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Notes on Old Turkic Word Formation

by
TALAT TEKIN
(Ankara)

Old Turkic word formation was first dealt with by W. Bang in
his numerous notes to his publications. Later on A. von Gabain
gave a list of Old Turkic derivational suffixes with adequate exam-
ples in her Alitiirkische Grammaiik (Leipzig 1941). Thirdly,
C. Brockelmann, making a good use of Mahmud Kashgari’s dic-
tionary and other Middle Turkic sources, tried to classify the Kar-
akhanid, Khwarezmian and Chagatay Turkic lexical material un-
der nominal and verbal derivative suffixes (Osttiirkische Gramma-
tek der Islamischen Litteratur-Sprachen Mittelasiens, Leiden 1954).
Fourthly, Martti Résanen published his Maierialien zur Morpholo-
gte der tiirkischen Sprachen (Helsinki 1957) in which he brought to-
gether the Turkic etymologies made by previous scholars, adding
to them also the Altaic etymologies established by Ramstedt, Kot-
wicz, Poppe and others. He then published the results of his life-
time studies on Turkic phonology and morphology in the shape of
an etymological dictionary (Versuch eines etymologischen Worter-
buchs der Tiirksprachen, Helsinki 1969). But a more careful and
more reliable study of Old Turkic word formation in the shape of a
dictionary was carried out by the late Sir Gerard Clauson (An
Etymological Dictionary of Pre-thirteenth-Century Turkish, Oxford
1972).

Needless to say, all these previous works with the exception of
Clauson’s dictionary, were not specifically aimed at being a study of
Old Turkic word formation. Clauson’s etymological dictionary of
Old and Early Middle Turkic is indeed an important contribution
to the field of Turkic studies. This does not mean that it is free of
deficiences, false readings, false interpretations and etymological
errors. In spite of all its defects, however, Clauson’s dictionary is
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and will for a long time to come be the main source of those who
are interested in Old and Early Middle Turkic studies.

Other important works in the field of Old Turkic lexicology are
DTS, i.e., Drevnetjurkskiy Slovar’ (Leningrad 1969) compiled by a
group of Soviet Turkologists and K. Rohrborn’s UW, i.e. Uiguri-
sches Warterbuch, appearing in fascicles since 1977. The first is, in
spite of its all deficiencies, false readings and false interpretations,
still a handy source for Old Turkic lexical material. Rohrborn’s
work, on the other hand, is an exhaustive and fully documented
etymological dictionary of Old Uigur based on published and un-
published texts. However, since only four fascicles of the work
have so far been published, it seems that the completion of the
whole dictionary will take quite a long time. Therefore, it may be
said that Erdal’s Old Turkic Word Formation: A Functional Ap-
proach to the Lexicon has come out at the right time as a reference
book to be used safely by the students of Turkology.

The book under review is a voluminous work aimed to be an ex-
haustive study of Old Turkic word formation. It consists of two
volumes. The first volume deals with Old Turkic nouns, both de-
nominal and deverbal. The second volume is assigned to denomin-
al and deverbal verb constructions. It is in fact an enlarged and
revised edition of the author’s unpublished doctoral dissertation
entitled Voice and Case tn Old Turkish (Hebrew University, Jerusa-
lem 1976).

The author expresses his aim at the beginning of his work as fol-
lows: ‘The aim of this study is the description of a part of Old
Turkic grammar, that part by which speakers of the language
created new lexemes and recognised the transparency of lexemes
created by others’ (p. 3). Erdal’s approach to Old Turkic word for-
mation is functional as understood from both the title of his work
and its first sentence quoted above. In this work, all nominal and
verbal formatives of Old Turkic are classified according to their
functions, e.g. ‘Diminutives and caritatives; proper name forma-
tions’ (39-59), ‘Intensification’ (59—-66), ‘Similatives’ (67-76),
‘Class markers’ (76—90), ‘Collectives’ (90—97), ‘Color names and
their derivates’ (97—103), ‘Functional and local formatives’ (103—
131), ‘Lack and negation’ (131—-138), etc. etc. Using this approach,
Erdal rightfully rejects, for example, Kononov’s etymology of bark
deriving from *barik, i. e. a noun in {-Ik}. The author states that
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the word in runic spelling may as well be read barik, and it could
go back to either *bar-ok or *bar-1g, but never to a form like *bar-
1k, for there is no a suffix {-Ik} in Old Turkic deriving nouns from
verbs (p. 22). Similarly, he states that Kononov’s ildstk+ would
be a possible reading for the runic Ulsk+, but not a possible form.
He then adds that the only possible reading of Ulsk+ would be
ol-siik+, for ‘we have positive Old Turkic evidence for a suffix
-s Xk’ (ibid.).

Another such example showing the author’s method and reason-
ing in analyzing Old Turkic words in his etymology of ogrin- ‘to
get used to, practice, exercise’ and dgrdi- ‘to teach a certain behav-
ior, instruct’. As is known, Menges regards the base of these stems
as ‘a denominal derivative in -ra-/-rd-’ from 6g ‘reason, mind’
(1968: 158—-159). Erdal rightfully rejects this etymology saying
that there is no formative ‘+rA-’ in Turkic (p. 33) and derives
*0gra-, i. e. the base of these verbal stems, from agiir ‘herd’ (p. 33).
I fully agree with the author on this etymology of his, for it is in
complete accordance with the rules of Turkic morphology and
those of semanties: (1) {+A-} is one of the most common suffixes
in Old Turkic and (2) the original meanings of dégrin- and ogrdi-
must have been ‘to be associated, tamed, get used to, be accusto-
med’ and ‘to associate, tame, accustom’ respectively. In this con-
nection, I would like to point out that Modern Turkish dgrin- ‘to
learn’ and 6grdt- ‘to teach’ were still in use with their original and
etymological meanings in Old Anatolian Turkish, e.g, Istanbula
ogrenen adem, ele ogrenmsis kus, kunlacy eylemis ta ki dolin alup
ogrede, ete. (TS V: 3060—3061). All this makes it clear that the ul-
timate base of dgrdn- and ogrdt- is ogiir ‘herd’, and not dg ‘mind,
reason’.

A typical etymology offered by Erdal is OT srkdk ‘male’ < urk
‘ram’+ Ak (dim. suffix). As is known, CT drkdk ‘male’ is generally
regarded as a derivative of dr ‘man’. Erdal argues that irkdk can-
not be derived from dr ‘man’, it can, however, be connected with
irk in MK which means ‘a ram approaching his fourth year’
(p. 41). The author’s evidence for this etymology is the following:
1) To this day, drkdik is ‘a two year old ram’ in some Anatolian and
Azeri dialects, 2) in UigTot 384 irkdik kozi translates a Tib. expres-
sion which corresponds to Chin. ‘bull’s or ram’s eye’, 3) in the old-
est Old Turkic sources (twice in IrgB and in M I 86,10—11), ¢rkdk
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denotes a male animal, 4) its derivate trkdk+lin- is clearly written
with ¢ in T'T VIII P 19 (Brahmi). As for the form drkik occurring
in some Middle Turkic sources, Erdal says that “Contamination
with dr and perhaps with drk ‘power’ is probably responsible for
the form drkdk, common in DLT and QB and found also (with
short vowels) in Tkm.”

This etymology suggested by Erdal seems to be more plausible
and convincing than the commonly accepted < dr+kik. Here I
would like to point out that there is also modern evidence support-
ing this etymology, i.e. Yak (dial.) irgdx ‘male (for animals and
birds)’ vs. dr ‘husband, man’ and Khal. hirkdk ‘mannlich’ vs. hér
‘Mann, Ehemann’.

Throughout the work Erdal refutes many wrong but generally
accepted etymologies and offers the new ones which are more plau-
sible and convincing like those just mentioned. However, some of
the numerous new etymologies suggested by the author in this vo-
luminous work do not seem very convincing to me. Below I will
discuss such etymologies. I will also make some additional re-
marks on some of the etymologies which seem to be plausible and
convineing.

1. Erdal does not regard MK kisrak as a diminutive in {+Ak}
from MK kisur ‘barren’ (p.42). But we have evidence showing
that kisrak is derived from kiser. First of all, it occurs in MK with
the meaning ‘mare’ in the phrase adgwr kisir ‘stallions and mares’
occurring in a verse: adgwr kiswr kignddi (MK I 235). Secondly, in
Yakut we have, apart from kiwrax//kitarax ‘mare’ (< *kiswrak),
katut < *kusat) which means ‘a young mare’.

2. On budk ‘branch’ Erdal comments as follows: “budik ‘branch’
(spelled with D and not T in Maitr 57 v 2. etc. and with DH in
Brahmi T'T VIII K) hardly comes from but ‘thigh, leg’” (p. 43—44).

The spelling of an original /t/ with D is quite common in Uigur
texts. Besides we have the spelling butik in MK seven times. Clau-
son’s etymology deriving buiik from butr- (EDPT 301) is of course
wrong. In my opinion buiik is a metaphorical diminutive in {+1Ik}
from bu:t, very much like top2k ‘ankle bone or wrist bone’ coming
from top ‘ball’ (Clauson’s to:b and tobsk must be corrected to read
top and topek respectively). For a reverse metaphorical use cf. dal
‘arm’ in many Anatolian dialects (DS IV 1333). OT buirk survives
in Tuv. buduk and Yak. mutuk with the same meaning.
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3. On dsgak ‘donkey’, rejecting Gabain’s etymology, Erdal says
as follows: “dsgak ‘donkey’ cannot be derived from es ‘companion’,
whose vowel is an /e/; it belongs to the -gAk formation, q.v. below”
(p. 74). Erdal is right in rejecting the old etymology, but not so, I
think, in accepting Doerfer’s etymology, i. e. dsgik < ds- ‘to amble’
(p. 393). It should be reminded that OT dsgak has a good Altaic
etymology: with the exception of its final -k, it perfectly corres-
ponds to Mo. eljige(n). In the light of this equation and taking the
Khal. form dsgd ‘donkey’ into consideration, we can safely assume
that OT dsgak is a diminutive in {+Ak}.

4. Erdal reads MK sulak ‘spleen’ (according to MK, the Kip-
chak counterpart of Common Turkic falak) as solak and inclines to
interpret it as a derivative of sol ‘left’ (p. 75). In my opinion, MK
sulak does not have anything to do with sol, but it belongs to the
Bulgar dialect (cf. Chuv. sula ‘spleen’). This form is one of the ear-
liest examples of the sporadic alternation i- = s- seen in Turkic as
well as in Altaic.

Erdal’s doubts about talak’s belonging to the {+Ak} formation
(p. 75) are out of place. The form tal ‘spleen’ occurring in Heilk II
1,2 and 85 has of course nothing to do with the other tal meaning
‘branch’ (with short /a/). The tal in Heilk II is in fact the base of
CT ta:lak (> Trkm. da:lak) and it survives as such to this day in
Yak. ta:l ‘spleen’.

5. karlwgag//kargilag ‘swallow’ is rightly discussed under nouns
in {+gAc¢} (p.84). MK says that karliga¢ is a metathetical
alternative form of kargilag (EDPT 657). The exact opposite
must be true, because all the forms in historical sources and
in modern languages can be traced back to karligag. In addition
to this we have Tel. karilik ‘die Schwalbe’ beside kariligas in Wh.
I 176.

6. tiiziigi ‘all’ and its adverbial form tiiziigiin ‘all together’ men-
tioned among collective nouns in {+(A)gU} (p. 94) must be read
toziigii and toziigiin, for the base TWYZW comes from Proto-Turk-
ic *t0:2- which survives in Yakut together with its older counter-
part in /r/, i.e. tiios- = tiior- ‘to uproot, eradicate, exterminate’. Cf.
also Yak. tiiord ‘all, all together’ (see Tekin 1989).

7. Orkhon Turkic collective noun kalifiiin ‘daughters in-law’
may come from an older and original kdalin(d)giin with the loss of
medial /4/, as Erdal thinks (p. 97). The final /n/ in in(z)y(d)giin and
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k(@)l(z)7iin is probably an archaic part of the suffix, retained here
before the possessive suffix (cf. ekin ara ‘between the two’ in KT E
1 instead of the expected *eki ara). As for t(a)ygun(u)fi(u)z occur-
ring synonymously with ogl(a)n()7i()z in KT SE, it could be read
Ha)y(a)gun(w)fi(u)z, and contrary to what Erdal thinks, this too
could be a collective noun derived from tay ‘foal’ but used here me-
taphorically in the sense of ‘son’.

8. Erdal seems to regard MK targil ‘an animal with narrow
white and black stripes on its back’ as an adjective derived from
tar ‘narrow’ (p. 99); but there is no a word meaning ‘narrow’ in
MK’s definition. MK tfarg:l survives in modern languages, e.g.,
Kirg. targil ‘red with black spots (of cows and oxen)’, Tat. targsl
‘blakish red’, etc. In my opinion, this word is related to Kirg. tar-
lan ‘white with red, yellow or black spots’ (cf. also Mo. tarilan, tar-
lan ‘spotted, speckled, flecked; varicolored, streaked; a stripe’, t.
iiker ‘cow with a white stripe along the spine’). In Kirghiz we also
find tazel in the phrase kwzil tazil ‘various kinds of red objects’, a
form which could be related, through zetacism, to the base of targal
and tarlan.

9. Erdal seems to regard MK kasga ‘an animal with a white
blaze on the forehead’ as a derivative of kas ‘eyebrow’ (p. 99). But
there is a good Altaic etymology for kasga: The base of kagga cor-
responds to Mo. qaljan ‘blaze on the forehead’ (of a horse, ox, ete.);
bald-headed’ (Poppe 1960: 17, 86). Apart from galjan, there is also
a qalja in Mongolian with the meaning ‘frontal band or stripe for
decoration; clearing in a forest’. These two words are very close to
each other both phonetically and semantically. Turkic kasga may
then be regarded as an adjective derived from an obsolete *kas ‘a
blaze or white spot on the forehead of an animal’ corresponding to
Mo. qalja and qaljan.

10. Erdal accepts Bang’s etymologies suggested for kizil ‘red’
and yasil ‘green’, i.e. kizil < *kizsel and yasl < *yassel (p. 100).
Considering the fact that the Turkic medial clusters /zs/ and /ss/
have generally been retained, Bang’s etymologies can hardly be
accepted. Besides, Chuv. xérlé ‘red’ going back to an older *kuril
speaks against them. It seems that there was also an old suffix
{+ (D1} in Proto-Turkic functioning as the Old and Middle Turkic
{+gll}, e.g. Trk. givel “a green-headed duck”, Chuv. kdvaGal “a
duck” < *ko:kd+l1, ete.
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11. Concerning my view about the connection between boz ‘gray’
and borsuk, borsmuk ‘badger’, Erdal comments as follows: “If it
(i.e. borsmuk) comes from boz ‘gray’, as suggested by Tekin, 1986:
157, it should belong to this formation” (p. 101).

Let me make my view once more clear: What I have suggested
in the article mentioned by Erdal is that in borsuk and borsmuk we
have the older form of CT boz, i.e. *bor. Pre-Turkic *bor developed
into *boz in Proto-Turkic, but it remained as *bor in pre-zetacism
derivates borsuk and borsmuk (cf. Hung. borz ‘badger’ < Proto-
Bulg. *bors > Chuv. purds id.).

12. Erdal, following Doerfer (TMEN 1679), considers {+sIn} in
MK koksin ‘bluish’ and in Modern Turkish sarisin ‘blonde’ to be
original and says that “It is rather likelier for +sIn to have become
+¢In after consonants than the other way around” (p. 103). In my
opinion, exactly the opposite seems to be likelier. It should be not-
ed that MK Fkokstn ‘bluish’ occurs in QB always as kokgin (six
times). Taking the forms derived with the almost identical suffix
+¢Il in modern languages into consideration (e.g. Trk. akgsl ‘whi-
tish’, Kzk. aksal id. kwrgel ‘grayish’, Kzk. koksil ‘bluish’ < *kokeil,
ete), we can say that the first form with /s/ in MK is in all likeli-
hood secondary, as Clauson thinks (EDPT 710).

13. To support the change *¢In < sIn he believes, Erdal brings
the following evidence: 1) MK kurca-l- ‘to hit the side of some-
thing’ < OT kwrsa-l- < kwrnigs+a-, 2) MK yapein- and yapgur- com-
ing from yaps-, 3) inscriptional kik-siir- > MK kikgiir-, 4) the ad-
verb tulgr from tut-gr. In my opinion, MK kirca- ‘to hit the side of
the target’ seems to have been formed from *kur ‘side’ with the
rare suffix {+¢A-}, and not from kiris coming from kur- ‘to scrape,
strip, cut off’. The base *kur has not yet been attested in Old Turk-
ic, but it occurs as the base of MK’s kurlai- ‘to cause to arise banks
for a canal’, i.e. kur+la-t-. The noun kur survives as such in some
modern languages, e.g. Tat., Kzk., NUig., ete. kur ‘side’. The form-
ative {+cA-}, on the other hand, is found, among others, in the
structure of Uig., MK kursa- to gird; to surround, encircle’ <
*kur+ga-, Alt., Kirg. kurca- id., Khak. zurca- id., Kzk. korsa- id. <
*kurca- (cf. Tekin 1989: 344).

Orkh. kiksiir- ‘to incite people to mutual enmity’, too, seems to
be a secondary form of MK’s kikeiir- ‘to make two things strike
one another’, although the first is older than the latter.
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As the forms yap¢in-and yapgur- in MK, these too seem to be
original and older than the forms with /g/, for, in general, an origin-
al final consonant can preserve itself as such in medial position be-
fore or after another consonant, whereas in final position it is easi-
ly exposed to changes. Besides, the evidence found in Chuvash, i. e.
S1pas- ‘to stick, adhere’ < *yapigc- = CT yaprs-, xirés- ‘to oppose,
stand against’ < *karic- = CT karig-, xires ‘opposed, opposite,
against’ < *xirsé < *kargr = CT karss, vars- ‘to fight, make war’ <
*u:rug- = CT u:rug- and the Chuvash archaic reciprocal/coopera-
tive suffix {-(A)s-} occurring in all the other genuine Chuvash
verbs indicate the priority of /¢/ to /s/ in Turkic (cf. Tekin 1989:
344—345).

14. MK komiildiiriik ‘the breast strap of a saddle’ can hardly be
connected with kol (EDPT 722). First, the /ii/ of kofidil has
changed to /m/ only in Chuvash: kdmdl ‘delight, pleasure, desire’
and this must be a recent development; secondly, ko7l does not
have a material meaning. For a possible etymology of komiildiiriik
see my Tuna Bulgarlary ve Tuna Bulgarcasy (Ankara 1987), pp. 37,
38.

15. Among the place nouns {+1Ag} (pp. 108, 109) the hap.leg.
sinlidg ‘cemetery’ occurring in the Tariat inscription, south, 5
(Tekin 1982: 54—55) could have safely been included (cf. Old Ana-
tolian Turkish sinld ‘semetery’ < *sinldg).

16. For the base of fozumg¢r occurring in the phrase yol tozumct
‘highwayman’ Erdal posits a hypothetical *to-z- which he consi-
ders to be related to OT to-d- ‘to be(come) satiated’ (p.117).
But a hypothetical verb with such a meaning would not agree with
the meaning of yol fozumge. In my opinion, OT {lozumer comes
from the verb *toz- ‘to bar, block up’ which, I believe, survives
in modern languages, e.g. Kirg. toz- = tos- ‘to bar, block up;
to receive, encounter’, Yel. Uig. foz- =~ tuz- id., Tuv. dos- id.,
Kar.Cr. toz- ‘to wait for, expect’. Kar.T. tyoz- = toz- id., Uzb.,
NUig., Kzk., Kklp. tos- id. The phrases Kirg. col tos- ‘to block the
way’ and Tuv. oruk dos- id. fit perfectly to the meaning of Uig. yol
tozumcy ‘highwayman’. The verb foz-/tos-/dos- cannot be related to
OT tod- for semantic reasons. In my opinion, it is rather related,
through zetacism, to Kirg. foro- ‘to bar, block up the way’ and
NUig. tora- id. (cf. Tekin, ‘New Examples of Zetacism’ T'DA 1991,
145-150).
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17. Uig., MK adas ‘friend, comrade’ cannot come from
*a:t+das ‘namesake’, as thought by Doerfer (TMEN 437), for both
phonological and semantic reasons. Neither can it be a
{+dAs} noun, as Erdal seems to regard it (p. 119), for its /d/ has
undergone the sound change d > % in some languages, e.g.
IM, Kirg. ayas ‘friend’. Trk., Az. adas ‘namesake’, on the other
hand, comes from *a:idas, an original form which survives in
Turkmen.

18. The adjective yass:? occurring in a sentence taken from SU
E9 (p. 123) must be a printing mistake for yas?, a deverbal noun in
{-I}.

19. Among the instrument names in {+1Xk} Erdal mentions
titsiikliik ‘incence burner’ from Suv (p.129). In my opinion it
must be read tiitsiigliik, for the base has lost its final velar in the
Oghuz group: Trk. tiitsii, Az. tiissii, Trkm. tiisse.

20. Discussing the vowel of the suffix {+sXz} in Old Turkic Er-
dal mentions yolsizin ‘without any roads’ from Ton 35 and says:
‘yolsrzan can definitely not have had rounded vowels in its suffixes’.
He also gives an additional example, i.e. umugsizan from Suv and
TT VII supporting the inscriptional evidence. Erdal’s conclusion
is as follows: “Seeing that +sIzIn appears in the earliest attesta-
tion of the sequence and in one of the earliest Old Turkic texts, it
seems possible that +sXz originally had /I/ instead of /X/”
(p. 132). These examples and interpretations are very important,
because they support the classical theory about the origin of the
composite suffix {+sIrA-}, i.e. { +IsIr+A-} (cf. Poppe 1927: 112; T.
Tekin 1969: 66).

21. Erdal offers two etymologies for OT oiu#i ‘firewood’:s <
*ot+dufi and < *otu-, i. e. the base of hap.leg. otun- (p. 156). I would
prefer the second etymology for the following reasons: 1. A devel-
opment like *o:tdufi > otufi is phonologically difficult; 2. the OT
verb otun- survives in Khakas odin- ‘to make a fire’ (for oneself); 3.
the suffix {-(X)ii} which makes nouns denoting objects (see
pp. 337, 338) fits better the meaning of oiuf

22. On the etymology of Uig. bilirzok /| bildrsok ‘bracelet’, MK
bildizok id., Erdal has this to say:“The common base of this (i.e.
bildrsok) and bildk “wrist’ may have been *bild-, possibly *beld- ‘to
wrap’” (p. 1568). This seems to be a good etymology, but both bilik
and bildrsok have /i/ in their first syllables whereas beld- has /e/,
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e.g. CC bele-, OAT and Anat. dial. beld-, Kzk. bole-. Khak. pola-,
Kirg. bola-, ete. < *beld-.

23. Clauson maintaines that the Old Turkic form of tis ‘tooth’
was originally #2:s (EDPT 557). Erdal, too, thinks that itg had the
shape #ig in Old Turkic, but “soon it went over to front vowels”
(p. 162). Accordingly, he postulates a Proto-Turkic *#1s+agu to
match Mo. silegii ‘two year old animal’ (p. 163). I do not share this
view. In my opinion, Proto-Turkic form of #is was in all likelihood
*tics (ef. Yak. tics, Tuv. dis). Clauson’s view has obviously been
based on examples like #2519 (acc.) in MK II 311, 346 and trslai-mak
‘to order to bite’ in MK II 344. I believe that these examples could
be read #1:519 and tisldtmak respectively and could be regarded as
the earliest disharmonic examples in Central Asian Turkic caused
by the neutralization of the vowel /i/ (cf. NUig. ¢ts ‘tooth’, pl. ¢is-
lar, ¢isafi ‘hustler, rude’, but ¢islimak < ¢igld-, ¢islatmak; Uzb. ivs,
tislimdg, tisldimdq). As is known, as a result of the complete loss of
the vowel /1/ later on in Chagatay, not only Turkic words but also
the Arabic and Persian loanwords with /i/ took the backvocalic al-
lomorphs of suffixes, e.g. di:nga’ ‘to the religion’, “Imga ‘to the
science’ dilga ‘to the heart’, ete.

24. Among the OT deverbal nouns in {-(X)g}, Erdal mentions
Uig. kafiarsig or kdfiirstk coming from MK kdfiirsi- (p. 175). The
hap.leg. in MK occurs in the sentence dsi¢ kifitrsidi ‘something
burnt at the bottom, for example, of a cooking pot, so that a smell
rose from it’(EDPT 734). The Uig. example kdaizrsiK occurs in the
following context: k(a)ra tiintiinldr cokrayur, kafitrsiK ydlar yrde-
yur (p. 175). It is very curious that Uig. kdfisrsiK survives in Yak.
kefierdi: ‘smell of burning’, e. g. kefierdi: suta id., which goes back to
*kdfisrsig yudet. This Yak. data makes it clear that Uig. K’N’RSIK
is actually kdafiirsig with /g/. Cf. also Mo. kengsi- ‘to burn slighty’
(< Yak. kefisiy- || kefisey- id., kefisik ‘burning, smell of burning’ <
*kafnisi-k), kengsigiin//kengsigiiti ‘smell of frying food’. Khak. kifiis-
‘to burn’ < *kdnsi- and kifizig ‘burnt’ < *kdfisig, too, are obvious
cognates. In the light of Mo. data we may assume that the base of
MK Ekdfitrsi- is *kdfitr, an enlarged form of *kdfi.

25. turuk ‘emaciated’ on p. 175 and twru-k id. on p. 249 should be
amended to read foruk with /o and analized as tor-uk, and not as
turu-k., for we have enough evidence to prove that the verb had
the shape *fo:r- in Proto-Turkic: Yak. tuor- ‘to grow thin’ < *to:r-,
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torgon ‘hungry’, Alt., Tel. toro id., torolo- ‘to grow thin’, etc. On
p. 249 Erdal further states that ‘The base has the shape turu- in
Khal. and Suv 116,22 in the series kii¢sirdmis yavrums twrumss
wmugsuz magsiz, but twr- in DLT fol. 524. It was lent into Mo. as
lura- or turu-".

I have already commented on the vowel of OT tor-. Let me add
that PT *to:r- and Mo. tura- ‘to be(come) lean, emaciated; to loose
weight; to be(come) exhausted, worn out’ are good cognates. The
disyllabic form in Suv may have been derived from a homophon-
ous nominal base, i.e. *fo:r+u- (cf. Yel.Uig. tor ‘hungry’). As for
Khal. turu-, it means ‘klar sein, geklart sein (vom Wasser)’, and
not ‘to grow thin or emaciated’ (ef. Doerfer & Tezcan, Worterbuch
des Chaladsch, p. 209).

26. Commenting on Ottoman Turkish suk ‘liquid (adj.), run-
ny’, swe ‘a liquid’ and Khal. sunk ‘watery’, Erdal says as follows:
“The vowel of the first syllables here is probably not the result of
unrounding: As the sibilant of Chuvash si shows, suv ‘water’ must
originally have had an unrounded back vowel, subsequently
rounded the by /v/” (p. 177). Let it be known that Chuv. sw may
better be explained as coming from a diphthongized long Ju/, i.e.
*su:b > *syuv > gw. As for Uig. sunk occurring in BT VII A326 and
in Turkish, this form must be secondary coming from an original
*suvk (cf. Yak. ubagas ‘watery’ < *subikag, Trkm. suvuk, Tuv.
suuk, Alt., Kirg., ete. suyuk).

27. Commenting on the etymology of adg ‘sober’ Erdal states as
follows: “It is no doubt connected with adel, adn-, adin and adar-,
being closest in meaning to the UW’s adwn- 1. *ads- or *ad-, the
base, is taken to be tr., adig would therefore be its object” (p. 181).
I would like to make it clear that two different bases have been
mixed up here: MK adsg ‘sober’ is from the same base as adin- “to
sober up, recover from drunkenness’ and the base of both forms is
*a:d- (> Trk. ay- ‘to come to senses’, agnl- ‘to sober up’, Trkm.
a:yl- id., ete.). OT ader- ‘to separate’ and adwn ‘different’, on the
other hand, go back to a base with a short /a/, i.e. *ads- (cf. Trkm.
ayrr- ‘to separate’).

28. OT biidi- ‘to dance’ and its derivative biidig are read bidi-
and bodig (p. 184), probably after Clauson who claims that Mo.
boci- id. (which, in his view, a is a loanword borrowed from Turkic)
‘fixes the first vowel as -6, not -ii- as usually transcribed’ (EDPT

CAJ 38/2 (1994)



NOTEDANIB.p2008 CTatad FekimArmagani 255

300). Putting aside Clauson’s view about Mo. boci- for the time
being, it may be claimed that the OT form of this verb was not
bodi-, but biidi-. On the other hand, the inner-Tiirkic evidence giv-
en by Clauson himself indicates that the vowel of the first syllable
was not [0/ or [ii/, e.g. CC beyi-, biyi-, Kzk., Kirg. bty ‘dance’, biyle-
‘to dance’ (Clauson’s Kzk. example bile- ‘to dance’ is a misreading
of the Cyrillic spelling). Further examples are Tat. biye- ‘to dance’,
bryii ‘dance’, Bsk. beye- ‘to dance’, beyew ‘dance’, Kum., Nog. biy:-
‘to dance’, Kum. biyiv, Nog. biyiiv ‘dance’, ete. It is curious that
Yak. beivy- ‘to dance by trampling on the floor’, too, goes back to a
form with /i/. In view of this evidence, it may be concluded that
the original form of this very was either *bidi- or *biidi-.

29. Erdal seems to be willing to derive OT kapwg or kapag ‘gate,
door’ and MK kapga ‘a great gate’ from a hypothetical *kapa-
(p. 190). In my opinion, all these words are derivatives of *kap- ‘to
shut, close’, a verb already obsolete in Old Turkic, but survives in
Chuv. as xup-: alak xup- ‘to shut the door’, kus xup- ‘to close one’s
eyes’, xupa ‘closed’ (< *kapuk) xupa alok ‘a closed door’, etc.
MK’s kapgak ‘a leather cover of a quiver’, too, is a deverbal noun
in {-gAk} derived from the same *kap-. Uig. and MK kapak ‘eye-
lid’, on the other hand, seems to be a diminutive in {+Ak} coming
from MK ka:p ‘cover, container’. Cf. Trkm. ga:bak ‘eyelid’ (<
*ka:pak) vs. gapak ‘lid, cover’ (< *kapgak); cf. also Kirg. kabak vs.
kapkak, Kzk. kabak vs. kakpak, Nog. koz kabak vs. kapak, kapkas,
Tat., Bsk. kabak vs. Tat. kapkag, Bsk. kapkas, Uzb. gdvdq vs.
gapgdq, NUig. kapak vs. kapkak, etc. In some Turkic languages in-
cluding Turkish the first word is replaced by the second, e.g. Trk.
g0z kapagr ‘eyelid’, Kum. koznii kapkaglarr, etc. All these examples
and Trkm. gapk ‘closed (generally of eyes)’ testify to the fact that
the verb under question is *kap-, not *kapa-.

30. Erdal reads the mainly inscriptional koriig ‘spy’ as kiirdg
‘fugitive’, i.e. as a noun in {-(X)g} from the well-attested kiird- ‘to
run away, desert’ (p. 196). This is very reasonable and convincing.
It is more probable that the ancient Turks got information about
their neighbors and enemies from the fugitives.

31. Erdal, following Clauson, reads YILsG in KT E 26 as ylis1g
‘comfortable, prosperous or the like’ (p.218). But MK yulss-
means only ‘to become warm altogether’ and its figurative use has
not so far been attested. In my publications of the inscriptions I
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have read this word yulsig, and translated it as ‘wealthy, prosper-
ous’. I believe that the base of yulsig, a denominal adjective in
{+slg} may be found in Trkm. glgir- ‘to smile’ (< *yl+a-gir),
Kirg. cilmay- id., Tat., Bsk. plmay- id. (< *plmad- < *yl+o-
m+ad-), Kirg. cilmai ‘joy, happiness’ (< *ylmai), ete.

32. Discussing sezik ‘doubt, apprehension, suspicion, question-
ing’ from sez-, Erdal comments on the shape of the verb as follows:
“The base cannot have been sez-, attested from Middle Turkic on,
but has to be *sezi-” (p. 242). I would like to remind my colleage
that the Mongolian counterpart of sez- has /i/ as its stem-final
vowel, i.e. it is seri- ‘to awaken, revive; to recover consciousness;
be become sober; to keep vigil; to learn, find out; to mistrust’.
Hence, if OT seztk is in fact an {-Ok} noun, Mo. seri- may support
Erdal’s view, i. e. sezik < sezi-k.

33. MT iigiik ‘heaped up, loaded, full’ occurring in the clause
konily kadgun iigiik in OB 6198 is read iikiik by Erdal (p. 253). He
regards this iikiik as a form derived from the base of iik-iis, iik-iil-,
ete. Let me say that Arat’s transcription of the word is correct, for
the base of iigiik is obviously iig- ‘to heap up’, e.g. Trkm. iiv-,
Khak. iig-, Kzk., Kirg. ete. iiy-, Tat., Bsk. oy-, etc. < *iig-. The
passive stem iikiil- in EDPT and elsewhere, too, must be corrected
to read iigiil-. As for OT iikiis ‘many’ and MK kil id., these two
forms must have had a different base with /k/. In connection with
this, I would like to point out that Clauson’s interpretation of Orkh.
okiiniip in the sentence antag iidke okiiniip kiil tiginig az drin thvmaz
(KT E 40) as iikiiniip ‘collecting’ (EDPT 111) is not convincing.
OT okiiniip ‘regretting’ fits in well the whole context: ‘Our army
horses were lean (and exhausted) and our army had no provisions.
(Our men were) in a bad condition ... (Furthermore), those who
had attacked us were brave men. Regreiting such an (unsuitable)
time, we sent Prince Kiil (forward), providing him with a few men’.
Needless to say, Clauson’s az eren, too, is a misreading for az drin
‘with a few men’.

34. The word yiiksi-k ‘eminent, lofty’ mentioned among the
{-(0)k} nouns (p.258) should be transcribed as yiigsik, for its
base in Orkh. yiigiri ‘up, upwards’ is obviously *yiig with /g/, i.e.
< *yiiggarii; cf. also Gag. ii:sik ‘high’ < *yiigsdk.

35. The word 4y(@)n¢ mentioned among the deverbal nouns in
{~(X)n¢} on p. 282 should be amended to read wying, for it is writ-
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ten with the back-vocalic sign Y in the Tes inscription: [yloll(u)g
wya bla)s@)p (or, basa) ol(u)rm()s “Yollug reportedly reigned, sup-
pressing (his subjects)’ (Tesl9). The verb 12y- does not seem to
have survived, but its derivatives live on with /1/ to this day, e.g.
Kirg. 1yin- ‘to make a great physical effort, to force oneself’, Tuv.
wi- ‘to press, oppress, suppress’, 1k ‘crushed, bruised’, etc. The
examples wyin- and 1ying in DTS must therefore be corrected to
read 1yin- and wyng.

36. Among the {-n¢cU} nouns Erdal mentions to-n¢u ‘a stopped
up hole in the earth’ (p. 289). He also reads the passive stem of the
verb as to-n- ‘to be blocked, be closed up’ (p. 620). In addition to
this, he connects this to- with the base of tod- ‘to be satiated’, tok
‘full, satiated’, tol- ‘to be filled’ and tos- id. Let it be known that the
OT verb meaning ‘to block up, close’ was tu~ with ju/, for all the
survived derivatives of this verb have /u/, not /o/, e.g. Alt., Tel. tul-
‘to be blocked up, be barred’, Tel. fulum ‘an impassable place’,
Khak., ete. tuyuk ‘closed, shut’, Tat. Bsk. ion- ‘to become deaf (of
ears); to become dim (of eyes)’, Tuv. dun- ‘to be stopped up, be
choked’, dunuk ‘hoarse or choked (of voice)’, dumcuk-, duncuk- ‘to
be clogged up’, Nog. tunsik ‘overcast (of weather)’; suffocating,
stuffy’, NUig. tuncuk- ‘to be suffocated’, tuyuk ‘closed’, etc. In this
connection, I would also like to remind that Orkh. tug. ‘barrier, ob-
stacle’ occurring in Ton 26 is in all likelihood a deverbal noun in
{-(X)g}-

37. Uig. tolum in the fixed phrase tus tolum bol- ‘to meet’ should
be read with /u/, not with /o/ (p. 293); for it is in all likelihood re-
lated to tus ‘to meet’ through sigmatism.

38. MK, etec. fulum ‘weapons, military equipment’, too, should
be read with /u/, not with /o/ as done in DTS and elsewhere. I
agree with Erdal who states that it probably comes from MK ful-
‘to strike (a ball)’ (p. 293).

39. Among the {-(U)t} nouns Erdal mentions dgit ‘grinding
wheat’ from MK and comments as follows: “The DLI"s entry og1i
‘grinding wheat etc.” has an ¢ in the second syllable instead of the
base’s original vowel 6gii-, and may be a hypercorrection. All this
shows that there was some uncertainty as to this vowel in Qarak-
hanid Turkic, at any rate” (p. 309).

The causative stem of this verb is with /6/ in Turkish (d4iit-), but
it is with /ii/ elsewhere in the Oghuz group: Az. iiyiit-, Trkm. dive-
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‘to grind; to mince’, ivet- id., Gag. ii:t- ‘to grind’. All these forms go
back to *iigi-, not to *ogi-. A possible Mo. cognate also supports
this reconstruction: #yire- (intr.) ‘to break into small pieces; to
crumble’ < *iigi-re-. Consequently, EDPT’s 6gi- and 6git must be
corrected to read digi- and digst. On the other hand, the following
Kipchak examples compel us to reconstruct a voiceless velar for
this group: Kzk., Kklp. digi- ‘to mill, grind’ (< *iiki-) Kzk. digit-
id., digil- (pas.), iigindt ‘wood shavings, sawdust’, etc. We even have
a monosyllabic dik- in Kzk., Kklp. and Kirg. which means ‘to
thresh; to break into small pieces, crumble’. In this case, the ele-
ment -5~ in *iigs-, *iiki- may be explained as the frequentative suffix
{-I-} which is also seen in MK’s kaz1- ‘to excavate, scrape off’,

40. Erdal maintains that mafiert ‘shouting’ comes from madira-,
kaniert ‘grumbling’ from kdfird- and kiikiirt ‘thunder® from kiikré-
(p. 309). Let me say right away that I agree with him on these
etymologies. The discrepancies between these nouns and their bas-
es, however, remain unexplained. In my opinion, the nouns under
discussion must have been derived when these verbs had the
shapes *kiikir-, *kifigir- and *mafigir- respectively. Later on,when
the aorist forms in {-yUr} were replaced by those in {-r} after vo-
calic stems, as a result of syncopation, the new aorist forms in
{-Ar} misanalyzed as -A-r by the speakers and the new verbal
stems in pseudo-suffix {+rA-} came into existence: kiikir-ar >
kiikr-Gr > kiikrd -r, *mafigir-ar > mafir-ar > madira-r, ete. I believe
that this explanation would satisfy Erdal who comments about
the connection between echoic verbs in {+kIrA-} and {+krA-} as
follows: “Proto-Turkic form of the formative was *+kIrA-. A few
onomatopoetic verbs ending in +krA- will be mentioned below. It
will be difficult to connect the two sets convincingly, if it cannot be
shown why the stem-final /A/ was dropped here but retained
there” (p. 467).

41. Dealing with MK wurt ‘eye of a needle’, Erdal mentions Tez-
can’s etymology connecting this word with ur- ‘to put, place’
(p. 310). In view of Trk. yurdu ‘eye of a needle’ (< yurd-1), Chuv.
sarta id. (< *yurt+ak) and Trk. vur-, Chuv. var- (< *u:r-), however,
this etymology does not seem to be very likely.

42. Erdal maintains that o6liit ‘slaughter’, sasut in sasutsuz ‘with-
out mixing up’, taksut ‘verse’, casut ‘delation’, batut ‘secrecy’, kagut
‘a pursuit in battle’, ete., come from sliir- ‘to kill’, sasur- ‘to mix
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up’, taksur- ‘to compose verses’, casur- ‘to delate’, batur- ‘to cause
to sink’ and kacur- ‘to put to flight’, ete. respectively (pp. 310, 311).
‘While this view seems to be plausible semantically, it does not so
phonetically. It would indeed be difficult to explain why the sound
/r/ disappeared here and retained in kiikiirt, mafisrt, kafiirt ete. Be-
sides, if kavsut ‘a place of coming together’ could be either from
kams- or from kavsur-, as Erdal states (p. 312), why could all these
nouns not come from ol-, sas-, *takis-, bat-, kag-, etc.?

43. On the etymology of yogurt, Erdal says as follows:“ It is com-
monly thought that yogrut = yorgut comes from yogur- ‘to knead’.
This is indeed possible, since *yog-, the base which this and yogun
‘thick’ have in common, may have signified ‘to become dense or
thick’” (p. 313). Let it be known that yogurt cannot come from yo-
gur-, because the latter has an /u/ in its first syllable everywhere
(except Turkish and Azeri) and not with /o/. Secondly, and per-
haps being more important than this, yogurt is not made by
‘kneading’. Therefore, it is very probable that yogurt is connected
with the base of yogun ‘thick’. In other words, yogurt may be an
{-Ut} noun derived from *yogur- ‘to make thick’, i. e. the hypothet-
ical causative stem of the hypothetical base *yog- ‘to become thick
or dense’.

44. Erdal tries to explain Uig.,, MK kizgut ‘punishment’, MK
ogiit ‘advice’, Uig. bosgut ‘instruction, teaching’, Uig. bisgut ap-
pearing in the binary bisig bisgut ‘matured’, etec. as deverbal nouns
in {-Ut}, but the existence of /g/ in these forms makes such an ex-
planation difficult, if not impossible. In the end, he summarizes his
comments as follows: “The positing of an independent suffix
‘gUt’ for these lexemes does not seem sufficiently justified”
(p. 314).

In my opinion, the evidence we have is sufficient for positing the
existence of such a suffix: o-giit and big-gut are derived from the
well-attested bases; kiz-gut ‘torment, torture, punishment’ comes
from *kaz- ‘to be punished’ (ef. MK kizul- ‘to be punished’) the old-
er base of which is found in Uig. kwrkwn ‘torment, torture, punish-
ment’ occurring with its synonym kugyin; yapgut ‘stuffing or mat-
ted masses of hair or wool, for pillows and the like’ is connected
with MK yap ‘matted wool’ and yapaku ‘a thick mass of wool or
hair on the head’ surviving in Trk., Az. yapagr ‘wool of a sheep
sheared in the spring’ (probably a collective noun) and may ulti-
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mately come from yap- ‘to cover’ as suggested by Clauson and
others; Uig. iirgiit ‘continously’ used together with its synonym
diriig (*irii-g) may come from *iirii- (< ir ‘a long time’). As for bos-
gut ‘instruction, teaching’, it belongs to deverbal nouns in {-Ut},
not to those in {-gUt}, for we have bosgun- ‘to learn’ and bosgur-
‘to teach’, but not *bos-.

45. iik-md ‘heap’ mentioned among the {-mA} nouns (p. 318)
should be read with /g/ and not with /k/, for the base is spelt as iig-
in TT VIII A 27 and the noun in {-Xn} as digiim (D 29), although
it is once written as hyukyum (K 3). The forms of the verb and its
derivatives in modern languages all show an original /g/: Khak.
iig-, ti:l- pass., Kzk., Kirg. ete. iiy-, Alt. #i:-, Tat., Bsk. oy-, Trkm.
iivmek ‘heap’, Krg. iiymok id., ete. The readings k-, tikmdk, iikiil-,
iikiim and dikiin in DTS and EDPT should therefore be corrected.

46. uysuz: This word occurring in the phrase uysuz kotgisiz tiiz
stifitikt ‘his smooth bones which had no holes or protrusions’ in
MaitrGeng 5 a 13 has been read dsiiz by Geng Shimin. Erdal reads
this uysuz (p.322). In my opinion, however, it should be read
oysuz with /o/, for we have Turkic data supporting this reading,
e.g. Trkm. o:y ‘a depressed, low-lying place; hollow, hole, cavity’,
Tuv. oy d., Kzk. oy ‘lowland, depression’, Kirg. oydu# id., Tat.,
Bsk. uy ‘valley’, Bsk. uyhww ‘depression; depressed, low-lying’ (<
*oysig), etc. Furthermore, the meaning of oysuz in the above-
mentioned phrase must be “without depression(s)”.

47. In the section dealing with the -(X)z nouns, Erdal maintains
that ku:tuz ‘a mad dog’ may, with the loss of /r/, come from *ku.:tur-
(w)z, drgiiz ‘melted ice’ from *drgiir-(ii)z, munduz ‘feeble-minded,
stupid’ from *mun-dur-(u)z, yaviz, ‘bad’ from from *yavri-z, sdmiz
‘fat’ from *samri-z, ete. (p. 323).

Let me first remind that kutur- in Uig. and MK is in all likeli-
hood a late metathetical form of *ku:iri-, an older and original
form which survives in Trkm. as gu:dura- ‘to be wild with joy; to
become rude and naughty; to become unruly and unmanageable’.
This hypothetical *ku:ire-, in its turn, could be an {+1-} derivative
from *ku:tur assemri- could be one from *semsir (T. Tekin 1969; 62,
63). The reason why *ku:tri- could not preserve its original form in
Uig. and MK may be the fact that it had a long /u/ in its first sylla-
ble; with an early shortening of this vowel, metathesis must have
taken place in this verb at an early date.
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Secondly, if we posit that yavz comes from *yavri-z and semaiz
from *semri-z, ete. how could *yavir and *semsir, i.e. the nominal
bases of these verbs, be explained? Erdal is right in regarding the
verbs semri- and yavri- as being {+I-} formations (p. 480), but he
is not so when he states that ‘semri- comes from semsz and yavri-
comes from yanz’. His descriptive statement to the effect that
“When bases end in /z/ or /s/, these consonants are replaced by /r/
and /1/ respectively und +I- expansion” does not seem to me sound
and satisfactory at all. Why should a final /z/ in a word change to
/r/ when the suffix {+I-} added to it? Similarly, why should a final
/s/ in a word turn into /1/ before the suffix {+I-}? As far as I know,
a medial consonant occurring before or after another consonant is
hardly exposed to such drastic changes as z > r and § > [. There-
fore, a zetacistic and sigmatistic explanation is much more plausi-
ble for such formations: In cases like semiz =~ semri-, iikiis =~ iikli-,
ete., the older and original final /r/ (i.e. r2) and /1/ (i.e. 12) became
/z/ and [s/ respectively, but they changed to normal /r/ and /1/ in
pre-zetacism and pre-sigmatism derivatives like semri- and dikli-.
In this connection, it should be emphasized that consonants in fin-
al position are more exposed to phonetic changes than those occur-
ring in medial clusters.

48. MK’s kdz ‘the notch of an arrow’ cannot come from the un-
attested base of kdri- ‘to notch’, as assumed by Erdal (p. 324). The
element -i- in kdri- is in all likelihood the causative suffix {-(X)t-}
(cf. Mo. kergi- ‘to notch’ < *ker-ti-, -ii- being the causative suffix).
The base of kdri-, then, could only be *kdr- which is also seen in
MK’s kirki ‘a carpenter’s implement’. Consequently, the base
*kér- cannot be identical with the noun kdz. The latter may better
be explained as a deverbal nouns in {-z} derived from a hypotheti-
cal simplex *kd-.

49. On the structure of OT ucuz ‘easy’ Erdal has this to say:
“ucuz, whose first and most dominant meaning is ‘easy’, may have
come from ug- ‘to fly’, taking the latter in an (unattested) meta-
phorical sense” (p. 324). This etymology seems to be weak phonet-
ically, for the voicing of /¢/ in uguz in the Oghuz group (cf. Trk., Az.
ucuz, Trkm. ucu:z, etc.) shows that the initial fu/ in this word was
originally long.

50. Dealing with the structure of baz ‘pacified’ Erdal contents
himself with mentioning Tezcan’s etymology deriving it from ba-
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‘to bind’ (p. 325). Let me point out that I too had derived Orkh. baz
‘pacified, obedient’ from ba: ‘to bind’ in my Orkhon Turkic gram-
mar (p. 115). Later, however, I saw a zetacistic connection between
this and IM baris- ‘to be reconciled’, Hou., Trk., Az. baris- ‘to
make peace’ (T. Tekin 1975: 276). Note that ba:- ‘to bind’ has a
long /a/ (cf. Khal. va:- ‘to bind’, Trkm. ba:g ‘bond, tie’), but Trkm.
barsik and barlis- have a short one. Therefore, I still hold the view
that Orkh., Uig. baz, CC bazlik, bazilik, bazlux ‘peace, tranquility’,
Kar. TL baz ‘peace; peaceable, peaceful’, Kar. T bazlan- ‘to make
friends’ and bazlas- ‘to be reconciled’ are zetacistically related to
forms with /r/ in the Oghuz group.

51. MK’s drgiiz ‘the melting of snow and ice at the beginning of
spring’ is hard to explain, although its connection with drii- ‘to
melt’ is obvious. Erdal connects drgiiz with transitive drgiir-, for
the reason that “a direct connection with drii- ‘to melt’ (intr.)
appears morphologically impossible” (p. 325). Since there is no a
suffix {-gUz}, he seems to be right in his assumption. For this
word he actually thinks of a development drgiiz < *drgiir-(ii)z,
i.e. a development of the type ku:tuz < *ku:tur-w)z, ete. (p. 323).
This assumption seems to me too far-fetched as I have already
made it clear. A more possible explanation would be as follows:
The causative suffix {-gUr-} could be a compound consisting of
{-gU-} and {-r-} as {-tUr-} actually is. If this is correct, drgiiz can
then be explained as a noun in {-(X)z} derived from an unattest-
ed *argii-.

52. Uig. kwkwn occurring in the binomial kwyn kwrkn ‘torture,
punishment’, seems to be regarded as a noun in {-gXn} connected
the base of kuril- ‘to be killed’ (p. 328). In my opinion, kwrkwn is re-
lated, through zetacism, to Uig., MK kizgut ‘torture, punishment’,
Uig., MK kizgur- ‘to punish’ and MK kuzil- ‘to be punished®.
Turkish kwrgin ‘murrain, casualties resulted infectious diseases of
cattle’, on the other hand, obviously comes from kar-.

53. Bang derived kizil ‘red’ and yagil ‘green’ from *kizsil and
*yagsil respectively. Erdal rightly says that “Concerning yas:l and
kizol, the existence of +sIl is no more than a hypothesis” (p. 100).
In the section dealing with the formations in {-(X)1}, however, he
seems to have accepted this hypothesis (p. 331). Bang’s hypothesis
on the etymologies of these two nouns, however, cannot be accept-
ed for the following reason: The traces of medial consonant clus-
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ters /zs/ and /ss/ in these hypothetical forms are not seen anywhere
in Turkic including Chuvash and Yakut, e.g. Chuv. xerle ‘red’ <
*karal, Yak. kehol id. < *kwzal, Yak. sahal ‘fox’ < *ya:sul (cf. Yak.
a:sty- ‘to become white’ < *a:zsi-, ta:stiy- ‘to become petrified’ <
*ta:gs1-). Therefore, it would be more reasonable to regard kuzul
and yasil as denominal formations derived with the suffix {+1}
from *kuwz (cf. kwz+ar- ‘to become red’) and *ya:s ‘fresh, green’, re-
spectively. See also note 10.

54. Erdal is probably right in deriving OT kud: ‘downwards’
(generally read kodi) from kud- ‘to pour’ (p. 341). In the inscrip-
tions it generally governs running waters: ol sub kud:r bardimaz
(Ton 27), Salanida kudy yoripan (BK E 37), ete. and it is spelt with
/u/ in Brahmi quiiqe [kudiki] ‘situated below’. The word survives in
modern languages both with /u/ and /o/, however: Tuv. kudu, Uzb.
quy, but Yak. xotu ‘along’ (sii:riik xotu ‘along the current’), xotugu
‘northern’, Yel.Uig. koz: ‘low, below; north’, Turkish koyun in the
expression yiizii koyun ‘face downwards’ (< EAT yiizi koyr). The
change /u/ > /o/ is quite common in the Oghuz group, e.g. boz ‘to
destroy’ < buz-, sok- ‘to insert’ < suk-, ete. It is also found in Ya-
kut, e.g. zotuo ‘vomiting, vomit’ < kus-, etc.

55. For inscriptional yaliwius and MK yalfius ‘alone, solitary’
Erdal suggests a new etymology: yalii+us ‘intelligence’ (p. 338).
This etymology mainly depends on the fact that the word is spelt
with /s/ in its earliest occurrences, i.e. in the Yenisei inscriptions
and in MK. But in MK (actually in Karakhanid Turkic) devoic-
ing of final /z/ is a general development, e.g. -mAs < -mAz kdfids
‘shallow’ < *kdanidz, olds ‘fainting’ < *oldz, ete. In languages spoken
in the area where the Yenisei inscriptions are found, i.e. in Tuvi-
nian, Khakas and Altay, there is no final /z/. As a matter of fact,
devoicing of final /z/ in polysyllabic words is natural only for
Turkic, the opposite change being extremely rare (e.g. Trk. horoz
‘rooster’ < Persian xoru:s). Another weakness of this etymology is
that us is not Common Turkic. Finally, it must be added that this
etymology is weak also semantically: In conclusion, the old etymo-
logy deriving yaliiuz from *yalsi oz still seems to be more convinc-
ing.

56. Erdal is right in rejecting MK'’s explanation to the effect
that kons: is an Oghuz metathetical form of kosn: ‘neighbor’
(p. 344). The exactly opposite must be true, i.e. kons: comes from
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*konus- ‘to settle together’. Although the latter has not yet been
attested, konas- is found in Uig. konasi. This and konat in MK
shows that the older form of kon- was *kona- (= Mo. gono- <
*gona-). This also explains why we have konak for ‘guest’ instead of
the expected konuk in most of the modern languages today, e.g.
Kzk., Kklp., Nog. konak, Kirg. konok, Tat., Bsk. kunak, Uzb.
gondg, Trkm.dial. gonak, Az gonag, ete.

57. Erdal, as a careful reader and investigator of DLT, pays ut-
most attention to the spellings of words in the manuscript, to
MK’s morphological comments and makes many corrections. A
very important correction he makes is the identification of passive
participles in {-(X)glXg}, e.g. tosiglig tosik ‘bedding that is
spread out’ (p. 345). Another such correction is iildglig occurring
in MK’s example bilig, kist ara iiliglig ol. Atalay reads this word as
tiliikliig, Clauson, Dankoff and Kelly as iiliigliig. These are all
wrong. First, the word is actually written as ‘ULKLK in the ma-
nuscript’, as Erdal points out (p. 344). Secondly, MK gives this ex-
ample as a passive participle (mafu:l) and translates it accordingly:
‘Intelligence is divided (magsu:m) among people’ (Erdal’s transla-
tion). Such passive participles could actually be recognized easily
for what they are by looking at the back-vocalic examples like ku-
ruglug ya: ‘a strung bow’, tutuglug yer ‘a place occupied (by evil
spirits)’, ete.

58.1y(i)ngsiz in the binomial baswngsiz iy(i)negsiz taken from
Maitr and the one occurring in the expression syincsiz basincsiz
bolmak quoted from Neujahr (p. 349) should be corrected to read
as wymngsiz (see note 32).

59. Another important correction made by Erdal (p 350) is the
transcription and interpretation of the expression ogsuz tigingsiz
occurring many times in Maitr and og tdginc occurring in Suv 610,
4. He shows that ogsuz tdgingsiz in Miatr and elsewhere means
‘without occasion’, and not ‘gelisi-giizel, nasipsiz’ as translated by
S. Tekin, for tdging corresponds to Skr. ksana ‘moment’ in the
sentence oglug tdginglig turur sizldr ... sozldgdi bo sloklarig (Sho-
Agon 3, p. 206, 10—11). Similarly, og tegin¢ in Suv 610, 4 means ‘a
free moment, an occasion to do something’. I agree with Erdal in
his interpretation of the binomial, but I think what he reads with
/o] is close to, actually identical with, Uig., MKugur ‘occasion,
time’ in meaning and is probably the base of the latter (cf. also
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Tuv. ug in ¢afiss ugda ‘once, on one occasion’). I therefore suggest
that the word be read ug, and not og.

60. Erdal derives MK’s saragu¢ ‘a woman’s veil’ from *sara-, “a
verb which is attested only in Turkmen: The DLT has saru- and
sarla- instead of it” (p. 358). Let it be known that Trkm. sara- ‘to
wrap’ goes back to MK’s saru-. According to Clauson saragug is
‘probably a metathesis of *sarugag’ (EDPT 849). But this kind of
metathesis is rather unusual for Karakhanid Turkic. On the other
hand, a development *sarugu¢ > saraguc does not seem very likely
either. All this shows that a better etymology should be sought for
this word.

Commenting on the synonymous saru- and sarla- in MK, Erdal
says as follows: “It appears that Qarakhanid Turkic created three
alternate denominal verbs from Persian sar ‘head’. West Turkish
sar- ‘to wind or wrap-round’ (Middle and Modern Turkic) may be
a shortening of sar+u- or *sar+a-, with its meaning presumably
widened through the influence of sarmal-/sarmas-, qg.v. in the
EDPT” (p. 858, note 410). In view of the Turkic data we possess,
however, this etymology does not seem to be sound and satisfacto-
ry: Chuv. sur- ‘to wind, wrap round’, Bsk. her- id., Tat., Trk. sar-
id., Khak. Az. sar- id. < saru-, Trkm. sara- id. < saru-, etc. The
monosyllabic stems may come from saru- with the loss of the final
vowel; sarla- in MK may go back to *sarula-, i.e. a stem formed
with the frequentative suffix {-lA-} and *serma- in MK samal-,
sarmag- and sarmai- may be explained as an {+A-} verb derived
from *saru-m as assumed by Clauson (EDPT 853).

61. Referring to my reading BK SE YULG¢A as yuluggr Erdal
comments as follows: “A word read as yulugg: by T. Tekin in BQ
SE and translated as above (i.e. ‘merchant’) appears in fragmen-
tary context and is dubious” (p. 372). First, I would like to make a
correction here: I translated the word yuluyge: as ‘plunderer’, not
as ‘merchant’, deriving from yul- // yuli- ‘to plunder’ in my Orkhon
Turkic grammar (pp. 111, 279, 407). Later, however, I changed my
view and read the same word as yol(a)g¢: ‘Oncii (?)’ taking it to be a
noun in {-gcl} from yola- ‘yola ¢ikmak, yiiriimek’ in my reedition
of the two main inscriptions (Orhon Yaziilari, Ankara 1988, pp. 52,
11:-111: note 226, 188). This word survives in modern languages,
e.g. Trkm. yo:lagg ‘traveller, passenger’, Kirg. colo:cu, Kzk. jolaw-
s1, ete. Tuv. ¢ola:gr, however, means ‘driver’, closer to the meaning
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I assume for Orkh. yolaggs, i.e. either ‘vanguard’ or ‘guide’. There-
fore, I now believe that this reading fits better the fragmentary
context in BK SE: cor(a)kka t(d@)g@)p yol(a)ger [(G)r]@)g ... ‘corak
(arazi)ye varip oncii (askerler)i ...”. This all depends of course on
the assumption that the final A in YULG¢A is a misreading for I.

62. Erdal thinks that kii- ‘to guard’ which has so far been read
as such should be spelt with /6/, because ko- is probably the base of
kor-, koz ete. (p. 194). For this reason he reads kiig¢s in the binomi-
al kiiggt kiizdtet “watchmen’ as koget (p. 373). But kiizdd- ‘to watch,
guard, protect’ is spelt with /ii/ in T'T VIII and kii:d- ‘to wait; to
wait on, tend, attend to (guests, animals, etc.)’ lives on in modern
languages with /ii/. Erdal obviously does not regard the two verbs
as cognates. But the semantic relation between the two is obvious.
Cf. also MK barkli- ‘to guard, keep secure’, Uig., MK bdkld- ‘to
fasten, make fast, secure’ > Trk. bekle- ‘to wait; to watch, guard,
protect’, bek¢t ‘watchman’.

63. Erdal explains bdrgd ‘whip, goad’ as a form derived from
bart- ‘to bruise’ ‘by simplification of the consonant cluster’
(p. 379), but it may also be derived from the base of biri- i. e. from
*bdr-. Cf. Mo. berte- ‘to be injured, hurt’, -te- being the allomorph
of the passive suffix {-dA-}.

64. Mentioning tuman first among the nouns in {-mAn}, Erdal
comments as follows: “It can’t be derived from io- ‘to block’, which
has a different vowel” (p.387). To the contrary of what Erdal
says, however, the OT verb meaning ‘to block’ must have had the
shape tu- (cf. note 33 above). Doerfer’s suggestion to relate tuman
‘mist, fog’ with tumagu ‘a cold in the head’ and tumlz- ‘to be cold’
(TMEN 935) is weak semantically. MK tuml- ‘to be cold’ can
best be explained as an {+I-} derivative (not found in Erdal), for
we have tum in MK meaining ‘cold’ (EDPT 503), itumagu may
then be explained as a collective noun in {+AgU} (not found in
Erdal). We may also assume a *fuwmul, an {+(X)1} derivative as
the base of tumli-, i.e. tumli- < *tumul+1-. As for tuman, it may
well be regarded as a deverbal noun in {-mAn} derived from iu-,
very much like iirtmen ‘a flat upper surface of a house, roof’ (origi-
nally ‘something which covers’).

65. Dealing with the etymology of Uig. yapwurgak, yalpirgak
‘leaf’, Erdal says as follows: “A verb ‘yalper-’ is not known to me,
but several other verbs of similar shape signifying ‘to flutter’ are
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mentioned in the section dealing with the formative +Ar-"
(p. 392). It is true that a verb yaplir- has not yet been attested in
0Old and Middle Turkic texts. But the existence of such a verb can
be deduced from the data found in modern languages, e.g. Tel. yal-
bi- ‘to fan’, yalbra- ‘to flutter’, Shor. ¢albra- id., Kirg. calbira- id.,
calbirak ‘leaf’, Kzk. japirak *yalpirak) id., ete. The last two nouns
are obviously derivatives in {-k} whereas OT yalpirgak is a dever-
bal noun in {-gAk}. The base of OT yalpirgak is probably an in-
choative verb in {-(I)r-}, i.e. *yalpr-r-, and the surviving yalbra-,
calbra-, calbvra- are obviously the older vocalized forms of the un-
attested *yalper-.

66. OT tamgak ‘palate’ is derived by Erdal from tam- ‘to drip’ on
Doerfer’s suggestion (p. 392). However, this is not very convincing
semantically. An Altaic etymology suggested by Tsintsius
(SSTMYa II 158) seems to be more plausible: Evk. tam- ‘to inhale’,
Nan. tami- ‘to swallow air, spittle, saliva’ (cf. also Mo. tama- ‘to
collect or gather together’, Ma. tama-id.).

67. Erdal is right in correcting my reading TURDI as tur(ut)de
in Tariat N2 and my interpretation of turg(a)k occurring in the
same place as ‘watching posts’ (p. 392). As he clearly shows, OT
turgak means ‘day sentry’.

68. Commenting on QB karake: ‘brigand’ and DLT’s karakla- ‘to
pillage’, Erdal says that “they come from -(O)k derivate of karga-
‘to curse’. This karga-k would then denote ‘something accursed’”
(p. 395, note 463). I think this is a semantically weak etymology.
In my opinion, MK, QB karma pillage, theft’ and MK karmala-
‘to pillage’, Kirg. karma- ‘to seize, catch, grasp’, karmala- id.
(freq.), ete. seem to be more convincing cognates. If MK karma is
a verbal noun in {-mA}, karak would then be an action noun in
{-k} derived from *kara-, i.e. the archaic disyllabic form of *kar-.

69. In the same note Erdal says that “kug¢-ak ‘an armful’ in the
DLT, ‘bosom’ in later texts, may possibly also come from *kug-
gak; in this case this is correct, the DLT hapax kugam could be an
analogical creation following kucak”. The data obtained from
modern languages, however, do not support this etymology. A
form like *kucggak or *kuckak occurs nowhere in Turkic. The word
occurs without suffix-initial velar in those languages where this
velar is preserved. Consequently, we may assume that kucak and
MZK’s hapax kucam are old derivatives coming from the disyllabic
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stem of OT kug-, i.e. *ku:¢a- (cf. MK konat-, konal-, konai-, konass,
tutasr, QB tutam, ete.).

70. Erdal derives MK kur¢a- ‘to hit the side of the target and
pass on’ from an unattested *kurg, a noun in {-Xs} from kir- ‘to
scrape’ (p. 421). The etymology I suggest seems to be more plausi-
ble for phonetic and semantic reasons (see Note 11).

71. Erdal derives kursa- ‘to gird, surround’ from a hypothetical
*kurus, a hypothetical denominal noun in {+Xs} from kur ‘belt,
girdle’, like OT bagis ‘joints’ from ba:g ‘tie, bond’ (p. 422). But OT
kursa- occurs in Altay and Kirghiz as kurca- and in Khakas as xur-
¢a-. These forms go back to an older *kurca-, not to *kursa-. There-
fore, it is very probable that /s/ in Common Turkic kursa- was
originally /¢/ (see Tekin 1989: 344).

72. Erdal transcribes Orkh. tirkis ‘caravan’ as lerkis and its base
as *terkd- among the {+A-} verbs, deriving it from ter-ig (p. 424).
But tirkis is spelt with /i/ in the inseriptions. More important than
that it survives with /i/ in Trkm. tirkis ‘line, row’, e.g. bir tirkis
diiye ‘a line of camels’. The base of this word, i. e. tirkd-, survives in
modern languages: Kzk., Nog. ete. isrke- ‘to join together, conjoin,
tie, bind’, Tat. terkd- id., etc. Therefore, tirkis- ‘to walk in a line
(used of camels and warriors)’ in DLT fol. 269 must be read so and
not ferges- as Caluson did (EDPT: 545b) or terkis- as Erdal reads
(p. 424). These words have nothing to do with fer- ‘to collect, gath-
er together’ or terig derived from it. In my opinion, Orkh., Trkm.
tirkis and MK’s tirkds- are zetacistically related to CT tiz- “to
arrange things in a row’ (see Tekin 1975).

73. Erdal who mentions tiikd- ‘to be completed, fulfilled” among
the {+A-} verbs finds Dankoff’s etymology deriving it from tiirk
‘mature, in the prime of life, young, vigorous’ quite plausible
(p. 426). This etymology has two important weaknesses, however:
1. OT tiikd- means ‘to come to an end’, a meaning quite far from
that of tiirk; 2. the loss of /r/ before /k/ which is quite difficult if not
impossible. For the loss of /r/ Erdal gives three examples, i. e. 1kld-,
bark and kigiir-. In two of the examples given for the loss of /r/ be-
fore /k/, i.e. irkld- > tkld- and birk > bdk the sonant /r/ occurs as
the first element of a final consonant cluster occurring in one and
the same syllable. In kigiir- < *kir-Kiir-, on the other hand, /r/ and
/g/ occur in two different syllables. For this reason, the develop-
ment *kirgiir- > kigiir- seems very doubtful to me (cf. argur-,
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drgiir- ‘to melt, dissolve’, drgiir- ‘to make something be’, sdrgiir-,
tirgiir-, turgur-, ete.). I would like to point out that OT kigiir- can
be analyzed as *ki:-giir-, *ki:- being the base of ki:r- ‘to enter’. The
element -r- in ke:7-, in its turn, can be explained as the inchoative
suffix {-(I)r-}.

74. Erdal tentatively includes Uig. butarla- ‘to tear to pieces, to
destroy’ among the {+1A-} verbs (p. 434). Clauson’s etymology to
the effect that the verb comes from the aorist form of buta-, bute-
(EDPT 309) is unlikely, as Erdal states. In my opinion, butarla- is
a frequentative stem in {-1A-} coming from an unattested *butar-;
cf. Mo. butara- ‘to break to pieces, smash; to disperse, scatter’
(intr.), buta ‘in fragments or pieces; into pieces’.

75. Erdal is right in his judgement that the Uig. verb meaning
‘to steal’ is ogurla-, and not ogrila- (p. 442). The latter, however,
seems to be the original form of the verb which, with the regular
loss of /1/, must have acquired the shape ogurla- at an early date.
As for ogri ‘thief’, it can best be explained as an {-I} noun from
*ogur-, an unattested base which seems to have been preserved
only in Yak. uor- ‘to steal’ < *o:r- < *ogur-.

76. Erdal transcribes the Uig. word meaning ‘to sweat’ asterld-,
apparently on the basis of its spelling in Uigur script (p. 448). But
the verb, its base tir ‘sweat’ and tirii- ‘to sweat’ (intr.) are all spelt
with /4/ in MK. The latter is also spelt as irIi- in Irk Bitig 50. Cf.
also Chuv. tar ‘sweat’ (< *tdr), Trkm. der id. etc. The vowel /i/ in
Yak. tirii- ‘to swear’ is secondary.

77. About the base vowel of f1s+la- (p. 448) see note 21 above.

78. isti- ‘to seek something or ask for it’ is obviously a verb in
{+tA-} derived from 4z ‘trace, track, footprints’ as Erdal confirms
(p. 455). The fact that it is usually written with /s/ both in Uigur
and in Karakhanik Turkic is not a strong evidence against this
etymology as Erdal seems to believe, let alone the fact that the
word is spelt with /z/ in at least one of its occurrences in the Uigur
texts (p. 433). See also note 77 below.

79. Erdal thinks that “iistd- *to increase something’ is possibly
derived from iizd ‘above’ with syncope of the unstressed and open
second vowel” (p. 457). This etymology does not seem very likely.
First, how do we know that the final vowel of dizd is unstressed?
Secondly, even it were unstressed, the loss of a medial /4/ in a for-
mation like *iizd+td- would not be easy. In my opinion, dstd- is a
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derivative of iz ‘top, the upper part’ (occurs in CC) which is also
the base of Uig. dizdiin =~ diztiin ~ distiin and iizd. The latter is de-
rived from this diz with the archaic dative-locative suffix +A (for
these etymologies see Tekin 1991: 145—146)).

80. Erdal says that “dsirkd- comes from dsiz, an exclamation of
bereavement found already in the Yenisei inscriptions” (p. 459).
In my opinion, exactly the opposite seems to be true. This etymo-
logical explanation should then be changed to read “asirkd —
comes from *dszr, i. e. the older and original form of dsiz” (see Tek-
in 1991: 149).

81. I had read runic TwKRKK in KT S 8 and TWKRKK in BK
N 6 as tokurkak ‘one who regards himself as full’ in my Orkhon
Turkic grammar (pp. 109, 232, 383). In my reedition of the two
Orkhon inscriptions, however, I read this word astok (ar)k@)k ‘tok
(g0zlii) ve aksi’, in spite of the fact that runic RKK could hardly
be read arkuk (Orhon Yazitlars, pp. 4, 5, ete.). Now, I see that Erdal
accepts my first reading and interpretation (p. 462). The reason
why I changed my reading from tokurkak to tok (a)rk(u)k was that
I thought the context requires here an adjective meaning ‘con-
trary, perverse, obstinate, stubborn’, for in the immediately follow-
ing sentence the kaghan analyzes the Turkish people’s character as
‘contrary, perverse’ etc.: a:¢s(a)r tos@)k om(@)z s(a)n, bir tods(a)r
a:¢s()k om(d)z s(@)n ‘if you are hungry you do not think about you
would be satiated (again), (and) once you are satiated you do not
think that you would be hungry (again)’ (BK N 6). In MK we find
arkuk signifying ‘obstinate, refractory’, a word no doubt related
with arkuru ‘crosswise; transverse, perverse’ (> Turkish aykara).
But, as I have already said, runic RKK can only be read *arkak.
However, it should be pointed out that in the inscriptions there
are some examples in which the rounded vowel of the second sylla-
ble occurring after an unrounded vowel is not written, e. g.
y(@)r@)k ‘sun’ (Shine-Usu E 1).

82. After dealing with echoic verbs in {+kIr-}, Erdal says as fol-
lows: “A few onomatopoeic verbs ending in krA- will be mentioned
below. It will be difficult to connect the two sets convincingly, if it
cannot be shown why the stem-final /A/ was dropped here but re-
tained there” (p. 467). The alternation {+kIr-} = {+krA-} can be
explained as follows: The aorist forms of the echoic verbs in { +klIr-}
is always {-Ar}, -A- being the relic of the older forms of such verbs,
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e.g. ba:kr-, ba:kur-ar, 1. e. ba:kira-r, but occasionally with the loss of
/1), as ba:kr-ar (cf. MK sikur- ‘to whistle’, stkr-ar). Such being the
case, the aorist forms of these verbs were apparently analyzed by
the speakers in two different ways, i.e. either as ba:kwr-ar or as
ba:kra~r. In MK the verb is recorded as ba:kwr- and its aorist form
as ba:kwr-ar, but in Tafs. the verb occurs as bakra-, e.g. tevaldrifi
bozlamaky bakramaky (Borovkov, p. 90). Tafs. bakra- survives in
New Uigur as waqira- (cf. Tekin 1983: 510).

83. After dealing with {+U-} verbs, Erdal mentions two de-
rived verbs, i.e. sdsii- ‘to weaken’ (intr.) and adru- ‘to be superior
to, excel’ which, according to him, “look as if they were de-
rived from verbs” (p.476). The first of these two verbs was de-
rived by Ramstedt from sdis- ‘to loosen, untie, unfasten’ with the
suffix -ii- (I1:157). According to him this -ii- is cognate with Mo.
-bu-/-bii- forming passive stems, a view accepted by Résidnen
(1957: 163) and Street (). Erdal rejects this etymology and de-
rives sdgii- from *sis which he describes as “an -Xs derivate from
sds-" (p. 476).

The existence of the verb adru- ‘to be superior to, excel’ apart
from adwr- ‘to separate’ was first recognized by Rohrborn who
translates it as ‘sich auszeichnen’ (UW 61). Erdal, after giving ad-
ditional examples which display the existence of such a verb in
Uigur, rightly states that “adru- is certainly not a variant of adar-,
as it differs from it in shape, meaning and government” (p. 477).
Rohrborn derives adru- from adar-, i.e. adru- < adwr-u- with the
loss of medial /1/, but Erdal does not accept the existence of such a
suffix: “No deverbal formative -U- can yet be postulated, as some
might be tempted to do for the sake of Altaic comparison (follow-
ing Ramstedt): A single verb does not make a formation” (p. 477).
But we now have, together with sasii-, at least two {-U-} verbs, not
one. Another such formation could be El-Idrak koku- ‘to emit a
smell of burning’, Trkm. koka- ‘to smell bad’ < *koku-, Az. goxu-
id. coming from MK kok- ‘to give out a smell of burning, stink’,
Trk. kok- ‘to smell, stink’.

84. In the section assigned to the +I- verbs Erdal deals, among
others, with sdamri-, sekri-, yavri-, iikli-, yaliri- and yuldre- and he
makes the following statement: “When bases end in /z/ or /g/, these
consonants are replaced by /r/ and /l/ respectively under +I- ex-
pansion. This descriptive statement could be replaced by an ex-
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planatory one only within a theory accounting for Altaic rhota-
cism and lambdacism as a whole” (p. 480). As I have already said
above (note 45), these verbs could only be explained as + I- forma-
tions coming from Pre-Turkic nouns with final /r/ and /1/ which
changed into /z/ and /s/ in Proto-Turkic.

An important discovery made by Erdal is the Uigur word sekiz
occurring in the phrases teftk sekiz biliglig iilzi] ‘because he is
sharp-witted and bright’ (Maitr 4 r 23) and y(@)is sekiz bilgd biligin
... ‘a sharp and quick-witted mind’ (153 v 12). This word cannot
have anything to do with the numeral sikiz. Erdal rightfully
thinks that this sekiz which seems to be used metaphorically in
these phrases is etymologically related to sekri- ‘to jump, start off
(intr.)’. We thus have one more doublet for the type simiz ~ simri-
supporting the theory of zetacism. i. e. sekiz = sekri-.

85. In the +1I- verbs section Erdal also mentions yeltri- ‘to blow’
and says as follows: “The direct base of yeliri- is not attested, but
it must, in some way, come from yel” (p. 482). Erdal’s conjecture
about the ultimate base of this verb is correct, but the same can-
not be said of his etymology, for this verb generally appears as yel-
tir- in Uigur and is spelt as yeldir- in MK. The variant yeliri-, on
the other hand, appears only once in Uigur, as noted also by the
author himself. Since its aorist form is yeltir-dr in Uigur and yeldir-
dr in MK, it cannot be an +I- formation. In my opinion, the
original form of the verb is yeltir- = yeldir-, the unique yeliri- in M
IIT being metathetical. This verb may have been derived from yel
with a suffix { +dir-}. This suffix may correspond to Mo. {+jirA-},
a denominal suffix forming intransitive verbs, e.g. gatagujira- ‘to
become hard’ (< gatagu ‘hard’), sayijira- ‘to become better, im-
prove’ (< sayin ‘good, well’), ete. This etymology also explains the
existence of /4/ in the aorist form: It is a relic of the original stem-
final vowel.

86. Commenting on bIrkI [bixrki] ‘united’ in the inscriptions,
Erdal says that this word cannot be a derivative of birik- ‘to get
together, join, to be united’ (p. 494). In my opinion, Orkh. birks is
an adjective in {-I} derived from bi:rik-, very much like adr ‘for-
ked’, kars: ‘opposite, opponent’, konasr = kons: ‘neighbor’, tutasr ~
tutsy ‘continuous’, yaras: ‘suitable’, etc. This word seems to have
survived only in Yak. bi:rgd ‘together’, e.g. bi:rgd barwax ‘let’s go
together’.
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87. In the {+(A)r-} verbs section, Erdal derives kapar- ‘to form
into a blister or a vesicle’ from kap ‘container’ (p.501). This
etymology belongs to Clauson who wrongly spells the noun as
ka:b and the verb as kabar- (EDPT: 585). In my opinion, Uig., MK
kapar- (< *ka:par-) comes from the adjective *ka:pa. The latter is
found in MK: kapa ‘thick, protruding’ (III 225), wrongly spelt as
kaba by Clauson (p. 580). It survives in modern languages with
the meanings ‘thick, dense, bushy, swollen’: Trk. etc. kaba ‘puffed
out, bushy, spongy’, Trkm. ga:ba ‘bushy; big; swollen’ < *ka:pa,
ete. In this connection, I would like to point out that Trk. *ka:pa
and *ka:par- have cognates in Mongolian: gabuda- ‘to swell, puff’,
Kh. zavda- id., gabudur, gabudar ‘swelling, tumor’, Kh. xavdar id.,
ete.

88. In the same section, the spelling kebi+r- ‘to swell, to be in-
flated (of one’s belly)’ should be corrected to read kapdr-; cf. Trk.
gebe ‘pregnant’, Az. gibd id., Trkm. gd:be ‘swollen, inflated’ <
*ké:pd, ga:ber- ‘to swell’ < *kd:pdr-, etc.

89. At the end of the section assigned to the verbs in {+s(I)rA-},
Erdal comments on the obvious relation of this suffix to {+sXz}
as follows: “A possible explanation could be that +sIrA- was origi-
nally *+sXz+A-. As so often happens in +A- derivation, the final
vowel of the base was syncopated, resulting in *+szA-. The two si-
bilants were apparently dissimilated and, in later texts, an anap-
tyctic vowel appeared. A zetacistic explanation is also possible”
(p. 509).

Erdal’s theory which is based on four assumptions (i.e. synco-
pation, assimilation, dissimilation, vowel epenthesis) seems to me
etremely hypothetical, let alone the fact that in Turkic medial con-
sonants cluster /ss/ coming from /s/, /sz/ or /zs/ usually results in
[st/, e.g. Az. isti ‘warm’ < *issi, Kzk. 1stk id. < wssik, Yak. a:stoy-
‘to become white’ < *a:zs1-, etc. Consequently, a zetacistic explan-
ation, i.e. +sIr2 > +slz and +sIr2+A- > +slrA-, seems to be the
only solution.

90. After a discussion of the so-called ‘intensive formatives’ -A4-,
-I- and -U- Erdal comments as follows: “There is no much ground
for the assumptions that there were any suffixes of the form ‘-A-’
or that there were any ‘intensive’ verbs in early Turkic. With the
material we have at present, such a hypothesis cannot be support-
ed” (p. 525).
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Let it be known beforehand that Erdal rightfully refutes most of
the examples brought by Brockelmann, 1954: 199ff. (p. 524, 525).
Yet, as he accepts, there are “a few real candidates for compara-
tively early -1-”, i.e. kazs- ‘to dig and scrape’ in MK beside kaz- ‘to
dig’ and fats- ‘to be tasty, delightful, pleasant’ in MK beside Uig.,
QB tat- ‘to taste’. The intransitive tati- could be explained as a de-
nominal verb in {+I-}, although a noun tat ‘taste’ (< *ta:t) homo-
phonous with tai- (< *ta:t-) has not been attested so far (cf., how-
ever, Tat., Bsk. tat, Trk. tad, Az. dad, Trkm. da:t ete.). MK’s kaz,
on the other hand, seems to be a diminutive (or frequentative?)
stem.

91. Discussing the structure of adur- ‘to separate’, Erdal states as
follows: “It shares its base with adn ‘different’, adig ‘sober’, adal
‘excellent’ and adwn- ‘to sober up; to be impressed, surprised,
shocked’ ...” (p. 535). Let it be said that adrg ‘sober’ and adwn- “to
sober up’ cannot be cognates with adur-, for adun- must have had a
long /a/ originally, whereas adir- has a short one (cf. Trkm. a:gl-
Vs. ayur-). See note 27.

92. In chapter 6.3 which deals mostly with inchoative verbs in
{-(Dr-}, Erdal also mentions the verbs adur-, dgir- =~ dafiir-, kadr-
and *tigir- (pp. 585—537). But these verbs are all transitive; there-
fore they must have been formed with a different formative, per-
haps an archaic transitive suffix {-r-}. Uig. tdvir- ‘to turn (tr.)’ in
the phrases nom tilginin tivir-, nomlug tilgin tivir- ‘to turn the
wheel of dharma’ (p. 676) also seems to have been formed with the
same suffix.

93. When dealing with to-s- ‘to become full’ in the chapter as-
signed to ‘Verbs of vying and cooperation’, Erdal says as follows:
“tok, tol- and tod- are cognates” (p. 570). This seems impossible,
however, because of the quantitative difference in their vowels:
Both iok and tod- have short vowels, whereas the vowel of tol-is a
long one (cf. Trkm. do:l-, Yak. tuol- vs. Trkm. dok, doy- and Yak.
tot, tot-). OT tos-, too, must have had a long /o/ originally, for it is
sSynonymous with and perhaps lambdacistically related to *fo:l-.

94. In the section where verbal stems in {-(X)n-} are dealt with,
Erdal writes the verb meaning ‘to be blocked, to be closed up’ with
[0/, i.e. as ton- (p. 620). This spelling cannot be correct, for the
verb occurs with /u/ everywhere as I have already said above: Tuv.
dun- ‘to be stopped up, be choked’, dunuk ‘deaf’, dugla- ‘to shut,
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close’, Khak. tun- ‘to become deaf’, tunux ‘deaf’, tuyux ‘shut, clo-
sed’, tug ‘pond, puddle’, tulga- ‘to close firmly’;‘to block the way’ <
*tugla-, Kzk. Kklp. tugek id., Tat. ton- ‘to become deaf’, etc. OT
tuman ‘mist, fog’, can then be derived from the base fu- ‘to bar,
block up, obstruct’, contrary to what Erdal thinks (p. 387). See
also note 27.

95. iik-iin- ‘(of troops) to collect (intr.)’ mentioned among the
{-(X)n-} verbs (p. 625) should be corrected to read iigiin- see § 45).
As Erdal mentions, in the EDPT this verb is quoted twice from
the Orkhon inscriptions (p. 111). This, too, should be corrected.
The verb which occurs in the Orkhon inscriptions is not ikiin- ‘to
bring together, concentrate (troops)’, but okiin- ‘to repent, regret,
feel sorry’. Furthermore, the EDPTS iik- ‘to heap up, accumulate
(something)’, too, is a mistake for iig-. Clauson’s runic example
uyur kadagym di¢iin iikdim ‘I heaped up (wealth) for my capable (?)
kinsmen’ (Malov 17, 2), too, should be corrected to read uyur kade-
nwm diciin oldiim ‘I died for the sake of my capable in-law’ (see
Vasil’ev 1983, 22, 62). See also note 45.

96. On yetlin- listed among the verbs formed with {-IXn-} Erdal
comments as follows: “yel-lin- ‘to disappear’ is common, and so is
its base yet- ‘to lose’; an -(X)n- derivate from this base is not at-
tested, however, and yei-il- is very rare” (p. 640). It is unknown to
me why Erdal writes the base with /e/ and not /i/. Although he says
that he would explain it when dealing with yei-tiir- ‘to allow some-
thing to get lost’ (p. 686), he does not do so (see p. 815). His reason
or reasons notwithstanding, it should be reminded that the base
occurs with /i/ everywhere with the exception of Yakut where it is
with /ii/, i.e. siit-, going back to an older *yiit-. It seems that this
verb had two slightly different forms in Proto-Turkic, i. e. *yit- and
*yiil-. In connection with this, I would like to draw attention to
yiitiiriip ‘having lost’ occurring in Irq Bitig 24: tdgliik kulun irkdk
yunt(t)a dmig tildyiir. kiin ortu yiitiiriip tiin ortu ndgidd bulgay ol
tor. ‘A blind foal looks for an udder on a stallion. Having lost it at
midday, where and how to find it at midnight? it says.” Thomsen
and Clauson read the word yiitiiriik, taking the final letter to be
Uk. But the final letter is clearly Up in the manuseript, as first
pointed out by Erdal (1977: 96). Therefore the word should be
read yiitiiriip, although it is the only case in IB where the letter Up
is used to write the sound group iip.
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97. Dealing with fod- among the medial verbs in -(X)d-, Erdal
says as follows: “fo-d- ‘to be or become satiated’. This, to-k, to-I-
and fo-g- are all cognates. Cf. also to-z-umge” (p. 643). I have al-
ready pointed out that fol- and to-s- must have had a long /o/ origi-
nally, and therefore they cannot be cognates to short-vocalic to-,
tod- and tok- (see § 93). For the base of tozumgr. See note 16.

98. Among the passive verbs in -(X)I- a verb biiksiil- ‘to burst
and split open’ is listed (p. 657). This verb is read as boksil-, boksiil-
in the DTS (p. 117) and as biiksiil- in the EDPT where it is thought
to be connected with biikiis- (p. 329). Erdal comments on this verb
as follows: “I take the EDPT to be right about the connection with
biik-, but the immediate source could have been *biik-iiz-" (ibid.).
But all these readings and assumptions are wrong. The word un-
der discussion should be read bigsiil-, for both this and its base
survive in Turkmen: boviis- ‘to pierce, split’, bovsiil- “to be pierced,
be split’. Turkmen /v/ in these words can only go back to an origin-
al /g/.

99. Commenting on taral- ‘to be or to get dispersed’, i. e. the unu-
sual passive form of tar- ‘to disperse’, Erdal says as follows: “The
Uigur variant taral- may have arisen out of contamination be-
tween tar- and tara- (i.e. ‘to comb’) or, alternatively, the second
vowel may be due to the influence of the /r/. As we read in EDPT
547a, some modern languages have tara- as a secondary form of
tar-. The present ex. may also be the first instance of such an -A-
expansion, as comes up in a number of verbs in Middle Turkic.
This remains only a possibility as long as there is no certain such
ex. of tara- itself” (p. 675).

In my opinion, there is nothing unusual in Uig. taral-. The vowel
/a/ of the second syllable is a relic of the original disyllabic stem of
tar- which apparently was *tara- (cf. Mo. tara- ‘to disperse’). Such
cases are not rare in Old and Middle Turkic, e.g. OT kon- ‘to settle
down’, but MK kona-t-, Uig. kona-s- ‘neighbor(ing), adjacent’ (cf.
Mo. gono- ‘to spend the night’ < *gona-), MK irk- ‘to collect, as-
semble’, but irkd-s- // irk-i-s- (cf. Mo. irge- ‘to collect, assemble’),
ete.

100. For my view about yet-il- from yei- ‘to get lost’ on p. 686.
See note 96 above.

101. Erdal deals with uiuz- ‘to give up, lose’ among the {-tXz-}
verbs instead of those formed with {-Xz-}, because he thinks that
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“The behavoir of utuz- would be quite aberrant among -Xz- verbs
and can be explained by assuming that it comes from a simplifica-
tion of *ut-tuz-" (p. 708). I must say that this is a rather far-fetched
explanation. OT uf- means ‘to win at gambling; to beat, defeat
(someone) at gambling, in battle, etc.’, whereas utuz- signifies ‘to
lose, be beaten’, i.e. to let someone to win’. The meaning of uiuz- is
thus in complete agreement with the meanings of other verbs in
-Xz-, e.g. tam~ ‘to drip’, tamuz ‘to let something to pour out drop
by drop’, tiit- ‘to smoke’, tiitiiz- ‘to let something smoke’, ud- ‘to fol-
low’, uduz- ‘to lead’, i.e. ‘to let someone lead’, ete.

102. yet-iir- = et-iir- ‘to lose’ cited among the causative verbs
in -(U)-r- (p.724) should be corrected to read yii-iir- and
1t-tir-. To these must also be added the form yiitiir- occurring in
IB 24: kiin ortu yiitiir-iip ‘Having lost it at midday’. See note 96
above.

103. Among the causative verbs, Erdal also mentions yogur- and
comments on this verb as follows: “yogur- ‘to knead’; originally
perhaps ‘to condense, thicken (tr.)’ if it is related to yogrut and
yogun” (p.725). As far as I know, this verb survives with /u/ in its
first syllable everywhere except for Turkish and Azeri. Even in
Turkmen it lives on as yugur-, yogrut and yogun, on the other
hand, have an /o/ in their first syllables. Only for this reason, Clau-
son’s etymology connecting yogrut with yugur- (EDPT: 905b)
cannot be accepted. Besides, the two lexemes are not related to
each other semantically. yugur- means ‘to knead’ and yogrut is not
made by ‘kneading’. See note 43.

104. iiksiirii ‘repeatedly’ discussed among the petrified converbs
in the shape of -Ur-U (p. 726) should be corrected to read digsiirii
(see §95).

105. Discussing ktgiir- among the causative stems in {-gUr-},
Erdal comments as follows: “kigiir- ‘to introduce, bring in’ served
as causative of kir- ‘to enter’. It is unlikey, however, that it should
actually have been derived from kir-: no elision of /r/ occurs with a
number of -gUr- derivates from bases ending in this phoneme, the
most relevant instance being tir-giir- ... kir- (which had a long
vowel) and kigiir- could-, however, come from the same unattested
base...” (p. 750).

I agree with Erdal on his assumption of his. OT kir- is an in-
choative stem in {-(I)r-} derived from the unattested *ki:- which
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is also the base of kigiir- < *ki:giir-. A similar etymological rela-
tion seems to be found between olur- and olgur-i-. See note 108
below.

106. When discussing tir-giir- ‘to bring to life’ among the -gUr-
verbs, Erdal also mentions the inscriptional tirg(ii)rii and com-
ments as follows: “T2IR2G2R2W in KT E 29 is hardly an ex. for
this verb, as the EDPT writes; rather of firig+gdri” (p.753). And
in note 482 below, on the same page he further states as follows:
“As Meyer, 1965—1966 has shown, rounded vowels are not tacit in
Orkhon spelling after unrounded ones. The parallel passage in the
BQ inscr. (also in the EDPT) is damaged. The exs. in the short list
in Tekin, 1968: 36 (headed “Rounded vowels occurring after un-
rounded ones are not marked only in the following examples.”) can
all be refuted, excepting two in the Ongin inser.”

First of all, let it be made clear that the spelling rules observed
in the Orkhon inscriptions are not without exceptions. For exam-
ple, the unrounded narrow vowels occurring after rounded vowels
are generally written; but there are quite many exceptions to this
rule, e.g. sii¢ig (KT S5, 5, 6)), but siic()g (BQN 4, 4, 5)), tolis (KT
E 33), but tl@)s (BQ E 12, S 13), udvm(a)d@)m (BQ E 22), but
ud(@)m(a)d@)m (KT E 27), yor()td@)m (KT S 4), yor()im(@)z (KT
S 6), etc. Again, the initial /i/ is, as a rule, always written; but we
once have lgrU, i.e. (4)lg(@)rii in KT E 21 as against the 13 in-
stances of 4lg(d@)rii in the two Orkhon inscriptions. In Tonyukuk
and the other inscriptions, there are even more exceptions to such
spelling rules. Yollug Tegin and the scribes of other inscriptions
were, after all, human beings living in Mongolia in the first half of
the eighth century and it would only be natural for them to have
made such spelling mistakes. Therefore, I see no reason to think
that the scribe would not have forgotten to write the letter U after
gintrgrU.

As for Erdal’s suggestion to read to word tIrgU as tiriggérii, this
is of course possible, but not plausible; for firég is not an action
noun in Orkhon Turkic. It signifies ‘living, alive’ and *tiriggérii
could only mean ‘toward those who are alive’, a meaning which
would be out of place in a context like alidi¢e bodunug ... igittim ‘I
fed (or, nourished) the dying people ...” There is no doubt that the
word under discussion is the vocalic gerund of tirgiir-. If we cannot
read it tirg(ii)rii, we have to read it tirgrii.
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107. In connection with tiitiiz- listed among the -Xz- verbs, Erdal
says as follows: “tiii-liz- ‘to let something smoke; to fumigate
something’. The EDPT is wrong in taking ‘to emit smoke’ to be
tiita-" (p. 758). In the note 491 below, on the same page, he makes
the following comment: “titdr in KP, the only ex. adduced for
this, is better devided tiii-dr than otherwise. tiitdk ‘spout’ spelled
TUTAK in DLT fol. 194, may be one of the numerous vowel er-
rors of that source: All other documentation indicates a narrow
vowel. tiitdk could also come from *tiil-gdk; note that this lexeme
has a long vowel in Tkm., whereas the verb has a short one there.
There may have been an +A- derivate from tii:i as onomatopoeic
for the sound emitted from a reed pipe (unrelated to the verb
denoting the emittance of smoke). As for the -(X)i- causative sig-
nifying ‘to emit smoke (of fire)’ in DLT fol. 415: Attested are
tiitatts, tititir, tititmdk, of which the first must be a simple error
(for tiitei-).”

Erdal is right in analyzing KP’s tiitdr as tiii-dr, for otherwise we
would have expected *tiitdyiir. He is also right in rejecting Clau-
son’s etymology deriving tiitdk ‘spout’ from tiitd- ‘to emit smoke’
(EDPT: 455). But he is not so when he says that tiitdk could come
from *tiit-gik. The reasons are: 1. The suffix-initial /g/ could not
have been lost in Karakhanid Turkie, 2. Trkm. tiiydek has an origi-
nally long /ii/, as Erdal notes. His assumption to the effect that
tiitik may have been derived from a hypothetical *#ii:ié- formed
from an echoic *#ii:t with the suffix +A- is not very convinecing ei-
ther, for echoic verbs are usually formed with {+kIr-} and {+kI-},
as shown by Erdal himself. In my opinion, *#i:idk could be a loan-
word borrowed from some Iranian language.

Erdal is not right either in stating that fiitdt- in MK must be an
error for tiitit-, for in most of the modern languages this verb is di-
syllabic: Trkm. tiite-, Khak. tiide-, Kirg. tiito-, Kzk., Kklp. Nog.
tiite-, Tat., Bsk. totd-, Uzb. tutd-, Y Uig. ’uti-, Khal. iti-, etc. All
this shows that tit- had a final /4/ originally and the vowel /4/ in
MK s tiitdi- is a relic of this stem-final vowel.

108. On the structure of Uig. olguri- ‘to seat’, Erdal comments as
follows: “olgurt- may have come from *ol(o)r-ur-t- by /r/ dissimila-
tion: Since olor- ‘to sit’ cannot be shown to be derived I prefer this
account to the hypothesis that there was a -gUr- verb underlying
olgurt-" (p. 780).
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First, I must say that a development like olgurt- < *ol(o)r-ur-i- is
not very likely in Old Turkic. Secondly, I must make it clear that I
don’t agree with Erdal on his opinion to the effect that olur- ‘to sit’
cannot be shown to be derived. This verb seems to have been de-
rived with the inchoative suffix {-(X)r}-} from a base like *ol- or
*olu-, very much like the verb kir- coming from *ki:- (see above).
The data found in some modern languages may support this ety-
mology. First of all, there is an olut ‘seat, place to sit; sitting’ sur-
viving, as far as I know, only in Tuvinian and Kirghiz. (Radloff
has Kkir. olut ‘chair, armchair, table; plateau, terrace’ and two
more variants belonging to the Sagai dialect, i.e. olst and olat both -
meaning ‘a place where one can sit’). This word could well be a
noun in {-(U)t} derived from the obsolete base of *ol-or-, 1. e. *ol- or
*olu-. Secondly, we have olox in Yakut which means ‘sitting; life;
home, residence’. This, too, may have been derived from the same
root with the suffix {-{U)k} or {-{0)k}, i.e. olox < *olak, very
much like *ku:cak ‘the bosom, lap’ derived from Proto-Turkic
*ku:ca- ‘to embrace sexually’. Uig. olguri- ‘to seat’ could, then, be a
formation like ar-gur-t, tog-gur-t, etc. On the other hand, /t/ in Uig.
olir-up (M II,13), may have been an epenthetic consonant intro-
duced when the second vowel of olur- was dropped in cases like
*olr-up, as Erdal rightly assumes (p. 780, note 515). The form ol-
trup could then have given rise to the forms oltur-, oldur- in Middle
Turkic. As for the causative olxui- ‘to seat’ in MK it, in all likeli-
hood, goes back to an older *olgui-, as Kashgari remarks, and this,
in its turn, may have resulted from olguri-, with the loss of /r/ be-
fore /t/.

Finally, there is also a curious olsi- ‘to sit’ recorded by Radloff as
a lexeme belonging to the Soyon dialect, but not found in modern
dictionaries. If it is not a back formation extracted from oltur-, olat-,
it could be explained as a medial verb in -(X)d- like si-d, to-d, etc.

109. In discussing Uig. and Karakhanid miintiir- ‘to help so-
meone to mount’, Erdal also mentions the inscriptional b()nt(ii)rd
and comments on it as follows: “Several scholars (including the
EDPT) read bintiird in Tofi 25 and assign the form to the verb dis-
cussed here. This is quite unlikely as the second vowel is not writ-
ten out and cannot therefore be rounded, and the converb vowel of
this formation is not /A/. Read perhaps dvin terd instead” (p. 801—
802).
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Erdal does not give the meaning of his d@vin terd. It could only
signify, however, something like ‘tidying their tents up’. But such a
phrase would not fit the context better than b@)ni(ii)rd: (a)t dizd
b@)nt(i)rd k(a)r()g sokd(ii)m ‘ordering (the soldiers) to mount
(their) horses, I broke through the snow’. It would only be logical
to think that Tonyukuk, in order to break the snow, ordered his
soldiers to mount their horses. In short, it must be admitted that
the scribe has made two spelling mistakes in writing bentiire: 1. He
forgot to write I after b, 2. he also omitted the letter U after t. Such
spelling mistakes occur frequently in the Tonyukuk inscription.

As for the quality of the converb vowel of bintiir-, Erdal is right
in stating that the converb vowel of -tUr- verbs is not /A/. But
aren’t there exceptions to the rules regarding the converb vowels
on Old Turkic texts? For example, the converb vowel of the -(X)t-
verbs is generally /I/ in Old Turkic and the vocalic converb of
el(@)t- ‘to carry’ is expectedly eli-i in Irk Bitig (7, 11), KP, etc., but
it is eli-ii in T'T V, TT X and Hsiian Tsang. ferd in Erdal’s alterna-
tive reading dvin terd must be the vocalic converb of ier- ‘to collect,
bring together, assemble’; but we find #ir-ii, not ferd, in the Shine-
Usu inscription dating from 759-760: tok(u)z ogu)z bod-
Ww)nw)m@)n tiri kubr(a)tr alt@@)m (N 5). The form ferd, on the oth-
er hand, is a late form attested only in TT X and Insadi Sutra. All
this shows that there are exceptions to the rules concerning the
converb vowels in Old Turkic.

110. yetlin-tiir- ‘to make something vanish’ on p. 824 should be
corrected to read yitlin-tiir-, for the vowel of the base is undoubt-
edly /i/ (see §§ 96, 102).

Here come to an end my remarks on Marcel Erdal’s Old Turkic
Word Formation. Altough I think I have almost covered all the
views which did not seem acceptable to me, I am sure that there
still are some points on which I have not made any remarks or
comments. Before concluding this paper, I must once more say
that Erdal’s work is a great contribution to Old Turkic studies. I
enjoyed reading this work and no doubt benefited from it. Need-
less to say, Old Turkic Word Formation will certainly remain as a
main and reliable reference book for the students of Turkic for a
long time to come.
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