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Introduction

I. The last iwo decades have wilnessed the emergence of clear
positions on the parl of most scholars in regard to the relationship
of Lhie Turkic and Mongol ani other Altaic languages. Whatever the
respective merits of Lhe argaments of those who view the similarities
between these languages as evidence of a genelic relationship, and
those who hold that such similaritics may be explained in terms of
a contact refationship, uo scholar is prepared to deny that the intense
cultural and social contuets between Turkic and Mongol peoples
throughout the centuries have resulted in mutual borrowings be-
tween their langnages. A number of sludies have contributed to
the identification of these loanwords, so that we are presently able
to confirm that there are Turkic loanwords of both Lhe Bulghar
(r/fy and Common 'lurkic (2/§) types in Pre-XIII century Mongol,
Middle Turkic loans in Middle Mongol and the reverse, and a number
of contact situations in the modern period.! The subslance and
extent of many of these contacls, as well as fundamenlal questions
of the periodization of certain layers of loanwords, are as yet not
fully understood. But such studies of specific contacts, as well as

1 Professor Andris Rona-Tas, to whose teaching [ owe so much, has pro-
vided us with the firmest demonstration of a Bulghar loanword into Monge!
(Tii tsek, siSek, Bul *&ilegii - Mo $ilegii »two-year old lambs), cf. On the
Chuvash Guttural Stops in the Final Position, Studia Turcira, Budapest 1971,
pp. 396--398. Loanwords into Mongel from older stages of Turkic are iden-
tified throughout the pages of Doerfer’'s TMEN I1—1V; also cf. G. Clauson,
The Earliest Turkish Loan Words in Mongolian, CAJ IV, 1938, pp. 174—187.
For the XIIt c. and later, see: ;. Clanson, The Turkish Elements in 14th
Century Mongolian, CAJ V, 1960, pp. 301--316; Id., Turkish and Mongolian
Studies, London 1962, pp, 222—247; N. Poppe, The Turkic Loan Words in
Middle Mongolian, "4J [, 1955, pp. 36—42; 1d., Die mongolischen Lehn-
wirter im Komanischen, Németh Armagan:, Ankara 1962, pp. 331 —340; Id.,
Introduction to Altaic lLinguisties, Wieshaden 1965, pp. 157159, 161 —162;
Osman Nedim Tuna, Osmanlicada Mogolca ()ding Kelimeler, Tirkiyat Mec-
muast XVII, 1972, pp. 209~ 250,
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studies that present carefully considered sets of criteria by which
to distinguish borrowed from inherited elements,! may be taken as
heartening signs of a many-sided, realistic approach to the question
of the Altaic relationship.

One subject in this area that has not yet received full attention
is the problem of the existence of Mongol elements in Pre-XIII
century Turkic literary languages. Certain general views on the topic
have been expressed in the literature, but none of these is of a con-
clusive nature. Annemaric von Gabain was of the view that Mongol
loanwords in Uyghur could nol be recognized as such with any cer-
tainty due Lo the lack of distingnishing phonelic criteria (ATG § 42;
cf. TMEN I 6). Karl Menges believed Lhat the possibility of borrow-
ings from Mongol into Pre-X11T century Turkic could not be excluded
(but sce below, Nr. 31), but that such words appeared in Turkic in
Jarge numbers only during and after the Mongol Conquest.? Lajos
Ligeli was more specific: »Dans les documents turcs de I'éporue
prémongole les élémenls mongols se font plutdt rares. Méme chez
al-Kafyart, dans son vocabulaire du XIe siccle, on peut relever &
peine deux ou trois mots mongols: {uturqun 'riz’ est certainement &
rattacher au moungal tuturyan, par conlre I'étymologic mongole du
mel ‘ainst’ (inongol mayad 'vraiment, effeclivement’) est déja sujet
4 cautions (sec below, Nrs, 43, 89).3

Sir Gerard Clauson, on the other hand, completely denied the
exislence of such loanwords: »In the whole of this large vocabulary,
there are no words which could be identified as Mongolian loan words
by employing the methods cnumerated aboves.? For Clauson, too,
Mongol loanwords first appear in Turkic languages in the XTI cen-
tury, and the bulk of them later in Chaghalay.® Gerhard Doerfer

1 Beside the works cited in note 1, see: A. Rona-Tas, Obséee nasledie ili
zaimstvovanija? (K probleme rodstva altajskikh jazykov), Vaprosy jazyko-
znanija 1974, Nr. 2, pp. 31 —45; Nicholas Poppe, Linige Lautgesetze und ihre
Bedeutung zur Frage der mongolisch-tiirkischen Sprachbeziehungen, VAJ
XXX, 1958, pp. 93—97.

3 K. H. Menges, The Turkic Languages and Peoples. An Introduction to
Turkic Studies, Wiesbaden 1968, p. 174.

® L, Ligeti, Histoire du lexique des langues turques, RO XVII, 195152,
p. 87; ef. Doerfer, TMEN I 5.

¢ G, Clauson, The Earliest Turkish Loan Words ..., pp.177—178.

§ G. Clauson, Turkish and Mangolian Studies, pp. 51—52; for Mongol loan-
words in Chaghatay, cf. his introduction and indexes to: Sanglar. 4 Persian
Guide 1o the Turkish Language by Muhammad Mahdi Xan, Gibb Memorial
Series, New Series XX, London 1960, pp. 16—17, 91—~99.



112 LARRY V. CLARK

has not completely excluded the possibility of such loanwords: »Gewiss
mogen auch einige wenige alte mo. Lww. ins Tii. eingedrungen sein
(s. Band I, S.551), jedoch kann es sich dabei nur um sehr wenige
Fille handelns.! Otherwise, Doerfer has expressed himself more neg-
atively on the subject, and has stated that Mongol loanwords first
entered Turkic after the Mongol Conquest (cf. TMEN 1 5, 6).

One further issue dealing with the chronology of attested Turkic
vocabulary was raised in these opinions. Thus, for Clauson, if a
word common to Turkic and Mongol occurred in Pre-XIII century
Turkie, then the word was native Turkic and a borrowing into
Mongol; if the shared word appeared in Turkic only after the Mon-
gol period, then the word was a Mongol loanword into Turkic (pre-
sumably barring clear indications to the contrary).? This is a very
stringent principle, and Doerfer has rightly, in my view, insisted
that it is subjeet to exceplions, that there are indeed native Turkic
words that happen not to be atiested in Pre-XIII cenlury sources
(cf. TMEN II 533, 1V 420, 422). If such a principle were to be main-
tained, the present topic would be divested of its problem. Clearly,
each possibility of a borrowing into or from Mongol during the Old
Turkic period musl be viewed individually in the light of criteria
of borrowing.

The present paper attempts to provide an extensive examination
of the possibility thal Mongol grammatical andjor lexical elements
entered the Turkic literary languages prior to the XIII century. As
such, two kinds of possible evidence are analyzed: (1) the so-called
»Mongol plurals» found in a few Old Turkic words; (2) the existence
of Mongol loanwords in Old Turkic texts as proposed by other schol-
ars or as read in such texts by their editors?

2. The existence of Turkic loanwords in Mongol prior to the XI1I
century presupposes historical contacts belween speakers of these

1 Doerfer, TMEN IV 3%4. The reference here {TMEN 1 551) is to OTi
yaday »on fools (ED 887}, which has been compared to WMo 422 yada- »to
have no sirength or power, to exhaust, etc.; this cannot be a Mo loanword
in O, however, since Chuvash suran ~ foran »on foots (el. Cay, Ot yayan
< *yadayin?) assures that the word is very ofd in Turkic. Doerfer himself
proposes an lranian etymology as an alternative.

¥ Clauson, The Larliest Turkish Loan Words ..., pp. 177—178.

* This is the first of a two-part study, the second to deal with the 200
or so Mongol loanwords in Middle Turkic texts of the X111-- XIV centuries.
The etymologies in this second part, to he published in the very near fulure,
are referred to as »MTii» plus the Nr. of the relevant etymology.
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language families and, in itself, provides the basis for the g prior:
possibility of Mongol loanwords into Pre-X1II century Turkic.

At least from the V century on, the presence of Turkic-speaking
peoples in the Western regions of Eurasia may be taken as an es-
tablished fact. However, if we place in abeyance the question of the
linguistic identification of the »runiforms inscriptions from this area,!
it is the case that no native Turkic literary traditions were established
— but if so, none of their monuments has survived — prior to the
X111 century in Western Eurasia. Moreover, no one has yet succeeded
in demoastrating that Mongol-speaking peoples had penetrated into
these areas prior to military incursions of the early XIII century.?
Thus, it is presenlly impossible even to approach the question of
whether the Mongol elements that exist in various Oghuz, Kipchak
and Bulghar languages, could have entered at older unattested
stages af these groups. Llowever, on present evidence, this does not
even constilute a reasonable possibility.

So far as the contacts between Turks and Mongols in the Eastern
region of Inner Asia are concerned, the historical evidence is clear.

1 See most recently: Gyula Németh, The Runiform (nscriptiouns from Nagy-
Szent-Miklos and the Runiform Scripis of Eastern Lurope, Acta linguistica
Hungarica X XI, 1971, pp. 1--52; [. Vasary, Runiform Signs on Objects of
the Avar Period {6Lth--8th cc. ALV, AOH XXV, 1972, pp. 335—347; for a
novel view; (. F. Turtaninov, Pamjutniki pis’me i jazyka narodov Kavkaza
i Vostoénoj Evropy, leningrad 1971,

1 But not, il must be said, for want of trying. From this sphere of problems,
I would cile only the following: . V. Togan, Ibn-Fadlin's Reisebericht,
Abhandlungen fur die Kunde des Morgenlandes XX1V/3, 1939, pp. 217-220;
K. Czeglidy, Etudes slaces et roumaines 1, Budapest 1948, p. 64; A. Gusejnzade,
K étimologii toponima Bilijari, Socetskaja T'jurkologija 1972, Nr. 5, pp. 58— 63
[these on the name RBalanjar ~ Iaranjar, identified as Mo baranyar oright
flanks] — L. Ligeti, Mongolos jovevinyszavaink kordése, Nyeloludomdnyi
Kézlemények XLIX, 1985, pp. 190--271; L. Fulaky, UAJ XLIII, 1971, pp.
178180 [these on the problem of Mo loanwords in 1Tangarian] - L. Ligeti,
I.’étymologie mongole du slave chorpgy 'drapeaw’, Etudes slaces et roumaines
11, 1949, pp. 46--56 [on an imputed Mo loan in Common Slavie] -- K. H,
Menges, T'he Uriental Klements in the Vocabulary of the Oldest Russian Fpos,
the Igor' Tale {Supplement Nr.1 to Word), New York 1651 {cf. Doerfer,
Oriens XXI11—XXIV, 1974, pp. 591--593];, N. Pritsak, Polovisiana, 1. A
Proto-Mongolian Word from the Year 1103, Resid Rahmeti Arat I¢in, Ankara
1966, p. 380; Id., Two Migratory Movements in Kurasian Steppe in the 9th—,
11th Centuries, Proceedings of the X X VI International Congress of Urientalists
11, New Delhi 1968, pp. 157163, esp. p. 159; Doerfer, TMEN I 345—347
[these on possible Mo loans in Old Russian].

8
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One can cite, in the first place, the constant Tirk military campaigns
against Mongol-speaking peoples (1'atar, Tath:, Qutaii) to the East,
which are recorded in the major runic inscriptions of the Second
Tiirk Dynasty (682—742). There is the odd and surely not coin-
cidental convergence of nomenclature between the major tribal con-
federations of the Toguz Oyuz and Toquz Tatar, and the Otuz Tirk
and Otuz Tatar, which recently attracted the attention of Professor
Czegiédy?

One of the clearer cases of at least partial mergence of Mongol-
and Turkic-speaking peoples is found in the Chinese annals con-
cerning the dispersal of onc group of Uyghur tribes following the
defeat of their steppe empire hy the Kirghiz in 840. Thus, at leasi
a portion of the thirteen tribes that encamped along the Northern
marches of China, still hounded by Kirghiz and Chinese troops, were
to seek refuge, albeit temporary, among the Shili-wet on the borders
of Eastern Mongolia.? Whatever the full composilion of the Shih-
wet tribes, it is known that one of them was the Mong-wu, or Mongol
tribe.? The probability of inlermixture in this case, which can not
be considered an isolated example, constitutes the kind of historical
contact that leads to the exchange of cultural and linguistic elements
bhetween peoples.

To this may be added the irregular diplomatic contacts between
the Uyghur of Kan-su and Iiast Turkestan and the court of the
Qutaii/Liao Dynasty (947--1125), the still unresolved question of
the Runic or Uyghur origin of the so-called »small Qitan scripts,
and the entirely obscure question of the linguistic affiliation of the
ruling classes of the Western Liao or Qara-(utay (1130—1211), with
whom the Uyghur of the Northern Tarim had contactl.* Even although

1 K. Czeglédy, On the Numerical Composition of the Ancient Turkish
Tribal Confederations, AQH XXV, 1972, p. 281, n. 24,

2 J. Hamilton, Les Ouighours a Vépoque des Cing Dynasties d’aprés les
documents chinois, Paris 1935, p. 8.

? L. Hambis, L’histoire des Mongols avant Ciengis-Khan d’aprés les sources
chinoises et mongoles, el la documentation conservée par Rasidu-’d-Din,
CAJ XIV, 1970, pp. 125—133; L. ligeti, Le tahghatch, un dialecte de la
langue sien-pi, Mongolian Studies, Budapest 1970, pp.265—308, esp.pp.
268 — 269,

¢ Karl A. Wittfogel — Ieng Chia Shéng, History of Chinese Society, Liao
(907 —1125), Transactions of the .American Philosophical Society, N.S. 36,
1946. Among the information to be gleaned from this work is that inter-
marriage took place on a large scale between one Qitaii clan and the Uyghur

il
i
|
1
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we are unable to speak with any depth or authority on these his-
torical contacts of Turks and Mongols prior to the XIII century,
it is certain that they did occur, thereby providing the historical
opportunity for borrowing of Mongol elements into Pre-XIII century
Turkic literary languages.

3. The chronological limits of the Turkic material considered in
this study are the VIII century, when literary languages were in-
itiated in Mongolia and in East Turkestan, and the XIII century,
at the beginning of which Mongol-speaking peoples intermix with
speakers of Turkic at every level of society and in every area of
Asia. Between the two dates fall the Turkic literary languages which
1 shall call Old Turkic.! Within Old Turkic, I shall distinguish four
groups of texts according to geographical, cultural or other criteria:

1. Runic inscriptions of Mongolia (VIII—1X) and the Yenisey

(IX —X); in these one counld postulate the reflection of linguistic
contacts with Mongol-speaking tribes to the East of the Tirk
and Uyghur;

I1. Manichean literature from PFast Turkestan and Kansu written

in Runic (manuscripts), Manichean and Uyghur scripts (VIIT—
X), whose language is closer to that of Group I than of
Group II; in these, oue could postulate the possibility of Mon-

{p. 142}, and so forth. Beside the basic bibliography on the Qilaii and Qara-
qutay in Denis Sinor's Introduction & Pétude de I'Eurasie Centrale, Wiesbaden
1963, pp. 248—249, and G. Kara’s Knigi mongol’skikh koleonikoo (Sem’ vekoo
mongol’skoj pis'mennosti), Moskva 1972, pp. 9-~13, 152153, see: S. Muraya-
ma, Der Zusammenhang der Kitan-Schrift mit der tiirkischen Runenschrift,
Proceedings of the XX 11 International Congress of (rientalists, 11, Leiden 1957,
pp. 386—398; E. V. Savkunov, K voprosu o rasdifrovke maloj kidan’-&ur-
tten'skoj pis’mennosti, X pigrafika Vostoke XV, 1963, pp. 149—153; G. Toyoda,
An Analysis of the Major Ch'i-tan Characters, Memoirs of the Research Depart-
ment of the Toyo Bunko X X1, 1964, pp. 119—135; H. Franke, Bemerkungen
zu den sprachlichen Verhalinissen im Liao-Reich, Zentralasiatische Studien
111, 1969, pp. 7—43; G. bDoerfer, Altaische Scholien zu Ilerbert Frankes
Artikel .. ., Op.cit., pp. 4549,

1'The periodization of the older Turkic literary languages remains an
unsettled issue. In practice, some schelars distinguish between »Islamic» and
»Non-Islamic» texts, more or less equating the first with Middle Turkic and
the second with Old "Turkic, although this approach clearly distorts the chro-
nological implications of the ierms »Olds and sMiddles. Nearly all such ap-
proaches are rooted in the unfortunate title of Brockelmann's index to the
Divan: #Mitteltiirkischer Wortschatzs. 1iere, I adopt the approach of Clauson,
Réna-Tas, and a few other scholars.
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gol linguistic influence that entered the languages of the Uyghur
and other Tiirk tribes prior to their migration to these regions;

ITL. Uyghur literature in Uyghur and Brahmi scripts from East
‘Turkestan and Kansu, consisting primarily of Nestorian (VIII—
X?), Buddhist (VIII--X1I ff.), secular and a few other kinds of
texts; in these, one might envision some Mongol influence as
a result of contacts with the Qitan and Qara-qitay, or through
some other means; il is especially in the coutext of »Uyghurs
literature, that we musi pay closest atltention Lo the chronolog-
ical limits of Old Turkic; from this period we must exclude the
Uyghur civil documents (X11I--X1V),* all blockprint literature,?
translations or copies of Buddhist texts that dale to the Mongol
period.® and so forth;

1V, Karakhanid Jiterature in Arabic and Uyghur scripts from Kash-
ghar and Yarkand (XI--XII)* in these, one might postulale
Mongol linguistic influence from the Qara-qilay or other equally
obscure sources; the three surviving copies of Yiisuf Xiss
Hajib's Qutadyn Bilig (wr. 1069) are several centuries more
recent than the original: Namangan, the oldest in Arabic seript,
is no earlier than the XTI ¢.; Cairo, also in Arabic script, is a
copy of the X1V c.; Ilerat (presently in Vienna), written in Lhe
Mongol ductus of the Uyghur script, is a copy completed in
1439; the presence of a Mongol element in such late manu-
scripts, particularly in the Herat copy (see below, 3), does not
assure a Mongol loanword in Ol ‘Turkic; the surviving copy
of Mahmiid al-Kadyart's Divan Liuyat af-Turk (wr. 1072—1077)

! The date of three-quarters of these documents has been established in
Chapter Three of my Introdurtion to the Uyghur Civil Documents of FEast Tur-
kestan {13th—14th ~c.), Doctoral Dissertation, Indiana University 1975, pp.
97 —207.

# For an introduction to this literature: A. von Gabain, Die Drucke der
Turfan-Sammluag, Sitzungsberichte der Deutschen Akademie der W issenschaften
zu Berlin 1967, Nr. 1.

* This literature will be detailed in the second part of this study; in the
meantime, cf, the remarks of Peter Zieme, Die Uiguren und ihre Beziehungen
zu China, CAJ XVII, 1973, p. 292, n. 50; Zur buddhistischen Stabreim-
dichtung der alten Uiguren, A0H XXIX, 1975, p. 189.

* For the Uyghur script contracts from Yarkand, see: Sinasi Tekin, Bilinen
En BEski Islami Tirkce Melinler: Uygur Harfleriyle Yozdmig Karahanhlar
Devrine Ait Tarta Saliy Senetleri (473, 483 = 1080, 1090), Selcuklu Aragtir-
malare Dergist [V, Ankara 1975, pp. 157—186.
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is similarly late (c. 1266), and there is some evidence that the
original Karakhanid language of this text has been subjected
to Middle Turkic influences; Professor Robert Dankoff writes
that the copyist of Kadyarl’s autograph smight have incorpo-
rated glosses that are not attributable to K., and he certainly
made many errors in copying, the extent of which has only
recently become clear. Beyond this, there is good evidence (from
ink color and the shape of certain vowel signs) that much of
the vocalization of the Turkic (not to speak of the Arabic) was
done by a laler hand than the original copyist. There are in
addition Otloman glosses in the margins, but they do not
counts! of the Len or so possible Mongol elements in this text
(see below, 5), none is specifically discounted as a result of
problems in the Lransmission of the text of the Dindn, but nor
can this possibility be entirely discarded as yet.

At present, we have little more than vestigial evidence of Old
Mongol period languages. Were we able to discover Mongol loanwords
in these Old Turkic sources, we should have at our disposal primary
linguistic evidence pertaining to the siructure of some form of Old
Mongol. It would be entirely rash Lo postulate within the confines
of the present study a series of hypothetical Old Mongol forms that
could or could nol have been the original of a given Old Turkic
word. For that reason, 1 do not enter into the problem of what
constitutes Old Mongol here, and throughout I use as a comparative
base Lhe Wrillen Mongol language and occasionally other Middle
Mongol or modern Mangol forms (bul see below, Nrs. 91 and 93).2

-k In addilion to the possibility of Mongol loanwords in Old Tur-
kic, it is necessary to examine the issue of the plural suffixes +s,
+n, +, that occur in a handful of words, and that some scholars
regard as native Turkic plurals, and others as »foreign pluralss.?

1 Letter of 19. 4. 76; here, I wish especially Lo thank Prof. Dankoff for
several communications that helped to clarify problems in the Divdn.

t | intentionally use the term »Old Mongol» in a general, perhaps too vague
sense, to encompass what were probably distinct branches of this group of
languages (HIsien-pi, Tabya¢, Tath, T’u-yii-hun, Qitai, Mongol) which, due
to the historical prominence of one branch, we term »Mongols.

3 Cf. D. Sinor, On Some Ural-Allaic Plural Suffixes, Asia Major 11, 1951,
PP 208210 (+ n), 212 213 (+ ¢}, 219 {(no 4 s in Ti); N. Poppe, Plural Suf-
fixes in the Altaic Languages, (/AJ X XIV/3—4, 1952, pp. 68 —69 (+ ¢}, 7172
(+48), 74~75 {+ an); Id., Studies in Allaic and Uralic Plural Suffixes, Fin-
nisch-ugrische Forschungen X XXI1, 1953, pp. 26 —31. More recent views and
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Indeed, it was Pelliot’s view that the marker +¢t was a Mongol plural
suffix borrowed from the Juan-juan who, in his view, spoke a variety
of Mongol.! Others compare one or all of the markers to the Mongol
plurals +s (GWM § 264), +n (§§ 270—272), and -d (§§ 265—268).*
Without wishing to take up this material in any depth, I would
offer here a few remarks on these three suffixes.

The marker +s occurs at the end of a single title Ifhara, found
as a member of proper names in several runic inscriptions (see ED
257), in a single text: BC S 2 ¢fbaras tarsat anta anduladum »1 pres-
ented (the Cik people) there i§varas and tarzatr (cf. ED 175). The
title itself is either directly, or indirectly through Tokharian, adopted
from Sanskril 7§rara »lord, princes, and the suffix is surely just the
Indo-European plural +5.%

The marker +n occurs in a handful of words: eren »fighting mens
< er »mams (cf. MK eren »men; an irregular pluraly, ED 232), oplan
»sonsy < oyul »soms (cf. MK oyul »it forms the irregular plural oylan,
but oyullar is also permissible as plural; this is like the word eren
for 'men’; and both of them are used in the singulars, ED 84), bodun
stribe» << bod »clans. In the first two cases, the marker is actually
+anf+en, and it may be postulated that in bodun as well, we have
bod + an, with labial assimilation to bodun. There can be little doubt
that the marker +an/+en on these three words which form a socially
related unit, is simply the Sogdian plural suffix +'n.%

The marker +, which Pelliot considered to be a Mongol plural,
occurs in a few titles: tarzat < tarcan »an officialy (ED 539), tegit
< tegin »princes (KD, 483), and, by analogy with the preceding,
bibliography may be found in: A.N. Konunov, Pokazateli sobiratel’ nosti-mnosest-
vennosti ¢ tjurkskikh jasykakh, Leningrad 1969; Doerfer, U4AJ XLII, 1970,
pp. 244—250.

1P, Pelliot, L'origine de t'ou-kiue, nom chinois des Turcs, 7°P XVI, 1915,
pp. 687—-689; 1d., Sue-hous, sauya, sauyat, saguate, 7"P XXXI1, 1936, pp.
235—236; Ligeti, Histoire du lexique des langues turques, p. 87.

? See, 0.g., Tekin, GOT 121—122; vou Gabain, ATG § §65, 172; Brockel-
maon, OTG 150--151.

3 Ct. the references to ldbara in: 8. G. Kljastornyj, Drecnetjurkskie rini-
deskie pamjatniki kak istoénik po istorii Srednej Azti, Moskva 1964, p. 113,
n. 174,

¢ Other examples of this marker are sometimes cited, of which the likeliest
is qurqin stnaiden(s)» (cf. ED 654); the difficulty here is that the word cannot
be a plural of quz »girl, daughters, and the stem *giwrg is otherwise unknown
(but cf. gtrnag sslave girbk, ED 661).

8 Cf. llya Gershevilch, A Grammar of Manichean Sogdian, Oxford 1954,
p. 180, § 1189.
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bagit < beg schiefs.? It is also said to occur in a few other words,?
and as a component of the deverbal nominal suffix -yut/-giit? but
neither assertion is acceptable. Occasionally, Yaqut words with a
plural +¢ are cited in support of the Mongol thesis, but these are
irrelevant in view of the known Mongol influence on that language.*

1 The Uyghur contracts provide us with attestations of several of these
plural forms, including begit. In the penalty clause of a contract for the sale
of a vineyard, we find: 18-—21 wuluy sitke bir altun yastug itgeri ayiligga bir
kiimiud yastug begetlerke birer iderke yarafu at qizyut birip sdzleri yorimasun
+he shall pay as penalty one gold yastug to his Imperial Majesty, one silver
yastug to the Royal Treasury, one horse suitable for riding to each of the
begs, and his statements shall not be valide (edited R. R. Arat, Among the
Uigar Documents, I, UAJ XXXVI, 1965, pp. 263—272). In the transfer
of merit section of a manumission document for the glave Pintong, we find:
off. uluy suuga [sic/] buyan: tegziin anta basa aga ini oyullarye buyan: tegziin
basa beg{i)erine . . . menin 6z bodumga kisimke oylaniarimga . . . buyan: tegziin
»May its merit [accrued from freeing the slave) reach to his Imperial Majesty,
and after that may its merit reach to the Royal Princes [the Emperor’s brothers
and sons], and also may its merit each to the begs ... and to my own clan,
to my wife, to my sons...» (the facsimile is published by Feng Chia Shéng
— E. Teni8ev, 'I'ri novykh ujgurskikh dokumenta iz Turfana, Problemy Vos-
tokovedenija 1960, Nr. 3, belween pp. 145--146; cf. the remarks of L. Ligeti,
A propos d’un d igour de 1'¢p , AOH XXVIT, 1973,
p. 8, where beg-d is taken as an error). Wlth beget ~ bzg(l)l however, it might
be a question of the Arabic plural -at (thus begdt), as proposed by Brockel-
mann, OTG 151, and J. Eckmann, Chagatay Manual, IUP.UAS 60, Bloo-
mington 1966, p. 79.

1 Von Gabain considers tagfut sverse(s)» an example of this plural (ATG
§65), but this is derived from *tagid- sto attache {cf. tag- sto fix, attachs,
tagdur- »to composes) through the deverbal nominal suffix -ut (cf. ED 474).
It has also been suggested that the following three Ti words contain this
marker: siit smilks (on the strength of Mo siin »id.», although it is difficult to
imagine that »milks» would be conceived as plural in one, but not the other
group of language, or, for that matter, in any language), ganat swings {(on
the strength of a highly dubious connection to Mo gana »section of a lattice
wall of a yurts, although the latter has clearly contaminated the form in
Sanlax ganat sthe wall of a tent, a feli tents, cf. ED 635), and bulut sclouds
(for reasons that are not made clear) (cf. TMEN I 416, I1 323, 1II 519).

2 The derivational suffix -yut/-giit forms nominals from verbs, e.g., bayayut
swealthy merchants < *baya- »to be rich» < bay srich» (ED 385), alpayut
sbrave warriors < alpa- »lo be hraves < alp sbrave, firm, tough» (ED 128},
which are neither plural {as ATG §65, and others), nor connected with the
Mongol plural -yud/-giid, a post-vocalic variant of -udf-iid (GWM §§ 273, 274).

4 Cf. Kaluzynski, MEJ 116 --118, Another late case of a direct borrowing
of a Mongol plural is found in a XV c. Ottoman historical work: ulayat vcour-
iers, messengers» < Mo ulaya spost horses + t(d) (. Tarama Sézligi VI, An-
kara 1972, p. 3930).
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Ethnonyms, teo, are cited as examples of this marker; e.g., the
ethnonym T'ayut occurs in BX E 24, but it is by no means clear
that this is a plural formation (the form *Tanun is unattested),
nor that it is a Turkic designation of this people.

The best known case of an ethnonym with the marker +¢ is that
of the Chinese form of the name of the Tiirk, a form that happens
to provide the key to a solulion of the origin of this suffix. Pelliot
had long agoe rveconstructed the Chinese rendering as *titrkiil, a
reconstruclion thal has been subjecled to various disagreements
aund criticisms sincel. It now appears lo be certain that Pelliot’s
reconstruction was correct, and thal he erred only in regarding the
1t of this reading as one of his »Mongob pluralss in Old Turkic.
J. Harmatta - has recently shown that the Chinese *fijrkiit as a de-
signation of the people of the First Tirk Dynasty (552--630) was
received by the Chinese through the inlermediary of a Sogdian
reporl, and that the form *fitrkiit is to he analyzed as the ethnonym
titrk plus the Sogdian plural marker +¢.2

Confirmation of Harmatta’s brilliant demonstration became avail-
able only recenlly in Lhe Sogdian language of the VI century in-
scription from Bugut in Mongolia.3 The text of Uhis inscription,
written for a ruler of the First Tiirk Dynasty in the 580°s and ev-
idently commemorating a Buddhist mission among the Tiirks, con-
Lzins just the form predicted by Harmatta: Bugut, Bl line 1 (7 woft
wEirkss, of. line 2 ke »liivk (fanguagey. The editors of Lhe texl,
Kljastornyj and Liviits, do nol recognize the Sogdian plural here,
but instead falsely refer to the okd Pelliol etymology: tiirk + Mongol
plural it. However, the lext is otherwise devoid of Turkic, let alone

1 See p. 118, note I.

tJ. Harmatta, lrano-Turcica, .1GH XXV, 1972, pp. 2632730 for the
plural, ¢f. 1. Gershevitch, A Grammar of Manichean Sogdian, p. 163 (§ 1069),
179 (§ t184), 183 (§1217). Both Pulleyblank (The Chinese Nume for the
Turks, Jowurnal of the .|merican Oriental Society LXNNY, 1965, pp. 121 -125)
and Dgerfer (TMEN L1 483495 {esp. 483 - 4R4}, 1V 440-- 441} argue that
the Chinese characters merely transcribe 7irk, not Trirkit. As I am virtually
helpless before Sinological puzzles, [ must rely on the argumentation of ifar-
matta which, on the face of it, incets and disposes of the objections put for-
ward by Pulleyblank (and Doerfer) against the reading 7'irkiit. In any case,
the fate of Tirkit does not impede consideration of my roposal of a Sogdian
origin for the Old Turkic marker + ¢

38, G. Kljastornyj ~ V. A. Livsits, The Sogdian Inscriplion of Bugut
Revised, 40H XXVI, 1972, pp. 69-- 102,
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Mongol grammatical elements, and the form tr'wkt is simply the
Sogdian plural form of the ethnonym as reflected in the Chinese
annals.

It is becoming increasingly clear that the determinant cultural,
linguistic and historical influences on the early Turks was, in addition
to Chinese, Sogdian in origin.! To underline this influence, we have
only to refer once more to the Bugut inscriplion, B2, line 2ff,,
where we find the first occurrences of titles that are later found
among Turks: §dpyt [= Sadapat, cf. ED 867], tryw'nt [= tarranft,
see above], ywory’pynt [not, so far as we know, used by Turks], and
twdwnt | = tudun, cf. ED 157]. The existence of the Sogdian Bugut
inscription provides us with a firm historical setting with which to
postulate the identificalion of Lthe Old Turkic markers +an/+en and
+ with the Sogdian plurals "sn aud £ The Pelliot thesis of »Mongol
plurals» is, and was in his own time, unwarranted.

5. The glossary below consisls of an examinalion of some 110
Mongol ctymologics for Old Turkic words or readings of Mongol
words in Old Turkic texts. Of this number, some 56 etymologies are
rejected for one or more reasons stated below, 48 of which were
proposed by Risinen in VEWT, the other 8 by various scholars,
Although it may appear that I have concentrated Loo much attenlion
upon the statements in VEWT, il should be taken into consideration
that this work is stamped with a name of authority and that a
study with Lhe present theme must be based upon sufficient material
Lo constitule a Lhorough examination, IFor Lhese reasons, it is necessary
Lo say a few words on the composition of the VEWT.

Lssentially, the VIEWT consists of an index Lo the vocabulary in
Radloff's Warterbneh, arranged alphabetically, together with addi-
tional material and some ctymological nolices.? For the Old Turkic

LCL 8. (5 Kljastornyj, Drevactjurkskaja pis'mennost’ i kul’tura narodov
Tsentral’noj Azii (po materialam polevykh issledovanij v Mongolii 1968
1969 gg.), Tjurkvlogiceskij sbornik 1972, Moskva 1973, pp. 254—264; Jes P.
Asmussen, \vastvanift. Studies in. Manichaeism, Copenhagen 1965, pp. 149~
150; Ilarmatla, Iranv-Tarcica {cited nole 34); Clauson, Asia Major XVILI,
1973, pp. 212 -214; also cf. P, Aallo, Iranian Contacts of the Turks in Pre-
Islamic Times, Studia f'uwrcice, Budapest 1971, pp. 29--37.

t Some of Lhe comparisons made by Poppe in VGAS, frequently cited in
VEWT, appear to have been misconstrued, and thereby formed the basis of
some of Hasinen’s Mongol etymalogies; e.g., Nr. 47 Tii otadi<- Mo otaéi, be-
cause VOAS 98 ciles Mo otadi but only Ti ot; Nr. 92 Tii ulam < Mo ulam,
because VUAS 75, 101, cites Mo wlam, but only Tii wla-; Nr. 93 Ti uyma<
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vocabulary, Rasénen draws from the glossary in ATG and occa-
sionally other sources, Brockelmann’s MTW, and the »Uighur» in-
dications in the Wirterbuch. By »Uighurs, Radloff understood the
Herat copy of the Qutadyu Bilig and the Hirth manuscript of the
Sino-Uyghur vocabulary,! so that by transferring such words into
the VEWT without any textual corroboration, Résanen was led to
repeat a number of erroneous readings and to posit a number of
Mongol elymologies for »Uighurs words.

Generally, the Mongol etymologies of Old Turkic words that are
found in the VEWT may be considered false on one or more of
the following grounds:

(1) Phonetie. 1deally, the proposed etymologies ought to display
some phonetic feature typical of Mongol as opposed to Turkic; e.g.,
Tii 2§ ~ Mo r/l -» OTi r/I.2 None of the elymologies proposed by
Rasinen have such features, although several are false in that he
does not observe such phonetic laws (see point 6.). In lieu of clear
phonetic criteria, then, we might expect at the very least that the
phonetic shape of the Mo word is more or less accurately reflected
in thal of the proposed Tii borrowing; if not, the differences ought
to be explained. The following etymologies are weak on phonetic
grounds: Nrs, 2, 12, 14, 19, 20, 38, 12, 48, 19, 57, 58, 60, 64, 67, 69,
71, 73, 74, 97, 102, 108, 110.

(2) Semantir. Relationship between the vocabularies of two lan-
guages must be based upon firm sound-meaning correspondences.
Many of Risinen's etymologies are in [act based npon weak semantic
comparisons, particularly between the primary meanings of roots
and stems. Occasionally, scholars may disagree on what js seman-
tically comparable, hut I do not think that the weakness of Lhe
following would be especially controversial to most: Nrs. 1, 2,17,
42, 45, 56, 58, 67, 73.

(3) Structural. Turkic and Mongol languages are minimally com-
posed of three parts of speech: nominals, verbals and particles (or
indeclineables), In research 1o date, no one has made a casc for the
existence of horrowings between these two language groups such

Mo vimasun, because VOIAS 67 has Mo oimasun and Tii uyng, whereas VGAS
11 omits the Ti; and possibly several others.

1 Qccasinnally, Risanen interprels the latter as QB; eg., VEWT 12: QB
aymagq is actually KY 127 aymaq sdistricts Mo aimay (W 1 63.-64 cites it
as »Liigr); also KY are VIOWT 427 maral, 3% mondir, 318 nayaji.

2L Poppe, Binige Lautgesetze . .. (cited n. 2); also TMEN 1 6,
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that a nominal is borrowed as a verbal, a particle as a verbal, nor
for any other transformations between the parts of speech. Thus,
comparisons must be made only between words belonging to the
same part of speech; false on these grounds: Nrs. 1, 20, 25, 49, 56.

(4) Etymological. Résénen frequently gives a Mongo! etymology
for a Turkic word that otherwise has a good Turkic etymology, that
is, one for which a root and suffixes can be found in Turkic. Such
etymologies are surely false: Nrs. 1, 14, 17, 36, 45, 47, 48, 49, 51, 62,
76, 87, 92, 93, 102, 110,

(5) Arcal linguistic. Several of Résinen’s etymologies are based
on Ramsted’'s KW, that is, upon a Mongol word found only in Kal-
myk, but given a WMo equivalenl by Ramstedt. Occasionally, these
equivalents do not in fact exist, but are meant only as the presumed
WMo form were it 1o exist.! Even in other cases, the word may be
isolated in Mongol, and Lhereby not support the Mongol origin of
the Turkic word. The intensily of the areal or temporal distribution
of a given word can not be taken as a conclusive indicator of its
origin, but can provide support for what is more probable when
other criteria are Incking.? See Nrs. 2, 4, 94, 101, 105.

(6) Methodologicel. Under this heading, 1 would place a varicty
of considerations that tend Lo falsify Résinen’s etymologies.® As one
consideration, lhere are several cases in which hoth the Turkic and
the Mongol words are borrowed from a third language and lack any
criteria that would point to a Mongol mediation (e.g., Nr. 54). Often,
Risinen fails Lo pay altention to established sound correspondences
between Turkic and Mougol (e.g., Nrs. 12, 57, 69, 71, 93, 110). Again,
the VEW'T shows signs of hasty compilation in that a Mongol cty-
mology may be given for a Turkic word in one place, but another
view for the same word in another place (e.g., Nrs. 20, 33, 108).
Those elymologies false for one or more methodological reasons con-
sist of: Nrs, 4, 12, 14, 20, 21, 25, 33, 34, 30, 37, 42, 47, 49, b1, 53, H4,
57, 58, 59, 62, 64, 65, 67, 69, 71, 73, 74, 76, 87. 93, 94, 97, 98, 101,
102, 108, 110.

1 On specific problems connecled with citations in KW, see: John R. Krue-
ger, Circularity in Kalmyk Dictionaries, The Mongolian Society Bulletin
XILA - 2, 1973, pp. 52--70.

* Ligeti has utilized this principle in: Les anciens ¢l¢ments mongols dans
le mandchou, A X, 1960, pp. 231 — 248, see p. 232,

3 Valuable methodological remarks on Altaic comparisons are assembled
as a set of »I3edingungen» by Doerfer, TMEN IV 325—336.
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Of the total of examined words, some 37 are errors, that is, scribal
or editorial mistakes, and another 5 are wnclear readings that could
be errors. Riisiinen's acceptance of the QB citations in the Worter-
buch accounts for hall (19) of Lhe errors, and his adoption of words
from the ATG and MTW led to other Mongol elymologies that could
hardly be correct. Another source is the reading of words in various
Old Turkic texts that could only be identified as Mongol words.
Here is the distribution of the erroneous and unclear readings:

. Runie: Nr. 18 (Yen), 44 (KT, BX), 81 (BX), 103 (KT), 107
(Toi); unclear are: 26 (KT, BX), 39 (BX), 96 (Yen);

. Manichean: Nr. 8 (IB), 16 (IB), 40 (IB), 55 (T’ 11 D 173¢), 79

(Xuast); unclear: 99 (M 1 8);

Uygloer: Nr, 6 (US A2 =TT VII 37), 23 (H 1), 78 (1T V1), 100

(1 I1 1), 104 (Stake Inscriplion I), 107 (IT); unclear: 50 (U
1= U IV A; UILI0):

IV. Karakhanid: errors in MK: Nrs. 13, 77, 90; errors in Herat copy

of QB: 3, 5, &, 10, 13, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 35, 11, 63, 70, 80, 83,
95, 106, 109,

—

1

HL

-—

Of Lhe five unclear cases, lwo involve readings that with very little
doubl cannot be read as Mongol words (Nrs. 39, 99), and the olher
three are words that may in fact be Turkic rather than Mongol
(Nrs. 39, 50, 96). 1lowever, each of these readings is shrouded in
textual and other difficulties, so that even though I have not per-
sonally been able to find more viable solutions to these passages,
the fact remains that they do not qualify as cases of Mongol loan-
words, One may indeed cite here sDempwolff's principles to Lhe
following effect: thal which is unclear is nol clear (TMEN IV 323).
With the exclusion of the false etymologies, the reading crrors,
and the unclear cases, we arc left wilh elemenls of two types: (1)
Mongol loanwords in QBILL; (2) possible Mongol loanwords in MK,
That there is a Mongol influence on the language of the scribe or
scribes who copied the Herat manuseript of the Qutadyn Bilig in
1139 at the courl of Shahrukh (1405 -1417) is inconlestable. At
Heral, as well as at olher Timiirid centers, the language which we
call Chaghatay was evolved during the XV century; it is this lan-
guage which interferes with the Karakhanid original of the QB in
the Heral copy, and it is this language which felt the Mongol in-
fluence. Thus, Nrs. 11, 84, 85, not to mention the Mongol ductus of
the Uyghur script in which Heral is wrillen, constilute Mongol
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elements in Chaghatay, This is confirmed by the lack of such ele-
ments in the two older manuscripts — Namangan and Cairo — of
QB, which more closely reflect the Karakhanid original.

There remains a group of words which first appear in the Divin
of MK, and are either isolated there or occur sparingly elsewhere.
The isolation and the existence of Mongol counterparts for such
words render Mongol etymologies possible. This group consists of:
Nr. 22 faqur sblue, blue-grey (of eyes)? « Mo &akir, 52 galgan/qalgan
(also QB) »shields? — Mo galga, 66 gom scamel’s pack-saddles? < Mo
qom, 68 gom (et) »muscles? « Mo qong; 72 stre- sto quilt, sews? «
Mo siri-, 82 torum »camel colts? « Mo torum, 86 turumtay »hawking
bird? « Mo turumtai, 89 tulurgan srices? « Mo tuturyan, 91 wula
smound in the desert that serves as a landmarks? < Mo ayula. Of
these, those which stand the best chance of being Mongol loans are:
22 faqer, because of the root *éa in Mongol, 86 turnwmiay, because
of the suffix -tai in Mongol, and perhaps 91 ula. For each of these,
1 have registered objections and difficulties, but have admilted the
possibility. Three of the words lack any criteria by which they could
be said to be loanwords: 66 qom, 68 qon, 82 torum. The remaining
three words encounter difficulties that appear to me to be insur-
mountable, bul still not conclusively so: 52 galgan, 72 siri-, 89
tulurgan.

In my opinion, aparl from the questionable Nr. 91, each of these
words could as casily be borrowings from furkic into Mongol as the
reverse. Under such circumslances, I think il would be rash to ulilize
them as evidence for the existence of Mongol loanwords into Old
Turkic.

6. The existence of Mongol loanwords in Old Turkic was admitted
to be an « priori possibilily. However, it is the conclusion of this
study that this remains only a possibility and not, therefore, a
working hypothesis, Specifically, of the 110 pessible Mongol loan-
words examined below, five are found Lo be unclear possibilities (but
probably reading errors), nine to be possibilities (without any clear
cases), and three 1o be Mongol elements in the XV century tlerat
copy of the Qutadyn [3ilig. This finding docs not preclude disagree-
ment on the parl of scholars wilh my analyses of individual cases,
nor the cilation of elymologies not noticed by me. Nonetheless, it
cannol be denied thal in the consideralion of so many possibilities,
the low number of remaining unclear cases is indicalive of an im-
probable thesis.
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Moreover, it is my view that the fact of historical contacts and
Turkic loanwords into Mongol prior to the XI1I century, does not
entail the existence of Mongel loanwords in Old Turkic. Uni-direc~
tional loan contacts are not entirely unknown.! One can cite several
Inner Asian cases. A cultural and economic symbiosis between Turks
and Sogdians existed for centuries, one result of which was the adop-
tion by the Turks of numerous Sogdian words as well as terms from
other languages mediated through Sogdian, not to mention the
Sogdian plural suffixes discussed above, Yet, apart from onomastica
and some kinds of foreign words occurring in Sogdian texts, no Turkic
words, to my knowledge, were borrowed into the Sogdian literary
language. Nearly the same can be said of the Turk-Tokharian and
Turk-Chinese connections,

Furthermore, some historical contacts seem not to have resulted
in the exchange of linguistic elements. This appears to be the case,
for example, with the contacts over several centuries between the
Turks of the Northern Tarim and the Iranians of Khotan. Although,
to be sure, there are Turkic titles and names in Khotanese texts, as
well as a brief Turk-Khotanese vocabulary, these do not represent
Turkic loanwords into that language, nor have direct Khotanese
loanwords thus far been isolated in Turkic texts.? With less cerlainty
on my part, much the same may be said for the early contacts be-
tween Turks and Tibetans.

These cases unquestionably require further research, and are cited
here merely to underscore the fact that a possibility — such as
Mongol loanwords in Old Turkic—is little more than that, On present
evidence one may state with some confidence that the influence of
the Mongol languages is first exerted on the Turkic languages in
the Middle Turkic period.

Glossary

Since it is not the purpose of this paper to document the existence
of the examined vocabulary, I have kept citations of forms to their

t Doerfer has pointed to the case of German influence on Gypsy (Romani),
without the reverse being true, ¢f. TMEN IV 344. Professor Sinor, in con-
versation, has cited to me the example of Austrian intluence on Hungarian,
but not the reverse.

t See the excellent study of Even tlovdhaugen, Turkish Words in Khotanese
Texts, A Linguistic Analysis, Norsk Tidsskrift for Sprogvidenskap XXIV,
Oslo 1971, pp. 163--209, see p. 146.
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barest minimum. For Turkic, I refer most frequently to ED, citing
the occurrence of a word, if applicable, in each of the four major
groups outlined above (pp. 115—7), and to VEWT, particularly for
modern forms, For Mongol, I refer to the WMo form in Lessing’s
dictionary, and secondarily in Kowalewski's, but only rarely to
Middle Mongol and modern Mongol sources. A list of abbreviations
may be found at the end of the glossary; other abbreviations used
throughout are: Tii = Turkic, OTii = Old Turkic, MTi = Middle
Turkic [also, MTii followed by a Nr. refers to the second part of this
study, see note 3. p. 112]; Mo = Mongol, OMo = 0Old Mongol, MMo =
Middle Mongol, WMo = Written Mongol.

1. MK abdé »a bogy; to frighten a child, one says abdés keld
’the bogy has come’» (ED 6); Rasénen links MK abdés and Yaqui
abdsy »evil beings, devil, etc.s (VEWT 1), and accepts Poppe’s ety-
mology of the Yaqut word from WMo 2 abaéi-/3 abayali-/5 abuyati-
»to remove, take away with one, carry offs, Bur abifa, Xal avdéi
sone who takes off, recipients (N. Poppe, Jakutische Etymologien,
UAJ XXXIII, 1961, pp. 137 —138). There are several objections
to this etymology: (1) Bur abifa and Xal guviés are both to be ana-
lyzed as the root aba- and the deverbal nominal suffix -yaét (GWM
§ 147), whereas the WMo verbs are formed with the deverbal verbal
suffix -¢i- (GWM § 253); only the nominal forms may be compared
with the Yaqut noun, but it is known that the suffix -yaé: in Mongol
loans in Yaqut is always reflected as -aéf/-cé& (MEJ 70), so that
Yaq abds: cannot be borrowed from Mo; (2) with MK abdée must
also be placed MK abdgr »a figure put up in kitchen gardens to avert
the evil eye» (ED 8; it remains problematic whether Persian ébak
sidols belongs here, cf. TMEN I1 173, IV 422), so that a nominal
root *aba must be posited which may or may not reflect, in some
remote mythological sense, Tt apa/aba sbear» (ED 5); (3) the se-
mantic connection between »bogy» and »someone who takes away»
seems to be secondary.

2. H 1 23, MK @y »the space between the legs, crotech» (ED 75);
Rasénen considers this word a borrowing from KW 2 qg/20 g »small
holes, spaces (cf. WMo 12 gy »smallpox virusy, Ord 6 dg »husks of
millet, brany, and other divergent meanings in Mo dialects), and
takes the Mo ay to be cognate to Tii gy shunting or fishing net»
(VEWT 7). To this: (I) Tii @ »crotch» is semantically equivalent to
WMo 26 ala »joint of the thighs, groin, crotchs, but not to Mo ay;
(2) the meaning »crotch» is not necessarily implied by KW ag/dg
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ssmall holes, spaces, but in any case the latter meaning is isolated
in Qalmyq and ought there to be borrowed from Tii rather than
the reverse; (3) there are no phonetic criteria to indicate a borrowing
from Mo into Tii.

3. QBH 10: 29 gju »father» (W I 526) is to be read aéii = QB 10
efit vancestors (cf, XD 20), but neither reading could be borrowed from
WMo 8 ati sgrandsen, granddaughter; nephew, nieces (as VEWT 3 —4).

4. KP XXXVII: 2, Suv 610: 18ff. alanad- »to become weak, lose
one's strengths, alanadiur- »to weakens (ED 149; see here for spellings
alayu- in KP and alayur- in Suv); Rasinen takes the Uyyur verbs
and modern forms of the root *alay to be borrowed from Mo, cf.
KW 7 aly »surprised, sceptical, undecideds, alyn®- »to be surprised
and doubtful, not to believer, 8 alytr- sto become disconcerted, not
to accept, ctc.s, where WMo forms along, alangna-, alangiura-, are
cited (VEWT 16). Now, these Mo words are lacking from Kowa-
lewski, Lessing, Ord, Xal, Bur, and are found only in KW. On areal
linguistic grounds, then, it is far more probable that the Qalmygq
forms are borrowings from Qz«q alay hol- sto be worried, disturbed»,
alwyda- #idoy, or Qiv alay rabsent-minded, distracted, ete.s, alaydae-
»to look around uneasily, etes,

5. QBH 49: 26 alj:- »lo lose strength, etes (W 1 426--7) is to be
read *lefip, a scribal error for kedip in the other manuscripts (QB
1173); in any case, hardly a loanword from Mo, cf. KW 9 oltsd-
»to pamper (children)s, where a postulated but otherwise unknown
WMo form aléiya- is given (as VEWT 17).

6. U'S 42: 5 amsaq »asten (US 262) is a reading error for amraq
sbeloveds (for the best edilion of this text, see Rachmati, TT VII
37. 6), which is based on WMo 39 amsa- »to tastes, found as a Mo
loanword in Siberian T (VEWT 19),

7. 1B 31 ay »wild game» (1D 166, incorrectly as ey), 1B 49 anla-
sto hunt wild game» (KD 186, as cyle-), U 11.8: 9, 11" 1V A 56 (both
Buddhist confession texts) ayf shunter of wild games (ED 173,
correctly as aypt). This series of words is isolated in OTit beside the
normal series nf, aflu-, afiér. used for hunling (KD 3, 6, 10). Corre-
sponding sets may be found in Mo, ef. WMo 43 ang, angés, 45 angla-|
angna- 2 aba, abaét, 3 abala-. Thus, il might be argued, on the grounds
of isolation, thal the OTii ay series was horrowed from Mo; Clauson,
for example, considers the relationship hetween the Tii and the Mo
word obscure, but largely because he has changed the vowel from
a- to -¢, despile the clear Uyyur spelling of a-. However, there is
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an argument by which both series, that based on an and that on
af}, ought to be considered Tii loanwords into Mo. It is known that
there existed among these peoples essentially two styles of hunting:
individual and battue. Individual hunting is reflected in the Tii
terms based on a7 swild games, whereas battue hunting is reflected
in those based on af shuntings. In support of the latter, cf. OTii
afla- sto crowd around, to surrounds, a verb listed as separate from
afla- »to hunt» by Clauson (ED 10), but which surely reflects the
battue style of surrounding the game and drawing it into an in-
creasingly smaller circle. Moreover, there exist in Mo native terms
for both types of hunting: WMo 387 girige(siin) »animal, wild games,
gorégele- »o hunt wild games, girogeés »hunter of wild game» (in-
dividual), and WMo 961 gomor-slo encircles, gomorya »the circle
formed by hunters in a battues (I'MEN I 411—414, with literature).
Thus, native unrelated terms for both siyles of hunting exist in
Tii and Mo, bul in Mo there are additional terms or synonyms that
correspond to the T terms. In other lexical spheres, of which anat-
omy provides the best example, this relationship is indicative of
Tii loanwords inlto Mo (cf. A. Ro6na-Tas, Obstee nasledie ili zaimstvo-
vanija? (K probleme rodsiva altajskikh jazykov), Voprosy .Jazyko~
enanija 1974, Nr. 2, p. 33) — as musi be the case here.

8. IB 60 gral »thicket» (ATG 295; PDP 359; DTS 50) is to be
read ar(n)lr in ihe sentence toquz ar(a)r styun kiyik men »I am a
nine ar(a)l male deers (cf. K1) 230), possibly to be connected with
ara »space, intervab, in Lhe sense of »a deer with a measure of nine
spaces between its horns(?)s, but certainly not with WMo 48 aral
sisland» (as VEWT 23).

9. QBH 128: 21 arda »family» (W 1 319) occurs in a couplet that
is oul of place in the lerat ms. (=: QB 4483) and is Radloff’s mis-
reading of erde cre »(0) pious mans (Radloff read it correeily in Das
Kudatkw filk, 12, SPH. 1910, p. 383, but changed it in Lhe Warter-
buch due to a misleading similarity with Qzq arde, ¢.».); thus, the
ghost word arda »family» cannot be construed as a loan from WMo
51 arday »inexperienced; untrained (of horses); pampered (of chil-
dren)p (as VEWT 24 —25),

10. QBIT 74:9 ayr »pure» (W 1 218) is an error for ay »speak
(wel)h of the other manuscripts (QB 1923); in any case, hardly a
loan from WMo 22 aya »apiness, proper manners, etco (as VEWT
11, citing KW 4 g4t, where the WMo forms ayifaya are given, al-
though ayz is not otherwise attested; also cf. VGAS 94.)

[
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11. QBH 131: 7 ayu is glossed with Arabic iavl ofear »in a passage
where the other manuscripts have ayr holma qofda$ »do not be
excessively [ayr < *afny] quarrelsomes (QB 4599; cf. below, Nr. 62);
Lbis is clearly a confusion on the part of the scribe of Herat with
WMo 24 ayu-fayi- »lo fears (as seen by Clauson, ED 274), and there-
fore represents one of the several Mo elements in that copy (wr. 1439).

12, MK azma »gelded ranw (ED) 288): Risiéinen takes this and some
modern Tii forms to be borrowed from WMo 56 asaman »monorchid,
having only one lesticle; animal castrated after maturitys (VEWT
33). This is clearly false for the following reasons: (1) Mo -s- would
remain as -s- in it fef. MTi Nr. 11 asra-]; (2) Mo asaman is obviously
borrowed from Ti gzman, since the regular correspondence would
be Mo *araman: (3) MK azma is otherwise connected to Abi Hayyan
azman » horse gelded when fully growns (1<) 288), Turkish azma/
azman »monstrous, hybrid, castrated, etc.s (lRedhouse 112), Gagauz
azman/razman smonstrous, extra-larges (Gaguzsko-russko-moldavskij
slocar’, Moskva 1973, pp. 30, 506), Qzq achan »castrated animal,
and is surely to be read in KT N5 Kal Tegin azman aqry binip
oplayn tegdi »K.T. mounted the gelded white (horse) and attacked
furiouslys (Tekin, GOT 307, azman syellowishs is certainly false and
seems 1o be based on KT N5, N8 az yayiz1, which Tekin, GOT 306,
takes Lo be »yellowish brown»s, but which is sthe bay horse (taken)
from the Az, cf. ED 277). Further pertinent remarks on Ta azman
have been made by Kaluzynski (R0 NXX11/1, 1968--69, pp. 91—
92).

13. QBH 68: 32, 128: 1 azrayr »a domestic (servanty (W I 578:
< azra- + -yt); both Radloff’s transcription and his etymology from
azra-, that is, WMo 56 asura- »to take care of» [see MTa Nr. 11], are
jncorrect; the word in these passages is simply Tii asraqe »(situated)
below» (DD 252; DTS 61).

14. Xuast (9) baliy bashy »wounded (1lend.)y, MK, QB 5430 biliy
»wounded» (ED 333); Réasanen takes MK haliy, as well as modern
Tii forms, to be borrowed from WMo 68 hayala-{78 bala- »to form
a scab, lo suppurates, and the Mo forms to be derived from a root
#ba that is cognate to the rool of Tii bis swoundr (VEWT 60). To
this: (1) il is unclear whether Ritsiinen considers Mo bala- or the root
*ha Lo be the origin of Tii baley, either of which encounters phonetic
or methodological difficulties (the root could be the base of hoth
the Tii and Mo forms, but il would be difficult Lo prove that it was
borrowed from one lo the other); (2) Bang has proposed thal baliy
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is derived from *bgl- through -y/-g, the deverbal nominal suffix
that is also found in bilig sknowledges < bil- »to know» + -g, etec.
(Manichaeische Laien Beichtspiegel, Le Muséon XXXVI, 1923, pp.
177 —179); the stem *bil- is also found in MK balig- »to be woundeds
(ED 337), which has the emphatic suffix -g- (Clauson's derivations
bahy < *bd +-lry and balig- < bala- + -g- are to be discarded);
(3) the root *hd may be analyzed only within Tii, on the basis of
*hal- sto wounds and bd§ »wounds, whereas Mo has only the thematic
bala-, which is a regular correspondence to Tii *bal-, but certainly
not the origin of the latter; (4) one problem remains, that of the
WMo form bayala-, for which several possible explanations suggest
themselves: (a) ~aya- here represenis the Tii -g-, cf. WMo 520 mayajin
= majing, Xal madfin(g), KW 258 mdd#:i svarnish, lacquers (« Chi-
nese); WMo Cayatai, SH Ca’adat, al-*Umari Cadai, Carpini Chigaday
== *#idai; see J. A. Boyle, Some Additional Notes on the Mongo-
lian Names in the Tlistory of the Nation of the Archers, Researches
n Altaic Languages, Budapest 1975, pp. 36—37); or the practice in
the Mongol orthography of the Uyyur script sLegend of Oyuz Xayam,
where gir »snow» is written as gayar, qatwr »muler as gayatir, tam
swall» as tayam, §@m »Syria» as Jayam (see L. Ligeti, Les fragments
du Subhdsitaratnanidhs mongol en écriture 'phags-pa, 40H XVII,
1964, pp. 289--291); (b) the pair bala-/bayala- »to suppurates reflects
contamination with WMo 68 hala-{hayala- vto fine, impose a penalty»,
derived from WMo 64 ba/67 baya »sfines (<« Chinese; cf. Ordos 41),
or with WMo 67 baya- »to excreles, the latter in the sense of slo
emit some obnoxious substances + »to suppurates(??).

15. MK heder burcan spainted idoly (MTW 33; Atalay I 436 --9;
questioned in I)'T'S 91); Rasdnen accepts the reading of MTW which,
if it were correct, would surely be a loan from WMo 103 bider =
beder sornament, paltern engraved on melal, stone or wood, etca

(VEWT 67); however, the manuscript of MK is very clear: ULS ‘, 535
beduz burzan spainted idols» (Tvphibasem 219: 10; KD 310); thus, only
bediz occurs in OT, Lo which Mo beder is Lhe regular correspondence.

16. 1B 37 biée vsmall» (PDP 371; DTS 98); because of ils similar-
ity to WMo 102 bifigan »smally, Malov read this meaning into the
passage bir qare dkiiziig bilin bice qumursya yrmi§ vanls ate an old
ox, cutling into its waist» (cf. ED 292-3; bif~, a front vowel variant
of bié- »to cuts).

17. 1T 1843ff.,, MK bileg »a gift which a traveller brings back
for his neighbors, or one senl from one place to anothers (ED 338);
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Riiséinen considers the OTii bilep [ == bileg] to be a loan from WMo
97 beleg »gift, presents, and the latter to be cognate to Tii bslik
ssection, parts (VEWT 69). To this: (1) Tii bolitk is derived from
biil- »to divide, separates (lacking in Mo), and is, in any case, found
as a loanword in WMo 147 biiliik [read bilok < bolek] (cf. TMEN
IT 323—326); it has nothing to do with Mo beleg; (2) Tii bileg is
derived from hile- sto swaddles (ED 332), in the sense of »a gift
that is wrapped up (usually in fine cloth) (for the fact, cf. von
Gabain's note to H'T' 1813); the root is thus found only in Ti. Sim-
ilarly false is the binding of Mo beley »gift» with WMo 97 beled- nto
prepares, belen sreadys, as proposed by Poppe (VGAS 104; the source
of Risidnen’s error?); the semantic connection between »gifl» and
»to prepares is, at best, strained, while the conncction belween the
roots »to swaddle, to wrap ups and »lo prepare» is far-fetched.

18. Yen 13: 8 bodraq »scattered, dispersed, free (of livestock)s
(EPT 82; DTS 121); Malov has supplied the vowel quality and
meaning of this word in the passage hiy hodrag yunt »(1 was separated
from my) 1,000 bodrag horsess on the basis of its similarity to PdC
161, W IV 1676 botraq »scaltered, disperseds [read butraql]; Lhe
Cavyatay word is a derived form of a loanword from WMo 141 butara-
sto break to pieces, smash, disperse, scatters, so that Yen bodraq
could also be a loan. The word in question also occurs in Yen 55: 1
¢ yitz hodrag yunt »300 bodraq horsess, and in both passages is
spelled Y § > O which may be read bodr®q ot budrq { == bodrag/
budraql. The meaning of this word is nol known, although Clauson
suggests that it might be ssturdy» (1) 307, where the origin of Cay
botrag is falsely given as WMo bite’ere-).

19. MK, QB 1310 hoy- sto cross (the legs) (ED 311): Risinen
takes this word to be horrowed from Mo, cf. KW 49 boki- »to bend,
cross (the legs) (Ramstedl cites WMo holiyi-, which is not found in
Kowalewski or Lessing, but cf. WMo 114 boliski- »lo bow, bend, bend
the kneess) (VEWT 79). However, the root of the Mo verbs is clearly
*boli- < *bogqe-, which is comparable to but not the source of Tii hag-.

20. Suv 137: 4, MK hig- »to collect, gather logelher (people or
things); io collect or dam up (running water) (ED 321); in one
place, Risdnen groups with MIC biik- {read big-] also Alt, Tel, etc.
pik »stopper, cork, plugs, and a variety of modern Tii verbs meaning
»o dam ups, and considers these to be borrowed from a Mo root
*hig found in WMo 125 big-iir [read bigir < bisger] »sgreedy» and
WMo 125 hisy-le- vto fill an opening, stop up» (VEWT 83); in a second
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place, Rastinen considers the Mo root *big to be cognate to Tit *big
found in Yaq biis »plug, stopper, bilslé- sto stop ups, Alt, Tel, ete.
pok splugy (VEWT 82; as VGAS 58); thus, for Résinen, Tii *bdy
sstopper, plugs = Mo *big »id.» — Ti bog- »to collect or dam ups.
The etymological ramifications of this group of words actually extend
beyond Risénen’s indications, but here it will be pointed out that
this etymology is false for the following reasons: (1) the root of Mo
bégle- is hig, which is aitested in Ord big scork, stoppers; the nominal
Mo root cannot be compared with the Tu verbal root, let alone
postulaled as the origin of the latter; (2) the Yaqut and Siberian
Tii forms - the latier entered under both etymologies! — are clearly
borrowings from Lhe Mo nominal root bdg (as demonstrated in
TMEN 1 228 —229); (3) Mo biyir sgreedy» cannot be morphologically
connected to Mo higle- »to slop ups, but is either derived from an
unattested Mo verh *hige- »to collect, gather» (comparable, to, but
not the source of Tii hig-) through the Mo deverbal nominal suffix
-r (GMW § 178), or is simply a loanword from Tii hig-er, the aorist
of big-, »someone or something that collects or gatherss > wgreedy».

21. KT E2, 1B 28, Xuast 12, KP VIE2, TT VII Al, MK buluy
scorner, angle, cardinal poinl, a quarter of the world» (ED 343);
Riisanen proposes that ‘L't buluy; is a loan from WMo 136 bulung
scorner, angles (VEEWT 88--89). His argumenl is as follows: Mo
bulung is a melalhesized Torm of Mo *bungul, where the final -f is
a regular correspondence Lo Tii -§, so that there once existed a Tii
form *buyud, which survives as Yaq munmitq/munnug »corner, oul~
of-the-way place, cdges, and as Tii wmiigii§ »a corners (KD 771: Rah-
Yﬁzf, Xvarazm, CC, Cayatay; cf. VEWT 344--345). Ingenious as
is this ctymology, it must be rejecled: (1) the starting points of
Réisdnen’s argument, Mo *hungnl and Ti *bunu$, are teleological;
(2) the metathesis [-y (-1 is nol otherwise attested in Mo; (3) Yaq
muynug does nol belong here, but is derived from Yaq mug slimit,
houndary, extreme degrees, the Yaq reflex of Tii buy sgrief, sorrows
(ED 347; for the semantic exlension, of. TMEN 1V 31), as correctly
recorded clsewhere by Risénen himself (VEWT 344); (4) Ti mabpiid
(?<< miin-giif) »corner is perhaps, as Clauson proposes, »an unusual
secondary form of biidtiiz shorns (ED 771), which would, however,
require the postalation of a rool *bitn with different derivational
suffixes; this is unclear; (5) even were we to accepl minii§ as a
development of Tii *hiiyiig, how can the latter be aligned with the
hypothetical Mo *hungul on the Allaic level?
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22. MK éaqur sblue, blue-grey (of the eyes), Taf saqur kéelilg Abil
Hayyan dagrr gizli [Trkml] sgrey-eyeds, Cay dager ganat s(grey-
wing) a kind of water fowl (all cited ED 409); Résinen considers
Tii éaqur to be a loan from WMo 162 fakir svery white, light snow
white; white spots on finger nails or on the feathers of a bird» (VEWT
96). Indeed, the relationship between the two is problematic, pri-
marily because the root of the word faqir appears to be identical to
the root *¢e which may be analyzed in the following Mo words:
fa-yi- »to become whites, fa- »whites, fu-sun »snows, fa-yan »whites,
fa-ya-sun »papers, fa-ng-gir »whilish, bluishs, éa-bi-dar »having a
white mane, pale, grey (horse» (cf. N. Poppe, Remarks on Some
Roots and Stems in Mongolian, Stlrer .Jubilee Volume, Kyoto 1954,
p. 296). Compounding the problem is the lack of a Tii etymology
for faqir (for the later semantic development, sblue-greys > »wines,
see TMEN (Il 77—78). On the other side, however, Mo &akir is
difficult 1o analyze as the root *¢q + a suffix -kir. The latter suffix
could only be identified with the Mo DVN suffix -gir [sometimes
-ger[-yar], that is, with -g- and not -A-; cf. bel&i- »to pasture, grazes
> beldigir/belciger spasture, grazing groundsy; hujiyi- sto curl (hair)
> bujigir »curiys, ete. (N. Poppe, Die Nominalstammbildungssuifixe
im Mongolischen, K8z XX, 1923—27, pp. 105—106). The semanlic
comparison »blue-grey» and swhite» is not quite exact, but in view
of the shades of reference of color terms (cf. Mo &angger vwhitish,
bluishy), it would be pedantic to insist on this point. In view of the
Mo root *#a and the susceplibility of color terms to borrowing, the
possibility of a Mo loanword in the present instance cannot be
excluded. At the same time, it must still be shown that a suffix
-kir exists otherwise in Mo.

23. H I 151 éaghy s(pertaining to) time» (thus Rachmati, followed
by DTS 140) is to be translated sthoroughly, sufficientlys in the
passage cdgiitr dagqhy fin bholmisda »when (the stuffed grape) has
become thoroughly done (or cooked)r (cf. EI) 407); thus, faqliy is
derived from the adverb daq »precisely, exactlys, and is not the
WMo 156 ¢ay stimes, which first appears in MT4 as a loanword
[see MTii Nr. 34].

24. QBH 18: 3 derke »row, rank, lines (W III 1970) is a scribal
error in terat, cf. QB 192 tilekim siiz erds ay bilge bigit/kidin kelde-
éike [H: kelty terke) dziim sizlegit »My wish, O wise sage, was to speak a
word that would remain for those who came after me»s; otherwise,
were Radloff's éerke {for jerge] correct, Résénen might have been
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right in taking it as a loan from WMo 1045 jerge ssort, kind, class,
rank, etc.: (VEWT 105). [See MTii Nr. 59].

25. MK & in &n tolu kol »a lake full of waters (ED 424); the
particle is considered by Risénen to be a loan from WMo 188 &ing
sfirm(ly)s, 189 fingya »strong, sturdy, etc» (VEWT 111—-112). To
this: (1) MK &7 is connected to the intensifying particle &m in Ibn
Muhann3, Abii Hayyin (ED 424), and surely to MK ¢ »a ringing
or buzzing sound» (id.); both are of onomatopoeic origin and do not
specifically mean »firm, stronge; (2) Mo &ing, &ngya, do not function
as intensifying particles (which may not iake derivational suffixes),
but as simple attributes (which may and do take suffixes, cf. Mo
&ingda »strict, firms, éingdala- »to strengthen, tightens, fingyara- sto
become strongy, etc.); (3) criteria for borrowing are lacking between
MK and Mo éng, whereas MK ¢in could not phonetically reflect
Mo &ngya.

26. KT E4 [ == BX Ej] &lig <l in the list of countries that sent
representatives to I§temi Xayan's funeral: bikli, &slig 11, tabyad, t5pit
»Korea, the &lig nation, China, Tibet» (ED 420). Some editors of
this passage have read the word as &l(l)ig, that is, as &1 »desert,
stepper + -lig (10D 98,139; PDP 376; DTS 155 GOT 323); the same
word has been read in Toii 23 &5lgi az ers bultvm »(I searched for a
guide and) 1 found an Az man from ¢&lgi(?) (cf. ED 420; PDP 376;
DTS 155; GOT 323). Because of this disputed occurrence in the
inscriptions, both Risinen (VEWT 117) and Doerfer (TMEN III
122—123; 1V 458) consider il »desert, steppe». to be an originally
Tii word which was borrowed into Mo (see TMEN for citations).
For my part, I consider &4l a Mo word that first certainly appears
in (Zay (cf. ED 420), and is found in Central Asian and Siberian Ti
languages. As lo the present passages, it should be pointed out:
(1) the exact phonetic interpretalion of the word is uncertain: KT
Sil’g = &ilig, &ilag, Sileg, tilley, Eolig, Filig, ete.; Toi ol%q = éilgl,
Elgi, Eolegi, Fillegl, &ligh, &ilgt; (2) the meaning of neither word
is kuown, nor is the conneclion between the two certain (éilig <1
comes between Korea and China, whereas dilg: is associaled with
the Az tribe, always mentioned in connection with the (ik and the
Qiryiz of the Southern Sayan); (3) it might be possible to postulate
&il(lyig for filig, but there is no suffix -g¢ in T or Mo for &ilgs;
(4) the formation &Gl + lig is not otherwise known, nor does the
construction ¢l-lig «f »(lit.) nation having or possessing Lhe quality
of a stepper make very good sense; (5) both &ilig and é&ilgs (as read)
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could be placenames or tribal appellatives drawn from a non-Turkic
language. Because the two words are attended only by uncertainties
(phonetic, morphological, contextual, semantic), it is rash both to
seek the word &l »desert, steppes as their root, and to conmsider &l
as OTii on the basis of these words.

27. QBH 97:23 ebilgen vold mans (W 1 933) is Radloff’s misreading
of Herat adiiken bege = QB 2682 ilitken begi sLord of the Otitkens,
and thus is not the WMo 290 chiigen/iibiigen »old man» [see MTii
Nr. 91].

28. QBH 118:14 ende- #to quarrel, accuse falsely» (W I 740--1)
is Radlofi’s misreading of Herat anda = QB 4113 gndyg sthere, them,
and thus has nothing to do with WMo 315 ¢nde- »to err, be mistaken
.. (as VEWT 44).

29. QBH ep »suilability, agreements (W I 916—7) was misread
in the following places: 40:19 "I’ {eursive for YYI'] == QB 748 yip
sthreads, 61:11 "PY == 1524 ¢f¢ shis houses, 85:8 "I’ = 2125 g8
shunts; thus, it is not the WMo 284 eh sagrcement, harmony .. »
(as VEWT 45—46).

30. QBH 37:23 ff. erié shopes (W I 770--1) is written in numerous
passages for ere¥ shappiness» of the other mss. (cf. QB 677, 926, 3105,
5491 ff.); the latter appears to be a corruplion of Sogdian ry?
(ED 200) and, therefore, for this and obvious phonetic and semantic
reasons is not a loanword from WMo 326 eri- sto seek, long for .. .»
(as VEWT 47).

31. MK ilvmya »the secretary who wriles the Sultan’s letters in
Turkish (i.e. Uygur) script» (ED) 158); according lo Menges: »Of
Proto-Mongolian Qytan (Qyvlall) origin seems to be afymya 'secre-
tary’» (The Turkic Languages and Peoples, Wiesbaden 1968, pp.
167 —168). Menges there ciles the form of the word as found in
MTW 7 (cf. Atalay 1 143 for the correct reading), and overlooks
the fact that ilimya is a compound of Tii ¢/ srealm, nation» and
the obscure title smpu which MK defines as »the Lreasurer in charge
of (public) monies and the superintendent over their collections»
(ED 158, also in QB and in the Letter A2 fleg Htars Amya, cf. S.
Tezcan — P. Zieme, Uigurische Brieffragmenle, Studia Turcica,
Budapest 1971, p. 433; Clauson, .Isia Major XVIII, 1973, p. 218).
The title impa has never existed in Mo, so that {he etymology
cannot be retained; also ¢f. Doecrfer, Oriens XXIII-XXI1V, 1974,
593-594. :

32, MK (Ovyuz dial.) keledi alk, conversationw; Clauson considers
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this to be one of the corrupted foreign words in the Oyuz material
cited by MK, sbut definitely not connected with Mong. kele- 'to speak’,
since -¢# is neither a Turkish nor a Mong. Dev. Suff. after a vowel
and the word antedates the first Oguz contacts with Mongolss
(ED 716; also MTii: Xvarazm, Cayatay, Qipéaq, Oyuz, largely west-
ern MTi texts). Clauson is right to point to the difficulty with the
suffix ~§ii, to which it may be added: (1) Mo -fu/-¢ii is a denominal
nominal suffix that forms words denoting social groups only (GWM
§ 115; e.g. qara sblacks > garadu »common peoples); (2) on the other
hand, the labial vowel here seems Lo be peculiar to XI c. Oyuz,
since all later forms have keleds; the suffix -& is the normal agentive
in both Tii and Mo, and also forms agentives from verbs in Tii
{see below, Nr. 47], but it cannot be equated with the -& in lkeledt
(not agentivel). Apart from this, lhe major difficulty with this word
is the greal similarity among verbs with meanings connected to
»to speak, lo say» in languages of Asia: Tii kelet: stalk, conversation»
(above), kile- [?kdle-] »to ask, wish» (VEWT 270), the root *k/ in
kéne- »lo sellle an affairs, kines- sto discusss, kénes »advices, kenren-
»to grumble, mutiers (D 727, 733, 734), Cuvas kala- [< *kele-] »to
speak, sayy; WMo 447 Lele- »lo speak, say», 450 keme- »ido, 372 ge-
| << *ke-] »lo say»; ‘T'unguz gelé-/kélé- »Lo ask fors, ken~ »to say, speak,
kén’e- »to praises, rese »word, speechr (Sravnitel'nyy slovar’ tunguso-
man'Eurskeikh jazylor, I, Leningrad 1975, pp. 179, 447, 448, 449,
483); Uralic: Finnish kieli stongue, speechs, Mordvin kel’, Volyak,
Zyryan Lyl »ido, Vogul keli sword, reports, ete. (B. Collinder, An
Introduction to the Uralic Languages, Berkeley & Los Angeles 1965,
p. 13%); there are also similar forms in Indo-European and Semilic
(cf. TMIIN T 471: Tokharian klaw-/klaw- »to announce, call outn,
IE kel- »lo ery ouls, Swahili kelele »ery»; also Arabic kalidm, kalima
- ‘Turkish, Qrym kefime, kelam swords, VEWT 249). Even beyond
this broad distribulion of similar words for »to speak, to say», two
facts mililale against the view thal OTu kele¢it, MTi kele®, is a
borrowing from Mongol: (1) Lhere is no Mo form Fele¢ii ~ keleés, nor
may the suffixes -4, -¢2, be analyzed as Mo in this function; thus,
in order Lo he borrowed from Mo, only the root kele- »to say» could
have been bhorrowed — yet, there are no traces of the root or olher
derived forms in OTii or MTi [MTa kelemedi is a separate case,
clearly a borrowing from Mo, cf. MTii Nr. 66]; (2) the existence of
Cuvas kala- »to say», a regular Bulyar development of *kele-, speaks
in favor of Lhe presence in Proto-Turkic of the verb *kele-, so that
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we need not have recourse to the theory of a Mo loan in OTii, which
theory would not, in any case, explain the Bulyar form.

33. U I 42:7, TT VII 28:5, MK, QB 1057 kem »sillness» (ED 720
[Note: US 283 falsely reads US 60:1Ib6 kemsiz swithout defects and
102:b25 4ig ke »defects; both are »ilinesss]); Réséinen takes OTii kem
to be a loan from WMo 375 gem »defect, fault, mistake, wrong, harm,
crime, sin, vice; disease, ailments (VEWT 250). There are a number
of similarly shaped words in Tii and Mo languages which could lead
to confusion here: 1. Qzqy kem »few, little, deficiencys (W 11 1024)
« Per kam (VEWT 228); 2. WMo 450 kem »measure, size, propor-
tions — Tii kem vid.» (W I1 1203; Alt, Tel, Leb, Tar, KarL; cf. VEWT
250); 3. Tt kem »illnesss (as above) -» Mo *kem »id.» > gem (that is,
fell together with 4.); 4. Mo gem »defect, fault, harm» (as above).
It should be noted that Rasénen considers both 4. Mo gem sdefect,
faults and 1. Td kem »few, deficiencys to be borrowed from Per
kam (VEWT 228, 250), but at the same time takes 3. Tii kem »illnesss
to be borrowed from 4, This implies the following: Per kam »few,
little, deficiency» -» Qzq kem »ida, -~ Mo gem (why not kem?] »fault,
defects > »illnesss -~ Tii kem »ilinessy. The etymology lacks cogency;
in fact, Til kem is connected to Uyyur kigen »illnesss, and implies
a root *ke-/ké- (cf. ED 712), so that a Mo loanword is for this, and
other reasons, out of the question.

34. MK kimsen »thin gold leaves which are used on hatss (ED 723);
Menges had cited WMo kimse (Kowalewski 2539) sscraps of paper
with gold and silver flecks, shaped like money, which one burns in
honor of the dead», and indicated the Chinese original ((ilossar 21
den vollkskundlichen Terten aus Ost-Tiirkistan, 11, Wiesbaden 1954,
p. 67); Riaséinen somehow construed this notice Lo .mean Mo kimse
—~ MK kimsen (VEWT 271), but the word in MK is clearly from
Chinese (sce DTS 307 for the elymology), and comlains no feature
indicating a Mo mediary.

35. QBH 137:30 ff. kijek »a man’s pigtailss (W 11 1290); in several
passages, Herat has kudek »a lock of haim for Liifek of the other
manuscripts |ef. Nr. 30 eri for ere?], which is, because of the -3-,
probably of Iranian origin (ED 696); it is not connected in any
obvious way with WMo 381 gejige snape of the neck, plait or braid
of hair, pigtaib» (as VEWT 270).

36. Ton 15, M HI 6:1v18, I'T VIII A:37, KI’ XXVIIL:3, MK
kaliik »baggage animals (EI) 717); Rasdnen considers this OTii word
to be borrowed from WMo 184 Lil- ~ 485 kille- »lo harness or hitch
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(an animal) to a vehicles (VEWT 288). To this: (1) Mo kille- is
from ksl »foot, legs + ~le-, which forms verbs from nouns enly (GWM
§ 245), and thus does not belong here; (2) Tit koliik is derived from
Tii kol-/ktl- sto harnessy [on the vowel, see Nr. 38], and thus has
a good Tii etymology; (3) Résanen compares Tii kslik and Mo kol-,
but ignores the proper parallel of WMo 485 FLilge »mount or other
means of transportations; (4) Résanen also ignores the connection
of Tii kil- to Mo Fiili- [see Nr. 38].

37. M II 8:19, MK kiig »song, melody» (ED 709); Réséinen adapts
MK kig as falsely read by Brockelmann (MTW 110), and so con-
siders it to be a loan from WMo 478 Lkig »id.», and the latter cognate
to Ti kilg (VEWT 286). Arabic script does not permit distinctions
between labial vowels, so that MK could be read either kdg or kig;
however, modern Tii forms militate for the latter, cf. Az, Qzq, Bar,
Qrt, Qmq kiy, Qir, Bar, Tel ki, Tat kdy {< *kiy], Cuv kévé (cf.
VEWT 307, whereas Siberian Tii kig, because of retention of -g,
is « Mo). At the very least, an etymology based on the quality of
a vowel as recorded in Arabic script is methodologically unsound
(also see below, Nr, 98).

38, 1B 25, MK #kil- »to harness (an animal to a plough, cart, elc.)»,
MK Fkditiir- »lo have (an animal) harnessed» (ED 715, 717 [Note:
the root vowel ought Lo be -3-, not -j- as Clauson, because of Trkmn
gityl-, Tel, etc. kiil-, and the definition of Abli Ifayyiin kiil- »to
laugh, and to faslen the legs of a sheep for slaughter (ED 715),
which indicates that the verb was homophonous with kiil- »to laughs;
however, some Siberian Tii language have kil-, which must have
been the base for Nr. 36 Lilitk; this is slill another example for the
still unresolved issue of rool o ~ wu, i ~ it, cf. bo ~ hu »thiss, sor-
~ sur- »to ask», toy- ~ tuy- »to be borm (cf. TMEN I 99 ff., 1V 331:
< *5, *H)]); Nésiinen lakes the verb kil- 1o be a loan from WMo
499 kili- »lo tie, bind, lightens (VEWT 308). However, the mono~
syllabic Tii root cannol reflect the hisyllabic Mo root (one would
expect MK *kiili-), and the length reflected in Trkm giiyl- { < *kedl-]
clearly points to an original T verb,

39. BX S 15 may »praise(?)» has been read in ertiyii et may tdi?)
[. .. tlirk beglerin bodunin ertinii ett may tdi »» (cf. 10D 131; DTS
335; GOT 76); editors of this passage, loo damaged to permit a
sensible reading, have compared m@y, only by virtue of ils phonetic
shape, to a word may ~ maq spraises found in Siberian T languages,
where it is a nominal abstraction from the verb maytu- ~ magta-
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sto praises (« Ma, cf. MTit Nr. 77). However, may ~ maq occurs only

" as a secondary form in Siberian Tii, and its insertion into this pas-
sage does not in the least clarify its interpretation. Not clear. [Also
sce Nr. 41]

40. 1B 75 maya »snake(?p (V. Thomsen, Dr. M. A. Slein’s MSS
in Turkish »Runic» script from Miran and Tun-huang, Journal of
the Royal Astatie Secirty 1912, p. 205; PDP 83, 91) was compared
to WMo 511 moyai ssnakes by Malov (PDP 398; also DTS 335); the
reading is an error for T varya »wild mountain goats (ED 158).

11, QBH 47:11 mayu spraises (W IV 2002), QBH 29:25 mayud-
sto praises (id.), are errors for H 47:11 Loyiil ta-mayu arts == QB 1089
Rl bameu erding, 11 29:25 spz maynd-qe o2+ = QB 547 siz ma
godyr iz, and thus have nothing to do with WMo 520 wayta- sto
praiser (as VEWT 321: PDP 398, 399). {See above, Nr. 39, and M'ti
Nr, 77).

42, MK mancn »a craftsman’s wagess (1) 767), Risanen suggests
(with a question mark) a borrowing from WMo 528 manjafmanéa
wprepared tea (homorific in reference to lamasp (VEWT 323). The
Mo word is harrowed from ‘Tibetan (Lessing gives Tib wmeang ja,
KW 256 gives Tib dmay-lyf). which is ualikely to have ocenrred
before the X1 ¢, in time for the borrowing of the Mo form into MK,
Otherwise, the phonetic and semanlic comparison is strained.

13. MK mat. a particle that occurs in such conlexis as the fotlow-
ing: Atlalay [ 170 @f yay bile toquStefquger kiziin baqit[bduyali
yaqist/utyalomat wyprasnr »Winter and Summer fought one another
/ They looked al each other with blood-shol eyes [ They drew near
one another in order Lo seize one another [ Lach wished Lo conquer
the others; 1325 Fvti§ sufe Yemekt [ sttyap tutar bileki | kivrmet aney
yireleiflelgelimet erligiir *The Yemek of the Ertis River/Roll up their
sleeves/Their hearts arc courageous {kiir + mat]/They assemble in
order to come (al usp; 1 397 telim baSlar yufaldimat{yayt andin
yapaldimat{kiié aniy kefrldimet|qehé qing® kiidiin sipde »Many heads
rolled down/As as result, the enemy hecame quiel/Their slrength
was weakened/(Our) swords barely filted into Lhe scabbards (be-
cause they were so covered with blood)s. In these examples, mat/net
is postposed to Lhe purposive converb (-yali/-geli), a nominal (kiir),
and the past tense marker (-di/-di); wlso cf. MK 1 321 ~2 anday mat
sthus, in that manners, QB 6578 Lim+ met »whoevers, and ETS, 12:6
holarne mat bilser »if one separales these very oness, 15:57 mona
bo mat monadindry edgiin eriir »so, this very thing shall be your
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marvellous goodnesss. The particle is rare and not well understood
(cf. DTS 338, 343; OTG 191; Mansuroglu, Fundamenta I, p. 105;
SEerbak, Grammatidesksj oberk jazyka tjurkslkikh tekstov X — X111 vo.
12 Vostoénogo Turkestana, M.-I.. 1961, p. 191). Nonetheless, there
is no solid foundation for a comparison of Tii mat and WMo 519
mayad ssure(ly), true(ly), etc.», particularly not as a Mo loan in
OTii. Not only do the two elements function within the sentence
entirely differently, but Mo smnayad would be reflected as MK mayat,
not mat, if we can judge by the Mo loan in CC 161 mayat some two
centuries later {see MTii Nr. 74]. Thus, the comparison offered by
Brockelmann (OTG 191) and the caution voiced by Ligeti (Histoire
du lexique des langues turques, RO XVII, 1951 -52, p. 87: ».. . par
contre I'étymologie mongole du imat 'ainsi’ (mongol mayad *vraiment,
effeclivement’) est déja sujet a cautioms) need no longer be heeded.

44. KT S11, BX N8, S13, S14 mai: sbeautiful (W IV 2045), »loyal,
faithfuby (GOT 355), is compared to WMo 91 batu sfirm, strong,
loyal, ctc by Tekin (GOT 76) and to matir, etc., sheros in Sibe-
rian Tii dialects, where it is a borrowing from Mo batur, by Joki
(LSS 223); however, this mat: is no more than a misreading of Tii
amiy wmow, present(ly) (see ED 156 —7).

45, MK meye- »lo pluck outs (ED 768); Risénen considers this
verb a loan from WMo 5336 mengde-/megde- sto be excited, worried,
embarrassed, lroubled, etes (VEWT 334). Semanlically incompa-
rable, but also MK mende- may be derived from Tii mey) »bird seed,
grains and originally meant »lo pick up grain» (ED 768).

46, 1B 60, MK miinre- »to bellow, low, bleats (IiD) 770); Poppe
writes the following: smo. miigere- < *miinére- ’brillen’ (Kiihe),
mmo. mi'ere-imi'iri- id, = AT hityiir- id., dagegen uig. minrd~- <
mongol.s (VGAS 35). To this: (1) *hilgiir- does not exist in OTii
nor in later Tii languages; (2) Mo migere- or even the starred (but
otherwise dubious) *miinére- ought Lo be reflected as such in 1B,
MK, but are not (Lthus: trisyllabic +# bisyllahic, -g- -7 --); (3) other-
wise, OTii miiyre- is a regular development from *bigre- (b~ > m-
before n, , ), so Lhat *bilyre- -~ Mo migere-.

47. M 1 15:6, U 1 7:3, MK otaér »physiciany (ED 44); Résénen
takes this to be a loan from WMo 625 ota& »ida (VEWT 366). Here,
Risanen bases himself on 1he well-known correspondence between
Tii < ~ Mo -V (er ~ ere smam, ik ~ kike sblues, etc.), and de-
rives Mo olaét from Mo *ota »grass, herbs ~ Tii ot »ido» (> Tii otér ~
Mo ofati). To this: (1) Mo *otn is not attested; (2) Tit otér is not
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attested until KY 189 (XV—XVI cc.) and later Ottoman (ED 44);
(3) Tii otaér has a good Tii etymology, as proposed hy Clausen (id.),
from M 1 15:7, H 1T 3:93, QB 158 ota~ sto treat with medicinal
herbss (ED 42) plus the rare deverbal agentive suffix -, also found
in QB 36 ogiér spreacher, readers < ogi- »to reads, QB 1741 Lidezér
sguardians < kides~ »lo watch overs (further exx. in OTG 92) thus,
it is quite unnecessary to have recourse to a Mo etymology for this
word.

48. BC K9, IB 1, TT 11 A68, HT 1814 érgin »thrones (ED 225),
Rasinen groups the Uyvyur word together with Cayatay and modern
Tii irgéfiirgs, etc., spaluces, which is borrowed from WMo 641 drgege/
drgige »residence or tent of a prince, palace of a khan or a person
of rank, etca (VEWT 371). Although it is true that #rgé and so
forth are loans from Mo, the OTii érgin must be kept distinct from
these: (1) phonetically, Mo drgegefirgige # OT# drgin; (2) Tii drgin
has a good Tii etymology from &r- »to rise» plus the deverbal suffix
-y /-gin, which is also found in tirgin »gathered together, a con-
centratiomy < tfr- »o gather togethers, yelgin sone who rides fast,
travellers < yel- ato trot, ambles, kevgin »indigestible food (that
which must be chewed thoroughly)» < ker- »to chews (other exx.
in OTG 113--114; note that this elymology of drgin is to be pre-
ferred to that in ED 225).

49. MK drgit sprotuberance, humps, dirgiid »waves (ED 223), M
HI 4:v3, BTT 1 B88, MK jrgiiclen- »to be lumpy, humped» (ED 228);
Risénen considers both drgii and drgiié to be borrowed from WMo
641 drgii-/ergii- »to raise, lift up», Middle Mongol hirgii- »id» (VEWT
375). To this: (1) MMo hirgii- in fact occurs only in MA 186, whereas
orgii- is the normal form in that dictionary (MA 278 f.); moreover,
SH and the IHua-i [-yit have ergii- »to lift, to raises, so that the
single spelling with h- may be viewed as non-etymological, of which
there are quite a few cases in MA (cf. L. Ligeli, Notes sur le voca-
bulaire mongol d’Istanboul, .10/ XVI, 1963, p. 144); thus, MMo
hirgii- may be stricken; (2) the original form of the Mo verb is
clearly ergii- with labial assimilation of the initial vowel; phonetically,
this form does not compare well with the Tu words; (3) Tii irgit/
drgid are nominal, whereas Mo ergii- is verbal, thus, not compa-
rable; (4) Tii drgiifirgid may both be derived from the Ti verb §r-
»lo rises plus the deverbal nominal suffixes -gii and -giié (as ED).

50. U I1 10:24, Suv 517:4, 566:3 iis- wlo grows (cf. ATG 324; DTS
391) appear to he either textual or editorial errors of a verb ds-
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that could otherwise be identified with WMo 645 ¢s- sto grow, in-
crease, multiplys. Certainly, the passages in the late copy of Suv
are to be corrected as follows: 517:4 fizgen [not dsgen] yaymur ddinte
distirts qode tokiililr sthe destructive rain pours down from on high
in due season» (ED 244, under dstirts; also so written in the older
Berlin mss. of Suv, cf. U I 26:15—16), 566:3 tizgen [not dsgen] yaymur
tokitlir sthe destructive rain pours downs (ED 24t). Clauson would
also correct U IT 10:24 to read: erniy fagmife dirmifi [not Gsmifi]
sthe striking (of the flint) and blowing of a man (along with a drill
and tinder will produce a fire)» (ED) 195). However, the facsimile
of this page of the Maitrisimat clearly shows that "W YSMYSY, thus
-s- not -r~, was writlen {cf. A. von Gabain, Maitrisimit. Faksimile
der alttiirkischen Version eines Werkes der buddhistischen V atbhasika~
Schule, 11, Berlin 1961, P1 151; my thanks to Dr. Zieme for this
reference). Moreover, in support of the existence of the verb gs- in
OT# (as nalive or as borrowed), there appears to be a causative
form, dgsiir- wto raises in U I 43:17 [=U IV A:53] iinlerin gsiirilp
sraising their voicess, which Clauson would correct to inlerin iintiiriip
sraising their voicess (KD 251). In a letter of 19. 3. 76, Prof. Zieme
writes: »das Wort ist in der Tat undeutlich geschrieben, jedoch im
Vergleich zu Z. 47 iintiiriip ist dies hier auf keinen Fall zu lesen.
Vielleicht kann man [gjar§urup 'vereinigend' lesen, aber auch dies
ist nicht sicher. (cf. ED 588 gav$ur- »to collect, bring together, put
togethers). Thus, against the reading dsiir- may be cited: (1) obscurity
in the manuscript; (2) lack of attestations in any other Ti texis
or languages; (3) the use of the imputed dsilr- in the sense of sto
raise one's voices, which is not found for the Mo verb iis-, nor the
causative dske-, both of which connote »to (cause to) increase in
number», not »to grow (in size, volume, etc.)». The remaining prob-
lem is with U I 10 §s-, which must be considered in context: 22—25
qalte otluy ir quruy qavayn erniny éagmede "WYSMYSY bo ié tirliy
tltayda ilgiivic ol We)lgiiliig bolur, 1f we read here iifmisi, that is,
the verb it$- sto perforale, bore with an awl, cut a hole in» (ED 256),
and connecl this activity with the otluy ir »fire drilb (ED 192: ¢
drill, awh), we may translate the passage as follows: »If (there is)
a fire drill, dry tinder, a man’s striking (of the flint) and perforating
(with the drill), as a consequence of these three causes, it (the fire)
will become manifest,» This reading may be confirmed or disproven
by reference to various fire-making Lechniques that existed or con-
tinue to exist in this region — [ have not the literature at hand -
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but certainly the reading &s- must be seriously questioned here.
As a final note, it should be pointed out that the phrase ernin dag-
mak Gsmisi sthe striking and growing of a mans, as formerly read,
does not really make any sense. [Cf. MTii, Nr. 94}

51. MK dtgitn- sto narrate, imitate» (ED 52); Résdnen groups this
verb together with MK gtitr- sto reminds, Tat iltén-, Cuv viten- »to
request, to prays, and takes them to be loanwords from WMo 628
Gti- [< *oti=] sto say, answer, testify, etc.o (VEWT 376). To this:
(1) MK gtiir- is from §- »to thinks - the causative -tiir- (ED 68),
and does not belong here; (2) Tat ilin-, Cuv viten-, develop from
Stiin~ sto request, to pray» (ED 62), not from dgtgiin-; (3) the verb
dlgiin~ is derived from dtiig »a request, memoriah through the denom-
inal verbal suffix -n-, and thus has a good Tii etymology; (4) the
root of Tii dtiig [? < *dtig], dtin- [? < *itin-|, is either *5t- or *éli-,
comparable to but not borrowed from Mo 6¢- [< *iti~).

52. MK, QB 4263 galgan, MK galqay »shield» (ED 621); Réséinen
considers this word to be a loan from WMo 922 qalga sshields (VEWT
227). It is difficult to discount this possibility, since even although
the Qaraxanid forms wilth -n/-3 cannot be explained from the Mo
galda, it is possible that the older form of the Mo word was galgan
(see on this, TMEN III 502). The word has no Tii or Mo etymology,
and belongs to a cultural demain that is greatly susceptible to
borrowing. Nonetheless, the problem with the final -n/-;, and the
lack of a Mo etymology, must be resolved before this etymology
advances beyond the stage of possibility.

53. MK gamdu va piece of linen four cubits by one span in dimen-
sion, sealed with the seal of the Uygur rdn and used in commercial
transactions» (ED 626); Rasanen mistakenly places this word to-
gether Cayatay gamin stogether, etc., which is a loanword from
WMo 925 gamtu stogether, along with, etc» (VEWT 229),

54. QBH 145:30 | = QB 5154] qunt »sugars (W 11 121 —122; DTS
418); Risénen recognizes the Persian origin of this word but, for
some unaccountable reason, derives it as follows: QB, ele. qant
+ WMo 927 ganda »syrup, jelly, etca« Persian gant+ Sanskrit
(VEWT 231). Obviously, the word has entered the QB directly
from Persian.

55. The Mo verb gara- »lo look at, glance, etc.» has heen read
in a Manichean text in Uyvyur script, T 1T ) 173e (vecto, lines 1 —4):
dtrii. bodisy tle)gin [. . .Jig abin tinin tartap turd: : garap &inakke méa
tip ayttr »Then, the Bodhisattva Prince reined in his [. . .} horse and
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stopped. Looking, he spoke thus to Chandaka .. .» (so read: A. von
Le Coq, Ein christliches und ein manich#isches Manuskriptfragment
in tiirkischer Sprache aus Turfan (Chinesisch-Turkistan), SPAW
1909, p. 1208; W. Bang, Manichdische Erziéihler, Le Muséon XLIV,
1931, pp. 7—12; also DTS 424; US 97:4 and US 279). The back of
the same text begins (verso, lines 1—3): bodisv He)gin éinakde [. . .}
bo savay eXidip: tini[n} [...] kir'd qay-tr tartap »The Bodhisattva
Prince heard these words [...] from Chandaka. He pulled his reins
and turned backs. In this passage, von Le Coq (Op.cit., p. 1210) read
a)rets sraftte er(?)w for gay-t1, whereas Bang read gay-t, but took
kir'i gayt as a Hendiadyoin (Op.cit., p. 10, n. 21: »gait-is). In fact,
the latter phrase should be compared to MK kirii gayds »(and one
says) he turned back» (ED 674), which contains the verb gay- »to
turn away, to turn backs. Moreover, the passage on verso of this
text contains a scribal error of tramslation — frequent in Turkic
Manichaica! — in that tartap ought to follow the phrase beginning
tini[n]: »he reined in (his horse)s (cf. the passage on recto). Now,
despite the Buddhist elements in this text, it reflects the typical
Manichean spelling of -ap for the converb -ip; cf. tartap, not tartip;
v15 barap, not barip (also v2 savay, not savry). Thus, the word garap
in the first passage above could be from gara- + -p, but also from
gar- + -1p, with the Manichean writing qar-ap. Moreover, just as
von Le Coq's y(a)rtr on verso is clearly qay-t¢ in the facsimile, so,
too, von Le Coq's garap on recto may be read qayap, that is, the
verh gay- + -tp in the Manichean spelling gay-ap. Confirmation of
this new reading lies in the parallel structure of the passages on
recto and verso: tl-4 »The Bodhisativa Prince reined in his [...]
horse and stopped. Turning back (lLoward Chandaka), he spoke thus
to Chandaka» (there follows an exchange of words), vi-3 »The Bod-
hisativa Prince heard these words [...] from Chandaka, reined in
(his horse) and turned back (toward his camp)s. Peter Zieme (Letler
of 3.3.76) suggests thal it is possible Lo read here gazap, that is,
the verb qaz- »to dig, dig outs, for which MK cites at gazde »the
horse was restive and dug up the ground with its feet» (ED 680;
also cf. Abil Hayyin qazdi atn. slie stopped his horses). This is cer-
tainly possible. {lowever, it is less probable than the reading pro-
posed above, for the reason that the iext says sthe Bodhisativa
Prince reined in his horse and stopped (furdl)», which renders the
proposed gazap repelitious. What is certain is that the Mo verb
gara- does not occur in OTi, and here one might confirm the ety-
10
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mology of OTii garaq seyeballe as a diminutive of gara shlacks (ED
652; TMEN III 436), rather than as a derivative of the verb gara-
»to looks (as VEWT 235, 236; Ligeti, Histoire du lexique des langues
turques, RO XVII, 1951—52, p. 84). [CI. MTi, Nr. 102].

56. MK garma spillaging, thefts (ED 660); Réasénen takes this as
a loan from WMo 940 garma- sto rake up, to gather togethers (VEWT
238). Apart from the semantic disparity, MK garme is nominal while
Mo garma- is verbal, and thus not comparable.

57. IB 49, TT VII 20:13, MK, QB 6393 qaya srock, rocky cliffe
(ED 674); Réséinen takes the OTii word as a loan from WMo 902
gada wock, cliff, cragy (VEWT 221). The connection between the
Mo and Tit words remains to be clarified, but the present etymology
violates accepted phonetic laws (d[d] remains in IB, etc.; Mo d would
be assimilated as Tii d), and is thus untenable.

58. MK gayty yir »a place at an angle from the main road» (ED
676); Risénen considers MK gayip to be borrowed from WMo 915
gayaya/qaya redge, border, etco (VEWT 221). As it stands, the
etymology is phonetically and semantically unacceptable, In addi-
tion to this, the entry in MK is a certain error for guyey »cut at an
angle» (cf. ED 676, there falsely derived from a root *qié- > *qidry
> quyty). Professor Dankoff (Letter of 24. 1. 76) has confirmed this
error, and correctly established that the root is gqiy- sto cut at an
angle»,

59. QBH 143:2 gayr skindness, favors (W II 20, there incorrectly
cited as 143:21) is Arabic xayr ,as (so written in other manuscripts
of QB 5062; also cf. DTS 635), &nd not a loan from WMo 913 gayira
slove, grace, etc (as VEWT 223; Risiinen himself gives the correct
etymology at VEWT 1521).

60. M III 27:v15, U IV A52, MK ¢'8 sdivine favors (ED 579,
nearly always in Hend. with gut); Résédnen considers this word and
various other modern Tii words to be borrowed from WMo 976
qubz »part, share, destiny, fate, etc.s (VEWT 268—9), On phonetic
and semantic grounds, clearly unacceptable; otherwise, the Mo word
first appears in MTii as a loan, specifically as qubs in the Uyyur civil
documents. [See MTii Nr. 121].

61. BTT I B236, 240, MK girayu »the hoarfrost which falls from
the sky in cold weathers (ED 656), K'Y 166 qrayu »frosts; concern-
ing the KY entry (and thus, by implication, the MK and Uyyur),
Ligeti has written: »Emprunt au mongol. Cf. mong. kirayu, Hy
Kira'u . . » Les fragments du Subhésitaratnanidhi mongol en écriture
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Phags-pa, AOH XVI1I, 1964, p.290). It is true that the word is
not widespread in Tii (but see TMEN III 569), and that, with its
tri-syllabic structure, it has a Mo appearance. For all that, a good
Tii etymology can be found for g'rayu, which belongs to the following
morphological type: tonayu sclothings < tong- sto dressy < ton
sclothess; ganayu slancets < gana- #to bleed (s.0.)» < gan sbloody;
yrrayu rsingers < *yira- »to sings << yur [~ 1r] songy, etc. The last
example is especially instructive, in that the postulated denominal
verb. *ytra- is not actually attested. Just so, Bang has derived
gqurayw in this manner: girayu sfrost (falling from the sky in cold
weather)s < *qira- sto be grey» < qur sgreys (Vom Koktlrkischen
eum Osmanischen, APAW 1919, Nr. 5, p. 38). The derivation paral-
lels that of yrrayu and the other examples quoted, thereby rendenng
a Mo etymology for gtrayu unnecessary and unacceptable.

62, QB 4672 gofidag »uncivil, rude(?)» (W II 655; DTS 461), snoto-
rious» (ED 582); Rasiinen takes this word as a loan from WMo 949
gobdoy wgluttonous, covetous, greedy, rapaciouss < WMo 949 gob
»gossip, slander, disparagemente (VEWT 273), and the latter as
cognate to Tii gof sid» (VEWT 281); also cf. WMo 949 gobla- sto
slander, villifys. To this: (1) Ti has a series parallel to the Mo, cf.
Abii Hayyan gov sbackbitings (ED 580), Xuast 104 govia- »to per-
secules, Abii Hayyan qovla- sto backbites (ED 582), QB gofdag in
the obscure passage above, and QB 4599 gofdaf squarrelsomes, also
in an obscure passage (ED 582; DTS 461); thus, the root and derived
forms exist in Tii; (2) Rasénen paid attention only to the spelling
with -b- in the Herat copy of QB (=g of the other manuscripts),
which renders this word more similar, phonetically, to the Mo form;
however, if Mo qobdoy were the origin of the word in QB, then the
other mss. ought to have spelled this word unambiguously as -b-
(4); (3) a denominal nominal suffix -doy [< *-dag] is unknown in
Mo, but a rare suffix -daq is found in a few Tii words (cf. ED xli;
OTG 97). Both gofdag and goBdae$ in the QB require separate study,
but they are not Mo loanwords.

63, QBH 31:34, 150:10 goyur »little, smalls (W II 517) is an error
for goqus semptinesss of the other mss. (QB 617, 5296), but even
the error goyur could not be a loan from WMo 950 qobur sscarce,
rare» (as VEW'T 274).

64. MK qolan sgirths (ED 622); Risiinen considers this and modern
'Tii forms to be borrowed from Mo golang ~ olang sids (VEWT 277).
In view of the fact that the form golang is not attested in Mo (lacking
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in Lessing, Kow, MMo; ¢f. SH, MA, WMo 610 olang/olong »the right
hand saddle girths, KW 285 oly, etc.), one may reject this etymology
outright. However, it may not be inappropriate to offer a few re-
marks on the so-called sMo alternation g- ~0» on whose unsteady
legs the present etymology attempls to stand. The ralternations was
proposed long ago by Pelliot (Les formes avec et sans ¢g~(k-) initial
en lurc et en mongol, T'P? XXXVII, 1944, pp. 73—101), but is
supported, on internal Mo evidence, by only one example: WMo 50
arbing == 935 qarbing sthe fat on the abdomen of an animals, where
the form without ¢- is otherwise found only in Bur ar'bay and KW 24
druy [= 178 zirwy] — despite major difficulties, the Mo word is
usually compared to Tii gazi »id» (KD 681; but see TMEN III
359—360). Hardly correct is Pelliot's comparison of WMo 898
gabirya »rib» and SH abit »intestiness, whether the latler is or is
not a plural of *abisun (Pelliot, Op.cit., pp. 91 —92), nor of WMo 474
kituyajqutuya sknifer and KW 452 wte® wid.» (see the correct expla-
nation of KW s in TMEN I 486, 496; 1V 398 —399). The other
examples cited by Pelliol do not support a »Mo alternation g- ~©0»:
Tit qotaz, Mo otos »yak» (because of -s a loan from Ti; ¢f. TMEN
11 485 —487). MK xofst »small box» (ED 587, also CC 193 gapsa),
KW 20 quesa »ido (a loan from Ti, since it is a loan into Tii; sec
V. Drimba, Quelques legons et étymologies comanes, Revue Roumaine
de Linguistique X1, 1966, p. 487); Tii qarpuz, Mo arbus swatermelon»
(becausc of - a Joan from Ti; c¢f. TMEN 111 380—383). This set
of examples reflects the Middle Qiptaq development g-/k- > r- >¢,
that was so ably elucidated by Tibor Halasi-Kun (Orta-kipgakea
g~ k-~ O meselesi, Tiirk Dili ve Tarihi Haklmda Arastirmaler, 1,
Ankara 1950, pp. 45—61, wilh many Qipéaq exx.). That is, the
correspondence of Tii ¢- ~ Mo @ reflecls a Middle Qipéaq (where 4-
frequently became ) loanword into Mo. To this group belong Mo
otos, KW awsa, Mo arbus and the present example of Mo olung.
The sole remaining example of Mo garbing ~ wbing (above) may
have a sociolinguistic explanation as suggested by Poppe (v, . . may
originally have been forms of the women's languages, Introduction
to Mongolian Comparative Studies, MSFOu 110, 1935, p. 135), or
another explanation, but, whatever the case, cannot constitute a
significant contradiction to what has been said above concerning
this spurious »alternation».

65. M I 26:21, TT VH 8:3 golu »a period of time, a period of ten
seconds» (LD 617); Résiinen falsely groups Lhis Uyyur word together
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with modern Tii forms borrowed from WMo 946 gauli »usage, custom,
etco (VEWT 278).

86. MK gom »a camel’s pack-saddles (ED 625); Résénen considers
this to be a borrowing from WMo 960 gom »a piece of felt placed
under the pack on a camely (VEWT 278). The word, also found as a
late Mo loan in Manchu komo (cf. L. Ligeti, Les anciens éléments
mongols dans le mandchou, AOH X, 1960, p. 247), is a typical cul-
tural word and thus easily borrowed, In this case, phonetic criteria
for the direction of horrowing are lacking, so that it is a priori
possible that MK gam is< Mo gom.

67. MK, QB 3854 {f. qome- #to long for» (ED 626); Résinen sees
the verb in QB (without citing MK) as a loan from Mo, cf. KW 150
gom »complaint, discontents, 151 yomd®-»lo be dissatisfied, to regret»
(VEWT 278). To this: (1) it is unclear whether R. believes the origin
of Tii gomi- to be the Mo nominal yom of the verbal yomuda- (thus
WMo 360, Kow 1031); if the first, then the Tii verbal root cannot
be compared with the Mo nominal, if the second, then the phonetic
comparison is amiss; (2) otherwise, the correct comparison would
be Tii qomr- ~ Mo *yomu-, the laiter abstracted from Mo yomuda-
and yomurga- »lo be dissatisfied» (Kow 1035); (3) Tit gom- # Mo
*yomu- on bolh phonetic (-1- # -u-) and semantic (sto long for» 3
»to complain, to be dissatisfieds) grounds.

68. MK qoy et »nuscle, firm fleshs (12D 632); Risénen takes MK
goy 10 be borrowed from Mo, cf. KW 185 oy srump, the Lhick flesh
on the rear ends, where WMo gong is cited (VEWT 280). In WMo
062, we find only the phrase gong keriye sravems, but Poppe also
ciles WMo qong srumps, and allaches Lo it the following words:
WMo 962 gondolui |Poppe: qongrdolui] srump, hips, and gonjiyasun
[Poppe: < *qongdigasun] srump, posteciorns (VGAS 71). Thus, we
are left with the impression thal only Lhe root is isolated in MK,
whereas both the rool and derived forms occur in Mo, a situation
that might be indicative of a Mo loan in MK, However, this picture
is ohscured by the following: (1) Poppe’s qongdolai and *qongdigasun,
which imply lhe rool *gong, do nol seem warranted; cf. WMo gon-
dolat, Ord ronnols, Xal randloi, and SH qonjiyasun, Monguor uiin-
s#tiise, gondiioses (2) a third Mo word scems Lo belong with these:
WMo 963 qongjusu slhe junction of the two thighs, crotchy (ef. Kow
sthe exlremily of the excrelory organs, lhe organ of excretiom);
although *qong occurs here, il should be pointed out thal the word
is found as a loan in Manchu gonjusu srear, ramps with the root *qon.
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of. L. Ligeti, Les anciens ¢lé 18 gols dans le mandchou, AOH
X, 1960, p. 247); (3) thus, the word gong srumps is actually isolated
in Mo, occurring only in KW, Ordos, and WMo (as cited by KW
and VGAS); (4) phonetic criteria indicating a loan either from Mo
qong into MK goy, or the reverse, are lacking, so that the present
etymology remains only a possibility.

69. MK goruy#n »leads (ED 656); Risinen groups the MK entry
together with several modern Tii forms, some of which (e.g. Yaqut
roryoljun) are borrowed from WMo 966 goryolfin »ids (VEWT 282),
The MK form clearly does not belong with these (-5~ # -lj-, etc.)
(further, see TMEN 111 452—1454).

70. QBH 16:28, 81:1 gqude »friend. comrades (W II 998) was read
by Radloff in these passages on the basis of Cayatay and modern
Tii guda (see VEWT 296 for forms), which is borrowed from WMo
979 guda sthe heads of (wo families related through the marriages
of Lheir childrens (sce TMEN 1 423 —425). However, at least the
second passage should be read: QB 2262 razina kiopedilr qutadur yle
shis treasures become abundant, and his years become divinely
favored (qutad-ur)» (ED 688). The second passage is not found in
the Cairo copy, but occurs in the other two mss. as follows: QB 158
yort ay biligsiz igiynt otufbiligsiz otrn sen ay bilge quta [H: quda;
N: g.ta]. Arat translated the couplet: »O, ignorant man, go and have
your disease treated! O, fortunate scholar, speak of the medicine
(that heals) ignorancels (T'ercitme, p. 23). The reading is not quite
clear, since quta in the meaning sfortune, divine favors is an other-
wise unknown form (it is always qut); nonetheless, the word is clearly
spelled with a -t~ in the Namangan copy, and the -d- is simply -t-
in the Mongol ductus of the Uyyur script used to write the Herat
copy. Consequently, the Mo gudn is nol found in OTi, nor in MTii
until Cayatay.

71. H 1 6768 §yar occurs in the passage kiirkiim qonag mun
§ipar birle borqu gadipamix together with wine: saffron, millel flour
and §ipar (musk); as Rachmati, Lhe edilor, pointed out, the same
prescription occurs in H [ 9195 Kitvkitm qonay mini yepar bor birle
ifztin shave (the patient) drink (a mixture of) saffron, millet flour
and musk, with wines. Thus, $ipar (~ stpar) is either a scribal error
or a dialecl variant of yipar smusks; it cannot he, as Résduen in-
dicates, a loanword from the corresponding word in WMo 1023 jayar/
Jayar smusks (VEWT 418). The forms $rpar and jiyer are too disparate
to permit direct comparison. Nonetheless, the initial §-, or less prob-
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ably s-, of $ipar deserves a few words of comment. Two other cases
of this type of writing are known: KY 198 §ipgin spurples for Uyyur
yipgin (ED 876); KY 188 Suldurya sa plant; iris, gladioluss, for H I
168 yuldurya »a plants, MK yuldruya sthistles (ED 924). Bang and
von Gabain have interpreted this initial as a historical reflex in these
words (TT V, pp. 333—334, n. A:12): »Jedenfalls glauben wir nun
den Weg zu sehen, auf dem das gemeintiirkische y- im Jakutischen
und Tschuwaschischen zu s- geworden ist (y- > § > §-).» This in-
dication is not very accurate, since in Cuvaj the development is from
*j- > *f > ¢-, and in Yaqut from *j- > *& > s-; moreover, it is
unlikely that a few such words could evade the sound change that
resulted in y- for the literary language of East Turkestan. Now, the
form $par occurs in a section (lines 61--80) of this medical text that
has a clearly discernible Chinese character; the scribe there uses
Chinese signs for numbers, inserts Chinese loanwords (line 64 fan
auma, of. 1\ 424), and makes several errors not characteristic of
the surrounding sections. I'rom the facsimile of lines 73 —88 provided
by Rachmati (Heilkunde I, Plate VI), it is evident from the hand-
writing that a different scribe begins line 80. One may hypothesize
that the scribe of lines 61--80 was eilher a Chinese bilingual in
Uyyur or an Uyyur translating from a Chinese medical handbook.
The clinching argument for this unigue setting of fipar comes from
the occurrence of yrpar in the nearly idenlical prescription just a
few lines farther on (H I 94--95 cited above). Therefore, all three
examples of initial §- in place of the expected y- ($ipgin, $uldurya,
Sipar) oceur in a distinetly Chinese setting. Clauson has suggested,
& propes of Jipgin, that the & is based on a substitution of the Chi-
nese character shih for the similar and synonymous character fyi
(¢f. ED 876). Whether or not Lhis is correct 1 am unable to judge,
but these spellings are of undeniable interest and deserve special
study by a Sino-Alaicist.

72. MK sir- sto sew firmly, quilt, sinocks, ol kediz siredr »he sewed
with reinforced slitches, in Tiirkmen fashion, the felt» (ED 845),
TT 111 53 serel- sto be attached to (i.c., to be sewn firmly to some-
thing?» (K1) 851; note that sini- here could be a passive derived
either from sir- or sir-); Riséinen considers this verb to be a loan
from WMo 717 siri- slo quilt, stitch» (VIEWT 419). The basis of this
etymology is clear: Résanen takes the bisyllabic structure of the
Ol'ii verh to directly reflect the structure of Mo sirt- which, in his
opition, is cognate 1o Tatar, Teleut ser- sto quilts, Xaqas, Tuva sure-
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vida, CC sirma »quilteds (VEWT 418). To this: (1) CC strma squilteds
is an error of Résénen for Radloff’s sirman (W IV 851), which is an
error for CC 229 sir [sirri men) sto rub, polishs; (2) it is unclear why
Rasiinen considers Xagas, Tuva sur- to be cognate to Mo siri-, but
at the same time takes MK siri- as a loanword; (3) modern Tii
languages have both forms: str- (Tatar, Altay, Qazaq, Qaraqalpag,
Uzbek) and sert (Azeri, Nogay, Qumyq, Baskir [Asr-]), East Turki
[Jarring], Xaqas, Tuva), whereas Yaqut siri- is clearly a loanword
from Mo (because of s-, which is lost in native Tii words; cf. MEJ
75); it is unlikely, in an areal linguistic scnse, that Tatar would
retain the Turkic form, but that Baskir would borrow the Mo form,
and similarly for Qazaq (1) and Nogay (Mo), Uzbek (Ti) and East
Turki (Mo), Altay (Tii) and Xaqas (Mo); (4) it is possible that
those languages with sir- reflect a perceived connection on the part
of their speakers with the word strina »lace or embroidery of silver
or silver gilt thread» (‘Turkish, ete.), which is a borrowing from Greek
obgpa (see TMEN 11 248—249); thus, the word sirma could be
analyzed as sir- »to embroiders -+ the Tii deverbal nominal suffix
-ma and, subsequently, the false sir~ could have affected the structure
of the Tii verb siri- »lo sew, to quills, The latter is only a suggestion,
but, on present evidence, it is difficult to admit that MK siri- (as
well as the modern forms cited above) is to be viewed as a loanword
from Mongol. Unclear.

73. MK talyay »snowstorms (EI) 496, see below on the correction
to *tolpay); Rasénen considers this to be a loan from WMo 259 dolgi-
sto wave, undulates, and the latter to be cognate to Tii tolgug »an
inflated skin container or bladders (VEWT 458). Semantically, each
link of this comparison is dubious: »ssnowstorm» 3% sundulation £
rinflations. Moreover, MK talyay is not devoid of problems in itself.
Clauson corrects this form to *folyay, which he places together with
tolyay »dysenterys and derives from (olye- sto twists in the sense
of »something swirlings # ssnowstornw ([2D 496), Professor Robert
Dankoff (Letter of 1,24, 76) insists on KaSyari’s Arabic definition
of talyay as »a blizzard that strikes a man and almost kills liims,
which connects this word to MK taltur- »to alinost faints (ED 494),
talg- in talgar sinjures, harms» (495), and other words with a root
tal- that means »to strike down; to he struck downs; at the same
time, Professor Dankoff admits to an uuclear connection between
this root tal- and the root tol-, but does not see any reason to change
talyay to *tolyay. Here, it is sufficient to nole thal the resolution of
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these problems belongs to Turkic — more precisely, to the vocal-
izations in our manuscript of MK — in which Mo dolgi- should play
no part.

74. MK talpin- »to Hutter, palpitates (ED 493 [reflexive of talpr-
sid.» which is first attested in MTii]); Rasiénen takes this verb to
be borrowed from Mo, cf. WMo 225 dalbayi- »to be wide and flaty,
dalbaya »flag, sails, dalbayar/dalbagir swide, broad, flats (VEWT 459).
The comparison is semantically and phonetically precarious. More-
over, one can hardly separate from the cited Mo words the following:
WMo 232 darbayi- »to be wide and flats, darba-/darbalja- sto float,
billow, flutters, darbulya sflag, sails. The fluctuation of resonants
{r/l) is indicative of an onomatopoeic origin, which is also surely to
account. for the similarity of the Tii and Mo words.

75. KT 83, Toi 18, 19, HYT 1986 taluy »sea» (1) 502). Denis Sinor,
in an article devoted to another subject (The Mysterious sTalu Sea»
in Oljeitii's Letter to Philip the Fair of France, Analecta Mongolica
[Owen Lattimore Fesischrift = The Mongolia Seciety Occasional Pa-
pers, Nr. 8], Bloomington 1972, pp. 115—119), writes the following
(p. 118): »It is safe Lo assume that taluy is originally a Mongol word
borrowed by Old Turkic where its use remained very limited. The
standard Turkic word for 'sea’, lengiz displaced taluy everywhere
with the exception of laler Uighur, while the standard Mongel word
dalai was borrowed by some Turkic dialecls.» The slater Uighurs
here refers to KY 258 taluy, Sariy Yuyur tal, tali, laley [the latler
taken 1o be scertainly a loan from Mougol dalap], while the »some
Turkic dialeclss refers to LOX 158 dalas [see MTi Nr. 149] and
W 111 878 talai (Alt, Tel, Leb, Sor, Tuva, Qoyb, Sag, Qaca, Kiier).
Even although Sinor here provides neither historical nor linguistic
arguments to favor his assumption of a Mo loan in OTii, it must be
admitted that it is possible. One might conjecture, for example, that
during the Tirk expeditions into Shan-tung which are recalled in
these passages of KX'I' and Ton, the Tiirks for some reason adopted
a Mo name for the sea, as it is sure that Mongol-speaking peoples
lay to the East of them (Tatar, Tatb), Qitaf, in the inscriptions);
thus, it could be argued, the laluy in these passages could he the
assimilated form of the Mongol name of the Yellow Sea. There is
not, however, any supporl for such a conjeclure. What is more,
there is a strong linguistic argument that speaks against the supposed
Mo dalai ~ OTii taluy »seas, This argument is based on the set of
cognates — in my view, Tii loans into Mo — which displays the



154 LARRY V., CLABRK

following correspondence: OTid -uf-ii ~ Mo -af-¢ ~ MTit -a/-s cf.
baltu ~ balta ~ balla »axes, ordu ~ orda ~ orda vroyal camps, torqu
~ torya ~ toryaftorga »silky, (6rii ~ tire ~ tore straditional lawss, etc.
It can be seen that OTii taluy ~ Mo dalai ~ MTii dalas (LOX) also
fits this quite regular correspondence. Unless one is prepared to say
either that all of these words are borrowed from Mo into Ti in two
stages (1. Mo -g- OTii -u; 2. Mo -g—~ MTii -a), or that the words
with these reflexes go back to »Proto-Altaics etymons, which would,
in any case, defeat the present hypothesis, there is no reason to
retain this etymology. [See below, Nr. 88; also MTii Nrs. 16, 27, 39,
90, 114, 116, 164, 172, 173).

76. MK tayyan »a slim lop-eared kind of dogs, IM [ayyan sgrey-
hounds (ED 568); Rasiinen gives the following etymology of IM
tayyan, which would apply to MK as well: - Mo, ¢f. KW 388 tayiyan
shunting dog, forest-dog [Waldhund}» <. Mo */ayi »forests + Tii *qan
»dogr (VEWT 456). Résiinen presumably postulates *tay: »forests
on the basis of WMo 768 laiya staiga, thick coniferous forests,
whereas his Tii *qan »dogs seems to be sheer fantasy. In fact, WMo
768 taiya nogai »greyhounds has nothing to do with taiya sforests,
but is surely just the Tii word as a loan in Mo. Furthermore, the
etymology proposed by Risiinen is methodologically improhable
since it rests on a compound of a Mo and a Ti word (the latter
non-existent!). Finally, tayyan sgreyhound» has a good Tii etymology
(see TMEN 11 {46).

77. MK tek$ii vinferior exchange [minderer Ersatzlpy (MTW 202)
is an error of Brockelmann for MK teg&iit »an exchange of somethings
(ED 487; Atalay | 451), which Risiinen accepted and took as a
loanword from WMo 794 (egsi »even, level, straights (VEWT 471),
MK fegsiit is derived from tegid- »to meet one another, to exchanges,
which is a reciprocal from feg- sto reach, to be worth, ete.s — the
etymology is false,

78. TT VI 215 ten- sto go astrays (ATG 340) is an errorv for tan~
»to deny» in the following passage: esvith kifi leg tana muna yorwyurlar
rthey wander about like drunken men denying (their faith) and
raving» (ED 513); Rasiinen accepted the error and took it to be a
loan from WMo 804 fenii- sto roam, to go astrays (VEWT 473).

79. Xuast 6 lirnegiil-i »his collector» is the mistaken reading of
most editors for the word in the following passage of the Stein
manuscript: 5=7 yayrug{njuy tizit [plaz) trnegitsii : Yeynri [yirin-
gerit] barsar »if one goes to the land of gods, the origin, root, and
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rallying-ground of ll] prophetss (see J. Asmussen, X%dstvanift. Stu-
dies in Manich Copenhagen 1965, pp. 170, 210 [n. 8); the
suggestion of ED 552 is based on the false reading). Were the old
reading correct, the element -giil would be a deverbal nominal suflix
of Mo origin (see MTii); indeed, this reading and other factors led
Bang to consider the suffix -gill/-yul as an originally Ti suffix (cf.
W. Bang, Manichaeische Laien Beichtspiegel, Lse Musédon XXXVI,
1923, pp. 182—183; also the relevant section on this suffix in Mo
- MTi).

80. QBH 20:23 ff. t5 »many» (W 1II 1140) was read by Radloff
in several passages of the Herat manuscript, where the other mss.
(QB 304, 1106, 1512, 1979) have the correct tii, a particle used as
a numerative (cf. Pelliot, Notes on Marco Polo, 11, Paris 1963, p. 861;
VEWT 504; ED 433); since Radlolf grouped this mistaken i5 »many»
together with Alt, Tel, Leb, Sor t3 snumbers, which is a recent loan-
word from WMo 813 (oya »id.», Riiséinen uncritically followed suit
(VEWT 482).

81, BX E2 iugla- »to stop, become fixeds (Malov, Pamjatniki
drevnetjurksho; pis'mennosti Mongolis + Kirgizis, M.-L. 1959, pp. 11,
16, 20, 104; cf. IOD 178) is certainly an error in the older editions
of BX for a word that is clearly inscribed to[.]tm(z), that is, with
one rune damaged and in need of restitution; the reading fo[g]ta-
is based on WMo 815 toyta- »to stop, etc.s, which is first found as a
loanword in M'Tii [see MTii Nr. 163). Doerfer has restored this passage
as follows: toytanu$ kizi yilgeril korte »ihre (vor Trauer) niedergeschla-
genen Augen schauten nach obens» (TMEN 1 273). Clauson con-
siders fonla- to be an error, and prefers the reading: igirep sevinip
toyubmad kazi yitgeric kirtt »(when I ascended the throne the Tiirkii
people, who were expecting to die soon), rejoicing and being glad
raised their downcast eyes and looked up» (XD 518). For Clauson,
toipd- is a back vowel variant of iiyii- »to bow down, to bend dowm
(ED 517); in support of this, it should be noted that the causative
of this verb, tonder-, is indeed written in Uyyur as toydar-flontar-
»to lurn something over, to inverts (ED 518). The reading tomt-
(== tgnit-) is preterable Lo tonta-, if only for the reason that the latter
does not otherwise oceur.

82, MK torum »a camel colty (ED> 549); Risiinen takes this lo be
a loan from WMo 827 torwm »a young camel in its second year»
(VEWT 491). The etymology lacks criteria in favor of a Mo loan-
word into OTii. Doerfer recommends that this word should be viewed
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within the context of camel terminology, the major part of which
is Tii-- Mo (TMEN 1V 286; after A. M. Séerbak, Nazvaunija domai-
nikh i dikikh Zivolnykh v tjurkskikh jazykakh, Istorideskoe racvitie
leksiki tjurkskikh jazykoo, Moskva 1961, pp. 106 —110). It might also
be pointed out that the root of torum is also evident in other Tii
words designating animals: MK torpr sa calf which still follows its
mothers, East Turki, ete. torpag »a calf in its second year (ED 533;
VEWT 490), MK toruy at »a bay horse; also used of camels and
cattler (KD 538; TMEN 11 475 —477). Thus, the root *ior in lor-um,
tor=p1, tor-pag. tor-uy, might designate the color of the coat of a
camel or other animal al a certain stage of maturation?

83. QBH 64:5 ff. tos- sto attain, endure, suffers (W 111 1208) is
Radloff’s erroncous reading of fus- sto be usefuls (ED 554) in the
other mss. (QB 1622, elc.), and thus cannot be a loanword from
WMo 828 tos- »to receive, encounter, ete.s (as VEWT 491).

84. QBH 9:22, 10:6, 34:12 {f. ire straditional laws» = térii in the
other manuscripts (QB Fihrist 54, 69; Text 828, etc.), and is certainly
one of the few Mo clements in the Herat copy; cf. WMo 835 tire
side [MTii Nr. 172). In QBH 19:5, however, Radloff's tire (written
TWH.1) is an error for QB 256 tura.

85. QBH 4:13, 10:22, 23, 24, 11:3, 4, 5, 11, 16:8 tiret- slo creates
= fritte in the olher manuscripls (QB Verse Preface 2; Text 3, 4,
3,13, 14, 15, 21) is the causative of the verb (irii- »to come into
beings, which appears in WMo 836 tire- »id.y; the Mo form of the
verb is at the base of the tleral copy tiret- [see MTii Nr. 173).

86. MK turumtay »a predatory bird used for hawkings (ED 550);
Rasinen considers this Lo he a loanword from WMo 827 turamtaif
turimtat {not lorwmtaiftorimtai] »smale of any kind of hawk, small-
sized birds of preys» (VEWT 501). On a merely superficial plane,
the element -fay speaks in favor of the Mo etymology, on the con-
dition that il is to be identified with the Mo suffix -tai/-lei, which
forms nouns designating possession, conneclion with, or contain-
ment in something (as GWM § 138). Doerfer has shown that in the
oldest atlested stage of Mo, -tu/ was a feminine form of the suffix
(Beitriage zur Synlax der Sprache der Geheimen Geschichie der
Mongolen, (entral Asiatic Journal 1, 1935, pp. 263—~265), so that
turamtai should have to be feminine in some sense (see TMEN II
304). Generally, this etymology is not acceptable for the following
reasons: (1) a morphological element of the form -lay is also found
in the following Ti words: buyduy »wheaty (ED 312), MK boclay
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»a bale of clothings (ED 313), MK &ildey ~ &ildey »an ulcer.. .»
(ED 419); it is beyond probability that the Turks borrowed the
word for swheatsfrom the Mongols, whatever the status of the other
two examples (hoth aberrant in some way); (2) there are no phonetic
criteria which would indicate a Mo borrowing into OTii; (3) the
word turumiai does not have a good etymology in either Tii or Mo
(on the latter, see TMEN II 502—503); moreover, it belongs to a
terminological area in Ti — names for falcons and hunting birds —
which has a largely foreign appearance; cf. the following terms:
tbek, daplr, bayn, labin, qartiva(y), quryuy, sujgqur, toyan, toyril, l-
rumtay; the names for such birds, as well as the special area of
falconry, among the Turks and Mongols deserve a special study.
Unclear.

87. KT E39, TT 111 87, U 111 35:21, MK {urug »lean, emaciateds
(ED 539); Rasiinen takes OTii tur-uq (30 analyzed by him) to be
borrowed from Mo lura~y (so), which is the WMo form given by
KW 411 (VEWT 500). In fact, the relevant Mo forms are: WMo 843
tura- »to become lean, emaciateds, turaga(n) »thin, lean, emaciateds.
Moreover, Tii turng is obviously derived from Tii tur- sto be weak
or emaciateds (EI) 530), and neither the root nor the derived nomi-
nal can be borrowed, for phonclic reasons, from Mo luru~, turaga(n).

88. Yend4:3, I'T 111 105, KPP XX1I:5, MK tusu shencfit, use, ad-
vanlages (ED) 554--555); Sinor lakes this word to be horrowed from
WMo 845 tusa »id.» (Two Allaic Ktymologies, Studies in General and
Oriendal Languistics Presented to Shiro llattori, Tokyo 1970, pp.
540-544). In support of this etymology, Sinor ciles the case of
binoms in which one member is native Tii, the other foreign, so
that in the binom asiy tusn sadvantages (see EI) 244), the first mem-
ber asiy is considered the Tii word, the second tusu the Mongol
loanword. To be sure, such binoms occur in OTii (rua Feleg vlowers,
liv aé »food (offering)s, ete.), bul the examples cited by Sinor (e» barg
sdwelling and movahle propertys, shouseholds, arty siiziik »pures)
contain purely 1Tit members and thus hardly supporl his argument,
Moreover, tusu is not always used in compound with asiy; cf. TT IV
B26—27 ne tusu holyay swhal use will it be?s. Furthermore, tusn has
a good Tii ctymology, as a derivalion from the verb tus- »lo be
usefuls {sce above, Nr. 83}, a verb lacking in Mo. Finally, the argu-
ment presented above |Nr. 75] with regard to Tii taluy, Mo dalas,
is 1o be enforced with regard to T tusu, Mo tusa, as well.

89. WT 1041, TT VI 1:13, MK tuturgan srices (ED 460); in his
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consideration of possible Mo loanwords in MK [see also Nr. 43),
Ligeti writes: stuturqan 'riz’ est certainement & rattacher an mongol
tuturyan» (Histoire du lexique des langues turques, RO XVII, 1951 —
52, p. 87). It is not clear whether Ligeti takes MK tuturgan to be &
loanword from Mo (which is the context of this portion of his article),
or whether he is merely presenting a comparison. There is little
probability that a word for this typically Southeast Asian grain could
be an originally Mo word, or thal the Mongols of the X —XI ec.
had anything to do with its cultivation. The phonetic identity of
MK and Mo impairs any conclusive statement, and so this case
remains unclear.

90. MK uéra$- »to meet one anothers (MTW 227) is Brockelmann’s
error for eéru$- sto mate; to cause (birds) to fly off togethers (ED
30--31), which occurs in the following verse: senden qadar sondilaé/
mende tinar grrytlaéfinthy Gter sanduvadferkel t§i uérunr vthe son-
dilaé-bird flees from you/ the swallow rests (perches) on me/ the
nightingale sings sweetly/ the male and female mates; Réséinen
accepted Brockelmann's uére$- and considered it to be a loan from
WMo 859 uéura-fucira- sto meets (VEW'L 509). Even Poppe accepted
this form, and took it as evidence for a Tii ~ Mo, or sAltaics etymon
(VGAS 63, 136).

91, MK ule »a mound which serves as & landmark in the desert»
(ED 126); Réstnen takes this as a loanword from WMo 17 ayula
»mouittains, Xalxa 4l(an), KW 454 44, 7l »ids (VEWT 512). From
which Mo language could such a form have been borrowed? Con-
temporary to MK of the XI c. is the Mongo! language of the Liao/
Qitan dynasty in which, according to the best evidence, the syllabic
group ayu had developed to au, not to i, as in Qitai *Saur »soldiers
< Eayur, *jau »100» < jayu(n) (cf. L. Ligeti, Les fragments du Sub-
hasitaratnanidht mongol en écriture Phags-pa, A0/ XVII, 1964,
pp- 287 —288). Moreover, the semantic comparison encounters diffi-
culties, Unclear.

92. QB 31, 61, 1348, 3714 {f. wlam scontinuous, constantly attach-
ed, permanentlys (ED 146); Risdnen does not cite QB (lacking in
W), but does consider CC and modern Tii wlam to be borrowed from
WMo 871 ulam sfurther, still more, graduallys (VEWT 512). Indeed,
ulam does first appear in MTii (US, Xvarazm, CC), to which the
QB occurrences could potentially belong as well (XHI—-XV cc.
manuscripts). However, both the root ula- »to join together, to attach»
(ED 126-7), and the deverbal nominal suffix -m are found only
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in Tii, so that ulam is purely Ti (cf. TMEN I1 107—108).

93. MK uyma sthe (Tiirkmen) felt out of which boots are made»
(ED 273) [on the vowel, see below]); Résénen takes this word to
be borrowed from WMo 605 oimasun/oimosun s(felt) sock, stockings
< *poyma (VEWT 359; here follows LSS 135: »im Mtii wohl mo.
Lehnworts). It is well-known that in Middle Mongol the word is
found as hoimasun (Ibn Muhanng), in Manchu as fomon, and in Sa-
moyed as peiima, faema, pime, etc. (LSS 134—136; Ligeti, Mots de
civilisation de Haute Asie en transcription chinoise, A0H I, 1950,
p. 145), all of which constitute the basis for postulating initial *p-
in this word. It is sure that during the Old Mongol period, both
Tabya¢ and Qitai retained *p- (cf. Liget, Les anciens éléments mon-
gols dans le mandchou, 401{ X, 1960, pp. 237 —238; Le tabghatch,
un dialecte de la langue sien-pi, Mongolian Studies, Budapest 1970,
p. 306), and that during the MMo period, *p- had become k- in all
attested varieties of this language (Ligeti, Les fragments du Subhd-
sitaratnanidhi . . . , pp. 282—285). Thus, if MK uyma were indeed a
borrowing from Mo, it is reasonable to expect that the Old Mongnl
*5- or, at the very least, the MMo A-, to be reflected in the Arabic
script of MK which has sufficient graphical representations for both
sounds. This alone constitutes sufficient grounds to reject the Mo
etymology of this word. As to the vowel u~ in uyma, which is nor-
mally read oyma (see references above, and Doerfer, OLZ LXVI,
1971, cc. 334, 440) it is posited by Clauson (ED 267) on the basis
of its connection to Tii uyugq »felt stockings, ef. Tatar, Baskir dydq
[< *uyug], ete. (VEWT 511; ED 271: uyugluy; also note KY 273:
uéuq; LSS 244-—245). Both uyma and uyuq ought to be derived from
MK uy- sto squeezer (ED 267), a verb whose vocalism is fixed by
Clauson on the basis of uyugq, and thus somewhat in a circular man-
ner. However, this verb ought to survive in Qzq wyrs- [ < uy- + -§-]
»o become lumpy (hair, fur), to curl, to lay down (grass), in the
sense of sto become matled, presseds == »to be squeezed togethers.

94, 1B 56, M II1 32:3, MK iigiir sherds (ED 112 [on the vowel,
see below]); Résinen takes ihis as a loan from Mo, ef. KW 461 4r
scompanion, companionship, herds, where WMo dgiir is cited (VEWT
369). The Tii word must be read with - not ¢-, as Clauson and
others; cf. Tatar, Baskir 8ydr [< *iiyilr < *igir], Qir dlyiir (already
proposed by Bang, Manichiische Erzahler, Le Muséon XLIV, 1931,
Pp. 22—23). The WMo form cited by Remstedt is lacking in Lessing,
Kow, hut c¢f. WMo 301 egiir "nesi, lair", Xal 488, Bur 577 4ir "'id.”.
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Thus, Qalin “companion” is isolated, which seems to indicate a
borrowing from Tii into Mo, not the reverse.

95, QBH 183: 28 dlgitr »maxim» (W 1 1859) is written itlgiir-e
in Herat, which is an error for QB 6495 @lgitle smeasuring (my words)»
(cf. ED 145), and thus not a borrowing from WMo 1005 itliger spat-
tern, sample, example, instance, story, ete» (a8 VEWT 520).

96. Yen24:2 itlke sprovince, regiom (DTS 625, with question mark)
is based on Mo glke »ihe southern side of the mountains, etc.», which
becanie a loanword in Cayatay and modern Tii languages as ilkefiilke
»country, lerritory, etes (see TMEN 1 145—147; IV 372-373). As
many of the Yenisey juscriplions, Yen24 is clumsily inscribed and
poorly edited (cf. Clauson, Twrkish and Mongolian Studies, London
1962, p. 71). The photograph in Radloff's Atlas der Alterthitmer der
Mongolet, LXXIX 2¢, shows the following text (line 5ff.): Inanéu
Kiitiig Cig&t Beg erde erdemim iicitn Qara Seyir [().5. written in oppo-
site direction!] 6ilkn!s alte bay kefdimde ben yeg erdiikitm ol eriné Qara
Sewirig yerledim »1t was presumably because of my manly qualities
that 1, Inancu Kiiliig Cigsi Beg, was the best in the Altr Bay Ke$dim
(?and the) Qara Sexir iilkn!i, 1 settled the Qara Seyirs The Al Bay
or »Six Confederations» js mentioned in other Yenisey inscriptions
(1,5, 49) (cf. ED 310), and the Keddim must have been one com-
ponent of this confederation (see: L. Ligeti, Transcriptions chinoises
de trois noms propres dans I'Histoire Secréte des Mongols, Collerta-
e Mongolica, Wiesbaden 1966, pp. 124—128). Qara Sexir is known
also from MK as the name of a place near Barsyan, distinct from
that mentioned here, and consists of the word gara »black» and
sentr #hill, mountain, the projecting part of a mountain» (ED 840).
The next group of letters is NYRY ™ - gfit 13 nhfi, set off by punc-
tuation marks from the preceding, so that there is no reason to
suppose that Lhis group is also wrilten backwards. Radloff had read
the word as dilken + the possessive -7 and translated the passage as
sder hichste unter sechs Geschlechte(r)n »(1ie aittitrkischen isehriften
der Mongolei, 111, SPh. 1895, pp. 326, 360; followed by H. N. Orkun,
Eski Tark Yazular:, 111, Istanbul 1936, pp. 89 —92; 1V, p. 127, also
of. EPT 44--45, 111). This reading is based on Cayatay, Qazaq,
Tatar, etc. iilken »tall, bigs (VEWT 520), but it ignores the fact that n
is written with the back vocalic graph, and so should not be attached
to @lk— nor should it be a question here of the definite object marker
~nrf-ni, which is nol used in Yenisey Runic. Other readings are
possible: n: could be read as ane, the definite object of the third
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person pronoun, or as Ans, which occurs as the name of a river in
Toh 27 that rises in the northern slopes of the western Sayan and
joins the Abaqan River in the country of the Qiryiz (cf. G. Clauson,
Some Notes on the Inscription of Tofiuquq, Studia Turcica, Buda-
pest 1971, p. 129). The word spelled /d#lk could be compared to
Qazag ¢lge smountain stream or rivers, cited also in W 1 1253 as
4lg, which is distinct from Qazaq ilke »province, realms. The inser-
tion of these alternatives after Qara Sepsr and before Alir Hay hardly
leads to anything more than syntactic distortion, but the same must
be said of the readings proposed by Radloff et al. and by the editors
of the DTS, The paleographical context suggests an error here, but,
in any event, the passage is unclear,

97. Yen 42:3, 1B 53, I'T IIT 138, U [ 6:5, TT VIII B14, MK,
QB 120 ff. jin- »to rise, to sprouts (EI) 169); Réisénen considers MK,
QB 6n- {read iin-] to be borrowed from Mo *in-, a root that he
abstracts from WMo 636 inder-/dndir- sto raise one’s head» and 637
éndir »high, tally (VEWT 372). To this: (1) the connection between
Mo éndiir and the verb jndei- is improbable, since -dur/-diir is not
a recognized deverbal nominal suffix in Mo, and a derivation of
ondiir from a slem *gnde- is impossible; semantically, the connection
belween »to raise one’s heads and »tall, highs is merely superficial;
(2) the Mo rool *in- is enlirely teleological and, in any case, identical
to the Tii root gn- [i.e., iin-] as cited by Risiinen; there are no pho-
netic criteria for borrowing; (3) the Tit verb is found throughout
OTii and later Tit languages in a full panoply of derived forms,
rendering the possibility of a borrowing virtually nil. As a final
methodological note, it is interesting to observe that Résinen here
takes Ti on- [iin-] as a loan from Mo *in-, but in other places, Tii
gs- »to grows as cognate Lo Mo ds- [see above, Nr. 50], and Tix or-
»to rise» as cognate Lo Mo dre- (VEW'T 373; WMo dre- cited in KW
299, but lacking in Lessing). Not Lo belabor an obvious point, but
it is impossible to dislinguish the principles by which Riséinen posits
a loanword or a cognate.

98. T'T VII 23:5, MK dipiip, MK dpgiik »hoopoes (ED 9); Riisiinen
accepts Lhe reading of Brockelmann for MK apkak, opiip (MTW 134,
135), and iakes these to be borrowed from Mo dbilg »hoopoes cited
by KW 302 (cf. WMo 628 »tuft, crest of birds) (VEWT 368), and
then accepls Lhe reading iihiip for T VI (cited in ATG 348), and
takes this to be cognale to Mo dhiig (VEWT 518). The methodology
here, as for the etymology of MK kig (sec above, Nr. 37), is unac-

1
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ceptable, and the word is otherwise clearly of onomatopoeic origin.
99. M III 8(iv):v10 firen sseeds was read by von Le Coq in the
following passage: 9—11 gamy-ga edgil saginés ykliyiir dren yadarulr]
yadidur ». .. fiir alles gute Denken mehrt sich; der Samen gedeiht
und breitet sich aus.» On this reading, iiren could here be a loanword
from WMo 1011 #re sseed, grain, fruits, which has been borrowed
into some modern Tii Janguages (VEWT 522). Clauson remarks that
sthere is no reasonable doubt that this word is a misreading of evins
(ED 233), that is, of Tii evin »seed, graine (ED 12), which would
fit the context nicely: »the seed (crop) turns green and spreadss.
However, in reply to my inquiry after the original manuscript, Peter
Zieme most graciously informs me (Letter of 19. 3. 76): siirdin ist
unsichere Lesung, wirklich sehr schwierig. Jedoch folgendes lésst
sich sagen: auslautendes -n ist nicht sehr wahrscheinlich, weil keine
Verbindung zum folgenden Wort besteht, wie es sonst in dieser (und
anderen) Handschriften der Fall ist, demnach wire wahrscheinlicher:
-z. Im iibrigen ist der letzte Buchstabe nur teilweise erhalten, die
linke obere Ecke fehlt. Weiterhin fehlt die untere Hélfte der zwei
letsteren Buchstaben, was aber nicht bedeutet, dass man fiir -r- -J-
lesen kinnte, denn vom /-Haken miisste noch etwas zu sehen sein.
Zusammenfassend: Notfalls kann man 4rin lesen (auf keinen Fall
jedoch dvinl) .. » To these paleographical difficulties, T would only
add that the Mo form is iire (MMo hiire), and the plural is formed
with -s (iires), which is added to nominals ending in a vowel or the
diphthong -aif-et (GWM § 264). This is not, in that case, one of the
numerous Mo words with the so-called »unstable -n», which is retained
in the nominative or subject position of a sentence. This alone renders
the proposed Mo identification less likely than the possibility of
some sort of scribal error or alternative reading. Unclear,
" 100. H II 4:31 dlrgesin »thorn(?» (DTS 626) was so read in the
following passage: gzl itrgesin muré indge soqup elgep »erush and
sift finely red ilrgestn ("thorn’) and peppers. The reading is based
on Cavyatay érgesitn/iirgesiin sthorn» (W 1 1839, PdC 55), which is
borrowed from WMo 641 jrgesiin/drgdsiin/irgegiisiin sthorn, splinters.
Clauson suggests that this is not the Mo word, but is a misreading
of gvkestn »his lung (Def.Obj.)» (ED 228). In support of this cor-
rection, quite in conformily with the ambiguities of Uyyur script,
cf. H 1 60 tevenin dvkesin gutirip {error for quritip] soqup elgep »dry,
crush and sift a camel’s lung», and Sanlax quzil ¥3. a kind of red
bird; 4. a kind of falcons (D 683). Thus, gtel dvkesin could mean
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s{crush and sift) the lung of a red bird (or falcon)s. Apart from this,
it is obvious that the #rgesin (spelled "WRK’SYN) read by Rach-
mati could not be the Mo word, if only because -sin is not a possible
variant of the Mo suffix -sun/-siin.

101. MK yanu- sto sharpen, to whets (ED 944); Résinen considers
MK and modern Tii forms to be borrowed from Mo, cf. KW 466
gam~- »to whet, slide, sharpen (a knife)s; where WMo janu- sto whet;
threatens is cited (neither Kowalewski nor Lessing gives the meaning
sto whets); moreover, Résfinen takes Mo janu- sto whet, to threatens
to be cognate to Tii yan- sto threaten, menaces (ED 942) (VEWT
184). To be clearly distinguished in Rasinen’s notice are: (1) Tii
yan- »to threatens, which corresponds to WMo 1036 jonu- »d.s;
(2) MK yanu- sto sharpen, whety, which is possibly found in KW
466 zan- sto whet, slide, sharpen (a knife)s, but not elsewhere in
Mo; thus, in this case, Raséinen only inferred this meaning for the
WMo janu-. To go one step farther, it is possible that Ramstedt
has used a Russian source for this Qalmyq form, a source which
defined the word as in Xal 192 dzanaz sto threaten; to bear a grudge
against s.0.», where Russian has the phrase tofit’ zuby na kogo-l. »to
sharpen the teeth on s.0. =>»to bear a grudges(?); semantically, cf.
Tat, Qzq qayra- »to sharpen, to gnash the teeth at s.o.» (W II 21;
VEWT 222; ED 805). [Cf. MTii, Nr. 189].

102. TT VIII A:16, MK, QB 1027 yankaq sloquacious, chatterbox»
(ED 953); in VEWT, this word is considered to be a loan from WMo
427 pangsi- sto bore with nagging or empty talk; to prattle, etc.s
(VEWT 186—7). To this: (1) Raséinen overlooks the Tii verbal stem,
QB 174 ff. yanda- sto chatier, babbles (ED 953), as well as the con-
nected Tii words, yazra- »to make a sound of some sort; to clatter;
to blurt outs (ED 952) and yanqu sechos (ED 949), which imply a
root *yax; (2) both the Mo and the Tii words have onomatopoeic
flavors (cf. English sto yak; yak yake = »to chatter»), which nec-
essarily obscures any etymological connetion between them; (3) Mo
yangsi- is not phonetically equivalent to Tii yansaq, yanfa-, and,
at the very least, cannot be the immediate source of the latter.

103. KT N 10 yasa- »to construct, arranges (I0D 164, n. 60; ATG
353; PDP 386; DTS 245) is the oldest example of a misreading that
introduced a Mo word into the OTii vocabulary, cf. WMo 1039 jasa~
sto put in order, fix, repair, etc.» [see MT@, Nr. 191}, Doerfer has
corrected the passage: id tepri aysar kit oylt qop olégle toriimis
»Wenn der Himmel die Zeit bestimmt (‘sagt’), dann (zeigt sich:)
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das Menschengeschlecht ist sterblich (bzw. zum Sterben) geborens
(TMEN IV 72--73; OLZ LXV], 1971, c. 450; LXVII, 1972, c. 89).
With minor differences in the reading of certain words, Clauson’s
reading agrees with this: éd tenrs aysar kiss oply dlgeli torfimid o(all)
sons of men have been born to die when heaven prescribes the times
(ED 974; omits gop). The reading aysar for the former yasar may
be considered firm.

104, Stake Inscription 1 6 yasag »standard measures (F. W. K.
Miiller, Zwei Pfahlinschriften aus den Turfanfunden, APAW 1915,
Nr. 3, pp. 6, 7) is a misreading of yayag muts, which was evidently
based on WMo 1039 jasay srule, law, etcs [see MTii, Nr. 192). the
passage should be read: kim gayu tinlty yayaq qalbuglenéa vrzar tiser
»whatever mortal makes a monastery the size of a nut-shell (and
adorns it with a statue of Buddha the size of a grain of wheat...»
(thus corrected in ED 900, 974).

105. H I1 14, 128, MK yigde, MK (Oyuz Tiirkmen) yigte »jujube
trees (ED 911); Rasénen considers this word to be borrowed from
Mo, of. KW 4712 (Olét dialect) zegd® »a shrub whose roots are
used as firewood and which grows in the deserts, where WMo jegde
is cited (lacking in Kowalewski, Lessing, etc.; the Mongol section
of Ibn Muhanna has jigde, but probably there adopted from the Tii
section) (VEWT 202). As the designatlion of various trees and shrubs,
yigde ~ figde occurs in nearly every modern dialect of East Tur-
kestan (see the works of Raquette, Katanov-Menges, von Le Ceg,
Malov, Jarring), where the (16t dialect cited by Ramstedt, KW,
is spoken, and also in Central Asia (1bn Muhanna, Cayatay, Qazag,
Qiry1z). 1t is safe to assume that the word is not borrowed from
Mo (lacking there), but is an autochthonous (Iranian?) word.

106. QBH 43:23 yilya sriver, streaim (W III 486) is an error in
Herat for QB 971 til~a (thus, 5 without dots taken as y, by Herat
scribe), and so cannot be a loan from WMo 1055 jilya sravine, etc.»
(as VEWT 200).

107. Toii 26 yobal- sto be tormenteds (PDP 389), HT 1968 yoplun-
»lo torment oneselfs (von Gabain, Briefe der uigurischen Hiien-tsang-
Biographie, SPAH" 1938, p. 403, n. 1968); both words are so read
by the editors on the basis of WMo 1065 joba- »to suffer, worry,
grieve, etc.» [see MTii, Nr. 198]. However, Toi 26 yobal- is to be
read yubul- »to be rolled down» in the passage: Ibarlg a¥dvmiz yubuln
inttmiz swe crossed the lbarliq (Mountain?), and went rolling down
hills (ED 871, 877; DTS 277; GOT 407). The word in HT 1968 —9
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is to be read yublun- »to be neglecteds: ynublumagly Lonilliimin uryu
yir bulmas men ¥now that my master is dead) I cannot find any
place in which to place my neglected mind» (ED 878).

108. MK yoydu sthe long hair under a camel's chins, yoyru »a
camel’s long hair; also called yoyruy; the -~ is changed from -d- ...
the Turks call 'a camel’s long hair’ yoydu, and they [the Oyuz and
Qipéaq] joydur (ED 899); Résiinen groups MK yoydu together with
Tuva foydur shair under the chin of a camel or oxs, Xagas Soydir
sbristles, Cuvas édtar, slar sbedding, head cushions, considers Cuvas
the source of Old Church Slavonic JOXB5TOPBD shead cushioms, and
takes the entire group to be borrowed from WMo 1067 joydor slong
hair on the throat of a camel; mane of a lion» (VEWT 204-—5).
Logically, this cannot be, for if the Mo word with j- is the origin
of the Cuva§ word with §- < *j-, then the Old Church Slavonic
word with d- cannot be a borrowing from the Cuvas. Otherwise,
Doerfer has shown that the Cuvas forms do not belong to this group
of words (cf. OLZ LXVI, 1971, cc. 453—454). Phonetically, Mo
joydor cannot be the source of MK yoydu, cte. (because of +), which
alone disqualifies this etymology. Furthermore, it should be noted
that Rasinen elsewhere considers the entire group of Tii words to
be genetically related to Mo joydor (VEWT 127).

109. QBH 95:16 yosun »law, custom» (W I1I 443; followed by
DTS 275, VEWT 207) is Radloff’s misreading of yosiig, which is a
scribal error in Heral for QB 2600 yirilg »explanation, interpreta-
tions (that is, , is read as ) by the scribe, who writes it as -§- = -7-
in the Mongol Uyyur orthography of the Herat copy). Otherwise,
WMo 435 yosun slaw, rule, custom, etc.» first appears in MTi as a
loanword [see MTii, Nr. 199].

110. MK, QB 1809 yiikse- »to be high» (ED 916); Rasédnen groups
QB yikse- [read yitkse- as W 111 592] together with Teleut éksé-,
Yaqut ksiy-, Turkish, Cayatay yilksek, and takes these to be bor-
rowed from WMo 632 iigse-/dgsi- »to ascend, to go upstream» (VEWT
207). To this: (1} Teleut and Yaqul are indeed borrowings from the
Mo verb, but are to be kept dislinct from the other words cited
by Risinen; (2) Tii yiikse- is derived from the root *yilk that is
also found in yilgerii << *yitkgeri supwardsy (ED 915), and thus has
a good Tii etymology; (3) T yitkse- is not phonetically comparable
to Mo igse-; presumably, Rasinen here thinks of the internal Tu
development yi-fyi= > 1-fi- (yul ~ 1l syears, yitig/yiti ~ iti ssharps,
etc.), but this is hardly relevant to the present case.



166
APAW
AOH
Atalay
ATG
BC
BTT 1
Bur
BX
CAJ
[¥o)
Cuv
DTS
ED
EPT

ET$
GOT

GWM
H =11

HT
1B
10D

Kow

KT

Kw
KY

MI-11

Lanry V, CLARK

Abhandlungen der P hen Akademie der Wi haften,
Phil.-hist. Klasse

Acta Orjentalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungari

Besim Atalay, Divanii Lagat-it-Tiirk, 1—111, Ankara 1939 —1941
A. von Gabain, Alutiirkische Grammatik, Leiprig 1950*

Runic inscription of Bayan Cor (d. 759), cited after ED (there
su), or as otherwise indicated

G. Hazai — P. Zieme, Fragmente der uigurischen Version. des
wJin'gangjing mit den Gathds des Meister Fus, Berliner Turfan-
texte I, Berlin 1971

K. M. Ceremisov, Burjateko-russkij slovar', Moskva 1973

Runic inscription of Bilge Xayan (d. 784), cited after ED
(there I1)

Central Asiatic Journal

K. Gronbech, Komanisches W érterbuch, Kabenhavn 1942

M.Ja. Sirotkin, Cuvadsko-russkij slovar’, Moskva 1961
Drevnetjurkskij slocar’, Leningrad 1969

Sir Gerard Clauson, .An Etymological Dictionary of Pre-Thir-
teenth-Century Turkish, Oxford 1972

8. E. Malov, Enisejskaja pis’mennost’ tjurkeo, Moskva-Lenin-
grad 1952

R. R. Arat, Eski Tirk §iiri, Ankara 1965

T. Tekin, A Grammar of Orkhon Turkic, IUP.UAS 69, Bloo-
mington 1968

Nicholas Poppe, Grarmmar of \Written Mongolian, Wiesbaden 1954
G. R, Rachmati, Zur Heilkunde der Uiguren, I—II, SPAW
1930, pp. 451—473; 1932, pp. 401 —4&48

A. von Gabain, Die uigurische Ubersetzung der Biographie
Hiien-tsangs, SPAW 1935, pp.151.~180; Briefe der uiguri-
schen Iliien-tsang-Biographie, SPAW 1938, pp. 371 —415
Runic manuscript of the Irg Bitig, cited after ED (there IrkB)
Vilheln Thomsen, Inscriptions de UOrkhon déchiffrées, MSFCu
V, Helginki 1896

J. B, Kowalewski, Dictionnaire mongol-russe-frangais, 1—111,
Kazan 1844—1849

James Hamillon, Le conte bouddhigue du bon et du mauvais
prince en version ouigoure, Paris 1971 (story of Kalyanamkara
and Papaigkara)

Runic inscription of Kiil Tegin (d. 731), cited after ED (there 1),
or as otherwise indicated

G. Ramsledt, Kalmiickisches 1V érterbuch, Helsinki 1935

Louis Ligeti, Un vocabulaire sino-ouigour des Ming. Le Kao-
tch’ang-kouan Yi-chou du Bureau des Traducteurs, AOH XX,
1967, pp. 253—-306; XXI, 1968, pp. 45108

Aulis Joki, Die Leknworier des Sajansamojedischen, MSFOu
103, Helsinki 1952

A. von Le Coq, Tiirkische Manichaica aus Chotscho, 1: APAW
1911, Nr. 6; 1I: 19019, Nr. 3; IT1: 1922, Nr. 2




MA
MEJ

MK

MTW
OLZ
Ord
ora

PdC
PDP

PP
QB

QBN
Qir
Qzq

RO
8H

SPAW

Suv

Mongol Elements in Old Turkic? 167

N. Poppe, Mongol'skij elovar' Mukaddimat al-Adad, 1—1II,
Moskva-Leningrad 1938—1939

Stanislaw Kaluiynski, Mongolische El in der jakutisch
Sprache, Warszawa 1962

Mahmad al-Kédyari's Divan luyds as-turk (wr. 1072—1077; ms.
copy of 1266), cited after ED (there Kig), Atalay, MTW, or
the T'tpkibasum (facsimile ed.) published by the Turk Dili Ku-
rumu, Ankara 1941

C. Brockelmann, Mitteltirkischer Wortschats, nach Mahmad al-
Kéadyaris Dlvan luydt at-Turk, Budapest 1928

Qrientalistische Literaturzeitung

A. Mostaert, Dictionnaire ordos, I —II1, Peking 1941 —1944

C. Brockelmann, Osttiirkische Gr ik der islamischen Lite-
ratursprachen Miticlasiens, Leiden 1954

A. Pavet de Courteille, Dictionnaire turc-orisntal, Paris 1870

8. K. Malov, Pamjamiki dr jurksko] pis’ i, Moskva-
Leningrad 1951

N. Poppe, The Mongolian Monuments in hP'ags-pa Script,
Second edition translated and edited by John R Krueger,
Wiesbaden 1957

Yasuf Xass Hajib’s Qutadyu Bilig (wr. 1069; mss. of XHI c.
[Namangan], XIV ¢. [Cairo] and 1439 [Herat/Vienna)), cited
after R. R. Arat, Kutadgu Bilig, I. Metin, Istanbul: 1947;
Terciime, Ankara 1959; Tipkibasam, 1 —111, Ankara 1942 —1948
Herat copy of QB

K. K. Judakhin, Kirgizsko-russkij slovar’, Moskvn 1965

13. N. Shuitnikov, Kazakh-English Dictionary, IUP.UAS 28,
Mouton 1966

Rocznik Orientalistyczny

. Haenisch, Wirterbuch su Manghol un niuca tobca’an/Geheime
Ceschichte der Mongolen, 1eipzig 1939

Sitzungsherichte der Pr ischen Akademie der Wi hal-
ten, Phil.-hist. Klasse

V. V. Radlov — 8. K. Malov, Suvarnaprabhasa/(Sutra zolotogo
hleska), Ribliotheca Buddhica XV11, SPb. 19181917

TMEN [—1V Gerhard Doerfer, Tirkische und mongolische Elemente im Neu-

Toi

P
TT 1-VI

TT VI

TT VI

U 1-1n

persiachen, [--1V, Wieshaden 1963 —1975

Runic inscription of Tofluquq (wr. circa 725?), cited after ED
{there T}, or as otherwise indicated

Toung Pao

W. Bang — A. von Gabain — G. R. Rachmati, Tiirkische Tur-
fan-Texte, 1—VIi, SPAW 19291934

G. R. Rachmati, Tirkische Turfan-Texts, VII, APAW 1936,
Nr. 12

A. von Gabain, Tiirkische Turfan-Tezie, VI, Texte in Brah-
mischrift, APAW 1952, Nr. 7

F. W. K. Miiller, Uigurica 1111, APAW 1908, Nr. 2; 1910,
Nr. 3; 1920, Nr. 2



168

UIv

UAJ

us

VEWT

VOAS

w1V

Xal
Xuast

Yen

LARRY V. CLARK

F. W. K. Miller, Uigurica 1V, Herausgeg. von A. von Gabain,
SPAW 1934, pp. 675—727

Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher

W, Radloft, Uigurische Sprachdenkmdler. Materialien nach dem
Tode des Verfassers mis Erginzungen von S. Malov herausgegeben,
Leningrad 1928

Martti Rasdnen, Versuch eines etymologischen Wérterbuchs der
Tiirksprachen, Helsinki 1969

N. Poppe, Vergleichende Cr tik der altaischen Sprachen,
Teil 1, Vergleichende Laudehre, Wiesbaden 1960

W, W. Radloft, Versuch eines Wirterbuches der Tiirk-Dialects,
I-1V, SPb. 1893--1911

A. Luvsandendev, Mongol'sko-russkij slovar’, Moskva 1957

Jes P. Asmussen, X%dstodnift, Studies in Manichaeism, Copen-.
hagen 1965, pp. 166 —230

Runic inscriptions of the Yenisey, cited after EPT or ED (there
mal.), or as otherwise indicated




The Adoration of Jaya Pandita by the Dzakhachins of
the Kobdo District

RiINGHEN YNGSIYEBU (1)

In the European literature on Mongols the Western Mongols or
Oirats are known by the name of Kalmucks. Alexis Bobrovnikov,
the author of the best Russian-language grammar of written Mon-
golian, which was published in the mid-nineteenth century, wrote
that »the Oirats were the ancestors of the present-day Jungar and
Volga Kalmucks.»!

The name Kalmuck is of Mongol origin — Qalimay (ga-li-ma-y),
sthose who went out of their territorys, and the Oirat tribes of the
western part of the present-day Mongolian People's Republic also
called themselves galvmay-Kalmuck, because their territory exceeded
the bounds of their ancient land of Jungar in present-day Chinese
Turkestan. Furthermore, all the Kalmucks of the Volga, Mongolian
People’'s Republic and Hsin-Kiang (Chinese Turkestan) also called
themselves Dorben Oyiradiyin tasurgai ("The Shivers of the Four
Oiratss),

Historically this name dates from the seventeenth century when
the Kingdom of Lhe Four Oirats was annihilated by the Manchu
conquerors. Before the Manchu conquest Oktorguin dalai, one of the
distinguished Oirat scholars, who was known by the honorary title
of Jaya Pandita Guru, had crealed a special Oirat script in 1648
on the hasis of the Mongol national script qudm-a fsdg.

The Oirat national script todo @sfig (#*The clear characterss) con-
formed to all the dialects of the Four Oirats and because it was
based on the Mongol national script common to all the Mongols,
who spoke a variety of dialects, it was received enthusiastically by
all the Four Oirats.

The Pandita Gury, the originator of the Oirat national script, was
a skilled translator of philosophical works from Tibetan into the

1 Bobrovnikov, A., 4 Grammar of the Mongol-Kalmuck language {Kazan,
1859), p. iv.

? Qudm-a lstig was explained by the older generation of Mongol intellectuals
as nom-un tisiig or »Precept’s scripis, sScript of the Teachinge.



