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severe critic of BHARTRHARI. To him BHARTRHARI is the poet of a
useless class, the lettered but frustrated office-seeker. His poetry
is, par excellence, literature of escape (Q 59, E 81). His love
“ shows nothing but unsatisfied desire,” his renunciation is “a
hankering to be realized in the vague future, with growing dis-
gust ” (E 80-81, surely K. 301 is excepted from this judgment).

This criticism I find stimulating even when I disagree, for too
little attention has been given to the social origins of Indian
literature. Personally I feel that the status concept is more useful
than that of class in examining such origins. To me BARTRHARI
represents that part of the Brahmin status group that was
tempted away from the proper and useful social function of the
group.® The beauty and the sorrow of his poetry are the products
of temptation and disappointment.

But if either of these interpretations explains the mood of the
poems it does not explain the expression. Beethoven too was a
hanger-on at rich men’s houses and a singularly frustrated one.
The poetry of BHARTRHARI remains beautiful and sometimes truly
great. Kosamsi, even with his strong social conscience, is well
aware of this. And we may be thankful that he is, for it has led
him to do more for our enjoyment of BuarTRHARI than has been
done these many centuries.

Danier H. H. IncaLLs

Harvard University

QOeuvres posthumes de Paul Pelliot: 1. Histoire secréte des Mon-
gols. Restitution du texte mongol et traduction frangaise des
chapitres i @ vi. Paris: Librairie d’Amérique et d’Orient,
Adrien-Maisonneuve, 1949. Pp. ii +196.

Prrrior spent many years working ci. iliis book and its publi-
cation was impatiently awaited by all Mongolists. PELLIOT’S

® The group as a whole was certainly useful, giving to India its cultural unity, its
self-respect and what understanding it had of the universe. The economic class of
courtly sycophants may have been useless but this class was not specifically Brahmin.
The Brahmin tradition seems to me more important for the understanding of
BHARTRHARI'S poetry than the class situation of sycophants.
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premature death prevented him from completing this brilliantly
planned work; all that was found in his papers was the reconstruc-
tion of the text and the translation of the first 185 paragraphs of
the total 282 paragraphs. No commentary and no notes were
found. Thus it is impossible to understand what conceptions
guided PeLuior when choosing his system of transcription. In
certain respects, those missing parts of his work would be of even
greater importance than what has been published, because there
are already several other reconstructions and translations of the
Secret History.

PerLvior’s transcription coincides, in general, with that used
for the Written Mongolian: ¢&=English ch; j=Eng. j; §=Eng.
sh; q = velar postlingual consonant; 6 and i = German 6 and 4 (or
French eu and u). There is only one deviation from the usual
transcription: ¢ instead of e. PerLLior’s preference for d cannot
be justified from the point of view of Mongolian phonology, be-
cause Mongolian e is a closed e and, besides, there is in the Col-
loquial Mongolian the vowel @< *a in certain positions, e.g.,
Kalmnck bdri < bari “ keep,” tirdn { tariyan “ field,” and so on.
The hlrags-pa script, on the other hand, has two characters for
c-sounds: one for e and another for a closed, narrow é, e. g., ébedin
“ disease,” eéde “ these,” éjen “ master,” €léin “ messengers,” ése
“not,” énk'e “peace,” déyri “heaven,” teéri-un “first,” etc.
Therefore, it is beyond doubt that in the language of the Secret
History, which coincides, in general, with that of the hPags-pa
script, there was ¢ and not G in the following words: ebedin
“disease,” ede “ these,” ejen “ master,” eldin “ messengers,” engke
“ peace,” ese “ not,” tengeri or tengri “ heaven,” etc.

PeLLIOT also uses two characters for i: one for the front vowel i
and another for the back vowel i of the Turkic type. Thisis not an
innovation, because B. Ya. ViapiMircov already used i only in
front-vocalic words and transcribed the same vowel with 7 in back-
vocalic words (Sravnitel'naya grammatika, Leningrad, 1929) . In
this connection we must point out that at the time when the Secret
History was written the back vowel *i had already merged with *i
in almost all cases. This process began in the Proto-Mongolian
and its consequence was the palatalization of consonants and the
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development of *y>y, *t> ¢, *d>j, *s> 5 ayil < *ayil  *ayil
“nomad house,” é&ilayun < *tilayun < *tilayun “stone,” ajirya ¢
*adirya  *adirya “ stallion,” $iruya < *siruya { *siruya “ earth.”
There was no i in Common Mongolian, except for the syllables ¢i
and %, which were preserved longer than all the others. Thus in
manuscripts of the fourteenth century we still find such forms as
qilinéa “sin” and so on. The Moghul language in Afghanistan,
too, preserved qi and 7, in which the vowel ¢ is, in RAMSTEDT’s
opinion, a back vowel (Mogholica, pp. 50-51). The group gqi
occurs several times in the language of the hP‘ags-pa script, e. g.,
joqiyaqu “to establish,” saqigéin “ those who protect, protec-
tors,” but sometimes k% is substituted for this group: tak‘iya
“hen.” The hPags-pa script does not have any special letter for
i and the vowels in qi and k% are rendered by the same letter. But
the presence of the consonants k and g in the syllables %i and ¢i in
the language of the Secret History is evidence that i could not be
a back vowel: otherwise we should expect gi and not ki.

Therefore, PELLIOT’s transcription of such words as a'uSgitu
(818), yadanggi (§14), kilbar-a (§22), kilgasun-bar (§25),
(856), kisal kisan (§58), and so on, in which the velar ¢ (in
Hagniscy’s transcription ;) developed into k, is ample proof that
*i had already merged with *i: otherwise ¢ would not have be-
come k. Thus if even the groups ¢i and vi, which, as remarked
above, were preserved longer than all other groups with i, had
already become ki and gi, this 1s proof that there was no 7 at all
in the language of the Secret History. ,

Perrior also renders the i-element in diphthongs with i :hoi
(812) , asuqai (§24), aqui-dur (§25), and so on. Such diphthongs
never existed in Mongolian and they are impossible from the
phonophysiological point of view. Even in the Turkic languages,
where there is a sharp distinction between ¢ and i, there are only
t-diphthongs, e. g., a; or ay “ moon.”

The Chinese transliteration, with few exceptions, does not dis-
tinguish between o and 6. » and i, and renders these four sounds
only as o and w. PELLIOT tries to distinguish o and &,  and i,
i. e, he substitutes ¢ for o and 4 for u in supposedly front-vocalic
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words. Since, with few exceptions, the Chinese transcription does
not distinguish between o and 6, and 4, such forms as 6kba
(819), kotolji (§56) , dguldji (§53) , hiiniir (§55), and so on,
are forms reconstructed with regard to the Mongolian dialects.
Therefore, it is difficult to decide what o and u mean in cases
where the word concerned is unknown in Colloquial Mongolian.
Prruior admits in all such cases the possibility that o may be o
as well as 6 and that « may be both » and 4, e. g., tin-tir (§50
and another form tun-a) , biiyiir (§53 and buyur) , and so on. But
there is often the danger that back-vocalic words may be trans-
formed into front-vocalic ones and vice-versa, and, indeed, we
find in the romanization of the text numerous forms which need
correction: j6& (or joéi §51), the name of Chingis Khan’s son,
which is only joéi and never j6& and means “ guest ’; the name of
the lake is buyur or buyir and not biiyiir (§58) ; the word maoyil-
siin “ bird-cherry tree ” (§74) is only moyilsun (cf. Buriat mothon,
Khalkha moel~moes id.); the name of the siildiis tribe (§82)
can be only suldus because in §120 we find the ablative form
suldus-aca.

The verbal forms bui and buyu seem to have nothing in com-
mon with the defective verb bii- “ to be ” and must not be tran-
scribed as bii and biyii (§85, 20), because the traditional
Mongolian reading is but (and even boi) and byy%, and in the
Aga-Buriat dialect bui developed into b, i. e., with a back i< *wi:
cf. zaranzi *qaranyu; “ darkness.”

The Secret History is, from the point of view of its language, a
difficult text and contains many passages which are difficult to
understand and translate adequately. We do not know whether
Prrrior made his translation directly from the Mongolian text or
from the Chinese interlinear translation and to what degree he
took the latter into consideration. We do not kiow why PeLLIOT
sometimes rejects the Chinese interpretation of words and expres-
sions and sometimes fully agrees with it. PELLIOT’s translation is
in general precise and excellent, but there are also passages which
need correction. It is impossible to subject his translation to a
thorough revision in this brief review, and, therefore, we confine
ourselves to a few examples.
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§82: tdird aldagsan giiiin yikd dawu-bar bariya giiin aldaba
kadn qayilaqui-tur “ comme cet homme qui I'avait laissé échapper
criait & grande voix: Saisissons-le; j’ai laissé ’'homme échapper
...” The correct translation must be: “ when that man who let
him escape shouted with a loud voice: ‘I let the prisoner
escape,’ . ..” The word bariya is not a voluntative of bari- “ to
seize” but a noun: cf. Kalmuck (RamstepT) bdfd< *bariya
“ Arrest, Haftung, Pfand,” Ordos (MosTAERT) Bar‘a “fers qu’on
met & un prisonnier,” Bar'at'd “ portant des fers (prisonnier).” In
this sentence bariya is not a verb but a syntactical attribute to
gi'iin “ man.” In HaeniscH’s dictionary there is no such word,
but HaeniscH’s translation (Die geheime Geschichte der Mon-
golen, Leipzig, 1948, p. 16) is correct: “ Der Gefangene ist ent-
kommen > (better: ““I let the prisoner escape ).

§06: bokord-yin boksd-tiir ¢akdri-yin ¢d’dji-tir aduqai [ Cette
pensée] demeurera & la pointe de mes reins, au diafragme de ma
poitrine.” HaENIscH translated this in the following manner:
“Ich will dir anhangen wie der Hintere an der Lenden und die
Brust am Halse ” (p. 21). Both translations are inadequate. This
is an interesting passage, as it shows that the Chinese transcribers
did not understand the Mongolian text, which seems to have been
written in the Uighur script. It is known that the Uighur script
sometimes renders different sounds with the same letters, e.g.,
k and g. If we substitute g for k in bokora and éakdri and take
into account the fact that g becomes ’ in the language of the
Secret History, this passage must read as follows: bo'6rd-yin
boksd-diir ¢a’dari-yin ¢a@'dji-diir atugai. This is a well-known Mon-
golian proverb: cf. Khalkha BAT BUGSANDA t'sér t'sépinps “ the
kidneys [are] in the back, the sacred [thought is] in the chest.”
In the Secret History this appears in another recension: “ that of
the kidneys must be in the back, that of the holiness in the chest.”

§111: qatar mawui é’ilgdr bi, qatun Ujin-tiir qalqu bolun
qamuq Markit-ti huntawu (?) qaradu mawu Cilgér, gara tari'in-
diir-tydn giirtigii bolba, . . . qunar mawu Cilgir bi, qutuqtai sutai
Ujin-t quriyaju irdgii bolun, qotola Markit]-td huntawu (?)
bolba. Translation: “ mauvais Cilgir avide (?) que je suis! Etant
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....... . . . sur la dame qijin, j’ai été un fléau pour tous les
Mirkit. Mauvais et vil Cilgiir: je suis arrivé au rang de mes <<
tétes noires »> . ... mauvais Cilgir rapace (?) que je suis! En
venant et recueillant I'iifin sainte et auguste, j’ai été un fléau pour
I’ensemble des Mirkit. Mauvais Cilgir pourri, je suis arrivé au
rang de mes tétes desséchées.” This passage must be translated in
another manner. First of all, we must again reconstruct the Mon-
golian text according to the rules of the Uighur spelling and
remember that ¢/d and q/y are not distinguished (especially in
ancient texts) . We reconstruct this passage as follows:

vadar mayui Cilger bi

qatun Ujin-diir qalqu bolun

qamuy merkid-te untayu

qaradu mayu Cilger

qara terigiin-dir-iyen kiirtekii bolba.
qunar mayu Cilger bi

qutuytai sutai Ujin-i

quriyaju trekii bolun

qotola merkid-te untayu bolba.
qokir mayu Cilger

qokimai terigiin-diir-iyen kiirtekii bolba bi.

The word gatar must be read yadar “outside, appearance,”
qalqu means “to offend,” huntawu =untayu (~ Mo. untuyu,
Khalkha un‘t'a) “anger,” the expression terigiin-dir-tyen kiirtekii
is well known and means “ to pay with his head ” (or “ to lose his
head ), qunar “cloth” (a well-known word), quriya- “to col-
lect, to take, to confiscate,” qokir ““ miserable,” qokimai terigiin
“skull.” The only possible translation is: “I, Chilger, of poor
appearance, I caused anger in all the Merkits, when offending the
queen Ujin. The plebeian, bad Chilger paid with his black head.
... I, Chilger poorly clothed, I caused anger in all the Merkits,
when coming to take the holy and august Ujin. The miserable,
bad Chilger, I paid with my skull.” HAeNiscH’s translation of this

passage (p. 28), though not very precise, is better than that of
PeLuioT.
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There are several passages misunderstood by the Chinese tran-
scribers and, therefore, also by the translator. We chose these
passages purposely, because mistakes in the Chinese transcription
prove that the original was written with Uighur letters, which can
be easily confused. For instance, one who did not understand the
text could easily incorrectly transcribe the words in question. The
original was transcribed according to the phonetic system of the
hPags-pa script and it is not impossible that the original text was
first rewritten with the hP'ags-pa letters and contained mistakes
which were automatically reproduced in the Chinese transcription.
All these questions will find a satisfactory solution in the future,
but it is beyond doubt that the transcribers sometimes did not
understand the text.

PeLLior’s work is a great achievement, but it is, together with
all works of his predecessors on the Secret History, only the
beginning of large-scale research. In this connection, we may
express our deep sorrow that PeLrior himself was not destined
to continue his research on the Secret History.

Nicholas PorrE
University of Washington

Jimbun Kenkyu, Studies in the Humanities (The Journal of the
Literary Association of the Osaka City University), Vol. 1,
Nos. 1-4, Nov. 1949-Feb. 1950.

It is a pleasure to see that in a period when interest in humani-
ties is losing ground, the Literary Association of the Osaka City
University has begun to publish a new quarterly devoted to this
field. The articles cover general interest in humanities as well
as some specific items dealing with China and Japan. I should
like to mention those which are within the scope of our journal.
In the first number, Tanivama Shigeru Ui publishes an
important article on the concept of “ purity ” in Japanese poetry,
“Seifiibi to sono tenkai” HEZL £ DEB . He has discussed
the origin of the terms kiyo 1 pure and saya; the latter has its
origin in the onomatopoeia sayasaya, the noise of the running

A
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water in a brook or the noise of a gentle wind, and has the
connotation of purity and transparency {§® . In the second and
third paragraphs, Tanivama has examined these two terms and
their usage in the Man’yoshii #3¥% and in ancient Japanese
prosody. In the fourth paragraph he has dealt with these concepts
in the Kokinshi &4 % . In the fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth
paragraphs he has shown how these concepts of purity and
transparency were treated by Misu no Tadamine =444, one
of the well-known 36 poets, by Fustwara Kinto BRERAE (966-
1041) and by Fusrwara Toshinari B (1114-1204). In the
last paragraph Tanrvama has cited the importance of these poeti-
cal terms during the Kamakara period (1183-1333). In the same
number, Hamapa Atsushi EMHE publishes the first part of an
article on obstructed sounds and those represented by a final n
“ Sokuon to hatsuon ” fE& L #F.

In the second number the following articles are printed: the
second and last part of HamMADA’s composition, a very interesting
work by Yamane Tokutard INHREEXES on the city-planning of
Ta-tu, capital of the Yiian dynasty, “ Gen daito no heimen
haichi ” JCAADFEEE . Kanoa Kiichiro MHZE—EL has con-
tributed an article on Nomura Koen, author of a Chinese poem
of the tz'u # genre, “ Wasureraretaru tenshi sakka Nomura Koen
ni tsuite ” SN SN2 ZHAERBFNERICOWVT and an infor-
mative article by Maepa Masato BIHIEA on the publications
of 1949 dealing with Japanese language studies. He mentions
the publication of the new quarterly Kikan kokugo gaku Z=F)
E#E2 in 1948 in which appeared many important articles on the
Japanese language. Magrpa Masato especially mentions several
works of Tokiepa Motoki F¥EL#BEE dealing with the history of the
Japanese language. He also mentions articles published in the
monihiy journal Kokugo to kokubungaku BIFE & BI3C8 . Marpa
brings to the attention of the reader the interesting article by
Txecam1 Teizo M EBGE in Kokugo kokubun BIFEBIZ, No. 1,
on the pronunciation in Japanese of the i sound which disap-
peared in an intervocalic position toward the end of the eleventh
century, but not in compounds like haha “ mother” or asahi
“ morning sun.” He also mentions the newly published book of
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