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PREFACE

The bulk of the present book was written during the first half of 1962 under
the sponsorship of the American Council of Learned Societies, as project No.
106 of the series “Research and Studies in Uralic and Altaic Languages”,
with the title *‘Introduction to Turkic Studies”. The manuscript was delivered
to the sponsoring institution in September 1962, At the same time, Dr. L.
Reichert of the Publishing House Otto Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden, offered to
include the book among their publications. Dr.O. Pritsak, the Editor-in-Chief
of the Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher, and the Ural-Altaische Bibliothek, decided
to have the book appear in the Ural-Altaische Bibliothek. I wish to thank both
gentlemen for the interest they are taking in my work,

While preparing the manuscript for the printer, I added illustrative examp-
les, tables and diagrams showing suffixes or patterns of declension. I changed
some chapter headings and inserted several new points of substance. However,
no new chapter has been added and none has been taken out. Thus, while in
some respects the book has grown, it still is in essence an introduction to
Turkology, not a comparative and historical grammar. This holds particularly
for the Syntax, which is treated together with the Morphology in the same
chapter. This combination, which my book shares with most of the preceding
works, reflects the insufficiency of work hitherto done on the syntax of the
Turkic languages. In the last years, two books on Turkic syntax have appeared
in the USSR.: the 3-rd volume of the Hccnenosanns no cpaBHUTeNbLHOH rpam-
MaTHKe THOPKCKMX f3bIKOB, edd. N. K. Dymrreivev, N. A. Basgaxov, and
JE. I. UskaTova, 230 pp., Moscow, 1961, containing 10 articles, and one year
later, likewise under the sponsorship of the MHcTUTYT H3bIK03HaHHs of the
Academy of Sciences of the USSR, MccneoBaHHA M0 CHHTAKCHCY TIOPK-
CKMX $13bIKOB, ed. JE. I. UBraTOVA, 219 pp., with 5 articles. As I recently
said concerning the latter in some of my review-notulae in the UAJbb., these
are so far preparatory studies, valuable since they are necessary, but still
far from a comparative treatise on Turkic syntax. So far, with the excep-
tion of some special cases, statements on Turkic syntax are generally limited
to the basic features, which since the works of HEmwricH WINKLER are well-
known. Thus, in the present book, there is more emphasis on the dissolution
of the typical, basic Turkic and Altajic syntax—and this is to be found in the
section on structure-changing developments—than an ad hoc presentation of
Turkic syntax,

No sections on conjunctions, particles and interjections have been given.
As the rise of the conjunction, originally an alien category in Altajic, results
from grammatical subordination, it is treated in the section on structure-
changing developments. The particles of Turkie, still to be compiled, are in
their morphological role not lacking some interesting features. The inter-
jections, as in some other language families, seem to exhibit over-all regionally
determined peculiarities,

Among the examples quoted from the various Turkic languages, occasionally
those from the less known and less accessible languages are given preference,
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since Ancient Turkic and particularly Osman-Turkish are generally better
known to Western students.

Time and again, I refer for the sake of comparison or for the illustration of
certain features of Turkic, to Indo-European, having in mind not New-English
or the modern Indo-European languages of Europe, but languages of the
“classical” Indo-European type, such as Latin, Greek, Sanskrit, Lithuanian,
Old-Church-Slavic or Russian.

I always try to have the reader visualize the Turkic language group as a
member of the Altajic language family and, with the help of a few specific
features to make him sce, in the farther distance of space and time, Altajic—
and with it Turkic—in its relations to other language families such as Uralic,
Drividian, Japanese, Korean and Indo-European.

As this book contains not only an outline of the comparative and historical
grammar of the Turkic languages but also an outline of the history of the
peoples speaking those languages, the title “The Turkic Languages and
Peoples” seems more appropriate than the original “Introduction to Turkic
Studies”, which may serve well as subtitle.

The original manuseript was written in English. About one third of the
entire manuscript was dictated to Mrs. L. Osterweil, who, in addition to being
an excellent typist, also suggested some stylistic refinements.

The Director of the Chinese History Project, my friend, Dr. Karl August
Wittfogel, sympathetically followed this as earlier scholarly efforts of mine.
His experienced secretary and assistant, Mrs. Ruth S. Ricard, went over the
whole manuseript, suggesting a number of improvements in style and ex-

pression. I take pleasure in giving my sincere thanks both to Mrs. Ricard and
Dr. Wittfogel.

Pentecost 1964 Washington Depot, Conn.
Karl H. Menges



PREFACE AND ADDITIONS TO THE SECOND EDITION

When last spring the Publishing House of Otto Harrassowitz proposed a
reprint edition of this book, I had serious doubts concerning a mere reprint,
for, in the last 20-30 years Turkology and Altaic research had developed
further and, with the time progressing, my own views have changed inas-
much as they took a clearer direction on a number of problems. Thus, 1 did
not consider a plain reprint as warranted and felt gratified when the Pu-
blishers agreed on the addition of an introductory chapter to this edition
that would contain basic remarks on some new developments as well as
some addenda et corrigenda, all of which had become necessary during the
course of those last years and should not be adjourned to a possible enlarged
3-rd edition. In this reprint edition an attempt was made to take into con-
sideration developments and changes which had taken place and were not
to be left unnoticed.

Due to a number of practical considerations, a large-scale revision was
unfortunately out of the question, even if it would have demanded a few
pages of additions and a few dozens of alterations within one line on a page
of text. After detailed discussion with Mr. Michael Langfeld, Director of the
Publishing Department, I was agreed that minor and major alterations of
the text which I considered necessary should be placed in a special chapter
to precede chapter I of the text, “Sketch of the History of Turkic Studies”.
For practical purposes, these additions are strictly arranged in accordance
with the original pagination of the entire text which in this way does not
have to be altered.

In view of their significance for Altaisties and Turkology, a few principal
remarks should be made here.

At the time when I wrote this hook, the Altaic language family comprised,
in my opinion, Turkic, Mongol, and Tungus, whereas 1 considered Korean
and Japanese as probably related with Altaic, but the fact that RamsTeEDT
while treating Korean as genetically related but omitted Japanese complete-
ly, demanded further close attention. Everybody who is well-acquainted
with Altaie, even with one Altaic subgroup only, notices a certain amount
of isoglosses, and not only in the syntax, linking Japanese with Altaie, while
the Korean-Altaic isoglosses are less conspicuous,

The appearance of Roy Andrew MiLLER's “Japanese and the Other Altaic
Languages” (Chicago, 1971) filled, in an optimal way, the gap in RamsTepr’s
work, so that now the genetic relationship of Japanese with Altaic was de-
finitely evidenced. This naturally concerned also the dialects of the Rju-
Kji-Islands whose close genetic relationship with Japanese had heen recog-
nized by Harrorr Shird some years earlier. Intensive study of Japanese as
well as of Korean confirmed my view of the genetic relationship of hoth
languages with Altaic, wherewith the Japanese-Altaic isoglosses are not only
more numerous than the Korean-Altaic isoglosses, but also rather rectilinear
in contrast to those connecting Korean with Altaic which exhibit in a num-
ber of instances a much more intricate development that not rarely had
undergone serious perturbations caused by non-Altaic substrata and adstra-
ta along the northeastern fringe of the Sinitic and the Altaic languages.
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There are six Altaic language families, three of the Inner Circle, Turkie,
Mongol, Tungus, and three of the Outer, Korean, Japanese, Rju-Kju. The
farther genetic relationship with Uralie, Indo-European and Dravidic is in
some instances illustrated with examples, generally taken in accordance with
the Nostratic theory as proposed by ILLi¢-SviTye (ef. his “Opyt”, infra, bib-
liogr., p. 197) and the Moscow school. When writing this book, ILLIG-SviTY('s
basic work had not yet been published, so that quotations from Nostratic
were due to my own research.

The secundary origin of the phonemes & and z in Turkic except T&vﬂ,ﬁ—
from proto-Altaic *I (*I,) and *r (*rg) can now be verified with the help
furnished by parallels from within the six Altaic families as well as by those
from the other Nostratic groups. The deficiency of this development in Tavas
points to a relatively late origin of Turkic & and z, although &/& < *[ (*l,)
in Middle-Korean and in Japanese, as was first recognized by R. A. MILLER,
reveal a sibilantic ingredient in the *{ as antedating the final differenciation
of the six historical Altaic families. Some etymologies adduced below indicate
early vacillations which must have occurred during the formative period of
* (*12) to &4

Likewise, the existence of genuine proto-Altaic *h- < *p-—as against se-
cundary, prothetic origin—can be verified by comparison with the other
Altaic and Nostratic languages.

Results of research published during the last 30 years and therefore not
taken into consideration in this book are listed below in the addenda to the
appropriate sections of the Bibliography, pp. 187 ff. The following should be
mentioned also here:

The Etymological Dictionary of the Turkic Languages by E,V,SEVORTJAN,
“Etimologifeskij slovar turkskix jazykov”, vol. I: vocalic anlaut, 767
pp. (1974), IT: b- 350 pp. (1978), II1: v-, g-, d-, 395 pp. (1980), IV 7,
Z-, j-, 293 pp. (1989); continuation delayed.

K. RourBory, “Uligurisches Worterbuch. Sprachmaterial der vorislamischen
tirkischen Texte aus Zentralasien®, Lief. 14, a—ayat-, 298 pp.
(1977 11.), continued.—Rec. 1.a. K. H. MENGES in Anthropos, 75, pp. 65—
86 (1980).

V.I.Cincius (et aliae): “Sravnitel’nyj slovar tunguso-manézurskix jazykov.
Materiaty k etimotogiteskomu stovaru”, 1: a—yp, 672 pp., I11: 0—¢, 471
pp. + indices, pp. 473-992; Leningrad 1975 and 1977.

E.R.TeniSEv: “Sravnitel’no-istoriteskaja grammatika turkskix jazykov.
Morfologija™. 560 pp. Moskva, 1988.

L. JoHansoxn: “Agpekt im Tiirkischen. Vorstudien zu einer Beschreibung des
tiirkeitiirkischen Aspektsystems”, 334 pp., Uppsala 1971 is the first ma-
jor and hitherto unsurpassed work on the aspects in Turkic and there-
with on Turkic syntax in general; while chiefly dealing with old and
modern Osman, it is likewise of great value for research in the syntax
of other Turkic and Altaic languages. Apart from

(i. DoErFER’s aforementioned work on Xalaé¢, his , Tiirkische und mongoli-
sche Elemente im Neupersischen™ are now complete: 111, 670 pp. (1967),
IV, 1-255 + addenda and indices, pp. 255-640 (1975).—In this work,
equally valuable for history, ethnology and culture as well as for lexi-
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cology of the Turkic and neighboring peoples and languages, not rarely
etymologies are proposed in which clear cases of genetic relationship
are treated as borrowings; for this cf. N.N. Porre’s review in CAJ, 10,
pp. 75-79. For Turkic, other Altaic, and Oriental elements in Slavie,
particularly Old-Russian cf.

K.H.Mexces, “Vostotnyje elementy v ‘Slove o Polku Igoreve’”, 266 pp.,
Leningrad 1979. (Due to a serious mistake in translation, on p. 78, line
12 from bottom, the negation was omitted, so that this sentence has
to begin: “TTocnegruit 3ByK HE (omitted) 6611 HEMSBECTHEIM . . . .

As the basic material for the living Turkic languages texts taken down
by dictation from “native informants” have always been given preference,
while the modern “literary languages” have generally been avoided, and this
in view of the fact that many, if not all, modern literary languages have
undergone artificial treatment. While this latter fact can be observed in the
instance of many literary languages, like those of Europe, certain changes
to which some of the Altaic languages of the former USSR have been sub-
jected are throughout more incisive than those found in European literary
languages. Since many Turkie languages still are very close to each other,
often more so than Slavic or Finnic languages, just that dialect of a given
language had to be given the rank of literary language which differed most
from a closely related neighboring language. Such differences were minutely
observed in the orthographies of the various languages, even to the extent
that one and the same sound of two or more different languages was to be
written differently (e.g. k in Qazaq vs. k in Qyryyz for the same sound ¢;
® and vy in Qyryyz vs. 6 and ¥ in Ojrot and Xaqas, for ¢ and i, ete.). A
certain role is played by syntactical features taken over from Russian, and
by the selection of vocabulary, in a certain percentage of foreign, Russian,
words to be adopted in a given literary language. While interesting in them-
selves, all these features obumbrate the original nature of a given language.
With regard to the Turkic languages of the former USSR, or Russia resp.,
the preference given to RApLorr’s “Proben (Obrazey)” was principally ad-
hered to in the I-st vol. of the “Fundamenta” (1959} while in the corre-
sponding 11-nd vol. of the “Jazyki Narodov SSSR” (1966) unilaterally are
represented the various literary languages, the reason being that those latter
had in their great majority been “created” after the Russian Revolution
only. In the wake of industrialization, collectivization, sedentarization and
similar ways of “social engineering”, dialect differences, dialect boundaries,
even entire dialects and languages were altered, effaced, or disappeared al-
together. Some small nationalities are given as literary languages the lan-
guage of a bigger neighbor, although, and often while, this neighbor may
speak a completely different language. All those events of the recent past
had, and still do have, incisive gignificance for the linguistic situation in the
former USSR—facts that have no lesser significance for Turkology.

As a consequence of this situation and the attitude of the totalitarian
state, the work of the Soviet Turkologists is uniformly concerned with the
modern literary languages, and work on other, genuine sources is relegated
to “dialectology”. Thus, the unique treasure of RApLOFF's “Proben” and
even his great Dictionary, the “WB", belong to the least (if at all) quoted
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works in the former USSR. A similar fate is shared by ASMARIN's irreplace-
able “Thesaurus linguae Tschuwaschorum” (17 parts, 1928-1950; Kazan,
(eboksary), similarly, but to a lesser degree, by Pekarskir's Jakut-Russian
Dictionary; only in the Tivas and Jakut Republics these works enjoy greater
attention. It is to be hoped that now Turkology in the lands of the former
USSR will begin to overcome this state of immobility and stagnation, as
for decennia it has been hampering the natural, free development of research
and scholarship.

Another crucial problem is that of numerical data. In this book it chiefly
concerns the figures of population, the great majority of which are those of
the USSR. As most of those figures, if not all of them, have been falsified—
this fact always was surmised in the West, but finally acknowledged even
by the formerly leading Soviet newspaper “Pravda” as late as in autumn
1991—this means that at the best we may take the figures as closer or
farther approximations to reality. This is to be borne in mind, also with
regard to figures as those of geographical and other physical conditions.
Misleading data are also met with in regard to questions of habitat, dis-
location, dispersal or relocation of nationalities in connection with the just
mentioned political developments.

Thus, the figures as quoted in the 1-st edition of the book have not been
altered. Correct figures are not yet available. Likewise, not altered were, for
mere technical considerations, figures casually oceurring and referring to
years and events the exact data of which are either unimportant or uncer-
tain. Reliable figures of Turkic peoples outside of the USSR /Russia, spread-
ing from the Pacific to the gates of Vienna, perhaps with the exception of
Turkey, are not available either.

Quotations of works, second and further editions of which appeared after
the publication of this book, were either left unaltered or, in some cases,
were supplied with the addition of new data from subsequent editions,

Some additions and a few corrections that were to be made on the text,
follow below in the original order of the pages (p. 1f{f.).
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1 p T

Er. Annemarie von GaBaiv, at Hamburg University 1949-1966, died on
15 January 1993, Later, since 1978, Turkology has been taken care of by
Dr. Petra KarpErT. At Mainz University, in 1981 Dr. Johannes BENZING
was succeeded by Dr. Lars JoHanson of Upsala; at Gottingen University,
Dr. Gerhard Dokrrer, 1966—1988, by Dr. Klaus RoHrRBORN, in 1992, from
Giellen University. At the Freie Universitit Berlin, Dr. Barbara KELLNER-
HEINKELE was in 1990 appointed as Turkologist; formerly, she had been at
Frankfurt University where she was succeeded in 1993 by Dr. Marcel ErpaL.
In 1984, Turkology was established at Bamberg University with Dr. Klaus
KREISER.

2 p. 10:

In the USA, Turkology was not represented before World War I1, while
Osman-Turkish was sporadically taught at a few universities, within Oriental
Departments such as Biblical Studies, Semitic, or Indo-Iranian, so at Colum-
bia University in the Department of Indo-Iranian Languages, where lec-
turers took care of Osman. The head of the Department, Professor A. V., Wil-
liams JAcksoN, in connection with his Manichaean studies, worked on
Manichaean fragments of the Turfan finds and thus was in close touch with
Professor BANG.

The situation changed completely with the beginning of the War. A num-
ber of hitherto neglected or “unknown” languages of Eastern Europe and
Asia were to be given attention. Turkic was, still in the shape of Osman,
offered in practical instruction at some universities, but chiefly for the needs
of the war situation. But generally, it was not known that outside of Turkey
there existed quite a number of Turkic languages and peoples, their ill fate
being, however, the fact that none of them had an independent state of their
own and, thus, a lesser or no weight on the agenda of the various curricula
and on the planning boards. The Turkic peoples outside of Turkey had to
be approached via the Soviet Union,—and this proved to be a very difficult
task, practically hopeless. Thus originated the—wrong—opinion that in this
case a knowledge of Russian was sufficient,

In the academic year 1941/2, Columbia University accepted my offer to
introduce Turkology. It was the year subsequent to that of the establishment
of Slavic at the then Department of East European Languages. Students
came from Slavistics where they had learned of the importance of Slavo-
Turkic relations; students came also from the well-frequented Intensive
Language Courses which were being sponsored by the Government for the
war effort, in various languages at a number of universities. From the sub-
sequent year on, Turkic was officially listed as being offered within the
Department of East European Languages, and after the foundation of the
Department of Slavie Languages, in 1946, in this Department, under Altaic
Languages, and after 1954, in the new Department of Uralic and Altaic
Languages. Years later, after the War, Turkic and in a few cases, also Altaic
Studies were introduced at some universities by scholars who had come from
Europe and Asia by new waves of immigrants, such as e. g. Nicholas N. PorprE
who introduced Altaic at the Russian and Far Eastern Institute of the Uni-
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versity of Washington in Seattle (Wash.), Omeljan PriTsak, at the same
Institute, later at Harvard University, Andreas TigTzE, at U. of Illinois,
Urbana, 1952-7, U. of California, Los Angeles, 1957-73, and J. Eckmann, U.
of California at Los Angeles (in the 1960/70es), Denis SiNnor, Indiana Uni-
versity, Bloomington, Ind.

Due to retirement and death, some of the chairs of Turkology and/or
Altaic became vacant and were not filled, as e.g. at Columbia or at the
University of Washington in Seattle, the reasons generally being problems
of funding. Thus, those specialties were discontinued. It is deplorable that
in a country that possesses as highly developed a potential for research,
science and scholarship as the U. 8. A., a number of subjects of research and
teaching such as Altaic and other subdivisions of Eurasian Studies, generally
being listed under Humanities, were heing reduced to such a degree as pres-
ently seen,—when there was no ephemerous, pressing need for them. But in
the last years, after the historical events of 1989, the political situation has
changed drastically, and Turkic and other peoples of the former Soviet-
Union enter a new phase of their development.

3 p. 47
speech. These Cimuda or (j"t.::muq:a are probably the same as the Comul [Cu-
mul with Kagyari.

4 p. 59

Research in the Turkie dialects seattered over the entire plateau of Iran,
which heretofore had generally been considered as belonging to the Oyuz
group of the Turkic languages, Section A.ll, conducted in 1968-1973, by
the three Xalazistan Expeditions under the leadership of Professor G. Dokg-
FER, has shed light onto the linguistic situation of Turkic in that area. Apart
from dialects that form part of Oyuzic, and a further group of dialects ap-
pearing as transitory links between Oyuzic and Central-Asiatic (A.I), num-
erous dialects were discovered which with a considerable amount of charac-
teristics are to be considered as anterior to both groups, A.I and A.1I, and
as representing a state of development transitional from Proto-Turkic to
historical Turkic, preceding the differentiation into the later historical lan-
guages (of the groups A, B, C). One of the outstanding archaisms of these
dialects, undoubtedly the scattered relics of an earlier language, Xalat, is
the preservation of initial Proto-Turkic *4- < Proto-Altaic *p-, found there
as almost a regular feature, surviving in no other Turkic language, but con-
firmed by Middle-Mongolian, Monguor, Dahur, Tungus, and the Outer Altaic
Languages {(and Nostratic). A further archaism is found in the preservation
of the Proto-Turkic vowel length which otherwise is found in Tiirkmen and
with certain individual features in Jakut and Tdvad. Quite ancient is also
the sound d < d, as in hadag “foot” < *hadaq < *hadag < (Proto-Alt.)
*padag as likewise found in Sojon and Karayas (group 1X). Some of the
various imperative formations, of which DoErFER lists 10, may likewise be
of high age. The absence of stress on the case suffixes as those of the in-
strumental, aequative, and locative also points to great age. With &, 2z from
Altaic *I, *r (= *l,, *rp) Xatad exhibits a typical Turkic feature. With its
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desonorization of Altaic *g-, *d-, > k-, {-, Xalad is in line with all the Turkic
languages except those of the Oyuz group und Tuva {Sojon, Karayas, group
IX). The prefixation of jo-[jo- with a special type of imperative is definitely
more recent, originating from a verbal composition with jory- “to walk” as
auxiliary. Likewise, more recent developments in Iranian neighborhood and
under permanent influence thereof, the typically Turkic vowels ¢ and i
have been delabialized in the great majority of Xalat dialects, and the vowel-
harmony has been lost completely, features shared, under the same con-
ditions, e. g. by (City-)Ozbek (A.1.4). These developments were accompanied
by a forceful influx of Iranian, i.e. preponderantly New-Persian lexical ma-
terial.

Thus, Xata¢ would probably best be listed under A as predecessor of both
A.1 and A.1I.

For Xataé and its dialectology, cf. G.Dokrrer, “Grammatik des Cha-
ladsch”, 258 pp., Wiesbaden, 1988, “Lexik and Sprachgeographie des Cha-
ladsch”, Textband und Kartenband, 534 pp., 50 Kartenskizzen, Wiesbhaden
1987, idem & Semih Trzcan, “Worterbuch des Chaladsch (Dialekt von Xar-
rab)”. 232 pp., Budapest 1980, and many pertinent articles by the same
author.

5 p. 61
The Karayas are now after Soviet usage often called Tofatar. Tofa
15 a collectivum and identical with Tuba.

6 p. 62
Concerning Japanese and Korean cf. preface to this edition.

7 p. 63
Syntax: Non-Altajic features weak, except for Lit.-Qar. with its entirely
Semitic syntax.

8 p. 67
For the alphabets used in Ancient Turkic ef. the tables in A.v.Gabain’s
“Alttiirkische Grammatik”.

9 p. 75
ischen Sprachen” I, (Wiesbaden, 1960), pp. 39ff., 143 ff. For further discus-
sion of Turkic long vowels cf, the publications of PoppE, DOERFER, and BaJdu.
RA (v. in Bibliography).

10 p. 80
Vocalic ablaut, generally left unnoticed, is in Turkic as in the other Altaic
languages not so rare as to be omitted completely.

12 p. 86

Initial *d- and *g- are evidenced for Proto-Turkic and Altajie and the
Nostratic paralleles. Thus, in Turkie, there is an original distribution e.g.
in the dental series, of initial Altajic *i-, *d- < Nostr. *<, *t- (*{-), of -t-,
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-d- < Nostr. *-t-, (*-t*, *-t-), and of j- < Proto-Tk. *4& < Alt., Nostr. *d-, a
pattern clearly recognizable in the tripartition of the system of initial oe-
clusives, eliminating (in 1K) the series of the tenues aspiratae, and extant
in all six Nostratic families as assumed by ILLIG-SviTY¢ (ef. his “Opyt ... ",
pp. XI1Iff. and “Sootvetstvija smyényx v nostratideskix jazykax"”, Etimo-
logija 1966, pp. 304-355; Moskva 1968). The details of this development

have not yet been sufficiently investigated for Turkic.

13, 14 p. 89

at one time seems to have been more repanded, and then, to r, ef. adag >
ura “foot”, gadyn > zorin “birch”, qudurug “tail” > wxire; unlike z < r,
e.g. in paru ‘calf’, the prototype of which yielded Tk. bozayu/buzayu ‘id.’.
In position before r, this development does not take place: Qy. siijrd- “to
drag”, Ca., N.-Uj. siidri- (< Uj.): Tav. sédér-|sédér-.

15 p. 92
*#ar = Mong. miraj “newly born, fresh” < *fiaraj, ManZu #farzun “id.”
(PoppE). Its common-Mongolian equivalent is the word for “sun, day”, nara,

16 p. 93
“tear” = duf; ki1 “man, person”: Qq. ete., Qar. L. H., Jak. kisi, Qb., Sa. kizi,

17 p. 95

—Japanese and Middle-Korean likewise have s/§ < Alt. */ [[,]—. RamMsTEDT
who first tried to solve the problem of the Turkic phonemes & and z, came
to the conclusion that this state of affairs in the great majority of the Altajic

languages represented, in this respect, common-Altajic features which they
had preserved, while Turkic exhibits innovations. This view is generally held
by the Finnish school (RasineN, Porrr, AavTo, Joki).

18 p. 96

In Proto-Altaic, there were sounds probably similar in guality to the ce-
rebralized Dravidian r and [ (or r and [); the sound development or substi-
tution of the */ in Hungarian by ¢ as e.g. in Hung, diiméld (“gylimbles™)
= Tk. jemid “fruit” points to an earlier sound that had not been preserved
in its original quality in Altaic and Uralic so that ditmalc” would go back to
*zimdl/zimdl in proto-Uralic and *Zemiil/Zemil in Proto-Altaic. Ancient-
Turkie renditions of Indie cerebralized consonants evidence qualitative prop-
erties of those sounds that do not exist in Turkic.

19 p. 98

RAsANEN, EtWh., 51, favors BanG’s derivation from Tk. ef “comrade” +
dimin.-suff. -(g)dk, but likewise mentions the Mongolian and ManZu paral-
lels. In SevorTian’s Etym. Dict., I, p.317f. an account of the various, hi-
therto (1974) existing theories on the origin of @ik is given, however, with-
out any decigion, while the authors seem to favor the assumption of Altajic
*elZiken < proto-Alt. *dldi-kin “donkey”. With this, the relationship with
Ancient-Anatolian forms and ultimately Sumerian ansu “id."—s0 ScHRA-
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DER’s theory: Sum. andu < asnu >> Lat. asinus ete.—is, although probable,
still far from any solution. On Latin asinus, Gr. ovog cf. PokorNY, “Indo-
germ. Et. Wb.”, p.301 and WarLpe-Hormaxy, “Lat. Et. Wb.” 1, p. 721,
where by the way Holger PEDERSENs equation of Armen. ef: IE *ef’oa “hor-
se” is considered as “ganz fraglich”, highly questionable. Too many inter-
mediary links are missing. In view of the linguistic data available so far,
Armenian e¥, gen. td0j, can only be considered as an early Turkie loanword
in Armenian, like e.g. ofzar “buck” < Tk. gofgar “id.”, with syllable dis-
similation, or davar “small cattle” < Tk. tavar, Ujy. “movable property;
small cattle”, Ca., Osm. “small cattle, sheep” (WB, 111, 985), davar, Osm.
“small cattle”, Ca. (WB, I11, 1645), Osm. “id.” (STEUVERWALD, “Tk.-Dt. Wb.”,

204).

20 p. 99

Q}']iﬁwa (“Ketchua”) pifga ete. “five”, would point to a relatively great
age of Tk, § < *] as well as to a relatively late migration of the ancient
Q‘i¥was to the American Continents, after having separated from a greater
early-Turkic community in Asia. DUMEEIL has evidenced the first six Q‘ifwa
numerals as related to the Turkic ones. The genetically related numerals of
Uralic are likewise the first six. The final -&/-f in the second element of the
numerals aftmyd, jetmi§ may be explained as alternating with one of the
other suffixes, -s, -r, -d, and - of this element, all being ancient plural
suffixes, as found e.g. in Dravidian.

21 p. 124
On the etymology of nid “what?” ef. K. H. MENGEs, “Japanizch und Alta-
jisch”, pp.82ff.

21a p. 125

The Altajic interrogative *i-, still extant in Tungus and Japanese, occurs,
as so far known, in Sayaj only, with the emphatic element -md, imd as in
ndmd , as first noticed by Bang (ef. “Vom Koktiirkischen zum Osmanischen.
1. Das tiirkische Interrogativpronomen”, ABAW, 1917, §32, pp.31f{.); the
interrogative *mi-, *mi-n- “who? what?!” which so far had been known in
Turkic from 'fa.vas only, meén “what?” has lately been found by Baskakov
in Qumandu. Both pronouns are Nostratic. Altajic *i- is to_be separated
from the demonstrative *i-, *i-n-, as listed in ILLic-Sviryc, “Opyt”, I,

No.134, p.270f. as *’ﬁ (?)e the demﬂnstr&twe (and persanal} pronoun; *mi
“whaﬂ” TLLIC-SvITYC, “Dp:,ft I1”, No. 300, pp. 66{f., but it is not identical

with the interrogative enclitic Tk. -my/-mi ete. For detailed discussion cf.
“Altajische Studien, I1: Japanisch und Altajisch”, pp.82, 901,

22 p. 131
is productive in all Tungus languages (-ra/-ré/-ro), also in Japanese and
Korean.

23, 24, 25 p. 140
Both Tuva languages make in the 1-st pers. pl. imperat. the clear distine-
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tion between exclusive and inclusive, an important relic from Proto-Tur-
kic and Altaic occurring also in Jakut. The old suffixes -afy/-dli, often also
aly// -at designate the exclusive, while the 1-st. pl. inclusive is a combination
from the suffixes of the 1-st and the 2-nd ps. pl. , -atypar/-dlipdr < *aty-par
< *qly-p-tar where the typically South-Siberian suffix -y-far replaces -yy-yz
of the other languages, cf. Ky. exclus. paraf “let us go!”, 1. pl. inel., Lit.-Soj.
qyt-yt-ypar) “let us (all) do!”. The combination of suffixes of the 1-st person
with those of the 2-nd is apparent in the structure of the suffixes of the
inclugivus in Tungus, Mongolian and Dravidian, also in Munda. This has so
far been established for the Tuva group, but the two other South-Siberian
groups also seem to possess this particular feature (Cf. MENuES, “South-Si-
berian Turkic languages, 1117, CAJ, V (1959), p.1151f. and “Handbuch der
Orientalistik”, edd. B. SpULER, vol. V, Altaistik, 1, pp. 119ff.). For Japanese
the exclusivus/inclusivus has been established by R.A MiLLer (JOAL, p.
176 f.). CASTREN considered_the exclusive form as a special modus which he
termed “precative”, while S.C. Sar, the author of the grammatical sketch
of Tuva (Lit.-Soj.) in the “TyBuHcko-pycckuii cnosape”, Moscow, 1955, p. 695,
considered this form erroneously as a dual. This mistake is repeated by
0. PriTsak with regard to Sor and Abagan in “Fundamenta”, pp. 618, top,
and 638, top.

26 p. 145

common-Altajic times, as RamMstEpT (MSFOu, LIIL, p.210) supposes. Addi-
tionally to the negation it should be mentioned that Tévas an, the “negated
imperative particle” is the only living genuine relic of the Altaic—and No-
stratic—verbum negativum in Turkic. As with the negated imperative the
stress of the entire phrase de natura hits the negation, it was just Tivas an
that was preserved from proto-Turkic down to the present time. A borrowing
from neighboring Finnic languages is not to be assumed (cf. on this CAJ,
31 (1987), pp.11f; on parallels in Korean and Japanese “Japanisch und
Altajisch”, pp. 96 ff., 100 ff., in Dravidian Anthropos, 72, (1977), pp. 168, and
on those in Nostratic ILLid-Svityd, “Opyt”, 1, nos. 128, 129). RAMSTEDT's
explanation of the Turkic negation, in the “Einfiihrung”, I1, MSFOu 104
(1952), pp. 106 and sub ¢ 190, is erroneous, since he refused to recognize the
genetic relationship of Altaic with Uralic. JEcoRroOV, Tﬁvaﬁ Etym. Diet.,
p.26f., is inclined to see in an an influence from neighboring Udmurt and
Komi. On the contrary, RAsANEN, “Formenlehre”, p.232, was on the right
track to a solution (ef. also CoLLiNDER, “Hat das Uralische Verwandte?”,
pp. 147 ff.; 1965).

27 p. 145
instead of, but along with, gaf-ba-yan—mdin “I did not remain”, Qq. kdrgo-

28 p. 160

causative of this formation, of gody “below, unten”. On this ¢f. now my
article in Hungaro-Turcica, Studies in Honor of Julius NEMETH, pp. 101-117;
Budapest 1976;
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29 p. 161

newl’::' of saya < jany, kiyor- “to become blue”. The desiderative in -sa- has
an exact equivalent in IE: Skr. vi-vit-sa-t1, vi-vid-i-fa-t7 “(he) desires to be-
come acquainted”, Lat. vi-s-0 (of vid-e-re) “1 visit”, Goth. ga-wei-s-0 “id.”,
ete. (BrRucMANN, “Kurze vergl. Grammatik”, §§ 632, 635, pp. 488, 492);

30 p. 161

on the Japanese privative verbs in -si- and derivative nouns in -si-fi that
exactly correspond to the Turkic formations cf. R.A MiLLeEr, JOAL,
pp. 257f., likewise my “Japanisch und Altajisch”, pp.98f. where also the
parallel formations in -si- and -si-dea in Samojed are adduced;

31 p. 165
The etymological dictionaries of Turkic have been mentioned above; cf,
also the additions to the Bibliography.

32 p. 166

In view of the statement p.98 on d@ddk > Armen. &4, the foregoing cannot
be maintained any more; dkiz could be considered as 1E loanword, probably
< Tox, (Kuéa) okso and the Germanic words “id.”; DoerrFer, TMEN, II,
p. 65 was with d@dik on the right track; but Tk. dkiiz cannot be separated

from Mong. tker, M.-Mong. hikdr , Monguor fuguor “ox”, the 1E cognate
of which is e. g. Lat. pecu, Goth. fathw , Skr. padu-, Avest. pasu-, NHG vieh,

IE *peku- “wool, sheep, cattle” (Pokorny, Et. Wb., p.797). The -r in Mong.
and -z in Tk. are ancient collective sutfixes;

33 p. 169
some doubts about this etymology, and a connection with Drav. Tamil ku-
tirai , of. K. H. MENGES in Materialia Turcica 7/8, 1981/2, Haussia-Festschrift,
pp. 276 f1.;

34 p. 169
in the Ljao-Sy “Chief-Commander”.

35 p. 170
written ¢’my, gmy), in the instrum. gamay-un “entirely”. It might but just
as well be from Tk., Mong. gamu- “to gather, bring, hold together”, Usj.
gamu-y “all”, as RASANEN thinks (EtDict., 229 sub *kamu).

36 p. 182

and assumed by him to be all-Altajic. In view of the syntax of Korean and
Japanese which was not unknown to WINKLER, his views are basically cor-
rect, especially since, as now known, the free syntax of Tungus is typical of
the two northern languages, Ewenki and Lamut, not of the entire Tungus
family. The Common-Turkic and Common-Mongolian syntax consists of a
rigid system of sentence structure along the pattern subject-object-predicate,
the subordinate links always preceding the ruling ones (the rectum-regens
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construction), with no subordinate sentences but only coordinate clauses
being used, no oratio obliqua

37 p. 186

“};ha,t has been said above concerning Russian influences in the lexical
composition of the Turkic languages of the Russian Empire and the former
Soviet-Union, is almost equally valid for those in the syntax. This is seen
in the usage of subordinative conjunctions, almost exclusively ki, and certain
patterns of word order, unknown in unadulterated Altajic syntax. Very
much the same role plays the Chinese language vis-d-vis New-Ujyur, in this
case with the determination to displace Russian equivalents. While this con-
test seems to deal chiefly with the word material of New-Ujyur, influences
in the syntax are so far almost unnoticeable. The phonological as well as
the semantic peculiarities of Chinese certainly present a number of serious
obstacles to their adaptation and integration in the entire system of the
Altajic languages, also Turkic.

38 p. 187

Turkotogija (formerly: Sovetskaja T7), Baku, Azerbajzan; Acta Orientalia
(Slavica, Linguistica, Ethnographica) Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae,
Budapest; Materialia Turcica, Bochum (Germany); Turcica (Strasbourg,
France); Rocznik Orientalistyezny (Krakow, Poland).

30 p. 191
— “Central Asia, 120 years of Russian Rule”, ed. by E. ALLWORTH, 608 pp. Durham

and London, 1989,

40 p. 191
“The History of Ancient Iran”, in: Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft, Abt. III,
Teil 7. Miinchen. 1983.

41 p. 191
GuMiLov, L.N.: “Drevnije turki”, 504 pp., Moskva 1967.

42 p. 191

Haussig, H. W.: “Die Geschichte Zentralasiens und der Seidenstrasse in islamischer
Zeit”. 318 pp., sketch map. Darmstadt, 1988,

43 p. 191

— “Die iltesten Nachrichten der griechischen und lateinischen Quellen iber die
Routen der Seidenstrasse nach Zentral- und Ostasien”, in Acta Antiqua Ac. Sc.
Hung., 28, pp. 9-24. 1983.

44 p. 191

— “Archaeologie und Kunst der Seidenstrasse”, 329 pp., 549 illustr., often on an
entire page, the first 8 in color, 2 sketch-maps of Asia (exec. India), a magnificent
view.—Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft (Darmstadt, 1992).
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45 p. 192
— “The World of the Huns”, XXIX + 601 pp., 756 fig. U. of California Press,
Berkeley, Los Angeles, London. 1973,

46 p. 193
— 2-nd ed., I, 609 pp., 11, 376 pp., Budapest. 1958,

47 p. 194
— “China und die eurasische Kavallerie-Revolution”, 69 pp., Wiesbaden. 1978.

48 p. 196
ABRAMZON, 5.M.: “Kirgizy i ix etnogenetifeskije i istoriko-kul'turnyje sv'azi”. 403
pp., Leningrad 1971 —Excellent monograph.

49 p. 196

Dotaix, B.0.: “Rodovoj i plemennoj sostav narodov Sibiri v XVII veke”, 622 pp.,
folding map in color, in: Trudy Instituta Etnografii, novaja ser., t. 55. Moskva
1960.

50 p. 196
Rec.: K.H. MENGES in Oriens 21/2, pp. 546-568. 1968/9.

51 p. 196

MILEER, R.A. and NavMann, N.: “Altaische schamanistische Termini im Japani-
schen”, Mitteilgn. d. Ges. fiir Natur- und Volkerkunde Ostasiens, Bd.121; 195
pp. Hamburg 1994,

RaprLorr, W.: “Aus Sibirien”. Leipzig, 1893. 2 vols. Zusatz 534, 488 pp. Reprint
1968, Oosterhout, N. B., Holland.

ScHMIDT, P.W.—ef. 1 C.

22 p. 196
TryJarskl, E.: “Kultura ludow tureckich w dwietle przekazu Mahmiida z Kaszgaru

(XI w.)". Polska Akademia Nauk; Warszawa 1993, 364 pp., 2 folding ill.

23 p. 197

ILLIG-SVITYE, V. M.: “Opyt sravnenija nostratifeskix jazykov (semitoxamitskij, kart-
velskij, indojevropejskij, ural’skij, dravidijskij, altajskij)”, I, XXXVI + 370 pp.,
Moskva, 1971, I1, 155 pp., 1976, I11, 134 pp., 1984; to be continued).

o4 p. 197
— “Jazyki Narodov SSSR”, 5 vols., Moskva 1966-1868; v. I1: Turkskije jazyki, 530
pp.. 1966,

55 p. 198
Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta. Edd. J.DENY, K.GRoNBECH, H.SCHEEL,
Z.V.Tocan. 810 pp., Folding map. Aquis Mattiacis, MCMLIX.
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56 p. 198
Uralic Languages”. Uppsala 1955. XXII, 211 pp., 2-nd ed., 217 pp., Hamburg
1977,

57 p. 199
671 pp., L11, 670 pp., 1967, IV, 640 pp., 1975. Rec.: N.N. PorPE in CAJ, X, 1965,
pp. 75-749.

28 p. 199

Haump, E. P.: ,On the Altaic Numerals”, in Studies in General and Oriental Linguis-
tics, Presented to Shird HATTORI, ed. by, R.JAKoBSON and Sh. KAwaMmoOTO;
pp. 188-197; Tokyo, 1970.

59 p. 199
Issledovanija v oblasti etymologii altajskix jazykov, ed. by V.1.Cincius, 262 pp.,
Leningrad 1978,

60 p. 200
edd. B, Spuler, Leiden/Kdln, 1968, vol. V, 3, pp. 21-256,

61 p. 200

— “Altajisch und Japanisch”, in Abhd. f. d. Kunde d. Morgenlandes, XLI, 3; 157
pp. 1975,

62 p. 200
MILLER, R. A.: ,Japanese and the Other Altaic Languages”, 332 pp., Chicago 1971.

63 p. 200
“Oferki sravnitel'noj leksikotogii altajskix jazykov”, ed. V. 1. CINCIUS; 362 pp., Lgd.,
1972,

64 p. 200

— “Introduction to Altaic Linguistics”, 212 pp.; Wiesbaden, 1965. Rec.: K. H. MEN-
GES in CAJ, XI (1966), pp. 316-320.

— “On the Long Vowels in Common-Mongolian”, in JSFOu, 68,4, pp. 1-31. 1967.

65 p. 200
“Problema ob&Fnosti altajskix jazykov”; ed. 0. P.SUNIK; 404 pp., Legd., 1971,

66 p. 202

GADZIIEVA, N.Z, & SEREBRENNIKOV, B. A.: “Sravnitel no-istorifeskaja grammatika
turkskix jazykov. Sintaksis”. Otvetstv. redaktor E. R. TENIZEV. 284 pp., Moskva,
1986,

67 p. 202

JOHANSON, L.: “Strukturelle Faktoren in Tirkischen Sprachkontakten”, 299 pp.,
Stuttgart 1992,
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68 p. 202
Kononov, A.N.: “Istorija izu@enija turkskix jazykov v Rossii. Dooktabfskij period”,

2-nd ed., 360 pp., Lgd., 1982,

69 p. 203
TenISEV, E. R. (otvetstv. redaktor) [et alii]: “Sravnitel'no-istorifeskaja grammatika

turkskix jazykov. Morfologija”. 560 pp., Moskva, 1988,

70 p. 204
— “0Old Turkic Epigraphic Materials, Gathered by J.G. GRANG", in JSFOu, 83, pp.
T=T8, 1991.

71 p. 205
Kononov, A.N.: “Grammatika jazyka turkskix runifeskix pamatnikov VII-1X vv.";
255 pp., Lgd., 1980.

72 p. 2056
Lauvr, J.P.: “Der frithe tirkische Buddhismus und seine literarischen Denkmiler”,
in: Veroff. d. Societas Uralo-Altaica, 21, 1986, I1X + 228 pp. Wiesbaden, 1986,

73 p. 205
— and K.ROHRBORN; edd.: “Der tiirkische Buddhismus in der japanischen For-
schung”. Veroff. d. Soc. Uralo-Altaica, 23, 119 pp. Wiesbaden 1988.

74 p. 206
ROHRBORN, K. and VEENKER, W.; edd.: “Sprachen des Buddhismus in Zentralasien”,
Veroff. d. Soe. Uralo-Altaica, 16, VII + 142 pp. Wiesbaden, 1983,

75 p. 206

TUG]:IEEN, L. Ju.: “Ujgurskaja versija biografii Suaii-Czana”, 590 pp. (pp. 403-590
plates of the Ujyur text). Moskva, 1991.

Z1EME, P.: “Buddhistische Stabreimdichtungen der Uiguren”, in Berliner Turfantexte
XIII. Berlin 1985.

— “Ein Hochzeitssegen uigurischer Christen”, in Scholia, Festachrift fiir A. v. Ga.
BAIN, pp.221-232. Wiesbaden 1981.

— “Ein uigurischer Erntesegen”, in: Altorientalische Forschungen I11, pp. 109-143.
Berlin (Ost), 1975.

— “Indischer Schlangenzauber uigurischer Uberlieferung”, in: Tibetan and Buddhist
Studies, ed. L. LIGETI, Bd. 2, pp. 425440, Budapest 1984,

— “Zur buddhistischen Stabreimdichtung der alten Uiguren”, in Acta Orient. Hung.
20, pp.187-211. Budapest 1975.

— “Die Stabreimtexte der Uiguren von Turfan und Dunhuang. Studien zur alttiir-
kischen Dichtung”. 450 pp. Bibl. Orient. Hung., v. 33; 450 pp.; Budapest 1991,

76 p. 207
MEN{jEs, K.H.: “Das fja.?atajische in der persischen Darstellung von Mirza Mahdi

Xan”, in Abhdl. d. Akad. d. Wiss. u. d. Lit., Mainz, Geistes- und sozialwiss. K.,
Jg. 1956, No.9; 117 pp., Wiesbaden [1957].

77 p. 207
Toskent 1963, pp. 63-71. (“starouzbekskij” was the Stalinist tabu for Cayataj).
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78 p. 208

MenNcEs, K. H.: “Zur Etymologie des Armeno-Qypfagischen. Slavo-Tirko-Armeni-
sche Kontakte und Kontamination”. Der Islam, 48, pp. 298-332. 1972,

79 p. 209
AzarbajZzanian and Oyuz of Iran

80 p. 209
Jakut and Dolgan

81 p. 209
in Oriens, vol. X1X, 1967, pp. 450-459.

82 p. 209
STACHOWSKI, M.: “Dolganischer Wortschatz”. 264 pp. Uniwersytet Jagiellonski, Kra-
kéw, 1993,

83 p. 209
— “Jazyk noril'skix dolgan”. 216 pp. Novosibirsk, 1985,

84 p. 210

— “Ujgurskije teksty”. 173 pp., Moskva, 1084,

— “Ujgurskij dialektny] stovar™, 200 pp., Moskva, 1980,

WEI, Cuiyi: “An Historical Surwey of Modern Uighur Writing Since the 1950s in
Xinjiang, China”, in CAJ, v. 37, pp. 249-322, 1993,

85 p. 210
IDMERFER, G., HESCHE, W., RAVANYAR, J.: “Oghusica aus Iran™. 146 pp., Wieshaden,
1 994,

86 p. 211

BasKAKOV, N.A.: “Dialekt Cernevyx Tatar (Tuba KiZi). Teksty i perevody”. 340
pp., Moskva 1965,

— “Grammadtifeskij oferk i1 stovaf”, 173 pp., M., 1966.

— “Ihalekt Kumandincev (Kumandy KiZi)”. Grammat. oferk, teksty, perevody i
stovar”™. 279 pp., M., 1972,

87 p. 211

— Band 2. 174 pp. Berlin, 1963, —11. “Zur Orthographie und Lautung des Tiirki-
schen”, 249 pp., 1964. —111. “Zur Ablésung des arabischen und persischen Gram-

matikgutes”, 242 pp., 1966,

88 p. 211

— “Slavische Lehnwirter in der tiirkischen Volkssprache”, in: Oriens. 10, pp. 1-47.
1957.

— “Griechische Lehnwirter im Anatolischen Tiirkisch”, in: Oriens 8, pp. 204-257,
1955.

— “Einige weitere griechische Lehnworter im Anatolischen Tiirkisch”, in Festachrift
in Honor of J. NEMETH; pp. 204-257. 1962.

— “Persian Loanwords in Anatolian Turkish™, in: Oriens, 20, pp. 125-168. 1267.
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— “Direkte arabische Entlehnungen im Anatolischen Tiirkisch”, in: Vol. in Honor
of J. DENY, pp.255-333. 1958.

89 p. 211
— New, revised and augmented edition Derleme Sozliagi under this title, A—Z in
XI vols., pp. 1-4402. Ankara 1963-1979,

90 p. 211
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TRANSCRIPTION

The transcription is the same as in all my publications; it is consistent for all
languages quoted. A slight divergence is found only in the spelling of 3 and 3 for
the voiced palato-alveolar affricates which I formerly rendered as dz and dZ. The
gign j always means the i consonans, i, and y the velar equivalent of i, like Russian
u or Polish y, ete. As hitherto, also here for the tenues mediae or lenes, g, d, b are
written instead of the small majuseles &, D, B used by the Société Finno-Ougrienne,
and others.

A dot underneath the consonantal sign designates velar or velarized quality;
only for words from the Indian languages, Indo-Iranian, Dravidian and Munda,
this dot designates the cerebralized (retroflex) nature of the given consonant.

£ is palatalization mark,

£ is aspiration mark, but can also serve for the ®ajn; in the case of doubt, as
e. g. in Caucasian languages, the ‘ajn would be rendered by § ;

* is gpiritus lenis or hamza (opening of the vocal chords) or glottal stop;

- under a consonant sign designates glottalization (q, lf: t,p,e, é'_l

The Russian o in word- or syllable-initial position is, according to its phonetic
value, always rendered as je.

The transcription is consistent, and equally applied, for the sake of elarity, to
personal, tribal and geographical names which oeccur here frequently. Incorrect
and misleading spellings of the few more commonly known names can be checked
in newspapers or other similar writings.

ABBREVIATIONS

The abbreviations used throughout are the international ones and self-ex-
planatory. The abbreviations of language and tribal names, usually intelligible,
are the same as I have always used, a complete list of which is given herewith.

ABBREVIATIONS OF THE LANGUAGES QUOTED

Ab., Abaq. = Abaqgan, Southern Siberia; of. Xaqgas.

Alt, = Altaj proper or Qjrot (Ojrat) Turkic

Anat. or Osm. Anat. = Anatolian dialeets of Osman

Ar., Arab. — Arabic

Arm. = Armenian

AT = Ancient Turkic (Orxon and Ujyur)

Az, = AzerbajZanian

Batqg., Big. = Batgar (North Caucasus)

Bar. = DBaraba (Western Siberia)

Badq., Biqg. = Badqurt, Bagkir (in Southwest Ural region, Bas-
kirskaja ASSR)

Biilt., Blt. = Baltir (Abagan group)

Buddh.-So., Buddh.-Soyd. = Buddhist-Soydian

Bulg., Blg. = Bulgarian

Bur. = Burfat(-Mongolian)

CcC = Language of the Codex Cumanicus (1303), quoted

by Raprorr, WB, as “Kom.” = Qoman, Quman.
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Chin.

Christ.-S0., Christ.-Soyd.

Ca.

Cot.
Dotg.

Ew.

Fr.
Gag.
Hind.
Hung.
1E

Is.
Jak.
Jap.
JyE-K.
EKama¥,, Kam.
Kas,
Exy.

Kor.
Kii., Kiiar.
Lam., Lamut

Leb.

Lit.

Lith.

Ma.

Mad’., Magy.

Man.-So., Man.-Sovyd.

My., Mong.

MHG
Mi&.
MPers.
NE
NPers.
NUj.

OChSL.
OHG
Ojrat, Ojrot

OPers.
ORusa.
Orx., Orxzon
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Abbreviations

Chinese

Christian-Soydian

Cayataj, this term often comprising, in quotations
from the WB, early and pre-Cayataj (Qaraxanidie,
Xwirazmian, and “Middle-Turkic”).

Colym-Tatar, on the Cotym river, Abagan group
Dotganic, language of the Jakutized Samojeds and
Tunguses in the southern part of the Tajmyr pen-
insula, North-Siberia

Ewenki-Tungus, often called Tungus proper or
simply Tungus. The names of the subdivisions,
dialects, not abbreviated

French

Gagauz

Hindtstani

Hungarian

Indo-European

I&imli, ISim-Tatars, West-Siberia.

Jakut (or Saxi), Northeast-Siberia

Japanese

Jys-Kifi, or Tubalar, Ojrot group, Altaj mountains
Kamas, or Kamadinic, South-Samojed group
language of Mahmiid al-Kagyari

Karayas, Tuva group, South-Siberia; sometimes
also called Tofatar, (Buss. pl.) Tofatary

Korean

Kiiirik, South-Siberia

Lamutie, Lamut-Tungus or Ewen, Northeaat-Siberia
Lebed'-Tatars or Qu-Ki#i, Ojrot group, South-
Siberia

Literary

Lithuanian

Manzu, South-Tungus group

Magyar, Hungarian

Manichacan-Soydian

Mongol; without further designation, this means
Literary Mongolian

Middle-High-German

Misgar(-Tatar)

Middle Persian, Pahlavi

New-English

New-Persian ; usually = Pers.

New or Modern Ujyur, in Eastern (Chinese) Tiirki-
gtan = OT

Old-Church-Slavic

Old-High-German

Altaj languages proper, together with Teleut and
Tubatar

Old-Persian

Old-Russian

language of the Orxon Inscriptions, Northern Mon-
golia; also Ancient or Kék-Turkic, Kik-Tirk.



Osm.

Oam. Anat.
Osm. Balk,
OT,

Ozb.
Pers.

Qad., Qe.
Qar.
Qark.
QarT.
Qarad*.
Qb.

Suo., Suomi
Syr,

Sak.

Sor
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Abbreviations XXX

Osman, or Turkish proper, the language of the Os-
man Empire and of Turkey

Anatolian dialects of Osman

Balkan dialects of Osman

“Turki” or “Eastern Turkish, Ost-Tiirkisch” after
the WB; = NU;j.

Ozbek

Modern or New-Persian

Pahlavi, Middle-Persian

Qad(a), Abagan group

Qarajim in the Crimea

Qarajim of Luck (former Southeast Poland)
Qarajim of Troki (former Northeast Poland)
Qarad‘a) in the North Caucasus

Qojbat, Abagan group

Qaé(a), Abagan group

Qyryyz

Qalmyq, Xal'maq, West of the lower Volga in the
Caspian Depression and in the Orgeni Hills; West-
Mong., Mongolian Ojrot group

Qumandii in the northeast Altaj; Ojrot group
Qumuq, Qumyq, Daghestan, Caspian coast
Qazanty, Qazan (Kazai)-Tatars, ASSR Tataristan
Qojbat = Qb.

Qypéag; Qpé.-Ozb. = Qypeéag-Ozbek

Qazag, 55K Qazaqistan, and in Eastern Tirkistan
Qaraqalpaq, Southeast of Lake Aral in eastern
Xwirazm, an ASSR of Ozbekistan; a Qazaq dialect
with a literary language

language of the Qomans, Qumans, or Poloveel; =CC.
language of the Qrym-Tatars, and the Ovyuz Turks
along the southern coast of the Crimea

Qom.

Qurdagq, West-Siberia

language of the Qyzyl(-Tatars), Abagan group
modern Russian, New Russian, New-Great- Russian
Sayaj, Abagan group

Salbinian or Satba dialect of Qojbat

Sartic, after the WB = City-Ozbek, or Iranized
dialects of Ozbek

Sanskrit

Sojor, also called Uranxaj or Tuba, Tyba, Tuva, the
language of the AO (Autonomous Region) of Tannii-

Tuva (source valleys of the Jenisej river); often in
the Mong. pl., Sojot. The name Tuba, Tyba, Tuva

is avoided here to difforentiate it from the Ojrotie
Tuba or Tubatar. But instead of Lit.-Soj. also Lit.-
Tuba and Lit.-Tuva occurs.

Suomi-Finnie, or Finnish proper, in Finland
Syriac

Saka, or “Khotanese”

not abbreviated; Abagan group
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Tar.

Tara
Tel.

Tkm., Tiirkm.

Taob., Tobot

Tuba

Tung., Tg.
Tir.

Tiim.

T., Tav.

Uj.
Ur., Ural.

Uragpxaj
W.-8ib.
Xaq., Xagas
Xix., Xalx,

Yrt., Yrtys

32, Jure.

| I T I

I

Abbreviations

Taranéi, in the Ili valley, northern part of East
Tirkistan; Tar. is a dialect of NUj.

language of the Tara-Tatars, West-Siberia

Teleut, Taldanit and Télés, in the Alta] mountains;
Ojrot group

Turkmen, “Turcoman”

language of the Tobot-Tatars, along the Tobot river,
West-Siberia

language of the Jyi-KiZi, RApLorr's “Schwarzwald-
Tataren”, or Tubatar; Ojrot group

Tungus; cf. Ew.

Tiiraty, Tatars of the Thra river, West-Siberia
Timanli or Tumén-Tatars, near the town of Tiiman,
T'umen, Wesat-Siberia

Tivas, or Cuvas

Ujvyur, or Classical Ujyur

Uralie (Finno-Ugro-Samojedic).

Soj.

Weat-Siberian

the languages of the Abagan or Xaqgas group,
South-Siberia

Xaixa, the modern spoken and written (Lit.-Xix.)
language of the Mongolian People’s Republie

the language of the Yrtys Tatars, Southwestern
Siberia

3iiréen, the Tungus lan of the founders of the
Fiircen,Ju-Cen, Njit-CZen % I or & ﬂ‘iin-Dynaat}r
(1115-1234); texts aro later



I. SKETCH OF THE HISTORY OF TURKIC STUDIES

As long as Byzantion intercepted the attacks of the continually growing
Osman power, the Western Roman Empire could indulge without serious
molestation in internal affairs and the unceasing quarrels of its independent
states. In the 15th century, with the final attack on metropolitan Byzantion,
the city-state to which the Eastern Roman Empire had shrunk, the Turks were
again given more attention, as can be seen from a few books which appeared at
about the time Constantinople was taken over by the Turks. Among these
books are the famous adventure account “De ritu et moribus turcarum®,
1438-58, by SCHILTBERGER, who had spent some years as a slave in Turkish
hands. A century later, when matters had become really serious, Hungary had
been taken and the Turks were on the way to Vienna, there appeared books
like “Commentarii delle cose de Turchi di Pavlo Giovio et Andrea Gambina,
con gli fatti, et la Vita di Scanderbeg”, 1541, and the one by GEoraiEvIZ,
“De turcarum moribus”, in 1544, first in Antwerp and a year later in Paris,
followed by E. G. PosTeLLE’s “De la république des Tures”, published in 1560
at Poitiers. More books followed, for instance Sir PAvL Rycaur’s big volume,
ca. 800 pp., containing many etchings, on the Turks, their state, army ete.,
Italian edition, 1680, German edition Augsburg, 1694 ; or the famous book by
BusBECK “‘Quae extant omnia; quibus accessit epitome de moribus Turcarnum
[scil. by GEorciEviz, cf. supra]’, London, 1660. The Turks, a dangerous
factor not only in the realm of political power but also in that of religion and
basic philosophical concepts (Weltanschauung), were finally recognized as a
serious problem to be coped with through optimal preparation. Publications
appeared which compared the Western Empire to that of the Osmans; these
publications often aimed at calling attention to the weakness of the West,
its differences, dissensions, internecine strife, disorders of wvarious kinds,
contrasted with a unified, strong, well-disciplined power devoted to its ideals—
often overrated either through ignorance or intention. In this category belongs,
for instance, “'L’Espion dans les cours des princes chrétiens”, subtitled “ou
lettres et mémoirs d’un envoi secret de la Porte dans les cours de 'Europe,
ol I'on voit les découvertes qu’il a faites dans toutes les cours ol il se trouva,
avec une dissertation curieuse de leurs Forces, Politique, et Religion™. This
work was anonymously published by an Italian (J. P. MaArANo0), based on an
Arabic original ; it consists of six little volumes, about 350 pages each, published
in Cologne in 1731. It deals with the years 1637 to 1682, a time when Central
Kurope, especially (Germany, had suffered greatly as a consequence of the
Thirty Years War.

Works dealing with the language of the Turks, such as grammars, finally
began to appear in the 17th century; for instance:

Hierox YMUS MEGISER, “‘Institutiones linguae Turcicae, libri quatuor”, Leip-

zig, 1612;

AxprE Du Ryer, “Rudimenta Grammaticis linguae Turcicae”, Paris, 1630,

2-nd ed., 1633;
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D. F. M. Maggio, “Syntagma linguarum orientalium, quae in Georgiae re-
cgionibus audiuntur. Liber secundus: complectens Arabum et Turcarum
orthographiam et turcicae linguae institutiones”, Rome, 1643, 2-nd ed., 1670;

Mewnmnskt, “Linguarum Orientalium, Turcicae, Arabicae, Persicae, institutio-
nes, seu grammatica Turcica”, Vienna, 1680, reimpression, 1756, Dictionary,
1780,

From this time on, an inferest in the Turkish language remained continu-
ously alive, as grammars such as the following clearly show:

Vicuier, “Elémens de la langue turque”, Constantinople, March 1790, 462
pp., 4%; or

C. C.pE CarpocNano, “Primi principj della grammatica turca, ad uso dei
missionarj apostolici di Costantinopoli”, Rome, 1795, 730 pp., in 4°.

Then followed the grammars by JAUBERT, Paris, 1823, containing also some
Middle Turkic texts; KazempEc, Qazan, 1839 and 1846; ZeENKEr, Leipzig,
1848, etc. While many, if not all of these and later grammars, go along with the
Osman-Turkish grammarians in pressing the language into the schemas of the
Arabic grammar, the first one not to do so, i.e. to treat Turkish according to
its own natural categories, is JEAN DENY's work “Grammaire de la langue
turque (dialecte Osmanli)”, Paris, 1921, 1218 pages. In spite of certain short-
comings due to obsolescence, in view of the development of Turkic research
during the last forty years, this is still the best and most complete grammar
of a single Turkic language, descriptive as well as to a considerable degree
comparative and historical.

While the Russians lived in the more immediate vicinity of Turkic and other
Altajic peoples, and this over a longer period of time, such a situation did not
result in books and grammars, as was the case with the Europeans. Only the
general growth of interest in Asia—and for Russia, apart from the Osman
Empire, this was Central Asia primarily—led, around the end of the 18th
century, to a number of exploration works in which finally the humanities
also participated. Among them the work of Jurius KraproTH deserves
mention ; the latter was a tireless traveler, researcher, and collector of materials
on practically all the languages of the Russian Empire and adjacent lands;
cf., for instance, his “Reise in den Kaukasus und nach Georgien (1807-1808)",
3 vols., Berlin and Halle, 1812-1814 {740 4 626 - appendix 288 pp., tables,
and maps), containing not only word lists in such Turkic languages as Qaraé‘aj
and Qumyq, but also a treatise on the language and script of the Ujyurs
(vol. 2, pp. 481-576). It was also Kraprora who stated in his article “‘Com-
paraison de la langue des Tchouvaches avec les idiomes turks” (J.A4. of 1828,
pp. 237-246) that Tavas was a Turkic language.

In the 1840’s the young Finnish scholar MaTTHIAS ALEXANDER CASTREN
travelled for a number of years over northeastern Russia and Siberia, laying
the foundations for all future linguistic and ethnological research on the
unexplored parts of the Russian Empire. Together with his extraordinary
pioneering work, often under most arduous circumstances, on the Ugric and
Samojedic languages, he likewise spent his energies on the exploration of
Jenisejic, Bufat, and Ewenki-Tungus dialects, and of the Turkic languages,
Qojbat and Karayas. Even today his observations and materials on these
languages are of basic value for all research. While KazemsEa, Bupacov,
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Bereziy, and IL MiNskry worked on various languages of the Islamie Orient,
Turkic included, the Sanskritist Orro BorTLINGK of the Academy of Sciences
in St. Petersburg wrote the first and still the best and most complete grammar
of the Jakut language, which he had been studying in 5t. Petersburg with a
“native informant™: *Iie Sprache der Jakuten™, more than 500 pages, in
quarto, St. Petersburg, 1851. As Ujyur was still unknown at that time, and
the Orxon inscriptions had not yet been found so that the available comparative
material was quite insignificant, the opinion, however erroneous, that Jakut
represented a particularly archaic form of Turkic could easily arise. Even the
Cavataj language was very little known in that period. The first person to call
attention to Cayataj was H. VAMBERY, who had been kidnapped on a trip to
Central Asia and kept as a slave for some years at the Court of the Xan of
Xiwa. After his release he had brought back with him a number of Cavyataj
manuscripts. During the 1870's and 1880°s, VAMBERY made the first attempt
at a general deseription of the Turks, whom he considered one people, and of
their ethnological and historical background, mainly on the basis of his ex-
periences in Tirkistan, In the 1860’s WriLn, Raprorr began his research,
Originally intending to study the linguistics and ethnology of the Tungus
peoples of Siberia, in 1859 he started his extensive research activities in the
field of Turkic in the Altaj and the Minusinsk area, later in eastern Qazagistan
as well. From this resulted the first three volumes of his “Proben” (I, 1866
11, 1868; 1II, 1870). He continued his collections of language samples with
the West Siberian Tatars (IV, 1872), and after a long intermission, with the
Qyryyz in the T¢en-shan (V, 1885) and with the Taranéi belonging to the
New-Ujyur in the Ili region (VI, 1886).

At that time, Central Asia was to a very large extent still unknown. Only
in the last quarter of the 19th century did the geographical exploration of
Central Asia begin, chiefly by Russian but also other geographers such as
Rosorovsgw, Kozrov, Poraniy, SEMoNov-T'aN-S5ansgiy, Osrudrv, Durt-
REUIL DE RHINS and GRENARD, the two brothers Grum-GrzyMatro, and last
but not least, SvEx HEpIN. In the course of some of these expeditions, prim-
arily those of Svex HEpix, evidence of archaeological remains was discovered ;
after a few samples of wooden sculpture had been found by Svex Hepiy on
the fringes of the dreaded Taqlamagan Desert which covers nine-tenths of the
Tarim basin, the implications of links with India and Buddhism aroused the
keen interest of the Orientalists. At about the same time, the Turkic Runic
Inseriptions of the upper Jenisej and the Orxon had become known (1889),
A Finnish expedition of 1890 and one by RapLorr in 1891 took copies of the
inscriptions, so that two Atlases were published in 1892, The Orxon inserip-
Linns also contained a Chinese text. The great Danish philologist V. Tuomses
was the first to succeed in deciphering the inscriptions, after which RapLory
vave the first translation of the two big Orxon steles, which later had to be
corrected in a number of passages by THoMsEN and Bang-Kavp, who at that
time was still at Louvain in Belgium. In the years 1896-7, five stones contain-
ing Runic inscriptions were found by a group of Finnish scholars in the Talas
basin near the town of Auliji-Ata (now 3ambul) in southern Qazaqistan.

With these discoveries Turkology gained momentum and attracted a larger
group of Orientalists than it had hitherto done. But this was only the beginning
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of archaeological discoveries. The greatest results came from research in Central
Asia, chiefly the Tarim basin and the adjacent regions to the north, from the
Ili to the Tatas valley, and in the east along the ancient routes to China. The
first discoveries were made in 1897 and 1898 by the Russians Roporovskir,
Kozrov, and KLEMENTZ who were soon followed by the four Prussian Turfan
expeditions under GRUNWEDEL, HuTH and vox Lk Coq (I: Nov. 1903 to March
1904; II: Sept. 1904 to December 1905; I1I: December 1905 to June 1907;
1V: January 1913 to February 1914). While these two groups had chiefly
studied the northern part of the Tarim basin south of the T ien-shan, expeditions
under SIR AUREL STEIN, the eminent geographer and archaeoclogist in the service
of the Anglo-Indian government, explored the southwestern, southern, and
southeastern parts of the area, north along the K‘un-Lun range (I: 1900-1901;
II: 1906-1908). While the French expeditions of GRENARD and DUTREUIL DE
Ruixs (1893) came to a sudden and sad end when the latter was murdered, the
expedition under P. PeEruror (1906-9) was quite successful, especially with
regard to text materials. From Japan came expeditions under OTaNT and
TasareaNA, both members of the Buddhist clergy of Japan ; Yosamkawa worked
in the Tarim basin, also with great success and rich reward.

Discoveries were made of ruined cities, temples, churches, monasteries in
or near cities and in caves, which yielded a wealth of frescoes, stuecco, sculpture,
fragments of architecture and architectural ornamentations, occasionally
silken draperies with illustrations and inseriptions, and last, but not least,
texts for the most part written or printed on Chinese paper. The transportable
objects excavated by these various expeditions now represent special treasures

of the museums of Leningrad, Stockholm, Paris, London, Delhi, and Tokyo. The
best collection of wall paintings was to be found for a time at the Ethnological

Museum of Berlin, where quite a number of complete walls and even some
chapels from the cave monasteries near Turfan were on exhibit, inasmuch as
the German expeditions had been well equipped for sawing off, detaching,
and packing wall paintings, so that they could be transported over the long
and difficult route from Turfan to Berlin. Unfortunately, these masterpieces
of medieval Central Asiatic art. chiefly Buddhist, inspired and molded by
Hellenism, were destroyed by war, along with the Museum, in 194445,

The finds of the different expeditions complemented each other in an
optimal way. Manichaeism, whose literature had completely fallen prey to
persecution, was rediscovered through Tiirkistan; our knowledge of Buddhism
and, in a lesser degree, of Nestorian Christianity was happily enriched. The
excavations yielded texts in 17 languages and 24 different forms of writing,
some of which, e.g. Soydian and the two Toxarian languages, were discovered
only here in Tiirkistan. Le Coq was fully justified in saying that not since the
excavation, in 1845, of the ruins of Nineveh by Sk AusTEN HENRY LAYARD
had any exploration been made which was comparable in the importance of
its results to those in Central Asia (*“Auf Hellas Spuren in Ost-Turkistan™, p.
10; Leipzig, 1926).

Only a portion of those precious finds were in Turkie, but it was among them
that a great number of texts in Ujyur and a small number in the language
and script of the Orxon runes turned up. Among many hundreds of fragment-
ary texts, some of them juridical and trade documents which yielded little
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information about the language and written, moreover, in an almost illegible
cursiva, there were some long portions of the “Suvarpaprab‘asasiitram
(Altun Jaruq)”, ““The Sitram of the Golden Splendor”, and the Ab‘id‘arma-
kodasiitram, written by the great Buddhist teacher Vasuband‘u. Besides
Nestorian and Manichaean texts, and also insignificant manuseript fragments in
Orxonic runes, a little booklet of almost one hundred pages was found, in 1907
in Dun-Huan, by Sz AvrEL SteEmv; TromseEN published it in the J.R. 4.8,
1912; it is of Samanist content.

With the decipherment of the Old Turkic Runic texts and the Ujyur liter-
ature, Turkology became a completely new, very broad discipline; it ceased
to be the knowledge of Turkish, Cayataj and a few other Turkic languages
of the Islamie world which usually were dealt with only as an appendix to
Islamic studies.

While in Russia RapLorFr and his pupil Marov, joined only later by a few
others, began to work on the Central Asiatic finds, the tireless field explorer
Le Coq was joined in his efforts by F. W. K. MULLER in Berlin, and W. Baxng
in Louvain, The latter had already taken an active part in the reading and
interpretation of the Orxon and Jenisej inscriptions. Both men had a tremend-
ous erndition: F. W. K. MULLER, the decipherer of Soydian, had mastered all
the great literary languages between the Atlantic and the Pacific across the
Asian continent—with the exception of the Cancasus—and BaxNag had actively
worked before as Anglist and as Iranist—the latter while a pupil and later
colleague of CHARLES DE HARLEZ, deciphering, with WE1sspacs, Old Persian in-
scriptions; later he was active as an Altajist via the Man3u language. V. THoM-
SEN in Copenhagen was essentially of the same caliber; while perhaps originally
more specialized in Indo-European, he later broadened his activities to general
comparative linguistics, None of the last three mentioned had ever been out
in the field. P. PELLIOT in Paris was originally a Sinologist who came to Altajic
studies via the Chinese linguistic and cultural complex. In spite of his active
work in Ujyur, PELLIOT always seemed more attracted by Mongolian languages,
especially Ancient Mongolian.

Raprorr had an enormous output, however much the quality of his work
may now and then be sharply criticized by others, as was done, for example,
by Bawa; he was the great pioneer in the field of modern Turkic langunages
(the “Proben”, 10 volumes of text and 10 volumes of translation). He publ-
ished the Ancient Turkic inscriptions, Ujyur texts, the Islamic Qutadyu Bilig
from the period of the transition from Ujyur to the Islamized langunage of
Central Asia—so-called Middle Turkie—and the four-volume “Attempt at a
Dictionary of the Turkic Dialects’ (St. Petersburg, 1893-1911), still indispens-

able for the Turkologist and hence reprinted in 1960 and 1964. The reprinting of
his ““Proben’ would equally be of the utmost importance, especially since many

of the Turkic languages as well as the ethnological and folkloristic features so
richly represented in RaDLOFF's texts are fast becoming obliterated by the
newly-formed literary languages, or have even, in a few cases, already become
extinct.

Prior to the great discoveries, Turkology as a university subject was re-
presented at only five universities: two in Russia and three in Europe. In
Russia, Turkology was originally represented at Qazan University; in 1854
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Turkological studies were divided into two categories: those with a regular
university curriculum, which were established in the capital, and those pursued
from a practical standpoint, which were retained in Qazan within the Division
of Missions of the Spiritual Academy (IyxoBHasa AKkagemus). At St.-Petersburg
University Kazemeea, BErEzIN and Bupacov worked. Of the Qazan group,
In'sawskrr and VERBICKL should be mentioned; the latter later worked
in the Altaj, where with a group of missionaries he became one of the first explo-
rers of the Ojrot language, well represented in the “Grammar of the Altaj Langu-
age”, a result of the teamwork of members of the Russian Orthodox Mission
in the Altaj. Later, with the rapid growth of Turkology, the University of
(Qazan was again endowed with a Chair of Turkology.

Two of the three European chairs were in Austro-Hungary, in Vienna and
Budapest, while in the former Turkology consisted preponderantly of a
knowledge of Turkey and its language, as represented at the Orientalizche
Akademie, founded in 1753, a Chair of Turkology was established at Budapest
University in 1864. Here were such men as VAMBERrY and J. THURY, working
on Osman, Cavyataj, and general Turkology, the practical Osman studies being
relegated to the Orientalische Akademie which had been opened there in 1891,
with the Osmanist IenAcz Kié~os as director. The latter’s Osman dialect texts
were published as the 8th volume of Raprors’s “Proben’. West of Vienna only
Paris had any provision for Turkic studies. Similar to the Viennese Oriental
Academy, the Icole Spéciale des langues orientales vivantes, the present-day
Ecole Nationale des langues orientales vivantes, was reorganized in 1795.
Research as well as practical studies was always encouraged at this fine

institution of higher learning, where such men as JAUBERT and BARBIER DE
MEYNARD, QUATREMERE, and PAVET DE COURTEILLE worked. The latter two

were the first to study Cavyataj, too, and to work on the first complete Cavyataj
texts ever to be published in Europe; so far these have also remained the
last ...

As a consequence of the discoveries made in Central Asia, a new center for
Turkological research originated in Berlin, with F. W. K. MirLLER (Prussian
Academy of Sciences), Lk Coq (Ethnological Mugeum), K. Foy (University) and
others engaged in work on the Turfan manuseripts and block prints. Here,
perhaps more than in any other country of Europe, the first World War made
itself felt, since it resulted in the almost total retardation of all such “luxury
studies”” and the discontinuation of research in the field. Moreover, once the
immediate consequences of the war had been lived through in Europe, and the
Russian Revolution with its aftermath had come to an end, possibilities for
research in the field were not revived to the point which had prevailed before
the war, nor does it seem likely that they will do so for the remainder of this
century. It was not until 1927 that Turkology was endowed with a chair at
Berlin University, the only one in Germany, while Turkish studies in connection
with Islamistics were found at about a half dozen German universities. Baxa,
who had always worked in close collaboration with the Berlin research group,
was called to Berlin, where he worked until his rather unexpected death in 1934,
Apart from occupying himself with the analysis of Ujpur texts, he worked on the
principles as well as a series of basic problems of the comparative and historical
erammar of the Turkie languages. With this BaNng became the uncontested
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founder of modern Turkology. Later he was actively aided by his pupils A.
vOoN GABAIN, now at Hamburg University, and ‘ABDURRASID RAHMATI-ARAT,
at the University of Istanbul (1 1964). As both have been engaged chiefly in
Ancient Turkie studies, the interest of this writer and his later research have
been directed towards the living Turkic languages, comparative Turkology,
the Tungus languages, and Altajistics, and the problems of genuine and contact
relationships. Once hopeful plans for excavation work, mainly in Soviet Tiirki-
stan, have unfortunately had to be buried due to the adversity of the times,

In the 1940’s, J. BExziNG began to work actively in Turkology, mainly in
the field of Tavag studies. Besides Turkological work, he has been engaged in
Tungus studies as well. At present, Dr. BEnzmve is at Mainz University,

Originally coming from the school of the Ukrainian Orientalist KRyMSK YJ
in Kijev, O, Prrrsak completed his Turkological training at Berlin with Dr.
vON (GABAIN who was at that time the only pupil of Baxg’s living in Germany.
After a number of years spent at first at Géttingen, later at Hamburg Uni-
versity, in 1962, Dr, PriTsak accepted an invitation to come to the USA for
permanent work. Besides being a Turkologist, he has been engaged in equally
valuable research in the fields of the other Altajic languages and of Oriental
history.

With the destruction wrought by the war, plus the division of Germany and
more particularly of the city of Berlin, the entire Orientalist center of Berlin,
including the Prussian Academy and the former Museum of Ethnology, have
been virtually annihilated, although quite a number of Turfan manuscript
fragments have been preserved, since they were removed from Berlin before
the great destruction set in.

Of the young German scholarly generation who had accomplished their
University studies after the last war, . DoERFER must be mentioned here who
came to Turkology and Altajic Studies via Slavic and VAasMER’s school at the
Freie Universitit Berlin. Dr. DoERFER is at Gottingen University and has been
working in various Turkological problems, the syntax of the Old-Mongolian
Jiian-Ctao-Bi-Sy, and on the Altajic loanwords in New Persian.

It is surprising that notwithstanding the great Orientalist tradition of the
country, the Second Republie, the Bundesrepublik, does not have one single
chair of Altajic Studies, and Turkology is usually limited to Osman-Turkish
Studies. Within the plan of expansion and reform drafted for the German
Universities a few years ago, of the 1200 additional chairs provided for, only
two were allotted to Altajie, and this as extraordinary, not as ordinary (““full”)
professorships,

Despite the dismemberment of Austro-Hungary following the first World

War, Turkology remained practically unaffected in Hungary; hence the
scholarly situation there favored the further development of Turkology.

There J.NEMETH (general and comparative Turkology; Turko-Hungarian
relations; Turko-Mongolian relations, Caucasian Turkic languages—together
with W. PROHLE —, and Osman dialectology) and his school deserve special
mention. In Cracow, which was also the seat of the Polish Academy of Seciences
of the young Polish republic after 1918, Turkology was well represented in the
person of Taprusz KowaLski, whose great merit lies in his exploration of the
Qarajim langunage. From the Budapest school also stem Liger1, Sixor, and T,
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Harasi-KuN; the first two had also received considerable training from Perrior
in Paris. LigeTI has proceeded very much along the lines of PELLIOT’S research,
i.e. the Far Eastern approach to Altajic studies. Siwor has been interested in
the over-all relations within and outside the Altajic languages, and T. Havasi-
Kux started his valuable research work in the old Qypdaq languages. From
the Cracow school came A, Zajaczrowskl, now at Warsaw University and
the Polish Academy of Sciences there. He received part of his training at
Bawa’s school, and worked on his native (Jarajim language, on the word
formation of the Turkic languages, and on critical editions of Qyvpdaq texts,
i. a. valuable Qyptaq-Arabic glossaries. To the younger generation belong
M. Lewickr (t1955), E. Trysarskr, and St. KanuzyNskI.

At present there seems to be nobody in France to continue PrLLIOT’s work,
since the latter never had an actual school of his own. Baziw and IrRENE
MeLIKOFF are basically pupils of Dexny.

In England, no Turkological studies resulted from the great Central Asian
discoveries made by Sk AUREL STEIN; rather, it was Iranistics and Indology
which profited from them.

In Denmark after V. THomseN, Turkology had a brilliant representative in
K. GroxsecH (T 1957), who worked on problems of general Turkology and on
the Quman language. One young Swedish Turkologist, G. JarrmNG, who had
come to Baxa’s school for his final training, was to be one ofthe two Westerners
who later collected text samples of contemporary Turkic languages in Central
Asia (“Uzbek Texts from Afghan Turkistan” and ‘“Materials for the Know-
ledge of Eastern Turki”, 4 fascicles). As he proved to be an excellent field
worker, it is particularly deplorable that he should have completely abandoned
this work to enter the diplomatic service of his country. Aside from JarrIvG,
the well-known Swedish Uralist By, CoLLwpER has fruitfully engaged in Turkol-
ogical studies (“‘Reichstiirkische Lautstudien”, dealing with modern Osman
phonology).

As the Finnish scholars were chiefly pursuing problems of Uralic, the Altajic
languages were not studied with equal interest. PAssoNEN, along with his
Uralic research, had engaged in Tivas studies (i. a. a small Tava§ dictionary).
Later RAsANEN became a devoted scholar of Turkic as well as of comparative
Altajic linguistics. He worked particularly in Volga Turkie and its historical
relations with neighboring Finno-Ugric languages, made an excellent collection
of dialect samples of the Osman Anatolian dialects, by far superior to the more
voluminous but phonetically rather superficial collections edited by CAFEROGLU
(Istanbul), and published his two volumes of ““Materials on the Phonology
(1949)” and the “Morphology (1956) of the Turkic Languages™. At present he
is engaged in compiling an etymological dictionary of the Turkic languages.

A great number of Turkological problems are dealt with (for instance
Tavad) or touched upon by J. G. RAMSTEDT in his numerous works on Altajic
linguistics (cf. especially his two volumes of “Introduction to Altajic Ling-
uistics”, MSFOw., vol. 104). It was the Finnish school of RamstEDpT that
exerted considerable influence upon N. N. PorPE in Leningrad during his
formative years, PorPE himself becoming an active research worker in the
field of Altajic in general and in Mongolian and Turkic in particular. His great
Turkological merits are in the field of Tava, Jakut, and Cayataj.
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In Russia after the Revolution, three of RapLorr’s pupils worked, namely
S. Je. Marov, A. N, SamoJrovié, and N. F, Karawov, the latter himself a
Sayajian who had collected all the texts on the South-Siberian Turkic languages
included in Vol. 9 of the “*Proben™; he was professor at Qazan (} 1922), while
the other two were in Leningrad. Marov worked very much along the same
lines as RApLo¥F, and was the main continuator of his work (11957). Samosrovid
was engaged chiefly in studying the literature and literary history of the
Central Asiatic Turks. His deportation to a labor camp and his death there in
1938 was a great loss for Turkology.

A man who came to Oriental studies from comparative linguistics, JE. D.
Porivanov, did basic research in the 1920°s in the Turkic languages of Soviet
Tiirkistan, and laid the foundations for Ozbek dialectology. A detrimental
factor also for Turkology was the doctrine of Marrism, which from about 1925
to 1937 was the only officially recognized method of linguistic research, with
the result that an entire generation of young scholars who might otherwise
have become lingnists dropped out of the field, going into other related sub-
jects, usually ethnology. This is the reason why quite a few studies in Turkie
(and other languages) have been done by ethnologists, and listed under the
heading of ethnology. To these belong especially such studies as those of
FrerstrUuP and Marov in Abagan dialeets, of Porarov and DYRENEOVA in the
area of Ojrot and Sor. In this way an entirely new domain of research was
opened up, namely that of the North-Tungus languages: the original research
was ethnological, and the first text samples were gathered as folklore materials,
Only after Marrism had been officially declared “erroneous, false, and obnoxi-
ous”, could the original disciplines somehow be revived; at least Marov and
DyiTrIJEV (Osman, Tirkmen, Qumyq, Basqurt, Tﬁvaé} were still alive and
active; some people such as Porivaxov, who later perished in exile in Tiirki-
stan, and Jupaxix worked in the centers of some of the national republics in
Tiirkistan; the Indo-Europeanist Bogorop1ckws became an active Turkologist
in Qazan, and had pupils such as ‘ALIMZAN SARAT (SaraPov). Younger Turko-
logists like Koxonov (Osman and Ozbek), Baskaxov (mainly Aralo-Caspian
languages; general Turkology), and Borovkov (Cayataj and New-Ujyur,
T 1962) began to work. The losses were apparently being gradually repaired.
Nonetheless, the interruption of large-scale, high-level linguistic Turkological
studies and training of successors during those thirteen years is still making
itself felt, in spite of the fact that a considerable number of recently trained
young forces already begins to do research work, as e. g. E. R. Texiizy,
M. S. Mixasrov, A. M. S¢erBax, F. D. AS¥v, and others, notwithstanding
many in the Turkic Federated Republics of the USSR, B. A. SEREBRENNTKOV
is working i. a. on problems of the Volga-Turkic and Volga-Finnic languages.

The contribution of Turkey to Turkological studies is very small. Apart
from older lexicographical products entirely in the vein of Arabic tradition,
there is only the work of one outstanding scholar, Minmip Fu’ip KorrRULT-
Zapi, who though chiefly a great writer and literary critic, has produced a
number of important studies, primarily in the field of Osman, Azeri, and
Tiirkmen literature, Turkic folk literature, and the traces of Turco-Mongolian
Samanism in the popular traditions of the southwestern Turks. Like Russian
scholarship under the influence of Marrism, Turkish scholarship suffered from
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the quasi-totalitarian superimposition upon all historical, philological, and
linguistic studies of the official Kemalist state myth proclaiming the Proto-
Anatolian origin of the entire Turkish “race” and the Proto-Turkish nature
of the Hittite language. Naturally, under snch conditions, with a state doctrine
contrary to all historical and linguistic evidence, objective scholarship was
suffocated or prevented from developing. Only in the years following the last
World War, long after KEMAL ATATORK's death, was there finally some relief.
Independent scholarly work slowly began to develop. Among these younger
Turkish colleagues M. Mawstrogru (History of Osman and Old Osman;
T 1960) and H. EREN must be mentioned, while the work of RammaTi-ARAT
and CAFERO&LU, neither of whom is an Osman Turk by origin, has been briefly
characterized above. A great volume of work remains to be done in Turkey,
not only on the rich treasures of the unique manuscript collections, but also
with regard to dialectology, dialect geography and the compilation of a the-
saurus of the Osman Turkic language and its dialects, to name only the im-
2 mediate tasks.



IT. DISTRIBUTION OF THE TURKIC PEOPLES, AND SKETCH OF THE
HISTORY OF THEIR MIGRATIONS

A. DISTRIBUTION OF THE TURKIC PEOPLES

At present the Turkic languages stretch along a latitudinal strip lying
roughly between the 35? latitude N. and the 55% latitude N., from the Baltic
to Southern Siberia. While in its western half this expansion zone is rather
narrow, hardly amounting to more than 5° of latitude, east of the Caspian Sea
it is about 20° of latitude in width. The most compact areas of Turkic specch
are along the southern zone, with a great preponderance in the southwest;
smaller but scattered compact Turkic speech areas are also found elsewhere,
especially in the northwest. Completely isolated Turkic speech areas scattered
among other languages are found all around the entire Turkic zone, but with
particularly interesting groups located at the northwestern and northeastern
extremities of that zone. Together they constitute two distant, marginal
Turkic groups.

The Turkic langnages are still, in the main, being spoken today along the
western half of the huge, semiarid steppe belt of Asia and Eastern Europe, a
region quite appropriately termed Eurasia by certain Russian scholars. From
there, Turkic-speaking groups have penetrated into the forest zone in the
north, and into the arid, desert-like zone in the south. Thus, the main area
inhabited by the Turks is still a considerable portion of those regions of Asia
which we must assume to be the oldest living grounds of the peoples speaking
Altajic languages. These are regions which particularly favored the develop-
ment of pastoral nomadizm, the way of life and mode of production under
which the Turks and generally the Altajians first became known in history.
It is a way of life which gradually they abandoned and are continuing to
abandon, first becoming sedentary and engaging in agriculture, and then
finally, in most recent years, even engaging in modern industrial production.

The Turkic languages spoken farthest west are the Balkanic dialects of
Osman and Gagauz in Bosnia, Bulgaria, and Makedonia, These seem to form
two groups, one of possibly pre-Osman origin, and a later Osman one. To the
former belong the GaZaly in Deli-Orman (Eastern Bulgaria), who, according
to V. A, Moixov, are descended from the Pidinig, Uz, and Torci (?), the
Surgué (MoSkov’s etymology, Surgué from Sur 4 gué < yuz = oyuz is unten-
able), numbering about 7,000 people in the district (vilajit) of Edirni, who
call themselves Gagauz. In MoSKov’s opinion, they, too, go back to the Pidi-
nikgs (*) and the Makedonian Gagauz; they number ca. 4,000 people in south-
eagtern Makedonia. T'o the latter belong subdivisions of the Osmans who came
or were sent out from Anatolia to settle in the Balkans:

1} the Jiiriik (also Konjar) in Makedonia;

2} the Qaramanly, Turkicized Greeks, the majority of whom have remained
Christian and are found in the region of Qaraman in southern Anatolia, south
of the Lykaonian Desert (the Central or Salt Desert of Anatolia), while some
also live scattered over the Balkans ;
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3) the Qyzyibas, very few people, who are found in the Deli-Orman as well
as in and around Gerlovo in Bulgaria. They are Muslim sectarians of evidently
Sititic affiliation (cf. the nickname of Qyzyibas);

4) other Turks of Gerlovo and Tozluq, a mixture of Osmans and Osmanized
Bulgars, living near Gerlovo and Osman-Bazar. Which of these groups, and
how many people from each group, were resettled in Turkey about fifteen
years ago is still not known.

The Turks of Bosnia seem to have all been of Osman origin. While Islam
is still holding its own, the language has been disappearing ever since the
retreat of Turkey from Serbia (1866), so that by 1931, when I visited Mostar
and Sarajevo, only the older generation—at that time about 55 or over—still
spoke Turkish with great pleasure. In the Balkans, Turkish is now becoming
gradually extinet, and is being replaced by South-Slavie.

Equally far west is the Qarajim language as spoken in the three enclaves
of Troki (Trakai) in southeastern Lithuania, near Vilnius (Wilno), Euck, and
Halyé in West.Ukraine, and in the Crimea near Jevpatorija. Altogether,
according to Baskakov, they number no more than 6,000 people. Farther on,
near the Danube estuaries, are the Gagauz of southern Bessarabia, now a part
of the Moldavian S.S.R., north of the Danube estuaries (124,000 people);
there are also relics of the formerly more numerous Crimean Tatars and Novaj
groups, south of the Danube estuaries, in that part of northeastern Bulgaria
generally called Bu3aq (the Turkic translation of ancient, Slavie XIb,
rendered by the Byzantines as 8yyhioc). In the northern steppe part of the
Crimea, up to the second World War, lived the Crimean Tatars (“Novyaj”),
most of whom are now settled in Tirkistan. Around the town of Perekop
we find some Novajians, remainders of Novyaj groups who, not go long ago,
were scattered all over the Pontic steppes from the Caspian to the BuZaq.
South of the Bujaq, from the easternmost part of the Balkan peninsula,
known as West and East Rumelia (the latter from Osman Rém eli “‘district
of Rome”, i. e, Constantinople), to eastern Anatolia, stretches the area of
Osman Turkish, orTurkish proper, which, with itsapproximately 50,000,000
people, constitutes the most numerous and compact Turkic language area.
The Transcaucasian region of ancient Urartu and Armenia, still interspersed
with Armenian and Kurdish minorities, is gradually and almost inadvertently
going over to Azerbij%inian, with its more compact areas in the territory of
ancient Albania in Soviet Azerbaj%an and Southern or Persian Azerbdj%an, an
area which, prior to the Turkic immigration, had been Iranian-speaking for a
long time. In numerous but scattered and isolated communities all over
Persia, Azerbaj3anian is spoken, inasmuch as each of the bigger Persian towns,
at least, contains an Azerbaj%anian community. A more compact, still nomadic
group is found in the south of Persia under the name of the leading group, the
Qasqajl (Qasqa’l), numbering ca. 400,000 people. In the summertime these
people live in the high valleys of the Zagros Mountains, southwest and west
of Isfahin, hence mostly in the vilijat of Isfahdn, while in the winter they
live on the plateanx southeast of Sirdz, around the town of Firiziabad, in the
vilijat of Siraz. The Ajnallu, who are often mentioned along with the Qasqaj,
are nothing but a subdivision of the entire tribal complex called Qa&qaji;
their language does not differ from that of the Qadqaji. Azerbaj3anians are
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also found in northern ‘Irdq. They have a population of 2,274,805 in the Soviet
Union (census of 1939), while their population in Persia and the ‘Iriq can
only be estimated: around 3,500,000 in Persia, and something over 100,000
in the “Irdq.

A few other small Turkic-speaking communities are found in Syria and
probably Israel, as well as in Egypt, i.e., all over the former provinces of the
Osman Empire. These Turks are generally designated as Tirkmens («13),
a term which evidently has been used to distinguish them from the Osmans
proper, although it is improbable that they are actually Tiirkmens (cf. infra).
In Syria they are found in a few villages around Homs in the north, and
Damascus in the south. According to oral information, a small minority of
Turkic-speaking people seems to live in southern Israel, near Bi’er-Seva*. Still
less is known about the Turkic-speaking villages in the Nile delta.

In the Ponto-Caspian steppes, east of the Crimea and the Azov Sea, and
south of the Volga-Don triangle, formerly inhabited by the Turkic Noyaj and
the Mongolian Qalmyq, Turks are now to be found only in the southeastern-
most corner: these are the Tiirkmens of Stavropol’ (in 1926, ca. 8,000 people),
who live in the distriet of the same name, small groups on the lower Kuma,
in the immediate neighborhood of the No+vaj who dwell in the desert-invaded
steppes between lower Kuma and lower Terek, while a small group of Novaj
are found near the famous Russian spa of Mineral'nyje Vody. The Noyaj seem
to number 41,000 all told. Southeast of the Noyaj, in the lowlands south of the
lower course of the Terek, southeastwards between the Caspian and the foot-
hills of the Daghestanian Caucasus, live the Qumuq (according to Basgarov
now 135,000 people), who in the southeast touch upon the AzerbajZanians.

Up to 1943, Qarad‘aj and Balqarlived in the Caucasian Mountains north-
west, north, and northeast of Mt. Elbrus, the former inhabiting the upper-
most valleys of Kuban, Teberda, Zelenéuk, Laba, and Podkumok (75,737
people in 1939; 123,800 according to Basgarov), the latter in the higher valleys
of Bagsan, Cegem, and Cerek (in 1939: 42,666 people; 42,000 according to
Basgagov). Towards the end of the 1950’s, these two peoples were permitted
to return to their Caucasian homelands; as it seems, they had been in Tiirkistan.

In Transcaucasia, the small Turkic group of the Qara-Papax (“*black caps®)
should also be mentioned. These people live between the upper Kura (Mtkvari)
and Arpadaj Rivers, on the boundary line between Armenia and Georgia in
the Soviet Union (6,311 people in 1926, in the districts of Axal-K alak®i and
Leninakan), and in Persian Azerbij%in around Sulduz on Lake Urmija (ca.
15,000 people).

From the Volga estuary on up to the city of Qazan (Russ. Kazan), Qazan

Tatars are found in smaller and scattered settlements. Their majority, about
4,000,000 people, live, however, in the plain between the Volga-Kama friangle

and the western slopes of the southern Ural Mountains. Tatars are also to be
found living rather far west of the central Volga, in and around Gor’kij (NiZnij-
Novgorod), Penza, and Ul'janovsk (Simbirsk). The majority of these are the
Migiar (Memepa), about a quarter of a million people, who live in and around
the town of Kasimov (Qéasim-ov) and along the Oka, in the district of R'azan;
the Kasimov Tatars on the territory of the old khanate of Kasimov (ca. 1452-
1681); and on the eastern end of the Qazan Tatar language area, along the Ural
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River, in the Badqurt Republic, the Tiptir, ca. 300,000 people. Baskagov
gives the number of the Tatars, including those of western Siberia, as 4,969,000
people.

West of the Volga, near Kazaii, along the Svijaga River, Tatar borders on
Tivas which, according to Baskakov, is spoken by about 1,500,000 people in
the A.S.S.R. of the same name. The great majority of the T#vas live south of
the Volga, on which their capital Supasdkar—Russian Ceboksiry—is situated;
only a small number of Tavag live on the left (northern) bank of the Volga.
Along the southeastern extent of Qazan which has no clear-cut boundaries
separating it from Bagqurt, these two languages are in constant contact with
each other. Outside of its main area, in the drainage system of the Belaja River
on the southwestern slopes of the Ural Mountains, Ba&qurt is spoken in certain
major enclaves south of Kujbysev (Samara), east of the Volga, and east of the
eastern slopes of the Ural Mountains, west and north of Cel’abinsk. They number
about one million people.

East of the Caspian begins the most homogeneous area of Turkic languages,
roughly from the 35° to the 559 latitude North as far, approximately, as the
90° longitude East, that is, the western Gobi. The largest portion of this area
is occupied by those speaking Qazaq, about five million people (according to
Baskaxov only 3,581,000), while the population of Qazagistan amounts to
about seven million people, found, roughly, between the 42% and 529 latitude
north, and the 45° and 90° longitude east. This area coincides, on the whole,
with the S.8.R. Qazaqistan. South of this huge area are situated, from west
to east, those of Tiirkmen, Ozbek, Qyryyz, and New Ujyur.

Tiirkmen is spoken by 1,004,000 people (BAsgaxov) east of the southern
basin of the Caspian Sea, from the Qara-Bovaz on, bordering in the south on
Persian, in the east on Ozbek, in the northeast on Qaraqalpaq and Qazaq, and
in the north on Qazaq. In the south it reaches into some regions beyond the
Soviet-Persian boundaries, in the southeast slightly east of the right bank
of the Amu-darja, and farther on into Afghan territory.

Ozbek is spoken by 6,004,000 people (BAsgAKovV), preponderantly in the
valleys of the lower Zirafsan River and the upper Syr-darja, in the Faryina-
Valley, as well as in the plains west and northwest of the western T*ien-shan
Mountains, and north of the Hindukush range in northern Afghanistan.

Qyryyz is spoken by 974,000 people (Baskarov), almost exclusively in the
valleys of the Tien-shan, south of Qazaqistan, on the Pamir, in the Alaj
Mountains south of Faryina, and by scattered groups as far south as the high
valleys of K‘un-Lun and Qaragorum.

In the southeastern quarter of this rather unified Turkic language area of
(‘entral Asia, in Eastern or Chinese liirkistan, New-Ujyur is spoken by ca.
3,500,000 people in the oases north of the Tarim River, along the southern
slopes of the T‘ien-shan, and in the south of the Taglamagan Desert along the
northern slopes of the K*un-Lun Mountains, as far east as the towns of Ceréen
and Carxlyq west of the Lop-Desert. East of Kasyar and Jarkent, along the
Tarim River, a rather big Qazaq-speaking area has recently been formed by
Qazaq groups from beyond the T*ien-shan Mountains.

Areas of Turkic language farthest to the southeast are those of the Sary
Jogur (“Yellow Ujyur”) and Salar, in the Chinese provinces of Kansu and
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Ctin-Haj; the former are found on a narrow strip of irrigated land between
the foothills of the Richthofen Mountains (Nan-San) and the Great Chinese
Wall on the upper Edzin-gat, between (Gan-¢Zou and Lan-¢Zou. The Salar live
scattered between the southeastern shores of Lake Ctin-Haj (Kdké-Nor) and
the upper Huang-ho.

This Turkic language area of Central Asia is connected with that of Southern
miberia by a very narrow strip of Qazaq along the southwestern spurs of the
Altaj Mountains, in fact just south of the Behixa, the highest peak of the
Altaj. In the north, all along the central Turkic language area, the garland of
the now rather scattered West Siberian Turkic languages spoken by about
1,000,000 people (Baskakov) follows at a distance of ca. 200 to 400 km the
northern boundary of the Qazaq language area, loosely connecting the Volga-
Ural languages with those of South Siberia. These West Siberian languages
are usually named after the rivers along which they are spoken; these are,
from west to cast, Tiimin, Tura, Tobol (Tobut), Tara, I8im, Qirdaq, Yrtys,
and Baraba, which reaches the Ob’ near Tomsk and there comes close to the
Colym (Culym) language of the South Siberian Abagan group, spoken along the
lower course of the Coltym River, the far-flung eastern tributary of the Ob’,

The South Siberian Turkic languages (spoken by ca. 140,000 people) ex-
tend from the central Altaj and the source-river valleys of the Jenisej, between
the Sajan Mountains in the north and the Tannii-Ola in the south, often called
Ufapxa] (in Chinese Wu-njan-gaj pfl ffi ¢, Wo-lan-faj &% fg ¢ic); they
proceed northeastward along the Abagan River and Abagan Mountains to-
wards the upper Jenisej and north to the Kuzneckij Ala-Tau, and they end
with the far-flung groups speaking the Cotym language (11,125 people in 1897)
along the river of the same name. Three groups are distinguishable here:

I. the Ojrat (Ojrot) group—47,700 people in 1939 (45,000: Basgaxov);
in the southwest of the entire area, i. e. in the Altaj Mountains;

a) southern languages: Attaj-kizi, Tildnit, and Télos, Teleut (Tdlandt); and

b) northern languages: Tuba (Jys-kizi), Lebed’ (Qi-kizi, Calqandii-kizi), on
the river of the same name, and the Qumandi-kizi. According to material
recently furnished on these dialects by Baskakov, the three northern dialects
show almost all the typical features of the Abagan group, with one important
exception, so that they may well be considered, along with the Sor language,
as transitional to the Abagan languages. As these dialects, when investigated
100 years ago by Raproyy, did not exhibit these characteristics, these may be
due to recent influences from the Abagan languages, Sor in particular.

II. The Abaqan or Xaqas group (52,600 people in 1939; 57,000 according
to BASKAKOV) consists of the following : northeast of the above-mentioned one,

the Sor (12,601 in 1926; 15,000 : BAsKAKOV), on the rivers Mras (Pras, Mras-Su),
Tom’, and Kondoma (Qondum), in the neighborhood of such mining centers

as Kuznéck and Kémerovo; furthermore, within the Xagas Autonomous
Region, along the Abagan River towards the northeast and north of the
Abaqan Mountains, there are the Baltir (12,000 in 1926), Savyaj (3,019 in 1897),
Qojbal (1,015 in 1897), Qaca (20,000 in 1935), and Qyzyt (7,959 in 1897). In
the first quarter of this century, some scattered Qojbal groups were still to be
found east of the Jenisej, on the Tuba and Qazyr Rivers. Here belongs also the
insufficiently known language of the Colym Tatars (also menenKue, MejeTcKue,
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tatapsl, Milet-Tatar, Pilet-Con), a small group of Turkicized Samojed-Ostjaks
(Selqup) or Jenisej-Ostjaks (Ket) now being Russified, living on the lower
course of the Colym, the largest southeastern tributary of the Ob’. The lang-
uages of the Kiiirik (“chipmonk”) and the Kiizik, the neighbors of the Colym
Tatars—the Kiidrik on the river Kija, the Kézik around the town of Mariinsk—
seem to represent a transitional link between the West Siberian Turkic lang-
uages and those of Southern Siberia; but while Kiirik seems closer to West
Siberian and the Ojrot group, the position of Kizik, which RapLorFF links with
the Tobot dialect of West Siberian, is not clear, inasmuch as text materials
are lacking.

III. The Tuba group comprises two languages:

a) Sojoy (Sojot, Ufanxaj, or Tuba, Tuva, Tyba, Tufa proper), on the source
rivers of the Jenisej and in Ufanxaj, which now is the Tuvinskaja Avtonom-
naja Oblast ; some scattered Sojon groups ar still living in the adjacent Ajmaq
(distriet) of Qobdo in the Mongolian People’s Republic;

b) the Karavas, also called Tuba, Tyba, and in modern Soviet publications
often called Tofalary (543 people in 1851 ; ca. 600, Basgaxov), found northeast
of Ufanxaj, on the northeastern slopes of the eastern Sajan Mountains, on the
upper courses of the Udd and Bifusd Rivers, the two source rivers of the
Taséjeva, a tributary of the lower Angari. The Karayas are indicated in
Stieler’s Handatlas, plate 68, M-5.

The most remote Turkic group is that of the Jakuts in northeastern Siberia.
Their settlements nearest to those speaking the South Siberian Turkic lang-
uages are ca, 1,200 km away, separated from the latter by the Siberian tajga
(virgin forests), numerous big rivers, a territory sparsely inhabited by Russians,
Bufat-Mongols, and Tungus. The Jakuts number about one-quarter of a
million people (236,000: Basgakov), who occupy an enormous territory
mainly in the drainage systems of the Léna, Jina, Indigirka, and Kolymé
Rivers to the northeast, that of the Xatinga west of the Lena, and along the
coasts of the Northern Glacial Ocean, The majority of Jakuts are found along
the central and lower course of the Lena, and all along its two main tributaries,
Aldan and Vil'uj. Far to the northeast, the Jakuts reach slightly beyond the
Kolymé, with a few groups even to be found on the New Siberian Islands; in
the northwesternmost region of their expansion they are found along the
southern slopes of the Byrranga range of the Tajmyr peninsula, towards the
P’asina and Jenisej Rivers. In this area Jakut has superseded Tungusized
Samojedic groups and thus produced the Dolgans (ca. 3,500 people). Although
Russian ethnologists, e. g. Doraix, have taken field notes on the language of
the Dolgans, nothing extensive has been published about it; consequently,
their language or dialect is still not well known at the present time.

B. HISTORY OF THEIR MIGRATIONS

At the time the Turks, or at least Turkic tribal groups, first became known
in history—and this from Chinese sources—they were living in the north-
eastern part of the Central Asiatic steppe zone, i.e., roughly speaking, in
present-day Northern Mongolia. This region is part of the entire area which
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is also to be considered the main dwelling or roaming grounds of all the ancient
Altajic peoples. Although it is not known whether the Huns actually formed
a part of the complex which can linguistically be defined as Turkic, there are
ethnological reasons for considering them Turkic or close to the Turks. More-
over, the Chinese consistently connect later Altajic peoples, whose Turkic
nature is well known, with the Hunnie (Hun-Nuo [ #f) complex, while they
derive the Zuan-Zuan (EE#E?!), for instance, from the Dun-Hu (I #j
“east barbarians™), and the like. This is still, however, no proof; we might well
compare this procedure with the tendency of Western sources, especially
Byzantine and Latin ones, to connect the Huns with the Skythai, or later on
to call Altajic nomadic invaders from the east either Skythai or Hunni. To
verify this we have only fo consult Gy, Moravesik’s “*Byzantino-Tureica’,
under the respective entries. Such ethnika as Skythai or Hun-Nuo had almost
become appellativa. In general, Chinese historiography is superior to that of
Western, or rather all non-Chinese sources. But proof is not furnished as long
as there are no linguistic facts beyond those few words, usually titles, mentioned
as Hunnic by the Chinese sources, which words are so undifferentiated as to be
ascribable to any Altajic language group. Insofar as we are dealing with
nomadic groups of the Hun or other Altajian type, which established their
famous “‘steppe empires™, it would be far-fetched to consider a given nomadic
complex as consisting linguistically and ethnically of one homogeneous group
ondy. It is well known from detailed historical deseriptions that neither the
Qyvtan—alias Ljao—, nor the “Mongolians™, nor the Golden Horde, nor the
“éﬂ.'r’ﬂ-tﬂ-jiﬂllﬂ-” were ethnically or linguistically homogeneous; the Proto-
Mongolian Qytai contain, even in their ruling or “inner” groups, an important
clan of non-Mongolians of Ujyur nationality—that of the “Imperial Maternal
Uncles”, Sjao #§; since after the conquest of west central Asia, Western
Tiirkistan, the great majority of those ““Mongolians”, who extended the
empire towards the Caucasus and all over Russian Eastern Europe, were Turks,
the “Mongolian™ successor state in Eastern Europe was the preponderantly
Turkic “Golden Horde™. In the struggle for power over China in the 4th century
A. D., between the Proto-Mongolian T‘0-Ba f ¥4 — the Tabyac of the
ancient Turkic Orxon inscriptions—and Chinese groups, Turkic tribes seem
to have played an important role in ensuring victory to the Tabvyaé, so that
in 388 they were able to usurp power over China and establish their Wej
Dynasty. Whatever the Huns may have been linguistically—Turks, Mongols,
less probably Tungus, but possibly an Altajic group which was an intermediary
between Turkic and Mongolian (which problem will be reconsidered later on,
cf. sub Tdva§)—it is highly improbable that Turkic-speaking groups did not
participate in their campaigns or even political organization. The Huns arc
the Altajic group on which the earliest historical records exist. They go
back to the 3rd century B. C. It would seem that their consolidation, towards
the end of the 3rd century, on the vast northern steppes of present-day Mon-
zolia, as well as their warlike movements, caused unrest in China, and tbe

! For the variae lectiones of this name cf. J, Markwart, “Uber das Volkstum
der Komanen™, p. 73; WrrrroaeL and Fixa, “History of Chinese Society, 1: Liao,
907-1125", p. 85, n. 11.
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downfall of the Cfin Dynasty—which had started the gigantic construction
work of the Great Wall against the northern invaders—followed by a regroup-
ing of Chinese forces and political strength under the Former Han Dynasty
(206 B.C. — 9 A.D.). The struggle with the Huns characterizes the entire
foreign policy of the Former Han Dynasty, continuing well into the Later
Han Dynasty (22-220 A.1).). Hunnic power was at its height during the reign
of Mao-Dun (209-174 B. C.) who, as a supreme ruler of the Hunnie tribes, bore
the title of San-Ji ¥ F, which for the next three-quarters of a millennium
was the highest title of the Altajic nomadic confederacies on the steppes of
east Central Asia.

Mao Dun not only made inroads into China proper, but succeeded in taking
possession of adjacent parts of Chinese territory for quite some time. Finally,
agide from military victories which, by themselves, are not always decisive in
dealing with nomadic powers, the Chinese succeeded in sowing and fostering
discord among the different Hunnic groups striving for supreme power, so
that by the end of the Older Han Dynasty there already existed a northern
and a southern Hunnic state. A third group which the Chinese could play
against the Huns was the Sjin-bi f# #2, a tribal conglomerate from the
eastern part of the northern steppes, who lived north and northeast of the
Huns in eastern Mongolia and Manchuria. We may well consider, as does
PrLrior, that this was the nucleus tribal group of the later Mongolians, While
during the Later Han Dynasty the southern Huns became the vassals of the
Chinese, the northern ones remained independent. However, in the middle
of the 2nd century A.D. they were overrun and conguered by the Sjin-bi.
At the end of the Later Han Dynasty, 216 A.D., the southern Hunnic state was
dissolved ; this time the Hunnic power was broken forever. By the time Hunnic
power had begun gradually to decline, towards the end of the Older Han
Dynasty, in the first century B.C., certain Hunnic tribal groups had already
moved westward as far as the plaing of present-day southern Qazaqistan.
There, in the lowlands of Eurasia, with their boundless pastures, they came
into close, if not immediate, contact with the ruling populations of that vast
area which extends as far west as the Carpathian Mountains. These were the
Skythai, who were in retreat from the west, being themselves of Kuropean,
possibly Northeast-Caucasian, origin, close to the present-day Northwest-
Caucasians of the Cerkes-Qabarda complex, with a strong admixture and
superstratum of Iranian origin. And now those same Iranians who had caused
the eastward migration of the Skythai were here their immediate western
neighbors. These Iranians are historically known as the Sarmatai (and Sauro-
matai) in present-day Ukraine, and beside the Massagetai and Thyssagetai
the strong nomadic complex of the Alanoi and Aorsoi. It is upon these groups,
especially the latter two, that Hunnic westward pressure was soon to be
exerted.

When, after their defeat by the Sjin-bi, a certain number of the Northern
Huns moved westward with their San-jii, they were reunited with those Hunnic
tribes that had been living in that area since the middle of the first century
B.C., and had increased in number through Hunnic westward migrations
during the first century A.D. From the time of the campaigns of the Han
general Ban-C¢ao, during the first century A.D., the Tarim basin—present-day
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Eastern or Chinese Tirkistan, the Chinese provinee of Sinkiang—had been
under Chinese control; hence the Hunnic groups who wanted to evade Chinese
overlordship had to avoid this region of Central Asia, keeping instead to the
steppes north of the T ien-shan Mountains. With the decline of Chinese power
that set in with the end of the Later Han Dynasty, the Huns were able to push
the Chinese out of such parts of Central Asia as the Tarim basin andadjacent
areas, so remote from the Chinese motherland. As a result, the relatively exact
information on the Huns made awvailable up to that time by Chinese sources
was now discontinued ; it is only from the middle of the 4th century on that we
again begin to have news about them, this time from Western sources, since it
was then that the Huns were about to become as dangerous to the Western
countries—especially the Roman Empire—as they had once been to the
Chinese.

The Xionitai (Xwovite), who between 356 and 358 appeared on the
northeastern borders of the Sasanian Empire in Xordsan and, in 359, on the
northern slopes of the Caucasus, were at least in part Hunnic or Hunnie-led
tribes. In 375, dangerous tribal groups bearing the name of Odvwvet, Unnoi,
respective Hunni, moved westward from the region of the Maiotis {Azov Sea)
towards the frontiers of the (East) Roman Empire; twenty years later they were
found in the immediate neighborhood of both Roman Empires. At times they
were engaged in struggle, but more often in alliance, with the numerous
Alanic and other tribes from the plains of Eastern Europe, mostly those of the
various East Germanic, i.e. Gothic groups, such as the Bastarni, Vandals,
Ostrogoths, Visigoths, Gepidae and Langobardians, all of whom had been
aroused by the pressure exerted from the east by the Huns on the peoples of
Eastern Europe over quite a long period of time. It was this that started the
Great Migrations in Europe and the tribulations of the Roman Empire which
had not yet come to an end by the time of Attila’s defeat in 451, in the battle
on the Catalaunian Fields near Chalons-sur-Marne, deep inside the confines of
the West-Roman Empire. The consequences of these events were already
essentially changing the ethnographical and linguistic aspect of Europe, and
giving it the shape it still generally has today. After their defeat Attila and his
tribes retreated to their strongholds on the steppes of Pannonia, present-day
Hungary, while soon after Attila’s death in 453 they retreated even farther,
moving into the lowlands of the Danube and the southwestern Ukraine. It is
in this area that Attila’s youngest son Irndk ("Hgvay) was able for a short
while to maintain his rule over his father’s tribes, but not to hold together his
father’s political and military organization, which soon disintegrated. Never-
theless, more tribes of undoubtedly Hunnic origin soon arrived on the Pontic
steppes between the estnaries of the Danube and the Volga: these were the
Saraguroi (Zapayougot), the Urogoi (Obpwyot), and the Onoguroi (Ovéyoupot),
mentioned by such Byzantine historians as Rhetor Priskos and Suidas for the
year 463. These tribes seem to have joined the confederacy led by Irnidk. Some
years later, after 482, the name of the Bulgaroi (Bedyapor) seems to be used
in the Byzantine sources to designate the confederacy (or its most representa-
tive group?). They were found in Seythia Maior around the estuaries of the
Danube,in what the Greeks called Onglos ("O+yyiog: from Slavic Rrib, “corner”,
and which, accordingly, was later called by the Osman Turks Bujaq—'‘corner”
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—a part of which is present-day Dobru3a in northeastern Bulgaria), and
farther east, as far as the Kuban area northwest of the Caucasus Mountains.
The Bulgaroi's center seems to have been in the eastern part of their realm,
on the steppes along the Kuban River. It is not clear whether these Bulgaroi,
whose name appears here in connection with that of the Hunnic tribes, were
also Hunnic in origin, or merely belonged to a Hunnic tribal confederacy, for
there are no data from that period which would permit us to draw a conclusion,
nor is there anything that would indicate what languages were spoken by
these tribes. As we shall see later on, the Bulgaroi, or at least tribes going
under their name, were, if not the first, at least very early Turkic-speaking
immigrants in Eastern Europe. This realm of the Onoguroi—the names of
Onogunduroi ("Ovoyoivdoupet) and Unnogunduroi (Odwoyouvdelpot) also
occur—of Hunno-Bulgarian composition, was by far less hostile and dangerous
to the Roman Empire than the first Altajic wave, that of the Hunnic tribes.
The Byzantines soon sent them missionaries and even established a bishopric
under Qardust, who had studied the Hunnic language and, after seven years of
work, finally succeeded in translating the Holy Seriptures into that tongue
(ca. 544). Unfortunately, this invaluable source of the Hunnic language has
not come down to us. Around the middle of the century, the Hunno-Bulgarian
realm divided into a western part, west of the Maiotis, ruled by the Kutriguroi
(Koutpiyoupar), and an eastern part, east of the Maiotis, that of the Utiguroi
{Odziyovpot). These two realms were subdued in 560 by the Mongolian Avars
who, in 555, had come from East Central Asia along the same route as the
Huns, circumventing Iran and countries under Saganian control, and suddenly
appearing on the Pontic steppes and overrunning the sedentary communities
of the Antai (Antes). The latter were Eastern Slavs living north of the Hunno-
Bulgarian realm, between the Dnepr and the Carpathians. In 558, the Avars,
or rather an Avar group, raided Thuringia. In 567, they made Pannonia their
stronghold, It was probably with the Avars (Zuan-Zuan ¥ #E) and the Proto-
Mongolian M 2 {ifi T u-jii-hun that the title Qayan was first introduced to
designate the great chief or supreme ruler, in place of the older title San-jii
(= Jabyu?). Ethnically and linguistically, however, nothing seems to have
changed after the Avar conquest, since the latter, not caring to tarry on the
steppes of booty-poor Eurasia, obeyed their urge to attempt a conquest of the
Roman Empire, and marched into the Balkans.

It will probably never be possible, in view of the ethnically and linguistically
heterogeneous composition of the nomadie tribes, to determine when and with
or under which tribes the Turks first penetrated into Eastern Europe and
further. In this connection the problem of the Turcilingi should be mentioned;
this is a tribal group found along with Germanic groups, apparently always
East-Germanic ones, which is usually considered to be itself Germanic. Theo-
doric the Great is quoted by Jordanes, in his Gefica, as complaining to the
Emperor in Byzantion about the oppression of Rome at that time by the
(East-Germanic) Rugi, along with the Turcilingi. Without engaging in con-
jecture or speculation about this tribe name, we must nonetheless conclude
that it can hardly have been invented. Perhaps the name was taken over by
an East-Germanic group, inasmuch as (Germanic and Hunnic tribes often
moved together as good friends.
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Meanwhile, in the old homeland of the Huns, certain changes had taken
place. The Turks who had been living north and northwest of the Huns, and
who had submitted at the time of Emperor Wej T<aj-Wu (424-452) to the
Zuan-Zuan, members of the Proto-Mongolian Sjin-bi confederacy, had moved
into parts of the territory which had formerly belonged to the Huns. Around
552 they had been able to shake off the Zuan-Zuan yoke, and were now com-
ing into closer contact with the Chinese, who were at times friendly, at times
hostile, While the Zuan-Zuan had begun to move away from the close vicinity
of the Chinese at the end of the 5th century, and to follow in the footsteps of
the Huns, the Turks, whose name appears in Chinese sources (cf. the Wej-Su,
the Annals of the Tabyaé, the T¢o-ha-Wej Empire) as T u-g"id (2% §E), i.e.
Tirkiit, the plural of Tiirk, were able to unite into a larger tribal confederacy
consisting of two apparently equally strong groups, an eastern one, Dun-t‘u-
G (|| ), and a western one, Si-t‘v-§"ii (f | | ). From the middle of
the 6th century to the middle of the 7th century, these groups absolutely
dominated the northern part of the Central Asian plateau from the Amur
lands—even at times the Yellow Sea—to the Yrtys, later on extending their
dominion further west, going south along the high mountain fringe that sepa-
rates the Central Asian plateaux from the forests and steppes of Siberia. In the
6th century, after they had shaken off the supremacy of the Mongolian Zuan-
Zuan, — the later Avars —, they attained an impressive amount of power with
their far-reaching expansion towards the west, where they came into contact
and collision with the Sasanian Empire on the territory of Toxaristan, on the
upper Amu-Darja (the Oxos, *QEoc, of the Greek, the Vaxsu of the Avesta),
at the border of ancient Baktra, and finally of Xordsin. Their fame soon
spread to Constantinople which was seeking an ally against the all-too-powerful
Iranian state under Xosrau Anifirvan. In 568 a Byzantine delegation was
sent out under the leadership of the Nestorian Zemarxos (Z7nuxpyog), who after
about four months of overland travel, north around the Black and Caspian
Seas, met the Western Jabyun of the Qayan of the Tiirkiit somewhere in his
summer camp in the Ektagh, south of the Altaj. Shortly afterwards, the
Tirkiit sent a delegation of their own to Constantinople, in response to which
the Byzantines, in 576, dispatched their second delegation under Valentinos
to Qayan Ektel. The Byzantine sources mention that the Tiirkiit had brought
with them a 3irhwpa yeypuppéivoy Lxudinois yoappocw (“‘a document written
in Skythian letters”), but neither the language nor the content of the Diploma
is disclosed! This alliance was too bold a concept for the times, the main
obstacle being undoubtedly the enormous distance separating the two powers.
Nevertheless, as time went on, the Tirkit, who already were in control of the
entire vast steppe area of what is now Qazaqistan up to the Volga River, seem
to have increased in number throughout these far-western regions of their
steppe empire, around the lower Volga. There they came more and more into
contact with the Bulgaroi, the various Hunnie tribes, and the Xazaroi (Xazars).
The latter entered, or were incorporated into, the western Tiirkiit confe-
deracy.

In {hﬂif struggle against Sasanian Persia, in 578 and 588, the Tiirkiit were
not successful, support from Constantinople and the Xazars notwithstanding.
In their rear, China was gradually reconsolidating under the more unified rule
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of the Sui Dynasty (581-618), which defeated the tribes of the Tiirkiit in 581;
very soon after, in 582 or 583, this steppe-empire, the vastest in existence
before the advent of Cingis-Qayan, divided into that of the Western Tiirkiit,
with its gravitational center in the Talas region of present-day southern
Qazaqistan, and that of the Eastern Tiirkiit, or the Kok-Tiirk—Blue Turks” —
with its center in northern Mongolia, the old center of the formerly united
empire. This was in the Orxon region, with its capital in Qara Balyasun, or
Qara-Qorum, as it was later called. During the internecine wars in China at
the end of the Sui Dynasty, the Tirkiit support of the opposition party was
decisive in bringing the T‘an Dynasty to the throne (618-907). However,
Ttan T¢aj-Czun, concerned about the extent of Tirkiit power, tried to reduce
its influence in Chinese affairs to an absolute minimum. In the course of these
warg, the Tiirkiit once marched to the very walls of the capital, Lo-jan (in 624),
but in 630 they were utterly defeated by the Chinese and forced to recognize
Chinese supremacy. In 659, the Chinese forced the gqayanate of the Western
Tiirkiit into submission. A forceful Tirkit counter-movement under Eltaris
Qavyan drove the Chinese troops out in 682, and revived the independence of
the Tiirkiit. Thus the Tiirkiit were once again the overlords of the entire steppe
area north of the Great Wall, from the Yellow Sea to the Yrtys, and remained
so until the Ujyurs took over power. The glory of the Kok-Tirk Empire, as
restored after its liberation from Chinese control, found its literary expression
in the earliest Turkic literary monument, the Kiil-Tegin stele of the Orxon
inscriptions, dated 732 and 735. The Western Tiirkiit were now usually called
the On-0q tribes, and were once again separated from the Eastern Tiirkiit, this
time under the leadership of the Tiirgis tribe. In the early years of the 8th
century, on the western plains and in and around Sovydiana, they were ex-
posed to Arab attacks. The Western Tiirkiit or On-Oq tribes were finally sub-
dued in 766 by the Turkic Qarlug, who had moved on from Eastern Mongolia,
east of the Ujyurs. Toward the end of the 8th century, they accepted Islam
under their Xan Soybu (= Jabyu, 3abyu).

In 745, not long after the erection of the Kiil-Tegin monument, the Kok-
Tirk Empire was overrun by the Ujyurs. In the Chinese sources, Bej-gy,
Wej-8u, and T¢an-5u, their name is given in various forms such as Jiian-Ho
(% #), Wu-Ho (f5 ), Wu-Ho (£ #), Wei-Ho (i %), Huj-Ho (Il %),
and Huj-Hu ([@ ). The earliest mention made of them gives the name Jiian-
Ho (not Bjao-Ho—a misreading), a tribe subordinate to the non-Turkie tribe
Gao-C<é (7 1ji “high carts”), since they were identical with the Europaeoid
Din-lin T 4 (3, &), possibly relatives of the Qyrqyz, located north of the
Xun-Nuo, perhaps in the western Bajkal region. In the early 7th century the
Ujyurs freed themselves from their Turkie, i.e. Tirkit overlords, and took
possession of the Selenga region south of the Bajkal in the close northern and
northeastern vicinity of the Orxon. They are mentioned in the Orxon inscrip-
tions, along with other peoples of Turkic speech. The main tribes of the first
Ujyur gayan were the Toquz Oyuz (“nine Oyuz”). In 758 the second gavyan,
Mi.-Ciiid, conquered the territory of the Qyrqyz on the upper Jenisej, mainly
located in the Minusinsk basin. This area was famous for its highly developed
metal work and handicrafts, which often displayed the well-known Hurasian
“animal style” typical of the bronze finds of the Majkop quryans, the Volga-
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Kama culture, and those of Nojin-Ota and the Ordos region. At the time the
Qyrqyz seem to have been the foremost representatives of metal culture in
north-central and northern Asia. By the time they were conquered by the
Ujyurs, the Qyrqyz had already been strongly influenced by the Turkic, i.e.
Turko-Chinese culture of East Central Asia. A few words of the Qyrqyz
language quoted in Chapter 217 of the T‘an-&u show a strong Turkic cultural
and linguistic influence, but they do not permit us to make any judgments as
to whether the Qyrqyz, prior to their complete Turkicization, spoke a Samo-
jedic or a Jenisejic language. As powerful neighbors in the immediate vicinity
of the Chinese Empire—the emperors often being related by marriage with the
Ujyur ruling house—the Ujyurs were called upon by the Chinese time and
again to give assistance during periods of internal difficulty. On one of these
occasions, in 762-3, the Ujyurs pilfered and sacked the capital Lo-jan, where
they had been stationed for a time. While the Chinese influence upon them
was very strong in political, economic, and probably social affairs as well,
Iranian and other western influences were certainly not weak either, These
were penetrating through the Tarim basin, mainly along the great trade
routes—the so-called silk roads—and were being carried by East-Iranian,
usually Soydian, merchants into the Orxon region. We can easily conclude this
from an examination of the Ujyur script, an adaptation of the Soydian style
of Syriac cursive writing. We can likewise conclude this from the fact that
Nestorianism and Manichaeism gained a foothold with the Ujyurs. In 762
Manichaeism became the State religion and the Ujyur Empire became the
only state known to us to have raised Manichaeism to such a position.
Moreover, it extended its protection over this religion outside of its own
territory, into both China and Islam-occupied Samargand. Buddhism penetra-
ted to the Ujyurs from Gand‘dra in Northwest India, via Bamijan, Baktra,
and possibly also Buxdrd and Samargand, introducing to this region the
remarkable features of the Greco-Buddhist art of Northwest India, which
is named after the land of its origin. With the Ujyurs we can observe a most
interesting confluence of diversified cultural tendencies and strata which led
to the formation of a unique culture and, what is more, to a vast translation
literature in the Ujyur language from many of the foremost languages of the
east, south, and west of Asia. This took place, it would seem, not in the Orxon
region proper, but in the later home of most of the Ujyurs, the Tarim basin,
particularly the northern oasis belt south along the T“ien-shan Mountains. It is
from this region, and not from the lands of the Selenga and its tributaries that
almost all the hitherto known cultural documents of the Ujyurs, literary and
artistic, stem. This is probably due to the fact that at the time Ujyur culture
was maturing under these strong influences, the majority of the Ujyurs had
already moved from the Selenga region into the Tarim basin, which we may
well call Eastern Tiirkistan. Buddhism finally became the predominant
religion with the Ujyurs, while both Manichaeism and Nestorianism lost
around and then gradually disappeared. It is also from Eastern Tiirkistan that
the first authentic Manichaean texts were recovered, and therewith our know-
ledge of the Manichaean creed considerably and essentially enlarged. Prior
to this discovery our knowledge had been based solely on the apologetic anti-
Manichaean literature, especially St. Augustine. Manichaeism had been so
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severely persecuted under both the Roman and Sasanian Empires that nothing
had been preserved of it.

Toward the end of the 8th century, along with all of Eastern Tirkistan, the
Ujyurs were subdued by the Tibetans (790-91), who for a while even oceupied
the most important cities of that country, and by their allies, the Turkic
Qartuq, who at that time lived in the Ili and Talas regions of modern southern
(Jazaqistan, which probably had belonged to the West Tiirkiit gayanate but
was ruled from 766 on by the Qarhuq. The transition of an evidently consider-
able number of Ujyurs to agriculture and a sedentary way of life must have
so weakened even their defensive strength that their state was apparently
easily overthrown in 840 by the rebellious Qyrqyz, under the qayan Jaylaqar,
attacking the Orxon region from the west—the upper Jenisej—and actually
destroying the Ujyur state and its possessions in modern Mongolia. The
majority of the Ujyurs in the Orxon region apparently fled to Eastern Tiirki-
stan, some to the Qartugs in the Ili and Talas regions, and some southward to
the then GGan -j- prefecture (the later province of (yan-su) and adjacent Chinese
territory, as well as to the realm of the Tanguts (Si-ja: y§ ¥ ). The above-
mentioned Sary-Jogurs of modern (fan-su may well have descended from
those refugees of 840. The Qyrqyz were not able to extend their power over
Eastern Tirkistan. In the early 10th century the Ttay Dynasty was over.
thrown, and in the ensuing rebellions the southeastern neighbors of the Ujyurs,
the Mongolian Qytan, who before 840 had been the subjects of the Eastern
Tiirkiit ruler on the Orxon, usurped power over all of northern China north
of the Yang-Tsekiang (Jan Czé-Czjan) soon extending their dominion to east,
north, and west, In 924, they marched into the Orxon realm, overthrew the
Qvrqyz rule and pushed the Qyrqyz back to their homelands on the upper
Jenisej. Some of the Qyrqyz hordes seem not to have moved back into the
Jenisej valley, but to have followed a westerly direction, in the famous tra-
dition, and kept to the southern spurs of the Altaj Mountains where they, or
at least a large proportion of them, were still living long after the Mongolian
campaigns had finally destroyed their realm on the Jenisej (1207-09). Several
times the Qyrqyz revolted against Mongolian supremacy, once in 1218 when
Cingis (Qayan marched on Xwirazm, and again in 1254 when the new Qavyan,
Monkid (Mingii), was elected. Although Mongolian authority had been restored
on the upper Jenisej in 1270, Qubtaj-Xan in 1293 ordered a certain number
of those Qyrqyz to be resettled in Manchuria. It is natural, under the circum-
stances, that the Qyrqyz gradually lost all their former cultural achievements.
Coming back to the Qytan, the Ujyur element in the entire Qytaf tribal and
post-tribal complex was the most important foreign element therein. In imperial
times it was second to the Chinese, but in essence, of course, less foreign than
that of the Chinese. The consort family of the imperial Ljao house (Qytai)
was the Ujyur clan Sjao (). Later on, in Ljao Buddhism, the Ujyurs seem
to have played a foremost role as mediators, and perhaps also missionaries
and translators. It is probable that while the Great Ljao Script was, like
Tangut, Jiirten, and Japanese, of Sinitic nature, the Small Ljao Script was
similar to, or a derivative of, that of the Ujyurs.

Long before Altajic-speaking groups had wandered westward on to the
plains of “Turan”, — i.e., the lowlands between the Ural Mountains, the
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Caspian Sea, Iran and the Yrty§ River,—that vast portion of Asia had been
inhabited by Iranian-speaking peoples. While in the main these were nomads
who roamed the steppe areas, there were three regions of relatively compact
sedentary, agricultural, and also city-dwelling peoples. To the nomadic group
belonged, in approximate historical sequence, the Iranized tribes of the Sky-
thai, the Medes, Sarmatai, Sauromatai, Parthians, Alanoi, Aorsoi, Massagetai,
Thyssagetai, Sakai, Dahae, and the Kurds; to the sedentary ones helong the
Persians, the Baktrians, Soydians, and Xwarazmians, At the beginning of
the Altajic invasions, apart from the Persian proper, two Iranian-speaking
areas offered serious obstacles to those expansions and migrations: Soydiana
and Xwirazm, The Huns and Avars apparently did not stop in or around these
two regions, but the Turks, after taking possession of the vast steppes of
Turan, gradually began to infiltrate into the pasture lands and finally also
into the agricultural territories of those sedentary, fertile, oasis states with
their small-scale irrigation systems. The destruction of the latter was a major
weapon in the hands of the nomads, but the ensuing famine catastrophes which
decimated the sedentary populations did not add to the well-being of the
nomadic conquerors, Thus there was taking place, although with considerable
loss to the sedentary people and their civilization, a certain process of accul-
turation of the nomads, who in turn were exerting a degree of biological and
linguistic absorption on the local Iranian population. This process seems to
have been completed in Xwirazm at the time of the Mongolian conquest
(1220), but it is still going on today in the territory of ancient Soydiana—pre-
sent-day Ozbekistan—where the Iranian population, the Ta%lks, descendants
of the Iranian Sovydians who, after the Islamic conquest (8th to 10th centuries)
spoke New-Persian, still constitute a not inconsiderable percentage of the
sedentary population, especially in the cities, As late as 1929, TaZiks comprised
809, of the population in Buxira, ca.609%, in Samargand, and ca. 309, in
Taskent, inasmuch as about one-half of the sedentary peasant population of
the Zarafian valley and the Syr-darja system was Tazik. As we shall
see later on, this gradual Turkicization of the Iranian population of Soy-
Ilf:ljiaam has brought about a clear-cut dialectological division of modern
zhek.

While certain more compact Turkic groups, collectively designated as the
Tribal Confederacy of the Western Tirkiit, had spread out over the steppes of
Turan as far west as the lower Volga, from the 6th century on single Turkic
groups or fractions thereof may well have come west along with, and soon
after, the Huns and Zuan-Zuan-Avars. During the rule of the Western Tiirkiit
gayanate and the consolidation of China in the 7th century, more tribes moved
westward and settled in increasing numbers in Soydiana proper. As early as
the 4th and 5th centuries, Xwirazm, which in contrast to Soydiana had as
its only natural protection the waters of the Amu-darja, began to fortify its
smaller townships and even villages and single, isolated farmsteads, This was
not done in Sovydiana, where more numerous cities, and in extreme cases
high mountains, offered more protection; the main weakness of Xwirazm,
and particularly of Soydiana, was the political disunity among the various
city-states and their loose connection, if any, with the Sasanian Empire. The
situation was very similar to that of the oasis states in Eastern Tiirkistan.
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Thus, in spite of their relatively large populations, they were rather easy prey
for their nomadic invaders.

At about the time that the Arabs were setting foot on Spanish soil and
fighting the battle of Xerez de la Frontera (711), Arab troops marched into
Soydiana where they took Buxira and Samarqand, and then met fierce
resistance from both the Soydians and the Turkie steppe dwellers who were
being supported by the T an Chinese. In 737 and 739 the Tirkiit were defeated
on the Syr-darja, which now became the northeastern frontier of the Arabian
caliphate. In 751, the Arabs clashed near Talas with a Chinese army which
they defeated — with difficulty, but they did not continue their advance
further east. Despite the fact that the Arabs left garrisons in all the bigger
towns of Soydiana, Islam did not become the dominant religion until well
into the 10th century. Eastern Tiirkistan was Islamized from Soydiana, with
the help of the Qaraxanid Dynasty, 992-1130, but did not become Islamic
until the end of the 12th century, immediately before the Mongolian invasion.

A great number of the Turkic tribes which, under the overlordship of the
Western Tirkiit, had migrated into Turan—i.e. the Ili-Talas region, Sovy-
diana, Xordsin, and Xwirazm—seem to have belonged to the O+vuz tribes, a
group of which were the above-mentioned Toquz-Oyuz. These Oyuz evidently
differed to an insignificant degree from the other eastern and western Tiirkiit
whose tribal confederacies comprised a number of Turkic groups who, speaking
other dialects not classifiable with the Oyuz, constituted the majority of the
Turkic tribes of Turan or Western Tirkistan, as this region of Turan can
henceforth be called. ¥rom here, this mighty Oyuz tribal group set out for
further conquests of Iran, Arab countries, and the Byzantine Empire. A tribal
confederacy was formed which became known as the Sal3uq Confederacy (in
spite of the Turkish spelling with sin, and the defective writing of the first
syllable, I have deliberately used the sound harmonic form Sal¥uqg, with “a” in
the first syllable, which is well attested in Armenian sources and is also found
in the Sanglah). The Sal3uq were Islamic, which facilitated the conquest of
the Islamic countries to the west. Before setting out on their westward cam-
paigns, they were to benefit politically, in 1047, from the division of the
Qaraxanid Empire into two parts: an eastern one—Tiirkistan—which lay
east of the Syr-darja and came under Qaraxanid rule, and a western one, which
lay west of the Syr-darja and came under Sal3uq supremacy. The Qaraxanids
likewise were promoters of Islam over the Turkic paganism of the steppes. On
the other hand, they used the Iranian national traditions—for example the
Iran vs. Turan opposition—to achieve their own ends, identifying Turan with
nomadism as did the Iranians themselves. They also called themselves the
Dynasty of Afrasijab. The Sal3uq were themselves under very strong Iranian
influence, cultural, social, and political.

As the political events of the Saljuq have become generally quite well known
through Osman and Persian history, they will therefore be treated much more
briefly here than less known features of the history of Turkdom.

A large proportion of the Oyuz tribes—practically all those in and around
Xwirazm on the Aralo-Caspian steppes—did not follow the Saljuq but rem-
ained independent. These were mainly the tribal units of the Diikédr and Jazyr,
who had shifted their location, probably along with other Oyuzic and West-
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Tirkit tribes, soon after the Arabs had defeated the military might of the
West-Tiirkiit gayan in 737 and 739, on the Syr-darja, the Jinéii-Ogiiz—"Pearl
River”—of the Orxon inscriptions. Those early Oyuz rulers in the Aral region
had the title of Jabyu, and resided in Jany-kend (Dih-i-Naun, “New Town”);
their sovereignty extended over a number of townships on the Syr-darja and
eastward as far as Almalyq and Taraz (Talas). Of all the Turkie conquerors of
originally Iranian Western Tiirkistan, with its sedentary agricultural popula-
tion, only the Oyuz had, to a relatively large degree, taken on an incipient
agriculture, without, however, abandoning their cattle-breeding and pastoral
nomadism. They were probably in a state of transition to agriculture compar-
able to that of the semi-sedentary Ozbeks in Farydna thirty and more years
ago. The Ovyuz tribal groups in the Aralo-Caspian steppe zone soon proved to
be of considerable force. In that area they occasionally collided with the
Pidiiniigs, who, as we shall see later, were part of the later Northwest-Turkic
tribal confederacies, generally mentioned in Islamic sources as Qypéaq, along
with the Bulbyars, Xazars, and Xwirazmians, whose statehood they soon took
over (1041). While this dominion lasted for only two years, it prepared the way
for the ultimate Turkic domination of Xwarazm by a Sat3uq group which, with
its stronghold in that rich and fertile land, was to dominate Tiirkistan and Iran
as well as some adjacent territories up to the Mongolian conquest (1220).

Some Oruz tribes seem to have pushed very far west as early as the second
half of the 10th century. The Turkic tribes on the eastern bank of the Dnepr,
such as the Torsci (Topbuu) and Berendéji (bepengbu), who are mentioned in
the Old-Russian chronicles, and some of whom had become the special Palace
Guard of the great princes of Kijev, seem to have been Oyuz. In the 10th
century, some eastern groups of the Pidiniigs on the steppes between Jajyq
and Volga, who were the northwestern neighbors of the Ovyuz, joined or were
forced to join the Oruz Tribal Confederacy.

Islam slowly penetrated into the Oyuz tribes which time and again had
reacted hostilely to it. By the end of the 11th century, the conversion of all
the Oyuzie tribes, as well as some of the outer ones in the far northwest, seems
to have been achieved.

The Qaj(y) tribe in the Aral lowlands on the lower Syr-darja, supported by
the Bajat, exerted a kind of supremacy over the Jazyr living along the north-
eastern shores of the Caspian in Manqyélaq and the Sary Qamys regions, but
when they tried to force the Salyr of the upper Syr-darja into their incipient
larger confederacy, the latter revolted. Sal5uq, the xan of one of their tribes,
the Qynyq, moved southward with an apparently rather large group of people.
He then proceeded to meddle in the affairs of the collapsing realm of the

samanids, the Iranian rulers of the southern portion of Western Tiirkistan,
whose capital was Buxéara, |, the then most renowned center of Islamie

culture and learning, and was about to take over the Samanid realm when the
more powerful Qaraxanids, at the turn of the second millennium A. D., pushed
Saliuq out of this important land of Central Asia. The Oyuz moved south-
westwards and, for the time being, remained in northern Xorisén, north along
the Hindu-Kush and Kiépet-dagh Mountains, where they came under the
harsh rule of the Iaznawids, whose yoke they shook off in 1035-1040, aided
by the Persian population of Xorasan.
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Thus, the SalZuq power got its start, as under the leadership of Toyrul-Beg
they immediately took possession of all of Persia, overran Trans-Caucasia
(1045) and Mesopotamia, conquered Baydid and exerted their dominion over
the Caliphate (1055). Toyrul-Beg’s son, Alp-Arslan, continued his father’s
policy of conquest as he took over the greatest part of the Caliph’s empire.
After the battle of Mancikert against the Byzantines, 1071, aided by Pidinig
auxiliaries who had deserted the Roman army and gone over to the Saljuqs’,
the Emperor Romanos IV Digenes was even captured. The Sal3uq armies
advanced westward and were able to take possession of Anatolia, the last but
most significant remnant of the eastern, Asiatic, provinces of the Byzantine
Empire, as far as a line no more than 200 km (120 miles) distant from the
coast of the Aegean Sea. After this powerful advance towards the capital of
the East-Roman Empire, the western part of that empire gathered its forces
for the protection of Byzantion; this led to the Crusades, whose forceful, but
in the long run unsuccessful and inadequate battles delayed but did not
eliminate the Satjuqg-Islamic drive against Constantinople and the entire
eastern half of the Empire. While the western part of the Sal3uq empire was
in a state of war, under its rule, Iran and Tirkistan, during the latter part of
the 11th and the 12th centuries, witnessed a unique florescence of the arts and
literature. This began in the reign of Malik-8ah (1072-1092) and his Grand
Vizier, the Persian Nigdmu-’l-Mulk. The Turkic Oyuz tribes in time came
under Persian influence both in Persia proper and in Tirkistan and Xwarazm.
The capital, Marw, which had been a big city during the later years of Parthian
rule (249 B.C. to 224 A.D.)—almost contemporaneous with the two Han
Dvnasties—and was now exceeding its former size and splendor, under Sal3uq
rule apparently again had slightly over half a million inhabitants. (The little
Tiirkmen town of Mary, situated on the western fringe of the huge ruined area
of ancient Marw, had 19,000 inhabitants in 1928). Apart from its position as
capital of the Saliuq state, Marw was a most important intersection of trade
routes going from China to Constantinople and Rome, and from India to
Xwirazm, the Volga region, and the Baltic Sea. Its foremost industry was
textiles, especially silk-weaving. Towards the middle of the 12th century,
Sallug power in western Central Asia came to an end in 1141 when San3ar,
the last great Sal3uq ruler, was defeated in the battle at Qatwan, near Samar-
qand, by the Qara-Qytaj (or Si-Ljao, “Western Ljao”), who after the destruet-
ion of Qaraxanid power, had moved on from Eastern Tiirkistan and the Talas
region. Hostile Oyuz tribes had sided up with the Qara-Qytaj and had brought
terrible devastation to Marw (in 1153), from which the city never recovered.
During the disintegration of the Satuq Empire in the east, Oyuz tribes moved
into Afghanistan and India, but political power was reconsolidated in Tiirki-
stan and finally extended all over Iran by the Xwarazmian 8ihs, who likewise
were of Turkic Oyuzic origin, In the west, Sal3uq power disintegrated into
regional and local dynasties, such as the Hamdanids in Syria and Palestine,
and the Saljuqids of Riim, i.e. those tribes in Anatolia from which the xéns
of the Osman tribe were descended in the 13th and 14th centuries in north-
western Anatolia, around Brusa. These were later to become the Osman
Sultans and conquerors of the Byzantine Empire (May 28-29, 1453, fall of
Constantinople).
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These Ovyuz tribal confederacies laid the foundations for the present-day
Turkic populations of Tiirkmenistan, Iran, Trans-Caucasia, Anatolia, and the
Balkans, who form the southwest Turkic language group, also called the Oyuz
languages. The Gagauz in Bessarabia and the South-Crimean Turks go back
to these same Oyuz groups. Whether the few Turkic splinters in Syria, Israel,
and Egypt, often designated as Tiirkmens, go back to those early Sail3uq
conguest movements or are of more recent date, having been settled there
during the Osman Dynasty, it is up to now impossible to say.

The Ovyuz tribal tradition was laid down in the Oyuz-nima and a rather late
Ujyur text on Oyuz Qavan. The traditions living on in these highly legendary
texts permit us to trace them only as far east as the Yssyqg-kol, on which the
camp of Oyuz Qayan was situated.

The anthropological features of the Oyuz Turks exhibit their strong inter-
mixture with non-Altajic peoples, i.e. peoples who did not belong to the large
anthropological group known as the High Asiatic, Altajic, or Central Asian
branch of the Mongolian race. The Oyuz were the first Altajians to stay for
some time, and in some numbers, on the Aralo-Caspian steppes originally
held by northern, respective eastern, Iranians such as the Alans, the Aorsoi,
Massagetai, Parthians, Sakas, also some Soydians and other peoples. This is
particularly recognizable with the Tiirkmens and the strong Iranian, or rather
Caucaso-Iranian, influence on their ethnical type. The other descendants of
the Oruz, as for example the Osmans, similary exhibit the features of the
peoples they once subdued, Iranians, Greeks and some Caucaso-Anatolian
peoples, so that where those Oyuz peoples are concerned the Mediterraneo-
(Caucasian influence is considerable. Even today, in western Central Asia, the
Amu-darja is an anthropological boundary between the Oyuz peoples living
west of it and the Central Asiatic peoples living east of it, who have a strong
preponderance of their original Altajic anthropological features. The Amu
darja had been the northeastern frontier line of Outer Iran until the Ovuz
arrived.

In the 7th century, tribal groups known by the name of Xd Capo1 (Xazaroi)
seem to have organized infto a political unit representing the westernmost
oroup of the Western Tiirkiit. These groups lived and roamed on the steppes
around the Volga estuaries, marching at times much farther west towards the
Don and the Crimea. With the annihilation of the Western Tiirkiit Qayanate
by the T*an Chinese in 657-9, the Xazars became independent. At the same
time, between 650 and 675, they moved far west and southwest to the Kuban
and even the Dnepr, no doubt under pressure from the east by newly-arrived
Turkic hordes, probably Western Tiirkiit or people who had been under

Western Tiirkit overlordship. By 680, the Xazars had organized their own
statehood, keeping to such ancient Turkic traditions as the doumble-rule,

exerted there, according to Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos, by the yavyavog
(= gavyan), the wey (= beg/bef), and the like, Despite strong influences and at
times pressure from Christianity and Islam—it was the Xazars who were
forcefully holding the Caucasian approaches at Dirbind and the Darjal-
Gorge in the upper Terck valley against numerous Arabic assaults, thereby
keeping the Arabs and their Islam out of Eastern Europe for a long time—they
accepted Judaism as their state religion under Xan Bulan (ca 7407). A certain
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number of Jewish communities in the Crimea and on the Taman Peninsula
with the city of Keré, which were now included in the Xazar realm, were
instrumental in bringing this about. Another possible source of Judaism was
Xwirazm. However, the majority of Xazars did not profess Judaism, but
were divided into Christians, Muslims, and pagans, i.e. Samanists. For a realm
that had originally been nomadic and which extended over a vast area,—from
the 8th-11th centuries the Xazars had control over all of Eastern Europe east
of the Dnepr, Desna, and Oké4 Rivers, and the entfire Volga basin with the
lower course of the Kama, and also that of the Jajyq (Ural River) to the
east—the Xazar realm exhibited great longevity; it continued in existence
from 680-1030, when it was defeated and invaded by the Qin, the Qumans.
This durability was chiefly due to a close relationship with the Byzantine
Empire which always supported the Xazars against their enemies. Marriage
ties were not rare between the respective ruling houses; Empress Irene was
originally a Xazarian princess who was converted in Constantinople in 732,
and later acted against her husband, Emperor Leo III, and her father-in-law
in defense of the veneration of images during the period of iconoclasm.,

In 833, the Byzantines dispatched technicians to the Xazars, who helped
in such undertakings as the erection of the important fortress and town of
Sarkel, on the lower Don (the Bkna Bexka, ““White Tower”, of the Old-Russian
chronicles, and the LaJliuw, “White City” of the Arabs), which was to
serve as a Xazar stronghold against the Riis, the Russo-Normans, and the
dangerous Ugric nomads, the Magyar or Hungarians, It was only towards the
end of the Oth century that the latter moved westward into Pannonia, where
they took possession of the Puszta, the steppe with its pastures. The Xazars
were a most valuable ally for the Byzantine Empire, especially as a listening
post sitnated right at the gateway of all the great and dangerous westward
movements of the nomadic invaders. The Normanno-Russian Great Princes
of Kijev, as well as the Volga Bulgarians, were the vassals of the Xazars.
Xazar influence on them was noticeable; thus, for instance, the Great Princes
of Kijev bore, until the 11th century, the Altajic title of Koraus (gayan).
GGreat Prince Sv'atoslav of Kijev emancipated himself from Xazar overlordship
after he defeated the Xazars in 965-8. In 988, the Xazars had to abandon Tama-
tarxa (Tapatogye, ThMyTOpoKaHb) to Mstistav, whothereupon became its ruler.

The Xazars are usually called Turks or are classified with the Turkic peoples.
In this form this is certainly incorrect, for the Xazars contain groups of
different national and lingunistic origin, as did all the nomadie groups reviewed
thus far. But particularly in the case of the Xazars, two anthropologically
different groups constituted the national body: one very dark, and the other
fair-skinned and light in type; also their language is described as differing
from Turkic but resembling that of the Bulgars. It might well be concluded
that the dark type belonged to an Altajic-speaking group or groups, or perhaps
to some of the post-Hunnic tribes whose names bear the suffix -youpor. Some
of these have been cited as belonging to # paden Aeyopévny Bovkyapiux (“the so-
called ‘Black Bulgaria’"”, Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos), or the |)feopypp
Sevordik‘—‘black sons”’—of the Armenians. They presumably spoke Hunnic,
Hunno-Bulgarian, or Bulgaro-Turkie, while the light and fair-skinned people
were probably of Finno-Ugric, perhaps Ugric and Proto-Hungarian origin or
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affinity. This is not entirely cogent, gince, as we shall see later, the Turkic
Qumans were evidently in the main fair-skinned, blue-eyed, and blonde-haired
Turks. A North-Iranian (Alanic, Oset‘i) substratum should not be excluded.

Despite the relatively high cultural level of the Xazar realm and its close
ties with Byzantion, not a single line in the Xazarian language, not a single
inscription has been found so far; no mention is made in historical sources of
any Xazar writings, books, or literature.

The consolidation of the Xazar realm towards the end of the 7th century
eliminated to a considerable degree, although not completely, the tribal an-
archy existing in the wake of the disintegrating Hunnic and Avaric Empires.
At least two tribal movements of foremost significance resulted, one going
towards the Danube, the other up the Volga River. Kofpitog (Qubrat), ruler
of the Korpiyovpor, who was baptized in Constantinople in 619, was
able to shake off the Avar yoke and establish an independent realm on
the eastern Pontic steppes, with its center of gravity on the Kuban; it was
called dpy® tév Odwoyouvdolpwy (state of the Unnogiinduroi), or %) Meydhy
Bovkyapie (Great Bulgaria). Later on, the third of Qubrat’s five sons, Asparux,
evading the threat of Xazar supremacy, started to migrate westward to the
Danube, the frontier of the Byzantine Empire, which he finally crossed, thus
foreing his way into Byzantine territory. In 679 he established himself on the
pasture grounds between the Haimos (Balkan Mountains) and the Danube,
with the acquiescence of Byzantion. The Bulgarians soon spread all over the
two provinces of Moesia Inferior and Thrace. In their new home the Bulgars
were to be found in the immediate neighborhood of Slavs, Greeks and, in the
cities, Armenians as well. The most compact population around them was
that of the Southern Slavs, so that with the progressive sedentarization of the
Bulgars, efficiently supported by the Byzantines, the former in some 200 years
underwent linguistic Slavization, and came under the strong cultural influence
of Christianity and the Greek language and civilization. It was the “Inner
Tribes”, those of the ruling house and their most closely affiliated clans, which
offered the longest resistance to sedentariness and Christianity. But a successful
palace revolution by Xin Boris, in 864, brought the long-expected results.
With this the Slavie language penetrated also into the Inner Tribes, and
Altajic-Bulgarian was more and more replaced by Slavie. Thereupon the
Bulgars became the first Slavie people to develop a literature, still preponder-
antly translations from Greek ecclesiastical texts, the Old-Church-Slavie
literature which for a long time served as an example for all literary activity
of the Southern and Eastern Slavic nations of Byzantine Orthodox faith.
Prior to 864, the Bulgars had used Greek on the few Proto-Bulgarian inscript-
ions preserved in northeast Bulgaria. Only one inseription has been found so
far which seems to be in Proto-Bulgarian; it is written in Greek script but is
as yet uninterpreted. We must not neglect to mention that the ethnical type
of the present-day Slavic-speaking Bulgarians exhibits very strong features
of the High Asiatic or Altajic racial type, much more so than their immediate
and eastern neighbors, the Osman-speaking Oyuz Turks of the Balkans and
even Anatolia.

The tribal movement up the Volga River was also caused by pressure from
the Xazars, who wanted to have the restless Hunno-Bulgarian tribes farther
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away from the center of the state. Thus, with considerable Xazar “support”,
those Hunno-Bulgarian tribes who, to a large degree, seem to have amalgam-
ated by that time into a larger unit, retreated from the lower Volga and Don
rivers to the region of the Volga-Kama confluent which had always been a
crossroads for migrations and cultural exchanges. It is also famous for the
previously-mentioned prehistoric Volga-Kama bronze and iron finds, char-
acterized by the “Animal Style”. Thus, Volga-Kama was a cultural colony of
Majkop and the other sites of the Animal Style in the Caucasian lands, and
probably the most important link for the latter with the Minusinsk basin in
Southern Siberia. At the time of the Hunno-Bulgarian immigration, however,
there were no remains from those times, since the Volga-Kama culture had
evidently been destroved long before by peoples forming part of the powerful
expansion waves of Indo-European-speaking groups, probably early Iranians.
In the Volga-Kama region the Hunno-Bulgarians were still under Xazaric
influence but sufficiently remote to be checked. The Xazars evidently did not
object to the penetration of Islam to this unrestful people, inasmuch as they
adopted Islam in 922, the year Ibn-Fadlin, the well-known Arabic traveller
and emissary of the Caliph, made a journey along the Volga to visit them. His
account of this trip is one of the best contemporary sources on those lands
to come down to us.

The realm of those Hunno-Bulgars or Volga-Bulgars was politically destroyed
by the Mongol conquest of the Volga region in 1236; later—in 1361—its rem-
nants were incorporated into the realm of the Golden Horde. With the Mong-
olian conquest, the Turkicization of a certain part of the Volga-Bulgars set in,

and Turks now began to come and settle down in greater numbers in that
area, They were the later Turks of Qazan, the northern center of the Golden

Horde. Another part of the Hunno-Bulgars remained relatively unassimilated
by the Turks, and still exist as the Cuvas (Tava#) nation. With and after the
downfull of the Xazars in the second half of the 11th century, the Hunno-
Bulgarian conglomerate which had remained in its later habitat along the
Kuban river, in so-called Black Bulgaria, i. e. in the southern part of the
Xazar realm, were absorbed by those Turkic tribes which overran and destroy-
ed the Xazar state and took possession of parts of Greater Xazaria. Some of their
Turkicized descendants still exist under the name of Qaradéaj and Balqgar
in the Caucasus, northeast of Mt. Elbrus. It was probably during the rule of
the Golden Horde that they were gradually pushed out of the grasslands north
of the Caucasus. Whether the tribal name of Balgar is to be considered a
continuation of Bubyar is not at all certain, especially in view of the Malga
river along which the Balgar are (or were) living,

Those peoples who destroyed the Xazar realm and finally absorbed its
population were the Pédédnédgs and Qumans, who laid the foundation for the
population of Northwest-Turkic speech in Eastern Europe. In Islamic sources,
these peoples are often called Qypédaq, the same name, of unknown etymology,
by which the Eurasian plains are designated. However, the Turkic peoples
who had marched on to the steppes of present-day Ukraine, long after the
disintegration of the Hunnic Empire but evidently between the formation
of the Bulgarian Tribal Confederacy and the invasion of Xazaria by the
Qypéaqs, did not belong to the latter; they must originally have constituted
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the westernmost outpost of the Western Tiirkiit Empire and thus belonged
to one of the Oyuz Confederacies. They are better known through the Old-
Russian chronicles, although the latter furnish no information about their
earlier whereabouts. At the end of the 9th century, when the Magyars marched
through the Pontic steppes and crossed the Dnepr near Kijev in 898, on their
way westward to Pannonia, those Ovyuzic Turks were evidently already
located there, In the Old-Russian chronicles a number of tribes are mentioned,
such as the TopbsuH (Torsci), who were apparently the strongest among them
and had a kind of leading position, the bepenjbu (Berendéji),the Kosyu (Kovuji),
the Typrmbu (Turpéji), and the Kaiennun (Kajepiéi: “‘sons of Qaj(y)-opa™). 1f
the sequence given by the Old-Russian chronicles is correct, the Kowvuyji,
Turpéji, and Kajepidi appeared later than the Pidindgs and [Tonosbiu (Polo-
vbeli = Qumans), and this would probably mean that they were not Ovyuzic
tribes but belonged to the Qypéaq group. This latter assumption would be
corroborated by the form of the name Kosym if that name derives
from the word for swan, goyu, quyu, (> )*quvu > gu, as the totem animal of
that tribe, and thus exhibits the typical Qypéaq development of vy to v (cf,
more about this in K. H. MeExGEs, “The Oriental Elements in the Old-Russian
Igof Tale”, p. 111.). According to the Old Russian Annals, the Torsei served as
auxiliaries in 985 for Great Prince Viadimir of Kijev, the later Saint Viadimir,
in his campaign against the Bulgars. The bodyguard of Viadimir, as of many
other Great Princes of Kijev, was made up of Torwei. They had their quarrels
with Old-Russian princes of other cities, as for instance with Vsevolod, by
whom they were beaten in 1055; five years later they suffered a crushing
defeat by the three united princes: Vsevolod, IZaslav, and Svatoslav, from
which the tribe never recovered. But in the meantime, much more dangerous
enemies of the ancient Russians had already moved on to the Trans-Dneprian
steppes and into the immediate neighborhood of the Old-Russian principali-
ties: the Pacdanigs (the Ilatlivoxitar of the Byzantines), and following on
their heels the Poloveci or Qumans. The steppes of Central Asia seem to have
been an inexhaustible reservoir of most dangerous enemies for non-nomadic
mankind. Around 862 the Pidinigs—the Old-Russian form [leuenbrs would
suggest a closed e in the last syllable: Paddneg—appeared on the Don,
pressed from the east by the Uyuz, as Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos and
Mas*adi have reported. But up to 948 some of their tribes were found on the
steppes between the Volga and Jajyq. All through the 10th and a considerable
portion of the 11th century, the Paéinigs roamed about the steppes between
Dnepr and Volga. In the middle of the 11th century, the Qumans appeared in
this area. After having overrun and finally destroyed the Xazar realm in
1030-50, as Ibnu-’l-Apir reports, they were now on their way to drive the
Padinidgs off the lands between the Volga and the Danube. According to
Matt@os Urhajeci, in 1050-51, at the “[people of the] Snakes” (avsic'n
wedfrgh), the Uz and the Pacinnakk* were beaten by the Fallow Ones (Juwpwl,p
Xartésks, the “Blonde, Fallow” = Polovbei; ef. K. H. MExces, “lgof-Tale™,
p. 1-14). Where this took place is unknown. Already by 1055, five years before
the great defeat of the Torsei, the Qumans had appeared in the immediate
neighborhood of the Russians, who were defeated by them in 1061. In 1080,
the Torsci came from east of the Dnepr, hard-pressed by the Pidinigs and
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Qumans, from Perejasiavl’ and the Trubez river, but were defeated by Viadimir
Vsevolodovié. The power and drive of the Fallow increased so much that the
Pidiniigs became their allies with the aim of defeating the Old-Russian
principalities as well as Byzantion itself. This alliance suddenly assumed the
most threatening aspect., Both tribal groups marched united into Bulgaria
for the great attack against the East Roman Empire in May 1091. The Byzant-
ines, who at that time had no strength whatsoever, succeeded in persuading
the Xan of the Qumans to side with them by promising him all the spoils of
war. Thus, in the battle on the Marica, the Pécianigs suffered their final defeat,
after which they were massacred mercilessly. Only a few scattered groups
escaped to Pannonia and settled among the Hungarians, where the name of
the Bisind (Beseny0) still lives on. The Qumans returned to the Pontic steppes
where they began to harass the Russians. In the years 1095 to 1105 the Torseci
were often still mentioned as auxiliaries against the Poloveci. In 1096-7, the
Toreei, Berendéji, and some Pidéinig groups which had not participated in
the proposed war against Byzantion, were engaged in fighting with the Russi-
ans. In 1105 the Torsei and Berendéji were beaten by the Quman Xan Bonag
(BoHAKS); in the 12th century the name of the Torsci ceased to be mentioned.
The Berendéji were finally vanquished by Viadimir Monomax (who ruled until
1125); in the 12th century their name too disappeared. During the 12th century
the power of the Poloveci was steadily growing all over the steppes east of the
Dnepr. Their relations with the Russians were partly of a friendly, partly of a
hostile nature; intermarriages were not at all uncommon. In 1185 the Old-
Russian prince Igof Svatoslavié marched against them; after an initial
success he was utterly defeated by Xan Qonéaq. This exploit has been sung
in the Igof-Tale, the Crnioo o INbaky Mropeesk, the only Old-Russian text of
a completely secular nature.

In the first years of the 13th century, the Poloveci again marched south-
westward into Bulgaria and Thrace, and tried to establish a stronghold in the
latter. When in 1202 Roman Mstistavié of Gali¢ invaded their territory, they
hastily returned to the Pontic steppes. Very soon afterward the Mongolian
menace began to draw near. In the beginning of the third decade of the 13th
century, the Mongolian armies started their invasion of the Pontic steppes.
Xan Kotian (Kotsanb), who had survived the first battles with the Mongolians
preceding that of the Kalka, was the father-in-law of Mstisltav Mstislavié of
(zali¢; he asked the latter for the support of the Russian princes against the
Mongolians. The South Russian princes met under Mstislav in Kijev and
agreed on an aftack against the Mongols. At that time the Quman Xan Basty
was baptized. The Russians, along with the Poloveei, drove the Mongolians
back from the Dnepr as far east as the Kalka River, but disagreements among
the Russian princes caused their own and the Polovecis’ defeat (1223 or 1224).
Xan Qondaq’s son H0pbruy, Jursgii (Orgii, Urgt?) was the Ju-li-gji who figures
in the biography of Cingis Qayan’s general, Siibiitdj, contained in the Jiian-Sy,
the Dynastic Annals of the Mongolian (Jilan) Dynasty, as one of the two
chiefs who had been beaten on the river Bu-czu (-ho) by the Mongols under
Siibiiti].

The Poloveei also had relations with Georgia; for example, David 111, the
“Renewer” (1089-1125), had married a Quman princess. QQuman groups served
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as auxiliaries in the Georgian army and helped defeat the Salfugs in 1121,
In 1206 Queen T<amara, in alliance with the Poloveei, vanquished the Saljuqs
of Qonija.

The Poloveci were apparently preponderantly pagan, not Muslim like the
Volga-Bulgars. No Muslim names for the Poloveci are known; some of their
names were Christian, for instance Jurij Konéakovié, or Daniit Kob'akovié,
who fell in the Kalka battle. Probably those Qyvpdaqs who had been brought
or sold to Mamlik Egypt had become Islamized only in Egypt, having previous-
ly been pagan. In the middle of the 14th century, the Berber Ibn Battata, the
famous Arabic traveller and geographer, landed on the “steppe of Qypéaqg”,
opposite Keré (al-Kars). He later stated in his book that the Qypéaqgs were
Christians, This was not long after the only text in the Quman language, the
Codex Cumanicus of 1303, had been written, somewhere in the Crimea. But it
would seem that in the 12th century the Qypéaqs were still preponderantly
pagan. This can be inferred from the Old-Russian chronicles; also Bishop
Vasilios of Edessa, in 1142, referred to them and the Piidinigs as pagan.

We may well assume that the Potoveei suffered from the Mongol invasion
and the establishment of Mongolian supremacy over Eurasia much more than
the Russians. They did not lose their freedom and independence, but as a
people they disappeared quite soon from the Pontic steppes; evidently some
of them were drawn into the Turkic tribal groups that had moved into the
Volga region with and soon after the Mongolian invasion; some of them
moved westward and were soon absorbed by the Russians: only a few tribes,
each of them probably small in number, survived along the Pontic north-coast
which continued to be part of the Byzantine Empire, along with a number of
Western, Genoese and Venetian, trade colonies. These tribal groups were the
Qypdaqs designated as Chrigtian by Ibn Battita, and it was for them that the
Codex Cumanicus was written. For linguistic reasons, there can be little doubt
that a great part, if not all, of the Qarajim in the Crimea and the extreme
western part of the Soviet Union are of Quman origin.

The Old Russian name Poloveci is only the equivalent of the name by which
they are designated in western sources: Valvi, Valwen, etc., and the Xartesk®
of Matt‘eos Utrhajec‘i. It is undoubtedly a translation of the name Quman by
which they are also designated, and which is possibly their original tribal
name derived from the Turkic qubg: “vellow-red, reddizgh, yellowish”. This
referred to the color of their hair, which distinguished them from the great
majority of Altajic-speaking peoples. In Hungarian they are called Kiin,
plural Kiin-ok, a form not uncommon in Hungarian place and family names,
inasmuch as the Qumans seem to have survived the longest in Hungary, where
they arrived after the Padindgs and in greater numbers, probably only after
the Mongolian invasion. The Qumans seem to have originally formed part of
a larger Mongolian tribal confederacy, the Si (< *Qaj), 42, which had also
once belonged to the fgf ¥ Sjin-bi Confederacy. As I have shown in my
study on the Igof-Tale, the name of the Qumans can be traced back to that
of the B %% 48 K‘u-mo-§i (< *K‘o-mdg-gaj), the older name of the Si. Before
moving west they must have been living in northeastern Mongolia, east of
those Qyrqyz who had taken over the Ujyur Empire on the Orxon. The form
*Qun which underlies the Hungarian K#@n may be either a contraction of
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*Quba-n or a survival of the *Qun mentioned by Bériini, which MARKWART
connects with one of the earliest forms under which the Jenisej Qyrqyz are
mentioned in the Chinese sources, Bt | Gjin-k*un. The tertium comparationis
which gives this comparison considerable weight is the fact that these early
Qvrqyz are described by the Chinese as “‘green-eyed, fair-skinned, and blonde™.
The Poloveci-Qumans, along with the ancient Jenisej-Qyrqyz, are the two out-
standing examples of blonde, fair-skinned, blue-eyed peoples within an over-
whelming mass of peoples belonging to the High Asiatic (or Altajic, Mongolian)
race. Some slight traces of an underlying fair-skinned and blonde or reddish
population are found in the Minusinsk basin, where they still are very oc-
casionally encountered. But at the time of such explorers as PaLLas in the
1770s and CasTREN and RaprLoFr in the 184(°s and 186(7s, they were somewhat
more numerous, for instance among the Sayaj, Qojbal, and certain other sub-
divisions of those people speaking Abaqgan-Turkic (ef. on this: K. H. MENGES,
“Zum Stammesnamen der Savyaj”’, in C.A4.J., 6, 1960, pp. 110ff.). These
definitely un-Altajie, non-Mongolian racial features, suggesting European or
Europaeoid affinities with some ancient Central Asiatic peoples, are to be
linked with far-flung eastward migrations of Skythai or Skythoid populations
as the latest wave of such movements, and with an older—perhaps much
older—expansion of Mediteranneo-Caucasian, Palaeo-European peoples whose
descendants are probably the Jenisejians (or Jenisej-Ostjaks) and their older,
now extinet, South Jenisejic relatives, the Kotts, Ara, and Asa. While there
is now substantial archeological evidence of a dolicho-cephalic Europaeoid
Skythian migratory wave, which came to a standstill around the first century
A.D., the Jenisejic languages, still insufficiently explored with regard to their
affinities, exhibit features clearly pointing to a Palaeo-Caucasian origin. All this
evidence points to older, in part very archaic links with Ancient Europe from
which fair-skinned, blonde-haired people must have migrated towards Central
Asia, not only in the person of the Toxarians, but prior, and possibly long
prior, to them. The problem of Americanoid racial features found among the
Turks of the Minusinsk basin will be touched upon later. For details concerning
the above passage, cf. J. MakkwarTs “Uber das Volkstum der Komanen”,
Abhdlgn der Kgl. Ges. d. Wiss, zu Gottingen, 1914, pp. 25-241, and the two
review articles on this work, by P. PELrror: “A Propos des Comans™, J.A4.,
série XI, vol. 15, pp. 125-185, 1920; and V. V. Barror'p, “Novyj Trud o
Poloveax” in Russkij Istorideskij Zurnat, 1921, pp. 138-156, handily found in
H. H. ScHAEDER’s Introduction to J. Marrwart’'s “Wehrot und Arang”,
pp. 25%-51*, 1938 ; further, K. H. MExgEs, “‘Igof-Tale”, as quoted.

Cingis Qayan’s grandson Batu (who ruled from 1227-1255), son of Cingis
Qayan’s eldest son 3oéi, tried to extend far to the west the frontiers of his
father’s share of Cingis Qayan’s empire, going through southern Poland into
Silesia. Emerging victorious in the Battle of Liegnitz (1241), he then retreated
through the Balkans to Saraj, the Mongolian capital on the lower Volga near
Astraxan, to be present in the same year in Qara-Qorum for the election of
the new Great Qayan after Ogiidiij’s death. Batu, although he could not
incorporate Poland, Bohemia, Hungary, and the Balkans into the Mongolian
Empire, completed the Mongolian conquest in the west and consolidated the
ulus of 3o¢i which was soon called the realm of the Golden Horde or Qypéaq,
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extending from Eastern Poland and Moldavia toward the Yrtys, while the
frontiers with the utus of Cavyataj ran along the lower courses of Amu and
Syr-darja. At first Xwarazm belonged to the Golden Horde, but was lost in
1262-5 to the ulus of Cayataj. In the north of the empire, no frontier existed.
The Caucasian kingdoms and almost all of Asia Minor with its Sal3uqid
successor-states recognized the sovereignty of the Golden Horde. In Western
Asia matters changed in 1260, when the Mongolian successor-state of the Il-
Xians in Persia took possession of the former Sal3uq territories, so that Dir-
biind and the Terek became the frontiers between the Golden Horde and the
empire of the I1-Xans. In contradistinction to some of the preceding passages,
I have not enlarged on the history of the Golden Horde, especially since this
subject has been well known since the appearance of B. SPULER’s standard
work on the history of the Golden Horde and P. PeLrror’s review book, ‘“Note
sur |'Histoire de la Horde d’Or”, which contains a great number of most
valuable linguistical observations on Altajic tribal names and terms.

Unlike the other successor-states of Cingis Qavan’s empire, that of the
(iolden Horde, despite its Islamic creed, did not achieve a cultural unity
supporting its political system; hence it easily disintegrated in the 15th
century into virtually independent states, smaller xanates, those of Qazan,
Astraxan, the Crimea, the Novajs, Western Siberia, and that of Qasimov-
Meséersk on the lower Oka. While the latter had always been a Muscovite
protectorate, the Golden Horde was annihilated as a political power by the
Russian conquest of Qazan in 1552, and Astraxan in 1556, under Ivan IV, the
Terrible. Then followed the xanate of West Siberia and later that of the
Crimea, which latter could lean for quite some time upon the Osman Empire.

It was under the realm of the (Golden Horde that the Tatars and the Novajs
came into their later habitat. Both names are of Mongolian origin. Novyaj goes
back to Mongolian nogaj, noxaj} = “dog”, probably since the dog was the
totem of the Mongolian tribal groups which originally bore that name. The
name of the Tatars first appears in the Orxon inscriptions; the Kiil-Tegin
monument mentions only the Otuz-Tatar (‘“Thirty Tatars”), while in the
Chinese texts the Tatars, Da-t‘an % H, Da-Da §§ &1, do not occur before 842,
which is quite late. In the Dynastic Annals of the Qytan and 3iiréen their name
is rarely found. In its place Czu-bu §f |+, Czu-pcu ff| $2, are used, a term which
resembles the Tibetan designation for the Mongols, Sogbo. The Tatars were
originally and basically a Mongolian tribal confederation of major impostance
among Cingis Qayan’s tribes, Later on, after the Mongolian campaigns up to
the Volga basin, the Turkic groups, which had come with and after the Mon-

golian armies, were assigned to the Mongolian Tatar tribe, and therefore
assumed this name as their over-all designation—a recurrent feature of the

tribal history of Eurasia. The Tatars were distinguished by region into those
of Qazan, Astraxan, the Crimea, Qasimov-Me&dersk, and Western Siberia, The
Tatars centered in and around the former realm of the Volga-Bulgarians, on
the estuary of the Volga and on the northern approaches to the Crimea. The
Novajs seem to have originated from a tribal group under Amir Novyaj of the
(Golden Horde (12807-1299), who was a descendant of J0ti-Xan: down to the
19th century they lived all over the Ponto-Caspian steppes between the
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Caspian and the Dobruja. After the downfall of the Golden Horde, the Novyajs
were divided into a northern group, the “Small’’ Noyaj and a southern group,
the “Great” Novyaj. The former were the close neighbors of the Bagqurts and
the West Siberian Tatars; the latter were at that time on the Syr-darja, where
they were joined by the Manyyt-Noyaj who had originally been Mongolian
Manyyts and had once formed one of the main groups of ‘{nﬁr Novyaj on the
steppes north of the Black Sea. Following the trend of their eastward (return)
migration into the Aral steppes, the Qara-Qalpags and the Ozbeks apparently
also returned from the Pontic steppes and the Volga basin respectively. At
that time (16th century) the Small Novajs had already moved far westward.
Most of the Great Noyajs followed soon afterward, attracted by the xans of the
Crimea. Today, except for the above-mentioned groups between Kuma and
Terek and near Mineral’nyje Vody, there are only a few Novajs left in the
DobruZa, once the refuge of those Novyajs who had been living in the western
Ukraine and Bessarabia and who wanted to remain subjects of the Osman
Sultans after their former territory had become part of Russia.

The Bagqurtsapparently did not participate in any of the major and spect-
acular movements of Altajic tribes, but they too once lived or roamed farther
to the east, in Western Siberia. They moved into their present habitat probably
not later than the time of the consolidation of the Golden Horde, when the
Novyajs were also forcefully pushing westward. As late as the 9th century,
relic groups of the Alans were living in the territory the Ba&qurts inhabit
today, but these were soon absorbed by various westward-moving Turkic
tribes. The first mention of the Badqurts was by Ibn Fadlin in 922, at a time
when they belonged to the Volga-Bulgarian empire. In 1236 all of the Badqurt
tribes came under Mongolian power, and later formed part of the realm of the
Golden Horde. With the disintegration of the latter, the Baiqurts’ territory
was divided into three parts, pertaining respectively to the xanats of Qazan,
the Novyajs, and West Siberia.

As to the racial features of the Basqurts, they may be said to be strikingly
heterogeneous; no other people in their entire surroundings has as many
characteristics pointing to repeated admixtures from the east as well as the
west and north. Apart from outspokenly Mongolian, i. e. High Asiatic, features,
the ones indicative of ancient Uralic and Skytho-Sarmato-Alanic influences
are most noticeable. The Badqurt language, too, has similar features indicative
of heterogeneous influences which will be discussed later.

The continuous Russian eastward expansion, which gained momentum with
the weakening of the Golden Horde, displaced and finally absorbed a number
of Turkic and non-Turkic peoples living east and southeast of the Russians,
Thus the Volga region and the major portion of the Pontic steppes were finally
taken over by the Eastern Slavs, the later Russians and Ukrainians. Much the
same happened to the Ural region and Western Siberia, most of the steppes
north of the Caucasus, and certain latitudinal strips of Central and Eastern
Siberia. This Russian movement has not yet come to an end.

But it was not only the Russians who displaced Turkic tribes from the
Ponto-Caspian steppes; in 1632, Qalmyq tribal groups of the Toryut and
Dirbét, who had migrated, in 1616, from the Dzungarian realm in Western
Mongolia, the southern Altaj, and Dzungaria proper, reached the lower Volga



B. History of their migrations 30

and Don estuaries. As they were soon followed by additional Qalmyq tribes,
the Qalmyqs now became a new power in the Volga-Don triangle. Their
friendly relations with Russia contributed essentially to the expansion of
Russian supremacy in these areas, the adjacent Caucasus, and even further
east toward Persia and Xwirazm. In contradistinetion to the other, Turkie,
nomadic groups, the Qalmyqs professed Buddhism in its Lamaist form. After
the Mongolian invasions, the Qalmyqgs made the last of the larger westward
movements of Altajians. In 1771, after dissensions with St. Petersburg, about
two-thirds of the Qalmyqgs reemigrated to Dzungaria. Unfortunately, this
proved to be a death march for most of them, since hostile Qazaq tribes robbed
them of almost all of their cattle and possessions. When the survivors reached
Chinese territfory in Dazungaria, they found none of their Qalmyq brother
tribes left following the Chinese annihilation of the Dzungarian realm. On the
Ponto-Caspian steppes the (Jalmyqgs controlled that part between Emba and
Don; only later were they pushed out of the area between Emba and Ural by
the Qazaqs, and finally also out of the area between Ural and Volga, so that
Qazaq tribes of the horde of Bikiij were roaming on both sides of the Volga
estuary, but without penetrating westward into Qalmyq territory. The earlier
Volga-Tatar inhabitants of the lower Volga and its estuaries had been forced
out of this area or absorbed by the Qalmyqs who had also made a strong wedge
between the different Novyaj groups and between the eastern Novaj fribes and
the Crimean Tatar xanate. The Qalmyqs had likewise put an end to Cerkes
aspirations concerning Astraxan (which they had taken in 1532 and held on
to for a few years), and they had control for quite a long period over the
northern access to the Caucasus, extending their power as far as eastern
Daghestan, where the Turkic Qumugs were their vassals,

The territory of present-day (Qazaqistan was the scene of successive, almost
unceasing, Altajic migrations from east to west. While with the disappearance
of the Huns and the Avars (4th-6th centuries A.D.) this territory had been
held by Turkic groups, it was only after the disintegration of the ulus of
Cavyataj, under the last Timurid rulers, that Qazaqistan’s Turkic population
ceased to change essentially. As the vague term gazaq indicates (WB, Ca., Qn.,
Crimean [Qrm.] ““free, independent man; vagabond ; he who seeks adventures;
unmarried”—besides also being one which designates peoples: “‘the Qazaq”,
“the Cossacks”, and therefore with the Altaj-Turks, i. e. the Alaj-kizi, Teleut,
Lebed’, “the Russians”), these steppes, which most of the time were remote
from any firm control, were the ideal gathering place for all kinds of rebels,
dissidents, insurrectionists, irregulars who had deserted from their armies,
adventurers, and robbers, whether on a tribal or an individual level, so that

these steppes were generally rife with danger, including political danger. Long
after the Russian conquest of Tiirkistan, completed by the occupation of

Taskent and Samarqand (1867-1873—the official date of the annexation of
Tirkistan is February 17/March 2, 1865), the steppes, i. e. present-day Qaza-
qistan, remained only loosely and nominally connected with the Russian
Empire. It was there that in 1916 the huge Turkic-Islamic insurrection broke
out. Only after the establishment of Soviet power did these steppes come
under firm control. The (Jazaq people and language are of heterogeneous
origin: they consist primarily of various Oyuz and Qypéaq elements in which,
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finally, as the language demonstrates, the Qyptaq ones definitely gained
predominance, so that the present Qazaq language belongs to the southeastern,
i. e, Aralo-Caspian, branch of the Northwest-Turkic or Qypé¢aq languages. As
in numbers, the Qazaq are at least as strong as the Tatars, and almost on
a par with the Ozbeks, the three latter being the most numerous Turkic
peoples of the Soviet Union,

In the Amu-darja delta and along the lower course of this river live the
Qara-Qalpagq—173,000 people according to Baskakov—who also belonged to
one of the major tribal confederacies under the Golden Horde and the **Great”
Novajs. It is quite possible that they were in part descended from the Chrnii
Kiobuci, Uspauu Knobyuu, who were first mentioned in the Old-Russian chron-
icles as living in the steppes near Kijev, east of the Dnepr. Since the 17th
century, the Qara-Qalpaq and the Qyp#ag-Ozbeks have, to some degree, gone
over to agriculture, but they have never completely abandoned their nomadism.
The differences between QQara-Qalpaq and Qazaq are so insignificant that the
former can really be considered a dialect of the latter, notwithstanding the
influence some Qara-Qalpaq dialects have undergone from Tiirkmen and
Ozbek. A few small groups of Qara-Qalpaq live in the diaspora near Xiwa, in
the region of Astraxan, near Qokand in Faryina, and even in Afghanistan.
Neither the exact location nor the population figures for these groups seem to
be available, In its division into northeastern and southwestern dialects, Qara-
Qalpaq shows a few transitional features from Qazaq to Tiirkmen. The dialects
of Astraxan, Faryana and Afghanistan have not been investigated as yet.

The Qazaqs are very close relatives of the Qypdaq-Ozbeks or the Ozbeks
proper, who are direct descendants of those Ozbeks who migrated back from
the eastern part of the Ponto-Caspian steppes toward Xwarazm. They origin-

ated from the eastern tribes of the ulus of 3oéi, the “White or Blue Horde”,
in the domain of one of 3oéi’s two sons, Sajban, and probably derived their
name from the Amir Ozbek of the Golden Horde (1330-1340), in whose army
they may have served. As in the case of so many other tribes, this is not at all
well attested, and is complicated, moreover, by the fact that the Ozbek, too,
were originally not an ethnical and linguistic unit, but a political one. The
diversity of their ethnical composition is well illustrated by their tribal and
clan names; among almost 100 known names, there are found the most famous
Turkic and Mongolian tribal names and still other ones which point to the
Qara-Qytaj and even the Tangut. Although the latter belonged to the Tibeto-
Burman language group, and had once established an empire (in 1032, the
Si-Sja, # ¥, to which numerous Ujyurs had fled in and after 940), for Mah-
miid al-Ka&yarl Tangut was “‘a language and a Turkie (gie) tribe near China”.
As a state, the Tangut realm existed from 852 to 1227, the year of Cingis
Qavan’s death, which occurred during one of his arduous campaigns against
the Tanguts. The latter were mentioned in the 5th century in the Bej-Sy, and
in 734 on the Turko-Chinese inscription of Qofo-Cajdam. Later the Ozbeks,
under the xan Mohammad Sajbani, marched on Buxirdi and Samargand.
With the conquest of the latter, in 1499, they usurped the power in the Tiirki-
stan part of the empire of the Timurids. They pushed the Cavyatajid Babur-
Xin out of all of Tiirkistan. After his defeat in Faryina, in the years 1508-9,
he marched through Kabulistin and across the mountains into Hindustan,
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where he established Cayatajid, and hence Cingisid, rule over the northern
half of India. This dynasty, which is called that of the Great Moghuls, remained
in power until the British conquest of India, de jure even as late as 1837,
Sajbani, who wanted to have himself proclaimed the Caliph and to extend his
power over Persia, which he attacked, was killed in battle against Sah Isma®l
Safawi (1510). In and around the cities, the Ozbek langnage was slowly assimil-
ated into that of the Cayataj-speaking Turkic population of Western Tiirkistan,
which itself had been exposed to a long and direct contact with the language
of the Iranian population. This language was Persian, which had largely re-
placed Soydian after the Islamic conquest of Soydiana (from the 8th century
on). While the modern Ozbek literary language still leans strongly on Cayataj,
which down to the Russian Revolution was the literary language of all of
Tiirkistan—also exerting considerable influence upon the Qazan-Tatars—and
while it shows only a few features of definitely Qypéaq origin, the Ozbek
dialects clearly exhibit the different degrees of Iranization, mirroring their
transition from a nomadic to a sedentary way of life (cf. infra). After their
invasion of Tiirkistan and the consolidation of their power there, the Ozbeks
established their own rulers, separate from those in Samarqand, in Qokand
and also in Buxiri and Xiwa, the oasis region of Xwarazm. There they came
into confliect with the Tiirkmens and occasionally with the Qazags. The fight
with the Tiirkmens over Xwirazm in the 16th century caused the impoverish-
ment and finally the decay of that realm, from which it never actually recover-
ed. The Tiirkmen influence in Xwirazm is clearly recognizable in the typical
Tiirkmen features of the Ozbek dialect of Xiwa (cf. infra).

After the abolition of Cayatajid rule in Tiirkistan at the beginning of the
16th century, the Tiirkmens were constantly being torn apart by neighboring
and rival powers: the Ozbeks and Persians; occasionally the Qazaqs and the
xiinates of Xiwa and Buxird. This situation prevailed until the pacification
of the Tiirkmen tribal groups by the Russians, which process actnally came
to an end only in 1904, after the sanguinary battle at G8k-Tepd. Since that
time, the Oyuzic Tirkmens have been compelled to remain more or less within
the territory they presently inhabit. As recently as the 1920’s Tirkmen tribes
have repaired to qystags (“winter camps™) as far south as Balidistdn, so that
the northern frontiers of Persia actually existed for them only on the map,
until a most rigid surveillance of all border regions was put into effect by the
Soviets. The great majority of the Oyuzic Tiirkmens live in the narrow,
stretched-out irrigation zone along the northern slopes of the Képet-dagh
and the Trans-Caspian railroad, with fewer groups living along the Amu-darja,
especially its lower course in Xwiarazm, near Xiwa.

Through groups speaking Ovyuzic dialects, usually most closely related to
those of Azeri, and who live scattered almost all over northern and Central

Persia, the Tiirkmens are connected with their close Oyuzic relatives in the
west, the Azeri, named after their last and present habitat, the ancient Aryan
land of Azerbdj3an, 'Arpomatsvy in Greek, Adarbidgin in Pahlavi, and
Atrpatakan in Armenian, meaning “the Abode of the Fire”— unless this is a
popular etymology for an older, non-Iranian name dating back to a period at
the end of which a South-Caucasian people, the Albanians, \| gfwkp Alvank®,
"AlfPavol or &1 )1 were living in that area. During the period of Sasinian, and
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later, Arabic rule over Azerbaj3an, the population apparently became heavily
interspersed with Persians, by whom it was finally absorbed. After Altajians,
from the Huns and Avars on, had repeatedly marched into and through
Azerbij%in, the first ones to remain there were Oyuzic Turks who had invaded
the land with the Saljuq conquest in the 11th century. Since that time, the
Turkic population of Azerbaj%in has remained relatively stable, occasionally
infiltrated by Osman and Tirkmen-speaking groups. This stability appears
to be a very surprising fact at first glance, especially in view of the extremely
fast-moving stream of history in which so many and quite different peoples
were involved. But this becomes more understandable when we consider the
relatively late appearance of the Turks and their relative homogeneity of
descendancy from the Oyuz Tribal Confederacy. Later on, neither the Mongols
nor Timur-Link, with his Cayatajians and Mongols, left any major detectable
ethnic or linguistic traces, Early Hunnic, Avaric, Xazaric, Pidindig and
Qumanic traces which must surely have once existed are no longer discernible
at all. As the history of Azerbaj3an is quite well known, I will not dwellon it here.

North of the Azerbaj3an language area and of the main chain of the Great
Caucasus, live the Qumuq on the northern, northeastern, and eastern slopes
of the Daghestanian Caucasus between the foothills and the Caspian Sea,
from Dirbind to AZy-Su, not far from the lower Terek river. While in the
south they are confined to a rather narrow strip, in the north they fan out a
little towards the Terek river. The middle part of their territory, between
Dirbind and Mahaé<-Qal‘a, is interrupted by a strip of Hiirkilinian (Dargwa),
extending from the mountains towards the coast. This language belongs to the
Lakk*<-Dargwa sib of the Daghestanian or Northeast— Caucasian languages. On
the lower Terek they are separated by a not too large strip of desert-like steppes
from the bulk of the Novyaj. The Qumuqgs speak a Qypéaq language which,
apart from a few influences coming from immediate Cancasian neighbors, has
quite a number of southwestern, Azeri, features. Ethnically, the Qumuqs are
probably predominantly Caucasian, having undergone Turkization at different
epochs beginning with the period under the Turkic contingents of the later,
so-called pseudo-Avars, and ending with the different phases of the realm of
the Golden Horde, the latter becoming the determining Turkic element. There
exist Qumuq villages linguistically Daghestanian in origin, among them even
some of Cedenian population (whom the Qumuq call Midiyy#). As a remainder
of the Arab domination over Daghestan, the Quumuqs were ruled together with
a number of northeastern and eastern Daghestan peoples by the so-called
Samxal, who originally resided in the mountains of the Lakk®, who were also
called Qazy (I'azi)-Qumug. In 1578 the latter shook off the rule of the Samxal,
who shifted the scene of his activity to Bujnaq, and after 1640 to Tarxu, said
to have once been a fortress of the Xazars. Throughout their existence, the
Samxals recognized Persian sovereignty. In 1725, the year of Peter T's death,
the Russians put an end to the rule of the Samxals, and from that time on
Russian influence grew steadily. The Qumuq participated in the Miiridist
insurrection under the Imam Samil (1834-59), but did not play a leading role
in it. When the insurrection was finally put down by the Russians in 1859,
after a quarter of a century of fighting in Daghestan, the Qumuqs, along with
the Daghestanians, were incorporated into the Russian Empire,
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Even more than the steppe wastelands, the high mountfain regions offer
ideal refuge, and are therefore reservoirs of peoples and languages, thus enabled
to preserve themselves for a long period of time, even for ages. In the Caucasus,
the Qaraé‘aj and Balgars survived in this manner, as did the Qumuqs, all of
them protected by the nearby mountains., In the same way, the T‘ien-Shan
mountains of Central Asia proved to be a safe refuge for a number of peoples.
Like those East-Iranian peoples who have survived up to the present in the
Alaj, Qara Tegin, and Pamir, the Qyrqyz have survived in the T‘ien-Shan,
where they are the northern neighbors of the New-Ujyurs of Chinese Tiirkistan
and the Tarim basin, the eastern neighbors of the Ozbeks, the southern neigh-
bors of the Qazaqs. The Qyrqyz were first mentioned in Chinese sources as
early as 201 B.C. under the names of Go-Kun 5 B, Gjin.K‘un B B, and
later, in the T¢an-Su, as Gji-gu, §& 7, Ho-gu, #7 &, or Hja-g'ja-szn ik Bt
or ¥J , and indicated as living in the Minusinsk area. They are described by
the Chinese in the T<an-Su as having definitely Europaeoid features, green
(blue) eyes, red hair, and white skin. Prior to their Turkicization, which began
in the Minusinsk basin under the influence of the Tiirkiit and the Ujyurs, their
southern, southwestern, and southeastern neighbors, they probably spoke a
Jenisejic language—which does not mean that Jenisejic was their primordial
language. In 840, they overthrew the Ujyur Empire, but had to retreat before
the Qytan (Ljao) in the early 10th century, when the latter forcefully expanded
into Central Asia. While from the time of Qytan expansion on, exact data
about their further whereabouts are lacking, it is quite possible that as early
as the 10th century, some Qyrqyz tribes moved westward into the eastern
T<en-Shan, which at that time still belonged to their short-lived empire.
Additional Qyrqyz tribes followed them sooner or later, especially during the
time of the Mongolian campaigns when, with the defeat of the Mongolian Karijit
and Najman, shifts and ensuing migrations took place along the northern
fringes of the eastern part of the Central Asiatic plateaux. In the middle of the
13th century, Wilhelm von Rubruck, special envoy of the Pope to the Great
Qavan in Qara-Qorum, mentioned that the Qyrqyz were living north of Qara-
Qorum, i. e. still in the region of their first historical movement. By the time
of the disintegration of the Timurid Empire, they seem to have reached the
T<en-Shan area in greater numbers. Only after the crisis caused by the attain-
ing of independence of Movyulistan, as this northern part of Cayataj’s ulus
is called, the eastern Qazaq hordes emerged, along with the Qyrqyz of the
T4en-Shan. However, during the internecine strife among the Timurids of
Movulistan, a great portion of the Qyrqyz seems to have succumbed to the
forces of aggression. During the first part of the 16th century, they were import-
ant allies of the Qazaqs, and in the struggle against Movyulistan they also
supported Haqq-Nagar-Xan, who at that period ruled not only over the
Qazaqs and Qyrqyz but also the Novajs. Flaqq-Nagar was not able to take
Taikent and defeat the Timurids, or to defend his empire in the east against
the repeated incursions of the West-Mongolian Ojrats (or Qalmyqs). Thus the
Qazaqgs were forced to retreat northwestward to the steppes, and the Qyrqyz
took to the high valleys of the T¢en-Shan ranges. In 1703, the Ojrats of the
now consolidating Dzungarian Empire (Qalmyq z0nyar = “left hand or left
wing of the army”) in northwestern Mongolia and Dzungaria forced the last



41 II. Distribution of the Turkic peoples and sketch of the history

Qyrqyz tribal groups remaining in the Altaj to emigrate to the region between
the Balqad Lake and the Ttien-Shan, where after about twenty years the
Ojrats were also to exert pressure. It was then that the Ojrats, under the Xan
Galdan Ceren (1727-1749), drove Qyrqyz tribes temporarily out of the T¢en-
Shan into Faryina and the Afaj; some Ojrat spearheads penetrated as far west
as the Pamir and Badax8in. The Qyrqyz returned to the T‘ien-Shan soon after
the great defeat of the Ojrats under Amursana (1757) by the Manchu-Chinese.
From that time on, the Qyrqyz seem to have remained in the region where
they are still located at the present time, i. e. mainly the high valleys of the
western T‘ien-Shan, the Pamir, Alaj, and even the northwestern Kun-Lun
and Qara-Qorum ranges. Since 1867 the great majority of the Qyrqyz have
been under Russian supremacy.

Of all their Turkic neighbors, it was the Qazags with whom they had the
closest contacts. Thus these influenced the Qyrqyz language, and especially
the literary language of recent date, inasmuch as the models and guides for
the new literary language and literature which the Qyrqyz were establishing
at that time had to be taken from their northern neighbors, the Qazaqgs. The
Qyrqyz language, in its T¢ien-Shan habitat, acquired a number of north-
western features representing isoglosses with the Qazaq and other Aralo-
Caspian and Northwestern languages, which prior to the movement out of the
Jenisej region and northern Mongolia, it most certainly did not possess, for
there the Qyrqyz were Turkicized by the Tiirkiit and Ujyurs. On the other
hand, as we shall point out later, it is improbable that the majority of the
typically Northwestern linguistic features originated prior to the Mongolian

campaigns, Therefore, it is quite difficult to assign to modern Qyrqyz a definite
position in either the Northwestern or Central Asiatic groups.

A number of Turkic tribes are known historically to have been living in the
Ten-Shan area in a larger sense, prior to the arrival of the Qyrqyz. However,
no literary remnants are extant from any of these tribes, so that it is impossible
to determine their exact position in the various Turkic groups.

To the northwest of the Qyrqyz, the Kim ik were soon displaced westward,
evidently by West-Tirkiit, resp., Oyuz tribes, until their traces were lost on
the Aralo-Caspian steppes, where they were apparently taken over and ab-
sorbed by some Qypéaq tribes—if they were not Proto-Qypéaq themselves.
In addition to a tribe called Tatar, the Kimiik had one called Qypéaq. Possibly
the tribe name goes back to an older Ikki Jimiik, as MARKWART believes, for
one of their first tribes bore the name of Imik. That not all Kimik tribes
moved out of the T*ien-Shan area is evidenced by a statement of Ka&yari to the
effect that the Jimidk were “‘with us”, i. e. the Tiirks of Ka&yar of the middle
of the 11th century, Qypéaqs, although they considered themselves different
(edd. BROOKELMANN, p. 245). After this appeared the Qarluq, whoin 745 had
helped to overthrow the qayanate of the Eastern Tirkiit in the Orxon region.
As they had collided with the Ujyurs, they had marched out of the territory
of the Eastern Tiirkiit and, in 966, overthrown the Tiirgi&, the ruling clan of
the Western Tiirkiit. There the Qarlugs maintained their power for a relatively
long period of time, somewhat more than 200 years. At first they allied them-
selves with Tibet, so that they could resist the Chinese. While Christianity,
in its Nestorian creed, had made converts among them, e, g. the tribe of Cigil,
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on and north of the Yssyq-kél, one of their rulers, “3aybu” (= title jabyu/
Zabyu) accepted Islam (ca.775-785). In this way Islam penetrated into its
most remote northeastern area, supported from Western Tirkistan, and,
particularly during the 11th century, from Samanid Buxara. By leaning upon
worldly power, Islam also withstood the strong influences of the Buddhist
Ujvurs, especially after 840.

A new tribal confederacy, mentioned, for still unknown reasons, in the
Islamic sources as the Toyuzyuz (= Toquz Oyuz: “nine Oyuz”), moved in
from the east and displaced part of the Qarlugs., Whether these were Oyuz
under Ujyur domination is not clear; often the form Toyuzyuz is used by
Muslim authors to designate one of the later Ujyur states in or around the
eastern T‘len-Shan. Obviously the terms Toyuzyuz and Ujyur overlap, but
in what sense—mpolitical, ethnie, or linguistic—it is quite impossible to say. One
of the Toyuzyuz tribes, that of the Jayma (“plundering raid”—Kaé&yari, also
Qyrq-Jayma, the “Forty Jayma'), seems to have been the tribe from which
the Qaraxanid dynasty descended. This, too, is not definitely clear, since the
possibility that the Qaraxanids were of Qarluq origin is not excluded.

The Qaraxanids began their rule in 992, and maintained it until they were
crushed by Je-ljii Da-Sy, the first ruler of the Qara-Qytaj. They soon extended
their power over the entire western part of the Tarim Basin and the Samanid
Empire of Buxara, which they took over in 999. They were checked on the
Amu-darja by Muhmid of I'azna, who came from a dynasty of Western Tiirkiit,
probably Ovyuzic, origin.

Thus, under the frequently shifting supremacy of the Qarluq and Toyuzyuz
in the T“ien-Shan region, there were a number of smaller tribes who belonged
to one or the other group, but whose linguistic or dialectological identity cannot
be established. Among these were the Cigil (3igil) and west of them the
Tuxsy, who lived northwest of the Yssyq-kél in the Cu valley. Kasyari also
has the name of Tuxsy Cigil. Southwest of the Yssyq-kol in the Kok-8ayal Tau,
north and northwest of Ka&yar, were the Jayma, and west of them, near and
to the east of Ozgind, the Jabayu (Kasyari: Jabaqu). All of these minor tribes
seem eventually to have been absorbed into the larger units of the Qyryyz,
Qazaq, Cayatajians, and New-Ujyurs. Of all these tribes, apparently only
the Qarluq, who were probably the strongest in numbers, have left some
traces which appear now and then in Turkie texts of or about Qaraxanid times,
i. e. that period between the end of classical Ujyur and the beginning of the
West Tiirkistan Islamic literary language, usually called Cavataj.

We have indicated above that the greatest portion of the Tarim Basin or
Eastern Tiirkistan was subjected to Turkization from the middle of the 6th
century on, when the Western Tirkiit occupied the Ili basin and adjacent
territories. The Chinese attempts to reestablish their supremacy there in the
middle of the 7th century, or the concurrent efforts by the Tibetans, between
670 and 692 and again between 790 and 860, did not seriously hamper the
continuous infiltration of Turkic groups who, prior to the Ujyur immigration
(after 840), had probably belonged, for the most part, to the Western Tiirkiit.
Only a few years after the Ujyurs were forced to leave their homeland on and
near the Orxon, they were able to establish two realms in their new land, both
in the year 847: one in Gan-Su, which in 1037 came under Tangut rule—from
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these Ujyurs are descended the Sary-Joyur of our day — the other in Eastern
Tiirkistan, with Qodo (from Chinese Gao-Can) in the Turfan oasis, as its
capital. While in both of these realms the Ujyurs finally adopted a sedentary
and even urban way of life, it was in the western realm, that of Gao-C¢an, in
Eastern Tiirkistan, on that ideal crossroads of culture, peoples, and languages,
that the Ujyurs became the first Turkic people to develop a considerable
literature, albeit of translations. This literature was almost exclusively religi-
ous, and pertained to the three great faiths of pre-Islamic Central Asia—
Christianity in its Nestorian creed, Manichaeism, and Buddhism. The
Nestorian texts are rather few in number, while the majority of the texts have
a Buddhist content, inasmuch as Buddhism, probably through the strong
support of Ljao China, finally won out over the other two competing religions.
Manichaeism had penetrated into the Tarim basin quite early, and had
firmly established itself there with the Soydians, Sakas, and Toxarians, thus
finding its way into the Tiirkiit Empire where it gained considerable influence,
so much so that in 762 Manichaeism became the official religion of the
Ujyur state on the Orxon. At that time the strongest religious competition
was being offered by Nestorianism ; Buddhism was to become strong later on;
with the Ujyurs it gradually gained ground only in Eastern Tiirkistan.

The Ujyurs migrated into the Tarim basin from the northeast. They lived
on both sides of the T*ien-Shan mountains, though of course in greater numbers
on the southern side, where they gradually absorbed the original population.
The latter spoke various Indo-European languages, East-Tranian, Sovdian,
and Saka (with Kroraina, Chinese: Lou-lan), and the two Toxarian languages
belonging to the Kentum group of Indo-European: Toxarian A, which was
spoken in the oasis of Turfan in an around its center in Qarasahr (Toxarian of
Agni), and Toxarian B, or Toxarian of Kuéa, spoken farther east in the oasis
of the same name. From the Soydians the Ujyurs took the script, while they
evidently used but rarely the Runic script of the Orxon as well as the intricate
Brahmi in which Toxarian is written. The southern oasis belt along the north-
ern slopes of the Kun-Lun range was not Turkicized to any large degree before
the Mongol conquest. For the most part, Saka-speaking people lived in this
area, whose center was Xotan, a great stronghold of Buddhism. The western
part of the Tarim basin, after the expansion of the Qarlugs, was preponder-
antly peopled by the latter, not by the Ujyurs, and formed an important part
of the Qaraxanid Empire. After the conversion to Islam of the Qaraxanid ruoler
in 960, this empire proved destructive for the high civilization the Ujyurs had
achieved under the influence of Nestorianism, Manichaeism, and Buddhism,
For now, in the ensuing wars for all of Eastern Tiirkistan, led by the Qaraxanids
and continuing after the utus of Cayataj had been established, all the famous
temples, monasteries, and churches of Eastern Tiirkistan, with their rich
monuments of art and probably thousands and thousands of texts, fell a prey
to intentional destruction and to utter desolation, Their ruins and the surviving
objects, many of which were brought to the museums of St. Petersburg/Lenin-
grad, Berlin, Paris, London, Delhi and Tokyo, still offer an impressive sight,
especially the Buddhist ones representing the best examples of the *“Greco-
Buddhist” style of Gand*ara, which attained its richest development in that part
of Central Asia and accompanied Buddhism into China, Korea, and Japan.
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Kagyar became the center of Islam in Eastern Tirkistan, and hence the
center of Islamic literary activity from which a few texts in “"Middle Turkic”,
as the Islamized late Ujyur is often called, have been preserved. However, it
was not until the middle of the 14th century that the whole country became
Islamic, and in the south single islands of Buddhism survived much longer.
Iglam, which has always found its foremost artistic expression in architecture,
has not created a single monument of value in Eastern Tiirkistan. This is
particularly surprising when we compaie Eastern Tiirkistan, where Islam
finally remained the only religion, with Spain or even Sicily, where Islam
existed for limited periods that came to an end many centuries ago.

After the Mongolian conquest, the Ujyur lands lost all political and cultural
significance. They were separated by high mountain ranges from the then center
of Islamic and Turkic eulture which was to be found only in Western Tiirkistan.

Apart from the Ujyurs and the Qarluq (and tribes belonging to their com-
plex, whatever that may have been), there was another people to be found in
the north, in and around Besbalyq (Soydian: PanZikap): these were the
Basmy}l, who are also mentioned in the Orxon inscriptions. In 742/5, along
with the Qarlugs, they were the allies of the Ujyurs when the latter overthrew
the Tiirkiit. Later on the Ujyurs conquered them in the region of Beibalyq.
However, they continued to exist as a political unit even after this, for in 1050
the Ba-szi-mu {§ M, B} paid tribute to the Ljao. Ka&yarl mentions still other
tribes, the Aryu in the northwest, showing some urban features, and two
nomadic tribes: the Caruq around Barduq (probably = Maralbesi), and the
Comut in the north, whom Ka&yari refers to as “‘a tribe with a language of its
own but which also speaks Turkic”. This may mean that the tribe in question
wagr not yet completely Turkicized, as it undoubtedly was a tribe of Iranian
speech, the Cumuda or Cimuda mentioned in the K aro$ti texts from Nija (ef.
H. W. Bawwey in J.R.A4.8., 1939, p. 87).

All these tribes were in time assimilated by the Ujyurs, and have added to
the composition of the present-day Ujyur people.

The Turks of Southern Siberia did not become known until very late.
Two peoples who had already been Turks for some time were mentioned by the
Chinese as living in the area of present-day Southern Siberia, the Qyryyz or
Qyrqyz, and the Du-bo & #f or pk. Mention of these latter appears first in the
Sui-gu, the Annals of the Sui Dynasty (581-618), then as a listing nunder the
year 647 in Chapter 217 of the T an-&u, which contains quite a little information
on Northern Tribes, Altajic and non-Altajic. At that time, the Du-ho, whose
name survives in those of several Turkic peoples of Southern Siberia, were
still members of the South Samojedic group which, as indicated by passages
in the Sui-8u and the T¢an-5u, had once extended their domain as far south as
Urjanxaj or Tapni-Tuva, i. e, the large valley between the Sajan Mountains
in the north and the Tapnii-Ola in the south, through which the source rivers
of the Jenisej, Bej-Kim, Xua-Kidm and Ulng-Kim flow. Thus, Tuba, Tuva
etc. is the name of the largest people of the Urjanxaj or Tuba/Tuva group
speaking South-Siberian languages. It is also the self-designation of the Kara-
vas of this same group, and of one of the Ojrot tribes in the Altaj proper, which
is also called Jy&-KiZi; moreover, the Qojbals are called Tuba by the Savyajs
of the Abagan group.
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The Do-lan-go mentioned in the same chapter of the T‘an-8u are found, at
least nominally, in the Tilinit (Tilipit, Talinit) of the Ojrot group. A
number of the clan names of the South-Siberian Turks reflect historically well-
known Turkic and Mongolian tribal and clan names, e. g. Qyryyz, Qydat
(probably with Mongolian plural suffix -t), T6los (= Télis or rather T6li§ of
old; this form also seems to have reached this area through the intermediary
of the Mongolians, for in view of the Tilis mentioned in the inscriptions, it
cannot be traced back to *Tdlidz), and Tirgéié; a clan belonging to the Tuba
(Jys-kizi) is the imperial Tiirgas/Tirgis of the Western Tirkit. Also Qypéaq,
Mirkit (also Morkiit) and Najman (also Najma, Majma, and Majman) which
are the names of the northern enemies of Cingis Qavyan, who after their defeat
were driven out of the steppes into the forests of the Tanni-Ofa and the Altaj.
Later, in 1207, So6i-Xan subjugated a number of “forest peoples™ in the same
northern regions. The Altaj belonged to this utus, the famous Kik, later
Aq Orda—"Blue”, or *“White Horde” —, until in the middle of the 15th cent-
ury it became part of the West-Mongolian Dzungarian Empire of the Ojrat,
“the Confederate’. Their name became their final tribal designation, Ojrot.
Their clan names Movyot and Tatar may date from the times of the ulus Sodi,
if they are not older.

Notwithstanding the fact that, to our knowledge, the Altajians, with the
exception of the Tungus, have from time immemorial been typical steppe
peoples, practicing pastoral nomadism—although there may have been some
exceptions—it is entirely improbable that these “forest peoples” of Southern
Siberia, living north of the vast Central Asiatic steppe zone, were of Altajic,
Turkie, affinity. The peoples who lived in those forests were either of Uralic
or Jenisejic stock; when of the former, they belonged to the South-Samojedic

or Sajan-Samojedic group, remainders of which were still to be found as late
as the middle of the last century in Southern Siberia, on the northern slopes
of the Altaj Mountains and those of the Sajan as well. The same is true for such
Jenisejic peoples as the Ara, Asa, and Kotts, who, by the end of the 19th
century, had all died out or been absorbed by Turkic peoples and Russians.
These two ethnical and linguistic groups of peoples were dominant in the
entire region of Southern Siberia where, as we can readily conclude from
archaeological finds in the Altaj and Minusinsk regions, they had at one time
absorbed various Europaeoid peoples, earlier those of an unknown Skythian
affinity, later those of perhaps Iranian or related Indo-European affinity, who
prior to the period between the Znd century B.C. and the 1st century A.D. had
penetrated eastward into the entire Altaj area. Some of the later descendants
of those Europaeoid peoples, not untouched by influences from the local
“aboriginal” Jenisejic population, appeared later as the Qyrqyz and the
*Qumavyaj, the ancestors of the Qyryyz and the Quman/Poloviei. The others
remained there and underwent complete absorption by dJenisejians and/or
Uralians.

Certainly, by living in the neighborhood of those Altajic steppe-empires
which at times had considerable political weight and certain cultural features,
the people of Southern Siberia were influenced by the state organization,
political superiority, and cultural facets of these empires, one of which was
language. But those South-Siberians were not merely barbaric ‘‘forest people™;
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in the Minusinsk basin, at least, they had cultural features of their own which
were by no means negligible, such as their metallurgy, which connected them
with the far western metallurgical center on the Kama and thence with the
Caucasus. These metal workers who passed on their Animal Style to the Far
East were no savages. They were the direct ancestors of the later historical
Qyrqyz. The Chinese held Qyrqyz metal work in high esteem, especially their
weapons. Traces of Q:,rrq}rz smelting apparatus can still be found in the forests
of the Minusinsk region. Their metallurgy somehow came down to their
successors in the area, finally ending with the Turkic fribes in the Altaj and
Abagan Mountains, who for this reason were first called by their Russian
conquerors the “smithy Tatars” (Ky3neuxue rarapst), most of them being the
Sors of today. It is known from archaeological finds that agriculture was qultu
widespread among them, as well as small-scale irrigation systems necessitated
by the semi-arid climate of the Minusinsk basin. The Hudid-al-*Alam of 946
gives the name of a Qyrqyz town, 255, which can be read as Kamié-Kap,
with the Soydian -kap = -kand, -kanp,—city, town” — in the second part
of the compound, and the first part containing what may well be the ancient
name of the Jenisej — Kiim. Rasidu-’d-Din (13th century) mentions this name
too. What language did they speak? Their activity—we know nothing of the
character of their state—seems to have come to an end with the great ex-
pansion of Altajic peoples, probably during the first Great Migrations to the
west. This may still have been almost half a millennium before Tiirkiit power
was established in the Orxon-Selenga drainage system. Prior to their ons-
laught upon the Ujyur Empire in 840, the Qyrqyz seem to have already been
Turkicized to some degree. This is to be concluded from the report on the
Qyrqyz in Chapter 217 of the T<an-u, where some names and titles of dignit-
aries and officers are given, as is usual in Chinese accounts; some few appel-
lativa also occur. The titles are clearly “Altajic” insofar as the “Altajic” title
system is Altajic, as we have repeatedly stressed—i. e. borrowed from the
Tirkiit, Ujyurs or others. The fact that the Ancient Russians possessed
Altajic and Old-Norse titles and dignities does not make them Norsemen or
Altajians. Then there are a few appellativa of Altajic origin which might give
evidence, to however small a degree, of Altajic influence. This influence had
definitely reached them from the south, across the mountains. Otherwise there
is no evidence of either the existence of any Altajic people or peoples, or even
of any further Altajic influences in that area.

The Turkic penetration of Siberia took place very late, and in its latest
phase during the Great Turkic Migrations. This penetration was not spectac-
ular, as was that resulting from most of the other migrations, since it was slow
and not accompanied by warlike conquest. Such conquest was not possible
in the forests (fajyae) of Siberia. The number of migrants was also fewer than
those involved in other major movements over Eurasia. A further peculiarity
of this migration was its direction: it moved either from south to north or
from west to east.

From the Yrtys steppes and out of Dzungaria, single dispersed groups
probably turned eastward time and again toward the western and northern
slopes of the Altaj. But Turkic-speaking tribes seem to have headed there in
greater numbers only during the 12th century, when Cingis Qayan was about
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to unite his tribes into an imperial confederacy of terrifying striking power,
forcing a number of Mongolian and non-Mongolian Turkic and other tribes or
tribal groups under his rule and into his army. After the Kirijit, Mirkit and
Najmans were defeated in the north, all resistance to Cingis Qayan seemed
foolish. This was particularly well demonstrated by the defeat in 1207 of the
Qyrqyz of the Altaj, their further resistance all through the 13th century,
their second great defeat towards the end of the century, their dispersion and
the deportation of a great proportion of them to Manchuria in 1293. Thus,
those who loved their independence tried to evade Mongolian conguest and
supremacy ; freedom had to be sought not on the vast open steppes, but under
cover of the forests behind the great northern mountains. This was the begin-
ning of a movement of Turkic groups into Southern Siberia and further on.
As history has shown, these groups were affected only peripherally by sub-
sequent great events; the situation became serious for them again only with
the Russian conquest of all of Siberia. But after 1207, the last of the cultural
accomplishments which the Qyrqyz had once achieved in the Minusinsk area
quickly decayed, as did their agriculture. The Mmusinsk region once again
became a steppe area, but the name Qyrqyz was not forgotten: it lived on in a
number of tribal groups of the different Siberian Turkic peoples, a sign that
these groups were either once a part of the Qyrqyz tribal confederacy, or
were actually Qyrqyz themselves.

Linguistically, the South-Siberian Turkic languages can be clearly divided
into three groups, the Ojrot. the Abagan, and the Tuva languages. Among
those three, the second and third have a greater number of features in common

than has either with the Ojrot group, which stands somewhat apart. While
the Abagan and Tuva languages have developed on the basis of heterogeneous

sub-strata, a greater differentiation with regard to common Turkic has taken
place. This cannot be said of Ojrot, which shows many more similarities with
common-Turkic than the other two Siberian Turkic language groups, which
in this respect constitute an intermediary link between common-Turkic and
Jakut. The sub-stratum of the above-mentioned nature, Samojedic and
Jenisejic, has exerted a much more considerable effect upon the Abagan and
Tuva languages than upon Ojrot. Thus, Ojrot possesses a greater number of
isoglosses connecting it with the Qypdaq languages—more closely with those
of the Aralo-Caspian branch—and with those of the Central Asiatic group,
Orxon, Ujyur, Cavyataj, and New-Ujyur. The changes in Abagan and Tuva
are, as in the case of Jakut, innovations chiefly due to sub-strata. This should
probably he interpreted as due less to an earlier infiltration of Turkic-speaking
groups into Southern Siberia, northeast and east of the Altaj, and a later one
into the center and south of that mountain system, than to an evenly progressing
Turkicization of the entire South-Siberian area where, in the extreme south-
west—i. e. in the center and south of the Altaj Mountains proper—the number
of Turkic-speaking peoples was increasing at a faster rate than in the north-
east and east of that region, since it was constantly being populated by
newcomers from the steppes of present-day (Jazaqgistan and Central Asia. This
would account for the above-mentioned features displayed by Ojrot in con-
tradistinction to Abagan and Tuva. It must also be mentioned here that as
recently as the middle of the last century, quite a number of Turkic-speaking
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tribes (or peoples) such as the Qojbat, Madur, Tajgy, Kamas, Karavas, and
others, were still speaking South-Samojed or were just undergoing Turkicization.
A similar observation cannot be made about the Jenisejians, who evidently
had been absorbed a few generations earlier by the Southern Samojeds and
the Turks—and probably to a still greater degree by the Russians. The east-
ward penetration of Turkic into the Kuzneckij Ala-Tan, the Abagan region, the
Minusinsk basin and the northern slopes of the Sajan Mountains is of recent
date. This later expansion might have started not too long before the beginning
of the Russian conquest of Southern Siberia (in the first years of the 17th
century), and it had not come to an end before the Turks themselves began to
succumb to absorption by the Russians,

This is also illustrated by anthropological features; among those peoples
speaking Ojrot, tribes or groups living in the northern Altaj, such as the Tuba
(Jys-kizi), Qumandi, Calgandi, and the Sor show a number of features
reminiscent of Europaeoid races (especially the Uralian branch according to
Deerc’s terminology), which they exhibit in common with a great percentage,
if not all, of the Abagan Turks, while those in the southern Altaj—the Attaj-
Kizi, Tialinit, Tiliniit — are typical and true representatives of the Central
Asgiatic branch of the High-Asiatic or Mongolian race, as are the Mongols
themselves, the Tuba of the Ufanxaj Tuba group, and the Jakuts. Ethnological
and religious characteristics such as traces of an ancient matriarchal society,
Samanism, and material culture link the peoples of the northern Altaj and the
Abagan group with their Samojedic and Jenisejic sub-strata, which is not
more than natural, but is nonetheless an important fact. Features of an Americ-
anoid race allegedly found with peoples of the Abagan group cannot be dis-
cussed here, but we incline more and more to the opinion that these too might
well represent a variety which had its roots in one of the Europaeoid com-
ponents, possibly of Caucasoid origin, linguistically paralleled by the Caucasian
features of Jenisejic, culturally by metallurgy.

The Jakuts by far outnumber the other non-Slavic nationalities of Siberia;
with a population of a quarter of a million people, they rank second only
to their close southern neighbors, the Bufats, who number about 350,000.
Their own designation is Saxa (also Saqa), the Jakut equivalent of the term
“Jakut” which the Russians first learned, and which must go back to *Jaguya-t/
Jagavyu-t. Nothing is known about the history of the Jakuts prior to the
Russian conquest of their land, which started in 1632 on the Lena, and was
completed in 1636-1648 on the Indigirka and Kolyma Rivers. Originally the
Jakuts must have lived around Lake Bajkal, and sinee their economy shows
definite features of horse- and cattle-breeding nomadism, they must also have
lived somewhere in the steppe zone of Central Asia, probably, like the other
Altajians, in its eastern part. In their tribal traditions, a clear recollection of
the wars of Cingis Qayan and his oppression of the Jakuts is preserved, and
reference is made to the fact that the ancient Jakuts were pushed out of the
“happy southern lands” and foreed to move northward. It is quite possible that
this was as late as the late 12th or early 13th century, but this may have provided
the final impetus for their moving down the Lena River and spreading as far
northeast and northwest as they did, after Proto-Jakut tribes had already
begun to move in that direction earlier, This may have begun at the time of
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the Tiirkiit Empire. It is further possible that the Quryqan, the Ué Quryqan,
“Three Quryqan” of the Orxon inscriptions—the Gu.li-gan of the T an-su—
formed at least part of the Proto-Jakut tribes. The Quryqan, along with the
Ujyur, originally belonged to the Turkic Té6lis Confederacy, which was ultim-
ately absorbed into one or both of the Tiirkiit Empires, They apparently lived
east of the Qyrqyz and the Ujyurs, and east of Lake Bajkal., The major Jakut
migrations in northern and northeastern Siberia may have started at the time
of the Mongolian campaigns under Cingis Qayan, and come to an end at the
beginning of the 18th century, although in the sub-Arctic and Arctic zones
of Siberia a slow but intensive migration appears to have continued right down
to this century, resulting in the Jakutization of the Nanasan, the Tavgy-
Samojeds, some tribes of whom had been Tungusized prior to their absorption
by the Jakuts; these Tavgy-Samojeds are now the Dolgans. Those who were
putting immediate pressure on the Jakuts and pushing them from the south
towards the Barguzin wvalley, east of Lake Bajkal, were the Bufats, whose
strong influence is felt in folklore, the motifs of epic songs and tales. The
Burats or Proto-Bufats were most probably those Mongolians from whom the
Jakuts received or took many cultural features, among them quite a number
of Mongolian loan words. Moreover, apart from identical anthropological
features, the Jakuts share with the Bufats a number of isoglosses typical of a
certain regional distribution around Lake Bajkal, in a wider sense of that
designation, in which the adjacent Tungus also participated.

Moving down the Lena River and beyond the Bajkal. the Jakuts did not
find themselves in a vacuum; in the immediate neighborhood north of the

Central Asiatic border mountains, the eastern continuation of the Sajan
Mountains in the Xamar-Davan and the Stanovoj ranges, the inhabitants were

the Tungus who belong to the third and easternmost Altajic group. Further
on, beyond the 55°-579 latitude North, the Jakuts must have encountered the
first of the southernmost tribal groups of Jukagirs and Palaeo-Asiatics, who
were being pushed north and northeast by the Tungus under pressure from
their other Altajic relatives. It was probably through the Jakut migrations
down the Lena that the Tungus, and finally the Jakuts themselves, displaced
the Jukagirs and Palaeo-Asiatics, and pushed them to the most remote, fearful
parts of the entire continent, to the Kolyma and beyond. The Tungus were
pushed northwest and northeast, so that the Jakuts drove an enormous wedge
into the extensive but sparsely inhabited lands of the Tungus, with the result
that the latter were now distributed around the Jakuts who hold the great
water courses, The Jakuts seem to have absorbed quite a number of Tungus
tribes, Ewenki as well as Lamuf and Negidal, and further to the northeast
those of the Jukagir, plus some of the Palaeo-Asiatic Cukéi, Kofaks, and
Eskimos (Juit), the contacts with whom can clearly be recognized from Jakut
folklore. In the far north, the Jakuts had to assume many features of the mode
of life and production of their new neighbors and subjects, which corresponded
to their new Arctic environment, so that they became reindeer breeders, hunt-
ers, and fishermen. Only the southern Jakuts, with the tribe of Xanyatas and
those under their influence, were able to maintain a high degree of sedentary
life with horse- and cattle-breeding and an incipient agriculture. From their
Tungus neighbors they learned reindeer-breeding, more highly developed in



C. Languages adjacent to Turkie 53

the north, of course, but known by practically all the Jakuts, The words for
reindeer are all foreign, except taba, from common Turkic ldbd, tdvd = Mon-
golian tdmdi-gin, “camel”, which means that the reindeer now fulfilled in this
sub-Arctic region the tasks previously performed by their earlier domesticated
animal, the camel,

There is an interesting tradition which survives in Jakut folklore to the
effect that the Jakuts once possessed a script which was lost on the way to
the north, when their heroes Omovoj Bajand Allij, escaping from their enemies
on rafts, had to throw their books overboard into the floods of the Lena.

The Jakut language is one of the two marginal Turkic languages, the other
being Volga-Bulgarian, resp. Tavad. Whereas Tavas stands so far apart from
common-Turkic that there is room for doubt whether it should be included in
the Turkic group at all, the Jakut language is definitely Turkic. While it has
been separate from the other Turkic languages for a long time, it shows all the
features of a recent development which perhaps was incipient at the time the
oreat Jakut migrations began, but which did not actually get under way
during the migrations. The two South-Siberian Turkic groups, Abagan and
Tuva, represent a kind of transitional link between common-Turkic and Jakut.
Nevertheless, Jakut possesses some unique features, not only in its lexical
material, as would be quite natural, but also in phonology and grammar,
whereby it constitutes a separate Turkic group of its own. As there are no
clear-cut language frontiers on the Eurasian continent east of the German
language area, the European language-delimitation being chiefly due to the
rise of national states in Western Europe in the 16th and 17th centuries from
the disintegrating Roman Empire, Turkic has no clear-cut border lines either,
Even the southeast Anatolian border between Osman and Arabic is not
defined everywhere by the geographical boundary between Anatolia and the
northern part of the Syro-Arabian desert. More intricate are the boundaries
between the Turkic languages themselves, resulting in particular from the
permanent and repeated large- and small-scale migrations which have gone
on even down to the middle of this century.

C. LANGUAGES ADJACENT TO TURKIC.

With Jakut, the Turkic languages now border in the extreme northeast on
Tungus, Jukagir, and the Palaco-Asiatic languages; the South-Siberian Turkic
languages border on Xalxa Mongolian in the south and Bufat-Mongolian in
the east., In the northeast there were once Bufats and Ewenki-Tungus tribes,
who have now been completely replaced by Russians. In the north, Russian
is becoming more and more the prineipal, if not the only, neighbor tongue,
where 100 years ago Jenisejic (Kdtu, pl. Kdfuan) and South-Samojed languages
were still to be found. Farther to the west, all along the northern fringe of
Turkic represented by the West-Siberian languages and Qazaq, Russian is
now practically the only neighbor, whereas up to the middle of the last century,
contacts existed with Samojeds, the South-Samojedic Ost'aks (Selgup), single
groups of the Juraks, and, towards the Yrtys farther west, the Ugrians, mostly
the Ugro-Ost’aks (Xanty). Between the Ural and the Volga, the immediate
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neighbors of the Turks, apart from the Russians, are the southern Perrhaks,
the Vot’aks (Udmurt), and nearer to the Volga the Volga-Finns, i. e. west and
south of the Kama the Ceremisses (Mari), west of the Volga the Mordvins, who
have been living for a long time strongly interspersed with Russians in the
neighborhood of Volga-Tatars and Misirs (Qasimov-Tatars), and south of the
Tivas. All over the western border East-Slavic is the neighboring language;
in the Balkans, South-Slavic. On the former Pontic steppes between the Cas-
pian and East Rumelia, the present vildjit of Edirne (Adrianopolis) of
Turkey, Turkic is spoken only by splinter groups within the Slavic-speaking
population. But the variety of neighboring languages is greater in the relatively
small area of the Caucasus. While Novaj today has lost almost all direct contact
with Caucasian, except fora few Novyaj splinter groups near Mineral’nyje Vody
in the vicinity of smaller Abxaz and Cerkes (Adyve) groups, Qara&<aj-Balqar
and Qumyq border on Cauecasian languages, Qarad‘aj neighboring in the west
and north on Qabarda {(East-Cerkes), and in the east on Oset‘i—mainly its
Digor dialect; in"the south, across the main Caucasian range, Mingrelian and
Svanet‘i are its neighbors. The Qumyqs live on the northeasternmost fringe of
Daghestan, separating the latter from the Caspian. Here their neighbors are,
from north to south: the Avars, with a small group of Lakk‘s in the north
(these Avars have nothing to do linguistically with the Proto-Mongolian Avars
of the Great Migrations, but as some of the latter may have taken refuge in
this region, their name has become the generic designation of the present-day
Daghestanian Avars who do not have a name of their own), the Dargwa and
Qajtaq (the Qajtaq [Xajdaq] language contains a few Middle Mongolian loan

words from the time of Cingis Qavyan or before), and in the southeast Azeri,
interspersed with Tat, a northwest Iranian language. Azeri is in contact

throughout its northern and northeastern sectors with Tat, which is as strongly
represented there as Azeri. In the north of Azerbij3in, all along the main
('aucasus range, numerous Daghestanian languages border on Azeri; these
are, from east to west: Budux, 3ek, Xinalug (Kittitturdur), Udi (Uti), and,
on the border with Kaxet‘ia, Avar again. In the west we find Georgian (K*art‘u-
li), in the southwest, in Qarabay, Armenian and Kurdic, and in the southeast,
Taly$, the closest relative of Tat, while on all sides of Azerbdj3in Persian
influence is strong, as it has always been; next in influence comes Armenian.
The presence of Russian everywhere is self-evident.

Osman borders in the west on South-Slavic, i. e. Bulgarian, and, in parts of
Yugoslavia, on Serbo-Croatian; to the south of the Balkans it touches on
Greek, which until 1922 was found spolken in all the bigger Turkish towns and
all along the Anatolian west- and south-coasts. However, for the last forty
yvears, Greek-speaking people have been found in fairly large numbers only in
Constantinople. In the extreme northeastern part of Anatolia, Turkish borders
on Laz {g&n], on the (;urnx River; farther to the south, all over Armenia, it
borders on Armenian, which, subsequent to the massacres at the end of
World War I, more and more receded under the pressure of Turkicization and
the resulting emigration of the Armenians, while the other Anatolian neighbors
of Turkish, the Kurds, kept to the high mountains and tenaciously resisted all
attempts at verbal or even actual Turkicization. The Kurds are found in eastern
and southeastern Anatolia, and in small, usually scattered, nomadic groups all
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over central and southern Anatolia as well. In the southeast, between the
Mediterranean Sea and the Persian borders, Semitic in the form of Arabic is
the neighbor of Turkish. The numerous Turkie groups scattered all over Persia
are under constant influence from Persian, an influence which is strong with the
city-dwellers but much weaker with the nomads such as the Qa&qaji in the
south, or a few Tiirkmen tribes along the northern border of Persia and in
the Alburz, between Astribid and Damyan. Only Persian or Southern Azer-
baj3an has a relatively compact, preponderantly Turkie, population. Persian
is the southern neighbor of Tiirkmen and Ozbek, and has been omni-present
for a long time in the cities of Tiirkistan, where it is usnally called TaZik; up
to 30 years ago, Ta3ik was still the native languave of 809, of the inhabitants
of Buxari, 609, of Samarqand, and 309, of Taskent. In the southeast, Ozbek
borders not only on T&azik, but, in northern Afghanistan, occasionally on
Pastu (Afghanian proper), and in southern Faryina, in the Jaynob valley, on
Jaynobi, the northwesternmost Pamir language, while the other Pamir lang-
uages have some insignificant contacts with Qyryyz. In the cities of Eastern
Tiirkistan, New-Ujyur has been in continual contact with Chinese for the past
200 years, and for different periods prior to that, while on the northeastern
and eastern fringes Mongolian is the neighboring langnage, usnally Xalxa;
in the northeast, south of the Altaj Turks, West Mongolian Qalmyq (or Ojrot)
may be found. The Sary-Jaoyur and Salar, completely cut off from Turkic, are
in a preponderantly Chinese neighborhood. However, Mongolian and Tibetan
oceur in the southern part of its area, in the province of Ctin-Haj (Ktko-Nar),
on the Huan-ho and near Lan-Czou.

D. ORIGINAL HABITAT OF THE TURKIC PEOPLES

The history of the Turkie migrations elearly points to the eastern portion of
the vast Central Asiatic steppe zone as their starting point. It was an unending
westward stream of Turkic tribes which had been flowing ever since the dest-
ruction of the Hunnie Empire by the Chinese, and which did not come to an
end until quite some time after the Mongolian invasions. Prior to the Hunnic
invasions of the Near East and the Roman Empire, no Turks, and probably
not a single Altajic tribe, had ever pushed westward. It may well be assumed
that for about a millennium prior to the Hunnic movements, no Altajic-
speaking peoples had wventured west of roughly the 90th meridian east of
Greenwich, or a line which can be drawn from the southwestern spurs of the
Altaj to the Lob-Nor and the Kun-Lun range. West of this line there lived
people speaking Indo-European languages, mostly Iranian, and Skythian or
other unknown languages, who separated the Uralians and Altajians from
each other. East of the 90th longitude east, the entire Central Asiatic platean
territory was inhabited by Altajic-speaking peoples. After the Huns had
moved out, the Turks probably lived in the entire northwestern part of the
region, from the Altaj Mountains proper east to the northern part of the
Xingan Mountains, which separate Mongolia from Manchuria. Whether the
northeasternmost portion of Mongolia, sometimes called Bargu, formed part
of that ancient Turkic habitat, is difficult to determine. Most of the southern
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boundary and all of its eastern sector was occupied by Mongolians, while
neither Turkic nor Mongolian reached as far as the Pacific, where Chinese and
Koreans were found in dense, compact populations.

Thus prior to the Great Migrations, Turkic was spoken by preponderantly
pastoral nomadic tribal units and confederations, who showed the anthropo-
logical features of the Central Asiatic branch of the Mongolian or High-Asiatic
race. They lived in the eastern portion of the Central Asiatie, semi-arid steppe
belt as the immediate western and northern neighbors of the Mongolians, by
whom they were separated from the Chinese in the earlier phase of their
historically attested existence. In the west, their neighbors were, however
separated by vast stretches of desert—the Y.ob Desert—, the Indo-European
peoples of the Tarim basin; in the northwest, the Samojeds and Jenisejians,
in the north and northeast the Tungus, in the east and south the Mongolians,
and in the southwest people speaking Tibeto-Chinese languages, such as the
Tibetans, Tanguts, and others. A closer determination of the original dwelling
region of the Turks is not possible, nor even probable, since nomadism excludes
easily-definable border lines.

Throughout all the historic times during which they have been known, the
Turkic peoples have been living in the northwestern and western part of the
area which once was inhabited by the peoples speaking Altajic languages. To
the extent of our historic information, the Huns seem to have occupied the
southwest and perhaps even the south of that area, the Mongols the southeast
and east, It is not vet clear whether the Mongolians reached beyond the
Xingan Mountains into present-day Manchuria, or whether the latter, prior

to the Hunnic movements, was still inhabited by peoples speaking Tungus (or
Man3u-Tungus) languages. The fact that no Tungus peoples took part as a

major unit in any of the Great Migrations, admits of the conclusion that at
the time the Altajians entered history, i. e. with the Hunnic movements, the
Tungus had already been forced to migrate away from the territories in the
immediate neighborhood of the other Altajians. This Tungus migration seems
to have taken place some time before the other Altajians apparently began
to form tribal units or confederations of any significance. This is indicated by
the fact that with the Tungus no clear indications of an earlier habitat on the
Central Asiatic steppes, with its corresponding forms of pastoral nomadism,
have been found. The Tungus seem to have been nomads of the Siberian tajya
for a very long period, engaging in hunting, fishing, and reindeer breeding,
This probably took place in the zones immediately adjacent, in the north, to
the Central Asiatic steppes from around Lake Bajkal to the Amur basin, and
finally, to the Pacific coast. In this way, the Tungus were separated—and
protected—by high mountains and quite inaccessible forests from the other
Altajians who remained on the steppes. The Tungus languages still bear witness
to this long and apparently ancient separation from the other Altajic langnages.

Not discussing here the position of Korean, and not including it in the
Altajic group of languages proper, this group originally comprised four large
families:

I. Hunnic, originally in the southwest and south of the Altajic area, although
we know so little about it that we include it in Altajic mainly because it
apparently survives in Volga-Bulgarian and present-day Tavas;
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II. Turkie, originally in the northwest and west;

I11. Mongolian, in the center and southeast; and

[V. Tungus, in the north and northeast.

Of all of these, Turkic represents the most recent evolutionary type, while
Mongolian, though more archaic than Turkie, nevertheless shows a more
recent type of development than does Tungus, which is the most archaic type
of Altajie, and thus serves as an excellent “‘time-table” for relative evolutionary
age in Altajic.

For the times prior to the separation and differentiation from the primordial
nucleus groups of Altajie, which were later to become the four Altajic divisions
mentioned above, a habitat must be assumed which probably comprised all
of the Central Asiatic steppes, so that the term “Altajic” languages is actually
justified, since it designates that group of languages spoken around the Altaj
Mountains, in a wider sense of the term, in this case on the steppes extending
to the south around the Altaj. The assumption of a mountain area, such as the
Altaj proper or the Altaj-Sajan system, as a region from which numerous and
often relatively populous tribes originated, is devious, and for natural reasons
out of the question. The term Altaj and Altajic is very handy if understood in
the above-defined, larger, not too literal sense.

The assumption of a habitat farther west for the primordial Altajic group
imposes itself for some important reasons, namely, the genuine relationship
with Uralic and the ancient and profound linguistic contacts, besides features
of genuine relationship, between Altajic and Indo-Kuropean. While I consider
Altajic and Uralic as genetically related (urverwandt), I wish to point ount,
without going into the matter here, the numerous isoglosses between Uralic
and Altajic which, even if they were due to borrowing, as the adversaries of the
genetie relationship hypothesis maintain, could only be explained on the assump-
tion of enduring, intensive and rather ancient mutual contacts between Uralic
and Altajic. Contacts of this nature necessitate a contignous area without
major natural boundaries of the type of the vast plains between T¢ien-Shan
and Ural or Volga. In other words, the ancient Uralic-Altajic contacts, or as I
would eall it, the symbiosis of the nuclear Proto-Uralic and Proto-Altajic tribal
groups, the descendants of a larger Proto-Ural-Altajic language community,
did not take place in the eastern but in or near the western habitat of ancient
Common-Altajic, coneretely, on the steppes between T‘ien-Shan and Ural or
Volga. Mutatis mutandis, very much the same is valid for the contacts with
Indo-European, which were not limited to those between, let us say, Slavie
and Altajic or Iranian and Altajic, but some of which must have been older
and cannot be ascribed to single-langnage-contacts (einzelsprachliche Be-
rithrungen) only. A further, equally weighty argument in favor of an early
western habitat of ancient Common-Altajic is the relationship with the Dravi-
dian languages.

As the ancient contact-zone between Indo-European and Altajic, the eastern
part of the Ponto-Caspian steppes may well have been the ideal transmission
area. It probably was only after the great outburst of Indo-European migra-
tions in the first half of the 2nd millennium B.C. that some early Indo-European
groups, soon followed by the Proto-Indo-Tranians, pushed Altajic-speaking
groups out of the Trans-Caspian, “Turanian”, steppes on to the plateanx of
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Central Asia. They likewise caused the final invasion of the subcontinent of
India by the Proto-Dravidians. This “Indo-European outburst” also brought
other undoubtedly Palaeo-European, Mediterraneo-Caucasian, Europaeoids
towards Central Asia and, finally, the northwestern and northern Altaj region
proper. This above assumption is supported by archaeological evidence and by
considerations of historical climatology.
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The Turkic languages may be classified differently, in accordance with
different bases of classification. First, they may be classified on a geographical,
or regional, basis. Such classification may constitute a mere enumeration of
the languages that are found together in each contiguous area, e. g. the Turkic
languages of the Caucasus, or the Turkic languages of South Siberia. In a
number of instances this principle of classification would be acceptable also
from a linguistic point of view, since usually, although not always, those
languages of a given major linguistie group spoken in immediately adjacent
areas are more closely interrelated than are members of the same group
separated by greater distance. Secondly, the Turkic languages may be classified
on an historical basis, with divisions such as Old Turkie, Middle Turkie, and
New Turkice. Finally, the classification may be based on linguistic changes
which have led naturally to all the differentiation that has developed among
the Turkic languages. This last basis is the best adapted for arriving at the
clearest possible representation of the relative positions of the several groups
among the Turkic languages. This genetic linguistic classification tends
naturally to be confirmed by evidence of the history of the various Turkie
tribes and nations, especially the history of their migrations, and of their
veographical, regional distribution over Eurasia.

Of the former attempts at a classification of the Turkic languages, only that
of A. N. Samosrovid can be considered on the whole as sound in principle. It
is still maintainable, with the exception of his groups III (Xwirazm) and VI
(to which he assigns Orxon, Ujyur, Abagan, Tuva, and Jakut), wherein his
language grouping isa repetition of RADLOFF’s error, A later attempt, that of N. A.
Baskaxov (Izvestija AN SSSR, X1, 1952), hasthe merit of some originalityin its
theoretical approach, but is erroneous and misleading in its factual statements.
Inlater, revised versions of his classification (1960, 1962), BAsgkAKov considerably
attenuated some of his former statements but maintains his basic theoryofa bi-
partition of the Turkiclanguages into an East-Hunnicand a West-Hunnic group.

Since in the Turkic languages, as in all other languages of the Altajic group
and in the great majority of those constituting the Uralic group, the morphol-
ogy is a category of extreme resistance to historical changes, the features which
can provide a basis for classification of the different subdivisions of the Turkie
eroup are mainly those of a phonological order; next to them in order of value
are those of the lexical material. In all historical periods the latter has under-
gone considerable change, much more, even, than the phonology. The rules of
syntax, which are closely interrelated with the morphological system of the
Turkic languages, are almost equally resistant to change or disintegration,
and consequently have less value for classification.

In the following attempt to establish properly distinguished divisions of the
Turkic languages, I make some use of designations referring to their geo-
eraphical situation, as was done by Samorrovi&. I arrive at six divisions (A-F)
comprising twelve groups (I-X1I) in all.
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A, The Central- and Southwest-Asiatic languages or Tiirkiit languages, con-

sisting

L

IL.

of:

The Central-Asiatic group, issuing from the presumable language of
the “Eastern Tiirkiit” of the Chinese Annals. Ancient languages of
the Old-Turkic period: 1) Orxon (and Jenisej) Inscriptions and Old
(or Classical) Ujyur. 2) Languages of the “Middle-Turkic™ period: the
transitional stage from Ujyur to Cayataj, as represented by a more
eastern dialect, that of the Dictionary of Mahmad al-Ka&yari and
texts of the Qaraxanid Empire, and by a more northwestern dialect,
that of Xwirazm (XI/XIIth centuries).3) Cayataj. Later and modern:
4) Ozbek (the Iranized dialects), i. e. the continuation of {?a?ata,j with
certain Ozbek influences. 5) New-Ujyur with Taranéi and other
dialects; the isolated fragments of Saryy-Ujyur and Salar, surrounded
by Mongolian and Chinese, may be considered as very close to New-
Ujyur dialeets. 6) Qyryyz, with certain stronger influences from the
Northwest group (B), as found in the modern literary language.
Some isoglosses link Qyryyvz with Ojrot (C. VII), as e. g. «/-g =
*.w = -ii/-ii, and the labial attraction.

The Southwest or Oyuz group, for which the presumable ancestor is
the language of the ““Western Tiirkiit"”’ of the Chinese Annals. Ancient
languages: 1) Old-Anatolian (Sal3uq) and Old-Osman. Modern: 2)
Western: Osman (with its various dialects: Rumelian, Anatolian,
South Crimean); Gagauz; AzerbajZanian (with dialects, as those of
Iran and the QaSqaji); 3) Eastern: Tirkmenian.,

B. The Northwest- or Qvpéaq-Division, consisting of the following languages:

I11.

IV.

VI.

C. VIL

D. VIII.

Old-Northwestern of the **Middle Turkic™ period: 1) Qumanian, the
language of the Codex Cumanicus and the Qumans (or Poloviei), and
Qypéaq. The other groups consist of modern languages.
Ponto-Caspian languages, most closely related with Qumanian:
2) Qarajim; 3) Qaraé‘aj and Balgar; 4) Qrym-Tatar (“Crimean
proper”); 5) Qumuq (Qumyq).

. Volga-Kama—West-Siberian languages: 6) (Qazan-Tatar (or "“Tatar

proper”’, with Teptir, Misir and Qasimov-Tatar); 7) the West-Siber-
ian dialects: Turaly, Toboly, Yéymly, Qurdaq, Yrtysly; 8) Baraba;
9) Kidrik, this being a transitional link to the Central-South-Siberian
languages (D. VIII); 10) Ba&qurt, also with isoglosses connecting it
with D. VIII.

Aralo-Caspian languages: 11) Qazaq with Qaraqatpaq; 12) (non-Iran-
ized or Qypdaq-) Ozbek; 13) Noyaj; 14) Qyryvz only insofar as
certain features of the modern literary language are concerned (cf.
above, AL 6). Qyryyz is at least transitory from A.IL to B. VL
Ojrot (in the Altaj Mountains) and its dialects: (South:) Attaj-Kiii,
Tilinit (and Tolos), Tialanit; (North:) Lebed’, Qumanda, Jys-Kigi
(or Tuba). The latter is a transitory link toward Sor and the other
languages of group D. VIIL.

The Central-South-Siberian, Abagan- or “Xagqas”-group: 1) Sor;
2) Abagan, comprising the dialects of Savaj, Qojbal, Qaé&(a), Qyzyl,
Baltir.
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IX. The East or Tuva group (in Tanni-Tuva or Ufanxaj): 1) Karavyas;
2) Sojon (Tuba, Tuva, Tyba, or Ufapxaj-language). Transitional
features from D. VIII toward E.X.

E. X. The Northeast-, East-Siberian, or Jakut-group. The Jakut (Saxa)
language and the dialects of the Dolgans, the Jakutized Nanasan
(Tavgy-) Samojeds.

F. The Volga-Bulgarian or Hunno-Bulgarian division, which may also be
called the Ancient Northwest-division. It comprises:

X1. Volga-Bulgarian (fragmentary relics only), and

XII. the modern language of the Cuvaé or Tivas. Originally, this division
did not form part of any genuine Proto-Turkic unit, but represented
an intermediary between Proto-Turkie and Proto-Mongol, as can
clearly be recognized from the isoglosses linking Tavas to Mongol.
For linguistic and historical reasons, it is probable that considerable
relics of the language of the Huns actually survive in that of the
Volga-Bulgars and the modern Tivas. The Turkicization process,
however, was intensive enough to convert it into a marginal Turkic
language.

A further examination of the relational connections among the Turkic
groups shows that A and C form a larger unit which itself is more closely related
to B than to either group D, E, or F. Further, Dand E are more closely related,
group IX constituting the connecting link between VIII and X. In many
respects I) and E are relatively distant from the majority of the Turkic lang-
uages, also from ¥, since here in Southern and Eastern Siberia a number of
changes have taken place, caused by Turkicization of originally non-Turkic
languages, as in D, and by substrata and adstrata which still remain to be
examined more closely. F is clearly marginal—in spite of its geographic
position—if one compares it to E; through the Turkicization process it is linked
to B, in its most recent Turkic layer with B.V.6.

As long as etymological research in Turkic, as well as in any other branch
of the Altajic languages, is still in an incipient stage of development—to date
there does not exist a single useful etymological dictionary of the Turkic
languages or of those of the other branches—relational concepts must be
based largely on considerations of extra-lexical similarities, i. e. those in the
categories of phonology, morphology, and syntax. Thus, apart from features
of lexical agreement, isoglosses in the three domains mentioned indicate closer
relations between Turkic, Mongol, and the Manju-Tungus languages,
all of these together constituting the Altajic languages. The Turkic languages
form the Western branch of the Altajic language family. The area of contact
between Turkic and Mongol exceeds by far that between Turkie and Tungus;
there is, however, one Turkic language, Jakut (k. X}, which, for the last 400
years at least, has been in closest neigborhood with the two North-Tungus
languages, Ewenki and Ewen (Lamut).

While a number of major isoglosses would indicate a closer relation between
Turkic and Mongol, there are fewer but nevertheless important isoglosses
linking Turkic with Man3u-Tungus which, on the whole, occupies a special
position in the Altajic world, inasmuch as it combines a number of rather
archaic features together with those of a specific separate development.
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The problem of relationship with Korean, which is included in Altajic by
such Altajicists as Ramsrent and Porrg, cannot be discussed here, since it
cannot be treated adequately prior to the establishment of an historical
phonology and grammar of Korean, and a review of its proposed relation to
Indo-European. Furthermore, the problem of the non-Altajic strata in Korean
is still far from solved. Much the same is true for Japanese, although structur-
ally the latter appears more homogeneous than Korean, apart from the many
problems it presents in the lexical, i. e. etymological, sphere.

In different degrees the features of Altajic indicate its external relations; to
a greater degree, those of its morphology, which are the most characteristic,
to a lesser degree, those of its syntax and phonology, which offer moderate
resistance to change or innovation; and to an appreciable degree, still, those
of its lexical stock indicate a genetic relation of Altajic to Uralie, and
hence perceptibly also to Indo-European in the West. On the other hand, there
are a few isoglosses which apparently connect Altajic with Indo-European
directly. Like Uralic, Altajic is also related to Jukagir, and possibly to the
Cukéi group (i. e. Cukéi, Kor'ak, and Kaméadal) in the Northeast. Manifest
relational connections of a structural (morphological and syntactic) as well as
etymological order, which associate Uralic and Altajic with the Dravidian
languages, are worthy of further exploration.

The above classification can be illustrated by the following sketch of the
most significant distinetive characteristica:

AL

Phonology, vocalism: all 8 vocalic phonemes exist and did so presumablyin
ancient times. Tendency toward labial harmony. Labial attraction regular in
Qyryvz only; tendencies in New-Ujyur. Consonantism: -y/-g, -g/-k in Orxon
separated, later, in Ujyur, not distinguished in the seript. Coincidence into
-g/-k in Cayataj, N.-Ujyur, Iranized Ozbek: guruy “dry” > qurug. Suffix-
initial y-, g- exist: -pa (dat.), -yan (nom. perfecti), -yaly (gerund. abtemp.). No
mediae (/lenes) in initial position. *@ = Orxon, Ujyur “d”, with Ka&yari,
Rabyiizi ete. 3 (= ), = j in Ca., N.-Uj., Ozb., Qy.

Morphology, Nomen: relatively greater amount of cases in the ancient
languages (instr. -yn, aequat. -fa, comparat. -ddg; no ablat. in Orxon, but
directive cases in -ra, -ya-ru). Orxon gen, in -y», ace, -yy, but Uj., Kas. -nyn,
-yy/-ny; Ca., N.-Uj., Ozb., Qy. -nyy, -ny; abl. in -dyn in Uj., preserved through

a. and N.-Uj.; Ozb. vacillates, but has now -dan, like Qy. Plural, in Orx.
mostly unmarked, is usual and regular in Uj. and later. Relics of other ancient
pl.—suffixes. Pronomina: influences upon the nominal inflection from Uj. on,
esp. in Ca., N.-Uj., Ozb. (ace. -ny!). Pronominal inflection abandoned in N.-
Uj., Ozb. (dat. pron. pers. 1. sg.: men-gd, 2. sg. sen-gi), likewise abandonment
of the pronominal -n- in the suff. possess. 3. ps. in Ca., N.-Uj., Iranized Ozb.
Verbum : Perfectum has -t and -my#, the latter replaced from Ca. on by -yan.
Fut.-Opt. -yaj; praes.-fut. in - from the Ca. period on.

Syntax: Non-Altajic influences in Ujyur (<< IE, Semit.), Ca., N.-Uj., Ozb.
(<< Arab., N.-Pers.); rise of subordination (< 1EK).

Lexikon: Non-Altajic influences in Orxon (<< Chin., Iran.), Ujyur (< 1E,
Semitic, Chin.), Ca., N.-Uj., Ozb., Qy. (< Arab., N.-Pers.).
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1L

Phon.: Archaic features in Osm. and Tiirkmen, while Az, (and Qa&qaji) show
innovations, also strong non-Turkic influences. Vocalism: the 8 vocalic phon-
emes; strict labial harmony. Proto-Turkic length preserved in Tiirkmen.
Conson.: -y > -0, except after a: Osm. day, d@, Tkm. dd@y “mountain”; -g > -0
or -j. No gutturals in suffix-anlaut: -a (dat.), -an (nom. pf.), -afy (ger. abtemp.).
Initial mediae (/lenes): dil “‘tongue”, gir- “‘to see” in all languages of this
group (but, as in all Tk. languages, no initial v-). *@ > j. 8, 2 = Tkm. p, d.
Secondary palatalization of consonants in palatal position after Slavie pattern
in Gagauz: dinmdk “to return” > donmak, ete.

Morph.: Nomina: Declension archaic: gen. -yp, ace. -y (< -yy); abl. -dan.
Pronominal inflection preserved. Verbum: Perfectum in -f and -my# preserved,
the latter implying ““unseen action”. Compound durative present in -yjor, -jor
in Osm., Tkm. (not in Az., Gag.); fut. in -(a)fag. No nomina verbalia temporis
in -@, -yaj. Nom. verb. fut.-opt. in -asy. Comparative degree in 0.-Osm., Tkm.
-raq |[-rig.

Syntax: Non-Altajic influences from Iranian (N.-Pers.): subordination with
ki, strongest in Osm.

Lexikon: Non-Altajic influences from Arabie, N.-Pers.; strongest in Osm.

B. III-VIL.

Phonology: Vocalism: All 8 vocalic phonemes. Vacillations o/u, d/ii. Vowel-
sequence in Codex Cumanicus not always regular. Labial harmony. Labial
attraction in VI, tracesin Q}rpﬁaq-{)zh.—ﬂansﬂnamiam: -y = -U, -g > -j; inter-
mediary y/g > v. Suffix-initial gutturals exist: -ya, -yan, ger. pf. -yac. *@ = j.
Modern languages: assimilations and dissimilations in dental-, nasal- and
liguid-combinations. Special developments in Qar., due to Slavic influences:
intermediary 4, # > ‘o, "u, consonants in palatal position palatalized: dlgin >
dlgad, kirgdn = Korgan; and in the Caucasus: aspiration of unvoiced occlusivae:
Qéc., Blq., Qmq. gabyan, t‘ap-ftap*-, ¢‘aj. In Qq.-Qqlpq., No. é =&, § = s,
j- = F-; Qpt.-Ozb. j- = Z.. Traces of this development in Qar. of Halicz.
Alternation b-fm-.

Morph. Nom.: -nyp, -ny, -dan. Pronominal inflection preserved. Comparative
degree in -rag. Verb.: Pf. -t-ym, -yan-men; -my# lost, only found in relics. Prs.-
fut. in -a: opt.-fut. in -paj. Nom. fut. -yu/-gii > -#/-d; nom. fut. necess. in
-asy. Pron. personalia as enclitics or suffixes atter a nomen verbale in predicative
function.

Syntax: Non-Altajic features weak, accept for Lit.-Qar. with its entirely
oemitic syntax,

Lexikon: Non-Altajic influences from Arabic, N.-Pers., modern Bussian,
Polish, and Hebrew.

Special for IV and V:

Phon.: Vocal.: Same as in IIT; regular changes 0 > w, ¢ > i, u > %, ii > b,
ife = 1,1t = b, ¥ > 5. Reduction of vowels in intermediary syllables, a dulling
typical of the entire Volga-Kama-region, including Tavag, Mari, and Udmurt.
Qn. ¢ = § (), South-Qn. j- = Z-. Alternation b/m. Morph. as in III. The
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personal pronouns after predicative nomina verbalia became suffixes. Nomen
verb. in -@/-d much in use.

Lexikon: Non-Altajic influences from Arabie, N.-Persian, modern from
Russian.

Special developments in V, 10, Basqurt: Phon., Conson.: ¢ > s, 8 > h
(Bast), § >j; -s-, -8 > b (South). VdV, jdV, wdV, rdV, ddV = CaV/VdV;
z > d. -y[-g = -w or zero. Morph.: Nom. verb. fut. -asag, nom. nec. -aky.
Number of irregular features due to language-mixture. Isoglosses with Tkm.
(A. II, 2) and Abaqgan (D. VIII).

Special development in V, 7-9, West-Siberian: Phon.: Voe.: Rather regular;
labial harmony does not affect last syllable. Palatalization in palatal environ-
ment (ji¥ < jas “age”). Conson.: In the majority of the languages & = e,
§ = 5; I8im has ¢. Assimilations/dissimilations in liquid/nasal/dental combin-
ations; -z > -3, remains so before vocalic suffix; sonorization of the inter-
vocalic unvoiced consonants, as in South-Siberia.

Morphology essentially as in ITT-V. Pron. pers. dat. sg. Tobol mayan as in
Qq.-Qqlpq., but also 2nd ps. sind, as against Qq-.Qqlpq. sayan.

Syntax: a number of disturbances, as in B&q.; on Ugrian, later also Russian
basis?

Lexikon: Non-Altajic influences from Arabic, Persian, and later esp. Russian.

V, 9 Kiirik is transition-link to Abaqgan, D. VIII,

C. VIL

Ojrot.
Phon. Voeal.: All 8 vocalic phonemes, labial harmony, labial attraction.

Conson. -y/-g = -w/-u (-lyy = -tu ete.); b- = p-; b-/m-. Contractions typical of
the South-Siberian languages: VyV/VgV =V (usually # > i). Intervocalic
consonant must be voiced, or geminated. Assimilations/dissimilations with
liquid/dental/nasal groups. *@ = j. Lit.-Ojr. j- > d-; j- =t~ in Tuba (Jys-
Kizi), pointing to VIIL.

Morphol.: Nom. -nyy, -ny, -dan. Pronominal and nominal declension dist-
inguished ; suff. poss. 3rd pers. -i-n-. Verb.: Pf. .yan, in passivic function with
suppression of the suffix of the passive aspect, -I-/-I-; contractive suffixation
of the pronominal suffixes (-men = -m ete.: 3.sg. durat. compos. fur-a-f);
auxil. —tur- in compositional -a~tur-yan > -attan/-ditlin//-otlon/-dttén; gerund.
pf. in -yaé usual. Verbal composition usual and well-developed.

Syntax: regular.

Lexikon: Mongolian influences, later much from Russian,

As group, Ojrot stands between I and VIIL.

D, VIII.

Abagan. Sor is the connecting link between VII and VIIL.

Phon. Voc.: Regular; weak labial harmony; labial attraction usual in the
palatal series only. Contractions of the South-Siberian type; vowel-elision in
the verbal composition (kel-éar << kel-ii—jat-yr *‘is [now] coming”). Instances
of exceptional accentuation. Cons.: é > s, § > s (excl. Sor), j- = &, j- = n- if

_—— .
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later in the word nasal follows, Intervocalic consonants are either voiced or
geminated. *& = z. /-9 = -7 (-lyg): b- = p-. b-/m-. Strong contractions in
verbal compositions.

Morph. Nom.: -nyn, -ny, -dan. Ancient directive cases, -r-t-yn, -ga-r-t-yn, in
adverbially used nouns. Nominal and pronominal declensions distinguished.
Suff. possess. 3. ps. -i-n-. Yerb.: -yan, in passive function as in C, VII. Suif,
ger, pf. -yad, -yas. Nom. pf’i in -dyq/-yq (= Ujy. -jug). Verbal composition
usual and well-developed. Auxiliare durativam éyt- < jat- in the nom. aor,
-Car/-édr; auxiliare perfectivam ys-/yz- (< §d- “to send off”).

Syntax: some slight vacillations.

Lexikon: influences from Mongolian and Russian; older ones from South-
Samojedic and Jenisejic.

D. IX.

Tuva. Closely related to VIII,

Phon. in the main as in VIIL. In Karayas, sporadically a of the 1-st syllable
to y as in Jakut. Soj., Ky. é > §; § remains unchanged (intervocalically > ).
Develarization of ¢ > &k in Kv., there k- sporadically = z-, h-, Ky, (CASTREN),
Lit.-Soj. d- occurs as in SW (Oyuz). *@ > d. j- > ¢-; when later in the word
nasal occurs, j- = n-. Labial harmony, no labial attraction. b- > p-; b-/m-.
Sporadically, syllable-contraction (pdr = ber-d@r “‘giving”); sporadically,
proto-Turkic length preserved in Ky. (di§ “tooth” = Tkm. id.); sporadical
length of unknown origin. Assimilations and dissimilations (no dissimil. of
-1n-).

Morph. essentially as in VIIL. Suff. nom. aor. always -Vr (tdr “saying”, &ir
“eating”). Perfectivizing auxiliary yd- (< #d-) common. Verbal composition
usual and well-developed.

Syntax: disturbed, word-order often very free.

Lexikon: strong influences from Mongolian, later Russian; ancient influences
from Samojedic and Jenisejic, this probably accounting for words of unknown
origin (cf. e. g. Soj. atyiqy, Kv. alyskan ‘“‘brother”, Soj. tayana ‘‘daughter”,
affaq “husband, man”, qunujag “woman, wife").

Karavyas leads over to Jakut, E. X.

E. X.

Jakut.

Phon. Voc. Regular. Proto-Turkie length preserved; the lower vowels
thereby dipthhongized. a of the 1-st syllable to y. Cons.: *@ > {. Develarization
of ¢ > x, k. -yf-g > zero with preceding length (-tyy > -17). j-, é > 8-, 8- > zero.
Lit.-Jak. VsV = VAV, as in Bufat, Northwest-Ewenki. Proto-Turkic Orxon
% = §: ajij << anyy “schlecht, evil, bad”. z > s, in special cases on its place .

Morph. Nom.: Loss of the gen.-suffix; acc. -ny, after vowel -y; dat. loc. -ya,
instr. -nan; recent cases: partit. -fa, adverbialis -ly, compar. -fayar, comit.
-tijn, probably after Mongol and Tungus patterns. Specific pronominal in-
flection. Both systems distinguished. The Verbum shows apart from its com-
mon-Turkic nature many traces of a special development of recent origin.
Archaic features rare (e. g. nom. pf. -byt for common-Tk. -mys).
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Syntax: regular, partly freer.
Lexikon: strong influences from Mongolian, then, Russian, older ones from
Tungus, Uralic, Palaco-Asiatic.

F. X1. XIL

Volga-Bulgarian ; Tavas.

Profound disturbances in the entire system.

Phon. Voe. : Very disturbed ; many vocalic changes (@ > u, y = a, ii> e, etc.).
Proto-Tk. vocalic length results in vowel-splitting and disyllabity (kévak <
*kok “‘blue”’, Tkm. gok, Mong. kikd) or disappearance (pér, per “‘ice” = Tkm.
biid, Jak. biis, miis ““id.”’). Extreme reduction (and dulling). Develarization.
Polarization into opposition of palatalized: non-palatalized consonants (<
Slavic?). Conson.: j- > § (occasionally > t'/é; & = §, 8- > §-; *& > z >r; -z-,
-z : r (as in Mong., Tung.); § : [ (as in Mong., Tung.); ¢- > -/ j-// zero. Prob-
ably two waves of Turkization: 1. a pre-Tatar (Bulgarian), and 2. a Tatar one.

Morph. : special development of a particular character, often quite different
from that of Turkie, Mongol, and Tungus.

Nom.: As a result of phonological development, dat. and acc. coincided
(-ya, -yy > -a); new cases: direct. -alfa, comit. -pa(-la), adverbialis -la, termin-
ativus -{'t’en, causalis -Fin. Combinations of 2 or more case-suffixes are usual,
Pl.-suff. -sem. Pronominal -n- in pronominal inflection preserved. The Numerals
are those of common-Turkic; suff. of the ordinalia is -m -|- -5(€) (poss. 3. ps.).
Pron. pers. 1., 2. sg., pl. have in the nominative a proclitic, anaphoric element
e-: e-bé, e-z€, pl. e-bir, e-zir, while in the casus obliqui they have the stem man-,
san,- pir-, sir-. The demonstrativa elsewhere in Turkic unknown. Pron. refl.,
1. ps. wam, 2. xu, 3. zaj(€), pl. 1. zamér, 2, zdvdr, 3. xdjsem is also unknown in
Tk. Verbum: Far digressing development; different suffixes of the nomina
verbalia. The common-Turkic and common-Tungus suff. nom. aor. -r, -ra
seems to be lacking. Traces of an independent verbum negativum seem still
to be found with an placed before the imperative.

Syntax: relatively regular.

Lexikon: numerous elements of Qn., Finnic, Russian, and, especially of
unknown origin.



IV. ALPHABETS USED IN THE TURKIC LANGUAGES

The oldest Turkie literary monuments, the Jenisej and Orxon inscriptions,
showed considerable resemblance in style to the Old Norse inscriptions, and
were therefore called “Runic”. The Jenisej inscriptions—the majority from
the valley of present-day Tannia-Tuva or Uranxai, where the source rivers of
the Kim, the upper Jenisej, gather—probably date largely from the Tth
century, which would make them a century older than those of the Orxon and
other parts of Northern Mongolia. The script consists of single letters in dis-
joined composition which evidently acquired their Runic shape for the same
reazons as the Old Norse runes. They go back to a Semitic alphabet of the
Aramaic type, very likely Aramaic itself, with which the Tirkiit—probably
the Western Tiirkiit—first became acquainted on the steppes north of the T*ien-
shan through Soydian-speaking Christians of the Nestorian creed who lived
in that area, Inscriptions in the Ancient Turkic langnage have been found
there in the region of the Talas valley; however, nothing which might be
compared for size and content with the Jenisej or Orxon inscriptions has so
far been found.

From the Talas region the script penetrated also to the Eastern Tiirkiit.
While the Talas and Jenisej script is quite rich in forms—for some letters such
as § as many as 8 forms are known—in the Orxon it was subjected to a norm-
ative treatment. Ligatures do not exist, but some letters stand for two sounds,
for instance If, nt (or Id, nd respectively), né (or n3), or a vowel 4 a consonant
in position after or even before it, as for instance &/i§ or 6k/ik//ké/kii; however,
the defective writing of many vowels even in absolute initial position, where
from the viewpoint of Semitic tradition at least an aleph should be written,
complicates matters considerably. In the Orxon inseriptions words are usually
separated at least by punctuation.

All over Tannii-Tuva, rock inscriptions of the Runie type, often accompanied
by primitive stylized drawings of animals or hunting scenes, are to be found,
but so far they have remained illegible; sometimes it seems possible to detect
words like gayan or a few Turkoid words or names. “Inscriptions” of the same
type, but usually much more fragmentary, are found also along the upper
Lena walley north of the Bajkal. These “inscriptions™ are believed by some
archaeologists to be older by several centuries than the legible Jenisej and
Orxon inscriptions. While those longer inscriptions of Tannii-Tuva certainly

deserve our attention—they may perhaps be Proto-Qyrqyz or Hunnic—the
fragmentary Lena “inscriptions™ may well be nothing but the drawings of a

few Tamyas, property marks of some tribes who were living and hunting in
those places.

In Eastern Tiirkistan, an area so rich in languages and alphabets, the Turks
goon abandoned their awkward Runic script. There are a few text relics, all of
minimal size with the exception of one booklet of about a hundred pages,
Samanist in content, which was preserved and found at Dun-Huan. But there
are thousands of fragments in Ujyur, i. e. Soydian script, less numerous ones

8
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in Manichaean and Briahmi script. As voN L CoqQ has shown in his article
“Kurze Einfilhrung in die Uigurische Schriftkunde”, M.S.0.8., wvol. 22,
pp- 1-19 (Berlin, 1919), according to F. W. K. MULLER’s research three types
of Soydian are discernible in the finds of Eastern Tiirkistan: Soy. I, Sovy. II,
and Sovy, III, the last being, in his estimation, a newer kind of Soydian writing
in which, with rare exceptions in Soy.I and Soy. II, all Ujyur texts that use
the Sovydian script are written. This Soy. III is therefore always called Ujyur.
Which one out of the many varieties of Syriac script was the predecessor of
Soydian and hence of Ujyur cannot yet be established. It was not the Estran-
gelo alphabet, which represented a transitional form between the disjoined
type of Aramaic and the joined type of Syriac. Estrangelo is typical in the
finds of Eastern Tiirkistan of the Christian texts in the Soydian language and
it is the prototype of the “Manichaean™ script, itself only a slightly modified
form of Estrangelo. Nevertheless, the Soydian and Ujyur seripts must go back
to a writing very close to Syriac, probably a form that so far has not received
attention. Early in October 1938, while spending a few days at Palmyra, I
found at the entrance to a few tomb chambers, near the Funeral Temple and
the Tomb of the Three Brothers situated north of the dense palm grove at the
foot of the western hills on whose slopes the famous tomb towers stand, Syriac
writing in a dark red color—of a shade very similar, incidentally, to that
found in the Turfan area—running along the stone pillars at the very entrance,
mostly on the inner side and running from top to bottom, so that they immed-
iately gave me an impression of being Central Asiatie, Ujyur, in origin. This
for two reasons: 1) the ductus was quite similar to Soydian and Ujyur, and

2) it ran from top to bottom, a fact which undoubtedly strengthened the
“Central Asiatic”” impreasion. The langnage was Semitic, probably Syriac, but

not Ujyur. On that trip I had no camera with me, and photographs, usually
abundantly available from Palmyra through the excellent French Service
d’Antiquités de Syrie et du Liban, did not exist for these tomb pillars, nor
could I ever obtain any.

Apart from these three Sovydian styles of writing, there existed a cursive
one used for everyday writing of texts having no literary or religious value.
From the Sovydian cursiva the Ujyur cursiva originated. The legibility of the
cursiva is minimal and demands a thorough acquaintance with the langnage;
single letters are often only hinted at, and must be guessed. While the literary
texts are written with the galam—reed pen—on good paper or are printed
from wooden blocks, the cursiva texts are written with the Chinese brush—
bir—(from Chinese 4, cf. infra) on paper of greatly inferior quality. These
texts are mostly juridical and commercial in content. Even in the regular
Ujyur texts diacritical marks distinguishing aleph and niin, and often also
intermediary rés, sin and 8in, zajin and the letter for £, are used only in the
later period, while they are absent in the earlier. Manichaean and Christian
texts differ slightly in style (ductus) from those of Buddhist content. It is
typical of Manichaean texts that whatever the alphabet in which they are
written, they use the same punctuation: black dots in Chinese ink in an
elliptical red frame, single or double, almost infallibly reveal the texts to be
Manichaean. The Soydian, Soydian-Ujyur, and Manichaean scripts run from
right to left, as do all Semitic and the oldest of the Greek scripts; the Orxon
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inscriptions run in Chinese fashion from top to bottom, with the sequence of
the lines from right to left, also as in Chinese. In the rare Runic manuscripts
the lines run horizontally. In the sloppily-written Talas inscriptions and many
of the Jenisej ones, the lines are crooked and may alter in direction within the
text, running both from right to left and from left to right.

With increasing Chinese influence in Eastern Tiirkistan, and the impact of
Buddhist Ujyur texts printed in China, the Ujyur texts are written more and
more from top to bottom, but with the line sequence from left to right.

Soydian III, i.e. the Ujyur script, was adopted, after the Mongolian con-
quest of Eastern Tiirkistan, by the Mongolians themselves, who apparently
staffed their growing bureaucracy almost exclusively with Ujyurs. Thus the
Ujur seript also became the Mongolian script and since the Mongolians adopted
it in a later phase, they also manifested the confusion in orthographical matters
typical of that epoch, especially with regard to the letters tau and dalet. The
Man3us, who inherited the Ujyur script from the Mongolians, introduced the
diacritical marks typical of Man3u, in which they are used also for the vowel
sounds. A special style of Mongolian Ujyur developed with the Qalmyqs after
the reform by Zaja Pandita Lama, in 1648,

Of a completely different and phonetically rather differentiated character
is the Brahmi script. All the three or four dozen Indian alphabets go back
either to Brahmi or Nagarl. In their system both alphabets show essential
agreement. This refers particnlarly to the rendition of the vowels and the
resultant syllabic character of those scripts. The Central Asiatic form of
Brahmi was used in Sanskrit texts and introduced by the Buddhist mission-
aries to Toxarians, Sakas, and Turks with a consequent enrichment through
the addition of a few new letters to indicate sounds which the Indian languages
did not possess. However, the Brihmi script was not limited to Buddhist
texts.

The script runs from left to right. As all the Indian scripts abound in
ligatures, Dévanagari thus having more than 300 letters, Brahmi too is 1ich
in ligatures which, however, are used less for Turkie, since consonant com-
binations which are to be written in ligature are not common in Turkie. The
letters of the palatal vowels are new combinations of j, indicating palatality,
perhaps following the pattern of the jod after waw in Ujyur for § and 4. While
the vowels are clearly expressed—except for the y which is not distinet from ¢
— the consonants necessitated a few new signs, for ¢, v (and §), 4, z and Z,
which had already been created for Xotan-Saka, with the exception of the g.
The Anusviara always stands for syllable final » and m. Other features are
typically Indian, too, especially of the Nagari system. A certain punctuation
used in the rendition of r or -y respectively points to the uvular nature of the r,
typical of New-Ujyur in all its dialects. But beyond that, the rendition of the

Ujyur vocalism in Brahmi is of very specific interest to Turkology, as can now
easily be seen from voN GaBam’s T. T. VIII and T.T. IX, and it deserves
specific treatment.

Islam found its way into Tiirkistan only with great difficulty, and was thus
not able to stamp out all non-Arabic writing. The Ujyur literary tradition
proved strong and resistant; hence the use of Ujyur script is still found in
Islamic texts of the 15th century.



70 IV. Alphabeta used

With the Arabic writing of Turkic, two traditions came into being, that of
“Middle Turkic” and later that of Cavyataj, which is basically a transliteration
of Ujyur into Arabic letters with the strong Ujyur tendency towards plene
writing without the use of the richer resources of Arabic for the rendition of
the consonantism, as can be observed in the west with Osman. There Arabic
was adopted by Turks who had no literacy of their own worth mentioning. Thus
in the second case the Arabic consonantic means are fully exploited, while the
great weakness of Arabic—the defective writing of the vowels—is only gradu-
ally abolished prior to the more radical reforms of the early 19th century.
Azeri follows the Osman pattern, while for Qazan that of Cayataj is determin-
ant. Aside from Arabiec, Armenian and Greek have always been used for
Turkie, almost exclusively for Osman, Armenian also for Qypéaq, the so-called
Armeno-Qypdaq texts, and usually by Christians only; Hebrew was used for
Qarajim for quite a long period, in the Crimea as well as in Troki, Luck, and
Halicz. In the Bibliotheca Vaticana a few Turkish (Tirkmen?) manusecripts in
Syriac script are preserved. The use of Latin for Turkic languages was not an
original idea of the Azerbaijanian innovators of 1922, which was taken over
in 1928 by Kemil Paéa, the founder of the Turkish Republic, since the Latin
alphabet had already been utilized by Franciscan missionaries in the Crimea
in the early 14th century, as can be seen from the one extant monument
of the Quman language, the Codex Cumanicus of 1303. This document showed
a remarkably well devised transcription system (varying slightly with the
different hands noticeable in the Codex), while the Latin alphabet was utilized
between 1922 and 193840 with various methods of transcription and dia-
critical marks for the different Turkie and other languages of the Soviet
Union, as well as for Jakut and T#vas, which had been using the Kyrillica
gince the 19th century. All those varieties of Latin were abolished in the years
1938-40 in favor of the Kyrillica, which however uses about as many varia-
tions of orthography as the Latin alphabet had done, although the Kyrillica
proved superior to Latin for phonetic as well as practical reasons; this is
evident in the Kyrillica transcription system of the Russian Academy of
Sciences as applied by RaprLorr and many others to the Turkic (and other)
languages. But the Kyrillica was not popular as it was looked upon as a symbol
of Russification. During a two-week visit to Baku in August 1929, T was
invited by the Janalif Qomitasy (Committee on the New Alphabet) to express
my opinion onthe “‘new alphabet”. After giving due recognition to the Commit-
tee for its efforts and work, I said that in my opinion it would have been best
to introduce the Kyrillica instead, inasmuch as the Academy of Sciences had
devised an excellent transcription system applicable to all Turkie languages;
moreover, everybody in the Soviet Union would need the Kyrillica as well as a
knowledge of Russian. I shall never forget the disappointed faces of my hosts;
if I had used coarse langunage I would certainly have committed a lesser faux
pas than by this scholarly statement uttered in full conviction!

The Turks, like the other Altajians, became acquainted with the art of
writing through their contacts with the Chinese. The common-Turkic ex-
pression for “‘to write” is biti-, a derivative in -i- from the Chinese noun *bit
< *pjét ¢ “writing brush (from camel hair)”. This verb is common-Altajic:
Mong. bifi-, in Tungus found only in South-Tungus (Manfu, Nanaj) bifi-
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(while North-Tungus has Ew. dukii-, Negidal duki-, Lamut duk- ““id.”, only

the Upper-Amur-dialect of Ewenki has bi¢i- from South-Tungus) << *bit-i-,

while the Chinese source-word for “‘writing brush’ has been borrowed later
9

in its rhotacistic form, Ujyur birj , as typical of the earlier, Tan-time, Chinese

-

borrowings in Ancient-Turkic, Ujyur in particular. This rhotacism of Chinese
final dental occlusives is also evident in Chinese borrowings in Korean, cf,
Kor. ptil [ ptir- “id.”. While bir has not survived beyond Classical Ujyur, a
number of eastern Turkic languages has preserved biti-. The western Turkic
languages have in its stead jaz- which is attested from Ka&yari on, and this
with the Turkic peoples of Islamic creed. It seems to have originally meant
something different, such as “to adorn, embellish, design™ as e.g. in Old-
Osman of the XIV-th and later centuries, in the same way as the words for
“to write” in many languages are of semantically secondary origin (cf. write,
veopew, NbCATH, gply ete.). The use of biti- was probably disesteemed, if not
prohibited,inIslamicmilieu which tried toeliminate gradually allreminiscences
of the pre-Islamic Ujyur times of «.lal>. But the noun bifig “‘script, writing,
written document, book” quite often occurs, in the form biti, in Old-Osman
literature down to the XVII-th et., after which it begins to become obsolescent
and bookish.

The various Turkic languages have the following forms: Ujyur biti-; with
Ka&ypari, the simplex is lacking, but many verbal and nominal derivatives of biti-
are found; WB AT., Ca., Qom. biti- “id.”, bitik ““writing, document, book”,
also in Qrm, and Qar.; pit- OT along with piiti- and piit- “id.” in N.-Uj., Tar.;
the Siberian Turkic languages have the Mongol loanword in the form piéi- in
Altaj and Tel., pifi- in Leb., biZi- in Tuva (= Lit.-So0j.); in Xaqas, only the
derivative noun pifik seems to be found. CasTREN lists, apart from Karavyas
bifi- (< Mong. biéi-), Qojbal bds-, properly “to press (down)”, the modern
expression for ‘‘to print”’ in all the Turkic languages;

Kagyari jaz-, Qom., Qrm., Qn., QarET., Osm. jaz-, Qn., Qq. faz-, Ozb. jiz-,
Tkm. jad-;

for “‘writing, document, book” ete. the Turkic languages use either derivat-
ives of biti- such as bitig or bitik, mentioned above, along with the loanword
from Mongolian, biéik, or, in Islamic milieu, kitab, kitap < Ar. o5 . Con-
cerning these and some other words for “‘book, writing”, of. K. H. MENGES in
voN-FARgEAs-Memorial, Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher, vol. XXXI, pp. 183 ff.



V. SKETCH OF THE COMPARATIVE
PHONOLOGY AND GRAMMAR

Along with the great majority of the languages of mankind, the Altajic
languages are agglutinative, and within the multitude of agglutinative lang-
uages they, as well as Uralic, Jukagir, Dravidian, Japanese, and Korean, show
agglutination by suffixes only. Thus the first syllable of an Altajic word is also
always its first stem or root syllable. Fusion or, finally, concretion of suffixal
elements with stem or root syllables is generally unknown, and when it occurs,
it does so due to laws of assimilation and/or contraction found in one or the
other of the single languages or branches, but never in an entire group as
typical or regular for that group. When in this way single Altajic languages
approach the flexivic type through the rise of assimilated and contracted
forms, there is still a great difference between Altajic agglutination and, for
instance, Indo-European flexivity, for in no Altajic language do there exist
suffixes which, like the Indo-European (Latin, Greek) verbal -6, have a four-
or five-fold function, that of the first singular indicative present active, while
in the agglutinative languages, such as Uralic, Altajic, and many others, each
function to be expressed necessitates one suffix. It is still possible to assume
that I.E. -6, which certainly results from contraction, contains two or perhaps
three older suffixes, but the third, and a probable fourth suffix, which we can
surmise as having existed in the agglutinative stage of Indo-European, can
no longer be detected. Altajic forms approaching the flexivic type are, for
example, in Turkic mostly forms of verbal composition such as the Ozbek
praesens progressivum (cf. infra) gyl(a)jeppan I am (just now) doing”,
kel(d)jappdn ‘I am (just now) coming, on my way” < *gyl-a—jat-yp—(tur-a-
or tur-ur)man etc., or, similarly, in Qyzyt (from A. J. Jokr, “Wirterverzeichnis
der Kyzyl-Sprache”, Studia Orient. Fenn., Helsinki, 1954, XIX, pp. 14, 31),
prs. progress., 1. sg. iftim I am drinking”, 1. pl. i8tibis “‘we are (just now)
drinking” < *ié-d—tur-a—(or tur-ur)—biz, ete., 1. sg. Swrttaptym ‘I am
living, dwelling” < *jurt-a-p—tur-a— (or tur-ur)—biz, 1. pl. defin. aspect
Surttapsadyfs “we do (just) live (dwell)” < *jurt-g-p—yd-a—tur-a (or tur-
ur}—biz; Mong. mori(n), “horse”, instr. sg. morfor, instr. sg. poss. refl. 3. ps.
mor'ord; Bufat ore- “to enter”: imp. 2. pl. oryt, 3. sing. et pl. oriiZa. In the
South-Tungus Ninaj conjugation forms of flexivic type are quite common.

Just as the Altajic languages are synthetical, the Turkic languages, too, are
synthetical languages throughout. They have been very little influenced by the
type of modern European languages, and even less so by that of Russian; the
analytical type has had only a very weak influence, noticeable usually in
syntax, and then mostly in fiction dialogue.

A, PHONOLOGY

Common to all three Altajic groupsis the sound harmony—whichin a few
single languages has been reduced to simple vowel harmony—characterized by
the bi-polarity of the sounds, which divides them into two opposite groups,
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a velar and a palatal one. The sound harmony is well developed in Turkic
and Mongolian, less so in Tungus; the sound harmony of Uralie is basically of
the same nature, but in some languages weak or completely lacking, while that
of Cukdi-Kofak is of a different nature: it is vocalic only, and centers around
the opposition labial: non-labial vowels. Altajic has a profound aversion to
consonant clusters, considering more than two consonants an intolerable
cluster. Such “clusters’ are permitted in the inlaut only; they may occasionally
oceur in the auslaut, if one of those consonants is a nasal, liquid, or sibilant,
but never in the anlaut. Nasals and liquids are generally not tolerated in word
initial position, in the anlaut; the strictest language in this respect is Turkie,
where no liquids or nasals are permitted in initial position, the only exception
being the interrogative pronoun of matter nd (ne, ni), “what?”’, while n- is
possible in Mongolian, and in Tungus all nasals and liquids, with the exception
of r- are tolerated in the anlaut. In contradistinetion to Indo-European,
Semitie, and Caucasian, the Altajic languages are poor in consonantic phon-
emes, but relatively rich in vocalic ones, being inferior in this respect only to
Indo-Eurpoean. With the pre-historic evolution of the palatal equivalents of
the labial vowels, the sounds ¢ and 4, Altajic, like Uralic, possesses sounds
which are lacking in the great majority of the languages of the world.

In Common Altajie, as in Common Uralie, the root syllable always retains
the stress, so that the accentuation of the prima has become the rule, still
followed in the great majority of the Uralic and Altajic languages. Generally
it is supposed that this accent was expiratoric, a stress accent; in addition, or
later in the history of the languages, a secondary accent developed on the last
syllable of a word, which also was the last suffixal syllable, as a musical or tonal
accent, quite similar to the accentuation in Swedish. This accentuation is
supposed to have finally led in the Turkie group to a combination of expiratoric
and musical stress on the last syllable, so that in Turkic today there is an
ultima accentuation slightly reminiscent of French. While the Mongolian lan-
guages have prima accentuation throughout, the Tungus languages seem to
have both types of accentuation: in Ewenki and Lamut, the same kind as in
Mongolian, and in the south—in Nanaj—the same kind as in Turkic. There is
a third, transitional type in Udihe, which corroborates the above assumption of
an accentuation shift from the prima to the ultima in later historical times.
That a prima accentuation may well have survived in Turkic down to historical
times can be concluded from the presence of alliteration in folk poetry found
in Ujyur folk songs, as well as in the epic poetry of Central Asiatic and Siberian
Turkic peoples. In modern Turkic, the accentuation falls on the last syllable,
with a few “‘exceptions” which clearly indicate the non-suffixal, enclitical
nature of the unaccented syllable.

The vowel system of Turkic shows a rare degree of regularity, and is assu-
med to have existed as such in Proto-Turkic and Proto-Altajic. It contains four
phoneme pairs divided, according to the basis of articulation, into the two
primary groups of velar (posterior) and palatal (anterior) vowels, which again
are sub-divided into labial/non-labial, and open/closed vowels,
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non-labial labial
open cloged open closed
velar & v o u
palatal fi i & i

The sound e standing qualitatively in between & and ¢ is not to be assumed as
a Common-Turkic phoneme, since it is only a variant of either @ or 4, often
occurring side by side in one and the same dialect of a given language; for
instance, the Ozbek ber-[bir-/bir-, “to give”, may be found in all the above
three major variants in one or the other of the Iranized dialects of the cities,
while other languages limit themselves to some one of these sounds, for ex-
ample Qazan bir-, or Osman wvir-. There are a certain number of cases in which
the opposition d:i, comparable to that of o:u and é:4 in the labial category,
has no semantic role within the word. As a matter of fact, the “indecision” or
hesitation in the labial category is more widespread and typical for all the
Altajic languages, e. g. sgjld- ‘‘to speak”: sijjld- in many languages; or sor(a)-/
sur(a)- ‘‘to ask a question”, ete., which fact has brought about in some Turkic
languages an actual vowel shift, as for example in Qazan-Tatar, which con-
sequently developed complete regularity.

It is not possible to assume the corresponding vocalic phonemes with long
quantities for Common Turkie, since traces of an ancient phonetic quantitative
opposition have been preserved only in Tiirkmen and Jakut, with some
sporadic features in THvas!, Insofar as the vocalic length has been investigated,
it is found with a few, unclear exceptions, in the root syllables only, and there
it often corresponds to a di-syllabity in Mongolian, which means that, in these
instances, the length in Turkie is, in all probability, of secondary origin as a
compensatory lengthening of an ancient di-syllabity in Altajic: cf. e. g. Tkm,
gbk ‘‘blue, heaven”: Mong. kokd ““id.”, Tkm. @b “hunt”: Mong. aba “id.”, etec.
The quantitative opposition may be assumed for Proto-Altajic—as PoPrE has
done—but it is on the verge of dying out in all historical Altajic languages, the
only exception of a more conservative character being found, in this as in
many other instances, in the North-Tungus languages, and even there we see
the same tendency at work along with considerable vacillation, especially in
suffixal syllables. The existence of Proto- and Common-Altajic lengths in
non-first syllables can be detected from certain consonantic sound changes
oceurring in positions before the vowels of such syllables, as has recently been

definitely established by PoprE in his “‘Vergleichende Grammatik der alta-
ischen Sprachen” I, (Wiesbaden, 1960), pp. 391f., 1431f.

1 Regearch has been considerably hampered either by the non-existence or the
inaccessibility of sufficient Tiirkmen oral material; moreover, it is to be stressed
that in Tiirkmen orthography the length is not marked. Only now, in spring 1964,
after this book has been completed, the new Typxkmen JuauHuy Cesnyru, 866 pp.,
edited by M. Ja. Xamzajev, Afdabat 1962, became available to me. The great
value of this work consists in its relative richness in examples and the indication of
voealie length,
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Common Altajic non-long vowels in final position underwent complete
reduction in Turkic during the pre-historic period (cf. Porpr, op. cit., pp.
1171%.).

The nature of the vowel of the first syllable determines that of the vowels
of all subsequent syllables, which thus can have only either velar or palatal
vowels. From non-first syllables, the phonemes o and & are excluded ; thus the
stem and suffixal vowels can only be either a/d or y/i and u/i. In the oldest
stage of historical Turkie, the vowels of stem and suffixal syllables were either
afd or yfi. All the suffixes of Turkic can be divided on the basis of their vocalism
into those having a/d and those having y/i. In time-—and this is as early as the
earliest Turkic texts—the suffixes with y/i after a preceding syllable with a
labial vowel could occasionally have wfii. This type of assimilation is generally
called labial harmony, and it becomes quite usual in later (?) Ujyur, but the
absolute rule in languages such as Osman, Qyryyz, and Jakut. Vowel assimi-
lation after labials is carried still further to Labial Attraction, demanding a
labial vowel also in the case of the stem syllables or suffixes having a/d@; but
this development, which has not yet reached its full strength, is generally
limited in Turkic to syllables after the vowels o/¢ of the first or root syllable.
It is beginning to spread also to syllables after i, but is not yet found after «.
This Labial Attraction, regular after o/d in Mongolian and certain Tungus
languages, is typical of the Turkic langunages from the Volga-Don triangle up
to northeast Siberia, not including in this area the southwest Turkic languages,
nor those of the Abagan and Tuva groups. In Ujyur, Cayataj and Osman, a
labial vowel may occur in certain stem syllables and suffixes that follow a
syllable without labial vowel (cf. Ujyur of the Qaraxanid epoch, altun, “gold”,
ratun, “‘lady’’; Osman afup, “having taken”, gdlip, “having come”, gapu,
“door”, aju, “‘bear”, ayu, “‘poison”, etc,),

Basic features of vowel sequence:

The examples are common-Turkic, i. e. typical of the great majority of the
Turkic languages, thus individual languages are mentioned in special instances
only.

Velar: gar “snow”, loc. sg. gar-da, poss. 3. ps. sg. gar-y; verbal derivative: qgar-
ta-n-, med. ‘‘to be, become, covered with snow”, 3.sg. pf. def. gar-ta-n-dy,
indef. gar-la-n-myd;

ara ‘‘middle, midst”, loc. ara-da, poss. 3. sg. ara-sy, abl. poss. 3. sg. ara-sy-n-
dan;

gary “‘old”, abl. gary-dan, poss. 3. sg. qary-sy;

(Orx.) gapyy ‘‘door, gate”, Uj., Kas. gapuy “id.”, Osm., Qrm. gapu “id.”, poss,
3. sg. Uj. gapuy-y, Osm. gapu-su;

qyz “‘girl”, loc. qyz-da, poss. 3. sg. quz-y, pl. indef. qyz-lar, abl. pl. poss. 3. ps.
qyz-tar-y-n-dan;

bol- “to become”, pf. indef. bol-yan, Osm., Az. olf-an, Uj. bol-my¥, Osm., Az.
ob-mud;

oraq “‘sickle”, abl. pl. poss. 3. ps. orag-tar-y-n-dan

olur- “‘to sit down”, pf. indef. olur-yan, Osm. otur-an, Ujy. olur-mys, Osm.
ofur-maus;
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buz “ice”, loe, buz-da, verbal deriv. buz-la-n- “‘to be covered with, converted

into, ice”, pf. indef. Osm. buz-la-n-mys, Central Asia buz-fa-n-yan, denominal

noun buz-tuy “iey”, Osm. buz-tu “'id.”, buz-tug “icy place, glaciation”, poss.

3. sg. buz-y, Osm., Q. buz-u;

butut “‘cloud(s)”, abl. pl. poss. 3. ps. bulut-lar-y-n-dan, verbal derivative, abl.

poss. 3. sg. nominis perfecti, Osm. bulut-la-n-dyy-y-n-dan *‘after, becaunse, (the

sky) had become overcast™;

Palatal: dr “man”, loc. sg. dr-dd, abl. pl. poss. 3. ps. dr-ldr-i-n-din, K%, dr-

ld-n- “‘to marry (said of women)”, pf. def. 3. sg. @r-ld-n-d-i, dr-ddm “virtue”,

abl. sg. drddm-ddn, ancient drddm-din, nom. privativum dgrddm-siz, deriv. noun

drddm-siz-lik *‘virtuelessness”, dr-lik ““‘manliness”, abl. sg. dr-lik-din, later dr-

lik-ddin, abl. sg. poss. 3. ps. dr-lik-i-n-ddn;

Uj., Kas. ddgii “‘good”, abl. ddgii-din, poss. 3. ps. ddgii-si, Osm., Az, dji, poss.

3. sg. dji-s1, abl. sg. dji-ddan;

i “matter, work”, abl. sg. i8-ddn, abl. sg. poss. 3. ps. i8-t-n-ddn; same in pl.

i§-ldr-i-n-ddn; deriv. noun i$-&i ““‘worker”, dat. pl. poss. 3. ps. i§-Gi-ldr-i-n-d;

indk “‘cow”, abl. sg. indk-din, dat, pl. poss. 3. ps. indk-lir-i-n-d;

tkkiz “twin(s)”, abl. sg. thkiz-ddn, pl. poss. 3. ps. tkkiz-lir-i-n-ddn; ildgi “inte-

stin(s), lung(s)”, Uj., Kas. iddgi, poss. 3. sg. iédgi-si, 1édgi-s1, same, abl. pl.

wldgi-lir-i-n-ddn;

itki “drink”, Uj., Ka&. i¢kii, abl. pl. poss. 3. ps. idkii-lir-i-n-din, iéki-ldr-i-n-

déin ; deriv. noun #éki-lik “for drinking™;

kol “lake”, abl. sg. kil-ddn, abl. pl. poss. 3. ps. kol-lir-i-n-ddn, Osm., Az. gol,

abl. sg. gol-dén, abl. pl. poss. 3. ps. gol-ldr-i-n-déin, indef. sg. poss. 3. ps. gdl-i,

denom. noun (“adject.”) gil-lii ““lake.”, Tuz Cél-ii Gol-ii “*Salt-Steppe-Lake”

(in Central Anatolia);

kopiid, Osm., Az, gémiil “heart”, abl. sg. kiyiil-déin, goniil-dan, abl. pl. poss. 3. ps.

kinil-lir-i-n-ddn, Osm., Az. géyiil-ldr-i-n-ddn, indef. sg. poss. 3. ps. Uj. konl-1,

Osm., Az. gogl-ii, pl. kiwiil-ldr-i, gowiil-lir-i;

kok-dr- ““to become blue (kék)”, pf. indef. Uj., Kas. kok-ar-mis, later kokdr-gin ;

kii¢ “‘force, power”, Orx., Uj., Ka&. loc. sg. kiié-dd, loe. pl. poss. 3. ps. kiié-lir-

i-n-dd, indef, poss. 3. sg. kiié-¢, Osm. giiZ-i, loc, sg. giié-dd, loc. pl. poss. 3. ps.

giic-ldr-i-n-dd, sg. giz-ii-n-dii, denominal nouns giié-li, gic-liik, denominal verb

qiid-gii-mak “(action of) causing difficulties™;

kiié-ld-n- “‘to grow strong, become powerful”, pf. indef, kiié-ld-n-mis, pf. def.

3. pl. Eiié-li-n-di-ldr;

Kas, kiil-iiné, kiil-it “laughter”, abl, kil-iiné-din, dat. sg. kil-iiné-ki, poss.

3. sz, indef. kiil-diné-i, Osm. gil-iiné “‘ridiculous”, deriv. noun gil-iné-li “‘id.,

comical”, giil-tim-si- “‘to smile”, pf. ind. 3. sg. gil-iim-sd-mis;

Kas, kiirgak “oar”, abl. pl. poss. 3. ps. kiirgik-lir-i-n-din, Osm, ki-rdk-ldr-i-n-ddn.
Vowel sequence in labial harmony (after I, G, Isxakov in “Issledovanija

po sravnit, gramm. furkskix jazykov”, I, pp. 141-143—listing, however, only

forms from the modern literary languages —):

Root-vowel o: Indef. poss. 3. sg. of gol “arm, hand”: Osm. gol-u, Az. gol-u,

Q. gol-u, Qmq. gol-u, Lit.-Tuva gol-u; Jak. oyo “child”, indef. poss. 2. plL

oyo-yut “your child”,

Root-vowel ¢: indef. sg. poss. 3. ps. of kol, gil “lake’: Osm. gdl-ii, Az. gol-i

(3%l-ii with Isxaxov, in dialects only), Qy. kdl-#, Qmq. kél-i, Lit.-Tuva zdl-i,
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but also found in Ojrot (Alt., Tel. etc.) after “Proben”, I: kil-ii; Jak. kdtor
“bird”, indef. poss. 2. sg. kdtir-iin “‘thy bird”.

Root-vowel #: indef. sg. poss. 3. ps. of qud “bird”: Osm. qui-u, Az. jus-u,
Qy. qui-u, Qmq. qui-u, Lit.-Tuva quz-u; Jak. indef. poss. 1. sg. qus-um/quh-um
“my duck”.

Rﬂgt-'lmwel ii: indef. sg. 3. ps. poss. of kiié, giié ‘“‘force, power”: Osm. giiZ-i
(with IsxAkov erroneously or due to a misprint, giié-it), Az. giiZ-ii, Qy. kié-i,
Ojr. kdié-i, Qmq. giié-i, Lit.-Tuva kif-i; Jak. indef. sg. 1. ps. poss. kils-iim/
kith-iim.

Vowel sequence in labial attraction (after F. G. Isxakov,ibidem, where no
distinction is made between labial harmony and labial attraction). Indefin. pl.
and indef. pl. poss. 3. ps. of the same examples:

Root-vowel o: Qy. gol-dor, got-dor-u; Ojr. gol-dor, gol-dor-y (but has in ““Proben™
I labial harmony, as in Qv.: gol-dor-u); Jak., suff. poss. 3. sg. -fa: oyo-to “his,
her, child"”, after uo < 6 no labial attraction : uot-tar << *oi-tar < oyul-tar “'sons”,
Root-vowel &: Q. kil-dér, kil-dér-i, Ojr. kél-dir, kol-dér-i (but in “Proben”
I kil-dér-ii); similarly, no labial attraction is mentioned for Lit.-Qazaq, where
according to “‘Proben”, III, i. e. in the eastern dialects, it exists; likewise, it
does exist in Qaraqalpaq—Wkdl-dir, kol-dor-ii, Jak., suff. poss. 3. sg. -a: kdtir-d
“his, her, bird"”, but after iid << d no labial attraction: kiiol-ldr ““lakes™ < *kdl-
lér.

Root-vowel u: no labial attraction.

Root-vowel 4: Qvy. kiié-tor, kii¢-tir-i, Ojr. the same, but in Lit.-Ojr. no labial
attraction, kiié-ldr, Eiié-lir-i; Qazaq in ““Proben”, III and in Qaragalpaq,
kits-tor, kids-tor-ii, while the literary languages have no labial attraction. Jakut
has no labial attraction after ii: kils-d/kith-d@, indef. pl. poss. 3. ps. kiis-tdr-d.

Like labial harmony in Osm., Az., Qmq., Qy., Ojr. and Jakut, labial attrac-
tion eomprises, in Qq.-Qglpq., Qy., and Ojr. usually the entire word, occasion-
ally even a compositional group, as seen in the following Qazaq examples:
dzgologon, pf. indef., “having changed” < dzga-ld-gdn, korsiliilgion “‘shown™ <
kir-si-t-il-gin, kiindériinndn “‘since their days” < kiin-ldr-i-n-ddn; in com-
position: dlI>-6lmdgdn “‘not having been able to die” < él-d—al-ma-yan, but
usually not in compositions with tupun: kirsito-tupun “*for showing™ < kir-
sd-f-d—tur-yan.

Peculiar features of vowel sequence have been evidenced by the Ujyur texts
written in Brahmi script, which is the only writing system capable of a full
and rather adequate rendition of the vocalism. These features must be ascribed
to a certain dialect of Ujyur rather than to an indefinable period of the langu-
age, especially in view of similar and parallel features extant in the vocalism
of the southern dialects of New Ujyur, spoken in the southern oases, preponder-
antly that of Xotan. Instances of -0/-d in non-first syllables seem to be due to a
general uncertainty in the nature of these vowels, apparently easily confused
with w/ii, as typical of modern Northwestern languages, such as Qazaq-Qara-
qalpaq. Here would belong cases such as jerteriéi—also jirtindéi, “world”;
dgsdmdz—also dgsiimdz—""not lacking”, arttog—also artug—""more”; kerti—also
kertii, kirtii—‘true”. But there seems to have existed, apart from the usual
labial attraction of the type tolo < tola (full), a labial attraction of a particular
kind which comes forth as a qualitative vowel assimilation: kdpldm-im, acc.



A. Phonology 79

poss. 1. sg. “my heart”; kiplimndy, gen. of this form; olorop, “‘sitting”, and
the like, for kdnliim-in, kiplim-ney, olurup. These latter cases may likewise be
due to the above-cited “uncertainty’ of the true vocalic quality. In a similar
way, y and @ are not distinguished.

The diphthongs of Turkic, in contrast to those of Indo-European, are not
independent phonemes, but are of secondary origin, either from the combina-
tion of asyllabie j(j)and u (w) with a preceding vowel, or from an older length,
as in Jakut. The syllabic vowels cannot follow each other without being
separated by an hiatus-eliminating element, usually the asyllabie £ (7).

In Turkie, as in the other Altajic languages, irruptions in the vowel harmony
are found, although of lesser significance than, say, in Mongolian. The first
infringement of the vowel-harmonic pattern to become apparent was un-
doubtedly the disappearance of the velar quality of the sound %, and hence
its coincidence with the sound i, While this development, which took place
in Mongolian prior to the Old Mongolian period, led in that case to the devel-
arization of the gutturals g, ¥ in position before i (< y), to k, g, this latter
development did not take place as a consequence of the develarization of the
sound y to ¢. This is seen in New Ujyur and the city dialects of Ozbek with the
status of a rule, but it occurs as a tendency in other Turkic languages too.
However, in place of the ancient y, the majority of the Ozbek dialects, as well
as other Turkic languages which have lost the y, show a dulled, slightly re-
duced vowel, which in no case is identical with a palatal ¢, but only approaches
it in quality. But as a rule in those same dialects or languages, the palatal
phoneme 1 also loses its clearcut palatal nature, and to some extent approaches
the y, without, however, becoming velar. This dulling or reduction leads at
least to the loss of the oppositional distinction between velar and palatal
nature; furthermore, if the root or stem does not contain any velar consonantic
phonemes, it leads to an uncertainty in its vowel-harmonic treatment when
suffixes are to be attached. This is the case, for instance, with roots such as y3,
“matter, thing”, and yt, “dog”, which in Ka&yari were still of a velar nature,
but today are palatal everywhere; while stems such as (New Ujyur) ¢if, i3,
sig- are regulary treated as velar. How early in Turkic this develarization of
the sound y set in is impossible to say; it may have already begun with Ujyur,
as a consequence of strong non-Turkic influences, but it may definitely have
existed in %waﬁaj, since here the non-Turkic influences were stronger because
of the languages of Islam—Arabic and Persian.

A contraction of i-diphthongs, for instance aj > @, which sporadically
occurs in the modern Turkic languages, or the regular N.-Ujyur i-umlaut,
type ata: ale-si, is as such an infraction of the vowel harmony, but it has not
led to any vacillation in the sound harmonic treatment of the suffixes.

By far the strongest irruption into the system of the vowel harmony has
taken place in the so-called Iranized dialects of Ozbek, spoken by the sedentary
Turkic city population of Ozbekistan. This is definitely due, as PorLivanov
assumed, to the overwhelming influence of Iranian—New Persian (Ta3ik) in
particular—upon the Turkie language of the Cayatajians, as well as on the
latest arrivals—the Ozbeks. In general, the Iranization of Ozbek is unparalleled
in the entire Turkic group, and languages which have been strongly influenced
by non-synharmonic languages, as Osman, Qarajim, or Gagauz have been by
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Arabic and Persian, Hebrew, and Slavic, have nonetheless preserved the vowel
harmony in its essential features, the Osman language—with the natural
exception of the many foreign words—in almost unadulterated form.

In the Iranized dialects of Ozbek, the typically Altajie, Turkic sounds y, 4,
and 4 are replaced by i/s, 6/o, and u%/u, a by d/d, where always a certain degree
of vacillation can be observed from one city to the other; in some dialects, no
traces of 6 and 4 can be detected, as e. g. in the pronunciation of the literary
language as described by Kowowov (“Ozb. Grammar”, § 6, p. 16ff.). The
orthography sticks, in principle, to the phonetics of the Iranized dialects;
it has only H (#), y (), and y (o), the latter representing the vowels going back
to o and ¢ respectively; thus, yr, o, represents 4 different common-Turkic
words: 1. of “herb, grass”, 2. 6t “‘fire”, 3. dt- “‘to pass by”, 4. &t “‘gall(bladder)”,
or 6y-, bel-: 1. bol- “‘to become”, 2. bdl- ““to divide”, yp-, #r-: 1. or- “toreap”,
2. &r- “to braid, plait”. Cf. furtheron forms like: #zgarganda ‘‘when, after,
changing” < dzgdrgindd, kormaq (KYpMOK) ‘‘seeing”, kursatuéi “‘indicator,
indicative; who usually shows, indicates” < kir-sdi-t-ig-&i, korsatilgan “*shown”
<< kdr-sd-t-il-gin, tugallanmasiga *‘to its ending, finish” < tigal-ld-n-md-si-gd,
kiradigan ‘‘who usually enters, has to enter” << kir-d—tur-yan, tuSunaman
“I am thinking (at present, now)” < tiif-iin-d-mdn, tuSunip-turaman I am
always thinking” < tii§-iin-ip—tur-a-man, oylinip slganligy xabari kdldi *‘the
news came that his son has died” < oylynyn dlginligi xabary kildi. As a con-
sequence of this, suffixes are used in one and the same form only, e. g. kormdag
“seeing”’, bilmdg “knowing”, sezmaq “‘feeling, perceiving’; qilgan, korgan,
tudgan (“having done, seen, fallen”’)—in cases like the latter three, the script
renders, withou' intention, however, almost a neutral form which can be read
qityan, korgan, tuskdn as well as qilgan, korgan, tuskan, ete.

While the Altajic languages do not possess vowel alternation (ablaut) as a
regular and developed phonological category fulfilling morphological fune-
tions—in contradistinction to Indo-European and Semitic—there nevertheless
exists in the Altajic languages a smgular instance of true vocalic alternation
distinguishing singular and plural in the perﬁunal pronoun: Tur]-;m Err.l n/md-n,
“I”, obliquus stem md-n-, pl. bi-z, , 8d-n, “‘thon", si-z, “you’, whare:,
apart from the ablaut of the rm}t vﬂwel, the pronominal plural suffix -z is
attached in Turkic; this suffix does not appear in most of the Tungus languages:
cf. Ew. bi, “I”, obliquus stem mi-n-: bit, “we”, obliquus stem mit-n-; likewise
the ablaut is found in the obliquus stems of Mongolian: 1. sg. mi-n-, 1. pl
ma-n-, 2. sing. &-n- (< *ti-n-), 2. pl. ta-n-. An ablaut of a secondary nature is
found, from the Orxon Inscriptions on, in the dat. sg. of the pronomen person-
ale 1st and 2nd sg., mana, sana, of the roots *md-/bd- and *sd- (cf. infra).

The same polarity found in the vocalic system of Turkic is typical of its
consonantism, strictly distinguishing between velar, resp. velarized, and
palatal, resp. palatalized consonantic phonemes. Vocalism and consonantism
are conditioned upon each other, so that it is impossible to speak of vowel
harmony alone—as is usnally done in grammars of Turkic languages—, the term
sound harmony as applied to the entire sound system is the proper expression.
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The consonantic phonemes of Common Turkic and Ancient Turkie are:

acel. | spirants | sibilants |affricates| nasals liguids
teep velar q B (h), v | | i
velar | 3 - - 1 |
pre-palatal - k, O (x) _ )
palato-alveolar | 5 n &, = i_ 1i
dental -, t, d . {ﬁ]&_-ln_ﬁ,;— ] I l F
labial | b v | m
lingual !I ' : . r
semi-vowels j (asyllabic i)

w (asyllabicy)

—— e rwm . a_a

Of these approximately 20 consonantic phonemes, none has been lost in
modern Turkic; instead, a few more consonantic phonemes have developed.

The profound aversion of Turkie, shared by all Altajic languages, to spirantic
sounds is immediately recognizable, While there is no voiced equivalent of the
deep velar occlusive g, the expected j—a rarely oceurring sound anywhere in
the languages of the world—is replaced in all Altajic languages by the spirant
v. The spirants h and & seem to have occurred in Ujyur, where they were
adopted from Syriac, Soydian and/or other Iranian or Indo-European langu-
ages. The affricative tendencies in initial ¢ > ¢* = % = | (x) of a number of
modern Turkic languages does not necessarily go back to the fime of classical
Ujyur. While there exists the palato-alveolar spirant 3, this spirant does not
possess a voiced equivalent, which in modern Turkic languages is either of
foreign origin, or has developed, as it did in Siberia, from intervocalic §. This
gound is usually of dorsal articulation, and must have been this way in the oldest
period, since orthographic features of the Orxon inseriptions, as well as its
replacement by the Brihmi § in Ujyur texts written in Brahmi, provide im-
portant indications of this fact. For the palato-alveolar affricata 3, no concluzive
oraphic distinction exists right down to Cavataj; while Orxon and Ujyur use
the character for ¢, CaTﬂtaj prefers instead the -. The consistent use of the
same letter for Indian and Iranian , as well as for the sound ¢, certainly does
not mean that the living pronunciation did not distinguish between the two
sounds, However, in genuine Turkic words, § never occurs in initial position,
except as a result of secondary development; in intermediary position & may
intervocalically become voiced, 3, as in Osman, for example.

The voiced dental sibilant z never oecurs in initial position, while its unvoiced
equivalent is rare as a word-final.

The labial unvoiced occlusiva p is rare in initial position; the spirant v,
never original as initial, oceurs in Ujyur, where it is of secondary origin from
post-vocalic final -b. While no liguid can be found in initial position, of the
nasals only # oceurs initially, often in alternation with &- in Common Turkic,
while n is found only in the interrogative pronoun nd (ne, nit), “what?” and its
derivatives. The velar nasal ¢ also occurs in palatal words, The sound # dis-
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appeared early, since it became n or j respectively during the Ujyur period.
The sound # is found originating from j in the modern languages of Siberia.

The language of the Orxon and Jenisej insceriptions shows only seven phon-
emes in the initial position, the occlusivae b, ¢, q/k, &, the dental sibilant s, and
the semi-vowel j, the nasal » (in »d, “what?”), and & in the foreign title Zad
(<< Iranian), its derivative Sadapy!, pl., “‘caste of the fad”, and the proper name
Saléy. In intermediary position, p, b; ¢, d; q, v [ k, g and & (probably not 3);
m, n, 9, %; §; 8, 23 §; E; and r were found.

As word or syllable initial, not more than one consonant is tolerated in the
ancient language and in Common Turkic; in final position, two consonants are
possible if one of them is aliquid, nasal, or sibilant. Thus the ancient language
has the combinations of liquid or nasal plus unvoiced sounds, -nt, -né, -rs, -st.

In the great majority of the Turkic languages, i. e. in all those which did not
undergo a strong foreign phonological influence which changed their Altajic
phonological system, there is a rigid distinction between sounds-—also con-
sonants—of velar and of palatal articulation. This polarity in the Turkic
phonological system must have been at its height of development at the time
the Turkic languages became historical, i. e. when the first texts in Turkic
were written-—presupposing a long period of assimilatory movement within
the entire sound system—so that the “Runic” Orxon alphabet as used for the
oldest Turkic inscriptions in Northern Mongolia, Taina-Tuva, Southern
Siberia, and Southeast Qazaqistan, has separate letters for each sound, either
velar or palatal. This principle is applied with a high degree of consistency,
as will be seen from the table below (p. 83). This indicates the deep velar

base of articulation of consonants in position before velar vowels, and their
palatal base of articulation in the opposite case. With regard to the Urxon

seript itself, which is of Aramaic origin, the question might be asked whether
in view of the very defective rendition of the vowels—even initial vowels are
often completely ignored and not designated by an aleph—this clear-cut
distinction between velar and palatal sounds, which likewise extends to the
category of the labials (5:5"), may not have been devised as a system of matres
lectionis, serving as a key for the recognition of the exact nature of the succeed-
ing vowel. This latter may have been a concomitant element in establishing
the “Runic” alphabet, as the use of two letters for j (in either velar or palatal
position!) may well illustrate; but when we compare the Orxon script not only
to the later use of the Arabic alphabet for Osman, where practically the same
system is applied with the rich resources of that alphabet, but also to the
living pronunciation of the modern Turkic languages, including the Central
Anatolian dialects of Osman, we can perceive acoustically with relative ease
the basic difference between velar and palatal articulation of most consonants,
This can also be perceived most clearly outside of the guttural category proper,
in the instances of #:l, t:f, and g:s. At the time of the Orxon inscriptions and
later still, the consonants in position before palatal vowels may well have had a
palatalization effect comparable to that of modern Tavas, Russian, Lithuanian,
or the Volga-Finnic languages such as Mordva and Mari (Ceremis); otherwise
the distinction of b:5’ would not be intelligible.

K. K. JupaxiN, who spent most of his life in Central Asia, and with whom
I once discussed the velar: palatal opposition in Qazaq, maintained in the
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face of my doubt that the consonants of the Qazaq language in palatal position
are slightly palatalized, almost as the Russian consonants are, but to a weaker
degree.

In spite of the strong influence of Iranization on Ozbek, the consonantism
has not been affected, and there is thus no develarization as is typical of the
western dialects of Osman and their so-called literary pronunciation, based
upon the dialect of Constantinople. In the latter, as would seem natural
because of the Indo-European sub-stratum, the develarization of the ¢ has
led to a strong secondary palatalization of the k, so that the original opposition
g:k has shifted to that of k:¥; while the v has not become g, it has lost its
deep velar quality, and has developed in the direction of a laryngal voiced
spirant, or to zero. Its palatal counterpart g has become palatalized, ¢. In those
same dialects, the » has come to coincide with n, while neither this n nor the
other consonants have become palatalized in palatal position. They have
merely lost their velar tinge in velar position. Both exact observations and
acoustic measurements are lacking, not only for Osman, but for the great
majority of the Turkic languages.

Scheme of the Orxon consonants:

{) rson consonantism

Velar Ambivalent Palatal

Cruttural

(post-palatal) a 7 3 k g
Dental t d n t d n
Lahial P m b
sbilnt S ——
Palato-Alveolar ¢ n
Vibrant r r
Lateral t |
Semivoealis D < ] = q

The sounds which are clearly and regularly distinguished as velar and palatal
(or velarized and palatalized, respectively) by special letters of the Runic
Alphabet are listed within the corresponding graphs. Sounds, the graphic
expression of which does not exhibit any differentiation, are designated here
as Ambivalent. As the sound j (¢ consonans) can appear in immediate neigh-
borhood of palatal as well as velar sounds, it is to be listed as ambivalent,
although in the script it be rendered by different letters for either position;
these are rather to be considered as matres lectionis, so that they are given
here in the original, D and §.

In anumber of the Turkic languages the opposition unvoiced: voiced seems
to be secondary to a perhaps older one, that of fortis: lenis, typical of most of
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the Mongolian and some Tungus languages. Apparently only the Western
Turkic languages, i. e. those in closer contact with Indo-European langnages
having the opposition unvoiced: voiced, tend toward this same distinction,
while those more to the east, i. e. also Mongolian, have a more pronounced
fortis:lenis opposition.

The fact that Ancient Turkic and the majority of the Turkic languages have
no media, resp. lenis, in initial position does not exclude the possibility that
Proto-Turkic may well have once possessed mediae, resp. lenes, in the anlaut
(cf. infra), of that kind that survive today only in the Southwestern group and
in the literary dialect of Sojon.

In what follows, the basic sound changes of historical Turkic will
briefly be reviewed. These show the rather static nature of Turkie, and the
extremely low speed of language development,

In the vocalism, with the exception of Tivad, no essential changes have
taken place, such as partial development of labial harmony, and probably
rather late, labial attraction. Loss of long quantity of the vowels is general,
except for Tiirkmen and Jakut, in which latter the long vowels partly result
in diphthongs; traces are found in Tavas, Extreme perturbation of the entire
vocalism is found in THvas, resulting in a vowel system deviating essentially
from Common Turkic in that it possesses only sound harmony as such.

In the consonantism too—Tivad being the great exception—a rather
static situation is typical of the occlusivae, nasales, and liquidae, i. e. of most
of the phonemes. Only the two guttural phonemes -y/-g in final position, the
gpirant @ (in A.T. d), the sibilantes, the affricatae, and the sound 4, show some
specific developments which are also of classificatory significance.

1) -v/-g: Ancient and Common Turkic -y/-g are lost in the Northwestern
and Southwestern groups. Sometimes the development is different in stem
syllables from that of suffixal syllables, the reason being so far unknown. In
the Northwestern languages, when in position after a/d, they undergo labiali-
zation to -uf-w, e. g. fay, "mountain” > Qazan, Qazaq, etc. law and fau;
bilbay, “belt” > Qazaq belbdi, while after e, -y becomes j, or zero after the
preceding ¢ has become i: fdg- [ teg-, “"to reach”, Osm. ddj-, Qq. = ti-; after o
and #, -y becomes labialized and usually disappears, while the preceding
vowel becomes long: foy-, “'to be born”, becomes {ii-. In the palatal series,
g = j:tiig- = tij-, “to tie, connect”, when in stem auslaut; in final position
usually, but always in suffix-auslaut it disappears without leaving a trace:
sary, “‘yellow”, quru, “dry”, ulu, “great”, at-fy, “with horse; rider”, dt-li,
“with meat, meaty”, it-li, “with dog”, of-tu, “with grass”, Qazaq bor-lu,
“consisting of chalk, chalky”, fuz-fu, “with salt, salty”, sdif-lii, “with milk,
milky”. But length is found, for instance, with Qazaq wurii, “sib, clan, tribe;
family name” < wruy, “id.”, or in Qazaq dld, ‘dead” < dl-iig, Qazaq elil,
“fifty” < *dl-liw << ®dllig. In the Southwestern group, some minor differences
can be observed. While - after a is on the verge of complete reduction in the
western Osman dialects, it leaves some traces, usually lengths, di@ < day,
Tkm. day “mountain’™; in intervocalic position it is often preserved as a weak
voiced pharyngal fricative b (day-y > dahy, daty); but Tirkmen has day,
“mountain”, After @, g becomes j, except in Tirkmen which here, too, has
preserved an older stage: fdg- “‘to reach” = Osm. Az. ddj-, Tirkmen deg-;
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-dg is rare in word final position. The sound group g > iij, cf. tig-, ‘‘to tie”,
= Osm., Tkm. diij-. After labial vowels the gutturals have a tendency toward
labialization: Osm. ddv-, “to beat”, besides Osm., Az., déj-, Qrm., Qar. ddg-,
“id.”; similarly in doy- where in Osm. *doy-yy, “place of birth, place where a
star rises”, > dovu ( &4); these cases are typical of the Northwestern group,
but are sporadic in Osman. For Uj. dg- “to laud”, Osm. has dj- alongside of
dv-; Az. has dj-, while Tiirkmen has ey- with delabialization of the preceding
vowel. But in suffix-final position there is regular loss of -y/-g: fuz-fu “‘salty”,
stit-lii “milky”, éillii “with steppes”, bojlu “having a (good) figure™.

The Central Asiatic langnages, N.-Uj., Ca., cit}*-%zb., show the development
of final -y/-g to -g/-k, wherewith they coincide with Ancient and Common
Turkic -g/-k. In position after a/d in stems, however, -y is preserved: tay and
tig. The one form *fag, which WB quotes as Uj. from the Qutadyu Bilig, may
just as well be read fay, since in Uj. the orthographic distinction of ¢:y, k:g is
insufficient, and if made, is done so only in the velar category, distinguishing
the two sounds by two diacritical dots. If this distinction is made, one group
of texts uses the diacritical dots for -+, the other for g. This has its counterpart
later in Ca., where no orthographic rules concerning final « or ¢ exist, one
time yajn being used, another time gaf.

The Arabic script at least has the possibility of distinguishing between ¢
and v, while this can be done in the Soydo-Ujyur script only by means of
diacritical marks, In the case of the palatal sounds, both scripts are equally
inadequate. The orthographic vacillation between -y and -¢ in Ba. is undoubt-
edly due to the model of Uj., for the Uj. script was known and used for a long
time in Tirkistan, as attested by certain major literary monuments, some even
of Islamic content, written in Uj. script. In its entire system, the Arabic
orthography of Ca. imitates Uj. style and writing habits.

Whether the Cayataj and New-Ujyur desonorization and despirantization
of final -y/-g already began to develop in Uj. it is impossible to say. It may well
have begun there toward the end of the classical period, i. e. shortly before
the Mongol invasion. Thus for Uj., too, fay is to be assumed as the standard
form. Likewise fdg- remains unchanged, similarly, as final in other verbal
stems, for instance in toy-, “to be born™, say-, “to milk”, tig-, “to tie”, ete.,
but in all other instances -y/-g becomes -g/-k: saryq, qurug, olik, dllik, atlyq,
Gtlik, itlik, ottug, tuzluq, ¢ollik, siflik, with those the suffixes -yy/-ig of the
ancient pte. praes. act., -lyy/-lig of the nomina comitativa vel qualitativa
coincide with -yg/-ik of the pte. pf. (pass.) and -fyg/-lik of the denominal
nouns. Qy. does not participate in this development, but follows the north-
western group: sary, quru, and with the same treatment of the suff. -fyy/-lig as
in Ojrot: dld, atta, dttd, ottw, tuzdi, é6ldi, sittil; final -au/-dii < -a-y/-d-g is
contracted to -6/-4: #4, “mountain”, bir-d “'singulus”™, ek-6 “bini”.

In South Siberia, Ojrot develops very much along the lines of the North-
western group: it has tay > ti, saryy = sary, quruy > quru, but in the suffix
-tyy/-lig length and labialization of the vowel after which -y/-g disappears:
attii, itti, ottd, tuzdit, siittdl; the group dgleg > 1 : tdg- > ti-, dg- “‘to bend” = i-,
The length in suffixal syllables begins to disappear from the modern languages.
The two other groups, Abagan and Tuva, are quite conservative in this respect,
as they show no signs of a disappearance of those sounds. In both groups the
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final v has lost its velar quality, but not that of spirant, §, as RApLOFF renders
it, while in the palatal series the sound remains a voiced occlusive: fay, tag;
saryd, qurug, altyg, ittig, ottug, sittig, elig “‘fifty’’; while there is teg- “to
reach” and eg- “to bend”, foy- has become t#- ““to be born”, against which
Sv.. Qb., Qé. pog- = N.-Uj., Tkm. boy-, “‘to strangulate”.

Jakut has loss of the final -y/-g in any position, with resulting length: ajy,
“sin”, < afiyy (Uj. “bad”), ary, “butter” (< saryy, scil. jay, “vellow fat™);
tya, ““forest”, << @ << *ay, “mountain”; didri, “until”, < *ddri < teg-ir-i,
“having reach, letting reach’; salfj, “on foot”, < *jadyy < jaday, “id.”.

Likewise, Tavas has lost -y[-g: tu, stem [év-, before vocalic suffix, “‘moun-
tain” << taw < *tdy; Sura, “white” < *saryy “yellow”; alla “‘fifty"”; ti-le-,
téveé-le- “‘to tie” < *ti-ld- << *biig-d-ld-.

Ancient Turkic and the older Turkic languages evidently did not have
initial voiced occlusivae with the exception of b-, but only unvoiced sounds,
But the entire Southwestern language group, even in its older stages, as for
instance Old-Osm., did possess the initial voiced occlusivae d- and g-, but no
counterpart of the g-. While Common Altajic *d- has yielded j- in Turkie,
probably through spirantization to *J, as is attested by the development of
intermediary d in Turkic, there are nevertheless a certain number of instances
of d-. Although they occur in various Turkic languages which otherwise do
not possess initial d- or g-, cases of initial d- are found, for instance, in the verb
for ““to say”, dd-/de-[di-, Uj., Orx. ti-, which of all the modern Turkiec languages
has initial unvoiced occlusiva only in the Siberian languages and Baraba;
or a few words that are found in some individual languages outside of the
Southwestern group, such as dopuz, “swine, pig”, also found in Qazaq-Qara-
qalpaq; dupgyz in Qn.; cf. also Osm., Qrm., Az. diiz, “the plain”, Qq. diiz,
“id.”; Osm., Tkm. diiz-, “‘to order”™, Qqlpq. diiz-, “"id.”; ddjirmén (< ddgirmdn),
Tkm. degirméin, Ozb. tigesrman, but Qqlpq. dijirmdn. The same holds true for
initial g-, although there exists no equivalent to the series with d- such as di-/
de-/di-. Thus, some stems have g- in languages which otherwise have only
initial k-, such as Qqlpq. giiz “antumn” = Osm. giiz, Tkm. giid “id.”; Qqlpq
giirds, *“fight, struggle” = Osm., Tkm, giird3, Ozb. Eiirds, Qq. kiirés. Some few
cases of initial voiced occlusivae in these languages can clearly be proven as
loan words, for instance Qqlpq. gii¢ ‘“burden” << Tkm. giié, where not only
the parallel regular Qqlpq. form Eid, “power”, but also the -¢ and the length
testify to its being a loan word from Tiirkmen. The instances of initial voiced
occlusivae are not always congruous in the Southwestern languages, ¢f. Osm.
gitmiig, “silver”, Thm. Eiimis “id.” — also found in Qqlpq. giimiis—,0sm. gdl,
“lake”, Tkm. kél; Kas. kirgik, “oar”, Osm., Tkm. kiirdk; but here Qqglpq. has
gurdk “id.”. In a case such as the latter, it is always possible to suppose
incontiguous assimilation of an- and auslaut to have taken place, as in Osm.,
Lit.-Tkm., Lit.-Soj. tut- “‘to seize, to hold”, older Osm. and Tkm. dut-, etc.

Apart from the isolated occurrences of initial g-, d- in other groups than the
Southwestern, there is a regular one, limited, however, to the dental, in the
Tuva group very distant from the southwest; while Raprorr’s and Kataxov's
Tuva texts do not exhibit this important feature, since it is evidently lacking
in such dialects of Sojory and Karavyas as were investigated by them, the
Karavyas dialect with which CAsTREN became acquainted about 120 years ago,



A. Phonology 87

as well as the Sojon dialect upon which the present literary language is based,
have at least initial d-. I first called attention to this fact in the third part of
my studies on the South Siberian Turkic languages in C.A.J., V (1959,
p. 99). This sound is described as a lenis (tenuis media) for Lit.-Tuva by A. A.
Parmeax and F. G. Isxaxov in “Issledovanija po sravn, gramm. turkskix
jaz.”, I, pp. 2641f. It is especially noteworthy that throughout Tuva, initial
d- corresponds to that of the Southwestern languages: Osm. day, Tkm. day,
literary Sojon day; Osm. dért, Tkm. ddrt, lit.-Soj. dért, “four”; Qrm. das,
Tkm. das, lit.-Soj. dad, “‘stone”, ete. This feature is an archaism both in the

z and the Tuva groups, and it points, moreover, to the possible existence
of the initial mediae, resp. lenes, d- and g- in Proto-Turkic. In a few test cases
made up to now—but sufficient material has not yet been gathered—initial
Turkic g- and d- coincide with those of Mongolian and Tungus, which may
mean that not every initial Altajic *d- has become a j- in Turkie, or rather in
all Turkic groups, as hitherto generally assumed; cf,, e. g. Common-Turkic
ton- “‘to freeze”, Osm., Thm., Lit.-Soj. doy-, Lit.-Soj. ddt “‘severe frost” <
*donut, Tung. Ew. dono- “‘to freeze”.

While ancient Turkic intermediary -d- undergoes early spirantization—Baxag
and V. THomsEN, for example, supposed it to have already taken place in
Ancient Turkic—its spirantic nature can first be ascertained in “‘Middle
Turkic’” texts written in Arabic script, e. g. in the writings of Ka&yari. For
-d-, resp. -d-, which in Soydo-Uj. seript are not distinguished, the Brahmi texts
have either ¢ or d°. The signs for the Indic mediae aspiratae are often used in
Uj. apparently to indicate the lenis, since the aspiration of the Indic media
contains a certain element of unvoicedness, but it is not a spirantic sound.
The voiceless occlusivae of Uj., when in intermediary position, can also be
rendered as aspiratae, e. g. gap‘ogi, “its, his door”. Thus the Brahmi texts
have for the Uj. adyn/ adyn, “other”, atim or ad‘m (the final nasal being
rendered by the anusvara), od‘auh (meaning *oddy?) for oduy [ oduy, “awake”.
Also in cases where there was ancient ¢ or d which never became spirantic, nor
js 2, or r, the Brahmi texts may have d*: ad‘lig (as usual aflyy < *ad-tyy in the
other texts), ““with name, named”; ad‘ad, “comrade” (< @d-da8) where the
d¢ = d may reflect the dental occlusive after original @; cf. also the Osm.
spelling =T “name”, as against <l ¢L! “horse”. For Common-Ancient-Turkic
and Uj. @dgii, “good”, dtkii appears here. This spirantic d becomes j during
the Middle Turkic period, for instance in (early) Ca. and all the other languages
of Central Asia—Southwestern and Northwestern groups—while it shows
special developments only in Siberia and Tivas. The initial *d- of Altajic,
which in Turkic develops to j-, may well have gone through the same spiranti-
zation as the intermediary -d-. Indications of an earlier existence of initial d-
or d- in early Turkic or Proto-Turkic in place of historieal initial j- seem to be

found in cases such as Aai#, the name of the Jajyq or Ural River mentioned
by Ptolemaios (<< *Paj-yq, “‘spread out, extended”), rendered half a millen-
nium later as Aaly by Menandros Protektor; in the later form, -y stands for
Turkie -g, while the form given by Ptolemaios is adapted to Greek by having
the suffix nom. sg. mase. -s attached to it; or d4y1x, the famous word for the
dirge in Valentinos’ report on his mission to the Qavyan of the Tiirkiit, this
word being found in Orx. and Uj. as joy (jog), in Qazaq as Jog, with the deriva-
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tive verb in -ta-, jog-ta-, ““to hold a funeral ceremony”, and as a loan word in
both Oset‘i dialect groups, Digor, doy, and Iron, diiy, “horse race”, originally
“horse race held as part of a funeral ceremony™ (ef, on this JosEr MaRKWART,
“Sprach- und Kulturgeschichtliche Analekten” in Ungar. Jbb,, IX, p. 81).
The Old-Church-Slavie, Old-Russian [J0XbTOpb, “‘mpooxepdiuiov, pillow™,
already connected by Mikkora (in MSFOu., vol. XXX, no. 33, p.11) with
Tiv. s'ddar, s"igar, “‘bedclothes, pillow”, corresponds to Kas. joydu (according
to him with the I'uzz and Qypéaq Zoydu), “beard-hair of the camel”, while
the loanword in Old-Church-Slaviec and the Tiav. form show a final -r as a
collective suffix, *doyda-r, *dopda-r, also present in the Mongolian equivalent
sopdar, Sopdur, “id.”, “bunch of camel-hair for stuffing pillows™, which in
view of its initial - seems to be a loan word from a Northwest Turkic language
or Ojrot. It is doubtful whether the name of the Hunnic wpéitag téw tfywv:
Aovitog, indicated by Olympiodoros, who visited him in his residence on the
Dnepr in 412, is to be connected, as PrRITsa has done in the CyZevékyj-Fest-
schrift, p. 248, with the word for “horse”, Turkic jont (A.-T., Uj., Ca., Osm.),
Osm. also junat, probably << jont - at, “'steed, mare in a flock™, which became
an early loan-word in Samojed (cf. K. H. MENGES, ““The Siberian Turkic
Languages 11: the Samojed Substratum”, C.A.J., II, pp. 1611, [1957]). We
might instead expect to find a combined name; on the other hand, the name,
with its -dtoc, looks Latinized, or might even be the Latin name Donatus,
which, however, should be written Awvitoc in Greek, The Greek forms, based
on those given by Ptolemaios, may well have A- for d-, which in all cases of
borrowing by languages not possessing d, such as Oset‘i or Slavie, is despirantiz-
ed and replaced by the occlusiva. The Tdv. forms exhibit the same develop-
ment to s° as that of Turkie initial j-, also the Turkic initial j- < Common-

Altajic *d- (cf. infra). It is very possible, if not probable, that all these forms
attested with d- or J- are of Hunnic or Volga-Bulgarian origin, which leaves
the question open as to whether Volga-Bulgarian, in view of its strong Hunnic
adstratum, is to be considered an ancient offshoot of Turkie, or a different,
independent Altajic group. Into this group of problems belongs also the early
“Tuarkic” title of jabyu, appearing in Muslim sources also with -, and this
quite some time before the shifting of j- > 3- began to take place in certain
Northwestern Turkic languages. Moravesig (““Byzantino-Turcica”, IT, p. 120)
is right in assuming that this title underlies the form Zifna of the name of a
Xazarian general, ca. A.D. 625, since this name is quoted in an Armenian
source as sebu, There seems to be little doubt that jabyu is identical with the
title mentioned in Chinese sources as ¥i -F, Archaic Chin. *djan-giwo > Ancient
Chin. *Zjdn-jiv (KARLGREN, Grammata Serica, nos. 147 a’, b’; 97a), Modern
Chin. fan-ji, first attested as having been in use with the Huns, then, with the
Zuan-Zuan-Avars, and finally, with the Ujyurs. In pre-literary Turkic, it
might have had the form *dabyu (cf. furtheron MENcEs, “Oriental Elements
in the Igor'-Tale”, p. 33).

Exx. of Turkic j- < common-Alt. d-:
Kag. jilin, Osm., Qrm. jilin, Qq. elin, T. $ilé; Mong. delep; Ma. delen ‘‘udder”;
Kas. jal, Tar., Tkm, jal, Tar. jajl, Osm. jali, Kiirik jaldk (dim.), Jak. sidl
(<< *jdl), Tav. §ilze (dim.); M.-Mong., Mong. del; Ma. delun “mane”;
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Kas. jayyr, Osm, jayyr, N.-Uj. jeyir, Qq. faiir “sore or chafed (horse’s back)”,
Jak. saryn “‘shoulder, place between the shoulder-blades”, Tév. furam “‘back’;
Mong. dayart, Qalm. ddré “shoulder region, place where the saddle is laid, sores
from it”’; Ma. darin “‘sore spot”, dari- ““to chafe’;

Kag, jylyy “warm”, Mong. dulayan, Xalxa duldp, Tung. Ew. dul- “to warm
(trans.)”, Lamut dul- “to become warm”;

common-Tk. jiz “face”, Mong. diiri “‘form, look™, Ma., Nanaj durun “id.”.

The further development in historical Turkic of intermediary -d- resp. -d-
is of classificatory significance. In late Uj. resp. Early-Middle-Turkic and/or
Early-Cayataj texts in Arabic script, 3, & is written by Ka#yari, Rabyfizi
(“Qysasu-’1->’Anbija’”’) and in the Ovuz-Qayan (Oyuz-Nami). The classical
Cavataj and general Central Asiatic development of & > j is typical also of
the entire Southwest- and Northwest groups, of West-Siberian, and Ojrot; in
the Abagan languages, in Central Colym and in the isolated language of the
Sary Jogur in GGan-Su, -@- becomes -2-, in absolute final position -s, cf. pos “self;
figure, body” < bod ‘“‘body, stature”, in the Tuva languages -d- or -t resp.,
thus, bod = pot, poss. 1. ps. sg. pod-um “myself”; in Jakut it is occlusive, too,
and moreover, devoiced: Kas. adfaq ‘foot” > ataxr “id.”. Tdv. has d > r, a
development that presupposes at first *z, as in the Abagan group, but which
at one time seems to have been more repanded, and then, like common-Turkic
z, to r, of. adag > wra “foot”, gadyn = xorin *“‘birch”, qudurug “tail” = xiire;
cf. z > r, e. g. in péru “calf” < bozayu “id.”. In position before r, this develop-
ment does not take place: Qy. siijri- “to drag”, Ca., N.-Uj. siidri- (< Uj.):
Tiav. sédor-|sédér-.

At Kagyari’s times, the divergent development of @ was at least in an
incipient state; as Kasyari says, the Cigil have d, but Bulyar and Qyféaq () z,
the Oyuz and Qyféaq j; he has also some forms with -z-, which are designated
by him as Suvar and Aryu. While the Suvar lived in the Northwest and shifted
up to the Volga, the Aryu (““glen”) lived in and near the T¢jin-San mountains
between Talas and Balasayun. Thus, Kasyari quoted azaq ““foot” for the
languages of the Qyptaq, Jimik, Suvar and Bulyar; on the other hand, in
dzld **Mittag, noon”, << 4dld (== Osm. djld “id.”) the language is not indicated
by Ka#yari; concerning the 2 forms jazypuq and jajyug “tip (tit) of the steed’s
udder”, the one with z is quoted by him for Qyféaq (?). This as well as some
other indications with Ka&yari of a dialectological order are uncertain or
contradictory. Interesting is the duplicity of forms with Kasycarl adut/avut
“a handful”, also without designation of language or dialect; it might well be
Qyptaq, but likewise Oyuz where also the labialization can be expected:
adul > avul, from ad- “‘to open wide; spread”. Kasyarl has a number of ex-
amples for the assimilation of & as verbal stem-final to the ¢ initial of the
perfect-suffix: tyd- ““to hinder, hamper™: tytty, 3. sg. pf., kid- “to disappear,
save oneself’ : kitti, ujad- “‘to be ashamed™ : ujatty—while there is no assimil-
ation in wjadsylyq “pudicous” —, god- “to let, dismiss”: gotty, jad- “to spread
out, expand” : jatly, ete.; rarely such forms are met with in Orxon, of. igiti <
tgid-ti (Kiil-Tegin-Inser., A. v. Gasaixn, “Alttk. Gramm.”, 251) “he took care
of”’. This may be purely graphic and not necessarily reflect the actual phoneties
of those forms, as e. g. Ujyur has permanent vacillations in the orthography:
yd-ty, yt-dy, yty and ydy, 3. sg. pf. of yd-, Kas. yid- < gd-, Jak. #t-) “he sent,
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dispatched™. The same is seen in Ca. or Osm.:; still in modern Osman, vacilla-
tions in the perfect of verbal stems in -f- can be found: gitdi, gitti, jatty, jatdy,
while the actual pronunciation has gitdi, jatdy, or giddi, jaddy for which there
is no adequate graphic expression, and there was none in Ujyur. Notwith-
standing purely graphic considerations, the same may account for the vacilla-
tion in Ujyur of the type anta/anda “there”, kantii/kindii “self”, ete., paralleled
by instances like uf-sug-/ut-zuq- “to conquer”, osqur-/ozyur- “‘to liberate”, ete.

Exx.: AT., Uj., Ca. (according to WB from Rabyiizi) jaday, Kis. jaday, Ca.,
N.-Uj., Sart., jajay/jajaq, Ozb. jajau, Qy. jojé, (=) joji, j6; SW: Osm. jaja,
Jaja; NW: Novyaj, Qmgq., Qn., Mi&., Qar., W.-Sib. jajau, Qq.-Qqlpqg., Q&*.
Fujau; Ojrot, Tel. jaji; Abagan: Ctrl Cot., Qyzyl jazag, Sor, Bilt. éazag, Sa.,
Qaé., Qb. fazag; Tuva: Soj. faday (also WB jadaj) — with ablaut in the 2-nd syll-
able: Sor, Qb. éazyy, Leb., Kiii. jajyg —; Jak. satj, “on foot, pedestrian”,
Tév. fyran “‘on foot” = Mong. jada-yu ‘weak, poor”; Uj., M.-Tk. kiiddgii,
Ca. kiijigii, N.-Uj. kilj, ki, kiij’ oyul, Ozb. kijiv, kijiv; SW: Osm. givdj(s),
Qrm. giijdw, giji, Tkm. gijev; NW: Qom. kijjad, Qé°. kijoi, Blq. kijed, Qar.
Tr. kiljaw, Qn. kijiw, Qq. kiijii; Ojrot, Tel. kiijil, Tel. kiijd; Abagan: Sor, Sa.,
Qb., Qad kiizd, Qb. kiizd; Jak. kiitiiot “‘son-in-law” (> Ew. kudd, kit ; limpija,
Zeja, Aldan, Xingan, Udur, Urmi, Cumikan, Saxalin “husband of the younger
sister”); Tiav. kéri (RAsANEN, “Phon.”, p.123, compares Mong. kiir-degii
which PorpE considers as the source of the Turkic word [U.-A. Jbb., XXXTII,
p. 138£.]). Cf. further Orx., Uj. adyy “bear”, Kas. adyy, Ca. ajyg, N.-Uj. ejiq;
Osm., Qrm. aju, Tkm. ajy; Q¢ aju, Qy., Qom., Blg., Bar., Tob., Leb. aji,
Sor, Leb., Kiii. ajyg, Sa. azyg, Soj. adyg “id.”.

Special cases and exceptions in the development of @ are the following:
between palatal vowels, more specifically @ and 4, it occasionally becomes j
in Ujyur and has the tendency to disappear: Uj. (later) ¢ *‘lord, owner” < Uj.,
Ca. idd, idi, ““id.” (beside id, there are found forms like ©’d, igd, i), kiiz “felt”
< kidiz, so that later in N.-Uj., Ca. and (City-)0zbek -g- arises to fill in the
hiatus: N.-Uj., Qy., Ozb. egd, Tar., Sart, Ca. dgd, Ozb. egd, iga, igi, Qn. iji;
N.-Uj., Ozb. kigiz, Qq. kijiz and kigiz (the latter certainly a loan from Ozbek
or N.-Ujyur); cf. also Kas, ddir “saddle”, N.-Uj., Ozb. dgir, but Qq.-Qqlpq
fer with contraction and secondary shortening, similarly idi, idd = Ojrot 4
“possessor, owner, Lord-Spirit”, loanword in the two other South-Siberian
egroups; with a further suffix, -& or -si, it has become iééi “Lord-Spirit, Lord-
Protector” in Jakut, with suff. -si, poss. 3. ps. sg., issi, 181 < *iji-si < *idi-ai
in Older Osman (cf. Tamklariyla Tarama Soeliigii, s. v., where its etymology,
of course, has remained unrecognized). An exceptional form is Qn., Qq. izg:
“good, pious, righteous”, Ca. izgi, izgii, 55 ;3! : 54! and derivatives, from Uj.
ddgii, ddgii ‘‘good”, probably, as RADLOFF supposes in the WB, I, 1543, due to
influences from the Uj.-Ca. literature; according to RisineN, “Phon.”, 163,
Raprorrs view is accepted by N. N. Porpr, Ungar. Jbb., VI, 95, seeing in those
forms instances of borrowing. Occurrences of -j- or, after original labial vowel,
-v-, in Tivas, such as zojy3 “‘grief” and ziv- “to pour” are loanwords from Qn.
qajyy (= Uj., K. gadyu, late-Uj., Ca. gajyu) and gej- = Uj., Ka&. ete. qud-.

Where d is suffix-initial, it remains unchanged, although it may, in combin-
atoric position, become devoiced, and has no tendency toward spirantization,
except in Basqurt after vowels and j, w, r, J, and in Tivad where r appears
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on its place: loc, in -ra/-r¢, abl. -ran/-rén, and suff. of the perfect -ré-m, 1. ps.
sg. ete.; only in position after I, n, r, the occlusive -d- is preserved: cf. uf-ra,
loc., ut-ran, abl. of ut “horse” = Tk. af, 1. ps. sg. pf. pol-d-am, 2. sg. pf. pot-d-an,
3. sg. pf. pol-33 ““I, vou, he, became” = Tk. bol-d-ym ete., but: vdrman-da “in
the forest” = Qn. urman-da ““id.”.

Among other special developments of initial consonants the following must
be mentioned briefly. The voiced equivalent of ¢ oppears regularly in initial
position in Tkm., the rather archaic dialect of the Jomud excepted, in Azeri
and in the Eastern and Southeastern Osman dialects of Anatolia. This sound
probably occurs in Qumyq too. Exx.: *gijz “girl”: Tkm. gjd, Az., Osm. (SE)
qyz; *qal- “‘to remain’: Tkm. gal-, Osm. (SE), Az. gaf-. This development is
due to the contact with Iranian, specifically N.-Pers., in most dialects of which
this development of ¢- = ¢- is typical; while ¢ is no Aryan sound and rarely
occurs in Persian words, it undergoes the same development in Arabic words
in Persian: gismdf << gqysmdit ..t “fate”, gabilijat “capacity” < qabilijjat
Ll along with aga > dgd/dya “sir” << Tk. aga, ete. This feature of Iraniz-
ation is not found with Ozbek.

Initial ¢- becomes °-, ag Arabic q- in the Egyptian dialect, in Migir-Tatar:
gal- = ‘al-, gaja “‘whither?” = ‘aja; the same can be found in individual
pronunciation in the Osman dialect of Ankara. Initial g- can become zero in
some other Osman dialects: gatan “when?”’ = afan, gaja = aja, furthermore
in a number of instances in Middle-Qyptaq (cf. PriTsax, “Fundamenta”,
p.78; extensively, Havasi-Kuon, “Orta-Kipeakea g-, k- ~ 0- meselesi” in Tiirk
tarihi ve dili hakkinda aragtirmalar, I, pp.45-61; Ankara 1950). In this
connection it is not without interest to note the particular weakness of initial
¢- in the Altajic interrogative-root *ga- in Tungus where a-, aj- and £- develops:
cf. Ew. a-w-gu “which?”, a-n-ti “qualis?”’, e-di “quantus?”, a-sun “'id.”,
& < *gj << *gaj- “whol, what?, which?"”, This phenomenon is also known in
Mongolian (cf. PELLIOT: “‘Les formes avec et sans ¢- (k-) initial en ture et en
mongol”, T°P, XXXVII, 1944, pp. 73-101). In some Tiv. words of originally
velar nature, ¢- becomes j- before originally long vowel; this strange develop-
ment takes place probably after the disappearance of the initial g- as in Misir,
spoken on an almost contiguous area, and the diphthongization of @ > ya as in
Jakut; cf. jun “blood” << *gin (Tkm. gan), jur “snow” << *qir (Tkm. gdr), jéné
“sheath” << *gjn (Tkm. gijn), jul- “‘to remain™ < *gil- (Tkm, gal-, Jak. xat-).

In Caunecasian neighborhood, the palatals have the tendency to a strong
palatalization, even with qualitative change as a result. Thus, in the North-
east-dialects of Osman not only word- but also syllable-initial k, g become
¢, d'* with aspiration: fefdr “sugar”, d*dl “‘come!” while this goes a step further
in the northwestern (and other?) Azeri dialects where £¢, ¥ result: &%Géi
“woat” < kdéi, $%dl- “to come” < gdl-. An important ingredient is the agpira-
tion by which these secondary palato-alveolars are distinguished from the
primary ones.

While these individual developments of the sounds g- and k- were not
typical of any group as a whole, the changes of initial j- have classificatory
significance., Common-Turkic initial j- goes back to 4 or 5 Altajic phonemes,
*j-, *d-[*d-, *3-, *n- and *3i-. The sound has remained quite static in those
aroups with the majority of speakers, while the changes take place in the
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Northwestern group, chiefly in the Aralo-Caspian languages, in Tavag, and in
Siberia, with the exception of certain languages of the QOjrot group, such as
that of the Altaj-KiZi, Teleut, Lebed’ and Kiiiirik; j- is preserved in all of the
West-Siberian languages, and in Qumyq. Qarajim, Aq-Novyaj, Badqurt, and
in the Northwest-dialeet of Qazan-Tatar. In the Northwest-group, j- becomes
#- in Qq.-Qqlpq, Qypeaq-Ozbek, Novya) (exc. Aq-Novyaj), and in Qarad‘aj: Jal-
“to lie down™ < jaf-, 3ol “way” < jol; in Qn., the City of Qazan has ¥, to-
pether with the southeastern dialects, some dialects have j before wvelar, 3
before palatal vowels, as e. g. Ufa jat- “to lie down™, but il “wind”. As a
further development of j- = -, Balgar has z-:zol “way”, but in palatal
position Z may occur, too: Zeti “7”. In Qy., the older texts of exclusively
epical folk-poetry, collected by Raprorr (“Proben”, vol. V), have initial j-,
while the modern literary langunage has 3. (written simply as ). Sporadical
features of this development are found in N.-Uj., as £, e. g. Zirag “far” < jyrag,
Zilig *‘torn, destroyed™ < jyrtyg.

In the three South-Siberian groups, major changes take place, due, without
doubt, chiefly to the Samojedie, less so to the Jenisejic, substratum. It starts,
as it seems, with a f- or d-prothesis—this is found in Ojrot too: the literary
language has d-, dat-, dof, the northern dialects, Jys-Kizi, Qumandi eto. f-:
fat-, tot; all the languages of the Abagan and the Tuva groups have ¢-, while
the texts gathered by CasTREN, 120 years ago, have generally {-, some i-; in
words containing nasals fartheron in the word, the assimilation to n- or 7n-
proves stronger: jan- ‘‘to return”: Sor, Sa., Qb., Qaé, Qyz., Blt. nan-, Jys-
Kizi, Lebed’, Kiiiirik and in Kvy. fian-; janpy “‘new” = *nany or *fiany = na or
sid; only Soj. and Lit.-Soj. has fan-, é@ ete.; common-Tk. jal(y)pyz ‘alone” =
Sor napys, Qyz. nayyz, Jyi-Kiii fianys (also japys), Ky. fiunus, Soj. éayyys. In
the older texts of CASTREN, j - > m- can be observed in a few instances in K.
and the Kondakov-dialect of Qb.: Kvy. menzuk (here through metathesis <)
Qb. nemzak “‘soft” < jumdag, jumiéag, Kondakov mumak besides nuwmak
“fairy-tale” < jumag = Mong. domog/domag, cf. Tung. Ew. dimnpa-ki-wun
“(fairy-)tale, story”, with assimilation in the anlaut (ef. infra). Jakut has a
further development of this é- <7 j- to - as common-Tk. é also becomes s-
in Jakut; in dialects, this 8- > h-; ef. Thkm. jof > suof “way”, Thkm. jog > suoz,
*jdl “mane” > sidl, *jfiz 100" > sfis. In Tav., j- becomes, even with a certain
regularity, d-: jasd “tear” = ful, japy/idm “‘new” > dine; jdr “earth, ground”
= dér, jel “‘wind” = §il; occasionally, however, it has {-(/¢-) instead : fére “‘heart”
< jlirdk.

The original Altajic nature of Turkiec j- can be detected, in certain cases of
Hunno-Bulgarian (proto-Bulgarian) loanwords in Hungarian: *d- in Tk,
jytan “snake”, Tiv. élen, Danubian Bulgarian aunoms (= *dytam?); iplik,
Jiplik “rope” < *diplik, Hung. depld (gyepld) ““id.”—lacking in Tdv. —; Hung.
disno, disnd “swine, pig” < *dysnay, Tiv. sisna “id.” < *§sna (> Mari
gosna “id.’); *i- in Tk. jaz “spring, summer”’, Hung. #idr << Hunno-Bulg.
*idr[*nidz = Mong. niraj “newly born, fresh” << *udraj, ManZu sigroun “id.”
(PoppE). Its common-Mongolian equivalent is the word for “*sun, day”, nara,
whose originally palatal initial %- is attested for Qytan by njd-la for *aara, in
the Ljao-Sy (Qytan glossary, ch. 116b), being thus the exact correspondence
to Tk. *idz > jaz. Otherwise, only the comparison with other Altajic languages
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indicates the original sound: *3- in AT jik “burden, package”, of *ji- “to
load, transport” = Mong. Figd- “id.”, Tg. Ew. fugi- “id.”; *n- in Tk, KAas,
japuryagq “leat”, Jak, sibirddiz, M.-Mong. nabéin “leaves”, Mong. nabta-ji- “‘to
become flat”, Tg. Ew. napla- “‘to lie flat”; *j- in common-Tk. jaday “on foot”,
Tav. syran, Mong. jada-yu “weak, poor”. Vacillations in the anlaut may be
due to incontiguous assimilation, as e. g. in the above Tk. jumag | numag :
Mong. domag : Tung. Ew. impa-ki-wun < *dimpa-gi-wun < *dym-ya-gd-wun
or the like. The title jabyu | Zabyu has already been discussed above (p. 88).

Further changes are found with the palato-alveolars and the sibilants.
These, too, particularly affect the Eastern languages, not those of Central
Asia, the Southwest or most of those of the Northwest group.

The affricata ¢-, everywhere in Turkic palatal, looses ita affricative element
and becomes § in the Aralo-Caspian languages of the Northwestern group, but
not in Qypéaq-Ozbek and not in Qy., also, of the Abaqan group, in Sor, Qada,
Qvzyl, in the Satba-dialect of Qojbal, and in the Tuva-group; é- = f- in Sojoy
(CASTREN); & becomes s in Badqurt and in Sor (of the lower valley of the Kon-
doma), Sa., Qb., Blt. of the Abagan group, and in Jakut. This is an important
isogloss connecting Badqurt with the Siberian languages. In Tivag, é- becomes
¢- which seems to have been preceded by & (or §), as evidenced by # in one layer
(or dialect?) of Danubian Bulgarian words in Old-Church-Slavie and Hung-
arian; cf. 0.-Ch.-8l., O.-Russ. 1aTLps, WATEpPD, 1HATOPD ‘tent”, Hung. alor,
stem &dtr-, attested since the XII-th century, Tk., e. g. Kas. éatyr “id.” <
Pers. &at(a)r, fat(i)r = Skr. é‘attra-. Another layer of Proto-Bulgarian, found in
the Proto-Bulgarian inscriptions, has preserved é-, -é-: of. ITZIPTOY ==
ibirgii “inner”, title of a high official, or the tribe name TZAKAPAPEIC etc.,
gshowing in this respect a stronger Turkic influence or affinity.

Common-Turkic ¢ becomes ¢ in all West-Siberian languages, elsewhere ¢
in Balgar, Qarajim (Euck and Halicz) and Misar, but sporadically in Osman
dialects of Northeastern Anatolia as found by RAsAwEN, in Az. dialects in and
near Téibriz, and in the Tiirkmen dialects of the G8klin, the Sa‘farbajty et all.
in Northern Persia, as established by me. Exx. aé- “to open”, Qq.- Qqlpq., Novyaj,
moj. af-, Basq., Sa., Qb., Jak. as-, West-5ib. ac-, Tiv. usé-, ud-; fap- “‘to beat”,
Qq.-Qqlpq., Novaj, Sor, Qada Sap-, Qb. sap-, W.-Sib. cap-, Tav. fop- “to box on
the ear’”; gaé- “to flee”, Qq. ete., Sor, gad-, Soj. gus- (but with vocalic suffix,
e. g. nom. aor., gai-yr, ai-yr), W.-Sib. gac-, Biq., Sa., Qb. gas-; éyg- “to come
out”: Qq. ete. &yg-, W.-Sib. eyg-, Sa., Qb., Biq. syg-.

Similarly, § becomes s in the same languages of the Aralo-Caspian branch,
Qq.-Qqlpq. and Novyaj, in Qar.L.H., in B&q., in the Abagan-group, and in
Jakut. In Tavag, it is usually £, while common-Turkic # is represented by [ in
all cases in which Mongolian [ corresponds to Turkic § (cf. infra). Exx.: bad
“head”: Qq.-Qqlpq., Qar.L.H., Jakut bas, Sa., Qb. pas, Tiv. pus—but jas
“tear” = dutb; ki3 “man, person”: Qq. ete., Qar L.H., Jak. kisi, Qb., Sa. kizi.
In Ky., common-Turkic -3- in intervocalic position may beecome -k- in the
older texts gathered by CasTrEN; thus, beside baf.em < bad-ym “my head”,
bahem may be found there. Where instead of the final -# in the suffix perfecti
indefiniti -my$, -f appears in Jakut, -byt, this is no phonetie, but a morphological
procedure due to a different suffix, *-m-yf instead of common-Tk. -m-y5. In
the same way, Jakut f instead of common-Tk. z is due to morphological
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conditions, not to those of a phonetic nature, as was generally assumed, cf.
the pronominal plural-suffix -z in the possessive suffixes of the 1-st and 2nd
persons pl. -byt and -pyt in Jakut with the plain nominal plural-suffix -t as
against common-Tk. -z in -ym-yz and -yy-yz, or the Jakut -t in the nom. aor.
negat. -bat with the suffix of the deverbal noun in -f against the -z of common-
Tk, in -maz; in Common-Tk. gyz-ar- “to become red”, Jakut has kytar-, also
due to a suffix, in Jakut, different from that of common-Turkic: proto-Jakut
*qu-t-ar- : proto-Tk. qy-z-ar-, the root being *gy-; here, the suffix -f- has in
Jakut evidently the same function as the Tk. -z-.

Nevertheless, it does not seem possible to explain all Jakut ¢ in place of
common-Turkic z as representing a different suffix, but in some instances, the
reasons for its existence are to be sought for in the realm of phonology. This
would apply to the appearance of Jakut ¢ in place of common-Turkic z where
this Jakut f undergoes assimilation and dissimilation, as e. g. in the suff. 3rd
ps. sg. imperat., Turkic -zun/-sun, Jakut -tyn/-dyn/-tyn/-nyn. In these cases,
the Jakut ecorrespondences for Turkic z resemble very closely North-Tungus
(e. g. Ewenki, also Lamut) d"/nr/n?r/nn ete. which are the North-Tungus reflex
of an ancient and common-Altajic sibilant. This problem is here only touched
upon, but deserves a thorough investigation in both Altajic groups.

Initial s- becomes k- in Biq., but zero in Jakut: Biq: hid “you” < siz, hu <
su “water,” hdry “yellow” << *sdryy; Jak. al “*boat” << *sal “raft”, as “hair”
< sad; dn “‘thon” < sdn, apys 8" < sikiz. In certain Béq. dialects (T'ygéyran
and the Steppe-Badqurts), s- became p-: satam < Russ, conoma “‘straw” >

tam.

IMAII Tirkmen dialects except those of the Anauly and Xasar show the shift
of & and z in all positions to p and @: fud “you”, pu “‘water”, pary “‘yellow”,
piat “raft’”, paé (Goklin: pac) “haic”, giyd “girl”, ad “little, few” ete., with the
isoglosse of § = p in Badqurt. The development of these dental fricativae p
and d in these two languages, presumably having once been found in closer
neighborhood, is evidently due to a common North- or East-Iranian sub-
stratum (Parthian, Alanic, Saka, ete.). In Jakut, s in intervoealic position
becomes -h- in the dialect of Jakutsk, and therefrom it has been adopted into
the literary language, cf. Tk. ¢jz-y = Jakut kjs-a “his, her, girl, daughter”
= kih-a, bysa-byn I cut” = byhabyn (<< byé-a-min). .

In Tivag, s- is usually maintained, but a certain (Hunnic?) layer of Tévas
words has §- in its stead, also reflected in Hunno-Bulgarian words in 0ld-
Church-Slavie and Hungarian, as mentioned above, cf. alzo Tk. saryy “yellow™
= T. Syra “‘white”, > 0.-Ch.-SL. wapb “color”; Tk. sipir- “to sweap”, T.
§bér “broom”, Hung. §6por, &ipdr “id.”; Tiv. Syr “swamp, dirt”, Tkm. pad
(< *sdz) “id.” = Hung. &ar “id.”.

In a number of instances, TAva& has on the place of common-Turkic z and #
the sounds r and [, showing, in this respect, complete agreement with the
two other Altajic groups, Mongolian and Tungus. This was noticed above in
the case of Hungarian #dr << Hunno-Bulgarian *idr = common-Tk. *jaz
“spring, summer”. Old-Bulgarian words indicate the early existence of r in
the place of common-Tk. z: KOAOBPOC (Proto-Bulg. Inscriptions), probably
<< *golobor, *golobur = Tk. Kas. golabuz, golavuz “leader” (BROCKELMANN
reads quiavuz); cf. furtheron (with Porrg, Vgl Gramm. d. alt. Spr.”") Mong.
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araya ‘“‘canine tooth, tusk” = Tk. Kas. ete. azyy “id.”, Man3u aryan “tooth™;
Mong. araj ““hardly”, M.-Mong, aran “id.”, Tg. Ew. ara-kii-kan “a little bit”,
Tk. *az (Tkm. ad) “little, few™; Mong. iraya “traces (also on water), furrow”,
T. jaran “furrow” < *yran, Qu. yzan “id.”, Ma. irun “furrow, bed of flowers”,
Kor. iran “furrow; borderline™, also T. jar ““traces, strip”, Tk. *§z, *iz “traces,
vestiges” (with an interesting bipartition in Tkm.: id “rails, traces of cars”,
deriv. id-ld- “‘to search, trace”, and §d “vestiges, path”, fid-la- ““to search
after”); Mong. urtu, M.-Mong. hurtu < *pur-tu “long”, Monguor fudur, Tav.
vitram, Tk, uz-un “long™; Mong. birayu ‘2 years old calf™, M.-Mong. bura’u,
T. péru, Tk. AT bozayu, Osm. buzayy, Tuv. byzi; > Hung. borji “id.”.

Tk. §: Tav., Mong., Tung. I: Mong. datda “clandestinely”, Ma. dali- “‘to
cover the view, hide, conceal”, Ew. dal- “‘to cover”, AT. jadur- “to conceal”,
Ca. jaF-un- “to hide out (intr.)’; Mong., M.-Mong. nilga “‘young, fresh”,
Nanaj nealbyjmaly “fresh, uncooked”, AT ja¥, Thm, jas “fresh, young, age of
life, lifespan®, T. sul “‘age’; M.-Mong., Mong. nitbusun < *fatbusun “‘tear”,
T. éut “id.”, AT jas, Tkm. jag; Mong. gatbaya *‘spoon”, Ca. gasug, Osm. gasyq
“id.”; Mong. ele- ““to be worn out, rubbed through”, ele-siin “‘sand”, T. al-
“to till ” < #gl-, Ca., Osm. @3- “to row, scratch”; Mong. golige “welp”, Old-
Bulgarian *kildk > Hung. kélok “id.”, Tk. Osm. ké%ik ‘‘young animal, young
of a camel”. The same features are seen in suffixes, e. g. with the nomen perfecti
in -my#, appearing as that of deverbal nouns in -mal/-mdél in Mongolian.

In view of the fact that of all Altajic languages only Turkic with the ex-
ception of TAva has the sounds # and z as genuine, independent phonemes,
RamsTEDT who first tried to solve the problem of the Turkic phonemes & and z,
came to the conclusion that this state of affairs in the great majority of the
Altajic languages represented, in this respect, common-Altajic features which
they had preserved, while Turkic exhibits innovations. This view is generally
held by the Finnish school (Risixex, Porre, Aavro, Joxi).

Since not all I and r of the common-Altajic proto-language are represented
in Turkic as & and 2z, RamsTteEpr and his followers assume the existence in the
Proto-Altajic (and probably still in the Proto-Turkic) language of two pairs of
phonemes, an I* and 2 and an r! and r2; their distinctive features are generally
supposed by them to have been those of palatalization: in Turkic, a palatalized
*# yielded z, a palatalized *I the & But these sounds, if they ever were the
prototypes of 2z and & of the historical Turkic languages, occurred in velar
words, too, and, at least for Turkic, there was no reason for the rise or develop-
ment of any palatalization. But this is no strong argument in view of the fact
that Ancient-Turkic #, however rarely, oceurred in velar words, too, as e. g.
in Orx. gon “sheep” = Mong. woni << *gonyn = Common-Tk. goj, Osm., Qrm.
gojun (the Ujyur spelling gojn may mean godi!), AT adiyy “bad” and a few
others, in suffixes also after velar stems, as e. g. in the diminutive in -gy#ia/
-kind (> -quja/-kiji). Examples of # developing later to # and even, with the
loss of the vibrant element, to plain Z, are amply furnished by West-Slavic,
however, neither # nor Z ever became, in Slavie, z; the Mazurakanje is too
limited a Lechitic phenomenon for being typical of, and, moreover, comparable
to, a development that allegedly took place in the entire area of Turkic. Risi.-
NEN's reconstruction of the I* which became & in Turkic as an unvoiced spirantic
lateral £ like that of Ugro-Ostjak which goes back, according to TorvoNEgx, to a
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Proto-Uralic *] (= [, or I in palatal position), endorsed by Porrg, is much
more plausible. Rhotacism is arather repanded feature in language, and rhotac-
istic developments are regular in Uralic languages, e. g. in Samojed, and in IE,
e.g. in Latin, Greek dialects, and Germanic (cf. BrRucMaNN, “Kurze vgl.
Gramm.”, §§ 287, 290/1, 292/4, pp. 20111.), not unknown in Dravidian (cf. T.
Burrow, BSOAS, X1, 346); lambdacism is much less common. But it would
certainly be possible to assume, for common- and Proto-Altajic, in these instan-
ces the Turkic sounds as original and as the survival of very archaic conditions,
having been abandoned in Mongolian and Tungus, if the evidence from the
Uralic parallels gathered by Risiwxexn (“Phon.”, p. 23/4) would not support
the theory of the Finnish school. Therewith, the age of these sounds *# and *#
would have to be assumed as much older than if they were limited to Altajic
only. Moreover, among RASANEN's 6 examples are 2 which seem to have IE
parallels with [ and r: Suomi kidrna “bark, bark of pine”, or Suo. kuort “bark”,
Lapp. goaran, Tung. Solon. xer, Oled horagta, hurahta “id.”, Tk. Kas, qaz,
gas < *gaz “id.” (> Samojed Solqup kas “id.”), Jak. zas-ta-, Sa. gas-ta- “to
peel out, off” <I *gdz-la-, cf. the IE root *(s)gor- as found in Slav. kord, Lat.
cor-t-ex “‘bark” and in Lithuanian karnd “Lindenbast” (quoted by Risiwex
with an unnecessary question mark) which is related with the Uralic and
Altajic words on the basis of genuine relationship; and Suo. kiilmd “cold”,
Tung. kelde ‘““id.”, Lamut. hélia “‘cold, xonon”, gélsi, gélira ‘“‘cold”, hélta-i-,
gélira-1- ”xﬂﬂnﬂETh to become r:-::-ld” Mong. kiil-da-, kil-dd- “to freeze”
(intr.), Q. kdéZi- “to tremble”, Jak. kdsiij- “tc:- become atlﬁ' " Qo kisi-k- fto
become stiff from cold”, these tﬂ' be connected with IE Lat. gﬂi’u, gelid-us, the
(Germanic and Slavie sibs, and with Dravidian (Tamil, Malajalam, Kannada)
kulir “to be cool; coldness, cool”,

The Uralie, and whereever possible, Dravidian and IE parallels will help to
solve the problem of r : z and [ : § for Altajic. Evidence from Altajic alone is
not sufficient to support either the one or the other theory. So far, the last two
examples strongly support the theory of the priority of the two liguid phonemes.

Apart from the Uralic and IE examples just mentioned, the question may
be asked whether one of these two sounds, r! or r®, and I or I3, was a liquid
or of a different origin, e. g. lateral, dental, alveolar, etc. Under this aspect,
research into the nature and origin of the sounds r and the vibrants d", ' in the
Tungus languages—the latter seeming to have developed from an older *z/s—
may be of special importance for this problem.

There is no evidence for an inner-Turkic rhotacistic or zetacistic develop-
ment respectively, as sometimes was assumed to be found in cases of the type
Orxon gayansyrat- “‘to render gayan-less, deprive of the gayan”, elsirdf- “‘to
deprive of the land, the nation™, Qq., Ojrot dksiird- “to be without mother, an
orphan”, Qq. gansyra- “'to be without blood™ etec., which were considered to be
derivatives of gayan-syz “without q., gayanless”, el-siz “nationless”, dksiiz,
gansyz ete., but, as I have shown in Anthropos XLIX, p. 1111, this is wrong,
since the privative suffix -syz consists of -sy-/-si- forming denominal privative
verbs and of the suffix -z for nouns of verbal stems (cf. Baxa’s “2. Turkolog.
Brief”, p. 243), -sy-z, usually in adnominal position, i. e. with the function of
IE adjectives; to those denominal verbal stems in -sy-/-si- further verbal
suffixes as those of aspect, ean be attached, such as the suffix -ra-/-ri- denoting
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the ingressive or transgressive aspect which rarely oceurs alone, but usually
in combination with other suffixes of an aspect-character (as -qy-ra- for a
repetitive action), thus, gayan-sy-ra- is “to become gayanless, be deprived of
the ¢.”, and gayan-sy-ra-t-, el-si-ri-t- are the causatives of these forms. In the
same way, the Turkic nomen aoristi in -r or - Vr as against its negative counter-
part in -maz/-mdz uses 2 completely different suffixes, the Altajic -r{a) for the
affirmative form, while in the negative, the suffix is that of the above deverbal
nounin -z. These were erroneously analysed by von Gapain (“Alttiirk. Gramm.”,
§§ 81, 99, pp. 66, 68), probably after a remark of Bang (in SBAW 1916, p.
1236). It is possible, of course, that the suffix aoristi negativi has been taken
over, in this form, completely from the, resp. together with, the ancient verbum
negativam, but even in this case the -z would be identical with the deverbal
suffix -z as just mentioned.

The only clear rhotacistic development in Turkic is that of common-Turkic
d > r in Tév.: *gi- = jar- “to send”, adaq > yra “foot”, jaday = syran “‘on
foot” ete. The development of r from ¢ must have gone through an intermedi-

stage with *-z-; cf. on this also .J. MARKWART's “Sprach- und kulturge-
schichtliche Analekten”, UngJb., IX (1929) and his example Pahlavi ddina
“Friday”, on the Islamic Volga-Bulgarian tomb-stones . *irni > Tiv.
érné “‘Sunday’’, which is the exact equivalent to the development of proto- and
common-Turkic *z to Tév. », if the Tdv. » is not the continuation of Proto-
Altajic *r (< *Ff or *r* = Tk. z), as in the correspondences of the type Turkic
*qijz : Tav. wér “girl”, Tk. buzayy : Tav. péru “calf”, ete.

As this problem is to be treated separately, a brief remark is to be added here:
guite a number of the correspondences r :z and [ :§ can be explained on
morphological grounds, so that in these cases they have probably no phonolog-
ical value—some of these being Mong. goyolo), Xix. adloj “throat”, Tk. Kas.,
Ca. goyus ‘‘water-pipe, -canal”; Mong. faufaj “‘hare” < *tablaj, Tk. tabysyan
“id.”, where -§ (-§-yan) and -taj are suffixes, as in Uj. #is (Common-Tk. tis <
*tid, Thm. diis) ““dream™ and #il “id.”, existing together, while Jakut has only
til “id.””, where -& and -l are clearly two different suffixes of deverbal nouns,
*ti-5, *ti-l, of. Tung. Ew. fo-I-ki-n, Man3ulo-I-gi-n “id.”, Ma. to-I-gi- ““to dream™ ;
possibly also in the above two Turkic words jad << *ja-§. This still demands a
more exact knowledge of Turkic word-formation (ef. infra, and K. H. MENGcESs,
“Altajische Studien”, Islam, vol. XX XVII [1961], pp. 1-23).

Some lexical correspondences, due to borrowing or genuine relationship, of
Turkie with other language groups have a certain significance for the problem
-z :r,l: 4 One of them is the equivalent of Turkic jiz < *jilz “100" in the
North-Samojed languages. Here, Jurak which for a very long time has not had
any direct contacts with Turkic, and probably never had any at all, has ju’
“107 (also luca-ju’ “Russian 107), jur 1007, Nanasan (Tavgy) jir and Eice
(Jenisej) j@’—both equally far remote from Turkic—, as against the recent
Turkic loanword in South-Samojedic Kamas, fiis << Abaqan-Tk. fiis < jiiz
(for the Samojed words cf. CasTrEN, “Grammatik der Samojedischen Sprachen”,
I, pp. 10111.). Is the rhotacistic form of Samojedic due to an inner-Samojedic
development and/or the lack of z in Samojedic, or is it an early Hunno-Bulg-
arian loanword, *jiir | Tk. *jliz (> Tav. §r, but Volga-Bulgarian still having
Fiir[tiir 54=) in Samojedic? Moreover, Turkic *jiz is interesting for its parallels
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in Dravidian: Tamil n@ru, Malajalam, Konda néru “1007, Tulu nidu (obliquus
niita-), Gondi nir, Telugn niru (obl. néfa-), cf. “Dravidian Etym. Diet.”, No.
3090; in the other Dravidian languages, this numeral is either replaced or
circumscribed. This relationship might presuppose a pre-Turkie, possibly Proto-
Altajic *siiri/*sdri, i. e. it would indicate an ancient *r; that this r is not a
plain lingnal r, is shown by Dravidian forms with alveolar r which may altern-
ate, in obliquus-stems, with ¢ and {. But it must be emphasized, in this con-
nection, that z is almost completely unknown in Dravidian, and if it occurs,
it generally is, like s, of secundary origin. The alternation of r with ¢ and { in
nitru is also of interest. In certain instances, Tamil -} corresponds to Turkic -z:
Tamil nadl “day”: Mong. *fara, nara : Turk. *#idz, jaz, Tamil ta] “dust”:
Turk. *tdz, toz : Mong. foro.

An interesting etymon is the Altajic word for the donkey, borrowed in
Altajic as in IE: Mong. dlfigin << *dlZikin, Ma. ejren < *elken < *elfiken
(PoPpE), Jiiréen o-hen (GRUBE) = oxen, éxen “id.”, and Tk. Kad. ddik, askik
(and @$jdk which might well be from an older *d@iddk, closer to Mong. dlZi-gin;
cof. also WB Tel., Sor ddtik [< *@3dik?]) ete., the immediate source for the
Altajic word being Armenian &3, gen. i3oj, £;, fpzny, which as all the IE words
goes back to an ancient Anatolian form and finally to Sumerian andu “id.”.
This loanword which seems to be very old and to have undergone a further
word-formative development in Mongolian and South-Tungus, definitely
points, if not to the priority of & in Altajic, but to its great age in Turkic. 1f
we assume that Armenian &% was first borrowed into Turkic and then migrated
to Mongolian and South-Tungus, the Mongolian and Tungus ! might be
considered on the basis of the rule, as assumed, Tk. §: Mong., Tung. I, as sound-
substitution, for neither in Mongolian, nor in Tungus, § exists as a phoneme
but only as an alternate of s in palatal position. The question assumes a
different aspect, if % was borrowed from an earlier language into Proto-Altajic.
This will remain unsolved as long as we cannot yet determine the age of this
and other Armenian loanwords in Turkie or in Altajic in general.

Kamasgic &ili “sable”, considered_by Jokr and Porre a loanword from
Turkic *kili > kis (WB AT., Uj., Ca., Qom., Qrm., Alt., Tel., Tob.) hardly
is an instance of sound-substitution, [ for Tk. & if both words are identieal,
for which the initial sound-change k > *¢ > § is to be assumed. This word
is also found in Samojedic Solqup, sf (Bajxa, Taz), & (Narym) “id.”. If
Samojedic [, in this Kamasie form, is no sound-substitution, the borrowin
must be very old and rather be ascribed to Proto-Altajie, which had */ for
later Turkic &. All this points to genetie relationship rather than to borrowing.

If the numeral for 57, in Tk. *bd% (Tkm. bas, Jak. bids), Tav. pillék, pilék,
goes back to Old-Iranian panée (= N.-Pers. pan3), as BENzING is inclined to
assume, go in this case, too, although it be limited to Turkie, the § < & of the
Old-Iranian loanword in proto-Turkic is represented in Tavad as I. On the
other hand, this hypothetical Old-Iranian loanword does not support the theory
of SETALA and BenziNe (cf. BENziNG in “Fundamenta”, p.694) that this T.1
zo back to *Z, since at the time when O.-Iran. panéa was allegedly borrowed
into Proto-Turkie, the sonorization of ¢ > # as found in N.-Pers. and other
modern Iranian languages had certainly not yet taken place. Moreover, there
is no reason why Iranian & should have been replaced by & in Turkic.
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A weighty argument in favour of the great age of Turkic § comes in this
case from the comparison of Turkic *bi# with Q‘idwa pisqa, pifga, pifga 57,
as established by G. DuMgziL in his “Remarques sur les six premiers noms de
nombre du ture” (Studia Linguistica, VIII, Lund, 1954, p. 5). This remarkable,
undisputable relationship with Q‘iSwa dates very far back in prehistorical
ages. Similarly, the second element -my5 in the two numerals altmys 60" and
jetmis 707, Tav. utmdl and $itmél, corresponds, in this widespread ancient
word for “10”, to -s in Uralic, likewise pointing to the great age of &; in this
word, in its stead, -r, -d is found in Dravidian, and -f in Egyptian, Algonguian
and Nahuatl (cf, infra p. 117, sub Numeralia).

Returning to Turkic proper, we may well say that Tavas with its » and [ in
place of Turkie z and §—the only consistent and truly regular feature in the
phonology of Tivai—stands completely apart from the Turkic group and in
line with Mongolian and Tungus. Thus, this particular feature is best to be
supposed as one of the more significant criteria for a strong, basically un-
Turkic stratum in Tiva$ and Proto-Bulgarian which is to be identified with
the Hunnie ethnic and linguistic element in the Proto-Bulgarian complex. The
conclusion might be drawn that Hunnic was not Turkic, but another Altajic
language which was, in this respect at least, most closely related with Mongolian
and Tungus.

There is no ‘‘encroachment (BTop>keHue)” of forms of a Tivad nature with
r into Turkic, as Dmrrrisev (in “Issledovanija po sravn. gramm, tk. jaz.”, I,
B. 324) assumed, adducing there as examples Qn., B&q. kiikrak, Qy. kékiirk,

zb. kikrdk[kakrdk *‘breast” which exist alongside with Ozb. kikis/kikis or
Az, kikiis (p. 323), where the problem is not one of Phonology, but of Morph-
ology: kikiiz is a nomen dualitatis in -z or -Vz, while kékrdk ete. have two
different suffixes: kdk-(it)r-dk. Tirkmen govrd “rump, trunk™ as against Osm.
govdd, Qqlpq. giido, giddda, Qq. kiiidd, kodds, Qn. gdiidd, Biq. kdidd *‘breast,
trunk; circumference”, the etymology of this word remaining uncertain, is as
well as Tkm. bajdag along with bajraq “standard, flag; prize” < *bad-ra-g/
*bad-dagq, cf. Uj. badrug “flag”, certainly also due to different suffixes. The
forms of the 1st and 2nd pers. sg. et pl. aoristi negativi in Tiirkmen (ibid., p.
324), al-ma-r-yn, at-ma-r-syy, ete. “I don’t take” ete. are solely due to an
innovation by force of analogy with those of the positive aorist, while in the
d-rd persons (sg. et pl.) the original form with -z (alma-z) has been preserved.
Thus, DMITRIJEV's further reconstruction of the Osman lst and 2nd persons
aor. negat., al-ma-m < *al-ma-z-ym from *al-ma-r-ym instead of *al-ma-z-ym/
*al-ma-z—men, is completely devious, likewise his further hypotheses concern-
ing sdmir- “‘to grow fat” and sdmiz “fat”, kir- “to see” and kiz “‘eye” in which
he saw an “‘alternation (YepegoBanue)” r : z (p. 325, bottom), while the word-
formation proceeded thus: *sdmi- “to be fat”: sdmi-r-, intensivum or ingressiv-
um, “‘to become fat”, sami-z “(being) fat”, *kd- “to see”, ki-r- ““to see”, ki-z
“(seeing, the seeing one =) eye”, where the verbal simplex-forms *ko- and
*siimi- have ceased to be in use, as found in many other instances, also in IE
so that only words with suffixes or prefixes or both are historically attested.
Also here, the problem is one of morphology, not of phonology.

In a paper read on May 5-th, 1964, in Seattle at the “Symposium on Uralo-
Altaic and Slavic Linguistic Relationship”, O. Prrrsax proposed a solution
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of the problem of rhotacism and lambdacism in Turkic which seems basically
and in principle correct, while, some related problems as seen above still
remain open: it can be demonstrated that in Turkic z and § originated as a
result of a very ancient collision of » or [ finals of roots or stems with a con-
sonantic suffix or the consonantie initial of a suffix. For all details I refer here
generally to Dr. PrRirsax’s article in UAJbb., XXXV, pp. 337—349.

While in oldest Turkie, Orxon and Ujyur, in word-initial position only
gk, t, b, 8, § (in loan- and foreign words) and j oceurred, in intermediary and
final position also /g, d, & and z could be found, as they are in the modern
languages. These conditions still prevail in the languages of the Central Asiatic
branch, Ca., N.-Uj. and City-Ozbek, while certain innovations are to be noted
which seem to have begun in Uj., as the late Uj. mss. exhibit certain digressions
from the original state. Here, as in the later languages of the Central Asiatic
branch, the unvoiced postpalatals become voiced in position before a suffix
with vocalic initial; this happens preponderantly before the possessive suffixes.
Here again, as in so many instances of specific sound-changes which seem to
be of an incipient nature, since they have not yet become general rules (or
laws), the change seems to take place in front of much-used suffixes. Thus,
there are almost regular cases of the type gitig (N.-Uj.) “way of doing, mode,
character’: poss. 3. pers. qiliyi, efik “‘entrance™: efig-i, d3ak ‘“‘ass”: dfeg-i,
tdzik “‘dung’ : tdzeg-v, dtdk ““boot’ : dteg-i (poss. 1. pers. sg. dleg-im, poss. 2. sg.
dteg-ip, ete.). While final -p is not sonorized, in general, in the intimate com-
position of verb plus auxiliary, in which the main verb assumes the form of
the gerund in -p, if the auxiliary has initial vowel, this -p becomes sonorized
and often even spirantic: N.-Uj. sizivalyan < syz-yp—at-yan “having made
lines, designed”, gzh alival < al-yp—al “take along!”, Ozb. (North-Afghan.)
ajtiboritts << aji-yp—bol-up—dr-di “"he (had) said” (JArrING, “Uzbek Texts
from Afgh. Tkst.”, passim)—together with -p: ajtip-otmakéiman I shall
just say”. This development has gone further in the Oyuz and Qypéaq groups
where the tendency to the sonorization of the occlusives becomes more and
more general; thus, in the Oyuz group, this sonorization takes place after an
originally long vowel of the root, and futher in the word after any vowel, cf.
Osm. at “horse”: al-y, poss, 3. ps., at “name”’, often written ad as it was in
Arabic orthography, sl: ad-y, poss. 3. ps., ag “white”, Tkm. d@j : ay-y, tat
“taste”, Az, dat, Tkm. dat : dad-y, gok “'sky”, Az. gdj, Osm. poss. 3. ps. gij-i
(Tkm. gdk); Osm., Az., Qrm. odun “‘firewood”, Tkm. édyn, but Ca., N.-Uj.
otun; Tkm. ddik “boot,” N.-Uj. dtik “id.”. In some cases, vacillations occur
of the type of Osman &iit “milk”, poss. 3. ps. siid-ii (Tkm. siit), but also sdil-ii,
the Arabic form being <., rare and older 34,

In the Qypdaq group, the sonorization usually occurs after the first, root-
syllable, but without any regard to the original quantity of the root-vowel;
the dentals resist the sonorization, as in Karayas and Jakut. Exx.: Qom. ax-
“to stream”™, nom. aor. ay-ar, dag “‘time”, possess. 3. 8g. fag-y; Qq.»Qq{pq.
bay-ar, nom. aor. of bag- “to l{:-nk” Syy-ar of dyg- “to go out”, og “arrow”
3. poss. oy-u; dk-, ek- “to sow’’: eg-in “'seed” — Uj., Osm., Tkm. ekin “id.”"—
Qqtpq. bejik (< bidik) “h]gh”, compar. bejig-irdk ”hlghﬂr ; tap- ““to ﬁnd”
nom. aor. tab-ar, fap- “‘to gallop”, aor. Sab-ar-; these latter show a further
development in the forms of the garund in -p: taup < tab-up, Saup < Sabup,
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teiip < tebiip “having kicked” ete., similar to that in the above-mentioned Ozbek
verbal compositions. Qy. also participates in this general development. While the
SW-group hase. g. the sonorization of -¢ (Osm., Az. ayaé “tree’: poss. 3. ps. aya3-
¥), this does not take place in the NW-group: Qn. ayaé: ayaty, Qq. ayas: ayasy.

In the South-Siberian Turkic languages, there is a general rule according
to which each consonant in intervocalic position must be voiced—or be a
geminate. In Ojrot, intervocalic & is preserved without being a geminate, while
if in Abaqan VEV is found, this ¢ is to be considered a geminate. Such a gemin-
ate usually results from assimilation. As an Abagan rule, common-Turkic é
becomes & or 8; in the position between vowels, instead of the resulting Z often 7
is found; the gemination seems to be due to ancient conditions of accent
“and/or quantity. Research in this regard is still to be expected. Some exceptions
to these general South-Siberian rules are seen in the Tuva group, in Karayas.
The older materials on Karayas as collected by CastrEN are here of special
interest, since they show no sonorization of intervocalic { and s, as in Jakut;
moreover, in the quality of the final consonants of the root-gyllable the original
quantity of Proto-Turkic has its effect: cf. ba¥ “head”, poss. 1.sg. bad-em,
bah-em, but ““foot”, poss. 1. sg. bud-um (Tkm., Jak. bt “hip”, Tg. Ew. bade
“foot™, bokan ‘‘hip™), tif “tooth™: fid-im “my tooth”, cf, Tkm. dis. After the
2-nd syllable, the sonorization takes place as in the other Siberian languages:
hanat ““wing” : poss. 1. sg. hanad-em = Ojrot, Abaqan ganad-ym.

In Jakut, essentially the same tendencies are evident as in the Qyplaq
group: bysax “knife” < byé-aq, poss. 3. sg. bysay-a, méltdx “‘rifle” — common-
Tk. myttyq, poss. 3. sg. maltiy-6, but ¢ and 8 remain unsonorized: biit, poss.
3. sg. but-a, bas “head”: bas-a and bah-a with the development s > & in the
dialect group to which also Literary Jakut belongs. Some words of the type
aryt “‘space in between”, driit “‘upper part, upside” have e.g. ard-yna “‘at
times", dird-d, poss. 3. sg.

Tiavag shows, at least in this respect, untypical regularity, as it has only
voiceless consonants in initial and only semivoiced (lenes) in intermediary
position, very similar to the conditions in the South-Siberian languages. The
semivoiced quality of the consonants is typical of T#vas, which does not
possess any voiced consonants, but only semivoiced, tenues mediae or lenes
as many of the neighboring Finnic languages and Mongolian.

The postpalatal initial of suffixes undergoes a special development which is
typical of single Turkic groups. In the AT inscriptions, suffixes with initial
unvoiced postpalatal were strictly distinguished from those with initial voiced,
as e. g. dat. -ga/-kd, nomen locale -qy/-ki as against cas, direct. -yaru/-gdri, the
nomina verbalia in -yu, -yulug, -yuéy, -yty and -pma. This distinction begins
to be effaced in Ujyur, so that the suffixes -gag, -qu, -kiin of denominal nouns,
-ga- and -yar- of denominal verbs, -y V¢, -y¥Vn, occasionally -pfy and -yma of
deverbal nouns, -qur- of the deverbal verbs, the suffixes -paly, -yynéa and
-yuluq of the verbal nouns show vacillations between voiced and unvoiced
initial. As a consequence of this vacillation, in the great majority of the Turkic
languages, the distribution of the original initials has been generalized accord-
ing to the rule of progressive assimilation, however, with the preponderance
of the unvoiced, since in most consonant-combinations the group becomes
unvoiced even if both components are voiced (ef. supra).



102 V. Sketch of the comparative phonology and grammar

A special development is seen in the Southwest, Oyuz-languages, since the
postpalatal suffix-initial is lacking there. After vocalic stem-final, the hiatus
is filled in by the sound -j-. These suffixes are: dat. -a/-@, direct. -a-ry/-d-ri,
nomen perfecti -an/-dn, the gerundia -aly/-dli, -ynia/-in3d, the optat. -a/-d@ (if
it goes back to the suffix -ya/-gd found in the late Ujyur of the Qaraxanid
epoch, being there the equivalent of the Uj. and common-Turkic nom. optat.
in -yaj/-gdj; it could just as well be the suffix of the Prs.-fut. in -a/-d, i. e. the
gerund in -a@/-d, not surviving in this funetion in the Southwest-languages),
and in some suffixes of word formation, such as -g/-i@ (for -ya//-ga), -an (for
-pan), -yn/-in (also -yyn/-gin), -aq (-yaq), -yé (-yyé), ete., as e. g. in Osm. ifiri
“inside (direct.); hinein” = Uj., Ca. ete. iékiiri; Osm. dydary “outside ; hinaus”
< *yi-qa-ry < *ad-ga-ry = Uj., Ca. tafgaru “id.”; gysa “short”, Uj., Ka&.,
Ca. qysya, qysqa, of qys- “‘to squeeze”; Osm. gazan ‘‘kettle”, together with
gazyan (DENY, “Gramm.”, p.98), Ka&., Ca. etc. gazyan; Osm. jalan ‘“lie”,
Ujy., Kas., ete. jalyan; Osm., Tkm. syfan “mouse”, Qypdaq syéyan (a taboo
expression, properly ‘‘defecator’); Osm. biitiin ‘‘whole, entire” < *biit-gin or
*hiit- Vo from biit- < bil- ““to be accomplished”; Osm. darag “‘comb”, N.-Uj.
taryaq “‘id.”; Tkm. dmdk “labor, exertion”, Uj., N.-Uj. d@mgdk. In the suffix
of the ancient participle in -yyn/-gin, the initial postpalatal has in many cases
been preserved in the Southwest, as e. g. in Osman: jan-yyn “conflagration™
from jan- “to burn (intr.)"”, siir-giin “exilee”, jor-yun “tired”, bat-gyn “sunken”
< bat-yyn, pidkin “ripe, boiled”, ilifkin “connected with, related to”, eriskin
“perfect, mature, ripe”, and many of this type from the cooperat. aspect in
-Vi-; cf. furtheron Osm. bad-la-n-pyé “beginning, start”, bas-gyé ‘‘stairs,
ladder”; wlanyaé < uta-n-yaé “timid, bashful”, dajanyaé “resistant”. In Osm,
jagyn ‘“‘near (by)”, assimilation << *jag-yyn is to be assumed (on the suffix
-yyn/-gin of. Bana’s “7. Turkolog. Brief”, UngJbb. XIV, 1934), while, in
parallelity to cases of the type joryun, batgyn, also in the suffix -pan of the
nomen perfecti the initial postpalatal is preserved in forms which have lost
the purely verbal, participial function and meaning, such as Osm. éalydgan
“assiduous’, of éal-ys-, cooper., “to work, to make efforts”, japydgan “‘sticky,
importunate”, ilifkdnlik “connection, relation™ of il-i8-kdn ; ertdkdnlik “‘major-
ennity’’, usual from the cooperative aspect, but also dri-gin, (=) dri-jin
“juicy, melting in the mouth” of dri- *‘to melt”. It is improbable that the forms
in (-y%)-gan, occurring in Osman in some number, should all be borrowings
from Cayataj.

In Jakut, the originally unvoiced suffix-initials have been preserved as
2fk/[ylg in accordance with the common-Siberian rules for intermediary
consonants, while the originally voiced have disappeared after lenghtening
(or ensuing Jaknt diphthongization) of the vowels, cf. suffix causat. -yar- <
-yar- (-yar-?), partic. pf. -at << * -yat = Mong. -yaf, and common-Turk, -yaé.

In Tavas, a reflex of -pan is found in the participle in -a-Jan which in this
form goes back to the Prtic. pf. of the iterative in -g-. RASANEN is right when
rejecting the theory that common-Turkic -gan/-yan is implied in Tav. -n3
which is either a borrowing from Mari, as RAsANEN assumes, or it is genuine
and has a parallel in Tungus, cf. Ew. -na/-né/-no for a nomen perfecti.

Baxa held the opinion that the original Turkie form of these suffixes might not
have had the initial postpalatal, but a glottal stop that later developed into
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the postpalatal: *qai->an “having remained” > gal-yan etc. But since neither
in Turkic nor in other Altajic languages a glottal stop had or has any phonem-
atic value of function at any time, the reasons have to be sought for elsewhere.
RAsANEN assumes for the AT language two different types of suffixes, one
having initial voiceless, the other initial voiced consonant; this disappeared
in front of the open vowels a/d in the Southwestern languages, while they were
retained in front of the closed vowels ufii, y/i (“Phon.”, p. 156), but I think,
RAisANEN's alternative explanation of this change on the basis of a proto-
Turkic *“Stufenwechsel” (consonant-gradation), given ibidem, merely in the
form of a footnote, points into the right direction, especially in view of the fact
that clear traces of an Altajic Stufenwechsel can be deduced from Porrr’s
“Comparative Grammar of the Altajic languages”, vol. I, as I shall discuss in
another place. RASANEN assumes here e.g. a dative-suffix -ga after mono-
svllabic stems (roots) and -pa after disyllabic ones which later, in the indi-
vidual Turkic languages or groups, were generalized either in favor of the one
or the other sound. This alternation in suffixes as well as that in stem-final
consonants certainly represents ‘“Stufenwechsel” in Altajic, a fact to which
Ernst Lewy had called attention in KZ 56, 1929, p. 150, n. 2. It should be
mentioned also in this place that SETALA once had said if Stufenwechsel
could be detected in Altajic, too, the assumption of genuine relationship
between Uralic and Altajic would become less problematic (cf. also “Qara-
qalpaq Phonology”, p. 36ff.). On the other hand, the problem might be, at
least in the instance of certain suffixes, if not of all of them, one of morphology,
and not of phonology. Thus, Porrg (in Islamica, IV, 417f.) assumed that in
Turkic the dative had originally 2 suffixes, -a and -ya, which is probable in
view of the Mong. dat. in -a; then, the Turkic suffix -ga/-ya must consist of
2 elements, the Turco-Mongolian -a and probably a locativie suffix -¢/-k, found
e. g. in the suffix of the nomina localia -gy/-k¢ and in the North-Tungus langu-
ages, there also in combination with other suffixes (e. g. Ew. -du-k, -3-ki). The
only clear occurrence of dat. -@ in AT is in the Orxon-Inscriptions with the
nomina loci biri-jd “to south”, qury-ja “to west”, while -a/-d written after
final -q, -g, -» and the possessive suffixes may nevertheless go back to -ga/-ya
ete. after assimilation and due to the avoidance of geminates in Runic ortho-
graphy. But this does still not explain the reason for the vacillation between
-q-/-k- and -y-[-g- in the suffix, or, in general, between unvoiced and voiced
suffix-initial. Here arises the problem of Stufenwechsel and an ancient accent-
shifting,

In t-Ee domain of combinatoric sound-change, having in Turkic the aspect
of neither general nor consistent regularity, varying not only from language to
language, but even within one and the same language, that of assimilation
and dissimilation is of a more general significance.

As to the first, consonant groups appearing in the word as a consequence of
suffixation, usually undergo desonorization, even if both consonants are
originally voiced; this begins in Uj., cf. gadyu/gatqu “grief”, ozpur-losqur- “‘to
liberate™, dgzig/dksiik “‘need, failure, deficiency”, yddy (= yd-dy) | ytdy/ytty/
yddy/ydy, 3. sg. pf. of yd- “to send” where a number of these forms have but a
graphic value as discussed above. Later, the desonorization becomes more
common; cf, Soj. éipldr “he is eating (up)” < &p-(i)ddr < je-p—yd-ar. In
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some instances, the second consonant may become a lenis as e. g. in Osman,
Tiirkmen (e. g. Osm. git-di, el-di ete.).

Assimilations and dissimilations are rather common in the eastern Turkic
languages, especially in Siberia where the Turkic languages belong to an ex-
tensive assimilatoric and dissimilatoric language confederacy expanding from
the Caspian Sea far into Northern and Eastern Siberia, to the Pacific Coast
and Kamdéatka. The assimilations and dissimilations play a most important
role in the Tungus languages where they reach a high degree of regularity, not
found in Mongolian or Turkic. The assimilations/dissimilations always appear
when liquid collides with liquid or nasal, or liquid or nasal with dental, nasal,
or sibilant; in theses instances, they are rather regular, but vary considerably
in quality from language to language. Also in Turkic, the assimilations and
dissimilations are important in the attachment of suffixes, especially in the
nominal category, since in the latter many suffixes have initial nasal or dental:
gen. -nyy, ace. -ny, loc. -da, abl. -dan, compar. -deg, plural -far, in the verbal
category the suffixes of the passive aspect -I-, medial -n-, the causatives in
-dyr-, -t-, and the denominal verbal suffix -fa-. Exx.: Suff. of the gen. and ace. in
Qq-Qqlpq. : gen. kisi-nip “of the man”, tau-duy “‘of the mountain”, goj-duy *‘of
the sheep”; af-tyy “of the horse”, alyp-tyy “‘of the hero”, Jatyyz-dyy “‘of the
lonely, single one™, Ertis-tin ““of the E. (= Yrityd) river”, sir-din “‘of the cow”,
aul-duy “‘of the village”; atter -m, -n, -p, the genitive-suffix retains the original
form: sdz-iim-niin, possess. 1-st pers., “of my word”, ganat-ym-nyn “of my
wing”’, gyz-yp-nyy “of thy girl, of your daughter”, with simplification of -nn-
after stem-final -n: ganyy “of the Q.”, kiiniip “of the day”, zamanyn “of the
time”; mixed forms due to analogy also occur: gyz-nyp “‘of the girl”, goj-nuy
“of the sheep” etc.; accus.: kisi-ni “hominem”, qyz-dy “‘puellam”, si-du
“aquam” of s < suw, AT. sub; gan-dy “‘the Q.”, kiin-dii “‘diem”; qyz-yn-dy
“puellam tuam, filiam tuam”, Syn-yn-dy “veritatem tuam”, af-ym-dy “‘equum
meum’ ; also here oceur mixed forms. Ojrot gen.: dr-diy “hominis”, jyl-dyn
“anni”, talaj-dyy “maris”, ti-duy “montis”, &iri-diiyp “exercittis” (< &irdi-
dilyp < &drig-nin), su-dup “aquae” (< suw-nuy); after -m, -n, -p: ajt-gan-ym-nyn
“of my saying, of what I have said”, fil-um-nun “filii mei”; -un- > -n-: ganyy
“of the Q.”, jytanyny “of the snake” ete.; acc.: kiZi-ni ‘‘hominem, viram”,
abagaj-dy *‘feminam, mulierem”, ad-ym-dy “‘equum meum”, ad-yp-dy “‘equum
tuum”’, gan-dy “‘the Q.”. Ablative: Qq.-Qqlpq. bala-dan “‘from the child”,
tau-dan “‘a monte”, ekeii-ddn ‘a binis, from the two”, qus-tan “ab ave”, birlik-
tin “‘from the unit”, qum-nan “ab avena, ex avena, out of the sand, from the
sand”, kim-ndn “a quo? from whom?”, Tiirkistan-nan ‘‘from Tiirkistan, out
of T.”, men-ndn “‘a me”, sen-ndn “‘a te”, on-nan “ab eo, ea”; -nn- > -n-:
ketkiindn << ket-kdn-din *‘after the departure”, sonan “‘therefrom” << Jun-dan;
Ojrot: (abl.: -dan/-ddin) tilki-din “a volpe, from the fox”, qys-tay **a puella”,
adam dndm-ndy ‘‘from my parents”, gin-nan ‘“‘from the Q.”; -an- > -n-:
méndn “‘a me”, sdndp “abs te”’; mixed forms are gazan-dap ‘from the kettle”,

-nay “from the child”. From this easily results a vacillation between
genitive and ablative, as it is found in Sor and its eastern neighbors. The final
-7 of the ablative-suffix in Ojrot is probably also due to the analogy with the
final -y of the genitive. This has certain consequences for morphology and
syntax. In order to prevent confusion with the suffix of the dative of the
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possess. 3. pers., as a result of this combinatoric sound-change, the initial of
the locative never undergoes assimilation. Essentially the same conditions
prevail throughout the South-Siberian languages.

Assimilations and dissimalitions appear also after syllable-reduction, thus,
after reduction of intermediary syllables in front of or in suffixal syllables,
e, z. al-yn “forehead, front-part, front”, poss. 3. pers. ald-y, usually found in
dat., loc., ablat.: aeld-yna, ald-ynda, ald-yndan (-p); *laf-yn “outside, outer
side, exterior” > Sib,-Tk. taZ-yn, dat. poss. 3. ps. taftyna << *taZ-yn-yn-a, abl.
tadlyndan, or cf. Soj. saqlyp, gerund med., < sag-yn-yp of common-Tk, sag-yn-
“to think, consider”, éadtyr-, med., causat., < jad-yn-yr- “to let hide away
oneself”, K. (KaTaNov) késtiip-tiir *is being seen, is appearing” < kdz-ii-n-
tp—rturur, asty-pirgin “*(door) was (suddenly) opened” < aé-yl-y—Dbir-gin
with the ger. in -y of the pass. of the main verb, typlar, nom. aor. pass., ““is
found, born™ << tap-yl-ar; Abagan, Tuva gafly “his wife” < gadyn-y < gatyn-y.

In Jakut, very similar changes are found on the border of morphemes, cf.
saptabyn, 1. ps. sg. prs.-fut. “I shall (am) cover(ing) myself” < jap-yn-a—mdin;
iilldsilli, 3. ps. sg, pra.-fut. of illds-il-in-, med. and pass., “‘to be distributed”;
together with these, unassimilated forms may occur in Jakut, so that the two
types are used for the sake of semantic differentiation: bil-in-, med. of bil-
“to know"”, 1-st ps. sg. prs.-fut. bil-in-id-bin I am confessing, conceding”,
billibin ‘I shall let know of myself”. This feature is not sufficiently known as
vet and seems to be a Siberian feature; it is more usual in some Tungus langu-
ages and deserves further investigation,

Incontiguous assimilations and dissimilations, The only regular de-
velopment is that of j - > n- or - if nasal follows later in the word, as mentioned
above;it has become a regular sound-change in Siberia. Otherwise, they are found,
sporadically, everywhere in Turkie, but they, too, are numerous in the eastern
part of the entire area. They appear with palato-alveolars and sibilants,
respectively, where they undergo sound-changes as in Siberia; cf. common-
Tk., Uj., Kas., Ca., Osm. saé “hair”, Ozb. éaé, Qq.-Qqlpq., Sor, Qb. Jai, Ky.
(Ca.) tad, ¢a¥; Soj. tadtynde “‘draullen; on the outside”, loe. < tad-yn-yn-da
resp. *ad-t-yn-da; Uj. jultuz “star”, Osm., Az., Qrm. jyldyz, Alt., Bar., Kiiir.
gytdys, Qb., Qad. fyltys, but Ky., Soj., Lit.-Soj. syldys “id.”; Uj., Kas. syéyan,
Osm., Az. syéan “mouse”, a taboo-word, nom. perfecti of syé- “‘to defecate™
(cf. supra): Qq.-Qqlpq. tySgan “id.”, Qn. tyégan, Alt., Tel. &yéqan, N.-Uj.
salfgan (Lit. fadgan), Tar. sadgan ; the latter two forms may have been connected
with the root saé- “"to strew, scatter”, on purpose, in order to avoid the vulgar
root sydé-.

Phenomena of metathesis are quite widespread in Turkie, but nowhere
regular as such; certain metatheses may be considered as regular and typical
of individual languages or groups, such as metatheses of the occlusives,
usually pg/pk = gp/kp in the Tuva group, sporadically also in Abaqan, almost
regularly in the verbal composition where the main verb stands in the gerund
in -p and the auxiliary has initial g- or k-: common-Tk. alyp-kelgin **(having)
brought” = ap-kelgin = Tuva agpilgin, Soj. (RADL.) kdk-pirzi << kil-ip—Fkir-
sd “‘when he comes to look for (after)”, Kv., Soj. dkpi “lungs” << ép-ki *'id.”,
Soj. éydyq-patyan-tur “he was (usually) lying” < jat-yp—gal-yan—iur-ur;
dikpi, dat, of @b “‘tent, house”, along with dggd from 69 < dbjaw “id.”. Ky.
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(CA.) dagpés “‘cover, Deckel”, loanword << Qb. < jap-qyé. Cases with anti-
cipation of the sibilant: Soj. dskiis “orphan™ < dg-siiz (Uj. dg “‘mother™),
@&pt “‘woman, housewife” < db-&i where Ky, has d@spi along with d@p#i, Soj.
asqyr ‘“‘stallion” along with agsyr, loanword from Abagan asgyr < adyyr,
Osm. ete. ajyyr, Jak. atyjr, Tar. aryi, this latter exhibiting a double metathesis:
t/y and the vowels (resp. diphthong) of the two syllables—if not misperceived
acoustically for @yi < ajyir, Lit. N.-Uj. ajyir. The Siberian languages have a
special inclination to metathesis, while it is rather sporadic in the other Turkic
languages. The above type of the metathesis of labial and guttural occlusivae
is found with great regularity in Tungus languages such as Lamut, Udi and
Nianaj, but it iz completely unknown in Central Asia and all the western Turkie
languages. In Dravidian languages, e. g. in Kii, this metathesis is regular.

Disappearance of intermediary syllables, Bavg's Mittelsilbensehwund, is
as common in Turkic as throughout Altajic. It is almost regular in disyllabic
stems the second syllable of which contains the vowels /i or w/ii when vocalic
suffix follows, as e. g. af-yn “front (part)”, poss. 3. pers, sg. aln-y (in the same
way with alyn in the meaning of “forehead”, in Osm. and Az.), garyn ““belly”,
poss. 3. ps. garn-y, orun ‘‘place”, loc. poss. 3. ps. orn-un-de, Sib. (Abagan,
Tuva) ord-yn-da ‘“‘on its, his, place” ete., or Osm. ete. jalypyz “‘alone” >
Osm. jatnyz, Ca., Ozb. jalyuz, Qom. jatyyz ete., Qq.-Qqlpq. Fumsa- “to work”
< jumud-a-, saryaj- “‘to become yellow” << saryy-ad-, Kvy. ulyad- “to become
big, great” << wluy-ad-. But syllables are reduced to zero in a number of word-
combinations, often compositions, especially in the verbal category in form-
ations that occur often., Thus, in Siberia, kil-, bar-, bir- as auxiliaries in the
nomen aoristi are usually contracted to kdr, pdr, pdr. As auxiliary in the nomen
aoristi and last link of a verbal composition jat- contracts and usually looses
its lenghth : -éar/-&dr = -far/-Gir = -fa/-&i; jat- as auxiliary with the gerund
in -a in Qq.-Qqlpq., cf. bardatyr < bar-a—jat-yr “‘he is going, is on his way™;
or ef- in compositions with pronominal stems such as Qq. gajt- “to do how?”,
adjt- “to do thus, in this way” < *gaju ef-, *s0 ef-. Of particular interest are
the reductions occurring in more complex verbal compositions, as they are
much used in Siberia: Lit.-Soj., praesens continuativam e. g. aZyldavysan “'still
being at work, immer noch am Arbeiten seiend” < *ajyl-da-p—yd-a—dat-qgan
< *aZyl-da-p—yd-a—jat-gan; Ozbek: praesens progressivum (or continuati-
vam), Qazag-Najman dialect, qyl(a)jappan I am (just) making, doing” <
< qyt-a—jat-yp—[lur-a—mdin.

One of these contracted forms is that of the present in the Southwestern
languages, as found in Osman and Tiirkmen, which originally is a durative
verbal composition, ef. Osm. gdl-d—jor-um, 1. sg. prs. durat., “I am coming”,
but-a—jor-um “I am finding”, bié-d—jor-um “I am cutting, mowing”, gon-us-
a—jor-um ‘I am conversing, talking”, ete. < gil-d + jory-r—mdin/-um etc.,
i.e. the gerund of contemporary action (Gleichzeitigkeit) in -a/-d, later in
-y/-t/[-u/-ii, plus the contracted nomen aoristi of jory- “to go, walk™ which as
an auxiliary expresses the durative action, assuming with this the function of a
durative aspect, for which there is in Turkic one specific aspect-suffix (cf.
infra), jory-r. Through a further reduction effect in the intermediary syllables,
in modern Osman the gerundial suffix of the main verb has usually the form
-yf/-if[-w/-d: gél-i—jor-um, bié-i—jor-um, gonus-u—ijor-um etc., also bastyjorum
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“I begin” < ba&-la—jor-um < bad-la-j(a)—jor-um/—jory-r—mdn “id.”, stem
bas-ta-. While the contraction length of the auxiliary has been lost in Osman—
with the exception of some dialects —, it has generally been preserved in Tiirk-
men, but the gerundial suffix of the main verb in most Tiirkmen dialects
undergoes complete reduction: gur-jar “is erecting, setting up”, gdl-jar “is
coming” < *gur-u—jory-r, *gil-i—jory-r. In Tiirkmen, the anxiliary is on the
way of becoming a suffix, as the tendency toward sound-harmony shows. The
existence of the vowel o resp. é in the auxiliary clearly indicates its origin from
jory- (cf. also DENY, op. cit., § 613, p. 391), not from fur-/dur- “*to stay, stand”
as was occasionally supposed.

A palatal parallel to jory- is jiri- (Uj., Qom., Ca., Osm., QarTr.), jiiri-
(Uj.), jiir- (Orxon, Ojrot, Qy., Tob., N.-Uj.) “to go, run, ride, etc.”, serving in
some languages likewise as an auxiliary of durative aetion, e. g. in Qq. Fiir-,
and assuming in the aorist the haplological form Ziir (or, after vowel, often
gtir) < Ziir-ivfjirir, of. Qqglpq. Fep-fiirmiis “we are eating, we use to eat,
always eat” < ¥je-p—jiir-lir—biz, Qq. baryp-Ziir-ekin “having been going
(there, on, along), als er (sie) gerade daherkam(en)” << *bar-yp—yiir-tir—iir-kin.

B. MORPHOLOGY AND SYNTAX

In their Morphology, the Turkic languages exhibit the strictest distinetion
between suffixes that can be attached to nominal and those that can be attached
to verbal bases or stems only. In a similar way, in contradistinetion to Tungus,
there is only a minimal number of stems (or bases, roots) which can have the
function of nouns as well as of verbs, as e. g. Tk, Ka&, §r “upper side, das
Obere” and dr- “‘to rise” (cf. infra sub word-formation). Thus, the morpho-
logical system is clearly divided into a nominal and a wverbal section. The
nominal section, on its part, is subdivided into the nominal proper and the
pronominal categories, the latter having preserved some features of an older
pronominal inflection. In the nominal category, there exists no morphological
designation of substantives, adjectives and adverbs, so that it is only possible,
in Turkie, to speak of nouns, and sinee their funection is determined by their
position in the sentence only, i. e. by syntactical rules, nouns can be inde-
pendent, or they can be found in adnominal or in adverbial position: thus,
the adjective is simply an adnominal noun, the adverb an adverbial noun.
Rarely the adverb is morphologically designated by a special suffix, as it occurs
in AT. The subdivisions of the numeral category, except the cardinalia, are
marked by respective suffixes: the Ordinalia, Collectiva-Distributiva and
Multiplicativa, The pronouns comprise the personalia, interrogativa, demon-
strativa and indefinita.

While the more archaic Altajic languages such as North-Tungus have
completely preserved—or developed—grammatical agreement, it is found in a
few relics only in the number-agreement of adjective and substantive in the
0Old-Mongolian Jiian-Cao Bi-Sy, but is practically lacking in later Mongolian
and all over Turkic. A hint at its existence in Turkic, in some place and at
some time, is found in a little Ujyur folksong, handed down in a rather late
ms. in Ujyur cursiva, published at first by W. Baxe and G. R. RanMATI in
Asia Major, 1933, p. 1290-140, then, by A. vox Gawsain, in her “Alttirk.
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Gramm.”, p. 285f. The first two strophes begin with the verse “Aqglar bulyt
drldp kokirdp <“white clouds, rising and thundering”, and, the second, garalar
bulut érlap kékirdp “‘black clouds ete.”, where the two adnominal nouns have
the plural suffix evidencing bulut as a plural in -f. In the same way, in the
late-Ujyur Oyuz Qavyan, kik “doe, stag” and qu§ “‘bird” are used as collectiva,
wherewith their adnominal nouns have the plural-suffix: bunda kilganldr kik kip-
kop [ bunda uéqaniar qus kip-kip *‘the deer who came here, are very many | the
birds who flew here are very many” (line 20/21); Bava and RAuMATI consider
this line as a possible reminiscence from a folksong. With budun (bodun) ‘people”,
Ka&yarl (original editions 429, 11) has bular budun (bodun) “‘this people”,
so that budun (bodun) may well be considered as an old Turkic plural in -n.

The pure verbal stem or root isfoundinthe suffixless 2. pers. sg. imperat.
It can have transitive or intransitive meaning even without specific suffixes.
The verbal morphology is characterized by a great variety of aspect-suffixes,
comprising also those designating what in Indo-European are the voices,
medium and passive, while, as in Indo-European, the active is not specifically
marked. The most commonly used aspects are medium, passive, causative,
cooperative or reciprocal, frequentative, and negative; in some languages, as
in the Southwest group, also a combination with the latter, for an impossibili-
tive. As the accentuation shows, the negative is no true aspect-suffix, but an
ancient enclitic. Combinations of aspect-suffixes are as frequently used as in
all Altajic languages. The numerous verbal nouns a verb can form designate
nomina verbalia that can be used as pure nouns (verbal substantives), also
being able to function syntactically as predicate, as adnominal verbal nouns
(participia) or as adverbial verbal nouns (gerundia, called by some ‘“‘con-
verbia™). Some of them have acquired a real tense-significance, in some
instances they hold an intermediary position between verbal nouns of tense
and those of aspect, while others function as verbal nouns of the optative,
conditional, and irrealis/potentialis. This clearly shows the essentially and
primordially nominal nature of the verbal expression in Turkic as in all the
Altajic languages. While aspect can be rendered by a plurality of suffixes,
there can be only one suffix for the expression of the verbal noun. In predica-
tive function, a verbal noun expresses person by either attaching the enclitical
personal pronouns or the pronominal possessive suffixes. In the 3rd pers. sg.
and pl., either may be omitted. The suffix-sequence in a finite Turkic verb is
after the root (stem): aspects; nomina verbalia; personal pronouns or possessive
suffixes. Since the Altajic languages have primordially no grammatical sub-
ordination but coordination only, there is no conjunctive or subjunctive mood.
The optative can as well have the function of a future in the main sentence
(that of the IE indicat. fut.), as that of an optative. The only true mood of
Altajic is the imperative which is, as in Indo-European, heteroclitic and of
very high age. Certain further developments of tenses, the verbal composition,
and sporadic, secundary grammatical subordination will be discussed later.

Asthroughout Altajic, grammatical gender is morphologically not expressed.
While in all the three Altajic groups a few rudimentary forms for the feminine
gender seem to have been preserved—or created—as well recognizable in
Tungus and Mongolian, the expression of grammatical gender in Turkic re-
mains problematic.



B. Morphology and Syntax 109

Nomina

The inflection of nouns and pronouns, the declension, fulfilling inlanguages
of outspoken synthetic nature a vital task, is characterized by the existence
of one type of declension using one set of suffixes only. This is equally typical
of all the Altajic and Uralic languages, likewise of Dravidian, Japanese and
Korean. The majority of the Uralic languages have developed a rich and often
circumstantial system of grammatical distinetions by suffixes of local, less so
of temporal, modalities, so that a great number of case suffixes became necess-
ary. In some Uralic languages their number comes close to 30. In Altajic, this
is similarly developed in Tungus only, and there especially in the more archaic
Northern group with about 20 cases, while Southern Tungus and Mongol have
congiderably fewer cases—not more than 10—, and their number decreases
still more in Turkie which has, in a single language, seldom more than 8 cases,
often less, about 6. Relics of a former, richer system of cases, local cases of
course, are found in all Turkic languages, but particularly in the Siberian
Turkic languages. Of the three grammatical cases, nominative, dative, and
accusative, the nominative has never a suffix in any Altajic or Uralic language,
or in Dravidian, Japanese and Korean, and is, therefore, a casus indefinitus,
although it may express, and often does so, the definite subject. If for some
reason the definiteness of the subject is to be stressed, it can be done only in
reference to its former oceurrence in the, or in one of the, preceding sentences,
by attaching to it the possessive suffix of the 3rd person (sg. or pl., according
to the context). In the instance of the subject, this possessivization is, how-
ever, rarely recurred to. The accusative, suffix -yy/-ig in AT, -y/-¢ in the South-
west, Jakut -y/-i, after vowel -ny/-ni, in Ujyur blockprints and everywhere
else the pronominal -ny/-ni, the case of the direct object, usually remains
without suffix in Turkic when the object is not definite, 1. e. when languages
using an article as many modern European languages, would use the indefinite
article. The genitive, suffix -nyy/-nip, Orx., Osm., Az. -yy/-in, Tiv. -n/-En/-
nén/-jen, in Jakut suffixless except -yn/-in in the possessive declension, re-
presents, historically, a transition from the concrete local to the abstract
grammatical cases. It is basically conceived of ag possessivic in the Altajic
languages—as in Proto-Indo-European too—, and etymologically, it is of
adessivie origin. As the genitive is the adnominal noun wet’ ££0y7y in Altajie,
there is therefor no basic difference in Altajic between genitive and adjective,
a feature still best illustrated by Tungus where the suffix of the genitive and
the adjectivum possessivum is one and the same, (Ew.) -yt. Its basic character
-n, typical of all Altajic languages and Uralic, likewise of Dravidian, Japanese
and Korean, still points to its ancient local nature. A rectum, grammatically in
the genitive ecase, has in Turkic always to precede its regens in whichever
function this latter might be found in a sentence. This is a fundamental Ural-
Altajic rule from which there occur but a few exceptions only (e. g. in Northern
Tungus, where the regens may be found preceding the rectum). How powerful
this Ural-Altajie rule of genitive-anticipation is, can be seen from the applic-
ation of this rule in the Proto-Bulgarian inscriptions although they are written
in Greek. If the rectum, in the genitive, is not determined, i. e. if it is indefinitfe,
it does not assume any suffix but stands also in the form of the casus indefinitus;
but the ecombination of rectum and regens, the so-called rectum-regens-con-
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struction—which in the Semitic grammatical terminology is called the status
constructus or oceasionally also cilsl idafit—strictly demands the designation
of the regens-function by attaching to the regens the possessive suffix of the
3-rd person (sg. or pl., as demanded): e. g. Osm. dv-in gapu-su ‘“‘the door of
the house”, dv gapu-su “the door of @ house; the, a, house door”, where also
the semantic differentiation of individual versus generic significance is clearly
recognizable, This general Altajic rule does not apply to Mongolian since it
has no possessive suffixes and cannot, therefore, omit the genitive-suffix of the
rectum. As there is, in Altajic, genitive anticipation, the adnominal noun in
adjectival function always has to precede its regens.

The dative iz a concrete, local as well as an abstract grammatical case; in
the former function it is an allative, directive, terminative ete., and as a
grammatical case that of the remote object. The suffix is AT -ga/-kd, rarely
-af-d, as in Mongolian; common-Tk. -ya/-gd//-ga/-kid, probably a combination
of 2 suffixes, that of an old locative or directive -g/-k which survives in other
cases, also in Tungus, and -a/-d@ which is the dative-suffix in the entire South-
western group and in Mongol—on the other hand, Southwest-Tk. -a/-@ for
common-Tk. -ga//-ya etc. might be due to purely phonological reasons (cf.
supra) —. Here and there, in Siberian Turkic, regularly in Jakut, the dative
is a substitute for the locative, which feature cannot be separated from the
fact that in Mongol the ancient dative in -a has been replaced by the locative
in -dur, and in Tungus the ancient and common-Altajic locative in -du also has
the function of designating the remote object. In the Samojed languages,
dative and locative are quite similar to each other in form. Due to phonological
development, in Tivas dative and accusative have coincided into one morphem.
The locative has suffix -da/-dd in all the Turkic languages except Jakut where
it has assumed the function of the partitive, a case typical of Tungus but
otherwise unknown in Turkic and Mongolian; the ablative has -dan/-ddn,
formed with the help of -n, an ancient Ural-Altajic lative-suffix, and the
locative in -da. With the exception of the Inscriptions, using in its place the
locative, the AT language has suffix -fyn/-dyn etc. preserved in Cavataj and
New-Ujyur which goes back to another suffix-composition, namely that of an
old locative in -t, surviving otherwise either in petrified form in nomina loci
having lost their case-function, such as as-t “‘below; lower part”, iis-t “‘above;
upper sgide”, al-f “in front; front-side”, ar-t “‘behind, reverse”, or in com-
bination with further suffixes, as e. g. in -pa-r-f-yn “from the direction of..."
ete. in Siberian Tk. languages, to which the above-mentioned lativie -n is
attached. The instrumentalis, in -yn/-in, is productive in AT only, while it
survives in adverbial relics in modern Turkiec languages, as e, g. in Osman jaz-yn
“in summer”, giz-iin “in fall”, gy§-yn “in winter”, or in combination with
other suffixes. NB: the accentuation in Osman, gij$-yn, giiz-iin etc. indicates
that at least there the ending -yn/-in has not yet become a true suffix but is
still an enclitic. Similar is the case of the suffixes for the aequativus (also
terminativus, mensurativus, prosecutivus), -fa/-éd, and comparativus -ddg//
-dag/-ddk; while the first does not take on the accent in a number of Turkie
languages, the latter occurs in AT and Ca. always without undergoing sound-
harmony, in one form, -ddg, only. In the function of a directivas, the suffix-
combination -paru/-gdri is usual in AT, and -ary/-dré in Osman (cf. Osm.
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dyFary “hinaus, out” = Uj. faf-garu “id.”; i¢dri “hinein, into” = Uj. ié-kiri),
consisting of that of the dative-paresp. -a+{-the “pure” directivic-ruresp. -ry while
besides -ru also -ra occurs, in the old languages, also in Old-Osman (ef. O.-Osm.
qan-a-ru“whither? wohin?”, diz-rd “"hinauf™, i¢-rd “*hinein”, sog-ra “‘afterward™),
being already in a state of dj;mg out resp. becoming petrified in adverbial usage.
A variety of directivic cases is still used with a certain regularity in the South-
Siberian languages only. In Ujyur, and sporadically in other languages, a Joosely
attached -a oceurs asasign of exclamation or acclamation and may thus be conside-
red a (nascent?) vocative suffix: Burvana “oh Buddha!”, opl-um-a “oh, my
son!”,

In contradistinetion to Uralie, Indo-European and Semitic, Turkic has, as
all other Altajic languages and Dravidian, only 2 numeri, singular and plural,
but no dual.

While in the entire historical period, the plural has been expressed with one
suffix only, -far/-ldr, relics of a greater variety of plural-suffixes, as typical of
common-Altajic, are found in AT, with Kasyari, and in different tribal names
and titles. The plural suffix is a Cﬂ[ﬂpﬂﬂltlﬂll of 2 suffixes, -f-ar (or -fa-r), the
suffix -I being found in Tungus as the most commmonly used plural-suffix, while
(a)r is an Altajic collective suffix, rather common with tribal names and
probably identical with the suffix of the Turkic numeralia collectiva sive
distributiva. Cf. e. g. with the preceding the Mongol pl.-suff. -nar/-ndr, also
Samojed -la, Mari -wyld.

One of such relic-plurals in -f is found e.g. in the tribal name Tiirk-it,
transcribed by the Chinese as 2 i *tuat-ki¥at = t‘u-giid (cf. PELLIOT In T0ung-
Pao,1915, and KarrorEN, Grammata Seriea, nos. 489 and 301 ¢; MexgEs, Mirza
Mahdi Xan, p. 16, n. 3) which could also be read, of course, * Tiirk-iir/-dr, while
the -t in tribal names of Mongolian or presumably Mongolian origin is there
probably of Mongolian origin, since it is a usual plural-suffix in Mongolian,
of. Minyat, Mamyyt, Qujat, Kdirdjit, Quyyrat, all Mongolian names but common
with Turkic peoples, Safirat, Dirbit, Toryut ete. of “purely” Mongolian tribes;
cf. further figit, pl. of tigin “prince, heir apparent”, also with double pl.-
suffix: tigifldr (Kagvarl); AT. targal, pl. of tarqan, a high dignity, alpayut
“(group, class, caste of) heroes, warriors”, Uj. bajayut **(caste of) the rich”,
Kas, wrapyut “woman”, used as pl. or collective, therefore it should be “women™
like the latter, bufut “cloud(s)”, cf. supra, also in sif, Tkm, sit “‘milk”: Mong.
siin “id.”; pl. in -an/-dn: dr-dn, where Ka&yarl expressis verbis states its
pluralic funection, “men”; possibly also in oylan as pl. of oyul “son, boy”,
if it is not the diminutive in -an/-dn, since it is not given as a plural by Ka&yari,
and as ancient pl. in -Vn in budun (bodun) “‘people, nation™, ef. supra. These
Turkic plurals in -an have their counterpart in the Tungus collective plurals in
-na usual with relationship terms. Whether the forms in -fag with Ka&yar
are nominal collectiva or plurals, cannot be determined, since they are trans-
lated as Arabic plurals, likewise having collective as well as pluralic meaning:
af-lng “Speisen, dishes”, pl. of a¥ “food, dizh”, af-lag “horses”, y¥-lag “‘Ge-
schiifte, matters, business”, yt-lag “dogs”, qys-fag (pl.!) “winters”, Tat-fag
“Persians’’, possibly also in 6d-Idk, given as “‘time”, like 6d “time”. In common-
Turkic, -fag usually functions as a suffix denoting place: Osm., Ca. su-fag
“water-place”, Ca. gum-lag “sandy place, sand-spot”, Ozb. qyi-lag “‘winter-
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These suffixes are: sg. 1-st person -ym/-im, 2. -yp/-in, 3. -y/-i/[-sy/-si, pl.
1. ps. -ym-yz/-im-iz, 2. -yp-yz/-in-iz, 3. -y/-i, -lar-y/-lir-i. In the plural, the
plural-suffix of the personal pronouns -z is used, a fact showing the close
connection of these suffixes with the pronomina personalia. In the Inscriptions,
the suffix of the 3-rd person did not yet undergo sound-harmony, but always
had the palatal form only; this indicates the originally enclitic nature of this
element in the ancient language, being identical with the ancient Proto-Altajic
pronoun *i-, *i-n- of the 3rd person which survives in Man3u, i “he, she, it”,
stem i-n-. In Ujyur and perhaps earlier Cayataj it may still have kept its
enclitic quality while later it has become a true suffix. Jakut has -y/-i only in
the casus obliqui, while the casus indefinitus has -a/-d, after preceding vowel
dy/-ti or -ta/-ti resp. InTva$ the suffix is palatal, -i/-si, but its usage diverges
from that in the other languages (cf. RisAwEN, “"Mat. Morph.”, p. 22, top).

After vocalic stems, the suffix of the 3rd person is -sy/-s¢ which is no variant
of -y/-i, as usunally and quite erroneously said, but a completely different
suffix. Its initial & is no “euphonic” sound to “fill in the hiatus”—in Turkic,
only j, occasionally g, v have this function —, but the root-initial of a pronoun,
probably an ancient demonstrative, substituting for the pronomen personale
of the 3rd person, which survives in the Uralic languages, cf. Suomi ken < *sen-
“he, she, it” (cf. RisiwEN, Mat. Phon., 14, Mat. Morph., 18; MENGES,
Anthropos XLIX, 1110). Contrary to RiAsiNEN’s statement, “Mat. Morph.”,
p- 21, bottom, -sy never occurs after consonantic stems, and his examples
are to be analysed as follows: Osm. dvvil-si sind “last year” is < dvwdl (< Ar.
J;T} <4~ -i-8i-, i. e. a duplication of the possessive suffix; in this position, the
possessive suffix is syntactically problematic, but occurs in a few examplesas in
the apparently dialectal and colloquial birse kiin (Osm., according to RASANEN,
butnot Lit.-Osm. ) ; cf.also WB Qom. birisi kiin, Qq. birsiigiin *‘after to-morrow” —
where birsi is << bir-i-si, not uncommon with double possessive suffix, but
only in exceptions, probably due to an analogical formation or an ellipsis ; the
same is the case with Osm. Adpsi < hdp-i-si < *hdm-i-si (from Pers. » ham
“together; all”’), and biitiimsi < *biit-iin-i-si. The possessive suffix -sy/-si is
not explained by RAisSANEN. Jakut -fa//-ty is likewise of pronominal origin
(demonstrative *{- in Altajie, Uralic and IK.).

Since in Turkic the case-suffixes follow after the possessive ones, the pro-
nominal declension has had an influence upon the nominal, bringing in
pronominal suffixes: dat. poss. 1. ps. sg. Uj., Osm., etc. -ym-a, 2. ps. sg. -yy-a,
3. ps. sg. AT., Southwest, Northwest -yn-a; accus. 1. ps. sg. -ym-yn, 2. ps. sg.
-yn-yn, 3. ps. -yn, probably < *.yn-yn; in the pl., all persons have -ny/-ni;
in the 1st and 2nd pers. pl. of the dative, the pronominal -a/-d is in the old
language often replaced by the nominal -ga/-ya ete. The possessive suff. 3. pers.
has always its stem-final -n, also in front of the case-suffixes with initial con-
sonant: (Uj.) dlig-i-n-dd@ “'in his hand”, dlig-i-n-din “out of, from, his hand”,
dz-i-n-éd “‘as, like, himsell; by himself™.

In Ancient Turkic, the forms of the accusative and the instrumental of the
possessive declension are completely identical; thus, bas-yy-yn “caput tuum,
capite tuo”, dz-iimiiz-iin “‘nosmetipsos, nobis ipsis”, gytyné-ym-yn “‘peccatum
meum, peccato meo” can be accusative as well as instrumental. Here, instead
of the ambiguous ddgii-lir-in, ace. or instr. pl. poss. 3. pers., the form ddgii-
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10,000 is tiimdn, common-Turkie, an ancient loanword from Toxarian where
it seems to be of Chinese origin (ef. infra, Lexical part). For the higher numerals,
multiplicative expressions by plain juxtaposition are used: jiiz mip 105 =
100,000, or jiiz gilz min min 107° = 10,000,000,000 (“‘ten billions”) if it ever
had any definite numerical value; in Ujyur, the Chinese and Sanskrit higher
numerals come in very handy: ban (<< *man > wan) # 10,000, kolts < Skr.

1T kati f.*107 = 10,000,000” —with a phonetically quite interesting soundsub-
stitution of Uj. # for the Ind. cerebralized unvoiced unaspirated dental occlusive .

Only the numeral for “4”, tdrt/ddrt, shows a clear case of relationship with
the Mongolian equivalent dorbin ‘4™, Turkic on ‘10" <Z 6n may well be related
to Jiiréen huan, transcribed in Chinese as #k, occurring as the second link in
most of the compounds designating the numerals of the second decade (cf,
Grueg, “‘Die Sprache und Schrift der Juten”, pp. IX, 34f,, and glossary s,
vv.), but neither with Korean on “100”, nor, as Risingx (“Mat. Morph.”,
p. 79) thinks, with O.-Mongolian kon, Dahur hén, “year” = Man3u, Siirden
fon “time” and (probably) Korean gmn “spring”. Jiiréen huan cannot go back
to a proto-Altajic *pon, *pdn, since Siiréen has, together with ManXu, f- < *p-, as
the example of O.-Mong. kon, Dahur hén, Man%u and 3iiréen fon “time’ proves.

The higher numerals min/bin in Turkie and mipyan in Mongolian are ident-
ical, while the latter as well as Himdn may be due to borrowing. Miyyan and
tiimdn have also been borrowed from Mongolian into Tungus.

The gradual loss of the numerals from 20 to 90 and their replacement by
plain multiplicative juxtapositions is typical of the Siberian Turkic languages;
this goes farthest in the Tuva group, where Ky, has lost even the equivalent
of jigirmi, So). &drbi, having on its place (Ca.) thon, in’dn, while Jakut still
possesses sirbid and otut. This is an outspoken Siberian feature, typical not
only of Tungus and Samojedic, but also of Jenisejic. Altmy¥ and jdtmi¥ are
evident compositions, the second component of which was convincingly ex-
plained by Otto ScHRADER (in Ztschr. fiir Indologie und Iranistik, III, 1925,
p- 108f.) from Uralic *mys “107, extant there in Komi, Udmurt, Hungarian
and Mordvinian, cf. Komi kykja-mys “2 (of) 10” = “8”, ok-mys ‘1 (of) 10" =
“9”, diel'a-mys 40" which he furtheron compares with Drividian Telugu
-midi, GOndl -mur in the numerals “8" and “9”, SCHRADER points out the
occurrence of mit, met as an archaic word for “10” found in language groups
quite distant from each other such as Egyptian, Algonquian, and Nahuatl.

The Turkic langnages in the Caucasus, Qarad‘aj-Balqar and Qumuq, have
adopted from their Caucasian neighbors the vigesimal numerative system,
typical, in general, of the Basko-Caucasian languages. In the same way,
French has adopted it from Basko-Iberian.

The ordinalia have in the ancient language the suffix -yné/-iné, with the
exception of iki-nti ‘‘second”, while the later and modern languages have
-yndy/[-yndy ete. throughout. As in many languages, “first” is expressed by
etymologically different words; thus, in Turkie, beside the now common bir-
indi/-inZi, there is Uj. badtyngy < ba#-t-yn-gy ‘‘the one from the, on the, head,
beginning”, K. padky “id.”, from which in K. an ordinal suffix -3ky/-3ki has
been generalized: imi-§ki “2.”, d@Z-iiskd ‘3.7 ete.; Jakut has bas-ta-ky “*1-st”,
Tav. mal-dan-zi “id.”, Jakut also burun-yu, from burun ‘“nose”. Lit.-Soj.
badtajqy, incorrectly analysed by RAsANEN (“Morph.”, p. 84), is the nomen
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locale of the gerund in -a//-u: < ba¥-ta-ju + -qy. Tév, has throughout the suffix
-més, consisting of -Fm -+ possess. suff. 3rd pers. -# with ensuing loss of the
final vowel (¢f. Benzmvg, Fundamenta, p. 731, but the assumption of a borrow-
ing of the ordinal suffix - Fm from Iranian is not cogent; it may well be due to
cenuine relationship with Indo-European and/or Uralic).

The distributiva have the suffix -ar/-dr; the ancient language doesnot fur-
nish us with many examples, using also for the expression of the distributive
number the duplication, bir-bir = birdr ‘‘singulus”. Their function in many
modern languages is also that of the collectivum which in ancient Turkie and
in a number of modern languages of Central Asia employs the suffix -ayu/-dgii,
after vocalic stem either -pu/-gii or contraction; Uj. bir-dgii; ikigii, tkdgii, Qq.
ekdii, Ojrot ikkii, ekl ; 4iti; pazi ete. Already in Ujyur, the collectiva when in
substantivic funection, also when used without the possessive suffix of the
3rd person, follow the pronominal declension (cf. acc. iki-gii-ni “‘the two to-
gether, 1BoUX™). In the later Turkic languages the collectiva show quite a
variety of formations. In substantivie function, the possessive suffix 3rd pers.
is attached (cf. e. g. Ojrot ekkii, but ekki-ldzi ‘‘the two [of them]” ete.

While in the later and modern Turkic languages the numerals as attribute
are connected with a nomen (substantivum) in the singular, AT and the older
languages still may use the plural after numerals above “1".

An exceptional feature of Turkic numeration resp. counting above 10 is the
combination of the unit with the word for the next decade which it always
precedes: sdkiz jigirmi “18”, bi¥ jitmid “°657, toquz toquz-on 89, bif jiiz arluqy
dki otuzuné jylga (Manichaica I) “in the vear (dat. temp.) 522" (artugy “‘and”,

properly “‘addedly” can be inserted with combined numerals). When investig-
ating some data of the history of the Tiirkiit, Josef MARRWART came across some

unexpected chronological figures which were soon explained by Bana as due
to the genuine ancient-Turkic counting method (cf. J. MAREwART and W. Baxa,
“Zur Chronologie der alttiirkischen Inschriften”, Leipzig 1898, pp. Vif. and
11f.). This way of numeration was abandoned toward the end of the Ujyur
epoch proper, around the Mongol Invasion. The language of the Saryy-Ujyurs
(Sary-Jogur) has preserved this system with the numerals 11-29. Elsewhere
in Turkic and Altajic this is unknown.

As everywhere in Altajic, the postposition is in Turkic a weak and late-
developed category, since the abundance in case-suffixes keeps the demand
for postpositions low. As the Turkic languages possess the fewest amount of
cases, they are relatively rich in postpositions. Primary and secondary post-
positions cannot easily be distinguished, without further research, since all
of them are originally nouns or nominal forms of roots that have been isolated
in postpositional function. The primary postpositions are of higher age, but
probably they, too, go back to some nominal or verbal stem. The criterion of a
postposition in this case is the quasi absence of meaning if it is found independ-
ently, e. g. SW ild “‘with” > -la/-li and, in Osman dialects, -(y)nan/-({)ndn *‘with*’,
as against e. g. gird “according to” < “looking at”; with this, the post-
positions approach the function of case-suffixes and can be distinguished from
the latter only etymologically, but not semantically. Only very few seem to
belong to the primary postpositions, e.g. SW ild “with,” or Orx., Ujy., tdg
“like” which latter already in the oldest language gradually goes over into a
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case-suffix, similarly ild(n) > -ld “with” of the Southwestern group, while e. g.
Orxon, Ujyur ete. birld, birlin, bildn ete. “'id.” clearly exhibits its provenience
from bir “1” and remains a postposition. Otherwise there is a great number
of secondary postpositions, many of which fulfill in the language at the same
time their function as noun (substantive) e. g. alt “front (side)”’, dist “‘upper
part”, i¢ “inner part, interior”, ara “‘middle”, ete. or gerund (verbal noun)
e. g. Ujy. tdgrd (< ldg-ir-d@ “turning”) “about, for, because™ and the synonym-
ous Osm. dolajy (< dola-jy “‘turning’”’) “because, on account of”’, Ujy. dtkiiri
(< Ot-kiir-4 “having pass by”) “after, because”, ete. Likewise, petrified lativic,
locativie and directivic adverbial nouns can serve as postpositions. Either kind
of postposition, of verbal or of nominal origin, can be connected with the inde-
finitus as well as other cases, usually with the case the verb demands from which
a given postposition is derived. Postpositions ruling the indefinitus of nouns,
demand, as a rule, the genitive of the pronouns.
The Turkic postpositions deserve a basic, thorough study.

Pronomina

In the category of the pronoun,the pronomina personalia represent the
oldest layer of pronouns and their declension-forms. As all the Altajic languages,
also Turkic did not preserve an archaic state of affairs in this category, in
contradistinetion to Uralic and especially to Indo-European where the per-
sonalia have preserved forms which antedate all actual declension. In Altajic,
the nominal declension has strongly modified after its pattern that of the
pronomina, and this must have taken place still before the separation of the
three great Altajic groups. Still, also the Turkic pronomina personalia exhibit
a few peculiarities:

(The basic form is AT)

Sg. st pers. I Sg. 2nd pers.
Nom., méin (rarely bin; Osm. bin, Tav. e-b&, sin (B3q. hin; Jak.dn; Tiav.e-z8;)
with anaphorical e- as in Greek &-poi,
é‘E*WEr E'[-"é'}
Clen. mdniy (rarvely biniy), Brihmi: sinin (sinin)
midiii, mdarh
Dat. mana (bapa) sana
Ace. mdini (mint; bind) &ini
Loe, mantd : mintddd, mindidi sinii, sintddd, sinidd, sindiddi
Abl. minitin sinitin
Pl. lst pers. | P1., 2nd pers.
Nom. biz (T. e-bir; Jak. bisigi) siz, sizlir (T. e-zir; Jak. dsigi/
isige)
Gen. biz-in (late biz-nip) siziy, slznin; sizldirnin
Dat. bizpd, bizipd (Jenisej-Inscr, biz-ki) siz(t)pid (Jenisej: sizd); siz-lir-
Redi /- Liirind
Ace. hizni sizni; siz-ldr-ni
Loe. bizintd, biznidd sizintd, siznidd (Jenisej: sizdi);
siz-ldr-dii
Abl. biznidin siznidin

Compar. bizni-tig
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Declension of the pronomina personalia, 1st (and 2-nd) ps. sg.:

| other languages | Jakut Tivad
Nom. midin ; bdn (Osm., Qrm.) | min, 2. ps. dn | eb#, 2.ps. ez
Glen. | menim (Qom.); minin; - - man(dan)
| bdndm (Osm., Qrm.) B 2, san(dn)
Dat. mana; bapa (Osm., Qrm.) | mum:m |
- mayan (Qq. ete.); mayar I 2. djidadi 1
(Qara-Novaj); mengd (Ozb.) | \mana
S _ S 2. sanea
Ace. mendi; bint (Osm.) I maii.gtn j
| 2, djigin !
Loc. | mendé ; bindd (Osm., Qrm.) _ | (= dat.) AN
2. sanra
Abl. menddn ; binddn (Osm., Qrm.) | migigittdn .! TRATIT U1
| | 2. dfigitidn | 2. sanran
Instr, ' migigindn
2, djigindn
Comitat. | mijiginnin manba
| djiginnin 2. sanba
Comparat. | | mijiginndyir
| 2. djiginndydr
Cansalis | | manddn
' ! 2. sanddn
Modalis ; mijiginni |
i 2 d.pgmnz :

As in Altajic a-.nd Uralm also often in Indo-European, the 3 rd persons are
substituted for by the demonstratives, usually by o-f, a-n-. The Turkic person-
alia exhibit the typically Altajic features of vowel-alteration (ablaut) in the
root in order to distinguish singular and plural (v. supra, Phonology), shared
by Uralic and Jukagir; moreover, Turkic has the plural-suffix -z without
equivalent in the other Altajic langnages.

As the two other Altajic groups, Turkic has initial b- in the nominative of
the pronoun of the 1-st person, while the oblique cases exhibit the root-initial
m- which, it seems, is the older form since it is extant also in Uralie and Indo-
European. In Turkie, the b- of the nominative has intruded into some other
cases, and in the plural, all cases are formed from the root bi-; cf. Tungus where
in Ewenki and in the majority of the other languages, the nom. pl. 1-st pers. is
bit, but the stem of all the oblique cases is mimm-. The pron. pers. of the 2-nd
person has in Turkic as in Tungus initial s-, but Mongol initial ¢-: 2. ps. sg.
Mong. & (< *#i), 2. ps. pl. ta, likewise found in many Uralic languages, in
Jukagir, and in Indo-European.

The heteroclitic features of this declension, particularly numerous in Turkic,
also found with the demonstratives, have not yet been investigated. In the
nominative, the pronouns of the 1st and 2nd pers. sg. have the pure stem-form
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which, unlike its counterparts in Mongol and Tungus, have been generalized
in Turkic. Some of the local cases are formed from a secondary, an obliquus-
stem that has the same form as the accusative. The common-Turkic ablaut in
the dat. sg. of the pronomina personalia was mentioned before. That this is no
true, functional ablaut, in contradistinction to that of the singular and plural
with the pronomina personalia, can be deduced from its occurrence with the
declension of the personal pronouns; since the latter still exhibit in their hetero-
clisis a relatively greater age than the nominal declension, they seem to have
preserved, in the dat. sg. of the 1-st and 2-nd persons a very archaic form con-
taining a dative suffix -ya (or *.y-a), *.y-a (or *.y-d@) that did not undergo sound
harmony and, moreover, provoked, later during the period of established sound-
harmony, the velar assimilation of the root to the suffix: *men-ya (or *men-
y-@) > mana, *sen-ya (or *sen-y-a) = sapa. The non-existence of analoguous
forms in the dat. pl. is plausible in view of the later origin of the plural para-
digm, shaped after that of the nominal declension. The mere occurrence of a
postpalatal, also one of posterior articulation, hardly produced this velariza-
tion, as A. voN GABAIN assumed (in the article mentioned below, ZDMG, C,
p. 588). Her short but lucid study, *Die Pronomina im Alttiirkischen” (ZDMG,
vol. C, 1950, pp. 581-591), so far the best available, does not solve the entire
problem which reaches far beyond Turkic, maybe even beyond Altajic, since
the origin of the opposition rectus-stem vs. obliquus-stem found here, but
being regular in Dravidian and Toxarian, remains to be investigated. Tivad
shows a relatively unified declension of the pronomina personalia which seems
to be the result of a levelling-out procedure under the influence of the nominal
declension. In Jakut, the majority of the casus obliqui are formed from the
basis 1. sg. migigi-n-, 2. sg. djigi-n-, itself going back to the pronomen pos-
sessivam 1. sg. mapigi < *menipki (*me-n-iyp-ki) “mine”, 2. sg. djigi < *se-
n-in-ki “‘thine, your” which likewise underlies the 1. pl. bisigi/bihigi < *bi-z-
ip-ki “our”, 2, pl. dsigi/dhigifisigi/ihigi < *si-z-ip-ki “‘your” (cf. Porrg,
“Fundamenta”, 6811, as against RisinEN, “Morph.”, p. 10).

The distinction of exclusivus and inclusivus in the 1-st pers. pl., fully devel-
oped in Tuongus and still recognizable in relics in Mongolian, is lacking in
Turkic completely.

The demonstrativam of the 1-st person is bu,in the Brihmi texts as in
South-Siberian po; its declension is:

(AT)
Sg. | Pl

Nom, bu, po butar

Giern, Frireen), bun - butarryy
Dat. muna (along with the dat.-dir. mupar hutarga

[bugar])

Ace. muny, buny butarny
Loc.-Abl. munta, muntadae, muntuda, bunda — butarda

mostly in adverbial function
Compar. muntay, mundayp; muny-tig (the older
formy)
Aeqguat. munda, bunda (Inscr.)

(Abl) butardiyn




122 V. Sketch of the comparative phonology and grammar
Declension of the demonstrativa po, bu, st. mu-n-, Tav. ku, ku-n-:
other languages Jalut Tévas

Nom. po (8., Sa., Soj.), bo (QarL.); bu bu kw (pl.: ké-zem)
Gen, may (Abaq., Lit.-Soj.); munuy; o kun(dn)

mynyy (Qq.); bunuy (Osm.) I
Dat. ma, mand (L.-So0j.), buyan {Qq.); MY AT l

- mupe; bupa (Osm.) Funa
Ace. | monw (L.-Soj.); myny (Qq.); many ‘
| munu; buny (Osm.)

Instr. mon (L.-80j.) < *mon-yn anan | kunba

(usually, abl.) | (< comit.)
Loe. mynda (L.-S0j.); mynda, Manna kunda

munda; bunda (or = dat.)
Abl. == instr. in L.-8oj.; myndan; | mantan kundan

mundan ; bundan
Comparat. | myndyg (Tuva); myndaj (Qq.); OTIAAT

| mundaj; mundaq; bundajyn

(Osm.) o
Aequat. mynga (L.-80].); munia; bunja f
Direct. boji, boduva (L.-Soj.) kundalla

{(loc.-allat)
Comitat. | mannin kwnba
| (> instr.)
Partit. | T
L (=< loe.)

Causalis | kunian
Modalis | maniniy

The more recent form munday lives on in Central Asia as mundaq in Ca., N.-
Uj., City-Ozb., as mundaj in the Aralo-Caspian languages. The ancient language
still possesses an ablative-prosecutive mun-t-yr-t-yn “‘da her entlang; from
there along”, an ablative.separative muntyran (<< *mun-t-yr-an or *mun-ty-
ra-n?) “from here (away)”’, needlessly styled ‘‘mongoloid” by A. v. GaBaIN
(“Fundamenta”, p. 34), with the typically Altajic great variety of otherwise
unknown local case-suffixes. The plural bu-far shows nothing exceptional and
strictly follows the nominal declension, however, with the ace. in -ny as the
solely attested form.

The demonstrative of the 2-nd person, §u, is rare in the old languages, loc.
Sunda in the Jenisej-Inser.; the demonstrative of the 3-rd person is a-n- which
iz substituted for in the nominative by of. This latter has completely replaced
a-n- in the later and modern Turkic languages. Its declension:
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(Ujyur)
Sg. Pl.
Nom, ot {’1". wil; Jak. 68, of besides kini < *kendy) | otar (T. wvizem; Jak.
kinilir)
Gen, any | otarnyy regularly decl.
Dat., ana (along with the dat.-dir. apar)  otarga
Ace, any otarny _
Loc.-Abl. anta, anda; antada ' otarda I
Abl. antyn - olardyn 4
Instr, anyn - —
Comparat. antaq, andaq; any-tig, aniéig '
Aequ. andte

Aequ.-Loc. anéata

again with a number of special local cases: aequat. anfa and, from the ancient
pronominal root of the 3-rd person *i-, i-n-éd “‘as, like that, it; thus; a bit"”,
an aequ.-loc. antata, usual with the postpositions kin or timin “after”: anéata
kin (or timin) “after that”, the compar. entay, anday together with the older
any-tig, an-tdg; also here the abl.-prosecut. antyrdyn ““from there (along)”,
abl.-separat. andyran, (=) antran “from there away’. Also this pronoun has
only the “regular”, nominal plural, formed from the root o- only, without the
specific local cases,

Only here, the instrumental is attested in Ujyur; it is generally rare, but
still exists in Tuva, cf. n, also Lit.-Soj., < *on-yn ““with it; therewith, thus”,
erroneously considered as ablativ by Risinen, Mat. Morph., p. 33, and, with
doubts, by Isxarov, “Issledovanija po sravn. gr. tk. jazykov”, II, p. 230.

Tivad has a great variety of non-personal pronouns, not found in the other
Turkic languages at all. Jakut also shows some digressions from common-
Turkie, but less than Tavas.

The personalia and demonstrativa may also oceur with possessive suffixes
attached, as was first noticed by Bang and briefly discussed by him in a fn. to
KOSM. 1, p. 5 where he adduces examples, all in the 3rd sg. poss., from Balgar,
Qazan, Tiimin, Baraba and Ojrot, to which many more could be added, as
e. g. Qy. any-sy “‘this (that) of him (her); hic ejus; that his...”, Qq.-Qqglpq.
onuyjonyy ‘‘that of you™, onusu/onysy ‘‘that of him (her)”’, Novaj so-sy “‘that of
that one”, Qara-Novaj §o-8y (5o/fu - -sy) “that of him, her; ille ejus”, Karayas
g-zy “‘that of him (her)”, with complete pattern e. g. in Lit.-Soj.: 1. sg. md-m,
2. ma-n, 3. sg., pl. mo-zu, 1. pl. md-vuz, 2. pl. mé-par, “this of me” etc. These
forms apparently originate from an obliquus-basis *mony/*monu which is

contracted when the possessive suffixes are attached (cf. MExcrs, “*Tuba”,
CAJ,V, p.110f). These forms seem to become more usual in the recent

period only, although they existed from the earliest times on, ¢f. AT. siz-im-d,
dat. poss. 1. sg. “vobis meis; Euch von mir; to you of mine, to you who are
mine” (cf. voN GABAIN, “Fundamenta™, p. 33), or Ka&yarl’s munu “this one”
and onu “‘that one”, formed directly from the pronominal stem, mu-n-, o-n-.
This Turkic feature has a parallel in Tungus where the demonstrative used as
suppletive for the personal pronoun of the 3rd person always has the possessive
suffix of the 3rd person: Ew. nuna-n, Ninaj fioa-n: “he, she, it".



21

124 V. Sketch of the comparative phonology and grammar

The pronominainterrogativa are kim “‘who?”, AT nd, Ca., Qq., Ojr. ne, Qn.
ni ‘“‘what?” and gan-/gan-/gaj- “which? Koropriit?”. The latter is usually, nd
occasionally found in attributive function. Not all cases are attested in the
ancient language; these pronouns follow the pronominal declension, while, as
everywhere in the pronominal category, the influence of the nominal declension
is strong. They are rich in derivatives of an adverbial character. Their declen-
S1011;

(Ujyur)
Kim “who ?": sg. | pl.
Nom. Lim | kim-lir (modern)
Gien. kimnin - regular
Dat. kimki (Orx.), kimgd i l
Ace. kimni
Loc. (modern) kimdii
Abl. (mod.) kim-din/-din

Ndi ete. “what? which?"’ in the function of adnominal attribute does not
assume any cases-endings, as Turkic does not have grammatical agreement,
but, on the other hand, adverbial forms are quite numerous and often composed
of more than one case- or postpositional suffix:

nikd dat., (Insc., Uj.) “wherefor? wozu? why?”; aequat. ndéd “how?"”, also as
indefin., “somehow™, also as a kind of correlative, ndéd . .. ndéd ‘“the more ., .,
... the more (or comparat.)”, aequ.-loec., in ndédtd kin “after some time”,

aequ.-dat.-terminat. ndédkitdg: “‘up to which degree?”; aequ. with attached
enclitic 6k for emphasis, nédéiik < *ndéi—ok, “how?"’, the same in the instrum.,

nddiikin “how?”; a further derivative, ndadikliti (< ndéiik 4+ comit. -la +
instrum. {£? Or of verbal formation, ndéiik-ld-t-i, gerund in -¢ of the transitive-
causative ndéiik-ld-t-!) “why?! how?”; the comparat. ndldg can be used, in
Uj., in subordinated, correlative clauses, with anéulaju introducing the main
sentence, “‘as ..., thus ...", the latter being the aequ. of a-n- with the gerund
in -# of a depronominal verb *an-éu-ta- ““to do thus” < *a-n-la-la-, with a
parallel formation, munéulaju, “‘doing like this” = ‘“‘this way; thus”, of the
aequ. mundéa; the loc. nddd with the postposition étrii, nddd dtrii “‘why? because
of what?”; ndmin ““how?” is the instrum. of ndé + the emphatic particle -ma/
-md ; ndril, direct., *‘whither? why? for what?”; the form ndgii “why? why, 1
wonder? why, then?” is probably a composition of the interrogative with the
emphatic enclitic or particle surviving in Central Asia (N.-Uj., Qq.) in the
form -yo, -y6: *ni-yo > ndgii; it has a few derivatives: ndgiil “‘what (I won-
der)?” (< *nd-gii 4 of?), ndgiiliik “*what kind of , . I wonder? why, I wonder?”,
probably << *na-gi-lik.

The situation with the interrogative gasi-/gan-/qaj- is essentially the same
as with nd: hence most of the attested forms are of adverbial function, as will
be seen from the examples. Its declension-stem and nominative has the form
qaniu, (Kidyari) ganu, and gaju, pl. e. g. gaju-lar; besides, there exists the older
stem gan-/gaj- and the pure root-form ga- without the pronominal stem-
element -n: gan-ta “where?”, gandyn “wherefrom?”, (Inser.), ganda “how
much?”’, as prosecutive ““along which way?”’; gany = qadiy/qaju, Kas. “wo?
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wohin?, where?”, also in the modern languages of Central Asia; the loc.
gariuda may serve as abl., “wherefrom?”, also in causal meaning; direct.
ganuyary “‘against whom?"”; as correlative, in the abl. gaju-tyn sypar ..., an-
tyn sypar ... “‘in which direction ..., in that direction ...”"; with the pos-
sessive of the 3-rd person: gaju-sy ““who of them, which one?”; from the root: gaé
“how much?”, often considered as secundary reduction from the aequative
gi-ta or gd-n-éa (¥); without interrogative meaning, in gaé gala “often™ <
“[how > so] many times” and in gadan “so and so many times; quite often”
(written gaé’an in Manichaica I, 16, 11), with unclear suffixes; gafan, probably
aequat.-instr. — but according to Dexy (§ 1016, p. 699) < *gaj + Clay-yn,
instr. of fag “time; measure” —, originally means “when?” as in many
modern languages, but in Ujyur it is usually found in the function of a sub-
ordinative particle, a conjunction introducing temporal clauses, “as, when,
after”, Lat. “‘cum, postquam”. Osm. hangy < *xapyy < *gan-py as also written
in the older Arabic orthography s=3 “which?” is a nomen loci in -gy/-yy
ete. of qa-n-; in substantivie function *ganyysy > hapgysy; common-Turkic
qaju, qajy, qajsy, ete. go back to ganu/ganiy. Double possessive suffix is found
in Ozb. and Qq., gajsysy besides gajsy. A derivative of the same interrogative
root is Uj., Ka&. galty “as”, a conjunction introducing modal clauses; it is
probably < *gd-fa-t-y, a form having its parallel in the above nddiiklits ““why?
how?™,

The Altajic interrogative root *ga-, genuinely related with the Indo-
European root *gi-, *§o- of the same function and meaning, has in Turkic as
well as in Tungus the tendency to spirantization and, in Tungus, even complete
reduction of the root initial: Osm. ka-n-gy, Thkm. xajsy; Tung. Ew., Negidal,
Solon, Lamut, Orodi, Udi adi “how much?”, Oléa, Ninaj zadu “id.”, < *qa-
dy; Ew. & “"what” < *ai < *qaj, Negidal e-kun, Sol. i-zun, Lamut. ja-g (<
*¢.qu[-n]), Orodi ja-w, Udi j&éu “who? what?”, The Turkic interrogativa are
rather close in form to those of Jukagir: kin “who?” = Tk. kim, Mong. ken,
Juk. *ga- in za-du (Dial. of the Kolym4a) “who?”, and neme/nomo ““what!” =
Tk. nemda “id.”, eof. Tung. #ni (Ew.) “who?” (of. A.Savvacror, UAJbb.,
XXXV, 10941.).

As none of the Altajic pronomina re flexiva is extant in Turkie, the nouns
oz, Tkm. &6d, and kdntii, Osm. kindi “‘essence, body, life, belly” = *“self”” assume
this function. Of these two, only kidnti has pronominally declined forms. In
their stead, the later and new Turkie languages can use other nouns as well,
cof. e. g. Ojr. poj, Abaqan pos, Tuva pot < bod “body, self” (Kas.).

Pronomina indefinita and quantitativaare (Uj.) 6kif “many”, az, Tkm.
ad, ““few, little”, baréa, gamay ““all” (Uj. < Phlv. hamég ““id.”), the aequ. of bu,
munéa ‘‘that many; tantus, tanti” in adnominal usage; likewise the inter-
rogatives ndéd “how many? guantus? quanti?” > “some, nonnulli” and gaé
“quantum? quantus, quanti?” > “some, nonnulli”’. The following are not of
pronominal origin: saju “each”, biitiin “all”, (Uj.) algu “all”, jumqgy ‘‘all (to-
gether)”, The pronominal declension is preferred with them.

Verba

The Altajic verb is of nominal nature, so that even when it is found in the
function of the predicate there is no real equivalent to the Indo-European or

2la
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indicated for those verbal nouns. Some of them are in the one or other language
group or individual language preponderantly found in adnominal usage, i. e.
as participles, some other ones independently, as verbal substantives, andfor,
with the attachment of elements denoting person, as predicats of the main
sentence.

In historical Indo-European, the verbal nouns are throughout bound to a
time-concept; they have some tense-connotation. As BRuamanx showed, this
was the result of a development which had come to an end only at the beginn-
ing of the historical epoch of Indo-European, but the various tenses of Indo-
European did not, at the beginning, i. e. for most of their development-period
prior to the historically attested Indo-European languages, always imply a
tense-concept, but had rather the quality of aspects. This presumable pre-
historical quality of the later Indo-European tenses is generally valid for the
entire historical period of Altajic. Thus, the basic semantic quality of the
Turkic verbal nouns of category I is rather that of aspect, less that of tense.
The tense-connotation of the Turkic verbal noun seems to have developed
during those 1200 years of Turkic language history which we can view through
the texts. We see only indistinet borderlines between aspect and actual tense,
rarely a clearly definable concept of time, more emphasis being laid, as it
appears, upon aspect-like distinction, the primordial and basic one being that
of definite vs. indefinite action, which evidently underlies the entire Ural-
Altajic verbal system. Of the clearly expressed time-levels, that of the past
seems to appear first with some greater distinctness. The eastern Turkie
languages seem to be slower in this movement toward a tense-distinction in the

sense of time than the Southwestern ones; the latter, probably under the
influence of languages that distinguish clearly between the basie time-levels as

Indo-European languages, achieve a more clearly defined tense-system with
actual tempus connotations; this is particularly evident in the Oyuz languages,
gpecifically in Osman.

The nomina verbalia of category I have partly a tense-like, partly a mood-
like character. Of a tense-like character are those of the perfectum, the aorist,
the present-future, of a mood-like are the optative which also can have the
character of a future, in one and the same language, and the conditional which
in many Turkic languages can likewise serve as the expression of tense in
coordinated temporal or causal clauses. Clearly defined in the sense of tense is
only the perfectum, distinguishing throughout Turkic, with varying rigorosity,
definite and indefinite action, as in the other Altajic languages; this distinction
develops, in K‘art‘velian neighborhood, into that of seen and unseen action
(specifically in Osm.). The Aorist does not have any tense-connotation, it just
expresses the action as such, going on at present or in the future or pictured as
such; the aorist is, in fact, the “timeless tense”. It is not correct to use for it
the term “‘“future”, as is often done in Russian grammars of Turkic and Tungus
languages; this does not exclude the necessity of translating a Turkic aorist,
in a certain context, as a future in Russian or English, but the same aorist has
in a great many instances the meaning of a Russian or English present. GGener-
ally, the Turkic languages do not possess any futurum ; for its expression the
aorist or the optative serve. Also in Indo-European, the futurum is of late and
secundary origin and cannot be separated, morphologically, from the sub-
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<. *.q.n where a is identical with the dative-suffix, — while RamstEDT (“For-
menlehre”, 132) considers it as instrumental, This latter assumption is possible
for AT, especially since -an is found in the n- dialect of Ujyur (Manichaean
texts) which often has suffixal a/i instead of y/i//ufii of common-Ujyur; but
the occurrence of this suffix in Old-Osman with a speaks in favor of BANG's
theory. It appears in Cavataj and is quite common in older Osman. Exx,
Orxon siingii batymi garyy sokiipan Kogmdin jysyy toya joryp Qurgyz budunuy
uda baslym “‘while wading through snow as (deep as) a spear (sinking in), I
marched across the Kogmiéin range, and while persecuting (them) I conquered
the Qyrqyz people”, 0.-Osm. “Ja Muhammad!” dejiibin Eayyrdylar “‘they
shouted saying ‘oh, Muhammad!"” (from Siilijman Cilibi, after Dexy), Ca.
(verse of Navia’l) dimdypyma tiisiibin tasaveur-i panddr ““as thoughtful imagina-
tion befell my mind ...". An alternate form in -ubany, as it would seem, with
secondarily attached suffix poss. 3. pers., oceurring rarely in 0.-Osm., not
explained so far, might give raise to doubtsin the origin of -p-an/-ub-an as an alla-
tive or instrumental, cf. galg-ub-an-y “*when arising” (Diddi Qorqud, after DENY,
§ 1311, p. 886). It illustrates the great age and petrified nature of the suffix,

Apart from its syndetic usage, the suffix -p is essential in the verbal com-
position.

In Mongol, this suffix is found implicit only in combination with other
suffixes, while in Tungus it has an exact equivalent in South-Tungus Man3u
and Jiirten -fi and Nanaj and Udi -pi where also the ancient proto-Altajic
final vowel has been preserved, while in North-Tungus it exists, as in Mongo-
lian, only in combination with other suffixes, As to Uralic, RisiNEN (''Mat,
Morph.”, 191) compares it correctly, as it seems, with the Finno-Ugric suffix
-pa/-pd of the Participium praesentis.

Very common is the voealic gerund in -g/-y/-u ete., possibly a later differ-
entiation due to labial harmony and assimilation of an older simple form in
-aj-d. Tt is most productive in AT and begins to disappear from the Cayataj
period on; it lives on in Tva$. The gerund in -a/-d has in a great many languages
assumed the function of nomen praesentis, or, in Indo-European terminology,
it serves as the base of the praesens (resp. praesens-futurum), but it does not
survive in free adverbial position as predicate of a coordinated clause. It is,
however, very common in the formation of one of the two basic types of the
aspect-forming verbal composition (ef. infra). In AT, the gerund in -u/-i is
most common, less so that in -a/-d; that in -y/-¢ is rare. It usually renders the
action which goes on at the same time as that of the main verb, cf. Uj. utr-u
tut- “‘to have face; entgegenhalten”, bikiir-ii loga- “‘to beat in fast, firmly; to
fasten by beating in(to)”, kétiir-ii ili- “*to abduct, kidnap™,

From the Cayataj period on, the vowel of the gerund is connected with a
vocalic stem-final by the hiatus-ecliminating j whereupon the vowel of the
suffix—and therewith the original suffix itself — undergoes complete reduction:
bas-la-j-a “‘beginning” = baslaj; this became the rule in all Turkic languages
except those of- the Southwest; therefore, the negative nomen praesentis
futuri has the suffix -maj/-mdj: Ozbek etc. gara-ma-j “not looking™, 1st pers.
sg. prs.-fut. gara-maj-man.

Gerunds in vowel often occur in adverbial or postpositional function, cf.
Abagan, Tuva goZo ‘‘together” < go¥.a “joining”, Ozb., N.-Uj. ete. tola
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“entirely, all” < to-I-a “‘being filled”, Osm. gérd, postpos. e. dat., “‘according
to’” < gdr-d “‘looking at” = Tiv. kura “id.”. The form of this gerund is not
to be connected with those of the Mongolian gerundia in -pa and -yaj, as done
by RamsteEpT and Korwicz (of. RAsineN, “Mat. Morph.”, p. 185, bottom).

The verbal noun in -n, -Vn, though rare, should be mentioned here. It
occurs in AT, and, as it seems, oftener, in Ujyur, but it is later found as a relic
only; ef. Uj. ti-jin “saying”, ij-in “following”, also jag-yn “approaching” in
jag-yn kdl- “‘to come near”. It is the ancient Altajic nomen praesentisin -n/-Vn,
living on in Mongol as in Turkic in the function of a plain gerund, but in Tungus
it is still found as the ancient “present-base”, not only in the Man3u nomen
praesentis in -m-bi << *.n 4 bi (cf. BaNG, “Etudes ouralo-altaiques™), but also
in the older group of forms of the heteroclitic aorist in the North-Tungus lan-
cuages (Mexges, “The Function and Origin of the Tungus Tense in -ra and
some related questions of Tungus grammar”, in Language, vol. XIX, pp. 237ff.,
after long dubitations finally and, as it appears, reluctantly endorsed by
Bewzing, “Die tungusischen Sprachen”™, pp. 120f.).*

Forms such as kin “after”, opin-dpin “in a different way”, di¢iin “‘because’,
and bilin, birldn “with’ are not to be arranged together with the gerunds in
-in, as done by RAsixNeN (“Mat. Morph.”, 187), but are ancient petrified cases
of *ki “rear”, dgi “other”, ué “‘end, aim™ and bir “one”.

The gerund in -yaly//-galy is far repanded in Turkic and has a final, necessit-
ative, supinal and abtemporal meaning. The latter is rarely encountered with
in AT, while it is usual in the modern languages. In the Southwest-languages,
the suffix has the form -aly/-dli, and in Osman the abtemporal meaning is
found almost exclusively. Exx. Uj. joldyn drtiir-gili umagq ‘‘the ability to keep
away (transit.) from the road, way”, Osm. sdn bu jerdiin gid-ili 4ié jyt oldu “it
was three years since (after) you left this place”. The two basic differences in
the semantics of this suffix, final/supinal on the one hand, abtemporal on the
other, points to a coincidence in this suffix of formerly differentiated forms.
This suffix seems to have its equivalent in a Tungus suffix, -gali/-kili ete.
(RamsTEDT, “Form.”, 91; RAsinEN, “‘Mat. Morph.”, 188).

A terminative or limitative gerund has the suffix -pynéa ete., used in various
languages from the Ujyur period on; it is probably the casus aequativus of a
verbal noun in -pyn (Bana, “7. Turkolog. Brief”, UJb. XIV). In the later
development of the languages it alternates with the same case of the nomen
perfecti in -yan, -yan-ta, (=) -yania. Exx. Uj. qalyy kirtginélig bol-ma-qyn-éa
opargaty bolmaz (Sian-Czan) “as long as one is not firm in strength and belief,
one cannot bring about any improvement”. In the Southwest, the suffix is
-ynje ete. Possessive and plural-suffixes may be found after -yyn, as e. g. in
Cavataj and Ozbek: Ca. kil-giin-lir-i-&i “‘as much, as far, as they came”, Ozb.
qit-yun-ym-éa “‘as much, as far,as I did”, likewise the comparative suffix after
the entire suffix, -ginéi-rdk *‘rather, almost, as much as. ..” in Qazan, besides
-yynfug ‘just as much as...” < *.pyn-fa + ok for emphasis.

* [Sinece I did not state the heteroclitic nature of the aorist for ManZu only, as
it would appear from BENzinG's quotation on p. 129, but for the entire domain of
Tungus, with special emphasis on Ewenki, my article in Language X1X should
have been quoted by BENzING rather sub his § 137, p. 132f.].



138 V. Bketch of the comparative phonology and grammar

The gerundium perfecti has be suffix -yaé/-gié, not yet attested for AT; it
appears in Ca. and lives on in many Turkic languages except the Southwest
and Tdvad. Its correspondence in Jakut is -@f, having the same form as Mongol
-yat. There is no reason to suppose an origin of -paé from *-ya -+ -#(a), while
-pynta, attested already in Ujyur, has preserved its full form; moreover, no
suffix *-pa is found in Turkic as one of a gerund, also not a gerundium perfecti.

In the ancient langnage, the gerund in -p is not used with the negative aspect.
As a negative gerundium syndeticum, the suffix -maty/-mady//-matyn/-madyn
etc. is used which later develops as if its d were the original consonant into
-majyn/[-mdn in the majority of the Turkic langnages. The form -majyn can,
of course, also be analysed as being from *.imna-j-y-n, 1. e. the instrumentalis
(or lativus) of the vocalic gerund in -y or -u of the negative aspect, which
latter assumption would be substantially supported by the fact of the occurr-
ence of -mdn/-bdn ete. in the South Siberian languages were -d- does not as a
rule develop into j. Ca. has -madyn/-mady, but with Rabylizi already
-majyn. The suffix -maty/-matyn originates from the nomen verbale perfecti in
-t 4 the instrumentalis (or lativus) of the negative aspect, as THomsEN, RAD-
LoFF and Bawa assumed (cf. the latter’s ““Das negative Verbum der Tiirk-
sprachen”, p. 129). Exx. Uj. tin-saju 6d jaz-maltyn muntay saqyné qylsar “‘if
one each night, without missing the (right) time, makes such a contemplation”,
Osm. lp Oyl ol e iyl Vs zira ol-mddin kimsd hajat-v Favidan
butmaz **for without dying nobody finds eternal life” (from: Nivadiri-’1-apar,
Dexy, § 1349, p. 944). In Osm. literary language, it lives on until the XIX-th
century, but is generally replaced by the suffix -madan/-midéin, a popular
misinterpretation of the older form; besides -madan, the ablative of the
negative nomen aoristi, -maz-dan, is used.

A number of other gerunds occurs in the single languages only.

The Altajic approximation at the verbum finitum of Indo-European
consists either of very ancient, heteroclitical forms of an imperativie, jus-
sivic, optativic or voluntativie character containing suffixes for the desig-
nation of person, i.e. representing forms with a full expression of person, or
of one of the above nomina verbalia, implying aspect or tense, with the
further addition of possessive suffixes or the enclitical pronomina personalia.

The suffixes of the optative-imperative are:

1. 8g.: Orx..ajin/-djin, Uj. -ajyn/-djin, after vocalic stem: -jyn/-jin; Orx. boi-
ajin, Uj. bol-ajyn “may I become!”, In later Uj. (QB) -aj(y) appears: qyi-aj
“let me do!”, bar-ajy ‘‘let me go!”. With secundary attachment of suffixes
for the 1-st person: (Rabyfizi) gyi-ajym, also jaz-a-myn “let me write!”,
together with the forms in -a@jyn and a contamination with the optative-future,
in -yaj-yn. The forms -aj and -ajyn live on in the later languages of Central
Asia. Most languages of the Northwest and Southwest have the forms in -ajym,
cf. Osm. -ajym, Qom. -ajm. The 0.-Osm. forms of the type salajvan *‘let me
throw!”, girdjvdn “‘let me see!” are either Southwestern correspondences to
the optative-suffix in -yaj + pron. pers. 1. pers. bin = vin, i. e. *sal-yaj—biin,
*Lor-gidj—bin, or due to contamination of the ancient imperative in -aj +
pron. pers. bin, i.e. < sal-aj + bdn. Some South-Siberian languages and
Jakut have contracted forms, -jm/-im; Tavas has -am: puf-am “let me be!”
The 2nd sg. has either no suffix, or -yyt/-gil (Uj., Kas., Ca.,N.-Uj.,0zb., 0.-Osm.,
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B&q.), ef. Uj. aja-yyt “venerate!”. The occurrence of this suffix in 0.-Osm. in
the form -yyt, with preserved suffix-initial y, points to its borrowing from
Cavataj. Instead of -yy, from Late-Ujyur and Middle-Turkie (Ka%yari, Rab-
viizi, QB) on, the form -yyn/-gin appears and is common in N.-Uj., Ozbek, in
Northwestern languages (Caucasian and Qn.). In these suffixes, the same form
is extant as in the North-Tungus suffix imperat. 2.sg. -kal/-kél/-kol, 2. pl.
-kal-d"u/-kal-lu etc. (cf. MENGES in Language XIX, 237ff., also U-A.Jbb.,
XXIV, p.119), and, as RamstrepT believes, Korean -kera; thus, it is not to
be assumed that in Turkic the stem i. e. imperative of gyi- “to do, make” or
kiil-/kel-/kil- “‘to come” has been attached in relatively recent times to the
verbal stem, assupposed by DENY (op. cit., §609, p. 300) or Bang (“Studien...”,
II, p. 915), but this does not entirely preclude the assumption of the etymological
identity of this imperative-suffix with the Altajic root *gy- “to do”, as apparent
in North-Tungus Ew. ké- “id.; to have in mind”’, Mong. ki- “id.”, Turkic qy--
“to do”, Jak. ky-n-, Volga-Bulg. ki-n- “'id.”” (this latter is no loan from Iranian,
kun- “id."”, as supposed by BeEnzing, “Fundamenta™, 745, with question mark),
so that this suffix must have originated during the common-Altajic language-
period. A composition with an imperative of a second verb is found in forms of
the type Ozb. gyt-kir, possibly also, as BoTHLINGK thought, in the Jakut “‘im-
perative-future” in -@r << *.a—#kdr which is doubtful in view of the Mongolian
jussive in -@raj. Cayataj has, with Nava’i, forms in -a -+ kir: e. g. tap-a kir
“seak, search!”, oquj-kir “read!” (cf. MuxcEs, MMX, p. 73), which from the
morphological viewpoint are to be considered along the lines of verbal com-
position. A number of enclitical particles can serve to emphasize an order or
wish in this or that sense; they vary from language to language.

In the 3rd pers. sg., Turkic has throughout -sun/-giin or -syn/-sin. Only AT
has always -zun/-ziin, also after unvoiced occlusives: bddizd-t-ziin “let him
paint!” which might be simply graphic. This suffix is identical with the im-
perative in -su in O.-Mong., later in the Lit.-Mong. 1-st sg. -su-gaj; it cannot
be connected with the possess. suff, 3rd pers. -sy, as done by Dumrrriyev (““Badq.
Gramm.”, p. 164). Jakut has the suffix -tyn/-dyn//-tyn/-nyn etc. as an “Imperat.
praes.” (BéTHLINGK), again with suffixal ¢ instead of sz of the other Turkic
languages, and -yax-tyn as “imperat. fut.” (BOTHLINGK) which is compared by
Korwicz (“Stud. jez. altajsk.”, 230) with Mong. -ptun and Tung. Ew. -k-fin,
Negidal -gitin, Oroéi -giti, Oléa -Fiti, Nanaj -giéi. In the Tungus forms, how-
ever, the suffix -k has the imperativie function, while -tin < -f-in is that of the
possess. 3rd. pers. pl.—T#va% has a completely different form with suffix -fér,
cf. pul-ddr *‘let him be!”, whose origin is not clear (cf. RASANEN, ““Mat. Morph.”,
208 bottom, and Bexzmg, “Fundamenta’, p. 745).

The suff. of the imperat. 1-st pers. pl. has the basic form -aly, as found e. g.
in Ca., Qom., Qy., Tob., Ojr., Slu):-r, to which either -m (of the 1-st pers. sg.) or
-q of the 1-st pers. pl., or -n, -y may be found attached. Ujyur has -afym ete.,
after vocalic stem -fym : dtiin-dlim “let us venerate!”, biti-lim “let us write!”,
the same in Qoman, Qar. and Osm. (here, after vocalic stem: -jatym); besides,
Ca. and Qom. have also -alyg, Ca. also -alyp; N.-Uj. has a great variety of
forms: -ajli, -eli, -ekin, -ilin, -ajniy, -eni; the Northwest prefers -ajyq, Siberia
contracted forms, such as Bar., Kiid., Qyz. -dq, Sor -ag/-ax and -apnar (<
*.alyy-tar), Abagan and Karavas -al, Tel. -aldar (<< *-dl-dar < -alyp-tar); in
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While in Tdvas the negation is the same as in all the other Turkic languages,
it has in the imperative the immutable an, preceding, as in Tungus and Uralic,
the main wverb. This is either due to an influence, as BExzmNg is inclined to
assume (“‘Fundamenta”, 745), from neighboring Volga-Finnic languages—
similarly Basgakov (“Twpkckune a3piki™, p. 114) who points to Votjak
(Udmurt)—or it goes back to *e-p, *e-n or *e-ne and is a petrified relic from
common-Altajic times, as RamstEpT (MSFOU, LII, p. 210) supposes.

In the present-future of the negative, contractions oceur in some languages,
as e.g. Qar.Tr. *bar-ma-ja-men = bar-myj-myn/-myjm/-mym, or Qun. 3. sg.
bar-mi, or a qualitative change in the vowel of the negative suffix due to
reduction, as in the Osm. present: gdf-ma-jorum > qdf-my-jorum, gal-md-
jorum > gil-mi-jorum, forms which have been given recognition by the new
literary language. In the aorist, instead of the suffix -r appears -z (also -s, as
in Ca, and Tév.), usual otherwise as suffix of deverbal nouns, and, in its place,
-t in Jakut. In Tavas, only one instance with the equivalent of Turkic -maz is
found in mar << common-Turkic d(r)-médz. The suffix of the negative aorist
in -mas/-mes in Tiva$ is due to a later borrowing from Turkie, which points
to the probability of a relatively prolonged existence in Tdva§ of the verbum
negativum with its original qualities. In Osm. dialects of Anatolia sporadically,
but more commonly in Az. and regularly in Tkm., negative aorists in -myr/
-miir{{-mar ete, oceur in analogy with the affirmative forms, Korwioz’s theory
on the origin of the aor. negativus, -ma-z and -ma-s < *-ma-syz, i.e. the nomen
actionis - privative suffix (“Stud. Jez. alt.”, 105) does not have the slightest
probability.

The Turkic languages possess still 2 nomina negativa, jog, Thm. jog, and
tagiill (Kas.), tdgil, SW Osm. ddjil, Tkm. dal, which can serve as negated
predicative noun (negated copula). While the Southwest-Turkic languages
prefer, in all persons but the 3rd, ddjil ete., jog is usual in all the other Turkic
languages. In Central Asia, more frequently in South-Siberia, jog may be
used instead of the negative suffix with the verb, e.g. Ojr. gal-yan-yn jog
instead of, but along with, gal-ba-yan—mdn I did not remain”, Qq. kirbogi-
niim-oq and kdrbodiim “I did not see”, ete. The composition with jog is more
emphatic. The (Jagqaji dialects have a similar tendency; here, to the nomen
negativum jog may be attached the possessive suffixes, even in the 3rd person
where they are superfluous in most Turkic languages: joy-um, joy-un, joy-u
ete., as likewise found in the positive noun bar “existing’: Qasqaji var-ym,
vir-ymn, ete.

Verbal composition

The verbal compositionin Altajic and with that in Turkic—not vet treated
thoroughly so far, but worthy of an exhaustive investigation—is basically of
2 types: L. it is the composition of one of the above-characterized nomina
verbalia *‘temporis’ (of tense or tense-like function) with a form of an auxiliary
having the meaning of “to be”. A verbal expression for “existence, being” can
be assumed for proto- and common-Altajic in the form of *bi- (Tung. bi-,
Mong. &i-, I.-E. *b64{-), but it has not been preserved in Turkic and is replaced
by d-/e-/i-, dr-fer-fir- “to reach, be found, exist, be” (< *d-r-?) and bol- (<
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*bo-1-1) “'to become; to be”’; and II. the composition of a nomen verbale that
usually functions only as a gerund—those are almost exclusively the gerunds
in -g¢ and -p—with an auxiliary such as tur- “‘to stand, dwell, be”, jory- (= Qq.
Ziir-) “to run, walk”, ber- ““to give”, jat- “‘to lie”, gal- ‘“‘to remain”, goj- “‘to
lay, place”, sal- *““to put”, kef- *“to go (away)” and many others, since a large
number of verbs can be used as auxiliaries without loosing their function as
main verbs.

Category I is of tense-forming character and designates ‘‘secondary tenses”
expressing modifications of the ““primary tenses”, as e. g. tenses of the type of
the I.-E. imperfectum or plusquamperfectum. Since the time-concept in the
Turkic languages has not yet been clearly formed or is rather in an incipient
state, and since to this category also belong conditional, irrealis and potentialis,
those forms resulting from verbal composition are not always complexes to be
circumscribed as tenses or tense-like formations, but they are verbal forms of
a special quality which partly correspond to the modi (moods) of Indo-Europ-
ean, while on the other hand they cannot be clearly delimitated from aspect-
like formations.

Category II expresses various modalities of an action and thus is primarily
of an aspect-character. The modalities of an action are expressed with regard
to the duration of an action as well as to certain concomitant circumstances
of an action; these latter are designated, in Indo-European, by the wverbal
prefixes, mostly those of a prepositional nature. The modalities of an action
are rendered by the auxiliaries which follow the main verb put into the form
of the gerund in -a, -y, -u or that in -p. In Altajie, these auxiliaries have the
function of the verbal prefixes or those suffixes that have aspectual character
in Indo-European (cf. on this in more detail MENGES, “'Drei t6zbekische Texte”,

Islam XXI, p. 163f., “Zum Ozbekischen von Nord-Afghanistan”, Anthropos,
XLII, pp. 6874f., “Tirk. Sp. Sid-Sibiriens, 111", C A J, V, pp. 121ff.,, “Die
aralo-kaspische Gruppe”, Fundamenta, pp.477ff.). The auxiliary, and if
there are more than one, that in the last place within the entire compound,
assumes those verbal suffixes that are needed for the designations of the
predicate. The negation is usually found with the main verb, except in those
instances when it is conceived of as a special ingredient of the modality com-
plex and therefore is expressed by the auxiliary, as in Ujyur u-ma-, elsewhere
al-ma- “not to be able, nicht kénnen”.

Verbal compositions of both categories occur in Turkic from the oldest
texts on, those of type I being, as it seems, more common in the ancient
languages than those of type II. However, in the ancient languages, the form-
ations of type I seem to be preponderant, while those of type II have developed
more during the modern period. The Southwestern languages are still, as it
seems, the only langnages which have mostly compositions of type I-—and
these have been developed quite richly —, in contradistinction to the other
Turkic languages, in order to create a rather differentiated tense-system, with-
out doubt under non-Turkic, Indo-European influences, preponderantly those
from New-Persian, while in most, if not all, other Turkic languages the com-
positions of type IT have produced a great variety of forms. This tendency
seems to be strongest in the East of the entire Turkic speach area where it has
developed not only a great variety of compositions, but also the usage of more
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than one or two auxiliaries, their number occasionally amounting to five or
SiX.

Compositions of type I have tense-character and consist of nomina verbalia
“temporis” -+ forms of d-, d-r- and, less usual, bol-, rarely tur-:

1. the nomen aoristi 4+ the perfectum of d-, d-r- is usually the expression of
a (tempus) imperfectum; in AT, its tense-value is not clear; occasionally, those
compositions are of the character of a plusquamperfectum, in a number of
other instances they designate the imperfectum, cf.: Orxon obur-wr—ir-mis
“they were sitting (dwelling)”, Uj. jyd-jypar toz-ar in-dr—bol-ty ‘“‘smells
(parfums) kept spreading and rising”, Kvy. foru-r—dir-mi¥ “was roaming
around’; Plusquamperfectum: Uj. ozyur-ur—iir-tim “I had saved”, Lopiiliimti
aryta sagyn-maz—iir-tim ‘I never had thought in my heart”, also: “I never
would have thought i. m. h.”, Orx. #i-r—ir-mi§ “‘(thus) he (she) had said”,
Uj. boltum—ir-di jaqyn tapynyaly “‘I had been able to venerate from near by
(Siiin-Czan — NB: position of the words here un-Turkic!); Ky., negative:
plr-bis—d-mi§ “he did not give; had not given”. The nomen aoristi 4 per-
fectum of dr- has, apart from its original imperfective meaning, as it seems,
very early the function of irrealis or potentialis of the predicate in the main
clause: Uj. unagaja dlgili jat-ur—iir-di “‘she would (probably) soon lie down
to die” (Suvarpaprab‘asa, A. v. Gasamn, “Alttk. Gramm.”, p. 271). In the
modern languages, this composition is very common for the expression of
irrealis or potentialis. Forms of the type Uj. gyl-ur—ir-tim ‘I did; used to
do” is an imperfectum definitum or a durativam perfectum definitum, and
with the perfectum indefinitum of the auxiliary, evidently giving the com-
positional complex an indefinite meaning, gyl-ur—iir-mif—mdan “I did, used
to do”, while the first form can just as well serve as predicate in an irrealis-
or potentialis-sentence: gqyl-ur—dr-tim “1 would, could, might, do [but I
don’t]”. In Ujyur, composgitions such as gyl-ur—bol-ur—mdn “I am just
doing, I doright now”, apparently implying an inchoative meaning through boi-,
like the Ozbek forms in -magéi—bot-, and qyt-ur—bok-tym I just did™, are not
synonymous with the compositions with dr- and are rather to be considered
compositions of type II.

The nomen aoristi + perfectum of dr- is in the modern Turkic languages
the usual expression for the definite durative preterite, i.e. an imperfectum
definitum, cf. Ozb. (Faryina) dldr-jdildr “they were taking, used to take”,
kiin kelirar-jdilir “they used to spend the day”, i¥ne bitkdzdr-idilir “‘they
were doing business”. In a number of languages, these forms have been con-
tracted so that the stem- or root-element of the auxiliary disappears, cf. e.g.
Osm. gdlijordular ““they used to come”, oturujordular “they used to sit, dwell”,
Ozb., Qq. alyrdy “he would take, buy” < gdili-jor—i-di-lir, al-yr—dr-di/i-di
etc. Sporadically, this happened in Ujyur: tagtardy ‘it had been dawning” <
tay-la-r—ir-di, even in a Manichaean text: fytmazdy “it was not hindered,
prevented” << tyt-maz—dr-di.

The nomen perfecti + perfectum of dr- iz in the ancient languages usually,
in the modern almost regularly, the expression of the plusquamperfectum: Uj.
qyt-tym—iir-di 1 had done”—the nomen perfecti is here, too, constructed
like a verbal substantive —, qyl-jug—dir-dim “id.”, qyl-mys—dr-tim “id.” but
with an indefinite connotation of the perfectum of the main verb, and with
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the indefinite form in both parts of the compound: gyf-myd—dir-mi§—mdin
“id.; I apparently did; fecisse dicor, videor”. Orxon: alp dr bizind tdgmis-drti
“brave men had attacked us”, Uj. drt-mis—idr-ts ““it had passed”, soqui-mys—
dr-mi§ “'it had got stuck”. The great majority of the Turkic languages today
has the nomen perfecti in -yan + d@(r)-dim, Osman instead of this -mys-tym <
-mys -+ i(r)-dim. How indistinet the tense-character can be in Ujyur is seen
from forms like tii§-mi§—tur-ur-tar “‘they have fallen down (i.e. lost their
standing, value)”, a kind of perfectum praesens, or sdw-il-mif—ir-tin “‘you
had been, were (being) loved”, a kind of a plusquamimperfectum. For the latter
tense, the languages of the Aralo-Caspian branch of the Northwest-group use
the composition of the gerund in -p with the perfectum of d(r)-, or, as Novaj
does, the gerund in -a with the same form: Qq. baryp-edim (= baryptym), No.
barybem ‘I had been going, walking, riding”"; No. bar-a—e-d-im, a plusquam-
imperfectum, “I had been going”.

The nomen perfecti -+ the aorist of the auxiliary may have the value of a
perfectum praesens (like the perfect of Greek or N.-English): Uj. qyi-tym—iir-iir
“I have done (and still am doing), memporya”, qyi-myd—ir-iir—mdn 1 (prob-
ably) did’"; with the indefinite perfect of the main verb the presentic meaning
of the compound seems to recede. The Ujyur forms gyl-mys-—bol-ur—mdin and
quyt-mys—bot-yaj—min, rendered by voN GABAIN (op. cit., p. 162, bottom) as
a futurum exactum, ‘‘I shall have done”, probably imply an inchoativic mean-
ing as well as a difference in time-level; they represent a transitional type from
category I to category II.

The nomen perfecti indefiniti 4 the optative-future of d(r)- in Ujyur has the
function of a potentialis, cf, Mazasatwyy yéyyn-myS—ir-gij—mu—-biz “should
we have lost Mahasattvat!” (Savarn,, L. e., p. 279).

A nomen futuri is rarely found with an auxiliary without having the
function of an irrealis or potentialis; as plain futurum it oceurs more in
the ancient languages, cf. Uj. Tiirk budun jazug gqyi-taéy—bot-yaj-tar “‘the
Turkic people will be committing sin(s), will become sinful, sinners”, but
as an irrealig/potentialis Uj. gqyl-taéy—ir-tim 1 would have done”,
qyl-taéy—bot-yaj—mdin “I would be able to do”, or Qq., Qqlpq., Novyaj,
nomen fut.-optat. in -yaj: baryaj—e-dim “I should go, I ought to go, should
like to go™.

The nomen conditionale in -sa(r) -4 aunxiliary is in the modern languages
the usual expression of the irrealis or potentialis; with the perfectum of d(r)-
it designates the irrealis of the past, ¢f. Qq., Noyaj bar-sa—e-dim “'if 1 had
gone; I would have gone”, Osm. giil-sd-jdim ‘“‘if I had laughed”, bui-sa-j-
dynyz “if you had found” < giil-sd—i-dim, bul-sa—i-dipgiz. In the ancient
languages, the conditional or irrealis/potentialis is expressed by the suffix of
the auxiliary: Uj. (Xwastwanift) gyt-ma-dym—idr-sdr “if I did not do, commit,
if I would not have done”, drk-si-n-t-imiz—ir-sdr “‘if we did dare, if we had
ventured, had taken the liberty”,—likewise in “Middie-Turkic”, i.e. pre- or
early Cayataj, and Qoman, but also in Karayas, of. dkkir-t-ip—iir-zi “if you
have bettered, cured”,—where the purely nominal substantivic nature of the
nomen perfecti in -t is evident as syntactically it is the subject of the sentence.
As the nomen aoristi never takes possessive suffixes, the logically demanded
possessive suffix is replaced by the personal pronoun, as in predicative function:
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Uj. u-maz—miin—iir-sir “if I cannot, if I am unable”, dgir-lir—mdn—ir-sir
“if I am glad, if I enjoy”.

In Uj*,'ur._. imperativic finite forms can be composed, like any nominal forms,
with drgdj or drti expressing irreality, ef. kérmajin—irti muny-tig uluy aéyy
dmgikig! ‘‘oh, had I never experienced such great bitter ﬂuffﬂrmg” (Suvarn.,
L. c. p.281), jir jaryt-zun—irti| Jirkd kir-djin—drii! “oh, let the earth split!
I wish, I would sink into the earth!”. These compositions seem to indicate less
the nominal usage or, at least, conception of the imperativic forms, but rather
the development of drti and dirgdj, in those particular instances, toward actual
emphatic, desiderative particles, The later and modern languages do not have
this usage.

If the nouns bar, Tkm. bdr “existing, present”, jog, Tkm. jog (Southwest,
Northwest often tdgil, Osm. ddjil, Thkm. dal; Qd&«. tijil ete., Kas. [‘Tuzz"]
tagiil) “‘not being, existing; not present’”, kdrgdk, Ozb. kerﬂﬁr Osm. géardik
“necessary”’ and the like occur in the function of the predicate, the copula is
expressed by either d(r)- or bol-, while in the 3rd persons of the aorist the
copula is usually omitted, and in the lst and 2nd of the aorist, occasionally
also of the present-future, the enclitical pronomina personalia may replace the
copula. In Osman, this has led to a mixed type similar to that of the conjuga-
tion so that in the lst sg. the possessive suffix -ym is attached, in the 1st pl.
the suffix -yz, going back to an older -byz/-vyz.

The greatest variety of forms of verbal composition to designate various
shades of tense has of all literary languages been produced in Osman.

The compositions with bol- and tur- as auxiliaries are of a transitional
character to those of category II. In a like way, certain compositions of category
I1, i.e. those with a gerund, not with a nomen verbale “temporis”, have rather
a tense-significance, than one of aspect. Here belong the compositions in the
languages of the post-Ujyur period of the gerund in -a, occasionally also the
gerund in -p, with lur-, less commonly with Qq. ete. Fiir- (< jiiri-) or Abagan,
Tuva éat- (< jat-). These formations, mostly with the auxiliary twr-, have
probably their origin in the 3rd person of the praesens-futurum in -a which in
the great majority of the Turkic languages has instead of the pronominal
element of the 3rd person, of or bu of Uj the contracted and reduced form

-dur of the 3rd sing. nom. aor. of tur-, cf. J:h N.-Uj.etc. e.g. 1. sg. qyf-a—man,
2. 8g. qyt-a—san, 3rd sg. M-Hurj—dufw atc , Qq. qyl-a-myn, qyt-a-syn,
qyt-a-dy, Qy. qylt-a-myn, qyt-a-syn, qyt-a-t, ete., but Qn. &yy-a-myn, Eyy-a-syn,
éyy-a, 3rd pl. often &yypa-lar. In this function, dur spreads all over Turkic; with
2 pairs of vowel-harmonic variants in Osman, -dyr ete., it becomes the absolutely
required form of the copula. Later, this form is generalized in the praesens-
futurum and forms a paradigm of its own. Thus, forms of a durative nature
arise, having, as it seems, a presentic tense-character: N.-Uj. (Northern
dialects) gif-a-dur-min etc., only in the 3rd person they coincide, as a result
of haplology, with the plain praesens-futurum: g¢it-a-ds(-far). Basgagov
(“Qqlpq. Language”, II, p. 367) supposes the forms of the Qaraqalpaq prae-
sens-futurum to have originated from an older overall composition with furur,
i.e. bar-a—{tur-ur—mdn > bar-a-man etec., while only the 3rd person would
have preserved traces of the auxiliary. This proves improbable in view of the
fact of both the durative meaning of the compound forms versus the plain
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praesens-futurum significance of the simple forms and the existence of 2 sets
of forms, a simple and a durative one, as e.g. in New-Ujyur, gita-min : gila-
dur-mén. These compound forms, not too commonly used, became in the South-
Siberian languages the general expression of the present tense, while the
praesens-futurum in - is rare there and dying out (cf. MENGES, “‘Ojr. Morph.”,
BSOAS, XXI, p. 5171.). In South-Siberian, varying degrees of reduction and/for
assimilation in the stem-final of the main verb and especially in the auxiliary
have brought about a great variety of forms that seem to imply varying tense-
or aspect-connotations, all of them, as throughout Turkie, by far not yet
sufficiently investigated. The Tavad present, lst sg. pul-ad-dp, pul-a-p, an
ancient formation, may well go back to a composition of the gerund in -a +
fur-, as RASANEN assumes (“Morph.”, p. 223); it may also be from a com-
pogition with jaf- as auxiliary; the same ambiguity is seen in the Ojrot forms
of the praesens-futurum in -a-d-ym, considered by RAsANEN (ibidem) and
DyRENKOVA as compositions with fur-. Thus, the praesens is formed, in Qq.-
Qqlpg. and South-Siberian, with the auxiliary jaf-, attached to the gerund in
-p of the main verb, producing a great variety of forms in the various languages
and throughout having the connotation of a praesens, often still its original
meaning of a praesens durativum. The Southwest-Turkic languages, having no
praesens-futurum in -@, proceded to the composition with jory- for the ex-
pression of a praesens durativum; also this begins to loose its durative meaning,
resulting in a simple praesens. In Osman, this development further leads to a
gradual pushing back of the aorist, limiting it more and more to the sphere of
conditionalis, irrealis and potentialis, while a praesens durativum is rendered
by an increasing usage made of the locative of the verbal noun in -mag - the
auxiliary ¢- (= @[r]-/i[r]-) or dur- as copula: jaz-mag-da—dyr-lar “‘they are
(just) writing, sie sind am Schreiben” ete. Forms of the uncompound praesens-
futurum in -a/-@ are rare in the South-Siberian languages, praesens and futurum
being, in general, rendered by the aorist; in Tuva, e.g., they seem to be limited
to the 3rd person, ef. Kv. ta-dir “he (she) says”, with reduction of the length
in Sojon, ti-dir “id.”, while K. has, in addition, td-tiri and t@-diri (cf. “South-
Siberian languages, 1117, 2, p. 120).

Here belong also the durative compositions in jatyr-, itself a composition
from jat-a—tur- ““to be permanently lying”, typical of the Aralo-Caspian
languages, expressing further differentiations of aspect, ¢f. e.g. a kind of a
completed durative action as rendered by the durativam exactum of the type
Novaj baryp-jatyryaman “(at that time) I had used to go (ride)” < *bar-yp—
jat-a—tur-yan—min. In various Turkic groups there exist many more forms
of this and similar types.

The compositions of category IT have aspect character throughout, As there
is often no clear-cut boundary-line between tense and aspect, also in category
IT a tense-significance may occasionally appear instead of that of aspect.

The main verb is found, in these compositions, either in the form of the
gerund in -a/-@ or in that in -p, in the negative in -maj or -majyn ete., now
and then also other nominal, chiefly gerundial, forms may be used. No strict
rules seem to determine the usage of either the gerund in -g or that in -p, but
usage seems to prefer the one or the other form. When with one and the same
auxiliary verb either form is used, a certain semantic differentiation is easily
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recognizable, as will be mentioned later. While there is a group of verbs that
serve as auxiliaries in a larger number of languages, there are also some that
are limited to certain groups or individual languages only. To the most comm-
only used auxiliaries belong e.g. tur- “to stand”, jat- ““to lie”, otur- “to sit,
dwell”, jory-/§iir-/éoru- “‘to walk, run” for the durative aspect, bir- “to give™
and bol- ““to become” for the inchoative and ingressive, bar- “‘to go”, ket- “to
go away, leave”, sal- “to put”, dt- “to pass by”, gal- ‘“to remain”, goj- “to
leave, put (down)”, jibdr-, §ibir- “‘to send (away)”—itself a compound < *§d-
a—hbir- —, al- “‘to take, be able”, (iid-/)yt-/ys- “‘to send (away)”, gay-/kay- “to
beat (in), put (on, upon)’” for the perfective aspect with a modification of the
action in the sense of the basic meaning of the auxiliary, thus e.g. gal- for an
action with regard to the state resulting from it, éf-, similarly also saf- and §d-
for the completion of the action conceived in the transition to its achievement,
or ket-, goj- and the like simply for the expression of the achievement of an
action. In addition to those enumerated, still quite a number of verbs can serve
as auxiliaries, cf. jaz- ““to fail, to do almost”, Qqlpq. tiis- << tis- *“to fall” for a
movement from above, e.g. sekir-ip—tiis- “*to jump down’, the two synonyms
kir- and gara- “‘to look” for “‘to make efforts, to care to” like the adhortative
NHG zusehen, badla- ““to begin®, bilir- “‘to achieve, end, finish”, éyg-, Qq.-
Qqipq. yg- “to go out” for the completion of an action, kel- ““to come” for the
quick completion of an action. Compositions exist in which the same verb can
serve as main verb as well as auxiliary.

The basic meaning of the auxiliary is in all languages the same, in the same
way as that of the prepositional prefix in the Indo-European languages to
whose function that of the Turkic auxiliary corresponds in all respects. The
original meaning of an auxiliary can recede, in given cases, it can even be
completely effaced, especially if the perfectivizing function of the auxiliary is
dominant. This, too, is found with the prepositional prefixes in Indo-European
languages, particularly in those languages in which certain prepositional
prefixes have the function of aspect-formation (cf. po- in Slavie langunages).

Continuative or durative aspect with main verb in the gerund in -p +
anxiliary tur-: Qqglpq. (SW-dialects, Tiirkmenized ; after Baskarov) bularnyy
bul sijlesip-turyaniaryn majdanda bir adam eSitip-turar-edi ““when they were
having those conversations, somebody on the square had been listening”,
S0j. (Kar.) ird ottap-turur “‘the uncle (= bear) is (just) grazing”, in Lit.-Soj. as
praesens continuativum, with syllable-reduction in the auxiliary: biZip-tur-
man (< *bhéi-p—tur-ur—mdn) I am (just) writing; ich bin am Schreiben™,
in the negative: biZi-vijn-tur-méin; Ozbek (Xiwa, MENGES) idlip-turpanymda
“at the time when I was working”; otur-: Qqlpq. jo mennen gorqup-oturasay-ba?
“or are you afraid of me?”, Kvy. kaZyryp-oturyan “he kept on pursuing (them)”;
jory-: Sojon kéFiip-oruj-paryad “after having been roaming around (for a ti-
me)”’, in this instance par- perfectivizes the durative compound with éoru-;
jat-: with the gerund in -a@ of the main verb it designates the continuation of
an action: Qqlpq. “ony bizler esitip Furttan Jyyyp kele-Zatyrmys” dijdi “‘they
say: ‘when we heard that, we left the village, and (since) we have been coming
(on our way)'”, bajayyda xan-menen vazird kele-Zatsa, bir altyn Fiiziikti kirddi
“when, once in former times, the xan and his vezier were coming (were on
their way), they [suddenly] saw (yBHaenu) a golden ring”, also with the
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expression of politeness, deference, reverence and the like, such as the media
tig-in-, 6f-iin- “to do (most) humbly”, jarlyqa- **to condescend to do”’—seman-
tically = Osm. etc. bujur- and N.-Pers. 0apd farmiidan “‘to order” —, usu-
ally constructed with the gerunds in -u or -p of the main verb: gyl-u—u-jur—
méin ‘I can do, am able to do”, gyl-u—tdig-in-iir—mdn “I dare do; I do humb-
ly”, ti-p—ot-iin-dir—mdan ‘I most humbly say”, inéd tip-jartygady “thus he
condescended to speak”, gquyi-u—fur-ar—mdn "I keep doing, I use to do”,
drt-ip—qal-yr—mdn “‘I am passing by, shall pass by with a clear perfectivic
significance of the auxiliary. Ujyur forms of the type qyi-gat-yr—mdn “I am
about doing, shallimmediately do™ (A. v. GaBan, “Alttk, Gramm.”, §§259, 377)
have nothing to do with the category of werbal composition, although v.
GaBamN placed them there, since she did not analyse them correctly; they
are formed with the aspect-suffix -gai-/-kdl- denoting the immediately impending
action, the action before its completion, the action that has not yet been
completed, from which is derived the gerund of identical connotation in
Qyryyz and the South-Siberian languages in -galag/-kdldk etc., called by
CasTrREN the “‘defective” — derived by BExzmie, “Fundamenta”, p. 4, quite
inventively, but unnecessarily, from *-yan—ili—joq (after Qy. formations
with @ld) —, cf. Uj. at-gal-yr “he is about shooting (but has not yet shot)”,
kir-kil-ir—sdn ‘‘you are about entering, will enter right away (but you did
not yet)”, ogyt-gal-yr—iitiin ““for immediately reciting, in order to recite
immediately”, Kv. (CA.) al-yataq-men “'1 was just about taking (but I did not)”.

The only verbal composition of category II which occurs in all Turkic
langnages is that of the impossibilitive aspect. In the oldest period, Orxon and
Ujyur, the composition with al-ma- apparently did not yet exist, but one with
u-ma- instead ; besides, Ujyur makes use of u-ma- and bol-ma- with the nomen
verbale supini in -paly which latter may be used to denote the intended action.
The composition with al-ma- appears in the early stages of Cayataj and Osman
only, and is the regular, and apparently the sole, expression of the impossibil-
ity in Qoman, where u- and #-ma- have been lost and bil- is generally avoided
in the negative aspect, as in many other languages. The older languages have
quite a number of contracted forms which cannot exclusively be traced back
to compositions with af-ma-, but may go back to u-ma- as well, as e.g. in (older)
Osman pjlayss “1 cannot say”, jes4t! “he cannot hear” ete. (for more cf.
Dexy, op.cit., § 593, p.379, and MexcEs, MMX, p.71f). The forms in
-a-ma-/-d-md- appear in Osman later only (from the XVI-th ct. on, cf. Tamk-
lariyla Tarama Sozlagia, I, 377f., II, 532f., III, 368f, IV, 421f). As in
Osman no forms in —al-ma- are attested, it is not clear whether Osm. -ama-
is to be traced back to the auxiliary al-ma- or to u-ma-.

Occasionally, other gerundial forms than those in vowel or in -p may occur
in composition with an auxiliary; such are e.g. that in -yafy, the gerundium
finale or supinum, in Ujyur gyt-yaty—sagqyn-ur—mdén ““I think of doing, I intend
to do”, similarly gyl-yaly—jat-ur—mdn “I am about doing, shall soon do”,
also with the auxiliary fur-: kir-gdli—tur- *‘to be about entering”, dl-gili—jal-
“to be about dying”, also with u-: bol-paly—u- “‘to be able to become, werden
konnen", with bot-ma- : bil-gili—bol-ma-dy ‘‘he could not know”’, tiipkdr-gdli—
bol-maz ‘it is impossible to fathom out, to scrutinize”, or the gerundium
perfecti in -yaé, cf. Soj. al-ya§—par-yan “he took along”, Lit.-Soj. al-yas—bar-
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“to carry away, YHecTH”, xalas-kal- < wxaly-yaé—Fkil- “to go to fetch; holen
gehen”. It is also possible, of course, to analyse the above Ujyur forms as
ordinary verbal compositions of the gerund in -y/-i of the aspect of the immed-
iately impending action in -gal-/-kil-, mentioned above, e.g. qyi-yal-y—jat-ur—
mdéin ‘I am about to do, shall do immediately (but I have not yet done)” where
the semantics support this interpretation. Thereupon it might well be assumed
that the suffix of the gerundium supini is nothing but the plain vocalic gerund
in -y/-i of the aspect of the immediately impending action in -gal-/-kil-.

The indefinitive, narrative and dubitative connotation is usually rendered
by the indefinite perfect in -pan or -mys of d(r)-, after a nomen perfecti in -yan,
occasionally also by bol-yan. In dubitative function, ekin etc. stands in the
place of Ujyur drkin; cf. Qqlpq. kelip-galar-m’-eken “he is probably on his
way, coming, arriving’, al-ma-dym—eken—men ‘I probably did not take
along”, Qq., Novaj kel-i—jat-gan—bot-yan *“‘was apparently coming, already
on his way’’; as a plain narrative without dubitative connotation: Qy. (RapL.)
oltra-qatyan-ekin “‘he was sitting (there)”; Qq. has an indefinitive praesens
futurum implying slight dubitation in the form bild-d’-ekin, Fiird-d*-ekin <
*bil-di—tur-ur—e-kin, *jir-d—tur-ur—e-kin “he (probably) knows”, “he
seems to go (live)”. Cf. further the praeteritum indefinitum durativum dubita-
tivam of Novaj baryptykemen < *bar-yp—tur-ur—e-kiin—mdn “I apparently
always used to go”. In Qaraé ‘aj the dubitative composition with eken often has
the connotation of an unintentional and/or unexpected action, cf, men ary
Femil bar-yan—eken-me ‘it happened that I went there (had to go there) very
soon”, biz tiljil—biiz—mii—ekdn?, interrogative-dubitative, “hadn’t we
perhaps been ... 71"

Apart from the composition of the gerundium in -a with the auxiliary bil-
for the possibility, still quite in use at present, Osman used more compositions
in older times. It, too, had durativic compositions of the gerund in -a, older
also -y, with dur-, jat-, occasionally also gir-, gel- and git- (DENY, op. cit.,
§ 826f.), of which only dur- had the most widespread application and has
remained in usage to this time, cf. gid-G—dur- ““to be going, to continue to go,
ete.”, often with the gerund in -p, as jaz-y ur- “‘to write on, continue to
write” beside jaz-a—dur- “id.”. As auxiliary, gir- has the meaning of “to be
careful, to care to, to do with care”, according to DENY also a durative fune-
tion, as gel- and git-, but their basic feature as auxiliary was that of definitive
or perfective action. The ingressive ver-, common-Turkic bdr-, has a perfective
meaning combined with that of the quickness of the action: al-y—uver- “‘prendre
vite”, jazy-ver! ““éeris bien vite!” (DENy, § 823); jaz- “to fail”, as in did-d—
jaz-dy “he almost fell down”, Apart from a few compositions of the gerund in
-2 with gal- ‘“‘to remain”, denoting perfective action or the state reached
through or together with an action, and of the same gerund with go-, goj- ““to

lay down” for the perfective action, which became rare now if not extinet, the
present-day language has still the compositions af-y—go- “‘to hold back, fast;
to arrest”’, goj-y—uver- (older) and goj-ver- (more recent) ‘‘to let out, loose, let
g0’ and sal-y—uver- “id.”" while those three latter are already felt as one verb
(so also DExy, § 828). In older and Old-Osman, compositions with all these
auxiliaries were found in much greater numbers, probably to the same degree
as they are customary in modern Central Asia. In other words, the differ-
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entiation in the tense and aspect-system of the Osman verb shifts gradually
but irresistibly from that of aspect to that of tense: with an increase of mor-
phological means for minute tense-differentiation, those of a corresponding
aspect-differentiation as offered by the numerous auxiliaries are proportionately
decreasing. On the Eastern end of the Turkic world, the prevalent differentia-
tion is still that of aspeet, and there seem to be no signs of an immanent
shrinking of the aspect-category in favor of that of tense.

In general, only a few auxiliaries seem to have become fixed, during the
present historical epoch, in certain limited special meanings. The preference
given some aunxiliaries in one and the same semantic function varies from
language to language.

Not only in Osman, but also in other languages, the verbal composition hasled,
in a few single instances, to forms exhibiting a stronger contraction than that
found in the Osman compositions of the type goj-ver- < goj-y—ver-, the reason
being, in those cases, the establishment of usage in one and the same meaning,
as of durative, continuative ete. aspect, so that the forms arising from such
contractions begin to loose, in the consciousness of the speakers as well as in
their morphology, the character of a compound, and to assume that of a new
unit. A development of this type is seen apart from Osm. goj-ver-, saly-ver-
and aly-go- in the Ozbek continuative mmpuund of the type (dialects of the
Qvptaq and Najman) gyi(a)- jﬂpj‘?ﬂﬂ, kel(d)-jappin, (Samarqand) gilapmdn,
kelapmdn, ete. < *gyi- ﬂ—jﬂt -yp—mdn, *kel-d—jat-yp—min ete. I am doing;
ich bin am Tun; I am coming, am on my way; bin am Kommen”, Qq.-Qqlpq.
kijat- *“to be on the way; am Kommen sein” < *kel-d—jat-, Tuva, Lit.-Soj.
biZim&an-mdn I still am writting, bin noch immer am Schreiben™ < *bifi-p
—yd-a—Eyt-gan—mdn < *bibi-p—yd-a—jat-gan—min, the above-mentioned
different forms of the compound praesens in Ojrot, or the praesens in -i of the
Abagan languages of the type 1. ps. sg. prs. par-i-m, 2. sg. prs. par-i-zyp, 3. sg.
prs. par-i, ete., continuative as well as aoristic, going back to a rigorous con-
traction from either the nomen aoristi + dr-iir, as Bana (‘6. Turkolog. Brief™)
after the Ujyur pattern assumed, or from another form, probably the gerun-
dium in .a/-y/-u etc. and the aorist of jai-, jad-yr-ym. The contraction has
completely obliterated the original form. So far, these latter forms in -i are
found with bar- ““to go” and kil- *“to come’ only, the same verbs with which
specially short forms have developed in Ojrot.

In rare cases the main verb can be a nomen verbale temporis and take boi-
as an auxiliary, as e.g. in Ujyur gyi-ur—bol-ur—mdn “I do, am doing just
now’ ', probably in some cases, not always, with a slight inchoative tinge,
qyt-ur—bol-tym I was just doing”’, forms which are on the border of category
I and category II, similar to the Ujyur forms qyt-mys—Dbol-ur—mdn and qui-
myi—bot-yaj—mdn, discussed above. On the other hand, the Osman forms of
the type sdv-dr—ol-, sdv-mif—ol-, and sdv-d3ik—of- have the value of the
inchoative, anterior, and intentional action (DExY, § 812) respectively.

Verbal compositions of an aspect-character can also be formed from verbal
nouns which have no tense-connotation and never occur as verbal nouns of
tense. Into this category, sparsely developed that far, belong formations such
as those in (e.g. Ozbek ete.) -mag-8y + bot-, Qqlpq. -magdy-bot- for the intended,
planned action: ketmdkéi-mdn “‘am about going; I want to go”, perf. ketmdikéi-
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boldum ‘I wanted to go; I was to go”, or the locative of the verbal noun in
-mag with a copula, d@(r)- or bol-, very commonly used in modern Osman for
the praesens “‘progressivum”’, the action in progress, cf. Ruslar taarruz elmik-
di-dir ‘‘the Russians are (at present) attacking, sind im Angriff”’, Qqlpq. men
ogu-mag-ta—men ‘I am reading, learning just now; ich bin am Lesen, Lernen”,
the nomen verbale in -magq of the verbal formations in -pansy- < -yan + -sy-
with auxiliary bel- for the fictitious intention, ef. Qqlpq. bas-ta-yan-sy-mag—
bol- “‘to feign starting work, to simulate as if one wanted to begin to work”,
and this with a rigorous contraction in Qyryyz, cf. bilmeksen-bol- ““to feign not
knowing™ < *bl-mdi-gin-si-gin—bot-.

These vary considerably from language to language and are to be relegated
therefore to a treatment of the single Turkic languages, for which the ““Funda-
menta’ or good grammars of individual Turkie languages are to be consulted.

Word-Formation

In the Turkic languages there is a strict distinction between nominal and
verbal stems, so that the word formation suffixes are divided into two opposing
oroups: one of suffixes which are attached only to nominal stems, and another
of those attached only to verbal stems. Only rarely do we find a suffix which
can serve for either category, a feature more commonly observed in the
Tungus languages. A complete word is generally characterized by the sound-
harmony; however, in certain cases, the sound harmony may not extend to all
syllables, since there are a few elements attached to words which do not
undergo sound harmony, and in such cases they are also outside the regular
accentuation pattern. These facts then clearly evidence such elements as
enclitical particles which exercise certain morphological and/or syntactical
functions, but which have not yet developed into actual suffixes obliged to
conform to sound-harmony and the general accentuation pattern. Some
elements of this type are the formantia of the cas. compar. in -ddg, and the
cas. aequat. (prosecut., mensurat., terminat.) in -éa/-éd in the nominal category,
and the formans of the negative aspect in -ma-/-md- in the verbal category.
While the formans of the aequativus has in some languages only one form,
e.g. in Lit.-Soj. only -&i, in other languages it has both sound-harmonic forms,
but never receives the accentuation when in final position, which is always
the case; the accent falls on the preceding syllable, The situation is the same
for the forms of the negative aspect, while it stands in final position of the
word only in the 2, ps. sing. imperat., which has no suffix in Turkic. The
formans of the cas. compar. -ddg in the nominal category is a mere enclitic,
while it has become a suffix in the pronominal category: cf. Uj. jyd-jypar-tig,
“like perfumes”, gamyaq baryr-tdg “like garlic (= smell) spreading”™, but
antay, muntay ‘“‘thus”, properly “like this, that”; Qq. ajigan-di “like having
said, as it was said”, but gandaj “how?”, mundaj, sondaj “‘thus”. The non-
sound-harmonic features of -ddg are clearly recognizable in the Uj. script,
while the nature of -fa/-¢éd remains obscure. These phonological facts demon-
strate the gradual transition from postposition to case-suffix. A case like Uj.
olarnyy-tdg qulyntlarym, translated by von Gapamw (“Alttk. Gramm.”, § 324,
p. 146, sub postpositions) as “Meine den ihrigen gleichenden Taten”, clearly
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shows the postpositional funection of -tdg, and moreover implies an ellipsis of
probably olarnynqy-syn-tig q. or olarnyy qyltynélaryn-tig qulynélarym. Similar
features are found with Southwestern languages in -(y)a/-(i)ld, ‘“with”, which
in the form -fa/-ld is on the point of becoming a case suffix, although it does
not yet bear the accent and the palatal form is preferred by Lit.-Osm.

In so many instances a clear distinetion between stem and root is still
impossible in the present state of research, as is the case for all Altajic languages.
The cas. indef. of the nouns, the nominative of the pronouns, and the suffixless
2. ps. sg. imperat. of the verb is identical with the stem form to which all
further suffixes and suffix-like elements, such as enclitics, are attached. While
the stems can be mono-, di-, and polysyllabic, the roots are monosyllabic. They
may consist of one sound only if this is a vowel, e.g. (Kd&yari) d-, “to under-
stand, know”, u-, “‘to be able”. This fact must have remained unknown to
Baskaxov, since he contests the existence of roots consisting of one vowel
only; they are rare, but they do exist. For the nominal and pronominal categ-
ories, only one such root seems to be found in each: y, “plant”, occurring in
Uj. only compositely with the synonym taryy, “a planting, crop’; with the
suffix -paé it is found in the word y-yaé, jyyaé, “‘tree”, and in the southwest
with ablaut in the root, a-paé, “id.”, which latter must be the older and
Common-Altajic vocalic form of the root. However, in view of Uralic, Samojed
pa, Hungarian fi, ““tree”, the Proto-Altajic form of the root was *pa. In the
pronominal category there is o (and u) as a demonstrative and later anaphoric
personal pronoun of the 3. ps. sg., as a more recent substitute for the two
Proto-Turkic pronominal roots *a- and *i-, stem a-n-, ¢-n-; only the latter has
been preserved in Man3u, even in the nom. sing. ¢, “he, she, it”, while in Turkie
it has survived only in the function of the possessive suffix of the 3. ps., -1,
stem -i-n-. A root consisting of one consonant only has not yet been detected,
but is also unlikely to exist in Altajic,

Further, the root can consist of one vowel only (V), of vowel - consonant
(V -+ C), or of consonant 4+ vowel (C + V), of vowel + 2 consonants (V 4+ C
-+ (), of consonant 4 vowel 4 consonant (C + V -+ C), but in view of the
Altajic anlaut law, not of C 4 C + V; further on we may possibly also find
C 4 V 4 C -+ C, while in this as in the instance of V - C 4 C, the second
consonant may well be of a suffixal character, although it is not yet possible to
determine its actual origin. But even in the case of roots of the C + V - C
type, the situation is not at all clear; for instance jan-, “to burn (intrans.)”,
is clearly not a root but the derivative in the medial aspect in -n-: ja-n-,
because there is the intensive ja-g-, “‘to kindle”, i.e. root ja-, “to burn” (=
1E, Indo-Iranian *d%g*-, “id.”); but jan-, “‘to return”, may well be a medium,
like jan-, ““to burn (intrans.)”, but a root *ja- cannot be detected so far in this
case, In view of the noun kdz, “eye” (5.W. gdz), the verbal stem kir- (gdr-)
cannot be considered a root; this can only be *Ekd-, from which both words
have been derived, the noun as the deverbal noun in -z, and the verb as a
deverbal verb in -r-, probably having (had) the connotation of an intensivam;
thus the root *kd-/*gé- should probably be assumed to have been verbal in
nature during the Proto-Turkic period. Only a small number of cases are as
clear as the following: dgri-n-, “'to learn”, medium, dgrdi-{-, ““to teach”, trans.
causatb., the simplex *dgrd- not being in use in historical times; dgrd- is a
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denominal derivative in -ra-/-rd- of dg, “‘reason, mind”, itself being a deverbal
noun in -g, a nominal suffix, of the verb d- (Ka&yari), “"to think™, which can
safely be considered a root. Features of a particular stem formation such as
the so-called ‘‘root-enlarging elements” (“wurzelerweiternde Elemente™),
known in IE, and also extant in Tungus where in special instances they play
a certain morphological role, are not found in the Turkic languages, -

Instances of identical nominal and verbal stems are rarely met with in
Turkic, while in Tungus, for instance, they are quite common ; thus only a few
examples can be guoted from Turkic such as dr, WB Ca., Osm., Qq., Az.,
“upper part, upper, high place, elevation™; ér-, Kas. “to arise, get up, take
off”, for which reason it is doubtful whether they are stem or root forms,
although they may be analysed as *d-r- and *d-r respectively, to which we
might compare dt-, ‘‘to pass by”, < *g-f- and én-, “to grow”, <*g-n-; another
example of this same type is: Orx., Uj., Kas. ete. jiik, “load”, jiik-, ‘“‘to collect,
assemble” ; that these are derivatives of the root *jii- is evidenced by Kas.
jii-d@-, “to load, to take unto oneself”, an ingressivum in -d- with derivatives,
jiid-dir-, trans, causat., “‘to load (upon)”, jiid-if- cooperat., ““to carry (a load)
together’; probably we should also include here Ka&. sag, “watchful, careful”,
saqg-, “‘to consider as”, probably both derivatives of the root sa-, “‘to think, to
count”’ = Common-Altajic *sd-, ‘id.”; or gat, “‘side, nearness”, gaf-, “‘to have
accompany, to send along”, from a root *ga- 4 -f, resp. -f-. Instances of this
type are quite common in Tungus, cf. for instance Ewenki 5élé, “‘fear”, nélé-,
“to fear”; gata, “‘fence,” géta-, “‘to fence in, to make a fence”; tigdé, “‘rain”,
tigdé-, ““to rain”; tijé, “narrow”, tijé-, “‘to be, become narrow, to creep through
with difficulty”, and many others; even derivatives can be used as both
nominal and verbal stems, ef. oron “‘reindeer” with suffix -kat/-két/-kot: oro-
kot, “‘toy reindeer (to play with)”, oro-kot-, “‘to play with a toy reindeer”; wa-,
“to hunt, to kill”, wa-ptin, “‘sacrificial offering (of a reindeer sacrifice to the
Ghost of Hunting before the beginning of the hunt)”, wa-ptin-, *‘to make an
offering, sacrifice”’. Such freedom of usage would be unheard of in the Turkic
languages. This latter feature is undoubtedly the reason for the generally
more liberal use of suffixes in Tungus, while in the Turkic languages the
strictest division between nominal and wverbal suffixes is observed, without
exception.

Within these two categories, there are two sub-divisions, each utilizable
for the formation of either nouns or verbal stems.

I,1. Denominal nouns are found with suffixes such as:¥)
-tag, -¢yq, diminutive : WB Tel. gys-dag < qyz-éag “little girl”, Qrm. gys-éyg “‘id.”;
-¢y/-¢1, nomen actoris, pan-Altajic (nomen possessoris in Tungus): Uj. ap-¢y
“hunter”, Ca. ete. femiir-¢i, Osm. damir-3i “‘smith”, Ca. quily ‘‘falconer”,
Osm. ddvi-3i “camel-driver”, d8ik-¢i “‘donkey-driver”, Ozb. tuja-&i, esakéi
“id.”, Osm., Ca., Qom. ete. balyg-¢y ‘‘fisherman”, Tob. babygey *‘id.”, Ozb.
oquy-cy “‘reader,” ogyluv-éy “teacher” ; inJakut, -é¢y and -syt/-éyt ete. (probably
ancient plural, like Mong. -éi-n): timir-3it “smith”, alfan-nyt “copper-smith”,
symyja-&éy “liar” from symyja “lie”; Tav. -2, -§: §iru-28 “‘secretary”, of firu
“writing”’;

*} In each section, only a selection of the existing suffixes is listed.
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-dug/-diik, nomen perfecti: Uj. go-n-dug *‘settlement”, of go-n- “to sit, lie,
down, settle, camp™, kdsd-diik “'desiring, desire”, of késd- “‘to desire™;

-y, -Vy/[-Vyg, originally partic. praes. (act.), result of the action as indicated by
the verb: Uj. tap-yy ‘“‘veneration” of tap- ‘““to venerate”, dt-iig “prayer” of ot-
“to ask, pray”’; ajy “word” of aj- “to say, speak’; siir-iig “flock™ of siir- “'to
drive™; bil-ig ‘“‘knowledge” of bil- “‘to know™’; ég “‘thought” of d- ““to think”;
qap-yy “‘door” of gap- “‘to cover”; enlarged by the suffix -#y/-li, it designates
nomina actoris: Uj. jara-t-yy-ly “creator”, of jara-t- “‘to create”, and by the
suffix -ma/-md, like the preceding, but often adnominally used: Uj. bayryn jor-
yy-ma “‘(the one) creeping on the belly (instr.)”, as a translation for Skr. ura-
ga-s “‘belly-goer, snake”; usually adnominal: Uj. #i-g-mé “named, so-called”,
kdl-ig-mé “*coming”, kdligmd od ““future”; from denominal verbs in -fa-: Uj.
Jjaj-ta-y “summer camp’ from jaj “summer” - -la-y, qyi-la-y “winter camp”
of gyi “winter” = Osm. jajla(y), *“id.”, gyila ‘‘barracks”, alternating with
deverbal -g/-k: Osm. jajlag and gyslag “‘summer-, wintercamp, -pastures™;

-yaé ete., nomen instrumenti: Uj. aé-gal, Ca. ete. ab-qyé, aé-qué “key” of aé-
“to open”; Ca., Osm., Qn. bas-gyé, Qq. bas-qy3 “ladder, stairs, steps of”’, of
bas- “‘to tread on™;

-yyn/-kin, ete.: Uj. tir-gin “crowd”, of tir- *'to gather (trans.)”; (Man.) baz-yan
“pressing, seizing”’, of baz-/bas- ““to press, tread on™;

-paq, etc., nomen actoris: Uj. ié-kidk “‘vampyre”, of ié- *‘to drink™; M.-Tk.
(Rabvytizl) gaé-gag “who runs away, deserter” = Osm. gaé-ag “id.” = Serbo-
Croat. kafak “id.”; Ca. (Golden Horde) basgaq ‘‘tax-collector”, properly “op-
pressor”, of bas-, > 0.- Russ. 0ackaks id.”, also as a present-time family name,
backakos;

-yu/-git, nomen actionis vel actoris: Uj. wr-un-pu warrior” of ur-un- “to fight”,
byé-yu “knife” of byé- “to cut (off)”; tiikd-gi-¢d, aequ. ““until the end”, of
tiikd- “‘to be finished, exhausted”; common are the derivatives -pu-ga, dative,
for the supinum, -pu-fug with gerundivic meaning, in adnominal and in pre-
dicative function: Ujy. bydrun-yu-tug i§ “opus exercendum’ and the negated
-yu-suz, usually adnominal, cf. sdw-gi-siiz “undesirable”, and the nomen
actoris -yu-&y (cf. dl-dir-gi-¢i “killer” from 6l-iir-, causat. of dl- ““to die”);

-, -Vin: Uj. kdd-im, Osm. gdj-im “dress, garment”, of kdd- “‘to dress, put on”;
isti-m “‘desire” of istid- << *i-z-fd- ““to desire, search for"”; rather common;
-ma, rare in Uj., rather common as verbal noun in Osm.: gil-md “(action of)
coming”’, git-méd “going’;

-maq, nomen actionis: Uj. ug-mag “‘reason, understanding” of ug- “to under-
stand”, él-mék “‘dying” of él- “‘to die”;

-my& , nomen perfecti (ef. -dug): Uj. dg-mid “praise” of dg- “to laude”; often as
nomen verbale in Ca., and borrowed therefrom into N.-Persian and Talys
where it together with the N.-Pers. suffix -1, in the form -mi&i, has become a
suffix of nomina verbalia:

-néf-Vané (<< *-yn-y¥, nomen in -§ of the medial aspect): Uj. qulyné “deed; L
(=) sin”, of gqyi- “to do™; dgriiné, dgriintii “‘joy(ous)”, of dgir- ““to enjoy™;
kirt-gii-né “‘faith, belief” of kirt-gii-n- “to believe”;

-q-k, originally partic. pf. (pass.): Uj. anug “‘readiness”, of *anu- in anu-n- “‘to
get ready’ ; jog “‘not existing”, of *j0- as e.g. in Uj. jo-d-un *‘perishment” ; galy-g
“sky, firmament”, of galy- “‘to be convex’; siiz-itk “pure” of siiz- “to purify,
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sieve””; yd-ug “holy”, Kvy. ydyk “‘sacred animal (usually a reindeer)”, of yd- “to
send off, away™’;

-V&: Uj. wr-ud “fight”, of ur- “to beat”; jara-§ “well-being” of jara- “to
befit’’; begins in the modern languages of Central Asia to replace more and
more the suffixa -ma and -mag;

-¥t, nomen perfecti: Uj. bofyu-t “teaching”, of *boSyu- in bofyu-n- “to learn™;
adyrt ‘‘distinction”, of ad-yr- “‘to distinguish, differentiate”; ur-un-t “offense,
beating”, of wr-un- “to fight’”; Kas. kdd-it “dress, garment”, of kdd-; Ca.
bin-iit “‘riding animal” of bin- “to mount” = WB Tob. min-it;

-z, often adnominally used: Uj. -z “master” of u- “to be able; sami-z “fat”,
cf. sdmi-r- “to grow fat”; Ka&. jatiz “large” of jdl- “‘to reach”, jumuz ‘“‘fat
(man)”, of jum(y)- ““to be fat, soft”, cf. Kas. jum(y)-a-¢ ‘‘soft”’, qutuz “having
rabies, lyssa (dog)”, of *quiu- in quiu-r- “to become excited”; WB NW, SW
languages ajaz “‘clear, bright (sky, weather)” < aj-a-z, of @) “moon™.

II, 2. Deverbal Verbs

The aspect suffixes are not listed here,

Of aspectual character is -a-[-i-, as it has basically an iterative meaning; it
does not occur, however, as a regular aspect-suffix; cf. Ca. bujur-a- ““to order,
command’’, kds-d- “‘to cut, pespiBath’, sor-a- “'to ask, question”, sir-d- “'to
drag, draw’’, from bujur-, kds-, sor-, siir-; some of them, as sor-a-, siir-d-,
survive in Ozb., N.-Uj.; a further derivative is the nomen perfecti in -pan
forming nomina actoris or qualitatis, implying iterative action: Ca. éal-a-pan
“burning nettle”, properly “‘stinger”, from éal- “‘to sting, bite, etc.””; Novyaj,
Qumyq, Tob., Ozb. ete. alayan “‘the one who always takes; buyer”, berdgin “the
one who always (usually) gives; seller”; Tav. man-a-jan *‘oblivious”;

-Ci-, rare: Uj. tdr-&i- ““to originate™ <7 térii-¢i- of tiril- “‘to be born™;

-d- (= -d-), intensive or inchoative, rare, fossile: Uj. to-d- “to be satisfied”,
(Osm. do-j- “id.”), of the root fo- as e.g. in (WB) Orx., Uj., Ca., Osm. ete. to-g
“satisfied, full”, to-#- “to be filled”’, probably also fo-p, Osm., Qrm., N.-Uj., Qv.,
Qar. “multitude, heap, crowd; all together”; go-d- (=) N.-Uj., Ozb., Qy., Qq.
etc. goj- “‘to lay down, put down”, ef. Osm. go- “'id.”, med. go-n- “*to sit down,
camp, settle”, probably also in go-p “*all”;

-g-/-k-, intensive, perfective: Uj. dk- “to think”, of 4- “*id.”; kin-iik- “‘to burn
down completely (intr.)"”, of kin-/kdj-/*kdri- ; in combination with -sy-, passivie:
Uj. tul-su-g- “‘to be caught” of tuf- “*to seize, catch”, bil-si-k- “to be known”
(also with Kas.), Kas, uf-su-g- “to loose (in gambling)”, prop.: “to be vanqu-
ished” ; sané-yg- “‘to be beaten, defeated”, possibly for *sané-sy-q- of sané- “*to
sting (through); perforate™, although in a few instances this suffix has passivic
function, apartfrom an ingressivic-medialone : e. g. Ka&. tyf-yg-,intensivic “‘totalk
to somebody forspying, obtaining intelligence”, passivic *‘verklatscht werden, to
be denounced”, << *tyi-y-q- of tyt (lil, dil) “tongue”; bas-yq- jayy-qa “'vom Feinde
iiberfallen werden” where in one instance bas-sy-g- oceurs; in the construection
with the dative, bas-yg- seems to be cansativic; ingressivic medial seem to be:
Kas. &ynyg- “‘sich bestitigen, to be verified”, < *&yn-y-g-, tyn “true”, WB Qn.,
QarTr. éynyg- “‘to get used to”; Ka&. sajyg- “zur Eindde werden, to become a
desert” < *saj-y-g-, WB Qn., Tob. sajyg- ‘‘to become, be, shallow (river, etc.)”;
-8y-[-8i-, rare without further suffixes (cf. above): Uj. dm-si- “to suck”, of dm-
“‘id.”, without a perceptible semantic difference between simplex and derivative.
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and in Mongolian and Turkic. As this word is lacking elsewhere in Altajic
and cannot be connected, for semantic reasons, with the Altajic stem al(y)- ‘““to
take, ete.”, it is to be considered as a Qytan word whose etymology is to be
sought for in Middle-Chinese,

Words such as turma, *“‘beet, turnip” (= Uj. turma, “‘radish”™), saryy turma,
“carrot’”’ = Persian turma, turub, turp, turf, no doubt a loan word there, too,
and turmuz, “‘a kind of cucumber,” = Persian tarmus, “id.”, are extremely
difficult to trace, as are many words for plants, animals, dishes, ete., which
are already on the border between loan words and foreign words. As to furma,
cf. B. LAUFER, “‘Sino-Iranica”, p. 574; MuxgAcst and GoMBocz are wrong in
MSFOu., XXX, p. 131; turmuz is compared by PELLIOT, in TP, 1944, pp. 86 ff.,
with tarbuz/ garpuz/ arbuz ete., “watermelon”,

The following cross-section through the Ujyur vocabulary may well be con-
gidered typical of the language of this vast translation literature and the
various linguistic, i.e. cultural influences from the outside,

To the most ancient elements belongs the basic title system, which is not
limited to Turkic but is already found in Orxon and lives on for a long time,
e.g. qayan (xayan), gan (xan), jabyu, 3ad, beg, baya, targan, baya-targan, ete.,
whose origin is not clear; Sad, beg, and baya may be of Iranian origin from
Soydian ixfid, ““a high dignity”, O.Pers. baga, “God”, Av. baya, “id.”, while
beg, at least, may well be traceable to Chinese (as RaMsTEDT has done; cf. K. H.
MExGES, “Sino-Altaica”, p. 137; CLAUSON is wrong in his “‘Sanglax”, p. 104);
targan seems to be of western origin, the Chinese ;¥ ‘g dat-juan being apparent-
ly merely its Chinese transcription, but not a genuine Chinese term.

All the other foreign and loan words clearly have three sources, an eastern,
a southern, and a central and western one; the first is almost exclusively
Chinese and quite strong; the second Indian—mainly Sanskrit, and to a much
lesser extent Prakrit or Pali—and a few Tibetan words; the central and
western ones the two Toxarian languages, a number of Iranian languages such
as Soydian, Saka, Pahlavi, and Parthian, Greek, and Syriac, the latter two
usually through the medium of an Iranian language in the same way as a
number of Sanskrit words were taken over in Uj. through Toxarian or Iranian,
and, during the late epoch, occasionally also through Chinese mediation.

The Chinese words belong to a much lesser degree than the other borrowings
to the religious sphere: cf. baxsy, “teacher” << {ill |- pak-fi > modern bo-fy,
“master’”’, translated as ‘“‘Doctor”; also > Mong. and almost all Tungus
languages: “‘master, craftsman, artisan’;
ban 100007 << M.-Chin. *man & = wan; > Jap. ban “id.”;
bir, bir “‘writing brush” < *Pir/*pjet 4¢ “id.”, with rhotacism of the final
dental; also in other examples; cf, also Kor. p‘l [ pir- ““id.”; the derivative
verb in -i-, bil-i- “to write”” (also > Mong., Tung.) does not show rhotacism;
it must either have been borrowed from another Chinese dialect or at another
(earlier ?) period of the Chinese language;
bulap ““verandah™ < 2 J§ bu-lap “id.”;
burxzan “Budda”, with rhotacism < Chin. {j}; *b*juét as in Kor, p‘ul, -+ xan
“prince”; > N.-Chin. fo; > Jap. buccu;
bursay, bursoy ““‘community of monks, convent” < {# {& bjuét-séy > fo-sén <
Skr. budd‘a-savg‘a *'id.”;
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budy “alms” < fj jE bu-§y (Buddh.) “id.”;

cap “‘granary’” < c‘ap £ “id.” (cis rendered, in the Uj. script, by {d@w plus sin);

cu < & c%i “kind, benevolent” in the verbal derivative cuj-ur-ga- “‘to have

mercy’’, and as loanword sujurga- = WB Uj. (QB), Ca., Qom., Osm. sojurya-

“id., bestow presents, gifts”, sojurya-l “‘present, gift”, for Ca., Qom., Osm. a

Mongolian mediation not being excluded;

cuj, suj ‘‘sin, atonement” < czuj 5 ““id.”; suj can be considered a loanword ;

cun “inch” < =} e*un “id.”;

dynZu “real” < ¢éZn-Zu JL 4p translating Skr. tat‘ata;

¢yq “‘foot (measure)’”’ << *&jdk/*Eyk(?) R = &% “id.”;

zua ‘flower” < hua 3 id.”;

jan ‘“‘mood, way, method” < jap #f “id.”;

ta “‘mule” < la E§ = lo “id.”; the common-Turk. (Ka&. ete.) gatyr ““id.”, Mong.
gadir “‘id.”, seems not yet attested for Uj.; it is a loanword from Iran., ef. Phlv,
xar-tar, O.-Pers. rara-tara- *'id.”’, comparat. of xare- “donkey™; 33

likZir ““calender” < lik-*Zir/-Zit JFF H > li-Zs “id.”; &ir = Kor. il;

lin-rua “lotos” < Ljdn-hua 3§ E “id.”;

tup, Wi “‘dragon” < lup §{ji “id.”;

mir ‘‘honey”, rhotacistic, < *mjét % > mi “'id.”; > Jap. miceu “id.”’;

pusar ““Bod‘isattva” << *b*uo-sil ¥ [, Chin. transcription for e,

quma jayy “‘linseed-oil”, quma < hu-ma #f] Jf (certainly a loanword in Chin.);

qungin “harp” << k‘un-hou/héu %E “id.”;

sameo ‘“Tripitaka” < sam-czap = 5§ “id.”, i.e. fAfAZH “3 baskets”,
literally translated;

san “‘community of monks: a monk” < czéy, séy £, {f = Jap. 85 “i

sawdin, siofin “"Hinajina™ < s_;m:- -§én s> #E ‘‘small vehicle”, literally H&na]mted

from the Skr. term,

sdypiin, sapun genﬂral (milit.)", ] also in Orxon; < éjap-giin JfF SH “‘id.”";

sin “thought” < §in, —L'F c:-r (>, “heart, (=) thought™;

su ‘‘vivid, gay, health:,r << s Af;

tajiiy “Mah&]&na” t‘aj-3éy S Fe “‘large wvehicle”, literally translated;
Synon.: m(a)rajan, HETHIH;

tap “hall” < t‘ap 4 “id.”;

tdp ‘‘even, equal; scales” < dép 5 “id.”’;

t1, ty “‘fast, always, constant{ly), firm"” < dip 5 “'id.”";

tuy “‘banner, emblem”, also (WB) N, Uj., Ca., Osm., < duy # > du “id.” which
might well be an ancient loanword in Chinese;

tubuy “‘civilian governor” < du-t‘up Ff FK ‘id.”; 34
futug *‘military governor” << *fuo-tuok F B+ “id.”’;

tugy ‘‘butcher” < t*w-czé B - “id.”;

wap ‘'law, doctrine” < *wap 3k > fa, translates Skr. d‘arma, uH;

wapsy “‘teacher (of Buddhist doctrine)” < *wap-& 3 fifi “id.”.

The words from Sovydian often show, apart from neutral words, religious
differentiation: cf. patyamwar “apostle” << Christ.-Soyd. patyambar, mopué
“one of the Magi” < Chr.-Soyd. moyué “id.”, anéman (for animan) “‘commu-
nity” < Chr.-Soyd. anfaman “id.”, Symnu “‘devil” < Chr.-Soyd. Jim(a)nu <
0.-Pers, Ahriman (cf. H. JUNKER, in Ungar. Jb., V, 49ff.); zormuzla, gormuzda



170 V1. Lexical composition of the Turkie languages

< Man.-Soyd. “Primordial Man”—but in Buddhist texts this stands for
Indra; mardaspant “element” < Man.-So. mardaspand; moZag, moZak < Sovyd.
moak, in Buddhist texts “‘teacher, doctor”, in Manichaean “‘archbishop’;
nyzwany, nyzbany < Man. and Buddh.-Sovd. nizban “‘passions”, translates
Skr. kiesa; miyodak << Buddh.-So. niyddak “auditor”, in Manichaean texts
-li]:al , . L] ;

Famnand, Symnané “nun” < Buddh.-So. famniné, fem.; < Skr. framanéri “id.””;
midik, mitik “‘layman” < Buddh.-So. midak “id.”’;

tamu “‘hell, hell-dweller” << Buddh.-So. tamu “id.”;

wizar, wrrar ‘‘convent, monastery” < Buddh.-So. barzar (bry’r) = Skr. vihdra
“id.”"—is nsually considered as the etymology of the name of the city of
Buxiri;

bata- “‘to keep lent, fast” < baf.a- from Sovyd. *paé of pa- “to care, to be
cautious’; deriv.: baéay, bafagq “‘lent’;

taxdapat, fagSapat, -put “‘prescriptions, commandments, orders” < Soyd.
éizSapad < Tox. A dikfapat < Skr. Sikfapada “id.”;

dindar, dintar << Buddh.-Soyd. déndar “‘an elect™;

fristi, bristy, pristi “angel” < Sovyd. fristi, bridti *'id.”, Man.-Soyd. pristi burran
“apostle”, e.g. Mani pristi burran; N.-Pers. <23 farista “angel”;

xatun, gatun “‘lady, queen, princess” << Soyd. xwatén “id.”;

kiid “‘very” < Sovd. kadé “‘id.” < Saka; also Ka&. “id.” and derivative kdid-li-
““to make efforts™

kigdda “‘paper” < Soyd. kagda << Gr. ydo.

kidnt *‘city, town” < Soyd. kanp (= Sak. kanpd); also in modern Tk. : Ozb., Osm.;
nom < Sovyd. nom < Gr. vipoe, “‘doctrine, law, religion, dogmatie text; prayer;
idea”; deriv. nom-¢y “‘preacher”, nom-fa- “to preach”; from Uj., this word
has been borrowed in a northerly direction by the Ugrians and Samojeds, num,
meaning there “heaven, God, (Kamasg. =) thunder” (ef. “*Sibir, Tirk-Sprachen,
1117, 2, pp. 1401);

uak, uzak, ufik, uzik “letter, syllable” < Soyd. wiak = Skr. vafike “‘id.”; >
Mong. diziik *“id.”;

While the Soydian word-material in Ujyur contains elements of a secular
character, their majority nevertheless belongs to the sphere of religion.

There is a group of Middle-Persian words, attested in Middle-Persian
Turfan fragments; they are exclusively religious terms, preponderantly
Christian:
avagliun “Gospel” < Syr.? < edayyéhov.
bogtag << M.-Pers. Turfan boxtag “saved”, Turkic derivative bogta-éy ““Saviour™;
xiar < M.-Pers, Turfan hijar “‘helper”;
tdujazd < M.-Pers. Turfan Jifu-Jazd “Jesus God”;
jazd < M.-Pers. Turfan jazd “God”;
mazxistak < M.-Pers. Turfan mahistag ‘‘presbyter” (3rd degree of the Manich-
aean hierarchy);
manistan < M.-Pers. Turfan manistdn ““dwelling place™;
nos << M.-Pers. Turfan andién “*sweet, lovely”.

A Middle-Persian word that has been borrowed for good and survives in a few
modern languages, is the pronoun hamég ““all, entire” = gamay, gamyy (also
35 written ¢>my, gmy), in the instrum. gamay-un “entirely™.
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A few Middle-Iranian words, even of secular order, have been adopted as
e.g. kiindit (kinZit?) “sesame” < M.-Tran. kuniit, cf. Toxar. kunéit “id.”, or
Siikdr “sugar” < M.-Tran. Sakar, of. Toxar. Kuéa sakkdr *“id.,”” < Skr. sarkari
“id.”.

A word like dyn, din “‘religion’ is either << M.-Pers. dén or << Buddh. Soyd.
dén “id.””; from M.-Pers., it was borrowed by Arabic, 22 “id.”.

From Saka seem to have come words like fazan ‘“discipline (of teaching)” <
Sak. ééasana, $éasam ““id.”, a loanword from Skr. édsana “id.” ; from an alternate
form in Ujyur, Mong. 3afin orginated, meaning ‘“religion”. A word that
survives in all Turkic languages is fon ‘‘garment”, in Siberia usually ‘‘fur-coat”,
< Sak. t‘auna “garment’; that there was an alternate (Iranian) form with
p- << t*- is hinted at by the Jakut form son *‘id.; fur-coat’, borrowed into N.-
Tung. as sun “id.”,

Parthian words seem to be rare, cf. e.g. the unaltered word amvardiin
“collection”. It is quite possible that some of them were mistaken for Soydian,
Pahlavi ete., in view of the similarity of these Iranian languages.

The number of words borrowed from the two Toxarian languages seems,
in view of their cultural significance as well as their location, rather small; this
fact may indicate that Toxarian was about to become extinet when the
Ujyurs settled in the Tarim Basin. There are e.g.:
asapki “‘innumerable” < Kuéd asamkaj < Skr. asamkjéja- “'id.”"—but the
word might just as well have come from Skr. directly, as Maitréja e.g. becomes
Majtri, Mitri in Ujyur; avy3, awyd < Tox. avi§ < Skr. aviti, the name of the

lowest hell;
more interesting is:
banyt “‘molasses, crude sugar, sirop” << Kuéd panit, panit < Sky. p‘anita-

uid'n .
lisip ““dysenteric discharge”™, in Brahmi texts leép “mucus” << Kuéa ledp “id.”;
tiitmdn, also in Orxon, pan-Turkic, 100007, Synon. of ban, < Kuéd tumane,

tmane “‘id.”; it wandered early into Mongolian and S.-Tungus;
qardy Uj., Ka&., “palace” is according to BROCKELMANN (“M.-Tk. Gramm.”,
p- 2) a loanword from Toxar. keréije **Burg, Stadt”, belonging to the 1E sib of
Slav. *gord-, rpajsete. ; the way of borrowing is doubtful : ef. Orbis, XIV, p.128f,

The Sanskrit words are quite numerous, preponderantly from the sphere of
religion: some of them have become loanwords. Exx.:
arxant (a spelling reant occurs) << Skr. arkant- “anachorete; who has reached

the Buddhaship™;
arzy, w3 < Skr. rfi- “anachorete, saint”; the Soydian and Saka forms of this

Skr. terminus technicus may have had their effect upon Uj., ef. Soyd. rizaj,

Sak. rifaji;
drddni, drdini ; rini, radna *‘jewel, preciosity” < Skr. ratnam, a loanword ;
bodistaw; bodistw << Skr. Bad‘isaltva-;
braxaswadi, brrasiwadi < Skr. Brhaspati- “‘Jupiter”;
bujan ‘‘merit; good deed; kindness' < Skr. punja;: > Kas. mujan “id.”; both

forms are loanwords (cf. supra);
éakir (or &ikir?) “‘wheel” < Skr. éakra- ““id.”;
fambudiwip < Skr. Jambudvipa, the name of the world;
dian, djan *‘contemplation™ < Skr. d*jana, “‘id.”, one of the virtues (piramita);
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injana “‘knowledge” < Skr. ndna “id.”; probably also a loanword ;

karmaput “‘ways of deed, i.e. commandment for Buddhist lay-people” < Skr.
karmapat‘a- ““id.”;

kaw:r “poetry” < Skr. kdvja- “id.”;

kotti “immense” < Sk.'[- kﬁﬁ- ”lﬂ,mﬂ,{“}ﬂ” {Sk.r. t =~ ﬂl):

kFanti *‘confession (-prayer); patience (virtue)” < Skr. kddnti- “'id.”;

Majtri << Skr. Maitréja (the Budd*a of the Future);

najut ‘‘immense” < Skr. nijuta “1,000,000";

nyrwan, nyrban (this probably a loanword) “eternal rest” << Skr. nirvana- “the
state beyond existence and non-existence™;

rasajan ‘‘elixir of life” < Skr. rasdjena- *‘id.”; > Mong. ardijan, Man3u
arafan “‘id.”, Qalmyq, Bufat ar3an, lives on in a number of modern Tk.
languages, e.g. Qq. arasan “‘hot, mineral spring”, Ojrot, Tob., Tar. arafan

“id.”, Kiérik arasan “‘vodka, brandy”, Ojr. arajan, Tel. aradan ‘“‘milk-

brandy”; this word seems to underlie the name of a number of Caucasian

mineral springs, ‘‘Narzan” ;inmodern Hindastani, rasdjan means “‘chemistry’;
sartawaxi ‘‘owner of a caravan; (=) big merchant”, perhaps through Tox. A
sart*avihe, sart‘avak “id.” < Skr.sdrt‘avdha- “'id.”, later name and nickname
of the sedentary city-population of Tiirkistan, the Sarts;
sukfumur ‘‘cardamom™ <?, goes back to Skr. sikfmajla “id.”;
vajduri “beryllium” < Skr. vajdiirja- “id.”, while fnpddihov, N.-Pers. b,
billiir, go back to another O.-Ind. form, vél@rja-; both Skr. forms < Dravid.
vidaj, fifaj “‘object, perceivable by the senses” < Skr. viddja- “‘id.”;

Noteworthy is a translation of Budd‘a, the ““Awakened”, fujmys, nomen
perfecti of fuj- ““to notice, cognize, understand”.

A few Tibetan words are also found in Ujyur literature: Appellativa as
person-names, as e.g. fsman < sman “medicine”’, I'qian (better to be read,
in Ujyur, as Ygjay) < Tib. kjap < rkjap “wild horse’; for the Skr. exclamation
sad‘u “‘good! bravo!”, fyy-so < Tib. legs-so occurs in one text;

Itis quite possible that texts were translated into Ujyur from Syriac directly.
The few Syriac words in Ujyur may also have been transmitted by Iranian
media, as e.g. m¥ixa ‘‘Messiag” < Syr. méfihd ‘id.”, in the texts usually in the
compound m¥iza burzan. It is quite improbable that Greek words were adopted
directly; they must have been found as foreign words in Western sources, as
e.g. arqun < dpywv ‘‘prince, ruler”, denoting in Manichaean texts a power of
darkness.

There remains a number of words of unclear origin, as e.g.: pilpdi
“pepper”, of. Skr. pippali- “id.”” and Uj. bytbul “Bitmul-pepper” (Uj. f may stand
for Indian cerebralized ), which also points to India; fab: “*Buddhist lay-friar™
(= Mong. 3abi ““id., pupil”’), probably going back, as to its last source, to Skr.
framanéra “‘monk’; Zatu “‘ladder”, found all over Central Asia (cf. K. H.
MexaEs, “Glossar...”, s.v.); Zigim “brocade”, <?; syryfga ‘‘glass”, Kas.
syrytya *‘id.”, looks as if it had some relationship with Lat. silex, silicium;
tadar “‘ashes” <?; kiiZi, kiizi “‘incense-stick”, also > Mong. ki “id.”, <?

This extremely rich cultural heritage found its reflection in the translation
literature of the Ujyurs in Eastern Tirkistan which had a propitious beginning
and might have been destined to exert its guiding influence upon the future
literary development of many Turkic and even non-Turkic peoples; however,
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it came to a premature end with the Islamiec conquest and penetration of
Western, and later also Eastern, Tiirkistan, on top of which came the conse-
quences of the Mongolian invasion. The significance of this casura in the devel-
opment from Classical Ujyur to Ca., N. Uj., and even City-Oz., the separation
line between Uj. and its successor languages, was chiefly and essentially to be
found in the composition of the lexical material; all the Chinese, Indian,
Toxarian, and Iranian words and concepts, and quite a number of genuine
Turkie, Uj. words, too, were replaced by Arabic and N.-Pers., since they bore
the blessing of the new religion and statecraft. The entire social, political, and
spiritual life was to be modeled after Islamic borrowings, as seen everywhere
in the languages congquered by the Arabs and Islam. There were still differences
in degree, not in essence. The percentage of genuine Turkic words used even
in diffieult religious, dogmatic, and philosophical Uj. texts was considerably
greater than that found later in any Turkic language subsequent to Islamic
penetration. A word like tdpri was not tolerated in its sense of ““God”, since in
Uj. it not only designated ‘““heaven”, but also a *‘god”, as used in the poly-
theistic religions of Manichaeism or the Mahijina, while the monotheistic
Nestorian Christians did not think of replacing fdgri by the Syriac term. Only
in poetry and folk literature, e.g. proverbs, do we find Ca. tdyri and Osm. tapry,
a velar form which seems to have existed in ““Middle-Turkic”, too, having only one
parallel, Jak. tapare, *id.”. Similarly, tdéri, “‘law, constitution, doctrine,
government, ceremony’’, also used as a Turkic equivalent of Skr. d‘arma,
“law, object of thinking, idea, concept™”, was replaced by warious Arabic
words expressing the respective concepts from the Islamic point of view.
Occasionally language played tricks on people: in Arabie, “‘religion”, specific-
ally the religion of Islam, is ;> din, already used by Muhammad in the
Qur’dan, without Muhammad and/or his followers being conscious of the fact
that this was a borrowing from the idolatrous fire-worshippers of Iran, Av,
daénd > Pahlavi dén, Soydian dén, “religion”. AZun, azunm, “life, form of
existence”, lives on in poetry down to Ca. and City-Oz. as efun, meaning
“world”, a synonvm for the Arabic L' dunj@®, *“‘id.”. But also genuine
Turkic words disappeared which had no immediate connection with religion:
ajay, ‘‘honoring, honorification”, ajyg, “vow”, drdim, ‘‘virtue”, semantically
like the Latin virtus, birt-, “‘to feel, touch”—bdrtmdk translates Skr. sparéa,
the 6.-th of the 12 Nidinas, ‘‘the interrelated causes”—and many others. In the
same way, the borrowings from Iranian and Chinese were eliminated almost
to the last word, and though N.-Uj. is quite rich in Chinese loan and foreign
words, these were borrowed during the later years of the Ctin (Man3u) dynasty
and this century. A few of the genuine Turkic words known from Uj., and also

some of the Iranian borrowings, lived on in Quman, such as tdpri, drddm
(translating in the C. C. Latin wirfus), while some Arabic and Persian words

are found in the (Christian!) texts of the C. C. With a power similar to that
by which Islamic words and terms were introduced into the Turkic languages,
Hebrew ones were taken over by the Qarajim language, especially in the
translations from the Old Testament and canonical literature of Judaism, but
also, to a lesser degree, in the popular language. In Qarajim, too, the abstract
terminology was preponderantly Hebrew. However, in Qarajim the situation
was quite different from that of the Turkic languages of Central Asia at the
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time of Islamic penetration, since Qarajim had no literary and cultural tradi-
tion at the time Judaism and a certain part of its literature were adopted.
While the possibility of borrowings from Mongolian cannot be excluded from
the Ancient Turkic language period prior to the Mongolian invasion, Mongolian
words were adopted into Turkic in large numbers only during and after the
Mongolian invasion. Apart from Mongolian names and titles, and some terms
of a military and administrative character, e.g. ulus, “state, empire, realm”,
originally borrowed from Uj. wfud, thus in Qutadyu Bilig, then in Ka&yari,
“id.”, later found in the majority of the Turkic languages, or the ubiquitons
garaul, “‘guard, watch” (> Russian xapayn “‘id.”, Persian and HindGstini
Js\ 3 gardul, garaval, “id.”), Ca., N.Uj., Osm. goSun, “‘army, army group”,
< Mong. gofun < goSiyun “‘id.” (> Persian 0s&5 quitin > Hindistani, often
read ga$an, “‘brigade, division, army™), ofia, ﬁ,a—: Qar. Tr., “booty, prisoner of
war”’, Qum. offa, Qar.L. offa, Bar., Kiiirik of3o, Qq. offa, “id.” < Mong. of3a,
“hooty”, = Persian «ksl ¢, @lfa, alfa, “id.”; Ca. nikdr, ‘‘comrade, servant,
official, soldier”, Qq. ndgdr, ““id.”, Tel., Leb. nokir, “‘comrade” < Mong.
nakiir, “id.” — translates, in Mong., Skr. mitra (Kovalevskij, p. 702) — =
Pers. S 45t S s nitkar, nauwkar, “id.”. Certain words of more general use were
also taken over, such as jasa- < Mong. *jasa- > zasa-, ‘‘to make, arrange, build,
construet”, in most of the modern Turkic languages except those of the South-
west, jasaz, while Mong. has only zasay, Ca., “‘commandment, injunction,
law, imperial order”, in general, ‘‘the code of Cingis Qayan” > Pers. Li
“id.”, jasag, Ca. “(imperial) order, injunction, bill, code of law, punish-
ment, fine, battle order”, Ca., Qn. “‘tax, tribute”, Osm. “prohibition, for-

bidding” = 0.-Russ., Sib. Russ. acakb, 1dcaKhb, sficake “‘tribute, tax™; and
derivatives. From Ca. > Pers. 3Ll jasdg, with the same meaning as in Ca.

(the form *jasa, *s08a apparently does not occur in Mong.); Jajsan Qq. “brave
young man’’ < Mong. sajsap, “‘district commander (formerly over all the
Ojrots on Chinese territory)” > jajzay, Alt., Tel., Leb., Tubatar, “id.”; N.-Uj.
acta, ‘‘hayfork, fork, stick” << Mong. aca, “fork” ; afras- “‘to separate (from each
other)”, coop. asp. of afra- << Mong. adira- or, contracted < *agira- < apifira-
“to separate’; aldira- “‘to get excited, worried” < Mong. aldara-, “to lose
contact, courage, to disintegrate”; Jarla-Zala- (*‘to promulgate, call out”) <
Mong. sarfa- “id.” of far “order, proclamation™; ynia “‘stick to which dogs
are tied” < Mong. ginfi “"chain”. The relative number of Mong. words grows
with the proximity to the Mong. language area; thus the Mong. influence is
stronger in the Siberian Turkic languages than in N.-Uj., Qq., or Qyryyz. The
majority of the above-enumerated words are present there too; in addition,
there are words such as sana “thought”, < Mong. sanaya “‘id.”, Abaq., Say.,
Sor mayat “truth” < Mong. mayat “‘id.” (also in an Uj.-Chinese dictionary);
nandy “‘friend” < Mong. naméi ‘‘party member, partisan”, Abaq., Sor, Say.,
Soj. édg “‘conversation”, dogta- “to converse” < Mong. Joyog “‘amusement,
pleasure”; abagaj ‘‘lady, older woman™ << Mong. abagaj “id.”; Say. gajran
“dear”, << Mong. xajra, Man3u xajran “id.”; S.-Sib. pitik “writing, letter,
message”’ < Mong. bi¢ik “id.” (= Turkic Uj. bitig); Savy. sird “table, throne”
<~ Mong. Srdgdn ““id.”; tala) “‘sea” << Mong. talay “'1d.”"; Saqy. tekss “all”, Alft.,
Tel. tdakst “id.”, < Mong. tekdi “equally’; Say. gapéayaj “quickly, adroit(ly)”
< Mong. yabsiyaj *‘id.”; Tuva: Soj. tomagtas- “‘to converse, discuss”, Lit.-Soj.
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domagtas-, “'id.”, domagq “‘speech, address” < Mong. domog “legend, Avadana”,
Lit.-Soj. d@wvildl ‘“‘union, federation” < Mong. @bldl “id.”; Lit.-Soj., Kvy. mana-
“to expect” < from Mong. mana- “id.”; arya “‘means, trick” < Mong., “‘id.”;
Soj., Lit.-Soj., Kvy., N. Uj. alban “‘tax, tribute™ << Mong., ““id.” < Man3u “‘id.”.
Bufat words are Ky. sufa “torch” < Bufat zula “id.”, Mong. Fula; sazyn
“paper” < Bufat *sisyn > sahap < Mong. capdsun “id.”"; Say. sola ‘‘cogno-
men, second name, title” < Bufat sola = Mong. colo, cola, “idem” = Man3u
éolo “‘id.; nickname”. Mongolian was the mediator for words from other
languages, as for instance nom, Soj. “‘Holy Scriptures, book”, Ky. #om “Holy
Seriptures (of Lamaism or Christianity)” << Uj. nem < Greek vopog (cf.
supra), and other religious terms: Soj. nama, Ky. ylaba << Mong. fama <
Tibetan blama ‘““priest’”; Soj. alirag “‘novice” < Mong. zuvarag < Uj. quvrag
“community (of monks)”; Lit.-Soj. dip “‘continent” < Mong. < Uj. dib/dip
< Skr. dvipa “'id."”; Soj. bagiy/baZqy “‘teacher” (folk-etymological metathesis:
cf. Ky. pasqy < bas-qy “first”) << Uj. baxiy/bagfy < Middle Chinese pak-si
“master”’ (cf. supra); Lit.-Soj. ddptir “‘notebook, folder, file” << Mong. dabtir
(= Man3u ddbtilin “id., volume, chapter’”) << N. Pers. 55 < Greek Sup9épn
“notebook’; Lit.-Soj. ddpzi “‘scales™ << (%) Mong. dipsié < Chinese B§ - dép-
czé€ = Ma, déinsd ““id.””; Lit.-Soj. lajbyy “‘rest, peace” << Chinese % 2| t'aj-ptin
“oreat peace’.

The Jakut lexikon contains a considerable number of Mongolian loanwords
and foreign words, on which there is now a good monograph by KarvzyNskr.

No borrowings from Tungus have been ascertained so far, with the exception
of a few Man3zu words that penetrated into Turkic as e.g. alban “‘tribute, tax,
corvée, ete.”, chiefly through Mongolian mediation, but occasionally, as in
Eastern Tiirkistan, on Chinese territory, through direct contacts, such as the
above word afban in N.-Ujvur, or Jinsa, fupse ‘‘rank button (on the mandarin’s
cap)” < Ma, Zigsa (< Chin.), parta-, pata-, pala-, all over N.-Uj. (incl. Taranéi)
“to send into exile” <- Man3u fala-, apparently pronounced with length: fala-,
“to apply the law (from Chin. y: fa; > Uj. wap, cf. supra)”. The Taranci
dialect of N.-Uj. which was investigated first, by BApvLo¥r, in the 70’es, may
contain more Man3u words than so far known, since in the 1li region, in and
around the city of ["ul%a, two small Tungus groups, the Sibo, Southern Tungus
and close to the ManZu, and the Solon—these a North-Tungus group but using
many Man3u loanwords—have, or had been, living after the reconquest of
Eastern Tiirkistan by the Chinese at the end of the 50’es of the 18-th century.

While of the Semitic langunages, the Syriac influence is indirect and quite
insignificant, Arabic has penetrated the Turkic languages of the Islamic
peoples with overwhelming power; it is weaker only with the less sedentary

oroups in the Eurasian and West-Asiatic steppes and quickly diminishes in
the east of the steppe area, ending practically at the line of the Yrtys river.

It is strongest in the literary languages of the Islamic sedentary peoples,
Cayataj, Azeri, Osman, and Qazan-Tatar, and among these in Osman particul-
arly.

Single Arabic words may be encountered in the South-Siberian Turkic
languages, but they are rare. A peculiar word is Sayaj dzdp, zip, Qada izdp

“pocket”, Qojb. (CASTREN) zdp, izedp “id.” which is Arabic E:- gajh *id.;
math.) sinus”’, having gone through a number of media until it reached South-
( gg g
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Siberia. In Russian, it appears as Je0 and as (older) sens, 3enb (also with b)
“‘pocket, bag”; the older form with z- is apparently a borrowing from Tivas.
The Volga-Finnic and Permian languages have different forms, the one group
going back to those with z- or Z- as in Tivad and Russian, and another to those
with - as in later Russian and Qazan-Tatar, Then, in Ugric, Ost'ak (Xanty)
has sép and Vogul (Mansi) fep, probably from Zyfan (Komi). From Ugric, the
word seems to have been borrowed into Samojed: Jurak seap, Ost’ak sép,
seppa, sepa, Sapak, and further on into Jenisejic: Keto, Sym-dial., sejf, Im-
back-dial., sedip, the latter being from Jurak, the former from Ost’ak-Samojed.
The Siberian-Turkic forms go back to Russian, Ojrot or a West-Siberian form
with z- which accounts for the prothetic i-, being unnecessary in the case of a
borrowing from Jenisejic or Samojed (cf. more details in my *‘Qaraqalpaq
Phonology”, p. 951., n. 71).

In spite of a relatively long lasting symbiosis with Caucasian peoples, their
languages have left relatively little imprint upon Turkic, the reasons for this
being at least two-fold: 1. Turkic was in one form or the other the language
of ethnical groups ruling Caucasian lands, 2. Turkie, in a preponderantly
Azerbajjanian form, had been serving as the lingua franca not only over all of
Daghestan, but farther to the Northwest just as well. While all the Turkic
languages in the Caucasus have adopted the aspiration of initial consonants,
Qumyq has also taken over, with loanwords, the typical Caucasian glottalized
consonants, cf. gang “‘vinegar”, lang “‘lightning”, {anga *‘son of a nobleman and
a serf”, Ziga "‘‘chicken”, Zaga “‘pig, hog”, but sporadically also in genuine
Turkic words as e.g. qyrq 407, getmaq ‘““to go”, fojmayan ‘‘not satisfied”. In
Qarad‘aj-Balqarthere are e.g.gama “*‘(Caucasian)dagger, KWHAN, dywvdxne”
< Northwest-Caucasian gama ‘“‘id.”—Qumyq and other languages having
xynial instead —, yylyv “‘colt of donkey”, kiddik *“‘cat”, xojnuh “humming-top;
one who cannot sit still”, hota “apron” (< Qabarda, Cerkes [Adyve]), homuh
“dirty”’ (< Qabarda), hauh “mutually, in vicem™ (< Qab.), ga¢ “autumn”
(< ?); tap'ga “‘wall-shelf”, t‘yp‘yr “hearth”, t‘yt‘yr “‘chalk™. The loanwords
from Oset‘i-—however being IE and Iranian, its word-material is to a con-
siderable degree Caucasian—are easier to ascertain: Balqar (Baxsan-Valley)
éegef “‘north”, Qarad ‘aj ““forest’” < Os. cdgat “‘north”; Qarad‘aj-Balqar typpyr
“stack hay’ << Os. lappdr ““id.”, bittir “bat” < Os. zdalynbyttyr **id.” ; marda-
syz “‘boundless” << Cerk. mdrde “limit, quantity” - Turk. privative suffix
-syz; purzam ‘‘baleony” < Cerk. p‘irie “protruding roof, gable, canopy”. On
some more Caucasian borrowings in Qaraé<aj-Balqar, Qumyq and Novaj cf.
K. H. MexgEs in Porpe-Festschrift, pp. 1001f.

Ofthe Indo- European languagesit hasalways beenthe Iranian group, —
and since the expansion of Islam, New-Persian — that exerted an influence
upon Turkie, usually second to Arabie; this has been changing with the ex-
pansion of the Russian Empire over more and more Turkic speaking lands, but
particularly since the creation of literatures in a great number of Turkic
languages of the Soviet-Union. Here, Russian either is playing, or is soon going
to play, the same role as Arabic, characterized above. New-Persian words
oceur also beyond the expansion line of Islam, as e.g. in South-Siberia where
pazar “market, bazaar’ is found which might well have come there through
Russian mediation; in general, this word is quite widespread in Europe, too.
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For “God” in Western concept, esp. that of Christianity, Qudaj (Ojrot, Aba-
qan), Qojbal Xudaj < Pers. zuddj is used (cf. also Qq., Qy. qudaj “Lord God”),
while the Tuva languages have Burgan, Burxan, Buryan (< Mong. < Uj. <
Skr.). As an example of an old borrowing from Iranian that has become a
loanword, might serve here Osm. éorag “‘salty ground, dry, sterile; salty,
brackish water”, derived by RaprLo¥y from Pers. s, 32 &ra “‘id.”, but as the
final -g shows, foraq is from a Middle-Persian form with final -g; the initial
Turkic é- is sound-substitution for uncommon and alien &-; thus, éorag <

.

BﬂI‘-"]ﬂhE written texts, Russian words appear rather late; so far, no Russian
words can be definitely ascribed to a literary period prior to the last century.
This would seem improbable, for, the occurrence of Russian words prior to the
XIX-th century is nothing less than natural, but it was probably limited to
the spoken languages. Moreover, it must be assumed that some Turkic languages
which had been found in nearer or immediate neighborhood of Russian
and had gone down in history, such as the languages of the Torweci, Berendéji,
Kajepi¢i, Kovuji, east of Kijevian Russia, and Pidéinig and Quman (Poloveei),
did contain a number of Russian words. As Russian elements undergo in the
Turkic languages a rather strong adaptation to the phonological system of
their new environment, there cannot be drawn a strict dividing line between
foreign words and loanwords, as said above with regard to borrowings from
other languages. In general, foreign words undergo a stronger assimilation
to the borrowing languages in the East than in the West of Turkic, since in the
West contacts with non-Turkic languages are more numerous, more intensive,
and more diversified, i.e. with more than one or two non-Turkic languages
only, and this in the spoken as well as in the written language. Thus, the
Turkic languages of Western and Central Asia and Siberia, many of them
languages of nomads until now or at least until the quite recent past, exhibit a
still lesser degree of elasticity in the treatment of foreign words. Even in the
modern literary languages there was a rather strong tendency toward Turkific-
ation, probably not subconscious at all, as can well be seen in the instance of
Russian and other foreign words. For examples I refer here to the specimens in
my ‘‘Qaraqalpaq Grammar, I, pp. 89ff.; their treatment does not essentially
differ from that of the borrowings e.g. in the Siberian Turkic languages, such
as Sa. tdrdmnd “‘village” << nepésHA, ystotba ‘pole” < cronn, dlisa “‘strect”
< ynuua, pdstitk “shepherd” < macTyX, pyjiig ‘“‘coq, rooster” < meTyX
(while ““chicken” is tanag), Kvy. karat “city” < ropop, satyabaj “‘l-Rubel-coin™
< 1enKoBbl, tarfyna “elder” < crapuiuHa, Jak. sibinids “lead” < cBHHELL,
sibinnd “‘swine, pig” < CBHHbH, suokka “‘brush” < mérka, dirimkd “wine-
glags” < piomka (< NHG Rimer), xanky ‘skates” <KOHbKH, xasdjystyba, zahi-
jystyba “‘economy, household™ < Xxo3siHicTBO, tisynéa, tihynéa 10007 <
TeiCAYa, tippili *‘(lady’s) shoe, slipper” < Tyidns (< NHG., < Fr. pantoufle),
many of which appear thoroughly assimilated, although very few were borrow-
ed more than 100 years ago. The above Siberian forms are all from the ““Proben”
by Raprorr and Karaxov, and Pekarskir’s Jakut-Russian Dictionary, i.e.
borrowed before the Russian Revolution. Borrowings of the type of pdstik,
ystdtba or pyjtiq are surprising as in their cases, there is no special necessity of
borrowing, since Turkic equivalents exist.
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With the script reform of 1940 and the introduction of the Kyrillica, the
Russian words became, or, in many instances, remained, conspicuous, since
according to the new orthographic rules all Russian words had to be written
in their original Russian form, not in the assimilated one. In Siberia, this rule
geems to be applied with certain major exceptions for strongly assimilated
words; this is done with particular attention in Jakut where the
Russian words probably have undergone the strongest assimilation; hence,
their great majority is written in their Jakutized form, i.e. treated as loan-
words.

A word of the type Qqlpq. irdt, Lit.-Qq. rdt “order, arrangement™ << Russ.
psAf “‘row, series, range” (“‘order” : mo-psif-oK) seems to be an older borrowing
from Russian, as also the semantic divergence would indicate, and thus it
might perhaps be considered a loanword; likewise, words such as Qn. désid
“une dizaine” < pecsiTok “id.”, or fil§kd “‘damper (furnace, oven)” < BbIOLIKA
“id.”, Qqlpq. kdpse “office” < wanuensipusi, Tob. balgaunyg “‘colonel” <
M0JIKOBHHK, and many other examples.

Cases of loan-translation (‘‘calque’) are in the modern languages as numer-
ous as in the Ujyur translation literature; here belong terms such as Qn.
Ssqorma (< iist-qurma) “‘superstructure” < HajcTpbiika < NHG. Uberbau
(a Marxist term), the same in Ozb., ustqurma, in the Russ.-Ozb, Dict. by P.
AppUurraxMaNOV (1954) explained as “Famijatniy sijasi, hugugi, dini, filosoft
garaflari va fu garadlarga muvafiq keladigan sijasi, huqugi va bidqa muassasalar’ ;
cf. also Ozb. sakrap, ger. in -p of sakra- “to jump” in migddarniy sifatga sakrap
oli¥ < CKauKooOpasHBIi INepexo] KoJW4ecTBa B KauecTBo, NHG. “sprung-

hafter Ubergang von Qantitdt in Qualitit’”, where the gerund stands in ad-
verbial position before the nomen verbale of-i5 (< dt-i3) *“transition”; or Ozb.

ustama (< dist-d-md) faida “excess profit” < cBepxnpuObLIb.

Of the other Indo-European languages, it is particularly French that has
begun to rank second to Arabie, spreading at the expense of the latter during
the second half of the last and this century in Osman literature and sometimes
much more in conversational language. Through the medium of Osman,
French terms and words spread also to Azeri, less so to Qazan-Tatar, — but
noticeably to New-Persian. While in its importance Italian ranksafter French,
being mostly limited to commerce and navigation, the influence from the
national minorities of the Osman Empire, and the present Republic of Turkey
suchasthe Armenians and Greeks, isinsignificant, because they are shunned
on purpose. There are a few terms of specific meaning which cannot be well
translated — of the type papaz “‘(orthodox) priest” < moumde “id.”, pisqopos
< énloxomog ‘‘bishop”, ajdzma “‘well”, originally “holy well” < aylaope,
vaftiz “baptism” < Pamrtiope, ete., and similarly with Armenian from which
latter only tdkfur as a designation of the East-Roman Emperor and one of his
palaces, T'dkfur Saraj, is extant as an older borrowing from [Fwguwenp t‘agavor
“emperor”, properly “‘crown-bearing”, a loanword from Pahlavi fdg-var “‘id.”
(Phlv. tag, N.-Pers. tdg, Arabicized > zbG tag “‘crown”; in all later and modern
Turkic and Iranian languages). There seems to be, however, another rather
ancient layer of Armeno-Turkic lexical relationships, of the type &: Tk. didik
“donkey” (cf. above, Phonology, sub & : I), oé“war : Tk. qoégar “‘ram”, davar
“(small) cattle” : tavar ‘‘movable property”, or mozi “junges Rind, Kalb”,
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compared by HUBSCHMANN, p. 475, with Gr. pdoyes, pooyiov: Tk. buzayu,
muzaj ete. “'id.”, which require thorough investigation.

Since with the anti-Hitler emigration, a number of scholars and people
with special training came from Germany and Austria to Turkey, at least, for
a number of years, during the 1930°es, a small growth of German words, or
at least, “‘international” termini technici in German form, becamenoticeable.
After the war, the influence of English has been growing, usually at the ex-
pense of French and German,

Of a more local character are influences from the Balkan languages and
Hungarian, Slavic being the strongest among them. It is also from Slavic,
preponderantly Polish and Ukrainian, that borrowings are made into Qarajim,
second to Hebrew.

While the influences from Uralic are all of “local character”, they are of a
greater significance under the aspect of historical and comparative research in
Turkic. It was particularly in TSva& that intimate contacts have taken place
with Uralic, particularly Volga-Finnie, and not only those of a lexical nature;
so much so that some scholars at first considered T#vas a Finno-Ugric language.
Less vivid and only of a unilateral nature were the contacts with Uralic in
Western and Southern Siberia, where they have left a few traces in the South-
Siberian Turkic languages only, and this preponderantly in the lexikon, much
less so in other domains; possibly the syntactical structure, somewhat softened
up in South-Siberia, has undergone some change through Uralie, if not Jenisejic
contacts. The absorption of the South-Samojeds in South-Siberia left relatively
few lexical traces in Turkic; these are i.a.: Tuva (Soj., Lit.-Soj., and Karavyas)
ird ‘‘grandfather; (tabu:) bear” < Samoj. Jurak jiri “‘grandfather; moon,
month”, Ostak ird, dre “old man”, ird, dre “moon, month”; Lit.-Soj. édva
“wife of the elder brother”: Jurak #fiaba “‘id.”, ‘‘step-mother; second wife of
the father”; K. of “boot-top”: Jurak hote’, haty> “‘boot” (<< Tk. dtik/dtik
“id.”’?); Ky, kés-, hes- < *kéd- “to say’: Ostak Bajxa, Taz kelam, kelejam,
Nacpumpokol'sk kdtnam, Jurak zéttd *‘id., to tell”. Quite significant is the
occurrence of an Uralic word that in this form is attested in Ugro-Ostak only:
Soj. payaj, Lit.-Soj. bayaj, Ky. bakaj, bak, Ojrot Alt., Tel. payaj *‘bad, poor,
low, unclean™ < Ugro-Ostak paydj “'id.” = Suomi, Estn. paha “bad”, Jurak-
Samojed waewo, bué, Ostak-Samoj. awoj, awaj *'id.”.

The Siberian Turkic languages contain a number of words the etymology of
which remains unclear. Without doubt, they, or at least, most of them, are ol
Jenisejic origin. But as the material available onJenisejie is so utterly limited,
it is so far impossible to establish the Jenisejic origin of those words, In Jakut
the etymologically uncertain words are of Jukagir or Palaeo-Asiatic origin for

which latter, unfortunately, what has been stated for Jenisejic is also true
here: the material so far available is much too limited.
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Structure-changing developments are seen in phonology, syntax and
the lexicon, whereas the morphology has offered tough resistance through the
ages to any destructive or change-producing influences.

The phonological structure hasundergone its most serious changes through
infraction in sound-harmony. This has been touched upon above as typical
of Ozbek and there of the dialeets of the sedentary city population only; but in
these dialects the sound-harmony is completely dissolved. At first y and i
coincide in one phoneme which is often dulled to », but this development 1s
not sufficient to destroy the sound harmony. It recurs in N. Uj. in the same
way, and is supposed by RapLoFr and others to have already existed in the
Ca. period; it is regular in all the Mongolian languages, where it has also not
vet caused the dissolution of the sound-harmony. The essential phase in Ozb.
was the abandonment throngh depalatalization of the sounds é and i, alien
to the Iranian languages, predominant in the entire area of Tirkistan, so that
in the labial series too a serious disturbance of the equilibrium between velar
and palatal sounds came into being, and the entire sound-harmonic structure
was shaken and finally dissolved. As this took place upon the Iranian sub-
stratum in Tirkistan, the dissolution of the Altajic sound harmony in Turkic
is to be considered a consequence of Iranian linguistic influences upon the
Turkic super-stratum; since Porivaxov’s research in Tiirkistan in 1927-30,
this process has been designated as the Iranization of the Turkic languages.
It is noticeable with almost equal force in (QaZqaji, with lesser force in N. Uj.
dialects, especially those of the southern oasis zone along the northern slopes
of the Kun-Lun, and further on in eastern and southeastern Anatolian dia-
lects of Osm., and is also present in certain Azeri dialects, at least in all those
spoken in Persia, i.e. in, or within a certain radius around, the Iranian language
area. A certain dissolution of the sound harmony is typical of Qarajim, which
is found in close proximity to IE, prodominantly Slavie, languages, with
compact speech areas. While here, too, the sounds é and 4 disappear except
in initial position, traces of the original palatal nature are still extant in the
palatalizations of the preceding consonants in full accordance with the Slavic
pattern, so that in their case we cannot speak of a complete but only of a
partial dissolution of the sound-harmony, by no means amounting to the
complete dissolution brought about by Iranization. On the other hand, due
to the Slavic influence, the sound y has been preserved, and hence the sound-
harmonic opposition y:iexists. Ex. Qarajim (Troki) dlg'an’ < dlgdin, *‘having
died”; ¥ om ulg'an << kémdilgin, “having been buried”; fuv'umlu < stiviimlii,
“lovely " ; fug'al < tiigdl, “‘not existing”; k'oz'umd’a << kdziimdd, “in my eye”,
kE'or'un'at’ < kiriindt, “‘he, she, it appears”; in the anlaut, d- and 4i- remain
intact: gl-, “'to die”’, gz'an’, “‘river”, div'r'at’-, “‘to teach”.

While Gagauz has preserved full sound harmony and the Common Turkic
vocalism, it has taken over from Slavic the palatalization of the consonants in
position before palatal vowels, in Slavie best preserved in Great-Russian:
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(ibid., p. 275, top): gadan jirkd tigdiikid Bodisataw jana inéd tip sagqynty ‘“when
they had reached the spot (place), the Bod‘isattva again thought as follows™;
in the same way, galty in temporal function (from the story of Kaljanamkara
and Papamkara, after v. GABAIN, l.c., p. 192, top, 284 m): galty taluj ogiizkii
tiigip jiti kiin turup kdmi jaraty ‘‘when they had come to the sea, they remained
(there) seven days and made (equipped) boats”; temporal gadan with the
conditional ; (Story of the Hungry Tigress, l.c., p. 281, 1. 4/5) gafan Bodysalaw-
nyn dt’ozin bufy birmis jir-orunga tdgdildr-drsir, anda . . . tisdildr, qgamyldylar
“when they had reached the place where the Bod‘isattva had given himself as
an offering, there ... they fell down"; kim in final function, like ui finale:
(Kaljanamkara and Papamkara, l.c., p. 284, bottom) médn bu muntuda jigrik
Cintamany drdni alyaly barajyn, kim qaju tyndyylarga tizii tikili asyy tusu
quiu-usar-min ‘I should like to take along from here the better Cintamini
jewel, so that I be able to render fullest advantage to all living beings!”
Desiderative galty: (Hungry Tigress, L.c., p. 270 bottom) inéd bolmazun, galty
bu aryy-simak i¢intd qadyr jawlaq kdjikldr bar bolup biz jogadyulug dmgdngiilik
bolmatym *‘it shall not be that we should have to perish or to undergo vexat-
ions, as in this forest there are savage evil beasts!” Kim relativam plus con-
ditionalis: (TTIV, after l.c., p. 191) of ajay qulyné jog, kim biz qylmadymyz-
drsdr “‘that grave sin does not exist which we had not committed”, similarly
(from a Mahajanist exorcist formula in Ulgurica 11, p. 29, 1. 19, cf. l.c., p. 191)
qajutyn sypar Xormuzta tinri drsdr, antyn sypar jagyn baryp ... “he went near
that place where the god Brihma was'; generalizing kim cum condit. (Kalj.
and Papamk., le., p.284 m.): kim dlim adaga gqorgsar, adnurag joryylar!
“whosoever (of you) is afraid of (dat. causae) death and danger, go prior
(earlier)!” With a generalizing relative expression in the subordinate clause
and a well-constructed Turkic rendition of a subordinate desiderative clause
as oratio recta: (op. cit. § 270, p. 134 bottom and Hungry Tigress, p. 271,
top) tak bizipd naciikin drsdr, amraglartyn adyrylyutug dmgik botmazun-drti tip
gorgar-mdn ‘‘but whatever it may be for us, I am afraid thinking (= wishing)
that there should not arise for us the pain of separation from (our) beloved
ones!”

Ozbek, dialect of North-Afghanistan (according to Gunnar JARRING,
“Uzbek Texts from Afghan Turkestan”, Lunds Universitets Arsskrift, N. F. I:
34,2, 246 pp.; 1938; and K. H. MENGES, “Zum Ozbekischen von Nord-
Afghanistan”, Anthropos XLI-XLIV, pp.673-710. Cf. here pp. 6941f.):
(JARRING, p. 80, 353/7) axtardr-edildr, Ojpuzni ki tapsalar; tapalmas-edildr.
Hulkumat kop qorqar-edi, ki “oyri kopajmasun” dep “they were searching to
find Ojyuz; but they could not find him. The government was much afraid,
the thieves might (still)increase [lit.: “saying: ‘the thievesshall not increase’ ]
(I have changed JARRING’s translation in some minor points); with ki and the
subjunctive conditional (1. c., 146, 90): mumbkin, ki §u kiSilirne itida bolsa *'it
is possible that he is among these people™; (24, 242) mumbkin, ki daulat qui
meni basimyii gonsd “it is possible that the Bird of Luck will perch on my
head™; kerik boldi, ki biarsa (26, 5) “he was compelled to go away™; (117, 3/5)
maZbur boldi, ki . .. oqutsa “he was forced to have prayers recited”. In desider-
ative clauses, imperativic forms are preferred: (32, 153) qildjlik, ki men bir
tasni ... atajin “let us do (so) that I throw a stone!”; a generalizing relative
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This section does not contain a full bibliography on the Turkic languages
and Turkic Philology—I purposely avoid the expression complete biblio-
graphy, since bibliographies are hardly ever complete —, but it merely points
out a number of publications which appeared after the Philologiae Turcicae
Fundamenta. For the single Turkic languages I categorically refer to the
respective chapters in the Fundamenta; a second listing of the works quoted
there would simply be repetitious and it would moreover cause an amount
of unnecessary labor and expenses. For the geographical distribution of the
Turkie languages and peoples the bibliography in the Fundamenta after p. 810
may be consulted. But as the General Part of the Fundamenta with its two
chapters on the classification, pp. 1-10, and one on the ‘‘Structures et ten-
dances communes des langues turques (Sprachbau)”, by L. Bazix, which is,
with its 9 pages, though not bad and very succinet, but aphorismically short
in comparison with the entire work of 810 pp.—at the end of this chapter
only 4 works are quoted: 2 by DNy, one by GreNBECH, and one by Tru-
BECK0J, while the bibliography at the end of the classifications is of a general
Turkological character —, T thought, a selected enumeration of publications
on Altajic in general and Turkic languages and peoples in particular, not only
linguistic and ethnological works, but also those on travel, discovery, geo-
graphy and history, archaeology and art might very well serve the purpose
of an introduction to Turkic studies.

General reference is made to journals specially dealing with Turkology as
well as with Altajic and Uralic languages, such as ““Ungarische Jahrbiicher”
and its continuation, “‘Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher”, ““Central Asiatic Journal”,
“Journal Asiatique”, Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesell-
schaft”, *“Journal de la Société Finno-Ougrienne”, Mémoires de la Société
Finno-Ougrienne”, ““T’oung-Pao”, and *‘Oriens”,

The volume on the languages of the USSR which only in the recent past
developed their literature, “MnagonucemMenHble A3bikH Hapoaos CCCP”, AH
CCCP, Moscow, Leningrad, 1959, 503 pp., on the Turkic languages pp. 37-201,
is valuable also as bibliographical reference, although the work of scholars
outside of the USSR, especially of the last 20 years, has been given little or no
attention. But publications are listed there which are completely unknown
outside of the USSR and, I am afraid, will remain unknown, since the editions
have long been exhausted.

Abbreviations of the names of journals and other serial publications, often
referred to here, are;

ABAW = Abhandlungen der Berliner Akademie der Wissenschaften
(full title: Abhandlungen der Preuflischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, philosophisch-historische Klasse; Berlin)

BSOS, later: BSOAS = Bulletin of the School of Oriental {(and African) Studies,
University of London

CAJ — Coentral Asiatic Journal

38



VIII. Some bibliographical data 189

Hepix, 8.: “Central Asia and Tibet. Towards the Holy City of Lhasa”. London
1903. 2 vols., 420 illustr.

— “Seientific Results of a Journey in Central Asia, 1899-1902", Stockholm, 1905.
5 vols.

— “Auf grofler Fahrt”. Leipzig, 1929. 347 pp.

— “Die Seidenstrasse”. Leipzig 1936. 263 pp.

— “‘Heientific Expedition to the Northwestern Provinees of China™. Stoekholm,
1937-1961. In: The Sino-Swedish Expedition, Reports, vol. V.

— “The Silk Road"”. New York, 1838. V1II, 352 pp., plates, maps.

— “The Wandering Lake”’. New York, 1940. 201 pp., illustrations and sketch-maps.

Herrmanw, A, —ef. I B.

HupTp AL-‘Aram — cf. I B.

ITarkmwr, Faraer (Nikita Jakovlevie BiCuriny: “Opisanije éimgmii i Vostodnago
Turkestana’. I, 270 pp., I1, 223 pp. StPeterburg 1829,

Japrinzew, N. (= N. JADRmeEV): ““SBibirien. Geographische, ethnographische und
historische Studien”. German edition by Dr. Ed. Petri. Many illustr. Jena,
1886. 589 pp.

JARRING, G.: “On the Distribution of Turk Tribes in Afghanistan”. Cf, I, E.

KriemenTz, D., and Raprorr, W.: “Nachrichten iiber die von der Kais. Akademie
der Wissenschaften zu StPetersburg im Jahre 1898 ausgefithrte Expedition
nach Turfan”. StPtbg., 1899.1: D. KreMENTZ; “Turfan und seine Altertiimer’’,
pp. 1-53; 11. W. Raprorr: “Altuigurische Sprachproben aus Turfan”, pp.55-83.

Kozrov, P. K.: “Mongolei, Amdo und die tote Stadt Chara-Choto” (with intro-
duction by Sven Hepix, edd. by W. Frueawer). 1925. 13, 307 pp.

LarTmmore, O.: “Caravan Routes of Inner Asia™; in: Geographical Journal, v. 72,
pp. 497-528. 1928,

— “The Desert Road to Turkestan”. Boston, 1929, XV, 373 pp. Maps.

Lipers, H.: ef. 1 B.

MarEwAarT, J.: cf. I, B.

OsruCev, V. A.: “V debfax Central’'noj Azii”, 3-rd ed., reprint, Moscow, 1955.
319 pp., illustr., sketch-maps.

O’Doxovan, E.: “The Merv Oasis™. New York, 1883. 1: 502 pp., 11: 500 pp.

Paviexro, V. F,, 8. N. Razancev: “Kirgizskaja SSR"”. Moscow 1956. 119 pp.,
illustr., 1 map.

PrizEvaL’skr, N. M.: “Na istoki Zoltoj Reki. Issledovanije severnoj okrainy Tibeta
i put’ ¢erez Lob-Nor po bassejnuTarima™, German translation: “In das Land
der wilden Kamele”. Leipzig 1954, 339 pp., sketch maps.

RirrEr, C.: “Erdkunde von Asien”, vol. V: “Ubergang von Ost- nach West-Asien
(Indus-System, Hindukusch, Central-Asien)”’. Berlin 1834 ff. (however obsolete,
this work of the great old master of Human Geography is still very readable).

SaroZNigov, V. V.: “Po russkomu i mongol'skomu Altaju™. Abridged ed. by V.V,

OsruceEv., Maps, sketch-maps, illustr. 579 pp., Moscow 1949,

SaTurovsieLnr, D, M.: “Na lednikax i verSinax Srednej Azii”. German translation:
“Auf den Gletschern und Gipfeln Mittelasiens". Leipzig, 1953, 400 pp. Sketch-
maps, illustrations.

SCHUYLER, E.: “Turkistan”. London, 1876. I: 411 pp., IL: 463 pp.

Severcov, N. A.: “Putefestvija po turkestanskomu kraju”. StPeterburg, 1873,
roprint, Moscow 1947. 304 pp., sketch-maps.

SteEIN, M. A.: “Ruins of Desert Cathay”. London, 1912. I: 546 pp., IL: 517 pp.
Folding maps in colors, numerous illustrations, some in colors.

— “"Band-buried Ruins of Khotan”. London 1903. 524 pp. Numerous illustations.

ToGaxn, Z. Vaumnr: “Ibn Fadlan's Reisebericht”. Abhdlgn Kunde des Morgen-
landes, XXV, 3. DMG, Leipzig 1939, XXXTV, 336 pp., Y¢ _# Arabic text.



190 VI1I. Some bibliographical data

TriNgLER, E.: "Im Land der Stirme”. Leipzig 1930. 243 pp., sketch-maps, 124
illustr.

Unmtarov, 1. I.: “Samaja staraja tureckaja karta mira”; in: Trudy Samarkand-
skogo Gosudarstvennogo Pedagogideskogo Intituta im. A. M. Gorkogo, I, 1,
pp- 103-131. Samargand, 1940. — Rec.: 8. L, Voui~n in Izvestija Vsesojuzn.
Geograf, Ob&éestva, vol. 73, 3, pp. 485—487. 1941.

YouxcHUsSBAND, Sir F.: “The Heart of a Continent”. London 1837. 243 pp.

1 sketch-map.

1 B: History (inel. History of Art)

‘ABpDU-"R-RAzZAQ SAMARQANDI: “Daéastian-i safar-i HindGstan va Sarh-i yara’ib va
bajan-i ‘a3d’ib-i in”. Edd. OrmNBOJEV, A.: “Abdurazzoq Samargandijnin
Hindiston safarnomasi”’. AN Uz8SR. Taskent 1960, 138 pp., 97 pp. facsimile
Persian text.

AzmapZanova, 8. A.: “K istorii Fergany vtoroj potoviny XV v.”. Akademija Nauk
UzSSR. Tadkent 1957. 93 pp.

Bacot, J.: “Reconnaissance en Haute Asie Septentrionale par cing envoyés
ouigours an VIII-e siécle’. Paris 1956. Journal Asiatique, t. CCXLIV, pp.
137-153.

— “Introduction & I'histoire du Tibet”. Paris 1962. XXIV, 138 pp., 2 tabl., 1 map.

Baraaql, ABT-L-FApL: “Ta’rih-i Masdi, 1030-1041". Edd. A. K. Argnps, A N
Uz88R, Taskent 1962, 748 pp., 9 plates textphotos. (Introduction, translation
into Russian, and commentary by A. K. ApENna.).

Barraorp, W.: “Zur Geschichte des Christentums in Mittelasien bis zur mongo-
lischen Eroberung", transl. by R. StirBg. 1901. 81 pp.

— “K istorii oroSenija Turkestana’. StPthg, 1914 (German translation by Werner
voN GriMM: ““Die Geschichte der Bewdsserung von Turkistan™).

— “Orta Asija Tirk ta’rihi haggynda dérslir” (in Osm.). Istanbul 1927. 222, 19
pp- — German transl. by Theodor MENzEL: “Zwolf Vorlesungen iiber die Ge-
schichte der Tiirken Mittelasiens". Berlin, 1835. 278 pp.

— “Turkestan down to the Mongol Invasion” (English translation of “Turkestan
v epoxu mongol'skogo nasestvija™), London 1928. 513 pp.

— “Ulug Beg und seine Zeit” (German transl. of “Ulug beg i jego vrema”). In:
Abhandlungen zur Kunde des Morgenlandes, edd. Deutsche Morgenlindischo
CGesellschaft; vol. XXI. Leipzig 1935, X, 252 pp.

Engl. translation, “Ulugh-beg"”. Leiden 1958. X1I, 200 pp.

— “Ocerk istorii Semired’ja"’, 2-nd ed. by A. BErnESram. Frunze 1043, 104 pp. —
Translated by V. MiNorsky, “‘Four Studies ...".

— ¢f. sub Raprorr, W.: “Alttiirkische Inschriften der Mongolei.”

Benxsrasm, A.: “Social 'no-ekonomiceskij stroj] orxono-jenisejskix furok VI-VILI
vv. Vostoéno-furkskij kaganat i kyrgyzy”. A N S85R. Moscow, Leningrad,
1946. 207 pp.

Boopegere, P. A.: “Ting-ling and Turks”. In: Sino-Altaica II (5); Berkeley, 1934.

— “The language of the To-pa Wei"”. In: HJAS, I, pp. 167-185. 1936.

— “"Marginalia to the Histories of the Northern Dynasties™. In: HJAS, IV, pp.
230-283. 1939.

BreETscHNEIDER, F.: “Medieval Researches from Eastern Asiatic Sources: Frag-
ments toward the knowledge of the geography and history of Central and
Western Asia from the 13-th to the 17-th century”. I: 334 pp., I1: 352 pp.
London 1910; reprint Peip’ing 1937.

— “Notices of the Medieval Geography and History of Central and Western Asia’.
London 1876. 5, 233 pp.



VIII. Some bibliographical data 191

Canux, L.: “Introduction & 'histoire de 1'Asie, Turcs et Mongols, des origines &
1405, Paris 1896. 13, 519 pp.

Cravawyes, E.: “Documents sur les Tou-kine (Tures) occidentaux™. In: Sbornik
A N. BtPthg., 1903. 378 pp.

— “Notes additionnelles sur les Tou-kiue (Tures) occidentaux’. In: T°P, 1904,
110 pp.

— Idem, Paris 1941. 378, 110 pp. 1 map.

Czaprruicka, M. A.: “The Turks of Central Asia in History and at the Present Day".
Oxtord 1918. 242 pp.

DoerrFER, G.: “Zur Bezeichung der West-Tiirken”. In: C A J, VII, pp. 256-263.
1962,

FoucHER, A.: “L'art gréco-bouddhigue du Gandhara™. Paris, 1918. 639, 809 pp.

Framkr, O.: “Geschichte dea Chinesischen Reiches”. Berlin—Leipzig 1930-1937.
I: 26, 431 pp., I1: 610, IIT: 576 pp.

— “Beitrdge aus chinesischen Quellen zur Kenntnis der Tiirkvilker und Skythen
Zentralasiens™, In: ABAW 1904. 111 pp.

Frye, R. N.: “Notes on the Early Sassanian State and Church”. In: Studi orienta-
listici in onore di Giorgio Levi della Vida, I. Roma, 1956. 22 pp.

vorn Gapamv, A.: “Hunnisch-tiirkische Beziehungen”. In: Zeki Velidi Tofan
Armagani. Istanbul, 1950-1955. Pp. 14-28.

— *Das uigurische Konigreich von Chotscho, 850-1250". In: SBAW, Berlin (East),
1961. 81 pp., illustr.

GHmrsamaNn, R.: “Les Chionites-Hephthalites”. Le Caire, 1948. Mémoires de la
Délég. Frang. en Afghanistan, XIIT. 156 pp.

peE CGroor, J. J. M.: “Chinesische Urkunden: I. Ihe Hunnen der vorchristlichen
Zeit”. Berlin—Leipzig 1931. 9, 304 pp. 11, edd. by O, Franke: “"Die Westlande
Chinas in der vorchristlichen Zeit”, ibidem, 26, 233 pp.

Grousser, R.: “Histoire de I'Extréme-Orient: I. L’Inde; II. La Chine; IIT.
L’'Empire Mongol™. Paris, 1929. 15, 770 pp.

— “*Sur les traces du Buddha'. Paris 1929. 329 pp.

— “L’Empire des steppes’’. Paris 1939. 639 pp.

Harasi-Kuw, T.: “The Caucasus — An Ethno-Historical Survey’. In: Studia
Caucasica, I, pp. 1-47. The Hague 1963. With 46 sketch-maps.

— “*Hixteenth-century Turkish settlements in Southern Hungary”. In: Belleten,
v. XXVIIL, pp. 1-72. Ankara 1964. 1 sketch-map, 10 plates.

Hamrivrox, J. R.: “Les Ouigours & 1'époque des Cing Dynasties d’aprés les doeu-
ments chinois”. Bibliothéque de I'Institut des Hautes Etudes, X. Paris, 1955.
IV, 201 pp. — Rec.: A, v, GasaN in UAJbb., XXVII, 128.

HavmMmeEr-PurcsTaLL, J. von: “Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches. 10 vols.
Pest, 1827/35. 9 maps. — Id., 2nd ed., 4 vols., Pest 1834/5.

— “(Geschichte der Goldenen Horde in Kiptschak, das ist der Mongolen in Rull-
land”’. Pest, 1840. 683 pp.

Hauvssme, H. W.: “Die Quellen iiber die zentralasiatische Herkunft der europii-

ischen Avaren”. In: C A J, II, pp. 21-43. 1956.

— “Theophylakites Exkurs iiber die skythischen Viélker". In: Byzantion XXITII,
1953, pp. 275-462, 12 plates, 2 maps. — Ree.: A, v. GABAN in ZDMG, CIX,
435-438. 1959.

Herrmaww, A.: “Historical and Commercial Atlas of China”. Harvard-Yenching
Institute, Cambridge 1935. 112 pp.

— “Die alten Seidenstralien zwischen China und Syrien”. Berlin 1910. 130 pp.

— “Die ilteste tiirkische Weltkarte, 1076 n. Chr.”. In: Imago Mundi, 1935. 8 pp.

— “Die Gobi iin Zeitalter der Hunnenherrschaft'”, In: Ceografiska Annaler 1935
Sven Hedin, pp. 130-144. (Stockholm), 1935.

39

41

42, 43, 44



45

192 VIII. Some bibliographical data

Hirra, F.: “The Story of Chang K'ien, China’s Pioneer in Western Asia; text and
translation of chp. 123 of Ssi-ma Te’ien’s Shi-ki”. In: JAOS, 1917, Pp. 80-152.

—: ¢f. sub W. Raprorr, “Alttiirkische Inschriften der Mongolei”.

Horrumany, H.: “Die Qarlug in der tibetischen Literatur”. In: Oriens, 11I (1950),
pp. 190-208,

Howorti, H. H.: “"History of the Mongols from the Ninth to the Nineteenth
Century”. V vols. London 1776-1827.

Hudiid al-‘Alam, “The Regions of the World”, a Persian geography, 982 A. D.,
translated and explained by V. MiNnorsgy. London 1937. 20, 524 pp.

Torua, N.: “Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches”. I: 486 pp., 11: 453 pp., I1I:
479, IV: 512, V: 633 pp. In: Allgemeine Staatengeschichte, I {edd. K. Lamep-
RECHT). 1908-1913.

Istoriko-etnografiteskij attas Sibiri. Edd. M. G. Livix, L. P. Porarov, AN 8SSR,
Moscow, Leningrad, 1961. 497 pp.

Ivawov, S.I.: “Nikolaj F'odorovit Katanov, 1862-1962". A N 8SS8R, Moscow,
Leningrad 1962, 106 pp., with bibliography.

JADRINCEY, N. — of. I A.

Jamw, K.: “Ta’rih-i Mubdrak-i Gazani des Radid al-Din Fadl Alldh Abi-l-Hair.
Geschichte der Ilhane Abaga bis Gaibatt (1265-1295)". Central Asiatic
Studies, II. The Hague, 1957. 64 pp. 108 pp. + Persian toxt.

JUuLieN, 8.: *‘Documents historigues sur les Tou-kioue (Tures), extraits du Pien-i-
tien”. J A, 1864, pp. 325-367, 490-549; 200-242, 391-430, 453-477.

Kisevov, 8. V.: “Dreviiaja istorija Jufnoj Sibiri”’. A N SS8SR, 2-nd ed. Moscow
1951. 638 pp.

KrarrorH, J. V.: “Mémoires relatives & "Asie”. 2, 301 pp. Paris 1820.

KrasTorxyrs, 8. G.: “Drevne-furkskije runideskije pamatniki kak istoénik po
istorii Srednej Azii”. A N 388R, Inst. Narodov Azii. Moscow, 1964. 214 pp.

Korrers, P. W.: “Urtiirkentum und Urindogermanentum im Lichte der vilker-
kundlichen Universalgeschichte. In: Belleten, Istanbul 1941, pp. 482-525.

Kowarskr, T.: “Die dltesten Erwihnungen der Tiirken in der arabischen Litera-
tur”, In: Kérosi-Caoma-Archivam, 1L, 1926-1932, pp. 38—41.

Larrmvore, O.: “Inner Asian Frontiers of China'’. Am. Geograph. Society; Re-
search Series, No. 21. New York, 1940. 585 pp. 11 sketch-maps.

Le Straxce, G.: '“The Lands of the Eastern Caliphate, Mesopotamia, Persia, and
Contral Asia from the Moslem Conguest to the Time of Timur”. Cambridge,
1915, XVII, 536 pp. 10 maps.

Liv, Mav-Tsar: “Die chinesischen Nachrichten zur Geschichte der Ost-Tirken
(T*u-kiie)”. Gottinger Asiatische Forschungen, X. Wiesbaden 1958. 831 pp. —
Rec.: A. v. Gasamw in ZDMG, CIX, 460-463. 1959,

Lipers, H.: “Zur Geschichte und Geographie von Ostturkestan’. In: SBAW 1930,
pp. 998-1022,

MacarTNEY, C. A.: “On the Greek Sources for the History of the Turks in the
Sixth Century”. In: BSOAS, XTI (1942/6), pp. 266-275.

MaevcHEN-HELFEW, O.: “Die Ting-ling”. In: HJAS IV (1939), pp. 77-86.

— “*Archaistic Names of the Hiung-Nu”. In: C A J, VI, p. 249-261.

MarEwarTt (Marguart), J.: “Die Chronologie der alttiirkischen Inschriften”, mit
einem Vorwort und Anhang von W. Bana. Leipzig 1898. 7, 112 pp.

— ““Eranfahr nach der Geographie des Ps. Moses Xorenac'i, mit historisch-kriti-
schem Kommentar und historischen und topographischen Excursen”. Berlin
1901. 358 pp.

— “"Osteuropaecische und ostasiatische Streifziige. Ethnologische und historisch-
topographische Studien zur Geschichto des 9. und 10, Jahrhunderts”. Leipzig,
1903. 50, 557 pp-



VII1I. Some bibliographical data 1893

— “Guwainl’s Bericht iiber die Bekehrung der Uiguren”. In: SBAW, 1912, pp.
486-502.

— “Uber das Volkstum der Komanen”. In: Abhandlungen der Kgl. Gesellschaft
der Wissenschaften, Gottingen, 1914, Neue Folge, 13, No. 1. Pp. 25-248.

— “Wehrot und Arang., Untersuchungen =zur mythischen und geschichtlichen
Landeskunde von Ostiran”. Edd. H. H. ScHAEDER. Leiden 1938. 64, 202 pp.,
1 map.

Materialy po istorii Turkmen i Turkmenii. I: VII-XV. cts., Arabic and Persian
sources; edd. 5. L.Voriy, A. A. RoMmasgevid, and A. Ju. JarvsovsE. Moscow,
Leningrad, 1939. 612 pp. II: XVI-th-XIX-th ct., Iranian, Buxarian, and
Xwirazmian sources: edd. V. V. Stuve, A. K. BorovEov, A. A. ROMASKEEVIC,
and P. P. Ivaxov. Moscow, Leningrad, 1938. 700 pp.

Moravesig, Gy.: “Byzantino-Turcica. Die byzantinischen Quellen der Geschichto
der Tirkvélker”. I, Budapest 1942, 378 pp., 1I, Budapest 1943, 326 pp.,
9 text-facsimiles.

Munirov, Q.: “Munis, Ogahij va Bajonijniny tarixij asarlari”, A N UzSSR, Taskent
1960. 171 pp.

MiLrer, F.W. K.: “Ein Doppelblatt aus dem manichaeischen Hymnenbuch
(Mahrnamag)”. In: ABAW 1912, 40 pp.

— “Maitrisimit und ‘Tocharisch’”’. In: SBAW 1816, pp. 393—-417.

— “Toxri und KuiSan (Kii8in)"”. In: SBAW 1918, pp. 566-586,

Nau, F.: “L’expansion nestorienne en Asie”., In: Annales du Musée Guimet,
bibliothéque de vulgarisation, v. 40. Paris 1914. Pp. 193-388.

Pargger, K. H.: “A Thousand Years of the Tartars”. London 1924. 12, 288 pp.

Pervior, P.: “Kao-Teh'ang, Qoto, Houo-Tcheou et Qard Khodja”. In: J A, 1912,
pp. 379-603.

— “L’origine de T ou-kiue, nom chinoig des Turcg”. In: T'P, 1915, 3 pp.

-~ “Chrétiens d’ Asie Centrale et d"Extréme-Orient”. In: T'P XV, pp. 623-644. 1914,

~— “A propos des Comans”. In: J A, 1920, pp. 125-185.

— “Neuf notes sur des questions d’Asie Centrale”. In: T'P, XXVI, pp. 202-265.
1929,

— ““Notes sur le ‘Turkestan’ de M. W, Barraorn”. In: T°P, XXVII, pp. 12-56.
1930.

— **Notes sur I'histoire de la Horde d'Or”. Paris 1950, 292 pp.

Piawo Carring, J. pan: “Geschichte der Mongolen und Reisebericht 1245-1247".
Edd. in German by F. uscH, Leipzig, 1930, 16, 405 pp.

Prrrsag, O.: “Karachanidische Streitfragen’’. 1-4. In: Oriens, LLIL, pp. 209-22s.
Leiden 1950,

— “Die Karachaniden”. In: Islam XXXIT, 1953, pp. 17-68.

Rasinu-’p-Din., Shornik Letopisej. Edd. I1.I.BeEreziv; in: Trudy Vost. Otd.
Istoriko-arxeotogiceskogo Obséestva, esp. vols. 5, 7, 13, 15 (for Turkic history).
StPeterburg, 1858, 1861, 1868, 1888,

— Text edition by E. Brocrer. I: “Introduction & 'histoire des Mongols de Fadl
Allah Rashid ed-Din”, in: Gibb Mem. Ser. 12, 1910, 398 pp. IL: “Djami el-
Tavarikh, Tarikh-i Moubarek-i Ghazani, Histoire des Mongols', in: Gibb
Mem. Ser. 18, 1811, 72, 617 pp. — His annotations are often faulty; to be used
with caution. Cf. ed. by K.JAHN.

Riscu, F.: “Wilhelm von Rubruk, Reise zu den Mongolen 1253-1255". Leipzig,
1934. VIII, 336 pp. — Ree.: K. H. Mexvees in DLZ, XXXTX, 1934, 1830/4.

Rupexko, 8. L: “‘Baskiry. Istoriko-etnografiéeskij oferk”. A N SSSR, Moscow,
Leningrad, 1955. 392 pp., 309 illustr., diagrams, sketch-maps. — Tho best
available historical, ethnographical and anthropological description of a single
Turkie people.



47

194 VIII. Some bibliographical data

Samormv, W.: “East Turkistan to the Twelfth Century. A brief political survey™;
100 pp., 1 folding sketch-map. Central Asiatic Studies, IX. The Hague, Paris,
London, 1964.

SAREISYANZ, E.: “(Geschichte der orientalischen Vilker Rulilands bis 1917".
Miinchen 1961. 422 pp., 3 sketch-maps. — Rec.: K. H. MeNgEs in CAJ VIL
(1963), 318f., N. N. PorrE in Islam XL, 1964.

SCHLEGEL, (7.: “Die chinesische Inschrift auf dem uigurischen Denkmal in Kara-
Balgassun’. In: MSFOu, 1896; 15, 141 pp.

— “La stéle funéraire de Téghin-Giogh”. In: J8FOu, 1892. 57 pp.

Siec, E., und Smormwg, W.: “Tocharisch, die Sprache der Indoskythen”. In:
SBAW, 1908, pp. 915-934.

Smwor, D.: “Etudes sur I’Burasie Centrale’. In: Bulletin de Littérature Ecclésiasti-
que, publ. par I'Institut Catholique de Toulouse™, t. XLIV, Toulouse, 1943.

Pp. 38-55, 150-171.
-— “Autour d'une migration de peuples au V-me siécle’”. In: J A, CCXXXV,

1946/7, pp. 1-77.

SrULER, B.: “Die Goldene Horde. Die Mongolen in Rullland, 1223-1502", Leipzig,
1943. 556 pp., diagrams, sketch-map.

— “Die Mongolen in Iran. Politik, Verwaltung und Kultur der Ilchanzeit 1220-
13507, Leipzig, 1939. 533 pp.

— “(Geschichte Mittelasiens”, in: Geschichte Asiens, edd. E. WavLpscaMioT, L.
Arsporr, B. SPULER, et alii; pp. 309-360. Miinchen, 1950.

STEIN, M. A.: “Serindia”. V wvols. Oxford 1921.

— “Innermost Asia’. IV vols. Oxford 1928.

Tagrzapex, 8. H., and Hexxmwa, W. B.: “The Dates of Mani’s Life”’. In: Asia
Major, VI, 1949, pp. 105-121,

Taomas, F. W.: “Tibetan Documents Concerning Chinese Turkestan, II: The
Bu-cu Region™. In: JRAS, 1928, pp. 63-98.

TromsEN, V.: “Aus Ostturkestans Vergangenheit”. In: UJb., 1925, pp. 1-24.

TorsTov, S. P.: “"Osnovnyje voprosy drevne] istorii Srednej] Azii”. In: Vestmk
Drevnej Istorii, I, 1938, pp. 176-203.

Uswvaxov, I.I. —ef. I A.

VErnADsKY, G.: "The Mongols and Russia” (= “A History of Russia”, vol. 11I).
New Haven, 1953. 462 pp., sketch-maps, diagramas.

Wrirrrocen, K. A.: “Die Theorie der orientalischen Gesellschaft'', In: Ztschr. fir
Sozialforschung, VII, pp. 90-122. 1938.

— “Oriental Despotism — A Comparative Study of Total Power”. New Haven,
London, 1957. 556 pp.

— and FiEwna Chia-Shéng: “History of Chinese Society, Liao (807-1123)". New
York, 1949. 752 pp., 2 maps, 43 plates,

Yure, S H.: “Cathay and the Way Thither, being a Collection of Medieval
Notices of China™, Reviewed by H. CorpiER, 4 vols., Hakluyt Society, 1913/6.

IC: History of Religion

BAUER, F. CHR.: "Das manichacische Religionssystem™. 500 pp. Tibingen, 1831.

BravsoBrg, M. pE: “Histoire critique de Manichée ot du Manichéisme™. 2 vols.
504, 806 pp. Amsterdam 1734/9.

Burxirr, C. F.: “The Religion of the Manichees”. London 1925. 8, 130 pp.

Cravanwes, E., et PErrior, P.: “Un traité manichéen retrouvd en Chine”. In:
J A, sér. 11, 1: pp. 99-199, 261-383. 1913.

Corpier, H.: “Le christianisme en Chine et en Asie Centrale sous les Mongols™
In: T° P XVIII, 68 pp.



VIIIL. Some bibliographical data 195

CUMONT, F., and KUGENER, A.: “Recherches sur le manichéisme"”, 2 fasc. Bruxelles
1908, 1912, 177 pp.

Errern F. J.: “Handbook for the Student of Chinese Buddhism”. Honkong,
Shanghai, 1870. 216 pp.

Frioen, G.: *Mani, seine Lehre und seine Schriften”. Leipzig, 1862. 400 pp.

Gasarn, A, vor: “Buddhistische Tiirkenmission”. In: Asiatica, Festschrift fiir
Fr. WeELLER. Leipzig, 1954, Pp. 161-177.

— “Der Buddhismus in Zentralasien”. In: Handbuch der Ovientalistik, wvol.
VIII, 2, 8, pp. 411-429. Leiden/Koin 1962,

Harpy, E.: “Die Beicht bei den Buddhisten™. In: Der Katholik, Mainz 1886, pp.
207-221, 268-293, 397-413.

Hewwing, W. B.: “Zum zentralasiatischen Manichaeismus”, In: OLZ 1934, 12 coll.

— “Ein manichaeisches Henochbuch”. In: SBAW, 1034, pp. 27-35. —

— “Ein manichasisches Bet- und Beichibuch”. In: ABAW, 1936, No. 10, 143
pp. Berlin 1937.

Jackson, A, V. Winorams: “Researches in Manichaeism, with special reforence to
the Turfan Fragments''. New York 1932. 393 pp.

Kessrer, K.: “Mani”. Berlin 1889. 27, 407 pp.

Kiorrpenw, C. F.: “Die Lehre des Buddha und ihre Entstehung”. Berlin 1857, 14,
407 pp.

Lavrer, B.: “Zur buddhistischen Literatur der Uiguren™. In: T* P, 1907. 21 pp.

Lecar, F.: “Western Manichaeism and the Turfan Discoveries”. In: JRAS, 1913,
pp. 69-95.

MovLg, A. C.: “Christians in China before the year 1550". London 1930. 14, 293 pp.

Naxaro, B.: “A Catalogue of the Chinese Translation of the Buddhist Tripitaka,
the sacred canon of the Buddhists in China and Japan”. Oxford, 1883. 36,
479 pp.

SCHAEDER, H. H.: “Urform und Fortbildung des manichaeischen Systems'. In:
Vortriige der Bibliothek Warburg; Leipzig 1924/5; pp. 65-157.

soamioT, P, W.: “Die asiatischen Hirtenvilker. Die priméren Hirtenvalker der
Alt-Tiirken, der Altai- und Abakan-Tataren”. Miinster, Freiburg (Schweiz),
1949, ("Die Religionen der Hirtenvolker”, vol. III = *“Der Ursprung der
Gottesidee’’, v. IX)., — Rec.: A. v. GaBaiw in OLZ, 49, 437-440,

SooTHILL, W. E., and Hopous, L.: “A Dictionary of Chinese Buddhist Terms with
Sanskrit and English Equivalents and a Sanskrit-Chinese Index"”. London,
1937. 18, 510 pp.

srems, M. A, —cof. I A, B, D.

Tagizapu, 8. H., and Hexxive, W. B, — ef. I B.

Warpscamior, E.: “Die Legende voin Leben des Buddha”. Berlin, 1929, 248 pp.

— und Lextz, W.: “Dic Stellung Jesu im Manichaismus™. In: ABAW, 1926. 131 pp.

I D: Archacology

Gopaun, A., Hacrixn, J., et Gopagp, J.: “Lees antiguités bouddhigues de Bami-
van’’; avec notes additionnelles de P. Perrior. In: Mémoires de la Délégation
Archéologique Frangaise en Afghanistan, vol. 2, Paris 1928, 113 pp., 48 plates.

GrUNWEDEL, A.: “Bericht iiber archaeologische Arbeiten in Idikutschari und
Umgebung”. In: Abhandl. d. Bayr. Akad. d. Wiss., 1906. 196 pp.

— “Altbuddhistische Kultstéitten in Chinesisch-Turkistan”. Berlin, 1912. 370 pp.

— “Alt-Kutscha". Berlin 1920. 89, 118 pp. 47 plates.

KrEMENTZ, D., und Raprorr, W, —cof, I A,

Kozzov, P. K. —ecf. T A.



18

51

196 VIII. Some bibliographical data

Le Coq, A. von: “Die buddhistische Spitantike in Mittelasien”. VI vols. Berlin
1922/8; VII-th vol. with E. WarpscamipT, Berlin 1933.

— “Bilderatlas zur Kunst- und Kulturgeschichte Mittelasiens™, 1925. 107 plates.

— ““Anf Hellas Spuren in Ost-Turkistan”. Leipzig, 1926. 9, 166 pp.

STEIN, M. A, — ef. T A, B.

WarpsceminT, E,: “Gandhara, Kutscha, Turfan”. Leipzig, 1925. 115 pp., plates.

I E: Ethnology

Axoxin, A, V.: “Materialy po 8amanstvu u attajeev.” In: S8bornik Muzeja Antro-
pologii i Etnografii pri Ross. A N, vol. IV. Leningrad, 1924,

(With Ojrot texts and illustrations).

Aspects of Altaic Civilization. Edd. D. Stxor. Bloomington, Ind., 1963. 263 pp.

Glaubenswelt und Folklore der sibirischen Vilker. Edd. V. Droszect, Hungar. Ac.
of. Sec., Budapest 1963. 534 pp., 151 illustr, of. 51 A,

Istoriko-etnograficeskij atlas Sibiri — cf. 1 B.

Ivawov, 8. V.: “Materialy po izobrazitel'nomu iskusstvu narodov Sibiri XTX —
nacata XX v."”. In: Trudy Instituta Etnografii, nov. ser., v. XXII. AN 885R,
Moscow, Leningrad, 1954, 838 pp., numerous illustr., diagrams, ete,

JADRINCEV, N. — ef. I A.

JARRING, G.: “‘On the Distribution of Turk Tribes in Afghanistan, an attempt at a
preliminary classification”. In: Lunds Univ. Arsskrift. N. ¥., Avd. 1, 35, no. 4.
Lund 1939. 104 pp. Rec.: K. H. MENGES in Anthropos, XXXVI, 1841, pp.
1049/50.,

Le Cogq, A. v.: “Volkskundliches aus Ost-Turkistan™. 1916. 7, 72 pp.

— “¥on Land und Leuten in Ostturkistan™. Leipzig 1928. 8, 183 pp.

MiwcHEN-HeELFEN, O.: “Reise ins Asiatische Tuwa™. Berlin 1931. 172 pp., 28 fotos.

— “The Ethnic Name Hun". In: Studia Serica Bernhard Karlgren dedicata, 1960,
Pp. 223238,

Mexces, K. (H.): “Volkskundliche Texte aus Ost-Tiirkistan. Aus dem Nachlall
von N. Th, Karaxov”, I: in SBAW, XXXII, 1933, pp. 1173-1293. II: (orig-
inally to be published in ABAW, 19836, but printed with omission of the name
of the editor) Berlin 1943. 185 pp.

— and Porarov, L. P.: “Materialien zur Volkskunde der Tirkvilker des Altaj, I".
In: Mitteilungen des Seminars fiir Orientalische Sprachen zu Berlin, XXXVII,
1934, pp. 63-104. Illustr., sketch-maps.

Narody Srednej Azii i Kazaxstana. Edd.: 8. P. Tozsrov, T. A. ZpANKO, S. M.
ABravzon, and N, A. Kisragova, 1: Moscow 1962, 767 pp. 11: Moscow 1963.
778 pp. Many illustr., also in colors, plates, diagrams, some good sketch-maps.

Raororr, W.: “Aus Sibirien”. Leipzig, 1893. 2 vols.

RupeEwko, 5. 1. — cf. I B.

scaMinT, P, W, — ef, I C,

SCHRODER, P. D.: “Zur Struktur des Schamanismus”. In: Anthropos L, 1935,
pp. 848-881.

SCHUYLER, E. — ef. T A.

Sredneaziatskij Etnografi¢eskij Sbornik, In: Trudy Instituta Etnografii AN SSS8ER,
nov. ser., XXI. Moscow 1954. 412 pp. Numerous illustrations, diagrams.
TorarEV, 8. A.: “Etnografija narodov 888R. Istori¢eskije osnovy byta i kul'tury™.

Moscow 1958. 615 pp., numerous illustr., drawings, sketches.

Trudy Komissii po izuéeniju plemennogo sostava naselenija S85R. A N SS5R.
Leningrad, 1924/51f.

VimsEry, H.: “Das Tirkenvolk™. Leipzig, 1885. 12, 638 pp.

Zererin, D, K.: “Kul't ongonov v Sibiri". Moscow, Leningrad, 1936. 436 pp., 84
plates.



VIII. Some bibliographical data 197

IT: Languages, linguistics and philology
1: General works

Boupa, K.: “Lateral und Sibilant”. In: Ztschr. fiir Phonetik, I, 1947, pp. 48-53.

Cuny, A.: “Recherches sur le vocalisme, le consonantisme et la formation des
racines en ‘Nostratique’, ancétre de l'indo-européen et du chamito-sémitique’.
Paris, 1943. VII, 164 pp.

Fiwcg, F. N.: “Die Haupttypen des Sprachbaus”. Leipzig 1923, 156 pp.

Husscaminp, J.: “Schliuche und Fésser: wort- und sachgeschichtliche Unter-
suchungen mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung des romanischen Sprachgutes in
und aulerhalb der Romania, sowie der tiirkisch-européischen und tiirkisch-
kaukasisch-persischen Lehnbeziehungen”. Bern 1955. 171 pp., 1 map,
33 illustr. — Ree.: Gi. DoerreR in ZDMG, CVIII, 1958, pp. 387/8.

Jagosson, R.O.: “Prinzipien der historischen Phonologie”. In: Travaux du
Cercle Linguistique de Prague, IV, pp. 247-267. Praha 1931.

— “Uber die phonologischen Sprachbiinde”, ibidem. pp. 234-240.

KrarrorH, J.: “Asia polyglotta™. Paris 1823, XV, 144, 8 pp.

MermLreTr, A.: “La méthode comparée en linguistique historigue™. Oslo 1925, Paris,
1954. 116 pp.

— “Linguistique historique et linguistique générale™. In: Coll. linguistique de la
Soe. Ling. de Paris, VIII, 40. Paris, 1921, 1936.

— “Introduction & I’'étude comparative des langues indo-européennes’ . Paris 1949,
XIV, 516 pp., charts.

MisteLi, F.: “Charakteristik der hauptsdchlichen Typen des Sprachbaues”. Neu-
bearbeitung des Werkes von H. STEINTHAL (1861). Berlin, 1893, XXVI, 612 pp.

Paor, H.: “Prinzipien der Sprachgeschichte”, 5-th ed., Halle, 1937. 428 pp.

scaMinT, P, W, : “Sprachfamilien und Sprachenkreise der Erde”. Heidelberg, 1926,
595 pp. and atlas.

TruBETZEOI, N.: “Grundziige der Phonologie’. In: Travaux du Cercle Ling. de
Prague, v. VII. Praha, 19390.

11, 2: General Reference Works

Altajie languages: Handbuch der Orientalistik. I. Abteilung: Der Nahe und der
Mittlere Osten, edd. B.SPULER, V. Band: Altaistik. Leiden/Kiln, 1968,

Errer, E. J.: “Handbook of Chinese Buddhism, being a Sanskrit-Chinese Diction-
ary with vocabularies of Buddhist terms”. 2-nd ed. Tokyo, 1904. 324 pp.
Reprint, Peip’ing 1939,

Encyclopedia of Islam. Leiden/London, 1908-1936. 4 vols.

Etnograficeskaja Karta Sibiri. 8 sheets. Moscow, Leningrad, ca. 19251,

Hazaz, G, et alii: “Sovietico-Turcica. Beitrige zur Bibliographie der tiirkischen

Sprachwissenschaft in russischer Sprache in der Sowjetunion 1917-1957". In:

Bibiliotheca Orientalis Hungarica, IX. Budapest 1960. 319 pp.; 2749 entries.
Karconew, B.: “Analytical Dictionary of Chinese and Sino-Japanesa". Paria 1923,

436 pp.; reprinted in Vienna for China, in the 1930°es, together with the
dietionary of his “"Phonologie Chinoise”, pp. 713-898.

— “Grammata Serica”. In: Bull, Museum of Far Eastern Antiguities, No. 12,
Stockholm 1940, 471 pp. New, revised edition:

- “Grammata Serica Becensa''. Ibidem, No. 29, 1957. 332 pp.

KrueceEr, J. K. (ed.): “The Turkic Peoples, selected Russian entries from the
Great Soviet Encyclopedia with an index in English”, Bloomington, Ind.,
1963. 440 pp.



198 VIII. Some bibliographical data

LosweNTHAL, R.: “The Turkic Languages and Literatures of Central Asia. A
Bibliography”. In: Central Asiatic Studies, I. The Hague, 1957. 212 pp.
Miadopismennyje jazyki narodov SSSR. A N 8S8S8R, Institut Jazykoznanija.
Moscow, Leningrad, 1959, 503 pp. (Also important for its bibliographical
references).

Peranrskws, E. K.: “Stovar Jakutskogo Jazyka'. 3 vols. StPbg/Leningrad, 1917-
1930—photo-reproduction, s. 1., 1958/9. XVIII, 3858 coll., VIII p.

Poreg, N. N.: “Introduction to Altaic Linguistics”. In: Ural-Altaische Bibliothek,
XIV. Wiesbaden 19656. XIIT + 212 pp.

Raprorr, W.: “Opyt slovafa t'urkskix naredij”. StPbg. 1803-1911, photo-re-
production, ‘s Gravenhage 1960, and A N 8S53R 1962, 4 vols.

RamsTEDT, G. J.: “Kalmiickisches Wirterbuch'. Helsinki, 1935, XXX, 560 pp.

Smwor, D.: “Introduction a Uétude de "Eurasie Centrale™. Wiesbaden, 1963.
XXIV, 371 pp. (The most complete recent hibliographical and reference work
on Uralic and Altajic). — Ree.: N. N. Poprr in CAJ, X, 1965, pp. 71-75; and
K.H.Mexees in Orientalistische Literaturzeitung, vol. 61, 1966, coll. 63-73.

Vasmuevic, G, M.: “Evenkijsko-russkij stovar”. Moscow 1958, 802 pp. ; illustrations,
sketch-map; good grammatical sketch: pp. 641-802, — Rec.: K. H. MENGES
in Anthropos LX, 1965, pp. 581-608.

Wane-Gues: *“Chinese.-English Dictionary”. Shanghai, Hongkong ete. 1912,
1711, 84 pp.

Wu-t4 etin wén-ézjin i & i 2 B, Xani araxa sun3a xadini xergen gamdixa
Manzu gisuni buleku bitxe. (Five languages dictionary : Chinese-ManZu-Mongol-
Tibetan-New-Ujyur). 3 vols,, Peking, 1957. 4973, 72 pp.

I1, 3: General works on Altajic and Ural-Altajie.

Aarro, P.: “On the Altaic initial *p-"'. In: C A J, I, 1955, pp. 8-16.

— “Altaistiea’. In: Stud. Orient. (Fenn.), XVII, 1952, 7, 17 pp.

Baxa, W.: “Uralaltaische Forschungen”. In: Einzelbeitrige zur allgemeinen und
vergleichenden Sprachwissenschaft, X. Leipzig 1800, 44 pp.

— “FKtudes ouraloaltaiques”. In: Le Muséon, (Louvain) 1891. 15 pp.

— “Zur vergleichenden Grammatik der altaischen Sprachen™. In: WZEKM, IX
(1895), pp. 267-276.

Boupa, K.: *Dravidisch und Uralaltaisch”, In: UAJbb., XXV, 1953, pp. 161-173.

— "Tungusisch und Ketschua”. In: ZDMG, CX, 1960, pp. 99-113.

— “Ketachua II”, ibid., CXIII, 1964, pp. 602-623.

CorLiwpeR, Br.: “Fenno-Ugric Vocabulary, an Etymological Dictionary of the
Uralic Languages”. Uppsala 1955. XXI1I, 211 pp.

— “SBurvey of the Uralic Languages (grammatical sketches and commented texts
with English translations).” Uppsala 1957. XXITI, 536 pp.

— “Comparative Grammar of the Uralic Langnages”. Uppsala 1960. 417 pp.,

5 sketch-maps.

~—- “Uralaltaisch’. In: UAJbb., XXIV, 1952, pp. 1-26.

— “Indo-Uralisches Sprachgut’. In: Uppsala Universitets Arsskrift, 1934, 116 pp.
Uppsala, 1934.

— “Indo-Uralische Nachlese". In: Spragvetenskapliga Sdllskapets Forhandlingar,
1943/5. Uppsala, 1945.

— “Zur indo-uralischen Frage”. Ibidem, 1952/6, pp. 79-91. Uppsala, 1954.

Dorrrer, (i.: “Prolegomena zu einer Untersuchung der altaischen Lehnwirter im
Neupersischen”. In: C A J, V, pp. 1-26.

— “Tirkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen, unter besonderer
Beriicksichtigung &lterer neupersischer Geschichtsquellen, vor allermn der
Mongolen- und Timuridenzeit. I: Mongolische Flemente im Neupersischen®,



VIII. Some bibliographiecal data 199

Akad. d. Wiss. u. d. Lit., Mainz, Versff. d. Orient. Komm., XVI. Wiesbaden,
1963. XLVIIL, 657 pp. II: “Tiirkische Elemente..."; ibid., vol. XIX, 1965.
671 pp. — Rec.: N. N. PorrE in CAJ, X, 1965, pp. 75-79.

Dowmezir, G.: “Remarques sur les six premiers noms de nombres du ture”. In:
Studia Linguistica, VIII, pp. 1-15. Lund, 1954,

— “Remarques complémentaires sur les six premiers noms de nombres du ture ef
du quechua’. In: Journal de la Société des Américanistes, nouv. sér., t. XLIV,
Paris 1955, pp. 17-37. (Cf. Bull. Soc. Lingu. de Paris, LII, 1956, p. 208.).

Emvsmepern, W. v.: ef. “Die Literaturen der Welt™.

Foros-Fucas, D. R.: “Aus der Syntax der ural-altaischen Sprachen”. In: Acta
Lingu. Hung. X, 1960, pp. 423—455.

Korwioz, WE.: “Contributions aux études altaiques”, I-TIL. In: Rocznik Orien-
talistyezny, VII, 1929/30, pp. 130-234. TV in: Roezn. Orient., XII. Krakdw,
1936, pp. 122-142.

~ “Les pronoms dans les langues altaiques’”. In: Prace Kom. Orient. Polskie]
Akad. Umiejetnosci, No. 24. Krakdéw 1936. 80 pp.

— “BStudia nad jezykami altajskimi”, in: Roeczn. Orient., XVI; Krakdw, 1950;
rp. 80-296.

LiceTi, L.: “Mots de civilisation de Haute Asie en transcription chinoise”. In:
Acta Orient. Acad. Scient. Hungar. I, 1950, pp. 141-188, — Rec.: K. H.
Mewoers in Artibus Asias XV, 3721,

“Die Literaturen der Welt in ihrer miindlichen und schriftlichen Uberlieferung;
Beitrige zu einer Gesamtdarstellung”. Edd. Dr. Wolfgang vox JKIiNsiEDEL,
Kindler-Verlag, Ziirich, 1964. XIX, 1402 pp. (Cont. i. a. essays on the liter-
ature of the Uralic and Altaic peoples.)

Mexces, K. H.: “Altaic loanwords in Slavonic”. In: Language, XX, 1944, pp. 66-72.

— “Altaic Elements in the Proto-Bulgarian Inscriptions’”. In: Byzantion, XXI,
pp. 856-118. Bruxelles, 1951,

—- *“The Oriental Elements in the Vocabulary of the Oldest Russian Epos, the Igof
Tale”. Supplement to Word, Monograph No. 1. New York, 1951. 98 pp.

— “Zwel alt-mesopotamische Lehnworter im Altajischen™. In: UAJbh,, XXV,
pp. 299-304. Wiesbaden, 1953.

— “Slavo-altajische Wortforschungen”. In: CyZnvérvs-Festachrift, Berlin, 1954,
pp. 179-195,

— “Altajische Lehnworter im Slavischen: altruss. kolimogs, kolymaga und der
Name der Kalmyken”. In: Ztschr, f. Slav. Phil., XXIII, pp. 327-334. 1955,

— “Uwék/Uvik ‘Mauerturm, Bastion’ ", ibidem; XXIV, pp. 30/1. 1956,

- “Influences altaiques en slave”. In: Bull. Acad. R. Belge des Sciences et Belles-
Lettres, Bruxelles 1958, pp. 518-541.
— “Bulgarische Substratfragen™. In: UAJbb., XXXII, 1960, pp. 104-121.
-— “Morphologische Probleme’. In: Ural-Altaische Bibliothek, IX, Wiesbaden,
1960. 39 pp.
“Altajische Kulturworter im Slavischen”. In: UAJbb., XXXIIT (vox-GABAIN-
Festschrift), 1960, pp. 107-116.

—— “Temutorokans”. In: Ztachr. f. Slav. Phil., XXIX, 1960, pp. 128-133.

—- “Altajische Studien™. In: Der Islam, XXXVII, pp. 1-23. Berlin, 1961.

— “Problemata etymologica: Dé#iiréen po-gi-lji, bejle, Maniu bejle, Orxon-Tk.
bojta, Proto-Bulgarisch BOHAAE, BOTAE, Tk. big”. In: Studia Sino-Altaica,
HagxiscH-Festachrift, Wiesbaden 1961. Pp. 130-140.

— “Problemata etymologica; alt-russ. tamsga, Tirk. tamya, tamga ‘Siegel,
Stempel, ete.””. In- Ztschr. f. Slav. Phil.,, XXXIT, 1963, pp. 22-42,

-~ “Etymologika”. In: RAsANEN -Festschrift, Studia Orient. Soe. Orient. Fennicae,
XXVIII, 8. Helsinki 1964, Pp. 3-32.

a7

58, 59



61,62

200 VIII. Some bibliographical data

Mexaes, K. H.: “Altajisch und Drdvidisch”. In: Orbis, XIII, Louvain 1964,
pp. G6-103.

- “Die tungusischen Sprachen”. In: Handbuch der Orientalistik, Bd. V: Altaistik,
edd. B. Spuler, Leiden/Ké&ln 1967/8, forthcoming.

MisteLL, F.: “Der altaische Sprachtypus”. Basel, 1883. 23 pp.

Muravama, 8.: “Etymologie des altjapanischen Wortes ird ‘Farbe, Gesichtsfarbe,
Gesicht’”’, In: UAJbb., XXXIV, 1962, pp. 107-112.

NEMETH, GY.: “Die tiirkisch-mongolische Hypothese”'. In: ZDMG, 1912, pp. 549ff.

PeLvior, P.: “Notes sur 'histoire de la Horde d'Or”. Paris 1950. 292 pp.

— “Les mots & H initiale aujoiurd’hui amuie dans le mongol des X1II-¢ et XTV-e
sidcles”. In: J A, 1925, pp. 193-263.

— “‘Les formes avec et sans g- (k-) initial en ture et en mongol”. In: T* P, XXXVII,
1944, pp. 73-101.

Porpr, N.N.: “Cuvaskij jazyk i jego otnofenije k mongol’'skomu i tureckim
jazykam”’, I-IV. In: Tzv. A N S8S8R, 18, 19, pp. 23-43. Leningrad, 1924/5.

— “Die tschuwassische Sprache in ihrem Verhiltnis zu den Tirksprachen™. In:
Koérisi-Csoma-Arch., 11, 1-2, Budapest 1926,

— *“Altaisch und Urtiirkisch". In: UJbb., 1926, pp. 94-121,

— “Plural-suffixes in the Altaic languages”. In: UAJbb,, XXIV, 1952, pp. 65-83,

~— “Bermerkungen zu G. J. Ramstedt’s ‘Einfiihrung in die altaische Sprachwissen-
schaft’”. In: Stud. Orient. (Fenn.). XIX, 5, Helsinki 1953, pp. 1-22,

— “Ein altes Kulturwort in den altaischen Sprachen”. In: Stud. Orient. (Fenn.),
XIX, 5, 1953, pp. 23-25.

— “Introduction to Mongolian Comparative Studies”. In: MSFOu, C, Helsinki,
1955. 300 pp.

-— “Finige Lautgesetze und ihre Bedeutung zur Frage der mongolisch-tiirkischen
Sprachbeziehungen”. In: UAJbb., XXX, 1958, pp. 93-97.

— **Vergleichende Grammatik der altaischen Sprachen. 1: Vergleichende Laut-
lehra”. Wiesbaden 1960. 188 pp.

Prrrsag, O.; “Stammesnamen und Titulaturen der Altaischen Vélker”. In:
UAJbb., XXIV, 1952, pp. 40-104.

— “Kultur und Sprache der Hunnen”, In: CvZevég vi-Festachrift (edd, MaxVasMER
and D. GErEARD), Berlin, 1954 ; pp. 238-249.

-— “Die Bulgarische Iiirstenliste und die Sprache der Protobulgaren™. Ural-
Altaische Bibliothek, I, Wiesbaden, 1955. 101 pp. {(also in UAJbb., XXVI,
1954, pp. 61-77, 184-239).

~ “Die Oberstufenzihlung im Tungusischen und Jakutischen™. In: ZDMG, CV,
1955, pp. 184-191.

RamsteEDT, G.J.: “Uber die Zahlwérter der altaischen Sprachen”. In: JSFOu,
XXIV, 1, Helsinki 1907. 24 pp.

— Zur Verbalstammbildungslehre der mongolisch-tiirkischen Sprachen™. In:
J8F0Ou, XXVIII, 3; 1912; 3, 90 pp.

— ““Zur mongoligch-tiirkischen Lautgeschichte”, I: Keleti Szemle XV, pp. 134~
150; I1: ibidem, XVI, pp. 66-84. Budapest, 1014, 1915,

— “Ein anlautender stimmloser Labial in der mongolisch-tiirkischen Ursprache’.
In: JSFOu, XXXII, 2; 1916/20; 10 pp.

— “Die Verneinung in den altaischen Sprachen. Eine semasiologische Studie™. In:
MSFOu, LII, 1924, pp. 196-215.

— "Die Palatalisation in den altaischen Sprachen’. In: Annales Acad. Scient.
Fenn., B, XXVII; 1932; pp. 239-251. — Ree.: P. PELLioT in T" P X XXT, 1935,
pp. 76-78.

— “Das deverbale Nomen auf -¢ in den altaischen Sprachen”. In: Stud. Or. (Fenn.),
XT, 6. 1945. 8 pp.



VII1. Some bibliographical data 201

— “Dag deverbale Nomen auf -m in den altaischen Sprachen”. In: MSFOu,
XCVIII, 1950, pp. 255-264.

— “Einfithrung in die altaische Sprachwissenachaft”’, I: Lautlehre” (posthumously
edd. P. AavTo). In: MSFOu, CIV, 1. 1957. 192 pp. “II: Formenlehre” (post-
humonsly edd. P. Aavro). In: MSFOu, CIV, 2. 1952, 262 pp.

— “{add. P. Aauro:) Aufsitze und Vortriige von G.J. RamsteEpT”, Helsinki, 1951,
112 pp.

— "“The F{Elnﬁﬂn of the Altaiec Languages to Other Language Groups”. In: JSFOu,
LIII, 1946/7, pp. 19-26.

RisiveN, M.: “Beitriige zu den altaisch-slavischen Berithrungen”. In: MSFOu,
XCVIII, 1950, pp. 125-131.

— “Uralaltaische Forschungen, I: Die uralaltaische Urheimat im Lichte der Wort-
forsechung und der Archiologie”. In: UAJbb., XXV, 1953, pp. 19-27. — Rec.:
K. H. MExcES in Anthropos, XLIX, 1954, pp. 11074

w— “Uralaltaische Wortforschungen”. In: Stud. Or. (Fenn.) XVIII, 3. 1953. 59 pp.

—- ¢f, also 11, 4, 5.

Savvacror, A.: Recherches sur le vocabulaire des langues ouralo-altaiques™. Coll.
Lingn., S8oe. de Linguistique de Paris, v. XXX, Paris 1930, XLII, 142 pp.
Sororr, W.: “Altajische Studien oder Untersuchungen auf dem Gebiet der Altaj-
Sprachen”. I: ABAW 1859, pp. 587-621, II: ABAW 1861, pp. 1563-176, III:
ABAW, 1866, pp. 89-153, IV: ABAW 1869, pp. 267-307, V: ABAW 1871,

pp. 1-46.

Hmmz],] D.: “D'un morphéme particuliérement répandu dans les langues ouralo-
altaiques”, In: T* P, XXXVII, 1943, pp. 135-152.

~— “*On some Ural-Altaic plural-suffixes”. In: Asia Major, 11, 1952, pp. 203-230. —
Ree.: N.N.Porre in Finnisch-Ugrische Forschungen XXXT, 1953/4, pp. 26-31.

-— ““A Ural-Altaic ordinal suffix”, In: UAJbb., XXXI, 1959, pp. 417-425.

— “Un suffixe de lieu ouralo-altaique’. In: Acta Orient. Hung., X1I, 1960, pp.
169-178.

II, 4: General Turkology

Asxn, F. D.: “Ukazatel'nyje ¢astiey v t'urkskix jazykax”. In: Izv. A N 88SR,
1058, No. 17, pp. 417-434,

Baxc, W.: “Btudien zur vergleichenden Grammatik der Tiirksprachen™, I, I1. In:
SBAW 1016, pp. 910-928, 1236-1254; 1917, pp. 522-535.

— “Turcica”. In: Homumer-Festechrift, Mitteilungen der Vorder-Asiatischen
Gesellschaft, 1917, IT, pp. 270-294,

~— “Monographien zur tirkischen Sprachgeschichte”. In: 8B der Heidelberger
Akad. d. Wiss., No. 12, 1918, 48 pp.

— "Beitrige zur tiirkischen Wortforschung”. In: Thrdn, Budapest 1918, pp. 289-
310, 516-540.

— “*Ans tiirkischen Dialekten'”, In: Keleti Szemle XVIIL, 1919, pp. 7-28.

- ““Aus dem Leben der Tirksprachen. Zn den Wortern in -¢iliq”. In: Ostasiatische
Ztschr,, VIII, 1919/20, pp. 22-35.
- "Vom RKiktiirkischen zwmn Osmanischen. Vorarbeiten zu einer vergleichenden

Grammatik des Tiirkischen™, I-1V. In: ABAW 1917-1921, I: ABAW 1917,
pp. 1-62; 11, II1: ABAW 1919, pp. 1-79; IV: ABAW 1921, pp. 1-26.

— “Das negative Verbum der Tiirksprachen”, In: SBAW, XVII, 1923, pp. 114-131.

— “Turkologische Briefe aus dem Berliner Ungarischen Institut”, I-VII, I: UJbb.
V., 41ff.; 11: V, 2314%.; I11: V, 392{f.; IV: V1I, 36ff.; V: X, 164f.; VI: XII,
Q0ff.; VIL: XIV, 193ff. Berlin, 1925/1934.

Basgarov, N. A.: ""Sur la génése de la structure de la proposition dans les langues
turques’”. In: Aeta Or, Hang, X1, 1960, pp. 35-42,



66

67

202 VIII. Some bibliographical data

Basgarov,N.A.:"Predpolofenijeistovosotetanije v t'urkskix jazykax" .In:Voprosy
sostavlenija opisatel’'nyx grammatik; A N SS8RK; Moscow 1961 ; pp. 55-85.

— “T'urkskije jazvki”. AN 8838R, Moscow 1960, 247 pp. — Rec.: A. K. BorovEov
in Vestnik A N S88R, 1961, pp. 133-136; K. H. Mexges in CAJ, VIII, 1963,
pp. 56-58.

— “Vvedenije v izuéenije t'urkskix jazykov”. Moscow 1962, 332 pp.

— “K kritike novyx klassifikacij t'urkskix jazykov”. In: Voprosy Jazykoznanija,
A N 8SSR, No. 2, Moscow 1963, pp. 72-80.

Bocoropicrll, V. A.: “Zakony singarmonizma v t'urkskix jazykax”. In: Vestnik
Nauénogo Obééestva Tatarovedenija, No. 4, Kazar, 1926.

— “Vvedenije v tatarskoje jazykoznanije v svazi s drugimi t'urkskimi jazykami”,
Kazan, 1934. 218 pp.

Bomeact, A.: “Probleme der historischen Lautlehre der tiirkischen Sprachen™.
In: UAJbb., XXIV, 1952, pp. 80-105.

Durrrigev, N, K. : “Stroj t'urkskix jazykov”. A N 8S8R, Moscow 1962. 607 pp.
(selected works of N. K. DMiTrIFEV),

Ecemann, J.: “Kelime ortasinda anorganik b, p ve m’nin tiiremesi”. In: Tirkiyat
Mecmuas], v. X, Istanbul 1953, pp. 313-320,

— “Tiirkeeds d, ¢ ve n seslerinin tiirermesi”. In: Tirk Dili Arastirmalari Yilligi,
Ankara 1955, pp. 11-22,

Frangire, E.: “Word Formation in the Turkic Languages™. New York 1848, 109 p.

Gaparn, A, vox: “Zur Geschichte der tiirkischen Vokalharmonie”. In: UAJbb.,
XX1V, 1952, pp. 105-111.

—, together with Grausrrz, SPULER, and Prrrsax: “Japanische Arbeiten iiber
Zentral-Asien”. In: Der Islam, XXXV, 1960, pp. 127-141.

— “Charakteristik der Tiirksprachen™. In: Handbuch der Orientalistik, vol. V;
1, 1, pp. 1-24. Leiden/Kéln 1962. (Cf. also further articles by A. voN GaBain
in the same vol. on the Central Asiatic and the Southwestern Turkie languages
and literatures.)

GronsecH, K.; “Der tiirkische Sprachbau, 1.” Kebenhavn, 1936. 182 pp.

Is*aAxKL, 8.: ““Denominale Verbbildungen in den Tiirksprachen”. Rome, 1933. 49 pp.

“Issledovanija po sintaksisu t'urkskix jazykov”. A N SBSSER, Moscow, Leningrad,
1962, 218 pp.

“Issledovanija po sravnitel'noj grammatike t'urkskix jazykov”. I:Fonetika. A N
SSSR, Moscow 1655, 336 pp. II: Morfologija. Ihidem. 1956, 335 pp. III:
Sintaksis. Ibidem, 1961, 230 pp.

“Istoriceskoje razvitije leksiki t'urkskix jazykov”’. A N SSSE, Moscow 1961,
468 pp. — Rec.: A, N. Kovowov in Voprosy Jazykoznanija, No. 2, 1963,
pp. 133-141.

KxeZEVIS, A.: “Din Turzismen in der Sprache der Kroaten und Serben”. Slavisch-
Baltisches SBeminar der Westfilischen Wilhelms-Universitdit Miinster, Ver-
offentlichungen No. 3. Meisenheim am Glan, 1962. 506 pp. — Ree.: K. H.
MENGES in UAJDbD., 40 (1968), pp. 135-154.

LiceTi, L.: “Histoire du lexique des langues turques”’. In: Roczn. Orient., XVII,
Krakéw 1953, pp. 80-01.

MAREWART, J.: “Kultur- und sprachgeschichtliche Analekten”. In: UJbb., 1X,
1929, pp. 68-103.

Mexcrs, K. H.: *“Turkish Literature”. In: Columbia Dictionary of Modern Europ-
ean Literature, New York 1947, pp. 825-828.

- “Die tirkischen Literaturen aullerhalb der Tiirkei”. In: Kindlers Lexikon der
Waeltliteratur, Milano and Ziirich 1964, pp. 10791110,

Mrgrosicr, F.: “Die tiirkischen Elemente in den siidost- und osteuropaeischen
Sprachen”. In: Denkschriften der Kais. Ak. d. Wiss., Wien 1884/5, phil.-hist.



VIII. Some bibliographical data 203

Klasse, XXXIV, 1884, pp. 238-338, XXXV, 1885, pp. 105-182, XXXVII,
1889, pp. 1-88, XXXVIII, 1890, pp. 1-194. — Ree.: F. Je. KorS in Archiv fiir
Slavische Philologie, IX, pp. 487{f., 653{f., F. v. KRAERLITZ- GREIFENHORST :
“Corollarien. . .”, in SBWienerAW, phil.-hist. Kl., CLXVI, No. 4.

NiveETH, GY.: “Zur Kenntnis des geachlossenen e im Tirkischen”. In: Kdrisi-
Caoma-Archivum, Erginzangs-Band, Budapest—Leipzig 1939, pp. 515-531.

— “Die Inschriften des Schatzes von Nagy-Szent-Miklos. Mit zwei Anhingen:
1. Die Sprache der Petechenegen und Komanen. 2. Die ungarische Kerbschrift”,
In: Biblitheca Orientalis Hungarica, IT, Budapest 1932, 85 pp.

Parrd, M. K.: “Die Vertretung von ung. sz (s) << tiirk, § in den alten tiirkischen
Lehnwértern in der ungarischen Sprache”. In: TUAJbb.,, XXXIII, 1961,
pp. 128-135.

Prrrsax, O.: “Vorwort zum Nachdruck” of Raprory’'s Dictionary: in the I-st vol.
of the “Warterbuch”, reprint of 1960, pp. V-XXVTI.

Raprorr, W.: "“Phonetik der nérdlichen Tiirksprachen”. Leipzig 1882, 45, 318 pp.

Ramsrepr, G.J.: “Zum tirkischen Konditional”. In: FUF (Finnisch-Ugrische
Forschungen), XXI1X, 1946, pp. 120-126.

RaquerTe, . “The accent problem in Turkish”. Lund, 1927, 42 pp.

Risiwen, N.: “Aus der tiirkischen Formenlehre”. In: JSFOu, L, 7. 1938/9. Pp.
1-10.

—— “Rin Uberblick iiber die iiltesten Denkmiler der tiirkischen Sprachen”. In:

Stud. Or. (Fenn.), XIII, 1. 1946, 21 pp.
— “Dio tatarischen Lehnwirter im Tscheremisgischen”, In: MSFOu, L, 1923,

98 pp.
— “Die tschuwassizschen Lehnwiorter im Techeremissischen™. In: MSFOu, XLVITT,

1920, XVI, 274 pp.
“Contributions au classement des langues turques”. In: Roczn. Or. XVII,
Krakéw 1953, pp. 92-104,
~—— “Materialien zur Lautgeschichte der tiirkischen Sprachen”. In: Stud. Or.
(Fenn.), XV, 1948. 249 pp. — The basic work on the historical phonology of
the Turkic langnages.
— “Materialien zur Morphologie der tiirkischen Sprachen’”. In: Stud. Or, (Fenn.),
1957, XXI. 256 pp. As important as the preceding.
— "“Tiirkische Miszellen”. In: Stud. Or. (Fenn.), XXV, 1; 1960. 22 pp.
— “Tiirk. anlautendes k- als Uberbleibsel des alten p-". In: UAJbb., XXXTII,

1962, pp. 146-148,
— “ie Reflexiva auf u < *bu im Tirkischen”. In: Commentationes Fenno-

Ugricae in honorem P, Raviva, M5FOu, CXXYV, 1962, pp. 441/2. — Ree.:
K. H. MexcEs in UAJbb., XXXV, 1964, pp. 421-424,

SaMoJr0vIC, A. N.: Nekotoryje dopolnenija k klassifikacii tureckix jazykov'.
NarKomNae, Institut Zivyx Vostoényx Jazykov, No. 4, 15 pp.; Petrograd,
1922,

“Turkologiteskije Issledovanija”, edd. A. K. Boroveov. A N SSSR; Moscow,

Leningrad, 1963, 298 pp.

“T'urko-mongol’skoje jazykoznanije i fol'kloristika”. AN SS8S8R, Moscow, 1960,
350 pp.

“Voprosy grammatiki t'urkskix jazykov”. (On problems of aspect and subordinate
clauses in Turkic). Inst. Jazykoznanija A N S88R, Inst. Jazyka i Literatury
A N KazSSR. Alma-Ata, 1958. 252 pp.

Zar4czEOWSEI, A.: “Remarques concernant les études sémantiques turques”. In:
Roezn. Or,, XV, Krakdw 1949, pp. 145-158,

— "Btudia orientalistyezna z dziejéw slownictwa polskiego”. In: Prace Wroe-
tawskiego Towarzystwa Nankowego, A, 49. Wroctaw 1953. 125 pp.

69



70

204 VIIL. S8ome bibliographical data

II, 5. Individual Turkie Languages:

A: Ancient-Turkic

Aarvro, P.: “Materialien zu den alttiirkischen Inschriften der Mongolei”. In:
JSFOu, LX, 7, 1958. 91 pp.

Amawiorov, A. 8.: “Glagol'noje upravlenije v jazyke pamatnikov drevne-t'urkskoj
pifmennosti”. Avtoreferat dissertacii, Inst. Vostoén. Jazykov pri Mosk.
Univ.; Moscow 1963. 18 pp.

— “K woprosu ob upravlenii analititeskix glagolov v drevnet'urkskix jazykax".
In: Fitotogi¢eskij Shornik, I. (Stat’)i aspirantov i soiskatele]) Atma-Ata, 1963.

Pp. 165-177.
Bawa, W.: “Zu den kéktiirkischen Inschriften der Mongolei”. In: T* P, 1806, pp.
325-355.

— “Zn den koktiirkischen Inschriften™. In: T* P, 1896, pp. 117-141.

— “Zur Erklirung der kdktiirkischen Inschriften”. In: WZEKM, 1898, pp. 34-54.

— “Zur Kritik und Erklirung der Berliner uigurischen Turfan-Fragmente™. In:
SBAW, 1915, pp. 623-635.

— “Turcica”. In: Mitteilungen der Vorderasiatischen Gesellschaft, 1217, pp. 270-
204,

~— “Manichaeische Laien-Beichtspiegel”. In: Le Muséon, Louvain 1923, pp. 127-
2432,

— "“Manichaeische Hymnen". Ibidem, 1925, pp. 1-55.

— "Tiirkische Bruchstiicke einer nestorianischen Georgspassion’. Ibidem, 1926,
Pp. 41-75.

~ “Manichédische Erzihler”. Ibidem, 1931, pp. 1-36.

— “Zu den kiktiirkischen Inmschriften und den tiirkischen Turfan-Fragmenten™.
In: WZEM, 1909, pp. 415—419.

— and Gasatw, A, v.: “Tirkische Turfan-Texte”. I, IT in: SBAW 1929, pp. 241-
268, 411-430; IIT: SBAW 1930, pp. 183-211; 1V: SBAW 1930, pp. 432-450;
V: 323-356.

—, GaBamw, A. v., and RacemaTi, . R.: “Tirkische Turfan-Texte VI. Das
buddhistische Sitra Sdkiz Yiakméak"”. In: SBAW 1934, pp. 93-192.

— and Gasarw, A. v.: “Analytischer Index zu den fiinf ersten Stiicken der Tiir-
kischen Turfan-Texte”. In: SBAW, XVII, 1931, pp. 458-517.

— and Gasam, A. v.: “Uligurische Studien. (Das Siindenbekenntnis aus dem
Suvarnaprabhisa)”, In: UJbb., X, 1930 pp. 193-210.

— and Racumarr G, R.: “Uligurische Bruchstiicke iiber verschiedene Héllen”. In:
UJdbb., XV, 1935, pp. 380402,

Caworson, D, (Xvor'sow): “Syrisch-nestorianische Grabinschriften aus Semirje-
tschie — nebst einer Beoilage iiber das tiirkische Sprachmaterial dieser Grab-
inschriften vom Akad. Dr. W. Radloff”’. In: Izv. A N StPtbg., VII-th ser.,
XXXVIII, No. 8, 1890, 168 pp.; and Neue Folgs, ibidem, 1887, 62 pp.

GaBamN, A. vown: “Die uigurische Ubersetzung der Biographie Hiien-Tsangs, V.
Kap.”. In SBAW, 1935, pp. 151-180.

— ““Briefe der uigurischen Hiien-tsang-Biographie”. Ibidem, 1938, pp. 371-415.

— “Alttiirkische Grammatik”, Porta Linguarum Orientalium, 1941; 2nd ed.,
Wiesbaden 1950. XVII, 357 pp. — The basic handbook on Orxon and Ujyur —
which are not separated in this grammar, 3™ ed. 1983,

— "*Tirkische Turfan-Texte, VIIL”. In: ABAW, (East-Berlin), 1952, No. 7; 105 pp.

— and WinTER, W.: “Tiirkische Turfan-Texte, IX. Ein Hymnus an den Vater
Mani auf ‘Tocharisch’ B mit alttiirkischer Ubersetzung’’. ABAW, 1956, No. 2.
44 pp.

— “Tiirkische Turfan-Texte, X". In: ABAW, 1958, No. 1. 60 pp.



VIIL. Some bibliographical data 205

— “Maitrisimit. Die alttiirkische Version eines Werkes der buddhistischen Vai-
bhéasika-Schuls. In Faksimile herausgegeben und bearbeitet; mit Einleitungen
von H. ScHEEL und H. Grarow. I-11". Wiesbaden, 1957. 69 pp., 113 plates;
Berlin (East) 1961; 83 pp., 114 plates.

Giravp, R.: “L'inscription de Bain Tsokto’’. Paris 1961. 164 pp. — Deals with the
Tonuqug-Inscription.

GRUNWEDEL, A.: “Bericht {iber archacologische Arbeiten”. In: Abh. Bayr, Ak. d.
Wiss., Miinchen 1905, pp. 181195,

— “Die vor-islamischen Schriftarten der Tiirken und ihr Verhiltnis zu der Sprache
derselben”., Izv. A N StPtbg., 1909, pp. 834-856.

— “Alttiirkische Studien”, I-IV. In: Izv. A N StPtbg., 1909, pp. 1213-1220; 1910,
pp- 217-228; 1911, pp. 305-326; 1912, pp. T47-778.

-— ef. also Raprorr, W.: “Alttirkische Sprachdenkmiler”, edd. S. Je. Marov,
Leningrad, 1928.

Hexwnina, W. B.: A fragment of the Manichacan hymn-cyeles in Old Turkish™.
In: Asia Major, n. 5., VII, 1959, pp. 122-124,

“Inseriptions de I'lénisséi”. Ree. et publ. par la Société Finlandaise d’Archéologie.
Helsingfors, 1889. 17 pp., 32, 30 plates.

“Inseriptions de 'Orkhon”. Ree. par 'expédition finnoise 1890 et publides par la
SFOu. Helsingfors, 1802, 49, 48 pp., 66 plates.

Korwricz, We., and SamoJseovié, A. N.: “Le monument ture d’Ikhe-Khuchotu en
Mongolie centrale”. In: Roezn. Or., IV, Lwow 1926, pp. 60-107.

Le Coq, A. v.: "Ein manichaeisch-uigurisches Fragment aus Idikut-Schahri™. In:
SBAW, 1908, pp. 308-414.

- “Chuastuanift, ein Sindenbekenntnizs der manichiischen Auditores”. In:
ABAW, 1910, Appendix, 4, 43 pp. Berlin 1911.

— “Dr. Stein’s Turkish Khuastuanift from Tun-Huang, being a confession prayer
of the Manichaean auditores”. In: JRAS, 1911, pp. 277-314.

— “Ein manichiisches Buchfragment aus Chotscho”. In: Vilhelm-THOoMsEN-Fest.-
schrift, Leipzig, 1912, pp. 145-154.

— “Tiirkische Manichaica aus Chotscho”. I: ABAW, 1911, appendix, 6, 61 pp.
II: ABAW 1919, 3, 15 pp. III: ABAW 1922, 2, 49 pp. — Ree.: Chotscho I by
W. Baxa in Bull, Acad. R. Belge, 1912, pp. 354-360,

Marov, 8. Je.: “Novyje parnatniki s tureckimi runami”. In: Jazyk i My#lenije,
VI/VIL, pp. 251-279. 1929/30 1

— “"Pamatniki drevne-t'urkskoj pidmennosti”. A N SSSR, Moscow, Leningrad,
1951. 451 pp., tables, plates.

— “"Jenisejskaja pismennost’ t"urkov”. A N 88R, Moscow, Leningrad, 1952. 114 pp.

— “Parmatniki drevne-t'urkskoj pifmennosti Mongolii i Kirgizii”, A N S85R,
Moscow, Leningrad, 1959. 111 pp.

Miurier, F. W. K.: “Handschriftenreste in Estrangelo-Schrift aus Turfan, Chine-
sisch-Turkestan™. I: SBAW, 1004, pp. 348{f.; II: ABAW, 1904, 117 pp.

— “Uligurica”. In ABAW 1908, 2, 60 pp.; IT: ABAW, 1910, 3, 110 pp. 11I: ABAW
1920, 2, 93 pp.

— and Gasain, A, v.: “"Uigurica IV"., In: 8BAW 1931, pp. 675-727. — Rec.
Uigurica I by W. Baxc in WZKM, 1909, pp. 231-239.

Nasmrov, V. M.: “Drevne-ujgurskij jazyk’. A N 838R, Moscow 1963. 122 pp.

NEMETH, J.: “Die kiktiirkischen Grabinschriften aus dem Tale des Talas in Turke-
stan’'. In: Kdrosi-Csoma-Archivam, I, 1921/5, p. 134-143.

- “Zur Erklirung der Orchoninschriften”. In: Giese-Festschrift, 1941, pp. 35—45.

Pervior, P.: “La version ouigoure de I'Histoire des princes Kalyinamkara et
Papamkara”. In: T°P, 1914, pp. 225-272. — Rec.: W. Baxa in Keleti Szemle,
1916/7, pp. 195-199.

71

72,73



2006 VI1II. Some bibliographical data

Raprorr, W.: “Atlas der Altertiimer der Mongolei”. StPthg., 1802-1899. 118 plates.
— “Die alttiirkischen Inschriften der Mongolei”. A N StPtbg., 1895. 11, 460 pp. —
“Neue Folge, nebst einer Abhandlung von W. BArTHOLD: ‘Die historische Be-
deutung der alttiirkischen Inschriften’”. StPtbg., 1897. 7, 181, 36 pp.
2. Folge, nebst 2 Abhandlungen: F. Himmta: ‘Nachworte zur Inschrift des
Tonjukuk’, W. BarrHOLD: ‘Die alttiirkischen Inschriften und die arabischen
Quellen’”. StPtbg 1809, 24, 122, 140, 29 pp.

— “Altuigurische Sprachproben aus Turfan von Dr. KpemexnTz", StPthg. 1899, —
Interpretation of Anecient-Turkic manuseripts. —

— “Alttiirkische Studien”. In: Izv. A N StPtbg. I: 1909, pp. 1213-1220; IT: 1910,
pp. 217-228; III: 1910, pp. 1025-1036; IV: 1911, pp. 305-326; V: 1011,
pp. 427-452; VI: 1912, pp. 747-778.

— “Tifastvustik, ein in tiirkischer Sprache verfaltes buddhistisches Siitra™, nebst;
A. von STAEL-HorsteEIN, “Bemerkungen zu den Brihmi-Glossen des Tisast-
vustik-Manuskripts”. In: Bibliotheca Buddhica, XII, StPtbg. 1910. 8, 143 pp.

-~ “Kuan-8i-im Pusar”. Bibliotheca Buddhica, XIV, 1911. 8, 119 pp.

— “Uligurische Sprachdenkmdler”. Posthum. edd. 8. Je. Mazov. Leningrad 1928,
8, 305 pp.

— and Mazov, 8. JE.: “Suvarnaprabhisa’. Bibliotheca Buddhica, XVII and
XXVII. StPtbg. 1913, XV, 723 pp.; Leningrad, 1930, 2, 256 pp.

Racamari, G. B. (= Rammarr, Raaymer:, Basvert Arar): “Zur Heilkunde der
Uiguren’. I: SBAW 1930, pp. 451-473; 11: SBAW 1832, pp. 401-448,

— “Tiirkiache Turfan-Texte, VII”. In: ABAW 1937. 124 pp.

RausTeEpT, G. J.: “Zwel uigurische Runeninschriften in der Nord-Mongolei”. In:

74 JS8FOu, XXX, 1913/8, 3, 63 pp.

Siwor, D.: A propos de la biographie ouigoure de Hivan-Tsang”. In J A, CCXXXT,
1939/42, pp. 543-590.

— YA kdzépizaial térok buddhizmuard]l™ (On Central-Asiatic Turkic Buddhism™).
In: Kérisi-Csoma-Archivam, 1939, pp. 353-390.

TroMseEN, V.: “Déchiffrement des inseriptions de 1"Orkhon et de 1'Iénissei; notico
préliminaire”. In: Bull. Acad. r. du Danemark, 1893, pp. 285-299,

— “Inscriptions de 'Orkhon déchiffrées”. In: MSFOu V, 1896; 224 pp.

— “Sur le systéme des consonnes dans la langue ouigours™. In: Keleti Szemle, 11,

1901, pp. 241-259.
— *Dr. M. A, Stein’s manuscripts in Turkish ‘Bunic’ script”, In: JRAS, 1912,

pp. 181-227,
— “Tureica, études concernant l'interprétation des inseriptions turques de la
Mongolie et de la Sibérie”. In: MSFOu XXXVII, 1016, pp. 1-107. — Rec.:

75 C. BrocEELMANN in Keleti Szemlo XVIIL. 1916, pp. 183-194.

1L, 5 B: “Middle-Turkic”

Baxu, W., and Racamari, G. R.: “"Die Legende von Oghuz Qaghan’. In: SBAW
1932, pp. 638-724,

Boroveov, A, K.: “Leksika sredne-aziatskogo tefsira XII-XIIT vv.”. AN SSSR,
Moscow 1963. 366 pp.

BrocxErvanw, C.: “Mabhmiid al-KaSgharis Darstellung des tiirkischen Verbal-
baus”. In: Keleti Szemle XVIII, 1918/9, pp. 29-49.

— “Alttirkestanische Volksweisheit”. In: Ostasiatische Ztschr., VIII, 1920,
Pp. 49-73.

— “Alttiirkestanische Volkspoesie, 1", In: Asia Major (Probeband), 1923, pp. 3-24.

IL: ibidem, 1T, 1924, pp. 24-44,
— “¥olkskundliches aus Alt-Turkestan’. In: Asia Major, II, 1925, pp. 110-124.



VIII. Some bibliographical data 207

—— “Mahmiid al-Kasgari tiber die Sprache und Stdmme der Tiirken im 11. Jahrh.”,
In: Kérisi-Cesoma-Archivam, I, 1, 1921, pp. 26—-40.

— “Mitteltiirkischer Wortschatz nach Mahmiid al-Ka#yaris Divan Luyat at-Tuark".
Budapest, Leipzig, 1928. VI, 252 pp.

— “Osttiirkische Grammatik der islamischen Litteratursprachen Mittelasiens™,
Leiden 1951-1954. 429, VIII pp.

GrgnsecH, K.: “Rabghitizi, Narrationes de Prophetis”. Kobenhavn, 1948; Monu-
menta Linguarum Asiae Majoris. IV. 15, 282 pp.

Mexnces, K. H.: “Zum Tirkistanischen Tafsir des 12./13. Jhdts.”. In: TTAJbb.
XXXVI, 1965, pp. 348-359.

Perrior, P.: “Sur la légende d"Uyuz-khan en écriture ouigoure”. In: T°P, XXVII,
1930, pp. 247-358.

BaaMETI-AiaT, G. R.: “"Kutadgn Bilig”. Istanbul, 1947, LIX, 654 pp. — The
basic text-critical edition of the Qutadyu Bilig.

ScHINEEvITSCH, J.: “Rabylzis Syntax”. In MSOS XXIX, pp. 130-172, XXX,
pp- 1-57. Borlin, 1926, 1927,

SCERBAE, A.M.: “Oguz-nime — Muxabbat-nime”. A N SS8SR, Moscow 1959,
170 pp.

— “Grammaticeskij oterk jazyka t'urkskix tekstov X-XTII vv. iz Vost. Turke-
stana'’. A N S858R, Moscow, 1961. 204 pp.

Cavyataj

Bipur, ZAimu-'p-Din: edd. V. J. Zoamov, “Zahiriddin Muhammad Bobir,
‘Tanlangan asarlar’”. A N Uz85R, Tafkent, 1958. 212 pp.—A selection from
the poetical works by Babur, in Kyrillic transeription,

— Bame, in Russian: “Zaxiriddin Muxammad Babur, ‘Izbrannyje Soéinenija’”,
edd. 8. AziMpZawova and A, Kasumov. A N Uz88R, Taskent, 1959. 176 pp.

— “Babur-Nama. Zapiski Babura”. Tanslated from A. BEVERIDGE's facsimile edi-
tion in Gibb Mem. Ser. vol. IT, 1905, by M. Sav'sE. Special edition, A N UzS8SR,
Tasgkent 1958. 528 pp., pictures, 1 map. Editor-in-Chief: 8. A. AzmmpZavova.

Borovikov, A.K.: “‘Bad@i al-luyat’, stovar Tali' Imani Geratskogo k socineni-
jam Alifera Navoi”, A N B888R, Moscow 1961. 265 pp. and facs. of ms,

Cravsown, Sk GERARD: “‘Sanglax — A Persian Guide to the Turkish Language
by Muhammad Mahdi Xan. — Facsimile Text with an Introduction and
Indices™. 113 pp.+ 366 double-plates facsimile. Gibb Memorial Series, New
Series, vol. XX. London, 1960.

Kopntinit, M. F.: “Cagatay edebivati”. In: Islam Ansiklopedisi, III, Istanbul,
1945, pp. 270-323.

Navisi, Mir ‘Ari-Sir: “MaZilisu-’-n-Nafd’is”. Text-critical edition by Sujima
FANIIEVA ; editor-in-chief: Vohid Zoripov. A N UzS8SR, Taskent 1961. 48 pp.,
256 pp. Cayataj text.

— “Divan”. Text edition, indices, and preface by L. V. DMiTriseva. A N SSS8SR,
Moscow 1964, 41 pp. and £4Y o= facsimile.

PaviET DE COURTEILLE, M.: Dictionnaire turc-oriental’’. Paris, 1870. 562 pp.

Porre, N. N.: “Eine 4-sprachige Zamaxsari-Handschrift”. In: ZDMG, CI, 1951,
pp. 301-332.

Samodeovid, A, N.: “K istorii literaturnogo sredne-aziatsko-tureckogo jazyka”.
In: Sbornik Mir-Ali-Sir, A N 88SR, Leningrad, 1928, pp. 1-23,

S¢eErBAK, A.M.: “Grammatika starouzbekskogo jazyka”. A N SSSR, Moscow,
1962, 274 pp. — Rec.: A. N. Kovoxov in Ozbekistonda I3timoij Fanlar, VIII,
"Toskent 1963, pp. 63-71.

Vimpeny, H.: “{:.'ag&tu.iﬁuhu Sprachstudien”, Leipzig 1867, 358 pp.

76



78

208 VI1II. Some bibliographical data

Qoman and Qypéaq (inel. Mamliik).

Baxa, W.: “Zur Kritik des Codex Cumanicus”. Louvain, 1910, 16 pp.

— “Komanische Texte"'. In: Bull. Acad. r. Belge, 1911, pp. 458473,

— “Beitrige zur Kritik des Codex Cumanicus”. Ibidem, 1911, pp. 32-38.

— “Uber die Herkunft des Codex Cumanicus”. In: SBAW, 1913, pp. 244/5.

— “Der komanische Marienpsalter nebst seiner Quelle herausgegeben”. In:
Abh. Kgl. Ges. d. Wiss. zu Goéttingen, 1914, Neuo Folge 13, No. 1, pp.
239-276,

Havasi-Kow, T.: “Philologica I”. In: Ankara Univ. Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiil-
tesi Dergisi, V, 1947, pp. 1-37.

—- “Philologica I1". Ibidem, VII, pp. 415-465. 1949,

— “Philologica I11". Ibidem, VII, pp. 603-644. 1944,

NEMETH, J.: “Die Riétsel des Codex Cumanicus”. In: ZDMG, LXVIL, 1913, pp.
H77-0608.

Pervior, P.: “A propos des Comans”, In: J A, CCXV, 1920, pp. 120-185.

Rasovsgry, D.: “K voprosu o proisxoZdenii Codex Cumanicus”. In: Seminariuim
Kondakovianum, 111, Praha 1929, pp. 193-214.

— “"Potovey, I: ProisxoZdenije poloveev”. In: Seminarinum Kondakovianum, V11,
1935, gg 245-262.

~— “Rus, Cornyje Kiobuki i Potovey v XII v.”. In: Sbornik v pamet na prof.
Petwr Nikov, Izv. na Beigarsko Istoritesko Druzestvo, XVI-XVII, Sofija
1941, pp. 369-378.

saMoreovIc, A. N.: K istorii 1 keitike Codex Cumanicus”. In: Doklady Hoas, A N,
Leningrad 1924, pp. 8689,

Zasyczrowskr, A.: “Zabytek jezykowy ze Ziotej Ordy: ‘Husrov u Sirin’ Quiba’,
In: Roczn. Or., XIX, 1954, pp. 45-123.

— "Zwigezky jezvkowe potowiecko-stowianiskie”. In: Prace Wroctawskiego Towa-
rzystwa Naukowego, Ser. A, No. 34, 1949. 72 pp.

— “Najstarsza wersja turecka Husriiv u Sirin Qutba’. 1: 304 pp., 11 plates; II:
IX, 238 pp. facsimile; I11: XVI, 207 pp. glossary; Polska Akademia Nauk,
Kom. Orient., Warszawa 1958-1961.

— “Studia nad stylistika i poetyks tureckiej wersji Husrdv u Sirin Qutba”. In
Roezn. Or., XXV, 1961, pp. 31-82; 1I, XXVII, 1963, pp. T-44.

— “Le traité arabe Mukaddima d’Abou-l-Lait as-Samarkandi en version mamelouk-
kiptchak”. Polska Ak, Nauk, Zaklad Orient., Warszawa 1962. 13 pp., 5 pp.
facs,

Armeno- Qypcéaq

Dexy, J.: "L'Arméno-Coman et les ‘Ephémérides’ de Kamieniec (1604-1613)".
Ural-Altaische Bibliothek, 4. Wiesbaden 1957. 96 pp.

KRAELITZ-GREIFENHORST, F. v.: “Sprachprobe eines armenisch-tatarischen Dia-
lektes in Polen”. In: WZKM, XXVT, 1912, pp. 307-324.

Lewicer, M. and Koaxowa, R.: “La version turque-kiptechak du Code des lois des
Arméniens polonais d’aprés le ms. Nr. 1916 de la Bibliothéque Ossolineum'’,
In: Roezn, Or., XXI, 1957, pp. 153-300.

SoEUTZ, E.: *'On the transcription of Armeno-Kipchak™. In: Act. Or. Hung. X1I,
1960, pp. 139-161.

— “An Armeno-Kipchak print from Lvov”. In: Act. Or. Hung., XIII, 1961, pp.
123-130.

— “Armeno-Kipchak Texts from Lvov (A. D. 1618)”. In: Act. Or. Hung., XV,
1962, pp. 291-309.



VIII. Some bibliographical data 209

II, 5 C. Recent and modern Turkic languages
Aralo-Caspian (cf. also Qazaq, ete.)

Mexces, K. H.: “Zum lexikalischen Bestand der aralo-kaspischen Sprachen™.
In: Porre-Festschrift, Ural-Altaische Bibliothek V, pp. 100-107. 1957.

Azarbajzanian

MewcEs, K. H.: “Research in the Turkic dialects of Iran. Preliminary report”. In:
Oriens IV, 1951, pp. 273-279.

MowteIL, V.: “Sur le dialecte ture de I'"Azerbaydjén Iranien’. In: J A, CCXLIV,
1956, pp. 1-77.

SEVORTIAN, E. V.: “Affiksy glagotoobrazovanija v azerbajdZanskom jazyke. Opyt
gravnitel nogo issledovanija”. A N 885K, Moscow 1962. 643 pp.

REveaMaNn, S.: “Kilka azerbejdzanskich piosenek ludowych zapisanych prezez
Polakéw na Zakaukaziu w I polowie XIX wieku”. In: Roczn. Or., XXVI,
1962, pp. 49-62.

Basqgyrt

Baskirskij dialektologi¢eskij Sbornik. Edd. T. M. larirov, N. 8. I&suzaTov, A. A.
Jurpasev. Ufa, 1959, 222 pp.

Juepasev, A. A.: “Sisterna stovoobrazovanija i spraZenije glagota v baskirskom
jazyvke”. A N 888R, Moscow, 1958. 195 pp.

Cancasian Turkic

Erex, H.: “Anadolu’da Kafkasya Tiirkleri”. In: Tiirk Dili Arastirmalari Yillig,
1961, Ankara 1962, Pp. 319-357.

GelGeER, B., Havtasi-Kux, T., Kvreers, A., Mexces, K. H.: “Peoples and Lang-
uages of the Caucasus”. 's Gravenhage, 1959. 77 pp., 1 map.

Gagauz

Bicasev, R. L., Dantrov, P. A., Umarov, M. U.: “O gagauzax Srednej Azii”. In:
Roczn. Or. XXV, 1861, pp. 101-106.
Drivsa, V.: “Remarques sur les parlers gagaouzes de la Bulgarie du nordest™. In:

Roeczn. Or., XXV, 1963, pp. 63-90,

Jalkut

KarvzyNskr, St.: “Mongolische Elemente in der jakutischen Sprache”. Polska
Ak. Nauk; Zakiad Orient., Warszawa 1961. 170 pp.

— “Jakutische Wortforschungen; einsilbige Stdmme”. In: C A J, VII, 1962,
Pp. 179-191,

KrvecEr, J. R.: “Yakut Manual”. Bloomington, Ind., 1962. 380 pp. 2 sketches,
1 map. Indiana University Uralic and Altaic Ser., vol. 21. — Ree.: K. H. MENGES
in Oriens, vol. XIX, 1967, pp. 450-459,

Porrr, N.N.: “Jakutische Etymologieen”. In: UAJbb., XXXIII, 1961, pp.
136-141.

Usr'aTova, JE.I.: “Opyt sravnitel 'nogo izuéenija fonetieskix osobennoste] jazyka
naselenija nekotoryx rajonov Jakutskoj ASSR”. A N 8388R, Moscow, 1960.
150 pp. — Rec.: 8t. Karvzyiskl in Roczn, Or., XXVI, 1962, pp. 138-142,

9

81

83



210 VIII. SBome bibliographical data

Xamiroxov, L. N.: “Formy glagol'nogo vida v jakutskom jazyke”. A N SSSR,
Moscow, Leningrad, 1960, 179 pp.

— “Zalogovyje formy glagola v jakutskom jasyke”. A N S85R, Moscow, Lenin-
grad, 1963, 126 pp.

Misir
Paasowen, H., and Krcsgemerr, 1. “Tatarmsche Lieder”, In: JSFOu, LXTILI, 4,
1962, pp. 1-23.
Perissier, R.: “Mischir-tatarische Sprachproben”. In: ABAW, 1918, No. 18.
47 pp. Posthum. ed. by W, Bana.

Porvaxov, Je. D.: “Foneticeskije osobennosti kasimovskogo dialekta”. Moscow,
1923, 20 pp.

New-Ujyur

Baxae, W.: “Zur Geschichte der Gutturale im Osttiirkischen. In: SBAW, XV, 1915,
Pp. 268-277.

Jarrmwa, G.; “Studien zu einer osttiirkischen Lautlehre”. Lund, Leipzig, 1933,
15, 53 pp. — Ree. K. H. MiNaEs in Gottingische Gelehrte Anzeigen, 1934,
No. 8, pp. 363-372.

— ““Materials to the Knowledge of Eastern Turki. Tales, poetry, proverbs, riddles,
ethnological and historical texts from the Southern Part of Eastern Turkestan.
With translation and notes*.

I. Texts from Khotan and Yarkand. In: Lunds Univ. Arsskrift, N.F.,
XLIIIL, 4. 1946. 147 pp.
II. Texts from Kashghar, Tashmaliq and Kucha, Thidem, XLIV, 7. 1948,
182 pp.
ITT. FDH{IE{'G from Guma. Ibidem, XLVII, 3. 1051. 131 pp.
IV. Ethnologieal and historical texts from Guma. Ibidem, XLVII, 4. 1851,
199 pp.

— “An Eastern Turki-English Dictionary”, Lunds Univ. Arsskrift, N. F., Avd. 1;
LVI, 4. Lund 1964. 338 pp. — Dictionary to the preceding *“Materials. ..”.

Kamarov, A.: “Ujgurskij jazyk 1 literatura. Annotirovannyj bibliograficeskij
ukazatel’. L”. A N KazS85R, Alma-Ata, 1962, 139 pp.

— “Parnyje slova v sovremennom ujgurskom jazyke”. A N Kaz38R, Alma-Ata,
1958. 168 pp.

—, Sopvagasov, I'. and T. Tarrrov: “Hazirgi zaman Ujyur tili. I Qisim: Leksika
vii Fonetika”. A N KazSSR. Alma-Ata 1963, 264 pp.

Mazov, 8. JE.: “Materialy po ujgurskim nareéijam Sin-Cizana'. In: Sbornik v
cest’ akad., Ol'denburga; Leningrad, 1933, pp. 307-327.

TeMiSEV, E. R.: 0 dialektax ujgurskogo jazyka Siticzana.” In: T'urkologiteskijo
Issledovanija; A N SSSR, Moscow, Leningrad 1963 ; pp. 136-151.

O-yuz (cf. also sub AzarbajZanian, Osman, Tiirkmen)

Bawcvotuu, T.: “Kisgari* den Notlar: 11, Oguzlar ve Oguzeli tzerine”, In: Tirk
Dil Aragtirmalari Yilligi Belleten, Ankara 1959, pp. 1-26. Id. ITl: Oguz
lehgesi iizerine”. Ibidem, 1960, pp. 23-48.

Ojrot

Basrarov, N, A.: “K istorii izutenija altajekogo jazyka”. In: Utonyje Zapiski
CGorno-Attajskogo Naucno-Issledovatel skogo Instituta istorii, jazyka i litera-
tury, 11, Gorno-Attajsk, 1958, pp. 24-38.



VIII. Some bibliographical data 211

— “Fonetiteskije osobennosti kumandinskogo dialekta”. Ibidem, IV, Gorno-
Attajsk, 1961, pp. 22-44.

Mexces, K. H.: “Some remarks on Oyrot morphology”. In: BSOAS, XXI,
London, 1958, pp. 491-521.

Oszman

Deny, J.: “Principes de grammaire turgque (“turk de Turquie’)”. Paris 1955. 183 pp.

Diviganr, A.: “Tirk Diline genel bir bakiz”. Ankara 1964, 270 pp.

Muxpy, C. 8.: “The -¢/-i gerund in Old-Ottoman”. In: BEOAS XVI, 1954, pp.
288319,

NemerH, J.: “Traces of the Turkish Language in Albania™. In: Aect. Or., Hung.,
XIIT, 1961, pp. 9-29,

— “Turkish Grammar”. English adaptation by T. Havas-Ko®, Publieations in
Near and Liddle East Studies of Columbia University, B, L., den Haag, 1962,
111 pp.

SrEvErwaLp, K.: “Untersuchungen zur tiirkischen Sprache der Gegenwart™,
Teil I: “Die tiirkische Sprachpolitik seit 1928", — Langenzcheidt-Bibliothek,
Band 2. 174 pp. Berlin, 1963, — Two more parts in print; ibidem.

Tierzre, A.: “Die formalen Verinderungen an neueren europiischen Lehnwirtern
im Tirkischen”. In: Oriens, V, 1952, pp. 230-268.

Tiirkiyede Halk Afzindan 86z Derlerne Dergisi.

I: A-D, Istanbul 1839, 495 pp.
II. E-K. Istanbul 1941, Pp. 496-1019.
IIL. L-Z. Istanbul 1947. Pp. 10201580,
IV. Ulama, A~Z. Istanbul 1851, Pp. 1507-1709.
V: Indeks, A-Z. Istanbul 1957, IV, 427 pp.
VI1: Folklor Sézleri, Istanbul 1952, 152 pp.
(Word material collected from the people’s dialects of Turkey)
XITII. asirdan giiniimiize kadar kitaplardan toplanmis Taniklariyle Tarama Sozlifii,
I: Ankara, 1943, XXI1IV, 862, VIII pp.
IT: Ankara, 1945, XXIII, 557 pp.
III: Ankara, 1954, XVIII, 5840 pp.
IV: Ankara, 1957. XV, 823 pp.—Further vols, are expectod,

Zaysczwowskr, A.: “Materiaty do epigrafiki osmansko-tureckie] z Bulgarii (in-

skrypeje nad studnia ¢afméa)”, In: Roezn, Or,, XXVI, 1963, pp. T-48.

Ozbek

Boroveov, A, K.: “TadZiksko-uzbekskoje dvujazyveije 1 vopros o vzaimovlijanii
tadZikskogo i uzbekskogo jazykov'. In: Utonyje Zapiski Instituta Vostoko-
vedenija A N SSSR, 4, Leningrad 1952, pp. 165-200.

Kortanova, A. A.: “Kategorija vremeni v sovremennom uzbekskom jazyke”.
A N B8S5R, Moscow, 1963, 124 pp.

Koxowov, A. N.: “Grammatika sovremennogo uzbekskogo literaturnogo jazyka’.
A N B35R, 1960, 446 pp.

Mewces, K. H.: "Zum Ozbekischen von Nord-Afghanistan™. In: Anthropos,
XLI/XLIV, 1946/9, pp. 673-710.

Reserov, V. V.: “Uzbekskij Jazyk, I: Vvedenije, Fonetika”. Ué¢PedGIZ, Tas-
kent 1959, 359 pp. (Of Western authors, only pE Praxo Carrini, VAMBERY,
Marx and EvGeLs are quoted.) .

SOABDURAHMONOV, S.: “Ozbek adabij tili va Ozbek xalq Sevalari”. A N UzSSR,
Taskent 1962, 370 pp.

87

89

91

92



VIII. Some bibliographical data 213

Qazaq Til Bilimi Miseleleri — Voprosy kazaxskogo jazykoznanija. I. AN Kez3SSR,
Alma-Ata, 1959, 175 pp. (15 articles on Qazaq in Qazaq and Russian.)

Qazag Tili Tarixy men dialektologijasynyny miiseleleri. A N KazSSR. IL: 178 pp.
1960. IIT: 257 pp., 1960, IV: 241 pp., 1962, V: 28] pp., 1963. — Each fasecicle
contains about 10-15 contributions. (Fase. I is so far unknown to me.)

Qazaq tilindegi dialektilik erekdelikterdi 3inau bojynsa strautyq. (*Questionnaire
for research in the specific features of the dialects of the Qazaq language’).
A N KazS8R, Almaty 1959. 58 pp.

Qazaq Tilinin Tusindirme Sézdigi (Toltkovy] Stovar Kazaxskogo Jazyka). Under
the general editorship of [. K. Keyrssasev. AN KazS8R. I: A-K. VII, 337 pp.

1959. 11: Q-Ja. 535 pp. Almaty 1961.
Sovremenny] kazaxskij jazyk. Fonetika i morfologija. Edd.: M. B. BARARATEV,

N.A.Basgagov,and 8. K. Keyessasev. A N KazSSR. Ahma-Ata 1962, 453 pp.
Voprosy etnografiii antropotogii Kazaxstana. Edd.: A. X. MArcuzAN, E. A, Masa-
wov, R. D. XopZireva, AN KazS8R. Atma-Ata 1962, 191 pp. (many illustra-
tions, also in color, diagrams.)
XASENOVA, A.: Qazaq tilindegi -fa/-le affiksti tuwyndy tiibir etistikter”. (“Deriva-
tive verbal stemswith the suffix -fa-/-li-""). A N KazBSR. Almaty, 1957. 84 pp.
— “Qazaq tilindegi tuwyndy tiibir etistikter”. (“The derivative verbal stems of
the Qazaq language”). A N KazS88R, Almaty 1959. 179 pp.

Salar

TexisEv, E. R.: “Sur le folklore et la langue des salars”. In: Act. Or. Hung., XIV,
1962, pp. 253-272.
— ““Salarskij jazyk". A N SSR, ser.: Jazyki zarubeZnogo Vostoka i Afriki. Moscow

1963. 55 pp.

Siberian Turkic (cf. also Ojrot, Tuva)

Mexcrs, K. H.: “Die sibirischen Tirksprachen”. In: Handbuch der Orientalistilk,
V. pp. 72-138. Leiden/Koln 1963.

Tiirkmen

Afwmw, I. D.;: “Die Demonstrativpronomina im Tiirkmenischen”. In: Act. Or.
Hung., XII, 1962, pp. 117-136.

GAapaIv, A, v.: "Ein tirkmenmsches Vollksmiéirchen (Agpamiq)”. In: UAJbb, XXX,
1959, pp. 95-111.

Tiirkmen Dilining Sdzliigi. Editor-in-Chief: M. Ja, XiAuzisev., A N Turkmenskoj
SSR. Affabat 1962. 866 pp. (Tirkmen-Tiirkmen Dictionary, especially valu-
able becanse it contains indications of the vocalie length.)

Tuva
Bibhiografija Tuvinsko) Avtonomnoj Oblasti, 1774-1958 ge. A N S88R, Moscow
1959. 167 pp.

Isxaxov, F. G., and Par'MBax, A, A.: "Grammatika tuvinskogo jazyka. Fonetika
i morfotogija™. A N SSSH, Moscow 1961. 472 pp.

Tévas
Gorskw, 8. P.: “O¢erki po istorii éuvaSskogo literaturnogo jazyka'. Ceboksary,
1959, 272 pp.
KrUEGER, J. R.: “Chuvash Manual”. Indiana Univ. Publ., Ural-Altaic Ser., vol.
VII. IX, 271 pp., 1 switch-map. Bloomington, den Haag 1961.



95

214 VIII. Some bibliographical data

Parro, M. K. : “Hungaro-Tschuwaschica”. In: UAJbb. XXXI, 1859, pp. 239-258.

Porrm, N. N.: “Die tschuwassischen Lautgesetze”. In: Asia Maior, I, 1924, pp.
TT5-T82,

— “Cuvadskij jazyk i jego otnofenije k mongol’skomu i t'urkskim jazykam”. In:
Izv AN SSR 1924, pp. 289-314; 1925, pp. 23-42, 405-426.

— “Tiirkisch-tschuwassische vergleichende Studien™. In: Islamica, I, 19235, pp.
400—-427.

- “Die tliirkischen Lehnworter im Tschuwassischen™. In: UJbb, VII, 1927, pp.
151-167.

Prirsax, (.: “Die Herkunft des tschuwassischen Futurums”. In: WZKDM, LV,
1960, pp. 141-153.

— “Bolgarische Etymologieen, I-ITI", In: TAJbb. XXIX, 1857, pp. 200-214.,

— “Bolgaro-Tschuwaschica., Acht Noten zu den Wolga-Bolgarischen Grabin-
schriften des 13.-14. Jhs.”. In: UAJbb., XXX, 1859, pp. 274-314.

RamsteEDT, . J.: “Zur Frage nach der Stellung des Tschuwassischen™. In:
JEFOu, XXXVITL, 1, 1922/3, 34 pp.

SEREBRENNIEOV, B. A.: “Uber tschuwaschische Themen®. In: Aect. Or. Hung.,
XVII, 1964, pp. 129-138,

11, 6. Seript

Doxxer, 0.: “Sur l'origine de alphabet ture du nord de I'Asie”. In: JSFOu
X1V, 1896. 71 pp.

Lacovrerie, T. pE: "Beginnings of writing in Central and Eastern Asia™. 1894. 6,
208 pp.

Le Cogq, A, v.: “"Kurzge Einfithrung in die wiguarische Schriftkunde”. In: MSOS
XXII, Westasiatische Studien, 1919, pp. #3-109.

GavtHIOT, R., — of. II, 8, A,

Lipzeparskr, M.: “Die Herkunft der manichiischen Schrift’”. In: SBAW, 1014,
pp. 1213-1222,

Mirrer, F. W. K.: “Zur Frage iiber den Ursprung der uigurisch-mongolisch-
mandschurischen Sehrift”. In: WZRKM, V, 1891, p. 182{T.

Yazir, M.: “Eski yazilari okuma anahtari”. Vakiflar Umum Midirlagia Negriyati,
B, IV. Istanbul 1942, 287 pp.—106 good photo-reproductions.

1I, 7: General works on Mongolian, Tungus, Uralic
Mongolian

CasTrEN, M. A.: “Versuch einer burjitischen Sprachlehre”, posthum. edd. A.
Schiefner. StPtbg., 1857. 244 pp.

Kowarewskl (Kovatevsirr), J.-E. (0.): “Dictionnaire mongol-russe-francais™.
Kazan 1844, 3 vols,, 13, 2600 pp.—Chinese reproduction, Peip’ing, 1938, and
one Japanese reprint, Tientsin, 1941.

Lessmie, F.D., together with M. Havrop, J. G. Haxemw, and 8. Kasatrin:
“Mongolhian-English Dictionary”. Berkeley and Los Angeles 1960. 1217 pp.

Porrr, N. N.: “Grammatika burat-mongol’skogo jazyka'. Moscow, Leningrad,
1938. — Rec.: K. H. MExcEs in JAOS, LXITL, 1943.

— “Burfat-mongol'skoje jazykoznanije”. Leningrad, 1933. 119 pp.

— “Khalkha-Mongolische Grammatik mit Bibliographie, Sprachproben und
Glossar”, Wiesbaden 1951, X1II, 188 pp. — Ree.: K. H. Mexces in Gott, Gel.
Anzeigen, 1953, pp. 203-213.

— “Introduction to Mongolian Comparative Studies”. In: MSFOu, CX, 1955.
300 pp.




VIII. Some bibliographical data 215

RamsTept, G.J.: “Kalmiickisches Wirterbuch”, XXX, 560 pp. Helsinki 1935.
cf. 11, Z.

Baxzesuv, G. D.: “Sravnitel 'naja grammatika mongol'skix jazykov”. AN S855R,
Moscow, Leningrad, 1953, 1963, 1: 240 pp., I1: 264 pp.

Tungus

Aveoriy, V. A.: “Novyje issledovanija po jazvkam narodnoste) Severa”. In: Iav
A N SSSR, 1957, 5, pp. 469-477.

Buyzma, J.: “Die tungusischen Sprachen. Versuch siner vergleichenden Gramma-
tik”. Abh. Akad. d. Wiss. und Lit., Mainz, 1955, No. 11. 151 pp.

— “Lamutische Grammatik, mit Bibliographie, Sprachproben und Glossar”. Alad.
d. Wiss., u. d. Lit., Mainz, Veroff. d. Or. Komm., VI. Wiesbaden 1955, 254 pp.

Cizvervs, V. L: “Sravnitel’naja fonetika tunguso-mandézurskix jazykov". Lenin-

grad, 1949, 342 pp.

and Rides, L. D.: “Russko-Evenskij stovar”. Moscow 1952. 777 pp.—With good

crammatical sketeh, pp. 695-777.

Gruee, W.: "Die Sprache und Schrift der Juéen”. Leipzig, 18896, X1, 147 pp.—
Reprints: Peip'ing, ca. 1938, and Japan, ca. 1941,

Haver, E.: “Handwirterbuch der Mandachusprache”. Tokyd, Hamburg, Wies-
haden, 1952-1955. 3 vols., 1032 pp.

Mencrs, K. H.: “Die tungusischen Sprachen”. In: Handbuch der Orientalistik, V. 3,

pp. 21-256, Leiden/Koln, 1968,

SUNIK, 0. P.: “Glagot v tunguso-manéZurskix jazykax. A N SS8SR, In-t Jazy-
kozn., Moscow, Leningrad 1962 ; 363 pp. — Anzeige: K. H. MExcrs in UAJbbh.
XXXV, 1964; p. 438,

Vasmwevi¢, G.M.: “Oéerk grammatiki evenkijskogo (tungusskogo) jazvka’.
Leningrad, 1940. 195 pp.

— “Ewvenkijsko-russkij stovar”. Moscow 1958, 802 pp., 1 map. Cf, 11, 2.

— “K voprosu o klassifikacii tunguso-manéZurskix jazyvkov™. In: Voprosy Jazy-
koznanija, No. 2, 1960, A N 8SSR, pp. 43-40,

Zaxarov, I.: “Polnyj manéiursko-russkij stova#”, StPbg., 1875, reprint Peip’ing,
1939. 1129 pp.

Uralic

Birczr, (Gi.: “Magyar szdofejtd szdtdar'”. Budapest 1944, 348 pp.

CasTrEN, M. A.: “Grammatik der samojedischon Sprachen”. StPhe., 1854, X XTIV,
608 pp.

— “Wirterverzeichnigse aus den samojedischen Sprachen.” StPthg., 1855, XXX,
404 pp.

Corrmnper, Br.: “Comparative Grammar of the Uralic Languages”. Stockholm,
1960. 417 pp., 5 sketech-maps, — Rec.: B, Wicknmax in UAJbb, XXXTIV,
1962, pp. 149-154. — Cf, also 11, 3.

Dowwer, K.: “*Samojedische Wirterverzeichnisse™”. In: MSFOu LXIV. 1832
171 pp.

Haspo I: “The SBamoyed Peoples and Languages”. Indiana Univ. Uralic and
Altaie ser., vol. 14, Bloomington 1963. 114 pp.

Jort, A, J.: "Die Lehnwirter des Sajansamojedischen”. In: MSFOu CIIL, 1952,
393 pp.

Seriti, B. N.: “Uber Art, Umfang und Alter des Stufenwechsels im Finnisch-
Ugrischen und Samojedischen™. In: FUF, XII, 1912, pp. 1-128.

Suomen kielen etymologinen sanakirja. Lexica Soc. Fenno-Ugricae, XIIL. I:
XXVI, 1-124, Helsinki 1955; I1: pp. 208-480, 1958; IIL: pp. 481-840 (until
roska), 1962,

97

98

100



101

102

103

216 VIII. Bome bibliographical data

SzmwwYEI, J.: “Finnischugrische Sprachwissenschaft”. Sammlung Goschen, Leip-
zig, Berlin, 1922, 133 pp.

I1, 8: Indo-European

Bruemanw, K.: “Kurze vergleichende Grammatik der indogermanischen Spra-
chen”. Stralburg 1902. 774 pp. Reprint: 1926.

Hirr, H.: “Indogermanische Grammatik”. 7 vols. Heidelberg 1921-1837.

MermLLET, A.: “Introduction & 1'étude comparative des langues indo-européennes’.
Paris 1922, 462 pp.

— — cf. also II, 1.

Pororxy, W.: “Indogermanisches Worterbuch”. Bern 1948-1957. 1183 pp.

Smor, D.: “Indo-européen et ouralo-altaique”. In: T' P XXXVII, 1944, pp.
226-244.

A. Indo-Iranian

Banwey, Sir H. W.: “Indo-Turcica™. In: BSOAS IX, 1938, pp. 280-302,

— “A Turkish-Khotanese vocabulary”. In: BEOAS XT, 1944, pp. 290-296.

— “Turks in Khotanese texts”. In: JRAS, 1939, pp. 85-91.

Hexnwing, W. B.: “Two Central Asian words”. In: Transactions of the Philological
Soc., 1945, pp. 150-162. Hartford 1946.

MoRrGENSTIERNE, (i.: “Indo-Iranian Frontier Languages”. 3 vols. Oslo 192641,

Iranian

GerceEr, W., and Kven, E. (edd.): “Grundrif der Iranischen Philologie”. Straf-
burg 1895-1901.
HapmaTra, J.: “"Studies in the language of the Iranian tribea in South-Hussia'.

Magyar-Gérog Tanulményok, Obyypo- Elnuxal Mekéar, 31. Budapest 1952.
59 pp.

Hexynme, W. B.: “A Farewell to the Khagan of the Aq-Aqatidrin”. In: BSOAS
X1V, 1952, pp. 501-522.

Paxarina, T. N.: “I8kadimskij jazyk”. A N SSSR, Moscow 1959. 256 pp.

Saka (Khotanese)

Bamey, St H. W, — cf., above.

Kowow, 8T1.: “Ein neuer Saka-Dialekt”. In: SBAW 1935, pp. 772-823.

SHAFER, RoBERT: “Languages of Ancient Khotan”. In: Archiv Orientdlni XXIX,
1961, Praha, pp. 35-52.

Soydian

BexveENisTE, E.: “Essai de grammaire sogdienne”’. Avec préface de A. MEILLET
Paris 1923-1929. 2 vola. Mission Pelliot en Asie Centrale, I-II1.

Gavraior, R.: “De l'alphabet soghdien”. In: J A, sér. 10, t. 17, 1911, pp. 81-95.

HaxseN, O.: “Sogdische Texte”. In: ABAW, 1941, No. 10. 38 pp.

— “‘Berliner Sogdische Texte, IT"”. In: Akad. d. Wiss. u. d. Lit., Mainz, 1954, No. 15.
100 pp., 1 table.

Hewxmvg, W. B.: “The Sogdian texts of Paris”. In: BSOAS X1, 1946, pp. 713-740,

— ef. also I, C.

MiLiEr, F. W. K.: “SBoghdische Texte, II"". Aus dem Nachlal herausgegeben von
W. LexTZ. In: SBAW 1934, pp. 504-608. — Contains one Ujyur text.



VIIIL. Some bibliographical data 217

B. Toxarian

Hexwing, W. B.: “The name of the ‘Tokharian’ language”. In: Asia Major, I-11I,
pp. 158-162. London 1949,

Lvi, 8ynvain: “Le tokharien B, la langue de Kouteha. In: J A, 1913, pp. 311-
380.—Also deals with the history of Kuéa from I-st et. B.C.-XI-th et. A D,

Perrior, P.: “Tokharien et Koutchéen”. In: J A, CCXX1V, 1934, pp. 23-106.

Siec, E., SiEcrive, W., and Scavnze, W.: “Tocharische Grammatik”. Gottingen
1931. 518 pp.

Toxarskije Jazyki. Shornik state]. Edd. V. V. Ivawov. Moscow 1959, 222 pp.

WinpERENS, A. J. van: “Eléments ouraliens en tokharien”. In: Orbis, X1, 1962,
pp. 600—612.

— “Nouvelle note sur les éléments ouraliens en tokharien™. Ibidem XII, 1963, pp.
250-252.

— “"Nouvelles recherchea sur les éléments ouralions en tokharien”. Ibidem, XII,
1963, pp. 484-492, — Rec.: K. H. MENGEs in UAJbb., XXXVIII, 1967.

C. Slavie

BerNEEER, E.: “8lavisches Etymologisches Worterbueh”, I: A-L. Heidelberg,
1908-1913. Supplement: M.mors, 80 pp. Heidelberg, n. d.

Brigarski etimologiéen reénik (comp. by: Vi. Grorcwev, I. Grerov, J,. Zaimov, 104
St Iveev). I, IL: A—ladeja. Brlz. Akad. na Naukite, Inst. za bulgarska jezik.
Sofija 1962. 1963, 160 pp. —

GEORGIIEV, Vi.: “Buelgarska etimologija i onomastika™. Brlg. A N, Inst. za buig.
jezik. Sofija 1960. 180 pp., sketch-maps. 105

Mzapexov, 81.: “Etimologi¢eski i pravopisen refénik na balgarskija kniZoven
jozik”. Sofija 1941. 704 pp.

Vasmer, M.: “Russisches Etymologisches Wirterbuch”. Heidelberg 1950-1958. 1:
XXXVIIL, 712 pp., IT: 712 pp., IIT: 697 pp.

I, 9: Some works on Dréavidian, Korean, Japanese, Siberian Languages
and Tibetan
Dréavidian
Brocu, Jures: “Structure grammaticale des langues dravidiennes”. Publ. du
Musée Guimet, Bibliothéque d’Etudes, v. 26. Paris 1946. 101 pp., 1 map.
Burrow, T., and EmeExveav, M. B.: “A Dravidian Etymological Dictionary”.
Oxford 1961, 609 pp. 106
CarpweLn, R., Bisgor: “A Comparative Grammar of the Dravidian Languages”.
3-rd revised ed. by J. L. WyArT and T. RAmAxrisawA Pirrar. London 1013,
640 pp. 107

Korean

Guseva, JE. K.: “Bistema vidov v sovremennom korejskom jazyvke”. A N 838581,
Inst. Narodov Azii, Moscow 1961. 119 pp., diagrams.
JUNKER, H. F. J.: “Koreanische Studien’’. In: ABAW, East-Berlin 1853, No. 5.
127 pp.
Koxcrvié, L.: “Bibliograficeski] ukazatel’ rabot po korejskomu jazykoznaniju”.
In: Voprosy grammatiki i istorii vostoényx jazykov. A N SSSR, Moscow,
Leningrad, 1958, pp. 187-238.
Lee, Ki-Moox: “A Comparative Study of Manchu and Korean”. In: UAJbb.,
XXX, 1958, pp. 104-120. 108
Mazur, Ju. N.: “Sklonenije v korejskom jazyke". Mosk. Gosud. Univ., 1862,
116 pp. 109



110

111

111a

112

218 VIII. Some bibliographical data

Porrr, N. N.: “Vergleichende Grammatik der altaischen Sprachen, I" (ef. sub
II, 3 — a number of Korean words compared with Altajic).

BasmsrepTt, G. J.: “A Korean Grammar”. In; MSFOu LXXXII, 1939, IV, 199 pp.
Translated into Russian: “Grammatika korejskogo jazyvka”, by A, A, Xoro-
povid, ed. B. K. PASgov. Moscow 1951. 232 pp.

— *“Uber die Stellung des Koreanischen™. In: JSFOu LV, 2. 1851, pp. 47-58.

— “Remarks on the Korean language”. In: MSFOu LVIII, 1928, pp. 441-453.

— “Btudies in Korean Etymology”. In: MEFOu XCV, 1949, 292 pp.

—  Idem, II. In: MSFOu XCV, 2, 1953, 64 pp.—Detailed review by N. N. POree in
HJAS, XIII, 1950, pp. 568-581.

— “Einfithrung in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft, I, I1""—cf. sub 11, 3.—Korean
comparative material.

Japaneso

Harrorr, J.: “The relationship of Japanese to the Ryu-Kyu, Korean and Altaic
languages”. In: Transactions of the Asiatic Soc. of Japan, Yokohama; ser. 3,
vol. 1. Tokyd 1948, Pp. 101-133.

Korragdr, Je. M.: “Oferki po istorii japonskogo jazyka: I. Morfologija glagola™.
A N SS8SR, Moscow, Leningrad, 1956. 235 pp.

Lewm, B.: “Abrill der japanischen Grammatik”. Wiesbaden 1959. 269 pp.

Muravama, S.: “Vergleichende Betrachtung der Kasus-Suffixe im Alt-Japa-
nischen’. In: PorrE-Festschrift, UAJbb., XXIX, 1957, pp. 126-131.

RanDEeR, J.: "Comparative Treatment of the Japanese Language™. In: Monumenta
Nipponica, VII, 1951, pp. 198-206: VIII, 1952, pp. 239-288; IX, 1953, pp.
109-257; X: 1954, pp. 127-168.

— “Etymological Vocabulary of Japanese, Korean, and Ainu". I: In: Monumenta
Nipponiea, Monographs, no 16, Tokyd 1956; 73 pp. II {type-script reproduced)
New Haven 1959; 78 pp.; I1L: ibidem, 66 pp., IV : ibidem 1960, 38 pp.

Sawsos, Smr (5. “An Historical Grammar of Japanese'. Oxford. 1928, 1946, XIV,
447 pp.

Siberian Languages

Bouna, K.: “Die Sprache der Jenissejer”. In: Anthropos LII, 1957, pp. 651f.

— “Die Verwandtschaftsverhiltnisse des Giljakischen”. Ibidem, LV, 1960; pp.
D00—415.

— “Die Verwandtechaftsverhiilinisse der tschuktschischen Sprachgruppe™. Acta
Salamanticensia, Filologia v Letres, t. V, num. 6. Salamaneca 1952, 80 pp.

— “Tschuktschisch und Uralisch”. In: ZDMG CXT, 1061, pp. 335fF.

CastrEn, M. A.: “Versuch einer jonissei-ostjakischen und kottischen Sprach-
lehre”. Posthum. edd. A, ScHIEFNER, StPtbg., 1858, 264 pp.

Dowwer, K., edd. A. J. Jori: “Ketica". In: MSFOu CVIII, 1955, 135 pp. 1I:
Supplement, ibidem CVIIIL, 2. 35 pp. — Rec.: K. BouvpA in ZDMG CVIIIL,
1958, pp. 430444

Jakosson, R., Hirrue-WortH, ., BeEEBE, J. F.: “Paleosiberian Peoples and
Languages. A bibliographical guide’’. HRAF, New Haven 1957. 222 pp. —
Ree.: J. AvgeEre and K. H. Mexges in UAJbb., XXXII, 1960, pp. 133-135.

Kreivovi¢, Je. A.: “Jukagirskij jazyk”. A N SSSR, Moscow, Leningrad 1958,
Z88 pp.

Tibetan

Jascuke, H. A.: “A Tibetan-English Dictionary—with special reference to the

prevailing dialects”. London 1958, reprint of the original ed. of 1881, XXII,

671 pp.
SHaFER, RoBERT: “Languages of Ancient Khotan'. In: Archiv Orientalni XXIX,

Praha 1961, pp. 35-52.



L INDEX NOMINUM PROPRIORUM AC RERUM

A

Aavro, P.: 95

Abaqan group: 15, 36, 47, 50, 51, 53, 54,
60, 89, 02, 03, 07, 101, 105, 125, 130,
136, 139, 140, 143, 156, 177

Abaqgan Mountains: 15, 49

Abagan region: 51

Abagan river: 15

ABDURBAXMANOV, P.: 178

ablaut: 80

abstract terms: 166

Abxaz (people): H4

aceent-shifting: 103

accontuation: 74, 142, 157

adjective: 115

adverb: 115

Adyvye (people): 176

Afghanistan: 40, 55

Afrdsijab: 26

agglutination: 73

Apni: 46

agriculture: 27, 40, 49, 50, 52

Alaj Mountains: 43, 44

Alanie tribes, Alanoi, Alans: 18, 19, 25,
20, 31, 38, 04

Albania (ancient): 12

Albanians (Transcaucasian): 41

"A)Bovoi: 41

Algonquian: 99, 117

alliteration: 74

Almalyq: 21

Alp-Arslan: 28

Altaj Mountains: 3, 15, 38, 44. 47-50,

53, 57, 48
d‘Ll'I.E,j-I{_iEi: 15, 51, 174, 179
Altajiec Bulgarian: 31
Altajie race: 20, 36
Altajie racial type: 31
“alternation (uepenosanue)’ r:z: Qb
Alvank®: 41
Americanoid race: 51
Americanoid racial features: 46
Amu-Darja: 21, 29, 37, 40, 41, 45
Amur basin: 50
Amursana: 44

Anatolia: 28, 29, 31

Anatolian dialects: 145

Anaulv: 904

Ancient Anatolian: 98

Anecient Northwest-Division: Gl

Aneient Turkic (AT): 71, 107, 110, 111,
113, 115, 118, 121, 130, 132-134, 13-
140, 142, 143, 147. 174

Animal Style: 22, 32, 49

Annamite: 167

Antai (Antes): 20

aorist s 130f., 150

Aorvsoi: 18, 25, 20

Ag-Novyaj: 92, 131

Ag Orda: 48

Ara (people) 36, 48

Arabie: 53, 55, 80, 91, 111, 165, 166, 167,
171, 173, 175, 176, 1758, 182; secript:
70, 81, 84

Avabs: 22, 26, 27, 29, 42

Aral sleppes: 38

Aralo-Caspian langnages: 50, 60, 3I,
03, 115, 122, 148, 150

Aralo-Caspian stoppos: 44

Aramaic: 67, 68, 82, 167

AraT, A. B.: v. Ragmari-Arar

Arciic environment: 52

Aryu: 47, 85

Armenian: 54, 98, 116, 166, 167, 178

Armenian seript: 70

Armenians: 31, 178

Armeno-Qypéaq (texis): 70

Armeno-Turkic lexical relationship: 1738

Arrin: 41

Asza (people): 36, 45

Asparux: 31

aspeetz: 108, 12841, 14411,

:'Ls-||‘u1:r1'. etifAxes: 1261

assimilation and dissimilation: 1031T

assimilatoric and dissimilatorie languae
confederacy: 104f,

Astraxan: 36, 37, 39, 40

Agwiy, F. D, : O

Attila: 19

Auliji-Ata: 3

auxiliary verbs: 1451,




220

Avars (Caucasian): 54

Avars (Mongolian): 20, 21, 25, 31, 39,
42, 54, 88

Avestd: 167, 168, 173

Azerbajian: 12, 41, 42, 54

ﬁzerhﬁjﬁﬁ.nian (Azeri): 12, 41, 42, 54,
60, 70, 91, 93, 140, 142, 145, 159, 175,
176, 178, 181, 183

A
Amir Noyaj: 37, 38
Amir Ozbek: 40

B
Babur-Xin: 40
Badaxsin: 44

Bamey, Sm H. W.: 47

Bajat (tribe): 27

Bajkal, lake: 51, 52, 56, 61

Baktra: 23

Baktrians: 25

Balasayun: 89

Balkan(s): 11, 12, 29, 31, 36, 54

Balkan languages: 181

Balqar: 13, 32, 42, 54, 60, 92, 83, 117,
123, 142, 176

Baltudistian: 41

Bamijan: 23

]:ianvé‘an, general: 18

Baxe-Kavr, W.: 3, 5-8, 87, 96, 97, 102,
106, 107, 108, 118, 123, 129, 131, 132,
135139, 144, 156

Baraba: 15, 60, 123, 139, 140, 174

BareiER DE MEYNARD, C.-A.: 6

Baréuqg: 47

BarTor'n, V. V. (BarTHOLD, W.)!: 36

basic sound changes: 84fF.

Basgarov, N. A.: 9, 12-15, 40, 59, 131,
132, 145, 149, 151, 148

Basko-Caucasian languages: 117

Basko-Iberian languages: 117

Basmyl: 47

Basque: 167

Bastarni: 19

Basty, xin: 34

Basqurt: 14, 60, 90, 92, 93, 94, 131, 139,
142, 143

Basqurts: 38

Batu, xdn: 36

Bazin, L.: 8, 187

Béltir: 15, 60, 03

Index

Bexzme, J.: 7, 98, 113, 118, 130, 137,
139, 140, 145, 154

Béer-Sevat: 12

Berendéji: 27, 33, 34, 177

Berpziw, L N.: 3, 6

Bérani: 36

Besenyd: 34

Begbalyq: 47

bir “brush™: 68, 71

blondeness: 33, 35, 36

blonde-haired people: 31, 36

Blue Horde: 48

Bonaq, xin: 34

Boris, xdn: 31

Boroveov, A. K.: 0

Bosnia: 12

Borruimer, O.: 3, 139

Bokdj: 38

Brahmi (seript and texts): 46, 68, 69, 78,
81, 87, 121

BrocreErmaww, C.: 44, 94, 167, 171

Bruoemany, K. : 96, 128

Bu-czu(-ho), river: 34

Buopacov, L. Z.: 2, 6

Buddhism: 4, 23, 24, 39, 45-47, 68, 69,
165, 169, 170

Budux: 54

Bulan, xén: 29

Bulyar: 89

Bulgaria: 34

Bulgarian (Slavic): 54

Bulgaro-Turkic: 30

Bulgaroi: 19-21, 27, 30, 31, 33

Burrow, T.: 0f

Burat(-Mongol): 53, 65, 172, 175, 182

Burats: 51-563, 65

BusseEck, A. G.: 1

Buxdra: 23, 25-27, 40, 41, 45

Bugaq ("Ovyyhog): 12, 19

Etna Bemxa: 30

C

CareEroGLU, A.: 8, 10

DE CarBooxawo, C.C.: 2

cardinalia: 116f.

CasTrEN, M. A.: 2, 36, 86, 92, 93, 97,
101, 140, 154, 175

Catalaunian Fields: 19

Caucasus: 39, 49, 54

Caucasian: 54, 127, 176

Caucaso-Anatolian peoples: 29

Caucaso-Iranian (influence): 29
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Caucasoid origin; 51

Celtic: 167

Central-Asiatic group: 50, 60, B9, 93,
100, 115, 118, 122, 1246, 129, 131,
134/5, 145, 155, 172

Central-Asiatic Turkie peoples: 73

Central Colym: 80

Central Novyaj: 131

China, Chinese: 17, 46, 55, 56, 69, 70,
117, 1656-167, 1681., 173

Chinese, or Eastern, Tiirkistan: 19, 23,
24, 46, 47, 55, 67-69, 165, 166, 172,
173, 175

Christianity (cf. Nestorianism): 20, 44,
177

Christians: 70

Christian texts: 68, 170

Ctin Dynasty: 18

Ctin (Mangu) Dynasty: 173

Ctirg-Haj, lake: 14

City-Ozbek (ef. also sub Ozbek): 173

classificatory characteristica: 621f.

Cravusow, Sie G.: 168

Codex Cumanicus: 35, 60, 70, 173

Cortnper, Bj.: 8, 143

combinatoric sound-change: 1031{f.

comparative degree: 1151,

conditional: 132f,, 148, 150, 183

conjunction(s): 125, 183

consonant clusters: 74

consonantism: 80f., 84

continuative aspect: 151

coordinated clauses: 135F.

coordination (grammat.): 108

Crimea: 29, 30, 37

Crimea, xanate of the: 37—39

Crimean Tatars: 12

Crusades: 28

Czu-bu, Czu-ptu: 37

C

E’a,-mmj language: 6, 41, 45, 60, 70, 79,
81, 89, 100, 102, 110, 114, 126, 129,
130-132, 134, 136-140, 142, 145, 148,
1563, 154, 159, 173, 175, 181, 183

Cayataj, ulus of: 37, 39, 46

Cayatajians: 17, 42, 45

Calgandii-Kizi: 15, 51

(lan {= Laz): 54

Caruq: 47

Cedenian: 42

Ceremisses (= Mari): 54
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Cerkes (= Adyvye): 39, 54, 176

Cerkes-Qabarda complex: 18

Cigil (3igil): 44, 45, 89

Cimuda: 47

Cingis- Qayan: 22, 24, 34, 36, 37, 40, 48,
49, 50, 51, 52, 54, 174

Colym: 15

Comul: 47

Cukéi: 52, 62

Cukéi-Korfak: 74

Culym: 15

Cumuda: 47

Cuvas (cf. Tavas): 32

Cornii Klobuei: 40

D

*d-: 871.

-d-{-d-: 89

d-, g-: BGfL.

Da-da, Da-tan: 37

Daghestan: 39, 42, 54, 176

Daghestanian languages: 54

Dahae: 25

Dahur: 117

AdiE, Aalby: 87

Daniil Kob'akovid; 35

Danube: 12, 19, 31, 33

Danubian Bulgarian: 92, 893

Dargwa: 54

Darjal: 29

David III, king: 34

Diirbiind : 29

declension: 1091,

definite : indefinite action: 128

Deli Orman: 11

demonstratives: 1211,

denominal nouns: 159f.

denominal verbs: 160f.

Dexy, J.: 2, 8, 102, 107, 115, 125, 133,
135, 136, 138, 139, 142, 154-156, 185,
187

depalatalization: 181

depronominal verb: 124
develarization: 182

deverbal nouns: 162f.
deverbal verbs: 1631,
Di-lin: 22

distributiva: 118
*d'jan-giwo: 88

Dyrrrizev, N. K.: 9, 99, 139
Dnepr: 27, 29, 30, 33, 34, 40
Dobruga: 20, 38
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DoER¥FER, G.: T

doy: 88

Dolgans: 16, 52, 61

Dorgrx, B. O.: 16

Aovitoc: 88

dorsal articulation: 81

By 87,

Dirbaot: 28

Dravidian languages: 57, 62, 72, 96, 98,
80, 106, 109, 111, 117, 121, 130, 140,
141, 153, 174

dual: 140

dubitative connotation: 155

DPu-bo: 47

dity: 88

Dosgzrn, G.: 99

Dug-hu: 17

durative: 149f§,

durative aspect: 151£

Dureevn pe BEms, J. L.: &

Driileiie: 26

Dyrengova, N. P.: 9, 150, 152

Dzungaria: 38, 39, 43

Dzungarian Empire: 48

iy
*dabyuw: B8

E

East-Anatolian dialects: 142

East-Germanic peoples: 19, 20

East-Iranian: 46, 94

East-Siberian group: 41

East-Slavie: 54

Eastern Slavs: 20, 38

Eastern Tirkistan: 23, 24, 25, 26 (cf.
Chinese Turkistan)

Eastern Turkiit: 44, 60, 67

Edirnii: 11, 54

Egypt: 13

Egyptian: 99, 117

Ektel, gayan: 21

Eltiiris, qayan: 22

enclitic: 1851,

“encroachment (RTopxerne)’: 99

Ence: 87

English: 179

epics: 166

Ernex, H.: 10

"Hegviy: 19

ErwovuTt, A.: 167

Eskimos: 52

Index

Estnie: 179

Estrangelo: 68

Etrusco-Roman: 167

Europaeoid affinities: Af

Europaeoid features: 43

Furopaeoid peoples: 48

Furopaeoid races, Europaeoids: 51, 58

Ewen (= Lamut): 61

Ewenki, Ewenki-Tungus: 52, 53, 61, 65,
115, 120, 123, 125, 131, 132, 137, 134,
140, 152, 153, 159

exclusivus and inelusivag: 121, 140

]:_;l

Fallow, the: 33, 34
Faryana: 40, 44, 56
Fiwa, Cr.-8BH.: 17, 167
fictitious intention: 157
Finno-Ugric: 30, 101, 179
FierstrUup, F.: O

flexivie forms: 144
flexivie tendenecies: 141
flexivie type: 73

foreign words: 165f., 177
“forest peoples™: 48
fortis: lenis: 83f.

Foy, K.: @

French: 178, 179, 185
future tense: 131f.
futurum: 1311,

fut. exactum: 148

I

g =-ilf-1: 60, 84
Ilaznevid Dynasty: 27
Tatda; 175

&

g-: BGIT.

von Gasarw, A 7, 69, 89, 97, 107, 121,
122, 123, 135, 147, 148, 154, 157, 183,
154

Gagauz: 11, 12, 29, 60. 79, 181, 182

Graldan Ceren, xin: 44

GaMBrNa, A.: 1

Can Prefecture: 24

Gan-Su: 24, 45

Gand‘ara: 23, 46

Glao-Ctan : 46

Gao-0 - 22
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Gajaly: 11

gender (graommat,): LOS

Georgia: 34, 36

Georgian (Kart‘uli): 44

GrorciEviz, B.: 1

Gepulas: 19

sertovos 12

serman: 179

Germanic : 96, 166, 167

gerundia: 1351,

gerundia in postpositional function:
1361,

gerundivam: 135

Grovio, P.: 1

Gijdi-gu: 43

Grjiin-Kun: 36, 43

clottalized consonants: 176

Go-kun: 43

Golden Horde: 17, 32, 37, 88, 40, 42

Govmeocz, Z.: 168

Gondi: 153

Gorkij: 13

Gothic groups: 19

GOklin : 93, 94

grammatical agreement: 10T

Great Bulgaria: 31

Great Migrations in Europe: 19

Great Moghuls: 41

Cireat Wall: 18

Gireco-Buddhist art: 23, 46

Creek (language): 54, 165, 172, 178

Greek script: 68, 70

Greelss: 29, 31, 178

GRENARD, F.: 3

GrONBECH, K.: 8, 112, 187

GruM-GrzyMAILO, brothers: 3

Gu-li-gan: 52

H, H

Havasr-Kouw, T.: 8, 91

Halyvé: 12

Hamdfinids: 28

Han-Dynasties: 18, 19, 28, 166

Han-Lin-Academy : 167

Haqq-Nazar-Xin: 47

D Harrrz, CH.: §

Hebrew: 80, 167, 173, 179, 182

Hebrew seript: 70

Hepin, Sv.: 4

High-Asiatic features: 38

High-Asiatie (Altajic, Mongolian) race:
29 36, 51, 56
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High-Asiatic racial type: 31

Hindbstani: 172, 174

Hittite language: 10

Hja-gja-szb: 43

Ho-fu: 43

Homs: 13

Hudid-al-*Alam: 49

Huj-Ho, Huj-Hu: 22

Hungarian(s): 30, 34, 92, 94, 95, 115,
117, 129, 158, 166, 167, 179

Hungary: 19

Hunni, Huns: 17-21, 25, 30, 31, 32, 39,
42, 55, 56, 59, 61, 67, 88, 94, 94

Hunno-Bulgarian : 30, 31, 32, 61, 92, 94,
a7

Hunno-Bulgarian division; &l

Hun-Nuo: 17, 22

HiUpscamanw, H.: 179

Hirkilinian (Doargwa): 42

1

t-umlaut: 79

Thn Battuta: 35

Ibn Fadlan: 32, 38

Ihnu-"1-"Apir: 33

Igor Svatoslavic: 34

Izor-Tale: 33-35

Tldar Jimiik: 44

Ti: 4, 24, 26, 175

In'mmwswrr, N. L: 3, 6

Il-xfns of Persia: 37

Imik: 44

imperfeetum: 146{F,

imperfectum definitum : 147

impossibility (aspect): 1521,

inchoative aspeect: 1521.

indefinitive connotation: 155

India: 41

Indian: 173

Indo-European affinity : 48

Indo-European languages, peoples: 55—
58, 62, 80, 81, 96, 98, 109, 111, 113,
118120, 125, 127-129, 135, 158, 141,
146, 151, 158, 169, 166, 1746, 181, 183,
L83

Indo-Iranian: 158

ingressive aspect: 97, 99, 15621,

intensive form of adnominal noun: 116

Irom: 29

Iranian(s): 18, 25, 20, 31, 32, 41, 47, 55,
76, 81, 91, 98, 118, 166-169, 173, 176~
178, 181, 183
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Iranization: 41, 83, 91, 181

Tranized dialects of Ozbek: 79f., 100

‘Iriq: 13

Irene, empress: 30

Irnak: 19

irrealis: 148f., 150

irrigation: 49

Islam: 23, 25-27, 20, 32, 35, 37, 41, 45,
46, 47, 69, 71, 85, 165, 166, 173, 175,
176

Tsma‘il Safawi, #ih: 41

Israel, state of: 13

Iexarov, ¥. G.: 771., 87, 163

Ifim (ef. Ysymily): 15, GO

Italian: 178

ITZIPTOY: 93

Ivan 1V, the Terrible: 57

Izaslav, great prince: 33

J

j-: O11L.

g- =m-: 92

Jabayu, Jabaqu: 45

jabyu, Fabyu: 88

Jaylaqar, qayan: 24

Jayma: 45

Jaynobi: 45

Jakut(s): 16, 50-53, 59, 61, 70, 84, 89,
91-94, 100-102, 106, 110, 113, 116,
117, 120-123, 130, 132, 134, 139, 140,
141, 143, 144, 161, 171, 173, 175, 177,
178, 179, 182

Jalkutsk, dialect of: 94

Jany-kend: 27

Japan: 46

Japanese language: 62, 72, 109, 141,
167-169

Japaneseo script: 24

JAarRrNG, G.: 8, 99, 184

JausERT, P. A.: 2, 6

Jazyr: 26, 27

Jamik: 89

Je-ljit Da-8y: 45

Jenisej: 47, 67

Jenisej-Inseriptions: 60, 67, 69, 82, 101,
110, 119, 130, 131, 135, 142, 165, 1606

Jenisej-Ost'aks: 16, 36

Jenisej-Qyrgvz: 46

Jenisej-Samojeds (= Ende): 97

Jenigejians: 46, 48, 51, 46

Jenisejie (languages, peoples): 36, 43,
48, 50, 51, 53, 65, 117, 176, 179

Index

Jenisejic substratum: 92
Jevpatorija: 12

Jewish communities: 30
Jinéi-Ogiiz: 27

joy (joq): 8T1.

Jorr, A. J.: 73, 95, 98
JGmud : 91

Jordanes: 20

Ji-li-Fja: 34

Judaism: 29, 30, 174
Jupaxiv, K. K.: 82
Jukagir(s): 52, 53, 62, 72, 120, 125, 179
Junker, H(emvricH): 169
Jurak language: 97, 176, 179
Juraks {Fﬂ'eneé}: o3

Jurij Konéakovid: 35
Jursgij: 34

Jilan Dynastyv: 34
Jian-Ctao-Bi-Sy: 107
Jian-Ho: 22

J ﬂan-éy: 34

Jiiriik: 11

Jya-Kizi: 15, 47, 48, 51, 60

K

Kajepidi: 33, 177

Kaltka, river: 34, 35

KarvizyNskl, St.: 8, 175

Kama: 49

Kama#: 51, 97, 95

Kamdadal: 62

Kamdatka: 104

Kannada: 153

Karayas: 16, 47, 51, 61, 93, 100, 101,
117, 123, 126, 139, 140, 148, 150-153,
160, 175, 177, 179

Karrorew, B.: 88

K aroSti: 47

Kanrst, J.: 167

Kars (= Kerd): 35

Krart‘uli (Georgian): 54

Kfart*velian neighborhood: 128

Kasimov (cf. Qisimov-Tatars): 13, 54, 60

Kasyar: 14, 47, 166

al-Kasvyari, Mahmnd: 40, 44, 47, 60, 71,
87, 8O, 90, 108, 111, 123, 125, 126,
138140, 145, 153, 158, 159, 166, 167,
174

Karawov, N. F. (Tn.): 86, 105, 151, 177

Kaxet‘ia: 54

Kazemera, A.: 2, 6

Kiim, river: 47, 49, 67




Index

Kimic¢-Kap: 49

Kirdjit: 43, 50

Kizik: 16

Kere: 30, 36

Ket 16

Ketehua, Quechua = Qfiswa, q. v.

Kijev: 27, 30, 33, 34, 40

Kijevian Russia: 177

Kimiik: 44

KrarrorH, J.: 2

KiemenTz, D.: 4

Krver, Fr.: 167

*Ero-mig-qaj: 35

KoBgéroc (Qubrat): 31

EOAOBPOC: 94

Komi (= Zvyran): 117, 176

Konjar: 11

Kowowov, A. N.: 0, 80, 186

Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos: 29, 30
33

Korea: 46

Korean(s): 56, 62, 71, 72, 109, 117, 131,
141, 167169

Korak(s): 52, 62 (= Nymylan)

Korpiyoupot: 31

Kotts: 36, 48

Korwrcz, We.: 129, 137, 138, 143, 145

Kowvuji: 33, 177

KowaLskr, T.: 7

Kozeov, P. K.: 3, 4

Kok Orda: 48

Kok Tirk: 22

Koko-Nor: 15 (ef. Ctin-Haj)

ROPRULT-ZADA, M. F.: O

Kotin, xin: 34

Kriraina: 46

Krurcer, J. R.: 113

Kryméevy, ALE.: T

Kfu-mo-si: 35

Kuban, river: 20, 20, 31, 32

Kudi: 44

Kui: 106

Kin: 35

K un-Lun, moutains: 44, 55, 181

Kimos, I.: 6

Kurds: 25, 54

Kurdic: 54, 167

Kutriguroi: 20

Kuzneckij Ala-Tau: 51

Kyanenxue tarapui: 49

Kiadrile: 16, 60, 139, 172, 174

Kiil-Tegin-stele: 22, 37

Kyrillica: 70, 178
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L

labial attraction: 76, T8
labial harmony: T6-78
Lakk*: 42, 54
Lakk*-Dargwa: 42
Lamaist Buddhism: 39
lambdacism: 96, 100
Lamut (=1Ewen):52,61,106,125,132,154
Langobardians: 19
language frontiers: 43
Latin: 116, 167, 172
Latin seript: 70
Lavrer, B.: 168
Lavarp, Sim A. H.: 4
Laz (= Can): 54
Lebed’ (= Qu-Ki%i): 15, 60
Le Coq, A. voN: 4, 5, 68
Lena: 51-53, 67
Lewickr, M.: 8
Lewy, E.: 103
Liegnitz, battle of: 36
Lieerr, L.: 7, 8
Lithuanian: 82, 96
Ljao: 17, 43, 46, 47
Ljao Buddhism: 24
Ljao-8y: 92, 167

GGreat Ljao Seript: 24

Small Ljao Script: 24
loan-translation: 178
loanwords: 165f., 177
Lob-Nor: 55
Lou-lan (= Kroraina): 46
Fack: 12

M

Madur: 51

Macero, D. F. M.: 2
Magvar: 30, 33
Mahmud al-Kafyari, v. 8. (al-) KaSyari
Mahmid of I'azna: 45
Maiotis: 19, 20
Majkop: 22, 32
Majman: 48
Makedonia: 11
Malajalam: 153
Malik-Sah: 28
Marov, 5. JE.: 5, 0
Malqa, river: 32
Mamlik Egypt: 35
Manchuria: 50, 55, 50
Mancikert : 28
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Manichaean script: 68

Manichaeism: 4, 23, 46, 165, 173

MawsvroGru, M.: 10

Maniu language: 70, 114, 117, 130, 136,
137, 141, 144, 158, 166, 167, 172, 175

ManZu seript: 69

ManZu-Tungus languages v. 5. Tungus
languages

Manyt: 38

Mao-Dun: 18

Maratbesi: 47

Marawo, J. P.: 1

Mari (Ceremis): 82, 111

Marica, river: 34

Margwanrt (Marquart), J.: 17, 36, 44,
88, 97, 118

Marrism: 9

Marw (Mary): 28

Mas*ndi: 33

Magsagetai: 18, 25, 29

madfriarchal society: 51

Matt‘Bos Urhajecti: 33, 35

Mavarannahr: 165

Mazurakanje: 95

Mii-Cud, gayan: 22

Mirkit : 48, 50

Medes: 25

Maditerranean world : 167

Mediterraneo-Caucasian: 58

Mediterraneo-Caucasian influence: 29

" 3 peoples: 36

Meyain Boviyopia: 31

MecisEr, H.: 1

MemLLeT, A.: 167

Menenrre Tarapsi: 151,

MeLigorr, L: 8

Menandros Protektor: 87

Merxces, K. H.: 33-36, 71, 88, 96, 97,
112, 114, 123, 137, 139, 140, 146, 150,
151, 154, 168, 170, 172, 176, 177, 184

Me~ninskr, F.: 2

metallurgy: 49, 51

metathesis: 1051,

Memepa: 13

Midiyys: 42

Middle-Iranian: 171

Middle-Persian: 17T0f., 177 (ef. Pahlavi)

Middle- Qypéaq: 91

Middle-Turkic: 47

Middle-Turkic language: 70, 130, 131,
139, 142, 148, 173

Middle-Turkic period: 60

Mrexora, J. J.: 88

Index

Milet-Tatar: LG

Mingrelian: 54

Mineral'nyvje Vody: 13, 38, 54

Minusinsk: 3, 22, 32, 36, 43, 48-51

Migir: 13, 54, 60, 91, 93, 131

Mittelsilbenschwund : 106

Mixareov, M. 8.: O

modality (of an action): 1201,

Moesia Inferior: 31

Movyol: 48

Movyulistin: 43

Mohammad Sajbini, xin: 40, 41

Mongolian(s), Mongol(s): 17, 37. 42, 55,
56, 57, 69, 79, 8O

Mongolian conquest. resp. invasion: 25—
27. 32, 34, 35-39, 42, 43, 46, 52, 55, 69,
85, 115, 175

Mongolian language: 61, 656, 66, 79, 80,
94, 6, 98, 09, 101, 103, 104, 107-111,
116, 117, 120, 121, 129, 131, 136141,
143, 144, 145, 159161, 166-172, 174,
177, 181, 182

Mongolian race: 29, 36, 51, 56

Mongolian seript: 69

mood: 1281,

Moravesik, Gv.: 17, 88

Mordva, Mordvinian: 82, 117

Mordvins: 54

Mosgkov, V. A.: 11

Monka (Miangii) Qavan: 24

Morkut: 48

Mstistav: 30

Mstislav Mstislavié: 34

MuxnkAcsr, B.: 168

Miwier, F. W, K.: 5

G, 68

N

Nagari: 69

Nahuatl: 99, 117

Najman: 42, 48, 50

Nanaj: 70, 72, 106, 123, 130, 136, 137,
144, 153

narrative connotation: 155

Narzan: 172, 174

Navi’i, Mir ‘Ali Sir: 136, 139

negation: 144

Negidal: 52, 125, 132, 139, 140

NEMETH, Gv.: I

Nestoranism: 4, 23, 44, 46, 67, 165

New-Ujyur(z): 14, 43, 45, 50, 55, 60, 63,
T8, TH, 100, 110, 113, laa-143, 150,
172, 173, 174, 181




Index

Nija: 47

Nizimu-*1-Mulk: 28

NiZnij Novgorod: 13

Novyaj people and language: 12, 13, 37—
40, 42, 43, 54, 60, 93, 123, 131, 148,
150, 155, 176

Nojin-Ola: 23

nomadism : 40

nomen conditionale; 148

nomen futuri: 148

nomuna verbaha: 1271,

Normanno-Russian Great Princes: 30

North-(East-)Iranian; 84

North-Samojed: 97

North-Tungus: 74, 94, 103, 107, 109,
115, 132, 1346, 137, 139, 141, 144, 171,
175, 182

Northeast group: 6l

Northern Mongolia: 67

Northwest-Caucasian: 176

Northwest-Turkic: 32, 80, 92, 93, 120,
134, 139

o

Nanasan (Tavegy): 52, 61, 97

o

Osrucev, V. A.: 3

"Oyvhog: 12, 19

Oyuz: 26-29, 31, 33, 39, 41, 42, 44, 45,
60, 89, 100, 102, 128, 131, 153

Ovyuz-Nama: 29, 89

Oyuz Qayan: 29

Ojrat (Ojrot) language: 6, 15, 47, 48, 50,
51, 55, 6O, 89, 80, 92, 101, 123, 125,
132, 139, 143, 145, 150, 152, 153, 156,
172, 174, 176, 177, 179

Ojrat (Ojrot) peoples: 48

Ojrats (West-Mongolian): 43, 44

Oléa: 139, 144

Old-Anatolian: G0

01d-Bulgarian (= Danubian Bulgarian)
9204

Old-Chinese: 166

Old-Church-Slavic: 93, 94

Old-Church-Slavie literature: 31

Old-ITramian: 98

0Old-Mongolian: 117, 139, 166

Old-Northwostern: 60

Old-Osman: 60, 111, 115, 132, 133, 130,
138. 139, 142, 155, 185
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Old-Persian: 167-169

Old-Russian: 166, 174

Old-Turkic period: 60

Old-Téavas: 167

Omn-Oq: 22

Onglos: 12, 19

Onogunduroi: 20

Onoguroi: 19

optative: 183

optative-cohortative: 153

optative-future: 138, 183

optative-imperative: 1381F,

ordinalia: 117f.

Ordos: 23

Oroéi: 125, 139

Oroki: 153

Orxon, river: 22, 24

Orxon Inseriptions (and language): 37,
47, 50, 52, 60, 67-069, 81, 82, 89, 100,
101, 103, 110, 112, 130-132, 135-137,
141, 143, 154, 159, 165, 166, 168

Orxon script: 46, B2

Oset®i: 31, 54, 88, 176

Osman dialeets: 91, 93, 118§, 181

Osmean language: 11-13, 31, 42, 53, 54,
60, 70, 74, 79, 81, 82, 88, 91, 102, 104,
110, 115, 119, 120, 122, 126, 128, 130,
131, 133, 135, 137-142, 145, 147, 149,
150, 153159, 165, 173-175, 178, 182,
183, 185, 186

Osman sultdns: 28

Osman tribe: 28

Ozman-Turkish v. 2. Osman langunage

Osmans: 29

Osman-Bazar: 12

Ostak (Selqup): 53, 176

Ostrogoths: 19

Orant, K., count: 4

Otuz-Tatar: 37

0

i and di: 181

Ogiidij, qayan: 36

Ozbek (people and language) : 23, 40, 41,
43, 55, 60, 74, 83, 100, 101, 120, 125,
130, 131, 136-139, 143, 145, 147, 151,
153, 156, 178, 181, 183-186

Ozbek, tribes of Najman and Qypdaq:
156
of North-Afghanistan: 100, 183, 184
of Samarqgand: 156
of Taskent: 143
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9, ®

Arns: 12, 19
P

Passowew, H.: 8

Pacific (coast, Ocean):

Pacinakk®: 33

pagan (tribes): 166

Pahlavi (ef. Middle-Persian): 165, 168,
169, 173, 178

Palaco-Asiatics: 52, 53, 66, 179

Palaeo-Cancasian origin: 36

Palaeo-European peoples: 36, 58

palato-alveolars: 93

Piili: 168

Parras, P. 8.: 36

Parn'mBax, A. A.: 87

Palmyra: G8

Pamir: 44

Pamir languages: 55

Pannonia: 19, 20, 30, 33, 34

Paniikab: 47

Parthian(s): 25, 28, 29, 94, 168, 171

pastoral nomadism: 27, 48, 56

Pastii: 55

Iloerlvoizon s 33

Paver pE CourTEILLE, A. J. B.: &

Pidindg: 11, 17, 28, 32, 33-35, 42, 177

IMeuenbrs: 33

Preransrrr, E. K.: 177

Peruror, P.: 5, 8, 18, 36, 37, 91, 148

Penza: 13

Perejastavl’: 34

perfectum: 129f.

perfectum definitum: 129f,

perfectumn indefinitum: 130f.

perfectum praesens: 148

Perrnaks: 54

Permian languages: 176

Persia: 39

Persian Azerbij3an: 13, 45

Persian language: 41, 54, 55, 79, 80, 91,
08, 112, 146, 161, 165, 167, 168, 173,
176, 178, 185

Persians: 25, 41, 42

Pilet-Con: 16

plaral: 111

plural in -n: 108

plural in -¢: 108

plural suffixes: 112

plusquamimperfectum : 148

plusquamperfectum: 14611,

Polish: 179

ofi, 104

Index

Porivaxov, Je. D.: 9, 79, 181
Poloveei: 33-36, 48, 60, 1717
Pontie steppes: 31, 34, 35, 38, 54
Ponto-Caspian languages: 60
Ponto-Caspian stoppes: 13, 19, 20, 37,
39, 40, 57
Porre, N. N.: 8, 62, 75, 76, 90, 92, 94,
a5, 96, 98, 103, 121, 130, 143

Porpe, N. N. jr.: 186
possessive suffixation: 1131,
possibility/impossibility, aspect: 152f.
post-Hunnie tribes: 30
PosteELLE, E. GG.: 1
postpalatal suffix-initial: 101
postpositions: 118f,
postpositional function: 136
Poraxmv, G.N.: 3
Porarov, L. P.: 9
potentialis: 1484,
prassens: 150

sy durativam: 150
pracsens-futurum: 150
Prakrit: 165
predieate: 125, 127-136, 141, 146-148
present tense: 106
Prrrsax, O.: 7, 88, 91, 99, 132, 140
Pronomina indefinita: 125

. interrogativa: 124

- personalia: 119f,

. quantitativa: 125
Proto-Altajic:57, 74, 95-98, 114, 141, 158
Proto-Bulgarian: 94, 99
Proto-Bulgarian inseriptions: 31, 94, 109
Proto-Dravidians: 58
Proto-Hungarian: 30
Proto-Indo-European: 109
Proto-Indo-Iranians: 57
FProto-Mongolian: 61, 167
Proto-Qypéaq: 44
Proto-Qyrgyz: 61
Proto-Tuarkic: 61, 74, 98,
FProto-Ural-Altajic: 57
Proto-Uralie: 96
Promrm, W.: 1
Psendo-Avars: 42
Ptolemaios: 87

144, 158

q- = g-: 91

g- > %, 0-: 91

Qabarda: 54, 176

Qad(a): 15, 60, 90, 92, 93, 175




Index

*Qaj: 35

Qaj(y): 21

Qajtaq: 54

Qalmyq: 13, 38, 39, 55, 69, 172

Qara Balyasun (Qara Qorum): 22

Qara-Noyaj: 120, 123, 131

Qara-Qalpaq: 38, 40, 60, 123, 131, 150,
151, 152, 153, 155, 156, 157, 178

Qara-Qoram, city: 22, 34, 43

Qara- Qorum, mountains: 44

Qara-Qytaj: 28, 40, 45

Qarabasy: b4

Qaractaj: 13, 32, 42, 54, 60, 92, 117, 131,
142, 155, 176

Qarajim: 12, 35, 60, 70, 79, 92, 83, 139,
142 (Tr.), 145 (Tr.), 172, 174 (£.), 179,
181, 182, 182 (Tr.)

Qaramaniy: 11

QaraSahr: 46

Qaraxanid Dynasty: 26-28,

Qaraxanid Empire: 60, 102

Qartug: 22, 24, 4447

Qazimov-Meidersk: 37

Qdasimov-Tatars: 13, 54, 60

Qalqaji: 12, 55, 60, 145, 181

Qatwan: 28

Qazan, city of: 32, 31

Qazan, xanate of: 38

Qazan(-Tatar) language: 70, 74, 92, 123,
137, 142, 145, 174-176, 178, 183

Qazan-Tatars: 13, 41, 60

Qazaq (language and people): 14, 15, 39,
40, 41, 43, 44, 45, 53, 60, 93, 113, 120,
122, 123, 125, 131, 139, 145, 147, 150,
153, 155, 156, 157, 159, 172, 174, 177,
178

Qazagistan: 39, 50

Qazy (Iazi)-Qumug: 42

Qfifwa: 99

Qoéo (Gao-Cran): 46

Qojbal: 15, 36, 47, 51, 60, 93, 175, 177

Qondag, xin: 34

(Jokand: 40, 41

Qodo-Cajdam (inscription): 40

Qrym(-Tatar): 60, 120, 142

Qu-Xi#i: 15, 60

quantity: 15

QuaTrEMERE, M. E.: &

Qublaj-Xan: 24

Gubrat: 31

*Qumayaj: 48

Quman language: 70, 131, 138, 139, 143,
148, 154, 173, 174, 177

46

.
|5
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Qumans: 30-306, 42, 48, 60

Qumandt-IKiZi: 15, 51, 60

Qumuq (Qumyq): 39, 42, 43, 54, 60,
o91f., 117, 131, 176

Jn: 30

*Qion: 35

Qurdaq: 15, 40

Quryqan: 52

Qutadyu Bilig: 131, 132, 139, 174

Qyfdag: 89

Qynyq: 21

Qvpdéaq languages and peoples: 27, 32,
33, 35, 36, 39-42, 44, 50, 60, 70, B8O,
100, 101

Qvpdag-Ozbelk(s): 40, 60, 93

Qyryyz (language and people): 14, 45,
47, 48, 55, 60, 85, 92, 93, 101, 103,
139-143, 154, 155, 157, 174, 177

Qyrq Jayma: 45

Qwvrqvz: 22-24, 35, 36, 42-44, 47-50, 52

Qvian: 92, 167

Qvtan: 17, 24, 37, 43

Qvzyl: 15, 60, 73, 83, 149, 143

Qyzytbas: 12

R

Rabytizi: 89, 90, 130, 132, 138140

race: 51, o6

Racamati, G. R., v. RANMATI(-ARAT)

racial features: 38

racial type: 31

Raprorr, W. (Raprov, V. V.): 3. 5, 15,
36, 59, 70, 86, 90, 92, 135, 138, 152,
155, 175, 177, 181

RaamaTti{-ArAaT), RAEMATI(-ARAT),
G R.: 7, 10, 107, 108

RamstepT, G. J.: 8§, 62, 85, 131, 132,
136, 137, 139, 141, 145, 168

Rafidu-"d-Din: 49

R'azar: 13

Risiwen, M.: 8, 90, 93, 95, 96, 102, 103,
112, 114, 117, 121, 123, 129, 131, 132,
136, 139, 140, 142, 144, 150, 167

reduplication: 116

reindeer-breeding: 52, 46

relationship-terms: 111, 112

Rhetor Priskos: 19

rhotacism: 71, 96, 97, 100, 168, 1G9

Rosorovsgwy, V. L.: 3, 4

Roman Mstistavidé: 34

Romanos IV Digenis, emperor: 28

root: 15681,
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Ruesrvor, W. von: 43

Rugi: 20

Rumelia: 12

Runie seript: 46, 67, 82, 83, 103

Ris (Russo-Normans): 30

Russian: 83, 165, 166, 174, 176f.

Russians: 33-35, 37-39, 41, 42, 48-51,
53, 54, 176

BEvyoavur, Sir P.: 1

DU RYER, A.: |

S

Sayaj: 60, 112, 122, 174, 176, 177

Sajan Mountains: 15, 47, 48, 52, 57

Sajan-Samojedic group: 48 (= South-

Samojedic)

Sakai (cf. Saka): 25, 29

Salar: 14, 55, 60

Salba (dialect): 93

Satyr: 27

Saliuq(s): 26-28, 35, 42, 60

Salfuq, xdn: 27

Salfuqgids: 28, 37

Samanids: 27, 45

Samargand : 23, 25, 26, 40, 41

Samojed languages and peoples: 50, 51,
hd, 56, 96-98,110,111, 117, 158,

170, 176, 182
. gubstratum: 92

Samojed-Ostaks (Selqup): 16, 98, 179
Samosrovic, A. N.: 9, 59
Sanskrit: 117, 165, 166, 168, 171f., 173,

177
Sanzar: 28
Saraguroi: 19
Baraj: 36
Barkel: 30
Sarmatai: 16, 25
Sart: 172, 174
Sary-Jogur: 14, 24, 46, 55, 60, 89, 118,

(= Saryy-Ujyur)
Sasanian Empire: 19, 26
Sasanian rule: 41
Sauromatai: 18, 25
Savvaceor: A.: 125
Saxa (Sagd; = Jakut): 51, 61
ScaAepEr, H. H.: 36
SCHILTBERGER, J.: 1
BCHRADER, .: 117
seript-reform: 178
Seythia Maior: 19
Selqup, Sélqup: 16, 98, 112

Index

semantic differentiation: 105

Semitic: 55, 79, 111, 113, 128, 127, 175

Semitic alphabet: 67f.

S’ oNov-TaFN-Sawskw, P. P.: 2

Serbo-Croatian: 54

SERERRENNIEOV, B. A.: 0

SeTivi, E.: 08, 103

Sevordik®: 30

Si-Ljao: 28

Si-Sja: 24. 40

Siberia: 38, 49, 50-52, 60, 61, 87, 02,
104-106, 178

Siberian linguistic features: 106, 109

Siberian Turkie languages: 87, 02, 93,
104, 106, 110, 115, 134, 130, 140, 143,
174, 177

miberian Turkie peoples: 73

sibilants: 93

Sieily: 47

Simbirsk: 13

simulative aspect: 162

Sinitic influence: 141

Sinkiang: 19

Smwor, D.: 7, 8

Skythai: 17, 18, 25, 36, 48, 55

Skytho-Sarmato-Alanic influences: 38

Skythoid: 36

Slavic: 80, B8, 95, 151, 146, 171, 179, 181

Slavs: 31

Soydian language and people: 4, 23, 25,
29, 41, 48, 67, 68, 81, 165, 168, 169f.,
171, 173

Soydian seript: 67-69

Soydo-Ujyur seript: 68, 85, 87

Soydiana: 25, 26

Sogho: 37

Sojon, Sojot: 16, 61, 93, 122, 126, 140,
150, 151-154, 156, 174, 175, 179;
(Lit.-Soj.: 122, 123, 126, 174, 175)

Solon: 125, 132, 175

sound-harmony: 73f., 101

South Crimean Turks: 29, 60

South-Samojedic languages: 47, 48, 51,
53, 65, 97, 170, 179

South-Siberian Turkie languages: 15f.,
47f., 50f£., 53, 60, 61, 92, 93, 101, 104,
110, 111, 113, 117, 121, 131, 132, 138,
140, 142, 143, 145, 150, 152-154, 175,
176, 179

South-Siberian Turks: 47, 48, 50, 53, 73

South-Slavie: 54

South-Tungus: 70-72, 98, 99, 130, 132,
136, 141, 175




Index

Southwest-Turkie: 89, 93, 101, 102, 106,
109, 110, 113, 118, 128, 129, 130, 133,
134, 136138, 142, 146, 150, 159

Southwestern group: §4

Boviet power: 39

Soviet-Union: 13, 176

Spain: 47

speecd of language development: 84

SruLer, B.: 37, 140

Stavropol’: 13

STEIN, Sik AUREL: 8

stems: 121, 1571

Steppe-Basgurts: 04

stress: 14

Stufenwechsel : 103

subjunctivus: 1831f.

subordinated clauses: 132, 182f,

subordination: 108, 182 .

subordinative particles: 125

substrata: 50, 51, 92

suffixes: 107
Sui Dynasty: 22, 47
Suidas: 19

Sumerian: 98, 166

Suomi: 96, 114, 116, 170

supinum: 135, 137, 155

Surgué: 11

Suvar: 89

Siihiitdaj: 34

Svanet‘i: 54

Sv'atoslav, great prince: 40, 33

synthetical language-type: 13

Syr-Darja: 25-27, 37, 38

Syria: 13

Syriac language: 81, 165, 168, 170, 172,
175

Syriac script: 68, 70
S

Saka language: 165, 168, 171
Saka people: 20, 46, 69, 04
Si: 35

Si-Sja: 24, 40 (= 8i-Sja)
Sjao, clan: 17, 24

Sjin-bi: 18, 21, 35

S

s:0: 0441,
Sajban: 40
samanism: 51
Samil, imam: 42
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Bamxal: 42

Han-jii: 18, 20, 88

Eﬁnﬁr (Sararov), A.: 0

Sar, A.: 140

SCERBAK, A, M.: 0

Sibo: 175

Sor: 15. 49, 51, GO, 93, 105, 122, 134, 174
Sumerian: 98, 166 (= Sumerian)

J‘-'I-"l
Tabyad: 17, 21
Tajgy: 4l
Talas: 3, 4, 22, 24, 26, 67, 89
Tatys: 54, 163

Taman, peninsula: 30

T‘amara, queen: 35

Tamatarxa: 30

Tamil: 153

Tangut: 24, 40, 45, 56

Tan-Dynasty: 22, 24, 26, 20, 71

Tean-Su: 47-49

Tanni-Ola: 47, 48

Tagnii-Tuva: 47, Gl

Tara: 15

Taranci: 175

Taraz (= Talas): 21

Tarim basin: 3, 4, 18, 19, 23, 45, 46, 46

TASHIBANA: 4

Taskent: 25, 43

Tat: 54

Tatar(s): 37, 40, 44, 48, 60

Tavgy-Samojeds (= [Janasan): 52, 61

Ta%ik(s): 25, 55, 719

Tébriz: 93

Taldgdt, -it, -tit: 15, 48, 51, 60, 139, 140,
172, 174, 179

TeENISEV, E. R.: 9

tense: 128F.

Terek, river: 37, 38, 42

Theodoric the Great: 30

TrOoMsEN, V.: 3, 8, 87, 138

Thrace: 31, 34

Thuringia: 20

THURY, J.: G

Thyssagetai: 18, 25

Tibetan(s): 24, 45, 55, 56, 165, 168, 172,
175

Tibeto-Burman languages: 40

Tibeto-Chinese languages: 46

Tiptdr (Teptéir): 14, 60

Tirgis: 48

titles: LG8
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To-ba: 17, 21

Tobot (Tobul): 15, 60, 139, 172, 178

Tofalary: 16

Toyrul-Beg: 28

Toyuzyuz: 45

Towvorex, Y. H.: 95

Toquz Oyuz: 22, 26, 45

Toryut: 38

Torbei, Torei: 11, 27, 33, 34, 177

totem: 33, 37

Toxarian languages (and peoples): 4, 36,
46, 69, 117, 121, 165-167, 171-173

Toxaristan: 21

Tozhik: 12

Talos (Tolis, Taolis): 15, 48, 52, 60

Trans-Caucasia: 13, 29

transgressive aspect: 87

translation literature: 182

Troki (Trakai): 12

TruBECKOJ, N. 8. (also: TROUBETZKOY,
TRUBETZKOY): 187

Trube#, river: 34

TryYJARSET, E.: 8

Ta-ghad: 21

T*a-ji-hun: 20

Tuba (= Tuva, Tufa): 16, 47, 51, 53, 59,
61, 89, 92, 93, 105, 113, 117, 122, 124,
125, 130, 136, 140, 142, 153, 157, 161,
174, 175, 177, 179

Tuba (= Jys-KiZi): 15, 16, 47, 48, 51,
60, 174

Tufa, v. 8. Tuba (Tuva)

Tungus (languages and peoples): 48, 52,
53, 56, 57, 61, 65, 66, 73, 91, 94, 96,
90, 102-112, 115, 117, 120, 121, 123,
125, 127, 129, 130132, 136, 139-145,
152, 153, 156, 159, 160, 167, 168, 175,
182

Tura: 15, 60

Turan: 24, 26, 57

Tureilingi: 20

Turfan: 46, 170

Turkie-Islamic ingurrection: 39

Turkic languages: passim

Turkie literature: 165

Turkization: 25, 32, 45-47, 49-51, 54,
61, 66, 177

Turks: passim

Turpéji: 33

Tuva (= Tuba): 47, 50

Tuxsy: 45

Timén: 15, 123

Tiirgis, Tiirgis: 22, 44, 48

Index

Tiirkistan (ef. also sub Chinese, Eastern,
and Western Tirkistan): 181

Thirkmen language: 20, 4042, 60, 841,
a1, 93, 94, 99, 107, 116, 125, 131, 133,
145

Tirkmen people: 13, 14, 55, G0

Tirkmenistan: 29

Turkit: 21, 22, 25, 26, 43, 44, 46, 47, 49,
52, 60, 67, 118

Tyba: 16 (= Tuba, Tuva)

Tyqdyran: 04

TZAKAPAPEIC: 93

TBMYTOpOKaHL : 30

T

Tavas: 14, 32, 53, 54, 56, 61, 70, 82, 84,
87, 89-04, 97, 89, 101, 102, 110, 113—
119, 121-123, 130, 131-140, 142, 143,
145, 149, 176, 179, 182

U

Ué¢, oasis town: 167

Udi (Uti, Cancasus): b4

Udi, Udihe (Tungus): 73, 106, 125, 136

Udmurt (= Vofak): 117

Ugrian languages and peoples: 53, 170

Ugric nomads; 30

Ugro-Ostaks (= Xanty): 53, 95, 176,
179

Ujyur language and people: 22-24, 35,
40, 4347, 49, 50, 52, 59, 68, 69, 71,
73, and henceforth passim

Ujyur seript: 67-60

Ukrainian: 179

Ulkrainians: 38

Ul'janovsk (= Simbirsk): 13

Unnogunduroi: 20, 31

Unnoi: 19

unvoiced : voiced: B3 f.

Ural, region: 38

Ural-Altajie suffixes: 110, 113, 144

Ural-Altajic verbal system: 128

Uralie influences: 38

Uralie languages and peoples: 48, 51,
55, 67, 69, 62, 66, 72, 73, 96, 99, 109,
111, 112, 116-120, 129, 130, 136, 141,
144, 145, 158, 179

Uralic-Altajic contacts: 51

Urogoi: 19

Uranxaj: 15, 16, 47, 61, 67

Utiguroi: 20

Uz: 11, 23



Index

U
Ué& Qurygan: 42

Valentinos: 21, 87

Valvi, Valwen: 35

Viueery, H.: 3, 6

Vandals: 19

Vasmevic, G. M.: 112

Vasilios of Edessa, bhishop: 356

VasveERr, M.: 7, 166

velar: palatal: 82

VERBICELY, V.: 6

verbum fimitum: 138 {f.

verbum negativam: 144

Viguier, M.: 2

Visigoths: 19

Viadimir, great prince: 33

Viadimir Monomax, great prince: 34

Viadimir Vsevolodovié, great prince: 34

vocalism: 84

Volga-Bulgarian empire: 38

Volga-Bulgarian(s): 30, 32, 53, 56, 61,
88, 97, 139 (ef. Bulgars, Bulgaroi)

Volga-Don triangle: 13, 39

Volga-Finnie languages and peoples: 54,
82, 176, 179

Volga-Kama bronze and iron finds: 32

Volga-Kama confluent: 32

Volga-Kama culture: 22, 23

Volga-Kama region: 62

Volga-Kama-West-Siberian languages:
60

Volga-Tatars: 54

Vogul (= Mansi): 176

Votak(s), (= Udmurt): 54

vowel-alteration: 80

vowel-harmony: 73

vowel-sequence: T6f,

vowel-system: T4f.

Vsevolod, great prinee: 33

W

WrisspacH, F.H.: 5

Wej Dynasty: 17, 21

Wej-Ho: 22

Wej T aj-Wu, emperor: 21

West-Siberia: 37; xanate of: 38

West-Siberian Tatars: 38

West-Siberian Turkie languages: 15, 53,
60, 89, 92, 93, 129, 135, 140, 176, 179
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West-Slavic: 05

Western Tirkistan: 26, 27, 45, 47, 173

Western Turkit: 25-27, 29, 33, 44, 45,
48, 60, 67

White Horde: 48

Whate or Blue Horde: 40

WmmgLeEr, HEINRICH: 182

Wrirrrocer, K. A.: 17, 167

word-formation: 1571{f.

writing, words for: 71

Wu-Ho, Wu-Hu: 22

X

Xalxa-Mongolian: 53, 55
Xanyalas: 52

Xaqas group: 15
warfeil’: 33, 35

Xasar: 94

Xarzarol, Xazars: 21, 27, 2033, 42, 87
Xinalug: 54

Xingan, mountains: 535, 56

Xionitai: 19

Xiwa: 40, 41

Xorasan: 19, 21, 26, 27, 165

Xosrau AnhSirvan: 21

XNotan: 46, T8

}{ﬂtaﬂ-@;ﬂ: 60

Xwarazm: 24, 25-28, 30, 37, 3941, 59,
60, 163

Xwiarazm &ihs: 28

Xwirazmians: 25, 27

Y

y [ a: 143

i and i: 181

YosHIKAWA: 4

Yrtvs, river: 15, 60, 175
Ysayq Kol: 29, 45
YEymly: 60 (cf. also I&8im)

7

z 1 D4ff.

Zaja Pandita Lama: 69
ZATACZEOWSBET, A.: 8
Zarafian, river and valley: 25
Zemarxos: 21

ZENEER, J. Th.: 2

zotacism: 96

ZutBr : 88
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Z Faybu: 45
Zuan-Zuan: 17, 20, 21, 25, 88 (cf. also:  Sebu: 88
Avars) %-Bk ad )
» 3151? (= Cigil): 44, 45
5] Jodi, qayan: 36, 37, 40, 48
Zabyu: 88 Foybu: 22

Safarbajty : 03 Jiiréen: 24, 37, 117, 136, 166

II. INDEX VOCABULORUM AC SUFFIXORUM

As all of the Chinese and many of the Arabic, Armenian, Persian and Sanskrit,
words are given in their original written form in the text, they are listed here in
transeription only. Greek and Slavic words are in the original seript. They
are not listed separately, and follow in the sequence of the letters of the Latin
alphabet. In general, Turkic Words and suffixes are not designated as such, nor

are they differentiated as to language. Suffixes are usually listed in their velar form

only.,

M.-Chin. = Middle-Chinese which corresponds to KARLGREN's Ancient-
Chinese:;

A.-Chin. = Ancient-Chinese which corresponds to KARLGREN's Archaic
Chinese.

A

.a, dat.: 103, 110

-a, gerundium: 129, 146, 148, 149, 150f.,
155, 156

-a, optative: 131, 183

-a, praesens-futurum: 130, 134, 150

-i2-, denominal verba: 160

-a-, deverbal verbs: 163

-a, deverbal nouns: 162

-af-pa, dat.: 103, 110

-af-y/-u, gerundia: 136

-a +ad-ma-, impossib. aspect: 153

-@t +bdr-{ber-, ingressive asp.: 152

-a¢ +bil-, possib. asp.: 152f,

-t +4jat-, durative: 151

-a+kir-, opt.-cohort.: 153

-a kor, imperat.: 139

-2 -+ tur-yan, necess. ete.: 153

abagaj, Tk., Mong.: 174

aca, Mong.: 174

-acaq, nomen fut.: 131

ata: 174

-ad-{-ad-, denominal vh.: 160

adi, Tung.: 125

-ag-dp, -ap, (Tiv.): L sg. prs.: 150

-g-dur-man, ete., verbal compos.: 149f.

-a-d-ym, pra.-fut.: 150, 152

-a-dyr-ym, praes.: 152

dd, pron. ind.: 125

dading (Phl.): 97

a-yad: 158

dylaopx: 178

Ahriman (O.-Pers.): 169

-af, L. sg. imperat.: 138

ajay: 173

(-at)-jappan, prs. contin.: 156

-ajaqf-yjag, fut.: 131

ajazma: 178

-ajii, -ajnig, imp. L. pl.: 139

-ajym, -ajm, -ajean, L sg. imperat.: 138

-ajym, -ajyn, -ajin, L sg. imp.: 138

ajyg: 173

-ajyq, L pl. imperat.: 139

dkel-: 144

gurvinnc: 176

ed-, al: 126

at-, auxil.: 151f1.

al- {(Drav.) auxil.: 153

-ai, -atdar, -alypiar, 1. pl.imperat.: 139

adba- (Tung.) auxil.: 153

aiban (Tk., Mong., Ma.): 175

aibagiu (Nanaj): 153

aidara-, aldira-, (Mong.): 174

ad-ma-, auxil.: 146, 152-154

alqu, pron,.: 125

-ady, ger,: 137

-ddy/-ai: L pl. exclus. imperat.: 140

-atym, -adyn, -adyn, -alyg, L. pl. imp.:
139

alymya: 167
-aiynar, L. pl. imperat. inclus.; 140



-alyy, L pl. imperat.: 139
al-ys-, at-ya: 126

-amf-ym, L sg. possess.: 142
-am (Téav.), L sg. imperat.: 138
-ama-, imposeib. asp.: 153f.
ammna, conj.: 186

‘amm@ (Ar.): 186

amvardisn (Parth.): 171

an (T.), imperat. neg.: 145
a-r-, pron.: 120, 123, 158

anda, ancata, andyran, pron. adv.: [23
anéman, anfaman (Chr.-Soyd.): 169

andculaju, pron. adv.: 124
anday, andag, pron. adv.: 123
anadén (M.-Pers.): 170
andu (Sum.): 166

antdyg, antran, pron. adv.: 123
anysy, pron.: 123

anyldg, pron, adv.: 123
anfaman (Chr.-Soyd.): 169
aniiira- (Mong.): 174
-Gynar, L pl. imp.: 139
-aq/-yqf/-axf-yz, suff. L pl.: 142
-g, -aqf-ax, L. pl. imp.: 139
-arf-or, nom. aor.: 130, 134
-ar (Tav.), L. pl. imp.: 140
-ar, 2. pl. imperat.: 140

-iir, imp. fut.: 139

-dr (Thv.), 2 pl. imperat.: 140
aradan: 172

-draj (Mong.), jussive: 139
arajan: 172

arasan: 172

arafan (Tk., Ma.): 172
arasan: 172

arbuz: 168

are (Selqup): 179

nrya (Tk., Mong.): 175
arhant- (Skr.): 171

argun: 172

ardin: (Qalm., Bur.): 172
arsijan (Mong.): 172
arxzant: 171

dpyeav: 172

-drynp, 2. pl. imperat.: 140
arzy: 171

asamktjaj (Tox. B): 171
asamkyéja- (Skr.): 171
asanpki: 171

-asaqg, fut.: 131

asinus (Lat.): 166

-a-tuyun, nom. necess.: 1563
-attan, nom. necess.: 153

Index

-atyn, nom. nec,: 153
avadana- (Sky.): 175
avanlivn (M.-Pers.): 170
avict (Skr.): 171

avid (Tox.): 171

avys, awys: 171

awaj, awsy (Selqup): 179
az, pron.: 125

ez, aiun: 173

aiira-, *diira- (Mong.): 174
ajra-, airas-; 174

-afaq, fut.: 131, 134
afun: 173

A

dgi-fe-fi-, vh, aux.; 145, 147-140
dblal (Mong.): 175

djld-, aux,: 165

djigi-n-, pron. pers.: 121
dlekel-, dlpdl-: 144

flfigdn (Monge.): 98, 166

-dm, -itin, L sg.: 142

dn, pron.: 119f,

dr-fer-fir-, auxil.: 145, 147140
dra (Selqup): 179

drdam: 173

drdint, drdini: 171

dargdj: 149

drkin: 155

drie: 140

deigiftsigi, pron. pers.: 119, 121
dddak: 98, 178

dsjalk, askilk, astik: 98, 166
dtik: 179

dvildl: 175

B

bada-, baca-y, bada-g: 170
bava (Tk., Avest.}): 168
baya wrqgan: 168

bayaj: 179

baga (O, Pers.): 1063
by : 17D

-bajdym, ete., prs. negat.: 152
bak: 179

badgaunyg: 178

barn: 168, 174

ban (Jap.): 168

banyt: 171

Bantiopa: 178

bagéy: 175

235
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bar, bar: 145, 149 bod: 125

bar-: 156 bokkakw (Jap.): 167
barae, barace (Basque): 167 bokw (Jap.): 167
baradyrym, L sg. prs.: 152 bai-: 145, 147, 149, 151, 153, 156G
barat-, durat. compos.: 152 bol-ma-: 154

baréa, pron.: 125 borduz (burduz): 167
bardéz (W.-Arm.): 167 boxtag (M.-Pers.): 170
barxdr (bry’r), (Buddh.-Soyd.): 170 biirt-, birtmdak: 173
baryptykemen, praet. dubit.: 155 bradyrym, L. sg. prs.: 152
bis-: 71 braxaswadi: 171

fackaks (O0.-Russ.): 162 brigti (Tk.), bridti (Soyd.): 170
bafia-, aux.: 151 Brhaspati- (Skr.): 171
basqy: 175 brzastwadi: 171

-bat, nom. aor. neg.: 94 bu, pron. dem.: 121f,, 133, 142f,
baxdy: 168, 175 *b4i- (IE): 145

bin, pron. pers.: 119 bu-dy (Chin.): 169

-biin, L ps. sg.: 141 bucew (Jap.): 168

bir-, auxil.: 146, 151, 155 Budd‘a- (Skr.): 172

*bd4, num.: 981, budd‘a-samga- (8kr.): 168
beg: 29, 168 bué (Jurak): 179

beke (Mong.): 167 bujan: 166, 171

ber-, aux.: 151, 155 bujur-, auxil.: 154
Bepidinov: 172 bulan: 168

bexe (Ma.): 167 bu-lay (Chin.): 168

bi-, pron. pers.: 121 *bug-sdt (M.-Chin.): 169
*bi-, verb. (Altaj.): 145 Burgan, -xan, -yan: 177
bi-, verb. (Mong., Tung.): 145 bursan, -son: 168

bidi- (Mong., S.-Tung.): 70, 71 burxan: 168

bi¢ik (Mong.): 174 budy: 169

bil-, aux.: 152f., 154f. Buxdrd: 170

biliin, birldin, postpos.: 137 buzayu, buzayy: 97, 179
billar (N.-Pers.): 172 bu (Tung.), pron. pers.: 120
bir, bir: 168 biitiin, pron.: 125

*bir (M.-Chin.): 168 -byt, L pl.: 94, 1421
bisigi, pron. pers.: 119, 121 -bytf-myt, pf. indef.: 93, 130, 134
*bit (Altaj.): 168 bythud: 172

biti-: 70, T1 -byzf-vyz, L pl.: 140
*bit-i- (Altaj.): 71

biti: T1 C
bifi-: 71

bitig, bitik: 71, 174 caydsun (Mong.): 1756
bitir- auxil.: 151 ofdgat (Osetfi): 176

bittir: 176 HeTKOBBI : 177

biz, pron. pers.: 119 clodea, clovdea (Lat.): 167
-biz: L ps. pl.: 142 cola, codo (Mong.): 175
biZivisdn-mdn, vb. compos,: 156 cortex (Lat.): 96

*b*juét (M.-Chin.): 168 cu: 169

*b4juét-a&n (M.-Chin.): 168 ¢'w (Chin.): 168

blama (Tib.): 175 cuj: 169

bo-dy (Chin.): 168 cujurga-: 169

bogta-éy, bogtag: 170 ctn: 169

bodistaw, bodistw: 171 c¢‘un (Chin.): 169

badisattva- (Sky.): 169, 171 ¢ (Chin.): 169



czéy (Chin.): 169
é4jay-(iin (Chin.): 169
czuj (Chin.): 169

C

-fa (cas. aequat.): 157
-&d (Tung.), pf.: 130
cadar: 172

cakir: 171

fakra- (Skr.): 171
cambudivip: 171
canga: 176

-fag, dimin.: 159

taqiapat, -put, éaxdapal: 171

cat-, auxil.: 140
ddava: 179
fakir: 171

-Edr (Tév.), 3. pl. imperat.: 140

-féy, denom. nom.: 159
cegef: 176

-fi-, deverb. verb.: 163

¢« (Mong.), pron. pers.: 120
cixddpad (Soyd.): 170

*&jdk/*Eyk (1), (M.-Chin.): 169

dodo (Ma.): 175

&g, togla-: 174

dorag: 177

doru-, auxil.: 146, 150, 151
éyniu: 169

cyg: 169

éyg-, auxil.: 151

-fyg, dimin.: 159
-tyqag, fut.: 131

-fyt, denom. nom.: 159
éZén-2u (Chin.): 169
¢*s (Chin.): 169

D

-d-, -i-, denom. verbs: 160
-d-, -d-, deverb. verbs: 163
-da-ki, nom. locat.: 160
ddl, nom. negat.: 145, 149
darma- (Skr): 169, 173
*dat-Juan (M.-Chin.): 168
davar (Arm.): 166, 178
ddabtdalin (Ma.): 175

déilbtir (Mong.): 175

déftir (N.-Pers.): 175
-dilg, cas. compar,: 167
ddjil, nom. negat.; 145, 149
dinpsi (Mong., Ma.): 175

Index
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dinzi: 175

daptir: 175

dejdorks, dejorgy: 185

dey (Chin.): 169

dep-cz& (Chin.): 175

dén (M.-Perzs.): 173
nepéeun: 177

AecAToOK : 178

déstdi: 178

dian: 171

dib (Mong.): 175

dupbépa: 176

din: 171

din (Ar.): 171, 173
dindar, dintar: 170

dip (Chin.): 169

dip: 175

djan: 171

djdna- (Skr.): 171

doy (Oset‘i): 88

domag, domagtad-: 93, 175
domog (Mong.): 175
dovar: 166

dbx 2 871,

AOXBTOPDL: 88

du (Chin.), *duy (M.-Chin.): 169
diy (Osetfi): 88

du-tun (Chin.): 169

duk-, duki-, duku- (Tung.): 71
dung@® (Ar.): 173

-dugq, deverbal noun: 133, 134, 162
dur-, auxil.: 155

-dur, -dyr, 3. ag.: 149
dud: 97

dvipa- (8kr.): 175

dyn: 171

-dyva, direct.: 113

moxeh: 176

B

-d-, ingress, asp.: 159
dén (Buddh.-Soyd.): 171, 173
dénddr (Buddh.-Soyd.): 170

E

*e-, é-, e- (Ural-Alt., Tung.) verb. nogat. :
144

€ (Tung.), pron. interr.: 125

-& (Tav.), 3. sg.: 142

e-[i-, er-lir-, cf. d-e-fi-, dr-fer-|ir-

eb#, pron. pers.: 1191,
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ejxen (Ma.): 98, 166 -vaa-/- Vysa-, desiderat.: 126f.
ekin: 155 -vitun (Mong.), imperat.: 139
e-kun (Tung.), pron. interr.: 125 -y, -pu-tug, -pu-suz, nomen verbale: 139,
-el, -edin, L. pl. imperat.: 139 162
-eni, L pl. imperat.: 139 -pur-[-qur-, causat,: 126
ériovomog: 178 roupot = 30
er-fir-, cf, dr-fir- -pyd, L. sg. imperat.: 1381,
erné (Tév.): 07 -yyla-{-yula-, repetitive asp.: 126
ese (Mong.) negat.: 144 vydyv: 176
&4 (Arm.): 98, 166, 178 -pyn/f-kin, deverb. noun: 162
et-, aux.: 165 -pyn/-gin, L sg. imperat.: 139
éxen (56.): 98, 166 -pyn (Jak.), 2. sg.: 142
ez#, pron. pers.: 119f, -pyn-ca, ger. termin,: 137, 138
-yynéuq, ger.: 137
- yyt (Jak.), 2. pl.: 94, 143
fa (Hung.}: 158 G
joo (Chin.): 169, 175
fala- (Ma.): 175 -galif-kali (Tung.), ger.: 137
fartdta (N.-Pers.): 170 gardlk: 149
farmiidan (N. Pers.): 154 gel-, auxil.: 155
-fi (Ma., 3&.) gerund.: 136 gélsi (Tung.): 96
fidaj: 172 gelu (Lat.): 96
fo (Chin.): 168 getmag: 176
fon (Ma., 5&.): 117 -gici (Tung.), 3. ps. imperat.: 130
fo-s&y (Chin.): 168 -ginéi-rik, ger.: 137
fristi: 170 ginfi (Mong.): 174
fridti (Boyd.): 170 get-, aux.: 165
-giti, -gitin (Tung.), 4. sg. imperat.: 138
T *gord- (Proto-Slav.): 171
ropog: 177
-p[-g: B4f. géta, gita- (Tung.): 159
-p/-g/-Vy/-Vg, deverbal nouns: 162 gor-, aux.: 155, 158
-yaf-a, dat.: 103, 110, 121 grads (O.-Church-Slav.): 171
-yva, nom. fut.: 131
vabéiya; (Mong.): 174 H, H
-paé, deverbal noun: 162 '
—vai, ger. pf.: 138, 154f. hak (Chin.): 167
-yaj, opt., fut.: 131, 134, 138, 183 hal- (Drav.), auxil.: 1563
-vady/-galy, ger., supin.: 137, 154f. hamé&y (M.-Pers.), pron.: 125, 170
-yaiyy, L. pl. imperat.: 140 hangy, pron.: 125
-pan, nom. pf.: 137, 143, 145 hawh: 176
-yan, pf. indef.: 130, 134 hélta (Tung.): 96
-yan-¢a, ger. pf.: 137 hég-: 179
-yan-sy-mag—bol-, compos,: 157 hijar (M. Pers.): 170
-pan~dr-dim, compos.: 148 hin, pron. pers.: 119
-yaq, deverbal noun: 162 hinajana- (Skr.): 169
-var, Z. pl. imperat.: 140 horakta (Tung.): 96
-pa-r-t-yn, direct.: 110, 113 hota: 176
-ya-ru, direct.: 110f., 113 hoti® (Jurak): 179
-pdatf-pdt (Tung.), L. pl. inelus. imperat.: fomuh: 176
131 hu-ma (Chin.): 169

pinfa: 174 hua (Chin.): 169



Twan (38.): 117
hiiti? (Jurak): 179
hitkdr (O.-Mong.): 166

I

i {(Ma.), pron.: 148
*i-, pron.: 123

i-, gaxil.: 150

-1, poss. & ps.: 158
-i, pra. compos,: 156
i-, prothetic: 176

i-y dr-, cf., d-, dr- ete.
il (Kor.): 169

-ilin, L pl. imperat.: 139
-im, -in, L sg.: 142
i-7i-, prom.: 148
i-n-Cd, pron. adv.: 123
I'ndra- (Bkr.): 170
mjana: 172

Igian: 172

rd: 179

ird (Selqup): 179
irdt: 178

irii: 171

i8ig, V. fagigi
Teman: 172

TEujazd: 170

txdid (Boyd.): 168
i-xun (Tung.): 125
izdp, tzedp: 175

J

Jabyu: 45, 168 (cf. fabyu)
jad: 71

jajsay: 174 (cf. fajsan)

jan-: 158

jay: 169

jag (Chin.): 169

-jappan, compos.: 1455

jag {Tung.), pron. interr.: 125
jag-: 156

jarlyga-, aux.: 154

jasa: 174

jasa-: 174

*jasa- (Mong.): 174

jsd (N. Pers.): 174

AcCaKh (0.-Russ.), AcaK: 174
jasag: 174

jasdg (N.-Pers.): 174

jat-, aux.: 146, 149, 150f., 155, 156
jafyr-, durat. compos.: 150
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jaw (Tung.), pron. interr.: 125
jaz-: 71

jaz-, aux.; 151, 155

jazd: 170

jazd (M.-Pers.): 170

§€%éu (Tung.), pron. interr.: 125
jibdr-, aux.: 151

Jifu-Jazd: 170

joy, jog: 8Tf,

joypdu: 88

joy-um, ete.: 145

jont: 88

jog, joq, nom. neg.: 145, 149
jogq: 87f.

jory-/Fir-/éoru-, aux.: 146, 150, 151
ju? (Jurak), num,: 97
*judt-taug (M.-Chin.): 166
jumgy, pron. indef.: 125
qunal: 88

-jugq, nom. pf.: 130, 134

jur {(Jurak), num.: 97

-jur, nom. aor.: 130

jiid-: 158

jitk: 158

jitk-; 158

jilz, num.: 97

jyyaé: 158

-jyn, L. sg. imperat.: 138
-gyqf-jye, 1. plo: 142

K

-k (Tung.), imperat.: 139

kadé (Soyd.): 170

kay-, aux.: 151

kagda (Soyd.): 170

-kaj/-kej (Kor.), ger. fut.: 131
*k'dk (M.-Chin.): 167

kakw, kjakw (Jap.): 167

-kal (Tung.), 2. eg. imperat.: 139
-kal-dru (Tung.), 2. pl. imperat.: 139
KaHuensipusa: 178

kanp (Soyd.): 170

kanpi (Sak.): 170

kdnse: 178

Kapayna: 174

karmapat‘a- (Skr.): 172
karmaput: 172

Edrna (Suo.): 96

-kat (Tung.), denom. noun: 159
kdvja- (Sky.): 172

kawis 172

keiid, kéidld-: 170
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kigdd: 170 kuori (Suo.): 96

*k'dk, k'ak (M.-Chin.): 167 kiilmd (Suo.): 96

kidnd:, pron.: 125 Etindit: 171

kédnt: 170 kiize, kitfi: 172

kdntii, pron.: 125 kiizi (Mong.): 172

kedrgdlk: 149 kyn- (Jak.): 139

kdtnam (Solqup): 179

ke- (Tung.), auxil.: 139 L

k*é, ko (Chin.): 167

kelat-, compos. durat.: 152 -1-/-Vi-, pass. asp.: 126

kelde (Tung.): 96 ia: 169

ken (Mong.), pron. interr.: 125 la (Chin.): 169

kerdk: 149 -ia, postpos.: 158

-kera (Kor.), Z. sg. imperat.: 139 -da-/-1d-, denom. verb.: 160
keréije (Tox.): 171 -iay, denom. noun: 160

kes-- 179 {ama (Mong.): 175

ket-, auxil.: 146, 151 tanc: 176

ketam, ketejam (Selqup): 179 lippdr (Oseti): 176

ké-zem (Tév.), pron. dem.: 122 -tar, pl.: 111f1., 3. pl.: 133

ki, conj,: 1831f. -ifa- (Mong.), cooperat. asp.: 143
ki- (Mong.): 139 lega-so (Tib.): 172

kijat-, compos. durat.: 152, 156 leép (Tox. B): 171

kl-: 156 likZir: 169

kim, pron. interr.: 124, 125 *lik-Zir/-Zit (M.-Chin.): 169
kim, conj.: 1831F. *lim-pa (M.-Chin.): 167

kin: 137 lin-ja (Chin.): 167

ki-n-: 139 lin-rua: 169

kin (Jukagir), pron. interr.: 125 ligip: 171

KHIDKAN: 176 li-Zs (Chin.): 169

kis: 98 ljdin-hua (Chin.): 169

kifdik: 176 lo (Chin.): 169

kitab (Ar.), kitap: 71 iom: 175

kjay (Tib.): 172 i 169

kldt, prs. dur.: 144 -duyd, (Mong.) cas. comit.: 160
kigda (8kr.): 170 {un: 169

KOTaHb: 30 [y (Chin.): 169

KOHEKH: 177 -dyy/-lig, *‘ad).”, nom. comitat.: 160
kodti, num.: 172 tyy-s0: 172

kirat: 177 iyppyr: 176

kétu (Jenis.): 53 -dyg/-lik, denom. noun: 160
koti (Skr.): 172

kir-, aux.: 161, 153, 158 M

ki&ti-; 96

kdz: 158 -myf-¥m, deverb. noun: 162
kfanti: 172 -maf-md: deverb. noun: 133, 135, 162
kfanti- (Skr.): 172 -ma-: negat. asp.: 126, 144, 157
-k-tin (Tung.), 4. sg. imper.: 139 mayat: 174

ku (Tév.), pron. dem.: 122 mayat (Mong.): 174

kulir (Drav.): 96 -madan, ger. neg.: 138

kun- (Iran.), vb., stem: 139 mahdjana (Skr.): 169

kufidit (Tox.): 171 mahistag (M.-Pers.): 170
kungit (M.-Iran.): 171 -maj, ger. pra.-fut. neg.: 136, 1501,

k‘un-hou, (Chin.): 169 Majtri: 171
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Maitréja (Sky.): 172
-majyn{-man, ger. neg.: 138, 1501
mak (Annamit.): 167

mdl (Chin.): 167

-malia (Tav.), ger. nec.: 135
-maiy, ger. nec,: 135

*man (M.-Chin.): 168

mana-: 175

mana- (Mong.): 175

mdanistdn; 170

mdnistdn (M.-Pers.): 170

mapa, pron. L ps. sg. dat.: 161
-mag, nom. verb.: 133-135, 162
-mayg, idem in verbal compos.: 150
-magéy-bol-, magiy-bol-: 147, 1566f,
-magda dr-, bol-: 157
-magsan—boi-: 157

mar (Tav.), aor. neg.: 145

ma ni: 170

mardaspand (Man.-Soyd.): 170
mardasyz: 176

mdarde (Cerkes): 176

-8, aor. neg.: 145

-maty/-mady//-matyn/-madyn, ger. neg.:

138
m{a)rajan: 169
maxistak: 170

-maz, aor. neg.: 94, 97, 145
-maz-dan, ger. neg.: 138
mdikkdh: 167

min, pron. pers.: 119f
-miin/-men/-min, suff. L. ps. sg.: 142
-mainf-bdn, gor. neg.: 138
-m-bi (Ma.), nom. praes.: 137
mé, mo (Chin.): 167

*mék, mok (M.-Chin.): 167
-men, suff. 1. ps. sg.: 141f.
mé&Siha (Syr.): 172

mi (Chin.): 160

micew (Jap.): 169

midik: 170

midal: (Buddh.-Soyd.): 170
mijigi-n- (Jak.), pron. pers.: 121
min, pron.: 119f,

-min, suff. L. ps. sg.: 1411,
mir: 160

mitik: 170

mitra- (Skr.): 174

Mitré: 171

-miz, suff., L pl.: 142

*mj &t (M.-Chin.): 160

indlak (Soyd.): 170

moyud: 169 (Tk., Soyd.)

moku (Jap.): 167

mam, mon, ete., pron.: 123

poaylov, pwoéoyoeg: 179

mozt (Arm.): 178

moiag, mozak: 170

-msyn-, simulat. asp.: 126f.

mfixa, meiea burcan: 172

mujan: 166, 171

mujanéylyq, mujaniyg: 167

m-1- g.), pron. pers.: 120

mundéa, pron,: 125

munéulaju, pron. adv.: 124

munday, mundaj, pron. adv,: 122

muntyran, muniyriyn, pron, adv,.: 122

munu, pron, dem.: 123

muzaj: 170

-my-jorum, L. sg. prs. neg.: 145

-myj-mymn, -myjm, -mym, L sg. prs.-fut.
neg.: 145

myk (Kor.): 167

-inyn, suff. L pa. sg.: 142

-mVr[-VmVr (Tév.), L ps. pl.: 142f.

-myr/-mur//-mar, etc., aor. neg.: 145

-my#, pf. indef.: 130, 134

-myé, deverb. noun: 162

-myd, num,: 99

-mys-tym, pgpf.: 148

-myz, L ps. pl.: 142

N

-n, eas, lativ,: 110

-nf-Vn, nom. verbale: 137

-t=[-Vn-, med. asp.: 126

-n (Tav.), 2 ps. sg.: 142

najut: 172

nama: 175

namdés (Mong.): 174

nanjy: 174

nauwkar (N.-Pers.): 174

nd, conj.: 183

nd | ne [ ny, pron. inferr.: 124, 183

nddéd, nddédtd, pron. adv.: 1241,

nddiik, nddéikin, nddéikldt, pron. adv.:
124f.

ndéikdtdgi, pron. adv.: 124

nddd, pron. adv.: 124

ndgii, ndgill, ndgiilik, pron. adv.: 124

nfmdin, pron. adv,: 124

ndrii, pron, adv.: 124

nitdg, pron. adv,.: 124

-néf-Vné, deverb. noun: 162

nanpcrpliika: 178
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nemd, pron. int.: 125

neme | nomo (Jukagir), pron. interr. : 125

niddna- (Skr.): 173
nipodak: 170

niyddak (Buddh.-Soyd.): 170
nijuta- (Skyp.): 172
nirvdna- (Skr.): 172
nizban (Soyd.): 170

nom (Tk., Mong., SBoyd.) 170, 175
nom-&y, nom-ia-: 170
vopos: 170, 175

nogaj (Mong.): 37

nos: 190

noxaj (Mong.): 37

ndgdir: 174

nokdr, nokor: 174

nékir (Mong.): 174

nitkar (N.-Pers.): 174

num (Ugr., Samojed.): 170
nupan (Tung.), pron.: 123
nire (Drav.), num.: 98
nyrban, nyrwan: 172
nyzbany, nyzwany: 170

1)
-0/f-v/-g, suff. 2. sg.: 143

-par, -pdr, suff. 2. pl. imperat.: 140

-y-tar, 2. pl. imper. : 140
-gnar: 2 pl. imp.: 140
pélé, nelé- (Tung.): 159

N

fiaba (Jurak): 179
A7 (Tung.), pron. interr.: 125

fioarii (Tung.), pron.: 123
iyt (Jak.), denom. noun: 159

0

o, 0-, demonstr.: 123, 158
oé*rar (Arm.): 178
oplug: 167

oks (Germanic): v. 8. 0X
okso (Tox.): 166

ol, pron. demonstr.: 120, 122f., 142, 143

of-, vb. aux.: 165
oiar, pron. dem., pl.: 133, 143

olbal-, olbé-, olbél- (Tung.), auxil.: 15

odug: 167
oifa (Tk., Mong.): 174
offo: 174

Index

in, pron.: 123
Gvog: 166
onu, pron.: 123

onusit, onysy, pron.: 123
oro-kot, oro-kit- (Tung.): 159
oron (Tung.): 159

of: 179

otur-, aux.: 151

ox (Germanic): 166

dzy, pron.: 123

O

di-, verb.: 15681,

od, prn. reflex.: 125
dg: 159

dgri-, ogrda-n-, dgri-t-: 168
dkiid: pron. indef.: 125
Gkiiz: 166

dmn-dnin, adv.: 137
dr, dr-: 159

Gi-: 158, 166

dt-, auxil.: 151

dtik, otig: 166

atitk: 179

dgtiin-, auxil.: 154

gz, pron. reflex.: 125

P

-p/-Vp, gerund.: 135f., 146, 148, 149,

150f., 154, 155
-p (Tév.), suff. L. ps. sg.: 142
-p+ai-, compos. pf. asp.: 153
-p +ber-, comp. pf. asp.: 152
-p +bil-, comp. possib. asp.: 152
-p+bol-, comp, possib. asp.: 153

-p +dat-, comp. praes. progress.: 152

-p +jat-, comp. prs. durat.: 152
-p +olur-, ofur-, comp. durat.: 151
-p +tur-, comp. durat.: 1511,

pa (Uralic): 158

pd- (Soyd.): 170

-paf-pi (Fi.-Ugr.), gerund.: 135f.
payaj: 119

paydj (Xanty): 178

paha (Finn.): 179

pairidaeza (Av.): 167

*pak-&i (M.-Chin.): 168, 175
pita-, pila-: 175

-pan-ban, gerund.: 1357,

panit, panist (Tox. B): 171

pdléz (N.-Pers.): 167
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pantoufle (French): 177 -q-{-k-, intens. asp.: 126
pranita- (Skr.): 171 -f-[-k-, deverbal verbs: 163
namag: 178 -q/-k, suff. L ps. pl.: 143
prapaz: 178 *ga-, pron. interrog.: 125
nogkdetoos: 167 -ga/-za (S.-Tung.), pf. indef.: 130
paramita (Skr.): 171 -qa-/-ka-, denomin. verbs: 161
pardés (Hebr.), pardfsd (Aram.): 167 qaé, pro. interr.: 125, 176
pardéz (M.-Pers.): 167 gafan, pron. interr., conj.: 125, 183f,
parim (Abagan), praes.: 156 gqacir (Mong.): 169
paria-: 175 qay-{kay-, auxil.; 151
partéz (Arm.): 167 qayan: 20, 29, 67, 96, 168
parés (Kurd.): 167 gaj-/qan-[qaii-, pron. interr., stem: 124f,
nacryx : 177 gqajran: 174
pasky, num.: 117 qajay, gqajsysy, pron. interr.: 124f.
pasqy: 175 gajulgany/gafiv, pron. interr.: 124f,
patyambar (Soyd.): 169 gajusy, gajy, pron. interr.: 124f.
patyamwar: 169 gad-, auxil.: 146, 151
pazar: 176 -gai-[-kdl-, imminent action asp.; 154,
pistitk: 177 155
neTyx: 177 -gatag/-kildk, gerund.: 154
mEL: 20 qalty, conjunct.: 125, 183f.
périe (Cerkes): 176 -qaty/-yaly, ger., supin.: 137, 154
-pi (8.-Tung.), gerund.: 136 qama: 176
pidi-: T1 gqamay, gamyy, pron. indef.: 125, 170
picik: T1, 174 gan (xan): 168
ptil/ptir- (Kor.): 71, 168 qan-, pron. v. 8. gaj-, 124f,
pippali- (8ky.): 172 qang: 176
pisgopos: 178 gandéa, pron. interr.: 1241,
pisga (Q‘iBwa), num.: 99 gandyn, pron. interr.: 124f.
pidga, pisg'a (Qidwa), num.: 99 ganyy, pron. interr.: 124f,
pit-: 71 ganta, pron. interr.: 124f,
pitpidi: 172 qani, v, 8. qaj-: 124f.
pigi-: 71 qany, pron. interr.: 124f,
*pjét (M.-Chin.): 70, 168 gafi-, gafiu v. s. gaj-: 124f,
po, pron. dem.: 1211, qapéayaj: 174
po- (Slav.), verbal prefix: 151 -gar-{-yar-, denominal verbs: 160
poj, pron. refl.: 125 gara-, auxil.: 151, 153
MoJKOBHUK: 178 garaui: 174
pos, pot, pron, refl.; 125 qardul, gardval (Pers., Hindtst.): 174
prat, praes. progress.: 144 gqarpuz: 168
pri&ti, prifti burxan: 170 qardy: 171
p ul (Kor.): 168 gqasiin (N.-Pers.): 174
punja- (Skr.): 166, 171 qat, gat-: 159
purzam: 176 gatun: 170
pusar: 169 gatyr: 169
pilt-, piliti-: T1 qaz: 96
pyjtig: 177 gazag: 39
qo-: 145
Q golgar: 178
goyclo] (Mong.): 91

-g/-k, direct.: 110 goyu: 33
-4(-k, deverbal nouns: 162f. goyud: 97

-q-{-k-, denom. verbs: 161 goj-, auxil.: 146, 151, 155
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qormuzda: 169

godiyun (Mong.): 174

gofun: 174

gosiin (Mong.): 174

qii: 33

guba: 35

*Quba-n: 36

quyu: 33

qudaj: 177

gquma jayy: 169

quipgiv: 169

-qur-, causat. asp.: 126

quéiin (N.-Pers.): 174

quuvrag: 175

*quvu=qii: 33

-qy/-ki, nom. loe.: 160

gyd-: 139; auxil.: 1656
gyi{a)—jappan, verb. compos.: 156
qyrq: 176

-qyz-[-puz-{-pyz-, causat. asp.: 126
*§i-, *qo- (1E): pron. interr.: 125

R

-r, suff. collect.: 88

-rf-Vr, nom. aor.: 130, 134
-r (Tiv.), 2. ps. pl.: 143
-r-{-Vr-, cansat. asp.: 126f.
-r-, denominal verbs: 161
-ra, direct,: 110{,

-ra (Mong.), gerund.: 131

-ra (Tung.), nom. aor.: 131
-r(a), (Altajic), nom. aor.: 97
-ra-, ingress., transgress. asp.: 96f.
radna: 171

-rak (Tung.), nom. condit.: 132f,
rasajan: 172

rasdjan (Hindust.): 172
rasdjana- (Skr.): 172
ratnam (Skr.): 171

rizaj (Soyd.): 171

rifaji (Sak.): 171

rkjan (Tib.): 172

Romer (German): 177

rgi- (8ky.): 171

rini: 171

-y-t-yn, direct., 110, 113
-ruf-ry, direct.: 110f,

-run (Mong.), gerund.: 131
rxant: 171

piomxa 177

psn: 178

Index

&, pron.: 120

-# (Mong.), pl.: 143

sa-, &i-: 132, 159

-8a-[-ai-, desiderat. denom. verbs: 161

-8a-[-8d-, desiderative asp.: 127

-gaf-sdf[-sar/-sdr, condition.: 132, 134
141, 143; in verbal compos.: 148f,

sab: 167

gabiin (Ar.): 167

sad‘w (Skrp.): 172

saju, pron. indef.: 125

sdhay (Buf.): 175

sakrap otidi: 178

sal-, auxil.: 146, 151

-sa-tar, imperat. 2. pl.: 140

salyabaj: 111

sam-czan (Chin.): 169

samco: 169

aand: 174

sanaya (Mong.): 174

san: 169

-sa-17, L. sg. imperat.: 140

sapa, dat. pron. pers. 2, sg.: 121

-san-iar, Z. pl. imperat.: 140

SOTUN

-sanyz, Z. pl. imperat.: 140

sapo (Lat.): 167

saq, sag-: 159

-sar(-adr, nom. condit.: 132f,

-8dr/-zdr, suff., 2. ps. pl.: 143

sart‘avaha- (Skr.): 172

sart‘avahe, sdrt‘avik (Tox. A): 172

sartawaxi: 172

*sdsyn (Bur.): 175

sav: 167

sawsin: 169

sazyn: 175

adn, pron. pers.: 119

ainiin: 169

se- (Ma.): 132, 134

seap (Jurak): 176

sedp (Jenise).): 176

sejf (Jenis.): 176

sép (Xanty): 176

sepa, seppa (Solgup): 176

gén (Chin.): 169

sibinida: 177

gibindid: 177

silex (Lat.): 172

gilicium (Lat.): 172

&in: 169



Index

&iodin: 169

gird: 174

-girdr, suff. 2. ps. pl.: 143

§iz, pron. pers.: 119

-s1z, guff. 2, pa. pl.: 142

sizimd, pron. pers.: 123

CKauKo0GpA3Hb mepexon: 178

sman (Tib.): 172

8d (Jap.): 169

sojurya-, sojuryad: 169

sola: 173

goda (Bur.): 175

son (Jalk.): 171

sosy, pron.: 123

aparéa- (Skr.): 173

aprunghafter Ubergang: 178

*(g)gor- (IE): 96

crapumuHa: 177

croan: 177

su: 169

su {Chin.): 169

-su, -suqaj (Mong.), imperat., 130

suj: 169

sujurga-: 169

sukgmajla (Skr.): 172

subfumur: 172

suda: 175

-sunf-gitnf/-syn/-gin, 3. ps. sg. imperat.:
139

gun (N.-Tung.): 171

auokka: 177

CBEPXNPHOBLIL: 178

cBHHEN : 177

cBHHBS : 177

-ay-[-8i-, denom. verbs: 127, 161

-8y-/-8t-, deverbal verbs: 163

-gif-n-/-81-n-, denominal verbs: 161

-ayy/-8yg, nomen verbale: 133

-syparf-zyyar, suff. 2. ps. pl.: 143

-syn, -syn/-zyn, suff. 2. ps. sg.: 142

-synyz, suff. 2. ps. pl.: 142

-&if-q-{-su-q-, pass. asp., deverb. verbs;
126, 163

-8y-ra-[-si-ri-, denom. verbs: 161

syriyéya, syryéqa: 172

-ayt/-Eyt/-Fyt/-nyt (Jak.), denom. nouns
159

-giJ-2/-gi-z, privative nouns: 161

S

-&, = V&, deverbal nouns: 135, 163
-§-[- V-, cooperat., recipr. asp.: 126, 143

-# (Mari); suff. 3. ps. sg. praes.: 143

sabi: 172

Sabt (Mong.): 172

sad : 168

setfear (M.-Iran.): 171
satadw: 167

samnand: 170

samndané (Buddh.-Soyd.): 170
&an-jii (Chin.): 18, 20, 88
sapak (Selgqup): 176
fadin (Mong.): 171

satu: 172

dazan: 171

Stikdr: 171

#ili (Samojed.): 08
Fim{aynu (Chr.-Soyd.): 169
Firdgin (Mong.): 174
-sky, ordin.: 117

gora (N.-Pers.): 177
*$orag (M.-Pers.): 177
Sosy, pron: 123

su, funda, pron.: 122
symmnandé: 177

Symnuw: 169

dyq-, auxil.: 151

méTKa: 177

S

-& {’;‘ﬁv.}, denom. noun: 159
-& (Tav.): suff. 1. ps. pl.: 143
-§ (Mordwva), suff. 3. sg. pra.: 143
sadar, Sidar (Tav.): 88
sakkdr (Toxar. B): 171
sarkard (Skyp.): 171

sasana- (Skr.): 171

sep (Manisi): 176

§ikfapada- (Skr.): 170
sikddapai (Toxar. A): 170

sin (Chin.): 169

djao-gén: (Chin.): 169
sramanéra- (Skr.): 172
sramanéri (Skr.): 170
Ssasam (Salk.): 171

dédsana (Sak.): 171

-5f (Mordva), suff. d. ps. pl. praes.:

T

t-, pron.: 120

-t, loeat.: 110

-t, nom. pf.: 141

-t-f-d-, pf. defin.: 129, 132, 134

245

143
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-t{- Vi, deverbal noun: 159, 163

-i-, transit.-causat. asp.: 126, 127, 159

-t, suff. 3. ps. sg.: 142
-ta-{-da-, denominal verbs: 161
taba (Jak.): 53

tabydyan: 91

-taty, nom. fut.: 131
t‘agavor (Arm.): 178
tdg-var (Phl.): 178

tajbyn: 175

t‘aj-p%iy (Chin.): 175
t‘aj-§ép (Chin.): 169

tajfin: 169

talaj (Tk., Mong.): 174
tamu (Tk., Buddh.-Soyd.): 170
tan: 169

t‘ap (Chin.): 169

lanag: 177

tanara: 173

tanry: 173

tapgia: 176

tdr (Hung.): 166
-tar/-dar/-lar (Jak.), condit.: 132, 134
tarbuz: 168

tarmus (N.-Pers.): 169
targan: 168

iﬂ-rrgaym: 177

tat'atd (Skp.): 169

tauiaj (Mong.): 97

t‘auna (Sak.): 171

tavar: 166, 178

tif (Pers., Ar.): 178

tibd: 53

td-dir, td-diri: 150

-tdg, cas. compar.: 1571,
tagil, nom. negat,: 145, 149
tdgin-, auxil.: 154

tdgiil, nom. neg.: 145, 149
tikfur: 178

Likdi: 174

tin: 169

tanri: 173

tardmndg ; 177

td-tiri: 150

tivd: 53

teksi: 174

tekdi (Mong.): 174

temegen (Mong.): 53

-tér (Tév.), 3. ps. sg. imperat.: 139
*#i (Mong.), pron. pers.: 120
ti: 169

ti-dir: 160

tigdé, tigde- (Tung.): 159

Index

tije, tije- (Tung.): 159
-t-in (Tung.), poss. 3. pl.: 139
tmane (Tox. B): 171

lojmayan: 176

tomagias-: 174

ton: 171

toBap (Russ.), ToBaps (0.-Russ.): 166

torii: 173

tripitaka- (Sky.): 169

t‘u-czo (Chin.): 169

Tvas: 177

t'u-§"idi (Chin.): 111

tuy: 169

-tu-yaj (Mong.), imperat.: 131

tuj-, tuymysd: 172

-tu-iar/-du-lar/-dg-lar(-dy-lar, 3. ps. pl.:
143

tumane (Toxar. B): 171

*tuo-tuok (M.-Chin.): 169

tur-, auxil.: 146, 147, 149, 151

-fur-[-dur-, causat. asp.: 126

-tur/-dur, 3. ps. sg., pl.: 133, 142

turf: 168

-tur-tar, . ps. pl.: 143

turma (Tk., Pers.): 168

turmuz: 168

turp, turub: 168

turur, In compos,: 144, 149

-turwr/-durur, 3. ps. sg.: 142

tuf-, auxil.: 153

tulun: 169

tufug: 169

tuZy: 169

-taf-de, 3. ps. sg.: 142

tiijiil, nom. neg.: 149

tiikdi-, tiikd-n-, tikd-t-: 126

tiil, tal: 97

tiimdn, num.: 171

thppiild: 177

Tirkit: 111

tiig-: 1Al

tiig: 97

fy: 169

-ty/-ti, instr., adv.: 115

-tyf-dy, 3. ps. sg., pl.: 133, 142

tifhyndéa: 177

-tyn-, med. asp.: 126

-tyn/-dyn/-dyn/-nyn (Jak.), 3. ps. sg. im-
perat.: 139

typyr: 176

-I-14q-, pass. asp.: 127

-fyg/-Fyg, nom. pf.: 130, 134

-tyr(-dyr, 3. ps. sg.: 142



tijsynéa: 177

TeEICAYA: 177
trytiyr: 176

FI"I

Lar (Tiv.), 3. ps. pl. imperat.: 140 (cf.

-Gédr)

b

-byypyd, suff. 2. ps. pl.: 143
-pyn, suff. 2. ps. sg.: 142

U

w, pron. dem.: 156

w-, auxil.: 1563, 154, 158
-u, gerund.: 146, 154, 156
-u, deverb. nouns: 162
-ii/-t, nom. verbale: 134
~it-f-il-, denom. verbs: 160
-whan/-ithdin, gerund,: L36
yauua: 177

alisa: 177

utus, uiug: 174

wlfa: 174

alid (N.-Pers.): 174
w-mia-, anxil.: 146, 154
ustarna faida: 178

U rima: 178

yTior: 166

uzak, uzik: 170

wiak, uiik: 170

U

Uberbau: 178

iiéiin, postpos.: 137

itkdr (Mong.): 166

drtimkd: 177

ilet-qurma: 178

iit-: 166

ditek, @ik, dtil, ditiig, iitik: 166
digitk (Mong.): 170

=]

daqérma: 178

vaftiz: 178
vajduri: 172

Index

vaidirja- (8kr.): 172

valak (Tav.): 167

vilu, valu (Hung.): 167
w@r-yim, ete,: 145

vafika- (8kr.): 170

-vdm, -vdn, suff. L, ps. sg.: 142
véfarja- (Skr.): 172

ver-, auxil.: 1651,

vihara- (Skr.): 170

virtus (Lat.): 173

vidaj: 172

viddja- (Skr.): 172

volak (Tav.): 167

-vuzf-uz, suff. 1. ps. pl.: 142
BhimKa: 178

W

-w-, {Tung.), causat.-pass. asp.: 12

wi- (Tung.): 159
wi-ptin, wd-ptin- (Tung.): 159
waewo (Jurak): 179
wan (Chin.): 168

wap: 169, 175

*wap (M.-Chin.): 169
wapdiy: 169

*wap-si (M.-Chin.): 169
wej-dow (Chin.): 166
wivay, wrear: 170
wak (Soyd.): 170

X

radu (Tung.), pron.: 125
zadwu (Jukagir), pron.: 125
rayan, v. s. gayan; 168
Jaydves: 29

xahdjystyba: 177

zajra (Mong.): 174

xajran (Ma.): 174

xajsy, pron. interr.: 125
walynbyttyr (Oset1): 176
cafky: 177

rara-, rara-tara- (O.-Pers.): 169
wartar (Phlv.): 169

yEptn: 170

vasdjystyba: 177

rafun: 170

xéttd {(Jurak): 170

xiar: 170

xojnuh: 176

zolovak (Arm.): 167
wormuzia: 169
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