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Evolution of Labial Consonants

This article provides a comprehensive analysis of the historical and phonological development of the labial
consonants (p, b, m, u (w), v, f) in Turkic languages and their correlation with speech ontogenesis. The rele-
vance of the study lies in the insufficient exploration of the phonological nature and archetypal basis of labial
consonants within the Turkic consonant system. The main objective is to determine the stages of their histori-
cal evolution, describe phonetic correspondences and phonological interrelations, and reveal how these pro-
cesses are reflected in the ontogenesis of child speech. The research employs comparative-historical, structur-
al-phonological, and ontogenetic methods. The theoretical framework is based on N.A. Baskakov’s historical-
typological phonology and B. Sagyndykuly’s “u-archetype” theory of phonogenesis., In addition, the experi-
mental phonetic studies of A. Zhunisbek and Zh.A. Aralbaev on the Kazakh language stibstantiate the conso-
nantal nature of the sound u. The material includes data from Old Turkic written monuments,(the) Orkhon and
Yenisei inscriptions, Yusuf Balasaguni’s Kutadgu Bilig, and Mahmud al-Kashgaf?s Diyani Lugat at-Turk),
as well as phonetic examples from modern Kazakh, Bashkir, Tatar, Khakas, SherUyghur, and Turkish lan-
guages. Natural samples of child speech (papa, baba, mama, aua, etc.) were, alsé"€xamined and compared
with historical phonological processes. The results confirm that labial génSenants genetically derive from a
single archetypal sound—p, which, over time, differentiated through its @lléphones (b, m, u, v) into independ-
ent phonemes. The consonantal status of u is consistently maintained in modern Kazakh phonology. Early ac-
quisition of p, b, m and later emergence of v, f in child speech parallelithe historical evolution at the ontoge-
netic level. Theoretically, the research contributes to clarifyipgytheteoncept of phonological archetype and in-
tegrating comparative-historical and ontogenetic appraaches. Pragtically, its findings can be applied in teach-
ing historical phonetics, historical lexicology, comparative Turkology, experimental linguistics, and speech
ontogenesis. The study also opens new perspectivesfor interdisciplinary research combining language history
and speech development.
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Introduction

One of the distinctive typologicalfeatures of the Turkic languages lies in the diachronic development of
root meanings—from generaland undifferentiated notions toward particular and concrete ones. Academician
A. Qaidar clearly articulated this prificiple, noting that:

“The class of native 4urkie, including specifically Kazakh, monosyllabic roots and bases is character-
ized by semantic filiation=;that is, a sequential development of meaning from the general, undivided concept
to a more particular aad concrete one. The totality of meanings derived from a single root morpheme, while
maintaining a genetic continuity with the original meaning, together constitutes a general notion that repre-
sents the initial stage of its semantic structure” [1].

Many Turkologists share this view, emphasizing that the meanings of primary roots initially reflected
generalized conceptual fields, which gradually evolved—through prolonged stages of language develop-
ment—into designations of specific objects and phenomena [2]. One of the crucial mechanisms contributing
to this semantic differentiation is the system of sound correspondences within the Turkic languages. Never-
theless, as comparative linguistic evidence suggests, even when the external form or morphological composi-
tion of a word undergoes transformation and semantic shades are introduced, the originally generalized
meaning can still be traced in the deeper layer of its etymological structure.

For instance, although the words tagau and jaqyn (“near’) exhibit distinct semantic nuances, they evi-
dently derive from a common etymological base and share an identical archisesmeme. Their reconstructed
roots—taq and jag—can be identified in The Structure of Monosyllabic Roots and Bases in the Kazakh Lan-
guage (hereafter OKO, pp. 191, 255). According to The Explanatory Dictionary of the Kazakh Language
(hereafter QTTSs), tagau means “to approach, to be close” (p. 775), whereas jagyn means “not far,

" Corresponding author’s e-mail: khassenov.bolat@bolashag.edu.kz

Cepus «dunonorusax». 2025, 30, 4(120) 19


https://doi.org/10.31489/2025PHI4/19-26
khassenov.bolat@bolashaq.edu.kz
zhenisgulibraimova@gmail.com
khassenov.bolat@bolashaq.edu.kz

B. Khassenov, Zh. Ibraimova

near” (p. 253). The synonymous nature of these lexemes demonstrates the continuity of a shared semantic
prototype. Within Turkological research, the question of which of the correlated forms should be regarded as
the primary (archetypal) one remains a subject of long-standing scholarly debate [2-18].

The present article aims to trace the historical evolution of labial consonants in Turkic languages and to
correlate these developments with certain phenomena observed in speech ontogenesis (child language acqui-
sition). The primary objective is to identify the main historical stages of labial consonant formation and to
compare their phonological development with ontogenetic patterns in speech.

In modern Kazakh, there are nineteen native consonant phonemes, traditionally classified according to
the place of articulation as follows:

Labial consonants: p, b, m, u (w)

Apical (tongue-tip) consonants: t,d, n, §, 7, s, z, 1, |

Mediolingual (tongue-middle) consonants: k, g

Dorsal (tongue-back) consonants: q, g, 1, j (y)

For analytical purposes, the consonant inventory was grouped based on their evolutionary tendencies,
the period of phonemization (transition from allophones to independent phonemes), genetic relatedness, and
regular sound correspondences—following the typological model proposed by N.A. Baskakov. In his classi-
fication, consonants are divided into front (labial), middle, and back groups [3]. Fortour purposes, front is
interpreted as labial, middle as mediolingual (rather than “central”), and back,asidorsalyAccordingly, in Ka-
zakh, labial consonants include p, b, m, u (w); mediolingual consonants—y, t, &, N\, Z's, z, 1, I; and dorsal
consonants—q, g, k, g, 1.

Method and Materials

Research Material

The research material comprises phonetic data from both ancient and modern Turkic languages, includ-
ing Kazakh. Comparative analysis was conducted on root forms containing the labial consonants p, b, m, u
(w) in ancient Turkic written monuments such as the Qrkhon Tasctiptions, Kutadgu Bilig, and Diwan Lughat
al-Turk, and their equivalents in modern Kazakh. In addition, data from Bashkir, Tatar, Shor, Khakas, Uy-
ghur, Altai, Uzbek, and Turkish were incorporatea, During the selection process, preference was given to
roots exhibiting regular historical correspondences in labial consonants.

The analysis also drew upon phonological, €omparative, and etymological materials from the works of
N.A. Baskakov, B. Sagyndykuly, A.ZhiinisbéksdZh.A. Aralbaev, and E.N. Nadjip. Furthermore, natural
samples of child speech (e.g., papa, babal moma, owa, etc.) were included as auxiliary material. These data
were used to explore parallels between the ‘ehfonological stages of labial consonant development and the or-
der of their emergence in speech ontogenesis.

Research Procedure

At the first stage, the oceurrence and distribution of labial consonants in ancient and modern Turkic
languages were identified, andstheir historical-comparative parallels were systematically organized. For this
purpose, Baskakov’swdodel of consonant classification (front—Iabial, middle—mediolingual, back—dorsal)
was adapted to the Kazakh phonological system.

At the second stage, the phonological evolution of p, b, m, u (w), f, and v was described. Based on
Baskakov’s proposed allophonic chain [p (~ b ~ f/v ~ w ~ m)], the stages of transition from allophones to
independent phonemes were reconstructed. Comparative analysis was also conducted in light of
B. Sagyndykuly’s developmental sequence u > p > b > v, highlighting both the convergence and divergence
between the two models.

At the third stage, data from speech ontogenesis were analyzed. Early babbling forms and phonetic sub-
stitutions in child speech (e.g., Bolat — Pouat, panda — badya, bouosy — volosy, bada — voda) were com-
pared with historical phonological patterns. This procedure enabled the identification of a parallel between
the sequence of emergence of p, b, m, u in child speech and their historical evolution in Turkic languages.

Data Analysis

The collected data were examined through comparative-historical and phonological methods. The pri-
mary objective was to determine the archetypal forms of labial consonants and to trace their historical and
semantic evolution. The analysis revealed clear genetic relationships among labial consonants, reflected in
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regular sound correspondences such asp~ b, b ~m, p ~ u, b ~ v, which are widely attested across the Turkic
languages.

According to N.A. Baskakov, the earliest stage of development involved a single phoneme [p], while b,
m, v, and u functioned as its allophones. Over time, these allophones differentiated into independent pho-
nemes, marking distinct evolutionary phases:

Stage | (Proto-phase): [p (~ b ~ f/v ~ w ~ m)] — undifferentiated allophonic system;

Stage |1 (Differentiation phase): [p, b, w, m] — phonemic stabilization;

Stage Il (Later fricative phase): [f, v] — secondary fricativization.

In contrast, B. Sagyndykuly described this process in the reverse direction: u (a vocalic or semivocalic
sonorant) > p > b > v, arguing that the evolution of labial consonants was initiated by the consonantalization
of u. However, experimental research by A. Zhiinisbek provides evidence that in modern Kazakh, u func-
tions exclusively as a consonant [w].

Phonological analysis thus confirmed that the Kazakh labial consonants p, b, m, u are historically relat-
ed and derived from a single archetype. Furthermore, child-language data demonstrated that this develop-
mental pattern is mirrored at the ontogenetic level: infants typically acquire p, b, and m between 8 and 9
months of age, while v and f appear later. This correlation supports the hypothesis that the historical evolu-
tion of labial consonants parallels their ontogenetic emergence, reflecting the inherent systematicity of lan-
guage: the phonological laws that govern phylogenesis are reproduced in ontogengésis.

Results and Discussion

In modern Kazakh, the native labial consonants include p, b, m, andiu (W)«f4], while the fricatives v and
f are considered borrowings. The genetic relationship among these sounds'is revealed through sound alterna-
tions and historical correspondences, which are evidenced by datagfrem Kazakh and other Turkic languages.
For example, when the converb suffix -1p is attached to the werb,gap (“to strike), the root-final p changes to
u (sautp). Historically, labial consonants also display regulamcorrespondences: b ~ m (e.g., buy ~ muy
“grief”); p ~ b (pus ~ bas “to press”), etc.

According to S. Omarbekov and N. Zhiinisov, the altetnation between p and b is a typical phenomenon
in Kazakh dialects, and the change from b to p occurs quite frequently. In the literary language and dialects
of Kazakh, the voiceless p rarely occurs in word-inttial position and is mostly found in loanwords (e.g.,
paluan — baluan, pal — bal). The researchers ngte that the easy interchangeability of these two consonants
(p, b) indicates their origin from a single pheneme [5].

Scholars also point out that one @f the distinguishing features of Middle Turkic languages is the use of
labial v and u in word-final position [23,98#6, 7]. For instance, the Old Turkic words eb (“house”) and ab
(“to hunt”) were pronounced as gw/ay In the Middle Turkic period. E.N. Nadjip writes: “Mahmud al-
Kashgari states (vol. 1, pp. 31-32) that‘the Turkic u (bilabial) is pronounced as a labiodental sound by the
Oghuz and related tribes; for ‘example, instead of Turkic du (“house”), the Oghuz say av; instead of au
(“hunting™), they say av, etc.” 18].

Examples from/medieval/ Turkic written monuments and comparative data from various Turkic lan-
guages show the genetiC affinity of the consonants p, b, v, and u: gypchaqg ~ gyvchag ~ qyuchaq, sub ~ suf ~
suv, etc. [7; 64].

Through comprehensive comparison, Turkologists attempt to identify the archetypal consonant underly-
ing these sound correspondences. For example, what was the original form of biik (“high™)? In some Turkic
languages, this word begins with p (pdyik, pdziik), while in others it starts with m (moziik). Scholars have
proposed different hypotheses regarding which form represents the archetype.

Regarding labial consonant correspondences, N.A. Baskakov writes:

“In the earliest period, the labial consonants were represented by only one phoneme [p] with corre-
sponding allophones in both the initial and final positions” [3; 100].

According to Baskakov, the allophonic composition of the voiceless p included [p (~ b ~ f/v ~ w ~ m)].
In other words, only p functioned as an independent phoneme, while b, f/v, w, and m existed as its allo-
phones. The differentiation of these allophones into distinct phonemes occurred gradually over several stag-
es:

Stage I: p and its allophones (b, f/v, w, m) were present. In the early stages of consonant evolution in

Turkic, only p had phonemic status, as shown by correspondences such as p ~ b ~ m in initial position:
— Uygh. perek, Khak. poziik, Shor dial. pdyik ~ Common Turkic biik/biyik, Old Turkic beduk Tuvan bedik,
Shor mozik/mozak meaning “high”;
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— Khak. pii: 1, po: 1, Alt. porii, borii ~ Common Turkic bori, biirii, Kum. mére, Kara-Tat. morii, miird —
meaning “wolf”.

Stage II: The sonorant allophones (m, w) differentiated and became independent phonemes

[p (~b~TV)];

[w];

[m].

Examples: may (“butter”)—bay (“rich”); tap (“to find”’)—tau (“mountain”).

Stage IlI: Spirant consonants (v, f) emerged. Their phonemicization can be observed, for instance, in
Kaz. ber — Oghuz (Tur., Az.) ver “to give”.

Stages IV-V: Voiceless and voiced allophones evolved into independent phonemes:

[p]; 2) [b]; 3) [f]; 4) [v]; 5) [w]; 6) [m].

B. Sagyndykuly also studied this issue extensively, offering an alternative reconstruction. He excluded
the borrowed f and the nasal m from Baskakov’s model. According to Sagyndykuly, the archetype of labial
consonants was the vowel u. He argued that u underwent two long evolutionary stages: the first being
fortition (transition from vowel — sonorant — semiconsonant — voiceless stop), and the second being voic-
ing (transition from voiceless to voiced):

u (vowel) > w (sonorant) > ... >up/uf >p>b>v [6; 33, 7; 68].

Sagyndykuly suggested that at least 3-5 millennia were required for the emekgenee,of the p ~ b ~ v cor-
respondences, whereas the transformation of the vowel u into the consonant p Capneteven be chronological-
ly estimated.

He provides several arguments for the phonetic affinity between theSonarant u and the voiceless p:

1. p easily alternates with u in final position (sap-1p — sau1p);

2. In Old Turkic inscriptions, b/p within words corresponds t@ Uy modern Kazakh (ab > au “hunt”);

3. Variants formed through p ~ b ~ u correspondences funetion stylistically and semantically in parallel
within the literary language and dialects: gabak (“pumpkin’’)—gauaq (“vessel made from pumpkin®); kebek
(“cave”)—Kkeueq (“burrow, den”), etc.;

4. These examples show that while p, b are now turring,into u, historically the reverse process occurred
—u>p.

In modern Kazakh, verbs such as baru (“to go”’)yk€lu (“to come”), jiiru (“to walk™), turu (“to stand”)
denote action. The suffix -u functions as a verbal noun marker. Historically, its form was -ug (-uq); during
language evolution, the final g§/q was lost, Jeavifighu in word-final position. In Orkhon-Yenisey inscriptions,
-u served the same function as the modern converb suffix -1p/-ip:

anar kori bilin tirk amti budun ‘Deglér(“Look and know the beys of the present Turkic people”)—
where korii corresponds to modern Kazakh korip.

In this example, -u follows @ consenant and performs the function of a converb. When it follows a vow-
el, a prosthetic or epenthetic y 1§ ifiSerted before it, as in siileyli (“to wage war”), oplayu (“to depart”) [6; 34,
7; 70]. In our opinion, B.<Sagyndykuly seems to have confused vowels with consonants. It appears that he
relied on Zh.A. Aralbacy’s statement that the sound u can function both as a vowel and as a consonant.
Aralbaev wrote:

“There is no purelyfpronounced u sound in Kazakh. After consonants, it is perceived as a diphthong,
and after vowels as a sonorant u. The main component of the vowel u is i or u, while its secondary, weak-
ened component is the sonorant u (as in tau “mountain”), pronounced briefly and quickly” [9].

For example, B. Sagyndykuly, analyzing words such as suu, tuu, jauyn, egew, etc., identified three vari-
ants of the vowel u: pure u, diphthong uu/iiu, and sonorant w.

The experimental phonetic research of A. Zhiinisbek, however, provides a more precise view. He notes:
“In school and university textbooks, the sounds represented by the letters i and u are incorrectly described as
being “vowel after consonant, consonant after vowel”, while academic grammars correctly define them as
letters denoting the combination of a vowel and a consonant”.

Zhiinisbek concludes that in Kazakh, the sound u (w) is exclusively consonantal [4; 70]. Therefore, se-
quences such as i and uu are not diphthongs but simply combinations like au, &u.

When examining the Old Turkic script, one finds no specific symbol for the consonantal u (w)
sound [10]. Nevertheless, scholars, based on linguistic evidence, have suggested that the consonantal u did
exist in ancient times. N.A. Baskakov argued: “In most cases, the initial consonants w, j, h in Turkic lan-
guages are historically ancient consonants (emphasis added — B.K.), originally present in the early stages of
consonant and vowel system development. They later disappeared from most Turkic languages as the initial
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consonantal element weakened, but traces of their disappearance remained—either as diphthongoid elements
(e.g., in dialects of Karakalpak, Kazakh, Nogai, and others), or as the lengthening of the initial vowel (e.g., in
Turkmen and others), or through secondary reappearance under the influence of neighboring languages™ [3;
47].

He further demonstrated the correspondences between the initial consonants v ~ w and diphthongoid el-
ements v ~ w ~ u ~ U across Turkic languages: Kaz. ar — Tur./Azerb. vur, Kaz. at — Uzbek dial. vata,
Karakalp. uoq, uoy, etc. Baskakov also cited experimental data showing that in Kazakh, the sounds o, 6 are
preceded by a consonantal u (w), meaning that Chuvash words like von (“ten”), vot (“fire”) would be pro-
nounced as won, wot in Kazakh [4; 98]. From this, it follows that the Proto-Turkic language possessed a
word-initial consonantal u (w).

We believe that in Proto-Turkic, u functioned solely as a consonant, and there is no reason to confuse it
with a vowel. This is clearly supported by historical sound change evidence.

Generally, identifying which sound appeared first in word-initial position remains a complex issue.
Most scholars consider p the archetypal labial consonant. According to their view, in the developmental
stages of Proto-Turkic, the occurrence of p at the beginning of words was widespread, historically preced-
ing b. In ancient and modern Turkic languages, words such as bas, baliq, bos, etc., were originally pro-
nounced with initial p [18]. However, according to the Ramstedt—Pelliot law in Altaicistudies, there is also a
hypothesis suggesting that the voiced b was the original form in Proto-Turkic{19£207:

In linguistics, there exists the view that phylogenesis is briefly recapitulatedsin antogenesis [21, 22].
Based on this concept, the general development of human language is refleeted in the development of a
child’s speech—that is, the overall evolution of human speech is reproduced iagmMiniature in child language.

In speech ontogenesis, labial consonants develop earlier thap™gthers [23]. Around the age of 8-9
months, infants begin to produce babbling sounds such as papa, ©3B5, mams, oawo, aps, etc. According to
A.N. Gvozdev’s observations, the first consonants acquired arethe plosive labials (p, b, m), and substitutions
between them are rare (our recordings include examples such as,Bolat — Pouat, panda — badya). The frica-
tives (f, v) appear later. Since these sounds emerge relatively Tate’in child speech, they are often replaced by
b or p: bouosy, bada (“volosy, voda”, child Asylai); batii (“mvolosy”), d’ip (“zhiv”), according to Gvozdev’s
diary [23; 98]. This phenomenon is directly relatedyto the physiological development of the articulatory or-
gans.

As for the consonant u (w), it also appears,among the early-acquired sounds (found, for instance, in
owa, uttered around 7-8 months). It often substitutes 1, r, and v: dala — dawa / dava, jasyl — dasyu, qyzyl —
qyzyu, davaj — dawaj, belaya — beuaya.(In our practice, we have observed substitution of § by u (w): togiz
— touz, sagat — sauat (Appendix A).

This phenomenon also exists ifi Tugkic languages: for example, Old Turkic yag, tag correspond to mod-
ern Kazakh jau, tau. In childdanguagesthe consonant u (w) appears significantly earlier than §. While these
data alone cannot serve as definitivesproof, if we recall the hypothesis in Altaic studies (Starostin) that u (w)
occurred in word-final position, i Proto-Altaic, we may infer that languages preserving consonantal u (w)
trace their origins todhe deepest historical layers of the Turkic family.

Conclusion

The findings of the study demonstrate the complex yet systematic evolutionary nature of the historical-
phonological development of the labial consonants (p, b, m, u/w, v, f) in the Turkic languages. The analysis
confirms that all of these consonants originated from a single archetypal source, with p functioning as the
initial phonemic unit. Over time, this sound differentiated through its allophonic variants, giving rise to new
phonemes such as b, m, and u (w). Thus, the general direction of development for the labial consonants can
be represented as:

[p] — [b] — [v/wW] — [m].

The study further reveals that the differentiation of labial consonants was influenced not only by articu-
latory and acoustic factors but also by the intrinsic logic of linguistic evolution—the historical laws govern-
ing the phonological system itself. Although the theoretical frameworks of the Baskakov and Sagyndykuly
schools differ, they share a common principle: the genetic unity and systemic evolution of labial consonants
within the Turkic phonological continuum.

Data from speech ontogenesis partially confirm this theory. The fact that p, b, and m are the first labial
consonants acquired in child speech, while fricatives and sonorants appear later, indicates that the historical-
phonological development of these sounds is mirrored, in miniature, during individual speech formation.

Cepus «dunonorusax». 2025, 30, 4(120) 23



B. Khassenov, Zh. Ibraimova

This supports the principle of phylogenetic and ontogenetic parallelism: the overall evolution of language is
briefly recapitulated in the process of speech development in the individual.

Consequently, the formation and development of labial consonants in the phonological system of the
Turkic languages represent the outcome of a natural historical evolution. The recognition of p as the histori-
cal archetype, its extensive allophonic structure, and its correlation with speech ontogenesis together attest to
the deep historical roots of the Kazakh phonetic system.
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b. Xacenos, XK. U6panmoBa

Epin naybiccbI3qapbIHbBIH 3BOJIIOIHSCHI

Makanazia TYpKi TULIEpIHIETI epiH JaybICCHI3AAPBIHEIH (11, 0, M, ¥ (W), B, ¢) Tapuxu-()OHOIOTHSIIBIK JaMybl
JKSHE OJIap/IblH Ceiiiey OHTOreHe3iMeH OaiIaHbIChl KaH-)KaKThl KapacThIPbULIbL. TaKbIPBINTHIH ©3€KTUTIr —
TYPKi TiNJiepiHiH KOHCOHAHTH3M JKYHECiHOe epiH JaybICChI3NApbIHBIH (POHONOTHSUIBIK TaOMFAThl MEH
ApXETUNTIK HEeri3iHiH TOJBIK aiiKbIHaaIMaybiHAa. OchiFaH OailIaHbICTBI 3epTTEYAiH 0acThl MakcaThl — epiH
JIaybICCHI3IapbIHBIH TApUXH JTaMYybIHBIH KE3CHAEpPiH aHBIKTAy, OJIap/bIH apachlHIAFbl ABIOBIC COMKeCTiKTepi
MeH (OHOJIOTHSUIBIK OailIaHBICTapAbl CHUIATTAy, COHAaii-ak Oyl yaepicTepiiH Oama TimiHmeri ceiiney
OHTOTEHE3IH/Ie KaliTalaHy CHIATHIH afiKpIHIay. 3epTTey OapbIChIHIA CAIBICTEIPMAIIBI-TAPUXH, KYPBUIBIMIIBIK-
(hOHOJIOTHSIIBIK KSHE OHTOTCHETHKAIIBIK 9JlicTep KounaHbuLabl. Teopusutslk Heri3 peringe H.A. backakoBThIH
TapUXHU-THIOJIOTHSIIBIK ~ (poHONOTMsICEl MeH b. CarbIHABIKYJIBIHBIH y-apXeTurni (oHOreHe3 KeHiHJeTi
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TyKkeIppiMaaMacel  anbiHAbl.  ConbiMen Oipre  O. XKymicOek, JK.A. ApanbaeBTbIH Ka3ak TiliHIeTi
SKCHEPHUMEHTAIIB (pOHEeTHKA OOMBIHIIA eHOSKTepi MaiJanaHbUIBII, Y IBIOBICHIHBIH AaybICCHI3IBIK TaOHFAThHI
HaKTHI JoJIeIMEeH Herisaenni. Marepuan periHae KeHe TYpKi jka3zda eckepTkimrTepiniH aepekrtepi (OpxoH,
Ennceit xaz6a eckeprkimrepi, JXycin bamacaryrunsiy «Kyrrsr Oimik», Maxmyn Kamxkapumin «/luBanu
JIyFaT aT-TYPK» aTThl eHOeKTepi), COHMai-aK Ka3ipri Ka3ak, OamKypT, TaTap, Xakac, Iop, YHFBIp XKaHE TYpiK
TUIAEpiHIH (OHETHKANBIK MbIcaniapsl anblHABL COHBIMEH Karap Oana TUNIHEH alblHFAaH TaOWFH ceiey
yirinepi (mema, 06009, MoMd, oys, T.0.) 3epTTeyre eHri3iminm, Tapuxu (OHOJOTHSUIBIK MpOIECTePMEH
CaNBICTBIPBUINEL. HoTmkeciHae epiH AaybICChI3NAphIHBIH T'€HETUKAJIBIK TYPFBIIAH Oip apXeTHITIK HEeri3leH,
SFHU T JBIOBICBIHAH TaparaHbl JONENJeHl. YakbIT eTe Keye Oy OpIObic o3 amtodoHmapsl — 0, M, y, B
apKbUIbI CapajaHbll, jkeke (oHemanapra aliHanraH. CoHai-aK y JNbIOBICBIHBIH JaybICCHI3/IbIK KAaCHETKE e
Ooybl Ka3akK TUTIHIH Kas3ipri (hOHONOTHSIIBIK JKyHeciHme TONbIK amonenneHnai. bama Timivzmeri m, 6, M
IBIOBICTAPBIHBIH €pTe, al B, ¢ IBIOBICTAPBIHBIH Kl Maiia OOyl TApHXH SBONIONUSHBIH OHTOT€HETHKAJIBIK
JeHreiiie KalTaJaHaTBIHBIH KOpCeTTi. 3epTTey HOTWXKeNepi epiH NaybICCBI3NAPBIHBIH TapHXH JaMy
3aHIBUIBIKTAPBIH afKpIHAAN KaHa KoWMaid, Ka3aK TUTIHIH JBIOBICTBIK KYHECIHIH KeHE JIoyipMeH
cabaKTacTHIFBIH J1a Janenaeiini. Makana TeopHsUIBIK TYPFBIIA (OHOJIOTHSUIBIK apXETHIl YFBIMBIH HaKThIIAaya
JKOHE TApPHUXU-CAIBICTBIPMAIIBI IICTI OHTOTCHE3MIK JEPeKTEepMEH YINTACTHIpyJa ©Te MaHBI3ABI OOJazbl, aji
MPaKTUKAJIBIK MaHBI3bl — aJbIHFaH TY)KBIPBIMAAPABI Ka3ak TN OUTIMIHIH Tapuxw (OHETHKACHI, TapHXH
JIEKCHKOJIOTHSCHI, CAJBICTBIPMANIBl TYPKITaHy JXOHE SKCIEPUMEHTabl JMHIBUCTHKA, COWUJIEY OHTOTeHe3i
KypCTapbIHIa, COHIAi-aKk (pOHETHUKANBIK Tajgay dficTeMeciHAe KOolgaHyFa MYMKiHAIK Oepermi. by makama
OoJamrakra TiJI TAPUXBI MEH COIJIEy OHTOTEHE31H YINTACTHIpA 3ePTTEHTIH MOHAPAIIBIK CHIIATBIHIAFH 3E€PTTCY
JKYMBICTapBIHBIH Iaiia O0ybIHA ocep eTe ayajbl.

Kinm coe30ep. apxeturn, AbIObIC, Ka3aK TiJli, €PiH JaYbICCHI3APHI, TiJ SBOJFONHUSICH.

b. Xacenog, XK. U6panmoBa

IBoaIONMSA FY6HBIX COorjIacCHbBIX

B nanHO# cTaThe BCECTOPOHHE PaccMaTPUBACTCSl HCTOPHKO-()OHEIOTHYECKOE pa3BUTHE T'yOHBIX COTJIACHBIX
(11, 6, M, y (W), B, ) B TFOPKCKHUX SI3BIKaX U UX CBSI3b C OHTOFCHE30M{pEUH. AKTyanbHOCTh TeMbI 00yCIOBICHA
TeM, YTO B CHCTEME KOHCOHAHTHU3Ma TIOPKCKHX S3bIKOBUROHOIOTHYECKas IPUPOJIa U apXETUNNYECKask OCHOBA
TyOHBIX COTIACHBIX IO KOHIIA HE M3y4eHBI. Llenbdiccrne0BaHMs — ONPEICNUTh 3Tallbl HCTOPHYECKOTO pas-
BUTHS TyOHBIX COTJIACHBIX, OIMCATh 3BYKOBBIC COOTBETCTBHUS M (DOHOJIOTHUECKUE CBS3M MEXKIYy HHMH, a Tak-
K€ BBISIBUTH XapaKTep MOBTOPSIEMOCTH 3TUX MPOLIECCOBIB OHTOTeHe3e JeTCKoi peun. B paboTe ncronb3oBa-
HBI CPaBHUTENBHO-UCTOPHIECKHH, CTPYKTYPHO~()OHOIOTHYECKUI M OHTOTeHEeTHYeCKUii MeTobl. Teopernde-
CKyI0 0a3y MCCIIEJIOBaHUs COCTaBIIN UCTOPHKQ-THnonorndeckas ¢gononorust H. A. backakoBa U KoHIenuus
b. CarbiHabIkynsl 0 oHOreHe3e ¢ apxefimoM «y». Kpome Toro, 6puth ucnoss3oBanbl Tpyasl A. XKyHicOeka
u X.A. ApanbaeBa B 00macTi SKCHEPIMEHTANBHON (JOHETHUKH Ka3aXCKOTO A3bIKa, KOTOPHIE MO3BOJIMIN y0e-
JIMTENBHO JI0Ka3aTh COMIACHYIO PUPOAY 3ByKa y. B kadecTBe MaTepuaia MpUBICUYCHBI JaHHBIEC APEBHETIOPK-
CKHX IMTICHMEHHBIX NMaMATHUKOB (QPXOHCKHe M eHuceiickue Hammucu, Tpyas! 0. bamacaryan «Kyranry On-
aur» 1 M. Kamrapu «J[iBagn MyTap art-TIOpK»), a Takke HOHETHUECKHE MPUMEPBI 13 COBPEMEHHBIX Ka3axX-
CKOTro, 0alIKMPCKOro, TATAPEKOIo, XaKacCKOro, IIOPCKOT0, YHTYpCKOTO U TYPELKOTO S3bIKOB. J{OMOIHUTENb-
HO HCIIOJIb30BaHbI eCTECEBCHHBIC 00pa3ibl JETCKOil peun (Tmorms, 6309, MaMa, 9y U Jp.), CONOCTAaBICHHEIE C
HCTOPHKO-(OHOJIOTHHECKAMH TpolieccaMu. B pesynbraTe ycTaHOBIIEHO, YTO TyOHBIE COTJIACHBIE TeHETHYe-
CKH BOCXOJSIY K CHUHOMY/APXETHITy — 3BYKY II, KOTOPBIH CO BpeMeHeM 4epe3 cBou ayuiooHsl (0, M, y, B)
T hepeHITAPOBATICA ) CTaT CaMOCTOSITENHEIME (DOHeMaMH. J0Ka3aHO, YTO COTJIACHBIM XapakTep 3ByKa y
YCTOWYMBO HPOSIBJIAETCSI B COBPEMEHHOI (hOHOJIOTHYECKON CHCTEME Ka3axCKOro s3blka. PaHHee ycBOeHHE
3BYKOB I, 0, M i Ooiee mo3aHee hopMUpOBaHHE B, () B ACTCKOIl pedr OTPaXKarT HCTOPHUYECKYIO SBOJIIOLIHIO
Ha OHTOT'€HETHYeCKOM ypoBHe. TeopeTHyeckasi 3HaUMMOCTh HCCIIEIOBaHHS 3aKII0YACTCS B YTOYHEHHH TTOHS-
TUsA q)OHOJ'IOFI/l'-[eCKOFO apxXeTuia U UHTErpaluu CPaBHUTEIIbHO-UCTOPHUUYCCKOI0O METOAA C OHTOICHETUYCCKU-
MU JaHHBIMH, & NPAKTUYCCKasd HEHHOCTb — B BO3MOXXHOCTU HCIIOJIB30BAHUS IMOJYYEHHBIX PE3YJIbTATOB B
Kypcax 110 HCTOPHYECKON (OHETHKE, TEKCHKOJIOTHH, CPAaBHUTEIILHOMY TIOPKO3HAHHIO H IKCIIEPUMEHTATBHON
JIMHTBHUCTHKE. VICClieTOBaHUE OTKPHIBACT MEPCIIEKTHBBI IS AATbHEHITNX MEKAUCIUIIMHAPHBIX paboT, 00b-
SIMHSIOIINX UCTOPHIO SI3bIKA U OHTOTECHE3 PEUH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: apXeTHuIl, 3BYK, Ka3aXCKU SA3BIK, l"y6HBIe COTJIaCHBIC, 3BOJIIOIHSA A3bIKA.
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