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Zetacism, i. e., the sound change PA *7* > PT *z, and sigmatism,
i.e., the sound change PA *I* > PT *#, are among the most impor-
tant sound correspondences upon which the Altaic theory is based.
It is for this reason that, as Pritsak, the eminent Turkologist, once
rightly put it, “Man ist. entweder Bekenner der Altaischen
Spracheinheit mit den ursprachlichen 7/l, oder man ist Skeptiker
in bezug auf die Altaische Spracheinheit und Verfechter der
primiren 2/§”.! Even the late Sir Gerard Clauson, the most out-
spoken opponent of the Altaic theory, regarded zetacism as “one of
the main pillars” of this theory.? The eminent German Turkologist
Doerfer, however, is not of the the same opinion. According to
him, “the question whether the original Turkish sound is *z or *#
or *# or *r bears no relevance whatever to the problem of Altaic
relationship”. Doerfer believes that “many solutions are possible
in this respect, and none of them proves nor refutes (in general:
concerns) the Altaic problem. We may say: &) Tu. *# or *r4 = Mo. r
has its origin in Altaic *#; b) Tu. z = Mo. r < Alt. *#or *r{ or *z; ¢)
Old Bolgar loanwords with *# or *r entered Mo. — all these as-
sumptions play no role whatever in the question of the relationship
of the languages called Altaic. Regarding only rhotacism/zetacism
one cannot say anything definitive about the Altaic problem, one
can neither prove it nor refute it”.?

1 Omeljan Pritsak, “Der ‘Rotazi ' und ‘Lambdazi ', UAJb, 85,
Fasc. D (1964), p. 338.
2 Gerard Clauson, “A Postscript to Prof. Sinor's ‘Observations on a new
parative Altaic phonology™, BSOAS, XXVII (1964), p. 154.
8 G. Doerfer, “The problem of Rhotacism/Zetacism”, CAJ, XXVIII, 1-2
(1984), pp. 36, 37.
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Leaving aside Doerfer’s third solution for the time being, I
would like to point out right away that the third-alternative of his
second solution, i.e., Trk. *z = Mo. r < *z, is not assumable. We
have strong evidence supporting the view that the original sound
in question was not *z, but a r-like sound. This evidence have
already been given in the related literature by Ramstedt, Mar-
quart, Poppe, Résénen, Aalto, Joki, Pritsak and by the author of
these lines. But it seems that it will not be out of place to repeat it
here once more:

1. In the case of the correspondence Trk. z = Mo. r, Chuvash, a
Turkic language, does not behave like a Turkic language, but it
goes together with Mongolian as if it were an independent branch
of the family. If we believe that the original sound was *z, we
would then have to assume that the sound change from *z to » took
place in Chuvash and Mongolian independently from each other,
simply because we cannot think of a Chuvash-Mongolian linguistic
unity in the past. Such a unity has never been existed. On the
other hand, to assume that the original *z changed into the same
sound in such different languages as Chuvash, Mongolian, Man-
chu-Tungus (and possibly Korean)"at the same time would be ex-
tremely hypothetical and far from being reliable.

2. Chuvash does not behave like a Turkic language also in the
case of the sound correspondence Trk. § = Mo. /, and goes to-
gether with Mongolian.

3. The Old Bulgarian loanwords in Hungarian do not have z/4,
but /L.

4. Pre-Turkic loanwords in Samoyed do not have 2/4, but »/i.

5. Old Bulgarian words, proper names and titles in Proto-Bul-
garian inscriptions and Byzantine sources do not have z, but 7.

6. Many Turkic words with z in final position have morphologi-
cally related doublets with » in medial position before of after a
consonant, e.g., kokiiz ~ kokrdk, kdz ~ kdrt-, omuz ~ omraw,
qapiz ~ qapiréaq, qiz ~ qirgin, sdmiz ~ sdmri-, tdz- ~ tdrk, tiz ~
tirsgdk, tiz- ~ tirki$, toz ~ toréi-, yawiz ~ yawri-, ete. It is a well-
known and world-wide phenomenon that an original sound occur-
ring before of after a consonant generally escapes a phonetic
change which that sound goes through in another position or other
positions. Consequently, if the original sound in question were *z,
we would not have such doublets in Turkic.
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As a last proof of the priority of a r-like sound to Turkic z, I will
mention the change in Doerfer’s reconstruction of Common Turkic
z. As is known, Doerfer formerly used to reconstruct *z for Trk. z
= Mo. 7, e.g., *dayiz for yayiz and dayir, *bozd for boz and bora,
*azdyd for aziy and araya, etc.® Later, however, he reconstructed
*r for Trk. z = Mo. 7, e.g., “urtd. *aerdydn (> mo. arayan) >
azty”, etc.® Most recently, that is since 1975—1976, he has been
reconstructing *r for the same sound, e.g., *bdria for Trk. boz,
*buridya for buzayu, *atarju for atiz, etc.®

As is seen, this is a drastic change of view in an exactly opposite
direction. Doerfer himself expressed this change of view as fol-
lows: “Doerfer has always been irresolute as to the problem of
whether z, §, or #, | (¥, ]) were original. He called this an ‘unsolv-
able problem’ (TMEN I, 98-99, . . .). But I am now convinced
that 7, I’ (or similar forms) may be somewhat more likely than z, §;
i.e., I have returned (in a sense) to Ramstedt’s and Poppe’s classi-
cal solution”. But when I drew attention to this remarkable change
of view and welcomed it in the name of the adherents of the Altaic
theory,” he obviously became offended and gave me the following
answer: “I now prefer reconstructing not *z, but *»4, but this is for
internal reasons of the Twrkish phoneme structure”.®

‘What does this answer mean? Does Doerfer mean that his previ-
ous reconstructions were not for Turkic? Everybody knows that
he is against the Altaic theory and his reconstructions have always
been labeled Urtiirkisch. His change of view in reconstructing
Proto-Turkic (to be more exact, Pre-Turkic, Vortiirkisch) forms
clearly shows that Doerfer has finally accepted the priority of
Chuv./Mo. 7 or a r-like sound to Turkic z, and this is the essence of
the whole problem.

4 Gerhard Doerfer, Tiirkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersi-
schen, 1 (1963), pp. 98—100.

5 TMEN, II (19656), p. 55, 535, ete.

6 Gerhard Doerfer, “Proto-Turkic: Reconstruction Problems”, TDAY =
Belleten (Ankara 1975-1976), pp. 34, 36.

7 T. Tekin, “Once more Zetacism and Sigmatism”, CAJ, XXIII, 1-2 (1979),
p. 123.

8 G. Doerfer, “The Problem of Rhotacism/Sigmatism”, p. 37.
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After thus:settling the priority problem, we now may'pass to &
discussion of Doerfer’s third solution, i. e.; to-the assumption that:
“Old Bolgar loanwords with *# or *r entered Mongolian”. It must
be emphasized right away that the “Old Bolgar loanwords” could
not have entered Mongolian simply for the fact that the ancestors
of Chuvash and Mongols lived from the very beginning in areas far
away from one another, the first in northern Caucasia and the
Volga region, the latter in the easternmost part of present-day
Mongolia. Therefore, it cannot be assumed that there were Chuv-
ash-Mongolian linguistic contacts in the past. Similarly, it cannot
be claimed that there are Mongolian loanwords in Chuvash. It has
recently been proved beyond any doubt that the so-called Mo.
loanwords in Chuvash are not direct borrowings from- this lan-
guage, but they came into Chuvash through the neighboring Tur-
kic languages.

As is known, Doerfer, from the very beginning of his career, has
been an outspoken opponent of the Altaic theory. Like the late Sir
Gerard Clauson, he regards all the Mongolian cognates as loan-
words borrowed from Turkic, and the Manchu-Tungus cognates as
loanwords borrowed from Mongolish! While it is true that the
Altaic languages, like all the other genetically related languages of
the world, do possess loanwords borrowed from each other, it
cannot be denied that they also possess a large number of cognates
displaying regular sound correspondences. Doerfer has tried to
refute all the Altaic equations established by Ramstedt, Poppe,
and other scholars. It must be admitted that Doerfer has been
successful in refuting some of the Altaic etymologies. Most of his
objections, however, are far from being reliable and satisfactory.
As an example, I will take his objection to the equation Trk. aziy
= Mo. araya “molar”.

In 1965 Doerfer thought that Trk. aziy could be a derivative of
az- “vom Wege abweichen”. He discussed as follows: “Ferner: die
Etymologie von tii. aziy (mit der urspriinglichen Bedeutung
‘Hauer, Stofizahn der Tiere’) konnte se¢in: az-ty, von ti. az- ‘vom
Wege abweicher’, also aziy = ‘der Zahn, der vom Wege abweicht:
der von der regelm#figen und auf ziemlich dergleichen Ebene
liegenden Reihe der Zihne abweicht’. Wenn diese Etymologie
richtig ist, wére natiirlich ein Vergleich mit mo. arayan usw. un-
moglich, da es ja im Mo. kein Wort *ar- “abirren” oder dergleichen
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gibt; d. h. wohl kénnte dss mo. Wort ein Lw. aus dem Tu. sein,
kaum aber urverwandt”.® In his latest article on rhotacism/zeta-
cism, however, criticizing. my analysis of the word as az-i-y he
asks: “I do not understand Tekin’s reconstruction az-i-y; from
which word does he drive aziy? 6z- ‘go astray’, e.g., has a long
vowel in Turkmen, whereas azi ‘molar tooth’ has a short vowel;
furthermore, the ending of the word is just the same as in, e.g.,
elig ‘hand’™.\°

As is seen, Doerfer’s earlier view of Mo. arajya was based on the
assumption that Trk. azty could have been a derivative of az- (i.e.,
dz-) and on the absence of a verb like *ar- “abirren” in Mongolian.
Since this barrier has been eliminated now, may we assume that
Trk. aziy and Mo. araya are related?

As for my view of the morphological structure of aziy, I have
never thought of deriving it from d@z- of course, because I knew
that the verb had a long a. When I analyzed the word as az-t-y, 1
had in mind the root of Mo. arjayi- “to show one’s teeth, grin; to
stand on end (of hair); to stand out (of a number of objects; to be
rough or uneven”, arjayar “showing teeth; grinning; bristling; un-
even, rough”, arjayai id. and arfan id.- In Mongolian, arjayi- and
arjayar also have variants with initial ¢, namely irjayi- “(for teeth)
to show; to grin, sneer”, irjayar “showing teeth, gaping; having
protruding teeth”. Mo. arjayi- ~ irjayi- is obviously a deverbal
verb in -yi- derived from *arja-. The latter is not found as such in
Mongolian, but it can be deduced from Yak. irjat- “pokazyvat’,
oskalivat’ zuby” (cf. Yak. irjay- “skalit’ zuby, skalit’sja” < Mo.
irjayi-) as well as from its derivatives arjayar, arjayai and arjan.
Mo. *arja-, too, could be a stem derived from the simplex *ar-
with a meaning “to protrude, jut out, stick out” and this may
perfectly correspond to.the root of Trk. aziy. As is known, the
original meaning of aziy was not “molar”, but “canine tooth of
animals, tusk, fang”.

As for Doerfer’s remark about the endmg of aziy’s being identi-
cal with that of dlig “hand”, I do not understand exactly what he
means by this. Does he mean that dlig is a denominal noun derived
from the simplex ¢! which has the same meaning? If so, I object to

9 TMEN, II, p. 56.
10 G. Doerfer, ibid., pp. 37, 38.
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this view immediately. Turkish, Azeri &/, Trkm. el is not an old
doublet of dlig, but only a shortened form of the ancient dissyllabic
word (cf. Yak. ili, Chuv. ald, al < *dlig). It was shortened to ¢! in
the Oghuz group of languages through its forms with possessive
suffixes, i.e., dlgim, dlgig, dlgi in which g occurs at the onset of
the second syllable.

In this connection, I would like to add that I have a better
etymology for dlig. I believe that it is morphologically related
(through sigmatism!) to Trk. d§- “to dig with hands, to row (i.e.,
dig water)”. Furthermore, I also believe that Trk. és- (= Chuv.
al- “to plow*, alt- “to dig”) is related, with the loss of the initial *s-
in Turkic, to Mo. seli-, sele- “to row” which is the simplex of selbi-
“to row a boat”, selbigiir “oar”, ete.!* May I go one step further
and say that Tu. elbesée- “plyt’, plavat’ (o &eloveke)”, too, could be
cognate with the Trk. and Mo. verbs?

* ok o*

I now will discuss Doerfer’s reconstructions of Turkic words with
2.

As is known, Doerfer’s most recent reconstructions of Turkic
boz “gray”, buzayu “calf” and atiz “fallow” are *boria, *buridyn
and *atarju respectively.'? I objected to his labeling these recon-
structions “Proto-Turkic”, saying that “the forms Doerfer recon-
structs look like Proto-Altaic rather than Proto-Turkic”.!® Doerfer
has given me the following answer: “It is a well-known fact of
diachronic development that languages lose unstressed Auslauts,
therefore such a Proto-Turkic form as *bérja is by no means sur-
prising nor Altaic”.!*

My answer: The reconstructed forms under discussion cannot be
labeled “Proto-Turkic” for the following reasons:

1. Proto-Turkic (Urtiirkisch) was not the ancestor of Chuvash
which is a 7/l language. Since Proto-Turkic was a *2/*§ language,

11 T. Tekin, “Further Evidence for ‘Zetacism’ and ‘Sigmatism’”, Researches
in Altaic Languages, (BOH XX, Budapest 1975), p. 280, and John Street,
“Proto-Altaic *I(V)b- > Turkic §”, CAJ, XXIV, pp. 293, 296.

12 TDAY (19756-1976), pp. 34, 36.

18 Tekin 1979, p. 123.

14 Doerfer 1984, p. 317.
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our Proto-Turkic reconstructions have to be assumed with z/8, not
with /1, or /1%,

2. There is no such Turkic language, either modern or old, in
which boz and atiz occur with a final vowel. Granted that the Mo.
cognate of Trk. boz has a final vowel, but atar, the Mo. counter-
part of Trk. atiz ends in », not in a vowel. On what grounds, then,
Doerfer reconstructs a protoform with a final vowel for Trk. atiz =
Mo. atar?

3. Pre-Turkic (Vortiirkisch) had lost all the final unstressed
vowels. Therefore, Doerfer’s *boria could not even be “Pre-Tur-
kic”, let alone “Proto-Turkic”.

In this connection, I would like to point out that Ligeti, the
eminent Hungarian scholar, has recently proved beyond any doubt
that the element -j- [y] in Hu. borja [boryii] “calf” (< Old Chuv.
*burayu) is not the trace of Proto-Chuvash or Altaic palatalized
*#, but it is secondary and of Hungarian origin, i. e., the -j- in borji
is a kind of vestige of the ancient trisyllabic form of the Hu.
word.'® The fact that the same element is also found in Hu. gyapjit
“wool, fleece” (< Old Bulg. *japayu) testifies to this, for to assume
that Old Chuvash or Bulgarian possessed a palatalized p would be
absurd, as Ligeti has rightfully pointed out.'® In short, contrary to
what has been believed so far, there is no any trace of Old Bulga-
rian or Altaic palatalized *# in the Hungarian data. Consequently,
Doerfer’s reconstruction *r{ for Trk. z has to be changed again,
and this time, to prevent any further criticism, perhaps simply to
*E,

Before concluding this discussion, I would like to add that there
is nothing to prevent us from assuming that Trk. boz and Mo.
bora, Trk. buzayu/Chuv. pdru and Mo. birayu, and Trk. atiz and
Mo. atar are cognates. Criticising the equation Trk. boz = Mo.
bora offered by Ramstedt and Poppe Doerfer states that color
names are often borrowed from one languge into another.'” While
this is true (cf. Trk. Mo. gara “black”, Trk. al “red”, Mo. al id.,
ete.), it cannot be denied that there are some color names common
to Turkic and Mongolian which do not look like borrowings, e.g.,

15 Louis Ligeti, “A Propos du Rhotacisme et du Lambdacisme”, CAJ,
XXIV, 3—4 (1980), pp. 232.

16 L. Ligeti, ibid., p. 236,

17 TMEN, 11, p. 3356,
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Trk. *kik “blue” = Mo. koke id., Trk. *sdriy “yellow”/*sdz “yel-
lowish white, pale” = Mo. sira “yellow”, etc. Doerfer, of course,
regards all these etymologies as “unwahrscheinlich” or
“zweifelhaft”. But the reasons he gives in rejecting these ety-
mologies are not always valid. For example, he opposes to the
equation Trk. sariy = Mo. sira (< *sira) on the following grounds:
“Die These ist aus lautlichen Griinden unwahrscheinlich: (1) der
Wortausgang in tii. sariy wird nicht erklért, (2) eine Gleichung ti.
@ = Mo. *i ist wenig wahrscheinlich”.'® As I have already ex-
plained elsewhere, Trk. sdriy is probably a deverbal noun in -y
derived from *sdri- “to become white or yellow” (> Chuv. sur- “to
become white”) and the latter could be explained as a denominal
verb derived from a simplex like *sar* (> Trkm. sad, Osm., Kirg.,
etc. saz “white, yellowish white, pale”).!® Pre-Turkic *sar* sur-
vived in pre-zetacism dervivative *sdri- from which Common Tur-
kic *sariy was formed (> Chuv. $urd, $ur “white”). As for the
second reason given by Doerfer, nothing is wrong with the equa-
tion Trk. *d@ = Mo. 7 (< *{). As is generally known, the alternation
a ~ 1, especially *d@ ~ *{, is quite common in Turkic, e.g., Orkh.
ulpayu ~ yilpuynd “heroes, champion™warriors”, Yak. #r- -~ Trkm.
ar- “to become tired”, Yak. sfr ~ Trkm. ydr “precipice”, Yak. sis-
“not to hit the target, make an error” ~ Trkm. yaz- in yazik “sin,
guilt”, Yak. kinat (< *qinat) ~ Trkm. ganat “wing”, etc. The same
alternation is also found in Mongolian, e.g., arjayi- ~ irjayi- “to
show one’s teeth”, aryamji ~ iryamji “rope, tether”, ar ~ iraya
“ripples on the surface of water” ete. Chuvash data, e.g., il- “to
take” (< *il-), §ir- “to write” (< *yir’-, Hu. fr- id . < Old Bulg.
*yir-), ete., enables us to assume that the same alternation existed
in Pre-Turkic. Therefore, there is no reason why we cannot as-
sume that the alternation *a ~ *i, especially *a ~ *f, took place
also in Proto-Altaic. I believe that at the later stage of Proto-
Altaic Trk. *d alternated with Mo. *Z, finally resulting in the cor-
respondence Com. Trk. *d = Mo. i, e.g., *ta¥ = &ilayun “stone”,
*saz/*sdriy = sira “yellow”, *yaz “spring” = nirai “fresh, new,
newborn”, ete.

18 TMEN, 111, p. 221.
19 Tekin 1979, p. 129,



ZETACISM AND SIGMATISM 149

I now will pass to a discussion of zetacism and sigmatism in Proto-
Turkie, and the place of occurrence of these sound changes.

Ramstedt, Poppe, Pritsak and other Altaicists believe that
Chuv./Mo./Tu. r and | corresponding to Com. Trk. z and § are
older than Trk. z and $, or they are closer to the Altaic original
sounds. Even Doerfer, the most outspoken opponent of the Altaic
theory, now believes that the original sounds in question were *r{
and *, i. e., palatalized *r and */, in short, r-like and {-like sounds.
This is very important, because he is one of the leading Turkolog-
ists of our time, well-equipped with a profound knowledge of Mon-
golian and Manchu-Tungus languages.

The occurrence of zetacism and sigmatism instead of once-be-
lieved rhotacism and lambdacism having thus been accepted and
settled by those scholars who are most interested in Turkic and
Altaic studies, there remains the problem of the place or position
of the occurrence of these sound changes.

Ramstedt, Poppe, Doerfer and other scholars believe that zeta-
cism and sigmatism took place in medial as well as in final position.
In fact there are quite a many examples indicating that the sound
changes *r* > z and *I* > § occurred also in medial position, e.g.,
Trk. qozi = Mo. quragan < *quriyan “lamb”, Trk. buzayu = Mo.
birayu “calf’, Trk. qasuq = Mo. galbaga(n) < galbuga “spoon”,
Trk. *ké63ik “young camel“ = Mo. gdilige, goliige “pup, young dog
or cat“, etc. But such examples are not numerous, and Trk. z and §
are generally found in final position in Turkie, as Pritsak once
noticed and pointed out.

Looking at the Turkic doublets like sdmiz “fat” ~ sdmri- “to
become fat”, kékiiz “breast” ~ kokrik id., tiz “knee” ~ tirsgik
“elbow”, yawiz “bad” ~ yawri- “to become bad”, bas “wound” ~
baliy “wounded”, iki§ “many” ~ dikli- “to increase, grow in
number”, ete. I once had come to the conclusion that the zetacism
and sigmatism occurred in Proto-Turkic only in final position.?
Throughout my three articles containing Turkic doublets which
display the alternations z ~ r and § ~ {, 1 have maintained and
defended this view.?! Especially, the examples like gaz- “to dig” ~

20 Tekin, “Zetacism and Sigmatism in Proto-Turkic”, AOH, XXII, Fasc. 1
(1969), pp. 56, 57.
21 Tekin 1975, p. 283, Tekin 1979, pp. 118, 137.
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qarim “diteh; grave”, *sdz “yellowish white” ~ *sdrty “yellow”,
bds “wound” ~ bdliy “wounded” and balig- “to become wounded”
strengthened my thesis. On the other hand, I was of course aware
that there were also some words which contained z and # in medial
position and did not seem analyzable. Réna-Tas, Miller and
Doerfer raised objections to my theory, claiming that the sounds z
and # occur in Turkic also in medial position.? Some of the exam-
ples they gave, however, are easily analyzable and could be ex-
plained as post-zetacism and post-sigmatism derivatives, e. g., azu
‘“or” < dz- “to go astray” yazi “plain” < yaz- “to spread out”. In
my third article I said that “Other examples having a /2/ in inter-
vocalic position, i.e.. aziy, buzayn, kilzdn, qazi, qozi, sizdngi,
Gttty giiziib, o S b ok tebaed e derivatives formed after
the sound change from ** to z had taken place”. Most recently,
Doerfer has repeated the same objection and criticised my analyz-
ing aziy “molar” and qazt “abdominal fat”.®® Since I have already
explained my analysis of aziy, I will deal here only with the ety-
mology of the latter word. I believe that Trk. gazt “abdominal fat”,
too, could be explained with the help of its Mo. cognate garbing
“the fat in the abdomen of animals, afiominal fat”, Kh. xarwin id.
Mo. garbing is probably a deverbal noun in -ng derived from an
obsolete stem in -bi- (for the suffix c¢f. Mo. selbi- “to row a boat” <
Mo. seli-, sele- “to row”, ilbi- “to caress, stroke” < ili-, ile- id.,
ete.). Street has identified this -bi- as a variant of the Mo. rever-
sive suffix *-bu-/-bil- (= Ma. -bu-, Tu. -w-, Nan. -bo-/-bu-, -wo-/
-wu-, etc.).* He calls this suffix “reversive”, for it reverses the
transistivity-value of the atem to which it is added, i. e., it makes
transitive verbs intransitive (passive) and intransitive verbs
transitive (causative). Mo. garbisu(n) “uterus of an animal;
placenta”, too, is obviously a deverbal noun derived from the same
obsolete stem, i.e., *qarbi-. The analysis of Mo. garbing in this
way leaves us with Mo. simplex *gar-, and this, in its turn, enables
us to assume that Trk. gaz? is a deverbal noun in -7 derived from

22 A. Réna-Tas, “Some Problems of Ancient Turkic”, A0, XXXII (1970), pp.
209-229; R. A. Miller, “Japanese-Altaic Lexical Evidence and Proto-
Turkic Zetacism-Sigmatism”, Researches in Altaic Languages, pp.
167-172; G, Doerfer 1975-1976, p. 32.

23 Doerfer 1984, pp. 38, 39.

24 Street, ibid., p. 288, note 12.
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*gaz- (< *qar’-), an obsolete verb which has nothing to do with
qaz- “to dig”. 1 hope this analysis of Mo. garbing and Trk. qazi
would satisfy Doerfer who has stated that “bei mo. garbip “Bauch-
fett” (ti. gazt) wird das suffix (?) -bip nicht erklirt”®® and “Weder
Poppe noch Ramstedt erkliren das -p in mo. garbip gegen til.
gazi".®

In his article on rhotacism/zetacism, as examples of “bisyllabic
roots with -2-, -§-, of which the derivation from originally monosyl-
labic roots would be difficult”, Doerfer also gives the following
words: #i “lady”, edii- “to cover”, #di- “to shiver”, edid- “to hear”,
d&iin “shoulder”, azi- “to ooze”, qozt “lamb”, kifi “person”.

Of these words, i§i/edi could be explained as deriving from *é&
“partner, companion, consort” + 3rd p.. poss. suffix, as suggested
by Ramstedt and Clauson. However, being an ancient title, it is
also probable that idi/e§i is a loanword of unknown origin.

The verb d#il- “to cover, envelop” could be analyzed as *@#-ii-,
-ii- being the Trk. form of Altaic causative-passive suffix *-bu-/
-bii-, as suggested by Street who rightfully equates this Trk. verb
with Evk. elbe- “to cover, roof (a tent)”, Neg. elbe- “to cover (a
tent-frame) to cover oneself (with something)” < PA *elbil-.*"
Another Trk. verb having the suffix -ii- is sd#ii- “to become loose,
untied” (< 8dé- “to untie, loosen” = Bury. heli- “to loosen, untie”
< *geli-) which corresponds to Klm. selwé- “to come loose” (<
*geli-bii-) regularly.

The verb 7ii- is probably a denominal stem in -i-, as I have
already suggested (cf. Yak. dtliy- “to feel chilly, to freeze” < *ili-
< *3i[%-i- = Mo. 6l&ir “(one) who is not afraid of the cold or is able
to stand the cold” < *¢l-&ir).

The verb edid- “to hear” (= Chuv. ilt- < *el?id-) could be ex-
plained as an intensive stem in -d- derived from the simplex *es-
(< *el®-) like tod- < to-d-, id- < i-d-, kiid- < kii-d-, ete.

Turkic (MK) 68iin “shoulder” (in DTS erroneously usun), too,
could be explained as a denominal noun derived from the simplex
*3§. This word survives in the modern languages as follows: Alt.,
Leb., Shor é%iin “collarbone”, Shor #4ti “shoulder” (< *#isiin-ii),

26 TMEN, 1, p. 4.
26 TMEN, 111, p. 360.
27 Street, ibid., p. 287.
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Evk. wlin “grud’, grudnaja kost’ (medved,jn)’" Ev. mkm wlken
sgrud’, grudnaja kletka”, Ma. nlku “grud™ in wlku girangt “grud-

naja kost’”, wlkume “breast strap of the harness”. The Manchu-

Tungus duta enables us to assume that the simplex of Trk. din is

*3# < *812. 1 hope this explanation would satisfy Doerfer who ssks

“Why hasn’t *8i%in become *6liln, why has it become s&in?”. %

Trk. gozt “lamb” corresponds to *quri- of Mo. qurijan, the ele-
ment -gan being a diminutive suffix. A more regular correspon-
dence would of course be Mo. guri-gan = Trk.' *goz/quz. The
monosyllabic Trk. form of the word is actuslly been attested bath
in old sources and modern languages: Old Anat. Trk. (Raml) it
binddn gara quzum qara quz “Hear from me, (0) my black lamb,
black lamb”,® quzla- “to lamb, yean”, Trium. guzla- “to lamb, kid,
calve; to lay eggs”, Kum. kozla- “to lamb”, Kzk. kozdae- id. (<
*qozla-), Trkm, guagulak “sorrel, sheep's-sorrel”, Nog. kozgalak,
Tat. kuzgalak, Bsk. kudgalak id. (< *goz gulaq), etc. The mono-
syllabic form is also found in Persian®Steingas gtz “a sheep”.
Doerfer thinks that this form probably came into being through
metanalysis, i.e., the final vowel of the word was mistakenly re-
garded as the Persian indefinite suffix -¢. This is possible. But why
did the same metanalysis not occur in the case of béri “wolf” which
ends in -t like *gu2i?

If the original form of Trk. qozi were *goz, the final -1 could be

explained as the 3rd p. poss. suffix; that is, from an expression like
qon gozt “a sheeps’s youngling” the suffixed form could have come
to be taken as the basic form of the word.
' Doerfer’s azi- is a misreading and has been corrected by Dankoff
to dzi-. The verb must have had this shape, because as we under-
stand from Ka¥yarl's statements it is homophonous with izi- “to
become deaf” < iz “deaf” -i-. Since #zi- “to ooze” too is intransi-
tive, it can best be explained as a denominal verb in -i- derived
from an obsolete root.

28 Doerfer 1984, p. 38.
29 M. Mansuroglu’s interpretation of the words guzum and guz in this line is
wrong (see TDAY 1954, p. 214).
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Idonotmhmmukh‘w »but:tin very. nmurkabhthat
it does not have & Chuvashicognate. If ki#i did not develope from
an older *kildi, we may then mumthat it ie an ancient loanword
of unknown origin.

All the other dissyllabic and trlsyllab:c words not mentioned by
Doerfer, i. e., tdzdk “dung”, tozyu “a gift of food-stuffs”, tozi “all”,
tuzaq ‘“trap, snare”, wzdpi/dzdngi “stirrup”, yezd- “to patroll”,
yuzag “lock”, yilzitk “ring”, adyin- “to be worn”, afuq- “to hurry”,
biigiik/bodilk “relative by marriage”, dafut “false accusation; spy”,
é8ik “door”, ifiylyisiy “cord, rope”, kidd- “to hobble (a horse)”,
ko&i- “to.obstruct (light)”, koddr-/kiiddr- “to be full to overflow-
ing”, gafan “lazy”, gasan- “to urinate”, tafu--“to carry”, t64d- “to
spread out”, yadug/yasiq “helmet”, etc. all these words could in-
deed be explained in one way or other as derivations from mono-
syllabic roots ending in 2z and 4. But at this stage I believe that
there is no need for this. Since *»* and *I* were phonemes in Proto-
Altaic.and Pre-Turkie, I now think that it would be more logical to
assume that they occurred in both medial and final positions. This
means that I have slightly modified my earlier thesis, i.e., the
assumption that zetacism and sigmatism took place in Proto-Tur-
kic only in final position. My new thesis may be formulated as
follows:

1. PA ** and *# changed into *z and *# in Proto-Turkic in
intervocalic and final positions; in other positions, i.e., before or
after a consonant, *+* and */* escaped zatacism and sigmatism, and
merged with *r!, *[! respectively.

2, PA ** and */2 lost their phonemic value and merged with *r!
and *I' respectively in Proto-Chuvash, Proto-Mongolian and
Proto-Tungus.

I believe that this theory explains the existence of numerous
doublets displaying the alternations z ~ r and § ~ [ better than the
earlier one. However, it should be added that this theory does not
explain the existence of a few words with intervocalic r (< *7%) and
1 (< *I?) like garim “ditch; grave” vs. gaz- “to dig”, sdriy “yellow”
vs. 8dz “yellowish white, pale”, tori- “to originate, be born”, vs.
téz “origin”, baliy “boil, wound; wounded” and balig- “to be
wounded” vs. ba§ “boil, wound”, tilit “bed, bedding equipment”
vs. t68d- “to spread out”, etc. Nor does it explain the existence of
doublets with final » and ! in such pairs as biir- ~ biiz- “to contract,
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pull wogether”, tdl- ~ tds- “to pierce, make a hole”, *tol- ~ tog- “to
become full”, til ~ *ti4 “dream” vs. tiidd- “to dream”, kil ~ ikis
“many”, etc. It may be assumed that in some of these examples
the final § goes back to *Ié, e.g., ba§ < *bals < *balé (cf. Mo.
biléuu “bump, blister, boil”, biléud- “for a boil to appear”) as in the
case of ba¥ “head, beginning” < *bald < *balé (> Vol. Blg. ba&
“beginning” > Chuv. pué). It may also be assumed that in some
cases we are confronted with two different suffixes, e.g., *t6l- <
*t6-1- and lo§- < *t6-§- as in the case of Orkh. qil- (< *qi-l-; -I-
being the freq. suff.) ~ ¢i3- (< *qi-&- = Mo. ki-lée-). Doublets like
biir- ~ biiz-, tdl- ~ tds- could be explained as examples of late
zetacism and late sigmatism. Finally, examples like tiil, itkil may
be regarded as archaic or residusl forms somehow escaped the
sound change *{* > 4. It is obvious that further research is needed
in order to explain all these exceptions.

L ]

Doerfer who qualifies my “zetacism-sigmatism” articles as “ingen-
ous and suggestive” at the beginning of'his paper, toward the end
of it also states that “Making spotchecks, I have the impression
that many of Tekin’s examples are either incorrect or dubious”,
and criticises the first five examples of zetacism in my first article.
Here I will answer his objections in the same order.

1. CT biz “awl” < *biz, Chag., Uzb. bigiz, NUig. begiz id. ~
Yak. biirgds id. < *biir-gdé (dim.). Doerfer states that “Pekar-
skiy’s vowel lengths are not always reliable. Both Bohtlingk and
modern Russian dictionaries show the form biirgds”. My answer:
Does this prove that Yak. biirgds has never possessed a long 7 It
is a well-known phenomenon that some originally long vowels be-
came short in Yakut in the course of time. For example Pek. has
both ir- and #r- “to get tired” corresponding to Trkm. dr-, but
Bohtlingk and modern dictionaries give only the form ir-. Yak.
kinat = Trkm. ganat “wing”, Yak. iy = Trkm. dy “moon, month”,
Yak. dir- = Trkm. diyr- (< *ir-) “to howl (of dogs)”, ete. ete.
Examples of vowel shortening are indeed numerous in Yakut.

Regarding biirgds Doerfer also states: “Stefan Kalu¥ynski de-
rives the word from biir- “to twist, ete.” and regards the suffix to
be a suffix of tools (just as many other examples in -gds). Now,
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what holds true?”. My answer; Kaluzynski’s etymology cannot be
correct for the following reasons: 1) There is no Turkic language,
either old or modern, in which bur- “to twist” occurs as *biir-. 2)
Radloff's Osm. birt-, piirt- vertet’, vyvernut’, vyvixnut” (IV,
1892) is a ghost word occurring nowhere but some old dictionaries
like Budagov’s (1, 251; Radloff took the word from here); 3) Rad-
loff's Chag., Osm. biréik “vint”, too, is a ghost word actually
occurring nowhere.

What happened in reality is that the verbs bur- “to twist” and
bdrt- “to injure, hurt, break, dislocate” were mixed together and
a verb like *biirt- originated. As far as I know, it started with
Zenker who has bertmek, biirtmek [urspriinglich Vb. caus. v. bur-
maq] Vb. act. tourner, disloquer, luxer/drehen, renken, verrenk-
en. ayaq bilrtmesi “luxation de pied, entorse/Verrenkung, Ver-
stauchung des FufBles” (p. 186). This explanation passed from
Zenker to Budagov who has “bertmek, biirtmek (= burmagq):
povernut’, vyvixnut’ (v kaz. toZe) ayaq bertmesi/biirtmesi vyvix,
toléok”. From Budagov, in its turn, *biirt- passed to Radloff, and
finally to Kaluzynski and Doerfer, to be more exact, to Doerfer
and KaluZynski, because, as far as I know, Doerfer anticipates
Kaluzynski in using Radloff's biirt- as evidence for his unlucky
etymological explanation of Tadjik biirédk “dgol, ugolék” (< Uzb.
biiréik).® His putting together Uzb. buréik “corner” and Com.
Trk. biirédk “forelock, curl” is indeed an unlucky effort. More
unlucky than this is Doerfer’s extremely hypothetical *biirt-iig-ik
as the basic form of CT buréik “die Drehung” (dim.). The fact of
the matter is that birédk “forelock” is a denominal noun in -édk
derived from biir “bud, leaf bud, leaf”. This word came to mean
“forelock”, simply because a forelock resembles a leaf bud which is
naturally curly. In connection with this, I would also like to make
it clear that Clauson’s explanation of biirédk too is erroneous: 1)
the suffix -édk cannot be added to a verbal root, 2) MK biir- does
not mean “to twist, wind round, ete.”, as Clauson translates, but it
means “zusammendriicken” as Brockelmann rightly translated
more than half a century ago (Arabic zawd means “to contract,
wrinkle”, not “to twist, wind round”). As I have already men-
tioned above, MK's biir- is nothing but the older form of Trk., Az.,

30 TMEN, 11, p. 282.
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Trkm. biiz-. This example shows clearly how a scholar tangles
simple things if he does not believe in zetacism!

2. CT boyaz, boyuz “throat” ~ MK boyrul “having white on the
throat (of animals)’, AH boyurdag “throat, gullet, pharynx”.
Doerfer believes that, in the case of boyurdagq, “just a different
suffix (i. e., -rdaq) is attached to the root *boyo-”, i.e., as in kdkir-
dédk “windpipe”. My answer: What ist the element r in *-rdaq/-
rdék? Could it not be the older form of the suffix {-z} which forms
deverbal nouns? If Chag. kekirtik “windpipe” should be analyzed
as kelki-rtdk, what is **keki-? Unless Doerfer explains it satisfac-
torily, his analysis does not mean much. Besides, against Chag.,
NUig. kekirtik we find kepirdek in Kazakh, a form which is very
close to Trk. geniz “nasal passage” < Osm. gdpiz; cf. also Yak.
kdpirl “nasal bridge, base of the nose” < *kdpirig. Now, what
sound is original, -k- or p-? Furthermore, IM boyuzdaq “windpipe”
and Tuv. bostd “throat, gullet” (< *boyuztay) show clearly that the
suffix in question is {-DAK], not {|-XrdAK].

About MK boyrul Doerfer comments as follows: “A better ex-
ample, i. e., one much more compatlble with Tekin’s thesis, may be
boyrul. But is it absolutely sure? Or'n may the original suffix be
{*-rX1}, and the later development *boyo-7-rél > boyryl? The only
other positive example of suffix *-»X1 is bégriil “having white on
the flanks”, the main word bdgiir “rein, flanks” ends in -7, too . . .
And must an analogy bdgriil (in case we assume bégiir-ill is cor-
rect) > boyrul be excluded? And what is the connection of Turk.
boyrul with Mo. buyurul (which without difficulty may be read
boyurul, as well), a word which, however, means ‘grey-haired (in
general)’? Is the Mo. meaning the original one? May Turk. boyrul,
originally ‘grey-haired’, have changed its meaning because of the
similarity to boyuz?” My answer: 1) Doerfer’s {*-rXl} is an ad hoc
invention occurring nowhere in Turkic; 2) the suffix {-{}, on the
other hand, is well-attested, e.g., ydsil “green” < yd¥ “fresh,
green vegetables”, gizil “red” < *qiz “red, red-hot” in Uig. gtzyil
“reddish”, MK gizar- “to become red”, etc.;* 8) Trk. boyrul may

31 Bang's view deriving gizil from *qizsil, and yadil (better yasil) from *yag-
8l (“Turkologische Briefe . . ., UJb, 10, p. 20) is wrong; so is Doerfer’s
theory deriving qizil from qiz- “sich erhitzen, glihen” (TMEN, 111, p.
470).
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not be compared with Mo. buyurul, buyural, simply because it is
not a color name like the latter, but an adjective derived from the
name of a body organ like bagil, boymul (< *boynul) and bégril.

3. CT boz “gray” ~ Kirg. borba# “a big gray shrike”, Chag.
boréin “(gray) duck”, Trk. (dial.) bortak “kind of wild duck”, boran
“wild pigeon”.

Regarding borbad Doerfer states as follows: “Kirg. borba§ must
be a young compund (otherwise one would expect *borbo#), an
explication by boro ‘big’ + ba§ may be much likelier. May we
compare Kazakh borbas ‘lazy’?”. My answer: Kirg. borbaé could be
“a young compund”, as Doerfer claims, but it could hardly be
explained as deriving from boro “big” + bag, as he suggests. How
could the vowel o of the second syllable be dropped?

Doerfer may be right in his view that Chag. boré¢in is a loanword
from Mo. borfirn “wild duck (female)”. But it cannot be denied that
there is a suffix {-&In} ~ {-¢Il} in Turkic forming diminutives from
color names, e. g., MK kdkéin ~ kok§in “bluish, grayish”, QB (376,
667, 1798, etc.) kokdin “grayish, graybearded old man”, Kirg.,
Tel. kok&iin “gray-haired, old man”, Osm. (TS) gokéil, gokfil “blu-
ish”, bozjil “grayish”, Trk., Az. sari§in “blond” (< *sdriysin),
Kirg. akéil “whitish”, Trk. kiréil id., ete.

Doerfer says that Trk. (dial.) bortak means “a wild duck which is
kur- colored; kir means ‘white-grey, ice-grey’, in contrast to boz
which means “brown-grey, swarthy-grey’. For the Turkish feel-
ing, these are quite different colours”. I would like to remind my
dear colleague that the material in DS are collected and defined
not by trained linguists, but by schoolteachers and local people.
Besides, to many people the meanings of boz and kr are not much
different from one another. In many dictionaries these two words
are defined alike.

Although I did not mention it among my examples, MK
borsmug, borsuq “badger” too could be explained as deriving from
the older form *bor%. Doerfer rejects this etymology (TMEN, II,
285), without considering the fact that the form borsmug suggests
it, for the diminutive suffix -mug/-amugq is usually added to color
names, e.g., MK garamug “black weed, tares among the wheat”,
qizlamug “measles” < gizil “red”, Uig., Chag., Osm. gizamugq id.,
Kzk., KKklp. bozamik “gray, grayish”, Kirg. bozomuk id., etc. The
main form of the word survives in Chuv. purdsd “badger” < *bors
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(> Hu. borz id.). The element -8 is probably identical with the -s-
in MK tirsgik “elbow” < tir-s-gdk, *tir- (< *tir) being the older
form of CT tz “knee”. This is only a suggestion, of course. Trk.
borsmug, borsuq may also be derived from *bor “satiated, full, fat”
(cf. Kirg. borsogoy “plump, fatty”), as suggested by Ramstedt.3?
Cf. also Mo. borki “old badger”, borgi “strong, robust, healthy”,
borgil id. borda- “to fatten animals”, etc.

4. CT dz- “to crush, trample on, tread on” ~ MK drkld- id. < dr-
kld- (freq.). On this Doerfer comments as follows: “Instead of
drkld- read irkld- (Clauson 226), a word which, apparently, has
nothing to do with dz-. Other variants are ikld-, yikld-; cf. Robert
Dankoff, James Kelly, Compendium of Turkish Dialects, 291)".
My answer: The initial alif of drkld- is not vocalized in MK III,
4438, but its variant without 7, i.e., dkld- is fully vocalized in the
same place. Besides, the verb drkld- also occurs as such in the
Rylands copy of the interlinear Koran translation in Karakhanid
Turkic (written in the twelfth-early thirteenth centuries): drkld-
“to trample down, tread down/underfoot” (Ar. wati'a, P sipur-
dan), agar bolmasa mu'min drdnldr, mu'mina uragutiar, bil-
méigdy drdingiz anlarni, kim drkligdy siz olarni . . . “were it
not the believing men /and/ the believing women whom, not know-
ing them, you might have trampled down . . .” (Eckmann, 78). Of
other variants, the one occurring in MK 1, 287 is also unvocalized:
dklddi, ol yirig dklddi, dkldr - dkldmdk. Furthermore, the recip-
rocal stem of this form is fully vocalized and reads dkld$- in MK, I,
241. Consequently, only the following forms of the verb in ques-
tion are vocalized with kasra: ikléd-, yikld- (III, 309-310) and
ikldt- (1, 265). It should be reminded that the alternation ¢ ~ i is
quite common in Old and Middle Turkic, e.g., MK dsiz ~ isiz
“bad”, MK ddiz ~ Uig. idiz “high”, MK (1, 119) ydr ~ yir “place”,
MK (I, 98) ydl ~ yil “wind”, ete. ete.

6. Middle Trk. dz- “to scrape, scratch” ~ Trk. (TS) drsin, drsiin,
drdiin “an iron tool used to scrape dried pieces of dough from the
trough” < dr-sin; for the suffix ¢f. MK tigsin “kind of knot* < tilg-
“to make a knot”. On this equation Doerfer comments as follows:
In the Turk. dialects we find even more forms: DS 1776—7 ersin,
ersani, erson, ersiin, ergiin, evsiin. It is evident that all these

382 Ramstedt, Kalmiickisches Worterbuch, Helsinki 1985, p. 52.
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manifold variants cannot be traced back to a simple Turk. *dr-sin.
This word is probably a cultural loanword. b) Is dz- “to scrape” =
dz- “to crush”? ¢) Tekin even compares Mo. 4irii- ‘to grate, file’;
this word cannot be connected with Turk. dz-, since the vowels are
different”.

My answer: Doerfer seems to forget the fact that in dialects we
sometimes find forms which are very different from the standard
form of a given word, e. g., barhi¢, baric for literary bakra¢ ,,cop-
per bucket”, bogarsak, bodérsek, bbfesek, bonarsak, busak, etc.
for bogasak “a cow yearning for a bull”, ete. I do not think that the
dialect forms of Osm. drsiin, drsin are more aberrant than the
above-given examples.

Footnoting an information he got from Prof. A. Tietze, Doerfer
also states that Trk. ersin might be a loanword from Kurdish
(hesin, esin “iron”). This is not very likely for the following
reasons: 1) there is no » in the Kurdish forms, 2) in the Germanic
forms of “iron” » occurs after s, not before it, e. g., Old Eng. isern,
Goth, eisarn, isarn (< Proto-Germanic *isarna), 3) finally, Osm.
drsiin, drsin is also found in Chagatay and Azeri: Chag. drsiin
“instrument pour racler ou tailler la pate”, Az. drsin “skrebok
(dlja testa)”, drsinld- “skresti (testo) skrebkom”.

More important than the above-mentioned points is the fact that
Trk. words for “scraper” are either derivatives of gaz- “to dig”,
qazi- “to scrape” (Osm. gazayi, Trkm. gazavi, Yak. kihiax) or
those of the the verb gir- “to cut, scrape, shave” (Tat., Kirg., etc.
kiryié, Alt., Kzk., ete. kiryid, B&k. giryis, Uzb. giryié, NUig.
qiryu, giryud, ete.). Taking into account this evidence, couldn’t we
assume that Osm., Trk. drsin, drsiin might be a derivative of *dr*-
(> MK dz-) “to scrape”?

Doerfer asks: Is dz- “to scrape” = dz- “to crush”? Have I ever
equated these two verbs? Riisinen, Clauson, Sevortjan and others
regarded these two verbs as one and the same, but 1 think I was
the first to separate these verbs by mentioning them under diffe-
rent numbers. Doerfer, who blames me for not having read his
articles adequately, should better direct this accusation first to
himself.

As for his third objection, I would like to emphasize that I
mentioned Mo. - only for comparison (it has ¢f. before it, not
the alternation sign). As a matter of fact, I have never thought of
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equating Trk. dz- “to scrape” with Mo. imi- “to grate, file” as
Gombocz did seventy odd years ago. But let it not be thought that
Trk. dz- “to scrape” does not have cognates in Mongolian and
Tungus. Since the right time for it has come, I now will suggest a
three-sided Altaic etymology hoping that Doerfer wotild raise ob-
jections to it:

Mid. Trk. (MK) dz- “to scrape, scratch”, dzit-, dztiir- “to have
st. scarified”, dzig “scratch”, Tat. izii “collar; slit in a garment”,
Bsk. ié4 mouth, slit, opening (in shirts, garments)” = Mo. erii- <
er-ii- “to dig, cut, hack”, eriimel “excavated, exhumed, dug out” =
Evk. er-, eri-, eru- “razgrebat’ (sneg); sgrebat’; kopat’ (zemlju)”,
Ev. er- “razgrebat’ (sneg); kopat’, skresti”, Neg. ey- id. (< *er-),
Orok heri- id., Man. heruéi-, herdi-, hedi- id., Evk. erivun, eribun
“lopata (derevjannaja--dlja razgrebanija snega)”, Ev. erun id. (<
*erivun), Neg. eyivun id., Ulcha heripu(n), herpu(n) id., Orok
heripu(n) id., Man. herpi, herfu(n), etc.®

Doerfer concludes his paper with the following sentence:
“Where Tekin’s researches end the problems begin”. But he some-
how cut his sentence short, neglecting the most important part of
it. In its full length, Doerfer’s coficluding sentence should have
been as follows:

Where Tekin’s researches end the problems begin for the oppo-
nents of the Altaic theory.

83 V. 1. Cincius, Sravnitel'myj slovar’ tunguso-man’c¥urskis Jazykov, 11,
p. 462
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