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1
Introduction
While we know a great deal about the languages of the Turkic family, their subgrouping is still not entirely clear. The same problem is in evidence in many other parts of the world where there has been a long period of contact between groups speaking closely related languages. In Tekin (1991) we see the same point made indirectly for Turkic. In this article he compares a number of classifications and shows that for some languages classification is ambiguous, and depends on the features used.


One way to investigate this in detail is to examine the behaviour of a small group of very closely related languages which have been diverging while still in contact. The Oghuz branch of Turkic was chosen as a suitable group for a detailed analysis of this kind. One question to be asked immediately is whether reconstruction in such circumstances is possible at all. Borrowing between dialects can make sound changes appear irregular. Calquing and morphological borrowing can lead to further confusion, as the same structural change may be repeated at different times in different languages. For some, such as R.M.W. Dixon (writing on Australian languages; see for example Dixon 1997) the answer to whether reconstruction is possible in these circumstances is an emphatic ‘no’. He argues that the number of layers of borrowing between groups irretrievably obscures any regular phonological or grammatical changes which might have occurred, and since it is only on these latter types of changes that we can base genetic classification and subgrouping, he argues, any results are bound to be misleading. 


Conversely, others argue that since borrowings can be identified, it should also be possible to identify a different type of change, the common innovation in a subgroup, even in language groups that have had long periods of mutual influence. Relative chronology and other aspects of linguistic reconstruction are very useful in these circumstances. This is the implicit position of Tekin (1991) and Schönig (1999).


The four modern descendents of Proto–Oghuz (that is, Azeri, Gagauz, Modern Turkish and Turkmen) show some interesting differences in their case morphology. Section 3 is a discussion of the forms and a presentation of the reconstructions (along with a brief comparison with Old Turkic). We will also discuss the placement of Azeri within the group. Our reconstructions and subgrouping are based only on innovations within Oghuz; we deliberately place no weight on shared archaisms in determining subgrouping. This is because a shared innovation can be evidence for a period of common (genetic) evolution, whereas a shared archaism simply means that two languages have not changed – it does not imply that there was an intermediate subgroup. While there is not all that much new material in this paper, the authors feel that it is good practice to concentrate occasionally on the fine details of reconstruction (in this case, Proto–Oghuz), as well as the bigger picture and higher order subgroups of Turkic. 

2
Data
The case endings to be considered are given in (1). Note that while we do not consider Old Turkic as a direct ancestor of the Oghuz group, Old Turkic retains many features of Proto Turkic which Oghuz languages do not; it is therefore a useful source of information about early Turkic (playing a similar role to that which Sanskrit plays in Indo–European studies). We also owe a considerable debt to the scholars who have worked on this problem before us, such as Johanson and Csató (1998), Johanson (1981), Schönig (1999) and the papers in von Gabain (1982) and Deny et al (1959). 

(1)
Nominal case forms in Oghuz languages
	
	OT
	*Oghuz
	Turkmen
	Azeri
	OAT
	Gagauz
	Turkish

	Nom
	ø
	Ø
	ø
	ø
	ø
	ø
	ø

	Acc
	–(I)g, –nI
	*–I
	–(n)I
	–(n)I
	–(y)I, (–ni)
	–I/–y
	–(y)I

	Gen
	–(n)Iŋ
	*–(n)Iŋ
	–(n)Iŋ
	–(n)In
	–(n)Uŋ
	–(n)In/ –an
	–(n)In

	Dat
	–kA
	*–(y)A
	–(y)A
	–(y)A
	–(y)A
	–(y)A/–y
	–(y)A

	Loc
	–dA
	*–dA
	–dA
	–dA
	–dA
	–dA
	–dA

	Abl
	–dIn
	*–dIn/*dAn
	–dAn
	–dAn
	–dAn
	–dAn
	–dAn

	Inst/
	–In/–An
	(*–An)
	
	–lA
	–lA(n)
	–lAn
	–lA(n)

	Com
	birlen
	*bi(r)len
	vile(n)
	ilä
	–(n)
	
	(b)ile(n)

	Eq
	–çA
	*–çA
	–çA
	–çA
	–çA
	–çA
	–çA


3
Reconstructions

In this section we present some relevant sound changes and discussion and reconstruction of the case forms.

3.1
Sound Changes

There are a few changes that affect all Oghuz daughter languages and are discussed separately here. Only changes relevant to the nominal morphology to be discussed are given. Other sound changes that do not affect these forms are not given.


One important change is the loss of intervocalic and postvocalic g (OT γ), which usually results in compensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel. It is a widespread and early change in Turkic and needs no further introduction here. Both g and γ disappear word finally before Old Anatolian Turkish (Tekin and Olmez, 1995:39). In Turkmen g remains between non–high vowels (compare, for example, MT ağır and duğul wıth Turkmen àãûð and áîãàç).


Another sound change in Old Anatolian Turkish (and Azeri, but not in all environments in Turkmen) is the loss of vowel length, which is secondarily reintroduced with the loss of ğ. Note that vowel length must have been lost before the reductions and loss of ğ and the associated compensatory lengthening.


Another sound change required to explain the forms found in the case data here is the loss of Proto Turkic *ŋ from the phoneme inventories of Azeri, Gagauz and Modern Turkish (but not Turkmen). It was still present in Old Anatolian Turkish. The following correspondence sets show this:

(2)
*täñiz ‘sea’ : MT deniz, Az, däniz Turk äєœèç
*gan ‘blood’ : MT kan, Az gan, Turk ãàí
The lenition of /b/ to [v] or [ß] has occurred in several branches of Turkic, including Oghuz. It is seen intervocalically in Old Anatolian Turkish and its descendants, as well as initially in a few words such as var ‘there is’. In Gagauz, intervocalic v is lost completely (compare for example tauk ‘chicken’ with Turkish tavuk) (Ozkan 1996).


Another change (or perhaps lack of it) to note is the assimilation in voicing between two adjacent stops. It is noted in modern Turkish, for example, in the equative 
–cA (cf Türkçe but Almanca). Many Turkic languages exhibit alternations of this kind. It is not, however, consistently recorded in the ancient literature. One finds in Old Turkic, for example, not only yolta ‘on the road’ but yurtda ‘in one’s homeland’. It is difficult to tell in such circumstances whether this reflects authentic pronunciation or free orthographic variation. Note, for example, that the voicing of the consonant of the Turkish locative –dA is reflected in the orthography, but that of the emphatic =de is not, even though both undergo assimilation in speech. This is one area where there is considerable synchronic variation. Assimilation rules of this kind are also so common in the world’s languages that they are almost useless in determining subgrouping, and so the indeterminacy of the textual material is not a problem for these reconstructions.


Finally, a comment is warranted on diachronic vowel harmony. We are aware that the relevant harmony systems have changed several times between Proto Turkic and the modern Oghuz languages. It is very difficult, if not impossible, to say at any given stage which principles governed the use of two–fold or four–fold harmony; the oldest documents are ambiguous and, as seen in the previous example of cluster voicing assimilation, it is not always certain that the writing system reflects actual speech. We therefore leave this topic for further research.

3.2
Case Reconstructions
Nominative:
The marker of nominative case is –ø at all attested stages. There is no reason to assume that any other form had currency.

Accusative: 
There are two candidates for the reconstruction of the accusative. Old Anatolian Turkish and its modern descendants show a form –yi (with the glide appearing to break up vowel clusters), while Azeri and Turkmen show –(n)i (the nasal appearing intervocalically). Old Anatolian Turkish, according to Mansuroğlu (1959:169), also sporadically shows –ni on nouns (such as saγraq–ni ‘das Glas/the glass–accusative’ (ŞH IV 2), quş–ni ‘den Vogel/the bird–acc’ (KB 592:12) but such examples appeared in no other source consulted.


The form –yi goes back to Old Turkic –(I)g. It is assumed here that the loss of final g created an alternation between –I (after consonants) and –ø (after vowels); for other examples compare yapıg > yapı ‘gate’, or kapıg > kapı ‘palace’). The use of –I was then extended to stems ending in vowels and a glide was inserted. In Gagauz no epenthetic glide was inserted and the resulting allomorphs is a diphthong with second member –y.




C–
V–

(3)
Stage I


ig
g

II 
(g > ø)

i
ø


III
(MT)
i
yi



(G)
i
y
We must now account for the alternation –ni ~ –i in Turkmen and Azeri. There seem to be two hypotheses for the source of the nasal. The nasal could be a reanalysis of the sequence of possessive + ‘epenthetic nasal’ + case ending . For example:

(4)
Stage I
XX
– si
n
– i

‘his XX–acc’


Stage II
XX
– si

– ni
We will return to this idea below. Alternatively, the allomorph in –ni could be an analogical extension from the pronominal paradigm. An accusative in the pronominal paradigms of the form –nI goes back to Old Turkic, where we find the following paradigm of bu ‘this’ (from von Gabain 1941):

(5)
bu, bo


bunï, munï


(bunuŋ), munuŋ



etc

Compare also the plural bularnï and the second person plural sizni, and the Modern Turkish bunu. In Old Turkic documents we find that –ni also occurs in the nominal paradigm and with loan words in late texts. It would therefore be easy to argue that in Turkmen and Azeri the pronominal allomorph has been extended to the nominal paradigm. There are also some interesting data from outside the Oghuz group relating to the accusative. For example, Tuvan has –nI (Kreuger 1977:113) and Jakut has a definite accusative -(n)I. This seems to imply that the pronominal accusative was quite widely used in some areas as a nominal accusative.


There are two plausible etymologies for the desinence.
 It could be a relic of the marking of the genitive on the possessive, or, more likely, perhaps, it is a relic from the affixation of pronouns to mark possession, where the oblique cases are based on an accusative stem (see von Gabain 1950 for the phenomenon in Old Turkic). 

(6)
Stage I
Noun
Poss Pro – Acc – Oblique Case 
(ie, two words)


Stage II
Noun –
Poss – Case
(ie, one word)

In this latter case, the Turkmen and Azeri accusative is a reflex of the Old Turkic pronominal accusative no matter which route of reanalysis is assumed.

Genitive:
The consonants of the genitive present little problem. The final consonant was a velar nasal in Old Turkic; that form is reflected in modern Turkmen. (For a discussion of the velar nasal and its loss in Oghuz languages see above on sound changes.) All the languages show an alveolar nasal as the initial consonant. In all languages the vowel is high, but in Old Anatolian Turkish only the round set of high vowels appears. (This is also the case with other suffixes, other than the accusative, which in the modern languages show rounding harmony.) This is interesting, because we seem to find variable vowel harmony in some Old Turkic documents:

(7) 
yolïn

road–genitive

oγulïñïn

son–3sg–genitive

The vocalisation, however, is often omitted in the texts and evidence is slight, however in Old Uyghur one finds –nIŋ, with four-fold harmony. Therefore it is impossible to know what to reconstruct, and we leave aside the point.


In Gagauz (Ozkan 1996) one of the allomorphs of the genitive is of the form –an, that is, a low vowel with no nasal preceding it. This can be traced to the loss of intervocalic k and g; it occurs only with stems ending in –ak, as shown below: 
(8)
sokak
‘street’
uşak
‘servant’


sokak–In
‘street–gen’
uşak–In
‘servant–gen’

(k > ø) 
sokaIn

uşaIn


(assimilation)
sokaan

uşaan


The allomorph –an is thus a secondary development within Gagauz and does not concern our reconstructions. Thus, for Proto Oghuz we reconstruct –(n)Iŋ, with initial n appearing only after vowels. We make no comment on whether vowel harmony was two–fold or four–fold.

Dative:

In all the modern languages the dative is a low vowel –A with an optional glide preceding it to break up vowel clusters (a dative morpheme found only in Oghuz, and not other branches of Turkic). This could have been the situation in Oghuz. However, evidence from Old Turkic indicates otherwise. In Old Turkic the form is –ka. In Oghuz, the reflex of Proto Turkic intervocalic *q and *k can become a glide (compare, for example, the dative of infinitives such as gitmek, which is phonologically /gitmeye/). Compare also Turkish düğün, but Uzbek ä±ã±í. This suggests that the glide was not originally epenthetic (see also Gulsevin 1997) for a similar argument). It is assumed here that the glide later became epenthetic by analogy with other epenthetic consonants (such as the 3rd person genitive singular –s(i), the accusative and the genitive). It is difficult to know at what stage this analogy took place. It took place before Old Anatolian Turkish, so perhaps it was already there in Proto Oghuz.

Locative:
The locative case, at all attested stages in all languages, has a form –dA, and this is also the obvious candidate for reconstruction for Proto Oghuz. See section 3.1 on sound changes for relevant comments on assimilation.

Ablative: 
The evidence from Old Anatolian Turkish and the other languages point to a reconstruction of Proto Oghuz *dAn. The Old Turkic form, however, has a high vowel (–dIn). A plausible argument for the source of the change is analogical influence from the locative (Proto Turkic and Proto Oghuz *–dA). Since the lowering of the high vowel is not a regular sound change we must look for an analogical source and the locative is a plausible one. 


There appear to be a few words in Old Anatolian Turkish that show relics of the earlier form, including

(9)
öŋdin

it–ablative ‘before’

göklerdin
sky–plural–ablative ‘in the sky’

From such relics it is possible to argue that the high vowel continued into Old Anatolian Turkish (and therefore we should reconstruct *–dIn for Proto Oghuz as well). Evidence in the opposite direction, that is, for an early change of –dIn to –dAn, is from Orkhon, where –tan and –tän are attested and –tïn is regular only in qantïn ‘from whom’. We therefore leave open the possibility of both forms occurring in Proto Oghuz.

There is also a considerable amount of evidence showing semantic overlap between the ablative and the locative in several different periods. Mansuroğlu (1959:169) quotes as an example ogindä gäçär ‘Es geht durch seinen Verstand/It follows from his intelligence’ (SN 217:9). Given that the locative primarily expresses the point of departure, and the ablative the notion of departure itself, it is not surprising that one should find some semantic overlap (it occurs also in other languages, such as in Australia, and compare too the Classical Latin ‘ablative’, which in some declensions is a reflex of the locative). See also Tekin and Olmez (1995) for further discussion and examples from Turkic.

Instrumental and Comitative:
Attested in many languages from Old Turkic onward there exist both a free form and a bound suffix to indicate the instrumental or the comitative. The free form in Old Turkic is birlä(n); compare also Uzbek áèëàí. The most plausible etymology of this form is that it is a converb bir–le–n ‘to make one’ (one–denom.v’lser–converb), or perhaps from biril– ‘to join’ (Tekin 1969:163). The cluster rl is reduced to l by a regular sound change (affecting other words such as aslan ‘lion’ < arslan).
 In the daughter languages this form is further grammaticalised and phonologically reduced, producing Azeri ilä and Turkish –lA (in some dialects –yle or –lAn). Relics of the old instrumental are found in words such as modern Turkish yazın ‘in summer’. 




Free
Bound

(10)
Stage
I
birle(n)
–An



II
bile(n)
–An



III
bile(n)
=(v)ile(n)
(–An frozen)



IV
(b)ile
–lA(n)
Equative:
This case is used as a type of ‘adverbial’, particularly in Modern Turkish in relation to language names (but also as an adverbialiser as in güzelce ‘properly’). At all stages the suffix appears to be –çA and so this is reconstructed for Proto Oghuz. Indeed, this suffix, in this form, is very common even outside this branch of Turkic, so there are no problems in this reconstruction.

4.
Subgrouping
One of the aims of this paper was to evaluate the subgrouping of Tekin and Ölmez (1995) in the light of morphological reconstruction. From Table (1) it can be seen that the languages are so similar morphologically that there are only two changes which separate Azeri from Turkmen and the descendents of Old Anatolian Turkish. One, the loss of the velar nasal phoneme, groups Azeri with Turkish and Gagauz, while the other, the generalisation of the pronominal accusative –ni, implies a grouping with Turkmen. The former is a single sound change (and a common one in the history of languages), while the latter is an analogical change that has also occurred many times both within Turkic and without. Thus there is not enough evidence to group Azeri either with Turkmen or with Turkish and Gagauz. We cannot say, however, that because Azeri shares features with both Turkmen and Turkish, it should be a daughter both of Old Anatolian Turkish and of a Turkmen/Azeri intermediate subgroup, as Tekin and Ölmez (1995) would have it.


The other question posed at the beginning of the paper was whether meaningful reconstruction is possible in an area with unclear subgrouping – that is, whether we can ascribe changes to certain periods and build up relative chronologies without a very clear picture of the subgroups in the family. In this case, because of well attested earlier, ‘pre-Oghuz’ stages, it has been relatively easy to identify changes within Oghuz as a whole. We have identified common innovations within Oghuz, and while the changes have not led to a clear subgrouping for within the family, reconstruction has still been possible.

5.
Conclusions
In conclusion, we have presented detailed reconstructions of nominal case morphology from the Oghuz branch of Turkic. We have compared our reconstructions with forms attested for old Turkic languages such as Old Uyghur and Old Turkic and have presented a set of reconstructions for nominal case markers for Proto Oghuz. In arguing for subgrouping within Proto Oghuz we have relied only on common innovations, for common archaisms and retentions of earlier stages of a language reveal nothing about subgrouping where the languages are already known to be genetically related. As can be seen from the discussion in Section 4, when only the evidence of common innovation is used (and unreliable indicators, such as common archaisms, discarded), the internal subgrouping of Oghuz becomes much more indistinct.
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* Many thanks to Marcel Erdal and Claus Schönig for many valuables comments on an earlier draft of this paper.


� This is the stage attested in Old Turkic.


� We make no comment on the status of the form synchronically, whether it is ‘epenthetic’ or part of the case ending.


� Note that vowel harmony is not reflected in the orthography in Modern Turkmen (Clark 1998:120): see for example ã±í øµõëåñè [gün šöhlölü] ‘sun beam’. Examples such as this show that harmony need not be reflected in all texts at all periods, and we need not necessarily assume that because a given set of texts from a given period do not show harmony, it was not present in the language.


� Another possible etymology is that the form is bir ‘one’ with the addition of an adverbialiser –lA (Marcel Erdal pc). The Proto Turkic or Pre-Proto Turkic etymology of birle(n), however, does not effect the arguments presented here. 
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