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University of Washington

ABSTRACT

Common Altaic Verbal Suffixes
in Modexrn Uyghur

by Litip Tohti

Chairperson of the

Supervisory Committee: Professor Jerry Norman
Department of Asian Languages and
Literature

Although the Altaic theory established by the leading
Altaists Ramstedt, Poppe and others on the basis of striking
similarities existing among the Altaic languages gains support
from most scholars in the field, there are still some other
scholars who doubt or reject the theory. Those who doubt or
reject the theory believe the similarities are not inherited
from a hypothetical common Altaic unity but are the results of
the language contact. Believing that verbal morphology is one
of the most resistant areas to borrowing, I present in this
dissertation for the first time my studies on 59 verbal
suffixes in modern Uyghur. Through systematic and detailed
comparative studies of the suffixes with the corresponding
elements in Mongolic, Tungusic, and other Turkic languages
phonologically and functionally, diachronically and
synchronically, it is argued that all these suffixes actually
derive from 21 very basic common Altaic suffixes which still
play a very important role in verbal morphology in all modern
Altaic languages. It is concluded that these striking
similarities revealed in verbal morphology of Altaic languages
can be explained only in terms of genetic relationship, but
not of 1language contact; hence along with sound
correspondence rules, they are crucial evidence for the Altaic
theory.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter One ... ...ttt ittt tttnerttetoietestioneesoneeoennnnn 1
1. Introduction . ...ttt ittt aonenees 1
1.1. The Pros and Cons of the Altaic Theory .............. 1
1.2 Classification of Altaic Languages ...........c00u... 9
1.3 Morphological Evidence ..........ouiiiiniinneennenens 17
1.4 Special Signs, Letters and Abbreviations ........... 28
Chap e TWO it ittt ittt ettt enneneoooeesoneosesenenneenes 33
2. Derivational Suffixes .........ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaan 33
2.1. Deverbal Noun Suffixes ............ciiiiiiiirnnnn 33
2.10.1 PG/, /GAB/ ittt i e e e e e e 33
2.1.2  /GBG, et 43
2.1.3 /=GU/, /=GB/ ittt e e i e 46
2.1.4 /-GUCI/ ittt ittt i e e e 46
2.1.5 /- GUC/ it e e i et e e e 47
2.6 /GUICG/ v ittt it i iet it i e et e e e e 50
N R e € 0 ¢ 51
2.1.8 /-M/, /B ettt e e 53
2.1.9 /MAB/ e e e e e e e e e 58
2.1.10 / MAG/ . ottt e e i e e e e e 62
2.1.01 /MO8 ittt e e e et e e e 64
2.1.12 /=PMCI)/ . oo v ittt et e e e e e 68
2 R R S g ¢ N 69
A R O + o B 76
R T = P 78
2.1.16 / DU/ i ittt e e e e e e e 83

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



2.2 Deverbal Adjective Suffixes ...........ciiien 87
2.2.1 /7%G/, /BG/ it e i e et e 87
2.2.2 /S GAG/ i e e e e 88
2.2.3 /GUL/ ittt it i e e e e e e 90
2.2.4 /GPN/ e e i i e e e e 91
2.2.5 J/TMA/ i e i e i i e e i i e e 91
2.2.6 JAPAGU/ « ittt e e e e i e e 93
2.2.7 [/-°81°G/...... N e e e 96
2.2.8 S A%ICG/ it it e i e e e e 96
2.2.9 /CBG/ i e i e e et e e 97
2.2.00 /70n/ it et e i e i e e e i e i e 99
2.3 Deverbal Verb Suffixes ............ . i, 99
2.3.1 BT/ SOL e e e e 100
R T Bk 104
2.3.3 /DU =/ it i e s et i e e e e 108
2.3.4 /GUZ-/ i e i e e 109
2.3.5 /00 (/D)) et e e e e 116
2.3.6 /) (/L) i et i e e e e e 120
0 T B - 124
2.3.8 /A=) i e e e e e e 126
Chapter Three ... it ittt ittt it ettt enennnnneneeneeas 136
3 Non-finite Inflectional Suffixes ................... 136
3.1 Verbal Noun Suffixes .......... .o 136
T O 136
3.10.2 [/ MAG/ « ittt et e i e i e e e 137
3.10.3 S/ GU/ oot e e e e e 138
ii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



3.1 d  JGUEL/ oo ettt et e 145

3.2 Participial Suffixes ............ e e 145
B R s ol e 145
3.2.2 / GAN/ et e 163
3.2.3 /o MAS/ .ttt it e et i i e e e e 171
3.3 Converbial Suffixes ................ e . 176
3.3, J7B/) J(Y)/ ettt e e 176
3.3.2 /D i e e e e 184
3.3.3 /rGICE/ vttt i i e i e e e 192
3.3.4 /-GIli/ vttt i i e e e e 194
3.3.5 /GAC/ i i i i i e e e 198
3.3.6 /-GABGA/ ittt e e e e e 203
3.3.7 /-GANSEL L/ .. it iir ittt et i e 203
3.3.8 [/ MAY/ i e e e e e e 205
(60 1 T- o3 o7 ol oY o 209
4. Finite Inflectional Suffixes ............. . .. v 209
4.1 Definite Past Suffixes ........... .. .. 209
O R T I 1 209
4.10.2 /-DUG/ ittt et e e e e i e 219
4.2 The Conditional Suffix /-S3/ ......cciii s 224
4.3 Voluntative Suffixes ............ . . i i i, 233
B.3.1 /% e 233
4.3.2 /8% i/ i e e e 236
4.4 Imperative Suffixes ........ ittt ens 237
T e 7 237
4.4.2 /-GIN/ ottt et e 239
iii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



4.5 The Invoéatory suffix /-GAy/ ............ e . 245
4.6 The Indirect Statement Suffix /-m°S/ ............... 252
Chapter Five .. ..ttt iinsineenesosnsasenosonennonss 255
SUMMAYY t vttt vttt tovnoorsosnssonossosessnsases et e 255
Endnotes .........ccoiiieiininnnas et e 270
Verbal Suffixes IndexX .......cciiiiiervrneneeeenannneens 272
REEEIENCES . ..ttt ittt ittt ettt tsarensnenns 282
iv

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I feel lucky to be a beneficiary of the student exchange
program between the School of Arts and Science of the
University of Washington and my home university, the Central
University for Nationalities (formerly the Central Institute
for Nationalities) in Beijing, China. I am very grateful to
the Henry Jackson School of International Studies and to the
Department of Asian Languages and Literature of the University
of Washington for their consistent financial support
throughout my school years.

I am deeply indebted to my teacher and academic advisor
Professor Jerry Norman, a brilliant scholar of Chinese and
Altaic 1linguistics. He has given me strong support by
offering me the teaching position in Modern Uyghur which first
brought me to the University of Washington, and by later
accepting me as one of his students in Altaic linguistics. He
not only academically enabled me to pursue my Ph.D. studies in
Altaic linguistics, a totally new field for me, and one which
extends far beyond my previous Turkological studies. He also
spent a considerable amount of time reading the first draft of
this dissertation, making many necessary and important
corrections and suggestions to my unidiomatic English as well
as to the content of the work itself. It is hard to imagine
that I could have progressed so far in my studies without such
strong moral, social and academic support. I am greatly
thankful to Professor Michael Brame, an outstanding linguist.
With his deep and broad knowledge of languages and
linguistics, he not only gave me guidance at the
"intersections" of diverse linguistic schools and theories,
but, with his willingness to serve as a member of my
supervisory committee, also provided me with valuable sources
and suggestions for my dissertation. I am also thankful to
Professor Leonard van der Kuijp not only for his willingness
to be a member of my supervisory committee, but also for his
academic and moral support of my studies. I also wish to
express my deep gratitude to Professor Joseph Voyles for his
very comprehensive lectures on Indo-European linguistics that
helped me to learn reconstructive methods and various flexible
and abstract expressions that I have applied to my Altaic
studies, and for his kindness in agreeing to serve as the
representative from the graduate school on my supervisory
committee when we desperately needed one. My special thanks
to Professor James Bosson of the University of California at
Berkeley, my generous and warm five-time-host to the annual
meetings of Central Asian Studies at Berkeley. I highly
estimate the academic benefit I received from each meeting, as
well as the wonderful time we had together with other
colleagues. I am also grateful to my friends and colleagues
Reinhard Hahn and Vern Lindblad for their being so kind and
supportive academically as well as socially during these long

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



school years. We always enjoyed creating an atmosphere of
Turkic and Altaic studies together formally and informally.

This is also a good opportunity for me to express my deep
gratitude for those who directly or indirectly supported me in
many ways. I will always be grateful to Professor Hamit
Tomir, who first introduced me to the field of Uyghur and
Turkic studies and initiated my interest in studying
languages. My special thanks to Professor Hu Tan, formerly,
of the Central Institute for Nationalities in Beijing and to
Professor Jerry Edmondson of the University of Texas at
Arlington not only for their very enlightening instruction in
general linguistics, but also, most importantly, for their
efforts to make it possible for me to come to the United
States to study in the first place. I am also thankful to
Professor Cenggeltei of Inner Mongolia University in Hohhot
and to my friend Professor Sampil Nurb of the Central
University for Nationalities in Beijing for providing me with
updated publications on comparative Mongolic studies in China.

I also would like to take this opportunity to express my
deep gratitude to my friends and host families Charles &
Merrie Emmons and Julia Newell Soderberg. They have been so
supportive in many ways of my studies and of other aspects of
my life. I am likewise grateful to Mr. Rahmatullah Turkestani
for his generous support to my studies during my first years
at the University of Washington.

vi

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER ONE

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Pros and Cons of the Altaic Theory

1.1.0 The hypotheses about the possible genetic relationship
between Altaic and some other languages date from as early as
18th century. At the beginning of the 18th century, Johann
von Strahlenberg, a Swedish officer, who had been taken
prisoner of war during the battle of Poltava, discovered
certain similarities existing among Turkic, Mongolic, and
Tungusic languages, which later came to be known as the Altaic
languages (Poppe, 1965). Since +then, employing the
historical-comparative method successfully used in Indo-
European linguistics, linguists have found more common
features, and established the theory of an Altaic language
family. Scholars such as M. Castrén, W. Schott, and H.
Winkler extended their studies even more broadly, proposing
that the Finno-Ugric-Samoyed languages are related to the
Altaic languages. As a result, they postulated the Ural-
Altaic family and the corresponding theories (ibid.). The
similarities among Ural-Altaic languages are considerable.
According to Baskakov (1981), they share the following common
features or rules:

1.1.0.1 Phonologically: a. vowel harmony; b. consonant
assimilation; c. voiced consonants are 'stable in intervocalic

positions; d. there is only one consonant in word-initial
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2
position; e. there‘ are words in different meanings expressed
in correspondingly different vowel harmony; f. the main
stress in a phrase 1s on the modifier.
1.1.0.2 Morphologically: a. agglutinative suffixes play main
role in morphology; b. they employ postpositions, not
prepositions; c. there is no article; d. there is no
grammatical gender; e. there is a possessive category; f£.
comparative meaning is expressed by the ablative; g. a
possessive structure can indicate the same meaning that may be
expressed by the verb ’'to have’ in other languages; h.
possessive declension; i. singular and plural nouns take the
same suffixes; Jj. verbal conjugation suffixes are abundant;
k. they employ an agglutinative interrogative particle; 1. a
singular form can indicate plural meaning; m. personal
pronouns are related to the demonstrative pronouns in origin;
n. a nominative case has multiple functions.
1.1.0.3 Syntactically: a. in sentences and phrases a
modifying element precedes what is modified; b. a noun does
not agree in number with its modifier; Cc. a question is
formed by interrogative particles; d. phrases with a converb,
a participle, or a verbal noun can function as a subordinate
clause; e. a noun of an object can modify another noun
without any declension; f. an adjective or a numeral in a
modifying position is always invariant.

Although no one can deny the similarities existing among

Ural-Altaic languages, the Ural-Altaic theory still remains as
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3
speculative. Furthermore, as the comparative studies on these
languages continue, some scholars believe that Altaic
languages are even distantly related to Indo-European, while
some others believe that the Uralic languages are closer to
Indo-European than Altaic (Baskakov, ibid.).

1.1.1 There has been no shortage of even more distant
comparisons. As R. Wright (1991) writes in his article Quest
for the Mother Tongue, the Nostraticists, led by such scholars
as Dolgopolsky and Illich-Svitych in the former Soviet Union,
believe that the Altaic, Indo-European, Uralic, Hamito-
Semitic, Kartvelian, Dravidian, and Eskimo-Aleut language
families, all belong to a "superfamily", i.e., the so-called
Nostratic family, which was spoken more than 10,000 years ago.
Some believe that this family, in turn, descends from a proto-
Human or proto-World, the so-called "Mother Tongue" probably
spoken 50,000-150,000 years ago somewhere in Africa. This
hypothesis, of course, corresponds to that of the human
genome. According to the above mentioned article, Dolgopolsky
in 1964 published 16 clusters of seemingly cognate words found
in two or more Nostratic daughter families, and Illich-Svitych
proposed 600 proto-Nostratic reconstructions in 1965. One
piece of evidence found in Nostratic languages is that an
inordinate number of m’s are used in the first person singular
and t’s or s’s in the second person singular, i.e., English
"me" and the Middle English "thou"; Finnish minna ‘1I’, sinna

"thou’; (Early) Turkic sin, min; and Kartvelian man, shan
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(id.).

It is obvious that the broader the scope of the study, the
older the hypothetical proto-language, hence the less
information available to us. As a result, such hypotheses are
always under heavy attack. It is not surprising then that the
critics of the Nostraticists say their belief is "a kind of
religion", or "a Communist attempt to unite native Soviet
languages" (ibid.).

In my view such wide-ranging, megalo-comparisons are
premature, and perhaps ultimately not even possible. Before
entering upon speculation about such great time depths, we
first need to do more work on families such as Altaic where
there are still many unsolved problems in demonstrating a
basic genetic affinity. Before hypothetical links to Uralic
and other languages are proposed, these fundamental problems
of Altaic itself must be addressed.

1.1.2 The beginning of Altaic comparative linguistics 1is
associated with the name of Ramstedt, whose works inspire any
scholar who is interested in the field. At the beginning,
only Turkic, Mongolic and Manchu-Tungusic languages were
included in the Altaic family. Later linguists found some
common Altaic elements in Korean and Japanese as well, and
tried to include them in the Altaic family. The detailed
study of Korean by Polivanov has already convinced most
Altaists to recognize Korean as an Altaic language. 1In the

works, Einfiihrung in die Altaische Sprachwissenschaft,
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5
Formenlehre (1952), and Lautlehre (1957) by the famous pioneer
Altaist, G. J. Ramstedt, and Introduction to the Altaic
Linguistics by another leading Altaist, N. Poppe (1965),
Korean was included among the Altaic languages, and especially
in Ramstedt’s work, its correspondence to the other Altaic
languages is presented in'great detail. As for Japanese, some
striking evidence about its affinity to other Altaic languages
is presented by R. A. Miller (1971) in his Japanese and the
Other Altaic Languages. It is evident from the above-
mentioned and other works that a language ancestral to Turkic,
Mongolic and Tungusic languages, the so-called common Altaic
language, may also underlie Korean and Japanese. In this
paper, however, I 1limit myself to the comparative study of
Turkic, Mongolic, and Tungusic, because my knowledge of Korean
and Japanese is too limited.
1.1.2.1 The works by G. J. Ramstedt and N. Poppe have laid an
integrated and systematic theoretical ground for Altaic
linguistics. In addition to pointing out the common suffixes,
common pronouns and personal endings, and common features of
morphology and syntax among the Altaic languages, they
developed rules of sound correspondence for these languages;
this is the most important criterion in determining whether a
language is genetically related to another. However, the
Altaic theory based on all these common features has not been
accepted by everyone in the field. Some scholars are doubtful

about the Altaic affinity, and there are even some who
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completely reject the Altaic theory.

1.1.2.2 among the scholars who are doubtful about the Altaic
affinity Gregnbech and J. Benzing are leading figures. They do
not reject the Altaic theory, but they insist that without
more evidence, it is premature to come to any conclusion,
Benzing 1is especially very cautious about accepting the
theory. He emphasizes the absence of the common numerals in
the Altaic languages. But Ramstedt and Poppe insisted that
the existing sound correspondence and other common features in
the Altaic languages are more important than the lack of
common numerals. This is a situation like "the lack of a
declension system of the Latin, Greek, or Sanskrit type in
English does not render the latter unrelated to other Indo-
European languages." (Poppe, 1965)

1.1.2.3 Sir Gerard Clauson and Doerfer are among the scholars
who reject the theory. The main reason for Clauson’s denial
of the Altaic affinity is the lack of common numerals and such
basic lexical items as "to say, to give, to take, to go, food,
horse, good, bad", etc. But his rejection has not gained wide
support, because, firstly, there 1is no agreement among
scholars as to which words are essential in determining a
language family; secondly, words such as "to take, to eat,
bad" in Turkic, Mongolic, and Manchu-Tungusic languages do
show phonological similarities to each other. It is not
likely that these words were borrowed from one language into

another.
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7
Doerfer believes that what others call common Altaic
elements are merely borrowings. He rejects the genetic
relationship of these languages. In his formula, Turkic
languages are always the lending languages, and Mongolic
languages the borrowing ones. But he found himself in a
difficult position in attempting to prove this. Firstly, it
is normal for one language to borrow from others, but it is
not the fact that one language is always a lender, and the
other is always the borrower. As we know, Mongolic languages
have not only borrowed words from Turkic, but Turkic languages
have also borrowed words from Mongolic. Secondly, Doerfer’s
unrealistic formula forced him to deny some self-evident
common Altaic elements. For example, in order to deny the
cognate words *dagiz > Mo. *dayir > dayir "brown" and Ancient
Turkic yayiz (id.); *daqu > Mo. daqu "fur, coat, pelt" and
Ancient Turkic yaqu (id.), he argues that the Mongolic dayir
and daqu must be derived from proto-Turkic ?*dayiz and ?*daqu,
and that later proto-Turkic initial *d- became y- in Ancient
Turkic. Such a view is hard to defend. Firstly, there was no
initial *d- in Ancient Turkic, no matter how "proto-" it was.
Secondly, the fact that Mongolic dayir, daqu and Turkic yayiz,
yvaqu came from the older forms 1like *dagiz and *daqu
respectively just proves that they have a common origin.
Because the correspondence of Turkic y with the Mongolic d in
word-initial positions is a well-established rule.

1.1.2.4 It is natural in historical and comparative studies of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



8
languages to see pros and cons concerning any given theory
among scholars, since in most cases each new theory in this
field is suppositional and based only on indirect evidence or
incomplete synchronic and diachronic materials available to
researchers. Nevertheless, as studies on Indo-European
languages show, scholars can reach a consensus if they follow
sound correspondence rules and accept certain common methods
and principles. I feel such a common ground is also necessary
for both advocates and opponents of the Altaic theory to work
together. Otherwise there will be no any "common language"
among them.

I admit that the Altaic languages have not been studied as
well as Indo-European ones and some individual languages have
not been studied comparatively at all. But I believe if we
stick on the commonly-recognized principles worked out by
several generations of comparativists in such fields as Indo-
European and Uralic, the materials available to us and
discoveries presented by many Altaists so far should be enough
to come to conclude that the Altaic languages are genetically
related to each other. That is why the deeper Altaic studies
go, the more the scholars who believe in the Altaic theory and
the fewer the people who doubt or reject it. Nowadays
rejecting the Altaic affinity has become more difficult than
proving it. I am a strong believer in the Altaic theory. I
hope this work of mine will serve to strengthen the case for

what I believe.
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1.2 Classification of the Altaic languages

1.2.0 The classification of Altaic languages varies according
to different criteria employed by different scholars. The
classification by N. Poppe (1965), which is widely accepted,
is mainly based on phonological evidence. This classification
assumes that at the beginning there was a time when only a
language ancestral to modern Altaic languages, a common Altaic
Unity, existed. Later this unity split into Chuvash-Turkic-
Mongol-Manchu-Tungus Unity and proto-Korean. Then the
Chuvash-Turkic-Mongol-Manchu-Tungus Unity further split into
Chuvash-Turkic Unity and Mongol-Manchu-Tungus Unity. Perhaps
during the 4th century B.C., these language unities further
split to form proto-Turkic, proto-Chuvash, common Mongolian,
and common Manchu-Tungus. Thus, the five branches of the
Altaic family, modern Turkic languages, the Chuvash language,
Mongolian languages, Manchu-Tungusic languages, and.fhe Korean
language are the result of further development of the proto-
languages. In the classification, except for Chuvash and
Korean, each language branch above includes several language
groups, and each language group includes one or more languages
or dialects. The subclassification of each language group is
based on phonological features seen in some words or patterns.
It should be mentioned that in the present work the term
Tungusic is used instead of Manchu-Tungus, and that Chuvash is
discussed along with other Turkic languages.

1.2.1 Classification of Turkic languages
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10
1.2.1.0 Phonologically, the Turkic branch is classified as
Kypchak (tau- ~ ti-languages), Turkmen (ayaqg-languages),
Chagatay (tay-languages), Yakut (tia ~ atax-language), and
Tuva-Khakas (adag ~ azag-languages) groups, and each group
consists of several individual languages or dialects as
follows:

A. The Kypchak group includes Karay, Kumyk, Karachai-Balkar,
Crimean Tatar, Volga Tatar, Bashkir, Nogai, Kazak, Kirgiz
and Altai.

B. Turkmen (Oguz) group includes Turkmenian, Gagauz, Turkish,

and Azerbaijan.

C. Chagatay group includes Uyghur, Uzbek and Salar.

D. Yakut itself stands for the Yakut group.

E. The Tuva-Khakas group comprises 1. adag-subgroup:
Tuvinian and Karagas; 2. azag-subgroup: Abakan dialect,
Yellow Uyghur; 3. ayag-subgroup: Shor, Chulym, Tuba,
Kumanda, Chalkan and Lebed.

Again, there are many other classifications. Li Zengxiang

(1992:103-170), for instance, lists 10 different

classifications of Turkic languages, depending on different

authors and criteria. I believe Poppe’s classification above
is reasonable because he consistently sticks to phonological
criteria. However I would like to make two minor adjustments
concerning the classification and terms used in it. Firstly,
the languages in the Turkmen group are conventionally called

Oguz languages, thus in this work I use the term Oguz instead
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11
of Turkmen whenever I refer to the same language group.
Secondly, Salar should be in the Oguz (Turkmen) group instead
of the Chagatay group. In both respects above the famous
Uyghur scholar of 11lth century, Mahmut Kashghari (v.I:77-78),
gives very specific information about Oguz and Salar showing
that the Oguz people are the Turkmens, and that the Salyurs
(Salars) are the fifth tribe among the twenty tribes of the
Oguz people. More evidence about the Oguzic origin of Salar
have been also presented by Reinhard Hahn (1988) in his
thorough study on Salar.
1.2.1.1 As we talk about phonological criteria, I would like
to introduce here Kononov’s (1980, §22) low vs. high vowel
criterion by which Turkic languages can be classified into two
big groups, i.e., a-languages and iI-languages. According to
him, the Turkic languages spoken by the Oguz, Argu, Kypchak,
Kirgiz, Chuvash and some Yakut people are a-languages, and
ancient Uyghur and the languages spoken by the rest of the
Turkic people are i-languages. In a-languages suffixes
contain the low vowel a (~ 4), while in i-languages they
contain high vowels ¥ ~ i (~ u ~ ii). The following are some

typical examples:

a-languages i-languages
Accusative +a (~ +na) +i (~ ni)
Ablative +dan +din
Dative +ra +ri
Plural +lar +1lir
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Possessive +am (lst sg.) +1m

+afi (2nd sg.) +ifi
Participial -yan ~ -gan (perfect) -yin ~ -gin
Converbial -ap -ip
Tense -tam ~ -dam (1lst sg. past) -tim ~ dim
Privative +sar (in Chuvash) +siz
Comitative +la(y) +1iy

The importance of this classification is that it can
explain why modern Uyghur, an i-language according to the
classification, shows low vowel variants of some suffixes
although they are standardized only with high vowels. For
instance, in literary Uyghur the deverbal noun suffix -yu ~
-qu ~ -gii ~ -kii also has low vowel allomorphs -ya ~ -ga ~ -gé
~ -kd: adgu 'key’ <al- ’'to open’ vs. tutga 'handle’ <tut- ‘to

handle, grasp’ (see 2.1.3). Likewise, the causative suffix

-yuz- ~ -quz- ~ -gliz- ~ -kiiz- has the low vowel allomorphs
-yaz- ~ -qaz- ~ -gdz- ~ -kdz- (see 2.3.4): tutguz- ’'cause to

grasp’ vs. tutgaz- (id.). At the beginning, the distinction
between a-languages and i-languéges might have been very
strict. But because of the intercommunication over a long
period of time between the different Turkic speaking peoples,
some elements of a-languages were introduced into I-languages
or vice-versa. The above-mentioned mixed situation in modern
Uyghur is the result of such intercommunication. In fact,
Kashghari (v.I:39-46) gives us first hand information about a-

and iI-languages and geographic location as well as language
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contact among the different Turkic speaking people. As a deep
influence of such contact, the Kashghar dialect of modern
Uyghur shows more low vowels in suffixes than other dialects:
golam ‘my hand’ (vs. standard Uyghur qolum), kdézdm ’'my eye’
(vs. standard Uyghur koéziim). We will see more examples about
the interaction of a- and iI-languages as we discuss other
suffixes later.
1.2.1.2 Turkic languages are also classified diachronically,
which is perhaps the most important for the present work.
Again there are various classifications in this regard. I
present here Mutii’s (1990:6) classification only:

1. Ancient Turkic period: a. K&k Turk period (5th-8th
centuries); b. 01d Uyghur period (8th-10th centuries) and
Khaganiya period (10th-12th centuries)

2. Period of the formation of literary languages, including
the western literary language (based on Oguz languages),
the northern literary language (based on Kypchak
languages), the eastern literary language (Chagatay, based

on Qarluqg-Uyghur and Qarlug-Kharazm languages) (1l3th-16th
centuries)

3. Pre-modern Turkic languages period (16th-19th centuries)

4. Modern Turkic languages period (19th century until
now)

I generally accept this classification. But for my purpose in

this work, I use other terms instead with slight modification

as follows:
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1. Early Written Turkic period (5th-8th centuries). Main
source for this period is presented by Tekin’s (1968)
Orkhon Turkic Grammar.

2. 014 Uyghur period (9th-12th centuries). My main sources
for this period are Mahmut Kashghari’s Diwamu Luyatit Tiirk
'A Dictionary of Turkic languages’ written in 1072-1075,
Yusuf Haas Hajip’s didactic epic Qutadyu Bilik ’‘Knowledge
of Happiness’ written in 1069-1070. This period is also
marked by the introduction of Arabic letters in the
writing system, Arabic and Persian loanwords into 01d
Uyghur, along with Islam.

3. Chagatay period (13th-19th centuries). The main study for
this period is Eckmann (1966).

4. Modern Uyghur period (since 20th century until now).
Works by Hamit Tomir (1987) and TeniSev (1981) are main
sources for this period in this study.

As I try to stick to such diachronic classification, I feel I

should cautiously use sources presented in Gabain’s

Alttiirlische Grammatik (1974, 3rd ed.), which covers works

from 8th-17th centuries.

1.2.2 Classification of Mongolic Languages

1.2.2.0 Mongolic languages are also classified synchronically

and diachronically by Poppe (1955, 1964) on the basis of

certain phonological evidence.

1.2.2.1 Synchronically they are divided into two branches,

i.e., eastern Mongolic languages and western Mongolic
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languages.

A. Eastern Mongolic languages include: a. Dagur (including
Hailar and Tsitsikar dialects), b. Monguor (including
Monguor proper, Aragwa, Sanch’uan, Santa, Shera Yugur,
Shirongol), c. East Mongolian (or Mongolian, including
Khalkha, Urdus, Urat, Tumut, Kharchin, Chipchin ~ Khuchin
Bargu), d. Buriat (including Ekhirit, Tunka, Bokhan, Alar,
Barguzin, Khori, Aga, Bargu Buriat, Tsongol, Sartul).

B. Western Mongolic languages include: e. Mogol, f. Oirat,
g. Kalmuck.

This classification shows 7 main languages (from a to g). As

it is sometimes difficult to distinguish a language from a

dialect, there are always other classifications. As a result,

Cenggeltei (1991:11) mentions that Chinese Mongolists

generally believe that there are 9 Mongolic languages: a.

Mongolian, b. Kalmuck, c. Buriat, d. Dagur, e. Monguor, f.

Santa (Dongxiang), g. Baoan, h. Eastern Yugur, i. Mogol.

1.2.2.2 Diachronically the history of Mongolic languages is

divided into three main periods:

1. Common Mongolian (CM) period (from the very beginning to
the 12th century)

2. Middle Mongolian (MM) period (13th-16th centuries)

3. Modern Mongolian (MoM) period (from the 16th century until
now)

The two main phonological evidence for this classification are

that: a. the word-initial *p or *f was still preserved in CM;
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it became *h or *x in MM. b. The groups *aya, *ayu, etc.,
were preserved in CM; the consonants *y and *g in
intervocalic positions in MM disappeared, but the vowels, if
they are not the same (i.e., a and u), were not contracted
yet; in MoM long vowels have emerged in the place of the
ancient groups *aya, *ayu, etc.
1.2.2.3 Besides, the history of Written Mongolian can also be
divided into three periods separately:

1. Pre-classical (from the very beginning to the 17th
century)
2. Classical period (from the 17th century to the 20th
century)
3. Modern period (starting from the first years of the 20th
century till now)
This classification is mainly based on the writing systems
used in different historical periods, shape and number of
letters, etc. Michael Weiers came up with slightly different
criterion, hence a different classification. He believes that
it is reasonable to classify Mongolian literature of the 13th-
1l4th centuries as Pre-classical Written Mongolian I, or "the
Literature of the First period", and the literature of the
1l6th-17th centuries as Pre-classical Mongolian II, or "the
Literature of the Second Period". In any case, Written
Mongolian is very important because it reflected and is still
reflecting some phonological features of ancient or common

Mongolian.
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1.2.3 Classification of Tungusic Languages

1.2.3.0 Tungusic languages are divided into two big groups:

the Manchu group and the Tungus group. According to Poppe

(1965), in the Manchu group the intervocalic Yy ~ g have

disappeared, while in the Tungus group they are preserved;

the initial *p developed into p, f, or x in the Manchu group,
but it became h or zero in the Tungus group; the final *i is
preserved in the Manchu group, but it disappeared in the

Tungus group. These two groups also differ from each other in

respect of nasalization of the final vn (vowel plus n), and so

on. Thus, languages in each group are:

A. The languages in the Manchu group include Jurchen (an
extinct language), Manchu, Nanai (Goldi), Ulcha, Orochi,
Oroki, and Udehe.

B. The Tungus group includes Negidal, Evenki, Lamut, and
Solon.

Benzing (1955a:957-956) presents a more complicated and more

detailed classification of Tungusic languages. But I am

satisfied with the classification above for my purpose in the

present work.

1.3 The Morphological Evidence

1.3.0 There is no doubt that the Altaic languages share
certain amount of common lexicon as well as common
morphological and syntactic patterns. The sound
correspondence rules discovered by Ramstedt (1957), Poppe

(ibid.) and others are valid on the lexical as well as the
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