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Remarks on Comparative Study of
the Vocabulary of the Altaic Languages

By Nicroras Porpe (Seattle)

One of the new trends in Altaic linguistics in the USSR is the awakening
interest in comparative studies. A few years ago, a conference on the Altaic
affinity took place as a result of which a valuable symposium appeared .
The initiative belonged to the Soviet scholars in the Tungus field whose
accomplishments befong in the most remarkable achievements of Soviet
Oriental studies.

Not long ago, an interesting book on comparative lexicology of the Altaic
languages appeared * which will have a strong influence on the future
development of Altaic comparative studies.

The Altaic languages possess a large body of common words. Many of
them are borrowings from one Altaic language in another language but
many words are of common origin. The existence of loan words in one Altaic
language taken from another has never been denied 3. However, all words
common to the Altaic languages are not borrowings. In most cases, borrow-
ings and cognate words can be distinguished from each other. The criterion
is the sound correspondence. Thus, knowing.that Mongolian and Manchu-
Tungus have r versus Turkic z ¢4, Ev.N sgmgsik ‘the omentum of the re-
indeer’ and Mo. semefi ~ semfi ‘the omentum of domestic animals’ must be
regarded as borrowings from Turkio, of. Chuv. samdr ‘fat, thick’, Uig. simaz
‘fat’. Likewise, Bv. V-L gedikén ‘cue’ is an obvious borrowing from Ancient
Mongolian (AMo.), cf. AMo. *gediké > Mo. gefige ‘cue’, because the regular
correspondence is Ev.P-T gedimuk ‘occiput’, Neg. gedgmuk, whereas Lam.Yu.
ketek ‘occiput’ is a borrowing from Yakut, of. Yak. kitdx ‘occiput’. Conse-
quently, there are criteria which enable the investigator to distinguish
between borrowings and words of common origin.

1. In her introductory article »The tasks of comparative lexicology of
the Altaic languages«, the editor of the volume mentioned and a prominent
scholar in the Manchu-Tungus field, TsiNtsius, rightly states that the
comparative lexicology ultimately leads to the problem of establishing the
original common vocabulary of genetically interrelated languages, the
shortest way to achieve this purpose being comparative study of entire
semantic groups of words such as kinship terms, names of parts of the
human body, names of animals, etc. Taking as an example the concept
‘bird’ (bird in general, particular birds), Tsinrsius finds that the Altaio
languages use at least three lexical models, the first of them being composed
of words derived from the verb ‘to fly’ 5. Speaking of the examples vorro-

1 N. Porre : A Symposium on the Altaio Theory. CAJ 16 (1872), pp. 37 ff.

8 OBerki itenoj leksikologii sltajskix jezykov. Leningrad 1072, 362 pages.

3 Cf. N. Porpe: Introduction to Altaio Linguistics, Wiesbaden 1965, pp. 157 ff.

4 Cf. Ev. kgr- ‘to seek, to go around, to search a place’ = Mo. kerd- ‘to roam, to wander’ =
Chag,, Kar.L, Uig., eto. kdz- ‘to go through, to run through’, Osm. gez- ‘to go around, to go for
s walk, to wander’.

8 V. I Civorus : ‘Zadadi sravnitelnoj leksikologii altajekix jazykov'. Op. cit.,, pp. 1-2.
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borating this statement, it can be remarked that the etymologies quoted
are not only correct but also sufficiently complete. The author of these lines
would like to expand and supplement some of them. Thus, Ev. dgys ‘bird’
(cf. dgg- ‘to fly’) is, indeed, to be compared with Mongolian (Buriat) degdéves
‘fledgling’, cf. deg-de- ‘to rise, to get up’, and with Mo. dege- in degere ‘on,
above, upper’, degegsi ‘up, upward’, Chuv. § ‘upper part, up, on’, AT jdg
‘good’ ¢, There is no doubt that Manchu (Ma.) dele ‘top, on top’, dergs ‘top,

ve’, Lam. dé¢n, délg ‘above, on’, d¢li ‘(to move) on, (along) the toP’ also
belong here. As for Ev. digu ‘upper’, dil ‘above’, din ‘upper part’, etc.,
di- might go back to *de--, consequently, also belong in this group of
words. This expanded etymology still stronger corroborates the statements
made by TsinTstus. It is to be mentioned, in this connection, that TsiNTsIUS
carefully points out loan words which ocour side by side with genetically
related words, e.g., Ev. dggdg- ‘to rise’ < Mong.

Speaking of the words for the bird, also Buriat (Bur.) dalbard ‘young bird’
should be mentioned which is etymologically connected with Mo., Khalkha
(Kh.), Bur. dali ‘wing’. Another word for wing is Mo. dalabéi < dalubéi
from Mo. dalu, Kh. dal ‘scapula’, Monguor (Mngr.) ddli ‘shoulder’ = Turkm.
jal ‘mane’, Yak. sal ‘the fat under the mane of a horse’. Mo. dalub& is
formed with the well-known suffix for covers -b&, e.g., Mo. eligeb&i ‘waist-
coat’ from eligen ‘liver, abdominal region’. As for Ev. dalu ‘scapula of a deer’
it is & borrowing from Mongolian.

It is quite possible that Mo. dalu ‘scapula’ and dali ‘wing’ are etymolog-
ically related. In this case, the primary stem *dal can be established. Cf. also
Mo. dalay ‘nape, fat on the nape’ > Ev. dalay. Anyway, Bur. dalbard
‘young bird’ and Mo. dali ‘wing’ belong together and can probably be
connected with Turkic (Leb., Kumd.) jalbaj ‘name of a bird’, Tel. jalbayaj
‘name of a bird’, Tel. jalbapda- ‘to hover’ (said of birds). Mo., Kh. dalas- ‘to
swing, brandish the arms, flap the wings’ etc. > Tel. talaj- probably also
belong here.

The pattern 7 ‘bird’ < ‘*fly’, ‘*to rise, top, above’ is corroborated by
AT ubug ‘predatory bird’ < ué- ‘to fly’ or Yak. kétér ‘bird’ < két- ‘to fly’
(cof. kotir- ‘to lift, raise’ = Mong. Kalm. kdty- and Lam. kutgr-). Moreover,
the existence of several groups of words for bird which are connected with
the idea of flying or rising or top, on, above makes it very probable that the
same ideas underly some other words for bird. Thus, the etymology esta-
blished by Tsintsius for Ev. #iki ‘duck’, Ma. fieze ‘id.” and Mo. nis- ‘to fly’
is quite plausible. The difficulty is, however, that Mo. nds- has no etymology
in Mongolian, and it is hard to say whether final -s is a suffix or belongs
to the stem, although Mongolian has a number of verbs formed with -s- &,
On the other hand, Ev, #tki < *si-ket ‘duck’ can be compared with Mo.
nugusun ~ nigusun << *ntku + -sun ‘duck’. The objection can be made
that *ndku is back-vocalic whereas *#i-kes is front-vocalic. However,
Mo. nis- ‘to fly’ is originally a stem of back vowels because the causative

¢ Op. cit., p. 9.
? Called leksileskie models, i.e., slexical modelss by TsINTsIUS, op. cit., p. 4.
8 G.J. RaMsTEDT: Zur Verl bild lehre der golisch-tiirkisol prach

JSFOu 28:3 (1912), pp. 50-51.
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verb nisga- ‘to fly’ is back-vocalic in the dictionary Muz:dda’mat al-Adab .
It is known that many original stems of back vowels have become front-
vocalic in Mongolian *, The conclusion drawn from this examination of
the le)tymology of Ev. #4k3 ‘duck’ is that its validity cannot be proven beyond
doubt,.

The fact that words are often formed on the same pattern in different
Altaic langl es can be helpful in establishing etymologies. Thus, knowing
that Mo. dakilgan ‘lightning’ is & noun formed from the verb kil ‘to flash,
to sparkle’, of. Tel. jalgyn- ‘lightning’, Tub. jalyyn ‘id.’ from AT jal- ‘to
flare up, to catch fire’, cf. also AT jan- ‘to burn’, Osm. Jag- ‘to burn’ (tr.),
primary stem *ja-, one would expect the word for lightning to be in Tungus
also & noun from the verb ‘to flash, to glitter, etc.”. Indeed, Ev. talinuran
‘lightning’ is formed from the primary stem *fali-, of. Orok. tal- ‘to light up’.
1t is true that lightning goes back to the verb to light or sparkle in many
languages but it should be noted that this is not always the case, of. Russ,
molnija ‘lightning’.

A model can also be discovered in Buriat ubdeges #idey ‘the depressions
on both sides of the patella’ (lit. ‘the eyes of the knee’), Kh. pwdogni nud ‘id.’,
of. Chuv. &érkudéi ‘knee’ < ¢ ‘id.’ = Turk, tiz ‘knee’ + Chuv. kudéi =
Turk. kézs ‘its eyes’, cf. Uszb. tizza kiizi ‘kneecap’, cf. Tat. &z kizs ‘a patch
on the knee’.

The examples given above are easy but the same method is applicable
to doubtful cases which need careful gxamination, Thus, Mo. erdike, %‘.,h orzo
‘the smoke opening in the roof of & yurt’ is probably & noun derived with
the suffix -ke from erl- ‘to dig’ 11, On the other hand, Turk. efik, Turkm.
i4ik ‘door’, Az. edik ‘outside, yard’, Chuv. aldk ‘door’ could be nouns derived
with the suff. -k from ed- ‘to dig’, of. Az, e¥- ‘id.’, Chuv. al- ‘to plough’,
al-t- ‘to dig’. If this etymology is correct, & pattern could be established,
namely, ‘opening in & wall or roof’ from ‘digging’ which would point in the
direction of a primitive underground dwelling with an entrance (which
could also have served as a smoke opening) in the roof 3, It should be
emphasized that this is a hypothesis which is, however, worthwhile to be
worked on 13,

’ ;‘I N. Porex: Mongolskij slovar’ Mukaddimat al-Adab. I.II. Moskva-Leningrad 1088,

. 257,
P 10 N. Porex : On Some Honorific Expressions in M lian, Studies in G ! and Oriental
Lh‘xggimu, Presented to Shird Hattori on the Ococasion of His Sixtieth Birthday. Tokyo 1870,

11 For the suff. -ga ~ -ke of. Mo. #ibga ‘olay for plastering walls’ from #ba- ‘to smear, to
plaster’; Mo. asqa ‘stones falling from mountains’, of. as-ga- ‘to shed’ (a causative verb) from
*as-; Mo. udga ‘origin, meaning, significsnce’ from *ud-, of. AT ud- ‘to follow’; Mo. siblige <
Saibilke ‘s large noedle’ from sib-d- ‘to prick, to perforate’, of. Ma. sifigu ‘hairpin’, ete.

1% Buch & dwelling resembles the winter dwelling of the Khakas, It represents a hole in the
ground ocoversd with a roof. See A. A. Porov: Zilikte. Istoriko-dtnografiSeskij atlas Sibiri.
Pod redakolej M. G. Lxvrxa i L. P. Porarova. Moskva-Leningrad 1061, pp. 153-135.

13 It should be ioned that the patison of Mo. eritke ‘smoke opening’ and Ev. urkg
‘door’ has already been made by O.A.KoNsTawrtmvova: Tunguso-man'Skurskejs leksika,
svjazannajs o Eilikdem, op. cit., pp. 240-241. She also mentions the obsolete Ev. word drama
which denotes a type of dwelling with the entr: through the ke-opening. Mo, eritke
is & noun derived from erii- ‘to dig’. In Evenki, however, the verb ‘to dig’ is gri- which oorres-
ponds to the Mongolian form. It is, however, diffioult to connect Ev. urkg with gri- unless urke
is & borrowing from Mongolian.
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Bpeaking of patterns or models, one should not forget, however, that
some cases may be explained as calques. Thus, although Mo. gergei and
Turk. ebdi ‘wife’ can be regarded as words formed after the same model,
Mo. ger-le- ‘to marry’ (lit. ‘o acquire a house') and Crim., Az., Osm. dvlin-
‘to marry’ could be calques. Calques may also be Kh. nowoin zodii ‘sweet~
briar’ (litt. ‘dog’s snout’), Bur. nozotn zondor ‘id.” (vondér ‘snout’), cf. Tel.
#t tumduyu ‘id.” (lit. ‘dog’s snout’), Osm. it buruny ‘id.’, Kaz. it murun id.’ 14,
Calques are also Bur. ulin muygen ‘gold’ (lit. ‘red silver’), Yak. kysyl koméis
‘id.” (lit. ‘red silver’), and Ev. hularin ~ wlarin mgpgun ‘id.’ (lit. ‘red silver’),
meygun being a Mongolian loan word.

Sometimes it is difficult to distinguish between calques and expressions
of independent origin, e.g., Mo. &agan sibayun, Kh. tsagin $uwi ‘swan’ (lit.
‘white bird’) and Turk. ag qu# ‘swan’ (lit. ‘white bird’) because the swan is
white and is also called ‘a white bird’ in many languages, of. Russ. lebed =
Middle German elptr ~ alptir ‘id.’ (original meaning ‘white’) = Lat. albus.

One can agree with what TSINTSIUS says about the necessity of investi-
gation of entire semantic groups of words such as the names of parts of the
human body. Thus, when it is found that & given language possesses a
number of such words borrowed from another language, this may shed
light on the origin of some other words belonging to the same semantic
group. Let this be illustrated with the following examples. It is known
that the Turkic words for domestic animals of a particular age are borrowings
from Mongolian, cf. Chag, etc. dondn ‘a four-year old horse’ and Oir., Tel.
qunan ‘three-year old foal’ 5. Likewise, Turk. tulan ‘a five-year old animal’ 18
is & Mongolian loan word, cf. Oir. talp < *tabulan from Mo. tabun ‘five’;
Tuva qyigalay < Mong., of. Kh. ziadzilay ‘a four-year old horse’; Tuva
sojalay < Mong., cf. Kh. sojdloy ‘a five-year old horse’ }7; Az. iiriji ‘a horse
in its third year’ 1¥ < Mong., cf. Mo. #irije ‘three- to five-year old stallion’,
Kh. aré ‘id.’; Tel. RApLOFF mondélé ‘s young marmot’* < Mong., of.
Kh. mondol ‘a one-year old marmot’. In view of these examples it is doubtful
that Mo. sililge ‘three-year old sheep’ could be a borrowing from Old Bul-

arian % because in all the examples given above Mongolian is the lending
anguage. Besides, Old Bulgarian *siliige is nowhere attested, and the only
evidence — if it can be called 8o — is Chuv. #4l ‘tooth’.

Similarly, Mo. ddga, Kb. diga < *dapika ‘one-year old foal’ can hardly
be regarded as a Turkic loan word (cf. Osm. japag, Kaz. jabayy, etc.) because
neither Mo, morin ‘horse’ nor gegilt ‘mare’ nor unugen < *unukin ‘foal in
its first year’ are borrowings. In general, before declaring a word a borrowing,
it should be carrefully analyzed as a member of a given semantic group
of words.

14 Cf. the calques Russ. budka and G Vergifmeinnicht ‘forget. t', a calque
of Middle Frenoh ne m’'oubliez mye.

18 M. RisinEN: Versuch eines otymologischen Worterbuchs der tiirkischen Sprachen,
Helsinki 1969, pp. 140, 300.

16 A, M. 8zrBaK : Nazvanija domadnix i dikix tivotnyx v tjurkskix jazykax. Ist
ragvitie leksiki tjurkskix jazykov. Moskva 1967, p. 95.

17 S5mEBAK : 0p. eit., p. 94.

18 3imRBAK, 0p. cil., p. 93.

19 Cf, S6BRBAK, op. cit., p. 148,

2 A.R6na-Tas: Some Problems of Ancient Turkic. Acta Orientalia 32 (1970), p. 215.
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2. The article by Tsintstus sContributions to the etymology of Altaic
kinship terms¢ ™ deals with the words *eme, *ere, *eke, *epe, *apa, “eis,
*ere, *ede, *aka, and *piire. The kinship terminology constitutes a large
group of words. Like any other semantic group (e.g., parts of human body,
names of animals, etc.), the kinship terminology does include borrowings
in many languages, of. Engl. cousin, aunt, nephew, and niece which are
borrowings from Old French, and ultimately go back to Latin original
forms; of. Czech kmotra ‘godmother’, of. Czech kmotr ‘godfather’, OSL
koumetra ‘godmother’ from Latin commater ; of. Finnish morsian ‘bride’ <
Balt., tytir ‘daughter’ < Balt. ; cf. Turkish hem#ire ‘sister’ < Pers. him-§ird,
etc. However, the borrowed kinship terms refer mostly to more or less remote
but not to immediate relatives like parents. Thus, the English terms father,
mother, son, daughter are not borrowings, and to give here a foew examples
of native words from another language which has a large number of loan
words, the following Finnish (Suomi) kinship terms are supplied : tsd ‘father’,
emii (emo) ‘mother’, lapss ‘ohild’, poika ‘son’ (but tytér ‘daughter’ < Balt.),
vels ‘brother’, sisko ‘sister’ which are genuine Finno-Ugric or at least Finnic
words. Therefore, when examining the kinship terminology, TsiNtsius
is on a safe ground although, among the kinship terms, there are loan words,
e.g., Ev.Barg. bafa ‘husband of the younger sister’ #* <. Mong., cf. Mo. baja
‘husbands of two sisters’ > Tat. baja ‘husband of the sister of one’s wife’ 83;
Kaz. bolé ‘children of two sisters’ < Mong., of. Mo. bile ‘sons of two
sisters’ 3¢; Ev.Barg. Jé ‘nephew, niece’ < Mong., cf. Kh. dz¢, Bur. 2, Mo.
Jige ‘grandchild (child of the daughfer)’ = Turkm. jegen ‘nephew’, Osm.
Jégdn ‘id.’ also ‘grandson’ 38; Yak. bdrgin ‘wife of the elder brother of the
husband’ < Mong., of. Kh. bergen ‘wife of the elder brother’, Mo. berigen <
*berikén ‘id.’; Ev.V-L kurigen ‘brother-in-law (husband of the younger
sister)’ << Mong., cf. Mo. kiirgen < *kilrikén, Kh. zurgen ‘husband of one’s
daughter or sister’; Ev. kuts ‘husband of the younger sister’ < Yak. kittié
‘husband of one’s elder sister, husband of one’s aunt’, of. AT, Uig. kiidagti
‘son-in-law’, Tat. kajitt id.’, Chuv. keré ‘id.’, all Turkic forms < Mong.
ktirdd < ktirs degitii ‘younger brother of the wife’, ete.

According to TsiNTsIUS, the total number of kinship terms occurring in
individual Altaic langnages amounts to about thirty, and they are investi-
gated in great detail in her article. Many words had been compared, and
good etymologies had been established by the predecessors of TsinTsius
but the value of her discussion is in its thoroughness and the abundance
of details such as words etymologically conneocted with the kinship terms,
e.g., Mo. emegere- ‘to grow old’, emeéile- ‘to act in the manner of women’,
emegtes ‘woman’, etc. The great value of her article is also the careful dis-

31 V. I, Coworus : K étimologii altajski inov rodstva, op. cit., pp. 13 ff.

2 Q. M. Vasivid: Evenkijeko-rusekij slovar’. Moskva 1958, p. 47.

3 Dorsrer regards Mo. baja as & borrowing from Turkio although the word daja is not
attested in Ancient or Middle Turkic. He ded with an i gation mark (1), baja from
bajy ‘elder sister, older woman’ eto. but this is doubtful. See G. D : Tiirkische und
mongolische Elemente im Neupersisok Bd. IT: Tirkische Elemente im Neupersisohen.
Wiesbaden 1065, p. 232. It is more probable that Turk. < Mong. because of -J- whioh does not
oocour in Old Turkio languages.

34 RASLNEN : op. cit., p. 84.

% Risinzx : op. cit., p. 104,
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cussion of the morphemes forming the words in question. Thus, the words
denoting persons who are substitutes for blood relatives (e.g., stepmother)
are investigated in detail from the point of view of the suffix forming them,
e.g., Ev. amirdn ‘stepfather’ from amin ‘father’. TsiNTsius is right when
she says that some suffixes are rather obscure %. Indeed, words as emegtei
‘female’ from eme ‘woman’ belong to a rare morphological type. Such words
are Mo. eregter ‘male’ from ere ‘man’, nojagtat ‘prince’ from nojan ‘id.’,
qatugtas ‘woman’ from gatun ‘lady, wife of a prince’. It is obvious that the
suffix is -gtas ~ -gtes which is probably a compound one and is to be analysed
a8 -g-tes where -tes is well known but -g is obscure. On the other hand, -géin 7
is & well-known suffix and occurs mostly on nouns denoting colours. It forms
colour adjectives for female animals, e.g., garag&in ‘black (female)’ from
gara ‘black (meale)’. A few other stems also take this suffix, e.g., eme-géin
‘female’ from eme ‘woman’ (and by analogy eregéin ‘male’ from ere ‘man’),
urtugéin ‘a bow covered with a thin layer of horn’ from urtu ‘long’; sibegéin
‘maid servant’ (from ?). Here again the suffix is composed of -g- of unknown
function and -&n. Analysing emegéin ‘female’ as eme-g-&in (p. 23), TsinTsius
identifies emeg with AT emig ~ emik ‘breast’ (p. 24). If this etymology is
correct, Mo. *emeg in emegéin and emegtes must be a noun in -g formed
from *eme- ‘to suck’, cf. AT em- ‘id.’, Az, dm- ‘id.’, Turkm. em- id.’. It is
a tempting etymology but, in view of absence of the verb *eme- in Mongolian
and obscurity of the elements constituting the suffixes -gtes and -géin,
this etymology is hypothetical. As for Mo. eme ‘woman, female’ and Chuv.
ama < *eme ‘female of an animal’, similar words are found also in the
Uralic languages, cf. Finnish emd ‘mother, female’, emdnts ‘house-wife’,
etc. 8,

Speaking of Mo. ege& ‘elder sister’ (p. 31), cf. egedtmed ‘the elder one’
(as opposite of doyimed ‘the younger one’ from ddy: ‘the younger sister’
in the Secret History) 39, the interesting Sagai form negids ‘sister-in-law,
wife of the elder brother, aunt, wife of the younger brother of the father’
is to be mentioned which, in spite of resemblance to Mo. nagadu ‘maternal
uncle, relatives of the mother’, has nothing in common with the latter.
Continuing the discussion of eke, egefi, etc., it should be remarked that
comparison with AT dg ‘mother’ (p.31) is doubtful because, as a rule,
Turkic 6 does not correspond to Mo. e. The ancient *e does not become
rounded unless it is followed by a labial consonant, e.g., dpkd ‘lung’, cf.
Mo. eb&igiin < *eptigin, Kh. pwtsd ‘breast’, Ev. gwtg ‘lung’, Ma. ufuzu <
*opilgi ‘lung’, Ev. gutile ‘tib’, etc. However, Mo. 6kiis, Kh, a7t ‘elder sister’
(p. 81) and Ordos dkxi ‘aunt’ belong to AT g ‘mother’.

Proceeding to *epe ~ *apa, the author of these lines agrees with TsINTsIUs
that the vocalism ¢/a poses difficulty (p. 32). However, no difficulty arises

8 CiNorus : op. ¢it.,, p. 23. The suff. -rdn can be compared with Mo. -rap in words with
derogatory connotations, e.g., Jasaray ‘a contemptible ruler’ from jasay ‘ruler’ : ‘contemptible
ruler’ = ‘somebody who is not exactly & ruler but only acts as such’. The suff. -rap consists
of -ra- of verbal stems + .9 of verbal nouns.

87 Crxorus:: 4. c.

2 See Y. H. TorvoNeN: 8 kielen etymologi sanakirja. Helsinki 1955, p.38.

3 E. Hapx1scH : Worterbuoh zu Manghol un niuca tobea’ an (Yilan-ch‘ao pi-shi). Geheime
Geachichte der Mongolen, Wiesbaden 1962, p. 38.
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because of the consonants *p ~ *b since Mo, -b- in strong position goes
back to *p so that Mo. aba < *dpa. What makes the Mongolian-Turkic
correspondence established by Tsintsius doubtful is that aba etc. in Mon-
golian denotes the father whereas Turkic apa is ‘elder sister, aunt’, i.e.,
a male relative versus & female relative. Although the undersigned agrees
with what TsINTSIUS says about the so-called Lallwérter, Mo. aba ‘father’
and Turkic apa ‘sister, aunt’ are probably, in origin, children’s words formed
irrespectively of any rules. Likewise, Bur. bdbas ‘father’ and Turkic babaj
‘id.’ are Lallworter and hardly include the Mo. word abas as a component
(cf. p. 33).

Tel., Kaz., Kirg., Khak., S8hor abyzyn, Bashk. aphyn, Uzb. ovsin ‘sister-in-
law (wives of two brothers)’ are borrowings from Mongolian, cf. Mo. abtsun
‘the wife of the elder brother in her relation to that of the younger brother’.
The suffix -sun > Turk. -syn ~ -zyn is a typical Mongolian suffix. It is not
to be analysed as -*2 + -yn as Pokrovskaja quoted by Tsintsius believes,
and abysyn is not & noun formed from the Turkic verb aby- ‘to hide’.

An interesting problem is the correspondence of front vowels to back
vowels in cases as Turkic afa ‘father’ and Tat. dts ‘id.” (p. 39). This ocours,
however, mainly when the diminutive and caressive suffix -i < -aj is added
to the final vowel %,

In connection with Mo. ere = Turk. er ‘man, male’, & number of words
etymologically related are discussed on pp. 46-48 of the article of TsinTs1us.
Some of them really belong to the same ptimary stem but others have to be
excluded. Thus, one would expect er ‘man’ and erkik ‘male’ to belong
together as TsinTsius believes. However, Turkm. dr ‘man’ (also drlik ‘cou-
rage’) has the long vowel & in the initial syllable whereas Turkm. erkek
‘man, male’ and erk ‘freedom, power of will' have the vowel e. Cf. also
Az. dr ‘man, husband’ but erkék ‘male’ (cf. also Az. erkdd ‘the leading buck’),
of. Chuv. ar ‘man’ but trék ‘freedom, free’ which make such an etymology
doubtful especially in view of the wider vowel in Turkm. dr, Az. dr, Chuv. ar
versus the narrower (and also short in Turkmenian versus long) in Turkm.
erk, erkek, Az. erkitk, Chuv, irék. Let it be added that Khalaj has dr ~ ar ~
hér ‘man’ and drkdk ~ hirkiik ‘male’ 3, the primary stems of the words
concerned lacking full uniformity. It is obvious that the respective Turkic
words (and the Mongolian ere ‘man’ and erke ‘power, strength’) do not belong
together.

An interesting group of words are Mo, ire ‘fruit, child, posterity, result’,
As ‘result’ and ‘remuneration’ this word occurs in the expression Mo. adi tire
(p. 53). This a& should not be confused with Mo. aéi ‘grandson’ : cf. Mo,
adi < *ati ‘nephew, grandson’ = AT aty ‘id.’ but Mo. a& ‘merit, benefit’
is ha&i ‘gratitude’ in the Secret History ®2 and, therefore, cannot be connected
with Mo. a& ‘grandson’.

The form hutg goes back to *hukig, cf. Orok putty << *pukts, Ulcha pikty <
*pujkts. TSINTSIUS analyses the form huty as hu-tz and states that the

30 M. RAsiXEN : Materialien zur L hichte der tiirkischen Sprach Helsinki 1949,
P-79.

31 @, DoerreR : Khalaj Materials. Bloomington (Indiana) 1971, pp. 49, 163, 202, 293.

9% HAENISCH : 0p. cit., p. T4.
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Ulcha and Nanai form piktg occupies a separate place. She also regards the
reason for the development of the original vowel to 7 in Oroki as obscure
(p- 56). In the opinion of the author of these lines, Ev. hutg << *put¢ obviously
goes back to *purkte. In Ulcha, Nanai, Oroki, and Negidal *r has resulted
in j in cases investigated by Tsintstus 32, Consequently, Nan. and Ulcha
pikte is easily explained as going back to *pujkte < *purkts. The primary
stem is *pur, and huril is the regular plural form with the suff. -l and the
connective vowel 4. As for Ma. fuse- ‘to propagate, to multiply’, TsiNTsIUS
correctly separates it from Mo. fire < hiire < *piire (p. 59).

The article di d in this section ends in a summary to which a useful
table of correspondences is appended (pp. 65-70).

3. The following item in the book under discussion is KoLESNIKOVA’s
article on the names of parts of body in the Altaic languages 24, KoLESNIKOVA
justly states that the names of the parts of the human body represent one
of the most stable groups of words in the vocabulary of the Altaic languages.
This is also the case in many other languages, e.g., Slavic, Finno-Ugric %,
etc. Her article deals with the following etymologies : *ama(n) ‘mouth’,
*koke(n) ‘breast’, *ar(u)-ka ‘spine’, *iiri ‘spine’, *daga(ri) ‘various parts
of the spine’, *mdire ‘shoulder’, *eg-tn ‘shoulder, collar bone’, *omur ‘breast,
collar bone, shoulder’, *ém(é)gin ‘collar bone’, *méé ‘various organs’,
*gari[*gara ‘hand, arm, branch’, *bile(k/n) ‘wrist’, *ebir ‘hip joint’, *tamir
‘vein’, *gede/*gedi ‘occiput’. There is very little one could add to the
thorough examination of each word concerned. Only a few points are open
to criticism which concerns the interpretation of the following words.

Mo. amasun ‘grits, pap, porridge’ (p. 74) is a misspelled form. The correct
form is amusun which is formed with the suff. -sun (cf. aduyusun ‘animal’
from aduyun ‘horses’) from amun ‘millet’ which has nothing in common
with aman ‘mouth’ with which it is compared on p. 74.

Turkic art is incorrectly explained as a borrowing from Mongolian, i.e.,
ard ‘behind’ (p. 87) which is a new colloquial dative-locative form from what
i8 aru in Script Mongolian. The form art is old and already attested in Middle
Turkic %. The suffix -¢ in art (cf. ar-ga ‘spine’) is comparable to -¢ in al-t
‘lower part’ from al ‘front’, as-t ‘lower part’, #s-t ‘upper part, top’ from
(Kaz., Tel.) ds ‘id.".

Ud. gmuge and Oroki ¢gmoge ‘collar bone’ can hardly be of the same origin
as AT (Middle Turkic would be correct) 37 émgin ~ dimgin ‘the spot by
the neck’ (p. 94) because these words are rather isolated and occur in lan-
il;ages very far apart. Anyway, the form *om(i)gén is hardly Common

taic.

KoLesnikovA’s article demonstrates clearly that the Altaic languages

8 V., I. CiNorus : Sravnitelnaja fonetik
p. 246,

"lz}D. KoLxssikova': Nazvanija Sastej tela teloveka v altajskix jazykax, op. cit.,
pp- 71 ff,

3 Cf. the long list of gennine Finno-Ugric terms in Finnish, see L. HAKULINEN : The Strue-
ture of the Finnish Language. Bloomington (Indiana) 1961, p. 217.

3 BrsiM ATALAY : Divanii lagat-it-tiirk dizini ‘endeks’. Ankara 1948, p. 37.

27 Drevnetjurkskij slovar’. Leningrad 1964, p. 384, with reference to Suvarpaprabhisa
which is a Middle Turkio text.

'82urskix jazykov. Leningrad 1949,
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undoubtedly possess a number of anatomical terms of common origin which
is. much larger than what is discussed in her article. Common Altaic names
of organs of the body include also Mo, éré < *¢ré ‘diaphragm, heart artery,
inside’ = Ev. ur < *&ri ‘sbomach, abdomen’ = Chuv. var < *&r < *oré
‘stomach, inside’, Turkm. &z ‘self’, Turkish 0z ‘inside, marrow’, etc. 38%;
Mo. ebfigiin < *epti-giin ‘breast, sternum’ == Ev. ¢pt¢ ‘lung, liver and
lung’, ¢ptilg ‘rib’ = Turk. opki < (%) *ep-kd ‘Qung’, ete.

4. The zoological terminology of the Tungus languages has drawn the
attention of NOVIKOVA whose excellent article on the nsmes of animals
borrowed from other languages ** should serve as an example for future
works on related subjects. The loan words in question are divided into
several groups, namely, Mongolian, Turkie, Chinese, and other loan words
in the Manchu-Tungus languages. The names of animals borrowed from
Mongolian constitute the largest group. There is very little one can add to
Novikova’s discussion of the words concerned.

Mo. luusa ‘mule’ goes back to Chin. lo-tsit, and the Mongolian form layusa
is the ‘archaicized’ spelling of the same word . It is not formed with the
suffix *-yusan from Chin. *la as the author believes (p. 111) which explan-
ation contradiots, by the way, Novikova’s analysis of Ma. loose < Chin.
lo-tsti (with the suff. -tsti) given on p. 144. Indeed, Ma. loose is a direct borrow-
ing from Chinese but not through Mongolian.

Bv. unukin ‘foal’ clearly demonstrates that the older Mongolian form
was Punukdn but not *unakan (p. 1), Mo. unagan being an assimilated
form with a < *u in the second syllable.

Ev. kende ‘a lamb born in summer’ (p. 121) is an interesting form which
evidences to the fact that Mo. kenje, Bur. zenze ‘late born’ go back to *kenfi
< *kendi (> Chag. kenfd ‘younger daughter’).

Mo. &indagan ‘white hare’ goes back to *&indakin as Novikova correctly
states (p. 123). J¥ErBAK’s etymology of this word (< &n ‘true’ -+ dagan
“foal’ 1) is justly rejected by Novikova because it is utterly fantastic.

Mo. taulai ‘hare’ has never been compared with any Georgian word by
VLaDIMIRTSOV as NOVIKOVA says (p. 123, note 133). She was mislead b
VLADIMIRTSOV's abbreviation Gruzin. (= English Georgian) 4 which stands
for an anonymous Georgian author of the XIV century .

M onon ‘wibkl huek” -2 Mong.. of. Mo. oyono (p. 127), indeed, correspond
to Chag. hona ‘male deer, stag’ which is a borrowing from Middle Mongolian,
and goes back to either *puyana or *puSana. NOVIKOVA s, however, right
when she separates it from Tuv. zuna which is Mo. uguna (ibid.).

Novikova's etymology of Mo. &inua ‘wolf’ as going back to *&inuke > Ev.

3 V. D. Kouesnixova : K xarakteristike nazvanij Saatej tela Seloveks vtunguso-man'dtur-
skix jazykax, op. cit., p.302.

% KA. Novikova: Inojazydnye élementy v tunguso-man’tturskoj leksike, otnosjadtejsja
k %ivotnomu miru, op. cit., pp. 104 ff.

40 Cf. what RAMBTEDT says about Mo. siyajun and other forms for poroelain < Chin. ch'a-
chung : G. 1. RaMsTEDT : Sravnitelnaja fonetik gofsl pis’ jazyka i xalxa’sko-
urginakago govora. Perevod pod red, A. D. RUDNEVA. 8.-Peterburg 1908, p. 4.

41 B, Ja, Vra v: Sravanitelnaja gr il golsk pis'mennogo jazyks 1
xalxaskogo naredija. Vvedenie i fonetika. Leningrad 1928, p. 285.

43 VLADIMIRCOV, 0p. cil., p. X. See B.Ja. VLADIMIRGOV : Anonimnyj gruzinskij istorik Xiv
véke o mongofskom jazyks. Bull. de I'Acad. Imp. des Sciences 1017, p. 1489,
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Sinuka + ¢ (p. 129) is close to our interpretation of these words . The Mo.
form has, however, nothing in common with Bur. Jognogor ‘having a sharp
muzzle’.

It is correct to say that Ev. sfiya ‘magpie’ is a borrowing from Mongolian
(p. 138). The latter language has borrowed it, in its turn, from Turkic because
Turkic -2- is always -r- in genuine Mongolian words whereas Mo. § is a sub-
stitute for Turk. z in borrowings 44. The genuine Mongolian form of this
word would be *siyarigas.

Speaking of Yakuts, Novixova remarks that, in the opinion of Soviet
scholars, the process of forming of the Yakut nation took place in the XIIIth-
XIVth century (p. 140) which agrees with the opinion of the undersigned
with regard to the separation of the Yakut language in the XIVth century <.

5. DMITRIEVA’s atticle on the plant names in Turkic and other Altaic
languages ¢ represents a valuable synopsis of words referring to the vege-
tation, grouped according to their general meanings in Russian, e.g., birch
bark, bud, branch, etc. Each group includes the Turkic, Mongolian, and
Manchu-Tungus words with the same meanings. The total number of groups
amounts to 37 groups dealing with the anatomy of plants (grain, ear, stalk,
etc.) and 139 names of plants. The same words occur often in different
groups, e.g., Turk. dal ‘twig’ (p. 156) and dal ‘willow tree’ (p. 188), Turk.
terek ‘tree’ (p. 167) and ‘poplar’ (p. 207). In all cases cross reference is given.

In many cases, comparison with forms in other languages is made, and
in cases of borrowing, the direction of borrowing is indicated. However,
in some instances, obvious loan words have not been marked as such, e.g.,
Khakas salaa ‘branch’ (p. 166) which is a borrowing from Mongolian. Like-
wise, Middle Turkic (but not AT) urys ‘high tree’ (p. 157) is a Mongolian
word, of. Kh. urgd mod ‘high tree’.

The Script Mongolian form for ‘ear’ (of corn) is not tiriigiin (p. 160) but

giin.

Kara Kalpak toyaj ‘forest’ (p. 163) does not belong into the same group
as Yak. tya ‘forest’ < *dy ‘mountain’ because toyaj < togaj is & Mongolian
loan word, cf. Mo. togoi ‘ellbow, bend of a river, bay’, Kh. toxoi ‘id.’ = Ev.
tokikan < *tokaskdn ‘bend, turn of a river’.

The Turk. correspondence to Mo. gélilge < *goliké ‘bud’ (p. 167), the
primary meaning being ‘young animal, pup, young dog’, is Osm., Chag.
kodik ‘young animal, an one-year old camel’, of. Hungarian kélyok ‘young
dog, young of an animal’ < Bulgar. +7

Turk. of ‘grass, hay’ does not go back to *@t (p. 172). The form *&t is
‘fire’. Consequently, there is no reason to regard of as a borrowing from
Tokharian <8,

43 8ee N, PorPE: On Some Morngolian Loan Words in Evenki. CAJ 16 (1972), p. 97.

4 N. Popre : Einige Lautg und ihre Bed zur Frage der mongolisch-tiirkischen
Sprachbeziehungen. UAJ 30 (1958), p. 94. °

45 N. Porre : Das Jal isck Philologi
1959, p. 671.
151“ff L. V. Durrrizva : Nazvanija rastenij v tjurkskix i drugix altajskix jazykax, op. cit., pp.

47 Z.G : Die bulgarisch-tiirkischen Lehnwarter in der ungarischen Sprache. Holsinki
1912, p. 104.

48 Cf. also Khalaj of ‘medicine’, see Dorrrer : Khalaj Materials, p. 198, Khalaj has presorved
the long vowels better than any other Turkic language.

Turcicae Fund ta. Tom. I, Aquis Mattiacis
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DuiTrizva’s article is fairly complete, and only a few etymologies of
plant names, established before are missing, e.g., Az. jowdan ‘Artemisia’
(> ORuss. evian), Mong. budurgana ‘Artemisia absinthium’ (> Turk. >
Russ. bur’jan) 4o, . '

6. KonsTANTINOVA’s article is devoted to Manchu-Tungus words con-
nected with dwellings *°, It deals with the names of various types of dwellings
and their parts, such as beam, rod, door, etc. The author of the article has
collected and put together a rich material which will be of great value for
further reséarch. At the same time, the article contains also a large number
of words compared with those of other Altaic languages. Most of the com-
parisons are convincing but some of them need correction. Thus, Ma. yoriyan
‘fence (for cattle) and Ev.Nré. koréyan ‘fence’ should be separated from
Ma. yoryo < Mo. gorgu ‘shelter’ (p. 229) because Ma. yoréyan goes back to
Mo. gortyan > gorijan ‘fence’ from gors- ‘to forbid, to lock in’ = Turkm.
qory- ‘to protect, to fence in’ whereas Mo. gorgu ‘shelter’ is to be ted
with Chag., Kaz. gorya- ‘to fortify’, goryan ‘fortification’, Turkm. goryan
‘tumulus’ 1,

Ma. baisiy ‘house, building’ < Mo. bajisiy ‘id.” (p. 232). It can be added
that the Mongolian form, in its turn, is a borrowing from Persian, cf. Pers.
pié divan ‘balcony or gallery in front of a house, a terrace’ > Uzb. pedajvon
‘verandah on the front side of a house’ &3,

Ev. balayan ‘dwelling, winter dwelling, dwelling under the ground, etec.’
(p. 232) is probably a borrowing from Russian (cf. balagan) which, in its
turn, goes back to Turkic balayan < Pérs. bald zand ‘upper room, balcony’ 52,

Tt is doubtful that Ma, maigan ‘tent’ and Orod. magkan ‘id.’” could Kave
anyihing in common with Chinese mu ‘tent’ (p. 234).

Ma. lalari ‘tent’, JurS. &ah-&h-li ‘id.’ are identified with Mongolian
(p- 234). The ultimate etymon is Middle Persian éatur. This word was pro-
bably borrowed first into Turkic : MPers. > MT &idyr > Mo. daéir > &adar.

Mo. togoyan, Kh. togé ‘cauldron’ is, indeed, to be compared with Ev. toyo
‘fire’ (p. 237) but Mo. toyona, Kh. tono ‘the wooden circle forming the edges
of the smoke opening of the yurt’ is to be separated because toyona belongs
to the same word family as Mo. toyori- ‘to go around’, cf. Ev.Uér. togor-
‘to meander’ (e.g., river), cf. fokor- ‘to circle, to rotate’, tokortw- ‘ta be bent,
to be encircled’, cf. Shor toylag ‘round’, Kaz. toya# ‘a round pretzel’, Russ.
baranka’, Tel., Leb. toyolog ‘round, a round log’, Tel. toyolon- ‘towoll’, ete.

Ev. sdna ~ suona ‘smoke opening’ is certainly a borrowing from Mon-
golian as stated correctly on p. 237, There are very few cases in which
Mo. ¢- appears as s- in Manchu-Tungus, cf. Ma. sefen ‘cart’ < Mo. tergen ‘id.’,
Ma. s¢fere ‘a bundle, twenty strips of meat tied together’ < Mo. tebers
‘an armload’. It is difficult to explain the substitution of s- for -,

49 0. Prirsak : Two Names of Steppe Plants. Intern. Journ. of Slav. Ling. and Poet., v
1964, pp. 37 ff.

50 O, A. KoNsTaNTINOVA : T!
Pp. 224 ff.

51 RAsANgEN : Versuch eines etymologischen Worterbuchs der Tiirksprachen, p. 282,

52 VLADIMIRCOV : . cid., p. 201,

g *Sturskaja leksika, svj ja ® LilibSem, op. cit.,

53 N. M. Bansxw : kij slovar’ russkogo jazyks, I, vyp. 2. Moskva 1965, p. 18.
The word balagan has nothing in with Mo. balg ‘palace, city’ and Turkic balyg
‘eity’.
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Ev. séray ‘pole’ (p. 239) could be connected with Mo. sirug, Kh. durag ‘id.,
8ag. syrag id.’, Tel,, Alt,, Leb., Kaz. syryg ‘id.”. L

%‘he comparison made by the author of these lines of Mo, unin ‘rods
forming the roof of a yurt’ and Ev. ungn ‘curtain in a yurt’, and mentioned
on p. 239 is incorrect. The correct identification of Mo. unin and Ev. unie
is given by KONSTANTINOVA on the same page. . .

Nan. and Sol. bandd ‘bench’ (p. 249) is a borrowing from Chinese, cf.

n-teng. .
paEv. agnd Neg. ngku ‘a platform on high posts which serves as a pantry:
is formed from ng- ‘to put in’ = Mo. nige-, Bur. nf- ‘to make & storage
(p. 260). It is & genuine Tungus word but not & borrowing, whereas Ma.
tagtu ‘tower, storied building’ is & borrowing from Mo. tagtu which could be
of ultimate Persian origin, cf. Pers. tixte ‘board’. en

Ev. kuré ‘fence’ (p. 252) is a Mongolian loan word, cf. Mo. kilrijen ld.‘,
Kh. zuré ‘id.” but it has nothing in common with Turkic gur- ‘to arrange’.

Ma. quvaran ‘fence, yard, camp, barracks, ete.’ (p. 253) is probably to be
connected with Mo. gorijan, Kh. zors ‘fence, yard’. The development *u or
*0 > ya (uwa) is known in Dagur, of. dpands < dunda ‘middle’, dgar <
doora ‘below’. It is possible that Ma. guvaran was borrowed through Dagur.

7. KoLESNIKOVA's interesting article is devoted to the names of parts
of the human body in Manchu-Tungus languages ®¢, thus supplementing
her article discussed in Section 3 of the present article. It contains a rich
material and numerous comparisons with Mongolian. The borrowings and
cognates are usually indicated as such. Most comparisons are irreproachable
but some of words investigated may be interpreted differently.

Ev. ikeri ‘bone, skeleton’ is deduced from the original form ":Iaku-n
and connected with Orok. sgyeri ~ sgré ‘vertebral column’ and Ma. zkm_-sun_
‘marrow’ (p. 64). The author of these lines believed Ev. tkgrg and Lam. tkerd
‘skeleton’ to be akin to Mo. tkire ‘twins’ and Osm. skiz ‘id.’ (the skeleton
being, so to speak, one’s alter ego) ® but this is incorrect. On the pt}}e}: hl’!n.d,
Orok sgyers ~ sfri ‘vertebral column, skeleton’ and Ulchs siors ‘id.’ is,
in the opinion of the undersigned, a Mongolian loan word, cf. Mo. seger
‘spine, backbone, vertebra, nape of neck’, Kh. sér ‘the vertebral column
from the neck to the sacrum’, whereas Ma. sgursun ‘spinal marrow’ is Mo.
nigursun, Kh. nugars < *niqursun id.’. . .

Ev. jalan Yoint’ (p. 265) can be connected with Mo. Jal-ga- ‘to add, to
make longer by adding & piece’. . )

Ma. g’olo ‘crown of the head, sinciput’ could be a borrowing from Chinese
(p- 278) but Mo. Julai is certainly to be separated. .

Ev. sdfi ‘cue’ (p. 276) is probably a borrowing from Mongolian, cf. West
Bur. sifa < *&’afi ‘id.’, and in view of the initial *& cannot be connected
with Turk. saé ‘hair’. . o

Ma. yuntayan in jasa-i yuntaxan ‘eye-socket’ (this meaning is more
correct than ‘eye-ball’, p. 280) is & Mongolian loan word, cf. Mo. qundagan,
Kh. sundaga ‘goblet, bowl’.

8¢ V. D.K va: K kteristike nazvanij Sastej tela deloveka v tunguso-man'¥fur-
skix jagykax, op. cit., pp. 257 ff.

85 N. PorpE: Vergleichende Gi
Lautlehre. Wiesbaden 1980, p. 55.

tik der altaischen Sprachen. Teil I. Vergleichende
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Ev. bgligrhe ‘protuberant’ (eyes) and Ma. bultayun ‘id.’ (p. 281) are Probably
borrowings from Mongolian, of. Mo. biilteger ‘id.’ from billteji- ‘to open
widely (eyes)’.

Ma. gaysars ‘the bridge of the nose’ and Mo. gapsijar ~ gopstjar ‘muzzle,
snout’ (p. 283) find good correspondences in Turkic, cf. Tel. Radloff ganyryq
~ goyyryq ‘vomer, the partition between the nostrils’, ET gopdar < Mong.

Ev. sarmaka ‘nostril’ is declared to be a Mongolian loan word (p. 285).
However, there is no such Mongolian word. It has, of course, nothing in
common with Mo. samsa ‘nostril’.

Yak. Jajéyk ~ dandyk (p. 286) cannot be connected with Turkic jan ‘side’.
It is & Mongolian loan word, cf. Mo. sanég, Kh. santéig ‘the short hair which
is not made into a cue’, Bur. hasidag ‘hair on the temples, sideburns’.

Ev. éavurgej ‘temple’ (p. 286) is an obvious Yakut loan word, the latter,
in its turn, being a borrowing from Mongolian.

It is correct that Yak. foyo ‘something protuberant or protruding’,
Sol. sozo ‘temple’, and Ma. doks ‘protuberance on the brow’ are of Mongolian
origin, cf. Mo. dogo < *éoga ‘protuberances on the forehead’ (p. 286), but
Ev. daker ‘temple’ has nothing in common with this word. Its origin is
obscure.

Ev. kevg ‘mandible’ (p. 287) can be connected with Mo. kdbege, Kh. zowg,
Kalm. kowe ‘edge’.

Ma. wefeli ‘abdomen’ (p. 303) has been borrowed from Mongolian, cf.
Mo. kebeli ~ kegeli, Kh. zéli 9d.”. _ .

Ev. mupur ‘vermiform appendix of intestine’ (p. 305) goes back to Yak.
mugur < *muyur ‘blunt, closed, cul-de-sac’ < Mong., cf. Mo. mugqur, Kh.
muzxar ‘id.’.

Ev. eligen ‘liver’ (p. 306) is a Mongolian loan word, cf. Mo. eligen, Kh. eleg,
MMo. helikén ‘liver’. The genuine Ev. form should have -. However, hakin
‘liver’ cannot be connected with MMo. felikén because of different vowels.

To Ev. kabak ‘bladder’ < Turk. gayug ~ gavug (p. 307), Mo. quuganag <
*gafqanag, Kh. zdzanag ‘scrotum’ are to be added.

8. Some Altaic names of means of transportation by land are investigated
in MURATOV’s article 5. It represents an interesting discussion of the words
tergen ‘cart, vehicle’, firga ‘sledge’, dana/sana ‘ski, sledge’, tilgdn ‘wheel’,
tingil ‘axle’, tikdr ‘wheel’, *tokor ‘id.’, mér ‘id.’, Syyry ‘id., wrapa ‘id.,
narid ‘id.’, kopéik ‘id.’, and ary ‘id.’.

MuraTtov reconstructs the Ma. form toxoro ‘wheel’ correctly as *toyorog,
and compares it with Mo. toyorig ‘round, circle’ and Kh. dugarag (p. 348).
The correct Mo. form is toyorig < *togdrik but Kh. dugarag is to be excluded
because of d- versus Mo. t-. Yak. tuoraz ‘cone of a pine tree, etc.’ is also to be
excluded because it is to be connected with Mo. toyurdag < *topiréak
‘cone’ = Kum. topurdag ‘round’, Tel., Shor. tobyrdyq ‘a knot at the end of
the whip’, Bar. toburfug ‘cone of a spruce’.

AT &akir < Skr. cakra ‘prayer wheel’ is, of course, etymologically con-
nected with Iranian *&azra > Pers. fary ‘wheel’ (p. 349) but the AT word
is to be separated from &yyry ‘wheel, water wheel. MuRrATOV gives two

88 8. 1. MuraTov : Nekotorye naimenovanija suxoputnyx sredstv peredvifenija i ix
detalej v altajskix jazykax, op. cit., pp. 337 ff.
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possible explanations : 1. Turkic &yyry etc. may be a genuine Altaic word,
and 2. it may be a borrowing from Ancient Indian and Iranian. DOERFER,
however, doubts that &yyyr is an Iranian borrowing®’, and he does not
compare it with Mo. &agarig ‘circle, ring, tire of a wheel’. Indeed, Tulrkm.
dagaryk ‘the cross-like connections of the upper part of the yurt’ is an
obvious borrowing from Mongolian. For phonological reasons - y versus @ —
Turk. &yyyr cannot be connected with Mo. dugarig. RASANEN regards
&yyr as & word neither having Mongolian cognates nor being a loan word
from Iranian 58, .

9. Systematic investigation of words belonging in various semantic
categories, e.g., nature, celestial bodies, etc. will demonstrate that some
semantic groups of words include almost no cognates and a few borrowings.
Thus, the article by DMITRIEVA on the plant names has demonstrated that
there are no names of trees common to all Altaic languages, and the few
common names occur only in two language families but not all families
of the Altaic language group. Thus, Mongolian and Manchu-Tungus have
a common name of the aspen or poplar, of. Mo. ulijosun, Kh. ulds, Bur.
uldhan, Kalm. uldsy ‘aspen, poplar’ = Ev. hula, Lam, hal, Neg. zél, Orok
pulit, Nan. polo, Ma. fulya. (And there is no corresponding word in Turkic).
On the other hand, the category ‘earth - sand - stone’ includes a number of
words of common origin which will be given here.

Osm., Crim., Chag., Kaz., Kum. toprag ‘earth’, Kaz. tobrag ‘dust’ = Mo.
toyorag < *topdrak, Bur. térog ‘dust’, Kalm. trm ~ téry ‘dust, dust cloud’
> Ev.Barg. torag ‘blizzard’ (‘clouds of snow’ < ‘clouds of dust’), Ev. Otkm.,
Tng. téray ‘blizzard’, Ma. toron ‘flying dust, dust storm’ < Mong.

ET, Chag., Tat., Kum., Kaz., Kirg. saz ‘swamp, clay’, Chuw. ur < *siar
< *sira (cf. Hung. sdr [5Gr] ‘swamp, marsh, muck’ < Bulg.) = Mo. siruyai
~ siruya, Kh. Joroi ‘carth, dust’ = Ev. sirugt < *sirugai ‘sand’, sirgi
‘sand, sand bank in a river’.

Mo. giirii < giiri ‘stone’, MMo. giiré ~ gdrd ‘id.’, Kh. gir ‘iron stone’ =
Ev. Z, Urm. giri ‘small pebbles’, Skh. giri ‘sand bank, sand’, Neg. girc
‘sand bank’, Lam. gir? ‘river bank strewn with pebbles’, Orok. gérint ‘sandy
bank of a river’.

Ev. Jolo ‘a large stone, boulder, rock’, Lam. fdl ‘stone’, Nan. Jolo ‘id.” =
Kor. tol ‘stone, pebble’ 5, RAMSTEDT was uncertain when comparing these
two words, and put a question mark. Indeed, Ev. §- versus Kor. ¢- is doubtful.
On the other hand, Kor. tol (nom. for-i) ‘stone’ was compared with Turk.
*133, Yak. tas, Turkm. di4, Chuv. &ul < *ual® ‘stone’, and Mo. &layun <
*tila- ‘stone’ by Porivanov ®, It is difficult to connect Ev. jolo with *ta§
(*tial?, *tla) for phonological reasons. Consequently, jolo may not be akin
to Mo. &la- < *tila- and Turk. tG# but may be an independent word. How-
ever, because of some resemblance of Jolo to Mongolian, cf. Kh. tfuli, Kalm.

87 G. Dosrren : Tirkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen. Band ITI : Tiir-
kische Elemente im Neupersischen. Wiesbaden 1987, p. 72.

68 RASANEN : op. cit., p. 108.

5 . J. RaMsTEDT : Studies in Korean Etymology. Helsinki 1949, p. 272.

0 E. D. Poravanov : K voprosu o rod: yx otnofenijax korej i altajekix jazykov.
Bull. de I’Acad. des Sciences de 'URSS 1927, p. 1201. -
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téuliin ‘stone’, etc., it is tentatively placed together with the Korean, Mon-
golian, and Turkic forms.

Mo. gajir ‘gravel, coarse sand, pebbles’, Kh. zasr ‘id.’, Bur. zair ‘pebbles,
sand in a river’ = (or ¢ <) Turk., Osm., Crim. gajr ‘fine sand in a river bed,
sand bank’, gajr-a- ‘to hone, to grind’.

Mo. qumaks ‘grain of sand’, Kh. umai ‘particle of dust’ = (or ? <) Turk.,
of. Alt., Shor., Kaz., Chag. qgumag ‘grain of sand, partiole of dust’ from Uig.,
Kum,, Chag., Osm., Turkm., etc. gum ‘sand’ > Kalm. zum ‘sand’, zumag
‘particle of dust, grain of sand’.

Ev. kadar ‘rock, oliff’, Ev. Ald. ‘mountain ridge’, Z ‘boulder’, Ev.P-T, N,
ete, kadaga ‘shingle, debris lying on mountain slopes’, P-T ‘rock, oliff’,
Nrf,. ‘mountn.u}’ = Mo. gada, Kh. zad ‘rock, cliff’ = Turk. (in all languages)
gaja, & borrowing from an ajag-language of the Kipchak type.

Ev. 8kh. bor ‘a hill grown with brush’, Ev.Z, Ald., Usr. bosi ‘a rocky hill’,
Urm. ‘a height covered with burned trees’ < Mong., cf. Bur. birs ‘height,
elevated place’.

Ev. E-B kira ‘side, edge’, Nr&., Tng., Z, Ald., etc. kiragin ‘alo) , high
bank’, Ev. Ald., Udr. kiragikta ‘small hill’, Ev.Cmk. komggin 'higlI:eba.nlg',
Orok Igemn ‘bank’, Nan. kerani ‘edge’, Lam. kergin ‘elevation’ = Mo. kira
‘summit or ridge of & mountain’, Kh. wiar ‘the crest of an elevation’ = Turk.
Crim., {&lt., Tel.,, Leb., 8hor., ete. gyr ‘corner, edge, high bank, crest of a
mountain’, Tat., Kum. gyryj ‘edge’, Chag. qyryy ‘id.’, Sag., Koib., Kaé&.
qyryy ‘edge’ > Ev.8kh. kirn ‘edge’, BaT etc. kiru ~ kirun ‘id.’.

Such comparisons of words can be continued considerably. They will
demonstrate that side by side with obvious borrowings, the Altaio languages
possess & large body of words which are undoubtedly not borrowings.

DifTusion des chansons de Djangar en Mongolie

Par Yoncs1yEBU RINTCHEN (Oulanbator)

A Paube des études mongoles en Europe tout an début du XIXe sidcle
un savant allemand BENJAMIN BERGMANN dans son ceuvre Nomadische
Streifereien unter den Kalmiiken 1-IV, publié & Riga en 1802-1803, donna
'exposé de deux chansons épiques de Djangar notées parmi les Kalmouks
de la Russie. Plus tard un mongolisant russe de I'origine polonaise M. J. Ko-
WALEWSKI trouva les chansons de Djangar aussi parmi les Kalmouks Tor-
goutes et les mongolisants postériors a lui tels Pozpneyev, Korwicz,
VLADIMIRTSOV et les autres continuaient de noter et de publier des versions
nouvelles et inconnues de ce grand cycle des chansons de Djangar, toujours
les liant avec le nom des Kalmouks.

M. KosINE, un mongolisant soviétique trés érudit, brillamment traduit
en langue russe quatre chansons de la version Torgoute de Djangariade
et dans son introduction fit un essai sur la formation de ces chansons chez
les Kalmouks et chez les Mongols Oirates dont ils sont une branche .

Nous savons que le nom des Torgoutes remonte au nom de la garde de
jour de Gengis formée de meilleurs guerriers de divers clans mongols du
XTIIe sidcle. Ktant primordialement le nom d’unité militaire et administra-
tive le nom Torgoute, avec le temps, changea en nom de tribu et nous
trouvons parmi les Torgoutes d’aujourd’hui les noms des clans qui existent
parmi les Mongols contemporains et étaient jadis représentés dans cette
unité militaire et administrative de la garde imperiale. Ce fait lui-méme
dit que les Torgoutes — si hétérogénes de leur origine — sont les héritiers
de la culture spirituelle de tous le clans incorporés jadis & la garde de jour,
et la constitution de 'Union Oirate dont les membres étaient les Torgoutes
fut un fait postérieur & 'Empire Mongol. Et M. I'académicien 8. KosiNg
en établissant la date de la naissance de chansons de Djangar et n’osant
de référer le temps de l'organisation de I'unité Torgoute bien connue de
tout les sources historique préférait de choisir le XVe sidcle quand aprés
la chute de 'Empire Mongole I'Union Oirate jouait une réle dominante
parmi les Mongols.

Cela n’exclurait mais inclurait la conservation des éléments de la culture
spirituelle des Mongols chez les Oirates et I'existence des chansons épiques
de Djangar non seulement parmi les tribues Oirates mais aussi parmi les
autres tribus Mongoles. Et nous savons maintenant que les chansons de
Djangar sont répandues non seulement parmi les Kalmouks de la Volga
mais aussi parmi les Oirates du Sin-Kiang Chinois, de la frontiére du Tibet
ot de la République Populaire de la Mongolie.

En 1928, dans I'aimak Oirate de Tegiis Kiiliig khan des Dérbetes, je
rencontrais beaucoup de chantres de Djangariade et le dernier khan des
Dérbdtes — qui lui-méme connait par cceur quelques chansons de ce cycle

1 Djangariade, une poéme héroique des Kalmouks. Introduction & I'stude du monument et
sa version Torgoute traduite (en russe) par S. A. KosiNE. Moscou-Leningrad 1040,
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