CAJ 2,3)' 1937

ONCE MORE ZETACISM AND SIGMATISM

by
TALAT TEKIN
Ankara

In a paper read at the 27th International Congress of Orientalists
in Ann Arbor, Michigan, in 1967, and published in the Acta Orientalia
Hungarica, in 1969, I presented inner-Turkic evidence for “Zeta-
cism” (the sound change from *r# to z) and “‘Sigmatism” (the sound
change from *I% to 4), and maintained that Chuvash r, { are older
than Turkic z, § respectively and the sound changes from *r2 to z,
from *I* to § took place in Proto-Turkic in final position only.! In
another paper read at the 14th PTAC Meeting in Szeged, Hungary,
in 1971, and published four years later, I brought further evidence
for the sound changes *r* > z and */* > #, and maintained the same
point of view.? After the publication of my first article on the sub-
ject, Meyer,®> Réna-Tas,* Tenifev,® Serebrennikov,® Nauta’ and
SanZeev® touched or dealt with the subject and made their views
known. In 1975, in a paper which appeared together with my second
article in the same volume, Miller tried to find Japanese reflexes of
Proto-Turkic 7 and /2,° and Poppe maintained his position, drawing
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attention to Hungarian data.}® Most recently, Doerfer dealt with the
problem of “Rhotacism” and “Lambdacism”, among other recon-
struction problems of Proto-Turkic!?, and Kara published an ar-
ticle on a new Turko-Mongolian pair of cognates, i.e. Mo. deresiin =
Tu. yez “feather grass,” proving once more the soundness of the
Altaic correspondence r: z as well as that of Mo. d-: Tu. y-.!*

In this paper, I would like to present the new material I have
collected recently and to discuss once more the problem of ‘“Zeta-
cism” and “Sigmatism.” But before presenting my new material
and going into a new discussion of this most debated and most
controversial problem of Turkic and Altaic linguistics, I would like
to summarize briefly the different views put forward recently by
the scholars I mentioned above.

(1) Meyer 1970 thinks that an opposition r : z existed in Common
Turkie, and Turkic /z/ corresponding to Chuvash /r/ is the original
sound; in other words, she states that Chuvash /r/ has developed
from /z/, disregarding the inner-Turkic and Altaic evidence brought
by the supporters of the opposite theory, i.e. the theory of zetacism.!?
An important shortcoming of her article is that in it there is no
linguistic evidence to support the theory of rhotacism she still
adheres to.

(2) Réna-Tas 1970 maintains that Ancient Turkic was far from
being a “homogenous language,” i.e., prior to the 6th century A.D.,,
there were many Turkic dialects, and forms with /r/ and jz/, as
well as those with /l/ and [§/, existed as doublets in these dialects.
It goes without saying that such a view brings us nowhere. No
linguist could deny that the Turkic languages, including Chuvash,
form a language family just as, say, the Germanic languages do.
Again, no linguist could deny that the members of a given family of
languages descend from or go back to a single proto-language in the
past. Since all the Turkic languages except for Chuvash are z/§

1 N. Poppe, “Altaic Linguistics — An Overview,” Sciences of Language,
No. 6, Tokyo 1875, pp. 130-186.

1 @G, Doorfer, “Proto-Turkic: Reconstruction Problems,” T'DAY 1975-
1076, pp. 1-69.

12 ). Kara, “Mongol’skij derestin - tjurkskij yez,” ST 1976, No. 3, pp. 41-43.
13 op.cit., p. 164. In her articlo, Meyor also states that Chuv. kué “oyo” is &
loanword borrowed from Tatar (p. 161). This doos not seem to be the case,
however, Because, the phoneme [z/ in loanwords is generally represented by
[8l, not by /8], in Chuvash, e.g. pda-, pus- “‘to destroy” < buz-, pisdk “big” <
bazitk, kdadk “interesting” < qizig, ete.
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languages and Chuvash alone is a r/l language, one of these phoneme
pairs must be older than the other, or they both must have develop-
ed from a third phoneme pair. In other words, either Chuvash Ir/
must have developed from /z/ or a kind of [z/, or Turkic /z/ must
have developed from /r/ or a kind of /r/. The same is true for Chuvash
/If and Turkic /&/. The priority of /r/ (or a kind of r) to [z/ or vice
versa, and the priority of /l/ (or a kind of I) to /§/ or vice versa is the
essence of the whole problem. Réna-Tas does not bring a solution
to this most puzzling and most controversial question. Furthermore,
his comparison of zetacism in Turkic with the tendency toward
zetacism in the 16th century Paris dialect or with the rhotacism in
the Germanic languages is not appropriate, because, while zetacism
in the 16th century Paris dialect and rhotacism in the Germanic
languages are only sporadic sound changes, zetacism in Turkio (or
rhotacism in Chuvash) is a systematic development.

To support his theory, Rona-Tas cites many pairs of words
(doublets) displaying zetacism (or rhotacism) and sigmatism (or
lambdacism), e.g. t4l- ~ td$- “to pierce, make a hole,” irdd- ~ fzdd-
“to seek, search,” ete. Some of his pairs, however, are not real
reel doublets: yaz- “to cut, score, notch the runic seript” ~ yar-
“to split up” (the former has a short /a/, whereas the latter has a
long one: cf. Trkm. yaz-, but ydr-), gopuz “insect”” ~ gomursqa “ant”
(the latter has /u/ in the first syllable: cf. Trkm. jumursja, Kirg.
kumurska, Kzk. Kklp. Nog. kumirska, etc.), omuz “shoulder,
shoulder-blade” ~ omurya “collarbone, vertebra” (the former has
an original /m/, whereas the latter ocours as oyurga in Uig., opurqa
in Chag., opurja in Osm. and Trkm., and worya in Yak.; [y/ in Uig.
oyurga and [m/ in Kirg. omurtka, Kzk. Kklp. omirtka must be
secondary sounds, having developed from [1/), tez ~ terk “quick”
(the former is a loanword borrowed from Persian; the word which
is cognate to irk “quick, fast” is tdz- “to run away, flee”), ete.

(8) Teniflev 1971 believes that there were two stages of Common
Turkic: the early and the late. In the early CT period, there were
only /r/ and /1, but in the late CT period, with the appearance of
the phonemes /z/ and [/, there came into existence the oppositions
r:zand !: 4 He does not say, however, anything on how these new
phonemes came into being.

(4) Serebrennikov 1971 holds the view that Chuvash /r/ is second-
ary and goes back to /z/. As for Chuvash /I/ and Turkic /4, he is
rather inclined to drive these sounds from a particular kind of I. In
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Serebrennikov’s opinion, it could have been a voiceless ! in which
case Turkic /z/, too, could have developed from a voiceless r. In his
book published in 1974, however, Serebrennikov returns to his old
explanation of Turkic fz/ being primary and older sound. Since
zetacism and sigmatism (or rhotacism and lambdacism) are two
sound changes parallel to each other (we find /z/, /§/ in Turkic, but
/r/, ]} in Chuvash and in the other Altaic languages), it would be
methodically wrong to assume that Turkic /z/ and Chuvash I/ are
primary and older sounds. -

(6) Nauta 1972 maintains that in Proto-Turkic there was an
opposition 7: X (X being z, # or #) in monosyllabic words, but in
polysyllabic words there was no such a phonological opposition be-
tween r and X, because, in his opinion, -r occurs after stressed
vowels and -z after unstressed ones. This view which seems to have
been inspired mainly from the Chuvash material collected by Fisher
in the 18th century is not very convincing, because we have a
considerable number of minimal pairs like yayir “saddle sore” :.
yayiz “‘brown,” goyur “chestnut” : gopuz “bug, beetle,” gopur- “to
raise’ : gopuz “musical instrument,” gayur- “to roast, fry” : qayuz
“husk, chaff,” etc. Consequently, it can hardly be maintained that
the stress fell, in Proto-Turkic, on the first syllable of, say, yayiz,
but on the last syllable of yayir.

(6) Sanzeev 1974 does not try to solve the problem of rhotacism
and lambdacism (or zetacism and sigmatism). He only states that
both changes, i.e. » > 2,1 > 4 and z > r, § > I, are possible, thus
offering no solution to the problem.

(7) Miller 1875 tries to find Japanese reflexes of Proto-Altaic /r3/
and /1%, following the examples given in my first article on the sub-
ject. I am not in a position to evaluate his Turkic-Japanese com-
parisons, but some of the etymologies he offers seem convincing
both phonologically and semantically, e.g. CT siz- “to leak, ooze,
drip” < *sir®-:: OJ (Old Japanese) siru “juice, liquid leaking or
pressed out of something,” CT toz “dust” < *tor2:: OJ tiri “dust,
dirt,” OT yabiz “bad” < *yabir?, yabri-t- “to rout, ruin, defeat” <
*yabirt-i-:: OJ yabur-u “to destroy, harm,” yabur-(e)- “to be
damaged, broken,” etc.1¢

14 In his article, Miller also raises objections to my theory according to
which zetacism and sigmatism took place in Proto-Turkio in final position
only. I will answer his objections, together with similar objections raised by
Doorfer, at the end of this papor.
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(8) Poppe 1975 maintains that Turkic » and z, ! and § were
originally allophones of only two phonemes: /r/ - [r!] in one en-
vironment and [r#] in another environment, {1/ - [1!] in one environ-
ment and [1%] in another environment. Later, he thinks, [r?] and [17]
developed into z and # respectively in Turkic, but they converged
with [r'] and [1!] in that dialect which became the ancestor of
Chuvash. As for the true nature of [r?] and [1%], they were  and !
respectively but with some “additional quality.” According to
Poppe, this “additional quality” was either palatalization as Ram-
stedt believed, or voicelessness as Serebrennikov believes, or a
phoneme which has disappeared (or merged with r and ). In this
connection, Poppe, draws attention to Hungarian data, i.e. the
Volga-Bulgarian loanwords in Hungarian, where we sometimes
find a y or j after the sonants in question, or cs (= &) after , e.g.
Hung. borjii “‘calf” = Tu. buzayu = Mo. birayu, Khal. biard, Klm.
biirdl, Hung. kslyok “young dog, young animal in general = Tu.
kdédk “young camel, young animal in general” = Mo. gélige “young
dog,” Hung. gyiiméles “fruit” = Tu. yemid < *yemild, etc. These
examples demonstrate that Tu. z sometimes goes back to ry, and
Tu. § goes back *ly and *I. Poppe concludes by saying that it is
unnecessary to reconstruct *r# > z and *lti > § as Pritsak does,
because Ramstedt’s *# is very close to *ry, and his *{ is close to *ly.

{9) Doerfer 1975-76 thinks that #, [ (or similar forms) may be
somewhat more likely than z and § for Proto-Turkic. As it is
generally known, Doerfer is against the Altaic theory and he regards
all the Mongolian forms with /r/ and /I (corresponding to those
Turkic forms with /z/ and /§/, of course) as loanwords borrowed from
Proto-Turkic. It is for this reason that he postulated such Proto-
Turkic forms as *dayiz “brown” for Tu. yayiz and Mo. dayir, *bozd
“gray” for Tu. boz and Mo. bora, *ardé ‘shaft of a cart” for Tu.
ari§ and Mo. aral, etc.1® It seems that he has abandoned this rather
weak assumption of his. Doerfer now thinks that the phoneme /r/
followed by a § diphthong resulted in 2z in Common Turkic, e.g.
*bdria > CT boz “gray,” *buridyi > CT buzayu “calf,” *atarju >
CT atiz “fallow land,” etc. When such words passed from Proto-
Turkic to Mongolian, he assumes, diphthongs became simple vo-
wels and the phoneme /r/ preceeding these diphthongs has preserved

1 TMEN I, pp. 98, 99, 100.
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iteelf, e.g. *boria > Mo. bora, *buridys > Mo. birayu, SH bura’y,
*alarju > *atary or *ataé > Mo, alar, etc.!®

As is seen, this view is not much different from Ramstedt’s and
Poppe’s views. It sure makes the supporters of the Altaic theory
happy to see that Doerfer has finally changed his opinion as to the
priority of Common Turkic /z/ and f§/ to Chuvash, Mongolian /r/
and [l/ respectively, and has returned to Ramstedt’s and Poppe’s
classical solution. It is also remarkable that the forms Doerfer
reconstructs, e.g. *borja, *atarju etc., look like Proto-Altaic rather
than Proto-Turkic.

In his article, Doerfer also raises some objections to my theory.
As is known, I believe that r2 and I® became z and & respectively in
Proto-Turkic in final position, but in other positions they converged
with r! and B, o.g. kikiiz - *kokiir® ‘“chest,” but kokrdk id. <
kokiir34-dk. Doerfer objects to this view of mine. He says: “These
are two different suffixes (more precisely : root derivatives) of *kokd
(cf. Mo. kokon); -z is a well-known derivative of body parts (omuz
“shoulder,” ayiz “mouth,” ete. Why, e.g. do we have bigiir : bogrik
“rein” (Mo. bigere), why not *bagiiz : bogrdk; why do we have dkiz
“twin”: dkizdk, why not dkiz : *dkirdk (Mo. ikire), ete. ¥’ My answer
to this objection: -z in kdkiiz and -r- in kékrdk are one and the same
morphemo historically; kékiiz goes back to *kékir® and -dk in
kikrdk is the well-known diminutive suffix {-4-AK)}. The reason
why we have dkiz : dkizdk and not dkiz : *dkirdk is that while kokrik
is an old derivative formed in Pre-Turkic times, dkizdk is a com-
paratively new formation coined after the sound change from *r2
to z had taken place. As for the question why we do not have *bégiiz :
hagrdk, this has already been answered: -r in bégiir is not the same
Pre-Turkic phoneme as -r in *kokiir, i.e., 2, but the ordinary r.
Doerfer’s objection to the relation between the suffixes (+-slz}
“without”” and {--sIrA-} “to be without” on the ground that they
contain different vowels is not valid either. As is known, the pho-
neme [sf in the suffix {+slz} is generally written, in the Orkhon

'*  Docrfor also assumcs that kér- “to see” doveloped from kor-s-, that is,
kor- plus a suffix -3-, and kiz “oye” from kér-js, i.e., kér- plus a suffix -§3
(p- 36). This assutnption does not seem to be sound. Firstly, there is & morpho-
logical opposition between kér- and kéz: one is a verb, the other is a noun. In
other words, they aro not real doublets. S8econdly, the existence of a suffix
like -§3 is very doubtful and its addition to & form ending in a consonant
would be against the phonological system of Turkiec.
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inscriptions, with the sign s, e.g. b'Ups%, gills%z, etc. This means
that the suffix in question has an unrounded narrow vowel which is
exposed to palatalization: buysiz, galisiz, eto. Oonsequently, T still
believe that the suffix {+slIz) is related to (+sIrA-}, i.e., the latter
is a compound suffix consisting of {4sIr%} and {+A-) Finally,
rejecting my view that the sound change from r* to z took place in
final position, Doerfer says as follows: “We find several examples
of roots with -z-, such as yazi ‘plain’, gozi ‘lamb’, gazi ‘sausage,’
azu ‘or’.”” My answer: Two of these examples are not roots, but
deverbal formations, i.e., yazi < yaz- “to spread out” +{-I}, azu
“or” < dz- “to go astray” +(-U}. Other examples having a /z/ in
intervocalic position, 1.e., gazi, gozi (and aziy “molar tooth,” buzayu
“calf,” kiizdn “polecat,” dzdygi ‘‘stitrup,” yuzag “lock,” yiizik
“ring,” etc.) .could be explained as derivatives formed after the
sound change from 79 to z had taken place. Thus, gazi “abdominal
fat” could be analyzed as gaz-i (cf. Tu. garin “abdomen’ and Mo.
garbing “the fat on the abdomen of an animal; big belly”), aziy
“molar tooth’ as az-i-y (cf. Mo. araya “molar,” ariya id. < *ariya,
arjayi- “to show one’s teeth, grin,” arfagar, arjagas “showing teeth,
grinning”), buzayu “calf” as buz+ayu < *birs+apu (for the suffix
+ayu cf. opul "child," oylayu “tender, delicate,” gil “hair,” kilayu
“‘wire-edge, razor,” eto.), kiizdn “polecat” as kiiz+dn < *kfirt-dn
(cf. Tu. ¥llz “fall, autumn,” Chuv. kér id. < *kdrs, Mo, kiiren, kiirin,
kiireng “brown, dark brown,” kiirene “‘skunk, polecat; weasel”’), ete.

After this rather long introduction, I now would like to present
my new material for the sound changes from *73 to z, from *I* to 4,
and from *¥, *nj to &,

1. Zetacism

1. MK apiz “a field of wheat or other (cereals) after it has been
reaped,” Chag. apiz “arable land from which the crop has recently
been reaped and the stubble left on the ground,” Osm. Kzk. Kirg.
ayiz “a stubble field, stubble,” Kirg. apaza id. < *apiz+a, Uzb.
anyiz id., Kklp. apiz “field, cultivated land,” Nuig. epiz “field of
wheat, cultivated land,” epizlig “a stubble field,” Trkm. apyiza
“a kind of wild plant resembling reed” < appiz+a < *apyir®
“yellow, reddish yellow”

~ Mo. anggir “yellow, reddish yellow; a kind of yellow duck,”
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anggir nuyusy “‘a kind of yellow duck,” anggir sira “yellow,
reddish yellow,” Kh. angir dar “yellowih, reddish yellow,” angir
“turpan, the black diver (anas nigra),” Bur. angir “id,; reddish
yellow, yellow, yellowish red,” Klm. dygr “reddish yellow, yellow;
a bird,” dygr al’g “‘variegated yellow.”

As far as I know, no etymology has been suggested for the Turkic
word ayiz. Rasinen does not give an etymology for it; nor does Sir
Gerard Clauson. In Sevortyan’s etymological dictionary this word
is not listed at all. As for the Mongolian word anggir, Doerfer re-
gards it as a loanword borrowed from Turkic (TMEN 1I, p. 130), a
view which is not shared by Rasanen (VEWT, p. 21) who thinks
that Tuv. angir “turpan, anas nigra,” Alt. apar “ein Wasservogel,
kleiner als eine Gans, mit rotgelber Brust,” Kzk. Kirg. apgar “‘eine
Enteart,” Chag. aypgir, apqur id. are all borrowed from Buryat
Mongolian.

The original meamng of Mo anggir is, in all likelihood, “yellow,
reddish yellow,” a meaning which is not found in the Turkic forms
cited above. For this reason, I am rather inclined to agree with
Ramstedt and Rasinen. As for MK apit “a kind of red bird resem-
bling a duck,” Osm. (TS) ayit, anyit, angit id., Chag. anqut “fla-
mingo,” Yel. Uig. apit “a kind of wild duck with. bright yellow
feathers,” Uzb. anyirt “a kind of red duck,” Nuig. (dial.) hagpyirt,
hayyut id., ete., these may be Turkic forms going back to an older
*apyirt, as Doerfer assumes (TMEN II, p. 129). The original mean-
ing of the word, however, must have been ‘“reddish yellow” or
“yellowish red” (cf. Turkic adjectives with diminutive suffixes
{+GIL}, {(+GIlt}: Uig. gizyil “reddish” (DT'8 450: gizgil “‘krasniy”’),
Tuv. wiirgiil “brown, brownish,” saryil “yellowish,” Trkm. §isyilt
“reddish,” saryilt “yellowish,” etc.).

2. MK bozla- “to bellow (of camels),” Chag. Osm., etc. bozla- id.,
Osm. bozula- id. ( < *bézla-), IM boila- (Mel. budla-) id., Trkm.
bozla- “to bellow (of camels); to cry piercingly,” Kzk. Kklp. Nog.
bozla- id., Bash. buéla- id. ( < bozla-), Alt. Tuv. busta- id. Khak.
musta- id. < *bozla-, *buzla- < *bort+-la-, *birt4-la-

~ Mo. buyila- “to shout, cry, bellow (of camels),” Khal. Bur.
bugla- id., KIm. bil- id. < buyila- < *busila- < *ba@ri+la-.

It may be claimed that the Mo. form has no [r/, but /y/. But this
causes no problem. Examples displaying a sound change from r to y
can be found easily: cf. Trkm. gddan “large kettle, cauldron” <
*qdzyan < *qdrt+yan = Mo. gayiba id. < *qariba < qari+ba (cf.



126 TALAT TEEIN

also Mo. garum “kettle”), etc.l” Such examples could also be taken
as evidence supporting Ramstedt’s theory according to which
Turkic /z/ has developed from a palatalized r.

3. MK kdz “the notch of an arrow,” og kdzi id., kdzld- “to cut a
notch in an arrow,” kdzgdr- id., Id. kdz “the place) where the notch
for the bowstring is,” AH kdzlsk “‘knife,” Osm. gdz “the notch in an
arrow,” gdzld- “to put the arrow notch on the bowstring,” Trkm.
gezlik “knife,” Az. gdz “notch, incision” < kdz < *kdr®

~ MK, ete. kdrt- “to cut a notch, make incisions,” Yak, kdrt- id.,
Chuv. kart- id. < *kdrt- < *kdrti- < kdrd+ts-

~ Mo. kerdi- “to cut, carve; to make incisions, to notch” <
*kerti-.

4. MK kdz ‘‘sediment, the remains of milk, flour, etc. which sticks
to the bottom of a cooking pot and scraped from it,” ddi& kdz id.,
kdzld- *‘to scrape the sediment from a pot,” kizldn- “to have sedi-
ment at the bottom (of a cooking pot),” Yak. kdhidz “soot which
sticks to the bottom of a cooking pot” < *kdsidx < *kdzgdk <
kdz-+-gdk < *kdy?

~ Mo. keréire “mud, silt, sediment in a river; uneven bottom of
a water-filled depression,” Khal. zeréir id. < ker-&i-re.

8. Uig. kiiz “fall, autumn,” MK kiiz, k4= (II 172, III 160) id., Kzk.
Kirg,, etc. kiiz id., Trkm. giyd id. < *kdz, Yak. kithiin “fall, in
fall” < *kiisiin < *kllz-iin < *kdr?

~ Chuv. kér id. < *kiir < *kidr?

~ Tuv. ziirgil “brown” < *kilrgiil ,,brownish” < *kdrt+gil

~ Mo. kiirin, kiiren, kiireng “‘brown, dark brown, maroon (esp. of
fir); deep violet,” Khal, ziiren id. (> Alt. Khak. kiirdn “brown”
Tuv. ziirdn “‘dark brown, chestnut,” Yak. kiirdn “brown,” etc.),
Mo. kiirene “skunk, polecat; weasel,” Xhal, xiirne id. (= Tu. kiizdn
id. < *kdr3+dr “brown, brownish”).18

This etymology is not new. It goes back to Ramstedt. What is
new here is the Tuv. ziirgiil “brown” formed with the diminutive
suffix {+4GIl} (cf. Uig. gizyil “reddish,” Kzk. KKlp., ete. gizyilt id.,
Trkm. gidyilt id.). The root from which Tuv. ziirgiil is derived cannot
be anything but *kiir ( < *kdr® “brown” > *kd{z), i.e., the root of
Mo. kiireng ‘“‘brown,” kiirene ‘“polecat; weasel” and Tu. kiizdin
“polecat.” The existence of /r/ in Tuv. xirgiil suggests that it is an
old derivative formed before zetacism.

17 Yak. zdrbaz “ca.uldron, kettle” is also a cognate. See Tekin 1967, p. 61.
1 The ti t “brown’” and “fall” is obvious.
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6. MK kilzik ‘“‘a weaver’s instrument with thread wrapped over
and over around it with which the upper and lower warp threads
are separated.” Kirg. kiiziik “threads on a loom, warps and wefts,”
Alt. kiizig id., MK kiiZdk, kiZik “curls of hair, tassels,” IM kilzdk
“plaits of hair hanging down from the temples” < kiiz-iik, kiiz-dk <
*Liirs- “to braid, twine, weave”

~ Chuv. ké&ré, kér “threads on a loom, warps and wefts” < *kiiriig
< *kiirs-iig (Tat. kére id. < Chuv.)

~ Alt. kiirmdk “knot,” Xmd. kiirmdk “bond, tie,” Tob. kirms-
“to tie a knot,” Kirg. kiirmé- “to tie with & Kalmuk knot” < *kiir-
md- < *kiir3-md-

~ Mo. giirii- “to braid, twine, weave,” gefige giirii- “to braid a
plait,” utasu giiri- “to braid a cord,” giiriige ‘“‘wickerwork,” gii-
riimel “‘braided, woven, plaited,” giiriimel disi “braided hair,” Khal.
goro-, giire- ‘“‘to braid, twine, weave.”

7. Uig. (Tezoan, Hsiian Tsang Biyografisi, X. Bolim, p. 144)
qupiz “ooffin” < *qapir3, Chag. gapuzay “‘bark of a tree” < *qa-
puzaq, Nuig. gowzaq id. < *gawuz+ag < *gafir®

~ MK qapiréag “coffin,” IM gabiréag ‘‘chest, box,” AH gaburéag
‘“an inkpot or box made of bark,” gaburéagli baya “tortoise,”” Tuhf.
qabaréaq, qabiréaq “‘chest, box,” Osm. (TS) qapuréaq, gapurjag, qa-
burfag “perfume box, chest, case,” Trkm. gapirfak “chest, box,”
Tuv. zdrfak “‘box, case; coffin” < *qafiréaq, Yak. kuoréax “an
engraved coffin” < *qoréaq < qapircaq < *qafiri+dag

~ Hung. koporss [kopor8d] “coffin” < Old Bulg. *qapuréay

~ Mo. qayuréag “‘small box, chest’” < *gqapuréay, qayiréaj id. <
*qapiréaq, Khal. zayrtsag id., Bur, zayrsay id. < gayircag, Kim.
x@irls“g “a large chest; coffin’ < *gqayuréag < *qapuréaq.

Clauson cannot give an etymology for Turkic qapiréaq. Now the
Uigur word gapiz “coftin” which occurs several times in Hsian
T'sang Biyografisi, X. Biliim (Dr. Tezcan’s unpublished habilitation
thesis) cnables us to offer an etymology: gapir+éag < *qapirt >
gapiz. This example also supports my theory according to which
zetacism ocenrred in Proto-Turkic in final position only.

8. CT (Common Turkic) gaz- “to dig,” Yak. zas- “‘to dig, serape”

< *gaz- - *qari-

~ Chuv. zir- “to dig, scrape” < *gir- < *qar?-

~ Uig. qarim, qaram “‘ditch,” QB garim “ditch, hole, hollow,
grave,” Tafs. garim “ditch,” Kklp. karim id., Trkm. darim id. <
garim <2 *qar®-im.
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~ Mo. garu- “to scrape, plane” < gar-u-, Khal. zar- id, (Yak.
zarly-, zoruy- “to dig, scrape” < Mo.).

This etymology is not new either. Tu. gaz- had been equated to
Mo. garu- already by Ramstedt. What is new here is the inclusion
of Turkic garim in this Altaic equation. Clauson derives Uig. garim
from MK g¢dr- “to overflow.” This etymology is erroneous both
phonetically and semantically: Trkm. jarim shows that the vowel
/8] is & short one; there is no semantic relation between “over-
flowing” and “a ditch” or “a grave.” On the other hand, the seman-
tic relation between “digging” and “ditch, grave” is obvious (cf.
Ger. graben “to dig, trench,” Grab “‘grave, tomb,” Eng. grave id.).

9. Kzk. koz- “to flare up again, to return, to become active again
(about a disease); to be excited, to get irritated,” Nuig. goz- “to be
irritated (of skin),” gozu “irritation (of skin),” Nog. koz- “to incite,
instigate, provoke,” Chag. gozyun “excited, irritated” < qoz-yun,
Chag. gozya- “to stir, incite, agitate, excite,” Kzk. Kklp. Nog., ete.
kozya- “‘to move, stir, excite, arouse, disturb, touch,” Trkm. §séya-
id., Chag. gozyal- “to move, stir; to got excited, agitated,” Kzk,
Kklp. Nog. kozyal- id., Nuig. gozyal- id. < goz-ya-l- < *q5rs-

~ Trkm. gorja- “to touch, excite; to stir, irritate; to stir up” <
*qor8i- < gort-ti-, jorfal- pass., jorfat- caus., gorjaddir- freq., Osm.
qurcala- “‘to touch, excite, stir up” < *goréila- freq., Az, gurdala-
id., gurjuz- “to be moved, stirred up, get excited, irritated” <
*gor2-fi-g-19

10. MK sagiz “sticky, sticky substance such as fruit juice or
syrup,” sayiz “sticky, mastic,” Osm., etc. sagiz ‘‘mastic, chewing
gum,” Az. sajjiz id., Kzk., etc. sayiz “tar, pitch; chewing gum,
mastio; rubber plant,” Kirg. sayiz “‘chewing gum, mastic,” Tob.
sayis id., Alt. sapis id., Khak. sds id., Yak. ias ‘“‘piteh, tar, resin;
gum, waX, ear-wax" < sayiz, sagiz < *sayir?, *sagirt

~ Chuv. suxdr “ear-wax; tar, pitch, resin, tree resin” < *sagir?

~ MK sagirgu “tick,” AH saqurya id., Chag. sayirtqa id., Osm.
sagirya id., Trkm. eakiriga id., Khak. sayartzi id., Tuv. sargi id. <
*sayir--qu, *sagir+t+qu < *sayirs, *saqir® “sticky.”

The semantic relation between “being sticky” and “a tick” is
obvious. Cf., e.g., Tuhf. yapsi, yavsi “tick” (< “sticky, something
which sticks”), Trkm. yapidak “sticky; a louse,” ete.

¥ For the Trkm. suffix {-JA-} < {-81-} of. MK, ete. taméi- “to drip” (<
tam-&i-), Mo. burdi- “to destroy” (< *bur-&fi- = Tu. buz- id.), eto.
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11. Osm. saz “white, yellowish white, pale,” saz benizli “pale,”
Kirg. saz oydd id., dpii saz id., Trkm. sad in day sad ber- “‘to become
light (dawn,” eddmik “grayish” (e.g. sd@dmik bulutlar “‘grayish
clouds”) < sdz-mug, Uig. (Hsiian Teang, X. Bélim, p. 169) sazyan
“pale” < saz-+yan (dim. suff.) < sdz < *sart

~ Chuv. dur- “to become white” < *sari- < 8dr+i-, Hung. sdr
[88r] “‘white” < Old Bulg. *dar id. < *sjar < *sdr®, Chuv. Surdz-
“to become white or pale” < *sjarig- < *sarig- < 8r3-4§-g-

~ CT sariy “yellow,” Trkm. s@ri id., Tob. sdri id., Yak. ari
“butter” < *sdriy < s@ri+i-y, Chuv. dur, Surd “white” < *sjariy
<2 *gdr34-i-y

~ Mo. sira “yellow” < *sjara ~ *sdra, siragan ,,yellowish” <
sira-gan (of. Uig. sazyan “pale”), sirala- “to become yellow” <
*sira+ga- (dissimilation), dir siralagu “‘the day dawns” (cf. Trkm.
dayp 8dd ber- id.).

It is clear from the above-given examples that Mo. sira is cognate
to Tu. *sdz, not to *sariy. Chuv. Sur, durd “white,” on the other
hand, goes back to Common Turkic *sriy. Tu. sdriy is a deverbal
adjoctive derived from *sdri- “to become white or yellow” (> Chuv.
$ur- “to become white”). Thus, Tu. *sdz and *sdrty is another pair
of related words supporting my theory according to which zetacism
oceurred in Pre-Turkic in final position only. Pre-Turkic *sdr? be-
came *sdz in Proto-Turkic, but it remained as such in Proto-Bul-
garian. On the other hand, Pre-Turkic *sir® survived in pre-zeta-
cism derivative *sdri- “to become white or yellow” (< s@r?-+i-)
from which Common Turkic *sariy is derived.

I1. Sigmatism

1. Orkh. bidiik “relatives, family members,” Uig. bidiik “relative by
marriage, relation by marriage” (DTS, etc. bidiik), tiyiir biik
“relatives by inter-clan marriages,” adad biiditk “blood relations,
relations by marriage,” bayir bidik id. < bisitk < bif-+iik, Yak.
bis “tribe, clan, family” < *b§ < *biiz

~ Yak. bild in aymaz bild “neighbors, relatives, kinsfolk, lineage,
ancestors” < Mo., Kirg. bilé “any member of the family members,
family,” diy-bils “family, kinsfolk,” Tuv. ég-biild id., Alt. bilg id.,
Kzk. bile “cousins on the maternal side (children of sisters)”
< Mo.
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~ Mo. biile, billi “‘family, members of the same family or house-
hold,” ger bille “family,” Khal. bl id., Klm. bil® id.

2. Uig. tumdig, tumdug “bill, beak; elephant’s trunk,” MK tumdug
“a bird’s beak,” IM tumdiq id., Chag. tumdug, tumbuy “beak bill;
nose; spout of & mountain,” Kirg., eto. tumfuk “beek, bill; snout;
promontory, cape,” Kzk. Kklp. tumsik “beak, bill,” Nog. tumasik
“mouth and nose of an animal,” Tuv. duméuk “beak; nose,” Khak.
tumzuz id. < tumdug < *umud+ug (dim.), Yak. tumus “bill, beak;
snout, muzzle; toe of a boat; promontory, cape” < *fumud, Hou.
dumdag “beak, bill” < *umud+-aq (dim.), Yak. tumubaz “a small
wooded cape, promontory” < *tumud+ag

~ Yak. tumul “cape, headland,” tas tumul “a rocky headland,”
Kzk. tumilduruk “s muzzle (for calves)” < *umul+-durug, Yak.
tomboruk id. < *tum--turug, Tel. tomok id. < *tum--aq.

Clauson derives tumduq from a hypothetical *tumis- and compares
this with the verb tomur- “to bleed” (p. 509); but Uig. tomur- is
only a secondary form going back to an older tamur- (cf. MK tamur-
“to bleed,” e.g. dr burni tamurdi “The man’s nose bled”). Secondly,
there is no semantio relation between “‘a nose” and “bleeding.” (A
nose does not necessarily bleeds!)

Thus, tumus and tumul are real doublets in Yakut, the latter
being & residual form left from the Pre-Turkic times (cf. MK kil
“much, many” ~ CT ikid id., Yak. ¢d! “dream” ~ CT td4 id., ete.)

I11. Sound Change *i& > §

As is known, Pre-Turkic *I? is not the only source of Proto-
Turkic *#. In some cases, Common Taurkic § goes back to *l§ and
*If, aa it is evident from Mongolian, Hungarian and Chuvash data,
e.g. CT adug “knuckle, knuckle-bone” < *aléug (cf. Mo. altu “one
side of an anklebone, depression on the side of an anklebone’), CT
qadi- “to scratch” < *qaldi- (cf. Mo. galti- “to remove uneveness,
to remove hair from skin or fur; to scrape off”), CT bédik “cradle” <
*belik (cf. Hu. bolesd id. < Old Bulg. *beliig) CT yemid “fruit” <
*yémild (cf. Hu. gyiiméles id. < O1d Bulg. *fimdls < *yemdlé), ete.

It is very remarkable that, in such cases, the corresponding pho-
neme in Chuvash is not /l/, but /4/, e.g. CT gadi- “to scratch = Chuv.
2ié- < *qal- < *qald-, CT yémid “fruit” = Chuv. éiméé < *emid <
*yemil, ete. This means that the sound group */& resulted, with the
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loss of /1, in (8] in Proto-Chuvash or Proto-Bulgarian, but in Proto-
Turkic this /8/ developed into /§/. Thus, Chuv. pus “head, beginning”
< Vol. Bulg. baé “beginning” < *bal (cf. Mo. -balfi in tarbalfi
“sparrow hawk; tawny eagle” < “bald, bald-headed”) = OT bad <
*bali < *bald, etc.®

In my article entitled “Zetacism and Sigmatism in Proto-Turkie,”
1 had given the following examples for the sound change *I&, *If >
4: CT aduq = Mo. aléu, CT bad = Chuv. pué, MK ddgak, adyik, dsdk
“donkey” = Mo. elfige(n), CT gadya “blaze on the forehead of an
animal” = Mo. galjfa(n), CT qadi- == Mo. gal¥- = Chuv. zis-, CC,
Tuhf., ete. goryadin “lead” = Mo. qoryolfi(n), CT kidpa- “‘to neigh”
= Chuv. k¥fen- < *kilddpd-, CT sif- “to swell” = Chuv. #id- <
*silé-, CT yadi- “to shine” = Chuv. 4ié- < *yilt-, CT suff. of co-
operative and reciprocal stems -4- = Chuv. -4- = Mo. -léa-|-lbe-.
In my second article on the subject I gave the following additional
examples: CT ¢a4 “eyebrow; edge, brink, front” =- Mo. galfa “direct-
ly in front or ahead,” CT @4- “to crowd, throng, come together” =
Mo. diyilfe- id. < *ifilfe-.3 In this article, I would like to give two
more examples displaying this sound change or development.

L. MK adaq “foot of a mountain,” IM aday “low.” adaya “down,
below,” Osm. (T8) adaq, adaz “low; humble, modest,” Trkm. addk
“the lower part, bottom; down. below, low,” adiki “the lower” <
*adaygi, Osm. (TS) adaya “down, downward, below” < adag+a,
Az. adaya id., Tu. adayi id. < adaya < adag+a < *aldaq

~ Uig. altaq “humble, modest,” MK aléag “mild, gentle,” Chag.
aldaq *‘vile, base, abject,” Osm. (TS) aldaq “humble, modest; mild,
gentle,” aldazx id., Trkm. aléak “gént,le, mild, courteous, polite,” Tu.
aléak “low; short; vile, base, abject,” Hung. olcsé [0léo] “cheap” <
Vol. Bulg. *alday < aldaq < Uig. al “the lower part, bottom,” Tu.
Az, ete. all id. < al+¢

2. Uig. yadu- in yaru- yadu- “to gleam, glitter, shine” and in
yaltri- yadu- id., yaduq in yaruq yadug “bright, light, shiny, brilliant,”
MK yadu- “to gleam, glisten, shine,” QB yasig *“sun,” Chag. yasigq
id., Khwar. (SUS) yifi- “to shine, gleam, glitter,” Id. yidi- id., Osm.
Tu. ih-id. < *yadi-, Tu. Trkm. ik “light,” Az. isig id. < yadiq,
Uig. MK, etc. yadin “lightning” < yadi-n < *yalsi-

* For Volga Bulgarian ba& “beginning” seo T. Tokin, “On Volga Bulgarian
batnd,”” PIAC Newsletter, No. 10, p. 8.

" Sco AOH XXITI, Fasc. I, pp. 79-80.

Boe Researches in Altaic Languages, pp. 281, 283.
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~ Chuv. §i4- “to shine, flash, lighten” < *i8- < *yilé- < *yalti-,
4iéém “lightning” < */ifim < y¥ldim < *yaldi-m

~ QB yaléiq “moon” < yalsi-q

Clauson claims that QB yaltig “moon” is hapax legomena and -

therefore must be a word invented or coined by the author of
Quiadyu Bilig (p. 921). This view cannot be accepted on the grounds
that there are many words which are hap. leg. and on which we
reconstruct hypothetical forms, e.g. Yak. bdrgds “awl” (CT biz),
Yak. illiy- “to feel chilly, to freeze” (CT idi-), Vol. Bulg. baé “be-
ginning” (CT baé), etc. Even if it were true, the form itself shows
that the verbal root or stem *yali- “to shine” was still remembered
by the author of QB in the 11th century and was probably used as
an alternative form of yadi-.

IV. Sound Change *af > &

Finally, I believe that I have found at least one example displaying
the correspondence Mo. -nj- = Tu. -§. Observe the following data:

MK Fkidé- “to hobble (a horse), to bind, to shackle,” kidil- pass.,
kidan “‘a horse’s hobble, fetters, leg-irons,” Kirg. kiddin id., Kzk.
Kklp. Nog. kisdn id., Tat. Bash. keddn id., Tuv. kiZén id., Trkm.
(arch.) kden id. < kléd-n < *klf+d- < *kind < *kind.

~ Mo. ginfi “‘chains, fetters, shackles, irons, bond, tie,” ginfi(n)
id., Bur. genfe id., Mo. ginfile- “to provide with a chain; to put
chains or fetters,” Khal. ginfle- id., Bur. genfel- id. (Khak. kinfi
“fetters, shackles, leg-irons” < Mo.).

This Turko-Mongolian etymology demonstrates that the Altaic
consonant cluster *nf, too, sometimes resulted in *§ in Proto-
Turkic. The length of i/ in Trkm. kifen must be secondary, i.e.,
due to the loss of /n/ before [§/.

As I have shown elsewhere, /§/ in CT quria- “to gird; to surround,
encircle,” too, goes back to an earlier (¢, e.g. Uig. MK, etc. quréa-,
Kzk. Kklp. Nog. kursa-, Tuv. kuria- < *qurda- < *quréa- (cf. Alt.
Kirg. kuréa-, Khak. zurda- < qur--8a-). Furthermore, after the
sound change from & to § had taken place, the sonant r preceeding
it was also lost in the Oghuz group of Turkic languages, e.g. Tu.
kudak “'sash, girdle,” Az. gufag, Trkm. gudak id. < *quriaq <
*quréag, Tu. kufan- “to gird oneself,” Az. Trkm. judan- id. < *qur-
dan- < *quréan-. It should be added that the older forms with r
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survive in Turkmen with slightly different meanings, e.g. juda- “to
gird” ~ guréa- ““to encircle, surround,” gudak “belt, girdle” ~ gurday
“ring, hoop, circle” (< *qurday), judai- “to let gird” gurdai- “to
surround, encircle, besiege,” etc.??

To sum up: Common Turkic /§/ does not always go back to I2.
In some cases, it goes back to the Altaic consonant clusters g,
*If and *nJ. It may also go back to Proto-Turkic clusters *¥ and
*ré.

T would like to conclude this paper with a final (on my part, of
course) disoussion of the theory of zetacism and sigmatism. It
should be once more emphasized that the theory about the primary
character of the phonemes [rf and /l/ is the correct one. Numerous
Altaic etymologies established by Ramstedt and Poppe, and ad-
ditional inner-Turkic (and Altaic) evidence brought by the author
of those lines in recent years (Tekin 1967, Tekin 19756 and this
article) prove the theory of zetacism and sigmatism to be true. The
adherents of the opposite theory, i.e., the theory of rhotacism and
lambdacism, must, thercfore, prove that all these etymologies are
false or incorrect. This would indeed be a task too difficult to carry
out. It is probably for this reason that Doerfer, the most outspoken
opponent of the Altaic theory, has finally returned to Ramstedt’s
classical solution, that is, he now thinks that “#, ! (or similar
forms) may be somewhat more likely than z and £ for Proto-Turkic.”

But what were the qualities of Altaic (and Pre-Turkic) r# and 13,
and in what position or positions did the sound changes from 7% to z,
and from [* to § take place? In my opinion, these questions have
not yet been answered satisfactorily. Ramstedt believed that OT
/z/ and [§/ developed from f and I, that is, from palatalized r and ¢,
oceurring before an i. Indeed, we often, but not always, find an §
after Mo. r and I corresponding to Tu. z and 4§ respectively, .g. Tu.
yiiz == Mo. diiri, Tu. aziy = Mo. araya, ariya ( < *ariya), Tu. qoé- =
Mo. goli-, Tu. bid- = Mo. biili-, etc. Examples like Tu. bézla- = Mo.
buyila- ( < *bifila-), Tu. gdzyan = Mo. qayiba ( < *qifiba), Hung.
borjii (< Old Bulg. burayu) also speak for Ramstedt’s assumption.
However, we also have a number of Mo. examples in which there is
no an ¢ after the sonants in question, e.g. bora (= Tu. boz), garu-
(= Tu. gaz-), atar (= Tu. atiz), dayir (= Tu. yayiz), iker (= Tu.

#  Osm. hond. gur quéag is a typical oxamplo of the prescrvation of r in final
position and its loss beforo 4.
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okiiz), deresiin (= Tu. yez), &ilayu(n) (= Tu. tad), alus (= Tu. d@4-),
etc. It is indeed difficult, with Ramstedt’s theory, to explain the
sound changes from 7 to z, and from /% to 4 in such examples.
Doerfer’s theory, i.e., CT b8z < *bérja (> Mo. bora), CT atiz <
*alarj or ataf (> Mo. alar) < “alarju, etc. seems to be convincing,
but it is based on a rather weak assumption according to which Mo.
has never preserved § diphthongs but it has preserved -r- and -a/-e
(in loanwords borrowed from Proto-Turkic, of course!). In the same
article, Doerfer seems to have adopted the classical view about the
development of Mo. sira “‘yellow,” i.e., sira < *sjar (better *sjdra)
(p. 28). Why, then, has Mo. preserved the j diphthong in sira? In
other words, why do we have sira in Mongolian and not *sara?
Examples like Mo. sira, dilayu(n), kivamagfkirmag “fine snow,”
nilbusu(n ), nilga, etc. show that *i@ diphthongs resulted in $ in
Mongolian, but not in a. Thus, the only example which seems to be
supporting Doerfer’s theory is Hu. borjit where we have 7j (ry) to
correspond to Tu. z in buzayu.®

In this connection, I again would like to draw attention to such
Middle Turkic forms as MK apui “biestings,” kowiz “rotten, de-
cayed (of inner part of a tree),” kiZik/kizik ‘“‘curls of hair, tassels,”
IM buzla- “to bellow (of camels),” etc. These forms in  can be best
explained as archaic forms which survived sporadically in certain
Middle Turkic dialects. Thus, we may suppose that % or a 3-like
sound played the role of an intermediary in the transition from r2
to z, i.e., *ayur® > ayut > ayuz, *kibir® > *kdwiz/kowiz (cf. MK
kdwrd-(kbwrd- ‘‘to become weak, loose or crumbly” < *kdwirs-+-d-),
*kiir®- “‘to braid, twine, weave” > *kiiz- (hence MK kii%ik, kiizdk) >
*kiiz- (hence MK, ete. kiiziik), *bori+la- > *botla- > bozla-. We
also have Mongolian data, that is, Turkic loanwords in Mongolian,
supporting this theory, e.g. Mo. sefig doubt, suspicion” -< Tu,
*sdtig < *sdrt-ig (CT adzig), Mo. semefi(n) Khal. semj(in) “fat
around the intestines, fatty skin around the intestines of animals”
< Tu. *sdmiz < *sdmir® (CT sdmiz “fat, fatty,” Chuv. samdr id.).
These examples demonstrate that Pre-Turkic 72 first developed, in
some cases, into £ before it finally resulted in z. In this connection,
I would like to draw attention to a similar development which took
place in the Slavic languages. As Serebrennikov states, the pala-

#  y in Hungarian borjii may be secondary, ¢.e., it may be the first element
of a diphthong resulting from the contraction of the sound group ayu: borya
< *borjit < *bord < *borayu.
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talized r ocourring before front vowels resulted in # or # in Polish
and Czechish, e.g. Rus. reka “river,” Pol. rzeka, Rus. more “ses,”
Pol. morze, Czech. mofe, etc.2

As for the place of occurrence of the sound changes from 7 to z
and from I? to &, I have so far maintained that they took place in
final position in Proto-Turkic. The reason for such an assumption
is that we have a large number of Turkic pairs of the type simiz
“fat” ~ sdmri- “to become fat” (< *sdmir?-i-). Observe the fol-
lowing examples: baz “‘peace; peaceful” ~ barif-, biz “awl” ~ Yak.
bllrgds id. ( < *blrgdc), dz- “to crush, trample on” ~ drkld- id.
(freq.), kdz ‘“notch” ~ kdrt- “to cut a notch,” kbkiiz “breast’” ~
kokrak id. (< *kokiir*+dk), kdz “fall, autumn” ~ Tuv. wiirgil
“brown” (< *killr®4-giil ), omuz “shoulder” ~ *omray “collar-bone,
clavicle,” gapiz “coffin” ~ gapirfaq id., gaz- “to dig” ~ qarim
“ditch; grave,” qoduz “girl, woman” ~ goduréug “‘doll, puppet,”
qoz- “to be excited, stirred up” ~ Trkm. gérfa- “to stir, irritate”

‘gopuz  “‘bug. beetle” ~ Yak. zopurduos, zomurduos id. <

*gopur+t-+yaé *qituz “having hydrophobin, mad” ~ Trkm.
gudura- “to beeome unruly” (< *qiitru- > *qiitur-, etc.), gfz “girl,
daughter” ~ girgin “girls, female slaves,” *sdz “‘white, yellowish
white” ~ *sdriy “yellow,” sagiz “sticky” ~ sagirqu “tick,” sdmiz
“fat” ~ sdmri- ‘“‘to become fat” siz- “to leak, drip” ~ sarge id. (cf.
Chuv. sur- id. < *sar-), +slz “without” ~ -}-8lr4- “to become
without,” taz “multicolored” ~ taryil id., taz “bald” ~ Kzk. tarbaka
“frog, toad,” tdz- “to run away, flee” ~ tirk “fast, quick,” tiz- “to
arrange in row” ~ tirki§ “caravan,” tlz “knee” ~ tirsgik ‘“‘elbow,”
oz “‘origin” ~ téri- “to originate,” yawiz “bad” ~ yawri- “to be-
come bad,” yamiz “groins” *yamra~- “to be admitted to ewes or
cows for sucking (of lambs and calves),” otc.; ba@$ “beil, wound” ~
baliy id., bus- “‘to be bored, annoyed” ~ bulya- “to bore, annoy,”
ds- “to dig with hands” ~ dlig “hand,” qa§ “‘eyebrow; edge, brink,
front” ~ Shor kalka “forchead, spot on the forchead of a horse,”
w@kité “‘many” ~ dikli- “to increase, grow in number,” ete. In the
above-given examples, doublets in r can be best explained as pre-
zetacisin derivatives, and those in ! as pre-sigmatism formations.
Réna-Tas, Miller and Doerfer raised objections to this theory of
mine, claiming that z and § oceur in Turkic also in medial position,
e.g. azu ‘‘or,” yazi ‘plain,” qazi “abdominal fat,” qozi “lamb,”

% Serchrennikov, “Cto bylo pervidnym #% ili 2 ?,” ST 1971, 1, p. 16.
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buzayu “calf,” yuzaq “lock,” yizidk “ring,” dzdpgi “‘stirrups,”
gaduq ‘‘spoon,” kdddk ‘‘young camel,” &4k “‘door,” etc. In this
paper, I have tried to answer these objections in connection with
Doerfer’s views. All these examples can indeed be explained as
post-zetacism and post-sigmatism derivatives. It should be stressed
that the one and the same suffix could be added to the same root
or stem before and after the occurence of a certain sound change,
e.g. MK irtd- “to look for, search” ( < *{r3{-td-) ~ CC, eto. 12dd- id.
( < *{z+td-), MK sémri- “to become fat” ( < *sdmir?+i-) ~ Osm.
(TS) sdmizi- id. (< sdmiz+i-), Kzk. Kirg. etc. sirgdk “aware,
awake, sensitive” ( < adr?-gik) ~ Chag. sezgik “clever, intelligent”
( < sdz-gik), Mo. uyurag “colostrum, beestings” ( < *apur®-+aq) ~
Yak. wohax id. (< *ayuz+-aq), MK balig- “to be wounded” ( -
*bali+i-g-) ~ At. Hak, badig-tur- “to wound” ( < *bd§+i-g-), ete.
Of such doublets, those in r and ! are pre-zetacism and pre-sigmatism
derivatives, and the ones in z, § are post-zetacism and post-sigma-
tism formations. Thus, Tu. buzayu can be explained as a post-
zetacism derivative, i.e., buz+ayu < *bur? or *bir? (= Chuv, pdru
< *buri+tayu = Mo. birayu < *bir*+-ayu), and Tu. kBsdk as &
post-sigmatism formation, i.e., k8§+dk < *k8l* (= Hung. kélysk <
Tu. *kol*+dk = Mo. golige < géli-+ge).

If this theory is correct, we must then admit that »2 and I* were
originally allophones of only two phonemes. But this does not seem
to be the case. Because, as I have already mentioned in connection
with Nauta’s theory, we have a number of minimal pairs in which
fz/ and [r] occur in the same, i.e., final, position, e.g. yayiz “brown”

< *dayir® (= Mo. dayir id.) : yayir “‘saddle sore” < *dayir (= Mo.
dayari, dayir), goyuz “bug, beetle” < *gopur? (= Mo. guur):
goyur “‘chestnut” (= Mo. gongjur), *qayuz “chaff” - *qayur® (=
Mo. gayurasun) : gayur- “to fry, roast” (= Mo. gayur-, gayuur-) ete.
On the other hand, {2/ ocours in Turkic in various morphemes which
are clearly distinguishable: 1. The dual (later also plural) suffix:
bi+z “we,” sitz “you,” kokii+z “breast,” yami+z “groins” (cf.
MK, IM, AH yamdu id. < yam--du),* etc.; 2. deverbal nominal suf-
fix: boyu-z “throat,” &-z “skillful, artisan,” s5-z ““word, speech” etc.;
3. causative suffix: dm-ii-z- “to suckle,” fam-i-z- “to let fall in
drops,” tit-ii-z- “‘to let something smoke,” ud-u-z- “to lead,” uf-u-z-
#*  For the dual suffix {-dU(n)} cf. Mo. émidii(n) “trousers” = Tu. ¢m id.,

Mo. sidii(n) “teeth” < *sil-+diifn) = Chuv. &l “tooth” < *sil = Tu. tis,
eto. (See Tekin 1975, pp. 279, 281 and 282).
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“to let somebody else win,” ete. Therefore it would be logical to
assume that * and I* (apart from the cases in which Tu. § goes back
to *i, *If and *nf) were originally phonemes different from #! and I*
respectively, and they converged with r! and ! in that dialect
which became the ancestor of Chuvash. Furthermore, we must as-
sume that % and {2 converged with r* and I! also in Proto-Turkic in
medial position, ¢.e., before or after a consonant and between vo-
wels; for it is only in this way that we can explain the existence of
numerous doublets in Turkic of the type sdmiz ~ sdmri- and ikii& ~
dikli-.
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