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THE HISTORICAL ROLE OF KAZAKH LANGUAGE
IN THE SYSTEM OF TURKIC LANGUAGES

The article touches upon the historical role of Kazakh language in the system of Turkic languages,
as the former passed on its own way to the formation of different subethnical processes which lasted for
several centuries. It comes as no surprise that it is necessary to know well the nature of the given ethnos
itself to study any ethnic language. The knowledge of only internal language laws is not sufficient to
recognize the original nature of any ethnic language and it goes without saying that its ultimate roots is
directly related to the culture, history, religion and way of living of the ethnic groups speaking this lan-
guage for centuries. Therefore, the way of study the national language through the combined research of
the ethnic language, culture and cognition, and the history led to the birth of the totally new directions
in the field of linguistics as anthropolinguistics, psycholinguistics and cognitive, social linguistics. The
language of that time, which formed the basis of the ethnogenesis of Kazakh people who contributed to
the formation of the nation were applied by the tribes and people are considered as the historical basis
of modern Kazakh language. As a result of combining and merging all related tribal groups included in
the territories of the Kazakh Khanate (Uysin, Kanly Kipchak, Argyn, Dulat, Shapirashty, Zhalayr, Sirgeli,
Alban, Suan, Konyrat, Nayman, Kerey, Alshyn etc.) formed a monolithic integration of national Kazakh
language and acquired a general structure of language. The aim of the research is to define the historical
role of Kazakh language in the system of Turkic languages.

Key words: Turkic linguistics, ethnic groups, intralinguistics and extralinguistic factors.
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Kasak, TiAiHiH, TYpKi TiAAepi XyieciHAeri Tapuxu peai

Makanaaa TYpKi TiAAepi XKyHeciHAeri Ka3ak, TIAIHIH TapuXu pPeAi TypaAbl alTbiAaAbl, ©MTKEHI OHbIH,
e3i GipHelue FacbipAap 6OMbl )KaAFacKaH TYPAI CyO3THUKAAbIK YAEPICTEPAIH KAAbINTACYAbIH XOAbIMEH
KYPAI. Ke3 KeAreH 3THMKaAbIK, TiAAI 3epTTey YuliH OCbl 3THOCTbIH TabMFaTbiH >KaKCbl OGiAy KakeT
EKEHAIT TaHKAAAPAbIK, >KanT emec. Kes KeAreH aTHMKaAbIK TiAAIH GacTankbl Heri3iH TaHbin GiAy yiuiH
TeK iWKi AMHTBMCTMKAABIK 3aHABIAbIKTAPAbBI OiAY JKETKIAIKCI3 >KOHE OHbIH Herisri Tambipbl FacblpAap
60Vibl OCbl TIAAE COMAEN KEAreH 3THOCTApPAbIH MBAEHMETIHE, TapuxblHa, AiHIHE >XK8He eMmip CaATbiHa
TikeAen 6aAaHbICTbl EKeHAIr anTrnaca Aa TYCiHikTi. COHbIMEH, STHMKAABIK, TIAAI, MOAEHMET MeH TaHbIM
MEH TapuxTbl GIPAECTIpIN 3epTTey apKblAbl YATTbIK TiAAI 3epTTey TOCiAi AMHIBMCTMKA CaAaCbiHAQ
AHTPOMOAMHIBUCTUKA, TCUXOAMHIBUCTMKA >KOHE KOFHUTUBTIK, OAEYMETTIK AMHIBMCTMKA CUSKTbI
MYAAEM >KaHa 6GarblTTapAblH, TyyblHa oKeAAi. Kasak XaAKblHblH 3THOreHesiHe Heri3 GOAFaH, YATTbIH
KAAbINTaCyblHa bIKMAA €TKEH, TalnaAap MeH XaAblKNeH KOAAQHbIAFAH COA Ke3Aeri TiA Kasipri kKasak,
TiAIHIH, TapyXxu1 Herisi 60AbIN caHaraAbl. Kasak, XaHAbIFbIHbIH KypPamMblHa eHreH 6apAblK, TYbIC TalMaAbIK,
TonTapAbiH 6ipiryi MeH Kipiryi HaTvxkeciHae (YiciH, KaHabl, Kbinwak, ApfbiH, Ayaar, LLlanbipawitbl,
>Kanarbip, Cipreai, Aaban, CyaH, KoHpipat, HaimaH, Kepeit, AAwbIH, T.6.) YATTbIK Kasak, TiAiHiH
MOHOAMTTI MHTErpauMSICbIH KYPbIr, XKaAmbl TIAAIK KYPbIAbIMFA Me BOAAbL. 3epTTeyAiH MakcaTbl — Kasak,
TIAIHIH TYPKi TIAAEPI >KYMeCiHAErT TapuXM POAIH aHbIKTay GOAAbI.

Ty#in ce3aep: TypKi TiA GiAiMi, 3THOCTap TOObI, MHTPAAMHIBUCTMKA XKOHE DKCTPAAMHIBUCTUKAADIK,
hakTopAap.
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MCTOpM‘iECKaSI POAb Ka3aXCKOro si3blka B CUCTEME THOPKCKUX A3bIKOB

B cTaTbe 3aTparmMBaeTcsl MCTOpPMYECKas POAb Ka3axCKOro s3blka B CMCTEME TIOPKCKUX $3bIKOB,
MOCKOAbKY OH CaM MpOLUeA CBOW MyTb K (DOPMMPOBAHMIO PA3AMYHBIX CYOITHUYECKMX MPOLECCOB,
KOTOpblE AAMAMCb HECKOABKO CTOAETMH. HeyAMBUTEAbHO, UTO AASl M3y4YeHMs AloBOro 3THUYECKOro
a3blka HEOOXOAMMO XOPOLLO 3HATb MPUPOAY AQHHOIO 3THOCA. 3HAHMS TOAbKO BHYTPEHHMX S13bIKOBbIX
3aKOHOB HEAOCTAaTOYHO, YTOObI MPU3HATL M3HAYAAbHYIO MPUPOAY AIOBOro 3THUUECKOrO g3blka, M CaMo
o060l pPa3yMeeTCsl, YTO ero OCHOBHbIE KOPHW HarpsiMyio CBsI3aHbl C KYABTYPOW, UCTOPUEN, peAUrmei
M 06pa3soM XKM3HU STHUUECKMX TPYIM, FOBOPSALLMX HA 3TOM s3blke Bekamu. Takum o6pasom, crnocob
M3yYeHNS HALMOHAABHOIO $3blka Yepe3 COBMECTHOE MCCAEAOBAHME 3THMUYECKOTO 3blKa, KYABTYPbl U
MO3HAHWS M UCTOPUM NIPUBEAO K POXKAEHMIO COBEPLLEHHO HOBbIX HAMPABAEHWI B 0BGAACTU AMHIBUCTUKM,
TAKMX KK aHTPOMOAMHIBUCTMKA, MCUXOAMHIBUCTMKA U KOTHUTMBHAS, COLMAAbHAS AMHIBUCTMKA. A3bIK
TOro BpPEMEHW, KOTOPbIA SIBASIACS OCHOBOWM 3THOFEHEe3a Ka3axCKOro HapoAa, Crnoco6CTBOBABLUMM
(hOPMMPOBaHMIO  HALMM, MCMOAb30BaBLUMICA MAEMEHaMM UM HAPOAOM, pPACCMATPMBAETCH  Kak
McTopuYeckasi OCHOBa COBPEMEHHOMO Ka3axXCKoro si3blka. B pe3yabraTe 06beAMHEHMUSI U CAMSIHUS BCEX
POACTBEHHbIX MAEMEHHbIX FPYIM, NMPOXMBaBLIMX Ha TeppuTopun Kasaxckoro xaHcTtsa (YincuH, KaHAbl,
Kunuak, AprbiH, Ayaat, LWanupawsl, Xananp, Cupream, AabaH, CyaH, KoxbipaT, HarnmaH, Kepen,
AAWbIH 1 Ap.), NPOM30LIAZ MOHOAMTHASI MHTErPaLMsl HALMOHAABHOIO Ka3axCKOro si3blka, npuobpets
006LLyI0 93bIKOBYIO CTPYKTYpY. LleAb nccaeaoBaHus — onpeAeAnTb MCTOPUYECKYIO POAb Ka3axCKOro

43blKa B CUCTEME TIOPKCKNX A3bIKOB.

KAtoueBble caoBa: TIOPKCKOE 43blIKO3HaHME, 3THOCbI, MHTPAAMHIBUCTHMKA U SKCTPAAUHITBUCTUYECKHKE

dakTopbl.

Introduction

As far as language is considered to be a means
of depicting and storing the mind images, the impact
of language content on its structure is much high-
lighted in Turkic linguistics. Well-known turcolo-
gist N.Baskakov defined the connection of internal
language laws and human thinking as follows: «The
structure of the Turkic languages, as well as other
languages of different topology is very complex and
closely connected first of all with the basic types of
human thinking. If to take into account direct con-
nection between language and thought, it is neces-
sary to assume that the language as an expression
of cognitive functions is an indivisible unity and its
basically structural sections such as grammar, vo-
cabulary and sound composition are serial, concen-
tric in nature and to each other aspects containing a
special material and subject matter as well as its own
specific and internal laws» (Baskakov, 1969: 86). In
order to study any ethnic language it is necessary to
know well the nature of the given ethnos itself. The
knowledge of only internal language laws is not suf-
ficient to recognize the original nature of any ethnic
language and it goes without saying that its ultimate
roots is directly related to the culture, history, reli-
gion and way of living of the ethnic groups speaking
this language for centuries. Therefore, the way of
study the national language through the combined
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research of the ethnic language, culture and cogni-
tion, and the history led to the birth of the totally
new directions in the field of linguistics as anthropo-
linguistics, psycholinguistics and cognitive, social
linguistics.

The methods and approaches of the research

Historical-comparative, comparative- character-
istic, descriptive, structural and typological methods
are used in the given article. The investigation of
the research is based on the construction of separate
lexicology of the Turkic languages.

The main part

In this regard, at the current period when the as-
pect of language study and its development is under
deep consideration, the recognition of language is
characterized by anthropocentric discretion. Also,
binding structural and anthropocentric studies to-
gether in modern linguistics as well as combinability
of intra linguistic and extra linguistic factors in lan-
guage studies undoubtedly contribute to this matter.

If consider a wide range of complex and multi-
faceted nature of the language, especially in terms of
the national consciousness as the spiritual realities
of the phenomenon, there is a clear genetic stabil-
ity to be seen. Not only gender and morphological
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characteristics, but the anthropological types of the
given ethnic community based on anthropometric,
serologic,  dentistry,  dermatoglyphical  and
paleontropologycal marks give a full description of
the ethnic genesis of that society. Language may per-
form the same function and reveals the information
relating to ethnic, historical and cultural ties,
ideology, traditions, beliefs, profession, geographic
environment and many other similar issues.
A Kaydar, the academician, expressed the role of
language in determining the nature of ethnos: «To-
day’s generation may get knowledge about its eth-
nos through various archaeological and architectural
data, stone sculptures and stone monuments, but all
of them are only the illusions of the past time. The
real and true image of ethnic community is kept in
language, and through the language is stored in the
memory of generations and only the language is
capable to keep so much information about ethnos.
Regarding this ability, the language phenomenon
«world of language» is to be treated as a source of
the ethnos’ development and competence. The scope
of'this concept covers all the properties of language:
it gave birth to ethnos itself and became the core of
ethnos spiritual and cultural life. Thus, the term «the
world of language» means synthesis of thousands or
even millions of semantic units relating to the nature
of any ethnic groups» (Kaydar, 1998:11).

An outstanding scholar K. Mussayev consumed:
«When we say that language is a storehouse of his-
tory of a nation, primarily it refers to its vocabulary,
which directly responds to changes in the lives of
people». Therefore, the indigenous vocabulary of
the Kazakh language has been formed not only with
the development of the national history, but of the
Turkic communities’ history in general. Kazakh vo-
cabulary is characterized by congeniality with Kip-
chak group of languages and Turkic languages in
whole or in part. Before it became a nation, Kazakh
people had passed the same common ways of de-
velopment as other Turkic communities. Kazakh vo-
cabulary generally spread from Turkic basis and its
basic word vocabulary, phonetic and morphological
structures started from the ancient Turkish language.

It is a well known fact in history of language,
that long before a nation’s language was formed,
the basis of an ethnos started by tribes or tribe
communities. In this regard, there are different terms
like «Scythian and Kangly, Kunli languages» which
featured the ancient languages widely used by Tur-
kic tribes in process of building their governmental
structures. It should be kept in mind that ethnonyms
indicating the names of the tribes, lived in BC are
mostly contractual hypothetical terms. Despite of

lack of linguistic data showing the direct link be-
tween these and modern Turkic languages, there are
some certain historical information to consider these
ancient languages as the starting stages of Turkic lin-
guistics. The fact that the ancient tribes of Kangly,
Uysun, Kipchak, etc. accepted as ethnic founders
of a whole Kazakh population had its own specific
features and developed languages called «Uysuny,
«Hangay, «Kipchak» and «Argyn languages» was
marked by A.Kaydar. He noted «It is very difficult
of course to differentiate these languages and deter-
mine their characteristics more than a century later,
as they are all in the course of the historical develop-
ment of mutual equality had become a language».
That is why today, though, it is said that there were
so-called tribal languages, this only applies to the
history of the language. However, according to the
logic of the Kazakh language existence of tribal lan-
guages Hanga, Uysun, Kipchak, Argyn, Nayman
and others long before the appearance of the nation-
al language, cause no doubt (Kaydar, 2004:113).

Kazakh, Karakalpak languages belonged to
Nogay and Kipchak type of languages had the same
characteristics and generally represented a single
language. In connection with the collapse of the
Nogay Horde, various ethnic groups including in
its structure began to disintegrate into other Turkic-
speaking groups.

The scientists consider ancestors of Nogay link-
ing them with the successor — the Mishar (Tatars)
language of ancient Bulgarians. One part of Mis-
hars located in the vicinity of Caucasus is referred
to Nogay ethnonym, the other part is on the coast
of Volga and the lowland Meshera — the Tatar ethn-
onym. During the Altyn and Norgay Horde the lin-
guistic and ethnic processes have brought together
languages spoken from the very beginning of the
Kipchak language — Kazakh, Karakalpak and Nogay
(Zakiev & Kuzmi-Yamanadi, 1996: 140). Refer-
ring Kazakh, Karakalpak and Nogay languages in
one group the scientists took into account ethno-
historical way of formation of the mentioned people
Kipchak—Altyn Orda— Nogay Horde.

According to historical and linguistic literature
it is known that the Kazakh ethnic group and its
language was formed in XIY-XY centuries and its
appearance is largely due to the emergence of the
Kazakh Khanate. The appearance of this state was
the natural result of the socio-economic and ethno
political transformations taking place in the vast
areas of the Urals and the Caspian Sea to the delta
of the Syr Darya River and Tien Shan. Undoubted-
ly, the union of ethnic groups into the official gov-
ernmental structure influenced the strengthening
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of the Kazakh nation and systematization of its
language. Nevertheless, the roots of ethno-genetic
processes which form the basis for the emergence
of the Kazakh ethnic group and its language in the
Turkic world, to be found in ancient times, at the
time when the ancient society and its foundations
started to crumble. Morphological and genetic
uniformity of the sub-ethnic composition (tribes)
of the Kazakh ethnic group is the proof of their
common ancestor.

The historical similarity of Kazakh, Karakalpak
and Norgay people and their affinity in ethnic com-
position of common tribes, customs and traditions,
models of folklore and common culture could serve
as the evidence. There is a little distinction in the
history of ethnogenesis of the people speaking in
subgroups Kipchak-Bulgar and Kipchak-Polovets
subgroups. Those languages which refer to the
Kipchak group are grouped differently, depending
on the difference of language, geographical loca-
tion, the history of the formation of ethnic groups
speaking the same language. Mahmud Kashgary
refers the Bezhenek, Kifshak, Bashkirt, Tatar and
Kirghyz languages to a number of languages located
in the vicinity of Rum. Those, who only speak the
Turkic language is Kyrgyz and Kifzhak tribes. The
Bashkirt language is close to the named languages.
The Bulgarian language belongs to the Turkic lan-
guage which is spoken by cutting the ends of words
(Ramstedt, 1957).

A.Remyuza devided Kipchak language into two
groups: Nogay Group, and Kyrgyz group, as far
as V.V.Radlov is concerned, he devided them into
West- Northern, the Volga Tatars, Kyrgyz, Kazakh,
Karakalpak, Bashkir languages referred to the west-
ern group of Turkic languages (the main features —
the hard sounds ¢, £, ¢, p coming at the beginning of
word; the using at the beginning the voiced sound
b, the using at the beginning the voiced sound d;
the undergoing a transformation of hard consonants
before vowels into soft sounds; corresponding the
sounds: s = s, ¢ = s, ¢ ~ ts; using the sounds z, s, s in
all positions; the sound / has two variants: hard and
soft), dialects of Crimea Tatars to the southern group
(using the sounds o, 6 only by in the first syllable;
the numerous using sounds: d, g at the beginning the
word; corresponding at the end of the word ¢ = dz,
t ~ d; inter distinction sounds: i, i; the undergoing a
transformation of vowels into labial sounds in the
last syllable; fully non-compliance with vowel har-
mony, etc.) (Kaydar & Orazov, 2004: 193).

F. Korsh divided Kyrgyz, Karachay, Kazakh,
Nogay, Tatar, Bashkir languages into the northern
group of Turkic languages (the main feature — non
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using the sounds v, g in the middle and at the end
of a word; transformation of sound — y at the end of
a word after an open vowel sound in w,); Kipchak
(polovec) language into the eastern group (the main
feature — saving sounds vy, g at the end and in the
middle of a word) (Korsch, 1910:76).

A.N.Samoylovich referred the Kipchak lan-
guage to a group of Tagli (the main feature is the
pronunciation of Tay as Tag); The Tau Group or
Kipchak north western group (the main feature —
the pronunciation of the lexeme tag with y or long
sounds) Kyrgyz, Kumyk, Karachay, Balkar, Karay-
im, Tatar and Bashkir languages (before the Mon-
gol invasion), Kazakh, Nogay (languages after the
Mongol invasion) (Samoylovich, 2005:85).

V.A. Bogoroditsky classified Kipchak languages
by geographic location —Kazakh, Karakalpak and
Kyrgyz languages are referred to a group of Turkic
languages of Central Asia (feature — the alternation
of sounds — § = s); The Volga Tatar and the Bashkir
language along the Ural group of Turkic languages
of Volga, Ural (matching sounds e ~ ij, o = u) Ta-
tar language Chulim, Barabin, Tyumen, Tobol to a
group of Western Siberia, the Kumik language to the
South Western group (Bogoroditsky,1953:34).

If M.R. Ryasyanen referred Kazakh, Karakal-
pak, Nogay, Kirghyz, Kumyk, Karachay-Balkar,
Karayam, Tatar, Bashkir, ancient Kuman languages
to the group of Turkic languages of the North-West
(Résénen, 1935:20). [.Bentsing refers the Karayim,
Karachay-Balkar and Kumyk languages to Kip-
chak languages of the Black Sea coast and Caspian
Sea; to the Kipchak languages of Ural — the Tatar,
Bashkir, Crimea Tatar languages, to the groups of
Aral and Caspian — Kazakh, Karakalpak and Nogay
languages. K.G.Menges included the ancient Ku-
man into the ancient north-western group of Turkic
languages; Karayim, Karachay-Balkar, Crimea Ta-
tar, and Kumyk languages into a group of languag-
es of the Black Sea; the Tatar, Western Siberian,
Barabin Tatar, Bashkir languages — into a group of
the Volga-Kama languages; in a group of Aral and
Kaspi — the Kazakh, Karakalpak, Kipchak dialects
of Uzbek language, the Norgay language. The main
features of classification of the Turkic language, the
ethnic composition of the population speaking the
same language, fully defined the relation with other
ethnic groups; the majority of experts supported
N.A.Baskakov’s classification where the Tatar and
Bashkir languages were included in the subgroup of
Kipchak — Bulgarian language of Kipchak group:
Karayim, Karachay-Balkar and Crimean Tatar,
Kyrymchak languages to the group of Kipchak-
Polovets languages: the Norgay, Kazakh and Kara-
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kalpak languages to the Kipchak- Norgay language
group (Baskakov, 1969: 230).

T. Tekin, guided by phonetic principles in the
genealogical classification of Turkic languages
Tatar, Bashkir, Kazakh, Karakalpak, Nogai, Kumuk,
Karachay-Balkar, Karaim, Crimean Tatar (literary
languages), Barabin Tatar dialect, Uzbek Khorezm-
Kipchak dialects included to the languages of the
Kipchak group [Tekin, 1990:10].

The genealogical and historical classification
of Turkic languages is regarded as a huge result of
comparative linguistics of that time. The scientific,
theoretical and methodological basis of the named
classification had been studied deeply in modern Tur-
kic linguistics, its achievements and defective sites
are analyzed comprehensively. There were some
contradictions and inconsistencies met in the classi-
fications made by the seventies years of the twenti-
eth century which were to be the result of historical
and comparative grammar of Turkic languages and
lack of research in historical dialectology as well as
in the phonetic — phonological changes and histori-
cal morphological patterns of the Turkic languages.
Nowadays the material funds give us the opportunity
to clarify the boundaries of distribution and use of
phonetic, morphonological phenomenon of the Tur-
kic languages. Moreover, alternational phenomenon
either for separated languages or common Turkic lan-
guages have been investigated much deeper, the sys-
tematic changes and relating to them information has
been analyzed, language fund data showing dialecti-
cal features have been refilled. Concerning the pos-
sibilities of modern Turkic language Professor A.V.
Dybo has stated the following idea: «More or less
careful comparative-historical analysis of a full mate-
rial by present time allows to establish quite regular
correspondence between the Turkic languages where
before seeming inconsistency led to talk of «inter-
dialectal borrowing» and by a consensus can not be
established phonetic regularities (for example, re-
flexation of initial deaf and sonorous, or intervocalic
complexes). In any case, the observed failure of cor-
respondences explained basic interdialect borrowing
much less than development or complex positional
morphonological alignments (Dybo, 2007:10)». On
the basis of the reconstruction of the phonological
system of Proto-Turkic scientist a new genetic clas-
sification of Turkic languages had been proposed, di-
vided into two groups according to the macro initial
stage of disintegration of Turkic century:

1) great Bulgar group;

2) common Turkic group.

The Bulgar group is allocated to the Bulgarians
of Volga and Danube, from the language of Volga

Bulgars is spread Chuvash language. A common
Turkic language is divided into three macro groups:

1) the Yakut-Dolgan languages;

2) Sayan languages;

3) Oguz languages, «Kyrgyz», the northern Al-
tai, central east, the Karluk and Kipchak languages
are separated from Oguz branches (Dybo, 2007: 65).

Considering Turkic language from the basis of
glottochronology Professor O.A. Mudrak divided
the Kipchak language group into five ones: South
Bashkir and East Bashkir languages; Volga Tatar
and Siberian Tatar languages; Kazakh and Kalpak
languages; Karachay-Balkar, Kumyk languages;
Karayim and Crimea Tatar languages (Mudrak,
2009: 175).

Comparative study of all the classifications con-
cerning the Turkic language makes it possible to
find similarity of phonetic system and morphologi-
cal structure of the languages relating to the modern
Kipchak language. The given fact can be explained
by genetic and historical proximity of the ethnoses
speaking those languages and no principal contra-
diction in their distinctions is featured by scholars.
The research of the well-known scientist K.M. Mu-
sayev, who studied the general lexicon by compar-
ing West Kipchak language on the level of common
Turkic languages proved the historical and genetic
proximity of modern Kipchak languages from lexi-
cal and semantic point of view (Musayev, 1984: 20).

The ability of language to from one basis and not
to keep the features of the main language at the same
level depends on the internal and external factors and
is called lingua evolutional regularity. The lexical
composition and grammatical structure and sound
system of modern Turkic languages are formed on
the basis of the ancient Turkic. Turkic languages
inherited undertaking common vocabulary from
Proto-Turkic, while preserving the layer forming a
common Turkic gentility meaning, had undergone
to sound and morphological changes. This process
was explained by scientist E.R. Tenishev as follows
«In YII-YTII centuries Oguz and Kipchaks acquired
j- language, the Uygurs — d language , but the Kir-
ghiz z — one» (Tenishev, 1976:165).

The fact that the ancient Bulgarian language had
a link to Kipchak languages and possessed the char-
acteristics of Oguz language, included in the same
group, is explained by interaction with other lan-
guages, for example, (Karachay Balkar, karzykam,
Crimean Tatar languages with Azerbaijan language).
In addition, a favorable geographic location contrib-
uted to languages relations. Interaction of languages
descended from the ancient Kipchak (elements of
Oguz language found in ancient Kipchak) such as
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Karakalpak, Kazakh, Kipchak dialect of Uzbek to
Karluk languages (Uzbek and Uighur), Oguz lan-
guages of Norgay language family (Turkish, Turk-
men, Azeri) and as well with the Bulgarian languag-
es (Chuvash) led to a change of the Kipchak lexical
layer in these languages (Rona-Tas, 1982:15).

Such differences are determined on the basis of
similarities in sound form of words. Separation of
specific vocabulary peculiar to the ancient Kipchak
from Turkic is one of the challenges in the history
of Turkic languages. Zh.Mankeeva relying on cer-
tain scientific research results in modern Turkology,
managed to indicate the principle of determining the
Turkic layer. The scientist taking cultural lexicon in
Kipchak language as an object of research, deter-
mined condition in the Kipchak group layer classifi-
cation (Mankeeva, 1997: 37).

Preserving the elements of ancient Kipchak lan-
guage, not only in the group of Kipchak languages,
but also in other groups of Turkic languages is ex-
plained by the fact that, the area of distribution of
ancient Kipchak language was quite broad.

The lexics of general Kipchak layer are repeat-
ed in the Azerbaijan language on the shores of the
Black Sea, the Caucasus, Turkic, Turkmen language
and in the language of Turkic people of Central Asia
located on the coast of the Volga.

According to the study kipshakizms in the Tur-
kic languages of Central Asia and the coast of the
Volga are «Pure Kipchak» and words of Kipchak
languages spread on the territory of the Black Sea,
the Caucasus due to the favorable geographic con-
ditions are found to be kipchakizms formed as a
result of the second wave of relations(Hadjiyeva,
1986: 70).

The language of ancient Turkic written monu-
ments related to the Middle century is regarded as
the evidence of the preservation of the traces of Kip-
chak — Oguz language association. Possession of
individual characteristics of both languages, Ogyz
and Kipchak is not a matter of splitting of one lan-
guage into two, but the ability of these languages
to keep their own peculiar features to be alive. As a
result, it was revealed that, in modern Kipchak lan-
guages group the Kipchak property prevails in Ka-
zakh, Nogay, Karakalpak languages and in the Tatar
dialect.

The Kipchak elements are divided into four
types according to the differences in forms as well
as other properties in Oghuz languages: 1) pure
Kipchak words (remaining from the Oguz-Kipchak
linguistic associations); 2) kipchakizms formed in
the result of favorable geographic relations; 3) kip-
chakizms based on poetry and mutual literary lan-
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guage interrelations; 4) false Kipchakizms formed
as a result of random coincidence and convergence
process development (Hadjiyeva, 1986:73).

The systematization of Kipchak elements is
based on a rigorous methodology, based on complex
linguistic analysis in modern Turkic languages. All
registered parallel phenomena in Turkic languages
may not show the same genetic unit (not on com-
mon Turkic basis). Therefore, when determining the
Kipchak signs in the Oghuz, Karluk, Bulgarian lan-
guages it is necessary to remember that there were
statistic universals to be found in Turkic languages
like in other ones, i.e. latitude of potential opportu-
nities of sound changes.

The delabialization, spirantalization and other
processes of sound system which are met in both
languages, Kipchak and Oguz give representations
of convergent isogloss phenomena. For example, the
brevity of vowels in the Tatar language is connected
with a reduction, there isn’t any phonetic influences
of brevity vowels in Azerbaijan language, and tran-
sition of a sound « in Chuvash language to a sound x
is connected with promotion of language a little for-
ward and carried out on the basis of reduction of a
sound for example, in tatar language kiS§ ~in chuvash
language xel «winter». Regional isoglosses shown
in each language can be either of synchronous and
systematical conditional types, for example: transi-
tions ¢=§, §=s met in micro areas of Kazakh, Kara-
kalpak, Norgay languages (Eker, 1998:15).

Convergence of genetic groups in Turkic lan-
guages is defined only on the basis of language data.
In structure of isogloss phenomena there can be not
only generated on the basis of influence against each
other language of adjacent people elements, but also
the signs of ancient relicts inherent in the basic lan-
guage, and the ancient forms which have remained
after historical migrations.

Taking into consideration the convergence of
genetic groups in the Turkic languages V.M Zhir-
munsky noticed that: «... isoglosses of common Tur-
kic dialect atlas beyond the scope of today’s national
republics and national language, pointed to the more
ancient genetic relationships between tribes and
peoples, their dialects and languages» (Zhirmunsky,
1966: 56).

So it is necessary to involve not only liter-
ary language but also its micro areal groups into
the study to recover purely clean Kipchak layers
in modern Kipchak languages. The use of dialec-
tological research results of modern languages in
connection with studies of ancient Turkic language
manuscripts is a particularly important matter
(Tryarsky, 1976: 326).
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A deep understanding of nature of dialects along
with data on the literary language will significantly
expand the area of comparative linguistics and de-
velopment, direction and intermediates of sound
changes in related languages, and in some cases,
the original version of these languages may be de-
termined by the phenomena inherent in the exist-
ing languages. The micro-areal groups may show
signs and historical stratifications, including various
chronological stages of the evolution of language.
Also, the description of areal linguistic units with
cognitive-structural point of view, consideration of
language layers at different evolutionary-phase level
makes it possible, firstly, to learn the phenomenon
of language as a unity invariants, set of alloemic ele-
ments, and secondly, open the way to the definition
of internal, external linguistic factors of historical
change, and to determine the influence of interlin-
gual contacts.

Numerous preservation of Kipchak language
traits in monuments of VI-IX centuries, constant
repetition of these features in Turkic languages of
modern Kipchak group, then in literary language,
then in dialectal features, the using of Turkic Kip-
chak ethnonyms in the language of monument
Moiyn Chursk as the title of one ethnic group
indicates the proximity to truth proposed at one
time known scientists assumptions about possible
using in synonymous meaning of names «Turk»
and «Kipchak». Hereditary consequence in lingua
evolution i.e. a linguistic phenomenon, existing in
parallel with a genetic sequence in organs, human
blood. So from common Turkic Orkhon, Yenisey,
Talas monuments is much that is taken from lan-
guages entering in modern group of Kipchak lan-
guages (Tekin, 2000: 26).

All ethnic groups speaking the language of Kip-
chak group to some extent are related to the ancient
Kipchak language, and if some of the language
from the very beginning were formed on the basis
of Kipchak language, the another group Kipchak
features had become dominant later. Preservation of
elements of the Oguz, Karluk, Bulgarian languages
in the language of all the ethnic groups who speak
Kipchak language, shows not only the passing of
complicated and contradictory ways of lingua-eth-
nical, linguistic evolutionary development of forma-

tion of languages of Turkic people, but also reveals
the depth of historical roots, originating from Turkic
language.

Conclusion

Not surprisingly, there are many unknowns still
valuable heritages in the storeroom of history to
modern generations of Kazakh people who survived
at different times, in different centuries many things
associated with the semi-nomadic way of life, with
different political and social circumstances. Ancient
Kipchak, Kazakh written historical monuments as
well as samples of oral literature transferred from
memory of one generation to another take a special
place in determining the path of development of
the Kazakh language and its historical place among
the Turkic languages. R. Syzdykova indicates: «In
XY-XYII centuries in the cultural life of Kazakh
people existed newly formed people’s spoken lan-
guage and literary language, which was developed
through ongoing verbal anciently language poetry
of patrimonial-tribes who formed Kazakh people»
(Syzdykova, 1981:60). Language used in that time
by tribes and people who made their contribution
to the formation of a separate nation on the basis
of ethno genesis of Kazakh people, is regarded as
the historical root of modern Kazakh language. If
the languages related to Turkic tribes, such as Saks
(3rd-1st century BC), Uysin (1st millennium BC),
Kangly (1st millennium BC), Guns (3rd millennium
BC-1st millennium BC), etc., were considered to be
the source of modern Kazakh language, so the lan-
guages and dialects of old Turkic tribes of Bulgars,
Kipchaks, Oghuz, Karluks, lived between Y and
XY centuries AD were regarded as its branches. The
main phonetic laws between old Turkic and Kazakh-
coincidences d~z~j, n=n~j, y/g=w, y/g~j, strength-
ening elision sounds y, g-fit to this period (Y-XY
centuries).

As a result of combining and merging all related
tribal groups included in the territories of the Ka-
zakh Khanate (Uysin, Kanly Kipchak, Argyn, Dulat,
Shapirashty, Zhalayr, Sirgeli, Alban, Suan, Konyrat,
Nayman, Kerey, Alshyn etc.) formed a monolithic
integration national Kazakh language and acquired
a general structure of language.
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