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YENISSEIAN HOMELAND AND MIGRATIONS!

Vaclav Blazek

Several strategies which may serve to localise the homeland of a given language
group and to reconstruct hypothetical trajectories of prehistorical migrations of
this language entity and its successors in space and time can be listed as follows:
(a) The analysis of historical documents of neighbouring languages with longer
literary and historical traditions; (b) the determination of both close and distant
genetic relationships within and outside the studied language group, indicating
the language family and the macro-family of the subject language group; (c) an
estimation of the absolute chronology of divergence within the language family
and macro-family based on both the relative chronology of phonetic changes
when contrasted with borrowings as well as a recalibrated glottochronology; (d)
The study of mutual interference with neighbouring languages in the past and in
the present; (e) an analysis of toponyms, especially outside the area of historical
settlement of the studied language entity; (f) an analysis of myths and legends
attesting to old neighbours and migrations; (g) linguistic palacontology based on
the geographical distribution of plant and animal species for which terms can be
reconstructed in the proto-language; (h) linguistic archaeology, confronting the
lexicon of the material culture with results of archaeological research. In the
present contribution, with the exception of some comments, points (d), (g) and
(h) are deferred, since they would require monographic studies.

ad (a): The testimony of Chinese historical annals

Pulleyblank (1962: 242-265) has collected serious arguments identifying so-
called Xiongnu glosses in the Han and later texts as Yenisseian. His arguments
were further developed by Vovin (2000: 2003). They both interpret a brief poem
about the war between two Xidongnu chieftains, Liu Yao and Shi Le, for the rule
of North China in 329 AD, written in the Chinese characters in the tribal
language Ji¢, as Yenisseian. This passage was included in the historical text %
& Jin shu ‘History of [the dynasty] Jin’ (280-420 AD). Pulleyblank and Vovin
also agree that the Jié language was probably closer to Kott than to Ket
(Pulleyblank 1962: 264; Vovin 2000: 98-102). It is attractive to identify the
ethnonym #5 Jié ‘people subject to the Xiongn(, castrated ram’ < Late Middle
Chinese *kiat < Early Middle Chinese *kiat (Pulleyblank 1991: 154) = Late Han
Chinese (Schuessler 2007: 312), besides Old Northwest Chinese (400 AD) *kat
(ibid.), Old Chinese *krat (ibid.) or *kat (Schuessler 2009: 231), with the
Yenisseian word *ke?t ‘man, person’ > Ket & Yugh ke?t; Kott hit; Assan hit;
Arin: kit, git; Pumpokol kit (Starostin 1995: 236; Werner 1: 421), serving as the
self-designation of Kets (Vovin 2000: 91-92; Pulleyblank 1962: 246 mistakenly
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connected the ethnonym with Arin kes; Pumpokol kit ‘stone’, both regular
reflexes of Yenisseian *Ci?s ‘stone’; cf. Starostin 1995: 217-18). If some
Yenisseian tribes formed a part of the Xiongnu tribal union, this would imply
that they lived on the steppes at that time.

ad (b) & (c): Internal and external genealogical -classification in
chronological perspective

The traditional model of classification of the Yenisseian language family follows
Kostjakov 1979 and Verner 1997: 172:

-1000 0 +1000 +2000
Ket
700 1100*
Yugh [ 1990]
Yenisseian Pumpokol
[ 1750]
-500 550

Arin [T 1800]

Kott [* 1850]

1200

Assan [ 1800]

Figure 1: Classification of the Yenisseian language family (Note: Dating after
<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yenisseian_languages#pulle02>, but 1100* after
Verner).

In the most recent classification model (George Starostin 2014, p.c.), based
on recalibrated glottochronology, the position of Pumpokol is closer to the Ket-
Yugh branch than to the Kott-Arin branch, in contrast to Verner’s model above:
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Figure 2: Classification of the Yenisseian language family according to George Starostin
(2014, p.c.)

In terms of distant relationship, the Yenisseian language family has been
connected with various hypothetical relatives. The series of bilateral
comparisons proposed by Karl Bouda (viz. Yenisseian with Basque, North
Caucasian, Burushaski and ‘Sino-Tibetan’) was more or less confirmed after the
partial reconstruction of proto-languages and the formulation of the most
probable sets of regular sound correspondences between them by Sergei
Starostin and his followers, especially his son George Starostin, John Bengtson
and others. Similarly, after bilateral comparisons of Na-Dene with ‘Sino-
Tibetan’ by Sapir, Shafer and Swadesh, Na-Dene with North Caucasian by
Nikolaev and Nadene with Yenisseian by Vajda, Na-Dene also came to be
included as a member of a vast Sino-Caucasian macrophylum (cf. Blazek &
Bengtson 1995, Bengtson 2010). The first preliminary model of classification of
this macro-phylum based on recalibrated glottochronology was realised by
George Starostin (2010, p.c.), who confirmed the so-called Karasuk hypothesis
about a closer relationship between Yenisseian and Burushaski languages,
formulated by George van Driem? (2001: 1186-1201) and supported by John
Bengtson (2010), although the chronological level of the Karasuk culture (1500-
800 BC) does not correspond with the hypothetical Yenisseian-Burushaski unity.
On the other hand, the time and area of the culture widespread from the Upper
Yenissei to the Aral sea (Mallory, EIEC 325-326) may be connected with
ancestors of Yenisseian before their break up (cf. van Driem 2001: 1203).
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ad (e): The historical territory of the Yenisseian languages

The historical extent of speakers of the Yenisseian languages as described in the
last three centuries is limited to the basin of the Yenissei (Yenissei-Angara-
Selenga 5539 km) from the Kureika river (888 km) in the north near the Arctic
circle to the city of Sajanogorsk in the south at around 53°N latitude. The eastern
border of the southeasternmost tribe Kott was at about 99°E longitude. The
western border of Kets was near 84°F longitude.

Taking into account the testimony of toponyms, especially hydronyms, the
eastern border more or less remained as it was, whereas the southern border of
the Yenisseian dialect continuum in the Yenissei basin should be shifted to the
basins of the rivers Abakan in Khakasya and BolSoi Yenissei in North Tuva
(Dul’zon 1959: 97; 1963: 289-95), i.e. to around 52°N latitude. The evidence
which can be gleaned from hydronyms informs us that traces of populations
speaking the Yenisseian languages appear predominantly in the southern part of
the western Siberian lowlands, where the northern border lay approximately at
58°E longitude, with the exception of the Yenissei basin, where the northernmost
border of the Yenisseian hydronyms was identified along the Kureika river at ca.
67°30', and the basin of the river Tym (950 km), the right tributary of Ob, around
the 60th latitude. The westernmost border of the area of the Yenisseian
hydronyms could be the Iset river (606 km long), the left (i.e. western) tributary
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of the Tobol river, which itself is the left tributary of the IrtyS. The Iset’ empties
in the Tobol at ca. 67°E longitude and its spring is located near 60°E longitude.
The hydronym can be derived etymologilly from the compound *is-sef® ‘fish-
river’. The border in the south or the southwest will be discussed below in
Section 3.

ad (e): Traces of Yenisseian hydronyms to the west of their historical
settlement

It was Radloff (1884: 188-89) who first mentioned: ‘Was mich aber vor allem
veranlasst, ... , ist der umstand, dass die namen der fliisse im quellgebiete des
Tom nirgends tatarische, sondern ihre namen tragen, zu drei vierteilen aus sas,
sds endigen, was im Jenissei-ostjakischen «fluss, bach» bedeutet. Es lésst sich
eine ganze reihe von flussnamen aus dem Jenissei-ostjakischen erkléren, z.b.:
Pdisds (windfluss) = JenO bei «wind» und sds «fluss», Kamsas (Pfeilfluss) =
cham «pfeily, Amsas (mutterfluss) = am «mutter», Sinsds (schmutzfluss) = sine
«schmutzy, Paisas (cederfluss) = fai «ceder».’

Later Dul'’zon (1959a: 98-111) and Maloletko (2000: 111-153) collected and
determined as Yenisseian more than 400 hydronyms from areas outside the
historical settlement of the Yenisseian tribes. The following illustrative
examples, reduced to ca. 80 samples, are chosen from the western part of this
territory, from the basin of the Ob & IrtyS. Almost all are characterised by
specific hydrological components:

(a) Yenisseian *ses ‘river’ > Ket sés, pl. South $as?, Kureika $a:$i?, Yugh ses, pl. sa’s;
Kott sét, pl. sati ‘river, brook’; sétok (-g), pl. Setokn, setogan ‘brook’; Assan Set ‘river
(fluvius)’, ‘brook (amnis)’; Arin sat ‘river (fluvius)’; Pumpokol fatay ‘river (fluvius)’,
‘brook (amnis)’ (Dul'zon 1961: 179; Toporov 1967: 313; Starostin 1995: 271; Werner 2:
191: *set / *tet).

(b) Yenisseian *xvur; ‘water’ > Ket @/ id.; ulij® ‘vapour above the water’, Yugh ur; urfy’
‘dew’; Kott al; Assan ul; Arin kul; Pumpokol ul (Starostin 1995: 298; Werner 2: 378:
*kud / *(k)udd).

These historically documented appellatives, most frequently forming
hydronyms, reflect variants which appear outside the Yenisseian territory too (£
= a/e/i):

(aa) *sEs/*sEs (Yugh & Ket).
(ab) *sEt (Arin).
(ac) *SEt (Kott & Assan).

(ad) *tEt (Pumpokol).
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(ae) Dul'zon (1963: 291) and Maloletko (2000: 152-54) have added the variant *?Es,
attested, for example, in the following hydronyms: Bakfas — Tym; Kajtes — Elbagan
lake — Ob; Kantas, Kel'zas, Kentas — Mras-Su; Kutis — Si§ — Irtys; Tajtas — Uj —
Irtys; Tentis — IrtyS; Utis — Demjanka — Irtys; etc.

(ba) *ur (Yugh).
(bb) *ul (Ket, Kott, Assan, Pumpokol).

(be) *kul (Arin).

Irty$ basin: Arzes, Asis, Ases-Igan (cf. Khanty jogan ‘river’), Bajanzas,
Balanzas, Encis, Imcis, Isis, Kacis, Kainsas, Kajces, Kinzas, Kipsis, Sis,
Tajsas, Usis;

Tobol (1660 km): Iset, Tet (lake);
Iim (2450 km): Caldat (lake on the steppe in the neighbourhood of the
Ishim), Ir,
Ratsidet, Sazat;
Tara (806 km; cf. Yug tah:r, Kott 'e?dir ‘otter’; cf. Werner 3: 49);
Om (724 km): I¢indat.

Ob basin: IZet, Jaraur, Pokur, Seul’, gis“—Joga;
Vakh (964 km): Panur, Pises-Jogan, Ses-Jogan;
Tym (950 km): Kogozes / Koguzes, Pul’sec, Tolzes;
Vasyugan (1082 km): Kul-Ce,
Cizapka (512 km): Tom-ka
Ket' (1621 km): Couzet, Kagizet, Kel'-Tom, Kidat, Onguzet, Simuzet,
Tet (lake);
Culym (1799 km): Ajgadat, Albatatka, Andat, Argutat, Barandatka,
Bitatka, Cegodat, Cet, Cil-Kol, Cindat, 1det | Edet, Ir,
Kitat, Komudat, Kubitat, Ribitat / Irbitat, Sulzat,
Teptatka;
Tom (871 km; cf. Pumpokol tom ‘river’): Ki¢i-Onzas, Kunzas, Sizes,
Sanzas, Ulu-Onzas, Zas;
Kondoma (392 km): Pazas;
Mras-Su (338 km): Aksas, Cauzas, Kamzas-gol, Povzas /
Poukzas, Ramzas, Sizes / Sizes, Taenzas;
Cumys (644 km): Togul, A&ikul’, Tom -Cumys.

ad (e): Traces of Yenisseian substrate southwest of their recent settlement

Cu r. 1067 km: Kirgiz Ciij, Kazakh Si

Konkaspaev (1963: 126) found no etymology: ‘The sense is not clear’. It is
possible to connect this etymon with Yenisseian *¢a? ‘salt’ > Ket ta? ‘salt’,
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tayet’ “to salt’, Yug ¢éa? ‘salt’, cagit’ “to salt’; Kott Si-ncét, pl. -cétay ‘salt’; Assan
¢i-nzet (M., Ki.), tinset (Cin., Cpci.), Sincet (Ki.) ‘salt’; Pumpokol ce (Cpci.,
Ki.) is most likely a Yug form (Starostin 1995: 216; Werner 2: 301: *#5? <
*t'aga). This ‘salt’ solution may be supported by the fact that the river empties
into the salt lake As¢y-kol, lit. ‘salty lake’ (KonkaSpaev 1963: 25), and during
floods links the salt lake Issyk-Kul (‘warming lake’), earlier called Tuz-ké/*, i.e.
‘salty lake’ in Kirgyz (Bicurin III: 50-51), via old river bed Ketmaldy, also
known as Buugan. Besides the ‘salty lakes’, we also find Ascy-su ‘salty river’
and Asci-ozek ‘salty rivulet’ in Kazakhstan (Konkaspaev 1963: 26) and Russian
hydronyms such as Soljanka, belonging to the river emptying into the lake
Zaksy-Alakol, northeast of the Kostanajskaja oblast’.

Interesting are Chinese transcriptions of the names of the river Cu known
from the annals of the period Tang (Bicurin III: 195, 180):

% % su5 yes < Late Middle Chinese *sus" *jiap < Early Middle Chinese
*5o! *iiap (Pulleyblank 1991: 295, 364). These forms correspond to the Iranian
name Siyab of the river Cu and the city of the same name, today Tokmak. The
name probably means ‘canal (= @b ) on the Cu river’ (Minorsky apud
Bosworth). Cf. Sogdian *’p, ’p, ’b /ap/ ‘water’ (Gharib 1995: 8), Manichaean
Middle Persian ’b /ab/ ‘water’. The first component probably represents an
adaptation of the hydronym of the type Kirghiz Ciij.

B2 sul’” I8 < Late Middle Chinese *suaj' *lit < Early Middle Chinese
*swaj" *lit (Pulleyblank 1991: 297 & 190). The first component probably again
represents an adaptation of the hydronym of the type Kirgyz Ciij, whereas the
second member may reflect an Iranian word *hrautah- ‘river’: Old Persian r-u-t-
/rautah-/, Sogdian rwt /rot/ ‘river’, Manichaean Middle Persian »wd, Buddhistic
Middle Persian Iwt /rod/ ‘river, canal’ (Cheung 2007: 140-41).

% 7 ye hé® < Late Middle Chinese *jiap *xfia < Early Middle Chinese *jiap
*ya (Pulleyblank 1991: 364 & 122), which is likely to represent a tautological
Iranian-Chinese compound meaning ‘water-river’.

External relations: Burushaski Hunza & Nagar sdo ‘oversalted’.

Esilr., 1818/2450 km

The upper stream of the river Isim, the left tributary of the IrtyS / Ertis. On the
basis of the Yenisseian materidl, tyhis form may be derived etymologically from
Ket isI° ‘whirlpool” (Starostin 1995: 196: *is- (~x-); Werner 2: 432: * is- ‘to
whirl” & *u-l’ “‘water’).

IryyS r., 4 248 km

Old Turkic Artis (Tekin 1968: 329) or Ertis, firstly attested in the Orkhon
inscriptions of Tonyukuk®* (730-731 AD) and of Kultegin* (732 AD), Kasyari
Artis2, Tatar Irtes, Kazakh Ertis, Middle Mongolian Ardis (Secret History, §§
207, 264) or Ardis (ibid., § 198), Erti¢ (Kirakos, History of the Armenians,
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written 1241-65), Written Mongolian Ercis (Lessing 1960, 320), Kalmuck Ers’s
(Ramstedt 1935: 127), and Modern Chinese %7 /R 5473 E'érqist hé. In the first
approximation, it is natural to attempt to etymologise the hydronym as being
Turkic. With respect to the oldest vocalisation Artis ~ Ertis, it is possible to think
about derivation from the verb attested in Old Turkic dr'3, ‘to reach, come to,
arrive’ (Tekin 1968: 328), Old Uyghur dr- ‘voriibergehen, ankommen’, Turkish
dr, ir ‘erreichen, erlangen’ etc. (Rdsénen 1969: 46). But there is no appropriate
suffix *-tis** in Turkic languages which could form the whole hydronym. The
same may be said, if in the first component is identified with the Turkic root
*ir/*ir-, attested in *irmak "river", *iran ‘flowing’, *iren ‘water’, *irim ‘bay’
etc. (Sevortjan 1974: 664-65). Already Ramstedt (1907: 4), followed by Donner
(1916-20: 5), formulated a hypothesis about the role of the Yenisseian word
‘river’ attested in Ket sés, Kott sét ‘river, brook’ in formation of the hydronym
Irtys. This idea was accepted by Dul'’zon (1959a: 98, 105; 1963: 290, mentioning
the Pumpokol counterpart /lrdet) and Werner (3: 45, 52). However, the
component *-zis does not agree with any of the variants (Aa-Ad), adduced in
Section §2, only with (Ae). The first component may be of Turkic origin (*dr-
‘to reach, come to’ or *ir-/*ir- *?‘to flow’). Such a hybrid Turkic-Yenisseian
compound would of course be conceivable, but it is possible to find a more
credible internal Yenisseian etymology in Ket e’/ jer’, pl. er’ey / e'r’in ‘reed’
(Werner 1, 240). In this case, the meaning of the form would be ‘reedy river’. In
terms of semantic typology, we find a parallel in the distant 105 km long Reedy
River located in South Carolina.

The Chinese name of the Irty$ from the Tang annals (cf. Bicurin I, 347; III,
43, 180, 191) was written as 1% Bl #& /K, i.e. in modern Pinyin transcription pu's
gut® zhen' shui*® < Early Middle Chinese *hawk *ho! *tsin" *ewi’ (Pulleyblank)
= *buk *ko *¢in *sSwi (Starostin), where the sign 7 referred to the Chinese word
for ‘water, river’, used to designate all rivers on Chinese maps (Bicurin III,
Appendix 8).

Kang a.

The area along the middle stream of the river Syr-Darya in southern Kazakhstan,
known already from the Orkhon inscriptions (Murzaev 1964: 6, inc. Kanga-
Darya, one of the dry riverbeds of the Amu-Darya, emptying into the Sarykamys$
depression on the border between Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan). It is tempting
to add the Chinese name B /& Kangju, belonging to an ancient nomadic tribal
federation of unknown multi-ethnic and linguistic origin and the area which they
dominated in Central Asia, namely the Talas basin, Tashkent and Sogdiana. The
name is explicable as ‘home of Kang’ or ‘home of peace’, but based on the
report of the Chinese traveller and diplomat Zhang Qian, who visited the area
around 128 BC, about 80,000 to 90,000 skilled archers would be a rather
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improbable interpretation. Unrelated to the issue of the linguistic affiliation of
the Kang tribes, the name is probably inherited from older times. Related terms
may be found in Yenisseian such as *Kay ‘the river (Kan)’ > Kott kap; Assan
kay; Arin xap; Dulson (1969: 24); Starostin (1995: 243); Werner (1: 409). The
hydronym can be etymologically derived from Yenisseian *kay- (~ g-) ‘hunting
path’ > South Ket kay4, North Ket ka:ya4; pl. kagen', Yug ka:hy, pl. kapin'
« Weg des groen Winternomadisierens »; Werner (1: 409); Starostin (1995:
235).

External cognates: Burushaski Yasin, Hunza, Nagir gan ‘road’.

Note: Rivers were the only means of transport on the taiga. On the steppes or
deserts, river valleys, shores or beds represent natural roads too. Comparable
examples from the perspective of semantic typology can be found in Afroasiatic
languages, e.g. East Cushitic: Oromo Macha laga ‘river», lage ‘valley’; Somali
laag ‘water-channel’, Bayso ldga ‘river bank’ vs. North Cushitic: Beja lagi
‘path, pathway, beaten track’ (Roper), ‘road’ (Reinisch); South Cushitic:
Qwadza lagalako ‘path, road’; Central Chadic: Wamdiu lagu, Margi lagn, West
Margi laku, Kilba laaku ‘road’ (Blazek 2006: 405-06).

Selety r., 407 km; Selety-Tengiz L., 777 km’

The river Selety empties in the lake Selety-Tengiz. There was also a village
Selety-Buguly in the Kzyltuskij region of northern Kazakhstan, where both the
preceding hydronyms can be found as well. Sultanjaev (1980: 115-16), in
summarising these data, rejected the etymology of Konkaspaev (1959: 95), who
had explained Selety as deriving from Mongolian culun®* ‘stone’. Later
Konkaspaev (1963: 102) observed: ‘The sense was not clarified’. Sultanjaev
(op.cit.) offered his own solution which assumed an original meaning of ‘deer
river’ or ‘deer lake’. He sought support for the identification of the second
component of the place name in Selety-Buguly with Kazakh buyu ‘deer’ (cf.
Résénen 1969: 86, who also mentioned Written Mongolian buyu ‘male deer’).
Sultanjaev’s second argument is based on the toponym Sdgety from the eastern
part of the Zailijskij (‘Transilian’) Alatau, designating a mountain, valley and
spring, which was etymologised by Konkaspaev (1962: 241) as deriving from
Mongolian (Khalkha) sogot pl. ‘female marals’. Written Mongolian soyut, pl.
from soyu ‘female deer or maral’ (Lessing 1960: 724). Sultanjaev speculated
about transformation of Sogety into Selety in the process of borrowing. But later
Konkaspaev (1963: 103) came to prefer another etymology of Ségety, explaining
the derivation in terms of Turkic *segiit ‘willow’ > Old Uyghur sdgiit, Uzbek
sogdt, Sary-Yughur sogiit, segit etc. (Risinen 1969: 429; EST¢ 313).
Sultatijaev’s solution is apparently wrong concerning the ad hoc substitution g
— [. Yet his idea about the tautological compound Selety-Buguly, where both
components bear the same meaning ‘deer’, is tantalising. Instead of Mongolian
soyut ‘female deer’, it would be preferable to seek a source of the first
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component in Yenisseian *sére ‘deer’ > Ket sel* (South), Kureika se:/i’, pl.
se?n, Yugh se:hr, pl. se?n, Kott Seli, gen. Sela, pl. Setn ‘wild animal’; Arin sin
(M., Cn. Kun.,) ‘deer (cervus)’; Pumpokol ssdlat (Miller) ‘deer (rangifer)’
(Dul'zon 1961: 175; Xelimskij 1986: 210; Starostin 1995: 272: the plural form
*sePn < *sér;-n?, to which Arin sin belongs too; Werner (2: 183): *selad, pl.
*seln), especially with respect to Pumpokol sdlat (see Blazek 1995).

Setr., L, s.

In compound hydronyms of Kazakhstan, the form Set appears in six river names,
one lake name and in the name of one spring:

(a) Rivers: Set-Bakanas (the second component, unexplainable through Turkic, resembles
Arin b’uqgon ‘mouth’ < *bV- ‘my’ + *qgoy ‘mouth, face’; cf. Starostin (1995: 244) and
Werner (2: 108); in the final -as the Ket derivational suffix -as may be identified; Werner
(1, 61); Set-Irgiz; cf. Kazakh yryy- ‘to jump’, Tatar yryy- ‘to pour, stream’; cf. Sevortjan
(1974: 662); Set-Kajindy; cf. Kazakh kajyn ‘birch’; cf. Risanen (1969: 218); Set-Karasu,
Set-Merke (could Merke be motivated by the Mongolian ethnonym Mergid ‘Merkits’?);
Set-Terekty; cf. Kazakh terdk ‘alder’; cf. Risinen (1969: 475); Set-Ulasty (cf. Written
Mongolian ulijasu(n), Kalmuck ulasp, Urdus ulasu, Buryat uljaha ‘poplar’; cf. Résdnen
(1969: 513).

(b) Lake: Setkara; cf. Common Turkic *kara ‘black’; cf. Risinen (1969: 235).

(c) Spring: Setkuduk (Setkiidyk) (cf. Kazakh kuduk ‘water well’ cf. Rasinen (1969: 296-
97). In Set, Konkaspaev (1963: 128) saw Kazakh Ser ‘edge, border, periphery’; cf.
Résdnen (1969: 106): Turkic *¢dt. It is improbable that a word with this meaning would
be so frequent in toponyms. More obvious would be a component bearing a more
‘hydronymical’ meaning. A good candidate is Common Yenisseian *ses ‘river’,
especially with respect to the form *Ser, common to Kott, Assan and Arin: Ket sés, pl.
South Sas*, Kureika $a-$i’, Yugh ses, pl. sas; Kott set, pl. sati ‘river, brook’; sétok (-g),
pl. sétoky, sétogan ‘brook’; Assan Set ‘river (fluvius)’, ‘brook (amnis)’; Arin sat ‘river
(fluvius)’; Pumpokol tatay ‘river (fluvius)’, ‘brook (amnis)’; Dulzon (1961: 179);
Toporov (1967: 313); Starostin (1995: 271); Werner (2: 191): *set / *tet.

TaSkent ca. 2,309,200 inhabitants (2012)

The name of the biggest city of Central Asia has been, undoubtedly correctly,
interpreted as ‘stony city’, cf. Old Turkic (Orkhon) tas, Old & Modern Uighur,
Kirghiz tas, Uzbek tos, Kazakh fas, Turkmen das etc. ‘stone’ (Résédnen 1969:
466) & Old Uyghur kdnt, Middle Turkic kdnd, kdint, Kazakh kent ‘city’, Uzbek
(arch.) kent ‘town, small city, big village’, etc. (Rasdnen 1969: 252; EST, 44) <
Sogdian kno(h), qnb, knd(d) /kand/t! or /kan@/ (Gharib 1995: 150), cf. also
Khotanese kantha- ‘city’, Zoroastrian Pahlavi Samar-kand ~ Maopdaxavda
[Plutarch], further New Persian kand ‘village’, Pashto kandai ‘ward’, Ossetic
Iron kdnt ‘building’ (Bailey 1979: 51). Already in the middle of the 2nd century
AD in Sakaland Ptolemy [VI, 13.2] recorded AiBwog ITopyoc, ‘Stone Tower’;
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Marquart (1901: 155); Humbach and Ziegler (1998: 176-77). The annals of
Chinese dynasties of Sui and Tang mention the possession named 1 Shi or # ¥
Zhéshi with a capital of the same name since the 5th century AD (Bicurin II:
242, 243, 264, 313). The name 1 Shi?2 means ‘stone’ in Chinese, while the
name #% B Zhéshiz2, recorded by the Buddhist monk and pilgrim % % Xuanzang
(602/603? — 664 AD), corresponds to the non-Turkic and non-Chinese name
Cac® or Sas® of the city and the area surrounding it, known from pre-Islamic
and early Islamic times, including the Saknameh of Firdausi, written some time
between 977 and 1010. It is quite natural to expect the meaning ‘stone’ for the
place name Cac or Sas too. It was Pulleyblank (1962: 248) who first connected
this name with the Yenisseian word ‘stone’, reconstructed as *c¢i?s > Ket #2s, pl.
a2y / taga:n®, Yugh ci?s, pl. éa?y; capa:n® ‘rock’; Kott i3, pl. Sep ‘Stein’;
Sinedn, pl. Sinedkn ‘rock’; Assan $is; Arin kes ‘stone’; Pumpokol kit ‘stone’; the
form cis ascribed to Pumpokol in Sravnitelnyj slovar and by Julius von Klaproth
is in reality the Yugh form (Starostin 1995: 217-18): In the plural the Ablaut
proto-form *c¢ar?-y is reconstructible, which may indicate the suffixed nature of
the element *-s in the singular, where Werner (2: 312) adduces *#i’s. Werner
separates the Arin and Pumpokol reflexes kes and kit in spite of their complete
regularity.

External cognates: Burushaski; Yasin cis, Hunza chis, Nagar Chis
‘mountain’; cf. also Dardic: Shina ¢éhiy id. (Blazek and Bengtson 1995: 28).

ad (f): Mythology as an historical source

Anucin (1914: 4) recorded the Ket myth about ancient migrations northwards
sert into motion under pressure from two tribes of invaders coming from the
south, first Tystad, ‘mountain people’ or ‘stony people’, and later Kiliki. Vajda
thinks that Tystad came from mountains, whence ‘stony people’, and were
perhaps of Indo-European and maybe even Iranian origin, whilst Kiliki are
identified with ancestors of the Siberian Kirghiz tribes.

Pulleyblank (2002: 99) collected Chinese transriptions of the ethnonym
Kirghiz, known from the Orkhon inscriptions as Qirgiz:

% & Gekun < EMC *kejk kwan (2nd cent. BC.; Shiji 110, Hanshu 94a).

B 2. Jiankun < EMC *ken kwan (1st cent. BC onward; Hanshu 70).

2B Qigu < EMC *K'st kwat (6th cent. AD; Zhoushu 50).

205 Hegu < EMC *yat kwat (6th cent. AD; Suishu 84).

&8 Jiegu < EMC *ket kwat (6-8th cent. AD; Tongdian 200, Book of Tang
194b, and Tdng Huiyao 100).

Earlier Pulleyblank (1962: 123, 240) had proposed a deeper reconstruction
*Qirqur, later corrected to *Qirgir (Pulleyblank 2002: 101).

The reconstruction *Qirgir based on the Chinese records perfectly agrees
with the projection of the ethnonym Qirgiz back into Proto-Turkic *Qirgir. The
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ethnonym Kiliki (or Kilik, if <-i> is the Russian plural) appearing in the Ket
myth mediated by Anucin can reflect the form *Qirg, which in Turkic languages
means ‘forty’, without the final *-i#, which can be interpreted as the plural
suffix.

ad (d): Lexical interference with other language entities

There is only a limited number of studies mapping the mutual lexical
interference between Yenisseian and neighbouring languages. Aside from the
comprehensive article by Karl Bouda (1957). collecting loans from various
neighbouring languages as well as from Iranian, only two authors have focused
on bilateral contact with one neighbouring language entity: Xelimskij (1982a)
for Uralic (Ob-Ugric & Samoyedic) and Timomina (1985; 2004) for Turkic,
although not all her examples are valid.?® Serious detailed studies of mutual
borrowings of Yenisseian and not just from contemporary neighbouring
languages present the field with a big challenge for the future.

ad (g) & (h): Linguistic archaeology and palaeontology

These approaches are very fruitful in their results, but represent complex
undertakings. In the present study, the Yenisseian zoonym ‘horse’ and its traces
in time and space are discussed as an illustrative example of the potential for
linguistic archaeology in the historical study of Yenisseian languages. For the
Yenisseian proto-language it is possible to reconstruct the designation ‘horse’ in
the form reconstructed by Starostin (1995: 240) as *ku?s and by Werner (1: 457)
as *kurt / *ku?s.

The reflexes appear in all five historically attested Yenisseian languages:
Ket ku?s, pl. kusn® “‘cow’, Yugh ku?s, pl. kusn® ‘horse’; Kott hus, pl. hucan;
Assan pengus (M., Cn., Kin.), pen-kus (Kn.) ‘mare’; hus (M., Cin., Ki.), his (Ki.)
‘steed’; Arin kus (Ctp.) ‘steed’; qus (M., Cn., Ki.) id.; quse (M., Cmu., Ki.)
‘mare’; pinti-kuce (Jlock.) ‘mare’; Pumpokol kut (Cn.) ‘steed, mare’, (Ci., Ki.)
‘horse’; while the recorded kus (Ki.) ‘horse’ is in reality the Yugh form.

Pulleyblank (1962: 245-46), followed by Vovin (2000: 91), judged that the
Xiongnu gloss k5% ‘a superior type of horse of the northern barbarians’ [Xu
Guang (352-425 AD), Shiji], in modern Pinyin transcription jué ti = chiieh-t'i
(Pulleyblank) < Late Middle Chinese *kjyat thiaj < Early Middle Chinese *kwet
dej (Pulleyblank 1991: 168, 305) = Middle Chinese *kwet-dei < *kwet-deh
(Pulleyblank 1962: 245-46) = Later Han *kuet dei (Schuessler 2007: 326; 2009:
227, #20-3), probably reflecting the original form *kuti or *kiiti ‘horse’,
resembling the Pumpokol form kut, could be of Yenisseian origin.

Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1984: 561, fn. 1) noticed at least a formal similarity
of the Yenisseian root for ‘horse’ with its Indo-European counterpart *H,ekuos.
It is an attractive hypothesis, but offers no explanation for the first syllable in
Indo-European, and as such remains merely speculative. A promising solution
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was offered already offered by Naert (1958: 137-38) some sixteen years before
the publication of the compendium by Gamkrelidze & Ivanov: In Kott, there is a
compound ig-hus ‘stallion’, consisting of ig ‘male’ & hus ‘horse’, analogically
fen-huced ‘mare’, where fey = ‘female’. The same compound ‘stallion’ in Ket
was modified as “ék-k"on, where the second component was borrowed from
Russian kon ‘horse’. The meaning of Ket ku?s, the etymological counterpart of
Kott hus, was shifted to ‘cow’. The Proto-Yenisseian compound *?2i7y-ku?s
‘stallion’, where the first component is reconstructed on the basis of Ket #, pl. i.n
/ iyan'5 ‘male deer’; #ks ‘male, male deer’, Yugh 2%k / iksi® ‘male, male deer’; Kott
ig ‘male’, eg ‘goat’ (= ?*he-goat’); Assan eg ‘male’; Arin au ‘wild goat; male’
(Starostin 1995: 196; Werner 2: 433: *i’k / *igo), suggestively corresponds to
Indo-European *H,ekuos "horse (stallion)". However, this conclusion begs
crucial spatial and chronological questions: Where and when was this adaptation
realised?

The preceding arguments lead to the conclusion that the Yenisseians still
lived in the steppe region of Central Asia including Kazakhstan in the first
centuries of the Christian era and certainly earlier. Northern Kazakhstan,
particularly the area of the Botai?’ culture, was probably the place where the wild
horse (Przewalsky-horse, i.e. Equus ferus przevalskii Poljakoff) had already been
domesticated by the middle of the 4th millennium BC; cf. Bokonyi (1994: 116);
Becker (1994: 169); Anthony (1994: 194); Outram (2009: 1332-35). The
creators of this culture were totally specialised in breeding horses, with an
astonishing 133.000 horse bones found here in the early 1990s. The traces of fats
from horse milk on pottery from Botai represent the strongest proof of
domestication. The hypothesis that the people who domesticated the horse in
Northern Kazakhstan were the ancestors or the relatives of Yenisseians, is
legitimate, although unproven.

The resemblance of Yenisseian *?iy-kuls ‘stallion’ to Indo-European
*H ekyos ‘(domesticated) horse’ is obvious and readily explicable as the result
of borrowing. If the Indo-European term cannot be transparently derived from IE
*6ku- ‘swift' = *HoHku-, while the Yenisseian compound ‘stallion’ = ‘male-
horse’ is quite understandable, the vector of borrowing should be oriented from
Yenisseian to Indo-European. To accept this logical conclusion, it is necessary to
solve two serious problems, viz. the geographical distance of Northern
Kazakhstan from a hypothetical Indo-European homeland, and the chronological
distance between the break up of Indo-European, dated to the first half of the 5th
millennium BC, and diversification of Yenisseian, dated by various scholars to
the 1st millennium BC. Even if the people behind the Botai culture were early
Yenisseians, the Indo-European break up preceded them by one millennium. The
only solution would therefore be a spread of knowledge together with the term,
representing a novel cultural discovery. It could have been mediated by a small
group of qualified horsemen or by a segment of a tribe which was later
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integrated into the dominant population, much as the spread of metallurgy was
not accompanied by massive migrations, metal names being common to several
branches of Indo-European representing most probably the result of mutual
borrowing rather than common heritage.

With respect to the chronological discrepancy, there are several hypothetical
answers. The assumption that the present dating of horse breeding in Kazakhstan
will be shifted to the deeper past would, pending future excavations, perhaps
bem too optimistic. A cultural term present in a group of related languages need
not have been borrowed before their break up, but may also have been borrowed
afterwards. The spreading of the cultural terms connected with Christianity is
well-attested in Germanic and Slavic languages already after their
diversification. The question remains whether or not the domesticated horse may
have been more mobile than the first horse riders.

Conclusion

Our search for the traces of the early Yenisseians leads us to the steppe zone of
Central Asia, especially to Kazakhstan and probably also to Uzbekistan. This
early Yenisseian homeland must have been significantly closer to the home of
Burushaski, the closest relative of the Common Yenisseian proto-language, than
was the distance of the Northern Ket from the Kureika river and the Kott from
the Abakan river in the 18th century. The break up of the Yenisseian unity was
realised in this steppe area. During the first millennium BC, the Yenisseian
dialect continuum first split up into a western and eastern segment. Western
Yenisseians, the ancestors of the Ket, Yugh and Pumpokol®®, proceeded
northwards along the course of the Irty$§ and Ob and went on to the mid stream of
the Yenissei, whilst the Eastern Yenisseians, the ancestors of the Kott, Assans
and Arin, moved through the basin of the upper Ob to the basin of the upper
Yenissei. These migrations from the forest steppe zone to the taiga were
probably caused by a domino effect, primarily perhaps caused by the pressure of
the Persian Empire in Central Asia; cf. Herodotus’ description?® of the battle
between the Persian king Cyrus and Tomyris, the queen of the Massagets, one of
the Saka tribes, around 530 BC. The mobilisation of the Saka tribes probably
also led to the movement of other Iranian tribes of Central Asia and
consequently of their eastern neighbours, the early Turkic continuum. The
spreading of Central Asiatic Iranian and Turkic tribes to the north is therefore
probably what caused the migrations of Yenisseians. And probably under their
pressure the Samoyed left their homeland®* and moved to the north. The
ancestors of Selkup along the Ob and the ancestors of the Northern Samoyed
along the Yenissei (Blazek 2013).
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Notes

Abbreviations used in this paper: a. area, c. city, L. lake, 1. river, s. spring.

2. The first who connected Burushaski & Yenisseian languages was Hyde Clark in 1869,
published 1870, as van Driem has demonstrated (2001: 186).

3. cf. Ket s ‘meat, fish’, Yug s ‘meat, fish’; Kott ic, pl. icay; acc. i¢ ‘‘meat’; Arin is ‘meat’
< Yenisseian *Pise (Starostin 1995: 194) & Kott sét, pl. Sati ‘river, brook’; Assan Set
‘river, brook’; Arin sat ‘river’ < Yenisseian *ses (Starostin 1995: 271).

4. Tysxionb, Ha TIOPKCKOM SI3bIKE COJIIHOE 03epo; JexuT B 300 nu ot Wnu Ha 3amaze; B
JUIMHY OT BOCTOKa K 3amnaay coaepkut 400, B mupuny ot tora k ceBepy 200 . Co Bcex
CTOpPOH BIagaeT B HEro MHOXecTBO pedek. Ilo wucropum muHactuu TxaH B
TIOBECTBOBAHMH 0 Ban MaH-u: B cenbMOM TyHE PACIONOKHIIICS JarepeM NpH peke He-xo.
Cynos He OBIJIO, a peKa MOKPBUIACH JIHIOM. B moBecTBOBaHMH 0 TyKroecHax cka3aHo: Cy-
nuH-QaH, mpecnenys Xomy, npumen kK Cyi-tie-wiyid, W OBIajgen ero Hapoaom. Ilo
nuccnenoanmnio, Cyu-iie-wyi Haxogurcs oT Wnm-ronma Ha 3amage. Heme ot Wmm Ha
3amaje camoe Oousbloe 03epo ecth Ty3kioib, U, 0e3 coMHeHHsI, oHO Ha3BaHO Cyii-iie-
wiyti. Ban ®an-u, pa3ous SHbKIOIEBO Boiicko mpu peke Miu, npecienoBal ero 10 peku
He-xs, O1a pexa Me-x> ecth mpyroe maspamme o3epa Cyii-He-myii, u, 6e3 BCAKOTO
COMHEHHSI, ecTh 03epo Ty3xionw. Cue 03epo HBIHE ellle Ha3bIBAaeTCsl MO-TIOPKCKU Hccbi-
KIOJIb, TOpsIYEe 03€po, IO-MOHT. Tomypmy-Hop, xkene3noe o3epo. (Bicurin I1I: 50-51).

5. Modern Chinese (Beijing) % su ‘white, undyed, silk; white; in its original state, plain’ <
Late Middle Chinese *sus” < Early Middle Chinese *so" (Pulleyblank 1991: 295) =
Modern (Beijing) si: < Middle Chinese *so < Post-Classical Chinese *so < Eastern and
Western Han Chinese *sah < Classical Old Chinese *sak < Pre-Classical Old Chinese
*sas (~ *saks) (Starostin, DB).

6. Modern (Beijing) Chinese 3 ye ‘leaves, foliage, generation’ < Late & Early Middle
Chinese *jiap (Pulleyblank 1991: 364) = Middle Chinese *jep < Post-Classical Chinese
*zhap < Eastern Han Chinese *zhap < Western Han Chinese *lhap < Classical Old
Chinese *lhap < Pre-Classical Old Chinese *lhap (Starostin, DB).

7. Modern Chinese (Beijing) # sui ‘to break; splinter, broken piece’ < Late Middle Chinese
*suaj” < Early Middle Chinese *swaj" (Pulleyblank 1991: 297) = Middle Chinese *s¢j <
Late & Middle Post-Classical Chinese *shwaj < Early Post-Classical amnd Han Chinese
*shwas < Classical Old Chinese *shwa¢ < Pre-Classical Old Chinese *shits (Starostin,
DB).

8. Modern (Beijing) Chinese % /i ‘chestnut Castanea mollissima’ < Late & Early Middle
Chinese *lit (Pulleyblank 1991: 190) = Middle Chinese *lit < Post-Classical Chinese
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*lhjit < Eastern and Western Han Chinese *rijat < Classical and Pre-Classical Old
Chinese *rhit (Starostin, DB).

Modern (Beijing) Chinese 7T hé ‘river; the Yellow River’ < Late Middle Chinese *x/ia <
Early Middle Chinese *ya (Pulleyblank 1991: 122) = Middle Chinese *yd < Post-
Classical Chinese *ya < Eastern Han Chinese *yd < Western Han Chinese *yaj < Classic
and Pre-Classical Old Chinese *ghaj (Starostin, DB).

§35 Ertis iigiizig : kecigsizin : kecdimiz ‘“We crossed without the ford the Irtysh
river’. Tonyukuk inscription; §37-38 Ertis tigiizig : kece keltimiz “Went across
the Irtysh river without the ford’ (cf. Amanzolov 2003: 183). The inscription
dated to 730-731 AD was found in Tsagaa Ovoo district in northwest from
Bayan-Zurh mountain, in 65 km southeast from Ulaanbaatar.
<http://irq.kaznpu.kz/?lang=e&mod=1&tid=1&o0id=17&m=1>

ol jilga : Tiiriiges... toya : Ertis iigiiziig : kece : yoridimiz ‘In that year we marched
to Turgesh ... crossing over the Irtysh river’. Kultegin inscription, §37,
732 AD. The inscription was found on the left bank of the Orkhon, 45 km
north of ancient Karakorum, 400 km southwest of Ulaanbaatar.
<http://irq.kaznpu.kz/?lang=e&mod=1&tid=1&oid=15&m=1>.

Pelliot (1959: 299): The same obtains in the case of the Irtysh, called in the Secret
History, Ardis (§§ 207, 264) or Ardis (§ 198; the latter form representing a misreading of
the transcribers; the ancient Mongolian script did not distinguish between -s and -5), Yeh-
érh-ti-shih (Ardis) in YS, 1, s. a. 1206 and 1208; 122, 1 b, Yeh-li-ti-shih in YS, 22, 1 a;
Yeh-érh-ti-shih in the Shéng-wu ch'inchéng lu (47 a); cf. Artis in Kasyari (misread «4rtis»
by Brockelmann); Erti¢ in Kirakos (Patkanov, Istoriya Mongolov, u, 82). But the Mongol
name is Arcis in « Sanang Setsen » (cf. Schmidt, Gesch. der Ost-Mongolen, 211, 412), or
more probably Arjis as in the Chinese translation of that work (Méng-ku yiian-liu chien-
chéng, 6,22 b). <http://dsr.nii.ac.jp/toyobunko/III-2-F-c-104/V-1/page-hr/0315.html.en>

I am grateful to Michal Schwarz (p.c.) for this solution and for the introduction to the
data of the Orkhon inscriptions.

Hypothetically it would be possible to construct a compound suffix consisting of the
deverbal adjectival suffix *-ti, plus the collective suffix *-s (cf. Serebrennikov &
Gadzieva 1979: 229-30 and Kononov 1980: 145-46 respectively), but this highly
speculative conjecture lacks support in concrete language facts.

Modern (Beijing) Chinese 1% pu ‘servant; groom; hide, conceal’ < Late Middle Chinese
*pawk < Early Middle Chinese *bawk (Pulleyblank 1991: 243) = Middle Chinese *buk <
Late Post-Classical Chinese *hwok < Middle & Early Post-Classical Chinese *bok <
Eastern an Western Han Chinese *bok < Classical & Pre-Classical Old Chinese *bok
(Starostin, DB).

Modern (Beijing) Chinese E| gu ‘secure, make sure; strong, firm’ < Late Middle Chinese
*kus~ < Early Middle Chinese *ko" (Pulleyblank 1991: 243) = Middle Chinese *ko <
Post-Classical Chinese *ka < Han Chinese *kah < Classial Old Chinese *kah < Pre-
Classical Old Chinese *ka(?)s (Starostin, DB).

Modern (Beijing) Chinese #& zhén ‘to shake, rouse, alarm; to marshal’ > Late Middle
Chinese *zsin’ < Early Middle Chinese *zcin" (Pulleyblank 1991: 402) < Middle Chinese
*¢éin < Post-Classical Chinese *¢in < Eastern Han Chinese *¢anh < Western Han Chinese
*tonh < Classical Old Chinese *fanh < Pre-Classical Old Chinese *fars (Starostin, DB).
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Modern (Beijing) Chinese 7K shui ‘water, river’ < Late Middle Chinese *syj° < Early
Middle Chinese *ewi’ (Pulleyblank 1991: 290) = Middle Chinese *swi < Late Post-
Classical Chinese *¢éwi < Middle & Early Post-Classical Chinese *¢éwij < Eastern Han
Chinese *¢wgj < Western Han Chinese *w3gj < Early Post-Classical Chinese *mwgj <
Classic Old Chinese *mw3j < Pre-Classical Old Chinese *#4j? (Starostin, DB).

B kang ‘to be at ease, have peace of mind; be prosperous, healthy; tranquility, peace;
prosperity’ < Late & Early Middle Chinese *k"ay (Pulleyblank 1991: 171) = Middle
Chinese *khdy < Old Han to Pre-Classical Chinese *khay (Starostin, DB).

J& jii ‘to stay at, remain, dwell; part’ < Late Middle Chinese *kia/*kys < Early Middle
Chinese *ki> (Pulleyblank 1991: 162) = Middle Chinese *k6 < Post-Classical Chinese
*ko < Han-Pre-Classical Chinese *ka (Starostin, DB).

The real Mongolian forms are as follows: Middle Mongolian ¢ilao’un (Secret History) ~
¢ila’un (hPhags-pa), Written Mongolian cilayun ‘stone, rock’, Written Oirat ciloun,
Kalmuck #5oliin, Aga Buryat Suliy, Khalkha zsuliz, Urdus, Kharchin tciliz, Khamnigan
¢ila, Shira-Yughur celiz, Daghur 50l (Poppe 1955: 68, 112; Schwarz and Blazek 2013:
191, 200).

Modern (Beijing) Chinese & shi ‘stone, rock» < Late Middle Chinese *s4iajk < Early
Middle Chinese *dziajk (Pulleyblank 1991: 283) = Middle Chinese *sek < Post-Classical
Chinese *3zjek < Eastern Han Chinese *3ziak < Western Han Chinese *diak < Classical &
Pre-Classical Old Chinese *diak (Starostin; DB).

Consisting of these components: Modern (Beijing) Chinese # zAé ‘reddish-brown; burnt
ochre’ < Late Middle Chinese *tsia” < Early Middle Chinese *t¢ia’ (Pulleyblank 1991:
42) = Middle Chinese *¢d < Post-Classical Chinese *¢d < Eastern Han Chinese *¢d <
Western Han Chinese *#ia < Classical Old Chinese *#id < Pre-Classical Old Chinese
*tia? (Starostin, DB), and Modern Beijing Chinese #§ shi ‘season, time’ < Late Middle
Chinese *s#i < Early Middle Chinese *dzi/*dzi (Pulleyblank 1991: 282) = Middle
Chinese *3i < Post-Classical Chinese *3(h)i < Eastern Han Chinese *3(h)a < Western
Han Chinese *d(h)a < Classical and Pre-Classical Old Chinese *d(h)o (Starostin; DB).
Sogdian ¢’c /Cac/, ¢’ c(y)ny /Cac(@né/ “from Cag, i.e. Tashkent’ (Gharib 1995: 122).

In the inscription on the Ka‘'ba-ye Zardo$t at Naq$-e Rostam of the Sassanian king
Sahpuhr | (imperabat 240/242-270/272 AD), the toponym appears recorded in the Greek
transcription as Tootonviic and in Parthian as § §s/tn?] /Cacestan/ (Tremblay 2004: 127).
Following Gershevits, Livshits (2007: 179) thinks that Cac originally designated the Aral
sea and that only later the name was shifted to the Tashkent oasis. He derives Cac from
hypothetical Iranian *caica-, reconstructed after the Avestan lake called Caécista- [Yast
9.18, 22]).

Her idea (Timomina 2004: 137) about a Turkic origin for Yenisseian *ku?s ‘horse’, only
in Ket (but not in Yugh) ‘cow’, is based on an accidental similarity with a counterpart in
only one Turkic language, Sary Yughur, where the forms kus ‘horned cattle’, and kus
‘yak, bull, cow’, are attested. However, this form is not primary, the relatives provide
contrary testimony, cf. Old Uyghur & Karakhanid 6kiiz, Uyghur 6kiiz, hokiiz, Uzbek
hokiz, Kazakh ogiz, Tatar ugiz, Yakut oyus, Chuvash vu*gs"r, Old Bulgarian >
Hungarian 6kor, all from proto-Turkic *okiir* ‘ox’ (Rdsénen 1969: 370; Sevortjan 1974:
521-23), related to Mongolian *giiker "ox" and Tungusic *puKur / *puKun "cow"
(EDAL 1168-69).
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27. The archaeological site is located on the Imam-Burluk River, a tributary of the I$im/Esil
River in northern Kazakhstan. The Eneolitic culture called at this locality flourished in
the time period between 3700 and 3100 BC according to our current knowledge.

28. On the basis of the common areal isogloss *s > *t Xelimskij (1982b: 124) judges that the
ancestors of Pumpokol probably lived for a certain time between the Ob-Ugrians and the
Samoyeds, and that their languages formed a specific West Siberian Sprachbund. Let us
mention that the biggest density of Pumpokol-like hydronyms in —tet, outside of their
historical settlement on the west bank of the Yenissei in front of the mouth of the Angara,
appears to have lain in the basin of the Culym, the tributary of the upper Ob.

29. [I, 201] og 8¢ @ Kopw xai todto 10 &Bvog katépyaocto, Enedounce Macoayétog vn’
£0VTd Tomoochat. T & EBvoc TodTo Kai nuéya Aéystan ivol Kai dAkipov, oiknuévov 8¢
pog N®d t€ Kol NAlov Avatordg, mépny tod Apaéem motapod, dvtiov 8¢ Toonddvav
avdpdv. eiol 8¢ oftveg kai xvOKOV Aéyovot todto 1O E0vog eivar. ‘When this nation [=
Babylonians] also had been subdued by Cyrus, he had a desire to bring the Massagetai
into subjection to himself. This nation is reputed to be both great and warlike, and to
dwell towards the East and the sunrising, beyond the river Araxes [= Volga] and over
against the Issedonians: and some also say that this nation is of Scythian race.’ [I, 204] ta
pev on mpog éomépnyv ti|g Oardoong tavtng tig Koaoming waieopévng 6 Kavkacog
amépyet, T0. 0¢ TPOg N® T€ Kol fMov avatéAdovto mediov Ekdéketon TAT00G dmelpov g
gmoyty. tod Qv Sn mediov TovTOL TOD PEYGAOL OVK EloyioTnv poipav HETEXOLGL Oi
Moaooayétat, €én’ odg 6 Kdpog Eoye mpobupinv otpatevoachor. ‘On the West then of this
Sea which is called Caspian the Caucasus is the boundary, while towards the East and the
rising sun a plain succeeds which is of limitless extent to the view. Of this great plain
then the Massagetai occupy a large part, against whom Cyrus had become eager to
march; ...” The History of Herodotus, parallel English/Greek, translation G. C. Macaulay
[1890] <http://www.sacred-texts.com/cla’lhh/hh1200.htm>

30. The Samoyedic homeland is localised by Xelimskij (1989[2000]: 15-17) in the Southwest
Siberian taiga, in the area delimited by a triangle formed by the cities Tomsk,
Krasnoyarsk and Eniseisk.
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Figure 5: Distribution of Yenisseian languages in the 17th century (hatched) and in the end
of 20th century (solid). <http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/
d/d4/Yenisseian_map_XVI1I-XX.png><http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
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