KHALAJ AND ITS RELATION TO THE OTHER
TURKIC LANGUAGES

GERHARD DOERFER

0. I'miroduciion™

The following survey of the Khalaj grammar can only be of a pro-
visional character. Although a large amount of material (57 tapes) has
been gathered, only a rather small part of this material has been evalu-
- ated. Dr. Semih Tezcan is preparing -a “Morphologie des Chaladsch™,
and this writer a “Phonologie des Chaladsch’; but these works will
presumably not be published before 1979. T hope that this survey will
he of some use in the meantime.

Khalaj is only one language, but it represents as independent a
branch of the Turkic family of languages as, for example, Chuvash;
it is not possible to assign it to another Turkic group (Kipchak, Oghuz,
ete.). It is spoken (by about 20,000 persons)in 50 villages, situated about
100 miles SW of Teheran (a map was given in Khalaj Materials, see
‘Bibliography, Nr. 7). Each of these villages has a special dialect; the
linguistic difference between the most distant dialects is not smaller
(it is even bigger) than, to give an example, between Kazan-Tatar and
Bashkir or between Rumeli-Turkish and Azerbaijani. Thus, the western
dialects, e.g. of Talx-ab, are regarded by other Khalaj as a different lan-
guage, and this is a well tenable conception.

1. History of investigation of Khalaj. Bibliography

The first scholar to hear Khalaj was V. Minorsky (in 1906); he pub-
lished an article abeut it in 1940. Shortly after, Moghaddam published

* The following simplified transeription has been used in this article:

! Low vowels are not marked.

? High vowels are marked with dots in some cases (1 ¢), in other cases we used
accent signs (d==high o; also §,1).

® ¥ marks nasalized y of Yakut; i is consonantic i,
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a short word-list and some phonological remarks. But the gathering of a
sufficient amount of material did not begin before 1968. Tt is only since
that time that the special character of Khalaj has been adequately
evaluated. The material was gathered during two expeditions (in 1963
and 1969) and during the stay of a native speaker (Mr. Mosaiyeb Arah-
gol) in Géttingen (from March to June, 1970). Furthermore, Professor
Bazin gathered some Khalaj material during a short trip in Persia (Sep-
tember 29, 1969). The following description of Khalaj is based on these
materials. However, since it has been impossible to consider all differ-
ences in the forty-seven dialects, I have confined myself to (a) a re-
construction of Proto-Khalaj forms; (b) to a discussion of the forms of
the dialect of Xarrab (which is the best-investigated one, because our
main authority, Mr. Arabgol, is a native of that village); and (c) to a
discussion of some striking deviations among the dialects.

The following lines present a complete bibliography of works deal-
ing with the Khalaj language (but works on Khalaj history will be
omitted). They are enumerated in chronological order. I have numbered
the titles of the works, and these numbers will be quoted in the follow-
ing chapters. | |

(1) Minorsky, V. The Turkish dialect of the Khalaj, BSOAS 10 (1940),
417-37. _ :
(2) Moghaddam, M. Guyishd-yi Wafs wa Astiyan wa Tafras, Tran-
kiida 11, Teheran 1318 h.%.

(3) Doerfer, G. Das Chaladsch - eine archaische Tiirksprache in Zent-
ralpersien, ZDMG 118 (1968}, 79-112.

(4) ——, Das Chaladsch - eine - neuentdeckte archaische Tiirksprache,
ZDMG, Supplementa I (1969), 719-25.

(5) ——, Iran’daki Tiirk dilleri, TDAYB 302 (1969), 1-23.

(6) ——, Irano-Aliaistica, Turkish and Mongolian Languages of Persia

and Afghanistan, Current Trends in Linguistics 6 (The Hague

1971), 217-34. ' ‘

, (with the collaboration of W. Hesche, H. Scheinhardt, S.
Tezcan) Khalaj materials, UAS 115 (1971).

(8) ——, O sostojanii issledovanija xaladzkoj gruppy jazykov, V]a
1972: 1. 89-90.

(7)
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(9) ——, Der Imperativ im Chaladsch, FUF 39 (1972), 295-340.

(10) ——, Eine seltsame alttiirkisch-chaladsch Parallele, TDAYB 406
(1973 /1974), 1-24. '

(11} Scheinhardt, H. Halacistan’a bir arastirma gezzsr,, Gagri, 1 eylil
1968, Nr. 128. 16-7.

(12) Cagatay, S. Tiirk Lehgeleri Ornekleri, 1T (yasayan Tiirk lehce ve
agizlary, Ankara 1972, 255-60.

(13) Zejnalov, F. Tiirk dilldrinin tisnifi va “Xalac dili grupu® miésd-
lési. Jazky i literatura, Baku 1972, 37-48.

(14) ——, Ob odnom “drevnem tjurkskom jazyke” v srednem Irane,
Sovetskaja Tjurkologija 1972: 6. 74-9.

The following works of mine have just appeared or are to appear:

(15) Javljaetsja li xaladiskij jozyk dialektom azer bajdzanskogo jazyka?
Sovetskaja Tjurkologija 1974: 1. 45-51.

(16) Altertiimliche tiirkische Wirter im Chaladsch, Proceedmgs of the
Birinei Tirk Dili Bilimsel Kurultay. :

(17) Zur These der drei tiirkischen “Quantititen”, Sovetskaja Tjrkologija
Cf furthermore:

(18) Tezcan, S. Zum Stand der Chaladsch - Forschung, Sprache, ge-
schichte und Kultur der altaischen Volkel Ed. Hazal, G. und
Zieme, P. Berlin 1974, 613-20.

For a complete bibliography cf. G. Doerfer, 5. Te&can Wortel-
huch des Chaladsch, to appear in Budapest in about 1979.

| 2. Phonology

- 2.1. Vowels

The Proto-Khalaj vowel systenj is the one characteristic of Turkic:
aiuo
Hiu o

Howeve, there are some striking fea‘ture‘l‘

(1) Khalaj has the original system of Proto-Turkic threefold
{lllcllltllv {or pitch-quantity), namely, short: long (or level-long, or half-
long): Dipthongal (moved length), e.g. in hat ‘horse’: bas ‘head’ : fa*r



20 GERHARD DOERFER

‘narrow’. (Bazin, who investigated the dialect of Dayan, distinguishes
short : half-long : long). In this respect, Khalaj is extremely important
for the reconstruction of Proto-Turkic, since it is the only Turkic lan-
guage which has preserved this threefold opposition (in lenio speech).

Cf. (7), chapter 13 (pp. 183-267). Even Turkmen (and Yakut) have
changed ba¥ > bas (they generally change long vowels to short ones).

The proofs for the originality of the Khalaj quantlty system are the
following:

a) We have taken Khalaj materials on tape and listened to them
rather thoroughly, v. (7). 40.

b) Bazin (who did not know 7) also noticed the same threefold
quantity. '

¢) Arvabgol, our native speaker, transcribed the words quoted a-
bove (in Arabic script): ht, b8, ¢'r ; i.e. for him Khalaj bas does not have
a short vowel. (as Turkmen bas does).

d) I requested the Phy51kahsch-te(,hmsche Bundesanstalt in Braun-
schweig to determine the phonetic annotations according to Gritz-
macher. These clearly proved an opposition of short : long: somewhat
longer - a meved pitch, v. (17).

e} Logical consistency. The generally accepted “explanation”,
that in cases like al-Ka¥yari bd§ > Turkmen ba¥ (although al-Kasyari
qas ‘brow’ > Turkmen ga§) we find a “tendency to shorten”, is not a
real explanation. (What if an Indo-Europeanist did not know Verner’s
law and said that in cases like German ziehen : gezogen, we find a “ten-
dency of h to become g”’?) A development ba¥ > Turkmen bas, but
qa¥ > gas is unintelligible, whereas the assertion bds > bas, ¢as >
#d4% is a genuine explanation. '

f) As my student Tezcan has proved in his Ph. D. thesis (Das
uigurische Insadi-Sitra, Berlin 1974, pp. 12, 94)’in some cases in Ancient
Turkic not only &t ‘fire’ is written oot, but o ‘grass’ is also written the
same way. Based on Turkmen it seems to be odd that not only does the
long & of 6t ‘fire’ appear in this way, but also the short o of ot ‘grass’.
However, the Khalaj forms ha® ‘fire’, uot ‘grass’ (from Proto-Turkie
“#pét, of, respectively) explain the Ancient Turkic way of writing. Another
item: gool ‘arm’ > Turkmen gol, but al-Kasyari ¢él, Khalaj quel, etc.
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g) As Mr. Nauta will prove in his dissertation, the Chuvash vowel
system can only be explained on the basis of a threefold oppesition in
Prote-Turkic; e.g. Proto-Turkic *a > Chuv. i, but *a as well as & > u.

h) Khalaj agrees with the Karakhanide sources, above all, with
al-Kagvyari. Cf. (7). 217, 234-5 where it has been shown that in corre-
spondence with the Karakhanide words qél, as, kéz, @é, bds, or—, vél,
bir—, til, we find forms with (unmoved) long vowels in Khalaj; whereas
Turkmen has short vowels.

(2) On the other hand, we find some Iranian influence: [a/ nor-
mally is pronounced [4] (labialized), e.g., hdi ‘horse’, /4 is pronounced
[a] (a vowel between 4 and a), like a in English hat. In some villages
short and (unmoved) long / a, &/ have become a (Xurax-abad hat ‘horse’),
or we find variants, such as in Davyan: bd¥ ‘head’ (older generation,
speaker 75 years old) ~ bd¥ (younger generation, speaker 30 years old).

(3) Khalaj has preserved (or may have preserved) some original
oppositions (perhaps those between -1 and —e, —i and 8) in the auslaut
(just as in Brahmi-Turkic, Yakut, New Uighur), e.g. akki (Talx-ab
akkii) ‘two’ : yitti ‘seven’, cf. also alta ‘six’ (all dialects). Note: i means
closed (high) i, i means open {low) i. Cf. (7). 161-2.

(4) The reduced vowels of Ancient Turkic (= Uighur Turkic i1/
i/ u in non-first syllables) have become *it/ u and, later on (cf. point
'5), 1/ u. However, we find many variants. F.g., we normally find gae®-
dun ‘relative-in-law’, qe-run ‘belly’, but ga*din, ga'rin in some villages.
Sometimes we find such variants as in Mansiir-dbad: ga*dun (isolated),
- but gadin abi ‘mother-in-law’. The front variant ii is rare, but cf. Talxab
kiindik ‘navel’ = Middle Turkic kindik (whereas Talx-ab has at the same
time kalin ‘bride’ : Xalt-abad kaliin = Middle Turkic kalin). C£. (7). 1734

In some dialects even —i/ —i have become ~u/-ii, e.g., Talx-ab
 batju ‘sister’, akkid ‘two’.

(5) A remarkable dialectal difference is the development of *i,
*5. As a general rule, these vowels have been preserved (or only quite
slightly delabialized) in the North (e.g., Talx-ab, Xalt-abad, Ispit,
Mihr-i Zamin) whereas we find delabialized forms in the South (in the
main part of the Khalaj area): it > i, 6 >1i,e, e.g., kiil- ‘to laugh’,
kiz ‘eye’ (in the listed villages) : kil-, kiz ~kez (in most other villages).
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2.2. Consonants
~As for consonantism, the following points are relevant:

(1) Khalaj has preserved original t-, k— (in contrast to Azerbai-
jani): 2l ‘tongue’, kiz ‘eye’, ete. Cf. (3). 100-1.

(15). The consonants —t, -k [/ q—, —p—- have been preserved as well,
¢.g. in Qara-sii topuqum ‘my ankle’, Talx-ab hadagin ‘his feet (acc.)’,
and this quite in contrast to almost all modern Turkic dialects (of. Turk-
ish topuk : topugum, ayak : ayagun) but agreeing with Ancient Turkie.

(2) Khalaj has preserved original ~d-: kidan ‘wedding’, bidik ‘big’,
hadaq ‘foot’, ete. Cf. (7). 162-3, (15).

(3) Khalaj has changed Ancient Turkic 6 > n (not to ~y— as most
of the Turkic dialects); ganu “which’, qu°n ‘sheep’, etc. Cf. (7). 160,
172-3. 4

(4) Khalaj has preserved Ancient Turkic h-— (cf. 10): Ri¢l, hool
‘wet” (cf. Azerbaijani, New Uighur hol, Uzhek hol) ; but in contrast to
the Turkic dialects mentioned before it has preserved h- (< Proto-
Turkic “p-) in all cases (even in hir ‘man’, hada'q “foot’, ete.). To a
Middle Mongolian h- always corresponds Khalaj h—: Middle Mongol-
ian hiirgii~ ‘to be frightened” = Khalaj hirk—, MMo. haryal ‘excrement’
= Kh. harq, Mmo. hiitigiin ‘vulva’ = Kh. hiit ‘hole’. Cf. (7). 163-5,
(10), (15), (16). For the original character of Khalaj h- < *p- I have
found the following proofs: ‘

a) h- never appears prothetically in loanwords (whereas the A-
zerbaijani dialects with sporadie secondary b~ show such forms as haf-
tamobil < Russian avtomobil’). |

b) Where Azerbaijani, New Uighur, and Uzbek show h—, Khalaj -
always shows h—, as well (v. hicl, above). o |

¢) Where Middle Mongolian shows h-., Khalaj does the same (v.
hirk-, above, by the way, cf. also Azerbaijani hiirk-, etc.)

d) Khalaj shows a well-balanced distribution of h— and vowel in
the anlaut (whereas secondary h- in Azerbaijani dialects is sporadic).

e) Derived forms always preserve h-, even in such cases which for
a native speaker may be etymologically impefceptible, such as hi°tun
‘firewood’, from hu ‘five’.

f) The distribution of the opposition h-: ¢ is absolutely uniform
in all Khalaj dialects, quite in contrast to the Azerbaijani dialects. Con-

t
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sidering the enormous differences among the Khalaj dialects (v. chapter
0.) this fact must be a relevant.

g) h— and - are found in the same positions (== have the same
distribution); i.e., they must be different phonemes.
y P

h) Some Ancient Turkic words in a Tibetan source show h- (e.g.,

hadag ‘foot’ = Khalaj hadag).

i) Finally, the opposition can bhe reconstructed for Ancient Turk-

ie, in an indirect way, v. (10).

{5) A characteristic development is that of —y— (and —yj: Whereas
in most of the dialects we find —n- (e.g., ménd, sdni ‘to me, to you’ in
Naudih, Nadr-abad, Masi-abad, Sagarciq, Xurak-abad, Maucan, Talx-
abad), -y is found in Xarrah, Xalt-abad (mdyi, sdyd) and the interme-
diate sound —i- in Kardiyan (mdid, sdii). Actually, we find many
variants. |

(6) Of course, there are many minor dialect differences. H.g., some
dialects have lost —r— before consonants (Dayan guot ‘worm’, elsewhere
qitrt < *gq@ert, Talx-ab b6% ‘hat’, elsewhere birydk and similar forms
< *bork) ; throughout all Khalajistan we find b ‘one” (< *bir)., Some
Northern dialects show —& > —§ (Xalt-abad, Talx-ab &5 ‘three’ : else-
‘where i¢). We find a large number of assimilations, and similer phenom-
ena. E.g., the word ‘egg’ (ATu. yumuriya) has become yumurga (most
dialects) ~ yumurxe (Mansar-abad, Maucin) ~ numurqa (Qara-si,
Naudih, Misi-abad) ~ numurxa (Bay-i- yak, Sift, Xalt-abad) ~ nu-
murtga (Talx-ab); Tspit yumurta (probably < Azeri). The most likely
reconstruction may be yumurtya > yumuriga (—y— booming voiceless
after voiceless —t—, assimilation) > yvwnurqe (in most dialects, only
Talx-ib —which is in many points isolated and by some Khalaj even
considered to be a different language— has preserved ~t-) > numurqa
(assimilation: y— > nasal n- before the nasal —m-). As to the many
differences of dialects, we are just beginning to investigate.

2.3. Stress

Stress is just as in the other Turkic languages (or as in most of
them), even in such cases as havdd’ ‘“from the house’ : hi'véa ‘in the
house’.
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3. Morphology
3.1. The noun

3.1.1. The usual plural suffix is -lar / —ldr, no archaic features,

3.1.2. The case system of Khalaj shows many striking features. Here
are two paradigms, one for a stem ending in a consonant, the other for
a stem ending in a vowel (forms of Xarrab):

hav ‘house’ baba ‘father’
nominative hav biba
genitive hav (rarely hav-iiy) bibae (rarely baba-y)
dative hav-ka baba-ga
accusative hav-i baba-y
locative ha'v-éa baba'~ca
ablative hav-da biba-da
instrumental ha'v-la biba'-la
equative ha'v-vara ~ baba'-vara

The following points are relevant:

(1) Instead of a special genitive form the nominative is mostly
used, just as in Ancient Turkic (and Yakut). The nominative, by the
way, is used as casus indefinitus. in other constructions as well, such as
(Maucan) i°rdik balug ‘we arrived at (our) village’; but Persian influence
is possible here,

(2) The accusative is in -1 (as in Yakut), even after vowels (-y <
-y, ~i) (whereas Yakut has —ni). This suffix may have developed from
such pronominal Turkic forms as mdén-i ‘me’; but even a development
from Ancient Turkic —tg cannot be excluded (e.g.., Ancient Turkie dllig
‘fifty’ is represented in the Khalaj dialects by such forms as allig, alli®,
alli*, dlli ; the accusative in -i may have been an original presto form),
At any rate, we do not find an accusative in -ni, neither after vowels
(as in Yakut, Azerbaijani, Khorasan-Turkic, Turkmen), nor after vow-
els and consonants (as in most Turkic languages).

(3) The locative in —¢4 is = the Ancient Turkic terminalis (which
is sometimes wrongly called “equative”, cf. Ancient Turkic bel-éi bo-
yoz-¢éa suwda yorip ‘up to their hips and throats walking in water’, J.r.
Hamilton: Le conte houddhique du bon et du mauvais prince en version
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ouigoure, Paris 1971, 26). Only in pronominal forms do we find a loca-
tive in —dA (cf. chapter 318.).

(4) The ablative is —d4 is the same as in Ancient Turkic and the
Yakut Partitive (only in Xalt-abad we find —dAn). \

(5) -1A seems to be an abbreviation of bild ‘with’ << Ancient Turk-
ic birld (as in other Turkic languages), rather than the Turkic suffix
14 (tap-la ‘at dawn’, ete.).

6) As to —vare cf. Persian var ‘like, similar, equal’.
q

3.1.3. The possessive suffixes are (dialect of Xarrah):

hav baba
1. singular hav-im baba-m .
2. —ily -y
3. — —s1
1. plural ~(i)miz ~miz
2, iz L Yz
3. —lart ~lart

Tn the declension of the possessive suffixes we find the following strik-
ing features (apart from variants having merely a phonological explaina-
tion, such as hav-in ‘your house’, in dialects where Ancient Turkic -y
has become -n): | ‘ '

(1) Even in this case, the genitive is normally like the accusative:
babam oyli ‘my father’s son’ (~ rather rarely babamuy oyli).

(2) It is only after the pronominal suffix of the third persen that
we find the genitive in ~nuy (babasinuy oyli ‘his father’s son’), whereas
in the majority of the Turkic languages —n°y (with —n-) is the normal
form. Cf. point (5). '

(3) The dative is: baba-m-a, baba-y-a, bdba-si-ya, baba-miz-qa,
baba-yiz-qa, baba-lari-ya ; i.e. it resembles the Ancient Turkic system:
dative in —-K A4, after -n— (i.e. the combination —nga)> -yA4 (> ~yA in
most Khalaj dialects); only in the first person singular has -4 become
the normal form of Khalaj (Ancient Turkic .-KA4 ~ -A4), in analogy
to the second person singular.

(4) The accusative form is -U, -I (after consonants) ~ —y (after
vowels), e.g. (Xarrab) babamu kerdiim ‘I have seen my father’) : baba-
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sty kerdiim ‘I have seen his father’ (~ , e.g. Mansdr-abad, diwdrin &i-
kiyam ‘L shall construct its wall’, as in Ancient Turkic).

(5) In the third person, forms without —n- are usual: oplida ‘from
his son’ (in contrast to Ancient Turkic oylinda). This is the same ana-
logical development as in New Uighur. Only in the genitive form -n-
has been preserved (cf. point 2).

(6) Observe: opli ‘his son’, but in all ather cases oplida (with high i),
ete.

(7) After words designating parts of the body or relatives we often
find a double possessive suffix: alisi *his hand’ (Muasi-abad, Hizar-abad).

Cf. OLZ 66 (1971). 339. g

3.1.4. The comparative suffix is —tar | -tar (< Iranian), e.g., bidiktar
- ‘bigger’; the superlative uses a circumlocation: ‘the biggest village® =
hama baluglar bidiktar balugi, literally “of all villages the bigger vil-

lage’, and similar constructions.
ge’, ,

3.1.5. The numerals have the forms: bi, akki (Talx-ab akki), i¢ (North-.
ern dialects @), ti°rt (~ tgé‘z‘t), bi%s, alia, yitti, sakkiz, toqquz, 4°n;
yigirmi, hottuz, girq, allig (~ alliy, alli, ete.), alimis (~ eltmus), ydtmis,
siysan, toxsan, yiz (~ vyfiz), migk (Talx-ab min. We find the following

special features in the dialects: '

(1) The higher numerals 70, 80, 90 are very often Persian: hafia'd,
h&.%ta'd; navad (this is just as in many Khorasan Turkic dialects which
have been influenced by Persian in the same extreme manner as Khalaj;
by the way, some Khorasan dialects also have the comparative in -tar,
cf. 314.). Often we find variants like navad ~ toxsan (e.g., Talx-ab).

(2) Tn Kardiyan we find ‘80° hastard ~ akki girq (= “2 x407)

(3) In the speech of many villages we find numerals compounded
with hetiuz ‘30° (the h— of which disappears in preste speech): ‘60’
akki-ottuz, ‘70" akki-ottuz—(u-)ién (= 2 x 30 + 10), ‘80° dkki-ottuz-u-
vigirmi, ‘90° idotiuz, even ‘1507 bi®s-ottuz. Cf. (7). 166 (e.g., Xalt-abad).

(4) In some villages (e.g.,.Xarrab, Sift) an ordinal suffix -minci
exists (as in Turkmen and Azérbaijani dialects).

3.1.6. Some special postpesitions are these: saru ‘because of” (with ab-
lative) == Ancient Turkic sari, arsa ‘beneath’ = ATu. asra, hiya ‘he-
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hind® << ATu. *dya (converb of dy— ‘to eome back’, cf. 323.), bdird ‘since,
4 ? ’

on this side of” = ATu. bdrd, drd ‘on that side of’.

3.1.7. The personal and demonstrative pronouns (of Xarrab) are these:

‘T ‘we’ ‘thou’ ‘you’ ‘this’ ‘that’
Nom. min biz sdn siz bhé- 6
bizldr sizldr

Gen. mdniim biziim sdntly sizily mu‘nuy’ wnuy

Dat. mayd bizkd sdyd sizki mu'ya u'ya

Ace. mdnii bizii sdnii sizil mu'nu unu

Loc. mdandicé  bizdidd - sdndidd sizdiéd  mundide  wndida -
- Abl. mdéndi bizdé sindd stzdd mu-nda unda

Ins. mdandild  bizdild  sdndild sizdili  mundile undile

Equ. mindivare bizdivara sdindivara sizdivara mundivara wndivarae
The plural forms of the demonstrative pronouns are regular: béllar,
ollar (loo. béllaréa, etc., only in the instrumental béllarla ~ béllardila).
We find the following striking features: '

(1) In some case forms we find an infix -di~ (originally == adver-
hialis, e.g., in ATu. gatiydi ‘firmly’), which is found in ATu. pronouns
as well: A.v. Gabain: Alisiirkische Grammatik, Leipzig, 1950. ¢1: mindi-
dé = Khalaj méndiéd, sintidi = sindi¢d. The form u'née of the Talx-
ab dialect may be shortened from wndiéa; but it may correspond to
onda of other Turkic languages, as well.

(2) The dative is not *bana, *maya, but analogous to the other
case forms, varying only according to the phonetic laws (-3- > -n-,
~1fi—, —=y—in the dialects, cf. 22., point 5). It resembles Azerbaijani forms
(which fact may be a mere coincidence: the same tendency of analogy
‘in both languages). | | '

(3) The original ATu. forms were bo : ol. The form in -1 has been
preserved in the plural: éllar, and, for its part, influenced bolar ‘these’
> béllar ; on the other hand, the singular form bé- has influenced ol
‘that’ > 6-.

(4) We find a kind of ablaut o' (nominative): u (other case forms)
in the demonstrative pronouns (just as in Ancient Turkic and many
modern Turkic languages), in all Khalaj dialects (Talx-ab ° ‘that’ ~
presto 6 : unda; Winaré o', bo : wnuy, une, munuy, mune, etc.).
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However, we find no ablaut of the type ATu. mdn I” : mini (meni?)
‘me’. (In some Khalaj dialects, among them Xarriab, Bunéinar, there
seems to be an opposition mén ‘I’ : mdni ‘me’.).

Some adverbs have been derived from these stems, e.g., bu°ra ‘here’,
u°ra ‘there” (also ni°rd ‘where’). Here we find some exceptions from the
normal declension: the dative is = the nominative, the locative is bu°da,
ete. (ablative burda, ete.).

The interrogative pronouns are: nd ‘what’ (accusative ndy), kim
‘who’ (Xarrabh, ~ Mansir-abad ki‘m, which may be, conmnected with
ATu. kim == Oirat and seme other Turkic languages, even Chuvash
kam < kim); q@* ‘where, which’ (6 gi'z ga* ‘where is this girl?, ¢@*
y@nda kédliyoruy ‘on which side do you come?’); gd*ni, qd°ni, qi*nu
‘where, which’. Kim shows forms with —di—, ef. point (1), above.

3.1.8. The copula shows two series, after vowels, and after consonants:

after vewels after consonants
‘I am’ —rsim —im
" ‘thou art’ —rsdy ~dy
‘he, she, it is’ -7;,i ~dir
‘we are’ - -rsik ~dk
‘(all of) you are”  -rsdyiz —dyiz
‘they are’ -ri, —dlir ~dallir

These forms are derived from ATu. d@r— ‘to be’ (cf. also Khalaj
drit ‘he was’ = ATu. drti), the suffixes are influenced by the perfect
forms (ef. chapter. 325.). Instead of ~dr (or —ri?) we often find the full-
er (more archaic) form dri (e.g., Talx-ab hdrin bd cusi, balduz édri ‘the
husband’s sister is called “balduz”’ ~ hdy-vdra-ru ‘it’s like the moon’). |
The forms —rsim ete. may be derived as follows: min Ali-rsim ‘T am Al
< ‘if T am AL’ (Al drsim, cf. Ali’rii < Al drti “this was Ali’); this may
have been a modest kind of expression. In some dialects, e.g. Sift, we
find simplified forms like hivédsim instead of havédrsdim ‘T am at home’

(of. 22., point 5).
3.2. The wverb

3.2.1. 'We find two kinds of predicative suffizes, cf. (9). 297, The normal
forms are:
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1. Sg. ~(U)m

2, -(U)y

3, -

1. pL ~(U)K(In)
2. ~iz ~ —yiz
3. ~1Ar

These forms are well-known in other Turkic languages as the forms of
the perfect (and, mostly, conditional). In Khalaj, they are almost
universal, e.g., also in the present tense in —yor—, in the future tense in
—GA-, etc. The only exception is found in the aorist, and this only in
the 1. plural: —miz, e.g., kdl-imiz ‘we come’ (: kil-iyorug “we are coming’).
Interesting are the 1. pl. forms in —KIn, e.g., aliyagin ‘we shall take’
(Mansiir- a‘bad) Some tenses are combined with the copula, e.g., kdlmis
dm ‘I have come’ (< kilmi§ driir mén), not *kélmisim,

As 1 have shown in (9). 3314}30 there is a certain chance that the
conjugation with possessive suffixes is the original ene in Turkic (i.e.,
originally not only kdl-t-im ‘I came’ but also in the aorist tut-a-m ‘I '
hold’), whereas the forms with personal pronouns originally were used
only after nouns and adjectives (alp mén ‘I am courageous’, big min
‘I am a prince’), only secondarily influencing verbal forms (tutar mdin
‘I hold’). Furthermore, there is a certain chance that the different vow-
els of the aorist {—A-, ~-U-, —-I-) originally were aspects {markers of
directions). However, up to now these are unconfirmed speculatlons

3.2.2. The verbal nouns are of two kmds infinitives and partlclples

We find mﬁmtwes in -mA, -mAK, -GU (e.g., kilgiist u®lmata ‘he
may not come, let him not come’, lit. ‘his coming may not be’, kdlgiiéd
td ‘until one comes’), ~dUK (use very similar to Osmanli, e.g., kdldii-
kiim kin ‘the day when I came’, kildikiméi ‘when T came’).

The participles are in: -mi¥ (negative -mddiik [ -madugq), mostly
predicative (but, e.g., Xarrab puzilmis ‘destroyed’, Masi-abad bismis
‘cooked’); -GUr (only in curses, such as bi®ri yi°giir “may the wolf eat
{him }); -GULUK (e.g., Xalt-abad kdlgiiliik ém ‘I must come’, cf. ATu.
~-GULUK}; ~GILi (normally marking perfect, or past tense: Xalt-a- -
bad kadgiili iil ‘last year’, lit. “the year which has passed” == Winar¢
kaégily 1il, Kardiyan bé- Lkalgili harlar ‘these arrived men’; as a noun mark-
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ing a usual actor, i.e., somebody who has always done something and
continues to do it even now, e.g., Xarrdb hikmdk yapyili ‘the baker’,
lit. “the bread-maker”; this form is derived, by metathesis, from ATu.
~GLI); —An marks an action performed continuously (Bunéinar hindn
tevi ‘riding camel = camel for riding’, Xalt-abad kalan yil ‘coming
year = next year’), it very often is in competition with ~GILi (cf. hik-
mék yapan ‘baker’ in Nadr-abad, Masi-abad, Hizar-ahad, Kardiyan);
- rather seldom we find -4GAn (cf. Middle Turkic, al-Kasgari, e.g., Talx-
ab kiildgan oyul ‘the [always ] laughing son’ |~ Eiildn hdr ‘the laughing
man’ ], a marshy valley near by Talx-ab is called yiddgin dérd ‘Stink-
ing Valley’); the participle in —r has been preserved only in some fixed
terms, such as (Talx-ab) kifn batar ‘evening, West’ (“sun going down’ ),
kiin éalar “East’. |

Al participles may be used as predicative forms when combined
with the copula, e.g., Talx-ab mdn kalgili-sém ‘I have come’.

I can not decide whether —An is a loan suffix from Azeri or wheth-
er Middle Turkic -GAn is a contamination of older —4n (preserved in
Khalaj) and -A4GAn (preserved in Khalaj and in Middle Turkic; neither
~AGAn nor -GAn are found in the oldest Turkic documents: the Ork-
hon inscriptions). I have the impression (corroborated by some facts
of Khorasan Turkic) that -GAn is not the original form of Proto-Turkic
but rather a contamination of ~4n and -4G An (cf., e.g., Khorasan Turk-
ic of Giiegi: isldggdn ‘working’, with presumably the same contammation

although Khorasan Turkic, as an Oghuz language, ought to lose -g-).

3.2.3. Converbs are rare in Khalaj. They continue to exist in some imper-
ative forms (cf. 324.), in some fixed terms such as i°né ‘below’ (< ‘go-
ing down’), haya ‘back, behind’ (< ‘going back, turning’), (Bunéinar)
arqayéd hind Eicim ‘I mount onto your back’, '(Maucén) vartbildim ‘1
was able to go’, hay-yali ‘in order to say’, bo'sladiq varyali ‘“we began to
go” (also Xarrab, Bunéinar, etc.), (Xarrab) kilé kild vardum ‘1 went off,
continuously laughing” (even here kilma'la is preferred). Cf. (9). 318-9:
the converb in -°p is preserved only in the imperative. Only two con-

verb forms are productive and frequently used in Khalaj: -GAli and
(to lesser degree) —A (doubled). |

3.2.4. The imperative forms of Khalaj are.very numerous and difficult.
‘We find ten types of imperative forms (almost each of them with sub-

|



KHALAJ AND ITS RELATION ) 31

types). It is above all in the imperative that ancient converb formsin —p
and -V (vowel, undoubled) have been preserved, e.g., gilup-arta *may
he remain’ (= lit. ATu. galip drziin ; *qdl-zun does not exist in Khalaj).
Even the second person singular normally has a suffix, e.g., ali ‘take’
(not *al). The predicative suffixes are:

1. sg. ~(d)Um, —(d)Am

2. -1, etc., -3 (rarel}’)a -GIl (larely)
3. -4

1. plL —(d)UK (d)AK rarely —A41Um
2. ~y, —diz

3. —tAlAr

These forms do not coincide with the forms of any other Turkie lan-
guages. As to the imperative forms, Khalaj deviates from Common Turk-
ic just in the same degree as Chuvash, cf., e.g., ATu. kél-ziin ‘may he
come’ = Azerhaijani gdl-sin (and similarly most of the modern Turkic
languages), but Chuvash kil-tér, Khalaj yé-kal-td, ete.

The ten types of conjugation of the imperative are (only 2. sg.):

(1) —i/-y (ali ‘take’)
{ 2) —ir (basir ‘press’)
(3) -Up/-UpA (qalup ‘remain’)
~Al (kiddl ‘put on clothes’)
~AK (i°rik ‘arrive’)
yA- (ydikd ‘come’, yova ‘go’)
~Uv (ydtwv ‘lie down’) |
—Ar (tular < *surar ‘stand’)
9) yeti— (yeiikd ‘bring’, from kaltt——)

(10) ~pi (yi‘pi ‘eat))
Generally, cf. (9).
3.2.5. For other tenses cf. (9). 295-7. We find: perfect in —dUm ete. (cf.
for the predicative forms chapter 321.), conditional in ~s4m, present in
~(i )yorum (< older Azerbaijani? - but this form is known in Kipchak
dialects, as well, cf. Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta, I. Aquis Matti-
acis 1959. 809; Xalt-abad has —-VtUrUm, well-known in many Turkic
dialects, cf. Fundamenta 808), preterite in -mi§ ém (cf. 318., negative
form: -mAdUK &m, the same opposition positive ~mI$: negative ~m.A-
dUK as in Ancient Turkic), many compound forms, such as kéldiim
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dir (= kildiim + copula), -mi§ wolsam (preterite of conditional). The
aorist has the forms (V = vowel, dialect of Xarrab):
—Vm
. “VD’
- Vr
~Vmiz
~Viz or contraction —iz

~-VilAr

The vowels are the same as in Ancient Turkic, e.g. yat-ur ‘he lies” (not
*yat-ar, as in most modern Turkic dialects). After vowels we find forms
like ba-dla-yur ‘he begins’ (= Ancient Turkic, whereas in Middle Turkic
" forms like basla-r are usual; these are valid in all modern Turkic dialects
with the exceptmn of Khalaj and Yakut: bastir << baslayur). The fu-
ture in ~GA shows very similar to thoese of the imperative (e.g., al-i-ya
‘he will take’, yi®-pi-gd ‘he will eat’ instead of *al-ya, Hy?eagd), ef. (9).
298-9.

4. Lexicology

Khalaj syntax cannot be dealt with here. The Kha]a_] lexicon is
characterized by five strlkmg features:

(1) Khalaj has preserved a very large number of Ancient Turkic
words which are extinet in other modern Turkic dialects, some of them
hapax legomena in Ancient Turkic vocabularies. For further information
cf. my article Altertiimliche tiirkische Worter im Chaladsch (bibliography
nr. (16). Here are some examples: i®m ‘trousers’, kisi ‘wife” (ki%i “wom-
an’), hirin ‘white’. (< iiriin), harq ‘excrement’, balug ‘village’, va@®-
‘to bind’, s7'- ‘to break’, kididn ‘wedding’, @ ‘sleep’, qudyu “fly’; we also
find (Winarg) drdin ‘bride’ (= Codex Comanicus, and only there, er-
dey ‘virgin’). '

(2) Khalaj has many (about 150) words of unknown origin, some of
which are spread all over the Khalaj area (e.g., havul ‘good’), whereas
other terms are characteristic only of certain dialects,

(3) In cases of opposition between Oghuz and Non-Oghuz vocah-
ulary, Khalaj is Non-Oghuz, e.g., @rin ‘lip’ (not *idtag), bi‘ri ‘wolf”
(not *qurt) Some Khalaj words are typically Arghu, above all day
(~ dayil) ‘is not’ (= Arghu day, ddy ol); for the fact that Khalaj is =



