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Fór anyone working in the field of Altaic linguistic history, it 
is essential to form somé definitive views about the point of 
departure. Leaving aside the vexed question of the Altaic proto- 
language fór each of the three Altaic language groups, a hypothe- 
tical Common Language is used fór 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 labeUed as Old Turkish, Old Mongo­
lian and Old Manchu-Tungusian.1 Old Turkish can be divided 
intő 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 worid, and 
Laté Old Turkish till the time of the Mongols of Chingis khan.2

1 From Ilié facl that the “Oki” period is a period of the first documents of the 
language, it is clear that Old Turkish, Old Mongolian and Old Manchu-Tungusian 
are nőt necessarily overlapplng periods. AH end in the 13th century with the events 
of the nsing Mongolian Empire, bút the beginning of Old Mongolian, includlng 
Tu-yü-hun and Ritái, and the beginning of Old Manchu-Tungusian, includíng 
Juciién, is an open question.

a There is alsó an other usage which marks Ilié end of Old Turkish or Attlürkisch 
with the appearance of the Arabs, and calls Middle Turkish or MHteltürkisch the 
later period. A. von Gabain (AUlürkische Grammalik, pp. 1-3) uses the térin All- 
tUrkisch in the sense of the language “dér noch nichl vöm Islam berührten Türken 
Mittelaslens,” which means that the laté Uigur documents of Turfan (13th century) 
are AUlürkisch while Kásyaris Dwün (1074) is Miltellürkisch, as it is alsó called by 
Brockelmaim. Poppe uses Ancient Turkic fór our Old Turkish, bút fór the period 
Gth—lotli cenluries, Middle Turkic begins with the loth century and lasts till the 
15th (see Introductlon lo Altaic jLingutslics, Wiesbaden 1965, pp. 59-67). According 
14 Acta Orientalia, XXXII
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Bul what was there befőve Old Turkish, that is earlier than the 
6th century? Was this period—which we could call Ancient 
Turkic3—a linguistically homogeneous one? Are we confronted 
with a Common or Proto-Language from which all the phenomena 
of the laler 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 intő two periods. The one 
nearer to Old Turkish was a period when the peoples and lan­
guages, laler forming the Turkish Empire, were already inde- 
pendent bút still in close contact with each other, or somé of 
each other.4 This was bound to result in early linguistic contacts 
among the Turkish languages and language-groups.

to Sínor (Jntrodudlon a Célúdé de l'Eitrasie Cerdrale, Wiesbaden 1963, p. 86) 
“turc-ancien” or “vieux-turc” covers the period from the 8th till the 14th century. 
Baskakov (Vvedenie v izuCetite. tjurkskick Jazykoo, Moscow 1962, p. 123) uses the 
térin drevneljurkskij fór the epoch lasüng írom the 5lh till the loth century with 
subperiods stich as Tu-chüeh (5th-8th centurles), Old Uigur (8-th-9th centurles) 
and Old Kirgiz (9lh-10th centurles). Malov (Pamjatniki drevnetjurkskoj pis’ 
mennosli, Moscow-Leningrad 1951, p. 3) uses the saine term drevnetjurkskij fór the 
periods írom 5th till the 15th centurles. Similar inconsislencíties could be quoled 
from many other works, bút I do nőt consider the question of perlodisation very 
hnportant. It is merely a methodologtcal help to arrange events, and each 
periodization can have good arguments in its favour.

3 I use the Ancient and Old Turkish terms fór the so callcd z-languages, and 
Turkic fór the combined z- and r-languages. Poppe’s Turkish is Modern Ottoman 
Turkish. We alsó have to speak about Old Bulgárián from the 6th till the 13th 
centurles (including the Danube and the Volga Bulgáriám); thus Old Turkic 
means Old Turkish and Old Bulgárián. Ancient Turkic was callcd by Baskakov 
(pp. cit., p. 118) and Poppe (op. ciL, p. 57), the period of the language of the Huns. 
According to Baskakov, it lasted íróin 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 llnguistical designation, I consider it 
more convenient to use the térin Ancient Turkic.

1 Laté Ancient Turkic is practically the same epoch as Baskakov’s “Hun 
period.”

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



SOMÉ PROBLEMS OF ANCIENT TURKIC 211

I have skelched all this merely to make it dear that it is surely 
an oversimpliűcation to assume a homogeneons Common Turkic 
—nőt to speak of Altaic—without taking intő account Ancien! 
lurkic and trying to interpret on ils hasis phenomcna in Old 
Turkish, Middle Turkish and New Turkish. It could he counter- 
argued that we know nothing about Ancient Turkic. This is nol 
a valid aigument, since Common Turkic is alsó a reconstructed 
form, and if any period can be reconstructed from Turkish lin­
guistic monuments and the present languages and dialects, then 
it is surely that form which is the nearest to Old Turkish and nőt 
that which is the farthest from it.6

It seems to me, that quile a few problems of Turkish linguistic 
history can be solved more easily from a heterogeneous Ancient 
Turkic than from a homogeneons Common Turkic. To make 
this clear: if in a language B we íind a phenomenon b and in a 
language C we meet a feature c, it is nőt certain that this can be 
interpreted if we only suppose a proto-language A with the 
feature a from which features b and c can be deduced genetically. 
This is the old problem of the “Wcllentheorie” versus the “Stamm- 
baumtheorie.6” The two theories do nőt necessarily exclude each 
other.; they can be combined, and generál linguistic experience 
teaches us that they must be combined. I would like, now, to 
pút aside the question of a hypolhetical, homogeneons Common

5 It could be argued that there is no need to dislingiűsh between Ancient and 
Common Turkic. I consider the diílerence between the homogeneons and hetero­
geneous (dialectal) stages essenttal.

* The "Stammbaumtheorie” was pút forward on the influence of Darwin by 
Schleicher (Die Danoinische Theorle und die Sprachwlssenschafl, Weimar 1863). 
The Állation of the languages was symbolized by the genetical tree similar to that 
of the living world. This theory was widely acceptod, mainiy by the influence of 
Max Möller. The “Wellentheorie” was outlined by Johannes* Schmidt in his book 
Die VcnuandlschaftsverhaUinisse dér indogermanlschen Sprachen, Weimar 1872, 
and independently, similar ideas were pointed out in an early bút then unpubUshed 
work of Schuchardt. Schmidt stressed that many features of the Indoeuropean 
languages can nőt be interpreted by the family-tree. The IE protolanguage had 
dialects, and somé linguistic innovations spread over this dialectal territory as 
waves in the water. Although Schleicher never denied Ihat there could have been 
contacts among the languages already separated, and Schmidt never denied that 
there was a homogeneons pre-Indoeuropean language, later stúdiós triód to make 
two separate theories of them.

IP
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Turkic, leavc sophisdcation about its realily’ to later research and 
conccntrate on Early Ancient Turkic.

Having a more or less continuous linguistic area inhabited by 
speakcrs of various Ancient Turkic dialects, theoretically, we have 
to suppose that, in this period, things happened practically in the 
saine way as they do in all similar cases. There were differences 
among dialects, bul the isoglosses of the dialectal phenomena did 
nőt coincide in each case with the borders of the dialects. More- 
over, there were features spreading over the territory—phonolo- 
gical, morphological and syntactical—bút their isoglosses and the 
isoglosses of their realisations in concrete words, formatives etc., 
were nőt necessarily the same in each case. These are well-known 
facts to everyone acquainted with the thcory of linguistic geo- 
graphy. Linguistic changes began as slowly consolidating tenden- 
cies with the old and new features coexisting in one synchronic 
unity. Somé changes created doublets which then became sta­
bilized and continued sidc by side in later periods as frozen 
survivals of an old variadon. To illustrate what I mean I will 
now refer to the history of somé non-Altaic languages.

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

5 There is a generál controversy about the realily of the protolanguages. The 
formuládon of Bloomíleld Is ambiguous: “A reconstructed form, then, is a formula 
that telis us which idenlilies or syslematlc correspondences of phonemes appear in 
a sct of related languages, moreover, since these identities and correspondences 
reflect features that were already present in the patent language, the reconstructed 
form is alsó a kind of phonemic diagram of the ancestral form” (Language, pp. 302- 
303). Pulgram (The natúré and use of proto-languages: Lingua X (1961) pp. 18-37) 
thlnks that the protolanguage is only a methodologlcal dcvice, a formula, bút nőt 
a reál language. Reformatskij (Vvedenle v jazykoznanie, Moscow 1960, pp. 325- 
326) polemizing with Meillet, stresses that the proto-language was a hislorlcal 
realily. It can nőt he questioned that, in somé 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 wrlles: “Der 
Begrlfl “SprachfamiUe” setzt gar nicht die gemeinsame Abstammung einer Anzahl 
von Sprachen von einer einzigen Ursprache voraus” (Gedanken iiber das Indo- 
germanenproblem, Acla Linguislica, 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. Bút this tendency laler losl ground and 
ceased. Only the doublet chaire and chaise preserved this dialectal 
tendency.8 In the 4th century B.C. Lalin there was a tendency 
fór a change of the intervocalic [-z] to [-r-], as in pecus ~ pecoris, 
(< pecosis)9 honos ~ honoris (< honosis > (honor) or ása > ara etc. 
Bút in the word positus, the [-z-] was preserved because of the 
clear etymological contact with situs. Thus, we had lator a pre­
served [-z-J in front of a [-z-] > [-r-] in the same linguistic unity. 
Corresponding to Germán Haselnuss, we have English hazel-nuf 
where intervocalic -z- is preserved while Germán Hasé figures in 
English as hare10 with a sporadic [z] > [r] development, and thus 
we have historical doublets [-z-] > [-z-] and [-z-] > [-/•-}.

8 Cf. F. de Saussure, Cours de linguislique générale, Paris 1931, p. 21-1, K. 
Voretzsch-G. Rohlfs, Einführung in das Stádium dér AHfranzösisehen Sprache, 
Halle, 1951, p. 213, G. Gougenhehn, Grammaire de la tangue fran^aise du selzlime 
siécle, Lyon-Paris 1951, p. 30, Grétsy I-, A szóhasadas (The word-split), Budapest 
1962, pp. 16-17. This latter work is an excellent monograph on the theory and 
Hungárián reallzatíon of the linguistic doublets. I quote here and below examples 
with z > r and r > z developmenls in the hope that it will be clear írom them, 
that the problem of rotacism and lambdaclsm can nőt be solved on pure phouctlcal 
considerations. It Is a basic rule of historical phonology, that if and where, a 
phonetical development is possible, the reverse development is alsó possible. 
(See alsó B. A. Serebrennikov, 0 nekotorych spornych voprosach srauniternoistorice- 
skoj fonelikl IJurksklch jazykoo: Voprosy Jazykoznanlja 1960, pp. 62-72).

9 As it is well known, Ramstedt proposed to connect the Mongolian hüker< 
*pliker with Latin pecoris. Since the r-form is nőt 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 Umbrlan. See F. Stok- 
J. H. Schmalz, LaMntsche Grammatik, Handbuch dér Klassischen Alterlumsudssen- 
schaft II, München 1890, p. 299, M. Niedermann, Phonétlqae hisloriqtte du latin, 
Paris, 1959, pp. 129-130, L. R. Palmer, The. Latin Language, London, (1954) 
p. 230.

10 See Bonfante, On reconslructlon and linguistic mdhod: Word 1 (1945), p. 136,
see alsó: was> were. ’

Doublets preserving older synchronic alternations are evidenced 
írom all languages. In most of the cases, the semanlics of the two 
words diverged. Stich well-known examples are: Germán Reiler 
and Ritter, Beit and Beet, Rabé and Rappe, French plier and 
ployer, Finnish kaivo “well, fountain,” kaivu “pit, cavity”—and 
so on. It is especially interesting that in Hungárián we have stich 
doublets as hajlik “to bend” and kajla “bent, awry.” The Finno- 
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Ugrian velar q- became, in almost all cases, h- in Hungárián, bút 
sporadically q- is preserved, as in the case above.11

“ Fór details and blbliography see Grétsy L., op. cil., pp. 16-19, 178.
« Küziik (KáSyarl), küsük (Abü Hayyan), küzük (Kirg), kiizük (New Uig), 

kiizük yip (TurkiT), guz'ig ylylS (Yellow Uig). The Chuvash fönn is kért, kora and 
the r-form is alsó present in Bashkir as körös. The Altat kürük “pellja,” Baraba 
kürük “Hacken” and Jakut kürük, külük "krjuk” or al least the two second arc 
surely Russian loanwords. The absence of the final -k, the illabiality of the second 
vowel and the faet Ihat the word occurs in this form only in languages being in 
contact with Chuvash arc arguments in favour of the loanword character of Talar 
köre.

13 I have dealt with this word during the 27th Congress of Orientalists. The 
Chuvash form of the word is Sála < illa < Silüy < Silók < SiSak < tiSük. Fortunately 
we have documentation fór all slages. Sila is present in Bashkir Tatar and Karak­
alpak, silay in Hungárián (illeti > Süllő), all with the meaning "fish with leelh”

Let us now suppose that in a period of Early Ancient Turkic, 
in one arca of its linguislic territory, the opposition of old r:z 
and l:s 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 
degrce, an alternation. In somé places and in somé words the 
fusion occurred while in others it did nőt. If this is true, we have 
to fmd the lexical isoglosses pertaining to this feature in the 
epicentre practically parallel, while in other places they are more 
or less intersecling. Furthermore, we have to fmd doublets which 
conserved this old situation. The study of the words with so- 
called rolacism and lambdacism fully proves that, in reality, 
this is what actually happened.

Before presenting my matéria! to show that the distribution of 
the forms with z and r and £ and / respectively looks entirely like 
a dialcctal distribution, I must call attention to the fact that it 
is no! in each case that we have to do with the remnants of this 
Ancient Turkic dialcctal variadon. In somé instances of doublets 
we have to do with Chuvash or Mongolian loanwords.

In the case of Turkish küziik “heddle,” the Tatar equivalent 
of the word (köre) must be a Chuvash loanword bccause of 
phonological and linguistic-geographical reasons.12 It is certain 
that the name of the fish “pike pereli, Lucioperca Sandra,” in 
Bashkir (h'üa), Tatai’ and Karakalpak (síla) are alsó of Chuvash 
origin.13 The Jakul word saru, “to write,” is of Mongolian origin 
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(cf. Mongolian Juhi- < Jiru- ~ Turkish yaz-) or Jakut boruo-sku, 
“calf,” alsó points clearly to Mongolian borö (< bírayu ~ Turkish 
bízayu). Such examples are mimerous, we find them nőt only in

i.c. "Lucioperca Sandra," which is calqued by Hugarian fogas "fish with teeth,” by 
Germán Zahnfish and Zander "id.,” while the Hungárián word was borrowed by 
Rumanian (galau, §nleu), by Slovakian (Sll, Silec), and by Old Bavarian (Schiele). 
The fönn Sütik found ils way intő Mongolian where it figures as sile’ii in the Secret 
History; lator it is present in Literary Mongolian as siliige and in Buryat as Siilge 
with the meaning "two ycars old lamb,” i.e. "the animal with full teeth; which 
dropped the milk-teeth.” The saine meaning has the Turkish word Sitiik, which 
is present in Husrav and Sírin, in Ibn Muhanna, in the Anonymous of Leiden, 
Abü Hayyán, Bulyat aLMnStáq and the at-Tuhfat. The modern Turkish languages 
know the word in the saine or similar meanlngs (Tatar, Bashkir, Osmanli, Üzbek, 
Turki, Baraba, Sor.) The lenn is calqued by Mongolian sidilleng "two year old 
lamb” i.e. "the animal with full teeth (sidün)." The form with the original t- is 
present in the Díván of KáSyarí as liSük "two year old lamb,” and in Jakut tisilyti, 
tisüya alsó tízese, tigasa "trechtravnoe íivotnoc, telenok ili zerebenok po tretemu 
godu (dvuchletnyj, dvuletok, strigun), tol’ko oseni élogo goda u nich vypadajut 
molofnüe zubü poCemu nazyvajut’sja takáe Hsir iis(iy(y)(i" (Pekarskij). The word 
is a deverbal noun írom Hsa- cf. lisd- "nach den Milchzahnen die zweiten Zahne 
bekommen” (Kazak Radlofl Wb III 1395). On the suffix see: E. V. Sevorljan, 
Affiksy imennogo slovoobrazovanija v azerbqjdianskom jazyke, Moscow 1966, pp. 200- 
217. The word SiSük was connccted with Sis- (<*HS-) "to swell” by RadloíT (Wb., 
IV 1084), by Scerbak (Nazvanija domaSnych i dikich ilvotnych v tjurkskich jazykach: 
Istoriíeskoe razvitie leksiki IJurksklch Jazykoo, Moscow 1961, p. 115) and Doerfer 
(Türkische und Mongollsche Elemenle im Neupersischen III, Wiesbaden 1967, 
p. 328 where the Persian and Armenian forms are alsó quoted). The counting an 
animal’s age by its teeth is a well known practice among the Turks and Mongols 
(see K. Uray-Kőhahni, Zivei Systeme dér Allersbezeichnungen des Viehes bei den 
Mongolén: Sludia Mongolica I: 31, Ulan Bátor 1959, pp. 3-9.). The Mongolian form 
was re-borrowed by Hakass (slleke) and Tuva (Silege), while the Mongolian sidilleng 
was borrowed by Jakut (Sildiilerj). The history of this word shows that the 
Mongolian word had to be a loanword from Old Bulgárián, since if we suppose a 
hypothelical "Altaic” *ttl-ek we would then expcct Mongolian *őiliige or *<Silegü. 
The. word is present in Old Bulgárián with 5- (cf. Hungárián. In the Chuvash 
language, "tooth” is tál < *Sil and Sála was borrowed by Cheremiss: Sála “Pike 
pereli”). The Mongolian fönn sile’ii < silegii clearly shows the Bulgárián origin of 
the word. The history of this word nőt only shows a clear and unambiguous example 
of a Bulgárián loanword in Mongolian, bút alsó gíves a hint to a relatíve chronology. 
This word could be lent only in a time when animai-breeding was already highly 
developed. This says no more, bút no less than that there was an Ancient Bulgárián 
and Ancient Mongolian contact. I have no piacé here to quote the well-known 
conlroversy around the "Altaic affinity,” nor outline in full my opinion, which I 
try to do in my forlhcoming work on the Altaic hypothesis. 
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the Siberian, bút alsó in other Turkish languages. It is clear that 
such examples have to be separated.

In the case of Turkish baS, “head,” and köz, “eye,” we expect 
fornis in Chuvash with / and r respectively. However this is nőt 
the case, becausc we fmd pus and kué. These Chuvash words can- 
not be loanwords and there is no reason fór supposing a cornpli- 
cated starred form as e.g. ballS.u It simply happened that these 
two words, having a great functional frequency, did nőt undergo 
the fusion z > r and S > l, and thus preserved an earlier stage 
as Latin positus or Hungárián kajla. The fusion of z and r and .< 
and l respectively was nőt an “ausnahmsloses Lautgesetz,” it 
was only a tendency which was very strong in the territory of the 
later Bulgárián languages.

While in the cases above we have z and í-forms preserved in 
Chuvash, in other cases we fmd r and l forms in Turkish.

The Turkish word öijüz “mucus”15 has an r-form in Kirgiz 
(öyör), in Altai (öijör) and in Jakut (öijiir). It cannot excluded 
that these are Mongolian loanwords (cf. Mong. önggör “id.”), 
bút it is surprising that we alsó fmd the z-form in Jakut (öyüs < 
*ögüz) with the same meaning and this can hardly be reconciled 
with supposing the borrowing of the r-form. The Turkish word 
izda- “to seek, search” occurs in most of the Turkish languages 
with -z.16 Therefore, the Jakut form irda-, irdid- could, perhaps, 
be a Mongolian loanword, though we have nőt yet been able to 
fmd it. Bút, we do flnd the -r form in the work of Kááyaií, and 
this points to the fact that here we have to do with an old isogloss. 
The Mishar köfdr, kiber17 “proud,” the Kirgiz kibír “medlitel’nyj 
(éelovek), kopusa, mjamlja” seems to be a Chuvash loanword 
(cf. Chuvash kapar “narjad” > Cheremiss: koura, kovora “Stut- 
zer,” ka^r “Stolz”). Bút if we laké intő account that we íind 

11 See Ramstedt, Etnführimg in die Altaische Sprachunssenschafi I. Lautlchre,
MSFOu 104:1, 1957, p. 109.

18 Cf. Bashkir iiged “plesen*, grlbok”, Jakut tigils, öglls "vjazkaja sliz’, vjazkaja
nedslota, prislajuádaja k stenkain moloónoj posudy” (Pekarskij).

18 The word is a denominál verb of Iz “trace." The verb can be met with, among
other sources, in the Amonymous of Leiden (üzdd- read izdü-), in the Qawanin 
(izdü-), in somé Armeno-Kipchak documents (izda-, izla-, Grunin, Deny).

17 Cf. küvez (KáSyari), kllvezlli (Codex Cumanicus), köydz (Tatar), kiituüs
(Misher), küyei (Nogai), giivez (Osmanli dialect).
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an r-form in the Qutadyu Bűig with Uighur script (Vienna Ms 
24:15 kiber)™ corresponding to the form kiwez of the Namagan 
MS in Arabic (41:1) then we have to consider the early occurrence 
of the r-form in Turkish. The /-forms of the Turkish word tUS 
“dream” in New Uigur (? dzóli- “to speak while dreaming”), 
in Yellow Uigur (tel) and in Jakut (tül) do nőt seem to be Chuvash 
or Mongolian loanwords, since in Chuvash we have lilik (< 
^ölak), and in Mongolian tölge (< *töleg), the latter in the sence 
of “fortune-telling.”19 On the other hand, Tuva tölge “fortune- 
telling” and Kirgiz lölgö “id.” are Mongolian loanwords. The l 
of Jakut and Yellow Uigur must be very old because we find it 
in somé of the old Uigur records of Turkestan.20

19 Bút alsó kebes (134:7), kiibes (66:20). Mórt of the Turkisk -r-forms arc of 
Arabic origin (<- kiber). Bút Mongolian köger has preserved a Turcic -r-form.

19 Sec Manchu Mgi- "traumen”, Evenki, Negldal, Nani Mkln “sno, snovidenic”, 
Olía Műin "id.”, Manchu tolgin "id.”, the verbal form is in Evenki lolkit- Solon 
MkiSi-, Negldal lolkiii-, Evén tolkal-, OroÖ loklii, Orok tolfitfi-, Olía Miiül-, Nana), 
Manchu lolkeie-. The Manchu-Tungusian forms go back to a form *lölki-, which 
has to be a relalively old Mongolian loanword.

29 Cf. F.W. K. Müller, Uigurica 110:5, p. 59, Uigurica II, 24:27, 58:1, Suvarna- 
prabhasa 593:23, 594:5, RadlofT-Malov, Uigurische SpracMenkmüler 96:79. The 
verb tütü- occurs in Uigurica II 24:27 and KfiSyari where UiS tüiü- is recorded. 
The S-form is known in almost all Middle Turkish sources and present languages.

21Türkmen: bliz- "sokratil’, sulival’, suáit’”, Azeri bűz- "stjagivaf, szimat’, 
moráíit’,” Osmanli bliz- "to contract, constrict, make narrow.”

22 Biir- "zusammendrücken” (KáSyarI), büriS- "Falle, Runzel” (KöSyarI), 
bürilnüllk "Frauensclüeicher” (KáSyari), bűriinüliklüg "woman with veii” (Husrav 
and Sírin), btirliné'ak, biiriinfük "shawl fór the head” (Cbagatai), bürkü "slack 
weather, heat” (Abü Hayyán, Bulyat al-Mu5Uq), bllrkiit "women’s over-dress” 
(at-Tuhfat), bőr- "'delat' shorki, skladki” (Tatar, Bashkir), biir- “zaSivat' na skoruju 
ruku, dinit’ ”, bürkö- "pokryvat' ” (Kirgiz), biir- "yígírmak, büzmek(l)” (Türkmen), 
biirii- "to cover up, to envelop, to wrap” (Osmanli), pür- "delat* skladki” (New 
Uigur), blirli- "to wrinkle” (Turki), biirme "skladka, sborka (na plat’e)” (Altai), 
pürke- “nakryvat’, pokryt’, zabernut’ vo ítonibud’” (Altai Verbickij) plir- "svlvat', 

The earliest occurrence of the word bűz- “to fold, to press 
together” is found in the work of Abu Hayyán in 1313. The 
z-form can be found only in the Oguz languages, in Turkmen, 
Azeri and Osmanli.21 The r-form can be observed in Kááyari’s 
work, in Tatar, Bashkir, Kirgiz, Turkmen, Osmanli, New Uigur, 
Turki, Altai, Jakut and derivatives e.g. the word fór “headshawl” 
is found in almost all Turkish languages.22



218 A. KÓNA-TAS

The verb köSi-, “to inaké shadow, to cover,” oecurs in the 
Diüűn of KaSyari together with the derivatives such as köSigii 
“shadow,” kötik “shadow, cover.” The derivalive kitéige “curtain, 
cover” is present in Tatar, Kirgiz, Osmanli, Turki, Hakass, 
Tuva; perhaps, somé of them are re-borrowings from Mon­
golian.23 The /-form in the basic verb is present in Hakass (köle-) 
and Altai (kölö-), its derivative kölik, kölaga “shadow” can be 
met with as early as Kásyari, in Middle Turkish documents as 
the tefsir published by Borovkov, in Húsrav and Sírin, among 
the Turkmen words of the Leiden Anonym, in Chagatai, al Abu 
Hayyan in the Bulyat al-Mustüq, in the at-Tuhfat, in the Qawánin, 
and in almost all of the present languages.24

skladyvat’ ” (Altai Teleut Verbickij), pür- “zaverlyvat’, svoraSivat’ Cto-1. zat- 
jagivat’, delat’ sborki” (Hakass), bürge- “overtyvat*, zakoraöival', zavolakivat’ ” 
(Tuva), bür- “obkladyval’, obSivat’, opuSat’, okajmljat’ (kraja sumy), podrubli- 
vat’,” see alsó Mongolian bllri- “to cover, envelop, upholsler,” Evenki btirkl 
“ 'svjazyvat’ tal’uiki v vjazanki”.

23 KöSlge “rideau de lit” (Uigur vocabulary of the Ming period), köSegen (Codex 
Cumanicus) “Bettgardine”, köSana “cupola” (at-Tuhafat), kiiSagö “börkentSek, 
dzilan” (Tatar dialectal), köiögö “zanaves” (Kirgiz), közelik "a Ihing or piecc fór a 
corner, chlmney-clolh” (cf. kö§e “corner” Osmanli), köSiik “setka dija perevozki 
sena i solomy" (TurkiKufa), köíögö “zanaves” (Altai), közege “id.” (Hakass), 
közege “id.” (Hakass dialectal), közöyö “dér Vorhang vor dem Béllé” (Hakass 
Kyzyi RadloíT Wörtb. III301), köiege “zanaves, Stara” (Tuva).

21 Kölik “Schatten”, költgR “Tiefer Schatten” (KáSyari), kölükü, kölka “ten’ ” 
(Tefsir), kölütkö, kölige “shadow” (Husrav and Sirin), kölaga “id.” (Türkmen in the 
Leiden Anonymous), kölügíl (Chagatai), kölök “id.”, köliigii “id.”, kölgöy “id.” 
(Abü Hayyan), kölgöy “id.” (Bulyat al-Mu§taq), köliigii (at-Tuhfat), kölgöy (Qawáni), 
kiilöga (Tatar, Bashkir), kölökö (Kirgiz), kölögkö (Kazak Radloíf II 1271), kölge, 
köiege (Türkmen), köl^e (Azeri), kergA (Afshar), gölge (Osmanli), kölangü, kölankö 
(New Uigur), kölanga (Turki Turfan), külügeS (Turki Aksu), kölayki (Taranti), 
kiH’eke, kiU'exke (Yellow Uigur), kölölki (Altai), kölöyö (Altai Teleut RadloíT II 
1271), kölögö “dér Hinlerhalt, Laueort, Anstand, Wall, die Schanze” (Baraba 
RadloíT II 1272), kölölki (Hakass Sagai, Koibal, Sor Radlofl II 1270), kötök (Sor, 
Hakass Sagai Radlofl II 1270), kölö- “verflnstern, beschatten, scharzen vöm 
Rauche, Russa ”(Allai Radloíf II 1270), köle- “zaslonjat’ kogo-Őto-L, davat’ len’ ” 
(Hakass), xölege “len’ ” (Tuva), klilük “id.” (Jakut).

In the cases enumerated, which could easily be multiplied, we 
find no semanlic dilfercnces or, at any rate, nőt significant ones, 
belween the doublets. Bul as I referred to in the cases of chaire 
and chaise, or Rabé and Rappe, etc., it is very common that there 
is nőt only a split in the form, bút alsó a split in the semanlic field.
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The 1 urks had, and most of them still do, have two words fór 
“to wrile.’’ Bili- was the word fór writing with the brush, and 
yaz- fór “cul, score, notch the Runic script.” Yaz- can be found 
in the Uigur monuments of Turfan, in Katari, in almost all of 
the Middle Turkish documents and in New Turkish, in the 
Kipchak, Oguz and Turkestan languages, bút nőt in the Siberian 
languages and Jakut.26 Ihe -r-form (yar-) dcveloped in the 
sense “to split, carve,” and occurs in the Runic Irk bitig, in 
numerous old monuments, and from the recent languages28 in 
the Kipchak, Oguz, Turkestan and Siberian languages. It is 
important that these two words did nőt converge in Chuvash 
where we fmd Mr- “wrile” and sur- “split.”27

25 On the distribulion of (he words with the meaning “to write” see A. Bodrog-
ligeti, Harly Turkish leints connecled with bőnk and writing-. Ada Orienl. Hung.
XVH1 (1965), pp. 93-117 and A. Róna-Tas, Somé nőies on ihe terminology of 
Mongolian writing-. Acla Orienl. Hung. XVIII (1965), pp. 119-147.

28 Yar- (Irk bitig, Qutadyu Bitig Vienna Ms, KáSyari), yaril- "sieti spallen” 
(Turfantexle VI 46:375), yar- “raskalyvat’, rassekat’” (Tefsir), yar- “fendre” 
(Chagatai), yarma "Holzscheit, 'en gespalden holez’ ” (Codex Cumanicus) yaril- 
"gespaiten werden’’ (ibid), yar-“kolot’, raskalyvat’, rassekat’, rasáfepljat’ ” (Tatar, 
Bashkir), díar- “id.” (Kirgiz), yar- "id.” (Türkmen, Azcri, Osmanll), yar- (Turki), 
d'ar- "id.” (Allai), ISar- "id." (Hakass, Tuva).

” “Rvaf, razryval’, kolol’, pitit’, porol’, razrezat’, borozd!!’” (cf. Sirotkin, 
ÜtwaSsko-russkiJ sióimé’, p. 369).

28 Cf. tibd “toporik (s lezviem, nasafennym poperek toporica)" (Tefsir), teS- 
"lo pierce”, US- "to make a hole”, US "hole” (Chagatai), diS- "to boré” (Leiden), 
tejnek "hole”, teSik "id.” (Codex Cumanicus), láb- "to boré, pierce” (at-Tuhfat), 
lux- "id.” (Qawanin), lebik “hole” (Armeno-Kipchak, Gruntn), US- “dyrjat”. 
Talar, Bashkir), tcS- “prodyrjavit’, protykat’ ”, tebik “dyra” (Kirgiz), deS- “dyrjavit\ 
svedit’” (Azeri), deS- "prodyrjavit’” (Turkmcn), de?- "to incise, to lay open” 
(Osmanli), tebib “prodyrjavlivanija”, löbiik, “otvcrstie, dyra”, tüS-, (öb- "dyrjavil’, 
delat’ dyru” (New Uigur), leS-, teS-, tüS-, US- “to pierce, to perforate, to penetrate,’ 
to make hole” (Turki), IöSiik, UiSiik, túSúk “hole” (Turki), lei- “prodyrjavit’, 
protknut’”, (Altai), les- "durchschossen, durchborcn" (Hakass Sagai, Koibal 
Radloff IV 1097), lis- “prodyrjavlivat’” (Hakass), deS- "prodelyvat’ otverstíe, 

The word las- “to pierce, to make a hole” occurs in Küsyari’s 
work only in the passive voice (Wl- “durchbort werden”), the 
stem can be met with in Husrav and Sírin, Chagatai, in the work 
of the Anonymous of Leiden, in the at-Tuhfat, in the Qawanin, 
in the recent languages Ín the Kipchak, Oguz, Turkestan and 
Siberian languages and in Jakut.28 The Lform of the word shows 
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a dualily already in the early dialects. In the Turfan docunients 
and in KaSyari’s work, it occurs with the meaning “to pierce, 
to make a hole,” while in the inscriptions of Kül Tegin and 
Bilge Khagan, it has the meaning: “to split, to open.” This duality 
can alsó be met with later. In the Tefsir, bolh meanings are 
present, bút in most of the present languages only the meaning 
“to split’’ occur, and it alsó has the meaning “to make long 
stripes.” This shows clearly the influence of the word Hl “ton- 
gue.” Inlluenced by the word lil, the voealism of the word has 
alsó changed, becoming -i- (and its dcvelopments), bút Azeri and 
Osmanli preserved the older -a-.80

The first occurrence of the word qa^uq “spoon” is found in 
the records in Brahmi script; 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.30 
The Mongolian form of the word (qalbayá) Avas borroAved by tbc 
Altai, Sor, Hakass and Jakut languages.81 Bút the /-form qalaq 
prodyrjavlivat’, vykalival’ (glaza)” (Tuva), tös- "probivat’ (dolbif), prokalyvat’, 
prodyrjavit’, prorezyvat’ ” (Jakut).

29 Cf. Kül Tegin Easl 22 l^n- (alsó Bilge E 18), tölin- "durchlocht werden” 
Turfantexle / 8:32, cf. p. 18, Uigurica III 37:3, Hellkunde 7 6:12), (dl- "durchboren”, 
lalik “Bohrloch” (KAíyan), (dl- "probivat’, dyrjavit’ ”, (ülik, töltik "otverstie, 
dyra” (Tefsir), til-, (dl- "to piercc” (Husrav and Sírin), lil- "to split” (Leiden), 
tülik "hole” (Abü Hayyán), (ülik, dűlik "id.” (Bulyat ai-MuSláq), téli- "to split” 
(at-Tuhfat), tel- "Síepat’ (ludinu), razrezal’ v dlinu” (Tatar), lel- “razrezal’, 
prorezat’ (lomtjami Ili poiosami)” (Bashkir), til- razrezal’ na uzkie poloski, na 
lomtiki” (Kirgiz), dil- “dillm-dllim edip kesmek, dilik afmak, yirmek” (TUrkmcn), 
dűl- "probyvat’, pronyzivat’” (Azeri), dél- "to pierce, to perforate” (Osmanli), 
lil- "rezat’ na kuski, razdeljal’ ” (New Uigur), tel- “rczat* poloskám! (napr. dinju)” 
(Turki Hami), lil- "to split, to cut anything intő strips lenglhwise” (Turki Shaw), 
lil- "otdyrat’, razdyrat’ na melkie fastí, Siepat’, rezat’ plastaml, remnjami” 
(Altai), III- "otdirat’, razdírat’ Őto-1. na melkie íasti” (Hakass), dil- "pilit’, ras- 
pilivat’ (drevno na dosku), rezat’, razrezat’ (koíu ne remni)” (Tuva), tlr-, lit-, lil- 
"razrezyvat’, ífepat’ (luiinu), rasSÖepljal’, otdeljat’ vdol’ po slojam” (Jakut).

30 Cf. hkaíoq (Brahmi M:24), qaiuq (Hellkunde II 18:63), qaSuq “LöiTei” 
qaSíqltq "zu Löífeln geelgnet” (KüSyari), qöSuq (Ibn Muhanna), qüSiq (Ibn Muhanna 
Ist), qaSuq (Chagatai), qüSüq (Leiden), qaSuq (Codex Cumanucus), qaSuq (Abu 
Hayyán), qaSuq (at-Tuhfat), qaSuq (Qawánin), xaSux (Armeno-Kipchak Deny, 
Grunin), kaSik (Tatar), qaSiq (Bashkir), kaSik (Türkmen diai), gaSig (Azeri), ka^tk 
(Osmanli), qoSuq (New Uigur), qaSuq, qoSuq (Turki), xazix (Hakass), kálik (Sor 
Verbickij).

31 Cf. qalbaq "Löffel” (Kazak Radloff II 270), kalbak "id.” (Altai), qalbayaf:



SOMÉ I’ROBLEMS OE ANCIENT TURKIC 221

in the meaning ‘líttle spoon, laddle, slirring wood” oecurs in the 
Kipchak, Turkestan, Siberian languages and as a Tatar loan­
word in Chuvash.32

The word bilezük "hracelel” is a fusioii of the words bilek 
“wrist” and yüzük “ring.” The earliest dala is Katari, and it 
oecurs in the Kipchak, Oguz, Siberian, Turkestan languages and 
in Jakut. The -r-form is present in Kirgiz, Azeri, Sári and Altai. 
It is remarkable that the Sart form (bilürzük) and the Azeri form 
(bilerzik) alsó contains -z-.33

The word fór “insect” is qoyuz in the Turkish languages. We 
find it in the Runic inseription of Toyok, in Uigur records of 
Turfan, and in Kasyari’s Díván. It oecurs in almost all Middlc 
Turkish documents, and in every recent Turkish language. Im- 
portant is the Karaim of Troki, where instead of the intervocalic 
-y- an -ni- (qomuz), and the Altai where the -ij- disappeared and 
a secondary long vowel developed (qos, qözoq), we find that the 
same happened in Hakass (xös).3i This word cannot be separated 
"Sirokonosaja ulka “(Sor, Hakass, Sagai RadloíT II 270), xalbayas “vid utki” 
(Hakass), xalba “atka íz Shokokljuvich, Sirokonoska, soksun, Anas Clypeata Bris”, 
xolbu (xalbl?) kus = xalba, xalbíga “malaja loáka” (Jakut).

32 Cf. kalak “loáka (metallldeskaja), topátokká (derevjannaja)” (Tatar), qalaq 
“Joika, lopatka, lopatodka, ápatei’” (Bashkir), kalak “sovok, doska dija raskaty- 
vanija testa, veslo” (Kirgiz), qalaq “cin Hölzchen mit flachem Ende, das mán den 
Kindern slatt eines Löffels glebt (Kazak Radlofl II 228), gálám “loSka” (Türkmen), 
qalaq “a kind of cushion in ring-form used on the pan when boiiing food in steam 
(to prevent the steam írom escaping)” (Turki), kalak “bol’Saja loSka inogda s 
dirami dija vylavlivanija rybu i pelmenej, meSalka, toőil’naja dosloika dija 
propravlenija kos (senokosnych)” (Sor Verbickij), xalax (Hakass Sagai), xalyax 
(Hakass), “mutovka (palka dija razmeSivanija gtdkogo testa” (Hakass diai), 
kalgak “povareSka, íerpak” (Tuva), see alsó Chuvash kalak “lopalofika, mutovka,’ 
veslo” (írom Tatar).

33 On this word, its history and distribution, see L. Ligeti Noms híres pour ‘fers; 
bracelel; bague' dans les langues slaves el dans le hongrois; Sludla Slavica XII (1966) 
pp. 249-250.

81 Cf. qootiz (Toyok: 29), qonqaz (Turfaiüexle III 12:93), qo^uz (Kááyri), qonyuz 
(Chagatai), qonuz (Bulyat al-Muátáq), onuguz (read oguz, at-Tuhfat), koygiz 
(Tatar), quöíz (Tatar Radloff II: 900), quylö (Bashkir), koOuz (Kirgiz), qomuz 
(Karaim Trocki, Radlofl II: 671), kongu^ (Osmanli), qonyuz, qonyaz (New Uigur), 
qonyaz (Turki), qanguz (Turki Shaw), koyls (Altai), qöz (Altai Teleut, Tuba RadloíT 
II: 623), koyus (Altai Teleut Verbickíj), ko$is (Altai Teleut, Kumandu Verbickij), 
qootzaq “ehi kleiner Kafer” (Altat Teleut RadloíT II 522), qözoq “id.” (Altai Tuba 
RadloíT II 630), .vös (Bussko-HakassklJ Slovar’).
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from the word fór “ant”: qonuirsqa. This word occurs first in 
the Runic Irk bitig, then in such Middle Turkish documents as 
the Anonymous of Leiden, Abü Hayyan, Bulyat al-Mustáq, at- 
Tuhfat, and in the Modern Kipchak, Siberian languages and in 
Jakut.36 The Oguz and Turkestan languages have another word 
fór “ant.”36 From the available data, I would only point out Ra­
kass qumusqa, xümsxa, konüska “ant” where -r- has been droppcd, 
and Jakut xomurduos, xoyurduos, where there is an alternation of 

we have -r bút the meaning is nőt “ant” bút “insect.”

35 Irk bitig: 56 qomursqa, see íurtlier: qumursya (Chagatai), qumursqá (Leiden), 
qumursuya (Abü Hayyan), qimlrsayi (Bulyat al-Muátáq), qümrüsqü (at-Tuhfat), 
kirnüska (Talar), qhnMqa (Bashkir), kumurska (Kirgiz), komurska (AHai), kumursqa 
(Allai Tölös, Culym Küarik, Hakass Kaibal Radloff II 1049), qumusqa (Hakass 
Kolbal, Sagai Radloff II 1049), qlmirtaS (Sor Verbickij), ximisxa (Hakass), komlska 
(Hakass Verbickij), komtskaS (Sor Verbickij), komirska, komurska (AHai Kmnandu 
Verbickij) xomurduos, xomurduos “dvorosek, skrípun nasekomoe íuk vodoljub 
vodnoj 2uk, HydropMlos, iestokriloe nasekomoe, buka&a, hukarka, bucharka, 
2uk, íuiok” (Jakut). The r-form is perhaps alsó present in Chuvash xurt-xamar 
"píely” cf. kurut-koyuz (New Yugur).

38 The word is qarindía and its developments.
37 See qobuz (KáSyari), qobuz (Husrav and Sírin), qopuz (Hm Muhanna), qobuz 

(Chagatai), qopuz (Chagatai BadáT al-luyat), qobuz (Leiden), qabuz (Abü Hayyan), 
qobuz (Abü Hayyan MsD), qobuz, qopuz (Abü Hayyan Ist.), kibiz “komuz (tatarskij 
gubnoj muzikal’nyj instrument” (Tatai), koboz "violin” (Tatar Bálint), qubiö, 
quniö “kubyz” (Bashkir), komuz "kumuz (trcchstriKnyj SCipkovyj muzykal’nyj 
instrument” (Kirgiz), qob'iz "kumuz (derevjannyj smytkovyj muzikal’nyj In- 
sliument” (Karakalpak), kobiz "garmon”’, kil kobiz "komuz (muzikal’nyj inslni- 
ment vida smydkovych)” (Nogai), qobuz “Geige” (Karaim Radloff II 662), gopuz 
“vargan, devldij gubnoj muzikal’nyj instrument” (Türkmen), kopuz “hite” (Os- 
manli), qovuz "kubuz, vargan” (New Yugur), qubtiz "A Turkestan-made Jew’s

In most of the Turkish monuments and languages Turkish 
qopuz has the meaning “stringed musical instrument,” already 
so quoted by Kásyari. This is alsó the meaning of the word 
(quyur) in Mongolian. In the Siberian languages, there are other 
words: in AHai, komuryay and körok, in Rakass kobrák, in Sor 
kobtryay- having the meaning “pipe”. The two words are doublets. 
The developments of qopuz have, in somé Turkestan and Siberian 
languages, the meaning “jew’s harp” an instrument with iron 
tongues 011 which one plays with the mouth and the íingers. In 
Jakut, the word xomus has the meanings “stringed instrument, 
Jew’s harp and pipe.”37
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I do nőt have space to discuss all similar doublets here. I 
enumcrale only somé ofthem: báz “gland”, bart^ “gland, udder,” 

“throat,” boyurdaq “oesophagus,” qíz "girl,” qirqin and 
qírnaq “female slave,” omuz “shoulder, shoulder-blade," onmrlay 
omurya “coUarbone, vertebra,” özek “pole,” örgen “peg,” söz 
“wörd," sörtSek “speach,” tez “quick,” lerk “quick,” bat “head,” 
pálcák “great face, with great head,” aSuq “knuckle-bone, dice'” 
Russian ajitanK “dice,” ya£“young” yaltsiq “young, young plánt,” 
etc.38 I would like to quote only one more example:

The first occurrence of the word tíz “knee" is found in the 
Kul 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 sufíix (tizek, (istenek) is remarkable, the same 
is found in Tuva (diskek) and in Jakut (tisax the “end of an 
objcct, tusaié “the forepart of the femur, knee”).39 Its r-form 

harp" (Turki), qübuz, qupuz «a Jew’s harp, also a rough guitar with horse-hair 
siring” (Turki Shaw), qobtiz “Brummeisen” (Taranchi, Radlofi II 662), qonis 
qoQtis “muzykal’nyj struínyj ínstrument (u ujgurov ja ne videl v 1910 191/ 
1913 gg. muz. instrumentov,” wriles Malov) (Yellow Uigur), komus "vargan 
(metalliíesklj muzykal’nyj Ínstrument v főnné nebol’Soj podkovski s lonkim 
metalliőeskim jazydkom, pripajannym k seredine ee, pri ispolnenii vkladyvanetsja 
v rőt, zvuki áe izvlekajutsja kolebanijem jazyéka paFcamí)” (Altat), xomis “komus 
(muzikalnyj Ínstrument)” (Hakass), komus, kómus “muzykaFnyj Ínstrument 
balalajka” (Hakass Verbickij), qobus Balalaika” (Sor RadloíT II 661), xomus 
komus, vargán, drymba” (Tuva), xomus “kobys, kobuz, vargan, dudka” (Jakut) 

xamis “kobyz, edinstvennyj jakutskij muzikaFnyj ínstrument sostojaSdj íz Seleznoj 
ramkí s pruflnoj posredine, na kotoryj igrajut pal’cami, vujavái ramku v guby i 
varirua tony pomoSőju zubov i jazyka” (Jakut). According to Professor Ligeti 
(Un vocabulaire sino-oulgour des Mlng-. Ada 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 nőt be of Mongolian origin 
because of the vocalism of the first syllable, the diminutive suffix and the meaning.

88 I deal with these words in my forthcoming work on the Allaic hypothesis
86 Cf. lizl'g ‘-who has knees” (Kül Tegin E2, 15, 18, Bllge E3, 13, N10) Hz 

(Irk bitig 93), tíz (Turfantexle V 4:4, Utgurlca II 47:78, III 28:12, Uig. Sprachd. 
101:6, Sm>. 349:2, Hetik. II 32:1), Hz (KáJyari), tíz (Yugnaki Uigur), diz (Yugnaki 
Arab), liz (Tefsh), (íz (Husrav and Sírin), diz (Ibn Muhanna), tíz (Chagatai) Hz 
(Leiden), liz (Codex Cumanicus), diz, liz (AbO Hayyán), liz (at-Tuhfat), liz (Qawa- 
mn), tez (latar), leÖ (Bashkir), liz Kirgiz South), tize (Kirgiz), dize (Karakalpak), 
Hz (Nogai), diz (Turkmen), diz (Azerl), diz (Osmanli), liz (New Uigur), liz (Üzbeg) 
tíz (lurki), liz, liz, luz (Salar), liz, lez (Yellow Uigiir), lize (Altat), liza (Által, TeleuL 
Lehcd, Sor RadloíT III 1397), US (Culym Küarik RadloíT III 1401), lis (Hakass 
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is the word lirsgük “elbow” which can be found at Kasyari, in 
the Easl Middie Turkish monuments, in the Kipchak, Oguz, 
Turkestan and Siberian languages and in Jakut. The word tirsek 
has the meaning “Achilles tendon” in Kirgiz, “knce-cap” in 
Küarik. The most interesting feature is that where Hakass tirsek 
alsó means “the knee of the animal’s hind lég," it is a very clear 
rcference to the way of the semantic split; the joints of the főre 
and hind extremities originally had the same designation, and 
thís split lator used both pieces of the doublet.40 The Hungárián 
word térd “knee” is a Bulgárián loanword, bút it has a diminutive 
suffix of Hungárián origin."

40 Cf. tirsgak “Annknochcn” (KátyarI), tirsük “Ellenbogen” (Türkmen in 
Leiden), tirsük "id.” (Chagatai Zenker, BadaT), “lien, joinlure du bras, coude” 
(Chagatai Pavet de Courtellle), tersük “lokol', lechn: koleno, kolenice” (Tatar), 
terhük “lokot”’ (Bashkir), tirsek "achilesovo suchoZilie” (Kirgiz), tirsek “lokot”’ 
(Karakalpak), tirsek “id.” (Nogai), tirsek “id.” (Turkmen), dlrsek “lokot*, izgib, 
sglb” (Azeri), dicsek “elbow, (flg.) knee or angle (of pipe or timber), winding, 
bend,” dicsekll “kneed, bent” (Osmanli), tirsak “‘lokol’, (techn.) koleno (truby)” 
(Üzbek), (igenek “lokot”’ (Yellow Uigur, Hill), tirsük "Knickehle” (Cullm Küarik 
Radlofi III 1377), tirsek “koleno zadnej nogi íivotnogo” (Hakass), tiisürges, 
süsiirges “perednaja fást’ bedra (Ijaíkl), koleno” (Jakul), see alsó Chuvash (ér, 
CérkS, íerxi, terkux, tfrkuxxl “koleno”.

41 The Hungárián word corresponds to an Old Bulgárián form *ttr. The diminutive 
suffix -d was productive in Old Hungárián and goes back to FU *-nt.

48 O. Pritsak, Dér "Rhotazinius” und '‘Lamdbazismus”; UÁJb 1964 pp. 337- 
349. Here I can only refer to the very interesting paper, read by Tekin on the 27th 
Congress of Orientalista (Ann Arbor, Mlchigan) where I was alsó present and had 
the opporlunity to discuss somé of Ihe delaíls. I did nőt have the opportunity to 
read the full text which wili be published ín a forihcoming issue of Acta Orientálta 
Hungarica.

It is nőt incidental that I have mainly quotcd such examples 
where we find z and r and l and £ forms respectively within the 
Turkish linguistic area where there is no morphological opposition 
of the type kör- “to see”, köz “eye.” These examples were recently 
collected by Pritsak and Tekin.42 We have several reasons fór 
nőt acccpting the hypothesis that we have originally morpho- 
phonological reasons fór such doublets:

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

Kolbal, Kacha, Sagai Radloff III 1391), tizek, (Istenek (Hakass), (Is (Hakass diai), 
diskek (Tuva), ttsöx “konec, konec koncov, v predmete, tüsüx “perednaja slorona 
Ijaíki, kolena” (Jakut).



SOMÉ PROBLEMS OF ANCIENT TÜRKIC 225

reasons, what are we to do with such words as: küzan "polecat,” 
aziy “molar tooth,” étik "door,” küzük "heddle,” qozt "lamb/’ 
Wk "two year old lamb,” yuzaq “lock,” qazyuq “stake,” aSuq 
^knucklebone,” eSid- "to hear,” kösek "camel-colt,” sazayan 
drake,” sízil- "to tremble,” qazan "couldron” etc.? In these 

words we would have to suppose an infix which is uncomnion 
in the Altaic languages.43

43 I quote here only somé r-forms and f-forms of the words above: kürene (Mon­
golian), görény “polecat” (Hungárián); úrin Sül (Chuvash) araya “molar tooth” 
(Mongolian), alák “door” (Chuvash), fór kiizük cf. p. 214, qurayan “lamb” (Mon­
golian > Siberian Turkish languages), fór ÜSáksee pp. 214-216, sara “lock” (Chuvash), 
karó “stake” (Hungárián), ajiMUK (Russian. which is nőt Turkish áléi “one side of 
the dice” < “al, bút Turkish aSuq, cf. the Turkmen expression: aStgl áléi olur- 
“bagtf getirmek”, an Old Bulgárián loan-word in Russian). Hl- “to hear” (Chuvash), 
gohge “púp” (Mongolian), kölyök “íd.”. (Hungárián), sárkány “drake” (Hungárián), 
sárál- “to tremble” (Chuvash), xuran “couldron” (Chuvash). It can, perhaps, be 
argncd {hat all these words are derivalions and that the r-forms were present in 
the prlmary stem. Bút then we have to solve the following questions: a: the sufflxes 
joined the stem later than the zjr + X fusion, bút in such cases the -rt- is preserved, 
see kaz “Kerbe des Pfeiles” kazlü- “elnkeiben”, kari- “einschnitte maciién”, 
körük “Kerbe” (KáSyari), b: this complex had the same history in intervocalic 
positlon as on the word-end, bút e.g. -lé- is present in intervocalic position (cf. 
baléík “Schmutz,” alőaq “milde, fein” ele.), and then why nőt “kőitek “camelcolt” 
or “eltek “door?” c: Here the problem raised under 4. below is especially difílcult. 
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 speciflc to 
the stems undergoing rolacism and lambdacism (irrespective of the direction of 
this development)? Infixation is uncommon to the Altaic languages in the 
historically detectable pást. Bút I would nőt adopt a wholly negative attitűdé to 
this question fór a much earlier period.

15 Acta Orientálta, XXXII

2. If the r > zor z > r development were a morphophonological 
one, then we have to explain the cessation of the opposition of 
r;z and 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 nőt coincide. Why do we have izda- 
in the Anonymous work of Leiden, in Qawánin or in the Armeno- 
Kipchak documents and irda- in Kasyari and Jakut, why füS in 
somé Old Turkish monuments and lül in others?
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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 
öküz ~ Chuvash vakar1/ 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 nőt in Turkish or vice 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 l or s and z, then we 
should alsó expect it after other word endings. The supposition 
that this has disappeared in all phonetical situations seems to be 
too bőid in my opinion.

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

It is quite natural that the weakening of the opposition r:z 
and S'.l was nőt the only dialectal feature which spread with 
different intensity and isoglosses over the dialectal arca of Ancient 
Turkic. A similar feature was the development of the initial y- 
to J-. The fact that we have/-languages with r and l and/-languages 
with z and .< raises the problem of which was the relatively older 
development. I think that this question is nőt a necessary one. 
The/-development had a different isogloss írom the discontinuation 
of the r:z and /:s opposition. The/-isogloss encircled the dialects 
from which developed later the Bulgárián, the Kipchak and somé 
Siberian language.44

« I have no space here to discuss all opinlons conceming the history of the y- 
and /- in Turkish, and its relatíve chronology in respect to rotacism and lambda- 
cism. According to Ramstedt and Poppe (see Poppe, Vergteichende Grammalik dér 
altaischen Sprachen, Wieshaden 1960, p. 27 with bibliography) “lm Urtürkischen 
waren *d-> */- und *y- zusammengefallen und hallen dóri ein y- ergeben.” This means 
that /- became y- in Ancient Turkic, and then lator became /- in Old Bulgárián 
and in somé Kipchak and Siberian languages. In this case, the Old Bulgárián 
(a / + r language) and the Kipchak and Siberian languages (/ + z languages) have 
a coinmon development in front of the other y + z languages. Bút this raises the 
question: if the y > J was an earlier development than r> z, then In the /- 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 Ő. Thinking in the terms of the geneological bee, we 
can hardly interpret the fact that the Ő > z development occurred 
in a y + z language (Yellow Uigur), in aj + z language (Hakass) 
and in aj + r language (Chuvash). Bút there is no problem if we 
suppose that this was alsó an isogloss, coinciding neither with 
the/- isogloss, nor with the isogloss of the submergence of the r:z 
and l:S opposition (see figure above).

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

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

development was the earlier one, then the y> } development in Old Bulgárián and 
in the Kipchak and Síberian languages independently developed. All tliese are 
highly unlikely, and show that in this case the family-tree conception leads to 
contradictions.
15*
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Nogai. The Chuvash yőran (< *íran) cannot be a loanword írom 
the later period, because of the r-form, it is Ancient Turkic. II 
was a lexical isogloss in a narrower dialectal area. Fór “sün,” 
in addition to the common word kün, the Turkish languages have 
two other words: küneí and quyaS (ali three have, perhaps, a 
common origin). The word quyaS can be found in the Kipchak 
languages (Tatai, Bashkir, Karakalpak, Karaim of Troki), in the 
Turkestan languages (New Uigur, Turki), and in the Siberian 
languages, Sor and Altai. The word küneS is present in somé 
Kipchak languages (Bashkir, Kumük), in the Oguz languages 
(Turkmen, Azeri, Osmanli) and in the Altai language. The word 
quyaS in the form xSvel occurs in Chuvash.

The word fór “stirrup” üzayi has labial initial in all available 
linguistic records: in Tatai', Bashkir, Kirgiz, Turkmen, Azeii, 
Osmanli, New Uigur, Turki, and Altai; while it has illabial initial 
in Yellow Uigur, Baraba, Hakass, Tuva and Jakut. The Chuvash 
equivalent yarana can only be connected wilh the latter, bút the 
correspondence has to be an Ancient Turkic one because of the 
r-form.45

« It is cicái írom the examples above that we have two types of lexical isoglos- 
ses: in one casc the word Is present in somé dialcets and absent in others, in the 
second case the word has one form in somé dialects and another in other dialects. 
In the first case, it could be argued that which is nőt present now could have been 
present in an earlier period. Bút the fact that it disappeared in a coherent dialectal 
area is alsó a dialectal phenomena. The most important data fór üz(íqí "stirrup” 
are the following: a) wlth labial initial.” Üzeoii “lestnlca” (Tefsir), ilzüngMük 
“strzemle, strzemiona” (Husrav and Sirin), iizüui (Rabyuzi), lizüngü (Ibn Muhan- 
na), iizki or üz^gi "échelle, escalier” (Chagatai, Zenker), ylizangii “étrier” (ibid), 
iizügü (Leiden), iiziiot, iizeoi (Codex Cumanicus), lizengi (at-Tuhfat), üzöngl (Qa- 
wani), özönge "stremja, stremjanka, lestnlca” (Tatar), öőünge (Bashkir), llzöggii 
(Kirgiz), tizeit (Türkmen), tizüngi (Azeri), üzengl (Osmanli), üziiygl (New Ulgur), 
iizayi, öz’dngil (Turki), iizeoi (Altai), The forms with illabial initial: ezengl, ezengo, 
ezeogo, ezengolax (Yellow Uigur), iziiogii (Baraba RadloíT I 1538), izdoi (Hakass 
Sagal, Koibal, Kacha Radloff I 1638), Ize^e (Hakass), ezeygi (Tuva), isaya, íqHsü 
(Jakut).

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 övei the 
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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 nőt a unilateral 
development and cannot be deduced directly írom a homogeneous 
proto-language. Undoubtedly, this draws a more complicated 
picture, bút 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 
discontinuatíon of the z:r and opposition be? It is always 
hazardous lo 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 was nőt present, and it had to be a language 
which was in a long and close contact with al least somé of 
the Ancient Turkic dialects. Could this language nőt have been 
Ancient Mongolian?


