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1. Old Kipchak, Middle Kipchak and modern Kipchak languages

The goal of this paper is to consider some principles of the establishment
of those Old Kipchak words which are distinctive from other Old Turkic
languages. However, the reconstruction of a more extensive lexicon should
also include basic words most of which are identical with corresponding
words of other Old Turkic ]angugges.

Old Kipchak is a language that was spoken in two periods, one Early
Old Kipchak from the late-8th century when it first appeared (Golden 2014:
183-184) to the mid-11th century, the other Late Old Kipchak from the
second half of the 11th century to the Mongol invasion in the 1230s. There
is only scanty documentation of Old Kipchak from its late period by
Mahmiid al-Kasgari, often ambiguous, the remaining being single glosses in
Old Russian, Arabic and other documents. The next period in the develop-
ment of this language is Middle Kipchak, dated to the 13rd-16th centuries
(Berta 1998: 158). It is customary to speak of the emergence of individual
modern Turkic languages from the 16th century onwards. This periodisa-
tion is not without problems. Firstly, the Bashkirs who speak a Kipchak
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language are known already in 922 in Ibn Fadlan’s report (Kmietowicz,
Kmietowicz, Lewicki 1985: 87, 97), but it is unknown if their first Turkic
language was of the Kipchak type and only lately Kipchakised. The non-
Kipchak layer in Bashkir lexicon may be an adstrate, but also a substrate. A
similar case are the Karakalpaks, who — as such — are known from the 16th
century, but they may be connected with the Cernye Klobuki ‘Black Cowls’,
mentioned in Old Russian chronicles in the 12th century and elsewhere
(Golden 1992: 403). In fact, the non-Kipchak features in their languages,
such as d-, e.g. diz- ‘to string, to set’, diiz ‘plain; steppe’, and g-, e.g. gez- ‘to
wander, to roam’, can be explained by both later Turkmen influence and
an earlier substrate. Lastly, Armeno-Kipchak documented in the 16th-17th
centuries (Pritsak 1959: 74) reveals many old lexical features and cannot
be called a modern language. A similar case is Karaim, still a living
language. Although documented at a relatively late period, it shows many
archaic features typical of Middle Kipchak. Recently, two Karaim poems
written in the 16™-century have been discovered in a 17th-century
manuscript (Jankowski 2014).

Two basic groups of sources for Middle Kipchak are Mamluk-Kipchak
documents’ and Codex Cumanicus.? Material of Kumans who settled in

Hungary in the 13th century, although fragmentary and recorded at a

There is much literature on Middle Kipchak (Zajaczkowski 1938: v—vi, Atalay 1945:
x-xi, Inan 1953, Kuryszanov 1970: 13-26, Fazylov, Zijaeva 1978: 5-10, Eckmann
1982-1983, Oztopeu 1989: 2-4, Toparh, Vural, Karaath 2007: v-ix). Most Arabic
dictionaries, grammars and practical aims for learning Kipchak, Turkic Kipchak or
Turkic were composed or copied in Egypt and Syria, and only Ibn Muhanna’s dic-
tionary - the language of which is debatable - and Codex Cumanicus were written
elsewhere.

From the very abundant literature on Codex Cumanicus we can show some most sig-
nificant studies such as Kuun (1880), Grgnbech (1942), Gabain (1959) and Drimba
(2000).

N
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much later time, is also an important source.? A third group is West Karaim
and old Crimean Karaim and a fourth one is Armeno-Kipchak (xipcax tili,
tataréa). Unfortunately, as inan (1953: 56-64) has proved, the Arab
compilers of compendia for Mamluk-Turkic of Mamluk-Kipchak did not
have a clear idea of the differences between Oghuz (which they termed
Turkmen) and Kipchak, see also Zajaczkowski’s (1954: 21) remarks on
Oghuz and Kipchak words in Bul., e.g. isir- and tisld- ‘to bite’, yaz- and Ciz-
‘to write’, and phonetic variants typical of Oghuz and Kipchak, e.g. duz and
tuz ‘salt’ (Zajaczkowski 1938: 20, 53). Therefore, almost all documents of
this kind evidence words and forms of both Oghuz and Kipchak character.

‘Clauson (1972: xxiv) was right when he said that the only purely Kipchak

document among medieval Kipchak sources in Codex Cumanicus. The
same must be said of Hungarian Kipchak, but — as said above - the

available material is scarce and late.

2. Principles of reconstruction

Old Kipchak has been the object of study in only a few papers. Some
authors examined Kipchak (Polovets) words in Old Russian documents
(Zajaczkowski 1949, Menges 1951) and a paper was devoted to the
Kipchak words in Mahmiid al-Ka$gar?’s dictionary (Alimov 2014).

Zajaczkowski examined the following Kipchak male names, which we
can regard as distinctive from Oghuz: Bolus (1054) ‘help’ (pp. 34-35),
Qurtga (1103) ‘old woman’ (pp. 37), Itler (1095) ‘dogs’ (pp. 37, 41),
Turuntay (1185) ‘sparrow-hawk’ (pp. 42-43), Targotowe < taryil ‘speckled’,
Seven¢ (1151) ‘like; joy’ (pp. 47) (not Sdyiinc!).

3 The basic study is Méndoky Kongur (1993) in which ca 110 words are collected. Ré-
na-Tas and Berta (2011: 1340~1341) list thirty-five Kuman words borrowed into
Hungarian, basing largely on Mandoky Kongur.
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Alimov (2014: 149-152) has demonstrated fifty-seven words which
Ka$gari qualified as Kipchak. Unfortunately, many of them are not
distinctive, some being provided by the author as used by both the Oghuz
and the Kipchaks, and sometimes by still other Turkic peoples. The words
indicated by Ka$gari as only Kipchak, are the following: ézle ‘noon’, apa
‘bear’, ucan ‘ship with two sails’, tikil ‘much’, ketii ‘paralysed (hand)’, qoru
‘prickly hedge’, quzyir- ‘come pouring and swirling (snow)’, téz- ‘suffer cold
and hunger’ (DLT 282-283). Of these words, u¢an is also attested in Old
Russian (Zajaczkowski 1949: 25), iikil, and toz- has survived in NW Turkic
(ED 572).

Many important observations on the historical phonology of Kuman
have been made in Grgnbech (1942: 6-21).

There was an attempt at the reconstruction of some components of
“Proto-Kipchak” by Musaev and Cefenov (2002: 216-338), but their
considerations require revision, e.g. the periodisation with “Early Proto-
Kipchak (the 10th BCE-2nd CE centuries)”, “Middle Kipchak (the 2nd-7th
centuries)” and “Late Proto-Kypchaq (the 7th-12th centuries)” which is
arbitrary and lacks reasonable grounds. It is unknown how Musaev and
Ceéenov would like to show the transition from Proto-Kipchak to modern
Kipchak languages when they assume that the process of the split of Proto-
Kipchak into four groups had started at the turn of the Christian era (2002:
217). Their treatment of the Pecheneks as of a Kipchak people is also
ungrounded. However, the lexical comparisons by those authors are quite
useful.

Recently Ozyetgin (2001) has examined the verbs.-in Abii Hayyan’s
dictionary. She provided Old Turkic, contemporary and modern

* srednekypcakskij; an evident mistake for sredneprakypéakskij ‘Middle Proto-Kipchak’,
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equivalents of 724 analysed verbs and sought a Proto-Turkic reconstruc-
reconstruction of each verb.®

In my opinion it is better to speak of Old Kipchak, since this language
clearly existed, but is only fragmentarily evidenced and should be
reconstructed. Therefore, we may speak of Proto-Kipchak as spoken before
the 8th century, but its reconstruction is impossible at this stage of
knowledge, and probably not important to do. Anyway, the attempt to
reconstruct Old Kipchak must precede the reconstruction of Proto-Kipchak.
The establishment of Old Kipchak roughly corresponds to the time of Old
Turkic when it was first evidenced, Recently, some scholars distinguish
East Old Turkic evidenced in runic inscriptions and Old Uyghur from West
0l1d Turkic, and Réna-Tas and Berta (2011) reconstructed part of its lexis
on the basis of Bulgar loanwords in Hungarian, e.g. WOT *uk ‘mind,
understanding’, cf. Hun. ok ‘cause, reason’, as an non-evidenced nominal
equivalent of the verb ug-; WOT *gkiir ‘ox’, cf. Hun. okor ‘id’ (Réna-Tas,
Berta 2011: 629-631, 663-667). It is probably a single endeavour to
reconstruct an Old Turkic language, since the reconstruction is not
necessary for the attested ones, e.g. East Old Turkic and Karakhanid. Such
a reconstruction should also be done for Old Oghuz, which is not identical
to Old Turkic. For the others suchias Pechenek, Khazar and Old Kirghiz,
there is no sufficient material.

As for Proto-Turkic, it must be stressed that this language, not
reconstructed yet in a systematic, comprehensive way, is dated to the third
(Ramstedt 1957: 15) or forth millennium BC (Réna-Tas 1998: 68).
However, Réna-Tas often prefers the use of the term Ancient Turkic rather
than Proto-Turkic (1991: 30), even if he implicitly postulates the need to

5 There are also many articles on various aspects of Kipchak, which cannot be quoted
in this paper. Some important critical editions of Kipchak documents are shown in
the abbreviations (Kipchak documents). There is also a grammar of MK (Kara-
manlioglu (1994), written in 1958, and a dictionary (Toparli, Vural, Karaath 2007).
This dictionary is very helpful, but each entry must be checked in the original source.
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reconstruct Proto-Kipchak (1998: 67), without saying anything further
about this hypothetic language.

Old Kipchak, as we can conclude from Middle Kipchak evidence, was
probably very similar to other Old Turkic languages, including East Old
Turkic, except Old Bulgar. Kadgari’s inclusion of the Kipchaks among those
Turks who “speak pure Turkic” (DLT 83, facsimile 25) should be interpret-

ed as the regarding of their language as not much different from the others.

Their close relations to the Oghuz (inan 1953: 53)¢ should also strengthen
language contact and the similarity of both languages. Therefore, we have
to reckon with various non-Kipchak influences in Old Kipchak similar to
later Kipchak influence on other Turkic languages such as southern Altay
and especially Kirghiz. On the other hand, to begin with the 15th century,
Middle Kipchak in the Mamluk state gradually lost its importance in favour
of Oghuz (Eckmann 1964, Oztopcu 2002: 10).

The reconstruction must be lexical, since the phonological criteria are
not quite clear in written sources. Kipchak vocabulary should be contrasted
with non-Kipchak, principally Oghuz, as most similar to Kipchak. However,
as said above, Middle Kipchak was also very close to the other common
Middle Turkic languages, most importantly, to Khwarezmian Turkic. Eck-
mann (1964: 35-36) shows only six distinctive features differentiating Kip-
chak from Kharezmian.

The following phonological questions should be raised: (1) if high
vowels /i i u i/ had already a tendency to be reduced; (2) if the shift /e- o-
6-/ > /ie- wo- wb-/ already started; (3) if some cases of the change /y-/ >
/§-/ occurred in this period, as Kasgari claimed. It i§ likely that other

¢ The same holds true of the Kuman-Uz relations (Marquart 1914: 30). In this article, 1
do not distinguish the Kipchaks from the Rus. polovesy, Western Qumans nor the
Eastern Qiin. Although the latter are reported to had originally inhabited China on
the easternmost edge of the Turkic world (Marquart 1914: 39, 54), in the course of

the 13th century they united with the Kimeks and Kipchaks and became one people
(Méndoky Kongur 1993: 11).
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changes which later made Kipchak more different from Oghuz and
Khwarezmian, e.g. -Vy > -Vv in monosyllabic words, -VyV- > -WWV-, -Iy >
-Iy > -Uv and b- > m- before n, y at the end of the syllable or in further
syllables started occurring only at the end of the Late Middle Kipchak peri-
od. The change y- > &, signalled by Ka$gari, though in an ambiguous way
(DLT 84, facsimile 26) is perhaps most enigmatic. In fact, Ka$gari’s most
examples are y- forms and g does not appear in Middle Kipchak at all. An
especially difficult problem is whether OT -d-, -d has really shifted to -z,-z
or -3, -0, as Kasgari reported. If it had changed, the further change into -y-,
-y could not have been possible, since the change z > y is hardly possible.
However, since some documents evidence the change to -z,-z or -3-, -4, it is
reasonable to assume this change only in some minor variants of Kipchak,
which later adopted -y-, -y of the major variant. At the same time one has
to reckon with the influence of the literary tradition Karakhanid in which
this shift is well known and established.

Some problems have already been solved by Grgnbech. On the basis of
such double notations in Codex Cumanicus as esit- ~ isit- ‘to hear’ and ber-
~ bir- ‘to give’, he came to the conclusion (Grgnbech 1942: 7, 12) that the
OT close e was in Kuman retained, although he did not distinguish it from
the open d. Grenbech (1942: 20). also claimed that vowel length was pre-
served, though it was not reflected in his transcription, either. At this point
one has to note that some authors (e.g. Zajaczkowski, Oztopgu) consistent-
ly distinguished e from @, whereas others did not (e.g. Atalay, Ozyetgin).
However, while Grenbech’s rendering of the close e with e is correct and
acceptable, the rendering of close e with the letter i, as in Toparl’s studies,
is wrong. As for vowel length, there are only scarce indications to this, e.g.
beys ‘five’ in Qav. (73b, Toparli, Gogenli, Yanik 1999). However, there are
no sufficient grounds in our opinion to postulate the existence of vowel

length in OK and, therefore, we do not use this feature.
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Grgnbech (1942: 9) also observed such variants as tay ~ tay ‘mountain’
and teg- ~ tey- ‘to reach, to attain’, ipek ~ yibek ‘silk’, sucul- ~ Cudul- ‘to
undress’.

3. Reconstruction

The reconstruction of lexicon, with a few exceptions like personal pro-
nouns, should be directed to non-basic lexicon, since basic vocabulary is in
most cases identical in common OId Turkic languages, except for Old Bul-
gar or Old West Turkic, e.g. OT tiz ‘knee’, but WOT *tir. It is especially evi-
dent when we consider monosyllabic verbs which are identical, e.g. al- ‘to
take’, 6l- ‘to die’, qal- “to stay’, ye- ‘to eat’, or which differ only phonetically,
e.g. OK bar- ‘to go’ and Old Turkish var- ~ bar-; OK keét- ‘to go (away)’ and
Old Turkish git-.

It seems reasonable to reconstruct such words of the basic lexicon as
personal pronouns, e.g. men ~ mén ‘I’ and reflexive pronouns, e.g. kensi ‘-
self’.

Naturally, when sifting the words to reconstruct, one has to consider if
a given word can be distinctive from its equivalents in other languages.
From Brands’s (1973: 16) true Turkic words, the following are diagnostic,
bol- ‘to be, to become’, iyac ‘tree’, kiiz ‘autumn’, su(b/v) ‘water’, tay ‘moun-
tain’ and yildiz ‘star’.

It should be stressed that some words may be unknown in SW Turkic
because of insufficient documentation. Some words' which seem to be ab-
sent from Turkish and the other SW languages could once have been used,
as we see from historical and dialect dictionaries and some petrified say-
ings, e.g. bet ‘face’, for the SW rests see ED 296, ESTJa I 121-122, or érin
‘lip’ (ED 223-233, ESTJa I 292-293).
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3.1. Basic lexicon

There are a few lists of basic vocabulary, Swadesh’s lists of 100 words
(Swadesh 1972: 283), Yakhontov’s list of 35 words based on Swadesh’s
207, and Holman et alii’s list (2008: 351) based on Swadesh’s 100 list with
40 asterisked highly frequent words. Yakhontov 35 and Holman 40 lists
are similar. As said above, most basic words are distinguished phonetically,

only some items differ lexically.
The following words on Holman’s list are distinctive from Old Oghuz

and, therefore, diagnostic for Late Old Kipchak:

‘two’ 00 *iki : OK *eki> eki ~ eki

‘T 00 *ben : OK *men

‘water’ OO *su : OK *suv

diver’ OO *bayir : OK *bawir > bawir, bawur

‘eye’ 00 *goz : OK *koz

‘hand’ OO *el : OK *qol

‘hear’ OO *isit- : OK *eSit-

‘tree’ OO *ayaé : OK *ayal > aya¢, aya$, but also *terek, the basic word in

some modern SW languages, e.g. CTat.

“fish’ OO *baliq : OK *baliq, but&‘\small fish’ OO *¢apaq : OK *¢abaq
‘name’ OO0 *at : OK *at ’

‘stone’ OO *das : OK *tas

‘breasts’ 00 *gogiis : OK *kogiiz, but also kékrek and OO *d63 : OK *t6§;
‘tooth’ OO *di§ : OK *ti§

‘bone’ OO *siinek; *kemik : OK *siiniik, siiviik, siigek, siiyek, siivek
‘tongue’ OO *dil : OK *til

‘skin’ OO *deri : OK *teri

‘night’ 00 *g&ge : OK *kede; OO *diin : OK *tiin

‘horn’ OO *boynuz : OK *miiyiiz, miigiiz

‘knee’ OO0 *diz : OK *tiz > tiz, tize

‘nose’ 00 *burun : OK *murun

“full’ 0O *ddlu : OK *tolu
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‘come’ 00 *gel- : OK *kel-

‘star’ OO *yildiz : OK *yulduz > yulduz, gulduz

‘mountain’ OO *day : OK *taw

‘fire’ OO *ot : OK *ot

‘see’ 00 *gor- : OK *kor-

‘new’ 00 *yeni > yeni, yeni, OK *yani, yana > yana, gana
‘dog’ OO *kébek, *it : OK *it

‘sun’ OO *giin, giines : OK *kiin.

There are 10 words on Yakhontov’s list that are not on Holman’s list, but

they are not diagnostic.
3.2, Non-basic lexicon

The list of non-basic lexis to reconstruct is quite long. In this article, a few
examples show the words characteristic of Kipchak. The list can be com-
posed of such words as verbs, e.g. *aSa- ‘to eat’, *oz- ‘to outstrip’, *yané- ‘to
break’, *yomdar- ‘to collect’; nouns, e.g. *bor ‘wine’, *kindik ‘navel’, *tiltay
‘cause, reason’; adjectives (often used also as nouns), e.g. *kéni ‘straight;
upright’; and interrogative pronouns, e.g. *nek ‘why’.

*a$a- ‘to eat’, used side by side with *ye- in OT and OU, then in all
middle Turkic languages and modern language groups (ED 256); CC asa-
(G 44), Mag. 45a asayil ‘kul’ where it is said to be used beside ye- (Toparli,
Cogenli, Yanik 2000: 62); this is clearly a derivative from a$ ‘food’; this
word was seemingly little used in MK period, but spread in modern lan-
guages, though the east sub-group of Kipchak languages (Kazakh, Kara-
kalpak, Kirghiz) normally use $e-, and asa-, ada- has a specific meaning (to
eat piece by piece); Noghay asa- is a later Crimean Tatar of Tatar loanword,
since the word for food in Noghay is as (NRS 49, 54);

*bor ‘wine’; it is a Middle Persian loanword in OT (ED 354); in later
periods it was used in Karakhanid and MK, i.e. CC (G 65), idrH 8 ‘siici,
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sarap’, Mag. 17a bor ‘al-hamr’ (Toparh, Cogenli, Yanik 2000: 21); among
the modern languages, it survives in Kar. in the derived forms borla and
borlaliq ‘1. grapevine. 2. vineyard’ (KRPS 131, AJ 91);

*kindik ‘navel’; it exists in all modern Turkic language groups except
SW, and is attested since OT (ED 729); Clauson argues that kindik is an ab-
stract noun from kin ‘musk’; at the same time, Clauson shows the other
term for ‘navel’ kobek and calls it “a purely Western (?Oguz) word, not
noted before XIII, but prob. older” (ED 688); outside SW, Clauson evidenc-
es kobek only from Chaghatay; ESTJa (IIl 52) also evidences the word
go:bek from some modern NW languages such as Crimean Tatar and Cri-

'mean Karaim (where they are certainly Turkish loanwords) and a Tatar

dialect, but more significantly, from a range of Mamluk Kipchak languages,
i.e. Mag. kobek, though without any indication that this is a Trkm. equiva-
lent of Kipchak kindik (wrong vocalisation kandk), see in 22a (Toparli,
Cogenli, Yanik 2000: 28);

*koni ‘straight; upright’, attested in OU (ED 726) and in many Middle
Turkic languages; in MK, koni, kénii is attested in CC (G 151), Giil. koni (B
296), Ir3. 44a koni (Toparh 1992: 171); according to Clauson, it is derived
from kon- (many meanings), similarly in ESTJa 11l 75; also attested in Ar-
meno-Kipchak k‘onu (Tryjarski 1968: 408) and Kar. koni kénii kénnii (KRPS
338, AJ 217);

*nek ‘why’, among MK languages, it is evidenced only in CC (G 171),
but there is also Armeno-Kipchak nék‘ (Tryjarski 1969: 547); then we have
evidence from CKar., TKar. (KRPS 419, 421, AJ 251) and Urum nek
(Garkavets 2000: 314); Grgnbech assumes the origin from ne + &k, but it
can be a syncopated form of neliik ‘why’, or nege ‘id’, as OT icegii ‘intestines,
entrails’ > ideg > icek.

*0z- ‘to outstrip, to surpass’, evidenced in OT and OU as well as in lat-
er historical languages; although Clauson says that this verb survives in all
modern language groups (ED 279), among the SW languages it was rec-
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orded only in dialect Turkish (DS IX 3305-3306) and Turkmen (TRS 484);

in contrast, 0z- is found in all modern Kipchak languages and many MK, i.e.

Bul. V (Zajaczkowski 1938: 63), CC (G 181), Giil. (B 334), 1dr. (0 591-
592), Ir8. 449a (T 439), Qav. 79b ozyil ‘isbaq’ or ‘usbuq’ (Toparly, Cogenli,
Yanik 1999: 89, 128 mistakenly read it iiz-; as is known, the verb iiz- does
not have such a meaning, it means ‘to tear, to pull to pieces’), Mag. 37a
‘usbuq’ (Toparl, Cégenli, Yanik 2000: 51, 131), Mun. O (114), Tuh. FZ
ozdi (139), Tuh. A mistakenly uzdi (38); since this monosyllabic verb must
be the root, the dictionaries do not seek etymology, only ESTJa (I 425)
provides a hypothetic Mongol parallel following Poppe;

*tiltay ~ tilday ‘cause, reason’, evidenced in OT, Karakhanid, but in
later periods only in Middle Kipchak (ED 494); the only evidence from MK
is Mag. 39b dildayil ‘ahtigg min al-ihtigag’ and dilday ‘al-hugga’ (Toparl,
Gogenli, Yanik 2000: 55, 102); quite interestingly, this word was replaced
with the reborrowing from Mongolian already in the 13th-14th centuries
in the forms $iltay > siltaw etc., e.g. CC siltov (G 228) and the verbs like
silta-, e.g. Tuh. 9b siltadi ‘tahaggaga’ (A 237, FZ 373); it is these forms that
are used in modern languages, e.g. TKar, HKar. siltav (KRPS 491-492),
CKar. siltiv (AJ 350), Kaz. siltav (KRS 750-751); as Clauson has shown,
tiltay ~ tilday is a derivative from tilta- ~ tilda- ‘to make excuses, to seek
pretexts’, though the principal meaning of tilda- should be ‘to use the
tongue’, for it is derived from &l ‘tongue’; if this etymology is correct, we
have to postulate the back variant *il for at least early Old Kipchak (see
3.1, above), as was the case with OT, OU and partly Karakhanid (ED 489);

*yanc- ‘to crush, to trample’, evidenced in OU andﬁ the subsequent his-
torical languages (ED 944); while in the SW languag‘e‘sV only some dialectal
forms are attested (for the forms and languages see ESTJa IV 184-185), the
NW languages use this verb more extensively; the verb yané- is attested in
the following MK documents, CC (G 113), Giil. ‘to bore, to pierce’ (B 430),
Tuh. 16a yansidi ‘darasa’ (A reads it yensidi 31, but in the index provides

- 282 -

Reconstruction of Old Kipchak

the back form yangt- 278; FZ 310 yensi-); it is an open question if this verb
is primary or derived with the suffix -¢&- as Ramstedt (1949: 11) argued, see
also Risdnen (1969: 185) and ESTJa IV 186; according to Ramstedt, the
OT form was jari- ~ jané-, similar to sari- ~ sanc-, but in fact it is not at-
tested as such and Risdnen’s examples, in particular Khakas nas-, point in
fact to *Jac- < *yanc-;

*yomdar- ‘to collect’; evidenced in Kharakhanid (ED 935), it is a rare,
scantily attested verb; among the MK languages, it is found in CC (G 126)
and in 16th-century TKar., copied 1686 (Jankowski 2014: 52); according
to Clauson, this verb is a causative form of yomit- ‘to come together, to as-
‘semble’, which is probably derived from an unattested *yom-, since yomyi
‘collected’ and there is also the passive form yomul- (Jankowski 2014: 52);
in fact, it is not needed to derive yomdar- from yomit-, for the sufix -DAr-
also exists, see Zajaczkowski (1932: 123-124) who among others discusses
the Karaim verb yomdar-.

There are also some hapax legomena, e.g. Calit ‘diligent’, oy ‘grey’, qar
‘defect’. Especially in Mag., there is a number of names of fruits and vege-
tables which do not occur in other document and languages, e.g. ¢omar

‘carrot’ or elestek ‘cucumber’.

4. Conclusion

Old Kipchak and Oghuz were certainly different, but similar languages.
Although both Middle Kipchak and Middle Oghuz languages are well doc-
umented, phonetic features are not well distinguishable in written sources.
Lexical reconstruction based on distinctive lexical units has a weakness, i.e.
lack of a word in either language may be caused by insufficient documen-
tation. The words pertaining to the basic lexicon mostly differ only phonet-

ically. Therefore, among such words as the numerals from ‘one’ to ‘five’
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and some higher, which are regarded as basic (Swadesh 1972: 183), there
are only phonetic differences, e.g. OK eki : 00 iki ‘two’, OK toquz : OO
dokuz ‘nine’. The same is true of personal pronouns. Lexical differences in
non-basic lexicon are observed in nouns, verbs, adjectives and pronouns, as
well as in all grammatical word classes, such as conjunctions, postpositions
and modal words.

To reconstruct a more extensive lexicon it is necessary to establish the
lexical inventory of both basic and non-basic words. Special attention
should be drawn to the words evidenced only in one document, e.g. oy
‘grey’.
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Abbreviations

Kipchak documents

Bul. N - Kitab bulgat al-mustaq fi lugat at-Turk wa al-Qif§aq, see Zajacz-
kowski 1938

Bul. V - Kitab bulgat al-mustaq fi lugat at-Turk wa al-Qif$dq, see Zajacz-
kowski

CC. - Codex Cumanicus, see Grgnbech 1942, abbreviated G

Dur. - Kitab al-durra al-mudiyya fi lugat at-turkiyya, see Toparh 2003

Giil. — Giilistan bi’t-Turki, see Bodrogligeti 1969, referred to as B; for
the facsimile see Uzluk 1954

Idr. - Abi Hayyan’s Kitab al-idrak li lisan al-Atrak, referred to as (o}

Idr. H — words on the margins of Al-idrak excerpted by Rifat Kilisli,
glossed and published by izbudak, see izbudak 1936

Ilm. — Kitab fi ‘ilm an-nussab, see Oztopgu 2002

Ir§. — Ir¥ad al-mulitk wa as-saldtin, see Toparli 1992

Mag. — Kitab magmil‘ tarfumadn turki, ‘agami wa mugadli, see Toparli,
Cogenli, Yanik 2000

‘Mun. O — Munyat al-guzat, Oztopcu 1989

Qav. — Al-gawanin al-kulliyya li-dabt al-luga at-turkiyya, see Toparly,
Gogenli, Yanik 1999

Tuh. A — At-tuhfa az-zakiyya fi lugat at-turkiyya, see Atalay 1945

Tuh. FZ — At-twhfa az-zakiyya fi lugat at-turkiyya, see Fazylov, Zijaeva
1978

Other abbreviations

AJ - Aqtay, Jankowski 2015
CKar. — Crimean Karaim

DLT - Dankoff, Kelly 1982-1985
DS - Derleme Sozliigii 1963-1979
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ED - Clauson 1972

ESTJa - Sevortjan et al. 1974-2003
HKar. - Halicz Karaim

Kaz. — Kazakh

KRPS - Baskakov, Zajon¢kovskij, Sap3al 1974
KRS - Syzdykova, Xusain 2001

MK - Middle Kipchak

NRS - Baskakov 1963

NW North-West

OK - Old Kipchak

00 - 0ld Oghuz

OT - Old Turkic

OU - Old Uyghur

SW South-West

TKar. — Troki Karaim

Trkm. - Turkmen

TRS - Baskakov, Xamzaev 1956

TS = Tarama Sézliigii 1963-1972
WOT - West Old Turkic
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ABSTRACT

This paper attempts to work out some principles of the establishment of
those Old Kipchak words which are distinctive from other Old Turkic
languages. Old Kipchak is a language that was spoken in two periods, one
Early Old Kipchak from the late-8th century when it first appeared to the
mid-11th century, the other Late Old Kipchak from the second half of the
11th century to the Mongol invasion in the 1230s. There is only scanty
documentation of Old Kipchak from its late period by Mahmiid al-Ka$gari,
often ambiguous, the remaining being single glosses in Old Russian, Arabic
and other documents. Phonological criteria are of limited applicability
because of the weakness of the phonetic value of written texts. Despite
these limitations, there is some lexical material with which we can start
the reconstruction. The reconstructed lexicon should include both basic
and non-basic lexicon. Since common OId Turkic languages, expect for Old
Bulgar, were similar, basic lexicon will be similar to East Old Turkic,
which is well documented. Non-basic lexicon is composed of those lexical
units which are different from the most similar Old Oghuz and those which
are similar or identical. This paper focuses on the words which are
unknown in Oghuz languages. One can assume that the difference has
arisen by either real lack of the selected words in one group of languages
or their disappearance from use.
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