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ON THE RENEWAL AND REINTERPRETATION 

OF "INSTRUMENTAL" GERUNDS IN TURKIC 


by 

Lars Johanson 

Mainz 

(B) and (BAn) 

Most Turkic languages possess a "gerund"' based on a suffix (B), an 
element consisting minimally of a labial consonant2. (B) has been etymologi- 
zed in various ways3; and we shall refrain from adding new proposals here4. 
In some Turkic texts and dialects, (B) may be followed by an element (An). 
Scholars have left no conceivable etymological explanation untried for this 
item either: it has been considered an allative5, an instrumental6, a locative7 
suffix, etc. It is not even certain whether the forms of the type (B) + (An) are 
"enlarged varieties" of (B) or represent an earlier stage of development than 

A verbal adverb, for which also the term "converb" is employed in the Turcological 
literature. 

Angular brackets of the ( ) are used here to mark interlingual units, comprising forms from 
different Turkic languages of various stages of development on the basis of etymological identity. 
The morphophonemic variation of (B), inter alia, the possible presence of a "buffer consonant" 
[y], the quality of the vowel preceding the consonant in some allomorphs, and the phonetic shape 
of the labial element itself--e.g., [p], [b], [b], [PI etc.-will not be discussed here, since this variation 
does not seem to have any bearing on our subject. There is, e.g., no evidence whatsoever for an 
Old Turkic fortis-lenis distinction -p (gerund): -b (participle) as supposed by 0. Pritsak (1961). 

It has, inter alia, been compared to Tungusic 9,-pi, Finno-Ugric -pa, -pa (K.H. Menges 1968, 
136; M.  Rasanen 1957, 191). B.A. Serebrennikov explains it as a relic of an old comitative- 
instrumental case in -p, -b (to which he even assigns the Chuvash instrumental {bA); 1964, 133 sq.). 
According to A.N. Kononov, it originates from an Altaic verb *b0- (cf. bo-1-1 "to become" (1965, 
1 lo), according to P.I. Kuznecov, from the Turkic verb ba-n- "to bind to oneself' (1983, 60). 

-yub, appearing as an allomorph in Old Ottoman, might represent an early shape of the 
suffix, maybe a contraction product of *-yzi + B... (cf. Mongolian *-ju (-ju bai-, etc.), just as the 
aorist -yzir may go back to *-yli + ar... (L. Johanson 1976). If *[ba:Sla:yu:\] is older than [baslab] 
(cf. *[ba:Sla:yu:r] > [baSlar]), there may have been a similar development with consonant stems, 
i.e., *eP-yzi a r  ... )) [alur] and *eP-yzi B... )) [alub]. The development must then have gone faster 
with (B) than with the aorist, since Orkhon Turkic, as a matter of fact, shows no non-contracted 
forms, no clear traces of *-yzi, no signs of an original labial vowel. Early Old Ottoman, on the 
other hand, shows predominantly {(y)UB} (see G .  Doerfer 1985, 33 sqq.). 

See, e.g., W. Bang 1917, 48. 
See, e.g., G.J. Ramstedt 1952, 132 (considering also an "instructive" origin), A. Caferoglu 

1970, 138, A.M. SEerbak 1962, 173 sq., I.N. ServaSidze 1986, 90. 
See D. Sinor 1944. 
See A.v. Gabain 1950, 120 sq., T. Tekin 1968, 183. 
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the simpler form9. Most of these problems seem unsolvable without thorough 
investigations into the syntactic use of the items involved. Thus, the following 
considerations are not meant as a further contribution to the etymological 
segmentation of suffix elements but rather as a reexamination of some 
functional conditions for the use of the gerund types in question. 

The distributional situation appears to be essential: whereas (B) is common 
and very frequent in older and newer languages, (BAn) plays a rather weak 
r6le in the history of Turkic. It is found in Runic Turkicl0, in the so-called 
"N-dialect" of Uighur , seldom in Qarakhanid and Khwarazmian Turkic 2 ,  

more frequently in older Ottoman, although only in poetry 3 .  Thus, from the 
very beginning of the morphological history known to us, (BAn) seems to be 
a unit in retreat. About its use in spoken Turkic almost nothing is known; 
and, in the literary languages, it is obviously fading away rather early14. A 
remarkable exception is Azeri 'S ,  where (BAn) still exists as an archaic feature 

A development from *-yiban might be plausible, if, e.g., the nasal loss is seen as parallel to 
such cases as Proto-Turkic *b$an = Mongolian minggan); cf. the archaic variant in -a in the 
earliest Uighur inscription (Sine-usu N 6, E 11) bl@a [b'iqa]; see G.J. Ramstedt 1918, 45. 

As for the vowel preceding the labial consonant, however, the earliest form known is [XI and 
not [U]. Contrary to A.N. Kononovs statement (1965, lot), labial vowels are not predominant in 
the Runic Turkic forms. In the book of divination called "Irq Bitig" (H.N. Orkun, 1938, 73 sqq.), 
there is no sign of a labial vowel, if the vowel of the preceding syllable is nonlabial. Even in Old 
Ottoman, {IbAn) seems to be older than {UbAn) (G. Doerfer 1985, 33 sqq.). Cf., however, 
Qarakhanid notations like (K 60) b'rw"b'n0 [baruban]. A.N. Kononov's alleged variant "-aban" 
(1965, 102) is simply the regular (BAn) form of bulna- "to capture". As for a "buffer consonant" 
[y], there is no trace of it in Old Turkic. A.N. Kononov (1965, 101 sq.) claims that {(y)XbAn) (e.g., 
the varlant "dii-j-"ban" ' ' c ~ a s a ~ " )  occurs in Mahmud al-KiSyari, but, in reality, we find forms 
such as (K 161) y"k\'b'n0 [yiiksaban] and (K 547) tbn [teban]. 

l o  Infrequently; with predominance over (B) only in Irq Bitig. 
l 1  K.H. Menges (1968, 135): "the older layer of Ujyur with n < ti, but otherwise rare in 

Ujyur". For this dialect of the Manichaean texts see A. v. Gabain 1950, 5. G .  Clauson qualified it 
as "Tiirkii written in a non-Runic alphabet" (1972, xiv). 

l 2  M. Mansuroglu 1959, 105; J. Eckmann 1966, 149: "occurs only in poetry for metrical 
convenience" ("zur Versfiillung"; 1959, 128). 

l 3  G.  Doerfer 1985, 33. 
l 4  It is, however, also found in older documents in Tatar, Turkmen, etc. (A.N. Kononov 1965, 

102). For the older Turkmen literary language, see J. Benzing 1939, 41. M. Ergin claims that 
(BAn) was preserved in Ottoman very long ("Osmanllcanln son devirlerine kadar kullanllml~tlr"; 
1962, 326). 

l 5  As a matter of fact, it might be preserved also in Yakut, where the functional equivalent of 
(B) is the so-called gerund of "anteriority" in {(A)n}. The derivation of this gerund from "das alte 
Nomen perfecti auf -*yanH (N. Poppe, 1959, 682) is unsatisfactory because it presupposes -an 
untypical word class shift. If {(A)n) originates from the Mongolian gerund in -n, the suffix could 
only have been falsely detached from forms of verbs ending in - A  (e.g. ire-n). It may also have 
some connection with the Old Turkic gerund {(y)Xn), which, however, is provided with a "buffer 
consonant" [y]. {(A)n) might as well be the product of an intervocalic labial consonant loss, which 
is quite normal in Yakut: e.g. *[VbAn] > [A:n] (dialects) > [An]. C. Brockelmann considered -an 
< -?an etc. to be identical with (An) in (B) + (An) (1916, 199). We think, however, that Yakut 
{(A)n} may be etymologically identical with the entire form (BAn). 
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in dialectsI6 and has, moreover, been widely used in the literary language 
-also in prose-until the beginning of our centuryI7. 

The rather limited productivity of (BAn) may tell us something about the 
relative age of this morphological category: it is not likely to be a recent type. 
But is there a functional difference between (B) and (BAn)? The answers to 
this question have generally been negative. Thus, A.N. Kononov considers 
(B) and (BAn) grammatical synonyms or almost doublet^'^. On the other 
hand, some Turcologists, including several native speakers of Turkic langua- 
ges, tend to discern differences in meaning19. The most important statement 
on the subject has, in our view, been made by A. Caferoglu (1958). This 
Turkish scholar of Azerbaijan extraction, whose competence in both Azeri (his 
mother tongue) and Turkish is beyond all doubt, asserts that the use of 
(BAn) in literary Azeri is very similar to the use of the Turkish {(y)ArAk) 
gerundz0. For several independent reasons, we are inclined to consider this 
weighty testimony2' the most promising point of departure for a functional 
analysis of a possible opposition (BAn) : (B). 

Qualities of (B) 

Like all Turkic gerundial suffixes22, (B) is a conjunctor, i.e., one of the 
possible predicators of nonfinite propositions, comparable to conjunctions in 
languages of other types. It conjoins hypotactically the segment based on it 
with a superordinate segment at some functional level of the sentence. In spite 
of various language-specific differences, the particular and typical task of (B) 
is to duplicate the function of the superordinate segment (signalling that it 

l 6  The form has a broad distribution, especially in Guba and the northern dialects (M. 3. 
Siraliev 1960, 98). 

l 7  A. Caferoglu (1958). 
l 8  "/ .../ rpaMMaTuqecKue CUHOHUMU, B PyHuqecKux T ~ K C T ~ X )  nopom ( ~ a n p u ~ e p ,  npu6nuxa-

mmuecx K n y 6 n e ~ a ~ "(1965, 106; cf. also 1980, 130). The author supports this statement with 
references to W. Radloff, V. Thomsen, P.M. Melioranskij, K.H. Menges, S.E. Malov, A. von 
Gabain, and H. Mirzazada. 

l 9  E.g., S. Cagatay ascribes a final, purposive meaning to the Old Ottoman (BAn) form (1947, 
31). 0 .  Pritsak suggests that Old Turkic (B) is a "Converbium Perfecti" and (BAn) a 
"Converbium Plusquamperfecti" (1963,44). V.M. Nasilov considers (BAn) to express a preceding 
action ("npenmecr~ymuee neiic~sue") in the Orkhon-Yeniseian documents (1963, 50 sq.). 

2 0  This affinity is clearly exaggerated in M. Ergin's grammar, where the two suffixes are 
characterized as functionally identical ("farks~z"; 1962, 327). 

2 1  I had the privilege of discussing this and similar functional problems with Prof. Caferoglu 
during a visit to Istanbul in 1968, and want to take this opportunity, more than a decade after his 
untimely death, to express my reverence for this remarkable scholar. 

2 2  These may be simple, consisting of one suffix morpheme, or complex, containing more (even 
free) morphemes. 
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functions at the same level of surface structure hierarch^)^^. This conjoining 
function resembles, in spite of the hypotactical form, that of some coordinative 
devices in other languages. Since (B) conveys no additional semantic idea 
(temporality, causality, instrumentality, conditionality, etc.) in a systematic 
way, it is often considered a conjunctor with rather "vague" functions. 

Although other qualities of (B) may vary, it generally displays a meaning 
of "totality" or "terminality" derived from aspectual values established in its 
opposition to intraterminal gerunds, normally (A)24. Since "terminal" items 
easily lend themselves to interpretations in terms of sequence, (B) is often 
used as a "plot-advancing" form, whereas the intraterminal (A) is not; i.e., 
the opposition may be interpreted in terms of temporal succession vs. overlap- 
ping. 

Inherence 

The Turkish {(y)ArAk) gerund, probably consisting of (A) with the 
addition of the comparative and modifying suffix (rAk), has taken over the 
intraterminal functions from the old (A) gerund, including various contex- 
tually and situationally conditioned shades of meaning. The latter are compa- 
rable to the interpretative possibilities offered by corresponding finite verb 
forms of an intraterminal aspect (Turkish {(I)yordu}, French imparfait, e t ~ . ) ~ ~ .  
In a similar way, the segment based upon (ArAk) can often be interpreted in 
terms of inherence, temporal inclusion, logical implication, instrumentality, 
causality, specification, explicative comment, concomitance, accessory circum- 
stances, etc. The particular relation may be rendered by such adverbial 
expressions as "thus", "and so", "therefore", "in this manner", "thereby", 
"therewith", "hence", "consequently", "that is", "moreover", "in other 
words", etc. 

This is one of the typical features of (ArAk) as opposed to (B) in 
Turkishz6: a function clearly connected with intraterminality, as the 
"comment" in question also interrupts the (iconic) linear successivity suggested 
by "terminal" forms. This intraterminal linkage will be referred to here as 
"inherence". 

23 Thus (B) forms can generally be interpreted "as t hough  they carried the same prefinal and 
final suffixes as the predicate nucleus of the super-ordinate segment; see k . ~ .  Csato & L. Johanson 
(forthcoming). 

24 I.e., the simple gerund with final vowel: {(y)A); {(y)U}, etc. 
2 5  See L. Johanson 1971, 255 sqq., W. Pollak 1960, etc. 
" See L. Johanson 1971, 68 sq. and 261; 1975, 113 sqq. Cf. H.J. Kissling 1961. 
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Adherence 

(BAn) forms show no traces of an intraterminal function, but generally 
suggest the linear successivity typical of terminal forms. Still there is an 
additional shade of meaning, a linkage similar to the one just discussed: a 
relation interpretable in terms of instrumentality, implication, corollary, expla- 
natory comments, prospective causal relations (cause, reason, source, condi- 
tion, etc., vs. consequence, result, effect, goal, e t ~ . ~ ' ) .  Consequently, the 
linkage in question can be translated as "thus", "so", "in this way (state, 
quality, manner, etc.)", "thereby", etc. These shades of meaning, which might 
well emanate from an originally instrumental function (v. infra), are close to 
the functions of (ArAk), which explains the fact that Turkish (ArAk) forms 
turn out to be the best translation equivalents of Azeri (BAn) gerunds. Since, 
however, there is no intraterminal meaning involved, we shall refer to this kind 
of linkage as "adherence" (to distinguish it from the intraterminally motivated 
"inherence"). 

Texts generally verify the assumption of an adherential linkage-transla- 
table by interpolating "[and] in this way" (state, quality, etc.), "[and] so (thus, 
thereby, etc.)"-between the contents of (BAn) clauses and the super-ordi- 
nate items: e.g., Azeri Bu xangari saniy sinaya basuban bu xarabalarin 
arasinda garyalardan otru sani ta'am go,vagajlam. "I will stab this dagger into 
your breast and [thus] leave you among these ruins as a prey to the crows"28. 
Since (BAn) and (ArAk) have a component of "herence" in common, the 
adherential form (bas-uban) is rendered into Turkish most adequately by an 
inherential (ArAk) form (+ sok-arak). Adherence might occasionally be 
possible as an accessory interpretation also for uses of the simple (B) 29, but it 
is obvious that only (BAn) conveys this idea explicitly and systematically. 

(BAn) in Old Turkic 

Functions change permanently. It appears, however, that an adherential 
meaning is discernible already in the use of (BAn) in older Turkic. Thus, 
almost all instances of (BAn) in Orkhon texts30 clearly suggest adherential 
interpretations, e.g. (BQ E 3, KT E 1) wllrlpnl t2wr2q2 b'wdlnl% i12in2 
t2r2ws2in2 tlwtla b2ir2ms2 it2i b2ir2ms2 "they took their seat [on the throne] 
and [so, thereby, in this state] took control of the realm and the [unwritten] 

l 7  The antecedent proposition based upon (BAn) may be thought of as the source from which 
the consequent proposition proceeds. 

2 8  See A. Caferoglu 1958 for this and other examples from older and more recent Azeri texts. 
The example cited has been chosen from a novel published in 191 1 in Baku. 

29 This is often the case in languages without a special item expressing "herence" as opposed to 
(B). 

30 The same transliteration systems are used in this article as in L. Johanson 1979 
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law of the Turkic people"; (BQ E 5) b l w G a  blwd'n l  k212pn2 s'ig1t'ams2 
y1wg'l 'ams2 "so many people came, and [so] mourned and celebrated the 
funeral feast"; (BQ E 26 sq.): s2w@g2 b ' t l m i  k ' r ' ig l  s2wk2pn2 /.../ ylw[rlip] 
/.../ b ' s ' d 'm  "I forced my way through the lancedeep snow and [so, thereby] 
marched /.../ and attacked I . . . / " ;(KT E 7 sq.): /.../ t 'b 'glE at'in2 t 'wt lpnl  
t lb 'g 'E k ' g ' n ' k ' a  k2wr2ms2,  12g2 y2il' is2g2 k2wEg2 b2ir2ms2 "[they] received 
Chinese titles and [thus, so, in this quality] obeyed the Chinese emperor and 
served him for 50 years". 

It is not astonishing that Old Turkic (BAn) forms generally must be 
translated by (ArAk) into Turkish. The cases just cited are, e.g., translated by 
H.N. Orkun as "oturarak" (1936, 29), "bunca milletler gelerek" (p. 31), "kan 
sokerek" (p. 51), and "Cince adlarini alarak" (p. 32). The same situation holds 
in "Irq Bitig" l .  Even a good translator's choice of equivalents in individual 
cases is, however, certainly no reliable test instrument, since he is, of course, 
also free to refrain from expressing the additional idea of adherence. In the 
following sentences, H.N. Orkun prefers the unmarked expressions "asker 
sevk edip" (1936, 29) and "yiiruyup" (1936, 66), though the original has 
adherential forms: (KT E 2) s2 w s2 w12pn2 t2wr2t2 b1  wl'@dlkl i b1  wdln'g '  
k l w p  11ms2 k 'wp  b l z  q111ms2 "they campaigned and [so, thereby, in this way] 
conquered and pacified all peoples in every direction"; (BQ E 37) s212n^ga 
q l w d l i  y 'wrlpnl  /.../ b 'wzd lm  "I advanced down the Selenga and [thus, so, 
thereby] destroyed /. ../". 

The same holds true for a case in which (B) and (BAn) might seem to be 
used without any difference: (KT E 23) y ' r 'q ' l lg l  qln^dnl k212p y lKja  12t2d2i 
s2wn^gg212g2 qln^dn k212pn2 s2wr2a 12t2d2i "Whence came the man in armour 
and put you to flight? Whence came the lancer and [thus, thereby] drove you 
away?" Also here it is of course possible to leave the functional difference 
unexpressed and to translate, indiscriminately, both cases as, e.g., "nereden 
gelip" (H.N. Orkun 1936, 40). This example does not, however, in any way 
prove that (B) and (BAn) are doublet^"^^. 

In the following literary languages, such as Qarakhanid, we find many 
similar examples, e.g. in Mahmiid al-KSSyari (K 369) s'nO k'l 'b'nO t'bor's'w"rO 
"you come and [thereby, therewith] he moves". The adherence can often be 
interpreted almost as a relation of cause and effect: the superordinate segment 
appears to express the consequences which follow as a result of the event 
reported in the gerundial segment. V.M. Nasilov seems to be the only 
Turcologist to have noticed that, in (what he calls) Uighur and "Chaghatay" 

3 '  E.g., H.N. Orkun 1938, 84: "t.bl?gn terisi o n i i ~ ~ p n  yiigiirii b'rmlg" "tavvan derisi ylrtllarak 
ka~ml$"' Of all the (BAn) forms, only a couple are rendered by Turkish {(y)Ip) in Orkun's 
translation. 

3 2  Cf. A.N. Kononov 1980, 130. 
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texts, (BAn) also signals a resultative-consecutive linkage between the events 
expressed by the gerund clause and the following clause. At the same time, 
however, Nasilov is fully conscious of the fact that this linkage is of a rather 
general nature and cannot be deJned as a causal relation33. 

Instrumentality 

It is, as we have seen, often possible to paraphrase the "adherence" by using 
instrumental conjunctors or adverbials of manner and means: "thus (in this 
way, manner)", "thereby", "so (in this state, condition, etc.)". From a 
functional point of view, (BAn) might well be of instrumental nature or 
origin, though it is impossible to establish the morphological connection with 
certainty. (BAn) segments may originally have been instrumental sentence 
adverbials provided with a morphologically complex c o n j ~ n c t o r ~ ~ .  A. Cafer-
oglu even considers kalipan interpretable as "gelmekle", I.N. Serva~idze as 
"npkixono~, c npkixono~" (1986, 90). The Old Turkic instrumental case in 
{(X)n} is said to have, inter alia, instrumental, comitative, temporal func- 
tions3'; it might rather, as the correspondent elements in some other Turkic 
languages, e.g., Chuvash, merit the more general designation casus r n o d a l i ~ ~ ~ .  

This situation is reminiscent of the circumstantial r6le of "instrument" in 
many other languages. A particularly interesting parallel is the instrumental 
component in "absolute" (participial and gerundial) constructions of Latin: 
the ablativus absolutus, (basically an instrumental use of the ablative: natura 
docente "[by] nature [as] teaching") and instrumentally used ablative gerunds 
(docendo "by tea~hing")~' .  AS the development of these absolute constructions 
shows, the use of an instrumental item can, in course of time, be broadened to 
imply also other, e.g., temporal, relations. 

If (An) is a vestige of the instrumental, it is not surprising that (BAn), as 
already stated, is in retreat very early. It is a well-known fact that the Old 
Turkic instrumental in {(X)n) already ceases to be productive in U i g h ~ r ~ ~ .  

3 3  "/ .../ BblpamaeT Tame nef ic~~ue,  C B R ~ ~ H Oc KOTOPOM nocnenymuee nefic~sue KaK ero 
pe3yJIbTaT U CneACTBUe. O A U ~ K O  C B I I ~ U "  (1963,Henb3R B naHHOM CJIyYae rOBOpUTb 0 I I ~ U Y U H H O ~ ~  

51). 
34 The segmentation is in any case problematic: {BA) + {n) or {B) + {An)? 
3 5  This holds true also for a number of other instrumental gerunds in Turkic languages. G.L. 

Lewis observes that the Ottoman form {mAgIn) can be translated in different ways, e.g., olmayLn is 
"by,  because of, with, when being", etc. (1967, 173). Cf. also Uzbek gerundial expressions with 
verbal nouns + [b'lzn] "by, with", used also as temporal adjuncts: u meni koriii bilan. .. "as he saw 
me ..." (A.N. Kononov 1960, 300). 

36 See J. Benzing 1942. 
3 7  The ablative-functionally complex with several other uses-is the instrumental case of Latin 

(ablative of manner and means, or "instrumental ablative"). 
3 8  At later stages, only non-paradigmatic, "fossilized" instrumental forms of a limited number 

of words occur ("adverbial relics": K.H. Menges 1968, 110). 
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(BAnIn) and its instrumental uses 

Fairly early-already in Irq Bitig-gerundial forms of the structure 
(B) + (An) + (In) are also found. (In) has been analysed as an instrumen- 
ta139, an adessive40, and a genitive4' suffix. The uses of (BAnIn) are 
obviously "instrumental" in the sense of (BAn). In Irq Bitig we read: (IrqB 
35) quyu qu i  qanati'ya urupaniiz qaliyu bari'pan ogiya qayi'ya tagiirmii "The 
swan put [him] on his wings and [so] rose in the air and [so] brought him to his 
parents"42. In A. von Le Coq's Manichaean texts: (M 11143) tngri yirin[ta]n 
inipanin tyai t[ngrig] kliirdi. tyai tngr[i] kalipanin tamuluy iiziitiimiizni 
tarqarti' "Bei seinem Herabkommen vom Gotterhimmel den Gott Tyai fiihrte 
er mit sich. Durch das Kommen des Gottes Tyai entfernte er unsere Hollen- 
seelen". 

Among the Uighur sentences commented on by P. Schulz (1978, 155f.44) in 
his interesting study on verbal nouns and gerunds used as adverbial adjuncts 
in Old Turkic, we find (Maitr.45) /.../ burxan /.../ saqiittlarin uqupaniit 
toyiizlaray oqqanin inEa tep yarliqadi "1..  ./ Buddha understood their thoughts 
/.../ and [thus] summoned the monks and [so] deigned to say". From A. von 
Le Coq's Manichaean texts we find: (M 1146) tetrii satliy qurtya yak kalipanin 
tanmij: oziitlarig tutupanin tiinarig tamuqa tartar "an old female demon with 
dishevelled hair comes and [thus] seizes the souls who have denied and [so] 
pulls them into the dark hellu4'; (M 11148) / . . . I  korkiiyiizni koriipanin biz 
qop ogriintliig boltumuz, "we have seen your shape and [thus, therefore] 
become very joyful". 

P. Schulz regards the first two (BAnIn) clauses as temporal adjuncts49, and 
the third clause as a causal one. In these as well as other cases, adherential 
interpretations seem preferable-and the Turkish (ArAk) most appropriate as 
translation equivalent-, which, as we have already pointed out, does not 
exclude accessory shades of meaning (causal, temporal, etc.) according to 
context and situation 

3 9  W. Bang 1923, 131; T. Banguoglu 1938, 130. 
40 Because of its variants ending in -g, {XbAnUq) etc. C. Brockelmann 1916, 199; cf. W. Bang 

1917, 51. 
4 1  According to J. Deny, (BAnIn) consists of (B) + genitive of the pronoun 01 (attached to 

the gerund "pour plus de precision"; 1953, 126). 
4 2  For the translation, cf. P. Schulz 1978, 154 and 213. 
43  A. von Le Coq 1922, 35; transcription and translation preserved. 
44 The examples are cited after P. Schulz; the translations are ours. 
4 5  See A. von Gabain 1957 (23 r. 11-14). 
46 See von Le Coq 1919, 12 sq. 
47  Cf., however, A. von Gabain's interpretation {pAn) + possessive sufix {i) + accusative 

suffix {n) (1950, Nachtrage). The syntactic argumentation for this is not convincing. 
48  See von Le Coq 1922, 28. 
49 He renders them by the German conjunction (and anteriority marker) "nachdem". 
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It is indeed not easy to decide whether (BAnIn) is an old formation or a 
new one, if it is analysable as (BAn) + (In) or (B) + (AnIn), etc. There are 
at least four conceivable etymological possibilities. 

1. (BAnIn) is an instrumental renewal of (BAn) by means of (In). 
2. (BAnIn) is an old instrumental form which has been morphologically 

simplified, La., into (BAn). 
3. (An) in (BAn) has been replaced (and its instrumentality corroborated) 

by the pronominal form anik, formally attached to (B). 
There is also an alternative "contaminational" solution: one of the first two 

possibilities (1-2) is valid, and the pronominal anin (3) still plays a part, viz., as 
a means of reinterpretation. 

Pronominal renewal or reinterpretation 

A comment on the third possibility may be necessary. After the Old Turkic 
instrumental in {(X)n} had ceased to be productive, the pronominal form anih 
"therefore, thereby, therewith, thus" still existed as a rather frequent adverbs0. 
In the strict sense, the synchronic connection with the instrumental paradigm 
had broken down, the relationship was purely historical. Nevertheless, the 
functional association may have been strong enough for a renewal or replace- 
ment of (An) by means of the old form anYn, which still displayed functions 
proper to a casus modalis ac formalis41. 

How is this replacement likely to have taken place? As is well known, forms 
occurring together frequently may be reinterpreted as a single unit, which 
leads to certain grammatical adjustments. Through different kinds and degrees 
of fading in such combinations, new grammatical elements may arise: e.g., 
adverbs may shift and become postpositions or suffixes (case markers, 
conjunctors, etc.). Especially in agglutinative languages, inflectional suffixes 
often go back to originally independent, later grammaticalized words. Turkic 
languages, e.g., frequently develop aspecto-temporal forms, actional modifica- 
tions, etc., out of analytic phrases. 

Consider the Runic Turkic sequence (KT S 5) ylglrlcrj qln^dqldla k2is2r2a 
nyg' h2iPg2 Zda wy2wr2 r2ms2, normally rendered as a complex sentence, e.g.: 
"after they had settled nearby, they seem to have thought evil thoughts there". 
The segment -6a kesra "after ...ing", interpreted as a conjunctor (in the shape 
of a postpositional element seemingly governing a case) might well originate 
from the collocation of a deverbal noun (in an adverbially used case form), 

5 0  "Only here, the instrumental is attested in Ujyur" (K.H. Menges 1968, 123). Cf. Tuvan o:n 
< *on& "with it; therewith, thus". 

5 1  Cf., e.g., the uses of the Hungarian rasus formalis and the pronominal demonstratives 
formed by this case: akkipp(en) "in that way, so", ekkipp(en) "in this way, thus". 
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qonduqoda "when settling, as [they] settled", with an adverb kesra "afterwards, 
then". In principle, a similar development is possible in the Qarakhanid 
sentence (K 145) otlab # anin atlanur "they graze, and thereby they become 
fat" > otlah anin # atlanur. Here, anyn may have shifted and faded into a 
c o n j u n c t ~ r ~ ~ .The reinterpretation may at first not have shown up overtly; it 
was an inductive change, which did not alter the outer shape, except perhaps 
the intonation curve. The next step, however, may have been suffixation 
(> otlahanfn). 

If an% was really used to renew the "instrumental" character of 
(B) + (An), this would fit into a certain tendency towards transition from 
'nominal' to pronominal case suffixes. The disappearance of a productive 
instrumental was not the only change in the declension of the old Eastern 
Turkic literary languages. E.g., also the old accusative suffix {(X)G)53 begins 
to disappear rather early. In Qarakhanid texts it still appears as a conservative 
form54, but, in more progressive language variants, it has been replaced long 
before by { I I I } ~ ~ ;  an element from the pronominal declension. It is unknown 
whether {nI) had been erroneously detached from such form as ani'(accusative 
of of) and then attached to the nomen, or if a whole pronoun had been 
attached and the resultant complex contracted: e.g. *[at anil > [atoni] > [atnil 
"the horse" (acc.), *[atom anil > [atomoni']> [atomni'] "my horse" (acc.), etc. 

Although this pronominalization would be a parallel phenomenon to the 
case discussed here, there are nevertheless obvious historical limitations to the 
comparison, since the latter development is untypical of the Oghuz languages, 
where, on the other hand, the type (BAnIn) is rather wel l-repre~ented~~.  

As suggested above, there is another possible solution, which involves 
contamination. This alternative implies that an old (BAnIn) (not formed out 
of (B) + anzn)) has-at some point, parallel to the disappearance of the 
instrumental-been reinterpreted by identification (functional association) 
with the pronominal instrumental anfn. This contamination need not have 
changed the reinterpreted forms themselves. Identification with the pronoun 

5 2  Cf. the similar development of Latin ablative qud rP into a conjunction quare "because" (-+ 
French car). 

5 3  Of course, even this suffix might, ultimately, be of pronominal origin (*igi, etc.). 
5 4  "/ .../ a form belonging to archaic or at least elevated language" ( M .  Erdal 1984,264; cf. M .  

Mansuroglu 1959, 99, C. Brockelmann 1954, 155). In the so-called "Yarkand documents", the 
nominal accusative suffix {nI} is already used (see M .  Erdal op. cit .) .  

5 5  For the spread of {nI) in Uighur, see M. Erdal 1979, 155 sqq. 
5 6  EE.g., in Old Ottoman, where it is, however, far less frequent than (BAn). See, e.g., T. 

Banguoglu 1938, 130. 
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would be quite natural in a period when the instrumental was no longer 
productive, but anii? still a frequent form. Even if the origin of (BAnIn) 
remains obscure, it is almost certain that anTn as a pronoun was associated 
with it. 

Not too much guidance should be expected from notational conventions. 
The graphic representation may inform us about word boundaries, i.e., 
whether the verbal form is treated as an unbreakable single word, or if 
(AnIn) is-still, or already-a free word. Whether (BAnIn) is written as one 
word or not, cannot, however, be taken as evidence for its being of pronomi- 
nal origin or not, viz., in the strict sense of morphological history. In the 
example from Irq Bitig already quoted, the notation wrlwpnlinl does not 
suggest the reading urup anyn, since, in Irq Bitig, individual words are written 
separately (P. Schulz 1978, 154). Here, (AnIn) is treated in the same way as if 
it were a "case ending". If, on the other hand, (B) and (AnIn) are written 
separately, this is certainly not sufficient to prove a pronominal origin: 
contamination may be just as possible. The notation does, however, show that 
(AnIn) is at least identified-and associated functionally-with anyn. 

Some occurrences of (BAnIn) in Qarakhanid Turkic seem to have been 
misinterpreted, probably because (AnIn) is written as a separate word. In the 
Turkic verses quoted by Mahmid al-K%SyariS7 we meet with several instances 
of an interesting sentence type, e.g., (K 525) twqos3b0 'anyno kyYgotYmYz "we 
fought together and [thus, therefore] were lateMS8. Although W. Bang was 
inclined to read toqSupanTn here (1923, 131), C. Brockelmann claims that such 
a form would be unparalleled (1954, 243)s9. This is certainly not the case: see 
also, e.g., (K 145) 'u'tol'bo 'anYno ' a t " l ' n ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~  "they graze and [so, thereby] get 
fat" or (K 551) qwzoyunoynkan s'yor'bo 'anyno '"nyY b"taro "the raven and [?I 
twither and [thereby] their voice dies out" 6 1 .The gerunds occurring here, 
toqoS- otla-, sayra- + (B) + (AnIn), are perfectly comparable to the (BAnIn) 
forms found, for example, in Old Ottoman, i.e., forms renewed or reinterpre- 
ted by means of the pronominal instrumental. 

A highly interesting and important example, which both corroborates our 
analysis and links this type to (BAnI) is (K 235): y'nokoS'qot'lYmo s'yor'bO 'anyr 
t'moy'qo q'taro "the loquacious person chatters much and [thereby, therefore] 

5 7  The examples are given here in transliterated Arabic script and cited as K, followed by the 
page of the manuscript. 

5 8  B. Atalay reads: ' 'Tok~~p  anin ke~timiz" and translates ' ' sava~ yapip onun iqin ge~iktik" 
(1941, 183). 

5 9  "/ .../ doch stande diese Form ganz allein". 
60 B. Atalay reads: "Otlap anln etleniir", and translates: "otl~yarak etlenir" (1939, 285). 
O '  B. Atalay reads: "Kuzgun yangan sayrap anln iini biiter" and translates: "kuzgun, 

alacakarga oterek bu yiizden sesleri klsillr" (1941, 240 sq.). ynk'n is read as taga:n "white-headed 
crow" by G . Clauson (1972, 523a) and R. Dankoff & J. Kelly (1984, 275). 
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the palate stiffens"62. This sequence has obviously not been understood 
correctly by editors and grammarians, I. a., we search in vain for a plausible 
explanation of, or at least a reasonable comment on the function of the 
element 'anyy. Clearly, it cannot be an accusative form an7 in this context. It 
would indeed be a superfluous and unintelligible element, were it not in reality 
part of the gerund discussed here. 

(BAnI) 

Also the type ending in a vowel, (BAnI), occurring, e.g., (though rarely) in 
Old Ottoman, and-as an archaic feature--even in modern Azeri dialects63, 
displays clearly adherential features. In the verses with which the bobk of 
Dada Qorqud is intersperced we meet with several examples of the type (D 
130) q'lqwbany yrmdn mn twr'ymo "I will rise up from my place and [so] 
stand". Most of the examples from Dada Qorqud, quoted by J. Deny (1921, 
886), are translated by A.U. Elove into Turkish as (ArAk) forms64. This is 
perfectly plausible; but it should be stressed again that also (BAnI) is 
adherential, not inherential. Thus, qalqubani; kiilubiini, etc., should not be 
understood as "when arising", "when coming", etc., but rather as "... arises 
(arose, etc.) and [so, thereby, etc.] ...". 

(BAnI) is often regarded as a secondary development, a simplification of 
(BAnIn) by loss of the final Thus, its relationship to other forms 
depends on the choice made among the various possible etymological interpre- 
tations of (BAnIn) indicated above. It might, e.g., be regarded as an 
intermediate stage in a development (BAnIn) > (BAn), or (in the case of 
pronominal renewal or reinterpretation) as a product of a development (B) + 
anih > (B) + ani: 

Is it reasonable to take this to be a phonetically conditioned development? 
There are certainly cases of contamination of an7n and anP6. Interesting in 
this connection are also such cases as (KT E 1, etc.) kzin2r1a [ek:i:n ara:] 
"between the two", (K 54, etc.) twwP"nO "yo [to:lun a:y] "full moon", etc., 
where the unexpected nasal n (cf. ek:i: "two", to: lu: "full", etc.) might well be 
part of the original stem, i.e., an element preserved in front of a vowel and lost 
elsewhere. In view of various other signs of an older Turkic *-n that has 

62  B. Atalay reads: "Yang~ak telim sayrab an1 tamgak katar" (1939, 467) R. Dankoff & J. 
Kelly: "yagiaq talim sayrap ani tamyaq qatZr" (1982,349). C. Brockelmann translates: "wenn der 
Schwatzer vie1 redet, schniirt es ihm die Kehle zu" (1954, 310). 

6 3  Guba -bAni (plural -bAnnAri), Nucha -vAnl (M.S. Siraliev 1960, 98). 
64 J. Deny & A.U. Elove 1941, 847. 
6 5  T.Banguoglu 1938, 130. 
66 The forms any and anYn (QutaFyu bilig 4786, 4787, 4790) are used, as it seems, in a 

syntactically parallel way. C. Brockelmann excludes an accusative interpretation (1954, 78). 



148 Lars Johanson 


disappeared later, we may really suspect ek:in and to:lun to represent older 
shapes of ek:i: and to:lu:. Similarly, it might be of some importance whether 
the gerund in (BAnIn) immediately precedes a vowel (as in 'anYn0 'atOl'nwwrO 
and 'anyno '"nyy) or a consonant (as in 'any? t'mOy'qo). It does not, however, 
seem possible to formulate this variation as a rule. 

Could (BAnI) also have developed from ( B A I I I ~ ) ~ ' ?  The final -y of the 
genitive suffix is sometimes lost so that genitive and accusative are not always 
clearly distinguished in all Turkic languages. We meet with this phenomenon 
sporadically already in Chaghatay, regularly in modern Qumyq and in Azeri, 
New Uighur and Uzbek dialects, where the contamination has levelled out the 
difference between accusative and genitive: {niq} > {ni), e.g. Ht-ni bHS-i "the 
head of the horse". 

Furthermore, in an interlingual perspective, there is a certain vacillation 
genitive w accusative in positions where the case distinction is nonfunctional, 
neutralized, e.g., before postpositions governing a certain case (and where a 
case shift would, consequently, not imply any change of meaning), e.g., ani' 
utun w aniy utiin, etc., "therefore". 

Reinterpretation 

The problem is still unsolved. Phonetic factors of the kind mentioned above 
may have had some influence on the development of (BAnIn). Basically, 
however, the problem is a question of reinterpretation: inductive reanalysis of 
ambiguous surface forms, and replacement of unfamiliar shapes by more 
familiar ones. 

The point of departure is a gerund with a final nasal, an instrumental relic, 
not related to a paradigm any more and not interpretable in familiar morpho- 
logical terms. It is probable, as we have seen, that this form was reinforced by 
pronominal reinterpretation. But this support was just a temporary remedy, 
since also anYn became less frequent. 

The non-paradigmatic and unanalysable gerund in (BAnIn) was thus open 
to reinterpretation in terms of living, more familiar categories. A fossilized 
instrumental with a final nasal could, e.g., be readily interpreted as a genitive. 
This was the case in Old Ottoman {(X)bAnUq}68. 

Nor in this shape, however, was (BAnIn) a paradigmatic form in functio- 
nal respect. As an instrumental remnant, not identified and understood as 
such, it could as well lose its final nasal, whether -n or -51. The rest, (BAnI), 
could be interpreted as a third person possessive, as its outer shape was 

6 7  See C. Brockelmann 1919, 20 (by "dissimilation"). 
68  See C. Brockelmann 1919, 19. T. Banguoglu also considers the possibility of false analogy 

with the personal ending of the 2nd person singular (1938, 130). which is not so evident. 
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identical with it. At some point, this reinterpretation took place: thus, the 
Azeri dialect form {(X)bAni) even behaves like a possessive in that its final -i is 
always a front vowel (as in the possessive form)69. Accordingly, (BAnI) has, 
also by Turcologists, been understood as an enlarged form, i.e., a (BAn) with 
a secondarily attached possessive suffix. The identity is, however, probably 
limited to the outer shape, i.e., only the surface forms are ambiguous. In any 
case, K.H. Menges is right in his conclusion that these forms illustrate "the 
great age and petrified nature of the suffix" (1968, 136). 

There are also other possible sources of reinterpretation. According to J. 
Benzing, the nunation Cfatha written twice), used in the Arabic script for the 
element [An] in the (BAn) form of the older Turkmen literary language, 
shows that this form was incomprehensible to the later Turkmens (1939,41). It 
is even possible that this notation is a sign of reanalysis of (BAn) as an 
adverbial element corresponding to the rather numerous Arabic absolute 
accusative forms (casus pendens), which were borrowed by the Turks as 
adverbs in {an), etc.?O. 

Even reinterpretation of (BAnIn) as an ablative is possible, e.g., in Azeri 
dialects of the Gadabay region, where galqdan, baxqnan l ,  etc., i.e. prima 
facie ablative forms, occur. (B) gerunds occasionally appearing in this or 
other case forms are probably all results of such reinterpretation, and do not, 
as C. Brockelmann claims, demonstrate the originally "nominal nature" of 
(B), whatever might be meant by that7*. 

Formation of "instrumental" gerunds 

"Instrumentality", a rather productive idea in the formation of Turkic 
gerunds, is expressed and renewed in different ways. An example is the above- 
mentioned modern Turkish {(y)ArAk) gerund, analysable as (A) + (rAk). 
Whereas the "instrumental" linkage signalled by (BAn) is adherential, that of 
the intraterminal (A) is inherential. (A) + (rAk) has taken over the latter 
function. The comparative and modifying suffix (rAk), widely used in Old 
Ottoman, "sometimes expressing manner" (C.S. Mundy 1954, 3 15) 73, occurs 

69 See M.S. Siraliev 1960, 98, K.H. Menges 1968, 136 does not exclude this, but admits that 
this type has not been explained so far. He remarks correctly that the presence of a possessive suffix 
might give raise to doubts in the origin of (BAn) as an allative or an instrumental. 

70 E.g. hdlan > [ha:lan]. As G.L. Lewis points out, it is not unknown for speakers of Turkish 
"of limited education" to coin analoguous adverbs from non-Arabic words, such as kiiltur-en for 
"culturally" (1967, 196). 

7 1  According to M.S. Siraliev, -nun < -dun ablative (1960). 
7 2  He quotes from the OyuznHma: "kop soyuq bolupdin 'da es sehr kalt war"' and "irta 

bolupda 'da es friih war'" (1954, 243). 
7 3  See C.S. Mundy: "/ .../ this was a very natural development, somewhat analogous to the use 

of -re" (1954, 31 5). 
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in this combination already in 14th-century texts, e.g., arayuraq galdi "[by] 
searching, he arrived", i.e., (expressed coordinatively): "he searched and [thus, 
thereby, in doing this, in this manner] he arrived". This form has then 
developed into a very frequent gerund74. 

In Ottoman, (BAn) disappeared, and (ArAk) was used more and more. In 
Azeri (dialects as well as the old literature language), (ArAk) was not used, 
whereas (BAn) continued to exist. Very late, under the influence of Turkish, 
(ArAk) was introduced also in written Azeri, while (BAn) was a b a n d ~ n e d ~ ~ .  
Thus, also in Azeri, (ArAk) can be regarded as a renewal of an "instrumen- 
tal" gerund 76. 

There are also other instances of this type of renewal, e.g., by means of the 
comitative-instrumental, in the South Siberian type {(X)pInAg} (Q0iba1)~~.  A 
similar, although inherential function is met with in modern Qaragas: When 
the two events connected by (B) are simultaneous and "parallel", the particle 
{lA} is usually added, e.g. frlab la Eoru "he sings and [in this way] walks"78. 
For this and similar kinds of instrumental gerunds-.g. Anatolian "deyip 
bilaW--see W. Bang 191 7, 47. 

It is beyond the scope of this article to treat all the other instrumental 
gerunds, formed by (n), (lA), (bi(r)la(n)), etc., in Turkic languages79. 
Unlike (B), (BAn), (ArAk), etc., most of them function as modifying 
circumstantial adjuncts ("by ...ing ...") and do not, as a rule, present the 
content of the gerundial segment as thematically or narratively on a par with 
the content of the superordinate segment (" ... and [thereby] ..."). In other 
words, they generally do not share the specific conjoining function, remi- 
niscent, as we said before, of the use of coordinative devices. This difference 

74  On the other hand, the use of the (B) gerund seems to be gradually reduced in the modern 
language. If some of its functions are taken over by (ArAk), this may weaken the intraterminal- 
inherential component of the latter form and push it towards pure adherence. See, e.g., such 
sentences as Ayr~larak, akgam koye geldik "we left and [so] arrived in the village in the evening" 
(M. Makal: Bizim k6y, Istanbul, 19617, p. 39). N. Yuce even interprets this gerundial form in 
terms of anteriority ("Als wir [sie] verlassen hatten..."; 1973, 19), which does not, however, seem 
quite adequate. 

7 s  See A. Caferoglu 1958: M. Ergin 1962, 327. 
76  We shall not discuss the other uses of (rAk) here, viz., the gerundial forms (B) + (rAk) in 

different Turkic languages (as Turkmen, Noghay, Qaraqalpaq, Tatar, Uzbek, Kirgiz), e.g., 
{(i)brlq} of written Uzbek, or such forms as {(y)XngArAk}, {(X)rkArak}, {(X)nsIrAk} in Anatolian 
dialects (see N. Yuce 1973, 34, 45, 78). These forms generally have a comparative-limitative 
meaning (" ...ing somewhat [more]", etc.). 

7 7  See M.A. Castren 1857, 32. G.J. Ramstedt derives it alternatively from (B) + binatj, "with, 
by" (< bilan) or from an ablative form *p?n-dug (1952, 132). 

7 8  V.I. Rassadin 1978, 174. Also this [A  may go back to bilan "by, with". 
79  See, e.g., N. Yuce for some examples from Turkish dialects, {(y)XSXn}, {(y)XSgXn}, 

{mAgIn}, {mAklA), {mAylA(n)}, {mAynA(n)}, {mAsIylA}, {mAsIynA(n)}, {mAsIn:An}, 
{dXklAyIn}, {dXgIn:An), {dXgInA}, etc. (1973, 50 sqq.). 
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poses some interesting problems which, however, must be discussed within 
another framework. 
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