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MAREK STACHOWSKI

KOREAN-TURKIC STUDIES

1. The § ~ / alternation

: 1

One of the most intriguing puzzles in the Kor. historical phonology is that
MNKor. words whose PA etyma had a */, show / whereas their older, i.e. OKor.
counterparts have, in the same position, a Chin. phonogram being *an orthographic
device for writing s or §” (Miller 1991, p. 181; since the s pronunciation
scarcely seems to be possible, we write § alone in what follows). If we were actu-
ally dealing with a phonetic change here, its notation would look somewhat sur-
prising: PA */; > OKor. § > MNKor. /. It is quite clear that such a zigzag develop-
ment arouses astonishment and interest.

R. A. Miller tried to solve the problem by assuming a Tung. influence and
a subsequent “re-Altaicization” of the OKor. pronunciation: “[...] the Old Korean
sibilant s or § became /l/, reverting to a form similar in manner of articulation to the
original Altaic */, whence it derived. This postulated re-Altaicization must have
been the result of contact with Tungusic languages to the north” (Miller 1991,
p. 182). The solution does not, however, appear fully convincing and this is why
we would like to present another interpretation of the data.

2

The starting point for us is the observation that we also have. some contused
notations in OTkc., e.g. the use of the <s™> and <§> runes with the phonetic value
of /. At the same time, everything indicates that the <§> rune was a late Tkc. inno-
vation, as well as that it was created by adding a special diacritical mark to the <I=>
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rune. It was the same mark which, some time earlier, has been used to create a new
<n> rune, based on <n>, i.e. <n>"+ diacritical mark = <ia>. Hence it is fully legiti-
mate to say that the mark used in OTkc. was a palatalization mark, and thus <§> in
reality = /, = [I']. In other words: what we today read (in accordance with ail the
non-Chuv. Tke. languages) as §, was in actual fact read [I'] in the OTkc. time (for
further details see Stachowski 1999, passim), but see § 4, too.
3

Now, our thesis is that the existence of OKor. § in opposition to MNKor. [ is in
reality more a graphic problem than a phonetic one, as well as that the problem can
be (successfully, as we hope) splved.on the analogy of the situation in OTkc., as
sketched above. h

An interesting fact that makes the analogy all the more possible is that the
OTkc. and the OKor. periods cover approximately the same space of time, viz. the
period from the 7th till the 10th century (neither Turkologists nor Koreanists are
fully agreed about dating the end of the period in question; for OTkc. cf. Poppe
1965, p. 67, § 1.344 [10th c.} vs. Réna-Tas 1991, p. 29, 30 {13th c.]; for OKor. see
Lee 1977, p. 65sq. [10th c.] vs. R. Kono, cited in Poppe 1965, p. 75 [the middle of
the 15th c.]; anyway, since nobody denies that the period of the 7th-10th c. belongs
to the OTkc. resp. OKor. epoch, the problem need concern us no further).

4

In the history of Altaistics two different phonetic values were supposed to be
represented by the letter */; which nowadays is the most usual transcriptional
symbol of the consonant out of which the non-Chuv. Tke. § developed. Whereas
G. J. Ramstedt reconstructed it as a palatal [I'], N. Poppe believed instead that it
rather was *‘ein spirantisches, stimmloses / (dhnlich dem ostjakischen 1)”, spelled
also /" (Ramstedt 1957, p. 103; Poppe 1927, p. 110; VGAS 76). The analysis of the
OTke. runic and phonological systems (5 [< #'] written as <I*> + palatalization
mark) indicated toward Ramstedt’s [I'] as the actual phonetic value of */,.

Now, the situation becomes somewhat more complex (however, for a moment
only) if we try to maintain that it was exactly the same sound which, in OKor., was
written as §. Really, it cannot readily be accepted that a nation decided to use <§>
in order to write [I'].

But another proposal of phonetic sounding the PA [, was Poppe’s voiceless spi-
rant {A]. It occurs in Ost., strictly speaking in some Ost. dialects, whereas other
dialects have a usual / (or ) at this position (IHonti 1988, p. 172).

Moreover, the Ost. [A] has also a palatal variant: {X'], which was, to the best
of my knowledge, never metioned by Poppe. And it is exactly this consonant that
seems to be the best solution to the problem. The phonetic scenario could thus be
as follows:

[4a] The Altaic proto-language had two /-type consonants: a / and a 2/, the dif-
ference being of a double nature: spirantic and palatal pronunciation of 1"
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[4b] In the OTke. runic script a special rune, based on the <I*> rune, was intro-
duced in order to mark A",
[4c] At approximately the same time, OKor. authors thought of using the Chin.
phonogram for § in order to mark 4.
[4d} In the Tkc. languages (apart from the Chuv.) A’ > §, and thls is why
Turkologists used to read the new, <I*> based rune as 3.
{[4e] In MNKor. 4'> 7 and this is why a discrepancy in the phonetic interpreta-
tion of OKor. and MNKor. words came into being.
-5
The most important advantage of the interpretation presented above is [S.1] that
the parallel phonetic development and the parallel spelling problems of OTke. and
OKor. cannot possibly be viewed as results of a mutual influence, if only because
of the geographical distance between the OTkc. and the OKor. linguistic area.
Another important moment is [5.2] that in this way, a Kor. linguistic and ortho-
graphical phenomenon could be explained on the analogy of its Tkc. counterpart.
i.c. by means of the Altaistic perspective. Still another essential point is [5.3] that
asterisks before 2’ can now be omitted for, in the event, this consonant is attested
both in OTke. and OKor.
Of less importance. is another advantage which mainly concerns more or less
subsidiary, technical elements of Altaistics:
[5.4] the acceptance of A’ suggested by the Korean data renders the reconcilia-
tion between Ramstedt’s I and Poppe’s A possible and understandable.

. 6

As far as the chronology is concerned one may infer from what has been hith-
erto said that the 2’ > Tkc. § change called sigmatism occurred as a matter of fact
later than it was generally supposed, i.e. in the 7th/8th c. it was not yet completed.
In consequence, the existence of 4’ words in a Tkc. source or language can no
longer be readily used as a decisive argument for the Bulg.-Chuv. character of the
word. Presumably, the same holds also true for the *r, (? *F) > Tke. z change
(the analysis of the <z> rune shows that it, too, was created according to the same
principle as the <§> rune, see Stachowski 1998, passim).

Now, if P. B. Golden has well-advised objections to the suggestion that the
Khaz. river name QVxpovy, = ukkér-uk < iikkér (= CTke. dgiic ‘river’) is a word of
Bulg. type because in that event one would rather expect the prothetic v- in this
word, i.e. *vukkéruk (Golden 1980, [, p. 253), we may now say that the initial seg-
ment of Khaz. Obxpovy, i.e. O0xp- actually corresponds to the CTke. giiz. and at
the same time explain the lack of the prothetic v- by a non-Bulg. origin of the word,
the latter having been primarily assumed on account of r (not z) in Ovkp-.
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Il. The S ~ ¢ alternation

1

A well-known fact is that the CTke. s sometimes corresponds to Yak. 1. A few
scholars tried to formulate a rule,explaining the phenomenon or at least rendering it
predictable. The newest” study of the problem is-Tekin 1976 where also a survey
of older statements is offered. However, Tekin’s solution cannot be accepted as
final, either. The entire problem scems to be rather manifold and complex. Tekin’s
model is in principle correct and it probably covers a large number of involved
examples. Nevertheless, some formations require further inspection. The rule in
question can be summarized as follows (Tekin 1976, p. 113):

{1.1] PTke. *-s(-) > Yak. -t(-)

[1.2] PTke. *-¢, *-5, *-z > Yak. -5
Some words and affixes, however, depart from the rule, in that they have final *-z
or *-§ corresponding not to Yak. -5, but to Yak. -f instead. According to Tekin
1976, p. 113sq., “[t]hese exceptions can be explained easily and satisfactorily.” For
instance, it is assumed that *-z in some cases had become voiceless and was then
treated as *-s, i.e. changed > -t (e.g. CTke. oruz ‘thirty’ = Yak. otut id.). At first
sight, the solution appears quite reasonable. We are, however, somewhat sceptical
about the fact that the unexpected early devoicing of z established by Tekin can
always be brought into play whenever a Yak. word deviates from his own [1.2]
rule.

Also examples for the medial -1- < *-s- are not all of the same character because
Tekin's list contains both -f- < *-s- and -1- < *-sC-, *-Cs- words. In case of Yak.
itigr- ‘to warm’ < *isgdr-, Yak. ytyar- ‘to lift, raise’ < *asgar-, Yak. satik
‘thimble’ < *jigsuk (Tekin 1976, p. 111sq.), one has to reckon with the *-sg- >
*-1g- and the *-gs- > *-g¢- assimilation (i.e. *isgdr- > *itgdr- > Yak. itidgr-; *asgar-
> *atgar- > Yak. ytyar-; *jigsitk > *jugtik > Yak. sdtik) which distinguishes these
words very much from examples like Yak. iitdr ‘water-rate; mole’ < *Aisdr (ibid.
112). The conjecture about the influence of assimilatory tendencies is additionally
supported by the Yak. verbal stem syna- ‘to put pillows’ < *jasta- in which the
consonant next to the *-s- did not disappear in modern Yak.; sce also [2.11] and
§3.

The more one deals with the problem, the more one is convinced that a few
different rules have to be established in order to explain all examples of the S ~ 7
alternation (the symbolic § standing for s, z, §, ¢). Also in the present study no
synthetic solution can be offered. Our only aim is to present a somewhat unusual
model which can be applied first of all in case of the § ~ ¢ alternation.

“} In the meantime, an article by G. D. S. Anderson (On Proto-Yakut *i, “Ural-Altaische Jahr-

biicher”, Neue Folge 15 [1997/1998], p. 170-172) was also published, but it offers no deeper insight
into the problem.
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2
From what has been said so far it can be infered that of all the Trke. languages
Yak. is the only one of which the S ~ ¢ alternation is typical. In reality, how-
ever, quite the opposite is true. Since we are not going to analyse all aspects ofl.he
problem, we would like to confine ourselves to giving only some examples in-
volving also languages other than Yak. Most examples concern the auslaut: )
[2.1] Uyg. kit ~ kad ‘end’ vs. Uyg. keis-ré ‘jenseits’ (Bang 1917, p. 7sq.. fin. 3
Lewicki 1938, p. 5). — According to Bang (ibid.) the root was *kii ~ *ki,
and thus: kdsrd < *kd-si-rd [possessive Directive] ‘zu seiner Riickseite’),
kit < *kd + nominal suffix -¢ (cf. Tke. al-t ‘lower part’, is-t ‘upper part’,
ar-t ‘hinder part, back’ and the deverbal Yak. bult ‘bag; Jagdbeute’ < bu{-
‘to find, gain, obtain’). Practically, it would be possible to include ll?lS
word under the rule we are going to propose for the § ~ f alternation {with
the assumption of an early syncope: *kdsird > kdsrd, before *si > s')., see
§ 4 below, but this would then leave CTke. kdri ‘zuriick’ unexplained.
so that Bang’s etymology appears more reliable to us. -~ It would be very
interesting to examine whether the root *kd ~ *Ii ‘rear’ (see also 1\/‘1!”&?!‘
1991, p. 197sq.) can be put together with *i6 in PTke. *kor (> Ott. go!
‘bottom, backside; Hintern [vulg.]’; cf. Uzb. kdr ‘end; tail’) > *korgd >
OYak. *kodi > NYak. kodé ‘dick(bauchig)’ (in GIV 66, § 8.6b, *ko¢ was
viewed as a PTke. root; it would, however, be equally imaginable that
%kt is an old derivative [a plural formation?] < *ko). The vocalic differ-
ence between *kd ~ *ki on the one hand and *46 on the other still requires
an explanation. o
[2.2] Oyr. kiindit *hot weather, heat’ (Baskakov 1985, p. 172) = CTke. lfm_xus
‘sun; heat’. — According to Berta 1997, p. 27: < *kiin ‘sun’ + *justy)
*‘shine, flash (?); heat (?)’, so that the correspondence with our rule
appears quite possible; see § 5. .
[2.3] Tof. sar ‘gum mastic’ (Rassadin/Sibkeev 1990, p. 76) = CTke. sagyz 'd,'
[2.4] MTke. (Kasgari) kyz ‘rare, scarce’ = Ott. kyr id. (Tekin 1976, p. 114 thinks
of two different suffixes here). ‘
[2.5] Lobnor-Uyg. bor ‘grey’ = CTke. boz id. (ESTJall 172).
Examples for an- and infaut are less numerous: o ‘
[2.6] CTke. fon ‘dress, article of clothing, pair of drawers’ = Yak. son ‘outer
garment, coat’. ' o - ‘
[2.7] PTke. *jor- > Yak. suor- ‘schneiden, abhobeln’ = Oyri rér- ‘schnitzeln
(GIv 81, § 16.2). : o
[2.8] CTke. usi- ~ @isi- ‘to freeze, be cold’ vs. Anat. itk ~ _u‘tak sensitive 1o
cold’ (ESTJa 1 644). . s
[2.9] Ott. -msy ~ -mty-rak, inferior intensification suffixes, as in kyzyl-y-msy ~
kyzyl-y-mty-rak ‘reddish’ (with the old Comparative suffix -rak).
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In quite a few examples, the Yak. and the Dolg. possess both s and ¢ variants (or
else exclusively the s variant) which go back either to a s or to a  etymon:

[2.10] The Yak. intensifying reduplication suffix is -bys (not -ys [against Gla
159, § 250], e.g. Yak. tymny ‘cold’ — ty-bys-tymny ‘very cold’, kuranax
‘dry’ — ku-bus- kurdanax * quite dry’). — The same holds true for Dolg.,
but here, there are also -byr variants: ¢d-bis-calkd ‘perfectly white, snow-
white’ (Artem’ev 1992, p. 122) ~ ¢d-bir-¢élkd id. (DW 73) < édlkd ~
Gdlkd *white’.

[2.11] Dolg. kurupasky ‘partridge’ (FM) < Russ. kuropatka id. - If our earlier
conjecture about the -tk- < *-sk- [< *-sg-] (as in Yak. iticir-, ytyar-, sttiik
in § 1; cf. also skiir- in § 3) is right, we may then think of a hypercorrect
change of Russ. -tk-, perceived as resulting from the *-sk- > -tk- assimi-
lation, into the “original” (and hence “correct”) -sk-. Uncertain, cf.
Russ dial. kuropaska id.

[2.12} Yak. urtar ~ urtizs ‘mercury, quicksilver’ (Slepcov 1967, p. 110, 114) <
Russ. rut’ id.

[2.13] Yak. timdici ~ sumddéi ‘candle’ (Slepcov 1967, p. 110) < Russ. sveca id.
[2.14} Yak. sappas ‘west wind’ = Dolg. happat ‘ West’ < Russ. zapad * West’.
The phenomenon of the Russ. s > Tkc. r change is attested i in other Tkc. languages,

too, although far more scarcely:

[2.15] Tof. ovjét ‘oats’ (Rassadin/Sibkeev 1990, p. 74) < Russ. ovés id.

3

Strange as it may seem, the problem of the origin and the real nature of the S~ ¢

alternation has never been investigated at large. However, it is worth mentioning

that at the beginning of this century, W. Bang assumed the S ~ ¢ alternation already

for the PTke. period, so e.g. in case of the root reconstruction of Azerb. dskir-, Ott.
oksiir- ‘to cough’ = Kip¢. otiir- id. = STkc. jotkiir- ~ jiitkir- id. (Bang 1919, p. 4,

§ 1b: “Neben *és scheint ein gleichwertiges *6f gestanden zu haben, das durch y-
Prothese zu *yor werden konnte™; just in these examples, however, a usual assimi-".

lation *-sk- > -tk- seems to be a simplier solution) or else in the event of Yak. no-
mina agentis suffix -¢yr < *-¢y + poss. -si (Bang 1921, p. 13, § 28). The topic has
never been thoroughly discussed, but the phenomenon itself has been observed
by different scholars. E. V. Sevortjan, for instance, accepted it likewise in his PTke.
reconstructions, e.g. in assuming *(j)az- ~ *(j)dr- as the original root of Tkc. az-
‘to lose one's way, get lost’ (ESTJa I 95). In Miller/Naumann 1994, p. 77-79 the
phenomenon is backdated into the PA epoch (cf. also Poppe 1927, p. 100: Kipc.
tatymal ‘bejahrter, erfahrener Mann’ = Mo. dasu- ‘sich gewdhnen’).

4

Interestingly enough, Kor. has developed a morphonological pattern that can be V

used as an explanatory model for Tkc. languages. In NKor. there exist numerous
words in -f ~ -s¥ whose Old and Early MKor. counterparts have had -f alone; but
also words with the original -s undergo the same alternation model (e.g. NKor. pur
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~ pusV ‘writing brush’ < Chin. piét [Miller 1992, p. 233, 234; Miller/Naumann
1994, p. 76; cf. also Ramstedt 1939, p. 7f.]; NKor. kat ~ kasV ‘hat’ [Ramstedt
1939, p. 25, § 57]; NKor. sef ~ sesV ‘three’ and tasyt ~ tasysV ‘five’ [ibid. 55)).
Moreover, the model applies also to recent loanwords like NKor. aut ~ ausV <
Engl. out (Miller 1992, p. 233).

Remarkably, the same rule can, as it seems, be also apphed to the Yak. -t ~
CTkc. -§ alternation:

(4.1] */-s/ = *[-t] > Yak. -t

[4.2] */-s/ + poss. suffix */-i/ > */-si/ = *[-§i] > CTke. -§ (cf. also Chuv. and

Mo. *si > 5, Ramstedt 1957, p. 69).

Examples:

[4.3a] the Past Participle sufﬁ\ */-mys/ = *[-myt] > Yak. -byt; as to *m > b,
also this problem deserves more attention and a synthetic study; for our
purpose, it is enough to say that the suffix initial Tkc. m- = Yak. b- =
STkc. - ~ v- correspondence is regular and well-attested.

[4.3b] */-mys/ + 3.sg. possessive suffix */-i/ > */-mysi/ = *[-mysi] > CTke.
-mys.

[4.4a] */ulus/ = *[ulut] > Yak. w/ut* people nation’.

[4.4b] */ulus/ + 3.sg. possessive suffix */-i/ > */ulusi/ = *[ulusi] > CTke. w/us
‘id.; settlement, town’.

In both examples the added - can be reasonably interpreted as the 3.sg. posses-
sive suffix. This would at the same time explain, why Yak. - often corresponds 10
CTke. -5 (not -§), viz. for the evolving of -§ < */-si/ = *[$i], the lexicalization of
the 3.sg. possessive formation of the given substantive was absolutely necessary
which is, as cverybody knows, a sporadic and irregular phenomenon.

Probably, the pronunciation *[-mysi] was not yet totally obsolete in the OTke.
period. This seems to be suggested by records with the <- ms‘> runic sequence.
[ myself thought until now that they should be read as [-mys] or sxmply [-my3]; in
the latter case, the writing <-ms™> could be interpreted as historical spelling, in-
vented originally for the pronunciation like *[-mys] or even *{-mysi] (for this latter,
the spelling *<-ms°i> seems, however, more realistic) and left without modifica-
tions after the real pronunciation had changed into [-my3]. In the present situation I
can only quote my earlier positive opinion of R. Giraud’s concepuon “Giraud IBT
[= Giraud 1961] 47f. hat vermutlich vollkommen recht, wenn er in bezug auf die
Schreibung <-ms”> von einer »graphie traditionelle« spricht” (Stachowski 1998.
§ 4). One cannot help admiring Giraud’s knowledge and intuition.

In the light of what has been said until now it becomes still more understand-
able why it was precisely the <s®> rune that was used to write thls suffix and that,
against the general opinion, its use has in reality “nichts mit der Qualitit des
vorangehenden Vokals zu tun™ (ibid.). :
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5
Now, let us return to the [2.2] example: Oyr. kiindt ‘hot weather’ < *kin jas(y).
The use or lack of the 3.sg. possessive suffix *-i ~ *-y seems to have been subject
to different rules in different periods. Be that as it may, its use was in any case
more restricted in the OTkc. than it is today. Also Berta 1997, p. 27 leaves the
question of the possessive.suffix open. Hence we think of two interrelated etyma to
explain the 7~ § variants in Tkc. (which, however, compels us to accept *jas, not
*jus, as the PA reconstruct of the word for ‘shine, flash’):
[5.1] PA *kiin ‘sun’ (GJV 1‘3:’2) + *jas ‘light’ > *kginjds > * kinds > */kinds/ =
*[kiindt] > Oyr. kzndt ‘hot weather, heat’.
[5-2] PA *kiin + *jas + 3.sg. poss.suff *-i > */kiinjasi/ = *[kunasi] > *[kunas] >
modern Tkc. languages: kinds ~ kiinds ~ kijas etc.
6
We are perfectly aware of the fact that the explanation proposed above does not
solve the entire .S ~ ¢ alternation problem in Turkology. On the other hand, how-
ever, our proposal is, as we hope, a step forward on the way toward a better under-
standing of the reasons for and the phonological mechanism of the S ~ ¢ alternation
in general. Even if the Kor. alternation is a relatively young (Late MKor.) phe-
nomenon and the Trkc. alternation a relatively old one, the Kor. model may serve,
as we think, as a possible conception of how sound rules may possibly have
worked in Altaic languages.
It seems in any case evident that the problem cannot be finally solved by means
of one (and universal) rule only.
7
The acceptance of * 1’ seems to require a new inspection of old Altaistic equa-
tions and, in the first place, that of their reconstructs. Can, for instance, the -/s-
cluster in OKor. tmu'al§i ‘shaman’ and the -/é- cluster in its Hung, (< Bulg.) reflex
<boles> bol¢ ‘sorcerer; wise man’ (Miller 1996, p. 162sq.) be interpreted as
a graphic rendering (mu'alsi) and a phonetic development (bo/¢) of the original PA
spirantic *477 What is the real relation between the *1’ and the *-/C- clusters that
has been postulated many times in literature since Pritsak’s well-known article?
8
In the light of what has been suggested so far, a differentiation between the Tkc.
participle suffix -my§ and the derivational nominal suffix -mys appears inevitable.
The identification of jamis ‘fruit; food” = Chuv. §imés id. (Egorov 1964, p. 214;
Fedotov 1992, p. 115; the word is missing from Fedotov 1996) as a substantivized
participle (< jd- ‘to eat’) with the original meaning ‘something, anything that one
eats, or that is eaten’ (Miller 1981, p. 329) encounters serious difficulties.
First of all, -my§ formations are active past participles, so that jamis can only
mean ‘someone who has eaten [something]’, the Tke. passive present participles
being jd-n-dn (< jd-n- ‘to be eaten’) ‘[something] that is being eaten’ (sometimes
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also: ‘that has been eaten’) and more generally jg-n-ir ‘[someting] that [normally]
Is eaten’.

Another problem is of phonetic nature. The comparison of jamis with its Hung.
reflex gyimoles points to a proto-form like *jdamid’ (with *A’ >> Hung, /¢ for older
reconstructions cf. Fedotov 1992, p. 115; Ceylan 1997, p. 138; Ligeti 1986, p. 17),
so that we have to distinguish.between:

[8-1] the participle suffix *-mys (> Yak. -byt) ~ *-mys-i (> CTkc. -my5)
and _

|8.2] the derivational nominal suffix *my1’ > CTkc. -mys (missing from Yak.).

The same [8.2] suffix appears maybe also in CTkc. altmys ‘sixty’ = Chuv. utmal
id. (Levitskaja 1976, p. 44) and CTke. jdtmis ‘seventy’ = Chuv. sitmél id. (Levit-
skaja 1976, p. 44), though, here, the derivational base is nominal (CTke. alty ‘six’,
Jdti ‘seven’). Both numerals are listed under the denominal nominal suffix -my§
in Clauson 1972, p. xlii (“a common Conjugational [!] Suff.”), where, the suffix is,
as can be seen, identified with the participle suffix -mys, despite the fact that altmys
and jdtmis are no participles and that their base is not a verbal one.

9

Above, two parallels between Kor. and Tkc. were presented. However, both
languages seem to show some other similarities, as well. An example which still
needs further investigation is the NKor. initial affricate "d- (or "I-?, see Ramstedt
1939, p. 12, § 28) which can perhaps be compared with Tkc. word pairs like CTkc.
nd ‘what?” ~ *fo (in *fo + intensifier *ok > *t6k > Yak. tuox id.; for another expla-
nation for nd and *fo see Ramstedt 1922-23, p. 34, repeated in Ramstedt 1952,
p. 77, but omitted in VGAS 32 s.v. jayun) that suggest a PA *"t- or *"d- (this would
thus be a good parallel to *"b- > CTke. m- ~ b-, see Ramstedt 1957, p. 74). To in-
vestigate all Kor.-Tke. parallels of this sort (of course, under consideration of their
varying importance because e.g. the resemblance of the s ~ 4 alternation in Kor.
and in Yak. appears to be a mere coincidence) seems to be one of the most inter-
esting tasks in Alatistic researches nowadays.

Abbreviations

Anat. = Anatolian; Azerb. = Azerbaijani; Bulg. = Bulgar-Turkic; Chin. = Chinese:
Chuy. = Chuvash; CTke. = Common Turkic {= non-Chuvash Turkic]; dial. = dia-
lect(al); Dolg. = Dolgan; Engl. = English; Hung. = Hungarian; Khaz. = Khazar:
Kipé. = Kipchak; Kor. = Korean; MKor. = Middle Korean; MNKor. = Middle
and New Korean; Mo. = Mongolian; MTke. = Middle Turkic; NKor. = New Ko-
rean; NYak. = New Yakut; OKor. = Old Korean; Ost. = Ostyak; OTke. = Old
Turkic; Ott. = Ottoman ~ Turkish; OYak. = Old Yakut; Oyr. = Oyrot; PA = Proto-
Altaic; PTke. = Proto-Turkic; Russ. = Russian; STke. = Siberian Turkic; Tke. =
Turkic; Tof. = Tofalar; Tung. = Tungusic; Uzb. = Uzbek; Uyg. = Uygur; Yak. =
Yakut.
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