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Some Newly Identified Words in “Fuyu Kirghiz” (1) 169
pir ay January’; cf. Chin. — f yiyue ‘id.” (one-month”)
igi ay ‘February’; cf. Chin. " H er-yue ‘id.” (“two-month”)
u$ ay ‘March’; cf. Chin. = f san-yue ‘id.’ (“three-month”)
turth ay ‘April’; cf. Chin. DU [ si-yue id.” (“four-month”)
pi§ ay ‘May’; cf. Chin. Ti [] wu-yse ‘id.” (“five-month”)
althi ay ‘June’; cf. Chin. 75 J] lu-yue id.” (“six-month”)
&hithi ay ‘July’; cf. Chin. J,H gi-yue id.” (“seven-month”)
sigis ay ‘August’; cf. Chin. /\ H ba-yue ‘id.’ (“eight-month”)
toyis ay ‘September’; cf. Chin. fi,J] jiu-yue ‘id.” (“nine-month”)
on ay ‘October’; cf. Chin. |- /] shi-yxe ‘id.” (“ten-month”)

on bir ay ‘November’; cf. Chin. |- -H shi-pi-yue ‘id.” (“eleven-

month”)

88.

on igi ay ‘December’; cf. Chin. |- "H shi-eryue ‘id.” (“twelve-

month”)

¢agan sara or in formal style terigiin sara. The solar months are designated by the ordinal
numbers, so that January is nigediiger sara, etc.) (LEssING 1960: 674a).

yurban sara ‘March; three months’ (LEssiNG 1960: 674a).

dirben sara “April’ (LessiNng 1960: 268b).

tabun sara ‘the fifth month, May’ (LessiNG 1960: 674b).

Jirgugan sara ‘June; sixth month’ (Lessing 1960: 1059b).

dolugan sara ‘seventh months, July’ (Lessing 1960: 260a).

nayman sara ‘August; the eighth month of the lunar year; eight months’ (LEssING 1960:
559a).

ar)ban sara ‘October; tenth month (lunar); ten months’ (Lessing 1960: 49b).

arban nigen sara ‘November; eleventh month (lunar)’ (LessiNG 1960: 49b).

arban qoyar sara ‘December; twelfth month (lunar); twelve months’ (Lessing 1960: 49b,
955b).



Some notes on Modern Kipchak Turkic
(Part 1)

by Craus ScHONIG, Berlin

0 Introduction

The aim of this article is to present a proposal for an internal linguistic divi-
sion of Modern Kipchak Turkic (in short: Kipchak), which at the same time
contributes to the understanding of the historical development of this lan-
guage group and helps to fix its position within Turkic. An internal division
of Modern Turkic including an internal division of Kipchak has already
been proposed in ScHONIG (1999). Here, I shall try to strengthen the previ-
ously given division lines by adding new features, some of which are also
useful for the internal division of whole Modern Turkic. At the same time, I
shall present some other features, which only partly fit the given model, but
point to developments, which have not been discussed yet. Anyhow, this
article has only an explorative character. A more or less complete investiga-
tion of Kipchak must take into account the immense amount of all available
dialect materials (here mainly written languages and a very limited number
of dialectal materials, which have been used thus for, are treated). But even
if this article is full of generalizations, I hope that it is a helpful contribution
to a better understanding of the internal structures of Modern Kipchak.!

1 Kipchak as Norm Turkic

According to the definition given in Scuénic (1999) Kipchak Turkic is
Norm Turkic, since it has lost the Ancient Turkic word-initial *4-2 it has

1 When no other bibliographical information is given, the data are cited according to the
standard grammars, dictionaries or articles in YN and PTF about the languages in question;
the (“standard”) data for Baraba are given according to DmiTrIEVA, for Tomsk Tatar accord-
ing to Tumaseva, for Salar according to TENISEV 1974a, and for Sarygh Yughur according to
Tenidev 1974b. In general, these standard works are only mentioned in the text if the data
are of more than of general interest.

2 In this context it is of some interest that Arabic and Persian words with initial 4- and #-,
which probably were borrowed quite early, have lost their initial consonant, see, e. g. Fu-yit
Turkic #¢ « hi¢ ‘no(t)/nothing/nobody (at all) (with negative predicate)’, Tatar dzér ‘ready’
(beside xdzér ‘now’), drim ‘in vain, useless’, Altay Turkic #rmat ‘good luck; success; reputa-
tion’.
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kept the distinction *¢ : *y- in word-initial position, it shows a nominal plu-
ral suffix +/Ar, it possesses a gerund in -p, it further displays cognates of the
conditional suffix -sAr, and has a third person imperative suffix going back
to -ZUn.

Besides, Kipchak (like most of other Turkic languages) shows a lot of
other features, which may be called Norm Turkic or even Common Turkic,3
e. g. the use of designations for certain things, activities etc. like (not taking
into account the probable vowel length) *adaq foot’, *qol ‘arm’, *siiy(g)ik
‘bone’, *bisni ~ *biyi ‘brain’, *biriiz ~ *biiyiz ‘horn’, *saé ‘hair’, *dv ‘house’,
*tag ‘mountain’, *tamga ‘mark, seal’, *tilki ‘fox’, *taguq ‘chicken’, *buqa
‘bull’, *hikiiz ‘(castrated) bull; ox’, *yultuz ‘star’, *big ‘(a title)’, *alton ‘gold’,
*baqir ‘copper’, *baltiq ‘mud’,* *sarig ‘yellow’, *aq ‘white’, *qara ‘black’,
*yasil (a type of) green’, *bitiin ‘all; whole’, *al- ‘to take’, *bar- ‘to go to’,
*ber- ‘to give’, *uc- ‘to fly’, *tur- ‘to stand (up)’, *yar- ‘to lie (idle, down)’ etc.
Some of these widespread features can only be noted in a more abstract way,
e. g. *VzAyV ‘stirrup’, *tAy(V)n(V) ‘heaven; god’, *hVgac ‘tree’, *y Wr(l)- ‘to
go, move’, *o(l)(f)ur- ‘to sit (down)’, *hVgla- ‘to cry’, *bit- ~ *bijt- ‘to come to
an end’ etc. The same holds true for the numerals with intervocalic conso-
nants, which clearly go back to the same roots, even if we are not able to
reconstruct the exact basic form; anyhow, Kipchak exhibits the Common
Turkic set of numerals. On the morphological level, Kipchak uses cognates
of the impersonal interrogative pronoun *ne(mad), the personal interrogative
*KVm, the personal pronouns *bin : *sin :: *biz : *siz, possessive suffixes
going back to *+(I)m (pl. +Iz)/*+(D)y (pl. +1z)/*+(s)I. Kipchak has a pro-

3 According to SCHONIG (1999) a feature is called Common Turkic if it is attestable in all
Turkic languages, or if its loss in one, some or most of them is explicable, i. e. “Common
Turkic” is used in the sense of German Gesamttiirkisch and not in the sense of Gemeintiirkisch
designating phenomena in all Turkic languages except Bulghar Turkic. Since Norm Turkic
and Common Turkic are statistically defined units, such features are not necessarily of
Turkic origin, but may be borrowed from other languages.

4 Today the word for ‘mud’ is *baltiq in Central Turkic and Chuvash (Crimean Tatar,
Tatar, Caucasus Kipchak, Kirghiz balcig, Krymchak balcix, Karaim balciq, baltiq, balcix etc.,
Noghay, Central Kipchak balsig, Siberian Tatar and Chulym Turkic (R IV 1172 Baraba,
Kiiirik) paléiq, Chuvash piléik, Bashkir balsig, Uzbek baltig, Tutkmen, Azeri paliiq, Turkish
balgik), *baléaq in Yakut (R IV 1172 éalbak ‘Schmutz; Sumpf’; YAKRS 507 calbax ‘puddle’),
and metathetical *balgas < *balgad < *baléaq < baltig in Sayan Turkic and Altay Turkic; in
Yenisey Turkic (= Khakas and Shor) we find *baliag ~ *balgaé (e. g. R IV 1169 Tildut,
Kumanda, Altay Kizhi palqa¢ ‘Schmutz, Schlamm, Erde, Lehm’, 1170 Chalkandu, Shor,
Altay Kizhi palgas ‘id.’, Saghay, Koybal palgas ‘id.’, R IV 1172 Saghay, Koybal, Kacha paliaq
‘Schmutz, Sumpf, 2042 Shor, Saghay maléaq ‘id.’). For Kazakh (“Kir.”) RapLOFF gives R IV
1506 baltig ‘Lehm, Schmutz’ and 1499 balqas ‘ein sumpfiges, mit Grashiigeln bedecktes
Land; der Sumpfhiigel’; the latter must be a borrowing from some South Siberian vernacu-
lar used as a landscape term. See also CrausoN (1972, 333) balciq ‘mud’.
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nominal -#- in the oblique forms of the third person possessive suffix and of
the demonstrative pronouns, it posseses a demonstrative pronoun of prox-
imity *bu (*bo) (not in Bulghar Turkic), case-marked forms of *gazo: ‘which’
to ask for places, directions etc., *+n¢él-ordinals, a denominal adjective suffix
*4]IG, an agent noun in *+, a locative in*+DA, an ablative in *+DAn, a
preterite in *+DI, a perfect form formally based on a participle, a negative
aorist in *-mAz, and formally renewed present tense forms of the type
vocalic gerund + (*o(l\t)ur-, *tur-, *yat-, *yWr(ly) + aorist. Kipchak uses the
demonstrative pronoun of distance *o/ as the personal pronoun of the third
person. Like in most Turkic languages word-initial *#- is changed to *m-, if a
nasal consonant appears at the end of the first syllable; for Karaim see 7.
Furthermore, Old Turkic # has developed to y. One may even include fea-
tures such as postpositional use of cognates of b ‘root; bottom part’ (see
ScuoNIG 2005a), of biverbs with *basla- to express ‘to begin to ..." and of *er-
for denominal verb derivation into the set of modern Norm Turkic and
Common Turkic features of Kipchak. Kipchak, like the remainder of non-
(Western-)Oghuz Norm Turkic, has preserved cognates of Old Turkic -GUr-
causatives besides newly developed -GVz- and -GViforms (see ScHONIG
2004a)’, but has lost the Ancient Turkic opposition between the positive
and negative participles -ml$, -DOK : -mADOK (different from Yakut, Dol-
gan, and Gagauz).6 Furthermore, it uses fap- for ‘to find’ and has lost bul-
‘id.’ (different from Yakut, Dolgan and Turkish), uses bar- meaning ‘to go
to’, and bol- ‘to be, become’ (unlike Western Oghuz with ok; for Crimean
Tatar ol ~ bol- see Doerrer (1959, 379), for Krymchak ol- see ReBr 156)).
Like most of non-Sayanic Norm Turkic, Kipchak uses *¢g- for ‘to go out
(up) (Old Turkic tasig-).

2 Kipchak as Central Turkic

Kipchak is one of the three main branches of Central Turkic, i. e. it knows
the sound change of Ancient Turkic -&(-) > -y(-), forms of the personal inter-
rogative pronoun reconstructable as *kim, cognates of the verbs *fog- ‘to
give birth ~ to be born’” and *ket- ‘to go away’, forms of the type *o(l)dr- to

5 Azeri durguz- ‘to cause to stand’ is perhaps a borrowing from non-Oghuz Turkic.
Gagauz durgut- id.” may be derived by the help of a suffix *-KIz-, which is perhaps derived
from the old causative of kér-, see ScudNIG 2004a).

¢ Even Turkmen still exhibits a system, in which the successor of -mif, the perfect partic-
iple in -An < -GAn, still shows a negative counterpart -mAdIK (see Azimov (1966, 102) and
TxrMGR 3554f.).

7 Karachay-Balkar has a form of *yarat-, which reminds one of the use of §ura- < *yara-
in Chuvash (perhaps by mere coincidence).
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designate ‘to sit (down)’, the privative suffix +s/z, and replacement of the
first person plural ending +(I)mlz by +K in the DI-preterite and the condi-
tional (except Altay Turkic, which shows boths forms). The old postvocalic
-pUr-aorists are changed to -rforms; thus the formal correspondence
between the -yUr-aorists of the vocalic gerund -yU has dissolved. Instead of
Old Turkic ay- ‘to speak’, Central Turkic uses the causative form gyt (origi-
nally ‘to ask’) with the same meaning.8 Nearly all Central Turkic languages
exhibit cognates of *yartim ‘help’. In Central Turkic (including most dia-
lects of Altay and Chulym Turkic), the form of the word for ‘stirrup’ shows
the labial initial vowel, i.e. it is of the type *#zdygi; of Kipchak, only
Karaim with dzdnygi ~ dziygi (< *iziygi or *dziygi ?) and Baraba with
iziygi exhibit forms with illabial initial vowel (like Chuvash, Sarygh
Yughur, and Northeast Turkic, except Altay Turkic).” Most of Central
Turkic (including Southern Altay Turkic) together with Khalaj use *sigir for
‘cow’.10 Different from Northeast Turkic (i. e. Lena Turkic and South Sibe-
rian Turkic) and Chuvash, Central Turkic has developed a causative form
kor-sit- ‘to show’ < kdr-“to see’ (in Western Oghuz in the metathetical form
*kostir-; for Far Western Kipchak see 7).11 As in Central Turkic (and Kip-
chakoid South Siberian consisting of Altay Turkic, Chulym Turkic, Shor,
and Khakas), in Kipchak the verb et- is used for denominal verb deriva-
tion.

The root element *z[ ‘before, first; front side etc.” and its derivations are
common in Central Turkic (including Kiidrik, but rare in South Siberian);
in Kipchak they are only absent in Caucasus Kipchak and Noghay. Chuvash
élék “ran’e, prezde, nekogda® and élékxi “staryy, davniy’ (CuvRS 100) are
borrowings from Tatar. Other derivations of *i/ with different meanings can
be found in Yakut, Dolgan, and Salar.

Central Turkic (including Kiidrik) and Chuvash exhibit *tagug < *taquq
(*ta:quq?) for “chicken, hen’,12 *#iyiz for ‘sea’,’3 and *sgv- for ‘to love’.1*

8 Cognates of 4y ‘to speak’ have survived in Border Turkic, €. g. Sarygh Uyghur 4y- ‘id.’
and Khalaj ba:y- ‘id.’ (Doereer; Tezcan 1980, 127); cognates of ays- ‘to ask’ we find, e. g., in
Chuvash #y# ‘id.’, Yakut #y# ‘id.’, and Dolgan #it- id.” (< #y- ‘to say, speak’).

9 In Shor we find *4- ~ *i- ~ *i-ziygd, in Northern Altay Turkic Kumanda *i- ~ *d-zdygd
~ *iiziygi. Of course, the form in Baraba may be also explained by a vowel metathesis of
*dzdyi.

10 Salar (Tenisev) has sibir ‘bull’ < *sigir.

11 Khalaj kérsit- (DoErFER; TEzcAN 1980, 148) may be borrowed from Western Oghuz;
see ScHONIG 2004a.

12 Chuvash has ¢ix(d) < *figug (RONA-Tas 1971, 394) < *taguq; South Siberian (includ-
ing Altay Turkic) mostly shows the contracted form *ia(:)q (often in competition with Mon-
golic takiya). Khalaj kitik “hen’ resembles Tatar kétik ‘id.” probably only by coincidence (see
Dotrrer; Tezcan 1980, 154).
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Central Turkic, Chuvash and Kipchakoid South Siberian have developed
renewed present tense forms (etymologically consisting of a gerund and an
auxiliary verb, see 1) to suffixes. Central Turkic (except Turkish) and Chu-
vash use forms consisting of a gerund and bil(-md)- to express the (im-)possi-
bility to perform an action. Most parts of Central Turkic except Turkish
employ cognates of Old Turkic gadit- ‘to return’ (except Altay Turkic and
Salar, which employ cognates of Old Turkic *yan-) and reflexive pronouns
based on dz+ (except Karachay-Balkar and Altay Turkic,!5 see 5.2). Most
Central Turkic languages (including Salar, but not Turkish) do not use
direct cognates of Old Turkic #di- for ‘to sleep’ (like non-Central Northeast
Turkic and Turkish), but derivations of the type *udi- + deverbal noun suf-
fix + denominal verbal derivation suffix, see 3. In Central Turkic except
Altay Turkic ((most of) Kipchak, Southeast Turkic, and Oghuz),!¢ we mainly
find *qor(ga)s(un) for ‘lead’.1?

3 Kipchak as -GAn-Turkic

The Central Turkic sub-branches Kipchak and Southeast Turkic together
with the languages of the South Siberian area form the -GAn-Turkic area.
Eastern Oghuz Turkmen and Salar have a transitory position and exhibit at
least some features of this grouping; sometimes even Azeri and Chuvash are
associated. The main feature of this area (including Turkmen and perhaps
Chuvash), the use of the perfect participle in -GA#n instead of -ml{ in finite
and attributive positions, is shared by all Kipchak languages.!® The same

13 This word is replaced by *dalai («— Mongolic) in South Siberian; Altay Turkic and
Khakas show both forms.

14 In Volga-Ural Kipchak cognates of *yarat- are used alternatively and have been bor-
rowed into Chuvash (yurat-).

15 Standard Altay Turkic uses the cognate boy ~ poy of Old Turkic *bod ‘shape’ as the
base of the reflexive pronouns; such forms are attested for all its dialects except Tol6s in my
materials, too. Besides at least Tildut, Tuba, and Kumanda also use forms of *6z. Chulym
Turkic mainly uses cognates of *dz; here mainly Kiidrik uses poy (see R IV 1262).

16 In Modern Uyghur as gorgusul (TMEN III 453, according to MENGEs); for the short
forms in Volga-Ural Kipchak, Tobol Tatar, and Baraba see 5.2. Oghuz has *gorsun, which
was borrowed to Crimean Tatar; in Karaim *gorgosun ~ *qorsun the latter form goes back to
Oghuz influence. See also Scudnic 2005b.

17 Mainly in Northeast Turkic this word is replaced by *gorgoljun < Mongolic « Bulg-
har Turkic.

18 This does not automatically exclude that cognates of -ml¥ are also used, e. g., in com-
plex verbal forms, in special sorts of texts, in non-finite position etc. For non-finite -mI¢ in
Western Siberian Tatar see qaytmislarinta ‘qaytqanda; kogda vernulsya’, yévirmeésliréndi
Jibirgindi; kogda poslali, ...” (AxaTov 1963, 156). For -mI¢ as a derivational suffix, e. g., in
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holds true for the preservation of syllable initial G after the first syllable bor-
der (in Turkmen sporadically), postvocalic -y-forms of the vocalic gerund (<
-pU), a common negative counterpart *-mAy(In) of both the gerund in -
and the vocalic gerund in syntactically free use (Turkmen also -m.An, besides
-mAzdAn; like Uzbek -masdan).!? Furthermore, there are common subject
marking strategies in relative clauses, the headword of which is not referen-
tially identical with the subject of the relative clause. Kipchak like most
-GAn-Turkic languages - together with Turkmen and Chuvash - exhibits
many biverbal constructions expressing Aktionsarten built according to
identical patterns. In the same languages *qodan is used for ‘hare’ (Kipchak
*qoyan); Chuvash guyan looks like a borrowing from Volga-Ural-Kipchak,
whereas the Turkmen form may be a loanword from non-Oghuz Central
Asian Turkic. Furthermore, modern -GAn-Turkic together with Turkmen,
Chuvash, and Yakut exhibit cognates of the Old Turkic verb i:4- ‘to send’
and/or of its derivation i:du ber- ‘id.” (Kipchak *yibdir-, Uzbek yubdr-)?® and
normally do not employ *-DOK-participles in the predicates of relative
clauses. To express ‘cartilage’, today *kimircik is used in Central Turkic
-GAn-Turkic (Kipchak (including Southern Altay Turkic) and Southeast
Turkic) as well as in Chuvash (and as an alternative form in Turkmen and

Eastern Bashkir dialects see Maksyutova (1976, 50; 111-2; 190; 267-8). For the sporadical
use of -mI¢ in the Southern Bashkir dialect of Ik-Sakmar see MrZanova (1979, 68).

19 Analogized forms of gerundial negation (e. g. *-m.Ap or *-m.Aylp for the gerund in (J)p
are very rare in Northern Turkic members of -GAn-Turkic (e. g. in Kirghiz -BAptlr, the nega-
tive counterpart of -ptlr) (see 6.2) and seem to exist mainly in Oghuz, Misher Tatar, and
Southeast Turkic; in Uzbek they seem to be limited to biverbal constructions and to aspec-
totemporal forms like in Kirghiz. The suffixes of the negative gerunds show a wide range of
variations, the distribution of which does not follow other known patterns. Thus a form in
*.m Ay appears in Crimean Tatar, Kumyk, Noghay, Karakalpak, and Volga-Ural Kipchak (as
in Modern Uyghur). In Karachay-Balkar *-m.A4y appears besides *-m.Ayln, which dominates
in Altay Turkic and remaining South Siberian; from this form a suffix in *-mAylnéA is
derived, which appears, e. g., in Kirghiz (besides *-mAy and *-mAyln) and Karaim (besides
*mAylrn). There is also *-mAyéA, which is used, e. g., in Tatar; the dialects of Tatar and
Siberian Tatar show, e. g. central dialect of Tatar *-mAy(¢V), *-mAyIncV, *-m.AycAn, Misher
“mAy(InXeV), *-mAp, *-m.Ay(¢A), Orenburg Tatar *-mAy, *-m.Ay(In)cV(K)), Tobol-Irtysh
Tatar *-mAy(¢V), *mAyI)n(¢V), and Baraba *-mAy, *-mAytV, *-mAyIn(¢V) (see Yusurov
1985, 159).

20 The distribution of the cognates of the Old Turkic verb #:4- ‘to send’ (in Baraba, Kir-
ghiz, Kazakh, Karaim, and Karachay-Balkar besides i:du ber-, in South Siberian exclusively) :
i:du ber- id.” (Kipchak, (parts of) Southeast Turkic, and Turkmen) may point to an Northern
Turkic archaic border feature, s. 6.2. Turkmen zber- connects this language with the Central
Asian area; but as an auxiliary verb goyber- < *god-u ber- is employed in Turkmen, perhaps
an (Old) Oghuz equivalent to *idu ber-. Modern Uyghur has dvdit- (even as an auxiliary
verb). Ottoman ver(f)bi- ‘to send’ (see TS VI 4167) is probably developed from *werip 1y- <
*berip i:d-.
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Azeri, and also in Ottoman Turkish).2! Mainly in Central Turkic -GAn-
Turkic (including Turkmen dialects), cognates of ald ‘in front of exist,
whereas alt-forms meaning ‘under; below’ are missing (see ScHONIG 2005a);
the latter appear at the borders of the Turkic area (in most of Border Turkic
South Siberian, in Sarygh Yughur, Western Oghuz, and non-Norm Turkic).
For ‘to resemble’ we have * W{4)sa- in nearly all Central Turkic -GAn-Turkic
(including Salar (TeNiSEV) and Azeri,?? but not Turkmen).

Most of Central Turkic -GAn-Turkic (and Chuvash) have not preserved
direct cognated of Old Turkic #di:- ‘to sleep’. Thus Kirghiz has #gta- <
*ugqla- (? < *wynqla- or *yugla-) (like Southeast Turkic, Salar (TENISEV) #xla-,
Tialiut of Bachatsk #gta-, Chulym Turkic #gla-, and Turkmen ugla- («—
Southeast Turkic)). A form *uyug+IlA- exists in Altay Turkic (#y#qta-) and
Kazakh (wyiqia-). Karakalpak has kept a cognate #ygila- to Chaghatay
uyqula-, i. e. a form derived from the old verbal noun #yqu ‘sleep; the Nog-
hay form #yqla- may stem from uyqula- as well as from uyugla-. Western
Kipchak and Baraba exhibit *yugla- (? < *uyuqla- or *yuqula-; Karachay-Bal-
kar juqla-, Kumyk yuxla-, Crimean Tatar yugla-, Karaim yugla-, yuxla-,
Baraba, Tatar, Bashkir yogla-).23 Most probably this feature developed in the
context of the West : East division, see 6.1.

21 In Kipchak we find kdmiréik in Karaim, Crimean Tatar, Karachay-Balkar, Kirghiz, and
Baraba (R II 1210 kidmirdzik), kimeréik in Tatar (R Il 1404 kimiréik tat. ‘Knorpel’, tob.
kimirik), kimersik in Bashkir, kdmircik (!) ‘cartilage; auricle’ in Krymchak, and kibircik (R
11 1196) ~ kdmiréik (R 11 1210) in Tiliut and the dialect of the Altay-Kizhi; of Southeast
Turkic, Uzbek has kemircak, whereas Modern Uyghur has kimiicik (for the drop of r before
consonants see also fn. 111). Chuvash has kimdréak. Turkmen exhibits gemircek besides
kekirdeviik; the latter reminds of back vocalic forms like Turkish kikirdak (for Ottoman
Turkish see TS IV 2173 kakirdak, kitirdak ‘kuyruk, i¢ yag: gibi maddelerin yaglan
sizdirildiktan sonra kalan posasi, kikirdak’) and Gagauz kikirdak (~ kitirdak). Azeri has
gigirdag and ximirfik besides xirtdinik; for Ottoman Turkish see R II 1207 osm. kimdrtlik
= kamdrcik ‘Knorpel’. There are forms showing assimilation of the initial consonant to the
fricative in Noghay, Karakalpak ($imirsik), and Kazakh (Semirsek, R IV 1020 $amirsik), i. e.
Noghay and Central Kipchak. In Northern Altay Turkic Chalkandu we find kdvirdik
‘throat, Adam’s apple’, Kumanda has kibircik, kibirik, kibirci, kimircik ‘cartilage’. The
remaining South Siberian Turkic uses something like *kidir (> kdjir etc.) for ‘cartilage’.

22 These two Oghuz languages (see Dwyer 1998) may have gained or preserved this verb
by -GAn-Turkic areal influence. Even Sayan Turkic Uryangkhay (Katanov) has ogsa-, 0894-.
In Sayan Turkic Tuvan the verb has survived in the postposition #$74$, in Khakas in osxas (R
I 1141 Kacha osqis, Saghay osqas ‘dhnlich, gleich’) with the typically South Siberian metathe-
sis -K{- > -4K-; in Baraba we find oksas ‘id.’

23 Direct cognates of Old Turkic #d7:- ‘to sleep’ have survived only in Northeast Turkic
(except Altay Turkic, but including Sarygh Yughur) and Turkish. Azeri yuxu (in yuxusu kil-
‘to fell asleep’) may be connected with the Western Kipchak form, if it has not developed
independently. Chuvash §vdr- points to a form with initial *y-, perhaps *yugu, with intervo-
calic sonorized *-¢-, which later became -z-; the final -» must be a denominal verbal suffix.
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Non-Sayanic -GAn-Turkic (Southeast Turkic, Kipchak, and Kipchakoid
South Siberian; including Turkmen) has postconsonantal forms -4 of the
vocalic gerund, whereas after vowels -y (< -yU) is employed. In the same area
and additionally in Turkmen we find *fasla- for ‘to let, give up, leave
behind, throw’, see also 7. In non-Sayanic -GAnr-Turkic (including Azeri and
Songqori) we find forms of *#ilksi ‘fox’ going back to a regressively labialized
*tilkii.24 Together with Chuvash (« Volga-Ural-Kipchak?), non-Sayanic
-GAn-Turkic sometimes uses forms of the noun *bolus ‘help, aid’ (in Kip-
chak only in marginal areas, e. g. in (parts of) Altay Turkic (Taldut, Altay
Kizhi, Kumanda, Tuba) and Karaim, and in Caucasus Kipchak and Tatar),
see 5.2. For the replacement of Central Turkic *-V/*p basla- by *-V/*p
dgdld- in Sayan Turkic see below. Most of non-Sayanic -GAn-Turkic (Shor,
Chulym Turkic, most of Kipchak including Siberian Tatar and Kirghiz Kip-
chak (but not Crimean Tatar and Krymchak), Southeast Turkic, and Turk-
men dialects) uses 4/ ‘in front of’; for Kirghiz see 5.1. Cognates of tibin
‘lower part etc.” (not Old Turkic, but Middle Turkic: R III 1271 t6bin Chag-
hatay, Kuman ‘unten, herab’, Kuman t6bingi “unterer, unten befindlich’, III
1273 tomdn Chaghatay ‘Boden, Grund’) mainly exist in non-Oghuz non-
Sayanic -GAn-Turkic (Kipchak,? Southeast Turkic, Kipchakoid South Sibe-
rian), see also 5.4.

Central Turkic *qor(ga)s(un) ‘lead’ appears as *qorgas(un) in non-Oghuz
Central -GAn-Turkic except Altay Turkic; in more or less the same grouping
cognates of *yartim ‘help’ (s. 2) appear as *yArdAm (except Far Western
Kipchak and parts of Caucasus Kipchak, see 5.2), -GAr ~ z-causatives of ¢
‘to pass’ are preferably used in most of Kipchak (in Karaim, Volga-Ural Kip-
chak, Kumyk, Noghay, Central Kipchak, Baraba, Kirghiz), Kiirik, and
Southeast Turkic, and #/din ‘in front of exists in postpositional use (in Cri-
mean Tatar, Volga-Ural Kipchak, Kumyk, Noghay, Central Kipchak, Kir-
ghiz, Siberian Tatar, and Southeast Turkic; for Karachay-Balkar see 5.2). The
verb *y Wr(I)- ‘to go, move’ has (at least alternatively) a front vocalic form

The Old Turkic form of the verbal noun contained in these verbal derivations is #yqu, see
Crauson (1974, 46b-47a).

24 E.g. Khakas tilgii, Altay Turkic, Kirghiz tilki, Tatar tolké, Modern Uyghur silki,
Uzbek ulki. Of Oghuz only the Iranian part of Western Oghuz has labialized forms (Son-
qori zolki (Doerrer; Hescr 1989, 505), Azeri tiilki). The remaining Oghuz languages have
delabialized forms (Turkish #iki, Turkmen tilgs) like Sayan Turkic (dilg7); in Krymchak we
find #ki, in Crimean Tatar #ki, probably inspired by Ottoman Turkish, see also 7. Thus
the regressive labialization in this word looks like a Central Turkic feature, the non-labializa-
tion like a Border Turkic feature.

25 In Karaim, Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak, Noghay, Central Kipchak, Siberian Tatar,
Kirghiz Kipchak.
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*yiir(i)- in non-Oghuz Central Turkic -GAr-Turkic including Salar, Altay
Turkic and Border Turkic Fu-yii-Turkic.26

Non-Oghuz -GAn-Turkic uses *-A tur- to mark intra-terminality on par-
ticiples (*-GAn : *-A turgan) and present tense forms ({V)r : *-A turur) and
case-marked *gqay-stems to ask for places, directions and the like. It uses
*fortan for ‘pike’?” and front vocalic *£Ay(V)n(V) (originally) ‘god; heaven’
(see TMEN 11, 577-85; Oghuz and Chuvash have back vocalic *tayri; for
Crimean Tatar, Krymchak, and Karaim see 5.2), see 5.1 and 5.2. Cognates of
burun are used as spatial and/or temporal expressions?® in non-Oghuz
-GAn-Turkic and in Chuvash (? « Tatar), i. e. they are mostly absent in
Yakut, Khalaj, (Western-)Oghuz?® (except some Anatolian data),3® and
Kumyk; its absence in Kumyk (and Krymchak?) may be inspired by Western
Oghuz influence, see 7. Most of non-Oghuz -GAn-Turkic uses forms of

26 Southeast Turkic shows a whole set of variants of the type *y WrV- ~ *yUr- (Uzbek yur-,
Modern Uyghur dialects yur-, ysir-, yiiri-, yéri-, yori-, yiri-, Lobnor Turkic jur-, Taranchi
(RADLOFF) ysr-, Modern Uyghur standard language Zir-). As to the vowel in the first syllable
of *yWn(l)-, Oghuz as well as the Northeastern border languages Sayan Turkic, Yenisey
Turkic, Chulym Turkic, and Sarygh Yughur seem to prefere low vowels. Sarygh Yughur has
*30r- (yor-, jor- ~ yir-), Sayan Turkic has *yor(l)- (~ *yérL). In Oghuz we find *yOrl- (often >
*yWrl- ~ *yVrV-); but for Oghuz we have to take into account that the original verb *yori-
became an auxiliary verb and often was replaced by yérsi- or amalgamated forms. Yakut has
illabial siri- with the enlarged structure *ylrl-¢-. Salar exhibits *ysirl- ~ *yVr-.

27 This words seems to be lost in modern Oghuz, but see the Ottoman data in R III 2021
lortan ‘(outdated) eel’.

28 See CrAusoN (1974, 366) burun lit. ‘the nose’ (of a human being or an animal), ‘the
beak’ (of a bird) and the like /.../ and by a further development, ‘preceding in times, previ-
ous’; the latter exists in Old and Middle Turkic, but seemingly not in Ottoman. For burun in
Ottoman meaning ‘nose, snout, cape etc.” see TS I 714ff; for Turkish see fn. 29. See also KD
203a 13 and 211d 13. For further phonetic and semantic developments see ScuoniG 2002
and 2005b.

29 In Turkmen I only could find s#run meaning ‘before’ in older sources, see R IV 1822f.
burun Turkmen ‘earlier, before’; see also L1 1998, 147ff). Turkish has burun ‘nose, point, tip;
beak; cape, headland, promontory; pride, arrogance’, see Hony; Iz (1992, 86).

30 See, e. g., the Yakut murun ‘nos’ (YAKRS 246), Dolgan munnu (< murn+u) ‘Nase’ (Sta-
cHowsKI 1993, 182), Khalaj burin ‘Nase’ (Doerrer; Trzcan 1980, 95), Kumyk burun ‘nos;
ugol, mys’ (KMxRS 87), Krymchak ‘nos; kljuv; mys’ (Res1 83). For Ottoman, I could find
derivations of burun meaning ‘before’ only in TS I 714 burundugin ‘iptidadan, dnceden,
baslangicta’ (in Kelile ve Dimne from the sixteenth century), which is an instrumental form
of burundug (= burunduruq ‘nose ring; reins’, s. also TS 1 714ff.); in addition, the whole pas-
sage seems to be misunderstood and does not have the meaning given in TS, see
Zajaczkowskt 1934. There are only some instances in DS pointing to burun meaning
‘before’ in Anatolia: burun ‘pekmez yapmak igin kaynatilan siranin ilk suyu’ (Af., Cr.), ‘dut-
tan, kaynatilarak elde edilen ilk sira’ (Gr.), ‘yiin taranirken tarak disinden ilk alinan yiin’
(Ank.), burunagz: ‘ineklerin ilk ii¢ ginlik siitit’ (Ank.), burun ¢ay: ‘demlikten bardaga ilk
konulan ¢ay’ (Ama.) oder burun serbeti “iziimiin ilk alinan suyu’ (Gaz.), see DS II 803f.
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*kimai for ‘ship’ (first attested in Middle Turkic); Oghuz has gim: (like Old
Turkic kimi, Chuvash kimé); for Crimean Tatar, Karaim and Krymchak, see
7. Different from Oghuz and Khalaj, non-Oghuz-GAn-Turkic shows a
biverbal form -A/-p al(-ma)- to express the (im-)possibility of performing an
action.3! Different from Oghuz and Chuvash, it normally does not exhibit
biverbal forms for ‘to begin to x* consisting of a verbal noun in -mA(K) of
the verb meaning X’ and basla- ‘to begin’; instead it uses forms of the type
*-V/*-p basla- (except Sayan Turkic, which uses dgdli- id.” instead (<« Mon-
golic)). Dative-marked forms of other verbal nouns can be found e. g. in
Tatar (V)r + GA kérés-/totin- or in Modern Uyghur (/)8 + GA basla-. Differ-
ent from Oghuz (including Salar), Khalaj, Sarygh Yughur and some of
South Siberian Border Turkic, GAn-Turkic has *qol for both ‘hand’ and
‘arm’ and does not use cognates of *4lig ‘hand’ (except Crimean Tatar and
Krymchak, see 7), it has not preserved long vowels (not even reflexes of
them), and has lost the feature of nasality of the Ancient Turkic 7 (see 1).
The same holds true for *rin for ‘lip’ and *kindik for ‘navel’, but cognates
of both words exist in Khalaj; for Krymchak and Crimean Tatar see 7. Dif-
ferent from Oghuz (and perhaps Yakut) most of non-Oghuz-GAn-Turkic
has not preserved the negative aorist in -m.Az and uses -mAs instead;32 dif-
ferent from Oghuz and Yakut, *-y is normally not employed to designate
the imperative of the second person plural (as do Turkmen and Yakut exclu-
sively). Other than Oghuz (and at least Chuvash, Khalaj, Yakut (except the
accusative), and Salar (except the dative)), non-Oghuz-GAn-Turkic has not
preserved suffixes of the structure +(C)V... (e. g. a genitive suffix in +(n)ly as
in Old Turkic); all case suffixes show a stable suffix-initial consonant by an
analogization of the type +CV...

4 Modern Kipchak

In addition to the features already mentioned, all modern Kipchak lan-
guages exhibit cognates of Old Turkic 7:d(-# ber)- ‘to send’ of the form

*yibir-. In of modern Kichak (except Crimean Tatar and Krymchak, see 7)
the Old Turkic fz¢ ‘mountain’ has developed to *#taw,3 *siv- ‘to love’

31 Tt also appears in Salar, South Siberian, and perhaps in Chuvash (Chuvash -ay- < *-A4
al- (?); see Benzing (1959a, 721) and Levitskava (1976, 54f.). Lena Turkic has a suffix
«(A:)yA-. Besides, in many units, forms like -A/p bol- exist, see ScHONIG 1987.

32 Chuvash has preserved this form only in the negative present tense copula mar <
drmiiz. The Lena Turkic -BAt-forms may also have developed after the sound change -z > -s.
For Karachay-Balkar see 5.2, for Crimean Tatar and Krymchak see 7.

33 But the sound change -g(-) > -2(-) did not always take place consistantly in Siberian
Tatar, see, e. g., Baraba agis ‘mouth’ (R I 82) < agiz > Modern Kipchak *awiz.
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became *siiy-, *i4v ‘house’ normally appears as *#y (for Karaim and Misher,
see 5). Central Turkic *7aguq ‘chicken, hen’ has become *tavig (*tawiq) in
most of Kipchak. Kipchak did not preserve any traces of the feature of nasal-
ity of the intervocalic consonant of *siiy(g)ik ‘bone’ (for Crimean Tatar and
K:ymchak see 7).34 The word for ‘brain’ has a common basic form *mdyi
(except in Crimean Tatar, see 5.1 and 7). The spontaneous sound change of
the word-initial & > m- without -#- at the end of the first syllable, appears at
least sporadically in most of Kipchak (see Scaonie 2002). Most Kipchak lan-
guages exhibit the Northern Turkic (see 6.2) cognate *ca¢ of Old Turkic sad
‘hair’® and has preserved the old third person possessive accusative suffix
+(s)In (as Northern Turkic and Khalaj), but see 7. Different from Eastern
Turkic (see 6.1), Kipchak normally does not use the passive suffix {(I)/- on
verbs ending in / and (like Oghuz, Chuvash, and Altay Turkic) has not pre-
served the Ancient Turkic word pair yilfiz : yultuz (‘root’ : ‘star’) (as did
Southeast Turkic, Lena Turkic, Saryg Yugur, and some Northeast Turkic
languages, see ScHONIG 1999); in most of the modern units the word for
‘root’ has vanished. Furthermore Kipchak like Oghuz and Uzbek has
changed -t to -ld- (except Tiimin Tatar jilti¢ (R III 488) (and Northern Altay
Turkic Tuba &’ildis ~ 4’iltis).36

In most Kipchak languages (including Siberian Tatar and Altay Turkic)
cognates of *sigir ‘cow’ mainly appear as *siyir; Noghay has front vocalic
styir (like Modern Uyghur). Only Far Western Kipchak (sigir) together with
Uzbek (sigir) follows Oghuz in preserving -¢- (e. g. Turkish szgz7, Turkmen
sigir). Most of Kipchak (including Kirghiz Kipchak), Southeast Turkic,
Kiidrik, Western Oghuz and Chuvash have direct cognates of *famga ‘mark,
seal’, whereas metathetical forms of the type *tagma appear in Turkmen
(tagma), Kazakh, and most of the remaining South Siberian (*tayma). Many
Kipchak languages use finite forms in -mAK(¢T) to express a kind of future,
optative or necessitative (for a comparable form in Turkmen see TkMGR
308). Together with Uzbek, Kipchak has an agent noun of the type *(U)wcl
(except Crimean Tatar, see 7); Chuvash exhibits a resembling form -Av$A.
Beside the development of tag > *taw (Chuvash tu/tdv+) another common

3 Western (and Khorezmian) Oghuz (and some Modern Uyghur dialects) together with
non-Norm Turkic Yakut and Chuvash demonstrate a clear tendency to preserve the feature
of nasality, e. g. *siiyik ‘bone’ > Azeri simiik, Turkmen siyk, Chuvash $dmad, Yakut uyuox;
some Modern Uyghur dialects have sdyik.

35 Modern Uyghur units show ¢z¢ (lit. language) and sa¢, while Standard Uzbek has sd¢

like Khalaj and Oghuz sa¢.

3 Different from Modern Uyghur, Sarygh Yughur, Yenisey Turkic and Yakut; the latter
has produced silis : sulus. For Sayan Turkic we find siltis ‘star; root’ in CasTrEN (1857) and
RTorS, whereas Rassabin (1971, 229) gives sildis. Tuvan has sildis id.’, Toja di“ldis ‘star’
(Capampa 1974, 48), Soyot (RADLOFF) has yiltis ‘root’” (R III 488).
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Chuvash-Kipchak feature is the second person singular imperative particle
noted as ¢U or sU in KASGART’s dictionary (today sometimes reduced to -¢ or
-$); in addition to Chuvash (-cZ), it is attested at least in Kirghiz, Noghay,
Caucasian Kipchak, Bashkir, Tatar dialects, Crimean Tatar, and Uzbek, see
Scuonie (1987, 206). Especially Lena Turkic and Kipchak weaken p and K
while they retain ¢ in the intervocalic position (not in Altay Turkic) and (like
Uzbek and Altay Turkic) show cognates of the type &7y of the old title *big
(e. g. Yakut &:: ‘elder brother’); as a result of Chagatay or Ottoman influence
we sometimes find the old form *bdg besides 4y in one and the same lan-
guage.3” Most of Kipchak (including Altay Turkic and Kipchakoid South
Siberian) uses the personal marker +K of the first person plural also in the
imperative (like Azeri and Yakut).38 As to the question, which word-final
sounds initiate what type of change of suffix-initial consonants (see 6.2),
Yakut shows some structural similarities with the Kipchak languages (see
Scuonic 1993). Kipchak (including Altay Turkic) like Turkmen and (most
of) Sayan Turkic has cognates of Old Turkic idiik ‘big, great, high’ with an
illabial vowel in the first syllable (different from Western Oghuz, Southeast
Turkic, and (most of) Khakas and Shor).3

Cognates of alin ‘forehead’ are used as spatial expressions in postposi-
tional use meaning ‘in front of in most of Kipchak (Siberian Tatar, Tatar
dialects, Bashkir, Karaim, Karachay-Balkar, RapLorr’s Kirghiz and Kazakh,
Altay Turkic), of Kipchakoid South Siberian, and in Turkmen. In Kipchak,
together with Oghuz (including Salar) and Kipchakoid South Siberian, the
verb et- is dominantly used for the denominal verb derivation; in Southeast
Turkic the old verb 4 is still widely in use.40 Oghuz (including Salar) and
Kipchak (like Chuvash and Yakut) did not preserve the final G-sounds of
the second and further syllables.

37 Thus Kirghiz has biy ‘(traditional) judge’ ~ ik “(a title)’, Crimean Tatar exhibits &dy ~
bik (Useinov 41), Krymchak has #éy ‘pravitel’, gospodin’, but #iyaga ‘brat muza’ (Res1 2004,
77£).

38 The oldest K-form of an imperative is -AIK in the Codex Cumanicus, which is also
attested in Kirghiz, Altay Turkic, Tiliut of Bachatsk, Tuba, Shor of Kondoma, and Kyzyl;
for other K-forms, see ScaoniG 1987.

39 Tatar biyék ‘velikiy’ must be a loanword from (Ottoman) Turkish (like Krymchak
buyuk and Crimean Tatar biyik); the inherited form is biyék ‘vysokiy, vysotnyy’.

40 The old auxiliary 4 is now restricted mainly to contexts of dignity in Oghuz and Kip-
chak. Mostly in Oghuz - but with, e. g., some Tatar evidence - the verb 4dli- has survived
in the West and is frequently used in Azeri. The frequent use of 4i- in Southeast Turkic may
be regarded as a Chaghataizm.
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5 The internal segmentation of Modern Kipchak Turkic

Modern Kipchak consists of Western-Central Kipchak and Kirghiz Kip-
chak; the latter consists of Kirghiz and (Southern) Altay Turkic. Western-
Central Kipchak consists of Western Kipchak and Central Kipchak. West-
ern Kipchak consists of Far Western Kipchak (Karaim, Crimean Tatar, and
Krymchak), Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak (Tatar,*! Bashkir (= Volga-Ural
Kipchak), Karachay-Balkar and Kumyk (= Caucasus Kipchak)). Crimean
Tatar and Krymchak are Far Western Kipchak languages under strong Otto-
man Turkish influence; Misher Tatar is perhaps a Far Western Kipchak lan-
guage under (Kazan) Tatar influence. Noghay is a transitory language
between Western and Central Kipchak. Central Kipchak consists of Karakal-
pak and Kazakh. Siberian Tatar, which later became subject to South Sibe-
rian Turkic influence, seems to be a mixed group of the Central Asian and
the Volga-Ural Kipchak type; it may be divided into a Western Siberian
Tatar (Irtysh, Ishim, Tara, Tobol, Tura, Tiimen etc.), a central group
(Baraba), and an Eastern group (Tomsk). Additionally, there are Kip-
chak(oid) elements in South Siberian Turkic. Thus, sound groups of first syl-
lables consisting of a palatal vowel and a weak consonant, of which at least
one element is labial (e. g. *(-)dz-, *(-)iiy(-) etc.), have normally converged
into #y. In Volga-Ural Kipchak they have become (graphically) dy, in parts
of Siberian Tatar #y ~ dw; Far Western Kipchak shows variants with a some-
times unetymological - (see Berta 1989), e. g. in Misher Tatar #y ~ #(w)
(Maxmurova 1978, 58) (if not preserved under Western Oghuz influence,
see 7). Kirghiz Kipchak uses #y besides contracted forms with long labial
vowels. Uzbek behaves like Western-Central Kipchak and Modern Uighur,
but Uzbek has not consistently changed 4w to sy (like Siberian Tatar; see
also Misher Tatar tivd, Tatar déyi ~ tivi ‘camel’). In the case of *4v some
Altay Turkic dialects show, besides gy ~ #y, forms with final -B, in which
labiality still has not crossed over to the vowel (such as in Yenisey Turkic (=
Shor and Khakas), Chuvash, Khalaj and Western Oghuz).

It seems that some basic traces of the internal divisions of modern Kip-
chak have developed within the framework of the Golden Horde and its
successor states from the thirteenth until the sixteenth centuries. Within this
framework, many linguistic interactions took place (between Kipchak lan-
guages, but also with other Turkic and non-Turkic languages). These interac-
tions are responsible for the numerous oscillations of the borderlines
between the subgoups of Kipchak. Thus the word for ‘stirrup’ survived in its
Central Turkic shape *sizéiygi in Kirghiz Kipchak and Kazakh, but also in

41 Dialects like Astrakhan Tatar, Orenburg Tatar, and Yurt Tatar are only mentioned, if
they exhibit special features deviant from the standard language.
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Volga-Ural Kipchak. Here, Karakalpak is separated from Kazakh and goes
together with Noghay by using *(#)zéiygsi. Caucasus Kipchak developed a
form *dzdygi with initial é-, which cannot be explained by regular sound
changes; perhaps the initial # was assimilated to the low vowel of the sec-
ond syllable (see below the Kumyk form of the verb *W(g)sa- for ‘to
resemble’). One of the variants dziygi ~ dziygd in Karaim exhibits the same
phenomenon. Baraba izdygi with initial illabial vowel is perhaps a trace of
Border Turkic influence on this language, see 2. The forms of the verb
*Wlg)sa- ‘to resemble’ (see 3) are another interesting phenomenon. The verb
appears as *ogsa- in Kirghiz Kipchak (Kirghiz, Tildut (RapLorr), Kumanda
(RADLOFF) 0§g0-) Krymchak, and Karaim (ox$-, beside others, see below),
i. e. at the margins of the Kipchak area (as in Southeast Turkic (Uzbek zxsa-,
Modern Uyghur ox$s-) and Azeri (0x$a-)).#2 Volga-Ural Kipchak shows ogsa-
(graphically), which points to *#ga- (unless one assumed that this repre-
sented a case in which the characteristic Volga-Ural Kipchak sound change
of u of the first syllables had not occured for some reason). Tatar exhibits
ox$a- with a fricativization K > x, which does not appear very often in this
language. A basic form *ugda- is also attested in Central Kipchak (#gsa-).
Thus *ug$a- may be called the Western-Central Kipchak form. Karakalpak
as well knows a form #sa- pointing back to *#$a-, which is the basic form in
Noghay (#sa-), Karachay-Balkar (#$4-), and according to RADLOFF parts of
Siberian Tatar (Tara Tatar #$4-) and Chulym Turkic (Kuirik #$2-); even
Tatar and Karaim (both according to RADLOFF) exhibit #$z-. The Kumyk and
Crimean Tatar forms 0$z- belong here, too; the initial o- may be the result of
an assimilation to the low vowel of the second syllable (as perhaps in the
word for ‘stirrup’, see above); perhaps the fact that Far Western Turkic,
Kumyk, and Aseri exhibit o-forms points to Kipchak-Oghuz areal contacts,
see 7. As to Oghuz borrowings, Karaim exhibits Oghuz béinziy- besides usa-
and ox$a-, Crimean-Tatar has biyzi- besides 0sa-, Krymchak shows bdyzi-
and oxs$a-, see also 7. In the case of *ogsa- ~ *ugsa- ~ *usa- we can not rule
out that two different lexemes have fused into one. For the verbs for ‘to
sleep’, see 3.

The Kipchak present tense suffixes (going back to *-A turur)® are short-
ened to -A (postvocaliv -y) in Volga-Ural Kipchak, Kumyk, and Crimean
Tatar, i. e. in most of Western Kipchak except Karaim and Karachay-Balkar;
Misher Tatar and Orenburg Tatar have -4 ~ -Adlr (Maxmurtova 1978, 140-
41; Sapykova 1985, 65). Karaim shows the whole range of longer forms

42 Like Sayanic Uryangkhay (KaTANOV) 0g$4-, 0§ga-, Shor (RADLOFF) 0$g4-, see also fn.
22.

43 In ScHONIG (2004b, 8) instead of *-A turur the form *-A turgan is erroneously given as
the protoform.
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employed in Kipchak (Karaim (T) -Adlr, -At, Karaim (H) -AdIr, -Adl, -Ad),
Karachay-Balkar has -Adl, which also appears in Noghay, Central Kipchak,
and Uzbek. A comparable variety of forms can be found in Siberian Tatar
vernaculars (-A4,% -At, -AdI, -Adlr) and in the Altay Turkic dialect commu-
nity (-At, -Adl, -Adlr). The form -Adlr can also be found in Southern Kir-
ghiz, whereas Standard Kirghiz has -At. Krymchak shows /)y (Res1 16), per-
haps a result of analogization processes, during which the postvocalic form
-y (see above) took the position of the present tense marker. But it is also
possible that we are confronted with an extremly shortened form of a pres-
ent tense in *-A yorir, i. e. a present tense form of Oghuz shape, see also
7.

The distribution of the different designations for ‘island’ are of some
interest, too. Cognates of the word *a:ta¢ “island’ have mainly survived in
the West (e. g. in Oghuz as #da and in Chuvash as #¢4). Their Kipchak form
ataw is used in Karakalpak, Tatar, and Kumyk (in the latter perhaps sup-
ported by Western Oghuz influence). Karaim, Krymchak, and Crimean
Tatar employ loanwords from Western Oghuz (#da); perhaps the *a:tag-
area is to be connected with the *-AGAn/*-AcAK-area, see 7. Besides
Karaim, Crimean Tatar exhibits cognates of *o())(i)rag for ‘island’, which is
the form of modern cognates of Old Turkic otrug. This word looks like a
derivation of *olor- ~ *o(l)tur- ‘to sit (down)’. This is not very probable,* but
at least in Western Kipchak the cognates of *o())#(i)rag seem to have been
analogized to the cognates of this verb, e.g. in Crimean Tatar (ofurus :
otur-), Karaim (ot-ras, -laé, -raé, -rac, -ura/u/is, otiris : otur-) and Volga-Ural
Kipchak (u#traw : utir-). Chuvash utrav may be a loanword from Volga-Ural
Kipchak. Furthermore, we find cognates of *o())¢(i)rag in Tara Tatar (utran ~
otran), Kumanda (odru:, odra, ottirag), and Chulym Turkic (otirag, otiraw,
odiraé, Kidrik utrau).* In Noghay, Kazakh, and Kirghiz we find cognates of
the Mongolian loanword aral (as in Southeast Turkic, Shor and Kumanda),
perhaps as a result of a substitution during Oirat rule.

Some distributions may be in part owed to Tatar influence on other
developing Kipchak literary languages. Thus the cognates of Old Turkic
*yartim ‘help’ appear as *yirdim in Central Kipchak and Tatar, most of

4 This form is perhaps a late import from Volga-Ural Kipchak during the time of Tatar
emigration to Siberia and/or Soviet cultural policy.

45 CrausoN (1974, 65b) otrug “island’ that it is “too old to be a Dev.N. fr. ofur- ‘to
sit™.

46 There is also a Chulym Turkic form odiraé. The forms in-aé ~ -aé ~ -a¢ may go back to
an older otrac, see CrLauson (1974, 65b): “a Dim. f. (?) otrac was current in Kom. and Kip.
(Id., Bul., Tuh.), survived in NW kar. T., Kow.”. Karaim ot#ra is perhaps a metanalytical der-
ivation from otra¢.
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remaining Kipchak has *yardam (e. g. Bashkir yardam; Southeast Turkic
*yardim); for Crimean Tatar and Krymchak see 7. A comparable problem
exists with the distribution of *otur- and *oltur- for ‘to sit (down)’ in Modern
Kipchak Turkic, which does not follow any known pattern.*’ Today we find
*otur- in Tatar (utir-), Krymchak (ofir-), Crimean Tatar (otur-), and Central
Kipchak (otir-); this form is also present in Uzbek (#fir-) and in Oghuz
(including Salar). The remaining Kipchak languages (and Modern Standard
Uyghur) exhibit *oltur- (Caucasus Kipchak oltur-, Noghay oltir-, Bashkir
ultir-). Kirghiz has oltur- and otur-, Baraba shows oti-, olti-, oltir-, utir- etc.
(Dmrtrieva 1981; Tumaseva 1968), and Karaim exhibits otur- ~ otir- and
oltur-. The situation in Kirghiz may have been caused by a dialect mixing of
Central Kipchak dialects (*otu#r-) and Kirghiz Kipchak dialects (*oltur-) dur-
ing the genesis of Modern Standard Kirghiz or due to influences from
Uzbek and Modern Uyghur. The situation in Karaim may point to Otto-
man influence on an originally “oltur-Turkic” Karaim. It is remarkable that
within Kipchak mainly the “smaller” languages exhibit *oltur-forms. Perhaps
the use of *otur- in some Kipchak languages and Uzbek goes back to Otto-
man influence and has nothing to do with the comparable situation in some
South Siberian Turkic languages,® see also 7. Ottoman influence may first
have occured in the literary languages (Late) Chagatay and Tiirki (T6rék: €],
in the Tatar sphere) and then jumped over to spoken languages, which
developed in close connection with them, i. e. mainly Tatar and Uzbek, and
from there to Central Kipchak. In the “small” Kipchak languages the *oltur-
form survived, because they developed later and were in stronger isolation
from influences of the literary languages. This, however, deserves further
investigation.

5.1 Kirghiz Kipchak and Western-Central Kipchak

Kirghiz Kipchak exhibits many features, which deviate from Western-Cen-
tral Kipchak. The cognates of Old Turkic #4gli¢ ‘mountainous’ appear as
*tawli in Western-Central Kipchak, whereas Kirghiz Kipchak has *to:lu:
(both < *tawliw). The intermediary position of Uzbek between Kipchak
and Southeast Turkic is illustrated by its (literary) form #4gli, which points to

47 According to Crauson (1974, 150-1), we find *otur- besides *oltur- already in the
Karakhanid Tefsir; in Middle Turkic *otur- is the typical Western Oghuz (Ottoman) form,
but also appears besides *oltur- in Khorezm Turkic sources and in the Mamluk Kipchak Tuh-
fat, but not in Chagatay and in Kuman, which only have *oltur-.

48 We find *otur- in Uryangkhay (Katranov 1194 odur-, 1197 olur), Soyot, Bay-Tayga
Tuvan (partly palatalized), and Khakas (odur-). Chulym Turkic and Altay Turkic show oltur-
(>) ~ ottur- (>) ~ otur- with preservation of -&; Shor has ottur- ~ odur.
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proto-Western-Central Kipchak *#4gli. The final G-sounds of second and
following syllables became zero in Western-Central Kipchak (like in Chu-
vash), but remained *-w in Kirghiz Kipchak and fused with the preceeding
vowels to long labial vowels. Furthermore, Kirghiz Kipchak exhibits features
in the field of phonotactical rule sets, which are different from those of
other Kipchak languages, see 6.2. In view of other features, Kirghiz Kipchak
goes together with at least parts of Western-Central Kipchak, see, e. g. the
words for ‘stirrup’ and ‘goat’, see 5 and 5.2.

Most of Western-Central Kipchak (Siberian Tatar, Volga-Ural-Caucasus
Kipchak, Noghay, and Central Kipchak) together with Southeast Turkic and
Turkmen exhibits *4ld ‘in front of, see ScHONIG 2005a.° In Kirghiz Kip-
chak ald meaning both ‘in front of and ‘under’;3 Altay Turkic (and Shor)
additionally exhibits alt ‘under’ : ald ‘in front of’, see ScHONIG 2005a. West-
ern Oghuz influence may be responsible for the similar situation in Cri-
mean Tatar (alt ‘lower part, below; under’ (R I 400) and 4/d ‘in front of (L1
1998, 491f.)), RapLorF’s Tatar, and Karaim (RKarS 160 ‘pered” a/d, KarRPRS
64 ald ‘in front of; front part’, and RKARS 149 ‘niz’ alf), but we cannot
exclude Kuman heritage; as we can see all “mixed languages” showing alt
‘under’ and 4ld ‘in front of are located at the margin of the Modern Kip-
chak area.

In Kirghiz Kipchak (as in Sarygh Yughur and Lena Turkic) ‘copper’ can
be expressed by *bagir (as in Western-Central Kipchak, Oghuz) and by *jis
(« Mongolic « Turkic) (as in most of South Siberian).5!

In the framework of Kipchak, the spontaneous sound change of word ini-
tial - > m- reaches a maximum in Kirghiz Kipchak. The same holds true for
the word-internal change -5- > -m- at the first syllable border before -7- at
the end of the second syllable in the framework of Northeast Turkic; before
other consonants at the end of the second syllable, the sound change -5- >
-m- displays a minimum in Kirghiz Kipchak in the Northeastern context (see
Scuénie 2002). Kirghiz Kipchak has taken part in the development of
Northeast Turkic, during which it gained some Northeastern features, e. g.

49 Siberian Tatar 4l ‘in front of probably is a form of ald, the -d of which is secondarily
desonorized in syllable-initial and syllable-final position. Only Baraba has, according to
TuMaseva (1992, 23), alt ‘as; niz’ and alt-form meaning ‘under’, but see DmrtriEVA (1981,
222) alt ~ al ~ alin ‘peredniy, peredn. ¢ast”, 126 alt ‘peredn. &ast’, peredniy’ (see also R I
375).

50 See KRGRS 42 al's. ald, 48 ald, aldi ‘peréd; peredn. &ast’; niz, niZn. ¢ast”. Analogically,
in Kirghiz forms of as(f) ‘under’ sometimes designate ‘in front of’. For (Southern) Altay
Turkic, see R I 419 Altay Kizhi, Tildut aldindagi ‘unten bzw. vorn befindlich’, VErBICKIY 19
(Taldut) aldindagi ‘naxod. vperedi’, aldinda “vnizw’, aldindagi ‘naxod. na nizu’.

51 At least in the South Siberian context the use of Kirghiz Kipchak to designate ‘North’
by derivations of *#in ‘night (> midnight)’ and *##$ ‘noon’ seems to be unique.
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the category of participium nondum facti (see BeNzing 1959b), which also
exists in Northeast Turkic (except Tofa), and some of Siberian Tatar.52 Yakut
with -A ilik and Kirghiz with -A elek show a common form of this participle
different from South Siberian -GAIAK and Fu-yii Turkic -GAIA$.53 The fact
that Kirghiz and Lena Turkic are bound closer together may be owed to
their location at the margin of the area in question and they have thus kept
ancient forms of this etymologically enigmatic suffix. Perhaps the extensive
labial harmony in Lena Turkic and Kirghiz Kipchak has a common root,
too. In Kirghiz Kipchak (as in Noghay, Central Kipchak, and Northeast
Turkic) initial {M} has become recategorized as {B}, but has not kept variants
with initial m after word-final nasal as in the other languages. It has at least
alternatively a Northeast Turkic feature by showing *tog- ~ *tiri:- ‘to give
birth ~ be born’.

The word *biri ~ (2 <) *biyi ‘brain’ survived in two-syllabic forms point-
ing to *mdyd without an intervocalic nasal consonant>* in Baraba (miya),
Uzbek (miya), Karachay-Balkar (miyi), and Bashkir (mdyd). Somehow irregu-
larly developed forms of the type *miy ~ *miy appear with front vowels (as
in Baraba, Bashkir, and Uzbek) in Karaim, Tatar, and Central Kipchak, and
with back vowels (as in Karachay-Balkar) in Noghay, Krymchak, and in Rap-
LOFF’s Tatar and Kazakh; Kumyk has miy ~ may. In full accordance with the
regular sound laws, *mdiyi has developed into *md: (sometimes > *md or
*mi:) in Kirghiz Kipchak (as in Northeast Turkic). Only Crimean Tatar with
mdy has preserved the feature nasality of the old intervocalic consonant,
which now stands in the word-final position. The form looks like the form
may of the Codex Cumanicus and has survived perhaps under Ottoman
Turkish influence; it is monosyllabic like the Tatar form, but ends in a nasal
consonant like the Turkish form.

An Eastern Turkic feature (see 6.1) of Kirghiz Kipchak (as of Sarygh Yu-
ghur and Modern Uyghur) is the preservation of *ud ‘bovine’. The old
numeral for “fifty’ (replaced by analytical forms in most of Altay Turkic and
in the Lena-Sayan area) appears in a strong form *éllig mainly in Western-

52 According to Tumadeva (1968, 19 and 68) we find -GAIAK in Baraba, but not in
Tobol-Irtysh Tatar; in Tomsk Tatar it is about to vanish.

53 Yusupov (1985, 81-2) assumes that the suffix -GALAK ist used to derive adjectives in
Tatar dialects, e. g. qacqalaq ‘ubegayusliy’, taygalaq ‘skol'zkiy’, kéygilik ‘bespokoynyy’.
These forms, however, are derived by use of the detensive-frequentative suffix -GAIA- plus
the deverbal adjectival suffix (/)K; for the latter see ERDAL 1991.

54 Yakut, Chuvash, Khalaj, Oghuz (including Salar (Teni$Ev)), and sporadically Modern
Uyghur have preserved the feature nasality of the intervocalic consonant of *bdri ~ *biyi
‘brain’ (Dolgan mdrii: ~ mdini, Yakut mdyin (with nasal y); Chuvash mimd; Khalaj meyn;
Turkish, Azeri beyin, Tutkmen bdiyni, Salar meyes ~ menze u. meyzi ~ menzi “forehead’, Mod-
ern Uyghur meyi ~ miyd ~ miyi.
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Central Kipchak (and Oghuz), the weak form *4lig is used in Kirghiz and
Raprorr’s Tildut (64%) (as in Yenisey and Chulym Turkic);%% Siberian Tatar
has strong forms, for the most part only Karanov randers a form 4li for
Baraba. Southeast Turkic (like Khalaj) has generalized the strong forms,
Sayan Turkic the weak forms. In Kirghiz Kipchak (and Bashkir) the verb for
‘to cry’ is #yla- < *igla-, which matches South Siberian forms like Yenisey
Turkic ilga- and Sayan Turkic igla-. Western-Central Kipchak (except Bash-
kir (see above), Krymchak, and Crimean Tatar (see 7)) have *yigla-, e. g.
Tatar yila-, Karachay-Balkar jila-, Kazakh Zila- (Uzbek has yigla-, Modern
Uyghur jigla-). Western-Central Kipchak, Chuvash, Altay Turkic, remaining
Kipchakoid South Siberian, and Oghuz (including Salar) use cognates of
Western Turkic *(h)agac for ‘tree’, whereas Kirghiz jigac (like Lobnor Turkic
yigac and Saryg Yugur yigas) goes back to Eastern Turkic *higac> yigac (like,
e. g., Sayan Turkic); Southeast Turkic languages have as an intermediary
form *yaga¢. But for ‘thousand’ Kirghiz has a Western Turkic palatal form
miy, Altay Turkic has Eastern Turkic velar muy with Northeast Turkic labi-
alization, see 6.1.

The cognates of *yultuz ‘star’ have kept a labial vowel in the first syllable
in most of Western-Central Kipchak (except some Karaim data and Cri-
mean Tatar (R III 491f.) under Oghuz influence, see 7) and some parts of
Siberian Tatar (as in Turkmen dialects, Khorasan Turkic, Southeast Turkic,
Khalaj, and Yakut); most of Kirghiz Kipchak and other parts of Siberian
Tatar has illabial *yildiz (like Oghuz and most of South Siberian).5 In the
case of sound groups consisting of a vowel and a weak consonant, Kirghiz
Kipchak sometimes exhibits besides a Western-Central Kipchak form a con-
tracted South Siberian variant, e. g. *siy(g)ik > siyik ~ si:k ‘bone’, *tibi >
tiyé ~ 16: ‘camel’, *sdv- > siiy- ~ s#.- ‘to love’, see also 5; Siberian Tatar has
a comparable behaviour. Kirghiz Kipchak like most of South Siberian does
not use cognates of *drti as the past tense copula regularly, see below. At
least in Kazakh, Siberian Tatar, and Kirghiz Kipchak (as in the remainder of
South Siberian) we find an *éy, which besides the meaning ‘front part’ (but
not used as a spatial expression in postpositional use) has a second meaning
‘colour, shape etc.’; Siberian Tatar exhibits a semantically deviant dy, e. g.,
o:nrd: (Umar) ‘yugari; vverxu’ (Tumaseva 1992, 165).

Kirghiz Kipchak together with Kipchakoid South Siberian uses personal
suffixes of the type first person singular +*mln and second person singular

55 This is more or less the same area in which the analogization of case suffix-final nasal
consonants has taken place, see 5.1.

56 E.g. Kirghiz jildiz, jildis, Altay Turkic &’ildiz ‘Stern’, Chalkandu, Tilaut yildis (R III
490), Tuba 4’ildis ~ d’ilsis; Baraba yildis “Stern’ (R III 490), Tiimin Tatar jilsis (R III 488).
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(plural)*+sIy(LAr).57 This grouping plus Siberian Tatar dialects exhibits
amalgamated forms of the first and second person of finite -GAn of the type
-GA.m, -GA.y etc.’® and shows internal analogization of suffix-final nasal
consonants of the genitive +#ly and ablative +DAn, see below. The first
person singular imperative suffix -AyIK is typical for most of Western-Cen-
tral Kipchak languages (and of Azeri), whereas Kirghiz Kipchak together
with Shor and Kyzyl has kept -AlIK (in Kirghiz after vowels -lIK, neg.
-BAylIK) (first attested in Kuman).

In some aspects, Kirghiz and Altay Turkic have developed in different
directions. Thus the modern Kipchak (and Uzbek) agent noun in *-Uw¢T has
become *-U:d in Kirghiz, but is replaced in Altay Turkic by the Northeast
Turkic -A(:X&)éI (« Mongol *-GA¢). Both branches of Kirghiz Kipchak
have developed the suffixes of the first person plural imperative partly dif-
ferent, see SCHONIG 1987. Whereas in Kirghiz the personal plural marker +z
has only entered into competition with +/A4r in the second person in the
framework of the paradigms of politeness, it has become completely
replaced there in Altay Turkic and the remaining South Siberian, see 6.1. In
the case of amalgamated forms of the first and second person of finite -GAn
of the type -GA.m etc., in Kirghiz - different from Altay Turkic - only the
first person is affected, see above and fn. 58. In the case of the analogized
suffix-final consonants of the genitive +#ly and the ablative +DAn, the
final nasals became 7 in Kirghiz and # in Kipchakoid South Siberian Turkic.
The dative of the first person singular pronoun is maya ~ maga in Kirghiz,
whereas Altay Turkic shows mdgd, ma:, mi:, see below; see also 5.3 and fn.
91. In the case of the verb *bolus- ‘to help’ at least Kumanda of the Upper
Biryusa (VERBICKIY) goes together with Kirghiz (like Kazakh, Southeast
Turkic, and Khakas). For verbs denoting ‘to sleep’ (Kirghiz, Tildut of

57 In Chulym Turkic we sometimes find +men for the first person singular, Siberian Tatar
dialects mostly use +min for the first person, but +slz and +sIs for the second persons sin-
gular and plural. Mainly in the Altay-Chulym Turkic dialects we find pronominal forms,
replaced by possessive suffixes. Katanov 328fF. attests a second person plural pronoun sis ~
silir for Kirghiz like sis (~ sinldr, sislir) in Siberian Tatar (Ishim, Tobol, Tara, Tura, Tiimin)
except Baraba, which has silir (like Sayan Turkic, Khakas, Kiidrik, and Altay Turkic). But
Tumaleva (1968, 104) also gives sis besides silirlir, siliri, sislir, and silir for Baraba. For the
Eusta-Cat vernacular of Tomsk Tatar she only gives silir (the form siz clearly is an import
from Standard Tatar) (1968, 152); the Kalmak vernacular has silir, too (1968, 164).

58 Kirghiz exhibits first person singular forms of the petfect in -Ganlm ~ -GAmlIn ~ -GAm
(KreGr 283); the latter forms also appear in the Eusta-Cat and Kalmak vernaculars of
Tomsk Tatar (Tuma$eva 1968, 142 and 160-1), in Khakas (XksGr), and Shor (DyRENKOVA
1941, 182)); different from Altay Turkic (DyrENkova 1940, 174; NikoLaeva 1985), Baraba
(Tuma$eva 1968, 63), and Chulym Turkic (Dur’zon 1966, 455) the second person is not
affected by the amalgamation in Kirghiz.
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Bachatsk *#qla-, remaining Altay Turkic *#yugla-), see 3. The semantic
opposition ‘ox’ : ‘bull’ is expressed by *hékiz : *buga in Kirghiz together
with at least parts of Western-Central Kipchak, whereas *buga seems to be
replaced by *éar in at least some dialects of Altay Turkic. In the same way,
Kirghiz goes together with parts of Western-Central Kipchak, e. g. in the
case of *komik ‘help’ (like in Central Kipchak, Noghay, Kumyk, Wolga-
Ural Kipchak; Southeast Turkic, Ottoman, and Khalaj, see also 6.3) and
*miiyiiz ~ *miyiz ‘horn’ (as in Siberian Tatar, Central Kipchak, Noghay, and
Caucasus Kipchak; for Crimean Tatar see 7); Altay Turkic has *mii(:)s (~
*mu(:)s) ~ *mi(:)s ~ *mi:s). As to the negative copula ‘is not’, Kirghiz has
preserved *tigiil besides dmis (like Kazakh), whereas Altay Turkic only has
*amis (< *drmiz), for *yWr(ly Southern Altay Turkic exhibits *ydir-,
whereas Kirghiz shows jiri- and fiir- (like Krymchak, see ReB1 112), i. e. in
both cases Kirghiz takes middle ground between Crimean Tatar (UseiNov
346), Central Kipchak, Southeast Turkic, and Southern Altay Turkic (*ysr-,
*drmiz) on the one side, and Western Kipchak and Noghay (*ysri-, *tigil)
on the other, see also 6.1. Kirghiz has back vocalic forms of the numeral for
‘twenty’ (like Central Kipchak), Altay Turkic (like Western Kipchak, Sibe-
rian Tatar, and the other members of Kipchakoid South Siberian) has front
vocalic forms. As to *tAy(V){(V) ‘heaven; god’ Central Kipchak, Kirghiz,
Kumanda, and Sarygh Yughur *#iyir(s) (Kirghiz tiniri ~ tiyir, Kazakh
tiyiri, Karakalpak tiyir; RapLorr has Kazakh and Kirghiz #i:yri, Kumanda
has *tiyir, *tagri, * tiyri, *tiydri, Sarygh Yughur *tiyir, *tiyri), whereas
Altay Turkic (except Chalkandu) exhibits forms like tiydri (Talaut taydra,
Tuba tiydiri ~ tiyird) («— Mongolic); see also 5.2.5° For the verb for ‘to
sleep’ see 3, for the numeral for ‘thousand’ see 6.1, for expressions for ‘with’,
demonstratives with final -/ different from *ol, and demonstratives contain-
ing *{ see 5.3. For the words for ‘tree’, and the forms of the participium non-
dum facti see above.

Southern Kirghiz exhibits tavisqan for ‘hare’ (besides forms of *godan).
This form has been remarkably resistant to change by preserving a trisyllabic
structure like *#abisgan, which has only survived in Khakas, and in Yakut
dialects; Oghuz (and its Far Western Kipchak satellites and Kumyk, see 7)
and Southeast Turkic (together with Southern Kirghiz) exhibit bisyllabic
forms, see also 7 and fn. 129. Another hint to some connection with Khakas
(and thus perhaps with Ancient Kirghiz) is the sound change -s- < -§-, which
otherwise may go back to a relatively late Kazakh influence. For Southern

59 We also find Mongolic *tenggeri in Yakut (tayara, probably velarized under the influ-
ence of -y- after being borrowed, see uyuox ‘bone’ < *siy(g)ik, see also fn. 72), and perhaps
in Kumyk (see 5.2).
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Kirghiz daraxt ‘tree’, see 6.3, for the present tense form, see 5, for special
causative forms like in Uzbek, see below and ScuoONIG 2004a.

Kirghiz sometimes takes an intermediary position between subgroups of
Kipchak; but the materials do not allow to connect this behaviour with the
North-South-division of Kirghiz. In the case of the dative forms of the sin-
gular personal pronouns, the old forms of the type *baya survived in Cri-
mean Tatar, Krymchak, parts of Siberian Tatar (Baraba, Tara, Tobol, Ishim,
according to KaraNov) (in both as maya), and Karaim (G mana, T maya ~
ma:). Kirghiz has maya ~ maga, and thus leads over to the *maga-group
consisting of Kumyk, Ak-Noghay, Central Noghay, and the Kalmak vernac-
ular of Tomsk Tatar with maga, Kara-Noghay with magar and Central Kip-
chak with magan. Altay Turkic with mdgd, ma:, mi: shows typically South
Siberian forms; in all *mAGA...-languages, (most of) the demonstratives
show resembling forms derivated from the nominative form (see 5.3 and fn.
91). Volga-Ural Kipchak and parts of Siberian Tatar have *mdiya < *bin+ga
(analogized to the nominative stem); it appears as non-harmonic miya in
Tatar and the Eusta-Cat vernacular of Tomsk Tatar, as ma’ya ~ miya in
Misher Tatar (Maxmurova 1978, 43) (like Uzbek menga), as maya ~ méyd in
Baraba (DMITRIEVA), as palatalized miyd in Bashkir and Baraba (Tumaseva),
and as miyd ~ miyd in Orenburg Tatar. Tura Tatar (Karanov) with maya ~
miyd, Tumen Tatar (KaTaNoV) with maya ~ miyi ~ miyd, and Karachay-
Balkar with may(y)a (~ minyi ~ miyd) (see Prirsak 1959a, 358) stand
between the *baya-group and Volga-Ural Kipchak. For the forms of
*y Wr(I)- the negative copula, see 6.1, for the forms of *o(J)()ur- see 5, for the
word for ‘cap’ see fn. 111. In the case of the verbs for ‘to return’ (see 2) Kir-
ghiz with gayt- ~ jan- (< yan-) stands between Kipchak on the one side and
South Siberian, Modern Uyghur, and Salar on the other; most probably the
preservation of cognates of Old Turkic yan- has to be considered as an Eas-
tern Turkic feature.

Like Chuvash and Fu-yii Turkic, Kirghiz uses the cooperative suffix (/)s-
instead of +/Ar as the plural sign of the third person in verbal forms, e. g.
baristi instead of bardilar ‘they went (to).60 Kirghiz together with Fu-yii
Turkic has preserved the long vowels in ba:rsi ‘all’ and ira:q (Fu-yti Turkic
iri:x) “far (away)’, which have short vowels in remaining Kipchak and Altay
Turkic. Kirghiz (like Ottoman sources) uses the derivation asti of as(f) with
the enlarged meaning ‘below; in front of’6! (s. KrGRS 75 astiga sal- ‘pustit’

60 In Kyzyl and Chulym Turkic we find the cooperative suffix as a plural sign in the first
two persons of the imperative, e. g. Kyzyl -Alls (first person) : (I)s (second person), Chulym
Turkic Kiidrik (Katanov) -AII¢ (first person), Chulym Turkic (/)¢ (second person) (BIRyuko-
vi¢ 1981, 69); see also Scuonic 1987.

61 KrRGRS 75 ast (bez pritya?. affiksa teryaet koneényy ¢; osnovoy dlya kirgizskogo yazyka,
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pered soboy i gnat’ vperedi sebya’) as in the case of ald, aldi ‘in front
of’.62

Especially in Kirghiz we find besides the regular short and extended forms
iy- and jibir- (see KRGRS 253b) of *i:d-(u ber-) ‘to send’ a deviant form ir-,
see fn. 116. Further special features of Kirghiz are, e. g., the past tense in -¢U
(in some vernaculars of the Eastern Yssyk Kol area -cUK, see GADZIEVA 91-
3), a genitive suffix +nln, the forms altimi and jitimis$ instead of *altmis
‘sixty’ and *yeimi$ “seventy, and the impersonal interrogative pronoun dmnd
beside #d. The demonstrative of distance is 4/ (by analogization to the plural
alar). Instead of cognates of Old Turkic drti especially Standard Kirghiz uses
dli as a past tense copula (KRGGRr 156; see also the imperfect in {A)r dld,
KrGGR 292-3).63 Kirghiz often shows causatives, which can not be found in
other Kipchak languages and languages of the Central Asian Turkic area;
Southern Kirghiz has some special forms in common with Uzbek, see
ScuoniG 2004a.

5.2 Volga-Ural Kipchak and Caucasus Kipchak

Features of Volga-Ural Kipchak are, e. g., the change of *dv > sy > (graphi-
cally) 6y, a present participle in -A forgan, a non-harmonic dative form of
the singular personal pronouns of the type *mdya (see 5.1), and a palatalized
form *¢a¢ (Tatar ¢id, Bashkir sds; like Chuvash §§ < *§uf <*¢a¢ < sac) of
the Northern Turkic (see 6.2) cognates of Old Turkic sa¢ ‘hair’.64 In Volga-
Ural Kipchak (as in Chuvash, Yakut, and Turkmen) the word for ‘ox’ is
made of an expression for ‘bull’ and a lexical element expressing the castrate
state; besides, the expression *#§' kdizsi is used for ‘ox’ (see 6.1).

In Volga-Ural Kipchak the so-called present participle appears in forms
very close to the assumed basic form *-A turgan, i. e. as -A torgan.65 Other

vidimo, budet ne ast, a asti) ‘niz, nizn. &ast’; pered, peredn. ¢ast’ (etwa astiya ‘pod’); natalo’,
see SCHONIG 2005a.

62 KrgRS 48 aldi ‘peréd; peredn. &ast’; niz, nizn. &, 49 aldidagi, aldigi ‘tot, kto vepredi,
peredniy; predstoyaitiy’, see ScHONIG 2005a.

63 The form 4li formerly appeared in Northern and Northwestern vernaculars, ddé in
Southwestern and Southern vernaculars in epics. Today Northern Kirghiz only exhibits éld,
whereas Southern Kirghiz exhibits 4lé, ddi, and ddi (according to GapZieva (1975, 162)).
For 4di in Tildut see ItMinskry 213 and 256-258.

¢4 Siberian Tatar also has a form &i¢ besides éa¢ and éaé. The same holds true for Chulym
Turkic, where the materials collected by N. Suirosokova (Novosibirsk) exhibit &i¢, ¢ic. The
front vocalic form of the word in Tofa is quite young and has developed independently, as
is attested by Castrén (1857, 144), where we still find a velar form zaf (= cas).

65 For other forms of the present participle in the vernaculars of this region (often limited
in use), see, e. g., Maxmurova (1978, 180) and Sapvkova 80.
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Kipchak languages have more contracted forms of the type *-AtVGVn, e. g.,
Karakalpak dialects -Atugun, -AtUGUn, -AtlGIn etc., Noghay -AtAGA(n),
and Karaim -Adogon (like Southeast Turkic;¢¢ Turkmen dialects -Adugan «
Southeast Turkic). Ak Noghay has - AtA4:n, whereas -AtIn appears in Kazakh
and Karakalpak dialects; the Siberian Tatar vernaculars show a whole variety
of forms.67 Of causative suffixes with initial G, Volga-Ural Kiptchak seems
to prefer -GAz- for kir- ‘to see’, whereas the remaining Kipchak and South-
east Turkic languages (and South Siberian) show at least -Glz- as an alterna-
tive.

Many Kipchak languages (together with Southeast Turkic), but not Volga-
Ural Kipchak and Altay Turkic, use at least alternatively an Iranian word for
‘tree’, which appears as *dirik in the Western Kipchak part of this grouping
(Noghay, Caucasus Kipchak, Crimean Tatar #irigk, Karaim dirik), whereas
the Central Asian part has *daraq(t), see 6.3. For ‘goat’, Western-Central
Kipchak (including Krymchak, but except none Volga-Ural Kipchak and
Crimean Tatar), Kirghiz Kipchak (Kirghiz, Altay Kizhi, Tildut, Chalkandu),
Western Siberian Tatar, Baraba, and Uzbek employ a direct cognate *dcki of
Old Turkic *icksi.68 Volga-Ural Kipchak has Tatar kdja, Misher (Maxmu-
TovA 1978, 42), Bashkir kizd, which obviously belong somehow to Oghuz
*kici, Crimean Tatar kdéi («— Ottoman Turkish), and Chuvash kaczka.
Since the Volga-Ural Kipchak forms exhibit 4 instead of 7 in the first syl-
lable, they must be considered as borrowings, probably of the same basic
form, which also appears in Chuvash.

Of Volga-Ural Kipchak features, the at least alternatively used “short
form” *qorgas of the word for ‘lead’ also appears in Siberian Tatar, e. g.
Tobol Tatar, Baraba (both R II 941), Bashkir qurgas, Tatar qurgas(in). As a
cognate of *tAy(V){V) ‘heaven; god’ the front vocalic form *#iyri exists in
Volga-Ural Kipchak, Siberian Tatar (as in Southeast Turkic, Chulym Turkic,
Kumanda (~ *tdgri, *tiyir, *taydiri), and Sarygh Yughur (~ *tdyir)¢®). Kara-

66 Uzbek -Adigan, -Ayotgan; Modern Uyghur -Adigan etc., Lobnor Turkic -Atugan, for
the latter two, see PriTsak 1959b.

67 Tomsk -AdAGAn, -AtAGAn, -AtKIn; Baraba -AtGAn, -AtAGAn, -AtGIn, -AtAn,
-AtKIn; Tobol -AtAn, -AtIGIn (-AdIG An); Tara -AtAGAn, -AttAn, - AtA'n; Tevriz -AtK An,
-AtKIn; Ishim -AdIGAn; Tiimin -AtIGAn, -AtIGIn; Tura -AtIGAn.

68 Axatov (1963, 106) gives yécké. In RADLOFF’s Baraba in the metathetical form ickd. The
form *dckii is also attested in (Lower) Kondoma-Shor (Versickry) and Tofa (in the latter
with the deviant meaning ‘female musk deer’); Salar (TENREV) has esk#. The remainder of
South Siberian together with Sarygh Yughur exhibits *6¢ki# ~ *6¢kd; Modern Uyghur has
¢k

69 *1iyir also exists in Fu-yii-Turkic and Saghay (RapLoFr); for Tuvan see the designations
Taviy Tiyir Bis-Di:r ‘pyat’ nebes’ and di:r-ddiydr ‘sky’. Normally Sayan Turkic has *#CrV
(Tofa de:ri ~ te:rd etc.) and *4iCir (Tuvan dd:r). A development *tiyri > *tigri is also
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chay-Balkar #iyri probably goes back to *tigri; Kumyk tdydri may be
inspired by Mongolian, but may also go back to *tiyri or *tdyir(i) (for the
latter and for Central Kipchak and Kirghiz, see 5.1). Karaim has tanri ~ tiriri
~ tindri ~ tanri ~ tayri (KARRPS 565), Crimean Tatar and Krymchak show
tayri (UseiNov 243 and Res1 181); < Western Oghuz), see also 7. The regu-
lar cognate kimd of *kimd ‘ship’ (see 3.) is given by TATRS only as a dialectal
form meaning ‘boat etc.’; Standard Tatar has instead a form kdymd, which at
the same time means ‘kibitka, kareta; carriage, coach’;” in the latter mean-
ing koymid appears in Bashkir, whereas Noghay has k#ymd arba. For ‘boat
etc.’ Bashkir exhibits kimdi with 4 instead of 7 in the first syllable. Parts of
Volga-Ural Kipchak (and partly Crimean Tatar, see DoErrer 1959, 378) are
characterized by the reorganization of the system of vowels in the first sylla-
bles, which can be shortly described as a raising and closing of the low
vowels and an opening and reduction of the high vowels. Thus we get the
changes 4, ¢ > i and i > ¢, and graphically O > U (closed), U > O (graphi-
cally for an open and reduced U).”! At the same time, we find the develop-
ment -Ay > -Iy in word final position (partly in Crimean Tatar, see DOERFER
1959, 378); for further details, see BerTa (1989). For the developments in
Misher Tatar, see Maxmutova (1978), for Siberian Tatar, see AxaTov (1963),
Dwmrtrieva (1966 and 1981), and Tumaseva (1968).

The cognates of *biiyiz (? >) ~ *biriiz’? ‘horn’ are a special case. As the
only modern Kipchak languages (placed at the margins of the Kipchak area),
Karaim (miiyiiz), Krymchak (muyuz), and some Siberian Tatar vernaculars
(with mdyds, magis, moyds, mis etc.) have preserved the feature nasality of
the intervocalic consonant, see 1 and 4. We find *miigiiz > *miigiiz in

attested in Chalkandu, Shor, the Shor dialect of Khakas, Kumanda, and Saghay (Rap-
LOFF).

70 For Tatar kiymi RapLorr (II 1325) only gives “Verdeck (hood), kiymili- “etwas von
oben mit einer bogenartigen Decke versehen’, koymoli ‘bogenférmig, mit einem Verdecke
versehen, verdeckt (vom Wagen)’; the genesis of kdymi remains to be investigated.

71 This sound changes do not regularly appear in Misher Tatar. For Bashkir see Benzing
(1959c¢, 422).

72 CrAusoN (1974, 352a-b) has *biiriiz ‘horn’ (Tirkiit miysiz, muyuz; Uyghur miiyiiz,
miyiz, miyiz, Khakani miysz, Chaghatay biiyiz, buynuz, miyiz, Kuman miiz, Kipchak
buynuz, miiydiz). To me it seems attractive to assume an original form *bsiyiz, which in some
Turkic languages became *birtiz > *biiskiiz ~ *miirtiiz, whereas in others *biyiz survived.
Kuman miiz most probably goes back to *miiyiiz. Of the other modern languages, Oghuz
has boynuz ~ buynuz, Salar (TENREV) moyus ~ moyas etc., Modern Uyghur miiyisiz, Uryang-
khai (Katanov) miynis < *miirisiz, Tuba miiniis ~ mii:s, Sarygh Yughur moyus ~ muyis ~
mois ~ mu:s. Chuvash with mdyra and Yakut with muos (<*miiyiiz ~ *miigiiz) show no
ouvert reflex of nasality. Contracted forms *mi(:)s (~ *mu(:)s ~ *mi(:)s ~ *mi(:)s dominate in

South Siberian and exist at least alternatively to other forms in Sarygh Yughur and Siberian
Tatar.
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Volga-Ural Kipchak (Tatar magéz, Bashkir mggéd) and Siberian Tatar (as in
Uzbek muguz, Shor miigiis ~ mii(:)s, and perhaps Yakut muos, for the back-
ing of the vowel, see fn. 59). I suspect even the modern forms of the type
*miiyiiz ~ *miyiz not to go back to a form *miirisiz, but to *miigiz. We find
these forms in Siberian Tatar (mdyds, mdyzs), Kirghiz (miiyiiz), Central Kip-
chak (Kazakh miiyiz, Karakalpak miiyiz, miiyiz), Noghay (miiyiz, miyiiz),
and Caucasus Kipchak (Karachay-Balkar miysiz, Kumyk miiyiz, miyiiz). 1
assume a development *miiyiz < *miigiz, because the *miiyiiz-languages fill
the space between *miiyisiz- and *miigiiz-languages. Of course, one may also
assume that in the area of these languages both forms *miiysiz and *miirisiz
co-existed. Then, at the borders of this area *miiyiiz > *miigiiz was domi-
nant, whereas *miirisiz became the basic form in its central part. Here, Altay
Turkic like the other Kipchakoid South Siberian Turkic languages, has con-
tracted forms of the type *mii(:)s (~ *mu(:)s ~ *mi:s).

Bashkir has a lot of special features, which point to a still unknown sub-
strate.”> Within the framework of this attempt of an internal division of
Turkic, the differences between the two components of Volga-Ural Klpchak
can be described as follows: Tatar and Bashkir use different forms, e. g
the case of the word *yArdAm ‘help’, of the words for ‘brain’, ‘seven’, ‘to
sit’, ‘to cry’, the expressions for ‘with’, the dative forms of the singular per-
sonal pronouns, the demonstratives ending in -/, and the demonstratives
containing -&, the use of ganday and nindiy for*qa:so tig ‘how? like
which?’, and in a limited sense for the word for ‘lead’ (see 5.3). Tatar seems
to be free of *m(Vn)A(n)-forms for ‘with’, see 5.3. On the phonetical level
Bashkir belongs to the languages exhibiting special phonotactical rule sets

73 In the Secret History of the Mongols, § 239, we find beneath the “forest peoples” (hoy-in
irgen) of South Siberia the Bafigit. In §§ 262, 270 and 274 (describing the Mongol campaign
in the Volga area) we also meet some Bajigid (always together with the Kibla’ut, most
probably the precursors of the modern Kipchak). Since the latter Bajigid may be identical
with the precursors of the Bashkir, some scholars identify the Siberian Bajigid with the Bash-
kir (e. g. GOLDEN 1992, 412). This is possible, but far from being proven. The modern self-
designation of the Bashkir is Basgort; older forms like Basjird, Basgird, Basqird can be found
in the works of pre-Chinggisid travellers and historians, and in the work of KA3Gari, see
ScuoNIG 2005d. Thus the name Bafigid of the Volga region may be a Mongol substitution
of a local name, which is based on the name Bajigid of a Siberian people. On the other
hand, the modern Bashkir are called Istik ~ Istik etc. by the Kazakh and Kirghiz (GoLDEN
1992, 263 and 397-9; see also Sarkisyanz 1961), a designation connected to the Russian
designation Ostyak for, e. g., Ob-Ugrians; this is paralleled in the Khakas designation Astik
~ Attik for the Sélkup (Buranaev 1999, 232). Perhaps here lies a key to the understanding
of the ethnogenesis and glottogenesis of the modern Bashkir, perhaps in the sense that these
designations are used by Turks for Ob-Ugric or Samoyed peoples; see also Scuonic
2005c.
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(see 6.2), whereas Tatar does not.”* Furthermore, in Bashkir, initial *& has
developed to a sibilant (see 6.2), has changed initial s- to /-, and shows (like
Turkmen) lisping, e. g. in the case of sibilants within and at the end of a
word (see above the word for ‘horn’).”s Especially in the case of the differ-
ences between the Tatar and Bashkir written languages we know that they
came into existence by deriving the base of the Bashkir written language as
far away as possible from that of Standard Tatar,’s which itself was produced
as a compromise between different Tatar dialectal groups, i. e. the differ-
ences were stressed by reasons of a traditional dissonance between the two
linguisticly closely related groups.””

Volga-Ural Kipchak has some features in common with Caucasus Kip-
chak. Thus Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak (including Misher Tatar and parts
of Siberian Tatar) has a second person plural possessive suffix +(/)Glz
instead of +()ylz (like Lena Turkic and comparable to Altay Turkic
+()GAr), perhaps due to the quite frequent sound change y > G in the
Northern Turkic area, see 6.2. The other Kipchak languages (including
southern Tatar dialects like, e. g., Astrakhan Tatar) have retained +(/)ylz; for
Kirghiz +(I)yAr see fn. 125, for Karaim see 7, for the first person plural pos-
sessive suffix +(I)blz, see 6.2. Caucasus Kipchak and Tatar exhibit forms of
*bolus ‘help, aid’ enlarged by +LIK (Caucasus Kipchak boluslng, Tatar
bulis(liq)), Karachay-Balkar additionally uses bolusuw, a verbal noun of
*bolus-."8 Together with Noghay and Chuvash, Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kip-
chak exhibits a strong tendency to use ~(I)i-causatives of *yWn(l)- and
*o((Our-. As to cognates of t6bin ‘lower part etc.’, Volga-Ural-Caucasus
Kipchak, parts of Siberian Tatar, Shor, Khakas, and Southeast Turkic have a
non-nasal labial consonant (-4-), whereas Noghay, Central Kipchak, Kirghiz
Kipchak, Tobol Tatar, and Chulym Turkic have a nasal one (-m-). A “mixed
group” consists of the Northern Altay dialects Tuba, Chalkandu, and
Kumanda.

Caucasus Kipchak seems to use less causative suffixes with initial -G- than
Volga-Ural Kipchak. Aside from Caucasian and Oghuz influences absent in

74 Here, Bashkir exhibits an individual feature by showing obstruentic instead of clusilic
dissimilation, see fn. 92.

75 An idea mentioned by my colleague L.V. CLARK.

76 According to BenziNG (1959¢, 422) the dialects (more exactly Mundarten) of Kuvakan
and Yurmaty near Sterlitamak; see also YuLpa3Ev (1966, 173).

77 The German readers of this article may understand this phenomenon at once, if they
recall the Prussian-Bavarian relations.

78 This noun was perhaps borrowed from Kipchak into Chuvash (p#lisu). In addition we
find Chuvash pulisni, a Chuvash derivation of the verb pulis, which itself may be a Kip-
chak borrowing.
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(most) other Kipchak languages, Caucasus Kipchak has some special fea-
tures, which only sporadically appear in other Kipchak languages. Thus the
word *baq(q)ir ‘copper’ appears as baqir in Kirghiz Kipchak (Tildut pagir, as
in Kiidrik; Kyzyl paxir), Central Kipchak, Noghay, Far Western Kipchak,
and Volga-Ural Kipchak (as in Uzbek), whereas Caucasus Kipchak has bagir
(like Baraba pagir).” Cognates of as(f) “under’ can be found in Kipchak
including Siberian Tatar (as in Turkmen, Khalaj, and Southeast Turkic)
except Caucasus Kipchak (like Northeast Turkic and Western Oghuz liter-
ary languages).® The Central Turkic root element *i/ ‘before, first; front side
etc.” and its derivations8! seem to be absent in Caucasus Kipchak and No-
ghay; for other common features with Noghay, see 5.4. For Caucasus Kip-
chak (and Karaim) ézdygi “stirrup’ and Kumyk (and Crimean Tatar) 0s2- ‘to
resemble’, see 5. For the velar forms of *##(r)li(n) in Caucasus Kipchak, see
5.3.

Special features of Karachay-Balkar are, e. g., the use of miyi for ‘brain’ (see
5.1), a form tdyri for *tAy(V)n(V) (see above and 5.1), a vingesimal system of
the tens beside a multiplicative system, use of algin ‘snalala, prezniy’
(KrERS 48; perhaps a contamination of algi (< *al + KI) and aldin, see 3
and ScHONIG 2005a), intermediary dative forms of the pronouns of the first
and second person singular (see 5.1), a reflexive pronoun kds (see 2),83
absence of demonstratives containing *¢ (as in Azeri and South Siberian
including Altay Turkic, see 5.3), a form #il ~ tiyil of the negative copula
(see 6.1), a negative Aorist in -m.Az instead of -m.As (see PriTsak (1959a, 361)
and KrEBLKGR 211; like Crimean Tatar and Krymchak, see 7), and a (kind
of) future in *-(V)rLIK (see Pritsak 1959a, 363). Karachay-Balkar seems to
be free of *m(Vn)A(n)-forms for ‘with’, see 5.3.

More or less individual features of Kumyk are a numeral yditti ‘seven’
pointing to a strong protoform with doubled consonant (as in Altay Turkic,
see 6.1), a numeral yigirma ‘twenty’ (beside dgirmi ~ dgirmi), dative forms of
the type *maga of the first and second person singular pronouns (as in No-

79 This causes some problems. Since Kipchak and South Siberian normally have -K- > -
G- in intervocalic position, the forms with -4- may point to an original form with strong or
doubled *-¢-.

80 But we find ast in Ottoman and in some modern Anatolian dialects, see CLAusON
(1974, 242) and Scuoénic 2005a.

81 See CLAusON (1974, 140) “ilk “first’ in order of time and space” and ScuoniG 2005a.

82 See PrITsAK (19592, 356): fiyirma ‘twenty’, jiyirma bla on ‘thirty’, dki fiyirma “forty’, aki
Jiyirma bla on ‘fifty’ etc. (vingesimal system); bir on ‘ten’, eki on “twenty’, #c on ‘thirty’ etc.
(multiplicative system). The multiplicative system of Karachay-Balkar developed indepen-
dent of that in Northeast Turkic languages.

8 According to XaBi¢ev (1966, 221) this goes back to Kuman forms like kdnsi etc. (only
in the German part of the Codex Cumanicus, see GABAIN 1959, 64).
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ghay), a form miy ~ may of the word for brain, a form tyari of *tAy(V)r(V),
and within the Kipchak framework *-f-demonstratives of the type Sovwx,
So:wu < *$u.bu, see 5.3; especially Khaydak Kumyk has sz (~%).34 The
dative forms of the demonstratives are derived by adding the cognate of the
old directive suffix to the nominative form, see 5.3 and fn. 91.

5.3 Central Kipchak

Features of Central Kipchak are, e. g., forms #gsa- < *ugia- ‘to resemble’ (as
in Southern Altay Turkic) and *ysir- of the verb *y Wr(I)- ‘to go, move’ (as in
Crimean Tatar and Southern Altay Turkic), a dative form of the type
*magan of the singular personal pronouns, and a form §as' < ¢a¢ < sac of the
word for ‘hair’ (see 6.2).

The use of -Glz-causatives of il- ‘to know’ seems to be mostly limited to
Central Kipchak and Kirghiz. Central Kipchak and Noghay show forms of
the type *$dmirsiik for ‘cartilage’ (most probably derived from *kdmircik by
assimilation of the initial consonant to the fricative £ (> $); see fn. 21 and 3).
A Central Kipchak-Bashkir-Noghay grouping exhibits the development of
initial *& not to an affricate but to a sibilant (see 6.2). As to the expressions
for ‘with’ of the type *m(Vn)A(n), we find non-enclitic, always front vocalic
forms *midndn in (most of) Central Kipchak, Kirghiz, and Bashkir (and
sometimes in Crimean Tatar).85 Of the harmonical forms we find *m.Ar in
Noghay (standard language),8 Northeastern dialects of Karakalpak (MENGEs
1959, 467), Western Siberian Tatar (Axatov 1963, 153), and Karaim (as in
Chuvash pA(n), Beltir BAy; Mras-Shor BA), *mInAn ~ *mAn in Crimean
Tatar (besides mindn, nAn), Orenburg Tatar (Sapykova 1985, 95), Misher
(MaxmuTova 1978), and parts of Siberian Tatar (Baraba; Ishim, Tara, Tobol,
Tura (Katanov)) (as in Kyzyl M(In)ay), ILMINskry mInAn, mén, mInAy) and
*mInAn in Southern Kazakh (see AMaNZoLov 1959, 253) and Altay Turkic
dialects (mInAy, Tiliut of Bachatsk minay; as in Kacha, Koybal BlnAy); for
the back vocalic forms munan ~ mulan in Kumyk, see also below. It seems
that of Kipchak only Karachay-Balkar and Standard Tatar are free of
*m(Vn) A(n)-forms.

8 Khaydak Kumyk may be considered as a separate Caucasus Kipchak language, but this
can not be discussed here.

85 Thus we have *midndn in Karakalpak (standard language) and Kirghiz, *mdndin ~ min
in Kazakh, *minin (> ménin) in Bashkir and in Crimean Tatar. Most probably the forms
with a low vowel in the first syllable were developed from *mindn by assimilation to the
vowel of the second syllable.

8 According to MenGes (1959) Kipchak Uzbek and Noghay also show harmonical
*mVnAn-forms.
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In analogy to *o/, demonstrative pronouns of the types *bu (*bo) and *3V
have developed forms ending in -/ in the Central Kipchak-Kirghiz-Bashkir
grouping together with Western Siberian Tatar, Noghay, Kumyk, and
Karaim. Thus in Kirghiz we find forms with or without final -/ (KrReGr 187-
8: bu(l), usu(l), oso(l), tigi(l), tatigil; YunusaLEv (1966, 493) additionally has
Sol, sul); Western Siberian Tatar has s, $a, sal (Axatov 1963, 159), Bashkir
of Argayash has sa(l), so()), $i(l), so(l) (Maksyutova 1976, 123),8” Kumyk has
bu(l) (Benzing (1959d, 402)), and Karaim (T, G) shows &x(l) (Musaev (1966,
268) and (1977, 41)). A stable final -/ appears in Standard Bashkir and some
dialects (#il, sul) and Central Kipchak (b#, sol). For Noghay I have Baskakov
(1966a, 285) and SIG 320 bul, sol, but RNoGS 721 ‘étot’ bu, 627 sol.

Cognates of *qa:rio tig ‘how? like which? show *gan-stems in Kirghiz
Kipchak (~ galay in Southern Kirghiz and in the neighborhood of Kazakhs,
KrGRS 329), Central Kipchak (~ galay), Uzbek (~ qalay), Tomsk Tatar, Stan-
dard Bashkir (BTH I 629 qanday = 617 galay), and in the Southern Bashkir
dialect of lk-Sakmar (qanday, qalay ‘kakoy’ Mirzanova 1979, 61) (as in
Modern Uyghur and Sayan Turkic); Noghay employs a *gay-stem gayday
(RNoGS 242 ‘kakoy’, qalay RNoGS 241 ‘kak’) (like Shor qaydi, qaydi, qaydis
and Khakas xaydi, xaydag). Cognates of *ne(n)tig are attested in Western
Kipchak (Crimean Tatar ndday ‘kakoy’ (SEvorTYAN 1966, 244), Bashkir
ninddy, Tatar nindi, Karaim (T) nindi, (H) nindi), and in Baraba (néndiw);3®
Krymchak has nas (‘kak, kakoj’, ReBi 23; « Ottoman nasil?). The use of
*qalay ‘kak (~) kakoy’ seems to be typical of Kirghiz, Central Kipchak
(including Uzbek), Noghay, Bashkir, and Karachay-Balkar (ga/lay); the same
grouping exhibits *ydti-protoforms for ‘seven’ (see 6.1).

As to demonstratives containing *$, we find *$W7 in Central Kipchak, Kir-
ghiz, Bashkir, Noghay, the Kalmak vernacular of Tomsk Tatar (see
Tuma3eva 1968, 164), and Tatar of the late nineteenth/early twentieth cen-
turies (as in Old Ottoman, Yakut (sol), and Dolgan (bol). If we look for
forms of the type WAJ), Baraba (s#(}) ~ sol), Kumyk (MacoMEDOV (1966,
201): s, $0; BenzinG (1959d, 402): $u(l), so(l)), and Turkmen (8%, $ol, $0) can
be added to this grouping. The type §W is present in Crimean Tatar and
Krymchak (5#) (as in Turkish (including Gagauz), Southeast Turkic, and
Sarygh Yughur; see 7), whereas *$4 additionally appears in Khaydak Kumyk
($u, $a, see BENzING 1959d, 402). A comparable distribution can be found in

87 In the Kyzyl dialect of Bashkir the analogization went the other way, i.e. here the
demonstrative *of lost its -/ and became # ~ i in analogy to 47 and s (see MaksyuTova 1976,
272). The Southern dialects of Bashkir seem to be more or less free of *bul- and *$VI-forms,
see MrZaNova (1979).

88 Hereon, as well as on the existence of gan- as well as an gay-stem in one and the same
language, see SCHONIG 1995.
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the case of the demonstratives of the type * WsV(l), which at least exist in
Kirghiz (#5u(l), 05o(l), KrcGr 187f.), in Karaim (T 050/, G osol, see Musaev
1966 268), Krymchak (osol, Rer 160), and, as * WiV, in Baraba (TumaSeva
(1992, 104): ofo (rare)), Bashkir (0$0), Central Kipchak (Karakalpak ws,
Kazakh osi), and Uzbek (#54).8% There are other complex demonstratives
containing *-§- like Kumyk $ovox (MacoMeDOV (1966, 201), So:2u (BENzING
(1959d, 402)) < *$u.bu (?), Tatar $us7, the Southern Bashkir dialect of Ik-
Samar $os0 (MIRZANoOvVA 1979, 60), and Noghay sosi (< *3047).90 Forms of the
type * Wsbu can mainly be found at the margins of the Kipchak area, e. g. in
Karaim ((T) #$pu, (G) uspu, see Musaev (1966, 268) and Uzbek (#sbx).

Dative forms of the demonstrative pronouns derived from the nomina-
tive instead of the oblique stem can be found in Bashkir, Kumyk, Noghay,
Central Kipchak, Kirghiz-Kipchak (as in Kipchakoid South Siberian and
Sarygh Yughur),! i. e. this phenomenon cannot be observed in the Western
part of Western Kipchak. In the remaining western part of Kipchak (except
Crimean Tatar and Krymchak), but also in Kumyk and Kara-Noghay, cog-
nates of the old directive suffix instead of the dative suffix are used (at least
sporadically) with demonstrative pronouns in Tatar (moya, moyar(ga) etc.,
see TATGR), Karaim (bunar, munar (Prirsak 1959a, 333)), Kumyk (see fn.
91), and Balkar (alternatively mupypar, see Prirsak (1959a, 359)); in Kara-
Noghay, the directive suffix appears not only on demonstratives, but also
on singular personal pronouns (see fn. 91). The use of the directive suffix
with demonstratives is already known from Kuman (e. g. muyar, ayar ~ agar
~ a:r ~ aya, see GABAIN 1959, 63).

89 Chuvash les ~ les¢ goes back to metathetical forms of * WSVI. Because of the -§- they are
probably borrowed from Kipchak.

90 See also Yakut subu < *$u.bu, Chuvash $ak, faki < *$u.ku, fav, Savi < *$u.bu (?) (with
*¢ > § like in the case of the cooperative suffix?), and Modern Uyghur mosu, dsu etc. For
combinations of other deictic elements see, e. g., Balkar inol, Kumyk o0:w#, Turkmen hol,
Karaim etol (< Russian éto, see Musaev (1966, 268) and (1977, 42)), Krymchak (anavu, ReB1
22) Modern Uyghur (monu, dva) etc.

91 Bashkir has biga, Suga, uga (< bil, $ul, ul); for 0fo we find ofoga in BenziNG (1959¢, 431),
but 0soya in Yurpasev (1966, 182). Ak-Noghay and Central Noghay have buga, soga, oga,
Kazakh and Karakalpak exhibit bugan, sogan, ogan (MENGEs 1959, 469), i. e. forms resembl-
ing the dative forms of the singular personal pronouns, see 5.1. The same holds true for
Kara-Noghay, which uses cognates of the old directive suffix instead of the dative suffix for
the singular personal pronouns and the demonstratives (magar, sagar, ogar, bugar, sogar
(MEeNGEs 1959, 469). Kumyk displays the same tendency by using the directive suffix only
with the demonstrative pronouns (bugar, Sogar, ogar (agar), see BenziNg (1959d, 402)). In
Kirghiz, the practice to derive case forms of demonstratives from the nominative has spread
out onto some ablative forms, e. g. buga, osogo, ofondon ~ osodon, uSundan ~ usudan, tigigd,
tigindin ~ tigidin (KReGr 192).
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In Kirghiz, Central Kipchak, and Noghay, suffixes with initial {M} are
affected by clusilic dissimilation? (as in South Siberian Turkic). On this and
on dissimilation phenomena with suffixes with initial {D}-, {L}- and {N}-
morphophonemes in Bashkir, Kazakh, and Kirghiz Kipchak (and sometimes
in Noghay and Karakalpak) see also 6.2.

The gerund in *-GA¢ is present in Volga-Ural-Caucasus Kipchak, Karaim
(-Adogol, T -GAcox, G -GAéox), Western Siberian Tatar (only in forgal, see
Axatov 1963, 176), Tomsk Tatar and Baraba (-GAA+tAn, +In)), Southeast
Turkic, and Sayan Turkic;? the Altay Turkic gerund in -GAzIr probably
consists of the gerund in *-GA¢ and the old instrumental suffix, see above
the case of Baraba. This gerund does not exist in Central Kipchak, Kirghiz,
Noghay, Crimean Tatar (according to DoErFER (1959, 386) -GAC¢ exists only
in ancient documents), Krymchak, and Tildut (like most of Yenisey Turkic
and in Oghuz).

Direct cognates of *bi(r)li(n) ‘with’ seem to be absent in Kirghiz Kipchak,
Central Kipchak (except the southwestern dialects of Karakalpak with 5:/4),
Noghay, and Kipchak Uzbek, see also Menges 1959. Of Kipchak, Volga-
Ural-Caucasus Kipchak (including Misher), Karaim, Crimean Tatar, and
Baraba (like Southeast Turkic, Sarygh Uyghur, parts of Kipchakoid South
Siberian, Chuvash, and some Anatolian dialects) use cognates of *&i(r)li(n)
‘with’. Crimean Tatar (like Uzbek) uses the form bilin ‘with’ besides +2li(r)
‘id.’; the latter appears as ilin in Krymchak, see also 7. In Caucasus Kipchak
and Baraba (as in Salar and Chuvash dialects) we find oscillation between
(postpositional and enclitic) *-forms with and without final #. Caucasus
Kipchak and Karaim have back vocalic forms, e.g. Kumyk bulan (and
enclitic variants +mulan and +munan, see Benzing 1959d), Karachay-Balkar
literary language bla (~ +blLA), spoken Balkar bila(n) ~ bila ~ bild, spoken
Karachay bila, Karaim bila.

Within the framework of my attempt of an internal division of Turkic the
differences between the two components of Central Kipchak can be
described as follows. In the case of the word for ‘stirrup’, Kazakh with
*jiziiygii behaves like most other Kipchak languages, whereas Karakalpak
goes together with Noghay (*(i)zdygi, see 5). The extent of clusilic dissimi-
lation seems to be lower in Karakalpak than in Kazakh, see 6.2; see also the
different forms of *tAy(V){(V) (see 5.1), the present tense participles (see

92 Clusilic dissimilation means that a sequence of two non-clusiles (non-plosives) has to
be dissolved into a sequence of a non-clusile and a clusile; in the case of Bashkir we better
speak mutatis mutandis of obstruentic dissimilation, ScHONIG 1993.

93 For the Siberian Tatar vernaculars see, e. g., Tumaseva 1968, for Tiliut see UBRYATOVA
1985; according to Patadakova (1984, 102) cognates of *-GAC are rarely used in Khakas dia-
lects, mainly in Kyzyl and in Kacha of the White Iyus.
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5.2), the * WiWV(l)-demonstratives (see above), and of the words for ‘twenty’
(see 6.1) and for ‘horn’ (see 5.1). In the case of the word for ‘to resemble’,
Karakalpak uses *#3a- (like Noghay, Caucasus Kipchak, Tara Tatar, and
RapLorr’s Tatar and Karaim) besides *#g32-. Kazakh (according to my mate-
rials) only has *ugsa- (comparable to Kirghiz Kipchak, Karaim, and Volga-
Ural Kipchak, see 5). In Central Kipchak, a cognate of *a:tag ‘island’ is
attested in my materials only in Karakalpak, but not in Kazakh, see 5; the
same can be observed for the participle in *-A¢4K (for this and for the par-
ticiple in -Asl see 7) and the present tense form in -mAKtA (see 6.2), i. e.

there exist some verbal forms in Karakalpak, which can also be found in
Oghuz.
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