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1.0. Boreal is the adjectival form of bora, a northeasterly wind of
the Adriatic Sea, which is reminiscent of the Boréas in Greek mythology~
north wind or wind from the mountains. This gives the etymology of the
first member of the Boreo-Oriental compound.

The referent for the seconc. member of this compound is easier to
identify than the first. 'Oriental' refers to that part of the Eurasian east
whose coasts and off-shore islands face the Pacific, while 'Boreo' refers to
the hard to determine line (broadening to a corridor sometimes) that separates
Europe from Asia~-a line which extends on a north-south axis from Finland to
the Black Sea.

The Boreo-Oriental languages include all non-Caucasian, non-Indo-
European and non-Sinc-Tibetan languages that are spoken between this line
and the North Pacific Ocean. Some of the languages whose relatives are
otherwise in the Boreo-Oriental area have stepped over thg line into Europe:
Hungarian, Finnish, Estonian, and Lappiz.

The Boreo-Oriental linguistic area is more solidly based on continuous
land mass than is the Indo-Pacific area, but is comparable to it in magnitude
of geographic scope (Languages of the World: Indo-Pacific Fascicles One to
Eight) . |

Just as Oceania m the Indo-Pacific ar . comes into orderly linguistic
focus when viewqd as an area m whikh hundreds ard hundreds of languages
 either .a.x.'e or are ,n‘otv‘member;s of the Malayo-Poiyneqian family, so the

dozens and dozens of lb,nguages it’xfthe Boreo-Oriental area can be viewed in
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terms of their relationship or lack of relationship to Uralic and Altaic lan-
guages. It is all very well to say that the Malayo-Polynesian languages are
pivotal to the linguistic discussion of Oceania, because their family relation-
ship is demonstrated by the reconstruction of a2 common ancestor (Proto-
Austronesian). Uralic and Altaic languages may be similarly pivotal to the
linguistic discussion of the Boreo-Oriental area, but more complexly so—

and this for three main reasons (1.1 to 1. 3, following}.

l.l. Uralic is a demonstrated language family, as much so as is
Indo-European. It was in fact demonstrated to be a language family (thn
called Finno- Ugric) before Indo- European was. But Altaic is EOt a language
family; it is a phylum consisting of at least three language families that are
discussed separately below— Tungus langua:ges including Manchu (3.1),
Mongel languages (3.2) and Turkic languages (3. 3)—after a discussion of the -
Uralic language family (2). It is then quite simple to state the relationship
between Uralic and Altaic languages; since tl._ latter already constitutes a
phylum ranade up of three language families, that phylum is merely expanded
by the inclusion of a fourth language family (Uralic).

| 1.2, | It is easy enough to say that the relationship between Uralic
and Altaic languages lies in the province of phylum llinguistics (rather than
in the province of comparative method work), but this does not say enough.
There remains another 'prO\;ince of ‘investigation, known as éreal linguistics
(and concerned with diffusidn between languagea in contact), that obtrudes in

every discussion on the relationship of Uralic and Altaic languages. Some
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of these languages have been in contact with others in the same or neighboring
families since time immemorial; and the speakers of most of them have
shown a more than vsual tendency—in history as wel. as in prehistory—to
migrate from one region of Eurasia to another, sometimes into regions
occupied by peoples aboriginal to the region. Thus, some Tungus languages
have been influenced by Palecosiberian languages—those that are located in .
the vicinity of the aborigines, and only those, as is indicated below (7.0).
Some Tungus languages are more markedly influenced by the Uralic Samoyed
(3.1). One language—Manchu—in the Tungus family of the Altaic phyium
‘has been so strongly influenced by languages from another family (Mongol)
ir the Altaic phylum that it is tempting to speak of the quasi-Mongol
appearance of Manchu structure ( _2_9, but this appearance is deceptive,
insofar as it reflects the fact that Manchu texts were written by scribes
whose native language was Mongol, instead of reflecting structural similarity
“between the two spoken languages.

1l.3. It is easy enough to say that some similarities among Uralic
aﬂd Altaic languages that are not accounted for in terms of a common ancestor
can be accountgd for as a consequence of borrowing among related languages
subsequent to the dispersal of the ancestral dialects, but this really begs the
question. The question in its rhost genei'al form asks which among the
several dozen languaigés still spoken in the Boreo*Orientégl,ar‘ea are related
and which are not. Just as the three-family Altaic -ph.yluiﬁ has been expanded,

despite remaining skeptics, by the inclusion of a fourth family (Uralic), other
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language families have been proposed from time to time in the present
century for inclusion in this same phylum-—sometimes even other families
located outside the Boreo-Oriental area (e.g. the Eskimo-Aleut family, on

the one hand, and the Indo-European family on the other hand). The suggestion
that Korean belongs in the same phylum with Uralic and Altaic has been

most persistently discussed in this century. But Japanese also, and the
Paleosiberian languages as well, have been examined in a preiiminary way

for t’:r:aces of a common ancestry with Uralic and Altaic languages. If the
traces were only less shadowy, it would be possible tc set up a Boreo-
Oriental mal:ro- phylum to include all non-Caucasié,n, non-Indo- European

dnd non-Sino-Tibetan languages that are spoken between Evrope and tke

North Pacific.

The function of phylum linguistics is like that of a map made before
all parts of a geographic area have been surveyed in detail (e.g. northeast
California was not surveyed before a generation ago, but before that the
unsurveyed part of California was included on the state map; though not in
the detailed topographical survey maps which are published in sections).
The difficulty with including Paleo-Siberian languages as a genetic part on
the Boreo-Oriental map is that some evidence points to possible American
Indian relationships of Paleo?S-iberian languages and some evidence to
possible 'relationships with llanguage fafnﬁie—s in ‘the Altaic phylum. But
phylum linguistics is useful only when 1t is unidirectionai; when phyluﬁ

linguistics maps point uncertainly in two alternative directions, they are
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confusing rather than useful. To avoid confusion, we explicitly exclude
Paleo-Siberian languages and Ainu from the Altaic phylum which comprises
four language families (Uralic, Tungus, Mongol, and Turkic).
| The problem b_f Korean and the two Japanese languages is entirely

different. Here th. phylum linguistic evidence definitely points in one
direction=—toward the Altaic phylum as just identified. TlLere are progres-
sive affinities from Europe to the Pacific—from Uralic to Turkic to Mongol
to Tungus to Korean and even to Japanese, though the affinites are much
chloser between Korean and the Altaic phylum than between Japanese and the
Altaic phylum, as identified above. In order to express this situation of
progressive affinity in a Way which can be subsequently referred to (rather
than explained all over again), we label the maximum coverage by one term
(Altaic macro- phylum) and the more modest coverage by another term
(Altaic phylum). o

Accordingly, in Boreo-Oriental Fascicle One, we treat Korean (4)
.and Japanese aﬁd Okinayvan (5) as members of the Altaic macro-phylum;
and Uralic (2) and what are traditionally known as the Altaic languages (3)
both as immediate members of the Altaic phylum and as ultimate members
~of the Altaic macro-phylum. But we leave Ainu (6) and Paleosiberian
languages (7) as remainders in phylum linguistics—affiliated neither with
the Altiic phylum r;or with the Altaic macro-phylum.

This genetic exclusion of Ainu and Paleo-Siberian languages should

not be taken to mean that they do not really belong to the Boreo-Oriental
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area. They do indeed belong, but in an ar. 1 linguistic rather than in a

‘phylum linguistic sense. They are par excél}ance the aboriginal languages

of the Boreo-Oriental area, and as such hav: had maximum opportunity to
éerve both as donors to and borrowers from a.l the other languages in the
Boreo-Oriental area that are postulated to have a common ancestor, albeit
a remote one.

l.4. The development of the Language Files, involving thé cooperation
of corresponding contributors, consultante, graduate students, and principal
invéstigators, has been described for the Languages of the World ¥ascicles
in general in Sino-Tibetan Fascicle One (0.1). In subsequent fascicles, particular
acknowledgements have been made to partiéular consuitants, but more than
this is needed to give the background of our Boreo-Griental perspective. It
began with training men in uniform during the Second World War, when
Indiana Unive(rsity offered more diversity in Uralic and Altaic'.languages than
any other ASTP program. This was foi.lowed‘ by a IOng series of grants from
various foundations which enabled th‘e University to bring, in successive and
sometimes continuing academic yea;'s, leading invesfigafors of Uralic and
Altaic languages: Knut Bergsland, Bjorn Collinder, Lauri Posti, Alo Raun,
Asbjo;-n Nesheim, Paavo Ravila, Denis Sinor, David Fré,ncis, John Kreuger,
Gyula Décsy, and Thomas A. Sebeok. The visiting in_vestiga;tor's would
discuss their problems and progress with other.members of the Ethnolinguistic
Seminar, a surprising number of whom were engaged off and on with research

on one or another of the Uralic or Altaic languageé, including graduate
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students as well as faculty. In a sense, but perhaps in an unwitting sense,
all of those mentioned have served as consiiltants to the principel invest-

igators in the preparation of Boreo-Oriental Fascicle One.

URALIC
2.0. In the modern view, the language family called Uralic (after

the Samoyedic branch was added to the Finno- Ugric branch) is as well
~attested as any other known language famil-y.' Uralic peoples, so named

from the Ural Mountains (théir Asian homeland), arrived in Europe before

the Christian era. The Finns had come to the Baltic coast by 500 B.C. ’

as is evidenced by inodern Finnish preserving borrowings from Baltic and
Germanic la.xiguages 'befofe these donor languages changed the shape of the

wdrds that were borrowed; that is, the donor languages changed, while the
borrowing languages kept the words iﬁ the shape they had borrowed them,

thereby attesting the time period in which the words were borrowed. The
Hungarians also Aeparated from the other Ugric speakers about 500 B.C;;

they then lived for centuﬁes as nomads north of the Caur~ e and the

Black Seaﬂ, én\‘ finally arrived in Hungary just before Su0 A.D. The
representatives of the other branch of the Wralic family (Samoyedic) also .
moved about, but mostly in Asia, rather than in Europe. Some speakers of
S’ambyedic dialects in the Sayan Ranges (Kamasin, Karagas, and'the4Koy'b"al',
Taigi a‘n’&-MOt_:g;). were replaced by Turkic and Russian speakers; earlier

in the‘ Christian era, Proto-»Sémoye&i_c people lived in Western Siberia and

in the Ob-Irtysh Basin, where they traded for horses, fur, money and bells

©

ERIC
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with Turkic lpeo.ples in a culture area that included domesticated, castrated
reindeer, bronze casting, iron forging and tailored arctic 'c-loi.:h_ing;- the
"English word for parka is 'borrowedv' indirectly ffc;m Samoyedic.
- The following chart e'::presseef, succinctly t;he modern view of the
subrel_atic‘mships in‘ the Uralic family. |
This modern view grew out of the gathering of information and

reconstructive theorizing that begun three centuries ago. Close to the end
of the -eigh_teenth century no clear view was possible concerning the relatfon-
ship ;)f non-western laﬁguages, for lack of adequate information. A language
like Hungarian was supposed to be related to the- other languages of the East,
since (accgordiﬂg to the view then current) ilebrew was supposed td be the
mother of those I#guages. As.ear-ly as 1669, Martin Fogei of Hamburg
offered evideﬁ,ce fbr Finnish~Hungarian relationship, but his study was
néver published; G. W. v. Leibniz tried to secure data from hitherto unknown
languages, especially by asking tr‘avelgrs and ambassadors for their
collaboration and -support. .In a letter of 170_3 he.k states that he knows three
. widespread languages in Scythia: Sarmatian (the language of Russians and
other S@avs); Tartar-’(the’language of Turks, Kalmucks and Mbngols); and
‘Fennic (the‘ language of Lapp#, Finns and Hungarians). The latter, he wrote,
'reaches beyond the Caspian Sea'. Word lists of some length and other
ling:uis.tic.'materials became a»\.ra.ila-bley oﬁly in the second héH of the eighteenth

century. In 1709 a Swedish officer, Ph. J. Strahlenberg,bécame prisoner of

war at Poltava, and was exiled for thirteen -yéars to Siberia. In 1730 he
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published a book in German which contains a comprehensive classification
of 'borer-‘oriental'_(northeastern languages). For his comparisons Strah‘lénberg
uses a list of 60 words, ten of which are numerals and the rest nouns. .
Strahlenberg's classification comprises (1) Finno-Ugric languages; (2)
Northern Turkic languages, including ‘Yakui; and Chuvash; (3) Samo’yedic.
languages; '(4) Kalmyk, .-Manchu and Tangut; (5) a mixed class containing -
Tungus, . Paleos iberian and Samdyedic elements; an (6)' languages spoken in
tﬁe Caucasian . Mountains.

In the second half of the eighteenth century more extensive materials
- were gathered under the-sponsérsh:ip of Catherine the Second, Empress of
Russia. The first questionnairs, compiled by A. . G. Bacmeister, cont;ained
ordinals from 1 to 23, tens up to 100, and hundreds up to 10600, And translations
of twenty-two utterances were ,elicitgdineaéh»language invefstigated:
(1) God is irmmo=xtal. Man does not livg long.
-(2) Mother is kissing hexr’ children. She »'ha's. much milk in her breasts.
Her ‘husband loves her,_ | |
(3) This woman was pregnant. Six days ago shg bore a son. She is still
. ailing. Her daughter is sitting .beéidg her and is crying.
(4) | The,,chi.ld does“not' want to.;uék. | |
{5) This g.irl does 'not'y'et Walk. It is a year and two mohths when she was

4

born.

(6) These four boys are all healthy; the first is running, the second is

3

jumping, the third. is singing, the fourth is laughing.
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(7) This person is blind. His wife is deaf: she does not hear what we are

saying.

{(8) Your brother is sneezing; your sister is sleeping. Our father is not

o

sleepmg. ‘He .eats and drmks only httle. ‘
(9) The nose is. in the rmddle of the face.’
(10) We have two feet, and on each hand five fingers. P
(11) Hair is growing on the head.

(12) The tbngue and the teeth are in the mohth.

(13) The right hand is stronger than the left one.

| (14) "The hair is long and thin. The blood is red. Bones are kard like stone.

' (15)' ‘The fish has eyes but no ears.

(16) This bird is flying quietly. It descends onto earth. The feathers on its

A

-wings are_ blacks its nose is sharp, but its tail is short. In the nest there
are white eggs.

-(17) On the tree there are green leaves and thick branches.

(18) The fire 1s burmng. We see smoke flame and coals.

\

(19) The water ‘in the river is running quick.

(20) The moon is bigger than a star but smaller than the sun..

(21) Yesterday evening it rained. Today in the morning I 3aw a rainbow.

(22) In the night it is dark but at day it is lLight.

The answers to this questtonnatre started coming in but were néver

‘published -as a whble because the project.was discontinued. Interest shifted

to preparihg and publishing the 'comparative vocabularies of all the languages
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and dialects’, edited by P. S. Pallas, and first published in 1787-89,
E | Toward the end of the aighteenth century two systematic attestations
’ of the Finno—‘ﬁg:ic relationship were published, both by Hungarians.
+  The first was by J. Sajnovics who in 1770 attested the relationship
of Hungé,rian aﬁd Lapp on the basis of lexical and morphological comparisons.
He used the opportunity to study Lapp on the spot when he stayed in Norway
for astronomical observations, but did not base his comparisons on what he
learned directly from Lapps. According to the prevalent ideas of his time,
he based his .statements on data from written sources. His conclusions were

accepted by several outstanding specialists abroaa, but rejected in his home

S W T

country because the suggested relationship with primitive people in the north
seemed repulsive to Hungarians at that time.
f ' The other scholar was S. Gyarmathi. In 1799 he published a book

in Gottingen to prove the relationship of Hungarian with the languages of

Finnish origin. The reference to Finnish was first of all calculated to be a

safe one for Hungarians, since the Finns should have been much more

acceptable as relatives than Lapps. Gyarmathi dealt with the problem on a

much broader basis than did Sajnovics, us.ng all the available lexical

and grammatical data. He was perceptive enough to characterize the Turkic -

and Slavic elements of Hungarian as borrowings. In spite of all this Gyarmathi

was honored more for importing two new kinds of potatoes into Hungary than

for attempting to prove the relationship of Hungarian with Finnish ir. a book of

387 pages, written in Latin.
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Sajnovics and Gyarmathi waré linguistic pioneers; they practiced a

kind of comparative method in Finno-Ugric linguistics before this was done

in Intio- European linguistics by Rask, Bopp 2nd Grimm. Since they failed

to receive encouragement in their home country, their pioneer efforts did *
nbt stimulate immediate continiity. Comparative Finno-Ugric linguistics

was not established with continuity untii the second half of the nineteenth

century, after receiving fresh impetue from the efforts of J. Budenz in

Hungary.

The compai:ison of Finno-Ugric with Altaic languages was started by

W. Schott in- 1836. In 1838, F J. Wie;lemann. formulated the following

fourteen poiz:.;s for attesting thg Uralo-Altaic relationsiip:
(1) vowel harmony;

(2) no gra;;xmatical gender;

(3) no articlg.;_

(4) ag;glufinationv; -.
‘ (5.). | pers,onal.‘ possessive suffixes;

(6) richﬁg‘u »on }erhal derivation;
{7 né .prqpoa'it-fonls." only postpqsi’tions;:

(8) attribute plrecledea t:he head;

(9) ‘a,fte_r'i,m;lmeral the noun is singular; | | .

a (lb) ’compafla.ti\facanstructed wi.th the ablative case;
(i) no ve",:b _1_:2 éﬂgz' -
{12) heéatib_n is ¢onju§at;ed;

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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(13) interrogative particles are used;
t , - (14) no conjunctions, verbal noun constructions instead.

All of these are typological considerations which have dominated
h discussions concerning the Urale-Alt:aic relationship ever since Wiedemanh's
day. M. A. Castren is noted for his abundant and valuable field work in
Altaic and Uralic, rather than for his contributiops- to comparative linguistics.

As indicated above, Finno-Ugric comparative linguistics was

established with continuity in Mungary by the second half of the nineteenth
century. In Fiuland, the Neogrammazrian approach was introduced by °

E. N. Setéld. Finno-Ugric linguistics had reached the same methodological
level as Indo- European linguistics by the end of the nineteenth century.

No really ancient documents are available from older Finno-Ugric ;
languages, however, since the earliest text dates from 1200 A.D. The
comparative study of Finno-Ugric languages has necessarily been based
on field work; this can be considered both as an advantage and a disadvantage.
Lack of older language documentation is a drawback from the poini: of
view of the putative phonetic reality of a reconstruction, since it sometimes
happens that none of the present day dialects has preserved a traee of an
original sound which might have béen preserved in documents. On the othexr
hand, working witn- informants provides a much more realistic view of
language as an on-going system thaa does interpretation of older documents.

2.1, Invour survey of Uralic languages we start from the west ,

—i.e. with the [op (Same) or rather Lappic languages because it is a fact -
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that there are several Lapp languages. Lappic i8 spoken in four countries:
in Norway by 18,500; in Sweden by 8,500; in Finland by 2, 300; and on the
Kola Perninsula of the Soviet Union by 1, 360 persons. Tlf;.us the total number
of Lappic spzakers comes to about 31,000,  Eight main dialect groups can
be distinguished in the Lappic ‘areag |

(1) Ruija Lapp:isspoken in Nérway (Finnmark, Troms, Ofoten), and
in Swgden (Karesuando, Jukkas jﬁrvi) , and in Finland (Utsjoki, Enontekio,
and reindeer “reeders: of 4Sodai}ky13,) . About two—thirdf of all Lapps speak
thie language.

(2) ‘Lule Lapp is spoken in Sweden (along the Lule River in Gellivare
and Jokkmokk), and in Norway (in Tysfjord, Hamargdy, and Folda).

(3) Pite Lapp, close to Lule Lapp, is spoken in Sweden (along the
Pite Rifrer in Arjeplog und Arvidsjaur), and in Norway (between éaltenfjord
and Ranenfjord).

‘(4) Ume Lapp is spoken in Swede,n (along the Ume Rivar southward,
Lycksele, Mald, Sorsnele).

(5) Southern Lapp is spoken in Sweden (in Jemtland and Herjedalen),
and in Norway (in Hatfjelldalen and W?fsen, southward to Rg ros).

(6) Inari Lapp is spoken in Finlind (around Lake Inari),

" (7) Skolt Lapp is spoken in Soviet Russia (arcund Petsamo, in the

west of Kola Feninsula). -

(8) Kola Lapp is also spoken in Soviet Russia.
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In addition to these dialect groups, there are six or seven Lapp literary
languages=--ways of writing Lapp langu-ages‘which have been tried.

X This classification of eight dialect groups is tantamount to eight
separate Lappic languages, ;.»ach of which is humbered; above. The Lappic
’,an.guages ,an& dialects have also be‘en_cléss'ified in terms of the countries
in which ﬁhey, é,re spoken; and also in ter;ns of the general. geographic areas
in w};ich tiney*ar‘e -Ispoken, Both the political and areal classifications,
which follow, are cfoss-indexed to the numbered languages in the preceding
classification of eight dialect groups.

The political classification comprises:
Norwegian.Lapp -=- (1)
Swedish Lapp -~ (2) to {5), inclusive;
Finnish .Lapp - - {6);
Russian L;pp == (7) and (8). |
This repre-senté a .le-sé close correlaﬁon with political states than the labels
suggeét, .since-’_’No‘rwegi'an Lapp (1), is spoken in two other countries in
addition to Norway; since Swedish Lapp---(Z) to (5)--is also spoken over the
border in Norway; 'a*ndisincé one of the Russian Lapp languages, (7), is also
spoken in Finland.

The areal classification comprises:

Northwestern Lappic-=-(1) to (3), inclusive;

Southern Lappic--(4) and (5);
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Eastern Lappic=—-(6) to (8), inclusive.

One of the two languages in the scuthern Lappic area, namely (4), is

sometimes discussed as a kind of transition between the Northwestern and

Southern areal groups:. This points clearly to the indeterrﬁinate status of ’
all three classifications; location of the exact language barriers among the
several Lappic languages an.d dialects remains as a problem for dialect
distance testing.
A high percentage of speakers of Lapp are bilingual, their second
laﬁguage being that of the country t’ 2y belong to. In the case of the mutual
uinintelligibility with another Lapp language of the same country, the national
language serves as a lingua franca. According to the data of the Soviet
census of 1959, about seventy per cent of the Lapps declé,red Lapp as their

native language. In interstate traffic they may have formerly used Russenorsk

(the lingua franca of the north), when Russenorsk still functioned as a means
of communication between Russians and Scandinavians.

2.2. The Finnic group is also known as Balto- Finnic. Mo.st important
in this group is Finnish proper, spoken in Finland by about four mjllicn
persons. In’the Soviet Union there are an additional 93,000 Finns of whom
59.5 per cent give Finnish as their native tongue. In the rest of the world
there may be some 200,000 more Finns representing different degrees of
mastery of Finnish. Finnish dialects in Finland cén be subdivided into

western and eastern dialects. -

Eastern dialects of Finnish quite gradually shift into Karelian. In
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1959 there were 167,000 Karelians in the Soviet Union; 71.3 per cent of these
declared Karelian to be their native language. Linguistically, Karelian can
be subdivided to Karelian proper and Olonetsian. Karelian itself can be
divided into Northern and Southern, Novgorod and Tver (Kalinin) Karelian.
Forebears of present day Novgorod and Tver were emigree groups; they
came from Kare.lia ir; the seventeenth century, mainly from the Kakisalmi
border area between Russia and Finland. It has been claimed by several
scholars that Karelizn is not an original Finnic dialect but a linguistic
mixture including Finnish. But there is no doubt that Vepsian was an ancient
Finnic dialect. East of Karelian, Vepsian is nbw dying out, as is evidenced
b,  the fact that of the 16, 400 official Vepsians ouly 46.1 per cent use it as
their mother tongue. Ludic is a small dialect group which the Russians count
with Karelian;lactually, Ludic is a transitional dialect between Olonetsian
and Vepsian.

Ini1 1959 there were in the Soviet Union 1,000 Ingrians of whom 34.7
perceni uaedvmgrian as their first .language. ‘Some scholars derive Ingrian
from Karelian, others frcm Finnish.

Ail' the languages and dialects mentioned 8o far constitute the northern
or northeasfern branch of Finnic. This is more of a‘geographic than a lingﬁistic
divigion. Western Finnish is linguistically close to Estonian, spoken by one
million persons in Estonia and various nther countries. There are two
Estonian .languages;; North Estonian and South Estonian, both obviousiy

descending from individual Common Finnic dialects. South Estonian is
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concentrated» in the south¢ast . corner of ‘he country.'

Two more séuthern Finnic languages are very close to extinction.
Livonian may be spoken by éome 560 persons, mostly in Latvia, in a few
villages westward from the northernmost point of Domesnes in Curonia. -
So also, Votic -is‘ almost extinct; it is gpoken by only a few éld persons in
Ingria which is the area adjacent to nort.:heastern Estonia.

The classificatory part of the preceding information on languages
and dialects in the Finnic group is now repeated in tatular form:

(1) Finnish
Western dialects
Bastern dialects.

(2) Karelian
Karelian —prbper':

Northern
Southern -
~Novgorod
Tver (Kalinin)
Olonetsian
Ladic (according to the Russian language census).
(3) Vepsian o | | B ' .
(4) Ingrian |
(5) North Estonian (Estoniaiﬁ) .

(6) South Estonian
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-(7) Livonian
-{8) Votic.
2.3, There are two Volgaic languages, Mordvin and Cheremis (Mari).
: 'I?hé westernmost of the remaining Finno-Ugric peoples in the Soviet
Union are Mordvins. Their total in 1959 was over a mAillion~(-l, 285, thO), of
whom 78.'1-"pe£ cent de-cléredLbrdvin to be their native tongue. In fact,
however, Mordvins are everywhere a minority, and only 28 per cent of them
live -in their own autonomous republic where they constitute 36 per cent of
the entire population. This situation, of course, is the re‘éult of an enormous
displacement, occasioned 'by political ci'rcumstahcés. -Outside thé Mordvin
autonomous: republic, Mordvins are found in six different provinces {cblasts)

and three other autonomous republics. There are two main dialects of

“Mordvinug Ernja and Mok#a. The latter is spoken mainly in the southwestern
part of the éxjea where Mordvins are found. Theré are more speakers of

‘Erzja than of Mok¥a, but exact numbers are not available since the census

-doee -not.;'-make a distinétion between these dialects.

The other Vol.ga-'mec lan‘page is Cheremis (Ma.rt), north of the

:'Mordvin. In 1959 there were a kalf million .of them (504, 200) and the per-

centage"'that ‘claimed Cheremi..l as their mother tongue was very high (95.1).

The dialects.'-of-,Cheremj.s can be divided in three groups: Western, Eastern

vand;d'ilplaéed ‘Eastern, Cheremis bas taken numerous loanwords from the

Turkic languages of the area (Chuvask and Tatar). \Li.ke the Mordvins, the

'Cherém'ii- have two literary languages .

3
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In summary, the Volga-Finnic languages and di;lects are:
(1) ‘Mordvin
-Erzja
Mok3a
J {2) Clieremir(Mari)
Western - |
.Eastern
-Displaced Eastern.
" 2.4. The Permic languages and dialects are:
. ; . (1) Votyak (Udmurt)
"+ {2) Zyrian (Komi) -
Kofni-'-' Zyrian
-.qui— FPermyak
-~Ya£va' :
:Votyals,'(Udmuft) is lpoken.eait 6f the Cheremis; Zyrian (Komi)
is lpbken .no'rth of the Votyak. In 195§ there were more than a half million
: Votyakt (624 500) of whom 89.1 per cent declared Votyak to be their native
tongue, The,lYotyak dialects are quite close to each other, mutual intelligibility
is 1m&nediatq -Even the Bes serman dn.alect in the ncrth, in which there is
apparent Turkic ttructnre. ll immedutely intelligible. Zyrian (Komt) is the
;language of Ieu thana rmlla.on personn (430, 900) of whom 86,7 per cent
claim it as their mother tongue. The Zyrun live north of the Votyaks along

‘rivers which drain a large area. Their dialects are more differentiated than

CERIC | o |
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those of Votyak. The three main dialects are:; KomizZyrian, Komi-Permyak
‘and Yafva. ‘The last mentioned dialect is represented by a mere 4,000 -
speakers, There are twice as many speakers of Komi~Zyrian as of Komi-..

. ‘Permyak, -The latter have their own .literary'language; but they could easily
read the -Konii-Zyri.m ii-terary language. From work done in comparative-
historical linguistics, it is?bui.ble to see thét-the two Permic languages
are very close to.each other; their .'sepa.ra.tio:; is supposed to have taken place
paly-in-the eighth century A.D.

T 3_‘._2_’ Ugric is the last group of the "Finno-'Ugri:cs."Hréﬁch_.‘that- remains
to be discussed. There are two -Ob- Ugric languages, so named because

they are spoken along the Ob River and its.trfibutaries, Vogul (Mansi) and

-Ostydk_"(Xanii). ‘Ostyak is spoken .to the east and south of Vogul. In an earlier

'perioﬁ, most of the present-day Cb-Ugrians had lived on the ‘European’ side

~of the Ural ‘Mountains; the ‘shift to the Asian side took place mostly between

.

the twélfth and fifteenth centgﬁ"eu. in~l959 there were 6,400 Voguls of whom
59.2 per cent ueclared Vogul to be their native tong.ue.‘ Four main groups of
- Vogul: df‘ale"cts are distinguished-—north, s:cimth,' east, and west-Vogﬁl. Most
important is the nor'th;rp~ group, spoken rr;ainly on the ubp;er Sosva and Lozva
‘Rivers; the southern -j.rpup on the Ta;r&a I;'ive-r ;i'a on the verge of extinction.
. Ther'e-wgre:in 1959 some 19,400 Ostyaks of whom 77 per cent claimed Ooty@k
‘a8 their native tongue. Ostyak §iaxl.ects are di'vid.e;d in three groﬁpc (northern,
‘eastern.and southern) an.d are so diverse that Ostyé;k has 'be;n experimentally -

written in foux different wa;yi .

A e P ¥ " _a
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The most. important Ugric 'languag‘e is Hungarian, linguistic-é.‘tfy |
- -closer to Vogul than to ‘Ostyak. .The exact-number of H ungarian speakers
is unkhown. It is often -upposed that there are thirteen million Hungarians
all told counting those who live in Hungary and in the adjacent countries
‘and abroad, It is customary to distinguish eight different dialect areas of
g Hungarian' these were diatmguuhed by J. Balass (1891).
-The Hungatian dialect areas are now listed, tocgether with a summary
of the dialects of the two other Ugric languages:
- (1) Vogul (Mansi)
Northern
-Southefn
*-Easf-‘crn
-Western
:(2) ~Ostyak (Xanti)
Northern
«-Easm_m'
Southern
(3) - ‘Hungarian
Western
--'Ba_yona,panube’ (i.e. west of the ‘Danube)
Alfold (i.s. ,Athc ‘Hungarian lowland)

‘Danube-Tisza (i.e. between the Danube and the ‘Tiska)

Northwuterp
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Northeastern

i 'King's Pass'

Széke‘ly (Transylvania)
2.6. Some differences between Finno-Ugric languages are shown
by giving the translation of *1e same sentence in various la‘z;guéges. A body
of texts with such translations was published by P. Ariste in Kodumurre 5 |
(1962). The original text was Estonian. We cite Ariste's sentences 1, 2 and
N 4 as First, Second, and Third s¢ntence, below. A literal translation appears,
‘ with each English gloss numbered, word by word. In further literal trans-
; lations the same numbers are used to index glosses already given, and only
new words are glossed.
First sentence: 'Life was formerly much harder than now." *

| | Estonian (North Estonian) in the Finnic group

enne’ oli inimeste elu palju raskem kui nifid.
earlier '~ was  people’s life much harder than now
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Livonian in the Finnic group

N jedmél vol rovston jelami pagif  I3lamim “abku paldif.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
. Votic in the Finnic group -
eellt 8l il ehmiisii elo pa.llllo raskaapi ku nud. |

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1
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Finnish in the Fi;inic group
ihmisten ‘elami ~oli ennen paljon vaikeampi kuin nykyisin.
3‘ 4 2 | | 5 6 7 8
Ingrian in the Finnic group
ennen °oli inmihiisiil elo paljo rangamb kui nfttf.
1 2 3. ‘4 5 6 1 8
| Kareliarxl (Novgorod Valdai) in the Finnic group
- iella rahvahan el2ndi ofi  2ijaldi jugiembi cem nittenZ. -
1 3 s 2 5 6 7 8
Ludic in the Finnic group |
ende oli ~ rahvahen elaige dijad | &ugédembe kui ANgu8i.
1 2 '3 4 5 6 T 8
Vepsian in the Finnic group
endo raffale ol i ajad foulmemb elada mii nuguni.
| 3 2 5 6 4 7 8
Kola Lapp in the Lappic group
evter drme jai'mui. fai 'j_ennc vuegr rofja: &em  sonn Ii at°te

1 - 3 4 2 rnany times 6 7 it is 8

Mordvin Erzja in the Volg'a.- Finnic group

jede ikele lomadties efamost ulfies sede ‘staka te #kant kofas.
\'-w .
1 ', 3 4 2 6 8 7

.Mordvin Mok¥a in the Volga-Finnic group
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Sadengels lomafﬁﬁaﬁ‘ efafsna ‘ul§  sada staka * tafton? koras.
| 3 4 “.2. | 6 - 8 | 7
‘Eastem-("MeadoW') ‘Cheremis in the Volga-Finnic group
o¥no ajdemen iloseZe lkozo,;;se dec jatsrlan' nele ~. lijon.
| 3. . 4 8. | 7 5 ". 6 2
| Komi Zyrian in ;he Permic g:oup
vazen - jezlen olamys vsli jona §akydd;yk snija .dbi‘yi .
| 3 4 2 5 6. 8 -7
Komi Permyak in the Permic group
odffyk otirlen olanys veli una s'oky‘i:iyk -én’ﬁa kadsa.
1 3 4 2 5 6 8 7
Votyak in the Permicl group
agvyl 'aéamioslen ulongy ° ali #&ryé trosly ) Sekyt val.
L 3 4 8. 1 5, 6 2
QOstyak in the Ugric ‘g‘roup
. old age  in  Ostyak 3 4 way 5 .6 2

Vogul in the Ugric group

pes '‘porat mixum = Glupsanl 38  Slnenl : tirvetay ola.
old  time-in 3 4 8 being-from 6 2

Hungarian in the Ugric.group
ezel'él;t az emberek élete | nehezebb volt mint most.

1  art, 3 4 6 - 2 i g

1
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Second sentence: "All that was needed, one made oneself.' -

Estonian (Northc Estonian)

kodus tehti ise  koik, mida oli = vaja.
at home was done self ail what was  necessary.
1 2 3 4‘ ' 5 6 7
Livonian
kuonno teito amme, mis vol vajag.
1 2 3. .4 6 7
Votic
kotonna tehtii izc kOikkSa, mita Oli vajaé..
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- Finnish
kaikki, mitd ‘tarvittiin,‘ tehtiin itse kotona.
3 - 4 - 6/7 2 3 |
Ingrian

kois  tehtii itse kaig, mid% oli tarvis.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Karelian (Novgégrod' Valdai)
koifBa loajittih .ice kaikki:,_ mid¥ pidi.
2 3 _4' 5 6/ 7
| | T-'I..!.ldic

kodis azuttih i¥e kai, mid® vai oli vajai,

1 2 3 4 5 -ever 6 7
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Vepsian
kodis  tehthe ite kaiken, mii pidi.
1 2 3 4 5 6/7
Kola I.,app
pegteé  puk, Thi Dbidde 4, orme rihke  idia.
1 4 5 7 6 people 2 3
Mordvin Erzja
~ vesé, mefe efavé, . fejiest synst - kudoso.

4 5 6/7 2 they themselves |

Mordvin Moksa

sembof, meZ8 eravs, fijeddo s sind kudsa.

4 5 6/7 2 they themselves 1

Eastern Cheremis

cola  Kiles fWzgarem  jep-vlak mdpgeStedt Ske obten tola%en ot.
4 7 thing people 1 3 2

Komi Zyrian o |
stavse, myj wveli kole, veclisny aény,rs gortanys.
4 5 6 7 2 3 |
Komi Permyak
bydes, myj kolis, kerisse afnys gortanys.
4 5 6/7 2 31 !

Vetyak

vaize ik, mar  kule val, afseos dorazy leftylijzy
4 just 5 7 6 3 1 2

©
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Ostyak
kadiy ver josne verta mosss.
every  work byhand  todo 6/ 1
| Vogul
mater  Ati &rnut jun (kolanslt) vareglasat.
what not 7 1 1 they did
Hungarian
otthon - készitettek mindent, ami kellett.
| | 2 4 5 7

Third sentence: "People did not have time to learn. "

Estonian

inimestel poinud aega oppida.

- people there wae not=  time to leafn

did not have
1 2 3 4

Livonian

rovston iz Go- aigo oppo

. 2 : 3 4
Votic

idehmiisiillf  bollu  aikaa oppia.
1 2 3 4
Finnish

ihmisillZ ei ollut aikaa opiskella.
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Ingrian
inmihiisiil ei old aikaa oppiissa.
1 2 3 4

Karelian (Novgorod Valdai)

rahvahalla eij ollun aigoa opastalieccie.
| 2 3 4
Ludic
rahvahal ei olnud aigad opastuda.
| 2 3 | 4
Vepsian
| raffal ii olnud aigad .opetaéﬁ.
1 2 -3 4
| Kola Lapp;
| o/jmegancen elfei ast  ofpnuvve. .

1 - 2 3 4 :

Mordvin Erzja

L)
A

=\

lomaiitre arasel -8kast tonavtiems.

s

2 3 4
Mordvin Mok¥a
lomafff'xé'n'  assl” wemasna (pingsna) tonafiiems.
1T 2 3 3 4
Eastern. Cheremis
tunemad  tunam | %ap | li;ion ogel,

4 - then 3 2
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Komi Zyrian
jezlan ez vev kadys veladCyny.

1 2 3 4

Komi Permyak

otirlen ez vov, Lkadye  velat®am  ponda. o
1 2 3 4 for
Votyak |
adamioslen dySetskyny derY" ol val,
1 | 4 | | .’ 3 2 |
| Ostyak
untltoijtte ~ kem ~ Xannexo - jox si porajj ant tajset.
4: : ‘opportunity - Ostyak 1 | tl:sn not had
| Vogul -
maxum xa,ni‘»s'taxtua.’)kve’.l - xal - at xdntyglasot.
r 4 3 not found -
| 'Hungariah o
az embereknek nem vovlt‘;‘ ~ idejik  tanulni.
article 1 2 : 3 o 4

2.7, When the five groupsa of languages in the Finno-Ugric branch
(La.ppic, Finnic, Volga-Finnic, Permir, and Ugric) are considered to belong
to the same family as the Samoyedic languages, the language family that
comprises both the Finno-Ugric branch and thé Samoyedic branch is called
Uralic. The cognate density between languages of the Finno-Ugric branch is,
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roughly speaking, about twice as high as that between ra,nj;'r lah.gué.ge of the

Finno-Ugric branch and a Samoyed lénguage» selectéd‘ by -A'l'o. xR,'a.mn for com-
parison.with a sample of langliages of the Finno- Ugric br‘é.nc‘h (With compar-
isons based on Swadesh's 100 word list, and hehce expressible in pgrcentages):

Finnish Mo.dvin Che‘remis Zyrian -Huhgarian " Yurak

| . Samovyed
Finn. - 24 36 3 S22 15
Mord. 34 - % 21 2 15
Cher. . 36 36 - 0 30 19
Zys. 3l 27 0 - 2 1L
Hung. 27 25 30 26 - 13
Yur. Sam. 15 15 9 u 13 -

' In 1959 there were 23,000 Yurak Slam,osreds‘ (l\fenec)‘; amoﬁg whom
85.7 per cent declared Yurak to be their native tohgue. 'Yﬁrak.is the most
important representative of North Samoyedic'. | T’avgy Samoyéd (Nganasan)
belongs to the same group. There were 700 Ta;vgy Samoyeds in 1959; 93.4
per cent of them claimed Tavgy as their native language. The Yurak are

spread over an immense tundra area from the mouth of the Northern Dvina

in Enrope up to the deita of Yenisei in Asia. The Tavgy Samoyeds live in the

Taymyr Beninsula in Siberia.
The third North Samoyed group, the Yenisei Samoyed (Enec) of the
lower Yenisei River around Dudinka, are not listed separately in the census

of‘_\1959; in 1926 there were 378 of them. South Samoyedic is represented by

‘the »sd--called Ostyak Samoyed {Selkup). There were 4,000 of them in 1959,
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but only 50.6 per cent claimed Se lkup as their native language. The
Northern. Seikup live along the river Taz and its tribﬁtaries; the remaining
speakers of Southern Selkup live mainly in the Narym District. Until recently,
S elkup was supposed to be the only survivor of South Samoyedic, and Sayan
Samoyedic with its ‘best known re presentative, Kamas, was supposed to be
entirely extinct. However,at te Séviet conference of Finno-Ugric linguistics
in 1963 it was mencioned that one speaker of Kamas, a man 67 years old,
is still alive. In 1914 there were 50 Kamas people among whom only eight
had some knowledge of Kamas.

In view of the immense spread of Samoyedic, it is usually assumed
that the dialect differences must be considerable. This may of course be so,
but in the case of Yurak Samoyed one would _éxpect greater diversity than appears.

As P. Hajdd concludes, some leveling of dialects must have taken place through

later contacts among nomads. The main dialect groups of Yurak Samoyed

are the Tundra and Forest groups among whom mutual understé,nding is
possible only with great difficulty.

Yeniséi Samoyed is quite close to Yurak, and has two dialects.
Yenisei Samoyed appears to be the link between Yurak and Tavgy Samoyed;
the latter also has two dialects. Selkup can be divided into three dialect |
growps: Taz (northwestern), Tym and Ket (southern).

The dialectal differentiation in Selkup proliferated to the point at

which every yurt was supposed to have its own dialect. This created difficulty

in communication which was partly solved by adopting the lingua franca of the
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area, either Russian or Ostyak depending on the location of the spezkers.

| The most important lingua franca in the Uralic area is colloquial
Russian, spoken with Uralic structural features. Among the latter are
disregard for Russian gender and prepositions.

In summary, the Samoyedic language and dialects are:

(1) Yurak Samoyed (Nenec, Nenets)

(2) Tavgy (Tawgi) Samoyed (Nganasan, Nanesan)

(3) Yenisei Samoyed (Enec, Yenets)

(4) Ostyak Samoyed (Selkup)
Taz (northwestern)
Tym B .

Ket (southern)

P

(5) Sayan Samoyed

Kamas.
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3.0. Altaic comprises languages spoken by the most central of all
Asiatic peoples, who have left no marginal part of Eurasia untouched. In their
florescence, they came to the gates of Vienna, to be turned back with the help
of their putative relatives, the Hungarians. They were not turned back in
India, wﬁere they flourished for almost two centuries under six Mogul rulers-
all able men whose personalities (especially Babur's and Akbar's) and whose
Mongol culture were more agreeable to Hindu personality and culture than
were those of the Mohammedan or British conquerbrs. They were not turned
back in China which they ruled, under the Manchu dynasty, from 1644 to 191};
but they found Chinese personality and culture (and language) to be so very
agreeable that the conquerors became the converts. They were not turncd
back in Southeast Asia (e.g. they once sent a punitive expedition as far distant
from the mainland as Java).

It is well known that foday the Turks in Turkey are the only Altaic
peoples who have preserved any semblance of political continuity from the
centuries in which Altaic peoples dominated or ca.t their shadow over Central
Asia, Southwest Asia, South Asia, East Asia, and even Southeast Asia.4 But
Turxic peoples outside of Turkey, as well as Mongol people—~with more
Mongol speakers outside the Mongolian Republic than in it—as well as Tungus
people (including Manchu and many other Altaic people with other names)
are all doing business at. their old stands, even though their business is no
longer concerned with power politics. During the present millennium that

wrought such dramatic changes in culture, the Altaic languages remained

3
|
|
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typologically constant,

The order of presentation which follows for the Altaic phylum goes from
the least to the most mmié:’:ically conspicuous lang\;age familiese=from the Tungus
family, represented by a mére 180, 000 speakers in 1958, to the Turkic family,
represented by 70 million upeakprs-—accord!ng to three scholars who prepared
the materials for the Report on Uralic and Altaic Studies (John Lotz, chairman,
Samuel E. Martin, and Robert P. Austerlitz): "The Chuvash (1 1/Z million)...

- stand apart [the first branch]. The rest of the Turkic language family is
subdivided into sub-branches [membera of a second branch] : The Kipchak
group (15 million) includes the Volga Turks (Kazan-Tatar, Bashkir, etc. ),

the Kazak, and the Kirghiz. The Oghuz group (40 million) includes the
largest Altaic people, Ottoman Turkish, or commonly Turkish (this term

is .thus reserved for a single nation, whereas Turkic designates the eatire
language group), Azeri (...), and Turkoman; the Turki (Uighur, cca. 13
mﬂlion) group livea in Chinese and Russian Turkestan; Siberian-Turkic, and
Yakut. ..are spoken in Siberia (cca. 1/2 million." Between the millioris and
miiliona of repre aentativei of the Tﬁrkic family and the less than two hundred
thousand cpeahra of the Tungu; family, there is a third language family in
th§ Altaic éhylum ‘known as Mongol, or Mongolia;n. represented by five million

speakers, according to L.otz, Martin, and Austerlitz. Korean is also included

as an Alﬁic language, but it is admitted that ""The inclusion of Korean (32

million) is questioned by some scholars.* [All quotatiomsin this paragraph are

from p. 3 of the Report on Uralic and Altaic Studies, 1958]
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TUNGUS LANGUAGES, INCLUDING MANCHU

}_;_i_. The Tungus languages are the most 'w'i'de spread of all the Asiatic
languages'ﬁ indigenous %o Eastern Siberia; they number seventeen separatelane
guages of which many are didectically differentiated..Since the time of Castren's
ir;vestiptions in the early 19th century, it has become customary, on thc ba81s
of linguistic criteria, to consider Tungus as a branch of Altaic, whose peoples
~ are.dispersed throughout the Central Eurasian continent. The genetic relationship
of these 'peoples,. stated in terms of a common ancestor, is sometimes
controverted. But no one cohtroverts the fact that Altaic languages manifest
a striking number of typologicai sirnilarities. This does not necessarily imply
a‘common' ancestor. It may be accounted for by a continuous series of contacts
which has characterized the history oi Central Eurasia from time immemorial.
Until the beginning of the seventeenth century, Tunghs peoples could be found
as far to the west as the river Ob, and thus, at the time, were in contact no‘»t
only with the Samoyed but also the Ob-Ugric tribes known as Ostyak and Vogul.
Nevertheless s within the next eight}r years, the Tungus of this region were
either absorbed by the Russian adventurers in search of the Eastern Sea, or,
as was more generally the case, withdrew to live with other Tungus on the
banks of the river Taz. Todav, the territory over whlch the Tungus are
distributed extends from- the river Yeuise; in the wesf to Kamchatka and the

island of Sakhalin i in the sast, and from the Arctic Sea in the north to the Amur

V-alley and the Hsing-an Mountains by the province of Hei-lung-chiang in the

south, Throughout the whole of this area, thev live together in small and
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somewhat loosely related groups, observing a strong family and exogamic

clan organization within a characteristically nomadic existence supported

in the main by'reix;deer breeding, hunting and fishing. Only a few clans have -
committed themselves to sedentary modes of occupation. In 1926, their

total population was estimated at 50, 279. The result of calculations based

on the Soviet census reports (dated January 15th, 1959) indicates that there are
prasently 46,100 Tungus living within the USSR, of whom 75.76% regard their
native language as the predominant medium of communication. Benzing's
approximated total of 70, 000 {Einflthrung, 1953) is probably somewhat more

accurate. It is quite possible that there are still some two to three thousand

.Tungus in northern Manchuria.

With the e;cception of the Even living along the coast of the Okhotsk Sea
and otherwise known as Lamut in order to avoid a terrﬁinological confusion
with the name of the related Evenki, the Orok and a few Evenki on the island
of Sakhalin, the Tungus are located in the interior of Siberia generally
scattered along the banks of major rivers-the Yenisei, Tunguska, Katangd, Lena and
Amur-thereby sustaining their livelihood from the natural resources abundant
in fish and game.
Deppite the ﬁotable studies by Soviet scho’la_,rs over the past twenty years, eth-
nic and linguistic history of the Tungus has ?eceived-le ss attention thé;n that
of the neighboring Samioyed, Paleosiberian and Turko.--Mon..gol peoples. Owing

to the nature of their. nomadic life, the topographical location of any one Tungus

group is hard to circumscribe; 80 also their origins and subsequent dispersal
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elude precise identification.

The early European and Qussian travelers on finding a variety of
economies to prevail among the different groups of Siberian Tungus were of
the opinion that the hunting, fishing and reindeer-breeding Tungus represented
a degraded people who in their northward trek had lost the knowledge of
agriculture and animal husbandry which their racial Lindred had preserved in
the regio;l to the south, The idea of a southern origin of the Siberian Tungus
and with it that of a degraded Tungus culture became established, As early as
1768, Manchuria had been suggested—by Fischer, the historian of Siberia—
as the homelapd of the Tungus. The Russian savant, Peter Simon Pallas
(in‘the introduction to his Linguarum Totius Orbis Vocabularia,St. Petersburg,
1786) commented to the effect that the Tungus vernaculars, to which belong the
so=-called Chapogir on the Yeniéei and the Lamut dwelling by the Okhotsk Sea,
in several words most clearly exemplify a corre spondence with the Manchu
language. In 1857, when Castren postulated the linguistic affinity of Tungus,

- Mongol and Turkic, the theory of the southern origin of the Tungus peoples
. apﬁeared to be irrefutable. And Castren wrbi:e: '""All the nomadic Tungus of
Siberia have previously come from the fertile banks of the Axﬁur" (1857, p. 22).

Chinese sources were brought into play, and, in 1888, Hiekisch reopened
the question, while arguing. for a southern homeland located in Manchuria, by
attempting to set up _a-:chronqlogy: ""The main advance of the Tungus into

Siberia occurred during the rule of the western Liao, that is, at the

beginning of the 12th century A.D. The culure they had brought along was
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inevitably doomed toa very rapid decline." P. P Schm:dt reJecfed these
earlier opimons, since, according te him--and h1s view fa1ls to account
adequately for the presence of the Hsiung-nu, Hsien-p1 and 2uan-iuan
in these areas in the generatzons immediately preceding‘mall of eastern
Siberia and the entire Amur basin were stiil inhabited by Paleoslbenan
peoples at th.e beginmng of the Christian era. His pos1t1on is based on
arguments derwed from Manchu, Chinese and Korean lmguzsuc data.
In a letter addressed to Lopatm and quoted by Levm (1958), he writes as
| follows | |

"l look for the homeland ox. the Turkxsh-Mongol1an- Tungus ance stral
people unmedlately south of the Altay. The Manchu-Tungus tribes probably
1nhab1ted the Selenga R1ver basln, where we f1nd many place-names wh1ch are
e:rplamable in terms ol‘ Manchu-Tungus words. The tr1butar1es of the |
- Selenga ad_}om those‘o'f the Argun, the latter bemglthe natural means of
commum.catzon from northern Mangolia and Trans-Ba1ka11a to Manchurza. in
these reg:.ons .setreral tr1bes seoarated from the other s‘. and moved northwards.
Their de scendants appear to be the Tungus trrbes, namely, the Tungus proper,
the Orochons, Manyegrs, Lamuts, Samag:.rs ’ and Neg1dals. Other tribes
moved farther along the Amur and pe0pled the Manchur:a of today. From the se

the Manchu tribes draw the1r or1g1n, namely the Manchus pr0per (descendants

of the J urchens fs1c] ), the Golds, (w:.th the Olchs and Oroks), and the Orochs

(with the. Udikhe and Kyakars). "
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Regardmg the we stern' origin of thc Ch1nese as axiomatic, Shirckogoroff
(1929) advanced the theory that the ancestors of the Tungus lived originally
in central China, and in thls he was follownd by Ww. Schrn1dt and W. Koppers
Sh1rokogoroff expressed the op1mon that the 'Pre- _ungus 'already inhabited the
territory between the mldd.le reaches of tne Huang-ho and the Yangtze-kiang in
the third milleniiumB, C. The coastal reg1ons and all the remaining terr1tory
of northern China, Manchurla, Korea, as well as all of eastern Siberia, were

st111 1nhab1ted at that t1me by the Pa1e031ber1ans Then, in the third millennium

.B. C. ’ or perhaps a little earlier, under pressure from the Chinese, who
oy .

 were rnovmg southeast iato the basin of the Huang-ho, the 'Pre-Tungus' were

forced to leave their homeland and re settle in the north. There they encountered

' the Paleos:.ber:an tr1bes whom they e1ther repulsed or absorbed. The northward

thrust of the Tungus was gradual, and re sul.ted in the b1furcat10n of the Manchu-
Tungus peoples into a northern and a southern branch Although he emphasmes

the d1st1nct10ns obta1n1ng between the se two groups, Sh1rokogoroff accepts their

‘common or1g1n w1thout re servat1on and derlves the1r pre sent diversity from

a. s:.ngle formatwe region. in Chma.

In 1934, ogmsku had comed the term 'Ba1ka1 race' to describe the
heterogeneous neol1th1c culture occupymg the reg:on of Cis-Baikalia, ﬁkladmkov
(1950) regards the present-day Evenlu as the dJ.rect descendants of this

ancient populat:.on.

The developcment of reindeer-breeding is the trait Levin holds:to be
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particularly diagnestic with regard to the formation of the Tungus group. The
complex-traceable in thé archaeological macerials of Cis~-Baikalia are to be
connected with the Yukagir of eastern Siberia: ‘the data argues quite strongly
against the possibility of this area' as a candidate for the 'Urheimat' of the
Tungus duripg the Neoljthic and Eneolithic cultures. The formative process
of the Tﬁngus is seen by Levin as the result of a mi;iture of the ancient Yukagir
with groups of another population 6f a rather more southerly origin. The
spread of the Tungus languages, gradually absorbing the Paleosiberian ones
is to be correlated directly with these 'southern' components. Such an
expaﬁsion is reflected by the :ad.;ni'.xtures in cultural traits and physical types.
~~ George Montandon (1926) was one of the first scholars to make any ap=
| p.rec'iable' contribution towards the classification of the Tungus according to
N physi_gal type. ‘He was folléwed by Eickstedt, whose work suffers in part from

hisunmllmgness to incorporate Soviet data into even his more recent analyses.

o It mpassible to notice the followiag characteristice which tend to be com-

’{i:‘f‘fp‘fa,f'a.,tively diagnostic of the Tungus vis-3=vis, for. e;:ample', the Paleosiberians:

a‘tendency towards depigmentation, somewhat oblique eyes, a flat face with

a.‘corresponldingly ‘weak horizontai profile, low nasal pfominenae;, thin but
| 'p‘roche'lous '1ip_s., a sparse beard growth and generally softer ha:ir. The
meanatature for adiilt males is approximately 1.6 metelrs.‘

-~ In the north, the Tungus come within the Soviet orbit, and at the

‘present time, de spite the isolation of many communities, demonstrate

certain Russian influences, while throughout the Manchurian area to the
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south, the Chinese, and, more recently, for a limited period, the Manchu
and the Japanese predominate.

While‘the ruling Manchus accepted a number of alien religious creeds,
and actually encouraged the spread of Taoist doctrine in the Amur Basin, the
main body of Tungus remained doggedly. sha_,mani_st.it: Anpractice.and helief.
The proximity of Mongoi lamasaries to several Tungus settlementse=for

_‘ _instance, f.o those in the region of Iake Baikal or the upper reaches of the
Amur river--may in the course of time have infused a strearn of Buddhist
doctrine ihto the native folk tradition. This is exemplified in the Nigan
saman i bithe (a group of shamanist inspired folk-tales collectéd by

'Grebenséikov in the 1910's. ). Nevertaeless, shamanism was always the
dominant ir.] -nce, and religious awe continued to be accorded to the
amulets, idois and animals' claws characteristically a,-ssociated with this
form of worship. Russian missionaries tried in vain to interest the ‘Tungus
in Christianity,

| The Tungus began to be widely known in the West during the seventeenth
century. The Russians met them at the river Ob and forced them back to
the liné of the Taz and the Yenisei; tlge, Tungus were defeated at the battle
¢f Mangazei in 1603 and their settlements along the lower reaches of the
Tunguska River came under Russian jurisdiction within the next decade. In
1615, the Russians annihilated another large Tungus continge 1t on the Yenisel

and by 1623 they had coerced most of the Tungus population of Central

Siberia within a loose system of tas .tion, an imposition extended to
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their eastern relatives in the latter half of the nineteenth century. After
hostile skirmishes in the early days of Russian intfuston, ‘the Tungus
adopted a more placid attitude toward the new settlers. In fact, they
even derived some slight economic advantage from the situation, for,
in addition to taxation and venereal disease, the Russians brought with them
knives, vodka and tobacco, for which the Tungus were eager to exchange
theit sables, beavers and walrus teeth.
Our knowledge of Tungus society and their many languages is still
scanty, even though in recent j}ears, after the work by Shirokogoroff,
such scholars as Cincius, Ri¥es, Vasilevi, Gorcevskaya and Benzing
have ameliorated the situation with the publiéation of linguistic surveys.
The Chinese transcrilbe the name Tungus as Tung-hu-se which
has often and falsely been connected with the name of the: so-called Tung-hu,
the ""Eastern Barbarians', famous in early Chirese history as onc of China's
most formidable antagonists - (Interestingly enough, .on the other hand, the
traditional enemy of the Manchu and the Gold was called Nikan weilé the

Bad Chinese.). On the accumulated basis of combined evidence —in which,

due to the contributions of Grube and, more recently, of Ligeti, language plays

an important part—we may conclude that the Ju-chen (passim, Juarchid,

Niu-chen), who founded the Chinese dynasty known as the Kin (1115-1234 A, D.),
were closely related to the Tungus people. The old Chinese Annal»s tend to refer to
the barharians living cutside of the Great Wall by a host of local or dynastic

names whose correct interpretation is lost in time. The problem of combining
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the independent nomenclatory information which is to be derived from
European, Islamic and Oriental sources is nowhere more troublesome. It
is to be assumed that Tungus penples themselves were known to the Chinese,
and also to the Turks and Mongols, from a considerable antiquity, but what parti-
- cular identification we ought to apply is beyond our present knowledge.
In the course of their wanderings, the Tungus have come into close
contact with Paleusiberian, Turkic, Mongol, and Samoyed languages, not
to mention the obvious influences deriving from the Chinese to the south and
the Russians to the west., In varying degrees, the Tungus languages illustrate
the deptl"x of these several interferences. The Gold are swiftly dying out
for the simple reason that their women-folk would rather choose a Chinese
husband than one from their own tribe. Referring to possible ethnic
connections. between the Tungus and Mongol peoples.in the light of a Common
Altaic hypothesis, Shirokogoroff once commented (1930) with a mistaken
implication that "if any genetic affinity exists between Tungus and Mongol,
one must go back to a period before the extension of metallic culture
throughout these groups, namely, that of the Stone Age.' In early
classifications of the Tungus languages==for instance, those by Shrenck and his
followers in the last twenty years of the nineteenth centurye--there was a tendencyn
to misunderstand the status of dialect interference, and, thus, Dagur (a
Mongol laneiage with extensive Tungus intrusion at all levels of analysis)
was wrongly assigned to the Manchu or southern group of Tungus languages.

At one time, there was a gimilar tendency to misidentify those Even who lived
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along the northern coast of the Okhotsk Sea as Paleosiberian. In northern
Ya'tutia, there is a Turkic langdage known as f.)olgan, which, in common with
Yakut itseif, has undergone a lengthy period of contact with Mongol. Further-
more, since this particular language is spoken in a region for th;e most part
occupied by the Evenki, many Tungus elements are immediately discernable.
Apart from' a general feference to the Tungus in one of Pu¥kin's most
famous poems, the Manchus are the only Tungus pedple who have attained any
individual world-wide recognition. This is due, of course, to their major
significance in international history as thé rulers of the Manchu Chinese
dynaisty, the Ch'ing (1644-1911 A.D.). | We have already noted how travelers
irom quite an early period, Pallas, for example, using language as their
pPrimary index, remarked ab!out the similarity between the Manch.. of the Ch'ing
era and the nomadic hordes dwelling to the north and west. The status of
the Manchus vis-a-vis the other peoples known as Tungus is still a matter
of dispute, and mutual inteiligibility between the various Tungus vernaculars
- seems continually to be breaking down. Until recently there was no dialect |
levelling. What is indeed remarkable is that in establishing a litefary
.language for the Evenki people in the 1930's, it was possible to devise one
"system that was usable by the whole Evenki ’group, and that a naive traveler
in the 1720's was capabl= of the following observation: ''The Turgusians. ..
tho' they are cof three sorts, have some Affinity, in their Dialect; I have,
thereiore, put them together." The refereﬁce is to von Strahlenberg, a

prisoner-of-war. In spite of any consideration which would lead us to regard
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Manchu as distinct from a common membei ship in the Tungus group, the
bi-nomenclature Manchu-Tungus, Manchu-Tungusic and so on, which is frequently
substituted in the literature for the single term, Tungus, is unsatisfactory
The proposed division between northern and southern Tungus is rather
less clear-cut (since the Negidal occupy a central position in such a classification)
than many scholars would have us believe. However, while Tungus may serve
either as an ethnic or as a linguistic label for the tribes in question, 'Manchu'
exclusively specifies one of fhem; in doing so, it introduces a criterion of
historical judgement which is otherwise irrelevant to the terminology
employed. Finally, to suggest that the Tungus languages form a unity
as opposed to Manchu would be altogether erroneous.

Since 1930, the Arctic folk of the Soviet Union-=usually referred to
by the Russians in Census reports as The Peoples of the North—=have generally
~ ea h had in their own written language a national literature. This applies to
four of the Tungus peoples, the Gold, the Udihe, the Even and the Evenki.
(The paculiar case of the Manchus will be discussed separately.) As one
approaches the qﬁe sti'on of classifying these various tribes, proi:lems of
criteria become apparent.

In the following classification of the Tungus languages, linguistic

criteria everywhere take priority, but the larger break-downs reflect
geographic areas as well as linguistic closeness, and tribal differentiation

as well as dialect differentiation. Note that Ju-chen (the language of the Kin

dynasty) should not be considered the direct ancestor of Manchu, although
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for the sake of convenience it has been assigned to the group; rather Ju-chen
is a member of a number of related vernaculars from which, by an historical
Procees still awaiting reconstruction, Manchu is derived,

The Tungus languages are divided into two major divisions, the Northern
Tungus and the Southern Tungus languages. The latter are treated first. We
list the languages under group names, and list dialects under the language
names.'.

SOUTH-WESTERN TUNGUS (MANCHU) GROUP

(1)? Ju=-chen

(2) Manchu, and another dialect:

Sibo (Colloquial Manchu)
SOUTH-EASTERN TUNGUS (NANAJ) GROUP

The Nanaj Proper subgroup includes languages numbered (3) to (9), below.

(3) Gold, differentiated into four dialects:
Sunggari
Torgon (the basis for the literary language)

Kuro~-Urmi |
Ussuri

(4)5ama gir, differentiated‘ into three dialects:

Baikal | .
Amur

Gorin
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(5) Ol¥a : e

'(6) Orok

B

(7) Birar
(8) Kile (Kire)
(9) Akani
'].l.‘hé‘ Udihe (Ude, Udegey) subgroup includes languages numbered (10)
~and (11), below.
(10) Udihe, differentiated into seven dialects:
Khungari 4
| Khor (the basis for the literary language)
., Anjuski
Sama.rlgin
Bikin |
Iman | - : |
Sikhota alin
‘ (11) Oro&, in four dialects: | | | |
ll Orilen
l Tez’
l

Namunka

Kjakela (Kjakar, Kekar)
The second major division, called Northern Tungus languagzse . now

follows. The first group under this division tums out to be the only group

under this division. Hence thz North-We stérn Tungus (Evenki) group is
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synonymous with the Northe*n Tungus languages; we -éite both labels because
both are encounféred in the literature.
NORTH-WESTERN TUNGUS (EVENKI) G'ROUPV

~ (12) Evenki, dialects are divided into three groups:
isjorthern dialects of Evenki:
Erbogoéen
Nakanna
Ilimpeya
Tuton&ana
Southern dialects of Evenki:‘
Podkamennaya Tunguska (the basis of the literary language) with subdialects
&emdalsk, Vanavara, Baykit, Poligus, Ufama.
Cis=-Baikalia
Sym
Tokma~-Verkholensk
Nepa
Ni¥ne-Nepsk
.Talo’c':a
North Baikal
BPaunt

Tokminsko-Tutur

Barguzin
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Olekminsk, with éubdialects -’I‘ungir; Kalar, Tokko
Aldan, with subdialects Timpton, Tommot, Jeltulak
- Uéur |
Ayano-fMaj
Kur-Urmi
Tuguro-éumikan
Sakhalin
Zeysko-Burelin
(13) Negidal, in two dialerts:
Nizovsk
Verkhovsk
(14) Solon
(15) Manegir
(16) Oroéon
(17) Even (Lamut), dialects are divided into three groups:
Eastern dialects of Even:
| .Koly_:na-.Omolon
Ola (ti;é. ﬁasis for the literary language)
Kam¥atka
Okhotsk | | | :
Verkhne~Kolymsk

Indigirka

Tompon
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Arman dialects of Even:

Arman

Ola

Northern (or Western) dialects of Even:

Sarkyryr

Lamunkhin

Yukagir, a dialect of Even, not to be confused with a Paleosiberian language
by the same name, treated below (4. 2).

The Tungus languages follow the general rule of Altaic syntax involving the
sequential accumuiation of constituents towards the head (e.g. well known
Turkish placement of verb in sentence final or phrase final\. There are no
productive markérs for number. Verbal categories are aspectual rather
than temporal. Gender (usually unmarked) is sometimes indicated (even in

loan-words) by a complete vowel - alternation, particularly characteristic

of Manchu, 'between /a/ and /e/: Manchu haha man vs. hehe woman ;

amila cock bird vs. emile hen bird; arsalan lion vs. erselen lioness:

garudai male phoenix vs., gerudei female phoenix (from Sanskrit

garuda mythical bird) . Vowel harmouy is developed in the case of

a limited number of suffixes; nowhere does it operate in the stem. Unlike
the usual Mongol system of vowel harmony which operates according to a
two=- or four-way pattern of morphophonemic changes, the Tungus languages
and Dagur Mong?l manifest a three~-way system which is mainly restricted

to verbal éuffixes. Manchu differs from Evenki in several ways (especially
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in its phoneme inventory which for the most part, excludihg loan-words from
Chinese, resembles the Mongol). Evenki on the other hand shows a
marked influence from Samoyed dialects (and in the East a certain
Paleosiberian influeace). In Manchu, alone of all the Tungus languages,
the verbal stem is homomorphic with that of the imperative. Furthermore,
Manchﬁ does not exemplify the proliferation of paradigmatic categories
which is so characteristic of Evenki. In Manchu, syllables in word-

final position are characteristically open //n/ is the only non-vocalic final
which may occur 'in native  words). When considering the differences
between Manchu and the other Tungus languages, it is essential to consider
one factor which may have contributed to the quasi-Mongol appearance

of Manchu structure: our knowledge of Manchu is derived largely from
texts. These texts were generally prepared either by Mongols themselves,
or by polyglot scribes with a fluency in Mongol.

The concluding portior of this survey will contain a more detailed
description of each of the major speech-groups listed above. However, we
preface a preliminary note of caution on the recent Soviet statistics (January
15, 1959).  First of all, the figures given for The Peoplg s of th’e North tend
to underestimate the actual population. The reason for this is that the registration .
for census returns is regarded as voluntary. (There are doubtless many of
the nomadic peoples who for a variety of complicated motives would prefer

to call themselvés Russians rather than signify their true ethnic affiliation).
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The percentage of those who. register and claim that their rg_xat‘i:yedtvon‘gue} N
is still the predominant medium of discourse is relatively high-_-ovgr three-
fourths among the Tungus. Are we to conclude that there is a strong ethnic
pride among the Tungus as a whole ?
MANCHU

At the beginning of the sixteenth century, the Manchus were living ,
in the area of the Amur River Valley; and the eastern borders of their
territory stretched as far as Korea. Their area was shared by Mongol
tribes, the descendents of refugees who had settled in the region after
the overthrov;r.of the YHan dynasty in 1368 A, D, Taking every advantage of
the internal discomfitures of the native Ming dynasty (1368-1643 A, D.), along
with the aid of their Mongol allies and the forces of Chinese defectors, the
Manchus, after a series of generally successful border skiz.'mishes conducted
‘during the second half of the sixteenth century and the early years of.the
seventeenth, invaded the northern part of China and vanquished the shattered
remnants of Imperial oppositon. Thus, in 1643, the Manchus estavlished
the fifth and last barbarian Chinese dynasty, which survived until it was
finally destroyed by the People's Revolution on ecember 31st, 1911. Thgz
swift ascendency of the Manchu hordes was facilitated by the personal energy
and ambition of one man, Nurhaci (1559-1626). His career suggests a number
of immediate and interesting parallels with that of Chingis Khan. Acting to

some extent in the spirit of revenge for the death of his father, and incensed

at the insults directed againist: the Manchu people by the Ming court at Peking,
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Nurhaci determined to organize the loose confederation of tribes into a unit

fo eradi'ca'té the Ming ruler‘s, and thereby tc fulfill the bé.rbarian armbition

of succeeding tn the impérium of Chinao With the development of the Manchus
as a nation, institutions which were formerly irrelevant to their livelihood took
on the aspect of administrative necessity; One of these was a literature whose
previous foiklori-stic tradition had been exclusiveiy oral. And thus, the Manchu
literary language came into beingf as early as 1599,

From the outset of their rule in China, ‘the Manchus were gradually
absorbed by the superior culture which they had overrun, At the turn cf the
present century, Manchu was preserved as the formal language of the court at
Peking (beside Mandarin) and by nursemaids in the region of Kirin, where the
young princes received their educatior. So also, among the Manchurian
armed forces, military commands were still given in the old language at
this time. Elsewhere, nowever, except in isolated rural areas and frontier
towns, the language ceased to be current by the second half of the ninqteenﬁh century
and was superseded in most parts of the Chinese Empire by Mandarin Chinése.
Outside of China, on the other hand, the Manchu language was maintained,
but generally in a bilingual situation. We have information to the effect
that in Manchuria itself, at least until 1940, the spoken idiom was quite widely
used along the lewer course of the river Sanggan, in the Jehol and Hailar -
Provinces, and near the Amur Valley in the re gion of Aigen, Several enclaves
are also said to have existed near Mergen, on the upper course of the Nonni,

and in the valley of the Mudan-kiang, but it is difficult to assess either their
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importance or their size. Twenty yeare ago, the aumber of M;nchu speakers
in these scatteferl localities Qvas estimated as being somewhat in excess of
thirty thousand, a rather over-optimistic figure, when one ;emembers that
Patkanov, in 1897, had only counted some 3,340. In 1960, it was ;eported that
Manchu was still spoken in the Ili territory of Chinese Turkest?.n.

In f:he 1890's, Edkins mentioned that Manchﬁ was being taught in a
boys' school at Peking.. Certainly, the ianguage was commonly empioyed
at the highe‘r levels of j:h"g contemporary official hierarchy, and at the Imperial
cereménies, secular and religious. It is difficult to give a ready credence to
the familiar propaganda reports exemplified by the statement that 'there are
approximately 100,000 Manchus in the Sinkiang Province and cultural activities
in their own Manchu vernacular, namely publication of newspapers, textbooks
and so on in romanized characters, are being regularly undertaken' (a
transiation from a modern Japanese encyclopaedia). Still, it would be
mistaken to follow the view that Manchu has in fact become a dead language,
even if its linguistic integrity is no longer politically supported. The well-
known Manchu scholar Erich Hauer claimed to have seen at Hailar a Manchu
newspaper dated November 21, 1925, and called Ice donjin afaha--pre imably
the same document as the one referred to by Walter Fuchs as Ice donjin-i

boolabun Medern Times. A new edition of the Manchu Bible was proposed

in 1928; and in the preceding year a passport worded in Manchu was issued

to a German scientist traveling in northern Manchuria.
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Until the political situatior eases in Peking, this will be all
the information that is presently available cohcerning the contemporary
status of Manchu. |

‘The following pzssage of a Manchu text is takgn from the Nisan saman
i bithe, edited by M. P. Vslkova, Moscow, 1961

ceee sunja sede isinafi tuwaci. ere jui sure sektu. gisun getuken
ojoro jakade. uthai sefu solifi. boode bithe tacibume. geli coohai erdemu
gabtan niyamniyan be urebufi. sun biya geri fari gabtar'a sirdan i gese hodun
ofi. tofohon sede isinafi. gaitai emu inenggi sergudai fiyanggd8 ini ama eme
be acafi. baime hendume, mini taciha gabtan niya.mniyan be cendeme. emu
mudan abalame tuciki sembi. ama i gbnin de antaka be sark8. sehede ama
hendume. sini dergide emu ahon bihe. tofohon sede heng lang fan alin de
abalame genefi beye dubehebi. bi gonici genere be nakarao se.re jakade..
sergudai fiyanggd hendume niyalma jalan de. haha seme banjifi. ai bade
yaburakd. enteheme boo be tuwakiyame bimbio'; ‘bucere banjire gemu meimeni
gajime jihe hesebun ci tucindéraks serede. yuan vai araga ako alime gaifi.
hendume aika abalame tuciki seci. ahalji bahalji sabe gamame gene. ume
inenggi goidara jebkedeme yabu. hahilame mari mini tatabure gonin be.
si ume Vurgedere-seme afabure be‘.

A free translation of the above now follows.

"By the time he had reached the age of five, Sergudai already

showed an aptitude and intelligence, and a good command of language.

. ———r—— e
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- Consequently, his parents forthwith engaged tutors who instructed him at
khome in the rudiments of grammar, marksmanship and mounted archery.
Days and months passed incessantly by like a »ﬂying arrow, until he
attained to the age of fifteen. Then, one day, Sergudai suddenly sought out
his father and mother, and addressed them as follows: 'May I go out once to
the hunt so that I can put my skill in marksmanship and mounted archery
té -thé teAst'?' | 'He is una\%ré,re of thé circﬁmstances, ! his -father said to
himself, and, turning to the boy, he replied, 'Before you were born, you
had an older brother, and when he was fifteen, he went out into the
Heng-lang Shan mountains to hunt, and there met his death. However, for
- my own part, I do not intend to stand in the way? of your going.! 'i was born
as a man in the world of men', Sergudai Fiyanggo answered. 'Am I never
to be allowed to go out; shall I always be guarding the ho;ne? One's birth
and likewise one's end are controlled by the vicessitudes of each man's
fate. '_ The Yuan Wai calmly heeded his words and acceding to his
persuasion, said to him, 'If then you say your mind is set on the hunt, take
Alzg,lji and Bahalji and go with them.' But take care on your journey,
and do not tarry one day. Return in haste and forget not that I am anxious on
your behalf, '"
: NANAJ'
The name Nanaj, used aé a self-desigﬁation by the Gold, Oi¥a, Oro¢

and Orok, is explained etymologically as a compound of two forms, na plus

naj compatriot. The Nanaj peoples come into contact at the peripher‘y
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of their 1’:er‘ritory.’. ‘with Russian and Chinese influences.

f["he Chine se influence was by far the more significant. The Manchu
contribution to Nanaj culture was considerable. The closeness;-‘.'of the
affinity between the Nanaj and Manchu languages shouid not be 6vere stimated.
A Japanese influence haé been observed among a few Nanaj tribes, notably
the Gold, where Japane se=style cloi:hing is a corhmon sight, It is thought that
the Nanaj entered their present territories of 4the Amur basin and the Maritime
Province from the northwe st, intermingling with the Paleosiberian.tnibes whom
they found in possession of the area. This earlier population is to be best identified
with the so-called 'Nivkhs'. The Nanaj share many cultural characteristics
(e.g. the breastplate, the c‘Emn--_a corical tent uSually associated with nomadic
peoplese=and the birch-bark boats). Elsewhere, their cultu;'e bears witness
to the absorption of Paleosiberian traits which are sufficiently wide spread
to merit detailed study. In fact, the whole field of Altaic-Paleosiberian connections
~=including linguistic connec;tiqns-promises to be fruitful. AIvt is,
therefore, all the more surprising thatlittle work has been done toward their
elucidation. Instead, we have articles by Winkler (1930) on a few random
correspondences between Tungus and Uralic, and an unconvincing discussion
by Bouda (1959) on the .relations of Tungus and Quechua,- of South America.

| | GOLD
The Ruséian census of 195.9 records 8, 000 Gold of whom 86. 3% c;laimed

their Tungus vernacular as théir major language. The Gold are adjacent

to the Ol¥a, the Samagir and the Kile (with the Kile and Akani possibly
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derived from an Evenki origin), and occupy the lower reaohes of the Amur
'River, w_ith_further.settlements along the coast of the Totar Sound, where they
are in position to make freqnent contact with the Paleosiberian Gilyak,

Three Gold clans living in tte northeastern region of Manchuria==the
Huang-Ho-tung, -the Ta-tz{ and the Hsi-lo—have become fully Sinicized. As
far as points of administratién are concerned the Gold, along with the

"Solon and Dagurs, wero dro.fted into the New Manchu Banners dur1ng

the Ch'mg dynasty, and have nhow been reorgamzed under the Soviet

régime into three national rayons, known as Nanajskij, Komsomol'skij

and Ul'csklj. One of the best known groups of Gold sur: v1v1ng to th.e present
day is the one s1tuated on the river Sunggan. In the 1930's, Lattimore
reported the existence of some three hundred families in the districts
downstream vfro‘m’ San-hsing‘ af the junction of the Mu-tan with the Sunggari, the
southernmost region of Gold occupation and the meeting place for Manchu and
.Gold for the last three centuries. The earlier Gold settlen{,ents of this area
have either been swallowed up by the Manchus or driven back by Chinese
. penetrations. The same tends to be true of the neighboring settlements on the
Amur and the Ussuri. Under the Ch'ing rule, the Gold manned the river
patrols along the Amur and Sunggari supervised by' Manchu officials. Of
all the Tnngu,s tribes, the Gold are closest to theManchu in folklore,
language and physical type (e.g. high cheek bones). They have rever been
agriculturalists. Millet is their only significant product, and this is

grown for use in ceremony aad ritual. The introduction of cattle and horses is,
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'acéording to Lattimore, rather late. Though they were.' primarily
fishermen as long as they remained free from external pressures,
the Gold ;I.OW regard hunting, which previously Qccupied a secondary
position, as their ‘main source of income.

In Chinese documents, the Gold are most generally referred to as
Hg-jen, Ho-“chen, and, in oider__so’urc;es? Hei-bhin,

| SAMAGIR
- The Samagir’who until the middle of the last century, lived in the
territory of the Buryat Mongols to the north of Lake Baikal, have now moved
south and joined the Gold. They occupy thé Gorin Valley southwest of Mariinsk,
aﬁd nofth-northeast of Khaba',rovsk, in'Even territory.. Their language is, |
in many respects, very close to Negidal.
| oLCA

The OlZa, whose nearest congeners are the Orok, have 6ccupied both
barks of the so-called Lowland Amur in that section of the stream between
;;he villages of Bol'bi and Tyr. The Gold are situated to the south, the Negidal
E.:o the west, the Oro¢ to the east and the Paleosiberian Gilyak to the north.
Recently, the Soviet scholars. Strenina and Petrova have published new
r?lat;erial concerning this n- glected language. According to the Soviet census
fépofts, there are some 2,100 Olga, of whom 84. 9% state a preference .
for their native laﬁguage.
E OROK (SAKHALIN NANAJ)

'I'he Orok left their seitlement on the Ude' River in the sixteenth ard
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seventeenth centuries énd crossed to thé island of Sakhéiin wheré they
are presently located. The main concéntra.tion of their settlement is in the
interior of tﬁe island and along the east coast. The O.ro.k language shows
a number of northern traits to be accounted for by the presence of an Evenki
 colony in'a_neighboring’ portion of the island, The course of the Orok migration
.was tfaced by Nevelskij, who based the major part of his hypothesis on a
comparative study of legend. In 1897, the popﬁlation was numbered at 749,
Z;BIRAR

The Birar (or, as the Chinese call them, Pi-la-eul) live in thé province
of Hei-lung-chiang, Their name is said to be derived from the Manchu word for
river (bira). They live to the : southeast of Aigun on the Amur River in the
neighborhqod of the Oro¥on who (along with the Manegir) have contributed
several .nofthe'rn Tungus features to their language. This influence is
matched or exceedéd by influence fr’om Gold, with which the Birar are
most particularly associated.

KILE

The Chinese refer to the Kile as K'i-lei or K'i-lei-eul, a Tungus
tribeyas Sunik (1948) and others have shown, that is derived from an Evenki
| sourée. The{ Kile presently dwell along tl';e lower course of fhe Sunggari
and the Amur. The Chinese have an alternative name for these pecpie,
the Kilimi (K'i-leng). Texts of the fourteenth century shc;w that the Kilimi

have been in association with ths northern Tungus tribes, the Oro¥on and

the Manegir, and with the Gilyak. We have sufficient evidence tb show that
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until recent times the Kile differed markedly frdm the other Nanaj tribes
in laﬁguage, matefiai culture and‘ecoriomy.
AKANI
Akani is a little known language, spoken in Gold territory along‘fhe
lé'ft-,-hand tributary of the Ussuri, and,‘ in ‘s'mall eﬁcla.ves, | along f:he Su‘ngga.ri.
UDIHE
In 1959, 1,400 Udihe registered in the Soﬁet cenéus; of these
73.7% favor their native language. The Udihe, whose closest relatives
are the Orq‘é, occupy the'whole stretch of coastal territory to vthe east of
Khabirovsk. They live., therefore, to the eaét of the Gold in Sikhota and
espéciall‘,' in the districts' of the rivers Eikin' and Khor, the right-hand tribﬁtary
of the Ussuri. The mﬁjo_rity are riparian or hunters, but in the most southe?ly
parts of their térrifory, the population is sedentary and has a long tradition of
agriculture.. They use the saﬁe Writing system as the Orod&. |
ORO&
The Oro¥ dwell in the regions between the Amur:River and the Pa.éific Ocean.
In 1.959, there weré 806 of them, of whbm 68. 4% claimed that they normally
usad their own 1anguage. }Some degree of partial intelligibility .obta.ins bétween
Manchu, Gold and 6ro'c' , according to Lopétin. |
' EVENKI
In éarly sources, the Evénki of fhe Tu..n‘g'uéka River 'rég‘ibn were ga,lled |

Chapogir; the name Evenki itself appears with a number of different spellings, as
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Avanki, Avé.nkil and so on." Also , the name of this language (Evenki)
is sometimes used as a generic term to refer to all the Tunygus tribes,
and especially those within the Soviet orbit. The official designation for
the Tungus since 1930, for instance,has been The National Krajs of the
Evenki, The Evenki aré not only the most widespread and populous of the Tungus
iribes~=in 1959, their census totalled 24, 700—=but have also undergone the
nﬁost‘extens‘i\'re Russian influehce, Which'is reflected in the fact that, in 1959,
only 55.9% of the speakers claimed Evenki as théir major language. There
are two National krajs, one at Kr;,snoyarsk covering 541,600 sq. km. in the
Turinskaja Kul'tbaza ar‘:;d centered on Tura, the other in the region of Vitim-
Olelu‘ﬁirisk in Chita territory v&ith its center in Kalakan. The written language,
as already mentioned, is used by Evenki from the Yenisei tc the Amur basin

and the northerx; part of Manchuria, |

The major Evenki clans are concentrated in the areas of the Yeniseij,
the'Irkutsk oblast' by Lake Baikal and along the banks of the Lena into
Yakutia, where there are ten Tungus National rajons, and furthest to the
east on the island of Sakhalin, Their distribution may be roughly listed in
the following manner,

The Yenisek'. Evenki (Tﬁnguska-Tungtis, Chapogir) are divided among
ﬁor:‘:hegn clans and southér;x clans.

The northern clans are known collectively as Erbogofen: the Iatdkagu,
Ojogir, Ud;'gir and Kondégir who stretch ﬁorthwards from the river Erema and

its tributaries the Tajmura, Kataramba and Ufami.

Codlh i . U Y S S




66 Anthropological Linguistics, Vol. 7, No. 1

The southern clans aie known collectively as the Ka.i:anga:
the Ketarakagir and the KE€mukagu, who are found in the area of the
Stony and Lower Tunguskas.

The Sym comprise a number of Evenki clans, notably the
Kima ~a.nd the Kgmu who live to the west of the Yenisei in the direction
of the Ob and up the Vas'jugan and Dem'janka towards the river Irtys.

They reach from the Eloguj in the north to the éulym, the Ket' and the
Kas in the south, One of the most sizable settleme;nts is in the neighborhood‘
of the town »of Narim.

The Evenki clans of the Lower Nepa, the Mucdgir and the Kungnokogir
are a branch of the Katanga. They‘ are chiefly located aiong the right bank
of the Lena from the neighborhood of Kirensk.

Thé Upper Nepa (Tokmin) is an Evenki clan, also known as the Mucigir,
which originally belonged to the Katanga group and is still located in scattered
communities along the upper reache s of the Stony and Lower Tunguskas.
But {m’emﬁers of this clan are also to be found further south along the Lena
as far the area of Lake Baikal. In faét, they stretch so far to the east that
they come into contact with the Barguzin on the east shore of the lake in
the Burya;t» Mongol ASSR.

The Bugdkjir are the largest group of Evenki living on the banks of the
Viljij. They extend as far the Lena in Yé,kutia. |

While the tendency for the clans so far mentioned is to be predominantly
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L) Q::l
associated with a riparian livelihood, the Tungus to the east as far as

Sakhalin seem to rely somewhat more on hunting than their western
relatives. Their main centers are at Barguzin, Olekminsk, Aldan and
the island of Sakhalin. The eastern Evenki dialects are held to be somewhat
more conservative than those of the Yenisei area. The morphology of the
stem is far closer to the overall pattern of Tunlgus languages, while the
northern and southern dialects exhibit what is best interpreted as strong
innovations probably under the influence of Samoyed.

NEGIDAL

The Negidal numbered 683 in 1926. The history of their language is

particularly difficult to reconstruct. They are quite closely related to the

Evenki culturally. Some scholars believe that, together with the Orok and
the Oro¥ and their closest congeners, the Negidal mé& ke traced back to» the
Baikal type mentioned earlier. The question is an important one, involving
as it does the merging of northern and southerp elements in nearly equal
proportion. The Negidal (those self-designation is Elkembeye) live by the
river Amgun to the west of Nikolaevsk é,nd are dispe:séd throughout 'fzhe
territory of time Ol¥a and the Oro¥, from whom they derive a considerable
numb;ar of the southern Tungus elements. |
| SOLlON.
The Solon are scattyered over a wide area of nori;hei'n Manchuria Iand

Inner Mongolia, interspersed in small nﬁmbers with many of the Mongol

- tribes in that area, notably the Dagurs. The Solon, though classified
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as northern from the standpoint of language, have been greatly influenced by

the Manchus and the Gold. The only é,rea w‘here there is any significant

concentration of Solon is on the Z&ja in the district of Khabarovsk.
MANEGIR (MANYARG, MENGRE, MANEGRE, MONAGIR)

The Manegir numbered 160 in 1897 when they lived on the middle
reaches of the Amur tc the northwest of Aigun. We have almost no
information regarding them,

OROCON

The Oroé&on, whose self-designation is derived descriptively from

a word meaning reindeer-hreeder, live on the banks of the Olekma River to
the east of the Buryai: iﬁ the region of NerEiﬁsk. As in the case of the Manegir,
little information is available since the accounts to be found in the works
| of Schrénck (1881-91) and Ivanbvskij (1894) were published.
EVEN (LAMUT)

IThe population of Even was recorded, as of 1959, to be 9,100. Thié
figure is the only one in which the results of the 1959 ensus of Tungus
peoples différs appreciablcy fron. that drawn up in 1926. At that time, the
Even .popul.a.tion'was reported to be only 5,860, The discrepancy is probably to
be ancour_;ted for at least in part by the fact that in 1926 a number of the
smaller, .more isolated groups which are now recognized as Even were
not ‘{ncorporated in the reckoning.

The Evén dwell' aiong the coastline of the Okhotsk Sea, and; for this

i

reason, have frequently been r'efez"réd.tc as the Okhotsk people. According
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to the Soviet classification, the Even are divided in two territories.

The first territor‘};:,is the district of éabirovsk itself. Also
include_d_ in this administrative unit are the Okhotsk rajon of the Ni¥ne-Amur
region (549, 700 sq. km.) centered around the main settlement at Nikolaevsk,
and the Okhotsk-Kolyma rajon, which was formerly known as the Okhotsko-

Even national district, comprising three rajons (Ola, Najatan and Kolyma).
The Okhotsk-Kolyma rajon is situated in the most easteriy part of the area.

The second territory is Kamd&atka (1,153,800 sq. km.) with the main
settlement at Petropavlovsk-Kamc‘,akij.- In this area the Even are scattered
along the banke of the rivers Anadyr', Pen¥ina, Pakha¥i, Apuka and Omolon,
and between the Chukchi and Koryak settlements on the bay of éaunsk.' In
the Yakut ASSR there are, according to Benzing, ten Even national rajons
(Abyj, Allaikhov, Anabar, Bulun, Mom, Ojmjakan, Sarkyryr, Tompon, Ust'-Jan
and éigansk). However the most recent Soviet administrative statistics only refer
to Ojmjakan among this list. Other settiements further removed from these
are located in the neighborhood of Ni!ne-Kolymsk.

The term Lamut. is not the self-designation for Even, ut 5, clan
name taken up by scholars and applied throughout much of the literature, particularly
among European writers, in order to enhance the distinction between the Even
and the Evenki. The majority of Even in fact refer to themselves as such,
especially those in the Okhotsk and Kolyma rajons, and in the Yakut ASSR,

whereas those in the districts of Ola, Nalya¥an and Kam&atka style themselves

Oroé the reindeer folk. This iatter nomenclature should not be confused with

either that of.the Olekma Oro&on or the-Udihe Orog&.
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In some districts, instead of using the name Even or Oroé&, the local
inhabitants prefer to refer to themselves by the name of their ¢lan, for
example, the Even of the Sarkyryr rajon in the Yakut ASSR style

themselves Tugshal, Namangka and Dudk?. The sedentary Even of
Kaméadal origin (from the townships of Ola and Arman in the Ole district)
refer to themselves as Meel. - For ail these subgroups, however, the general
name Even is in common use. It is probably derived frorn a word

meaning @Ll_c_ » whereas Larnut has received a number of different etymologies

(shooters by Czaplicka, the sea-dwellers by Benzing, and sc on).

A cyrillic script was designed for the Even language by Russian missionaries
in the second half of the nineteenth century, but never gained wide currency.
Ih 1930, Ja. P. Al'kor adppted the Roman orthography and made some

additions to the earlier system, creating an alphabet of 27 letters.
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MONGOL LANGUAGES

3.2. The Mongol langusges are today dispersed throughout the whole of
Central Asia, from Afghenistan to Msnchuria. This Mongol region i3 central
because it is situated in a broad belt or zone = in a sense between Siberia
to the north and China to the south, but really occupying large parts of both,

Cn the horizontal axis of this region there are Central (i.e. relatively western
Mongols) and Eastern Mongols. The two main groups of Cemtral Mongols (i.e. the
western ones) are the Mogul (Afghanistan) and the Oirat. The main linguistic
distinctions among the Eastern Mongols are Dagur and Monguor, which are separate
langusges, unintelligible to the main body of Mongol speakers known by various
tribal and dialect names, as Khalkha, the standard langusge of the Mongolian
People*s Republic.

Mongol ancestry is traced back in legend to Budautsar, from whom the
hero Yesugel, father of Chingis Khen, was eighth in descent. In written histoxy,
Morgol tribes are first mentioned in the Annals of the T'ang Dynasty (618-90T7 A.D.)
when their habitations were associated particularly with the river valleys of
the Kerulen, Nonni and Argun. The territory now def:l.neé‘. as Outer Mongolia was,
at that time, under the »domindtion of Turkic peoples. After the overthrow o
the great empires of the T-u;ch "ueh (the ‘Bastern Turk), the Mongols roge in
political importance, until, in 90T, the K'i-tan overthrew the T'ang emperor and
ruled in the north of China for 218 years under the dymastic title of Liso.

A century later, Chingis Khan was crowned king in 1206; as & warrior, he
‘united all those who dwelt under felt tents' (the Naiman, Kereit, Tumey, Kon-
glrlt, Meridt, Tetar and Mengit clans). "The formstlon of the Mangol Empire
was an }event unique in its kind in the history of the world. Neither before nor
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 since have the agricultural countries of the Far East and Hither Asia beer
united under the power of one dynasty." (Barthold, 1528). In the west , the
cities of Rjazan and Kiev and Budapest fell to Mongol hordes advancing under
the leadership of Batu (1241). In the east, Korea was attacked and suljugated,
and within a few years the whole of China lay in the dominion of Chingis Kaha's
descendent, Kubilei Khan (1216-1204). During his illustrious reign, the Yien
Dynasty (1279-1368) reached its zenith, and through the travels of Nicolo. Maffou
and Marco Polo, his court became known to the west. The amiles of Menggu Khar
and Khulagu continaed ral? *’ 3z the Iranian and Irag areas until the 2iiy of
Baghdad succumbed to the Mongol who dominated Southwest Asia until 1353, In
Russia. the so=called Golden Horde held their power into the sixteentlh cenbtury.
During this period Mongol conquests stretched from Europe to the igland of
Java, and from the northern regions of Siberia to Annen, Burma and the Irdien
Ocean. Much was destroyed in the onward thrust of the Mongol cavelry, mistaken
at first by the western crusaders as the ausplcious advent of the fable? Fragier
John; and vhole civilizations were ground into oblivion. The massive irrigation
systems of Khwarezm and the Islamic Middle Bast were wiped out, A century luter
the Persian historiexn, Ibn Battuta, observed the wreckage of the past: '"Thence
we traveled for a whole day through a continuous serieg of orchards, streams,
trees and buildings, and reached the city of Bukhara. This city was formerly the
capital of the lands beyond the Oxus. It was destroyed by the accursed M™inlkiz
[= Chingis] the Tater, the aucestor of the kings of Irag, and all but a few of
its mosques, academies, and bazaars are now lying in ruins.”

We have a continuous tradition of writben documents since the thirteenth
century. Today, for the first time since the overthrow of the Yian dymasty iz
1368, the Mongois of the Far w, vithin Outer Mongolia, have regained some
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semblance of political unity in the Mongolian People's Republic » an sutonomous
nation with its own representation in the United Nations but coming ever-increase
ingly under Soviet control ~~ and this in spite of the somewhat listless attempts
on the part of the Chinese People's Republic to perpetuate the ties between
themselves and their former mesters and subjects.

The author of the so-called Secret History of the Mongols divides the
Mongols of the twelfth century into two groups; the forest hunters, goyin irgen,
and the pastoral nomads of the steppe,ker-un irgen. The forest tribes occupied

the reglons of Lake Baikal, the source of fhe Yenisel and the course of the
IrtyS. The pastoral peopl:s traversed the territory of the steppe and the
highlande exbending from the Lake Kulun-Buir to the Altal Mountains., Another
secclon of the pastoralists were loéated somewhat to the south across the Gobi
to the neighborhood of the Great Wall of Chins. The hunters also derived their
livelihood from fishing, and in this and many other respects share commen
cultural tendencies with the Tungus, who belong to the same genergl geogrgphical
area. Through the centuries, and as a particular consequence of the invesions
outlined sbove, Mongol peoples were distributed throughout Asls, but neverthe-
less retained s remarksble sense of self-identity. Ties of kinghip and tradition
remein firm among Mongol clans; the attempt on the part of the Russians to
disturb them is the cause of resentment. In more recent times there has been
a tendency for some Mongols to adopt a more settled form of life s with
agriculture. However, this is a point vhich should not be over-emphasized;
esgentislly nomadic habits of life still remain characteristic of most Mongol
tribes.

Although shamanism is frequently practised by the Mongols, there has been
a long tradition of Buddhist observance ahong many tribes, preceded by a peculiarly
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sypcretistic form of Nestorian Christianity which was a legacy of the flourishing
Ulghur kingdom to the west of Mongolia in the area of Kashgar, Tashkent and
Semarkand. There has been a recent attempt to curtail the influence and
authority of thg lamasuries thr-ughout Outer Mongolia. This treﬁd hag met with
some success, thereby coercing a considersble proportion of the young male
population, who would otherwise have presented themselves as novices, to enter
an apprenticeship for some trade o profession to the benefit of an expanding
commnity. The Buddhist influence is by far the most notable of all the external
religious movements. However, a certain number of Mongol tribes are predominantly
Moslem, and in a few areas, due to the wntiring efforts of Protegtant and |
Catholic missionaries over the last hundred years, Chrigtianity is accepted

by small groups of the population. |

The present era of Mongol scholarship was inaugurated by the publication
of the chronicle of Segeng Seden by Isaak Jakob Schmidt in 1829, Since that
tlme, the bulk of literature pertaining to the field has grown enormously, in
which tie contribution of such scholars as Kowalewski, Laufer, Ramstedt, Vlad-
imircov, Lessing, Haenisch, Poppe, Mostaert, Cleaves, Pelliot s Ligetl and Heisslg
hag been parsmount.

An vnbroken tradition of Mongol writings extends from the time of the
'‘Secret History' mentioned above. The 'Secret History', compiled in the thirteenth
century, but known from the Chinese transcription - the 'Yiian-ch'so pi-shi' -
executed in the fourteenth, is the oldest text in the period ('Middle Mongol')
Prior to the federation of Mongol States initiated by Chingis Khan, the Mongols
employed a form of runic script for their ingeriptions. Chingils introchiced
Uighur scribes to Mongolia and instructed them to adapt thelr orthography =
ultimately derived from a Syriac source through the mediation of Sogdian mexrchants
in the eighth and ninth centuries = to the requirements of contemporary Mongol
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phonology. The Ulghur script was used for literary compositions by the middle
of the thirteenth century. In 1269, Kubllai Khen authorized a modified form
of the Tibetan script to be used in Mongol Chancelleries. This orthogrenhy
was known as the hP'ags-pa or square seript (dorbel¥in). Although it remained
in use until the middle of the fourteenth centﬁry, it never ousted 1:,he simpler
Uighur seript vhich is still being used today. In 1648 the alphabet was re-
adapted for use among the Western Mongols and is current emong the Kalmyks and
the Mongols in the Koko-nor and those in the T'ien Shan at the present dagy. In
the Buryat ASSR since 1937, end in the Mongolian People's Renublic since 1946,
the standard orthography in all publications is based on & modified and extended
form of the Cyrillic elphabet; this provides a further index of the gradual
lhgsificaticn of the Mongol culture. In non-official documents, however, the
vertical script is still maintained by the Mongols themselves as the preferred
oxrthography.

The Buddhist influence amorg the Mongol peoples dates from the time of
Kubilal Khan. ‘'Classical' Mongol refers exclusively to the highly stylized

- language of the Buddhist literature, while 'Written' Mongol admits a number

of intrusions from colloquial speech. Written Mongol is the languege of the
secular literature and includes historical chronicles such as the Altan tobdi,
and the Erdeni tobdi by Sageug Seden., Todsy the large proportion of the liter=-
ature published within the Mongolian Peoples!' Republic is atronély influenced
by Soviet thought., In this context, it is importent to remember that the major
literary tradition throughout the Mongol-gpeslking territory is an orel one which
perpetuates Mongol folklore.

Whgn one considers the extent to which the Mongols have moved about in
Central Asia during the last millenium, it is expectable that the langusges-in-
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contact problem will loom large. The Turks (e.g. Yekut) who have come into
close contact with the Mongols to the north and west of Mongolia have under-
gone considerable influence from the Mongol languages of those aress. Soyot,
on the western borders of Mongolia also shows influerice from the neighboring
Mongol dialects and, even further west, in Kalmyk territory, evidence of the
Intrusion of Mongol upon the local Turkic Kirgiz vernaculars is manifold. On
the other hand, any Mongol enclave located in a predominantly Turkic-épeaking
area 1s to some extent absorbed into the general culture of the area, & process
clearly reflected in the linguistic '.ev:ldence. Mogul, the Mongol langusge of
Afghanistan, spoken by the remmants of the Chingisids who settled there during
the Il-khan period, has been thoroughly Irenized. On the eastern border of the
Mongol-spealking ares in northern Manchuris the language of the Degurs was
classified as Tungus until Poppe demcnstrsted that , desplte the extent of
Tungus borrowing, the structure of the language conformed to a Mongol overall
rattern, It is,0f course,the high ratio of Tungus loans that constitute the
determining factor in the inability of most Mongol-speakers to understand Dagur.
The rest of this report will be devoted to a dielect g:l'e‘.asification of
Mongol , and provide reference to the geographical and statistical distribvtion
of each major speech group. Excepting the case of Ddgur, Monguor and Mogul,
mitual intelligibility may obtain between speakers of what would then be dialects
of one language. The following classification is based exclusively on linguistic

- data at our disposal. (In most classifications so far published for Mongol lan-

guages, there is a tendency to include linguistic s ethnic, and administrative

criteria without specifying precisely which is being invoked at any particular
point in the clagsification.)

The four Mongol langusges which are better kmown in terms of treir dialect.

Py
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and tribal names, are:

(1) Mogul

(2) Morguor

(3) Degur

(4) remaining Mongol.
It should be noted thet ‘'remsining Mongol' is not the name of a fourth Mongol
language; but a label for a hard to state and hard to solve problem. It is
necessary to indicate roughly the divisive features in Mongol culture before
it is possible to identify who ‘spea.ks vwhich dlalects ~= or even possibly
separate languages == of the 'remsining Mongol' groups.

According to Poppe (1955), there are a half dozen rather than four lane

{ guages in the Mongol family, nameiy:

(1) Mogol (Mogul)

(2) Monguor

(3) Degur

(4) Oixat
(5) Kalmuck (Kalmyk)

(6) East Mongolian (self-designation, Mongol):

"The languages discussed sbove are sepa.ste languages. The following tongues
spoken in Inner and Outer Mongoils are in my opinion dlalects of one langusge
which can be called Fast Mongolian. It is important to point owt that the
l tribes speaking these dlalects call themselves Mongol.', while others do not
. use this name but call themselves Degur, Monguor, Mogol, Oirat, and Kalmuck
[and Buryat]. The tribes inhsbiting Inner Monéolia and the Khalkha Mongols in
Outer Mongolis are the only ones calling themselves 'Mongol'." (Nicholas Foppe,
Introduction to Mongolian Co@arative Studies, Mémoires de la Société Finno-
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Ougrienne 110, p. 19, Helsinki, 1955).

| Todéy, most Mongolian People are administered by three main political
systenms: (l) their own, derived from s R\issian pattern (Mongolian Peopletg
Republic); (2) the Chinese political system (Inner Mongolia, Manchuria, Kansu,
Chinghai, Sinkiang); end (3) the Soviet political system (Buryat snd Kalmyk
ASSR's). They are organized into a number of separate administrative subrdivisions,
mostly autonomous; for example, in China, the 'leagues' still follow the systems
of go-called 'Banners' established by the Manchus during the Ch'ing dynasiy.

According to the census held in the Mongolian People’s Republic in 1956 ==
that is, the territory formerly mepped as Oubter Mongolia == the total population
was 845, 50.0}0:‘3 whofn approximately T63,400 were Mongols. The Russian scholar,
Todzeva (1960) estimated the total population of Mongols dwelling in Inner
Mongolia as 1,462,952, This contrast, alone, shows that fewer Mongols live in
their own country than out of it. The Russia.n census for 1959 records a total
of 106,000 Kalmyks living writhin the USSR; in addition to this, there are some
700 in America. The same census gives 253,000 Buryats for the population in
The Buryat ASSR. Other less reliable estimates are obteinable which diffef from
those recorded here. FOr ingtance, it is quite widely accepted that there are
at least one million Mongols in the Mongolian People 's Republic. .v ‘The figures
for the Mogul population in Afghanisten vary so mich thet 1t is impossible to
quote any statlstics which can be regarded as trustworthy. | Howev‘er;we may N
assume that there are, in all, at least two and half million Mongols sqé.tt’ereé. |
throughout the Asian continent; the usual estimate is three million, and estimates
have ranged as high as five m:LJ_'Lion. | |
- Khalkha Mongol, the official langusge of the MPR, is used as a 1iagu.a.

franca through most of the Mongol~speeking territory. In all arees colloquial
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vernacular differs from the tradition of Classical or Written Mongol.

With regard to actusl classification, it is importent to note that in .
the lasgt d.ecadé » due in the main to the field expeditions ccuducted by Hungerian
and Russian schola.rs » drastic revisions have been made of all previous intere
pretations of Mongolian dialectology. In the following repnrt, the traditional
division between ‘eas'cern and western langusges has been disregarded on the grounds
that it is linguisfical]y irrelevant and takes no account of the position of
Mogul in the west, or of the langisge bairiérs existing between Degur and Mone
guor vis-a=vis the other Mongol langusges in the east.

| Mogul, Degur, Monguor and the Mongol dialects classed in the Pao-an
group esre much more conservative than the other Mongol langusges or dialects
and often preserve features from the lengusge attested in menuscripts of the
Middle Mongol period. The archaic forms commonly found in these languages have
provided much of the basis for historical reconstruction.

The following classification gives nin: speech avea names, followed in
each case by dislect names and other names which suggest tribal afiiliation
and/or geographlc location. Subsequent to the list which now f(:JJ.awa s each of
the | speech area names sppears as & center head before a discussion of :I.nformétion
relevent to that speech area. In the last speech erea, numbered (9), the
dialects listed are of a separate Mongol language cslled Mogul. So also, in the
speech aress numbered (4) and (5) the dialects listed are of two other separate
Mongol languages, called Degur end Monguor, respectively. Spealkers in the
remaining speech avess (mmbered (1), (2), (3), (6), (7), end (8) in ths list

below) enjoy various degrees of parbial intelligibllity with each other = at

least when the ‘others are neighbors. But this does not gumrantee that all are
| diglec*us‘ of one remalning, unnemed, fourth Mongol language. The dialectelenguage
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boundary is difficult to test in this group of speech arcas==(1) to (3) and (6)
to (8)=~ becsuse the Khalkha member of this group, numbered (2), is a lingua
- france and, furthermore, serves as the official standard langusge of the Mon-
goilan People’s Republic. o L

.80, 0n the one hand,there may be nore seeming intelligibility emong
' speakers in differemt Mongol speech areas than would be expectable from the
linguistic differences that separgte them becanse o smattering of Khalkha can
generally be used to bridge the linguigtic separation (so far as partial intelle
. 1gibility is concerned), The situsation 1s essentielly similar to the use of
Cclloguial Clawsicel Arabic, which serves as a cruteh for communicegtion of the
educated among the very different Arebic dlalects. This kind of language site
ugtion was neatly sumarized: by Charles Ferguson when he surmised that if it
were mt«foi'- the continued use of Classical Argblc, the modern Arabic dialects
would be called different Arsbic languagess In the Mongol case, the question
of dialect versug ‘la.nguge‘ enjoys even less concensus of specialist asgreement
than exists emong Semitists ,:for'Ambic. Differences of s separate language
order. may sometimes be mesked by the use of Khslkhs es & lingua francae, on the
. one. hand, . |

On the other hand, there may occasionally be a real language barrier
between Lbngol languages vhose structural samenesses wmild mske partial intel'-‘-?
1igibility expectable., If Dagur, for exanmle, were. not flooded with Tungus loans,
it might be intelligible to speskers in all the other speech areas listed below,
except those mmbered (5) and (9).

(1) oirat (Western Mongol)
Kelmyk (Oirat of the Volga)
Buzews, (Derbet of the Don)
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Torgut of Orenburg
Odrat of Kobdo
Derbc;.’o of Kobdo |
Beit
Torgut of the Altai
Uriangkhai of the Altel |
Dzskha zin
Dambi-elet
Mingat
Torgut of the Koko=nor
Olot of the Ili Y‘al;ey-
(2) Kuslihe
Khalkha of Ulsn Bator
Daxriganga
Western Khalkhs,
Eastern Khalkhs
Kemnigan
Hotogultu
¢ i3) Bawyat

Khori
Tasongol
Sertul

- Ekhirit
Ungin

 NiZne-Udinek
Barguzin

©

ERIC

A ruiToxt provided by ER




Tunka
Ok
Alat
‘Bokhan
'ﬁBulaga’c '
Bargu-Buryat
(4+) Degur
Tsitsikhar
Hallaxr
Bataxan
(5) Monguor
Monguor |
Arega
"Hu-'bs,u.
Ming=ho
Ta.-;T 'uhg
Tt'ien=yu
- Xupggghing
Lin-hs:lla.
Sen~ch 'uen
Nexin-guor
. Wo-yang-pu
Khaléi-guor

(6) Pao~an

~ Pao=an

Anthrovological Linguist.ic's,‘.:Vol. 7, Mo, 1
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Dekhecz Ja
Tung-hsiang
Tung-yén
Senta,
Sers~Yogur
Ningnting
Kfang=lo
 Yung-ch'éng
Yunnen
Biringol
(7)) Ordos
Ordos
Cskhar

Absganar

Abaza
Sunit
Khudit
Ke":l.kben

Uamé.m
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Durben-kinikhet |
(8) Khordin

Jalalt
Yerut
~ Darkhan
(9) Mogud
Herst |

~ Baghtan
Mards of Kundar .
St

Dialects in the Olrab'spwechaves: ave spoken farther west than those

of any ouler Nougol. lsngusge exorps Mogul. The peoples who speak Olrat dislects
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ave descended for the most part from the remnants of the Golden Horde and refugees
from a series of 1Tth century wars with the Manchus and with the Eastern Mongols.

~ The Kalmyks sre s branch of the Oirsts who laft Sinldlang between 1618
and 1758 for the North Caspian Steppe, under pressures created by the expansion
of the Manchu Empire. In 1771, after m-treatmeht at the hands of the Russiens,
several. clans started out on a migration back to China, but only a few survived
the Journey and the constent attacks of mersuding Cossacks. The Kslmyke who
remained in Russia adopted a sedentesry mode of life end settled ss farmers snd
egriculturalists in the region of the Volga and the Don. The BolSevik Revolution
again disturbed the Kalmyk popula:bion a.nd nsny left the area, but those who
remained within the Soviet tm:l.on were granted an Autonomcus Republic, which,
in 1935, was transformed into the Kalmyx ASSR with its cepital at Elista.
After the S:cond World War, the Kalmyrks were accused of collsborstion with the
Cermans and deported in large mmbers to Central Asia and Siberis. Several
refugees from this purge were sble to make their way fo Germany, and from there
to the United Ststes whers they now live in New Jersey and in a commmity near
Philadelphis. Due to the work of Remstedt, Kalmyk is still the best lmown
Oirat dimlect; since the Kalmyk people have now been reinstated in the Volge,
region near Astrakhan, it is 1ikely that they will egain gerve as informants
for Russian linguists.

The rest of the Oirat speech area is scattered throughout the Sinoe-

Russisn borderlands in the region of Issykekul and the T‘'ien $han Mountains,

and fuxrther ‘eub to the borders of Outer Mongolia. Meny Russian and Tetar
influences have affected the Oirat dialects. However, in the reglon of Issyke
kul situsted in the Kirglz SSR, influence from Tadjik and Kirglz is fairly strong,
vhile the Olrat dlalects spoken in Sinkiang are influenced phonologlcslly by
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the other Mongol lsnguages of the area. 7

The main centers of Oirat speakers are loca:bed on the Volga (Kalmyk),
in the distriet of Astra.khan (Buzews, Torgut of Orenburg), at Kobdo (Oirat of
Kobdo » Derbet of Kobdo, Bait), in the Altal (Torgut of the Altai » Urlangkhai o
the Altal), in South West Mongolis (Dzakhadin, Dembi-Elet , Iv;inga.t) , along the
Koko-nor (Torgut of the Xoko~nor), and in the Tli Valley of Chinege Turlnéstan
(Olot). The minimm estimate for fotal number of Oirat speakers is 250,000 |

Scholare are not in total agreement with regard o the classification o+
Kalmyk with the other Oirat languages. The arguments adduced againat such &
classification are based solely on lexical differences.. These of course
reflect the vmmns influences peculiar to the Kelmyk-speaking area., However,
the phonological and morphological charscteristcs of Keluyk are not unlike
those which differentiste Oirat from other Mongol. groups.

KHATKHA

As alresdy noted, Khalkha is the official language of the Mongolian
People's Republic, and, beyond Mongolia, is used as a lingua franca. The dislect
of the cap:u:al, Ulan-Bator (formerly, Urga) forms the basis of the modern Mone
gol literary language. (Its only serious rival is the well-developed Furyat
“terary langusge which is currently used in the Buryst ASSR.) In 1960, Bat~Six
estinated the total number of Khallkhas in ‘the Mongolian Peo;ple 's Republic to be
639,100 (75.6% of the whole population) +» If we include ths small encla.ves of
khallha spealers outside the People's Republic ~= in Tnner Mongolia and the
Buryat ASSR, for example --; 1t is zafe to assume that the t iR figure will be
something in excess of 700 »000. Khalkha is spoken throughoub the whole of Outer
Mongolis, The main concentration of speakers is in the area of the capital in
the north, but slightly differentiated dialects have bean veported in the reglon

Q
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to the west of the river Orkhon, and to the south end east in the CGobi.

| These dialects tend to be rather isolated, and more congervative than
that of the north. This is also true of the dialect known as Hotogultu, gpoken
by nomads dwelling on the banks of the Delger, the Baliir end the Te¥. Here,
however, a number of Oiret influences are discernsble. The enclaves in Inner
Mongolia, 'show an even stronger influence from the Ordos dislects of the ares,
whereas Derigenga appears to have been influenced to some extent by Sakhar, and
by Tsongol, a dialect of Buryat. |

The most aberrant Khelkha dialect so far reported seems to be the so=-

called Kemnigan (Tungus), whose epeekers are locsted in the river velley of the
Joro, in Khori (Buryat) territory. A Tungus-speaking commmmnity in the dlstrict
of Dadal-sum has evidently come into close contact with the Khalkha settlement.

| BURYAT

Buryat is the lengusge of the Buryst ASSR in the sres of Iake Balkal to
the north of Outer Mongolis. Burywt has been strongly affected by Tungus =
second only to Degur, Including the Buryat clans living in Inner Mongolia,
the total mmber of Buryat spe'a',kers‘ is about 275,000, Due to their close
politicel ties with the Soviet Union, the Buryat population is spread scross
many arees of the USSR, but, for the most part, is located around the north
and north-east borders of Outer Mcngolia.

Bargu=-Buryat is probably the most strongly differentiated Buryat dialect.
It is spoken by some 4,500 in North-West Manchuria, in the reglon of the Hsing-an
Mountaing, and further west st Hailar, Bere, there is evidence of influence both
from the Mongolian Degur and the Tungusic Solon.

Knori, otherwise known as eastern Buryat, along with its msjor subdivision,
Age, 1s also spoken in areas adjacent to Evenil gettlements within the Buryab
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ASSR, while Sartul and Tsongol, the dialects spoken by Buryats living on the
banks of the river Selenga., show some affinity to Khalkha,

Ekhirit, Unga end Ni¥ne-Udinsk, slong with Alar, Bokhsn and Tunkas, are
often referred to as western Buryat. They ave generally spoken to the west of
Lake Beikal, and,in the reglons furthest to the west, they border on the Oirat
group. According to the Soviet census of 1959, 94.9% of the Buryats 1iving in
the Buryat ASSR, irrespective of particwlar dislect, specify their mother
tongue to be Buryat. The importance ¢f Russien as & second langusge is greater
in the Buryat ASSR than it is in Outer Mongolia,

DAGUR

As already stated, Mogul, .. | Monguor, and Degur are three separate lane
guages, and each is unintelligible to thé remaining body of Mongol speakers.

Ne Poppe has already demonstrated (1930) that the Degur language :l..s cf
Mongol and not of Tungus stock, as some scholars, smong them Radloff, had
previously suggested,

The Degurs are closely related to the Mongols of the Jerim leasgue in
Menchuria, and claim their descent from the K'i-tan, Iocal. tradition refers to
Khasar, brother of Chingis Khan, as their sncestor. ﬁae Dagurs migrated wp
the Nonni Velley and across to the Amr Biver at an early pertod, possibly the
tourteenth century. (Several archaic festures in the modern Degur lengmge (as
in ¥ogul and Monguor) reflect festuves of Middle Mongol texts dating from the
thirteenth to fifteenth centﬁr.lea.) Axriving at the Amur basin, the Dagurs found
themselves in the territories of the Tungus, meny of whom discarded their
previcus reindeer economy end became assimilated to the new commmity. The
Degurs' position on the Amur River grew to one of strategic importance in the
seventeenth century when they drove & vedge of experienced cavalry sgaingt the
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Russian merauders penetrating from the west. Nevertheless, within a few years P
the Sino-Russian sdvance scross the Amur wes responsible for the disruption of
settle;ments. Those Degurs who did not side with the Russians proceeded southe
wards to the Nonni Velley, establishing themselves at Mergen snd downstreem

at Tsitaikhar, the present cespital of the province of Hel-lung=chiang,

By the 19th century the Dagurs accepted the Manchu administrative gysten,
and thus became the instrument of Manchu policy. Along with the Solon and the
Gold, they were drafted into the New Manchu Banners. ILerge nurbers of Degurs
were dispstched to official positions in Hailar west of the Grand Heling=an.

At present, most of the Dagurs live in these three discrete commmities
of which that of the Nonni Valley is probsbly the lsrgest s end also the one most
affected by Chinese settlement. The Dagurs of this area have became "a éedeﬁtary,
egricultural group, whec used livestock for farming and animal products, but were
in no sense primarily pastoralists or nomads. Their culture shows clear evidence
of the infusion of Tungusic, Menchu snd Chinese elements" (Aberle, 1962).

. Martin's figure (1961) for the Degur population, probebly derived £rom
en informant's stetement, of 'some 80 to 100 thousend people in Menchuria' seems
exaggerated, Ovdlenko (1954), drawing on Chinese sources which would be spt
to minimize the size of minority groups, estimates 60,000 for all the Degur, |
Manegir, Orofon, Solon and 'other' peoples living in the region of Tnner Mongolia.
Poppe (1962), who quotes Ovdienko, suggests that hardly more then 10,000 of
these speak Dagur. Todeeva's recently published figure of 50,000 (1960) is possitly

the most accurste,
MONGUOR
The Monguor refer to themselves as Uagan mongol White Mongol. They live
in West Kansu, and their langusge, while archaic in morphology, has been so ine
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fluenced by Ghinese » that its phonoloy ‘bears J.it'ble resemblance to ’che comnon
Mongol pattem. A group of Monguor 8peakers Is loce,ted in the Tibetan autonomous
ddstriet of T'ien~yu, where Tibetan in:fluence ’ observa.ble in a1l Monguor dialects,
is particularly strong.

In the past, 1t has been custunary to class:l.fy Sera Yogur and 'éiringol,
and also Tung-hs:lang, together with the. Monguor dialects. The most recently
published linguistic data, however, lead one to assign these commmities to
another Mongol speech area, name:ly, Pao-a.n.

Although M:nguor and Pao-an gppear to be quite close :ln many respects 2
their structures seem to be sufficien'b:ly differen’ciated —-— s:lnce the pu'blica.tion
ol & Pao=mn graymar by Todaeve, (19.63)-u-fl=o~c1assify ’chem geparately.

"The total mmber of Monguor speakers is fi:f‘ty, or sixty thousand.

PAO-AN
Pao-an is lpoken, Jike Monguor, in the prov:r.nce of Kansu, and cla.ims sone
250,000 apeakers, of whom 5,000 a;re Pao-an proper, and 160 000 szg-hsiang. -
IS :I.s not lmown how many people epeak the . other dialects :L'I.sted under the Pac-an
speech area, mmbered (6), sbove, |
- ORDOS |
Ordos and ﬁak'bar are the two chief dia.‘l.ecta of the Ordos gpeech ares in
Inner Mongoiis, and show: a slight degree of Chineae :Lnfluence. Ordos and

Hamm are wm-xbte:tea by a conn:lderable anmmt of folkloristic matnria.l, and

by a l:l.'herazy traa.-wion.

Eakhu is -pokm madnly in the Eakhar'nemto:y of Iuner Mongolia and in
that of the Rtmgol League, It is mch cloaer tha.n Ordos to Khalltha, especially
thumalpohnintheaobi, Ord.o-il tpoheninthepmvince ofSuiY‘uanand

'shm: & Jimited mmber of pemxliari-bies With Pap-an. Ihe total number of speakers
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is 'pmsam as high as 375,000,

KEORMTN
| Khorcin is the most populous Mongol language spoken in the Ch:lnese
, People*s Republic and, a.ccording to native M:mgolian nchola.rs such as Ch:h:ggiltei
and Lubsmvandan, mgy nusber as many as 900,000 speakers, of whom some 550,000
belong tc the Khorein and 350,000 to the IGaa.rc:!n subdivisions. '“heir mzin
concentrations sre in the territory o:E‘ ’che ¥ erim, Jostu and 311 Uda Leagues.
Thege dialects show a ririking mmber of resemblances With the Eakhar Halec
of Ordos in the > southyest and with Dagu.r n the north.

- MOGUL
Apart from the work o:E' Ramstedt a.t ’bhe turn of the century, the recens
study by Ligeti (1963) alves us a.ll the mfomation we have regarding the preseat
status of Mogul, spoken in Afghanistan on the western perimeter of the Mongol
. family. Despite extensive Iraniza.tion, Mogul ranains congervative. Tadjik is
| the don’*.c of the main Iranisn 1n:f‘1uence, 1esser inﬂuences come frow the neighhore
- ing Turkic lmes, Kirgiz, Uzbek and Turhnen
 Although certain simtlarities between Oiret and Mogul are observeile,
the two are differentiated in such & Wy as to make the usual dis‘b:t.nctinn
‘between Westem Mongol (Mogul and Oirat) and Eastern Mongol not only unsttested
but .nappmnate, lince Mongol languagea spoken In the east do not constitute
& lingu;nt:tc branch of the M_ongol family, The dislects now found in the Oirat

speech i.-.rea; of‘ the wetrb a.re spoken by Mongol peoples whose forebears weve refuzees
from 'bhe east. Mogul, the wecbernmolt language of the Mongol family, is line
SUiscieaJJy coordinate with abher languagos of the family which shows greater
Jingu:l.stic differentiation in the east than in the west

2
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TURKIC

323e The first impression one has when studying Turkic langusges is
that they are unbelievebly similar, .S:I.nce different culture units are identified
with different kinds of Turkic, names of the ethnic unit are usad for the
langusge~ or dlalect of the soclety. Educated speakers of Turkic languages
are able to read books in other Turkic sangusges, after some adjustment to
spelling conventions and phonological correspondencas. This situstion == g
very low language barrier separating Turicdlc langusges = is also reflected
in the percentage or" shared cognates. shovn in the following lexicostatistic
table compiled by Alo Ram (1956):

Turiish  Tater Bashiir Uzbek Tuva Turld Chuvash

Turkigh = 68 69 T 60 65 66
Tatar . 68 - 8 8 67 70 62
Bashidr 68 89 - 76 65 67 66
Ubek 0T 8 76 - €2 16 65
Twra. 60 67 65 61 - 61 56
Turki 65 0 67 T 51 - 58
Chuvash 66 62 66 65 56 58 -

Assuning that = high percentage of shared cognstes among closely
relested languages is correlsted with differentistion from a single proto=
language in a matter ¢ ' centuries rather than of millenia, Turkigh and the

- half dozen more or less different Turkic lsngusges cited above would have
~b.een dislects of one langusge only a thougand years ego. This assunption
1s dubious. A more testable assumpiior is that two or more speech commmnities
which have words in common for about three-fourths of the vocabulary of each
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are thereby mrtually intelligible to each other, and cen therefore be counted

&8s dialects of the same langusge. '. According to this second assumption, modern
Turkish speakers could understend or pértiaJJy understand Uzbek speech (but
Probably not the other way around, since Turkish vocabulary has borrowed more
heavily from non-Turkic langusges then has Uzbek). =By the same assumption, Tatar
and, Bashicir and Uzbek are dialects of one langusge s and partial intelligibility
exists between Uzbek and Turkic speakers. This intelligibility is less great |
for Urban Uzbek, however, because of considersble phonologicsl differences between
it and the rest of Common Turkic.

There 1s no doubt that the Tu.rld.c languages and dialects are remarksbly
similar to one snother today; the question raised is whether this current close=-
ness indicates that Turkic langusges | differentiated quite recently from s single
Proto~-Turkic language (say within the present millenniwm), or whether the current
closeness reflects convergence from a group of Turklc languages that were alrea.dy
well differentiated s millennivm ormore ago. The"latter intergretation seens the
more 1ikely of the two. - |

This more probsble: interpretation invokes recurrent levelling among
alread; differé,ntia.ted dialects to account for the current closeness. What is
known of the uhallow history but extensive ethnography of the Turkic peoples
lends support to the interpretation of recuxrrent levelling. 'J.‘u:rldc 'na.tions '
‘were, typ:l.ca.‘l.'ly, associa:b:lons of nomsdic tribes. When a 'great 1eader' arose,
he m eble to organize a more or less extensive associa.tion of tribes. A:E’ter
his death, this associsation would sooner or lster be sbandoned. New combinations
of tribes would subsequently come together in ephemersl associations under new
leaders,

There are around 50 million pecple spesking various Turkic languages today.

o P . Py
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About helf speak Turkish and live in Turkey. The rest iive in verious parts of
the Soviet Union. A rather negligible number 1ive in countries and gtates ad-
Joining the Soviet Union and Turkey, notebly in the Balksn States, in Irsn and
on the borders of Afghanistan,

Rather than gttempt to present the subrelationships smong all Turkic lan=
guages and dialects in one chart which is ept to turn out to be very elsborate
in the end, we give a series of successive charts.

/— Turkic\

 Chuvash Non=Chuvesh (Common Turidc)

W N

Turtdc langusges are first divided into Chuvesh and non-Chuvash langusges,
the non-Chuvash often being named Common Turkic. Among the non-Chuvash Turkic
langusges, the most individualized is Yakut.

The rest of Common Turklc can be subdivided in more than one way, depend=
ing on the criteria used. For instance, if vewel harmony were used as a criterion,
2 lengusge like Uzbek would fall :Ln; two or three different subdivisions, accord-
ing to the different degrees of Iranization of its dialects. Current classsificetions
of Turkic langusges sxe based mostly on h:l.atoripal criteria. In this context,

& G¥talled discussion of poseible subdivisions of Common Turkic would be in-
conclusive. Instead we adopt the subdivieions of N.A. Baskakov, leaving out
of our sccount his historical references, and adding an occasional critical
reservation (Introduction to the Study of Turkic Languages, 1962). Beside
Baskskov, we have been gui&ed by the collective work published in Philologlae

Turcicse Fundsmentsa (1959) s walch 1is clted below in abbreviated forms, PhTF or
PhTFund,

[

The only survivor of the Bulgar branch of Turkic is Chuvash, spoken
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nainly in the Chuvash ASSR, south from the Cheremis ASSR,by elmost a million
and a half people (1,469, 000); 90.8 per cent of these consider Chuvash to be
thelir native tongue. An old error still needs correction, since one msy still
£4nd Chuvesh listed with Finno-Ugric, though this occurred more frequently in
the 1930's. The basis for such an erroneous impression arises from the close
and continuous contact which the Chuvash have had with adjoining Finno-Ugric
languages. There are two main dislect sreas of Chuvash: Anstri (which means
lower, sowthern) end Viryal (upper village, northern). |

The Oghuz group, as identified by Bagkakov, 1s the same ss PhTF's Southern
group. The most important lsngusge in this group is Turkey Turkish (Osmenli),
spoken in Turkey ltself by sbout twenty four million persona. Spealkers of

Turkish are found also in surrounding countries (e.g. Bulgaria and Cyprus). in
the Soviet Union there are 35,300 Turks; of these 82,2 per cent declared Turiish
to be their mother tongue in 1959. Turkish dislects can be conveniently divided
into Western or Danubian and Eastern dialects.

Closely related to Turkish is Azerbeljani, gpoken in the Azervsljenisn
Soviet Republic in 1959 by almost three million people (2,939,T700) of whom 9T.6
per cent claim Azerbsijani as thelr native tongue. Something less than an add-
ltional three miliion Azerbaijanians live in-Iranian Azerbaljania (perhaps 2,500,000
or more)., The dialects :ln Soviet Azerbaljania are divided in five groups (north,
east, south, west and central). Qafqey and Aynallu are names of Azerbaijaniesn
dlalects in Iranian Azerbatjania (verheps 356 »000 speakers); Terekeme and Kyzylbas

which belong to the Western dlalact group are closest to the so-called Kazekh
dialect (not to bLe confused with the Kazakh language farther east). Karspspakh
is a mixed Azerbaljeni-Turkigh dialect; Mugaly belongs to the Northern group of
Azerbaljani dialects.
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It should be added that the langusge spoken on the southern shore of the
Crimes Peningula is close to Turkish. Speakers of this language were displsced
to other pé.rts of the Soviet Union, but may have been partly returned to the
Crinea.

Gagauz 1is spoken both in the Soviet Union (in the Ukrainien and Moldavian
Union Republics) end in Eastern Bulgaris and Romanis. Those in the Soviet Union
numbered 123,800 in 1959; 94 percent of them claimed Gagauz as their native
tongue. Their dialects can be divided into an Eastern or Bulgar group (with
borrowings from Slavic and Romence), and = Western or Maritime group {with
extensive borrowings from Greek).

The remginiug Turkic dislects of the Balkan area are closer either to

Gagauz or Turkish, Turkic immigrants in the ares whose forebears came first

from the north, consist of sbout 4 thousend Macedonian Gagauz, sbout T thousand
Surguch (in the Adriancpol aves), and an uncounted number of Gejal (in the area
of Deliormen). The second group, made up of immf~.ents from Asia Minor and
Turkic.zed Bulgars and Greeks, consists of Yuruk or Konyar (in Mscedonia), Kare
amenli (mostly Turkicized Greeks 1iving in mmsll isolated groups), Kyzylbas

(2 small group in Gerlovo and Deliorman), and Tozluk Turks and Gerlovo Turks (in
the ares of Gerlovo and Osmsn~bazar).

The last mbg:m;p of the Southern or Scush«~Western 'g:mup congisteg of
Turlmen and Trukhmen, There were in 1959 s miliion Turkmens (1,001,600 or
1,00%,000); of these 98.9 per cent claimed Turkmen as their native tongue.
¥ost of them iive in the Turkmen Soviet Republic. Some 500,000 Turkmen 1ive
in Iran end Afghsnistan. A characteristic feature of Turkmen is the occurrence
of phonemlc length, Turimen dlalects cen be subdivided sccording o whether
they are marginal or not marginsl, Marginal dialects are those adjJacent to Iran
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and. Uzbelistan, imown as Nokhurli, Anauli, K:ha.:arli, Nerez.ﬁn, and by other

nsmes. The non-marginal centrel dialeét names avw also the names of the principsl

tribes: Yommd (in West Turkmenia, alonF the Casp‘lan Ses,, and, morb of the Tagauz
oblast), Teke (in Central Turkmenis), GOkli-n (1n Kera~Kala rayon ard in Iren),
Salyr (in Serakh rayon and northern péz of the Uarjou oblast, and also in
Northweetern Afghanistan), Saryq (in I‘qlotan and in Taxta-Bazar rsyons), Ersari
(in Eastern Turkmenia, in the oblasts t;hr.jou end Kerlki), snd Savéur (in Soutie
western Karakalpakis). !

Truklmen is the language ofmmthummMm Causasus in the
Stavrepol oblait, Trukhmen has undergone considerable change through contact
with another 'furkic langusge, Nogai; in gpite of this, Trukhmen remains a
dislect of Turkmen,

The Southern Turkic langusges snd dialects digcussed so far are now
charted to show minirmm langusge barriers.

Southern Turkic

Turkish Azerbaljani (Cagsuz Tux
If more than minimum estimates of language barriers were charted, Crimean
Turidsh would have to sppear on the chart. The dlslectelanguage complexities
are better sumarized in tabular form:

BULGAR TURKIC

(1) Chuvash
Anatrd
Vizyal

(2) Turkish
Western (Daxubian)

SOUTHERN TURKIC

2
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(3) Azervatjam
Eastern dislects including:
Kuba
Derbent

Western dialects including:




Boreo-Oriental Fascicle One

Northern Iran dlalects including:
| Tabils
Southern Iran dialects including:
| Qaiqey
Aynalln
Eastern Anatolisn dialect: |
Karspapakh
(4) Crimesn Turkish
(5) Geganz.
Bulger (Eastern)
Maritime (Western) |
(6) Belkan Gagmuz-Turidiah
Surguch
Gajal
Turuk (Konyar) |
Kavomenll
Kyryibed
N
Gerlm Turks
(1) Torien
merginal dislects:

Noxhurld

i adD R Y g g
x TN ~ *

29
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non-marginal central dialects:
Yomd

Teke
G¥klen

Salyr

Saryq
Esari

4

Cavdur

Trukhmen

Western Turkic in PhTFund. 's terminology comprises two subgroups of
Baskelov's Kypchak group. The fivst of these is PHTF's Ponto-Casplan or
Baskakov's Kypchsk-Polovetsian (Kypchak-Comnnien), consisting of three
lenguages, Karaim, Kumyk end Karachay.

Keraim 1s a very intéresting langumge, spoken today by only 16.5 per
cent of the Karaims, 5,900 of wiom live in the Lithuenien SSR and in the
southern Ukraine. These two discontinunus areas can be characterized as
distinguishing two Karaim dialects,Northwest and Bast. The most striking
festure of Karaim is the repiscement of vowel hamony by consonsnt hermony
(i.e. front vowels have been replaced by back vowels, but with the simmltaneous
palatalization of the preceding consonant).

In Deghestan ASSR there are 135,000 Kumyk; of these 98 per cent declared
Kumyk to be their native tongue in 1959, Kumyk is differentisted into three
main dialects:
Khasav=Yurt (northerm), Buinak (middle), and Khaldak (m). In Degestan
ASSR, Kumyk also secves as lingua francee

In 1959 there were 81,400 Xarachay (QaraSay) of whom T3.9 per cent claimed
to spesk it as their mother tomgue. Another dialect of the same language is
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spoken by 42,400 Belkar; in 1959, 97 per cent of these claimed Delkar as their -
native tongue. The Balkar live in the Caucasus and in Kirghiz SSRe- in the
latter as displaced persons.

Crimean Tatars were deported after World War II; mainly to Uzbekistan.
Leter they had (allegedly) the opportunity to return to Crimea, but no data ave
avallsble to attest that suy did returm. The term Crimean Tatars serves to designate
two different Turkic groups: (a) the langusge spoksn or formerly spoken or the
southern shore of Crimes which belongs to the south-western or Oghuz Turide;
(b) the langusge of a northern group, the Nogal and steppe Tatars. No statistical
data seem to be availsble for the lstter; informstion on Nogal (given below) is
not relevent to this group.

Not counting Turicish and Crimean Turiish or Crimesn Tatar, which have
‘been listed sbove, our tabulsr list of Turkic is extended by three numbered
additions: |

(8) Karaim
Northnestern
Eagtermn

(9) Kamyk
Khasav-Yurt (northern)
Buinak (middle) |
Khaidak (southern)

(10) EKarachay (Qaraley)
Karachay proper |
~ Balkar

The Uralian subbranch in PhTF =~ 80 named in reference to the Ural Tatars~-
corzesponds to Bashakov's Kypchak-Bulgar subgroup, and consists of two languages,
Tatar and Baskir.
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In 1959 almost five million latars were counted (4,967,700), of these
92.1 ver cent claimed Ta.ta.r as their native ‘tongue. Ta.ta.rs have their own ASSR
where, however, they constittrte_ only 29 per cenc of_thg pOpu:!.ation; they live
| 2igo in edjacent aress and.’ in Siberia. According to Baskakov thers are three
 main dialects, and fémr’ 'mixed' subdialects of Tatar. | s

The main dialects are Central, commonly called Kszan Tatar (w:lth perhaps
1,500,000 speskers, mogtly of the Tatar ASSR), Western or Mishar (with some
300,000 speakers, mostly spoken outside of Ta.tar ASSR in the' adjoining oblasts
and republics), Eastern or Stberisn Tatar (with some 100,000 speskers).

The 'mixed' dislects are repzesenteé. by Astrakhen Tatars (some 43,000
persons, nowadsys almost ‘completely assimilated by Kazan Tatar); and by Kasimove
' Taters (scme 5,07 persons in the Kasimov and other rayons cf the foxmer Ryazan
- govermment; Kasimov-Tatar is presumably trancitional between the msin Central
- and 'l:he main Mishar dial. cts) s and by the Teptyar subdialect (spoken by Permian
or Glazov Tatars; Teptysr is also spoken in Bashkir ASSR by some 300,000 people,
e.ccord.'l.ng to a 1946 estimate; Teptyar is supposed to be transitional between g
Tetar and Bashkir), and fina.'l.:ly by ‘ehe subdislect of Uralisn Tatars, including
Nagaibnk-»that is, a mmall groxzp of Kriashon (christened Tatars) or Nogais;
altogether, the Uralian Vaubaia:lect"may mumber 110,000 speskers.

In l95%ﬁMr was spoken by more than half (61.T per cent) out of
sbout a millionmr then counted (980,000), of whom 75 per cent lived. in
their o ASSR Many of the so-cail.led Bawkirs actually gpeak Tatar, 'bhis (and
the not a.dvanced degree of Rtmsianization among the Bashirlr) explains the
| ‘conmara.tive:ly low percentage of Buhkir speakers among the Bashiir. There are
’ .Tthree main dia.leet groups: Eutern or Kuveksn or Mountain group (in Eastern
“-_Balhkiria), Sou:hhem or Yurmaty or Steppe growp (:ln Southern and Central Bashkiria;
Western or Burzhan group




~ Boreo-Oriental Fascicle One 103

| The Uralien, alias Kyapchek-Bulgar, subbranch or suberoup extends our
. tabular 11st by two mmbered addttions: |
| (1) Tater '
~ Kazen Tater (Central)
Mishar (Western)
Siberisn Tatar including:
Turs,
~ Baraba
Todd
Tyumefi
Ishin
Yalutorov
Irtysh
Tobol
Tars,
'mixed' dialects and subdialects:
Astrakhan Tatar
Kasimov-Tatar
Teptyar
Uralian Tatar
(12) Bashidir R
Kuveken (mourtain)
Ywrmaty (steppe)
Burzhsn (western) |
| Baskakov and PhTFundamenta ave in far-reaching agroemerit except for the
placement of Kirghiz which, according to PhTF, goes with the Central Turkic;
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according tn Baskakov, Kirghiz goes with Eastern Humic (and Baskakov's Eastern
Tunic corresponds to PWIF's Northern Turkic). We mention Kirghiz here as an
alternative place for 1ts chuifica.tibn, tut give informetion about Kirghiz
below in the context of Eastern Hunnic.

The Arslo-Caspien group of Central Turkic in PhTF corresponds to Baskakov's
Kypchak=Nogal subgroup of Kypchake. We now give infurmation on languages in
this group (subgroup).

The Nogai live in the Stavropoi krai and Cherkes sutonomous oblast in
the Northern Caucasus. Of the 41,200 Nogai in 1959, 84.3 per cent claimed Nogal
as their nstive tongue. Three main dialects are distinguished: Ak-Nogai (in
Cherkes oblast), Nogal proper (in the A¥ikulak and Koiasulin rwo’hsvof the
Stevropol kral), and Kare=Nogai (in the rsyon of the ssme neme in Stevropel krai).

In the Soviet Union there were 172/6CC Karakslpaks, of whom 95 per cent ¢
were native speakers,in 1959. This langusge is mokén ‘:I.n the Karakalpsk ASSR,
in the Khorezm cblast of Usbekistan and in Ferghana, in the Astrakhan oblast;
it is also spoken in Afghanistan by perhsps 2,000 persons. There are two main
dialects: Northeastern, spoken by the inhebitents of the Karsuzysk, Takhtelupyr
and Muinak rayons; and Southwestern, the dielect of the rest of Karakalpaids. The
Southwestern dialect has interesting subdialects which are transitional between
Karakalpak snd Turkmen, and between Karakalpak and Uzbek.

In 1959 there were more than three and a half million Kazakbs (3,621,600);
9€.4 per cent of them claimed Kazskh as their native tougue. Two or three dialects
are di:tmguiahed—sb most, Northeastern, Southern and Western.

so-ca&led Kypchek dislects of Uzbek' are added to the same m:bgroup
In thea, for :m:hmce, initiel J ocours, as it does in Sm:bhwestem Karakalpak

(eegs ‘301 road in Kypchak of Uzbek, bubt ~y°1 for rcad in the rest of Uzbek).
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The Aralo-Caspian, alias Kypchake » group or subgroup extends our
tebular 1ist by four mmbered additions:
(13) Nogat
Ak-Nogal
Nogal proper
Kara-Nogal.
(14) Karakslpak
Northeasterr

. Soutlwestern.

(15) Kazekh
Northeastern
Southern
Westeru.

(16) 'Kypchak dialects of Uzbek'

Now we turn to langusges that are classified as Eastern Turite in PhIF,

- but eppear under enother cover-term in Baskakov, nsmely Kariuk-=(1T) to (19),
inclusive; these are followed by Eastern Bunnic, alias Northern Turkic, and
othcrhngﬁagu grouped in the classificatior given Ly Baskakov.

The 1959 census of the Soviet Union includes more than six million Uzbeks
(6,015,1100) of whom 98.1 per cent ave native speakers; 84 per cent of them live
in their own Soviet Republic. About 1,200,000 Uzbeks live in Afghanistan.
Aside from the KypchakeUzbek that have been already discussed, two main Uzbek
dlalect groups are distinguished: the dialects of cities and thcir surroundings
Lhiehmchwwberizedbyanwiellymm‘mwmlhma end

w:mmhaweightormnmlphnmumdmlhm. The urbon
dislects, especially, have been receptive to borrowing from neighboring Tajik
dialects. The Soviet scholar V,V. Heetov offers & modified tripartition of
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Uzbek dialechn: KarlukowChigile«Uighur (closest to the Ulghur language); Kypchak
(closest to Kazakh end Kavakalpak languages); Oghuz (closest to the Turimen
lengusge). Other names of other Uzbek dialacts are Qurama, Lokhay, Sart.

In 1959 there were 95,200 Uighwrs in the Soviet Union of whom 85 per cent
were nat’ve speakers., But more than three and g half million Uighurs are found
in Chine (3,640,000)==in Sinkiang. Baskskov distinguishes four groups of Uighur
dialects. The first group is Southern: Kashgar-Yarkend, with Yengi Hissar
subdialoct; Khotan-Kerys dialect with Cherchen subdialect; Aqsu dialect. The
second group is Northern: Kucha~Turfen (oasces of Qarafskr, Kucha, Turfan, Qomul);
I11 or Kulje dimlect, also spoken by Soviet Uighurs, and also called Taranchi.
The third dialect group is made up of the Iobnor dislect alone. The fourth
group consists of the so-called Yellow Uighurs (Sarysh Yugur) in the Kensa
Province of China and Salar in Southwest Mongolia.

Also the Khoton (Choton) langusge in northwestern Mongolis can be added
to the Ulighur, in spite of its mixed charscter.

The rest of the Turkic languages appear in Baskakov as the Eastern Humnic
branch which is gubdiv:ldcd. into an Ulghur-Ogimz and a Kirghiz-Kypchak group.

In PhTF &l). this :ts' called Northern Turkic (except for Kirzhiz, as has alresiy
been noted).

In 1959 there were 100,100 Tuva or Tubas; 99.1 per cent of them claimed
Tuve as their ustive tougue. Earlier the Tuvs were imown by names such as
Soyon (singular), Soyod (plmral), Urisngkhai and Tannu-Tuve, There does not
seen to be mrch information a.vaiiable concerning the dialects of Tuve, although
such terms as cemtral and eastern dialects have been encountered,

There arve some 600 Tofa or Tofalar or Karagas in Krasuolarsk irai; 89.1
per cent of them speak Tofa as a native language. Iike the Soyod, the Karsgss
have Turklcized Southern Semoyed forebears.

ERIC
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In 1959 there were 236,700 Yakuts (Sakha); 97.5 per cent claimed Yaluxt
as thelr native tongue. An additional 3,500 Dolgan, 'who speak a dislect of
Yalkut, live in Taimyr National Okrug.

The Khakessic langusges and dialects are dlscussed in Baskakov's terms.
In 1959 there were 56,600 Khakas of whom 86 per cent spoke Khakas as their
naﬁ:lve tongue. Earlier the Khakags were called Abakan Turks or Tatars or Yenisedi
Turks or Tatars; the center of the Khakas oblast is Abaksn, There are two
groups of Khakas dialects, the one consisting of Sagal and Beltir subdia’~cts ’
and the other consisting of Kacha, Kyzyl snd the dialect called Shor (not to
be confused with the language called Shor, which follows). The Koibals and
part of the Sagal and Kacha were originally Southern Semoyeds. The Turkie
Koibal dialect has been replaced by Kacha.

Kamagrian is spoken by about two humdred persous at upper Mana and Kan
in the Krasnoiarsk krai. They are Turkicized Southern Semoyeds who speak a
dialect of Khakss,

The Shore-also known by other earlier names, such as Aba, Kondoms Tatars,
Mras Tatars, Kuznets Taters, Toi-Kuznets Tatars--live in Northern Altail aad
Kuznets Ala=ten. Thers were 15,300 of them in 1950; 83,7 per cent of them
claimed Shor es their native tongue. Shor has assimilated mon-Turide dialects,
among others the Samoyedic Matur (Motor). There are two Shor dlelects:

Mrasse. (spoken in the valleys of the rivers Mrasss and Toi, close to Khakas),
andedma(lpokeninthemmsorKondmaand.lmrToﬁ, and close to the
northern dialects of the Altai lancusge).

Coulym-=that is, the langusge of the Chulym or Meletsk Tatarse-is
spoken by a small national group in the basin of the Chulym River which is a
tributary of the Cb. In & broader sense also Kacik or Kazik snd Kuailk can be
eomnected with Chulym, Chulym proper can be divided in two dislects; lower

— _
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Cindym and middle Chulym.

To the Khekass subgroup Baskskov also adds the northern dislects of ‘the
Altal language: Tuba, Chelkandu and Kumendy.

Beskakov's last growp 1s Kirghiz-Kypchak.

In 1959 there were almost & million Kirghiz (968,700); 98,7 per cent of
them claimed Kirghiz as thelr native tongue. Kirghiz is spoken not only in the
Kirghiz SSR, but also in the Sinkiang-Ulghur Autonomous Region of the CPR, the
Kezekh S8R, the Uzbek SSR, the Tajik SSR, and the Kingdom of Afghanistan.
Baskakov distinguishes two dialects (northern and southern) » and claims that
the dialect differentiation is due to contact between Kirghiz and Uzbek.

Altal, the last langusge in Baskskov's 1list, 1s spoken by people who
live in the Momtain-Altal oblast of the Altal krai. Up to 1947 they were
called 0irot (a name of a Mongol tribe). In 1959 there were 45,300 Altad people
among whom 88.6 per cent declared Altal to be their native tongue.

Northern and southemn dialects of Altai differ so much that they have to
be considered different languages; they are attributed to different groups of
Eastern Hunniec,

Only the southern Altal dialects belong to Altal proper (spoken along
the rivers Katufi, Sema, Peschanaya, Charysh, Ursul and Meims; speakers of this
dialect call themselves Altal-kizhi, and s subgroup of them Maimsekizhi); the
Ta.'l.ang:lb dialect can be subdivided into Ta.'l.angi'b-![blos (spoken along the rivers
Ghulythman and Beshksuz, and on the sorubhem shore ofthe]:oka Teles), end Chuy
(spoken along the river Chuy). A third dlslect of Altai, Teleut or Telengut, is
spoken mainly slong the rivers Bolshol snd Malyi Bachst,

The northern group of Altal which Baskakov assigns to the Uighur-Oghuz

srmm also consists of three dialects: Tuba (altogether ebout seven thousand




Boreo-Ori&ntal Fascicle One o 109

 speskers), Kmandy (also seven thousand), and Chalkendu or Shalkands, lmown

in Russian as Iebed Tatars (altogether two thousand).
The Eastern Turkic and remaining Turide mgmes and dialscts are

sumarized in tabuiar form, as follows:
(17) Usbek

Karlnko=Chigile-Uighur

Kypebak

Ochus

Qurams,

Lokhay

Sert
(18) vighmr

Southern (18,1): |

Kashgar-Yarkend, including Yengi Hisgar

Khotan~Kerys, including Cherchen

Aqsu |

Northera (18.2):

Kucha~Turfen, including subdialects at Qarafshr, Kucha, Turra.n, and Qomul oages

11 (muaa, Tararchi) "

Lotmor (18.3) | o i
(19) Khoton (Choton). |
(20) Tuva (Tube, Soyon [sgd , Soyod [pl.], Urianskhai, Tannu«Tuva,) {

- (21) Tora [sg.], Tofalar [pi.] (Karasa-)

(22) Yaklrb (Se-kha)

(23) Khakes (Abekan Turks, Abskan Tatars, Yenisel Turks, Yenisel Tatars)
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Saga;[.
Beltir
Kacha
Kyzyl
Shor (a dlalect of Khakes, not to be confused with the Shor langusge (24), below)
(24) Shor (Abm, Kondoms Tatar, Mras Tatar, Xusnets Tatar, Tofi-Kuznets
Tatar) .
Mrasse
Kondoma,
(25) Chwlym (Melet Tatar)
lower C!hu:lwm '
middle Chulym. |
~ (26) Northern Altal
Tubs, (d1fferent than Tuba sbove)
Kumandy
Chalkendu (Shalkendu,:Iebed Tatar).
(27) Yellow Ulghur (Sezyeh Yogur)
Selar.

(28) Kirghiz
northern Kirghiz

(29) Altat (Oiot, not to be confused with the Olrat in the Mangolisn
family of the Altaic phylum) |
Altal pmper (the _dia;l;nct of a Turld.c language, not the 'phvlm; self-designations
of Altal proper speskers inclade Altel-kizhi and Maima-kizhi)
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Talangits:
Tailanglt-T0108

, Teleut (Telengut)
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KOREAN
2_._ Korean (Corean, Hankul, Chosen) is spoken by 32, 300,000 people
in Korea, 1,100,000 in China and 600,000 in Japan. The following seven

dialects are .distinguished {six on rnainland Korea, and one on an outly‘mg

|

| island):
|

‘ Py'o‘;‘)_anto

|

%. Namkyonto
|

} Seoul
; Cup&8ndo
E Kyon sagté

. J"c':ilato

Ce&uto.
Dialect boundaries coincide in general with provincial boundaries.,

.Pygganto is the northwest province; Namkyonto thai of the northeast. Seoul

{
is the capital of South Korea and is the focus of the central dialect area. Just
south of Korea, with Chogju as the focus, is the area of the Chupjondo dialect.
Jollato is the southwestern province, and Kyopsanto is the southeastern one.
Directly south and fifty miles offshore of the Korean peniimsula, is Cheju

(Quelpart) Island, where the éeEut'o dialect is -spoken. The source of the above

data (Seok Choong Song) mentions that such dialects are demarcated by extensive .
differences in phonology and vocabulary=to such an extent that some dialects
are mutually intelligible only after considerable time. At the northern political

beundary of Korea==where the Yalu and Tyumen Rivers separate Korea from

A - PO - . o
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‘the Pecples’ Republic of Chiha=is an aréa of ,laﬁguagé interpenetration; most
of the 1,100,000 Korean speakers in China live here=—just acrose the Yalu.
Chinese is the chief donor of loammwords in Korean; between 108 B:.C.
and 1500 A.D. Chinese culture and literature wereto Koréa as Greek'and Latin
- were to the western nations. The first written drthography for Korean was a
direct borrowing of Chinese characters, used to specify Korean syllables. A
Korean' phonetic alphabet called Hankul (Hangul, Hankil, Enmun, Onmun) was
‘invented in 1443, Diringer (442-6, é1-948) calls this 15th century on-mun or
'vulgar' script 'the only native alphabet in the Far East' (where alphabet- included
logographic systems are 'native'; self- sufficient alphabets are genérally borfowed
rather than invented in the Far East). The unique Korean alphabet may have
developed from some earlier‘script, but its origins are not really known. It
was preceded by Syol Chong's invention (690 A.D.) of :, Kore;,n syllabary of
thirty-six signs based on Chinese writing and 'also influenced by indian scripts’.
J apanese inﬂuénce before ’the f:urn of the 20th century.. was slight and
intermittent. Jap.anese military \;ict;ories over China (1894) and Russia (1904)
culminated in the annexation of Korea (1910) . The whole educational system for
the next thirty-fwe years was organized in order to assimilate Korea into Japan's
culture. After World War If, textbooks and dictionaries ih _the ‘Hankul script were
mass-produced ‘and Korean writing replaced Japaneée writing. By 1950 the
hteracy rate in the Hankul script was about 80 percent. Many Koreans are |

blhngua.l in J’ apanese and Korean. In the north— especially around the political

boundary—-there a.re_}bllu_lguals in Korean-Chinese (Mandarir_l),. Chinese and
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Russian are becoming important se,cond languages in North Korea, and fluency
in English is increasing in the South,

Seoul was the official dialect of the peninsula before the Kor -:n War, and

program and the news media; the standard dialect now beiﬁg dissemi.ne.ted. widely
is that of Seoul; it is used whenever two speakers oi‘ different dialects meet.'
Samuel E. Mazrtin (Lg 27, 51 9-533 1951) gwos phonemm d:.stmctmns

made in the standard ('Standard colloquial Korean idea.u,y represented by edu-

cated speakers natwe to Seoul') o

p't_'c':‘k,"

s 3 h
m n | n

1
wy

frent ) ‘front . back | baek
unf.olu:';dedh - r_ounded - rounded unreun‘ded

higl‘x‘ '. i 3 o _..u - e
mid e 3 o o
low ¢ - o I ..,

plus phonemic vowel length

plus non-identica.l.vowel clusters °

Stops have slight.aspiration, when voicele'ss, asd hav;re (except for /? /) voiced
allophone_s--intervocaliceuy m fast speech; / & / has both prepalatal [¢] and

palatal[ €) affricates as allophones; /s/ has [s] and[ z] as its allophones~-

it remains 80 in South Korea today. Seoul is the centei'.‘of the massive educational

e
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ﬁhé latter intervocalically in fast speech; g0 also /h{ hasa:véickduillophonies Be-
t§véen unvoiced consonants the nasals, ’the lateral, and all vowels become
| 'devéiced';
| JAPANESE-OKINAWAN

5. Japanese is spoken by nearly 100 million speakers in the main islands
of .]’a.pah, 1n Taiwan (several thousand), Hawaii (200, 000), continental United
States (200, 000 centering in California), and Brazil (380, 000). Japanese:is
replacing the Okinawan language,even in the most remote areas. In Taiwan
Japanese is found as & lingua franca among certain tribes of aboriginals, e.g.
between the Ayataru and Bunutan, an:d between speakers of the mutually unin-
- telligible dialects of Chinese, =.g. Fukkien and Cantonese.

The Jzpanese culture can probably be traced back to the Yayoi rice-
growing culture whichfiourished in Japan 2,000 years ago. The speech of the
Yayoi people is identified with Proto-J apafiese. Samuel E. Martin (Encyclopedia
Britannica, 1964) regards a remote relationship between Japanese and Korean
as 'probable,' and a still more remote relationship of both {Korean and
Japanese) to Altaic languages (Tungus, Mongol, and Turkic) as l'posaible.'
Mongol and Japanese are structurally so similar fhat they can be translated
one into the other morpheme-by-morpheme, including many idioms; at the same
time, there is no noticeably cognate density in vocabulary, except possibly for
five or ten words, according to John Krueger.

Martin quantifies the high degree of cuitural and linguis tic impact of

Chinese on Japanese. Linguistically, this is shown in the extremely heavy

i PRSPV W P ¢ AT Y
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borrowing of Chinese technical and. abstract terminology (in a manner analogous
to the use of Litin and Greek by English]. In the 'basic' "i1panese vocabulary,
however, Martin cites 5 per cent of the lexiczl items as being borrowed from
Chinese, while twice as many (16 per cent) are borrcwed from Korean.

Among the other influences which the Japanese had from China was the
adaptation of characters from the Chinese writing system, which, in their
Japanese form are called Kanji. From the Kanji the Japanese have developed-~
by the a.dditioh‘ of certain symbols possessing only sound values—a cumbersome
syllabary, called Man'yS-gaua.. There are two modern vefsions of the syllabary,
each with about 50 symbols,called Kana. The ordinary syllabary, with roundish
symbols, is called hiragana; and a special kind for a special purpose (a squarish
type used as a-kind of italics for foreign and uﬁusual words) is called katakana.
In seeking to.ease the bur,den of becoming literate, the Japanese Government
~has reduced the number of Kanji to under 2,000 (from a former inventory rang-
ing from 3, 000 to 5, 000); simplified the shapes of the Kana; and adopted a type
of Romanization. ' |

The most interesting featrres of the Japanese language are the differentia-
tion of étyle s.' The major styles in the lang‘uafgp; are as follows:
Ordinarf (plain) or da-scyle
Polite or desu- style
Very polite (honorific) or gozaimasu-style
Ordinary or dearu-style

Polite or dearimasu-style..
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The first three are the styles of general use and the last two are written styles.
The labels are given because the stylistic distinction is most evident in ‘the

sentence final particles, da, desu, de gozaimasu, dearu, -dearimasu to be

(or glossed as an auxiliary particle when used with other verbs). The sentence

final forms of the verbs also differ according to the styles:

ordinary; aru to exist suru  to do
polite: arimasu to exist shimasu to do
very polite: oru to exist itasu to do .

Styles are not mixed in one utterance or discourse unless for some intended
effect obtainable by a deiiberate mixture of styles. The plain style is used when
speaking to an inferior or an intimzte; the polite style, when speaking to a
stranger or to acquaintances of approximately equal rank; and the h. »rific
style is used in spéaking either to or about a superior,

Women in general speak in a slightly more polite stvle than men; everyday
female speech is somewhere between the ordinary and the polite styles. For.
inst#nce, the sentence finals/dawa‘/ ,» /noyo/,/deskoo/and/o. ..nasai/ are added
to the ordinary sentence final phrases. Public speeches are mostly in the
. ordinary style ’ though sométimes they are also in the 'deari:ﬁa.su style, and, except
in special cases, most of the writing i 8 done in 'dearu style of ordinary type.

Standard Japanese is best represented by the language of educated speakers
native to Tokyo. Bloch (Studies in Cdlloquial.‘s‘qamese,Lg. 26.86-125, 1950)
listsﬁ ‘two extremésﬁf Standard Japanese which he éalls: (1) conservative, in

which foreign loans are assimilated into native patterns, and (2) innovating, in
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| whi.ch a number of English phonemes are borrowed (chiefly by those bi-
linguals who have a good command of English) .

Misao Tc-)jc-), with other dialectologists, divide Japanese into three ’
regidnél dialects:
Ky-ushﬁ, with three subdialects subdivided into two groups: Honichi, on the
one hand, and Hichiku and Satsuéd‘on on the other;
(Honsha) Seibo, with twa groups havingof a total of five subdialects: Chii goku
and Unpaku, on the cne hand, and Hokuriku, Kinki and Shikoko on the other;
(Honshu) TSbu_, subdivided into two subdialect groups withv a total of five
mem'bers; Takaitozan and Hachijojima, on the one hand, and Hokkaido,
Tohoku and Kantd on’ the other.

"Il'h:e'sé dialect divisions are based upon phonological morphological and

lexical isoglosses.

Phonologically there are three major divisiogs:
ﬁra-Nihon, in the southern half of Hokkaido; |
Omote-Nihon, covering the greater part of Honshd and Shikaku,

:Satsugu, vKagos‘hima and Moro Kata Districts of Miyazaki Prefecture.

The following chart of the phonemes of Standard J apanese represents a
consensus‘ among dur sources: Shiro Hattori (in the section on Japanese in
An Introduction to the Languages of t,he World, Vol. II, Tokyo, 1955), Misao
Tojo (ed. of Nihon Hogen-gaku), Bernard Bloch (Studies in Colloquial Jap-

anese, Lg. 26, 86-125, 1950), and Samuel E. Martin (Morphophonemics of

H

Standard Colloquial Japanese, Lg. Diss. No. 47, 1952):
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b d £ g
8 h i u
m =n n e o
r a
w y

hattori includes /y/ found in some but not all dialects.

Bloch and Martin indicate a syllabic nasal /n/, syllable length / -/,
and nasalization /~/. The phonemes /f/ and /v/ are cited only for Bloch's
innovating dialect. Roth Bloch and Martin‘also indicate four pitch levels
/ 1234/. |

Martin originally had an SGC of devoicing, but subsequently (in a | '
review) indicated that it was in complimentary distribution with voiced vowels.
Martin also indicated that / ?/ disappears in rapid speech.

Hattori includes the 'mora elementst / N/ and / Q/ , which may form
separate syllables (for / N/ see Bloch's syllabic nasal /7/).

Misao Tojo includes / z 2 n £ s x/.

OKINAWAN (RYUKYU)

Ryukyu ( Ryuukyuu, Luche, Okinawan, Shuri) is spoken by some 900,000

in the Ryukyu (Luchu) Archipelago, mostly on the largest island, Okinawa (80

per cent).

Although often considered a dialect of J apanese (Misao Tojo, Kokugo no

Hoogen-Kukaku [The Dialect Areas of J apanese], Okinawan is not mutually
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intelligible with Japanese. Tomocnga Kanesiro and Shiro Hattori (Ryuukyuu or
Okinawa Language‘, in thg Japanese Introduction to the Languages of the World)
cite B. H. Chamberlain as the first to postulate (in 1895) the descent of Ryukyu
and J apanese from a common ancestor; there has been considerable agreement
ever since despite the paucity of work in reconstruction. There is a good deal
of Okinawan vocabulary which bears no cognate relatibﬁéh‘i_p to Japanese. Ma-
layo-Polynesian voyagers are known to have been shipwrecked on Oki.na\x'ra;
earlier contacts with spea‘kers“of other language families may have come
about in the same way.

Betweer; Tokyo Japanese and Shuri Ryukyu (Qkinawan) the /a/ of Jap-
anese corresponds to Shuri /a/, the /e i u/ of Japanese after /c z s/ corre-

spond to Shuri / i/, and the /u o/ elsewhere of Tokyo correspond to /u/ of

Shuri. There seem to be many words, however, for which neither the vowel

nor the consonant correspor;dences afe clear, as is shown in the following

pairs wit;h the same gloss; taijoo (Japanese_), ticda (Rygl;yu)__s_-g_;_ otoko

(Japanese), wikaga (Ryukyq) g;n;dll;kita (Japanese) nishi (Ryukyu) north.
Different sources estimate different degrees of dialect differentiation

in ‘Okinawan: three (Misao T5jd); five dialects‘ (Toosoo Miyara); seven dialects

(Sinken Iha). The dialect divisions give_n'by these sources, however, are crit-

‘ ic'j.i.zed. by Kanesiro and Hattori as being based on ggographigal--rather

than linguistic--criteria. The combined list of sucﬁ putative diélects in-

-

cludes:

Okinawa (Central group), with a northern and a southern subdialect (including
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Shurt),

Sakisima (Saktshxma, Soui:hern group), thh Mtyako and Yéeyama (Yéyeyama)
subdialects; N

Amami-Os ifna' {Oos irha) :

Tokunosims,; |

isikai;

Okinoerabu (Okierabu);

4

| [Kc

ull Toxt Provided by ERIC

Sacunan.

Tomonaga Kanesiro and Shiro Hattori (Languages of the World, in

Japanese) give the following phonemes for the Shuri {Okinawan group) dialect:

b d g i u
8 h e o
z a

m n N
r

w y

The letters / N/ and /Q/ represent syllabic nasal and syllabic stop, res-
pectively.
AINU
6. In 1955-6, Shiro Hattori, Mashibo -Chiri and five otle r field workers

surveyed Ainu communities in Hokkaido and Sakhalm, and pubhshed their find-

ings in Mmzokugaku-kenkyu (The Japanese Journal of Ethnology) 24.21-66

N . % p — - Yard i L Be . R e, ¢ > ! .
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(Lex1cestat1st1c Study of the Amu Dialects); Hauro Aoki's abstract appeérs 1ﬁ
I.TAL 27 358 60 (1961) Based <.m.r‘e'sult-s obtained from e11c1t1n»g“ w1th i:he
Swadesh 200-word list, nmeteen Ainu di-lects are d1fferent1ated, thiri:éen on |
Hokkaido and six on,Sa:lcl}alip. Thése dialects which ar;lr;a‘ov:;e él;)ét;l.ir 1;eiated
are grouped toéether; while the remainder (since thejr relationship;s v)itﬁ other
dialects are not specified) are liéted coordinately. |

- Hokkaide dialects of Ainu:

Yakumo - !
Oshamambe: |

Hiratori
Niikappu
Obihiro
Kushiro 1
Bihoro :

S8ya

Nayoro

Asahikawa
Harobetsu

Sakhalin dialects of Ainu:
Qchiho

‘Tarantomari

Maoka -

Shiraura
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‘Raichishka (Rayciska)

Nairo
SOya (probably spoken on thé northernmost peninsula of Hokkaido with the same
name) shows closer relationships with the dialects of Sakhalin than w.ith the
other dialects of Hokkaido. |

The Ainu may have been the aboriginal norﬂi-Mongoloid‘ inhabitants of Sak-
halin, the Kuril and Ryukyu festoons, and Japan. The modern Ainu number:
16, 090; their present habitat is/-:ive;x in the following list of Ainu dialects
té,ken from Tae 0kada"s excerptions from the second volume of the Japanese
Languages of the World bo.oks (pp 726-49, Tokyo, 1955):

Sakﬁalin (Saghalin)j=1, 600 speakers
Taraika (Northern Sakhalin),
Southern Sakhalin

Shikotan (Kuril)«=90 speakers

Ezo (Yezo, Hokkaido)-—~15, 000 speakers
North Ezo
South Ezo

Tansin

Hitaka

Tae Okada selects the last listed of these Ainu dialects (Hitaka) to give a

sample of phanemic distinctions made in Ainu.
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P &t ¢ k i u
8 h e o
m n a
r
w oy

All stops have voicéd [b, 4, J, ¢ ]and voiceless [p, t, &, k] allophones,
alternating freely in medial and final positions‘; the voiceless allophones occur
in initiai position always. Bésides [& Y7, /&/ also has a voiceless dental af-
fricate allophone [c, or ts ], and a voiced allophone [dz]. /s/ has two variants--
[S] occurs before high front vowels, a.nd‘(_sJ els'ewhere. /h/ has two allophones=-
) bilaBial fricative occuz;s ﬁefo,re /u/, and [h] elsewhere. A non-contrastive
(non-phonemic) glottal stop[?] occurs before a stréssed vowel; strecs is
predictable, occurring on the final vowel of ‘stems; hence[?] is-also pre-~
dictable.

Vowel length is also non-contrastive (non-phonemic), occurring in open
syllables. This is the only data given on allophonic range of vowels., John
Batchelor (A Grammar of the Ainu language, Memoir V. Imperial University
of Japan, (1887)) is sure of wha.t Ainu lacks==there is no stre‘s‘s, length, or
tone.

Clusters of two consonants (including geminates) :occur in Ainu,,‘ but only

word-medially: sapte to put out, tckpa to peck, yapte to  put in, tanne

long, takne short, matne of a woman, pinne of a man, sanke to extmjuish,

yanke to raise. Diphthongs (but not vowel geminatas) also occur.
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PALEOSIBERIAN LANGUAGES
1.9. For some centuries, speakere of Paleosiberian languages have
been in whé,t Roman Jakobson calla 'progressive retreat' (AA 44.602, 1942),
since they were successively displaced — first by Tungus and other Altaic
expansions and then, after the 17th century, by Russian expansion — from large

parts of Siberia to their present habitat. This begins at the Amur River and the

off-shore island of Sakhalin {with the Gilyak living in the northern part of

Sakhalin sland and on the adjacent mainland}. It includes the Kamchatka
Peninsula (with the Kamchadal surrounding an enclave of Koryak in the
southern half of the'Peninsula; but the Koryak alone occupy the northern half
of the Karnchatka Peninsula). It extends ffoﬁa the Kamchatka Peninsula across
the Se'a of Okhotsk tq the main'lé.nd between thg Sca of Okhotsk and the East
Siberian Sea (with the 20th century Yukaghir and Chuvantzy living largely s-outh
of the Arctic Circle, and the Chukchee north of the Arctic Circle). The
present-day habitat, as outlined so far, represents a drastic reduction from the
pre-Altaic, pre-Russiun expansion period when the Paleosiberian territory
extended across Siberia from the Bering Strait in the east to the Yenisei
River country in the west, where today speakers of a single remaining
language — Ket, of the Yenisei-Ostyak frmily = are still living.
Paleosiberian languages are sormetimes ca.lled Siberian Americanoid
languages (and the s‘peake.rs are called the Americanoids of Siberia) to draw

attention to internal features in these languages and to external interpretations

. about them,
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In internal features of phonology, they are not like American Indian
but rather like the adjacent Altaic languages ; they are even more like the
flanking Chinese languages in East Asia than they are like North Pazcific Coast

languages in North America. The Siberian Americanoid languages never

distinguish glottalized consonants from plain consonants (a distin:tion

commonly encountered on the American North Pacific Coast but — except in

the Caucasus — rarely found in Asian languages). They make around four linear
distinctions for stops, while some North Pacific Coast languages make twice

that number.

In internal features of grammar, typological similarity between
Siberian Americanoid langu;ges and American Indian languages comprises
what Sapir called the 'polysynthetic' type, while Altaic languages exemplify an
‘agglutizative® type, and Chinese languages an 'isolating' type. Such internal
or structural similarities have led to a conjecture that_migrations of
American Indians were interrupted in prehistoric times, after the forebears
of Indian languages left Asia but just before the speakers of Siberian
Americanoid languages emigrated. The latter were, as it were, trying
to be Men Qut of Asia, but for some unknown reason never got out of Asia.

But it is kan opposite external interpretation that. the term Siberian
Americanoid languages alludes to. That 1s to say, the possibility has been
suggested, by Waldemar J ochelson and others, that Siberian Americanoids
are indeed Men Out of Asia who actually migrated to the New World and then

back-tracked to the Old World where they were first encountered by European
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investigators. For this interpretaticn, the label 'Siberian Americanoid' is
indeed more suggestive than the term 'Paleosiberian'; but the latter seems
less loaded with conjecture.

If the Paleosiberian languages were —as Waldemar Bogaras postulated-—
aborigiral to Siberia, and the Tungus languages had a southern provenience
and arrived later in Siberia, as has been suggested above (3.1), some mutual
influence might be expected after a millenium of contact between the old
aboriginal languages and the newly arrived languages. It is possible
to show that Tungus languages which are adjacent to Paleosiberian languages
(or even Samoyed) permit velar nasals in initial position; other non-adjacent
Tungus languages may include velars among their nasal consonants, but non-
initially so. Additional observations might be‘ made on the pecularities of
vowel harmony in Tungus languages that are adjacent to Paleosiberian
languages. The evidence is far from overwhelming; rather, there are,
in general,' only slight traces of influence of Paleosiberian languages on
Tungus ianguages, or of Altaic influence on Paleosiberian languages.

Gilyak was very much influenced (7. 3); Yukaghir not at all (7. 2).

Though it may be conceded that Paleosiberion languages are aboriginal
to Siberia, it does- not follow from thie that all the Paleosiberian languages
are related to each other. Viewing these languages as one would view some
half dozen languages in a comparable culture area of native America-~say
the North Pacific coast—three alternative possibilities of classification

would be considered.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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(1) Was every one of the dozen languages in the Paleosiberian culture
area relatéd to the other in a language family sense ? Our New World
perspective would tend to make us expect that they wer;é probably not so

. related, since most culture areas in the New World are represented by more
than one language family. And, in fact, the evidence for Paleosiberian
languages shows that four separate language families were found in one

| cuiture area at the time Jochelson 'and Bogoras mapped The Koryak [and
their neighbors] (1901).

(2) Are'the four language families in the one Paleosiberian culture area
related to each other somewhat more distantly as. a group of language familiesm
say in the sense of micro-phylum linguistics? Curiously enough, this kind
of comprehensive remoj:e relationshipi does not occu: in Native America for

“single culture areas; instead, one language famiiy in one culture area is
more apt,té be related—~in phylum linguistics—to another language family in
another culture area.. But in the Old World, this kind of relationship does
occur (e.g. North Africa). And it has been suggested=-though doubted by
Roman J acobsqn (AA 44504, 1942)~— that all Paleosiberia.n languages are
geneticallv related in a phylum linguistic sense.

(3) Is one language family in the Paleoéiberian culture area related in
phylum lingui.stics to a language family in another culture area—as Algonquian
in the Eastern Woodlands is related to Wiyot-Yurok of the North Pacific Coast~=
while another language fainily in the same culture area (e.g. Iroquoian) is

related to still other language families (e.g. Caddoan) in other culture areas?

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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This may be characterized as the general case for ultimate re1at1onsh1ps
among American Indran 1anguages B |

Roman J akobson (op. cit. ) does seem to 1mp1y (if not to press) the
analogy to alternative (2) of the New World for. the Paleos1ber1an languages |
of the Old World The argument for th1s requires ‘that the proposed connec-
t1ons' with e1ther New or Old World 1anguage families be phrased in terms of
some part1cu1ar Paleosiberian language orgroup or family, rather than to all
Pa.leosiberian'languagee Thus, 1t has been pr0posed-by scholars c1ted in
Jakobscn {AA 44 603-4, 1942)-that there are genet1c connections between |
the Uralic family (Samoyed) and the Chukchee-Koryak-Kamchadal group;
the Eatumo-Aleut fam11y (A81an and Amer1can Esk1mo) and the Chukchee-
Koryak- Kamchadal group; | |
the Urauc fam11y and Yukaghrr,
the Ur lic fam11y and G11yak |
the A1nu fam:.l'y and G11yak
the S1no-Tz.betan phylum and the Y"enj.se1-03tyak group [and in fact earher
(1n 1926) Pater Schm1dt had pr0posed the same connect1on]

A curious consequence of this argument is the lack of symmetr:lcal
sympathy on the part of its proponents On the one hand y J ahobson presents
‘most of the pr0posed genet:c connect1ons listed ahove with such warm
'.ay:mpat’hyas to sugge.st that he himself is a proponent of almost all of them.
on ’the other hand. he fmds 1t nece ssary to conclude h1s argument w1th an

exp11c1t d1savowa1 of genetic relat1onsh1ps arm.ong the four families in the
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Paleosiberian cetegory, and to inroke areal lingtiistics to eccount for
typological features shared by all of them (AA 44.604, 1942): "...if nothing
warrants our assummg a genealoglcal relationship between the Luorawetlan
family [the Chukchee- Koryak Kamchadal group] the Yukaghir family, the
Gilyak and the Yeniseian family, one ge*s ng vertheless a glimpse of an affinity
of all these languages owing to an ancient geographical proximit

The twenty years tliat have elapsed since Jacobson published his summary,
The Paleos,iberian‘Languages, have not been empty of further far-flung
proposals, including some made 1inder the aseumption that Paleosiberian
langueges are all related to each othex, eitlier in a language family eense
(2), or' as a group of four language femilies constituting a phylum (b).
Evidence in han_d belies (a); but support for (b) may some day be realized.

The evidence for (b)-~interfamily genetic connections in a linguistic
phylum sense--may possibly be forthcoming before long, since both
American and Russian investigators are currently engaged in Paleosiberian
research For example, Dean Stoddard Worth's Kamc‘tadal Texts Collected

by W. Jochelson ('S- Gravenhage, 1961) is to be followed by a Kamchadal-English

-~ dictionary and, one hopes, by a grammar. The prestige of the Marr school

of linguistics is extinct, but typological questions raised by that school
continue to be asked. When Paleosiberian languages are genetically allied with
Asian Eskimo, or Caucasian languages, as they were by Me¥&aninov (1948),

it might be well to label the pivotal languages in the alliance 'Paleoasiatic';

and to reserve the term 'Paleosiberian' for languages whose ultimate genetic
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relationship may still be proved. Still another alternative term for
Paleosiberian (Hyperborean) is not at all appropriate because speakers of
at least one of the languages in question (Gilyak) live no farther north than.
English speake. in England.

7.1. The first of the four Paleosiberian language families is sometimes

called the Louravetlan (Lourawetlan) group, sometimes the Chukchee-Koryak-
Kamchadal group, and most recently the Chukchee~Kamchatkan family.

o (1) The Russian census for 1959 locates 11, 700 Chukchee (Chukchi)

in tl;e Chukchi Peninsula, Chukchi National Okrug; 93. 7 per cent of the "

11, 700 speak Chukchee. Louravetlan is the self-designation of the:Chukchee,
but is used by some linguists for the whole family, including languages (1)

to (5), as listed here. In fact the Chukchee have two self-de signating terms

(luorawelan true man; liiyiliil true language).

Chukchee structure has been described in two basic works, the first
of which is a monograph by Waldemar Bogoras {Handbook of American Indian
Languages, BAE-B 40.637-903, 1922). This has as its scope "The group of
languages. . .the Chukchee, the Koryak, and the Kamchadal. Of these, th=
first two are closely related, while Kamchadal shows markedly divergent
forms." In his preface to the first basic monograph on the Chukchee, Franz
Boas says,'"It seemed important to add the Chukchee to the sketches contained
in the Handbook, because it proves. conclusively that those features which are
most characteristic of many'fAmerican Ir }ian languages are found also on the Asiatic

continent. '
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The second basic work on Chukchee begins with two articles by P.
Ja. Skorik (1958) that propc se reclassification, and contribute information
on dialect differentiaiion (cited from Dean Worth's article on recent work
of Soviet linguists in Current Trends in Linguistics I, The Hague, 1963).
Kerek is now regarded as a separate language, differentiated into two
dialects (see below); the dialects listed for Chukchee are:

| Uellenskij
Pevekskij
Enmylinskij
Nuhligranskij
Xatyrskij.

Other work by Skorjk (1948-1961) builds upon and phonemicizes the
basic work of Bdgoras, cited above; and makes a deeper analysis of
Chukchee, as does the work of T.A. Moll, P.I. Indnlikéj;. and F.N. Semiakin,
First -class linguistic attention to Chukchee thus extends from the time that
Bogoras collected materials on his first field trip, 1895-97, as a member
of the Sibiryakov Expedition of the Russian Imperial Geographical Society;
it continﬁed through the Marr period; and it is on-going in modern Soviet
linguistic circles. The latest work is especially sensitive to variety within
a particular language, as Chukchee; earlier work was not.

Thiis, Bogoras was able to say (op. cit. p. 639): "The work on the
Chukchee is also facilitated by the fact that the laﬁguage has no dialects,

the dialect of the maritime Chukchee of the Pacific Coast being almost

Q
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identical with that of the reindeer-breeders of the Kolyma river."

And Jochelson was interested enough to observe exactly the location

of Y. ..Chechin Village the population of which is mixed Chukchee and Aiwan

[Eskimo] and in which the Chgkchee llanguage is spoken” (Peoples of Asiatic

Russia, N. Y., 1928, p. 46), without showing interest in how Chukchee might -

sound in the mouth of an Eskimo.

This insensitiveness to variety (or 'no dialect') view of Chukchee was

silently corrected by Roman Jakobson in 1942 (op. cit. p. 604-5): HWThis

vast [Chukchee] territory interrupted by the Russian wedge along the river

Kolyma extends from the basin of the Alazeia in the Northwest as far as the

Bering Strait and the Bering Sea in the East, with the exception of a few headlands

and islands along the seéa-coast, inhabited by the Eskimos and the Koryaks

(Cape Navarin) and is bounded on the South by the basin of the Anadyr. The

dialect of the semi- sedentary Chukchees on the seacoast and the of nomads,

tawtu . ('keepers of the reindeer’, source of the Russian term 'Chukchee?)
lawitu P

distinguish one from the other.®

(2) Kerek are not counted sparately in the Russian language census;

presumably speakers of this language are included among the Chukchee, or
among the Koryak. Kerek dialects are named:

Majna-pil'ginskij

Xatyrskij.

Worth (op. cit.) credits Skorik with having shown that Kerek is not a dialect

of Chukchee, as formerly supposed, but a separate language, with the
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simplest sound system in the Chukchee-Kamchatkan family, and not
synharmonic--in fact, the only language in the family without vowel

harmony. But both in lexical and morphological inventories, Kerek coincides as
much with Koryak as with Chukchee. In 1942 Jakobson (AA 44, 605) reported
Kerek to be dialect spoken on Cape Navarin isolated from the rest of the

Koryak dialects, while Worth (1963), as already mentioned, says that Kerek was
formerly regarded as a Chukchee diaiect. Though Kerek may be a separate
language, as Skorik says, native speakers of Kerek are bilingual in

Koryak or Chukchee or both; according to Jakobson (22. cit., p. 605), only

the Koryak and Chukchee resisted bilingualism and their neighbors spoke these
languages as lingua francas. It should be added that both Koryak and Chukchee are
no longer preliterate, and are classified as literary languages.

(3) The 1959 census locates 6, 300 Koryak {Nymylan-~-the self-
designation, ntmtl?an dweller) in the Koryak National Okrug (on the northern
shore of the Sea of Okhotsk and south of the Chukchee Peninsula at the base of the
Kamchatka Peninsula); 90.5 per cent of the 6,300 claim Koryak as their native
language. In location, the Koryak are flanked ( and in places were also
surrounded) by speakers of other Paleosiberian languages (Kamchadal,

Chukchee and Yukaghir). The Russian word for Koryak is derived either from

tamtu keepers of the reindeer or from korak raisers of the reindeer, living

on the tundra ( a single dialect; 'whereas the speech of the population now or
recently semi-settled is divided into groups of the North and South and

very diversified' (Jakobson, op. cit. p.605). Skorik gives the following

ERIC
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names for Koryak dialects:
éavt’_‘uvenskij |
Apokinskij
Kamenskij
Parenskij
Itkanskij.

~ Additional self-designations of .the Koryak are reported by Jochelson
(The Koryak, N. Y., 1901); one wonders whether these and others (see
above) may not be self-designations of particular dialects or of socio- .
political bands rather than of the whole sociolinguistic unit. Two of
Jochelson's four dialect names refer in general to ge.rgraphic districts;
of the two others, one is Kerek~- the new language (2), above; the other is
Alutor ~~another new language (4).

(4) Alutor are not counted separately in the 1959 census, but the
numbers of their speakers may possibly be included among the Koryak.
Shorik gives the following names for Alutor dialects:

Al;utorskij
Karaginskij
Palanskij.

(5) The Kamchadal (Itel'men ~~the self-designation, itelmen man )
numbered 3, 500 in the 1926 census, 1,100 in 1959; and only 36 per cent of the 1,100
claimed Kamchadal as their native language. Russian is spoken as a second

.. language by some Kamchadal, and, apparently, as the only language of most
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Kamchadal today. The Kamchadal provide an irnstance of on-going
'progressive retreat', for they !'... still occupied the entire southward

part of the K#mchatkan Peninsula in the eighteenth century and farmed three
sharply disti‘nct branches, but during the course of the nineteenth century
Russian displaced Southern and Eastern Kamchadal, always embodying some
indigenous vestiges into its phonemics and grammar. Only Western Kamchadal
managed to hold its own but*even it ce&ed a part of its territory to Koryak and
is spoken at the present timg only in eight fishing hamlets belonging to the
Koryak District. This remnant, divided into two dialects, alters its
vocabulary and simplifies its grammatical gystem under aA very s;ronft
Russian influence.'" (Jakobson, op. cit. p. 605). Skorik gives the
following names for Kamchadal dialects:

Sedanskij

Xajrjuzovskij

Nap;,nskij

Sopoénovskij.

Kamchadal is the most divergent language in the Chukchee -Kamchatkan
family. It distinguishes voiced-voiceless, plain-palatal, and fortis-lenis
cbnsonants, as well as 'free consonant clustering'. Morphologically, it has
no incorporation, no marking of person in either the noun o.r the adjective;
other langué,ges of the family have these features. Phonemically again,
the whole falznily‘ including Kamchadal, has back velars. Kamchadal has the

most elaborate phonemic éystem, Kerek the sir;iilest. Dual number is marked

-




Boreo-Oriental Fascicle One - | 137

by Chukchee, Koryak and Kamchadal.

z__Z_ The Yukaghir family includes one'. languaée stiil .spoken (Y\qughir),
and anotner 1anguage now extinct {Chuvantzy). L1ke Kamchadal (7 1), Yukagh1r
s;;eakers have been in 'progressive 'retreat' (after the 17th century) pressed
by Larnut, Yakut and Russian expane1ons, unt11"toda}; tnere remain only
two isolated.Yukagnir dialects: - |
Kolﬁa (sooken between the J asachnaia and Korkodon Rivers, tributaries of
the Kolyma); | |
Tuncira (epoken in the tnndra betvreen the I‘ndig'irka anci Alazia Rivers). '

In the 1900 census taken by Jochelson (o_;_)_. cit., p. 55), 1,003 Yukaghir
were counted, and 453 Chuvantzy. Even at the turn of the century, there
remained orly 'remnants of the Chuvantzy dialect' ; according to Jochelson
(op. cit. p. 55):

"Odul (plur. Odulpe, or __B?) meamng, .the sfrong one, 1.s the
Yuka;h1r name for themselves Trad1t1ona11y, the}r were reputed to be the

best warriors in the extreme northeast of S1ber-\a The Chukchee and Koryak

call the Yukagh1r and Chuvantzy, Ata1 or Etel wh1ch is the Chukchee-Koryak

pronunciation of the Yukaghir, Odul. This may be considered as additional
evidence that their neighbors regarded the Yukaghir and Chuvantzy as |
divisions of one tribe, which is also corroborated by their folklore and the.
remnants of the Chuvantzy' dialect etiil e.'xtant arnong the Russianized

Chu{rantzy on the Anadyr River. "

EKC
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If Chukchee has received the greatest linguistic attention among the
Paleosiberian langﬁages (from Bogoras to Skorik), and Koryak and Gilyak .
the next best attention (beginning with J ochelson and §ternberg, re spectively;),
then Yukaghir may be said to have been relatively neglected until the recent
work by E.A. Krejnovié. In the judgement of Worth (op. cit. p. 366),

Krejnovil's TheYukaghir Language (Moscow-Leningrad, 1958) !. . . provides us
with the first really thorough description of Yukaghir. .. '. The Yukaghir

vowel system appears to be asymmetrical (but not as asymmetrical as that

of Hopi):
i u
e $ o

In the consonant system, voici.ng‘ is an additive component that combines
with all plain Stops (and with a latent uvular stop that appears only voiced);

the two series each make four linear disiinctions( five for voiced), as do

the nasals, . in symmetiical matching (except for the voiced uvular stop):

Liquids contrast /r 1 ly/ » fricatives contrast /s h/, and semivowels /w j/.
In estiméting the relatibnship of the now described Yukaghir language
to other Asian languages (e. g. between Kot, formerly spoken on the upper

Yenisei, and Ket which is discussed below, énd Samoyed of the Uralic

ERIC
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family), Krejnovié is inclined to interpret demonstrated similarities as a
c;nsequence of ‘areal linguistics (diffusion) rather than that of comparative
methbd linguistics (descent from a reconstructed parent language). He
explicitly disavows the hypothesis of a Yukaghir-~Altaic genetic connection,
proposed by Collinder; and then, consistently enough, asserts that no evidence at
all exists for postulating genetic camection between the Paleosiberian Yukaghir
family and the Paleosiberian Chukchee-Kamchatkan family (7.1). Despite
several centuries of contact with non-Paleosiberian languages (Tungus and
Yakut), Yukaghir remaine essentially uninfiuenced, and is. influenced by

Russian only in vocabulary.

7.3. Gilyak (Nivkhi~~the self-designation, nivx man) is the southernmost

of thePaleosiberian languages. In the Russian census for 1959, the Gilyak
numbered 3, 700 and 76. 3 per cent then claimed Gilyak as their native
language; but apparently all are bilingual in Russian and Gilyak (which is
now written). The Gilyak are officially located in the Sakhalin Oblast, and
are found on both sides. of the Tatar Strait which separates the delta

river country of the Amur from Sakhalin Isic.ad. Three-fourtl"ns of the Sea
of Okhotsk is a Paleosiberian Sea, .since its southern shores are occu;;ied.
by the Gilyak, its northern shores by the Koryak, and its eastern shores
by the Kamchadal and Koryak on Kamchatka Peninsula. The Gilyak are
official residents of the northern half of Sakhalin Island, but some scores of
Gilyak .emigrated. about a century ago to the southern part of the Island;

their descendants now live among the Ainu. and Tungus. Both on the Island and




-

140 Anthropological Linguistics, Vol. 7, No. 1l

on the coastal and inland Amur River country of the mainiand, the Gilyak are
flanked or surrounded by Tungus speakers.

If it is true that the Gilyak are in 'pProgressive retreat' from the
Tungus, it may be equally true that the Ainu had retreated to the southern
part of Sakhalin Island under pressure from the incoming Gilyak. This
is suggested by three facts. First, the flora and fauna which are endemic

t o the Island are named in Gilyak by terms borrowed from Aimi.. Second, the

Gilyzk have a name, kugi-tulk® Ainu pits, for the ruins of underground dwellings

in the non-Ainu part of Sakhalin Island (the northern half). Third, Gilyak
folktales are filled with accounts of wars against the Ainu.

Work on the Gilyak language from the last century days of Sternberg
to that of present day Soviet linguists has taken cognizance of .the influence
that neighboring languages have exerted on Gilyak. Such diversified influence
r.ay have‘ led to difficulty in structural analysis; at any rate, Gilyak
structure is more controverted than that of other Paleosiberian languages
appearing in the recent Russian literature and summarized by Worth
(op. cit. pp. 367-72). Krejnovi&, the Yukaghis specialist who found that
the Tungus languages did not influence Yukaghir at all, despite ample
contact time to do so (7. 2), reports that Tungus languages did
influence Gilyak, as did Korean at an earlier period. The problem here is
not one of tracing genetic relationships with Gilyak, but rlather- of tracing
Gilyak migrations from former contacts in areal linguistics; as Worth puts it

(op. cit. p. 349): "The parallels Krejnovi& finds between Gilyak and Korean
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are exclusively typological in :nature. After moving nqrth, tﬁe gilyak
were subjected to a long and strong period of influence on _the part of some
Manchu~Tungus group, the linguistic results oi which are aprarent ir; the
phonology, grammar and lexicon of the G'lyak. " | |

]t..ittle has been written aibout the genetic relationship of Gilyak
with othef Palec;s'iber.ia.ﬁ languages since S“telrnberg asserted that Gilyak
had such connections \;vith Yukaghir. Though KréjnoviE is explicit in
denying thai_: Yukgghir is 'relate:d to _Chukchee-Kamchatkgn (7.2) , he
responds w1th silerr.ég .‘to' '1_:h'e eariiér Ste?nberg as‘ﬂslumptgiq.n that Yukaghir
is related to Gilyak. | |

Tl_'x'e phonqmic inventory fpr Gilyak whick follows combines information
from two source s—-fhat given by Réber_t f\ustgrlitz (Word 12. 260- 79) whose informant
in ‘goﬁtheast s_z;ldlalin kJ apan) was _the: widow of a Gilyak fisherman and the
daughter Qf a ;ni?ced inéryia;ge (Gi}y;kt Tt_mguq); and that given by Roman
Jakobson .(BIH_P,’ .Academic!_a 'Si_r}i_cé 29.1.255-81). An additive component
(aspiration, m J akobson; voicing in Auste.rl_itz) combines with plain stops,
yiélding two serié 8 of stopé. Botth akobson and Austerlitz find that Gilyak |
make‘ 8 five linear distinctions among plain stops(with the letter for palatalized
/tY ] of one source quifrglé;&t té' the l_éttgr for palatal affricate in the other):
Ip t Y k ‘q/.. |

There are five_(J akobson) or aix (Austerlitz) linear digtinctions_ among

plain fricatives (counting /R/ as fricative); an additive component of
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voicing combines with all oral fricatives, yielding two series of fricatives

(With the voiceless series making the maximum linear distinctions);
/£ ¥ s x x h/.

Nasals make four linear distinctions:

/m n X gl

There then remain among the consonants two semivowels and one lateral

(having counted the /¥ R/ consonants among the fricatives);

/Iw vy 1/.

The vowel system is of the .symmetrical Z(F C B) type, in which
Front, Central, and Back vowels are distinguished at two tongue heights,
.higher /i & wu/, andlower /e a o].

7.4. Ket (self-designations—osti:k, as well as ket man) is spoken 1

in the western (discontinuous) area of the Paleosiberian culture area -—on

both sides of the Yenisei between two tributaries (Kureika and middle Tunguska),
and up: to the mouth of the Sym. The 1959 Russian census locates 1,100

Ket (of waom 77.1 per centclaim Ket as their native language) east of the

Khanty-Mansi National Okrug, Krasnoyarsk Kray, along the upper and

middle Yenisei.

Ket is also called the Yenisei-Ostyak language, not to be confused

with three entirely different languages bearing similar names—=Yenisei

Samoyed (Enec), and Ostyak Samoyed (Selkup), and Ostyak (Xanti).
Paleosiberian Yenisei-Ostyak serves not only as ‘an alternative name for

the Ket language, but also as the name for a language family; this language
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family is also known as Yeniseian.
(1) Ket is the only language still spoken in the Yenisei-Ostyak or
Yeniseian'family.

(2) Ceottian (Kotu)-Mana dialects of another language in this family
became extinct in the last century; Castrén reported five available Cottian
informants in 1845.

(3) Asan {north of the Cottian), and

(4) Arin (west of the Yenisei in Krasnoyarsk) buth became extinct

in the 18th century.
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ACLS
AES.P
AL

AFS-T
BAE-B

APE.P

BAE-R

JAF .
JSAP .

RCPAFL

SJA . . .

SIL

TCLP . .
UMPL . .

UCPAAE

UCPL

VFPA . .

WDWLS

. AmencanAmhmpolognt

Am'cri;‘:a‘n »'Ethnologic;‘al Society, Publication

American Philosophical Society, Proceedings
American Philosoplical Society, Transactions

. Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin

Bureau of American Ethnology, Report

. . . Columbia University Contributions to Anthropology
IJAL . .
TUPAL .

International Journal of American: Linguistics
Indiana Univensity Publications in Anthropc!ogy and

. Linguistics
. Journal of Aizerican Foiklore
. Journal de Ia Société des Américanistes de Paris

Language

Research Center Publications in Amhropmogy, Folklore
and Linguistics

Southwestern Jouraal of Anthropology

Studies in Linguistics

Travaux du Cercle Linguistique de Prague
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