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Editorial note

Turkic Languages, Volume 22, 2018, Number 2

The present issue of TURKIC LANGUAGES starts with three papers on languages of
the western part of the Turkic-speaking world.

Jaklin Kornfilt raises the question of whether Turkish, according to principles in
the framework of formal linguistics, is an “NP language” or a “DP language”. The
question concerns the suggested typological divide between languages whose tradi-
tionally defined noun phrases are determiner phrases (DP) and languages whose
noun phrases only extend to NP. It has been claimed that Turkish belongs to the
latter type, and a number of relevant properties have been proposed. The author
argues that, at best, the properties can be explained in other ways, and that, at worst,
the NP hypothesis makes wrong predictions with respect to Turkish. The phenom-
ena that are claimed to characterize Turkish as an NP language fail to establish such
a characterization. Analyzing Turkish noun phrases as determiner phrases is at least
as successful.

Hasmik Kirakosyan & Ani Sargsyan deal with medieval Persian-Ottoman bilin-
gual dictionaries, in particular copies kept in the Mesrop Mashtots Institute of An-
cient Manuscripts in Yerevan. Dictionaries of this kind, so-called farhangs, were
compiled as educational tools and used in medreses to help with reading and under-
standing the patterns of Persian classical literature, and also for teaching the Arabic-
Persian loan vocabulary and the parts of Persian grammar that were relevant for
Ottoman Turkish. The manuals are important witnesses of the linguistic inter-
relations and cultural milieu of their time.

Henryk Jankowski presents a small corpus of spoken Krymchak recorded with
one single informant. Written Krymchak is well-documented in modern and pre-
modern texts representing a variety of styles. The spoken language, however, is very
poorly documented. Even a small corpus, such as the one presented here, is thus of
high value. Competent native speakers of Krymchak are, however, hardly available
today. The linguistic competence of this informant, born in 1924 in Simferopol, was
relatively limited. She could remember to some extent the language she heard and
spoke in her childhood. According to the author, Krymchak as spoken by this in-
formant is morphologically a NW Turkic language, but phonologically a mixture of
SW and NW Turkic.

Four contributions deal with the northern-most parts of Turcia.

Irina Nevskaya, Larisa Tybykova, Mikhail Vavulin, Olga Zaytseva, and Evgeniy
Vodyasov report on the results of field research in the Altai Mountains, where a
number of Turkic runiform rock inscriptions were digitalized by means of three-
dimensional technologies. The outcome has led to revised readings of two inscrip-
tions on the basis of new analyses of their runiform signs. One of the texts sheds
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light on the ancient religious terminology of the area. The recorded data will soon be
freely accessible to all interested researchers.

Elisabetta Ragagnin presents brand new data on Tuhan, a small Sayan Turkic
language spoken in the county of Tsagaan Ulir in the East Khovsgdl region of
Mongolia. It is moribund, only used by a handful of old speakers and semi-speakers.
While displaying typical Sayan Turkic characteristics, it preserves a number of
otherwise unknown archaic features. It shares certain isoglosses with Tofan, and
others with Altay and Khakas. Since Tuhan appears to be highly important for com-
parative Turcology, the author quite rightly characterizes it as a precious “gem”
among the South Siberian Turkic languages.

Gregory D. S. Anderson deals with the wide range of functions of the Sayan
Turkic converb in {-GAS}, especially its roles in complex sentences and narrative
structures. It appears to be in the process of being pushed into the finite system as an
anterior marker. Its most salient and common feature is the propulsive function, the
power to advance the discourse when expressing narratively equal events. In some
taiga varieties, the converb is claimed to have been grammaticalized as a same-sub-
ject marker in a switch-reference system. Varieties such as Jungar Tuvan and Du-
khan have a tail-head linkage system, where the converb is used to set off chunks of
discourse by copying sequences of the finite predicative element of a sentence at the
beginning of the following sentence. In varieties such as Tofan and Soyot, the use of
{-GAS} has been extended into the domains of the {-p} converb in complex predi-
cates and auxiliary verb constructions.

Chris Lasse Dibritz presents a corpus-based analysis of three so-called place-
holders (lexical fillers) in the North-Siberian Turkic language Dolgan. These are
lexical items that replace other lexical items in a clause. While searching for the
right lexical item, the speaker typically fills the arising pause with a nominal or
verbal placeholder. The items kim and kimne.- occupy the same syntactic slot as the
substituted lexical item, whereas kana:- functions differently. The Dolgan place-
holders are relatively complex in form and function. They are investigated here with
respect to their morphosyntactic properties, functional domains, and etymologies.

Istvan Vasary devotes an obituary to Andras J. E. Bodrogligeti (1925-2017).

The editors are pleased to announce that, starting from volume 21 (2017),
TURKIC LANGUAGES is indexed in Web of Science’s Arts and Humanities Citation
Index (AHCI).

Lars Johanson



Obituary

In memoriam Andras J. E. Bodrogligeti
(1925-2017)
Istvan Vasary

Vasary, Istvan 2018. In memoriam Andras J. E. Bodrogligeti (1925-2017). Turkic Lan-
guages 22, 151-154.

Istvan Vasary, Turkic and Central Asian Studies, Eétvis Lorand Tudomanyegyetem,
Muizeum krt. 4/d, HU-1088 Budapest, Hungary. E-mail: vasaryi@gmail.com

December 2017, Professor Andras J. E. Bodrogligeti passed away at the age of 92.
Since 1972 he had been Professor of Turkic and Iranian Studies at the University of
California, Los Angeles, and with his death one of the outstanding scholars of
Turcology left us.

His long and fruitful life began in 1925 when he was born in Tiszaigar, Hungary.
After the elementary school he moved to Eger, an old town of north-eastern Hun-
gary, and a centre of a Catholic Archdiocese. (Eger was among the first ten dioceses
founded in 1001-1009 by St. Stephen I, King of Hungary.) He must have imbibed
the historical atmosphere of the town, which prides itself on having a castle that in



152 Istvan Vasary

1552 resisted the Ottoman siege for a long time, halting the Turks for a few decades.
In the wake of the romantic historical novel “Stars of Eger” (1901) written by the
Hungarian author Géza Gardonyi, the siege of Eger has for every Hungarian school-
boy become part of the national mythology.

During 1940-1943 he attended the Archiepiscopal Lyceum in Eger, then during
1943—-1947 the Archiepiscopal Teachers’ Training Institute. Between 1947 and 1951
he continued his studies in Budapest at the Péter Pazmany University (after the
forceful communist takeover, in 1949 renamed Lorand Eotvos University—ELTE).
He obtained his MA in Indo-European Studies with a specialisation in English and
German. During 1953-1955 he earned a new BA from ELTE in Oriental Studies
with a specialisation in Iranian, Turkic and Arabic, and in 1958 he graduated from
the same university in Iranian and Turkic languages and literatures, with a thesis
entitled “Sayf-i Sarayi’s Turkic Translation of Sa‘di’s Gulistan™. Later, in 1963, he
became a so-called “candidate of sciences” at the Hungarian Academy of Sciences,
with his thesis “Preliminary Studies to the Exploration of Turkic and Iranian Lin-
guistic Relations”. In 1971 he obtained the Doctoral Degree of the Hungarian Aca-
demy of Sciences with his thesis “The Persian Vocabulary of the Codex Cuma-
nicus”. Needless to say he received all of his degrees with honours. His knowledge
of and proficiency in languages were amazing; he was a real polyglot. In addition to
his mother tongue Hungarian, he spoke and wrote in English, German, French,
Italian, Russian, Persian and Turkic and knew a couple of other languages quite
well.

In parallel with his academic work and achievements he occupied and made pro-
gress in different academic positions. During 1961-1964 he was assistant professor,
and during 1965-1970 associate professor of Persian and Turkish at ELTE. Mean-
while, during 1964—-1965 he taught courses in Modern Turkish Literature in Ankara,
and during 1967-1968 at UCLA. His contact with UCLA became ever stronger
because of his paternal friend Professor Jdnos Eckmann, who from 1961 was first a
visiting then an acting associate professor at the Department of Near Eastern Lan-
guages at UCLA. In 1966 Eckmann became a full professor of Turkic Studies with a
specialisation in Eastern Turkic language and literature. Bodrogligeti joined a com-
mon project on Chagatay language led by Professor Eckmann. In 1971, after Eck-
mann’s premature death, Bodrogligeti stood at a crossroads. The Hungarian authori-
ties did not prolong his stay in the USA, and his choice was to stay. Within a year, in
1972 he was appointed Professor of Turkic and Iranian Studies at UCLA.

Now the second period of his career began, and this second part was also suc-
cessful and productive. He was an active member of the university faculty who won
a number of major academic grants for his research, among others for the projects
“Islam Among the Turks of Central Asia”; “The Complete Works of Ahmad Ya-
savi”’; “The Chagatay Language”; “An Academic Reference Grammar of Modern
Literary Uzbek”; and “The State of Islam in the Ferghana Valley after the First Dec-
ade of the Post-Soviet Era”. The grants were well used, and upon their conclusion
valuable monographs and publications were produced. Andras Bodrogligeti was a
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member of several scholarly associations (American Oriental Society, Middle East
Studies Association, Society for Iranian Studies) and was an Honorary Member of
Tiirk Dil Kurumu [Turkish Language Society], Ankara. Between 1979 and 1993 he
was Director of the John D. Soper Central Asian Language Institute, and from 1994
onward he presided over the Association for Central Asian Studies, USA. During
1979-1993 he was co-editor of the Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher (Bloomington), and
during 1993-1998 of its continuation, the Eurasian Studies Yearbook (Los Angeles
& Bloomington, Indiana).

Andras Bodrogligeti was one of the outstanding figures of international research
into the Central Asian Turkic language and literature. He became a worthy successor
to Janos Eckmann’s legacy, and the works of these two scholars of Hungarian de-
scent made UCLA one of the leading centres in the field of Central Asian Tur-
cology. His scholarly work embraces a wide range of themes of Middle Turkic
philology. Before dedicating himself totally to the Central Asian Turkic language
and literature, he dealt with the two pre-Chaghatay 14th-century monuments in his
first books: A Fourteenth-Century Turkic Translation of Sa'di’s Gulistan, Budapest,
1969; The Persian Vocabulary of the Codex Cumanicus, Budapest, 1971. Both
works are laudable presentations of important monuments. His virtue of making re-
liable and precise philological and linguistic analyses, amply demonstrated in his
subsequent books and articles, is already present in these works.

During his professorship at UCLA he devoted himself mainly to Central Asian
Turcology. He published a number of hitherto unedited Chagatay works in an exem-
plary way. Suffice it to mention a few of them: Halis s Story of Ibrahim. A Central
Asian Islamic Work in Late Chagatay Turkic. Edited with an introduction, a transla-
tion, and a glossary, Leiden, 1975; “Muhammad Shaybani’s Bahru’l-Huda‘. An
Early Sixteenth Century Didactic Qasida in Chagatay”, UAJb 54 (1982), pp. 1-56;
“Babur Shah’s Chagatay Version of the Risala-i Validiya: A Central Asian Turkic
Treatise on How to Emulate the Prophet Muhammad”, UAJb 56 (1984), pp. 1-61.

But the crown of his lifelong effort to better understand and describe the Central
Asian Turkic literary language and its closest continuation, Modern literary Uzbek,
are two monumental monographs that will long be the most detailed and standard
works on the topic: 4 Grammar of Chagatay (Languages of the World / Materials
155.) Munich: LINCOM Europa, 2001; and An Academic Reference Grammar of
Modern Literary Uzbek. (Lincom Studies in Asian Linguistics 50) Munich: LIN-
COM Europa, 2003, vols 1-2. As one of his reviewers, Stefan Georg, put it: the
latter is a “comprehensive and useful grammar, which will remain the Uzbek gram-
mar of choice for linguists, Turcologists and students of Central Asian languages
and cultures” (Language 82/4, 2006, p. 938).

The writer of this obituary had the privilege, as a student and young scholar, to
personally know and learn from Andras Bodrogligeti. He was a very resolute man
who always knew what he wanted to do and study. He was also a dedicated teacher
ready to share his enormous knowledge with all his students. I owe much of my
classical Persian knowledge to his practised expertise. Though he left a rich legacy
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behind, his sorrowful demise is an irreparable loss for Turcology and Turcologists,
especially for those of us who personally knew this brilliant scholar.



NP versus DP: Which one fits Turkish nominal
phrases better?

Jaklin Kornfilt

Kornfilt, Jaklin 2018. NP versus DP: Which one fits Turkish nominal phrases better?
Turkic Languages 22, 155-166.

An influential proposal offered and defended in a series of studies (e.g. Boskovi¢ 2008,
2012, 2013) and joint work with others, is Boskovié’s suggestion that there exists a
typological divide between languages whose “traditional” noun phrases (NPs) are actually
determiner phrases (DPs), such as English, and languages whose noun phrases extend
only to NP. In a study related to this body of work, Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014) claim that
Turkish is an NP-language, and that it therefore exhibits the properties which Boskovi¢’s
system would ascribe to it. They further posit a structure of the NP from which (at least
some of) the relevant properties of Turkish would follow. Kornfilt (2017) has addressed
some of these properties, illustrating the lack of the claimed alignment between them and
the assumed DP- versus NP-nature of English, German, and Turkish, respectively. The
present paper aims to address the more interesting part of Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014),
namely the part where certain additional (claimed) properties of the Turkish “traditional
NP” are made to follow from an NP-structure (rather than simply positing a correlation
between certain properties and a claimed status as an NP-language, as had been done in
the parts of their paper which had been addressed in Kornfilt 2017). I show that, at best,
the relevant properties can be explained in other ways, and, at worst, that the “NP-
hypothesis” actually makes wrong predictions with respect to Turkish. My main objective
here is not to insist that Turkish is a DP-language, but rather to show that the phenomena
claimed by Boskovi¢ & Sener to characterize Turkish as an NP-language do not succeed
in establishing such a characterization.

Keywords: Lexical projections, functional projections, DP, NP, definite article, indefinite
article, determiner, DP-languages, NP-languages

Jaklin Kornfilt, Syracuse University, Department of Languages, Literatures and Linguis-
tics, 340 HBC, Syracuse, NY 13244-1160, U.S.A.

1. Introduction

Since the early 1980s, theoretical approaches to syntax have tended to transpose
functional morphological elements into syntactic heads of functional phrase-struc-
ture projections. Thus, clauses are tense phrases (7Ps), and if they are introduced by
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a complementizer, they are also complementizer phrases (CPs).! For Turkish in
particular, Kornfilt (1984) proposed an agreement phrase (AgrP) for possessive
noun phrases. Abney (1987) extended that proposal to all noun phrases, with sug-
gested cross-linguistic validity, and with a focus on English. Instead of an AgrP,
Abney proposed a determiner phrase (DP), with the determiner as the head of the
phrase, taking a noun phrase (NVP) as its complement. For Turkish, the 4grP would
be translated into a DP, with the 4gr head now in the position of the D-head. This
would mean that an actual determiner, such as a demonstrativez, would not be a
head, but rather a specifier associated with a head; this would follow from the fact
that Turkish is, in general, head-final rather than head-initial.

Not all languages necessarily have determiners, however, and not all languages
need have (morphological) tense or complementizers. What should our analysis be
of clauses or noun phrases in such languages? Should we still posit functional
projections (and thus propose that these projections have empty heads), or should we
adopt a more concrete approach, analyzing such phrases as projections of the highest
lexical head?

In a series of studies (e.g. Boskovi¢ 2008, 2012, 2013) and joint work with oth-
ers, Boskovi¢ proposes and defends the interesting suggestion that there exists a
typological divide between languages whose “traditional” noun phrases (NPs) are
actually determiner phrases (DPs), such as English, and languages whose noun
phrases extend only to NP. This would challenge, among other things, the proposal
in Abney mentioned above, according to which all languages have DPs. Boskovi¢
further proposes that one immediate clue for the relevant type of a language in this
respect would be whether it has articles; in other words, having demonstratives
would not be relevant in this context. More interestingly, Boskovi¢ proposes addi-
tional properties which a language would or would not exhibit, depending on
whether it is an “NP-" or a “DP-" language. For example, “NP-languages” are sup-
posed to lack Neg-Raising (which “DP-languages” clearly have). They are also
supposed to exhibit “pro-drop” without a local identifying type of morphology and
also to allow long-distance scrambling—both of these being properties which DP-
languages are supposed to lack.

In a study related to this body of work, Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014) claim that
Turkish is an NP-language, and that it therefore exhibits the properties which
Boskovi¢’s system would ascribe to it. They further posit a structure of the NP from
which (at least some of) the relevant properties of Turkish would follow.

1 Whether a clause not overtly introduced by a complementizer is or is not also a CP is a
matter of controversy. This issue will not have any bearing on our concerns in this paper.

2 1 am not taking a stand here on whether a demonstrative is a regular determiner, positio-
ned in the D-head of a DP in a language such as English, or whether it heads its own
projection, i.e. a DemP. For Turkish, given the language’s head-final nature, a demonstra-
tive would be the specifier of either a regular DP or of a DemP.
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In one part of their paper, Boskovi¢ & Sener list some properties of the kind just
mentioned, claiming that Turkish exhibits those reserved for NP-languages. They do
not, however, discuss how these properties would follow from the claimed NP-na-
ture of Turkish. Kornfilt (2017) addresses these properties, demonstrating the lack of
the claimed alignment between these properties and the assumed DP- versus NP-
nature of English, German, and Turkish, respectively. More specifically, the six
phenomena addressed in that work are: Neg-Raising (i.e. the claim that NP-lan-
guages disallow clause-mate NP/ (Negative Polarity Item) licensing under Neg-
Raising, while DP-languages allow it); the claim that only DP-languages allow the
majority superlative reading (in ambiguous utterances such as At the party, most
people drank beer); the claim that NP-languages disallow transitive nominals with
two lexical genitives; the claim that only NP-languages may allow (long-distance)
scrambling; the claim that inverse scope is unavailable in NP-languages (“in some
examples”, as phrased by Boskovi¢ & Sener 2014: 109); and the claim that “radical
pro-drop” (i.e. “the productive pro-drop of subjects and objects in the absence of
rich verbal agreement”; Boskovi¢ & Sener 2014:105) is possible only in NP-lan-
guages. The discussion addresses Turkish, as a representative of supposedly NP-lan-
guages, and, with respect to most of the claims just listed, also German, as a
representative of DP-languages. The aim of Kornfilt (2017) was not to claim that
Turkish is a DP-language, but rather to show that the typology based on a dichot-
omy of the world’s languages between NP-languages and DP-languages does not
really work, in the sense that the phenomena and criteria proposed in the studies by
Boskovié, by Boskovi¢ & Sener, and in other related papers make, at least in part,
wrong predictions concerning the languages they address. Thus, it was important to
show that not only does Turkish pose challenges and problems to a characterization
of the language as an NP-language, but that German, too, exhibits properties that are
problematic for the claim that it is a DP-language. If such a typology makes sense at
all, then other criteria should be found and tested with respect to both supposed
types of languages, to see whether such criteria are sound.

My aim here is to address the more interesting part of Bo§kovié & Sener (2014),
namely the part where certain additional (claimed) properties of the Turkish “tradi-
tional NP” are made to follow from an NP-structure (rather than the authors simply
positing a correlation between certain properties and a claimed status as an NP-lan-
guage, as was done in the first part of their paper, and which was addressed in Korn-
filt 2017), as opposed to a DP-structure. I shall show that, at best, the relevant
properties can be explained in other ways, and, at worst, that the “NP-hypothesis”
actually makes wrong predictions with respect to Turkish. Once again, my main
objective here is not to insist that Turkish is a DP-language, but rather to demon-
strate that the phenomena claimed by Boskovi¢ & Sener to characterize Turkish as
an NP-language do not succeed in justifying such a characterization.’

3 Arslan-Kechriotis (2009) takes a more forceful stand in this respect, claiming that Turkish
is a DP-language. The main phenomena on which her claim is based are as follows:
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Before doing so, I would like to briefly discuss the issue of articles as one of the
claimed central characteristics of “NP-languages”.

2. The issue of articles in the NP/DP typology

One question briefly mentioned in the introduction concerns determiners other than
articles: Why shouldn’t other determiners (e.g. demonstratives) qualify as D (or, in a
head-final language such as Turkish, as the specifier of a DP), as well? Yet another
question I would like to raise is: What if a language has one type of article but not
another?

Turkish has demonstratives, but those are not accepted as a genuine D by Bos-
kovi¢ in general. Furthermore, Turkish has an indefinite article. However, Boskovié
& Sener (2014) analyze the morpheme in question, i.e. bir, as the numeral one in all
its occurrences, and not as the indefinite article a.

I will mention here just the traditional reason for viewing certain usages of bir as
an indefinite article, in contrast to its usages as a numeral; Kornfilt (2017) offers
additional reasons and criticises BoSkovi¢ & Sener’s view of this morpheme as a
numeral exclusively.

The syntactic distribution of bir as an article differs from its distribution when it
is a numeral; this is clear with respect to its placement with respect to adjectives;

e.g.

(1)  birfiig ¢liriik elma
one/three  rotten apple
‘one rotten apple/three rotten apples’

(2) ¢irik  bir elma
rotten a apple
‘a rotten apple’

These are the unmarked orders of the respective examples; numerals precede adjec-
tival modifiers, while the indefinite article follows them. It is true that it is possible
to override these unmarked correlations with intonation; e.g. in (1), de-accenting the
numeral bir ‘one’ makes it likelier for it to be interpreted as the indefinite article,
and in (2), stressing the article makes it likelier for it to be interpreted as the nu-
meral. Nonetheless, the unmarked orders and intonation contours yield the meanings
as stated above.’ I therefore suggest that Turkish is not an article-less language; its

Turkish shows island-effects (with respect to wh-islands, complex NPs, and sentential
subjects) in the application of scrambling—something that NP-languages are not sup-
posed to exhibit; Turkish further exhibits, as she shows, instances of the Left Branch
Condition, which is also supposed to be a property of DP-languages rather than of NP-
languages.

4 The unmarked order within the Turkish DP/AgrP is as follows:
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traditional characterization as a language that has an indefinite article’ but not a
definite article is correct.®

3. Boskovi¢ & Sener’s proposed structure for Turkish “traditional NPs” and its
implications for the DP/NP dichotomy

3.1. Co-indexation or lack thereof between names and pronouns in “possessive
phrases”

Boskovi¢ (2012) treats Serbo-Croatian (SC) as an NP-language (it has no articles),
and treats SC possessors and demonstratives as NP-adjuncts. One of his arguments,
noted in Despié (2011, 2013), is based on possible and impossible co-indexations of
pronouns and names—possible in English (see 3) and not in SC (see 4):

3) a His; latest movie really disappointed Tarantino;.
b. Tarantino;’s latest movie really disappointed him;. (Boskovi¢ & Sener 2014: 111,

(23))
(4)  a. *[xpKusturicin; [xp  najnoviji  film]] ga; je zaista razocarao.
Kusturica’s latest movie him is really disappointed

Intended: ‘Kusturica;’s latest movie really disappointed him;.’
(Boskovi¢ & Sener 2014: 111, (24a)) (OK in English.)

Possessor > relative clause > demonstrative > numeral/quantifier > adjective (phrase) >
indefinite article > head noun

5 Just like in the earlier discussion about the demonstratives in Turkish, defenders of the
traditional view of bir as an indefinite article in the positions and usages sketched in the
main body of the text will have to say that if Turkish nominal phrases that include bir are
DPs (as I claim, agreeing with Arslan-Kechriotis (2009), who denies article-status to bir,
but nonetheless assumes a DP-analysis of nominal phrases with bir), and if all projections
in Turkish are head-final, then the D-head of such nominal phrases will have to be empty,
and bir will have to be in the specifier position of such a DP (thus agreeing with the head,
which would host features such as non-specificity) under specifier-head agreement. This
is also the analysis assumed for such nominal phrases by Arslan-Kechriotis (2009).

6  Oztiirk (2005) mentions a typological observation, based on statistics and on information
in Crisma (1999) and Longobardi (2001): If a language has only one article, this will al-
ways be the definite article rather than the indefinite one. Kornfilt (2017) points out that
this type of reasoning is circular. Even if more languages were to be discovered which
have only an indefinite article and no definite article (such as Turkish), defenders of this
typological bias would dismiss them, claiming that the “apparent” indefinite article cannot
possibly be an article but rather has to be a numeral. Furthermore, as typological research
is advancing, more languages are being discovered to have just this kind of situation,
namely a distinct use of the numeral with the meaning “one” as an indefinite article.
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b. *[xp  Njegov; [np najnoviji - film 1] je zaista razocarao Kusturicu;.
his latest movie is really disappointed Kusturica
Intended: “His; latest movie really disappointed Kusturica;.” (Boskovi¢ & Sener
2014: 111, (24b)) (OK in English.)

The difference in grammaticality between the English and SC examples is explained
by the posited different structure. In SC, the possessor would be an NP-adjunct;
given that SC is claimed to lack DP, the possessor c-commands the pronoun in (4a)
and the referential expression in (4b) from within the “traditional NP”, leading to a
Condition B violation in (4a), and to a Condition C violation in (4b).”

Boskovi¢ & Sener state that Turkish patterns with SC rather than with English in
these respects:

(5) a.*[ Ozpetek-in film-i] oni-u hayal kiritkligina ugrat-ti.
Ozpetek-GEN movie-3SG he-Acc disappoint-PAST
Intended: ‘Ozpetek;’s movie disappointed him;.’

b. *[ OnFun  film-i] Ozpetek; —i hayal kirikligina ugrat-t1.
he-GEN  movie-3sG Ozpetek;-AcC  disappoint-PAST
Intended: ‘His movie disappointed Ozpetek;.” (Boskovi¢ & Sener 2014: 111,

(25)

I claim that the facts in (5) have nothing to do with Binding Theory and with c-com-
mand, but rather with the particular pronouns used. In (5a), many speakers do get
co-indexation. If the personal pronoun o(n) is replaced with the logophor kendisi, all
speakers consulted got co-indexation.®

In (5b), we have the (soft) principle (cf. Chomsky 1981, Kornfilt 1987) Avoid
Pronoun at work; the example is perfect with “small pro”, i.e. a silent pronominal
element:

(5) c. [pro;( kendi) film-i] Ozpetek;’i hayal kirikligina ugrat -ti.
pro  own movie-3sG Ozpetek;-ACC disappoint-PAST
‘His; (own;) movie disappointed Ozpetek;.’

7 Interestingly, Lyutikova & Pereltsvaig (2015) show that in Russian, also an articleless
(and Slavic) language, examples such as those in (4) are well-formed (see their examples
in (6), p. 293). Their claim is that most, if not all, of the phenomena used in Boskovi¢ &
Sener to distinguish between NP- and DP-languages cannot be applied to Russian so as to
characterize it as an NP-language.

8 For a detailed study of the distribution of the “regular” personal pronouns versus their lo-
gophoric counterparts, see Ozsoy (1992). In that study, “small pro” is not included. Here,
my main concern is the difference between any overt pronoun and “small pro”, rather than
differences between the two types of overt pronouns.
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(5¢) is a version of (5b), whereby the overt personal pronoun is replaced with small
pro, and it is perfectly fine.

Boskovié & Sener do note this fact (but in a later section), claiming that posses-
sors start very low within the NP (lower than adjectives, for example), but that they
move to a higher, adjoined position if overt. If covert, i.e. if the possessor is pro,
they remain in that low base position. Thus, pro is too low to c-command beyond
the NP.

This analysis is less than convincing, and is in fact problematic, for a number of
reasons:

1. Ascribing syntactic differences to phonology is an unwelcome direction to
take. Such a direction should be avoided as much as possible, and certainly if it is
not necessary. In particular, arguments in favor of positing silent, but syntactically
present, elements are usually based on common syntax between the silent element
and its overt counterpart.

2. Motivations for the obligatory nature of either raising overt possessors or the
non-movement of silent possessors are lacking. In contrast, it is worth pointing out
that in my proposal, Avoid Pronoun is not limited to possessors and applies in Null
Subject languages in general.

3. “Light pronouns”, such as clitics, tend to move to positions higher than their
“heavy” counterparts, i.e. full noun phrases. In Boskovi¢ & Sener’s analysis, the
proposed positions are reversed, with the pro, an obviously super-light nominal,
being crucially in a lower position than its heavy counterpart.’

I thus conclude that Boskovi¢ & Sener’s analysis of the binding phenomena is on
the wrong track, and that those phenomena do not support the posited structure of
Turkish nominal phrases as (necessarily) non-DP phrases, i.e. as phrases extending
only to the NP-level. Instead, the account I propose, based on Avoid Pronoun, is
more general, and it avoids the empirical problems that Boskovi¢ & Sener’s account
faces with respect to differences between “light pronouns” and full nominal phrases.
Note, however, that my account with respect to the binding facts just discussed does
not differentiate between an NP- and a DP-analysis; it would hold with respect to
either.

9 This argument might be seen as somewhat weakening the first argument in this paragraph,
according to which phonologically based analyses should be excluded from syntax. In-
deed, the phonological/phonetic and the syntactic aspects of language, and thus of linguis-
tic analysis, do interface with each other, and phonological considerations cannot be ex-
cluded from syntactic accounts completely. However, there is a big difference between
positing a distinction between “light” and “heavy” nominals (which is not only a phono-
logical difference, but also a syntactic one), on the one hand, and stipulating a different
syntactic position for pro, a phonologically empty pronoun, versus a phonologically overt
nominal phrase, without any independent evidence—especially if such independent evi-
dence, e.g. the positioning of light pronouns, goes directly against what is stipulated for
the position of pro.
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3.2 Word order within the “traditional NP” and its effects

Another syntactic property of nominal phrases which Boskovi¢ & Sener claim fol-
lows from the NP-analysis of such phrases is the order of subconstituents within
nominal phrases. The authors note that either order of possessives and demonstra-
tives is acceptable in Turkish “traditional NPs”, i.e. both Poss > Dem, and Dem >
Poss. This, they claim, follows from their analysis. Given that both the possessor in
a possessive nominal phrase, and the demonstrative are adjuncts to the NP (which
they must be, given that Boskovi¢ & Sener deny the status of DP to the Turkish
nominal phrase, and thus also deny positions to the possessor and to the demonstra-
tive which are higher than the NP), they should be able to appear in either order,
given that adjuncts typically can and generally do reorder:

(6) Can-in su ti¢ bisiklet-i
Can-GEN that  three bicycle-3SG
‘those three bicycles of Can’s’ (Adapted from Boskovi¢ & Sener 2014: 112, (26a))

(7 su Can-m  iig bisiklet-i
that Can-GEN three bicycle-3SG
‘those three bicycles of Can’s’ (Adapted from Boskovi¢ & Sener 2014: 112, (27a))

Example (6) is indeed fine; this is the basic word order. Example (7) is also good,
but is a marked order. Boskovi¢ & Sener do not mention this difference in marked-
ness, which is problematic for them, given that, as I just mentioned, Poss and Dem
are adjuncts for them, and so their order should be completely equivalent, which it is
not. There are further differences, e.g. the demonstrative can be stressed in (6), but
not in (7).

Boskovi¢ & Sener’s analysis is therefore untenable. Instead, I propose the fol-
lowing analysis: Dem is in the specifier of DP, and the possessor is in the specifier
of an AgrP which dominates the DP—the same AgrP which I had originally pro-
posed in Kornfilt (1984), as mentioned in the introduction.

Note that in (7), the Dem might indeed be adjoined, e.g. to DP or PossP
(=AgrP). It is base-generated in Spec, DP in (51), and topicalizes, either by adjoin-
ing to DP, or by moving to an even higher Spec, TopP. But, in any event, treating
the possessor and the demonstrative as equivalent adjuncts that can occur in either
order is clearly incorrect.

3.3. Ellipsis within the “traditional NP”

Boskovi¢ & Sener analyze numerals and adjectives as NP-specifiers (necessitating
the assumption of multiple NP-specifiers, given that numerals and adjectives can co-
occur), and possessors as NP-adjuncts:
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®) a. NP b. NP c. NP
I\ Iy /o
Num N' Adj N Poss NP

They further claim that this analysis offers a “simple unified account” of a number
of ellipsis facts, under the assumption that “only phrases (not segments or bar-level
categories) can be elided”:

(9) *Pelin her  gin [bes elma] ye-r, Can-sa [iki etma] ye-r.
P. (NoM) every day  five apple eat-AOR C-‘however’ two eat-AOR
‘Pelin eats five apples every day, while John eats two.’ (Boskovi¢ & Sener: p. 118,

(41)

(10) *Pelin [eski kitap] sat-ti, Suzan-sa [veni kitap] sat —t1.
P.(NOoM) old  book sell-PAST Suzan-‘however’ new sell-PAST
‘Pelin sold old books, while Susan sold new ones.” (Boskovi¢ & Sener 2014: 118,
(42a))

(11) *[Pamuk-un kitab-in]-1 oku-du-m, ama [ Oe-nin kitab-#1-+
P.-GEN book-3SG-ACC read-PAST-1SG  but O.-GEN
oku-ma -di-m.
read-NEG-PAST-1SG
‘I read Pamuk’s book, but I didn’t read Oe’s.’

However, there is an equally simple and at least as general way to account for these
ill-formed attempts at applying ellipsis within the NP/DP, as proposed in von
Heusinger & Kornfilt (2017) to explain ill-formed instances of ellipsis within parti-
tive phrases:

(12) Condition: An “overt nominal head” requirement for DPs:
Nominal phrases need to have at least one nominal head (i.e. a head with the [+N] fea-
ture) which has to be filled overtly. (von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2017: (24))

This is proposed not only for possessive phrases, but also for DPs (i.e. “traditional
NPs” in Boskovi¢ & Sener’s terminology) in general. Some relevant examples,
taken from von Heusinger & Kornfilt (2017), follow:

(13) a. *[ Meyve-ler-den lic ehna) ye -di -m.
fruit-PL-ABL three apple eat-PAST-1SG
Intended: ‘I ate three (apples/pieces of fruit/items) of the fruit.’

Eliding the nominal head (here, e/ma ‘apple’) leads to ill-formedness, due to a viola-
tion of the condition in (12). The example can be salvaged in a variety of ways, e.g.
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by using a classifier with the feature [+N], i.e. tane ‘item, entity’, or by using a
“dummy”, default 3SG agreement element with a clitic-like function:

(13) b. [Meyve-ler-den  ii¢ tane) ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-ABL three item eat-PAST-1SG
‘I ate three items/pieces of the fruit.’

c. [Meyve-ler-den  iig-iin)-ii ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-ABL three-3SG-ACC eat-PAST-1SG
‘I ate three (entities) of the fruit.’

Other issues brought up in Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014) concerning the structure of the
“traditional NP” in Turkish are likewise amenable to other, and at least as general,
analyses and conditions, such as Avoid Pronoun, and the condition in (12), as we
have seen.

4. Conclusions and further questions

The discussion in this paper has shown that the proposal to regard the Turkish nomi-
nal phrase as only as low as an NP, rather than as high as a DP, faces empirical
problems, and that analyzing such phrases as DPs is at least as successful in captur-
ing their syntactic properties, and in fact is more successful with respect to word
order within the nominal phrase.

If one were to remain within an approach which categorizes languages as to
“NP-” versus “DP-languages”, Turkish would probably best be viewed as a DP-
language which has one article. However, the cross-linguistic approach based on a
NP-DP typology is not attractive anyway, given that such a typology faces problems
not only due to the supposed NP-nature of Turkish, but also because clear-cut DP-
languages such as German and English challenge the correlations posited in such a
typology. '® Following the conclusions in Kornfilt (2017), I therefore propose
abandoning the kind of typological endeavor suggested by Boskovi¢ & Sener, and
examining each language individually as to whether it does or does not have DPs
(and it may turn out that all do), independently from whether or not it has articles."’
In any event, the most attractive aspect of Abney’s DP-hypothesis for nominal
phrases is its conceptual character which allows us to posit parallels between nomi-
nal and clausal domains. The burden of proof for “small nominal phrases” which

10 The reader is referred to Kornfilt (2017) for examples and discussion of problems for the
NP-DP typology posed by DP-languages such as German and English.

11 Lyutikova & Pereltsvaig (2015), which has come to my attention too late to be included in
this discussion in any detail, reject the “Boskovi¢ typology”, as well. While allowing for
some NPs without a higher DP projection in some constructions, in some languages, they
reject a “parameterized DP Hypothesis”. Giusti & Iovino (2016) arrive at similar conclu-
sions, based on Latin.
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only extend to the highest lexical projection, without involving functional projec-
tions, thus lies with advocates of such smaller phrases, especially if an entire lan-
guage is to be characterized as an “NP-language”.
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1. Introduction
The Persian-Ottoman Turkish bilingual dictionaries (farhangs) were compiled by

men of letters to be used as cultural and educational tools for instruction, translation

and explanation as early as the end of the 13th century (Oz 2016: 49-50; Yavuz-

arslan 2009: 12—14). These works were special tools in the medieval educational
system for teaching the Persian language and through it Persian poetry. The later

(16-17th ¢.) glossaries, in particular the Daga’iq al-haqa'iq (16th c.) (see below)
and especially those works that incorporated grammatical instruction, began the

process of creation of Turkish grammatical terms and contributed to the emergence

of scientific language.'

1 See the use and improvement of grammatical terms in Turkish in the material of the glos-

sary Daqa’iq al-haqa'iq (16th c.) in an article in preparation.
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Knowledge of Persian was the essential and one may even say, the necessary
condition of Turkish medieval instruction and literacy. Old Anatolian Turkish
passed to the level of a literary language under the influence of Persian. Beginning
with the period of the Samanid dynasty, New Persian became a language of regional
communication, a l/ingua franca within a certain territory of Islamic culture. It
served as special means of cultural communication up until the 19th century. The
influence of Persian language and poetry on Turkish language and literature chrono-
logically coincides with the period of the Persian Rebirth, i.e. the 11th century,
while the 13th century is known as the period of cultural “Iranization” in the history
of the Turkic states of Asia Minor. Ottoman Turkish was so saturated with Persian
that Fragner defined it as “a daughter language of modern Persian in its structural
aspect”.

In the 16th century, Ottoman Turkish was the administrative language of the Ot-
toman Empire, a means of literary and conceptual expression, but Persian language
and poetry remained in their foremost positions.” The process of teaching Persian
continued and rapidly developed, as did the propagation and appreciation of Persian
poetry, with which Persian-Ottoman Turkish lexicography was strongly connected.
In the 16th—17th centuries, within the territory of Ottoman Empire members of the
Turkish population did not master Persian, or knew it only on the level of spoken
language, and thus were ignorant about the literary language and did not understand
literary works. In order to study Persian literature beginners had to learn Persian,
which was also considered to be desirable for serving in the Ottoman court.

Thus, farhangs, Persian-Ottoman Turkish bilingual dictionaries, were needed to
understand Persian poetry and to correctly speak and write Persian and Ottoman
Turkish. That was why farhangs were used in medieval schools (medrese), where
they also served as manuals for creative, educated and scientific persons. Beginners
especially needed to master the lexical and grammatical nuances of Persian to cor-
rectly understand Persian poetry and use it in their works. A huge Persian vocabu-
lary and Persian methods of word composition were introduced into Ottoman Turk-
ish, thereby requiring the development of philological works included within Turk-
ish bilingual dictionaries.

Persian-Ottoman Turkish dictionaries were mainly produced in the Ottoman
Empire. Between the early period, when the first “Sihah ul- ‘Ajam” dictionary® was
composed in 1279, and the publication of the Persian-Turkish Dictionary (Farhang-
e farsi-torki) by Ibrahim Olgun and Cemsid Drahsan in 1967, two-third of such
dictionaries were written in Turkey (Same‘1 1996: 395). The bilingual dictionaries
of the Matenadaran presented in this article were written on the territory of Modern
Turkey.

2 For this and further information see Fragner (2006: 39-48).

See also Csato et al. (2016: 1).

4 On the first Persian-Ottoman Turkish dictionary, with a section devoted to Persian word
composition in Arabic and Turkish, see Turan (2014: 431-444).

W
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2. The methodology of writing bilingual dictionaries

Medieval Persian-Ottoman Turkish dictionaries were written according to the prin-
ciples of Persian lexicography and dictionary-writing, which were already formu-
lated and had rich traditions (Baevskii 2007: 151). Medieval Persian dictionaries had
methodological peculiarities; they served not only as explanatory and encyclopedic
tools for translation, but also as dictionaries of proper names, synonyms, antonyms,
and metrical versification. The demand for these works in medieval society was
largely driven by their use as directories, educational manuals, and commentaries on
literary works. Farhangs were, with rare exceptions, not limited to the definitions of
word, but also cited instances of their use in literary works. They are considered to
be unique literary anthologies.’

In bilingual educational dictionaries it was also usual to categorize words by
their part of speech: noun (asami) and infinitive (masadir). Dictionaries which in-
cluded both explanatory lists of words and grammatical explanations were called
universal (jame ).

The inclusion of grammatical material in farhangs is supporting evidence of
their educational significance.®

In Persian-Ottoman Turkish farhangs, such materials were included in a differ-
ent way: in separate sections or in word-articles. In the grammatical parts, authors
also discussed problems of the spelling and pronunciation of entries. In the 16th cen-
tury, the Persian or Arabic vocabulary already introduced in Ottoman Turkish was
adapted to the Turkish pronunciation, i.e. underwent palatalization (Stein 2006:
144-145), as can be observed in the glossary of Daqa’iq al-haga’iq where the au-
thor explains the pronunciation of the words.

The prefaces of the medieval dictionaries contain words of praise addressed to
God, farhang writing reasons and stimulus, the person who ordered the work or pro-
posed its writing and why, as well as a list of farhangs that were used as sources in
writing the work. In some cases, issues concerning the contents of the work are
noted.

In the late Middle Ages, dictionaries were written in verse (nisab) and in prose.
The dictionaries in verse had two aims: educational and poetic. They were mainly
used in medreses to enable students to learn foreign words by heart and master ver-
sification and rhyming schemes.

5 In medieval farhangs it was traditional to base word explanations on examples borrowed
from literary works. For instance, in his dictionary Mi ‘yar-i jamali, Sams-i Faxri gives
examples of the words from his own verses; the author of Sihah ul-furs takes examples
from his father’s works. The most frequently cited Persian classical authors in dictionaries
are Nezami, Rudaki, Ferdowsi, TUnsuri, Hafez, Sa‘adi, etc. See Baevskii (2007:
127-134).

6 The inclusion of grammatical material in Persian farhangs begins in the 11th century. The
first example is the Farhang-i ja ‘fart (1040/1630-1631).
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Dictionaries in verse were poems called masnavi and they were divided in gita s
and bahrs (verse measures). The appearance of these dictionaries was conditioned
by the goal of propagating Persian classical literature, of which the versified diction-
aries were devoted to providing samples, commentaries, and explanations. The me-
dieval book format did not allow for inscribing such explanations and commentaries
in the books themselves and therefore there were separate volumes of dictionaries.
Such Persian-Ottoman Turkish dictionaries, which explained or taught in verse the
vocabulary of any Persian literary work, and showed the metrical versification rules,
were also appreciated as philological works and had commentaries which are known
as Serh. Alongside their educational significance, these works had great literary and
aesthetic value, and were usually included in the same manuscript miscellanies
(mejmii ‘a) as literary works.

The short colophons of the copies of dictionaries are full of important biograph-
ical information about the scribe, the composer (sometimes about the renovator
also), the circumstances of copying, renovating or buying the manuscript, as well as
data about the time of its manuscript copying. Many copies of Persian-Turkish dic-
tionaries lack such rich colophons, which may however be explained by their edu-
cational and teaching character. Often dictionaries were copied by learned persons,
or teachers at medreses who wanted to have a copy of their own to use for teaching,
and who did not think it necessary to leave their names in the colophons. This is
why there are now numerous copies of medieval bilingual dictionaries kept in di-
verse manuscript depositories.

3.The bilingual Persian-Turkish dictionaries of the Matenadaran

The Persian-Turkish bilingual farhangs kept in the Yerevan Mesrop Mashtots Insti-
tute of Ancient Manuscripts (below MM) are copies from the 16th—18th centuries.
They are witnesses of the cultural milieu of that time.

In terms of structure, these are works in prose and verse that are included in dif-
ferent volumes and miscellanies. Notes, additions and scribbling in the margins by
the owners point to their practical significance, which at first was educational. Some
of these manuscripts, especially those in verse, which are important from a literary
and aesthetic viewpoint, were copied with literary ornaments, i.e. miniatures, vi-
gnettes and leather bindings. Most of these probably also had “commercial” value.

3.1. Dictionaries in prose

3.1.1 The Miscellany N 133 from the collection of Arabic Script manuscripts at the
MM is a copy of a well-known Persian-Turkish dictionary (written in 947/
1540-1541) called Luyat-i Ni‘metullah (Dictionary of Ni‘metullah) by Ni‘metullah
ibn Ahmad b. Gazi al-Riimi (date of death 969/1561-1562) (Lagarde 1884: 5355,
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0z 2010: 156-160).” The colophon states that the scribe was Jabbar ibn Pir Ahmad
al-Raz Rumi and the copy was made in 1105/1693. The colophon is at £.237 and the
manuscript has 238 pages (Kostikyan 2017: 69). It is a dictionary in prose, written in
one column with the script nasx. The preface occupies ff.3v—4v with the above-men-
tioned structure, and mentions the dictionaries Ugniim-i ‘Ajam (from which the copy
was imitated), Sikhah ul- ‘Ajam, and that by Lutfullah Halimi and Hasan ibn Huseyn
ibn Omad Qarahisari (f.4r).

The dictionary Luyat-i Ni‘metullah includes the genres asami and masadir of
medieval dictionary writing, i.e. jame ‘. The lemmata part is divided according to
parts of speech intermediating by grammatical section. The part devoted to mor-
phology, occupying ff.20r-26v and called Qa ‘ede-i zaban-i farsi (Grammar of the
Persian Language), contains explanations devoted to correct speech, word composi-
tion and morphology, based on examples in verse borrowed from literature. The
words are ordered according to the following sequence of vowels: long a, short a, o,
e; divided into subheadings.

3.1.2 The Miscellany N 196 from the collection of Arabic Script manuscripts at
the MM includes two works by Kemal Pasazade (d.1533): Risale-i ya-yi fi lisan al-
farst (Treatise about the Persian ya) in Turkish and the glossary Daga’iq al-haqa’iq
(Details of the Truth) (Kostikyan 2017: 87-88).% The first work is not a dictionary,
but is devoted to examining the word-composing -7 morpheme; in fact it demon-
strates the importance of teaching and studying Persian in the 16th century.

The glossary Daqa’iq al-haqa'iq is included in the miscellany on ff.27r-174v.
The f.174r contains the colophon: “ VY 4w ”  which says that these philological
works were copied in 1564/5 but does not mention the name of the scribe. This fact
also supports an educational purpose of the dictionary because, in order to have their
own working copies, teachers at the medrese frequently copied the manuscripts
without mentioning their names and used these copies in the educational process.

The Daqa’iq al-haqa’iq is a glossary of Persian synonyms and homonyms with
Turkish explanations, and is based on beyts (double verse) and gita ‘s cited from the
Persian classical authors Nezami, Ferdowsi, Hafez, Sa‘adi, and others (Lagarde
1884: 37-38, Oz 2010: 148-153). Its genre corresponds with that of Armenian dic-
tionaries called Bark‘ govasanakank‘ (Words of Praise), which examine laudatory
words and expressions quoted from oratorical, poetical and highly artistic works.
The Daqga’iq al-haqa’iq consists of word articles in which related compounds and
word-forming suffixes and prefixes are examined.

In separate word articles the lemmas are given as, for instance, Persian bozorg-
dast and dorid ‘greetings’, nik o nikii ‘good, kind’, angest and axgar and atas and

7 For the oldest copies, see: Catalogue des manuscripts persans, 1989, Persan n°195, 196,
197, 200, 205, 206; Suppl: turc 265 a 272, 561, 568 et 1347; Flugel (1977, S. 132, n° 128;
S. 137 n° 134-135), etc.

8 Among copies of the dictionary, see Fliigel (1977: 130-132, n°127, n°® 128); Rieu (1966:
514ab (Add.7887)), Dmitriev (2002, N 846, 229), etc.
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azar ‘spark, fire’, deh and dehgan and kand and rusta ‘village, town’, xame and kelk
‘pen’, abras ‘spotty horse’ and Sabdiz ‘black horse’, comprising nearly 400 words in
total.

The character and structure of this work are supporting evidence that it had the
role of an educational manual and was used in the medreses and by aspiring poets
who studied Persian poetry and its nuances as part of their literary development as
well as Persian lexicography in Turkish.

The glossary was not published, despite its great number of manuscripts, but the
material it contains is important for studying sources and history in the field of Per-
sian and Turkish dictionary writing (the scientific study of the glossary, based on the
material in this copy, is being done).

3.2 Dictionaries in verse

3.2.1 The Persian-Ottoman Turkish dictionary Tuhfe-i Sahidi (The gift of Shahidi)
(921/1514) contains the vocabulary of the work Masnavi-yi Ma ‘navi by Jalaladdin
Muhammad Balkhi (Mewlana Rimi, 13th century), one of the most studied and
often copied works in Turkish studies (Paul de Lagarde 1884: 8-9, 29-30, Verburg
1997: 5-87, Kilig 2007: 516-548).° It is included in two miscellanies in the Arabic
script collection at the MM: Mss. N 741, N 937 and one volume under the N 325.19
The ff.108v—127r of the Persian-Turkish-Arabic trilingual manuscript miscellany N
741 contain the dictionary Tuhfe-i Sahidi consisting of 22 gita's. The miscellany
was composed in 1196/1781 in Ankara and the scribe is Muhammad al-Marasi.

The miscellany N 937, according to its colophon (f.47v), was written earlier, in
1033 /1623-1624, by the scribe ‘Amid al-Huseyn. In this manuscript miscellany, the
scribe Farid ad-din ‘Attar wrote the dictionary consisting of 21 gita ‘s on the ff.27v—
47r, after the work Pandnama. The colophons say that the manuscript contains ad-
ditional beyts: almalhaq. The copy is unique for its working style: the missing beyts
are added, explanations and commentaries are provided in the margins, and at the
end there are probably the names of additional scribes.

The manuscript N 325 contains the entire dictionary Tuhfe-i Sahidi, the scribe of
which is Mustafa Natif. It consists of 24 pages written in the script nasx. The artistic
design of the book gives evidence that it had aesthetic value and perhaps even a
“commercial” purpose. The text of the manuscript is the most complete: preface, 27
gita's, a date calculated with ebjed."'

3.2.2 The other Persian-Turkish dictionary in verse kept in the Arabic Script col-
lection at the Yerevan Matenadaran is the Tuhbfe -i Vehbi (Gift of Vehbi), written in

9 Among many copies, see: Fligel, 1977: 135, n°® 131, 136 n°® 132; Cf. Rieu 1966:
513v—514r (Harl. 5494), etc.

10 About copies N 937, 741, 55, 983 kept in MM, see Avetisyan (2011: 148-167).

11 See descriptions in Kostikyan (2017, N 741, 237, N 937, 243, N 325, 134-135).
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the 18th century (Kilig 2007: 410-475; Oz 1997: 219-232)."* It is included in the
manuscript Miscellany N55, while the Mss N 983 is a separate copy.'®

In the manuscript miscellany (ff.73v—96r), the dictionary is copied after the Di-
van of Sa’ib Tabrizi, an Iranian poet of the 17th century. The dictionary has 57
gita's, one masnavi with 201 beyts, and a tarix with 5 beyts, according to which the
author wrote it in 1196/1781-1782. The name of the scribe of the manuscript N 55
is known, Sa‘idd Muhammad Latifi (096r), but the date of copying is unknown. The
other copy is the separate volume N 983, which has 57 gita's. There is no infor-
mation about either the date of writing or the scribe.

One may say that the history of medieval Persian-Turkish bilingual dictionaries
ends with this dictionary written in the 18th century.

4. Conclusion

The study of the medieval bilingual Persian-Ottoman Turkish dictionaries and the
linguistic interrelations of the time attest to the great influence of the Persian lan-
guage on Turkish, revealing numerous Persian, as well as Arabic words which were
introduced into Turkish by their intermediary and became a part of the Turkish vo-
cabulary. The manuscript dictionaries kept at the Matenadaran are considered to be
farhangs and glossaries, and play a significant role in studying the medieval educa-
tional methodology. The marginal notes and the absence of scribes’ names in some
of these dictionaries indicate that these copies were manuals used in medreses,
which explains the existence of numerous copies. As manuscripts, they are consid-
ered to be copies of an early period and can be useful for the compilation of critical
texts.
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This article presents language samples recorded from a single informant, Ms Sultan Pei-
sakh (1924, Simferopol; 2014, St. Petersburg). Ms Peisakh’s language competence was
limited, but there were no better native speakers available. She could only remember the
language she spoke and heard in her childhood, and pronounce some expressions and
simple sentences. Although Krymchak is a well-documented language, the available texts
represent various written styles and folklore influenced by Crimean Tatar and Turkish. In
contrast, documentation of spoken Krymchak is very poor. Therefore, even short record-
ings are worth publishing.
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1. The Krymchaks and their ethnic language

The Krymchaks are a small Rabbinic Jewish community who once called them-
selves beni Israel ‘Israel’s sons’ or Yisraeller ‘the Israelites’, but who since the
beginning of the 19th century have been known by the Russian name ‘Krymchak’.
Their population was assessed to about 8,000 in 1939. During World War II, most of
them were exterminated by the Nazis in the Crimea (Kupoveckij 1983: 86) and the
1959 Soviet census showed 1,500 Krymchaks (Kupoveckij 1989: 64). Their number
decreased to 1,053 in 1970 (Kupoveckij 1983: 86). In Kizilov’s (2008: 66) opinion,
in 2002 there were only 204 Krymchaks in the Crimea and about 600700 in Israel
(2008: 68, 71), to which most of them migrated in the 1990s.

Krymchak is practically an extinct language. According to Polinsky (1991: 130),
who carried out fieldwork among the Krymchaks in the 1980s, all native speakers
were over 70 years old. There is no commonly accepted opinion about the Krym-
chak language. Some authors consider the Turkic language of the Krymchaks to be
an ethnolect of Crimean Tatar (Ianbay, Erdal 1998: 1, Ianbay 2001: 502), or “the
Jewish Krimchak ethnolect of the Crimean Tatar language” (Ianbay 2000: 4); for
more details see Jankowski (2016: 455-456). The Krymchaks themselves had vari-
ous names for their language, e.g. Crimean Tatar, Tatar, Krymchak, Turkish, Krym-
chak-Tatar, Tatar-Krymchak, Crimean Jewish and even Chaghatai (Jankowski 2016:
456). Therefore, they were not unanimous in their opinion about the Turkic lan-
guage they spoke. This question will not be studied in this article, but it is clear that,
from a purely structural point of view, the language spoken by Ms Peisakh may be
considered to be a variety of Crimean Tatar strongly influenced by Turkish, though
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with some distinctive features such as the -{GAy} optative and specific Krymchak
words like cece ‘dumpling’ or arle ‘drink of roasted flour’, not to speak of religious
terms.

Krymchak literature is known from manuscripts with various contents, so-called
jonks,' eight printed books with the translations of biblical books published at the
beginning of the 20th century, a few primers and notebooks published in the Soviet
Union in the 1920s-1930s (Kaja 1928, 1930), editions of fragments of old manu-
scripts by Rebi and V. M. Lombrozo,” re-editions of earlier printed texts by Rebi,’
and the publication of proverbs and sayings by A&kinazi.* Most of these publications
appeared in the 1990s and 2000s, which was the period of an unsuccessful attempt
to revive Krymchak culture and language in the Crimea.

As for studies, Filonenko (1972) was long the only available study with texts. In
1988 Polinskaja and Cernin published an important study on Krymchak kinship
terms, which was followed by two studies by Polinsky (1991, 1992), the former
comprising eight texts with an introduction and discussion, and the latter a descrip-
tion of the language as recently documented and related questions. A very important
event was the edition of three printed books of religious content (of the eight men-
tioned above), two of which were biblical translations and targumim, namely Tar-
gum Sheni of the Book of Ruth of 1906 by Erdal & Ianbay (1998) and the Song of
Songs printed in 1905 with a targum, edited by lanbay (2017). The third was the
Book of Miracles and Wonders printed in 1907 and edited by Erdal & lanbay
(2000). All three were originally published by Nissim N. Levi Chakhchir. In 2010
Rebi published the Book of Daniel from Gabay’s jonk (2010: 163-234).

In Ianbay (2000) there are fragments of some Krymchak manuscripts from St.
Petersburg, in Ianbay (2001) some other short texts, and in Ianbay (2002) fifteen
poems by Perich. Lastly, the Krymchak translations of Obadiah and some short texts
from manuscripts preserved in Kiev were published by Shapira (2016, to appear).
These recent studies by Shapira are very important, for he edits fragments of the
18th-century manuscripts,” some with the same texts as those printed in 1905-1907

1 Jonk ‘collection of folk and sometimes religious literature’ is referred to in the Russian
form as jonka (dZonka). At one time they were very popular. Filonenko (1972: 15) men-
tions jonks owned by Purim, Chapicho, Mizraxi and Zengin.

2 Fragments of Solom Baxsi’s and Yosef Gabay’s jonks, such as the story of Asik Garib
with a Russian translation were published by Rebi in Rebi & Lombrozo (2000: 34-132),
another variant being available in Rebi (2010: 9-134).

3 Rebi republished the texts of stories from Kaja (1930) in Cyrillic transcription and Rus-
sian translation in (1993: 27-35) and (2004: 31-51). Rebi (2004: 3) says that they were
published at the end of the 1930s; he probably used a later reprinted version of this reader.

4 These proverbs and sayings were prepared for print by B. I. Ackinazi in 1991 and pub-
lished posthumously (Ackinazi 2004).

5 Polinsky’s text 1 (1991: 135-136) is also old; it is dated to 1785. However, since it was
republished from a non-critical edition by Kaya, its linguistic reliability is restricted. In
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by Chakhchir. We can see that the language of these manuscripts is very archaic and
similar to that of contemporary Karaim Bible translations.®

As far as the description of the language and the lexicon is concerned, in addi-
tion to Polinsky (1992) there is a sketch of grammar by Rebi & Ackinazi & Ag-
kinazi (1997), and a more recent one by Rebi (2004: 4-26). We also have two
dictionaries by Rebi (2004) and Ianbay (2016). These descriptions and dictionaries
reflect Krymchak as known from the texts listed above. It is certain that after the
publication of a more extensive corpus of earlier texts, as in Shapira (2016, to ap-
pear), there will be a need to write another grammar and another dictionary of pre-
nineteenth-century Krymchak, not affected by Turkish.’

As for the texts recorded from the native speakers, it is important to distinguish
between folk literature like proverbs, saying, riddles, songs and popular stories
which were common to all Crimean Turkic peoples, i.e. also memorized, recited and
copied by the Krymchaks,® and spoken Krymchak. The early researchers were
mostly interested in folklore. For example, in 1928 Filonenko recorded nine songs
sung by Z. Zengin in Simferopol. In 1947, Kaja recorded a poem spoken by M.
Purim, all published by Filonenko (1972: 16-34).°

Samples of spoken Krymchak were first published by Polinsky (1991). However,
there are in fact only five texts recorded from three native speakers, the other texts
being published earlier and only checked by Polinsky’s informants. This is because
she admitted that all Krymchak native speakers were in fact semi-speakers, able to
produce only a few sentences, relate short texts heard before, and carry on short
practical dialogues. She added that their vocabulary was restricted (Polinsky 1991:
130-131). In 2006, Iryna Dryga & Yong-Song Li recorded Krymchak material from
David (Davut) Rebi, the Krymchak scholar and author of many works on this lan-

fact, we see some SW Turkic features in this text that may or may not have been intro-
duced by the editor.

6 There are also a few publications in Turkey, which unfortunately are unreliable, for exam-
ple Altinkaynak (2006), which quotes various texts without reference to the source and
shows “Arami yazi ile Kirnmgak Tiirkgesi Metinleri”, i.e. ‘Krymchak Turkish texts writ-
ten in Aramaic characters’ which are reproduced from a Karaim(!) manuscript.

7 Especially manuscript Evr I 143, among the holdings of the Russian National Library in
St. Petersburg, probably written on 15th-century paper, formerly described by Harkavy &
Strack (1875: 168), and considered to be Karaim, should be examined for a possible
Krymchak provenance which cannot be excluded at this stage of research.

8 Ananiasz Zajaczkowski (1939) and Wlodzimierz Zajagczkowski (1961), two Turcologists
of Karaim descent, were aware of this and referred to the songs and poetry once popular
among the Karaims in the Crimea which they published as Tatar-Karaim.

9 Ianbay (2000) has distinguished the following genres of Krymchak literature: (1) Bible
translations and other religious works; (2) poetry; (3) songs; and (4) prayers and dirges. In
another article (Ianbay 2001), she presents a slightly different classification: (1) transla-
tions of the Bible and other religious works; (2) songs; (3) epic; and (4) poetry. For a re-
cent outline of Krymchak literature, see Jankowski (2016: 461-462).
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guage. Dryga (2016: 257) stressed that Rebi was the only native speaker able to
speak his language fluently. She published fragments of their recordings, mostly
words, and characterized them linguistically. This material will be very interesting
when published in full, but one should not forget that Rebi is not an ordinary native
speaker and his knowledge is a kind of extended, learned and self-studied compe-
tence."’

Therefore, because of a very limited corpus, it is worth extending our knowledge
with new material. Since the competence of our informant was limited, I decided to
add a few songs recited by Ms Peisakh as additional material for colloquial Krym-
chak.

2. Ms Sultan Peisakh and her life story

Ms Sultan Peisakh (Sultana Abramovna Pejsax), born in 1924 in Simferopol, Cri-
mea, lived in Simferopol until the age of 16. When the Germans invaded the penin-
sula, she left with her mother and settled in Almaty (Alma-Ata), Kazakhstan, where
they lived until 1960. Her father joined them later. In 1960 they all moved to St.
Petersburg (then Leningrad) where she lived until her death in 2014.

I visited Ms Peisakh in her flat in St. Petersburg on 24 July 2010, having been
introduced by her relative, Ms Irina Romodina,"" to talk about the Krymchak past in
the Crimea'? and make recordings. Ms Peisakh said that she cannot speak Krym-
chak, but understands everything and if one tells her a Krymchak word, phrase or
sentence she can translate it into Russian. This is because she was never interested in
her ethnic language and spoke it rarely. She said that their parents, when living in
the Crimea, talked to each other exclusively in Krymchak and also addressed her in
this language quite often, although of course they did not use it outside the home.
After her parents died, she lived in St. Petersburg alone, having no relatives or
friends at all. She said that she only had an elder sister in Moscow, but could not
speak to her even by telephone, for her sister was deaf.

Ms Peisakh normally referred to her native language as Tatar, i.e. Crimean Tatar.
She maintained that the songs they once sang were Tatar, as was the national dance
xaytarma they used to dance. However, when asked if they spoke Crimean Tatar or
Krymchak, she answered that it was Krymchak. She stressed that these two lan-
guages were very similar, but Krymchak was distinct. During our conversation she
also pointed to some differences between Krymchak and Crimean Tatar. It must also

10 I often visited Mr Rebi in the Crimea and found him an enthusiastic and very helpful elder
colleague. He spoke Krymchak when he was a child and youngster in the 1920s and
1930s, but later he lived and worked in Russia and did not have any contact with his na-
tive language. After he retired, he returned to the Crimea and started studying it by him-
self, mastering the Hebrew writing and studying old handwritten documents.

11 I owe thanks to both of them to make me this work possible.

12 All Krymchaks find it deeply distressed to talk about their history, because of their trau-
matic memory of the genocide of their nation by Nazis during World War II.
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be stressed that her opinion about the Crimean Tatars was very positive, and she
always called them close friends and good neighbours.

Unfortunately, Ms Sultan Peisakh in fact could not speak Krymchak. She was
only able to translate some words, phrases and sentences into Krymchak as well as
to pronounce some idioms and expressions and give indirect information on gram-
mar. As a physician, she did not have any contact with Krymchak culture, and used
Krymchak only in conversation with her close relatives, in practice her parents while
they were alive.

3. Language samples

The samples recorded are of various types. Firstly, there are a few phrases and sen-
tences that Ms Peisakh uttered spontaneously during our conversation. Secondly,
there are a few sayings and expressions pronounced by her at my request. Thirdly,
there are some sentences translated by her from Russian. Finally, there are a few
songs which Ms Peisakh had learned from her mother and the lyrics of which she
recited to me without singing.

3.1 Phrases and sentences

These phrases and sentences are provided in the order in which they were recorded.
They refer to common everyday situations, which is why our informant remembered
them.

(1) Eki de diilber kizim var.
two too pretty  daughter-1POSS existing
‘I have two pretty daughters.’

(2) Kapini  yap!
door-Acc shut.iMP
‘Shut the door!’

(3) Men evdem.
| house-Loc-1cop
‘I am at home.’

(4) Men seni seviyim.
I you-ACC love-1PRES
‘I love you.’
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®)

(6)

M

Okmek" var.
bread existing
‘There is some bread.’

Okmek yoy.
bread non-existing
“There is no bread.’

*Penjere ac!
window open.IMP
‘Open the window!”

Henryk Jankowski

Ms Peisakh uttered this sentence, but afterwards she doubted its correctness. Cor-
rectly, it should be Penjereni ac, for the object in a sentence so pronounced must be
definite.

®)

®

Vay vay anam!
(6] o mother-1P0OSS
‘O my mother!’

Korjgma14 balam.
fear-NEG.IMP  child-1POSS
‘Don’t be afraid, my child.’

(10) Yaymur yaya.

3.2

rain rain-3PRES
‘It is raining.’

Sayings and expressions

Ms Peisakh was able to recall the following sayings and expressions:

(11) Kozlerigni opeyim.

eye-PL-2POSS-ACC  kiss-1PRES
‘I am kissing your eyes,’ said when addressing a child with love.

(12) Say boluyiz.

healthy be-IMP.POLITE
‘Thank you.’

13 Cf. Rebi (2004: 155) okmek, Ianbay (2017: 20) dkmek, ekimek, ekmek, okmek, okmdik,
okmdk ‘bread’; see also the Standard Crimean Tatar 6tmek (Useinov 2005: 190).
14 Cf. Ianbay (2016: 166) gorq-, qorx- ‘to fear, to be frightened’, but also korx/i ‘terrible,

dangerous’ (2016: 166).
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(13) 45  delige kaldi.
food fool-DAT remain-3PAST
‘The guests have eaten few.’

This saying is also known in Turkish, see As deliye kaldi (Aksoy 1965: 158).

(14) Koluna sayliy.
hand-2POSS-DAT health
‘Thank you.’

Neither Rebi nor Ianbay give evidence for this expression; see Turkish Elinize saglik
‘a form of thanksgiving said to one who has done something with his hand’ (Akalin
ed. 2005: 619).

(15) *Xos bolunuz.
well be-IMP.2PL
‘Welcome (POLITE).”

The correct form should be Xos keldiniz “Welcome’ (Ianbay 2016: 218), cf. Rebi
(2004: 200) Xos keldin! ‘“Welcome.’

(16) Jani dovajiy olyay."
soul-3POSS prayer-DIMIN be-30PT
‘May he rest in peace.’

Ms Peisakh said janim ‘my soul’. Although this may also be considered correct as a
form of address to a deceased man, the usual form is jani.

(17) Patlayay!
burst-30PT
‘May (s)he break up!’

(18) Tuz koziiye.
salt eye-2POSS-DAT
‘Beware!” said to protect someone against the evil eye.

(19) Basi var akily yoy,
head-3PoSs existing wisdom-3POSS non-existing
akili var kilifi yoy.

wisdom-3POSS  existing case-3POSS non-existing
‘Stop playing the wise guy.’

15 For dovaciy, see duva ~ dua ‘prayer’ (Rebi 2004: 93) and dova ‘prayer’ (Ianbay 2016:
65).
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Ms Peisakh said kifiri, which resembles kiifiirii < kiifri ‘his cursing’. However, this
makes no sense. The word kifiri should probably be amended to £ilifi ‘his case; his
cover’ by analogy to a similar Turkish saying Bas: var, akli yok, dili var kabi yok in
which kab: means ‘his cover; his vessel’ (cf. Redhouse 1991: 571). This saying
designates a foolish, talkative, indiscreet person.

(20) Ketti yiirek kettj bas,
go away-3PAST heart go away-3PAST head
kaytti yiirek ketti bas.

returned-3PAST heart go away-3PAST head
“You should consider what you are saying.’

3.3 Sentences translated from Russian

While most of the phrases, sentences and expressions known by the informant from
her natural linguistic experience have SOV word order, a number of the sentences
which she translated from Russian are SVO. We can therefore conclude that Russian
syntax affected the word order of these sentences. In other words, this kind of mate-
rial does not represent Krymchak as spoken in its natural environment undisturbed
by another language. A similar situation is known in translations from Hebrew,
especially the canonical texts.

(21) Biz kirdik evge.
we  enter-1PL PAST house-DAT
‘We have entered the house.’

(22) Bizge misafir keldi/ Bizge  keldi misafir.
we-DAT guest  come-3PAST/ we-DAT come-3PAST guest
‘The guests have come to us; a guest has come to us.’

Both variants were provided.

(23) Bu  adam yaysi.
this man good
“This man is good.’

(24) Bu  adam yaysi dugul.
this man good not
“This man is not good.’

(25) Evge keldim.
house-DAT come-1PAST
‘I have come home.’
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(26)

27

(28)

29

(30)

(€2))

(32)

(33)

(34

Ketti.
g0 away-3PAST
‘(S)he has gone.’

Karasubazarya  varyan.
Karasubazar-DAT go-3PERF
‘(S)he has gone to Karasubazar.’

Kayda siz yasaysiz?
where you-POLITE live-2PRES.POLITE
‘Where are you living?’

Men institutta isledim.'®
I institute-LOC work-1PAST
‘I worked at the institute.’

Men kirdim evge.
I enter-1PAST house-DAT
‘I have entered the house.’

Men opa soledim"’ kiriniz mana Sindi.
I (s)he-DAT say-1PAST enter-2IMP POLITE I-DAT now
‘I told him to come to me now.’

Men sana cece vereyim.
I you-DAT dumpling give-10PT
‘I will give some dumplings to you.’

Men yayttim evge.
| return-1PAST  house-DAT
‘I have come home.’

o kirdi evge.
(s)he enter-1PAST house-DAT
‘(S)he has entered the house.’

16 Ms Peisakh said isildim ‘1 worked’” which is incorrect; for isle- ‘to work’, see Rebi (2004:
101) and Ianbay (2016: 102).

17 Cf. solemek (Rebi 2004: 173) and sole-, soyle-, soyld-, sdyle- (Ianbay 2016: 187) ‘to
speak, to tell’.
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(35) Sen kirdin evge.
you enter-1PAST house-DAT
‘You have entered the house.’

(36) Siz kirdiniz evge.
you enter-2PAST.POLITE house-DAT
‘You have entered the house.’

3.4 Songs of Ms Sultan Peisakh’s mother

The first song is Crimean Tatar, for it is about Bakhchasaray where the Krymchaks
did not live. It has the form of the Turkish mani and Crimean Tatar mane. The
fourth (Keten kolmek kenarsiz) is of the same kind. The second piece is not a song,
but a popular Turkish saying. The third is a Crimean Tatar ¢iy, i.e. a couplet. Cou-
plets of this type were recited by two or more people one after another, normally as
a form of poetry competition. The last one is of the same genre.

Baycisaray bizimdir, Bakhchasarai is ours,

1¢i tok yiiziimdiir, It is abundant in grapes,

Endi kartlar yol berse, If the elders agree,

Endi Ieybet18 bizimdir. We will be happy.

Bu diinyanin ii¢ [...]," There are three [...] in this world,
Biri asretlik, One is yearning,

Biri xastalij(,zo Another is sickness,

Biri oliim. Still another is death.

Eki de elim pek semiz, Both my hands are very fat,
Jebime siymay, alay, They do not fit in my pockets,
Olejegim derdimizden, I will die from our sorrow,
Kimse duymay, alay.** Nobody will notice it.

Keten kolmek kenarsiz, My linen shirt is very long,
Olsem menj anarsiz, If I die you will remember me,
Yiiregime ot diistii, Fire burnt my heart,

18 Cf. raybet ‘esteem’ (Rebi 2004: 164), raybet ‘sympathy, glory’ (Ianbay 2016: 172).

19 Cf. Turkish Bu diinyada ii¢ sey vardir.

20 Cf. yastaliy (Rebi 2004: 198), xastaliq (Ianbay 2016: 216) ‘illness’.

21 There is a similar variant recorded in Dobruja: Eki kolifi bembiyaz | Cebifie stymay |
Olecekmen dertinden | Kimse tuymay (Mahmut & Mahmut 1997: 84). Krymchak version
with semiz ‘fat’ seems to be better than Dobruja Tatar bimbiyaz ‘all white’, since it is
about the hands being too big to be contained in pockets.
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""" 2 Escape, my friends, lest you be burnt.

Kinali parmay yez tirnay, — The fingers are hennaed, the nails are brass,
Altinda[n] oymay, alay, A thimble of gold,

Seni karsidan kordiim, I saw you just opposite,

Pek janim sevdim seni. I loved you very much.

4. Lexicon

Ms Peisakh’s personal Krymchak vocabulary, as recorded during my work with her,
is limited. She certainly knew more words, but collecting them would have required
a longer study than was possible. My questions aimed to elicit basic vocabulary, but
also specific Krymchak or Crimean elements of material and spiritual culture.

4.1 Nouns

Names of ethnic groups of the Crimea
Urus ‘Russian’; Tatar ‘(Crimean) Tatar’; Askenaz ‘Jew’; Cufut ‘(derogatory)

4 8 :
Jew’;2 Karaim ‘Karaim’.

Names of religious feasts™
Pesay ‘Passover’; Sabat ‘Sabbath’; Purim ‘Purim’; Yom Kijpur ‘Yom Kippur, Day
of Atonement’.

Names of dishes
dece ‘dumpling’,*® ¢iborek ‘fried meat pie’,?” lokma ‘small fried ball of dough with

honey’, maca ‘unleavened bread; matzah’,*® kovete ‘baked pie’,29 kurabiye ‘bis-

22 Another variant of this mani ~ mane is known from Dobruja: Keten kélmek kenarsiz |
Kenifi anani bek arsiz | Ciiregimde ot cana | Kagifuz dostlar, canarsiz (Mahmut &
Mahmut 1997: 45).

23 Cf. askenazi ‘Ashkenazic’ (Ianbay 2016: 13).

24 Identically Garkavec’ (2000: 271) for Urum, though without signalling a derogatory style.

25 According to Ms Peisakh, people were not religious at the time of her childhood. In fact
they were all atheists. Therefore, she has a very limited knowledge of religion and can say
just a few quite general words about the feasts, e.g. that Purim was a very cheerful holi-
day.

26 Cf. coce ‘meat dumpling’ Rebi (2004: 205) and coce ‘patty, pastry’ lanbay (2016: 51).

27 Absent from Rebi (2004) and Ianbay (2016). This is a Crimean Tatar pie; see (Useinov
2005: 304). It is well-known throughout the whole of Russia and in post-Soviet Central
Asia as Ceburek.

28 Identically Rebi (2004: 144); quite interestingly, Ianbay provides a “learned” form masa
(2016: 124); cf. Crimean Karaim mag¢a (Aqtay & Jankowski 2015: 231), but in the old
texts there is also maga.

29 This is also a dish known in the whole of Turkic Crimea, cf. kubete ‘kubbeteh, dish of
dough’ (Ianbay 2016: 118), Crimean Karaim kobeti ~ koveti ~ kiiveti ‘round pie with raw
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cuits’, pastel ‘small pie’,*° sariy ~ sariy ‘rolls made from dough’,*' siizme ‘pancake
(served with spread butter and ground nuts)’,** Sorpa ‘soup’, yalva ‘Turkish delight’,

*yursoz” ‘nuts and dried fruits’, yavurma ‘fried mutton’.

Names of drinks and beverages
arle “drink of roasted flour’,** boza “drink of fermented millet’, katik ‘yoghurt’, siit
‘milk’, sditlii tiiblii ‘boiled milk with coffee’.”

Names of fruits and vegetables

alma “apple’, armut ‘pear’, biiber ‘pepper; paprika’,’® erik ‘plum’, funduk ‘hazel-
nut’, injir ‘fig’, kavun ‘melon’, patlijan ~ paltajan ‘eggplant’, sarimsay ‘garlic’,
soyan ‘onion’, yarbuz ‘watermelon’, yiiziim ‘grapes’, yiiziim-erik ‘fruits (collective
word for small fruits like plums and grapes)’.

Kinship terms

aya ‘elder brother’, ana (menim anam) ‘mother (my mother)’, apa (menim apam)
‘aunt (my aunt)’, ata ‘father’, bala ‘1. child. 2. son; daughter’, kardas (¥*menim
kardaslar)®’ ‘brother (my brothers)’, kartana ‘grandmother’, kartata ‘grandfather’,
kelin ‘daughter-in-law; bride’, kizi' ‘his/her daughter’, kiiyov 1. ‘son-in-law; bride-
groom’. 2. ‘husband’, oy/u ‘his/her son’, yatin 1. ‘woman’. 2. ‘wife’. As forms of
address: apay to a woman, e.g. Sultan apay ‘Ms Sultan’, akay ~ ayay to a man,
xanum to a lady.

meat’ (Aqtay & Jankowski 2015: 226), Crimean Tatar kdbete ‘pie filled with meat’
(Useinov 2005: 102) and Urum kdébete ~ kiibete (Garkavec’ 2000: 279); one of Polinsky’s
texts (1991: 145) describes the preparation of this dish, which she calls ‘large round meat-
cake’.

30 Identically Rebi (2005: 161) and Ianbay (2016: 148).

31 Cf. sariy ‘kind of sweets’ (Rebi 2005: 161), absent from Ianbay.

32 Cf. siizme ‘dumplings filled with meat, sprinkled with ground nuts’ Rebi (2004: 175),
suzme ‘dumplings’ Ianbay (2016: 190). Another of Polinsky’s texts (1991: 146) is the
recipe for preparing this dish; she calls it ‘small mutton dumplings similar to tortellini’.

33 Cf. quri ‘1. dried. 2. dried fruits’ (Rebi 2004: 136); Ianbay (2016: 170) glosses the word
quru only in the common meaning ‘dry’; the second component -sdz is probably identical
with Turkish gerez also designating dried fruits (Akalin ed. 2005: 416), the initial part of
which was deleted; the meaning ‘dried fruits’ is also evidenced in Urum xuru (Garkavec’
2000: 556).

34 Rebi (2004: 63) glosses this word as ‘dessert beverage’; absent from Ianbay (2016).

35 Rebi (2004: 176) provides this word, spelled séitlii-tibli, with a completely different mean-
ing ‘round dumplings’; absent from Ianbay (2016).

36 Cf. bubercix ‘pepper-DIM’ (Polinsky 1991: 146); the round vowel which is affected by
the preceding labial b- is also evidenced in Crimean Karaim biiber ‘pepper’ (Aqtay &
Jankowski 2015: 99); however, see Crimean Tatar and Urum biber (Useinov 2004: 44,
Garkavec’ 2000: 97).

37 Correctly menim kardaslarim; Ms Peisakh was not sure if this form was correct.
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Parts of the human body
ayiz ‘mouth’, ayay ‘leg; foot’, bas ‘head’, burun ‘nose’, kol ‘hand’, koz ‘eye (koziim

my eye(s))’, parmay ‘finger’, kulay ‘ear’, sa¢ ‘hair’, #il ‘tongue’, #i§ ‘tooth’,*® yiirek
‘heart’.

Kitchen utensils
kasiy ‘spoon’, pic¢ay ‘knife’.

Other nouns
Alla verdi something lucky; good luck’, azbar ‘yard’, ekiim ‘doctor, physician’,’

.....

misik ‘cat’,** penjere ‘window’, oylan ‘boy’.

Proper names

Krymchak surnames

Ms Pesakh provided the following surnames: Askenazi, Bayci, Gabay, Gur]z Kaya,
Koku§ («— Kokiis), Levi, Lombrozo, Medini, Peisay, Piastro, Kuyumji, Samas, Sa-
lom, Trevhoda.

Of these, Bayci, Gurji, Kaya, Kokus and Kuyumji are of Turkic origin, Lombrozo
and Piastro of Italian origin, ASkenazi, Gabay, Levi, Medini, Peisay, Samas and
Salom of Hebrew origin. Trevhoda is of unknown origin, but this name is well
known.

Krymchak given names

Female names: Lunetta, Rayel, Rebeka, Sultan, Ventora

Male names: Avraham ~ Abraham, Davut.

Lunetta and Ventora are of Italian origin. The former is a diminutive form of /una
‘moon’, the latter is an abbreviated form of Bonaventura ‘good fortune’. Sultan is
Turkic, having been borrowed from Arabic, while the remaining names are Hebrew.
However, Rebeka is provided in a non-Jewish form, since in Hebrew it is pro-
nounced Rivga; see Hebrew np37. Davut was pronounced in a Turkic form which
has its root in Arabic.

38 Note that Rebi (2004: 207) records the form ¢is, while Ianbay (2016: 50) gives the follow-
ing variants: ¢is, dis, tis and #is.

39 Cf. Crimean Karaim hekiim ‘physician, doctor’ (Aqtay & Jankowski 2015: 182).

40 Cf. misiy (Rebi 2004: 150) and Ianbay misiq, misiq, misiy (2016: 129); note that this word
is common to Crimean Tatar and Urum (Useinov 2005: 166, Garkavec’ 2000: 308),
whereas in Crimean Karaim it sounds like me¢i (Aqtay & Jankowski 2015: 236).
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4.2 Verbs

The following verbs have been recorded:

ac- ‘to open’, ayira- ‘to hurt’, asa- ‘to eat’, bol- ~ ol- ‘to be; to become’, isle- ‘to work’
(corrected from isil-), kal- ‘to stay; to remain’, kel- ‘to come’, ket- ‘to go away; to
leave’, kir- ‘to enter, to come in’, kory- ‘to fear’, kor- ‘to see’, yayt- ‘to return’, op- ‘to
kiss’, sev- ‘to love; to like’, patla- ‘to break out; to burst’, sdle- ‘to tell; to say’, ste- ‘to
want’, var- ‘to go’, ver- ‘to give’, yay- ‘to rain; to snow, etc.’, yap- ‘to close’, yasa- ‘to
live’, yirla- ‘to sing’, yuyla- ‘to sleep’.

The verbs from songs are not included. To express existence, phrases with var ‘there
is” and yoy ‘there is not’ are used.

4. 3 Adjectives
Qualifying adjectives

balaban ‘big, great’, biyiik ‘big, old (age)’, delibas ‘fool, silly’, kickene ‘small, young’,
kulaylar tolmaz ‘noisy, inquisitive’, yasta ‘ill, sick’, yaysi ‘good’, yaramay ‘bad;
wrong’.

Of these adjectives, balaban is typical of the whole of Crimea (Rebi 2004: 71,
Ianbay 2016: 25, Useinov 2005: 37, Garkavec’ 2000: 78); kickene is attested in
Ianbay (2016: 112). Delibas is a compound of deli, known in the whole of Crimea,
and bas ‘head’. In this composite form it is recorded in Urum by Garkavec’ (2000:
166). Kulaylar tolmaz is known as an idiom, e.g. Turkish kulaklari dol- ‘to get tired
of hearing the same thing over and over again’ (Redhouse 1991: 683).

Colour names
ay ‘white’, kirmizi ‘red’, yara ‘black’.

4. 4 Numerals

The following cardinal numerals have been recorded:

bir ‘one’, eki ‘two’, ii¢ ‘three’, dort ‘four’, bes ‘five’, alti “six’, yedi ‘seven’, sekiz
‘eight’, dokuz ‘nine’, on ‘ten’, yigirim ‘twenty’, otuz ‘thirty’, kiry ‘forty’, elli ‘fifty’,
altmis ‘sixty’, seksen ‘eighty’, doysan ‘ninety’, yiiz ‘hundred’, eki yiiz ‘two hundred’,
bin ‘thousand’.

The numerals from one to ten are identical to Turkish except for eki ‘two’, which in
the Crimea is always used in this form, characteristic of NW Turkic. The tens are
also usual, if we disregard the aspirated variants kiry ‘forty’ and doysan ‘ninety’,
and ‘twenty’ which has an unusual form yigirim. This numeral has a normal form
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yigirmi in lanbay (2016: 228); unfortunately Rebi does not record it. Yigirim, in
addition to yigirmi, is also attested in Urum (Garkavec’ 2000: 240).
For a half, yarim is used, e.g. eki yarim ‘two and a half’.

4.5 Adverbs

Since only a few adverbs have been recorded, they are provided without further
classification into semantic groups:

endi ‘from now on; now’, Sindi ‘now’; yavas ‘slowly’, often reduplicated, e.g. men
sdledim yavas-yavas ‘I have spoken slowly’.

4. 6 Interjections

Two interjections were recorded, Ay ‘O, Oh’, e.g. Ay Allam ‘O my God’ and Vay
vay ‘O, Oh’.

5. Grammar

5.1 Nouns

The plural, possessive*' and case forms are similar to those in other Crimean Turkic
languages. 1st singular possessive forms are often used as forms of address, e.g.
‘my darling’.

The following forms of predicative suffixes with nominals were attested:

Number/person  Singular Plural
men yastam ‘1 am sick’; men

1
yaysim ‘1 am good’

biz yastamiz ‘we are sick’

- siz yastasiz ‘you are sick’
X

3 o0 yasta ‘(s)he is sick’ -

5.2 Verbs

Moods and modality

Imperative

Number/person  Singular Plural

2 ac ‘open’; bol ‘be’ aciniz ‘open’; bolunyuz ‘be’

41 Ms Peisakh was not sure if the sentence she produced menim yiirek ayiray ‘I have a heart-
ache; my heart is hurting” was correct.
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Optative

The optative has the form -{GAy}, but only the form for 3rd person singular was
recorded. It occurred in two expressions: olyay ‘let it be’ and patlayay ‘may (s)he go
to hell’.

Volitional modality

Number/personSingular Plural
1 men steyim yuylama ‘1 want to sleep’ -

2 sen steysin yuylama ‘you want to sleep’ -

3 o stey yuylama ‘(s)he wants to sleep’ -

Necessitative
The necessitative is expressed with kerek ‘needed; it is needed’.

Tenses

Present tense

Number/person  Singular Plural

1 men yirlayim ‘1 am singing’ biz yirlaymiz ‘we are singing’
2 sen yirlaysin ‘you are singing’  siz yirlaysiz ‘you are singing’
3 ol yirlay ‘(s)he is singing’ olar yirlaylar ‘they are singing’
Past tense

Number/person  Singular Plural

1 men kirdim ‘1 have entered’ biz kirdik ‘we have entered’

2 sen kirdin ‘you have entered’ siz kirdipiz ‘you have entered’
3 o kirdi ‘(s)he has entered’ -

Future tense

Number/personSingular Plural

1 men asayjam ‘1 will eat’ biz asayjamiz ‘we will eat’

2 sen asayjasin ‘you will eat’ siz asayjasiz ‘you will eat’

3 ol asayjak ‘(s)he will eat’ olar asayjaklar ‘they will eat’

Note the unusual second person contracted forms, which are also shown as optional
forms in Rebi (2004: 18). According to Polinsky’s samples, these forms should have
been pronounced asajasin and asajasiz; see tasladzasin and jaghladzasin (Polinsky
1991: 145).

Negative forms
The negative verb forms are formed with the negative suffix {-mA}, e.g. Koryma
‘don’t be afraid’, Men Sindi yuylama stemeyim ‘1 do not want to sleep now’.
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Interrogative verb forms
Quite interestingly, Ms Peisakh argued that the enclitic mj is not used and one
should ask using intonation.

Verbal noun
Only one {-mA} verbal noun has been recorded; see above.

5. 3 Pronouns

3. 1. Personal pronouns

The following pronouns occur in the samples recorded:

Singular
(1) men ‘I’ (mana ‘to me’, menj ‘me’, menim ‘my’);
(2) sen ‘you (SING)’ (sana ‘to you’, seni “you ACC’);
(3) 0 ~ ol “(s)he’ (opa ‘to him/her’).

Plural
(1) biz ‘we’ (bizge ‘to us’, bizim ‘our’);
(2) siz ‘you’ (POLITE and PL);
(3) olar ‘they’.

Conclusion

Although there is satisfactory documentation of various written varieties of modern
and pre-modern Krymchak, the spoken language is very poorly documented. In fact
there are only Polinsky’s (1991) texts collected in the 1980s. Polinsky was however
only able to find three native speakers who could relate some stories. Therefore,
even such a small corpus as in this article must be considered valuable. In the cir-
cumstances of ongoing language loss, it is naturally difficult to assess Ms Peisakh’s
competence in Krymchak, but we can characterize it as follows. Ms Peisakh’s vo-
cabulary was very restricted. She could not remember many Krymchak words and
provided a few words in incorrect or doubtful forms, e.g. isi/- ‘to work’ and yursoz
‘nuts and dried fruits’. There were also some inadequacies in her grammar. She
could not recall the full paradigms of some verb forms, e.g. the 3rd plural of o stey
yuylama ‘he/she wants to sleep’, though she knew how to say ‘they are singing’.
Nevertheless, she seldom made a mistake, rather admitting that she did not know a
form than pronouncing it incorrectly. In the case of a few incorrect forms, she
stressed that she was uncertain, e.g. *menim kardaslar ‘my brothers’. Morphologi-
cally, Krymchak as spoken by Ms Peisakh is a NW Turkic language. Phonologi-
cally, it is a mixed SW and NW Turkic language, e.g. var- ‘to go’, but ket- ‘to go
away’. There are some forms typical of common Crimean Turkic, less common in
Crimean Turkish, some of which have not been included in grammars, e.g. yigirim
‘twenty’. However, there are also some Crimean Turkish forms, e.g. the -iy present
as in seviyim ‘I love’, but opeyim ‘1 kiss’.
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1. Introductory remarks

The earliest sources of Turkic, Old Turkic runiform inscriptions, are found all over
Eurasia: in Mongolia, the basin of the river Yenisei, Mountainous Altai, Kirgizstan,
China and Kazakhstan, among other places. These inscriptions constitute a large
corpus of several hundred inscriptions. They are an important part of the written
heritage of the Turkic world, providing us with valuable linguistic and historic in-
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formation. The so-called Orkhon inscriptions in Mongolia and the Yenisei inscrip-
tions are the most famous and studied ones. As for the Old Turkic runiform inscrip-
tions of the Altai Mountains, they had been considered to be small in number and
fragmentary, to present no coherent texts, and to represent a dying runiform tradition
(Seerbak 2001: 45). Consequently, there have been practically no systematic at-
tempts to document the Altai corpus as a whole until recently; see Tybykova &
Tybykova (2015) on the history of their research. Such research began in the early
twenty-first century with yearly expeditions by Larisa Tybykova and Irina Nevska-
ya, accompanied at various times by other Turcologists (e.g. Marcel Erdal in 2007
and 2008), archaeologists (e.g. Igor Kyzlasov in 2003), and art historians (Evgeniy
Matochkin in 2011 and 2012), etc. Tybykova, Nevskaya and Erdal published the
collected inscriptions as Tybykova et al. (2012), which was followed by Vasilev
(2013), and Konkobaev et al. (2015), presenting collections of the various authors’
data on Altai runiform inscriptions. All these editions partially overlap; however,
none of them presents all the known Altai inscriptions in full. All in all, the number
of inscriptions published in these collections exceeds 120, while the number of so
far discovered inscriptions, both published and still unpublished, is even higher, and
is approaching 130. (About sixty inscriptions in Mountainous Altai had been found
and published by the beginning of the 21st century).

It is certainly true that the majority of Altai inscriptions are rather short, and
many have not been preserved in full; but we should be careful when thinking in
terms of a dying tradition. Numerous inscriptions have been found recently and the
inventory of known inscriptions is expanding quickly, not to mention the many con-
ceivable inscriptions that may not have survived.

Another widespread opinion is that the Altai runiform tradition differs from the
classic Orkhon and Yenisei traditions in that the rules of the runiform script are
often violated in the Altai tradition. Some authors explain this by the fact that the
scribes were illiterate, while others claim on the contrary, that they were highly
educated and knew different writing systems, leading to contamination of their rules.
In the meantime, however, dozens of inscriptions violating rules of harmony and of
the explicit appearance of vowels have also been found in Mongolia, and many of
the Yenisei inscriptions are not at all “regular” either (Nevskaya & Erdal 2015).
Thus, at present it is not possible to link the undated inscriptions to any historical
process. A rather small number of official inscriptions of the Tiirk and Uyghur em-
pires were produced by professionals; the authors of the funerary inscriptions of the
basin of the Yenisei and its tributaries probably also had some training. However,
the rest of the known inscriptions, and not only in the Altai Republic (many as yet
unpublished), appear to be the occasional scribbles of the Turkic population at large.
“Far from speaking of illiteracy, it seems that one should be impressed by the wide-
spread literacy of a semi-nomadic medieval population engaged in animal husbandry
and spread over such a huge area (beside the possibility that texts written down on
perishable materials did not survive the climatic conditions)” (Nevskaya & Erdal
2015). All the extant Altai inscriptions are also acutely endangered because of in-
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dustrial activities, natural phenomena (erosion caused by the wind and the water,
earthquakes), agricultural activities and vandalism by tourists and local inhabitants
making graffiti over the old inscriptions. Documenting them, researching them and
taking measures for their preservation are all urgent tasks.

As has become clear, the majority of the readings of the Altai and other inscrip-
tions that have been published to date should generally be considered preliminary.
Further research on the Altai runiform tradition and on the modern documentation
methods to which we will refer in later sections of this article will help us clear up
some fundamental questions and, if necessary, propose new readings of the inscrip-
tions.

This article will present our current research on Old Turkic runiform inscriptions
in the Altai Republic. In Section 2, we will describe new documentation methods
employed since 2017 that allow us to clarify the composition of the runiform signs
of a particular inscription and propose its new reading. We then publish our new
readings of the inscriptions Tuekta-V (Section 3) and Bichiktu-Boom-III (Sec-
tion 4).

2. Methods for 3D documentation

2.1 Altai runiform signs and difficulties with documenting and reading them
using contact methods

Deciphering the Altai inscriptions is significantly hampered by the way the inscrip-
tions were made. Altai runiform inscriptions were mostly made on vertical rocks, on
surfaces 0.02—1.0 m” in area. They differ in length, and can comprise anywhere from
a few to a few dozen runes. Their lines are very thin (0.1-1.0 mm wide, less than 0.1
mm deep). Their signs are normally very small, about 1.0-3.0 cm high, which makes
it very difficult to copy and read them. The freshly-cut lines used to contrast with the
weathered rock surface, but have become less discernible, or almost invisible with
time. Today, we can sometimes see them only from a specific angle with the sun-
light coming from the side. In some cases, runes are also difficult to read because of
more recent petroglyphs and graffiti. Also natural stone defects can easily be mis-
taken for man-made lines.

Available contact methods, traditionally used to document petroglyphs, are not
suitable for providing a reliable documentation of runiform inscriptions. For in-
stance, the method of copying petroglyphs on mica-coated paper, which has been
widely used in Russia, has some serious limitations even for petroglyphs. Such cop-
ies are effectively useless in the case of Altai runiform inscriptions, as our attempts
to copy these inscriptions by rubbing showed: not a single visible sign could be
discerned on such rubbings. The method of copying inscriptions on transparent fo-
liae proved to be more useful, and was used by Nevskaya and Tybykova in their
expeditions of 2003-2016. However, it also has its limitations. Because drawings,
strokes, and carvings were done at different times on the same rock, and practically
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always are accompanied by natural rock splitting, the ways researchers see the signs
of the same inscription (and consequently copy them) might differ so greatly that
very different readings come into existence; see Sections 3 and 4. Sometimes, even
one or two strokes can dramatically change our understanding of an inscription.

Altai runiform inscriptions therefore require not only high-resolution macro-
photography but also rock relief capturing in order to be reliably documented. Non-
contact methods using 3D scanning and digital photogrammetry are currently being
developed.

2.2 Choice of technology

Since 2017, the Laboratory of Digital Archaeology at Tomsk State University (Olga
Zaytseva, head of the laboratory, Mikhail Vavulin and Evgeniy Vodyasov, staff
members) is supporting the ongoing documentation of the Altai inscriptions by
Nevskaya and Tybykova with up-to-date technologies. Alongside the already men-
tioned participants, students from Frankfurt University and the Gorno-Altaisk State
University took part in the expedition in 2017.

Today there are numerous brands of 3D scanners, capable of scanning tiny de-
tails on the surface of objects. Various technologies are used: structured light, laser
scanning, computer tomography, etc. Such scanners are very expensive, and either
are stationary or depend on robot manipulators. Moreover, they require much energy
and permanent external power supply for their operation. Altogether, this makes
them unsuitable for use in inaccessible areas like the Altai Mountains.

Some portable 3D scanners have a resolution of 0.1 mm and higher, but are also
very expensive. Among less expensive solutions (under EUR 20,000), only struc-
tured-light models can boast of specifications sufficient to document runiform in-
scriptions (Vavulin 2017). However, they depend on the ambient light and require
an external power supply. Such equipment cannot be used to document Altai runi-
form inscriptions either. Therefore, for documenting Altai runiform inscriptions, it
was decided to use the photogrammetric technology, which allows for both mobility
and energy autonomy (Vavulin et al. 2018).

The highest-resolution photo camera and the highest-focal-length macro photo
lens were selected from the available laboratory equipment to provide maximum
detail-capturing and 3D models with resolutions down to 0.015 mm, which should
be enough to document details as tiny as 0.05 mm on the surface, if required (Vavu-
lin et al. 2014). Depending on the time of the day and weather conditions, shooting
was performed either in natural light or in artificial shadow covering the whole sur-
face. The camera was moving vertically, parallel to the digitalized plane, with a 70%
image overlap; a side overlap of 60% was provided using a parallel shift between the
images. Agisoft Photoscan Pro software was used to process the data and prepare 3D
models of the inscriptions, QGIS Desktop to analyze the results and develop ortho-
photos and heightmaps, and Meshlab and CloudCompare for working with 3D mod-
els (see Vavulin 2017 for the technical details). 3D data analysis allows for analyz-
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word dividers. The inscription is situated under the feet of the goats, but upside
down. The authors supposed that the graffiti was made earlier. The scribe ought to
have been lying on the stone while writing the inscription, trying to place it under
the feet of the goats, which resulted in its positioning. It is read from right to left.

Reading of I. A. Nevskaya and L. N. Tybykova (Tybykova et al. 2012)

Runiform transliteration: : % #* K> X 19: X% DTy

Transliteration: kK*I1y'd' g': y*p/s*s' U Un’ms*:

Transcription: (d)ki y(a)d(a)g : y(e)p/y(i) § (a)Su inm(i)s :

Translation: Two (persons/or other living beings, going) on foot traversed (a moun-
tain) and descended (into the valley), (after) having eaten. Or: Two (persons going)
on foot traversed a mountain and descended (into the valley).

Comments:

1. The eighth sign was not clear to the interpreters. It could be 1 or I. Conse-
quently, they proposed two different interpretations. In the first case, they presup-
posed a sequence y° p s' U U n® m s°, which gave the interpretation y(e)p (a)su
tinm(i)§ ‘having eaten, traversed (a mountain) and descended’. In the second case, it
was y(i)§ (a)Su tinm(i)s ‘traversed a mountain and descended’.

2. The inscription was written in the classic runiform orthography.

Reading by Konkobaev et al. (2015)

In 2012, several Kirgiz Turcologists headed by Kadyraly Konkobaev studied this
inscription on site. It was shown to them by a local teacher, Boris M. Kindikov.
Their fixation was more precise; they discerned the number of the signs correctly—
17. They agreed with some fragments of the first reading, but interpreted the verb
tin-/on- (DTS) as ‘grow’. Nevertheless, the first part of the inscriptions remained
undeciphered, as traditional methods of copying did not give the necessary details
for a correct reading of the first two signs.

Konkobayev et al. 2015: 290-291

Runes: A» K> Y H: I DA T Q:

Transcription: y(e)m k(a)y(a)d(a) y(a)r(1)lu 6nmis.

Translation: ‘The food (a plant) on the rock, has, apparently, split the rock and
grown up.’

3.2 3D analysis and a new reading of the inscription

The area of the rock surface with the inscription is 0.03 m?. To cover this surface
with the vertical and horizontal shifts of the camera (ensuring 70% and 60% cover-
ing of the previous photo respectively), 40 photos were made. The field fixation
took 0.3 hours, and the subsequent computer processing in the program Agisoft
Photoscan Pro took 8 hours. Vavulin et al. 2018 published the results of our 3D
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Reading by Tybykova and Nevskaya (Vavulin et al. 2018)

Runes: A» K> Y H: B D19

Transliteration: y*I'm k' y'd'n®: y’r' PUUn’m § :

Transcription: y(a)l(i)m k(a)y(a)d(a)n : y(a)r(i)lu iinm(i)s :

Translation: From the bare rock, they, having split (into smaller groups), descended.
Comments:

1. The 3D analysis has shown that there is no rune & A, as presupposed by
Konkobaev et al. (2015), because the upper side line is a natural splitting of the rock
which can easily be mistaken for a line without a 3D analysis. The three signs % { 9
(y*1' m) can be read as y(a)l(i)m, although the first rune should have been y’, not y°,
and the harmonious type of this consonant is therefore wrong. This happens quite
often in this region (Nevskaya 2011), especially with the two types of .

2. The last sign before the first word divider (') is #°. This is the most problem-
atic sign in the inscription, even with the results of the photogrammetry, because the
depth of one line was not typical for this inscription; it is marked with the broken
line on the copy. However, it is neither a natural splitting of the rock, nor graffiti, so
we have assumed that it is a part of the sign, but was made on a place with some
hard inclusions in the rock, so it could not be incised more deeply.

3. The 4 signs k' y' d' n” (" 3 D W) are read as k(a)y(a)d(a)n, which is logical
here, as the verb #in- can govern the ablative case. The unwritten vowel of the abla-
tive case could be either a, or 7. Erdal (2004: 175) observes that a low vowel is more
frequent in runiform inscription; therefore we prefer to transcribe it as a.

The second consonant of the ablative is #°, not n’, as one could expect; this could
be an instance of the symbolic writing of affixes, quite typical for the runiform script
where a row of affixes have the same graphical form regardless of the harmonic
class of the word they are attached to.

4. The phrase yalim kaya is very frequent in runiform inscriptions; compare
Tuekta-IV, originally situated on a separate small stone, just one hundred meters
away from Tuekta-V (Tybykova et al. 2012). It is written with the correct y; so we
can suppose that two different scribes made these two inscriptions:

b(@)n(i)gii : y(a)l(i)m k(a)y(a) : b(i)t(i)g ur(a)y(i)n
“This is an eternal bare rock. Let me make an inscription (on it)!’

The inscription Tuekta-IV was brought by us to the Gorno-Altaysk National Mu-
seum, when a road construction project threatened its existence.

5.y°r' PU (> Y 4 9), read as y(a)r(i)lu, is considered to be a vowel converb -U
of the verb yaril- ‘split’ in Vavulin et al. (2018). The VATEC database confirms the
labial variant of the vowel converb; the aorist of this verb is also -Ur, and the aorist
and vowel converbs always have the same vowel in Old Turkic. Clauson (EDPT:
955) mentions this word with both back and front consonants, treating the two har-
monic shapes as variants of one word. Thus, this sequence could also be read as
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y(e)r(i)lii. Erdal considers yaril- and yeril- not to be variants, but different verbs; one
is dealt with in OTWF: 684, the other in OTWF: 686, and they have different
meanings. yeril- ‘be separated from’ seems to be more suitable here. Thus, we
should correct the reading of this word.

6. The last word, #inm(i)s, is iin- in the indirective form -mIs$. Nadeljaev et al.
(1969) and Clauson (1972) give different transcriptions of this word—with ¢ and i
respectively; this verb governs the ablative case and means ‘to get out, to rise, to
grow’: ol baligtin ontiim ‘1 went out of that city’ (DTS 1969: 385). OTWEF: 624
quotes a Brahmi source, which documents the vowel of this verb undoubtedly as /ii/.
Thus, the quoted sentence should be corrected as o/ baligtin iintiim ‘1 went out of
that city’.

We suppose that in this inscription, the verb should be understood as a verb of
motion, as it has a spatial argument in the ablative case form. Then, the inscription
means that a group of people got separated and went out of (a location), or ascended
(a mountain), in contrast to the proposed reading in Vavulin et al. 2018.

New reading proposed here:

Transcription: y(a)l(i)m k(a)y(a)d(a)n : y(e)r(i)li tinm(i)s :

Translation: From the bare rock, they, having got separated (from the rest), ascended
(a mountain) / got out (of a location).

The interpretation proposed by Konkobaev et al. (2015) is also possible: some-
thing (a tree?) grew up out of the bare rock, having split it.

Regardless of these and further possible interpretations of this inscription, the
correct composition of the signs is the most important prerequisite for its reading.
This was achieved only with the help of the 3D technologies.

An example of the significant data that Altai runiform inscriptions can contribute
to our understanding of the history of religious traditions in this area is provided by
the inscription Bichiktu-Boom-III (presupposing that our interpretation is correct).

4. Bichiktu-Boom III

4.1 Inscriptions with religious content in the Altai Mountains

The religion of the ancient Turks who created the Old Turkic runiform monuments
in South Siberia is a disputed question. Nevskaya (2015) has summarized the view-
point of Igor Kyzlasov, who considers practically all Siberian runiform inscriptions
to be Manichaean; she analyzed some of his questionable readings and presented
linguistic facts that mirror religious beliefs of the creators of Old Turkic inscriptions
in Siberia. Here, we briefly present Igor Kyzlasov’s view.

In his works, Igor Kyzlasov states that Old Turkic runiform writing as a whole
“has religious roots, as actually any writing does” (Kyzlasov, L. L. 2015).

According to him (Kyzlasov, I. L. 2001), archaeological monuments of the Sa-
yan-Altai Mountains bear witness to two spheres of ritual usage of the runiform
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writing in the ancient Kyrghyz state—epitaphic inscriptions on steles and prayers
written on rocks. However, the tradition of erecting steles facing the east or south-
east was much older; it was connected with the Tashtyk culture of the st century
BC (see Kyzlasov, L. R. 1960, 1965; Kyzlasov, 1. L. 1975; Grjaznov 1979: 128-142)
where stone steles symbolized the deceased. “Later such steles were put in front of
stone mausoleums called kurgans. An epitaph was the last component of such me-
morials; it was carved on the already erected stele, as the forms of the lines and the
location of the signs show” (Kyzlasov, I. L. 2015).

Following the views of his father, L. R. Kyzlasov, Igor Kyzlasov supposes that
the spreading and use of the runiform script in the Altai Mountains was connected
with spreading of Manichaeism in medieval Turkic states (Kyzlasov, I. L. 2001,
2004, 2015; compare to Kyzlasov, L. R. 1998, 1999, 2001). According to him,
Manichaeism became the successor of an unknown ancient religion of the Turks that
may already have used the runiform writing for sacral purposes. The authority of
this ancient religion and its writing was overtaken by Manichaeism. He states that
numerous Old Turkic runiform inscriptions on steles appeared in South Siberia in
the late eighth century. This is also the dating of brick temples found there. He fur-
ther writes, “A comparative analysis of runiform texts written on steles found in this
area and identified as Manichean proves that these temples should also be consid-
ered Manichean ones.” (Kyzlasov, I. L. 2015). According to him, the content of rock
inscriptions is almost exclusively Manichaean (Kyzlasov, I. L. 1994. Chapter 5,
Section 4; 2001).

In fact, this assumption is based on a very problematic reading of a religious
term found in the basin of the river Yenissei, namely the word dzrua ‘Zerwan’ in E-
29,3 (Kormusin 1997: 67-75, 2008: 120-121), which the interpreter himself con-
sidered questionable' as the inscription is very damaged.” It is obvious that 3D docu-
mentation methods are necessary for a more reliable reading of this inscription. In
this connection, Nevskaya (2015) has noted that in Old Turkic texts in the database
VATEC, the word dzrua ‘Zerwan’, also meaning ‘Brahma’, is encountered 36 times,
most of which are in Buddhist texts including Altun Yarok and Maitrisimit (http://

1 In our personal communication, Marcel Erdal commented on this the following: “What he
interprets as dzrua is zr'w. The inscription was edited in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s by
Kljashtornyj, Mori and Talat Tekin, and none have such a reading but they are, of course,
all based on Radloff/Malov. Note that Kormushin (1997) has conditional drsédm before
that, which is quite impossible for Old Turkic. Instead of this word, Tekin writes atim ‘my
name’, which is compatible with what Thomsen and Wulff saw. The W. Thomsen / K.
Wulff’s text, based on original material, has grlw instead of these 3 characters, which
could be aparu (attested also in Tonyukuk) / iyaru (attested also in Sine Usu) ‘to that’.
But of course zr'w is not yet dzrua, as final vowels are supposed to be written, and as
the context is impossible.”

2 The authors could check this place using contemporary photos of this inscription which
were kindly sent to them by Igor Kormushin.
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vatec2.fkidgl.uni-frankfurt.de/). See also a definition of this term and examples of
its use in Old Uyghur in UW (2000). Even supposing that this term had been used in
one of Yenissei inscriptions, just one single usage of a religious term that could
be Manichaean or Buddhist does not seem to be a solid foundation for such far-
reaching conclusions.

Nevskaya (2015) referred to a more reliable fact of the usage of a religious term
in runiform inscriptions found in the Altai Republic. In one Old Turkic runiform in-
scription, on the rock Kalbak-Tash, which contains thousands of petroglyphs, graf-
fiti of the Old Turkic period, Old Turkic tamga signs, and a remarkable collection of
more than thirty Old Turkic runiform inscriptions, we find an instance of the word
rsi (the inscription Kalbak-Tash VIII (A-28)), see Tybykova et al. 2012. The use of
this word is extremely interesting for Old Turkic studies. We have not encountered it
in the runiform writing system before; see the word arZi in R6hrborn’s dictionary
(UW, VI: 221). In the VATEC database, we encounter two different writings of this
word in two different writing systems: the Sogdian and the Uighur ones. The Sogdi-
an script has »§’y/’r and the Uyghur script 7zy/'r. However, is it proof that the an-
cient Turkic population at the time of creation of those inscriptions had Manichaean
religion? It is hard to say so. Of 13 instances of arZi in the VATEC database, all
have appeared in Buddhist texts, including Maitrisimit and Huanzang’s biography
(which might be rooted in a much higher percentage of preserved Old Turkic Bud-
dhist texts, both overall and in the database VATEC). The word is, of course, con-
nected with religious contents; however, it cannot be associated only with Mani-
chaeism (Nevskaya 2015).

Our recent 3D analysis of a well-known inscription Bichiktu-Boom-III has yield-
ed a new understanding of the composition of signs in this inscription, which has re-
sulted in a tentative new reading providing astonishing evidence of a further reli-
gious term found in Old Turkic runiform inscriptions in this area.

4.2 Previous readings of Bichiktu-Boom III (A-16)

This inscription is situated to the south of the village. It is made on a small rock
plane 65.0x52.0 cm facing south, almost at the foot of the rock. It was discovered by
T. I. Sabaeva in the 1950ies, and studied by K. Sejdakmatov in 1964, by E. 1. Ubrja-
tova in 1974, by D. D. Vasil’ev in 1980, by I. L. Kyzlasov in1994, by 1. A. Nevska-
yaand L. N. Tybykova in 2003-2005, and also by M. Erdal in 2006.

The inscription has two vertical lines. Its number in the DTS is A8B. The in-
scription got the name “inscription to the right” when it was first published by
K. Sejdakmatov. E. 1. Ubrjatova saw 43 signs, 40 in the first line and 3 in the se-
cond. According to the reading by Tybykova, Nevskaya and Erdal (Tybykova et al.
2012), the inscription has 38 characters: 3 in the first line and 35 in the second line.
The length of the first line is 4.5 cm; the length of the second line is 45.0 cm; the
height of the characters is 1.0-3.2 cm. The beginning of the inscription is only
6.0 cm from the earth. It is possible that the scribe made while lying on his side. The
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inscription consists of two vertical lines that are read from bottom to top, (respec-
tively, right to left).

Reading of K. Sejdakmatov’

Transliteration:

1) Ho I's BI

2)Ho o To MII A Ko LI JTo ' A Ko I's JIo bIA To ' A Co Ho Bl A Hu M JJo H
Hv A

Ko bI Kb 3 [Ib

Transcription:

1) stezu

2) tiez smmunt a Kuwiy 21ue a K2 51U a me2 a Ceu aH4am 30 U He KUK 30
Translation:

1) His goodness

2) ... did good (things). Man, people ... you so much....

(Sejdakmatov 1964: 101)

Reading of E.I. Ubrjatova (from top to bottom)

Transliteration:

dztltg" :n2jymncqlsyqnqbrql Pk iis?ag’ Pstqlbilpk’j21j?
Transcription:

ddz tol t'q, dn j*Y'm 'né @1, Syq, "n’q b ¢'I, °l kiisdg'c, sat ¢'l, b% “Pp k% “1 k%
Translation:

Get full to the top, the abundance,

My main enemy, make peace;

Fortune—friendship, come about (lit.: make it present);

Wish (at least) the first degree of saturation.

Bring about satisfaction;

Rich, strong K&y (abundant?);

Holy K&y (Abundant?)

(Ubrjatova 1966: 161)

Reading of E. R. Tenisev

Transcription:

1) jag an

2) jig &tmis 4 kas alig kag 4li 4 4tig 4 séni 4 anga ma (?) jan’a kik azad’

1) Good hunting,

2) Organized well, a quiver, 50 (?), nobility, detachment, you, so (?), hostility de-
creased.

(Tenisev 2006: 140-143)

3 We use the transliteration and transcription systems of each author of the presented
readings; however, we translate their Russian versions into English.
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Reading of I. L. Kyzlasov

Transliteration:

1) jgi(D)

2) j*gt’msi(a)ks I’ ga(a)k’gl*i(i)d(a)t gid(a)s n>

i(i) 4 (a)nému(o)d?*j1n? d(a)ki(i)kzs

Transcription:

1) j(e)g(i)

2) j(e)g(i) (e)tm(i)$ k()s8()l(i)g ekg(a)li teg (i)s(i)ni iné(?) (a)ymul (?) j(i)n (i)ki
k(e)z(i)$

Translation:

1) Follow the goodness.

2) Having done goodness, in order to spread humanity, having got encouraged, look
for humility (= quietness) and together (with me, with God in one’s thoughts), wan-

der!

(Kyzlasov, I. L. 2002: 115)

Reading by L. N. Tybykova, 1. A. Nevskaya and M. Erdal (2012)
Runiform transliteration:
reo(l
PEOITHITEREITY EINITEYAENTHA»HEQ(2
MINTIDAT D X (%)
Transliteration:
Dy ¢l
DY Erfm¥ AR P AS YK @ PIA7P A IAnémUd y' n® A
02/ /K2 1 p2/K% z
Transcription:
1) y(e)gi
2) y(e)g (e)tm(i)s k(e)sl(i)g s(6)kg(a)li tag! (&)s(d)ni (e)n¢ mu? ....
Translation:
1) his/their wellness
2) (You) who have beautiful (beautifully made) quivers, attack (the lines of the en-
emies), in order to break them apart! Is their mind quiet, at rest?

Reading by D. Vasil’ev (2013: 87)

Transcription:

1) j(e)g ()g(@)

2) jDgdm) (0)q / (@ (@5 (@LDg / s@ndg @1() (rd (@)tig s(Eni (e)r
(a)ném(a) (e)d(e) (a)ja (a)nin (i)d(i)m

Translation:

1) the good ruler/owner

2) Twenty arrows. First of all—(there is) a land of fifty monasteries, prosperity,
well-being. Oh, how much I have paid tribute to your memories, adorning you, hero,
by goodness!
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Reading by Konkobaev et al. (2015: 54)

Transliteration:

) 1ig'y?

22 ZK1ikelan’y dmnge/arin’s’elar/iP g kK s*elag’ P’k elag’ mt* g’
Y

Transcription:

1) y(e)gi

2) y(©)g()m(i)s k(e)sl(Dg s(6)kg(e)li (e)g (e)sni (Yng(m ()d (2)y()n (e)ki k(e)z
Translation:

1) well-being

2) (Warriors) with glorious (bringing victory) quivers, in order to defeat (the ene-
mies), attack (them). Remember (take into consideration). (My) worried ones, be
frightened two times.

We do not analyze each of these readings because, quite obviously, they are
based on how each author interprets and identifies the signs of the inscription. It is
enough to say that none of the readings, including the one proposed by the authors
of this article, gives a coherent and comprehensive understanding of this inscription.

4.3 3D analysis and a tentative new reading of the inscription

Several types of lines on the rock surface with this inscription were discovered using
3D technology (Vavulin 2017).* In most cases, the runiform lines can easily be
identified; they are not more than 5.0 cm long, 0.6 mm wide and 0.06-0.12 mm
deep. They are considerably lighter than the background rock surface (Picture 5, a).
The second type of lines shares most characteristics with the first one. These lines
have the same length, width and color. However, they are much shallower, about
0.03-0.06 mm deep. It is possible that all or some of them also make up part of the
runiform inscription (Picture 5, a). Lines of the third type have the same width,
depth and color as the first one, yet they are considerably longer, sometimes reach-
ing 14 cm (Picture 5, b). The fourth type differs sharply from the previous three. The
arch-shaped lines are 3.0-12.0 cm long, 0.5-1.0 mm wide, and 0.01-0.05 mm deep.
Their color is practically the same as that of the background rock surface (Picture 5,
c). Finally, lines of the fifth type represent scratches rather than carvings. They are
easily distinguishable due to their lighter color; they have almost no depth at all.
Their sizes and forms vary (Picture 5, d).

Lines of each type were rasterized individually in relevant vector layers. The re-
sulting image contributes a great deal to the rasterized data from previous surveys
(Picture 6).

* Vavulin (2017) presents a 3D data analysis of this inscription done by him. Pictures 5 and

6 were also first published in that article.
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Picture 6. Copies of the inscription: 6a (Vavulin 2017), 6b (Tybykova et al. 2012)

The new copy of this inscription has become the foundation for our revised reading
of the inscription.
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Transliteration

Dy gl

s P mIAKIPZAS ) PIAC @ AS I TAnEm Uy n® I' K1
i 2

s'/n z/t

Transcription

1) y(e)gi

2) (@)s(i)g / y(e)g (e)tm(i)s A k(D)S()I()g A s(a)n(ig (e)li A t(d)g A (@)s(@)ni A
(a)n¢(a)m(a) ud(u)y(u)n (a)lkin(i)z / (a)lkis (e)t!

Translation

1) Its prosperity (lit.: its goodness, i.e. what is good for it).

2) Similar to those people belonging to the monastery community consisting of (lit.:
with) individuals making contributions (or doing good deeds), following (them)
bless/praise its well-being beyond limits (lit.: to such an extent)!

Comments:

1. In this new reading, the first line appears to be the title of the rest of the in-
scription. Its content is explained in the second line: what is good for it (the monas-
tery community).

2. Almost all Turcologists who worked on this inscription saw the first character
of the second line as y’. However, it is very clearly visible on the orthophoto that the
loop in the upper part of the sign has not been closed. There is another vertical line
that could be taken for the missing part of the loop. The author of the inscription
probably also saw the character as completed. If that is the case, we can read the first
5 characters of the second line as y(e)g (e)tm(i)s ‘doing good (deeds)’. If we follow
the signs that are there, without trying to reconstruct the intentions or ideas of the
scribe, we have to read this part as (a)s(i)g (e)tm(i)s§ ‘making use/profit/contribu-
tions, i.e. being useful’ because the open loop of y* gives us the character s’. The
word asig ~ asag is encountered in VATEC 72 times, in both Buddhist and Mani-
chaean texts.

3. We read characters 12—14 of the second line s* ) g* as s(a)y(i)g ‘belonging to
monastery community’, following in this Vasilev’s reading of this inscription (2013:
87). Together with the previous and subsequent characters, we get ‘similar to the
people belonging to the monastery community consisting of individuals making
contributions (or doing good deeds)’.

4. We understand the word el-i standing after the word ‘belonging to monastery
community’ as referring to the people of the community, not land or country, as
Vasilev (2013: 87) does. The meaning of e/ ‘people, nation’ is quite frequent in
runiform inscriptions.

5. The next word #dg is a simulative postposition ‘like, similar to’.

6. (d)s(d)n-i could be the direct object of the verb alka-/alki- ‘praise, bless’ (or
alkis et-, see comment 8), while (a)né(a)m(a) is its degree adverb: to praise its (com-
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munity’s) well-being (prosperity) to such a (high) degree. In reading (a)né(a)m(a),
we again follow Vasilev’s proposal (2013: 87). Because dsdn has a possessive suffix
of the third person, the accusative of it should have been dsdnin. In case dscini is not
the direct object of the verb ‘to praise’, it could be an interjection ‘Its well-being
(should be blessed)! ~ Let it be safe and sound!’; compare Erdal (2002, footnote 27)
on the use of this word in Yenissei inscriptions. This assumption is supported by the
fact that dsdni is bracketed by two runes A serving as punctuation in Altai runiform
inscriptions (Nevskaya 2011). In this case, the interpretation of the inscription would
be: Similar to those people belonging to the monastery community consisting of
(lit.: with) individuals making contributions (or doing good deeds),—let it (the
community) be safe and sound!—following (them) bless/praise (it) beyond limits
(lit.: to such an extent)!’

7. The converb ud(u)y(u)n has a rather rare converb affix -(X)yXn, found in iyin
‘following’ (contracted through haplology from iy-iyin) in Maitrisimit, tild-yin
‘wishing’ in Xuanzang-Biography (VATEC data).

8. The last word, (a)lkiy(i)z, could be an irregular imperative form -(X)»(X)z of
the 2nd person plural of the verb alka-/alki ‘praise, bless’. According to Erdal (2004:
237), in some Old Turkic texts, -(X)y is exclusively used for polite address in the
singular, and -(X)plAr for plural addressees. However, DLT fol. 289 quotes a verse
with the second person plural imperative forms koymaniz and kiymaniz correspond-
ing to what in his language would be kodmay and kidmap, saying that this is how the
Oghuz and Kipchak tribes form this imperative. The forms of 2nd person plural
imperative, in use in Oghuz languages until now, are constructed by analogy with
personal pronouns and possessive suffixes, whereas the +/4r of other Turkic lan-
guages comes from nominal inflexion (Erdal 2004: 237). If this reading is correct,
can we probably speak of a dialectal feature in this inscription? This assumption
seems to be very problematic, since these forms are practically restricted to Oghuz,
and the assumption of an Oghuz feature in an Old Turkic inscription in Siberia could
be too far-fetched.

The signs # and s’ are written in this inscription in a very similar way. Moreover,
the last character could be read either as z or #° because the upper section of the ver-
tical line going from left to right in z is problematic. Thus, we could suppose that the
sequence /' & I s'/y z/f* can be read either as (a)lkiy(i)z or (a)lkis (e)t. This second
version would refer to one addressee: ‘Similar to those people belonging to the mo-
nastery community consisting of individuals making contributions (or doing good
deeds), following (them) bless/praise its well-being beyond limits (lit.: till such
extent)!’

Irina Nevskaya has recently had an opportunity to discuss this inscription with
Dieter Maue, who considered whether this inscription could refer to an addressee
who should obtain well-being for himself in a way the people belonging to the mo-
nastery community did when they had joined it. To acquire new members for the
community would also be a great merit for the scribe of this inscription himself.
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Following this idea, we could think of the following interpretation of this
inscription. This reading would presuppose a usage of the similative postposition #dg
as the first part and ancama (or anca plus the particle mu) as the second part of a
conjunction ‘similarly to ... likewise ...’. The word dsdn-i could be a direct object
of the verb ud-: ‘follow the well-being (of the community members) and do favor/
acquire blessing (to yourself)’. The reading of the inscription would be: ‘Similar to
the people belonging to the monastery community consisting of individuals making
contributions (or doing good deeds), you likewise, through obtaining (lit.: following)
their well-being, obtain blessing (to yourself)!” In case dsdni is an exclamation and
not a direct object, the interpretation would be: ‘Similar to the people belonging to
the monastery community consisting of individuals making contributions (or doing
good deeds), let it (the community) be safe and sound, you likewise, following
(them), obtain blessing (to yourself).’

Thus, another religious term seems to be found in this inscription, supporting the
idea of Kyzlasov that there was a monastery in the vicinity of the village called Bi-
chiktu-Boom. We encounter numerous inscriptions here; this is the reason why the
Altai people gave this name to the village and the location around it. Bichiktu-Boom
in Altai means ‘a mountain with inscriptions’. We can only guess how many in-
scriptions were on the rock originally, at the time when the monastery existed in this
area. But what was the religion of the supposed monastery community? The word
sanig/sapik is found in the VATEC database two times in the Buddhist context.
Thus, the question of the religious beliefs of the ancient Turkic population of this
area remains unanswered. However, it is quite clear now that this area used to be
affected by the spreading of world religions already in the Old Turkic period.

5. Conclusion

Thirty Altai runiform inscriptions of the Old Turkic era were documented in 2017
by 3D technology. Photogrammetry proved, in this case, to be not only the cheapest
solution but also the optimal choice. The resulting data represents a first attempt at
runiform monument digital documentation, which will help solve long-lasting dis-
putes about specific runes in rock inscriptions. It will also make it possible to pre-
serve ancient written monuments in their current state, at least in digital form. As
soon as they are posted online, they will be accessible to all Turcologists around the
world, thereby giving a new impetus to their deciphering. In addition, these efforts
will bring the long-term benefits of using 3D recording for the preservation and
popularization of archaeological and epigraphic heritage in Russia, where such pro-
jects are extremely rare today (Plets et al. 2012; Zaytseva 2014; Plisson & Zotkina,
2015; Pushkarev et al. 2016; Zaytseva 2016 ).

Our further plans include the following:

To document with this technology most Altai runiform inscriptions, ideally, all
of them.

To publish the results on the Internet in open access format.
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To also publish 3D models, orthophotos and heightmaps.

To prepare a new edition of the Catalogue of Altai runiform inscriptions.

To foster further research on Altai runiform inscriptions and non-canonical in-
scriptions elsewhere.
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Introduction

This paper’ presents new data from my field expeditions to document speakers of
Tuhan, a moribund Sayan Turkic language of northern Mongolia.>

The county of Tsagaan Uiir, located east of Khovsgol Lake at a distance of 185

km from the aimag city Morén, is home to a small Turkic-speaking group, known in
Mongolian sources as Uygar-Uriankhay. Their endonym, however, is Tuha [tu"ha],
a variant of tuba/tubo, an ancient ethnic name that is common across Sayan Turkic
speakers and various groups in the neighboring areas. The specific form tuha is
shared by the reindeer herding Dukhan of West Khovsgol and by Tuvans of the

1

I wish to thank the anonymous reviewers for valuable comments and suggestions.

2 Some linguistic aspects discussed in this article are mentioned in Ragagnin (in press) and

were presented by the author on March 3, 2018, at the International Symposium “Current
Topics in Turkic Linguistics/Aspects of Agglutination in Turkic Languages: An Inte-
grated Approach of Phonology, Morphosyntax and Semantics: The 3rd meeting” held at
the Research Institute for Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa (ILCAA), Tokyo
University of Foreign Studies, Japan.
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Tere-Khél and Toju areas in Tuva.’ In Mongolia, Tuhans are also named Uiiriyn
Uriankhay ‘Uriankhay of the Uiir River’, Jinkhene Uriankhay ‘real/true Uriankhay’
and Tuha Uriankhay. Further names found in the literature are Soyot or simply Uri-
ankhay. The name Uriankhay—an ancient ethnic denomination used to refer to vari-
ous ethnic groups and also documented in the Secret History of the Mongols (uri-
angqai) and in other sources (Rybatzki 2006: 153—154, Janhunen 2014: 76-77)—is
furthermore in use to denote three Mongol-speaking groups of this area, namely
Ovor Sirkheten Uriankhay, lit. ‘the Uriankhay of the Southern Flea’, Arig Uri-
ankhay (from the name of the adjacent Arig River), and Gérodcin Uriankhay liter-
ally ‘Hunting Uriankhay’; see Ragagnin (2009: 226-227). Officially, the total num-
ber of Uriankhay in Tsagaan Utir County amounts to 600. Out of the 2400 inhabit-
ants, 650 are registered as Buryat, whereas the rest are Khalkha. Publications on
aspects of the Tuhan language include, alphabetically, Bold (i.a. 2013, 1987, 1982,
1978, 1975), Eriksonas (2013) and Ragagnin, (e.g. 2009, 2013 and in press).

Presently, Tuhan is spoken by a handful of fluent older speakers and some semi-
speakers, living in the village of Tsagaan Uiir and adjacent areas. The youngest
speaker is 67 years old. In my fieldwork sojourn in September 2017, I looked for
additional Tuhan speakers in Candaman Ondér, Bulnay and Khankh, where other
Tuhan-speaking groups used to live. However, I could not find any still alive. As for
clan names, the Tuhans with whom I have been interacting during my fieldwork
belong to the following clans: Danjila, Derdelei, Yamaaday, Solgoy and Tsagaan
Khuular. The last clan name, Tsagaan Khuular, is also documented for Darkhat
Mongols (Badamxatan 1987: 57). Eriksonas (2013: 225), on the basis of personal
information provided by Professor V. I. Rassadin, who conducted fieldwork in these
areas in the 1980s, mentions five additional Tuhan clan names, namely (in his tran-
scription) Aryamut, Diil’hejik, Johomdoi, Qufrtqaah¥ and Sarihaah§. Mongush
(2003: 167-168) also mentions the subclan Cﬁs-Danjila. On the other hand, Dukhan
clan names include Soyan, Baliksi, Urat, Coodu, Saléak, Dodot, Hoéyiig, Demci and
Darga; see Ragagnin (2011: 19) for details.

As for lifestyle, Tuhans herd Mongolian-style cattle, especially cows, since their
pastures are very lush. My Tuhan informants often proudly refer to their homeland
as Burhan ju"rti ‘God’s homeland’. With regard to the spiritual world, Tuhan beliefs
are a combination of Buddhist and animist beliefs. Worth noting in this respect is the
special meaning that the county of Tsagaan Uiir holds for both Buddhism and ani-
mism. The Buddhist monastery dedicated to the well-known shaman deity Dayan

3 Though phonetically the ethnonym is the same, three different terms are in use in schol-
arly publications to refer to these three Sayan Turkic varieties: “Tuhan” with reference to
the East Khovsgol Steppe Sayan Turkic variety spoken in the county of Tsagaan Uliir,
“Dukhan” for the West Khovsgol Taiga Sayan Turkic variety spoken by the reindeer-
herding Dukhan community, and “Tere-Khol Tuvan” for the variety spoken in the Tere-
Khol region in Tuva. For a description of the Dukhan language, see Ragagnin (2011). For
the Steppe vs. Taiga subdivision of Sayan Turkic, see Ragagnin (2009: 241).
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Deerkh lies less than 40 km from the Tsagaan Ulir Village. Also connected to the
cult of Dayan Deerkh is a fertility rite associated with a holy cave located approxi-
mately 15 km east of the monastery; for details, see Birtalan (2005 and 2011).
Historically, Tuhans are descendants of those Sayan Turkic peoples who formed
the Lake Khovsgol Uriankhay Khosuun in Manchu Qing time; further see Ewing
(1981: 186-187), Hajer (2003: 171-174), Eriksonas (2013: 228-229), Mongush
(2014: 200-201) and Zamcarano (1991). An early 20th-century source providing
eye-witness information on Tuhans, referred to as “Soyotes”, is Haslund-Christen-
sen’s travelogue (1934). According to a widespread story circulating among the Tu-
han community, the Tuhan people are supposed to have come from Khan Khokhii in
Uvs Aimag in Manchu times; in this respect, also see Njamaa (2011: 17—-18). One of
my best informants, Gombosiiren, who passed away three years ago, added in this
regard that Tuhan people came from the Baruun Turuun area in Uvs region. Worth
noting in this respect is that in Tuvan folklore the region of Khan Khokhii (Tuvan
xaan kégei) has specific holy connotations (Zanna Yusa, personal communication).
Finally, Natsagdorj (2016) argued that Tuhan speakers historically represent former
reindeer herders who changed their lifestyle from reindeer nomadic pastoralism to
(Mongolian-style) pastoralism. Regarding this, also compare Ragagnin (in press).

Distinctive Tuhan linguistic features

As shown in Ragagnin (2009), Tuhan holds a very special position within Sayan
Turkic. Besides displaying those typological features that characterize Sayan Turkic
as such, and sharing some specific isoglosses with Tofan, Tuhan displays unique
lexical and grammatical features that distinguish it from the rest of Sayan Turkic.
Such features include (a) absence of word-initial spirantization of initial velar stops
in Turkic words, (b) occurrence of the converb {-GAs} instead of common Sayan
Turkic {-GAS}, and (c) occurrence of the low-focal intraterminal verbal suffix -iir as
a variant after polysyllabic vowel-final verbal stems, which is neutral with respect to
synharmonism, and shows similarities with Khakas and Yakut. Compare, for in-
stance, Khakas uzir ‘(s)he will sleep’, from wuzu- ‘to sleep’ (Baskakov 1975: 228),
and Tuhan wudi:r ‘id.” In the present contribution, I would like to add that Tuhan
shares the occurrence of the 2PL possessive suffix {-(X)gAr} with Altay Tuvan vari-
eties spoken in Mongolia (Mongus§ 2009 [1983]: 143) and China (Yus$a 2017: 68),
and with Altay Turkic (Baskakov 1997: 184). On the other hand, the rest of Sayan
Turkic displays {-(X)pAr}. Moreover, {-(X)GAr}, in accordance with Sayan Turkic
grammatical rules, also marks 2PL of the past {-D-} as well as 2PL imperatives, e.g.
Tuhan $ay i"Sager [tea drink-IMP.PL/courtesy form] ‘please drink tea’, geldoger
[come-PAST2.PL] ‘you (pl) came’, Chinese Altay Tuvan (Jungar Tuvan) siler
kordiiger [you see-PAST2.PL] ‘you (pl) saw’ vs. standard Tuvan siler kordiiner (Yusa
2017: 68), Mongolian Altay Tuvan maligar ‘your (pl) cattle’ vs. Standard Tuvan
maliyar (Mongu§ 2009 [1983]: 143).
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A further noteworthy feature of Tuhan is the occurrence of a four-way distinc-
tion in demonstratives: bo ‘this’ (proximal), o/ ‘that’ (distal), no. [that (the other
one) (distal)] ‘yonder’, and de.gi (more distal and (possibly) not visible) ‘that’.

The Tuhan form de:gi goes back to the pronoun dee augmented with the rela-
tional suffix -ki. The rest of Sayan Turkic displays cognates void of -ki, e.g. Tuvan
doo ~ doo ~ diiii and duu (Isxakov & Pal’mbax 1961: 231-232), Tofan, Soyot and
Dukhan dee (Ragagnin 2011: 99). Menges (1959/1960: 108) hypothesized that this
distal pronoun may originate from the Mongolic distal demonstrative pronoun *te-.
Cognates of the distal demonstrative dee also occur beyond Sayan Turkic, e.g. Altay
tigi (Verbitskij 2005[1884]: 354), Khakas tigi (Baskakov 1975: 148—149), Tatar tege
(Dewletschin et al. 1989: 235), Chulym Turkic feg (Birjukovi¢ 1981: 19). Turkish
ote-ki ‘the other, the other one’ may also belong here (Marcel Erdal, personal com-
munication).

As far as | know, the distal pronoun noo—displaying word-initial #-, which is un-
typical of Turkic—is unique to Tuhan and not hitherto documented in any other
South Siberian Turkic language. It is quite likely related to Western Yugur/Yellow
Uyghur nagqi ‘yonder’, referring to people and objects at a distance from the speaker
(Roos 2000: 83-84), and possibly related to Common Turkic raruki (< anaruki)
‘situated beyond, on the other side’ (Roos, personal communication). A relation
either with the distal stem in+ documented in Old Turkic (Erdal 2004: 205-207) or
Mongolic *ndgee ‘other’ (Nugteren 2011: 463) might also be considered.

Finally, Tuhan holds a special position within Sayan Turkic regarding Mongolic
lexical copies. For Mongolic copies that clearly display more archaic features than
the rest of Sayan Turkic, pointing to earlier contacts with Mongolic varieties (possi-
bly of Khamnigan type), see Ragagnin (2009), (in press) and (forthcoming).

Copula particles

Unique to Tuhan is the occurrence of the assertive copula particle eri continuing
East Old Turkic eriir, which is otherwise not documented in the rest of Sayan Tur-
kic. Two examples are quoted below:

(1) Men bi'sek ron-mas eri men.
I knife  whet- NEG.INTRA COP I
‘I don’t whet knives (indeed).” (Field notes)

(2) Bagsi gi'si eri
teacher person  COP
‘He is (indeed) a teacher.” (Field notes)

On the other hand, the copula particle duru ~ DXrX is void of assertive contents.
One example is quoted below:
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(3) Hos mal semis duru.
cow cattle fat  cop
‘Cows (lit. cow-cattle) are fat.” (Field Notes)

The copula particle duru ~ DXrX, as is common in Turkic languages, can also be
omitted:

@) Jugalaj-ir dil Tuha dil.
speak-COOP-INTRA language Tuhan language
‘The spoken language is the Tuhan language’ (Field notes)

Yet, in the Tuhan material I have analyzed so far, eri also occurs in affirmative an-
swers bearing the meaning ‘yes, true, correct’. Close formal and functional corre-
spondences of Tuhan eri are found exclusively in Western Yugur/Yellow Uyghur.
One example is quoted below:

(5) Senong dioma jer  er.
You-GEN opinion right CoOP
“Your opinion is (indeed) right’ (Cheng 2009: 251)

For Yellow Uyghur copulative particles, also see Roos (2000: 148—-149).

Another formal correspondence of Tuhan eri is the Khalaj copula particle +4ri
/+r / +ri; see Doerfer (1988: 200-201) and (1989) and Doerfer & Tezcan (1980:
111a). Two Khalaj examples are quoted below:

(6) Biz-iim baluqg  éydi-si ho’ul-ari.
we-GEN village master-pOSS3  good-COP
‘Unser Dorfherr ist gut.” (Doerfer 1988: 200-201)

(7) Bo padisa-r.
this padishah-cop
‘Der ist ein Herrscher.” (Doerfer 1988: 201)

For traces of er- in modern Turkic languages, see Doerfer (1989), Johanson (2000)
and Brendemoen (2010).

The set of Tuhan particles originating from *er- also includes the conditional and
concessive copula particles erse and erip, shared with Tofan and Soyot, but other-
wise not found in the rest of Sayan Turkic. Some examples are quoted below:

(8) Tuhan
Ol  bis-toy  jooyas bol-gan erse men  goskiis-er men.
that we-GEN near become-POST cop I show-INTRA I

‘If we were near, I would show it (to you).” (Ragagnin 2009: 239)
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(9) Tuhan
Tuha gi'si erip Jjuga:la-vas.
Tuhan person COP speak-NEG.INTRA

‘Although she is Tuhan, she does not speak.’ (Field notes)

(10) Tofan
Indiy caras erip, Sin-niy bol-diy.
such small copr truth-ADJ.DER  become-PAST2SG

‘Although you are so small, you were right.” (Rassadin 2016: 585)

(11) Tofan
Sen men-den burun  gel-diy erse,
you I-ABL before come-PAST.2SG  COP
bod-uy bile sooda-ar sen.

REFL-POSS3SG ~ with speak-INTRA you
‘If you come before me, then you will tell (it) yourself.” (Rassadin 2016: 585)

(12) Soyot
Ol [kisi kel-gen erse.
that person come-POST COP
‘If that person came.” (Rassadin 2010: 225a)

(13) Soyot
Ajiri sooq bol-yan erip, bud-im doy-maan iik.
extremely cold become-POST cOP  self-pOSS1 freeze-NEG.POST PTC
‘Although it was very cold, my legs did not freeze.” (Rassadin 2010: 43)

Yet, another copula-like particle that occurs in Tuhan and displays a high functional
load is GXy. It occurs after nominals (nouns, adjectives and verbal nouns), and
functionally it appears to focus the psychological interest. On this important func-
tion of copula particles, cf. Karakog (2009). See the Tuhan examples below:*

(14) Men de:gi gih§i Tsevelma: guai bile juga:lir giy men.
I that person Tsevelmaa title with speak:INTRA coOP I
‘I speak with that person, with Mrs Tsevelmaa.’ (Field notes)

(15) Monu:n aru:l al-gas hota-gidi  id-ip sd"t-ar giy.
this:ABL aruul take-CONV city-DIR  send-CONV sell-INTRA COP
‘After the aruul (type of cheese) is got from here, it is sent to the city (i.e. Ulaanbaatar)
and sold’ (Field notes)

4 A contrastive analysis of Tuhan copula particles will be the subject of a forthcoming
publication.
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(16) Tuha uruy-lar surgu:l-ga  gir-ges aday dil bil-bes
Tuha child-PL  school-DAT enter-CONV  Mongolian  language know-INTRA
Tuha dil-liy gir-ip tur-gan  giy.
Tuha language-DER enter-CONV  stand-POST COP

‘When Tuhan children started (lit. entered) school, they did not know Mongolian. They
started school (only) knowing Tuhan (and not Mongolian).” (Field notes)

(17) Oske bo  habj-de Juga:li:r gihs",i Jjok giy.
other this surrounding-LOC speak:INTRA  person inexistent  COP
‘There is nobody else speaking (Tuhan) around here.” (Field notes)

(18) Bo me:s-te ay iin-er.
this forest-Loc lily-bulb exit-INTRA
Ay gas-ip Jicr
lily-bulb dig-CONV eat:INTRA
gasgaay de-es bir jime dur-ar giy.
white lily-bulb say-CONV one thing stand-INTRA COP
Am bo  me:s-te bar.

now this forest-LOC  existing
‘In this forest there are lily-bulbs (Lat. /ilium pumilum). We dig and eat lily-bulbs.
There is a thing called white lily-bulb.’ Now you can find it in this forest.” (Field notes)

(19) Qor'h-ar  jime jok giy.
fear-INTRA thing inexistent COP
‘There is nothing to be afraid of.” (Field notes)

(20) Jarim  jime-sin men  bil-bes giy men joy!
some thing-POSS3.ACC I know-INTRA COP I  EMPH.PTC
‘I certainly don’t know some things (mentioned before)!” (Field notes)

(21) Eremsi:r® gly  men.
be thankful:INTRA cop I
‘Thank you.’ (Field notes)

In Tuhan, the participle -GAn and gXy often, especially in rapid speech tempo,
merge into -GAy, as seen in the following example:

5 Cf. Mongolian tsagaan téms ‘white potatoes’.

6 Tuhan eremse- ‘to be thankful’ most likely is diachronically related to East Old Turkic
ogir- ‘to rejoice’ (Clauson 1972: 113—114) augmented by the simulative suffix {-msA4}.
Tofan, Dukhan and Soyot display the corresponding item dér- ‘to rejoice’, whereas Tuvan
has gorii-. The absence in Tuhan of an initial long vowel, however, is difficult to explain.
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(22) Halha  gi'si bile  dur-gas tuha-sin Jugaala-vas
Khalkha person with stand-CONV Tuha-POSS3.ACC speak-NEG.INTRA
bol-u ber-gey men [...]
become-CONV give-POST.COP I

‘I married a Khalkha person and I stopped speaking in Tuhan (lit. ‘I became a non-
speaker’).” (Field notes)

On the other hand, in such copular syntactic function the rest of Sayan Turkic dis-
plays the auxiliary noun ‘(some)thing’: Tuvan ciive, Tofan and Dukhan jiime ~ jime
‘thing’, inspired by Mongolic *yauma’ (cf. Written (Literary) Mongol yayuma,
Khalkha yiiiim and Buryat yiiiime(n)) both formally and functionally). In Tuhan,
Jiime only occurs as a noun meaning ‘(some)thing’ and never in such copular posi-
tion (cf. examples 20—22). Tuvan, Tofan and Dukhan examples displaying the aux-
iliary noun ‘(some)thing’ in copular function are quoted below:

(23) Tuvan
Siiiir-ool  baza seey dugay-iy ¢ugaala-vaan Ciive
Stiir-ool  also  you:GEN  concern-POSS2  speak-NEG:POST thing
‘Also Siitir-ool did not speak about you.” (Mongus 2009 [1983]: 110)

(24) Tofan
Unuun  bddri kisi-ler ol ool-ni ay kisi-si
that:ABL since person-PL that boy-ACC moon person-POSS3
de-p tilegddr-ld-dr Jiime.

say-CONV  story-V.DER-INTRA.VBN cop
“The thing is that, thereafter, people named him moon boy.’ (Rassadin 1996: 10)

(25) Dukhan
Ahita—p suksa-p jora:§ ol 'ty borii
be hungry- CONV  be thirsty- CONV  move:CONV that dog-POSS3 wolf
bol-a ber-yen th()'dyéi—liiy Jime.

become-CONV  give-POST.VBN history-ADJ.DER  COP
‘It was constantly hungry and thirsty, and that’s the story of how the dog began to turn
into a wolf.” (Ragagnin 2011: 229)

The Mongolian parallel syntactic function of yum ‘(some)thing’ can be seen in the
two examples below:

(26) Mongolian
Tzengxer ool-s-ii.g dab-aad yab-sen youm.
azure mountain-PL-ACC Cross-CONV ~ move-POST COP
‘We traveled crossing azure mountains.” (Janhunen 2012: 229)

7 Reconstructed Mongolic forms are quoted according to Nugteren (2011).
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(27) Mongolian
En’ unen ug youm.
this true word  COP
“This is the truth.” (Janhunen 2012: 230)

Finally, following a participle suffix, yum is generally cliticized in the spoken lan-
guage. For instance, the past participle {-SOn} and yum merge into -siim (Janhunen
2012: 229). On Mongolian yum, also see Monkh-Amgalan & Kan Sin (2014: 324).

Further functions of GXy

The item GXy can also occur as a general noun referring both to animates and to in-
animates, as seen in the examples below:

(28) Us giy hota-da bar, hi  giy minda bar.
three GN  city-LOC existent two GN here existent
“Three “ones” are in the city (i.e. Ulaanbaatar), two “ones” are here.’ (Field notes)®

(29) Men hi  giy-ni  al-gan men.
I two GN-ACC take-POST I
‘I took two “items”.” (Field notes)

Furthermore, GXy combined with demonstratives (bo, ol, de: and no:) forms a spe-
cial class of extended demonstrative pronouns widely used in Tuhan and not found
in any other Sayan Turkic variety, e.g. bo guy ~ bo giy ~ bogiy ‘this one’, ol guy ~ ol
giy ~ olgiy ‘that one’, no: guy ~ no: guy ~ no.giy ‘yonder one’ and de: giy ~ de:giy,
‘that one (more far away), with reference to both animates and inanimates. Such
extended demonstratives are then inflected regularly, e.g. no: guylar ~ no:giylar
‘yonder ones’, bo guyga ~ bogiyga ‘to this one’, olguynj ‘that one (ACC)’, bogiy bile
‘with this one’ etc.

Origin of GXy

As for the origin of Tuhan GXy, in Ragagnin (2009: 236) I proposed to trace it back
to Turkic *garnu ‘which’. I was obviously wrong. Now it seems to me more plausi-
ble to relate Tuhan GXy with Western Yugur k6 / ko ‘this, that’, which is mostly
used as a personal pronoun (Roos 2000: 84), and to the Chuvash proximal demon-
strative ku <ky>. Historically, Tuhan GXy could then be related to Bolgar Turkic &,
underlying k6 / kii / go / gii and occurring as a comment of a nominal sentence, ex-
actly like in the Tuhan sentences presented above. See the discussion on an Altaic

8 The informant is speaking about her children.
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particle gU in Erdal (1991). Whether or not the Kazakh particle goy <roir>, occur-
ring in sentence-final position after nominals, including participles, but also after
finite verbal forms, belongs here is an open question that needs a detailed analysis.
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Transcription and abbreviations

The transcription used in this contribution follows Lars Johanson’s principles out-
lined in (Johanson forthcoming). Abbreviations occurring in the grammatical
glosses are: ABL: ablative, ADJ: adjectival, ACC: accusative, CONV: converb, COP:
copula, COOP: cooperative, DAT: dative, DER: derivation, DIR: directive, EMPH: em-
phatic, GEN: genitive, GN: general noun, IMP: imperative, IND: indirective, INTRA:
intraterminal viewpoint operator, LOC: locative, NEG: negative, PAST: past, PL: plu-
ral, POSS: possessive, POST: postterminal viewpoint operator, PTC: particle, REFL:
reflexive, SG: singular, V: verbal, VBN: verbal nominal.
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The multi-functional converb in -GAs is a salient and defining feature of complex sen-
tence and narrative structure of the Sayan Turkic. The range of functions associated with
this converb element includes temporal interpretations of complex sentences, including
anteriority (and simultaneity), and some situations in individual Sayan Turkic languages
that appear to be pushing the -GAs form into the finite verbal system as an anterior TAM
marker as well. Perhaps the most salient and common feature across the Sayan Turkic dia-
lects is its propulsive function in advancing narrative discourse. In some of the taiga
varieties of Sayan Turkic, further specialization is found, namely the grammaticalization
of the element as a same-subject marker within a system of switch-reference, and another
path in yet other Sayan Turkic varieties is found in a system of tail-to-head linkage. In
some of the endangered Sayan Turkic lects, -GAS is replacing the -p converb in certain
auxiliary verb constructions. Other functions include both causal and purposive for-
mations expressed by forms using the -GAs converb. The paper concludes with case-
marked forms of the -GAS converb and a comparison of the Sayan Turkic uses of -GAS
with cognate forms in other Turkic languages.
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1. Introduction

The Sayan Turkic languages (Schonig 1997, 1999) are a cluster of closely related
Turkic lects found in a region roughly co-terminous with the Altai-Sayan mountain
complex in a wide area in the Russian Federation ranging from Nizhneudinskij rajon
of Irkutsk oblast’ (Tofa) and nearby parts of Buryatia (Soyot) to a dense block
covering the entirety of the Republic of Tuva (Central Tuvan, other peripheral Tu-
van dialects of Tuva and Todzhu as well as Standard Tuvan), in nearby parts of
northern Mongolia (Altai-Tsengel (Monchak) Tuvan, Dukhan and Tuhan) and in the
extreme northern part of China (Jungar Tuvan). While sociolinguistically distinct,
and exhibiting some considerable internal variation with respect to specific features
and their quite diverse and different contact milieux, some of which are quite in-
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tense—Tofa with Russian, Soyot with Buryat and Russian, Todzhu with Tuvan,
Tsengel-Monchak, Dukhan and Tuhan with Mongolian, and Jungar Tuvan with
Kazakh, Chinese and Mongolian—these various Sayan Turkic lects nevertheless
share a number of features that distinguish them from other subgroups of Turkic
varieties. One such feature is the pervasive use of the multi-functional converb
in -GAS in its various allomorphic realizations, and derivatives thereof. To be sure, a
cognate element is found in a number of other Turkic languages and groups, but
these show either only a subset of the functions found in the Sayan Turkic varieties
or even single functions associated with it, and the multifunctional use of -GAS can
be considered one of the defining characteristics of the Sayan Turkic group.

In this study I discuss some of the most typical functions of the -GA$ converb
and various morphologically complex converb forms that are derived from this basic
element across the different Sayan Turkic varieties. We first start with a basic over-
view of the functional domains in which this converb element is found in Sayan
Turkic (1.1) and offer some background information on it and on converb for-
mations as a whole in Turkic, and then turn to a brief presentation of the
morphophonology of the converb in the Sayan Turkic varieties in 1.2. Section 2
examines temporal interpretations of complex sentences with this element, including
anteriority and quasi-simultaneity, and section 3 discusses formations that appear to
be pushing the -GAs form into the finite verbal system as an anterior TAM marker.
Section 4 presents perhaps the most salient and common feature across the Sayan
Turkic lects: its propulsive function in advancing narrative discourse. Section 5
discusses a further specialization: a functional opposition that has developed in vari-
ous Sayan Turkic varieties and is suggestive of a grammaticalization of the element
as a same-subject marker within a system of switch-reference. Section 6 discusses a
related discourse function also found in a subset of Sayan Turkic lects that can be
described as a system of tail-to-head linkage. Section 7 introduces examples of the
replacement by -GAS of the -p converb in auxiliary verb constructions in certain
endangered Sayan Turkic varieties. Section 8 examines causal functions and section
9 purposive functions of -GAs-marked forms. Section 10 examines case-marked
forms of -GAS. Section 11 details how the functional characteristics of the -GAS
converb in Sayan Turkic varieties differ from, or have analogs in, other Turkic lan-
guages where the element is found. Section 12 summarizes these findings.

1.1 On the functions of the converb -GAS in Sayan vs. other Turkic languages

Before launching into a discussion of what the functions of the multi-functional
converb -GAs in Sayan Turkic languages are, some comments on the nature of con-
verbs in Turkic languages as a whole need to be made to situate this element within
the typology of Turkic converbs and converb formations. According to Johanson
(1995: 313), converb segments (usually = clauses) are formally non-finite units con-
structionally subordinated syntactically to a base segment (a finite clause) provided
with suffixed subjunctors (the converb). In terms of the referential domains of the
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converb clause, Johanson distinguishes several levels of their distribution and use,
relating to the relationship between the actants in the converb clause and the base
clause, and the degree of integration of the two clauses. The converb clause can
have a separate and individually expressed subject at “Level 1” of this formal-func-
tional cline (Johanson 1995: 313). Level 2 (Johanson 1995: 314) requires both the
converb clause and the base clause to have the same “first actant” (= subject). This
in turn feeds fusion and monoclausality, either in lexicalized or conventionalized
formations like Turkish al-wp gel- [take-IP.CV come] ‘bring’' where little to no
material is permitted between the two elements at Level 3 (Johanson 1995: 315), but
where both parts clearly contribute lexical meaning to the resulting form, i.e., within
a serialization-like structure. There are also ambiguous forms allowing for lexical
and grammatical interpretations at Level 4, as in Kyrgyz (Johanson 1995: 315) oqu-
p tur-du which can mean either [read-1P.CV stand-DIL.PST ‘he read and then stood up’
or mean [read-IP.CV STAND.AUX-DIL.PST] ‘he kept reading’ (although these can most
likely be distinguished intonationally). Such converb+base clause forms thus ulti-
mately can become fully conventionalized with the base segment undergoing
semantic bleaching and yielding postterminal and intraterminal TAM forms (Johan-
son 1995: 315) as grammaticalized auxiliary verb formations (Anderson 2004), and
also encoding a range of voice/version (Anderson 2001) or orientation meanings.”
Further, specific converb forms—especially ones based on de- ‘say’ but also on bol-
‘be’—can be grammaticalized as markers of cause or purpose as well (Johanson
1995).

According to Johanson (1995: 316), converbs bear no mood markers, no ordi-
nary tense markers, and only a restricted set of aspect markers and seldom per-
son/number markers for subjects.’ All of these are strictly speaking true of the -GAS
converb in Sayan Turkic, which appears to largely be a canonical Level-2 converb.
Functionally speaking Johanson (1995: 317) states that “converb markers...are, as a
rule, strictly monofunctional”.* Functional expansions or paths of development how-

1 Fully lexicalized and univerbated forms are also found, such as Xakas ayil- < *a(lip) kil-
where the back vocalism of the first root wins out but Tuvan ekel- < *a(lip) kel-, where it
is rather the vocalism of the second root that determines the vocalism of the resulting
word, while in both instances, the stem-final -/ and the converb of the original first word
in these lexicalized forms are elided.

2 Some of these grammaticalized constructions (i.e., typically from Level 4) indeed reflect
serialized deictic motion formations in their origins (i.e., rather coming from Level 3).

3 But note that subject marking is possible with this in the cognate element in the Kyzyl
sub-dialect of the Eastern dialect of Bashkir:

(i) Bashkir, Eastern dialect, Kyzyl sub-dialect (Maksjutova 1976: 279)

al-gas-im este-me-gés-em
take-GAS.Ccv-1 work-NEG-GAS.CV-1
‘I having taken, taking’ ‘I having not worked, not working’

4 This is however definitely not true of the -GAS converb in Sayan Turkic, even with the
normal paths of development that Johanson mentions (1971, 1975, 1988, 1990, 1991,
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ever are found (Johanson 1995: 321) such as relative anteriority, adverbial “after”
clauses coming to encode postterminality or terminality, and causal or purposive
semantics. All such developments characterize the -GAS converb across the Sayan
Turkic varieties. When non-modifying, converb clauses can encode events of equal
narrative rank (Johanson 1995: 322), and thus one finds a mismatch between the
structural relations, i.e., one of subordination, and the semantic relations, i.e., one of
coordination of the predicated events. It is with this latter domain that the present
study is largely concerned, as this is the most salient function of the -GAs$ converb in
Sayan Turkic varieties.

Some converbs are unanalyzable, historically speaking, in terms of known ety-
mological origins. While lacking in the runic Old Turkic sources, -yac (etc.) con-
stitutes one of these so-called “group 1” (historically unanalyzable) type of converbs
in Turkic like -A/I/-y and -p (Johanson 1995: 317).° These converbs typically belong
to the Level 2 functional distribution mentioned above, i.e., with first actant/subject
coreference between the converb clause and the base clause. Johanson’s so-called
“group 3” converbs consist of what otherwise appear to be prototypical participles
that are marked by case and may permit marking of the subject of the converb
clause; unsurprisingly these typically operate at functional Level 1, where first act-
ant co-reference is not required (Johanson 1995: 318). Characteristically a given
converb shows strong statistical tendencies towards one or the other preferred con-
texts, either with or without co-reference of actants. How this type of coreference of
actants between converb clauses and base clauses is defined can vary in specific
languages, as shown below, even within the cluster under investigation here, Sayan
Turkic.

1993, 1995, 1996, 2005), as this element covers many informational domains including
ones not enumerated in those studies.

5 While Johanson mentions that non-modifying converb clauses (Johanson 1995: 322) can
be interpreted as foregrounded or new information, and -GA4S$ in Tuvan and related varie-
ties is described as a non-modifying terminal converb (Johanson 1995: 324), albeit one
that vacillates between postterminal and terminal semantics, and between circumstantial
and narratively equal events (Johanson 1995: 326), the use of -GAS in some Dukhan
(Ragagnin 2011) texts to encode tail-to-head linkage shows that, at least in certain Sayan
Turkic varieties, it does precisely the opposite, i.e., encodes backgrounded or old infor-
mation, although such forms are indeed non-modifying in Johanson’s sense by being un-
der the temporal, modal and illocutionary force of the base clause (Johanson 1995: 323).
Both these and the terminal satellites conveyed for example by the - ARGA.CV in Todzhu
mentioned below serve this same function, see below.

6 A similar converb form in -yar is found in Mongolic, which could suggest a copy phe-
nomenon or borrowing scenario, but the directionality of this process is debatable, i.e.,
from Mongolic into Turkic or from Turkic into Mongolic. Of course, within the Altaic or
Transeurasian theory, these could simply be considered to instantiate cognate reflexes of a
Proto-Transeurasian (Proto-Altaic) converb form as well.
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The functions of the -GAS converb in Sayan Turkic languages cover a somewhat
wider range of functional domains than discussed by Johanson (1995) but they all
form a logical network of extensions of the meanings discussed there. Narrative
propulsion and anteriority are logically connected: X happens/happened and then Y.
A further related nuance in this domain is the causal construction: because of X,
then Y can/could happen. In some sense related to this, but with the inverse relation
in the predicated event semantics between the two clauses—that is, one in which the
relation of the event predicated by X, or the converb clause, is dictated by that of Y,
the base clause—is what underlies the purposive marked clause; i.e., Y occurs, in
order for X to occur. Such interpretations were sufficiently common in Sayan Turkic
varieties to have lexicalized or grammaticalized certain constructional uses of the
verb de- ‘say’ in this converb form, viz. dees/ddcds/tids/tees, etc., particularly with a
verb in the aorist participle/intraterminal verbal noun form in -F7, to become
specialized as a purposive subordinator across the Sayan Turkic varieties (some-
times as a causal subordinator as well). In Central and Standard Tuvan dees now
permits nominal complements as well, and functions as a postposition. In its narra-
tive propulsive function, the -GAS converb is typically a Level 2 element in Johan-
son’s (1995) typology, with a strong preference for first actant/subject continuity co-
reference between the converb clause and the basic clause. As such it is not surpris-
ing that it has been reinterpreted as a same-subject marker in such Sayan Turkic
lects as Todzhu and Tofan. A different but related functional specialization seems to
have occurred in Dukhan where strings of such -GAs§-marked forms chain into sets
of sentences in chunks of discourse where each subsequent sentence chains a -GA§
form of the verb and some attendant arguments—i.e., a non-finite converb clause
that recapitulates the preceding sentence’s finite clause—in a pattern known in the
typological literature as tail-to-head linkage. A specific further realization, instantia-
tion or extension of this across many of the Sayan Turkic lects is the use of the -GAs
form of the pronominal verb stem inja- or various derived forms thereof, e.g., inja-n
or inja-/, and indeed case-marked forms of the -GAs forms of these too, to function
as a kind of default narrative event chaining device, and often rendered in transla-
tions as ‘(doing) thus, (doing) so’, ‘it being so’, ‘therefore’, ‘thus’, etc. A further but
different extension of the propulsive semantics of the -GAS converb is temporal an-
teriority of course, and in turn, this has enabled certain Sayan Turkic lects to permit
sentences that have a predicate marked only by the -GAs form in an emergent, quasi-
finite function, as a kind of anterior TAM marker. In addition to temporal anteriority,
some varieties permit temporal simultaneity to be expressed by the -GAs form as
well, more like 70 Y (basic clause) while X-ing (converb clause).

Terminologically, the -GAS§ element is known in Tuvan linguistics as the “past
converb form” (Isxakov & Pal’mbax 1961: 330). This is also what Rassadin (1978:
178) calls the same form in Tofa(lar), while Rassadin (2010: 25) calls this element
the converbum perfecti in his analysis of Soyot. Mawkanuli (1999: 194) just calls it
a converb and gives no other details about it in Jungar Tuvan. Ragagnin (2009: 234)
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also refers to the element -GAs in Tuhan simply as a converb,” while Ragagnin
(2011: 141) defines the -GAS element in Dukhan as “a syndetic and non-modifying
converb that refers to events of equal narrative value with the event of the head
clause”, i.e., something approximating a semantically coordinative but syntactically
subordinating element.

1.2 On the morphophonology of -GAS

As a velar initial element, in Sayan Turkic the converb -GA$ undergoes some
significant morphophonological alternations. First consider the initial consonant:
After stems ending in voiceless consonants, archiphonemic -G is realized as a voice-
less front or back velar/uvular stop in most of the Sayan Turkic varieties, e.g., as g-
or k- at-qas [throw-GAS.CV] or Cet-kes [reach-GAS.CV]. After stems ending in nasals
or liquids/rhotics, there is a voiced realization of the initial consonant, varying be-
tween front and back articulations based on the vocalism of the stem, and alterna-
tively appearing as a voiced fricative (y, sometimes phonetically ) or a voiced stop
(g, also sometimes phonetically a voiced uvular stop G) kel-ges [come-GAS.CV], al-
yas [take-GAS.CcV], with the default realizations across the various Sayan Turkic lects
being y/& with back vocalism stems and g with front vocalism in such contexts; i.e.,
the fricative realizations are more common overall as a whole with back vowel
stems, with individual variations attested in specific varieties.

After stems ending in short vowels, the velar is elided and a secondary long
vowel produced, usually with unrounded low vowels, thus replacing high vowels in
the stem, e.g., coru > cora-as < *Coru-yas, with */uya/ > [aa]. Sometimes, as in
Tofan, a stem-final voiced velar will be elided but with no coalescence of the vow-
els, e.g. cug- ‘wash’ > c¢uas. Other times there is degemination, e.g., deg > deges
with reduction of geminate /gg/ > [g] (Rassadin 1978: 179). Stems that end in long
vowels take the voiced consonant-initial variants, as triple long vowels are not per-
mitted in Sayan Turkic languages, as in Tuvan xuvaa-yas, cf. xuvaa-yan ‘divided’ <
xuvaa+GAn [divide-GAN.PST] (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 40). With a small num-
ber of short front vowel stems of the shape CV-, the resulting long vowel is not -ee-
but rather -dd- in Tofan (Rassadin 1978: 179), e.g., ¢i- ‘eat’ > ¢dds and dd- ‘say’ >
ddds.

2. Temporal interpretations of -GAS clauses: Anteriority, simultaneity

A range of different temporal interpretations can be found with respect to the re-
lationship of the event encoded in the -GAS marked converb clause to that of the
base clause. Most typically this is a relationship of anteriority, where the converb
clause event precedes the event of the base clause. Such interpretations are found

7 But she notes the unexpected change of final -§ > -5 in this form not shared by other
Sayan Turkic varieties, nor indeed other words in Tuhan, where one finds the expected fi-
nal -§.
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across the Sayan Turkic lects, for example in Central Tuvan (1), Dukhan (2), Mon-
chak or Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (3), Soyot (4), and Tofan (5)—(6).

(1) Central Tuvan of Tuva (Voinov 2014: 153)

Bagay kadarci meni orse-ep kor-iiper... at+siv-igar-ni
lowly shepherdl:AcC show.mercy-IP.CV AUX.ATT/POL-2PL name-POSS2PL-ACC
diyna-as kayga-ar-im at-tig bol-du inar.

hear-GAS.CV  amazed-INTRATERM.VN-POSS1SG name-ADJ be-DLPST POL
‘Please (try to) forgive me, a lowly shepherd...(when) I heard your name, it was a name
that amazed me.’

(2) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 140)
Po  ulas-tar  jora-a¥ gots  pd't-a pa-ar  pis.
this people-PL move-GAS.CV down sink-A.CV g0-AOR 1PL
‘After these people have gone, we move downwards.’

(3) Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (Aydemir 2009: 57)

Jaris do:z-ul-yas jaris-ya gir-gen bar amitan-nar
bet end-PSV-GAS.CV bet-DAT enter-POSTTERM.VN all living-PL
Jan-ip olur-arda ...

return-IP.CV SIT.AUX-ARDA.CV
‘After the bet came to an end all the living beings who participated in the bet were
returning home...’

(4) Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 54)
Jala-as kel-gdn.
invite-GAS.CV come-GAN.PST
‘They invited him, and he came.’

(5) Tofan (Field Notes)
...korfia-a-n tut-kas am inda Cerle-j ber-gen thi-jdan.
wife-POSS3-ACC take-GAS.CV now there live-A.CV AUX.INCH-GAN.PST two0-COLL
‘...he took [her] as his wife and started to live there together with her.’

(6) Tofan (Field Notes)
Cil  bol-yas ¢aa bol-u  ver-gen.
year be-GAS.CV war be-A.CV AUX.INCH-GAN.PST
‘A year passed and the war started.’

In some instances the relationship between the converb clause and the base clause is
one of immediate anteriority, such that there is very little elapsed time between the
event of the converb clause and that of the base clause. This interpretation can also
be found in a range of Sayan Turkic lects, such as Monchak/Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (7)
and Soyot (8).
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Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (Taube 2008: 119)

Taraq jaz-i mondiire-e$ xar-ya Jlige  diiz-er-il?

eye  tear-POSS3 pour-GAS.CV  snow-DAT why fall-AOR-3PRON.COP
‘Why do tears pour out and fall onto the snow?’

Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 54)

Cihdld-p® kel-dir-gdn bod-in-dan aray burin
go.directly.before-IP.CV arrive-CAUS-GAN.PST  self-POSS3-ABL just  front
eerdn sas-i-ya eésir kel ip qon-yas

shaman’s.amulet directly.in.the.middle-POSS3-DAT eagle come-IP.CV land-GAS.CcV
bod-in-gidi go-or  bol-yan.

self-POSS3-ALL see-AOR AUX.INCH-GAN.PST

‘Directly before her arrival, an eagle flew in and landed on the middle of the amulet and
began looking at itself.’

In yet other instances, the two actions are in a relationship of simultaneity. Such
forms are found in such Sayan Turkic lects as Soyot (9)—(10) or Standard Tuvan

(11)~(12).

©)

Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 53)

ASta-as Jjimd-sin-den Ji-p tur-ar bol-yan.
hunger-GAS.cv  thing-POSS3-ABL eat-IP.CV STAND.AUX-AOR  BE.AUX-GAN.PST
‘Being hungry, he ate from that thing.’

(10) Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 54)

At Cet-kds cora-an.
horse lead-GAS.CV  move-GAN.PST
‘They set out, leading the horse on.’

(11) Standard Tuvan of Tuva (Aydemir 2009: 55; Isxakov & Pal’mbax 1961: 332)

Caraz-i-n ciyla-as it tot-pas.
saliva-POSS3-ACC lick-GAS.cv  dog satiated-NEG.AOR
‘A dog will not get full licking its spit.’

(12) Standard Tuvan of Tuva (Aydemir 2009: 55; Isxakov & Pal’mbax 1961: 332)

8

Damiraq-tar  ciil-yas xem  bol-ur.
source.stream-PL gather-GAS.CV river become-AOR
‘When streams gather together, they become a river.’

The so-called pharyngealized (phonetically low pitch) vowels in Sayan Turkic are repre-
sented here as in Anderson & Harrison (1999) by i, #, 4, etc.
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This simultaneity is sometimes best rendered in translation by an adverbially
subordinate temporal clause headed by “while” in English translations. This function
of -GAS can be found in Central Tuvan (13).

(13) Central Tuvan of Tuva (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 58)
Kizil Cor-up  or-gas oruk-ka  xoy-nu kor-dii-m.
Kyzyl  go-IP.CV AUX-GAS.CV road-DAT sheep-ACC see-DLPST-1
‘While going to Kyzyl, I saw a sheep in the road.’

3. Finite functions of -GAs§?

The notion of anteriority may be at the heart of what appears to be finite uses
of -GAS converb forms in various Sayan Turkic lects, where no other verb appears.
Thus it seems that in a small number of instances, there appears to be an incipient
grammaticalization of this element, in such forms, into an anterior TAM marker.
Such quasi-finite uses of -GAs forms can be found in Monchak or Altai-Tsengel
Tuvan (14), or in Standard Tuvan (15).

(14) Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (Taube 2008: 198)
Seziktig servigne-es jarliy  sirvapna-as.
suspicious look.here.and.there-GAS.CV mangy wag.tail-GAS.cv
“The suspicious one looks here and there, the mangy one wags its tail.’

(15) Standard Tuvan (Delger-Ool 1960: 122)

Bice-m-de sayazanakta-p cora-an
childhood-POSs1SG-LOC  play-IP.cV AUX.DUR-POSTTERM.VN
Cer-ler-im-ni kor-ges.

place-PL-POSS1SG-ACC see-<GAS.CV=ANT>
‘I saw places where I used to play in my childhood.”

It is possible that there is at least one instance of this in Dukhan, based on the
following example (16):

(16) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 195-196)

Hongen gil-arda exe-le-es-toy suy  i'so-t-kes
hongen.bread make-ARDA.CV ~ begin-V.DER-GAS.CV-GEN water hot-CAUS-GAS.CV
tus  gut-kas.

salt put(.in)-GAS.cvV
‘To make hongen bread, first of all one heats up water and puts salt in.”

4. Narrative propulsion

Far and away the most common function of the -GAS converb across the various
Sayan Turkic lects is as a propulsive narrative device used to advance the events of a
plot line or a conversation. In such a function, it is found statistically overwhelm-
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ingly in same-subject contexts, thus it canonically instantiates a Level-2 converb in
Johanson’s (1995) typology. These forms therefore show a mismatch in the morpho-
syntax and semantic relations between the converb clause and the base clause: se-
mantically they are coordinate, but syntactically subordinate.

This narrative propulsion use of the converb -GAS occurs with a wide range of
inflectional forms of verbs in the base clauses, including imperatives (17), for exam-
ple, in Central Tuvan.

(17

Central Tuvan of Tuva (Voinov 2014: 138)

Ol  nom-nu  a-p al-gas olur=am.
that book-ACC take-IP.CV SBEN-GAS.CV sit=POL
‘Please take that book and sit down!’

It very frequently occurs in past forms, as in Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (18), Soyot (19),
Dukhan (20) or Jungar Tuvan (21):

(18)

19)

(20)

21

Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (Taube 2008: 150)

Bay-niy  bayli-i-n gor-ges Balyinaq  yizig-ba-an.
rich-GEN wealth-POSS3-ACC see-GAS.CV  Balginaq fall-NEG-GAN.PST
‘Balginaq saw the wealth of the rich and did not fall down.’

Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 54)

Sej  diil-gds Jjime  tavagqta-as sal-ip
tea  put.to.boil-GAS.cv thing pour.into.bowl.as.meal-GAS.CV put-IP.CV
ber-gdn.

BEN-GAN.PST

‘They set tea to boil, laid out something to eat.’

Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 107)

Onjeto gar je't-kes gesa-l-a iin-gen.

17 snow reach-GAS.CV ~ wander-MED-A.CV eXit-GAN.PST
‘I reached 17 and started wandering around.’

Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 115: 1)

Onu  al-gas Zor-up olur-up xanas-ka  bar-gas bis-tiy
3.AcC take-GAS.CV move-IP.CV SIT.AUX-IP.CV Kanas-DAT go-GAS.CV ~ we-GEN
xuda-bis bol-ur giZi-niy urug-lar-i-niy Zada-a-nga

in-law-POSSIPL be-INTRATERM.VN person-GEN  girl-PL-POSS3-GEN dorm-POSS3-DAT

bar-di-m.
g0-DL.PST-1SG

‘After I took it (the letter) I set off and went towards Kanas and I went to the dormitory

of the girls whose father is one of our in-laws.’
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So too does it occur with non-past marked forms with present tense interpretations,
e.g., in Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (22), Dukhan (23) or Soyot (24).

(22) Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (Aydemir 2009: 57)
Tagy-im gel-ges Sida-vayn  duru men.
laughter-POSS1SG come-GAS.CV CAP-NEG.CV  STAND.AUX  1SG
‘When I start laughing I can’t stop.’

(23) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 118, 74)
Am  po tayga-nay uray-lar-a pol-sa on ii§ nasan-dan
now thistaiga-GEN child-PL-POSS3 become-COND 13  age-ABL
gar-li-in-dan e'xe-le-e5 an-na Goren-ap
SnOw-ADJ.DER-POSS3-ABL begin-V.DER-GAS.CV hunt-ACC learn-1P.CV
e'xe-le-er.
begin-v.DER-AOR
‘Well, as for the children of this taiga, they start to learn hunting from the age, from the
age of thirteen.’

(24) Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 55, 117)
Ol-gidi  gir-gds olir-ip  turt
that-ALL enter-GAS.CV sit-IP.CV STAND.AUX[:AOR]
‘He goes into it and sits down.’

This also includes so-called narrative present forms, which have non-past marking
but logically speaking must be interpreted as past events, as in the following exam-
ples from a Dukhan text (25)—(26).

(25) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 113, 6)
Pil-ap ga-afat-kas ingay  jo-y pa-ar.
know-1P.CV throw-PRF-GAS.CV further move-A.CV go-AOR
‘He notices it and moves away.’

(26) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 113, 50)
Hadg-a-n sal-afat-kas Jinger-te-n-ap paht—a pa-ar.
willow-POSS3-ACC leave-PRF-GAS.CV tumble-V.DER-MED-GAS.CV sink-A.CV  g0-AOR
‘He lets go of his willow-twig and goes tumbling down.”

The -GAs form of the converb also occurs in formations of this type, quite typically
with non-past forms with future interpretations in Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (27), Todzhu
(28), Dukhan (29) or Tuhan (30).
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(27) Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (Taube 2008: 126)
Javaazaq-ti azira-as Jjal-i-n Jiige gez-er=il?
two.year.old-ACC ~ strip-GAS.CV ~ mane-POSS3-ACC why cut-AOR =3PRON.COP
‘After one has shorn the two-year-old, why will one cut the mane?’

(28) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 376)
Ava-m inek-ti  saap-kas Can-ip kel-ir.
mother-POSS1SG cow-ACC milk-GAS.CV  return-IP.CV CLOC-AOR
‘My mother will milk the cow and return home.’

(29) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 113, 46)
Irey-afas s hon-gas fian-ap ge-er.
old.man-poSsS1pL three spend.night-GAS.CV return-IP.CV come-AOR
‘Our old man will be back in three days.’

(30) Tuhan (Ragagnin 2009: 234)
Hi hon-gas gel-ir.
two  spend.night-GAS.CV come-AOR
‘(S)he will come in two days.’

Long strings of semantically coordinated events can be marked by this conjunctive
or narratively propulsive converb in -GAS in the Sayan Turkic varieties. One such
example can be seen in the following sentence from Jungar Tuvan (31).’

(31) Jungar Tuvan (Geng Shimin 2000: 52, 43)

Qayay 0-6n-gd Jligiir-iip  gel-ge§ bicii  ool-dar-i-n

sow  house-POSS3-DAT run-IP.CV CLOC-GAS.CV small son-PL-POSS3-ACC
balyas-tan dur-yuz-up al-yas sit  is-tir[i]-ges

mud-ABL  stand-CAUS-IP.CV SBEN-GAS.CV milk drink-CAUS-GAS.cv
G-0n-gd giir-ges ool-dar-i-n sawin
house-POSS3-DAT enter:CAUS-GAS.CV ~ son-PL-POSS3-ACC  hay

doza-dn-gd Jit-qir-yas eji-i-n biziy dekpild-as  bod-u

bed-POSS3-DAT lie-CAUS-GAS.CV  door-POSS3-ACC firmly lock-GAS.cv  self-POSS3
ool-dar-i-niy qidi-in-ya Jjid-a (w)al-di.

Son-PL-POSS3-GEN side-POSS3-DAT lie-A.CV TAKE.AUX-DL.PST

‘The sow ran to her house, took up her little sons from the mud and nursed them, then
entered the house, let the children lie on the dried hay, firmly locked the door, then lay
down at the side of her children.’

Such syndetic or conjunctive converbs are perfect for narrative event chaining. In
other Turkic languages that do not make use of the -GAS converb as do the Sayan

9 Of course, such strings are indeed also reminiscent of same-subject formations in Tofan
and Todzhu; see 5.1 below. Jungar Tuvan likely instantiates this pattern here also.
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Turkic varieties, such strings are typically marked by forms with the -p converb, as
in the following examples from Kyrgyz (32) and Middle Chulym (33).

(32) Kyrgyz (Imart 1981: 600; Johanson 1995: 329)

Men ertey menen tur-up zaryadka Zasa-p  kiyin-ip
I morning INS  stand-IP.CV gymnastics do-IP.CV dress:RFLXV-IP.CV
Zu:n-up Cay isip mektep-ke bar-a-Zat-a-m.

wash:RFLXV-IP.CV tea drink-IP.CV school-DAT go-A.CV-LIE.AUX-PRS-1SG
‘In the morning I get up, exercise, dress and wash myself, eat breakfast (lit. drink tea)
and go to school.’

(33) Middle Chulym (Field Notes)
Mdn pir  kanza tarta-p anzondin pic¢ay a-p
I one pipe pull-Ip.cv then knife take-1p.cv
ani  soyu-p eed-i-n kime-zi-m-ge"® sa-p
3.AcC skin-IP.CV meat-POSS3-ACC  boat-POSS3-POSS1SG-DAT put-IP.CV
dp-ke ¢an  pa-ya-m.
house-DAT return AUX.TLOC-GAN.PST-1SG
‘I smoked one pipe (of tobacco), then I took out my knife, skinned it, put its meat in my
boat, and returned home.’

5. Switch-reference

Given this predilection to conjunctive chaining in a narratively propulsive manner,
and that the overwhelming majority of such forms share the subject or first actant
between the converb marked clause(s) and the base clause, it is not too difficult to
imagine how certain Sayan Turkic lects have conventionalized this as encoding
same-subject in a switch-reference system. This appears to be the case in both Tofan
and in Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1987a, 1987b, 1995), two of the taiga lects of
Sayan Turkic. Other Sayan Turkic lects show this as well, especially Soyot, Jungar
Tuvan and, to a certain extent, Central Tuvan, but not literary Standard Tuvan.
Switch-reference is a formal mechanism used for tracking subject continuity or
discontinuity within complex sentences employed in numerous languages around the
globe. There are generally speaking two basic categories which may (or may not)
both receive formal marking within a given language, namely same-subject marking
and different-subject marking; other, finer gradations within same- or different-sub-
ject marking or more restricted systems are also found. The former construction
marks subject continuity across components of a complex sentence, while the latter
conversely marks subject discontinuity. First identified by Jacobsen (1967), switch-

10 As a critically endangered language, Middle Chulym is showing signs of language attri-
tion such as overgeneralization of third singular possessive markers (or possible full re-
grammaticalization of these as definite markers) even in forms also taking other personal
possessive marking such as this one.
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reference can now be said, contra Haiman (1983), not to be especially exotic or
unusual. Most noteworthy in the present context is the pioneering work on the
switch-reference system in Todzhu in Bergelson & Kibrik (1987a/b, 1995). Other
studies on switch-reference generally or in specific languages include non-exhaust-
ively, MacKenzie (2007, 2010), Nichols (2000), Stirling (1993), Rising (1992),
Roberts (1988, 1997), Tsujimura (1987), Finer (1985), and Munro (1979). In fact,
representative languages with formal switch-reference systems may be found in all
corners of the earth, for example in the Trans-New Guinea languages Kewa (34) or
Usan (35), the Nilotic language Lango (36), the Muskogean languages Koasati (37)
and Chickasaw (38), and in Gta?, an Austroasiatic language belonging to the Munda
family spoken in eastern India; see (39). The actual formal means of realizing these
functional categories, of course, vary significantly from language to language.

(34) i.Kewa [Engan; Papua New Guinea]  ii. Kewa (Foley 1986: 184—185)

Nipu réke-na  dgaa la-ma. Nipii réke-na  dgaa ld-a.
he stand-3.DStalk say-1PL.NR.PST  he stand-3.Ds talk  say-3.NR.PST
‘He stood up and we talked.’ ‘He; stood up and he; talked.’

(35) i. Usan [Crosilles; Papua New Guinea] ii. Usan (Haiman & Munro 1983: viii)

Ye nam su-ab isomei. Ye nam su-ine isorei
| tree cut-sS L.went.down I tree cut-DS it.went.down
‘I cut the tree and went down.’ ‘I cut the tree and it went down.’

(36) i. Lango [Nilotic; Uganda]
Rwot o-poy-o ni &-cég-0 dolgila.
king 3-remember-PRF COMP 3Ss-close-PRF  door
‘The king; remembered that he; closed the door.’
ii. Lango (Noonan 1992: 199)
Rwot 0-poy-o ni 0-cég-0 dogola.
king 3-remember-PRF COMP 3-close-PRF door
‘The king; remembered that s/he;j closed the door.’

(37) i. Koasati [Muskogean; USA] (Kimball 1991: 523)
Athomma-k yomdhli-n calakki ~ ho-ka:ha-dhco-k
Indian-SUBJ go.about.PL-DS cherokee DISTR-say-HAB-IV.PST
‘They called the wandering Indians Cherokees.’

ii. Koasati (Kimball 1991: 91)

Oki-n askdahka-k skalapist-6k  anahka-dhci.
water-OBJ  exit.PL-SS mosquito-SUBJ become-PROG
‘They come out of the water and turn into mosquitoes.’
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(38) Chickasaw [Muskogean; USA] (Munro 1983: 223)

1. hi-ha-cha talowa. ii. hi-ha-na talowa.
dance-SS.CONJ  sing dance-DS.CONJ sing
‘He; danced and (he;) sang.’ ‘He; danced and he; sang.’

(39) i. Gta? [Munda, Austroasiatic; India] (Mahapatra & Zide, no date)
Hrin oZpi=mwa sgwa we-la dokra  gwe?=we-ge
later.on how.much=year like go-DS old.man die=AUX-PST
‘Later on, after like several years passed, the man died.’

ii. Gta? (Mahapatra & Zide, no date)

Dku gnag-hwa? toP?-ce ga-ge.

tiger door-rope open-SS enter-PST

‘The tiger opened the door(-rope) and entered.’

Most languages which have been identified as possessing formal switch-reference
systems have basic SOV clausal constituent order; this is not universally the case
however."' In such switch-reference systems, typically the last verb in a series of
verb phrases or clauses bears full inflection, the others bearing some formal indica-
tion that the verb has either the same subject or a different subject than the one verb
in the sentence that bears full inflection (the fully finite verb).'* Frequently, same-
subject constructions lack the redundant marking of subject; in the instance of
‘different-subject’ marking, the verb may bear a marker of its own subject, in addi-
tion to a morphological ‘different-subject’ marker.

The languages of the world can be categorized into four broad groups with re-
spect to switch-reference marking (40)." Sayan Turkic varieties belong to Type A,
where both same-subject and different-subject receive formal indexing.

(40) Formal Switch-reference Systems
Same-Subject Different-Subject

A) + +
B) + —
C) = +
D) - -

11 For example the Lango example in (36) above, in which the basic clause structure is
VSO.

12 In VSO languages, naturally, it is the first verb that bears full finite inflection, and all
following verbs that operate within the switch-reference system bear an indication of sub-
ject (dis)continuity. That is, in these forms one sees the mirror image or inverse pattern of
what is typically found in SOV languages. Note that in Lango, only same-subject receives
formal marking; so more properly only subject continuity is formally marked in Lango.

13 Actually more, if one includes languages that use unbound particles as switch-reference
markers.
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Category (A) Languages with a morphological opposition of same-subject vs. different-sub-
ject: Koasati (Muskogean); Gta? (Munda, Austroasiatic); Tofan, Todzhu (Turkic)

Category (B) Languages with only same-subject morphologically marked: Lango (Nilotic)

Category (C) Languages with only different-subject morphologically marked: Chalcatongo
Mixtec (Mixtecan); Tairora (Papuan)

Category (D) Languages lacking a formal switch-reference system: Khasi (Austroasiatic),
Nkore-Kiga (Niger-Congo)

Note that the morphological elements that are used as same-subject and different-
subject markers in a given individual language may have other functions, or overlap
with other sub-systems of clause-combining in that language. In particular, elements
functioning as different-subject markers in narrative genres not infrequently function
as markers of conditional, or causally or temporally subordinate clauses in conversa-
tional genres. This is important as it provides internal pressure that is potentially in
part responsible for the loss or breakdown of a switch-reference system.

As mentioned above, Todzhu and Tofan belong to the group of languages that
formally mark both same-subject (5.1) and different-subject (5.2). Each of these
subsystems is presented in turn below.

5.1 Same-subject marking

The -GAS$ converb occurs on non-finite verbs in Todzhu that are narratively equal
events strung together in contexts of subject or first actant co-reference between the
syntactically subordinate converb clause and the finite base clause, as in the follow-
ing sentence (41).

(41) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 376)
Ava-m inek-ti saap-kas Can-ip kel-ir.
mother-pOSS1SG cow-ACC milk-GAS.CV  return-IP.CV AUX.CLOC-AOR
‘My mother will milk the cow and return home.’

Note that this is a condition on co-reference between the grammatical subjects of the
two clauses, with one notable exception (see 5.2 below). Thus, because passive
subject is a grammatical subject, when active and passive clauses are conjunctively
strung together in this manner, the same-subject marker appears, regardless of
whether the passive or active sentence is linearly first (42)—(43) as long as the two
grammatical subjects are co-referential in the complex sentence.

(42) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 382)

Ool  ava-zin-ga Cug-dur-up al-gas
Boy mother-POSS3-DAT wash-<CAUS=PSV>-IP.CV AUX.SBEN-GAS.CV
oyna-p coru-ur.

play-IP.cv move-AOR
‘After the boy gets washed by his mother, he will go out to play.’
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Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 382)

Kara-Ool;  aki-zin-ga; uzuraz-i  ber-ges ol; ayaa;
Kara-Ool brother-POSS3-DAT meet-A.CV AUX.TLOC-GAS.CV ~ 3PRON 3PRON:DAT
ette-d-ir.

beat-<CAUS=PSV>-AOR

‘When Kara-Ool; meets his older brother;, he; will get beaten by him;.’

Tofan shows basically an identical system for encoding subject co-reference in
strings of this sort. -GAS is used on non-final verbs, with finite marking on only the
final verb in the string (44)—(48).

(44

(45)

(46)

(47)

(48)

Tofan (Field Notes)

Ol kis kort-kas Sun-u-gen.

that girl be.scared-GAS.CV run-PRF-GAN.PST
“The girl got scared and started running.’

Tofan (Field Notes)

Oy kel-ges mana-v olur

s’/he come-GAS.CV wait-IP.CV  SIT.AUX.PROG
‘He will come and wait.’

Tofan (Field Notes)

Murgula-as ayna-an men.
blow.murgu-GAS.cv hunt-GAN.PST 1SG

‘I blew the murgu (birch bark hunting horn) and hunted.’

Tofan (Field Notes)

Oy xiin san  epte turadi tur-gas Skool(a)-ya [bar-gas] isten-dir.
s/he day every early morning get.up-GAS.CV school-DAT [go-GAS.CV] work-NARR
‘Every day she gets up early, goes to school and works.’

Tofan (Field Notes)

Keje arig-da  xem xiyi-n-da tur-gas aza  ble
Evening forest-LOC river edge-POSS3-LOC stand-GAS.cv devil with
koos ble  sootaj-ip tur-ar bol-gan.

evil.spirit with converse-IP.CV STAND.AUX.PROG-AOR  BE.AUX-GAN.PST
‘In the evening he would stand by a river edge and converse with devils and evil spir-
its.”

Long strings of same-subject marked verbs may appear in a single sentence, follow-
ed by a single finite verb in Tofan, as in example (49).
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(49) Tofan (Field Notes)
Ol kisi  ciime-si-n bool-ges boo-si-n al-gas
that person thing- POSS3-ACC gather-GAS.CV  gun- POSS3-ACC  take-GAS.CV
éid-i-n Cari-siy-ga bag-la kat-kas  ciSkin al-gas
dog-POSS3-ACC reindeer-POSS3-DAT rope-INS  tie-GAS.CV food take-GAS.cv
taliy-gan.
leave-GAN.PST
‘That person gathered up his things, took his gun ...tied his dog to his reindeer with
rope, took food, and left.’

In certain peoples’ speech, the verb bearing the same-subject marker appears in a
doubled or reduplicated form, as in (50)—(51). This appears to be used in forms
where the action described by the verb is of long duration, thus reflecting an iconic
use of reduplication in such formations.

(50) Tofan (Field Notes)
Oy-da ol Cerld-as Cerla-ds tthe-y  ver-gen.
spring-LOC that live-GAS.CV  live-GAS.cv  fly-A.CV AUX.TLOC-GAN.PST
‘He was living by that spring (for some time) and flew away.’

(51) Tofan (Field Notes)
Am oy iyla-as iyla-as oy tooz uthe-y  ver-di
now he cry-GAS.CV cry-GAS.cv he also fly-A.CV AUX.TLOC-REC.PST
‘Then he cried and cried and also flew away.’

Other Sayan Turkic varieties show similar tendencies for the use of -GASs as a same-
subject marker, e.g., in Central Tuvan (52)—(53).

(52) Central Tuvan (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 85)
Odrenikéi  coruk-ce kor-ges xarila-an
student drawing-ALL look-GAS.CV ~ answer-GAN.PST
‘The student looked at the drawing and answered.’

(53) Central Tuvan (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 85)

Nom-nu nomca-as ol  kiZi-niy Curttalga-zi-n
book-AcC read-GAS.cv  that person-GEN life-POSS3-ACC
Suptu-zu-n bil-ip al-di-m.

all-POSS3-ACC know-IP.CV ~ AUX.SUBJ.VERS-REC.PST-1SG
‘I read the book and found out everything about his life.’

Perhaps unsurprisingly, given the similarity between Soyot and Tofan, the texts in
Rassadin (2010) suggest that the critically endangered Sayan Turkic variety Soyot
makes/made use of this narrative device as well.
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(56)
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Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 53)

Asta-as suysa-as pisd-d bild keés-ip  kor-gdn.
hunger-GAS.cv  thirsty-GAS.CV  knife-POSS3 INS cut-IP.CV AUX.ATT-GAN.PST
‘He was hungry and thirsty and tried to cut it with his knife.’

Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 54)

Kir-ip kel-gds biyd ayaq-qa Sdy-in iS-kds
enter-IP.CV AUX.CLOC-GAS.CV  DEM cup-DAT tea-POSS3-ACC drink-GAS.CV
iSt-im aari-y ber-di dep

stomach-POSS1SG  be.ill-A.CV AUX.INCH-DLPST say-IP.CV
‘Returning, he drank his tea (that had been poured out) into that cup and said “my

99 9

stomach was hurting”.

Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 55)

Ol-gidi  gir-gas olir-ip turt

that-ALL enter-GAS.CV sit-IP.CV STAND.AUX.PRS[:AOR]
‘He goes into it and sits down.’

Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 54)

Sey  diil-gds Jjime  tavaqta-as sal-ip
tea  put.to.boil-GAS.cv thing pour.into.bowl.as.meal-GAS.CV put-IP.CV
ber-gadn.

AUX.BEN-GAN.PST
‘They set tea to boil, laid out something to eat.’

Jungar Tuvan (58)—(59, the latter repeating 21) also reveals strings of semantically
coordinate but syntactically subordinate clauses in narratives using -GAS on non-
final clauses under conditions of subject co-reference, albeit not as frequently as in
Tofan or Todzhu.

(58)

(59

Jungar Tuvan (Geng Shimin 2000: 49)

Oopy so-on-da uruy dalas-payin  olur-yas ada-zin-ya
PRON3:GEN after-pOSS3-LOC daughter hurry-NEG.CV SIT.AUX-GAS.CV father-POSS3-DAT
ayt-iptur.

say-PST.NARR

“Then the daughter, having no hurry, said to her father.’

Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 115: 1)

Onu al-gas Zor-up olur-up xanas-ka bar-gas  bis-tip
PRON3.ACC take-GAS.CV move-IP.CV SIT.AUX-IP.CV Kanas-DAT go-GAS.CV we-GEN
xuda-bis bol-ur giZi-niy urug-lar-i-niy Zada-a-nga

in-law-POSS.1PL be-INTRATERM.VN person-GEN  girl-PL-POSS3-GEN dorm-POSS3-DAT
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bar-di-m.

g0-DIL.PST-1

‘After I took it (the letter) I set off and went towards Kanas, and I went to the dormitory
of the girls whose father is one of our in-laws.’

Other Sayan Turkic lects show -GAS in a same-subject role as well, stringing to-
gether semantically coordinate narratively equal events, but ones marked as syntacti-
cally subordinate. Examples of this sort can be found in both Monchak/Altai-Tsen-
gel Tuvan (60) and in Dukhan (61).

(60) Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (Aydemir 2009: 54)
Ad-i-n sood-yas dozek yaydir-yas udu-du.
horse-POSS3-ACC  tie.up.to.rest-GAS.CV bed  prepare-GAS.CV sleep-DLPST
‘He tied up his horse to rest and made himself a bed, and then he fell asleep.’

(61) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 140-141)
Elvten  ifa-na it-kas o"t-kar-ap Jora-y geje
morning reindeer-ACC send-GAS.CV grass-V.DER-IP.CV move-A.CV evening
akkel-ges pay-la-ar.
bring-GAS.CV tie-V.DER-AOR
‘One sets free the reindeer, and takes them out to pasture, and the one brings them back
in the evening, and ties them up again.’

5.2 Different-subject marking

As stated above, it is not necessary to have a formal contrast between same-subject
vs. different-subject in the typology of switch-reference, but Sayan Turkic languages
nevertheless show a significant statistical skewing of a particular formation used in a
different-subject context as well to express narratively equal events, that does appear
to formally contrast as a different-subject marker with the same-subject marking
in -GAS. In Todzhu, different-subject is marked by a dative form of the non-past
participle or intraterminal verbal noun, i.e., -V7-GA. In third-person forms, no sub-
ject index is found in Todzhu, but with first- and second-person subjects, the posses-
sive inflectional series typically appears between the participle or nominalizer and
the case index to encode the person and number features of that clause’s subject.

(62) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 376)

Ava-m inek-ti  saap-t-arga Kara-Kis can-ip
mother-POSS1SG cow-ACC milk-PRF-ARGA.CV ~ Kara-Kis return-IP.CV
kel-ir.

AUX.CLOC-AOR
‘My mother will milk the cow and Kara-Kis will return home.’
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(63) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1987b: 33—34; Anderson & Harrison 1999: 86)

KoZa aal-ga ba-ar/im/ga,

next village-DAT go-ARGA.CV/POSSISG/ (=DS),
kizi  cok bo-orga

person NEG.COP BE.AUX-ARGA.CV
udu-vayn=daa Can-ip-kan men.

sleep-NEG.CV=EMPH return-PRF-GAN.PST 1SG
‘I went to the next village, no one was there, so I returned home without spending the
night.’

Like the same-subject form, this construction is triggered when the grammatical
subjects between the converb clause and the base clause are not co-referential. Thus,
if the matrix subject is coreferent with the converb clause object in Todzhu, differ-
ent-subject marking is found.

(64) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 379)
QOol xana-ni  dozula-arga ol Caras apar-gan.
boy wall-ACC paint-ARGA.CV PRON3 beautiful become-GAN.PST
‘The boy painted the wall and it became beautiful.’

The reverse holds true as well, when the matrix clause object is co-referent with the
converb clause subject, then different-subject marking is found.

(65) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 379)

Xooray ¢oru-y  ba-ar/im/ga ava-m
town go-A.CV AUX.TLOC-ARGA.CV/POSS1SG/ mother-POSS1SG
men-i kor-beyn  bar-di.

PRON1SG-ACC see-NEG.CV AUX-DLPST
‘I went to town and my mother did not see me.’

In Todzhu, so-called ‘dative subjects’ likewise do not count as grammatical subjects
for this distribution either, and one therefore finds different-subject marking in such
contexts. Thus, even when the actants are indeed co-referential, if they are not the
grammatical subjects in the two clauses concerned, different-subject marking is
required (66).

(66) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 381)
Kara-Ool udu-y beerge/<*ber-ges> anaa sook bol-ur.
Kara-Ool sleep-A.CV AUX.INCH:ARGA.CV /<AUX-GAS.CV> PRON3:DAT cold be-AOR
‘If Kara-Ool falls asleep, he will be cold.’

Like -GAS forms in same-subject constructions, some different (grammatical) sub-
ject constructions can have additional quasi-conditional interpretations in Todzhu as
well (67).
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(67) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 381)
Kara-Ool-ga sook boorga <*bol-gas> ol igla-y beer.
Kara-Ool-DAT cold be:ARGA.CV/<be-GAS.CV > 3PRON cry-A.CV  AUX.INCH:AOR
‘If Kara-Ool gets cold, he will (start to) cry.’

In Tofan the formal details are slightly different. Here it is typically the locative
form of the non-past participle or intraterminal verbal noun that is the preferred form
in clear different-subject contexts, i.e., -ArdA. Note that also unlike Todzhu, third
person subject may optionally be encoded through the possessive inflectional series
in Tofan; compare (68) and (69).

(68) Tofan (Field Notes)
Cil ert-e vd-dr/in/de ¢aa bol-u  ver-gen
year  pass-A.CV AUX.ARDA.CV/POSS3/ war be-A.CV AUX.INCH-GAN.PST
‘A year passed and the war started.’

(69) Tofan (Field Notes)
Alti  hiin  ert-e vd-drde toy bol-gan.
six day pass-A.CV AUX.PFV-ARDA.CV  wedding be-GAN.PST
‘Six days passed, and there was a wedding.’

Dative-marked forms of verbal nouns/participles also are skewed significantly to the
different-subject context in Tofan, but in such instances the semantic relation be-
tween the two clauses is more of temporal adverbial subordination rather than
semantic coordination. In other words, dative forms here appear to be both semanti-
cally and syntactically subordinate or dependent, whereas the locative-marked ones
are semantically coordinate but syntactically subordinate."*

14 As a whole, Siberian Turkic languages show variation between dative- and locative-mark-
ed non-finite structures and indeed between semantically coordinate vs. subordinate inter-
pretations of the syntactically subordinate forms in question, at least translationally. In
other words, either coordinate-anterior or adverbial temporally subordinate interpretations
are possible in many instances of dative- or locative- marked participle or converb
clauses, albeit generally used within different-subject contexts, i.e., ones that lack subject
coreference between the component clauses. So examples (ii) and (iii) could just as easily
be translated into English with a syntactically subordinate clause (marked by the locative
form of the past or non-past participle) headed by an adverbial subordinator “when” and
lacking the conjunction at the beginning of the second finite clause; i.e., (ii) could just as
felicitously be translated as ‘when he got a little closer, his face became visible’, etc.

(i) Khakas (Anderson 1998: 78)
sala  cayinna-anda siray+ciiz-i  korin-ibis-ken
a.little come.near-GANDA.CV  face-3 be.visible-PRF-GAN.PST
‘He got a little closer, and his face became visible.’
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(70) Tofan (Rassadin 1978: 39)

Cas  bol-i  bd-drge dajgalee-y bd-dr.
spring be-A.CV AUX.INCH-ARGA.CV nomadize.in.taiga-A.CV AUX.INCH-AOR
‘When the spring starts, the nomadizing will begin anew.’

(71) Tofan (Rassadin 1978: 39)

Ol buruyguu iid-iin-den ko-or/iibiis/ke
that first hole-POSS3-ABL ~ see-ARGA.CV/IPL/
cii=te koziil-bes bol-gan.

what=EMPH be.visible-NEG.AOR BE.AUX-GAN.PST
‘When we looked in that first hole, nothing was visible.’

(72) Tofan (Rassadin 1971: 242)

Kel-ir-ge dilyi  éétir-adiri, Cii-nii dile-p
come-ARGA.CV fox  ask-NARR/HAB what-ACC search-IP.CV
coru sler.

AUX.PROG 2PL
‘When they came, the fox asked “What are you searching for?”’

In Central Tuvan, one sometimes finds converbs that are etymologically locative-
marked forms of the past participle or (post)terminal verbal noun (-GAn-dA)
functioning in semantically coordinate structures as well, i.e., as a kind of different-
subject marker.

(iii) Altai-kizhi [S. Altai] (Baskakov 1958: 77)

Ene-si kol=lo ber-erde, uul-1
mother-P0OSs3 hand EMPH give-ARDA.CV ~ son-POSS3
kol-in d’apas-ip  kattap  sura-di ada-m kayda?

hand-3.AcC squeeze-IP.CV again  ask-DL.PST  father-POSS1SG where
‘The mother offered her hand, and the son squeezed her hand and again asked
“Where’s father?”’
In (iv) and (v) we see examples of the unaccomplished form in -GALAG- marked by the
locative in Shor but dative in Middle Chulym, but with an identical meaning.
(iv) Shor (Efremov 1984: 69)
Orta Col-ga  Cet-keleg-im-de, nagbur cibre-p Stk-11.
middle road-DATreach-UNACMPL-POSSISG-LOC rain drop-IP.CV AUX.INCH-DIL.PST
‘I hadn’t yet reached the middle of the road, and the rain began to fall.’
(v) Middle Chulym (Dul’zon 1960: 121)

Olar orta Jjol-ga Cet-kelek-ke suy  ca-ap
they middle road-DAT reach-UNACMPL-DAT water precipitate-IP.CV
pa-yan

AUX.INCH-GAN.PST
‘They hadn’t yet reached the middle of the road and it started to rain.’
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(73) Central Tuvan (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 86)
Xiin iin-gen-de, cer  Cira-an
sun come.out-GANDA.CV land  grow.light-GAN.PST
‘The sun came out and the land grew light.”

The locative of the -Vr form in Tofan (-Vr-dA) however, clearly stands in explicit
contrast with the -GA§ form. Compare the sentences (74) and (75) in this regard. In
(74) there is no subject co-reference between the two clauses, and the different-sub-
ject construction (in -Vr-dA) is found, while in (75), subject co-reference is main-
tained, and the same-subject formation (in -GAS) is rather required.

(74) Tofan (Field Notes)
Oy  tur-ar/in/da (*tur-gas) bis olik taley-gan.
s/he stand-ARDA.CV/POSS3/ we immediately leave-GAN.PST
‘He stood up and we immediately left.’

(75) Tofan (Field Notes)
Tur-gas (*tur-ar/(in)/da) olik taliy-gan.
stand-GAS.cv immediately leave-GAN.PST
‘He stood up and immediately left.”

In certain sentences, both different-subject and same-subject marked forms may be
found in the same sentence in Tofan in (76). The (unstated) subject of the first two
clauses is Fox, but Bear is the subject of the third clause in the sentence. Therefore
the first verb is marked with the same-subject suffix, as its subject is the same as that
of the following clause, while the second clause bears the verbal noun plus case
marking indicating the different-subject construction, as the following clause has
Bear as its subject. The third clause, being the last clause of the sentence, receives
full finite marking.

(76) Tofan (Rassadin 1971: 241-242)

Iz-in-§e dii ‘W-iip bar-gas haya hée-n-da
track-POSS3-PROL lower-IP.CV  AUX.TLOC-GAS.CV rock foot-POSS3-LOC
ko-orde iresay Ol-ii ver-gen Crtird.

see-ARDA.CV (=DS) bear die-A.CV AUX.PFV-GAN.PST lie.PROG.PRS
‘(Fox) went along Bear’s tracks and saw: Bear was lying there dead at the foot of the
mountain.’

Examples of same- and different-subject marking in the same sentence can be found
in other Sayan Turkic lects as well. For example in (77) from Central Tuvan, the
subject of the first two clauses is the same (“you”), so the first verb is marked
by -G4s, but the subject of the third clause has shifted (to “I”) and this triggers the
different-subject marking on the second clause.
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(77) Central Tuvan of Tuva (Voinov 2014: 158)

Oglen-ip  al-gas aalda-p  keer/iyer/ge
marry-IP.CV AUX.SUBJ.VERS-GAS.CV Visit-IP.CV AUX.CLOC:ARGA.CV/2PL/
be-er men  Sive.

give-AOR 1SG  MITIG
‘When you get married and come for a visit, I will give (it to you).’

In the following sentence the reverse holds: the subject of the first clause is not co-
referential with that of the second or third, and as a result, different-subject marking
appears on the verb of the first clause, and same-subject marking on that of the se-
cond.

(78) Central Tuvan (Voinov 2014: 154)

Ava-zw iin-e be-erge Dolaana  iin-ii-n
mother-POSS3 go.out-A.CV AUX.TLOC-ARGA.CV Dolaana  voice-POSS3-ACC
oskert-ip al-gas bastaktan-gula-an.

change-IP.CV AUX.SBEN-GAS.CV  joke-INCH-GAN.PST
‘When her mother went out, Dolaana changed her voice and began joking.’

The following Soyot sentence shows a pattern consistent with the last Central Tuvan
example: only the set of same-subject-marked, semantically coordinate sentences
following the initial subject co-reference shift between the first and second clauses
entails a string of four -GAs-marked clauses, as they all have the same-subject as
that of the finite verb in the final/base clause.

(79) Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 54)
Bija kisi gor-ip olir-ar-ya  jaahay jaahay nas con-yas
DEM man see-IP.CVsit-ARGA.CV beautiful beautiful tree hew/carve-GAS.cv

qaasta-as ¢ime bild  jimd-das buirhan murn-i-ya
decorate-GAS.Cv thing INS  decorate-GAS.cv Buddha  front-POSS3-DAT
sal-yas nomna-an oliri.

put-GAS.CV read-GAN.PST  sit:AOR

“This person; sees, he; has carved a very beautiful tree decorated with his pattern, deco-
rated with things that had been put before Buddha, and he; is sitting and reading a
book.’

While not common in Jungar Tuvan narratives published to date, one does find a
system reminiscent of Tofan in the following sentence, as the subject co-reference
shift seems to be indicated by a locative marked form, not a dative one. So the sub-
ject of the first two clauses is ‘I’ (the narrator) while that of the third is his interlocu-
tor. This triggers same-subject marking on the first verb but different-subject mark-
ing on the second.
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(80) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 119-120: 19)

Ooy gidi-iy-ga Zid-ip al-gas sen Zigxua-ni
PRON3.GEN side-POSS3-DAT lie.down-IP.CV AUX.SBEN-GAS.CV you zinghua-ACC
bil-er-sen be de-er/im/de Zok di-di.

know-AOR-2SG Q  say-ARDA.CV/POSSISG-/ no say-DI.PST
‘I lay down next to her and asked her “do you know Zhinghua?” and she said “No”.’

While in these examples subject coreference typically reflects consideration of a co-
referential grammatical subject, there is one set of examples where, while grammati-
cal subject co-reference is not strictly speaking maintained, either same-subject or
different-subject marking is permitted. This is when there is a possessive relation-
ship between the subjects of the two clauses. In some fixed idiomatic expressions
that take genitive-possessive forms syntactically, but referentially indicate the sub-
ject, both options are grammatical, as in the following sentences from Todzhu.
Again this is regardless of whether the possessed noun in question occurs in the
converb clause (81) or the base clause (82).

(81) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 383)
Qol-duy xoyn-ii baksira-y be-erge /baskira-as
boy-GEN mood-POSS3 get.spoiled-A.CV AUX.INCH-ARGA.CV /get.spoiled-GAS.cv
Can-ip kel-di.
return-1P.CV AUX.CLOC-DI.PST
‘The boy became sick and returned home.’

(82) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 382)

Kara-Ool ¢emnen-ip aar-ga/ al-gas
Kara-Ool eat:RFLXV-IP.CV AUX.SBEN-ARGA.CV/  AUX.SBEN-GAS.CV
xonn-ii bulgan-i ber-gen.

mood-POSS3  break.away-A.CV AUX-GAN.PST
‘when Kara-Ool had eaten he felt sick’

In forms with a culturally salient co-identification of referents, for example, some-
one and their horse, this same observation holds true, and either same-subject or
different-subject marked forms are considered grammatical, as in the following
examples from Tuvan.

(83) Tuvan (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 383)

Ad-im aari-y be-erge/ aara-as oon
horse-POSS1SG  sick-A.CV  AUX.INCH-ARGA.CV/  sick-GAS.CV PRON3.ABL
ayay  Coru-p Sida-va-di-m.

further move-IP.CV  CAP-NEG-DL.PST-1SG
‘My horse got sick and I could not ride further from there.’
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(84) Tuvan (Aydemir 2009: 54; Samina 1987: 91)
Ad-im Cit-kes Caday  qal-di-m ad-im
horse-POSS1SG  disappear-GAS.CV on.foot remain-DEF.PST-1SG horse-POSS1SG
ol-ges C¢aday  qal-di-m.
die-GAS.cv on.foot remain-DEF.PST-1SG
‘After my horse disappeared, I was left on foot’ ‘after my horse died, I was left on
foot.”

6. Tail-to-head linkage

Another way in which -GAS$ appears to have been conventionalized in various Sayan
Turkic lects is to set off chunks of discourse embedded within a system known as
tail-to-head linkage, uniting strings of narratively sequential sequences in a dis-
course chunk, i.e., across finite-marked sentences, not within them, as occurs with
switch-reference.

Tail-to-head linkage is a characteristic feature of narrative event chaining in a
number of languages of the world outside of Europe, in particular in Papua New
Guinea (de Vries 2005), but also in South America (Guillaume 2011), for example
the Bolivian language Cavinefia of the Tacanan family. Tail-to-head linkage is a
way of stringing backgrounded events and prefacing new information or
foregrounded events (Guillaume 2011: 119), and often involves copying of argu-
ments as well as predicates, though the latter form typically is stripped of most TAM
marking (but does allow some aspectual marking as in Sayan Turkic). These for-
mations are typically embedded within switch-reference systems as well. Tail-to-
head-linkage is useful in narratives to end one event and draw attention to the next
(Guillaume 2011: 112). It consists of a copy of the finite form of the preceding sen-
tence in a non-finite form at the beginning of a following sentence (85-86).

(85) Cavineiia [Tacanan; Bolivia] (Guillaume 2011: 110)
Tume jara-bute-kware ike
then lie-GO_DOWN-REM.PST  1SG
‘...then I lay down (on my raft)’

(86) Cavineiia (Guillaume 2011: 110)
Jara-bute-tsu betsa-kware.
lie-GO_DOWN-SS  swim-REM.PST
‘Having lain down on my raft, I swam.’

In Stirling’s (1993) conceptualization, this tail-to-head linkage recapitulation can
serve to “allow the switch-reference marking to be carried over from one sentence to
the next” (Stirling 1993: 220-1), as switch-reference per se is to track co-reference
across semantically coordinate but syntactically subordinate clauses within a com-
plex sentence. Such tail-to-head linkage formations typically serve to advance plot
lines in the narrative events (Payne 1992).
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Like Sayan Turkic, there are no coordinate clauses per se formally speaking,
only semantically coordinate but syntactically subordinate ones in Cavinefia. The
different-subject forms of Cavineiia, again like Sayan Turkic, often involve temporal
sequencing or simultaneity (Guillaume 2011: 117), and are often translationally best
rendered in English by an adverbial subordinate clause headed by ‘when’ or ‘while’
(Guillaume 2011: 121).

Within Sayan Turkic one finds instances of this particular type of narrative
sequencing, known as tail-to-head linkage, in at least some of the texts published in
both Jungar Tuvan (Geng Shimin 2000, Mawkanuli 2005) and in Dukhan (Ragagnin
2011). As mentioned above, these consist of the finite verb (and some of its argu-
ments) that occurs at the end of its own sentence being recapitulated in the -GAS
form at the start of the immediately following sentence.

Dukhan makes use of the tail-to-head linkage device in some of the texts in
Ragagnin (2011). Take as an example the following three sets of tail-to-head linked
narrative strings from the same text in Ragagnin (2011). This sequence is numbered
sentences 20-22 in Ragagnin’s original

(87) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 234)

(20)...tilga-jek ool tay gir-a-n o'vta ot ot-a-Bod-ar.
fox-DIM  son mountain limit-POSS3-ACC middle fire fire-vV.DER-PRF-AOR
(21) Petok tay gir-o-n o'rta ot ot(t)a-as ja
high mountain limit-POSS3-ACC middle fire fire-V.DER-GAS.CV yeah
aja-m siler po o'rta  ji'"t-ar _siler de-p ol irey
father-pPOSS1SG you.PL this middle lie-AOR 2PL  say-IP.CV that bear
hayrahan aja-sa-n ji't-kar-ok wa-as ot
merciful father-pOSS3-AcC lie-CAUS-GAS.CV  throw-GAS.cv  fire
ot-a-f3ad-ar Jime.

fire-V.DER-COMP-INTRATERM.VN  thing
(22) Tilga-jek ool ulayot ot-a-fat-kas....

fox-DIM son big fire fire.V.DER-PRF-GAS.CV
‘...the little fox makes a fire in the middle of the ridge. After setting a fire in the middle
of the high mountain range, he says, “yes my bear, please lie down in this place”, and
he had that bear (father of his) lie down and he made a fire, having made a big fire...’

In the above set (87), five words in a row including the finite predicate are copied
from sentence 20 into the start of sentence 21, the last mentioned word transformed
into the non-finite -GAS form that typifies this narrative device. Similarly the
predicative head in sentence 21 (“set a fire”) is copied in the -GAS form at the start
of sentence 22.
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In the following set (88), representing sentences 26—27 in Ragagnin’s original, a
three-word predicative sequence from the end of sentence 26 is copied in the -GAs
form at the start of sentence 27."

(88) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 234-235)

(26) ... Sala  iygay  pol-ar/on/da oh irey hayrahan petak
bit further become-ARDA.CV-POSS3  ITJ bearmerciful high
tayga-dan  juy-l-ap pd't-a pa-ar Jime. )
taiga-ABL  roll-V.DER-IP.CV  sink-A.CV AUX.TLOC-INTRATERM.VN thing

27 Juy-l-ap pd't-a par-yas sosken-den ihsar—ap
roll-V.DER-IP.CV sink-A.CV AUX.TLOC-GAS.CV twig-ABL bite-IP.CV
a-ar.

AUX.SBEN-AOR
‘He took himself a little further over there, oh, the bear goes rolling down from the high
taiga. He rolls down, and he grabs onto a little branch with his teeth.’

The following set of three sentences shows a similar sequencing (representing sen-
tences 30-32 in the original), with the finite verb of sentence 30, te-er ‘says’,
immediately followed by the -GAS form of the same (ze-es) at the head of sentence
31, and the finite verb complex of sentence 31 jinger-te-n-ap pa't-a pa-ar in turn is
also copied in a (genitive-marked form of the) -GAS$ converb at the start of sentence
32; see example (89).

(89) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 235)

(30) Meey aja-m pol-sa ah te-er josa-lay.
I:GEN father-POSS1SG become-COND ITJ say-INTRATERM.VN rule-N.DER
Meey aja-m emes tira te-es irej hayrahan ah te-er
I:GEN father-POSS1SG NEG.COP PTC say-GAS.CV bear merciful ITJ say-AOR

(31) te-es hddag-a-n sal-affat-kas Jjinger-te-n-ap
say-GAS.CV  willow-POSS3-ACC leave-PRF-GAS.CV tumble-V.DER-MED-IP.CV
Qaht-a pa-ar.
sink-A.CV AUX.TLOC-AOR

(32) Jinger-te-n-ap pd't-a par-yas-taon
tumble-V.DER-MED-IP.CV ~ sink-A.CV AUX.TLOC-GAS.CV-GEN
am in-aara ol-ii pe-er.

now that-ADV.DER  die-A.CV AUX.PRF-AOR
‘If it was my bear father, he should say “ah”, after that, after the little fox said “he is

15 Note that as both Sentences 21 and 26 show, sometimes the predicative heads in Sayan
Turkic languages are formally participles modifying a (nearly) semantically empty copu-
lar noun, in both of these examples jime ‘thing’. Nevertheless the semantically full pre-
dicative elements (lexical and functional) are copied into the following sentence in
the -GA§ form, so this is a peculiarly Sayan Turkic manifestation of the tail-to-head
linkage structure.
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surely not my bear, the bear says “ah”. After saying it, he just lets go of his willow twig
and goes tumbling down. After he goes tumbling down, well he dies there.’

There are actually more tail-to-head linked strings in this discourse chunk, which is
the climax of the narration, but these use case-marked forms of the converb (as the
last such instance in (89) above is) and are further exemplified below in section 10.

The following two sentences also show this kind of recapitulation of action or
tail-to-head linkage that is characteristic of Jungar Tuvan narrative texts.

(90) Jungar Tuvan (Geng Shimin 2000: 49, lines 6-7)
Onu diyna-as astivaq uyan osqun-up  qory-up
PRON3.ACC hear-GAS.cV old.man wisdom lose-IP.cV fear-IP.CV
0-0n-gd ge-eptur gel-gds uru-un-ya xan-nin
house-POSS3-DAT come-PST.NARR come-GAS.CV daughter-POSS3-DAT khan-GEN
duz(a)-an jarl-i-in tozin ayt-iptir.
deliver-POSTTERM.VN order-POSS3-ACC all say-NARR
‘ After hearing this, the old man lost his wisdom and being very afraid returned home.
After he returned home, he told all the khan’s delivered orders to his daughter.’

In this instance, the finite verb of the first sentence is followed immediately by a
non-finite -GA$ marked form of the same verb. While stylistically odd in English, it
appears to be a commonly used device to string together events in narration in this
Sayan Turkic variety.

Note that tail-to-head linkage can also be done with the use of a “generic verb
linkage” (de Vries 2005: 376-367) or a “summary-head linkage” (Thompson et al
2007: 274), i.e., “do this/that/so”, a patterning that precisely brings to mind the tex-
tual frequency of the use of -GAS$ forms based on the pronominal verb root inja in
Sayan Turkic varieties. This is a highly salient feature of Sayan Turkic narrative
structure. Several different forms are attested across the various Sayan Turkic lects
enumerated below.

As Ragagnin notes for Dukhan (2011: 141-142), -GAS forms of the pronominal
verbs “do.like.this”, “do.like.that” are commonly used as adverbials in all the Sayan
Turkic varieties, whether steppe or taiga varieties, usually in meanings like “thus”,
“as such”, “so”, “therefore” or “in such a manner”. This comes in a number of vari-
ous forms across different Sayan Turkic varieties: One such is the -GAS form of the
basic stem, i.e., injaas. This variety is found in Dukhan (91) and Soyot (92)—(93):

(91) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 235)
in-ja-as tilga-jek ool amar sajhanjarya-y pe-er.
that-v.DER-GAS.CV fox-DIM son easy nice be.happy-A.CV AUX.INCH-AOR
‘So the little fox is at ease and feels good.’
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Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 53)

ifija-as ol cim$d-y ber-giin.
do.thus-GAS.cv he move.about-A.CV AUX.INCH-GAN.PST
“Then he began moving about.’

Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 56)

inja-as bir c¢ésa ay=la ert-kdn.
do.thus-GAS.Cv one some month=EMPH pass-GAN.PST
‘So several months passed.’

With the middle-reflexive stem derivative -xn-, in the form injangas/injanyas, etc.,
this clause linker is also found in both Dukhan (94), and Soyot (95), and with elision
of the velar in Tofan as well (but triggering place assimilation of the nasal prior to
being elided), appearing as inja.nas (96).

%4

95)

(96)

Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 142)

In-ja-n-gas g6"W-er pol-yan.
that-V.DER-MED-GAS.CV  nomadize-INTRATERM.VN become-GAN.PST
‘So the time came to move.’

Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 54)

Iiijay-yas bod-i-niy em-in-den is-kas
do.thus:RFLXV-GAS.CV  self-POSS3-GEN medicine-POSS3-ABL drink-GAS.CV
ekkire bol-yas.

healthy become-GAS.cv

‘Then having drunk his own medicine, he became healthy.’

Tofan (Rassadin 1971: 242)

In-ja:-yas dilyi  eet-tir-adiri iresay-dan.
do.thus:RFLXV-GAS.CV fox  ask-CAUS-NARR bear-ABL
‘Thus he asked Bear.’

Dukhan also uses a form of this same construction together with the emphatic clitic
=la as in the following example (97).

7N

Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 108)

Oniis gar-loy-dan so-on-da ol orye tiiy

13 Snow-N.DER-ABL after-POSS3-LOC that ground.squirrel squirrel

in-day picce jime aht—ap in-ja-n-yas=la ekka
that-ADJ.DER small thing shoot-1P.CV that-V.DER-MED-GAS.CV =EMPH good

d't-ar pol-ap gir-er.

shoot-INTRATERM.VN become-IP.CV  ENTER.AUX-AOR

‘After becoming 13 years old, they shoot small things like ground squirrels and sables
and gradually start to become good shooters.”
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Case-marked forms of this same connective element based on the pronominal verb
stems are found in both Dukhan and Jungar Tuvan. These are exemplified in section
10 below.

7. -GAS replacing the -p converb in auxiliary verb constructions

In a few instances in certain critically endangered varieties of Sayan Turkic, like
Soyot or Tofan, the -GAS forms appear to be replacing what from a standard
Turkological perspective one would expect to be a -p converb form, namely on the
lexical verb in a complex predicate or auxiliary verb construction. These represent a
later stage of development than the Level 2 that typically characterizes this converb
in Johanson’s (1995) typology.

In Soyot, this replacement occurs commonly in a large complex predicate of the
shape Verb-GAs tur-ar bol-yan (98)—(100), which appears synchronically to repre-
sent a grammaticalized whole in this language.

(98) Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 53)
Mal-ivis emii Sibiskild-ds tur-ar bol-yan.
cattle-1PL udder-p0ss3 covered.in.boils-GAS.CV STAND.AUX-AOR  BE.AUX-GAN.PST
‘The udders of our cattle became covered in boils.’

(99) Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 53)

Jii-déin  Jii bol-yas  tur-ar bol-yan?
what-ABL what be-GAS.CV STAND.AUX-AOR BE.AUX-GAN.PST
‘Why did this happen?’

(100) Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 53)

Mal-ivis kendt  turida cosa-as tur-ar
cattle-pOSS1PL suddenly stand:ARDA.CV startle-GAS.CV  STAND.AUX-AOR
bol-yan.

BE.AUX-GAN.PST
‘Our cattle were just standing there and suddenly startled.’

In other instances in Soyot -GA4S is clearly replacing what would be expected to be,
and indeed is otherwise attested in other examples in the language as, the -p converb
form, e.g., before the auxiliary furi; compare (101) and (102).

(101) Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 53)
Kendt  cos=ip algir-yas turi.
suddenly shake.in.fear-IP.CvV  cry.out-GAS.CV STAND.AUX:AOR
‘That one suddenly shook from fear and cried out.’
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(102) Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 54)

Dahiy coo-yas kel-ip turi.
again approach-GAS.CV AUX.CLOC-IP.CV ~ STAND.AUX:AOR
‘Again he approached.’

In Tofan, there are also clear forms where the -GAS converb is replacing the -p con-
verb in auxiliary verb constructions or complex predicate structures (Anderson
2001, 2004).

(103) Tofan (Anderson 2001: 250)
Dilyi oluk bar-ip  brdd iispiil tut-kas al-yan.
fox right.away go-IP.CcV one hazel.grouse catch-GAS.CV AUX.SUBJ.VERS-GAN.PST
‘The fox went and right away caught himself a hazel grouse.’

(104) Tofan (Anderson 2001: 249)
Sen  boojalas-kas al-ibit-ti-n.
2SG  bet:RCP-GAS.CV AUX.SUBIJ.VERS-PRF-DI.PST-2
“You have won yourself our bet.’

As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, Mongolian shows similar instances of
the potentially cognate form in -44d replacing the expected converb in -J in auxil-
iary verb constructions. Also, as pointed about by a second anonymous reviewer, the
negative forms of the all the basic converb forms (-p, -4/j, and -GAS) share the same
negative form and thus are impossible to distinguish in the negative, thereby provid-
ing internal pressure for them to be reinterpreted as each other or confused for each
other.

8. Causal functions

Causal functions of -GA$ marked clauses are not the most common or typical of the
many functions that this element encodes when relating the events of the converb
clause to the base clause, but it is nevertheless found in a number of the Sayan
Turkic varieties. In Central Tuvan (105) or in Soyot (106), -GAS can appear in this
causal function with a range of roots, and thus it does not appear to be lexically
restricted to bol- ‘to be’, as it is in this function in some of the other Sayan Turkic
varieties (see below).

(105) Central Tuvan (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 58)
Xem uglat-kas parom cor-basta-an.
river flood-GAS.cv ferry go-CES-GAN.PST
“The ferry stopped running because the river flooded.’



The multi-functional converb -GA4S$ and related forms in Sayan Turkic 263

(106) Soyot (Rassadin 2010: 53)
Karayh-in-da Jii=td koz-il-bds bol-i ber-gds
darkness-POSS3-LOC what=FOC see-PSV-NEG.AOR be-A.CV GIVE.AUX-GAS.CV
dolyan-diri tust-ip kor-gas iin-dir Jer
around turn-IP.CV  AUX.ATT-GAS.CV  eXit-INTRATERM.VN place
Jogq bol-yan.
NEG.COP BE.AUX-GAN.PST
‘Because nothing was visible in the dark, he tried to turn around, but there was no way
out.’

In the unspecified variety of Tuvan described by Tazibaeva (2012), the causal read-
ing of -GAS appears restricted to auxiliated uses of the stem bo/- ‘be’ when follow-
ing a past-marked, (post)terminal verbal noun or past participle form of a verb
(107)—(108), itself often in the role of an auxiliary in a large complex predicate, and
with a negative scope operator in the base clause.

(107) Tuvan, unspecified (Tazibaeva 2012: 207)
Baz-im  aari-y ber-gen bol-yas seminar-ze  bar-ip
head-1  hurt-A.CV AUX.PRF-POSTTERM.VN BE.AUX-GAS.CV seminar-ALL go-IP.CV
Sida-va-di-m.
CAP-NEG-DI.PST-18G
‘Because my head hurt I could not go to the seminar.’

(108) Tuvan, unspecified (Tazibaeva 2012: 208)

Kirgisbicii-zin-den aazi+say-i-n kiis+azil-ya dadiktir-ip
Kirgischildhood-POSS3-ABL character-POSS3-ACC labor-DAT  train-IP.CV

kel-gen bol-yas am ooy murn-un-da dirgel-ip
AUX.CLOC-GAN.PST BE.AUX-GAS.CV now PRON3.GEN before-POSS3-LOC appear-IP.CV
kel-gen bergedeeskin-ner-den  korg-up  siirte-ve-en.
AUX.CLOC-GAN.PST  difficulty-PL-ABL fear-1p.cv fear-NEG-GAN.PST

‘Because Kirgis had been training his character against difficulties from early child-
hood, he was not frightened by the problems he now encountered.’

In Todzhu, a similar pattern is attested (109), involving a -GAs-marked form of bol-
in a causal function.

(109) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 399)

Men korg-a  ber-gen bol-gas borii-nii  oliir-iip
I fear-A.CV AUX.PRF-POSTTERM.VN be-GAS.cv  wolf-Acc  kill-1p.cv
Sida-va-an men.

CAP-NEG-GAN.PST 1SG
‘I could not kill the wolf because I was scared.’
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Note however that in this Sayan Turkic lect, the stem bol- can also carry causal
semantics in different-subject contexts as well, and thus one finds a formal opposi-
tion of causal bol-gas§ in same-subject contexts contrasting with bo-orga in different-
subject ones in Todzhu (110).

(110) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 399)
Borii aniyak bo-orga oliir-be-di-m.
wolf young be-ARGA.CV kill-NEG-DIL.PST-1SG
‘Because the wolf was young I did not kill it.

Note that some of the other semantic functions of -GAS in Tofan that can be used as
a same-subject marker have analogs in the different-subject marking system as well,
maintaining the particular manifestations of the norms of Tofan grammar. Thus,
converbs that are etymologically dative-marked past participles/postterminal verbal
nouns (-GAn-gA) or non-past participles/intraterminal verbal nouns (-Vr-g4) can
have causal interpretations as well in different-subject contexts (111)—(112). Note as
mentioned above that dative-marked forms in Tofan tend to be semantically as well
as syntactically dependent or subordinate, unlike the locative-marked ones that are
typically semantically coordinate—a system that differs in this respect from that of
Todzhu.

(111) Tofan (Rassadin 1978: 186)
Isten-gen/im/ge moygiin ber-gen.
work-GANGA.CV/POSS1SG/  money  give-GAN.PST
‘Because I worked, they gave me money.’

(112) Tofan (Rassadin 1978: 186)

Bo  hem-ni  men iist-ii-n keés-ti-m kel -er
this river-Acc 1 above-POSS3-ACC cross-DI.PST-1SG Cross-INTRATERM.VN
Cer cok bol-irga.

place NEG.COP  BE.AUX-ARGA.CV
‘I crossed this river in the upper reaches because there was no crossing-place.’

Note that a causal meaning can also be found with bolyas in Tsengel Tuvan (113).

(113) Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (Taube 2008: 117)
Ton-um bayay bol-yas doo-p Jjoru men.
overcoat-POSS1SG old  become-GAS.CV freeze-IP.CV AUX 1SG
‘Because my fon overcoat had become old, I'm always freezing.’

9. Purposive functions

Purposive functions of -GAs marked forms are also typically lexically restricted and
found only in specific grammaticalized combinations, and again frequently are em-
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bedded within a same-subject vs. different-subject formal opposition. Thus, in
Todzhu one finds the sequence -Vr dees in a same-subject construction grammatical-
ized to encode the meaning ‘in order to’, while conversely in different-subject for-
mations, that is, when the subject of a converb clause is different from that of the
base clause, one rather finds the construction -ZIn dees instead in this same function.
Compare (114) and (115)—(116) in this regard.

(114) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 400)
Ava-m-ga uZuraz-ir dee§ men xooray Cor-up-tu-m.
mother-POSS1SG-DAT meet-AOR PURP [  town move-PRF-DI.PST-1SG
‘I went to town to meet my mother.’

(115) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 400)
Ava-zi distan-zin deeS uru-u miin-nii
mother-POSS3 rest:RFLXV-3.IMP PURP daughter-POSS3 soup-ACC
xayindir-ip ka-an.
c00k-IP.CV AUX.PFV-GAN.PST
‘In order to let her mother rest, her daughter cooked the soup.’

(116) Todzhu (Bergelson & Kibrik 1995: 401)
Cilig  bol-zun dees ool pecka-ni  oda-p-kan.
warm become-3IMP PURP boy stove-ACC heat-PRF-GAN.PST
‘In order to get warm, the boy started up the stove.’

Note that in most Sayan Turkic varieties, the -GAS form of the verb de- ‘say’, i.e.,
dees, has been grammaticalized in combination with the -7 form of a verb in the
function of a causal or purpose subordinator (or postposition) as well: Dukhan fees
(Ragagnin 2011: 167), Tuvan of Tuva dees (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 76), Tofan
ddds (Rassadin 1978: 179), Tsengel Tuvan dees (Taube 2008: 107, song 35). See
examples from Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (117) and from Dukhan (118).

(117) Altai-Tsengel Tuvan (Aydemir 2009: 124)

Onu bir yadyirli-ir dees bar Siiliikcii-ler-i-n bar

PRON3.ACC one laugh-AOR PURP all poet-PL-POSS3-ACC all

fraazi-lar-i-n bar igilci dovsircu-lar-i-n Ji-ip
singer-PL-POSS3-ACC all igil-player dovsuur.player-PL-POSS3-ACC gather-1P.CV
gelir+jer=le yadyirt-i al-vas irgin.

AUX.CLOC-INTRATERM.VN+place=INS make.laugh-A.CV CAP-NEG.AOR  EVID
‘In order to have her laugh once, he gathered all his poets, all his singers, all his Igil-
players and Doshuur-players into one place, but he could not get her to laugh.’
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(118) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 137)
Gular al-ar dees Akkél jora-an.
flour take-AOR PURP AKkkol go-GAN.PST
‘He went to Akkol in order to get flour.’

Negative forms use the -BAs non-past negative with dees, as in the following exam-
ple from Central Tuvan:

(119) Central Tuvan (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 76)
Men olar-ga Saptik  kat-pas dees  baziy-ce
I PRON3PL-DAT obstacle add-NEG.AOR  PURP house-ALL
kir-ip kel-di-m.
enter-IP.CV AUX.CLOC-DLPST-1SG
‘I came inside in order to not disturb them.’

In Central Tuvan, in addition to the -V form, this same converb form of “say” can
be used with a verbal complement in the conditional to form purposive constructions
as well.

(120) Central Tuvan (Delger-Ool 1960: 123)
Bis  siler-niny=bile  bice xdores-se dees  kel-gen ulus bis.
we  YOou.PL-GEN=INS little converse-COND PURP come-GAN.PST people 1PL
‘We came in order to talk with you.’

In the early sources on Sayan Turkic, e.g., Katanov (1903), this element,
grammaticalized in the construction - V7 tdds, is found in a purposive function.

(121) i. Karagass from Katanov (1903) ii. Karagass from Katanov (1903)

kiirdz-ir tads fidmgdr-ir tadas
fight:RCP-AOR  PURP feed-AOR  PURP
‘um zu kdmpfen’ ‘um (ihn) zu erndhren’ (Menges 1959-1960: 128)

(122) Soyot from Katanov (1903) (Menges 1959—-1960: 128)
...qudala-ar tdds id-a pdr-di.
free-AOR ~ PURP send-A.CV AUX.INCH-DI.PST
‘... begann (Leute) auszusenden, um zu freien.’

However in Radloff’s Soyon lect, the purposive construction with #ids may take the
converb in -ARGA.CV, i.e., etymologically a dative-case marked form of the -Vr
participle.
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(123) Soyon from Radloff’s Proben (Menges 1959-1960: 128)
t’a(a)l-arya tadas
wage.war-ARGA.CV  PURP
‘in order to wage war’ -arya = < *-ar-ya <*-INTRATERM.VN-DAT

In Central Tuvan and some other lects, dees can be used in causal functions as well,
but this typically involves past (participle) marked verbal complements, as in the
following examples (124)—(125):

(124) Central Tuvan (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 36)
Kizil-dan  iin-gen dees o0r-iip tur men
Kyzyl-ABL leave-GAN.PST SUBORD be.happy-IP.CV STAND.AUX 1SG
‘I am happy to be leaving Kyzyl.’

(125) Tuvan, unspecified (Tazibaeva 2012: 210)

Eki  nom tip ber-gen-iy dees sepee
good book find:CV AUX.BEN-POSTTERM.VN-POSS.2SG PURP YOU:DAT
Cettir-di-m.

thank-DI.PST-1SG
‘Thank you for having found a good book for me.’

In this particular function in Central Tuvan, dees has further grammaticalized into a
postposition and may now take a nominal complement as well (126).

(126) Central Tuvan (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 36)
Sen dees kel-di-m.
you because come-DLPST-1SG
‘I came because of you.’

Note that this -GAs form of “say” is lacking in Jungar Tuvan, and instead the -p
converb form of de-, i.e., de-p, is used in Jungar Tuvan, based on the complete lack
of dees in the texts in Mawkanuli (2005) and confirmed by an anonymous review-
er.'¢ In the few instances where one would expect it, based on Tuvan of Tuva norms,
one finds dep instead.

16 As pointed out about by an anonymous reviewer, this lack likely reflects Kazakh influ-
ence in Jungar Tuvan. However, as pointed out by a second anonymous reviewer, it is at
least in principle possible that the form in Jungar Tuvan is an archaism showing that it
split from the rest of Sayan Turkic before the dees construction was grammaticalized, ra-
ther than having replaced an earlier form with a pseudo-archaic form copied from Ka-
zakh. So it is possible that this gap is not innovative or contact triggered, but rather a
retention from an earlier state in this peripheral Sayan Turkic variety.
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(127) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 135: 98)
Oyna-ar  de-p ol  bar-di.
play-AOR  say-IP.CV  s/he go-DLPST
‘She went there in order to play.’

10. Case-marked forms of -GAS

Case-marked forms of the -GAS converb are also attested across different Sayan
Turkic varieties in a wide range of functions, most overlapping with unmarked
forms of the same converb. Jungar Tuvan stands out as the Sayan Turkic variety that
uses ablative marked forms of -GAS in the widest range of functions, typically
associated with -GAS alone, i.e., -GAStAn. These -GAstAn forms occur perhaps even
more frequently than simple -GAs forms do in Jungar Tuvan texts in Geng Shimin
(2000) or Mawkanuli (2005). These examples include ones in same-subject/ narra-
tive-propulsion contexts (128)—(131).

(128) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 149: 16)
Uruy-lar bar-yas-tan glisko-niiy Zem-in dazi-ir irgin.
girl-PL  g0-GAS.CV-ABL  mouse-GEN food-POSS3.ACC carry-AOR EVID
“The girls go there and carry away the mouse food.’

(129) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 149: 18)
Askijak  bar-gas-tan ool-dar-ni  gag-ar irgin.
old.man go-GAS.cv-ABL  child-PL-ACC hit-AOR EVID
“The old man goes there and beats the boys.’

(130) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 105: 10)

Oopy bilen arga isd-i-yge apar-ip  baza gak-kas-tan
PRON3:GEN with forest inside-POSS3-DAT take-IP.CV and  beat-GAS.CV-ABL
bir Zeze surax-tar sura-p dur irgin.

one some question-PL ask-IP.CV STAND.AUX EVID
‘So having taken them to the middle of the forest and beaten them, (the soldiers) asked
them some questions.’

(131) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 150: 19)
Ool-dar bar-gas-tan borii-nii  oliir-iir  irgin.
boy-PL  g0-GAS.CV-ABL  wolf-AcC kill-AOR EVID
“The boys go and kill the wolf.’

The use of the ablative-marked converb functioning in a similar manner to the sim-
plex one in Jungar Tuvan also includes formations expressing a relationship of im-
mediate anteriority between the event of the converb clause and that of the base
clause (132).
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(132) Jungar Tuvan (Geng Shimin 2000: 51, 25)
Unuun dur-yas-tan ool-dar-in-ya ayti-ydur.
then  stand-GAS.CV-ABL  son-PL-POSS3-DAT say-NARR/EVID
‘Then she stood up and spoke to her sons.’

Ablative-marked forms of the -GAS converb may also encode simultaneity in Jungar
Tuvan (133)—(134).

(133) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005)
Iyi  Zibe dur-gas-tan Zok gizi  gel-be-en de-er-de
two thing stand-GAS.CV-ABL no person come-NEG-GAN.PST say-AOR.PRTCPL-LOC
us  orus  Serig  yiStag-niy murnu-un-da baalig-di
three Russian soldier winter.camp-GEN south-POSS3-LOC mountain.pass-ACC
az-ir Sab-ip Zoru-y bar-di irgin.
Cross-INTRATERM.VN  gallop-IP.CV move-A.CV ~ AUX.TLOC-DL.PST EVID
‘(As) both were standing there and said “No, no one has come”, the three Russian sol-
diers crossed the mountain pass on the front side of the winter encampment and were
apparently galloping away.’

(134) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 151, line 5)

Zuday bol-gas-tan kiindologii emidirel Zibe-zi-niy ereydep
poor  be-GAS.CV-ABL daily life thing-POSS3-GEN barely.enough
zZaza-p gimiyla-p dur-ar irgin.

make-IP.CV live-IP.CV STAND.AUX-AOR EVID
‘Being poor, they eked out a bare living in their daily life.’

Also, in Jungar Tuvan, narrative strings with same-subject co-reference of both
ablative-marked and unmarked forms of -GAS are found, showing that they largely
appear to occupy the same functional domains.

(135) Jungar Tuvan (Geng Shimin 2000: 49, 9)
Ooy so-on-da ada-zin-ya bir qujaq sigen al-dir-yas
PRON3:GEN after-POSS3-LOC father-POSS3-DAT one armfulhay  bring-CAUS-GAS.CV
bod-u aryamji es-ke§ das  qir-in-ya qaa(y)-yas-tan
self-POSsS3  rope twist-GAS.CV stone  point-POSS3-DAT  stick-GAS.CV-ABL
orttet-kes xan-ya ada-zi-n dayin sal-iptur.
burn:CAUS-GAS.CV khan-DAT father-POSS3-ACC again send-PST.NARR
‘Then she had her father bring her an armful of hay, and she made a rope and put the
rope on a stone and burned it.’

In other Sayan Turkic lects, case-marked forms of -GAS are also attested in a range
of different functions and even in various different cases in Central Tuvan. Thus, an
ablative form can encode anteriority (136)—often in same-subject contexts.
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(136) Central Tuvan of Tuva (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 79)
Ol  bazig-ni tiv-al-gas-tan dika  doriiskii bol-gan.
that house-ACC find:CV-AUX.SBEN-GAS.CV-ABL very happy become-GAN.PST
‘She got really happy after finding the house.’

However, a genitive-marked form of -GAS, i.e., -GAs-tly, is also found in Central
Tuvan, but conveys a nuance of either immediate anteriority (137) or simple same-
subject narrative sequencing (138).

(137) Central Tuvan of Tuva (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 58)
Kel-ges-tiy men-Ce dolga-vit!
come-GAS.CV-GEN I-ALL  call-PRF
‘As soon as you return, give me a call!’

(138) Central Tuvan of Tuva (Anderson & Harrison 1999: 58)
Diiiin ol kizi ketti-n-e al-gas-tiy Cemnen-e
yesterday that man dress-RFLXV-A.CV AUX.SBEN-GAS.CV-GEN eat:RFLXV-A.CV
al-gas-tiy Cuun-a al-gas-tiy Skola-Ze
AUX.SBEN-GAS.CV-GEN Wwash:RFLXV-A.CV AUX.SBEN-GAS.CV-GEN  school-ALL
Cor-up-kan.
g0-PRF-GAN.PST
‘Yesterday that man got dressed, ate, washed up and went to the school.’

In Dukhan, the genitive-marked form of -GAs may indeed also convey anteriority
without same-subject co-reference across the converb and base clauses (139):

(139) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 111)
Geje pol-sa jerle tayya gihi/a—sa i"W-er
evening become-COND really taiga person-POSS3 drink-INTRATERM.VN
Ji-ir Jje-m-an Ji-p al-yas-tay
€at-INTRATERM.VN  eat-N.DER-POSS3.ACC eat-IP.CV take-GAS.CV-GEN
gil-ar jime  jok.
do-INTRATERM.VN  thing NEG.COP
‘As for the evening, once they have had their evening meal and drinks, taiga people
don’t really have anything to do.’

However, this same formation may also occur in the narrative-propulsive/same-
subject context that the unmarked form of the -GA§ converb also typically occurs in
(140).

(140) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 110)
Irey hayrahan-nay pir gara-a-n al-gas-toy pir saahar
bear merciful-GEN one eye-POSS3-ACC take-GAS.CV-GEN one sugar
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suu-fad-ar.
dip-PRF-AOR
‘He takes out one eye of the bear and flicks a piece of sugar (into his mouth).’

As mentioned above, tail-to-head linkage may sometimes be marked in Dukhan
narratives by a verb copy in the -GAs+genitive form, not just the simple -GAs form,
as in the following two strings (141)—(142). In (141), representing orignal text sen-
tences 19-20, the predicative elements of sentence 19 are copied in the genitive-
marked form of the converb at the beginning of sentence 20.

(141) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 234)

(19) Irey hayrohan tilga-jek i"xo jettan-ap al-gas-toy
bear merciful fox-DIM two take.by.hand-IP.CV AUX.SBEN-GAS.CV-GEN
petak day-yada iin-ap pa-ar Jime.
high mountain-DIR exit-IP.CV AUX.TLOC-INTRATERM.VN thing
(22) Un-ap  par-yas-tay tilga-jek ool
exit-IP.CV AUX.TLOC-GAS.CV-GEN fox-DIM  son
tay gir-a-n o'rta ot ot-a-Pod-ar.

mountain limit-POSS3-ACC middle fire fire-v.DER-PRF-AOR
‘The bear and the little fox go hand and hand up into the high mountains. Having gone
up, little fox makes a fire in the middle of the ridge.’

In (142), on the other hand, representing original sentences 25-26, the whole (end)
of sentence 25 is copied in the genitive form of -GAS converb, to which the em-
phatic clitic has been appended.

(142) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 234-235)
(25) Pir Salaingay  al-oar.
onebit further take-AOR

(26) Pir Salaingay  al-gas-tan=na Sala
one bit further take-GAS.CV-GEN-EMPH bit
iygay  bol-ar/an/da oh irey hayrahan petak tayga-dan
further become-ARDA.CV/POSS3/ ITJ bearmerciful high taiga-ABL
Juy-l-ap pd't-a pa-ar Jime.

roll-V.DER-IP.CV sink-A.CV AUX.TLOC-INTRATERM.VN thing
‘(And the bear) takes himself a little further over there. After having taking himself a
little further over there, oh, the bear goes rolling down from the high taiga.’

Finally, there are also case-marked forms of -GAS of the pronominal verb in its con-
nective functions in Sayan Turkic varieties like Dukhan and Jungar Tuvan. In
Dukhan, this appears as a genitive-marked form of the pronominal verb stem in its
middle-reflexive derivative (143), i.e., inja-n-gas-tay.
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(143) Dukhan (Ragagnin 2011: 142, 77)
In-ja-n-gas-tay héngen te-p ekka je-m.
that-v.DER-MED-GAS.CV-GEN  hongen.bread say-IP.Cv good eat-N.DER
‘And so, hdngen bread is a good food.’

In Jungar Tuvan, one finds an ablative-marked form of the passive-marked form of
the same, viz., i(n)ja-I-yas-tan ~ anja-l-yas-tan (144)—(146)."

(144) Jungar Tuvan (Geng Shimin 2000: 49, line 35)
I(m)ja-l-yas-tan ol uruy ol yan-niy
do.thus-PSV-GAS.CV-ABL that daughter that khan-GEN

17 Note that in addition to the use of the passive form of the pronominal verb stem in an
ablative case-marked form, Jungar Tuvan stands apart morphophonologically from the
remaining Sayan Turkic lects in a number of salient ways, most likely due to prolonged
contact with Kazakh. Among the atypical features found in this high-contact variety of
Tuvan, which has undergone clear restructuring due to the particular sociolinguistic mi-
lieu in which it is presently embedded, is (a) that some speakers have bound subject mark-
ers in the 18G.SUBJ -BIn with full consonantal assimilation and vowel harmony (vi), not
clitic ones like [=men] with neither, as in Central Tuvan of Tuva (vii), and, moreover, as
is still found in the speech of other Jungar Tuvan speakers as well. For more on Jungar
Tuvan, see (Mawkanuli 1999, Geng Shimin 2000 and especially Rind-Pawlowski 2014,
2016)

(vi) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 116)

Zok men aragw  iS-pes-pin

no I vodka  drink-NEG.AOR-1SG

‘No, I don’t drink vodka.’
(vii) Central Tuvan (Field Notes)

C¢ok men pivo is-pes men

no I beer drink-NEG.AOR  1SG

‘No, I won’t drink (any) beer.’
This restructuring also includes (b) the presence of high > low round harmony (viii)—(ix),
e.g., in the present/future or the -4/j converb, and (c) low > low round harmony (ix)—(x) in
the past-tense marker -G4n, or plural -LAr (and sometimes the dative -GA4, but not the
locative -DA), all of which are features that likely reflect idiolectally manifested conver-
gence with Kazakh, resulting from the strong Kazakh-contact milieu within which Jungar
Tuvan is found today.
(viii) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 135)

Nak ola-p biid-or.

exact do.that-IP.cv end-AOR

‘It ends exactly like that.’
(ix) Jungar Tuvan (Mawkanuli 2005: 114, 108)  (x) Jungar Tuvan

SOS-10r-i 6l-gonde at-tan diiz-0 Z1igo

word-PL-POSS3 die-GANDA.CV horse-ABL descend-A.cv ~ why

‘his words’ ‘when/if (you) were dying’ ‘getting off from the horse’ ‘why’
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dazir-ar-i-nan 77?
abuse-INTRATERM.VN-POSS3-ABL/INS
‘So it was that the daughter (was freed) from the khan’s humiliation...’

(145) Jungar Tuvan (Geng Shimin 2000: 50, line 7)
Anja-l-yas-tan, ol giryangayay bicii ool-dar-i-nen qadi
do.thus-PSV-GAS.CV-ABL that old  sow little son-PL-POSS3-INS together
Jjobalanjoq  dme+dzuw-up  jorii-y be-er ergin.
without.worry live-IP.CV MOVE.AUX-A.CV  AUX.PRF-AOR EVID
‘So that sow lived together with her little sons with no worry.’

(146) Jungar Tuvan (Geng Shimin 2000: 51, 27)

Anja-l-yas-tan suu-ya bar-yas serin sup-ni Jilmilen-ip
do.thus-PSV-GAS.CV-ABL water-DAT go-GAS.CV  cool water-ACC greedy-IP.CV
iz-e basta-di.

drink-A.CV begin-DI.PST
‘So arriving at the water, she began to drink the cool water greedily.’

11. On the cognate converb forms of -GAS outside of Sayan Turkic

In this section I offer some brief comparative comments regarding the other Turkic
languages that instantiate structures using a converb cognate with -GAS in Sayan
Turkic, and that show only a subset of the domains associated with its use in Sayan
Turkic varieties.

According to Efremov (1979: 65; 1980, 1984), the cognate element -4A7 in Sa-
kha/Yakut also functions in domains where there is first actant co-reference across
the converb clause and the basic clause. However, earlier examples in Bohtlingk
(1851 [1964]: 387) suggest that the element includes an extra nuance of immediate
anteriority (or quasi-simultaneity) of event actions between the converb clause and
basic clause.

(147) Sakha (Yakut) (Bohtlingk 1851: 387)
San-at d-tdrd.
think-GAS.CV  say-NPST:3
‘Kaum hatte er nachgedacht, so pflegte er zu sagen [Hardly had he thought (it) when he
said].’

(148) Sakha (Yakut) (Bohtlingk 1851: 387)
Uot-u  ott-0t Caynik-kd xar-i simdn i-nu
fire-ACC set.to-burn-GAS.CV  teapot-DAT snow-ACC stuff-AN.CV water-ACC
orgup-put-tara.
make.cook-PST-3PL
‘Sobald sie das Feuer angeziindet hatten, stopften sie Schnee in den Kessel und
brachten Wasser zum Kochen’ [As soon as they set the fire, they stuffed snow in the
teapot and brought the water to a boil].’
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Outside of Sayan Turkic,'® the -GA¢ form does not appear to show a similarly strong
tendency to a skewed distribution within narratively equal events, or to be a type of
quasi-coordination in a same-subject like pattern, i.e., in a putative switch-reference
system. Although many uses found in the literature of these languages in fact do
have subject co-reference across relevant clauses, nevertheless this tendency is not
as statistically strong as in the Sayan Turkic languages, and many more counter-
examples can be found where there is no such subject (or first actant) co-reference
across the converb clause and the basic clause. Therefore, even while clearly
describing a narrative sequence and the typical “propulsive” or plot advancing
meanings characteristic of this converb (Johanson 1995: 327), these forms
nevertheless show no first actant co-reference across the clauses. Thus, in Uzbek for
example, one finds examples with the converb -gac (149) below, without subject co-
reference, but with a semantic relation of anteriority from the first to the second
converb clause, and also a nuance of possibly either immediate anteriority or quasi-
simultaneity from the second converb clause to the base clause.

(149) Uzbek (Johanson 1995: 326; Kononov 1960: 243)
Tun ket-gac tap  agar-gac qus-lar  sayra-y  basla-di.
night pass-GAS.cv dawn whiten-GAS.cv bird-pPL sing-A.CV  begin-DI.PST
‘The night had passed and it had dawned, the birds began to sing.’

In Modern Uighur, the element -GA¢ encodes temporal simultaneity of the converb
clause with the base clause (150), while the dative case-marked derivative of
this, -GAc¢qA (151), rather encodes the semantic attenuation of reason/cause (de Jong
2007: 195; Friederich & Yakup 2002: 209).

(150) Modern Uighur (de Jong 2007: 195)
U tamaq ye-gdc gezit oqu-di
PRON3 meal eat-GAS.CV newspaper read-DI.PST
‘He read a newspaper while eating.’

(151) Modern Uighur (de Jong 2007: 195)
Sughuq  bol-yac-qa biz oy-din Ci-mi-du-q.
cold be-GAS.CV-DAT we house-ABL leave-NEG-DI.PST-1PL
‘Because of the cold, we did not leave the house.’

The corresponding cognate element is also not limited to same-subject contexts in
Karaim, where an augmented form of the cognate element in the form -GA¢ox ap-
pears to mark adverbial subordination (Kocaoglu & Firkovi¢ius 2006: 23; Musaev

18 Perhaps better stated as outside of Siberian Turkic varieties, if, what Efremov says about
contemporary Sakha-Yakut is correct, and the language has changed in this regard or ex-
panded the functional domain of the converb since Bohtlingk recorded it.
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1964: 301), encoding either anteriority (152) or immediate anteriority/quasi-
simultaneity (153) between the event semantics encoded by the converb clause with
respect to the base clause.

(152) Trakai Karay [Karaim] (Kocaoglu & Firkovi¢ius 2006: 23)
kel-gecox tuy-gagox
come-GACOX.CV hear-GACOX.CV
‘when one has come’  ‘when one has heard’

(153) Karaim (Musaev 1964: 301)

Da edi kel-gdcox Avram  Mitsri-gd da  kor-dii-ldr
EMPH BE.AUX:DLPST come-GACOX.CV Avram Egypt-DAT EMPH see-DI.PST-3PL
mitsri-lar ol katin-ni ki korklii ol astri.

Egyptian-pL  that wife-AcC COMP beautiful that very
‘As soon as Avram went to Egypt, the Egyptians saw that his wife was very beautiful.’

In literary Bashkir, -GAs converb forms can also have anteriority or causal seman-
tics (Juldashev 1981: 311). It is also possible that in some instances, as in (154),
Bashkir exhibits an example of a quasi-finite use of -kds as well.

(154) Bashkir (Johanson 1995: 331)

Béd  kéj-én-ép togsay-0ar-ibio-01  af-ip rdaxmdt  dyt-ép
we  dress-RFLXV-IP.CV bag-PL-POSS1PL-ACC hang-iP.CV thank  say-IP.CV
kiires-kas ular béod-gd yul  ojrit-ép  yébdr-de-lir.

say.farewell-GAS.cv they we-DAT way teach-IP.CV send-DI.PST-PL
‘We dressed, shouldered our bags, thanked them and said goodbye; and they showed us
the way.’

Tatar shows a wide range of functional domains of the cognate converb element, but
even so this converb is not nearly as multi-functional in Tatar as it typically is in the
Sayan Turkic varieties. However, in Tatar this converb element does have a number
of the same functions that are seen in Sayan Turkic, including (potentially) an emer-
gent or quasi-same-subject coordinative function, as well as marking anteriority in
both same- and switch-subject contexts (155)—(156), causal semantics (157, bul-
gac), and even possibly semi-finite uses in Tatar literature at least (158, for-gac).
The semantic domain of this converb in Tatar also appears to include the conditional
(159), which might be an extension of the adverbial temporally subordinate “when”
semantics found in other languages, or express a logical event anteriority condition
(Burganova et al. 1993: 224-225, 229).
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(155) Tatar (Burganova et al. 1993: 224)
kayt-kac¢ bel-ii
return-GAS.CV know-vN
‘to know after having returned’

(156) Tatar (Burganova et al. 1993: 225)

Eti-se Seheér-gé kiic-kec Xoséyeniya médrésé-se-ney
father-pPOSS3  city-DAT move-GAS.CV Hussainija madrasa-POSS3-GEN
baslangi¢  klass-lar-in-a ker-é.

beginning class-PL-POSS3-DAT enter-AOR
‘When his father moves to the city, he enters the beginning classes at Hussainija mad-
rasa.’

(157) Tatar (Burganova et al. 1993: 224)

Kolxozci-lar kil-ep ker-ge¢ kené  is-e-m-é
kolkhoz.member-PL come-IP.CV enter-GAS.CV ~ only remember-AOR-1-DAT
tos-te yalgiz tiigel-e-m.

fall-DL.PST alone NEG-AOR-1SG
“The kolkhoz members returned and only then do I remember I was not alone.’

(158) Tatar (Burganova et al. 1993: 229)

Dosman iit-més di-p iSan-di-k Armiya batir bul-ga¢
enemy  gO-NEG.AOR say-IP.CV believe-DIL.PST-1PL army  hero be-GAS.cv
Sovet  xalk-i karti- yase anar yardémde .

Soviet people-POsSS3 old-POSS3  young-POSS3 PRON3:DAT help-LOC

tor-gac.

STAND.AUX-GAS.CV
‘Because the army is heroic, the whole of the Soviet people, from the young to the old,
we believed that the enemy would not come, and helped.’

(159) Tatar (Burganova et al. 1993: 229)
Esle-géc namus belén eslé-rge kirek.
work-GAS.CV conscience INS  work-INFNEC
‘If/when you work, you have to work with conscience.’

In literary Bashkir, the combination of the -GAs converb plus the emphatic =ta ap-
pears to have conditional semantics (Juldashev 1981: 311), whereas this same for-
mal combination rather has immediate anterior semantics in Tatar (160).

(160) Tatar (Burganova et al. 1993: 229)
kayt-kac=ta éyt-ii
return-GAS.CV=EMPH  say-VN
‘to say immediately after returning’
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Perhaps the closest analog to the frequency with which the -GAS converb occurs in
texts and has the range of functional domains typical of Sayan Turkic is to be found
in Western Yugur, a.k.a. Saryg Uygur or Yellow Uygur (Malov 1957, 1967; Tenisev
1976, Nugteren & Roos 2006; Roos 2000). The element that is cognate with Sayan
Turkic -GAS in Western Yugur is called the “coordinative gerund” by Geng Shimin
& Clark (1992/1993: 204) or the “mump TodpKo/KOrma” converb (the “just” or “as
soon as/when”) by Malov (1957: 187). It is very frequent in the texts in Malov
(1967). The range of it functions includes anteriority and/or narrative propulsion in
same-subject contexts (161), immediate anteriority (162—163), and some quasi-finite
forms (164)—(165) together with reduced clitic copular forms deriving from er-
(166). These latter may well, in forms reduced to @, underlie the quasi-finite uses
possibly found in Tatar and Bashkir, and in the Sayan Turkic varieties."

(161) Western Yugur [Saryg/Yellow Uygur] (Geng Shimin & Clark 1992/1993: 198)

Pu  kel-ges sav+tat-qas=la tergen-ni  aliy-yas
this come-GAS.CV put.in-GAS.CV=EMPH cart-ACC  take-GAS.CV
yus-un-ge yet-ip ke-ptro.

home-POSS3-DAT reach-IP.CV AUX.CLOC-IP.CV:NARR
‘He came back, and put it in and then he took the cart and came home.’

(162) Western Yugur [Saryg/Yellow Uygur] (Malov 1957: 187)
Nari may-gas ul’j-sina.
to.that.side go-GAS.CV ~ share-HORT.PL
‘Let’s go to the side and share.’

(163) Western Yugur [Saryg/Yellow Uygur] (Malov 1957: 187)
Siir-ge§ xan-iptro.
drown-GAS.CV  sweep.away-NARR
‘They were swept away drowning, having drowned.’

(164) Western Yugur [Saryg/Yellow Uygur] (Geng Shimin & Clark 1992/1993: 197)
Bu  gizil biiq qorqa-as tez-gen.
this red cap fear-GAS.cv flee-GAN.PST
‘It is said that these Red Caps were scared and fled.’

(165) Western Yugur [Saryg/Yellow Uygur] (Geng Shimin & Clark 1992/1993: 197)
Tikin-ge pay-yas-du.
thornbush-DAT  tie-GAS.CV-DLPST
‘He tied it to a thornbush.’

19 Or these forms may rather reflect a process of non-finite to finite marking shift—a
process that has come to be called insubordination in the literature (Evans 2007, Evans &
Watanabe 2016, Robbeets 2009).
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(166) Western Yugur [Saryg/Yellow Uygur] (Geng Shimin & Clark 1992/1993: 195)

Alvati  sdyin-ges-ii.
people happy-GAS.cv-cop
‘The people were happy.’

There are even examples in Western Yugur that suggest that the -GAS converb is
used in this language in the function of tail-to-head linkage (167)—(168).

(167) Western Yugur [Saryg/Yellow Uygur] (Geng Shimin & Clark 1992-1993: 197)

Bo oy-ya yedik gel-gen-ii.
this steppe-DAT reach:CV  CLOC-GAN.PST-COP
Bo  oy-ya yedik kel-ges...

this steppe-DAT reach:CV  CLOC-GAS.CV
‘They reached this steppe. They reached this steppe and...”

(168) Western Yugur [Saryg/Yellow Uygur] (Geng Shimin & Clark 1992-1993: 198)

... pér kise yoq yer-ge yet-iptro.

one  person NEG.COP place-DAT reach-NARR

Kise  yoq yer-ge Jet-kes, ...

person NEG.COP place-DAT reach-GAS.cv

‘He reached a deserted place. He reached a deserted place and...”

Note that derived or further case-inflected forms of this -GAS/-GA¢ converb are
attested not only in Sayan Turkic languages (exemplified in section 10 above), but

also to a limited extent in non-Sayan Turkic languages. For example, according to
Menges (1958-1959, 1959, 1959-1960, [1960—]1963, 1995), putative cognates to

the

Sayan Turkic GAS + case converb forms are said to be found in Literary Ojrot

(Altai Turkic) in the form -GAZIn, which ostensibly reflects an old lative-instru-
mental form of -GA¢ > - GAS, also realized as -GA&-tIn.>°

20

Note that Menges also remarks on a further possible cognate seen in the complex converb
in Xakas -4bAAs, for which various etymologies have been offered: by Bang as *-a+bar-
yac but by Malov as *-Ip+al-ya¢ (Menges [1960—]1963: 117). However, neither of these
etymological proposals adequately accounts for the long vowel and the lack of the ve-
lar/uvular consonant in Xakas without invoking an ad hoc eliding of the velar due to
something like rapid speech. And while the omission of, for example, the -p converb or
the aorist -V forms with these same putative roots does occur (bar, al, in Xakas), this
specifically does not occur with these same verb stems when used with suffixes that start
with a velar/uvular consonant, as this converb does. Also, according to Menges, in theory
all of these -GAc¢/-GAS forms are said to correlate with Mongolic -yat, suggesting a possi-
ble loan source, as it is lacking in runic Turkic sources, but if in Chuvash the us in -usan
really is cognate with the converb element under investigation in the present study, as
Menges asserts (albeit in a secondary, case-marked version), this may rather reflect an
accidental gap in the runic Turkic corpus, and thus it may possibly be old in Turkic after
all.



The multi-functional converb -GA4S$ and related forms in Sayan Turkic 279

12. Summary

The -GAS converb and its various derivatives in the Sayan Turkic varieties perform a
wide range of functions. The -GAS$ converb may encode anteriority, including im-
mediate anteriority, or even quasi-simultaneity of action between the event express-
ed by the converb clause and that of the base clause. The -GA§ converb may also
serve to encode narratively equal events in a type of semantic coordination express-
ed through a syntactically subordinate form as a means of conveying narrative
propulsion. In certain varieties, e.g., Todzhu or Tofan, this element has been gram-
maticalized as a same-subject marker in a switch-reference system. Further, some
Sayan Turkic varieties, especially Jungar Tuvan and Dukhan, instead have con-
ventionalized the use of -GAS forms to set off chunks of discourse, by copying
sequences of the finite predicative element of a sentence at the beginning of the fol-
lowing sentence in the -GAS form in a system known as tail-to-head linkage. In both
Tofan and Soyot, -GAS§ has been analogically extended into domains of the -p
converb in complex predicates or auxiliary verb constructions. Further, both causal
and purposive semantics can be associated with specific grammaticalized combina-
tions of -GAS forms with particular lexemes like “be” or “say” in Sayan Turkic
varieties, with causal semantics often associated with a -GAs form of bol- (‘be’), and
purposive semantics with a grammaticalization of a verb in the -7 non-past partici-
ple or intraterminal verbal noun form followed by the -GAS§ form of de- (‘say’).
Lastly, case-marked forms of -GAS$ can appear in many of the same functions as
plain -GAS forms, particularly in Jungar Tuvan, Dukhan and Central Tuvan. While
analogs to subsets of these functions are found in a number of other Turkic lan-
guages, especially in W. Yugur and Tatar, only in Sayan Turkic varieties is such a
wide array of functional domains and frequency of -GAs forms found in complex
sentences.

Abbreviations

ABL Ablative INTRATERM Intraterminal

ACC Accusative IP.CV Converb in -Ip

A.CV Converb -A, -1, -y ITJ Interjection

ADJ.DER  Adjectival derivation LOC Locative

ATT Attemptive MED Medialis

AUX Auxiliary MITIG Mitigation

ALL Allative NARR Narrative

AOR Aorist N.DER Noun Derivation

ARDA.CV  Converb in -Ar.dA, allows NEC Necessitative
subject marking by possessives

ARGA.CcV  Converb in -Ar.gA, allows subject ~ NEG Negative
marking by possessives

CAUS Causative NPST Non-Past

BEN Benefactive NR Near

CAP Capabilitive OBJ Object

CES Cessative PFV Perfective
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CL Classifier PL Plural

CLOC Cislocative POL Polite

COLL Collective POSS Possessive

COMP Complementizer POSTTERM Post-terminal

COND Conditional PRF Perfect

CONJ Conjunctive PROG Progressive

cop Copula PROL Prolative

cv Converb PRON Pronominal

DAT Dative PRTCPL  Participle

DEM Demonstrative PRS Present

DIL.PST Past form in -DI PST Past

DIM Diminutive PSV Passive

DIR Directional PTC Particle

DISTR Distributive PURP Purposive

DS Different-Subject RCP Reciprocal

DUR Durative REC Recent

EMPH Emphatic RFLXV Reflexive

EVID Evidential SBEN Self-Benefactive

FOC Focus Ss Same-Subject

GAN.PST  Past form in -GAn SUBJ Subject

GAS.cv  Converb in GAS SUBJ.VERS Subject Version

GEN Genitive SUBORD  Subordinator

HAB Habitual TLOC Translocative

HORT Hortative UNACMPL Unaccomplished

mp I mperative V.DER Verb Derivation

INTRATERM Intraterminal VN Verbal Noun
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The article provides a corpus-based analysis of three placeholder items, kim, kimne:- and
kana:-, in the North-Siberian Turkic language Dolgan. After a brief discussion of the the-
oretical state of art in the research on placeholder items (Section 2), the named Dolgan
placeholder items are investigated regarding their etymological origin (Section 3) as well
as their morphosyntactic properties and their functional domains (Section 4). Finally, the
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1. Introduction

So-called placeholders (also known as “lexical fillers” or “oblitive nouns/verbs”)
make up a linguistic category which is not yet fully described and often not even
recognized in linguistic research, only in the last few years research on placeholders
increased (e.g. Amiridze et al. 2010)." Roughly speaking, placeholders are under-
stood as lexical items that replace another lexical item in a clause, and are especially
important in spoken discourse (Fox 2010: 1-2). A simple example of a placeholder
is the following:

(1) English
I wanted to know if you found a whatchamacallit, a parking space. (Fox 2010: 2)

The speaker apparently is searching for the right lexical item and fills the arising
pause in speech with the lexical item whatchamacallit. The placeholder in question
can be analyzed here as a lexicalized phrase emerging from what you may call it
(Fox 2010: 1). English, being a language showing few inflectional morphology, has

1 This publication has been produced in the context of the joint research funding of the
German Federal Government and Federal States in the Academies’ Programme, with
funding from the Federal Ministry of Education and Research and the Free and Hanseatic
City of Hamburg. The Academies’ Programme is coordinated by the Union of the German
Academies of Sciences and Humanities.
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no placeholders showing complex morphosyntactic properties. Many languages
showing more extensive inflectional morphology, however, exhibit placeholders
showing inflectional morphology and more complex morphosyntax, e.g. the Tungus-
ic language Udihe and the Caucasian languages Udi and Georgian (Fox 2010: 3—4).
Also Dolgan, a North-Siberian Turkic language,” has three lexical elements, kim,
kimne:- and kana:-, which seem to function as placeholders in the above-mentioned
sense, as the following examples (2) and (3) may show.

(2)  Onno kim-ne:-cci-ler  buo  kim— part’izansk’ij iti atr’ad.’
there PH-VBZ-HAB-3PL EMPH PH  partisan this troop
‘There they made this thing—this partisan troop.’

(ChVD_AKEE 198204 SoldierInWar_nar.019)

(3) Onto eder  ogo-lor-u kel-em-mit iidret-e-bit, kan-i:-bit [...]
then young child-PL-ACC come-CVB.SEQ-1PL teach-PRS-1PL  PH-PRS-1PL
‘Then the young people, after we come, we teach [them] and so on: [...]°
(AKNN_KuNS 200212 _LifeHandicraft conv.077)

In both examples, the speaker apparently inserts some lexical material (kimne.cciler,
kim and kani:bit, respectively) in order to keep his speech going, either replacing
some other lexical item (2) or repeating it (3). Moreover, these two examples show
that kim and kimne:- on the one hand, and kara:- on the other hand, seem to work in
functionally different domains.

This article shall describe the named placeholder items in Dolgan, their origin
and their function. In Section 2 the theoretical background for this study is provided;
Section 3 deals with the origin of the named items and Section 4 deals with their
morphosyntax and functional domains. Section 5 finally draws conclusions and
evaluates the language-specific data against a theoretical background. The material
used in this study comes from the Dolgan corpus of the research project INEL
(Grammatical Descriptions, Corpora and Language Technology for Indigenous
Northern Eurasian Languages; carried out by the Academy of Sciences in Ham-
burg),’ which currently consists of 73 glossed texts (both folklore and narrative
texts, as well as conversations) with 7,005 sentences and 45,399 tokens.

2 Dolgan, together with its closest relative Yakut (Sakha), forms the North-Siberian
subbranch of the Siberian branch of the Turkic language family (Boeschoeten 1998: 3).
Nowadays, it is spoken by approx. 1,000 people (VPN 2010) on the Taymyr peninsula
and in adjacent areas in the extreme north of Siberia (Artem’ev 2013a: 3).

3 The transcription follows the one developed in Johanson & Csatd (1998: xviii—xxii), the
only exception being the marking of vowel length. For typographic reasons the IPA sym-
bol <:> is used instead of the macron.

4 https://inel.corpora.uni-hamburg.de/?page _1d=920, latest access: 23.01.2018.
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2. Theoretical background

As was mentioned before, linguistic research often has ignored placeholders and
similar phenomena. This may be because English and other western European lan-
guages often use items like English uAmm or German dhm, which are probably bet-
ter analyzed as fillers than as placeholders (Fox 2010: 1) and lack morphological
and syntactic marking, or even other strategies that operate in this functional do-
main. This does not, however, hold true for a number of other languages (see e.g.
Fox 2010, Podlesskaya 2010). In spite of the apparently wide occurrence of place-
holders in the languages of the world, Hayashi & Yoon (2006) and the volume on
placeholder items (Amiridze et al. 2010) are by now the only available theoretical
anchoring points for the cross-linguistic investigation of this phenomenon.

According to Hayashi & Yoon (2010: 37) a placeholder is a linguistic unit
which, firstly, is a referential expression used by the speaker to replace another lexi-
cal item and, secondly, occupies the same syntactic slot as the omitted original lexi-
cal item would have done. Placeholder items often are used when the speaker has
difficulty finding a lexical item; a central function of placeholders is, hence, to keep
the speech going on and signal to the hearer that the speaker is still formulating his
utterance (Fox 2010: 5-6). Placeholder items following the relevant lexical item, as
in example (3), obviously behave somewhat differently, as the lexical item in ques-
tion was already mentioned and can, therefore, not be sought for by the speaker.
Whether placeholder items following the relevant lexical item nevertheless can be
analyzed similarly to those preceding it remains an open question which can only be
answered by investigating a wider range of languages (Podlesskaya 2010: 25).
Therefore, in this study, I will use the terms “placeholder” and “placeholder item” in
a broad sense, i.e. for a linguistic unit serving as a referential expression which sub-
stitutes for another lexical item either preceding or following it.

The etymological origins of placeholder items seem to be quite diverse. Never-
theless, some frequent sources can be observed (Podlesskaya 2010: 12-13): pro-
nouns like Russian efo ‘this’, semantically bleached nouns like Armenian ban
‘thing’, a combination of both like Mandarin zhe-ge ‘this-CL’, and lexicalized con-
structions like English whatchamacallit (< what you may call it).

Another theoretical issue is how placeholder items are integrated morphologi-
cally and syntactically into the utterance in question. English whatchamacallit, on
the one hand, shows no morphological and syntactic properties, whereas Dolgan
kim, kimne:- and kana.- clearly do. Taking a closer look at placeholders that do have
morphological and syntactic properties, one can distinguish between nominal and
verbal placeholders. According to Podlesskaya (2010: 13), nominal placeholders, i.e.
placeholders which substitute for nominal constituents, are more common than ver-
bal placeholders, i.e. placeholders which substitute for verbal constituents. However,
this frequency hierarchy (which also implies that a language showing verbal place-
holders obligatorily also has nominal placeholders) is far from proven, though it fits
well with the data at present. The next question to arise is whether placeholders—
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both nominal and verbal—copy the morphology and the syntactic properties of the
substituted lexical item and if so, to what degree. Three examples given by Podless-
kaya may give a tentative answer to that:

(4) Russian’
Ja  xoc-u et-0 ubezat’ ot nego.
1SG want-1SG PH-NOM/ACC.SG.N run.away.INF from he.GEN
‘I want... uhmm... to run away from him.” (Podlesskaya 2010: 19)

(5) Russian
Ja  zanimaj-u-s’ et-oj kak=eé tipologi-ej.
1SG deal.with-1SG-REFL PH;-INSTR.SG.F PH, typology-INSTR
‘I deal with this, whatchamacallit, typology.” (Podlesskaya 2010: 21)

(6) Udihe
Nayga-da  sin-e-we  api-nde-ze-mi kese-li-nde-ze-mi.
little-FOC ~ you-0-ACC PH-SEM-SUBJ-1SG torture-INC-SEM-SUBJ-1SG
‘I will PH [whatchamacallit]... torture you a little.” (Podlesskaya 2010: 15; from Niko-
laecva & Tolskaya 2001)

These examples show the three theoretically possible degrees of morphological ad-
aptation of the placeholder to the replaced item: In example (4) the nominal place-
holder eto (originally a proximal demonstrative pronoun) replaces the infinitive
complement clause ubezat’ ot nego; i.e., it does not mirror the morphosyntax of the
replaced item at all—regardless of whether efo is analyzed as nominative or accusa-
tive. In example (5) the placeholder etoj (instrumental singular feminine form of efo)
copies the morphology of the replaced item tipologiej (instrumental singular of #i-
pologija)® exactly. Example (6) finally shows an intermediate degree of copying of
the morphology of the replaced lexical item. Whereas person and number marking
-ze-mi, as well as the semelfactive marker -nde, are copied, the inchoative/inceptive
marker -/i is not copied. All this implies that there is no clear-cut pattern for the
morphosyntactic behavior of placeholders. However, this also has to be proven by
investigating a wider range of languages.

To sum up, one can say that placeholders from quite different etymological
sources can occur both preceding and following the substituted lexical item. Further-
more, and according to the linguistic data currently available, nominal placeholders
seem to be more prominent than verbal placeholders and the morphosyntactic be-
havior of both nominal and verbal placeholders varies significantly across languages
and even within languages (see examples (4) and (5) from Russian).

5 The original glossing and translation are slightly adapted.

6 The gender of the noun is not expressed by the case ending in Russian, but by the lexical
item itself. As tipologija is a feminine noun, adjectives and demonstratives pronouns have
to agree with it.
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3. Origin of the placeholder items

Kim is originally an interrogative pronoun meaning ‘who’ (Stachowski 1993: 147—
148), which has etymological parallels all over the Turkic languages; cf. Turkish kim
‘id.” (Lewis 1991: 72), Tatar kem ‘id.” (Poppe 1963: 81) and Yakut kim ‘id.” (Xari-
tonov et al. 1982: 197).

Kimne:- is a verb which is derived from the interrogative pronoun kim with the
frequent verbalizer -LA:,” cf. albinna:- ‘to betray’ < albin ‘lie, deception’ and
ha:majda:- ‘to speak Nganasan’ < ha:maj ‘Nganasan’ (Stachowski 1997: 60—61).

The case of karna:- is more complicated. Dolgan karna:- has the Yakut cognate
xaya.- ~ yaya:- which is translated as ‘what do, what be, for what do’ (Pekarskij
1959: 3243). The correspondence of Dolgan # and Yakut y ~ j seems to be regular;
cf. the lexemes Dolgan meni: ‘head’ (Stachowski 1993: 178) and a#i: ‘sin’ (Sta-
chowski 1993: 34) vs. Yakut meyi. ‘brain; head’ (Slepcov 1972: 247) and ayi: ~ ayi:
‘sin’ (Slepcov 1972: 35-36). According to Pekarskij (1959: 3243) the Yakut form
can be analyzed as the interrogative stem *yay- and the verbalizing element -a.-. The
former most probably traces back to the Proto-Turkic interrogative stem *ga.7-, as
Proto-Turkic *# regularly yields Yakut y ~ y (Johanson 1998: 106), and the exist-
ence of a nasal in the stem can also be shown by forms like Uyghur kanu ~ kayu
‘which’ (Rédsinen 1969: 232) and Khalaj ga:“ni ‘id.” (Johanson 1998: 106). Hence,
the Dolgan form of the placeholder item karia.- has to be regarded as older than the
Yakut equivalent yaya.- ~ yaya:-, which is not surprising, as Dolgan is often treated
as more conservative than Yakut (e.g. Stachowski 1993: 17). Nevertheless, this is
astonishing in so far, as interrogatives themselves, like Dolgan kaya ‘what kind of;
which’ and kaydak ~ kaytak ‘how’ (Stachowski 1993: 133), look like the corre-
sponding Yakut forms yaya and yayday (Slepcov 1972: 474). But bearing in mind
that the Dolgan placeholder kimne:- (see above) and the Yakut placeholder tuoyta:-
(Slepcov 1972: 405) also stem from interrogative pronouns, it seems quite plausible
that the placeholders kana:- and yaya.- ~ yaya.- in both Dolgan and Yakut also trace
back to the combination of an interrogative stem and a verbalizer.

4. Morphosyntax and function of the placeholders

4.1 kim

As kim is originally an interrogative pronoun and shows no further derivational
morphology, it can be assumed that it behaves morphosyntactically like a nominal
element. Dolgan nouns are inflected for number, case and possession; pronouns are
inflected for number and case, rarely also for possession (Artem’ev 2013b: 137-
138). In what follows, it shall be investigated to which extent the placeholder kim

7 Due to palatal-velar and labial-illabial vowel harmony as well as consonant assimilations
the suffix has got 16 allomorphs; in this case -LA4: has the surface structure -ne:, because it
is attached to a stem with palatal-illabial vocalism and a stem-final nasal.
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takes nominal morphosyntactic properties, and whether it copies the morphological
patterns of the substituted item. Examples (7)—(9) illustrate this.

(7) Onton ol kim, Bal’sakov, d-i:-bin, [...]
then that PH Bal’sakov say-PRS-1SG
‘Then that, what’s his name, Bol’$akov, I say, [the old Nikolaj, he was a very old
man.]” (EIBK_KuNS 2004_StorytellersUstAvam_conv.016)

®) [..] illa-¢ci  e-ti-bit kim-ye ie, onton
sing-PTCP.HAB  be-PST1-1PL PH-DAT/LOC PTCL then
kolxoz-ka, kulu:b-ka munn’-us-t-a:¢¢éi e-ti-bit.

kolkhoz-DAT/LOC club-DAT/LOC  gather-RECP/COLL-REFL-PTCP.HAB be-PST1-1PL
‘[...] we sang, in whatchamacallit, then in the kolkhoz, in the club we gathered.’
(AKNN_KuNS 200212_LifeHandicraft conv.126)

©9) [..] min bier-bit-im kim-mi-n, hantap-pi-n
1SG give-PST2-1SG PH-POSSISG-ACC parka-POSS1SG-ACC
‘I gave my whatchamacallit, my parka [to the house of culture then].’
(AKNN_KuNS 200212 LifeHandicraft conv.112)

In example (7) both the placeholder (kim) and the replaced item (Bal Sakov) behave
morphosyntactically like nominal; i.e. they are inflected for case and number (zero-
marked nominative singular);® syntactically they both function as the element
expressing the subject. In examples (8) and (9) the placeholder kim copies the mor-
phosyntactic properties of the substituted lexical item completely. According to the
analyzed material, this pattern seems by far to be the most frequent one. To put it
differently: If a nominal lexical item in Dolgan is inflected for number, case and/or
possession, and is replaced by the placeholder kim, then the placeholder mostly re-
flects the morphological properties of the substituted item exactly. This also holds
true for derivational morphology, as example (10) shows.

(10) Kim-ne:k e-ti-bit, prijomnik-ta:k, [...]
PH-PROPR be-PST1-1PL receiver-PROPR
‘We had, whatchamacallit, a receiver [...]°
(EIBK_KuNS_2004_StorytellersUstAvam_conv.142)

While the examples (7)—(10) are quite straightforward to analyze, the following
three examples show some peculiarities which are not that easy to analyze.

8 It should be mentioned here that the nominative singular is not indicated in glossing.
Nominal elements that are not glossed for case and/or number are therefore to be regarded
as zero-marked for nominative singular.
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(11) Ba:gi sar buollagina, kim buollagina, kuka:ki:
that rough.legged.buzzard however PH however, Siberian.jay
bL;BllagYna [...]
however

“That rough-legged buzzard, however, the whatchamacallit, the Siberian jay [...].”
(UKET _2002_FoxJayBuzzard flk.064)

(12) [...] kim-iy na:.da, iald’-im-iak-ki-n
PH-POSS2SG have.to be.sick-NEG-PTCP.FUT-POSS28G-ACC
na.da.
have.to
‘[The most important thing is] one has to whatchamacallit, one must not be sick.’
(AKNN_KuNS_200212_LifeHandicraft conv.116)

(13) Ontoniti  kim, kak=ego  Jarockij Konstantin [...]
then that PH PH Jarockij Konstantin
“Then that, whatchamacallit, what’s his name, Jarockij Konstantin [...]’
(EIBK_KuNS 2004_StorytellersOfUstAvam_conv.036)

On first glance, example (11) looks like example (7), i.e. consists of a bare noun
phrase kuka:ki: with the preceding placeholder kim replacing it. However, this case
is complicated by the fact that ba:gi sar buollagina is a false start by the speaker:
The story is about the rough-legged buzzard (sar) who is fooled by the fox. The Si-
berian jay (kuka:ki:) laughs about that, but now the jay himself is fooled by the fox.
So the speaker starts accidentally talking about the buzzard here, remarks on this,
and starts the sentence again, using kim as a placeholder for the sought-for lexical
item kuka:ki:. Thus, the placeholder kim apparently has not only the function to keep
the speech going in case of word-finding trouble, but also to repair a false start,
which is, obviously, a very similar functional domain. Example (12) shows, how
complex the syntactic contexts can be where the placeholder kim can be used. The
particle na:da ‘need to; have to’ is a loan from Russian, and can have both a noun
phrase and a non-finite construction as complement. In the second clause of the ex-
ample, na:da takes a non-finite complement clause as complement. This is not,
however, mirrored by the form of the placeholder, which forms a noun phrase here.
Nevertheless, in both clauses the person-number reference coincides: Both comple-
ments of na:da show the possessive suffix of the second person singular.” So, in the
one case the placeholder copies the morphosyntactic properties of the substituted
item here (person-number reference), but in the other case it does not (noun phrase
vs. complement clause), although the choice of a nominal placeholder could maybe

9 It should be remarked here that the possessive suffix of the second person singular does
not necessarily refer to a second person singular in Dolgan. It can also be used as a device
marking given and/or accessible referents (cf. Siegl 2015).
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be explained by the existence of a participle taking nominal categories in the com-
plement clause. Thus, the placeholder kim does not necessarily behave uniformly
within one and the same occurrence. Finally, in example (13) kim interacts with the
Russian placeholder kak=ego (cf. also example (5)), which shows its deep anchoring
in the structure of language. Even in the context of massive Russian interference
(another Russian placeholder used, Russian name) the Dolgan placeholder is kept,
and is not fully replaced by a Russian one.

All the examples discussed until now showed both a form of kim and the re-
placed lexical item in the sentence. However, there are some examples where only a
form of kim can be found:

(14) Kim, kim kulak-tar di:  di-l-ler [...]
PH PH kulak-PL EMPH say-PRS-3PL
‘Uhmm, “they are kulaks”, they said [and took them away].’
(BeES_1997 HistoryOfKatyryk nar.053)

At least the first occurrence of kim cannot be connected to other lexical material in
the sentence. Hence, kim can also be used as a placeholder, when the replaced lexi-
cal item is not part of the sentence anymore. This in turn implies the question
whether kim can be inflected for number, case and possession in these environments
too. The following examples show instances of such environments:

(15) [...] horok kihi-ler-iy kiiren-ette:-bit-ter  iti kimie-ke. '
some human-PL-POSS2SG flee-FREQ-PST2-3PL that PH-DAT/LOC

‘[...] some people"" fled to that whatchamacallit...’
(BeES 1997 HistoryOfKatyryk nar.070)

(16) “Ol-lii-biit  agaj, kim-yi-n kiste:”, [...].
die-pST1-1PL just PH-POSS2SG-ACC hide.IMP.2SG
“We are dying, hide the whatchamacallit”, [she said to me].’
(LaVN_KuNS 1999 MusicRepressions_conv.056)

In both (15) and (16), there is apparently an inflected form of the placeholder kim
without the replaced lexical item. Hence, it seems not to be obligatory in Dolgan that
the replaced lexical item occurs in the same sentence as the placeholder kim. Finally,
examples (15) and (16), as well as all the other examples, clearly show that kim,
originally meaning ‘who’ and, thus, referring to animate referents, does not differ-
entiate between animate and inanimate referents anymore. Neither are there in-
stances of the interrogative pronoun fuok ‘what’, i.e., the inanimate counterpart of

10 Kimie- is an allomorph of kim and is regularly used in the dative-locative case.
11 As it was mentioned above, the possessive suffix of the second person singular can be
used as a referential device; this is the case here, too.
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kim, operating in this functional domain. Hence, it can be concluded that kim loses
its animacy-related markedness when occurring as a placeholder item

All in all, one can say that the nominal placeholder kim can occur in sentences
both with and without the lexical item which it replaces. Regardless of whether the
replaced lexical item is overtly present in the sentence, kim nearly always mirrors its
morphosyntactic properties; however, in the latter case it remains questionable
whether this can be called mirroring, as there is no overt material to mirror. More-
over, kim occurs even in quite complex syntactic contexts (example (11) and (12))
and also in interaction with massive Russian interference (example (13)).

4.2 kimne:-

Regarding the fact that kimne.- is formed by kim and the verbalizer -LA: (see above),
it seems obvious to see kimne:- as the verbal counterpart of kim. As expected,
kimne:- indeed behaves morphosyntactically like a verb:

(17) Onton bu?)llagi‘na kimn-i.r iti iciigej bagaj-dik  huruj-ar.
then however PH-PRS.3SG  that good very-ADVZ write-PRS.3SG
‘Then, however, he, whatchamacallit, writes very well.’
(EfTS_AKPG_1994_AAPopov_nar.087)

So, kimne:- shows person-number and tense marking here (third person singular,
present tense) and it mirrors the morphosyntax of the replaced lexical item hurujar.
In what follows it shall be investigated to what extent this morphosyntactic copying
of the respective lexical item is obligatory and, if not, which categories are copied
and which are not. There are quite many examples where a complete copying can be
observed, even in very complex morphosyntactic environments like the negated ha-
bitual mood in the past tense:

18) [...] kim-i da kimne:-cci-te huok e-ti-lere, huruj-a:¢éci-ta
who-ACC NEG PH-HAB-3SG NEG  be-PST1-3PL write-HAB-3SG
huok e-ti-lere urut.

NEG be-PsT1-3PL before
‘[No, I did not hear that somebody should sing in radio], they didn’t whatchamacallit
anybody, they didn’t record.” (EIBK_KuNS 2004_StorytellersUstAvam_conv.098)

Even in complex discourse contexts, as in example (19a)—(19c¢), this holds true:

a. PoPD: 4 bihigi  ogonnor-bu-n gitta uze
and.R 1PL husband-P0OSS1SG-ACC with already
texnikum-tan kimne:-bit...

technical.school-ABL  PH-PTCP.PST

‘And my husband and I, already from the technical school we
whatchamacallit...’
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b. KuNS: Bil-s-ibik-kit?
get.to.know-RECP/COLL-PST2-2PL
“You got to know each other?’

c. PoPD: Bul-s-ubut e-ti-bit, [...].
find-RECP/COLL-PTCP.PST ~ be-PST1-1PL
‘We have found each other, [...]
(PoPD_KuNS 2004 Life conv.047-049)

The first speaker (PoPD) apparently has trouble finding the words, and uses the non-
finite form kimne:bit. The second speaker (KuNS) interrupts and proposes the finite
form bilsibikkit, but PoPD continues his sentence with a complex verb form where
the form bulsubut has the same morphosyntactical shape as kimne.bit.

However, there are many instances where the morphosyntax of the replaced lexi-
cal items is not completely, or even not at all, mirrored. As it was observed for the
nominal placeholder kim, there are examples where the replaced lexical item is not
visible at all:

Ol  ihin gini kepset-i-n kimne:-bit-tere buolla itigirdik.
that because.of 3SG story-POSS3SG-ACC PH-PST2-3PL  EMPH SO
‘Therefore they whatchamacallit his stories like this.’

(PoNA_AKPG_1994 _MPXarlampiev_nar.060)

For this example (20) the context is the following: the speaker tells about a radio
journalist who came from Yakutia to the Dolgans and brought Yakut material to
broadcast. In the sentence at hand, he is about to explain what was done with this
material, but apparently does not find a proper expression for it. Neither in the fol-
lowing sentences does it become clear what was meant, as the person conducting the
interview asks something different. The next examples (21)—(22) show various
complex instances of partial copying of the morphosyntax of the replaced item:

(19) Ilim iitt-e kimne:-tek-ke, komdolos-tok-piine, [...].
net place-CVB.SIM  PH-PTCP.COND-DAT/LOC help-TEMP-1SG
‘When I whatchamacallit help them placing the nets, [I am helping the old men].’
(KiMN_19900417_Milkmaid flk.019)

(20) Imit-e:ri gin-nak-tarina, de kimn-i:l-ler, kih
soften-CVB.PURP make-TEMP-3PL well ~PH-PRS-3PL  girl
ogo-loru-n igir-a:¢¢i-lar  togoere.

child-POSS3PL-ACC call-HAB-3PL  why INDEF
‘When they are about to soften [it], they whatchamacallit, they call their daughters for
some reason.” (BeES_2010_HidePreparation_nar.033)
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Example (21) can be interpreted in two different ways. Either ilim iitte kimne:tekke
and komolostokpiine are two different, independent clauses, in which case the place-
holder would function like in example (20); i.e., the lexical item which it replaces
would not be overtly realized. Or it is possible to regard komalostokpiine as the lexi-
cal item which is replaced by kimne.tekke. From my point of view, the latter alterna-
tive is more likely, as there is clearly no pause between the two word forms in the
audio file. That means that the morphology of the replaced item is not completely
mirrored by the placeholder; komdldstokpiine is a finite form (temporal mood, first
person singular) which is built up of the (deep) morphemes -TAK and -BInA.
kimne:tekke in turn is a non-finite form (conditional participle, dative-locative case)
which is made up of the (deep) morphemes -TAK and -GA. Indeed, -TAK is etymo-
logically the same item, and the two constructions have a similar reading, namely a
temporal and/or conditional one. In either case, it can be stated that the placeholder
does not copy the morphosyntax of the replaced item completely here. In example
(22), finally, the person-number markings of the replaced lexical item and the place-
holder are identical. However, the placeholder does not show the mood marking,
which is seen at the replaced item.

To sum up, it can be stated that the placeholder kimne.- behaves very similarly to
the placeholder kim. It can occur in contexts both with and without the correspond-
ing lexical item being overtly realized and it often, but not necessarily mirrors the
morphosyntactic properties of the replaced item. Hence, kimne:- can be both for-
mally and functionally regarded as the verbal counterpart of the nominal placeholder
kim.

4.3 kana:-

First of all, it must be stated that karia:- occurs far less often in the corpus (22 to-
kens) than kim or kimne.- (244 and 123 tokens). kara.- is a verb and, hence, should
be expected to show verbal morphology. The following examples show the contexts
in which kana:- occurs.

(1) [...] praviitelstva d'e  ehie-ke iiciigej-dik komoloh-iio, kan-ie.
government  well 2PL-DAT/LOC good-ADVZ help-FUT.3SG PH-FUT.3SG
‘[...] the government, well, will help you and so on.’
(BeES_1997_HistoryOfKatyryk nar.081)

(22) Tapyn-a-git, kan-i.:-git.
dress-PRS-2PL  PH-PRS-2PL
‘You dress yourselves and so on.’
(ChSA_KuNS_2004_ReindeerHerding_conv.077)
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(23) Ba ogo-lor-u utu-t-um-a.ri-lar, kana:-m-a:ri-lar [...]
this child-PL-ACC  sleep-CAUS-NEG-CVB.PURP-3PL PH-NEG-CVB.PURP-3PL
‘In order not to let their children sleep and so on, [our fathers and their fathers had this
tale, a tale especially for children.]” (UKET_2002_FoxJayBuzzard flk.003)

Apparently karna.- behaves in all three examples uniformly. It occurs directly after
the lexical item to which it belongs, and it reflects the morphosyntactic properties of
the latter completely, even in complex verb forms like in example (25). According
to the translations given by native speakers, kara.- has the rough meaning of ‘and so
on’ (the original translations given by the speakers are in Russian, hence its equiva-
lent i tak dalee, i tak prochee etc.). In almost all other instances in the corpus kara.-
behaves exactly the same. One example stands out, but can be explained anyway.

(24) a. 1 tam ja komaoloh-0.:¢cii-biin [ ...] razdelivaj-d-i:
and.R there.R 1SG.R help-HAB-1SG fillet.R-VBZ-CVB.SIM
kan-i.

PH-CVB.SIM
‘And there I help [with the cutting of the fish] filleting and so on.’

b. Kan-i..
PH-CVB.SIM
‘And so on.” (BeSN_2009 Family nar.051-052)

So in (26a) kana:- shows the same behavior as in the previous examples. In (26b)
the form of kara.- seems to stand alone, however, it is probably a simple repetition
of the same form in (26a). Hence, the form kani: in (26b) refers to the lexical item
razdelivajdi: in (26a), and remains as an anaphoric instance of the former element.

At this point, so-called co-compounds (cf. Wilchli 2005) should be mentioned,
as some Turkic languages exhibit them and some of them seem to work similarly to
kana:-; cf. e.g. Turkish doktor-moktor ‘doctor or the like’ (Wélchli 2005: 168). In
Dolgan, co-compounds are formed by combining two semantically similar lexical
items which then take on a more general meaning (Stachowski 1997: 86). An exam-
ple of the usage of these co-compounds is the following.

(25) Hogotogun iidske:-bit, ine-ti-n-aga-ti-n
lonely arise-PTCP.PST mother-POSS3SG-ACC-father-POSS3SG-ACC
0jdo:-bot Lajku die-n it olor-but

remember-PTCP.NEG Laajku say-CVB.SEQ dog live-PST2.3SG
‘There lived a dog named Laajku, which grew up lonely and did not remember its par-
ents.” (BeVP_1970_Laajku_flk.001)

In this example, the combination of the lexemes irie ‘mother’ and aga ‘father’ ap-
parently means ‘parents’ in a more general sense. From a formal point of view, these
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co-compounds do indeed behave like the placeholder karia.-, as they are also built
up of two lexical items which show the same morphosyntactic properties. Function-
ally, however, they seem to fulfill different purposes than kara:- does. Most often
two lexemes are combined in order to express a semantically more general lexeme
(mother and father for parents or brother and sister for siblings). Moreover, both
components—at least in Dolgan—are always full lexical items, whereas kana.- is
lexically empty. Constructions like the Turkish one mentioned above do not occur.
Therefore, it can be said that co-compounding is a phenomenon in Dolgan which is
formally similar to the use of the placeholder kara.-, but operates in different func-
tional domains.

To sum up, karia:- occurs far less often than kim or kimne:-; it always stands after
the lexical item to which it belongs and shows the morphosyntactical properties of
the latter completely. Though kara.- is formally a verb, its meaning is hereby close
to the English phrases and so on, et cetera.

4.4 Similarities and differences in usage

From a formal point of view, it has to be mentioned that kim is a nominal place-
holder, whereas kimne:- and kana:- are verbal placeholders; i.e., the former one re-
places nominal lexical items and the latter ones replace verbal lexical items. The
most striking difference between kim, kimne:-, on the one hand, and karna:-, on the
other hand, is apparently their position in the clause. The former ones precede the
lexical item they belong to, while the latter one follows it directly. (This does not, of
course, hold true for the instances where kim and kimne:- occur without belonging to
any lexical item.) Furthermore, kim and kimne:- often reflect the morphosyntactic
properties of the replaced lexical item, but not obligatorily. (Partial mirroring, or no
mirroring at all—which mostly can be explained then—is also observed.) kara.-,
however, does it consistently in every instance. Moreover, kara:- occurs strikingly
less often (21 tokens) than kim and kimne:- (244 and 123 tokens).

Regarding the functional domains of the placeholders under investigation, it also
has to be stated that kim and kimne:- behave quite uniformly, and differ from the
usage of kana:-. The former are used in contexts where the speaker has trouble
finding words but apparently wants to use lexical material in order to signal to the
hearer that s/he is working on his/her utterance. kana:-, in contrast, does not occur in
those contexts, but always follows a lexical item with full meaning and is equivalent
to English ‘and so on’. That means that the speaker makes up an open amount of
lexical items which can be connected to the already named item.

The following table sums up the formal and functional characteristics of the
three placeholders.
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Table 1. Formal and functional characteristics of the placeholders

kim kimne:- kana:-
Nominal/verbal nominal verbal verbal
Place in the clause (with respect before before after
to the relevant lexical item)
Possibility of standing alone yes yes no
Copying/mirroring of morpho- yes, but not yes, but not yes
syntax obligatorily obligatorily
Context trouble find- trouble find- adding possible sim-
ing words ing words ilar lexical items

5. Conclusion and further discussion

First of all, it can be stated that the Dolgan material supports the impression that
placeholders in many languages are more complex in terms of both form and func-
tion than, e.g., English whatchamacallit. The investigation of the Dolgan material
supports the definition of a placeholder made by Hayashi & Yoon (2010), as all
three placeholders are referring entities and are integrated into the syntactic structure
of the relevant clause like the substituted lexical item is, or would have been (see
also discussion below). Three theoretical issues were pointed out in Section 2 which
need more research in a wider range of languages: position of placeholders wrt. the
lexical item, possible hierarchy of nominal and verbal placeholders, morphosyntac-
tic behavior of placeholders. In what follows, these issues shall be discussed on the
basis of the investigated Dolgan material.

In Dolgan there are two placeholders, kim and kimne:-, preceding the respective
lexical item and one placeholder, kara:-, following it. The former ones obviously
satisfy Hayashi & Yoon’s definition of a placeholder (see above); even if they do
not reflect the morphosyntactic properties of the substituted lexical item, they take
the same syntactic slot, a good example being (12). kara.- behaves in the same way,
however, it remains to be determined whether it really is a referential expression.
Obviously, kara:- does not refer to the same entity as the relevant lexical item does,
as it does not replace the latter; nevertheless, it makes up an open number of similar
items; i.e., it is a referring entity. Therefore, also kara.-, as a placeholder following
the lexical item, is to be analyzed as a placeholder in sensu stricto according to
Hayashi & Yoon’s definition. Nevertheless, it obviously functions differently than
kim and kimne:-. Whether this is a language-specific feature or a universal tendency
remains an open question.

Regarding a possible hierarchy of nominal and verbal placeholders, the investi-
gated Dolgan data is not unambiguous. On the one hand, the verbal placeholder
kimne:- is derived from the nominal placeholder kim, which strongly supports Pod-
lesskaya’s (2010: 3) claim in favor of a hierarchy. On the other hand, the verbal
placeholder kana:- lacks—at least synchronically—a clear nominal counterpart.
Whether the interrogative stem *ga:#- can be interpreted diachronically as such a
counterpart remains an open question, and needs more cross-linguistic investigation.
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Hence, on the basis of the investigated material, no final conclusion can be drawn
about whether there is a hierarchy of nominal and verbal placeholders. kimne.-,
being derived from kim, and kim, occurring twice as often as kimne:-, however, point
in the direction that Podlesskaya is right in claiming that nominal placeholders are
more common and, hence, higher within a frequency hierarchy than verbal place-
holders.

The morphosyntactic behavior of the three placeholders in Dolgan obviously
displays great variation. For all of them the tendency towards complete copying of
the morphosyntax of the substituted lexical item has been observed. This holds es-
pecially true for kara.-, where all instances show complete copying. kim and kimne:-
also often show complete copying, but obviously not obligatorily (cf. examples (14)
and (22) respectively). When the latter ones mirror the morphosyntax of the substi-
tuted item only partly, this seems to be independent from certain grammatical cate-
gories; e.g., kimne:- can be marked for the habitual mood (example (18)) or not
(example (22)) without any obvious reason for choosing one of the options. Alto-
gether, that implies that the morphosyntactical behavior of placeholders is not neces-
sarily consistent in one language, but can show considerable variation.

Finally, I hope this article increases the understanding of this phenomenon from
both a language-specific and a theoretical-typological point of view. Language-spe-
cifically it may clarify some peculiar features of the complex Dolgan morphosyntax,
and from a typological and theoretical point of view it may shed some light on the
nature and status of placeholder items in general. Nevertheless, it has to be men-
tioned that the research on placeholder items calls for more cross-linguistic investi-
gation—this study may have done its bit for Dolgan.
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Abbreviations

1 first person COLL collective

2 second person COND conditional

3 third person CVB.PURP  converb of purpose
ABL ablative CVB.SEQ sequential converb
ACC accusative CVB.SIM converb of

ADVZ adverbializer simultaneous action
CAUS causative DAT dative

CL clitic EMPH emphatic
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F feminine PL plural

FOC focus POSS possessive

FREQ frequentative PROPR  proprietive

FUT future PRS present

GEN genitive PST past

HAB habitual PTCL particle

IMP imperative PTCP participle

INC inceptive ~ inchoative R Russian item/code-switch
INDEF indefinite in(Dolgan) discourse
INF infinitive RECP reciprocal

INSTR instrumental REFL reflexive

ITER iterative SEM semelfactive

LOC locative SG singular

N neuter SUBJ subjunctive

NEG negative TEMP temporal (mood)

PH placeholder VBZ verbalizer
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