies, such as Bo Utas, Prods Oktor Skjarve, the
late Werner Sundermann, Judith Josephson and Donald Stilo. Readers of the contri-
butions to this volume may repeatedly be reminded of the famous saying tatsiz tiirk
bolmas bassiz bork bolmas ‘There is no Persian except in the company of a Turk,
(just as) there is no cap unless there is a head to put it on’® preserved by Mahmud
Kashghari’s Divdnii I-liigati Tiirk.

Historically, cases of Irano-Turkic interaction are focused on two main areas, the
steppe regions of Central Asia and the Plateau of Iran, both understood broadly so as
to include Eastern Europe, Anatolia and the Balkans, not to mention the Subconti-
nent. Some appetizers deserve to be mentioned: Peter B. Golden offers an excellent
historical framework for the basic concept of the volume (T<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>