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TURKIC LOANWORDS IN MONGOL, I:
THE TREATMENT OF NON-INITIAL §, Z, §, &

by
LARRY V. CLARK
Bloomington

Turkic loanwords in Mongol constitute the largest foreign compo-
nent in the Mongol lexicon, at once testifying to the intensity of
Turkio-Mongol contacts and to the importance of the linguistic
study of these contacts. Contributions to the subject are found
throughout the Altaistic literature, and range from lists of loan-
words to the presentation of principled means for their discovery.!
It is 8 marker of the complexity of the problem that it is not always
certain which Turkic words are obviously borrowed into Mongol,
and which Turkic words might be said to belong to that part of the
shared vocabulary considered by some scholars to be inherited from
Proto-Altaic. This uncertainty may be attributed to the fact that
both the inherited and the borrowed words common to any group
of languages will display regular sound correspondences.

As a preliminary step toward the clarification of this problem, it
may be useful to distinguish within the shared Turkic-Mongol voca-
bulary two kinds of correspondence:

* B, Ja. Vladimirteov, Turetskie elementy v mongol’skom jazyke, Zaptski

otdelenija Imperatorskago russkage arkheologiteskago obdtestva XX,
1910, pp. 153-184; N. Poppe, The Turkio Loan Words in Middle Mongolian,
CAJ 1, 1985, pp. 36-42; Q. Clauson, The Earliest Turkish Loan Words in
Mongolian, CAJ IV, 1858, pp. 174-187; id., The Turkish Elementa in 14th
Century Mongolian, 0AJ V, 1960, pp. 301--316; id., Turkish qnd Mongolian
Studies, London 1962, pp. 222-247; V. 1. Rassadin, O tjur} kh v bur-
jatakom jazyke, K izufentju burjatskogo jacyka, Ulan-Ude 1969, ;%g 120-134;
T, Gilensoy, Mofollarm Gizli Tarihi'ndeki Tirkge Kelimeler Uzerino Bir
Deneme, Teurkolojs Dergiss V, 1975, pp. 93-135; also: N. Pop.vpeL. Einige LLa.Et-
gesetzo und ihre Bedeutung zur Frage der mongolisch-tirk n Spri
zishungen, UAJ XXX, 1088, pp. 93-97; G. Kara, Lo dictionnaire étymolo-
gique et la langue mongole, AOH XVIII, 1965, pp. 11-16; A. Réna-Tas,
Obs¥ee nasledie ili zai ija ? (K probleme rodstva altajskikh jazykov),
Voprosy jazykoznanija 1974, 2, pp. 31-45; G. Doerfer, TMEN I-IV passim,
but especially IV 325-338.
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primary correapondences, or those which are said to obtain between

reflexes of Proto-Altaic etyma in the Ramatedt-Poppe reconstruc-

tion;?

secondary correspondences, or those which do not conform to the

rules of primary correspondences and so must be otherwise

accounted for, most commonly a8 borrowings.
As an illustration, the Ramstedt-Poppe reconstruction of PA in-
cludes the following set of primary correspondences:

PA TU MO

*d- y- d-  yel ~del “mane”, yul- “to take back, ransom” ~

doli- “to exchange”

*- y- - yaz-~ firu- “to write”, yul- ~ Joli- “‘to ransom”,

yé§ “‘green, fresh” ~ Jalayun “young”

*i- y- wi-  ydz “spring” ~ nirei “newborn, fresh, young (of

plants)”, yd¥ ~ nilga “‘infant, tender”
Rigorously, as a consequence of these rules, at least one member of
the Mo doublets doli-fJoli- and nilga/jalayun is necessarily a borrow-
ing from Ti yul- and yd4, because there can be only one primary
correspondence.

The present paper deals with the assimilation of Turkic non-ini-
tial s, 2, 4, &, to the Mongol sound system. For the most part, the
determination of which Mongol words are borrowed from Turkic is
straightforward, because they deviate from the following set of pri-
mary correspondences in the Ramstedt-Poppe reconstruction of PA :¢

PA TU MO

*3 8 8 qarsag ~ kirsa “steppe fox’, qus- “‘to squeeze,

press” ~ kisa- ‘‘to hamper, impede”
: By this is moant that phonological roconstruction formulated by Ram-
stodt, but refined and prosentod by Poppe in VGAS.
* VGASB 22-23, 27--28, 30-39. Usually included in this Lublcau js PA *y. -
Ti y-~ Mo y-, but tho examplos given for this correspondenco in VGAS
31-32 are not convineing: Mo yada- “to be unablo” # Ti yaday “on foot™
(cf. TMEN I 651); Mo smayan “goat” ~ Tii tmya ““wild mountain goat" (but
there are no forms with y-, cf. ED) 168); Mo srua, Khal yoro “omen" # Turk-
1sh yorum ‘‘interpretation of an omen or drearn” (Khal yo- < -, cf. IMCB
38-40; Tu yorum/yorma < yor-lydr- ‘‘to explam. interpret dreams”, of. ED
955; &, Doorfor, Zur Schreibung des ausl den o dor golisch Schrifh
sprache, 0AJ X, 1965, pp. 56-60); Mo yayars- “to hurry” < *yapara- # Ti
yapraq “quick” (the lattor is & ghost word, misrcad by Radloff in Quéadyu
Bilig 4693 for tabrag/tavraq “'quick”, cf. ED 443). Valid Turkic-Mongol com-
parisons with y- are all loanwords from ono language to the other; e.g., Mo
yosun “oustom” —» MTG yosun id., Ti yértindii “tho universc, world” -+ Mo
yirtindi id., ote.
4 VGAS 064-66, 80-82, 76-78, 82-63.
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*rs 2 r  azy “large tooth” ~ araya “molar”, b8z ~ boro
K(my!' s

*, § 1  kilek “young animal” ~ gdlige “‘puppy”, $a§ ~
M “stone”

% & & qof~quia‘“ram”, bl ~ bibi(n) “strength”, sal-
~ sadu-[Sabu- “‘to soatter,” %eul- (of. subul- “to
steip off, take off’) ~ duds- “to undo, untwine”,
aé- ~ &%- “to defecate”® [further on *4, see
below]

It is not my purpose here to argue whether these primary corre-
spondences may also reflect (Bulghar) Turkic borrowings into Mon-
gol, but rather to confirm that deviations from these corresponden-
oces are manifestly borrowings and to provide a register of such bor-
rowings. To forestall the observation that much of this ground has
already been covered, it should be pointed out that the pedestrian
oollection of this data has revealed & problem with the Mongol cor-
respondenoes to Turkic & whose solution reverberates beyond the
immediate issue of phonetic assimilation into the realm of the stand-
ard reconstruction of Proto-Mongol. Indeed, the solution partislly
rests upon a consideration of the material dealing with the assimila-
tion of s, z, 4, &, which justifies its rehearsal here.

The Treatmeni of Turkic s

The voiceless fricative s is an integral part of the phonological
gystems of both Turkio and Mongol. However, Turkic syllabic
structure permits the consonant cluster rs, which is found in arslan
“lion”, bars “leopard”, boremug “badger”, kers “‘rhinoceros”, gars

¢ MA &iti- “to defecate, have diarrhes”’, WM &éoya “'diarrhes”; VGAS 63
&ifi. < *8K. in false (based on TO isyan “mouse”, 8 taboo form of siéyan
“mouse (i.e., shitter)” < #45-), rather it is here a case of Mo ¢-& > &.¢, as
aatu- > Salu-, swl- > Eoli-, selen > telen. From the group of examples
which attest this pond we must exclude: VGAS 62 Mo buds- “to
return, go back” 2 Ti bulpag “‘angle, corner”, since the Iatter is o late form
of bifyaq < biZ- “‘to cut” (ED 204); VGAS 63 Mo als “fork, bifurcation”
(nominal) % Td ad- “to open” (verbal); VGAS 63 udig “piece orend of thread,
piecea of hay or grass left by feeding animale” # T 4¢ “ ity, end,
tip”, sinoe Mo wéig means “‘piece or remains of something” not “end, tip”
(TMEN II 185-136); unolear on semantio grounds are: Mo gu#i- “to cover,

cover oneaolf with a blanket” ? # Td gué. “to embrace, take in one’s arms™, °

Mo eline “mooret, private, out of sight™ ? 3 Ta ¢ “inside, interior”.
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“a kind of garment" $ ters ““false’’, but which is unknown in purely
Mongol words.” Consequently, the Mongol counterparts to these
words are clearly borrowings, and are either adopted without
change (literary loans) or undergo epentheasis: arslan/arsalan “lion”,
bars/barus “‘tiger”, kers/kirés “‘rhinoceros, unioorn”, ters ‘‘heretiocal”.
One may also establish, on other grounds, that Turkic loans with
s.are adopted as such in Mongol:
basa “again, also, too” « Ti basa id. < bas- “to Ppress, oppress’
(ED 371; note primary basu- “to condemn” ~ bas-)
esen “healthy” <« Tii esen id. ? < Persian dsdn (TMEN II 58)
keseg “part, piece” <« Ti kesek id. < kes- “to out”
osalfosol “mishap (due to negligence)” « Tii csal “negligent” <
*osa-, of. Tii osan- “to be negligent”
suusar “‘marten’’ < Tii suvear id. (TMEN III 297-298)
tayusftoyus “peacock” < Tii taus id. « Pers-Arab fiis

The Treatment of Turkic z

'The voiced fricative z is known only in Turkic, where it occurs in all
but initial positions. Therefore, Turkic loans with z must be assi-
milated to Mongol sound structure through sound substitution. In
final position, z is substituted by Mongol s:¢

HI arbus “watermelon” « Tii garbuz id.*

boyos “‘embryo; pregnant” « Tit boywz “throat; pregnant”

bos “‘cotton” < Tii boz id.

ikes “‘caul, amnion; placenta’” <« Tii ékiz “‘twins”

Jes/fed “‘copper” < Tii yez “‘copper, brass”

kebis “rug, carpet” < Til kebizfkeviz id.

odos “wild yak, buffalo” < Tii gotuz “yak’1®

tenggis “lake, sea’ <« Ti tengsz id.

_toos *‘birch bark” < Ti 3z id.
There is one oxoeption to this treatment that defies explanation: Mo
semefi “fat around the intestines” < Tii semsz “'fat” (as VGAS 29).

¢ See: J. Hamilton-N. Beldicoanu, Rocherches autour de gars, nom d'une
étoffo do poil, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies XXXI,
1008, pp. 330-346. .

* Cf. Kara, Le dictionnaire étymologique, p. 14, n. 39.

¢ Cf. Poppo, Einige Lautgosetze, p. 94; Kuu, Op.cit., p. 12,

* 'Soc: L. V. Clark, Mongol Eloments in Old Turkic t, JSFOu LXXV, 19877,
Nr. 64.

1 Ibud.
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In intervoealic position, Turkic 2 is regularly assimilated in Mon-
gol to both & and §:12
dasiftafi “skewbald, motley’’ « Ti tazs “‘greyhound’1
sesig/sefig “doubt, suspicion” <« T sézig id.
siisiig/sitfiig “religious worship, faith ; piety, reverence” « TH siizik
“pure” (of. siiziik kirtginé “‘pure belief”’, and the analogy of Mo
gilinda “sin” « Tt qlind “deed”, but agry glné “evil deed,
sin")
dasin/dafin “‘religion, teaching” « Ti dazin “discipline” < Skt
$asana (ATG 365; DTS 520, 521)
digiim/iifiim “raisin, grape” < Ti diziim id.
This dual substitution has functioned in a most interesting case to
maintain a semantic distinction in the originally Turkic word:
kesig “turn’ <« Tii kezég “turn; fever”
kefig/kifig “epidemic, pestilence’ «+ Tii kezig “fever; turn”
In & few cases, Mongol sources attest only the s or only the § sub-
stitution:
asaman ‘‘monorchid, castrated” <« Til azman “castrated animal’’??
bojo “‘dregs” <~ Tii boza “a kind of beer'” (TMEN IT 837-341)
Mongol has also borrowed a few cultural words which contained
in Old Turkic the foreign sound 2, indicative of a Sogdian origin. In
these cases, Mongol assimilates Turkio £ as though it were z:
kifé “incense” <« Tii ki id. (ED 605)
iistigfiifiig “letter, writing” < Tu sifik/iZek “written character,
letter, syllable” (ED 24; TMEN IV 419-420)!¢ .

€

1 Cf. L. Ligeti, Sur lquea & iptions sino.ouigoures des Yuan, UAJ
XXXIII, 1961, p. 243 id., Tru\wrlptlona chincises de trois noms propres
dans I'Histoire Secrdte deo Mongo!l M lica. Festschrift fir
Prof. Dr, Rintchen, od. W. Hoissig, Wi ‘ den 1088, p. 130; Kara, Lo diction-
naire étymologique, p. 13; also “note tho older of Vladimirtsov,
SGMPJa 308-309.

11 For the Mongol, of. 8H dass torgan *‘gold.embroidered silk oloth’”, WM
tafi torya “‘a kind of two-colored damask or silk”; of. Kare, Le dictionnaire
étymologique, p. 18, n. 87; id., Les mots mongols dans une liste de marchan-
dises chez Gmelin (1738), AOH XIII, 1961, pp. 181-182, n. 18. For the Turkic,
of. VEWT 467; P. Pelliot, Notes on Marco Polo, 1, Paris 1969, p. 45: “As &
matter of fact, tazs, with the specific meaning of ‘Arab’, still oocurs in Turkish
literature as late as the begmnmg of the 14th cent. (Rudloﬂ' II1 980). As tazi
or tazi, it survives now in Turkish only as the name of the ‘greyhound’,
literally ‘the Arabian [dog]’.”

13 Cf. Clark, Mongol Elements in Old Turkic ?, Nr. 12.

¥ Beo: A. Réna-Tas, Bome Notes on the Terminology of Mongolian Writing,
AOH XVIII, 1986, pp. 133-134.
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‘
Finally, three Turkic loanwords do not, at first sight, conform to
these rules of assimilation:
abuy “tooth (in Uyghur script)” « Tii azsy “large tooth”
biladig/bilisug/bilifilg (many variants) “finger ring” « Ti bilezitk
id. (ED 345; TMEN II 313-315)1
SH kisilbad[kitilbad ‘name of lake” < Tii quzsl “‘red”” + bas
(lhew!l
As already pointed out by Ligeti, such spellings with -¢- are based
on the polyphony of the letter &: f in the Pre-Classical Uyghur
seript.!® Thus, we should read aduy = ajuy, bilidig = bilifig, kisl-
baf = kifilbad, and attach these cases, too, to the normal assimila-
tion of -z- to -s-/-§-.

The Treatment of Turkic §

Turkic permits & in all but initial positions, whereas in Mongol & is
of secondary origin from s ( > 4i/§V), Thus, Turkic loanwords with
final § are assimilated to Mongol s:17

arbis “knowledge” < Ti arbidlarvsd “magic charm, spell”

Jemas{fimis “fruit” < Tii yémdd id.

gas “josper, jade” < Ti gad id.

gos[qoos/god “‘pair” < Ti ¢6¥ id.

los- “to receive, encounter’’ < Tii tud- ‘‘to meet”

ulus ‘people, nation” <« Ti wlud id.

Within the word, Mongol regularly adopts Turkic 4, particularly
in the case of §i, which is conventionally transeribed as Mongol ss,
or in exclusively literary loans:

est qadun “principal or first wife of & khan” <- Tii 68 “lady”

korss “neighbor”’ « Tit kdrdi id.

kdsige ‘“‘curtain, blind, canopy” < Tii kodik “screen, covering’

qarsi “opposed ; obstacle” <« Ti gard “opposite”

qarst “palace” <- Tit gardi id. < Tokh (ED 664)

yasil “buckthorn’ <« Tit yadil “green (plant)”

boduy ‘‘decroe of heaven, fate, command, instruction, permission”

<= Tt boduy “permission” "

1% Sce: L. Ligoti, Nomns tures pour ‘fora; bracelet; bague’ dans les langues
slavos ot dans lo hongrois, Studia Slavica XII, 1066, pp. 249-258.

% Cf, Ligeti, Tranaeriptions chinoises de trois noms propros, pp. 128-130.

17 Cf. Poppe, Einige Lautgosotze, p. 98; Kara, Lo dictionnaire étymologique,
p- 12.
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In the case of Turkic &, Mongol either adopts this sequence or assi-
milates it as &8 (= &):

SH alada “'s kind of horse” <« Ti alada id.**

gadang/qasing “‘slow, lazy” <« Tii qadang id.

tuda-ftusi- “to hobble” « Ti tusa- id.

yangsi- “to prattle” « T yangfa- id.
Indeed, Turkic syllable final § may also undergo this assimilation to
Mongol &i (= &), especially in HI:

basilay “‘a kind of cheese” « Tii bsdlay id.1®

gosiliy “tent” < Ti god “hut, camp” 4 DNN + kg

HI femidi “fruit” < Th yémsd id.

HI gadi “jade” « Til gad id.

HI go#i “pair” « Ti ¢o¥ id.

There are two Turkic loanwords with § which have been aasi-
milated to Mongol a:

asara- “to take care of, raise” « Tii ada- “‘to eat’ "

asuru *'very, extremely” <« Tii adru id.
The first example is particularly instructive, inasmuch as it has
been subjected to a derivational process that is peculiarly Mongol
(-ra- ), which indicates that it was borrowed at an older stage of the
Turkic-Mongol contacts, before the secondary development of Mon-
gol & from the sequence si. Thus, one may conclude that the regular
Mongol assimilation of Turkic 4§ is s, that & entered Mongol as si
and subsequently developed to &, and that § was also retained as
Mongol 4 (indicated as #i = #) in recent literary loans.

The Treatment of Turkic &

Turkic has the affricate ¢ in all positions of the word, whereas Mon-
gol does not permit this sound in syllable or word final position.

**  Cf. Poppe, Turkio Loan Words in Middle Mongolian, p. 38; conéra Doer-
for, TMEN 1V 262-268, where the word is viewed as originally Mongol; alao
of, his remarks in Orientalistische Literaturzeitung LXVI, 1071, ¢, 442,

3 The Mongol forma are cited by L. Ligeti, Lea voyellee longues en Moghol,
AOH XVII, 1064, p. 21; also of. Clauson, T'urkish and Mongolian Studies, p.
226; VEWT 74.

" Cf. Poppe, Turkic Loan Words in Middle Mongolian, p. 41; E. Hovdhau-
gen, The Mongolian SBuffix -lig and its Turkic Origin, Researches in Altaic
Languages, ed. L. Ligeti, Budapest 1975, p. 72. ’
" Beo: A, Réna-Tas, The Altaic Theory and the History of a Middle Mon-
golian Loan Word in Chuvash, Researches in Altaic Languages, ed. L. Ligeti,
Budapest 1076, pp. 201-211.
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Thus, in intervocalic position, Turkic & is adopted directly by Mon-
gol:

baday/maday “fast” <« Tt baday id. < bada- “to fest” <« Sogdian

(ATG 326; DTS 78)
belinfmelin “‘ape” « Ti bétin id. « Indo-European (ED 295;
TMEN II 382-383)

HI gatik “puppy” < Tii kiik id.

kidi/kifi “mustard” « Ti gus id. (cultural word)

ladin/nadin “faleon’” <« Til laéin id. (TMEN IV 11-14)

valirfobir “thunderbolt, diamond” < Tii vabsr id. < Skt vajre

(ATG 380; DTS 631)"
At the beginning of non-root syllables, following a consonant,
Turkic ¢ has a dual reflection in Mongol: it remains after a sonant
(m, n, 1, r), but becomes § (si) after other consonants:
burdayfbuyuréay “beans, peas” <« Tii burfag id. (cultural word)
elti “‘messenger, ambassador” « Tit € id. < é “realm”

eméi “‘physician” < Ti eméi id. < em “remedy”

yirtindii “‘the universe, world” « Tii yértindil id. (ED 961)

ebsi “female of a big bear” « T ebéi ‘‘housewife, wife, woman”

< eb “house” 4+ AGENT + &

ebsigis ‘‘female sable” <« Tii ebdi “woman” 4 kif “sable” (cf.

erkis ‘‘male sable” <« Tit er “man” 4 kif)

kigsin ‘‘old, old man, old woman” <« Tii kékéin ‘‘bluish, grey-

beard” < k3k “blue”

Turkic final ¢ may be assimilated by Mongol in several ways. The
consonant cluster né is assimilated as n&V to conform to Mongol
syllabic structure:

kslinée[PC qilinda “sin” < Tii qeliné “deed” (cf. aysy qsliné “evil

deed sm”) < gsl- “‘to do”
afsibayandaléibayania “‘nun” < Ti Hmnané id,
« Sogdmn imn’né « Skt éramaneri (ATG 305; DTS 524)
ubasanéa “lay woman” <« Tii upasané id. < Sogdian "wp's'né «
Skt updsikd (ATG 378; DTS 613)
kenfe “child born to old parents, weak child” «- Tii kené “young’3®

#  Wa can probably attach to this group. pite tho of aure
tho following: Mo sodi-{8ott- “‘to start in alarm’ « Ti euét- “to move to one
side, to shy” (ED 798); wyule “sacrum, rump” < Ti ufa “back, rump”
(TMEN 11 136-138); 8H alatuq “tent, hut” « T alalug id. (ED 129; TMEN
I 97-102; Poppe, Turkic Loan Words in Middle Mongolian, p. 38).

2 There are two oxamples which exhibit both the primery (-& ~ ¢V} and
the sccondary (-C& -» -O&V ) corrospondences: Mo qurés ‘“‘sharp, acute’ 1~
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Apart from these rather transparent cases of sasimilation of
Turkic &, thers exists a body of examples that have received special
attention in Mongolistics, to the extent that they merit a separate
treatment here.

Proto-Mongol *-£?

We have seen that Turkic final § may correspond to Mongol ¢V on
both the primary (as qude “ram’) and the secondary (as ¢ilinéa
“gin”’) levels. But then, how are we to acoount for cases as Tt 3 ~
Mo 8s “revenge” ? In the standard Mongolistic and Altaistic works
of Ramstedt, Vladimirtsov and Poppe, this and connected examples
are said to reflect a primary correspondence, in the sense that Mon-
gol final 8 can develop from Proto-Mongol *¢ which itself reflects
PA *£. Ramstedt, as we would expect, was the first to state the
problem :M
» Hier ist die Entwickelung etwas dunkel, aber es sieht aus, als
hiitte sich das Klusilelement im &é(t§) sehr frith (in vormongoli-
scher Zeit 1) geschwicht. Im Wortinneren findet sich, wenigstens
in der ersten Silbe, 4, im Auslaut s in einsilbigen Wértern und
od. 4 (D) in mehrailbigen. Z. B. tii. 3¢ ,Feindschaft, Rache’, jak.
68 ~ mo. da id., detjen id. (kalm. 8, d8én, buriNU., &, 6h& < ds,
Sa(il Jge [ tii. ko8- jibersiedeln‘ ~ mo. kdsigen Lestkarawane, Ba-
gage und Lasttiere', wo wahrach. *kdlgen > kddgen vorliegt, wo-
raus kh. ziddaga, kalm. b8k’ ; vgl. 1. kobevat’ [ tia, alt. abkd Ziege*,
dag. krm. kar. déks, kir. edki ~ mo. esige ,Zicklein® (o: edge), kh.
eddyga, kalm. ¢dko [ uig. (Turfan MSS.) mogoé ,die Magier' = (mo.)
kh, m#s, kalm. mis ,Riesen (in den Marchen)® / ti. okéd ,Ferse,
Absatz, Hacken* ~? mo. dsgei, dskei, kh. s, kalm. dské id.
[Richtiger ist vielleicht 6kéd von ok ,Zusatz, Vermehrung* abzu-
leiten und mo. dsges mit dem V. 8s- ,wachsen‘ zu verbinden] /
A®M. gidks- ,treten, gegen die Erde stemmen, gehen‘~ kh.
Qid-Gh- id. (kalm. {dki- id.) konnte ein *giti-, *gi- voraussetzen,

? « Td qur “'tough, hard”, Mo koyur}nyem “plgoon dove” ? ~ 1« Tid ko-
gtwrégan id. The latter is esp of -j-/-&., but prob.
ably kegtrfigene is contaminated wmh Oirat kdgslfirgene, Kalm kogldirgsns,
and the original form was closer to HI kokéréigen; for the Mongol forms, of.
L. Ligeti, Le lexique mongol de Kirakos de Gandzak, AOH XVIII, 1985, pp.
285-286.
% G.J.R dt, Zur lisch-tiirkischen Laut hichte (1), Kelets
Szemle XV, 1914-1918, p. 139.
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ist aber in vielor Hinsicht unklar (vgl. kh. @i4éGal- neben tidkal-,
burj. itkel-, #tzel-, kalm. §dk}- ,einen FuBtritt geben' und ma.
feskel- id.) { mo. mb&i- untersuchen’ ( < *méréi- zu mér ,Spur’) kh.
mildks-, kalm. magk- id."s

Inhiscomparative grammar, Vladimirtsov writes (SGMPJa 876-377):
“Very early, probably still in the Common Mongol era, in a small
number of words, & ~ § developed from *¢, which stood at the end
of a word. In Written Mongol, the following is observed: 8 < *¢
at the end of a word, but Written Mongol § ~ s < *¢ within the
word, e.g.:

WM &8s, 6siyen, Bait 5§ ‘hatred, vengeance’ - *38; cf. Tii: Uygh,
Chagh, Alt 8¢, Osm &}, Kir 6§ id. ;

WM kiske > Khal 028 ‘luggage, baggage’ < *kabke; of. Tit:
Uygh, Chagh, Alt k8¢- ‘to nomadize, to migrate’; of. Southern
Mongol: Jastu, UJim zdsxé ‘cart, wagon, caravan’;

WM iddtg, Bait iské ‘kid goot’ - *ilge - %idge; of. Ti: Alt
etke, Krym edki, Uygh edkii ‘goat’;

WM gidki- > Khal gidzi- ‘to stop on, trample’ < *gidki-, cf.
Arab Phil. giékt- id.; in WM the form gidki- id. is sporadically en-
countered ;

0Old WM kalbaravré(a) (< -< Skt kalpavrkda) > Old WM, WM
kalbaravaras ~ kalbaravars ‘a tree that satisfies all one’s desires’,
cf. PP gal-ba-va-rad id.;

Khal miis ‘giant, monster (in storics)’, Derbet-Astrakhan m#&s
id. - *muyus < *muyul; of. Ta: Uygh moyué ‘Magi’;

Khal yagdts < WM yaydas/yaytis - -< Skt yakéa ‘mythological
being connected with Kuvera, the god of wealth, a family of
gnomes in Indian mythology’.”

Before we continue, it must be said that the fifth and seventh
oxamples cannot serve as evidenco for Mo *-¢, since the Sanskrit
forms have § (= 4) and not ¢ and, in any case, there can be no
question of Sanskrit borrowings into an early stage of Mongol such
that they would undergo later sound changes peculiar to Mongol.
The sixth ctymology, also proposed by Ramstedt,® is manifestly

% Some of the forms and structions of Ramstedt t be retained :
d8(ii)ge and kisigen aro, so far as I can dotermino, ghost words; dsgei cannot:
bo connooted to és-; midi- <. *mérfi- ik unnccessary, sinoo the forms maods.,
mdr, mobski- indicate a ront *md-.

*  Above, and Kalmiickisches Weérterbuch, Helsinki 1035, p. 200: mis “‘a
kind of ogro with supornatural powers; tho Magi” [muyus; Uygh moget, Old
Iranian moghi, méghu “Magi’’, Arebic, Osmoan mdjus).
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false. The cited Uyghur word moyod “Magi”’, which oocurs in Mani-
chean and Nestorian texts, is & borrowing from Iranian.*” Under no
circumstances could moyoé in these religious texts have a monstrous
or a supernatural connotation, nor can one easily imagine that
moyod “Magi”’, used es a technical term in a translation literature
of the IX-X cc., somehow went underground only to emerge as mils
“monster” in & few Mongol dialects a millenium later. In fact, the
history of m&s may be accounted for in a different manner. The
original form of m#s is not moyoé but Mo mayus “evil ones”, which
is & plural formation in +s from mayu “bed, evil”, and first ocours
in the 1312 Commentary to the Bodhicdryavatdra, 1568a5 dakinis
mayus terigiiten nigilleskiii sedkilten boltuyas “Let the [demons] such
a8 the dakinie (Skt dadkint) and mayue (“evil ones”) be ones having
thoughts which are compassionate’.® Later on in its history, mayus
underwent semantic contamination with the fabulous mangyus
“many-headed monster” of Mongol folklore.®
Therefote, the last three examples of Vladimirtsov must be dis-
carded and, indeed, were omitted by Poppe from his treatment of
this problem in his comparative grammar:
“The final *d of a syllable or word alternated with *s in Ancient
Mongolian. This alternation reflects the final *¢:
Mo. ded ~ des ‘the following, the next’, Urd. ded, Kh. ded ~
des, Kalm. ded id.
Mo. nayad- ~ nayas- ‘to play’, MMo. (Mu.) nddu-, Dag. ndda-,
Mong. nads-, Urd. ndd-, Kh. ndd- ~ nda-, Bur. nida-, Kalm. ndd-id.
Mo. eske- < *elke- ‘to cut’, MMo. (SH) edke- id. ~ (Mu.) hedke-,
Mong. dige-, Urd. eske-, Kh. esxs- id., Mog. efgand ‘he cuts’.”
(IMCS 109)
“The final *¢ of a syllable or a word long ago developed into d(t)
~ 8, but there are traces of *& in Middle Mongolian:
Mo. eske- < *petke- ‘to cut’, MMo. (SH, H) edke- ~ (Mu.)
helke- id., Mog. etgand ‘he cuts’, Mong. dige-, Urd. eske-, Kh. esxs-
‘to out’.

*  Usgurioa I 5-10 (T II B 29) is a Nestorian text that deals with the “Ado-
ration of the Megi”; Manichaica III 22v4 arty furuy moyof nomin urds “ho
established the pure doctrine of the Magi”. For the Iranian word, of, H. W.
Bailey, Madu, A Contribution to the History of Wine, Silver Jubilee Volume,
Kyoto 1054, p. 5; DTS 348,

» F. W. Cleaves, The Bodistw & ari-a awatur-un tayilbur by Cosgi Odsir,
Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies XVII, 1954, pp. 45, 75, 09 (n. 102).

**  Bee: L. Lérinoz, Die Mangus-Bchilderung in der mongolisohen Volkalitera-
tur, Mongolian Studies, ed. L. Ligeti, Budapest 1970, pp. 300-340.
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Mo. 8s ‘hatred’ = Turk. 8% id.” (IMCS 113)

“The consonant *s before the syllable *ki: Mo. 4, MMo. 4 (in

cages of *s < *¢ Mu. has §), Dag. r, Mong. 8, Urd,, Kh,, Bur,,

Kalm. 4.

Mo. ayulki < ®ayusgt ‘lungs’, MMo. (SH) a’ufigi ~ (Mu.)
a'udki, Dag. aprki, Mong. dpgé, Urd. &digi ~ @&, Khar. &8,
Kh. &g, BB #étz, Al. B #dza, Kalm. 58° id.

Mo. gidki- < *giski- < *gidks- ‘to step, to trample’, MMo. (SH)
getki- ~ (Mu.) gicki-, Mong. gisgi-, Urd. gidki-, Kh. gidgs- ~
gidza-, AL B gedre-, Kalm. gish'- id.” (IMCS 125)

Finally, in his comparative Altaic phonology, Poppe writes the
following (VGAS 62-63):

,Das auslautende *¢ hat sich im Spatmittelmongolischen zu &

entwickelt:

mo. ds ,Hafl, Feindachaft, Rache‘, mmo. 6§ id. < umo. *3§ =
AT, sag. 88 ,HaB, Feindachaft.

mo. gidki-{giski-, mmo. gidki- ‘auftreten, mit den FiiBen treten’.

mo. kiske ,Reisegiiter, Gepiack, TroB‘ = AT, 8ag. k58- ,umsie-
deln, umziehen, nomadisieren’.

mo. sdigefesige ,Zicklein‘, mmo. efige - *edke < umo. *ebke —
uig. dékii Ziege', alt. dékd id.*

Each of these stat: ts by Ramstedt, Viadimirtsov and Poppe
is interlinked to the others through the examples cited (ds, eske-,
giski-). Tuken together, they lead us to suppose that certain com-
binations of s, dft), 4, ¢, in syllable or word final position are reflexes
of Proto-Mongol *-£. However, among the examples cited one may
distinguish the following cases:

(1) the co-occurrence within Mongol of s and d(t) (des/ded, nayas-/
nayad-);

(2) the co-oeeurrence within Mongol of s, 4, d(t), ¢&, before ke or ki
(eske-, giski-, mosks- );

(3) the correspondence of Mongol s with Turkic & (s, kdske, esige,
dsget ).

Mongol & ~ d

The existence of numerous pairs of Mongol words with syllable or
word final ¢ ~ d is broadly rocognized in Mongolistics.$ Elsewhere,

L1 G.‘Rumswdt. Das Schriftmongolische und die Urgamundart, Phonetisch
Vorgleichen, JSFOu XX1/2, 1003, p. 19; Viadimirtaov, SGMPJa 307; Poppe,
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1 have pointed out that the evidence of Turkic loanwords in Mongol
indicates that the direction of change is & > d; of. Mo Jed < Jes
““copper”’ « Tii yez id.: Mo god < goos/gos “‘pair” « Ti ¢&§ id.n
There is very little internal Mongol evidence for this direction; of.
tedbiiri < tesbiirs “patience” < fes- “to bear” (never ted-). One or
two apparent exceptions to this rule may be found in Stralenberg’s
Kalmyk Vocabulary, and occasionally & hypercorreot 8 < ¢ ocours
in Buryat.® Nonetheless, these are outweighed by the clear evi-
denoe of the loanwords, so that we should posit original *s with a
secondary development to d.

But there is an even stronger argument against Poppe’s view
(IMCS 109) that final 8 ~ @ reflects an original *¢: namely, that
none of the words with 8 ~ d ever haa & & reflex in the Mugaddimat
al-Adab which, according to Poppe (IMCS 125), regularly retains
this reflex, at least before &; of. WM beleake-/beledke-, but MA be-
letke- “to prepare”; also: WM nayas-/nazyad-, but MA nat- “to
play”’; WM ebes-/ebed-, but MA ebet- “to be sick”. Consequently,
case (2) examples aa eske-/(SH) ethe-, but MA helke- “to cut”, and
giski-giski-/(SH) getki-, but MA giéki- “to step on”’, are essentially
distinct from those in case (1), Although such examples reflect the
sound change s > d{ft) of case (1), we must separate them from the
reflexes skjdk/ék of case (2). Otherwise, according to Poppe, we
should expect MA *beletke- ““to prepare’! In brief, there is no evi-
dence which connects case (1) with case (2), such that s ~ d might
be said to reflect *-&.2

IMCS 109; id., G vka burjat — gol’skogo jazyka, Loningrad 1938, pp.
81-52; A. Réna-Tes, A S8tudy on the Dariganga Phonology, AOH X. 1860,
p- 25; G. Kara, Bur le dialecte djamidin, 40OH XIV, 1862, p. 166.

" Cf. Mongolion Studies {Journal] 111, 1076, pp. 123-125.

® E.g., Mo sedki- “to think" ~ Buryat along the Lona heski-, cited by
Ramstedt, Das Schriftmongolisohe und die Urgamundart, p. 19; also of. Ta.
B. Taydendambaev, Burjatskie istorileskis khronski ¢ rodoslovnye, Ulan-Ude
1072, pp. 327-328.

8 Recently, I. de Rachewiltz, Some Remarks on the Stele of Yistngge,
Tractata Allaton. Denis Sinor sexagenario optime de rebus altaicis merito dedi-
cata, Wiesbaden 1976, pp. 490, 8500-501 (n. 26). has proposed an etymology
that app to tradict thia stet He ts the verb ontud-
(Yislingge, lines 4, 6) with WM onfus- “to discharge an arrow in the air; to
shoot into the air or over the target’, these with 8H hontuéa- ‘“‘to shoot an
arrow a great distance”, and concludes (with a reference to IMCS 109, 113):
“The form hontuta- of the Secret History is the primitive one from which
ontud- ~ ontus- have developed.” However, Poppe doca not imply in IMCS
that final s~ d ~ ¢ < *¢, nor aro there any other examples for this. Moro-
over, although the three verb forms are connected, they should be derived
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Mongol sk ~ §k ~ &k

The various reflexes of the words eske- “‘to cut”, giski- “‘to step on”’,
mdski- “to trail”, to which may be added muski- “to twist’’, in
Mongol sources and dialects are shown in the following tableau:

eaks-% giaki- mdski-  muski-
8H: etke- getki- mdlgi-*
HI: etke- gelgi-¥
IM: hitke- gitke- muki-4
MA: hedke-feske-3*  gidki-
PC: edke- gitks-
WM:  eske- gidki-fgidki-  mosks-  musks-/mudks-
Mogh:  elgd- graks-[gidke-
Mngr:  DiGe- GisGi- mupGi-
Dagh:  hereke- moriki-
Dial: eake-% gidki-a moski-®  mudki-4

It is impossible to formulate a rule that will account for the re-
flexes in such dats. Poppe contends that regularity is evidenoced
just in MA, where helke- and giéki- occur, such that MA retains the
original *-¢. However, the following points should be observed :

from tho root *hontu-jontu- (< *pontu-), with the DVV .Za- (a8 mdrgiite.

“to butt” < morgh- id., orkita- “to toss to and fro” < orki- “to throw”.,

sigada. “‘to crowd” < siga. “to press”, oto.), and the DVV .s. (a8 nayas-/

nayad-, otc.). This root, furthermore, is found in the otherwiso isolated form

recorded in Golstunskij (cited by de Rachewiltz) ontuyse- id.; thus: *poniu- -

hontu-Ea-, ontu-s- { > ondud-}, ontu-yi-s-.

3¢ Beeause of k- in MA, IM, but @- in 8H, HI, Poppe vacillates in his re-

construction botween *efke- (IMCS 109) and *peske- {(113); in my view, A- is

here non-stymological, see bolow.

% MA eskeki'®r [= Chagh gequét birle] “with snips’ < eske-.

. Khal eage-, Ord estze., Bur esxe- [#ic!], Kalm 13k2-/idk-,

37 HI gedgi’tir “‘atairs” < gedgi-, of. IM gitkdlr, WM geSipigiir/gidkigir id.;

Clouson, T'urkish and Mongolian Studies, p. 239, incorroctly derives the latter

from Tii ke- *‘to oross, pass over”,

# Khal gidge-, Ord Gedtai.[Gidtas-, Bur gedze-, Kalm gidk!- besido idk!-, tho

latter contaminated with fskil- “‘to kiok, tramplo’’,

3 SH § 88 milgi-, 101 md[&]gi-, was so road by Mosatacrt, Dictionnaire ordos.

Pokmg 19411944, p. 471, and followed by Ligeti and de Rachewiltz, whereas
isch (Wérterbuch 111) hesi bet the roadings morgi., modyi-,

mutkz-

©  Khal mddgi-, Ord méskxs., Bur midze-, Kalm médks..

4 IM mulks- “to squoeze’’, which Poppe corrected to “to twist™, but note
that Dagh moriki- means “‘to squeeze, to twist'.

4 Khal mudgi-, Ord mustzi-, Bur mudza-, Kalm mosk}-imuskj-.
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(1) IM, 8H, HI, etc., fail the test of regularity. If SH madyi- is
“regular”, or retains original *-¢, why are SH ethe- and getks- sub-
jeoted to change ? Or, if HI gelyi-/IM giske- slip through the net of
other sound prooesses, why do not HI etke-/IM Aitke- 1 The concept
of regularity appears to be illusory when applied to &k.

(2) Beside MA Aelke- oxiste MA eske-, One might dismiss eske- as
belonging to some progressive layer of this dictionary, but it is also
possible to argue for the secondary status of Aetke-. Initial A-, or-
dinarily an archaic marker, is frequently non-etymological in MA
and other Arab sources, and even although Daghur hereke- might
be expected to support A-, there are several other casea of an appa-
rently non-etymological k- in Daghur: Aundere “high”, but SH, HI,
PP, MA iindiir; hujure “tip, point”, but 8H, HI, PP #fi'ir, MA
@flr. If R- is secondary in Aefke-, might not & be secondary, too ?
(8) There is minimal justification for regarding MA as a text that
exhibits regu.larity in the present or any other case. With as much
cause, we oould regard SH etke- < *eske- and gethsi- < *giski- as
the regular developments, and SH médgs- as irregular.

Rather than extend this list of objections, I should state my
view that forms as eske-/hefke-, giaks-|gidki-|gitki-, mdsks-|modki-|
maégs-, and muski-/mudks-/muski-, reflect an irregular development
of ¢ before k. And I find my justification in the statement of Poppe
(IMCS 126) that sk may become 4%, as in SH a’u#igs, MA a’udki, IM
fiskin, WM ayudgi, Khal @igi/@dig, Ord ®4*xifadigs, Bur &dxa(y),
Kalm &%° ‘“lungs” ;% also of. WM sskiil-/dskiil-, Khal 8digls-, Ord
da*z8l-, Bur ddxel-/(Bokhan) ddzel-, Kalm isk}-/odk}- “to kick,
trample”. Accordingly, I agree with Poppe that the cluster sk may
develop to &k, but, in my view, it may also develop to &k, irregularly
in a few Middle Mongol texts.

What is especially important in this question is the demonstration
that forms with d(t) are unrelated to forms with sk/8k/¢k (see above)

4 Cf. L. Ligeti, Notea sur le bulai gol d'Istanboul, AOH XVI,
1968, pp. 142-145; Clark, Mongol Elementa in Old Turkio ?, Nr. 49,

4 My student, Mr. Bill Rozyocki, has dealt with the Daghur forms in hia
Maaters Thesis: A Comparative Phonology of Dagur and Written Mongol,
Indiana University, Maroh 1078, pp. 38—41.

4 Mngr has eGs not S in A. de Smedt~A. Mostaert, Dictionnasre mon-
guor-frangats, Peiping 1933, p. 208, but this must be a typographical error,
as the form ddgi is recorded by B. Kh. Todaeva, Mongorskij jazyk, Moskva
1978, p. 354. Daghur quruhe is defined as “big fish (probably sturgeon)” (8. E.
Martin, Dagur Mongolian Grammar, Bloomington 1961, p. 116), which might
be emended to “lung fish®'.
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- that is, d(t) may or may not develop from s. In that case, MA
a'udls “lungs” from *ayusgh assumes a new significance. It will be
recalled that in the series of reflexes sk/#k/ék, the latter was supposed
to be regular in MA as the retention of *tk. Now, it is seen that in
the presence of sk/3k reflexes, MA has §k not *&. Therewith, the
last vestige of seeming regularity in MA is dissipated. In conclusion,
the development of the cluster sk is unpredictable in all sources: it
may become dkftk (case (1)), or it may become #k/&k (case (2)).4¢

Mongol 8 ~ Turkic &

The examples in case (3) are, therefore, crucial to the postulated
reconstruction of Mongol *-4, since it is only in such words that *-&
might be posited on the basis of external evidence, namely, the
Turkic correspondences. Each example must be examined on its
individual merits.

Mo 85 ~ Ti 8¢ “‘revenge”.

The Turkic word & is well-documented in Manichean and Bud-
dhist Uyghur literature in the meaning “malice, hatred”, and in an
Islamic context in the meaning “vengeance”. Mahmiid al-Ka&vari
defines the word with Arabic al-higd “malice” and al-ta’r "‘ven-
geance’’. From this root, there are many derived forms: 6&iig “mali-
cious, hateful, vengeful”, désiiz “‘without malice, vengeance”, 8le-
“to be malicious, to desire vengeance”, 56ed- “to feel hateful to or
desire vengeance on one another”, 6ded “feud, quarrel”, dtiik- “‘to
foud, take vengeance on”, 8%iit “‘malice, vengeance”, ete. (ED 18,
21, 26, 31, 32; TMEN II 134-135, 139-140).

In Mongol, the basic form is s, first attested in the phrase ds ab-
“to take vengeanoce” in the Sino-Mongolian Inscription of 1335,4
and also in WM, Khal, Ord, Kalm ds. The Secret History, which
draws heavily upon a legendary history of the feuds between Mongol
clans and tribes, attests the root in several derived forms:

-‘;b; ;r;;lrand not entirely relevant body of evidence may be mustered to

support the existence of a Mongol change s > &: BH midilfe-, but WM

mdsiye-jmisiye-imisige- “‘to smile, laugh'; WM boporloy(boyorsoy “bread,

pastry”, of. Khal b6rtsog, Kalm bore*G « Til boyursaq ‘‘small pieces of dough

friod in oil" (TMEN II 846-347); WM kelege-[kesege. “t0 correct’” < kese-

“to be corrected”’.

47 F. W. Cleaves, The Sino-Mongolian Inscription of 1335 in Memory of”
Chang Ying-Jui, Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies XI11I, 1950, lines 23, 53;

of. line 44 ds aburafuyn “‘requited his hatred”.
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§ 267 d¥yen ab- “to take vengeance” < 3K- + DVN -ye(n) (as
qasiyan “hedge, fence” < gasi- “‘to fenoe’’, Jubsiyan “opportu-
nity, luck” < fabss- “‘to take advantage”); of. WM dsiye, Khal,
Ord 453, Bur 4A8(p),*® Kalm 883/886n;

149, 210 84t ‘“vengeful, hostile” < ds + DNN +¢li; here, ¥ is
either abstracted from S8iyen or secondary before ¢;

33, 136, 199, 214 S#ten id., plural of preceding; cf. Khal datin ;

58, 102, 105, 111, 154, 214, 25¢ 8e8- “to hate, to desire vengeance”,
for the derivation of which see below; cf. WM dai-, Khal 34i-,
Ord 8#3-, Kalm o4-;

58, 102, 105, 164, 214, 254 ds5l “‘vengeance” < 8s5- + DVN -I;

204 Gadlle- “to take vengeance together” < dss- - COOPER
e-.

Other derivatives of s in Mongol include:

WM ssiyele- “to hate” < desye + DNV J-le-;

‘WM dale-, Khal, Ord 3sl3-, Kalm d6}- “to hate, take revenge” <
s + DNV 4le-;

Khal 3s6rzd- “to feel malice toward someone, to hate” < 3s +
DNV -rke-;

Khal 84r8- “to come to hate” < 3si- + DVV -re-,

In the Mugaddimat al-Adab, the following ocour:

0é2n ab- [= Chagh &8 al-] “to take vengeance” < 8¢ + REFLEX
+én;

sdelditbe tinlz [= Chagh d&esli aning birle] “they hated each
other” < &%- + RECIP -idii-;

3ti'en ab- [= Chagh 8éns al-] “to take vengeance” < 3¢ + ACC/
REFLEX +i'én;

8&i bol- [= Chagh 3¢lig bol-] “to become hostile, hateful, venge-
ful” < 66 4+ DNN 4t

Here, the forms 8¢ and 38e- are borrowed directly from Chaghatay,
as are hundreds of other Mongol words, suffixes, and phrases in this
dictionary. Note the following relevant examples: MA ki bol- =
Chagh Aig bol- ““‘to become nothing’’ [« Persian Afg), kirbié kikéh =
Chagh kirpiddi “brick maker”, taf Omiisbe hekindén = Chagh taf
#  The Bur form is unexpeoted, since desye ought to result in *ad8(p); of.
the Tunka dialect forms ocited by I. A. Podgorbunskij, Russko-Mongolo-
burjateliy slovar’, Irkutak 1009, p. 45 @sdte [err. for tisdte] “‘enemy”, 174 04.
“‘to hate. Therefore, ih8(y) is bost explained a8 < *dsege(n) < *8se-, that
is, with the same verbal base as 8H ds8. < *8se.. Another case in which SH
and Bur ooincide was noted by L. Bese, Preverbs in the Language of the
8ecret History of the Mongols, AOH XXII, 1969, p. 132,
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kiydi badiya “‘he wore a crown on his head” [« Pers #2f], tué =
Chagh tué “bronze”, ubmayin dunda = Chagh ulmagq ortass “in the
middle of paradise”, umuné = Chagh umuné “hope”, ete.

Thus, the basic nominal in Mongol is 5s and the basic verbal forms
are dsi- and SH 3s8- < *dse-. Inasmuch as 8si-/dse- cannot corre-
spond to Tii 8- on either the primary or secondary levels, they must
be derived from the nominal form. But how ? After all, Mongol does
not have DNV suffixes of the form -+a-/+e-/4$-.4 In the first
place, it is probable that SH ds3- < *3se- is a secondary form of
oei-, for which analogies may perhaps be found in SH bille-, but WM
bille-[bitli- “to stick”; SH, WM tille-jtilli- “to kindle a fire”; 8H,
WM sere-[seri- “‘to awaken”. Seoond, the verb dsi- is best explained
a8 a derivation from 88 + DNV -4si-, a suffix that is exceptionally
productive in Mongol. The fusion of the geminate -gs- to -s- is found
in several other verbs of this type; of. tasi- “to fall obliquely” <«
*as-t-si- < tas, as in tas yajar “steep declivity"; nisi- “to strike,
hit”" < *nis+8i- < nis, as in nis tes “‘sound of crackling”, nisla-/
nisal- “to hit, snap with fingers”. The fusion of such geminates oc-
curs with other combinations as well; of. nayira- “to be in harmony”
< *nayir+ra- < naysr “harmony”; apuri- “to wrinkle one’s fore-
head (esp. from anger)” < *ayur4ri- < aywr “anger”; tuyula-|
tuyulla- “to calve” -< tupul “calf”; Jiysle-fiiyille- “to sort out” <
Jiiyil “‘sort”, etc.5

On the basis of this discussion, it appears certain that all derived
forms in Mongol are composed of native lexical elements, so that
only da has a Turkic counterpart. It may be postulated that ds is a
direct loanword from Turkic 8,3 assimilated to Mongol phono-

“  Contra Clauson, Turkish and Mongolian Studies, p. 203, who cites delger
‘‘extensive, vast' > delgere. ‘‘to unfold, grow, expand"; howevor, delgere. <
delge-re-, of. delge- “'to sprend, dlsplay. expund
s Cf. G Ranstedt, Einfilirung in die altaisch hur haft, 1, Mdémos-
res de la Société Finno-Ougrienne CLV{1, 19587, p. 121
1 This was already rocognized by G. D. S8an¥eov, Sravnitel’'naja grammatika
mongol’skikh jazykov, I, Moskva 1953, p. 81: “At tho end of tho ayllable, the
affricate & (as well as ¢s, §, dz) does not oocur, so that borrowings from Turkic
with ¢ at the end of the syllable aro reflected in M(mgal with the spirants s
or §: WM és, Bait 64 = Uygh, Kirgh 6¢ ‘revengo’; WM kdske, Khal xdady ~
7d6zd ‘cart; baggage’ — Alt ké¢- ‘to nomadize’; Khal i#lg, Bait k¢ ‘kid goat’
= Uygh ek ‘goat’.”’ Borrowing wns also accept.od by Kara, Le dictionnaire
étymologique, p. 13, n. 37. Poppo’a viows regarding this word have changed.
In his Altaisch und Urtiirkisch, Ungarische Jahrbicher VI, 1928, p. 118, he
compares TG 68 — Mo dsi- < *88-, d&iye < *6&i-ge == Manchu fufe- “‘to get
angry, get mad’’; however: (1) Manchu /- ~ Middle Mongol k-, but SH &a4é-;
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logical structure which permits only final s, in the same way as
tayus <« taus, bds < bdz, wus < wius. Furthermore, it is pertinent
that beside ds there existed a native Mongol word for *‘vengeance”,
which appeared in its original meaning in SH § 53, 75, 77ff. Aaés
“retaliation, reprisal, reward, vengeance. As I have pointed out
elsewhere, the essential mechanism of feud relationships conaists of
‘““debt”” and the “redemption of debt”, that is, the return in kind of
insult or injury.*® Thus, it is not surprising to observe the following
semantic development of haés: HI Aa&i gari'ud- “to pay back in
kind; to show oneself grateful for an act of kindness received”, Sino-
Mongolian Inscription of 1335, 39 aéi dire “retribution and fruits”,
44, 50 adi qariyul- “to show gratitude, to cause his kindness to
return”, PP ha&’s “merit”, WM ads “favor, grace, merit; requital,
reward ; benefit; consequence, result”. In summary, it is my view
that the native Aaés was displaced in its meaning “‘vengeance” by
the Turkic loanword ds.

Mo irbis ~ Tii irbi¢ “panther”’

The Turkic word ¢rbi¢ is found in a single Uyghur text,* while the
Mongol word is attested in WM srbss, Khal srves, Bur erbed, Kalm
irwg, and also as a reverse loan in Middle Uyghur texts as érbiz
= irbig," and in Siberian dialects: Teleut, Lebed srbis “a kind
of lynx, felis irbis”, Tuva #rbs§ “enow leopard”. It appears that
irbié largely disappeared in Turkic due to its contamination with
Chagh, ETrki yolbars “leopard, panther” ;s cf. Chagh ilbars, Kirgh
(2) *0&- would remain as such; (3) ééiye does not occur (misprint for dsiys ?).
In IMCS and VGAS, Poppe considers Mo d¢ and Tii 8¢ to be reflexes of PA
*3¢ through the rule Proto-Mongol *.£ > Mo -a. Fmally. fo!lowm% my papor

on this subject at the XVIII P t Int ti
(Bloomington, July 19875), Professor Poppe expressed his view that Mo 6s was
indeed a borrowing from T 8¢.

82 L. V. Clark, The Theme of Revenge in the Secret History of the Mongols,
Proceedings of the XVI1II PIAQ (in press).

8 Uigurica IV D 8-7 bir bilin ékinti quniuz ainé irbié olar sitegii *“Theso
threo: first, the ape; second, the beaver; third, the panther" (also line 11).

% Suvernaprabhdsa 326:15, 391:28, 509: 16, 610: 13 drbiz = irbia (cf.
DTB 211; ED 109); Tarkische Turfantexts VI 93 irbiz qudrugs “panther-tail-
od”, 118 bara srbiz biri wlaty “leopards, panthers, wolves, etc.” (= irbis
segultit and bars &ino-a terigiiten in the Mo version of this text; cf. L. Ligeti,
Autour du Sakiz Yikmak Yarug, Studia Turcioca, ed. L. Ligeti, Budapest
1971, pp. 302, 303).

#  Cf. W. Bang, Ubor die tirkischen Namen einiger GroBkatzon, Keleti
Szemle XVIL, 1016-1917, pp. 118-128, esp. 119-120; M. Réa#nen, Ural-
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ilbirs “leopard, tiger”, ETrki yilpia “snow leopard”, Tobol slbis
“tiger” (VEWT 173). It may be assumed that Mo irbis is also a
direct loanword from Tii srbsé, assimilated as 55 « 8.

SH natit ~ Tii nasid *gold brocade’

In the SH, two forms of the present word are known: § 238 nasst
and § 274 natidut, the latter a double plural of the former.® The
form nadit is a plural in -+ of a word *nalis, which is easily re-
cognizable as the nasié cloth frequently mentioned by Medieval
travelers (Rubruck nasici, Marco Polo nascics, Pegalotti nacchets),’
and whose origin is Persian ndsi¢ “a kind of silken stuff embroidered
with gold” . The only Turkic attestation of the word iz in the Codex
Cumanicus, where nasié is defined “a kind of gold brocade with
pearls (Latin nasicius]”.*® The word is, therefore, borrowed into
Mongol by the following route: *nadis < Tii nasié <« Pers ndsié.
The form *nalis is probably best explained as an assimilation
through metathesis from nasi¢, motivated by the lack of final &.

{tairclie Wortforschungen, Studia Orientalia XVIIL/3, 1965, p. 14; A. M.
Storbak, Nazvanija domalnikh i dikikh Zivotnykh v tjurkskikh jazykakh,
Istorideskoe razvitie leksiks tjurkskskh jazykov, Moskva 1961, p. 138; E. V.
Sevortjan, Etimologiesks] slovar' tjurkskikh jazykov, Moskva 1974, p. 348.

s Cf. I. Pelliot, Une ville musulmane dans la Chine du Nord sous les Mon-
gols, Journal asiatique 1927, 11, pp. 269-271, n. 1; L. Ligoti, Mote do civili-
wation do Haute Asio on transoription chinoise, 40H I, 1950, p. 183, n. 44.
Anothor example of a double plural is SH gafidut lacsasut “mules” < gadid 4-
ut (< galir), laosaa -+ wt (< laosa); of. Clauson, Turkish and Mongolian
Studies, p. 235.

37 Cf. H. Yule, Cathay and the Way Thither, 111, Hakluyt Society, Second
Series, XXXVII, London 1914, pp. 155-156, n. 4; P. Pelliot, Les mongols et
la papawté, Paris 1931, pp. 207-212; C. Dawson, The Mongol Mission, New
York 1955, pp. 103, 203; L. Hambis, Marco Polo. La Description du Monde,
Paris 1965, pp. 27, 358 n.; J. A. Boyle, The History of the World Conqueror, by
‘Ala-ad-Din ‘Ata-Malik Juvaini, 1, Cambridge, Mass. 1958, pp. 218 n,, 262 n.;
1. Ratohnevaky, Uber don mongolischen Kult am Hofe dor GroBkhane in
China, Mongolian Studses, od. L. Ligeti, Budapest 1970, p. 436; L. V. Clark,
The Turkic and Mongol Words in William of Rubruck’s Journey (1253-1256),
Journal of the American Oriental Society XCI1I, 1973, pp. 186 187.

* Cf. ¥. Steingass, 4 Compreh Persian-English Ds 4y, London

1892 (Roprint: New Delhi 1973). p. 1401; B. Laufer, S¢no-Iranica, Chicago
1819, pp. 404-406; also the works cited in the following note.

% Cf. K. Grgnboch, Komanischea Worterbuch. Tiirkiacher Wortindex zu Codex
Cumanicus. Kgbenhavn 1942, p. 168; A. Bodrogligeti, T'he Persian Vocabu-
lary of the Codex Cumanicus, Budapest 1071, p. 172,
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Mo kdske “baggage, ete.” ~ Tii k3- “to migrate”

The Mongol word is found in WM kdske/kdsge/kdsdg “transportation,
mount, conveyance, cart; provisions for travel; baggage of a person
of rank”, Khal 23s3g “‘transportation, means of conveyance”, Ord
Gds*z5 “baggage of & person of rank”, Kalm kask?® (0l6t) “baggage
caravan, baggage”. However, the comparison with Turkic k3é- “to
nomadize, migrate’” (ED 684) is not free from difficulties:
(1) Nowhere in Turkic does a derived form *kdéke/*kd&ilk, or the
like, occur. Consequently, we should have to presume a Mongol
derivation of kdske from an otherwise unattested root *kés-, but a
DVN suffix -ga/-ke is unknown in Mongol (nor can it be the imper-
fect participle -ya/-ge).
(2) The presumed Mongol root *k8a- does not conform to the primary
correspondence of ¢ ~ -4V, as in sad- ~ sadu- “to acatter’”, sé- ~
&its- “to defecate’’. That is, on the primary level, we should expect
“kdde- (*kpleke), whereas, on the secondary level, we have seen
that the derivation of kdske cannot be accounted for.
(8) Tt is significant that not one of the derived forms of Turkic k&é-
has a meaning close to those of Mongol kdske; thus, the semantic
connection between the two is not entirely clear.
(4) Finally, kdske must be considered in relation to the supposed
development of essge (discussed next), since the reconstructed forms
of the two words are of identical structure, *k3¢ke and *efke, but
produce different reflexes! Now, if *eke becomes esige, then why
does not *k3tke become *kdsige; or, if *kdske becomes kiske, then
why does not *efke become *eske ? Clearly, the rules formulated by
Ramstedt, Vladimirtsov and Poppe lead here to internal contra-
diotions.

In short, the comparison of Mo kdske with Tt k&é- encounters too
many serious objections to be acoeptable.®®

% Cf. TMEN III 633. In attempting to otherwise account for Mo kdske/
kisgelkiaty, 1 have idered the following etymologies: (1) kdsdy < *késeg
is the base form, derived from an unattested *kdee-, itself comparable to Ti
*ks- “‘to hobble” (of. kdsdr- id., késritk “hobble’, Idimfv& “leather bag (in
sense of something of which the neok is tied with a string)”’, ef. ED 752); note
Mo keli- “to bind"” ~ T kide- *‘to hobble”’, Mo tuda- *““to hobble’ « T tuda-
id.; thus, kéedg “baggage’ in the sense of something tied up, or “transporta.
tion” in the sense of an animal that is hobbled 1; (2) kdsdg « Ti kidek “‘a
young animal, especially a camel colt” (ED 753), but camel colts are too
young to be boasta of burden ?

sy
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Mo esige “kid goat” ~ T elki “‘goat”

In Turkio, edkit is the generic term for “goat’.%t As early as Middle
Kipchak we find forms as eéks (Codex Cumanicus, Anonymous Les-
den, ete.), edki (Qavdnin ), edke (At-tubfatu’l-zakiya). In Mongol, the
following forms are noted: SH efige, WM esige/isige, Khal idig, Ord
efige, Bur edege(y ), Kalm ¢#%*. The phonetic difficulty in this other-
wise valid comparison is not easily resolved. Consider the following
possible explanations:
(1) Mo esige < *elike ~ Tit ebkii? However, Mo & between vowels
always remains.
(2) Mo esige < “edke < *eske < *edke ~ Tii etkii (as Poppe) ! But,
note that eske-fetke-fhetke- *“to cut” is similarly reconstructed by
Poppe as *edke-, so that we ought to expect *elke “goat” to be
similarly reflected ; however, SH has etke- but efige!
(3) Bazin has proposed an ingenious explanation on native Mongol
grounds.* According to him, there existed in Proto-Mongol two
words: *etige “father” and *efige “goat”, the latter cognate to Ti
ebkii. At a later stage of development, *efige underwent the sound
change *#¢ > 4, and thus converged with *efige “‘goat”. Subse-
quently, to avoid this unacceptable convergence, *efige “goat’” was
consciously converted to esige. Thia explanation is feasible, but
necessarily not subject to proof or disproof.
(4) Mo esige may also be explained as a borrowing from Tii, either
directly from efkii/eke with assimilation to *eske and subsequent
changes to *ebke (cf. above sk/ék/ék) and esige (cf. above st = §), or
from a secondary Kipchak edke with subsequent development to
egige.®®

Unless Bazin’s solution is accepted, estge cannot be accounted for
on native Mongol grounds, nor through the rules proposed in
standard Mongolistic works which lead to internal contradictions.
The proposal that esige is a borrowing is further discussed in the
following section.

o Cf. Sserbak, Nazvanija domodnikh i dikikh Zivotnykh, pp. 117-118;
VEWT 35; ED 24.

¢t I. Bazin, Noms de la “Chévre” on Ture et on Mongol, Studia Altaica.
Featschrift fiir Nikolaus Poppe, Wiesbaden 1957, pp. 31-32.

¢ In passing, it may bo noted that esige “‘kid gout'’ apponrs to havu oxerted
somo influonco on the phonetic struoturo of tho Mo word for *“folt”: 8H
atages/isget, HI sisges, MA stagei, WM eacgeifisegei, Khal esgl, Ord esegi, Bur
ehegijheyl [ < *segei < *iageit, ov *esegei 1], Kalm ¢dké; of. IMCS 92; L. Li-
goti, Un vocabulaire mongol d'Istanboul, 40 X1V, 1962, p. 64.
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Mo Gebgeifsagei ~ Tt ke “heel (of foot, shoe)”

The Turkic forms of this word include Chagh, Osm, ETrki Skée,
Kirgh 6ké3, Tat tik&e, eto., but the connection of Tuva, Kacha, Koyb
ek, Kyzyl &ek, Tofalar & (nasalized), to dk&e is unclear (metathe-
sis ?, *eg+dek % Ok-+&e?).4 The Mongol word is found in SH dedge,
HI 30098, MA Ssekei, WM 3sdgei/dagei, Khal dsgf, Bur hiiyi [ < *sdges
< “3agei, of. above Aeyi < ®segei < *isgei), Kalm dskz. The phone-
tic relationship between dsdgei/dages and Skle is one of metatheais. If
Réasinen is correct in deriving Skée from Chagh, 8art 54 *prop, support,
pillar” (VEWT 870), then dkée must be original and dsiges/Ssgei must
be secondary. In that case, the Mongol word is not only a borrowing
from an unattested metathetic Turkic *8éke < dkde, but it is also a
development of *dske. Thus, if the development Jsdgei < dages <

_ *8ske < *8ke is correct, then Mo esige might also have evolved in a
similar manner: esige (¢ < *edke) < *eske < efkiifetke. As the argu-
ment depends on teleological forms and unknown factors, I present
it only as a hypothesis.

Conclusions

I have examined three sets of examples said by Ramstedt, Viadi-
mirtsov and Poppe to provide evidence for the reconstruction of
Proto-Mongol *-¢, and have concluded the following:
(1) Mo s ~ dft) < *s (ded < des, nayad- < nayas-, etke- < eske-,
gethi- < giski-);
{2) Mo sk ~ 3k ~ tk < *sk (hebke- < eske-, gidki-|gidli- < giski-,
m&dkt'-/mdégi- < m’ci.’ XL, II XLes < Las. );
(3) Mo s < Tit & (08 « &, srbis <« srbid, 1Gsdgei/Bsges < *Gake «
*oke < Okle, esige (! < *edke) < *eske < elkii, but kiske » kié-).
Accordingly, there is no evidence for Proto-Mongol *-&. Far from
disrupting the system of Proto-Mongol, this conclusion leaves a
balanced system in which the affricates *¢ and *J occur only in ini-
tial and medial positions,** Moreover, this conclusion clarifies the
sot of primary correspondences in the sense that to Turkic -8, -z, -§,
-4, correspond Mongol -8V, -r(V ), -I(V ), -V, that is, are character-

% Cf. VEWT 370; Bevortjan, Etimologitesks] slovar’ tjurkskikh jazykov, pp.
520-521.

4 This is also the presentation of N. Poppe, The Mongolian Affricates *¢
and *3, CAJ 11, 1956, pp. 204-215.
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ized by & ~ -V, usually regarded as an archaic marker.* From the
viewpoint of the secondary correspondences, Mongol provides the
following treatment of Turkic non-initial s, 2, 4, &:

TC MO TU MO

-8- > -8- 4> -g-[-4-(-8i-}

-8 > 3 4> -8

2> aeffe Ao $f-CEJ-Ci-(-Csi-)

-z > -8 & > -8/-08V
ABBREVIATIONS

Ti == Turkic; Mo == Mongol; PC = Pre.Classical Written Mongol, WM =
Written Mongol, Khal = Khalkha, Ord = Ordos, Bur = Buryat, Mogh =
Moghol, Kaln = Kalmyk Dugh = D&ghur. Mngr = Monguor
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