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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 fime of the
formation of the Turkish Khaganate up till the first known
linguistic monuments in Runic seript, Middle Old Turkish from
these times till the arrvival of the Arabs in the Turkish world, and
Late Old Turkish till the time of the Mongols of Chingis khan.?

! From the facl that the “Old” period is a perfod of the first documents of the
language, it is clear that Oid Turkish, Old Mongolian and Old Manchu-Tungusian
are not necessarily overlapping periods. All end in the 13th century wilh the events
of the rising Mongolian Empire, bul the beginning of Old Mongolian, ineluding
Tu-yit-hun and Kital, 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 Alftiirkisch
with the appearance of the Arabs, and calls Middle Turkish or Mitlelliirkisch the
later period. A, von Gabain (Alttiirkische Grammalik, pp. 1-3) uses the term All-
titrkisch in the sense of the language “‘der noch nicht vom Jslam bertihrten Titrken
Mittelasiens,” which means that the late Ulgur documents of Turfan (13th century)
are Alfliirkisch while Kasyaris Divan (1074) Is M iltelliirkisch, as it is also called by
Brockelmann. Poppe uses Anclent Turkic for our Old Turkish, but for the period
6th—loth cenluries, Middle Turkic begins with the loth century and lasts till the
15th (see Iniroduction to Alaic Lingulstics, Wiesbaden 1965, pp. 59-67). According

14 Acta Orientalia, XXXI1
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Bul 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 (Infroduclion a Uélude de I'Eurasie Cenirale, Wieshaden 1963, p. 86)
““furc-ancien’” or “vieux-ture’” covers the perfod from ihe 8th till the 14th century.
Baskakov (Vvedenie v izufenie {jurkskick jazykov, Moscow 1962, p. 123) uses the
terin drevneljurkskij for the epoch lasting from the 5th till the loth century with
subperiods such as Tu-chiteh (5th-8th centurles), 01d Uigur (8-th-8th centurles)
and Old Kirgiz (9h-10th centurles). Malov (Pamjalniki drevnetjurkskoj pis’
mennosti, Moscow-Leningrad 1951, p. 3) uses the same term drevneljurkskij for the
perlods 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
fmportant. It is merely a methodological help to arrange events, and each
periodization can have good arguments in its favour,

3 1 use the Anclent 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 Bulgarfan from ihe 6th till the 13th
centurics (including the Danube and {he Voiga Bulgarians); thus Oid- Turkic
means Old Turkish and Old Bulgarian. Ancient Turkic was called by Baskakov
(op. ¢it., p. 118) and Poppe (op. cil,, 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 il
more convenient to use the term Anclent Turkie.

t Late Ancient 'Turkic is practically the same epoch as Baskakov’s “Hun
period.”’
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I have skelched all this merely to make il clear that it is surely
an oversimplification to assume a homogeneous Common Turkije
—hot to speak of Altaic—without taking into account Ancient
Turkic and trying to interpret on ils basis phenomena in Old
Turkish, Middle Turkish and New Turkish. It could be counter-
argued that we know nothing about Ancient Turkic. This is nol
a valid argument, since Common Turkic is also a reconstructed
form, and if any period can be reconstructed from Turkish lin-
guistic monuments and the present languages and dialecls, then
it is surely that form which is the nearest to Old Turkish and not
that which is the farthest from it.5

It seems to me, that quite a few problems of Turkish linguistic
history can be solved more easily from a heterogeneous 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 ¢, it is not certain that this can be
interpreted if we only suppose a proto-language A with the
feature a from which features b and ¢ can be deduced genetically,
This is the old problem of the “Wellentheorie” persus 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

8 It could Dbe argued that there is no need {o distinguish between Ancient and
Common Turkic, I consider the difference etween (he hontogeneous and hetero-
geneous {dialectal) stages essential,

¢ The “Stammbaumtheorie” was put forward on the influence of Darwin by
Schleicher (Die Darwinische Theorie und die Sprachwissenschafl, Weimar 1863).
The filiation of the languages was symbolized by the genetical tree similar to that
of the lving world, This theory was widely accepted, mainiy by the influence of
Max Miiller, The ‘““Wellentheorie”’ was outlined by Johannes Sehmidt in his book
Die Verwandschaftsverhdllinisse der indogermanischen Sprachen, Weimar 1872,
and independently, similar ideas werc pointed oul in an early but Lhen unpublished
work of Schuchardt. Schmidt stressed that many fealures of the Indeeuropean
languages ean not be interpreted by the family-tree, The 1E protolanguage had
dialects, and some Hnguistic innovations spread over this dialectal territory as
waves fit the water, Although Schleicher never denied that there could have been
contacts among the languages already separated, and Schidl never denfed that
there was a homogeneous pre-Indoeuropean language, later studies tried to make
two separate theories of then:,

14
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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 dilferences
among dialeets, hut 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 {erritory—phonolo-
gical, morphological and syntactical—but their isoglosses and the
isoglosses of their realisations in concrete words, formatives ecte.,
were not necessarily the same in cach case, These are well-known
facts 1o 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
unily. 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 stafu nascendi
for a change: r > z. The French equivalent of Latin cathedra:
chaire became, in the Paris dialect, chaise as pére > pése, mére >

7 There is a general controversy about the reality of the protolanguages, The
formulation of Bloomileld is ambiguous: “A reconstructed form, then, is a formula
that tells us which identilies 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-lanquages: Lingtta X {1961} pp. 18-37)
thinks that the protolanguage is only a methodological device, a formula, but not
a real language, Reformatskij (Vvedenie v jargkoznanie, 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 lingulstic 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 homegeneous proto-language. Trubetzkoy writes: “Der
Begrifl “Sprachfamilie’” setzt gar nicht die gemeinsame Abstammung einer Anzahl
von Sprachen von einer einzigen Ursprache voraus” (Gedanken iitber das Indo-
germanenproblem, Acla 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 elc. 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 tendency
for a change of the intervocalic [-z] to [-r-], as in pecus ~ pecoris,
(< pecosis)® honos ~ honoris (< honosis > (honor) or asa > dra ete.
But in the word posifus, the [-z-] was preserved because of the
clear etymological contact with sifus, Thus, we had later a pre-
served [-z-] in front of a [-z-] > [-r-] in the same linguistic unity.
Corresponding to German Haselnuss, we have English hazel-nut
where intervocalic -z- is preserved while German Hase figures in
linglish 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 two
words diverged. Such well-known examples are: German Reifer
and Ritter, Bett and Beet, Rabe and Rappe, French plier and
ployer, 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 linguislique générale, Paris 1931, p. 214, K.
Voretzsch-G. Rohlfs, Einfithrung in das Studium der Allfranzdsischen Sprache,
Halle, 1951, p. 243, G. Gougenhelm, Grammaire de la langue frangaise du seiziéme
sidcle, Lyon-Paris 1951, p. 30, Grétsy I.., A szdhasadas (The word-split), Budapest
1962, pp. 16-17. This laiter work Is an excellent monograph on the theory and
Hungarian realization of the lingnistic doublets, I quote here and below examples
with z> r and r > z developments in the hope that it will be clear from them,
that the probilem of rotacism and }Jambdacism 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 possible.
(See also B, A, Serebrennikov, O nekotorych spornych voprosach sravnitel’noistorice-
skoj fonetiki (jurkskich jazykov: 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 -§-y as Oskian and Umbrian, See F. Stolz-
J. H. Schmalz, Lafeinische Grammatik, Handbuch der Klassischen Altertumsiwissen-
schaft 11, Mimchen 1890, p. 299, M. Niedermann, Phonélique historique du lalin,
Paris, 1959, pp. 129-130, L.R. Pahner, The Lalin Language, London, (1954)
p. 230.

10 See Bonfante, On reconstruction and linguistic method: Word I (1945), o136,
see also: was > were,
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Ugrian velar ¢- beeame, in almost all cases, &i- in Hungarian, but
sporadically ¢- is preserved, as in the case above.!!

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 I:§ 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 therc was only, in a lessening
degrece, an alternation. In some places and in some words the
fusion oceurred while in others it did not, If this is brue, 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-
satled rolacism and lambdacism fully proves that, in reality,
this is whatl actually happened.

Before presenting my material to show that the distribution of
the forms with z and r and § and [ respeclively 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 bibliogeaphy sce Grétsy L., op. cif., pp. 16-19, 178,

v Kiziik (Kagparl), kisiik (Aba Hayyan), kizitk (Kirg), kiizitk (New Uig),
kitzitk gip (TwkiT), guzig yipi§ (Yellow Ulg). The Ghuvash form is kéré, korg and
the r-form is also present in Bashkir us kords, ‘The Allai kiiriik “petlja,” Buaraba
Liiril “Hacken” and Jakut kitritk, kiilfil “krjuk” or al least the lwo second are
surely Russian loanwords, The absence of the final -k, the fllabiality of the seeond
vowel and the fact Lhai the word occurs in Lhis form only in languages being in
contact with Chuvash arc arguments in favour of the loanword character of Talar
kire,

18 | have dealt with Lhis word during the 27th Congress of Orientalists. The
Chuvash form of the word Is Sila < $ila < $ildy < $ildk < §idak < lisdk. Fortunately
we have documentation for all slages. Sil¢ is present in Bashkir Tatar and Karak-
alpak, sildy in Hungarian (Silert > $ittd), all with the meaning “fish with teeth”
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(cf. Mongolian juru- < firu- ~ Turkish yaz-) or Jakut boruo-ska,
“calf,”" also points clearly to Mongolian boré (< birayu ~ Turkish
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 borrowed by
Rumanian (salau, sulen), by Slovakian (3l $ilec), and by Old Bavarian (Schiele).
The form $ildk found its way into Mongolian where it figures as sile’ii in the Secret
History; Iater it is present in Literary Mongolian as siliige and in Buryal as Sitlge
with the meaning “two years old lamb,” e, “the animal with full teetlr; which
dropped the milk-teeth.” ‘The same meaning has the Turkish word §isdk, which
is present in Husrav and Sirin, in Ibn Muhanna, in the Anonymous of Lelden,
Abu Hayyan, Bulyat al-Muslag and the at-Tuhfat. The modern Turkish languages
know the word In the smue or similar meanings (Tatar, Bashkir, Osmanli, Uzbek,
Turki, Baraba, Sor.) The term is calqued by Mongolian sidiileng “two year old
lamb” ie. “the animal with full teeth (siditn).”” The form wilh the original ¢ is
present in the Divdn of Kagyarl as lisik “two year old lamb,” and tn Jakut fisdpd,
lisdiyd also ligese, liglisd “trechiravnoe Zivoinoe, telenok ili Zerebenok po tretemu
godu (dvuchletny}, dvuletok, strigun), toP’ko oseni étoge goda u nich vypadajut
molotnile zubii pofemu nazyvajut’sja takze fisir lisiy(p)d” (Pekarskij). The word
fs a deverbal noun from {isd- cf. {isd- “nach den Milchzihnen die zweiten Zihne
bekonunen” (Kazak Radleff Wb IXI 1395), On the suffix see: E, V. Sevortjan,
Affiksy imennogo stovoobrazovanija v azerbajdfanskom jazyke, Moscow 1966, pp. 200~
217. 'The word $idétk was connceted with &is- (<*i%) “to swell” by Radloff (Wb,
IV 1084), by Scerbak (Nazvanija domasnych i dikich Zivolngch v {jurkskich juzgkach:
Istorideskoe raxvilie leksiki {jurkskich jazykov, Moscow 1961, p. 115) and Doerfer
(Tiirkische und Mongolische Elemenfe im Neupersischen III, Wiesbaden 1967,
p. 328 where the Perstan and Armenian forms are also quoted). The counting an
antmal’s age by its teeth is a well known practice among the Turks and Mongols
(see K. Uray-Kohalmi, Zwei Syslteme der Allersbereichnungen des Viehes bei den
Mongolen: Studia Mongolica I: 31, Ulan Bator 1959, pp. 3-9.). The Mongolian form
was re-borrowed by Hakass (sleke) and Tuva ($ilege), while the Mongolian sidiileny
was borrowed by Jakut (Siidiiley). The hislory of this word shows that the
Mongolian word had to be a loanword from Old Bulgarian, since if we suppose a
hypothetical “Altaic” *fil-ek we would then expect Mongolian *&iliige or *&ilegil,
The word is present in Old Bulgarian wilh & (cf. Flungarian. In the Chuvash
language, “tooth” is &l < *$il and 3dla was borrowed by Cheremiss: $ila **Pike
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 chronology.
This word could be lent only in a time when animal-breeding was already highly
developed. This says no more, but no less than that there was an Ancient Bulgarian
and Ancient Mongolian contaet, I have no place here to quote the well-known
controversy around the ““Altaic affinity,” nor outline in full my opinion, which I
try te do in my forthcoming work on the Alaic 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 kédz, ‘‘eye,” we expect
forms in Chuvash with [ and r respectively. However this is not
the case, because we find pus and Lus. These Chuvash words can-
not be loanwords and there is no reason for supposing a compli-
cated starred form as e.g. balfy** 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 Lautgesetz,” 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 I forms in Turkish.

The Turkish word épiiz “‘mucus”!® has an r-form in Kirgiz
(6por), in Altai (6yor) and in Jakut (6piir). It cannot excluded
that these are Mongolian loanwords (cf. Mong. dnggir “id.”),
but it is surprising that we also find the z-form in Jakut (éyiis <
¥gpiiz) 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.!8 Therefore, the Jakut form irdd-, irdiéi- 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 Ka§yari, and
this points to the fact that here we have to do with an old isogloss.
The Mishiir k6fér, kiber'? “proud,” the Kirgiz kibir “medlitel’ nyj
(telovek), kopus$a, mjamlja’’ seems {o be a Chuvash loanword
(cf. Chuvash kapdr ‘‘narjad’’ > Cheremiss: kovra, kovora *‘Stut-
zer,"”’ aﬁér “Stolz”"). But if we take into account that we find

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

18 Cf. Bashkir figed “plesen’, gribok”, Jakut igiis, dpils “vjazkaja sliz’, vjazkaja
netistota, pristajuitaja k stenkam molotnoj posudy’ (Pekarskij),

¢ 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-, izfa-, Grunin, Deny).

12 Cf, kivez (KaSpari), kilvezlit (Codex Cumanicus), kiydz (Tatar), kiiwds
{Misher), kilyez (Nogal), gitvez (Osmanii dialect),
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an r-form in the Quiadyu Bilig with Uighur seript (Vienna Ms
24:15 kiber)’® corresponding to the form kiivez of the Namagan
MS in Arabic (41:1) then we have to consider the carly occurrence
of the r-form in Turkish. The I-forms of the Turkish word fi§
“dream’ in New Uigur (? d#li- “‘to speak while dreaming’’),
in Yellow Uigur (tel) and in Jakut (¢f]) do not seem to be Chuvash
or Mongolian loanwords, since in Chuvash we have {(8l3k (<
#6ldk), and in Mongolian t5lge (< *téleg), the latter in the sence
of “fortune-telling.””’® On the other hand, Tuva {slge “fortune-
telling” and Kirgiz {6lgo “‘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.2?®

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

18 But also kebes (134:7), kitbes (66:20), Mort of the Turkisk -r-forms are of
Arabic origin (< Aiber). But Mongolian kéger has preserved a Turcic -r-form,

1% See Manchu folgi- “irétumen”, Evenki, Negidal, Nani folkin “sno, snovidente”,
OlEa foldin “id.”’, Manchu felgin “id.”, the verbal form is in Evenki folkil- Solon
tolkisi-, 1'égldai lolk:idi-, Even lotkal-, Otot lokiti, Orok lol&itdi-, OXa loldidi-, Nanaj,
Manchu lolkefe-, The Manchu-Tungusian forms go back to a form *{glki-, which
hias to be a relalively old Mongolian loanword.

20 Cf. F. W. K. Milller, Uigurica 1 10:5, p. 59, Uigurica 11, 24:27, 58:1, Suvarna-
prabhasa 593:23, 594:5, Radlofi-Malov, Ulgurische Sprachdenkmiiler 96:79. The
verb fifd- oceurs in Ulgurica 11 24:27 and Kadpari where (i§ tiisi- Is recorded.
The $-form is known in almest all Middle Turkish sources and present languages,

2 Tirkmen: biiz- “sokratit’, sugivat’, suit’ *, Azeri bilz- “stjagivat’, szmat’,
mor§tit’,” Osmanli bitz- “to contract, constrict, make narrow.”

2 Bitr-  “zusammendriicken” (Kadparl), bitri§- “Falle, Runzel” (Kasyarl),
biiritnéitk “"TFrauenschleicher” (Kalparl), biiritnéiiklilg “woman with veil” {Husrav
and Sirln), bliritnéak, birin}ik “shawl for the head” {Chagatal), biirkii “slack
weather, heal” (Abi Hayyan, Bulyat al-Mudtiq), bitrkiil “women’s over-dress”
(at-Tulfat), b6r- ““ ‘delat’ shorki, skladki” (Tatar, Bashkir), biir- “zasivat’ na skoruju
ruku, tinit’”, biirkd- “pokryvat’ *’ (Kirgiz), bitr- “yigirmak, bitzmek(1)” (Tiirkmen),
bitrii- *“to cover up, to envelop, to wrap” (Osmanli), pitr- “delat’ skiadki” {New
Uigur), bitrii- ““to wrinkle” (Turki), biirme “skladka, sborka (na plat’e)” (Altal),
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
Divan of Ka3yari together with the derivatives such as késigd
“shadow,” késik “‘shadow, cover.”” The derivative késige *‘curtain,
cover’” is present in Tatar, Kirgiz, Osmanli, Turki, Hakass,
Tuva; perhaps, some of them are re-borrowings from Mon-
golian,?® The [-form in the basie verb is present in Hakass (kéle-)
and Altai (kolo-), its derivative kolik, kéldgd ‘‘shadow” can be
met with as early as Ka$yari, in Middle Turkish documents as
the fefsir published by Borovkov, in Husrav and Sirin, among
the Turkmen words of the Leiden Anonym, in Chagatai, al Abu
Hayyén in the Bulyat al-Mustiiq, in the at-Tuhfat, in the Qawdnin,
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 Verbicklj), piir- “zavertyval’, svoragivat’ &to-l. zat-
jagivat’, delat’ sborki’ (Halkass), bitrge- “overtyvat’, zakoradivat’, zavolakivat’”’
(Tuva), biir- *‘obkladyvat’, obsivat’, opuiat’, okajmijat’ (kraja sumy), podrubli-
vat’,” sec also Mongolian bilri- “lo cover, envelop, upholster,” Eveuki biirki
“svjazyvat’ tal'niki v vjazanki”,

3 Kodige “rideau de 1it” (Uigur voeabulary of the Ming period), kéSegen (Codex
Cwnanicus) “Bettgardine”, ké$dnd “‘eupola” (al-Tuhafat), kiifdgd “‘borkentiek,
dzildn’’ (Talar dialectal), k63igs “‘zanaves’ (Kirglz), koselik *‘a thing or picce for a
corner, chimney-clolh’ (cf. kige “‘corner” Osmanli), k63itk “setka dlja perevozki
sena I solomy* (TwkiKuda), kofdgs ‘‘zanaves” (Altal), kézege “id.” (Hakass),
kozege “1d.”’ (Hakass dlalectal), kézdpd ‘““der Vorhang vor dem Bette” (Hakass
Kyzyl Radlofl Worlb, 1II301), kdZege ‘‘zanaves, §tara” (Tuva).

* KGlik “Schatlen”, kiligd “Tiefer Schatten” (KaSyari), kéldkd, kélki “tew’”
(Tefsir), kolitkd, kilige “shadow” (Husrav and Sirin), kolfgd “id,” (Tirkmen in the
Leiden Anonymous), kéligd (Chagatai), kOWk “id.”, kélagd “ia.”’, kOlgiy “id.”
(Abu Hayyan), kilgdy “id.” (Bulyat al-Mustiq), koldgd (at-Tubfat), kdlgiy (Qawani),
killdga (Tatar, Bashkir), kdloké (Kirgiz), kolépks (Kazak Radloff YI 1271), kdlge,
kolege (Ttirkmen), kdlde (Azerl), kergd (Afshar), gilge (Osmanli), kildngd, kélinkd
(New Ulgur), kéldngd (Turki Turfan), kildge¥ (Turki Aksu), koligki (Tarandt),
kitleke, kiil'exke (Yellow Ulgur), koldthi (Altai), koloys (Altai Telent Radiofi IT
1271), kolipé “‘der Hinlerhalt, Laueort, Anstand, Wall, die Schanze” (Baraba
Radloff IT 1272), kélitki (Hakass Sagai, IKoibal, Sor Radlefi II 1270), kolik (Sor,
Hakass Sagai Radlofl II 1270), kélé- “‘verfinstern, beschatten, schirzen vom
Rauche, Russa ”(Altai Radioff II 1270), kdle- “zaslonjat’ kogo-6to-1.,, davat’ ten’”
{Fakass), xolege “ten’ ” (Tuva), kiiliik “1d.”” (Jakut).
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The Turks had, and most of then: still do, have lwo words for
“to write.” Bili- was the word for writing with the brush, and
yaz- for “cul, score, notch the Runic script.” Yaz- can be found
in the Uigur 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 Siberian
languages and Jakul.?® The -r-form (yar-) developed in the
sense ‘“‘to splil, carve,” and oceurs in the Runic Irk bitig, in
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 $ur- “split.”’??

‘The word i~ “‘to pierce, to make a hole” oceurs in Kagyari's
work only in the passive voice (#¢sil- “durchbort werden'”), the
stem can be 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

* On the distribulion of the words with the meaning “lo write” see A, Bodrog-
ligeti, Early Turkish lerms connected with book and writing: Acta Orient. Hunyg.
XVIi (1965), pp. 93-117 and A. Réna-Tas, Some nofes on (he terminology of
Mongolian wriling: Acla Orient. Hung, XVIII (1965), pp. 119-147,

% Yar- {Irk bitig, Qutadyu Bilig Vienna Ms, Kadyari), yaril- “sich spalten”
(Turfantexte VI 46:375), yar- “raskalyvat’, rassekat’” (Tefsir), par- “fendre”
(Chagatal), yarma ““Holzscheit, ‘en gespalden holez’” (Codex Cumanicus) garil-
“gespalien werden” (ibid), yar-“kolot’, raskalyvat’, rassekat’, rasidepljat’ ”’ (Tatar,
Bashkir), diar- “id.” (Kirgiz), yar- “id.” (Tirkinen, Azerl, Osmanh), yar- {Turki),
dar- “1d.” (Allad), Sar- “id.” (Hakass, Tuva).

¥ “Rvat’, razryvat’, kolol’, pilil’, porol’, razrezat’, horozdit’” (ef. Sirotkin,
Cunus‘sko-russkij slovar’, p. 369).

8 Cf. tisd “toporik (s lezviem, nasaZennym poperek toporica)” (Vefsir), fes-
“lo pierce”, li§- “‘to make a hole”, i “hole” {Chagatal), dis- “to bore” (Leiden),
lesmek “hole”, fesik “id.”’ (Codex Cumanicus), {@s- “to bore, pierce” (at-Tuhfat),
Lag- “9a.” (Qawanin), lesik “hole” (Armeno-Kipehak, Grumnin), {i& ‘“dyrjat”.
Tatar, Bashkir), fed- “prodyvjavit’, protykat’ ”, fesik “dyra” (Kirgiz), des- “dyrjavit’,
sverlit”” (Azeri), des- “prodyrjavit’” (Turkmen), deg- “to incise, to lay open”
(Osmanli), {e§i “prodyrjaviivanija”, ok, “otverstle, dyra”, ds-, (685 “dyrjavit’,
delat’” dyrw” (New Uigur), led-, tes-, 8-, (is- “lo plerce, to perforate, to penetrate,
to make hole” (Turki), fosiik, tistik, sk “hole” (Turki), fes- “prodyrjavit’,
protknut’”, (Altai), fes- ‘“‘durchschossen, durchboren” (Hakass Sagai, ISoibal
Radloflf IV 1097), lis- “prodyrjavlivat’” (Hakass), des- “prodelyval’ otverstie,
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a duality already in the early dialects. In the Turfan documents
and in Kagyari’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’’ occur, and it also has the meaning “lo make long
stripes,”” This shows clearly the influence of the word &l *“ton-
gue.” Influenced by the word til, 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 script; and in the Uigur decuments 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 (galbay«) was borrowed by the
Allai, Sor, Hakass and Jakut languages.®® But the [-form galaq

prodyrjavlivat’, vykalivat' (glaza)” (Tuva), {ds- “probivat’ (dolbil’), prokalyvat’,
prodyriavit’, prorezyvat’” (Jakut),

29 Gf, Kill Tegin East 22 Htin- (also Bilge E 18), tdlin- “durchlocht werden”
Turfantexte I 8:32, cf. p. 18, Ulgurica 111 37:3, Heilkunde I 6:42), {dl- “durchboren”,
tilik “Bohrloch’ (Ka¥pari), (@l- “probival’, dyrjavit’”, (ilik, tilitk “otverstie,
dyra” (Tefsir), {{l-, dl- “to plerce” (Husrav and Sirin), tit- “lo sphit” (Leiden),
télik “hole” (Abi Hayyan), lilik, ddlik “1d,” (Bulyal al-Mudlaq), tdl- “to sphl”
(at-Tulfat), fel- “sepat’ (ludinu), razrezat’ v diinu” (Tatar), lel- "razrezal’,
prorezat’ (lomtjami ili polosami)” (Bashkir), {il- razrezal’ na uzkie poloski, vnu
lomtikt” (Kirgiz), dii- “dilim-dilim edip keswmek, dilik aémak, yirmek” (Tilrkmen),
dal- “probyvat’, pronyzivat”’ (Azerl), del- “to plerce, to perforate” (Osnnnli),
{il- “rezat’ na kuski, razdeljal’ ” (New Uigur), tel- “rezat’ poloskami (napr. dinju)”’
(Turki Hami), - “to split, to cut anything into strips lengthwise” (Turki Shaw),
til- “otdyrat’, razdyrat’ na melkie &asti, $depat’, rezat’ plastami, remnjami”’
(Altad), {II- “otdirat’, razdirat’ &to-l. na melkie Zasti” (Hakass), dil- “pilit’, vas-
pilivat’ (drevno na dosku), rezat’, razrezat’ (koZu ne remni)” (Tuva), fir-, fit-, il-
“razrezyvat’, §¢epat’ (ludinu), ras¥tepljat’, otdeljat’ vdol’ po slojam” (Jakut).

a0 Cf, hkafog (Brahmi M:24), gqasug (Heilkunde II 18:63), gadug “Luflel”
qasiglig ““zu Lofleln geeignel” (Kayard), ¢@$ug (Ibn Muhanna}, ¢asig (Ibn Muhanna
Ist), gasug (Chagatai), ¢aditg (Leiden), gadug (Codex Cumanucus), gasug (Abu
Hayyan), gadug (at-Tuhfat), ga$ug (Qawanin), xafux (Armeno-Kipchak Deny,
Grunin), kasik (Tatar), gaslg (Bashkir), kasik (Titrkmen dial), gasig (Azerl), kasik
(Osmanll), gosug (New Ulgur), gafug, gosuq (Turki), xeziz (Hakass), kaZfk Sor
Verbickij).

31 Cf, qalbag “Lofiel” (IKazak Radloff II 270), kalbak “id.” (AHal), qulbayas
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in the meaning “little spoon, laddle, stirring wood”’ occurs in the
Kipchak, Turkestan, Siberian languages and as a Talar loan-
word in Chuvash,3?

The word bileziik “bracelet” is a fusion of the words bilek
“wrist' and yiiziik ‘‘ving.” The carliest data is Kadypari, and it
ocecurs 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 KaSpari's Dwan. It oceurs in almost all Middle
Turkish documents, and in every recent Turkish language. Im-
portant is the Karaim of Troki, where instead of the intervocalic
-- an -m- (qomuz), and the Altai where the -y~ disappeared and
a secondary long vowel developed (¢as, gozog), we find that the
same happened in Hakass (¢85).3 This word cannot be separated

“sirokonosaja utka “(Sor, Hakass, Sagal Radlofi II 270), zalbayas “vid utki”
(Hakass), xalba “utka iz $irokokljuvich, Sirokonoska, soksun, Anas Clypeata Bris”,
wolbu (xalbi?) kus = xalba, xalbtya “malaja lozka” (Jakut),

%2 Cf. kalak “loZka (metalliteskaja), lopatotka (derevjannaja)” {Tatar), galag
“lozka, lepatka, lopatodka, §patel’” (Bashkir), kalak *sovok, doska dija raskaty-
vanija testa, veslo” (Kirgiz), galag “ein Holzchen mit flachem Ende, das man den
Kindern statt eines Liffels glebt (Kazak Radlofi II 228), galam “lozka” (Titrkmen),
qalag “‘a kind of cushion in ring-form used on the pan when boiling food in steam
(to prevent the steam from escaping)” (Turkl), kalak “bolaja lotka inogda s
dirami dlja vylavlivanija rybu | pelmenej, mesalka, toéi'naja dostotka dlja
propravienija kos (senokosnych)” (Sor Verbickij), xalax (Hakass Sagal), zalpar
{Hakass), “mutovka (palka dlja razmesivanija Zidkogo testa” (Hakass dial),
kalgak “'povarelka, Serpak” (luva), see also Chuvash kalak “lopatodka, mutovka,
veslo” (from Tatar),

33 On this word, its history and distribution, see L. Ligeti Noms fures pour ‘fers;
bracelet; bugue’ dans les langues slaves el dans le hongrois: Studia Slavica X 11 (1966),
pPp. 249-250,

# Cf. qopguz (Toyok: 29), gonguz (Turfantexte 111 12:93), qogur (Kagyrl), gonpuz
(Chagatai), gonuz (Bulpat al-Mustaq), onuguz (read opuz, at-Tuhfat), kopgiz
(Tatar), quglz (Tatar Radloff II: 900), quyld (Bashkir), koguz (Kirgiz), qomuz
(Karaim Trocki, Radloff 11: 671), kongus (Osmanli), qonyuz, gonyaz (New Ulgur),
gqonyaz (Turki), qunguz (Turki Shaw), kopls (Altai), g6z (Altai Teleut, Tuba Radloft
H: 623), kopus (Altai Teleut Verbickij), kogls (Altai Teleut, Kumandu Verbickij),
goplzag “‘ein kielner Kifer” (Altat Teleut Radloff 11 522), gozog “id.” (Altai Tuba
Radloff II 630), wds (Russko-Hakasskif Stovar’).
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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, Abii 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, pimisya, komiska **ant” where -r- has been dropped,
and Jakut yomurduos, voyurduos, where there is an aliernation 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 Kasyarl. This is also the meaning of the word
(quyur) in Mongolian. In the Siberian languages, there are other
words: in Altai, komuryay and kérok, in Hakass kobrak, in Sor
Lobiryay- having the meaning *‘pipe”’. The twwo 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 gomus has the meanings ‘‘stringed instrument,
Jew’s harp and pipe.”’®’

35 vk bitig: 56 gomursqa, see further: gumursya (Chagatai), gm¥rsqa (Lelden),
qumursuya (Abn Hayyan), ¢imirsayi (Bulpat al-Mug§tiq), qamritsgd@ (at-Tuhfat),
kirmiska (Tatar), gimirége (Bashkir), kumurska (Kivglz), komurska (Altal), kemursqa
(Allai Tolos, Culym Kitdirik, Hakass Kaibal Radloft I1 1049), gumusqa {Hakass
KKolbal, Sagai Radloff II 1049), gimiria§ (Sor Verbicki}), simisra (Hakass), komiska
(Hakass Verbickij), komiska$ (Sor Verbicki}), komirska, komurska (Altai Kumandu
Verbickij) wxomurduos, wvopurduos ‘“‘dvorosek, skripun nasekonmoe ¥uk vodeljub
vodnoj Zuk, Hydrophilos, Zestokriloe nasekomoe, bukaika, bhukarka, bucharka,
suk, Zudok” (Jakut)., The r-form is perhaps also present in Chuvash xarl-xdmdr
“plely” of. kurul-koguz (New Yugur).

38 The word is garindéa and its developments.

37 See gobuz (Kagpari), gobuz (Husray and Sirin), gopuz (Ibn Muhanna), gobuz
{Chagatal), gopuz (Chagatai Bad&'t* al-luyal), gobuz {Leiden), gabuz (Abil Hayyan),
gobuz (Abu Hayydn MsD), qobiz, qoptiz (Abd Hayyén Ist.), kibiz “komuz (tatarskij
gubnoj muzikal’nyj instrument” (Tatar), koboz “violin”’ (Tatar Balint), qubid,
qunid “kubyz” (Bashkir), komuz “kumuz (trechstrudnyj 3tipkovyj muzykal'nyj
instrument” (Kirgiz), gobiz “kumuz (dereviannyj smytkovyj muzikal’nyj in-
strument”’ (Karakalpak), kobiz “garmon’”’, kil kabiz ‘‘komuz {muzikal’nyj inslru-
ment vida smytkovych)” (Nogal), gobuz “Geige” (Karaim Radloff 11 662), gopuz
“yargan, devidij gubnoj mwuzikal’nyj instrument” (Tiirkmen), kopuz “lute” (Os-
manli), govuz ‘“kubuz, vargan’” (New Yugur), qubtz “A Turkestan-made Jew’s
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I do not have space to discuss all similar doublets here. 1
enumerale only some of them: bz “gland”’, bdiris “‘gland, udder,”
boyaz “throat,” boyurdag “oesophagus,” gz “‘girl," girgin and
girnag “female slave,” omuz “shoulder, shoulder-blade,” omuriay,
omurya “‘collarbone, vertebra,” &zek “pole,”’ érgen ‘“‘peg,” soz
“word,” sirisek “speach,” fez “quick,” ferk “quick,” bag “head,”
paltak “great face, with great head,” afuq *'knuckle-bone, dice,”
Russian anpunk “dice,” ya¥ “young” yalisiq “young, young plant,”
ete.® I would like to quole only one more example:

The first occurrence of the word iz “knee” is found in the
Kiil Tegin inscription, and it oceurs in almost ail of the linguistic
records as well as in the present languages. The Hakass form
with a diminutive suffix (lizek, listenek) is remarkable, the same
is found in Tuva (diskek) and in Jakut (tistix the “‘end of an
object,” tiisia: “‘the forepart of the femur, knee’).®® Iis r-form

harp” (Turki), ¢dbuz, qupuz “a Jew's harp, also a rough guitar with horse-hair
string’” (Turki Shaw), gobuz “Brummelsen” (Taranchi, Radloff II 662), qogis,
gogus “muzykal’'nyj struényj instrument (u ujgurov ja ne videl v 1910, 1911,
1913 gg. muz. instriumentov,” wriles Malov) (Yellow Uigur), komus “vargan
(metalliteskij muzykal’'nyj instrument v forme nebol'3oj podkovski s Lonkim
metatlideskim jazytkom, pripajannym k seredine ce, pri ispoinenii vkladyvanetsja
v rot, zvuki %¢ izviekajutsja kolebanijem jazytka palcami)” (Altai), xomis “komus
(muzikalnyj instrument)” (Hakass), komus, kémus “muzykal’nyj instrument,
balalajka” (Hakass Verbickij), gobus Balalaika” (Sor Radloff II 661), xomus
“komus, vargan, drymba’’ (Tuva), xomus “kobys, kobuz, vargan, dudka” (Jakut),
xamis “kobyz, edinstvennyj jakntskij muzikal’nyj instrument sostojaidij iz Zeleznoj
ramki s pruZzinoj posredine, na kotoryj igrajut pal’cami, vujavéi ramku v guby i
varirua tony pomo¥&ju zubov i jazyka” (Jakut). According to Professor Ligeti
(Un vocabulaire sino-ouigour des Ming: Acta Orienl. Hung XIX (1966), p. 168) the
form qubur “espéce de guitare (p’i-pa)” of the Uigur vocabulary of the Ming-
period “reimmonte 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 I deal with these words in my forthcoming work on the Altate hrypothests.

80 ¢, fizllg “who has knees” (Kiil Tegin E2, 15, 18, Bilge E3, 13, N10), fiz
(Irk bitig 93), tiz (Turfantexte V 4:4, Ulgurica I1 47:78, 11 28:12, Uig. Sprachd.
101:6, Suw, 349:2, Heilk. I 32:1), iz (KaSyari), tiz (Yugnaki Ulgur), diz (Yugnaki
Arab), liz (Tefsir), tiz (Husrav and Sirin), diz (Ibn Muhanna), tiz (Chagatai), iz
(Leiden), {iz (Codex Cumanieus), diz, tiz (Abu Hayyan), iz (at-Tuhfat), liz (Qawa-
nin), fex (‘I'atar), led (Bashkir), fiz Kirgiz South), tize (Kirgiz), dize (Karakalpak),
tiz (Nogai), diz (Turkmen), diz (Azeri), diz (Osmanit), tiz (New Uigur), {iz (Uzbeg),
tiz (Twkd), tiz, iz, luz (Salar), tiz, lez (Yellow Uigur), tize (AHal), lizd (Altal, Telent,
Lebed, Sor Radloff II1 1397), 1§ (Culym Kitsivik Radloff 11T 1401), fis (Hakass
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is the word firsgiik "‘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 firsek
has the meaning “‘Achilles tendon” in Kirgiz, “knee-cap” in
Kiidirik, The most interesting feature is that where Hakass firsek
also means “‘the knee of the animal’s hind leg,” it is a very clear
reference fo 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 [ and § forms respectively within the
Turkish linguistic area where there is no morphological opposition
of the type kir- “‘to see’’, kéz “‘eye.”” These examples were recently
collected by Pritsak and Tekin.*? We have several reasons for
not accepting the hypothesis that we have originally morpho-
phonological reasons for such doublets:

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

Koibal, Kacha, Sagai Radlofi I 1394), Izek, listenek (Hakass), s (Hakass dial),
diskek (Tuva), {isdv “konec, konec koncov, v predmete, lisdxy “perednaja storona
ljazki, kolena” (Jakut),

10 Cf, Hirsgik “Armknochen” {(Kayarl), trsdk “Ellenbogen” (Tirkmen in
Leiden), firsak “id.”’ (Chagatal Zenker, Bada’i), “lien, joiniure du bras, coude”
(Chagatal Pavet de Courteille), lersiik “lokol’, fechn: keleno, kolenice” (Tatar),
terhiik “lokot”’ (Bashkir), tirsek ““achilesovo suchozilie” (Iirgiz), tirsek “‘lokot’”’
(Karakalpak), firsek “id.” (Nogal), lirsek “id,” (Turkmen), dirsek “lokot’, izgib,
sgib” (Azerl), dirsek “elbow, (fig.) knee or angle (of pipe or timber), winding,
bend,” dirsekli “lkneed, bent” (Osmanii), lirsak “‘lokot’, (techn.) koleno {truby)”
(Uzbek), tigenek “lokot’” (Yellow Uigur, Hill), tirsdk “Knickehte” (Culim Kiidrik
Radlofi III 1377), lirsek “koleno zadnej nogi Zivotnogo” (Ilakass), liisilrges,
siisiirges “‘perednaja tast’ bedra (ljazki), koleno” (Jakul), see also Chuvash &,
erkd, derxi, ferkux, Erkuxzi “Koleno”.

41 "The Hungarian word corresponds to an Old Bulgarian forin *fir, The diminutive
snffix -d was productive in Old Hungarian and goes back to FU *.nl.

s2 O, Pritsak, Der “Rholazimus” 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 Orlentalists (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 Acla Orienlalia
Hungariea.
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reasons, what are we to do with such words as: kiizin “polecat,”
azty “‘molar tooth,” esik ‘“‘door,” Liiziil “heddle,” qozi “lamb,”
tidik “two year old lamb,” yuzaq “lock,” qazyuq “‘stake,” asuq
“knucklebone,” e$id- ‘‘to hear,” kisek “‘camel-colt,” sazayan
“drake,” sizil- “‘to tremble,” gdzan “‘couldron” ete.? In these
words we would have to suppose an infix which is uncommon
in the Altaic languages,®

2. Ifthe r > z or z > r development were a morphophonological
one, then we have to explain the cessation of the opposition of
riz 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 izdé-
in the Anonymous work of Leiden, in Qawanin or in the Armeno-
Kipchak documents and irdi- in KaSyart and Jakut, why #i§ in
some Old Turkish monuments and {il in others?

# T quote here only some r-forms and I-forms of the words above: kiirene (Mon-
golian), girény “polecat” (Hungarlan); urld Sl (Chuvash) araya “molar tooth”
(Mongolian), ald@k “door’” (Ghuvash), for Xiiziik cf. P. 214, qurayan “lamb” (Mon-
golian > Siberian Turkish languages), for tisik see pp. 214-216, sdra “lock” (Chuvash),
kard “‘stake” (Hungarian), ansynx (Russian. which is not Turkish aléi “one side of
the dice” < *al, but Turkish adug, cf. the Turkmen expression: adfgl aléi olur-
“bagtf getirmek”, an Old Bulgarian loan-word in Russian), it~ ““to hear” (Chuvashy),
golige “‘pup” (Mongolian), kélyok *id.”, (Hungarian), sdrkény “drake” {Hungarian),
sdrdl- ““to tremble” (Chuvash), auran “couldron” (Chuvash), It can, perhaps, be
argned 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 zfr + X fusion, bul in such cases the -ri- is preserved,
see hiz “Kerbe des Pfeiles” Rdzld- “einkerben’, kdrf- “einschnitte machen”,
kdrtik “Kerbe” (Kasyari), : this complex had the same history in intervocalic
position as on the word-end, but e.g. -1 is present in intervocalic position (cf,
baletk “Sehmutz,” aléag *“milde, fein”’ ete.), and then why not *koldek “‘camelcolt’”
or *eltik “door?” ¢: Here the problem raised under 4. below is espectally 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 rolacism and lambdacism (irrespective of the direction of
this development)? Infixation is uncommon to the Altaic languages in the
historieally detectable past. But I would not adopt a wholly negative attitude to
this question for a much earlier period.

15 Acta Orlentalla, XX XII
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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
&kiiz ~ Chuvash pdkdr? If there has been something unknown
(say -ti) after the word-end, be it -z or -r, why has it disappeared
in Chuvash and not 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 ! or § and z, then we
should also expect it after other word endings. The supposition
that this has disappeared in all phonetical siluations 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 §:1 was not 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-
{0 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. I think that this question is not a necessary one.
The j-development had a different isogloss from the discontinuation
of the r:z and [:§ opposition. The j-isogloss encircled the dialects
from which developed later the Bulgarian, the Kipchak and some
Siberian language.**

44 T 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 Granunalik der
allaischen Sprachen, Wieshaden 1960, p. 27 with bibliegraphy) “Im Urtiirkischen
waren *d-, ¥J- und *y- zusammengefallen und hatlen dort ein g- ergeben.” This means
that j- became y- in Ancient Turkic, and then Jater 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 Stberian languages (f 4 z languages) have
a common development in front of the other y + 2z Janguages. But this raises the
question; if the y > f was an earlier development than r > z, then In {he - languages
and the y- languages, the r> z development had to be independent. If the r> z
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The same situation oceurred with the fortunes of the intervocalic
and final 8. Thinking in the terms of the geneological tree, we
can hardly interpret the fact that the 4 > 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 [:§ 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” oceurs only in Tatar, Bashkir and

development was the earlier one, then the y > / development in Old Bulgarian ang,
in the Kipchak and Siberian languages independently developed. Al 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 (< *{ran) cannot be a loanword from
the later period, because of the r-form, it is Ancient Turkic, It
was a lexical isogloss in a narrower dialectal area. Ior “sum,"
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, Karakaipak, 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
quya$ in the form wével occurs in Chuvash.

The word for “‘stirrup” fiziyi 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.®

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 Turkie
dialects existed in a more or less continuous linguistic area.
Several linguistic developments in this area spread over the

85 Tt is clear from the examples above that we have two Lypes of lexical isoglos-
ses: in one case the word is present in some dialcets and absent in others, in the
second case 1he word has one form in some diatects and another in other dialects,
In the first case, it could be argued that which is not present now conld have been
present in an earlier perfod. But the fact that it disappeared in a coherent dialectal
area is also a dialectal phenomena, The most important data for itzdpi “stirrup’
are he following: a) with labial initial”” iizepil “lestnica® (Tefsir), ifzlinglilitk
“strzemie, strzemiona” (Husrav and Sirin), iizdyi (Rabyuzi), iizdngit (Ibn Muhan-
na), iizki or ilzfigi “échelle, esealier” (Chagatai, Zenker), ylizingil “¢trier” (ibid),
itzdigit (Lelden), iizdpi, lizegi (Codex Cumanicus), iizengi (at-Tuhfat), izdngi (Qa-
wani), dzdnge “stremja, stremjanka, lestnica” (L'atar), dditnge (Bashkir), itzoggii
(Kivgiz), tizegpi (Tirkmen), tizdngi (Azeri), tizengi (Osmanli), iizéiggl (New Ulgur),
Grdpi, 0z dngit (Turki), fizegi (Altat), The forms with illabial initial; ezeng!, ezengo,
ezeggo, ezengolax (Yellow Uigur), {zdggit (Baraba Radloli I 1538), izdpi (Hakass
Sagal, Koibal, Kacha Radioff I 1638), lzege (Hakass), ezepgi (Tuva), isdgd, igdsd
{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
prolo-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 1:§ opposition be? It is always
hazardous {o 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 al least some of
the Ancient Turkic dialects, Could this language not have been
Ancient Mongolian?




