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It is commonly admitted that, there are close affinities between Turkish
and Mongolian as regards the structure, phonology, morphology and voca-
bulary of the two languages which, in fact are the two closely related branches
of the Altaic Language family. Whether this kinship between the two lan-
guages be that of origin! as pointed out by G. J. Ramsteadt and N. Poppe,
or whether it be related to the cultural kinship ? which as W. Kotwitz, G. C.
Clauson and G. Doerfer have asserted, derives from the mutual vocabular
influences through inter actions, the end-product is the same. Indeed when
we look at the issue in terms of cultural interactions and vocabular exchanges,
what is significant are the close affinities between the two languages, which
have emerged as a result of hundreds of years of interactien between Turkish

and Mongolian.

! See. G.J. Ramstedt, Einfiihrung die aliaische Sprachwissenschaft 1. Lautlehre Bear-
beitet und herausgegeben von Penti Aalto, MSFO 104/1 (1957), S. 15; I1. Formenlehre, Bear-
beitet und herausgegeben von Penti Aalto, MFSOu 104/2 (1952); N. POPPE, Vergleichende
Grammatik der altaischen Sprachen, Teil 1 : Vergleichende Lautlehre, Wiesbaden 1960, S. 8:°
Introduction to Aliaic Linglistics, Wiesbaden 1965, p. 146 ve 6t.; “Altaisch und Urtiirkisch”,
Ungarische Jahrbiicher V1, Berlin 1926, S. 94-121; N. A. Baskakov, Altaiskaya sem’ya yazikov i
ee izugenic, Akademiya Nauk SSSR Institut Yamkoznaniya, Moskva 1681, p. 50 Taldt Tekin
“Altay Dilleri Teorisi”, Tiirk Diinyasi Elkitabt, Tirk Kiiltiiriinii Arastirma Enstitiisii yay.
Ankara 1976, P. 118-130.

? Wl Kotwicz, “Contributions aux études altaiques I" (Notice Préliminaire); II a Lés
noms de nombre; FII” ¢‘Les noms couleurs”, RO 7 (1931), s. 130. 234, “Contributions aux étu-
des altaiques IV (Sons interclaires); V (rn nominal), RO 12 (1936), s. 122-142); “Contributions
aux études altaiques™, A les termes concernant le service des relais postaux; B, Les titres
princiers : ture bdg mo. begi et ma. beile, RO 16 (1953, p. 327-368); ‘““Les pronoms dans les lan-
gues altaiques”, Memoires de la Commission Orientaliste 24, Krakow 1936; Issledovaniya po
altayskim yazkam, Moskva 1962; G. Clauson, “The Case against the Altaic Teory”, CAJ 2
(1956), p. 181-187; “The Earliest Turkish Loan Words in Mongolian™, CAJ 4 (1959), p. 174-
187; “Turk, Mongol, Tungus”, AM Nev Series 8 (1960), p. 105-123, “The Turkish Elements
in 14th Century Mongolian”, CAJ 4, 5 (1960), s. 301-316; Turkish and Mongolian Studies,
London 1962, p. 185, 210-247; G. Doerfer, Tiirkische und Mongolische Elemente in Neupersischen,
Bd. I: Mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen, Wiesbaden 1963, s. 5-17 : Die mongolisch-

tiirkischen Sprachbeziehungen.
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The affinities between Turkish and Mongolian could be studied with
regard to two different periods or, better to say, on two different Levels.

One is the similarity between Turkish and Mongolian, the two branches
of the Altaic language family, which are supposed to have certain features
in common. These similarities and common features between them go hack
to the period of the Altaic linguistic unity much earlier than the old Turkish
and Proto-Turkish Periods.

The other is the similarity which is the result of the Mongolian invasion
of Anatolia in the thirteenth century. The political supremacy achieved
by the Mongolians in areas of Turkish settlements and also the process whereby
these areas became Turkish played a Significant and fruitful past in the way
the two languages influenced each other mutually as linguistic borrowing
became possible.

According to a view widely accepted in the Altaistic studies, the first
period, that is, the period of the Altaistic linguistic unity, way a period during
which a great of linguistic material passed from. the Turkish language into
the Mongolian. This linguistic material was composed of words and affixes. 3

During the second period, this interaction between the two languages
worked both ways; Turkish and Mongolian borrowed a lot from each other.
Still today it is a fact that there are many Mongolian linguistic elements in
various Turkic dilalects including the Chouvash, Yakut, Abakan, Shor, Lebet,
Azerbaijani, Cossack, Kirghiz. Uzbek and Turcoman dialects. However,
these borrowings are mostly words, and the affixes have passed to Turkish
together with the words themselves, It is already known. affixes by themselves
have passed to Turkish.

Ofcourse, Turkish has also borrowed many words affixes from other
languages such as Arabic, Persian and French; Yet while the borrowings from
these languages have always been considered strange and they have often
obstructed the development of Turkish because of many structural and functio-
nal differences, the same cannot be claimed as regards the words and affixes
borrowed from Mongolian. The structural and functional parallelism between
the two languages has made it easier for Mongolian words and affixes to be
adopted inte Turkish.

In fact, a great deal od research has been made to demonstrate the lin-
guistic kinship between Turkish and Mongolian in the first period, and thus,

8 See G.J. Ramstedt, Ibid and, “Zur mongolisch-tiirkischen Lautgeschichte I-II”,
KSZ XV. 8. 134-150; III KSZ XVI, S. 66-84; “Zur verbstammbildungslehre der
mongolisch-tiirkischen Sprachen™, JSFou XXVIII 3, S. 1-86; “Das deverbale Nomen auf
-1 in den Altaischen Sprachen”, Studia Orientalia XX/6 (1945), S. 1.8; B. J. Viadimircev,
“Tureckie elementi V. mongolskom yazke”, ZF0 XX (1910), P. 153-184; “Mongolica I,”
Zap. Koll. Vost. I (1925). s. 305-341;,
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the influences Turkish had Mongoelian have roughly delineated. However,
the studies concerning the mutual influences of the two languages on each
other, especially the words and affixes borrowed by Turkish from Mongolian,
during the Mongolian rule of Anatolia are not satisfactory and have been
in adequate.?

2 — It is possible to classify the elements, which are common to hoth
Turkish and Mongolian and which can be considered as the subject matter
of a comparative study, in to three main categories from point of view of
phonology, morphology and vocabulary. But the common elements are mostly
related to morphology and vocabulary. The similarities which are related to
morphology reveal themselves in some inflectional affixes such as noun
inflections (plural, possessive) and verb inflections, as well as in a certain
group of derivational affixes.

Since the studies of G.J. Ramsteadt onwards many ideas have been
put forward on the characteristics which are common to the structures of
language of both Turkish and Mongolian. Here, we don’t want to add new
ones. Yet, what is aimed at und emphasized in this article, is that, Mongolian
carries a special importance for Turkic studies. The reason is, the compa-
rative studies between Turkish and Mongolian illuminate not only the com-
mon points between these two languages and the other Altaic languages
which have not been analysed yet, but illuminates also some problems of the
structure of Turkish itself which needs to be solved. The fact that Mongolian,
which bas taken a large stock of lingunistic material from Turkish, is a language
which still keeps its older forms in currency is in fact can be taken as an
advantage for us to understand the older periods of Turkish from which no
written documents have been left. It is also being used as a criterion to in-
vestigate and specity the elements which have already entered in Turkish
during Mongolian invasions.

Now we want to illustrate this point more concretely with some examples :
!

3 — As the phopetic structures of Turkish and Mongolian have heen
differentiated since the period when there was a linguistic unity between
Turkish and Mongolian it is convenient to take the Mongolian Phonology
as a guide to Turkic studies. However, from the point of view of the subject

4 Some researches about this subject see Hasan Eren, “Sibirya Tiwrk Dillerinde Mongol
unsurlar’”, Tiirk Dili Belleten seri 111/14-15 (Ocak 1950), (Ankara 1951), s. 35-43; N. Poppe,
“The Turkic Loan-Works in Middle Mongolian™, CAJ 1 (1955), P. 36-42; “Die mongolischen
Lehnworter in Komanischen™, Németh Armagani, Ankara 1962, p. 331-340; A. Caferoglu,
“Azerbaycan ve Anadolu Agizlarinda Mogolea Unsurlar”, TDAY. Ankara 1954, S. 1-10; A,
Temir “Tiirkce ile Mogolea arasmndaki ilgiler”, A. U. Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
C. XIII/1-2 (Ankara-1955), s, 7-11; Osman Nedim Tuna, “Osmanhcada Mogolca odiing
kelimeler”, Tirkiyat Mecmuasi XVII (Istanbul 1972), s. 209-250.
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which we study, there are infact some really important factors to emphasize,
One of these is the fact that both Chouvash and Mongolian present the same
kind of characteristics in regards to the phonemic changes r/z and /s as it
can be observed between Turkish and Mongolian. As it is already known the
direction of this change between Turkish and Mongolian, that is to say, which
one of these has primacy in occurence, has been a matter of dispute between
the Turcologists and the Mongolists. Because of this some scientists have
given primacy to ‘‘zetasizm’ and “sigmatism”5 Which have taken r > z
and [ > ¢ changes as their basic, while some others have given primacy to
“rotasism’ and “lamdaism” ¢ which have taken z >r and s > [ changes as
their basis. Yet today many of the Altaists support the idea, that the pho-
nemes 7,/ in Chouvash and Mongolian are older than the phonemes z,s in
Turkish. The supporters of this view claim that the phonomes r,! have become
common both in Chuvash (a very old branch of Turkish) and in Mongolian.
Because of this, these linguists have accepted that the above mentioned fact
is an evidence for the phonemes r,l to be more archaic and basic phonemes
in comparison to z and s general Turkish. Mongolian has been used as a
vehicle in the analysis of Chuvash and the Bulgarian Turkish. The Altaists
have supported the wiev that Turkish had the r,l characteristies in the very
old periods as it has served as a source language, which had given many
linguistic elements to Mongolian, from which the Tungus language had
borrowed in the Altaic period. Mongolian had served as a bridge between
the Bulgarian Turkish and Chuvash which had the r,! characteristics in its
phonological structure and old Turkish. As a result of comparative photenic
studies made between Turkish and Mongelian and between Mongolian and
Chuvash N. Poppe has claimed that there had been a Turkish-Chouvash
unity in the past? which had tied proto-Chuvash and Proto-Turkic to each
other.

4 - When Turkish and Mongolian are studied from the point of view of
morphelogy, it can be seen that there are many points in common between
them. It is possible to classify and illustrate those elements with examples

3 See Talat Tekin, “Zetacizm and Sigmatizm in Proto-Turkic”, 40H. XXII/1, (1969),

p. 51-80; “Further Evidence for Zetacizm and Sigmatism”, Resacarches Altaic Languages,
Budapest 1975, P. 275-284; “Once more Zetacizm and Sigmatism”, CAJ. XXIII/12 (1979),
s. 118-137. '

§ O. Pritsak, “Der Rhotazismus und Lambdazismus”, UA.J. XXXV (1964), S. 337-349);
Iben Raphael Meyer, “Klassifikation und Rhotazismus”, 40 XXXII (1970); p. 159-165; A.
Rona-Tas, “Some Problems of Ancient Turkic”, 40. XXXITI (1970), s. 209-229, B. A. Sercb-
rennikov, “Cto bylo pervignym r2 ili 2, ST. 1971, p. 13-19; A. Nauta, “Rotazismus, Zeta-
zismus und Betonung in Tiirkischen”, CAJ. XV1 (1972), s. 1-13 v .h.

? N. Poppe, Vergleichende Grammatik der altaischen Sprachen, Theil 1 : Vergleichenden
Lautlehre, Wiesbaden, 1960, s. 8 ve ot. s. 146: Taldt Tekin, “Altay Dilleri Teorisi”, Tii. k
Diinyas: Elkizabt, Ankara 1976, s. 122,
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(the ones which have already been pointed out above are excluded) into
four groups presenting the similarities between the affixes which derive nouns
from nouns, verbs from nouns, nouns from verbs and verbs from verbs. But
as the time given is limited, we can give only a few examples. Let’s take,
for example, the plural suffixes :

Plural Suffixzes: In old Turkish there are many plural suffixes which
can also be found in Mongolian. These are the plural suffixes -lar/-ler,
+t,+an/+en, -+s and +z. It seems that the suffix +gun/+giin belong to
old Turkish. Now let’s examine them briefly :

a—The suffixes -+lar/+ler: The plural suffixes, which are most
commonly used in all branches of the Turkish language, and which have
undergone in every dialect some phonetic transformations, are +lar/+ler.
Yet, when we go back to old Turkish, we see much diversity in the plural
suffixes. On the other hand, these +lar and +ler suffixes have a limited
usage with some words which are of a particular significance. For instance,
in Kok-Turkish texts these suffixes are used only with the words which
signify kinship or nobility, as in the case of the words beg+ler (lords, a
feudal superior), eketler+im (my elder sisters), ég+ler+im (my mothers)
and kunguy-+larim (my princesses).® The same is also true for the mongolian
equivalents +nar/--ner. These suffixes are used in Mongolian to express
only kinship or nobility. A. Von Gabain has pointed out that, since a word
may indicate plurality without a plural suffix or since the plural suffix may
appear in constructions in which there is also a modifier to express pluralism
and finally since these suffixes are used with words which have a singular
meaning to express reverence and respect, the +lar/-+ler suffixes in ii¢ ogrilar
(three thieves) and bodisawatlar (one bodisatwa) have a plural function which
is secondary.? It is interesting to note that in Uighur texts the suffixes are
written seperate from’the word concerned. In old Turkish these suffixes
are sometimes added to the adjective instead of the noun as it is in Mongolian,
like, for example, ak-+lar+bul 1.1 For Gabain, one cannot speak with
certainty as regards*the real meaning and function of the suffixes unless the
problem of its origin is solved. ! Indeed, there is a vast difference of opinion
concerning the &tymology of the +lar/+ler suffixes; some argue that these
suffixes derive from the amalgamation of a prorominal root and a plural
suffix, while others assert that the suffixes a cambination of the suffix +la-,
which is used to make verbs out of nouns, and the simple present tense suffix
—r. Also there are those who point out that the suffixes are related to a com-

8 Talat Tekin, 4 Grammar of Orkhon Turkic, Bloomington, 1968, p. 121, § 3.211.
% Alitiirkische Grammatik, 3. Auflage Wiesbaden 1974, p. 84, § 168. 10-A.

10 A, von Gabain, ibid. p. 85, §. 174.

11 A. von Gabain, ibid p. 84, §. 168.
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pound suffix which itself was the combination of two different plural suffixes.
However, as far as I am concerned, the conclusions, which could contribute
to the solution of the problem concerning -+lar/+ler in Turkish, can only
be reached through a comparative study of the historical development which
these suffixes had in both languages.

b — The +°t plural suffix:

The +° plural suffix, which corresponds to the +d-+ud/+iid suffixes
in Mongolian is to be found in the following old Turkish examples : ogli
(sons, children) < ogul, tarkat (Tarhanlar) < Mong. Tarkan, yilpagut (herves)
< yupagu ~ alpagu, bulst (clouds) < buly, tigit (princes) < tigin, siit << Mong.
stin (milk), tagsut (poems) << tagsu, urufiut (warriors) < urufiu.® This suffix,
which was used with various words in classical and pre-classical Mongolian
e.g. Noyan/noyad (princes), kagan|kagad (kings), wusun/usud: (fathers),
elginfelcit : (messengers), emgijemcit (phisicians),1® was an archaic suffix
in old Turkish, seldom used and without any plural function. ¢ For instance,
the use of this plural suffix in various Turkic words, which already have
a plural suffix denotes not a plural but a singular meaning as can be illus-
trated by the double plural sigit+ler < tigin, or the words er-ettler:
“men”, hesiin ereiter: herves, tifiiir+iit--ter (mothers in law < tiifiiir,
(inn+et+ter little sisters or brothers) < ini, in the Yakut dialect, or
the word kadit+tar (women in Northern Turkish) 25, or biget ‘bey’ in Chag.,
or bulut, kanat and siit in modern Turkish. These examplas can be taken
as an evidence for the plural suffixes which have become an inseperable
part of the main word which later has to take the plural suffix for the
second time when needed. Old Turkish specialists and Altaists share the
view that the +° plural suffix in Turkish was originally borrowed from Mon-
golian. Yet, G. Doerfer, on the other hand, argues that it is impossible for the
Tiirkish language, which has given Mongolian various cultural words, to
borrow the +° suffix from Mongolian. He further argues that, even during
the period of the Mongolian rule when many words were adopted into Turkish,
only the +gul suffix was taken by Chagatai from Mongolian. More over,
it is out of question for the +°t suffix to enter Turkish by weans of various

12 Talat Tekin, ibid. p. 121, § 2.211. 4; A Von Gabain, p. 85, §. 172.

13 N. Poppe, A Grammar of Written Mongolian, Wiesbaden 1954, p. 70-73, § 265, 269,
273, 276.

14 A. von Gabain, ibid p. 85, § 172; Talat Tekin, ibid p. 122, § 3.211.4;

15 See. K. Gronbech, Der Tiirkische Sprachbau, Kopenhagen 1936 p. §. 86; 54; G. J. Rams-
tedt, Formenlehre Sinor, JA M. Risinen, Materialien morphologie, p. 55; Zeynep Korkmasz,

““Tirkgede ek yijilmast olaylarinin meydana geligi tizerine”, Tiirk Dili Arasurmalar Yy
(Ankara 1960). p. 177, s. 4.
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Mongolian words for we have no reliable evidence and criteria to prove that
the words with the +°¢ suffix in old Turkish are Mongolian. 16

Indeed, simply because the suffix has become a stereotype and hence,
ceased to be used any longer, it does not necessarily follow that this suffix
was borrowed from Mongolian. Therefore, in emphasizing that the +°¢ suffix
is essentially Turkish, we must also explain why the usage of this suffix is no
more seen in Turkish itself while it has come to be widely in Mongolian.
The usage of +lar/+ler was limited in Kok-Tirkish but its usage was wi-
dened and generalized in a short time starting with the uighur period. Now,
is it possible to accept this a a natural result of this fact? We will emphazise
this point later, in the conclusion.

¢ — The +gun/+giin plural suffix: It is not certain yet whether there
is any relationship between Mongolian and this plural suffix, which was
originally used with some words in the K6k Turkish Inscriptions, signifying
kinship or persons such. as in Kelin--giin+iim (my daughters-in law) < kelin,
tay-gun—ufiuz (your children) < tay (goal, colt). ini+yi+gintiin (my
little brothers and sisters) <C ini. The suffix appears in a few collective words
in Uygur Turkish like, for instance, alku--gun (altogether), kamagun < kLa-
mag-+gun (altoggether, all.) A. Von Gabain has put a question mark about
the plural meaning of the suffix; and from Mongolian, he has given only the
word ada-+gun (horse) as the example.? Since the +gun/+giin suffix was
never a fashionable suffix in classical and pre-classical Mongolian, there is a
reed for a full study of thes suffix, which has disappeared without ever coming
into a popular use. ' ' '

d - +en/+en plural suffix :

The +an-+en plural suffix which has become similar with the +°n
plural suffix in Mongolian (elgi/elgin (messengers), bigigeci bigigecin (clerks)
moritay /moritan (horsemen)?® is a rarely used and an archaic suffix which
had been found in a few examples like oglan (my sons) <Cogil (son),
er+en (men) and oriten (flames) in old Tiirkish. There are some who accept
that this suffix has a dimmunitive or emphatic functions in Turkish, while on
the other hand, there are others who claim that there is a relationship between
this suffix and the suffix +°n which is found in certain locative adverbs
which are archaic such as orun, kidin, iistiin, alin.®

18 G. Doerfer, Tiirkische und Mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen, B.1 Wieshaden
1963, p. 5, 6; 1I. Die mongolisch-tiirkischer Sprachbezichungen., -

17 Alstiirkische Grammatik, p. 60. §. 50,
18 N. Poppe, ibid. e. p. 72, § 270, 271.
13 A, von Gabain, ibid. p. 61, §. 56.; Talat Tekin ibid. p. 121, §. 3.211.3.
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e - +°s Plural Suffix:

The +s plural suffix which is found in words denoting rank such as
Isbaras, Tarkan (Isbara Tarhan) found in Kéktiirk Inscriptions and words
such as Tdolis, Tardus, Tiirgis which are possibly the names of tribes is added
to the words ending in vowels or in ai diphtong in Mongolian : eme/emes
(women), eke/ekes (mothers), erejeres (men)2® etc.

f - +°z Plural Suffix:

+°z suffix which can be compared to the suffix denoting things two
in number: +ra/+re (iki+re : twins), miige+re+siin (cartilage) is a suffix
which denotes things twe in number has produced stereotype words. Kiz
(eye), kokiiz (breast), miiyiiz (horn), tiz, biz 2! etc.

As it is seen, in the oldest written documents of Turkish, a parallelism
is seen between Mongolian and Turkish from the point of plural suffixes.

But although these suffixes are still widely used in Mongolian, as can be
observed in the above examples and explanations they are rarely used in
Turkish and have undergone a loss of function. Since there are very few
examples it is difficult to make a functional differentiation clearly between
these plural suffixes. They were used widely in Mongolian although they
were rare and had lost their function in old Turkish. The main reason was
that, they had undergone a functional end categorical change in Turkish
after the 9th century.

As we have seen in the examples, the plural suffixes °+t, +°n, +° and
+°z have become the inseperable parts of the independent nouns, stems
functioning as their names, and as stereotypes in order to denote a meaning
of plurality instead of being added to the end of the word so as to show plu-
rality Thus, their function of making the nouns in old Turkish has been
lost. Perhaps, kana was a word which was used to indicate only of the feathers
of the wing of the bird at the beginning, and kanat denoted a large number
of the feathers on the wing of the bird. But, through time, the word Lanat
bad lost its meaning of plurality and had been used for a single wing of a
bird in the language. The same be said for the words siin “a drop of milk /siit :
milk, beg/begit, er-/eren.

Such a comparison between Mongolian and Turkish leads us to the idea
that before the period of becoming a stereotype, and an inseperable part of
the noun, these suffixes had been used widely also in Tiirkish parallel to
Mongolian and that, each one was added to different words as each had its
‘own qualities.

% Talat Tekin, ibid., p. 122, §. 2.211.5; N, Poppe, ibid. p. 70, §. 264.
2 Aluirkische Grammatik, p. 64. §. 71, s. 83, §. 170, §. 170.
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It is possible that these suffixes have passed to Mongolian in a period
long before they had undergone a functional change in Turkish. The some
can be observed in certain inflectional suffixes which have similar counterparts
in Mongolian. One of these is the dativel-locative suffix.

5 ~ +a/+e dative-locative -suffix:

It is an archaic suffix which makes the words to which it is added adverbs
of manner as seen in the Mongolian magui (bad magui--a in a bad way,
badly), katagui (merciless), Katagui+a (mercilessly). 22

In Kéktiitk and Uighur texts together with the widel used +ka/+ke
dative locative suffix, there is also +a/+e suffixes, which are rarely used
This suffix produces adverbs of place and time biri, biri (south) biri—ye in
the south, yinn (vorth/yiri—ye (in the north), kuri (west/kuri—vya (in the
west), iiz—e (upstairs). 2

The fact that there existed a very old archaic locative-dative suffix
in the form of +a/+e together with the +ka/+ke datived locative suffix
in Turkish, indicates that an independent +a/+e suffix kept on existing
from the very beginning, parallel to the 4 a/+e suffix the formation of which
is +ka/+ke +ga/+ge >+a/+e.

When looked at the subject from the point of view of functional branching,
it is seen that this suffix being an inflectional case ending at the beginning
had first taken the function of denoting direction (dative). One can also ob-
serve that its locative function has developed, as a characteristic of its forms
on various usages a capasity of deriving adverbs of various kinds.

The following stereotype forms of language point out this fact more
clearly: The Uigh. kiin+ kiin+i+ne (everyday, (Alt. Gr. §. 427), Ottoman giinii-
giniine (everyday, at the very day), Ettub. tiine (yesterday), Kary. Tuna,
tuna giin, tine giin (Yesterday, kara. Text 269, KW 259 and Lchag. 127)
which we eome across in many branches of Turkish; diine (diin) > tiin+e giin
in old Anatoliah Turkish; Chag. Bab. ertesige (tomorrow); Kigesige (in the
evening), Yazmga (during the spring), Kistna (during the winter, Ost. Gr.
§. 355 1) Kask. ke, kirg. kegge, Barb., Tob. Kiiske (in the evening).

¥

Such a similarity between Mongolian and Turkish from the point of view
of the dative-locative +a/+e suffix, which reveals itself in the form of ad-
verbialisation or the derivation of adverbs strengthens the probability that
the stereotype suffixes which have become an ‘inseperable part of the stem
have not emerged quite recently but have emerged in an older period when
there was a Turkish Mongolian language union.

22 N. Poppe, ibid p. 57, §. 206.
8 Talat Tekin, ibid p. 150, 3.241.1.; A. von Gabain, ibid. p. 87, §. 180.
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6 - In this respect various examples common to Turkish and Mongolian
may be given as regards the morphology and affixes of both languages. How-
ever since our time is limitit, which have to leave aside further explanations
and examples.* Just to complete and make the subject clear it would be
usefull to give some examples of vocabulary.

Here, the importance of Mongolian, Turkic studies lies in the necessity
of consulting Mongolian once again in order to make an analysis of the words
that have already entered into Turkish and have lost their original foreign
characteristics. For example, in Ottoman there is a word cilfr ~ ctlgy which
means “foot path” (Kamus Tere : TS I1 769). This word occurs in Mongolian as
cilga (trace, path, narrow rood) in Kalm. as cilga and in Mong. as cilgas.
Furthermore, in Kirg. We can come across this word as yuka, in Bar. yilga,
in Anatolian dialects as yilga in Kazk. Kirg. as cilga. According to the rules
of Phonetic changes seen between Mongolian and Turkish, the c— in Altaic
languages becomes ¢~ in Mongolian, while it becomes y—in Turkish, The y—
in general Turkish becomes ¢- in Kazk. and Kirg. dialects. With the analysis
of these sound changes we can see that the word cillz or cilgi has entered into
Ottoman from Mongolian. 25

The same can be said for the word ¢idam (patience, endurance) which had
entered into the Ottoman vocabulary from the Alt., Tel, Kirg. dialects of
Turkish. The counterparts of this word in Mongolian, appear as cidan (en-
durance). cidanyadan (with great difficulty), cidamag~yadamag (has the
same meaning with the previous one), ¢idal~kiigiin (strength, power). This
word can also been seen in the following forms : Tel. qidim, Tel. Leb. sidam,
Kazk., shor. sidam Koyb. sidum. Because of the phonetic changes which ex-
tend their influence from Altaic to Turkish and Mongolian, The various forms
of this word such as nida- (to endure), f1d (to resist, to endure), in old Turkish,
ttya- in Kom., dayan— in Ott. tiyin— in Tel., Kazk, represent Turkish directly,
while on the other hand, their forms with ¢ represent Mongolian as they
have entered into Turkish from Mongolian. 26 The same can be said for cilasun
(young, brave), which is an old Anatolian Turkish word. The counterpart
of this word in Turkish is yas (young, youngman, youth). The c¢/y and I/s
sound changes between Mongolian and Turkish and the suffix —sun make
it clear that this word has come from Mongolian. When the following words
are compared to their counterparts in Mongolian it is easily understood that

2 Further more knowledge in this subject See G.J. Ramstedt, “Zur Verbstammbil-
dungs lehre der mongolisch-tiirkischen Sprachen”, Journal de la Société F inno-Ougrienne
XXVIH/3 (Helsingfors 1912), p. 1-86; “Das deverbale Nomen auf —i in den altajschen ‘Spra-
chen” Siudia Orientalea X1/6 (Helsingfors 1945), p. 1-8. '

2 Osman Nedim Tuna, “Osmanlicada Mogolca Odiing Kelimeler”, Tiirkiyat Mecmuas:
XVII. (Istanbul 1972), p. 220, 11.

% Osman Nedim Tuna, p. 221, 13.
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they originally belonged to Mongolian : barcak (the handle of the swond),
Kecim (an armour for horses, The piece of cloth put under the saddle), keleci
(word, talk), kesik (turn of duty, quene), kurultay, maral (doe), sadak (holster,
a bag to put the arrows in), sicim (string), serin (cool, fresh air), chag. cag-
davul, candavul (night watchman, watchman), dapkur (the belt in the middle
of a saddle), noker (servant, friend, wife), soyurgal (donation) in Chag. tongal
(fire outside), kiireken (bride, groom), nemer (reward, gift), sile (solid rice soup),
cida (spear)?” in Azerb.; alaka, alka (hammer) in Alt. which is one of the
siberion Turkish dialects; alaken (small mirror), abida (a horse with white
tail and mane), in Alt., Tel. Barb. cagazn (paper), in Alt. Tel. Kilincek
(cé’ime, sin), miiniin (silver), Alt., Tel. sabar (finger), peley (glove), Tel.
siliizin (lynx).

As it is seen, the comparative studies between Mongolian and Turkish
are necessary not only to understand the nature of the kinship relations
between these two languages but also are necessary to solve the problems
and to analyse the linguistic materials related to the history fo Turkish
language.

3 A. Caferoglu, “Azeri lehgesinde bam Mogol unsurlar1”, Azerbaycan Yurt Bilgisi
Mecmuasy C. 1/6-7 (1932), III (1933); Osman Nedim Tuna, ibid., p. 215-246.



