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For anyone working in the field of Altaic linguistic history, it
is essential to form some definitive views about ihe point of
departure. Leaving aside the vexed question of the Altaic proto-
language for each of the three Altaic language groups, a hypothe-
tical Common Language is used for reconsiruction: Commeon
Turkic, Common Mongolian and Common Manchu-Tungusian,
On the other hand, the period of the oldest monuments of these
language-groups is usually labelled as Old Turkish, Old Mongo-
lian and Old Manchu-Tungusian.! Old Turkish can be divided
into three sub-periods: Early Old Turkish from ihe fime of the
formation of the Turkish Khaganate up till the first known
linguistic monuments in Runic seript, Middle Old Turkish from
these times till the arrival of the Arabs in the Turkish world, and
Late Old Turkish till the time of the Mongols of Chingis khan.?

! From the facl that the “O14” perlod is a period of the first documents of the
language, it is clear that Oid Turkish, Old Mongolian and Old pManchin-Tungusian
are not necessarily overlapping periods. All end in the 13th century wilh the events
of the rising Mongolian Ewmpire, but the beginning of Old Mongolian, including
Tu-yi-hun and Kital, and lhe beginning of Old Manchu-Tungustan, including
Juchen, is an open question.

? There is alse an other usage which marks Lhe end of Old ‘Turkish or Atfitrkisch
with the appearance of the Arabs, and calls Middle Turkish or Mitteltiirkiseh the
later peried. A, von Gabain (Alliirkische Gramumalik, pp. 1-3) uses the term All-
tiirkisclt in the sense of {he language “‘der noch nicht vom Isiam berithrten Titrken
Mittelaslens,” which means that the Jate Ulgur documents of Turfan (13th century)
are Alfttirkiseh while Kasparis Divdn (1074) Is Mitleltiirkisch, as it is also cailed by
Brockelmann. Poppe uses Anclent Turkic for our Old Turkish, but for the period
6th—loth cenluries, Middle Turkic begins with the ioth century and lasts till the
15th (see Iniroduction to Allaie Linguistics, Wiesbaden 1965, pp. 59-67). According

i4  Acta Orlentalia, XX XII
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Bul what was there before Old Turkish, that is earlier than the
6th century? Was this period—which we could call Ancienl
Turkic® & linguistically homogeneous one? Are we confronted
with a Common or Proto-Language from which all the phenomena
of the later periods ean be definitively and unambiguously infer-
preted? It is clear that the Turkic languages prior lo the 6ih
cenlury were far from being homogenous. Theoretically, we can
divide this Ancient Turkic language into Iwo periods. The one
nearer to Old Turkish was a period when the peoples and lan-
guages, later forming the Turkish Empire, were already inde-
pendent but still in close contact with each other, or some of
each other.? This was bound to result in early linguislic contacts
among lhe Turkish languages and language-groups.

In the earlier period of Ancient Turkic, the later languages
were only dialects and these dialects existed in a more or less
continnous but vast territory. This period must have lasted for
a very long time, and if there ever was a homogeneous Proto or
Common Turkic language, it could only have existed prior to this.

te Sinor (Inlroduclion a 'élude de !'Furasic Centrale, Wieshaden 1963, p. 86)
“urc-ancien’” or “vieux-ture” eovers the period from ihe 8th tll the 1dth century.
Baskakov (Vuedenie v {zufenie {jurkskick jazykov, Moscow 1962, p. 123) uses the
term drepneljurkskij tor the epoch lasting from the 5th till the loth century with
subperiods such as Tu-chiieh (5th-8th centurles), Old Uigur (8-th-9th ceniurtes)
and Old Kirgiz (91h-10th centuries). Malov (Pamjainiki drevnelfurkskof pis’
mennesti, Moscow-Leningrad 1951, p. 3) uses the same term drevneljurkskij for the
periods from 5th il the 15th ceniurles. Similar inconsistencities could be quoted
from many other works, but I de not consider the question of perlodisation very
jurporiant. Ii is merely a methodological help to arrange events, and each
periodization can have good arguments in its favour,

2 § use the Anclent and Old Turkish terms for the so called z-languages, and
Turkic for the combined z- and r-languages. Poppe’s Turlish is Modern Ottoman
Turkish. We also have te speak about Old Bulgarian {from the 6th till the 13th
centuries {including the Danube and the Volga Bulgarians); thus Old- Turkic
means Old Turkish and Old Bulgarian. Anclont Turkie was called by Baskakov
{op. cil., p. 118) and Poppe (op. cit,, p. 57}, the period of the language of {he Huns.
According lo Baskakov, it lasted from 3rd century B.C, till the 4th century A.D.
Since we know practieally nothing about the language of the Huns, which was
surely a more ethnical and potitical than a linguistical designation, I conslder il
more convenlent {o use the term Anclent Turkie.

i Late Ancient Turkic is practically the smme epoch as Baskakov's “Hun
period,”’
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I have skelched all this merely to make il elear that it is surely
an oversimplification to assume a homogeneous Common Turkic
—not to speak of Altaic—without (aking into account Ancient
Turkic and trying to interpret on ils basis phenomena in Old
Turkish, Middle Turkish and New Turkish. It could be counter-
argued that we know nothing about Anecient Turkic. This is not
a valid argument, since Commeon Turkic is also a reconstructed
form, and if any period ean be reconstructed from Turkish lin-
guistic monuments and the present languages and dialecls, then
it is surely that form which is the nearest to Old Turkish and not
that which is the farthest from ii.5

It seems to me, that quite a few problems of Turkish linguistic
history can be solved more easily from a helerogeneous Ancient
Turkic than from a homogeneous Common Turkic. To make
this clear: if in a language B we find a phenomenon b and in a
language C we meel a feature ¢, it is not certain that this can be
interpreted if we only suppose a profo-language 4 with the
feature a from which features b and ¢ can be deduced genetically,
This is the old problem of the *‘Wellentheorie” persus the “*Stamm.-
baumtheorie.*”’ The two theories do not necessarily exclude each
other; they can be combined, and general linguistic experience
teaches us that they must be combined. 1 would like, now, to
put aside the question of a hypothetical, homogeneous Conunon

® It could be argued that there is no need {o distinguish between Ancient and
Common Turkic. T consider the dillerence between Lhe hontogeneous and hetero-
geneous {dialectal) stages essential,

¢ The "Stammbaiwmtheorie” was put forward on the inflzence of Darwin by
Schleicher (Die Darwinische Theorte und die Sprachwissenschaft, Weimar 1863).
The filiation of the languages was symbolized by the genetieal tree similar to that
of the living world. This theory was widely accepted, mainiy by the influence of
Max Miller, The ““Welentheorle” was outiined by Johanues Sehmiidt in his book
Die Verwandischaftsverhillinisse der indogermanischen Sprachen, Weimar 1872,
and independently, similar ideas were pointed oul In an early bat Lhen unpublished
work of Schuchardt., Schmidt stressed that many fealures of the Indecuropean
languages can net he interpreted by the family-free. The 1E protolanguage had
dialects, and some linguistic fnnovations spread over this dinlectat terrilory as
waves it the water, Although Schleicher never denied that there could have been
confacts among the languages already separated, and Schmidi never denfed that
there was a homogeneous pre-Indoeuropean language, later studies tried to make
two separate theorfes of them,
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‘Turkie, leave sophistication about its reality” to later research and
concentrate on Early Ancieni Turkic.

Having a more or less continuous linguistic area inhabited by
speakers of various Ancient Turkic dialects, theoretically, we have
to suppose that, in this period, things happened practically in the
same way as they do in all similar cases. There were differences
among dialcets, hul the isoglosses of the dialectal phenomena did
not coincide in each case with the borders of the dialects. More-
over, there were features spreading over the territory—phonolo-
gical, morphological and syntactical—but their isoglosses and the
isoglosses of their realisations in concrete words, formatives cte.,,
were not necessarily the same in each case. These are well-known
facts to everyone acquainted with the theory of linguistic geo-
graphy. Linguistic changes began as slowly consolidating tenden-
cies with the old and new features coexisting in one synchronic
unily. Some changes created doublets which then became sta-
bilized and continued side by side in later periods as frozen
survivals of an old variation. To illustrate what I mean I will
now refer to the history of some non-Altaic languages.

In 16th century French there was a lendency in stafu nascendi
for a change: r > z. The French equivalent of Lalin cathedra:
chaire became, in the Paris dialeet, chaise as pére > pése, mére >

7 Phere fs a general controversy aboul ilie reality of the protolanguages. The
forinulatton of Bloomileld Is ambiguous: “A reconstrucied form, then, is a formula
that tells us which identilies or systematic correspondences of phonemes appear in
a set of related languages, moreover, since these identilles and correspondences |
reflect features that were already present in the parent language, the rveconstructed
form is also a kind of phonemie diagram of the ancestral forin” (Language, pp. 302-
303). Pulgram {The nature and use of proto-languages: Lingna X {1961} pp. 18-37)
thinks that the protolanguage is only a ethodologieal deviece, a formula, but not
a real language, Reformatskij (Veedenie v jargkoznanie, Moscow 1960, pp. 325~
326) polemizing willr Melllet, stresses that the proto-language was a historical
realily, It can not be questioned that, in some cases, Lhe starting point of a set of
related languages was a homogeneous linguistic unit, in the measure that homo-
geneily exists at all. It is another guestion whetler in all cases of related languages
we lave to depart from a hemegeneous proto-language. Trubetzkoy writes: “Der
Begriff “Sprachfamilie’” setzt gar nicht die gemeinsame Abstammung einer Anzahl
von Sprachen von einer einzigen Ursprache voraus” (Gedanken iiber das Indo-
germanenproblem, Acta Linguistica, Copenhagen 1936, p. 81). I try to discuss these
problems in a fortheoming work: Linguistic Theory and Lingustic Relationship™.
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mése, bericles > besicle ele, But {his tendency later lost ground and
ceased. Only the doublet chaire and chaise preserved this dialectal
tendency.® In the 4th century B.C. Latin there was a tendency
for a change of the intervocalic [-z] to {-r-], as in pecus ~ pecoris,
(< pecosis)® honos ~ honoris (< honosis > (honor) or Gsa > dra ete.
But in the word posifus, the [-z-] was preserved because of the
clear elymological contact with sifus, Thus, we had later a pre-
served [-z-] in front of a [-z-] > [-r-] in the same linguistic unity.
Corresponding to German Haselnuss, we have Inglish hazel-nuf
where intervocalic -z- is preserved while German Huse figures in
English as hare' with a sporadic [z] > [r] development, and thus
we have historical doublets [-z-] > [-z-] and [-z-] > [-r-].
Doublets preserving older synchronic alternations are evidenced
from all languages. In most of the cases, the semantics of the two
words diverged. Such well-known examples are: German Reiler
and Ritter, Betf and Beef, Rabe and Rappe, French plier and
ployer, Finnish kaivo “‘well, fountain,” kaivu “pit, cavity”—and
s0 on. It is especially interesting that in Hungarian we have such
doublets as hajlik *‘to bend”* and Lkqjla “bent, awry.” The Finno-

8 Cf F. de Saussure, Cours de linguistigue générale, Paris 1931, poo214, K,
Voretzsch-G. Rohlfs, Einfihrung in das Studium der Allfranzdsischent Sprache,
Halle, 1951, p, 243, G. Gougenheim, Gremmaire de la langue frangaise du seizidme
sidele, Lyon—Paris 1951, p. 30, Grétsy I.., A svdhasadas (The word-split), Budapest
1962, pp. 16-17. This latier work s an excellent monograph on the {heory and
Hungarian realization of the linguistic doublets, T quote here and below examples
wilh z > r and r > z developments in the hope that it will be elear from them,
that the probilem of rotacisnt and lambdacism ean not be solved on pure phonetical
considerations. It is a basic rule of historical phonotogy, that if and wheve, a
phonetical developnienl is possible, tliec reverse development is also pessible.
(See also B, A, Serebrennikov, O nekoloryeh spormyjeh voprosach sravnitel’ noistorice-
skoj fonetiki tjurkskich jazykou: Voprosy Jazykornanija 1960, pp. 62-72).

® As it is well known, Ramstedt proposed lo connect the Mongolian hiiker <
*pitker with Latin pecorss, Since the r-form is not oider in Latin than the middle of
the 4th century B.C,, this etymotogy ean surely be dismissed. The Itatian languages
other than Latin, preserved the IE -s-, as Oskian and Unmbrian, See F. Slolz-
J. H. Schmalz, Laleinische Grammatil:, Handbuch der Klassischen Allertumswissen-
sehaft 11, Mimchen 1890, p. 299, M. Niedermann, Phonéligue historique du latin,
Parls, 1959, pp. 120-130, L. R. Pahner, The Lalfin Language, London, (1954)
p. 230,

10 See Bonfante, On reconstruction and linguistic method: Word I (1945), P 136,
see also: was > were,
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Ugrian velar ¢- became, in alimost all cases, h- in Hungarian, but
sporadically ¢- is preserved, as in the case above.!!

Let us now suppose that in & period of Early Ancient Turkic,
in one area of its linguistic territory, the opposition of old r:z
and I:§ was weakened, What happened? In the epicentre of the
phenomenen, the tendency of the fusion of the two phonemes
was strong, while in farther places there was only, in a lessening
degree, an alternation, In some places and in some words the
fusion oceurred while in others it did not. If this is lrue, we have
to find the lexical isoglosses pertaining to this feature in the
epicentre practically parallel, while in other places they are more
or less intersecting. Furlhermore, we have to find doublets which
conserved this old situation. The study of the words with so-
salled rolacism and lambdacism fully proves that, in realify,
this is what actually happened.

Before presenting my material to show thal the distribution of
the forms with z and r and & and { respeclively looks entively like
a dialectal distribution, I must call attention to the fact that it
is nol in each case that we have to do with the remnants of this
Ancient Turkice dialeclal variation. In some instances of doublets
we have to do with Chuvash or Mongolian loanwords.

In the casc of Turkish kiiziik “heddle,” the Talar equivalent
of the word (kére) must be a Chuvash loanword because of
phonological and linguistic-geographical reasons.'? I is certain
that the name of the fish “pike perch, Lucioperca Sandra,” in
Bashkir (hila), Tatar and Karakalpak (sila) are also of Chuvash
origin.’* The Jakut word sura, “lo write,” is of Mongolian origin

1 For defails sud bibllography see Grétsy L., ep. eif,, pp. 16-19, 178,

v Khziik (Kagpard), kisiik (AbQ Hayyan), kiziik (Kirg), kiizitk (New Uig),
kitzitk yip (TwkiT), guzig pipis (Yellow Ulg). The Chuvash form s kéré, kore and
the r-form is also present in Bashkir as Kirds, “Che Allat Ririik “pellja,’” Baraba
Liirtil “Hacken” and Jakut kitriik, kiliik “krjuk’” or al least the Lwo second are
surely Russian loanwords. The absence of the final -k, the Hlabiality of the second
vowel and the fact lhat the word oceurs in Lhis for enly in languages being in
comtact with Chuvash are arguments in favenr of the loanword character of Tatar
Rére,

13 T have deall with his word during the 27ih Congress of Orlentalists. The
Chuvash form of the word Is Sila < il < §ildy < $ilik < §i3uk < {3k, Fortunately

we have documentation for all slages. Sile is present in Bashkir Tatar and Karak-
alpak, sildy in Hungarlan ($ilen > Sitltdy, all with (he meaning “Ash with teeth”
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(cf. Mongolian juru- < firu- ~ Turkish yaz-) or Jakut boruo-sku,
“calf,” also points clearly to Mongolian boré (< birayu ~ Turkish
bizayu). Such examples are numerous, we find them not only in

Le. “Lucioperca Sandra,” which is calqued by Hugarlan fogas “lish with teeil,” by
German Zehnfish and Zander “id.,"” while the Hungarian word was borrowed by
Rumanian (salau, sulen), by Slovakian ($il, §ilee), and by Old Bavarian (Schiele),
The form §itdk found ils way into Mongolian where it figures as sile'it in the Secret
History; later il is present in Literary Mengolian as siliige and in Buryal as $itlye
with the meaning ‘‘two years old lamb,” i.e. “the animal with full teetl:; which
dropped the milk-teeth.,” ‘The same meaning has the Turkish word $i8dk, which
is present in Husrav and Sich, in Ibn Muhanng, in the Anonymous of Lelden,
Aba Hayyan, Bulyat al-Muitig and the at-Tuhfat. The modern Turkish languages
know the word i the smne or similar meanings (Tatar, Bashkir, Osmanli, Uzhek,
Turki, Baraba, Sor.) The term is calqued by Mongollan sidilleng “two year old
lawdh’? de. “the animal with full leeth {sidiin).”" The form wilh the original & is
present in the Divdn of IKagparl as lifith “{wo year old lamb,” and in Jaknut fisdpd,
liséiyd also ligese, tigdsd “trechilravnoe Yivoinee, telenok il Zerébenok po tretemnu
godu (dvuchletny}, dvuletok, strigun), toP’ko oseni étogo goda u nich vypadajut
molotnile zubil potemu nazyvajui’sja takZe {isir tisiy(p)d” (Pekarskl)). The werd
Is a deverbal noun from fisd- ¢f. fisd- “nach den Milchzihnen die zweiten Zihne
bekommen” (Kazak Radloff Wh III 1395), On the suffix see: E. V., Severtjan,
Affiksy imennogo stovoobrazovanija v wrerbafdianskom jazyke, Moscow 1966, pp. 200-
217, The word $i$dk was connected with &is- (<*fi$-) “to swell” by Radloff (Wb,
IV 1084), by Scerbak (Nazvanija domasnyeh § dikich 2ivolnych v tjurkskich jazyhach;
Istorideskoe raxvitie leksiki tjurkskich jazykos, Moscow 1961, p. 115) and Doerfer
{Tiirkische und Mongolische Elemenie im Neupersischen ITI, Wieshaden 1967,
p. 328 where the Perstan and Armenian forms are also quoted). The counting an
animal’s age by its teeth Is a well known practice among the Turks and Mongols
(see K, Uray-Kéhalmi, Zwel Sysleme der Allershereichnungen des Viehes bei den
Mongolen: Studia Mongolica [: 31, Ulan Balor 1959, pp. 3-9.). The Mongolian form
was re-borrowed by Hakass (sleke) and Tuva ($ilege), while the Mongolian siditleng
was borrowed by Jakut (Siidiiley). The hislory of this word shows that the
Mongolian word had to be a leanword from Old Bulgarian, since if we suppose a
hypothelleal “Altaic” ¥fil-ek we would then expeet Mongolian *&iliige or *&ilegit,
The word is present in Old Bulgarian wilh & (cf. HFlungarian. In lhe Chuvash
language, “tooth’ is @l < *§il and ddla was borrowed by Cheremiss: $ila " Pike
perch”}, The Mongollan form sile’ii < silegii clearly shows the Bulgarian origin of
the word, The history of this word not onty shows a clear and unambiguous example
of a Bulgarian leanword in Mongolian, but alse gives a hint to a relative chronology,
This word could be lent ondy in a time when animal-breeding was already highty
developed, This says no more, but no less than that there was an Anclent Bulgarian
and Ancient Mongolian contaet. I have no place here to quote the wel-known
controversy around the “Allaic afflnity,” nor outline in full my opinlon, which I
try to do in my forthcoming work on the Alaic hypothesis.

e e
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the Siberian, but also in other Turkish languages, It is clear that
such examples have to he separated,

In the case of Turkish bes, “head,” and kdz, *“'cye,” we expect
forms in Chuvash with { and r respectively. However this is not
the case, becausc we find pus and Lud, These Chuvash words can-
not be loanwords and there is no reason for supposing a compli-
cated starred form as e.g. balty™ It simply happened that these
two words, having a great functional frequency, did not undergo
the fusion z > r and § = {, and thus preserved an earlier stage
as Lalin positus or Hungarian kajla, 'The fusion of z and r and §
and ! respectively was not an ‘“ausnahmsloses Lautgesetz,” it
was only a tendency which was very strong in the territory of the
later Bulgarian languages,

While in the cases above we have z and &forms preserved in
Chuvash, in other cases we find r and ! forms in ‘Furkish.

The Turkish word épiiz "“mucus’'® has an r-form in Kirgiz
(égor), in Altai (pir) and in Jakut (6pfir). It cannot excluded
that these are Mongolian loanwords (cf. Mong. dnggir “id."),
but it is surprising that we also {ind the z-form in Jakut (éyiis <
*dpiiz) with the same meaning and this can hardly be reconciled
with supposing the borrowing of the r-form. The Turkish word
izdd- “‘to seek, search” oecurs in most of the Turkish languages
with -z.'® Therefore, the Jakut form irdd-, irdid- could, perhaps,
be a Mongolian loanword, though we have not yet been able to
find it, But, we do find the -r form in the work of Ka¥yari, and
this points to the fact that here we have to do with an old isogloss.
The Mishiir k8fér, kiber'? “proud,” the Kirgiz kibir “medlitel’ nyj
(Eelovek), kopusia, mjamnlja’” seems lo be a Chuvash loanword
(cf. Chuv'lsh kapdr “narjad” > Cheremiss: kowvra, kovora *‘Stut-
zer,’ Aaﬁﬁr “Stolz’"). But if we take into account that we find

U See Ramstedt, Einfithrung in die Alladsche Sprachwissenschaft Y. Lauwilehre,
MSFOu 104:1, 1957, p. 109.

18 Cf. Bashkir figed “plesen’, gribok'", Jakut tigils, dgits “viazkaja sliz’, vjazkaja
netislota, pristajuitaja k stenkam molotnej posudy™ (Pekarski)),

16 The word is 2 denominal verb of Iz “trace.”” The verh can be met with, among
other sources, In the Amonymous of Leiden {drzdd- read fzdd}), in the Qawanin
(izdd-}, in some Armeno-Kipehak documents (fzda-, izla-, Grunin, Deny).

2 Cf, kivez (Kadparel), kllwezlit (Codex Cumanleus), kipidz (Tatar), ktiwis
{Misher), kilyez (Nogat), giivez {Osmandi dialect),
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an r-form in the Qutadyu Bilig with Uighur seript (Vienna Ms
24:15 kiber)'® corresponding to the form kiivez of the Namagan
MS in Arabic (41:1) then we have to consider the carly oceurrence
of the r-form in Turkish. The I-forms of the Turkish werd fid
“dream” in New Uigur (? d#li- “'to speak while dreaming’),
in Yellow Uigur (fel) and in Jakut (¢/}) do not seem to he Chuvash
or Mongolian loanwords, since in Chuvash we have (815 (=
*oldk), and in Mongolian félge (< *lileg), the latter in the sence
of “fortune-telling.’””’* On the other hand, Tuva filge “fortune-
telling” and Kirgiz 6lgd ‘“id.”’ are Mongolian loanwords. The |
of Jakut and Yellow Uigur must be very old because we find it
in some of the old Uigur records of Turkestan.?®

The earliest occwrrence of the word biiz- “‘to fold, to press
together” is found in the work of Abu Hayyin in 1313. The
z-form can be found only in the Oguz languages, in Turkmen,
Azeri and Osmanli®' The r-form can be observed in KaSyari's
work, in Tatar, Bashkir, Kirgiz, Turkmen, Osmanli, New Uigur,
Turki, Altai, Jakut and derivatives e.g. the word for “headshawl’
is found in almost all Turkish languages.

18 But also kebes (134:7), kilbes (66:20), Morl of the Turkisk -r-forms are of
Arable origin (< kiber). But Mongellan kiger has preserved n Turcic -r-form.

19 See Manchu folgi- “irdumen”, Evenki, Negidal, Nani folkin “sno, snevidente’’,
Olda {oléin “id.”’, Manchu felgin “id."”, the verbal form is in Evenki folkil- Solon
lothidi-, Negidal lolkidi-, Even folkal-, Qrod lokiti, Orok {olEit¥i-, Ol {oléidi-, Nanaj,
Manchu folkefe-. The Manchu-Tunguslan forms go back to a form *thi-, which
iras Lo be a relalively old Mongolan loanword,

20 Cf. F.W. K. Mitller, Ulgurica 11035, p. 59, Ulgurica 11, 24 127, b8:1, Suwvarna-
prablasa 593:23, 5945, Radlofi-Malov, Ulgurische Sprachdenkmiiler 96:79. The
verb fifd- occurs in Ulgurica 17 24:27 and Kagyari where fil§ tifd- 1s recorded.
The $form is known in almest all Middle Turkish sourees and present languages.

# Tiirkmen: biiz- “sokratit’, suzivat’, su¥it’*, Azeri bilz- “stjagivat’, s#Hmat’.
moritit’,”” Osmanli bilz- “{o contract, constrict, make narrow.”

1 Bilp- “‘zusammendriicken’ (Ka¥parl), biri§- “Falte, Runzel” (IKagyari),
biiriinditk “Frauenschieicher” (Kadparl), blirtindiiklilg "woman with veil’! {Husrav
and Sirln), blirlndik, bitritnfak “shawl for the head” (Chagatai), biirkii “slack
weather, heal” (Aba Hayyin, Bulyat al-Mudtdq), biirkil “women’s over-dress”
(at-Tuhfat}, b5r- **‘delat’ shorki, skladkP” (Tatar, Bashkir), biir- “zativat’ na shkoruju
ruku, dintt’”, biirkd- “pokryvat’** (Kivgiz), bitr- “'yigirmalk, bilzmek(1)"” (Tirkmen),
bilrii- “to cover up, to envelop, to wrap” (Osmanlh), pitr- “delat’ skladkl” {New
Uigur), bitrii- "to wrinkle” (Turkl), biirme *‘skladka, shorka (na plat’e)” (Altat),
plirke- “nakryvat’, pokryt’, zabernut’ vo dtonibud’** (Altai Verbickif) piir- “svivat’,
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The verb kési-, *to make shadow, to cover,” occurs in the
Dipian of Kadyari together with the derivatives such as kodigd
“shadow,”” kiésik “‘shadow, cover.” The derivative kéfige ‘‘curtain,
cover’’ is present in Tatar, Kirgiz, Osmanli, Turki, Hakass,
Tuva; perhaps, some of them are re-borrowings from Mon-
golian,?® The [-form in the basic verh is present in Hakass (kile-)
and Altai (kold-), its derivative kélik, kildgd “‘shadow’ can be
mel with as early as KaSyari, in Middle Turkish documents as
the fefsir published by Borovkov, in Husrav and Sirin, among
the Turkmen words of the Leiden Anonym, in Chagaiai, al Abu
Hayyéan in the Bulyat al-Mustdq, in the at-Tuhfat, in the Qawdnin,
and in almost all of the present languages,?

In the cases enumerated, which could easily be multiplied, we
find no semantic differences or, at any rate, not significant ones,
between the doublets. But as I referred to in the cases of chaire
amd chaise, or Rabe and Rappe, ele., it is very common that there
is not only a split in the form, but aiso a split in the semandic field,

skladyvat’” (Altai Teleut Verbickij), piir- ‘“‘zavertyval’, svoraSivat’ éto-l. zat-
jagivat', delat’ sbork¥’ (Hakass}, bitrge- “overtyvat’, zakoradival’, zavolakival’ '
{Tuva), bitr- ““obkladyvat’, obSival’, opuiat’, ekajmijat’ (kraja sumy), podrubli-
vat’,” sec also Mongolian bilri- “‘lo cover, envelop, upholster,”” Evenki biirki
“svjazyvat’ tal'niki v vijazanki”,

3 Kodige “rideau de 1it” (Uigur vocabulary of the Ming period), kiSegen (Codex
Cawmanicus) “Bettgardine”, ké§iind “eupola’’ (ai-Tuhafal), kitfdgd ‘‘birkentiek,
dzildn’” (Talar dialeetal), kiddiigd “‘zanaves’ (Kirgla), kdgelik *a thing or piece for a
corner, chimney-clolh’ (cf, Ldge “corner’” Osmanli), k6diik “setka dlja perevozki
sena I solomy*" (TurkiKuda), kéfdgd “‘zanaves” (Altal), kérege “id.” (Hakass),
kozepe “1d.”" (Hakass dlalectal), kézopd ‘“der Vorhang vor dem Bette” (Hakass
IKyzyl Radioff Warth. III301), kofege ‘‘zanaves, Stara” (Tuva).

M KGtik “Schatten”, kiligd “Tiefer Schatten” (KaSyarl), koldkd, kélkd "ten’ "
(Tefsir), kokitkd, kilige *shadow” (Husrav and Strin), kilgd “id.” (Tirkmen In the
Leiden Anonymous), kéliigd (Chagatai), k0MiEk “id,”!, kildgd *“1d.”, kSlgdy “id.”
(Aba Hayyan), kélgdy “1d.”” (Bulyat al-Mu$taq), k6ldgd (at-Tuhfat), kilgty (Qawani},
Liltdgi (Tatar, Bashkir), koloko (Kirgiz), kdligkd (Kazak Radloff YI 1271), kélge,
kilege (Ttirkmen), kilde (Azerl), kergd (Afshav), gilge (Osmanli), kildngd, kéldnkd
(New Ulgur), kéldngd (Tweki Turfan), kildge¥ (Turki Aksu), kiligki (Taranét),
kiil’eke, kiil'exke (Yellow Uigur), kotdthi (Allal), kolopé (Altal Telenl Radiofi II
1271), Roligo “der Hinlerhalt, Laueort, Aunstand, Wall, die Schanze (Baraba
Radloff 1T 1272), kilitki (Hakass Sagai, ISoibal, Sor Radlofi I 1270), kikik (Sor,
Hakass Sagai Radloff I 1270), k&l6- “verfinsiern, beschatlen, schiirzen vom
Rauche, Russa "(Allai Radloff IT 1270), kile- “zaslonjat’ kogo-6to-1., davat’ ten*”
{Hakass), xdlege “len’ " (Tuva), kiitiik “1d.”’ {Jakut).




SOME PROBLEMS OF ANGIENT TURKIC 214

The Turks had, and most of them still do, have 1wo words for
“to wrile.” Bili- was the word for writing with the brush, and
yaz- for “cul, score, notch the Runic seripl.” Yaz- can be found
in the Uigur monuments of Turfan, in Kadyari, in almost all of
the Middle Turkish documents and in New Turkish, in the
Kipchak, Oguz and Turkestan languages, but not in the Siberian
languages and Jakul*® The -r-form (yar-) developed in the
sense “‘lo splil, carve,” and oceurs in the Runie Irk hitig, in
numerous old monuments, and from the recent languages®® in
the Kipchak, Oguz, Turkestan and Siberian languages. It is
important {hat these lwo words did not converge in Chuvash
where we find Sir- “wrile” and sur- “split.”??

‘The word #45- “to picrce, to make a hole” oceurs in Kagypari's
work only in the passive voice ({8l “durchbort werden'"), the
stem can be met with in Husrav and $Irin, Chagalai, in the work
of the Anonymous of Leiden, in the at-Tuhfat, in the Qawanin,
in the recent languages in the Kipchak, Oguz, Twkestan and
Siberian languages and in Jakut.?® The {-form of the word shows

 On the distribulion of the words with the meaning “lo wrile” see A. Bodrog-
ligeti, Early Turkish lerms connected with book end wriling: Acta Orient. Hung.
XVIH (1965), pp. 93-117 and A, Réna-Tas, Some nofes on lhe terminology of
Mongolian wriling: Acla Orient. Hung, XVIIT (1065), pp. 119-147,

2 Yar- {(Irk bitig, Quiadpu Bilig Vienna Ms, Kasyari), yaril- “sich spalien”
(Turfantexte V1 46:375), yar- “raskalyvat’, rassekal’” (Tefsir), gar- *‘fendre”
{Chagatal), yparma “Holzscheil, ‘en gespalden holez’” (Codex Cwmanicus) garil-
“gespalien werden” (ibid), yar-“kolot’, raskalyvat’, rassekat’, rasiepljat’ (Fatar,
Dashidir), diar- “id,” (Kirgiz), yar- “id."” (Tirkinen, Azeri, Osmanli), yar- (Turki),
dar- “1d.” (Altad), Bar- <id.”* (Hakass, Tuva).

¥ “Rvat’, rzryval’, kolot!, pilil’, porol’, razrezat’, borozdit’” (ef, Sirotkin,
Crpudsko-russkij slovar’, p. 369).

¥ Cf. tisd “toporik (s lezviem, nasaZennym poperek toperica)” (Tefsir), fes-
"o pierce”, {i§- “lo make a hole”, fi§ “hole" {Chagatal), di¥- “to bore” (Leiden),
tedmek “hole”, fesik “'id,” (Codex Cumanicus), {@d- “to bore, pierce’ {al-Tuhfat),
Lds- "Il (Qawdnin), fesik “hole” (Armeno-Kipchak, Grumin}, 1§ *‘dyrjat”,
Tatar, Bashkir), led- “prodyvjavil’, protykat’ », lesik “dyra” (Kirglz), des- “dyrjavit’,
sverlit”’ (Azerl), des- “‘prodyrjavi’” (Turkmen), deg- “to incise, io lay open™
(Osmanli}, fefi¥ “prodyrjaviivanija”, 0§k, “otverstle, dyra”, id-, (68 “dyriavit’,
delat’ dyru” (New Ulgur), fed-, ted-, tdé-, 1i5- “lo pierce, to perforate, to penetrate,
to make hole” (Turki), togiik, (i§ik, (esak “hole” (Turki), ftes- “prodyrjavit’,
peotknut’ ”, (Altai), fes- “durchschossen, durchboren’ {Hakass Sagai, ICoibal
Radloff IV 1097), fis- “prodyrjaviivat’” (Haliass), des- *“prodelyval’ otverstie,
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a duality already in the early dialects, In the Turfan documents
and in Kagyari’s work, it occurs with the meaning “to pierce,
to make a hole,” while in the inscriptions of Kiil Tegin and
Bilge Khagan, it has the meaning: “'lo split, 1o open.”” This duality
can also be mel with later. In the Tefsir, both meanings are
present, but in most of the present languages only the meaning
“to split’’ occur, and it aiso has the meaning “{o make long
stripes,” This shows clearly the influence of the word #il “ton-
gue,” Influenced by the word til, the vocalism of the word has
also changed, becoming -i- (and its developments), but Azeri and
Osmanli preserved the older -@-.*

The first occurrence of the word qasug “spoon’ is found in
the records in Brahmi seript; and in the Uigur documents of
Turfan, it cccurs in almost all Middle Turkish sources and in
the Kipechak, Oguz, Turkestan and Siberian Turkish languages.™
The Mongolian form of the word (galbaya) was borrowed by lhe
Allai, Sor, Hakass and Jakut languages.®® But the [-form galay

prodyriavlivat’, vykalivat’ (glaza)’ (Tuva), {ds- “probivat’ (dolbil’}, prokalyvat’,
prodyriavit’, prorezyvat’” (Jakul).

29 Gf, Kiil Tegin Easl 22 {dlin. {also Bilge E 18), {d@lin- "durchlocht werden”
Turfantexte I 8:32, ¢f. p. 18, Uigurica 111 37:3, Heilkunde I 6:42), (al- "durchboren”,
filik “Bohrloeh” (K#&%pari), (il “probival’, dytjavit’”, filik, ilitk “otverslie,
dyra” (Tefsie), &l-, fal- *to plerce” (Husrav and Sirin), fit- "o split’* (Leiden),
tilik “hole” (Abt Hayyan), ldtik, ddlik “id,” (Bulyal ai-Mudlagq), al- “to spli”
(at-Tubfat), fel- “Sfepat’ (ludinu), razrezal’ v diinu®” (Tatar), fel- “razrezal’,
prorvezat’ (lomtjami ili polosami)” (Bashkir), {il- razrezal’ na uzkie poloski, na
lomtikt” (Kirgiz), dil- “dilim-dilim edip keswmek, dilik admalk, yirmek® (Tilrkmen),
dal- “prabyval’, pronyzivat’ (Azerl), del- “to plerce, to perforate” {Osmanli),
til- “rezat’ na kuskl, razdeljal’ ** {New Ulgur), tel- “rezat’ poloskami (napr. dlnju)”
{Turki Hami), #l- “to split, to cul anything into strips lenglhwise” (Turki Shaw),
til- “otdyrat’, razdyrat’ na melkie ¢ast, &fepat’, rezal’ plastaml, remnjami”
(Altad), HI- “otdirat’, vazdirat’ &to-l. na metkie fasti” (Hukass), dil- “pilit’, ras-
pilivat’ (drevno na dosku), rezat’, razrezat’ (koZu ne remni)” (Tuva), fir-, fit-, fi-
“razrezyvatl’, #fepat’ (ludinu), rasitepljal’, otdeljat’ vdol' po slojam” (Jakut).

a0 Cf, hkafoq (Braluni M:24), gqafug (Heilkunde II 18:63), gafug “Lbifel”
gasiglig “*zu Lofleln geeignel’’ (Kasyarl), g@fug (Ihn Muhanna}, ¢asiy (Ibn Muhanna
Ist), gadug (Chagatal), ¢aftg (Leiden), gafug (Codex Cumanucus), gasug (Abu
Hayyan), gafugy {at-Tuhfat), gafug (Qawinin), xafux (Arnneno-Kipchak Deny,
Grunin), ka$ik (Tatar), gadlq (Bashkir), ka$ik (Ttrkmen dial), ga¥ig (Azerl), kas:
(Osmanll), gofug {New Ulgur), gafug, goduq (Turki), xazix (Hakass), kaiffk (Sor
Verbickij}. )

a ¢f, galbag “'Lofier” (Kazak Radlofi 11 270), kelbak “id.”" (AHal), qalbayas
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in the meaning “litile spoon, laddle, slirring wood”” oceurs in the
Kipchak, Turkestan, Siberian languages and as a Talar loan-
word in Chuvash,3?

The word bileziik *‘bracelet” is a fusion of the words bilel:
“wrist” and yiizik ‘‘ving.” The carliest dala is Kadyari, and it
oceurs in the Iipehal, Oguz, Siberian, Turkestan languages and
in Jakut, The -r-form is present in Kirgiz, Azeri, Sart and Altai,
It is remarkable that the Sart form (bildrzitk) and the Azeri form
(bilerzik) also contains -z-,3%

The word for “insect” is goguz in the Turkish languages, We
find it in the Runic inscription of Toyok, in Uigur records of
Turfan, and in Kagyari's Diwdn. It occurs in almost all Middle
Turkish documents, and in every recent Turkish language, Im-
portant is the Karaim of Troki, where instead of the intervoealic
-- an -m- (qomuz), and the Altai where the -5~ disappeared and
a secondary long vowel developed (g0s, gozoq), we find that the
same happened in Hakass (¢95).3¢ This word cannot be separated

“sirokonosaja utka “(Sor, Hakass, Sagal Radleff 1I 270), xalbayas “vid utki”
(Hakass), xalba *“utka iz Sirokokljuvich, Sirokoneska, soksun, Anas Clypeata Bris,
wotbu (xalbi?} kits = aalba, xalbiga “malaja lozka” (Jakut),

3 CL kalak “lozka (metalliteskaja), lopalodka (derevjannaja)” (Tatar), galag
“lozka, lopatka, lopatotka, Spatel’” (Bashkir), kalak “sovok, doska dlja raskaty-
vanija testa, veslo” (Kirglz), galag “ein Hélzehen mit Machem Ende, das man den
Kindern statt elnes Léffels glebt (I{azak Radloff II 228), galam “lozka” (Titrkmen),
galag “a kind of cushion in ring-form used on the pan when boiling food in steam
(to prevenl the stemn from escaping) (Turkl), kelek “bol’saja lotka inogda s
dirami dlja vylavlivanija rybu i pelmenej, mesalka, toél¥'naja dostodka dlja
propravienija kos (senokosnychy’ (Sor Verbicklj), xalax (Hakass Sagal), ralyar
{Hakass), “‘mutovka (palka dlja razmedlvanija fidkogo testa” (Hakass dial),
kalgak *'povaredka, ferpak” (Tuva), see also Chuvash Zalak “lopatodka, mutovka,
veslo” (from Tatar),

33 On this word, its history and distribution, see L. Ligetl Noms furcs pour ‘fers;
bracelel; bague’ dans les langues slaves ef dans le hongrois: Studia Slaviea X11 (1966),
PP, 249-250,

M Cf. qoguz (Toyok: 29), gongquz (Turfanfexte 111 12:93), goguz (IKadyri), gonyuz
(Chagatai), qonuz (Bulyat al-Mugtaq), onuguz (rend opuz, at-Tubfat), kopgiz
(Talar}, gugfz (Tatar Radlofl II: 900), qupls (Bashkir), kepuz (Kirgiz), gomuz
(Karaim Trocki, Radlofi I: 671), kongus (Osmanli), qonyuz, gonyaz (New Ulgur),
qonyaz {Turkiy, qunguz (Turki Shaw), kegls (Altal), g0z {Altal Teleut, Tuba Radloff
II: 623), kepus (Altai Teleut Verbickij), kopis (Altal Teleut, Kumandu Verbicki}),
goglzag “eln klelner Kifer” (Altat Teleut Radioff 11 522), gdzog “Id.” (Altai Tuba
Radlofl 1I 630), xds (Russko-Hakasskif Slovar’).
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from the word for “ant’: gomursqa, 'This word occurs first in
the Runic Irk bitig, then in such Middle Turkish documenls as
{he Anonymous of Leiden, Abii Hayyan, Bulyal al-Mustaq, at-
Tuhfat, and in the Modern Kipchak, Siberian languages and in
Jakul,®® The Oguz and Turkestan languages have another word
for “ant.”’®® From the available data, I would only peint out Ha-
kass qumusqa, ximisya, komiska “*ant” where -r- has been dropped,
and Jakut yomurduos, vonurduos, where there is an alternation of
-p- ~-mt-, we have -r but the meaning is not “ant” but “inscct.’

In most of the Turkish monuments and languages Turkish
gopuz has the meaning “‘siringed musieal instrument,” already
so quoted by Kagpyarl. This is also the meaning of the word
(quywr) in Mongolian. In the Siberian languages, there are other
words: in Aliai, komuryay and 1&01‘01&, in Hakass kobrak, in Sor
Lkobiryay- having the meaning *‘pipe”’. The tvo wor ds are doublets.
The developments of gopuz have, in some Turkestan and Siberian
languages, the meaning “jew’s harp” an instrument with iron
tongues on which one plays with the mouth and the fingers, In
Jakut, the word gomus has the meanings “‘stringed instrument,
Jew’s harp and pipe.”®?

15 Irk bitig: 56 gomursqa, see Turlher: gemursya (Chagatatb), gimirsgd (Leiden),
qumursuypa {Abi Hayyan), gimirsayi (Bulyat al-Mudtdq), ¢itmrisqd {at-Tuhfat),
kirmiska (Tatar), gimiréga (Bashkir), kumurska (Kigiz), kormurrska (Altal), Runrsqa
{Allai Téls, Culym Kitirik, Hakass Kaibal Radlofi 11 1049, gumusga {Hakass
Kolbal, Sagai Radtofi 11 1049), gimirfed (Sor Verbicki}), simisra (Hakass), komiska
(Hakass Verbickij), komiska$ (Sor Verblekij), komirska, komurske (Alal Kumandu
Verbicki}) xomurdnos, wopurduss “dvorosek, skripun nasekomoe Yuk vodeljub
vodnoj #uk, Hydrophilos, Zeslokriloo msekomoe, hukatka, bukarka, bucharka,
suk, Zulok” (Jakut), The r-form is perhaps also present in Chuvash xurl-zdmdar
“ptely” cf. kural-koguz (New Yugur).

28 The word is garindéa and is developments.

37 See gobuz (Kigyari), gobuz (Husray and Sirin), gopuz (Ibn Muhanna), gobuz
{Chagatal}, gopuz (Chagatai Bad®’l® al-luyat), gobuz {Leiden), gabuz (Ab0 Hayyin),
gobuz (Abu Hayyidn MsD), gobuz, qopuz (Abi Hayyéan Ist.), kiblz “komuz {fatarskij
gubnoj muzikal'nyj Instrument” (Tatar), koboz “*violin” (Tatar Balinl), qubid,
gunid “kubyz” (Bashkir), komuz “kumuz (irechstrudnyj Stipkovy) muzykal'nyj
fnstraumentl” (Kirgiz), gobiz “kumuz (derevianny} smydkovy] muzikal’'nyj in-
strument” (I{arakalpak), kobiz “garmon’™, kil kebiz "'komuz {muzikal’nyj inslru-
ment vida smytkovych)” (Nogal), gobuz “Geige” (Karaim Radloft 1I 662), gopuz
“yargan, devi2ij gubnoj muzikal’nyj instrument” (Tlivkmen), kopuz “lute” (Os-
manli), govuz “Jubuz, vargan’ {(New Yugur), qubtz “A Turkestan-made Jew's
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I do not have space to discuss all similar doublets here. I
enumeraie only some of them: bz “gland”', bértd “gland, udder,"”
boyaz “throat,” boyurdug “oesophagus,” iz ‘“‘girl," girgin and
girnag “{female slave,” omuz “'shoulder, shoulder-blade,” omurlay,
omurya “‘collarbone, vertebra,” é&zek “pole,”’ Grgen “'peg,” sz
“word,” sorisek “speach,” tez “quick,” terk “quick,” baf “‘heac .
paltduk “great face, with great head,” afug *‘knuckle-bone, dice,”
Russian ansumk “dice,”’ yas“young” yalifig “young, young plant,”
ete,®® I would like to quole only one more example:

The first oceurrence of the word ffz “knee” is found in the
Kiil Tegin inscription, and it oceurs in almost ail of the linguistic
records as well as in the present langnages. The Hakass form
with a diminutive suffix (tizel, tistenek) is remarkable, the same
is found in Tuva (diskek) and in Jakut (fiséiz the “‘end of an
object,” Hiisix “the forepart of the femur, knee’).% Its r-form

harp” (Turki), ¢tbuz, qupuz “a Jew's harp, also a rough guitar with horse-hair
string” (Turki Shaw), gobuz “Bruimmelsen” (Taranchi, Radloff I 662), qogis,
gogus “muzykal'nyj struényj instrument (u ujgurov ja ne videl v 1910, 1911,
1913 gg. muz. mstrumentov,” wriles Malov) (Yeliow Uigur), Lomus “vargan
(melallideskij muzykal'nyj instrument v forme nebol'3oj podkovski s lonkim
metailideskim jazytkom, pripajannym k seredine ce, pri ispolnenii vidadyvanetsja
v rot, zvuki Zo izvlekajutsia kolebanifent jazydka palcami)” (AHai), vomis “komus
(muzikalnyj instrument)” (Hakass), Lomus, kémus “muzykal’nyj instrument,
balalajka” (Hakass Verbickij), qobus Balalaika” (Sor Radloff II 861), romus
“komus, vargan, drymba’ (Tuva), xomus “kobys, kobuz, vargan, dudka® (Jakut),
xamls “kobyz, edinstvennyj jakutskij muoztkal’ny instrument sostojaddij iz Zeleznoj
ramki s priZinoj posredine, na kotoryj igrajut pal’cami, vujavil ramku v guby |
varirua tony pemoddju zubov i lazyka’ (Jakut). According to Professer Ligeti
(Un vocabulaire sino-autigour des Ming: Acta Orienl, Hung XIX (1966), p. 168) the
form qubur “espdce de gnitare (p'l-pay’ of the Uigur vocabulary of the Ming-
period “reinonte an mongol”, The Siberian r-forms can not be of Mongolian origin
because of the voealism of the first syllable, the diminutive suffix and the meaning,

35 I deal with Lhese words in my fortheoming work on the Alialce hiypothests.

0 Cf. fizfig “who has knees” (Kl Tegin E2, 15, 18, Bilge E3, 13, N1y, fiz
(Irk hitig 93), tiz (Turfantexte V 4:4, Ulgurica IT 47:78, 11T 28:12, Uig. Sprachd.
101:6, Suw, 349:2, Heilk, 1I 32:1), liz (Kasyar), liz (Yugnaki Ulgur), diz (Yugnaki
Arab), Hy (Tefsir), tiz (Husray and 8irin), diz (Ibn Muhanna), fiz (Chagatai), #iz
(Leiden), {iz (Codex Cumanicus), diz, liz (Abu Hayyan), tiz (at-Tuhfat), liz (Qawa-
nin), fex (Tatar), fed (Bashkir), tiz Kirgiz South), lize (IKirgiz), dize {Karakalpak),
tiz (Nogai), diz (Turkmen), diz (Azeri), diz (Osmanii), tiy (New Uigur), fiz {Uzbeg),
liz (Twrki), Hiz, f{z, luz (Salar), tz, lex (Yellow Uigur), fize (AHal), tizd (Altai, Teleut,
Lehed, Ser Radlofl IIT 1397), 15 (Culym Kisrik Radloff 111 1401}, tis (Hakass
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is the word firsgik “‘elbow” which can be found at Kadyari, in
the East Middle Turkish monuments, in the Kipchak, Oguz,
Turkestan and Siberian languages and in Jakut. The word firsek
has the meaning “Achilles tendon™ in Kirgiz, “knee-cap” in
Kiifirik. The most interesting feature is thal where Hakass firsek
also means “the knee of the animal's hind leg,’ it is a very clear
reference io the way of the semantic split; the joinis of the fore
and hind extremities originally had the same designation, and
this split later used both pieces of the doublet.** The Hungarian
word térd “knee” is a Bulgarian loanword, but it has a diminuthive
suffix of Hungarian origin.4*

It is not incidental that I have mainly quoted such examples
where we find z and r and ! and § forms respectively within the
Turkish linguistic area where there is no morphological opposition
of the type kor- "‘lo see”, kiz "‘eye.”’ These examples were recently
collected by Pritsak and Tekin.®? We have several reasons for
not accepting the hypothesis that we have originally morpho-
phonological reasons for such doublets:

{. If the z » r or r > z development had morphophonological

KKoibal, Kacha, Sagal Radlofi YIT 1394), {lzek, {istenck (Hakass), {Is (Hakass dial),
diskek (Tuva), {{sdx “konec, konec koncov, v predmele, liisdx “perednaja slorona
1jazki, kolena” (Jakut).

10 Cf, firsgiik ‘‘Armknochen’ (IKayarl), firsilk “Eltenbogen” (Tiirkmen in
Leiden), firsdk “id.” (Chagatal Zenker, Bada’i'), “llen, jointure du bras, coude”
(Chagatal Pavet de Courtellle), fersik “lokol’, fechn: keleno, kolenice’” (Tatar),
ferhiik *okot'” (Bashkir), tirsek “achilesovo suchoZilie” (Iirgiz), {irsek *loket’
(Karakalpak), firsek “id.” (Nogal), tirsek “id,! (Turkmen), dirsek “lokot’, jzgib,
sgib” (Azerl), dirsek “elbow, (fig.) knee or angle (of pipe or timber), winding,
bend,” dirsekll “kneed, beni” {Osmanii), tirsak “‘lokot’, (techn.) koleno (truby}”
{Uzbek), tigenek “loket’” (Yellow Ulgur, Hily, firsiik “Knickehle” (Culim Kiidirik
Radlofi III 1377), lirsek ‘“koleno zadne] nogi Zivolnogo” (Hakass), litsiirges,
siistirges “perednaja &ast’ bedra {ljazkl), koleno” (Jakul), see also Chuvash &,
erkd, Eerai, Ferkux, Srkuxzt “Koleno”,

a1 'the Hungarlan word corresponds fo an Old Bulgarian forin *{ir. The diminutive
saffix -d was productive in Old Hungarian and goes back to FU *.nl.,

a2 (0, Pritsak, Der “Rhofazimus” und “Lamdbazismus”; UAJb 1964 pp. 337-
349. Here I can onty refer to the very interesting paper, read by Tekin on the 27th
Congress of Orientalists (Ann Arber, Michigan) where 1 was also present and had
the opportunity to discuss some of the delails. 1 did nof have {he opportunity to
read the full text which will be published in a forthcoming issue of Acla Orienfalia
Hungaried.
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reasons, what are we lo do with such words as: kiizédin *'polecat,"”
azly “‘molar tooth,” edik “‘door,” kiiziik “heddle," gozt *‘lamb,”’
tisik “'lwo year old lamb,” yuzaq “lock,” gazyuq ‘‘stake,” asug
“knucklebone,"” edid- ‘“to hear,” Lisek “‘camel-colt,” sazayan
“drake,” sizil- “‘to tremble,” gazan “‘couldron” ete.? In these
words we would have fo suppose an infix which is uncommon
in the Altaic languages.*

2. Ifthe r > z or z > r development were a morphophonological
one, then we have to explain the cessation of the opposilion of
riz and §:1 in the Chuvash phonological system separately, This
would mean that we have to work with two hypothesises, instead
of one.

3. If the r > z or z > r development were a morphaophonological
one, how could we interpret that the isoglosses of the separale
items of the doublets do not coincide. Why do we have izdé-
in the Anonymous work of Leiden, in Qawanin or in the Armeno-
Kipchak documents and irdd- in Kadyari and Jakut, why tif in
some Old Turkish monuments and (il in others?

# T quote here only some r-forms and {-forms of the words above: Liirene (Mon-
gollan), girény “polecal” (Hungarlan); urlé $cd (Chuvash} araya “molar lootly’
(Mongolian), aldk “door” (Chuvash), for kiiziik cf, p. 214, qurayan “lamb” {Mon-
golian > Siberian Turkish tanguages), for tisik see pp. 214-216, sdra “lock” {Chuvash),
kard “stake’ (Hungarian), anpymng (Russlu. which is not Turkish aldf “one side of
the dice” < *al, but Turkish afug, cf, the Turkmen expression: a¥ig! alti ofur-
“bagtt getirmek”, an Old Bulgarian loan-word in Russian}, it “to hear” (Chuvash),
gélige “pup” (Mongolian), kélysk “id.”, (Bungarian), sdrkdny “drake” (Hungarian),
sdrdl- “to tremble” (Chuvash), xuran “couldron’” (Ghuvash). It ecan, perhaps, be
argued that all these words are derivallons and {hat the r-forms were present in
the primary stem, Bul then we have to solve the following questions: a: the suffixes
joined the stem later than the z{r + X fusion, bul in such cases the -ri- is preserved,
see kir “Kerbe des Pleiles” kizld- “einkerben™, kirf- “einschniite machen”,
hiirtik “Werbe” (Kafparl), b: this complex had {he same histery in intervocalic
position as on the word-end, but e.q. -1 is present in intervoealle position (cf,
baldfk “Sehnutz,” aldag “milde, fein” ete.), and then why nol *kél¢ek “camelcoll’”
or *eltik “door?” ¢: Here the problem raised under 4. below is especially difficult,
If there was an X after the word end, which fusioned with the -r op -z preceding it,
what has happened with the words which had eiher finals? Was this X specific to
the stems undergoing rolacism and lambdacism (irrespective of the direction of
this development)? Infixation is uncommon te the Altaic languages in the
historieally detectable past. But I would not adopt a wholly negative attilude to
this question for a much earlier period.

15 Acta Orlentalta, X XXII
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4, If the r > z or z > r development were a morphophonological
one, how are we to interpret such correspondences as Turkish
Gliiz ~ Chuvash pdkdr? If there has been something unknown 2
(say -1i) after the word-end, be it -z or -r, why has it disappeared
in Chuvash and not in Turkish or vice versa. This could only
have had dialectal reasons, and thus we have come back to my
starting point, On the other hand, if there had heen something
in the case of the words ending in r and ! or § and z, then we
should also expect it after other word endings, The supposition
that this has disappeared in all phonetical siluations seems to be
too bold in my opinion,

It is another question that in a time, and in some places where
the phonological opposition of riz and [:§ was weakened, the
economy of the language worked in the direction of using this
functionless duality for morphological reasons. As there were
semantic doublets, morphological doublets may also have existed.
These developed on the dialectal basis sketched above.

It is quite natural that the weakening of the opposition r:z
and §:1 was not the only dialectal feature which spread with
different intensily and isoglosses over the dialectal arca of Ancient
Turkic. A similar feature was the development of the initial y-
{0 J-. The fact that we have J-languages with r and l and f-languages
with z and § raises the problem of which was the relatively older
development. I think that this question is not a necessary one.
The J-development had a different isogloss from the discontinuation
of the riz and [:§ opposition. The j-isogloss encircled the dialects
from which developed later the Bulgarian, the Kipchak and some
Siberian language.*

# | have no space here to discuss all opinions concerning the history ef the y-
and j- in Turkish, and its relative chronology in respect to rotaclsm and lambda-
cism. According to Ramstedt and Poppe (see Poppe, Verglelchende Granunalik der
alfaischent Sprachen, Wiesbaden 1960, p. 27 with bibliography) ““Im Urtiirkischen
waren *d-, ¥J- und *y- zusammengefallen und hatten dort ein - ergeben,” This means
that J- became y- In Anclent Turkic, and then later became j- in Old Bulgarian
and in some Kipchak and Siberian languages. In this case, the Old DBulgarian
(a / 4 r language) and the Kipchak and Siberian languages (f + z languages) have
a common development in front of the other y + z Janguages. But this raises the
question; if the y > f was an earlier development than r > z, then [n the J- languages
and the y- languages, the r > z development had to be independent. If the r> z
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The same situation occurred with the fortunes of the intervocalic
and final d. Thinking in the terms of the geneologieal tree, we
can hardly inferpret the fact that the ¢ > z development occurred
in a y + z language (Yellow Uigur), in a j + z language (Hakass)
and in a j + r language (Chuvash). But there is no problem if we
suppose that this was also an isogloss, coinciding neither with
the J- isogloss, nor with the isogloss of the submergence of the r:z
and {:§ opposition (see figure above).

Similar not-coinciding isoglosses can be traced in the case of
other Ancient Turkic phonological, morphological and, perhaps,
also syntactical developments. 1 will conclude my discussion with
some problems of lexicology.

The word izan “furrow” occurs only in Tatar, Bashkir and

development was the earlier one, then the 4§ > [ development in Old Bulgarian and
in the Kipchak and Siberlan languages independently developed, AN these are
highly unitkely, and show that in this case the family-tree conception leads to
contradictions,

156+
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Nogai, The Chuvash ydran (< #iran) cannot be a loanword from
the later period, because of the r-form, it is Ancient Turkic, It
was a lexical isogloss in a narrower dialectal area. Ior “sun,"’
in addition to the common word kiin, the Turkish languages have
two other words: kiined and quya¥ (all three have, perhaps, a
common origin), The word quya$ can be found in the Kipchak
languages (Tatar, Bashkir, Karakalpak, Karaim of Troki), in the
Turkestan languages (New Uigur, Turki), and in the Siberian
languages, Sor and Altai. The word kiinef is present in some
Kipchak languages (Bashkir, Kumiik), in the Oguz languages
(Turkmen, Azeri, Osmanli) and in the Altai langnage. The word
guya$ in the form xével occurs in Chuvash.

The word for “stirrap” fizdyi has labial initial in all available
linguistic records: in Tatar, Bashkir, Kirgiz, Turkmen, Azeri,
Osmanli, New Uigur, Turki, and Altai; while it has illabial initial
in Yellow Uigur, Baraba, Hakass, Tuva and Jakut. The Chuvash
equivalent ydrana can only be connected wilh the laiter, buf the
correspondence has to be an Ancient Turkic one because of the
r-form, %

Summing up my conelusions: between the very hypothetical
Common or Proto-Turkic and Old Turkish, there was a long
Ancient Turkic period. In its earlier period, the Ancient Turkie
dialects existed in a more or less continuous linguistic area.
Several linguistic developments in this area spread over the

45 i is clear from the examples above that we have two Lypes of lexical isoglos-
ses: in one case the word is present in some dialcets and absent in others, in the
second case ihe word has one form in some diatects and another in other dialects,
In the first case, it could be argued that which is not present now could have been
present in an eartier perfod. But the fack that it disappeared in a coherent dialectal
area is also a dialeclal phenomena. The most Importanl. data for dzdpi “stirrup’
are lhe following: n) with labial initial”” iizegit “lestnica” (Tefsir), itizdngtilitk
“strzemie, strzemiona” {(Husrav and Sirin), fizdgi (Rabpuzi), lizdngil (Ibn Muhan-
na), iizki or itzfgi “échelle, esealier” (Chagatai, Zenker), yitzéngit *‘étrier” (ibid),
iizdigit (Letden), iizdpi, tizegi (Codex Cumanicus), fizengi (at-Tuhfat), idzdngl (Qa-
wanl), dzdinge “siremja, stremjanka, lestnica” (Tatar), dditnge (Bashkir), Hzdpggii
(Klrgiz), tizegpi (Tilrkinen), dzdngi (Azeri), tizengi (Osmanll), izdggl (New Utgur),
tzdipi, oz'dngil (Turki), izepl (Altai), The forms with illabial initial: ezengl, ezengo,
ezeggo, ezengolax (Yellow Uigur), fzdpgil (Baraba Radloli I 1538), izdpi (Hakass
Sagal, Koibal, Kacha Radlofi I 1638), lzepe {Hakass), ezepgl (Tuva), isdpd, ipdsd
{Jakut).
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territory with different intensity and different isoglosses. This more
or less synchronic and geographical development ecrossed the
diachronic one, What we have now before us is not a unilateral
development and cannot be deduced directly from a homogeneous
proto-language. Undoubtedly, this draws a more complicated
piclure, but I think it is closer to historical reality, Now, we are
faced with the task of exploring the dialectal structure of Ancient
Turkic.

I would add only one final point, What could the cause of the
discontinuation of the z:r and !:§ opposition be? It is always
hazardous o seek the “causes” of linguistic changes. Nevertheless,
I would venture to suppose the influence of a substratum. This
language had to have a phonological system in which the oppo-
sition of z:r and $: was not present, and it had to be a language
which was in a long and close contact with at least some of
the Ancient Turkic dialects. Could this language not have been
Ancient Mongolian?







