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For anyone working in the field of Altaic linguistic history, it
is essential to form some definitive views about the point of
departure. Leaving aside the vexed question of the Altaic proto-
language for each of the three Altaic language groups, a hypothe-
tical Common Language is used for reconstruction: Common
Turkic, Common Mongolian and Common Manchu-Tungusian.
On the other hand, the period of the oldest monuments of these
language-groups is usually labelled as Old Turkish, Old Mongo-
lian and Old Manchu-Tungusian.! Old Turkish can be divided
into three sub-periods: Early Old Turkish from the time of the
formation of the Turkish Khaganate up till the first known
linguistic monuments in Runic script, Middle Old Turkish from
these times till the arrival of the Arabs in the Turkish world, and
Late Old Turkish till the time of the Mongols of Chingis khan.?

* From the fact that the ““Old” period is a period of the first documents of the
language, it is clear that Old Turkish, Old Mongolian and Old Manchu-Tungusian
are not necessarily overlapping periods. All end in the 13th century with the events
of the rising Mongolian Empire, but the beginning of Old Mongolian, including
Tu-yi-hun and Kitai, and the beginning of Old Manchu-Tungusian, including
Juchen, is an open question.

* There is also an other usage which marks the end of Old Turkish or Alttiirkisch
with the appearance of the Arabs, and calls Middle Turkish or Mitteltiirkisch the
later period. A. von Gabain (Alttiirkische Grammatik, pp. 1-3) uses the term Alt-
tirkisch in the sense of the language ‘““der noch nicht vom Islam beriihrten Tiirken
Mittelasiens,”” which means that the late Uigur documents of Turfan (13th century)
are Alltiirkisch while Kasyaris Divdn (1074) is Mitteltiirkisch, as it is also called by
Brockelmann. Poppe uses Ancient Turkic for our Old Turkish, but for the period
6th—loth centuries, Middle Turkic begins with the loth century and lasts till the
15th (see Introduction to Altaic Linguistics, Wiesbaden 1965, pp. 59-67). According

14 Acta Orientalia, XXXII




210 A. RONA-TAS

But what was there before Old Turkish, that is earlier than the
6th century? Was this period —which we could call Ancient
Turkic®—a linguistically homogeneous one? Are we confronted
with a Common or Proto-Language from which all the phenomena
of the later periods can be definitively and unambiguously inter-
preted? It is clear that the Turkic languages prior to the 6th
century were far from being homogenous. Theoretically, we can
divide this Ancient Turkic language into two periods. The one
nearer to Old Turkish was a period when the peoples and lan-
guages, later forming the Turkish Empire, were already inde-
pendent but still in close contact with each other, or some of
each other.* This was bound to result in early linguistic contacts
among the Turkish languages and language-groups.

In the earlier period of Ancient Turkic, the later languages
were only dialects and these dialects existed in a more or less
continuous but vast territory. This period must have lasted for
a very long time, and if there ever was a homogeneous Proto or
Common Turkic language, it could only have existed prior to this.

to Sinor (Introduction a lUétude de I'Eurasie Centrale, Wiesbaden 1963, p. 86)
‘“turc-ancien’ or ‘‘vieux-turc” covers the period from the 8th till the 14th century.
Baskakov (Vvedenie v izuéenie tjurkskick Jazykov, Moscow 1962, p. 123) uses the
term drevneljurkskij for the epoch lasting from the 5th till the loth century with
subperiods such as Tu-chiieh (5th-8th centuries), Old Uigur (8-th-9th centuries)
and Old Kirgiz (9th-10th centuries). Malov (Pamjatniki drevnetjurkskoj pis’
mennosti, Moscow-Leningrad 1951, p. 3) uses the same term drevnetjurkskij for the
periods from 5th till the 15th centuries. Similar inconsistencities could be quoted
from many other works, but I do not consider the question of periodisation very
important. It is merely a methodological help to arrange events, and each
periodization can have good arguments in its favour.

2 I use the Ancient and Old Turkish terms for the so called z-languages, and
Turkic for the combined z- and r-languages. Poppe’s Turkish is Modern Ottoman
Turkish. We also have to speak about Old Bulgarian from the 6th till the 13th
centuries (including the Danube and the Volga Bulgarians); thus Old Turkic
means Old Turkish and Old Bulgarian. Ancient Turkic was called by Baskakov
(op. cit., p. 118) and Poppe (op. cit., p. 57), the period of the language of the Huns.
According to Baskakov, it lasted from 3rd century B.C. till the 4th century A.D.
Since we know practically nothing about the language of the Huns, which was
surely a more ethnical and political than a linguistical designation, I consider it
more convenient to use the term Ancient Turkic.

i Late Ancient Turkic is practically the same epoch as Baskakov’s ‘“‘Hun
period.”
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I have sketched all this merely to make it clear that it is surely
an oversimplification to assume a homogeneous Common Tul:kic
—not to speak of Altaic—without taking into account Ancwnt
Turkic and trying to interpret on its basis phenomena in Old
Turkish, Middle Turkish and New Turkish. It could be counter-
argued that we know nothing about Ancient Turkic. This is not
a valid argument, since Common Turkic is also a recons-truct.ed
form, and if any period can be reconstructed from Turkish lin-
guistic monuments and the present languages and diftlects, then
it is surely that form which is the nearest to Old Turkish and not
that which is the farthest from it.° .

It seems to me, that quite a few problems of Turkish lingui.shc
history can be solved more easily from a heterogen.eous Ancient
Turkic than from a homogeneous Common Turkic. To make
this clear: if in a language B we find a phenomenon b .and in a
language C we meet a feature c, it is not certain that this can be
interpreted if we only suppose a proto-language A w1t-h the
feature a from which features b and ¢ can be deduced genetically.
This is the old problem of the ‘“Wellentheorie’’ versus the ““‘Stamm-
baumtheorie.®”” The two theories do not necessarily exclude .each
other; they can be combined, and general linguistic experience
teaches us that they must be combined. I would like, now, to
put aside the question of a hypothetical, homogeneous Common

5 It could be argued that there is no need to distinguish between Ancient and
Common Turkic. I consider the difference between the homogeneous and hetero-
geneous (dialectal) stages essential. .

6 The “Stammbaumtheorie’”” was put forward on the influence of Darwin by
Schleicher (Die Darwinische Theorie und die Sprachwissenschaft, Weifnar 1863).
The filiation of the languages was symbolized by the genetical tree sim.llar to that
of the living world. This theory was widely accepted, mainly by the mﬂu.ence of
Max Miiller. The ‘“Wellentheorie’” was outlined by Johannes Schmidt in his book
Die Verwandischaftsverhdltinisse der indogermanischen Sprachen, Weimar ‘1872,
and independently, similar ideas were pointed out in an early but then unpublished
work of Schuchardt. Schmidt stressed that many features of the Indoeuropean
languages can not be interpreted by the family-tree. The IE protolangu.age had
dialects, and some linguistic innovations spread over this dialectal territory as
waves in the water. Although Schleicher never denied that there could have been
contacts among the languages already separated, and Schmidt never denied that
there was a homogeneous pre-Indoeuropean language, later studies tried to make
two separate theories of them.
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Turkic, leave sophistication about its reality” to later research and
concentrate on Early Ancient Turkic.

Having a more or less continuous linguistic area inhabited by
speakers of various Ancient Turkic dialects, theoretically, we have
to suppose that, in this period, things happened practically in the
same way as they do in all similar cases. There were differences
among dialects, but the isoglosses of the dialectal phenomena did
not coincide in each case with the borders of the dialects. More-
over, there were features spreading over the territory—phonolo-
gical, morphological and syntactical—but their isoglosses and the
isoglosses of their realisations in concrete words, formatives etc.,
were not necessarily the same in each case. These are well-known
facts to everyone acquainted with the theory of linguistic geo-
graphy. Linguistic changes began as slowly consolidating tenden-
cies with the old and new features coexisting in one synchronic
unity. Some changes created doublets which then became sta-
bilized and continued side by side in later periods as frozen
survivals of an old variation. To illustrate what I mean I will
now refer to the history of some non-Altaic languages.

In 16th century French there was a tendency in statu nascendi
for a change: r > z. The French equivalent of Latin cathedra:
chaire became, in the Paris dialect, chaise as pére > pése, mére >

? There is a general controversy about the reality of the protolanguages. The
formulation of Bloomfield is ambiguous: “A reconstructed form, then, is a formula
that tells us which identities or systematic correspondences of phonemes appear in
a set of related languages, moreover, since these identities and correspondences
reflect features that were already present in the parent language, the reconstructed
form is also a kind of phonemic diagram of the ancestral form” (Language, pp. 302—
303). Pulgram (The nature and use of proto-languages: Lingua X (1961) pp. 18-37)
thinks that the protolanguage is only a methodological device, a formula, but not
a real language. Reformatskij (Vvedenie v Jazykoznanie, Moscow 1960, pp. 325-
326) polemizing with Meillet, stresses that the proto-language was a historical
reality. It can not be questioned that, in some cases, the starting point of a set of
related languages was a homogeneous linguistic unit, in the measure that homo-
geneity exists at all. It is another question whether in all cases of related languages
we have to depart from a homogeneous proto-language. Trubetzkoy writes: ‘“Der
Begriff “Sprachfamilie’”” setzt gar nicht die gemeinsame Abstammung einer Anzahl
von Sprachen von einer einzigen Ursprache voraus” (Gedanken iiber das Indo-
germanenproblem, Acta Linguistica, Copenhagen 1936, p- 81). I try to discuss these
problems in a forthcoming work: Linguistic Theory and Lingustic Relationship™.
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mése, bericles > besicle etc. But this tendency later lost ground and
ceased. Only the doublet chaire and chaise preserved this dialectal
tendency.® In the 4th century B.C. Latin there was a tendenc.y
for a change of the intervocalic [-z] to [-r-], as in pecus ~ pecoris,
(< pecosis)® honos ~ honoris (< honosis > (honor) or asa > ara etc.
But in the word positus, the [-z-] was preserved because of the
clear etymological contact with situs. Thus, we had ]ate? a pre-
served [-z-] in front of a [-z-] > [-r-] in the same linguistic unity.
Corresponding to German Haselnuss, we have English hazel-nfzt
where intervocalic -z- is preserved while German Hase figures in
English as hare!® with a sporadic [z] > [r] development, and thus
we have historical doublets [-z-] > [-z-] and [-z-] > [-r-]. '
Doublets preserving older synchronic alternations are evidenced
from all languages. In most of the cases, the semantics of the t.wo
words diverged. Such well-known examples are: German Reiter
and Ritter, Bett and Beet, Rabe and Rappe, French plier and
ploger, Finnish kaivo ‘“‘well, fountain,” kaivu “pit, cavity”’—and
so on. It is especially interesting that in Hungarian we have.such
doublets as hajlik “‘to bend’’ and kajla “bent, awry.”” The Finno-

8 Cf. F. de Saussure, Cours de linguistique générale, Paris 1931, p. 214, K.
Voretzsch-G. Rohlfs, Einfiihrung in das Studium der Allfranzésischen Sp.ra'che,
Halle, 1951, p. 243, G. Gougenheim, Grammaire de la langue frang:ais'e du seiziéme
siécle, Lyon~Paris 1951, p. 30, Grétsy L., A szdhasadas (The word-split), Budapest
1962, pp. 16-17. This latter work is an excellent monograph on the theory and
Hungarian realization of the linguistic doublets. I quote here and below examples
with z> r and r> z developments in the hope that it will be clear from thfam,
that the problem of rotacism and lambdacism can not be solved on pure phonetical
considerations. It is a basic rule of historical phonology, that if and where, a
phonetical development is possible, the reverse development is also p‘ossil?le.
(See also B. A. Serebrennikov, O nekotorych spornych voprosach sravnitel’ noistorice-
skoj fonetiki tjurkskich jazgkov: Voprosy Jazykoznanija 1960, pp. 62-72).

® As it is well known, Ramstedt proposed to connect the Mongolian hiiker <
*piiker with Latin pecoris. Since the r-form is not older in Latin than the middle of
the 4th century B.C., this etymology can surely be dismissed. The Italian languages
other than Latin, preserved the IE -s-, as Oskian and Umbrian. See F. Stolz-
J. H. Schmalz, Laleinische Grammatik, Handbuch der Klassischen Alfertumswissen-
schaft 11, Miinchen 1890, p. 299, M. Niedermann, Phonétique historiqgue du latin,
Paris, 1959, pp. 129-130, L. R. Palmer, The Lalin Language, London, (1954)
p. 230.

10 See Bonfante, On reconstruction and linguistic method: Word I (1945), p. 136,
see also: was > were.



214 A. RONA-TAS

Ugrian velar ¢- became, in almost all cases, h- in Hungarian, but
sporadically ¢- is preserved, as in the case above.l!

Let us now suppose that in a period of Early Ancient Turkic,
in one area of its linguistic territory, the opposition of old r:z
and /:§ was weakened. What happened? In the epicentre of the
phenomenon, the tendency of the fusion of the two phonemes
was strong, while in farther places there was only, in a lessening
degree, an alternation. In some places and in some words the
fusion occurred while in others it did not. If this is true, we have
to find the lexical isoglosses pertaining to this feature in the
epicentre practically parallel, while in other places they are more
or less intersecting. Furthermore, we have to find doublets which
conserved this old situation. The study of the words with so-
called rotacism and lambdacism fully proves that, in reality,
this is what actually happened.

Before presenting my material to show that the distribution of
the forms with z and r and § and ! respectively looks entirely like
a dialectal distribution, I must call attention to the fact that it
is not in each case that we have to do with the remnants of this
Ancient Turkic dialectal variation. In some instances of doublets
we have to do with Chuvash or Mongolian loanwords.

In the case of Turkish kiiziik “heddle,” the Tatar equivalent
of the word (kére) must be a Chuvash loanword because of
phonological and linguistic-geographical reasons.!? It is certain
that the name of the fish “pike perch, Lucioperca Sandra,” in
Bashkir (hila), Tatar and Karakalpak (sila) are also of Chuvash
origin.'® The Jakut word suru, ‘“‘to write,” is of Mongolian origin

It For details and bibliography see Grétsy L., op. cit., pp. 16-19, 178.

1 Kiiziik (Kasyari), kiisiik (Abu Hayyan), kiizitk (Kirg), kiiziik (New Uig),
kiiziik yip (TurkiT), guzig yiyis (Yellow Uig). The Chuvash form is kéré, kors and
the r-form is also present in Bashkir as kérés. The Altai kiiriik “petlja,” Baraba
kiiritk ““Hacken and Jakut kiiriik, kilitk “krjuk” or at least the two second are
surely Russian loanwords. The absence of the final -k, the illabiality of the second

vowel and the fact that the word occurs in this form only in languages being in
contact with Chuvash are arguments in favour of the loanword character of Tatar
kdre. .

13 T have dealt with this word during the 27Ll Congress of Orientalists. The
Chuvash form of the word is $ala < ila < $ildy < Silik < $idak < tisik. Fortunately
we have documentation for all stages. Sila is present in Bashkir Tatar and Karak-
alpak, sildy in Hungarian (Sileu > $iill§), all with the meaning ‘“fish with teeth”
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(cf. Mongolian juru- < jiru- ~ Turkish yaz-) or Jakut boruo-s“l.cu,
“calf,”’ also points clearly to Mongolian bord (< birayu ~ Turk1§h
bizayu). Such examples are numerous, we find them not only in

i.e. "Lucioperca Sandra,” which is calqued by Hugarian fogas “fish with teeth,” by
German Zahnfish and Zander ““id.,”” while the Hungarian word was borrowec.l by
Rumianian (salau, sulen), by Slovakian ($il, ilec), and by Old Bavarian (Schiele).
The form #ilik found its way into Mongolian where it figures as sile’ii in the Se<':.ret
History; later it is present in Literary Mongolian as siliige and in Buryat as §z{lge
with the meaning “two years old lamb,” i.e. “‘the animal with full te‘etfl; whfch
dropped the milk-teeth.” The same meaning has the Turkish word $isik, V!{thh
is present in Husrav and Sirin, in Ibn Muhanna, in the Anonymm.xs of Leiden,
Abii Hayyén, Bulyat al-Mustaq and the at-Tuhfat. The modern Turkish l:rmguages
know the word in the same or similar meanings (Tatar, Bashkir, Osmanli, Uzbek,
Turki, Baraba, Sor.) The term is calqued by Mongolian sidiileng “tW(.) .year olfi
lamb” i.e. ““the animal with full teeth (sidiin).” The form with the orlgma} .t.- 1s
present in the Divdn of Kasyarl as tifik “two year old lamb,” and in Jakut fisdpd,
lisiiyd also tipese, tigdsd ““trechtravnoe zivotnoe, telenok ili iereben(.)k po treter_nu
godu (dvuchleinyj, dvuletok, strigun), tol'ko oseni étogo goda u nu‘:¥1 vypadajut
moloéniie zubli podemu nazyvajut’sja takze tisir tisdy(n)d” (Pekarskl]).. The \?'ord
is a deverbal noun from tisd- cf. tisd- “nach den Milchzihnen die zweiten Za.hne
bekommen” (Kazak Radlofi Wb III 1395). On the suffix see: E. V. Sevortjan,
Affiksy imennogo slovoobrazovanija v azerbajdzanskom jazyke, Moscow 1966, pp. 200-
217. The word $ifdk was connected with é&is- (<*ti§-) “to swell” by lR'adlf)ﬁ (Wb.,
IV 1084), by Scerbak (Nazvanija domasnych i dikich zivotnych v tjurkskich jazykach:
Istorideskoe razvitie leksiki ljurkskich jazykov, Moscow 1961, p. 11?) and Doerfer
(Tiirkische und Mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen 111, Wlesbaden. 1967,
P.- 328 where the Persian and Armenian forms are also quoted). The counting an
animal’s age by its teeth is a well known practice among the Turks a.md Mo?gols
(see K. Uray-Kohalmi, Zwei Sysieme der Altersbezeichnungen des Vlehes. bei den
Mongolen: Studia Mongolica I: 31, Ulan Bator 1959, pp. 3-9.). The Mon.goha‘n form
was re-borrowed by Hakass (sileke) and Tuva (Silege), while the Mongolian sidiileng
was borrowed by Jakut (Siidiilery). The history of this word s.hows that the
Mongolian word had to be a loanword from Old Bulgarian, .since %f“we su;;pf)se "a
hypothetical “Altaic” *til-ek we would then expect Mongolian *éiliige or *Cilegii.
The word is present in 0ld Bulgarian with §- (cf. Hungarian. Ir.1 thev(lhtllva.\sh
language, ‘‘tooth’ is $al < *$il and $ala was borrowed by Cheremxss.: s‘ala. ‘Plke
perch”). The Mongolian form sile’ii < silegii clearly shows the Bulgarian origin of
the word. The history of this word not only shows a clear and unambiguous example
of a Bulgarian loanword in Mongolian, but also gives a hint to a relative chronollogy.
This word could be lent only in a time when animal-breeding was already hlgt.lly
developed. This says no more, but no less than that there was an Ancient Bulgarian
and Ancient Mongolian contact. I have no place here to quote the well-kx-lown
controversy around the “Altaic affinity,” nor outline in full my opinion, which 1
try to do in my forthcoming work on the Altaic hypothesis.
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the Siberian, but also in other Turkish languages. It is clear that
such examples have to be separated.

In the case of Turkish ba$, ““head,”’ and kéz, “‘eye,” we expect
forms in Chuvash with ! and r respectively. However this is not
the case, because we find pus and kus. These Chuvash words can-
not be loanwords and there is no reason for supposing a compli-
cated starred form as e.g. balt§.'* It simply happened that these
two words, having a great functional frequency, did not undergo
the fusion z > r and § > [, and thus preserved an earlier stage
as Latin positus or Hungarian kajla. The fusion of z and r and §
and [ respectively was not an ‘‘ausnahmsloses Lauigesetz,” it
was only a tendency which was very strong in the territory of the
later Bulgarian languages. ’

While in the cases above we have z and $-forms preserved in
Chuvash, in other cases we find r and [ forms in Turkish.

The Turkish word épiiz ‘“‘mucus’’® has an r-form in Kirgiz
(6gor), in Altai (6por) and in Jakut (opiir). It cannot excluded
that these are Mongolian loanwords (cf. Mong. énggér ““id.""),
but it is surprising that we also find the z-form in Jakut (6piis <
*opiiz) with the same meaning and this can hardly be reconciled
with supposing the borrowing of the r-form. The Turkish word
izdd- *‘to seek, search’ occurs in most of the Turkish languages
with -z.1¢ Therefore, the Jakut form irdd-, irdid- could, perhaps,
be a Mongolian loanword, though we have not yet been able to
find it. But, we do find the -r form in the work of Kagyari, and
this points to the fact that here we have to do with an old isogloss.
The Mishiir kffbr, kiber'? “proud,” the Kirgiz kibir ‘‘medlitel’nyj
(8elovek), kopuSa, mjamlja” seems to be a Chuvash loanword
(cf. Chuvash kapdr ‘“‘narjad” > Cheremiss: kovra, kovora *‘Stut-
zer,”” kafsr **Stolz”’). But if we take into account that we find

14 See Ramstedt, Einfithrung in die Altaische Sprachwissenschaft 1. Lautlehre,
MSFOu 104:1, 1957, p. 109.

15 Cf. Bashkir iiped “plesen’, gribok”, Jakut iigiis, dgiis ‘“vjazkaja sliz’, viazkaja
nedistota, pristajuitaja k stenkam moloénoj posudy’” (Pekarskij).

1¢ The word is a denominal verb of iz ‘“‘trace.” The verb can be met with, among
other sources, in the Amonymous of Leiden (dzdd- read izdd-), in the Qawanin
(izdd-), in some Armeno-Kipchak documents (izda-, izla-, Grunin, Deny).

17 Cf. kiivez (Kadyari), kiivezlii (Codex Cumanicus), kdydz (Tatar), kiiwds
(Misher), kiiyez (Nogai), giivez (Osmanli dialect).
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an r-form in the Qutadyu Bilig with Uighur seript (Vienna Ms
94:15 kiber)'® corresponding to the form kiivez of the Namagan
MS in Arabic (41:1) then we have to consider the early occurrence
of the r’form in Turkish. The I-forms of the Turkish word s
“dream” in New Uigur (2 d#0li- ““to speak while dreaming’),
in Yellow Uigur (tel) and in Jakut (¢@l) do not seem to be Chuvash
or Mongolian loanwords, since in Chuvash we have t8l¢k (<
#tglidk), and in Mongolian tolge (< *foleg), the latter in the sence
of “fortune-telling.”*® On the other hand, Tuva fdlge “fortune-
telling”’ and Kirgiz tolgs “id.” are Mongolian loanwords. The [
of Jakut and Yellow Uigur must be very old because we find it
in some of the old Uigur records of Turkestan.*

The earliest occurrence of the word biiz- “‘to fold, to press
together”” is found in the work of Abu Hayyéan in 1313. The
z-form can be found only in the Oguz languages, in Turkmen,
Azeri and Osmanli.?' The r-form can be observed in KaSyarT's
work, in Tatar, Bashkir, Kirgiz, Turkmen, Osmanli, New Uligur,
Turki, Altai, Jakut and derivatives e.g. the word for ‘‘headshawl”
is found in almost all Turkish languages.?

18 But also kebes (134:7), kiibes (66:20). Mort of the Turkisk -r-forms are of
Arabic origin (< kiber). But Mongolian kiger has preserved a Turcic —r-forrn..

19 See Manchu folgi- ““triumen’, Evenki, Negidal, Nani folkin “‘sno, snovidenie”,
Oléa toléin “id.”’, Manchu folgin “id.”, the verbal form is in Evenki folkif- Solon
tolkisi-, Negidal tolki¢i-, Even folkat-, Orot toki&i, Orok toléitéi-, Ol¢a loléii-, Nanaj,
Manchu folkefe-. The Manchu-Tungusian forms go back to a form *tilki-, which
has to be a relatively old Mongolian loanword.

20 Cf. F. W. K. Miiller, Uigurica I 10:5, p. 59, Uigurica 11, 24:27, 58:1, Suvarna-
prabhasa 593:23, 594:5, Radloff-Malov, Uigurische Sprachdenkmdler 96:79. The
verb tiifd- occurs in Uigurica IT 24:27 and Kagyarl where tiif tiifd- is recorded.
The $-form is known in almost all Middle Turkish sources and present languages.

21 Tirkmen: biiz- “sokratit’, suZivat’, suZit’ ”’, Azeri biiz- “stjagivat’, sZimat’.
mor$¢it’,” Osmanli biiz- “‘to contract, constrict, make narrow.”

22 Biir- “zusammendriicken” (Kagyari), biiris- “Falte, Runzel” (Kagyari),
biiriinéiik “Frauenschleicher” (Kasyari), biiriinéiikliig ‘‘woman with veil” SHusrav
and Sirin), biiriinddk, biriinjdk *“shawl for the head” (Chagatai), biirki ‘‘slack
weather, heat” (Abu Hayyan, Bulyat al-Mustaq), biirkii “women’s over-dress’’
(at-Tuhfat), bir- ** ‘delat’ sborki, skladki” (Tatar, Bashkir), biir- ““zasivat’ na skoruju
ruku, &nit’ 7', biirks- “pokryvat’ >’ (Kirgiz), biir- “‘yigirmak, biizmek(1)”” (Turkmen),
biirii- “to cover up, to envelop, to wrap” (Osmanli), piir- “delat’ skladki” (New
Uigur), biirii- *'to wrinkle’” (Turki), biirme ‘“‘skladka, sborka (na plat’e)”’ (Altai),
piirke- “nakryvat’, pokryt’, zabernut’ vo &tonibud’”’ (Altai Verbickij) piir- “‘svivat’,
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The verb kosi-, “‘to make shadow, to cover,” occurs in the
Divian of KaSyari together with the derivatives such as késigd
“shadow,” kdsik “‘shadow, cover.”” The derivative kisige ““curtain,
cover’ is present in Tatar, Kirgiz, Osmanli, Turki, Hakass,
Tuva; perhaps, some of them are re-borrowings from Mon-
golian.®® The I-form in the basic verb is present in Hakass (kdle-)
and Altai (k6l6-), its derivative kolik, kéldgd ‘‘shadow” can be
met with as early as Kajyari, in Middle Turkish documents as
the fefsir published by Borovkov, in Husrav and Sirin, among
the Turkmen words of the Leiden Anonym, in Chagatai, at Abu
Hayyan in the Bulyat al-Mustiq, in the at-Tuhfat, in the Qawanln
and in almost all of the present languages.?

In the cases enumerated, which could easily be multiplied, we
find no semantic differences or, at any rate, not significant ones,
between the doublets. But as I referred to in the cases of chaire
and chaise, or Rabe and Rappe, etc., it is very common that there
is not only a split in the form, but also a split in the semantic field.

skladyvat’” (Altai Teleut Verbickij), piir- “zavertyvat’, svorasivat’ &to-L zat-
jagivat’, delat’ sborki” (Hakass), biirge- “overtyvat’, zakorativat’, zavolakivat’ ”’
(Tuva), biir- “‘obkladyvat’, obsivat’, opusat’, okajmljat’ (kraja sumy), podrubli-
vat’,” see also Mongolian bdiiri- “to cover, envelop, upholster,” Evenki biirki
““‘svjazyvat’ tal'niki v vjazanki”.

¥ Kosige “‘rideau de 1it” (Uigur vocabulary of the Ming period), kédegen (Codex
Cumanicus) ““Bettgardine”’, k&¥dnd “‘cupola” (at-Tuhafat), kii$dgd ‘‘borkentsek,
dzilan™ (Tatar dialectal), kdddgs ““zanaves” (Kirgiz), koselik “a thing or piece for a
corner, chimney-cloth” (cf. kdse ‘‘corner” Osmanli), kosiik “setka dlja perevozki
sena i solomy" (TurkiKuéa), kiZigd ‘“‘zanaves” (Altai), kézege “id.” (Hakass),
kizepe “id.” (Hakass dialectal), kézépé ‘“der Vorhang vor dem Bette” (Hakass
Kyzyl Radloff Wortb. I11301), kéZege “‘zanaves, $tara’ (Tuva).

# Klik “‘Schatten”, koligd “Tiefer Schatten” (Kasyari), kGlikd, kélkd “ten’”
(Tefsir), koldtkd, kilige “shadow’” (Husrav and Sirin), kotdgi “id.” (Tiirkmen in the
Leiden Anonymous), kéldgd (Chagatai), kSlak ““id.”, kéldgd “id.””, kOlgdy *id.”
(Abt Hayyan), kélgdy “id.” (Bulyat al-Mustaq), kldgd (at-Tuhfat), kilgdy (Qawani),
kuldgd (Tatar, Bashkir), koloko (Kirgiz), kolopks (Kazak Radloff IT 1271), kilge,
kilege (Tirkmen), kolge (Azeri), kergd (Afshar), gilge (Osmanli), kéldngd, kolinki
(New Uigur), koldngd (Turki Turfan), kiildges (Turki Aksu), koldpki (Tarandi),
kiil’eke, kiil'exke (Yellow Uigur), kélotki (Altai), koloys (Altai Teleut Radloff II
1271), kilopé “‘der Hinlerhalt, Laueort, Anstand, Wall, die Schanze” (Baraba
Radloff II 1272), kélitki (Hakass Sagai, Koibal, Sor Radloff II 1270), kilik (Sor,
Hakass Sagai Radloff II 1270), kils- ““verfinstern, beschatten, schirzen vom
Rauche, Russa ”(Altai Radloft 1T 1270), kole- “zaslonjat’ kogo-¢to-1., davat’ ten’”
(Hakass), xdlege “‘ten’” (Tuva), kiilitk “id.” (Jakut).
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The Turks had, and most of them still do, have two words for
*‘to write.”” Biti- was the word for writing with the brush, and
yaz- for “‘cut, score, notch the Runic script.”” Yaz- can be found
in the Uignr monuments of Turfan, in KaSyari, in almost all of
the Middle Turkish documents and in New Turkish, in the
Kipchak, Oguz and Turkestan languages, but not in the Si.berian
languages and Jakut.?* The -r-form (yar-) developed in the
sense ‘‘lo split, carve,”” and occurs in the Runic Irk bitig,
numerous old monuments, and from the recent languages®® in
the Kipchak, Oguz, Turkestan and Siberian languages. It is
important that these two words did not converge in Chuvash
where we find §ir- “write”’ and Sur- “‘split.”’*’

The word tds- ‘‘lo pierce, to make a hole’” occurs in Kagyari's
work only in the passive voice (/dsil- ““durchbort werden’”), the
stem can Vbe met with in Husrav and Sirin, Chagatai, in the work
of the Anonymous of Leiden, in the at-Tuhfat, in the Qawanin,
in the recent languages in the Kipchak, Oguz, Turkestan and
Siberian languages and in Jakut.?® The -form of the word shows

25 On the distribution of the words with the meaning ““to write”’ see A. Bodrog-
ligeti, Early Turkish ferms connected with book and writing: Acta Orienl. Hung.
XVIHI (1965), pp. 93-117 and A. Réna-Tas, Some notes on lhe ferminology of
Mongolian writing: Acla Orient. Hung. XVIII (1965), pp. 119-147.

® Yar- (Irk bitig, Qutadyu Bilig Vienna Ms, KaSyari), yaril- “‘sich spalten”
{Turfantexte VI 46:375), yar- ‘raskalyvat’, rassekat’”’ (Tefsir), yar- “fendrff”
(Chagatai), yarma “Holzscheit, ‘en gespalden holez’” (Codex Cumanicus) yaril-
““gespalten werden’ (ibid), yar-“kolot’, raskalyvat’, rassekat’, rasitepljat’”’ (Tatar,
Bashkir), dfar- “id.” (Kirgiz), yar- “id.” (Tirkmen, Azeri, Osmanli), yar- (Turki),
d'ar- ““id.” (Altai), Sar- “id.”” (Hakass, Tuva).

2 k“Rvat’, razryvat’, kolot’, pilit’, porot’, razrezat’, borozdit’”’ (cf. Sirotkin,
Cuvassko-russkij slovar’, p. 369).

28 Cf. ti%d “toporik (s lezviem, nasaZennym poperek toporica)”’ (Tefsir), tes-
“Lo pierce”, ti3- ‘“to make a hole”, ti§ “hole” (Chagatai), di§- “to bore” (Leiden),
lesmek ““hole”, tesik “id.” (Codex Cumanicus), {d@$- ““to bore, pierce’” (at-Tuhfat),
tig- “4d.” (Qawanin), fesik ‘“‘hole” (Armeno-Kipchak, Grunin), li§- “dyrjat”.
Tatar, Bashkir), fes- “prodyrjavit’, protykat’ ’, tesik “dyra” (Kirgiz), des- “dyrjavit’,
sverlit’” (Azeri), des- “prodyrjavit’”’ (Turkmen), des- “‘to incise, to lay open”
(Osmanli), fesis “prodyrjaviivanija’, tésiik, “otverstie, dyra”, {d§-, 165- ““‘dyrjavit’,
delat’ dyru” (New Uigur), tes-, fe$-, tds-, tis- ““to pierce, to perforate, to penetrate,
to make hole” (Turki), #6siik, tiigiik, tasuk ‘“hole” (Turki), fe§- “prodyrjavit’,
protknut’ ”’, (Altai), fes- ‘““durchschossen, durchboren’” (Hakass Sagai, Koibal
Radloft IV 1097), lis- “prodyrjavlivat’” (Hakass), de§- ‘“‘prodelyvat’ otverstie,
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a duality already in the early dialects. In the Turfan documents
and in Ka$yari's work, it occurs with the meaning “‘to pierce,
to make a hole,”” while in the inscriptions of Kiil Tegin and
Bilge Khagan, it has the meaning: *‘to split, to open.”’ This duality
can also be met with later. In the Tefsir, both meanings are
present, but in most of the present languages only the meaning
“to split” ocecur, and it also has the meaning *‘to make long
stripes.” This shows clearly the influence of the word #il *‘ton-
gue.” Influenced by the word {il, the vocalism of the word has
also changed, becoming -i- (and its developments), but Azeri and
Osmanli preserved the older -d-.%*

The first occurrence of the word gasug ‘‘spoon’ is found in -

the records in Brahmi secript; and in the Uigur documents of
Turfan, it occurs in almost all Middle Turkish sources and in
the Kipchak, Oguz, Turkestan and Siberian Turkish languages.®®
The Mongolian form of the word (qalbaya) was borrowed by the
Altai, Sor, Hakass and Jakut languages.®® But the I-form galag

prodyriavlivat’, vykalivat’ (glaza)”’ (Tuva), tds- ‘‘probivat’ (dolbit’), prokalyvat’,
prodyrjavit’, prorezyvat’”’ (Jakut).

29 Cf, Kiil Tegin East 22 t4]in- (also Bilge E 18), tdlin- ‘‘durchlocht werden”
Turfantexte I 8:32, cf. p. 18, Uigurica 111 37:3, Heilkunde I 6:42), tél- “*durchboren”,
tilik ““Bohrloch” (Kagyarl), tdl- “‘probivat’, dyrjavit’”, talik, tdlitk ‘“otverstie,
dyra” (Tefsir), til-, tdl- “to pierce” (Husrav and Sirin), til- “to split” (Leiden),
talik “hole” (Abt Hayyan), tdlik, dalik “id.”” (Bulyat al-Mudtaq), fil- “to split”
(at-Tuhfat), fel- “3¥epat’ (ludinu), razrezat’ v dlinu” (Tatar), fel- “razrezat’,
prorezat’ (lomtjami ili polosami)”’ (Bashkir), til- razrezat’ na uzkie poloski, na
lomtiki” (Kirgiz), dil- “dilim-dilim edip kesmek, dilik aémak, yirmek” (Tirkmen),
ddl- “probyvat’, pronyzivat’”’ (Azeri), del- “‘to pierce, to perforate” (Osmanli),
til- “rezat’ na kuski, razdeljat’ ”’ (New Uigur), fel- “‘rezat’ poloskami (napr. dinju)”
(Turki Hami), #il- ““to split, to cut anything into strips lengthwise’” (Turki Shaw),
til- “otdyrat’, razdyrat’ na melkie &asti, $¢epat’, rezat’ plastami, remnjami”
(Altai), til- ““otdirat’, razdirat’ &to-l. na melkie &asti” (Hakass), dil- “pilit’, ras-
pilivat’ (drevno na dosku), rezat’, razrezat’ (koZu ne remni)”’ (Tuva), fir-, til-, fit-
“razrezyvat’, §¢epat’ (luéinu), rasi¢epljat’, otdeljat’ vdol’ po slojam” (Jakut).

30 Cf. hkafoq (Brahmi M:24), gasug (Heilkunde II 18:63), qafug “Lofiel”
gadiqltg “zu Liofleln geeignet” (Kadyari), ¢@$ug (Ibn Muhanna), ga$ig (Ibn Muhanna
Ist), gaSuq (Chagatai), qd$ig (Leiden), gasug (Codex Cumanucus), gafug (Abu
Hayyan), ga$uq (at-Tuhfat), gafug (Qawanin), zasux (Armeno-Kipchak Deny,
Grunin), ka$ik (Tatar), gasig (Bashkir), kasik (Tirkmen dial), gasig (Azeri), kasik
(Osmanli), gosug (New Uigur), gasug, goSug (Turki), razix (Hakass), kafik (Sor
Verbickij).

3 Cf. qalbag “Loffel” (Kazak Radlofl II 270), kalbak “id.”’ (Altai), qalbayas
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in the meaning “little spoon, laddle, stirring wood’" occurs in the
Kipchak, Turkestan, Siberian languages and as a Tatar loan-
word in Chuvash.?

The word bileziik ‘‘bracelet’” is a fusion of the words bilek
«wrist” and yiiziik ‘“‘ring.”” The earliest data is Kafyari, and it
occurs in the Kipchak, Oguz, Siberian, Turkestan languages and
in Jakut. The -r-form is present in Kirgiz, Azeri, Sart and Altai.
It is remarkable that the Sart form (bildrziik) and the Azeri form
(bilerzik) also contains -z-.%

The word for ‘“‘insect” is gopuz in the Turkish languages. We
find it in the Runic inscription of Toyok, in Uigur records of
Turfan, and in Kadyari’s Divan. It occurs in almost all Middle
Turkish documents, and in every recent Turkish language. Im-
portant is the Karaim of Troki, where instead of the intervocalic
-p- an -m- (gomuz), and the Altai where the -g- disappeared and
a secondary long vowel developed (gds, gozoq), we find that the
same happened in Hakass (x6s).3 This word cannot be separated

“girokonosaja utka *““(Sor, Hakass, Sagai Radloff II 270), xalbayas “vid utki”
(Hakass), zalba “utka iz Sirokokljuvich, girokonoska, soksun, Anas Clypeata Bris”,
xolbu (xalbi?) kus = xalba, xalbiga “malaja lozka” (Jakut).

82 Cf. kalak “lozka (metalliteskaja), lopatotka (derevjannaja)”’ (Tatar), galag
“lozka, lopatka, lopatotka, §patel’” (Bashkir), kalak “sovok, doska dlja raskaty-
vanija testa, veslo” (Kirgiz), galag “ein Holzchen mit flachem Ende, das man den
Kindern statt eines Loffels giebt ()Kazak Radloft II 228), galam “loZka” (Tiirkmen),
galaq “a kind of cushion in ring-form used on the pan when boiling food in steam
(to prevent the steam from escaping)” (Turki), kalak “bol’saja lozka inogda s
dirami dlja vylavlivanija rybu i pelmenej, mesalka, totil'naja dostotka dlja
propravlenija kos (senokosnych)”’ (Sor Verbickij), xalax (Hakass Sagai), ralyax
(Hakass), “mutovka (palka dlja razmeSivanija Zidkogo testa” (Hakass dial),
kalgak “povaretka, ¢erpak’ (Tuva), see also Chuvash kalak “lopatotka, mutovka,
veslo” (from Tatar).

3% On this word, its history and distribution, see L. Ligeti Noms turcs pour ‘fers;
bracelet; bague’ dans les langues slaves et dans le hongrois: Studia Slavica XII(1966),
PP. 249-250.

38 Cf. gopuz (Toyok: 29), gonquz (Turfantexte 111 12:93), qoguz (Kasyr), gonyuz
(Chagatai), gonuz (Bulyat al-Mustiq), onuguz (read opuz, at-Tuhfat), kopgiz
(Tatar), qupiz (Tatar Radloff II: 900), qugid (Bashkir), kopuz (Kirgiz), gomuz
(Karaim Trocki, Radloff II: 671), kengus (Osmanli), gonyuz, gonyaz (New Ulgur),
gonyaz (Turki), qunguz (Turki Shaw), kopis (Altai), g6z (Altai Teleut, Tuba Radloft
11: 623), kopus (Altai Teleut Verbickij), kopis (Altai Teleut, Kumandu Verbickij),
gogizaq ‘“‘ein kleiner Kifer” (Altai Teleut Radloff II 522), gdzog “id.” (Altai Tuba
Radloff II 630), xés (Russko-Hakasskij Slovar’).
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from the word for *‘ant’’: gomursqa. This word occurs first in
the Runic Irk bitig, then in such Middle Turkish documents as
the Anonymous of Leiden, AbG Hayyan, Bulyat al-Mustaq, at-
Tuhfat, and in the Modern Kipchak, Siberian languages and in
Jakut.?® The Oguz and Turkestan languages have another word
for “‘ant.”’®® From the available data, I would only point out Ha-
kass qumusqa, ximisxa, komiska “‘ant’’ where -r- has been dropped,
and Jakut xomurduos, xopurduos, where there is an alternation of
-p-~-m-, we have -r but the meaning is not **ant” but “insect.”

In most of the Turkish monuments and languages Turkish
qopuz has the meaning “‘stringed musical instrument,” already
so quoted by Kasyari. This is also the meaning of the word
(quyur) in Mongolian. In the Siberian languages, there are other
words: in Altai, komuryay and korok, in Hakass kobrak, in Sor
kobiryay- having the meaning ‘“pipe”’. The two words are doublets.
The developments of gopuz have, in some Turkestan and Siberian
languages, the meaning “‘jew’s harp”’ an instrument with iron
tongues on which one plays with the mouth and the fingers. In
Jakut, the word womus has the meanings “stringed instrument,
Jew’s harp and pipe.”®”

38 Irk bitig: 56 gomursqa, see further: qumursya (Chagatai), ¢¥mtrsqa (Leiden),
qumursuya (Aba Hayyan), gimirsayi (Bulyat al-Mustaq), gamrisqd (at-Tuhfat),
kirmiska (Tatar), gimirsga (Bashkir), kumurska (Kirgiz), komurska (Altai), kumursga
(Altai Télos, Culym Kiidrik, Hakass Kaibal Radloff 11 1049), qumusga (Hakass
Koibal, Sagai Radloff II 1049), gimirta (Sor Verbickij), ximisra (Hakass), komiska
(Hakass Verbickij), komiska$ (Sor Verbickij), komirska, komurska (Altai Kumandu
Verbickij) xomurduos, xopurduos *‘dvorosek, skripun nasekomoe Zuk vodoljub
vodnoj Zuk, Hydrophilos, Zestokriloe nasekomoe, buka$ka, bukarka, bucharka,
zuk, Zudok” (Jakut). The r-form is perhaps also present in Chuvash xurt-zdmdar
“‘plely”” cf. kurut-kopuz (New Yugur).

36 The word is garindZa and its developments.

37 See gqobuz (Kasyari), qobuz (Husrav and Sirin), qopuz (Ibn Muhanna), gobuz
(Chagatai), qopuz (Chagatai Bada’i’ al-luyat), gobuz (Leiden), gabuz (Abti Hayyan),
gobuz (Abu Hayyan MsD), qobuz, qopuz (Abii Hayyan Ist.), kibiz “‘komuz (tatarskij
gubnoj muzikal’nyj instrument” (Tatar), koboz ‘““violin”’ (Tatar Balint), qubid,
qunid “kubyz” (Bashkir), komuz “kumuz (trechstruényj §¢ipkovyj muzykal'nyj
instrument”’ (Kirgiz), gobiz ‘“kumuz (derevjannyj smydékovyj muzikal’nyj in-
strument”” (Karakalpak), kobiz ‘““garmon’”’, kil kobiz ‘“‘komuz (muzikal’nyj instru-
ment vida smyckovych)’’ (Nogai), gobuz “‘Geige” (Karaim Radloft II 662), gopuz
““vargan, devi¢ij gubnoj muzikal’nyj instrument” (Tiirkmen), kopuz “lute’” (Os-
manli), govuz “kubuz, vargan” (New Yugur), qubuzr “A Turkestan-made Jew’s
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I do not have space to discuss all similar doublets here. I
enumerate only some of them: bdz “‘gland”, bdrt§ “‘gland, udder,”
boyaz ‘‘throat,” boyurdaq ‘“‘oesophagus,” qiz *‘girl,” qirqin and
girnag “female slave,”” omuz ‘‘shoulder, shoulder-blade,”” omurtay,
omurya ‘‘collarbone, vertebra,” Ozek ‘‘pole,” érgen “‘peg,”’ sz
“word,” sortfek “‘speach,” tez “‘quick,’” terk “‘quick,”” ba$ ‘‘head,”
paltsak “‘great face, with great head,” asug “‘knuckle-bone, dice,”
Russian anpunk ‘‘dice,”” yas “‘young’ yaltsig ‘‘young, young plant,”
etc.?® 1 would like to quote only one more example:

The first occurrence of the word #iz “knee” is found in the
Kiil Tegin inscription, and it occurs in almost all of the linguistic
records as well as in the present languages. The Hakass form
with a diminutive suffix (tizek, tistenek) is remarkable, the same
is found in Tuva (diskek) and in Jakut (fisdx the “‘end of an
object,” tisdx ‘‘the forepart of the femur, knee’).’® Its r-form

harp” (Turki), gidbuz, qupuz “a Jew’s harp, also a rough guitar with horse-hair
string” (Turki Shaw), gobuz “Brummeisen” (Taranchi, Radloff II 662), gopis,
gopus “muzykal'nyj struényj instrument (u ujgurov ja ne videl v 1910, 1911,
1913 gg. muz. instrumentov,” writes Malov) (Yellow Uigur), komus ‘‘vargan
(metalliceskij muzykal’'nyj instrument v forme nebol’Soj podkovski s tonkim
metalli¢eskim jazyékom, pripajannym k seredine ee, pri ispolnenii vkladyvanetsja
v rot, zvuki Ze izviekajutsja kolebanijem jazytka pal’cami)”’ (Altai), xomis “komus
(muzikalnyj instrument)” (Hakass), komus, kémus ‘“‘muzykal’nyj instrument,
balalajka” (Hakass Verbickij), gobus Balalaika” (Sor Radloff II 661), zomus
“komus, vargan, drymba’’ (Tuva), xomus “kobys, kobuz, vargan, dudka’” (Jakut),
xamis “‘kobyz, edinstvennyj jakutskij muzikal’'nyj instrument sostojas¢ij iz Zeleznoj
ramki s pruzinoj posredine, na kotoryj igrajut pal’cami, vujavsi ramku v guby i
varirua tony pomoiéju zubov i jazyka” (Jakut). According to Professor Ligeti
(Un vocabulaire sino-ouigour des Ming: Acta Orient. Hung XIX (1966), p. 168) the
form qubur “‘espéce de guitare (p’i-pa)”’ of the Uigur vocabulary of the Ming-
period “remonte au mongol”’. The Siberian r-forms can not be of Mongolian origin
because of the vocalism of the first syllable, the diminutive suffix and the meaning.

38 T deal with these words in my forthcoming work on the Altaic hypothesis.

39 Cf. tizllg ““who has knees” (Kiil Tegin E2, 15, 18, Bilge E3, 13, N10), tiz
(Irk bitig 93), tiz (Turfantexte V 4:4, Uigurica 11 47:78, 111 28:12, Uig. Sprachd.
101:6, Suv. 349:2, Heilk. 11 32:1), tiz (Kagyari), tiz (Yugnaki Uigur), diz (Yugnaki
Arab), tiz (Tefsir), tiz (Husrav and 8irin), diz (Ibn Muhanna), fiz (Chagatai), tiz
(Leiden), tiz (Codex Cumanicus), diz, tiz (Abd Hayyén), liz (at-Tuhfat), tiz (Qawa-
nin), tez (Tatar), fed (Bashkir), tiz Kirgiz South), tize (Kirgiz), dize (Karakalpak),
tiz (Nogai), diz (Turkmen), diz (Azeri), diz (Osmanli), {iz (New Uigur), tiz (Uzbeg),
tiz (Turki), tiz, tiz, tuz (Salar), liz, tez (Yellow Ulgur), tize (Altai), fizi (Altai, Teleut,
Lebed, Sor Radloff 1II 1397), ti§ (Culym Kiarik Radloff 111 1401), tis (Hakass
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is the word tirsgdk ‘‘elbow’ which can be found at KaSyari, in
the East Middle Turkish monuments, in the Kipchak, Oguz,
Turkestan and Siberian languages and in Jakut. The word tirsek
has the meaning ‘“Achilles tendon” in Kirgiz, ‘‘knee-cap’ in
Kiisrik. The most interesting feature is that where Hakass tirsek
also means ‘‘the knee of the animal’s hind leg,” it is a very clear
reference to the way of the semantic split; the joints of the fore
and hind extremities originally had the same designation, and
this split later used both pieces of the doublet.** The Hungarian
word térd “‘knee’ is a Bulgarian loanword, but it has a diminutive
suffix of Hungarian origin.**

It is not incidental that I have mainly quoted such examples
where we find z and r and I and § forms respectively within the
Turkish linguistic area where there is no morphological opposition
of the type kér- ‘‘to see”, koz “‘eye.” These examples were recently
collected by Pritsak and Tekin.#2 We have several reasons for
not accepting the hypothesis that we have originally morpho-
phonological reasons for such doublets:

1. If the z > r or r > z development had morphophonological

Koibal, Kacha, Sagai Radloff 111 1394), fizek, tistenek (Hakass), tis (Hakass dial),
diskek (Tuva), tisdx “‘konec, konec koncov, v predmete, tiisdr ‘‘perednaja storona
ljazki, kolena” (Jakut).

40 Cf. tirsgik “Armknochen” (Kasyari), tirsidk “Ellenbogen” (Tiirkmen in
Leiden), tirsik “id.” (Chagatai Zenker, Bada’i’), “lien, jointure du bras, coude”
(Chagatai Pavet de Courteille), tersdk ‘“lokot’, techn: koleno, kolenice” (Tatar),
terhik “lokot’” (Bashkir), firsek “‘achilesovo suchozilie” (Kirgiz), tirsek “lokot™
(Karakalpak), tirsek ““id.”” (Nogai), tirsek “'id.”” (Turkmen), dirsek ‘“‘lokot’, izgib,
sgib” (Azeri), dirsek ‘“‘elbow, (fig.) knee or angle (of pipe or timber), winding,
bend,” dirsekli ‘‘kneed, bent” (Osmanli), tirsak ‘“‘lokot’, (techn.) koleno (truby)”
(Uzbek), tigenek' “lokot’’ (Yellow Uigur, Hill), tirsik “Kniekehle” (Culim Kindrik
Radloff III 1377), tirsek ‘‘koleno zadnej nogi Zivotnogo” (Hakass), tiisiirges,
siisiirges “perednaja Cast’ bedra (ljazki), koleno” (Jakut), see also Chuvash &&r,
&8rke, &erxi, éerkux, &Erkuxxi ‘‘koleno’”’.

#1 The Hungarian word corresponds to an Old Bulgarian form */ir. The diminutive
suffix -d was productive in Old Hungarian and goes back to FU *-nl.

42 O, Pritsak, Der “Rhotazimus” und ‘*Lamdbazismus”; UAJb 1964 pp. 337-
349. Here I can only refer to the very interesting paper, read by Tekin on the 27th
Congress of Orientalists (Ann Arbor, Michigan) where I was also present and had
the opportunity to discuss some of the details. I did not have the opportunity to
read the full text which will be published in a forthcoming issue of Acfa Orientalia
Hungarica.
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reasons, what are we to do with such words as: kiizdn *“‘polecat,”
aziy ‘‘molar tooth,” esik ‘‘door,” kiiziik ‘‘heddle,”’ gozi ‘‘lamb,”
ti%ik “two year old lamb,” yuzaq “lock,” gqazyuq “‘stake,” asuq
“knucklebone,”” esid- ‘“‘to hear,” kések ‘‘camel-colt,” sazayan
“drake,” sizil- ““to tremble,” gdzan ‘‘couldron’ etc.? In these
words we would have to suppose an infix which is uncommon
in the Altaic languages.®

9. If the r > z or z > r development were a morphophonological
one, then we have to explain the cessation of the opposition of
r:z and §:1 in the Chuvash phonological system separately. This
would mean that we have to work with two hypothesises, instead

of one.

3. If the r > z or z > r development were a morphophonological
one, how could we interpret that the isoglosses of the separate
items of the doublets do not coincide. Why do we have izdd-
in the Anonymous work of Leiden, in Qawanin or in the Armeno-
Kipchak documents and irdd- in Kasyari and Jakut, why #i§ in
some Old Turkish monuments and tiil in others?

43 ] quote here only some r-forms and I-forms of the words above: kiirene (Mon-
golian), gorény “‘polecat” (Hungarian); urld §al (Chuvash) araya “molar tooth”
(Mongolian), aldk “door” (Chuvash), for kiiziik cf. p. 214, qurayan “lamb” (Mon-
golian > Siberian Turkish languages), for ti§iik see pp. 214-216, sdra “‘lock”’ (Chuvash),
karé ““stake” (Hungarian), anpuiii (Russian. which is not Turkish aléi “‘one side of
the dice” < *al, but Turkish adug, cf. the Turkmen expression: asigf alli otur-
“bagti getirmek”, an Old Bulgarian loan-word in Russian). ill- “to hear”” (Chuvash),
golige ““pup”’ (Mongolian), kélysk *id.”. (Hungarian), sdrkdny “drake’” (Hungarian),
sardl- “to tremble” (Chuvash), zuran “‘couldron” (Chuvash). It can, perhaps, be
argued that all these words are derivations and that the r-forms were present in
the primary stem. But then we have to solve the following questions: a: the suffixes
joined the stem later than the z/r + X fusion, but in such cases the -rt- is preserved,
see kiz “Kerbe des Pfeiles” kdzlid- ‘‘einkerben’, kdrf- ‘‘einschnitte machen”,
kdrtik “Kerbe” (Kasyari), b: this complex had the same history in intervocalic
position as on the word-end, but e.g. -I& is present in intervocalic position (cf.
baléik “Schmutz,” aléag ‘‘milde, fein’’ etc.), and then why not *koldek “‘camelcolt”
or *eléik ““‘door?’’ c: Here the problem raised under 4. below is especially difficult.
If there was an X after the word end, which fusioned with the -r or -z preceding it,
what has happened with the words which had other finals? Was this X specific to
the stems undergoing rotacism and lambdacism (irrespective of the direction of
this development)? Infixation is uncommon to the Altaic languages in the
historically detectable past. But I would not adopt a wholly negative attitude to
this question for a much earlier period.

15 Acta Orientalia, X XXII
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4. If the r > z or z > r development were a morphophonological
one, how are we to interpret such correspondences as Turkish
okiiz ~ Chuvash vdkdr? If there has been something unknown x
(say -ti) after the word-end, be it -z or -r, why has it disappeared
in Chuvash and not in Turkish or wvice versa. This could only
have had dialectal reasons, and thus we have come back to my
starting point. On the other hand, if there had been something
in the case of the words ending in r and [ or § and z, then we
should also expect it after other word endings. The supposition
that this has disappeared in all phonetical situations seems to be
too bold in my opinion.

It is another question that in a time, and in some places where
the phonological opposition of r:z and [:§ was weakened, the
economy of the language worked in the direction of using this
functionless duality for morphological reasons. As there were
semantic doublets, morphological doublets may also have existed.
These developed on the dialectal basis sketched above.

It is quite natural that the weakening of the opposition r:z
and §:! was not the only dialectal feature which spread with
different intensity and isoglosses over the dialectal area of Ancient
Turkic. A similar feature was the development of the initial y-
to j-. The fact that we have j-languages with r and [ and j-languages
with z and & raises the problem of which was the relatively older
development. 1 think that this question is not a necessary one.
The j-development had a different isogloss from the discontinuation
of the r:z and I:§ opposition. The j-isogloss encircled the dialects
from which developed later the Bulgarian, the Kipchak and some
Siberian language.

4 ] have no space here to discuss all opinions concerning the history of the y-
and J- in Turkish, and its relative chronology in respect to rotacism and lambda-
cism. According to Ramstedt and Poppe (see Poppe, Vergleichende Grammatik der
altaischen Spracken, Wiesbaden 1960, p. 27 with bibliography) ‘““Im Urtiirkischen
waren *d-, * /- und *y- zusammengefallen und hatten dort ein y- ergeben.”” This means
that j- became y- in Ancient Turkic, and then later became j- in Old Bulgarian
and in some Kipchak and Siberian languages. In this case, the Old Bulgarian
(a j + r language) and the Kipchak and Siberian languages (J + z languages) have
a common development in front of the other y + z languages. But this raises the
question: if the y > [ was an earlier development than r > z, then in the j- languages
and the y- languages, the r > z development had to be independent. If the r> z
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The same situation occurred with the fortunes of the intervocalic
and final 4. Thinking in the terms of the geneological tree, we
can hardly interpret the fact that the § > z development occurred
in a y + z language (Yellow Uigur), in a j + z language (Hakass)
and in a j + r language (Chuvash). But there is no problem if we
suppose that this was also an isogloss, coinciding neither with
the j- isogloss, nor with the isogloss of the submergence of the r:z
and I:§ opposition (see figure above).

Similar not-coinciding isoglosses can be traced in the case of
other Ancient Turkic phonological, morphological and, perhaps,
also syntactical developments. I will conclude my discussion with
some problems of lexicology.

The word izan “furrow” occurs only in Tatar, Bashkir and

fievelopment was the earlier one, then the y > j development in Old Bulgarian and
II? the Kipchak and Siberian languages independently developed. All these are
highly unlikely, and show that in this case the family-tree conception leads to
contradictions.

15+
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Nogai. The Chuvash ydran (< *iran) cannot be a loanword from
the later period, because of the r-form, it is Ancient Turkie, It
was a lexical isogloss in a narrower dialectal area. For “‘sun,”
in addition to the common word kiin, the Turkish languages have
two other words: kiine§ and quya$ (all three have, perhaps, a
common origin). The word quya$ can be found in the Kipchak
languages (Tatar, Bashkir, Karakalpak, Karaim of Troki), in the
Turkestan languages (New Uigur, Turki), and in the Siberian
languages, Sor and Altai. The word kiine$ is present in some
Kipchak languages (Bashkir, Kumiik), in the Oguz languages
(Turkmen, Azeri, Osmanli) and in the Altai language. The word
quyas$ in the form xével occurs in Chuvash.

The word for *‘stirrup’’ iizipi has labial initial in all available
linguistic records: in Tatar, Bashkir, Kirgiz, Turkmen, Azeri,
Osmanli, New Uigur, Turki, and Altai; while it has illabial initial
in Yellow Uigur, Baraba, Hakass, Tuva and Jakut. The Chuvash
equivalent ydrana can only be connected with the latter, but the
correspondence has to be an Ancient Turkic one because of the
r-form.*s

Summing up my conclusions: between the very hypothetical
Common or Proto-Turkic and Old Turkish, there was a long
Ancient Turkic period. In its earlier period, the Ancient Turkic
dialects existed in a more or less continuous linguistic area.
Several linguistic developments in this area spread over the

45 Tt is clear from the examples above that we have two types of lexical isoglos-
ses: in one case the word is present in some dialcets and absent in others, in the
second case the word has one form in some dialects and another in other dialects.
In the first case, it could be argued that which is not present now could have been
present in an earlier period. But the fact that it disappeared in a coherent dialectal
area is also a dialectal phenomena. The most important data for izdpi “stirrup”’
are the following: a) with labial initial.” iizegii “Jestnica™ (Tefsir), iizdngiilitk
“strzemie, strzemiona” (Husrav and Sirin), itzdpi (Rabyuzi), izdngii (Ibn Muhan-
na), iizki or iizfigi “échelle, escalier” (Chagatai, Zenker), yiizingii ‘‘étrier” (ibid),
iizdgii (Leiden), iizdpi, iizegi (Codex Cumanicus), iizengi (at-Tuhfat), iizdngi (Qa-
wani), zdnge ‘‘stremja, stremjanka, lestnica” (Tatar), dddnge (Bashkir), itzdpgit
(Kirgiz), iizeppi (Tirkmen), iizdngi (Azeri), iizengi (Osmanli), lizdpgi (New Uigur),
uzini, 6z dngii (Turki), iizepi (Altai), The forms with illabial initial: ezengi, ezengo,
ezengo, ezengolaxr (Yellow Ulgur), izdpgii (Baraba Radloff I 1538), izdpi (Hakass
Sagai, Koibal, Kacha Radloff T 1638), Izepe (Hakass), ezeggi (Tuva), isipd, ipdsd
{Jakut).
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territory with different intensity and different isoglosses. This more
or less synchronic and geographical development crossed the
diachronic one. What we have now before us is not a unilateral
development and cannot be deduced directly from a homogeneous
proto-language. Undoubtedly, this draws a more complicated
picture, but I think it is closer to historical reality. Now, we are
faced with the task of exploring the dialectal structure of Ancient
Turkic.

I would add only one final point. What could the cause of the
discontinuation of the z:r and I[:§ opposition be? It is always
hazardous to seek the “causes’ of linguistic changes. Nevertheless,
I would venture to suppose the influence of a substratum. This
language had to have a phonological system in which the oppo-
sition of z:r and §:1 was not present, and it had to be a language
which was in a long and close contact with at least some of
the Ancient Turkic dialects. Could this language not have been
Ancient Mongolian?



CORRIGENDA

P.209 Note 2, lne 1: documerta of the read: documerts of a
p.210 line T homogenous read: homogeneous
p212 lne 1 reallsalicns read: realizations
p.213 lne % (< honosls> [honor] read: (< honosis> honor)
214 line %2 opposition read: opposn.ions
" lUne 5 was weakened read: weakened
Note 13, line 1: durlr\g read: at
p.216 lIne 12 cannot excluded roa rcad: cannot be excluded
Note 16, xlh’:e 2 A.uor;mws read: Anonymous
P.217 lne & tolsk read: tiine
® sleg read: ™ tolige
sence read: sense
Nete 18, line 1: Mort read: Most
Turkisk read: Turkic
Une 2: Turcle read: Turkic
Note 22 last line below: zaberrud' reedt zaverruat’
P.218 Note 24 sccond lre from below: Russa reads Russe
P.219 line 1t stm do, huva read: still have
line 12 Sir- read: sir=
P.220 Une & cccur mad: occurs
Ine 13: scdpt; read: script -
Note 2%, line 23 32, cf, reed: 32 (L
second line from below: kofu ne read ko¥u na
p221 lne 1% -~ &n reed: -ng- we {nd an
line 1& (gds, qdzoq), we {nd that resds {qSs, qozoq) that
P.222 Note 35, line 3: Alal TGlds, Culym Kuirlk, Hekass Kaibal reads
Alal, Tolss, Culym, Kubrek, Hakass, Koibal
line 6: skripun nasekomoe Xuk vodoljub read:
skripun, nasckomoe, Zuk, vodoljfub
Note 37, Une 4: Instrumert” read: instrumernt)®
223 line X qlz reed: qlz
a line B gJIL‘TI'R— ,-:ad,amtxm:
p.224 line I5-thst whers Hckass read: that Hakass
lns 142 crea where there recdx srea in which there
Note 20, last line: &¥rxi, Z&rcmx, Efrlkaocx] read: &5rél, Brtas, ESriubsl
p.225 Nole 43, line 4: sZra read: £%m
line 5:80hUIK reads 8&THYHE
P.228 line 1= iran read: Tren
lines 13-14: avallable linguistic rccords read: all avallable old records;
Note £8, line 2! dialcets reed: dialects
iine 6: phencmena read: phenomenon
Iine 7: initlal ® read: inftial

The maruscript has been finished in 1968
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