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The Turkic languages and cultures.
While working with the Turkic language family certain difficulties, namely the determination of the analysis objects, occurred.  As it is known, this family is large and has as many as thirty members including extinct languages. Some of them are similar in such measure that one can assume their common origin from a language of higher level than parent unitary Turkic. Different classifications of the Turkic languages exist consistent with each other in the recognition of closest relationships. Multi-level historical classifications of the well-known turkologist Baskakov were used for this study.
He divided several groups and subgroups of Turkic languages on the highest level. They comprise from one to five-six modern Turkic languages. If we unite close cognate modern languages of separate subgroups in one conventional language, we obtain only thirteen languages that can be considered as self-contained objects for this graphic analysis. Though two extinct tongues as Old-Uighur and Karluk-Uighur could not be analysed because of the absence of necessary dictionaries. According to the genetic connections established by Baskakov, conventional names were used for all Turkic languages taken for the analysis, sometimes identical to the modern names for some languages, but without claim to the historical accuracy and only for the convenience for the further narrative. Thus, Bulgarish (Volga-Bulgarish) language will be corresponded with the present-day Chuvash and extinct Khazarian languages; Tartaric  ( with the  modern Tatar and Bashkir languages; Kypchak ( with modern Kumyk, Karachai, Balkarian, Crimea-Tatar, and Karaim; Nogai ( with modern Kazakh, Karakalpakh and properly Nogai; Oghuz ( with modern Gagauz and the dialects of Balkan Turks; Seljuqic ( with modern Turkish, Azerbaijani and south dialect of Crimean Tatars; Karlukish ( with modern Uzbek and New Uighur; Tuba ( with modern Tuvinian and Karagasian; Khakassian ( with modern Kamasinian, Shorian, North-Altaic, Sari-Uighur, tongue of Chulim Tatars and properly Khakassian; Altaian ( with modern South-Altaic. The Kyrghyz, Turkmen, and Yakut languages correspond with proper present-day languages. 

The table-dictionary of the Turkic languages was composed of the data taken from etymological dictionaries of Turkic languages
 The numbers of common words in the pairs of languages are given in the table 5.
Table 5. The number of common words in the pairs of the Turkic languages.
	Lang
	Nog
	Karl
	Kyrg
	Tart
	Selj
	Kypc
	Khak
	Turk
	Bulg
	Tuba
	Alt
	Oguz
	Yak

	Nogai
	1195
	3,0
	3,0
	3,1
	3,7
	3,5
	4,2
	3,7
	5,6
	6,5
	5,6
	7,3
	7,5

	Karluk
	948
	1178
	3,2
	3,4
	3,6
	3,5
	4,4
	3,7
	5,6
	6,5
	5,9
	7,2
	7,9

	Kyrgh
	949
	882
	1111
	3,5
	4,1
	3,9
	4,3
	4,2
	6,7
	6,2
	5,5
	8,3
	7,4

	Tartar
	921
	830
	809
	1077
	4,1
	3,7
	4,9
	4,2
	5,4
	7,3
	6,1
	7,8
	8,6

	Seljuk
	752
	790
	676
	676
	1060
	3,8
	4,9
	3,9
	6,4
	7,9
	7,1
	5,5
	9,9

	Kypch
	810
	801
	721
	759
	750
	1020
	4,7
	4,2
	6,2
	7,9
	7,1
	7,1
	9,0

	Kakas
	636
	681
	650
	563
	571
	591
	945
	5,6
	9,3
	5,9
	6,4
	10,3
	7,6

	Turkm
	752
	755
	671
	669
	724
	673
	480
	936
	6,7
	8,6
	7,5
	6,7
	10,5

	Bulg
	484
	453
	405
	523
	428
	432
	273
	401
	668
	13,7
	10,7
	10,7
	16,2

	Tuba
	414
	412
	429
	359
	327
	341
	461
	297
	169
	629
	8,5
	16,7
	7,9

	Altai
	488
	463
	494
	442
	373
	376
	418
	346
	231
	313
	598
	14,7
	10,7

	Oghuz
	363
	366
	312
	335
	493
	378
	239
	403
	231
	130
	155
	541
	20,0

	Yakut 
	348
	333
	354
	297
	253
	271
	344
	234
	136
	334
	231
	100
	521


 Despite of mutual language influence of historical time, the model of genetic relationships of Turkic languages was built by using the calculated distances between languages according the formula:


L=K0/(N + a),
where K0 – initial value of the proportional coefficient which is a little depended from the distance between languages therefore the constant a is introduced into the formula for correction. We took K0 = 3000 and a = 50 for  the graphical model which is presented on the figure 6. 
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Figure 6. Graphic model of Turkic language relationship.

The attempts to place the model on the map near Altai region or in Siberia failed. The model can be put only on the region between the rivers Dnepr and Don where characteristic bend of the both rivers suggests us how to place the model (see map 4). Thus, we have the reason to posit that Tutkic Urheimat was not in Altai but in Eastern Europe. Consequently the Proto-Turkic could not descend from a primaeval language called Altaic or Proto-Altaic as Sir Gerard Clauson expressed this though already fifteen years ago
.
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Map 4. The map of the Turkic habitats

Legend: Gr. - Greek, Hng. - Hungarian , Khak. - Khakassian, Oguz. - Oghuz, Tur. - Turkmen, Yak. - Yakut.
We have all the grounds to associate them with the creators of Seredniy Stiğ (Sredniy Stog – in Russian) and Yamna (Pit) cultures which existed in Pontic steppes in the 4th -3rd mill. It is naturally that the idea about the Altai Urheimat of Turks may contradict Turkish scholars, among them, e. g. Osman Karatay 
. The papers about European origin of Turks are readily published in Turkey, e.g. about Turkic belonging of some European archaeological cultures
). The similar ideas have been supported in Europe? In particular, by Italian scholar Mario Alinei: 
"The most economical and productive hypothesis is then to consider both the Serednyj Stog and the Yamnaya cultures as Turkic, which would imply that Turkic people were the first to have mastered horse domestication, and to have passed to the neighboring people
"
  In that case Türks had to force out Indo-Europeans from Pontic parts and forest-steppe zone at the end of the 5th mill B.C. Copper-age (Chalcolithic) culture of Seredniy Stih (Sredniy Stog in Russian) was discovered during excavation in the locality of Seredniy Stih (“Middle Rock”) on a rock-top on the Dnepr's bank near the city of Zaporizhia in 1927. About 100 settlements, cemetries, and separated relics of this culture were studied by Ukrainian scholars in the next 40 years.  The region of their spreading occupied the steppe country between the Dnieperxe "Дніпро р." and the Donxe "Дон р.", and also the south part of forest-steppe of Left-side Ukraine. This culture existed from the middle 4th mill till the middl 3d mill BC and had three local variants in the catchment of the rivers Dnieper, S. Donets, and Don.”

In obedience to archaeological data, the economy of the SS culture had stock-raising character, mainly horse breeding. According the volume of bones found at excavations of some stands, horse took more than 50% domestic herd. It was used mainly for riding, what was proved by the finds of horn elements (psalias) of bridles
. Horsemen could control horse herds easier and more efficient as pedestrian herdsmen therefore horse herds could be very numerous. Wide development of horse breeding among Türkic people is confirmed by linguistic data. Common Türkic words vocabulary has two words for the name of horse, in addition separately for mare and stallion, names for colts of several age, also common words for names of rider, saddles, bridles, stirrups, whip, manes, hoofs, amble. Wild horses were present in Pontic steppes as long ago as at Herodotus’ timexe "Геродот", consequently there are all grounds to assume that they were domesticated by Old Türks for the first time. The Trypillians, the neighbors of Turkics on the Dnepr's right bank parts knew wild horses too but they began to use it later as Türks and the role of horse was very small in the economy of the Trypillians.

At first there was only certain infiltration of transmitters of SS culture westerward to the territory of Trypillian culture. This people reached to the rivers Syniukha and Inguletsxe "Дністер р."
. Plausible they moved further to the Middle Dniester, as it can be confirmed by Trypillian pottery resembled sometimes the pottery of SS culture having the admixture of pounded shells or sand in clay paste. Obviously, these people, which as the first Türkic tribes left their Urheimat, were the ancestors of Volga-Bulgars and modern-day Chuvashes. The remnants of Ancsient Türks stayed on their Urheimat still for a long time, their languages developed in close mutual contact and became some common features which were absent in Proto-Bulgarish. Therefore Chuvashian language stands something aside from other Türkic languages. 
From the end of 3-rd mill. BC the mass penetration of Pit-people begun to the catchment of the Dnister. This fact may be confirmed by existence of the Usatovo group of Trypillian culture, some features of which are undoubtedly typical for the Pit culture. The Pit-men didn’t lose their customs on new settlements.  The skeleton of the man buried on the back with feet bend in knee was found among other in the burial place near the village of Nezvisko of Ivano-Frankovsk district. This posture is characteristic for the burial places „kurgan” cultures. Also the ceremony of kurgan interment was scattered among the Trypilliansxe "Дністер р."
.
Some part of the Pit-men from the basin of the Dniester moved further northwestward to the Central Europe. Using riding horses, they resettled quickly in great distances away, exerting cultural influence on indigenes and founded new cultural regions. In such a way well-known Corded Ware and Battle Axe cultures belonging to Turks was extended on the large territory of Europe. The Trypillian culture was at this time already in the stage of decline. Wenn late Pit-men tribes setteled the country between the Souther Bug and the Ingulets rivers, Trypillian population was already absent herexe "Дністер р."
. The Trypilla culture was predominant based on the agriculture which lost its efficiency at that time.  The nomadic sheep- and cattle-breeding gave the greater additional production than the farming as it could better utilize the steppe resources. The transition to the nomadic living way was accompanied by mutual assimilation Pit and Trypillian people. At the increase of the population, the reverse transition to agriculture became unavoidable. In almost five centuries the population in the area of the Middle and Upper Dnister turned to the settled way of living again. The archaeological records of the Battle Axe Komariv culture of the Middle Bronze Age, which developed on this territory, advised that the sedentary agriculture and cattle-breeding formed the basis of economy of the indigenous population. 
But the most part of Pit people crossed the Don and dispersed in the Volga river's basin, the Northern Caucasus, and further in the steppes of Kazakhstan. Plausible they were creators of the Fatianovo and the Balanovo cultures in the catchment of the Oka and the Volga. These cultures are considered as some variants of Corded Ware cultures, or the culture of fighting hammers. The Balanovo culture existed during the II mill BC approximately on the territory of modern-day Tatarstan and did large influence on the development of culture and economy of indigenous populationxe "Дністер р."
. Probably the creators of the Balanovo culture were the ancestors of the modern Volga Tatars. Scattering in Kazakhstan, Pit tribes, that were Ancsient Türks, created the Andronovo culture in this area. 
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