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Ozet: Bugiinkii Kipcak lehgelerinin tarihsel bicimlerini arastirmak icin bagvurulacak ana
kaynaklardan biri, Ermeni harfli Kipcakca belgeler; digeri ise Codex Cumanicus’tur. Ayrica, Misir
Memlik sahasimda yazilmig gramer ve sozliiklerde Kipgakga olarak belirtilen malzeme de bu
inceleme alan igin kaynak niteligindedir.

Bu yazimin amaci, tarihi Kipgak Tiirkcesinin ge¢ donemini temsil eden Ermeni harfli Kipgakea ile
bugiinkii Ukrayna (Kuzey Azak) Urumlarimn dili arasinda tipik iinsiiz ozellikleri bakimindan bir
karsilastirma yapmaktir. Codex Cumanicus ile Memlitk Kipcakcasina ait dil malzemesi de bu
incelemeye ddhil edilmistir. Urum dilinin gramer ozellikleri 1980°li yillarda Garkavets ve Podolsky
tarafindan ele alinmakla birlikte (1981: 46-58; 1986: 99-112) bu calismalar, konuyla ilgili tarihsel
bir karsilagtirma icermemektedir. Bu yazida Urumcamn dil malzemesi, Urum sozliigi ile Urum
metinlerinin (Garkavets 1999; Garkavets 2000) taranmas: suretiyle elde edilmistir. Ermeni harfli
Kipgak Tiirkgesi ile bugiinkii Urum Kipgak diyalektlerini tipik iinsiizler bakimundan karsilagtirirken
16.-17. yiizyilda Batr Ukrayna’da yasayan Kipcak dilli topluluklar ve bugiinkii Ukrayna Urumlar:
hakkinda genel bilgiler de verilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Kipcakca konusan topluluklar, Tarihi Kipcakca ve Ermeni harfli Kipcak
Tiirkgesi, Ukrayna Urumlari ve dilleri, karsilagtirmali ses bilgisi, iinsiizler
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Kipchak were also included in this study. The grammatical features of Urum language were studied
in the articles by Garkavets and Podolsky (1981: 46-58; 1986: 99-112); however, these researches do
not include historical comparison. In this study, the linguistic material of Urum language was
collected by scanning the Urum dictionary and related texts (Garkavets 1999; Garkavets 2000).
Moreover, it was given some general information about the Kipchak-speaking communities living in
the western Ukraine of 16" and 17" centuries and the Urums in Ukraine in this comparative paper
on Kipchak Turkish and the living Urum Kipchak dialects related to typical consonants.

Key words: Kipchak-speaking communities, Historical Kipchak and Kipchak in Armenian scripts,
Ukrainian Urums and Urum language, comparative phonology, consonants

Aunomayus: Komuakckue doxkymenmol Hanucannvie apmsauckumu Oykeamu u  «Codex
Cumanicus» (Kodexc Kymanuxyc) seasiomcs 00HUM U3 OCHOGHDIX UCHOUHUKOS UCCAC06AHUS
UCOPUYECKUX POPM COSpeMEeHHDIX Kbinuakckux asvikos. Kpome amozo, ceederus yrasarvie kax
KDINUAKCKue 6 2PAMMAMuKax u cAoapsax Hanucannvx Mamaroxamu na meppumopuu Ezunma
CAYKAM UCTHOUHUKOM 6 KAUeCH6e Mamepuara OAs Mot 00AACHU UCCAe006ANUS.

Lleavto Oaroii cmamvu A6Aslemcs cpastetue MUNUYHOIY 0C00eHHOCMell COZAACHDIX APMSAHO-
KOIMUAKCKo20 A3vika  (Kblmuakckuii  A3vIK  HANUCAHHVIL apMaHcKumu  OyKeamu), Komopas
SABASENICS. NO3OHUM  11PedCmAasuIneseM UCHOPUEecKo20 Kolniakckoo A3vika ¢ Kulnuakckum
OQUANEKIMOM  YPYMCKO20 A3bIKA KOMOPAS u36eCmHa Kaxk 00HA U3 COBPEMEHMLIX KblUAKCKUX
asvikos. Aunzsucmuueckue mamepuarvt Codex Cumanicus’'a u MamAIOKo-Kblnuaxckozo A3vika
dobasrenvt 6 cmamvro. B 1980-e 200a T'apxasey, u I1000AbCKUTL  UCCACOOBANU ZPAMMAMUUECKUE
ocoberrocmu Ypymcrozo asvika (1981: 46-58; 1986: 99-112), o amu uccaedosarius e codepian 6
cebe  UCMOpUKO-  CPpasHUmeAbHvIX ocobenHocmed. SI3bIK06OT  Mamepuar  ypymckozo A3vika
uccAedosantol 6  0anHol cmamve coOpar CHOMOULLIO YPYMCKO20 CAOGAPS NpuHadAexauiei
Asosckum Ypymam Yipaunvt u ombopa ypymckux mexcmos (Iaprasey1999;Taprasey, 2000).
Bmecme ¢ munuieckum cpasHeHueMm CozAACHbIX Kblnuakckozo A3bika HANUCAHHO0 APMIHCKUMU
OyKe6amu U  CO6peMEHH020 YpYMCK020 Kblnuakckozo duarexkma, daromcs obujue céedeHus o
KOINUAKOASDIUHDIX HAPoOax npoxusarouyux 6 Yipaure ¢ 16-17 eexa u 0 cOBpeMeHHLIX Ypymax
maKKe npoxusaoOULUX 6 Ypaute noceii 0etbv.

Katouesvte caosa: Kvinuaxossoiuivie Hapodol, OpesHuil Kbtnuakckuil A3o1K U Kolnuakckuil A3k
HANUCAHHVILL  ApMAHCKUMU  OyKéamu, Ypymol YKkpaunol u uxxue A3vIKu, CpasHumeAvbHas
Qoremuia,cozractvie

INTRODUCTION

Some researchers (Jean Deny, Tadeusz Kowalski, Aleksander Garkavets etc.) have
pointed out that the similarity of Kipchak in Armenian letters and Codex Cumanicus
with the Kipchak dialects of the Urum language, the dialects of the Tatar language
and the Trakai dialect of the Karaim language; but that this similarity was not taken
into consideration (Garkavets 1979: 1, Garkavets 1999: 13; Garkavets and
Khurshudian 2001: 586-587). The reason we chose the Urum language is to draw the
attention of Turkology circles to this language, which is spoken in the north area of
the Black Sea and the coasts of the Azak Sea. Dagkevig, who claimed that the written
heritage of Kipchak in Armenian letters was not studied in detail, added that the
language of the western Ukranian Armenians (in Poland), which did not have the
same privileges as the Karaim and the Mamluk Kipchaks in the Turkic world, was
not studied as much as Mamluk Kipchak and Codex Cumanicus (Dagkevig 1981: 90). It
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is certain that the studies on Armeno-Kipchak inside and outside Turkey have not
reached the required level. The investigations outside Turkey are generally in the
form of the translations and transcriptions of several manuscripts (Russian and
Polish). We made use of the research done by Deny (1957), Grunin (1967: 345-423).
and Garkavets (1987) for the grammatical structures of Kipchak; however, we also
scanned the recent texts published by Garkavets (Garkavets and Khurshudian 2001;
Garkavets 2002; Garkavets and Sapargaliyev 2003) and the dictionary of Tryjarski
(Tryjarski 1968) in this paper. In addition to this, we made references to the glossary
of the texts co-authored by Daskevi¢ and Tryjarski (1970: 94-99; 1975: 45; 1977: 109-
121; 1978: 61-65; 1979: 69-74) to the dictionary of the texts published by Schiitz (1962:
296-309) and to the Algs Bitigi by N. Chirli (2005: 133-215) which is the latest research
in the field.

Kipchak-speaking communities and Kipchak Turkish in Armenian letters

After the demolition of the city of Ani, the capital of the state of Armenian
Bagratid, by the Seljuks in the 11t century, a great majority of Armenians migrated
to Crimea (Lewicki and Kohnowa 1957: 153; Pritsak 1959: 81; Garkavets and
Khurshudian 2001: 587; Dagkevi¢ 2001: 358) The Turkish-speaking Armenian
colonies first appeared in Galitsk-Podolsk, Ukraine, in the 14 century, otherwise
known as the Mongolian Period or the time of Golden Horde. After the conquest of
the city of Kefe, Crimea, by the Ottomans at the end of the 15% century, the
Armenians of Crimea migrated to their coreligionists in Galitsia and Podolia,
especially to their respective centers, Lviv and Kamenets-Podolsk (Garkavets and
Khurshudian 2001: 586; Garkavets 2002: 6)! In addition, Kiev, Lutsk and Vladimir
attracted settlements of Armenian colonies. By the end of the 15% century, a big
colony existed in Kamenets-Podolsk (Garkavets and Khurshudian 2001: 588; Pritsak
1959: 81; Dagkevig 2001: 362).

Garkavets, who reports that Armenians were in close contact with Kipchaks
when living in Armenia, also reports that they later became neighbors with Kipchaks
in Don, Crimea and Bessarabia, learned their language, and that Kipchaks accepted
the Armenian Gregorian Christianity, as is evident in documents. According to the
epigraphic data investigated by G. Alissan, R. Agaryan and E. Hursudyan, the village
of Arich near the town of Artiksk in the area of Armenian Shiraksk had the name of
Kipgag. In the 12 century, a monastery with the name of Xpcayxavank was found in
that village and it is still undestroyed (Garkavets and Khurshudian 2001: 587;
Garkavets 2002: 7). While Doerfer and Menges do not mention the problem of ethnos
of the Kipchak-speaking Armenians (Dagkevi¢ 2001: 369; Doerfer 1968: 250-252;

! Garkavets narrates this information from the book Tiirki ix movi ta literaturi published in 1930 by A.
Krimskiy and adds that the world of science has taken the first information from that book.
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Menges 1972: 298-332). Clauson states that the language known as Armeno-Kipchak
was the language of the Kipchaks whose ethnic identities were not known, who
accepted the Armenian Gregorian religion at an unknown time and who recorded
their own language only in Armenian scripts (Dagkevig 1983: 94).

Garkavets reports that the Kipchaks, who converted to the Armenian Gregorian
religion and composed the Kamenets-Podolsk and Lviv manuscripts of the 16t and
17 centuries, generally considered themselves to be Armenians and only
occasionally Kipchak; however, Dashkevich does not agree with Garkavets and finds
his statement that the Ukranian Armenians never call themselves Xipcax mistaken
(Dagkevig 2001: 363; Dagkevig¢ 1983: 96).

Are the people who made the Kamenets-Podolsk and Lviv manuscripts the Kipchak-
speaking communities or the Kipchaks who converted to the Armenian Gregorian religion?
We only gave information about this issue here, but it seems that the question will be
under discussion for a long time.

Many documents printed in Armenian scripts but written in Turkish in 16%-17t
centuries are the remains of those Western Ukrainian (Polish) Armeno-Kipchaks; and
they prove the type of language the Armeno-Kipchaks of Kamenets-Podolsk spoke,
wrote and prayed in those days. This literature is generally a record of the Armenian
Court. Beside this there are religious works, sermons, prayers and chronicles. Algis
bitigi (the prayer book) that was printed in Lviv in 1618 is very important in terms of
the fact that it was the first book printed in Turkish (Kipchak) (Garkavets and
Khurshudian 2001: IX, 593).2 The book was first introduced to scientific circles by E.
Schiitz (Schiitz 1961: 123-129; Schiitz 1998).

In the works of Kipchak Turkish in Armenian letters, this language was referred
to by its speakers in three ways. The oldest expressions are Xipcax tili, bizim til,
Tatarca. The term Tatar is said to have been spread by translators of Crimean Tatar
(Garkavets 1988: 114; Garkavets 1993: 11; Garkavets and Khurshudian 2001: 594).
According to Deny, the fact that Armeno-Kipchak communities use the term ‘bizim
til” indicates their desire to distinguish their language from Polish and Ukranian and
avoid being mistaken for non-Crimeans (Deny 1957: 9). The historical development
of this language is said to have three stages (Daskevig 1983: 92): 1. The period when
Armenians used Kipchak as a spoken language (the end of thel3t to the 15%
century). 2. The period when the language was used as a written language (the 16"
century to the first half of the 17* century). 3. The period when use of the language
declined and disappeared (the second half of the 17t century)

2 One of the most important factors in the history of Kipchak-speaking communities is that a printing
company that published books in Kipchak at the turn of 17 century in Lviv continued their publications for a
few years. The founder of the publishing house was Yovannes Karmadanets. Algs bitigi was published there.



Comparative Phonology of Historical Kipchak Turkish and Urum Language | 33

The last writer who tried to insist on keeping this language is Vartaped Anton.
Anton’s collection of sermons, which consists of three books, is currently being
transcribed to the Latin alphabet by A. Garkavets. It can be said that the Armeno-
Kipchak had its golden age when it was used as a written language, that is, in the
West Ukraine in 16% and 17 centuries.

Dasgkevi¢ who claims that the period of Armenianization that began in the first
half of 16" and 17" centuries could not be a reason for Kipchak’s declination and
disappearance, reports that Kipchaks’ marriages into neighboring communities-
despite linguistic, religious and cultural barriers-resulted in the reduction of
language use and a distancing from traditions. The long duration of Polishization
and Latinization resulted in the complete assimilation of some colonies in the middle
of the 18 and by the beginning of the 19% century. This assimilation and the tides of
migration were accelerated by internal and external politic events made it difficult
for the Armeno-Kipchak to survive in the 18" century (Daskevi¢ 1983: 103-104). The
Armenians we speak of today do not speak Turkish any more but they speak
Ukranian, Russian and Polish like these languages’ native population (Daskevig 2001:
362; Garkavets and Khurshudian 2001: 586).

Kipchak-speaking Urum people and Urum language

The two ethnic orthodox groups who are known as Greko-Tartar (Garkavets
1981: 46) and Greek Tartar (Podolsky 1985: vi1) in Russian and Western literature,
and who are also known as Mariupolskie Greki ‘Mariupol Greeks’ (Muratov 1997:
450) in the world of science, are living in the area of north Azak today. These are the
Turkish-speaking Urums and Greek-speaking Rumeys. They were forced to migrate
from Crimea to the middle and north areas of the Ukraine in the years 1778-1779; but,
they later chose to settle on the coasts of the Azak Sea. It is claimed that the Urums
came to this region together with Armenians, Greeks, Georgians and Turkish-
speaking ‘Gagavuzlar.” However, it is not known where Georgians and Armenians (a
total of 68 persons) were forced to migrate from and where they were settled. The
second migration is reported to have taken place from Trabzon, Giresun, Erzurum
and Kars to the Tselka district of Georgia between 1821 and 1825, and from there to
Crimea, Donetsk and Dniyepropetrovsk between 1981 and 1986 (Garkavets 1981: 46;
Muratov 1997: 450; Garkavets 1999: 5).

The first written documents of this language were found in the 18" and 19%
centuries; and first research was done by S. N. Muratov (1963: 178-191), Tenisev
(1973: 92-96) and Garkavets (1981).
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The Kipchak dialects of the Urum language are uninterrupted versions of the
Kipchak Turkish spoken in the Lviv and Kamenets-Podolsk regions of the Ukraine in
the 16 and 17" centuries and Codex Cumanicus (Garkavets 1999: 13-14).

Garkavets classifies the dialect of the language in a range from the dialect
dominated by Kipchak elements to the dialect with increasing elements of Oghuz
(Garkavets 1988: 4): He divides it into two dialects, Kipchak and Oghuz. He lists the
following subdialects of the Kipchak dialect: 1. The Kipchak-Polovts dialect, spoken
in Velika Novosilka (Yanisol), Starobeseve (Besev), and Persotravneve (Mangus) 2.
The Kipchak-Oghuz dialect, spoken in Staromlinovka (Kermengik), Bogatir and
Ulakli. The Oghuz dialect, too, is further divided in two: 1. The Oghuz-Kipchak
dialect, spoken in Granitne (Karan), Starolaspa, Komar and Starognativka (Giirji). 2.
The Oghuz dialect, spoken in Mariupol and Stariy Krim.

It is certain that there is a similarity between Codex Cumanicus and modern
Kipchak languages. This has been proven by researchers; however, it should be
pointed out that in addition to CC, the written heritage of Kipchak in Armenian
letters is another indispensable reference for modern Kipchak Turkish.

The written heritage of Kipchak is written in Armenian letters. This script was
used by the Ottoman Empire and originally by Armenian citizens living in Turkey as
well as by the Armenians of Western Ukraine (Tekin 1984: 6).

The Armenian alphabet does not fully display the vowel system of Turkish. The
same is partially true for consonants (Garkavets and Khurshudian 2001: XXVI),
Deny, Schiitz (Schiitz 1961: 139-161), Tryjarski and Daskevi¢ read the scripts as a
transliteration of the Armenian alphabet, but Garkavets reads them as a Turkish
transliteration and transcription.

The case of vowels is a little complicated and must therefore be the subject of a
different paper; however, if we are to cite some of the very typical characteristics of
the orthography of Kipchak in Armenian letters vowels with the same symbol, we
see that there is no separate symbol for /a/ bermidilir ‘they didn’t give” (DPY, 213),
berma ‘not give’ (Deny 1957: 127), emgak ‘effort, trouble’ (DAK, 236), Garkavets
seperated /a/ and /a/ in the transcription: edilir ‘they were’(AKP, 139), kendilirinin ‘of
their own’ (AKP, 121). As it is seen in the examples, there is a separate symbol for
closed /e/. Different letters are used for /1/ and /i/. There is no symbol for /6/ and /ii/.
These vowels are written in the letters /o/ and /u/: koz ‘eye’ (DPY, 347), koz (Deny
1957: 61), koz (DAK, 422), kizlir (AKP, 109); yurak ‘heart’ (DPY, 396). Grunin gave the
transcription of these words also in the form of yiirik. yurak (DAK, 357), yuraklan- ‘to
be courageous’ (Deny 1957: 83). Deny found three words with /ii/ in a script



Comparative Phonology of Historical Kipchak Turkish and Urum Language | 35

belonging to the year 1575: yiirak, tiigiil ‘not’, fizum ‘my face’ (Deny 1957: 19).3 He
claims that this is a special case stemming from the influence of Turkey Armenians.

CONSONANTS

I will now try to compare the consonants of main Kipchak sounds in Kipchak
Turkish with their counterparts in Kipchak-dominated Urum dialects and explain
the similarities. The examples of KA and Urum were collected from Tryjarski’s
dictionary and Garkavets’ dictionary of Urum; however, the origins of the examples
from other texts are given in parantheses. The examples from the Codex Cumanicus,
Mamluk grammars and dictionaries to the modern Kipchak languages have taken
the place in the the footnotes in order to support the examples about sound changes.
Loan words have been excluded from the paper and Garkavets’ transcription was
taken as basis for the punctuation rules of the words.*

The fact that initial /b/, /k/, /t/ are retained in the Kipchak field is not a typical
characteristic. This is a common case in all the other Turkic languages (Northwest,
Northeast, Southeast), except Southwest Turkic languages.

/b/ sound

The initial /b/ is generally retained in Urum Kipchak: barmay ‘finger’ (SB, P) bol-
~bo- ‘to be” (VN, SB); bar ‘there is’ (VN, SB, U); bar- ‘to go, arrive’ (SB, VN, B, U);
bin~bin ‘thousand’; ber- ‘to give’ (VN, U, B); bax- ‘to look” (5B, VN); bas ‘head’ (SB, SG
etc.) beg ‘sir’; bile, ble, bilen ‘with’.

The first person singular pronoun is generally used with /m/: ben ‘I" (VN); mana
(VN, U); mana (G, K); maa (SB, SM, G). Apart from this, the change b->m- exists in the
following examples: min- ‘to ride’ (VN, SM, P); moyun ‘throat’ (VN). bwyix
‘moustache’(U); miy1x (SM, SB).

There is b>p devoicing initially in a few examples: bicag > picax ~ pcax ‘knife” (SB,

P; UN, 50). biitiir- > pitir- ‘to finish” (UN, 50).

The final /b/ changes into /v/ in KA, and changes into /y/ in Urum Kipchak
dialects but sometimes the so-called /y/ disappears: KA sgo- ‘to love’, in Urm. siiy-
(VN, P), sii- (SB); KA 6v “home’, Urm. iiy (VN, SB); ii (5B).>

3 Pritsak mentioned the special case either (Pritsak 1959: 83).

* For the Arabian and Persian laon words in KA, see Tryjarski 2000: 301-326.

5 The forms with /y/ are given in Et-Tuhfetii’z-Zekiyye Fi'l-Liigati't-Tiirkiyye written in Mamluk field and
exemplify the Kipchak characteristics most: 6y (TZ, 14), soydi (TZ, 11).
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/g/ and /y/ sounds

While /g/ and /y/ is sometimes kept in the middle and final position, it changes
into /v/in some examples. The unsystematic g>v change is one of the most important
features of Kipchak Turkish.® This typical feature which is observed in KA and Urum
Kipchak dialects is also common in other Kipchak languages:” KA kiyov (< kiidegii)
‘bride-groom’, Urm. kiiyev (G, K); KA 6vrin- ‘to learn’, Urm. dgren- (NB, SM), drgen-
(UN, 75); KA 0g- ‘to praise’, dviin- ‘to boast’; KA dgiit, éviit ‘advice’ (Deny 1957: 66),
Urm. 6giit (G); KA tiizov (<tiiziig) ‘organize’, Urm. tiiziiv.

[yl is retained in some examples of KA. It, however, changes into /v/ in the
Kipchak dialects of Urum. KA ay1z, ‘mouth’, Urm. avuz (VN, SB, U); KA ayir ‘heavy’,
Urm. avur (VN, SB, U); KA ayri- ‘to become ill’, Urm. avur- (SB); KA ayrix (<ayri-y)
‘pain’, Urm. avru (VN); KA sovuy (<soyugq) ‘cold’, Urm. sovuy (UN, 50); KA yuvuy
(<yayugq) ‘near’; KA bizov (<buzayu) ‘calf’, Urm. buzov (SB); KA tay ‘mountain’, Urm
tav (VN); KA yazov (<yaziy) ‘letter’, Urm. yazuv ‘writing’ (SB).

v/, is kept medially in the Oghuz-Kipchak dialect of Urum: ayiz, ayir-, ayir (G,
SL, SG).8

The suffix in which this change is extensively seen in KA is —vlUcI eki® ve —(O)v

¢The forms with /g/ and /v/ are used together in Codex Cumanicus: oyul, ovul ‘son’ (CC, 173), toyru, tuvra
“correct’ (CC, 258), boyum, buvun ‘segment’ (CC, 63), kiiyegii, kiiyov ‘bride-groom’ (CC, 158), dg-, 6v- ‘to praise,
to boast’, (CC, 185), dvren-, iiren- ‘to learn’ (CC, 185). There are a good many of examples about this change in
Et-Tuhfetii’z-Zekiyye Fi'l-Liigati’t-Tiirkiyye: 6vren- (TZ, 16-17), dviit (ET, 33), yiiviirdi <yiigiirdi ‘he ran’, (TZ, 22),
avur <ayir "heavy’ (TZ, 9), bovaz <boyaz ‘throat’ (TZ, 23), uvru < oyri ‘thief’ (TZ, 23), tav < tay ‘mountain’ (TZ,
20), sav < say ‘alive’ (TZ, 46). In addition, tiv- < tig- ‘to beat’ (Ki, 40), uvu < ay: “poison’ (Ki, 26), ovlag <aylaq
‘antelope’ (Ki, 21) etc. In most of these samples, the form with /g/ and /y/ are reported to be Turkmen in
origin. See Atalay 1945; Caferoglu 1931.

7 In Karaim, however, /g/ which is word-final and intervocalic in many words is converted into /v/: uvul ‘son’,
bavur ‘bosom’, suvux ‘cold’, avur "heavy’, tav ‘mountain’, yav ‘enemy’, yiiviir- ‘to run’ etc. Musayev 1964: 86.
Kar. kiyow, kiiyew and other forms with phonological variants (KarRPS, 318). dgretiiv (<ogret-i-g) (KarRPS,
437). bavla- (< bayla-) ‘to tie up’ (KarRPS; 94). The dialects of Kirghiz display the fricativization stage of this
development in Kirghiz literary language: tow ‘mountain’, baylow ‘to tie up’, cazuw ‘to write’, kiiliiw ‘to
laugh’ etc. Yunusaliyev 1985: 118-119. It is possible to observe this change in Nogai, Kazakh and Karakalpak
either. See Menges 1959: 449-451.

8In Crimean Tatar, too, the forms with /g/ and /v/ occur together: ayir~avur ‘heavy’, ayiz~avuz ‘mouth’ KTaRS,
12-13. See Doerfer 1959: 377-378.

® We can observe the three allomorphs of the morpheme ending in a vowel in some verbs: xwnavuci, xtynavgi,
Xwynugi ‘one who obliges” (DEK, 478) When we think that the form —(U)v+¢I (aluvgu, koriivgi, yilaveu, saqlaveu)
attaches to the verbs ending in a vowel and consonant (See Kowalski 1929: XXXIII; Musayev 1964: 119); the
vowel /u/ that comes after /v/attaching to the verbs ending in a vowel in KA can be explained as vowel
addition. Otherwise, it is possible to speak of the allomorph ~GUg¢I in these examples. In the samples we have,
scanned, the allomorph is formed as —Ucl < {(X)gcl} after the verbs ending in a consonant: bilii¢i ‘one who
knows’, buzugi ‘one who spoils’, yazu¢i ‘one who writes’, koriici ‘one who sees’ etc. For more detailed
information about the suffix, See Berta 1996: 592-596.
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{<(X)gh® which makes nouns out of verbs. KA saylavuci ‘one who keeps’, izdiviici
‘one who seeks’, islivii¢ci ‘one who works’, yiylavugi ‘one who cries’, alyislavugi ‘one
who prays’ etc. The similar examples are also seen in Urum: baslavucu ‘one who
starts” anlativg: ‘one who explains’.

The examples about -(O)v: KA boyov (<bodu-y) ‘“paint’, aruv (<ari-y) ‘pure, clean’,
¢c1zov (<giz1y ‘line’, ayovsuz (<ayaysiz) ‘without protection’, tutovlu (<tut-uy-luy) ‘in the
habit of’, yetdvsiiz (<yet-ig-siz) ‘inaccesible, endless” etc. Urm. bavla- (<bay-la-) ‘to tie’
(SB); baglav (<basla-y) ‘start’ (SB); anlav (< anla-y) ‘understand’ (SB), acuv (< acgi-y)
‘anger’, bav (<ba-y) ‘tie’ (VN, U).

It is seen that the final /y/ in KA changes into /x/ becoming voiceless: ayriy
‘agr’. 11

The examples about the change of g, y>y, 1> which is a Kipchak feature, are not
seen abundantly in KA:13 KA tiy- (<teg-) ‘to touch’, Urm. tiy- (VN); KA biy ‘sir’ (Deny
1957: 47) (<beg), Urm. beg (G); KA bayla-, bayla- ‘to tie’, Urm. bavla-~bayla- (SB); KA
y1y- “to pile up’, Urm. ciy- (SB); KA siy1r “cattle’, Urm. sty (VN, B), siyrr (VN, U). In
Urum some of the examples displaying this change are as follows: tiiy- (<tdg-) ‘to
beat, to hit’ (VN); tiiyme (<tiigme) ‘button” (SB, SM); sty-, sty- ‘to fit into’ (SB).

The fact that /g/ and /y/ drops is also an important Kipchak feature.'* We could
provide examples only from Urum Kipchak dialects: Urm. ine ‘needle’ (VN); KA
oylan ‘boy’, Urm. oylan (SB, SM), olan (VN, SB); KA yryla-, 1yla- ‘to cry’, Urm. cila-
(VN).

/k/ and /q/ sounds

/g/, which is found initially in the Southwest dialects of Turkish, is found as /k/ in
all other Turkish dialects. /k/ of KA changes into /g/ in some words. Grunin ties this
fact to the impact of the Southwest Turkish dialects (Grunin 1967: 352). While /k/ is
sometimes kept in the Kipchak dialects of Urum, it is changed into /g/ under the
effects of Oghuz dialects; it is also transformed into palatal /d’/ and /t'/ or completely
into /y/, /c/ and /¢/. The palatal consonants /k/ and /g/ change into /t'/ and /d’/ and
gradually into /c/ ve /¢/, the examples of which are encountered in Trabzon and Rize

10 See Erdal 1991: 173-223.

1 The same phonological feature is also seen in CC: ayrig, ayrix, ayrix (CC, 29).

12 We also come across this change in the dictionaries and grammars of Mamluk field: teg-, tey- ‘to touch’ (CC,
238), tiydi (TZ, 43), iyne ‘needle’ (TZ, 8), tayirmin ‘mill’ (K1, 41), bayladi (TZ, 34), bayla- (KK, 34), yiyd: (TZ, 44).
In Karaim bayla- (Musayev 1964: 86).

3 Grunin gave only two examples about this change in his study based on the limited texts: tiyirman, tiy-
(Grunin 1967: 352).

14 The loss of this sound is a feature observed in the works belonging to CC and Mamluk field: yiyla-, yila-
(CC, 272), buyday, boday (CC, 62), tura <toyru ‘true’ (TZ, 57).
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dialects of Anatolia.’® The typical y>c transformation which is a Kipchak
characteristic (See /y/ sound) in the modern Kipchak languages (Kirghiz, Kazakh,
Karakalpak etc.) is not recorded in KA texts but there is a reverse situation in Urum
(k>d’>c>y). This change is found next to /e/ and /i/ vowels but the so-called
palatalization next to /6/ and /ii/ does not take place except for a few cases. KA kelin
‘bride’, Urm. kelin, yelin (SB); d’elin (VN, K, SG); t’elin (VN, K). KA kiin, giin (DPY,
390)'day, sun’, Urm. kiin (VN, SB), giin (VN, K). KA kok, gik (DPY, 390) ‘sky, blue’;
Urm. kok (SL, SB); KA kor-, gorgiiz- (DPY, 390) ‘see-cause to be seen’, Urm. kor-, gor-
(VN, K).

The medial /k/ gets voiced in some examples: KA tiigil (< tiikel) ‘complete, entire’,
Urm. tiigen- (< tiiken-) ‘be exhausted, finish’ (G).

In addition to g>x fricativization which is common in KA, the k>x change is also
seen in three environments. The final /k/ of the nominal suffiy of —mik and the /k/ of
the 1st person plural used with the suffix of past simple change into /x/:'® KA kérmiix
‘to see’ (TB, 289), titrimiy ‘to tremble’ (AKP, 3/2-11), yiiriklinmdiy ‘to take courage’
(AKP, 8/6-8), bermiy ‘to give’ (DAK, 129), kecikmiy “to be late’ (TB, 281), berdix ‘we
have given’ (DPY, 351), yeberdix ‘we have sent’ (DPY, 351), ettiy ‘we have done’
(DPY, 225), télediy “we have paid” (KY, 172). Besides, Garkavets gave the clear vowel
variant of the 1st person plural imperative as with /k/ and /x/."”

One of the most typical features of KA and Urum Kipchak dialects, is that /q/
changes into /x/, being fricative in every position in the word. This change is
reflected in the Trakai dialect of the Karaim language:'® KA yadar ‘until, how much’,
Urm. yadar (VN, P); KA xagan “when’, Urm. yacan (VN, SB, SM); KA yayyu ‘anxiety’,
Urm. yayy: (SB, U); KA yara ‘black’, Urm. yara (VN, P, SB); KA yxardas ‘sibling’, Urm.
xardas (VN, SB, P); KA yxacym ‘deserter’, Urm. yacxm (SM); KA axca ‘asper (a

15 In Trabzon dialect, the alveo-palatal /k/ and /g/ are used before back vowels in borrowed words: hik’aye,
g’avur etc. This change, however, appears initially before /o/ and /u/ and semi-front vowels in Turkish words
and is common in the regions of Stirmene-Arakli-Yomra: g’itimi° ‘he has brought’, g'dsteremem ‘I can not
show’, k’esmis ‘he has cut’, k'dpek ‘dog’, g’ol ‘lake’, k’opri ‘bridge’ (Brendemoen 2002: 97-98, 177-179). This
transition that begins with fronto-palatal voiced /g/ and voiceless /k/ take place in two stages such as /g/ >/§/,
[¢l; /] > [K/, [¢/ in the Rize dialect. /g/ and /k/ are fronted partially losing their plosiveness and becoming
semi-fricative. /§/ and /k/ are more common and /¢/ and /¢/ are used in the regions of Pazar, Ardesen and
Findikli. A language known as Laz language and spoken as a second language is assumed to have influence
on the formation of this phonological change in the vicinity of the so-called area. Some examples are: gelin
‘bride’, iki ‘two’, peki ‘all right’, ¢it- ‘to go’, c¢imse ‘no body’, pe¢i ‘all right’, hacim ‘judge’ etc. (Giinay 2003:
88) The change that is parallel in both the dialects of Mariupol Greeks and the dialects of Erzurum, Rize,
Trabzon was also reported by Tenisev who stated that the transition /k’/, /g’/ > /t'/, /d’/ took place before the
vowels /d/, /e/, /6/, /i/ and /i/ (Tenigev 1973: 95).

16See Garkavets 1987: 171-172; Grunin 1967: 351.

17 (y)elik/ -(y)elix; -dyix/-(i)yix (Garkavets 1987: 161).

18 In the Kipchak dialects, this feature is observed initially and finally in Turkish words of the Trakai dialect of
Karaim: toxtarbiz ‘we will stop’, axsax (< agsaq) ‘lame’, ax (<aq) “white’ (Musayev 1964: 71).
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monetary unit)’, Urm. axca; KA basya ‘other’, Urm. basya~baxsa (SB, G); KA axsax
‘lame’, Urm. aysay. KA ayay ‘foat’, Urm. ayay (VN, SB); KA acliy "hunger’, Urm. a¢lix
(SB).

/t/ sound

Although the /t/ sound appears initially in all Turkish dialects except for the
Southwest Turkish dialects, it is generally retained in KA and Urum Kipchak
dialects, but sometimes changes into /d/. We can even come across the same word
with pronunciations of /t/ and /d/. " KA tap- “to find’, Urm. (VN, SB) tap-; KA tiy- ‘to
touch’, Urm. deg- (SB, SM, G); diy- (SB); tiy- (VN, K, SM); KA til ‘tongue’, Urm. til
(VN, U, SM); KA toy- ‘to be born’, Urm. doy- (VN, SB, NK), toy-~ tuw- (SB); KA toy-
‘to fill up’, Urm. toy- (P, SB); KA tart- ‘to pull’, Urm. tart- (VN, SM); KA tiigiil, diigiil
‘is not’, Urm. tiigiil (P), diigiil (SB, SM); KA tamar, tamur, damar ‘vein’, Urm. tamar (G),
tamur (SB), damar (G, SG).

It is possible to add to these examples. Moreover, some words have their forms
only with /d/: KA deli ‘mad’, dilingilik ‘begging’, dolas- ‘to turn around’, donat- ‘to
provide’, dondiir- ‘to turn’, dért ‘four’. Urm. dondiir- (G, SG), dolas- (U, G, K, SG),
donat- (SG), déort (VN, SB) etc. It is possible to think of the impact of Southwest
languages in examples with initial /d/ in KA, but Grunin proposes another approach.
He claims that these cases may also stem from the spelling because /t/ and /d/ are
used in the same place in old Armenian scripts (Grunin 1967: 353). We assume that
the so-called /d/ which appears in the Kipchak dialects of Urum is formed under the
effect of Oghuz dialects.

lyl sound

The initial y>c change in KA, which we could not find in the texts scanned, is a
typical phonological change of Kipchak and is common in Kazakh and Kirghiz,
which are living Kipchak languages today. This phonological change is rare in
Kipchak-Oghuz dialects and especially in the Kipchak-Polovets dialects of Urum: czy-
~ciy- (< y1y-) ‘to pile up’ (SB); ciliv (< ilry) “warm’ (B); coy- (<yod-) ‘to lose’ (VN, SB);
carat- (<yarat-) ‘to create’ (VN); cay- (<yay-) ‘to spread, scatter; to put an animal out to
pasture’ (VN, SB); yigit ‘brave’ (SB,VN), cigit (SM, K); cet- (< yet-) ‘to arrive, reach’
(VN, SB, P); cel (< yel) ‘wind” (VN); cez (<yez) ‘copper’ (SL).

1 The initial /d/ also occurs in some examples of CC and Karaim. Some examples in CC are: dayi, dayin ‘too’
(CC, 80-81), degri, deyri “until’ (CC, 82), deyin “until’ (CC, 82), dirt (CC, 83). Some Karaim examples: day1, daymn
‘too” ( KarRPS, 168), damar ‘vein’ (KarRPS, 169), das ‘stone’ (KarRPS, 170), dort (KarRPS, 180), dilek (KarRPS,
177), diigiil ‘is not” (KarRPS,182).
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CONCLUSION

Although several researchers have pointed out the grammatical (phonological
and morphological) similarities between Kipchak in Armenian letters, the Codex
Cumanicus language collected from Kipchaks in the north of the Black Sea in 13t and
14t centuries, the dialects of Crimean Tatar, and the Kipchak dialects of Urum, the
investigations related to the research in question are not at the required level. I have
tried to point out some very typical qualities of KA and Kipchak-dominated Urum
dialects in terms of consonants. The changes g, y>v, g y>y and g>x which are
common in both languages are important clues for the research field of Kipchak
languages. The written heritage of Kamenets-Podolsk communities who spoke,
wrote and prayed in Kipchak Turkish four centuries ago has become a very
important source for the historical and linguistic studies on 16% and 17% century
Armeno-Kipchak colonies. The written heritage of Kipchak in Armenian letters and
Codex Cumanicus are the two important references that can be used to determine the
historical forms of current Kipchak languages (Tatar, Crimean Tatar, Bashkir,
Kazakh, Kirghiz, Noghay, Kumyk, Karachay-Balkar etc). First of all, it should be
pointed out that all the material available should be analyzed in order to lay down
the phonological and morphological features of KA completely. Second, detailed
linguistic studies of these texts and comparative linguistic studies between KA and
modern Kipchak languages are further required. In this way, a back ground can be
established to point out the connections among the Kipchak languages, both in
themselves and in their historical perspectives.

ABBREVIATIONS
B Bogatir SL  Starolaspa
G Granitne (Karan) SM  Staromlinivka
K Komar U  Ulakli
KA Kipchak in Armenian letters Urm. Urum language
NB Novobegeve UN  Urumi Nadazov'ya. See GARKAVETS
P Persotravneve (Mangus) (1999).

SB Starobeseve (Besev) VN Velika Novosilka (Yanisol)

SG Starognativka (Giirji)
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