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Some thoughts on the Proto-Turkic palato-velar nasal

Marek Stachowski
(Krakéw)

The proposal to reconstruct a palato-velar nasal *p in Proto-Turkic was
initially introduced by Martti Résénen (LTS 200-203) in 1949. Twenty
years later he used this consonant in some reconstructions presented in
VEWT (1969). From that point on, however, no one else seems to have
raised the issue again, let alone to address it in a more systematic way.
This situation prompted me to examine to what extent the existence of *
is realistic, and whether the correlation between its modern reflexes
would be possible. I am not going to present clear-cut, simple and
coherent solutions, because we still seem to be far from formulating
regular correspondences. Nevertheless, I hope that the presentation of
some observations will help to find the comprehensive solution.
Let us first see a selection' of the material in VEWT:?

1. *agaé
(VEWT 7b s.v. ayac)
A. Old Uyg., Middle Tke. jygac ‘Baum’
B. Ott. agacid.

The letter <e» stands for wide d; the letter «&» — for narrow e (if the distinction —
irrelevant in our context — is at all possible on the basis of VEWT). — All
reconstructions with *y found in VEWT are cited here. The word 'selection’
means the lexical material supporting the reconstructions, not the number of
reconstructions themselves.

I divided the material from VEWT presented here into seven groups: A = Old and
Middle Turkic; B = Oguz; C = Kipchak; D = Karluk; E = South Siberian Turkic;
F = Yakut; G = Chuvash. — I only cite the material here, without correcting or
supplementing it.
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376 MAREK STACHOWSKI

Kar. agac; Kzk. agas; Kirgh. sygac id.

Uyg. jagac; SUyg. jigas id.

Leb.-Oyr. agys; Tuv. ipes ~ yjas; Tuba ras; Tof. Aagjs id.
? Yak. mas id.

Chuv. jyvas ~ javas ~ jiis id.

QEETO

2. %ey
(VEWT 45b)
A. Middle Tkc. ey ~ ay; Chag. ip ‘yanak, Wange’
B. Az. epg ‘die Seiten des Unterkiefers’
Der.: Ott. ene(k) ‘gene’
Kzk. iek ‘Kinn’; Tat. ijek ~ jek id.

=0

Oyr., Khak. ék ‘Kinn’
Der.: Shor 7gi ‘Kiefer’ -

PR

. Chuv. janax ~ ana ‘Kinn’

3. *baya
(VEWT 62a)
A. 0ld Uyg. baja “friiher, ehemals erwahnt’
- Der.: Chag. baj-ri ~ baj-ru ‘lange gedient habend’

B Der.: Trkm. baja-k
C. Tat. baja ‘letzthin, vor einiger Zeit’

Der.: Kzk., Tat. baja-gy; Kirgh. bajr-gy
Eastern Tkc. baja; SUyg. peja ‘letzthin, vor einiger Zeit’
Khak., Oyr.-Tel. paja; Kmnd.-Oyr. pyja
Yak. ma

Der.: Yak. majy ~ mayy
G. ? Chuv. paj-zar ~ paZzar ‘vor kurzem, soeben’

=EC

4. *bey
(VEWT 70a)
A. KB mep ‘Gesichtsfarbe, das Aussere’
Der.: KB’, Chag. mepiz ‘Antlitz’; Koman. mejiz id.; Middle Tke.
(H) megiz id.; Chag. bey-z-e- ~ mep-iz-e- ‘dhnlich sein’

3 The philological sources cited here are: AH = Kitdbii 'l-idrék li-lisanii I-Etrik by
Ab{ Hayyan (14th century); CC = Codex Comanicus (13th century); El-Idr. = El
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SOME THOUGHTS ON THE PROTO-TURKIC PALATO-VELAR NASAL 377

B. Der.: Az. bepiz ‘Antlitz’; Trkm. bey-z-e- ‘dhnlich sein’; Ott. ben-
ze-1d.

C Der.: Kzk. meyiz ‘Antlitz’

D. Der.: Uyg. menz-i ‘Wange’

E. Der.: Kuir. megis ‘Gesicht’

F. ——

G.

Chuv. *pay (— Votyak bayi ~ bam ~ ban ‘Wange, Gesicht, Seite’)

5. *beyi

(VEWT 70 ab)
A. Middle Tkc. mepi; Chag. mije ‘Gehirn’
B. Ott. bej(i)n; Trkm. bejn-i ~ mejn-i; Az. bejin

C. Uzb. mija; Tat., Kzk. mij ~ myj (— Mator muj ‘Mark’, see Joki

1952: 231sq.)"; Kirgh. mé

D. Eastern Tkc. mige ~ mije; Uyg. meje
E. Tuv. mé; Leb.-Oyr. pe; Kaca-Khak. pé

Der.: Shor mi-s
Yak. mej(i) ‘Kopf, Gehirn’
Chuv. mime ~ mine ~ nime ~ vime (— Cherem. memek ‘Mark im
Bein’)

Q=

l
6. *boy ~ *moy 1
(VEWT 80a)
A. Old Uyg. bojun; Chag. boj ‘Hals’
B. —
C. Kzk. mojn; Kirgh. mojun; Tat. mujan |
Der.: Sart.-Uzb. mojnca ‘Kummet’
D. Der.: Uyg. bojnturuk ‘Halsstange der Pferde beim Pfliigen’ {
E Der.: Tuv. moncar ‘oSejnik’, mojunduruk (— Kamass. mojtruk,
Joki 1952: 230) 1
Yak. moj ~ moj ~ mojun ‘eja, vyja; Sejka, gorlySko, perexvat’ i
. Chuv. mdj ~ myj ~ muj ‘Hals’
|
|
|
1
|
|

Pl

Idrdk Hagiyesi by Abli Hayyan (14th century); H = Houtsma’s dictionary (14th
century); IM = Ibni Mithenna (14th century); KB = Kutadgu Bilig (11th century).
For somewhat skeptical comments on the Kipchak etymology of the Mator word
see: Helimski 1997: 309sq.
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7. *jayak

(VEWT 187a)
A. Old Tkc., Old Uyg., Chag. jayak ‘Wange, Kinnbacken’; Koman.
Jjayak ~ jaak ~ jaax ~ jak; Chag. janag ~ janak
Ott. janak ~ janak “Wange, Kinnbacken’
Tat. sayak ~ janak; Misher-Tat. Sejek; Kmk. jajak; Kirgh. 3ak
SUyg. janak ~ jyyak ~ jinak
Tuv. éapak ~ éak ‘s¢eka’, Oyr. jak

Der.: Kmnd.-Oyr. ndgy
Yak. sypax ~ sypyax ~ sygax

mEOw

o

8. *jincke
(VEWT 203b)
A. Old Uyg. (j)incke; Chag. incke; Middle Tke. jincke ‘fein’
B. Ott. inse .
C. Tat. necke (— Cherem.); KarT, Kmk. incke; Karach. igyicke ~ incxe;
Kklp. siyiske
D. Eastern Tke. jinc(i)ke ‘diinn, fein’; Uyg. incike ‘schmal, schlank,
fein’
Shor cis(k)e; Tuv. cinge, Khak. niske
Der.: Sag.-Khak. ixzek

=

Q=

Chuv. SinZe ‘diinn, fein’

9. *kay-
(VEWT 233a)
A. Koman. kaj- ‘ausgleiten, gleiten’
Der.: Middle Tkc. kaj-y§- ‘sich zuwenden’
Ott. kaj- “gleiten, hindurchschlupfen’
Der.: Ott. kajak ‘Schneeschuhe, Schlitten’

=

Suyg. kaj- ‘plyt”
Tel.-Oyr. kaj- ‘gleiten; sich zuriickwenden’; Tuv. xaj- ‘obxodit’,
projti mimo’
Der.: Khak. xaj-yl- “tajat’, plavit'sja’; Tel.-, Kmnd.-Oyr. kaj-ala-
‘auf der Oberflache schwimmen’; Tuv. xak ‘lyza’

=e0

o =
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SOME THOUGHTS ON THE PROTO-TURKIC PALATO-VELAR NASAL 379

10. *kayuk
(VEWT 233a)
Middle Tke. kajyk (C. Brockelmann: kayyk) ‘Kahn’; ? IM kangak
‘biiylik gemi’
Ott. kajyk ‘Kahn, Boot’; Tat. kajyk ‘groBes Boot, Fahre’
Kzk., Balk., Karach. kajyk ‘Kahn, Boot’

's

Opyr. kajyk ‘Ruder’
Yak. xajyk ~ xajyk ~ xojuk ~ xojiik

aEETOW

11. *kerje-

(VEWT 253a)

A. KB keye- ‘um Rat fragen, sich beraten’; Middle Tke. kejpe- ‘beraten’
Der.: Old Uyg. kinges- ‘ratschlagen’; Middle Tkc. kejpes- ‘sich

beraten’; AH kenes-
B. —
C. Der.: Kzk. képese- ‘1. einen Rat geben; 2. um Rat bitten’; Kark
kénes ~ KarT kenés ‘Rat, Beratung’

D. Der.: Eastern Tkc. keyes- ‘1. einen Rat geben; 2. um Rat bitten’,

kennes ‘Rat, Beratung’

E.

F.

G. Chuv. kanas “Ubereinkunft, Vertrag’ (— Cherem.)
12. *koylek

(VEWT 290sq.)

A. Middle Tke. koylek ‘Hemd’; H konlek; DK [= 7 koylek ~ gonlek ~
gojnek; AH konlek; Koman. koiilek [= -0i-]

B. Ott. gomlek® ~ kijnek; Crimean Tke. golmek ~ kélmek; Trkm., Az.
kdjnek

C. Tat. kiilmek, Uzb. kojnak ~ kojlak, Kirgh. kojnok ~ kondk, Kzk.,
KKlp. kojlek ~ kojlok

The abbreviation is not explained in VEWT.

Since every k, g, [ is palatalized before and after a front vowel, the palatalization
usually remains unmarked in script. Consequently, these words should be written
either gomlek ~ kojnek or simply gomlek ~ kojnek.
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Eastern Tke. (Le Coq) kénlek; Uyg. konnek

Shor kiijnek (— Kamass. kiijnek, Joki 1952: 215); Kondoma-Shor
konnek; Sag.-Khak. kiignek; Kiiér. kiinek; Tuv. xojlen

? Yak. konjiigds [o: koniiges] ‘starinnoe nazvanie doxi’

13. *kéyiil

(VEWT 291)

A.

B.
C.

F
G.

Old Tkc., Old Uyg., Chag. kopiil ‘Sinn, Gemiit, Herz, Geist’
Der.: Old Uyg. konl-e- ‘nachsinnen’
Ott. g6miil;’ Crimean Tke. goiil; Trkm. gomil; Az. go()iil
Tat. kiinel; karT kolin; Blk., Karach. k6! ‘Herz, Seele, Sinn’; Kmk.
goy ‘Sinn, Gefiihl, Sorge’®

Khak. k6! (3.Sg.: koyn-i) ‘nastroenie, Euvstvo, ljubov’; Tuv. xén
(3.Sg.: xoynii)’ ‘nastroenie, Zelanie’
Der.: Khak. £6l-5e ‘medlennyj, tixij’

Chuv. kamal ‘Absicht; Barmherzigkeit; Gunst’ (— Cherem.).

14. *kyy

(VEWT 264sq.)

A.

0

QEHEY

Old Uyg. kyn ‘scheel’; Middle Tkc. kynyr ‘scheel; schielend’; Chag.
kinir “schief, steil’
Der.: El-Idr. kyj-kas ‘gozii kaymus, sast’
Crimean Tke. kypyr ‘schief, krumm, gebogen’
Der.: Ott. kyjgac¢ ‘krumm’; Trkm. kpsyk
Tat., Kzk. kypyr “schief, krumm, gebogen’; Kar. kyygyr; Kmk. kygyyr
Der.: Kzk. kyjyk; Bshk. kyjys-; Kirgh., Kmk. kyjsyk
Uyg. kinir ‘schief, steil; tapfer [!]°
Sag.-Khak. kyjyr; Oyr. kyjr

o

See the previous footnote.

Is the Kumyk word a modern reflex of the Proto-Turkic root *\/kc‘iy' (or alike)?
Maybe more realistic possibility is: modern Kmk. goy < *géymii < *kéyli, 3.Sg. <
* ol

Tuv. xén < *xéyiin < *kéyiil.

http://www.turkdilleri.org/
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15. *kyyrak
(VEWT 265a)
Middle Tke. kyyyrak ‘zweischneidiges Messer’

Tel.-Oyr. kyyyrak ‘ein Messer mit zwei Schneiden...’

QEEPOR>

16. *muy ~ *buy

(V EWT 344b)
Old Tke., Chag. buy ‘Grenze, Beengung’; Middle Tkc. muy ‘Miihe,
Not’; IM mun ~ bun ‘eksiklik’
Ott. bon ‘toricht’
Tat. moy ‘Qual, Leiden’

Der.: Tat. muj-aj- ~ mun-aj- ‘traurig sein’

Der.: Uyg. muj-ga ‘storrisch’
Kmnd.-Oyr. myy ‘Miihe, Sorge’

Der.: Khak. mug-an- ~ mux-an- ‘mucit’sja’

>

=E O

F.
G —

17. *paya > *(h)dja
(VEWT 10b)
A. 0ld Uyg., Middle Tke., Chag. aja ‘Handfliche’
B. Trkm. gja
C. Kmk. gja
D. SUyg. xaja(n)
E. ——
F. ——
G. ——

18. *siiyiik

(VEWT 437a)

A. Old Tkc., Middle Tke. siigiik ‘Knochen’; DK [= ?] séniik ~ sonek ~
sogek, AH stiniik ~ siiwiik; Chag. sijek
B. Ott. sémiik ~ sojiik; Trkm. siigk ~ (Radloff) siijek; Az. somiik
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Tat. séjek; Tobolsk-Tat. siiek; Misher-Tat. siiwek; karT siiwek ~
Suvak; Kmk. sijek; Kzk. sii(j)ok; Kirgh. sék

Oyr. s6k
Yak. upuox ~ umuox
Chuv. Sdmd ~ §émé ~ Sand

@EEg 0

19. *syy’
(VEWT 418a)
KB, Koman. syn ‘das Aussere, die Gestalt; Steinbild’

Kzk. syn id.; Tat. ‘Gotze’
Der.: Kzk., Kirgh. syjak ‘das Aussere, das Aussehen’

Tel.-Oyr. syn ‘das Aussere, die Gestalt’

QEED awp

20. *syy-

(VEWT 418a)
A. Old Uyg., Middle Tke. syg- ‘hineinpassen, hineindringen’; Koman.
si- ‘hineingehen, hineinpassen’; Chag. siy- ‘hineinpassen’

Der.: Old Tke. sygys ‘Keil’
Ott. syg-
Tat. syj- ~ si-; Kzk. syj- ~ sip-; Kirgh. syj-
SUyg. syg-
Shor syy-

Der.: Leb.-, Kmnd.-Oyr. sygys ‘Keil’; Khak. syy-cax ‘Keil’

=EOw

Q=

Chuv. §an-as-

21. *toy
(VEWT 488b)
A. AH, Chag. toj ‘Gastmahl, Zecherei, Hochzeit’
Der.: AH diigiin ‘evlenme meclisi’'
B. Ott. tof

Der.: Ott. *doj-giin > diigiin ~ dijjiin ‘Hochzeit’

10 See also Olmez 1997: 273.
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Kzk., Bshk. tuj (— Chuv. toj ~ tuj)
Uyg. toj

Yak. toj
Chuv. —see C

22. *toyur

(VEWT 488b)

aEETORE

Old Uyg., Middle Tkc., Koman., Chag. toyuz ‘Schwein’
Ott. donuz ~ domuz; Trkm. doyyz

Tat. dungyz; Kzk., Kmk. doyuz

Uyg. toyus; SUyg. tonys ~ tovys

Oyr. toyys

Chuv. —see C

23. *turuna

(VEWT 501ab)

>

AaEEFEOF

KB turna
Der.: Old Uyg. turunaja ‘Kranich’
Ott. tyrna; Trkm durna
Tat. terna; Kzk. tyrna; Kirgh. tur(u)na
Tuv. tujura (< turunia) ~ durja; Koyb.-Khak. turna
Yak. turjuja
Chuv. tarna ~ tériie (— Cherem. turna)

24. *tiig-liik (2 < *tiigliik)"'

(VEWT 505a)

>

pEEEOw

Middle Tkc., Chag. tiplik ‘Dceke des Rauchloches’; ? Old Tke.

tiigiiniik “vent of smoke’

Trkm. tiijniik ~ tiijnék

Tat. ténlék ~ ténnék (— Cherem. tilek ~ tiinék); Kzk. tiindiik

Uyg. tiignik ‘Rauchloch’

Oyr. tiinuk [o: -niik]; Khak. fiiniik; Shor tiindiik, Koyb.-Khak. tiimdiik
Yak. fiinniik ‘okno, okosko’

For discussion of this word see Olmez 1997: 273.
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25. *tyrya- (or *tyria-)

(VEWT 479a)
A. Middle Tke. tyrma- ‘kratzen’

Der.: Middle Tke. tyrypak ‘Nagel’; KB, AH tyrnak
B Der.: Ott. tyrma-la- ‘harken, eggen, kratzen’; Trkm. dyrnak
C. Tat. tyrma-; Kmk. tyrna-
D
E

. Leb.-Oyr. tyrba-

Der.: Oyr. tyrmak; Leb.-Oyr. tyrbak; Sag.-Khak. tyrgak; Tuv.
dyrgak'?; Khak. tyrbos ‘grabli’

Der.: Yak. tynyrax [sic!] (< *tyrypax) ‘kogot’, nogot”

Der.: Chuv. ¢érne

Q=

26. *yyyr

(VEWT 166a)

Der.: CC jyyyr-cak

Der.: Tat., Kzk. ygyr-cak ‘Packsattel; Holzgestell des Sattels’; ?

Kzk. ynyrsak ‘Méhre, ein mageres, abgetriebens Pferd’

Uyg. lipir-ak [certainly a misprint for iy- or jin-]
Oyr. yyyr-cak
Yak. ygypr ~ ygyr ‘sedlo’
Chuv. éner ~ jener id.

Der.: Chuv. jénercek ‘Kummetpolster’

QFFES aEp

Let me summarize now the possible reflexes of the PTkc. *7:

The meanings of words are given inconsistently in VEWT. For Tuvinian two
words have to be taken into consideration here: dyrgak ‘tarak || Kamm’ and
dyrbak ‘tinak; tumik || (Finger-) Nagel, Klaue; Schramme, Harke’ (TW 139). —
On Yak. tardx ‘Kamm’, a cognate of Tuw. dyrgak, and Yak. taran- ~ taran- ‘sich
kdmmen’ see GJV § 5.9d, 5.10e.
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Table 1
No Reconstruction A|B|C | D|E F G
1 | *ayaé ‘tree’ g |l gl g | glgn|?m|voe
AL
2a | *ey ‘jaw’ p | n | — | — — | n
2b | *epek ‘jaw’ pnl p |jo| — (&I — | N
3 | *bana ‘ealier’ j j j j Jj olin|?J
o
4 |*bey ‘complexion’ njlpn|n p | g | — |
g ‘
*beyi ‘horn; antler(s)’ nil j ljelnjl e | j | m
6 | *boy ‘neck’ Jo\— | jn |jn | J | ]
jn
7 | *jayak ‘jaw bone; ngl|pn|nj|nn|ne|\ng
cheek’ g g g
*jipcke ‘thin; fine’ n | n|pnl n|pe|l — | n
9 | *kay- ‘to glide, to slip bi jl— 1 Jjlje| — 11—
10 | *kanyuk ‘boat’ m |l g J | — T T |
578
11 | *keye- ‘to ask for n | —|pnipn| — | — | n
advice’ jn. n
12 | *koylek shirt’ nil n |\mjl|lpnl|ljn | 78| —
g, 4 | m,j J &
g
13 | *kowiil ‘heart’ n \mnlne| —| o | — | m
J
14 | *kyy ‘crooked, lop- mwe\ni|\nilnil jJ | — | —
sided’ j o
15 |*kyyrak ‘double-edged | » | — | — | — | n | — | —
knife’
16 | *muy ~ *buy ‘limit; wn|l n |njl Jj lng|l —|—
suffering’ x
17 |*pana ‘palm of the Jj j j j = —1—
hand’
18 | *siiyiik ‘bone’ &\ v — | @ |pm| m
Lw| m |wo
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19 |*syy ‘appearance,form’ | n | — |nj | — | n | — | —

20 | *syy- ‘to fit (into)’ ngg0|nj|l g |lng|l — | n

0

21 | *toy ‘wedding’ el Jj |\ Jj 1 Ji|l—1J/|—

22 | *toyur ‘pig’ p \pm|l yp |pv|p | —]| x

23 |*turuga ‘crane (bird)’  |pn| n | n | — | Aj| #

24 | *#iglik ‘smoke hole; ngl j |pn|l p |mnm| n | —
skylight’

25 | *tyrya- (? *tyrna-) ‘to gpu|lnmnm| —| g y n
scratch’ m, b

26 | *ypyr ‘saddle’ 7| — | # 7 |y | | n

No

A|B|C|D|E F

Some of these words can be combined in pairs, namely No 2a + 2b,
9 + 10, No 12 + 13, since they are based on the same lexical roots."

Consequently, the number of examples at our disposal decreases, but the
remaining twenty plus words are sufficient to support a reconstruction of
a separate Proto-Turkic consonant *.

In some other cases one can hardly guess why M. Résinen decided to

reconstruct their protoforms with *#, which has three important features:
nasality, velarity and palatalization. Namely, there is:

No

no nasality in the reflexes of No 21;

no velarity in the reflexes of No 6, 19;

no nasality and no velarity in the reflexes of No 9, 17,
no palatalization in the reflexes of No 8, 15, 23, 25, 26.

Some other reconstructions still require comments:

1: *ayac. — The usually accepted etymology goes as follows: modern
Tke. agac ‘tree’ < *ygac < *y ‘vegetation, bush’ (Clauson 1) + +ga¢
(> Yak., Dolg. +gas, sse DWB 12). — Either this etymology is correct,
and the reflexes with p, j, # (in group E) are secondary, which
demands explanation, or — just to the contrary — the reflexes indicate

The situation is somewhat more complicated with No 19 + 20. Both words, too,
could form a pair. However, significant discrepancies between the two groups of
their modern reflexes, as well as their meanings, with their cognacy not being
quite self-evident, call for caution.
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*y and the generally accepted etymology is wrong. — In any case, the
Yakut word mas certainly does not belong here, because it cannot be
a Yakut cognate of the Common Turkic word for phonetic reasons,
and probably is a loanword from Tungusic (see Stachowski 1995).
2a: *ey. — The Yakut cognate iy ~ im ‘Wange’ should be at least
added to this word family (GJV § 7.7). — Assuming that the vowel
length in Trkm. ey (which hitherto remained unexplained) represents
a secondary development from an earlier diphthong *ej,' one can
interpret this as evidence for the existence of a PTke. *7, i.e. Trkm.
én < *ejy < PTkc. *ey. In this case we have to add a *jy to the
reflexes in the group B here.

8: *jiycke. — Yak. si(n)ne ‘langes Haar unter dem Hals des Rentiers’
should be added to the group F (GJV § 8.2). The Yakut reflex is the
(#)7 which is of great importance, since it involves a palatal element
among the reflexes where the absence thereof seemed to disqualify
this word family as a valid etymology. If Yak. ()% < *#in < Ptkc. *5¢,
then the modern Yakut reflex of the PTkc. *7 is just 7 in this case.

16: *muy ~ *buy. — Both phonetic and semantic discrepancies make
the reconstruction (and even the comparison itself) extremely un-
certain.

18 *siiyiik. — The consonant between two palatal vowels could cer-
tainly be palatalized to a certain degree. There is, however, an argu-
ment against the phonemic status of this palatalization (or rather:
‘palatalizedness’®): The protoform of this word is often recon-
structed as *siipiik. Some years ago, I tried to show that the correct
reconstruction is *sdy+gek or *soy+gok according to both philol-
ogical and comparative data. The *» could not at any rate be palatal,
since it has triggered the velarization of the root vowel in PYak. *sop
(> modern Yak. uoy, attested in: uoy aryta ‘bone marrow’, lit. “bone
butter’) — *sopy+gak or *sop+gok > *onuok (> Dolg. oyuok ‘bone’)
> *upuok (> Yak. unuox ‘bone’), see Stachowski 1994: 205sq.

Cf. Trkm. /&/ (actually pronounced ['] ~ [ii']), and also Kirg. kgjnék ~ kénok in
No 12, group C here.

I hesitate to call the phenomenon ‘palatalness’ which could suggest a stable, i.e.
phonemic feature.
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Thus, the revised table looks as follows:

Table 2
No Reconstruction A | B C| D | E F G
2a | *ey ‘jaw’ g | —| —|—|nm|n
, *Jn
2b | *epek ‘jaw’ p,n| n |j,o| —|go| — | n
3 | *baya ‘ealier’ il J Ll 7 Vinl?)
o
4 | *bey ‘complexion’ nilmnl p 7| g | — | *»
g
*beyi ‘horn; antler(s)’ | #»j| j |jo|nj| o | j | m
7 | *jayak ‘jaw bone; nelnn|nilnn|ngl|ng
cheek’ o g g
*jincke ‘thin; fine’ n | ngpn| n|pe| h | n
9 | *kay- ‘to glide, to slip’ J il Jj =17 |je|—|—
10 | *kayuk ‘boat’ | jl—1J | Jj|—
5 ’g '
11 | *keye- ‘to ask for 7 | —|pn|lpn| — | — | n
advice’ jn, n
12 | *koylek “shirt’ nil n |mjlpn|jn | 20| —
@: z;,i, m: ] j) gx
o
13 | *kowiil ‘heart’ n lpnlne| —| o | — | m
J
14 | *kyy ‘crooked, lop- pnlgj| y \nj|Jj | —|—
sided’ i
20 | *syy- ‘to fit (into)’ nglgolnj|l g |ng| — | n
o
23 | *turupa ‘crane (bird)’ |y, n| n | n | — | #j A
24 | *tiiglik ‘smoke hole; mel j |lpa|l n |nm —
skylight’
A B C D E F G
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I left here the word pair No 9+10, because it is possible, at least
tentatively, to accept it as a single etymology with two groups of reflexes
of the same root that allows us to reconstruct a protoform with*y.

No 19 was excluded from the revised table since its reflexes differ
considerably from those of No 20 (whereas the reflexes of No 9 and No
10 are almost identical).

Still, multiple irregularities among the reflexes remain in the revised
chart. One has, however, to bear in mind the two following factors:

[a] Up till now, language groups rather than specific languages were
discussed (group A is especially heterogeneous because it comprises
various languages from different centuries);

[b] Some inconsistencies may result from interdialectal borrowing
among different Turkic languages.

The most appropriate initial strategy seems to be the concentration on
groups (and subsequently on separate languages) displaying the highest
degree of resemblance.

Words with back vowels should, as it seems, have priority in the
discussion because they exclude a possibility of *z being secondarily
palatalized by surrounding front vowels. These are: No 7 *jagak, No 9
*kay-, No 10 *kayuk, No 14 *kyy, No 20 *syy- and No 23 *turuya.

The most astonishing examples among them are No 9 and No 10,
which demonstrate almost identical reflexes. If there were no z in group
A of No 10, no reflex would point to an original nasal. However, this »
appears here because of one example only: IM kangak ‘biiyik gemi’,
which probably represents a scribal mistake: the letter nun < X > instead of
the correct ye < »». If it is so, the notation should be read as kajgak, and
this in its turn means that No 9 and 10 actually have one reflex only: */
(leaving aside the secondary contraction of *VjV > g in Tuv. xak ‘ski’).
Thus, there cannot be any doubt that the traditional reconstruction is
right: *kaj-'® In short: the reconstruction of *7 in No 9 and 10 is certainly
incorrect.

S&erbak 1970: 194 proposes a *kdj- [with a-] in his list of reconstructed roots.
However, the reason for reconstructing a long vowel here is not completely clear
to me. Yak. xaj- ‘1. to drive the cattle into the corral; 2. to bar one’s way’ cannot
be easily identified with PTke. *kaj- ‘to glide, to skim, to slide’ because of the
semantics, so it does not support the long -G- in the protoform. On the other hand,
the short vowel in Yak. xajyk ~ xojuk ‘great boat’” (which is the regular cognate of
Tksh. kaytk ‘boat’) does not prove that the original root vowel was short, either;
because the shortening of the originally long vowel in the first, closed syllable in
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The two reflexes: jy (No 2a: Trkm.; No 11: Middle Tkc.) and jr (No
12: Shor) actually seem to indicate original *5 (cf. also *7 > jn ~ nj in
GJV § 1.19a). However, the Shor jn is isolated among the Shor reflexes.
This is why it should rather be assumed that Shor jn ¢ *y, and Shor
kiijnek < *kiipnek < *Fkiiplek < *koylek > Kzk., Kklp. kdjlek. The sec-
ondary shift to back vowels in Uzb. kojnak ~ kojlak, was also triggered
by *p rather than by *.

The possibility of the existence of the primary PTke. *# looks
generally realistic. It appears to be the best solution to recurring se-
quences of reflexes like ¥ ~ n ~ g ~ j ~ g. The main problem is the
correlation of data from different languages, as in many other cases in the
Turkic phonetic history.

Furthermore, some additional facts and questions should be born in
mind:

[a] One finds *tyria- or *tyrya- ‘to scratch’ in VEWT 479a, and the
entry *kyyrak (VEWT 265a) has a reference to *kjr (VEWT 264Db).
What criteria can be used to distinguish between *5 and *#? I failed
to find other *7 reconstructions where modern reflexes have a velar
element like y or g. This problem remains unsolved for the time
being.

[b] Twenty years before the publication of VEWT, M. Risinen also
suggested *y for the comparison of Old Tke., Kzk. siyli ‘jiingere
Schwester’ with Kmnd.-Oyr. sini ~ syjyn = karT sigli id.!” (LTS 202),
but it is not included in VEWT.

[c] The juxtaposition of Uyg., Chag. siy- ‘in die Erde einziechen (vom
Wasser)” with Yak. ypyr- ~ yjyr- ‘schlucken’ (LTS 202)'® is

the derivational process leading to opening of the syllable was virtually regular in
the Yakut phonetic history, i.e., both *kdj-uk and *kaj-uk would yield PYak.
*kajuk. The other two phonetic variants of this word, namely Yak. xajpk and xojiik
id. reflect the Russian accentuation: < Russ. kajitk id. < Tke. kajuk id. (GIV
§ 39.6).

The y in the Karaim form is secondary and does not reflect the Proto-Turkic stage.
Résdnen (LTS 202) considered siy- ‘in die Erde einziehen (vom Wasser); ein-
dringen lassen; verschlingen’, syy- ‘hineinpassen, -gehen’ and sup- ‘tauchen’ as
three separate verbs.
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especially important. Turcologists usually derive Yak. j < Ptkc. *#,
as in Yak. ije ‘mother’ < PTkc. *erte (GIV §7.13). If one could
prove that the above comparison is correct, as well as that the
protoform had a *y, we had to accept two sources of the modern Yak.
7, i.e. PTke. *i and *5."

There are some commonly accepted *z reconstructions. Can a
minimal pair involving *7 : *5 be found? Or maybe a minimal pair
involving *7 : *4? Is * a palatalized velar nasal or a velarized palatal
nasal or both?

Has the Uyg. verb epir- ‘spinnen’ (combined by Résidnen with
Kmnd.-Oyr. egir- id., Ott. ¢jir- id., Chag. egir- ‘1. id.; 2. drehen,
wenden’, VEWT 37b)* any relevance for the reconstruction of *5?

If *6¢+ak ‘Feuerstelle’ actually goes back to *ot ‘feuer’ (LTS 181;
VEWT 356b), the inevitable phonetic intermediate stage must have
been *ot‘ak. This fact alone puts new questions (e.g., how should the
palatality of *¢” be explained?)”', and, at the same time, opens up new
research perspectives: namely, if /n/:/4/, /g/:/g/, It/ /'] were
separate phonemes in Proto-Turkic, the palatalization seems to have
been more than a sporadically occurring phenomenon, marked
merely by a diacritic in the Old Turkic runic script.”*

20

21

22

Phonetically cf. Scottish Gaelic cuing [kuigg] ~ [kiij] ‘yoke; asthma’, aingeal
[anal] ~ [3j5]1] ‘angel’ (Gillies 1993: 156).

I am not really sure that Risinen is right when he considers this verb to be
identical with Uyg. egir- ~ epir- ‘folgen, verfolgen, belagern’ (ibidem).

One of the possibilities is the situation before the appearance of the vowel
harmony, namely, at the time when each suffix had only one form. Originally,
there was a form like *6¢+ek. Next, when the vowel harmony was developing, the
suffix *-+ek obtained its [+back] variant *+ak. Moreover, two additional scenarios
are possible: [a] *6t+ek was an old formation, and its *¢ was palatalized by *e
before *+ek > *+ak; [b] *+ek changed into *+ak, leaving, however, a trace of its
original front vowel as a palatalization of the preceding consonant. In either case
the result was emergence of *¢". One more possibility is to assume an original *#',
ie. *ot’ (not just *67), and its further evolution: *-t'# > *-t#;, *-t'V > *-¢V.
Consequently, words with -#V instead of -¢¥ are younger formations and go back
to the time after the vowel harmony has developed.

Even if H. Galton’s (1997) idea concerning the possible Altaic influence on the
Slavonic palatalization has a poor chance of being proved, the hypothesis of a
phonemic opposition of palatal and non-palatal consonants in Proto-Turkic
actually makes them resemble the Proto-Slavonic sound system. It is certainly too
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early to discuss the true origin of this resemblance today. Nevertheless, this
observation provides another interesting perspective for future research.
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