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Fonts Used in this Book

I have used a number of special fonts in preparing this book: For words in
Kitan Assembled Script, Preclassical Written Mongol, and ‘Phagspa Script, I
have used the Menksoft font set. For Chinese, I have used PMingLiu; for
Japanese, MS Mincho; for modern Written Mongol, Mongolian Baiti; for
phonetic and phonological transcriptions, Doulos SIL; for Korean, Haansoft
Batang; and for Tangut, Mojikyo M202. For Jurchen, I have used Jason
Glavy’s freeware Jurchen font. Tibetan words are given in the free true-type
font Jomolhari, developed and distributed by Chris Fynn. Runiform Old Turkic
words are given in the font Turik, developed by the Abai National Pedagogical
University of Kazakhstan (A6aii areramgarel Kazak ¥YATTHIK MMeIaroruKaibK
yauBepcuteT) and the Republic of Kazakhstan Ministry of Culture and
Information (Ka3akcran PecmyOnmukacel MoneHuer JkoHE — akmapar
munucTpiiri). 17" century Dutch transcriptions of Early Modern Korean
appear in the Caslon font Wyld, created by David Manthey. The main text is
in Times New Roman. The morphemic, phrasal, and clausal structures of
reconstructed sentences (e.g. in §8.6) are given in Cambria Math. The symbols
X and * are given in Arial Unicode MS. The Mongolian text of the dedication
is in Menksoft Hawang.
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General Abbreviations and Symbols

AKog Archaic Koguryo (Archaic Koguryo)!

ATR advanced tongue root vowel harmony

ATrk Archaic Turkic (ca. 4" ¢. A.D.)

C consonant

c. century

ca. circa

CChi Chin Chinese (i.e. Old Mandarin as spoken in the Chin Jurchen Empire)
Ch. Chinese

chap. chapter

Chuv. Chuvash

CIK Common Japanese-Koguryoic (Common Japanese-Kogurydic)?
CSer Common Serbi

CSM Common Serbi-Mongolic

Dem demonstrative

EMC Early Middle Chinese (ca. 4" to 6" ¢.)

EMK Early Middle Korean (ca. 918-1392)

EMMgl Early Middle Mongol

EOM Early Old Mandarin (ca. 10" -12%" ¢.)

Ewk Ewenki

G genitive

H high pitch

IDP International Dunhuang Project <idp.bl.uk>

1IE Indo-European

intr. intransitive

IPA International Phonetic Alphabet

JK Japanese-Koguryoic (Japanese-Koguryodic)

M Jurchen-Manchu

Jur. Jurchen

KAS Kitan Assembled Script (often assumed to be the ‘Small Script’)?
KDKE Khentii-Dornod Khamnigan Ewenki (Rinchen 1969)
! Beckwith (2007a).

2 Beckwith (2007a).

3 See Kara (2005) for discussion.
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KLS Kitan Linear Script (often assumed to be the ‘Large Script’)*
KPEMC Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese (Beckwith 2007a)
L low pitch

LC Liao Chinese (i.e. Early Old Mandarin as spoken in the Kitan Empire)
Llur Late Jurchen (ca. 1550)°

LKit. Late Kitan (ca. 13% ¢.)

LMC Late Middle Chinese (Sui-T’ang, ca. 7" to 9" ¢.)

LMK Late Middle Korean (ca. 1445 - ca. 16" ¢.)

LMMgl Late Middle Mongol

LOC Late Old Chinese (Ch’in-Han, ca. 221 B.C. =220 A.D.)
LOM Late Old Mandarin (ca. 13 to late 14" ¢.)

LOM.Ph Late Old Mandarin in ‘Phagspa script

Ma. Manchu

MChi. Middle Chinese (ca. 4™ -9 ¢.)

MCR McCune-Reischauer romanization

MlJur Middle Jurchen (ca. 1450)°

MKit. Middle Kitan (ca. 10™ -12% ¢.)

MMgl Middle Mongol (ca. 13" — 15% ¢.)

MN Mollendorff-Norman Romanization of Manchu

MOC Middle Old Chinese (Beckwith 2007a)

morph. morpheme, morphological

ms. manuscript

MSC Modern Standard Chinese

MSer Middle Serbi (ca. mid-3c. A.D. to ca. 9% c. A.D.)
MSJ Modern Standard Japanese

MSK Modern Standard Korean

MTrk Middle Turkic (ca. 11" — 14" ¢. A.D.)

n numeral

n. footnote (in bibliographical references)

N noun

Nan. Nanai

4 See Kara (2005) for discussion.

5 See Kane (2006) for the periodization of Jurchen. The primary source of data on Late Jurchen
is the Nii-chen-kuan i-yii Z. EAE 55, studied by Kane (1989).

¢ Kane (2006).
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NLOC Northeastern Late Old Chinese
NP noun phrase

NTung Northern Tungusic’

NWei Northern Wei Chinese

O object

OChi. Old Chinese (unperiodized)
OJpn Old Japanese (ca. 8" c. A.D.)
Olur Old Jurchen (ca. 1115-1234)8
OKit. Old Kitan (pre-10" ¢.)

OKog. Old Koguryo (Old Koguryd)®
OM Old Mandarin

OTDO Old Tibetan Documents Online <http://otdo.aa.tufs.ac.jp/>.
OTib. Old Tibetan

OTrk Old Turkic (ca. 8" — 10" ¢. A.D.)
OUyg Old Uygur

P phrase

p-c. personal communication

Pcl Preclassical Written Mongol
phon. phonological

PIE Proto-Indo-European

PJpn Proto-Japanese

PMgl Proto-Mongolic

Possm possessum

Possr possessor

Post postposition

Pred predicate

PSer Proto-Serbi

PSM Proto-Serbi-Mongolic

71 follow Georg’s classification of Northern Tungusic as comprised of Ewenki, Ewen, Negidal,
Solon, Orochen, Udihe, and Oroch (Georg 2004b: 55).

§ Kane (2006). Old Jurchen is the spoken language underlying the Jurchen Script. The only
solid phonological data on Old Jurchen comes from Chinese transcriptions in the Chin Shih
45, although there are some clues on spoken Old Jurchen in the Jurchen Script and from
internal reconstruction applied to attested Late Jurchen and Manchu.

° Beckwith (2007a).
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PTrk Proto-Turkic

PTung Proto-Tungusic

q.v. quod vide (which see)

R: ‘revised to ...’

reconst. reconstruction

Rel relative clause

S subject

Sent sentence

SH Solar Hijri date

SM Serbi-Mongolic

STung Southern Tungusic!?

Tagh Taghbach'!

TMA tense, mood, and aspect

trans. transitive

transcr. transcription

Tung. Tungusic

v vowel / verb

WMgl Written Mongol (unperiodized)

YR Yale romanization

O transliteration or transcription of an orthographic form
[ phonetic transcription, including those in Chinese and other foreign scripts
o syllable

of... denotes a syllable-initial segment (onset)

s denotes a syllable-final segment (coda)

1/ phonemic transcription

* reconstruction from mainstream historical-comparative linguistic methods

“ reconstruction from traditional Chinese fan-ch ‘ieh spellings or rhymes'?
X incorrect or untenable reconstruction'3

107 follow Georg’s classification of Southern Tungusic as comprising Manchu, Nanai, Ulcha,
and Uilta (Georg 2004b: 55).

11" Also known in English as Tabghatch ~ Tabgatch ~ T”0-pa (Tuoba). The form tabyac A€ 08
t1b1y¢y ‘China’ (specifically denoting T’ang China) is a metathesized innovation in Old
Turkic satisfying phonotactic constraints in that language (Shimunek 2007: 14).

12 Following Beckwith (2007a, 2009, etc.)

13 Following Campbell (1999).
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problematic or illegible grapheme in a text
orthographic segment whose phonological value is not currently
decipherable

in phonological reconstructions, a segment or morpheme that is not
reconstructible due to the fact that the grapheme or graphemes representing

it have not been fully deciphered yet

language-internal change

language-internal change

(same as below)

loanword or borrowing between languages (directionality known)
loanword or borrowing between languages (directionality unknown)
separates two or more equally plausible forms (in reconstructions)
variation between two or more forms (free or conditioned variation)
indicates an uncertain or problematic segment (in reconstructions)
masculine gender

feminine gender

unmarked (unspecified) for gender

uncertain or problematic reading of a grapheme

approximation (e.g. approximations of foreign phonological segments)
pulmonic ingressive

preaspirated consonant

full devoicing

low pitch/tone

high pitch/tone

rising pitch/tone

long vowel (e.g. in philological transcriptions of Late Middle Mongol)
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General Sigla

AHD

Ben.
Cob.

Cs.1952
Cs.1954
DTS
EDT
GOrkT
HM
JTru
JTr
Kow.
KYS

Mat.

NT
PED

Pok.

Pul.

Roz.
Sch.

Watkins, Calvert. The American Heritage Dictionary of Indo-European
Roots. Second edition. New York: Houghton Mifflin Company.

Benedict, Paul K. Sino-Tibetan: A Conspectus. Cambridge, 1972.

Coblin, W. South. 4 Handbook of ‘Phagspa Chinese. Honolulu: University
of Hawai‘i Press, 2007.

Csongor, B. Chinese in the Uighur script of the T’ang period. Acta
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 1952, 2: 73-121.

Csongor, B. Some more Chinese glossed in Uighur script. Acta Orientalia
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 1954, 4: 251-257.

Hapensies, B. M., JI. M. Hacunos, E. P. Tenumen, A. M. Ilepbak.
Jlpesnemiopkckuti crosaps. Jleannrpan: Hayka, 1969.

Clauson, Sir Gerard. An Etymological Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth-Century
Turkish. Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1972.

Grammar of Orkhon Turkic (Tekin 1968)

Historia Mongalorum, 13" c. (Carpini 1989).

Rashidu’d-din Fadlul’lah. Jami ‘u 't-tawarikh. early 14" c. (ed., Muhammad
Rawshan & Mustafa Misavi, 4 vols. Tehran: Nashr-i Alburz, 1373 SH
[1994]).

Rashidu’d-din Fadlul’1ah. Jami ‘u’t-tawarikh. early 14" ¢. (trans. Thackston
2012).

Kowalewski (1964, originally published 1844-1849)

Kyerim Yusa 25 4HEE (Sasse 1976)

Mathews, R. H. Mathews’ Chinese-English Dictionary. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1975.

Chin Ch’i-tsung. Nii-chen-wen tzu-tien 2. .3 F- 1. 1984.

Davids & Stede. The Pali Text Society’s Pali-English Dictionary. London:
The Pali Text Society, 1921-1925.

Pokorny, Julius. Indogermanisches Etymologisches Warterbuch. Bern:
Francke Verlag, 1959.

Edwin G. Pulleyblank. Lexicon of Reconstructed Pronunciation in Early
Middle Chinese, Late Middle Chinese, and Early Mandarin. Vancouver:
UBC Press, 1991.

Rozycki, William. Mongol Elements in Manchu. 1994.

Schuessler, Axel. A Dictionary of Early Zhou Chinese. 3 vols. Honolulu.
1987.

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:46:42 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



XXX

Sta. Sergei A. Starostin. Pexoncmpykyus OpesHeKumaiickot GoHOI02U4ecKou
cucmemol. Moscow: Nauka, 1989.

Tak. Takata Tokio. BUEERHT L 2 HFEZES OWISE. (4 Historical Study of the
Chinese Language Based on Dunhuang Materials). Tokyo: Sobunsha, 1988.

Tak.LS Takata Tokio. FN v FEE T E& | OWIE(ERIIER), 1993.

T&C Tumurtogoo, D. & Cecegdari, G. Mongolian Monuments in Uighur-

Mongolian Script. Taipei: Academia Sinica, 2000.
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Sigla for Chinese Primary Sources

ALSSCr

Chin Shih
Chin Shu
Chou Shu
CTKC

CPYPL
CTS
cTw

HHS

HS

HTS
HTT
Liang Shu
LS
MTPLoss
NCS

NS

PS

N&

SCI

SF1927
SF1986
SKC

Sui Shu
Sung Shih
Sung Shu
SWCT
TCH

An Lu-shan Shih Chi Z7t%LLIZE T, edited by Robert des Rotours as Histoire
de Ngan Lou-chan (Ngan Lou-chan Che Tsi). Paris: Presses Universitaires
de France, 1962.
T’o-t’0 [Toqto’a]. Chin Shih 5x5. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1975.
Fang Hstian-ling. Chin Shu &% . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1974.
Ling-hu Te-fen. Chou Shu &% Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1971.
Yeh Lung-li. Ch’i-tan kuo chih # ] 7E. Shanghai: Shang-hai ku-chi ch’u-
pan-she, 1985.
Ch’ung-pien Yen Pei Lu BEE45381L8% (SF1927, SF1986 38: 16a-19a)
Liu Hsii. Chiu T’ang Shu EERFEFZE. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1975.
Tung Kao. Ch’iian T’ang Wen 433, Shanghai: Shang-hai ku-chi ch’u-
pan-she, 1990.
Fan Yeh. Hou Han Shu 1%;%%. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1965.
Pan Ku. Han Shu 72 . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1964.
Ou-yang Hsiu. Hsin T’ang Shu 1. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1975.
Lan Yen et al. Han-yii Ta Tzu-tien {75 K5 #1. Hu-pei, 1988.
Yao Ssu-lien. Liang Shu 222 Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1973.
T’o-t’0 [Toqto’a]. Liao Shih 7% 5. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1974.
Meng Ta Pei Lu Z252(#$%. In: Shuo Fu 573 (SF19s6 54: 15b-22b).
Hsiao Tzu-hsien. Nan Ch’i Shu Fg 15 ZE. Peking, 1972.
Li Yen-shou. Nan Shih B 5. Peking, 1975.
Li Yen-shou. Pei Shih 1552 Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1974.
Ssu-ma Ch’ien. Shih Chi S2EC. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1963.
Serbi Cave Inscription = Hsien-pei Shih-shih iA1= inscription of 443
A.D., found in Ka-hsien Cave (I&(([[Jd]) in Orochen Banner, Inner
Mongolia (Mi 1981; Liu 1989).
T’ao Tsung-i. Shuo Fu ZiZf. Shanghai: Shang-wu yin-shu-kuan, 1927.
T’ao Tsung-i. Shuo Fu i F. Peking: Hsin-hua shu-tien, 1986.

Ch’en Shou. San Kuo Chih =75 Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1971.
Wei Cheng. Sui Shu [[§2. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1973.
T o-t’0 (Toqto’a). Sung Shih K. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1977.
Liang Shen-yiieh. Sung Shu 7K. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1974.
Hsii Shen. Shuo wen chieh tzu 5 3 fi# . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 2002.
Chang Chiu-ling. T’ang ch’eng-hsiang ch’ii-chiang Chang hsien-sheng
wen-chi [E &AM T RS04 SCEE, 1922.

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:46:47 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



XXXil

TCTC Ssu-ma Kuang. Tzu Chih T’ung Chien & ;5§ . Peking: Ku-chi ch’u-pan-
she, 1956.

T’ung-tien Tu Yu. T’ung-tien 3# . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1984.

WCTY Tseng Kung-liang. Wu Ching Tsung Yao FAS4EEL. Peking: Pei-ching Ai ju
sheng shu-tzu hua chi-shu yen-chiu chung-hsin, 2009.

ws Wei Shou. Wei Shu 2. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1974.

YPTC Yen Pei Tsa Chi FEALHEED (SF1927, SF19s6 4: 92-9b).

YS Sung Lien ZK5&. Yiian Shih JT52. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1976.
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Sigla for Old Tibetan Texts

Abbr. Full name of text Source
AAP Annals of the ‘Azha Principality | IDP; OTDO; Uray 1978
(ITJ 1368)
OTA, Old Tibetan Annals, 1 Dotson & Hazod 2009; OTDO
(PT 1288 and ITJ 750)
OTA:> Old Tibetan Annals, 11 Dotson & Hazod 2009; OTDO
(Or. 8212 (187))
PT 1283 | The ‘Bacot Document’ IDP; OTDO; Bacot 1956; Clauson 1957,
Venturi 2008
Zhol Zhol Inscription OTDO; Iwao et al. 2009
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Kitan Assembled Script Sigla

For a complete list of Kitan Assembled Script texts as of 2010, and for the
dates of these inscriptions, see Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 25-29, 32). Below
I have only listed texts which are cited in this book. Publications containing
photographic reproductions of the original texts which I consulted in writing
this book are given in the ‘Source’ column. Following Oyuunch (2012), I use
*.C’ after the text abbreviation to indicate text from the canopy (in Chinese,
kai ) of the inscription, e.g. HsHui denotes the main text of the Hsiao Hui-
lien inscription and HsHui.C denotes text from the canopy of this inscription.

Abbrev. | Date | Full name of text Source
Chm—tql Cﬁen-kuo shang-chiang-chiin Chu Chih-min 1995, Liu
Chen | 1170 | mu-chih-ming P’u-chiang 1999
SASHE EH D ¢
) Yeh-lii Tsung-chiao mu-chih-ming .
1 by Liuetal. 2
Chiao 053 [ ey kg iu et al. 2009
Hsi - -chi . .
Chung 1150 %;;;é;gé%g kung mu-chih Chinggeltei 2002; Kara 1975
) Hai-t’ang-shan mu-chih ts an-shih . .
Hai 0 S| Chinggeltei 2002
Hsiao Hu-tu-chin mu-chih-ming
HsHi 1091 | - . 0O h 2012
o A S yame
Hsiao Hui-lien mu-chih-ming
HsHui 1 e . h 2012
sHui 080 SR S0y Oyuunch 20
Hsin 1055 | Hsing-isung huang-ii ai-ts’e Chinggeltei 2002
& B L7 -
) Hsiao Ti-lu fu-shih mu-chih
HsTi 1114 SR @]ﬁw% Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010
Hsii 1105 Hsii-wang mu-chih Chi ltei 2002
s sk inggeltei
Hsiian | 1101 %‘%‘;’é gg’;ﬁ'hou artse Chinggeltei 2002
Han Ti-lieh mu-chih-ming .
Hti 1101 | o . L 1.2009: 14
8 O | mmonssks tu etal 2009
Jen- Yeh-lii Jen-hsien mu-chih-ming . .
hsien 1072 S e Chinggeltei 2002
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Jen-i huang-hou ai-ts’e

Jen-i 1076 (CERE S Chinggeltei 2002

Kao %) gﬁ&ﬁg&"@%ﬁh mu-chih-ming | |4 ot al. 2000: 18

Ku 1115 g‘ﬁﬁgé’gé’g ming-shih Chinggeltei 2002

Kuei 1102 ggﬁ’%%g%%;%%g“mhmmg Liu et al. 2009: 37
Ta Chin huang-ti tu-t 'ung ching-liieh

Lang 1134 ;‘é”%ggé’g;}’gﬁg% i Chinggeltei 2002
‘The Lang-chiin Inscription’

Sung 1110 f%‘gg%%gg%mwhih’mmg Liu et al. 2009

T'ai 1110 %”;;’%;H"g%"s” ai-is e Chinggel & Liu 2003

Tao 1101 g;”é‘%g%%”g"i ai-is’e Chinggeltei 2002

YChiieh | 1071 gggg%ﬁ’;%m“h ih-ming Oyuunch 2012

vEa | o | gt e e chibming Gai et al. 2008

YHsiang | 1091 %’E;%lg%%z;a%%wen mu-chih Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010

YPu 1105 HYE %%%g%{%g’h perming Oyuunch 2012

YTi 1092 %g%%ggggchmmmg Chinggeltei 2002: 80

Yung 1100 ggggﬁ%‘g%gg mu-chih-ming Liu et al. 2009

Yii, 19} Undated fish tally Chinggeltei 2002: 89
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Sigla for Mongol Texts

Middle Mongol forms in this book are cited from four kinds of texts: 1) Middle
Mongol texts in Preclassical Written Mongol orthography, i.e. texts dating
from the Middle Mongol period (13" c. to 15" ¢. A.D.) in Preclassical Written
Mongol, but excluding later, post-15™ c. texts in ‘Preclassical’ orthography;'*
2) Middle Mongol texts in Old Mandarin transcription; 3) Middle Mongol texts
in Arabic and Persian transcription (these texts largely represent western
dialects of late Middle Mongol); and 4) Middle Mongol texts in ‘Phagspa
Script (also known as ‘Square Script’).
I also discuss one word from a Classical Written Mongol text.

Middle Mongol Texts in Preclassical Written Mongol Orthography

Abbr. Full name of text Date Source
Yis. Stele of Yisiingge 1224/1225 Kara 2005;
(‘The Stone of Chinggis’) T&C 2006
Tor. Edict of Toregene 1240 T&C 2006
Giiy. Seal Letter of Giiyiik Khan 1246 Ligeti 1970b
Mon. 1 Edict I of Mongke Khan 1254 T&C 2006
Mon. 11 Edict Il of Mongke Khan 1257 T&C 2006
Qub. 1 Edict I of Qubilai Khan 1261 T&C 2006
Abaya Il | Letter Il of Il-khan Abaya 1267 T&C 2006
Qub. I1 Edict Il of Qubilai Khan 1268 T&C 2006
BcaT Choskyi ‘Odzer’s Commentary 1312 T&C 2006
on the Bodhicaryavatara
Chang. Inscription in Memory of Chang Ying-jui 1335 T&C 2006
Jig. Inscription in Memory of Jigiintei 1338 T&C 2006
Aruy Inscription of Aruy, Prince of Yiin-nan 1340 T&C 2006
QOqor 1 Inscription I from Qara Qorum 1346 T&C 2006
Jun. Inscription from Chung-wei 1348 T&C 2006
Hin. Inscription in Memory of Prince Hindu 1362 T&C 2006

14 Texts written after the 15" century correspond chronologically with spoken Early Modern
Mongolian. See Shimunek (2014b) for a study of Early Modern Mongolian in Chinese

transcription.
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Abbr. Full name of text Date Source

ES Erdeni-yin sang Subasida late 13" or | Kara 2009
(Sonom Gara’s translation of Saskya | early 14" c.
Legsbshad)

Bur. Twelve Deeds of the Buddha 17" ¢. ms., | T&C 2006;
(Shesrab ~ Sengge’s  translation  of | from an early | Poppe 1967
Lalitavistara) 14" ¢. original

Middle Mongol Texts in Late Old Mandarin Transcription

Abbr. | Full name of text Date Source

SHM | Mongqol-un niuca to[b]¢a’an/ | 13" c. Kuribayashi 2009; Ozawa 1984,
Yiian-ch’ao pi-shih JCERFLS 1985, 1986; de Rachewiltz
(Secret Histo]/y Ofthe Mongols) 2006, Cleaves 1982, Street 2013

HIIY | Hua-I i-yii TEFEEE 1389 Kuribayashi 2003

CYIY | Chih Yiian i-yii 21358 1325/1326 | Ligeti & Kara 1990; Kara 1990

Middle Mongol Texts in ‘Phagspa Script (‘Square Script’)

Abbr. | Poppe # | Full name of text Date | Source

Mang. | 1 Edict of Mangala 1276 | Poppe 1957
BuyK; |11 Edict of Buyantu Khan (1) 1314 | Poppe 1957
BuyK, | 111 Edict of Buyantu Khan (2) 1314 | Poppe 1957

: Edict of Empress Dowager Dagi

Dagi v (‘Edict of DEarmapala’sg Widogv’) 1321 | Poppe 1957
Mann. | XI ‘The Mannerheim Fragment’ 0] Poppe 1957
CYK; XII ‘The Lesser Chii-yung-kuan Inscription’ 1345 | Poppe 1957
CYK> XIII ‘The Great Chii-yung-kuan Inscription’ 1345 | Poppe 1957
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Middle Mongol Texts in Arabic and Persian Transcription

Abbr. | Full name of text Date Source
Leid Kitab Majmi* Turjuman Turki wa- ‘ajami 1343 Saito 2006; Poppe
" | wa-Mugali (‘The Leiden Manuscript’) 1927a, 1927b, 1928

MAA | Mugaddimat al-Adab 14" ¢, | JSPS 2008; Poppe 1938

IM Ibn Muhannd 14" ¢c. | Poppe 1938
‘The Yemen Tetraglot’ h S

Yem. (Arabic-Persian-Turk-Mongol) 14" c. | Ligeti & Kara 2012
‘The Istanbul Vocabulary’ .

Ist. (Arabic-Persian-Turk-Mongol) 0 Sait6 2013

Classical Written Mongol Texts
Abbr. | Full name of text Date | Source
Geser | Mongolian Geser Epic (Peking xylograph) 1716 | Sechinmdnkh 2002
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Apparatus Criticus

add.
ante
L.
om.
p-
post

pro

added
before

line (in text)
omitted
page

after

for
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Transcription and Transliteration Conventions
General Conventions

In  philological transcriptions, transliterations, and phonological
reconstructions, “y” is used to denote a palatal glide or palatal approximant. In
phonetic transcriptions in brackets (including reconstructed phonetic surface
forms), IPA [j] is used to distinguish this segment from front-rounded IPA [y]
(i.e.  in philological transcription). IPA transcriptions appear in brackets [ ].
IPA gamma (y) is used for the transcription of voiced dorsal fricatives. Greek
gamma () is used in philological transcriptions and transliterations of Written
Mongol. My usage of the [IPA gamma [y] in reconstructed forms differs from
the Mongolic philological usage of Greek gamma «y> to render the grapheme
=% («— Old Uygur « Sogdian «<y»> < Aramaic héth and gamal) and its
allographs in romanized transliterations and transcriptions of Classical Mongol
and Middle Mongol. IPA gamma [y] here is used to indicate a phonemic voiced
fricative (with velar and uvular allophones) which in most instances lenited to
a glide or was lost in Middle Mongol, but which is preserved in pre-Proto-
Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic and other neighboring languages.!'> Capital
letters in phonological reconstructions indicate archiphonemes.

Mongol

Written Mongol and Middle Mongol data in this book are transcribed
following the Vladimirtsov-Mostaert system (cf. Vladimirtsov 1929 and
Mostaert 1944). This is the standard transcription system for Written Mongol
(and for Middle Mongol, with slight modification) in the field of Mongolic
philology.

15 See Appendix D for examples.
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The received view is that ¢ and i were front rounded vowels in Middle
Mongol and Proto-Mongolic. However, the only modern Mongolic languages
with primary front rounded vowels, i.e. those that are not the result of umlaut
and other secondary sound change processes, are Oirat and Shira Yoghor, two
languages which are spoken in areas with a heavy Turkic presence. More likely,
the front rounded vowels of Oirat and Shira Yoghor are not inherited from
Proto-Mongolic, but instead represent contact-induced vowel shifts. The
Turkic languages neighboring Shira Yoghor and Oirat all have primary
rounded front vowels, as did Old Turkic and Proto-Turkic. The comparative
evidence on other varieties of Middle Mongol, as well as all other modern
Mongolic languages, suggests that the central dialects of Middle Mongol, as
well as Proto-Mongolic, instead had a vowel inventory similar to Modern
Mongolian.!® For this reason, I assume the following phonetic values for the
traditional Mongolistic philological transcriptions of the Middle Mongol and
Written Mongol rounded vowels: o *[o], 6 *[o ~ e], u *[v], # *[u]. For
transcription purposes, however, I retain the traditional philological
romanization system, with the caveat that it probably did not accurately
represent the phonology of Middle Mongol or Proto-Mongolic, at least not in
the common interpretation of the umlauted 6 as IPA front rounded [o ~ ce] and
umlauted ii as IPA [y ~ v]."”

Transliterations of Written Mongol follow Vladimirtsov’s system
(1929: 69), '® which is likewise the standard transliteration system for
Mongolic philology.

16 Essentially the same system has been independently proposed by Seongyeon Ko (2011,
2013) for Old Mongol. Note also the free variation between i ~ u in Middle Mongol in
‘Phagspa Script.

171 thank Jonathan North Washington (Indiana University) for our stimulating and thought-
provoking conversations on Turkic and Mongolic linguistics. These conversations in part
fueled my thinking on the vowel systems of Middle Mongol and Proto-Mongolic.

18 See Kara (1996b) for the transcription and transliteration of a passage from a Written
Mongol text. Note also de Rachewiltz & Rybatzki (2010: fig. 12) for an English summary
of Vladimirtsov’s transliteration and transcription systems for Preclassical Mongol.
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Transcriptions of Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script (‘Square Script’)
largely follow Poppe (1957), with the exception of the grapheme I (from
Tibetan ?), which I reconstruct phonologically as *[f]; see Hill (2009b).
Reconstructions of ‘Phagspa Middle Mongol surface forms are my own.

Due to typographical restrictions, text in Written Mongol and ‘Phagspa
Script in this book is written horizontally, rotated 90 degrees to the left.

Middle Chinese

Attested Late Middle Chinese forms in Old Tibetan, Old Uygur, and
Khotanese Brahmi transcription are quoted from Csongor (1952, 1954, 1960,
1962), Takata (1988, 1993), and Coblin (1995) when possible. When relevant,
I provide an IPA rendering of the phonological forms represented by these
transcriptions.

Reconstructed Middle Chinese forms are presented in the philological
transcription system, as exemplified in Beckwith (2007a). Following Beckwith
(2007a), when citing wordforms and phonological segments originally
transcribed in other transcription systems, e.g. the forms presented in
Pulleyblank (1991), I have converted them to this uniform system. Note the
following symbols (in italics), with Pulleyblank’s (1991) IPA equivalents: s
[e], Z [z], ts [te], ts" [te"], 4 [y], ¥ [j], and 7i [n]. Likewise, Pulleyblank’s “tr”
and “dr” onsets are transcribed here as fand d although I retain Pulleyblank’s

[(15-%44
9

“nr” unless otherwise noted. I also remove the “4” and “S” when citing Middle
Chinese data from Pulleyblank.

Not all Middle Chinese forms cited in this book are presented with their
respective tones. Whenever I have chosen to include the tones of Middle
Chinese wordforms, I follow the conventions of Beckwith (2007a: xx), with
slight modifications. Thus, Middle Chinese “level tone” (Ch. p 'ing-sheng *J-
#2) is indicated here with a subscript “;”. “Rising tone” (Ch. shang-sheng |-
%), indicated by Pulleyblank (1991) with a superscript closing quotation mark

(°) is indicated here with a subscript “2”. “Falling tone” (Ch. ch ti-sheng %),
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“h”

indicated by Pulleyblank (1991) with a superscript “"”, is indicated with a
subscript “3”. The traditional Middle Chinese “entering tone” (Ch. ju-sheng A
&%) is linguistically speaking not a tone, but a category including all syllables
with non-nasal codas, i.e. the coda obstruents -p, -7, and -.

Modern Mandarin

The Wade-Giles system is used for transcribing Modern Mandarin forms, but
the Pinyin system is used for transcribing word forms used as linguistic data.
Tones are given only if they are relevant to the analysis. The bibliography
employs Wade-Giles, which is also used for the transcription of names and
sources in the main text. When Chinese characters are given in bibliographic
entries, they appear as in the original source: If the original work was written
in Simplified Characters (f&/{£5%), it is given in Simplified Characters; if the
original is in Traditional Characters (Z2§&57), this is retained as such.

Kitan

There is no standard transcription system for Kitan. The Kitan transcription
conventions used in this book roughly follow Kara (1996a, 2005), and Kane
(2006, 2009), with some modifications and synthesis, as will be obvious to the
informed reader. See Appendix A for my readings of Kitan Assembled Script
graphemes appearing in this book. Due to typographical restrictions, text in
Kitan is reproduced in a horizontal line, following Kane (2009) and Oyuunch
& Janhunen (2010).

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:07 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



xlvii

Turkic

Runiform Old Turkic forms are transliterated following the system employed
by Annamarie von Gabain in her Alttiirkische Grammatik (1974), with slight
modification: Those consonant graphemes not specified for vowel harmony
(e.g. 1 g, ® aw, ¥ ap, A & etc.) are not indicated with a superscript “*” as
von Gabain represented them, but instead are left unmarked. The numbers “17,
indicating consonants specified for back vowel environments, and “2”,
indicating consonants specified for front vowel environments, are
superscripted by von Gabain, but are subscripted in my transliteration, in order
to avoid confusion with footnotes. Thus, Old Turkic tabrac A O$ <China’ is
transliterated «t'b'g!'¢% by von Gabain but as <t;bigi& by me.

In Old Turkic and Middle Turkic linguistic data, the back-vowel
harmonic dorsal consonant traditionally transcribed y (Greek gamma) is
transcribed by me with the IPA uvular [¥].

In reconstructions of Proto-Turkic, the grapheme «» denotes the
phoneme which split into /z/ in ‘Oguz’ dialects and /1/ in ‘Ogur’ dialects. The
precise phonological value of this phoneme in Proto-Turkic is difficult to
determine, but as a productive hypothesis, it could have been a voiced retroflex
fricative /z/, a voiced alveopalatal fricative /z/, or a trilled raised rhotic as in
the Czech value of this grapheme as /1/. I use the grapheme <& to denote the
Proto-Turkic phoneme which corresponds to /y/ in attested Old Turkic and /d/
in certain early Serbi-Mongolic—Turkic borrowings. The precise value of this
phoneme is also uncertain; most likely it was a fricative [0] or a palatalized [di].

Others

Manchu is romanized in the Mongolist system, as employed by Gyorgy Kara
(e.g. Kara 2005, 2009) and Lajos Ligeti (e.g. Ligeti 1986). This transcription
system 1s phonologically and paleographically more accurate than the
commonly used Mbollendorff-Norman Romanization employed by
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Mollendorff (1892) and Norman (1978). Salient differences between this
romanization system and the Mdllendorff-Norman (MN) system include the
following: y for MN / in orthographic back-vowel words (e.g. yaya ‘man, male’
for MN haha), x for MN 4 in orthographic front-vowel words (e.g. xexe
‘woman’ for MN hehe), y for MN g in orthographic back-vowel words (e.g.
yala ‘hand, arm’ for MN gala), g for MN £ in orthographic back-vowel words
(e.g. abga ‘heaven, sky’ for MN abka), j for MN j (e.g. jembi ‘to eat’ for MN
jembi), ¢ for MN c (e.g. cai ‘tea’ for MN cai), and i for MN i (e.g. yiilya ‘thief’
for MN hiilha)."®

Korean data is transcribed in the McCune-Reischauer (MCR) system,
unless otherwise noted, with the exception of & which I transcribe as r except
when it is one of a compound of graphemes rendering the lateral geminate [I']
~ 11~ U], e.g. & [mu]] ~ ["bu]] ‘water’ is transcribed mul in standard MCR,
but I render it mur.?’ Likewise, the earliest linguistically known Koreanic-
speaking state, the Silla or Shilla kingdom, in Korean, 212} [¢"il'a], is
transcribed by me as Silla.?!

Late Middle Korean linguistic data is reconstructed phonologically,
and/or transcribed in the Yale Romanization (YR) system, with the exception
of 2 which I transcribe as r as above.

Japanese forms are given in the Hepburn romanization system.

Tibetan transcriptions largely follow the simplified romanization
system employed by Old Tibetan Documents Online,** with several exceptions:
The Old Tibetan digraph # (Classical Tibetan ¥) is transcribed «w», the Old
Tibetan diacritic ¢ is transcribed <>, syllable-final ® is transcribed as an acute

19 Kara (2005) uses 6 for MN i as in tangyé (MN tanggii) ‘hundred’. I prefer to use # for MN
u since this closely approximates *[u], the reconstructible phonological value of this
digraph in spoken imperial Manchu as demonstrated by Li Bing (1996).

20 On pitch-accent in Modern Standard Korean, see Kim & Duanmu (2004).

21T use the term ‘Koreanic’ to refer to the language family to which Korean and its now extinct
sister branches belong, sometimes also called the Han &% language family. See Kiyose &
Beckwith (2006) for more on the past internal diversity of the Koreanic language family.

22 http://otdo.aa.tufs.ac.jp/
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diacritic ( 7 ), e.g. the Old Tibetan place name §5%5% is transcribed Zridmda.
Following Beckwith (1987), words are transcribed without hyphens.??

Reconstructed Forms

Following accepted historical-comparative linguistic conventions, an asterisk
(*) before a wordform indicates a form reconstructed by means of the
comparative method and other mainstream historical linguistic methods.

Since there is a need to distinguish these linguistic reconstructions from
certain reconstructions abounding in the dominant Sinological linguistic
literature which are determined not via accepted historical-comparative
linguistic methods but by other means, I follow Beckwith in using a superscript
star (*) to indicate wordforms reconstructed according to the Chinese fan-
ch’ieh [z 1)) spellings and/or rhymes of the traditional Chinese philological
tradition (Beckwith 2007a: xx; Beckwith 2009: xvii1).

I also follow Campbell’s usage of X to indicate untenable
reconstructions and “ungrammatical or non-occurring forms” (Campbell 1999).

Morpheme Glosses

When morpheme glosses are provided for wordforms, they follow the
standardized abbreviations established by the Leipzig Glossing Rules for
interlinear morpheme-by-morpheme glosses, ?* with several additions for
abbreviations not included in their standard list. The following morpheme
glosses are employed in this book:

23 Hyphens are traditionally used in Tibetological works to transcribe the syllable-delimiting
marker tsheg (), but only when it occurs word-medially. As shown by Beckwith (1987),
these hyphens are phonologically misleading and should be abandoned.

24 http://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/pdf/LGR08.02.05.pdf
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IH
ABL
ACC
ADJ
AIC
ATMP
ATTR
CAUS
CNJC
COLL
COM
COMM
CP
CVB
DAT
DEF
DEM
DIM
DISC
DIST
DL
DVN
EMPH
FIN
FUT
GEN
GNR
HUM

first person
second person
third person
firsthand
ablative
accusative
adjective
acc.-instrumental-comitative
abtemporal
attributive
causative
conjunction
collective
comitative-sociative
communal®
causative-passive
converb

dative

definite
demonstrative
diminutive
discourse deictic
distal
dative-locative
deverbal noun
emphatic

finite

future

genitive

generic

human

25 See Shimunek (forthcoming, b).

INDF
INS
IPFV
LOC

NEG
NOM
NUM
NZR
OBJ
OBL
OCCUP
PASS
PERS.N
PFV
PL
P.N
POSS
PREP
PRF
PRON
PROX
PST
REFL
SBJ
SBRD
SG

indefinite
instrumental
imperfective
locative

nominative-accusative

negation, negative
nominative
numeral
nominalizer
object

oblique
occupational suffix
passive

personal name
perfective

plural

proper noun
possessive
preparative
perfect

pronoun
proximal

past

reflexive

subject
subordinate
singular

tu form (“thou”)
vous form (“ye”)
verbal noun
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CHAPTER ONE:
PREVIOUS THEORIES ON THE ORIGINS OF THE MONGOLIC
LANGUAGES

Western theories on the origins of the Mongolic languages date back nearly
three centuries to the precursors of the ‘Altaic’ theories (i.e. the ‘Tartar’,
‘Scythian’, and ‘Turanian’ theories).! Since the ‘Altaic’ divergence and
convergence theories have been thoroughly disproven on scientific grounds,>
I will not discuss them in detail in this book.

Outside the sphere of ‘Altaic’ divergence and convergence theories, a
number of hypotheses have been put forth on the immediate origins of the
Mongolic languages. The majority of these theories are methodologically
flawed, with the notable exception of the ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory and the

! For a history of the ‘Altaic’ theories, see de Rachewiltz & Rybatzki (2010: 348-355).

2 For important studies disproving the various ‘Altaic’ theories, see Clauson (1956), Beckwith
(2007a), Georg (2004a), Vovin (2005, 2009), and others. Probably the earliest critic was
Abel-Rémusat, writing in the early 19% century, who seriously questioned the hypothesis
which would later become known as the ‘Altaic’ theory:

“...Laressemblance de quelques expressions Turkes, Mongoles et Mandchoues entre elles,
ne doit pas faire penser qu’il existe entre les trois langues une analogie essentielle et
fondamentale. Il est au contraire facile de se convaincre qu’a 1’exception d’un trés-petit
nombre de mots communs, et d’une légere conformité dans quelques régles grammaticales,
il y a entre elles plus de différences qu’il n’y en a entre le russe, I’italien et ’allemand, et
qu’ainsi, loin d’étre des dialectes d’une méme langue, elles sont au fond des idioms tout-a-
fait distincts” (Abel-Rémusat 1820: 138).

According to Abel-Rémusat, the similarities between the Turkic, Mongolic, and Tungusic
languages are not comparable to the differences between Indo-European languages like
Russian, Italian, and German—-‘dialects’ (i.e. daughter languages) of Proto-Indo-European.
Instead, these languages are so vastly different from each other that they should be
considered distinct, unrelated languages in their own right.
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‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory. As will be demonstrated, a careful historical-
comparative linguistic and philological study of the Serbi languages is
necessary to elucidate the origins of the Mongolic languages. We must follow
the scientific methods established for the historical-comparative study of
languages, as done for Indo-European, Uralic, Semitic, Japanese-Koguryoic,
and other language families, before a scientific understanding of the origins of
the Mongolic and Serbi languages can be reached.

The Indo-European—Mongolic Hypothesis

After the wvarious °‘Altaic’ theories, another early proposal on the
ethnolinguistic origins of the Mongols is what may be termed the ‘Indo-
European—Mongolic Hypothesis’, proposed by Edkins (1871), who states that
“The special interest of the Mongolian type consists in the fact that it comes
nearest of all the three Turanian branches to the Indo-European” (1871: 205).
Edkins proposed what he believed to be “many remarkable resemblances in
words between the Tartar languages and the Greek and Latin”, including the

following, which I have arranged in table format for easy comparison:*

3 Edkins (1871: 208-209, 211). Note that Edkins’ ‘Tartar’ and ‘Turanian’ are synonyms
denoting what was later traditionally termed ‘Altaic’, i.e. Mongolic, Turkic, and Tungusic,
although the data he presents here is Mongolic.

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:42 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Table 1. Mongol-Greek-Latin “resemblances” according to Edkins (1871)

Written Mongol Greek Latin

nom ‘sacred book’ [sic] vopog (nomos) ‘law’

sara ‘moon’ oeMvn (seléne) ‘moon’

dalai ‘sea’ 0draooa (thalassa) ‘sea’

yar ‘hand, arm’ yeip (k'eir) ‘hand, arm’

nege- ‘to open’ avoiyw (anoigo) ‘to open’

¢i ‘thou’ o (sy) ‘you’

ere ‘male’ appnv (arrhen) ‘male’ vir ‘man, male person’
kiimiin ‘human’ homo ‘man, human’
ta ‘ye’ tu ‘you’

ebiir [!] ‘horn>* ebur ‘ivory’

Although the majority of the comparanda proposed by Edkins are

<

unwarranted for phonological or semantic reasons (i.e. ‘open’, ‘hand’, ‘sea’,
‘horn’, and ‘moon’), several of his comparisons are reasonable when additional

evidence is taken into consideration:

e Middle English were ‘man’ < Old English wer < Common
Germanic (cf. Gothic wair, Old High German wer, Old Norse
verr) : Latin vir : Old Irish fer, Welsh gvr : Lithuanian vyras :
Sanskrit vird ‘man, hero’.> Proto-Indo-European *wi-ro- ‘male,
man’ (AHD 101).° There may be some connection among this
IE word, Old Turkic dr ‘man, men, people’,” and Middle
Mongol ere ‘man, male’. Given the apparent western origins of
the Tiirk people,® one cannot rule out the possibility of an IE

4 Edkins quotes an erroneous Mongol form here. Attested Middle Mongol has eber [ZERFZ]
‘horn ()’ as distinct from ebiir [ZE2] ‘south part of a mountain range (3&Fg)’. The
Middle Mongol forms I cite here are from HIIY.

3 Oxford English Dictionary <www.oed.com> accessed September 5, 2012.

¢ See also Pok. 1177-1178 *uiro-s ‘Mann’, i.e. *uir-o-s.

7 The word is attested in 8" c. Old Turkic (GOrkT 325).

8 Beckwith (2011b).
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dialect reflex of this word for ‘man, male’® as the origin of the
attested Old Turkic and Mongolic words.!°

e Middle Mongol nom ‘law, dharma’ and later ‘book’ (not merely
“sacred book™ as Edkins glossed it) is a well-known Indo-
European element in Old Uygur and Mongolic, ultimately from
Greek.!!

In addition to connecting Written Mongol ¢i “thou” and fa “ye” with
Indo-European, quoting Greek o0 (sy) and Latin fu, Edkins also proposed a
connection among the Turkic, Mongolic, Tungusic, and Indo-European first-
person personal pronouns.'? Based on this comparanda, he concluded that “It
is probable... that at some distant epoch a strong Turanian influence was
exerted specially upon the Greek and Latin sections of the Indo-European
family...” (209). Beckwith (2006b, 2011a) has provided modern support for
some of Edkins’ personal pronoun etymologies, but within the context of
interfamily convergence.

There clearly has been some degree of convergence and borrowing
among Serbi-Mongolic, Turkic, Tungusic, Uralic, and Indo-European at
various points in the past, but they are demonstrably separate language families
that do not descend from a common proto-language.

° Note attested Scythian *wior [o10p] ‘man’ (cf. Beckwith 2009: 70 n. 43).
10 For a list of possible Indo-European—Turkic lexical correspondences, see Jonathan North
Washington, <wiki.firespeaker.org/Similarities to Turkic>, accessed December 31, 2012.
! See discussion below in the section ‘The Lexical Immunity Theory’.
12 Edkins (1871: 211, 214-215).
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The Mongolic-Turkic Hypothesis

The French sinologist Paul Pelliot, on at least one occasion, implied a belief in
a common Mongolic-Turkic protolanguage. This is evident in his treatment of
h- in Mongolic, where he mentions “Common Mongol-Turk (mongolo-turc
commun)”.'> Although he never formalized a theory, his proposal may be
termed ‘The Mongolic-Turkic Hypothesis’.

The efforts of many Altaicists over the past century or so have
identified a small set of regular sound correspondences between Mongolic and
Turkic. Some important, apparently early, regular sound correspondences
between Old Turkic, Middle Turkic and Middle Mongol are identified below:'*

Mgl d: Trky

MMgl diiri “form, shape, complexion’ (HIIY)'S : OTrk, MTrk yiiz ‘face’ (GOrkT)
MMgl deresiin ‘feather grass’ (SHM) : MTrk yiz ‘reed’ (DTS)

MMgl dayin ‘enemy, war’ (SHM) : OTrk, MTrk yasi ‘enemy’ (GOrkT, DTS)
MMgl dayir ‘brownish’ (SHM) : OTrk yasiz ‘brown, reddish brown’ (GOrkT)

Mgl /: Trks~s§
MMgl taulai ~ ta 'ulai “hare’ (SHM) : OTrk tabissan (GOrkT) ~ MTrk tabissan
‘id.” (DTS)'*

13 Pelliot (1925: 262).

14 The majority of these correspondences are summarized by Kara (2004), who does not argue
for or against this relationship theory—Kara (2004) is a list of lexical correspondences that
have been proposed in the literature over the years by scholars to support various ‘Altaic’
theories. See also Ligeti (1986). I have revised the comparanda to only include lexical
correspondences with attested Middle Mongol, and have excluded correspondences with
modern Written Mongol.

15 Note also the later, modern Written Mongol variant diirsiin ‘form, figure’.

16 Note also the correspondence of modern Written Mongol géliige ~ gélige ‘puppy’ : Modern
Turkish kdsek ‘young camel’. This word is written kdsek in Turkish orthography. However,
the Mongol form is not attested in Middle Mongol, and is possibly a modern innovation;
therefore, I have excluded it from the comparanda above.
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Mgl r: Trk z
MMgl ikir ‘twins’ (MAA) : MTrk ikkiz “id.” (DTS)
(cf. Chuvash yékér, Hungarian iker)"
MMgl bora ~ boro ‘gray’ (MAA, SHM) : OTrk, MTrk boz ‘id.” (GOrkT, DTS)
MMgl bura’u ‘calf in second year’ (SHM) : MTrk buzaru ‘calf’ (DTS)
(cf. Chuvash pdru and Hungarian borji)'
MMgl derestiin ‘feathergrass’ : MTrk yiz ‘reed’ (see above)
MMgl diiri “form, shape, complexion’ : OTrk yiiz ‘face’ (see above)

Mgl -y- : Trk -g(-)

MMgl sayin ‘good’ (SHM) : MTrk sar ‘id.” (DTS)
MMgl dayin : OTrk, MTrk yasi (see above)
MMgl dayir : OTrk yasiz (see above)

These words are sometimes taken as evidence of an early Turkic-
Mongolic divergent relationship, but this is highly unlikely because these
regular sound correspondences are limited to a very small set of vocabulary,
we do not have regular sound correspondences for more than an extremely
limited portion of the lexicon, and even more importantly, there is no system
of regular correspondences in the functional morphologies of the languages.

Some of these words are more widespread Kulturworter, e.g. ‘rabbit’ ~
‘hare’, which has suitable comparanda in Old Chinese, Nivkh (Gilyak),
Japanese-Koguryoic, Turkic, Serbi-Mongolic, and many other neighboring
language families,'? but the majority of these words are likely to be borrowings
between early Turkic and Serbi-Mongolic languages (see Appendix D for
examples), and the regular sound correspondences indicate nothing more than
the fact that these words were borrowed as a set, at approximately the same
time.

17 See also Ligeti (1986: 311-312).

18 See also Ligeti (1986: 68-69).

19 As Christopher 1. Beckwith notes, the Phoenicians acquired rabbits around 1,000 B.C. and
words for ‘rabbit’ ~ ‘bunny’ spread around the world with the animal (p.c., April 14, 2011).
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The ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory

The orthodox theory on the ethnolinguistic origins of the Mongolic language
family is what can be termed the ‘Ancient Mongol’ or ‘Archaic Mongol’
Theory.? This theory began with the work of Paul Pelliot (1925, 1928), Boris
Vladimirtsov (1929), Garma D. Sanzheev (1930a, 1930b), and Lajos ‘Louis’
Ligeti (1970a etc.), and was in some ways standardized by Nicholas Poppe
(1955; 1970: 14; 1976).2!

The theory is strongly grounded in Mongolic philology, a unique
strength distinguishing it from other, less informed proposals on the
ethnolinguistic origins of the Mongols. A major contribution of Vladimirtsov
is his proposal, generally supported by historians and philologists after him,
that the medieval Mongols acquired a “ready-made literary language (yorce
2omosvitl iumepamypusii a3vik)” from the Naimans after defeating them in
1204 A.D. and capturing their Uygur scribe Tata[r]-Tona.?? Poppe further
connected this ‘Ancient Mongol’ dialect with the Kereyit, and the theory
became known as the Naiman-Kereyit Theory.?

20 Note that Pelliot, writing in French, often used the term mongol ancien (i.e. ‘Ancient
Mongol’) to refer to what is now known as Middle Mongol, but many of his observations
on Mongolic historical linguistics were later taken up as part of the ‘Ancient Mongol’
framework.

21 Other adherents of the ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory, in one form or other, include Rinchen
(1966 etc.), Tomortogoo (1992), Krippes (1992), Shagdarsiiren (1999), and Kara (2005,
2006, etc.). Rinchen’s equivalent to ‘Ancient Mongol’ is his term “yyran MoHroa x3ia”,
translatable into English as ‘the original Mongol language’; his basic assumptions about
this language make it clear that he adhered to the Ancient Mongol Theory. Témdrtogoo
(1992) and Shagdarsiiren term this “spTHuii mMoHros x3i”, i.e. ‘the Ancient Mongol
language’ (Shagdarsiiren 1999: 80 et seq.).

22 Vladimirtsov (1929: 20-21), Viktorova (1961: 138-139), Kara (2005: 28-29, 63-67).

23 Poppe (1937: 12-13), Viktorova (1961: 139). Murayama (1957) connected the advent of
Uygur writing among the medieval Mongols with the Kereyit and the Merkit, whom he
demonstrated spoke “Mongolian” (1957: 39) or, in my revision of his analysis, dialects of
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Vladimirtsov, Poppe, and others have noted that as early as the 13
century—the period of the earliest solidly attested Mongolic language, i.e.
Middle Mongol—spoken Mongol differed in certain respects from early
Preclassical Written Mongol (i.e. the Uygur-derived contemporaneous written
language), suggesting that Preclassical Written Mongol orthography (i.e. the
earliest Middle Mongol orthography) retained features of a sister language to
Middle Mongol, i.e. a conservative dialect of ‘Ancient Mongol’ in the
terminology employed by adherents to this theory.?

As Gyorgy Kara notes:

“The main discrepancy between the forms in Uygur script and ... their
equivalents in the rather accurate Chinese transcription of the “spoken”
language of the Secret History is the lack of the intervocalic guttural spirant
in the latter versus its presence in the former (e.g. SH sa ‘u- vs. sayu- ‘to sit’).
Minor differences appear in the vowels (rounded vs. unrounded, high vs.
mid/low, e.g. SH iidiir vs. ediir ‘day’), but such alternations are also found
in the Uygur script monuments of the Middle Mongolian period” (Kara 2005:
29, n. 33).

Note the Preclassical Written Mongol and spoken Middle Mongol
forms for ‘day’ and ‘winter’:

Table 2. Comparison of Preclassical and spoken MMgl wordforms for ‘winter’ and ‘day’

Preclassical Written Mongol Spoken Middle Mongol Gloss
e~ii o i ebiil ~iidiir iibiil ‘winter’?®
ediir ~ didiir didiir ‘day’2®

Old Mongol or closely related Mongolic languages. Murayama (1958-1959: 198) suggests
that it was probably the Kereyit from whom the Mongols acquired Uygur writing.

24 See Kara (2005: 63-67) for discussion.

25 See Chapter Eight entry for MKit *uwl ‘winter’ for attestations of this Middle Mongol form
and the Preclassical forms.

26 See Chapter Eight entry for MKit *udur ‘east’ for attestations of this Middle Mongol form
and the Preclassical forms.
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9

See below for additional examples of dissimilarities between
Preclassical Written Mongol and contemporary spoken Middle Mongol known
from foreign transcriptions:

Table 3. Comparison of Preclassical Written Mongol and spoken Middle Mongol wordforms

Preclassical Written Mongol?”  Spoken Middle Mongol Gloss
m:’ keme- 28 ke’e- % ‘say’
y:’ Jayun ja’un ‘hundred’3°
ayula 3! a’ula 3 ‘mountain’
g’ degere 3 de’ere 3 ‘above’

Although the initial e- and intervocalic m as presented in the table
above may indeed be early dialectal features retained in Preclassical Written
Mongol orthography, the comparison of Preclassical Written Mongol medial y
and g to Middle Mongol intervocalic ’ is in fact unproblematic. As discussed
in Chapter Three, northeastern Early Old Mandarin phonology was
characterized by a voiced glottal transition *h. The Middle Mongol
phonological segment often transcribed ’ in the Mongolist philological
tradition usually corresponds to this Old Mandarin *f, which must have been
retained in certain conservative northeastern frontier dialects of Late Old
Mandarin, such as the Chinese language in which Early Middle Mongol was
transcribed. Thus we have Preclassical Written Mongol y ~ g corresponding to
spoken Early Middle Mongol *[f], which lenited in Late Middle Mongol to

27 The Preclassical Written Mongol forms given here are from Ligeti (1970a) and Kara (2009).

BE.g. Mon. 11,1 4.

2 E.g. attested MMgl ke e- [Z4H] (HITY 2.27b2).

30 See Chapter Eight entry for MKit *jaw ‘hundred’ for attestations of these Middle Mongol
and Preclassical forms.

SUE.g. Ogor 1, 1. 26.

32 E.g. attested early MMgl a ‘ula [[RUJL§]] (SHM §118).

3 E.g. BeaT 160b1.

3 E.g. attested early MMgl de ere [2:55°51]] (SHM §1).
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10

[w] or null (@), as seen from the 14™ century transcriptions of western Late
Middle Mongol in Arabic script. See below:

Table 4. Comparison of attested Preclassical, Early, and Late Middle Mongol wordforms

Preclassical WMgl  Spoken EMMgl Spoken LMMgl Gloss

y Jayun *i  EMMgl ja’un *[tfafivn] w LMMgl jawun 3>  ‘hundred’
y ayula *i  EMMgl a’ula *[afivla] & LMMgl aula * ‘mountain’
g degere *fi  EMMgl de’ere *[tofiora] @ LMMgl dére ¥’ ‘above’

Preclassical Written Mongol was written in a foreign-derived script, i.e.
the Old Uygur Script, which was itself a borrowing from the Sogdian,
ultimately from Aramaic.®® It is well known that Old Uygur phonological
segments which were not part of Sogdian phonology were not rendered in Old
Uygur orthography, e.g. Old Uygur has a word-initial *[h], a segment attested
in Old Tibetan and Late Middle Chinese transcriptions. When the Sogdian-
derived Old Uygur Script was borrowed by the medieval Mongols, it likewise
offered no suitable grapheme for rendering Middle Mongol word-initial *[h],
e.g. Middle Mongol in Preclassical Written Mongol orthography on == wn»

‘calendrical year’’

corresponds contemporaneously to Spoken Early Middle
Mongol hon *[hon] ‘id.”*° The closest grapheme which this script offered to
render the Spoken Early Middle Mongol intervocalic voiced glottal transition
*[A] in [-ATR] vowel-harmonic words was gamma, i.e. <y>, and in [+ATR]

vowel-harmonic words, <g> was the closest approximation.

35 E.g. attested late MMgl jawun [ssta] (Poppe 1927b: 1271).

30 E.g. attested late MMgl aula [¥ ] ~ [¥5/] (Poppe 1927b: 1260).

37 E.g. attested late MMgl dére [) 2] ~ [»223] (Poppe 1928: 57).

38 See Kara (2005: 25-32) for a history of the Uygur-Mongolian Script.

3 E.g. as attested in Aruy (1. 20).

40 See Kara (2009: 208) and Kuribayashi (2003, 2009) for Preclassical and spoken Middle
Mongol forms. See also Kara (2005) for discussion of other phonological segments which
were not rendered in Old Uygur or Preclassical Written Mongol orthography. See Chapter
Four for the Old Tibetan transcriptions of the ethnonym Uygur.
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Additional considerations from early Mongolic elements in Tungusic,
as well as Chinese transcriptions of the Serbi languages, especially Taghbach
and Kitan, have allowed scholars working in the ‘Ancient Mongol’ framework
to add further details to what they term ‘Ancient Mongol’ phonology,
including evidence of *p" (> MMgl 4), *t"i (> MMgl ¢), *di and *gi (which
later merged to MMgl ji),*! *fi (> MMgl n), and others.** These are major
contributions to our understanding of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic phonology.

Another major contribution to the theory was made by Paul Pelliot,
who demonstrated that the Meng-wu [5ZJ[]* ~ Meng-wa [ZZ F]** group of
the z & Shih-wei (hereafter Shirwi) are ethnolinguistic ancestors of the
Mongols. * He also considered Kitan to be a “highly palatalized (trés
palatalisée)” Mongolic language,*® which is in some ways accurate in that
Kitan (and other Serbi languages) retained Common Serbi-Mongolic *fi, *sy,
and *ly, which in Proto-Mongolic depalatalized and merged with *n, *s, and
*], respectively.*’

The theory has been further developed by Ligeti (1970a) and Kara
(2005). The tree below can be inferred from their proposals:

4l For examples of these sound changes, see §8.5.4 entries for Taghbach *gir ‘sandal cord’ and
*mudr ‘prefect’.

42 Poppe (1954, 1970, etc.).

# I have verified this form in CTS (199: 5358).

41 have verified this form in H7S (219: 6177).

45 See Chapter Two for discussion of this ethnonym and its phonological reconstruction.

46 Pelliot (1928: 126-127). Pelliot expressed this opinion again in at least one other article: “les
Khitan parlaient une langue mongole fortement palatalisée” (1943: 37) and in his Notes on
Marco Polo, where he described Kitan as “a Mongol language, with some archaic features
and much palatalization” (1959: 219).

47 For details, see entries in §8.5.3 for MKit *-bofi “past or perfective verbal noun suffix’,
*-lofi ‘past tense suffix’, *ofio ‘now’, *fiaw ‘sibling’, *Sya ~ *Syay ‘good’, *tawlya ‘hare,
rabbit’, LKit *fiayr ‘sun, day’, *faw ‘lake’, Taghbach *haqafi ‘dog’, *Cirqaf ‘a kind of
artemisia’, and T’ u-yl-hun *aqafi ‘elder brother’.
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Figure 1. Origins of Mongolic according to the Pelliot-Ligeti-Kara ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory

‘Ancient Mongol’

Shirwi Serbi
(Northwestern) (Southeastern)

Kitanf Taghbach® T u-yii-hun' (?)

Middle Mongol

Modern Mongolic languages

The Ancient Mongol’ Theory is articulated differently by Poppe (1954,
1955, 1970, 1976). In his version of the theory, ‘Ancient Mongol’ is in a direct
linear relationship with Middle Mongol, with Taghbach and Kitan as ‘dialects’
of ‘Ancient Mongol’ and not specifically representing a separate daughter

branch. See below:

Figure 2. The origins of Mongolic according to Poppe’s ‘Ancient Mongol® Theory

‘Ancient Mongol’

Taghbach’ Kitan'

Middle Mongol®

Modern Mongolic languages
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This direct lineage hypothesis is untenable; as I will demonstrate, the
Mongolic branch (including the modern Mongolic languages, Middle Mongol,
and its immediate ancestors) and the Serbi branch (including Kitan, Taghbach,
T’u-yii-hun, and others) are sister branches of a common proto-language, i.e.
Proto-Serbi-Mongolic.

A major methodological strength of the ‘Ancient Mongol’ theory is that
it is for the most part based on accepted historical-comparative linguistic
methods and careful philology. It also is the first theory to provide a systematic
periodization of the Mongol language, and put forth well-grounded theories on
the historical origins of the Mongolic peoples. Scholars working in the
‘Ancient Mongol’ theoretical framework are among the first to provide
important linguistic data suggesting that Kitan, Taghbach,* and T u-yii-hun
are related to Mongolic.*’

A shortcoming of the theory is that it only takes into account a very
small percentage of the available data. Now that significant corpora of
additional evidence have surfaced with the discovery of the Kitan scripts and
the T’u-yli-hun words transcribed in Old Tibetan sources, and now that
additional work has been undertaken on Taghbach, we must take into account
all the available data relevant to determining the origins of the Mongolic
language family, and revise the theory as needed. In its treatment of Serbi data
transcribed in Chinese, the ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory largely follows old,
flawed theories on the phonology of Middle Chinese and Old Chinese (e.g.
Karlgren 1957) which have since been revised by the works of Pulleyblank
(1962a, 1962b, 1984, 1991), Schuessler (1987), Baxter (1992), Sagart (1999),
and Starostin (1989), and in many ways completely redone by Beckwith
(2002a, 2002b, 2006d, 2007a, 2008a, 2008b, 2010b). For these reasons the
‘Ancient Mongol” Theory does not acknowledge the dendritic diversity of the
Mongolic branch’s parent family.

48 Although Shiratori (1911a, 1911b) was the first to suggest that Taghbach was Mongolic.
4 Pelliot (1921), Ligeti (1970a), Kara (1975, 1977, 1987, 1988, 1996a, 2004, 2005, 2006),
Doerfer (1992, 1993), etc.
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The ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory

A recent theory which has been gaining credence is the ‘Para-Mongolic’
Theory, put forth by Janhunen (1996, 2003) and followed by Vovin (2007) and
Shimunek (2007). Although many of Janhunen’s proposals are basically
correct, some aspects of his theory deserve careful reconsideration, including
the terminology and the logic behind this terminology. °® The English
construction ‘para-X’ implies a language family parallel to language family X,
and not a language family which is divergently related to language family X.>!
Thus, the term ‘Para-Mongolic’ is in need of revision, since it does not imply
branches from a common source node.

Figure 3. The logical implications of the term ‘Para-Mongolic’

Proto-Mongolic ‘Para-Mongolic’

Despite this terminological shortcoming, from the prose discussion in
Janhunen (2003), the tree branching he proposes in the theory is easily
determined. One may schematize the ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theoretical
classification of the Mongolic and ‘Para-Mongolic’ branches as follows:

30 See also Beckwith (2009: 414, n. 80).
5! The English prefix para- in the sense of ‘parallel to something’ is from Ancient Greek mapd
‘alongside, beside, by the side of” (Lusching 2007: 29, 346).
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Figure 4. The origins of Mongolic according to the ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory

‘Pre-Proto-Mongolic’

Proto-Mongolic ‘Para-Mongolic’
(Northern) (Southern)

AN

Modern Mongolic languages

Kitan' Taghbach’

Although Janhunen is certainly correct that Kitan and Taghbach are
from a language branch related to but independent from Mongolic—an idea
hinted at in the works of Pelliot, Ligeti, and Kara—and Janhunen’s explicit
assertion of this idea in and of itself is an important contribution to the
ethnolinguistic history of the Mongols, much of the data he uses to support his
theory in Janhunen (2003) consists of ‘Para-Mongolic’ loanwords in Tungusic,
some of which are significantly divergent from philologically attested Kitan
and Taghbach. For example, his discussion of the “spirantization of the palatal
stop *c to sh”>? does not hold true for the Serbi languages known from
philological records. Early Middle Chinese transcriptions of Taghbach, Late
Middle Chinese transcriptions of T u-yii-hun, Old Mandarin transcriptions of
Late Kitan, as well as Middle Kitan data in the Kitan Assembled Script show
that all the known Serbi languages had a palatal affricate *¢" corresponding to
attested Middle Mongol ¢ *[f"]. There are no indications of spirantization of
*gh > *% in attested Serbi.’® The spirantization of *¢" > § observed in such
Manchu forms as Sanggivan *[fangjan] ‘white’ ~ Sanyan *[fanjan] ‘white,
smoke’ < Jurchen *3angyan ‘white, smoke’>* («— early Serbi-Mongolic >

32 Janhunen (2003: 397-398).

53 See Chapter Eight entries for Middle Kitan *¢awr ‘army’, Taghbach *¢"rqafi ‘a kind of

artemisia’, *¢"rrno ‘wolf’, and T u-yii-hun *¢"1 ‘you’

>4 Attested Jurchen *$angyan 4. <" [ FJT] ‘white (19)° ~ ‘smoke (J&)’ (NT 98, 246).
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MMgl ¢aga’an ‘white’>°) was probably a Jurchen-Manchu innovation having
nothing to do with the early Serbi-Mongolic donor dialect.>®

Several of Janhunen’s observations, however, do hold true for the
common ancestor of Mongolic, Kitan, and Taghbach, e.g. he notes that ‘Para-
Mongolic’ is characterized by “preservation of a palatal nasal *ny as a separate
phoneme”.” This is supported by data on the philologically attested Serbi
languages, including Kitan and Taghbach.*

The ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory as presented in Janhunen (2003) is
primarily lexical in nature, based on the comparison of individual words, and
largely does not take into consideration the rich functional morphology shared
between Mongolic and Serbi languages like Kitan, Taghbach, and T u-yii-hun.
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) uncover additional important details on Kitan
functional morphology cognate to Mongolic, but a theory is only hinted at,
without presenting systematic arguments or morphological paradigms.
Janhunen’s model likewise does not address the attested philological data on
the three identifiable periods of Kitan which I will present in this book, nor
does it incorporate the solid linguistic data from Taghbach or T u-yii-hun—the
two other best known Serbi languages aside from Kitan. Oyuunch & Janhunen
(2010) state:

55 E.g. attested early MMgl caga 'an [227£27] “white (1)’ (SHM §83) and attested MMgl in
‘Phagspa Script *¢"aqafian H E U «&.q.Ain> ‘white’ (CYK, L. 6).

56 Janhunen notes that “the same development is also observed in native Manchu items” (2003:
397). Since there is no Serbi-Mongolic-internal evidence for spirantization of *¢" at this
early date, and given the fact that Manchu spirantized *¢" > § in native lexical items, there
is thus no reason to consider spirantization as an innovation in the early Serbi-Mongolic
donor dialect. See also Kara (2006).

57 Janhunen (2003: 397). Note that “n)” is Janhunen’s (2003) transcriptional equivalent to my
n (palatal nasal). The correspondence of Manchu 7 [n] to Written Mongol n was noted at
least as early as Sanzheev (1930a: 612).

8 See Chapter Eight entries for Late Kitan *fiayr ‘sun, day’, Taghbach *faqafi ‘dog’, and
Middle Kitan *fiaw ‘sibling’.
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“It is possible that Khitan was only one of several Para-Mongolic, or
Khitanic, languages, but even in that case, it was certainly the most
important member of its branch, and the only one on which we have direct
information” (Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 15).

In fact, we have sufficient data, in the form of Early Middle Chinese, Old
Tibetan, and Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of Taghbach and T u-yii-hun
words and even one sentence in T’u-yii-hun. Based on the data, these
languages are divergently related to Kitan, as I will demonstrate in this book.
The ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory does not deal with Taghbach or T’u-yii-hun
linguistic data at all and thus does not present sufficient data to support a
unified theory accounting for all attested data on the Serbi languages.

The Mongolic-Korean Theory

Ramstedt famously included Korean in his ‘Altaic’ comparative studies,* as
did Poppe (1965) and many other Altaicists after him, but outside of the ‘Altaic’
theories, several proposals have been put forth for a more immediate divergent
Mongolic-Korean Theory.

Hong Kimun (1961) presents data hinting at a Mongolic-Korean
theory—superficial similarities among a handful of individual wordforms,
which I present below in table form:

Table 5. Mongol-Korean correspondences proposed by Hong Kimun (1961)

Modern Korean Modern Written Mongol

agi ‘child’ agi ‘son’

mur ‘water’ mdoren ‘river’

muri ‘hail’ maondiir ‘hail’

nar ‘day’ naran ‘sun’

tar ‘month’ sara ~ saran ‘month’ ~ ‘moon’

39 E.g. Ramstedt (1951 [1939]).
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One problem with these comparisons is that they are Modern Korean
to modern Written Mongol. For the most accurate comparanda, the earliest
attested Middle Korean and Middle Mongol forms should be consulted.
Despite Hong’s claim that these are not loanwords, there is a high probability
that some of these are loanwords from Middle Mongol into Middle Korean,
especially given the historical fact that Korea was under heavy Mongol
influence from the mid-13"™ century to the late 14" century.®® I present the
attested Late Middle Korean and Middle Mongol forms for his comparisons
below (I have included attested Late Kitan forms for a maximally diverse
comparison):

Table 6. Hong Kimun’s Mongol-Korean proposals with data added for comparison

Modern Korean Late Middle Korean Middle Mongol Late Kitan
agi ©}7] ‘child>  *fagf -o}-7] id.’ (not attested)
mur = ‘water’ *mir -2 4d.’ MMgl miiren ‘river’ *mur ‘river’
muri 2] ‘hail’  *pardy 5 MMgl miindiir ‘hail’

~ *murlly 7%
nar ‘& ‘day’ *nar -2 ‘sun, day’ MMgl nara-n ‘sun’ *fayr ‘day’
tar & ‘month’ *3r 5 ‘id.” MMgl sara ‘month’ *sayr ‘month’

~ saran ‘moon’

The first word, agi ‘child’ (LMK *hagi), is probably a loanword from
unattested Middle Mongol *agi (cf. Written Mongol agi ‘respectful term of
address for a boy or son’®!). Including Middle Korean forms in Hong Kimun’s
list makes it clear that Modern Korean muri [muri] ‘hail’, attested as Late
Middle Korean *niirlty and *muirly in the earliest datable sources,®? bears little
resemblance to Middle Mongol miindiir ‘hail’. These words are probably not

60 See Henthorn (1963).

61 See Bold et al. (2008) for the Modern Khalkha form are [&k] and its Written Mongol
equivalent ("), The IPA transcription presented here is my own addition.

2 Samganghaengsildo — 17 & (15" century) has *nurty T3 and Hunminjong iim
Haeryebon )| K 1E ¥ fR 1A (1448) has *miruy %] (Nam 2002: 310, 583).
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related. Modern Korean mur [mu| ~ "bu|], from Late Middle Korean *mir
‘water’, probably is related to Middle Mongol miiren and Late Kitan *mur
‘river’ (the latter two from CSM *muro); this is either a Kitan loanword in
Early Middle Korean or an areal word.

For the most accuracy, Early Middle Korean forms in the 12 century
Kyerim Yusa ZEAK¥EEE should be consulted as well.®® Kyerim Yusa attests only
one cognate to the Late Middle Korean wordforms in Table 6 above. See Table
7 below:

Table 7. Early Middle Korean data added for comparison

Early Middle Korean® LMK MMgl LKit
(unattested) *Aagl (unattested)

*mur [}4] ‘water (7K)*% *mir MMgl miiren *mur
“xok [ZE] ‘hail ()¢ *nuruy ~ *muaruy  MMgl miindiir

“xon [#H] ‘sun, day (H)%’ *nér MMgl nara-n *fayr
“xoyk [E[5]H]) ‘moon, month (H)’68  *tor MMgl sara ~ saran ~ *sayr

Considering the lexical gaps between Early Middle Korean and Late Middle
Korean in the table above, the Late Middle Korean wordforms *nér ‘day’ and
*tdr ‘moon, month’ are probably reflexes of 13 century borrowings from an

63 Despite Sasse’s (1976) study of the Early Middle Korean forms in Kyerim Yusa, a critical
edition and a thorough linguistic study of this important 12" century text have yet to be
undertaken.

% See Shimunek (forthcoming, a) for these transcriptions and my phonological reconstructions.

%5 KYS #58 (Sasse 1976); the phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.

% KYS #10 (Sasse 1976); the phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.

7 KYS #2 (Sasse 1976); the phonological reconstruction presented above is my own. I assume
that the character %8 heng here is an error for B hstian (cf. 'H LMC *xuan, revised from
Pul. 350).

%8 KYS #3 (Sasse 1976); the phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.
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unattested progressive border dialect of Middle Mongol.* In any case, as the
above discussion makes clear, they are certainly not inherited vocabulary
shared with Mongolic.”®

The above discussion effectively disproves Hong Kimun’s Mongolic-
Korean proposal.

Another proponent of a Mongolic-Korean theory is Song Uimin (2000),
who compares the Mongolian and Korean words for several body parts—*‘eye’,
‘nose’, ‘mouth’, and ‘ear’—and concludes that they “correspond phonetically,
phonologically, and semantically (aBua, aBuanbap, yTrbIiH Tajgaap X0OpOHI00
toxupu 6yit)”.”! Despite Song’s claims, the majority of these words, with one
possible exception, are demonstrably unrelated, and are not even loanwords,
let alone divergently related cognates. Song compares modern Written Mongol
nidiin ‘eye’, gamar ~ gabar ‘nose’, ama ‘mouth’, and ciki ‘ear’ with Late
Middle Korean forms he quotes as “<=” nun ‘eye’, “3L3]” kohi ~ “3LH]|” kobi

% The LMK wordforms phonologically closely resemble Modern Mongolian, e.g. Khalkha
Hap [nar] ‘sun’ and cap [sar] ‘moon, month’. The sound change of *s > *f is not
unexpected—1Jalait-Durbet, a dialect of Modern Mongolian spoken in approximately the
vicinity of what was once Kitan territory, not very far from what was once the Kitan-Koryo
border, is characterized by regular fortition of Middle Mongol s > ¢ [t"], e.g. the Jalait-
Durbet reflex of Middle Mongol sara ‘month’ ~ saran ‘moon’ is transcribed by Todaeva
in Cyrillic as “rap” (i.e. [t"ar] in IPA) ‘moon, month (1yna, mecsu)’ (Todaeva 1985: 64;
see also Rudnev 1911: 119b). The semantics of LMK *nar ‘day’ resemble attested Late
Kitan *fiayr ‘sun, day’. Late Middle Korean *nar ‘day’ also semantically, and partially
phonologically, resembles LMK *nits (-%) ‘daytime (£)’. See Nam (2002: 274a) for the
attested LMK form - .

70 Tradition-based reconstructions of Silla Korean treat H /= as a transcription of *nal (asterisk
added by me) ‘day’ (Lee Ki-Moon 2008: 85; see also Lee Ki-Moon & Ramsey 2011: 61-
62), but in fact, this mixed semantic-phonological transcription of Old Korean only
provides phonological information on the last segment of the word. This Silla Korean word
is thus reconstructible as *...r ‘day (H)’. A single phonological segment is hardly
sufficient to allow one to conclude that this word is cognate to Late Middle Korean *nar
‘day’.

"'Song (2000: 105).
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‘nose’, “Y” ip ‘mouth’, and “7]” kwi ‘ear’, respectively. The attested Late
Middle Korean forms of these words (not given by Song) are *nin -+ ‘eye
(H, HE),” *kGh-{ -31-3] ‘nose’ (i.e. *koh ‘nose’ + *-1 ‘nominative case
suffix’),” *fip - ‘mouth (11),7* and *kwi -7 ‘ear (H).”> A loanword
connection or other areal relationship between Middle Korean nun ‘eye’ and
Middle Mongol nidii-n ‘eye’ cannot be ruled out, but other examples with these
sound correspondences would need to be identified to justify the comparison
of Middle Mongol nidii-n (Modern Khalkha mya [nut]) to this Korean form.”®
The Mongolian and Korean words for ‘nose’, ‘mouth’, and ‘ear’ are
phonologically very far from each other, and many otherwise unwarranted
sound changes would need to be justified for these proposed correspondences
to hold. As shown by Indo-Europeanists early on in the development of
historical-comparative linguistics, sound change is regular, with few
exceptions. Identifying superficial similarities between individual words,
especially if the similarities imply many irregular sound changes which have
not been justified elsewhere with ample data, is a fundamentally flawed
methodology and cannot successfully demonstrate a language relationship
theory. A scientifically constructed divergent language relationship theory
cannot be based on a handful of individual words without regular sound

72 Nam (2002: 313b); Yu Ch’angton (2000: 163b-164a). The attested EMK form is *nun [#{]
(LMC *nwaons, Pul. 223) ‘eye (HE) (KYS #167; Sasse 1976: 117); the phonological
reconstruction of this EMK form is my own.

73 Nam (2002: 105b); Yu Ch’angton (2000: 60b). This word is not attested in EMK in KYS.

74 Nam (2002: 1181b); Yu Ch’angton (2000: 626a). The attested EMK form is “fip [&] (LMC,
“?ip, Pul. 371) ‘mouth (1)’ (KYS #169; Sasse 1976: 117); the phonological reconstruction
of this EMK form is my own.

75 Nam (2002: 161b); Yu Ch’angton (2000: 92b). The attested EMK form is “kwi [{#] (*kwis,
Pul. 178) ‘ear (H.)’ (KYS #168; Sasse 1976: 117); the phonological reconstruction of this
EMK form is my own.

76 Apparently based on Korean-internal evidence, S (1989: 45-46) proposes a proto-form *nut
(the asterisk is my addition) for attested modern Korean nun i= ‘eye’ and ‘snow’. If this
form can be verified with future advances in the field of Korean historical linguistics, a
possible loanword connection with Middle Mongol nidii-n ‘eye’ cannot be ruled out.
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correspondences or evidence of shared functional morphology. The Mongolic-
Korean Theory is thus scientifically inadequate and must be abandoned.

The ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory

Among the most prevalent theories in Mongolia today on the ethnolinguistic
origins of the Mongols is what may be termed the ‘Lexical Immunity’ theory.
Scholars who follow this theory, inherently or explicitly, include Bazarragchaa
(1992, 1995, 2008), Tiiddew (1996), Badamdorj (2007), and to a lesser extent,
Bertagaev (1974) and others. Their methodology includes forcing Mongolic-
internal etymologies for numerous known loanwords from foreign languages
and attempting to reverse the directionality of demonstrable foreign loanwords
in Mongolic. Badamdorj summarizes the basic assumption of this approach,
claiming that “compared to many other languages of the world, loanwords
constitute only a small portion of the Mongolian lexicon””” and coins a term
for this approach, claiming that Mongolian is characterized by “lexical
immunity (yruifH canruitl napxiaa)” and is thus comparatively free of foreign
influence (Badamdorj 2007).

Tilidew (1996) attempts to reverse the well-established Indo-European
etymology of Mongolian Hom [nom]’® ‘book, dharma, Buddhist teaching’,
claiming that this Mongolian word is the ultimate source of Greek vopog
(némos) ‘law’,” despite the fact that the word is not attested in Mongol before
the thirteenth century, and the fact that the Middle Mongol form has been
demonstrated numerous times to be a medieval borrowing from Old Uygur, i.e.
Middle Mongol nom ‘law, teaching, dharma’ < Old Uygur nom «— Sogdian

77 “JI>IXWHH ONIOH XDJIHA3C MOHION XJIHUH YTHIH CaHA OpK MPCOH OPMOJI YyIC Hb MaHal

X3JHUW YIHH CAHTHITH O0araxaH OypamadxyyH xacar 6onHo™ (Badamdorj 2007: 17).
8 The phonetic transcription given here is my own.
" Tiidew (1996: 112).
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nwm [num ~ nom] ‘law, canon’®® «— Syriac nom « Greek vépog (n6mos)
‘law’.8! The word is attested in Greek many centuries before the earliest
historical attestation of any of the Serbi-Mongolic peoples, and there is no
historical motivation for Tiidew’s claim. 2 The Mongol word is thus
demonstrably a borrowing ultimately from Greek, via other Central Eurasian
languages, and reached Middle Mongol with the transmission of Buddhist texts.

Bazarragchaa’s approach likewise assumes there are only a handful of
loanwords in Mongolian.®® In his attempt to maintain this hypothesis in light
of numerous known loanwords in Mongolian, Bazarragchaa (1992, 1995)
relies on superficial, unsystematic, rough phonological resemblances and ghost
morphemes to force Mongolian-internal etymologies, sometimes even for very
recent loanwords from Chinese (see below). No system of scientifically
falsifiable regular sound correspondences results from such manipulation of
the data. Any careful, unbiased scientific study of the Mongolian lexicon
quickly reveals a myriad of loanwords in all known periods and dialects of
Mongolic throughout history and prehistory, including loanwords from at least
Turkic, Tungusic, Iranic, Indic, several periods of Chinese (Old Chinese,
Middle Chinese, and Mandarin), Tibetic, and Japanese-Koguryoic.** Foreign
loanwords in Mongolian which are denied in the ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory
include borrowings from Sanskrit, Chinese, Old Turkic, and other languages
known to have historically exerted lexical influence on Mongolian in well-
known contexts and specific spheres of Mongolian society. Bazarragchaa
(1995) proposes untenable Mongolian-internal etymologies, often

8 The Sogdian form presented here is from Gharib (1995: 246, §6138).

81 See Poppe (1954: 3), Sinor (1978: 322), and Kara (2009: 197) for the etymology of this
word.

82 See Sophocles (1900: 785) for early attestations of the Greek word.

8 He admits that the Mongolian words for ‘hammer’ and ‘apple’ are loanwords (Bazarragchaa
1995: 503).

8 Not to mention the vast number of recent loanwords from Russian, Chinese, English, Korean,
and other languages into Modern Khalkha.
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semantically, phonologically, and morphologically flawed folk etymologies
for numerous well-known foreign loanwords, including the following:%°

Modern Khalkha aswuaii [atf'ne] ‘fast, strong horse’. For this demonstrably
monomorphemic Khalkha word, Bazarragchaa (1995: 465 §63)
proposes a proto-form *a-ji-na-y with four unjustifiable morphemes
(the asterisk is my addition), which he compares with Written Mongol
adara- ‘to be willful, difficult’, aduyusu ‘beast, animal’, adasqa ‘the
hide of a horse or ox which has starved to death’, and ajirya ‘stallion’,
and concludes that these words come from the same root, given by him
as *a-da- ~ *a-ji- (the asterisks are added by me). This analysis poses
irresolvable morphological, phonological, and semantic problems. In
fact, the Khalkha word comes from attested Preclassical Written
Mongol ajinai ‘of noble race, excellent, the best of the horses’, a
borrowing from Sanskrit TSITHT gjaneya ‘of noble origin, of good
breed (of horses)’.%

Modern Khalkha aBbsiac [av'jas] ‘skill, talent’. Although this word, too, is
monomorphemic, Bazarragchaa (1995: 80, 81, 427) insists on a
polymorphemic analysis, and ultimately suggests that the word has
*ab- ‘take’ as its root. Despite Bazarragchaa’s proposal, the Khalkha
word, from attested Preclassical Written Mongol abiyas ‘inclination,
propensity’, is a loanword from Old Uygur abiyaz <— Sanskrit STITH
abhyasa ‘reaching to, pervading, prospect, any expected result or

consequence’.?’

85 The phonetic transcriptions of the Modern Khalkha forms and their translations are my own,
unless otherwise noted. They are primarily based on educated, urban Khalkha
pronunciation.

86 Kara (2009: 7) and Siikhbaatar (1997: 15); see Monier-Williams (1964 [1899]: 132) for the
Sanskrit word and its definition.

87 See Kara (2009: 2) for the Middle Mongol form and the etymology. The Sanskrit form is
from Monier-Williams (1964).
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Modern Khalkha an [at] ‘evil spirit’. This is also a monomorphemic word,
despite Bazarragchaa (1995: 480), who proposes a proto-form *a-da
(the asterisk is my addition) which he attempts to connect with such
unrelated Written Mongol forms as aja ‘luck, fortune’, eji ‘mother’,
and others. His proposal is highly unlikely for semantic and
phonological reasons. In fact, the Khalkha word an [at] ‘evil spirit’,
first attested in Preclassical Written Mongol as ada ‘obstacle,
hindrance, harmful demon’, is a loanword from Old Uygur ada

‘hindrance, obstacle’.®®

Modern Khalkha apmaund ['irt?n ~ 'ert?n] ‘jewel’. Bazarragchaa (1992: 126)
reconstructs a proto-form *er-de-ni (the asterisk is my addition) for this
monomorphemic word, and follows Bertagaev (1974: 165) who
attempts to connect the word with modern Written Mongol erkes
‘celestial body’, eriidesii ‘mineral’, erii- ‘to dig’, ele- ‘to grate, make a
hole in, chop’, and elii- ‘shave down thinly (of animal skins and hides)’.
Despite Bazarragchaa and Bertagaev, Modern Khalkha spmaua ['irt?n
~ 'ert?n] ‘jewel’ comes from attested Middle Mongol erdini (Pcl.
erdeni ~ erdini) ‘jewel’, which is a well-known loanword from Old
Uygur erdini < Sogdian ratn ‘jewel’ «— Sanskrit ¥d ratna ‘jewel, gem,

treasure, gift, present, etc.’®’

Not only for phonological reasons, but even simply taking general
historical reasoning into account, one may deduce that the above-mentioned
words are loanwords in Mongolian—in their earliest attestations in Middle
Mongol, these Indic and Old Uygur loanwords are known only in Buddhist
contexts, and since Buddhism is in origin a foreign religion which the Mongols

88 See Kara (2009: 5) for the Preclassical Middle Mongol form and its etymology.

% See Kara (2009: 101-102) for the etymology and the Preclassical Written Mongol forms.
The Middle Mongol form I give here is from HIIY (1.13b3). The Sanskrit form is from
Monier-Williams (1964) and the Sogdian form is from Gharib (1995: 343, §8526).
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embraced, these can be reasonably assumed to be loanwords. The phonology
and semantics of the identifiable etyma further support this conclusion.

Old Turkic loanwords outside of the sphere of Buddhist terminology
are overlooked (or denied) by Bazarragchaa as well. See below for an example:

Modern Khalkha aaT [alt] ‘gold’. Bazarragchaa (1995: 443) reconstructs a
proto-form *a-1-ta-n ~ *a-I-tu-n (the asterisks are my addition) and
connects this word with Written Mongol al/ ‘red’. This proposal is
highly problematic for semantic and phonological reasons. In fact,
Khalkha ‘gold’, from attested Preclassical Written Mongol altan
‘gold’," is a borrowing from Old Turkic altun ‘gold’. The fact that
Bazarragchaa gives a variant in *a-1-tu-n with a vowel *-u- suggests
that he was aware of the Old Turkic form and chose to overlook it.
There is no reason for reconstructing an *-u- from Mongolic-internal
data alone.

A number of demonstrable Chinese loanwords in Mongolian which are
overlooked or denied by Bazarragchaa include the following:

Modern Khalkha 63x [pix ~ pex] ‘ink’. Bazarragchaa (1995: ix) claims this
word is related to the Written Mongol verb bekeyi- ‘to be hunchbacked
or bent’” and beki ‘strong, solid’. This proposal is impossible for
semantic reasons, and highly unlikely for phonological and historical
reasons. Attested Middle Mongol beke ‘ink’®! is a loanword from Late
Middle Chinese =& *"bok ‘ink’ with partial convergence with Middle
Turkic mdikkd ‘ink’.%?

% Kara (2009: 10).

o1 MMgl beke [R|%] ‘ink (52) (HIIY 1.11al).

92 This Middle Turkic form, cited from DTS, is the earliest attestation of this word in Turkic.
As for the etymology of Middle Mongol beke ‘ink’, I identified this as a LMC — MMgl
loanword, and later learned that Sims-Williams (1996: 62) proposed the following
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Modern Khalkha monx [ts"3y] ‘window’. Bazarragchaa (1995: 492) proposes
a connection with the verb momxoii- [ts"3"yo@-] (modern Written
Mongol conggoyi-) ‘to become hollow, dented, concave, sunken in’.%?

Neither word is attested until modern times. Modern Khalkha [ts"3y]

‘window’ is attested in modern Written Mongol as congqu, probably

representing an Early Modern Mongolian form, borrowed from

Modern Mandarin %5 = ch’uang-hu (MSC chuanghu) [{s"udnxu]

‘window’.%*

The above-mentioned Chinese words refer to material items that were
directly imported from China and which were generally foreign to traditional
or pre-medieval Mongolian lifestyle, effectively excluding the possibility of
these words being of native Mongolian stock. Some of the Chinese loanwords
are very recent borrowings from Mandarin, within the past century or two (e.g.
‘window’) and do not have a very long history in Mongolian.

Surprisingly, despite its many inherent flaws, this idea of a ‘lexically
immune’ Mongolian language has gained credence among many language
researchers (in Mongolian, x3a cyamaauua) in Mongolia, with the notable
exceptions of Shagdarstiren, Toémortogoo, and a few others.

The ‘Lexical Immunity’” Theory does not offer a credible theory on the
origins of the Mongolic languages, and is thus diametrically opposed to

etymology: Middle Chinese = ‘ink” — Sogdian mk’ ‘ink’ — Trk “mdkd” (attested MTrk
mdkkd) and WMgl beke ‘ink’. The Sogdian intermediary explains the CVCV structure of
the Mongol word, but the word-initial b of the Mongol form is more easily explained as an
attempt to render Late Middle Chinese *["b]. Middle Mongol beke may be the result of
later Turkic influence. The following etymology thus seems likely: LMC 22 *[™bak] ‘ink’
— unattested Old Mongol *bok ‘ink’ > attested Middle Mongol beke [bok"s] (CVCV
structure as a result of MMgl convergence with MTrk mdkkd ‘ink” «— Sogdian mk’ ‘ink’
«— EMC z= *mok ‘ink’). Note also Daur [boy] ‘ink’ (Engkebatu 1984: 75).

%3 This is my translation of Bold et al.’s (2008) Mongolian definition: “xonxop, XoTrop 6010x”.

%4 See Sechinchogt (1988: 2260a) and Kara (2002: 67) for the Chinese etymology of this
modern Mongol word.
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mainstream historical-comparative linguistics. Below I provide a systematic
list of the fundamental flaws of the ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory (see the
disproven etymologies above for examples):

1. Phonological: Sound change is predominantly regular,®® but it must
be assumed to be largely irregular for the vast majority of the
‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory proposals to work. The theory
abounds with scientifically unjustifiable folk etymologies and
superficial comparisons between unrelated words, disregarding
their philologically attested history and semantic value.

2. Historical: Neighboring peoples rarely do not exert linguistic
influence of some kind on each other. A major anachronism in
many ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory proposals is that it is logically
impossible to have early Mongolic origins for cultural
borrowings and borrowed technology which are not part of
early or even medieval Mongol material culture, e.g. ‘window’
discussed above.

3. Semantic: Semantic change has limits and exhibits striking regularity,
i.e. “there are predictable paths for semantic change across
different conceptual structures and domains of language
function,””® but for many of Bazarragchaa’s proposals to work,
we must assume that nearly any semantic change is possible,
e.g. Bazarragchaa’s proposal on ‘ink’ (see above) claims that a
single protoform underlies modern words for ‘ink’, ‘strong,
solid’, and ‘to be hunchbacked or bent’.

%5 See Campbell (1999) for examples of the regularity hypothesis.
% Traugott & Dasher (2004: 1). See also Wilkins (1996) for a study of natural tendencies in
semantic change.
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4. Morphological: A basic principle in the discipline of morphology is
that one cannot segment out morphemes at random. There must
be careful justification for the segmentation of each
independent morpheme. Not all words are polymorphemic; in
fact a significant percentage of the lexicon of any language
consists of monomorphemic words. The ‘Lexical Immunity’
approach denies the existence of a great many demonstrably
monomorphemic words, and proposes what must be hundreds
of ad hoc ghost morphemes with little purpose other than to
support a flawed theory.

5. Philological: The data used in the ‘Lexical Immunity’ approach is
predominantly based on modern Written Mongol, and not on
philologically attested early varieties of Mongolic. Wordforms
from the earliest substantially attested variety of Mongolic—
Middle Mongol—are rarely, if ever, consulted. This
methodological flaw leads scholars working within this
framework to a significant number of misanalyses—some
Written Mongol words which are philologically attested only in
the modern period are assumed to be very old because they are
included in Written Mongol dictionaries. For example, the
word for ‘window’ (see above) is only attested in the early
modern period, and does not even appear in Middle Mongol, let
alone earlier times, not to mention the historical fact that the
concept of ‘window’ is very new for Mongols: The traditional
Mongolian dwelling—the yurt—has no windows. The concept
of ‘window’ came with Chinese immigrants and Tibetan
Buddhist architecture. The word is demonstrably from Modern
Mandarin %5 & ch’uang-hu (MSC chuanghu) ‘window’ and
cannot be more than a century or two old in Mongolian.
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Despite the popularity of the ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory in Mongolia,
it must be abandoned due to the above-mentioned methodological
shortcomings.

The ‘Nomadic Languages’ Hypothesis

Another proposal, which may be termed the ‘Nomadic Languages’ Hypothesis,
claims that Mongolic and certain other ‘nomadic’ Central Eurasian language
families are somehow fundamentally different from all other human languages.
Proponents of this implicitly or explicitly express the belief that not only does
science not work for these languages, but that it should not work, e.g. Max
Miiller (1855) claimed that the ‘Turanian’ languages, including Mongolic, are
so different from the ‘Aryan’ languages (i.e. Indo-European) that the
historical-comparative method cannot work for elucidating their diachronic
development:

“If languages were all of one and the same texture, they might be unravelled,
no doubt, with the same tools. But as they are not, — and this is admitted by
all, — it is surely mere waste of valuable time to test the relationship of
Tungusic, Mongolic, Turkic, Samoyedic, and Finnic dialects by the same
criteria on which the common descent of Greek and Latin is established; or
to try to discover Sanskrit in the Malay dialects, or Greek in the idioms of
the Caucasian mountaineers. The whole crust of the earth is not made of lias,
swarming with Ammonites and Plesiosauri, nor is all language made of
Sanskrit... Up to a certain point the method by which so great results have
been achieved in classifying the Aryan languages may be applicable to other
clusters of speech” (Miiller 1855: 25-26).

In short, Miiller’s remarks are an attempt to justify his scientifically
impossible ‘Turanian’ language family, a predecessor of the ‘Altaic’ language
family theory, which has long since been disproven. Established, mainstream
historical-comparative linguistic methods did not support his language
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relationship theory, so in lieu of abandoning the unjustifiable ‘Turanian’
Theory, he abandoned appropriate scientific methods. Contrary to Miiller’s
claim, this book, a study of Serbi-Mongolic historical-comparative linguistics
using the same valid, scientifically falsifiable methods employed for the
diachronic study of the Indo-European languages, is far from a “waste of
valuable time”. In fact, modern historical-comparative linguistics is the only
way to conduct scientific work on the history of any language, and it does not
involve ad hoc solutions to maintain preconceived theories.

Along the same vein as Miiller (1855), and over a century later, Binnick
(1987) argued that ‘nomadic’ languages are somehow fundamentally different
from ‘sedentary’ languages and that traditional historical-comparative
linguistic methods as employed for the diachronic study of the Indo-European
languages are inadequate for the study of Mongolic:

“Given the nature of nomadic society, it is not surprising that the sharp,
discrete dichotomies of the Stammbaum model, designed for sedentary
populations living within communities with sharply defined boundaries,
might prove less adequate to an understanding of Mongolian linguistic
history than some kind of reticulated model. The search for the latter, rather
than the former, type of model of genetic relationship is more likely
ultimately to prove fruitful” (Binnick 1987: 194).

While it is certainly true that intrafamily convergence has happened
throughout Serbi-Mongolic history, this kind of convergence has happened in
all language families continually throughout human history, including what
Binnick considers more ‘sedentary’ language families like Indo-European, and
this is no reason to abandon a theory that basically works. There is no reason
to think that language change happens any differently for nomadic peoples
than it does for sedentary peoples: Language change is basically the same
around the world for all humans. It is also important to remember documented
history: As noted by Pulleyblank (1983), the earliest Serbi-Mongolic speakers
engaged in agriculture, and were in that sense markedly less ‘nomadic’ than
the medieval Mongols. It is also widely held that the early Indo-European
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speakers included ‘nomadic’ peoples,”” not to mention the numerous Indo-
European-speaking nomads and ‘peripatetic’ populations of our time (e.g. the
Romani,”® the Kuchi people of Afghanistan, etc.). The dichotomy between
‘nomadic’ and ‘sedentary’ is not diachronically stable, and peoples can shift
between the two. These are not valid scientific categories for language types.
Proposed language families around the world are demonstrable and falsifiable
by the same methods, regardless of the social structure of their speakers at any
given point in their histories. Thus the basic assumption of the ‘Nomadic’
Language Hypothesis is flawed and does not reflect a scientific approach to
the historical-comparative study of language.

Toward a New Theory on the Ethnolinguistic Origins of the Mongols

Considering the problems and limitations of the above-mentioned theories and
hypotheses, it is clear that a comprehensive theory on the ethnolinguistic
origins of the Mongols must meet the following criteria:

1. The theory must be firmly based on mainstream historical-
comparative linguistic theory as employed for the Indo-European,
Semitic, Japanese-Koguryoic, Algonquian, Uto-Aztecan, Eskimo-
Aleut, and Uralic languages, and must not employ ad hoc analyses,
must not ignore the historical-comparative method, and must not ignore
the thoroughly demonstrated methods of elucidating divergent
language theories, including the following:

97 Clackson (2007: 18, 201, 214).

%8 Mainstream historical linguistic work on Romani has allowed for important and very
detailed work to be undertaken on their ethnolinguistic history, with fruitful results, e.g.
the careful study of loanwords in Romani has allowed for a chronologically detailed
account of their homeland and their migration into Europe (Campbell 1999: 363-365).
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N

It must be based on the fundamental phonological principle underlying
mainstream historical-comparative linguistics—the notion of regular
sound correspondence and regular sound change with few exceptions.”’

3. It must take early history and prehistory into careful consideration,
including historically documented ethnolinguistic contacts with
neighboring peoples and linguistic evidence of undocumented, pre-
historical contacts. This involves meticulously reading Chinese,
Tibetan, Mongolian, and other sources.

4. Semantic changes must be explained within reason.

5. Morphemes must be carefully justified, and monomorphemic words
should be acknowledged when they exist. The morphemic structure of
a word must not be analyzed into unjustifiable ad hoc ghost morphemes.

6. The philologically attested histories of the languages involved must be
carefully consulted and thoroughly read before proposing etymologies
and formulating theories, and the philological data must be treated
meticulously without bias.

7. The theory must account for periodization in all the languages
involved. Languages do not exist in a vacuum—they are constantly
changing over time. Periodization must also be taken into consideration
for the foreign languages in which the Serbi-Mongolic data is
transcribed, i.e. a good understanding of Old Chinese, Early Middle
Chinese, Late Middle Chinese, Early Old Mandarin, Late Old
Mandarin, and Old Tibetan phonology is absolutely necessary for a
careful treatment of the linguistic data on the early Serbi languages.

% See Campbell (1999: 17-18 et seq.), Trask (1996: 224-228), and Ringe & Eska (2013: 3 et
seq.) for information on this ‘regularity principle’ and its history.
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8. The theory must account for why Kitan and Taghbach are obviously
related to Mongolic, as many scholars have hinted at for well over a
century, and also why they are clearly not direct ancestors of Mongol.

9. The theory likewise must not pursue disproven hypotheses on
language types (e.g. ‘nomadic languages’ and ‘sedentary languages’
are not empirically valid categories), and it must take language
universals and linguistic typological considerations into account. It
must not pursue disproven language family theories or hypotheses, e.g.
‘Altaic’ and its predecessors and daughter theories (e.g. ‘Dravidian-
Altaic’, ‘Eskimo-Aleut—Altaic’, ‘Eurasiatic’, ‘Nostratic’, etc.) must be
abandoned, together with the Indo-European—Mongolic Theory, the
Mongolic-Turkic Hypothesis, the Mongolic-Korean Theory, and the
‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory.

10. In order to meet the basic Popperian criterion of the scientific method,
the theory must be precise enough to be testable and potentially
falsifiable.!®

This book is the first attempt to provide systematic, linguistic sketches
of the phonology, morphology, and lexicon of Taghbach, T u-yii-hun, and
Kitan, and thoroughly argue for their common divergent relationship with
Mongolic using accepted historical-comparative linguistic methods.

Below I present the classification of the Serbi-Mongolic languages, to
be discussed in detail throughout this book:

100 popper (2002 [1935]).
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Figure 5. Classification of the Serbi-Mongolic Languages

Indo-European (?) — Proto-Serbi-Mongolic « Middle Old Chinese (?), early Late Old Chinese
(Eastern Hu)

Tibeto-Burman — Common Serbi-Mongolic < Japanese-Koguryoic, Late Old Chinese

Proto-Serbi-Awar

0Old Serbit Awart

(Common Serbi)
/M N

¢ Middle Serbi

\ dialects
pre-Proto-Mongolic «» Archaic Turkic <> Taghbach® / \ \
Tuan’
Mu-jung’ Ch’i-fut
(T’u-yli-hun)
Yii-wen®
(Kitanic)
Early OTrk — Proto-Mongolic / \
(*mongol ~ *mongo)
Old Kitan' Shirwif
Qay"  Proper
Old Uygur — Old Mongol* Middle Kitan'
Merkit" Kereyit" | Tatar®
Late Kitan®

Middle Mongol

and modern Mongolic languages
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CHAPTER TWO:
A BRIEF ETHNOLINGUISTIC HISTORY OF THE
SERBI-MONGOLIC PEOPLES

2.1. THE EARLY SERBI-MONGOLIC PEOPLES

As with many ethnolinguistic groups of Asia and elsewhere in the world, the
earliest history of the Serbi-Mongolic peoples is shrouded in uncertainty.
Nevertheless, there are important sources mentioning bits of information on
these early peoples, their way of life, their languages, and their interactions
with their neighbors.

In the Chinese tradition, Serbi-Mongolic history begins with the
Eastern Hu (Tung Hu 5#H).! As Kessler et al. state, “By the time of the
Warring States (403-221 B.C.), the Eastern Hu were a thriving bronze-age
culture and a powerful political force along China’s frontier to the north and
east of modern-day Hebei province.”? Although the Chinese historical sources
do not offer as much information as one would like on this early people,
archaeological research provides additional details: “In the last several decades,

' As argued by Pulleyblank (1983: 452-454) the ethnonym ‘Hu’ probably originally only
denoted early Serbi-Mongolic peoples (‘proto-Mongolian’ in his terminology). In later
times, the ethnonym #H Hu became much more generalized, referring to many neighboring
non-Sinitic peoples:

“Although in T’ang contexts the word #§ Hu is most frequently used for ‘Indo-
Europeans’—not merely ‘Iranians from Central Asia’, as usually believed..., but even
Indians in India—it also refers to Uighurs, Mongols, and others on the northern frontier
(and in earlier times to the Hsiung-nu and their neighbors as far east as Manchuria); the
expression ‘the language of the Hu’ can thus refer to Khitan, Old Turkic, Sogdian, or
another language spoken in the area at that time” (Beckwith 2009: 393).

2 Kessler et al. (1995: 37).
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a great variety of remains believed to be of the Eastern Hu have been
uncovered in southeastern Inner Mongolia and in western Liaoning and
northern Hebei provinces. These remains have been termed Xiajiadian Upper
Period culture.”® From this archeological evidence, some important details on
Eastern Hu life have emerged. Of interest is the fact that “most of the
Xiajiadian Upper Period cities faced south and were on elevated flat areas next
to the banks of rivers.”* Archaeological evidence also indicates that dogs
played an important role in Eastern Hu hunting® and that their animal
husbandry consisted of sheep, goats, horses, and to a lesser extent, pigs.® In
addition, according to Shelach:

“The ubiquitous animal motifs in the decoration of Upper Xiajiadian
bronzes have prompted the suggestion that the bearers of this culture were
pastoral nomads... Results of our regional surveys in this area show a more
complex picture. Large Upper Xiajiadian sites, some of them located on or
near Lower Xiajiadian sites and in close proximity to water sources and
arable land, suggest that agriculture was still an important economic
source... the types of stone artifacts found at Upper Xiajiadian sites support
the above reconstruction. Many large land-clearing and cultivating tools
such as hoes and axes were found by our surveys and during previous
excavations of Upper Xiajiadian sites. The same is true of reaping tools and
grinding implements... Storage pits excavated at many Upper Xiajiadian
sites are the clearest indications of the high productivity achieved by Upper
Xiajiadian agriculture... The fact that many more storage pits than houses
were excavated at Upper Xiajiadian sites... suggests that a decreasing
investment in permanent structures does not necessarily reflect a decrease in
the importance of agriculture” (Shelach 2005: 29).

3 Kessler et al. (1995: 37).
4 Kessler et al. (1995: 37).
5 Kessler et al. (1995: 42).
¢ Shelach (2005: 29-30).
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Chronologically and geographically, the Upper Xiajiadian sites correspond to
the Eastern Hu, and probably their neighbors. Although it would probably be
too simplistic to conclude that all Upper Xiajiadian sites are Eastern Hu, the
Eastern Hu certainly were included in the Upper Xiajiadian sites, if they were
not the primary culture represented by these sites. The archaeological evidence
provided by the Upper Xiajiadian sites for increasing pastoralism side-by-side
with agriculture accords with the Chinese historical accounts of the Eastern Hu
as pastoral nomads who engaged in agriculture.’

Most of what is historically known about the Eastern Hu comes from
the Shih Chi S2EC and Han Shu 7%= accounts of the Hsiung-nu.® The Eastern
Hu appear in records as early as the mid-seventh century B.C.,” where they are
described as living north of Yen #,'% a country located around present-day
Peking. They later appear around the third century B.C., when they were
defeated in battle by the Yen general Z[f Ch’in K’ai.!! Shortly after, they
recovered and enjoyed a brief period of political power,!? after which they
suffered a profound defeat by the Hsiung-nu around the second century B.C."?
The Eastern Hu subsequently split into two main peoples—the Hsien-pei fif:BL
(*serbi)'* in the north and the Wu-huan =48 or Wu-wan 1 (*awar) in the
south.!> Archaeological studies also confirm that the Serbi are descendants of
the Eastern Hu.'®

" E.g. Pulleyblank (1983).
8 SC (110: 2879-2920), HS (94a, 94b).
% Lin (1995: 9-10).
10.SC (110: 2883), HS (94a: 3747), Lin (1995: 10), and Watson (2010: 45).
' SC (110: 2885-2886), HS (94a: 3748). Lin (1995: 9-10), Watson (2010: 45).
12 Watson (2010: 46); HS (94a: 3748).
13 Lin (1995: 54); SC (110: 2889).
14 Hereafter ‘Serbi’ (without asterisk). See Pelliot (1928: 142, n. 6) and Pulleyblank (1983:
452-453) for the reconstruction of this ethnonym.
15 Hereafter ‘Awar’ (without asterisk). See Pulleyblank (1983: 453) for the reconstruction.
16 Kessler (1995: 76-79).
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The Hsiung-nu employed their Serbi and Awar subjects in several
historically documented battles against the Han Empire, one during the early
part of the Kuang-wu % reign period (6 B.C. to 57 A.D.) and again in 45
A.D., i.e. the 21* year of the Chien-wu ZEH reign period. After the Hsiung-nu
submitted to the Han, in the 30" year of the Chien-wu reign period (i.e. 54
A.D.) the Serbi leaders Yii-ch’iu-pen /L& (*agupar or *yagupor),'” Man-
t’ou JigHE (*bardu),'® and others led their people to the Han imperial capital,
Loyang, and submitted to the Han Empire.!” The Awar, under Hsin-chih-pen
& E (NLOC *homtohpor)?® and other leaders, resisted a while longer, but
Hsin-chih-pen was eventually defeated and beheaded in 58 A.D. by Han forces.
Subsequently, all remaining Serbi leaders submitted to the Han Empire.?!

Not long after, around the first century A.D., Hsiung-nu power was
waning, and in 87 A.D., the Serbi inflicted a crushing defeat on the Northern
Hsiung-nu, killing their ruler.?> The remaining Hsiung-nu, still numbering

17 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions include: 7 Sch. 775 *?ya (given as *?a in
Schuessler 2007: 584; cf. also cf. Pul. 380 *?ia); {f1 Bax. 783 *g(r)ju, revised to *gu, Sch.
84 *gjow, revised to *gow (cf. Pul. 258 *guw); and & Sch. 20 *par, Sag. 195 **bir (cf.
Pul. 32 *pon).

18 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions include: jii (cf. Pul. 207 *man, revised to
“Mban,; as demonstrated by Beckwith, one regular source of Middle Chinese second tone
is a Late Old Chinese voiced uvular or velar fricative coda *-1/*-y); and 55 Sag. 155 **do
(cf. Pul. 311 **dow). As Beckwith (2009, etc.) has shown, certain northern frontier varieties
of Late Old Chinese were characterized by partial denasalization of nasal onsets. It is well
known that Ch’in-Han Old Chinese was characterized by coda *-r > later *n (cf. Sagart
1999: 50).

19 According to the T ung-tien, the Han emperor conferred the title of wang F ‘king’ to Yii-
chih-pen (7" 'ung-tien 196: 1061).

20 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ % Bax. 798 *x(r)jim (revised to *xim) and Sch. 684 *hjom
(revised to *hom); ;& Sch. 841 *tjoh (revised to *toh); and & Sag. 195 **bir and Sch. 20
*por.

21 HHS (90: 2985-2998).

22 Beckwith (2009: 89-90).
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over 10,000 people, all adopted the Serbi ethnonym, thereby effectively
becoming Serbi.??

The Serbi and Awar are consistently identified in the sources as
ethnolinguistic descendants of the Eastern Hu:

S BRI AT SR R A .

The Awar and the Serbi are the so-called Eastern Hu of ancient times (SKC
30: 832).

S A SR ) Ry B R B R (R S AR LR DL B SR ™

The Awar are Eastern Hu in origin. In the early Han, Mo-tun (*bastur)? of the
Hsiung-nu annihilated their country; those remaining kept to Awar Mountain, from
whence they are named (HHS 90: 2979).

The Hou Han Shu 1% ;%% explicitly states that the Serbi and Awar have
the same language and customs:

e BTN 2 S e B L R R TS K S eE e B S HE

The Serbi are a branch of the Eastern Hu. They broke off and were near to Serbi
Mountain, from whence they are named. Their language and customs are the same as
those of the Awar (HHS 90: 2985).

There are very few transcriptions of non-onomastic early Serbi and
Awar words. The third-century Wei Shu F#Z=,%" a lost book partially preserved

23 HHS (90: 2985-2998).

M om. (T'ung-tien 196: 1061).

25 See Beckwith for the reconstruction of this Hsiung-nu title, cognate to Written Mongol
bayatur ‘hero’ (2009: 387, n. 8); cf. also Middle Mongol ba atur [$E[R[F57 2] ‘hero (BB
+)’ (SHM §120).

26 & om., # om. (T'ung-tien 196: 1061).

27 This 3" century Wei Shu is much earlier than, and distinct from, the 6" century Wei Shu by
the Taghbach historian Wei Shou.
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in the San Kuo Chih =&, contains a transcription of an Awar word for a
type of headdress:

i NI Ty B2 ) R B AR A 28 T A T A

When a woman reaches the time of marriage, she grows her hair out, ties it
into knots, and adjoins these into a chii-chiieh (NEMC *kukor) adorned with
gold and green jade, like the headdresses of China (SKC 30: 832).

Following a Northeastern Early Middle Chinese reading of the characters, I
reconstruct *kukol (or more likely, *kokol) as the Awar name for this type of
headdress. As noted by Pulleyblank (1983: 453-454), Shagdarsiiren (1999),
and others, this word is cognate to modern Written Mongol kékol ‘long hair,
braid’.?’ The earliest attested cognate in a spoken Mongolic language is early
Middle Mongol kégiil “tuft of hair’.>

The Chou Shu JHZE provides two glossed Serbi words in a folk
etymology of a Serbi clan name:

28 & pro & (HHS 90: 2979).

2 The definition of this Written Mongol word is from Lessing et al. (1995). The modern
Khalkha reflex of this word, xexeu ['xex8k], denotes ‘the two tufts of hair left when a
girl’s hair is cut for the first time” and ‘forelock (of a horse)’ (Bawden 1997: 464b).

30 This word is attested in its reflexive form kégiil-iven [Z5 5 EEBH] and is glossed as ‘tuft of
hair (85%%)’ (SHM §56). Kuribayashi transcribes this as “kegiil-iyen” (2009: 261) but the
Chinese character 2 was read *k" H <k"0> in Late Old Mandarin in ‘Phagspa orthography
(Cob. 168 #731), and thus could render the Middle Mongol sequence k¢. Given the modern
Khalkha reflex, the Middle Mongol form should probably be read kogiil.
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AAH 27 T SRR R B AR A S B R R R R s
7 T PR T B B S S A T I 2 MR i B 2 R DU IR
TR R AR HE [E AT R B = A S SR E R OE
DL KA A a8 K H F58 8 H AR T PARS R S (Chou Shu 1:
1).

T’ai-tsu Emperor Wen was surnamed Yii-wen (NLOC *wag™bar). His taboo
name was T’ai (NEMC *t"ay), and his personal name was Hei-t’a (NEMC
“xokt"ar). His ancestors came from the clan of the Yen Emperor and Shen-
nung. When they were destroyed by the Yellow Emperor, their descendants
fled and [began] dwelling in the northern wilderness. Among them was one
Ko-wu-t'u (NEMC *karadu) who was powerful, martial, and always
calculating attacks. The Serbi admired him and respected him as their ruler,
so all twelve tribes and generations made him their leader. Later on, there
was someone named P’u-hui (NEMC *p"usyway) who had obtained a jade
royal seal with three knots while game hunting. Although it had writing on
it stating it was the emperor’s seal, P’u-hui thought of it differently, and
believed it had been given to him by heaven. According to their custom,
since ‘heaven (ZX)’ is called yii (NLOC *wag) and ‘ruler (#£)’ is wen
(NLOC *™bar), they called their land the Yii-wen Country, and also made
this their surname’.

From this passage we learn the Yii-wen Serbi words *wag (or possibly
*5K) [F7] ‘heaven (°K)” and *™bor [ ] ‘ruler () . Neither word has obvious
cognates in neighboring languages.’!

31 The Middle Kitan word for ‘heaven’, known in Kitan Assembled Script as %, has not yet
been phonologically deciphered. Some scholars have proposed a connection between this
word and the Chou Shu transcription of the Serbi word above. Namely, John Tang
reconstructs “*o” for the Serbi word (2014: 144), apparently based on Pulleyblank’s
theoretical “Middle Chinese’ reading of 5= as “wud” (Pul. 382). Although the Chou Shu
text was completed in the seventh century A.D., i.e. the Late Middle Chinese period, these
transcriptions are mentioned in connection with events relating to several centuries earlier,
and the ethnonym Yii-wen is first attested in connection with events dating to the mid-3™
century A.D., i.e. the Late Old Chinese period. These transcriptions are thus in a
northeastern dialect of Late Old Chinese. Pulleyblank’s ‘Middle Chinese’ reconstructions
largely represent Sui-T’ang Late Middle Chinese, which is four centuries later.
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The Hou Han Shu says that Awar territory is southwest of the Ting-
ling and northeast of the Wu-sun (*a$win),*? i.e. approximately the territory of
present-day independent Mongolia. They also lived in the historical region of
Liao-hsi,** and they believed that the spirits of their dead ‘returned’ to FE1l]
Ch’ih Shan ‘Red Mountain’ in northwestern Liao-tung.>* The same source
places the Serbi in Liao-tung,* i.e. somewhat to the east of the Awar.

The sources provide evidence on the lifestyle and culture of the early
Serbi and Awar. We know that they excelled at mounted archery, that they
engaged in hunting and nomadism, and they lived in round tents (yurts) much
like the Mongols of today. Their diet consisted primarily of meat and
fermented dairy products and for clothing they wore animal furs. They
apparently had no writing.*® Although much of the early accounts of the Serbi
and Awar are generic in nature, and are largely copied from the Shih Chi and
Han Shu accounts of the Hsiung-nu, they do provide some specific details as
well, such as the fact that the doors of Awar tents faced east, unlike most

2 H I ZMEWAT T S B ILE ‘Their land abounds in snakes, and is located
southwest of the Ting-ling. They are to the northeast of the Wu-sun 554 (*aSwin)’ (HHS
90: 2980; for the reconstruction of this ethnonym, see Beckwith 2009: 376-377).
Pulleyblank (1983: 454-456) reconstructs *Tédgrdg and notes the variant transcriptions
T4 Ting-ling (*teyn-liayn, revised from Pul.) and $##f] T’ieh-le (*t"er-lok, revised from
Pul.). As Beckwith shows, the Late Old Chinese form of ¢’ieh £ was *thék (2007a: 104-
105). This is surely the same ethnonym as that in the hydronym *Tegreg [#%/]] NEMC
*thiklok, revised from Pul.) in the famous Serbi (?) song Ch’ih-le Ko F{EHK (*Tegreg
Song). The three variant transcriptions of this ethnonym—Ting-ling [ T %], T’ieh-le [§%;
#)1] and Ch ’ih-le [F#}]]—are further evidence in support of Beckwith’s observation (2007a)
of dialectal variation between coda *g and *1 in northern frontier varieties of Old Chinese
and Early Middle Chinese.

3 [HHS (90: 2982).

MIEEME R SRR RPEIE (HHS 90:2980).

35 [HHS (90: 2986).

36 There are indications that the later Serbi, e.g. the Taghbach, had writing (see §5.1 for
discussion).
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Mongolic peoples today.>” Apparently they distinguished the four seasons by
observing birds and whether game animals were pregnant or nursing.*®

Chinese sources mention one salient cultural difference distinguishing
the Serbi from the Awar. According to the Hou Han Shu, the Serbi, unlike the
Awar, shaved their heads before marriage, and in the last month of spring they
met along the *fawlag [#%4%] Jao-le River” and after feasting and drinking,
then went off in pairs to consummate their marriage.*’

Unlike the previously dominant steppe people—the Hsiung-nu—the
Serbi and Awar engaged in agriculture and fishing.*! The fauna of Serbi-Awar
territory included wild horses, steppe sheep, cattle species not present in China,
and numerous fur-bearing animals. The Serbi are described as ‘world-famous’
for their furs.*?

37 The yurts of the Khalkha Mongols, for example, face south.

RSB, DUSIUES (HHS 90: 2980).

3 Jao-le [£%44] (LMC *"ziawlak; cf. f& Tak. @, Pul. 264 *niaw and %% Tak. 386-387 lag [lak]
~ lahd: [lah], Pul. 185 *lak). I reconstruct Serbi *fiawlag. This river is the same as the
Kitan hydronym Niao-lo-ko [524Ef&] (OM *niawlaka) (Kane 2009: 165-166), which I
reconstruct as *fiawlag following an Old Mandarin reading of the characters (note that non-
rhotic coda obstruents are not permitted by Old Mandarin phonotactics). Despite arguments
to the effect by several scholars, this hydronym has no connection with the Kitan word for
‘gold’ (i.e. MKit *nigu 2 %4 @m.i.gw > LKit *niigu [Z&] ‘gold’) and there is also no
connection with the ethnonym Jurchen, known in Middle Kitan as *juljin & 212 Ju.ulji.n
‘Jurchen’ (see Kane 2013b for 4l «ulji>). There is possibly a connection between Serbi
*fawlag and Late Kitan *fiaw ‘lake’.

40 HHS (90: 2985) and T ung-tien (196: 1061)..

41 Pulleyblank (1983: 454) mentions agriculture among the Serbi-Awar. Lin discusses
archaeological evidence of agriculture and fishing (1995: 19). For linguistic evidence of
agriculture among the speakers of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic, see Chapter Nine.

2R RNLUE43E (HHS 90: 2985; T'ung-tien 196: 1061).
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The Serbi lived primarily in southeastern Inner Mongolia and the
surrounding area. They were neighbors of the Wa people who lived east of the
Wu-hou-ch’in River (present-day Lao-ha River) in 178 A.D.*

We know from the Chinese histories that the early Serbi-Mongolic
peoples had documented contact with Old Chinese speakers, Japanese-
Koguryoic peoples, and later, Turkic peoples. There are also peoples whose
contact with the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples is not described in the extant
histories, but which is evident from linguistic data. Historical-comparative
linguistics indicates early contact between Serbi-Mongolic, Tungusic, Tibeto-
Burman, Indo-European, etc.** See Chapter Nine for discussion.

Archaeological research also provides hints of other early cultural
influence from Indo-European peoples to the west.*> This may be cultural
evidence of Serbi east-west movement, although there is still much work to be
done on Serbi history.

2.2. RISE OF THE SERBI PEOPLES AND CONQUEST OF NORTH CHINA
After defeating the Hsiung-nu in 87 A.D., the Serbi effectively became the

dominant power in the Eastern Steppe.*® Serbi power was consolidated under
T’an-shih-huai [f8 4] (NLOC *dafdaggway),*’ son of the earlier Serbi

43 See Kiyose (2001) and Beckwith (2007a: 34-35) for evidence of the Serbi and Wa as
neighboring peoples at this time.

4 Campbell (1999) and many other historical linguists have noted the valuable contributions
of historical-comparative linguistics to elucidating the cultural history of a given people.

4 As Psarras notes, Serbi art has evidence of “Bactrian contact... through still unascertainable
channels” (2003: 104).

46 Beckwith (2009: 89-90).

4 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions include f& Sch. 598, Bax. 791 *dan (cf. Pul.
300 *dan); f7 Bax. 787 *djAk and Sch. 546 *djak, revised to *dak; and #§ (cf. Pul. 129

#ywoty).
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leader T ou-lu-hou [#&fEE{#=] (NLOC *duruggu).*® T an-shih-huai is credited
with establishing laws and regulations among the early Serbi people, and is
generally considered by historians to have been the first significant leader of
the Serbi.*” He reigned from 136-180 A.D.’° His name is reconstructible as
*dardakay or *daldakay.’!

The San Kuo Chih =[] gives the following account of Serbi leaders
subordinate to T’an-shih-huai, and the internal administrative divisions of the
Serbi country:

48 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions: # Sch. 615 *du (cf. Pul. 311 *dow); &£ Sag.
161 **rok, Bax. 775 *C-rok, Sch. 394 *ruk (cf. Pul. 201 *lowk); and {5 Sch. 235 *gu, Bax.
763 *g(r)o, revised to *go (cf. Pul. 125 *yow).

49 See Xu (2005: 122) for a translation of the relevant passage.

30 Laursen (2011: 19); Kradin (2011: 201).

31 Boodberg reconstructed *daldayai (i.e. *daldasay in my transcription system), and proposed
a connection with WMgl dalda ‘invisible, etc.” (Boodberg 1936: 168, n. 2). Note attested
Middle Mongol dalda [&wZ] ‘protected, shielded away from something (#EZE)’ (SHM
§208). However, Boodberg’s proposal is morphologically problematic: Although Written
Mongol has a suffix -yai ~ -gei, this suffix is concatenated only to verbal roots to form
deverbal adjectival nouns (cf. Poppe 1954: 45 §148). Attested Middle Mongol dalda is
adjectival, and is not attested as a verbal root. We can entertain the possibility of zero
derivation, but without additional examples, that remains at the level of speculation.
Phonologically, the form *daldasay has an exact match in modern WMgl daldayai and
modern Khalkha mamaraii [talt'sa] ‘flared, flapping, big and flat’ (cf. Bold et al. 2008 for
these semantic values and the WMgl form; the IPA transcription of the Khalkha form is
my own), but since the semantic value of the Old Serbi name is not given, and since the
WMgl form daldayai is only attested in modern Written Mongol, this too remains a
speculative etymology.
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FEAME. ..oy Ho B R P = B e AP LUR B B R BRI R SR e — -
BR EH AR AR R IR A IS 2 A Bl aR e s
RN ] e B e T 25 56 5 B b DAV 2 SR PE 12 S P4 R e — 1+
EREHRANHERSE H R 205 S & BB H B >
T’an-shih-huai... divided his territory into three parts: From Right Pei-p’ing
to the Liao in the east, bordering the Puyd and Maek, is the Eastern Division,
with over twenty cities and whose leaders (fa-jen) are called Mi-chia,
Ch’iieh-chi, Su-li,** and Huai-t’ou. From Right Pei-p’ing westward to
Shang-ku is the Central Division, with over ten cities, and whose leaders (ta-
jen) include K’o-tsui, Ch’tieh-chii, Mu-jung, and others, holding the title of
ta-shuai. From Shang-ku westward to Tun-huang, bordering the * ASwin to
the west is the Western Division, with over twenty cities, and whose leaders
(ta-jen) include Chih-chien Lo-lo, Jih-1ii T’ui-yen, Yen-li-yu, and others, all
who are Grand Marshals,>* and are under the rule of T’an-shih-huai (SKC
30: 837-838).

From this passage we learn the main ethnolinguistic neighbors of the
Serbi peoples in the second century A.D.—on the east they bordered Puyo-
Koguryoic peoples (the K& Puyd’® and the 5§ Maek>®); in the west, the
*A$win, an Indo-European people;>’ and in the south, they shared borders with
speakers of Late Old Chinese dialects.

2 W1 ante =Hf om.; JIA pro FA; HEL post FFs om.; BHES pro HK N HRIMBEZE
FIRLEH; B8l post b4 om., FyTHER post +ERE add.; R N B R EREEH R
KEN om.; Z pro Y, VEFE ante St4 om.; BVEEL post 555 om., post —+ERE add.; &%
BRANEHZE pro X NEERTSSE B EHEHE 7 155 & B KRBT (HHS 90:
2989-2990). Compare with T’ung-tien (196: 1061-1062).

33 Cf. also Kradin (2011: 198) and Xu (2005: 126) for this person’s role in early Serbi history.

> Hucker translates A Bl ta-shuai as “Grand Marshal” and describes the term as “the ad hoc
designation of a major military commander” (Hucker 1985: 470).

55 Korean -] . Hereafter Puyo.

56 ‘Maek’ here refers to the Ye-Maek jg3A (o).

57 See Beckwith (2009: 376) for the reconstruction of this ethnonym and a discussion of their
Indo-European affinity.
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The passage also provides important onomastic data on the Serbi
peoples, including the following names:

Ch’iieh-chi [FRf%] (NLOC *k"orkiy ?),%® reconstructible as *q"orqi/*q"orqr.

Ch’iieh-chii [FRfE] (NLOC *k"orki ?),%° reconstructible as *q"orqi/*q"orq.
This is apparently the same name as Ch’iieh-chi above.

Chih-chien Lo-lo [ & ## 7% 2E] (NLOC *tri(s)kafrakra).®® Considering the
likely possibility that the redundant *-rr- in the transcription is for a
coda *r followed by a new syllable beginning with a vowel,®! his name
may be reconstructed as *triskarakra, *triskarakra, *trikarakra, or
*trikarakra.

Huai-t’ou [#E5E] (NLOC *gwaydu),*? reconstructible as *qaydu or *Gaydu.
This is probably the same name as that of the ca. 11" century Mongol
ruler Qaidu.

38 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ i Sch. 501 *khjuat, Bax. 784 *k“hjat (cf. Pul. 263 *k"uat,
revised to *k"uar); and % (cf. 4% Sch. 264 *kjoj), also compare 4 Pul. 137 *kiy.

39 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ ] (see footnote above); and J& Sch. 330 *kja, Bax. 769 *k(r)ja,
revised to *kja (cf. Pul. 162 *ki).

0 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ & Sch. 839 *trjokh, revised to *trokh (cf. Pul. 408 *tri;/*tris,
i.e. tis/*tis, hypothetically from earlier *trih/*trih or *tris/*tris); #& (cf. Pul. 145 *kian, cf.
& Sch. 297 *kjans, revised to *kans); 3% Sch. 401 *grak (cf. Pul. 204 *lak); and 4% Sch.
401 *raj (cf. Pul. 203 *la, Tak. 304 la ~ ra).

61 This kind of transcription is observed in Early Middle Chinese transcriptions of the Archaic
Turkic language *Kir (Chieh), cf. Shimunek et al. (2015).

02 #% (cf. Pul. 129 *ywoiy) and unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ BH Sag. 155 *do (cf. Pul. 311
“dow).
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Jih-1ii T*ui-yen [ H &##EE] (NLOC *m/nyir/¢rurt"uylyar),®® reconstructible as
*mi&(r)urt"uylor or any number of other possibilities.**

K’o-tsui [f1] 7] (NLOC *Kkaitso¢).®> This name attests the existence of an
alveolar affricate onset *ts in early Serbi dialects, as well as word-final
palatal affricate *¢ or *ts. The name may be reconstructed *qaytsoc or
even *qaytsots.

Mi-chia [5 /1] (NLOC *"byik(r)ai),’® reconstructible as *bikay or *bikray.
Mu-jung [#£%5] (NLOC *"baglu),®” reconstructible as *baglu.®® His name

later formed an eponymous clan name—the Mu-jung clan, one of the
most influential clans in Serbi history (see below).

8 [ (cf. Pul. 266 *pit, revised to *dzir) late MOC *myi¢ < *myik? (Beckwith 2007a: 94-95,
158); /& (cf. Pul. 205 *lwit, revised to *lwir; Sch. 398 *ryuat revised to *ruar/t, Bax. 774
*b-ryut, revised to *b-rut, Sag. 127 *BCa-lut); #E (cf. Pul. 312 *t"way; Sch. 618 *hluay;
Bax. 793 *thuy); and J& (cf. Pul. 357 *yian,; according to SWCT (11: 730) this character
was pronounced the same as 8 MSC yin, reconstructed for unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ as
Sch. 753 *lyar).

% Laursen considers him to be the progenitor of the Taghbach (2011: 21).

65 f] Sch. 349 *kaj (cf. Pul. 172 *ka); and £ *tsots (Schuessler 2007: 325), cf. & Pul. 423
“tsuay;.

66 5 (cf. Pul. 212 *myi, revised to *™byi; Sch. 413 *myiay); and fj[] Sch. *koraj, Bax. 766
*kraj (cf. Pul. 143 *kai, Tak. 306 ka).

7 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions include: %% Sch. 432-433 *makh (revised to
*mag); and & Sch. 510 *ljung and Bax. 785 *(I)jong (revised to *lung). Note that LOC
/m/ was partially denasalized to *[™b]. Cf. also %= Pul. 220 *mo; and 2 Pul. 267 *yuawn.
The NLOC reading of %5 has no coda *n — note the variant transcription of the ethnonym
Mu-jung discussed in Chapter Three.

% Note the variant transcription Pu-yao [254%] (Chin Shu 108: 2803) discussed in Chapter
Three.
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Su-li [ZF]] (NLOC *sahris/¢),% reconstructible as *saris or *sarié.
Yen-li-yu [E 7} #7] (NLOC *fethreylow),”® reconstructible as *fereylu.

After the disintegration of T’ an-shih-huai’s unified Serbi state, another
Serbi leader, K’o-pi-neng [#[LFE] (NLOC *kPaypyiys"dor),”! succeeded in
uniting several Serbi clans around 225 A.D., but his Serbi confederation was
short-lived, and he did not achieve the wholly unified Serbi state which had
existed under T’an-shih-huai.”

0 2% Sch. 588 *sah (revised to *sah) < ? earlier OChi Bax. 790 *saks (revised to *saks); and
F1] Sch. 376 *Crjas (revised to *Cris), Bax. 773 *C-rjits (revised to *C-rits), Sag. 41 *r....

70 52 (Sch. 714, 716 *?ians, Bax. 800 *?ens (revised to LOC *feth) (see Beckwith 2007a for
the correspondence of theoretical *? to northeastern *R); 75 (SWCT (1: 55) says it is
pronounced the same as 77 MSC xié, cf. {75 MSC xié, reconstructed for ‘Old Chinese’ as
Sch. 680-681 *giap; however, Late Old Chinese transcriptions of Indic indicate that %3
transcribes an Indic phoneme sequence read *re in Sanskrit (see Coblin 1983: 246, §129);
I thus reconstruct 75 LOC *rey); and 3% Sag. 767 *lyow (revised to *low).

7V (cf. Pul. 172 *k"a; the phonetic is 7] Bax. 771 and Sch. 349 *khay?, revised to *khayk);
EL (ef. Pul. 33 *pyi,, *pyis/byis; Bax. 747 *byiys, Sch. 23 *Gpyay? revised to
*pyoys/*pyiys); and E (cf. Pul. 223 “non; Sch. 438 *na?, revised to *nok). The Old Serbi
form of this name or epithet is reconstructible as *q"aypirder or, more likely, **q"aypirdas.
This word is analyzable in Mongolic: The *-dag element resembles Middle Mongol -d4AG
‘habitual verbal noun suffix’ and the **q"aypir- element resembles modern Written Mongol
qabir- ‘grind (e.g. one’s teeth), strike (e.g. a match or flint), argue and quarrel with others’;
note the regular correspondence of attested Serbi *Vy to Middle Mongol ¥ (see Table 55
in §8.2.2 for examples). If this etymology is correct, then the epithet *q"aypirdas [#[FEAE]
denotes ‘one who grinds (their teeth)’ or, more likely, ‘one who quarrels’; however, since
the Old Serbi wordform is not glossed, and since gabir- is only attested in modern Written
Mongol, this etymology remains at the level of speculation.

2 SKC (30: 838 et seq.). Boodberg (1936: 168), Kradin (2011: 198-199, 201, 203-204, 206).
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The Serbi Conquest of North China

Around a century later, shortly after the fall of the Eastern Han, various Serbi
peoples began expanding across North China and forming states, some
ephemeral, some relatively long lasting. The most influential of these Serbi
peoples were the T o-pa ik or *Taghbach,”® who founded the states of Tai
{X, (310-376) and the Northern Wei J:%# (386-ca. 550), the latter of which
famously unified northern China in 439 A.D.”* The Taghbach are also known
in certain Chinese sources as ‘Wrapped Heads (Z55)’, a folk etymology based
on So & ‘Saka’ ~ ‘Scythian’.”

A people of the same immediate origin as the Taghbach, and who were
known by a variant of the same name, transcribed T u-fa 7552,7° founded the

3 Hereafter Taghbach. See Beckwith (2005, 2006¢) on the reconstruction of this ethnonym.

7 On the identification of the Taghbach as ethnolinguistic descendants of the Serbi, see Ligeti
(1970a: 278). Based on archaeological evidence, Wei Zheng (2009) argues that the
Taghbach (T o-pa Hsien-pei) originated in the northern Greater Khinggan Range. The Nan
Ch’i Shu states of the Taghbach: ‘They are also called Serbi (JREHfEER) (NCS 57: 983).
The T ung-tien states: ‘“The Taghbach clan are Serbi, a separate group of the descendants
of the Bastern Hu (JAEK X TREEEH 2 18 RIEREEER) (T ung-tien 196: 1063).

5 The Nan Ch’i Shu provides a folk etymology for this name: “#752 /=l %208 [They
cover their hair and have a lapel on the left, so they are called “Wrapped Heads’] (NCS 57:
983), a folk etymology based on So Z ‘Saka’ ~ ‘Scythian’. The T’u-fa are also known by
a different transcription of the same epithet: “ZEEF5EL” [The Scythian/Saka Miscreant
T u-fa] (Chin Shu 125: 3118). For discussion of the early Chinese transcriptions of the
ethnonym ‘Saka’ ~ ‘Scythian’ ~ ‘Sogdian’, see Beckwith (2009: 377-380).

76 The T u-fa were also known as ‘The Serbi west of the Yellow River CR7GfEEL)’ (Chin Shu
126: 3141).

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:49 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



53

Southern Liang Fg )i (397-414 A.D.).”” Much later descendants of the
Taghbach also founded the Tangut Empire (1038-1227 A.D.).”®

The Tuan B clan (NEMC *dof)” were politically active in the late 3
to mid-4" centuries, although they never formed a state.®” The Yii-wen 532
(NLOC *wax™ber)®! Serbi enjoyed a short-lived rule over parts of northeastern
China, from the mid-3™ to the late 4™ century,®? and the Northern Chou JGJ&
(557-581) was founded by Yii-wen T’ai =3 %=, a descendant of the Yii-wen.
The Kitan, *Qay (hereafter Qay), and *Shirwi Proper (hereafter Shirwi)
descend from the Yii-wen Serbi.®

77 T’u-fa is is a variant transcription of the ethnonym *Taghbach as demonstrated by Beckwith
(2005: 6). As for their common immediate origin with the Taghbach, the Chin Shu states:
“H BT [E 1 [Their ancestors emerged together with the Taghbach] (Chin Shu 126:
3141).

78 As Beckwith notes, the T 0-pa clan name was common among the Tanguts (1987: 170, n.
174), including the first Tangut emperor, T 0-pa Yiian-hao $fif T 2. This suggests that
the ruling class of the Tanguts, or a definite part of the Tangut nobility, was Taghbach in
ethnic origin. The Tangut language, however, is demonstrably a Tibeto-Burman language,
and is unrelated to the Serbi-Mongolic languages.

79 E% (cf. Pul. 83 *dwan;). See Chapter Three for a discussion of Northeastern Early Middle
Chinese phonology. The ethnonym is attested in WS (103: 2305-2300).

8 For information on the Tuan, see the description of the Tuan leader P’i-ti UCH# in the Chin
Shu (63: 1710-1712). Other Tuan Serbi leaders and their interactions with the Chieh 5§
people are described in WS (103: 2305-2306) and Chin Shu (95: 2486).

81 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’: 7= Sch. 780 *wja? and Bax. 805 *w(r)ja? (revised to LOC
*wak) (cf. Pul. 382 *wu,); and 32 Sag. 210-211 *®min and Sch. 641 *mjon (revised to
LOC *"bar), (cf. Pul. 323 *mun).

82 See the Chou Shu for an account of the early ‘Yii-wen State (F=3C[E)’ (Chou Shu 1).

8 WS (100: 2222); LS (63: 949, 951); Lee (1996: 59); Xu (2005: 27); Lin (1995: 21). The
descent of the Qay is explicitly asserted in the Wei Shu: “BEEF 32 Bf#th” [They are a
separate clan of the Eastern Yii-wen] (WS 100: 2222). For studies demonstrating the Kitan,
Qay, and Shirwi as descendants of the Yii-wen Serbi, see Xu (2005: 99 etc.), Gai Zhiyong
(2001: 41-42), Twitchett & Tietze (2008), and Marsone (2011: 35, 39). The early Yii-wen
dialect must have been significantly different from the central dialects of Middle Serbi,
since the Wei Shu and T 'ung-tien state: “E.zEEAfE B FH L [ Their speech is rather different

SRAO NI
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Another lineage of Serbi people, the Z f£ Ch’i-fu (NEMC
*khirbuwk),* first appear in 265 A.D. during the F§% Western Chin® and
later founded the state of P§Z& Western Ch’in (385-431) in southern Kansu.®¢

The Mu-jung %575 clan of the Serbi,?” headed by descendants of the
2" ¢, A.D. Serbi ruler Mu-jung, founded numerous short-lived states,
including Former Yen Fijf (337-370), Western Yen 53 (384-394) and Later

VERNY VERNY

Yen {&3H (384-409) in northeastern China, Southern Yen [ (398-410) in
what is now Shandong, and the long-lasting ‘Azha * or T’u-yii-hun H- 738
Kingdom (3" c. to at least as late as the 8" c. A.D.).®® There is a significant
amount of onomastic data on the Mu-jung, Ch’i-fu, T’u-fa, and Tuan in the

Chin Shu, Chou Shu, and other Chinese sources that has not yet been analyzed

from the Serbi] (WS 103: 2304; T"ung-tien 196: 1062). Despite this statement, however, it
is clear from data on the daughter dialects of Yii-wen (especially Kitan), that this language
was clearly divergently related to Taghbach and other Serbi dialects, that is, unless we
entertain the possibility of language shift, whereby the early Yii-wen may have shifted
from a ‘different’ language to Serbi. The attested transcriptions of early Yii-wen are not
sufficient to rule out this possibility, but the dominant, later Yii-wen dialect spoken by the
Kitans is demonstrably a Serbi language. Also, at least in terms of ethnicity, the Wei Shu
includes the Yii-wen together with the Mu-jung among the eastern Serbi (WS 113: 3012).

8 *Kirbuk / *Kilbuk / *Kerbuk / *Kelbuk / *Kirbuk / *Kilbuk (7, Pul. 247 *kbit, revised to
“khir, and Sino-Korean Z kor; {k Pul. 98 “buwk and Sino-Korean 5 pok).

85 Chin Shu (125).

8 The Chin Shu provides glossed transcriptions of several Ch’i-fu Serbi words, including
*thakdak [E#%], an epithet of a Ch’i-fu Serbi ruler, glossed as ‘not god, not human (JfF
JEN) (Chin Shu 125: 3113).

87 See Laursen (2011: 20 et seq) for a history of the Mu-jung Serbi. The T ung-tien states: ‘The
Mu-jung clan are also Serbi, a different group of the descendants of the Eastern Hu (FE%
IR S 12 BIE e Bt (T ung-tien 196: 1062).

88 The Old Tibetan Annals mention T u-yii-hun (‘ Azha) rulers at least as late as the 8" c. A.D.
See Chapter Six for details.
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from a linguistic perspective. The Serbi language was undoubtedly used in the
administration of these and numerous other states in North China.®’

2.3. THE AWAR DURING THE SERBI EXPANSION

During the Serbi expansion, i.e. in the centuries after the Serbi-Awar
submission to the Han Empire, the Awar continued to be documented as an
independent people at least as late as the third century A.D. The Hou Han Shu,
San Kuo Chih, Tzu Chih T"ung Chien, and other sources provide accounts of
battles they engaged in, internal conflicts or civil wars,”® and transcriptions of
the names of leaders, including the following onomastic data, which provides
important clues on Awar phonology:

Ch’iu-li-chii [ [ /7/&] (NLOC *k"urikka)’' was an Awar ruler who died in the
Ch’u-p’ing #JJ°F reign period, i.e. around 190-193 A.D. He ruled the
Awar territory in Liao-hsi. > His name may be reconstructed
*kMuriga/*k"uriga or *q"uriqa/*q"uriqa, closely resembling and
possibly cognate to Middle Mongol guriga-n ‘lamb’.%>

% As a concrete example from the period of Northern and Southern Division, Kao Huan =7,
progenitor of the 6™ century Northern Ch’i JL7 state, used both the “Serbi language (fif:
BAEEY” and “Chinese (F£5)” to address his soldiers (TCTC 157: 4882; cf. also Dien 2007:
9).

%0 See Hou Han Shu (90: 2984) for an account of internal conflicts among the Awar rulers.

! . Sch. 493 *khwijo revised to *khwo, Bax. 783 *kwhji revised to *khwi, Sag. 57-58 **K*u
(cf. Pul. 257 *khuw); JJ Sch. 377 *Crjok revised to *Crok, Bax. 773 *C-rjik revised to
*C-rik (cf. Pul. 189 *lik); J& Sch. 329 *kyah revisd to *kah, Bax. 769 *k(r)ja revised to
*ka (cf. Pul. 162 “ki),

2 HHS (90: 2984); SKC (30: 834); TCTC (63: 2013). See also Xu (2005: 124-125) for a
translation of the relevant passage.

9 MMgl qurigan [* 727 EZZ] ‘lamb (%)’ (HIIY 1:06.a8).

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:49 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



56

Lou-pan [f#Ff] (NLOC *rupaf)’* was son of Ch’iu-li-chii.”®> His name is
reconstructible as *rupar. This suggests that, unlike most Mongolic
languages of today and the medieval period, Awar phonology
apparently permitted *r in word-initial position.

T’a-tun [FH{EH] (NLOC *daptofs),”® nephew of Ch’iu-li-chii. He succeeded
Ch’iu-li-chii as ruler of the Liao-hsi Awar.”’

Nan-lou [#f#] (NLOC *"dafru),”® a late second to early third-century Awar
leader of |7+ Shang-ku (approximately modern-day Zhangjiakou).”
The transcription renders an Awar form *daru, *naru, or even *andaruv.

Su-p’u-yen [&RfE£ZE] (NLOC *3abuglafF),'® ruler of Awar territory in Liao-

tung.'%!

Wu-yen [E4E] (NLOC *alaf),!%% the Awar leader of Right Pei-p’ing.!%?

The Awar under T a-tun were decisively defeated by the Han in 206
A.D., and the Awar soldiers were incorporated into the Han army, where they

%4} Pul. 199 *low (cf. B Sch. 392 *ru, Bax. 775 *C-rjo revised to *C-ro); ¥ Sag. 114
*apran revised to LOC *paf (cf. Pul. 28 *pain/pem).

%5 SKC (30: 834); HHS (90: 2984); TCTC (63: 2013).

% #5 (cf. Pul. 299 *dap); §iF (cf. Pul. 84 *twon; < LOC *tofs).

97 SKC (30: 834); HHS (90: 2984); TCTC (63: 2013).

%8 8 Sag. 109 **nar; Sch. 437 *nan; Bax. 778 *nan (all revised to *"daf for northeastern
frontier dialectal LOC); f# Pul. 199 *low (cf. & Sch. 392 *ru, Bax. 775 *C-rjo revised
to *C-ro).

2 TCTC (63: 2013); SKC (30: 834); HHS (90: 2984).

100 % Sch. 585, Bax. 790, Sag. 72; % Sch. 465, Bax. 781; ZE Sch. 710.

0L SKC (30: 834); HHS (90: 2984); TCTC (63: 2013).

102 & Sch. 645 and Bax. 795 *?a (revised to *a); #E Sch. 710 *ljan (revised to *1af); the
transcription renders an Awar form *alar, *alan, or *alafi. Superficially, this looks
comparable to the Buryat ethnonym Alar ~ Alair.

103 TCTC (63: 2013); SKC (30: 834); HHS (90: 2984).
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became known as ‘world-famous horsemen (K [N4455)’.1% After the third
century A.D., the Awar cease to be mentioned by this name in historical
records, although at least some of the people seem to have been absorbed by
the Serbi, since their ethnonym later appears as a Serbi clan name transcribed
as Wu-wan [5A] in the Wei Shu.'%

2.4. THE KITAN (OR ‘KITANIC’!"®) PEOPLES

The Kitan and their close relatives, the Shirwi and Qay, are descendants of the
Yii-wen Serbi.!”” The Kitan and Qay are generally believed to have been a
single people until they split off from each other in ca. 386-395, when the first
independent Kitan polity was founded and the ethnonym ‘Kitan’ (Ch’i-tan #Z
F}) is used for the first time.'%

Although the Kitan-Qay existed as early as the late Han, they did not
grow to prosperity until the Sui-T’ang period.!”” The Kitan began rising to
power in the T’ang dynasty, and established the powerful Kitan Empire (907-
1125) and its successor state, the Qara Khitai (1124-1218), known as Pg#& Hsi
Liao ‘the Western Liao’ in Chinese sources.

104 SKC (30: 835).

105 s (113: 3008). Bernardini & Guida note that, in part, the Avars of Europe and the
Hephthalites spoke early languages related to Mongolic (2012: 5). The elite of the Avars
of Europe probably spoke an early Serbi-Mongolic language, as did a portion of the Hua
7B (NEMC *ywar) member state of the Hephthalite Empire. These peoples were probably
ethnolinguistic descendants of the Wu-huan EfH (*Awar).

196 Janhunen (1996) coined the term ‘Khitanic’ (which I revise to Kitanic), although his term
denotes something different from my usage here. Here I am referring specifically only to
Kitan, Qay, Shirwi, and possibly Tou-mo-lou. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 15) use the
term ‘Khitanic’ to denote a vague sub-branch or language group, apparently synonymous
with their ‘Para-Mongolic’ (see Chapter One for the ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory).

107 Twitchett & Tietze (2008: 44); Marsone (2011: 35, 39).

108 X151 (2005: 28), Sneath (2010: 6), Twitchett & Tietze (2008: 44).

109 Xu (2005: 25).
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The Kitan and Qay are first documented as living south of a river
known in Late Kitan as *fawlag *mur [55ZE5;4 E]''? and in Qay as *fiaglag
[597%].!'! The Kitan hydronym is glossed in the Ch ’i-tan Kuo Chih #F}HEE
as &8 Huang ho ‘Huang River’,!!? the first character of which many scholars
have taken to be equivalent to &5 Auang ‘yellow’. Late Kitan *mur [;< H]
means ‘river (;A])’. The river is believed to be the same as that known in
modern Written Mongolian as Sir-a méren ‘Yellow River’'' in southeastern
Inner Mongolia,''* which together with the Lao-ha River, forms the western
branch of the Liao River.

The earliest account mentioning the geographic location of the Shirwi
places them northwest of the Kitan,!'> although still along the Jao-le River, i.e.
*flawlag [RZ%4] river.!'® There are multiple transcriptions of the same river
name which is documented for early Serbi as *fiawlag (see §2.1 above). The
table below provides the attested Early Middle Chinese, Late Middle Chinese,

and Early Old Mandarin transcriptions of Serbi names for this river.

Table 8. Serbi names of ‘Yellow River’ (&A])

LANGUAGE RECONSTRUCTION TRANSCRIPTION

early Serbi *fiawlag [#4%] (NEMC *hiawlag)

Qay *fiaglag [597%] (NEMC *fiaglag)

Shirwi *flawlag [fE24] (LMC *hiawlag)

Late Kitan *flawlag [ZZEfE] (EOM *niawlaka)
10 CTKC (0:1).

TS (100: 2222-2223). (Tak. 392-393 zhag [M3ak]; Pul. 270 *niak); (Tak. 386-387 lag [lak]
~ lahd: [lah]; Pul. 185 *lak). This correspondence indicates that Qay had *g (probably a
fricative *y or *¥) corresponding to Kitan *w. Given the old Serbi name of the river, one
may conclude that Late Kitan was characterized by lenition of *ay > *aw.

112 See also CTS (199b: 5349).

113 Not the Yellow River (&1).

114 Kane (2009: 166).

115 CTS (199b: 5349, 5354).

16 CTS (199b: 5354).
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A connection between this hydronym and Middle Kitan *nigu ‘gold’ (Late
Kitan *niigu [2#] ‘id.”) is highly unlikely for phonological reasons, despite
several attempts in previous studies to connect the words.!"”

Contemporary Chinese sources attest that the Kitan, Qay,!'® and Shirwi

were particularly close to each other ethnolinguistically:

27 )L 2 7 B Rl TS S eE AT

Since the first flourishing of the Liao, [the Kitan] were intimately related to
the Qay and Shirwi; their customs and languages were largely close (LS 116:
1533).

EREHLTZ AT
The Shirwi are a separate group of the Kitan (C7S 199: 5356).

S S L)
The Shirwi ... are a group of the Kitan (7 ung-tien 200: 1083).

Xt R kN NEIE ) RO R Y Cch e
The Shirwi are a group of the Kitan; the southern group is known as the
Kitan and the northern group is known as the Shirwi (Sui Shu 84: 1882).

117 As suggested by Kane (2009: 166), this river name is possibly related to the hydronym Ju-
lo-kuei [#17%¥}] which appears in the Wei Shu account of the Z7]75 Wu-chi (WS 100). In
Northeastern Early Middle Chinese the transcription is *fiilakkway [#[1;%¥i]. For the
attested LMC forms of the transcriptional characters see: Tak. 312-313 zhe ~ zhi ~ zhu ~
‘zhi ["3t ~ "zu] (cf. Pul. 268 *ni3), Tak. 386-387 lag [lak] (cf. Pul. 203 *lak), and Tak. @
(Pul. 115 *kway).

118 The Qay are known in Chinese as 2 Hsi, and according to the Bacot Document, they are
known in Middle Old Tibetan as He (‘5’), clearly an Old Tibetan transcription of a Late
Middle Chinese pronunciation of Chinese 2, and as Dadpyi (’\'\é’) to the Tiirks, identified
by Clauson (1957) and Ligeti (1971) with attested Old Turkic Tatabi; see GOrkT (377)
for this 8" century runiform Old Turkic form. See also Venturi (2008: 22).

19 B post 5% add. (PS 94: 3129).
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PP A S AR E — B
Kitan and Qay speech are mutually intelligible; in reality they are one
country (LS 73: 1220).

BAP} 7 Sl B B 22 SR A 1] [R5
The ancestors of the Kitan and the K u-mo-hsi are different groups but are of the
same ethnos (7 'ung-tien 200: 1083).

KB BB AP T S ]
The Shirwi... language is the same as those of the K’u-mo Qay, Kitan, and
Tou-mo-lou'?® countries (WS 100: 2221; PS 94: 3129).

All of these secondary accounts suggest that Kitan, Shirwi, and Qay
were either dialects of one language or very closely related languages, and that
the Kitan, Shirwi, and Qay peoples were ethnically very close.'?!

Although Kitan is the best documented Serbi language (see Chapter
Seven for details), Qay and Shirwi are only fragmentarily attested.

120 The 7 EE Tou-mo-lou, also transcribed %7K Ta-mo-lou, were apparently a Puyo-
Koguryoic people who had linguistically assimilated to their Kitanic-speaking neighbors.
Beckwith (2007a: 38) notes that they are described as the “old North Puyo” in ethnicity
(WS 100: 2222; PS 94: 3131; HTS 220: 6210).

121 Another people who were probably ethnolinguistically related to the Kitans were the 25§
Hsi (LMC *zip, Pul. 331), who are described as living north of the Huang River J&7K in
‘former Serbi territory’ (J&F7E/KILIREEE 2 Hdth), and whose customs were largely
the same as the Kitans (JE/{AHEEIFLHE]) (CTS 199b: 5363). Considering the fact that
Late Middle Chinese phonology did not allow coda *CC clusters, the transcription [55]
(LMC #zip; cf. Pul. 331) could hypothetically render a foreign ethnonym like *zirp or
*zirb, possibly a dialectal variant of the old ethnonym *serbi [ff£E2] ‘Serbi’. According
to the T ung-tien, the 55 Hsi were a tribe of ‘Hsiung-nu (£7%4Y)’, a term undoubtedly used
in the generic sense as denoting ‘non-Chinese northern people’, who became known
during Sui times occupying the former lands of the Serbi north of the “Yellow River’ and
neighboring the Mo-chieh, i.e. Mo-ho: [&HF i 5 Bk #5 B 40 B w5 /K b 7R i SR ik
(T’ung-tien 200: 1084). They are described as having customs similar to the Tiirk: F{&
B ZE RIS [E] (T ung-tien 200: 1084).
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2.4.1. Qay

The Qay ethnonym is attested in Early Middle Chinese transcription as Hsi [ ]
(NEMC *yay), and in Middle Turkic as Qay [:s8].!?? Given the Sino-Korean

reading of Chinese 2 as 3l hay, we should revise Pulleyblank’s Middle

Chinese reconstruction to *yay. The earliest accounts of the Qay label them as

K’u-mo Hsi [[EE5L 2], reconstructible as *Qhom(v) *Qay or *Qhuomaq *Qay.

They are explicitly described as descendants of the Yii-wen Serbi:

ZAH BT ZH SR AT S ' (PS 94: 3126).
The Hsi (Qay) were originally called the K’u-mo Hsi. Their ancestors are a
separate clan of the Yii-wen of the Eastern Hu.

Data on Qay comes from several different periods — early linguistic
data on Qay consists of onomastic material and one title transcribed in Early
Middle Chinese in the Wei Shu, the Chou Shu, the Pei Shih, and the Sui Shu.
Late data on Qay consists of several titles transcribed in Old Mandarin in the
Liao Shih.

2.4.1.1. Early Qay

The Wei Shu account of the Qay (WS 88: 2222-2223) provides an unglossed
transcription of the Qay hydronym *faglag [55,%] (see above for discussion).

The Chou Shu account of the Qay provides Northeastern Early Middle
Chinese transcriptions of five clan names (Chou Shu 49: 899). Variants of the
same passage are attested in Pei Shih (94: 3127), T ung-tien (200: 1083), and
Sui Shu (84: 1881). Although none of these transcriptions are glossed, they

122 Shimunek (2007: 12, n. 19)

123 ZKH ante [&E om., HAf: ante 3 om., B pro BEBEATC (Chou Shu 49: 899); H4:
ante 5 om., T ante 7. om., {I| ante T& om. (Sui Shu 84: 1881). ZARKHEEZ om.,
#EDL pro & (T ung-tien 200: 1083).
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provide important information on Qay phonology. The five clan names are
presented below.

Ju-ho-chu [F4%7 3] (NEMC *fiuawgyurtsu),'>* reconstructible as *fioxuréu.
The Hsin T ang Shu (vol. 43 and vol. 219) records the name of a person
from this clan,'? Ch’ii-chii [ff#8] (NEMC *k"uawkki).!2®

Mo-ho-fu [E£Z 35 ] (NEMC *magyabur),'?” reconstructible as *marabur. This
name is cognate to an Old Kitan title (see §7.2.1 for discussion).

Ch’i-ko [#2f45] (NEMC *khirka),'?® reconstructible as *q"irqa. No known
cognates.

Mu-k’un [KE] NEMC *mukkof),!? reconstructible as *muqur. This clan
name is probably cognate to the Taghbach word *muqurlr ‘bald’ (see
§5.2.4 for discussion of this Taghbach word).

Shih-te [275] (NEMC *$irtok),'*° reconstructible as *3irtok or *3irtog. No
known cognates.

124 1547 F Ju-ho-chu (Pul. 269 *fiuawk; Pul. 122 *yat, revised to *yur; and Pul. 414 “tSuy).
The Sui Shu (84: 1881) gives the erroneous form Ju-ho-wang 547 F.

125 The HTS has records his clan name as 473 Ho-chu, which is clearly an error for 5471
Ju-ho-chu, as shown by Xu (2005: 40).

126 pyl. 260, 164.

127 S8 3 Mo/mu-ho-fu (*mak/*mus, *yas, *pur, revised from Pul. 218, 220, 123 and 99).

128 2068 Ch’i-ko (*kbir/*kbeys, *kas, revised from Pul. 248, 106).

129 RE Mu-k’un (Pul. 220 *mowk, 179 *kwon)

130 2245 Shih-te (*$ir, “tok, revised from Pul. 285, 74).
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According to the Chou Shu, Pei Shih and Sui Shu accounts, the leading
lineage of the Qay was the A-hui [[i & ] (NEMC *fayway)'?! family,
reconstructible as *akay or *faxay.

The Pei Shih, Sui Shu, and Chou Shu accounts also provide a
transcription of a Qay title:

SR T — A B ELEN (Sui Shu 84: 1881; PS 94: 3127).12
Each tribe has an i-chin as its leader.'??

From this this we may reconstruct *irkin/*mrkm [ 7] (NEMC *igkit).
This is a widespread title, with cognates in Taghbach, Middle Kitan, Old
Turkic, Jou-jan, Old Uygur, and Old Kirghiz (see §5.3.1 entry for I-ch’in-ti-ho
for discussion).'**

Another Early Qay title is transcribed in An Lu-shan Shih Chi as i-lo-
ho [E85%71]] (ALSSCr 102). This has an exact cognate in early Shirwi and Old
Kitan (see §7.2.1 for discussion).

An Early Qay hydronym is attested in Hsin T ang Shu and An Lu-shan
Shih Chi (see footnote in §8.5.4 entry for Taghbach *t"ax for discussion).

2.4.1.2. Late Qay

The Liao Shih provides an Old Mandarin transcription of a Qay official title
shared with Late Kitan:

Uil &r A-hui (Pul. 23 *?a and Pul. 134 *yway).

132 The Chou Shu gives the erroneous transcription i-ch 'ih {5 fF (Chou Shu 49: 899). The
character JT. is clearly a copyist’s error for 7. The T ung-tien states: &3 B8 T (T ung-
tien 200: 1083).

133 See §5.3.1 entry for I-ch’in-ti-ho for the use of {5 for 52,

134 According to the T ung-tien, this title, transcribed with the same characters, was also used
among the Hsi & (T"ung-tien 200: 1084).
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HE B4 EHEZNEHREE. (LS 116: 1549).
T’u-li  Official title. Same as the ¢ u-/i of the six tribes of the Qay.

Although Late Qay [7#] (OM *t"uli) and Late Kitan [1-#] (OM
*thuli) are clearly cognates, it is difficult to reconstruct the precise form given
the phonological constraints of Old Mandarin. Any of the following
reconstructions are possible: *t"uli, *t"uri, *t"oli, *t"ori, *t"ul, *t"ur, *t"ol,
*thor.

2.4.2. Shirwi

As for the Shirwi (Shih-wei), their endonym, reconstructible as *Sirwi or *Sirfi
[Z &], is ultimately a reflex of the early ethnonym *serbi [fif51] (Hsien-
pei).!3* Late Kitan *8irbi [-1-E &] ‘slaves (Z{##)’ is in turn a pejoration of the
endonym *girpi.'*

The Shirwi are attested from the early 6 century to the early 9" century
A.D., in such sources as the Wei Shu (100: 2221), the Pei Shih (94: 3129-3131),
the Sui Shu (84: 1882-1883), the Chiu T’ang Shu (199b: 5356-5358), and the
Hsin T’ang Shu (219: 6176-6177).137

As demonstrated by Ratchnevsky (1966), the Shirwi were a
heterogeneous multi-lingual, multi-ethnic confederation.!3® Although the Wei
Shu makes clear that the dominant populations among the Shirwi, Qay, and
Kitan spoke closely related languages, or dialects of the same language (WS
100: 2221), i.e. Late Serbi dialects or ‘Kitanic’ languages, Ratchnevsky has
convincingly shown that the southern and eastern Shirwi were Tungusic—their

135 Pelliot (1928:142, n. 6) and Pulleyblank (1983:453).

136 Shimunek (2007).

137 Ratchnevsky (1966: 228).

138 My usage of the phrase “multi-lingual, multi-ethnic” here is adapted from Christopher I.
Beckwith’s description of the Hephthalite Empire and other empires of Central Eurasia
(Beckwith 2011b).
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language is described in the Hsin T’ang Shu as the same as that of the Mo-
ho,!3? who are known to have been ancestors of the Jurchen.!*® The Meng-wu
[ZZ L] ~ Meng-wa [ZZ F,]"* group of the Shirwi confederation, who
nomadized along the Ergune River, were the ethnolinguistic ancestors of the
Mongols, as demonstrated by Pelliot (1928: 126-127) and supported by
Rinchen (1964: 230), Ratchnevsky (1966: 251), Bernardini & Guida (2012:
11), and numerous others.'** There were undoubtedly other ethnolinguistic
groups included in the confederacy as well.'#*

Given the ambiguity of the word ‘Shirwi’, I propose the following

terms to disambiguate these three very different groups:

Shirwi Proper — the dominant, Serbi-speaking group among the Shirwi
confederacy, who were Shirwi (i.e. Serbi) by ethnolinguistic
heritage.

139« am=s BFER > [Their language is Mo-ho] (HTS 219: 6176); see also Ratchnevsky (1966:
231).

140 The Chin Shih describes Jurchen as descendants of the Mo-ho: “4x27 4, HERERIC. $KEE
AERI1E5 . [As for the ancestors of the Jurchen, they came from the Mo-ho. The Mo-ho
were originally called Wu-chi.] (Chin Shih 1: 1); see also Ratchnevksy (1966: 231, n. 4).

141 CTS (199b: 5358).

192 TS (144: 6177).

143 See §2.5 for discussion of the Late Middle Chinese transcriptions Meng-wu [5Z /(] and
Meng-wa [ZZFL].

144 As pointed out by Ratchnevsky, the Chinese sources mention a considerable number of
groups among the Shirwi at different points in time (Ratchnevsky 1966: 234-238).
Ratchnevsky also points out that the Pei Shih describes the language of one group, the A
ZE & Ta Shih-wei or ‘Great Shirwi’, as ‘unintelligible (-f~3#)’ (Ratchnevsky 1966: 231).
Specifically, the text states: “ Y PHIb#T EH £ K= B KK H S B~ [Several
thousand /i northwest, one reaches the Great Shirwi. The road is narrow and obstructed,
and their language is unintelligible.] (PS 82: 3131). See also Xu (2005: 173, etc.) for
information on the known history of these and other Shirwi groups.
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Mongol Shirwi — ethnolinguistic ancestors of the Mongols, who probably
spoke a dialect of Proto-Mongolic. They were probably subjects of
the Shirwi Proper.

Tungusic Shirwi — the eastern and southern Shirwi, who spoke an early
Tungusic language. In all likelihood, they were ethnolinguistically
Mo-ho people (ancestors of the Jurchen) who were politically ruled
by the Shirwi Proper.'#

In addition to the Shirwi name of the Jao-le [f#%%] River (discussed
above), there is at least one early Shirwi title cognate to Early Qay and Old
Kitan.!*® There are also many Shirwi clan names and a few other toponyms
transcribed in several different time periods. However, since it is, for the time
being, difficult to distinguish the clan names of the Shirwi Proper from those
of the Mongol Shirwi, the Tungusic Shirwi, and other groups which must have
been included in the Shirwi confederacy, I have left this important corpus of
Shirwi onomastic data to future research.

2.4.3. The Kitan after the Kitan Empire

After the Kitan Empire, the Kitan remained an influential people up through
the Mongol Empire, contributing important officials to the Mongol
government such as Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai H{#4E41 and others. Even as late as
the Mongol Empire, knowledge of the Kitan language and its affinity to
Mongol remained:

145 The existence of Proto-Jurchen people among the Shirwi confederacy provides a likely
historical context for the early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Southern Tungusic, many of
which are probably loanwords from Shirwi Proper into the Mo-ho language, from which
Jurchen developed.

146 See §7.2.1 entry for I-lo-ho for discussion.
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PERPIS V< SRNUACH DN SR I PN [ LEUS S SNORpcn SO
SR by 5 Gl saiile agy S Ll Cale G 5 il 5 ¢ Ati g J grd lindl s
(JTry 441-442) 35 K oo b G2 1) (553 Ja

“... Another frontier is with the territory and plain of the Qara Khitai. Those
tribes are all nomads. They are adjacent to the Mongol nomads, and their
language, physiognomy, and customs exceedingly resemble them. In the
Chinese language the people of [Qara] Khitai are called Chidan Yar” (JT7
441-442; my revision of Thackston’s translation).'¥

It is clear from this passage that knowledge of the Kitan language existed as
late as the time of Rashidu’d-din, and that for the medieval Mongols, the Kitan
language “exceedingly resembled” Middle Mongol. This statement closely
matches the linguistic data linking Kitan with Mongolic (see Chapter Eight for
details).

The Kitan cease to be mentioned in Chinese historical records after the
fall of the Yiian in 1368.!*® They are believed to have been absorbed by, or

147 Thackston considers this “Chidan” [&%2] to be a transcription of Chinese Ch’i-tan ¥
and states that “the yar part has not been explained” (2012: 151 n. 6). This Yar [_\] is in
fact the attested imperial clan name of the Kitans, transcribed in Old Mandarin as Yeh-li
[HS#E] and in Kitan Assembled Script in the plural form *yar-ud A # Z X <y.ar.u¥.ud>
(e.g. YTi 2:16). At the time Rashidu’d-din was writing, the dominant late Old Mandarin
dialects of Daidu still retained [k"ji] for #2 (note LOM in ‘Phagspa Script EVE *k"ji, Cob.
#199). It is thus highly likely that Persian Khatay (2%3) ‘Chinese’ in this passage is a
copyist’s error for the near-homograph Khitai (Cs\f\é) ‘Kitan’ and that Chidan is a
transcription of an innovative western dialect of Kitan which was characterized by
palatalization of */k™/ to *[t{"1] and intervocalic voicing of */t/ to *[d]. Note also attested
Tangut *t¢"jitd %i#% ‘Kitan’, which Guillaume Jacques proposes is from an innovative
Kitan dialect (2010: 163-164); I am grateful to G. Jacques (p.c., July 2016) for providing
the Tangut script form.

148 Interestingly, as shown by Sinor, descendants of Kitans, or people bearing the same name,
are attested as late as the mid-14" century near the Caspian Sea, in such Latin
transcriptions as Kytan and Kitanopa, the opa element of which Sinor treats as a cognate
to Written Mongol obuy ‘clan name, family name’ (Sinor 1995: 266).
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otherwise contributed ethnolinguistically to, the Mongolic peoples, especially
the Daurs and the Mongols of what is now southeastern Inner Mongolia.

2.5. THE EARLY MONGOLIC PEOPLES AND THEIR LANGUAGES

For the period immediately after the Serbi expansion in the second to third
centuries A.D., the ethnolinguistic demographics of the Mongolian Plateau are
very fragmentarily attested. Serbi-Mongolic languages undoubtedly continued
to be spoken there throughout the Jou-jan Empire (ca. 4" to 6™ c.), the two
Tiirk empires (552-630, 682-742) including the intervening Hsiieh-yen-t’o, the
Uygur Empire (744-840), and the Kirghiz capture of Ordu Baliq (840) and
brief domination of the Mongolian Plateau.'#’

Middle Mongol is first attested at approximately the same time as Late
Kitan, i.e. the 13" century.!*° The comparative method applied to data on the
Middle Mongol dialects allows us to reconstruct its immediate ancestor—OIld
Mongol. We may suppose that Mongolic speakers must have been only a
minor people during this period on the Mongolian Plateau, while their Serbi
relatives dominated North China in the lands surrounding the southern
periphery of the Mongolian Plateau beginning around the first century A.D.

Although linguistic evidence indicates that Mongolic and Serbi are
separate branches of a single language family,'>!
Serbi and Mongolic branched off from each other. Without historical evidence,

it is unclear precisely when

we may only speculate on the ethnic identity of the earliest historical speakers
of the Mongolic branch. The speakers of Proto-Mongolic, however, have been
decisively identified with a historical people—the Meng-wa ~ Meng-wu.
Pelliot’s theory on the ethnolinguistic origins of the Mongols, which I refer to

149 See Drompp (2005).

130 See Chapter Seven for my periodization of Kitan.

151 See Chapter Eight and Chapter Nine for discussions of morphological and phonological
innovations indicating the two branches of the Serbi-Mongolic language family.
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as the ‘Mongol Shirwi Theory’, is now widely accepted in the historical
literature.'>? Phonological problems, however, lead me to refine the theory, i.e.
the Serbi branch is characterized by a phonological innovation palatalizing the
sequences *se and *ze to *$i and *Zi, respectively, a sound change which did
not take place in the Mongolic branch. This suggests that the Meng-wu ZZJT,
(LMC *mowngwor)'3 ~ Meng-wa Z£ [, (LMC *mown’gwai)'>* people were
Mongolic subjects of the Shirwi, i.e. that they must have been a separate
people from the Shirwi Proper, who are known to have been a Serbi people. I
thus distinguish the Meng-wu (*mongol/*mongor) or Meng-wa (*mongo)
‘Shirwi’ (ZEJLEE ~ ZZ HNLE &), who were probably speakers of Proto-
Mongolic, from the Shirwi Proper, who spoke a Serbi language closely related
to Kitan and Qay. These Proto-Mongolic people are described as living along
the southern banks of the Wang-chien River 5 %E7a] (present-day Ergune
River).!%

The Mongols appear again in 1084 as a frontier people paying friendly
visits (Ch. §# p’in) to the Kitan court.'*® This instance of the ethnonym is
transcribed in Early Old Mandarin as Meng-ku [6575] (EOM *munku).!>” 1
provide the relevant passage below:

12 E.g. Lin (1995: 23).

153 CTS (199b).

1534 HTS (219).

155 Lin (1995: 22).

156 Specifically, these visits were probably for seeking marriage: §2 p’in usually denotes ‘to
betroth’ (Mat. 5313) and ‘to seek a marriage’ (Pul. 240).

157 Wittfogel & Féng (1946: 362, n. 72).
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(5] = H BEAr oA o B (kB

= AR A A o R (RS

On keng-wu, the first day of the new moon of the second month [of the tenth
year of the Ta-k’ang reign period, i.e. 1084 A.D.], the country of Meng-ku
sent an envoy to pay a visit of friendly inquiry.

On the wu-chia day of the third month, the distant country of Meng-ku sent
an envoy to pay a visit of friendly inquiry (LS 24: 289).

The Liao Shih provides no additional information on the Meng-ku,
although from the passage above it is clear that they maintained friendly
relations with the Kitan court.

The Ch’i-tan Kuo Chih identifies the country of the Meng-ku-li 5 &
H (EOM *mupkuli), i.e. the pre-conquest Mongols, as a ‘neighboring country
GHPEX)’ to the Kitan Empire and gives the following description:

IEILEEE B RATE MEME D UR B E BEFUFR T
TR /K P & i PR 1T A BB Bkt DA SR8 A & 2 1L}
B E PR UTarE

Directly north is the Meng-ku-li (¥*mongol) country. They have no lords or
chiefs governing over them. They have no agriculture, and rely on hunting
for a living. They do not reside long in a given place, moving every season
in pursuit of water and pastures. They only eat meat and fermented dairy
products. They do not make war with the Kitans; they trade cattle, sheep,
camels, horses, skins, and fine fur products with the Kitans. The Supreme
Capital'>® is over four thousand /i to their south (CTKC 22: 162).

This Meng-ku-li ~ Meng-ku people are undoubtedly the ethnolinguistic
continuation of the Proto-Mongolic Meng-wu ~ Meng-wa, and were speakers
of what I term ‘Old Mongol’ (ca. 10" to 12" centuries A.D.), the dominant
Mongolic language immediately preceding Middle Mongol, the first well-
documented Mongolic language (ca. 13" century to ca. 15% century).

158 i.e. Shang-ching [ %7, the northernmost capital of the Kitan Empire.
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Another early source on the medieval Mongols, the Meng Ta Pei Lu 5
W5 (early 13™ ¢.), describes the ‘Meng Tatars (324i%)’ (i.e. the Mongols)
as living near the Kitans:

AR ERAE P 2 FE L
When the Tatars [i.e. Mongols] first appeared, their land was northwest of
the Kitans (MTPLogs 15b).1>°

Mongol oral tradition, as documented in the early 14" century by
Rashidu’d-din Fadlul’lah, offers an origin myth for the early Mongolic peoples
(presented here in abbreviated form):

“...The tribe that has been called Mongol since ancient times developed a
dispute and rivalry with the other [Turk] ['%°] tribes that turned into outright
hostility and war two thousand years ago... [T]he other tribes overcame the
Mongol tribes and so slaughtered them that no more than two men and two
women survived. Fleeing from their enemies, those two households went to
a harsh place surrounded by mountains and forests, with only one narrow,
rugged road leading in on every side, which made access very difficult. In
the midst of those mountains was a grassy plain called [Ergene Qun]... The
two men were named Niikiiz and Qiyan... Since Dobun Bayan, Alan Qo’a’s
husband, was descended from Qiyan, and Alan Qo’a was of the Qorolas
tribe, [and] Chinggis Khan’s lineage goes back to them...” (JTr, 147-150).

Ergene Qun [U 5 &) (JTra 149), i.e. ‘Ergene Mountain-Valley’ or
‘Ergene Cliff’, in this myth is probably a variant of Ergiine, the river along
which the Mongol Shirwi are described as living (see discussion in §2.4.2.

159 This passage provides an interesting Old Mandarin transcription of the ethnonym ‘Kitan’
as [#£FF}] (OM *k"itan). In most other Chinese sources this ethnonym is written in the
Early Middle Chinese transcription [#Z}].

160 For Rashidu’d-din, Atrdk (&) 53) ‘Turks’ (e.g. JTru 147) is a generic term for not merely the
Turkic-speaking peoples, but also for Mongolic-speaking peoples and numerous other
non-Chinese, non-Turkic-speaking peoples of the Mongolian Plateau.
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above).'®! It is thus reasonable to suppose that these legendary early Mongols,
the progenitors of the Diirliikin,'®* are to be equated with the historically
known early Mongols.

The earliest solidly attested Mongolic language is Middle Mongol,
spoken by the medieval Mongols. The medieval Mongol endonym is attested
in several dialectal forms in early accounts, e.g. Moal'®® ~ Mongal'®* and
Mongqol,'®> suggesting the dialectal diversity of the Old Mongol language, the
dialects of which gave rise to Middle Mongol. '* Important clues on the
internal diversity of the Mongolic language family in medieval times are given
by Iohannes de Plano Carpini in Chapter Five of his 13" century Historia

Mongalorum [History of the Mongals]:

161 The confusion between ‘mountain valley’ ~ ‘cliff” and the historically documented river
name is reasonable in the context of an orally transmitted text. See also de Rachewiltz
(2006: 232-233).

162 On Diirliikin [Q?S\jj’d] and Niru’un [053%] clans of the early medieval Mongols, see JTru
and JTr, (145-146, 182 et seq.).

163 This is from Iohannes de Plano Carpini’s 13" century Latin transcription of a contemporary
Middle Mongol dialectal form *moal (Moal) ‘Mongol’ (Clark 1973: 188). The
reconstruction presented here is my own. See also Rockhill (1900: 112, n. 1).

164 p_ Daffina et al. discuss the variants Mongal ~ Moal (Carpini 1989: 420-421).

165 Attested in the title of the Secret History of the Mongols, i.e. *mongol [0 "%4%] ‘Mongol’
(SHM §108).

166 We may thus conclude that the Old Mongol ethnonym had the following attested dialectal
forms: *moal ~ *mongal ~ *mongol. The imperial dialect of Middle Mongol spoken at
the Yiian court was characterized by *G > *q. The form *moal is from a dialect which had
lost medial *ng.
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“Terra quedam est in partibus orientis, de qua dictum est supra, que Mongal
nominatur. Hec terra quondam populos quatuor habuit: unus Yeka Mongal,
id est magni Mongali, vocabulatur; secundus Sumongal, id est aquatici
Mongali; ipsi autem se ipsos Tartaros appellabant, a quodam fluvio qui currit
per terram eorum qui Tartar nominatur; alius appellabatur Merkit; quartus
Mecrit. Hi populi omnes unam formam personarum et unam linguam
habebant, quanivis inter se per provincias et principes essent divisi.” (HM,
Chap. 5, I 6-13).

“In the east there is a land, of which we have spoken above, which is called
Mongal. At one time there were in this land four peoples, one the [Yeka
Mongal], [i.e.] the Great Mongals; the second [was called] the [Sumongal],
that is, the [Mongals] of the Water; but [they] called themselves Tartars from
a certain river named the [Tartar], which flows through their territory;
another was called the Merkit; [and] the fourth was the Mecrit. All these
tribes were alike in appearance and had the same language, although they

were separate from each other, having their own provinces and rulers.” !¢’

From this contemporary account, we learn that the “Mongal” (i.e.
*mongal ‘Mongols’), the “Tartar”!®® (i.e. the Tatars), the Merkit, and the
“Mecrit” (probably a transcription of a variant form of the Merkit ethnonym)'®’

167 The English translation given here is largely based on Dawson (1998: 19), although I have

revised and corrected the forms of ethnonyms to those appearing in the critical edition of
Daffina et al. (Carpini 1989).

18 Tartar, the Latin name of the Tatar people, is the result of reanalysis, whereby the name
became associated with the unrelated Greek word Taprtapog (Tdrtaros), denoting the hell
of Ancient Greek mythology (Latham 1958: 10). Daffina et al. arrive at the same
conclusion: “Quanto al passaggio da Tatar al latino Tartari e alle forme affini che si
trovano nelle altre lingue europee, esso si spiega certo benissimo (come sempre si ¢ fatto)
per la rassomiglianza che Tatar aveva con il nome della regioni infere della mitologia
classica (Taprapog, Tartarus)” (Carpini 1989: 422).

169 Daffina et al. acknowledge the existence of the ethnonym Mekrit, but still prefer to analyze
Carpini’s “Mecrit” as an error for Kereyit: “Per Mecrit Giovanni intende i Kerait...
L’esistenza di un popolo chiamato Mekrit (o Mékrit) ¢ certamente attestata, ma i Mecrit
di Giovanni non hanno nulla da vedere con esso” (Carpini 1989: 423). According to
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spoke the same language, or more likely, dialects of the same language. This
complements the linguistic hints we have on the internal diversity of Old
Mongol.

From Rashidu’d-din’s Jami ‘u 't-tawarikh one may conclude that there
were many different Mongolic languages and Old Mongol dialects spoken on
the Mongolian Plateau in the centuries before the rise of Chinggis Khan, and
many different, previously linguistically non-Mongolic peoples who had
assimilated to the Mongols as a direct result of Chinggis Khan’s empire
building and the concomitant prestige that became attached to being Mongol.
Rashidu’d-din Fadlul’lah writes:

“...because of the great fortune of Genghis Khan and his [lineal
descendants], because they are Mongols, other tribes of Turks[!"] like the
Jalayir, Tatar, Oirat, Ong’ﬁt, Kerayit, Naiman, Tangqut, each of which has
its own special name and sobriquet, all are proud to call themselves Mongol.
Whereas before they used to deride this name, now their sons imagine that
they have been known as Mongols from long ago, although it is not so.
In ancient times, the Mongols were but one of all the tribes of nomadic Turks,
but divine favor shone upon them, meaning that Genghis Khan and his
[lineal descendants] were to be of the Mongol race and many branches of
them would come into existence. Particularly from the time of Alan Qo’a
on, which has been three hundred years more or less, many branches have
appeared that are called the Niru’un clans, and they have acquired

Rashidu’d-din, Mergit [953-9] and Megrit [« )?\-e] are free variants of the same ethnonym,
i.e. they denote one and the same people (JTruir 93). In other variants of the text, these
appear as Merkit ~ Mekrit (JTr, 93). It would appear that Carpini mistook these two
variant forms to denote two distinct peoples; thus, Carpini’s “Merkit” and “Mecrit” both
denote the same people, i.e. the Merkit ~ Mekrit. This ethnonym appears exclusively as
Merkit in the SHM and most other sources, but Carpini, Rashidu’d-din, Polo, and Juvayni
attest the variant Mekrit ~ Mecrit. For Marco Polo’s “Mecrit”, see Moule & Pelliot (1938:
177); in the 14" c. Tuscan edition this appears as “Mecricci” (Polo 1975: 665), an
affricated form of /mekrit/ with Italian -i ‘plural suffix’. For Juvayni’s “Mekrit”, see
Boyle (1958: 63).
170 See footnote 160 above.
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prominence and glory. They have all become known as the Mongol nation.
At that time the other tribes were not called Mongol, but since they were
close to one another in terms of shape, form, vocabulary, accent, customs,
and manners, regardless of the difference in dialect and customs that had
existed in ancient times, now it has come about that peoples of Cathay,
Jurcha, Nankiyas, Uyghur, Qipchaq, Turcoman, Qarluq, Qalach, and all the
prisoners and Tajik races that have been brought up among the Mongols are
also called Mongols. All that assemblage takes pride in calling itself Mongol”
Ty 78).

Due to the prestige of being Mongol, and due to the rapid expansion of
the Mongol Empire, a great deal of linguistic assimilation took place,
especially after the enthronement of Chinggis Khan, after which much of the
previous linguistic and dialectal diversity of the Mongolian Plateau must have
been leveled out due to the prestige of the central dialects of the Mongol
language. There is a rich corpus of onomastic data providing linguistic clues
on these peripheral Mongolic languages and late Old Mongol dialects which
should be the subject of future studies.!”!

Toward a periodization of the Serbi-Mongolic languages

Given the above-mentioned historical and linguistic considerations, I thus
propose the following periodization:

17! For one such study, note Rybatzki (2006).
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Table 9. Periodization of the Serbi-Mongolic languages and their speakers

LANGUAGE TIMEFRAME HISTORICAL SPEAKERS

Proto-Serbi-Mongolic ca. 7Mc. B.C. to ca. 2" ¢c. B.C. Eastern Hu

Old Serbi (‘Proto-Serbi’)  ca. 2" ¢. B.C. to 2" ¢c. A.D. The early Serbi people

Middle Serbi dialects ca. mid-3" to ca. 9" ¢c. A.D. Taghbach, T’u-fa, Yii-wen,
Ta-ho and Yao-nien Kitans,
T*u-yii-hun, Ch’i-fu, Tuan

pre-Proto-Mongolic ca.2¥c. B.C.toca. 7"c. A.D. (not yet identified)
Proto-Mongolic ca. 7" to early 10t c. A.D. Meng-wa ~ Meng-wu
Old Mongol dialects ca. late 10" to 12 ¢. Meng-ku ~ Meng-ku-li
Late Serbi languages ca. 10" c. to 13™¢. A.D. Kitans, Qay, Shirwi
Middle Mongol 13" to 15" c. medieval Mongols

In this book, I distinguish the following terms:

Proto-Serbi-Mongolic (ca. 7th c. B.C. to ca. 2nd c. B.C.), the language of the Eastern
Hu, reconstructible from internal reconstruction methods applied to
Common Serbi-Mongolic, and through the study of early loanwords.

Common Serbi-Mongolic, the common language reconstructible via the comparative
method applied to comparanda in attested Serbi and attested Mongolic.

Common Serbi refers to the common language reconstructible via the comparative
method applied to comparanda in attested Serbi daughter languages.

Proto-Serbi denotes the unattested, but reconstructible, Serbi language from which
the later Serbi dialects descend.

Old Serbi (ca. 2" ¢. B.C. to 2" ¢. A.D.) denotes the philologically attested language
of the Serbi people from the time they branched off from the Eastern Hu in
the 2" century B.C. until the disintegration of T an-shih-huai’s confederacy
and the short-lived confederacy of K’o-pi-neng (ca. 2™ c. B.C.).

Middle Serbi (ca. mid-3" c. A.D. to ca. 9" c¢. A.D.) denotes the dialects of Serbi
spoken in the numerous Serbi states founded after T an-shih-huai and K’o-
pi-neng. Solidly attested dialects of Middle Serbi include Taghbach (and
closely related T u-fa), Yii-wen (including Old Kitan), T u-yii-hun, and
more scantily attested Ch’i-fu and Tuan. It was probably a dialect continuum,
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since the sources on Middle Serbi often do not distinguish dialects, simply
stating ‘Serbi (f#:51)’, which seems to suggest mutual intelligibility.

Late Serbi (ca. 10" c. to 13" c¢. A.D.) refers to the Serbi languages after the
disintegration of the Middle Serbi states. Attested Late Serbi languages
include Middle Kitan, Late Kitan, Qay, and Shirwi. These languages are
attested contemporaneous with Old Mongol dialects and later, with Middle
Mongol.

Pre-Proto-Mongolic (ca. 2" c. B.C. to ca. 6" c. A.D.) denotes the stage immediately
before Proto-Mongolic, reconstructible via internal reconstruction methods
applied to Proto-Mongolic, and through the study of early loanwords.”?

Proto-Mongolic (ca. 6th c. A.D. to early 10th c. A.D.), the language of the Meng-wa
~ Meng-wu of the Shirwi confederacy.

Old Mongol (ca. late 10th c. to 12th c.), the language of the Meng-ku ~ Meng-ku-li,
i.e. Mongol as spoken during the Kitan Empire.

Middle Mongol (13th c. to 15th c.), the language of the medieval Mongols.

172 My usage of the term ‘Pre-Proto-Mongolic’ differs fundamentally from Janhunen’s (2003)

usage.
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CHAPTER THREE:
EARLY NORTHERN FRONTIER VARIETIES OF CHINESE

3.1. INTRODUCTION

A careful analysis of the early northern frontier varieties of Chinese in which
the data in this book are transcribed is a sine qua non to any study of the early
Serbi-Mongolic languages. In this chapter I present brief notes of the
phonologies of Northeastern Late Old Chinese, Northeastern Early Middle
Chinese (especially Northern Wei Chinese), Late Middle Chinese, and Early
Old Mandarin (especially Liao Chinese), basing my analyses as much as
possible on foreign segmental transcriptions of Chinese, Chinese transcriptions
of foreign words, and loanwords.

3.2. BRIEF NOTES ON NORTHEASTERN LATE OLD CHINESE PHONOLOGY

‘Late Old Chinese’ denotes the Chinese language as spoken in the Ch’in
Empire and the Han Empire, ca. 221 B.C. to 220 A.D.! The earliest linguistic
data on the Serbi-Mongolic languages consists of onomastic material
transcribed in northeastern dialects of Late Old Chinese, which I label as
‘Northeastern Late Old Chinese’ (NLOC). The majority of the Old Chinese
reconstructions utilized in this book are from Beckwith (1996, 2002a, 2002b,
2005, 2006a, 2006b, 2006c¢, 2006d, 2007a, 2008a, 2008b, 2009, 2010a, 2010b,
2010c¢) and Kiyose & Beckwith (2006, 2008), with additional considerations
from Haudricourt (1954a, 1954b), Pulleyblank (1962a, 1962b, 1983, 1984),
Schuessler (1987), Starostin (1989), Baxter (1992), and Sagart (1999). Since a
comprehensive linguistic study of Late Old Chinese phonology has yet to be
undertaken, I will not attempt to summarize all that is known about it. Details

! Beckwith (2002a: 209); Beckwith (2007a: xiii-xiv).
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on Late Old Chinese phonology relevant to analyses presented in this book are
included in footnotes throughout.

I have identified the following piece of evidence on Northeastern Late
Old Chinese phonology from variant transcriptions of a Serbi ethnonym:

NLOC *@ : LMC *q

Northeastern Late Old Chinese transcriptions of Serbi onomastica provide
good evidence of the lack of a nasal coda corresponding to LMC *1 — note the
variant transcriptions of the name of the Mu-jung Serbi, transcribed as Mu-
jung [3£%Y] and Pu-yao [#04%] (Chin Shu 108: 2803; T’ung-tien 196: 1062).
Schuessler reconstructs & *makh (Sch. 432) for tradition-based unperiodized
‘Old Chinese’. Note also the Late Middle Chinese form of % attested in Old
Tibetan transcription as ?¥ ‘bu (Tak.LS), reconstructible as *[™bu]. Given the
fact that Late Old Chinese as spoken in Ch’in-Han was characterized by
denasalization of nasal onsets, I thus revise the value of this to & NLOC *"bag.
Schuessler reconstructs the ‘Old Chinese’ form of 2 as *mbagh (Sch. 48), but
the nasal “m” in his reconstruction appears to be spurious: The Late Middle
Chinese form of # is *bus (Pul., Tak.),? and since one regular source of Late
Middle Chinese rising tone is Late Old Chinese *¥,° I thus reconstruct &
NLOC *bak. The characters %= (NLOC *"bag) and & (NLOC *béxk) are thus
phonologically close. Dominant tradition-based unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’
reconstructions for 7 include *ljong (Bax. 785) and *1juy (Sch. 510), which I
revise to *lun.* The character #% is reconstructed as *ljaw (Bax. 801, Sch. 721)

2 Theoretical Late Middle Chinese *bo, (Pul. 43), revised by me based on the attested LMC
form in Old Tibetan transcription, ¥ bu (Tak. 310-311). See §3.3.1 below for the
reconstruction of LMC *u.

3 On the reconstruction of Late Old Chinese coda *k, see Beckwith (2007a; 2008b: 168-172;
2010b: 15, n. 32).

4 As shown by Pulleyblank (1962a: 70, 76 et seq.) and Pulleyblank (1992), the “vocalic i”

[T3EL
1

originally proposed by Karlgren (i.e. “i” in his transcription, equivalent to *j in Baxter’s

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:56 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



81

and *3aw (Sta. 557); these should be revised to Old Chinese *law. The
correspondence of 7 to #% clearly indicates that in the Northeastern Late Old
Chinese dialect in which these transcriptions were made, the nasal coda of 75
had lenited, either to a nasalized vowel, or, more likely, had disappeared
altogether, resulting in %5 and #% as near homophones, i.e. 2% NLOC *lu and
#% NLOC *law.

3.3. NORTHEASTERN EARLY MIDDLE CHINESE PHONOLOGY

Taghbach, early Old Kitan, and early Qay are transcribed in Northern Wei
Chinese, a northeastern dialect of Early Middle Chinese. As these
transcriptions make clear, Northern Wei Chinese was phonologically very
close to Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese as reconstructed by
Beckwith (2007a), with certain differences.

Below I present some of the identifiable phonological characteristics
of Northeastern Early Middle Chinese:

3.3.1. SYLLABLE-INITIAL SEGMENTS (SYLLABLE ONSETS AND #V)
NEMC *A > LMC *? ~ *@

As demonstrated by Beckwith (2007a: 96) for Korean Peninsular Early Middle
Chinese, it is clear from the Wei Shu transcriptions of Taghbach that Northern
Wei Chinese was characterized by the same sound correspondence.

There are at least two possible sporadic retentions of this segment in
attested Late Middle Chinese in Old Tibetan and Khotanese Brahmi
transcription: & (Pul. 368 *?yi;) in attested LMC in Khotanese Brahmi

and Schuessler’s reconstructions) is spurious and thus should be removed from Old Chinese
reconstructions.
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transcription as Aii (Tak. 339) and = (Pul. 389 *wun) in attested LMC in Old
Tibetan script as 9% hun [hun] ~ %Y /Aun [fun] (Tak. 384-385), suggesting EMC
*Ayi and *hun, respectively.

OChi *mi > Middle MOC *myi > NEMC *mi > LMC *nyi

Late Middle Chinese syllable-initial 5[*ny is the result of a merger of at least
three Old Chinese onsets, i.e. OChi *n, *1, and *m.’ This is supported by
evidence in Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese.®

LOC *#a > NWei *#a ~ KPEMC *#u > LMC *#o ~ [u]

One regular source of Late Middle Chinese *o ~ *[u] is Late Old Chinese *a
(Beckwith 2005, 2006a, 2006b, etc.; Coblin 1983; Pulleyblank 1983; Starostin
1989; Baxter 1992; etc.), e.g. the place name ‘Alexandria’ is transcribed in
Late Old Chinese in the }EZ Han Shu as 5 CLLEE Wu-i-shan-li, clearly
indicating *a for the first syllable (Beckwith 2006a: 181). There is at least one
transcription of Taghbach that makes it clear that Late Old Chinese *a was
retained word-initially in the Northern Wei dialect of northeastern Early
Middle Chinese, e.g. the Taghbach clan name *Awar [ /] (NWei *ayor) is
clearly the same ethnonym as that of the earlier Wu-huan 5f5 (NLOC
*aywar).

5 Christopher 1. Beckwith (p.c.).
¢ Beckwith (2007a: 94-95).
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Foreign onsets

The following onsets are common in attested early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic,
Turkic, and other northern frontier languages but were not present in
Northeastern Early Middle Chinese. The Northeastern Early Middle Chinese
approximations of these foreign segments are indicated with the wavy equals

sign (=).

Foreign o[q ® NEMC o[*y ~ “k]o[k ~ o[*k
Taghbach *qow/*qow ‘pig, boar’ is transcribed as [{z=] (NWei
“yow); *Raqan ‘dog’, transcribed as [ 1] (NWei *niakkaf).
Note also *muqurlr ‘bald’, transcribed as [R5 [&] (NWei
*mukkorli), and *¢"irqafi ‘a kind of artemisia’, transcribed [}/,
+1 (NWei *ts"irkaf). All four of these words have good
cognates in Mongolic.’

Foreign o[q" = NEMC o[*k ~ *k]o[k"
Taghbach *q"axsun ‘imperial consort’ is transcribed [H] 4]
(NEMC *k"Magsof). Note also the Old Kitan form of the Kitan
endonym, *q"rtafi/*q"irtafi, transcribed in Northern Wei
records as [#ZF}] (NEMC *k"eytaf/*k"irtaf).

Foreign o[ = NEMC o[*y
Taghbach *diga/*disa ‘writing, document’ is transcribed [
faf] (NEMC *diya), *CarsuyCin ‘people who send out and
receive accusations on behalf of the ruler’ is transcribed [T/&
E] (NEMC *tSiarywaytsif), and “k"rsaym ‘assassins’ is
transcribed [#22 H] (NEMC “k iryaytsit).

7 See Chapter Five and Chapter Eight for discussion.
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Foreign s[A = NEMC 5[*f ~ 5[*y

Taghbach *Aurk-ay ‘cultivating (F€)’ is transcribed [47 2]
(NEMC *yuryay). Note also Taghbach *fiorbo-1 ‘warmth (f)’,
transcribed [15 7:] (NEMC *fiorbaf); and Taghbach *for-ay
‘going (t)’, transcribed as [G2#8] (NEMC *foflay). Compare
the Late Middle Chinese transcription of Old Uygur 4 onsets
with Late Middle Chinese *y as in OUyg *huyyur or *huysur
‘Uygur’, transcribed as Hui-ho [[E]4Z] (LMC *ywayyur).?

3.3.2. SYLLABLE NUCLEI
LOC *a > NEMC *5 ~ *u > LMC "o ~ *[u]

Although Late Old Chinese *a was retained word-initially in Northern Wei
Chinese as shown above, other transcriptions clearly indicate that this segment
regularly became *5 ~ *u elsewhere. The transcription of Taghbach *¢"irno
(ML 4] (NWei *t§"irno) ‘wolf (J&)* shows that Late Old Chinese *A changed
to *u ~ *5 in non-word-initial environments, since %Y had an *a nucleus in
Late Old Chinese. Note also *p"or [3%] (NWei *p"or) ‘surround (/&)’, with
good cognates in Mongolic.’

Monophthongization of rounded vowel diphthongs

Beckwith (2007a) demonstrates the following monophthongizations of
rounded diphthongs in Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese:

8 See also the Middle Old Tibetan transcription of this ethnonym discussed in §4.2 and §4.3.
? See Chapter Five and Chapter Eight for discussion of this word and its Mongolic cognates.
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NEMC *5 : LMC *ua ~ *wa
NEMC *u : LMC *aw ~ "aw
NEMC *o : LMC *wa ~ *ud

Northern Wei Chinese was characterized by these same sound changes.

3.3.3. SYLLABLE CODAS

Below I present a tentative analysis of Northeastern Early Middle Chinese
coda consonants:

Table 10. Northeastern Early Middle Chinese Codas

bilabial alveolar palatal velar uvular
obstruents b [p] ¢ g [k] 13
nasals m
approximants W r T y

Several of these segments call for discussion. See below:

NEMC *¢, *r > LMC *r

As demonstrated by Beckwith (2005), Northern Wei Chinese and certain other
northern frontier varieties of Early Middle Chinese had coda *¢ as well as *r,
which merged to Late Middle Chinese *r. Note the transcriptions of the
Taghbach ethnonym as *t"asbal [#H ] (NWei *t"agbad) and the Tiirk
ethnonym as *tiirk-wa& [2€f%] (NEMC dial. *t"warkwaé ~ *t"orko¢).!?

10 Beckwith (2005).
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NEMC *@ : LMC "

Like Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese (Beckwith 2007a), Northern
Wei Chinese was characterized by the loss of the velar nasal coda.
Northeastern Early Middle Chinese loanwords in Serbi-Mongolic and Turkic
can be taken as further evidence of this. Note, for example, #& MSC léng (Pul.
198 *luawn) ‘dragon’ in Serbi-Mongolic, e.g. Middle Kitan *lu and Middle
Mongol [u ‘dragon’ (HIIY), and Old Turkic lu ~ ulu ‘dragon’, as well as &
MSC jiang (Pul. 149 *kian) ‘ginger’ in modern Khalkha Mongolian as raa
/Gaa/ ‘mint, menthol’ (and maraan raa /c"acan caa/ ‘ginger’).!!

LOC *f > NEMC *f > LMC *n

It is well known that Late Old Chinese had a rhotic coda *r corresponding to
attested Late Middle Chinese n [n].'?> The Northern Wei transcriptions of
Taghbach clan names show that in Northern Wei Chinese, a frontier variety of
Early Middle Chinese, the reflex of this Old Chinese phoneme is a rhotic *r or
nasalization and rhotacization of the preceding vowel, i.e. *[V-]. For purposes
of indicating this ambiguity, I have chosen to transcribe this segment as *f.
Northeastern Early Middle Chinese *T was capable of transcribing foreign *r,
*], *A, *n, and *n codas. Note the transcriptions *forbal [IF 7] (NWei
*forbaf) ‘warmth’, *agil ~ *agyil [E5]] (NWei *agyif ~ *agif) ‘house’,
*faqafi [#5 1] (NWei *piakkaf) ‘dog’, *¢"irqafi [TF] (NWei *ts"irkaf) ‘a
kind of artemisia’, and the transcriptions in the paragraph below.

' Alternatively, this may be a Tibetan loanword in Mongolian, cf. Written Tibetan sga ‘ginger’
as pointed out by Gyorgy Kara (p.c., 2013), although the Tibetan word itself must be from
a northern frontier dialect of Old Chinese which had lost the nasal coda, i.e. WTib sga « ?
E OChi dial. *sga < *sgan ‘ginger’.

12 Pulleyblank (1983), Beckwith (2007a, etc.).
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Additionally, there are indications that the character # MSC /idn, read
“lef in Northern Wei Chinese, was used to transcribe Taghbach coda *r and
*]. This is similar to the usage of Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese *lir
[7] to transcribe Koguryo coda *r (Beckwith 2007a).!* As evidence of this,
we may note Taghbach *gir [H:7H#] ‘sandal cord (£5)’, *¢"ur/*¢"or [H}7H]
‘hand net (£2)’, and *uwl [F##] ‘cloud (3&)’, cognate to Middle Mongol jirim
‘girth strap (for tying a saddle down on a horse)’ (MAA), tor ‘net’ (IM), and
etile-n *[ofulon] ‘cloud’ (SHM) and Middle Kitan *owl ‘cloud’, respectively.

LOC * > NWei *5 ~ KPEMC *@ > LMC *(V),

The Wei Shu transcriptions of Taghbach indicate that Northern Wei Chinese
retained the Late Old Chinese coda *k.!* For loanword evidence of Late Old
Chinese coda *g, note Tokharian B sitsok ‘millet alcohol” «— Z&;# LOC dial.
*§iytsuy ~ *$istsur.'> In addition to transcribing foreign uvular *x, NEMC *x
was also used for transcribing foreign *r codas; note the transcriptions of
Taghbach *p"or [3%] ‘surrounding (J&) and *Zirpon [Z&] ‘raised earth,
embankment (£F)’.

13 Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese /= was also used in Silla Korean writing for
transcribing the phoneme *r (cf. Lee Ki-Moon 2008: 85). This further fortifies Beckwith’s
reconstruction of NEMC [~ as *lir (Beckwith 2007a).

14 Le. the segment reconstructed by Mei (1980), Baxter (1992), Sagart (1999), and others as a
glottal stop *-? for unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’. It has been demonstrated by Beckwith
(2007a; 2008b: 168-172; 2010b: 15, n. 32) that this was in fact a velar or uvular fricative
in Late Old Chinese, and not a glottal stop.

15 Identified by Lubotsky & Starostin (2003: 263), although their reconstruction of the Old
Chinese requires much revision. The LOC reconstruction provided above is my own, based
on considerations in Beckwith (2008a, etc.).
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LOC *s# >NEMC *@ : LMC *(V)s#

There is no evidence for the retention of Late Old Chinese sibilant coda *s in
Northern Wei Chinese or Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese (Beckwith
2007a). Variant transcriptions show that LOC *s had disappeared entirely.'®
Note the Taghbach deverbal noun suffix *-Ay in such words as *foray [FZ§H]
‘going (§f)’ (< */for-/ or, more likely, */fot-/, ‘go’ + */-Ay/) and *furray [47
2] ‘cultivation (% for F&€)’ (< */furg-/ + */-Ay/). In theoretical Late Old
Chinese, #& has a coda *s or *ts.!”

Phonemically voiced coda obstruents

It is quite likely that coda obstruents in many varieties of Middle and Old
Chinese were intervocalically voiced, i.e. phonemically voiced, realized as
voiced in intervocalic environments (and probably between other sonorants as
well) and voiceless in word-final position (Zhengzhang 1991: 161; Beckwith
2008b: 173-174). Thus, we may assume the phonemic form to be voiced. For

161t is interesting to note, however, that this coda *s was retained in certain other northern
frontier varieties of Early Middle Chinese. Note the dialect which transcribed the Tiirk
royal clan name *Arsilas, transcribed in Chinese as A-shih-na [#] 575 and in Byzantine
Greek as *Apothog or Arsilas, clearly indicating a final *s for this northern frontier Early
Middle Chinese dialect’s pronunciation of 3 (Beckwith 2009: 410-411, n. 71). This is clear
evidence that this specific dialect of northern EMC had word-final *s. Other evidence
however, suggests that this */s/ was lost medially, or at least before velar stops, e.g. the
name of the last Jou-jan khaghan is transcribed in Chinese as A-na-kuei [H[#}¥% and the
same name, this time in reference to a local Tiirk ruler in the Pontic Steppe, is transcribed
in Byzantine Greek as ’Avdayoiog or Anagai (Beckwith 2009: 406-407, n. 58). Since the
Chinese transcription has the same F[S as the transcription of *Arsilas, and since the two
transcriptions are contemporaneous, we must assume that in this dialect phonemic */s/
surfaced word-finally, but not word-medially before other consonants.

17 See Schuessler (1987, 2007).
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example, note the transcription of Taghbach *agyil/*agil as [E5[] (NWei
*agyit ~ *agit) ‘house (F) .

Foreign codas

The following codas are common in attested early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic,
Turkic, Sogdian, and other northern and western frontier languages but were
not present in Northeastern Early Middle Chinese.

Foreign r]s = NEMC *r]s ~ *T]s ~ “B]s ~ *ler]s

Northeastern Early Middle Chinese employed one of three
rhotic segments (*r ~ *F ~ *¥) or the syllable *ler to transcribe
Taghbach coda *r. This suggests that NEMC * r was
phonetically somewhat different from Taghbach *r. The
Taghbach segment was probably a trill, based on considerations
from the modern Mongolic daughter languages. Perhaps
NEMC *r was a rhotic approximant like *[1], *T was
nasalization and rhotacization of the vowel it preceded, i.e.
*[V+], and *& was probably often phonetically realized as a trill,
as often happens with uvulars at the phonetic level, leading to
its use as a transcription of Taghbach trilled *r. We may only
speculate on the phonetic details of these segments, but we can
state for certain that Taghbach *r was transcribed by these three
different NEMC rhotic segments. See the Chapter Five entries
for Ch’ih-nu clan, P’u clan, and Shih-pen clan for examples of
these transcriptions.

Foreign fi]c = NEMC *T]s
For example, the Kitan ethnonym *q"rtafi is transcribed ca. 5"
c. A.D. as Ch’i-tan [#ZF}] (NEMC *k"eytaf/*k"irtat). The coda
*11 is solidly attested in Old Turkic transcription and in Kitan
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Assembled Script. See §7.2.1 for detailed discussion of the
Kitan ethnonym and its attested transcriptions.

Foreign n]s =~ NEMC *f],

For example, Old Koguryo *tan ‘valley’ is transcribed in
Chinese as [ H] (NEMC *taf).!® Note also Old Koguryo *nan
‘seven’, transcribed as [#] (NEMC *naf)."”

Foreign nlo ~ NEMC *T],

For example, Taghbach *Zirpon [J& & ] (*Zispof) ‘embankment’
is cognate to Written Mongol serbeng ‘id.’

Foreign 1] = NEMC *F]s ~ *1]s ~ *ler]s

Northeastern Early Middle Chinese employed one of two rhotic
segments (*r ~ *f) or the syllable *ler to transcribe the
Taghbach lateral coda *1. Note Taghbach *agyil ~ *agil ‘house’,
transcribed as [[Z25]] (NWei *agyif ~ *agit); *paryal ‘bridge’,
transcribed as [$i%1]] (NWei * parliar); *forbal ‘warmth’,
transcribed as [ & Z& ] (NWei * forbof); *k"lmorém
‘interpreters’, transcribed as [Z & E] (NEMC *kPMrmoftsit);
and *uwl ‘cloud’, transcribed as [F#] (NWei *uwlef). Note
also that the Silla Korean accusative suffix, believed by some
Koreanists to have ended in a lateral *1,%* is transcribed with
Chinese [~.] (NEMC *?ir). This suffix is cognate to Modern

Standard Korean & -1ir [i[] ~ & -riir [ril].

18 Beckwith (2007a: 253).
19 Beckwith (2007a: 252).
20 See Lee Iksop & Ramsey (2000: 351, n. 7).
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Foreign ¢]oc = NEMC *¢]s ~ late northwestern EMC [ *t$
Although foreign coda ¢]s could easily be transcribed with
earlier NEMC *¢]s (see §2.3 above), there exist late
northwestern EMC transcriptions transcribing foreign coda €]
with a o[ *t§ onset. The Sogdian personal name Wat¢, in
connection with historical events dating to 490 A.D., is
transcribed as Yiieh-che [##]*' (EMC *wuartsa).?

Foreign rt]sC = NEMC *r].C
For example, the Sogdian word sartpaw ‘caravan leader’? is
transcribed as sa-pao [[E{+] (EMC *sarpaws).2*

3.3.4. REVISIONS OF TRADITION-BASED RECONSTRUCTIONS
I have identified at least two Early Middle Chinese syllables whose attested
forms differ greatly from tradition-based theoretical ‘Middle Chinese’
reconstructions previously proposed in the literature. See below for discussion:
&7, Tradition-based MChi *yar : attested LMC and NEMC *yur
Although this syllable is traditionally reconstructed as *yat (Pul. 122), revised

to “yar, transcriptional evidence shows that in EMC and even in LMC, it was
read *yur. Note the Late Middle Chinese transcription of the Turkic ethnonym

21 de la Vaissiére (2005: 205).

22 Cf. Pul. 388, 400, and Tak. 308 for the MChi readings.

23 See Gharib for the Sogdian form sart <s’rth> ‘caravan’ (1995: 351, §8726) and Sims-
Williams for the word sartpaw <s’rtp’w> ‘caravaneer’ (1996: 51).

24 The Chinese transcription of this Sogdian word was identified by Etienne de la Vaissiére
(2003: 25) and Grenet et al. (2004: 247). The EMC readings are derived from Pul. 271 and
30.
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‘Uygur’ as Hui-ho [[2]4Z] (LMC *ywoyyur) for *huyyur or *huysur. The
same reading is valid for Northeastern Early Middle Chinese as well. Note the
Taghbach clan name Ho-hsi shih [47 2[5, ] NWei *yuryay shih, glossed as Chi
shih (FEEX) Chi clan’ (see Chapter Five, §5.2.1, entry for ‘Ho-hsi shih’). The
Sino-Korean reading of this character, 47 hir (=), also supports the revised
Middle Chinese reading I propose.

2 Tradition-based MChi *yey : attested LMC and NEMC *yay

This syllable is traditionally reconstructed as *yey (Pul. 329), but evidence in
Kitan Assembled Script, Middle Turkic in Arabic Script, and Northern Wei
Chinese transcriptions of Taghbach shows that this syllable was actually
pronounced *yay in northern varieties of both Late Middle Chinese and Early
Middle Chinese. The character 2 has been used to transcribe the foreign
syllable *qay as in the ethnonym unambiguously transcribed in Middle Turkic
in Arabic script as Qay [:4].%° Note also the Sino-Korean reading of the
character £ as hay (3l]). Middle Korean could unambiguously distinguish ay
(H) and ey (11).2° Thus, we can confidently reconstruct Middle Chinese 2

*yay.

25 Shimunek (2007: 12, n. 19)

26 Note that with these examples, I have diverged from the McCune-Reischauer romanization
which I have regularly applied throughout the rest of this book, and here transcribe these
Middle Korean forms in the Yale romanization system, in order to accurately represent
Middle Korean phonology. In McCune-Reischauer romanization, 3l is hae, H is ae and
1 ise.
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3.4. THE PHONOLOGY OF LATE MIDDLE CHINESE

I use the term ‘Late Middle Chinese’ to refer to Middle Chinese as spoken
during the Sui-T’ang period.?’ Late Middle Chinese is important for this book
because it is a language in which T u-yii-hun, Old Kitan, Shirwi, Qay, and
several other languages are transcribed.

Owing in part to the international prestige and cultural flourishing of
the T ang dynasty, Sui-T’ang Late Middle Chinese is the best attested variety
of Middle Chinese, with transcriptions in segmental foreign scripts including
Old Uygur, Old Tibetan, Khotanese Brahmi, loanwords from Late Middle
Chinese into numerous other languages, and additional data from the Late
Middle Chinese transcriptions of foreign languages such as Sogdian, Syriac,
Old Tibetan, Old Uygur, and numerous others. Despite this wealth of data on
Late Middle Chinese phonology, many Sinologists working on Late Middle
Chinese (or their terminological equivalent) have persisted in following
tradition-based ‘readings’ of characters, ?® and ignore the abundant,
unambiguous foreign segmental transcriptional data, a problem noted by
Beckwith (2002a, 2007a, 2008a, etc.). This section aims to present a historical-
comparative linguistic reconstruction of Late Middle Chinese phonology.

The strongest reliable sources for the reconstruction of Late Middle
Chinese are the transcriptions of the language in segmental foreign scripts such
as Old Tibetan, Khotanese Brahmi, and Old Uygur. These sources have been
studied in detail, or utilized for phonological reconstruction purposes, by
Csongor (1952, 1954, 1960, 1962), Takata (1988, 1993), Coblin (1995),
Beckwith (2007a etc.), Takeuchi (2008, 2011), and others. The data presented
below are preliminary analyses based on observations in the above-mentioned

27 My usage follows Beckwith (2002a: 209). Miyake likewise defines ‘Late Middle Chinese’
as the language of the T’ang Dynasty (618-907) and the Five Dynasties period (907-960)
(Miyake 2003: 91).

2 As noted by Miyake and others, the primary text on which the tradition-based
‘reconstructions’ of Middle Chinese are based—the Ch'ieh-yiin T)J#E—represents not a
natural language but “an artificial construct” (Miyake 2003: 93).

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2Thu, 01 Jan 1976 12:34:56 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



94

sources. A complete and definitive analysis of Late Middle Chinese phonology
is not possible without a rigorous study of the data in Takata (1988, 1993) and
other foreign segmental scripts. A comprehensive, modern study of the known
Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of foreign languages, such as Syriac in the
781 A.D. Nestorian Stele, is also needed. The tentative sketch presented below
will suffice for the purposes of this book.

Late Middle Chinese Onsets

One of the most notable characteristics of Sui-T’ang Late Middle Chinese
consonantal phonology is its prenasalized obstruent onsets ["b], ["d], ["dZ], [Z],
and ["g], the existence of which was noted at least as early as Maspero (1920).
The tables below give the Late Middle Chinese onset inventory and exemplary
Old Tibetan and Old Uygur transcriptions of Late Middle Chinese prenasalized
onset stops, compared with Pulleyblank’s theoretical ‘Early Middle Chinese’
(the tradition-based approach’s theoretical equivalent to Late Middle
Chinese).?

Table 11. Preliminary analysis of attested LMC onsets

bilabial  labiodental alveolar  palatal velar
prenasalized obstruents ~™b d Mz "z g
nasals m
stops b p p d t t g k k°
affricates & ts " dz t§ "
fricatives f s z S y X
laterals 1
glides W y

2 E.g. Pulleyblank (1991).
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Table 12. Exemplary Old Tibetan transcriptions of LMC prenasalized obstruent onsets

OTib transcription Source LMC Traditional LMC
"o & hbi ["bi] (Tak. 332-333) *Mbj (Pul. 210 *mi)
B fAdu ["du] (Tak. 418-419) *dy (Pul. 228 *no)
Mz % & hji ["dgi] (Tak. 312-313) *1dzii (Pul. 228 *nri)
"z FH G fiZag ['zak] (Tak. 390-391 *zak (Pul. 270 *niak)
~@T ~ Zag [3ak] ~ *7ak
% g *¥  figwan ["gwan] (Tak. 370-371) *gwan  (Pul. 386 *nuan)

Table 13. Exemplary Old Uygur transcriptions of LMC prenasalized obstruent onsets

Segment  Character ~ OUyg transcr.  Source LMC Traditional LMC
b H ban (Cs.1952 113)  *™ban (Pul. 318 *muan)
z 1+ zim (Cs.1954253)  *zim (Pul. 266 *nim)

g IT gon (Cs.1952 113)  *gwan  (Pul. 386 *nuan)

Foreign onsets and word-initial vowels

The following onsets are common in attested early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic,

Turkic, and other northern frontier languages but were not present in Late Early
Middle Chinese:

Foreign o[q" = LMC o[*k"
The OIld Turkic title gatun is transcribed in Late Middle
Chinese as k’o-tun [ 0] ]*° (LMC *k"atwon)?! and in Old
Tibetan as gatun [T199].

30 HTS (215b: 6068); Beckwith (1987: 120, n. 70).
31 pul. 173, 84.
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Foreign o[q =~ LMC o[*k
The Old Turkic ethnonym Qarluq is transcribed in Late Middle
Chinese as Ko-lu-lu [&#+1%]*? (LMC *karlalowk).*?

Foreign o[ = LMC 4[*y
The Old Turkic title yabsu is transcribed in Late Middle
Chinese as Yeh-hu [E£zE]** (LMC *yiapyu).*® Note also Old
Turkic gagan ‘emperor’, transcribed in Late Middle Chinese as
K’o0-han [H]7F]*¢ (LMC *k"ayan).

Foreign [0 = LMC [*#
Serbi *obun/*obon ‘grass’ is transcribed in Late Middle
Chinese as i-fen [{2}73] (LMC *ibun).’’

Late Middle Chinese Codas

The table below summarizes the Late Middle Chinese coda inventory:

Table 14. Late Middle Chinese Codas

bilabial alveolar palatal velar
stops p k
nasals m n 1
rhotics r
glides w y

2 TCTC (209: 6629): Beckwith (1987: 75, n. 117).

3 Pul. 106, 203.

3 CTS (194b: 5179). This Old Turkic title is probably a loanword from Tokharian [Z£z£]
(LMC *yiapyu), glossed as ‘king (F)’ (HTS 221b: 6252).

35 Pul. 364, 128.

36 HTS (215b: 6051 et seq.).

374 for 22 (Pul. 367, LMC *1,); 5} (Pul. 94, LMC *bun). See Chapter Eight for discussion.
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Another very important feature of attested Late Middle Chinese which is
widely misunderstood by the tradition-based approach is the rhotic *r,
understood as *t in the traditional approach. Foreign transcriptional evidence
irrefutably shows that in attested Late Middle Chinese this segment was rhotic.
See Tables 15 and 16 below for attested Old Tibetan and Old Uygur
transcriptions of Late Middle Chinese coda consonants:

Table 15. Exemplary Old Tibetan transcriptions of LMC coda consonants

Segment Character OTib transcription  Source LMC Traditional LMC
p FH R kab [kap] (Tak. 354-355) *kap  (Pul. 144 “kiap)
r = g pyir [pjir] (Tak.LS §124)  *pir  (Pul. 33 *pit)

k & A Jag [lak] (Tak. 386-387) *lak  (Pul. 204 *lak)

Table 16. Exemplary Old Uygur transcriptions of LMC coda consonants

Segment Character OUyg transcription  Source LMC Traditional LMC
p H qab (Cs.1952 117)  *kap  (Pul. 144 *kiap)
r &= pir (Cs.19s2 118)  *pir  (Pul. 33 *pit)

k & lay (Cs.1952 118)  *lak  (Pul. 203 *lak)

Foreign codas

The following codas are common in attested early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic,
Old Turkic, Old Tibetan, and other northern frontier languages but were not
present in Late Middle Chinese. This list is far from comprehensive, and is
intended only to give a glimpse of some of the known LMC renderings of
foreign segments and phoneme sequences which were not permitted by LMC
phonotactics.
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Foreign 1]oc ~ LMC *1]s ~ O
For example, Old Turkic Aiil is transcribed in LMC as ch iieh
[FA]°® (LMC *k"uar). In foreign medial clusters such as [lg],
foreign [1]s is sometimes given as null in Late Middle Chinese
transcription, e.g. the name of the Tiirk ruler Bilge Qayan is
transcribed in Chinese as P’i-ch’ieh K’o-han [HE: {1 =]+ (LMC
“byigia *k"ayan).>

Foreign s]s = LMC 4[*s
The Old Turkic name Barsqan is transcribed in LMC as Pa-sai-
kan [$}{3€%%] (LMC *barsokkan).*’ Note also the Old Tibetan
word rtsis-pa appearing in LMC transcription as Tzu-ssu-po
[& ] (LMC *tsisipa).*!

Foreign §]c = LMC o[*$(V)
Note the LMC transcription of the Old Turkic title ISbara as
Sha-po-lo [/b#£%E] (LMC *$aparla).*?

Foreign z]s = LMC 4[*'s
Note the Late Middle Chinese transcription of the name of
Ozmi§ Qayan, an eighth century ruler of the Tiirk, given in
Chinese as Wu-su-mi-shih [ &£ ] (LMC *usumeysi).

Foreign t]s ~ d]c = LMC *r]s ~ @
As transcriptional evidence indicates, LMC had no coda *t or
*d, despite the widespread tradition-based belief to the contrary.

3 Beckwith (1987: 210).
39 HTS (215b: 6051 et seq.).

40 See Beckwith (1987: 210) for the identification of this Old Turkic name.

41 Pelliot (1915: 14). The LMC forms are from Pul. 421, 291, 40.

42 Beckwith (1987: 210). For the LMC forms see Tak. 306 and Pul. 273, 40, 203.
3 [TS (215b: 6054).
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Foreign codas in t]s or d]s are transcribed in LMC with *1]s or
null (@). For example, the Old Turkic title Sad appears in Late
Middle Chinese transcription as [£%] (LMC *§iar).** Note also
Old Tibetan rgyud in Late Middle Chinese transcription as
[45]% (LMC *ker). But also note the Old Tibetan title @'5’\' Khri
‘Od, i.e. *[kr"iyut], in Late Middle Chinese transcription as
Ch’i-li-hu [Z8fEH]* (LMC *k irliyv).

3.5. THE PHONOLOGY OF EARLY OLD MANDARIN

It has been recognized that Mandarin originated in the Kitan and Jurchen
empires, i.e. ca. 10" to 12 centuries (cf. Shen 2011). It is clear, however, that
this early variety of Mandarin differed in certain respects from later varieties,
such as the well-attested Late Old Mandarin of the Yiian dynasty. This section
presents an analysis of what can be gleaned of Early Old Mandarin phonology
from Liao Chinese loanwords in Kitan Assembled Script, Jurchen words
transcribed in Chinese in the 45 Chin Shih and other sources, and Jurchen
transcriptions of Chinese words in the Jurchen Script.

While considerable contributions have been made to the study of Liao
Chinese phonology (e.g. Kane 2009; Shen 2006; Liu 2008: 226-228; Shen
2011; and Takeuchi 2011), and important observations have been made on
Chin Chinese phonology (e.g. Sun 2004; Shen 2011), very little work has been
done on the Early Old Mandarin loans in Jurchen Script, and little has been
done to present a general sketch of what is known of Early Old Mandarin
phonology and the sound changes which characterized its development, with
the exception of Kane’s (2009) sketch of Liao Chinese phonology and

4 As in the name of Bagha Shad [E£%5 %] (LMC *™bagyasiar), appearing in such texts as HT'S
(215b: 6058) and CTS (194b: 5183).

4 Pelliot (1915: 15).

46 See Beckwith (1987: 169, n. 167) for the Chinese transcription.
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Takeuchi’s (2011) work on Liao Chinese velar onsets. While I do not attempt
to present a comprehensive overview of all that can be known about Early Old
Mandarin phonology, I do aim to present a detailed analysis of some of the
important phonological innovations of Early Old Mandarin distinguishing it
from Late Middle Chinese, and some of the features distinguishing it from Late
Old Mandarin.*” Although Early Old Mandarin was not radically different
from Late Old Mandarin, Kitan transcriptions of Liao Chinese (i.e. Early Old
Mandarin as spoken in the Kitan Empire) show that at least this northern
frontier variety of Early Old Mandarin had some important features which
were lost in Late Old Mandarin (i.e. Yiian Chinese). Jurchen transcriptions of
Early Old Mandarin provide hints of later innovations distinguishing Chin
Chinese from earlier Liao Chinese.

3.5.1. SYLLABLE ONSETS
MChi *kaiwy > LC *kan ~ LOM *kjar

Liao Chinese loanwords in Kitan Assembled Script show that, like Sino-
Middle Korean, certain later palatalization processes had not taken place in
Liao Chinese. Note ;T. MSC jiang ‘river; Yangtze’ (Pul. 149 *kaiwn)*® in
Kitan as A % (g.ang> and Middle Korean 7 kang.* Clearly in northeastern
Early Old Mandarin and northeastern Middle Chinese, the onset of this word
was not palatalized. By the Late Old Mandarin period, however, the onset had
become palatalized to *ky-. Note that in Yiian Late Old Mandarin in ‘Phagspa
Script, the word is transcribed «gyang) ~ «gyangy.>

47 For a study of northern frontier Old Mandarin morphosyntax and lexicon, see Shin (2009).
45T is not attested in Takata (1988).

4 See Nam (2002) for the Sino-Middle Korean form.

30'See Coblin (2007: 118) for the ‘Phagspa forms.
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LMC *1 [°g], *? (NEMC *) > LC *1 (and probably *f) > CChi *A

The Chinese transcriptions of Jurchen show that the Middle Chinese onsets
1 (attested [°g])°! and *? (NEMC *£)>?> merged to *f in Chin Chinese. This
onset is often transcribed with & «ng> in Kitan Assembled Script. Although
the Late Old Mandarin dialect which formed the basis of ‘Phagspa Chinese
retains this onset (see Coblin 2007), apparently the dialect on which the
Chung-yiian yin-yiin 1 F 555 is based had lost it (see Pulleyblank 1991).
See below for Middle Kitan transcriptions of the velar nasal onset:>*

$H MSC yin : KAS 4 @ xg.in> (LC *pin) : LMC *gin (Pul. 373).
fHl MSC yur : KAS % X ng.i» (LC *pii) : LMC “ni; (Pul. 383).
7T MSC yudn : KAS %4 e (ng.y.én> (LC *nyen) : LMC *pguan (Pul. 386).

Variant transcriptions in the Chin Shih provide evidence of this *h
onset. Note the following transcriptions:

#E (CChi *fyen) ~ B (CChi *fiyan):
OJur *(R)ulgyan [E4E] (CChi *fufiyen) ~ [JLEH] (CChi *Aufiyan)
‘pig, boar (5%)” > Ma. ulgiyan ‘id.”>*

IL (CChi *Au) ~ & (CChi *fu):
OJur *Gusi [JLE] ~ [FB2] (CChi *fiusi) ~ [£7#] (CChi *kus)
‘thirty (=)’ > Ma. yisin ‘id.”%

51 This onset is attested as 37~ ‘g- [?g] in Old Tibetan transcriptions of Middle Chinese (Takata
1988, 1993).

32 Beckwith (2007a).

33 The Kitan orthographic forms and their Liao Chinese equivalents are from Kane (2009: 264
§7.059, §7.060, §7.061). I have added LMC forms for comparison. My KAS readings and
Liao Chinese reconstructions are my revisions of Kane’s.

4 Norman (1978: 294b).

33 Norman (1978: 118b).
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It has been shown elsewhere that medieval northeastern Chinese
elements in Middle Korean and Early Modern Korean retained *y or *h
(Shimunek 2011b).5

Chinese transcriptions of later Jurchen provide further evidence of this
segment. Beckwith (2007a) discovered that northeastern Early Middle Chinese
had *h corresponding to the central Middle Chinese glottal stop * ?
reconstructed by Pulleyblank (1991). Clearly the Early Old Mandarin dialect
in which Jurchen was transcribed had this segment as well, or a phonologically
similar reflex of it. Note the following later Early Old Mandarin transcriptions
of Jurchen:’

Jur. *dilsa [(YEF] (late EOM *tilofia) ‘voice® > Ma. jilyan ‘voice’.*

Jur. *tarsu 52 J[] (late EOM *t"alofiu) ‘fat’®® > Ma. taryiin ‘fat’.%!

These transcriptions provide further evidence of Chin Chinese [7] *fa
and J[. *Au. Since the Middle Kitan phonological inventory apparently lacked
the segment *A, this Early Old Mandarin *f was regularly transcribed with null
(9) in the Kitan Assembled Script transcriptions of Liao Chinese.

56 Note #2 MSC yin ‘silver’ and — i MSC yibai ‘one hundred’, transcribed in Witsen’s 1692
notes as [Guz] ‘silver (Silver)’ and [Hirpee] ~ [ jyrpei#] ‘hundred (honderd)’, respectively,
representing 17" century Early Modern Korean <= *ywmn and *Ayir-peyk ~ *yir-peyk
(Shimunek 2011b: 3). Note Late Middle Korean (ca. 15 century) <= *ywn (Nam 2002).
These Sino-Korean forms must be from a northeastern variety of Middle Chinese.

57 Although these transcriptions date to around 1550 A.D., they are clearly transcribed in a
very archaic variety of Old Mandarin, as noted by Kane (1989). This suggests that many
of these transcriptions were probably copied from much earlier sources, and probably were
originally written in Early Old Mandarin.

8 Kane (1989: 327).

% See Norman (1978: 160a) for Manchu jilyan ‘sound, noise, voice’.

0 Kane (1989: 278).

! Manchu taryiin ‘fat’ (Norman 1978: 273a).
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MSC jiu 4, ~ 4 ~ 4l : LMC *kyiw : LC *tiw : central OM *kiw

There are transcriptions providing evidence of Liao Chinese * tiw
corresponding to Late Middle Chinese *kyiw. The Middle Kitan verb *tiw-
‘gather (intr.)’, cognate to Middle Mongol #i- ‘gather, collect (trans.)’, is
attested in Kitan Assembled Script in the Kitan-Chinese bilingual Lang-chiin
hsing-chi BfFE{TEL inscription of 1134 in a past verbal noun form in 4 % &%
<t.iu.en, reconstructible as *tiw-or (gather-PST.VN) ‘gathering’, corresponding
to hui & in the reign period name 7’ien-hui K& ‘Celestial Gathering’. The
same verbal root is found in the Kitan name of Yeh-lii Jen-hsien, i.e. & % A K
<t.ivr.fy *tiw-r-i. As shown by Batu (Ji Shi), cited by Kane, this name is
transcribed in Chinese as 4L#B Chiu-lin.®> This suggests that the Chinese
character %[, as well as its variants 4 and 4, must have been read *tiw in Liao
Chinese.%

The Sung rhyming dictionary Kuang-yiin EE&H provides a fan-ch’ieh
indicating that these characters are read *kyiw or *kiw, but as Liu P’u-chiang
demonstrates, P’eng Ta-ya’s 52 KM Hei Ta Shih-lieh BA$EZEHE (4 Brief
Account of the Black Tatars), provides another fan-ch’ieh spelling of this
character as £ 1)) (LOM *tu-yiw ch ‘ieh),%* which clearly indicates that the
character was read with the syllable onset of &5 (LOM *t) and the nucleus of
F1 (LOM *iw).%> We should thus reconstruct *tiw for northern Old Mandarin.

62 Kane (2009: 50).

%3 In Shimunek (2011a: 103a), I erroneously criticized Daniel Kane (2009) for his transcription
of the Modern Standard Chinese reading of this character as jiu (i.c. Wade-Giles chiu); his
transcription for the standard modern reading in fact was correct. The discrepancy between
the Kitan word and its Chinese transcription nevertheless suggests that Liao Chinese had
*tiw for 4y MSC jiu, which is read *[kjiw] in ‘Phagspa Late Old Mandarin (Coblin 2007:
162, §646). 1 am thankful to Daniel Kane for pointing out my error and for our fruitful
discussion of the problem (p.c., March 2012), which led us to Liu P’u-chiang’s solution.

% The Late Old Mandarin (LOM) forms presented here are from Coblin (2007: §241, §620).

% Liu P’u-chiang (2008: 226-228). Liu provides the fan-ch’ieh in his discussion, but the
phonological analysis and the addition of the reconstructed Old Mandarin forms presented
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Given this fan-ch’ieh spelling and the Kitan script evidence, *tiw must
be the correct reading of the character for Liao Chinese and probably other
northern frontier varieties of Old Mandarin. It is not clear whether this is an
innovation in northern dialects or if it is a retention of a much older feature
which has yet to be identified in the extant Middle Chinese and Old Chinese
data.®

3.5.2. SYLLABLE NUCLEI
LMC *ua, *wa, *Wis, *Wir, *wai,, *a, > EOM *>

Important data on Liao Chinese, a frontier variety of Early Old Mandarin, is
found in Liao Chinese loanwords in Kitan Assembled Script. Kitan Assembled
Script transcriptions of Liao Chinese show that Early Old Mandarin had

merged Late Middle Chinese *ua, *wa, *wi,;, *wir, and *a, to *o. Note the

following transcriptions:®’

[5 MSC fing : KAS 4 & u.ong> (LC *fon) : LMC *buan (Pul. 91).

#1 MSC guan : KAS # 2 «go.n> (LC *kon) : LMC kwan [kwan] ~ gwan
[gwan] (Tak. 364-365), “kwan (Pul. 113).

St MSC guang : KAS A 3 «g.ong> (LC *kon) : LMC kwang [kwan] (Tak.
388-389), “kwan (Pul. 114).

here is my own. See also Erdenibagatur (2008), who proposes the same reconstruction for
these characters, and additionally provides arguments for considering the form %[, as a
Kitan ‘Large Script’ (i.e. Kitan Linear Script) character borrowed into Chinese.

% For the tradition-based reconstructions of OChi forms of 4| MSC jiu, note Bax. 769 *gyiw?
~ *kyiw?, but given the fact that these reconstructions are based on a problematic medieval
tradition rather than solid transcriptional data or loanword evidence, they are by no means
certain, and should be carefully reinvestigated.

7 The Kitan Assembled Script forms presented here are mostly from Kane (2009), although
the transcriptions and reconstructions are my own revisions. I have also compared the Liao
Chinese forms with their Middle Chinese equivalents.
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& MSC gudang : KAS A & <g.ongy (LC *kon): kwang [kwan] ~ kwong
[kwon] (Tak. 388-389), LMC *kwarn; (Pul. 114).

& MSC hudng : KAS £ «yong> (LC *yon): LMC hwang [ywan] (Tak. 388-
389), *ywan (Pul. 132).

Bl MSC shudi : KAS £ A& 3.0» (LC *fo) : LMC *swi; ~ *swir (Pul. 289,
291) : LOM [su], [sway] (Cob. 259, 313).

# MSC shuai : KAS X E&.0> (LC *fo) : LMC *swi; ~ *swir (Pul. 289,
291) : LOM [su], [sway] (Cob. 259, 313).

+ MSC wdng : KAS # <ong» (LC *on) : LMC wang [wan] (Tak. 392-393),
“wuar (Pul. 318).

/£ MSC zuo : KAS 4 & <s.0> (LC *tso) : LMC dza [dza] (Tak. 304-305),
“tsa, (Pul. 424) : LOM [tso] (Cob. 737).

Early Old Mandarin loanwords in Jurchen likewise provide evidence
of this innovative * vowel. Part of this evidence comes from word forms in
Jurchen script. Note the Jurchen grapheme X which transcribes f1 MSC hé
and {b; MSC hua.%® Taking into consideration the Middle Chinese readings of
1 LMC *ywa (Pul. 122) and {&. LMC *ywai; (Pul. 128), the Jurchen graph
should be read «xo», transcribing Chin Chinese *xo in both of these characters.

Note also Jurchen ™ which transcribes & MSC gu¢ and also renders
the phoneme sequence *go in native Jurchen words.® This suggests Chin
Chinese & *go.

3.5.3. SYLLABLE CODAS

Liao Chinese coda *1

As noted by Kane (2009) and Shimunek (2011a), & A MSC furen ‘lady’ is
transcribed in Kitan Assembled Script as 4 &K «pu.Si.iv, suggesting a Liao
Chinese form *fu-Zifi *[fuzin]. This is an important piece of evidence on Liao

8 NT 131.
O NTI11.
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Chinese phonology, although the fact that it is currently the only known
example of Liao Chinese coda *fi prevents us from making generalizations.

LMC *1,%n, *m > LC *, *n, *m > CChi *V (or less likely *N)

Variant transcriptions of Chin Jurchen in the Chin Shih show that the Middle
Chinese codas 1, *n, and *m had merged to *V (or less likely *N) in Chin
Chinese. There are hints of this in the Jurchen script transcriptions of Chin
Chinese as well. However, this merger of nasal codas was not a characteristic
of all varieties of Early Old Mandarin. The Kitan Assembled Script
transcriptions of Liao Chinese clearly and consistently distinguish all three
codas. Note the following Kitan Assembled Script transcriptions of Liao
Chinese:

71 MSC jiang : KAS A & (g.ang> (LC *kan).
<z MSCjin : KAS A % «g.m> (LC *kim).
S MSC wén : KAS # % «w.un> (LC *wun).

Chin Chinese is attested later than Liao Chinese, and it appears to be
representative of a somewhat more progressive stage of Early Old Mandarin
than Liao Chinese. We may conclude that the coda nasal merger in Chin
Chinese was a phonological innovation distinguishing Chin Chinese from Liao
Chinese.

As noted by Sun (2004), Jurchen word-final *m# is transcribed with
mu in the Chin Shih transcription of the Chin Jurchen word *$im [ £f] ‘wok,
pot (#)’,7° cognate to Manchu simtu ‘a large iron pot or wok (A#5%)’."! This
suggests that Chin Chinese had lost coda *m, and the onset of &} mu was

70 Sun (2004: 254, 333).
" The Manchu form I quote here is from Kuribayashi & Hurelbator (2008: 441).
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apparently the best means Chin Chinese phonology could provide to
unambiguously transcribe word-final m#.

Other indications of the loss of coda *m include the transcriptions
*nigan [f5%%] ~ *niqan [JEHE] ~ [#57T], glossed ‘Chinese person (% A)’ and
‘term of contempt used by northerners to refer to southerners (§-)’. Sun
(2004) reconstructs *nimqgan ~ *nikam, but this is highly unlikely, given the
phonological incongruity of the variant transcriptions. Later Jurchen has *niqa
*fa(l)ma [JEMSFE ] ‘Chinese person (j% A)’.7> The word is cognate to
Written Manchu nigan and modern spoken Manchu [ni'k"an] ‘Han Chinese’.”
Although the word is not attested in Jurchen Script, the variant transcriptions
of this word, and its Manchu cognate, shows that coda *m had been lost in
Chin Chinese (or more likely, had lenited to nasalization of the preceding
vowel). Clearly, fii MSC nidn (LMC *niam, Pul. 224) was pronounced
similarly to J& MSC ni (LMC *ni, Pul. 223) in Chin Chinese. It would be
motivated to reconstruct Chin Chinese #fi *ny& and J& *ni. The variant
transcriptions of the second syllable of this Jurchen word likewise show that
ZE MSC hdin (LMC *xan,, Pul. 119), £ MSC kan (LMC *k"am, Pul. 170),
and 7T MSC han (LMC *yan, Pul. 118) were similar in pronunciation in Chin
Chinese. This suggests that Chin Chinese had %% *xa, ## *k"3, and JT *ya.

As evidence of the loss (or lenition) of the velar nasal coda *n#, we
may note the transcription *$angyan [_;T] “white (|9)’,”* cognate to Manchu
Sanyan *[fanjan] ‘white’ and Sanggivan *[faggjan] ‘white; smoke’. The
character ;T. MSC jiang had a velar nasal in Middle Chinese (LMC *kaiwn,
Pul. 149) as well as Late Old Mandarin *[kjan] (Cob. 118: #127). In Jurchen
Script we have 24" @an.gyan> ‘white ([9); smoke (&), which clearly
shows the alveolar nasal coda in the second syllable. Later Jurchen has *Sangya

72 Kane (1989: 281).
7 Kim et al. (2008).
74 NT 98.

5 NT 98, 246.
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[[&#0] ‘white (19).7® Sanjiazi Manchu has [¢an'mon] ‘white; smoke’.”” The
variation in the medial cluster is not of importance—*Sanyan ~ *Sapgya ~
*Sapggyan are clearly variants of the same word. Thus we may posit Chin
Chinese T. *gya (or less likely *gyaN).

Note also Jurchen *sayi ‘good (4F)’ transcribed as [/~ ] MSC sanyi,
and Jurchen *Saman ~ *sama ‘shamaness (AAfl&)’, transcribed as [Hff§&] MSC
shanman ~ [#§{01] MSC samao, etc.

The following Early Old Mandarin loanwords in Jurchen script also
show the loss or lenition of final coda *p in Chin Chinese:

= 5 MSC gaochang : Jurchen 4 %)% (gau.éa.an> (CChi *kaw *tf"3).
i MSC tang : Jurchen )% ta.an> (CChi *3).
5% MSC zhang : Jurchen T % Ja.an> (CChi *tfd).

The Jurchen grapheme }% and its allograph % are transcribed [%] an
in Chinese.”®

Note also the Jurchen grapheme & which transcribes a Chin Chinese
cognate to F MSC wdng.” Chinese transcriptions of Jurchen words written
with this grapheme correspond variously to %7 an and - wang in their Chinese
transcription, suggesting that the nasal coda of both Chin Chinese % and T
was *n# or more likely, that both of these nasal codas had lenited to

nasalization on the preceding vowel, i.e. *V for Chin Chinese Z# *a and F *3.

76 Kane (1989: 225, 359).
77 Kim et al. (2008: 94).
78 NT 158.

™ NT 72.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
NOTES ON THE PHONOLOGY OF OLD TIBETAN

4.1. INTRODUCTION

Despite the relatively long history of Tibetan studies as a field, and the great
importance of Old Tibetan to the study of Central Eurasian linguistics, careful
linguistic study of this period of the Tibetan language and basic issues relating
to its phonology have only been undertaken in detail in very recent years.'

Since there exists important data on T u-yii-hun and Kitan transcribed
in Old Tibetan, a discussion of Old Tibetan phonology is a necessary
prerequisite to a careful treatment of the data. This chapter thus presents a brief
overview of Old Tibetan phonology as relevant to this book.

Beckwith & Walter (2015) divide Old Tibetan into three periods,
defined as follows:

Early Old Tibetan, or Imperial Old Tibetan, is the Tibetan language spoken
and written during the Tibetan Empire (ca. 618-842).2

Middle Old Tibetan refers to the language of the early Bardar ("%5X)
‘intermediate promulgation (of the faith)’ period, immediately
following the fall of the Tibetan Empire, in which most Tun-huang
(Dunhuang) texts were written, including the ‘Bacot Document’
(PT 1283).

! See Beckwith (1996, 2007a, 2006e, 2008a, etc.). It is important to realize that so-called
‘Written Tibetan’ is not Imperial Old Tibetan. Unperiodized Written Tibetan often
represents post-imperial innovations, Classical Tibetan, and even modern loanwords from
languages such as Hindi and English. Old Tibetan data should thus be based on texts from
the Tibetan Empire. See Walter & Beckwith (2010) and Beckwith & Walter (2015) for the
solidly datable Old Tibetan texts.

2 See Beckwith (1977, 1987, 2009) for the dates of the Tibetan Empire.
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Late Old Tibetan refers to the language of the Old Tibetan Chronicle and
other very late Tun-huang (Dunhuang) texts.

4.2. SYLLABLE ONSETS
Voicing

As shown by Beckwith (2007a), Imperial Old Tibetan had a voiced-voiceless
opposition in its onset obstruent inventory. The voiceless aspirated and
voiceless unaspirated obstruents of Old Tibetan orthography are in
complementary distribution, and are thus allophones of voiceless phonemes.’

Onset clusters

Foreign transcriptions of Old Tibetan, as well as Old Tibetan loanwords in
foreign languages, show that Old Tibetan orthography was largely faithful to
the phonology of spoken Early Old Tibetan, especially with regard to onset
clusters. Transcriptional evidence of these clusters is found in Late Middle
Chinese, Old Turkic, and Arabic sources, e.g. Old Tibetan blon (ﬁﬁ') was
borrowed into runiform Old Turkic as bolon 'Y MR bawalonyy in the Kiil
Tegin Inscription of 732 A.D. (North Face, line 12), representing an Imperial
Old Tibetan donor form *blén.* Note also the Arabic transcriptions of the Old

3 Beckwith (2007a: xxi).

4 Tekin (1968: 320) proposes this etymology, and glosses the word as ‘minister, high official’.
The relevant line in the inscription reads as follows: FhY XYM RS @ X A:hNANh sipiit
qayanta bélon kdlti ‘From the Tibetan emperor a b/6n [minister] came’ (Tekin 1968: 237,
270-271). This Old Turkic form suggests that Imperial Old Tibetan had already begun the
process of umlauting vowels which characterizes many later varieties of Tibetan. This is
also known from the fact that there is a special Old Tibetan vowel diacritic ( o Tyed ) for
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Tibetan word for the northeastern province of the Tibetan Empire known as
Mdosmad (3585), i.e. Arabic Dhii sm.t (<xws3) and Tiism.t (<as5).5 These
transcriptions clearly are attempts to represent the onset cluster sm of smad
(39). At the time these transcriptions were made, the donor Old Tibetan dialect
must have had *["dusmat] / *["dosmat], *[dusmat] / *[dosmat], or *[tusmat] /
*[tosmat].

As late as the 9™ century, as attested in the Chinese transcriptions of
Old Tibetan words and titles in the Sino-Tibetan Treaty Inscription of 823,
many of the complex onsets of Early Old Tibetan were still pronounced
faithfully to their orthographic forms, i.e. they retained Early Old Tibetan
phonotactics. A cursory glance through the Late Middle Chinese transcriptions
of Old Tibetan in this inscription shows that at least the following complex
onsets retained their Early Old Tibetan values: & b/- [bl], 8% bz- [bz], "9 bzh-
[b3], ® khr- [k"r], ¥R mth- [t"], N§ sn- [sn], N sr- [sr], and § st- [st].6

The fricative *y

Csoma de Koros (1834), Beckwith (1996: 814, n. 3; 2006¢, etc.), Hill (2009a),
and numerous others have demonstrated that Old Tibetan ? is a voiced velar
fricative *[y] or a voiced glottal transition *[fi] when this grapheme is used as
a simple onset.” Note also the Old Tibetan title Khri ‘Od (@'gﬁ), transcribed in
Late Middle Chinese as Ch’i-li-hu [Z#f#H]® (LMC “kMirliyu), where ‘od (5’\')

indicating front rounded ¢ which appears in Imperial Old Tibetan texts (Christopher I.
Beckwith, p.c., fall 2010).

3 King (2010: 150).

¢ For a complete table of attested Old Tibetan onset clusters, see Beckwith (2006e: 9-10).

7 When used as the first segment in an onset cluster, this grapheme denotes a different phoneme,
/N/, i.e. homorganic prenasalization of the phoneme it precedes, e.g. 3 [™b], 39 ['g], and ?q
["d]. See Beckwith (1996).

8 HTS (216b: 6105); TCTC (246: 7969-7970); Beckwith (1987: 169, n. 167).
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corresponds to Au [#H] (LMC *yu), clearly indicating a voiced velar fricative
onset, i.e. Old Tibetan *[yut].’

Foreign onsets

The following onsets are common in attested early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic,
Turkic, and other northern frontier languages but are not present in Old Tibetan.
The Old Tibetan approximations of these foreign segments are indicated with
the wavy equals sign (=).

Foreign 5[q = OTib o[k ~o[g
Old Tibetan transcriptions of Turkic and Serbi-Mongolic
languages provide evidence of these sound correspondences.
The Old Turkic city name Baqir Baliq ‘Copper City’ is
transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as baker palig (‘“"’\1*"*""?‘“]').10
The medieval Uygur royal clan name Yaglaqar appears in
Middle Old Tibetan transcription as yagleker (X7%) 11 The
Kitan ethnonym *q"itan (attested in Old Turkic as gitaii) is
transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as getan (51"7’\') ~ getan (E]'
59).!2 The Turkic ethnonym Qarluq appears in Middle Old
Tibetan as garlog (""F\"i"r]').13 Old Turkic gizil ‘red’ appears in

9 Pelliot (1915: 11) gives additional Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of the Old Tibetan
voiced velar fricative, although the original sources need to be checked carefully to verify
the forms he cites.

10 pT 1283 (1. 7); Bacot (1956: 151); Venturi (2008: 20).

"W PT 1283 (1. 25-26); Clauson (1957: 20); Golden (1992: 156); Ligeti (1971: 180); Venturi
(2008: 24).

12 pT 1283 (1. 27); Clauson (1957: 22); Moriyasu (1980: 176); Venturi (2008: 24).

13 PT 1283 (1. 85); Ligeti (1971: 186); Venturi (2008: 30).
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Old Tibetan transcription as gezir (33%).14 T u-yii-hun *qol
~
‘river’ is transcribed in Early Old Tibetan as kol ("T¥).15

Foreign o[q" = OTib o[k"
T’u-yii-hun *q"ol ‘river’ (in free variation with unaspirated *qol
above) is transcribed in Early Old Tibetan as khol (R%).16 Note

also Old Kitan *q"asan ‘emperor, king’, transcribed in Middle
Old Tibetan as khagan (F9)."7

Foreign o[ = OTibs[g ~s[y ~o[h
T’u-yii-hun *Go, probably meaning ‘straight’ or ‘beautiful’, is
transcribed in Early Old Tibetan as yo (5).18 Hypothetically,
foreign syllable initial s[G] could also be rendered with Old
Tibetan g () or 4 (9), although I have not found transcriptions
attesting such correspondences.

Foreign o[y = OTibs[g ~ o[y ~ olh
The earliest attestation of the Kereyit ethnonym, *k"ereyit (later
attested as *k"ereyit [ 5[7}i] in the Secret History of the
Mongols)," is transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as kherged
(RF).20 Foreign syllable initial o[y] could also be transcribed
with Old Tibetan y (?) or /4 (9). For examples, see hoyoyor and
yuyikor in the next paragraph.

4 PT 1283 (1. 81); Bacot (1956: 152); Venturi (2008: 30).

15074, (1 123).

160714, (1 195).

7 PT 1283 (1. 27).

8 OTA; (1. 123, 195).

19 Kuribayashi (2009: 266).

20 PT 1283 (1. 36); Moriyasu (1980: 178-179); Venturi (2008: 25).
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Foreign o[ = OTibs[g ~ o[k ~o[y ~ o[h

The ethnonym of the medieval Uygur (*huysur in spoken Old
Uygur) is transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan variously as
yuyikor (ga'ﬁr)’ hoyohor (\'7/'2@)/*'), and hoyoyor (\"‘;'2’5'5*').21 Old
Kitan *q"akan ‘emperor, king’ is transcribed in Middle Old
Tibetan as khagan (F9%).2% Note also the Old Turkic title yabxu,
transcribed in Early Old Tibetan as yabgo (‘“’qﬁ') in the Old
Tibetan Annals.*

4.3. SYLLABLE NUCLEI

Notable vowel values
In transcriptions of Middle Chinese, the Old Tibetan vowel 3 (commonly
transcribed o), represents [0 ~ u]. This is clear from the Old Tibetan
transcriptions of Late Middle Chinese as studied by Takata (1988). Also, as
demonstrated by Ligeti (1971), Tibetan o in the Bacot Document transcribes
Old Turkic /u/. On the basis of this and other analyses, it is thought that Old
Tibetan o at that time, and even Early Old Tibetan o, represented [u] or the like.

Foreign vowel segments

One notable foreign vowel segment found in early Serbi-Mongolic and Turkic
languages but not present in the Old Tibetan inventory is the following:

2 PT 1283 (1. 25, 26, 29); Bacot (1956: 153); Clauson (1957: 15); Ligeti (1971: 180); Venturi
(2008: 24, 25).

2 PT 1283 (1. 27).

BITJ 750 (1. 117,131, 133).

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:03 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



115

Foreign [i] = OTibe ~ i

This correspondence is supported by a number of Old Tibetan
transcriptions of Turkic and Serbi-Mongolic words. The Old
Turkic city name Bagir Baliq ‘Copper City’ is transcribed in
Middle Old Tibetan as baker palig ("""?]*"“'&‘“T).24 The medieval
Turkic ethnonym Basmil appears in Middle Old Tibetan
transcription as Basmel (Y8%).25 Old Turkic gizil (or dialectal
*qizir)?® ‘red’ appears in Old Tibetan transcription as gezir
(‘?Tg"").27 Spoken Old Turkic ud hadagliq ‘those having ox feet’
is transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as ud hadagleg (89N
) 2

Foreign [1] = OTib e
The Kitan ethnonym *qrtan (attested in Old Turkic as Qitan, i.e.
*gitan) is transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as getay @55 ~
getan ("E'X"ﬂ).29

24 PT 1283 (L. 7); Bacot (1956: 151); Venturi (2008: 20).

25 PT 1283 (I. 62); Venturi (2008: 28).

26 Ligeti (1971: 183) considers the Old Turkic form transcribed in the Bacot Document as gezir
to be a “Turkic dialect form (forme turque dialectale)”.

27 PT 1283 (1. 81); Bacot (1956: 152); Venturi (2008: 30).

8 PT 1283 (1. 92-93); Ligeti (1971: 182); Venturi (2008: 31).

2 PT 1283 (L. 27); Clauson (1957: 22); Moriyasu (1980: 176); Venturi (2008: 24). The
phonological reconstruction given above is my own.
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Foreign vocoid sequences

Although pre-Old Tibetan had certain vowel and vocoid sequences which later
merged to single vowels,*® Old Tibetan had no diphthongs and also did not
allow V+y or V+w sequences. These foreign vocoid sequences appear to have
been repaired in Old Tibetan phonology via two methods—deletion or vowel
epenthesis.

Foreign [Vy] = OTib V ~ VyV ~ Vyi
The ethnonym of the medieval Uygur (spoken *huyxur) is
transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan variously as yuyikor (g&"ﬁx),
hoyohor (5%:'5*'), and hoyoyor (‘;)’ﬁﬁg)} !

Foreign [Vw] = OTib Vyu ~ Vyo
Late Middle Chinese [Vw] is regularly transcribed in Middle
Old Tibetan as <Vyu» and sometimes as «V'yo>. For example,
Chinese %} hao (Pul. 121 *xaw) is transcribed in Middle Old
Tibetan as <hayu> (33),%2 &f] pao (Pul. 30 *paiw) is transcribed
as bayo (‘ﬁ),33 F- shou (Pul. 286 *Suw) is transcribed «Seyu>
(A%),34 & hsiu (Pul. 346 *suw) is transcribed «seyu> (33),3 and
F1. chiu (Pul. 161 *kuw) is transcribed «guyw> (I3).3¢ Early Old
Tibetan intervocalic /y/ had lenited to zero by the Middle Old

30 Beckwith (2008b: 168, etc.) and Hill (2011) mention diphthong mergers in the origin of Old
Tibetan *o. This vowel could transcribe foreign *aw ~ *wa sequences as well as foreign
*u ~ *o. Jacques (2009) discusses the merger of pre-Old Tibetan *ya and *e.

SUPT 1283 (1. 25, 26, 29); Bacot (1956: 153); Clauson (1957: 15); Ligeti (1971: 180); Venturi
(2008: 24, 25).

32 Tak. 342.

33 Tak. 342.

34 Tak. 348.

35 Tak. 348.

36 Tak. 348.
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Tibetan period, so these transcriptions probably represent
Middle Old Tibetan *haw for #F, *baw for &fi, *Sew for F-,
*sew for {Z, and *guw for J1, at the phonological level.

4.4. SYLLABLE CODAS
Coda clusters

Early Old Tibetan phonology permits the coda clusters gs, bs, ms, ys, nd, rd,
and /d.3" Later Old Tibetan transcriptions of foreign words indicate that nd had
lenited to »n by the time of the Bacot Document (see the Middle Old Tibetan
transcription of Old Turkic yund ‘horse’ below). The clusters rd and /d had
probably also lenited to single segments by this time.

Foreign codas

The following codas are attested in early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic and
Turkic but are not present in Old Tibetan.

Foreign nJs = OTib n]s ~ 1]s ~ o[71
The Kitan ethnonym *qrtan (attested in Old Turkic as gitan) is
transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as getan (“\T‘?’\') ~ getan
(5%). "

37 Beckwith (2006e¢: 10).
3 PT 1283 (I 27); Clauson (1957: 22); Moriyasu (1980: 176); Venturi (2008: 24). The
phonological reconstruction given above is my own.
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Foreign ¥]s = OTib gl
The medieval Uygur royal clan name Yaglaqar appears in
Middle Old Tibetan transcription as yagleker ("*'“]'&"ﬁ*').39 The
Turkic ethnonym Osxraq appears in Middle Old Tibetan as

Ograg (&"T*“T).“O

Foreign q]s = OTib gl

Spoken Old Turkic ud hadagliq ‘having ox feet’ is transcribed
in Middle Old Tibetan as ud hadagleg (8593).4! The Old
Turkic city name Bagir Baliq ‘Copper City’ is transcribed in
Middle Old Tibetan as baker palig (YN<¥R4T) 42 The Turkic
ethnonym Qarluq appears in Middle Old Tibetan as garlog
(TREET) 43 The Turkic ethnonym Oxraq appears in Middle Old
Tibetan as Ograg (&"]"\“T).44 Note also spoken Old Turkic
*hala *yundlug ‘those having piebald horses’, transcribed in
Middle Old Tibetan as hala yunlog (’?""‘"ﬂﬁ'\"iﬂ').“

Foreign y]s =~ OTib gls
Hypothetically, foreign voiced velar fricative codas would be
transcribed by Old Tibetan g (7]), although I have not yet found
any transcriptions providing philological evidence of this.

39 PT 1283 (1. 25-26); Clauson (1957: 20); Golden (1992: 156); Ligeti (1971: 180); Venturi
(2008: 24).

40 PT 1283 (1. 86); Clauson (1957: 15); Venturi (2008: 30).

4 PT 1283 (1. 92-93); Ligeti (1971: 182); Venturi (2008: 31).

2 PT 1283 (1. 7); Bacot (1956: 151); Venturi (2008: 20).

4 PT 1283 (1. 85); Ligeti (1971: 186); Venturi (2008: 30).

4 PT 1283 (1. 86); Clauson (1957: 15); Venturi (2008: 30).

4 PT 1283 (1. ); Ligeti (1971: 181-182); Venturi (2008: 31).
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Foreign nd]s = OTib n]s
Old Turkic yund ‘horse’ appears in Middle Old Tibetan
transcription as yun (%) in the phrase transcribed hala yunlog
(?'“'ﬂﬁ'ﬁﬂ') for spoken Old Turkic *hala *yundiug ‘those

having piebald horses’.*¢

Foreign $]s = OTib s]s
The Turkic ethnonym Tiirgi§ is transcribed in Middle Old
Tibetan as durgyus (Y§¥)."

46 pT 1283 (1. 91); Ligeti (1971: 181-182); Venturi (2008: 31).

47T 1283 (1. 85); cf. Clauson (1957: 15). Venturi transcribes this as “Du rgyas” (2008: 30),
but the original text clearly has Y&V with u as the nucleus in both the first and second
syllables, i.e. Durgyus.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
TAGHBACH (T°O-PA) AND OTHER

MIDDLE SERBI DIALECTS OF THE NORTHERN WEI

5.1. INTRODUCTION

At least as early as the Northern Wei J[ % (386-534 A.D.), there are indications
that the Serbi peoples had their own script, and books written in this script, as
mentioned in the fF=E Sui Shu (32: 945) as noted by Ligeti (1970a), including
12 lost texts on Middle Serbi or written in the Serbi script:

AW =

AN W

10.
11.
12.

(EHzE) +H % (The National Language, 15 vols.).

(EzE) 1+ (The National Language, 10 vols.).

(fB2E Y H %5 (The Serbi Language, five vols.).

(FEEY4) VU EREDRIEEE (Names of Material Phenomena in
the National Language, 4 vols., by Hou-fu-hou K’o-hsi—ling1 of the Later Weiz).

(BIEEEH) +%& (True Songs in the National Language, 10 vols.).

(RGBS ) =G ERE B EEE (Names of Various Material
Phenomena in the National Language, three vols., by Hou-fu-hou K’0-hsi-ling).

(BIEE+ )\{#) —% (Eighteen Tales in the National Language, one volume).

(EHZEMEIER) +—%& (Charioteering Songs in the National Language, 11 vols.).

(#FBEE) 145 (The Serbi Language, 10 vols.).

(EIEES7% ) VU4 (Titles in the National Language, 4 vols.).

(BB ) +H & (Various Writings in the National Language, 15 vols.).

( BEBYEL Y T {5 (Serbi Titles, one vol., by Chou Wu-ti).

! This name may be reconstructed as *quburu/“Gubusu [(E{K{E] (NEMC *yubuwgyu; cf.
Pul. 125, 99, 125) *q"arsiri/*q"axsiri [ 0[7&[z] (NEMC *k"assirli; cf. Pul. 173, 330, 195).

2 Le. the Northern Wei.

3 I.e. Emperor Wu of Northern Chou. The Northern Chou (557-581 A.D.) was founded by the
Yi-wen branch of the Serbi. One may entertain the possibility that the later Kitan scripts

were based on, or inspired by, this early unattested Serbi script.
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Unfortunately, none of these texts have been discovered, if they have
indeed survived the test of time. Until texts in this script come to light, we must
rely solely on the Chinese transcriptions of the Middle Serbi dialects to learn
what their speech was like.

The most important source for the study of the Chinese transcriptions
of Taghbach and other Middle Serbi dialects whose speakers had been
incorporated into the Taghbach state of Northern Wei is the sixth century Wei
Shu Fi 2, compiled by Wei Shou FUZ (506-572 A.D.) of the Northern Ch’i
Jb7% (550-577 A.D.), a rich source of material for both historical and linguistic
purposes alike. In particular, it provides the majority of the known Chinese
transcriptions of the T’o-pa #fi [ ~ #£#k or Taghbach? language—the
language of the founders of the Northern Wei JEZ# (386-534 A.D.) and data
on other Middle Serbi dialects. Since it is currently impossible to distinguish
the Taghbach onomastic data from other mutually intelligible Middle Serbi
dialects spoken in the Northern Wei, I have termed all the Middle Serbi data
in these sources as ‘Taghbach’. Although these clan names are not all
Taghbach clan names—many are clans of other Serbi clans who were subjects
of the Northern Wei—they are treated as Taghbach words in the sources. That
is, the glossed clan names were Middle Serbi words present in the Taghbach
dialect, i.e. these words made sense to Taghbach speakers as common nouns
in the Taghbach dialect of Middle Serbi.

These Chinese transcriptions have been partially treated by such
scholars as Shiratori Kurakichi (1902, 1911a, 1911b), Paul Pelliot (1925), Fang
Chuang-yu J5iE#k (1930), Peter Boodberg (1936), Louis Bazin (1950), Sir
Gerard Clauson (1960), Lajos Ligeti (1970a), Gyorgy Kara (1972, 2005),
Luwsandendew (1980, 1997), Shagdarsiiren (1999), Nieh Hung-yin (2001),
Christopher I. Beckwith (2005), and Alexander Vovin (2007). Their work has
hinted, explicitly or implicitly, at an affinity between Taghbach and the
Mongolic languages.

4 On the reconstruction of the Taghbach ethnonym, see Beckwith (2005, 2006a, 2010).
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Aside from a few glossed common nouns, the Chinese transcriptions
of Taghbach words in the Wei Shu largely consist of onomastic materials. In
particular, Chapter 113 has a section describing the sinicization of native Serbi
clan names (shih [X ). Although previous scholarship has devoted little
attention to the exact nature of the sinification of these names, it is clear that at
least three different methods were employed: 1) some Serbi clan names were
glossed in Chinese, i.e. translated or approximated, preserving the semantic
value of the original Taghbach words, e.g. Ch’ih-nu shih (1Y 47 (X))
NWei *t§hirno shih was changed to Lang shih (JEEK) ‘Wolf clan’, a gloss of
the Serbi word *¢"irno ‘wolf’; 2) some clan names were abbreviated into
Chinese using one (or rarely, two or more) characters of the Chinese
transcription (or a character homophonous to a character in the Chinese
transcription) of the Taghbach form, e.g. Fu-li shih (Bl =) NWei “puwli
shih became Fu shih (%) ‘Fu clan’; or 3) other means were employed, e.g.
T’o-pa shih (FAELKES) NWei *thagbaé shih became Yiian shih (JUES) ‘Yiian
clan’®

The first method of sinicization is of great importance for our
understanding of Taghbach, and can be treated, though with caution, as glosses
of Taghbach words. In such cases we are supplied with both the Chinese
transcription—a doorway to the phonological form of the word—and a
Chinese gloss—the semantic value of the word. This allows for an accurate
reconstruction of the phonological form at hand, and because we have a gloss,
permits the identification of cognates and comparanda in other languages.
Although the Middle Serbi names abbreviated in Chinese generally provide
little to no information on the Taghbach lexicon, they, too, are important for
increasing our understanding of Middle Serbi phonology.

As for the Chinese translations of Northern Wei Middle Serbi names,
the majority of the reconstructible words only have cognates in Mongolic,
despite some incautious or methodologically flawed attempts by previous

5 See Beckwith (2005, 2006a, 2010) for the Northern Wei transcription and the reconstruction
of the Taghbach form.
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scholars to demonstrate that Taghbach was a Turkic language (e.g. Boodberg
1936, Bazin 1950, Clauson 1960, and Chen 2005). Although Taghbach does
indeed have several words relatable to Archaic Turkic,® the identifiable
functional morphology of the language, and the majority of the reconstructible
words, have cognates only in Serbi-Mongolic.

Regarding the conferral of these new Chinese clan names, the Wei Shu
states the following:

BHE R IR A LIGHENE 2 tifidan 2 K

Since time immemorial, the Son of Heaven achieved virtue, and therefore,
he took it upon himself to bestow surnames upon his subjects; having
bestowed land upon them, he decreed clan names’ for them.

FHEAIP R R E R HTHAIE EREE I M2
As for the feudal lords, they were named by means of their families and
posthumous titles, and if an official possessed achievements or merits within
their generation, then they would possess an official lineage; the clan names
of whole cities were [Sinicized] in this manner.

ek IR HL Ay F A T RIEC IR A b 8 RS 244,
The surnames, then, expressed one’s birth, and the clan names, then,
recorded a lineage’s provenance; this was generally the case.

FEREE AT EE ARG S B B e B G A (R R R

It was such that some were named for their own place of residence, some for
the name of their nation, some employed their rank or title, and some
employed worldly phenomena; though the reasons and times were different,
all of these clan names possessed righteousness (WS 113: 3005).

6 See Chapter Eight entries for Taghbach *yyam¢m ‘people who ride along the relay route’
(in §8.5.4) and *q"axbagém ‘door guards’ (in §8.5.2).

" Throughout this text 1 have largely followed Pulleyblank’s (1991) definitions of words, as
his lexicographical work is largely devoted to medieval forms of Sinitic, precisely the
language in which the Wei Shu was written. Pulleyblank explains that shih [, denotes
‘lineage, clan, surname’ (1991: 284).
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The passage above describes how clan names were assigned to the
Northern Wei Serbi families. We learn from this passage that some clan names
were common nouns in the Taghbach language (or in other Middle Serbi
dialects mutually intelligible to Taghbach speakers), some were titles, some
were toponyms, and ethnonyms. Despite widespread belief to the contrary,
historically in many societies surnames and clan names were often originally
assigned and are formed of common nouns.® Note European surnames like
Smith, from the common noun smith as in blacksmith.

The Northern Wei Middle Serbi onomasticon is thus of great
importance for understanding the Taghbach lexicon, and provides us with the
majority of the reconstructible Taghbach common nouns as well as proper
nouns.

5.2. THE TAGHBACH ONOMASTICON IN THE WEI SHU
5.2.1. GLOSSED TRANSCRIPTIONS

The Wei Shu contains 30 or so relatively unproblematic glossed transcriptions
of Taghbach and other Middle Serbi clan names. These are not the only
transcriptions of Taghbach—there are also important glossed transcriptions of
Taghbach in the Nan Ch’i Shu F57% 2 and in the Serbi Cave Inscription of 443.
I present a treatment of the Wei Shu glossed transcriptions of Taghbach below:

Ch’i-lien shih (ELZHEER) NWei “gilet shih is glossed Ch’i shih (%) ‘Sandal
Cord clan’ (WS 113: 3013). Taghbach *gir ‘sandal cord’ is cognate to
Middle Mongol jirim [s:] ‘girth strap (saddle strap which wraps
around a horse’s barrel to keep the saddle in place)’ (MAA). Regarding

$ As pointed out by Christopher 1. Beckwith (p.c., 2011). It is well known that most Old Turkic
clan names are not Turkic in origin, and many Mongol clan names are not etymologizable
within Mongolic, cf. Beckwith (2007b).
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the *gi- to Mongolic ji- correspondence, note the early Serbi-Mongolic
elements in Tungusic, e.g. Manchu gida ‘spear, lance’ « early Serbi-
Mongolic *gida > Middle Mongol jida ‘spear’ (HIIY) and Manchu gio
/gyu/ ‘roe deer’ « early Serbi-Mongolic *gyur > modern Written
Mongol jiir ‘roe deer’.” The loss of the coda *r is due to a phonotactic
constraint in Manchu prohibiting word-final *r except in mimetics.
Later Mongolic loans in Manchu with word-final *r in the donor form
were often repaired by means of paragoge, e.g. modern Written
Mongol asar ‘tower’ — Manchu asari ‘id.’, although deletion is often
observed as well, e.g. modern Written Mongol bogtér ‘hunchbacked’
— Manchu bogto ‘hunchback’.!

This transcription is challenged by the Wei Shu text-critical
notes, which suggest that it may be an abbreviation and not a true gloss
(WS 113: 3022, n. 39). However, given the good Mongolic cognate, we
may assume the transcription and gloss are correct.

Ch’ih-kan shih (WFE5) NWei “t$"irkaf shih is glossed Hsiieh shih (EEZEK)
‘Artemisia clan’!' (WS 113: 3012). On the basis of Written Mongol
c¢iryai ‘tall, straight, and densely growing (e.g. of grasses)’, and the fact
that Serbi *Vi# often corresponds to Middle Mongol Vi#, this word
should be reconstructed *¢"irqafi. Taghbach *&"irqafi thus means

® Rozycki considers these to be “pre-loan correspondence[s]” between Manchu and
Mongolic (1994: 89). Since most Northern Tungusic languages permit word-final 1#, the
lack of a final /r/ in the Northern Tungusic cognates of this word indicates that they are not
inherited from Proto-Tungusic, but rather are the result of intrafamily convergence. The
following etymology thus seems likely: early Serbi-Mongolic dial. *gyur — Jurchen-
Manchu *gyu (attested Manchu gio /gyu/) — Northern Tungusic *giw (e.g. Ewenki giw-
caan ‘wild goat’) ~ other Southern Tungusic *giu (e.g. Uilta giu, Nanai gibu ~ giu — Udihe
*giu- as in giu-so ‘wild goat”).
10 See Rozycki (1994) and Sanzheev (1930a: 609) for these and other examples.
"' The Han-yii Ta Tzu-tien defines B as “F8i5" (HTT 3303), a type of artemisia.

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:11 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



127

‘artemisia’. > This word is cognate to modern Khalkha wuapraii
[fPar'se] ‘Cotoneaster’,'® from an unattested Middle Mongol form
*cirqai.

For more evidence of the Serbi *Vi# to Middle Mongol Vi#
sound correspondence, see the entry for Jo-kan shih ‘Kou clan’ below.
Although the Chinese syllable coda of the second character, | kan,
seems generally to have been articulated as rhoticism and nasalization
of the preceding vowel, as a transcription it is equally clear that it could
transcribe a palatal *f as well as a rhotic *r, alveolar *n, or even a velar
nasal *1. [ have reconstructed the transcriptional form here as *fi. Note
the Chinese transcription of the ethnonym Kitan as #} Ch’i-tan,
corresponding to the Old Turkic rendering of the name as Qitari, clearly
indicating a palatal or palatalized nasal coda. Since Old Turkic could
easily distinguish » and 7 in coda position, it is certain that the Kitan
endonym ended in 7. Evidence from the Kitan Assembled Script form
of the ethnonym confirms this with *qitaii ® % «qita.’f>."

Ch’ih-lu shih (WWE K ) NWei “t$"irlu shih is glossed Chu shih (f1LE%,) ‘Invoker
clan’ or ‘Praying clan’ (WS 113: 3013). Taghbach *&"iru superficially
resembles the root of Written Mongol jirugai ‘astrology’ < Middle
Mongol jiru- ‘draw, paint’ (MAA), although they are unlikely to be
cognates, especially given the fact that this Middle Mongol word has a

12 Bazin proposes a connection with the Turkish word for ‘cicada’ (1950: 243) but this is
impossible given the Chinese gloss and the Mongolic cognate, which closely corresponds
both phonologically and semantically to the Taghbach word.

13 For a description of several types of Cotoneaster used in traditional Mongolian medicine,
see Khaidaw & Choijamts (2013: 22 #152, #153; 133). The variety Cotoneaster
melanocarpus is also known in modern Mongolian by the name napéypam ['ts"arpurom],
a loanword from Tibetan zshar brum F<3%" (Khaidaw & Choijamts 2013: 133).

14 See Chapter Seven entry for Ch’i-tan.
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semantically close cognate in Middle Kitan *jur ‘painting’, attested in

the plural as *jur-on % 3% (ur.en> ‘paintings’.'®

Ch’ih-nu shih ((LEYES) NWei *t$irnu / “ts"irno shih is glossed Lang shih (Ji
() “Wolf clan” (WS 113: 3013). An untenable reconstruction of the
Taghbach word for ‘wolf” which many scholars (including myself)
have copied from each other over the years with little or no
modification is X ¢ino. This reconstruction is in conflict with the
Middle Chinese phonological values of the transcriptional characters.

The first syllable clearly had a final -» in Middle Chinese:
Pulleyblank reconstructs Y, as “tg"it” (Pul. 57), ie. * t§"it in
philological transcription, but in attested Late Middle Chinese in Old
Tibetan transcription, the phonetic of this character, 1=, is transcribed
tshir &< *[ts"ir] (Tak. 380), clearly indicating that we should
reconstruct Late Middle Chinese *ts"ir. Note also the Sino-Korean
reading of I}/, as & chir [tgi]]. There is a large corpus of transcriptional
evidence attesting Early Middle Chinese coda *r (Beckwith 2007a,
2005, etc.). Independent evidence from northeastern Middle Chinese
transcriptions of other foreign languages shows that this variety of
Sinitic retained *-p, *-r, and *-k, the obstruent codas characteristic of
the central dialects of Sui-T ang Middle Chinese.

Previous attempts to reconstruct this Taghbach word and its
Middle Chinese transcription follow the thoroughly disproven view
that the central dialects of Middle Chinese had a *-t coda, ultimately
following Karlgren’s (1957) reconstruction of Middle Chinese
(“Ancient Chinese” in his terminology) with only minor revisions.
Contrary to the widespread misconception that the central dialects of
Middle Chinese had coda -t, there is an abundance of solid,
unambiguous, reliable evidence in the numerous transcriptions of
Middle Chinese in many foreign segmental scripts which were capable

15 See Chapter Eight for this Kitan-Mongol lexical correspondence.
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of distinguishing coda -r and -t showing that the central and northern
dialects of Middle Chinese instead had - (cf. Csongor 1952, 1954,
1960, 1962; Takata 1988, 1993; Coblin 1995; Beckwith 2007a, etc.;
Takeuchi 2008). The - coda was not a dialectal peculiarity restricted
to northwestern Middle Chinese; rather, it was a feature of the central
dialect as well—the prestige dialect of Sui-T’ang Middle Chinese,
which is undoubtedly what Tibetans, Uygurs, and others were trying to
capture in their transcriptions. The coda - we find in many southern
Sinitic languages today comes from southern dialects of Middle and
Old Chinese. The sources are replete with evidence that the central and
northern dialects of Middle Chinese had -» and not the X -t proposed
by Karlgren (1957) and his followers, including Pulleyblank (1984,
1991).

The Taghbach word should be reconstructed *¢"irno as the
Chinese transcription indicates. Northern Wei Chinese was a
northeastern variety of Early Middle Chinese and preserved - codas.!®

Ligeti (1970a) quotes the erroneous form c/ 'ih-ju [ 4] (LMC
*t§"irni), which Shimunek (2007) and Vovin (2007) followed. In fact,
the transcription should be ch’ih-nu [1 4] (LMC *t$"irno), as it

appears in the Chung-hua Shu-chii 152 5 edition of the Wei Shu %
=

=
Ch’u-lien shih (H7H X)) NWei *t$"urlef shih is glossed Pi shih (%) ‘Hand
Net clan’ (WS 113: 3009). This Taghbach word is cognate to late
Middle Mongol for [ £] ‘net’ (IM) > modern Khalkha Top /t"or/ ‘net’,
i.e. Taghbach *¢"ur/*¢"ur ‘hand net’ : Proto-Mongolic *t"or ‘net’.
Although no attested Mongolic daughter languages have reflexes of the
*u variant, there are indications that Common Serbi-Mongolic had

16 See Seongyeon Ko (2013) on the reconstruction of */1/ for early Mongolic. On a pattern
basis, this segment is also reconstructible for Taghbach, which seems to have been
characterized by ATR vowel harmony. See §5.5 for discussion.
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dialectal variation between *5 and *u.!” It is clear from this Serbi-
Mongolic correspondence that Taghbach affricated Common Serbi-
Mongolic *t"- to *&"- before *u ~ *u. Also note *tu > *tsu in T u-yii-
hun, another Serbi language, e.g. the T’ u-yii-hun word for ‘empress’ or
‘imperial consort’ is “k"agtsun [}&2ZL] (LMC *k"aktswon) (Chou Shu
50: 913), cf. Old Turkic gatun ‘empress’ (attested 8" c. A.D., GOrkT
342-343), i.e. attested T u-yii-hun *k™agtsun ‘empress’ < ? early Serbi-
Mongolic *k"agtun — unattested ATrk > attested OTrk gatun
‘empress’. Note a similar affrication process in Japanese (whereby Old
Japanese *tu > MSJ #su) and also in Koguryo.'®

Ch’ii-chin shih (2 T 5) " NWei *kMgkit shih is glossed Ai shih (X))
‘Mugwort clan’ (WS 113: 3013). No known cognates.’

Ho-ch’i/chi shih (FIFEEL) NWei *yok ey ~ *yokey shih is glossed as Huan
shih (45X ‘Sluggish clan’ (WS 113: 3013). No known cognates.

Ho-hsi shih (472 [%)*' NWei *yuryay shih is glossed as Chi shih (FEX,) ‘Chi
clan’ (WS 113: 3013). The character #% chi is the name of a mountain

17 See Chapter Eight entries for Middle Kitan *on- 3 ‘ride’ and *on- 3 ‘fall, descend’.

18 E.g. Old Koguryo *tsu [fH] ‘owlet’ < earlier *tu (Beckwith 2007a: 139).

19 Pul. 261, 156.

20 Boodberg assumed that ¥ ai denotes ‘old man’, and proposed a connection with Written
Mongol kégsin ‘old man’ and kdke ‘blue’ (Boodberg 1936: 177). Since the most common
meaning of 37 ai is ‘mugwort’, this must be the Taghbach word for mugwort. A connection
with the above-mentioned Mongol words is impossible for semantic and phonological
reasons. Note also that Middle Mongol kdke is a relatively late, i.e. post-Proto-Serbi-
Mongolic, loanword from Turkic. The attested Middle Kitan word for ‘blue’ is *syawqu
4% % s.iau.qw (e.g. Lang 5: 1).

21 Pul. 122, 329. 1 have significantly revised Pulleyblank’s reconstructions of these two
characters based on Sino-Korean evidence as well as evidence in the use of these characters
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in Henan (Mathews 1975: 56). This transcription probably represents
a Taghbach form *hurkay. Considering that the gloss is probably a
copyist’s error for ¥€ chi ‘cultivate’, the Taghbach word appears to be
cognate to Middle Mongol urqu- (SHM) ~ hursu- [ 2] ~ ursu-
[s£03)] ‘grow’ (MAA). As shown in other transcriptions, Taghbach
*-ay is a deverbal noun suffix cognate to Middle Mongol -’4 ~ -’4i
‘resultative perfective verbal noun suffix’?? (see the discussion of
Yiian-lai shih below).?® Taghbach *furkay (probably phonemically
*/Aurg-ay/) thus means ‘cultivation’. The Middle Mongol equivalent

would be urgu’ai ‘growing’ (perfective verbal noun form).>*

Ho-ku shih (475 [%)* NWei *yurkor shih is glossed Hu shih (&%)
‘Foreigner clan’ (WS 113: 3006). This is probably not a true gloss, but
an approximation. The Taghbach form probably transcribes the same
name, though not necessarily the same people, as the Uygur, an
ethnonym known from several different Chinese and Old Tibetan
transcriptions and reconstructible as *huysur/*huysur. ¢ This
possibility deserves further consideration.

Ho-tou-ling shih (47 S [% ) NWei “yurduli shih is glossed as Tou shih (&
[, ) ‘Hole/drain clan’ (WS 113: 3012). Bazin discusses this
transcription, although his proposed etymologies are all semantically
impossible since he ignores the gloss (Bazin 1950: 254-255). The

to regularly transcribe foreign words with these sequences of sounds. See §3.3.4 for
discussion.

22 See Brosig’s (2014) careful analysis of Middle Mongol tense, mood, aspect, and
evidentiality.

2 See §8.5.3 entry for Taghbach *-Ay ~ *-yAy ~ *-yA ‘verbal noun suffix’.

24 On Middle Mongol - '4i as a ‘resultative perfective’ see Brosig (2014).

2 Pul. 122, 111.

% E.g. ‘uyikor [g’&rﬁx‘] OTib *yuyikur ~ hoyo ‘or [\"?('\“7'5"] OTib *huyuyur (PT 1283, 1. 26) ~

NTAC

hoyohor [5%9X] OTib *huyushur (PT 1283, L. 29).
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transcription can represent Taghbach forms such as *qurduli / *Gurduli

or *qulduli/*culduli. Middle Mongol qudus [¢ s%] (IM) ~ quduq [ 352 5]
(MAA) ‘well’ and modern Written Mongol quduy ~ qudduy ‘id.

partially resemble the Taghbach word, but this correspondence poses

phonological problems (cf. also, Daur kodir, and Khalkha xynar /xutG/
‘well”).?

Hou shih (Z£E5) NWei “yow/*yu shih is glossed Kai shih (ZZ[%) (WS 113:
3006). Since the character kai (%) corresponds to ‘pig’ in the Chinese
zodiac, Taghbach *qow [{3] must be a word for ‘pig’ or ‘boar’.?® Based
on the modern Written Mongol cognate gobosu-n ‘two-year-old boar’
(< unattested MMgl *gobosu < < pre-PMgl *k"ob(o)-sU), the vowel
must have been *5. Note also Khalkha xoBc /xows/ [yxows ~ hows]
‘two-year old boar’. The -su element in the Written Mongol form is a
Mongolic innovation not present in Serbi languages (see Appendix D
for discussion of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU).

Hsi-tou-lu shih (Z3}-E L) NWei “yaytuslu shih is glossed So-lu shih (ZE
f5) ‘a Saka clan’ or ‘a Scythian clan’ (WS 113: 3010). Taghbach
*qaydurlu/*qayduru. No known cognates.?

27 Clauson treats the Mongol word as an “early” loanword from Turkic (EDT 599). Given the
phonological complexity of the Taghbach form, this proposal should be carefully
reexamined; we cannot rule out the possibility of an early Serbi-Mongolic — Turkic
loanword.

28 Bazin (1950: 255-256) ignores the Chinese gloss and proposes several impossible
etymologies based on the phonological form alone, even going as far as to suggest a
connection with the ethnonym Hun.

29 The first element of this Taghbach word resembles Qaidu, the name of the ca. late 11%
century ruler of the Mongols. A connection, if any, between this Mongol name and the
Taghbach word remains to be determined.
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I-li-fa shih ({2 J7{K %) NWei *Rislogbor shih is glossed Pao shih (ff[X,)
‘Abalone clan’ (WS 113: 3008). Reconstructible as Taghbach
“Riglogbor or *firlogbor.>® Although no word for ‘abalone’ is attested
in Mongolic, Taghbach *firlogbor ‘abalone’ resembles several Mongol
words, i.e. *Air resembles Written Mongol ir ‘blade’, the *-log element
resembles the Written Mongol possessive attributive suffix -/ig ‘having
N’ (usually treated as an Old Turkic loanword into Mongol, cf. Poppe
1955: 159), and the *bor element closely resembles Middle Mongol
boro ~ bora ‘gray’; cf. the loss of other non-initial short vowels in such
Taghbach words as *yyam ‘relay route’ (< CSM *yyamu), *qurag
‘weapon of war’ (< CSM *k"t"uga), and “k"rr- ‘kill’ (< CSM *k"1du-).
Thus, we might propose that the Taghbach word was a then-recent
neologism in that language, given the fact that Serbi speakers did not
historically live near areas with abalone. The Taghbach word probably
literally means ‘the bladed gray one’, a description of the iridescent
surface inside the abalone’s shell and the dull color of the outer shell.

I-tou-chiian shih (Z3}-&K) NWei “yirtugkwiaf shih is glossed Ming shih
(HHER) ‘Bright clan’ (WS 113: 3011). The character % is read 'gywan
in attested Late Middle Chinese in Old Tibetan transcription (Takata
1993: 335). The Taghbach form must be *yirtugai or *yirtugan
‘bright’. No known cognates.

Jo-kan shih (51-EX) NWei “piakkaf shih is glossed Kou shih (GjE%) ‘Kou
clan’ (WS 113: 3007). As demonstrated by Chen & Kwok (1996: 88)
and Chen (2005: 164), the gloss Kou (/%)) ‘careless, negligent’ is a
homophonous euphemism for Kou (¥4)) ‘dog’. The Taghbach word thus

means ‘dog’.’!

30 On Northern Wei coda ¥ transcribing Taghbach coda *r, see the entry for P’u shih below.
31 Bazin proposes a connection with Ordos nayan and Written Mongol nayacu ‘maternal side
of the family’ (Bazin 1950: 265), but this is impossible given the gloss ‘dog’.
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As demonstrated by Vovin, Chinese intervocalic *-kk- (star
added by me) can transcribe foreign -q- (Vovin 2007: 201). Early
Middle Chinese coda *T could transcribe foreign coda *n, *fi, *r, *1,
and a number of other possibilities. Comparative data from other Serbi
languages suggests that this Taghbach word should be reconstructed as
*fiaqaf.>?> Namely, we have evidence of Serbi Vii# corresponding to
Middle Mongol word-final Vi#, e.g. the Middle Kitan past or perfective
verbal noun suffix *-bofi,?* written in Kitan Assembled Script as 4 1&
., cognate to Middle Mongol -bA4i “past firsthand’.>* Note also the
discussion of Ch’ih-kan shih ‘Artemisia clan’ above and the entry for
T’u-yili-hun *aqafi in §8.5.4.

This Taghbach word is cognate to Middle Mongol nogai
*[noq"aj] ‘dog’ and Middle Kitan *fiaq K # «fi.aq> ‘dog’. Late Jurchen
*flaxa [f2£14] ‘small dog (/[N¥9) 3° and Manchu fiayan <miyayan
‘puppy, small dog’ very likely represent a loanword into Jurchen-
Manchu from Kitan®® or Taghbach,?” or from another unattested Serbi
form.

Jo-k’ou-yin shih (3515 [ (X)) NWei “niakk"usyif shih is glossed K ou shih (&
%) ‘Bandit clan” (WS 113: 3007). There are no obvious cognates in
Mongolic or comparanda in other neighboring languages.

32 See §3.3.3 for foreign segments transcribed by Northeastern Early Middle Chinese *f codas.

33 Menges (1968: 50) and Kara (2005: 9) identify the morphological function of the Late Kitan
reflex of this suffix.

341 follow Brosig’s (2014) analysis of Middle Mongol tense, mood, aspect, and evidentiality.

35 Kane (1989: 234).

3¢ Shimunek (2007).

37 Vovin (2007: 203, n. 9).
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Pa-lich shih (3X%51EX)*® NWei “parliar shih is glossed Liang shih (Z2[X)
‘Bridge clan’ (WS 113: 3007).>° The Taghbach form represented by
this transcription is probably *pary-al,*’ the root of which is *pary-,

cognate to Middle Mongol bari- ‘grasp, grab, etc.” (modern Khalkha

0apu- [per-] ‘id.’). Note that in modern Khalkha this root also denotes

‘construct’, e.g. OaiimmH 6apu- ['peefin per-] ‘build a cabin/house’,

oapuara [parkiq] /par-BG/ (build-DVN) ‘building’ etc. The *-al

element in the Taghbach form is probably a deverbal noun suffix
cognate to the Middle Mongol deverbal noun suffix -/ > modern

Khalkha -a [B]. The Taghbach word for ‘bridge’ thus must literally

mean ‘something that is constructed’.

P’o-to-lo shih (72 4 [X,) NWei “pPatala shih is glossed Fan shih (G&EX,) ‘Rice
Water clan’ (WS 113: 3012). I reconstruct Taghbach *pPatala or
*phatara. This word phonogically partially resembles, and is possibly
related to Late Middle Korean 2 *pat" ~ ¥+ *pat ‘rice field’.!

P’u shih (3%E%) NWei “pus ~ *p"or shih is glossed Chou shih (JEX)
‘Surrounding clan’ (WS 113: 3006). The character & chou can mean
‘circuit, go around, all around’. In Late Old Chinese the character %
p’u would theoretically have been read *p"as with a voiced uvular
fricative coda *k. Late Old Chinese *4 regularly became a rounded *u

38 Note attested Late Middle Chinese #}{ transcribed in Old Tibetan Script as *X phar [par]
(Tak. 366; Pul. 27 *boit) and Pul. 193 *liat. Taking into consideration attested Late Middle
Chinese wordforms in foreign transcription, the actual Early Middle Chinese form should
have been close to *par-liar.

3 Although the text-critical notes state that the transcription is an error for Pa-lieh-lan shih i
BIFEGES (WS 113: 3019, n. 25), i.e. NWei “parliarlaf, the original transcription must be
correct, because it has greater explanatory power—it provides additional evidence of *-1 ~
*-Al ‘deverbal noun suffix’ cognate to Mongolic.

40 Since Middle Chinese had no lateral codas, -r could easily transcribe foreign -/

41 The LMK forms here are from Nam (2002: 665).
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~ %5 in Middle Chinese.** Considering the fact that Early Middle
Chinese made no distinction between [u] and [5],** Northern Wei
*pPug ~ *p"or could render a Taghbach form *p"or ‘surrounding’,
cognate to the common root of early Middle Mongol horci- [£5” 2 77]
‘surround’ (SHM), reconstructible as *[hort{"i-], * and unattested
Middle Mongol *horiya- *[horija-] ‘wrap’ < < pre-Proto-Mongolic
*hor ‘surrounding, around’.*®

This transcription is an instance of Northern Wei *¥ used to
transcribe a foreign coda *r. The reason for this less than exact
transcription of the coda *r is not entirely clear—it was possible for
Northern Wei Chinese to more closely transcribe foreign *p"or with
characters like % (Pul. 89 *p"uan, NWei *p"of). This may suggest that
Northern Wei *F was phonetically somewhat different from Taghbach
*r (see also the entry for the Shih-pen clan below).*¢

42 Beckwith (2006d: 181).

43 Beckwith (2007a).

4 Cf. also attested late Middle Mongol hor¢i- attested in the past factual form horci-ba [ 3]
and glossed as ‘to turn (JR)’ (Leid. 72b.13.3). On the value of -bA4 see Brosig (2014).

4 On the reconstruction of Middle Mongol “*horiya-" (i.e. *horiya- in my transcription
system), note Shira Yoghor horo:-, “‘Monguor’ (probably Mongghul) furo:-, Santa xoro-,
and ‘Bonan’ (probably Boonan) hora- (Krippes 1992: 155, §106). Santa horo- [yoro-]
‘bind, twine, wind around, entwine, roll up (4E%% > £)’ (Ma & Ch’en 2001: 163b). See
Sun et al. (1990: 531) for the Shira Yoghor, ‘Monguor’, Santa, and ‘Bonan’ forms.

46 Another possibility is that Taghbach exhibited variation (free or conditional) between *¥
and *r in word-final position. The best attested sister language to Taghbach, Middle Kitan,
is characterized by free variation between coda *r and * in certain lexical items, e.g. *fiox
K A3l d.o.op (HsHu 4:2,4:17), glossed as “clan, tribe () by Oyuunch (2012: 59 (214))
is in free variation with the forms *fio(w)r K 2 % i.o.wn (HsHu 6:29) ~ K % & di.o.wn
(YP’u 3:30, 4:13, 2:25; YCh 2:21) ~ *fiuwr K R & .uw.wn (HsHu 2:11), all of which
Oyuunch glosses as ‘tribe, clan ()’ (2012: 58 (215), 61 (212), 86 (187), 87 (186)). There
is also at least one example of Middle Kitan *¥ corresponding to Middle Mongol r, e.g.
MKit *Gor 313l «y.%y> ‘river (JI[)’ : MMgl gorogan ‘rivulet’ (see §8.5.4 entry for MKit
*GOE).
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Note also Manchu foro- [foro-] ‘spin, turn, turn around’, which
must ultimately be a borrowing from Taghbach or another early Serbi-
Mongolic language.*’

Pelliot (1925) proposed a connection between the Tungusic
forms and Middle Mongol horci-.*® This Taghbach form supports his
conclusion.

Shih-lou shih GEFEER) NWei *Ziglu shih is glossed Kao shih ((55E%,) ‘Tall clan’
(WS 113: 3010). The first character in the transcription, j& shih, was
read in theoretical Late Middle Chinese as *dzi, (Pul. 284) and attested
Late Middle Chinese in Tibetan script as a zhi [7i] (Takata 1993: 355).
No known cognates.*’

Shih-pen shih (ZEIX) NWei *Zigpor shih is glossed as Feng shih (£1X)
‘Raised Earth clan’ or ‘Embankment clan’ (WS 113: 3007).
Considering the fact that Northeastern Early Middle Chinese had no
velar nasal codas, this Taghbach word is reconstructible as *Zirpan [&
E ] ‘raised earth, embankment (¥])’. The word must be cognate to
Written Mongol serbeng > modern Khalkha capBan ['sirw3n ~ 'serw3n]
‘projecting, overhanging, jutting out’.>° In modern Khalkha Mongolian

47 Doerfer (1985) considered this an early Mongolic loan in Manchu, but Rozycki (1994: 79)
rejected this proposal on grounds that ‘the donor form is not attested’. The Taghbach form
above is the previously unidentified donor form, or a close cognate to it.

8 Pelliot (1925: 195, 220).

4 Doerfer proposes a connection between this Taghbach word, which he treats as “Silu”
following a modern Mandarin reading, and Written Mongol sili “Hiigel” (1993: 46), but
this proposal is difficult to accept given the semantic and phonological difference between
the forms. These two words are highly unlikely to be cognates.

30 This suggests CSM *ze > Taghbach *Zi. Note also CSM *se > Serbi *3i as in Late Kitan
*3irbi [ B & ] ‘slaves (4X%%)’, a pejoration of the name of the *Sirwi/*Sirpi 2 & (Shih-
wei) people, which in turn ultimately comes from the name of the *Serbi 51 (Hsien-pei)
people.
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the word is used for describing landscape features and commonly
occurs in toponyms for places with formations that are projecting,
overhanging, or jutting out.

Tu-ku shih FBPLEL)® NWei *dukku shih is glossed Liu shih (2X,) ‘Battle-
axe clan’ (WS 113: 3013). I reconstruct Taghbach *duqu ‘battle-axe’.

T u-hsi shih (IH: 2 %) NWei “t"uryay shih is glossed Ku shih (5K ‘Ancient
clan’ (WS 113: 3009). The transcription renders the Taghbach word
*t"ukay ‘ancient’. This Taghbach word partially resembles, and is
possibly cognate to, Middle Mongol fugar [F5 4" ] ‘just a moment
ago (15 %&)’ (SHM) and its Mongolian Khamnigan Mongol reflex
[thusair] ‘id.

T’u-nan shih (£ #Ef) NWei “t"ugnaf shikh is glossed Shan shih (LX)
‘Mountain clan’ (WS 113: 3011). Taghbach *t"ugnar. No known
cognates.

Wa-p’en shih (1875 [%,)>? NWei *forbaf shih was changed to Wen shih CEIX)
‘Warmth clan’ (WS 113: 3013). Since the characters wa 15 (Pul. 316:
“Pwat, revised to *?war) and wen ;i (Pul. 322: *?wan) have the same
phonetic (i.e. /5 ) and are nearly homophonous in Northern Wei
Chinese—U%} *Aor and J& *fof, respectively>>—it is possible that the
Chinese equivalent of the clan name is not a gloss but a phonetic
imitation of the first syllable of the Taghbach original. If we assume
the Chinese equivalent is a gloss, however, we have a plausible cognate
in modern Written Mongol 6rbid- ~ orbis- (Kow. 587) ‘catch fire,

51 Pul. 82, 110.

52 Pul. 316, 234.

33 See Chapter Three discussion of Northern Wei and Northeastern Early Middle Chinese
phonology.
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ignite, flare up’, a word which is retained in Kalmyk érwd- ~ orws-
‘id.”>* The Khalkha reflex epesa- /orwt-/ [eréwt-] ‘feel sorry for
someone’ is a metaphorical extension implying an association of
‘warmth’ > ‘heart’” > ‘sympathy’ and is also the result of lexical
interference from Khalkha eBa- /owt-/ [ewt-] ‘to hurt, feel pain’.

This Taghbach word is probably a deverbal noun *forba-1
‘warmth’ with the root *fiorboa- ‘be warm’ cognate to the above Written
Mongol forms. This may be taken as additional evidence of the
Taghbach onset *f-, presumably going back to Common Serbi-
Mongolic *h-, a segment which was lost in Proto-Mongolic.

Wu-yin shih (B5 (X)) NWei *agyit ~ *agit shih is glossed Fang shih (FEX)
‘House clan’ (WS 113: 3011).%° The first character of this transcription,
J& wu, is read in theoretical Late Middle Chinese as *?owk (Pul. 325).5
The ‘standard’ Old Chinese reconstructions for /& include *?0k (Bax.
795), *?0k (Sta. 560), and *?uk (Sch. 645). It is also worth noting that
wu 22 is the phonetic in wo [)g ‘tent’ (Pul. 324 *?aiwk), suggesting that
these two characters were very close in pronunciation at some point in
Old Chinese.’” The character 1z is read aku in Japanese Go-on and
Kan-on (possibly representing a nativized pronunciation of an Early
Middle Chinese dialectal form), and [ek,] in Modern Cantonese. An
carlier Old Chinese form of J& must have been pronounced similarly

5% In Ramstedt’s transcription, “6rw’d’2” and “Grw’sy>” which I interpret as [orwddsx3] and
[orwosx3]. He glosses the words as ‘plotzlich auflodern; heftig aufgeregt werden’ and
‘plotzlich aufflammen (das feuer)’ respectively (Ramstedt 1935: 301) and proposes a
connection between this word and Kalmyk 6r¢ ‘mimetic for something ablaze’ «— Turkic
ort (Ramstedt 1935: 300). Although Kalmyk ér¢ is probably a loanword from Turkic, as
proposed by Ramstedt, the verbs above are probably not derived from this word.

33 Simonov (1996) discusses this transcription and proposes an untenable Tungusic etymology.

56 This word is not found in Takata (1988) or Takata (1993).

37 Schuessler (2007: 517) mentions Wang Li’s proposal to connect these two words (Wang
1982: 293).

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:11 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



140

to *ak. Schuessler reconstructs unperiodized Old Chinese ffg “*?ak”
‘tent’ (2007: 517). Taking into account the fact that Northern Wei
Chinese is a conservative frontier dialect of Early Middle Chinese, it
must have retained this older pronunciation. Thus, I reconstruct
Northern Wei £ *ak, phonemically and intervocalically voiced, i.e.
*/ag/. I reconstruct *a and not a different *a-like vowel because this
segment clearly had the same fate as Late Old Chinese *a in later
northeastern varieties of Middle Chinese, i.e. Late Old Chinese *a > *u
(note that & is read in modern Sino-Korean as < ok [uk]).

The second character of the transcription, 5| yin (Pul. 373
*yin,), is found in attested Late Middle Chinese in Old Tibetan script
variously as a‘ﬁ' yin [yin] and unpalatalized ‘?‘W 7in [?in] (Tak. 378-379).
Assuming the Early Middle Chinese pronunciation of the character
differed little from this, the Taghbach word transcribed above could be
read as *agyit or *agif in Northern Wei Chinese.

The transcription thus suggests a Taghbach form *agyir/*agy1l
or *agir/*agil ‘house’. See Chapter 8 for Mongolic cognates.

Yu-lien shih (553 L) NWei “uwler ~ “owlet shih is glossed as Yiin shih (3£
£5) ‘Cloud clan’ (WS 113: 3012). From other transcriptions, it is clear
that the character [##] /ien was used for redundantly transcribing liquid
codas, i.e. foreign *r ~ *1. See the discussion of Ch’i-lien shih and
Ch’u-lien shih.

Several different proposals have been put forth for this
Taghbach word. The first reconstruction, put forth by Ligeti (1970a),
is *iiglen.’® Vovin (2007), assuming the transcription is in Old Chinese,

38 Ligeti (1970a: 304-305); Rybatzki (2006: 72).
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follows Baxter’s (1992) unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reading of & as
“*hjuwX">? and reconstructs Taghbach “*giilen” ~ “*yiilen”.%

Both of these reconstructions are inaccurate: Ligeti’s
reconstruction is flawed because although EMC had coda *-¥ from
LOC *-g (erroneously reconstructed as a glottal stop *? in the dominant
reconstructions of unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’),®! the character 7 is
reconstructed by Pulleyblank for MChi as “wuw™ (Pul. 379, i.e.
“wuwj; in revised transcription), the tone of which is a regular outcome
of Late Old Chinese *-5.2 A Late Old Chinese reading of the character
75 would have had coda *-s, but this segment was regularly lost in
Northern Wei Chinese, as shown elsewhere in this chapter. Vovin’s
reconstruction is problematic because Baxter’s Middle Chinese “*hj-"
(i.e. *hy-) is not supported by the foreign transcriptional evidence on
attested Late Middle Chinese. If there were a laryngeal onset in this
word in Middle Chinese, the Old Tibetan transcriptions could have
easily rendered it with ? [A ~ y] or 9 [h].®® Thus, the Northern Wei
reading of this character must be *uw or *uw.

Following this reading of the characters provides us with the
Taghbach form *uwl or *uwl.%* This form closely resembles Middle

39 The normal, philological transcription of this MChi reconstruction would be *hyuw,. See
also Sch. 774 *wjo?h (revised to *woh).

%0 Vovin (2007: 198).

6l Representatives of the dominant reconstruction include Mei (1970), Baxter (1992),
Schuessler (1988), and Sagart (1999: 133-134). See Beckwith (2008b, etc.) for his
emendation of this reconstruction.

2 As shown by Haudricourt (1954a, 1954b), Pulleyblank (1962a, 1962b; 1984: 155, 175),
Sagart (1999: 131-133) Beckwith (2008b: 179), and others.

9 See §3.3.1 ‘Syllable-initial segments’ for attested Old Tibetan and Khotanese Brahmi
transcriptions of Middle Chinese *f.

% Note the attested Late Middle Chinese forms of yu 7 (Pul. 379 *wuw,) in Old Tibetan
transcription: ag Peyu *[?ow] and &g Ziyu *[?iw] (Tak. 350-351). The character yu &
(Pul. 379 *wuw;) must have been pronounced very similar to its phonetic, yu 7.
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Kitan *owl & * <eu.wh ‘cloud (3£)’ and Middle Mongol e iile-n
*[ofiulon] ‘cloud’ (HIIY), and also indicates that Taghbach had lenited
earlier *oyu sequences to *uw/*uw.%

Yiian-lai shih (GE3ELG)% NWei *hoFlay shik is glossed Chiu shih (LK)
‘Going clan’ (WS 113: 3013).%” Considering the fact that the Early
Middle Chinese syllable onset *1 could render foreign *r (and the fact
that MChi *1 often comes from Old Chinese *r), the *fl sequence in
the EMC transcription is clearly a redundant rendering of a foreign
medial *r, i.e. Taghbach *foray [%2#&]. This must be a deverbal noun.
The Taghbach root *for- ‘go’ is cognate to Middle Mongol od- *[ot-]
‘go’ (HIIY), and the deverbal noun suffix *-ay is cognate to Middle
Mongol -’A ~ -’Ai ‘perfective verbal noun suffix’.®® The Middle
Mongol cognate, morpheme by morpheme, to the Taghbach word *for-
ay ‘going’ is *odu’ai, phonemically */ot-u-AAj/ (with an epenthetic
vowel */-U-/ to satisfy phonotactic constraints).®® Since we do not have
any other word forms to reconstruct the verbal paradigm of Taghbach
‘go’, the synchronic phonemic status of *-r- in Taghbach *for-ay is

% See entry for the Nan Ch’i Shu transcription Fu-chen below for another example of this
lenition.

5 Pul. 181, 385

7 The text-critical notes suggest that the first character is an error for & ¢'u (WS 113: 3023,
#40). Given the highly plausible Mongolic cognates, however, this is clearly the
antithesis—%g ¢'u in the text-critical notes is an error for % yiian, the form occurring in
the main text.

% See §8.5.3 entry for Taghbach *-Ay ~ *-yAy ~ *-yA ‘verbal noun suffix’. See Brosig (2014)
for a careful analysis of Middle Mongol tense, mood, aspect, and evidentiality.

 Although Middle Mongol *odu ai is not attested, it is fully reconstructible, given the attested
Middle Mongol verbal root od- ‘go’, the suffix -’Ai ‘perfective verbal noun’, and the
epenthetic vowel -u-. Cf. attested Middle Mongol forms such as od-u-gsan ‘go-PRF’, od-u-
lu’a ‘go-PST.1H’ (SHM) as well as attested Middle Mongol ire-ei ‘come-PFV’, bari-qda-"a
‘catch-PASS-PFV’, ana-"ai ‘heal-PFV’ (SHM). See Brosig (2014) for a careful analysis of
Middle Mongol tense, mood, aspect, and evidentiality.
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uncertain. However, other transcriptions (see discussion of Ch’i-hai-
chen and Hu-lo-chen below) indicate that one regular source of
Taghbach intervocalic *r is Common Serbi-Mongolic */t/. In other
words, the *r is an intervocalic allophone of a Common Serbi-
Mongolic voiceless unaspirated */t/ phoneme.

5.2.2. PROBLEMATIC TRANSCRIPTIONS

In addition to the clearly transcribed and clearly glossed clan names above,
there are around ten or so Taghbach clan names transcribed in the Wei Shu
which are problematic for various reasons. Some of these clan names seem to
have partial phonetic imitations as their Chinese equivalents, some of them
have disputable transcriptions or have incongruous transcriptional variants,
and others are clearly transcribed but have Chinese equivalents consisting of a
Chinese character that is homophonous or near-homophonous to one of the
characters used to transcribe the Taghbach original.

Chan-ch’ih shih (BEIEX)7° NWei “tiaftsi is glossed as Chan shih (FE[X)
‘Display clan’ (WS 113: 3012). This is possibly not a gloss, but a
phonetic imitation of the Taghbach original. Note that chan #§ and
chan & are both read in LMC as *tian, (Pul. 397). The onset *t-
corresponds to c¢- [t$-] in attested Late Middle Chinese (cf. Takata 1988,
1993, etc.), e.g. ch'ih #E is attested ¥ [t$i] (Tak. 330-331). Given the
Chinese transcription, the Taghbach original must be *¢arci (or *Carcr).
No known cognates.

Ch’u-tai-han shih (H KT EG) NWei “t§"urdayyaf shih is glossed Han shih (i
[X) ‘Fence clan’ (WS 113: 3010). The text-critical notes consider this

70 Pul. 54, 397.
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transcription an error for Pu-tai-han shih GO ATES) (WS 113: 3021, n.
31), i.e. NWei “budayyat. No known cognates.”!

Hu-ku-k’ou-yin shih (Ef15 15[ EX) NWei *yukusk usyif shih is glossed Hou
shih (2E%) ‘Feudal Lord clan’ (WS 113: 3008). The text-critical notes
provide several other variants of the transcription and demonstrate the
problematic nature of the transcription (WS 113: 3019).

K’o-chu-hun shih GEYEELL)> NWei *k artsuwkyof shih is glossed Wei shih
(WRER) ‘Taste clan’ (WS 113: 3014). According to the text-critical notes,
the Hou Wei Shu %% glossed this clan name as Chu shih (4K
‘Vermillion clan’ or ‘Cinnabar clan’ and the text #iz& Shu Cheng
considers IIf wei to be an error () for 4% chu ‘vermillion; cinnabar’

or Wk chou ‘bird’s beak’ (WS 113: 3023). No known cognates.

K’o-hou shih ((&{7EK) NWei *k aryu shih is glossed Kou shih (4% ‘Hilt
Binding clan’ (WS 113: 3013). The word kou #% denotes ‘the cord-
binding on the hilt of a sword’ (Mat. 510b, #3424). This may be a gloss,
if it is not a phonetic imitation of the second syllable of the Taghbach
word. No known cognates.”

Pu-liu-ku shih (U 759LEL) NWei “buluwkku is glossed as Lu shih ([£X)
‘Plateau clan’ (WS 113: 3007). No known cognates. This gloss may in
fact be an abbreviation—the character [z /u, read as liu, is also used
for 75 liu ‘six” (Pul. 198) in Chinese texts.”*

7! Bazin proposes a connection with Mongol cugtai (1950: 246-247), but this is semantically
impossible and phonologically problematic.

2 pul. 173, 414, 135.

73 Bazin proposes connections with several Turkic words (1950: 265-266). If the gloss is a true
gloss, all of these proposals are impossible for semantic reasons.

™ Bazin proposes a connection with Middle Mongol buru’u (Bazin 1950: 274).
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Shih-t'u shih (JFZEE%) NWei “lirt"or ~ *lirdor shih is glossed Ch’ii shih (Jf
() ‘Bend clan’ (WS 113: 3010). The character = is read ‘*%! 'shi in
attested Late Middle Chinese,”> but was read *lir in Korean Peninsular
Early Middle Chinese.’® The Wei Shu text-critical notes mention
sources which claim that [~ is an error for J&& (WS 113: 3021, n. 34). If
this is correct, which seems possible given the graphic similarity of the
two characters, then the Northern Wei reading of the Taghbach word
is “k"urt"or or *k"urdor, and the Chinese equivalent is not a gloss but
an abbreviation of this clan name.

Ta-mo-kan shih (KE-EX) NWei “daymakkar shih is glossed as Ho shih (85
EG) ‘Ho clan’ (WS 113: 3011). The Chinese gloss could be a
euphemistic replacement of a taboo character, but I have not yet been
unable to resolve this.

Ta-po shih (GEZ)K)7" NWei *darbar shih is glossed as Pao shih (2[X,) ‘Robe
clan’ (WS 113: 3013). The gloss, & pao, denotes a ‘gown’ or ‘long
robe conferred by the emperor upon deserving officials’, and by
extension, also denotes ‘praise’ (Pulleyblank 1991: 29; Mathews 1975:
685). Considering the fact that Middle Chinese coda *r could represent
both foreign lateral and rhotic segments, the Taghbach form can be
reconstructed as **darbor, *darbal, *dalbal, or *dalbar. A connection
with Early Middle Mongol de el [#%H#] ‘clothing (7Xf)” (SHM) and
de’el [#%'7E] “clothing, garment (7X); padded coat (#f)’ (HIIY), i.e.
*[dofial], Late Middle Mongol del [J:2] (MAA, Leid.), and Written
Mongol debel ~ degel ‘robe’ is likely, although phonologically
problematic given the medial cluster *-rb-/*-1b- of the Taghbach form
and the difference in vocalism. Given this probable cognate, a

7> Takata (1993: 322).
76 Beckwith (2007a).
77 Pul. 69, 40; Tak. 362-363, etc.
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Taghbach form *dalbal/*darbal ‘robe’ is reconstructible. Considering
the possibility that Early Middle Chinese % *dar could hypothetically
transcribe foreign *dor/*dol, it is equally possible to reconstruct
Taghbach *dalbol/*dorbal ‘robe’. If *dalbal is the correct form, then
the Written Mongol cognate debel may be explainable as the result of
haplology, i.e. CSM *dalbal > *doboal > *dofal > WMgl debel. Another,
more complicated possibility, which potentially explains the WMgl
variants degel ~ debel and the *-rb- of the Taghbach form, involves
positing CSM intervocalic clusters *-gf- ~ *-yB-, allophonic variants
of phonemic */-GB-/ (with *-p- in [-ATR] words and *-yf- in [+ATR]
words). In Taghbach,*-yB- became *-rb- in [+ATR] words and *-rb-
in [-ATR] words, e.g. Taghbach *dorbal ‘robe’ and *q"akba- ‘to close’
as in *q"agbaggin ‘door guards’ (the root of which is cognate to MMgl
ga’a- ‘to close, enclose’). In Proto-Mongolic, CSM *-gf- ~ *-yf-
lenited to *-- ~ *-y- (except for some sporadic instances where it
became *-3- in certain dialects, e.g. debel), which further lenited to
*-f- in Early Middle Mongol and null in Late Middle Mongol. This
proposal has more explanatory power, but deserves further
consideration because of the large number of hypotheses on which it is
based. For the time being, I consider this unresolved.”®

Wu-wan shih (5 LEL) NWei “ayof shih is glossed Huan shih (fEEX) ‘Martial-
looking clan’ (WS 113: 3008). The gloss Huan (fH) is probably not a
true gloss but an abbreviation of a variant transcription of Wu-huan (&
fH), an early Serbi-Mongolic ethnonym reconstructible as *awar
(Pulleyblank 1983).7

8 Christopher 1. Beckwith (p.c., February, 2013) suggests that “this might well be a word
independently borrowed by Proto-Serbi and Proto-Mongolic from another language, in
view of the semantics and the close but irregular phonology.”

7 See Chapter Two for a brief overview of Awar (Wu-huan) ethnolinguistic history.
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5.2.3. UNGLOSSED (ABBREVIATED) TRANSCRIPTIONS

In addition to the glossed transcriptions and problematic transcriptions above,
there are 57 unglossed clan names whose Chinese equivalents are very clearly
monosyllabic abbreviations of the Taghbach original. Although these words
can rarely provide any information on the Taghbach lexicon, they offer
important data on Taghbach phonology, especially phonotactic constraints. A
careful study of these transcriptions should be undertaken in the future.

5.2.4. TRANSCRIPTIONS ELSEWHERE IN THE WEI SHU

Mu-ku-li [R5 E]] (NWei *mukkorli) is mentioned in the Wei Shu account of
the Jou-jan as a clan name of the Taghbach, and is glossed ‘bald (&
7%).8% The gloss was first studied by Shiratori (1902),3! and most
recently by Vovin (2007).8? Vovin has demonstrated that the *kk of
the Chinese transcription indicates a foreign *q and reconstructs
“*mugolo ~ *moqolo” ‘bald’, which he suggests is the donor form for
Manchu moyolo ‘hornless’, citing additional Tungusic evidence for the
semantic range of the word (2007: 201-203). Based on the Early
Middle Chinese values of the transcriptional characters and the Middle
Mongol cognate mugqular *[muq-ular] ‘hornless’ (SHM), %3 1
reconstruct Taghbach *muquli ‘bald’.3* This is probably indeed the

80 WS (103: 2289).

81 Shiratori (1902: 18).

82 Vovin (2007: 200-203).

8 The Secret History gives the Middle Mongol form mugqular [ 241" 1R] ‘hornless (fE1H),
hornless (F5/)” (Kuribayashi 2009: 304).

8 Early Middle Chinese could not distinguish [1] from [i] in transcriptions of foreign words.
Since Taghbach seems to have retained the ATR vowel harmony system reconstructible
for Common Serbi-Mongolic, I thus reconstruct the vowel in question as *[1]. See also
Seongyeon Ko (2013) on the reconstruction of */1/ for early Mongolic.
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ultimate donor form to Manchu moyolo ‘hornless’ as Vovin proposed.
Apparently Taghbach phonotactics did not permit word-final *r under
certain conditions which are not currently known.®* Note also the loss
of *r before palatal segments (see the entry for Taghbach ‘cook’). I
thus reconstruct Common Serbi-Mongolic *muk™ulir ~ *muk"vlar
‘bald, hornless’.

The following etymology accounts for the above-mentioned
forms:

Manchu moyolo ‘hornless’ « Taghbach *muquli < CSM *muk"ulir ~
*muk"vlar ‘bald, hornless’ > MMgl muqular *[muq"vlar] >
Modern Khalkha myxap ['muy3r] ‘bald, hornless; dull (of a blade

or the tip of something)’.%¢

5.3. TAGHBACH TITLES AND NAMES IN THE NAN CH’I SHU

The Taghbach data preserved in the Ff %25 & Nan Ch’i Shu (NCS) are
significantly less in number than the onomastic transcriptions provided in the
Wei Shu. The NCS account of the Taghbach provides some unglossed
onomastic data, i.e. the names of several early Taghbach people, but most
important are the 19 Taghbach titles transcribed and glossed in Chinese. Some
of the glosses are enigmatic, due to our poor understanding of the original
meaning of the terms in the context of Chinese government administration of
the Northern and Southern Dynasties period, but a number of the more easily
identifiable titles have good cognates in Mongolic.

85 Note the possible counter-example in Taghbach *phor ‘surrounding, around’ (see entry for
P’u clan above). Perhaps there was a constraint against *1Vr sequences or something more
general than this. This question remains for future study.

8 The Modern Khalkha gloss is from Bold et al. (2008).
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5.3.1. RESOLVED TRANSCRIPTIONS

Ch’i-hai-chen [#225 5] (NEMC *khiryaytsit)®’ is glossed ‘assassins (7% A &)’
(NCS 57: 985).3% 1 reconstruct Taghbach *k"irkayém. The word is
cognate morpheme by morpheme to Middle Mongol kidu’aci ‘killer’
(SHM), phonologically reconstructible as *[k"itufiat{"i], and modern
Written Mongol kiduyaci “killer’,*’ i.e. kidu- ‘kill’ + -’A- (perfective
verbal noun®’) + -¢ (occupational suffix). This correspondence is
further evidence of Common Serbi-Mongolic */t/ rhotacizing to *[r]
intervocalically in Taghbach. Note also Taghbach *horay ‘going’, from
Common Serbi-Mongolic *fiot- ‘g0’ + *-Ay ‘verbal noun suffix’.

Vovin (2007) analyzes the *-way element®' as a causative
suffix,’” but the occupational suffix *-¢" (and its plural *-&"i-n) is
never added directly to a verbal root in attested medieval and modern
Mongolic languages. It is affixed only to nouns (including deverbal
nouns). As seen from other comparanda presented in this chapter,
attested Taghbach derivational morphology is largely cognate to
Mongolic. Thus, we should expect a morphological concatenation
mirroring the Middle Mongol cognate, kidu- ‘kill’ + -’a (perfective

87 Pul. 248, 118, 401. There is a variant pronunciation of #Z2 as “k"ey, but given the clear
Mongolic cognate, the “k"ir reading is probably correct.

88 Doerfer (1988; 1993) follows the dominant tradition-based reconstruction of theoretical
‘Middle Chinese’ and reconstructs a medial *-t- in this word where I reconstruct *-r-. His
proposal is phonologically highly unlikely given the NEMC values of the Chinese
characters.

8 Attested MMgl kidu'aci [Z & [7%] ‘one who is fond of killing (£7#%/Y)’ (Kuribayashi
2009: 270). Cleaves translates this as ‘killer’ (1982: 110). Ligeti (1970a: 303-304)
identified this Middle Mongol cognate, although the phonological reconstructions of the
Taghbach and Middle Mongol forms presented here are my own.

%0 See Brosig (2014) for the identification of this Middle Mongol suffix as perfective.

°l Reconstructed as “*-pe- by him (Vovin 2007: 197).

2 Vovin (2007: 197).
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verbal noun suffix) + -¢i (occupational suffix). My morphological
analysis of the Taghbach word is *k"ir- ‘kill’ + *-gay ‘lexicalized
deverbal noun suffix’ + *-¢1 ‘occupational suffix’ + *-n “plural suffix’.
Further evidence for the verbal noun suffix *-gay is found in the
Taghbach word for ‘going’ (see the entry for Yiian-lai clan above).

I thus propose the following etymologies:

Taghbach *k"irsay¢i-n [#22 5] ‘assassins (7% A &)’ < *k"rd-say-¢r-n <
CSM *k"itu-yay-&"1-n > PMgl *k"itu-fa-¢"i-n > attested MMgl
kidu-"a-¢i [k"itufiatf"i] > bookish Modern Khalkha xsimaau /x'at-
A-&" [ca'tatf"] “killer’.

Taghbach *k"ir- [#2] ‘assassinate, murder (3% A)” < *k"1r- < CSM *k"1tu-
‘kill’ > PMgl *kMrtu- > MMgl kidu- [k"itu-] “kill> > Modern
Khalkha xsin- [cat-] ‘murder, assassinate’.

Ch’i-wan-chen [Z & ] (NEMC *kMirmoftsit ~ “k iymoftsit)® is glossed as
‘interpreters (GEEEE A)’ (NCS 57: 985). This word is reconstructible as
*kMImorér-n or *kMImouréi-n. See Chapter Eight for discussion and
cognates.

Che-hui-chen [#7&E] (NEMC *tsiarywoytsit)** is glossed as ‘people who
send out and receive accusations on behalf of the ruler (5 H =&
A)’ (NCS 57: 985). I reconstruct Taghbach *¢arsuyéi-n.”> See Chapter
Eight for Mongolic cognates.

% Pul. 247, 318, 401.

% Pul. 400, 134, 401.

% The Mongolic cognate was identified by Boodberg (1936: 174), although the Taghbach
reconstruction presented here is my own.
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Fu-chen [[ff ] (NEMC *butsif)’® is glossed as ‘nobles who prepare food (&
MNMEBEAN) (NCS 57: 985). The word is cognate to Middle Mongol
bawurci [{£JL7RIR] ‘cook (BFF) ~ bawurcin [{f=TL" REL] ‘cooks
(BF &) (SHM).?” As 1 have shown elsewhere in this book, Middle
Kitan—the best known Serbi language—had the phonologically
conditioned sound change of */r/ > @ before palatal affricates, e.g.
*kuy-¢ < */kuyr-¢/ ‘arrive-CVB’. I thus reconstruct Taghbach */burci-
n/ or */burCi-n/, phonetically realized as *[butfin] or *[butfin], and
CSM *bayuré"1-n ‘cooks’. As for the monophthongization of Common
Serbi-Mongolic *ayu ~ *ayu to *uw ~ *uw, see the entry for Taghbach
‘cloud’ (Yu-lien shih) above.

Hsien-chen [ E] (NEMC *yiamtsit)’® is glossed as ‘people who ride along
the relay route through all provinces (FEMZEEE N)” (NCS 57: 985). 1
reconstruct Taghbach *yyamém, composed of *yyam ‘road, relay

route’, *-&1 ‘occupational suffix’, and *-n ‘plural suffix’.%’

Hu-lo-chen [#i}%E] (NEMC *yulagtsit)'? is glossed as ‘people who carry
weapons (F{LA)” (NCS 57: 985). This word is reconstructible as
*quragém, composed of the occupational suffix *-¢1, the plural suffix
“-n and the root *qurag, which must denote ‘weapon of war ({i)’.
Taghbach *qurag ‘weapon’ is cognate to Early Middle Mongol kitugai

% Pul. 101, 401.

7 For a study of MMgl bawurci, see Rybatzki (2006: 217). As a result of the Mongol
Conquests of the 13" century and the resulting empires, the Middle Mongol word spread
to other languages, e.g. Hindi STa¥=T (bavarci) ‘cook’. See also Ganbaatar (1997: 32).

% Pul. 335, 401. Pulleyblank’s reading *yoim (Pul. 335) probably does not reflect
northeastern EMC. I reconstruct NEMC *yyam. Note also Thai L&) (khem) ‘salt, salty’,
a loanword from a southern Early Middle Chinese dialect pronunciation of [
(Manomaivibool 1975: 319).

% See Chapter Eight for Mongolic cognates.

100 pyl. 126, 203, 401.
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[ZFR"¥%] “knife (JJF-)’ (SHM), Late Middle Mongol gitura [4¢ 5id]
‘knife’ (MAA) ~ kitusa [\& 58] ‘knife’ (Leid.), and Modern Khalkha
xytra ["xut3q] ‘knife’.!°! T propose the following etymology:

Taghbach *qurag ‘weapon of war’ < CSM *k"ut"uga ~ *k"it"uga ‘knife,
weapon of war® > PMgl > MMgl gituya > Modern Khalkha
['xut3q] ‘knife’.

This comparanda provides additional evidence that Taghbach
rhotacized Common Serbi-Mongolic medial */d/ and */t"/ to *[r]
intervocalically in inherited lexical items (i.e. ‘native’, non-loanwords).
See §5.5 for discussion.

I-ch’in-ti-ho [{& 13 {7] ] (NEMC *ixgitdiya)'® is glossed as ‘imperial
secretary ([5=£)’ (NCS 57: 985).! The Taghbach word appears to be
a calque of the Chinese title in the gloss.

For the first element, I reconstruct Taghbach *irgin [{&£&1],
which corresponds to ‘above, superior ([&])’. This is a widespread
culture word with cognates in Middle Kitan, Old Turkic, Jou-jan, Old
Uygur, and Old Kirghiz official titles.'%*

101 Boodberg (1936: 173) connects this with what he believed to be a Hsiung-nu word, but his
claim requires careful reconsideration.

102 pyl. 367 ({4 for £2), 255, 76, 122.

103 Bazin (1950: 306-307) erroneously included Chinese pi Ef in his analysis of the
transcription. This is in fact a Chinese word denoting ‘compare’ or ‘is comparable to’, a
verb preceding the Chinese gloss of this Taghbach word in the Nan Ch’i Shu account of
the Taghbach.

104 Aisin Gioro Ulhicun (2009: 17-18) correctly connects the first part of this title with cognate
titles attested for Middle Kitan as *irgan 4L /4. 4, Old Turkic *irkin [{5 /7], and Old Uygur
and Old Kirghiz as *hirkin/*yirkin [#H/7"]. The reconstructions presented here are my
own, and are based on northern Early Middle Chinese readings of the transcriptions. Note
also the attested Orkhon Old Turkic title irkin (GOrkT 336) and a cognate title among
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The second element, Taghbach *diga [}{A]], corresponds to,
and probably means ‘writing, book, document (£)’. Compare with the
Middle Kitan verbal root *¢- #& «&.> “‘write’. The root of the Taghbach
word appears to be a borrowing from a northeastern Late Old Chinese
dialect, as discussed below.

There are certain Min Chinese forms which appear to be
reflexes of a conservative northern dialect of Old Chinese, e.g.
Teochew = chu [ts¥] ‘book’,'® Amoy & tsu ‘book’,'% and Foochow
= chii [tsyss] ‘book, volume, record, letter, writing’.'?” These Min
forms appear to go back to a conservative late Old Chinese dialect form
*ti from earlier Old Chinese & *ta ‘write, writing, book, document’
(Cf. 3 Sag. 210 *s-ta).'% This conservative dialect retained the *t
which later spirantized to *$ in central dialects of Middle Chinese, e.g.
Late Middle Chinese = *&i (Pul. 287).!% The resulting *ti sequence
was later affricated to *tsi. I thus propose the following etymologies
for Common Serbi ‘write’ and the above-mentioned Min forms:

= MSC shii ‘book’ < LMC *§ < OChi *(s)ta ‘write, writing, book,
document’ > northern LOC dial. *ti — CSer *t1- ~ *d1- ‘write’ >
Taghbach *dr- (as in *di-ga ‘writing, book”), MKit *¢- ‘write’.

another early Turkic people, transcribed in Old Tibetan as hirkin [%x'ﬁﬁ'] (PT 1283, 1. 64-
65; Venturi 2008: 29, n. 87).

105 Goddard (1883: 26).

106 Douglas (1873: 590, 264). The “Hokkien” form 2 se ‘book’ given by Medhurst (1832)
must be an intrafamily borrowing from a non-Min language, since it reflects the later
innovation of *t (~ *ts) > *s.

107 Maclay & Baldwin (1870: 109); Nakajima (1979: 223, 224).

108 Putian Min £ [ts"a,] ‘book’ (Nakajima 1979: 223-224) appears to be from a central dialect
of Late Old Chinese (*sta or *ta), later influenced by the other Min forms.

109 Note also Middle Old Chinese [[] *tar ‘mountain’ (Beckwith 2007a: 137, n. 49) > attested
LMC shan (Takata 1993: 340).
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OChi & *(s)ta ‘write, writing, book, document” > LOC dial. *ti > *tsi >

Teochew chu [ts¥], Amoy tsu, Foochow chii [tsyss].

As shown elsewhere in this book, the Serbi languages exhibited
free variation between voiced and voiceless obstruents at word
peripheries. Thus, Common Serbi *di- ~ *ti- could easily be a loan
from & dialectal Old Chinese *ti- < *(s)ta ‘write’. The Taghbach form
*disa must be a deverbal noun composed of two morphemes, *di-sa,
the suffix *-ga of which is a verbal noun suffix cognate to Middle
Mongol -’4 ~ - Ai ‘perfective verbal noun’.'°

As demonstrated by Sagart, there are unique morphological and
phonological retentions and innovations shared by Jin Chinese (a
Sinitic language spoken in north central China) and the Min languages
(spoken in far southern China).!'! Thus, Proto-Min or one of its
contributing superstrates must have been spoken in northern China
around the Late Old Chinese period. One may hypothesize that this
superstrate was brought from northern China to the Min area by the
Han conquest of the state of Min-yiieh [ in the 2" century B.C., i.e.
the Late Old Chinese period.''?

110 See Chapter Eight. See Brosig (2014) on the semantic value of this Middle Mongol suffix.
" Sagart (1999: 99, 101-102, 105-106) presents evidence for some of these shared

morphological and phonological retentions and innovations in his discussion of the Min
prefix /ka-/ and its Jin cognate /ka?-/ ~ /ka?-/.

12 For another Min example with obvious northern Late Old Chinese connections, note

Teochew ch‘u ‘mouse, rat’ (Goddard 1883: 27), Amoy chhu ‘rat, mouse, squirrel’
(Douglas 1873: 95), Foochow ch i [ts"y] ‘rat, mouse, rodent’ (Maclay 1870: 178),
“Hokkien” ch’hé ‘mouse’ (Medhurst 1832: 99), and Late Middle Korean *[tswi] 3] ‘rat’,
implying the following etymology: Modern Korean chwi 71 < LMK *tswi (tone/pitch
uncertain) ‘rat’ < EMK *tswi [#5] ‘rat (E&)’ < OKor *tswiy (Old Korean *y was regularly
lost in Middle Korean) «— g northern LOC dial. *ts"ix < earlier OChi *¢hdy ‘mouse,
rat’. The earlier Old Chinese form is from Kiyose and Beckwith (2008: 3). The Chinese
transcription and gloss of the EMK form are from KYS #98 (Sasse 1976); the phonological
reconstruction given above is my own. The pitch/tone of the LMK form is unclear—Yu
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K’o-po-chen [];# 5] (NEMC *k"arbagtsit)'!? is glossed as ‘door guards (5F
FIAN) (NCS 57: 985). Studied by Shiratori (1911b: 1400-1401),
Pelliot (1925: 254-255, n. 4), Boodberg (1936: 170), Ligeti (1970a),
and Vovin (2007). Following a northeastern Early Middle Chinese
reading of the transcription, I reconstruct Taghbach *q"agbagéi-n, i.e.
“q"asbag¢r ‘door guard’ with *-n ‘plural suffix’. This word is cognate
to Late Kitan *qaba(q)¢1 [k 7] (OM *xapatsi) ‘person who guards
the chambers of the chancellor’.!'* Both the Taghbach and Kitan forms
have cognates in Turkic as shown by Franke (1976: 179) and Vovin
(2003: 242) for Kitan, and most recently by Vovin (2007: 195) for
Taghbach.''> Given the historical dominance of Serbi speakers at the
time when Archaic Turkic is first attested in the 4™ century A.D. spoken
by the Chieh ethnic group,'!® this is very likely a Serbi loanword into
Archaic Turkic.!!”

K’o-sun [A]4] (NEMC *kPagsof)!!® is glossed as ‘imperial consort (& J5)’
(NCS 57: 984).11% 1 reconstruct Taghbach *q"axsun, which is clearly

Ch’angton (2000: 673a) gives 5] (i.e. *tswi), but Nam (2002: 1255) gives -7 (i.e. *tswi).
The original manuscript of the Yonghi Och’on’ga fE ReHH Kk, held in the Kyujanggak
Royal Library collection at Seoul National University’s Kyujanggak Institute for Korean
Studies, must be carefully checked to determine the tone/pitch marking in the original
text.

113 Pul. 173, 41, 401.

114 The Late Kitan reconstruction presented here is my own. See Vovin (2003: 242), Franke
(1976: 179), and Kuz’menkov (1997: 88) for alternative analyses of the Kitan form.

115 Shiratori (1911b: 1400-1401), Boodberg (1936: 170), and Ligeti (1970a) previously
identified Turkic comparanda for the Taghbach word. See discussion in §8.5.4. for my
revisions of these proposals.

116 Cf. Shimunek et al. (2015).

17 See §8.5.2 for discussion.

118 pyl. 173, 297.

119 See also the entry for Taghbach k’o-tun [F]Z%] (NEMC *khagtor) ‘the imperial ancestral
mothers (E4t4%) in §5.4.
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cognate to T’u-yii-hun *q"astsun. Note Old Turkic gatun ‘imperial
consort, empress’'?* and Middle Mongol gatun ‘lady of high rank’.!?!

Mu-t’i [E32] (NEMC *mudey)!?? is glossed as ‘prefect (Fl]52)’ (NCS 57: 985).
I reconstruct Taghbach *mudi. The Nan Ch’i Shu gives the following
explanation of the word:

NXA. . BRI . ZHIEEEH YN E RS EILE BiEE
B LR 5

They also have...*mudi, comparable to prefects (#z'u-shih)... and
*dzuwsbiarkof, comparable to feudal lords (chu-hou). The government has
storehouses, and each have corresponding offices, all which are made to
understand the miscreant language (i.e. Taghbach) and Chinese, for use in
the postal relay system (NCS 57: 985, 1 11-12).

Previous attempts at this word (Bazin 1950; Ligeti 1970a; Vovin 2007:
197) have copied Boodberg’s (1936) misreading of the Chinese gloss,
resulting in the partial ghost transcription mu-ti pi [B32EL]. In fact, the
Chinese verb pi [, ‘compare’ or ‘be comparable to’ is part of the Chinese
gloss formulation X Eb; ¥ (where X is a transcription of the foreign word
and Y is its Chinese semantic equivalent) found throughout the Nan Ch’i
Shu F§71%E account of the Taghbach. The Taghbach word is simply *mudi

‘prefect’.!??

Pi-te-chen [LL7#E & ] (NEMC *pyitogtsit ~ * byitogtsiF) >4 is glossed as

==

‘bureaucratic clerks (& 5 X E )" (NCS 57: 985). I reconstruct

120 This Old Turkic form is first attested in the 8" century (GOrkT 342-343; DTS 436a).
Shiratori first compared this word with Turkic and T u-yii-hun (1902: 18).

121 E o attested early MMgl gatun [*&t5] ‘lady (45F)’ (SHM §64); de Rachewiltz translates
this title as ‘gan’s wife, lady of high rank’ (2006: 236).

122 pyl. 220 *mo; Tak. 324-325 3% deyi *[dej] ~ 3§ de [de] ~ i [ti] (Pul. 304 *dey)

123 See Chapter Eight for Mongolic cognates.

124 pul. 33, 74, 401.
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Taghbach * pitogéi-n/ * bitog¢i-n. Pelliot (1925: 254, n. 4), Ligeti
(1970a), and others suggest a connection among this Taghbach word,
Late Middle Mongol bicéeci [2\2] ‘scribe’ (IM), and Old Turkic
bitigci ‘scribe’. However, given the Taghbach word for ‘writing’
discussed above, this title must have been borrowed as a whole (i.e. a
monomorphemic word) from a Turkic language, probably Archaic
Turkic as spoken by the fourth-century A.D. *Kir (¥5) state of Later
Chao (%£74).'% Middle Mongol bici- ‘write’ is a reflex of a Proto-
Mongolic form independently borrowed from Old Turkic biti- ‘write’.
I thus propose the following etymology:

Taghbach “bitogéi-n ‘bureaucratic clerks’ « unattested ATrk *bitig¢i <
*bitig ‘writing’ > attested OTrk bitig — pre-PMgl *bit"ig > PMgl
*bighig > MMgl bicig [pitfik] > Modern Khalkha 6uuur /pic"g/
[pi"YTk] ‘id.’

The Turkic word is probably ultimately from Indo-European,
as shown by Sinor,'?° and the Old Turkic verb biti- ‘to write’, borrowed
into Middle Mongol as bici- ‘id.’, is probably the result of back-
formation.'?’

The Taghbach and Middle Kitan words for ‘writing’ are
borrowings from a northern frontier dialect of Old Chinese & ‘write,

writing, document’, as demonstrated in the entry for I-ch’in-ti-ho above.

125 For more on *Kir, an Archaic Turkic language attested in the fourth century A.D., see
Shimunek et al. (2015).

126 Sinor (1978: 321-322).

127 This was proposed by Sinor (1978: 321-322) based on the wide geographic distribution of
forms for ‘writing’ resembling bitig etc.
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5.3.2. PROBLEMATIC TRANSCRIPTIONS (UNRESOLVED)

A-chen-chu [[1] B 5] (NEMC *Ratsitdu)'?® is glossed ‘food kitchen (X & ET)’
(NCS 57: 984). Given the redundant gloss, it is likely that the third
character of the transcription, ch'u &} ‘kitchen’ is superfluous.'?® The
transcription and gloss should thus be revised to A-chen [[H] E ]
(NEMC *Rats$it) ‘food (EX&)’. We may reconstruct Taghbach *facir,
*Aacn, *hacin, or even *facy ‘food’. No known cognates.

Chih-chen [EE] (NEMC *digtsif)'*? is glossed as ‘Internal Attendants ([N /%
)’ (NCS 57:985). This title phonologically resembles, and is possibly
cognate to, part of the ‘Azha (i.e. T’u-yii-hun) name or title
?Alyebangdigzhing in the Annals of the ‘Azha Principality. See
§6.2.1.2 for details."?!

Fu-chu-chen [#/7E] (NEMC *pturtuwgtsiF)'*? is pejoratively glossed as
‘lowly people who ride along the bogus relay route ({HE=ZIEEEE A)’

128 pul. 23, 401, 59. Although there is no foreign segmental transcription of ch u [&f, a word
with this same phonetic, ¢/ 'u J, in the phrase ch'ih-ch 'u J§§, was borrowed into Thai
as 29 /riiroo/ ‘walk hesitatingly’ (Manomaivibol 1975: No. 407).

129 Boodberg (1936: 174-175) and Shiratori (1902) propose different analyses to deal with the
problematic gloss. Shiratori (1902) assumes a scribal error for a different attested
Taghbach transcription in the Wei Shu, i.e. Fu-chen [[{fE]. Boodberg assumes the gloss
is [ E].

130 pul. 405, 401.

131 Despite Boodberg (1936: 172), who proposes a Turkic etymology.

132 Pul. 99, 414, 401. The tradition-based theoretical Middle Chinese reconstruction of /7 is
“truwk (Pul.), i.e. *tuwk, and loanword evidence indicates that this character was read
*tuk or *tuwk in Early Middle Chinese—an Early Middle Chinese (or very late Old
Chinese) form of Chinese 7T was borrowed into Thai as ®an /'tdok/ ‘bamboo strips’
(Manomaivibool 1975: 345 #322) and Lao )9 /t3k/ ‘bamboo strips’. This Lao form
and the IPA transcription of the Thai form are from <sealang.net/thai/dictionary.htm>
and <sealang.net/lao/dictionary.htm>, both accessed June 6, 2012. Note also the Late Old
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(NCS 57: 985). The Taghbach word was first studied by Shiratori (1902:
17), reconstructed by Pelliot (1925: 255, n. 4), and its Mongolic
cognate identified by Ligeti (1970a: 293-294). See also Kara (2006:
104), Shimunek (2007: 12, n. 18), and Vovin (2007: 194-195). 1
reconstruct Taghbach *p"urtuggi-n.'*?

The pejorative Chinese gloss is not primary to the meaning of
the Taghbach word—the compiler of the Nan Ch’i Shu was denouncing
the Northern Wei government as ‘bogus ({%)’. There are many
examples of disparaging overtones infused into the Nan Ch’i Shu
account of the Taghbach. Removing the infused insult from the original
gloss, we arrive at ‘people who ride along the relay route (Z3€EE A ).

Ligeti (1970a) identified modern Written Mongol értegecin'>*
as a Mongolic cognate of this word. This proposal implies an unattested
Middle Mongol form *hérte ecin, which I reconstruct *[hort"ofot{"in].
Unfortunately, all of the ‘peripheral” Mongolic daughter languages
which regularly retain Middle Mongol 4, and which could thus provide
evidence of the hypothetical *h in this word, do not retain reflexes of
this hypothetical Middle Mongol form.'*® In its place, they have recent
Chinese and Manchu loanwords.'*¢ No relevant loanwords in Tungusic
or other neighboring languages which could support this proposal have
been identified either. Although Ligeti is undoubtedly correct that this

Chinese transcription of the name Hinduka as T’ien-chu KX*= (LOC dial. *hinduk) in the
Chin Shu and other sources (Pelliot 1914: 412; Pulleyblank 1962a: 108).

133 Note that my reconstruction differs significantly from that of Pelliot (1925), Ligeti (1970a),
and others.

134 This word is defined by Kowalewski as “celui qui entretient les chevaux de postes; postillon,
valet de poste” (Kow. 588).

135 T thank Gyorgy Kara for introducing me to this correspondence and its philological
problems.

136 The Daur equivalent is from Manchu giyamun, and the Shira Yoghor, Mongghul, Santa,
and ‘Bonan’ (probably Boonan) words are very recent loans from Mandarin 115 zhan (Sun
et al. 1990: 549).
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is a Taghbach-Mongol lexical correspondence, we lack the necessary
comparative linguistic and philological evidence to resolve the
phonological problem.

P’u-ta-chen [£% K E] (NEMC * phaiwgdaytsit) 1*7 is glossed as ‘people
responsible for clothing (&7 N)’ (NCS 57: 985). Boodberg (1936:
174) translates the Chinese gloss as ‘officer in charge of (the ruler’s)
clothes’. 1 reconstruct Taghbach *p"ogday&m. Considering the well-
established occupational suffix *-¢1 and plural suffix *-n, the root of
this Taghbach word must be *p"ogday, a noun probably meaning
something related to ‘clothing’ or denoting a specific item of clothing.

Boodberg (1936: 174) and Bazin (1950: 301) proposed Turkic
and Mongolic connections with this Taghbach word. If we refine their
proposals using the earliest philologically attested data, this Taghbach
word resembles early Middle Mongol bogta [Z-«2] ‘headdress worn
by married Mongol women (%h7t)” (SHM), also attested as the root of
the denominal verb bogtala- [ZZ=¥5]] ‘to wear women’s headdress
(EGETERT) ~ bogtola- [ZE=7H] ‘comb one’s hair (fii8H) (SHM),
Late Middle Mongol bogtaq [3&] ‘crown’ (IM), and Middle Turkic
boytay ~ boytuy ‘clothes bag’ (DTS).'3® Despite their superficial
phonological similarity, the Middle Turkic and Middle Mongol forms
are unlikely to be related. Middle Turkic boytay ‘clothes bag’ is
undoubtedly ultimately from an Early Middle Chinese form of fiZ%
‘clothing bag’, probably via the above-mentioned Taghbach form. I
thus propose the following etymology:

137 Pul. 243, 69, 401.
138 See also Clark (1973: 183-184) for the Middle Mongol word. For a study on the origin and
development of the bogta, see Kim & Erdenebat (2011).
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AEL¥ NEMC *buwgday ‘clothing bag’ — Taghbach *p"ogday [ K] —
unattested ATrk > unattested OTrk > attested MTrk boytay ~
boytuy ‘clothes bag’.

Middle Mongol bogta ~ boqto ~ bogtaq is probably unrelated to the
Chinese, Taghbach, and Turkic forms above.

Shou-pieh-kuan [%ZF'E] (NEMC *dzuwkbiarkot)'* is glossed as ‘feudal
lords (5&{z%)” (NCS 57: 985). No known cognates.

Wu-ai-chen [ & %% B ] (NEMC * Afaiystsit) 140 is glossed as ‘External
Attendants (9NE45)° (NCS 57: 985). No known cognates. !

Yang-chen [F:E] (NEMC *yiatsif)'*? is glossed as ‘The Three Dukes (=
&= AN) (NCS 57: 985). The Chinese gloss denotes an administrative
title which collectively refers to ‘dignitaries who were officially
considered the [three] paramount aides to the ruler and held the highest
possible ranks in the officialdom’ (Hucker 1985: 399). No known
cognates.143

Yii-jo [Ai#] (NEMC *fuwgniak)'** is glossed as ‘Two Thousand Bushel
Official (—F1)’ (NCS 57: 985). According to Hucker, from the Han
Dynasty up through the period of Northern and Southern Division (i.e.

139 Pul. 286, 38, 113.

140 pyl, 325, 23, 401.

141 Boodberg (1936: 172) proposes a connection with Turkic ug ‘family relations on the
mother’s or wife’s side’, which is impossible for phonological reasons and highly
unlikely for semantic reasons.

142 pul. 360, 401.

143 A connection with Middle Kitan *ya 3 da» ‘elder brother’ is phonologically plausible, but
semantically problematic.

144 pul. 384, 270.
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the time of the Northern Wei and this Taghbach transcription), the
Chinese official title Erh Ch’ien Shih was a “generic reference to the
highest-ranking officials of government below the Three Dukes (san
kung), mnotably including Commandery Governors (chiin-shou,
t’ai-shou)...” (Hucker 1985: 205).

I reconstruct Taghbach *fiughiag. No known cognates.

In addition to the forms discussed above, there are a handful of
unglossed Taghbach personal names in the Nan Ch’i Shu which provide
additional evidence of Taghbach phonology. I have reserved these
transcriptions for future study.

5.4. TRANSCRIPTIONS IN THE SERBI CAVE INSCRIPTION

Another important source with two Early Middle Chinese transcriptions of
Taghbach titles is the 443 A.D. Serbi Cave Inscription, known in Chinese as
the Hsien-pei Shih-shih B2/ 2 inscription, discovered in 1980 by Mi Wen-
p’ing 2K 3Z3F (Mi 1981) in Orochen Banner, Inner Mongolia. The text has been
studied by Liu (1989), and includes solidly dated Chinese transcriptions of the
titles khaghan and khaghtun (later khatun).

I provide these transcriptions below:

K’o-han [1]2€] (NEMC *k"Makyan) is preceded by an appositive gloss ‘the
imperial ancestors (E£tH5%:)” (SCL [ 16). This is probably the earliest
inscriptional attestation of this title, although the earliest transcription
in a transmitted text is in Ch’i-fu Serbi in the early 3™ ¢. A.D.!%

K’o-tun [H]Z] (NEMC *k"aktor) is preceded by an appositive gloss ‘the
imperial ancestral mothers (£4t5%)” (SCL . 17), reconstructible as

145 See the footnote in the §8.5.4 entry for MSer *q"aran ‘emperor’.
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Taghbach *q"astun. This is the earliest attestation of this title in any
language. A variant of this title in Taghbach is attested in the Nan Ch’i
Shu in the form *q"axsun [F] 4] (see §5.3.1 above).

5.5. TAGHBACH PHONOLOGY

The transcriptions show that Taghbach had an eight-vowel inventory. Many
transcriptions suggest that Taghbach had ATR vowel harmony, although a
handful of words do not conform to these vowel harmony classes. The vowel
*1 was probably [+ATR] with *1 as the [-ATR] equivalent; however, the
phonotactic limitations of Early Middle Chinese sometimes make it difficult
to distinguish foreign *i and *1.

Although it is essentially impossible to determine the existence of a
productive vowel harmony system in a language without morphological
paradigms, something we unfortunately do not have for Taghbach, we may
tentatively conclude that Taghbach had some form of ATR harmony, the
productivity of which remains unclear.

Below I present a tentative analysis of the vowel harmony classes of
Taghbach:

[+ATR]: *u, *e [e ~ 9], *i, *o
[-ATR]: *u, *a, *1, *o

Possible evidence of vowel harmony in Taghbach suffixal morphology
is the deverbal noun suffix */-Al/, apparently realized as *[al] in [+ ATR]
words and *[al] in [-ATR] words. See below:

*paryal ‘bridge’ < ? */pary-/ ‘build’ + */-Al/
*forbal ‘warmth’ < ? */fiorb-/ ‘be warm’ + */-Al/
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However, more examples are needed to solidly determine the
morphological segmentation of these words. For now this remains a possibility,
although it is also possible that *forbal ‘warmth’ is from a root */forba-/ ‘be
warm’ + */-Al/, realized as *[-1] following verbal stems ending in vowels.

Taghbach was also characterized by monophthongization of Common
Serbi-Mongolic */AGU/ (i.e. *[asu] ~ *[oyu]) to */Uw/ (i.e. *[uw] ~ *[uw])
as in ‘cloud’ (i.e. Taghbach *uwl < CSM *ayuls)!4¢ and ‘cook’ (i.e. Taghbach
*bugin < CSM *bayur&"r-n). This was an innovation in Taghbach
distinguishing it from Mongolic, Kitan, and possibly other Serbi languages as
well. However, Common Serbi-Mongolic *y ~ *¥ was apparently retained in
morpheme-initial position (see Taghbach ‘writing’ above).

For evidence of intervocalic rhotacization of */d/ and */t/, note the
words for ‘go’ (see the entry for Yiian-lai shih) and ‘kill” (see the entry for
Ch’i-hai-chen).'¥

There are also indications that Taghbach lenited Common Serbi-
Mongolic intervocalic (or word-final) *b to *w, e.g. CSM *k"ob or *k"obo
‘two-year-old boar’ > Taghbach *qow [{z] ‘pig, boar’,'*® cognate to Written
Mongol gobosu-n ‘two-year-old boar’.

The sequence *-gii- in Taghbach *fughag [Al\7] ‘Two Thousand
Bushel Official’ provides an important piece of evidence on Taghbach
phonotactics. Likewise, Taghbach *f and *Z provide important clues on the
phonological inventory of the language. This same sequence is attested in T u-
yii-hun, e.g. the T’ u-yii-hun place name *gnijigon [“]%g'ﬁﬁ].m

146 Note Middle Mongol e iile-n ‘cloud’ (HI[Y) and Middle Kitan *owl ‘cloud’. See Chapter
Eight for discussion.

147 Modern Korean koran 7 2t ‘Kitan’ may provide additional evidence of this, if it is a reflex
of a loanword from Taghbach or another rhotacized dialect of Serbi. Note attested Middle
Kitan *qrtan ‘Kitan’ and Old Kitan *qirtafi/*qrtafi. The historical context and earliest
attestation of the Korean form need to be solidly identified before this can be taken as
evidence of rhotacization.

148 S (113: 3006).

149 See Chapter Six for this T u-yii-hun form.
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The phonological sequences *-gn-, **-gb-, and *-rn- are also of salience,
since they do not occur in early Middle Mongol. The Taghbach sequence
*-rn- is a retention of Common Serbi-Mongolic *-rn-, which lenited to *-n- in
Proto-Mongolic (see the entry for Ch’ith-nu in §5.2.1 above).

Taghbach was characterized by intervocalic rhotacization of Common
Serbi-Mongolic */t"/ and */d/ to *[r].!*°

5.6. TAGHBACH LEXICON

From the above analyses, we can determine the following lexical items for the
Taghbach language. See Chapter Eight, §8.3 for etymologies and Common
Serbi-Mongolic forms.

5.6.1. TAGHBACH FUNCTIONAL MORPHEMES

*-Ay ~ *-gay ~ *-A ~ *-ga ‘verbal noun suffix’ (< CSM).
*-Al ~ *-I ‘deverbal noun suffix’ (< CSM).

#-¢1 ~ #-Ci ‘suffix denoting occupations’ (< CSM).
“-mor/*-mur [&#] ‘deverbal noun suffix” (< CSM).

“-n ‘plural suffix’ (< CSM).

5.6.2. TAGHBACH WORDS

*agyil ~ *agil [E5]] ‘house (FE)’ (< CSM),
*aRaiys¢n [ 55RE] ‘External Attendants (YNE£) .

150 See entries for Ch’i-hai-chen, Yiian-lai, and Hu-lo-chen above. See also Chapter Eight
entries for Taghbach “k"rgay¢m ‘assassins’, *fior- ‘go’, and *quragém ‘people who carry

weapons’.
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*/burcin/, phonetically realized as *buém [[{fiE] ‘nobles who prepare food (&

AEEAN) (<CSM).

*CarsuyCm [JT7EE] ‘people who send out and receive accusations on behalf
of the ruler (& F HZ&EN) (< CSM).

*&P1rqaf [IF] ‘a kind of artemisia (£)’ (< CSM).

*irno [T “wolf (JE) (< CSM).

*g¢hry [P E] ‘invoke, praying (1),

*¢hur ~ *¢"or [H47#] ‘hand net ()’ (< CSM)

*darbol/*dalbal/*dorbal/*doalbal (?) [Z£F)] ‘robe (££) (cf. WMgl debel ~
degel ‘robe’).

*disa [H#I{a]] ‘writing, book, document (&)’ < *di- [H] ‘to write’ (< CSer
*di- ~ *t1- ‘write’ «— & LOC dial. *ti- ‘to write”).

*dig€in [E.[E] ‘Internal Attendants (N /=45)’.

*duqu [JEfIL] ‘battle-axe (Z1)) .

*dzuwgbiarkof [ H|'E] ‘feudal lords (E&2)’.

*gir [ 78] ‘sandal cord (£)’ (< CSM).

“yur/lduli ~ *yur/ldulig [4722[%] ‘hole, drain (8) (cf. MMgl qudug ‘well”)

*yyam [§%] ‘relay route (§%)” (< CSM).

*yyamém [ E ] ‘people who ride along the relay route through all provinces
GEEMNEEEN) (< CSM).

“RatSit [[H[E] ‘food (EXE) .

*firlogbor [{&/J{k] ‘abalone (fifJ) .

*fiorbal [I 7] ‘warmth (i)’ < *fiorb-al/*forba-1 < *forb-/*forboe- ‘be
warm’ (< CSM).

*foray [F2§E] ‘going (5t) (i.e. *for-ay < *for- ‘go’ < CSM).

*fivghag [A[%] ‘Two Thousand Bushel Official (—-F{7)’.

*Aurkay [472Z] ‘cultivation (7% for &)’ (i.e. *Aurg-ay < *furg- ‘cultivate’ <
CSM).

*rgin [{ZE]] ‘above, superior (&)’ (< Central Eurasian Kulturwort).

*irgn “disa/“disa [{5E3#{a]] ‘imperial secretary (&) .
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“khl- ‘speak’ (?), as in “k"1lmoréin ‘interpreters’ (see below).!”!

“kMlmorém/*kMlmurém [Z & E] ‘interpreters (5 A)’ (< CSM).

“kPrr- [#2] “to kill someone (% A\)’ (< CSM).

“krskit [Z57] ‘mugwort (37)’.

“kMrgayin [#225 5] ‘assassins (Fx A E) (< CSM).

*modr [5532] ‘prefect (fI[52) (< CSM).

*flaqafl [ 1] ‘dog (] for fi))’ (< CSM).

“fakk"ukyIit [#515]] ‘bandit (%)’

*pary-al [{§51]] ‘bridge (3%)” (< CSM).

*pitoglin/*bitogéin [FL{E E ] ‘bureaucratic clerks (B 5 E )’ (cf. OTrk).

“phatala [ 2% 4%] ‘rice water (&)’ (cf. LMK path L ~ pat L ‘rice field’).

“pogday¢m [ K E] ‘people responsible for clothing (&1 A)’.

*phor- [I£] ‘surround (&)’ (< CSM).

*pturtug¢in [#/7E ] ‘people who ride along the relay route’ (cf. WMgl
ortegecin).

*qaydulu [Z2}E&] ‘Saka, Scythian (&) .

“qok"eyr ~ *qokey [FIFE] ‘sluggish (4%)’.

*qow/*qow [{z£] ‘pig, boar (22)’ (< CSM).

*qurag [#H)%] ‘weapons of war (i)’ (< CSM).

*quragCn [Ef;% E] ‘people who carry weapons (FF{sL ) .

*q"asan [ 0] Z£] ‘the imperial ancestors (£1H%%) .

*qrasbagém [E]3#E ] ‘door guards (5FF9A)’ (cf. OTrk).

*qMagsun [A]f4] ‘imperial consort (£f5) ~ *q"astun [B]F] ‘the imperial
ancestral mothers (24H4%)’.

*thag [#£] “dirt, soil, earth (£)’.1%?

*thugnar [+ ##] ‘mountain (L1]) .

“thygay [IH: 2] ‘ancient (H) .

*uwl/*uwl [F 7] ‘cloud (ZE)’ (< CSM).

“yiagin [ZEE] ‘The Three Dukes (= & A) .

151 See also the Chapter Eight entry for Taghbach “k™lmorém/*k 1lmorém.

152 See entry in §8.5.4.
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*yirtuqan/*yirtuqan [5=}%] ‘bright (BH)’.
*zirpay [f& & ] ‘raised earth, embankment (£})’ (< CSM).
“yinly (48] high, tall (£5),
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CHAPTER SIX:
THE T°U-YU-HUN (‘AZHA) LANGUAGE

6.1. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Another early Serbi language is T u-yii-hun, or ‘Azha, the language of the T u-
yii-hun (or ‘Azha) people.! The ‘Azha Kingdom, also known in Chinese
sources as ;] g 2] Ho-nan Kuo (i.e. ‘The Country South of the Yellow River’)?
and in Old Tibetan sources as ‘Azha yul Y (i.e. ““Azha Land’ or ‘‘Azha
territory’),> began around the 3™ century A.D. when Tu-yii-hun [ 238 of the
Mu-jung 575 clan* of the Serbi in Liao-tung split off from his agnate half-
brother Jo-lo-kuei 5%/ and moved west into the Kokonor region.’ The T u-
yili-hun language is a variety of the Mu-jung dialect of Middle Serbi.

! The ethnonym T u-yii-hun -3 is an eponymous extension of the name of their first ruler,
as explicitly mentioned in the Chinese sources (PS 96: 3181). This title is also transcribed
in Old Tibetan as Thogon [“fﬁﬁ'] (OTib. *t"ugun) in the Annals of the ‘Azha Principality (cf.
Uray 1978). ‘Azha ?q is the Old Tibetan name for the T’u-yii-hun people. This same
ethnonym is also transcribed in Northern Early Middle Chinese as *fadzaiy [[f]4%] (revised
from Pul. 47) in Sung Shu (96: 2369), WS (101: 2234), and PS (96: 3181). See Beckwith
(forthcoming) for the etymology of the word ‘ Azha [*§], the Azha toponyms Rgyamshigar
[@“'ﬁ'“]"] ~ Ryamshigar [é“'ﬁ'“[*’] ~ ‘Aryamshigar ["‘é“'ﬁ'ﬂx], and their connection with
Old Chinese and other languages across Central Eurasia. Note other eponymous country
names such as America («— Amerigo Vespucci), Bolivia («— Simén Bolivar), Colombia («—
Cristoforo Colombo, i.e. Christopher Columbus), the Czech Republic (< Cech, a legendary
figure), and Georgia («— Saint George).

2 Liang Shu (54: 810); NS (79: 1977). Certain T u-yii-hun rulers were known in Chinese as
Ho-nan wang ;A Eg T ‘Prince of the [Country] South of the Yellow River’, e.g. TCTC (90:
2852).

3 Attested in OTA;, OTA>, and AAP (e.g. OTA;: 123).

4 Mu-jung is an eponymous clan name from the personal name of an early Serbi ruler. See
Chapter Two for discussion.

3 Liang Shu (54: 810), Tung-tien (190: 1021-1022), Sung Shu (96: 2369-2370), WS (101: 2233),
PS (96:3178), TCTC (90: 2852).
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The T’u-yii-hun were a dominant frontier people throughout much of
the early part of the Tibetan Empire. Tibetan relations with China in fact begin
with the T’u-yii-hun—in the early Sui dynasty (6™ c.), when the Chinese,
seeking a route to the rich states of Central Asia, invaded the T u-yii-hun, the
pre-imperial Tibetan state of Spu (OTib. &) responded by sending an embassy
to the Sui.®

Again, in 634 A.D., during the reign of Khri Srong Rtsan—the first
great ruler of the Tibetan Empire known from solid historical sources—the
T’ang sent a huge expeditionary force, including Tanguts and Tiirks, against
the T’u-yli-hun. Khri Srong Rtsan responded by sending an embassy to the
T’ang court.’

The T’u-yli-hun were decisively defeated in 663 A.D. by the Tibetan
general Mgar Stong Rtsan the Conqueror (Yul-zung), who was responsible for
Tibetanizing the northern part of the Tibetan Empire. After this defeat, T u-
yii-hun territory was incorporated into the Tibetan Empire, and the T u-yii-hun
khaghan, his Chinese princess, and several thousand T u-yii-hun families fled
to China.®

We know from the Zhol Inscription of ca. 764 A.D.—the earliest
datable authentic Old Tibetan inscription’—that the Tibetan general Nganlam
Stag Sgra Klu Khong, who in 763 led the Tibetan campaign to Ch’ang-an,
employed many T’u-yii-hun people in his army. The relevant passage is
provided below:

® Beckwith (1977: 83-84), Beckwith (1987), and Beckwith (2009: 128).

" Beckwith (1987) and p.c., 2011.

$ Beckwith (1987) and p.c., 2011.

% The Zhol Inscription was erected sometime between 764 and 767 A.D., as demonstrated by
Walter & Beckwith (2010: 292-293, 301).
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“During the reign of Emperor Khri Srong Lde Brtsan, Nganlam Klu Khong
was loyal, his council was great, and he was firm of mind. [They] appointed
him as an Internal Minister Attached to the Command of the Emperor. [They]
considered the problem of the Chinese realm, and because they appointed
him as the army commander leading troops to Khar Tsan, with his skill in
strategy, he proceeded with caution. He assembled the many ‘Azha who
belonged to the land of China. Since he cut off the greater part of China’s
dominion (over the ‘Azha), China was afraid...” (Zhol, south face, /. 21-
32).!1

This implies that at least as late as the second half of the 8" century,
the T u-yii-hun people continued to exist in the Tibetan Empire as a distinct
ethnic group. In fact, the T u-yili-hun retained their ethnic (and perhaps even
linguistic) identity as late as the 10" and 11" centuries, since they are
mentioned in the Liao Shih 75 as a people who in 938, 945, and 953 A.D.
paid tribute to the Kitan Empire!'? and whom the Kitan Empire defeated in
battle in 1001 A.D.!?

The ethnonym ‘Azha is attested even later—in the Secret History of the
Mongols a high-ranking Tangut official ASa Gambu [[o]/VECA] (SHM §256)
is mentioned in connection with events dating to the early 13™ century. This is
an Old Mandarin transcription of a Middle Mongol transcription of a Tangut
title. The Asa element is known to be a transcription of the ethnonym ‘Azha,

10'No published, complete photographic reproductions of the Zhol Inscription exist. The text
presented here is based largely on the transcription in Iwao et al. (2009).

"' T would like to thank C. I. Beckwith for advice on this passage (p.c., 2010).

12 Wittfogel & Féng (1946: 96, 177, 350, 351).

13 Wittfogel & Féng (1946: 585).
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the Old Tibetan name for the T u-yii-hun.'* The gambu element is a rendering
of the Tangut title *ga *™bu #% % ‘general (&) .!> This name suggests that
‘Azha ethnic identity survived, at least in name, among the undoubtedly
diverse subject peoples of the Tangut Empire.

Other important sources on T u-yii-hun history and culture include the
Chou Shu [EZ, the Nan Ch’i Shu FA15Z, the Chin Shu &2, the Sung Shu
KRZE, the Pei Shih 1552, the Tzu-chih T'ung-chien & ;G , the Wei Shu B}
£ the Liang Shu 223, the T'ung-tien #HH8, the Old Tibetan Annals (PT 1288,
ITJ 750, and Or. 8212), the ‘Bacot Document’ (PT 1283), and the Annals of
the ‘Azha Principality (ITJ 1368), among others.'®

6.2. SOURCES ON THE T’U-YU-HUN LANGUAGE

The T’u-yii-hun, despite their importance throughout the early part of the
Tibetan Empire,!” and despite the fact that they apparently had their own
writing system,'® left no records of their own in their language. The extant

14 This etymology is from de Rachewiltz (2006: 938). Cf. also Rybatzki (2006: 556).

15 This Tangut title is composed of 44 [#8] ‘army’ and %% [££] ‘command’ (Li Fanwen 1997:
256 §1531, 460-461 §2805). Li Fanwen reads %{ as “bju” (1997: 460-461 §2805), which I
revise to *™bu based on its Old Mandarin transcription [%], which in northwestern Early
Old Mandarin would be read *™bu (on the onset *[™b] in this word, see also Rybatzki 2006:
556).

16 See also Wittfogel & Féng (1946: 105) for a brief account of the T’ u-yii-hun, explaining
their Serbi origins and early history. Other important studies on T u-yii-hun history include
Hambis (1948), Carroll (1953), Mol¢ (1970), Beckwith (1977, 1987), Chou Wei-chou
(2006), and Hstieh Sheng-hai (2008).

17 See Chapter Two.

18 Kara (2005) mentions that the T u-yii-hun had their own script, and wrote books in this
script. Carroll states that the T u-yii-hun “were quite cognizant of letters” (1953: 4) and
they apparently had writing similar to that of the Taghbach of the Northern Wei (1953: 22,
n. 29). According to the Liang Shu ‘they used writing and tally sticks (FIE#Z) (Liang
Shu 54: 810).
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information on the T u-yii-hun language is found in two foreign sources—OId
Tibetan records and Chinese historical chronicles.

Previous studies of the T’u-yii-hun language include Pelliot (1921),
some brief notes in Shiratori (1902), Fang Chuang-yu (1930), some comments
by Hambis (1948),'” and several important footnotes in Beckwith (1987).

6.2.1. OLD TIBETAN SOURCES ON THE T’°U-YU-HUN LANGUAGE

The most important early Tibetan sources that provide information on the T u-
yii-hun language are the ‘Bacot Document’ (PT 1283),%° the Old Tibetan
Annals (PT 1288, ITJ 750, and Or. 8212), and the Annals of the ‘Azha
Principality (ITJ 1368).

The Bacot Document (PT 1283), a well-known Middle Old Tibetan
source, explains the ethnolinguistic affinity between T u-yii-hun and Kitan:*!

19“Le document de Touen-houang nous permet donc maintenant de considérer d’une fagon
certaine les *Tuyuyun comme des Protomongols, formant un rameau distinct issu des Sien-
pei, ancétres des K’i-tan et des Che-wei d’ou sortirent les Mongols historiques” (Hambis
1948: 241).

20 The actual title of the text in the original Old Tibetan is Byang phyogs na rgyalpo du bzhugs
pa’i rabs gyi yige S‘éﬂ“"ﬁ@’”'Z‘/'Q"“@“I""'a"q“'@ﬁ“\'l ‘An Account of However Many Kings
Live in the North’. See Venturi (2008: 14, 19, n. 29) for a discussion of this title and the
translation of rabs. My translation of the title is a revision of Venturi’s. According to
Christopher I. Beckwith, “The [Bacot Document] manuscript is definitely post-imperial in
date, a late copy and probably partly a late reworking of a document the information in
which goes back to the late 8" century, suggesting a late imperial text underlying the
present” (C.I. Beckwith, p.c., June 21, 2015).

2l The original text is in a dbu med ‘headless’ cursive orthography and additionally has certain
Old Tibetan orthographic conventions which were lost in Classical Tibetan. In retyping
this passage, I have retained as many of the original orthographical conventions as possible,
including the Old Tibetan convention of writing the subordinate conjunctive converb suffix
/-ste/ and its allomorphs without a preceding tsheg (syllable marker). I have consulted
photographs of the original text in the IDP database: <http://idp.bl.uk/> (accessed October
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11 q%&gﬁéﬂm'gr I Ep}:@k\!'ﬂ@'w&%@ ] @m’i!"ﬁ'ﬁ'@'m’q{a&'ﬁdg&'gﬁ I q’q’f\fmi%r I
IR | AU Rpad | g Redangy | | FAGRscERaeT | 357p4 ||
‘...Looking north of this, there are those called the Kitan (OTib. Getan ~
Getang). Their king (OTib. rgyalpo) is the khagan (*q"axan) of the Kitan.
Their food and their customs?? are similar to those of the ‘Azha, and their
livestock, too, are mainly calves, sheep, and horses. Their language, too,
generally agrees with that of the ‘Azha. At times they fight with the Uygurs
(OTib. hoyohor)?*; at times they get along.”** (PT 1283, 1. 27-29).

From this brief but informative account we learn that the T u-yii-hun
and Kitans spoke a related language and shared a common culture. This
accords well with the Chinese records, and with the scanty but invaluable data
on T’u-yli-hun and other Serbi languages.

14, 2015). The term ‘subordinate conjunctive converb suffix’ is C. I. Beckwith’s coinage
(p.c., 2010).

22 Venturi (2008: 24) translates Old Tibetan chos £ a5 ‘religion’, following the Classical
Tibetan sense of the word. In Old Tibetan, however, the meaning of the word was much
broader, including ‘traditions’ and ‘customs’ in general (Christopher 1. Beckwith, p.c.,
spring 2010). The religious-philosophical senses of Old Tibetan chos included ‘religious
norm’ and ‘correct ritual method/practice’ (Walter 2009:124).

2 The underlying Turkic form was *huykur ‘Uygur’. Old Tibetan transcriptions of Turkic
provide solid evidence of an [h] ~ [A] onset in spoken Old Turkic; the segment is not
represented in Old Turkic orthography—both the runiform script and the Old Uygur script
were foreign scripts adapted to Old Turkic and as such could not accurately represent Old
Turkic phonology in its entirety. See Chapter Four ‘The Phonology of Old Tibetan’ for the
Old Tibetan transcriptions of this and other foreign segments.

241 thank C. I. Beckwith for advice on this passage (p.c., 2010). See Venturi (2008: 24-25) for
an alternative translation of this passage. See also Hambis (1948: 240) and Krippes (1992:
107) for brief discussion of this passage.
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6.2.1.1. T°’U-YU-HUN TOPONYMS IN OLD TIBETAN TRANSCRIPTION

The Old Tibetan Annals provide important transcriptions of T u-yii-hun place
names. These Old Tibetan transcriptions of T u-yii-hun toponyms, few though
they may be, provide invaluable evidence on the T u-yii-hun language and its
Serbi-Mongolic affinity. I address some of these transcriptions below:

Jima Khol [EX®%]25 (OTA4;: 49, 51). In 668/669 A.D., Tibet constructed
defensive fortifications along this river in anticipation of a T’ang attack.

o agfjira a5 AN g g xgagad) sy sgagRagaNaxiEa) |
“In the year of the dragon, the Btsanpo?® stayed in Shara in Sprags,
and constructed defensive fortifications at Jima Khol” (OTA;: 49).”

Later, in 670/671 A.D., Jima Khol was the site of a Tibetan victory over
the Chinese:

e gﬁ'ﬁmr& I qéﬁ"ff&fﬁﬁu@q«'ﬁa x é"&'r’ifu'@'@'&R‘ﬁn@m't«f&ﬂ%ﬂ ]
“In the year of the horse, the Btsanpo stayed in ‘Odang, and they
massacred many Chinese at Jima Khol” (OT4;: 51).28

As demonstrated by Beckwith (1987), the Tibetan transcription
of this T u-yli-hun toponym was reanalyzed as a Tibetan phrase which
was then translated word-for-word into Chinese as Ta-fei Ch 'uan KIE
JII ‘Big Not River’. The first syllable of the T’u-yii-hun word as

25 Dotson (2009: 293) also gives the form “Dzi-ma-gol”, but this appears to be spurious—I
have been unable to find this sequence of graphemes in the original text of the Old Tibetan
Annals.

26 Btsanpo (’“gﬁ""?) is the Old Tibetan word for ‘emperor’ and is also his title.

27 Jaschke (1881) does not have a reflex of Old Tibetan q‘%"' bzher, but from context, OTib. 3T
A dgra bzher must mean ‘defensive fortifications’ (Beckwith 1987: 33). Cf. OTib. dgra
‘enemy, etc.’

28 Translation adapted from Dotson (2009: 89).
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transcribed in Old Tibetan, ji, was reanalyzed, probably by a Chinese
person with limited knowledge of Tibetan, as a variant of Old Tibetan
che ‘big’ and the second syllable, ma, as Old Tibetan ma ‘not’. The
sequence was then calqued into Chinese as ta K ‘big’ + fei E ‘not’.
Based on this folk-etymologized Chinese gloss equivalent of this
toponym, we can infer that T u-yii-hun khol ~ kol (*q"al ~ *qol) means
‘river (JI])” and is cognate to Middle Mongol gol ‘brook, mountain
stream’.? The first element of the T u-yii-hun phrase, reconstructible
as *jima (or *jima), is probably cognate to Written Mongol cim-a
‘small carp (?)*° and modern Khalkha uam [tf’am] ‘a species of fish,

31

silvery white in color’. °* The voicing difference between the

29 Beckwith (1987: 33, n. 109) identifies the T u-yii-hun word and its Mongolic cognate and
explains the Chinese name for the river as a translation of a Tibetan folk etymology of the
T’u-yii-hun word. Although the Old Tibetan transcription kAol ~ kol could hypothetically
render Old Turkic k6! ‘lake’, the semantics point in favor of Mongolic. For the attested
early Middle Mongol form, see footnote in Chapter Eight entry for T u-yii-hun *q"sl.

30 The specific meaning of this fish name in Mongol is unclear. The earliest attestation I have
found so far of this Written Mongol word is in the Manchu-Mongol-Chinese dictionary of
1780, i.e. yan-i araya manju mongyo niqan xergen ilan yacin-i mudan acaya buleku bitxe,
retyped by Kuribayashi & Hurelbator (2008), which gives Manchu cime, corresponding to
Mongol ¢im-a and Chinese fiflfif £ MSC giweiyu, which is described as a type of “river
fish ] £)” (Kuribayashi & Hurelbator 2008: 83). According to Zakharov, Manchu cime
is a loanword from Chinese “nu-mo” (i.e., Pinyin gimo), which appears to be his
interpretation of the second character of the 1780 gloss not as fif MSC wei as Kuribayashi
& Hurelbator (2008) give, but instead as a rare Chinese character with the fish radical £
and the phonetic K MSC mo (cf. HTT, Vol. 7: 4679); Zakharov glosses Manchu ¢ime as
“the name of a sea fish which enters rivers from the East Sea (Ha3B. MOpcKoii pbIObI
3axojsmeit Bb phku u3b Boctrounaro Mopsi)” (1875: 939a). Images of the original text of
the 1780 dictionary need to be carefully checked to determine if Zakharov is correct.
Lessing et al. gloss the Mongol word as ‘small carp’ (1995: 184). If their definition is
correct, then the Mongol word must be much older than the 18" century, given the fact that
there are carp endemic to Mongolia.

31 Modern Khalkha Mongolian uam is glossed as ‘a species of fish, silvery white in color
(MeHTONOT TlaraaH eHreTdH HAT 3yiln 3arac)’ (Bold et al. 2008). This is very likely an
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consonants poses no problem for this correspondence, since T u-yii-
hun, Kitan, and probably Serbi languages in general, neutralized voiced
and voiceless stops at word peripheries; this is a phonological
characteristic typical of the Manchurian Sprachbund of late Antiquity
and the early Middle Ages.**> Note also the variant kol below (see the
entry for ‘O Kol ~ ‘O Khol); Old Tibetan had no phonemic aspiration
in its obstruents—the phonemic opposition among obstruents was
voiced vs. voiceless, i.e. /k/ realized as [k ~ k"] vs. /g/, etc.>> The
toponym thus must have meant ‘Carp (?) River’ in the T u-yli-hun
language.

Silgucin [8* 887 ~ Silgucin [S*I8§] (OT4;: 123, 195). This is the name of a
place in T u-yli-hun territory where levies of the T u-yii-hun were held
in 696/697 A.D. by Mgar Khri ‘Bring and in 714/715 by ‘Bon Dargyal
and Zhang Btsantore Lhasbyin.** The relevant passages are provided

below with translation:>>

obsolete word in Khalkha, i.e. a bookish word revived from Classical Mongolian by
modern Mongolian lexicographers, as modern zoological dictionaries of Mongolian
vertebrates such as 4 Dictionary of Vertebrate Animals of Mongolia (Ulaanbaatar, 2009)
do not list this word. The word is not attested in Middle Mongol.

32 The majority of languages in Manchuria and surrounding areas exhibit this typological
feature, e.g. Nivkh, Korean, Japanese-Koguryoic, Mongolic (except for *g), etc.

33 Beckwith (2007a: xxi).

34 Beckwith (1987: 80, n. 143); Dotson (2009: 99, 108-109).

35 Note that my translations of these passages differ significantly from Dotson (2009), Thomas
(1927), and others. I thank Christopher I. Beckwith for reading through these texts with me
and helping me understand them.

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:18 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



178

~o gg‘r{rmqéﬁ'ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁq’qn@q&'ﬁa ]§§%{§u§f<@«ﬁ'q’gm@'ﬁm’ﬂ@q@’rfﬁm'
NALEEEEA

“In the year of the monkey, the Btsanpo stayed in Zridmda, and
Minister Khri ‘Bring held a levy of ‘Azha at ‘O Kol in Silgucin,

‘Azha territory” (OTA;: 123-124).3°

~on gfffiacany) algig qReds hRys S s §RBayagh
&R

“In the year of the tiger, ...‘Bon Dargyal and Zhang Btsantore
Lhasbyin held a levy of ‘Azha at ‘O Khol in Silgucin, ‘Azha
territory” (OTA;: 193-195).

The first element of this toponym is *silgu (or *silyu), probably
cognate to attested Middle Mongol sile ii™Vsii-n [2:51];E&F4] ‘lynx’
(HIIY), i.e. *[filofulsun], *[filoAunsun], or, more likely, *[filohusun];
*siliviisii-n *[ £ H JL &1 ‘lynx> (CYIY),?7 ie. *[silifiusun]; and
(Modern Khalkha mmuyye Sifiizis [{i'Bus] ‘id.”). The Middle Mongol
form comes from Pre-Proto-Mongolic *siliyu ~ *siloyu ‘lynx’ with
*-sU, a suffix found in nouns denoting animals, plants, and certain
substances (e.g. ‘water’, ‘blood’, ‘grass’, ‘milk’, etc.),*® which was
later reanalyzed as part of the root.*

Considering the fact that Old Tibetan did not allow palatal nasal
codas, the last syllable of this toponym can be reconstructed as *-¢ifi or
*-Cin, a suffix meaning ‘having X’, and which is probably cognate to
the Qay suffix *-¢ifi/*-¢in in the Qay hydronym T u-hu-chen [ 1 7£E ]

3¢ Thomas (1927: 54-55) gives an erroneous translation of this passage, but correctly states
that “...it seems likely that Ho-kol implies a district by a river”, although he erroneously
states that this word “is perhaps a simple equivalent of Sil.gu.(cin)... in which cin most
probably means ‘town’ and si/ may mean ‘river’” (Thomas 1927: 55).

37 This is Kara’s redaction of the erroneous original transcription in the CY/Y (Kara 1990: 322).
The phonetic reconstruction given above in brackets is my own.

38 See Janhunen (2003: 13) for related discussion.

39 See Appendix D for more on this *-sU suffix.
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(*t"osu-¢ifi), which must have meant ‘muddy’ (lit. *having mud’) in
Qay since the same river is later known in Kitan as 7" ao-wei-ssu Mo-li
[Fe a4 ), glossed as Muddy River (£71)’ (CTKC).*°

The T u-yli-hun toponym is thus reconstructible as *silgu-¢ifi/n
(or *silyu-Cifi/n) ‘Having Lynx’ (lynX-HAVING), comparable to
present-day Siliiiist*' (lit. having lynx’) county in Zawkhan*? province,
Mongolia.** The Common Serbi suffix *-¢ifi/*-¢in is semantically
parallel, and probably cognate to, the Ewenki suffix -cii, meaning
‘having X’ or ‘possessing X’.** There are no identifiable cognates in
Mongolic. This Serbi-Ewenki morphological correspondence provides
an important clue of potential use in identifying ethnolinguistic contact
in pre-modern Ewenki.

Note also Modern Mandarin she-li (MSC sheli) J&5f] ‘lynx’ <
earlier Modern Mandarin she-li-sun (MSC shelisun) ¥&5f}f% ‘id.”, first
attested in Chinese ca. 18" ¢. A.D., e.g. in Hung Lou Meng 4] f#2=
(Dream of the Red Chamber). This is a loanword from Mongolian.*’
Specifically, this is probably an Early Modern Mongolian loanword
into Modern Mandarin:

Modern Mandarin she-li (MSC sheli) ¥&¥f] ‘lynx’ < earlier Modern
Mandarin she-li-sun (MSC shelisun) f&5fi[3t4 ‘id.” < Early Modern

40 Common Serbi-Mongolic *t"ay ‘dirt, earth, mud’ is a borrowing from Late Old Chinese -
*t"ak dirt, earth, mud’ (Beckwith 2010: 8). See Chapter Eight entry for Taghbach *t"ak
for discussion.

4! In Cyrillic, IInayyer.

2 In Cyrillic, 3aBxan.

4 A more idiomatic English equivalent of these T’u-yii-hun and Mongolian toponyms could
be ‘Lynxville’, such as the village of Lynxville in Crawford County, Wisconsin.

# See §8.5.1 for discussion.

4 See also Kara for the Mongolian etymology of Modern Mandarin she-li ~ she-li-sun (MSC
sheli ~ shelisun) ‘lynx’ (Kara 1990: 323).
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Mongolian < MMgl *§ili ‘iisiin ~ *$ile ‘iisiin ‘lynx’* < CSM *siliyu
~ *silayu ‘lynx’ > T’u-yii-hun *silgu ‘lynx (?)’

Rozycki considers Manchu silun ‘lynx’ to be an early Mongolic
element in Manchu (1994: 182). Given the T u-yii-hun form, Manchu
silun ‘lynx’ is probably a borrowing from a Serbi language. One may
postulate Jurchen-Manchu si/un < unattested Kitan or other late Serbi
*silu < *silyu < Common Serbi-Mongolic *siliyu ~ *siloyu ‘lynx’.

‘O Kol [F%] ~ <O Khol [*8%] (OTA4;: 123, 195). The context of this word in
the Old Tibetan Annals makes it clear that this was a river located in
Silgucin (*silyu-¢if), since it only appears in the following phrase: §’
‘&"’*"@'@W’ﬂ@ﬂ'@%ﬁ“ (or '}5""') ‘O Kol in *silyu-¢if, ‘Azha territory’ (see
entry for Silgucin above). It was along this river that the above-
mentioned levies were held. Since T u-yii-hun kol ~ khol (*qol ~ *q"ol)
‘river’ occurs in a different toponym which happens to have a Chinese
gloss, albeit folk-etymologized (see Jima Kol above), we can be sure
that ‘O Kol is a river name.

As for the T’u-yii-hun word transcribed in Old Tibetan as ‘o [&],
it is well known that in simple onsets Old Tibetan ? denoted [A] or [¥
~y], and in transcriptions of Middle Chinese, the Old Tibetan vowel 3
(commonly transcribed o), represents [0 ~ u].*” The transcription ‘o [\‘{’]
thus denotes a T u-yii-hun form like *¥o, *xu, *Go, *Gu or less likely
*yo or *yu. This T u-yii-hun word may be cognate to Kalmyk [Go:]

46 The Modern Khalkha reflex is mmayye <iliiiis> [fi'Bus] ‘lynx’.
47 de Koros (1834), Beckwith (1996: 814, n. 3), Hill (2009a). See Chapter Four ‘The
Phonology of Old Tibetan.’
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‘straight (not curved)’*® or Middle Mongol go’a ‘beautiful’* in which
case ‘O Kol (probably *Go *qol) would mean ‘Straight River’ or
‘Beautiful River’. Alternatively, this T’u-yli-hun word could be
cognate to Middle Mongol gqun ‘mountain valley, mountain flank, cliff,
steep bank, slope’ >’ as in the legendary toponym Ergene Qun,
transcribed in Rashidu’d-din Fadlul’lah’s Jami ‘u’'t-tawarikh (JTm
§148), in which case the T u-yii-hun word would denote ‘Mountain
Valley River’.

Giiijigen [T0&95] (OTA;: 204).5' This is the name of a place in Mdosmad
where the Mdosmad council was held in 717/718 A.D. Although not
explicitly mentioned as a T’u-yii-hun place name, this toponym does
not look Tibetan, and since Mdosmad included T u-yii-hun territory,
this is very likely a T u-yili-hun word.

e 31”*"@"“{"”*‘"‘ﬁ'ﬁﬁsﬁﬁ“‘ri"@ﬂ“ﬂ&’\ﬁ{‘é}’\'@“ﬁ“'ﬁéﬁ'ﬁ'ﬂ%“l“"@‘“l“@'
535N
“In the year of the snake, the Emperor stayed in his summer

residence. The Mdosmad council was convened at Giiijigen by
Chief Minister Khrigzigs. OTA;, [. 203-204).

48 Ramstedt gives Kalmyk “g 6 gerade, schnurgerade (nicht krumm)” and examples such as
“g 0 sdyan modn ein hiibscher, gerader baum [a nice straight tree]” and “g o al” ein
steiler, gerade aufsteigender berg [a steep, straight ascending mountain]” (1935: 152b).

¥ E.g. attested early MMgl o ’a [ "Z5[] ‘beautiful (3£)’ (SHM §7). Cf. Modern Khalkha roo
[go:] ‘beauty (in compounds)’ and roé [qoj] ‘beautiful; nice; great’.

30 On the semantic values of this Middle Mongol word, see de Rachewiltz (2006: 844 §237),
and Thackston (2012: 57a). Early Middle Mongol word *qun is attested in dative-locative
case as qun-a (SHM §237) ~ qun-tur (SHM §26) and genitive case as qun-u (SHM §123) ~
qun-nu (SHM §179).

31 thank Christopher 1. Beckwith (p.c., July 2014) for bringing this toponym to my attention.
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Khunyemon [@'Pﬁ&‘/ﬂ (OTA;: 291). This is the name of a glacier (OTib. TAY
gangs) at which Minister Mangporje held a levy of the T u-yii-hun in
742/743 A.D.>? The relevant passage is given below:

ol A AT

Q3G RYFFaR B AR ads g |
“...Minister Mangporje held a levy of ‘Azha at Khunyemon
Glacier” (OTA;: 291).

Dotson assumes the name is “Khu-nye Mon-gangs”.>* To my
knowledge, there is no reason to segment the word like this. Old
Tibetan gangs means ‘glacier’, but [ have been unable to find a word
resembling the sequence mon-gangs. The mon element appears to be
the last syllable of the T u-yii-hun word. The Old Tibetan rendering of
the toponym as khu nye mon gangs thus should be segmented as
khunyemon gangs ‘Khunyemon Glacier’.

Given the phonotactic constraints of Old Tibetan, which does
not allow palatal nasal codas, a segment that does occur in Middle
Kitan—the best documented Serbi language—and probably other Serbi
languages as well, the Old Tibetan transcription could be an attempt to
represent foreign *k"ufimun (if not *k"ufiemun). The meaning of this
T’u-yli-hun word is unknown.

6.2.1.2. T’U-YU-HUN ONOMASTICA IN OLD TIBETAN TRANSCRIPTION
A handful of T’u-yili-hun titles and clan names appear in the Old Tibetan

Annals and the Annals of the ‘Azha Principality, such as khagan [*%] (T u-
yii-hun *q"aran), the T u-yii-hun title for ‘king (3¥)’ or ‘emperor’, e.g. maga

32 Beckwith (1987: 128, n. 121). Dotson (2009: 122).
33 Dotson & Hazod (2009: 122, 289).
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thogon khagan [&‘q"ﬂfﬁﬁ'm'%’],ﬂ corresponding to ‘feudal lord of the ‘Azha
(3§’ in the Annals of the ‘Azha Principality.> The maga element is probably
an Indic loanword, cf. Sanskrit mahd #gT ‘great’.>® The title thus means ‘Great
Khaghan Thogon’, the founding ruler of the T’u-yii-hun kingdom. The Old
Tibetan transcription of his name, Thogon [ﬁﬁﬂ (OTib. *t"ugun), corresponds
to T u-yii-hun [H-7#] (NEMC *t"osyuawgyof) in sources from the period
of Northern and Southern division and T’ui-hun [?E;%] (LMC *t"woyywan)
in Sui-T’ang sources, reconstructible as *t"oyson in the T’ u-yii-hun
language,’’ and is probably cognate to Written Mongol toyiyun ‘gyrfalcon’.’®
Note also the following unglossed T u-yli-hun onomastic data in the

Annals of the ‘Azha Principality:

Dared [333] (OTib *daret), a T’u-yii-hun clan name (44P 26, 34, 52).%°
Reconstructible as *darat. No known cognates.

Dwonsod [\{ﬁ'\‘q’\] (OTib *dwunsut), a T u-yii-hun man of the Muglden clan
(44AP 26). Reconstructible as T’u-yii-hun *dwunsut. No known

3% Old Tibetan Documents Online (OTDO) reads this as “ma ga tho gon kha gang”
(<http://otdo.aa.tufs.ac.jp/archives.cgi?p=ITJ _1368#>, accessed October 15, 2015), but
the original text clearly has 7 (%) and not ng ().

55 Uray (1978: 553).

56 Christopher 1. Beckwith (p.c., 2007). Note also this same Indic element in Old Kitan and
Qay titles (see Chapter Seven and Chapter Eight).

57 See Chapter Four ‘The Phonology of Old Tibetan’ for Old Tibetan transcriptions of foreign
diphthongs.

38 Note also modern Khalkha Toiixon ['t"@"yiN] ‘a white bird of the falcon genus (ILlonxopbix
TepauiiH naraa myByy)’ (Tsewel 1966: 537; Bold et al. 2008), which is probably a dead
word recently revived by modern lexicographers. The IPA transcription is my own. The
Mongol word was borrowed into Early Middle Korean: note the attested Late Middle
Korean reflex *t™lygon (¥ -7%) ‘white gyrfalcon (F155)f%)’ (Lee 1964: 192; Nam 2002:
1354b).

39 See Uray (1978: 544) for discussion. The Old Tibetan reconstruction here is my own.
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cognates, but the name is phonologically interesting, since it attests
C+[w] sequences in the T’ u-yii-hun language.

Dwenswen [iﬁ"%] (OTib *dwenswen), a T’u-yii-hun man of the Muglden clan
(AAP 52). Reconstructible as *dwonswon. No known cognates. This
name attests the existence of C+[wa] sequences in T’u-yii-hun.

Muglden [ﬁ“}’%ﬂ (OTib *muglden), a T u-yii-hun clan name (44P 26, 39,
52).%% Reconstructible as *mugldon. No known cognates.

Harodpar [5{’{“‘] (OTib *harutpar), a T’u-yii-hun of the Muglden clan whose
daughter was married to the Maga Thogon Khagan (44P 39).! This
name is reconstructible as *harutpar. No known cognates.

?Alyebangdigzhing [G"'@":"\'%“Ta’\] (OTib *?alyebandigzin), a T u-yli-hun name
or title (44P 40),% reconstructible as *alyoabandigzin. The *digZin [%“T
a"\] element closely resembles, and is possibly cognate to, the Taghbach
title *digtsin [ 5] ‘Internal Attendants’.%®

6.2.2. CHINESE SOURCES ON THE T’U-YU-HUN LANGUAGE

While the Chinese sources do not mention much about the T’u-yii-hun
language in detail, the Liang Shu %22 and the Nan Shih Eg 52 accounts of the
Hua J& (NEMC *ywar, i.e. Avar) people of the Hephthalite confederacy
provides an important piece of information:**

0 See Uray (1978: 553) for discussion. The Old Tibetan reconstruction here is my own.

61 See Uray (1978: 553) for discussion. The Old Tibetan reconstruction is my own.

62 See Uray (1978: 553) for discussion. The Old Tibetan reconstruction is my own.

3 See Chapter Five for discussion of this Taghbach title.

% These Hua (Avar) people are undoubtedly the ethnolinguistic descendants of the early Serbi-
Mongolic-speaking Wu-huan 551H (*Awar).
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HEsBR T AR RS

‘As for their [i.e. the Avar] language, it is comprehensible after T u-yii-hun
people interpret it.” (Liang Shu 54: 812; NS 79: 1984).%

Chinese transcriptions of T u-yii-hun words are datable to the Early
Middle Chinese period, and largely consist of titles, personal names, one
kinship term, and one sentence including a personal pronoun. These
transcriptions also provide some indications of T’u-yii-hun functional
morphology. The most important Chinese sources with T u-yii-hun lexical data
are the Chin Shu 52, the Sung Shu R, the Wei Shu FiZ, the Chou Shu
[, the Pei Shih 1552, and the Tzu-chih T ung-chien & )&, although a
few other transcriptions are found elsewhere. The earliest modern scholarship
on these transcriptions includes Shiratori (1902) and Pelliot (1921), although
neither worked on all of the Chinese transcriptions of T u-yii-hun.

6.2.2.1. GLOSSED CHINESE TRANSCRIPTIONS OF T’U-YU-HUN WORDS

There are very few T’u-yli-hun words transcribed in Chinese with
accompanying glosses. Note the following glossed Early Middle Chinese
transcriptions:

A-kan [[f]4] (NEMC *fakaf) ‘elder brother (41.)’ (Chin Shu 97: 2537; Sung
Shu 96: 2370; TCTC 90: 2853; WS 101: 2233).% Pelliot (1921: 329)

%5 Sinor notes this same passage but does not mention the source: “[Chinese] sources speak of
the necessity of using T’u-yii-hun interpreters when negotiating with the (A)var” (Sinor
1990: 300). Pulleyblank (1962b: 260) also discusses this passage. The T ung-tien states:
‘Their language is comprehensible after [people] interpret it (LS B {22818 18) (T ung-
tien 193: 1040).

% The Pei Shih transcription a-yii [[[F] (PS 96: 3181) is clearly copyist’s error for a-kan
[Be] ] (Chin Shu 97: 2537; Sung Shu 96: 2370; WS 101: 2233; TCTC 90: 2853).
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discusses this word and mentions its cognates in Turkic, Mongol, and
Manchu. Clauson also treats the word and claims that:

“If ‘elder brother’ really was aya in T u-yli-hun then indisputably
they talked Mongolian, for aya is a pure Mongolian word and did
not replace éci: in the sense of ‘elder brother’ in any Turkish
language until after the 12% century” (Clauson 1960: 118).

Clauson is correct that this is probably a Mongolic loanword in post-
12" century Turkic, probably from late Old Mongol or early Middle
Mongol. Languages of former T’u-yii-hun territory today still use this
word (e.g. Wutun aga ‘elder brother’ ®). The word is in fact
geographically widespread, with good comparanda in such
demonstrably unrelated languages as Mongolic, Tungusic, Turkic,
Nivkh, Finno-Ugric, Chukotko-Kamchatkan, Inuit, Persian, Syriac,
Koreanic, Late Old Chinese, and probably others. % For practical
purposes, this word is thus non-distinctive and cannot be used for
determining divergent relationship theories; however, it remains a
likely possibility, and a fact in some instances, that the word was spread
by the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples to at least some of these peoples

7 The Wutun form here is quoted from Janhunen et al. (2008).

% See Fortescue (1998: 152) for Finno-Ugric ekd ‘paternal uncle’, Chukotko-Kamchatkan
akok ~ aekokze ‘son’ and Inuit akkak ‘paternal uncle’. Note also Nivkh akn ~ akon ‘first
son’ (Tangiku et al. 2008: 123, #1176). See Doerfer (1963: 133-140, §22) for New Persian
aga (9) ~ aga (&) ‘elder brother’ («— MMgl aga ‘elder brother’ (SHM, HIIY)); and
Doerfer (1963: 131-133, §21) for New Persian @ga ( \&J ) ‘Prinzessin, Titel vornehmer
Damen’, a loanword from western Middle Mongol ara as in asa eke [ \&)] ‘maternal
uncle’ (IM). Note also Korean aga-ssi ©F714] ‘young lady, girl, Miss’ (with a reanalyzed
honorific suffix -ssi % «— MChi ). One may also entertain the possibility of a connection
with Late Middle Korean *3z3/*Aazd (¢} £ ) ‘younger brother’ (see Nam 2002: 1010a for
this LMK form). Late Old Chinese &} *ka ‘elder brother’ is believed to be a loanword from
early Serbi-Mongolic (Sagart 1999: 169-170).
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during one or more of the periods of Serbi-Mongolic rule in Eastern
Eurasia.

The Chinese transcription suggests a T u-yii-hun form *aqan or
even *agaii. Note also Taghbach *fiaqafi [#5 1] ‘dog’, transcribed with
the same character (F-).% Positing a palatal *ii also provides an
explanation for later attested Mongolic forms such as Khamnigan
[a'q"az ~ a'yaz] < PMgl *ak"ai < CSM *ak"af ‘elder male relative’
via a regular rule whereby Common Serbi-Mongolic word-final *Vi#
became *Vi# in Proto-Mongolic. Attested Middle Mongol aga ‘elder
brother’ (SHM, HIIY) ~ aqai as in aqai egeci ‘elder aunt’ (HIIY) and
their modern reflexes, such as Khalkha ax [ay], must be from a
dialectal variant of Proto-Mongolic *ak"ai ~ *ak"a ‘elder male relative’.
Note also Khalkha araa [a'sa] ‘elder brother (affectionate)’, from a
different Proto-Mongolic dialect form, *aGa ‘elder brother’.

Mo-ho [E£2] (NEMC *magya) glossed as ‘father (1)’ (Sung Shu 96:2371).7°
This word is mentioned in the Sung Shu as a T u-yli-hun title (Ch. hao
5%), and given the Chinese transcription, the T u-yii-hun word should

be reconstructed *maga or *amaga.’!

% See Shimunek (2011a: 105a) and Chapter Eight for the sound correspondence Common
Serbi *fi# to Proto-Mongolic *Vi#.

70 The Wei Shu and Pei Shih have mo-ho lang EEE[ (WS 101: 2234; PS 96: 3181). As the
Sung Shu gloss makes clear, the lang [ element is a Chinese title (Sung Shu 96: 2371), i.e.
lang B ‘official title” (Pul. 183).

"I Assuming the transcription was in a Middle Chinese dialect characterized by partially
denasalized *[™b], Pelliot suggested a connection between the T’u-yii-hun word and
Written Mongol abaya ‘paternal uncle’ (1921: 329); cf. attested early MMgl abaga [[Fi]E2,
"4, glossed as ‘father’s younger brother ()’ (SHM §242), and late MMgl abaga [84]
‘maternal uncle (J&)’ (Leid. 70a-01-7). Anther possibility is that this T u-yii-hun word is
cognate to the bag ~ baga element occurring in various titles throughout Central Eurasia,
ultimately from Old Persian baga- ‘god’. Note the first element in the title of the second
ruler of the Hsiung-nu, *bastur ['§{], related to the later Central Eurasian Kulturwort
bayatur ‘hero’. See Beckwith (2009: 387, n. 8) for the reconstruction of this Hsiung-nu
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Ch’u k’o-han [ 1] 3E] (NEMC *t§"ik"ayaf)’? ‘you are the emperor (i E %)’
(Sung Shu 96: 2369). This is the only documented sentence in the T u-
yi-hun language, from the Sung Shu account of the T’u-yii-hun
national origin myth. This T u-yili-hun sentence is reconstructible as
*&P1 *q"akan ‘you are the emperor’ (lit. ‘you emperor’), a verbless
syntactic structure with an exact parallel in Mongolic: Compare the
T’u-yii-hun sentence with Middle Mongol ¢i gahan (2SG emperor) ‘you
are the emperor’.”® The second word in the T’u-yii-hun sentence,
*q"agan ‘emperor’, is a well-known, widespread culture word found in
many languages throughout Central Eurasia, but first attested among
the Serbi peoples. Pelliot (1921) proposed that the *¢"1 element is the
T’u-yii-hun second person singular pronoun, and related it to Written
Mongol ¢i, the nominative case form of the Middle Mongol second
person singular pronoun.” This is the only evidence we have so far on
personal pronouns in any Serbi language. Since this is functional
morphology shared with Mongolic, it provides additional evidence
toward a divergent relationship between the T’ u-yii-hun and Mongolic
languages, although ultimately the personal pronouns of Serbi-
Mongolic, Tungusic, Turkic, Finno-Ugric, East Germanic, and other
Eurasian languages come from Indo-European, possibly via Hunnic.”

title and its relation to Iranic. A third possibility, suggested by C. I. Beckwith (p.c.,
February 2016), is that this is an epithet (5%) for ‘father’ and that it might refer to the very
same Sanskrit word, maha ‘great’, as in the royal title of the T u-yili-hun khaghan, i.e. maga
thogon khagan (“'ﬂﬁﬁﬁm'ﬂﬁ) ‘Great Khaghan Thogon’ (see §6.2.1.2 above).

2 Tak. 312-313, 304-305, 362-363; Pul.60, 173, 119.

73 Although this sentence is not attested in Middle Mongol, the individual words ¢i ‘you’ (SHM)
and gahan ‘emperor’ (SHM) are well attested, as is the clausal order [Sxp Prednp]. See
Chapter Eight for a comparative study of Mongolic and Serbi clausal order.

4 Pelliot (1921: 327-328).

75 Beckwith (2005: 11;2010: 8; 2011a).
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K’o-tsun [[&Z] (NEMC *kPagtsor) ‘wife (2) of the khaghan (7]}F)’ (Chou
Shu 50: 912-913). This word is cognate to Taghbach *q"assun
‘imperial consort’ and attested early Middle Mongol gatun ["&i]
‘lady (#8F)’ (SHM).”® The T’u-yii-hun word should be reconstructed
*qPastsun (or, less likely, *k"aytsun), and provides evidence of
palatalization of */t/ > *[ts] before */u ~ v/ in T u-yii-hun.

6.2.2.2. UNGLOSSED CHINESE TRANSCRIPTIONS OF T’U-YU-HUN
ONOMASTICA

Below I provide reconstructions of a few particularly informative or otherwise
interesting unglossed Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of T u-yii-hun names,
titles, and toponyms. Unlike the Chinese transcriptions above, the Chinese
transcriptions here are mostly connected with historical events in the Sui-T’ang
period. As such, they are Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of T u-yii-hun.

No-ho-po [F#E 4] (LMC *"dakyarpar) ~ [3# &i&] (LMC *"dakyarpar) ~ [5%
B=#k] (LMC *"dakyarpar),”’ the name of the last T’u-yii-hun khaghan
(HTS 216a: 6075; HTS 221a: 6226; CTS 198: 5300 et seq.; TCTC 194:
6117 et seq.; T'ung-tien 190: 1021). This name is reconstructible as
*dagarpar. The *par element is possibly a suffix. Note also the *par in
the T’u-yli-hun name Harodpar attested in Old Tibetan transcription
(see above).

76 Note also Old Turkic gatun, first attested in the 8™ century. See discussion in Chapter Five
entry for K’o-sun.

77 Revised from Pul. 228, 123, 40. Also note the Khotanese Brahmi transcription of §% as pard
(Tak. 364-365).
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Su-ho-kuei [Z 15 ] (LMC *soywakuy),”® the name of a T u-yii-hun minister
who defected to the Tibetan Empire shortly before the fall of the T u-
yii-hun Kingdom in 663 (HTS 216a: 6075; TCTC 201: 6336; T ung-
tien 190: 1021).”° This T u-yii-hun name is reconstructible as *soxoqay.

Wan-t’ou [Z5E] (LMC *mandow),%’ the name of a T’u-yii-hun city (TCTC
181: 5641).81

Wu-yin k’o-han [JX8 5]} F] (LMC *“buyink"ayan) (Chin Shu 97: 2541).%?
This is a title of the T u-yii-hun ruler Mu-jung Shu-lo-kan FZ5F&
. Another regal name he held was Wu Wang it F ‘Militant King’,*
which seems to be a Chinese translation of the T u-yii-hun title Wu-yin
K’o-han % & ©] J¥. The character wu & (LMC * ™bow)® is
phonologically close to wu E; (LMC *™bu)®® and is probably a Chinese
loanword in T’u-yii-hun, i.e. Middle Chinese 1 *™bu, borrowed into
T u-yii-hun as *™bu [/%]. The *-yin (or *-yifi) [E] element (LMC
“*yin)* is probably a T u-yii-hun genitive-attributive suffix cognate to
the Middle Mongol genitive suffix -yin (the allomorph affixed to stems
ending in vowels), and as such, provides evidence of shared functional

8 Revised from Pul. 295, 122, 115. 2 is transcribed in Old Tibetan as so *[su] (Tak. 312-313);
F is transcribed in Old Tibetan as Awa [hwa] (Tak. 306-307); & is transcribed in Old
Tibetan as ku *[ku] ~ kwi *[kwi] (Tak. 338-339).

7 See also Beckwith (1987: 31, 49).

80 Revised from Pul. 318, 311. & is transcribed in Old Tibetan as man (Tak. 362-363) and 55
is transcribed as ‘de 'u ~ thi 'u (Tak. 346-347).

81 See also Beckwith (1987: 18, n. 24).

82 This word has been previously studied by Simonov (1996), who proposes several untenable
cognates with Tungusic. His proposal has been disproven by Vovin (2007: 192-193).

83 TCTC (118: 3700).

8 Cf. Pul. 219, 327 *mows

85 Cf. Pul. 326 *mu,

86 Pul. 372 *yin
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morphology between T’u-yii-hun and Mongolic. Note also Middle
Kitan *-n ~ *-fi, allomorphs of the genitive suffix.?’

6.2.3. POSSIBLE T’U-YU-HUN ELEMENTS IN AMDO TIBETAN

Since Amdo Tibetan is spoken in the region formerly dominated by the T’ u-
yii-hun people, one would expect to find T u-yii-hun substratal elements in this
language. One possible T’u-yii-hun element in modern Amdo, i.e. the -la
xamda construction, meaning ‘have’ in Amdo, is Serbi-Mongolic in origin.®®
Considering the fact that Amdo regularly centralized and reduced the vowel u
to 2, we may propose that the xamda element in the above construction comes
from *qamdu < ? *qamtu (cf. Middle Mongol gamtu ‘together’®®). If this is not
a Middle Mongol element in Amdo, it may be a T u-yii-hun substratal element.

There is also a possibility of T u-yii-hun elements in the Tibetan epic
of King Gesar,”® which is believed to have been established before the Mongol
Conquest around the area of T’u-yii-hun territory. Specifically, Joru [E'ﬂ]
(*dguru), the childhood name of Gesar in the Tibetan versions, is probably a
word of T u-yli-hun origin. In the earliest printed version of the epic—the 1716
Mongolian xylograph commissioned by the Manchu Emperor Elxe Taifin
(K’ang-hsi)—this name appears as Joru (Geser §1.12.2, 1. 24). This is a
Mongolian transcription of a Tibetan form which is probably in turn a

87 See Kane (2009: 133-135) for the Kitan genitive suffixes *-in ~ *-ifi.

8 Dwyer (1992: 175, n. 11) proposes that this is a Middle Mongol element in Amdo, but it
could just as likely be from T’u-yii-hun. Gedun Rabsal (Indiana University) and Yangbum
Gyal (Madison), native speakers of Amdo Tibetan, explained that most dialects of Amdo
Tibetan express ‘have’ with yod (ﬁ’\') but remarked that there are many divergent dialects
of Amdo and surmised that this specific construction cited by Dwyer is possibly from a
rural dialect spoken in the ethnolinguistically diverse Rebgong county (e-mail, April 15-
17,2012).

8 E.g. attested early MMgl gamtu [*475] ‘together (—[&])’ (SHM §76).

% Geser in Mongolian.
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rendering of a name of T u-yii-hun origin in early Amdo Tibetan. This name,
which has no identifiable etymology in Tibetan, is possibly cognate to Written
Mongol jur ‘ability, skill (in hunting)’. It is probably a late T u-yii-hun element
in Amdo Tibetan.”!

6.3. NOTES ON T’U-YU-HUN PHONOLOGY
6.3.1. PHONEME INVENTORY

The T’ u-yili-hun consonant inventory includes at least the following segments:

Table 17. The T u-yii-hun consonant inventory (phonemic)

labial dental/alveolar palatal dorsal glottal
stop *p *h *th  xq *[ch *[qh] *g
affricate *
fricative *s  (*z7) *[Z] *[¥] *h
nasal *m *n *i *1
lateral *]
rhotic *r
glide *w *y

Table 18. The T u-yii-hun vowel inventory

[+ATR] [-ATR]
*i *1
*u *u
*0 *3
*e *[o] *q

1T am grateful to Christopher 1. Beckwith for mentioning the possibility of the Tibetan form
as a T’u-yii-hun element in Gesar and for clarifying the dating and geographic origin of
the epic in Tibet (p.c., June 6, 2012). The identification of the possible Mongolic cognate

is my own.
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6.3.2. SALIENT CONSONANT CLUSTERS

T’u-yii-hun, like attested Middle Kitan (see Chapter Seven for details), is
characterized by complex consonant clusters:

*gld : *mugldon [i*l“'l'?%] ‘clan name’
*ofl : *giiijigon [ﬂ%’ﬁ'iﬁ] ‘place name’
*tp : *harutpar [9*3X] ‘personal name’

The cluster *g is also attested in Taghbach, although intervocalically, i.e.
Taghbach *fughag [A#] ‘Two Thousand Bushel Official’.

6.3.3. GLIDE + VOWEL SEQUENCES

Old Tibetan transcriptions of T u-yii-hun attest the following glide + vowel

sequences:
P
*Wu : *dwunsut [A89F] ‘personal name’
*Wo : *dwanswan ['ﬁ'@i] ‘personal name’

The sequence *wo is significant in that it is reconstructible for
Common Serbi-Mongolic, e.g. CSM *gwaor ‘yurt’ and *womwa ‘woman’.

6.3.4. OTHER PHONOLOGICAL POINTS OF INTEREST

Old Tibetan transcriptions of T u-yli-hun show that the sequence *[si] did not
palatalize to *[fi] as in later attested Mongolic. Note the T u-yii-hun toponym
*silgu¢in/*silgudin [R"’*"‘{l’gﬁ']. However, it appears that */z/ palatalized to *[Z]
before */i/, e.g. *alyobandigZin [w@'qaﬁq'ar\]’ a T’u-yli-hun name or title.
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6.4. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Although the extant materials are too limited to gain a thorough understanding
of the T’u-yli-hun language, the data is sufficient to demonstrate that T u-yii-
hun was a Serbi-Mongolic language, with both lexical and functional
morphological affinities to the other Serbi languages and Mongolic.*?

No one has collected all the available data on T’ u-yii-hun in one place
and consistently argued for a divergent relationship with Mongolic. I have not
collected all possible data on the language, either, but I hope to have uncovered
some additional lexical, morphological, phonological, and syntactic features
of the T u-yii-hun language. The Old Tibetan Annals, the Annals of the ‘Azha
Principality, and the Old Tibetan Chronicle and other early Tibetan sources
are likely to contain additional data on the T’ u-yili-hun people and their
language.

6.5. THE T U-YU-HUN LEXICON

In this section I present a lexicon of T’u-yili-hun words and morphemes
discussed in this chapter. It is noteworthy that all of the distinctly T’ u-yii-hun
words—those which are not widespread Kulturworter—and all the attested
T’u-yii-hun functional morphemes—have close cognates in Mongolic to the
exclusion of other languages.

2 Dotson claims that the T’u-yii-hun kingdom “was ethnically Turkic” (2009: 36), but
provides no data to support this claim. The linguistic data I discuss in this chapter, together
with the historical considerations in Chapter Two demonstrates that the T’ u-yii-hun in fact
spoke a Serbi-Mongolic language, unrelated to Turkic.
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6.5.1. T’U-YU-HUN FUNCTIONAL MORPHEMES

*_Sin/*-ifi [35] (OTib *{fin) ‘having X’ < CSer *-&in/*-Gifi (cf. Ewk -cif) ‘id.’

*&h [ ] (NEMC *t§") ‘second person singular pronoun (F§)’ < CSM *¢" >
PMgl *& id.’

*_yin/*-yii [E] (NEMC *yif) ‘genitive-attributive suffix” < CSM *-yin ‘id.’

6.5.2. T’U-YU-HUN WORDS

6.5.2.1. GLOSSED OR OTHERWISE SEMANTICALLY KNOWN T’U-YU-HUN
WORDS

*aqafi [[A]F] (NEMC *fakaf) ‘elder brother (47))’ < CSM *akafi ~ *ak"af >
PMgl *akhai ~ *akha ~ *aga ‘elder brother’.

*mara/*amara [541] (NEMC *magya) ‘father (X0)’ or ‘great’ (see *mawa
below).

*bu [1%] (LMC *"bu) “militant ()’ < MChi.

*qtaran [P Y8] (OTib *k"agan) ~ [E];7T] (NEMC *k ayaf) ~ [A]Z£] (NEMC
“kMagyaf) ‘emperor, king’ < early Serbi < Kulturwort (?).

*maka [¥9]] (OTib *maga) ‘great’ « Indic.

*qrastsun [18 2] (NEMC “k agtsof) ‘wife (F£) of the khaghan (B];T) .

*qol [F] (OTib *k"ol) ~ [T (OTib *kol) “river (JI])’ < CSM *gol ~ *kol
‘d.’

6.5.2.2. UNGLOSSED T’U-YU-HUN WORDS

*jima [g'“'] (OTib *dgima) ‘carp’ (?) < CSM *jima ~ *Cima ‘small carp’ (?).

*Go [?] (OTib *ho) ‘straight/beautiful (?)’ or ‘mountain valley’ (?) <? CSM.

*silyu [N] (OTib *silgu) ~ [Y¥9] (OTib *silgu) ‘lynx’ (?) < CSM *siliyu
‘id.”
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*thoyyron [E¥4] (OTib *t"ogon) ~ [H:E] (NEMC *t"osyuawgyor) ~ [3E)H]
(LMC *t"wayywan) ‘white falcon (?)’ < CSM *t"oygon ‘id.’
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CHAPTER SEVEN:
THE KITAN LANGUAGE

7.1. INTRODUCTION

The Kitan language is documented from the period of Northern and Southern
division (4" to 6™ centuries A.D.) continuing up through the Sui-T’ang (589-
907), the Kitan Empire (907-1125), the Qara Khitai or “Western Liao’ (1124-
1218), the Jurchen Empire (1115-1234), and with speakers remaining in the
earlier part of the Yiian (1206/1271-1368). There are three identifiable periods
of the Kitan language, defined as follows:

Old Kitan (ca. 386-907 A.D.): a daughter variety of the Yii-wen dialect of
Middle Serbi, i.e. Kitan as spoken before the Kitan Empire. Old
Kitan is transcribed in Early Middle Chinese, Late Middle Chinese,
Old Turkic, and Old Tibetan, mostly from the Northern Wei and
the Sui-T’ang period.

Middle Kitan (ca. 920 — ca. 11" c. A.D.): the spoken Kitan language on
which the two Kitan scripts were based, spoken at the time these
two scripts were created, i.e. 920 and 925. Presumably all or most
Literary Kitan data represents, or is heavily based on, Early Middle
Kitan (i.e. Early Imperial Kitan), including texts dating much later
than the 11" century, when the spoken language seems to have
begun diverging. Literary Kitan data is attested in epitaphs and
other texts in the two Kitan scripts.

Late Kitan (ca. 11" ¢. — ca. 13" ¢. A.D.): the Kitan language as spoken
during the late Kitan Empire, attested in Early Old Mandarin
transcriptions from Sung envoys to the Kitan Empire, in such
sources as Ch'i-tan Kuo Chih #F}EE, Yen Pei Lu FH1E$E, and
Yen Pei Tsa-chi #EILZEZD; as spoken during the Qara Khitai
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(1124-1218);! and as spoken after the fall of the Kitan Empire,
transcribed in Late Old Mandarin, preserved in Chinese
transcription in the Liao Shih 75 and possibly other Yiian sources
on the Kitans.

The best documented Serbi-Mongolic language before the 13™ century
A.D. is Middle Kitan, followed by Late Kitan.

7.2. OLD KITAN

Old Kitan is primarily attested in Chinese transcriptions, the majority of which
date to the period of Northern and Southern division (4th to 6th centuries A.D.),
i.e. the Early Middle Chinese period, and the Sui-T’ang period (589-907 A.D.),
i.e. the Late Middle Chinese period. Most of the data is connected with the two
main pre-imperial Kitan polities—the Ta-ho K& (LMC *dayya) Kitan
confederation, ca. 628-730 A.D., and the Yao-nien %% (LMC *yiawlyan)?
confederation, ca. 730-907 A.D.? There are also several Old Tibetan and Old
Turkic transcriptions of Old Kitan.

! Kitan remained an important language of administration during the Western Liao, i.e. Qara
Khitai (Biran 2005: 127).

2 This Late Middle Chinese transcription (Pul. 362, 225) probably renders an Old Kitan form
*yawr-on or *yor-on, a genitive-attributive case form (cf. MKit *-on) of OKit *yawr or *yor,
a variant of the Kitan imperial clan name attested in Kitan Assembled Script as *yar-ud
A% & R y.ar.uvud (YTi 2:16), composed of *yar ‘Kitan clan name’ (H[{E) + *-ud ‘plural
suffix’. The clan name is also transcribed in Persian as Yar [Jb] (JTgu 442). See §2.4.3 for
discussion. Although the Yao-nien and Yeh-lii are different lineages, as pointed out by
Pierre Marsone (p.c., May 2016), the names are clearly different inflections of dialectal
variants of the same word, i.e. *yar ~ *yawr/*yor.

3 See Yi Jae-sung (1996: 39) for the dates of the Ta-ho and Yao-nien confederations. The
reconstructions of the clan names presented above are my own. See also Marsone (2011)
on the history of the Ta-ho and Yao-nien Kitans.
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7.2.1. GLOSSED (AND SEMANTICALLY DISCERNABLE) OLD KITAN WORDS

Only a handful of Middle Chinese, Old Turkic, and Old Tibetan transcriptions
of Old Kitan have accompanying glosses or have meanings easily discernible
from context. [ provide three of these below:

Ch’i-tan [#F}] (NEMC *k"eytaf/*kbirtat/*kPertaf)* (WS 100: 2223). The
Kitan ethnonym first appears in Chinese transcription in the Wei Shu
i, in connection with events dating to the Hsien-tsu ZH{H reign
period of the Northern Wei, i.e. 460-475 A.D., as Ch’i-tan [#ZF}].
This is thus a Northeastern Early Middle Chinese transcription.
Northeastern Early Middle Chinese coda *T could transcribe foreign
coda *r, *n, or *n, among other possibilities. However, the ethnonym
is also attested in runiform Old Turkic in the Orkhon inscriptions as
Oitaii 384 (qit;i>, clearly indicating a palatal nasal coda, since Old
Turkic was capable of distinguishing palatal 7i and alveolar n codas.’

* The character #Z has at least three readings in Middle Chinese: “k"ey ~ *kMir ~ “kPer (revised
from Pul. 248, 254). Given the Middle Kitan form of the Kitan autonym and the foreign
segmental transcriptions of the ethnonym discussed above, the reading “k"ey seems most
likely, but we cannot rule out the possibility that this Chinese transcription is of a different
regional dialectal variant than the imperial Middle Kitan form.

S WS (100: 2223).

¢ This word is attested in 8" century runiform Old Turkic in the Tofiuquq Inscription of ca.
720 A.D., the Bilge Qayan Inscription of 735 A.D., the Kiil Tegin Inscription of 732 A.D.,

and the Kiili Cor Inscription of ca. 719-723 A.D. (GOrkT 345). See GOrkT (9-12) for the
dates of these inscriptions.

7 The ethnonym is also attested in Jurchen as /%% <hi.tan> [#558] (NT 54; Kane 2009: 163).
Anya King has identified Persian and Arabic transcriptions of the Kitan ethnonym,
including the 10™ c. transcription *al-kh.ta’i *[=al)], the 11" c. transcriptions al-kh.ta’t
[ Sl ~ *gl-kh.taniyyah *[Adasl] ~ g.1a T [SE] ~ qutay [S\B] ~ g.ta [E] ~ g.tay [c\E] ~
khuta [B3A] ~ kh.tay [sYs], and the 12™ c. transcription kh.ta [Ua] (King 2013: 271).
Attested Middle Mongol kitat ‘northern Chinese’ is the plural form of unattested Middle
Mongol *kitan ‘Kitan’ (although this form is not present in the Middle Mongol corpus, it is
attested later in at least one Early Modern Mongolian text: cf. Manduqu (1995). Middle
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The Old Turkic transcription also provides evidence that the vowel of
the first syllable is not a [+ATR] vowel *[i], but something closer to
central *[i], or more likely *[1]. The Middle Old Tibetan transcriptions
Getan [A5%] ~ Getang [1%<] (PT 1283, ca. 8" ¢.) provide further
indications of this, where the vowel in question is transcribed with
Tibetan e ["3]. Foreign *i is regularly transcribed in Old Tibetan as e
['5] or i ["'?] (see §4.3 for discussion). Since Old Kitan seems to have
retained the ATR vowel harmony system reconstructible for Common
Serbi-Mongolic, on phonological grounds it is highly likely that this
ambiguous [i]-like vowel is the [-ATR] vowel *[1].® I reconstruct the
Old Kitan form of this ethnonym as *q"irtafi or, more likely, *q"itafi
(depending on the reading of the first character in Middle Chinese).
The Middle Kitan reflex of this Old Kitan ethnonym is attested in Kitan
Assembled Script as £ X, ® X X, and X X, which I reconstruct as
*qitai X X «qrta.’> and genitive *qitan-i ® X X «qrta.’i.i> ~ *qrita-i
R % (qrta.iv, respectively.’

Mongol plural kitat was later reanalyzed as monomorphemic, and its modern reflex in
Khalkha Mongolian, xsitax ['ca"t3t], now denotes ‘China’ and ‘Chinese’. The variant
transcriptions in Old Tibetan suggest a foreign nasal coda which was not permitted by Old
Tibetan phonotactic constraints. Old Tibetan phonology did not permit palatal nasal codas.
Middle Mongol and Jurchen phonotactics likewise did not permit word-final palatal nasals.
Thus, the Middle Mongol, Jurchen, and Old Tibetan transcriptions would seem to suggest
a word-final *fi in the Kitan form, especially given the unambiguous Old Turkic
transcription. The Mongol form is probably a borrowing directly from Kitan into Mongol,
because Common Serbi-Mongolic word-final *i# regularly becomes *i# in Mongolic. See
Chapter Eight entries for MKit *-bafl and *-lofi (§8.5.3), T u-yii-hun *aqafi, and Taghbach
*Crrqafl and *faqai (§8.5.4).

8 See Seongyeon Ko (2013) on the reconstruction of */1/ for early Mongolic.

° Kane analyzes ® % % and & % as genitive case forms of the Kitan ethnonym in the phrases
X R&ZA A RRXX in Tao-tsung and X %4 L4l RX A &R in Yeh-li Ti-
lieh (Kane 2009: 163-164); on 4l as <ulji», and on the semantic correspondence of # £l to
‘Liao (3&)’, see Kane (2013b). I reconstruct these phrases as the following:
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I-lo-ho [Ed3%7H]] (LMC *yelak *ya)! ‘comitatus warrior (it 1)’ (TCTC 216:
6905; ALSSCr 102, 167). 1 reconstruct * yerlok *qa, cognate to
Preclassical Written Mongol Erlig Qayan ‘Lord of the Underworld’.!!
There exists a good comparand in Middle Turkic erklig gan ‘mighty
lord’, an epithet for the lord of the underworld.'? Exact cognates of this

X R&Z 4l R RX
(GREAT> «dau.ur.ty «qu.ulji> «qrta.’fi.i>
*...  *dawroh = *qulji = *qrtafi-i
great  middle’ Liao Kitan-GEN
‘of the Great Middle’ Liao Kitan’ (Tao.C 1-6).

z X | ® % AT H

(GREAT> <t.jau.rdw <«qu.ulji> «qrta.i> «gur.en>

* *tyawrdu  *qulji  *qrta-i *gur-on
great  central’ Liao Kitan-GEN  state-GEN

‘of the Great Central Liao Kitan State’ (Y77 1:1-5).

There is also a hapax legomenon wordform % 4 attested in YChiieh (24:14); although the
sentence in which this wordform occurs is only partially decipherable, the Middle Kitan
plural suffix *-s 4 is well known, and ® 4 thus appears to be a plural of the Kitan
ethnonym, i.e. *qita-s ® 4 «qrta.s» ‘Kitan-PL’. The attested Middle Turkic word yitay
‘China, Chinese’ (DTS 637), New Persian Khatay (%), and later variants (e.g. modern
Kazak KkpiTaii gatay ‘id.”), as well as Russian kuraii [k'I'taj], Marco Polo’s Catai, early
modern English Cathay ‘China’, and variants in other European languages ultimately
derive from Middle Kitan *qrta-i ® X «qrta.i, the genitive case form of the Kitan autonym.
See Kane (2009: 164), de Rachewiltz (2004: 302), and Pelliot (1959: 216-229) for related
discussion. The form *qita-s % 4 also has a close comparand in Mongolian Khamnigan
Mongol (Ker dialect) [k"it"asu:t] ‘Chinese’ (documented by me in my 2009 fieldwork with
native speakers in Dadal, Khentii); this Khamnigan wordform is from an earlier, unattested
form *k"it"as with the plural suffix [-u:t].

10.Cf. Pul. 369, 204, 122.

' See Kara (2009: 104) for this Preclassical Written Mongol form.

12 Beckwith proposes this Kitan word and its Turkic etymology (Beckwith 2007a; 2009: 392-
393, n. 25). The Middle Turkic form is cited from EDT 224 and DTS 180.
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title are attested in the same Chinese transcription in Early Qay and
early Shirwi (ALSSCr 102, 167).

I-t’u-kan [{1:F] (LMC *yidukan/*yidugan)'? ‘female shaman’ (TCH 14: 5b
I. 8).' I reconstruct Old Kitan *idugan. Given the [-ATR] vowel
harmony unambiguously indicated in the last two syllables of this word
(u : a), this is probably best reconstructed as *1dugan with the [-ATR]
vowel [1]. See Chapter Eight for Mongolic cognates.

Khagan [®9%] (OTib. *k"agan) ‘king (@“"\’f)’ (PT 1283, 1. 27). This is the only
known glossed Old Tibetan transcription of Kitan. It is attested in the
following passage:

11 Fregy | paduradaady | griidpadeag
‘...Looking north of this, there are those called the Getang [i.e. Kitan]. Their
king is the khagan of the Getan [i.e. Kitan].” (PT 1283, 1. 27).

13& Dy #[9i] (Tak. 332-333), and § do ~3 du *[du ~ du] for - (Tak. 310-311). See also Pul.
365,312, 102. Cf. also attested LMC £ transcribed in Old Tibetan Script as 9§ gan ~§
kan (Tak.LS /. 124, 158)

14 This transcription, its semantic value, and its Mongolic cognate were identified by Dien
(1956). The phonological reconstruction I present here is my own. This text gives two
variant transcriptions— i-¢ ‘u-kan [{F1t:-F] (TCH 14: 5b L 8) and i-t 'u-yii [(FIHTF] (L. 5).
The form i-¢'u-yii [{1H:TF] also appears in CTW (289: 1296b 1. 5, 7). The transcription
with yii T is erroneous. This is a common typographical error, especially in Chinese
transcriptions of foreign words—note the typographical error of yii F for kan - in the
Chinese transcription of T’u-yii-hun a-kan [[f]F-] ‘elder brother’ (see Chapter Six for
discussion).
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This Old Kitan title is also attested in Late Middle Chinese
transcription as [H];F] (LMC *k"ayan),'® reconstructible as *q"axan.
This is a widespread title throughout Central Eurasia.!

Mo-ho-fu [ & #]'7 (NEMC *magyabur)'® ~ mo-fu [££#f] (NEMC *magbur)
(WS 100: 2223; Sui shu 84: 1881; LS 32: 378). Although not glossed,
it is clearly a title, and has been long recognized as such by historians,
although their segmentation of the word has not always been correct.

The term first appears in the Wei Shu, in an account of
Taghbach-Kitan political relations. The earliest attestation in Old Kitan
is in reference to a Kitan mo-fu named Ho-ho-ch’en 4Zff[f& who was
sent as an envoy to the Northern Wei in the Z3{H Hsien-tsu reign period,
1.e. 460-475 A.D. (see entry for Ho-ho-ch’en below).

This Old Kitan title is reconstructible as *magabur ~ *magbur
and is cognate to the Qay clan name Mo-ho-fu B3 (*mawabur)’®
and the Shirwi title *maxabur [E{a[#] ~ *magbur [ #].2° As
demonstrated by Chen Sanping, this is a loanword from Sogdian Sypwr
(Bayapiir) ‘son of God’.?!

15 For the Chinese transcription of this Old Kitan title, read the discussion of Su K’0-han in
§7.2.3 below.

16 In Middle Kitan, this Old Kitan word was reanalyzed as a genitive case form; see discussion
in §8.5.4 entry for OKit *q"aran ‘emperor’.

17 The variant Mo-fu-ho [E#f%] (NEMC *magburya) occurring in the Wei Shu is clearly a
typographical error for Mo-ho-fu [ #].

18 Cf. Tak. 382-383, 388-389; Pul. 218, 123, 99.

19 Chou Shu (41: 899).

20 Sui Shu (84: 1883).

2l Chen (2002: 294). The Sogdian word is apparently almost exclusively used in reference to
Chinese rulers. Gharib gives fypwr (1995: 102 §2587) as a variant of Syp ‘wr (Baypir)
‘prince, god’s son’ (§2582). Interestingly, Sypwr stny (Baypiir-stané) is a Sogdian word for
‘China’ (Gharib 1995, §2590). Chen’s proposal is problematic for phonological reasons—
the Serbi title is transcribed in Northeastern Early Middle Chinese, which had *m, and not
denasalized *[™b]. This is evident from numerous other transcriptions (see Chapter Five
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7.2.2. UNGLOSSED OLD KITAN NAMES IN EARLY MIDDLE CHINESE
TRANSCRIPTION

Most Old Kitan data consists of unglossed Early Middle Chinese and Late
Middle Chinese transcriptions of onomastic material, including personal
names, clan names, and titles. To the best of my knowledge, these
transcriptions have never been studied before as linguistic data. Although the
transcriptions are not glossed, they are a source of important evidence on Old
Kitan phonology, and provide clues on the Old Kitan phoneme inventory and
phonotactic constraints. Certain transcriptions indicate that at least some
dialects of Old Kitan were characterized by dental-alveolar affricates such as
*[ts], e.g. the personal name of a Kitan envoy to the Northern Wei:

Tsu-chen [#HE] (NEMC *tsurts$if)?? transcribes an Old Kitan form *tsur¢in,
*tsurCifl, *tsukCir, or even *tsukCin. This is the name of a Kitan envoy
to the Northern Wei in the 6™ century A.D. (WS 100: 2224).23 The
prestige dialect of Middle Kitan spoken several centuries later by the
court of the Kitan Empire and attested in the extant Kitan epitaphs did
not have the alveolar affricate *ts.2* As such, this transcription provides
evidence of the internal diversity of early Kitan dialects that was not
reflected in Middle Kitan or Late Kitan records.

for NEMC transcriptions of Taghbach). Only in Late Middle Chinese and Northern Late
Old Chinese was the onset */m/ regularly denasalized to *[™b]. However, we cannot rule
out the possibility that this transcription is in a different dialect of Early Middle Chinese
characterized by denasalization.

22 Cf. Pul. 423, 401.

23 See Xu (2005: 31) for a translation of the relevant passage.

24 This is evident because Liao Chinese *[ts] is often transcribed in Middle Kitan in Kitan
Assembled Script with 4 <s». See Kane (2009) for examples. The Kitan Assembled Script
grapheme 4 «<ts> is used only for transcribing Liao Chinese, and is not used to render native
Kitan words.
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Other Early Middle Chinese transcriptions of Old Kitan names include
the following unglossed names of early Kitan tribes in the Wei Shu (100:
2223),%° presumably transcribed in Northern Wei Chinese (Northeastern Early
Middle Chinese). These transcriptions provide important clues on the Old
Kitan phoneme inventory and phonotactic constraints:

Hsi-wan-tan [Z&5 3] (NEMC *sirmaftaf).?’ This transcription shows that
Old Kitan permitted the sequence *si without palatalization to [{i].
Note also T u-yii-hun *silgu ‘lynx’ (see Chapter Six).

Jih-lien [ H ] (NEMC * fiirlef). 2® This is given as the name of an
administrative region (JI chou ‘prefecture’) in HTS (219: 6168).

The following are some Old Kitan personal names attested in the period
of Northern and Southern division, transcribed in Northeastern Early Middle
Chinese:

Ho-ho-ch’en [4Z{1] /] (NEMC *yuryadzif),?’ a Kitan ruler (mo-fi, see above),
who was sent to the Northern Wei in the &itH Hsien-tsu reign period,
i.e. 460-475 A.D. (WS 100: 2223).

25 See Xu (2005: 29) for a translation of the passage. There are other Old Kitan names
transcribed elsewhere in the Wei Shu, Pei Shih, and T 'ung-tien, but as shown by Marsone
(2011: 194), there are many variants and copyist’s errors making it difficult to determine
which transcriptions are erroneous.

26 The prefecture transcribed as Wan-tan chou EF}J in HTS (219: 6168) is a later error for
this old clan name.

27 Revised from Pul. 330, 318, 70.

28 Revised from Pul. 266, 190.

2 Revised from Pul. 122, 52.
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Ho-wu-yii [&7T] (NEMC *yamurwu),*° a Kitan ruler (mo-fis, see above),
whose name first appears in connection with events dated to the third
year of the {1 T ai-ho reign period of the Northern Wei, i.e. 479 A.D.
(WS 100: 2223; LS 32: 378).

7.2.3. UNGLOSSED OLD KITAN NAMES IN LATE MIDDLE CHINESE
TRANSCRIPTION

Old Kitan clan names mentioned in the Hsin T’ang Shu (219: 6168, 6173)
include the following, transcribed in Sui-T’ang Late Middle Chinese:*!

Chui-chin [F% 7] (LMC *dzwikin),*? reconstructible as *juykin/*juykn.

Fen-wen [23f] (LMC *p"un™bun),* reconstructible as *p"unmun. This clan
name provides evidence of a *nm cluster as well as a *p" onset.

Ho-pien [4Z{F] (LMC *yurbyian),* reconstructible as *curbyan. This clan
name superficially resembles Middle Mongol qurban ‘three’>> (cf.
WMgl yurban), but is probably a different word, since the *-bA-
element in MMgl ‘three’ is a Mongolic innovation (cf. Middle Kitan
*Gur ‘three’).

30 Revised from Pul. 123, 327, 381.

31 Xu (2005 47).

32 Revised from Pul. 417, 156; cf. Sino-Korean 5= ch’u (%) and <* kiin (JT).

33 Revised from Pul. 94; Tak. 382-383 gives % ‘bun ["bun] for [f.

34 Revised from Pul. 122, 37. See Chapter Three for the reconstruction of the first syllable.

35 E.g. attested early Middle Mongol qurban ["7Z2 2] “three (=)’ (SHM §4) ~ late Middle
Mongol qurban [C4L_#] ‘id.” (MAA).
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Jui-hsi [ £ ] (LMC *"dzwiayyay), *® reconstructible as *(an)juysay or
*(an)juy *qay if the clan name is to be connected with the Qay ethnic
group.

Ta-ho [K%] (LMC *dayya), reconstructible as *dayxa.

T®a-ch®™i [#EFE] (LMC *t™ark®ey),3” reconstructible as *tarki, *t"ark™,
“tark"i, or *t"arki.

T’u-pien [22{#] (LMC *dwarbyian),*® reconstructible as *durbyan. This name
superficially resembles Middle Mongol dérben ‘four’, * but is
probably not related (cf. Middle Kitan *dur ‘four”).

Tu-huo [#&;E] (LMC *dowgywar),* reconstructible as *dusar.

More Old Kitan personal names are attested in Sui-T ang times, mostly
in the seventh and eighth centuries, transcribed in Late Middle Chinese,
including the following:*!

A-pu-ku [[d] | [&E] (LMC *?abowkgu)** is mentioned as the Kitan governor-
general of Sung-mo (HTS 219: 6168).** His name is reconstructible as
“abuBu.

36 Revised from Pul. 269, 329. See Chapter Three for the reconstruction of the second syllable.

37 Revised from Pul. 69, 299, 138, 247.

38 Revised from Pul. 311, 37.

3 E.g. attested early Middle Mongol dérben [Z22#2] ‘four (PU)’ (SHM §11).

40 Tak. 412-413; Pul. 82, 135.

41 This list is incomplete. I have primarily included names from the Ta-ho (*dayka)
confederation. There are around 15 or so more attested personal names which could be
listed here, mostly dating to the Yao-nien confederation.

42 Revised from Pul. 23, 42, 111; Tak. 310-311, 412-413.

3 Xu (2005: 48).
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K’u-ko [EEF] (LMC *k"warka),** a seventh-century Kitan leader (HTS 219:
6168). * Reconstructible as * q"urqa. Possibly cognate to Middle
Mongol quriga-n ‘lamb’ (SHM).*

K’u-mo-li [ffE#E] (LMC *“kPu™bagli),*’” grandson of K’u-ko (HTS 219:
6168). Reconstructible as *q"umbagli, **q"umagli, or *q"ubagli.

Shao-ku [ZB[E] (LMC *dziawgu),*® an early Kitan khan (HTS 219: 6170; LS
63: 956), reconstructible as *jawgu/*jawsu.

So-ku [*£[&] (LMC *sagu),* a Kitan military leader (HTS 219: 6170).

Su k’o-han [%£ 0] F] (LMC *suk"ayan).>® I reconstruct Old Kitan *su *q"aran.
The *su element is probably cognate to Middle Mongol su ‘majesty,

splendor’,’! exclusively used in reference to rulers.

From these scanty transcriptions, we may tentatively conclude that Old
Kitan had *1, an alveolar affricate *ts (not attested in native words in Middle

4 Revised from Pul. 175, 105.

4 Xu (2005: 46).

4 E.g. attested early MMgl qurigan ["Z."E"Z] ‘lamb (GER)’ (SHM §87).

47 Revised from Tak. 388-389; Pul. 175, 218, 187.

48 Revised from Pul. 278, 111; Tak. 310-311.

4 Revised from Pul. 297, 111; Tak. 310-311.

30 Although this transcription is attested in the Liao Shih (LS 63: 950), a late source, given the
historical events it refers to, it must be a T ang (i.e. Late Middle Chinese) transcription of
Old Kitan.

SUE.g. attested early MMgl su [##] ‘majesty, splendor (FEF&) (SHM §275); cf. also
Preclassical Written Mongol suu ‘majesty’ (Kara 2009: 268).
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Kitan),>? the sequence *[si] (which appears to have palatalized in attested
Middle Kitan),>® and uvulars (*q ~ *G ~ *x).>*

7.3. MIDDLE KITAN

Middle Kitan is the best-attested Serbi language and provides some of the most
important Serbi data for the reconstruction of Common Serbi-Mongolic. The
corpus of data on Middle Kitan is, comparatively speaking, quite large and
continues to expand as new inscriptions and manuscripts are uncovered in
Inner Mongolia, Manchuria, independent Mongolia, and East Turkistan
(Xinjiang). Thus, it is impossible to present it here in its entirety. To do so
would require many separate monographs. I refer the reader to several such
monographs: Liu (2014), Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010), Kane (2009), Oyuunch
(2007), Liu et al. (2009), Oyuunch (2012), Chinggeltei (2002), and Chinggeltei
et al. (1985), among others.>

Although Middle Kitan is solidly attested, with around 50 or so texts
in two different scripts,’® including epitaphs, commemorative stelae, texts on
tiles, mirrors, and one book,>’ the difficulty arises in the decipherment of these

32 See entry for Tsu-chen above.

33 See entry for Hsi-wan-tan above.

>4 See entries for Tsu-chen and Ho-ho-ch’en above.

55 See also the bibliographies in Kane (2009) and Shimunek (2007).

%6 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 25-29, 32) for a listing of the extant Kitan Assembled
Script texts, Kane (2009: 168-169) for the extant Kitan Linear Script texts found in
northeastern China, and Perlee (1959a, 1959b, 1978) or Shimunek (2011a: 105b) for the
Kitan Linear Script texts and fragments discovered in Mongolia, and Wang Ding (2004)
for a Linear Script fragment found in East Turkistan (Xinjiang).

7 See Zaytsev (2011) for an important study of the only known Kitan book, a manuscript
written in cursive Kitan Linear Script (i.e. ‘Large Script’).
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two writing systems. Currently, the Kitan Assembled Script®® is the best
understood of the Kitan scripts, with a large percentage of the 459 or so
graphemes now semantically and/or phonologically reconstructible. The Kitan
Linear Script (or ‘Large Script’) is less well understood, although gradual
progress is being made in deciphering this script, too. Anya King has identified
Arabic and Persian transcriptions of Kitan dating as early as the 10™ century
A.D. (King 2013). These transcriptions provide additional clues on the
phonology and lexicon of Middle Kitan.*

The Middle Kitan scripts are a great asset to Serbi-Mongolic linguistics,
since all of the other Serbi languages—and the other known periods of Kitan
for that matter—are attested only in transcriptions of individual words and
some phrases, in foreign writing systems. The Middle Kitan corpus thus offers
the richest data on Serbi phonology, lexicon, syntax, and most importantly, the
functional morphology of the language. Although there apparently were

38 Le. the script often assumed to be the ‘Small Script’ (in Chinese, /NF hsiao-tzu) mentioned
in Chinese sources. Although there are two attested Kitan scripts, both of which are
mentioned in the Chinese sources, i.e. the ‘Large Script’ (K5~ ta-tzu) and the ‘Small Script’
(/INF hsiao-tzu), the sources provide insufficient descriptions of the structures of these two
scripts, making it difficult to determine which of the two attested scripts is the ‘Large Script’
and which is the ‘Small Script’. In light of this problem, Kara (1977, 1987, 2005) proposed
English and Mongolian descriptive designations for the two attested Kitan scripts based
simply on what we know about their organization of graphemic elements. His ‘Assembled
Script’ or ‘Composite Script’ (and in Mongolian, 6y3ra3maa year) denotes the script
often assumed a priori to be the ‘Small Script’, and his ‘Linear Script’ (in Mongolian,
myBpaa ycar) refers to the assumed ‘Large Script’.

59 Anya King discusses an Arabic word of Kitan origin, i.e. khutii si> ‘walrus or narwhal ivory’,
corresponding to the Liao Shih transcription of Kitan [F5#f/E] and the Chinese word ku-
to FHM (MSC guduo) ‘id.” (King 2013: 254, 263, 264). The Chinese transcription is
attested in LS (116: 1549). Following a Late Old Mandarin reading of the transcription [#5
HEE] (LOM *Kkutusi), I reconstruct Late Kitan *kutus, which is probably a plural form, i.e.
*kutu-s composed of *kutu ‘walrus or narwhal ivory’ + *-s, a well known Kitan plural
suffix. For 10"-12 ¢. Arabic and Persian transcriptions of the Kitan ethnonym identified
by Anya King (2013: 271), see the entry for Ch’i-tan [ZZ}] in §7.2.1 above.
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writing systems for the other Serbi languages, none have yet been attested.®
Middle Kitan is thus the only Serbi language attested in its own writing system.

In this section, I have attempted to emphasize areas of potential value
to general linguists interested in Middle Kitan. In other words, this section is a
general, brief skeleton sketch of Middle Kitan grammar. As the best
documented Serbi language, Middle Kitan is the only Serbi language for which
this is possible. For early languages which have been extensively studied by
historical linguists, a general grammatical sketch is usually not a prerequisite
to a historical-comparative linguistic study involving data from such languages,
but very few general linguists have studied Kitan. To date, with few exceptions,
Kitan has mostly been studied by philologists and historians who have not
necessarily been particularly interested in describing the grammatical structure
of Kitan in such a way as to compare Kitan with other languages at both
synchronic and diachronic levels. This preliminary work is necessary before
comparing Kitan with other languages and demonstrating its divergent
relationship with Mongolic.

Kane (2009) has accomplished a great pioneering feat in producing the
first philological account of Kitan morphology. I have approached the Middle
Kitan data from a linguistic point of view, and as a result, I have refined many
previous analyses and have described many areas of Middle Kitan grammar
which have been overlooked or only cursorily addressed in the literature so far.
My study here is an attempt to provide a brief, general historical-comparative
linguistic grammar of Kitan morphology, with notes on phonology and syntax.
Many holes remain, and future work in Kitan studies is sure to increase our
knowledge of the expanding corpus of the language of the Middle Kitan texts.

0 Although the Kitan scripts are each assigned an official date of creation in the Liao Shih,
one cannot help but doubt the veracity of this. There remains the possibility that one or
both of the Kitan scripts are the result of a longer tradition of sinoform writing for non-
Sinitic languages of Manchuria; see Janhunen (1994) for a productive hypothesis on the
origins of the Kitan scripts. It is highly likely that the Kitan scripts are child systems of the
earlier, unattested Serbi Script mentioned in the Sui Shu (see Chapter Five).
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7.3.1. NOTES ON MIDDLE KITAN PHONOLOGY

My reconstruction of Middle Kitan is the result of identifying phonological
patterns and regularities in the Assembled Script orthography, normalizing its
transcription, and reconciling differences among the known Chinese
transcriptions of Late Kitan, known Mongolic cognates to Kitan words, Middle
Kitan transcriptions of Chinese words, and erroneous and misleading
romanizations of Kitan graphemes appearing in the Kitanological literature up
to the present. My reconstruction is thus also a revision of the romanization of
Kitan Assembled Script graphemes.®' The currently dominant romanization of
the Kitan Assembled Script is a piecemeal collection of various proposals by
many different scholars working with many different phonological
assumptions and varying notations. My revision of this system is aimed at
identifying phonological patterns and producing something more like a natural
language.

Much more can, and should, be written on Kitan phonology. I have
only touched on some particularly salient issues relating to Middle Kitan
phonology as relevant to this book.

The Middle Kitan Consonant Inventory

Below I present my reconstruction of the Middle Kitan phoneme inventories
(I have excluded marginal phonemes which are attested only in Chinese
loanwords):®?

61 See Appendix A for my revised analyses of the KAS graphemes appearing in this book.
62 E.g. the graphemes *i % <, *$i b &b, *si & b, *ts 4 <t», *fu 4 «fw, and *y # > are
used only to render Chinese words.
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Table 19. The Middle Kitan consonant inventory (phonemic)

labial dental/alveolar palatal dorsal
stop *p  *b *t *d ¥k *g *q *g
affricate * N
fricative *s *S
nasal *m *n * *p
lateral *]
rhotic *r
glide *w *y

Table 20. The Middle Kitan vowel inventory

*] *1 *u
*e *3 *3
*a

Velar and uvular phonemes

At the synchronic level, */g/ and */G/ are analyzable as distinct phonemes in
attested Middle Kitan, as exemplified by the following near-minimal pairs:

wh 3% 3 3L A& 3 4k
*gor *GoK *our *Gur
‘tent’ ‘river’ ‘state’ ‘three’
(HsHu 23:14)  (Hstian 5:6) (YHsiang 5:1)  (HsTi 9:5)

Likewise, */k/ and */q/ show indications of phonemic contrast:

AR 2k RXRAL B

*ku *moqu *kuyr- *quru

‘boy’ ‘elder sister’ ‘arrive’ ‘commander’
(Ku 17:5) (Ku 17:7) (Tao 21:10) (Lang 1:7)

Diachronically, the uvular phonemes */q/, */k/, */G/, and */g/ were
allophonic variants of Common Serbi-Mongolic */k/ and */g/, with the uvular
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allophones *[q] and *[G] surfacing in [-ATR] words and the velar allophones
*[k] and *[g] surfacing in [+ATR] words. A remnant of this past allophony is
the partial complementary distribution of */o/ and */a/, i.e. Middle Kitan uvular
*/G/ and */q/ are not attested before */o/,%* and velar */g/ and */k/ are not
attested before */a/. The following table illustrates the allophonic origins of
these dorsal segments in Common Serbi-Mongolic:

Table 21. Allophonic origins of Middle Kitan dorsal consonant phonemes

*/G/ */g/ */q/ */k/
Middle Kitan 33l W % & REe
*GoK *gor *qawr *kom
‘river’ ‘tent’ ‘spring’ ‘edict’
Common Serbi-Mongolic | */goro/ */gwor/ */khabur/ */khom/
‘river’ ‘yurt’ ‘spring’ ‘limit,
[-ATR] [+ATR] [-ATR] measure’
[+ATR]

Rounded vowel mergers

Middle Kitan is characterized by several mergers of rounded vowels and
vocoid sequences. Namely, Common Serbi-Mongolic */u/, */o/, and */u/
merged to Middle Kitan */u/ (e.g. MKit *dur- ~ *tur- ‘four’, cognate to MMgl
dorbe-n ‘four’ < CSM *dor ‘four’; MKit *ku ‘person, human’ and MMgl
kiimii-n ‘id.” < CSM *k"u ‘person’; and MKit *Gur ‘three’, cognate to MMgl
qurba-n ‘three’ < CSM *gur ‘three’); and Common Serbi-Mongolic */o/ and
*/wa/ merged to Middle Kitan */o/ (e.g. MKit *Gox ‘river’, cognate to MMgl
qorogan ‘small river’ <CSM *goro ‘river’; MKit *gor ‘tent’, cognate to MMgl
ger ‘tent, yurt’ < CSM *gwaor ‘tent, yurt’; and MKit *omo ‘woman’, cognate

63 I have been unable to find counterevidence in word-initial position. One possible exception
is in non-initial syllables, e.g. 3L 431 & <yo.Ly.°r» ‘see-CP-PST’ (Lang 3: 1), probably
*Golwar, although we cannot rule out the possibility of *Golyar as the phonetic surface form
of this word.
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to MMgl eme ‘woman’ < CSM *womwa ‘woman’). Common Serbi-Mongolic
*/u/ in non-initial syllables also merged to Middle Kitan */u/, e.g. MKit
*namur ‘autumn’, cognate to MMgl namur (< CSM *namuor).** Since there are
indications of *u in Old Kitan as transcribed in Middle Chinese,® it is
reasonable to propose that this merger occurred in the late Old Kitan dialect
(or dialects) which gave rise to attested Middle Kitan.®® The following schema
account for what may be termed the Middle Kitan Vowel Shift.®’

Figure 6. The Middle Kitan Vowel Shift

Common Serbi-Mongolic Polarization Middle Kitan

% There is one instance of CSM *u merging with *5 in Middle Kitan, i.e. MKit *on- ‘ride’ ~
‘fall’ < CSM *unu- ‘ride” and CSM *una- “fall’, but this appears to have been a sporadic
change. Note also LKit *u ‘water’ < CSM *u ‘water’ as evidence of the regular change of
CSM *y > Kitan *u in word-initial position.

9 See entries for I-t’u-kan in §7.2.1, Tsu-chen and Ho-ho-ch’en in §7.2.2, and Su K’0-han in
§7.2.3.

% Attested Old Kitan and attested Middle Kitan are obviously different regional varieties of
Kitan. In other words, attested imperial Middle Kitan is unlikely to be a direct linear
descendant of attested Old Kitan.

67 Asterisks have been removed to improve readability. My usage of the term ‘polarization’ is
adapted from Svantesson et al.’s description of Mongolic vowel shifts (Svantesson et al.
2005). Although I agree with their otherwise solid methodology, I do not agree with their
reconstruction of the Old Mongol vowel inventory. As demonstrated by Seongyeon Ko
(2011, 2013), Old Mongol was not characterized by a front-back vowel harmony system,
but rather by an ATR system. See Chapter Eight for my reconstruction of Common Serbi-
Mongolic phonology.
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Middle Kitan */¢/

At the synchronic level, Middle Kitan */¢/ is analyzable as an independent
phoneme, e.g. *em- X ‘to drink’ as in *em-¢ & #& ‘drink-CVB’ (Lang 4:11),
*$en X % ‘new’ (Lang 3:14), and *fiem & ~ K £ X ‘eight’.%8

One regular historical source of the vowel */e/ is the regressive
assimilation of Common Serbi-Mongolic */i/ or */1/ in word-initial syllables
when the nucleus of the following syllable is */a/ or */o/, e.g. Middle Kitan
*ema ‘goat’ (< CSM *ma ‘id.”) and *Sen ‘new’ (< CSM *sino ‘id.”). Another
source of Middle Kitan */e/ is Common Serbi-Mongolic *ay1, e.g. Middle
Kitan *nem ‘eight’ (< CSM *fiaymma ‘id.”).

Evidence for Middle Kitan *[1]

Evidence for Middle Kitan *[1] comes from foreign segmental transcriptions
of Old Kitan in Old Turkic, Old Tibetan, and Chinese. See entry for Ch’i-tan
in §7.2.1 above.

Middle Kitan Vowel Harmony

Attested Middle Kitan exhibits remnants of rounding vowel harmony and ATR
vowel harmony. Vowel harmonic alternations are evident in suffixal
morphology, e.g. the genitive-attributive suffix */-Vn/ has different
allomorphs depending on the vowel-harmonic class of the stem to which it is
appended, as exemplified below:*’

% See Oyuunch (2014: 132-133) for the reconstruction of Middle Kitan ‘eight’.
The phonological reconstruction above is my own revision of his proposal.
% This is not a comprehensive listing of the genitive-attributive case allomorphs.
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Table 22. Remnants of rounding vowel-harmonic allomorphy in the Middle Kitan genitive-
attributive case

root genitive form gloss
a:o *nar *nar-on ‘tomb’
9:9 *om *om-on ‘city’
2:0 *a1) *on-on “prince’
u:u *kuw *kuw-un ‘human’
iw:u *oiwn *giwn-un ‘palace’

There are numerous irregular forms which do not conform to this
system, e.g. the genitive-attributive of *non ‘generation’ is *non-on not the
expected Xnon-on) and *gur ‘country’ becomes *gur-on instead of expected
Xgur-un. This suggests that attested Middle Kitan was in the process of losing
an earlier vowel harmony system.

Neutralization of Obstruent Voicing Distinctions

One of the most salient phonological characteristics of Middle Kitan
distinguishing it from Mongolic is its free variation between voiced and
voiceless obstruents at word peripheries, i.e. neutralization of voicing
distinctions word-initially and word-finally.”® Note the examples below:

Table 23. Word-initial free variation between voiced and voiceless obstruents

Surface forms Orthographic forms Gloss

p~b  *po~*bo kB (p.os>~RE b.oo ‘be, become’

t~d *tur-or ~ *dur-or 4k K turn ~ &KX «dour ‘fourth (masc.)’
*tgo- ~ *dgo- K tges ~ &K «d.ges ‘die’

E~J *Eur-or ~ *jur-or Rk K Curn ~ E AL Gurn ‘second (masc.”)
*Cgon ~ *jgon AR Cgemw~ FEAR J.gen ‘left’

70 Shimunek (2011a: 106b).
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Table 24. Word-final free variation between voiced and voiceless obstruents

Surface forms Orthographic forms Gloss
t~d *omo-t~*omo-d &4 <«omo.b’' ~ AL omo.d>”? ‘women, females’
¢~j  *kuy-¢ ~ *kuy-j RAER kui.d> ~ RARE kui) ‘arrive (CVB)’

Middle Kitan Consonant Clusters

At the orthographic level, Middle Kitan appears to have many consonant
clusters, some probably genuine clusters at the phonological level, others only
orthographic and/or phonemic, with epenthetic vowels inserted at the phonetic
level. Below are some of these problematic orthographic consonant clusters
and their phonological equivalents:

Table 25. Orthographic consonant clusters in Middle Kitan (not exhausative)

Orthographic forms Probable surface forms  Gloss
«CC R &O *[("] ‘et cetera’
AR kd *[k""] ‘border region’ (nom.)
4k tp ~ £k dp F[tp"] ~ *[dp"] ‘upright’
«CCV» 4k tge ~ 2K dge  *[t"go-] ~ *[dgo-] “die’
{CCCVGO 3 <b.y.an *[bran] ‘children’
<VCC» Z 2 el *[opon] (?7) ‘now, of the present’
«CCC» 47 sl *[slb] ‘order, in succession’
{CCCVG A X R alb @e'n *[rlgor] ‘was caused to serve’

For areal typological reasons (and if we assume a priori that Kitan followed
similar phonological constraints as attested modern and medieval Mongolic
daughter languages) one might be inclined to assume that wordforms whose
orthographic representation consist of CC or CCC orthographic onsets or codas
have epenthetic vowels inserted at the phonetic level; however, we cannot rule
out the possibility that some (or many) of these could be genuine clusters at

"' HsTi (18:9) etc. and Kane (2009: 140 §4.16).
72 HsTi (12:12) etc.
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the phonological level, since there are a few known languages to have such
phonologically marked wordforms, e.g. the Salish language Nuxalk (‘Bella
Coola’)"® and the Ryukyuan languages Miyako and Ogami, which have a
significant number of words with no sonorants.”® Any account of Kitan
phonology should accurately represent the sound system of the language as we
currently know it. The attested philological data in Kitan Assembled Script
undeniably gives indications of consonant clusters. Given the philological data,
and the existence of cluster-rich languages elsewhere in the world, we thus
cannot rule out the possibility of Middle Kitan surface forms like *[ff"f"] ‘et
cetera’, *[k"f"] ‘border region’, *[t"p"] ~ *[dp"] ‘upright’, and others.
Likewise, given the fact that quite a few languages of the world allow
vowelless words at the surface level with syllabic sonorants like [r], [1], or [1],”
we also cannot rule out the possibility of Middle Kitan words like *[slb]
‘order’.”®

Some Middle Kitan orthographic clusters are unlikely to exist as
clusters at the phonological level for articulatory reasons, e.g. word-final nasal
clusters like *[pn]. Other orthographic clusters are known from Chinese
transcriptions and variant orthographic forms to have vowels at the
phonological level, e.g. the Late Kitan reflex of Middle Kitan # X & & # 1K
«&.i8i.d.b.f> “filial-PST’ is transcribed in Chinese as [/ E &5 4]7 (LOM
*tsisitoypun)’® and the Middle Kitan form is also attested in the orthographic
variants # X E L2 F R «i8i.db ) and X F L+ (C.i.Si.d.beiy. Thus,

73 E.g. Urbanczyk (2001: 70).

74 See Pellard’s (2009) description of Ogami with notes on Miyako.

75 E.g. Serbian and some dialects of American English, to name just two of many.

6 This Kitan word superficially resembles the unrelated vowelless endonym of the Slavic
Serbs, i.e. [srb] ‘Serb’. Note also the numerous American English words with syllabic [1]
or [1], e.g. ['tr.rl] “turtle’.

77 See Shimunek (2007: 71) for this and other Chinese transcriptions of the word.

8 Pul. 57, 282, 74, 32.
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despite the word-final CCC cluster & # 1K «d.b.ii> at the orthographic level,
this word clearly should be phonologically reconstructed as MKit *¢igidbafi.”
Unless there is a compelling phonological reason against it, I assume
that all orthographic clusters are present at the phonetic level.®® The existence
of these clusters makes Middle Kitan phonologically significantly different
from most known Mongolic languages, except for Boogan, Mongghul, and
Mongghuor, which have undergone heavy Amdo Tibetan influence and have
complex onsets.®! The existence of complex consonant clusters in Kitan
typologically aligns the language with other cluster-rich languages like
Miyako, Nuxalk, Old Tibetan, Amdo, Georgian, Polish, and Russian.

Middle Kitan Phonological Innovations®*

Middle Kitan is characterized by the ‘breaking’” of Common Serbi-Mongolic
*1 and *1 in initial syllables, i.e. regressive assimilation to the vowel of the
syllable it precedes, e.g. MKit *ema ‘goat’ (< CSM *mma), MKit *Sawa ‘hawk,
eagle’ (< CSM *siba), MKit *Sen ‘new’ (< CSM *sing), and MKit *jur
‘painting’ (< CSM *jiru- ‘to paint, draw’), attested in the plural form *jur-on
‘paintings’.

" For a reconstruction of the Late Kitan form of this word, see §7.4. and the §8.5.3 entry for
MKt *-bafi.

80 Another possibility is that Kitan Assembled Script orthography regularly indicates stressed
vowels and occasionally omits unstressed vowels, i.e. *[baq] # % <b.aq ‘child’ and
*[ba'san] # 3% <b.y.an> ‘children’. This possibility also deserves further consideration
and study.

81 See Wu Hugjiltu (2003), Fried (2010), Todaeva (1964), and Buhe & Liu (1982) for
grammatical sketches of Baonang and Boonan. See Georg (2003) for a sketch of Mongghul,
and de Smedt & Mostaert (1933) for Mongghuor data.

82 See Chapter Eight lexicon entries for Middle Kitan orthographic forms and their Mongolic
cognates.
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Likewise, in native Kitan words (not in newer Chinese loanwords) *y
triggers progressive raising of vowels, e.g. *yow- ‘move’ (< CSM *yabu- ‘go’).

In monomorphemic roots, intervocalic CSM *-b- lenited to MKit *w,
e.g. MKit *taw ‘five’ (< CSM *t"abu), *yow- ‘move’ (< CSM *yabu-), *Sawa
‘falcon’ (< CSM *s1ba), and *uwl ‘winter’ (< CSM *ubul).

Common Serbi-Mongolic *ays and *aya sequences were regularly
retained in Middle Kitan (e.g. MKit *qasa- ‘emperor’ < CSM *k"ayan
‘emperor’), with *y sometimes undergoing fortition to *g (e.g. MKit *jgon ‘left’
< CSM *jayan ~ *joyun), while CSM *UyA (*uya ~ *uy9) lenited to MKit *a
(e.g. MKit *-dor ‘ordinal numeral suffix’ < CSM *-DUyAr), CSM *oyu >
MKit *aw (e.g. MKit *fiaw ‘sibling” < CSM *fioyu), CSM *ayu > MKit *aw
(e.g. MKit *jaw ‘hundred’ < CSM *jayu), and CSM *ayu > MKit *ow ~ *iw
~ *u (e.g. MKit *owl ‘cloud’ < CSM *oyulo; MKit *tiw- ‘gather (intr.)’ <
CSM *t"oyu- ‘gather (trans., intr.)’; and MKit *pulu ‘intercalary’ < CSM
*phuloyu ‘id.”).

7.3.2. MIDDLE KITAN MORPHOLOGY

Middle Kitan morphology is largely agglutinative. Most word forms consist of
affixes concatenated to a root. The attested language as we currently
understand it is exclusively suffixing.
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7.3.2.1. Word Classes
Middle Kitan word classes include at least nouns, demonstratives, adjectives,
adverbs, numerals, and verbs. There are also indications of mimetics®® and
quotatives.®*

7.3.2.1.1. Nouns
Nouns in Middle Kitan inflect for case and number. See §7.3.2.2 ‘Case’ and
§7.3.2.3 ‘Number’ below.
7.3.2.1.2. Demonstratives

Probably owing to the epigraphical nature of the Middle Kitan texts, personal
pronouns have yet to be identified.®> However, the inscriptions indicate that

8 In the last line of the Eulogy to Empress Hsiian-i, *yoks *yoxs A4 AL %A <y.oy.s
<y.0y.s> (Hsiian 30: 7-8) seems to be a reduplicative mimetic (as in Modern Mongolian)
modifying the converb form *dawlu-j X 4 # 3 <dau.l.u.)> (Hstian 30: 9), the root of which
is probably cognate to Middle Mongol daula- ‘sing’ (HIIY) and modern Written Mongol
dayula- ‘sing’ or ‘hear’ (perhaps the MKit form denotes ‘wail’ or ‘cry out’ here). The
Hsiian-i text also has the following reduplicative, probably mimetic words, but their precise
meanings are not clear at present, and they are not all fully phonologically decipherable:
*p()t *p(o)t k4 k4 <p.t <p.t> (Hsiian 16: 11-12), *...b *...b F f F & m95.b> Wi95.b>
(Hsiian 28: 27-28), and *ga... *go... L F % A F £ (g.c.W350 <g.c. M350 (Hstian 29: 3-4).

8 Kane (2009) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 69) note a Middle Kitan quotative particle in
the form # 3t X 3% which I read as k. Awr.uw.j> and reconstruct *kowruwj. Oyuunch &
Janhunen propose that the root of this word is a verb cognate to keme- ‘to say’ and identify
the converb suffix 3 as cognate to Mongolic (Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 69). The full
construction is probably cognate to WMgl kemegdejii (keme- ‘say’ + -gde- ‘passive suffix’
+ -jii ‘perfective converb suffix”). See Brosig (2014: 90) on MMgl -fii ‘perfective converb’.

85 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) propose that @ is a third-person personal pronoun, but the

evidence is inconclusive.
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Middle Kitan had demonstrative adjectives which simultaneously functioned
as demonstrative pronouns.®® The epitaphs provide evidence of a proximal-
distal distinction, as in the table below:

Table 26. The Middle Kitan demonstratives

KAS Transcription Reconst.  Gloss

PROX DEM.ADJ F87 L A8 @348 ~ <©109 ¥ ‘this> ~ ‘these’
DEM.PRON % 3% €y *5-y ‘they’®?

DIST  DEM.ADJ & > *t ‘that’ ~ ‘those’
DEM.PRON  (unattested)®! ‘they’

DISC  DEM.ADJ a <qairs3 *qay ‘the aforementioned’
DEM- a 3{%? «qai.y *qay-E ‘the very same,
EMPH aforementioned’®?
DEM-PL a 4% «qai.ty *qay-t ‘the aforementioned’

8 See Oyuunch (2011) for pioneering work on Kitan demonstratives. I have significantly
revised his analysis of the Middle Kitan demonstrative system, including revision of the
semantic values and phonological reconstructions, and I have included some additional
examples to supplement those provided in his article. I have checked all the examples in
the published photographs of the original Kitan Assembled Script texts.

8 Ku (9: 17), Kao (3: 1).

88 Chung (49: 13, 49: 21).

8 YHsiang (13: 11).

% Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 167) propose the semantic value ‘they’. This must be a
proximal demonstrative pronoun ‘they’ in the sense of ‘these people’, like MMgl ede [%H
7] ‘they’ (HIIY). See Oyuunch (2011) for an etymology of the 3! «y»> element.

%1 Oyuunch (2011: 76) proposes a demonstrative pronoun in the form 4 3! (<t.y> in my
transcription), which he tentatively glosses as “that (?)”. However, he provides no
attestations of this wordform. I have been unable to locate this sequence of graphemes in
the available Kitan corpora, i.e. the wordform lists in Chinggeltei et al. (1985), Liu et al.
(2009), Chinggeltei (2002), Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010), Oyuunch (2012) etc.

92 Chung (20:33, 22:41, 22:52, 22:60, 23:9, 23:34, 23:41).

% Oyuunch proposes a connection between the final element of this form and WMgl kii
‘emphatic particle’; e.g. fere kii ‘that very’ and ene kii ‘this very’ (2011: 76). Note also
MMgl kii as in miin kii [['] 7] ‘the very same’ (SHM §84).

% Chung (8:17, 10:23).
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See below for example sentences with demonstratives:

# AR A K L £ N +

© <Ling> <g.ung.un> <ebw (REPEAT> <ab
*9 *lipgun-un *abu *obu *ay
DEMerox PERS.N-GEN ancestor  ancestor father

‘this %/ Ling Kung’s great-grandfather’ (Kao 3: 1-6).%

» *1L & S
© d.ir.de> (s.a.ai>
*9 *ir-do *sa-y

DEMprox name-DAT reside-PFV.CNV
‘while being in this position® (HsTi 21: 17-19).%

» A JUR % ®+ 4
© <omo» <kuuw.un> <b.ag
*a *omo  *kuw-un *baq
this female human-GEN child
‘this woman’s child’ (Hai 5: 24-27).7

An example of the proximal demonstrative pronoun *oy # 2 ‘they’ is
given below. The fact that the predicate of this verbless sentence is a noun in
the plural, i.e. ‘children’, may suggest that the pronoun was marked for
plurality.

%5 Oyuunch (2011: 70) provides this sentence, but does not give the source.

% See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 100) for the Kitan sentence. The phonological
reconstruction and morpheme gloss are my own.

97 This example is from Oyuunch (2011: 71), although the transcription, reconstruction, and
gloss presented here are my own. I have checked the photograph of the original text in
Chinggeltei (2002) and the handwritten copy of the text in Lii & Yuan (1992).
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#* 3 HRM M o A 7 0% 73m

A <Mgo1.0.0> <ilspp.befi.en> <b.aq.i> b.y.am»

*ay *...0n *ilbafi-on *baq-i *br-an
PRONprox PERS.N judge-GEN  child-GEN  child-PL

‘they were grandchildren of Judge *...on’ (YHsiang 13: 11).

A phrase with the distal demonstrative adjective *t is given below:

o L4 EF3
M «irs.n’® 0.j.f>
*t *ir-s-or *oj-ofl

DIST name-PL-AIC  reward-PST
‘he was rewarded with those titles’ (YHsiang 12: 2).%°

Despite Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 147) and Oyuunch (2011), =
«<gai> is not a “distal pronoun” but a discourse deictic demonstrative referring
to previous parts of the discourse, much like Literary Chinese & shih or %
kai.'® In fact, this Kitan word is a loan from Old Mandarin 2% kai (MSC gdi),
its translation equivalent in the Kitan-Chinese bilingual Lang-chiin Inscription.
Note the examples below:

%8 The original has % which is an error for 4 as shown by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 164).
% Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 164) translate the demonstrative as “these”, but it should
instead be distal “those”.
100 As a discourse deictic demonstrative Middle Kitan *qay @ is semantically comparable
(although not cognate) to the Modern Khalkha discourse deictic demonstrative enee [o'ne]
~ 0H00X [6'nox] ‘the aforementioned, that very same’.
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a i £ ClCRS £ 2
<qai> <po> <HEAVEN>  <t.iu.°n TEN>  Jun
*qay *po L *tiw-r *par *Jur

DISC.DEM time heaven gather-PST ten two

Eo 3 S 3 + R&Z AP £ 2 R kB W
s.dau.qu <qa.ya.as> <ab  «davur.fiy  @wV.wh <TEN> «dury <DAY> <p.0.om»
*syawqu  *qamas *ay *dawrei  *uwl *par  *dur *fiayr’ *po-n.
blue tiger year middle winter ten  four day  be-PST.
“That time was the twelfth Blue Tiger year of the Celestial Gathering reign period, in mid-
winter, on the fourteenth day’ (Lang 4:14-5:9).

a 3 +
«qai.y> @b
*qay-K *ay

DISC.DEM-EMPH  year
‘that very same year’ (Chung 20: 33-34).

a4 F 4%
<qai.ty <ai.s.’n
*qay-t ay-s-or

DISC.DEM-PL year-PL-INS
‘over the aforementioned years’ (Ku 8:17-18, 10:23-24)

The last example above shows number agreement between the
demonstrative *qay and the noun it modifies.
7.3.2.1.3. Adjectives

Adjectives in Middle Kitan precede the nouns they modify (i.e. Adj N). Note
the examples below:
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- K% * AR # 1k

Liau.qw d.aqQ «.gen  w".un
*lyawqu  *fhaq *Cgon *uwr

red dog left division
‘red dog’ (YTi 14: 27-28).10! ‘the left division’ (Hsiian 2: 1-2).1
&L 7y
am.u“)  «qaw
*muj *qaw

sacred empress

‘the sacred empress’ (Hsiian 13: 1-2).'%

Middle Kitan relative clauses are often translatable into English as adjectives.
See §7.3.3.2 ‘Relative Clauses’ below for examples.

7.3.2.1.4. Adverbs

Attested Middle Kitan adverbs include *bas # & ‘again, also’, *Car # &
‘formerly, a long time ago, for a long time’, and *ofio & % ‘now’. Middle Kitan
adverbs precede the verbs they modify. Most attestations of adverbs are clause-
initial:

BE&  ALH b :3 i e & [R: 4 X] X % E W
b.asy  «y.eu) m.o>  <nigu’un  <t.qo> [R: <tuw] S.D <0.01n>
*bas *yow-j *mo *nigun’ *tuwsi *2-n
again move-CVB senior  ? governor.general  become-PST

‘[He] moved again and became a senior ... Governor General.” (Hs7i 21: 6-12; Oyuunch &
Janhunen 2010: 99).

101 Chinggeltei (2002: 226) erroneously gives 4 # % «l.iu.qu>, which Kane follows (2009: 198,
n. 28), but the photograph of the rubbing of the original text in Chinggeltei (2002: 81)
clearly shows it is 4 % % <Liau.qw.

102 See also Kane (2009: 215, n. 59).

103 See also Kane (2009: 218, n. 70).
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E 3 ]
«Cary aw
*Car *w

long.time not.exist
‘[She] died a long time ago’
(YHsiang 15: 18-19, 21-22; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 171-173).

AN VR AR e LK
«Can @am.s) <REGION.a.an>  <ub eu.i
*Car *ams *...-an *uy *ow-ii
long.time ? region-GEN matters ~ not.exist-SBRD.CNJC

‘For a long time... there were no regional matters, so...” (Lang 1: 11-15).

2 ¥ L A& 43t e X35 X% LkRFR
efl.ey  <omo.qu.ub> <k.ui.ir.s. Awr efl.my  ur.en» S «p.o.j.Awn
*ofio  *omoqu-y *kuyr-sowr *ofi... *jur-on *$en  *poj-awr

now return-CVB  arrive-ATMP.CVB ~ ? painting-PL  new become-CVB

‘Now, he returned, and ... the paintings had become new, and...” (Lang 3: 9-15).

7.3.2.1.5. Numerals'®

7.3.2.1.5.1. Ordinal Numerals

Below I present a table of Kitan ordinal numerals with sources, transcriptions,

and phonological reconstructions.'® The sources I list are not exhaustive—in

many cases | have simply listed one of many attestations. They are meant
simply to confirm the authenticity of the Kitan wordforms I quote here—it is

not unusual to find a handful of non-existent ghost forms even in published

104 See Kane (2009: 143-144) and Oyuunch (2011) for previous studies of the Kitan numerals.
105 Middle Kitan *udur A % <ud.ur ‘first’ (Hs7Ti 4:1 etc.), *nay R nai> ‘head; first’ and other
words denoting ‘first” do not appear to have a gender distinction, and as Kane (2009: 38)

argues, are probably not derived from the numeral ‘one’.
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studies on Kitan. Therefore, I have carefully checked the published
photographs and rubbings of the original texts to verify all forms presented
here.

Table 27. Middle Kitan ordinal numerals 2-5

Masculine Feminine

KAS Transcr. Reconst. | KAS Transcr. Reconst.
2 | Aeqk g0 &.ur.’n *Eur-or Fe . 108 «&.ur.em *Eur-on

F Ak X107 Gour.’n *ur-or F 4k B10° §.ur.en *jur-on
3| g0 yur.’n *Gur-or % B2 ¢yur.emn *Gur-on

3 4k 11 ¢y.ur.’n *Gur-or 3] 4k 113 ¢y.ur.em *Gur-on
4 | AR <t.ur.n *tur-or 4k 116 <t.ur.en *tur-on

2 AR «d.ur.°r> *dur-or 21k H17 «d.ur.en> *dur-on
5| 4®ENL"  todo.oy  *to-doy 4HBAEMY  todo.ow *ta-don

A5 83" ado.oy  *ta-dow 45 8m'?  tadoom'?  *ta-don

106 B o Chiao (21:4); Kao (5:3); HsTi (16:12, 24:20).

07 E.g. Yung (15:6).

18 B .o Chiao (21:29); Ku (17:22); Hai (5:9); HsTi (6:16, 9:1, 12:28); YHsiang (1:19, 7:28).

9B g Yung (15:13).

10 F o Kuei (5:34), but the text is somewhat damaged and it is difficult to make out the #.

E g Kao (5:14); Yung (15:20); HsTi (9:5, 10:3).

12 E.g. HTi (13:33).

3 E.g. Kao (4:21); Ku (18:3, 16:25); HsTi (24:22). Note also X 1 % &k.ur.en> (Hsii 52:16),
which is possibly a variant of this numeral, although the semantic value is unclear.

14 E.g. Kao (5:25); HsTi (9:10, 25:12); and erroneously as 4 46 % in YHsiang (2:7, 16:1).

5 B.g. Hai (4:13); possibly also Hsii (52:31), although the Hsii inscription is badly damaged.

W6 B g Ku (18:13,19:11).

" B.g. Hsii (52:31).

V8 B o HsTi(3:15, 25:15); Hai (4:17); Kao (6:22).

9 E.g. Chung (6:55); Sung (11:5); Chiao (3:5).

120 E.g. Ku (18:22). This modifies *awuy (*awi ?) ‘lady’, a noun with feminine natural gender.

121 B.g. Chiao (20:8); Ku (3:14).

122 Oyuunch (2007) reads W as <oy» but it should be <on>. Note & B W (Lang 5:9).
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Table 28. Kitan ordinal numerals 6-10

Masculine Feminine
KAS Transcr. Reconst. KAS Transcr. Reconst.
6 & RIB (SIX.°r> * .-or (not attested)
w12 SIXY 1> * . .-or
R#E R «da.lu.°r *dalu-r
8 F ALK (EIGHT.ir.°n) *fiem-iror
BRRY (EIGHT.d.*r) *fiem-dor
9 KRR (i8i.d.m *igi-dor
&£ 31120 dsid.y» *iSi-doy
10 | &2 %10 (TEN“.d.r> *par-dor

As noted many times before in the literature, the Kitan numeral system
is clearly cognate to Mongolic.'*!

For numerals 2-4, the masculine ordinal numerals take the suffix *-or
and feminine ordinal numerals take the suffix *-on. The ordinal forms of ‘fifth’
take a partially suppletive root *to- ~ *ta- ‘five’ (compare with cardinal *taw
‘five’ below). The ordinal suffix for masculine ‘fifth’, i.e. *-dok, appears to be
a rounded allomorph of the same morpheme as *-doy in *iSi-doy ‘ninth’. The
feminine ordinal suffix for ‘fifth’ appears to be the result of syncretism, a blend
of the *-on suffix for feminine 2-4 and the gender-neutral ordinal numeral
suffix *-dVy attested in masculine ‘fifth’. Numerals 6-10 are attested only in
their masculine forms, and it is likely that there were no feminine forms.

123 E.g. Hsing (10:1); Hai (4:20).

124 E.g. HsTi (3:9); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 60).

125 E.g. HsTi (3:3); Kao (7:19) has 5 # & «da.tum.’r>, a mistake for = # 4 «da.lu.°n.

126 E.g. Kao (13:6); YTi (4:37).

127 Oyuunch et al. (2009: 142); HsTi (2: 25).

128 B.g. HsTi (2:15); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 57).

129 B.g. YTi (5:30); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 60, §3-15/18).

130 HsTi 2:9 (Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 56-57). See entry for MKit *par € ‘ten’ in §8.5.4.

Bl Kara (1977, 1996), Chinggeltei (2002), Oyuunch (2007), Janhunen (2003), Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010), and Kane (2009).
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Typologically, languages of the world tend to have the most distinctions,
morphological complexity, and fusion in the lowest numerals, progressively
decreasing in complexity and irregularity as the numeral value increases.'*

In addition to satisfying morphosyntactic constraints in the language,
the gender distinction also contributed semantic content, sometimes
distinguishing different senses of otherwise gender-ambiguous nouns. Note the
following examples, in which the noun *baq %% ‘child’ denotes ‘son’ or
‘daughter’ depending on the gender of the numeral modifying it.

Ak 5 =+ Ak =%

«€.ur.’r b.aqg» «€.ur.en> <b.ag
*Cur-ar *baq *Cur-an *baq

two-ORD®  child two-ORD?  child
‘second child (son)’ ‘second child (daughter)’
(Chiao 21: 4-5). (Chiao 21: 29-30).

The examples below for masculine and feminine ‘fifth’ likewise
illustrate the natural gender denoted by the gender affixes:

S5REIL & AR 4% k3 3

<t.ad.o.oy> <«qa <g.ing> <s.ung>  «yong.di>
*ta-doy *qa  *gigsun *gondi

five-ORD® khan  PERS.N emperor

‘the fifth khan, Emperor Ching-tsung’ (Chiao 3: 5-9).

SHEW #h &R XK *EKR * 1L
<tad.o.ony <b.agp «qaamdkud pubifen @i
*ta-don *pbaq  *qankuy *pusifi-on *ir
five-ORD®  child  PERS.N lady-GEN name

‘the name of the fifth child, Lady Han Kuei’ (Chiao 20: 8-12).

132 See also Universal #545 in Frans Plank et al.’s The Universals Archive for a similar claim
which states that “The degree of morphological fusion varies inversely with the size of
the numerical value” (http://typo.uni-konstanz.de/archive/), accessed January 2, 2013.
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Ordinal numerals as zero-derived nominals

As demonstrated by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010), Middle Kitan ordinal
numerals can function as zero-derived nominals:

&k LA RE FA
«€.ur.en mg.ingy d§iH  @uub
*Cur-on *pinist *awi

three-ORD®  PERS.N lady

“The second one was Lady *ninisi.” (YHsiang 21:9-12).

RY oA > EK
¢yur.en pu.u™ pu.i3i.i
*Gur-on *pu *pusifi
three-ORD?  PERS.N lady

‘The third one (i.e. the third daughter) was Lady *pu.” (YHsiang 18:32-34).

7.3.2.1.5.2. Cardinal Numerals

The Middle Kitan cardinal numerals exhibit two ‘genders’, as demonstrated by
Oyuunch (2007) and further supported by Kane (2009: 27), Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010), and other subsequent research. I term these genders
‘unmarked’ and ‘masculine’. Only the lower order cardinal numerals, i.e. 1
through 10, exhibit this gender distinction. They appear to be distinct from the
‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ genders attested for the ordinal numerals. See
below:
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Table 29. Middle Kitan cardinal numerals

Value Unmarked Masculine
1 £ *mas (?) £
2 2 *jur ~ *Cur 2
3 4 *Gur @
4 £ *dur ~ *tur ®
5 X *taw %
6 by b/
7 & *dalu B
8 F *fiem ' E
9 % *idi ®
10 £ *par ¥ £

The majority of the Middle Kitan cardinal numeral graphemes appear
to be logograms, most of which were only used as numerals, with the exception
of the graphemes for ‘five’, ‘nine’, ‘ten’, ‘thousand’, and ‘ten thousand’, which
were used for their phonetic values in transcribing Liao Chinese words or for
writing other Kitan words and names attested elsewhere in Chinese
transcription, or which were transcribed in Old Mandarin, and which are
consequently reconstructible.'*> On a typological basis, one may hypothesize
that the majority of the ordinal numerals, which are phonologically well-
attested, have cardinal numerals as their roots, as is the case with most of the
ordinal numerals in modern Khalkha Mongolian.!*® Following this assumption,
I propose reconstructing the cardinal numerals 2-4 and 7 as ® *Cur ~ *jur

133 Oyuunch has discovered solid philological evidence that £ is pronounced 4K &%
(Oyuunch 2014: 132-133), which I read as «1.i€.ém> and reconstruct phonologically as
MKit *fiem ‘eight’.

134 On the reading of this grapheme see entry for MKit *par € ‘ten’ in §8.5.4.

135 Kane (2009: 98, 102, 109, 120, 122).

136 1t should not be forgotten, however, that the majority of the Middle Mongol ordinal
numerals are formed from partially suppletive, irregular roots, as noted by Rybatzki (2003:
70), and the Middle Kitan cardinal numerals may have been phonologically significantly
different in form from the ordinal numerals.
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‘two’, & *Gur ‘three’, ® *tur ~ *dur ‘four’, and /& *dalu ‘seven’.'’” The
graphemes for ‘5’ and ‘9’ are well attested in Middle Kitan transcriptions of
Liao Chinese and in other native Kitan words, and their phonological values
are solidly known. The grapheme for ‘2’ is also used in rendering a Kitan word
with a Mongolic cognate, and is thus phonologically decipherable as *jur.'

It is not clear whether the dotted masculine forms of the cardinal
numerals differed phonologically from the unmarked forms, although it is
highly likely that the dotted graphemes differ from the non-dotted forms only
superficially, at the orthographic level.

The reconstruction of the cardinal numeral ‘one’ is somewhat
controversial, so I have excluded it from my discussion here. See Chinggeltei
(2002), Kane (2009), and Shimunek (forthcoming, ¢) for discussion. Middle
Kitan ‘ninety’ has not yet been identified in the available corpora.

The cardinal numeral system is unique in that the marked forms are
exclusively for nouns with masculine natural gender, while the unmarked
forms are not specified for gender and are attested modifying words with
masculine, feminine, and neutral natural gender. Note the examples below:

) £ 41K A e AR & R R
FOUR®)  diiawfi.’p  (THREES» <k  <ONE®>  «m.o.qw
*dur *Raw-flor  *cur (?)  *ku @ *.... *moqu

four sibling-PL  three? boy  one elder.sister

‘with four siblings—three boys and an elder sister’ (Ku 17: 2-7).

2 & & 5.
awo?y «qa.ya.ad>
*fur (7) *qawa-d
two? khan-pPL
‘two khans’ (Jen-i 20: 2-3).1%°

137 See Chinggeltei (2013 [1999]: 12) for a similar reconstruction of the cardinal numerals.

138 See §8.5.4 entry for MKit *jur-on % % ur.en, corresponding to ‘paintings (4&)’ in the
Lang-chiin Inscription.

139 See also Kane (2009: 50). The phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.
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GE & # % J &
«omo.d>  «p.an (TWO®» (THREE®)  (qau.ur
*omo-d *par *Jur *Gur *qawr
female-PL  personjcrey  two® three® spring
‘two wives’ (HsTi 12: 12-14). ‘three springs’ (YP 'u 23: 3-4).

Many details of Middle Kitan morphosyntax remain to be analyzed, but
as the examples above illustrate, cardinal numerals can come before or after
the nouns they modify, under certain morphosyntactic constraints which are
not yet fully understood. The example @ 4 £ # & ‘two wives’ above may
suggest that cardinal numerals could follow the nouns they modify in classifier
constructions; perhaps the phrase can be analyzed as [NOUN CLF NUM], but
more examples are necessary to determine this with certainty. !4

Middle Kitan is characterized by number agreement, as demonstrated
by Oyuunch (2007, 2011). Note the following examples from Oyuunch (2011:
72):141

%5 ® L TP b/
l.iaw»  (ONE» d.iau.n.’r SIX%>
*Naw *. *Raw-fior *
sibling one sibling-PL six®
‘one sibling’ (Yung 11: 28-29).!4? ‘six siblings’ (Sung 7: 28-29).143

140 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 84-85) for the Middle Mongol cognate of s # and an
alternative analysis of s 3 as a suppletive plural.

141 The transcriptions, morpheme glosses, and phonological reconstructions here are my own.

142 See Liu et al. (2009: 56) for a photograph of a rubbing of the original text.

143 See Liu et al. (2009: 81, 269) for a rubbing of the original text and an analysis of it. Oyuunch
(2011) erroneously cites this as line 18 of the text.
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®4 £ 73 & )
b.agp  ONEY <b.y.am <yur
*baq  *... *br-an *Gur
child one? child-pL  three
‘one son’ (Kao 3: 18-19).'% ‘six children’ (Ku 16: 15-16).'%

Middle Kitan cardinal numerals 11-19

The Middle Kitan numerals 11-19 are formed the same as Mongolian, Manchu,
Chinese, Tibetan, Korean, Turkish, Nivkh, and many other neighboring
languages, in the form [10 + n]. Thus, Middle Kitan € % ‘thirteen’'* is
composed of £ ‘ten’ + & ‘three’, cf. Middle Mongol harban qurban ‘thirteen’,
Manchu juwan ilan ‘thirteen’, modern Mandarin /s¥ sén/ (Pinyin shi san)
‘thirteen’, modern Written Tibetan bcu gsum ‘thirteen’, modern Korean yor set
‘thirteen’, Turkish on ¢ ‘thirteen’, and Sakhalin Nivkh /myokr caqrurk/
‘thirteen’,'*” which all literally mean ‘ten three’.

144 Oyuunch (2011) cites the source as Han Kao-shih line 2, but I have checked the photograph

of the rubbing in Liu et al. (2009) and this phrase actually appears not in line 2, but in
line 3, blocks 18-19.

145 See Chinggeltei (2002) for a photograph of a rubbing of the original text.

146 YChiieh (35:31).

147 This Nivkh form is from Tangiku et al. (2008: 81, #669).
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Value KAS orthography Transcription Reconstruction
11 £ F 148 par> (mas’> *par *mas (?)
12 £ 2 par> Gun *par *jur

13 £ 4150 <par> <yur» *par *Gur

14 £z pan> «dun *par *dur

15 £ %12 par> taw *par *taw

16 £ KIS par <m> *par *...

17 (not attested)

18 £ FE par> fiém» *par *fiem

19 £ RS par> (si> *par *isi

Middle Kitan cardinal numerals 20-10,000

As demonstrated by Oyuunch et al. (2009: 143), the Kitan cardinal numerals
have no gender distinctions for ‘20° on up. Oyuunch et al. (2009) have also

identified the grapheme for ‘80°.

148 YHsiang (2:3-4); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 139).

49 Lang (4:19-20).
150 YChiieh (35:31).
Bt Lang (5:6-7).

152 Hsii (49:22-23); Chung (20:4-5).

13 Chung (10:44-45).
154 Ky (7:10-11).
155 Chung (50:14-15).
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Table 31. Middle Kitan cardinal numerals 20-10,000

Value Grapheme Transcription Reconstruction
20 T Guri® (cf. LKit *juri)!s
30 L am (cf. MSer dial. *qur¢in)'%’
40 J <>

50 Z >

60 X~ 3k~ m

70 7 ~n m

80 5 <

90 (unattested)

100 ki Jaw *aw!'*

1,000 % ming» *min !>

10,000 &~ & tumy *tum !4

Higher order numerals follow the same pattern as the numerals 11-19, i.e. [20
+ n], [30 + n], [40 + n], [50 + n], etc. The following table presents some
relevant attested examples (not exhaustive):

156 See LKit *juri ‘twenty’ in the §8.5.4 entry for MKit *Eur- ~ *jur- ~ *jur ‘two’. The
reconstruction *juri ‘twenty’ is my revision of Rona-Tas (2016: 133-134).

157 See §8.5.4 entry for the Middle Serbi word *qur¢in ‘thirty’. Cf. also Rona-Tas (2016).

158 See Kara (2005: 17) and other sources for the reconstruction of this grapheme. Late Kitan
‘hundred’ is transcribed in Chinese as [J[\] chao and the Middle Kitan grapheme is also
used to transcribe Liao Chinese syllables such as 4 chao (Kane 2009: 102).

159 See Kane (2009: 122) for the phonological reconstruction of this grapheme.

160 See Kane (2009: 58, 72) for the phonological reconstruction of this grapheme.
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Value Grapheme Transcription Reconstruction
28 T !9 Juri’ dém> *uri (?) *fiem
43 7 a1 <m> (yun * .. *Gur
53 Z a0 <m) ¢yun *... *Gur
58 T E'6 > diém> *... *em
65 X E16 > <taw *... *taw
67 X 7166 > «dalw *... *dalu
74 AL > «dur *... *dur
75 n %68 > <taw *.. *taw

Attested functions of cardinal numerals

In addition to denoting quantities, Middle Kitan cardinal numerals are also
attested in dates, months, years, ages, and measurements:

@
yur>
*Gur
three

e
(DAY>
*fayr’

day

‘the third day’
(Hstian 4: 15-16).

% %
aw  «<MONTH>
*faw  *sayr’

five month
‘the fifth month’
(Chung 6:36-37).

161 YHsiang (1: 26-27); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 139).
162 YHsiang (23: 25-26); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 185).
163 HsTi (35:4-5); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 114).

164 HsTi (15: 9-10); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 91).

165 HsTi (21: 21-22); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 100).

166 YHsiang (12: 14-15); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 165).
167 HsTi (22: 16-17); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 101).

168 YHsiang (28: 14-15); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 195).
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[R] 2EAR (J &
(HEAVEN>  «d.em.y.’n (THREE?>  «<ai.de>
*o *domyaer *Gur *ay-do
heaven favor three® year-DL

‘in the third year of the ‘Heaven Favor’ reign period’ (Chung 21: 12-14).1%

L& z z BFLEE SR
uur  (FIFTY>  démy Jau.wl.ya.ai> .15
*owr * *fiem-do  *jawlxa-y *t-lon
age fifty eight-DL  reach.age-CvB  die-PST

‘He died at the age of 58.”'7° (HsTi 15: 8-12).

Il A % B A L % T ¥ ol

<kuw (BORN.D> au.en eu.un dém> «C.ia.aq>
*ku * *Jaw-on *owr *lem *Cyaq

human  life’ hundred-ATTR  age eight ch’ih
‘human life is equal to a hundred years (A4 5 5%)"'7! ‘eight ch’ih (J\ )17
(YHsiang 35: 7-10). (YP'u 2: 21-22).

169 See also Kane (2009: 152). On the identification of the reign period, see Kane (2009: 158).
The original does not have & ‘heaven’, but this appears to be either an abbreviated form
or an error for the well-attested reign period name &£ £ & A 4 ‘Heaven Favor (K&
T’ien-chiian)’. The word *domyor & & A & ‘favor’ is probably a past verbal noun in
*-or. The verbal root *domy- probably denotes something like ‘to show favor’ and is
possibly cognate to modern Written Mongol demji- ‘to support’ and dem ‘support’ (as in
modern WMgl amin dem ‘vitamin’). See section on ‘Relative clauses’ below for
additional examples of relative clauses formed from past verbal nouns.

170 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 15: 8-12) for the semantic decipherment of this phrase.
The phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.

17! See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 204-205) for the semantic identification of this phrase.
The phonological reconstruction above is my own.

172 See Oyuunch (2014: 132) for the semantic decipherment of this phrase and the phonological
reconstruction of the numeral ‘eight’. The phonological reconstruction presented above
is my own revision. Ch’ih K is a Chinese unit of length, the precise value of which has
historically varied depending on the time and place. Given the obstruent coda in the MKit
form # 3 # *Cyaq, this is clearly a loanword from MChi, cf. Pul. 56: K *ts"iayk.
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Cardinal numerals and suffixation

Middle Kitan cardinal numerals can take the dative-locative case suffix:

L& X =3 oo R4 F4it @ % T
eu.un  «sixty» «dalude> ... i (on.s.Awn <m3»  <tu.ur.befi>
*owr  *L.L *dalu-do ... *mir *on-sawr *o. *tur-bofi
age sixty ~ seven-DL ...  horse ride-CVB e pass.away-PST.VN

‘At the age of sixty-seven, ...[he] died while riding horseback.” (YHsiang 12:13-22).

Certain numerals also take a genitive-attributive suffix (see §7.3.2.2).

7.3.2.1.6. Verbs

One of the earliest systematic studies of Kitan verbal affixal morphology is
Chinggeltei (1992). See also Kane (2009). My book is the first attempt to
present paradigms of verbs by their roots and give phonemic analyses. This
has allowed for systematic identification of Mongolic cognates. See Chapter
Eight for discussion.

Below I present attested partial paradigms of three Middle Kitan verbs,
illustrating the agglutinative structure of Kitan affixal morphology. As shown
below, Middle Kitan verbs inflect at least for tense, aspect, gender, and voice.
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Table 33. Attested morphological paradigm of Middle Kitan *kuyr- ‘arrive (£)’

PHONEMIC LEVEL SURFACE LEVEL
Wordform Morph. gloss Orthographic representation Phon. reconst.
*/kuyr-&/ arrive-CVB X& R kui.H!? *kuy¢ ~
~ */kuyr-j/ ~ XK F kuip!™ *kuyj
*/kuyr-bafi/ arrive-PST K &AL Kk.uiir.bef>'” *kuyrbofi
*/kuyr-lafi/ arrive-PST K& R A Z kuidlwm'™ *kuydlafi

~ XK E AR kuid '
*/kuyr-i/ arrive-CVB XK &AL % kuiiri'” *kuyri
*/kuyr-GA-y/ arrive-CP-CVB X&ALA A kuiir.gey'” *kuyrgay
*/kuyr-GA-r/ arrive-CP-PST X &AL A % keuiir.ge.n'™ *kuyrgor
*/kuyr-GA-fi/ arrive-CP-PST’ X&ALA R kouiir.ge. '™ *kuyrgofi
*/kuyr-be’/ arrive-CVB’ X ARAL 2 k.ui.irb.&'™ *kuyrbg
*/kuyr-go-&’/ arrive-CP’-CVB’ K& ALK R k.uiir.ge.&>'™ *kuyrga¢
*/kuyd-1°...ar/ arrive-?-pST’ XKEL %K kuidl’. o™ *kuydl...or
*/kuyr-sowr/ arrive-ATMP.CVB | X & 4L 44 k.ui.ir.s. Awn'® *kuyrsowr
*/kuyr-owr/ arrive-CVB X &AL k.uiir. Awn'* *kuyrowr

13 Lang (2:8).

174 Jen-hsien (11:61).

175 Tao (21:10); Jen-hsien (42:55).

176 YChiieh (14:26, 45:26).

177 YChiieh (39:41); YP u (18:30, 20:13). This form is also attested in the dative-locative case,
ie. XRRZE4K & (YChiieh 40:13-14), which is probably a temporal clause denoting
‘when SUBIJ reached/arrived ...’

178 Hsing (14:2).

179 Tao (6:15), Jen-hsien (13:7).

180 Tao (17:20).

181 Hsing (14:18); YHsiang (26:31).

182 [5Ti (49:12),

183 YHsiang (17:15).

184 YHsiang (3:13). Considering that *[d] is an allophone of */r/ before */1/, it is likely that the
grapheme % denotes a phonological sequence beginning with */1/.

185 Lang (3:12).

186 YChiieh (28:8).
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Despite previous analyses of the verbal root as X & <k.ub, e.g.
Shimunek (2007), Kane (2009: 89), and Takeuchi (2011: 21), the attested
morphological paradigm of the verb as presented above makes it clear that
*kuy- 1s in fact a phonologically-conditioned allomorph of phonemic */kuyr-
/. The allomorph *kuy- is of limited distribution, occurring only with the
converb suffix *-¢ ~ *-j. This indicates that Middle Kitan phonotactics did not
allow the clusters *r¢ or *rj, or perhaps more specifically did not allow these
clusters word-finally or across morpheme boundaries. '*” The allomorph
*[kujd-] suggests that */r/ was realized as *[d] before */1/ under certain
morphophonological conditions which are not yet fully understood. '

Since it is not uncommon to find non-existent ghost forms quoted in
the Kitanological literature, I provide example sentences and phrases from the
extant inscriptions demonstrating the semantic values of some of the above-
mentioned forms as inflections of the verbal root ‘arrive’. I have checked all
of these sentences in the published rubbings. The examples below are not
exhaustive—I have simply chosen the most illustrative or easily
comprehensible sentences and phrases from the inscriptions:

187 Note also the Middle Kitan noun *¢awj 7 39 «¢au.j> ‘one who does battle’ or ‘those who
engage in battle’ (Kane 2009: 187, n. 2), which I analyze phonemically as */Caw-r/
(attested elsewhere as A #& «Cau.ur) ‘battle’ (a deverbal noun from *€aw- ‘to do battle’;
cf. Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 69) + */-j/ # ‘occupational suffix’, cognate to Middle
Mongol -¢i > Khalkha -4 [tf"] ‘occupational suffix’. Middle Kitan *Cawj */Saw-r-j/
(do.battle-DVN-OCCUP) ‘one who does battle’ should not be confused with the
superficially homophonous # #¥ «Cau.j> ‘fighting’ (HsTi 6: 5), identified by Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010: 69), which I analyze as *¢aw-j */¢aw-j/ ‘doing battle’ (do.battle-CVB).

188 Considering the wordform A4 X X ‘was caused to serve’ (e.g. YTi 9: 2-3), which I
reconstruct as *r-lgo-r, it seems that coda */r/ was realized as *[d] before */I/ (as in
*kuydloni X & & 4% ‘arrived’ above) but that word-initial */r/ did not undergo this
allophonic process (as in *rlgor above). Additional evidence is needed to confirm this.
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IR~ &% R % KRR
<ta.ang.en» &ki.én» «lLing.de <k.ui.¢»
*tan-on *kyenlin-da *kuy-¢

T ang-GEN Ch’ien.ling-DL arrive-CVB

‘He arrived at the Ch’ien-ling Tombs of the T’ang and...” (Lang 2: 5-8).'%°

X&AL X P
<k.ui.ir.befly <GREAT>  «Cau.ur»

*kuyr-bofl *. *Cawr

arrive-PST.VN  great army

‘the great army that had arrived (?)’ (Jen-hsien 42: 55).

* H & KRR ApF
<ordu.u.duy &k.ui.d.l.5n»
*ordu-du *kuyd-lofi

tent.palace-DL arrive-PST
‘He arrived at the tent palace.” (YChiieh 14: 25-26).

XF ARR FXFXR REALAA ¥4k

s.ié.eny «y.du.u™ <t.ié.én.de» <k.ui.ir.ge.y» «m.d.ya.ab
*syenyiwtyen-da *kuyr-go-y *...d-ga-y

Hall.of .the.Wandering.Immortals-DL reach-CP-CVB place.in.coffin-CP-CVB

‘... was taken to the Hall of the Wandering Immortals, was placed in a coffin, and...”'*

(Tao 6: 12-16).

2F  A&R A& 43t Y] 2% X # + B Fit
ef.ey <omo.qu.ui> <k.ui.ir.s.Awr ei.my  (Jur.enm» .en» <p.0.j.Awr»
*ofio  *omoqu-y *kuyr-sowr *of...  *jur-on *Sen *poj-awr

now  return-CVB  arrive-ATMP.CVB  ? painting-PL  new become-CVB

‘Now, he returned, and ... the paintings had become new, and...” (Lang 3: 9-15).

139 See Shimunek (2014a: 101-102) for detailed discussion of this sentence and its context in
the inscription.

190 For the identification of 4 %% 7 #® & 4 % % as a Kitan transcription of Chinese Hsien-
yu-tien {[|##E% ‘Hall of the Wandering Immortals’, see Kane (2009: 18).
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The morphological paradigms of several other Middle Kitan verbs can
be partially reconstructed:

Table 34. Attested morphological paradigm of Middle Kitan *poj- ‘become (5% £)’

PHONEMIC LEVEL SURFACE LEVEL

Wordform  Morpheme gloss Orthographic representation  Phonetic transcription
*/poj-bofi/  become-PST + EF/RE pojb. ! *pojboafi

*/paj-j/ become-CVB + B FZP @ojurp'? *pojuj'®?

*/poj-GA-y/ become-CP-CVB LB FE+ pojyaair”  *pojray

*/poj-GA-1/  become-CP-CVB LR FEH pojyaAb'”  *pojral

*/poj-GA-n/ ES;?}IE?,CP_ P+ B FEk® pojyaan'™  *pojkan

*/poj-lof/ become-PST + B FAK .ol *pojlofi

*/poj-awr/  become-CVB + B F# p.ojAwn'”® *pojawr

YL YTi (19:22).

192 ¥Ti (22:7).

193 This suggests that Middle Kitan had a constraint banning geminates across morpheme
boundaries (or perhaps more specifically banning -jj- geminates), which were repaired
with epenthesis.

194 YTi (22:37), Hsiian (9:4).

195 YTi (27:6).

19 ¥Ti (35:31).

197 YHsiang (14:27).

198 Lang (3:16).
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Table 35. Attested morphological paradigm of Middle Kitan *sa- ‘reside, live’

PHONEMIC LEVEL SURFACE LEVEL

Wordform  Morpheme gloss Orthographic representation ~ Phonetic transcription
*/sa-1/ reside-CVB L HF saAb” *sal

*/sa-1GA-y/  reside-CP-CVB 2 # 5k F# saAlyaab®™  *salkay

*/sa-r/ reside-PST 28 s.aan? *sar

*/sa-y/ reside-CVB £ A+ saab’” *say

As noted by Oyuunch (2007), Kane (2009), and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010),
the past tense distinguishes genders. I analyze these as the following:
masculine */-Vr/ (realized as *-r after vowels) and feminine */-Vn/ (realized
as *-n after vowels). Note the gender declension of the honorific verb *liwr-
4 @ A ‘to pass away (of an emperor or empress)’:

i E ABARX
«yongy «d> <l.iw.r.°r>
*gondi *liwr-or
emperor  pass-PST.VN®
“The emperor... passed away.’
(Hsing 2: 10-19).

¥ BXZR F HE F AL
«yongy <di>  <o.ordu.u¥.dw <s.a.ai Livr.r
*gondi *ordu-du *sa-y *liwr-or
emperor palace-DL stay-CVB  pass-PST.VN®

“The emperor... passed away in the palace.’
(Tao 5: 8-22).

199 HsTi (23:4).
200 FTi (29:6).
01 Yiisiang (16:39, 18:4, 19:25).
202 HsTi (11:4).
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Fde XX REH A @ AL

s yen  db neu.e»  «omo» Liuwr.en
*syeni *nowa  *omo *liwr-on

PERS.N earth  mother  pass.away-PST.VN®

‘The Mother of Earth, Empress Hsiian-i... passed away’ (Hstian 5: 1-8).

7.3.2.2. Case

Middle Kitan nouns inflect for case. There are at least five indentifiable cases
in Middle Kitan: nominative and indefinite accusative (*-0J); genitive-
attributive (*-n ~ *-an’ ~ *-on ~ *-on ~ *-un ~ *-fi ~ *-i), dative-locative
(*-do ~ *-do ~ *-du ~ *-t ~ *-u); definite accusative-instrumental-comitative
(*-r ~ *-or ~ *-ur); and ablative (*-doi ~ *-doi ~ *-dui ~ *-dur ~ *-dor). The
genitive-attributive, dative-locative, and definite accusative-instrumental-
comitative case suffixes are partially phonologically conditioned, but
lexicalized allomorphs are not uncommon; compare *po-do ‘at the time’ but
*omo-do ‘to the woman’ in the table below, and nominative *gor ‘tent, home,
family’ but *got for its dative-locative form. The ablative case suffixes appear
to be lexicalized. There is also at least one lexicalized genitive case suffix in
*-1, e.g. *baq ‘child’ (nominative) but *bag-i ‘of the child’ (genitive). The table
below summarizes the attested case affixes:*">

203 There sometimes does not exist a one-to-one correspondence between morphemes and their

orthographic representations in Kitan Assembled Script. The Middle Kitan genitive
allomorph *-n is represented orthographically as 2 «mn> as in *omo-n &2 omo.m
‘mother-GEN’ (Hstian 1:4), & <an as in *lema-n 4 2 # & .ém.a.an> ‘scribe-GEN’ (YFu
24:15), @ «in> as in *condi-n £ £A (yong.di.in> ‘emperor-GEN’ (YHsiang 3:23), 3
«.ony as in *po-n ik F~ <po.on> ‘time-GEN’ (HsTi 47:9), and & «un> as in *CanSu-n AR
X A & «Ca.ang «S.u.un> ‘imperial.secretary-GEN’ (Kao 22: 11-12).
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Table 36. Attested Middle Kitan case affixes (reconstructed phonological forms)

case reconstructed phonological forms

NOM-ACCipr *-0

GEN *-an (?7) ~ *-on ~ *-on ~ *-un ~ *-n ~ *-fi ~ *-i
DL *-do ~ *-do ~ *-du ~ *-u

AIC *or ~ *-or ~ *-ur

ABL *-doi ~ *-doi ~ *-dui ~ *-dor ~ *-dur

Table 37. Attested Middle Kitan case affixes (Assembled Script orthographic forms)

case Kitan Assembled Script orthographic representation
NOM-ACCinpr @
£ cam ~ A cem ~ A i ~ F com ~ &k cum ~ D <~ K i~ X

GEN .
b
DL & «de>~ % «do>~ & «dw ~ X «w
AIC X~ % cun ~ & cun
ABL ®#k de>~ &KX dod~ AX dubd~ 2K dn~ R dup

See the tables below for some attested case paradigms of Middle Kitan
nouns. Note that gaps in the tables below indicate unattested forms.
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Table 38. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in vowels

‘female, mother, woman’ ‘time, season’
N-Appe  *omod A «omo»>* *po * p0oy?®
GEN *5mo-n A 4 <omo.n»2% *po-n 1k J+ po.omy*”’
DL *smo-da A % omo.de>?" *po-do 1k %k «po.doy?”
AIC *5mo-r A 4 «omo.°’n?'0
ABL *smo-doi A & % omo.de.n>?!! (?)

204 For example: X @ /M RX%& ®% % ‘His elder wife had one son’ (HsTi 15: 17-21;
Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 91). See Nieh & Sun (2008: 88-89) and Tang (2011: 197) on
the reading of the grapheme # as “omo”, which I revise to *omo.

205 Forexample: @ 4 & 4+®KX £ 2 %% &t4 + R&E AP £ £ R AW
‘That time was the twelfth Blue Tiger year of the Celestial Gathering reign period, in
mid-winter, on the fourteenth day’ (Lang 4:14-5:9).

200 For example: & %de %% XRF AL AMRE R[%] *% ‘Funerary inscription of
Hstian-i, Earth Mother’ (Hstian 1:4). See Kane (2009) on the revision to #.

207 For example: 4 % 3k 3 ‘night time-GEN’ (HsHui 11: 8-9).

208 For example: % A %X AL /K X4 X .. L& [SUBJ] wrote ... for the mother [and]
the filial elder brother’ (YChiieh 8: 1-9). This sentence indicates that one strategy for
coordination in Middle Kitan is simple juxtaposition of inflected nouns.

29 For example: 4 A% 3k % ‘at the time when she died’ (Hsiian 24: 12).

210 For example: @ 4t ... & & ‘[SUBJ] buried the Mother ... (Hsiian 10:24-11:1).

211 At least superficially, this appears to be an ablative case form; however, the sentential
context in which it occurs (7ao 33: 26) is largely undecipherable. As such, we cannot
determine with certainty whether this is an ablative case form or something else.

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:24 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



250

Table 39. Case paradigm of Middle Kitan *ordu

‘palace, court’

N-Anper  ¥ordu % cordw?'?

GEN *srdu-n * & % ordu.u”.un?"

DL *srdu-du B * Z /& 0.ordu.u®.du?'*
AIC *srdu-r % Z 4k ordu.u™.un?"

ABL *srdu-dui * 2 &% orduw «du.ir?'®

212 Hsii (11:18). Note also the variants *ordu & % & <o.ordu.u™ (Ku 13:7), *ordu * &
<ordu.u™y (Hsii 25:21), and *ordu * # <ordu.w (YP'u 11: 13). For example: 275 % ¥
# ‘autumn court’ (YP'u 11: 12-13).

213 For example: % %4 X # ‘Grand Protector of the Court’ (Ling 17:3). Note also the form
% 73~ <ordu.omw, attested in Hsii (58:13) according to Chinggeltei et al. (1985).

214 Tao (5:20). Note also % & /& in Hsing (2:17) and * # /& (YChiieh 14: 25). For example:
*¥H A XAZ4 R ‘Hearrived at the tent palace’ (YChiieh 14: 25-26).

215 For example: ¥ &1k E£4 ‘court commander’ (HsTi 10:9; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010:
80), literally probably ‘court-AIC command-DVN’.

216 For example: %% &% & H 44 KA M X ‘He...ycwsand ... g to the southeast
of the tent palace (lit. ‘from the tent palace’) and...” (Jen-hsien 33: 28-32); see also
Oyuunch 2007: 81). The fact that this suffix is written in a separate block is unremarkable,

since several other case suffixes are commonly attested in separate graphemic blocks, as
shown by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010).
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Table 40. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in /w/

‘younger brother’

N-Anpsr *dow % «dew?”

GEN *dow-un % e (deu.uny?!®
*dow-on % # deu.eny?”

DL *dow-da % & «deu.der??®®
*dow-du % & «deu.duy??!

AIC *dow-ur % & (deu.un’?

ABL *dow-dui B % deu.du.i?® (?)

27 For example: X & AZA LER 5 BH £E2 AR 4%R AL ‘The younger
brother of the Emperor of the Great Golden State, Campaign Commander, Military
Commissioner, Court Attendant’ (Lang 1:1-10).

28 Forexample: % Bk M4 2h 2% & T AR % 22 X LA w & RFLS
‘[She] was given in marriage to the house of Grand Preceptor *Tu *Nu of the house of
Prince *Sin of the junior uncles (lit. ‘of the younger fathers/men of the brothers’)’ (Hs7i
24: 7-19; for the semantic decipherment of this passage, see Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010:
102-103).

219 For example: #1%& HEHE HALXRFT F Hh XKRILKSL X2 2FR LAD
“The funerary inscription of *Kuyrgon *Sm of the brothers of the prime minister of the
maternal uncles of the external clans’ (HsHui.C 2:1-3:4; for the semantic decipherment
of this passage, see Oyuunch 2012: 32).

220 For example: &£ R ¥ B % ‘to the brothers of the emperor’ (YChiieh 3: 21-23).

21 For example: ¥ % /& 4+ R 43 ‘SUBJ was’ friendly to [his] brothers’ (HsHu 22:41-
23:1). Oyuunch (2012: 203) translates 4 4 # 4+ 3| as ‘harmonious (F1fzE) .

22 For example: &4 XL H&K @/ 2R XAXERAK LkH4 2 ‘He drank wine and
made merry with [his] younger brothers the local officials, and then returned’ (Lang 4:7-
13).

22 Forexample: % /A% 4 & 2EF2E £ ® wi RPFAKX ‘From [his] younger brother ...
was given as ... by the concubine’s household’ (?) (HsHu 23:10).
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Table 41. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in /m/ and /n/

‘city, fortified settlement, region’?%*

NOM-ACCixper *am & em?®

GEN *om-on & A em.eny??

DL

AIC *am-s-ar (pl.) & 4% ems. ¥ (?)
ABL *am-dor & &% em.d.n? (?)

224 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 89) for the semantic value of this word.

25 Forexample: k&% & 47532 &8 4R[R:4R] XX TR &% AFH *i 4
44 KX7A SHBL* ‘He was conferred the title of ... Supreme General () and
Governor General (EEfiH) of the region of *Dou and the region of *Tam, and ...” (HsTi
14:13-24; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 89-90).

226 Forexample: # 41 &4 # 1L 4 4 4A & ‘He was awarded an official title of his father’s
region’ (YChiieh 32: 45-48) and & A R % ‘local officials’ (Lang 4: 8-9). See also HsTi
(14:16).

227 Hsii (23:28) according to Chinggeltei et al. (1985) and Chinggeltei (2002: 157).

228 Attested in Tao (20: 7) but the meaning is unclear from the context. This sequence of
graphemes is also attested in HsHui (15: 17), which Oyuunch (2012: 43) glosses
interlinearly as ‘city (3%)’. Tentatively I translate E % 8% £ 2L X as ‘from the city
where the commander was born ..." (HsHui 15: 15-17).
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‘generation’
NOM-ACCixpr *non 2 3 m.om??
GEN *non-on 234 m.on.eny?*°
*non-s-an (pl.) 234 R m.ons.en?!
DL *non-do 2 3% m.on.de»??
AIC *non-or 23 K7 monsn (?)
*non-s-or (pl.) 234 X m.ons.en?* (?)
ABL

22 For example:
230 For example:

53).

21 For example:

232

For example:

oW R 23 fifth generation’ (Kao 13: 2-3).

S8R 23R &£ + forefather of the fifth generation’ (YChiieh 3: 50-

T ad4h & ‘emperor of four generations’ (YChiieh 2: 29-31).
# 273 % ‘for ten thousand generations’ (HsHu 17: 14-15).

233 Attested in HsHui (26: 26) but the meaning is unclear from context. This wordform is also
identified by Oyuunch & Janhunen in YHsiang (37:14), who propose that it is an
instrumental case form (Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 208). They are probably correct.

234 This wordform is attested in YChiieh (44:37). Although the context provides no clues on its
meaning, it must be a plural form of 42 3+ ‘generation’ with the accusative-instrumental-

comitative case suffix.
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Table 43. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in velar nasals

‘palace’ ‘prince’
NOM-ACCnor  *giwn AE XK «givungy™ *a1) & ongy>
GEN *giwn-un A &K % (g.iv.ung.un?’ *op-on & F cong.om>®
*sp-on & A ong.en?¥
DL *giwn-du A #& K A& «g.iv.ung.du?® *op-du & /& cong.dw?*!
AIC
ABL *giwn-dur A &K AR (givung.du.n>?

235 For example: A # A 4 %% ‘the palace halls’ (Lang 2: 9-10).

26 For example: 4@ A4 R & ‘The Great Prince of the State of Ch’in’ (YChiieh 19: 40-
43).

27 For example: 46 A &A% %K AF % 4% Military Governor (45 FE(FAH) of the
Eastern Palace’ (HsTi 10:11-16; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 80-81) and 4 % [R: 4 %]
AdEK % HK AF ‘Military Governor of the Southern Palace’ (HsTi 10:23-11:3;
Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 81).

28 For example: &3 % A&K L 4% R ‘regent (liu-shou B~F) of the ... prince’s
western palace’ (YChiieh 20: 53-57). This genitive case form is also written in separate
graphemic blocks as & 7 (e.g. YChiieh 45: 11; HsTi 8: 16).

29 Forexample: &% &4 wiH 45 2% 2% AF ‘General *Tadof of the family of the
Prince of Ch’in’ (HsHui 7: 18-23).

240 For example: A ® A /& ‘in/at/for/to the palace’, attested in YChiieh (16: 13), although the
precise meaning is not clear from the context. This wordform appears as A %@ X &
<g.iu.ge.dw in Hsing (33:10) and A &K A& «g.iv.ud.dw in Hsing (3:8) and Hsiian
(15:20). These are obviously typographical errors for A & X & <g.iu.ung.du resulting
from the superficial resemblance among the graphemes 4 «ge», R «ud>, and X wngy.

241 For example: & # /& ‘to the Great Prince’ (YChiieh 26: 35-36).

22 For example: A @K AKX 2 F4K R4& @4 ‘From the palace [the emperor’] issued a ...
edict’ (Hsii 11:25-28).
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Table 44. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in /r/

‘tomb’
NOM-ACCixpr *nar 2% m.an®
GEN *nar-on 2 A m.ar.eny’
DL *nar-do 2 & m.ar.der?®
AIC
ABL

Table 45. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in /t/

‘country’
NOM-ACCinpr *gur AT gun
GEN *gur-on A & A gur.en?
DL *gur-do A& & gur.de™®
AIC
ABL

23 For example: 2R %% %A #HAK 2% ‘the ... tomb of [his] spouse, the Lady’
(YHsiang 45: 7-10; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 218). See also Kane (2009: 123 §3.220).
Note that my reading of the graphemes differs considerably from Kane (2009), who gives
the reading ne.ra. It is clear that the grapheme %2 denotes a single consonant «n> (see its
use as a genitive suffix for *omo A& ‘female, mother, woman’ above) and that # denotes
<ar> as in the Kitan word for ‘right’ (see Chapter Eight entry for MKit *baran). See also
Shimunek (2011a: 102b).

244 Attested in HsTi (39: 9), although the meaning of this wordform is not clear from context.

25 For example: 454K $4%% DAL HAL RERFRX RA# ‘together with an
epitaph and preface for the tomb of Field Marshal (§£f&) *Lyend” (YHsiang 1: 6-11;
Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 137-138).

246 For example: A& ¥R F X2 ‘the country celebrated’ (YHsiang (5:1-2; Oyuunch &
Janhunen 2010: 147).

2T For example: X %4 34l RX AZH REKX 28 #RK st AF XK +#%
A 9% ... ‘The late ..., Supreme General of the Left Dragon Tiger Army of the Great
Central Liao Kitan State’ (YChiieh 1: 1-17; Oyuunch 2012: 270).

248 For example: 2 A %% ‘for/to/in the state of Wu (2[E) (HsTi 32: 12-13; Oyuunch &
Janhunen 2010: 112). The precise meaning is not clear from the context.
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Table 46. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in other consonants

‘writing, script, scripture’

NOM-ACCixpr *..g A mg*®

*...g-d (pl) FAL mgd™
GEN *...g-on 3t AR m.gen?
DL *...g-do A% mg.der™
AIC *...g-or AL mg
ABL

29 For example: % BL% HA 2EH 17 AA3 ‘... was composed ... in the Kitan
and Chinese scripts’ (YHsiang 9: 20-25; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 158). Hsiian (30:1)
etc.

230 For example: & 3t A% ‘the two scripts’ (YChiieh 20:15).

231 This wordform is attested in such texts as YHsiang (46:19), HsHu (12:45), and Jen-i (32:4),
but the precise meaning is not clear from context.

22 For example: #4% 3tA% %4 ‘itis also said in the scripture’ (YHsiang 37: 26-28;

Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 208).
For example: #X 3tAX WA K F ‘composed in Sung writing [i.e. Chinese] and ...’

(HTi7:34-36). See Aisin Gioro Ulhicun (2004: 137) for the identification of this passage.

253
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Table 47. Middle Kitan irregular (lexicalized) case forms

‘tent’ ‘child’
NOM-ACCixpr *gor W 5% (go.on> *baq % b.ag™
GEN *gor-on XA (go.r.eny?* *bag-i ®/ 4% b.aq.p>’
DL *got W4 gor PP *bag-do M % b.aq.der’
AIC
ABL

As the table above shows, Kitan has a fusional dative-locative case form for
‘tent’ and a lexicalized genitive for ‘child’.

254 For example: @ whi RF AKX ... was given by the concubine’s household’ (HsHu
23: 13-15). Occasionally this case form is written in two separate graphemic blocks, i.e.
w38 (goy <°p, e.g. HTi (7: 43; Liu et al. 2009: 28, 493).

25 For example: #H1L4& 3 # % ‘the child of the prime minister’ (Hs7i 13:10-11). This case
form is occasionally written vertically, e.g. HsTi (12: 27).

26 Forexample: ¢® & 5 wX A % 2% X ith w 4 RFAS ‘[She] was given
in marriage to the house of Grand Preceptor *Tu *Nu of the house of Prince *Sin’ (HsTi
24:7-19). For the semantic decipherment of this passage, see Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010:
102-103).

257 For example: # % % 4 % ‘grandchild (lit. child of child)’ (Tao 7: 26).

28 For example: R ytA w0 4 ZRFADL ‘She was given in marriage to the house of the
Grand Preceptor’ (HsTi 24: 15-19). This case form is usually written with two separate
graphemes, i.e. # & «go> b, although occasionally it is written in a single graphemic
block, i.e. w4 <go.t.

2 For example: # 4% |4 &3 ##A ‘said ... to the child’ (?) (YChiieh 9: 41-43).
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Table 48. Partially suppletive paradigm of Middle Kitan *mir ‘horse’

‘horse’
NOM-ACCipr  *mir 2 AL am.in 2%
*mir-d (plural?) AL amir.d>?! (?)
GEN *mir-on % AL A an.ir.en»?%? (?)
DL
AIC *mir-or ~ *mir-or 24L& mirn?® (2) ~ R ALA am.ir.on?% (?)
ABL *mir-doi % 4L & % (m.ir.de.i»*®

Nominative-Indefinite Accusative Case (NOM)

Like Modern Mongolian, Middle Kitan conflated nominative and indefinite
accusative.?%® Neither of these cases is denoted with affixes (or, alternatively,
both are denoted with a null affix -0).

Examples of the nominative include the following:

ARRK  &XF b 343 &
<g.iuungy <ti€.én> ... gb <yo.l.y.°r»
*giwntyen-0@ *gi *Gol-go-r (or *Gol-yo-r ?)
palace.halls-NOoM ... NEG  see-CP-PST

“The palace halls ... were not seen.” (Lang 2: 9-3:1).

20 For example: %1l F4# @ % % & ‘He passed away while riding a horse’ (YHsiang
12: 19-22).

261 Attested in Chung (11:28). This is probably a plural form with the plural suffix *-d, but the
precise meaning of this wordform is not clear from context..

202 Attested in YChiieh (22: 23) and Hsing (11:23), but the meaning is not clear from context.

263 Attested in YChiieh (29: 33) and Chung (11:19), but the meaning is not clear from context.

264 Attested in Chung (12:23), but the meaning is not clear from context.

265 For example: RAL& % T % % %t ‘[he] fell from a horse and passed away’ (HsHu 16:
15-17).

266 See Thompson (2008) for notes on Modern Khalkha cases.
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Q- 2% X % LB Fit
«eh.m Jur.en» S.em .0.Jj.Awry
*ofi... *jur-an-0 *Sen *poj-awr
? painting-PL-NOM new become-CVB

‘the paintings had become new [again], and...” (Lang 3: 13-16).

See below for examples of the indefinite accusative:

3 4L T4t 23] % T
m.ir on.s.Awrn» <H309 <tu.ur.befiy

*mir-0 *an-sawr *. *tur-bon
horse-ACCor  ride-ATMP.CVB .. die-PST.VN

‘He died ... while riding a horse’ (YHsiang 12:19-22).267

X LA ESES k3
d.b> «C.euen <nai.d.’n <b.ang.y.ai>
*li  *Cow-on *nay-d-or *banca-y

Li  province-GEN official-PL-AIC  issue.orders-CVB

X & P RS 2 TRMAESTR
Sde  @wvjd m ¢<s.qo.m.l.ya.Al.f>
*Sda *uyd-0 *. *sq...-Ixa-lof.

? craftsmen-ACCinpr ? repair-CP-PST

‘He ordered the officials of Li province to have some craftsmen... repair [the palace]...’
(Lang 3: 2-9).

267 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 166) for the decipherment of this sentence. Note that I
have revised their translation. The phonological reconstruction here is my own.
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Genitive-Attributive Case (GEN)

Examples of the genitive case include the following:

] % L=E-3 KRR
<ta.ang.en>  <ki.én> <lLing.de>  <k.ui.&
*tan-on *kyenlin-do *kuy-¢
T’ang-GEN  Ch’ien.ling-DL arrive-CVB
‘He arrived at the Ch’ien-ling Tombs of the T ang and...” (Lang 2: 5-8).

&3 SHREN =%
<ong.on» <t.ad.o.ony  <b.ag
*on-on *ta-don *baq

prince-GEN  five-ORD®  child
‘the prince’s fifth daughter’ (Ku 3: 13-15).

The suffix also has an attributive usage, appearing on certain cardinal

numerals modifying nouns, similar to the ‘hidden -n” of Modern Mongolian.?®®

Note the following:

] X3 Xk 2 1k
Jau.en eu.ur <tau.un> w®.ur
*Jaw-an *owr *taw-un *uwr
hundred-ATTR age five-ATTR  division
‘one hundred years of age’ ‘the Five Divisions’
(YHsiang 35: 3-4)*%® (YHsiang 7: 15-16).27°

268 See Thompson (2008) for a study of the ‘hidden -#’ in modern Khalkha Mongolian.

269 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 205) for discussion. The phonological reconstruction and
morpheme glosses above are my own.

270 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 152) treat % as a genitive suffix.
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Accusative-Instrumental-Comitative Case (AIC)

This case denotes definite accusative, instrumental, and comitative.

ik R #H . 2 & £ 5% A4 KR
«.ur.’n dbagp ... «wod «qayaadn alb ge.’n
*gur-or *baq ... *jur’  *qawad-or *r-lga-r

two-ORD® child ... two khan.PL-AIC  serve-CP-PST.VNY

2271

‘the second son... was caused to serve the two khans.’*"" (definite accusative).

xS KL A &P 3k 3
d.b> «C.euen <nai.d.’n <b.ang.y.ai>
*li  *Cow-on *nay-d-ar *banGa-y

Li  province-GEN official-PL-AIC ~ issue.orders-CVB

X% AHR 173 SRMAEHTR
Sde a@“jd m <s.qo.m.l.ya.Al.f>
*$do *ujd-0 *. *sqo...-lka-lof.
? craftsmen-ACCnor ~ ? repair-CP-PST

‘He ordered the officials of Li province to have some craftsmen... repair...” 27> (definite
accusative).

&R 3t AR W4

s.ungy  <m.g.’n (COMPOSE.l.ya.ai>

*sur *...g-or *.. . lga-y

Sung  writing-AIC  compose-CP-PFV.CNV
‘composed in Sung writing [i.e. Chinese] and...’*” (instrumental).

271 YTi (8:37-9:3). See also Aisin Gioro (2004: 136) and Kane (2009: 132). In the original text,
the verb *r-lgo-r ‘he was caused to serve’ appears to be written as A 4 & 4 «.D <ge.’n
in two graphemic compounds (Y77 9: 2-3). See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) for numerous
examples of inflected Middle Kitan words written in separate graphemic blocks which do
not correspond to syllable or morpheme boundaries.

22 Lang (3: 2-9).

273 HTi (7: 34-36). See also Aisin Gioro (2004: 137) and Kane (2009: 132).
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L% ~ A1k Eagr s AP T RR
euun un  <s.em AWr.r t.ge.’n
*owr *. *tur *Somowr-or *tgo-r
age thirty four  illness-AIC die-PST.VN?

‘He passed away [at] the age of 34 due to illness.’*™ (instrumental denoting cause).

£ & | BECIENES x58 [z X R E
Jun  <tum> &4 cauur'sd ALY @ldo &k.ui
*fur  *tum * *Eawr'-or *3al... *...-do *kuy-j
two ten.thousand  ? troops(?)-AIC P.N mountain-DL  arrive-CVB

‘[They] arrived at *3al... Mountain with 20,000 ... troops, and ....”*”> (comitative).

& A RAR 5% @ AR XEERR B 3
em.eny  <nai.d>  «deu.ur» (WINEzg.by <ém.¢»  <k.iSiuw.ub>  «p.od.l.%H
*om-on  *nay-d  *dow-ur *...b *em-¢ *kiSyuw-i *pod-lon.

city-GEN official-PL younger.brother-AIC wine drink-CVB be.merry-CVB return-PST
‘He drank wine and made merry with his younger brothers the local officials, and then returned’
(comitative).

Dative-Locative Case (DL)

Examples of the dative-locative case include the following:

BRN I L3 KRR
<ta.ang.en>  <ki.én» <Ling.de» <k.ui.&»
*tan-on *kyenlin-do *kuy-¢

T’ang-GEN  Ch’ien.ling-DL arrive-CVB

‘He arrived at the Ch’ien-ling Tombs of the T ang and...” (Lang 2: 5-8).

274 Hung (11: 22-26). See also Oyuunch (2007: 76), but note that Oyuunch gives the erroneous
form 4 4L <tir> instead of 4 4k <tur>. In the rubbing of the original text published in Liu
et al. (2009: 56, plate 54), the text clearly has 4k <ur> and not 1L <.

275 Jen-hsien (41:73-42:2). Oyuunch’s reading of this sentence (Oyuunch 2007: 75) requires
revision. See the rubbing of the original text as published in Chinggeltei (2002).
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] kR
<t.ge.en> <po.do»
*tga-n *po-do

die-PST.VN® time-DL
‘at the time she died’ (Hsiian 24: 12).27°

There are also instances of lexicalized dative-locatives, e.g. *got ‘to the
tent/house’ in the sentence below:*”’

R th L AFAES
tab>  Siemw o> <t w”.wl.ge.en>
*taysi-on *got *uw-lgo-n
grand.preceptor-GEN  tent.DL give-CP-PST.VN¥

‘She was given in marriage to the house of the Grand Preceptor.” (Hs7i 24: 15-19).

Ablative Case (ABL)

The ablative case is less well attested than the other Middle Kitan cases.
Nevertheless, there are still good examples, such as the following:

A& K A PN Ra A
<g.in.ung.du.’n» p.ari>  <k.em (m.oD
*giwn-dur *parfi *kom *...0-T.
palace-ABL ? edict issue-PST.VN?

‘from the palace [the emperor] issued a ... edict.” (Hsi 11: 25-28).278

276 See also Kane (2009: 221). The phonological reconstruction and morpheme glosses given
above are my own.

277 As shown by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 102). The phonological reconstruction presented
here is my own. See also Kane (2009: 138 §4.13) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 94)
for other lexicalized dative-locatives.

278 See Kane (2009: 37 §2.017) on the semantic value of the verbal root M «mo» as
corresponding to Z= MSC feng ‘to present to a superior or receive from a superior’. Here
it is attested in the meaning ‘receive from a superior’, although elsewhere (e.g. the Lang-
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7.3.2.3. Number

Middle Kitan nouns and certain demonstratives inflect for number. Plural
suffixes appear to be largely lexicalized (i.e. not phonologically conditioned).
For example, *ay-d # 4 ‘fathers’ vs. *ay-s # 4 ‘years’, where the otherwise
homophonous *ay # ‘father’ and *ay # ‘year’ are distinguished by
lexicalized plural suffixes.?”

There is also a lexicalized plural suffix for certain nouns denoting
humans, i.e. MKit *-fior 4 X «.°r> (and its free variant *-fiafi 4 X «fi.°f»).2%0
Note the examples below:

L RS Ch KEKR ®
di.iau.f.’r (THREE®» <fi.iau.n.“ SIX%>
*naw-flor *Gur *naw-fiofl *.

sibling-PL three® sibling-PL six?
‘There were three siblings.’ “There were six siblings.’
(Ku 17: 3-4). (Yung 14: 26-27).

AR A 2 KR 2
@ufi’y  FOUR®» «deu.ii. > TWO%>
*aw-fior  *dur *dow-fiofi *ur’

lady-pL  four® younger.brother-PL  two®
‘There were four ladies.’ ‘SUBJ had two younger brothers.’
(Ku 17: 1-2). (Chen 46: 7-8).

chiin Inscription), it is also attested in the sense of ‘to present to a superior’. Although the
phonetic value of this grapheme is not fully known, the fact that its past tense form takes
4 «.on indicates that A probably includes the vowel *o, i.e. the grapheme ® should be
read <...0» or, less likely, <...0...>.

279 See Chinggeltei (2002) and Kane (2009: 49) for the identification of 4 4 as ‘fathers’ and
+ 4 as ‘years’.

280 See Chapter Eight for Mongolic cognates.
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z RERT 73 BHRA
témy  «C.°bu.qo.on> ... <b.y.an» «deu.n.’n
*lem  *Cobuqgo-n e *bran *dow-flar
eight Tsupu .. children younger.brother-PL

“The ... children and younger brothers of the eight Tsu-pu ...” (Jen-hsien 46: 57-63).

There is also a phonologically conditioned allomorph of this suffix,
*or R~ *-on X ‘D (in free variation with each other), attested after
noun stems ending in */n/.?%! Note the examples below:

2% b
<bu.d> (na.ya.an.’n
*bud *nagan-ar

external.clans  maternal.uncle-PL
‘maternal uncles of the external clans’ (YP u 7: 18-19).

b hEHAR HAL &5 4 5 A HEAR
dbu.d> ma.ya.an.r.en> (a.ir.qo.on> da» «deu.un «qutuq.iy**
*bud *nagan-or-on *jayrqo-n *ya *dow-un *qutuqii

external.clans uncle-PL-GEN minister-GEN elder.brother younger.brother-GEN pers.n
“*Qutuqii, of the brothers of the prime minister of the maternal uncles of the external clans’
(YChiieh 31:55-32:11).

2l % HEwR HiL&XF & %5 A RRAKSE
<bu.d> <na.ya.an.‘fiy <ja.ir.qo.on> <ia «deu.en> <k.ui.ir.ge.en»
*bud *naan-ofi *jayrqo-n = *ya *dow-on *kuyrgon
external.clans uncle-PL minister-GEN elder.brother younger.brother-GEN pers.n

“*Kuyrgon of the brothers of the prime minister of the maternal uncles of the external clans’
(HsHui.C 2: 1-6).

21Tt is very likely that this allomorph was attached to noun stems ending in consonants in
general, but I have currently only been able to identify instances of this allomorph after
noun stems ending in */n/.

282 Previous scholarship has read 44 (two separate graphemes) but in the original texts this is
a single grapheme ## as demonstrated by Kane (2009).
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X TEsy RX AT A E{E~S ER ] THALH
(GREAT> <t.jau.rdw «qrta.i» guren>  <bu.d> na.ya.an.‘f.en>  «<t.l.ge.en
*. *tyawrdu *qrta-i *our-on  *bud *nagan-afi-on *tlgon
great  central Kitan-GEN state-GEN external.clans uncle-PL-GEN  pers.n

“*Tlgon of the maternal uncles of the external clans of the Great Central Kitan State’
(HsHu 1: 6).

Certain Middle Kitan nouns are attested with the lexicalized plural
suffix *-an ~ *-on, cognate to the Middle Mongol lexicalized plural suffix *-n,
e.g. MKit *jur-on £3% Jur.en> ‘paintings’?*® and *bxan #3# b.y.an
‘children’?®* vs. *baq # # <b.ag ‘child’ (unmarked for number).?

See §7.3.2.1.2 ‘Demonstratives’ and §7.3.2.1.5 ‘Numerals’ above for
more examples of overt plural marking in Middle Kitan.

7.3.3. MIDDLE KITAN SYNTAX
7.3.3.1. Clausal Order

Middle Kitan is characterized by SV and OV basic clausal order. See the
sentences in §7.3.4 ‘A Middle Kitan Text’ below for examples.

Like Mongolic, Turkic, Tungusic, Chinese, Russian, Classical Tibetan,
informal spoken Korean, and many other Eastern Eurasian languages, 2%
Middle Kitan syntax permits fully grammatical sentences formed purely of
nouns, with nominal subjects and nominal predicates, completely lacking
verbs, i.e. [Nsubj Npred]. Note the following examples:

283 For example, Lang (3: 13).

284 For example, YHsiang (18: 6).

285 HsTi (13: 11).

286 Aramaic also permits predicative sentences with no explicit predicative verb (Christopher
I. Beckwith, p.c., June 21, 2015).
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day d.mu.qu> dr.g.en>
*ya *Amuqu *irgon

elder.brother ~ PERS.N chief

‘His elder brother was Chief *amuqu.” (YHsiang 3: 7-9).

A L L XFH *EK
«0mo» kuw «t.ié.én.e» pu.i.i
*amo *ku *tyeno *pusii
woman  person PERS.N lady

‘His wife was Lady *tyeno.” (YHsiang 13: 28-31).

Z 1k + J e WAT &
«w™.ur» <ai> ku.uw.n <y.mu.or»
*uwr *ay *kuwr *Gmur

forefather ~ father = PERS.N PERS.N

‘His forefather was *kuwr *emur.” (Hs7i 2: 11-14).

4R @5 A % 4k * 4 3K F o
<t.od.o.oy> m.on.en» w®.un @b to.on.i>  <mj9s.em>
*todok *non-on *uwr *ay *tonn *,..om

five.ORD generation-GEN  forefather father =~ PERS.N  PERS.N

267

R &
tai> <ong»
*tayon

grand.prince

‘His forefather of the fifth generation was Grand Prince *tonfi *...om.” (Hs7i 3: 15-22).

Middle Kitan syntax also permits verbless sentences of the form [Nsup;

NUMpred]. Note the following example:

Ak FA 3 = £
@ung> .u.un b.y.an FIVES)
*ounju-n *bgan *taw’
princess-GEN children fived

‘The princess had five sons’ (Chung 6: 18-21).
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Gk ;3% G
«Omo.t» <b.y.anm> <yury
*omo-t *bran *Gur
female-PL children three

‘She/he had three daughters.” (lit. ‘the daughters [were] three’) (YHsiang 18: 5-7).

7.3.3.2. Phrasal Order

Middle Kitan phrasal order is characterized by postposed case suffixes, i.e. [N
Post]:

3R H &% Y+ A% K& R
<ta.ang.en» <ki.én <Ling.de> k.ui.&»
*tan-on *kyenlin-do *kuy-¢

T’ang-GEN Ch’ien.ling-DL arrive-CVB

‘He arrived at the Ch’ien-ling Tombs of the T’ang and...” (Lang 2: 5-8).

Relative clauses precede the noun phrases they modify, i.e. [Rel N], as
exemplified below:

R Kb oS
«d.ge.en> <s.ufb>
*dgo-n *sufl

die-PST.VN? night
‘the night on which she died’ (HsTi 50: 1-2).

See §7.3.3.4 below for more discussion on relative clauses.
Adjectives, numerals, and demonstratives precede the nouns they
modify, i.e. [Adj N], [Num N], and [Dem N], as in the examples below:
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B g 3
s.jau.qu  «<qa.ya.as)
*syawqu  *qamas

blue tiger
‘blue tiger’ (Lang 5: 2).

2 ®RE KA
(FOUR®  fi.iau.fi.’n
*dur *Raw-for
four siblings-PL

“four siblings’ (Ku 17: 2-3).

* A
©  <omo»
*3  *omod

this female
‘this woman’ (Hai 5: 24-25).

Adverbs precede the verbs they modify, i.e. [Adv V]:

#42 ALH 2R i e 4% [R:4X] X % EwW

b.asy «y.eu) m.0>  migu’un  <t.qo> [R: tuw] S.D <0.0n)
*bas  *yow-j *mo  *nigun’ *tuwsi *2-n
again move-CVB senior ? governor.general ~ become-PST

‘[He] moved again and became a senior ... Governor General.” (HsTi 21: 6-12; Oyuunch &
Janhunen 2010: 99).

Possessive constructions are formed with the possessor in genitive case
preceding the possessum, i.e. [Possr-GEN Possm], as in the following example:

&3 THER =%
<ong.on» <t.ad.o.on» b.aqg
*on-on *ta-don *baq
prince-GEN  five-ORD? child

‘the prince’s fifth daughter’ (Ku 3: 13-15).

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:24 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



270

7.3.3.3. Pro-Drop

Like many languages of the world, Middle Kitan is characterized by pro-drop.
Unlike languages such as English and French, where an overt subject is
obligatory for a grammatical sentence, Middle Kitan, Old Turkic, Manchu,
Tibetan, Japanese, Korean, Italian, Russian, and numerous other null subject
languages do not require that a subject be expressed in the surface form. In the
attested Middle Kitan corpus, as much as can be currently understood, subjects
are rarely expressed. Below are some examples of sentences with null subjects
(i.e. pro-drop):

&R &S 5 & % 7 X A XEXERA AR
em.en> «mai.d>  «deu.un <WINE342.b>  <€m.¢» &k.istuw.ubd  (p.od.l.
*om-on  *nay-d  *dow-ur *...b *em-¢ *kiSyuw-i *pod-lon.
city-GEN official-PL brother-AIC wine drink-CVB  be.merry-CVB  return-PST

‘[He] drank wine and made merry with his younger brothers the local officials, and then
returned.” (Lang 4: 7-13).

& L4 EF R
® <ir.s.cn?¥7 <0.j.5f>
*t *ir-s-or *oj-ofl

DIST  name-PL-AIC  reward-PST
‘[He] was rewarded with those titles’ (YHsiang 12: 2).288

7.3.3.4. Relative Clauses

The Middle Kitan corpus offers no evidence that Kitan employed relative
pronouns to relate relative clauses to their antecedents. As in Mongolian, the
relative clause directly modifies the noun phrase, with no complementizer, and

287 The original has % <oi> which is clearly a mistake for % <er.
288 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 164) translate the demonstrative as “these”, but it should be
distal “those”.
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like in Mongolian, Middle Kitan relative clauses end in verbal nouns (or
‘participles’). Middle Kitan verbal noun suffixes capable of forming relative
clauses include (at least) the past or perfective verbal noun suffix *-bafi, the
‘masculine’ past verbal noun *-Vr ~ *-r, and the ‘feminine’ past verbal noun
suffix *-Vn ~ *-n.?% Note the examples below:

E A e & & £xE
<C.i.8i.d.ben» w.aun> - «yong.di>
*Cisid-befi *wun *gondi

be.filial-PST.VN literary ~ emperor
‘the literary emperor who was filial” or ‘the filial, literary emperor’ (7ao 1: 4-7).

Note also the two examples below with the verb *tgo- ~ *dgo- ‘die, pass away’:

4+ kX V8 Xt 4%
<t.ge.‘r tab>  S.ew «tsw
*tgo-r *tay  *Sowtsu

die-PST.VN®  official title
‘the late Grand Uncle (£ A 4H)’; literally, ‘the Grand Uncle who died’ (7"ai.C, 1: 1-10).2°

RRY B
«d.ge.en> <s.ufb>
*dgo-n *sufi

die-PST.VN®  night
‘the night on which she died’ (HsTi 50: 1-2).2%!

289 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) frequently term the past tense suffixes which I reconstruct
*.Vr ~ *-r and *-Vn ~ *-n as “finite” past tense suffixes. In fact, however, these are not
“finite” since they can modify nouns to form relative clauses.

290 See Chinggel & Liu (2003: 17). The phonological reconstruction above is my own.

21 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 126) translate the subject as “he”, but it should probably be
“she”, given the feminine past verbal noun suffix *-n.
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7.3.3.5. Subordination and Conjunctions

Our current understanding of Middle Kitan offers only a few hints on
subordination and conjunctions in the language. In Shimunek (2014a), 1
identified a subordinative conjunction-forming suffix *-fi in the Lang-chiin
Inscription which is attested in that text in two clauses: in one clause it is
affixed to a copular noun *ow & ‘not existing’ and in the other attested clause
it is affixed to a common noun *puyidaw sk # % % R ‘bandits and robbers’.?*?
In both sentences the suffix exhibits the semantic value ‘because of X’, ‘since

X, or ‘due to X’.

AN VeE AR e LK
«Can @m.s) (REGION.a.an>  <ui» eu.id
*Car *ams *...-an *uy *ow-fl
long.time ? region-GEN matters  not.exist-SBRD.CNJC

‘For a long time... there were no regional matters, so...” (Lang 1: 11-15).

AEK 4F ARD sk AR % R K ib 3L 3 A
<g.iu.ungy <t.i€.en> <y.u.m> <p.u.ui.iy «dau.i> «gb <yo.Ly.°n>
*giwntyen *yu... *puyidaw-fl *gi  *Gol-go-r (or *Gol-yo-r ?).
palace.halls collapse-?  bandits-SBRD.CNJC NEG  see-CP-PST.VN®

‘The palace halls had collapsed(?) and because of bandits and robbers, they were not seen.’
(Lang 2:9-3:1).

7.3.3.6. Negation

At least one verbal negation construction in Middle Kitan employs a negative
marker % «gi>ia6 ~ % «gi>336 which precedes the verb it modifies.?>® This is
cognate to the Middle Mongol negative noun tigei ‘not existing’, although

292 Middle Kitan sk # % % R is a loanword from Chinese BE#5 ‘bandits and robbers’ (cf. Late
Middle Chinese *puydaw; Shimunek 2014a: 115).
293 This has been demonstrated by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010).
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phonologically reduced** and morphosyntactically closer to the unrelated
Middle Mongol pre-verbal negative particles zi/ii and ese.
Note the following examples:

+ € 4 b ¥ P
@b p.ur.s @gi> «.n>
*ay  *pur-s *gi  *C-or

male descendant-PL NEG ~ write-PST.VN®
‘As for [his] male descendants, [they] did not write [about them]’ (HsTi 26: 17-20).2%

AL % A&LEA
g.in  «gi> k.ui.ir.ge.y»
*oir  *gi *kuyr-go-y
? NEG  arrive-CP-CVB
‘[They] did not give [him] a *gir, and...” (YHsiang 25: 1-3).2%

ABK 4% ARE kHRX R ik 3L 43 K

<g.iuung <t.ié.én>  <y.u.m» p.uuihb>  «dauiy  «giy <yo.Ly.*n»

*giwntyen *yu... *puyidaw-i *gi *Gol-go-r (or *Gol-yo-r ?).
palace.halls collapse-?  bandits-SBRD.CNJC ~ NEG  see-CP-PST.VN®

‘The palace halls had collapsed(?) and because of bandits and robbers, they were not seen.’
(Lang 2:9-3:1).

2% See Chapter Eight for cognates.

2% See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 106). The phonological reconstruction and gloss given
above are my own.

2% See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 188). The phonological reconstruction and gloss given
above are my own. This is possibly a Koguryoic loanword in Kitan, cf. Old Koguryo *kir
[T /7] ‘writing (32)” (Beckwith 2007a: 126). The Koguryo form was later borrowed into
Koreanic as well, cf. Modern Korean kir (&) ‘writing’. In Kitan it may be a type of
document or possibly a title, although the semantics remain unclear.
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XEHx [R: XAXK] n+ b R#
XSyard [R: Sard] ku.r «gi> UW.n
[R: *3ari] *kur *oi *uw-or

courtattendant  official.position NEG  give- PST.VN®
‘[They] did not give [him] the official position of Court Attendant.” (YP u 7: 2-5).2%

b DLy k] AR [R: & AKX]S
m p.ur.s» gb> Xm.g.ob [R: m.g. D]
*. *pur-s *gi [R: *...g-or]
grandson descendant-PL  NEG make.records-PST.VN®

‘[They] did not make records [about] [his] grandsons and [other] descendants.’
(YHsiang 9: 29-32).

7.3.4. A MIDDLE KITAN TEXT: THE LANG-CHUN INSCRIPTION

As previously mentioned, Middle Kitan is the only Serbi language with an
extant body of literature—there is an increasing corpus of texts written in
Middle Kitan. Here I present a new annotated decipherment of the best-known
Middle Kitan inscription, the Lang-chiin Inscription of 1134 A.D. (Lang.),
applying my phonological reconstruction and morphological analyses of
Middle Kitan to the only truly bilingual Kitan-Chinese text. See Shimunek
(2014a) for a detailed study of this Kitan text and its Chinese translation.

297 See Oyuunch (2012) for the identification of X £ % as a typographical error for X # &
‘Court Attendant (E[\#)’ and for the identification of /L as ‘official position (E§#%)’.

2% Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) identify numerous examples of % as a typographical error for

”
.
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[1:1-10]

Z iR Az R &k R %
<GREAT> <«GOLD>  <g.ur.em <qa.ya.an «dew
*. *nigu *gur-on *gasa-n *dow

great gold state-GEN emperor-GEN  brother
CEER! Eg AR AH5R XA K
«Cau.j> «qur.uw «g.ip <.iau.u™ S.a.rb
*Caw-j *quru *giglyaw *Sari

battle-oCcCUP  commander military.commissioner court.attendant
‘The younger brother of Emperor of the Great Golden State,?” Campaign Commander,
Military Commissioner, Court Attendant.’

[1:11-15]
R kS AR & EXN
«Can @m.s) (REGION.a.an>  <ub eu.iv
*Car *ams *...-an *uy *ow-il
long.time  ? region-GEN matters not.exist-SBRD.CNIC

b}

‘For a long time... there were no regional matters, so...

[1:16-2:4]
A4t XAR 3 X R FHEX
Liangy  S.a.am> Ja.ki.p «m.an.“i» <s.m.i>
*lyanSan *jaki *man-of *sm-i
Liang. Mt south.slope(?)  hunt-CVB go.along-CVB

‘he went hunting along the southern slopes of Liang Mountain and...’3%

2% 1.e. the Jurchen Empire (Chin 43 Dynasty).

300 In Shimunek (2014a: 100), I erroneously glossed *man- % # as ‘go along’ and *sm- 4> &
as ‘hunt’. In fact, these glosses should be switched, i.e. ¥man- % # denotes ‘hunt’ and
*sm- 4 1¥ denotes ‘go’ or ‘go along’. The verb *man- ‘hunt’ is possibly cognate to WMgl
mana- ‘watch guard over, keep watch’. Although no Middle Mongol forms of this word
are attested, reflexes of this word are attested in Daur [mana-] and Shira Yoghor [mana:-]
‘id.”; the Daur and Shira Yoghor forms here are from Sun et al. (1990: 479).
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[2:5-8]

3R H & AR KRR
<ta.ang.en» <ki.én» diing.de>  <k.ui.®>
*tan-on *kyenlin-do *kuy-¢

T ang-GEN Ch’ien.ling-DL arrive-CVB

‘He arrived at the Ch’ien-ling Tombs of the T’ang and...’

[2:9-3:1]
ABRK 4% AR eHARX R b $L43 K
<g.iuungy <t.ié.en> <y.u.m> p.uuidy  «dauid g <yo.Ly.fp>
*giwptyen *yu... *puyidaw-n *oi *Gol-go-r (or *Gol-yo-r ?)
palace.halls collapse-? bandits-SBRD.CNJC NEG  see-CP-PST.VN®

‘The palace halls had collapsed(?) and because of bandits and robbers, they were not seen.’

[3:2-8]

X R h R4 % a3+ XR AHE R ERMAETR
A «C.euem <nai.d.*n <b.ang.y.ai> S.de wjd @ s.qo.mlya. AL
*li  *Cow-on *nay-d-or *banGa-y *$Sdo  *ujd *... *sqo...-Ixa-lofi.

Li province-GEN official-PL-AIC issue.orders-CVB ?  craftsmen ? repair-CP-PST
‘He issued orders to the officials of Li province, and had craftsmen ... repair...’

[3:9-15]
¥ ALK RAAL 43 ER) 2% X% kB Fit
ef.ey <omo.qu.ui> <k.ui.ir.s.Awr «h.m>  Jur.en S.en» <p.0.j.Awr»
*ofio  *omoqu-y *kuyr-sowr *ofi...  *jur-on *Sen *poj-awr
now return-CVB  arrive-ATMP.CVB  ? painting-PL new become-CVB

‘Now, he returned, and ... the paintings had become new, and...’

[4:1-4]
R wh f LK R A 13 5 5%
.ang> <g0.&> <ku.ud.uw.ui> <m.en.’n
*lan *g9-C *kuduw-i *...on-ar.
corridor ?-CVB  7-CVB ?-PST.

‘The corridors were ... and...’
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[4:5-6]

R¥%4 T3
&k.im .M
*Ki... * . ~(1")oh.

inexpressibly(?) be.delighted(?)-PST
‘He was inexpressibly (?) delighted (?).”

[4:7-13]

&R R 5 & & e REXERR kiR
emen> <mai.d>  «deuw.un <WINE342.b>  <€m.¢» <k.i.8i.uw.ui> <p.od.1.°0»
*om-on *nay-d  *dow-ur *...b *em-¢ *kiSyuw-i *pod-lon.
city-GEN official-PL brother-AIC  wine drink-CVB be.merry-CVB  return-PST
‘He drank wine and made merry with his younger brothers the local officials, and then
returned.’

[4:14-5:9]

a ik £ ERCES £ 2
«qai» po> <HEAVEN>  <t.iu.’n <par» Jur
*qay *po o *LL. *tiw-r *par *jur
DISC.DEM time heaven gather-PST  ten two

¥R &ER * R#&R AT £ 2 R kB W
s.dau.qu <qa.ya.asy <ab «davur.y  @wV.wh <TEN> «dup  <DAY> «p.o.om»
*syawqu  *qakas *ay *dawron = *uwl *par  *dur *fayr’ *po-n.

blue tiger year middle winter ten  four day  be-PST.
‘That time was the twelfth Blue Tiger year of the Celestial Gathering reign period, in mid-
winter, on the fourteenth day’ (Lang 4:14-5:9).

[5:10-18]

ARk A TR A fHEXK XL F AR @L 5%
y.aw (g.liny pu.r.k.n «C.Jau.qu.ub> <.y <ongy <g.ui> (mg17.0r  <C.°D.
*yaw  *giin *purk-or *¢yawquy *ir  *opgguy *...0r *¢-or.

Yu  prefecture control(?)-PST Chinese name Wang.Kuei present-PST write-PST
‘Written by [a man with the] Chinese name [of] Wang Kuei, in charge of Yu prefecture.’
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[5:19-30]

REHK A R A KR X 4R FX £ A X% RX
«C.dau.qu.ui> <mesg.@> <C.ang> S.w i <pong> <l.ang> J.ung> <yong) «ing> <k.i> <C.°».
*Cyawquy *...g  *CanSu *Yiponlanjuy *goninki *¢-or.

Chinese  writing official.title  official.title PERS.N write-PST
‘Written in Chinese writing by court minister and director of the bureau of operations, Huang
Ying-ch’i.’

7.4. LATE KITAN

The main contribution of Late Kitan to our understanding of the Kitan
language is in the area of the lexicon, and in the reconstruction of Kitan
phonology, although the Late Kitan corpus does offer scanty data on a few
affixes. There are well over a hundred Late Kitan words transcribed in Chinese,
the majority of which have not yet been identified in the extant Middle Kitan
sources. Late Kitan thus offers a significant contribution to the reconstruction
of the Kitan lexicon. On the other hand, since only two dozen or so Middle
Kitan words have attested reflexes in Late Kitan, we know very little about the
precise phonological differences between Middle Kitan and Late Kitan.
Among the few Middle Kitan words with attested Late Kitan reflexes, note the
following correspondences:
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MKit *nigu 2 %4 @.i.gw ‘gold*"! > LKit *niigu [27] ‘id.”3%

MKit *taulya & & # <tau.li.a> ‘hare’ > LKit *taul® [[FE] ‘id.”3®

MKit *3ya & & &.ia> ~ *§yay & 4 & .ia.ab> > LKit *3¢ [3] ‘good (%)’.3%
MKit *lempa 4 % 3 # .ém.y.a> ‘scribe’*® > LKit *limya [#£5] ‘id.”3%

Many Late Kitan words closely retain Middle Kitan forms, for example:

MKit *irgon 4L A A dr.g.en> > LKit *irgin [F3EEEE] ‘official (F)’.3"
MKit *lyawqu # % % Liau.qu > LKit *lyawqu/*lyawyu [f5iEH] ‘red’.3%8
MKit *aw % <aw ‘lady’ > LKit *aw [B] ‘lady’.3”

MKit *po i «po> ‘time’ > LKit *po [[f] ‘time’.3!°

MKit *nay % nai> ‘head’ > LKit *nay [[iif] ‘head’.3!!

MKit *3awa % % # S.au.a> > LKit *Sawa [fY75] ‘bird of prey’.312

MKit *¢awr A % Cau.un ‘battle’ > LKit *¢awr [WMT{ii] ‘battle’.’"?
MKit *taw % taw ‘five’ > LKit *taw [5]] ‘five’.3!4

301 This reading is confirmed by the Hsiao Chii-shih 5%+ inscription, where 4 transcribes
EOM J& (cf. LOM *kii, Pul. 162). See Kuo et al. (2009) and Liu et al. (2009: 490) for 4
and the OM syllable it transcribes. See also Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 237-238).

302 This LKit form is from LS (116: 1544).

303 This LKit form is from LS (53: 878). Cf. Daur [taul’] ‘rabbit, hare’ (Engkebatu 1984: 244).

304 This Late Kitan form is from LS (116: 1543).

305 This is a Middle Turkic loanword in Kitan, from MTrk alimsa ~ ilimya ‘secretary, scribe’
(Vovin 2013: 621). The Middle Turkic transcription here is my revision.

306 This Late Kitan form is transcribed and glossed in LS (116: 1537).

307 This Late Kitan form is from LS (116: 1549).

3% This Late Kitan form is from YPL (cf. Kane 2009: 95, 113). The phonological
reconstruction presented here is my own.

309 This LKit form is from YPL (cf. Kane 2009: 95). The reconstruction above is my own.

310 This LKit form is from LS (53: 878).

311 This LKit form is from LS (53: 879; 116: 1543).

312 This LKit form is from LS (116: 1539).

313 The LKit form is from LS (53: 879; 116: 1543).

314 This LKit form is from LS (53: 878).
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There is also one official title attested in Old Kitan and Late Kitan:
OKit *marabur [ELE 5] ~ *magbur [Z£#f] >> LKit *ma(g)bu(r) [E5].31

The transcriptions above suggest that Late Kitan was characterized by
further loss of certain non-syllable-initial vowels and breaking of Middle Kitan
*i in certain environments. It also seems that MKit *yay sequences
monophthongized to *¢ in Late Kitan (see the forms for ‘good’ above) and that
MKit *mg sequences lenited to *my (see the forms for ‘scribe’ above).

Late Kitan was also characterized by regressive labial assimilation of
Common Serbi-Mongolic *aLu to *wal (where L denotes a liquid), a change
apparently distinguishing it from Middle Kitan, e.g. CSM *dalu- ‘seven’ >
MKit *dalu- ‘seven’ but CSM *daru- ‘press, oppress’ > unattested MKit
*daru- (?) > attested LKit *dwar- [ZH] ‘pacify (5})’.3!°

Transcriptions of bound morphemes also provide clues on other
phonological innovations in Late Kitan: The Middle Kitan past or perfective
verbal noun suffix *-bofi (attested in KAS as #1 «b.i> ~ # X «b.°»> ~ W
«.beid) has a Late Kitan reflex transcribed in Old Mandarin as [#2] wan (MSC
wan) and [ 4] pen (MSC ben), suggesting a Late Kitan form *-Bon or *-Bon,
and implying the intervocalic lenition of Middle Kitan *b > LKit *f3 across
morpheme boundaries.>!”

See Kara (1975, 1987, 2005), Franke (1976), Vovin (2003), Kane
(2006), Shimunek (2007), Sun & Nieh (2008), and others for studies of the
Late Kitan lexicon. Hasbagan (2013) provides a brief study of late Kitan
personal names and clan names in the Yiian Shih. Late Kitan lexical items

315 The LKit form is transcribed and glossed in LS (116: 1537).

316 See Chapter Eight for discussion of this Late Kitan word and its etymology.

317 Common Serbi-Mongolic *-b- in monomorphemic roots regularly lenited to *w in Middle
Kitan (see entries for MKit *qawr ‘spring’, *Sawa ‘falcon’, *taw ‘five’, *uwl ‘winter’,
and *yow- ‘move’ in Chapter Eight), with few exceptions (e.g. MKit *obu ‘grandfather’),
but not across morpheme boundaries. The example above shows that Middle Kitan
intervocalic *-b- lenited to *w across morpheme boundaries in Late Kitan.
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relevant to the reconstruction of Common Serbi-Mongolic will be mentioned
individually in Chapter Eight.

7.5. THE KITAN LEXICON

Due to the large size of the Middle Kitan corpus, with at least 50 texts in the
two Kitan scripts, and the fact that there are well over a hundred Kitan words
in Chinese transcription, I will not present a lexicon here. To do so in any
comprehensive sense would require a separate, collaborative lexicographical
project. I have included relevant Old Kitan, Middle Kitan, and Late Kitan
words and grammatical morphemes in Chapter Eight. For the first English-
Kitan lexicon, I refer the reader to Kane (2009). Shimunek (2007) and Sun &
Nieh (2008) discuss many of the Chinese transcriptions of Late Kitan.
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CHAPTER EIGHT:
TOWARD A RECONSTRUCTION OF COMMON SERBI-
MONGOLIC

8.1. SHARED FUNCTIONAL MORPHOPHONOLOGY

The fundamental feature of language that is accepted to be solid ground for
establishing linguistic relationships is shared morphophonology.' This is the
traditional view of comparative-historical linguistics,? and no one has ever
disproved it—no comparative-historical linguists contest it. This assumption
is formalized in the Law of Frequency and Retention, whereby “the very
highest frequency [morphemes]® in any language have heavy functional load
and light semantic load, and are inherited from the proto-language”.* This law
has been tested on a number of different language families, with results

! Based on lexical frequency data for a number of both modern and ancient languages from
many different language families, it has been demonstrated that “...the very highest
frequency words [are] exclusively semantically light, functionally heavy, and inherited
from the proto-language. By contrast the semantically heavier, functionally light words—
particularly nouns, as well as adjectives and adverbs—are borrowed often enough that
heritability is unpredictable” (Beckwith 2007a: 208). Nearly anything can be borrowed, but
morphology is comparatively stable diachronically. Shared morphology is thus strong
evidence of common origins. Note also Tadmor et al. (2010), who provide good evidence
that content words are more borrowable than function words; however, this does not
validate their untenable claim that words for specific concepts are resistant to change—an
attempt to save Swadesh’s disproven theory of lexicostatistics. See Beckwith (2008a) on
attempts to save disproven theories.

2 E.g. Meillet (1967 [1925]), Newman (1980); Szemerényi (1996); Campbell (1997);
Beckwith (2007a, 2008a).

3 The original law in Beckwith (2008a: 19) has “words”; he later revised this to “morphemes”
(p.c., October 2010).

4 Beckwith (2008a: 19).
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accurately predicting widely agreed upon language relationships, e.g.
Germanic, Sinitic, and Romance.’

Very little work has been done on identifying the common morphology
of Mongolic and the attested Serbi languages. In fact, even within the relatively
small corpus of currently deciphered Kitan words and the even smaller corpora
of attested Taghbach and T’u-yii-hun words, it is evident that these languages
shared a significant number of identifiable cognate functional morphemes with
Mongolic, including both derivational and inflectional affixes.

On morphophonological grounds, and based on their shared anomalous
innovations, Kitan, Taghbach, T u-yli-hun, and Mongolic should be seen as
daughter languages of a common proto-language, Proto-Serbi-Mongolic.

As the best attested Serbi language, Kitan offers us a glimpse at
morphological paradigms of a Serbi language. Below I present the attested
morphological paradigms of the Middle Kitan verbs *kuyr- ‘come, arrive’,
*sa- ‘reside, live’, and *poj- ‘become’, compared with their Middle Mongol
cognates. Note that Middle Mongol forms are from Kuribayashi (2003, 2009)
unless otherwise noted, and Preclassical Written Mongol forms are from Kara
(2009) and Tumurtogoo & Cecegdari (2006), unless otherwise noted. In
several instances I have reconstructed unattested Middle Mongol and
Preclassical Written Mongol forms. These are indicated with asterisks. Middle
Kitan forms below are given in phonemic transcription.®

5 Beckwith (2007a, 2008a).
® See Chapter Seven for discussion of these Middle Kitan verbal paradigms, including their
orthographic forms and reconstructed surface forms.
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Table 49. Attested morphological paradigm of Kitan *kuyr- with Middle Mongol giir- (Pcl.

kiir-) ‘arrive’

MIDDLE KITAN FORMS (PHONEMIC)

MIDDLE MONGOL COGNATES

(Pcl. kiirgeyii)

Middle Kitan Morpheme gloss || Orthography Phonemic transcr.
*/kuyr-&/ ~ */-j/ arrive-PFV.CVB giircii (Pcl. kiircii) /Kbur-JU/
*/kuyr-baf/ arrive-PST giirbei (Pcl. kiirbei) | /k"ur-bAi/
*/kuyr-lofi/ arrive-PST *aiiriilii e /kMur-IURA/

(Pcl *kiiriiliigei)’
*/kuyr-i/ arrive-CVB *aiiriiyii /K ur-yU/

(Pcl. kiiriiyii)
*/kuyr-GA-y/ arrive-CP-CVB *giirgeyii /kMur-GA-yU/ or

/K ur-GA-i/

(Pcl. kiirgen) ?

*/kuyr-GA-r/ arrive-CP-PST *giirgeriin /k"ur-GA-rUn/
(Pcl. kiirger-iin) (< *kMur-GA-r
+ *-Un ‘GEN’)
giirgere® /k"ur-GA-rA/
(Pcl. *kiirger-e) (< *k"ur-GA-r
+ *-A ‘DL’)
*/kuyr-GA-fi/ arrive-CP-? giirgen /k"ur-GA-n/

*/kuyr-sAwr’/

arrive-ATMP.CVB

*giiriigse 'er ~
*giiriigseber

(Pcl. *kiirtigseger)

/kPur-GsARAr/
~ /-GsAbAr/

7This specific declension is not attested in spoken Middle Mongol or Preclassical Written

Mongol, but it is attested in Preclassical in the causative voice as kiirgeliigei (ES: Kara2009:

167). The active voice equivalent would be *kiiriiliigei, with an epenthetic *-ii- inserted to

avoid the *-r/- cluster. Note the related attested Middle Mongol wordform giiriilcejii
[ frefiE] (SHM §108), i.e. giir- ‘arrive’ + -ii- ‘cluster-avoiding epenthetic vowel’ +
-Ice- ‘reciprocal suffix’ + -jii ‘perfective converb suffix’. I thus reconstruct spoken MMgl

*giiriilii’e and written Pcl. *kiiriiliigei.

§ Attested MMgl giirgere ‘in order to bring’ (SHM §169), morphologically composed of giir-

‘reach’ + -ge- ‘causative voice suffix’ + -re ‘in order to V’.

This content downloaded from

130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



286

Table 50. Attested morphological paradigm of Kitan *sa- with Middle Mongol sa 'u- ‘sit,
live, reside’

MIDDLE KITAN (PHONEMIC) MIDDLE MONGOL COGNATES
MKt Morpheme gloss Orthography Phonemic transcription
*/sa-1GA-y/ reside-CP-PFV.CVB *sa ulgayu */sahu-1GA-yU/
(Pcl. *sayulyayu)
*/sa-r/ reside-PST sa’urun /safo-rUn/
(Pcl. sayur-un) < *safiv-r-Un
*/sa-y/ reside-PFV.CVB *sa uyu */sahu-yU/

(Pcl. *sayuyu)

Table 51. Attested morphological paradigm of Kitan *poj- ‘become’ with Middle Mongol
bol- ‘become’

MIDDLE KITAN PHONEMIC) MIDDLE MONGOL COGNATES

MKt Morpheme gloss J| Orthography Phonemic transcription
*/poj-boii/ become-PST bolbai /bol-bAi/

*/poj-j/ become-PFV.CVB bolju /bol-JU/

*/poj-GA-y/ | become-CP-CVB bolgayu (Pcl. bolyayu) /bol-GA-yU/
*/poj-GA-n/ | become-CP-? bolgan (Pcl. bolyan) /bol-GA-n/

*/poj-lofi/ become-PST I *bolulu’ai (Pcl. *boluluyai) | /bol-ITUAAI/

Among the most striking functional morpheme correspondences above,
note the following:’

%1 follow Brosig’s analysis of Middle Mongol TMA (2014).
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Table 52. Some cognate functional morphology between Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL
*[-C/ ~ */-j/ converb /-JU/ perfective converb
*/-bofi/ past /-bAy/ past factual
*[-if ~ */-y/ converb /-yU/ generic finite
*/-GA-/ causative-passive /-GA-/ causative
~ */-1GA-/ ~ /[-1IGA-/
*/-r/ past verbal noun /-rtUn/ preparative converb

(< *r-Un) (< *-r ‘deverbal noun suffix’)

*/-lai/ past /-IUAAYy/ past firsthand

These suffixes are some of the most common verbal affixes in the
Middle Kitan corpus, and they all have close cognates in Mongolic. Given the
close correspondences between the above-mentioned Middle Kitan and Middle
Mongol wordforms, in phonological form, semantic values, morphemic
structure, and even more significantly, the correspondence between the
paradigms as a whole, it is clear that Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol have
substantial shared functional morphology, and thus are, according to scientific
historical-comparative linguistic theory, divergently related languages.
Although the extant Taghbach and T’u-yii-hun data does not allow us to
determine morphological paradigms, we have evidence of both languages’
functional morphology with good cognates in Mongolic (see §8.3 ‘The
Common Serbi-Mongolic Lexicon’ below).
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8.2. COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC PHONOLOGY
8.2.1. Serbi-Mongolic Sound Correspondences

Shared phonological innovations and retentions in Kitan and Taghbach suggest
a common immediate ancestor for these two languages. This accords well with
the Chinese accounts of their ethnolinguistic identity as Serbi peoples.'’

The great comparative-historical linguist Antoine Meillet argued that
shared, systematic, divergent innovations are among the most important
criteria for classifying languages.!! The majority of historical linguists follow
this principle in classifying languages. Among the shared innovations between
Kitan and Taghbach, we may note *se > *Si and *ze > *Zi in such forms as
Late Kitan *Sirbi [-|-EL£] ‘slaves (4X##)’,'? a pejoration of the name of the
*Sirpi/*Sirwi Z & people, which in turn ultimately comes from the ethnonym
Serbi P13 As evidence of the innovation in Taghbach, we may note the
form *Zirpon [ZE] ‘raised earth, embankment (¥f)’,'* cognate to modern
Written Mongol serbeng (from unattested MMgl *serbeng ?) > modern
Khalkha capBan <serwen> ['sirw3n ~ 'serw3n] ‘projecting, overhanging, jutting
out’.' In Kitan, there is evidence of the raising of *e¢ > *i after other coronal
obstruents as well, e.g. Middle Kitan *tiw- 4 & «t.iu.> ‘gather (&), cognate
to early Middle Mongol temgii- ‘collect, gather’ and late Middle Mongol #i-
‘collect’ (cf. WMgl tegii- ‘id.”) < CSM *t"ayu- ‘gather, collect’.

10°'See Chapter Two for an ethnolinguistic history of the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples.

' Meillet (1967 [1925]: 29, 41-43).

2yprC (SF1927, SF1936 4: 9Db).

13 Pelliot (1928: 142, n. 6) and Pulleyblank (1983: 453) on the reconstruction of these
ethnonyms.

14 See Chapter Five entry for Shih-pen.

!5 In modern Khalkha Mongolian the word is used for describing landscape features and
commonly occurs in toponyms for places with formations that are projecting, overhanging,
or jutting out, e.g. Serwen Khaalga (Cape3n Xaaara) ‘Jutting Gate’ in Bayankhutag
county, Khentii province.
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Another innovation attested in both Kitan and Taghbach is the lowering
of *5 to *a before dorsals, e.g. Middle Mongol nogai ‘dog’ but Taghbach
*naqaf *[npagan] and Middle Kitan *faq *[paq] ‘id.” There are no doubt many
more shared innovations between Kitan and Taghbach, and it is quite likely
that future progress in the decipherment of the Kitan scripts and Chinese
transcriptions of the language will uncover more cognates to the Taghbach
words we have available in our small extant corpus.

Divergent innovations characterizing the Mongolic branch to the
exclusion of Serbi include the depalatalization of syllable-initial *a > *n (e.g.
Kitan *fiaq and Tabgach *fiagafi ‘dog’ but Middle Mongol nogai ‘id.’)'®; the
vocalization of word-final *Via# > *Vi (e.g. Middle Kitan *-bafi ‘past tense
verbal noun suffix’ : Middle Mongol -bai ~ -bei ‘past factual suffix’!’); the
lenition of *p- > *h- (e.g. Kitan *po ‘season, time’, *par ‘ten’,'® *par
‘people’,!® and *pulu ‘intercalary’ but Middle Mongol hon ‘year’, harba-n
‘ten’, hara ‘person’, and hiile i ‘surplus, extra, intercalary’); the lenition and
eventual loss of *-y- where this segment was retained in Serbi in certain
environments (e.g. Kitan *jgon Z A A §.g.en> ‘left’ but Middle Mongol je iin
‘left’ > Modern Khalkha 3yyn [tsum] ‘left; east’;?® and Taghbach *p"urtuggin

19 In this sense, Pelliot was basically right when he claimed that the Kitans spoke “une langue
trés palatalisée” [a highly palatalized language] (Pelliot 1928: 127) and that “...les Khitan
parlaient une langue mongole fortement palatalisée” [the Kitans spoke a strongly
palatalized Mongolic language] (Pelliot 1943: 37).

17 See Brosig (2014: 54 et seq.) for the precise value of this TMA suffix in Middle Mongol.

18 This *par ‘ten’ is my revision of Rona-Tas (2016). See §8.5.4 entry for MKit *par s #
<p.an» ~ £ (pan> ‘ten’ for discussion.

19 Middle Kitan s # «p.an, identified by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 84-85, 153). See §8.5.4
entry for MKit *par sk # ‘person, people’ for discussion.

20 Early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic provide further evidence of this intervocalic
dorsal fricative. Note Ewenki jagin ‘left’ (Poppe 1959: 270; Poppe 1966: 190). This is
probably an instance of fortition whereby CSM *y became MKit *g, i.e. MKit *jgon ‘left’
< CSM > PMgl *joyun > MMgl je'iin *[tfofiun] ‘left’. Common Serbi-Mongolic
intervocalic *y was regularly lost in Kitan and Taghbach in most other attested
environments: Common Serbi-Mongolic *UyA (*uya ~ *uy9) regularly lenited to MKit *a
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[#5 77 E ] ‘people who ride the postal relay route’ but modern Khalkha
epreeunn [or'tetf"in], presumably from an unattested Middle Mongol form
*horto 'ecin);?! and the delabialization of *wa > e *[2] (e.g. CSM *gwar ‘tent,
yurt’ > MKit *gor and MMgl ger ‘id.”).

Regular sound correspondences can be established for these cognates
and regular sound changes can be identified. Among some of the most
informative sound correspondences, we may note the following:

Serbi *p® : Middle Mongol / (> Khalkha @)

LKit *pho “season, time’ : MMgl hon [hon] ‘calendrical year’

MKit *p™ulu ‘intercalary’ : MMgl hiile ii > Khalkha mayy [i'Bu] ‘id.’
MKit *p®™ar ‘ten’ : MMgl harba-n > Khalkha apas ['arow] ‘id.’

Tagh *phor ‘surrounding’ : PMgl *hor- as in MMgl horci- ‘surround’ etc.

(e.g. MKit *-lafi ‘past tense suffix’ < CSM *-1UyAi ‘past tense suffix’); CSM *oyu > MKit
and LKit *aw (e.g. MKit *faw ‘sibling, child’ < CSM *fioyu ‘child, son, sibling’ and LKit
*bawl ‘villain’ < CSM *boyul ‘slave’); CSM *ayu > MKit *aw (e.g. MKit *Cawr ‘army,
battle’ < CSM *¢"ayur ‘id.”) and Tagh *u (e.g. Tagh *bu¢n ‘nobles who prepare food’ <
CSM *bayuré"-n ‘cooks, chefs’); and CSM *oyu > MKit *u ~ *iw (e.g. MKit *pulu
‘intercalary’ < CSM *pP"uloyu ‘extra, surplus’ and MKit *tiw- ‘gather’ < CSM *t"oyu-
‘gather, collect’) and Tagh *uw (e.g. Tagh *uwl ‘cloud’ < CSM *ayuls ‘cloud’).

21 Pelliot (1925: 255, n. 4) was the first to propose this Taghbach-Mongol cognate. Note also
Ligeti (1970a) and Ligeti (1986: 429). The reconstruction presented here is my own
revision of Pelliot and Ligeti’s proposals.

22 Note that all of these words have modern Khalkha cognates, but I only provide these
cognates if they are particularly divergent, or are otherwise noteworthy.
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Serbi *Vii# : Middle Mongol Vi#

MKit *-baf “past verbal noun suffix’ : MMgl -bAi ‘past factual suffix’**
MKit *-1ofi ‘past suffix’ : MMgl -/U 4i ‘past firsthand suffix’**

Tagh *faqan ‘dog’ : MMgl nogai ‘id.’

Tagh *Cirqan ‘artemisia’ : WMgl ciryai ~ MMgl *cirqai ‘Cotoneaster’
T’u-yii-hun *aqan ‘elder brother’ : MMgl aga ~ agai ‘id.’

Serbi *ii : Middle Mongol n

MKt *ono ‘now’ : MMgl ene ‘this’

MKit *faq ‘dog’ : Tagh *haqafi : MMgl nogai ‘id.’

LKit *fayr ‘sun/day’ : MMgl naran ‘sun’.

MKit *naw ‘sibling, child’ : MMgl nu 'un *[nufiun] ‘son’.

MKt *-fior ‘lexicalized plural suffix for humans’ : MMgl -nA4r ‘id.”

Serbi *Vw(V) (in monomorphemic stems) : Middle Mongol VbV
MKit *Sawa ‘eagle, hawk’ : MMgl siba 'u-n *[{ibafiun] ‘bird’.

MKit *taw ‘five’ : MMgl tabu-n ‘id.’

MKit *yow- ‘go’ : MMgl yabu- ‘id.’

Tagh *qow ‘pig, boar’ : WMgl gobosu-n ‘wild boar in its second year’

Common Serbi-Mongolic *3/_Cjdorsal : Serbi *a : Middle Mongol o (~ u)
CSM *hoyo : MKt *aw ‘sibling, child’ : MMgl nu 'un ‘son’

CSM *boyul : LKit *bawl “villain’ : MMgl bo ‘ol *[bohol] ‘slave’

CSM *fiok"afi : MKit *fiaq ‘dog’ : Tagh *faqafi : MMgl nogai *[naq"aj] ‘id.’

23 See Brosig (2014: 54) for the semantic value of this Middle Mongol suffix.
24 See Brosig (2014: 54) for the semantic value of this Middle Mongol suffix.
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Kitan *Vyr : Middle Mongol Vr

LKit *sayr ‘moon/month’ : MMgl sara ~ zara ‘month’ ~ zaran ‘moon’
LKit *fiayr ‘sun/day’ : MMgl naran ‘sun’

MKt *kuyr- ‘reach, arrive’ : MMgl giir- ~ kiir- ‘reach, arrive’

Kitan *5 : Middle Mongol e *[3]
MKit *omo ‘female, woman, mother’ : MMgl eme ‘id.” (< CSM *womwo)
MKt *gor ‘tent’ : MMgl ger ‘tent, yurt’ (< CSM *gwaor)

Kitan *s : Middle Mongol 7 ~ s : Taghbach */z/
LKit *sayr ‘moon/month’ : MMgl sara ~ zara ‘month’ ~ zaran ‘moon’
WMgl serbeng (unattested MMgl *serbeng ?) : Tagh *Zirpan ‘embankment’

8.2.2. Common Serbi-Mongolic Phoneme Inventory

The reconstruction of Common Serbi-Mongolic phonology presented here is
largely the result of applying the historical-comparative method to the
currently available Kitan, Taghbach, T u-yii-hun, Middle Mongol, and other
Mongolic data, taking into consideration the regular sound correspondences
among the currently identifiable cognates.

I present the Common Serbi-Mongolic consonant and vowel
inventories below:
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labial  dental/alveolar palatal dorsal  glottal
stop ZI: *th *d il:
affricate *gh
fricative *B?7 *s ¥z *y *f
nasal *m *n * *
lateral *]
rhotic *r
glide *w *y
Table 54. The Common Serbi-Mongolic vowel inventory
[+ATR] [-ATR]

*q *1

*u *u

*0 *9

*e [o] *a
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Vowels and vocoid sequences

Diphthongs are reconstructible for Common Serbi-Mongolic, as demonstrated
in the table below:*®

Table 55. SM correspondences in diphthong and vocoid sequences with *y in
monomorphemic roots

SERBI MONGOLIC CSM
*Vy  LKit *hayr *V MMgl naran *Vy  *hayra
LKit *sayr MMgl zara ~ zaran *zayra
MKt *kuyr- MMgl kiir- *kPuyr-
Tagh *Carsuy-¢1 MMgl *jarqu-ci *arguy-c'
*Vy  MKit *nay¢- ~ *nayj- *Vyi  WMgl nayija *Vyl  *nayy-
MKit *fiem (< */flaym/) MMgl nayima *fayima
MKit *uy MMgl diyile *uyi
MKit *Syay (~ *Sya) MMgl sayin *syayt
*V MKit *udur *V MMgl didiir *V *udur
Tagh *mudr MMgl muji *mudr

The correspondences in the table above are for monomorphemic
roots. There is also limited data on a different correspondence in suffixes, i.e.
Serbi *Vy : Mongolic *Vy. See the table below:2°

Table 56. SM correspondences in diphthong and vocoid sequences with *y in affixes

SERBI MONGOLIC CSM
*Vy Tagh *-Ay ~ *-yAy *Vy  MMgl *-4i ~-"Ai *Vy  *-Ay ~ *-yAy
*V MKt *-fior *V WMgl -ndr *V *-NAT

%5 For the semantic values of the words in this table, see the relevant entries in §8.5.4.
26 For the semantic values of the morphemes in this table, see the relevant entries in §8.5.3.
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8.3. COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC MORPHOSYNTAX
8.3.1. Verbal suffixal morphosyntax

Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol share cognate tense, mood, aspect, and voice
suffixes.?’

Table 57. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate verbal suffixal morphosyntax

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL
*[V.ROOT]-C ~ *-j converb [V.ROOT]-JU perfective converb
*[V.ROOT]-bon past [V.ROOT]-bAi past factual
*[V.ROOT]-i ~ *-y converb [V.ROOT]-yU generic finite
*[V.ROOT]-r past verbal noun [V.ROOT]-rUn preparative converb

(< *r-Un) (< *-r “DVN suffix’)

*[V.ROOT]-lofd past [V.ROOT]-IU Ai past firsthand
*[V.ROOT]-GA- causative-passive [V.ROOT]-G4- causative
~ *-1GA- ~-1GA-

From these correspondences I reconstruct the following Common
Serbi-Mongolic verbal suffixes:

CSM *-J(V) “perfective converb suffix’

CSM *-bAn ‘past (factual?) verbal noun suffix’

CSM *-y(V) ‘generic converb or finite verb suffix’

CSM *-r ‘deverbal noun suffix’ or ‘past tense deverbal noun suffix’
CSM *-1UyAi ‘past tense suffix’

CSM *-GA- ~ *-1GA- ‘passive voice suffix’

There is also at least one identifiable cognate deverbal suffix shared by
Taghbach, Late Kitan, and Middle Mongol: Taghbach and Late Kitan share

271 follow Brosig’s careful analysis of the Middle Mongol TMA system (2014: 52-104).
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cognates to the Middle Mongol perfective verbal noun suffix, as shown in the
table below:

Table 58. Taghbach, Late Kitan, and Middle Mongol cognate verbal noun affix

TAGHBACH || LATE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL
[V.ROOT] *-xa ~ *-gay || (not attested) }|-'4~-'Ay
ending in V .
perfective verbal noun?®
[V.ROOT] *-ay *-a -A ~-Ay
ending in C

I reconstruct CSM *-yAy ~ *-yA (after stems ending in vowels) and *-Ay ~
*-A (after stems ending in consonants) ‘perfective verbal noun suffix’.

8.3.2. Case suffixal morphosyntax

As demonstrated in §8.1 above, Middle Kitan case suffixal morphology is
sufficiently attested to allow for establishing correspondences with Middle
Mongol. It is also possible to establish correspondences between the
morphosyntactic constructions in which these affixes occur.

28 As demonstrated by Brosig (2014), this Middle Mongol suffix denotes resultative perfective.
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Table 59. Comparison of attested Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol case forms

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL
NOM NOM
*[NOUN]-0 [NOUN]-g
INDF ACC INDEF ACC
*[NOUN]-do ~ *-do ~ *-du ~ *-t [NOUN]-DA ~ -DU
DL
*[NOUN]-u
DL
*[NOUN]-dar ~ *-dur [NOUN]-DUr
ABL [NOUN]-4
*[NOUN]-doai ~ *-doi ~ *-dui
DEF ACC
INS *[NOUN]-r ~ *-or ~ *-ur [NOUN]-"Ar ~ -i’Ar INS
COM
*[NOUN]-n ~ *-Vn ~ *-fi [NOUN]-Un ~ -U ~ -yin GEN ATTR
GEN ATTR
*[NOUN]-i
[NOUN]-¢4 ~ -AcA ABL
[NOUN]-yi ~ -i DEF ACC
[NOUN]-IU’A4 COM

In the table above, the majority of the attested Middle Kitan cases have
cognates in Mongolic, but three Middle Mongol cases—namely, the Middle
Mongol ablative, definite accusative, and comitative case suffixes—have no
cognates in Kitan. It is clear from the above comparison of the Middle Kitan
and Middle Mongol case systems that case mergers and innovations took place
in both Serbi and Mongolic, but the precise mergers that took place and their
directionality remain to be determined. The Middle Mongol comitative suffix
-lU’A (< PMgl *-1UyA) is known to correspond with the Old Turkic comitative
suffix -/VgU (cf. Erdal 2004: 180), and is probably an Old Turkic loanword
into the Mongolic branch, borrowed long after Serbi and Mongolic had
branched off from their common ancestor.?’ The origins of the Mongolic

2% A possible historical context for this loan is with the Meng-wa ~ Meng-wu (i.e. speakers of
Proto-Mongolic), who are known to have neighbored Old Turkic speakers in about the 7%
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definite accusative and ablative case suffixes remain obscure, but it is possible
that they, too, are innovations in Mongolic.*

For now, it is possible to partially reconstruct the Common Serbi-
Mongolic case system as follows;

Table 60. Partial reconstruction of the CSM case system

COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC VALUE
nominative
*[NOUN]-@ ; - -
indefinite accusative
*[NOUN]-DV dative-locative
*[NOUN]-yVr instrumental
*[NOUN]-n ~ *-Vn ~ *-fi genitive-attributive

8.3.3. Number in Common Serbi-Mongolic

Both attested Serbi and Mongolic are characterized by two-term number
systems, in which two categories are distinguished, i.e. [UNMARKED FOR
NUMBER] and [MARKED PLURAL]. In this type of system, which is common
across many languages of Eastern Eurasia, bare noun stems are unmarked for
number, and can be interpreted as singular or plural depending on context or
when number is specified with a modifying numeral or demonstrative. Overt
plural suffixes are used to unambiguously indicate plural number.

c. A.D. (cf. Ratchnevsky 1966: 232). Poppe claims that the Written Mongol comitative
suffix -luy-a ~ -liige is a fusion of earlier *-1 ‘deverbal noun suffix’ + “*-gai” (i.e. *-GAy
in my transcription) ‘denominal noun suffix’ (Poppe 1976: 472); however, this proposal is
highly problematic both semantically and phonologically, and it does not explain the vowel
u ~ ii. More likely, the Mongol comitative suffix is an early grammatical borrowing from
Old Turkic.

30 The Middle Mongol ablative case suffix phonologically resembles the Old Turkic equative
suffix -¢4, and is possibly related, although the semantic divergence is difficult to explain
(Schoénig 2003: 416).
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Table 61. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate number affixal morphosyntax

MIDDLE KITAN MIbpDLE MONGOL
*-Q unmarked for number -0 unmarked for number
*-s plural (lexicalized) - plural (after V)
*od ~ *-t plural (lexicalized) -t plural (nouns ending in C)
*-an ~ *-an plural (lexicalized) -n plural (lexicalized)
*-fiar ~ *-fiafl | plural for humans (lexicalized) [ -nAr | plural for humans (lexicalized)

For example, note the attested number paradigms for Middle Kitan *ay ‘father’,
*ay ‘year’, *baq ‘child’ and Middle Mongol noyan ‘nobleman’, nogai ‘dog’,
and elci ‘envoy’, respectively:

Table 62. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate number affixal morphosyntax

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL
+ *ay-0 ‘father’ (YHsiang 3) noyan-@ ‘nobleman’ (SHM §8)
+ 2 | *ay-d ‘fathers’ (YHsiang 3) noya-t ‘noblemen’ (SHM §146)

Table 63. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate number affixal morphosyntax

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL
+ *ay-0 ‘year’ (YTi 40) noqai-@ ‘dog’ (SHM §78)
+ 4 *ay-s ‘years’ (YTi 38) noqai-s ‘dogs’ (SHM §195)*!

31 Although many scholars analyze this Middle Mongol form as “nogas” (e.g. de Rachewiltz
2006: 706; Kuribayashi 2009: 320), undoubtedly based on the Written Mongol form nogas
‘dogs’, the Early Middle Mongol form is unambiguously transcribed in Chinese as nogais
[ ¥ 5] (SHM §195), clearly indicating ai as the nucleus of the second syllable.
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Table 64. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate number affixal morphosyntax

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL
i) *baq-@ | ‘child’ (HsTi 15) elc¢i-@ | ‘envoy’ (SHM §126)
#/3E | *br-an | ‘children’ (HsTi 15) Welci-n | ‘envoys’ (SHM §133, Mang. 15)

Table 65. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate number affixal morphosyntax

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL
) *dow-0 ‘younger brother’ de’ii-0 ‘younger brother’
(Lang 1:5) (SHM §18)
BEA *dow-fior ‘younger brothers’ deti-ner ‘younger brothers’
(Jen-hsien 46: 63) (SHM §23)

There is not always a one-to-one correspondence between the attested
paradigms; for example, although MKit *-fior is clearly cognate to MMgl -nAr,
they sometimes do not appear on cognate roots in both languages:

Table 66. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol plural marking mismatch for cognate root
‘sibling’

MIDDLE KITAN I MIDDLE MONGOL
K% *Raw-O ‘sibling’ nu un-Q ‘son’
(Yung 11:28) (SHM §65)
KEKR | *haw-fior | ‘siblings’ nu’ut (and not Xnu un-nar) ‘sons’
(Ku 17:3) (SHM §267)

From a cross-linguistic typological perspective, however, divergences such as
these are unremarkable, since Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol, although
divergently related as daughter languages of Common Serbi-Mongolic at the
diachronic level, are separate languages at the synchronic level.

Taking into account all the correspondences discussed above, I
reconstruct the Common Serbi-Mongolic nominal number system as follows:
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Table 67. Common Serbi-Mongolic nominal number system

COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC NUMBER CATEGORY

*[NOUN]-0 unmarked for number

*[NOUN]-s plural (after stems ending in vowels)
*[NOUN]-d plural (after stems ending in consonants)
*[NOUN]-Vn ~ *-n plural (lexicalized)

*[NOUN]-NAT plural for humans (lexicalized)

8.4. COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC SYNTAX

Although there are some well-known obstacles to syntactic reconstruction,
most notably analogy and borrowing, these are also obstacles that one must
address in phonological reconstruction (Harris & Campbell 1995: 367-374),
and it has been demonstrated that syntactic reconstruction is possible using the
same comparative method employed in other areas of historical-comparative
linguistic reconstruction.>?> Owing to the increasingly large corpus of Middle
Kitan texts, we now possess potentially very informative syntactic data on the
best understood Serbi language. Clues on the syntax of other Serbi languages
is lacking due to the absence of attested texts in T u-yii-hun or Taghbach, but
one T u-yii-hun sentence is transcribed in Chinese, and there is scanty evidence
of compound nouns in Taghbach.?

As demonstrated by Harris & Campbell (1995), “when there are
responses to identical or essentially identical stimuli in two stages of a
language, we may be justified in saying that those responses correspond” (1995:
350). The ideal syntactic correspondences are achieved when “a single version
of a text is translated at two stages of a language, or into two languages that
can be independently shown to be relatively closely related” (1995: 350).
Although we are not fortunate enough to have translational correspondences

32 Campbell (1999: 226-253), Harris & Campbell (1995), Trask (1996: 133-164).
33 See Chapter Five entry for I-ch’in Ti-ho
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for early Serbi-Mongolic languages, the closest alternative source of data are
sentences and other syntactic constructions of similar or parallel semantic
value containing cognate lexical items and morphemes. As much as possible,
I have attempted to find such sentences or otherwise lexically and
morphologically parallel constructions in comparing Middle Kitan and Middle
Mongol syntax.

8.4.1 Common Serbi-Mongolic word order
8.4.1.1. Common Serbi-Mongolic clausal order

Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol share the same basic, unmarked order of
clausal constituents within a clause. Common Serbi-Mongolic clausal order is
thus reconstructible as the same. Gaps in the table below indicate unattested
comparanda.

Table 68. Comparison of Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol clausal order

Middle Kitan | Middle Mongol T’u-yli-hun | Common Serbi-Mongolic
oV oV *[oVv]
SV SV *[SV]
SOV SOV *[SOV]
Snp Prednpaum | Snp Predne Snp Predne | *[Snp Predne]
(also Khalkha [Sxp Prednum])

Note the following examples:
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Table 69. Serbi-Mongolic syntactic correspondences for [OV] clausal order

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol

* 4 R RREAZ (R VR HEE] [ VRAR
<ordu.u.dw <k.ui.d.l.ef> ger-tiir-iyen giirbe
*ordu-du *kuyd-lofi *gor-t"ur-iyon  *gur-bo

tent-DL-REFL arrive-PST
‘[He] arrived at his tent.’
(SHM §93)*

tent.palace-DL arrive-PST
‘[He] arrived at the tent palace.’
(YChiieh 14: 25-26)

Table 70. Serbi-Mongolic syntactic correspondences for [SV] clausal order

Middle Kitan
25 X% LEF
Jur.en» S.én>  «p.0J.AwD
*Jur-on-Q *Sen  *poj-Awr

painting-PL-NOM new  become-CVB

‘The paintings had become new, and...’

(Lang 3: 13-15)

Middle Mongol
(FrmZZld] [FRET] [ [(ZHERE]
Bodoncar Borjigin oboqtan bolba
*botontf"ar-@ *bortfigin *9bog-t"an *bol-ba
PERS.N-NOM  P.N clan.name-SUFF.PL ~ become-PST

‘Bodonchar became [the ancestor of] those which have the clan name Borjigin.’

(SHM §42; Cleaves 1982: 9)%

34 de Rachewiltz (2006: 29).
35 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘from Bodonéar [stemmed the] Borjigin [clan]’ (2006: 8).
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Table 71. Serbi-Mongolic syntactic correspondences for [SOV] clausal order

Middle Kitan

+ &k TR F
<ab s.ng.un>  <s.a.an
*ay-0 *sequn-@  *sa-r

father-NOM title-ACCior  Serve-PST.VN®
‘[His] father served as Field Marshal.’
(YHsiang 16: 37-39).3

Middle Mongol

[5¢07=] (BR8] [WEARRUE]  [Ploofil] [7R"515E]
Miinglik  ecige Temiijin-i a(b)cu irebe.
*munlik  *otf"igo *thomujin-i  *ab-f"v *ira-bo

PERS.N  father-NOM PERS.N-ACC take-PFV.CVB come-PST
‘Father Miinglik came with (lit. ‘bringing’) Temiijin.’
(SHM §69)*7

These clausal orders are very common cross-linguistically, and are thus
unremarkable from a typological perspective.

In addition to the above, there is also the verbless copular clause [Snp
Prednp], i.e. [Sent = NP + NP], attested in Middle Kitan, Middle Mongol, and
in the only known T’u-yii-hun sentence.

36 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 174) translate this as ‘[the] father held the rank of Field
Marshal’.
37 <. .Father Monglik brought Temiijin back with him’ (de Rachewiltz (2006: 17).
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Middle Kitan

Ak H ] L X4 A% TEK
«.ur.en «Omo» &kw S.D«g.e pu.Si.f
*Cur-on *omo *ku *Slgo *pusifl
second-ORD? woman person PERS.N lady

‘[His] second wife [was] Lady *Slga.’
(YHsiang 13: 1-6).%8

Middle Mongol
(2] [BRTHEs]  [HFTLX]
bi Ma’aliq  Baya'udai

*bi *mahaliq *bayafiut-ay
ISG.NOM clan.name-NZR

‘I am a Ma’aliq Baya’ut.’

(SHM §15)*

T’u-yii-hun

ZANNNEIES
*t$"  *kMayan (LMC)
*¢r *q"akan

you emperor
“You are the emperor.’
(Sung Shu 96: 2369)

3 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 167) for translation.
3 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘I am a man of the Ma’aliq Baya’ut’ (2006: 3).
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Table 73. Serbi-Mongolic syntactic correspondences for [Snp Prednum] clausal order

Middle Kitan

AKX FEA&k 73 %
<g.ungy §.u.um <b.y.any CFIVE®»
*ounju-n *bgan *taw’

princess — GEN son — PL five

np[N — Gen N] [Num]
S Pred

“The princess had five sons.’
(Chung 6: 18-21)

Modern Khalkha
Mamnaiixan rypByy.Jaa.
[ma'nayin qur'wulal.
manai-xn-0@ curw-UBA
1COMM — NZR.HUM — NOM three.OBL — COLL
np[N] [Num] l
S Pred

“There are three people in our family.’
(lit. ‘Ours three’).

This clausal order is common in languages of Eastern Eurasia, e.g.
Russian, Manchu, informal spoken Modern Korean, and others.

8.4.1.2. Common Serbi-Mongolic phrasal order

The Kitan Assembled Script corpus provides substantial evidence of Middle
Kitan phrasal order, including the following, which I have compared with
attested Middle Mongol:
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[Adj N]
In both attested Middle Kitan and attested Middle Mongol, adjectives precede
the nouns they modify:

Table 74. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Adj N] phrasal order

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol
rER KD [RBHZ2] [58n]
d.iau.qw d@.aq hula’an  de’el
*lyawqu *flaq *hulafian  *tefal
red dog red garment
‘red dog’ ‘red garment’
(YTi 14: 27-28) (SHM §146; Ozawa 1986: 164; Cleaves 1982: 73)*
[Dem N]J

Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol demonstratives precede the nouns they
modify:

Table 75. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Dem N] phrasal order

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol
% ] [M5°%1]  [BHEE]
© <omo» tere eme
*3 *amo *thara  *omo
PROX woman DIST woman
‘this woman’ (Hai 5: 24-27 ‘that woman’ (SHM §38; Ozawa 1984: 180)
[G N]

In both Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol, the possessor precedes the

possessum:

40 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘a red coat’ (2006: 67).
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Table 76. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [G N] phrasal order

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol
AKX RRA f3E ("R [F]TTe]
<gung>  J.uun>  <b.y.am Qaidu-yin ket
*gunju-n *br-an *qaydu-yin *kohut
princess-GEN child-pL pers.n-GEN  son.PL
‘children of the princess’ ‘sons of Qaidu’
(Chung 6: 18-20) (SHM §47)

[Num NJ

In both Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol, numerals precede the nouns they
modify:

Table 77. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Num N] phrasal order

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol
& 2R ["RJEHE  [FTJLs]
(THREEY)  <k.w qurban ke it
*Gur *ku *qurba-n *kPofu-t
three? boy three-ATTR ~ son-PL
‘three boys’ (Ku 17: 4-5) ‘three sons’ (SHM §17: de Rachewiltz 2006: 3)
[Rel N]

Relative clauses precede the nouns they modify:
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Table 78. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Rel N] phrasal order

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol
rE% &% [R5 [£%]
«d.ge.em> <s.ufb iregii caq
*dgo-n *sufi *iro-gu *{haq
die-PST.VN? night come-FUT.VN  time
‘the night on which she died’ ‘the time [when he] will come’
(HsTi 50: 1-2) (SHM §31; Cleaves 1982: 7; Ozawa 1984: 162)*!
[Adv V]

In both Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol, adverbs precede the verbs they
modify:

Table 79. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Adv V] phrasal order

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol

#4 ALH (] [EZHR0 (i)

b.as»  «y.eu) bi basa  odcu ...

*bas *yow-j *bi  *basa  *oth-¢"u ...

again  move-CVB IsG  also g0-CVB ...
‘[he] moved again and...’ ‘I too shall go and...’
(HsTi21: 6-7) (SHM §169; cf. Ozawa 1986: 340)*

[Neg V]

Both Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol are characterized by preverbal negative
marking. In Middle Mongol, ese negates perfective verbs, iilii negates
imperfective verbs, and there is a prohibitive marker bii. All of these precede
the verb they modify. In attested Middle Kitan, *gi is a preverbal negative

4l de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘the time of his coming’ (2006: 6).
42 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘I too shall go and...” (2006: 87).
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marker. Although this word is not etymologically related to Middle Mongol
ese or iilii, its syntactic patterning is identical.**

Table 80. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Neg V] phrasal order

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol

ib KRB AR (BHRE]  [Tem K]

b <kuid.li ese  oldalai

*gi  *kuyd-lofi *asa  *ol-ta-lay

NEG arrive-PST NEG find-PASS-PST.1H

‘[Subject] did not arrive.’ ‘[She] was not found.’

(YP'u 20: 12-13). (SHM §112; Ozawa 1985: 305; Cleaves 1982: 47)*
[N Post]

Like Middle Mongol, and most OV languages for that matter, Middle Kitan
grammar is characterized by postpositional affixes, e.g. case suffixes.

Table 81. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [N Post] phrasal order

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol
* % [fEZE" ]
<po.do> hon-tur

*po-do *hon-t"ur
time-DL year-DL
‘at the time’ ‘in/by the year’

(HsTi 3:27) (SHM §204)%

4 Middle Kitan *gi ‘preverbal negative marker’ is cognate to Middle Mongol iigei ‘not
existing, absence’. See §8.5.3 for details.

4 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘[he] could not find her’ (2006: 42), but in the original text
the verb is in the passive voice.

4 In this specific passage in the SHM, this construction is functioning as an adverb, which de
Rachewiltz translates as ‘yearly’ (2006: 136).
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The above-mentioned Serbi-Mongolic phrasal order correspondences
are summarized in the table below:

Table 82. Comparison of Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol phrasal order

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol
Adj N Adj N

Dem N Dem N

GN GN

Num N Num N

AdvV AdvV

Rel N Rel N

Neg V Neg V

N Post N Post

From this, it is clear that attested Middle Kitan phrasal order, as we currently
understand it, was basically identical to attested Middle Mongol phrasal order.
I thus reconstruct Common Serbi-Mongolic phrasal order as follows:

Table 83. Common Serbi-Mongolic phrasal order

Common Serbi-Mongolic
*[Adj N]

*[Dem N]

*[GN]

*Num N]

*[Rel N]

*N Post]

*[Adv V]

*[Neg V]
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8.4.3. Null subjects (‘Pro-Drop’) in Common Serbi-Mongolic

Middle Kitan and Mongolic are null subject (or ‘pro-drop’) languages, i.e. a
sentence does not need to have a subject in its surface representation to be
grammatical. Note the following examples:

Table 84. Pro-drop in Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol

Middle Kitan

k5 % #RAL
Jaw <taw <b.o.on
*Jawtaw *bo-r

punitive.commissioner become-PST
‘[He] became a Punitive Commissioner.” (HsTi 5:4-6; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010:67).

Middle Mongol
(IEFE  [#52«0E] [FERE]
Noyakin obogtan bolba
*noyak"™in  *obogt"an *bol-ba
P.N clan.name-SUFF.PL  become-PST

‘[He] became [ancestor of] those with the clan name Noyakin.’
(SHM §46; Ozawa 1984:198).

Pro-drop is a cross-linguistically very widespread phenomenon, well known in
such unrelated language families as Indo-European (e.g. Russian and Italian),
Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Turkic, Tibetan, and many others. Given the fact
that both Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol are pro-drop languages, it is highly
likely that Common Serbi-Mongolic was also characterized by pro-drop.
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8.5. THE COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC LEXICON

There are a significant number of cognates between the Serbi and Mongolic
languages, enough to strongly suggest, and with the additional morphological
evidence discussed above, support a claim of genetic affinity, but the majority
of the cognates are different enough in phonological form, and sometimes also
semantically, from what we can reconstruct of Old Mongol and Proto-
Mongolic that it is clear that Kitan, Taghbach, and T u-yii-hun were not direct
ancestors of Mongolic, i.e. Poppe’s (1976) “Ancient Mongolian”, but that they
represented a sister branch to Mongolic—the Serbi branch, constituent
languages of which were spoken at least by the ruling elite of the Serbi peoples.
Note the following Kitan-Taghbach-Mongol cognates:

Table 85. Some attested Kitan-Taghbach-Mongol cognates
gloss MKit Taghbach Middle Mongol Pcl WMgl Common Serbi-Mongolic

‘dog’  *flaq *fiaqafi noqai *[noq"ajl  nogqai *fiok"afl

‘cloud”  *owl  *uwl e’lile-n *[ofiulon]  egiilen *ayulo

A large component of the Kitan lexicon has Mongolic cognates:
Numerous grammatical suffixes, all of the deciphered numerals (with the
possible exception of ‘one’), most of the zoonyms (‘ox/cow’, ‘dog’, ‘bird of
prey’, ‘goat’, ‘horse’, ‘snake’, ‘chicken, hen’, ‘rabbit, hare’), directions (e.g.
‘left’, ‘right’, ‘east’), kinship terms (e.g. ‘maternal uncle’, ‘siblings’,
‘grandfather’, ‘child’, and ‘younger brother’), time and cosmology-related
words (e.g. ‘sun/day’, ‘moon/month’, ‘season/time’, ‘autumn’, ‘winter’,
‘spring’,*® ‘summer’, ‘night’, ‘intercalary’), certain adjectives (e.g. ‘good’,
‘new’), verbs (e.g. ‘be, become’, ‘die’, ‘reach, arrive’, ‘move, transfer’, ‘ride’,
‘fall’, ‘give’, ‘reside’, ‘gather/collect’, ‘pacify’, ‘be friendly’, ‘return, come
back’), words relating to military (‘army’), demonstratives (‘this’, ‘that’),
words for dwellings (‘tent’), natural phenomena (‘river’, ‘water’, ‘lake’,

46 Kara (1996a).
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‘cloud’, ‘salt’), culture (‘shoot, archery’, ‘tilling land, farming’, ‘female
shaman’), the word for ‘person’, and numerous other lexical items have good
cognates in Mongolic. This is just within the limited corpus of currently
deciphered words. Further progress in the decipherment of the Kitan scripts,
and work on the Chinese transcriptions of the language, is sure to uncover more
and more words cognate to Mongolic. The Taghbach and T’u-yii-hun corpora
likewise offer good Mongolic cognates. Taghbach words with Mongolic
cognates include nouns: ‘house’, ‘cook, chef’, ‘judge’, ‘wolf’, ‘artemisia’,
‘net’, ‘cord, strap’, ‘relay route’, ‘assassin’, ‘interpreter’, ‘prefect’, ‘dog’,
‘bridge’, ‘weapon’, ‘dirt, soil, earth’, ‘cloud’, and ‘raised earth, embankment’;
the verbs ‘be warm’, ‘go’, ‘cultivate’, and ‘surround’; and the adjective ‘bald’.
Solidly attested T’ u-yii-hun words with Mongolic cognates include words for
‘elder brother’, ‘you’, and ‘river’. There are also at least two other Middle
Serbi words with Mongolic cognates: the Yii-wen dialect word ‘grass’ and an
unspecified Middle Serbi dialect word for ‘thirty’.

Below I provide a lexicon of reconstructed Common Serbi-Mongolic
forms and a few Common Serbi forms with comparanda within the Serbi
branch but not Mongolic. All of these forms are arranged alphabetically by
attested Serbi reflexes. For discussion of individual reflexes in Taghbach and
T’u-yli-hun, see Chapter Five and Chapter Six. This lexicon presents 19
reconstructed Common Serbi-Mongolic suffixes and grammatical morphemes,
106 reconstructed Common Serbi-Mongolic words, one reconstructed
Common Serbi suffix, and two reconstructed Common Serbi words.

In identifying cognates I have focused primarily on data from early and
medieval languages. I have included data from modern languages only when
particularly relevant or informative.

See below for the alphabetical order employed in this lexicon:

ab&&deogoyhfirjkk"Imniig
oopp"qq"resstttuvVwxyz
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8.5.1. COMMON SERBI SUFFIXES AND GRAMMATICAL MORPHEMES

A 2 . Ve Ve~ =
T u-yii-hun *-&in/*-¢ifi [3%] ‘having X’, cognate to Qay *-gin/*-¢ifi [E]" <
CSer *-gin / *-¢ifi ‘id.”*

8.5.2. COMMON SERBI WORDS

Tagh *di- [}f7] ‘write’, attested as a verbal noun *di-ga [$/{i]] ‘writing (£)*.%
Cognate to Middle Kitan *¢- # «&.» ‘write an inscription (;)’.>° CSer *t1-
~ *d1- ‘to write’ (« & LOC dial. *ti ‘to write’).>!

Tagh *q"agbagém [E]3# E] ‘door guards (5FF9A)’.>2 The *-n is a plural
suffix (see entry for MKit *-an # ~ *-on % ‘lexicalized plural suffix’
below). Taghbach *q"axbag¢r ‘door guard’ is cognate to LKit *qaba(q)&1
[ 7] ‘person who guards the chambers of the chancellor’.>* CSer
*kPaybaGer ‘door guard’.>*

47 As in the Qay hydronym *t"ogu-&if/*t"oxu-¢in [+ ZEE] (HTS 219: 6173). See §6.2.1.1
entry for T u-yii-hun Silgucin for discussion.

48 Cf. also Ewenki -cii ‘suffix denoting the holder or owner of something’ (Vasilevich 1958:
682). This suffix is possibly related to the CSM occupational suffix (see entry for Tagh
*-¢1-n ~ *-&i-n [I§] ‘plural occupational suffix’ below).

4 See Chapter Five entry for I-ch’in-ti-ho.

30 This Middle Kitan verb is attested in the masculine past tense form *&-or # & «&.°r> “write-
pST, e.g. Lang (5: 30).

31 See Chapter Five for discussion.

2 NCS (57: 985).

33 CTKC: See Vovin (2003) for the Chinese transcription and translation of this Kitan word
and Chapter Five entry for K’0-po-chen for discussion. The phonological reconstruction
given above is my own, based on an Old Mandarin reading of the characters.

% As noted several times before in the literature, this word is clearly related to Turkic, cf.
Vovin (2003, 2007) and Franke (1976). Previous studies have generally assumed that this
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Tagh *q"assun [B] 4] ‘imperial consort (& [5) ~ *q"aston [F]FX] ‘the
imperial ancestral mothers (E#{L4%)’. Cognate to T u-yii-hun *q"astsun
[1&24] ‘wife () of the khaghan (1]}F)’. CSer *k"agtun ‘wife of the
khaghan’.%°

is a Turkic loanword into Taghbach, an assumption which is historically problematic since
Turkic-speaking peoples of the Mongolian Plateau and North China did not rise to prestige
until the 6™ century, several centuries after the Taghbach, who are known to have founded
an influential state which dominated North China for several centuries. On historical
grounds, this is likely to be a Serbi-Mongolic loanword into Turkic. See Shimunek et al.
(2015) for linguistic and historical considerations on the Archaic Turkic-speaking Chieh.
On the sound change of ATrk *VqCV > attested OTrk VC, e.g. attested ATrk *tuqti-
‘capture (J£15)° > attested OTrk fut- ‘capture, grab, catch’, see Shimunek et al. (2015) for
discussion. I thus propose CSer *k"aybaG¢1 ‘door guard’ < *k"aybaG ‘door’ (composed of
a verbal root *k"ayba- with *-G ‘deverbal noun suffix’) < CSM *k"aypa- ‘to close (e.g. a
door)’ > PMgl *k"aya- > attested early MMgl gaa- [T &[], i.e. *[qafa-], glossed as ‘to
enclose ([&])” (SHM §245) and ‘to close (Bf)’ (HIIY 1.09a6) > Khalkha xaa- [ya:-] ‘id.” >
/xaa-/ + /-BG/ ‘deverbal noun suffix’ > xaanra /xaa-BG/ ["xa:3q] ‘door’. On CSM *-kp-
~ *_yB- see also §5.2.2 entry for Ta-po shih. Attested Old Turkic gapix ‘gate’ (8" c., GOrkT
341) and the attested Middle Turkic words gapra ‘gate’ (11" ¢.) ~ gapuw ‘gate, door’ (11t
c.) ~ qapax ‘gate, door’ (presumably 10" ¢.) and gaparci ~ gapirci ‘doorman, gatekeeper,
guard, standing at the gate’ (presumably 10" ¢.) ~ gapusci ‘id.” (ca. 14" c. edition of 11
c. text) are not based on an attested Turkic verbal root, and are thus probably reflexes of
unattested Archaic Turkic words borrowed from Common Serbi *k"aybaGé1 ‘door guard’
and *k"aybaG ‘door’. The Middle Turkic forms and their earliest attestations which I quote
above are from DTS 420-421. Given the lack of a *y reflex in the Late Kitan form, the
possibility remains that it is a loanword from Middle Turkic (i.e. Taghbach *q"asbaGé1
*/*khaybaGer/ ‘door guard” — unattested ATrk > OTrk > MTrk gapasci ‘door guard” —
MKit > LKit *qaba(q)¢r ‘id.”), but we know too little about the phonological differences
between Middle Kitan and Late Kitan to determine this with certainty.

35 This word is first attested ca. 4"-5% c. in Taghbach and T u-yii-hun, i.e. Middle Serbi dialects.
The word subsequently spread to other languages of Central Eurasia. In Turkic, it is first
attested in early Old Turkic in a Chinese transcription dating to ca. 6 c. as *qakatun [
H1H] (e.g. Chou Shu 50: 909); the first inscriptional attestation in Turkic is 8" c. OTrk
gatun ‘empress’ (GOrkT 342-343). Early Middle Mongol gatun [*& 5] ‘lady (48F-)
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8.5.3. COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC SUFFIXES AND GRAMMATICAL
MORPHEMES

Tagh *-Ay ~ *-yAy ~ *-yA and LKit *-A ‘verbal noun suffix’.>® Cognate to
Middle Mongol -4i *[-aj ~ -9j] ~ - 'Ai *[-Aaj ~ -hoj] ~ -4 *[-a ~ -0] ~-"4
*[-fa ~ -fia] ‘resultative perfective verbal noun suffix’.’’ CSM *-Ay ~
*-yAy ~ *-A ~ *-yA ‘perfective verbal noun suffix’.

Tagh *-Al ~ *-] ‘deverbal noun suffix’.>® Cognate to Middle Mongol -/ as in
MMgl belci-1 ‘pasture’,” toré-1 “birth, existence’,*° iikii-I ‘death’,®! tagi-1

(SHM §64) is probably a late borrowing from Turkic, or is otherwise phonologically
influenced by Turkic, since it does not retain the */gt/ sequence of the earlier Serbi forms.
Note also late Middle Mongol gatun [05%] “lady’ (Leid. 75a-08-1-2) ~ yatun [o53] “id.”
(Leid. 75a-06-3-2). Modern Persian khatiin (05\%) ‘lady, noble lady, matron’ (Aryanpur-
Kashani 1986: 95) is a loanword from a Middle Turkic reflex of Old Turkic gatun <
unattested ATrk *qaqtun < Taghbach *q"axtun ‘id.’; on the phonological change of ATrk
*VqC > OTrk VC, see Shimunek et al. (2015) and the entry for Taghbach *q"axbag&mn
‘door guards’ above. Moghol [xo'tun] ‘Frau’ (Weiers 1972: 167a) and Azragi (Hazaragi)
[xp'to] (S8 ‘wife’ (MalistanT 1993) are loanwords from Persian or Middle Turkic, i.e.
Moghol ~ Azragi « (Persian <) MTrk < OTrk < ATrk < Taghbach. CSer *k™agtun is
undoubtedly connected with the masculine CSM titles *k"ayan ‘emperor’ and *k"a ‘ruler’
(see entries in §8.5.4 below), but the details remain to be conclusively determined.

% See entries for Taghbach *di-ga ‘writing’, *for- ‘go’ as in *for-ay ‘going’, *Aurk-ay
‘cultivation’, *k"r-gay ‘killing’ in *k"ir-gay-¢1-n ‘assassin’ and Late Kitan *qary-a
‘returning’ below.

7 E.g. attested Middle Mongol ayis-ai (SHM §129), ire-"ei (SHM §67), ana-"ai (SHM §175),
bari-qda-"a (SHM §53) etc. In his careful analysis of Middle Mongol tense, mood, aspect,
and evidentiality, Brosig concludes that this Middle Mongol suffix denotes a perfective,
and in most instances, a resultative perfective (2014: 97-99).

38 See entries for Taghbach *forbo-1 ‘warmth’ and *pary-al ‘bridge’ below.

¥ MMgl belcil [Jalx] ‘pasture’ (MAA: Poppe 1938: 116a).

%0 E.g. ES: Kara (2009: 287).

8 E.g. ES: Kara (2009: 316).
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‘worship, sacrifice, offering’,®? abura-1 ‘redemption, saving’,** soyurqa-I
‘bestowal, show of grace’.%* CSM *-Al ~ *- ‘deverbal noun suffix’.

MKit *-an # <an> ~ *-on % <en> ‘lexicalized plural suffix’, e.g. MKit
*bg-an % 3| # «b.y.an> ‘children’ and *jur-on % % ur.en> ‘paintings’.®®
Cognate to Middle Mongol -n ‘lexicalized plural suffix’*® and Taghbach

*.n ‘plural suffix’.®” CSM *-Vn ~ *-n ‘plural suffix’.

MKit *-bofi #14 «b.i> ~ # X b.efi> ~ t bei>®® ‘past or perfective verbal
noun suffix’. Cognate to Middle Mongol -bA4i *[-baj ~ -boj] ‘past factual
suffix’.® The Late Kitan reflex seems to be *-Bofi/*-Bon [F2] ~ [4],
attested in Old Mandarin transcription in the Liao Shih, e.g. *p"usu-
Bofi/*pPusu-Pon [ #E4E] ‘flourishing (EHIF ~ HH[E)’,” *yaru-Bofi/*yaru-
Bon [HFE4E] ‘thriving (HHIF ~ BHE),"! *dwar-Bofl/*dwar-fon [E H A]

2 E.g. ES: Kara (2009: 274).

0 E.g. ES: Kara (2009: 3).

4 E.g. attested early MMgl soyurqgal [543 R "&w] ‘bestowal, show of grace (BH5)’ (SHM
§202).

% See also §7.3.2.3.

% In Middle Mongol this suffix is attested on nouns as well as adjectival nouns, e.g. MMgl
elci [%8u7R] ‘envoy’ (SHM §126) vs. elci-n [%HsF2] ‘envoys’ (SHM §133; although not
glossed as plural) and mawu [G[JJT] ‘bad (unmarked for number)’ (SHM §111) vs. mawu-
n [JI3E] ‘bad (plural)’ (SHM §245; de Rachewiltz (2006: 882) translates this mawun as
‘naughty ones’). See Poppe (1954: 72 §270, §271, §272) for discussion of this plural suffix
in Written Mongol.

7 See entries for Taghbach *-¢1-n, *bucm, *Carsuyémn, *yyamém, *k"rsayém, and
*kPlmorén in §8.5.4 below.

% See §7.3.2.1.6, §7.3.3.4, and Kane (2009: 147) for examples of this well-attested Middle
Kitan suffix.

0 E.g. MMgl jirga-bai [ 112" &{A] ‘rejoiced” (HITY 2.25b3) and kor-bei [T]2{H] ‘became
cold’ (HI1Y 1.03b2). Brosig analyzes Middle Mongol -bA4i as ‘past factual’ (2014: 54, 100).

LS (31:365).

TULS (31: 364).
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‘pacification (5{°F)’,’% and *¢isid-Bofi/*¢isid-Bon [FREEZA] filial piety
(2£)’.7> CSM *bAd “past (factual?) verbal noun suffix’.

Tagh *-&-n ~ *-&i-n [E] ‘plural occupational suffix’.” Cognate to Middle
Mongol -¢i *[-tf"i] ~ plural -¢i-n *[-f"in] ‘id.” and Middle Kitan */-j/ 39
‘occupational suffix’ as in *Cawj ®# <«Cau.)> ‘one who does battle’,
phonemically probably */Cawr/ B % Cau.un> ‘battle’ + */-j/.”°> Given the
Middle Mongol lexicalized plural suffix -n (see entry for MKit *-an ~
*-on ‘plural suffix’ above), the Taghbach form is likely to be a plural, i.e.
*-Ci-n, composed of *-¢i ‘occupational suffix’ + *-n ‘plural suffix’. Note
also the Late Kitan reflex *-&"1 [7] ‘occupational suffix’.”® CSM *-&"I
‘occupational suffix’.”’

MKit *-d & «d> ~ *-t & «b and *-s 4 «s» ‘lexicalized non-obligatory plural
suffix’. ® Cognate to the phonologically-conditioned Middle Mongol
plural suffixes -s (on stems ending in vowels) and - (replacing the final
consonant of stems ending in consonants). CSM *-d ~ *-s ‘non-obligatory
plural suffix’.

2 LS (31:365).

LS (31: 370).

74 See entries for Taghbach *bucm, *Carsuyn, *yyamém, *k"rsayém, and *k"lmorém /
“k™Mlmurém below.

75 See Kane (2009: 187, n. 2) for the Kitan form. See also Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 69-
70). The reconstructions and phonological analyses presented here are my own. On the
deletion of phonemic */r/ before */j/ and */&/, see the discussion of MKit */kuyr-/ ‘reach,
arrive’ in §7.3.2.1.6.

76 E.g. attested LKit *qaba(q)¢1 [E k7] (OM *xapatsi) ‘person who guards the chambers of
the chancellor’. See Chapter Five entry for K 0-po-chen for discussion.

7 See entry for MKit *-an ‘plural suffix” above for CSM *-n ‘plural suffix allomorph’.

8 E.g. Middle Kitan *ay-d # 4 <ai.d> ‘fathers’ but *ay-s 4 4* <ai.s» ‘years’ (Kane 2009: 49).
Note also Kitan *q"rta-s ®& 4 (qita.s> ‘Kitans’ and *gur-s A & 4 «g.ur.s> ‘countries’. These
examples clearly show that these plural suffixes were lexicalized, i.e. they were not
phonologically conditioned in Middle Kitan.
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MKit *-do & «.de> ~ *-do %k «.do> ~ *-du & «.dw ‘dative-locative case suffix’.
Cognate to the Middle Mongol dative-locative -DU ~ -DA. Middle Mongol
-DUr “dative-locative case suffix’” is probably the result of a morpheme
merger with an older ablative *-DUr (cf. MKit ablative *-dur). CSM *-DV

‘dative-locative case’.

MKit *-dog™ ~ *-doy &3 «d.y> ~ *-dor & X «d.» ~ *-or ~ *1 X D> ~
*_iror 4L % «ir.r> ‘masculine ordinal numeral suffix’.3! Cognate to spoken
the Middle Mongol ordinal numeral suffix -DA’Ar ~ -DU’Ar *[-tahar ~
-tofior ~ -t"afiar ~ -t"ofior ~ -tufiar ~ -tufior ~ -t"ufiar ~ -t"ufior],%? as in
quta’ar ~ qutu’ar ‘third’, doétii’er ‘fourth’; tabtu’ar ‘fifth’, dolodu’ar
‘seventh’, etc.®® and Preclassical Written Mongol -DAGAr ~ -DUGAr as in
yutayar ‘third’, dotéger ‘fourth’, tabtayar ‘fifth’, jiryuduyar ‘sixth’,
doloduyar ‘seventh’, naimaduyar ‘eighth’, yisiidiiger ‘ninth’, etc.®* The
modern Daur reflex is -dAAr as in nok-door ‘first’, xoir-daar ‘second’,
g*arab-daar ‘third’, durub-dsar ‘fourth’, taawu-daar ‘fifth’, dsiryoo-daar
‘sixth’, doloo-daar ‘seventh’, naim-daar ‘eighth’, is-door ‘ninth’, xarab-
daar “tenth’, etc.®> The modern Khalkha reflexes are the ordinal numeral
suffix /-tUGAr/, realized as -myraap [-t0'sar] ~ -qyrasp [-tii'yer], and the

" E.g. MMgl in Preclassical orthography -dur as in Qara Qorum-dur ‘in Qara Qorum’ (Mén.
1, 1. 9-10), -diir as in ibegen-diir (Qub. 11, L. 2), -tur as in jrly-tur (Qub. I, I. 8), and -tiir as
in siimes-tiir (Qub. 1, 1. 17).

8 The allomorph *-dor does not have a one-to-one match in Kitan Assembled Script
orthography, i.e. *to-doy 4 M E 3L <t.od.o.oyy ~ *ta-doy 45Kl <t.ad.o.oy> ‘fifth
(masculine)’.

81 See §7.3.2.1.5.1 for Middle Kitan *to-do ~ *ta-dor ‘fifth (masculine)’, *iSi-dor ~ *iSi-doy
‘ninth’, *...-dor ‘tenth’, etc.

82 The phonological reconstructions presented here are my own, based on Old Mandarin
transcriptions.

83 See Rybatzki (2003: 70) for a discussion of the Middle Mongol ordinal numerals.

8 See Kara (2009: 82, 85, 112, 135, 189, 270, 331).

85 Tsumagari (2003: 139-140) and Engkebatu (1984: 52, 57, 116, 243, 284, 283).
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noun /tuGar/ ayraap [tu'sar] ‘number (e.g. phone number, journal issue

number, etc.)’. CSM *-DUyAr ‘masculine ordinal numeral suffix’.%

MKit *-on A <en> ~ *-on F on> ~ *-un 4k <un> ~ *-n 2 <> ~ *-i K >
‘genitive suffix’®” and T’u-yii-hun *-yin/*-yifi [E] ‘genitive-attributive
suffix’. Cognate to Middle Mongol -Un *[-un ~ -un] ~ -U *[-u ~ -u] ~
-yin ‘genitive-attributive suffix’. CSM *-Vn ~ *-n ~ *-yin ~ *-fi ‘genitive-

attributive suffix’.

MKit *-or ~ *-r & °n ~ *-ur & «un ~ 46 cup ‘accusative-instrumental-
comitative case suffix’.*® Cognate to Middle Mongol instrumental - 'Ar ~
-i’Ar ‘instrumental case’ %° < PMgl *-yAr/*-BAr ~ *-IyAr/*-IBAr
‘instrumental case suffix’. CSM *-yVr ‘instrumental case suffix’.

MKit *-or ® °n ~ *-r X *n» ~ F an ~ & con ~ L «un ‘masculine past
tense suffix’.”® Probably cognate to Proto-Mongolic *-r ‘verbal noun
suffix’,’! also attested in Middle Mongol reanalyzed as the first element in

the converb suffixes -»4 ‘in order to’ (< PMgl *-r + dative-locative *-A)

8 The Proto-Serbi-Mongolic feminine ordinal numeral suffix may have been something like
*-DV(y)Vn, as suggested by the Middle Kitan feminine ordinal numeral suffixes, i.e. *-on
~ *-don. However, since Middle Mongol lost many of the gender distinctions of Proto-
Serbi-Mongolic, I have been unable to identify comparative evidence in Mongolic to
support this reconstruction. On remnants of gender in Middle Mongol and Proto-Mongolic,
see Janhunen (2003: 21-22), Rybatzki (2003: 75-78), and Brosig (2014: 54).

87 This list of orthographic forms is not exhaustive. See Chapter Seven for attested examples
and for details on the orthographic forms.

88 See Chapter Seven for attested orthographic forms and discussion.

% The Written Mongol instrumental case suffixes -bar ~ -ber ~ -iyar ~ -iyer must represent
early dialectal variants of Old Mongol or Middle Mongol.

%0 See Chapter Seven.

°l Poppe (1954: 49 §178; 1955: 198). Note Middle Mongol Airii er ‘benediction, blessing” (<
hirii’e- ‘to bless’ + *-r) and amur ‘rest’ (< amu- ‘to rest’ + *-r).
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and -rUn ‘preparative converb’®? denoting ‘in consequence of doing...” (<
PMgl *-r + genitive *-Un).”*> CSM *-r ‘deverbal noun or past tense suffix’.

MKit *gi % «gi> ~ ib «gi> ‘preverbal negative marker’.”* Cognate to Middle
Mongol iigei ‘not existing, absence’®® and Boonan and Baonang gi [ki]
‘negative copula’®® < PMgl *ugai ‘not existing, absence’. CSM *ugai ‘not

existing, absence’.”’

MKit *-§ 33 > ~ R ~ & JH ~*-& & & ‘converb suffix’.”® Cognate to
Middle Mongol -JU *[-fu ~ -tfu ~ -ff'v ~ -tf"u] ‘perfective converb

suffix’®® and its modern Khalkha reflex -x [tf] ~ -u [(*] ‘imperfective

92 “Converbum praeparativum” in Poppe’s terminology (1954).

%3 Poppe (1954: 98 §379, §380); Poppe (1955: 198, 279, 285). The orthographic forms of these
suffixes in Preclassical Written Mongol are faithful to their etymology: note Pcl. -r-un ~
-r-iin <--wny ‘preparative converb suffix’ and -r-a ~ -r-e «-’> ‘in order to’.

%+ See §7.3.3.6 for discussion.

% E.g. attested early Middle Mongol iigei [J#%] ‘not existing, absence (fi)’ (SHM §11). The
modern Khalkha reflex, yryii [ugui], means ‘no’ In spoken Khalkha this negative
exclamation is regularly reduced to [ku] ‘nope’ or even pulmonic ingressive [Tku] ~ [1k"]
‘nope’, although the standard form is yryii [u'kui] ‘no’. The Middle Mongol word has also
developed into a negative-abessive suffix in modern Khalkha -ryii [gui ~ kui], which
negates verbal participles and denotes abessive ‘without” when affixed to nouns.

% Fried (2010: 95-96, 226-232); Todaeva (1964: 136); Sun et al. (1990: 689); Buhe & Liu
(1982: 84).

7 Note also Sakhalin Nivkh /uige/ ‘no’, which Fortescue compares to Chukotko-Kamchatkan
/ujne/ ‘no, not any’ (1998: 150). These words are probably related as early areal
borrowings.

% Cf. Kane (2009: 153) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 197). See Chapter Seven for
attestations.

% E.g. Middle Mongol yabu-ju *[jabutfu] ‘went’ (SHM §118), ire-jii *[irotfu] ‘had come’
(SHM §10), gar-cu *[qartf"u] ‘went out’ (SHM §73), and emiis-cii *[omustf™u] ‘wearing’
(SHM §195). As shown by Brosig, Middle Mongol -JU is a perfective converb suffix (2014:
89-90).
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converb suffix’.!® In Kitan the voiced and voiceless allomorphs were in
free variation, e.g. the verb *kuyr- ‘arrive’ is attested with both the voiced

and voiceless forms, i.e. *kuy-j and *kuy-&.'°' CSM *-J(V) ‘converb
suffix’.

MKit *-lofi 4 & 1> ~ 44K «1.fD> ‘past tense suffix’.!%? This is cognate to
the Middle Mongol firsthand past tense suffix -/U’A4i *[-lahaj ~ -lofaj ~
-lufiaj ~ -lufaj] ~ -IU’A *[-lafia ~ -lofio ~ -lufa ~ -lufia],!® and is further
evidence of the sound correspondence of Middle Kitan word-final *Vi# to
Middle Mongol Vi#. The modern Khalkha reflex of the Middle Mongol
form is -j1aa ~ ;133 ~ -7100 ~ -100 [-Ba ~ -Be ~ -Bo ~ -Be], which marks
immediate past or eminent future.!® CSM *-1UyAfi ‘past tense suffix’.

100 Although these allomorphs were phonologically conditioned in Middle Mongol, their
modern Khalkha reflexes have lost this phonological conditioning, and are now lexically
assigned. For the modern Khalkha semantic value of this suffix as an imperfective
converb, see Svantesson (2003: 173).

101 See Chapter Seven for examples.

102 See Kane (2009: 146) for examples. The phonological reconstructions presented above are
my own.

103 T follow Brosig (2014: 54), who analyzes this Middle Mongol suffix as ‘past firsthand’. The
phonological reconstructions I present above are my own, and are based on Old Mandarin
transcriptions of Middle Mongol. For attested examples of this suffix, note Middle
Mongol ab-u-la’ai [[F[AHI[IR] ‘took’ (SHM §133), ke’'e-le’ei [22F851)12] ‘said’ (SHM
§179), iigiileldii-lii ei [NEz5%1nE#15] “said to each other’ (SHM §177), yabu-lu’a [3F
& ‘went” (SHM §170) ~ yabu-la’a [FHIFA] id.” (SHM §149), ire-le’e [JR7%]]
5I|%8] ‘came’ (SHM §90), and nokoce-li’e [HA]HEE%H] ‘became companions’ (SHM
§223). This suffix is attested in Middle Mongol in Preclassical orthography as -lay-a ~ -
luyai ~ -legei ~ -liigei, e.g. Pcl. ontutulay-a (Yis., . 5), aryadaluyai (ES: Kara 2009: 37),
kiirgegdelegei (ES: Kara 2009: 167), and kiirgeliigei (ES.: Kara 2009: 167).

104 See Song (1997: 160-218) for a detailed study of the pragmatically rich past tense suffixes
of modern Khalkha Mongolian.
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MKit */-IGA-/ ~ */-GA-/ realized as *-lga- 4 £ «l.ya» ~ *-ga- £ «ya ~
*]go- 4k «l.ge» ~ *-ga- Kk «.ge> causative-passive suffix’.!®> Cognate to
Middle Mongol -/GA- *[-lga- ~ -lgo-] ~ -GA- [-Ba- ~ -go-] ‘causative
suffix’.!% Note Middle Kitan *kuyr-go- X &1L # <k.ui.ir.ge.» ‘cause to
arrive’, cognate to Middle Mongol giir-ge- ‘cause to arrive’.!'"” CSM
*-1GA- ~ *-GA- ‘causative suffix’.

Tagh *-mor/*-mur [#] ‘deverbal noun suffix’.!® Cognate to Written Mongol
-mur ~ -miir ~ -mer ~ -mar ‘deverbal adjectival noun suffix’.!” CSM
*-mur ~ *-mur ‘deverbal noun suffix’.

MKit *-fior K & «.°» ~ *-hofi KR DD ~ *-or X » ~ *on X ‘>
‘lexicalized plural suffix for nouns denoting humans’.!'® Cognate to
Middle Mongol -nar ~ -ner ‘id.” CSM *-nAr ‘id.’

105 See Kane (2009: 148-149) for examples. The phonological reconstructions presented here
are my own.

196 The reconstructed forms presented here are my own. For examples, note MMgl sa 'u-lqa-
‘cause to sit” (HIIY 2.28al), diili-Ige- ‘cause to march’ (SHM §185), bol-qa- ‘cause to
become’ (SHM §121), e’iis-ge- ‘cause to originate’ (SHM §54). The Middle Mongol
causative voice allomorph -’Ul- *[-fivl- ~ -ful-] (i.e. WMgl -yul- ~ -giil-), as in MMgl
oro-"ul- *[oroful-] ‘cause to enter’ (SHM §66) and ire- iil- *[irofiul-] ‘cause to come’
(SHM §68), has no identified cognates in Kitan or other Serbi languages.

107 Note the correspondence of attested MKit *kuyrgor X % 4L & & &k.ui.ir.ge.’r> (Tao 17: 20),
which probably means ‘caused to arrive (masculine past tense)’, to attested Middle
Mongol giirgere [157 @& %1[] “in order to bring’ (SHM §169), lit. “in order to cause to
arrive’, from giir- ‘arrive’ + -ge- ‘causative suffix’ + -re ‘in order to’.

108 See entry for Taghbach *k"1lmorém/*k"1lmuréin ‘interpreters’ below.

109 Cf. Ligeti (1970a) and Vovin (2007).

110 See §7.3.2.3 for examples. See also Aisin Gioro (2004: 143) for a similar proposal.
My phonological reconstruction differs significantly from hers.
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MKit *-sAwr 4 3t «s.Awn ‘abtemporal converb’.!!! Cognate to Middle
Mongol -gsabar ~ -gsa’ar ~ -kseber ~ -kse’er ‘abtemporal converb’.!'?
CSM *-(G)sAbAr ‘abtemporal converb’.!!3

MKit *-y A «y» ~ *-i % <> ‘converb suffix’.!'* This suffix is probably cognate
to the Middle Mongol -yU ‘generic finite verb suffix’!'> (WMgl -yu ~ -uyu
~ -yii ~ -tiyii). A particularly illustrative example of this suffix in Middle
Kitan is the wordform *kuyr-go-y X &4L%X & k.uiir.ge.y> ! (arrive-
CAUS-CVB), which is cognate morpheme by morpheme to Preclassical
Written Mongol kiirgeyii, ''7 morphologically kiir-ge-yii (arrive-CAUS-
FIN.GNR) ‘SUBIJ caused OBIJ to arrive’. Note also Middle Kitan *kuyr-i
KR AL % k.ui.ir.i,'!® the perfective converb form of *kuyr- ‘arrive’. CSM
*-y(V) ‘generic converb or finite verb suffix’.

B g YHsiang (12: 20). See §7.3.2.1.6 for my reading of the grapheme # <Awrn. Note also
the MKit converb suffix *-Awr # Awn (e.g. :k B Fit attested in Lang 3: 15), the
precise semantic value of which remains to be determined.

12 E g attested MMgl -gsabar ‘abtemporal converb’ as in ucira-gsabar [JL75" =552 17
‘meet-ATMP.CVB’ (HIIY 3.13a2) and -kseber ‘abtemporal converb’ as in onggere-kseber
AR “HI R E] ‘pass-ATMP.CVB’ (HITY 2.11b2). Note also MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script
*-gsofiar as in *dalgora-gsofior NUE AL HLAT il [MUH «del.ge.reg.se.fier> ‘unfold-ATMP.CVB’
(CYK> 1. 11) and MMgl in Preclassical orthography -ysayar ~ -gseger, e.g. Pcl. oroysayar
(ES: Kara 2009: 137) and Pcl. kiisegseger (ES: Kara 2009: 114).

113 Janhunen proposes Proto-Mongolic “*-gsA-xAr” ‘abtemporal converb’ (2003: 26).

14 Cf. Kane (2009: 149) for examples. The phonological reconstructions presented here are
my own.

151 follow Brosig’s treatment of this as a generic finite verbal suffix (Brosig 2014: 11-12).
According to Poppe, this suffix “expresses actions considered a logical result of previous
actions” (1954: 92, §349). Rybatzki explains the suffix as meaning “it can be [inferred]
that” or “obviously...” (2003: 76).

116 See Kane (2009: 208, n. 49) for the sentential context of this wordform in the Epitaph of
Yeh-lii Ti-lieh A E ST #.

7 This Preclassical form is attested in Kara (2009: 167).

18 Attested in Hsing (14: 2).
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8.5.4. COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC WORDS

MKit *a- # <a.» ‘be’.!" Cognate to Middle Mongol a- ‘be, exist’.!?® CSM *a-
‘be, exist’.

Tagh *agyil / *agil [[E25[] ‘house (5=)’.!*! Cognate to Middle Mongol ayil

‘camp’ '?? and Written Mongol ayil ‘encampment, family, household,
group of tents’. CSM *ayil ‘encampment, family, household, group of
tents’.!?

T’u-yii-hun *aqadi [[aF-] ‘elder brother’.!?* Cognate to Middle Mongol aga
‘elder brother, elder male relative’!?> and Mongolian Khamnigan Mongol
[ayaz] ‘id.”!?® Cf. also MMgl aqai in the compound aqai egeci ‘elder

aunt’.'?” CSM *ak"afi ‘elder male relative’.'??

119 See Kane (2009: 158; 196, n. 25; 218, n. 68) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 71, 73 et
seq.) for examples.

120 E g attested early MMgl a- [[#]] ‘be, exist ({F)” (SHM §209).

121 See §5.2.1 entry for Wu-yin shih for discussion.

122 E.g. attested early MMgl ayil [[a][Ku] ‘camp (&) (SHM §84), which de Rachewiltz
translates as ‘a small nomadic camp consisting of only one or a few tents (yurts, mo. ger),
with carts and animals, belonging to one family’ (de Rachewiltz 2006: 375).

123 Attested 11" ¢. MTrk axil ‘corral, pen, cattle-pen’ (DTS 18a) phonologically resembles this
CSM word, but the semantic value is quite different.

124 See Chapter Six for discussion.

15 E o attested early MMgl aga [[7]"&] “elder brother (52)’ (SHM §18).

126 This Khamnigan form is from my 2009 fieldwork in Binder county and Dadal county,
Khentii province, Mongolia.

127 E.g. MMgl aqai egedi [[n[#%%B+& 7] ‘elder aunt (454k)’ (HITY 1.14b4).

128 See entries for MKit *-bofi, *-lofi, Tagh *¢"irqafi, and *fiagafi for more evidence of CSM
word-final *Vfi# > PMgl *Vi#. CSM *ak"afi ‘elder male relative’ has close comparanda
in Nivkh, Turkic, Tungusic, Inuit, Persian, Syriac, Koreanic, Finno-Ugric, Chukotko-
Kamchatkan, and Late Old Chinese; see discussion in §6.2.2.1 entry for A-kan.
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MKit *baq # % <b.aq ‘child’!® (lexicalized plural *bx-an # 31 # <b.y.an

‘children’ %), Cognate to reconstructed western Middle Mongol *baga

‘small’.!3! CSM *baga ‘small, young’.!*?

MKit *bas # % <b.as) ‘again’.!**> Cognate to Middle Mongol basa ‘again’.'**

CSM *basa ‘again, also’.!*

129 E.g. Chiao (21: 5).

30 B g Chung (6: 20).

131 Although this word is not attested in any Middle Mongol text, it is known as a western
Middle Mongol loanword in New Persian baga 4» ‘small’, as identified by Doerfer (1963:
213 §91). Reflexes of the Proto-Mongolic form of this word include Shira Yoghor [baka]
‘little, small’ (Tenishev & Todaeva 1966: 49; Juunast 1981: 97), and other cognates in
Buryat, Oirat, and Ordos, as well as Khalkha and other dialects of Mongolian Proper (cf.
Sun et al. 1990: 130). Martin gives “bage” as a Daur word for ‘little, young’, but remarks
that this word is “apparently not common” (1961: 117); most likely this wordform, which
is not attested in other accounts of Daur, is probably a loanword from Mongolian Proper,
or is the result of interference from Mongolian Proper in the idiolect of his consultant.

EEIN

132 Starostin et al. connect WMgl “baya” ‘young, small’ (in fact, hay-a at the orthographic
level) with OJpn *waka- ‘young’ (the superscript star * is my addition), which they claim
goes back to PJpn *baka- ‘young’ (2003: 336). Although there is possibly a loanword
relationship between the Serbi-Mongolic word and OJpn *waka- ‘young’, Starostin et
al.’s PJpn reconstruction “*baka-” seems unlikely—as demonstrated by Beckwith
(2007a), OJpn word-initial *w regularly goes back to *w or *u, e.g. OJpn *wata- [f1%%]
‘to ford (&)’ < PJpn *u ‘crossing’ + *ata- ‘to reach, attain’, OJpn *wi [ 5] ‘well (}f)’ <
CJK *wir ‘spring, well’, and OJpn *wi [ /5] ‘pig, boar (5£)’ < CJK *wi ‘id.” (Beckwith
2007a: 141, 142). Most likely OJpn *waka- ‘young’ is a reflex of a Serbi-Mongolic
loanword into early continental Japanese-Koguryoic. On the early continental speakers
of Japanese-Koguryoic, see Kiyose (2001: 136-137).

133 E.g. HsTi (21: 6).

134 E.g. early Middle Mongol: Basa Tayang Qan Jamuga-daca asaqurun te’iin-ii goyina-ca
ayisuqun ken buyu ke’ejii’iii “Again Tayang Qan asked Jamuqa, ‘Who is approaching
after him?”’ (SHM §195; translation from de Rachewiltz 2006: 121).

135 According to Kara, Middle Mongol basa ‘then, again’ is a loanword from Middle Turkic
basa, a verbal adverb form of bas- ‘to press, follow’ (Kara 2001: 83). Cf. MTrk basa
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MKit *baran # % #® <b.ar.a.an> ‘right (direction)’. '*® Cognate to early
Middle Mongol bara’'un *[barafiun] ‘right (direction)’,!*’ late Middle
Mongol barawun ~ baran ‘id.’,'*® and Preclassical Written Mongol
barayun ‘id.”'* The Middle Mongol form bara 'un is probably the result of
morphological syncretism with je 7iin *[tfofiun] ‘left (direction)’. In Modern
Mongolian and other ‘central’ dialects of Mongolic, the word also denotes
‘west’, a post-medieval semantic innovation. Note also Daur [baron]'*’ and
Baarin ['par3n]'"' ‘right (side); west’. CSM *baran ‘right (direction)’.

LKit *bawl [ E] ‘vile person, villain (¥ A )’.!'* Perlee (1959a) first
suggested that this Kitan word is cognate to Written Mongol boyol
‘slave’!'*3 and modern Khalkha 6oo0. [po:B] ‘id.”!** Although his proposal
is correct, he did not reconstruct the Kitan form. Following an Old
Mandarin reading of the characters, I reconstruct Late Kitan *bawl [5%
EH]'" “vile person, villain’, cognate to Middle Mongol bo ol *[bofisl]

‘after’, attested no earlier than the 11" c. A.D. (DTS 85). Middle Kitan # % is attested as
carly as the Hsing-tsung Huang-ti Ai-ts’e inscription of 1055 A.D., roughly
contemporaneous with the Middle Turkic word. It is thus difficult to determine in which
language the word has chronological precedence. The ultimate relationship among the
Middle Kitan, Middle Mongol, and Middle Turkic forms requires further study. Starostin
et al. (2003: 906) connect MTrk basa with MMgl masi ‘very’ and with a Tungusic word
for ‘hard’, but their proposal is semantically and phonologically implausible.

136 Chung (19:12; 19:39); Yung (9:3); Liu et al. (2009: 493).

137 E.g. MMgl bara 'un [F2§I55] ‘right (45)° (HIIY 1.25b7).

138 E.g. late MMgl barawun [0s3 5] ~ baran [\ ] ‘right’ (MAA: Poppe 1938: 112a, 433b).

139 F.g. Pcl. barayun (Hin., . 6, 11).

140 Engkebatu (1984: 72).

14! This is my own transcription. I thank Dr. Otgon Borjigin of Lanzhou University (a native
speaker from Baarin Left Banner) for allowing me to interview him several times and
learn Baarin phonology from him in May 2006 in Bloomington, Indiana.

142 LS (116: 1535).

143 Note also Pcl. boyol (Qqgor I, I. 21) ~ boyal (Aruy, . 18).

144 Perlee (1959a: 15). The IPA transcription presented here is my own.

145 LOM.Ph [baw], [li] (Cob. 532, 187); note that Old Mandarin had no lateral codas.
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‘slave’'*® and its modern Khalkha reflex. This correspondence provides

evidence of CSM *boyul > *bayul > *bawul > Late Kitan *bawl. CSM
*boyul ‘slave’'*” («— £ LOC or EMC *bog ‘slave’ + SM *-Ul ‘plural
suffix’14%),

146 E g attested early MMgl [Z2844] “slaves (4045#)° (SHM §137), MMgl bo ol [Z£' 4] “slaves
(448 (HITY 1.14b1), and late MMgl bol [J 5] (MAA: JSPS).

147 Note also Manchu bolyosu ~ bolyosu ‘a slave of the third generation’, which Rozycki
considers to be an early Mongolic loanword into Manchu (Roz. 34). I propose the
following etymology: CSM *boyul ‘slave’ > pre-PMgl *boyul ~ *boyul-sU — early
Jurchen-Manchu > attested Manchu bolyosu *[bolgosu] ~ bolyosu *[bolyosu] ‘a slave of
the third generation’. The Manchu form is probably the result of metathesis to satisfy
phonotactic constraints in early Jurchen-Manchu. See Appendix D for additional
examples of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU. Norman glosses bolyosu ~ bolyosu as ‘a slave of
the third generation’ (1978: 34a). Zakharov glosses bolyosu (i.e. 6oaxocy in his
transcription) as “pa0b TpeThsiro koiabHa Bb jomMb poausiiiiics” (1875: 518a) but glosses
bolyosu (i.e. 6oarocy) as “aucteiid, unctsakp” (1875: 517b). The Manchu-Chinese-
Mongolian Triglot Dictionary of 1780 glosses bolyosu as ‘slave of the third generation
(ZZE4)’ (Kuribayashi & Hurelbator 2008: 61).

148 See Shimunek et al. (2015) for the Chinese etymology of this Serbi-Mongolic word and
Zhengzhang (1991) on voiced codas in Old Chinese.
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MKit *bu- ®#& buv> ¥ ~ *bo HE b.o» " ~ *po- kR p.o> ‘be,
become’.!>! Cognate to Middle Mongol bii- *[bu-] ‘be, exist’.!>> CSM
*bU- ‘be, become’.

Tagh *buém [[{fE] ‘nobles who prepare food (B AfE& A)’.!>} The final
*-n is a plural suffix (see entry for MKit *-an above). Cognate to Middle
Mongol bawurci ‘chef, cook’ ~ bawurcin ‘chefs, cooks’. '** CSM
*bayuré" ‘cook, chef”.!5

Tagh *Carsuyém [T7EE] ‘people who send out and receive accusations on
behalf of the ruler (B 3= H45Z&% A)’,'*° i.e. a position equivalent to a judge.
The final *-n is a plural suffix (see entry for MKit *-an above). This
Taghbach title is cognate to Preclassical Written Mongol jaryucin

‘judges’, 1*7 formed from Middle Mongol jarqu ~ jaryu ‘judgement,

149 B g. MKit *bu-r 4 & % b.u".ur ‘was (masculine past)’ in the sentence & %& M4 /& # 2 &
K 3k & ‘At the ... time when [he] was at a young age’ (YHsiang 22: 9-13).

130 E.g. MKit *bo-r 4 & 4 <b.o.on ‘was (masculine past)’ as in the sentence B % # & &
‘[He] became a Punitive Commissioner’ (Hs7i 5: 4-6).

S E g MKit *po-r * B4 (p.o.on ‘was (masculine past)’ as in the sentence — % 3412
4 & ok B A ‘[He] became Field Marshal of the Northern Jurchen’ (YHsiang 26: 5-9)
and *po-n : B W <p.o.on> ‘was (feminine past tense)’ as in the sentence @ ik X 4 & &
£ & $¥R AEL + RZXRE RAF £ % X LEM ‘That time was the twelfth
Blue Tiger year of the Celestial Gathering reign period, in mid-winter, on the fourteenth
day’ (Lang 4:14-5:9; cf. Shimunek 2014a: 107).

152 This is a well-attested verb in Middle Mongol, e.g. note the numerous inflected forms in
the Secret History: bii-gii [N ] ‘exist-FUT.VN’ (§128), bii-jii [} &] ‘exist-PFV.CVB’
(§189), bii-ksen [ |#4%] ‘exist-PRE.VN’ (§155), bii-riin [ "] ‘exist-PREP.CVB’ (§106)
etc.

133 NCS (57: 985).

154 E.g. attested early MMgl bawurci [{5JL7 V2 7%] ‘chef, cook (BfF) (SHM §130) ~
bawurcin [{£L7RET] ‘chefs, cooks (Bf F-5) (SHM §192).

155 For an explanation of the sound changes here, see Chapter Five entry for Fu-chen [[ffE&].

136 NCS (57: 985).

157 Attested in an undated Turfan document (Tumurtogoo & Cecegdari 2006: 424).
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sentence’ '8 and the plural occupational suffix -cin *[-f"in] (i.e. -¢i

‘occupational suffix’ + -n ‘plural suffix’). CSM *jarguy-¢"1 ‘judge’ <
*Jarguy ‘judgement, sentence’ + *-&"1 ‘occupational suffix’.!>®
MKit *Cawr A & «Cau.un ‘army’ ~ ‘war, battle’!% > LKit *¢"awr [¥)#f] ~
[WMILA] “war, battle (85)’.'! Cognate to the Middle Mongol noun ¢a ‘ur
*[ffPafiur] ‘military campaign’'%? and the derived verb ¢a ‘ura- *[tf"afiura-]
‘battle, go on a military campaign’.'®> The meaning of ‘army’ is also
retained in the Modern Mongolian compound noun mapar myyp ['ts"ir3k

tsPor ~ 'ts"er3k ts"ur] ‘army’. '%* CSM *¢Payur ‘battle, military

158 See Kara (2009: 130) for this Middle Mongol word.

159 Kane (2009: §2.169) mentions a form 34L& ‘prime minister (324H)” which I read as
Ja.ir.qo> and reconstruct as MKit *jayrqo. This may be cognate to the above Taghbach
and Mongol terms, although this correspondence poses phonological and semantic
problems.

10 B o Jen-hsien (42: 55). See Kane (2009: 84 §3.004, 125 §3.234) for this Middle Kitan form.
The phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.

161 1S (53: 879); see Shimunek (2007) for the CTKC transcription [V #].

102 B g attested early MMgl c¢a’'ur [2Z ][ 2] ‘military campaign ({IF) (SHM §254) ~

221717 ‘military campaign (fiF#E)’ (SHM §255). According to Oyuunch & Janhunen,
“it is difficult to determine whether the Mongolic noun is an inherited lexical item or a
[Kitan] loanword” (2010: 70). Given the existence of other Mongol deverbal nouns
ending in - (e.g. amur ‘rest’ < amu- ‘to rest’ + *-r ‘deverbal noun suffix’), this is likely
to be a shared lexical retention in Mongolic and Serbi, despite the fact that the verbal root
of this particular word is not retained in Mongolic. The verbal root was probably lost in
Mongolic but retained in Middle Kitan.

193 E g MMgl ¢a ura- [ZZJL7I]] ‘go on a military campaign, to battle (-H{iF)’ (SHM §236);
cf. also somewhat later MMgl cawura- [¥VTLH]] “id.” (HITY 3.19b2).

164 See Kara (2005: 8) for this modern Khalkha form. The phonetic transcription given above

is my own.
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campaign’ % < *¢hayu- ‘to do battle’ 1 + *-r ‘masculine past tense
deverbal noun suffix’ (see above).

165 Starostin et al. are correct to connect MMgl ¢a'ur ‘army’ with Tungusic forms such as
Negidal cauya, Written Manchu “coya” (which should be corrected to cooya, spoken
*Cauya), Jurchen cauya, Ulcha cauya, Uilta cauya, Nanai caoya, Oroch cauya, Udihe
¢awaha ~ ¢auha, and Solon coya (2003: 406-407); however, despite their claim of genetic
affinity, these correspondences are evidence of a Serbi-Mongolic — Tungusic loanword.
Aisin Gioro also connects Jurchen *¢auya & ¥ (reconstructed by her as “*tfauka”) with
the Kitan word (2004: 98 #54). Oyuunch & Janhunen claim that Tungusic borrowed the
verbal root of this word from Kitan (Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 70). Although they are
undoubtedly correct that the directionality of this loan is from Kitan to Tungusic, the
verbal root was not borrowed as a full-fledged root—in other words, this root does not
function as a full verb in Tungusic languages—it is attested only in this single lexical
item. The following scenario seems more likely: The Kitan deverbal noun construction
*Caw-r ‘battle, war’ (from *Caw- ‘fight in a war’ + *-r ‘masculine past tense deverbal
noun suffix’) was calqued into Jurchen as *Cauya &% «auya ‘army (FH); martial,
military (1)’ (c¢f. NT 127, 248 for this Jurchen form), composed of *Cau- (borrowed
directly from Kitan *Caw-) with Jurchen *-ya ‘perfective verbal noun suffix’, i.e. the
native Jurchen approximate equivalent to Middle Kitan *-r ‘masculine past tense deverbal
noun suffix’. The Jurchens are known to have employed Kitan writing in the early part of
their empire, and many Jurchens undoubtedly had functional knowledge of spoken Kitan.
Attested forms of this word in other Tungusic languages are phonologically so close to
the Jurchen form that they are very likely to be intrafamily loanwords from Jurchen. The
Manchu reflex of the Jurchen word was later borrowed into the Mongolic daughter
language Daur, in the form [ff*ay] ‘soldiers, army, troops’; cf. Engkebatu (1984: 307) for
this Daur form and its Manchu etymology. Jurchen *¢ausi & ¥ «Gau.§D ‘troops, army’
is probably a further reanalysis with the *-3i & element from Chinese shih + (MSC shi)
‘soldier’ (note the fact that the Jurchen grapheme ¥ is otherwise attested only in
transcriptions of the Mandarin syllable shih (MSC shi), e.g. -+, 52, Eifi etc. Cf. NT 93 for
attestations of Jurchen & «i>.

166 As shown by Oyuunch & Janhunen, Kitan 7 is a verbal root denoting ‘to fight a war’ (e.g.
HsTi 6: 5), and Kitan A % ‘war, army’ is a deverbal noun based on this root (Oyuunch &
Janhunen 2010: 69-70). I reconstruct this verbal root as MKit *Caw- @ «Cau.» ‘to battle,
to fight a war’. As further evidence of this verbal root, note attested MKit *Cawlgay
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T u-yii-hun *&"1 [Z] ‘you (F§)’.'%” Cognate to Middle Mongol ¢i *[tf"i] ‘you’

(singular).'®® CSM *¢&"1 ‘you (singular)’.'®®

Tagh *¢"rno [ 4] ‘wolf (JE)*.'7° The fact that Middle Mongol had no
attested instances of *[r+n] clusters in monomorphemic roots'’! may
suggest that Common Serbi-Mongolic *r was lost in Proto-Mongolic

A F £+ «Cau.wl.ya.ad> (HsHui 18:2), which is clearly formed from the verbal root *Caw-
‘to fight a war’ + *-lga- ‘causative-passive suffix’ + *-y ‘converb suffix’.

167 See Chapter Six.

168 E.g. early MMgl ¢i [77] ‘you ({RR)’ (SHM §15) and late MMgl ¢i [2] ‘you’ (Leid.).

169 Ultimately this word and other personal pronouns of Serbi-Mongolic, Tungusic, Turkic,
Finno-Ugric, East Germanic, and other Eurasian languages come from Indo-European,
possibly via Hunnic (Beckwith 2005: 11; 2010: 8; 2011a). Note also Sakhalin Nivkh un
[chi] 2T ‘you (t61)’ (Tangiku et al. 2008: 44), which undoubtedly has the same origin.

170 WS (113: 3013). The Mongolic cognate of this Taghbach word was first identified by
Shiratori (1911a: 1283), although he did not reconstruct the Taghbach form or deal with
the phonological problems entailed.

17 There is scanty evidence that -rn- clusters were permitted across morpheme boundaries in
late Middle Mongol wordforms such as yar-ni [ '] ‘hand/arm-3P0OSS” as attested in the
Mugqaddimat al-Adab (JSPS 2008: 191a), but these are all clearly secondary
developments—earlier dialects of Middle Mongol have postposed third-person
possessive markers, i.e. inu for singular and anu for plural (ultimately genitive forms of
the third person pronoun stems, i.e. Proto-Mongolic *m-u and *an-u). Moreover, the
consonant cluster -rn- is not attested for Middle Mongol in monomorphemic roots. A
search through the available Middle Mongol glossaries and the most reliable dictionaries
of Written Mongol—Kowalewski’s Dictionnaire mongol-russe-frangais (1844-1849)
and Lessing et al.’s Mongolian-English Dictionary (1995)—reveals that -rn- clusters
appear only in loanwords. The only identifiable instances of -rn- in monomorphemic
words that are not loanwords are WMgl 6rni- ‘grow, increase, develop’ and sarni- ‘scatter,
disperse’, but since these words are, to the best of my knowledge, not attested in Middle
Mongol, they are probably post-Middle Mongol innovations in Modern Mongolian. We
may thus conclude that -7n- clusters were not a part of normal, inherited Middle Mongol
phonology. Comparative data on the modern Mongolic languages and dialects of Middle
Mongol likewise provide no evidence of such a cluster for Proto-Mongolic. Common
Serbi-Mongolic *-rn- clusters must have regularly simplified to *-n- in Proto-Mongolic.
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before nasals, or perhaps only before the homorganic nasal *n. Thus,
Common Serbi-Mongolic *¢"irno *[tf"1rna] > Middle Mongol ¢ino *[t{"ino]
‘wolf’!”? > modern Khalkha wono [tf"on] ‘id.” The Kitan word for ‘wolf’
has not yet been identified. The -a in Written Mongol ¢ino-a ‘wolf” (often
erroneously transcribed cinu-a) is simply an orthographic convention to
distinguish the otherwise homographic cino ‘wolf® from cdinu “your
(2T)’,'7 although there are Middle Mongol dialectal variants with a
secondary unrounded vowel *a, e.g. ¢ina ‘wolf’.!”* CSM *¢"rno ‘wolf’.

Tagh *¢"rqai [, F] ‘a type of artemisia (E%)’.!”> Cognate to modern Written
Mongol ciryai ‘tall, straight, and densely growing (e.g. of grasses)’ <
unattested MMgl *¢irgai ‘Cotoneaster’ (cf. modern Khalkha wapraii
[thar's&] ‘Cotoneaster’). CSM *¢"irgani ‘flowering plant of the eudicot
clade’.!7

Tagh *¢"ur/*¢Por [ 3] ‘hand net (2).!"” Cognate to Written Mongol toor
‘net” and Middle Mongol tor [t"or] ‘net’.!”® CSM *thur ~ *t"or ‘net’.!”’

MKit *Cur- #14€ «Cur> ~ ® %K Cur> ~ *ur- X4 Juro ~ Hur £ Gun
‘two’. '8 This numeral is the base of attested Late Kitan *juri [55 H ]

172 E.g. MMgl cino [77FE] ‘wolf (JE)’ (SHM §78).

173 Gyorgy Kara, p.c.

174 Cf. attested late western Middle Mongol ¢ina [Wa] (MAA: JSPS).

175 WS (113: 3012).

176 Since artemisia and cotoneaster share a common eudicot ancestor in the distant past, the
Common Serbi-Mongolic form probably denotes some kind of eudicot plant possessing
common traits of plants of both the artemisia and cotoneaster genera.

77 WS (113: 3009).

178 MMgl tor [ 5] ‘net’ (MAA: Poppe 1938: 448).

179 Cf. Middle Turkic tor ‘net, mesh’, first solidly attested in the 11" ¢. (DTS: 578; EDT 528).
This word is not attested in runiform Old Turkic, and is likely to be a Serbi-Mongolic
loanword into Turkic. New Persian tor (L5 ‘net, fishing net’ is a loanword from Turkic,
as demonstrated by Doerfer (1965: 606 §954).

130 See §7.3.2.1.5 ‘Numerals’.
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‘twenty (—1)".!8! Cognate to Middle Mongol jirin ‘two (feminine)’,!s?

Daur [dswr] ~ [dswru:] “pair’,'®* and Mongghul jur ‘pair’.'®* CSM *jur- ~
#ir- ‘two’ (— PTung ‘two’!%).

MKit *dalu- %< # «da.luy> ~ *dalu A «dalu’ ‘seven’.!®® Cognate to Middle

Mongol dolo’a-n ‘seven’ ' and dala-n ‘seventy’. 8% CSM *dalu

‘seven’.!%?

181 The Late Kitan reconstruction above is my revision of Rona-Tas (2016: 133). Réna-Tas
connects this Late Kitan form with Kitan Assembled Script T ‘twenty’, and identifies
attested MKit ‘two’ as the root of LKit ‘twenty’ (2016: 133). The Late Kitan form is
transcribed and glossed in CTKC.

182 E g early MMgl jirin [ 1 7%5] “two (Wif4)’ (SHM §70).

183 Engkebatu (1984: 321).

184 Mongghul jur ‘pair (X{)’ (Ch’iin et al. 2007: 228b).

185 Rozycki (1994: 128) considers this a ‘pre-loan correspondence’ between Middle Mongol
and Manchu juru ‘pair’, but given the Tungusic forms for ‘two’ and their congruency
with Middle Kitan ‘two’, as well as the prestige that must have been attached to the
historically dominant Serbi-Mongolic peoples, it seems likely to be a Serbi or early Serbi-
Mongolic dialectal word borrowed into Proto-Tungusic. Compare Late Jurchen *juwo
[#£] two (—)’, written = in Jurchen Script (NT 2), Manchu juwa ‘two’, Ewenki, Ewen,
and Solon juur, Negidal juul, Oroch and Udihe juu, Uilta duu, Ulcha jual, and Nanai juar
‘two’ (Tsintsius 1975-1977), and Khentii-Dornod Khamnigan Ewenki [dguir] ‘two’
(Rinchen 1969: 50; written “mxyp” in his transcription system). Jurchen *jiryon /& [
FLE#R] ‘twelve’ (NT 204) is another early loanword from a Serbi-Mongolic language, with
the root *jir- cognate to MMgl jirin ‘two (feminine)’ (cf. Kane 2009, Janhunen 2003,
Poppe 1979, Ligeti 1986, and Laufer 1921). See Shimunek (forthcoming, c) for the
precise details of this etymology and its historical context.

186 See §7.3.2.1.5 ‘Numerals’.

87 E.g. MMgl dolo an [Z25E27] ‘seven (1-f&) (SHM §45).

188 B g. MMgl dalan [ZFd] ‘seventy (=)’ (SHM §129). Note also the Kojia reflex [danlo]
~ [dolo] ‘seven’ (Sechinchogt 1999: 298a).

189 Poppe reconstructs “Ancient Mongolian *daluban” ‘seven’ (1962: 468), but the *-bA-
suffix is not attested in Serbi languages and instead seems to be a later innovation
distinguishing the Mongolic branch from the Serbi branch. See the footnote in the entry
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LKit *daws [£I]Hf] ‘salt (£5)’.1°° Cognate to Middle Mongol dabusu ‘salt’.!’"!
CSM *dabusu ‘salt’.!?

MKit *dur- £ & «d.ur» ~ *tur- 4 t.ur> ~ *dur ® «dun ‘four’.!'”> Cognate
to Middle Mongol dérben ‘four’ and *do- as in dotii’er “fourth’ (< *dor-
tii’er)."** CSM *dor- ‘four’.'”>

for MKit *cur ‘three’ below. Jurchen *dalyon X [ 5i#K] ‘seventeen’ (NT 83) is an
early borrowing from a Serbi-Mongolic language, with the root *dal- undoubtedly
cognate to MMgl dolo’an ‘seven’ (cf. Kane 2009, Janhunen 2003, Poppe 1979, Ligeti
1986, and Laufer 1921). See Shimunek (forthcoming, c) for the precise details of this
loanword and its historical context.

190 Franke identified this transcription in the 1044 A.D. military handbook Wu-ching tsung-
yao HAEHEE in the Kitan phrase Mi-tao-ssu Niao [EEZ|HT5], corresponding to Chinese
Ta Yen P’o KE&;H (WCTY 16b: 148), which Franke translates as “Grosse Salzsee” [Great
Salt Sea] (1969: 38). In fact, p ‘o JH here probably denotes ‘lake” and not ‘sea’. These are
thus glossed transcriptions of Late Kitan *mi [EE] ‘great (/K)’, *daws [ZI[HT] ‘salt (&),
and *faw [5] ‘lake (J) . Although *mi ‘great’ has no currently identifiable cognates,
*daws ‘salt’ is cognate to Middle Mongol dabusu ‘salt’ as shown by Franke (1969: 38),
and *naw ‘lake’ is cognate to Middle Mongol na 'ur ‘lake’. See entry for LKit *fiaw below.

YIE.g. MMgl dabusun [ZA¥4] ‘salt (§8)° (HIIY 1.12b5). Manchu dabsun ‘salt’ < Jurchen
*dabsun BRE [Z 4] “salt (E8)’ (NT 150), Ewenki dawusun, Solon dooson, Ulcha and
Uilta dawsun, and Nanai daosi ‘salt’ are loanwords from Middle Mongol or Proto-
Mongolic. Negidal daksun, Oroch daksu ‘salt’, and Udihe daugu ‘salt box’ are probably
borrowings from an earlier Serbi-Mongolic dialect. See Roz. 52-53 for these Tungusic
forms, and for an alternative etymology.

192 This Serbi-Mongolic word is probably related to modern Sakhalin Nivkh Tadreny [tafcin]
‘salt’, although the history of the word in Nivkh remains to be examined, making it
difficult to determine the directionality of this loanword. The Nivkh form I cite here is
from Tangiku et al. (2008: 29 #53). On geographical grounds, it seems likely that this is
an early Nivkh loanword in Serbi-Mongolic, perhaps via an intermediary donor language.

193 See §7.3.2.1.5 ‘Numerals’.

194 B g. MMgl détii’er [ 2675487 ] “fourth (5 0U) (HIIY 2.27b3).

195 Jurchen *duryon X ~ X [J851#)] ‘fourteen’ (NT 83) is undoubtedly a loanword from an
early Serbi-Mongolic language, with the root *dur- cognate to Middle Mongol dorben
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LKit *dwar- [ZH] ‘put down a revolt, pacify (5/F)’.!°° Cognate to Middle
Mongol daru- *[taru-] ‘press down, crush, conquer’.!®” CSM *daru- ‘press
down, conquer, pacify’.

MKit *o % <> ‘this’.!”® Cognate to Middle Mongol *e- as in ene ‘this’,'”
e’lin- ‘this (oblique stem)’,?®° ede ‘these’,?’! eyimii ‘like this, this kind
of*, 292 eyimiin (plural of eyimii),?®® eyin ‘in this manner’.?** CSM *2

‘proximal demonstrative’.

‘four’ (cf. Kane 2009, Janhunen 2003, Poppe 1979, Ligeti 1986, and Laufer 1921). See
Shimunek (forthcoming, c) for the precise details of this loanword and its historical
context. CSM *dor- ‘four’ also superficially resembles Old Turkic trt ‘four’ and
Tokharian B (Kuchean) stwerd ~ stwara ~ swer ‘four’. The Tokharian forms here are
cited from Peyrot (2013: 665, 677, 684, 696, 715).

19 This Late Kitan verb is attested in the past or perfective verbal noun form *dwar-
Bofi/*dwar-Bon [EH A ‘pacification (5/°F)” (LS 31: 365, 116: 1544).

197 E.g. attested early MMgl daru- [ %] ‘conquer, defeat (J}5)’ (SHM §153) ~ “press down,
crush (BR)’ (SHM §209).

198 See §7.3.2.1.2 for discussion and attestations.

199 E.g. MMgl ene [4E#2] ‘this (iZ)’ (SHM §15).

20 E.g. MMgl e’ii-ber [ZE L5 2] ‘PROX.DEM-INS’ (SHM §90), e’iin-ece [ZE TLIE ]
‘PROX.DEM-ABL’ (SHM §134), e’iin-i [85]1.))E] ‘PROX.DEM-ACC’ (SHM §152), and e iin-
ii [#BJLEN] ‘PROX.DEM-GEN’ (SHM §154).

W01 E.g. MMgl ede [#E7%] ‘these’ (SHM §18).

202 E.g. MMgl eyimii [#E7T7K] ‘like this, this kind of (%) (SHM §86).

203 E.g. MMgl eyimiin [%871 9], plural of eyimii, as in the phrase eyimiin iiges [Z67R[T] [JUF&
8] ‘such words’ (SHM §255).

204 E.g. MMgl eyin [ZHA]] ‘like this (3E#%)’ (SHM §71), where it modifies a verb in the phrase
eyin ke egdekiii [#E[R] [ 4E 52 14:%], translated by Cleaves as ‘[we have been] so spoken
against’ (1982: 20) and by de Rachewiltz as ‘we are being spoken to in this way’ (2006:
17).
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MKit *obu % <ebu> ‘grandfather, old man, ancestor’.?%> Cognate to Middle
Mongol ebiige ‘ancestor’>*® and ebiigen ‘old man’.2” CSM *obu ‘old man,
grandfather, ancestor’?®® (— PTung *opu ‘grandfather’>"?).

MSer (Yii-wen dialect) *obun/*abon [{275] (LMC *ibun)*'? ‘grass (&)’.2!!
Cognate to Middle Mongol ebesii ~ ebesiin ‘grass’.*'> CSM *abo-n

cgrassa.zw

205 E.g. YHsiang (7: 33). Oyuunch & Janhunen propose the reading <ebu> and identify the
Mongolic cognate (2010: 154).

206 E.g. MMgl ebiige [ZH#%] “ancestor (1)’ (SHM §40).

207 E.g. MMgl ebiigen [#EAF] ‘old man (# A)’ (SHM §72). Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010)
identified the Kitan form and its Mongolic cognate.

208 CSM *sbu > pre-PMgl *obu-ya(-n) > PMgl *obuya-n > > Khalkha eBee [e'we]
‘grandfather, grandpa’ ~ eBer ['ewdk] ‘ancestor’ ~ eBren [‘ewydn] ‘old man’. See
Appendix D ‘Pre-Proto-Mongolic Morphological Innovations’ for additional examples
of pre-PMgl *-yA.

209 Rozycki (1994: 66) considers the correspondence of Written Mongol ebiigen ‘old man’ to
Manchu efu ‘husband of one’s elder sister’ to be “problematic”, but given the Middle
Kitan form above, and the Tungusic forms Rozycki cites, this is clearly a Kitan or earlier
Serbi-Mongolic loanword in Tungusic. As shown by Rozycki, Manchu efis in the sense
of ‘husband of an imperial princess’ was later borrowed into early Modern Mongolian as
efu ‘son-in-law of an emperor or king’ (Rozycki 1994: 66), i.e. CSM *obu — PTung
*apu > Manchu efu — early Modern Mongolian efis.

210 f£2 for Z2 (Pul. 367, LMC *4,); 743 (Pul. 94, LMC *bun).

HUTCTC (81: 2590).

212 E.g. MMgl ebesii [ F38) ‘grass (55)’ (HIIY 3.13a3) ~ ebesiin [4AF#4] ‘grass (51)’ (SHM
§24) and late Middle Mongol ebesiin [(5d)] ‘grass (<ile)’ (Leid. 64a.3.6).

213 See Appendix D for a discussion of *-sU, a morphological innovation in Pre-Proto-
Mongolic distinguishing the Mongolic branch from Serbi. This transcription is significant
in that it gives evidence of a post-nominal *-n suffix which is otherwise not attested in
Serbi. Alternatively, the CSM form may be monomorphemic *obon ‘grass’, which was
later reanalyzed in pre-Proto-Mongolic as dimorphemic *abo-n > *obo-sU-n.
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MKit *ema % # @m.a> ‘goat’.>!* Cognate to Middle Mongol ima’an ‘ram,
goat’.>!> CSM *ma ‘goat’.>!¢

214 B.g. Hsiian (4: 13). Cf. Kane (2009: 67, 99). This Kitan word is probably the origin of the
Korean word for ‘goat’; I propose the following etymology: attested MKit *ema ‘goat’ >
unattested LKit *em (?) ‘id.” — unattested EMK > attested LMK yem- H *[jdm-] as in
yem-syo HH - 93 - 2= *[jdm-sjG] ‘goat (111 )’ (a compound with LMK syo H -3 “cattle’) >
MSK yemso 932~ [jomsu] ‘goat’. The LMK forms cited here are from Nam (2002: 873a-
b, 1088b) and Yu Ch’angton (2000: 471a, 568a). Early Middle Korean did not have the
vowels *¢ or *e; the sequence *ya was thus the closest possible approximation to foreign
*¢. See Seongyeon Ko (2011) for an analysis of the Early Middle Korean vowel inventory.

215 B.g. MMgl imaan [JFEZE] ‘ram (F:FE) (HIIY 1.06a7). Note also the MMgl plural form
ima’at [JR 5[] ‘goats” (SHM §151) and Preclassical Written Mongol imaya ~ imayan
‘goat’ (ES: Kara 2009: 124). Khentii-Dornod Khamnigan Ewenki [imagain] ‘goat’
(Rinchen 1969: 63; written “umaran” in Rinchen’s transcription system) is a borrowing
from Proto-Mongolic or another early variety of Mongolic. See Appendix D for pre-PMgl
*yA.

216 Starostin et al. connect the Mongol word with Turkic “imya” (i.e. imga) ‘wild mountain
she-goat’, Middle Korean yem-syo HH ‘goat’, and such Tungusic forms as Ewenki iamii,
Ewen 7iami, Negidal 7fiamii, and Uilta namj ‘female deer’ (2003: 1003-1004); see also
Tsintsius (1975-1977: 312). The proposed connection with the Tungusic forms seems
unlikely for semantic reasons, and the Middle Korean form is likely to be a loanword
from Late Kitan, as I demonstrate in the footnote above. Clauson considered this Turkic
word to be among the “first layer” of Turkic loanwords in Mongolic (1962: 235). Vovin
proposes that the attested Kitan word for ‘goat’ is a loanword from Turkic imea ~ yimea
‘she-goat, mountain goat’, and claims that the fact that MMgl has an -n suffix which is
absent in the Turkic form “strongly suggest[s] the direction of borrowing being from
Turkic to Mongolic” (Vovin 2013: 622); however, MMgl -n appears to be a later
innovation distinguishing the Mongolic branch from the Serbi branch of the Serbi-
Mongolic language family. Note such correspondences as MKit *po ‘time, season’ to
MMgl hon ‘calendrical year’, and MKit *Sawa ‘eagle, hawk, bird of prey’ to MMgl
siba’u-n ‘bird, eagle, hawk’. The Turkic word in question is first solidly attested in
Middle Turkic, i.e. approximately contemporaneously with the Middle Kitan word: MTrk
yimra ‘female wild mountain goat’ ~ imra ‘goat’, both attested in the 12"-13' c. edition
of the 11" ¢. Qutadyu Bilig: DTS 267a, 218b). This is probably an early Serbi-Mongolic
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MKit *ofio ® % <efi.e» ‘now, at present’.?!” Cognate to Middle Mongol ene
*[ono] ‘this’.2!® CSM *afio ‘proximal ad-word (temporal or spatial)’.2!®
MKit *owr 3 % eu.n> ‘long time (£)’.%2° Cognate to Middle Mongol e iire

*[ofiura] ~ e tiri *[ofiuri] ‘a long time, eternity’?*' and Preclassical Written

Mongol egiiri ‘id.”*?* CSM *oyurV for a long time, eternity’.

loanword into Archaic Turkic. See Shimunek et al. (2015) for a possible historical context
in which such a loan could have occurred. Clauson claims this word is attested in early
8t ¢. Old Turkic in the Kiil Tegin Inscription of 732 A.D. and the Bilge Qayan Inscription
of 735 A.D. (EDT 158; see GOrkT 9-12 for the dates of these inscriptions), but both
occurrences he cites are treated as place names by Tekin, who reads these as amyi ~ amya
(GOrkT 301, 302); i.e., amsi ~ ampa in my transcription system. The Common Serbi-
Mongolic form *mma ‘goat’, or an early Serbi reflex of it, is the source of Nanai, Udihe,
Ulcha, and Oroch ima ~ iman ‘goat’ (these Tungusic forms are from Roz. 116 and
Tsintsius 1975-1977: 312). Jurchen *imala/*imara "%k [—E#] ‘goat (L) (NT
10, 34, 155) is also clearly related; the *-ra/*-1a element is probably a suffix — as shown
by Gorelova, Manchu -r4 ~ -I4 is a reanalyzed suffix of unknown semantic value
appearing in certain noun roots (Gorelova 2002: 114). Manchu imayi ‘goral
(Naemorhedus goral)’ (Norman 1978: 148a) is the same word as the attested Jurchen
word, with a different suffix: The -y# element closely resembles Manchu -yon ~ -xun ~ -
xtn ‘noun-forming suffix’ (Gorelova 2002: 148-150). Manchu niman ‘goat’ is a “recent”
borrowing from Mongolian (Roz. 162).

217 See §7.3.2.1.4 for discussion.

18 E.g. MMgl ene [#5##] ‘this (38) (SHM §15).

219 This word is probably related to CSM *3 ‘this’; see entry for MKit * ‘this’ above.

220 This is attested with the genitive-attributive suffix *-fi in the phrase *owrafi *cor & + %
3 3L ceuwr. > v.°y> (Hsiian 5: 5-6), corresponding to Ch’ang ch’ing ch’uan 52/, i.e.
‘Eternal Blessings River’, in the Chinese parallel text (Hsiian.Ch 4: 8-10). On the reading
of the grapheme + as >, see Shimunek (forthcoming, d).

2UE g e’iire [8JL ] ‘for a long time (/A)’ (SHM §201) and e iiri [%8)["E] “for a long
time (LA)’ ~ ‘eternity (AA#)” (HITY 2.05b2, 2.10b2). Note also MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script
*efuri IV IO HT «¢.Au.ri> ‘long-lasting, enduring” (CYK: L 7).

222 E.g. Pcl. egiiri (Chang, 1. 40, 48; Jig., . 35; Hin., I. 7, 41).
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Tagh *gir [H:#] ‘sandal cord (£5)’.?** Cognate to attested late Middle Mongol
Jirim and Written Mongol jirim ‘saddle strap which wraps around a horse’s
belly’.??* Cf. also reflexes in modern Mongolic daughter languages, e.g.
Daur [dgilim], Shira Yoghor [dgorom], and Santa zhirin [dzirin] ~ zhirun
[dzirun] ‘id.”**> CSM *gir ‘cord, strap’.

MKit *gor # X (go.’r» ‘tent’.??® Middle Mongol ger *[gor] ‘yurt, home’.??’

CSM *gwer ‘yurt, home’ 2%

MKit *Gox 313L <.y ‘river (J1])’.22° Cognate to Middle Mongol gorogan

‘small river, rivulet’.>** CSM *goro ‘river’.?*!

223 WS (113: 3013). See §5.2.1 entry for Ch’i-lien shih.

224 Attested late Middle Mongol jirim [m] (MAA: JSPS, 248b).

225 Sun et al. (1990: 446); Ma & Ch’en (2001: 461a);

220 B.g. HsHu (23: 14). See Kane (2009) for the semantic identification of this word. The
phonological reconstruction is my own.

227 E.g. MMgl ger [f&R] ‘tent, home’ (SHM §16). Jacques (2010: 162) also proposed this
Mongolic cognate.

228 There is probably an areal or loanword relationship between this Serbi-Mongolic word and
Tibetan gur (TX) ‘tent’ (cf. Jacques 2010 for a similar proposal). These forms also
superficially resemble Hindi ghar =% [gPar] ‘house, home’ (from Sanskrit grha 2 ‘house,
home’ < PIE) and Pashto kor (UsS) ‘house’, but a connection, if any, remains to be
demonstrated.

229 This is attested in Hsiian (5: 6). For the identification of this word, see Shimunek
(forthcoming, d). See also the entry for MKit *owr above.

B0 E.g. MMgl gorogan ["#3" 2" 42] ‘small river (/\JA]) (SHM §5) ~ ‘rivulet, brook (%)’
(HITY 1.02al). This MMgl word is clearly formed with -gan ‘diminutive suffix’. The
Middle Mongol form thus must go back to an earlier form such as *qoro ‘river’ + -qan
‘diminutive suffix’. Modern Daur [xVaray] ‘creek (/[\J%)’ (Engkebatu 1984: 135) ~ ‘river
(CA)’ (Nashundalai 2001: 128) is a regular reflex of the attested Middle Mongol form.
Modern Khalkha Mongolian ropxm [q@&Erx] ‘creek’ is a somewhat phonologically
divergent reflex.

231 The MKit form is probably the result of a sporadic change of CSM intervocalic *r > MKit
*k. This change was not regular: note MKit *pur- ‘bless’ < CSM *p"iru- and not MKit
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MKit *cur- ® «yur.,> ~ 34k ¢yuro> ~ *cur & «yun> ‘three’.>*? Cognate to
Middle Mongol qurban ~ yurban ‘three’.***> CSM *gur- ‘three’ 2>

Tagh *yyamém [fE ] ‘people who ride along the relay route through all
provinces (58 )N2EEE A )’.2* The final *-n is a plural suffix (see entry for
MKit *-an above) and *-¢r is a suffix denoting the names of occupations
(see entry for Tagh *-¢1-n in §8.5.3 above). This title is cognate morpheme
by morpheme to Middle Mongol jamucin ‘post-station masters’,?* i.e.

jamu-ci-n. Taghbach *yyam ‘road, relay route’ is cognate to Middle

Xpus (see entry for MKit *pur- below). CSM *goro ‘river’ phonologically resembles, and
is probably related to, CSM *gol ‘river’ (see entry for T u-yii-hun *kol ‘river’ below).
Alternatively, MKit *Gox could be an instance of the free variation between *r ~ *r
attested in certain MKit words; see footnote in Chapter Five entry for Taghbach P’u shih
for details.

232 See §7.3.2.1.5 ‘Numerals’.

23 E.g. MMgl qurban [ 7Z3HE] ‘three (=)’ (SHM §4) and yurban [052] ‘three’ (Leid. 67a).

234 Given the Middle Kitan words *Gur ‘three’ and *dur ~ *tur ‘four’ and their Middle Mongol
cognates qurba-n ‘three’ and dorbe-n “four’, the *-bA- element in the Mongolic forms is
a morphological innovation distinguishing Mongolic from Serbi (note also the innovative
*_sU suffix in Mongolic, see Appendix D for discussion). Jurchen *goryon £ [ FL#x]
‘thirteen” (NT 93-94) is undoubtedly an early loanword from Serbi-Mongolic, with the
root *gor- cognate to MMgl qurban ‘three’ (cf. Kane 2009, Janhunen 2003, Poppe 1979,
Ligeti 1986, and Laufer 1921). See Shimunek (forthcoming, c) for the precise details of
this loanword and its historical context.

25 NCS (57: 985). See §5.3.1 entry for Hsien-chen.

236 Attested early MMgl jamucin [FL7ASEZ] ‘post-station masters (457)° (SHM §279; English
translation from de Rachewiltz 2006: 215); Cleaves translates this as ‘keepers of post
stations’ (1982: 225).
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Mongol jam ‘id.’**” Modern Khalkha 3am [tsam] ‘road’ < MMgl jam ~

Jjamu ‘road, relay route’ < < CSM *yyamu ~ *yyam ‘road, route’.>*

Tagh *horba-1 [IF %] ‘warmth (J&)’. Cognate to modern Written Mongol
orbid- ~ orbis- (Kow. 587) ‘catch fire, ignite, flare up’ < ? unattested
Middle Mongol *6rbit- ‘id.”. CSM *fiorbi- ‘be warm, hot, or flaming’.?*’

Tagh *for- [%2] ‘go (L)’ attested as a verbal noun *for-ay [4E#E] ‘going
(5L)’.2*° Cognate to Middle Mongol ot- *[ot"-] ‘go’.2*! CSM *fad- ‘go’.?*?

Tagh *furs-ay [472] ‘cultivation (F€)’, phonemically */Aurg-/ ‘cultivate’ +
deverbal noun suffix */-Ay/.>** Cognate to Middle Mongol urgu- *[ursu-]

237 This cognate was identified by Ligeti (1970a). Cf. attested early MMgl jam [Iih] ‘post
station (145)’ (SHM §279) and in the wordform jamud-iyan [FL./KHJEH], i.e. jam ‘post
station (I15)” + -ud ‘plural suffix (&) + -iyan ‘reflexive suffix (HHYTT)” (SHM §279).
Shiratori was the first to compare this word with Turkic yam ‘road, etc.” (1902: 17).
Boodberg connects this with Turkic “yamcin” — Russian ssmmuk ‘rider of the post’
(1936: 170). Turkic yamci ‘post-rider’ is first attested very late, in the Chagatai-Persian
dictionary Sanglakh of 1759 A.D. (EDT 933, xxi).

238 Despite the widespread belief that the Middle Mongol word is a loanword from Turkic (e.g.
Rozycki 1994: 90; Clauson 1962: 242), the chronology instead favors treating this as an
early Serbi-Mongolic loanword in Archaic Turkic (see Shimunek et al. 2015 on Archaic
Turkic; see also Clauson, who states that the Turkic word “prob[ably] reached Turki[c]
via Mongol[ic]”, EDT 933), i.e. CSM *yyamu ~ *yyam — unattested ATrk > unattested
OTrk > attested MTrk yam ‘a posting station’. The Turkic word is first attested in Middle
Turkic in a 14™ century Chinese-Uygur Dictionary (EDT 933, xix), nearly a millennium
after the Taghbach attestation. Note also Manchu giyamun ‘relay station, relay post,
military post station’ (Norman 1978: 109), i.e. [gjamun], which is a reanalysis of CSM
*yyamu-n, i.e. CSM *yyamu ‘road, route’ + *-n ‘genitive-attributive suffix’.

239 See §5.2.1 entry for Wa-p’en shih for a discussion of the morphology and phonology.

240 s (113: 3013). See §5.2.1 entry for Yiian-lai shik for discussion.

21 E.g. MMgl of- [#] “go ()’ (SHM §83).

242 See §5.2.1 entry for Yiian-lai shih for the morphological analysis and sound changes.

243 WS (113: 3013). See §5.2.1 entry for Ho-hsi shih for discussion.
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»244

‘grow’?* and resultative perfective verbal noun suffix -’4 ~ -’'4i.>* CSM

*Aurg- ‘grow (intr.); cultivate (trans.)’.

OKit *idugan (probably: *1dugan) [{FH:F-] ‘female shaman’.>*¢ Cognate to
Daur yadyon ‘female shaman’?*’ and Middle Mongol idugan ‘female
shaman’2*® > Modern Khalkha yaram ['utg3N] ‘female shaman’. CSM
*1dugan ‘female shaman’ 2%

MKit *igi & &> ‘nine’.?>° Cognate to Middle Mongol yisii-n ‘nine’.>>! CSM

*yiswi ‘nine’.>?

24 Attested in late Middle Mongol in Arabic transcription as ursu- [s& s\ ~ hursu- [ s 5]
(MAA: JSPS).

245 See entry above for Tagh *-Ay ~ *-yAy ~ *-yA and LKit *-A. I follow Brosig’s careful
treatment of the Middle Mongol tense-mood-aspect-evidentiality system (Brosig 2014).

246 TCH (14: 5b [ 8). This transcription, its semantic value, and its Written Mongol cognate
were identified by Dien (1956). The phonological reconstruction above is my own.

247 Engkebatu (1984: 328).

248 B.g. MMgl iduqan [7T1%45] ‘female shaman (EfiZ%)’ (HITY 1.16a2).

249 This Serbi-Mongolic word is undoubtedly related to OTrk idug ‘sacred’ (attested 8% c.,
GOrkT 332), as suggested by Starostin et al. (2003: 611), but not as reflexes of a common
proto-form. The directionality of this loan remains to be determined. Clauson claims
OTrk idug is a deverbal noun from #d- ‘send’ (EDT 46a), but this etymology is unlikely
given that OTrk idugq is only attested with the meaning ‘sacred, holy’. The Old Kitan word
is attested ca. 8" c. A.D. in the collected works of the T’ang statesman Chang Chiu-ling
EJ1# (Dien 1956: 13), roughly contemporaneously with the earliest Turkic attestation.
This Serbi-Mongolic word was also borrowed into Tungusic, e.g. KDKE [idakon] ‘female
shaman’ (Rinchen 1969: 53; “unaxon” in Rinchen’s transcription).

230 See footnote in Appendix A, section §3 entry for grapheme #033 for the reconstruction of
this numeral.

21 E.g. MMgl yisiin [t7§4] ‘nine (J1)’ (HIIY 1.22.a3) ~ yisiin [Os~x] (MAA: Poppe 1938: 450).

252 One regular source of MMgl i [u] and u [0] is CSM *uy and *vy. See entries for MKit

*kuyr- ‘arrive’, Tagh *CarkuyCin ‘judge’ etc. Kitan phonology does not seem to have
permitted *swi sequences, and it seems likely that such a sequence would have palatalized,
i.e. CSM *swi > *$wi > *¥i (cf. LMK suy > Modern Korean swi 51 [¢™™i ~ ¢"™i] for a
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MKit *jaw % aw ‘hundred’?>* > LKit *jaw [/]\] ‘hundred (£)’.?** Cognate
to Middle Mongol ja 'u-n *[tfafiun] ‘hundred’?>® and Preclassical Written
Mongol jayun ‘id.’**® CSM *jayu ‘hundred’.

MKit *jgon £ A A §.g.en> ~ *Egon R A A «&.g.en> ‘left (side)’.?>” Cognate to
Middle Mongol je’iin *[tfofiun] ‘left (side)’2® and Preclassical Written
Mongol jegiin ‘left (side)’.?” The secondary meaning of ‘east’ or ‘eastern’
is a recent innovation restricted to the ‘central’ dialects of modern
Mongolic, e.g. Khalkha, Kalmyk, Buryat, Khamnigan, etc.?** CSM *joyun
~ *joyon ‘left (side)’.2%!

MKit *jun 3% Ju.un> ‘summer’.?®> Cognate to Middle Mongol jun *[tfun]
‘summer’?®* and Modern Khalkha 3yn /tsur/ ‘id.” CSM *jun ‘summer’.

similar development). The non-existence of *yi sequences in Middle Kitan suggests that
earlier *yi lenited to MKt *i.

23 B.g. HsTi (38: 11).

24 1S (116: 1547). See also Shimunek (2007: 77).

25 E.g. MMgl ja 'un [#JB] ‘hundred (B)’ (HIIY 1.22.a8).

2% Pel. jayun (Chang, . 25; Aruy, I 12; BcaT 156b11). The earliest attestation of this numeral

in Preclassical Written Mongol is in the plural form jayud (Yis., I. 4).
BT E.g. Yung (7:10), YP'u (13:5; 5:30), YChiieh (13:33), HsHu (1:16). See also Kane (2009:
94 §3.053, 104 §3.114). The phonological reconstructions presented above are my own.

28 MMgl je 'iin [F35] “left side (/£)’ (HITY 1.25.b6). The reconstruction presented above is

my own.

29 E.g. Pcl. jegiin (Chang, 1. 32).

260 See entry for MKit *udur ‘east’ below for the CSM word for ‘east’.

261 Early reflexes of this CSM form were borrowed into Tungusic, e.g. Ewenki jagin ‘left’,
Ewen jogongida ~ jigongidoa ‘left’, and Solon dziyun ‘east, left’ (Tsintsius 1975-1977:
282; the meaning ‘east’ in the Solon form is probably due to recent interference from
Modern Mongolian) and Hailar Ewenki [dgogin] ‘left” (Hu & Chog 1986: 171a).

202 B.g. YHsiang (28:12, 30:36); Kane (2009: 119 §3.202); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 194-

195, 198).
263 E.g. MMgl jun [£%] ‘summer (§)’ (HIIY 1.03a2).
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MKit *jur-on % % Jur.en> ‘paintings (4&).%** Cognate to Middle Mongol jiru-

‘draw, paint’.?®> CSM *jiru- ‘draw, paint’.?6®

MKit *k& X # k.& ‘border region (§&); territory (1)’.2” Cognate to Daur

[kotf] ‘side’ ~ ‘edge, margin, border, shore, beach, riverside’,?® Middle

204 E.g. Lang (3: 13): See Shimunek (2014a: 103-104) for discussion.
265 B.g. MMgl jiru- [ 5] ‘draw, paint’ (MAA).
266 This Serbi-Mongolic word is probably somehow related to Manchu niru- ‘draw, paint’ and

its cognates in other Tungusic languages, but the precise relationship remains to be
determined. Rozycki considers the correspondence to be “problematic phonologically”
(1994: 163).

207 E.g. Tao (10:13, 25:8, 34:30), YTi (8:27), and possibly Hsii (25:34). Jurchen hecen(i) ZR7%

268 S

‘city, city wall’ is a borrowing from this Kitan word (Aisin Gioro 2004: 89 #27; Kane
2009: 86). Given the final -en in the Jurchen form, it is probably a reanalysis of MKit
*ké-on X R A k.C.en> ‘border.region-GEN’. There seems to have been a widespread
reanalysis of genitive noun forms as uninflected nouns in Jurchen-Manchu words of early
Serbi-Mongolic origin, e.g. Ma. gurun ‘country’ (< Jurchen *gurun B X «guru.uny NT
62 «— early SM, cf. MKit *gur-on A %A <guren> ‘country-GEN’), Ma. giyamun
*[gjamun] ‘relay station’ (< unattested OJur. «— CSM *yyamu-n ‘road-GEN’), and Ma.
fon [fon] ‘time, season’ (< LJur *fon < *pon } % «po.on» NT 76 « early SM, cf. MKit
*po-n 1k 3~ <po.on> ‘time-GEN’).

ee Engkebatu (1984) and Yu Wonsoo et al. (2008: 126) for this Daur form. In Manchu
Script for Daur (presumably representing the orthographic form in Ch’ing Daur), this
word is written <keCi> (Nashundalai 2001: 13), but this is due to an orthographic
convention — wordforms cannot end with «¢» in Manchu Script orthography. Thus, at the
phonological level the Ch’ing Daur form is probably *k"o¢" despite its misleading
orthographic representation. This is probably a Kitan substratal element in Daur. A
loanword relationship between the Kitan word and attested Late Middle Korean kyech H
*[kjsts"] -2 ‘side’ (attested in Worin Sokpo F E[IREELE, 1459 A.D.) ~ kyeth L *[kjdt"] 2
‘side (%)’ (attested in Yongbi Och’on’ga, 1447 A.D.) cannot be ruled out; see Nam (2002:
87b-88a) and Yu Ch’angton (2000: 59a) for these Late Middle Korean forms.

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



347

2269

Mongol kija’ar ‘side, margin, edge, border’~* and Preclassical Written
s 271

Mongol kijayar ‘id.”*"® CSM *k"ija ‘border, margin, side’.

MKit *kom 8 4 k.em» ‘edict’.?’? Cognate to Middle Mongol kem ‘limit’ 2"
CSM *k"om ‘limit, measure’.

T’u-yii-hun *kol [T ~ *khol [F'f”*"] ‘river (J1])’.2™ Cognate to Middle Mongol
gol ‘brook, mountain stream’.2’> CSM *gol ‘river, brook, mountain

stream’.?’°

269 Jacques proposed this Kitan-Mongol lexical correspondence (2010: 162). This Middle
Mongol form, e.g. attested MMgl kija 'ar [Z L[ /R] ‘side, margin, edge, border (3&)’
(HIIY 1.25.b8), is probably from a reanalyzed instrumental case form, i.e. CSM *k"ija
‘border’ + *-yVr ‘instrumental case suffix’.

210 Pcl. kijayar (Bur. 51b).

271 An early Serbi reflex of this word is probably the loan source, or is otherwise connected
with, attested 8" c. OTrk kdic- ‘to pass, cross over’, i.e. CSM *k"1ja ‘border, margin, side’ >
PSer (cf. MKit *k¢) — ? unattested ATrk > OTrk kdc- ‘cross over, pass’. This Old Turkic
verb is attested in the Kiil Tegin Inscription of 732 A.D., the Tofluquq Inscription, and
other early 8" century inscriptions (GOrkT 348).

22 B.g. Hsii (11: 25-28). See Kane (2009: 66 §2.257, 68-69 §2.283, 94-95 §3.054) for
discussion. The phonological reconstruction is my own.

273 B.g. MMgl kem [%+] ‘limit (JR)’ (SHM §199).

274 OTA;: 123, 195. See §6.2.1 entries for Jima Khol and ‘O Kol ~ ‘O Khol for discussion.

25 g MMgl gol [ "] ‘brook, mountain stream (f&f)’ (SHM §118). Cf. Modern Khalkha
roJ /Golg/ [qok] ‘river’.

276 This word is probably related to CSM *gors ‘river’; see entry for MKit *Gok ‘river’ above.
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MKit *ku X & k.w ‘younger daughter’?’’ ~ # X k.w ‘boy, son’.>’® Cognate

to Middle Mongol ke 'ii ~ ke’ii-n ‘son, boy’?’® and kiibe 'iin ‘son’.?*° Note

2 For example: A4 k& &2 X A N k% AF PEHK kB 7 L L4 AF
&K £ M A R XA ‘[Hehad] two wives. [His] elder wife [was] Lady *Piga. [His]
second wife [was] Lady *Slgo. [They were] the elder daughter [and] younger daughter of
the same parents’ (YHsiang 12:28-13:10; revised from Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 167).

278 Kane (2009: 116) and Oyuunch (2011: 72) show that & X <&k.u> denotes ‘boy’, since it is
modified with the masculine numeral € ‘three (masculine)’ in the Ku Yeh-lii Shih Ming-
shih T A #8447 inscription: & K% ® X & H X £ R4 % ‘... four siblings—three
sons and one daughter’ (Ku 17: 2-7). The identification of X X and # & as orthographic
variants of one word and the phonological reconstructions above are my own. Oyuunch
& Janhunen (2010), Kane (2009), and others treat the grapheme X as <iw, and it is known
to transcribe the Old Mandarin front rounded vowel [y], but there is no evidence of a front
rounded vowel in native Middle Kitan words; Late Kitan *i *[y] is a secondary
development resulting from umlaut, i.e. LKit *niigu ‘gold’ < MKit *nigu (see also §7.4).
When used to render native Kitan words, the grapheme X probably denoted *[u].

27 For example: early MMgl ke’ii [B]J[] ‘son (& ~ &5 ~ ) (SHM §66, §68, §109) ~
ke’ii-n [B]8] ‘son (T ~ ) (SHM §2, §40) and MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script *k"ofiun
‘son’, attested in the larger Chii-yung-kuan Inscription in the genitive case as *k"ofiun-u
HIl( VT 39 k"e.fiu.nuw> ‘son-GEN’ (CYK: I. 13). Note also late MMgl kiin [5S] ‘son’ (Yem.).
The Modern Khalkha reflex xyy [xu: ~ hu:] ‘son, boy’ is also frequently used as an
affectionate term for addressing one’s child, without regard to gender, especially in the
phrase muHmii Xyy [minixu:], literally ‘my son’, frequently used to affectionately address
one’s own daughter as well. Early MMgl ke “iiken [ L1F]] ‘young son (/NJ2)” (HITY 1.15b2)
is a diminutive form derived from MMgl ke i ‘son’ + -ken ‘diminutive suffix’. The
Modern Khalkha Mongolian reflex of this diminutive form, xyyxau ['xwx3n ~ 'hu:x3n],
has taken on a new meaning and now denotes ‘young lady’. Modern Mongolian xyyxaxa
['xu:x3t ~ 'hu:x3t] “child’ is a reanalysis of the Middle Mongol plural diminutive ke iiket
[A] T =] ‘children (F%24F) (HIIY 3.18a3), i.e. MMgl ke i ‘son’ + -ke(n) ‘diminutive
suffix’ + -¢ ‘plural suffix’. Daur [kok™] ‘son’ (Engkebatu 1984: 145) ~ kawk child, young
of an animal’ (Yu Wonsoo et al. 2008: 126) is a reflex of MMgl ke "liken ‘young son’.

280 E.g. attested in Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script in the larger Chii-yung-kuan Inscription
as *k"ubofiun HIL(@ ATl MOTG k"eu.be.fiun> ‘son’ (CYK: L. 4). This Middle Mongol word is
probably from pre-Proto-Mongolic *k"ufa ~ *k"uya, a metathesized variant of *k"oyu.
It is well known that in pre-Proto-Mongolic the phones *f and *y were in free variation
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*281 and Mongolian Khamnigan Mongol [k"uye:]

‘affectionate term of address to a child or younger person’.?? CSM
*khoByu ~ *kMufyoe ‘boy, son, daughter, child’.

also Kojia [kago] ‘son, boy

MKit *ku /U kw?® ~ *kuw LR kuuw> (e.g. genitive *kuw-un /LR %
24) “human, person’.?% Cognate to Daur xuu ~ kuu ‘person,
people, human’?® and Middle Mongol kii’iin ~ gii’ii ~ gii’iin ~ kiimii ~
kiimiin ‘person, human’?®” > modern Khalkha xyn [xun ~ hun] ~ plural
xymyye [xu'mus ~ hu'mus] ‘people’, Oirat kiim [k"ym], oblique kiimn-
[k"ymn-].2%% CSM *k"u ‘human, person’.

&ku.uw.uny

(see Poppe 1955: 98 §47 for discussion). The *-fAun element (< *-yU-n) is Mongolic
innovation, the precise semantic value of which is not yet known. Note the phonologically
identical ~ *-yU-n element in Middle Mongol $iba 'un ‘bird, bird of prey’ < *siba-yU-n
< CSM *s1ba ‘bird, bird of prey’ > MKit *sawa ‘bird of prey’. See Appendix D ‘Pre-
Proto-Mongolic Morphological Innovations’ for pre-Proto-Mongolic *-yU.

281 Sechinchogt (1999: 287a).

282 This Mongolian Khamnigan Mongol form is from my 2009 fieldwork in Binder county and
Dadal county, Khentii province.

283 B.g. YHsiang (7: 24); see Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 153) for discussion.

B4 B.g. HsTi (11: 16).

285 Kane (2009: 56-57 §2.178, 105 §3.122). The phonological reconstructions are my own.

286 See Engkebatu (1984: 123) and Yu Wonsoo et al. (2008: 128) for these Daur forms.

287 E.g. attested Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script *k"ufiun B9 IUOIF <k"u.fiun> ‘human, person’
(CYK; L 6), early Middle Mongol gii i [ JT] ‘person, human ()’ (SHM §83) ~ gii tin
[f75] ‘person, human (A\)’ (SHM §12), and late Middle Mongol kiimiin [4S] ‘man’ (IM)
~ kiimii [ 8] (Ist. 162a.5-2) ~ kiin [05355] ~ [0555] ‘person” (MAA: JSPS).

288 The earliest attested spoken Middle Mongol forms of this word have no medial *-m-. In
other words, late Middle Mongol kiimii ‘human, person’ is a late innovation, probably
due to regressive nasal assimilation triggered by the final *-n suffix, i.e. attested early
MMgl *k"ufiu-n > *k"ufiu-n > attested late MMgl *k"umun ~ *k™umu ~ Pcl. kiimiin ~
modern WMgl kiimiin ‘person, human’. Cf. Saitdé (2003: 109) for a similar proposal.
Chronologically, the Preclassical WMgl form kiimiin is attested earlier, in 1240 A.D. in
Tor. (1. 1), but, as discussed in Chapter One (see Table 3), this m is an orthographic feature
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MKit *kuyr- X & 4L k.ui.ir.> ‘reach, arrive (£)’ (converb stem *kuy- X &
k.ui.»).?*” Cognate to Middle Mongol kiir- *[k"ur-] ‘reach, arrive’.?*°

CSM *kPuyr- ‘reach, arrive’.

Tagh *kPMlmorém or “kMlmurém [Z & E] ‘interpreters (32 A )’.2°! The
final *-n is a plural suffix (see entry for MKit *-an above) and *-C1 is a
suffix denoting the names of occupations (see entry for Tagh *-Ci-n in
§8.5.3 above). The word was first connected with Mongolic by Shiratori
(1902: 17) and Pelliot (1925: 255, n. 4).°2 Cognate to attested late Middle
Mongol kelemeci ‘interpreter’.>>> I reconstruct Taghbach *k"1lmorém or

of Pcl. WMgl orthography which probably reflects the phonology of an innovative
peripheral dialect of Old Mongol, since the spoken forms of the central varieties of early
Middle Mongol do not give evidence of this m, which only appears in western /ate Middle
Mongol and in later-attested Mongolic daughter languages. Middle Mongol *k"ufiu-n
‘human, person’ is a regular reflex of Proto-Mongolic *k"uyu-n ‘id.’, which, given the
Middle Kitan cognate, must be from pre-Proto-Mongolic *k"u-yU-n ‘id.” The same
*-yU- suffix is found in other Mongolic words with Kitan cognates, e.g. MMgl siba ‘u-n
‘bird, bird of prey’ << pre-PMgl *siba-yU-n < CSM *siba (see entry for MKit *Sawa
‘eagle, hawk’), and MMgl kiibe 'iin ‘son’ << pre-PMgl *k"upo-yU-n < *k"uPyo (see
entry for MKit *ku ‘son, younger daughter’ above). This *-yU- suffix is thus clearly a
pre-Proto-Mongolic morphological innovation distinguishing the Mongolic branch from
Kitan and probably other Serbi languages in general. See Appendix D for pre-PMgl
*yU.

289 See §7.3.2.1.6 for the attested paradigm of this Middle Kitan verb.

20 E.g. attested late Middle Mongol kiir- [ sS] (MAA: JSPS) and attested eastern Early Middle
Mongol giir- [ 1R] ‘arrive (F])’ (SHM §24). The Hua-I i-yii attests both variants: kiir-
[7E IR ‘arrive (F) as in kiir-tele [fF RMEF1]] ‘until’ (HIIY 1.28a6) and giir- [ R ]
‘arrive (£1])” as in giir-tele [ 7 EME%] ‘until” (HIIY 2.01b5).

PLNCS (57: 985).

292 Cf. also Ligeti (1970a) and Vovin (2007: 194).

293 L.e. attested late MMgl kelemeci ‘interpreter’ (Yem.: Ligeti & Kara 2012: 143).
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“kMlmurém ‘interpreters’. The Taghbach and Middle Mongol forms go
back to CSM *kPlmuré"t ~ *kPolmure®i ‘interpreter’. >4

Tagh *k'reayém [#225 E ] ‘assassins (% A & ).2*° Cognate to Middle
Mongol kidu’aci *[k"itufatf"i] ‘killer’*®® and Written Mongol kiduyaci
‘killer’. The final *-n is a plural suffix (see entry for MKit *-an above) and
*-¢1 is a suffix denoting the names of occupations (see entry for Tagh *-¢i-
n in §8.5.3 above). CSM *k"idu-yAy-¢" ‘killer’ < CSM *kMdu- “kill’.

2% See also entry for Tagh *-mor/*-mur in §8.5.3 above. CSM *-mur ~ *-mur (> Taghbach
*-mor/*-mur) is a deverbal suffix cognate to WMgl -miir ~ -mur ~ -mar ~ -mer ‘deverbal
adjectival noun suffix’; see Ligeti (1970a) and Vovin (2007: 194) for discussion, and
Poppe (1954: 48 §169) for the Written Mongol suffix. The root of the Taghbach word is
thus *k"1l-, cognate to attested early Middle Mongol kele- ‘speak’ (e.g. SHM §85) ~
kelele- ‘speak’ (e.g. SHM §83) and kele ‘speech’ (e.g. SHM §141) ~ kelen ‘speech, tongue,
spoken language’ (e.g. SHM §104). Oyuunch identifies Middle Kitan X 4 (which I read
as «k.D) as ‘language (F%HZ)’ (Oyuunch 2012: 16), attested in the plural form X 44
k.l.s» (Hstian 11: 7-10), the dative-locative case form X 4 % <k.l.de> (YChiieh 9: 37),
and in the accusative-instrumental-comitative case as X #4 & <&k.l.°r (HsHu 25: 8).
Assuming Oyuunch’s semantic decipherment of this Kitan word is correct, I reconstruct
MKit *kl (probably *[kl] at the phonetic level) ‘language’, cognate to these Taghbach
and Middle Mongol words, and CSM *k"1l-/*k"al- ‘speak, speech, tongue, language’.

295 NCS 57: 985; see §5.3.1 for discussion.

26 E.g. early MMgl kidu’aci [ Z & I7R] ‘killer (4F-#%11Y) (SHM §181).
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MKit *min (*mm ?) % minp ‘thousand’.?’ Cognate to Middle Mongol
mingan ‘thousand’**® and Preclassical Written Mongol mingyan ‘id.”*’
CSM *mir) ‘thousand’ 3%

MKit *mir 24l n.ip> ‘horse’.’°! Note also the Middle Kitan accusative-
instrumental-comitative variants *mir-or and *mir-or, **> the former
suggesting an earlier root with a rounded vowel *s5. Cognate to Middle

27 EB.g. Hsiian (30: 3).

2% E.g. early MMgl mingan [£§1"%Z] ‘thousand ()’ (SHM §170) and late MMgl minyan [\xx]
‘thousand’ (MAA: Poppe 1938: 441b). The early Middle Mongol form appears to have
the diminutive suffix -qan reanalyzed as part of the root; the fact that this suffix appears
in the [-ATR] variant -gan and not the [+ATR] variant -ken suggests that the vowel 7 in
attested Middle Mongol mingan must be a [-ATR] vowel *[1], i.e. early MMgl *[mingan]
‘thousand” < *miy ‘thousand’. In most phonological environments, Old Mandarin could
not distinguish [i] ~ [1] ~ [#] in transcriptions of foreign words. In Modern Mongolian, the
final n element has been reanalyzed as the attributive suffix -n, resulting in the modern
Khalkha form msHra [mjanq] /myanc/ ‘thousand’ and its attributive form msinran
['mjanG3N] /myanG-n/ as in MstHraH kM ['mjanG3N tfik] /myanc-n i/ ‘one thousand
years’. Middle Mongol mingan ‘thousand’ was borrowed into Jurchen-Manchu, e.g.
Ming Jurchen *mingan & [[M}] ‘thousand’ (NT 61) > Manchu mingyan ‘thousand’.
Note also modern Sakhalin Nivkh uamgay [pamqan] ‘thousand’, which is probably a
metathesized reflex of an earlier, unattested Nivkh form borrowed from Jurchen-Manchu.
The Nivkh wordform is from Tangiku et al. (2008: 82, #683). On the reconstruction of
*/1/ for early Mongolic, see Seongyeon Ko (2013).

299 Pel. mingyan (Jig., 1. 30).

390 Note also 8"-century Old Turkic biy ~ biy ‘thousand’ (GOrkT 313, 314) and 11%-century
Middle Turkic mip ‘thousand’ (DTS 344-345). The Turkic forms are undoubtedly related
to the Common Serbi-Mongolic word above.

U E.g. YHsiang (12: 19). See Shimunek (2014a: 112). As shown by Kane (2009), the
grapheme 1l should be read «ir>. This reading has good explanatory power, and resolves
phonological problems with the previously proposed reading «ri>. Thus, the Kitan word
for ‘horse’ must be read *mir and not “*mori” or “*mVri” as others have proposed.

302 See Chapter Seven for attestations.
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Mongol morin *[morin] ‘horse’.>*® Cf. also Old Koguryo *meru ‘colt’ 3%

CSM *mort ‘horse’ («» ? Kulturwort).3%

MKit *moko # 3L & n.oy.0> ‘snake’.>*® Cognate to Middle Mongol mogai ~
mogqoi ‘snake’.’®” The ai /Ay/ element in the Middle Mongol form is
probably the result of analogical change, cf. MMgl nogai ‘dog’, gagai ‘pig’,
taulai ‘hare’, etc. Note also Daur [moy™] ‘snake’.’*® CSM *moga ~ *mogo
‘snake’.

33 E g, attested early MMgl mori [F£ E&] ‘horse (&)’ (SHM §99) ~ morin [F£ %] ‘horse
()’ (SHM §31) and attested late MMgl mori [¢o34] ‘horse (=)’ (Leid. 66a-13-1) ~
morin [ 54] ‘horse (s )’ (Leid. 75a-10-3-1).

304 Beckwith (2007a: 252).

305 This is a widespread Kulturwort, with cognates in Old Chinese, Koreanic, Tungusic,
Japanese-Koguryoic, Old Tibetan, Nivkh, and other languages, e.g. Sakhalin Nivkh mypy
[murp] ‘horse’, Late Middle Korean *mdr = ‘horse’ (> MSK mar & [ma]] ‘id.”), Middle
Mongol morin ‘horse’, Jurchen *murin %] muri.in» [£FE [A] ‘horse’, Late Old
Chinese & *mrak ‘horse’, Indo-European (e.g. English mare), Old Tibetan rmay ‘horse’,
and Old Koguryo *meru ‘colt’. The Nivkh form is from Tangiku et al. (2008: 33 #98),
the LMK form from Yu Ch’angton (2000: 288b-289a), and the Jurchen form is from NT'
(90, 215, 244). See Beckwith for the Indo-European, Old Chinese, and Old Tibetan
comparanda, and for discussion of this Kulturwort (2002b; 2007a: 55; 2009: 402 n. 45).
On the connection between the Kitan and Jurchen words, see Aisin Gioro (2004: 93 #38)
and Kane (2009: 102). Note also 12" ¢. Koryd Early Middle Korean [£] ‘horse ()’
(KYS #100: Sasse 1976), which I reconstruct as *mar (cf. Pul. 218) or, more likely, *mor.

306 E.g. Tao (4: 8). See discussion in Appendix A ‘Toward a Revised Analysis of the Kitan
Assembled Script’ for the reading of grapheme #224 as £ .

307 E.g. attested MMgl moqai [$£¥%] ‘snake ()’ (HIIY 1.06b4). Note also late Middle Mongol
in Arabic script as mosay [s\e <] ‘snake’ (MAA: JSPS, 24b).

308 Engkebatu (1984: 202).
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LKit *mur [[& E] ‘river (7)’.>® Cognate to Middle Mongol miiren ‘river’,*!°

Kojia [murs] ‘large river, the Yellow River’,>!! and Daur [mur] ‘large

river’3!12, CSM *muro ‘large river’.>!?

Tagh *mudr [E£32] ‘prefect (fil[52)’.3'* This Taghbach word is cognate to
Middle Mongol muji ‘province, position’3!3

[mutf] ‘province’.*'® CSM *mudr ‘position’.

and modern Khalkha myax

Tagh *muquli [AEE] ‘bald (75)’.>!7 Cognate to Middle Mongol mugqular

*[muqPular] ‘hornless’. '8 CSM *mukPulir ~ *mouk"ular ‘bald,

hornless’.3"?

399 CTKC (see Shimunek 2007).

310 E o attested early MMgl miiren [JK "] ‘river (JA])’ (SHM §24) and late MMgl
moren/miiren [O)s<] ‘great river’ (MAA: JSPS, 24a).

311 This Kojia form is from Sechinchogt (1999: 293a).

312 This Daur form is from Engkebatu (1984: 206). Cf. also Yu Wonsoo et al. (2008: 132).

313 The Late Kitan word appears to have been borrowed into Early Middle Korean, i.e. LKit
*mur ‘river’ — EMK “mur [}4] ‘water (7K)’ > LMK *mir ‘& ‘water’ > MSK [mu] ] &
‘id.” See Chapter One discussion of the Mongolic-Korean Theory.

314 NCS (57: 985). See §5.3.1 for discussion.

315 Ligeti (1970a), Vovin (2007: 197). The Middle Mongol form is attested in Muqaddimat al-
Adab in the ablative case as muji-asa [“=ba> <] (MAA: JSPS, 195a).

316 Early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic provide more evidence of *di ~ *d1 > MMgl
Ji (cf. Poppe 1966: 192-193).

317 7S (103: 2289).

318 B o attested early MMgl muqular [/ 72”2 ] ‘hornless (JE15)’ (SHM §121) ~ ‘hornless
(Ffa) (SHM §214).

319 See §5.2.4 entry for Mu-ku-lii.
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MKit *nagan A £ # nayaan> ‘maternal uncle’. **° Cognate to Middle

321

Mongol nagacu ‘maternal uncle’, Mongghul [nacai] ‘maternal
> 322

uncle’,*?? and Ordos nayan ‘id.”>** CSM *nagan ‘maternal uncle’.

MKit *namur % 75 % m.am.ur> ‘fall, autumn’.>** Cognate to Middle Mongol
namur *[namor] ‘id.”3>> CSM *namur ‘fall, autumn’.

MKit *nay¢- 2 # #® @.ai.é)> ~ *nayj- &+ % m.aij> ‘be friendly’.>*® This

word is cognate to Modern Khalkha naii3 [na&'ts] ‘friend’ and modern

Written Mongol nayija ‘friend’.3>” CSM *nayij- ‘be friends’.>*

30 B.g. YP'u (7: 18-19). See also Kane (2009: 106 §3.124). The phonological reconstruction
presented above is my own.

21 E.g. MMgl naqacu [47%H] ‘maternal uncle (58) (HIIY 1.14b5). This MMgl form is the
donor of Khentii-Dornod Khamnigan Ewenki [nagat{u] ‘maternal uncle’ (Rinchen 1969:
54, 56). See Doerfer (1963: 516-517 §383) for other comparanda. The -c¢u element in the
Middle Mongol form is difficult to explain, but one could imagine a scenario where early
Mongolic speakers with reading knowledge of Kitan and Chinese reanalyzed the Kitan
grapheme # <an> as Chinese 1} ¢/ 'u.

322 Sun et al. (1990: 497).

323 This Ordos form is from Mostaert (1944: 480a).

34 B.g YPu (11: 12).

325 E.g. MMgl namur [447R 2] ‘autumn (£k)* (SHM §153). The phonological reconstruction
above is my own.

326 The Kitan forms here are from Kane (2009: 89, 99, 148). The phonological reconstruction
is my own. Note the sentence: *gur-s *nayj-lsa-n A &4 2F X4 L HH @gurs
«n.ai.j.l.ya.a.an> (country-PL be.friendly-CP-PST?) ‘achieved friendly relations between
states’ (lit. ‘countries were caused to become friendly’) (Jen-hsien 12).

327 Close cognates of this word in the modern Mongolic daughter languages are only found in
the ‘central’ dialects and languages, e.g. Khalkha, Chakhar, Baarin, Bargu, Buryat,
Muumingan (Darkhan), Kharachin, East Sonid, and Oirat, e.g. Kokonor Khoshuud
(Dulan) and the Bayanghol dialect of East Turkistan (Xinjiang). See Sun et al. (1990: 497)
for these forms.

328 See also Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 74) for a similar proposal. See entry for MKit *kuyr-
above for a discussion of the vowel correpondences.
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Tagh *fiaqai [F] ‘dog (] for ¥f])’.3? Cognate to Middle Mongol nogai
*[noq"aj] ‘dog’**° and Middle Kitan *fiaq % # <fi.aq ‘dog’ ! > LKit
*faq/*fay [F218] ‘dog (K)’.>* CSM *fiok"adi ‘dog’.3*3

MKit *faw K% iiaw ‘sibling, child’ *** (plural *faw-fior K % K %X
°ry335 ~ *faw-fiofl K % K R d.iau.f.> ‘siblings’>*¢). Cognate to
Daur [pozno] children’, [nomn] ~ [no:mn] ‘son’,**” and early Middle Mongol

nu un *[nufivn] ‘son, boy’3*® (WMgl nuyun mwywny).*3° From the Written

d@.1au.il.

Mongol form, we have a bookish modern Khalkha reading myran [ nus3N]
‘son’.>* Classical Manchu nionio [pono] ‘an expression of affection used
by adults to children’**! is a borrowing from Kitan or a related Serbi
language. Since Kitan regularly lenited Common Serbi-Mongolic *yu to
*w,3? and because of the lowering of Common Serbi-Mongolic *o >
Common Serbi *a before dorsal obstruents (see the Taghbach and Kitan

329 WS (113: 3007). See §5.2.1 for discussion.

30E g early MMgl nogai [J5"#%] ‘dog (J)’ (SHM §78) and late Middle Mongol in Arabic
script as nogay [s\8i] ‘dog’ (MAA: JSPS 146b). Note also Daur [noy™] ‘dog’ (Engkebatu
1984) ~ nox ‘dog’ (Yu Wonsoo et al. 2008: 136).

BUE.g. YTi (14: 28).

32 1.5 (53: 879).

333 See §5.2.1 entry for Jo-kan shih for sound changes and loanwords into Tungusic.

334 E.g. Yung (11: 28).

335 E.g. Ku (17: 3).

36 E.g. Yung (14: 26).

337 See Engkebatu (1984: 65, 61) for these Daur forms.

38 B.g. MMgl nu 'un [EA75] ‘son, boy (J2) (SHM §65).

339 Poppe notes the Preclassical Written Mongol variant niyun tyywn> ‘son, boy’ (Poppe 1955:
66).

340 Tsewel (1966: 387a); the default modern Khalkha word for ‘son, boy’ in everyday speech
and writing is xyy [xu: ~ hu:], with a bookish, literary variant in xeBryym [xew'yun ~
hew'yun]. For some Khalkha speakers, the phrase Hyran xyy ['nus3~ xu:] denotes ‘eldest
son’.

341 Norman (1978: 215a).

32 E.g. LKit *bawl < CSM *boyul ‘slave’.
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examples in §8.2.1 ‘Serbi-Mongolic Sound Correspondences’ above), we
may reasonably posit a Pre-Kitan or Common Serbi form *fayo <
Common Serbi-Mongolic *foyu.*** CSM *fioyo “child, son, sibling’.3**

343 For other examples of this vowel lowering rule, see also the entries for LKit *bawl ‘villain,
vile person’ and MKit *fiaq ‘dog’. Middle Kitan *moko ‘snake’ is an exception to this
rule, probably due to the vowel of the second syllable..

344 There are also good comparanda to Kitan *fiaw ‘sibling, child’ in Samoyedic, e.g. Nenets
fiu ‘child, baby’ and Nganasan 7iu: ‘child’ (Janhunen reconstructs Proto-Samoyedic *iu3
‘child; cub’, 1977: 111), as well as Proto-Tibeto-Burman *na-w, reconstructed on the
basis of Tibetan &% nu-bo ‘a man’s younger brother’ (Jaschke 1881: 305), &% ju-mo “the
younger sister of a female’ (Jdschke 1881: 305), Jingpho (“Kachin™) nau ‘younger
sibling’, Mizo (“Lushei”) nau ‘id.’, Garo no ‘younger sister’, and several other possible
cognates (Benedict 1972: 63). Note also Proto-Tungusic *noku:n, reconstructed on the
basis of Ewenki naku ‘younger sister’, Solon naxu ‘younger sibling’, Ewen ne. ~ ne:nil ~
no:nul ‘id.’, Negidal nuxu ~ naxu ‘id.”, Oroch nokko ~ no:k ‘id.’, Udihe nayu ~ payu
‘brother or sister’, Ulcha naku ‘younger sibling’, Uilta noyope: ~ nokono: ~ no:k ~ nu:ggu
~ nu:kku ~ nuku ~ now ~ nau ‘younger sibling’, Nanai nail ~ nagil ‘younger siblings’,
naku ~ nakii ‘younger sibling, child’, Manchu non ‘younger sister’ and other cognates
(Tsintsius 1975: 617-618). Note also Wu Chinese, e.g. Shanghainese [nynyl
‘affectionate term of address for one’s daughter’,*** and Korean “7 [nuna ~ "duna]
‘affectionate term of address used by male speakers to a female older than them’. I thank
Christopher I. Beckwith for bringing the Shanghainese word to my attention and
suggesting the connection. I also thank Shanghainese native speakers ;% /7 Pan Fang and
JBAFEZES Gu Xiaoqin (Indiana University, Bloomington) for confirming the phonological
form and its orthographic representation (p.c., June 2011). I have not included the tones,
since they are not relevant to the analysis. The existence of good comparanda in such
demonstrably unrelated language families as (at least) Samoyedic, Tibeto-Burman,
Tungusic, Serbi-Mongolic, Sinitic, and Koreanic strongly suggests that we are dealing
with a Kulturwort, spread over a large geographic area among genetically unrelated
languages; this word may therefore be deemed non-distinctive for historical-comparative
reconstruction purposes. However, the fact that we have phonologically closer cognates
between Mongolic and Serbi as opposed to the Tibeto-Burman, Tungusic, Samoyedic,
Wu, and Korean forms, and the regular sound changes which can be identified in the
development of the attested Serbi and Mongolic forms from a common proto-form
justifies reconstructing the Common Serbi-Mongolic form. The ultimate origins of the

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



358

LKit *faw [5%] ‘lake (JH).>* Cognate to Middle Mongol na ur *[nafiur]
‘lake’.>*® CSM *fayur ‘lake’.

LKit *fayr [#20 5] ‘day, dawn, daybreak ( H)’.*’ Cognate to Middle
Mongol nara-n ‘sun’.>*® CSM *fiayra ‘sun’.>*

MKit *fiem % %% {.ié.ém> ~ & EIGHD ‘eight’.?>" Cognate to Middle
Mongol naiman ‘eight’3*! and Preclassical Written Mongol naiman ‘id.”*>

CSM *faymma ‘eight’.3%?

word beyond Proto-Serbi-Mongolic, however, are surely the result of language contact,
and cannot be taken as evidence to support a macro-family. Cf. Campbell’s thorough
criticism of Greenberg’s method of multilateral (or mass) comparison as a means of
determining lexical inheritance (2003: 35-39).

345 See the footnote in the entry for LKit *daws ‘salt’ above for discussion.

346 B.g. early MMgl na ur [44;E 7] ‘lake OF-T-) (SHM §53).

3T LS (53: 877).

M E.g. attested early Middle Mongol naran [44" ] ‘sun (H)’ (SHM §21).

34 Late Middle Korean *nar -2 ‘sun, day, weather’ is probably a reflex of an unattested 13™
c. EMK borrowing from an unattested progressive dialect of Middle Mongol. See Chapter
One discussion of the Mongolic-Korean Theory for details.

30 E.g. YHsiang (3: 11). Oyuunch (2014: 132-133) identified the word 3% as a variant
rendering of & ‘eight’. The phonological reconstruction above is my own revision of his
proposal.

31 E.g. early MMgl naiman [)5%&] ‘eight (/\ &) (SHM §90).

352 Pel. naiman (Jun., 1. 2; BeaT 156b7).

353 Jurchen *fiuxun %7 [Z#] ‘eighteen’ (N7200) is probably an early borrowing from a Serbi-
Mongolic language, with the root *fiu- cognate to MMgl naiman ‘eight’ (cf. Kane 2009,
Janhunen 2003, Poppe 1979, and Ligeti 1986). See Shimunek (forthcoming, ¢) for the
precise details of this loanword and its historical context.
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MKit *omo & <omo»> ‘female, woman, wife, mother’.%* Cognate to Middle
Mongol eme ‘female, woman, wife’.3>> CSM *womwa ‘woman, female,
wife’.

MKit *an- 3 <on.» ‘ride’.3*® Cognate to Middle Mongol unu- *[unu-] ‘ride’>’

and Daur [onu-] ‘ride’*>® ~ on- ‘ride’.>>* CSM *onu- ~ *unu- ‘ride’.

MKit *on- 3 on.» ‘“fall, drop, descend ([%)’.>*° Cognate to Middle Mongol
una- *[una-] ‘fall’*®! and Daur [wans-] ‘fall, fall down’*%* ~ [wa:n-] “fall,
set (of the sun), collapse, fall down, slip’.3®* CSM *ona- ~ *una- ‘fall’.

MKit *ordu * <ordw®** ~ % # corduw’® ~ B KR <0.orduu® ~ k&
orduu™ 37 ~ *% corduw % (dative-locative *ordu-du R kK& &

354 E.g. YHsiang (13: 2).

355 E.g. early MMgl eme [EEE] ‘woman (%7 A\)’ (SHM §38) ~ ‘wife (F£)’ (SHM §109) and
late MMgl eme [4«] “id.” (Yem.).

336 E.g. YHsiang (12:20); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 166) identify this word and its
Mongolic cognate.

357 E.g. early MMgl unu- [ JUEA] ‘ride (55)° (SHM §90). The phonological reconstruction above
is my own.

358 Engkebatu (1984: 37).

339 Yu Wonsoo et al. (2008: 138).

30 E.g. Hsii.C (4: 6).

31 E.g. early MMgl una- [JU4N] “fall (%) (SHM §245). The phonological reconstruction
presented above is my own.

362 Engkebatu (1984: 333).

363 Yu Wonsoo et al. (2008: 156).

4 E.g Hsii (11: 18).

S E.g YPu (11: 32).

30 B g Ku (13: 7).

37 E.g. Chung (10: 48, 16: 30).

368 B.g. Jen-hsien (27: 19).
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o.orduu™.dw *® ~ ¥ & & orduu”.dw’ ~ %kH# A& orduu.dw ! ~
* 2 & cordu.u.dw,’’ genitive *ordu-n % & % <ordu.u”.un»’” ~ *ordu-n
* 3 <ordu.om, > accusative-instrumental-comitative *ordu-r #* Z& 4
corduu¥.un’’” ~ ¥ 24k ordu.uun’’® ~ B % £ 4 <o.ordw <uw.un,’’’ and
ablative *ordu-dui ¥ & &% orduu™ «dui’’® ~ %2 A% orduw
«du.i*”) ‘ordo, palace, court’®" > LKit *ordo [§4#54%] ‘tent palace (&
1§)’.3% Cognate to Middle Mongol ordo ‘palace’.’®? CSM *ordu ‘ordo,
tent palace’ («— Central Eurasian Kulturwort).*

39 E.g. Tao (5: 20).

S0 E.g. Hsing (2: 17).

1 E.g. YChiieh (14: 25).

2 E.g. YChiieh (22: 33).

383 E.g. Ling (17: 3).

374 E.g. Hsii (58: 13).

5 B.g. HsTi (10: 9).

376 B.g. Jen-hsien (15: 10). Chinggeltei reads this as % 4+ 4k (2002: 170) but the rubbing of the
original text clearly has %* % {k.

377 E.g. Hsii (25: 21-22) — this is one word written in two graphemic blocks. See Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010) for other examples of single words written in separate graphemic blocks.

8 Chung (13: 46-47).

3 E.g. Chung (13: 46-47).

380 See Kane (2009: 58, 77-78) for the Kitan orthographic forms. The phonological
reconstructions are my own.

B LS (116: 1541).

382 F g attested early MMgl ordo [847222] “palace (&)’ (SHM §177).

383 This is possibly an early Puyo-Koguryoic loanword in Serbi-Mongolic and Turkic, first
attested in Archaic Koguryo as *ortu [4Z3}] ~ *orto [ ALE]] ‘capital city (&)’ (Beckwith
2007a: 52, 96-97, 250). See Beckwith (2007a: 37) for discussion of this etymology. The
earliest Turkic attestation is 8" ¢. Old Turkic ordu ‘capital, khaghan’s residence’ (GOrkT
360).
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MKit *par :k % (p.ar> ~ € pan ‘ten’.*** Cognate to Middle Mongol harba-n
‘ten’.’®> CSM *pPar “ten’.

MKit *par :k # (p.ar> “person, people’ (or a classifier for people).**® Cognate
to Middle Mongol hara ‘person’ and its plural forms haran ~ harat
‘people’.*¥” CSM *phara ‘person’.>%®

Tagh *pary-al [${{%1]] ‘bridge (2)’.*% Cognate to Middle Mongol bari- hold,
grasp’ and the deverbal noun suffix -4/, cf. modern Khalkha 6apu- [paer-]
which also denotes ‘build’, and ['park3q] ‘building’, a deverbal noun
based on this root. CSM *bart- ‘grasp, hold, build’.

MKit *po 3k «po> ‘time, season’*® > LKit *p"> [[if] ~ [{HE] ‘time, season
(H%)’.*! Cognate to Middle Mongol hon ‘calendrical year’.3°> CSM *p"s

‘time, season’.*?

384 Rona-Tas has identified sk # as an orthographic variant of € ‘ten’ (2016).

385 E.g. early MMgl harban [¥ 2HE] ‘ten (-F5)’ (SHM §53), ‘Phagspa Script harban \SH RIIG
<hr.bny ‘ten’ (Dagi, . 18), and late MMgl harban [SS2] ‘ten (33)° (Leid. 67a-11-2).

386 See §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ for discussion.

337 E.g. early MMgl hara [I4“#]] “person (N)’ (SHM §246), haran ['& ] ‘people (A1)’
(SHM §39), and *harat ‘people’, attested in the accusative case as harad-i [ §l|fY] ‘the
people (AfF) (HITY 2.27a4). Note also MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script haran ¥ HG h.rm>
‘people’ (BuyK; . 18). See also Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 84-85).

388 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 84-85) for a similar proposal.

389 WS (113: 3007). See §5.2.1 entry for Pa-lieh shih for discussion.

30 E.g. Lang (4: 16).

¥ LS (53: 878). See Shimunek (2007: 88-89) for these MKit and LKit forms.

392 E g attested early MMgl hon [f8] ‘year (4F)” (SHM §26) and attested late MMgl on [034]
‘year (J%)’ (Leid. 63b-13-1).

The Kitan form or another early Serbi-Mongolic cognate is the donor form to Jurchen pon
‘time, spring’ > Manchu fon ‘time, season’. See Ligeti (1986: 439) and Kara (2005: 8)
for this Kitan-Mongol cognate, with discussion of the Jurchen-Manchu forms. See also
Rozycki (1994: 78-79). The Jurchen form *fon < OJur *pon R % po.on> ‘time’ (NT 76)
is a reanalysis of MKit *po-n ik 3+ <po.on> ‘time-GEN’ (e.g. HsHui 11:9).

393
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MKit *pulu k% X @.wlw ~ *pulu kF% @.wlu" ‘intercalary (F) .3
Cognate to Middle Mongol hiile’ii *[hulofiu] ‘more’*** and Preclassical

Written Mongol iilegii ‘id.”**® CSM *p"uloyu ‘extra, surplus’.>*’

MKit *pur- 4 4 pu.r.> ‘to bless’.3*® Cognate to MMgl hirii'e- *[hirufie-] “to
bless’.3*” CSM *phiru- ‘to bless’. 4

4 EBg a * kPR E R E £ X That same year, on the first day of the intercalary eighth
month...” (HsHui 20: 16-22).

395 B.g. early MMgl hiile i [Z1%1JT] ‘more (%65)’ (SHM §201). The modern Khalkha reflex
of this word is mayy [i'u] ‘extra, surplus, intercalary’.

39 pel. dilegii (Jig., I. 8; BcaT 160b14).

397 Early Serbi-Mongolic reflexes of this word were borrowed into Tungusic, and provide
additional evidence of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic *p". Cf. Rinchen (1966: 154-155), Ligeti
(1986: 439), and Rozycki (1994: 82).

3% See Shimunek (2014a: 110) for the phonological reconstruction of this word and the

identification of its Middle Mongol cognate.

399 E.g. MMgl *hirii’e- ‘to bless’ as in attested early MMgl hirii ‘er [75 E%E" 2], a deverbal
noun glossed as ‘wishing someone a long life (i) (SHM §201), from *hirii’e- ‘to
bless’ + -r ‘deverbal noun suffix’. Note also Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script *hirufisr
KTHI UM <hi.ru.fier> ‘benediction’ (Mang. . 8). The modern Khalkha reflex of the verbal
root is epee- [jo're-] ‘to bless, to say a benediction’ and the Khalkha reflex of the Middle
Mongol noun hirii 'er is epoe [jo'rel] ‘benediction’.

400 poppe compares MMgl hirii'e- and WMgl iriige- “einen Segenspruch hersagen, segnen”,
Ewenki “hirugg-" (i.e. hirugaa-) “segnen, beten”, Manchu firu- “beten”, and Korean pil-
“beten” (Poppe 1960: 60, 127), i.e. "4 -, pir- in my romanization. See also Lee Ki-Moon
& Ramsey (2011: 18). Clearly these are related words, but the history of the word in
Koreanic remains to be elucidated. The Ewenki word is a loanword from early Middle
Mongol or late Old Mongol. Manchu firu- ‘curse, implore, beg’ is an early Serbi-
Mongolic loanword in Jurchen-Manchu: cf. Ligeti (1986: 439) and Rozycki (1994: 77).
Note also Jurchen *firur [JE415¢] “spirit (#iff)’, attested in Jurchen Script as 753 probably
representing an Old Jurchen form *pirur «piru.r> (NT 237), which is probably formed
from a verbal root *piru- 3& «piru.» and *-r # <> ‘deverbal noun suffix’
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MKit *pur-s & Z 4 «p.ur.s> ‘descendants’.**! The *-s is a plural suffix (see
entry for MKit *-d ~ *-t ~ *-s ‘plural suffix’ above). Middle Kitan *pur
* 3 % ‘descendant’ is cognate to Middle Mongol hiire *[hura] ‘seed’**
and Written Mongol iire ‘seed, offspring, descendant’ (and its plural
iires).**> CSM *phurs ‘seed, offspring, descendant’.*04

Tagh *p"or [%] ‘surround (/&) .*>> Cognate to the common root of Middle
Mongol horci- *[hortf"i-] ‘surround, turn around’*°® and unattested Middle
Mongol *horiya- *[horija-] ‘wrap’ %"’ < < pre-Proto-Mongolic *hor-
‘surround, wrap’.*%® CSM *p®or ‘surround, wrap’.

“VE. o, YHsiang (37: 11). Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 208) identified this word and its
semantic value.

402 Cf. attested MMgl hiire [#5°%1]] ‘seed (f&+-)’ (HIIY 1.04a8) and attested MMgl -s ‘plural
suffix’. Note also attested late Middle Mongol Aiire-n [)s:] ‘seed’ (MAA: JSPS 37a) and
Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script *hurs UBHLL <heu.re> ‘fruit, merit” (CYK; L 3).

403 Note also Kojia [fare] ~ [furi] ‘seed, sperm’ (Sechinchogt 1999: 285a).

404 Manchu fursun ‘shoots, sprouts’ is a borrowing from an early Serbi-Mongolic dialectal
variant of this word. Rozycki (1994: 83) considers it an ‘Early Mongol’ to Manchu loan.
The -su- element in the Manchu form indicates that it is probably from an early Mongolic
language; *-sU is a morphological innovation distinguishing Mongolic from the Serbi
languages (see Appendix D).

405 s (113: 3006). See §5.2.1 entry for P’u shih.

406 E o early MMgl horci- [£3"17%] “surround, move around (%%)’ (SHM §121) ~ ‘turn
around (§8)’ (SHM §254) and late MMgl *horci- attested in the past factual form horci-
ba [G>_4] and glossed in Arabic as ‘turn (J12)’ (Leid. 72b-13-3). On -bA see Brosig (2014).

407 Cf. WMgl oriya- and reflexes of the Middle Mongol or Proto-Mongolic form of the word
in modern Mongolic daughter languages, e.g. Shira Yoghor Aoro:- ~ Mongghul furo:- ~
Santa xoro- ~ ‘Bonan’ (probably Boonan) kora- ‘to tie around, to bandage, to wind, reel,
roll around’ (Sun et al. 1990: 531), Mongghuor furo- “envelopper, bander, plier en
rouleau” (de Smedt & Mostaert 1933: 111), and Santa horo- [yoro-] ‘wrap around, wind
around, roll up (JH%%, %)’ (Ma & Ch’en 2001: 163b).

408 See Chapter Five for discussion.
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MKit *qa & <qa> ‘emperor, khan’*® > LKit *qa ["]] ‘emperor (£7F); ruler
(F)’. 1% Cognate to Pcl. gan ‘king, khan, sovereign, ruler’, as distinct from
Pcl. gayan ‘monarch, emperor, khaghan’.*!! CSM *k"a (« Central
Eurasian Kulturwort).*!2

LKit *qa [{E] ~ [##] ‘shoot, archery (§)’.*!* Cognate to Middle Mongol gabu

‘archery’,*'* garbu- ‘shoot arrows’,*'> Kalmyk xa- ‘shoot’ etc.*'® CSM

*kha ‘shoot, archery’.*!”

409 E.g. YChiieh (2: 31).

410 CTKC: Shimunek (2007: 99).

411 See Kara (2009: 225, 228-229) for these Preclassical forms and their meanings. In the
Secret History of the Mongols, the Middle Mongol forms ga ["&] (e.g. §57), qan ["%]
(e.g. §123), and gahan [T & ZE] (e.g. §53) are attested, but all of these forms are
inaccurately glossed as ‘emperor (£7)’. Note also plural early Middle Mongol gat [* &
1], glossed as ‘monarchs (75 ) (SHM §21) ~ ‘princes (E£T&) (SHM §112) ~
‘emperors (£755)’ (SHM §74).

412 This is probably an early Japanese-Koguryoic loanword into Serbi-Mongolic: Archaic
Koguryo *ka [fjl1] ‘tribal chief, official, minister (£, )’ < OKog *kan ‘head’, cognate
to OJpn *ka- ‘head’ (Beckwith 2007a: 122). Cf. also 8"-century OTrk gan ‘king, khan’
(GOrkT 341). Modern Persian khan (0%) ‘Mr.” (Aryanpur-Kashani 1986: 96) is a
borrowing from a Middle Turkic reflex of OTrk gan ‘khan’. Cf. 11" ¢. MTrk yan ‘khan,
ruler’ (DTS 636a). In Modern Mongolian, Middle Mongol gan ‘ruler, king, khan’ and
qa’an ~ qahan ‘emperor, khaghan’, have merged to a single lexeme, in Khalkha, xaan
[xa:N] ‘king, ruler, khan, emperor, khaghan’. Jurchen *yaxan BL5% ‘emperor, khan’ (NT
9) is undoubtedly a loanword from Serbi-Mongolic, and Manchu yan ‘emperor, khan’ is
aloanword from Early Modern Mongolian, borrowed after Middle Mongol gan and ga ‘an
~ qahan had merged to a single lexeme.

413 LS (53: 878). See Shimunek (2007: 103) for the CTKC transcription [{£].

44 E g early MMgl gabu ["&8%] archery (5755)” (SHM §244).

Y5 E g early MMgl garbu- [ &7 1R$%] ‘shoot arrows (5])’ (SHM §26).

416 See Kara (2005: 9) and Shimunek (2007: 102-103) for discussion.

417 Note also modern Sakhalin Nivkh Ka- [qa-] ~ xa- [¥a-] ‘shoot’, which is undoubtedly a
loanword from Serbi-Mongolic, perhaps via an intermediate donor language. The Nivkh

This content downloaded from
130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



365

LKit *qary-a [[F%1]] ‘returning, coming back ({85K)’.*!® This is a deverbal
noun with *-a ‘verbal noun suffix’.*!* The verbal root, LKit *qary- ‘return,
come back’, is cognate to Middle Mongol gari- ‘return’.*** CSM *k"ari-
‘return, come back, go back’.

MKit *qawr A % qau.un ‘spring (&) .**! Cognate to Middle Mongol gabur
*[qabur] ‘spring’.**?> CSM *k"abur ‘spring’.

LKit *qofi [E¢] ‘sheep (3F)’.*** Cognate to Middle Mongol goni ~ gonin
‘sheep’.*>* CSM *k"on1 ‘sheep’.4%

form is cited from Tangiku et al. (2008: 50, #299). See §9.2.1 ‘Cultural Vocabulary’
above for discussion of comparanda in Tibeto-Burman and Tungusic.

M8 1.5 (74: 1231).

419 See entry for CSM *-Ay ~ *-yAy ~ *-A ~ *-yA ‘verbal noun suffix’ above.

420 Cf. attested early MMgl gari- [ B] ‘return ([E])’ (SHM §149).

2UE.g. Ku (13: 6).

22 F o attested early MMgl gabur & [IR] ‘spring ()’ (SHM §19).

423 This transcription and its gloss were identified by Nieh & Sun (2008: 71-72) in the CTKC
preface. The phonological reconstruction I present above is my own revision of their
proposal.

44 E g attested early MMgl gonin ["4347]] ‘sheep (3E)’ (SHM §19) and attested late MMgl
qoni [s3] ‘sheep (2 L)’ (Leid. 66b-03-3).

425 Old Turkic gosi ‘sheep’ (732 A.D., Kiil Tegin Inscription: DTS 453b, GOrkT 347) is
undoubtedly related as a loanword, the directionality of which remains to be determined
with certainty. Clauson considered this to be among the “first layer” of Turkic loanwords
in Mongolic (1962: 235), but since the Turkic-speaking peoples were probably originally
a western people who moved east into North China and the Mongolian Plateau (cf.
Beckwith 2009: 115; Beckwith 201 1b; and Shimunek et al. 2015), it seems likely that this
is an early Serbi-Mongolic loanword into Archaic Turkic. This is unlikely to be an Old
Turkic loanword borrowed independently into Serbi and Mongolic, since the Serbi-
Mongolic peoples have a long history of pastoral nomadism. We also cannot entertain the
possibility that this is a Turkic loanword into Common Serbi-Mongolic, since that would
need to have taken place before ca. 7" c. B.C. (i.e. the earliest known date of the
appearance of the Serbi-Mongolic Eastern Hu in Chinese records), while the earliest
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Tagh *qow [{] ‘pig or boar (%£)’.**® Cognate to Written Mongol gobosu-n
‘two-year-old boar’ (< pre-PMgl *k™b(5)-sU) > modern Khalkha xoBc
/xows/ [ows ~ hows] ‘two-year old boar’. CSM *k"sb/*k"obo ‘two-year-
old boar’.

MSer (dialect unspecified) *qurém [47 E] ‘thirty (=-1)".**7 Cognate to
Middle Mongol qucin *[qutftin] ‘thirty’**® and Pcl. yucin ‘thirty’.*** CSM
*guré"-n ‘thirty’.*%

Tagh *quragém [£H;%E] ‘people who carry weapons (F7{5L \.)’, composed of
*qurag ‘weapon of war ({3)’, *-¢r1 ‘occupational suffix’, and *-n ‘plural
suffix’.**! Taghbach *qurag [&H)%] ‘weapon of war’ is cognate to Middle

known historical documentation on the Turkic peoples comes many centuries later, in the
2" ¢, A.D., with the Turcae along the Sea of Azov, far to the west (cf. Beckwith 2009 on
the Turcae and their identification with the later Tiirk). Jurchen *yoni "R [FI{K] ‘sheep
((E)’ (NT 11; the phonological reconstruction is my revision), Manchu yonin ‘sheep’, and
their cognates in other Tungusic languages are reflexes of an early Mongolic loanword in
Tungusic, as shown by Rozycki (1994: 108).
426 S (113: 3006). See §5.2.1 entry for Hou shih for justification of this semantic analysis.
427 This transcription was noted by Pelliot (1929: 251-252), although the reconstruction
presented above is my own. See Franke (1969: 13-14) for other variants of the
transcription. As suggested by Rona-Tas, this is possibly an early Kitan word for ‘thirty’
(Réna-Tas 2016: 133-134).
8 E o attested early MMgl qucin [" 725 ] “thirty (=)’ (SHM §121) and attested late MMgl
yucin [ s£] “thirty (0585)’ (Leid. 70a-13-4) ~ qucin [ 8] ‘thirty (i)’ (Leid. 67b-03-
3).
429 See Kara (2009: 111) for this Preclassical form.
430 This CSM numeral is clearly based on the root *gur ‘three’. See entry for MKit *Gur ‘three’
above.

41 See section §5.3.1 entry for Hu-lo-chen for discussion.
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Mongol kitugai ~ kituya ~ gituya ‘knife’. > CSM *k"ithuga ‘knife,

weapon’,*3?

MSer (Ch’i-fu dial.) *q"axan [B]}T] ‘khaghan’ ~ Taghbach *q"aan [F]3£]
‘khaghan, imperial ancestor’ ~ T’u-yii-hun *q"axan [ 7] #£] ‘sovereign (B
%) B4 ~ OKit *qaan [PI4] ‘king (F¥™) 4 ~ MKit *qakan &£ R

«qa.ya.an> ‘of the emperor’ (genitive)*° ~
)BT <

*qaka-u & £ X «qa.ya.w ‘to/for
the emperor’ (dative-locative *qawad & £ % (qga.ya.ad> ‘emperors’
(plural nominative) ¥** ~ *gagad-on & £ % M (qa.ya.ad.en> ‘of the
emperors’ (plural genitive) ¥*° ~ *qawad-or & £ 3% «(qa.ya.ad.en
‘emperors’ (plural accusative-instrumental-comitative). *** Cognate to

B2 g attested early MMgl kitugai [Z.55" %] “knife (J] )’ (SHM §149). Note also attested
late MMgl gituya [4¢ 5i8] ‘knife’ (MAA: JSPS, 135a) and kituya [ $3S] ‘knife’ (Leid. 67a).
At the phonological level, these transcriptions probably transcribe *[q"rt"usa] ~
*[kMit"uka). See Seongyeon Ko (2013) on *[1] in early Mongol. This Middle Mongol form
is the donor of Khentii-Dornod Khamnigan Ewenki [kituga] ‘knife’ (Rinchen 1969: 58)
and Manchu kitugan ‘scissors for making models from feathers’ (Roz. 140).

433 On the rhoticism of intervocalic */t/ and */d/ in Taghbach, see §5.5 ‘Taghbach Phonology’.
Rozycki identifies Ewenki, Solon, Nanai, and Negidal koto [koto] ‘knife’ as “an earlier,
perhaps substrata borrowing” from Mongolic (Roz. 140). These Tungusic forms are
probably borrowed from a Proto-Serbi form—the Taghbach form *qurag ‘weapon of war’
(probably with the basic meaning of ‘knife’) is from earlier (Proto-Serbi?) */k"ut"Vg/
‘knife’.

434 Sung Shu (96: 2369).

35 PT 1283 (1. 27).

BOE.g. Lang (1: 4).

437 E.g. YChiieh (43: 42).

Y8 E.g. Tao (14: 2).

49 E.g. YHsiang (3: 1).

#0 E.g. YChiieh (4: 46).
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Middle Mongol gahan ~ ga’an ‘emperor’.**! CSM *kPayan ‘emperor’*+?

(«<— Central Eurasian Kulturwort).**

MKit *sa- 4 # ¢.a» ‘reside, stay’.*** Cognate to Middle Mongol sa u-

*[safiu-] ‘sit, reside’**> and Preclassical Written Mongol sayu- ‘id.”*4¢

CSM *sa- ‘sit, reside, dwell’.

M1 E g early MMgl gahan ["&3E] ‘emperor (575) (SHM §53). See also Kara (2009).

42 Note also MKit *qa ‘emperor’ above. Synchronically, MKit *qa ‘emperor’ is the same
lexeme as MKit *qagan ‘of the emperor’—MKit *qa is attested only in the nominative
case, and there is no attested nominative case equivalent of MKit *qagan ‘of the emperor’.
Middle Kitan *qa ~ *qaka- ‘emperor’ is thus a lexical merger of two distinct, earlier
words—CSM *k"a ‘sovereign, ruler’ and CSM *k"ayan ‘emperor’. Note attested OKit
*qakan ‘king’ (or, more likely, ‘emperor’).

43 This word is first attested among the Ch’i-fu Serbi ca. early 3™ c. A.D. (before 265 A.D.),
transcribed k’o-han [B]7F] (Chin Shu 125: 3113; see also Liu 1989: 98). The earliest
inscriptional attestation is in Taghbach in the 443 A.D. Serbi Cave Inscription, in the
form k’o-han [0]3E] with the appositive gloss ‘the imperial ancestors (£ 1H5%) (SCI, L
16). The next earliest attestations in transmitted texts are in Jou-jan and T’u-yii-hun,
transcribed k'o-han [F]7T] ~ [A]FE] (WS 113: 2291; Sung Shu 96: 2369). The word is
attested later, ca. 6"-10% ¢., in Europe among the Avar, Bulgar, and Khazar ruling elite,
transcribed in Byzantine Greek as [yaydv] (Moravesik 1958: 332-334), i.e. *xayan in
Byzantine Greek. Given the earlier-attested Koguryoic form (see entry for MKit *qa
above), I am inclined to analyze CSM *k"ayan as a Puyo-Koguryoic loanword into early
Serbi-Mongolic (the *-ya- element, of unknown meaning, is an addition in Serbi-
Mongolic), with later borrowings into Turkic, i.e. PJK *ka- ‘head” > AKog *ka ‘tribal
chie — CSM *kPa ‘king, sovereign, ruler’ (cf. Beckwith 2007a: 122) > *k"a-ya-n
‘emperor’ — unattested ATrk > ca. 6™ c. early OTrk *qasan [E]}F] (e.g. Chou Shu 50:
909) > attested 8"-century inscriptional OTrk gasan ‘emperor’ (GOrkT 338). The words
for ‘empress’ and ‘queen’ are also related.

44 E.g. Tao (5: 11). See discussion above and in Chapter Seven for the attested paradigm of
this verb.

45 E.g. attested early MMgl sa ‘u- [$J1] ‘sit (24)’ (SHM §214).

46 pcl. sayu- (BcaT 157b2).
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LKit *sayr [Z8E] ~ [FHE] ~ [Z0F] ‘moon, month (H)’.**7 Cognate to

Middle Mongol sara ~ zara ‘month’ and zaran ‘moon’ (Pcl. sara ‘month’
and saran ‘moon’).**8 CSM *zayra ‘moon, month’.

MKit *sufl 4% «s.uf> ‘night’.**” Cognate to Middle Mongol séni ‘night’.#%°

CSM *soni ‘night’.

47 1S (53: 878) and CTKC: Shimunek (2007: 90).
M8 E o attested early MMgl sara [# %] ‘month (H)’ (SHM §63). Cf. Kara (2009: 248) for

the Preclassical Written Mongol forms. Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script has *zara
‘month’, attested in the genitive case as *zara-yin MH 33 «z.r.yin» ‘month-GEN’ (Mang.
L. 21; BuyK> [. 23) and *zaran ‘moon’, attested in the plural as *zaran-ufivd M H [69 UGN
«z.rnu.fiud> ‘moons’ (CYK> [. 9). These are the only attested words in ‘Phagspa Script
Middle Mongol with word-initial *[z], which suggests that this phoneme was marginal in
Middle Mongol phonology, and in its earliest attestation in the Edict of Mangala (1276
A.D.) was already in the process of merging with /s/. Late Middle Mongol in Arabic
Script provides no evidence of word-initial *[z] in reflexes of this word or in other
inherited lexical items; cf. attested late MMgl sara ['2~] ‘month (L&)’ (Leid. 71a-03-5).
Note also the modern Kojia reflex [sara] ~ [tsara] ‘moon, month’ (Sechinchogt 1999:
293a). Late Middle Korean *t3r = ‘moon, month’ (> MSK tar &) is probably a loanword
from a progressive dialect of Middle Mongol; see Chapter One discussion of the
Mongolic-Korean Theory for details.

49 E.g. HsTi (4: 4). See Kane (2009: 25) for a brief overview of previous studies on this word

and its Mongolic cognate. The phonological reconstruction given above is my own.

40 E.g. early MMgl soni [Z{/K] ‘night (78)’ (SHM §28) and late MMgl séni [(< 3] ‘night (&%)

(Leid. 64a-05-5). See Kara (2009: 266) for Preclassical Written Mongol séni ‘night’.
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MKit *$awa X R # &.auv.a*' > LKit *$awa [fY7F] ‘bird of prey (B E) .42
Cognate to Middle Mongol §ibawun ‘bird, eagle, hawk’*> and Daur [f{oyo:]
~ [fowo:] ‘falcon’.*** CSM *s1ba ‘bird, eagle, hawk’.4%

MKit *$en X ¥ &.8n> ‘new (H7)”.*° Cognate to Middle Mongol §ini ~ sini ~

sine ‘new’*” and Preclassical Written Mongol sine ‘new’.**® CSM *sino

‘new’ (« ? ¥ LOC dial. *sin& ‘new”).*>®

BUE.g YPu (19:1).

42 LS (116: 1539). See Kara (2005: 8), Shimunek (2007: 92), and Kane (2009: 93, 97) for
discussion.

43 EB.g. attested early MMgl Sibawun [2=58;8] ‘bird (B)’ (SHM §111) ~ ‘eagle, hawk (/&)
(SHM §195).

434 These Daur forms are from Engkebatu (1984: 238-239, 240).

453 See Jacques (2010: 159) for a similar proposal. See Appendix D for pre-Proto-Mongolic
*-yu.

436 Kane claims that X % denotes ‘good’ (2009: 100 §3.086), but I have been unable to verify
this meaning in the published Kitan Assembled Script texts. In Lang (7:6), X %
unambiguously corresponds to ‘new ().

457 E.g. MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script *$ino ‘new’, attested in dative-locative case as *3ino-do [N
[Bl( MIf <Si.ne.de> ‘new-DL’ (Dagi L. 18).

458 See Kara (2009: 261) for these Middle Mongol and Preclassical Written Mongol forms.
Note also Kojia [{ini] ‘new’ (Sechinchogt 1999: 295a).

49 For tradition-based ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions note Bax. 798 *syin and Sag. 52 *’sin.
On disyllabic monomorphemic words in Late Old Chinese, see Kiyose & Beckwith
(forthcoming).
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MKit *§ya & 3+ .ia*" ~ *Iyay X &4 & .ia.aD> ‘good, goodness’**! > LKit
*$e [2&] ‘good (4F)’.*6? Cognate to Middle Mongol sayin ‘good’.** CSM
*syay1 ‘good’ (< ? *syayr).***

MKit *t 4 « ‘that’.*%> Cognate to Proto-Mongolic *t"s- ‘distal demonstrative
root’ as in Middle Mongol fere *[t"ora] ‘that’, tede ‘they’, tediii ‘in such a
manner’, teyimii ‘like that’, and tende ‘there’, and teii- ~ te’iin- ‘distal
demonstrative oblique stem’,*® Kojia [te] ‘that, he, she, it’**” and Moghol
[te] ‘he, this’.**® CSM *t"(o) “distal demonstrative’.

40 B.g. YChiieh (40: 42).

4l B.g. YTi (3: 2). See Kane (2009: 100 §3.086) for discussion. The phonological
reconstructions given above are my own. On the reading of grapheme % see Kane (2009:
68 §2.274). Kane reads # as <ah> (2009: 59 §2.197), but this grapheme clearly transcribes
Chinese [ai], as he notes. It must denote «<ai>.

462 1S (116: 1543). See Shimunek (2007: 93) for discussion of this Late Kitan form, its
Mongolic cognates, and loanforms in Manchu. See also Rozycki (1994: 173) for more on
this Serbi-Mongolic — Jurchen-Manchu loan.

463 E.g. attested early MMgl sayin [f1[X]] ‘good (4F)’ (SHM §6) and MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script
sayin € 306 «s.yin» ‘good’ (CYK: [. 4). Jurchen *sain &7\ «sai.in> [FE[A]] ‘good’ (NT 90,
295) is a loanword from late Old Mongol or early Middle Mongol.

464 A connection between MMgl sayin ‘good’ and MTrk /sag/ [sar] ‘good’ (first attested ca.
11" ¢c., DTS 480b) has long been assumed, but remains to be fully explained. Probably,
early SM *syayr1 ‘good” — unattested ATrk *sagi > > attested MTrk /sag/ [sar] ‘good’.

465 See §7.3.2.1.2 ‘Demonstratives’ for attestations and discussion.

46 E g attested early MMgl tere [Mi5“%1]] ‘that ()’ (SHM §14), tede [fifii%] ‘they ISR
(SHM §6), tediii [Iiti}fE] “in such a manner’ (SHM §56), teyimii [Ii7R7K] ‘like that” (SHM
§9), tende [FH#E] ‘there (F'EE)” (SHM §9), and te'ii- ~ te’iin- ‘distal demonstrative
oblique stem’ as in fe ii-ber [ TL A 2] ‘DIST.DEM-INS’ (SHM §244), te’iin-i [l JLE]
‘DIST.DEM-ACC’ (SHM §111), teiin-ece [ JLIEL] ‘DIST.DEM-ABL’ (SHM §205), te 'iin-
tiir [ 5257 1] ‘DIST.DEM-DL’ (SHM §73), and te "iin-ii [i5 /4] ‘DIST.DEM-GEN’ (SHM
§12).

467 Sechinchogt (1999: 297a).

468 Weiers (1972: 181).
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MKit *taqa 4 % # <t.aq.a> ‘chicken, hen (7§ corresponding to f)’.**” Cognate
to Middle Mongol takiya ~ tagiya ~ taya ‘chicken, hen’.*”° Note also Kojia
[taya] ~ [turya] ~ [tya] ‘chicken’.*’! CSM *t"akP1ya ‘chicken, hen’.*"?

MKit *taw % <taw ‘five’*’® > LKit *t"aw [5]] ‘five (71)’.*7* Cognate to
Middle Mongol tabu-n ‘five’ 4> CSM *thabu ‘five.”*°

469 B.g. Hsiian (4: 81). See Kane (2009) for discussion of the semantic value. The phonological
reconstruction presented above is my own.

470 E.g. attested early MMgl takiya [$5Z. 5] ‘chicken (% 2)’ (SHM §141), MMgl in ‘Phagspa
Script *thakhtiya N HIT 3 «th khi.y> ‘chicken’ (Dagi, [ 18), and late MMgl fagiya [WE5]
‘domestic fowl’ (Leid. 66b-11-1; see Saité 2006: 7) ~ *taya ‘hen/rooster’, attested in the
plural form taya-wut [&353] *hen (zaA)’ ~ ‘rooster (<Ldll)’ (Leid. 68b-12-5, 68b-13-2-2).
See also Shimunek (2007: 96) for discussion and Jurchen-Manchu loanforms.

471 Sechinchogt (1999: 296b).

472 This Serbi-Mongolic word is undoubtedly related to Middle Turkic takagu [taqasu] ‘hen’,
first solidly attested ca. 11" c. (DTS 536a), but the directionality of the loan remains to
be determined with certainty. Clauson considered this to be among the “first layer” of
Turkic loanwords in Mongolic (1962: 235), but the Turkic form is first attested at roughly
the same time as the earliest Serbi-Mongolic attestation — Middle Kitan 4 % # first
appears in 1076 A.D. in Jen-i (11:23) and in 1080 A.D. in HsHui (28: 12). Early loanword
relationships between these forms, Korean tark &} [tak"] ‘chicken’, Hungarian fy1ik ‘hen’,
and Manchu cogo ‘chicken’ < attested Jurchen *tiqo & [ #{1] ‘chicken (%8)’ (NT 225)
are also highly likely; cf. Ligeti (1986: 43), Kara (2005: 13-14), Kane (2009: 88), and
Aisin Gioro (2004: 96 #50).

413 E.g. Chung (6: 36).

474 LS (53: 878).

415 B.g. early MMgl tabun [¥&7%] ‘five (71)° (SHM §19).

476 Jurchen *toboyon F [fif N#K] ‘fifteen’ (NT 27) is an early borrowing from a Serbi-
Mongolic language, with the root *tobo undoubtedly cognate to MMgl tabun ‘five’ (cf.
Kane 2009, Janhunen 2003, Poppe 1979, Ligeti 1986, and Laufer 1921). See Shimunek
(forthcoming, c) for the precise details of this loanword and its historical context.
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MKit *tawlya % % # <tau.li.a» ‘rabbit, hare’*”” > LKit *thawl” [/5Z£] ~ [F4H]
‘rabbit, hare (%2)**’® (— Daur [taul'] ‘rabbit, hare’*’"). Cognate to Middle
Mongol taulai ~ ta ulai ‘rabbit, hare’.**° The final ai in the Middle Mongol
form is probably the result of syncretism with nogai ‘dog’ or metathesis of

the *-ya- sequence. CSM *t"awlya ‘rabbit, hare’.*%!

MKit *tiw- 4 & t.iw ~ *diw- & & «d.iw> ‘gather (&)’.*? Cognate to Written

Mongol tegii- ‘collect’, attested late western Middle Mongol -

‘collect’, ¥ attested early eastern Middle Mongol temgii- ‘pick up,

gather’,** and numerous reflexes of these words in the modern Mongolic
daughter languages.**®> PMgl *t"amgu- ~ *t"ayu- ‘gather, collect, pick up’.

CSM *t"ayu- ‘gather (transitive or intransitive)’.

477 E.g. Hsiian (4: 8).

478 S (53: 878). See Shimunek (2007) for the CTKC transcription [/52£]. Note that the
phonological reconstruction I provide here is a significant revision of my 2007 proposal.

479 See Engkebatu (1984) for the Daur form.

480 E.g. attested early MMgl faulai [577] ‘rabbit, hare (fR)° (SHM §257) ~ ta 'ulai [3&]12K]
‘rabbit, hare (2! (SHM §239).

481 There is probably an areal connection with the Japanese-Koguryoic, Koreanic, Chinese,
Nivkh, and Turkic words for ‘rabbit, hare’ (Christopher I. Beckwith, p.c., 2011).

482 See Shimunek (2014a: 107) for discussion.

483 This verb is attested in late Middle Mongol in the past factual form tii-be [+ 53] ‘collected’

(MAA: JSPS). On the value of -bA4 in Middle Mongol, see Brosig (2014).

484 Early eastern MMgl temgii- [/ gather, pick up (15)’ (SHM §74).

485 E.g. Daur [tupko:-] (Engkebatu 1984: 262), Santa giangu- [tgiangu-] (Ma & Ch’en 2001:
326), ‘Bonan’ (probably Boonan) [tongs-] (Sun et al. 1990: 656), Baonang [tungs-] (Buhe
& Liu 1982: 91) and “tyg>-” (Todaeva 1964: 148), i.e. probably [t"uyo-] or [t"uxa-],
Mangghuer chuangmu- [{s"wdn'mu-] (Slater 2003: 56, 105, 241, 368), Mongghuor
[t"ungu-] (de Smedt & Mostaert 1933: 432), Mongghul tungu- (Fachndrich 2007: 340),
Kojia [tangi-] (Sechinchogt 1999: 298a), Moghol [tomu-] (Weiers 1972: 181b), Shira
Yoghor [ty:-] (Sun et al. 1990: 656), Khalkha Tyy- [t"u:-], Buryat Tyy- [t"w:-], Oirat [t"y:-]
etc., all denoting ‘gather (trans.), pick up, collect’.
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MKit *tur- % % <tu.ur.> ‘die, pass away (22)’ (honorific).**® Cognate to Middle
Mongol tére- ~ toré- ~ torii- ‘be born’*7 ~ ‘be reborn’**® and Preclassical
Written Mongol #676- ‘be born’.*% CSM *t"orV- ‘be born’.**

46 B.g. YHsiang (12: 22). See also Kane (2009: 59 §2.202; 91 §3.039) for the Kitan
orthographic form and its semantic value. The Middle Kitan phonological reconstruction
presented above is my own. See Shimunek (2011a: 104a) for the identification of the
Mongolic cognates.

47 E g attested early MMgl tore- [[i“51]] “be born (4:)” (SHM §22) ~ toré- [fi 4] ‘be born
(4E)’ (SHM §281) ~ torii- as in torii-n [[ii " 7] ‘being born (£4£)’ (SHM §174).

48 B g attested Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script *thoro- ‘be born’ or ‘be reborn’ (in the
Buddhist sense of reincarnation), attested in the deverbal noun form *thoro-1 ‘rebirth’
(be.born-DVN) in the dative-locative case as *thorol-dur U< HU4E MNOH (theo.reol.dur
‘rebirth-DL’ (Mann., 1. 7).

489 See Kara (2009: 287) for this Pcl form.

490 This Serbi-Mongolic word is undoubtedly connected with Old Turkic tdrii- ‘be born’ (first
attested 8" c., GOrkT 386), which Clauson considers to be an “early” Turkic — Mongol
loanword (EDT 533a), but the directionality of this loanword remains to be determined.
See Tekin (1968: 386) for the Old Turkic form.
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Tagh *thax [£] ‘dirt, soil, earth ()’.**! Cognate to Middle Mongol to ‘osu-n
‘dust’®? and Qay *t"oru [ 1] ‘mud, dirt’.** CSM *thay ‘dirt, dust, soil,
earth’ (< 1= LOC *thax).***

LKit *t"irya (or *t"irya ?) [$2%1] “tilling land, farming (f&[H)’.*>> Cognate to
Middle Mongol tariyan ~ tariyat ‘crops, grains’#*® and Written Mongol

“LWS (1: 1). On the reconstruction of this word and the Taghbach ethnonym, see Beckwith
(2005, 2006a, 2010).

42 E.g. attested early MMgl fo ‘osun [[ii5f4] ‘dust (BE)’ (SHM §170). Also attested in MMgl
in ‘Phagspa Script as *t"ofiosun R UCEDIB <t"0.fio.sun> in the phrase *t"ariyan *t"ofiosun
‘crops’ (CYK: L 12).

493 Attested as the root of the Early Qay hydronym *t"oxu-¢ifi/*t"oru-¢in [+ H] (HTS 219:
6173; ALSSCr 111) < *t"ku ‘mud, dirt, soil’ + *-¢ifi/*-¢in ‘suffix denoting possession’
< PSer *-¢in/*-¢in ‘having X’ (see entry for T u-yii-hun *-¢in/*-Cifi above). Late Kitan

*thawuys/*t"awis [[FSEE] (CTKC) is clearly related to the Taghbach, Qay, and Mongol
forms above, but poses a morphological problem. Since Middle Kitan morphology is only
partially known, and Late Kitan morphology even less known, we cannot rule out the
possibility that this is a polymorphemic form composed of *t"aw ‘dirt, soil” with a suffix
*_uys or *-is, possibly denoting attributive, since it occurs in the phrase *t"awuys/*t"awis
*mur [fEfEEDGH], glossed ‘Muddy River (£7) . Note that the regular phonological
outcome of CSM *ay is *aw in Middle Kitan and Late Kitan (see entries for LKit *bawl,
MKit and LKit *jaw, and MKit *faw). My discussion of this Late Kitan word in
Shimunek (2007: 97-98) is now obsolete. Another, more likely possibility, is that & in
the Old Mandarin transcription of this LKit word is a typographical error for Z (OM
*9[1) if this is correct, the transcription should be corrected to *[[ffEE )¢ H] (OM

*thawuyon/*t"awion) for LKit *t"aw-1n, the *-in element of which is probably a genitive-
attributive suffix cognate to attested MMgl -yin ~ -Un ~ -U ‘genitive case suffix’.

494 This LOC — Taghbach loanword was identified by Beckwith (2010a). See Chapter §9.2.3
for discussion and for the etymology of the Middle Mongol reflex. See Appendix D for
pre-PMgl *-sU.

495 YPTC: cf. Shimunek (2007: 95) for this transcription. My 2007 phonological reconstruction
is now obsolete.

46 E g attested early MMgl tariyat [$5" B %] “grains (FH7RK)” (SHM §177) and MMgl in
‘Phagspa Script *thariyan W HE 36 «t".ri.yn> ‘crop’ (CYK: L 12).
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tariy-a ‘grain, crop, field’.*”” CSM *t"arrya ‘grain, crop, field, growing,
tilling land’.**8

LKit *u [ 5] ‘water (7K)’.*° Cognate to Middle Mongol usu-n *[usun]
‘water’>% (< PMgl *usu-n < pre-PMgl *u-sU-n). CSM *u ‘water’.>%!

MKit *udur A 4k ud.ur> ‘east, eastern’>? ~ % 4k ud.ur> ‘eastern’.’*> Cognate
to Middle Mongol iidiir *[utur] ‘day, daytime’ and Preclassical Written
Mongol ediir ~ iidiir ‘id.”>** The sun rises in the east, the direction from

497 See Shimunek (2007: 95) for sources and modern Mongolic cognates.

4% This is probably a deverbal noun from a verbal root *thar1- ‘to plant’; cf. WMgl tari- ‘to
plant” and late MMgl tar- ‘to plant’, attested in the past factual as far-ba [L_5] and glossed
as ‘to sow (&))" (Leid. 73a-07-5-2); on the value of -bA in Middle Mongol, see Brosig
(2014). See Seongyeon Ko (2013) on the reconstruction of *1 for early Mongolic. CSM
*tharrya < *t"ar1- ‘to plant, sow’ is related to MTrk tari- ‘to sow’ (first attested ca. 13" c.,
DTS 537a, EDT 532) and the deverbal noun /tari-g/ [tarig] ‘grain, cereals, bread, millet,
agriculture, tilling land’ (first attested ca. 11" ¢c., DTS 537a, EDT 532). This is probably
an early Serbi-Mongolic — ATrk loan, i.e. early SM *t"arrya — unattested ATrk *taris >
unattested OTrk > attested MTrk taris ‘grain, cereals, bread, millet, agriculture, tilling
land’. On agriculture among the Eastern Hu (i.e. speakers of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic), see
Pulleyblank (1983). Note also Hailar Ewenki [taragan] ‘field, paddy’ (Hu & Chog 1986:
170), which is probably a borrowing from Proto-Mongolic. Note also Ewenki taragay
“ruremmBEIiA, TeneHoK” «— Sakha «— early Mongolic (Tsintsius 1975-1977: 167).

499 CTKC: Shimunek (2007: 98).

S0 E.g. early MMgl usu [JL#E] ‘water (7K)* (SHM §272) ~ usun [JLf4] ‘water (7K)* (SHM
§72).

501 See Appendix D for pre-PMgl *-sU.

502 E.g. Jen-hsien (21: 49). See Kane (2009: 94) for the semantic and phonological
identification of this word. The reconstruction presented here is my own modification of
his proposal.

S03 E.g. HsTi (10: 11), identified by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010).

S04 Pcl. ediir (Bur. 7a) ~ iidiir (Chang, I. 17; Hin., . 52). Tumurtogoo & Cecegdari read the
latter as “odiir” (2006: 505), but since there is no orthographic difference between ¢ and
i in Written Mongol, and given the Middle Mongol forms transcribed in Chinese script,
this Preclassical form is certainly #diir.
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which daylight comes. Thus, I propose that the Mongolic form is a
semantic innovation, and that the primary meaning of the word is ‘east’. A
historical reason suggesting that ‘east’ is the original semantic value of the
word is the fact that the early Eastern Hu peoples are described as having
the doors of their yurts face east.’’> CSM *udur ‘east’.

MKit *uii & @i ‘cow’.’’® Cognate to Middle Mongol iiniyen ~ iineyen

3

cow’,>"” Daur [upe:] ‘cow’,’%® etc. CSM *uni ‘cow’.”

MKit *uw- R @w.> ‘give’.>!? Cognate to Middle Mongol k- ~ dg- ‘give’>!! >

Modern Khalkha er- [ek ~ ey-] ‘give’. CSM *og- ‘give’.

305 See §2.1 ‘The Early Serbi-Mongolic Peoples’.

9 B.g. HsHui (28: 23). See Kane (2009: 110 §3.149) for the Kitan orthographic form and
discussion. The phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.

07 B.g. attested early MMgl iiniyen [JU{RZE] ‘cow (L) (SHM §121) ~ dineyen [JURZE]
‘cow (F.47) (HITY 1.06a6). The romanizations given here are my own, and are based on
the Old Mandarin transcriptions. Kuribayashi gives “iini ’en” and “iine’en” (Kuribayashi
2009: 516; 2003: 18-19), but the Old Mandarin transcriptions clearly indicate a palatal
glide -y- with the transcriptional character yen (MSC yan) #E (Pul. 356: LOM yen).

398 Engkebatu (1984: 44).

399 CSM *uni ‘cow’ > pre-PMgl *uni-yo(-n) > PMgl *uniyon ~ *unoyon — Ewk, e.g. Hailar
Ewenki [unagon] ‘cow’ and Solon [unig3] ~ [unigoo] ‘cow’. See Appendix D ‘Pre-Proto-
Mongolic Morphological Innovations’ for other examples of pre-PMgl *-yA. See Hu &
Chog (1986: 172a) for the Hailar Ewenki form and Tsintsius (1975-1977: 274a) for the
Solon form. Manchu uniyen ‘female of certain animals, milk cow’ is a recent loan from
Mongol (Roz. 218).

SI0B.g. YP'u (7: 5). See also Kane (2009: 99 §3.083). The reconstruction given above is my
own.

SITE.g. attested early MMgl 6k- [§4=] ‘give (B)’ (SHM §15) ~ dg- as in dg-ii-ksen [E4 =]
‘give-PRF.VN” and MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script *og- as in *og-boe BUCHT RILT (?cog.beé> ‘go-
PST’ (BuyK> I. 19).
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MKit *uwl &% @“wbh ‘winter’. °'?> Cognate to Middle Mongol iibiil
‘winter’>!3 and Preclassical Written Mongol ebiil ‘winter’.>'* CSM *ubul

‘winter’.>?

Tagh *uwl [ #E#] ‘cloud (Z£)’.3'¢ Cognate to Middle Kitan *owl 3 % cu.wl
‘cloud ()37 and Middle Mongol e iile-n *[ofiulon] ‘cloud’.>!® CSM
*ayulo ‘cloud’.

MKit *uy % <ui> ‘matter, affair, deed (25).5!° Cognate to Middle Mongol
iiyile *[ujilo] ~ *uelo ‘deed, matter, affair’.?° CSM *uyi ‘matter, deed,
affair’ (« & LOC ‘to do”).*?!

SI2E.g. Lang (5: 5).

S13 E.g. attested MMgl dibiil [ /L] ‘winter (%) (SHM §151).

314 Tumurtogoo & Cecegdari (2006: 377-378); Kara (2009: 89).

515 Despite Starostin et al. (2003: 589), this word is not related to Ewenki iwaksa ‘winter’ and
its cognates in Negidal, Ulcha, Oroch, and Udihe.

S16 WS (113: 3012). See §5.2.1 entry for Yu-lien shih.

SITE.g. £ % ‘cloud’ asin £ £ F & & 4 4 % ‘Commander of the Heaven Cloud Army’ (Yii),
corresponding to KEEFH£FE ‘id.” in the Liao Shih 7 52. See Kane (2009: 89).

S18 B.g. attested early MMgl e iilen [ZE 7] ‘cloud (3E)’ (SHM §238).

S9E.g. Lang (1: 14).

520 E.g. attested early MMgl iiyile [ZZ71%1]] ‘matter, deed, affair (58)’ (SHM §277) and MMgl
in ‘Phagspa Script *uelo ‘matter, deed, affair’, attested in the plural as *uglo-s BUOY HLE
<Peué.les) ‘deed-PL’ (CYK> I. 9). The Modern Khalkha reflex is yia [uil3] ‘matter, deed,
affair, action’. Note also the following modern reflexes: Baarin [y:l], Daur [uil], Shira
Yoghor [ule], Mongghul [uile], Santa [uilia] (Sun et al. 1990: 690), Baonang [le] ‘work,
job” (Buhe & Liu 1982: 82) and as the root of the verb “mra-”, i.e. [lege-], ‘to do, work’
(Todaeva 1964: 142), Boonan [wila] ~ [wela] ‘work, job’ (Fried 2010: 43, 59, 99), and
Kojia [ile] ‘labor, activity’ (Sechinchogt 1999: 280). Juunast gives Shira Yoghor [ule:]
(1997: 96).

321 See §9.2.3 for this etymology, and for comparanda in Tungusic and Sakha.
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MKit *yow- A% <y.ew ‘move, transfer ({)’.%*? This Kitan verbal root is
retained as a substratal element in modern Mongolian dialects of eastern
Inner Mongolia, such as Baarin and Aru Khorchin; note the Baarin form
[jew-] ‘go’. The word is cognate to Middle Mongol yabu- ‘go, move,
travel’ > modern Khalkha siB- [jaw-] ‘id.” CSM *yabu- ‘go, move’.

Tagh *Zirpay (phonemically probably */zirpay/) [ /& Ei] ‘raised earth,
embankment (#f)’.%2® Cognate to Written Mongol serbeng > modern
Khalkha capBanu ['sirwdn ~ 'serw3dn] ‘land formation that is projecting,
overhanging, or jutting out’. CSM *zerpay ‘raised earth or a projecting,
overhanging land formation’ (> PMgl *serban).

22 E.g. HsTi (21: 7). See Kane (2009) for the semantic identification of this word. The
phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.
323 WS (113: 3007). See §5.2.1 entry for Shih-pen shih.
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8.6. RECONSTRUCTED SENTENCES IN COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC

Utilizing the reconstructed phonology, morphophonology, morphosyntax,
syntax, and lexicon presented above, it is possible to reconstruct a limited
number of sentences in Common Serbi-Mongolic. These are hypothetically
grammatical sentences in Common Serbi-Mongolic—in other words, whether
or not these specific sentences were ever actually uttered by Common Serbi-
Mongolic speakers, they would have been both possible and grammatical
according to the currently reconstructible grammar of the language.
The reconstructed sentences are organized as follows:

a. Phonological reconstruction, with inflectional morphemes segmented out.
b. Interlinear morpheme glosses.

c. Phrasal structure.

d. Clausal structure.

e. Translation.

1.
*kPayan-Vn *gur *arguy"1-n-0
emperor — GEN three judge — PL — NOM
l np[[N — GEN] np[Num N]]
S
*syayl *mor1-yVr *yabu-bAf.
good horse — INS go — PST
[VP[ nplAdj N] 4 l
0 |4

‘The emperor’s three judges went on good horses.’

2.
*ak"afi-O *guré"m  *k"on1-0 *o0g-lUyAf.
elder.brother — NOM thirty sheep — ACCipqer give — PST
[ np[N] vel np[Num N] V]
S 0 |4

‘Elder brother gave thirty sheep.’
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3.
*baran *fayur-DV  *dabusu-@  *a-bAn.

right.side lake — DL salt — NOM] [exist — PST
[PostP[NP[Adj N] Post] [ ne[N] velV]
Adv S | /4

“The lake on the right side had salt.’

4.

*boyul-0 *nagan-Vn *owor-DV  *fiod-1IUyAf.
slave — NOM] [maternal.uncle — GEN yurt — DL go — PST
ne[N] vel np[N — Gen N] ve[V1] l

S (0] 4

‘The/a slave went to (the) maternal uncle’s yurt/home.’

5.

*ak"afi-Vn *womwo-0 *1dugan.
elder.brother — GEN  woman — NOM] [female.shaman

[ np[N — Gen N] np[N]

S Pred
‘Elder brother’s wife is a shamaness.’

6.

*5 *05]-Vn *s1ba-s-0 *namur  *k"arr-bAf.
PROX.DEM river — GEN bird — PL — NOM autumn go.back — PST
np[ np[Dem N] — Gen N] aave[N]  vp[V] l

S |74

‘The birds of this river went back in autumn.’

7.
*9 *ayil-0 *ubul  *yabu-1UyAf.
PROX.DEM household — NOM winter go — PST
np[Dem N] aavp[N]  vp[V] l
S %4

“This family left in winter.”>%*

324 Bare nouns denoting seasons (i.e. ‘spring’, ‘summer’, ‘fall’, and ‘winter’) and noun phrases
headed by these and other bare nouns denoting time words (i.e. ‘year’) can function as
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8.

*kPabur  *sino  *oba(n)-O *Aurg(V)-bAf.
spring new  grass — NOM] [grow — PST
adve[N] [np[Adj N] ve[V] l

Adv S 4

‘In spring, new grass grew.’

adverb phrases in attested Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol, e.g. MKit X ¢ #& A & +
I 2L I R FF L+ [In] the summer [of] the ninth year of the Ta-k’ang K5
reign period, having reached the age of seventy-five, [he] ...” (YHsiang 28: 12; see
Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 194-195 for translation) and early MMgl Tere iibiil jerge er
ne’iijii Cinggis Qahan Quba Qaya-yi iibiiliebe (SHM §151), translated by Cleaves as
“That winter they journeyed in [parallel] ranks and Cinggis Qahan wintered at Quba Qaya’
(1982: 80) and by de Rachewiltz as ‘That winter, in an orderly way they moved to new
pastures and Cinggis Qa’an wintered at Quba Qaya’ (2006: 74).
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CHAPTER NINE:
THE PROTO-SERBI-MONGOLIC HOMELAND

9.1. INTRODUCTION

The Serbi (Hsien-pei), together with the Awar (Wu-huan), were descendants
of the Eastern Hu,' and are known to have been neighbors of the Hsiung-nu,
with whom they shared a common artistic tradition and material culture.?
Nevertheless, the Hsiung-nu and Eastern Hu languages were undoubtedly
unrelated.

Although Hsiung-nu elements have yet to be identified in the earliest
Serbi-Mongolic languages, partly due to the mysterious linguistic identity of
the early Hsiung-nu language itself, > mainstream historical-comparative
linguistic methods provide us with the tools to identify other languages spoken
by peoples neighboring the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic speakers (probably the
Eastern Hu) in the formative early history of the Serbi-Mongolic family.

In modern historical-comparative linguistics, early loanwords,
isoglosses, and culture words (Kulturworter) are used as evidence to
reconstruct the linguistic prehistory and ‘homeland’ (Urheimat) of a given

!'See §2.1 ‘The Early Serbi-Mongolic Peoples’ for the reconstruction of these ethnonyms and
their history.

2 “Much of [Serbi] art is based on [Hsiung-nu] iconography and ornamental forms, but...
evidence of other cultures is nonetheless evident, as in the depiction of winged animals and
the great goddess..., both of which appear to stem from Bactrian contact transmitted
through still unascertainable channels” (Psarras 2003: 104).

3 The Hsiung-nu language remains unidentified, despite many attempts to connect it with one
or another language of Eastern Eurasia, including the popular Yeniseic proposal by
Pulleyblank (1962b: 264-265) and Vovin (2000), based on considerations in Ligeti (1950).
The glossed Old Chinese transcriptions of the Hsiung-nu language require further study
before we can elucidate the ethnolinguistic identity of the Hsiung-nu.
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ethnolinguistic group. This has been done for the diachronically best-studied
language families, i.e. Indo-European, Uralic, Semitic, as well as several others,
such as Japanese-Koguryoic.’

This chapter is an attempt to determine information about the early
history and homeland of the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic speakers and their
neighbors implementing this methodology. Namely, there is evidence of Late
Old Chinese, Japanese-Koguryoic, Tibeto-Burman, and possibly Indo-
European contact with Proto-Serbi-Mongolic. The Mongolic branch
additionally exhibits early lexical correspondences with an Archaic Turkic
dialect which has yet to be conclusively identified with a historically known
ethnolinguistic group.® There also exists evidence of early Serbi-Mongolic
contact with Southern Tungusic and possibly Samoyedic.’

9.2. VOCABULARY

Historical-comparative linguistics traditionally distinguishes between ‘cultural
vocabulary’ and ‘primary vocabulary’ (or ‘basic vocabulary’). ‘Cultural
vocabulary’ refers to words borrowed as part of a technological or cultural
innovation, the spread of knowledge or skills, or similar developments. On the
other hand, ‘primary vocabulary’ encompasses numerals, body parts, personal
pronouns, demonstrative pronouns, animal names, words for natural
phenomena like ‘sun’, ‘moon’, certain adjectives like ‘good’, ‘new’, and many
other words which are traditionally assumed to be ‘basic’ or resistant to

4 See Campbell (1999: 339-373) for an introduction to the study of linguistic prehistory and
ethnolinguistic homelands.

5> See Beckwith (2007a) for the reconstruction of Common Japanese-Koguryoic.

6 It is probably to be connected with the Chieh ¥ or *Kir people. See Shimunek et al. (2015)
for the earliest attested data on the Archaic Turkic dialect of the Chieh.

7 Cf. Rozycki (1994), Krippes (1992: 112-121, 126-128), Poppe (1955, 1960, 1966, 1972,
1976), Khabtagaeva (2010), Ramstedt (1916), Pelliot (1925), etc. Certain early Serbi-
Mongolic loanwords into Tungusic and Archaic Turkic are discussed in Appendix D.
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borrowing. This is also referred to as ‘core vocabulary’ in the literature.® The
‘basic vocabulary’ theory has been disproven numerous times (Beckwith
2007a, 2008a), and Swadesh’s theories of lexicostatistics and
glottochronology are now considered pseudoscience. Instead, the real loan-
resistant core of the lexicon is its semantically light functional morphology, as
discussed in §8.1. In this chapter I have retained the traditional distinction
between ‘cultural vocabulary’ and ‘primary vocabulary’ primarily to
demonstrate that a significant number of borrowings have occurred in both,
and hopefully thereby dispel the myth of their validity which still persists,
especially among scholars working on East Eurasian historical linguistics.

9.2.1. CULTURAL VOCABULARY

While numerous foreign loanwords in the Middle Mongol lexicon have been
studied, mostly borrowings from Old Turkic, Middle Turkic, Old Mandarin,
Middle Chinese, Persian, and Tibetan,’ loanwords from Old Chinese have not
been identified by previous scholarship, despite the documented historical fact
that the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples lived in close proximity to the Chinese.
Neighboring peoples very rarely do not exert linguistic influence on each other.
We should thus expect to find Old Chinese loanwords in Serbi-Mongolic, and
early Serbi-Mongolic borrowings in Chinese as well. Although a handful of
tenable proposals have been put forth for Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in

s 11

Chinese, e.g. ‘elder brother’ ' and ‘mushroom’!!, the important task of

8 Cf. Campbell (1999: 177-186 et seq.) for a discussion of ‘basic vocabulary’.
° Cf. Kara (2001, 2002, 2009, etc.), Doerfer (1963, 1965, 1967, etc.), and numerous others.

10 Sagart (1999: 169-170).

' Schmidt (1898: 36), Laufer (1916: 408), and Bazarragchaa (1984: 48) consider this a
Mongolic element in Chinese. Sechinchogt (1988: 1423b-1424a), Rozycki (1994: 156),
and others assume it is a Chinese element in Mongolic, but the word in question, EEZE
MSC mégu ‘mushroom’, is attested very late in Chinese, ca. 16" century A.D., and as
Laufer notes, at least at the time he was writing, “the best mushrooms are still supplied to
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identifying Old Chinese elements in Serbi-Mongolic, and additional early
Serbi-Mongolic elements in Old Chinese, remains to be undertaken. This
chapter aims to address this problem, and offers a number of etymologies
explaining the early intercultural relations of the Serbi-Mongolic peoples and
determining the approximate location of the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic homeland.

Middle Mongol aruy ‘basket, cage’

In Middle Mongol, the word aruy (phonemically /arug/) denotes ‘basket,
cage’.!? The Modern Khalkha Mongolian reflex /arg/ ['ar3k]" is the result of
semantic narrowing, and refers only to a specific type of basket used for
collecting the dung of livestock.!* No tenable etymologies have been put forth
for this word. ">

China from Mongolia” (Laufer 1916: 408). Moreover, the Chinese form is non-
compositional, i.e. the characters & md and % gu do not represent individual morphemes,
but together represent the monomorphemic noun ‘mushroom’. The word is thus very likely
not a native Chinese word, but a borrowing from Mongolic.

12 This form is attested in Sonom Gara’s late 13" or early 14" century Middle Mongol
translation of the Tibetan scholar Saskya Pandita’s Saskya Legs bshad (Kara 2009: 19). A
late western Middle Mongol form appears in the Mugaddimat al-Adab as arug [3s)]
‘basket’ (MAA; Poppe 1938).

13 The Modern Mongolian form is written apar <arag> in Cyrillic orthography and ™ aruy»
in Classical Mongolian orthography.

14 Note also cognates in other modern Mongolic daughter languages, including Santa arou
[arou] ‘wicker basket made of twigs’ (Ma & Ch’en 2000: 15; Todaeva 1961: 111),
Mongghul [araG] and ‘Bonan’ (probably Boonan) [arGgon] (Sun et al. 1990: 115), Baonang
“apop” ‘basket’ (Todaeva 1964: 134), i.e. probably [arox], Mangghuer aruoghuo
[azwo'qwo] ‘basket carried on the back’ (Slater 2003: 238, 286), Kojia [arus ~ arsu]
(Sechinchogt 1999: 279a), and others.

15 Starostin et al. (http:/starling.rinet.ru/) connect the word with Written Mongol aryamji ‘rope,
tether’, a proposal which is in and of itself problematic for phonological and semantic
reasons, not to mention the implausible ‘Proto-Altaic’ etymology they abstract from these

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:34 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



387

Note B2 MSC /lou ‘basket’. The word is not attested in foreign
transcriptions of Late Middle Chinese, although the tradition-based
reconstruction of the theoretical Late Middle Chinese form is *low, (Pul. 199),
for which Starostin reconstructs ‘Old Chinese’ Z& *ro? ~ *ro?.'® Given the fact
that LMC rising tone regularly comes from Late Old Chinese *x codas,'” and
the fact that one regular source of LMC /- is Old Chinese *r-, it is well
motivated to reconstruct 2 LOC dial. *ruk ‘basket’.'®

MMgl aruy /arug/ ‘basket, cage’ < PSM *arug « £ LOC *rus ~ §& *run ~
*rug ‘basket, cage’ > LMC *low, (Pul. 199) ~ *lown) (Pul. 198) >
MSC lou ~ long ‘id.”

Although the character £ is not attested until the Ch’in-Han period,
when the Chinese are first known to have had heavy contact with Serbi-
Mongolic peoples, given the long history of basket making in China'® and the

two words and other unlikely comparanda in different unrelated languages. Bazarragchaa
attempts to explain Written Mongol aruy ‘basket’ as coming from the same Mongolic-
internal origin as such unrelated words as Written Mongol aru ‘back; north’, aruu ‘the
back side of a sheep talus bone’, and even aral ‘shaft of a cart’ (Bazarragchaa 1995: 482),
which is untenable for both semantic, phonological, and general methodological reasons.

16 From the “Chinese Characters” database compiled by Sergei Starostin and uploaded on
January 13, 2006. http://starling.rinet.ru/. Accessed February 12, 2012. Starostin further
conjectures that this Old Chinese word is ultimately an early loan from Mon-Khmer.
However, this is more likely to be a Late Old Chinese element in Mon-Khmer, probably
via other languages, rather than a Mon-Khmer word borrowed into Chinese.

17 Beckwith (2007a, etc.).

18 For 8 MSC [éu ‘mound’, the phonetic component of the character £ MSC [ou, Baxter
reconstructs unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ *C-rjo, which should be corrected to *C-ro after
removing the spurious “j”, and Schuessler (2007) gives *rd? for ‘Old Chinese’. On the
‘spurious yod’ in tradition-based reconstructions of Old Chinese, see also Chapter Three,
footnote 4.

19 As Laufer notes, “since [the] earliest times, baskets have occupied a prominent position in
Chinese civilization, although naturally, owing to climatic and soil conditions, no ancient
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fact that the character 5 MSC [dng ‘basket’, a dialectal variant of the same
Old Chinese word as 8 MSC [6u, is attested in Middle Old Chinese?’ texts
predating the earliest solidly documented period of Chinese contact with Serbi-
Mongolic peoples (e.g. Chuang Tzu, Hsiin-Tzu, etc.), the directionality of the
loan must be Late Old Chinese to Proto-Serbi-Mongolic.?!

The prosthetic *a of the Serbi-Mongolic form is due to a phonotactic
constraint banning rhotic initials. This constraint is still characteristic of most
Mongolic daughter languages today. Note recent loanwords in modern
Khalkha such as: paamo [a'ratfu] ‘radio’ and paxk [a'rak] ‘cancer’, from
Russian pagmo [rad’io] ‘radio’ and pak [rak] ‘cancer’. Note also Middle
Mongol erdini ‘jewel’*? (« OUyg <« Sanskrit ratna ‘jewel’), Buryat Araaxa
(< Prelassical WMgl Raqu ‘personification of the eclipse, a mythic planet that
devours the Sun and the Moon’?® <« Sanskrit Rahu) and Kalmyk Araas
(< Rasi < Tibetan bkra-shis).**

baskets have survived. In the ancient Book of Songs [Shih Ching] and in the ancient Rituals
occur many terms for various kinds of baskets...” (Laufer 1925: 3).

20 ‘Middle Old Chinese’ refers to the language of the Bronze Inscriptions and the earliest
literary texts. See Beckwith (2002) for the periodization of Old Chinese.

2l Although there are some possible indications of weaving weights among the Hsiung-nu
(Psarras 1994: 18), the evidence is ambiguous and inconclusive. It is also relevant to note
that the earliest Serbi people described in relatively rich historical accounts, the Kitan,
apparently did not have widespread knowledge of weaving until ca. 900 A.D. (Wittfogel
& Féng 1946: 135). The early Serbi, however, are known to have practiced agriculture
(Pulleyblank 1983), and possibly had weaving as well.

22 E.g. attested MMgl erdini [ZE2AVE] ‘jewel () (HIIY 1.13b3).

2 Gloss from Kara (2009: 244).

241 thank Gyorgy Kara for pointing out these Middle Mongol, Buryat, and Kalmyk examples

(p-c.).
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Middle Mongol mindasu-n floss silk’

Modern Khalkha msitnpac ['m'and3s] ‘silk thread’, Buryat mindahay ‘silk
ribbon’, and Ordos mindasu ‘silk thread’,>> and Kalmyk [mindisn] ‘wadding,
stuffing’,?® from Middle Mongol mindasu-n ‘floss silk’?’ denotes a textile
uniquely Chinese in origin. In medieval times, as far as we know, Mongolia
imported silk from China, the first country to develop silk fabric. This fact
alone is grounds for considering the word a borrowing.

Chinese {4 MSC midn, a variant of 4 midn ‘floss silk, soft, downy’
(Pul. 214) is reconstructed in tradition-based, unperiodized Old Chinese as
*myian (Sch. 417), revised to *mian ~ *men. Given the existence of
northeastern frontier dialects of Late Old Chinese with partly oralized codas®®
and the existence of disyllabic words in Late Old Chinese,?’ this character
would have been pronounced *mend in such dialects. The Middle Mongol
form provides clear evidence of this donor form, with reanalysis of the Pre-
Proto-Mongolic suffix *-sU as part of the root.> Note also #f MSC midn

25 I thank Gyorgy Kara for the Buryat and Ordos forms. Cheremisov gives the Buryat form
muHAaha(n) “ménkoBas Tecema” (1951: 314a).

26 This is my interpretation of Ramstedt’s transcription mind”sp “watte, ausstopfung” (1935:
263).

27 E.g. attested MMgl mindasun [F7E4] ‘floss silk (47) (HIIY 1:12b1).

28 See Beckwith (2010b) for evidence of coda denasalization in northeastern Late Old Chinese.
Sagart (1999: 203) and Rybatzki (1994: 214-215) discuss further evidence of prenasalized
stops in what I consider a Late Old Chinese frontier dialectal loanword in Tokharian, i.e.
Tokharian A nkific and Tokharian B sikante ‘silver’ «— ¢f LOC dial. (cf. attested MChi
["gin], Tak. 380). The Tokharian forms suggest a Chinese donor form with not only a
prenasalized onset, but also a denasalized coda. I reconstruct *["gind3] or *[’kint3] as the
LOC frontier dialectal donor form to the Tokharian words. See Kiyose & Beckwith
(forthcoming) on disyllabic words in Late Old Chinese.

2 See Kiyose & Beckwith (forthcoming) for a study of disyllabic words in Late Old Chinese.

30 See entry for ‘boots’ and ‘plough’ below and the §2.3 ‘Primary Vocabulary’ entries for ‘soil’,
‘Chinese chives’ etc. See also Appendix D.
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‘cotton’, which is clearly the same word as §% ~ 45 (LMC £ *myian, Pul.
214). 1 propose the following etymology:*!

Khalkha ['m'and3s] ‘silk thread” < MMgl mindasu-n ‘floss silk’ < < pre-
PMgl *mmda-sU-n < PSM *mmda « % ~ 4% ~ f# LOC
northeastern dial. *menda ~ central dial. *mend >> LMC *myian
(Pul. 214) > MSC mian ‘id.’

The semantic change in the word’s meaning in Mongolic is
undoubtedly due to the borrowed syllable’s association with 545 MSC simidn
‘silk wadding’, a phrase attested at least as early as the Late Old Chinese text
Lun Heng &7 (ca. 80 A.D.).*

This appears to be a northeastern Late Old Chinese dialect similar to
(or the same as) the one that contributed a number of loanwords to Korean.
This dialect had denasalization of codas, but had full nasal onsets, e.g. Middle
Korean 7| 2 miru (MCR mirii) ‘dragon’ < Old Korean *miruy « HE LOC
northeastern dial. *mrug ~ *mrung ~ LOC central dial. *mrun ‘id.”*?

31 Sechinchogt (1988: 1397b) independently speculates that Written Mongol mindasu is
somehow connected with this Chinese word, but he does not provide a detailed etymology,
simply stating that the word “seems to be of the same origin as Chinese fif; midn ‘cotton’
(Ol ol g1 miin o Sl R0 Bt )

32 According to an online edition of Lun Heng, “N ™ FfiA M E T maifis545 > (accessed
November 15, 2012, at <www.zdic.net/cd/ci/5/ZdicE4ZdicB8Zdic9D38006.htm>). It is
necessary to check a printed and carefully studied edition of Lun Heng before this
attestation can be fully verified. I did not have access to such an edition when writing this
chapter.

33 See Beckwith (2010b) for this Late Old Chinese frontier dialect word in Korean.
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Middle Mongol qudusu-n ~ Gutusu-n . Japanese kutsu ‘boots, shoes’

Poppe (1960) noted the correspondence of Korean kwutwu (MCR kudu), which
he glossed as ‘shoes (Schuhe)’, to Written Mongol yutusun ‘boots’.>* He used
this correspondence as evidence to support an ‘Altaic’ theory. As Gyorgy Kara
notes, however, “using dictionaries alone is not sufficient to determine the
meaning of a word and its related senses.”* Modern Korean kudu
specifically denotes ‘Western-style leather dress shoes’.>® The word is not
attested even in Late Middle Korean,” let alone earlier,*® and does not appear
until very recently in the Korean lexicon as a colonial-period loanword from
Modern Japanese kutsu < > (#) ‘shoes, footwear, boots’.>® The Japanese
word, on the other hand, has a long history, and is attested in Old Japanese as
*kutu ‘boots, shoes’.* Reflexes of the Middle Mongol form*! include Written
Mongol yutul, Written Oirat yodosun, Oirat dial. Gosn,** Western Buryat

3 Poppe (1960: 24, 101, 130, 158).

33 Kara (2007: 98).

3¢ Lee lksop & Ramsey (2000: 133). I have confirmed this with many native speakers of
Korean.

37 The attested Late Middle Korean word denoting the concept of footwear is the verb *sin-
(:41) ‘to wear shoes’ (Nam 2002: 925a; Vovin 2010: 16), with the modern reflex sinpar
(MCR sinbar) A3 /sinpar/ [¢"imba]] ‘shoes, footwear’, a folk etymologization of LMK
*sin- ‘to wear shoes’ and LMK *pér (=) ‘foot’. See Nam (2002: 653b) and Yu Ch’angton
(2000: 367b) for LMK - “foot’.

38 The earliest attested Koreanic word for ‘boots’ is Silla Old Korean *sey [}%£] ‘boots (#t)’
(Liang Shu 54: 806). Note also 12" century northern Early Middle Korean [%] (LMC
*dziayn) ‘shoes (¥£)’ (Kyerim Yusa, Sasse 1976: 124, #232).

3 See Lee lksop & Ramsey (2000: 133) for the identification of this modern Japanese
loanword in Korean. See also Martin (1987: 467).

40 See Martin (1987: 467) for the Old Japanese form.

41 E. g attested early MMgl qudusun [*Z#3%] ‘boots (¥Lt)’ (SHM §145) and late MMgl
yutusun [Os=55£] “id.” (MAA; Poppe 1938: 180-181).

42 Kara (1958: 140).
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godohany [Godohon] ~ Eastern Buryat gutohay [Gutohon] ~ gutal [Gutal],®

Khalkha ryran [qutt ~ 'qut3K],* Santa ghudusun [Gudusun] ‘boots, leather
boots’, ¥ Kojia [Guder ~ gudor] ‘boots’,*® and others, %’ indicating free
variation in Proto-Mongolic between *gut"u-1 ~ *gut"u-sU-n. There are
numerous other lexemes which provide evidence of this free variation between
PMgl *-1 and *-sU. Note early, attested free variants such as MMgl kimul ~
kimusu ‘fingernails, toenails’, which appear in the same text—the Secret
History of the Mongols—with no variation in meaning,* and MMgl horyal
(IM)* ~ haryal (MAA)*® and its modern cognates, e.g. Khalkha aprau ['ars3k]
‘cattle dung’, Daur [xaryol] ‘dried cow manure’,”! Shira Yoghor [harkal],>
Santa hhangva [hanka] ~ hhanggha [hanca],>® Kojia [halka],>* Khamnigan
[arkal], and the following Oirat forms from unattested MMgl *haryasu-n :
Kalmyk [ars#sn] ‘dried cattle manure (used for fuel)’>® and Alshaa [argas].>

43 See Rassadin (1982: 155) for the Buryat forms. The IPA forms given here are my
interpretations of his Cyrillic transcriptions.

4 In Cyrillic orthography, ryrad.

45 Ma & Ch’en (2001: 125).

46 Sechinchogt (1999: 288).

47 See Kara (2009: 113) for additional comparanda.

8 E.g. attested early MMgl kimul [7, <] ‘fingernail, toenail (}§F)’ (SHM §276) and kimusu,
attested in instrumental reflexive form as kimusu-’ar-ivan [Z, A0 " B EH] ‘fingernail-
INS-REFL’ (SHM §199).

* Ibn Muhanna gives MMgl horyal [J& JA], which Poppe (1938: 438) considers to be an error
for *haryal.

S0 MMgl haryal [Je »] (MAA; Poppe 1938: 182).

5! Engkebatu (1984: 106).

52 Sun et al. (1990: 118).

33 Ma & Ch’en (2000: 152-153).

4 Sechinchogt (1999: 286a).

55 The IPA transcription given here is my interpretation of ary’sp ‘trockner Rindermist (als
Brennmaterial)’ in Ramstedt’s transcription system (Ramstedt 1935: 14).

6 Sun et al. (1990: 118).
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Table 86. Evidence of a *-sU ~ *-] alternation in Pre-Proto-Mongolic

MMegl *-sU MMgl *-]  Proto-Mongolic Pre-Proto-Mongolic

*harqasun®’ haryalP® *hargasu-n ~ *hargal ~ *harga + *-sU-n ~ * -1
kimusun®® ~ gimusun®  kimul® *kMmusu-n ~ *k"mol  *kPmo + *-sU-n ~ *-1
qudusun® ~ yutusun®  Fyutul® *gut"usu-n ~ *got"ul *guthu + *-sU-n ~ *-1

Given the identification of a *-sU suffix for Pre-Proto-Mongolic,% and
the historical documentation of Japanese-Koguryoic people neighboring the
Serbi in Late Antiquity northeastern China,® ‘boot ~ footwear’ comparanda is
clearly evidence of early linguistic contact between Serbi-Mongolic and
Japanese-Koguryoic. 7 The following etymology summarizes this lexical
contact:

37 Although this form is not attested as a common noun, it is reconstructible from the above-
mentioned reflexes in modern Mongolic daughter languages, and is attested as a personal
name, Hargasun [V&° /3 1574], in SHM §276.

38 E.g. attested late MMgl haryal [Je 2] (MAA; Poppe 1938: 182).

9 E.g. attested MMgl kimusun [ 7.7RF4] ‘fingernail, toenail (F5FH)” (HIY 1.23b8).

80 E.g. attested late MMgl gimusun [0 s 5+8] ~ gimusu [ s« 5<8] (MAA; Poppe 1938: 298b).

1 E.g. attested early MMgl kimul ['Z.[u] ‘fingernail, toenail (f§H)’ (SHM §276).

02 B g attested early MMgl qudusun ["Z.£}¥4] ‘boots (L)’ (SHM §145).

0 E.g. attested late MMgl yutusun [~ 5is2] ‘boots’ (MAA; Poppe 1938: 180).

6 Although this form is not attested in Middle Mongol, it is reconstructible based on reflexes
in the modern Mongolic daughter languages; see the Eastern Buryat, Kojia, and Khalkha
forms above. Note also modern Written Mongol yutul.

%5 See the entry for Taghbach *t"ax ‘earth, dirt, soil” in §2.3 ‘Primary Vocabulary’ below and
Appendix D.

% As shown by Kiyose (2001: 136-137) and Beckwith (2007a: 34-35).

7 Kara (2007: 97) mentions other “thought-provoking resemblances” between certain
Japanese and Mongolic lexemes. Many of these are probably early loanwords between
early mainland Japanese-Koguryoic and Serbi-Mongolic. They remain to be investigated
in this light.
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Attested MMgl Gutusun ~ qudusun ~ unattested MMgl *yutul (cf. WMgl
yutul) ‘shoes, boots’ < pre-PMgl *gut'u-sU-n ~ *gutu-sU-n ~
*guthy-1 < PSM *gut"u ~ *gudu «> Japanese-Koguryoic > OJpn
*kutu > MSIJ kutsu ‘boots, footwear’, shoes’ — Korean kudu
‘Western-style leather dress shoes’.

The directionality is difficult to determine with certainty, but given the
fact that the early Japanese-Koguryoic peoples were subjects of the Serbi, it
seems likely that this was an early Serbi-Mongolic to Japanese-Koguryoic
borrowing.

Proto-Serbi-Mongolic *anja ~ *anda ‘plough’

The Proto-Serbi-Mongolic word for ‘plough’ is reconstructible based on
Middle Mongol anjasu-n [Z24.74] ‘plough (%)’%® < Proto-Mongolic *anjasu-
n ‘plough’ (<*anja-sU), as well as early Serbi-Mongolic cognates of the same
word which were borrowed into Southern Tungusic, i.e. Manchu, Ulcha, and
Nanai anja ‘plough’.®’

The fact that a word for ‘plough’ can be reconstructed for Proto-Serbi-
Mongolic is significant for the cultural history of the early Serbi-Mongolic
peoples in that it indicates that they practiced agriculture early in their history,
a fact confirmed in the Chinese accounts of the Serbi and Awar.”

At present we cannot say for certain when the Serbi-Mongolic peoples
obtained the plough, or at what point they first began practicing agriculture. In
their earliest attested history, however, they are recorded as practicing

68 HITY (1:10a4).

9 Rozycki (1994: 19) explains the Manchu, Ulcha, and Nanai forms as ‘Early Mongol’
elements in Southern Tungusic. Solon anjasi ‘plough’ is a borrowing from a later
Mongolic language, probably Middle Mongol. Despite Bazarragchaa (1995: 417), there is
unlikely to be any connection with Written Mongol ang ‘beasts, wild animals, game’.

70 See Pulleyblank (1983: 454) on agriculture among the Serbi-Awar.
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agriculture. Given the fact that cultural innovations, such as the plough, are
often borrowed with the words denoting them, we should expect this to be a
foreign cultural loanword in Serbi-Mongolic, although it is not clear from what
language. The word is possibly the same as the first element in Old Japanese
*adi-suki ‘good plough’ < Proto-Japanese *anti ‘good plough’.”!

MMgl anjasu-n < PMgl *anjasu-n < pre-PMgl *anja-sU < PSM *anja « ?
— PJK > PJpn *anti > OJpn *adi-suki ‘a good plough’.

The donor form is likely to be a frontier dialect of Old Chinese.”

Serbi-Mongolic ‘shoot arrows’ ~ ‘archery’

The Serbi-Mongolic peoples are known to have practiced archery since early
times. The Hou Han Shu records the Serbi people as making bows (=) from
cattle horns:

BRI Y T R Y SR A DU B S SRR 2 Al S

... Their fowl and beasts are different from those of China—they have wild
horses, steppe sheep, and long-horn cattle,” the horns of which they use to
make bows, so they are commonly called ‘people of the longhorn bows’.”
(HHS 90: 2985).

The known Serbi-Mongolic words for ‘archery’ and ‘shooting arrows’
share close resemblance to Tibeto-Burman and Tungusic forms. Note Middle
Mongol gabu ‘archery’ (SHM), Late Kitan *qa ‘archery, shooting (arrows)’,
Oirat xa- ‘shoot’, Middle Mongol garbu- ‘shoot with a bow’ (SHM), Proto-

7! Starostin (http:/starling.rinet.ru/), accessed March 8, 2012.

72 Christopher 1. Beckwith (p.c., February 26, 2013).

73 Christopher I. Beckwith suggested ‘longhorn cattle’ as the meaning of this word (p.c.,
February 25, 2010).
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Tibeto-Burman *ga-p ‘shoot’ (Ben. 73), and such Tungusic forms as Manchu
yabta- ‘shoot an arrow’, Ewenki garpa-, etc.”

MMgl gabu ‘archery’ ~ garbu- ‘shoot’ ~ LKit *qa ‘archery’ : PTB *gap

‘shoot’ : Manchu yabta- ‘shoot’, Ewk garpa- ~ garpu- ‘shoot’.”

Although it is difficult to determine the directionality of the loans with
certainty, the striking phonological and semantic similarity of these forms
indicates that they are culture words, borrowed with archery itself or certain
archery-related technological innovations. Given the known and documented
importance of archery among the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples, and for
phonological reasons, it seems likely that these forms are Serbi-Mongolic
loans into Tibeto-Burman and Tungusic.”®

Another archery-related word, borrowed from Serbi-Mongolic to
Tungusic, is known from Written Manchu niyamniya- [pampa-] ‘shoot arrows
from horseback’ and Written Mongol namna- ‘shoot arrows from horseback.”’

WMgl namna- < PMgl < PSM *famiia- ‘shoot arrows from horseback’ —
unattested Archaic Jurchen > attested Manchu niyamniya- [pampa-]
‘shoot arrows from horseback’.

74 Bazarragchaa (1995: 233) treats the monomorphemic Written Mongol verb garbu- ‘to shoot
arrows’ as coming from a polymorphemic form *ka-r-bu- (asterisk added by me), which is
unjustifiable in itself, and he further proposes a semantically and morphologically
problematic Mongol-internal etymology connecting the word with Written Mongol yar-
‘to emerge, go out’.

75 The connection among Late Kitan *qa ‘archery, shooting’, the Mongolic forms, and
Tungusic was first noted by Shiratori (1913: 39). For the Tungusic forms, see Tsintsius
(1975-1977), Vasilevich (1958), and Doerfer (2004).

76 Note also comparanda in Nivkh. See entry for LKit *qa ‘shoot, archery’ in §8.5.4 above.

" Doerfer (1985: 56) identifies this as an early Mongol loan in Manchu. Rozycki considers
the correspondence ‘problematic’ (1994: 164).
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Reflexes of the Proto-Tungusic form also occur in Ewenki, Negidal,
Ulcha, Uilta, and Nanai.”® Solon nanna- is a recent borrowing directly from
Mongolic, probably from (unattested) Middle Mongol *namna- ‘id.’

The sound correspondence of Tungusic *ii to Proto-Mongolic *n in
Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic is further supported by the following
lexical comparanda:

MMgl nogai ‘dog’ < PMgl < PSM *fok"aii ‘dog’ > PSer *fak"afi —

unattested Archaic Jurchen > attested Jurchen *naya ‘puppy’ ~
Manchu niyayan [payan] ‘puppy’.”’

9.2.2. PRIMARY VOCABULARY
Taghbach *t"ax ‘earth, dirt, soil’ ~ Middle Mongol to’osu-n ‘dust’

As demonstrated by Beckwith (2010a), the Taghbach word for ‘earth, dirt, soil’
is a borrowing from Late Old Chinese:®°

Taghbach *t"ax ‘earth, dirt, soil’ < PSM *t"ay « + LOC *t"ax > > MSC
t ‘id.’

The Taghbach word is cognate to Middle Mongol fo ‘osu-n “dust’.
PSM *thay ‘dirt’ > pre-PMgl *t"oy + *-sU > PMgl *t"oyosu-n (with

epenthetic *o to satisfy phonotactic constraints) > MMgl fo osu-n
‘dust’ > Khalkha Tooc [t"o:s] “id.’

8 Rozycki (1994: 163).

7 See Shimunek (2011a: 103b-104a) for further discussion of the Serbi and Proto-Serbi-
Mongolic forms.

8 The reconstruction of the Taghbach form is my revision of Beckwith’s proposal (Beckwith
2010: 8), and the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic form presented here is my own reconstruction.
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The semantic value of Middle Mongol ‘dust’ may be due to later folk
etymologization of the word relating it to Middle Turkic foz ‘dust’®!' during
one of the several known periods of widespread Turkic bilingualism in the
history of the Mongolic branch of Serbi-Mongolic.®? This must have occurred
around the Proto-Mongolic period, after the Mongolic reflex acquired a *-sU
suffix.®’ The rounded *[5] in the Proto-Mongolic form is due to sporadic
regressive rounding assimilation.

The Mongolic words for ‘dust’ have been compared to Middle Turkic
toz ‘dust’, but the Turkic word is probably a reflex of an early loanword from
Tokharian.** See below:

MTrk foz ‘dust’ < unattested OTrk < PTrk *tof « Tokharian A tor ~
Tokharian B faur ‘dust’.

Regarding the ultimate history of the Old Chinese word, the character
+ is attested as early as the Oracle Bone Inscriptions, implying that the word
has a very long history in Chinese. Earlier phonological forms of the word in
Chinese have yet to be carefully reconstructed.

81 Middle Turkic toz is first attested ca. 11™ c. (DTS 578b-579a).

82 There are believed to have been at least two main periods of early Turkic-Mongolic
bilingualism (Gyorgy Kara, p.c.). See Beckwith (2011b) for the historical contexts of these
contact events.

8 See Appendix D for pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU.

8 Lubotsky and Starostin consider this a Turkic loanword in Tokharian (2003: 259-260), but
this is more likely to be a Tokharian loanword in Turkic. The precise historical context of
this borrowing remains to be elucidated in detail, but it likely suggests the spread of Turkic
from the west eastward; cf. Shimunek et al. (2015) for indications of the eastern spread of
Turkic. See Rona-Tas (1974) for more Tokharian elements in Turkic.
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Middle Mongol qoqosu-n ‘Chinese chives’

Middle Mongol gogosu-n ‘Chinese chives’ is first attested in The Secret
History of the Mongols and the Hua-I i-yii.®> The word is also attested in
Middle Mongol in the Chih-yiian i-yii as gogo ‘Chinese chives’.%¢ Reflexes of
this word in the modern Mongolic daughter languages include Modern
Khalkha roroa ['qos3t] ‘Chinese chives’, Kalmyk [Gox3sn] ‘wild leek’,®
Mongghul ghughu ‘Chinese chives’,%® and others.

MSC FE jii ‘Chinese chives’ is reconstructed for tradition-based,
unperiodized Old Chinese as *kjow? (Sch. 325) and *k(r)ju? (Bax. 769),
revised to *kows or *kuk for Late Old Chinese, or possibly a disyllabic form
*kugV/*kowgV.® We may reasonably assume that certain frontier dialects
may have had slightly different vowels, and the specific donor form which was
the ultimate source of Middle Mongol gogosu-n may have been something like
*kogV ~ *kowV.

MMgl gogosu-n ‘Chinese chives’ < < pre-PMgl *kogo-sU-n < PSM *kogV
«— JE LOC northeastern dial. *kogV ~ *kosV ~ central dial.
*kug/*kows > > LMC *kuw, (Pul. 161) > MSC jii ‘id.”

85 E.g. attested early MMgl gogosu-n ["#3"%4%4] “Chinese chives (3E)’ (SHM §75). The
Modern Khalkha reflex of this MMgl word, roroa ['qo3t] ‘id.’, although still a productive
word in rural Khalkha, is now essentially obsolete or highly bookish in urban varieties of
Khalkha, where it has been largely replaced by syymaii ['tfu:ts"z], a recent loanword from
Modern Mandarin 3E3Z jisicai ‘Chinese chives’.

8 MMgl gogo [F1fl1] ‘Chinese chives (3E)’ (CY1Y; Ligeti & Kara 1990: §57b). Kara (1990:
318) considers this a mistake for gogo(sun) or qogo(t), but the transcription clearly gives
gogqo with no additional syllable. Given the Mongghul form (see above), it seems likely
that gogo is a dialectal variant of Middle Mongol gogosun.

87 The TPA transcription given here is my interpretation of Ramstedt’s transcription g 0y’sp
(Ramstedt 1935: 149b).

88 The Mongghul form is from Ch’iin (2007: 121).

% See Beckwith (2007a etc.) for the phonology of Late Old Chinese and Kiyose & Beckwith
(forthcoming) on disyllabic words in Late Old Chinese.
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For discussion of the innovative pre-Proto-Mongolic suffix *-sU, see
Appendix D.

Chinese chives (3E) are known from the earliest Chinese literary texts,
dating back nearly three millennia, and are probably native to China. This fact
gives further historical grounding to the phonological evidence presented
above, confirming the directionality of the loan.

Serbi-Mongolic ‘monkey’

Written Mongol sarmaycin ‘monkey’ is attested in Middle Mongol in /bn
Muhannd as sormeci [=>_%],%" i.e. *[sormot{"i]. Starostin et al. connect the
word with Japanese J% (& %) saru ‘monkey’ and consider this a Mongolian-
Japanese isogloss within their ‘Altaic’ construct.”! Although numerous critical
flaws have been identified in Starostin et al.’s methodology, and despite the
fact that the ‘Altaic’ language family has been disproven many times,
Starostin et al. are correct to link this Mongol word with Old Japanese saru
‘monkey’,” but they are not cognates as they claim—instead, the Mongol and
Japanese words in question share a common loanword origin in Old Chinese,
i.e. J& OChi *zuar ‘monkey’”* was borrowed into both Serbi-Mongolic and
Japanese-Koguryoic. The similarity in form implies that Proto-Japanese-
Koguryoic and Serbi-Mongolic speakers were located near the same Old
Chinese dialect at approximately the same point in time. This accords well with

% Poppe (1938: 446) considered this to be an error for *sarmaci, but the Arabic transcription
has a superscript dammah ( ¢ ) clearly indicating a rounded vowel. Considering the
Japanese evidence, the original transcription of the Middle Mongol form as sormeci has
more explanatory power than Poppe’s proposal.

%I Starostin et al. (2003: 1213).

92 Clauson (1956), Doerfer (1963, 1965, 1967), Clark (1977), Janhunen (1996), Beckwith
(2007a, 2008), and Vovin (2005, 2007).

%3 Starostin et al. (2003: 1213).

%4 OChi % is reconstructed *zuar by Kiyose & Beckwith (2008: 11-12).
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the known history of the Serbi and Japanese-Koguryoic peoples—it is known
that some Wa (early Japanese) were still located in Liao-hsi, near Serbi
speakers, around the 2" century A.D.,” i.e. the Late Old Chinese period (see
§9.3 ‘A Possible Homeland’ below). From this we may reconstruct J LOC
*zuar.

Starostin et al. (2003) further explain the Written Mongol forms
sarmaycin ~ sarbacin ‘monkey’ as reanalyzed variants of mecin ~ becin
‘monkey’ with “Proto-Altaic” *sara ‘monkey’. Although they are correct about
the second element of the word, and its “restructuring”,’® their proposal on
‘Proto-Altaic’ “*sara” is vacuous given the fact that the Altaic hypothesis has
been thoroughly disproven. In fact, Middle Mongol sormecin ‘monkey’ is a
blend of a loanword from Old Chinese fiZ *zuar ‘monkey’ and Middle Mongol
becin ‘monkey’,”” a loanword from Old Turkic bic¢in ‘monkey’.”® Pre-Proto-
Mongolic (possibly even Proto-Serbi-Mongolic) *sor ~ *sar must be the old
word for ‘monkey’, borrowed from Old Chinese (possibly via Japanese-
Koguryoic) before the Old Turkic word bicin was borrowed into the early
languages of the Mongolic branch. Since there are no monkeys in Mongolia
today, and probably were none in late Antiquity, people must have been
forgetting the meaning of the old word, which they blended with becin ~ mecin,
the new word for ‘monkey’, and the word later underwent analogical change,
ultimately resulting in modern Written Mongol sarmaycin ‘monkey’. The
following etymologies thus seem likely:

% Kiyose (2001) and Beckwith (2007a). As demonstrated by Kiyose & Beckwith on the basis
of dated excavated texts, the Japanese animal cycle, including the Old Chinese loanword
for ‘monkey’, must have been borrowed in the period from just before to slightly after the
Ch’in unification in 221 B.C. The traditional scholarly dating of the Wa (Yayoi) migration
to Japan puts it in about the 3™ century B.C., approximately the same time (Kiyose &
Beckwith 2008).

% Starostin et al. (2003: 1213).

7 E.g. attested MMgl becin [BIE] ‘monkey (%)’ (HIIY 1.05b5).

%8 E.g. attested 8™ ¢. OTrk bicin ‘monkey’ (DTS 98a, GOrkT 313).

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:34 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



402

PSM *sor ~ *sar ‘monkey’ « early JK (cf. OJpn saru ‘monkey’) « &
OChi *zuar ‘monkey, ape’ >> MSC yuan ‘ape’.

WMgl sarmaycin ~ sarbacin < MMgl sormeci (blend with OTrk bicin) <
PSM *sor ~ *sar ‘monkey’ « early JK (cf. OJpn saru ‘monkey’)
<« %% OChi *zuar ‘monkey’.

In Kitan, the Chinese loanword seems to have been replaced by another
word for ‘monkey’, borrowed from Tangut, i.e. Middle Kitan *po : B <p.o> ~
* B R «p.0.0> ‘monkey’.

MKit *po :k B ~ 2k B B ‘monkey’ « Tangut dial. *[pp] ~ attested Tangut
%7 “ba ‘ape’.”®
p

This is evidence of relatively late Tibeto-Burman influence on a Serbi
language. The attested Tangut word & ‘ape’ is usually reconstructed as *ba
based on its Tangut fan-ch ’ieh spelling, but its Old Mandarin transcription, *po
[12]'%° (MSC bd), suggests a different reading. See the ‘Phagspa Chinese
transcription of this syllable in Late Old Mandarin.'*!

% The attested Tangut form is from Li Fanwen (1997: 360, §2174). The Tangut — Kitan
etymology and the variant reading are my own proposals. Guillaume Jacques (p.c., July
2016) upholds Li Fanwen’s *ba reading, but agrees with the possibility of a Tangut dialect
form *[po] for this word. I originally proposed *[po], which G. Jacques revised to *[po].

100'See Li Fanwen (1997: 360 §2174) for this Mandarin transcription.
191 Coblin (2007).
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Middle Mongol ke’Gi-n ‘child, son, boy’

The Middle Mongol word ke ii-n ‘child, son, boy’ (plural ke ’i-£)'°% and its
diminutive ke’iiken ‘small child’ (with the diminutive suffix -Kd4n)!'® is
cognate to Middle Kitan *ku ‘boy, son, younger daughter’,'** from Proto-
Serbi-Mongolic *k"pfyu ~ *k"ufys ‘child’. As such, this word is both
semantically and phonologically comparable to Old Koguryo *ku ‘child’!?®
and MSJ - (Z ko) ‘child’. Considering the documented historical contact
between early Serbi-Mongolic and Japanese-Koguryoic peoples!'® and the
relative phonological complexity of the reconstructible Serbi-Mongolic form,
this seems to be an early Serbi-Mongolic loanword in Japanese-Koguryoic.

OKog *ku, MSJ ko < PJK < PSM *k"ofyu ~ *k"ufys ‘son, child’ > >
MMgl ke i ~ ke ’ii-n ‘child, son’'%” > Khalkha xyy [hu: ~ xu:] ‘son,

5

boy’.

Written Mongol kdbegiin, Khamnigan [k'u'Bon],!%® Buryat [xubup],
)1%% “son, boy’ and the bookish
literary Khalkha variant xeBryyn [hew'yun ~ xew'yun] ‘son, boy’ are reflexes

Oirat kowiitin ~ kiiwiiiin (Written Oirat kiibotin

192 For attestations of this word and its cognates, see entry for MKit *ku in Chapter Eight.

103 See Poppe (1954: 42, §124) for this etymology.

104 MKit X & k.w ‘younger daughter’ ~ # X k.w ‘son, boy’. See Chapter Seven §7.3.2.1.5.2

‘Cardinal Numerals’ and Chapter Eight entry for MKit *ku for sources and discussion.

105 See Beckwith (2007a) for the reconstruction of this Old Koguryo form.

106 See §9.3 ‘A Possible Homeland’ below.

107 This eastern MMgl dialect form was in variation with western MMgl ke "ii-n. See Poppe
(1927a: 1022) for the western dialectal variant.

108 This Khamnigan form was provided by Khamnigan speaker tBazarsadiin Tsendjaw (p.c.,
in Dadal county, Khentii province, Mongolia, summer 2006).

109 See Kara (1958: 149) for the Oirat forms.
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of the Middle Mongol dialect form kiibe’iin ‘son’,''® from a Pre-Proto-
Mongolic variant form *k"uBo-yU-n ‘son, boy’ (< *k"uf3a).

Khamnigan [k"u'Bo:m], Buryat [xubum], Oirat kéwiiiin ~ kiiwiiiin ‘son, boy’
<MMgl dial. kiibii ii-n < PMgl *k"ubayun < pre-PMgl *k"ufo-yU-
n < PSM *k"aByu ~ *k"ufys — PJK > OKog *ku, MSJ ko “child’.

Middle Mongol ¢isu : Old Japanese *ti ‘blood’

Modern Khalkha mye [ts"us] ‘blood’ and its modern cognates are reflexes of
attested Middle Mongol cisu ‘blood’. ''" Internal reconstruction methods
applied to Mongolic comparanda allow us to analyze the Middle Mongol word
as a reflex of Pre-Proto-Mongolic *t"1-sU, which must be from Proto-Serbi-
Mongolic *t"1 ‘blood’, closely resembling Old Japanese *ti ‘blood, milk, etc.” >
MSIJ chi & ‘blood’.!? There are also good comparanda in Tibeto-Burman, e.g.
Proto-Tibeto-Burman *ti ‘water’ (Ben. 26). All these forms may ultimately be
loanwords from Early Old Chinese.'!3

MMgl ¢isu-n ‘blood’ < PMgl *¢"1su < pre-PMgl *t"1-sU < PSM *t"1 : OJpn
*ti ‘blood, milk, etc.” : PTB *ti ‘water’ : EOC *ti ‘water’.

See Appendix D for discussion of the pre-Proto-Mongolic suffix *-sU.

110 1.e. MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script *k"ubafiun ‘son’; see Chapter Eight entry for MKit *ku for
attestations and the orthographic form..

E g attested early MMgl cisu [FR7H] ‘blood (If1)’ (SHM §201) ~ cisun [F7f4] ‘blood (1)’
(SHM §131) and attested late MMgl Cisu [swa] ~ Cisun [Oswn] ~ [Osiann] (MAA, IM,
Poppe 1938: 135, 435a).

112 This connection was suggested by Christopher I. Beckwith (p.c., March 23, 2011).

113 See Beckwith (2007a) for the Early Old Chinese reconstruction and for the comparison

with Japanese-Koguryoic.
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Written Mongol and Middle Mongol cisu-n ‘blood’ have been
compared to Middle Kitan *¢iSi # X & «C.i.8i», which Kane (2009), Shimunek
(2007), and others have interpreted as denoting ‘blood, blood relatives’,
ultimately following Shiratori (1913).!'* However, attestations of this Kitan
word in the extant Kitan texts provide no clear indication of these meanings.
This Kitan wordform, whose semantic value is not yet known, is possibly an
unrelated word with no connection to Middle Mongol ‘blood’ or to the Middle
Kitan verbal noun *¢iSid-bon attested in Kitan Assembled Script variously as
RXELFK CiSidbidy ~ RXELFRX CiSidboih ~ RXEFL
«&.1.8i.d.baf» and glossed as ‘filial piety, filial (Z%)’ in the Liao Shih &5 and
other Chinese sources.

Middle Mongol doyi ‘younger sister’ ~ de’ii ‘younger brother’
The attested Middle Mongol words ddyi ‘younger sister’!!'> and de i ‘younger
brother’!'® share remarkable phonological and semantic resemblance to Proto-
Tibeto-Burman *doy ‘younger sibling’ (Ben. 67, §309) as well as to Old
Chinese. Baxter reconstructs Chinese 55 ‘younger brother’ as *diy? (Bax. 754)
for unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’. Following Beckwith (2007a), the glottal stop
in this reconstruction should be revised to a voiced uvular fricative. We thus

114 Kane (2009) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) employ this meaning. Shiratori originally
proposed a connection between the Kitan (precisely ‘Late Kitan’ in my terminology)
word form *¢iSid-bof [FREEA] ‘filial piety (%)’ (my reconstruction) and WMgl cisu
‘blood’ (Shiratori 1913: 28-30). Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 116) further claim that the
*-sU suffix (or *-s- as they propose) “was already present in the common Pre-Proto-
Mongolic lineage ancestor of the Proto-Mongolic and Para-Mongolic lineages.” This
claim is based on their interpretation of the semantically unidentified word # % %
discussed above. In fact, there is significant counterevidence demonstrating that *-sU is
a morphological innovation unique to the Mongolic branch (see Appendix D for details).

5B g attested early MMgl déyi [Z2E ] ‘younger sister (#£T-)’ (SHM §165).

16 B g attested early MMgl de i [#: 1] ‘younger brother (2£)” (SHM §18).
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arrive at *diyk as the partially periodized, approximately Late Old Chinese
form of the word. Middle Mongol de i ‘younger brother’ is cognate to Middle
Kitan *dow ‘younger brother’.!'” The following etymology seems likely:

MMgl doyi ‘younger sister’ < < PSM «— PTB *doy ‘younger sibling’ « =5
LOC *diyg ‘younger brother’ — ? PSM *doyu > PMgl > MMgl
de’ii “younger brother’.

Clearly this is a shared lexical item between Serbi-Mongolic, Tibeto-
Burman, and Old Chinese, most likely a Late Old Chinese loanword into Serbi-
Mongolic and Tibeto-Burman, with a doublet in Serbi-Mongolic borrowed
through Tibeto-Burman.

Written Mongol kiru- ~ kira- : Japanese kir- : Manchu giri- : Turkic qir- ~
kert-

Kara (2007) notes “remarkable phonetic and semantic uniformity” among
Japanese kir- ‘to cut’,''® Manchu giri- “to cut, trim’, Written Mongol kiru- ~
kira- ‘to mince’, and Middle Turkic gir- ‘to scrape’.'!'® Note also modern
Khalkha xapu- /xer&"-/ [hertf- ~ hirtf-] ‘to mince, chop’, Early Middle Korean
*kartsi- ‘cut’,'?® and Middle Turkic kert- ‘to make an incision’. Given the
documented historical fact that the ancestors of the Japanese lived in Liao-hsi
near the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples,'?' these must be loanwords among

117 Chinggeltei (2002), Kara (2005), Kane (2009), etc.

81 e. 815 (¥ %) in modern Japanese orthography, morphemically kir-u.

119 Kara (2007: 96), commenting on Robbeets (2005: 383).

120 As in the deverbal noun *kartsi-kay [Z]T-25] ‘scissors (59 /])’ < *kartsi- ‘to cut’ + *-kay
‘deverbal noun suffix’ in Kyerim Yusa; see Shimunek (forthcoming, a). On the
morphological structure of this word and its MSK reflex kawi 7}9] ‘scissors’, see Lee
Ki-Moon & Ramsey (2011: 91, 146).

121 Beckwith (2007a).
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Japanese-Koguryoic, Serbi-Mongolic, Tungusic, and Turkic, and suggest
ethnolinguistic contact, or more likely, multiple contact events. The
phonological complexity of the Mongol form, and the fact that Serbi-Mongolic
speakers were politically dominant in North China and Mongolia at numerous
points throughout Antiquity, may suggest that an early Serbi-Mongolic dialect
or dialects are the donors to the Japanese, Tungusic, and Turkic forms.

Given attested Tokharian B kdrst- ~ karst- “to cut’, kertte ‘sword’, and
Tokharian A kdrst- ‘to cut’ < < PIE *(s)ker- ‘to cut’, ultimately an Indo-
European etymology seems likely for the Mongolic, Japanese, Koreanic, and
Tungusic forms.'??

Tibeto-Burman gar- ‘leave’ : Middle Mongol qar- ‘emerge, leave’

This is another shared lexical item between Tibeto-Burman and Serbi-
Mongolic. The Serbi-Mongolic form is not attested before Middle Mongol,
although it can be reconstructed for Proto-Mongolic as *gar- ‘emerge, leave’
on the basis of reflexes in the modern Mongolic daughter languages.'?* This
correspondence probably suggests an early Tibeto-Burman—Serbi-Mongolic
contact event. [ propose the following etymology:

PTB *gar ‘leave’ (Ben. 19) «> PMgl *gar- ‘emerge, ‘leave’ > MMgl gar-
‘emerge, go out’ '>* > Khalkha rap- [qar-] ~ Buryat [car-] ~
Khamnigan [Gar-] ‘id.’

122 Réna-Tas (1974: 503) proposes that Old Turkic kert- ‘to make an incision’ (a verb possibly
related to gir- ‘to scrape’), is a borrowing from Tokharian. The Tokharian and PIE forms
I provide above are from his article. The phonological similarity to # LMC *k"er ‘carve,
cut a notch’ (revised from Pul. 254) is also remarkable.

123 See Sun et al. (1990: 285) for reflexes of this word in the modern Mongolic daughter
languages.

124 E.g. attested early MMgl gar- ["& 7111 ~ [*& /2] (HIIY 1:18b3; SHM §26) and late MMgl
qgar-, attested in the past as gar-ba [<_8] (Leid. 75a-02-1-2).
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The directionality of this borrowing is not clear, but given the
homeland of the Tibeto-Burman peoples in Amdo (Ch’inghai-Kansu),'?* very
near to the Serbi-Mongolic homeland, this is probably a borrowing between
these two independent language families.

MKit *uy ~ MMgl tiyile ‘deed, matter, affair’ : OChi % ‘do’

Kane notes the phonological and semantic correspondence between Kitan %4
«ub> ‘matter, affair (28)” and “Mongol [and] Manchu weile” (2009: 106). This
spurious Mongol form “weile” should be corrected to attested Middle Mongol
iiyile ‘deed, matter, affair, action’.!?® Relevant comparanda exists in many

Tungusic languages. Tsintsius gives the following forms and etymologies:'?’
Ewenki ulohit “worker’ «— Sakha iilesit “worker’ < iile ‘work, job’.128

Ewen ulo ‘work, job’ « Sakha iile ‘work, job’.

Ulcha uylo- ‘to work” «— Manchu <« Mgl.

Uilta uilo ~ uylo ‘work, job, labor’ and uilo- ~ uyla- ‘to work, labor, toil,
work on, dress (an animal pelt), create, make’ « Manchu «— Mgl.

Nanai uyla- ‘to work, labor, toil, work on, dress (an animal pelt), create,
make’ « Manchu «— Mgl.

Manchu woila- ‘to work, engage in a handicraft, build, create’ ~ wailon
‘work, job, handicraft, craftsmanship, construction, building,
creation, labor’ ~ uyla- ‘to serve, look after, care for’ ~ uylon
‘service, service (to one’s parents)’ «— Mgl.

125 See footnote in §9.3 ‘A Possible Homeland’ below.

126 See entry for MKit *uy ‘matter, deed, affair’ in Chapter Eight for attestations of this MMgl
form.

127 Tsintsius (1975-1977: 266a-266b).

128 Clearly, the Sakha form iile ‘work’ is a loanword from Middle Mongol iiyile ‘matter, deed,
affair’. Otto Bohtlingk, in his Wérterbuch (1851: 50), compared Sakha “y1a” (i.e. iile)
with  WMgl iiile. Bohtlingk (1851) identified many Sakha-Mongol lexical
correspondences.
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Note also Jurchen *woilo 3 «weile> [ZE#]]] ‘matter, deed, affair (25)’
(NT 27, 95).

Literary Chinese % MSC wéi ‘to do, make’ is attested in Late Middle
Chinese in Old Tibetan Script as 'u ¥ *[yu ~ fu] ~ yu § *[ju] ~ yu 3 *[yju
~ fju] and in Khotanese Brahmi transcription as uvi (Tak. 330-331 #0298).
Assuming these variant transcriptions represent a single phonological form, I
reconstruct attested LMC 5% *Ayuy *[fjuj] ‘to do, make’. The tradition-based
Middle Chinese reading is *wi (Pul. 320). Tradition-based unperiodized ‘Old
Chinese’ reconstructions include *w(r)jaj (Bax. 794) and *wjaj (Sch. 635b),
which T revise to *wyay. There are also attested Late Old Chinese
transcriptions of Indic Buddhist terms which provide clues on the LOC value
of this grapheme, e.g. the Gandhar1 Prakrit word equivalent to the city name
known in Sanskrit as uruvilva and Pali uruvela (PED) is transcribed in LOC
as [{& F5%E]; Coblin reconstructs % as “*yjwei” (Coblin 1983: 254), i.e.
*yywei in my transcription system. To the best of my knowledge, there is no
foreign transcriptional evidence supporting the proposed initial “*y” for this
word in Late Old Chinese. Thus, I revise Coblin’s reconstruction to *ywey.

Given the phonological and semantic resemblance between the Serbi-
Mongolic forms and the Chinese forms, it is highly likely that this is an Early
Middle Chinese or Late Old Chinese loanword in Serbi-Mongolic. Given the
existence of numerous other Late Old Chinese loanwords in Serbi-Mongolic,
this is probably best analyzed as a LOC — SM loan. I thus propose the
following etymology:

B LOC *wyay/*ywey ‘do, make’ — PSM *uyi ‘deed, matter, affair’ (cf.
MKit *uy ‘id.”) > *uyi + *-1A- ‘denominal verb suffix’ > *uyi-lo-
‘to do’ (cf. STung uyla- ‘to work’) > *uyilo ‘deed, matter, affair’ ~
*uyilo-n (cf. Jurchen wailo ~ Manchu wailon) > MMgl iiyile ‘id.’
(cf. Sakha iile) > Modern Khalkha yiia [ujl] ‘action’.
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Serbi-Mongolic and Japanese-Koguryoic ‘pig, boar’

The early Serbi-Mongolic peoples are known to have engaged in agriculture.'*
It is thus no surprise that there are words for suids in the earliest attested Serbi-
Mongolic languages:

Table 87. Early Serbi-Mongolic words for ‘pig, boar’
Taghbach Middle Kitan Middle Mongol

*qow ‘pig, boar’ *uy/*wi ‘pig, boar’ qaqai ‘pig’ ~ gaban ‘“wild boar’

Middle Kitan *uy/*wi & <ui> ‘pig, boar’'*° is a lexeme shared with

Japanese-Koguryoic: note Old Japanese *wi and Old Koguryo *u ‘id.”'3! As
shown elsewhere in this chapter, it is historically well attested that the
Japanese-Koguryoic peoples once had extensive contact with the Serbi. This
is thus a loanword between Kitan and Japanese-Koguryoic.

The attested Taghbach word for ‘pig, boar’, *qow [{z£],!* is cognate to
Written Mongol gobosu-n > Modern Khalkha xoBe [xows ~ hows] ‘two-year-
old boar’. This may be taken as further evidence of a *-sU suffix in pre-Proto-
Mongolic. I thus reconstruct Proto-Serbi-Mongolic *k™ob or *k"obu ‘two-year-
old boar’.

Middle Mongol gagai ‘pig’'** has the following cognates in modern

Mongolic daughter languages:'**

129 pulleyblank (1983).

130 B g YChiieh (34: 16). See also Kane (2009: 8, 66-67, 176-177).

131 See Beckwith (2007a) for these Old Japanese and Old Koguryo forms.

132 WS (113: 3006).

133 E g attested early MMgl gagai ["&"7%] ‘pig GE'R)’ (SHM §166).

134 Most of the forms here are from Sun et al. (1990: 289) unless noted otherwise. The Khalkha
form is my own transcription. See also Ma & Ch’en (2001: 210b) for the Santa form,
written in Santa orthography as k#highei. The Kalmyk forms are my interpretations of
Ramstedt’s transcriptions (1935: 141b). The Khamnigan form is from my 2006 and 2009
fieldwork in Binder county and Dadal county, Khentii province, Mongolia.
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Table 88. Words for ‘pig’ in the modern Mongolic daughter languages

Language Form

Daur [gaga]

Shira Yoghor [qoGai]
Mongghul [xGai]

Santa [quGai]
Baonang [Gai]™*® ~ [Gei]"¢
Boonan [Gari]'¥

Kojia [Gakai] ~ [Gowai]'®
Khalkha [qa'yz]

Chakhar [ka'xe]
Kharachin [ke'xe]

Buryat [Gayai]
Khamnigan [Gayaz]

Kalmyk [caya] ~ [ca'y]

The phonological differences between Middle Mongol gagai ‘pig’,
gaban ‘wild boar’,'* and Written Mongol gobosun ‘two-year-old boar’ are
very likely due to dialectal variation. One may suppose there were at least three
early Serbi-Mongolic dialectal variants, *gak"a-/*gaga- ~ *k"aba- ~ *k"obo-,

all denoting suids.'*

135 Buhe & Liu (1982: 88).

136 This is my interpretation of Todaeva’s Cyrillic transcription “5a1” (1964: 138).

137 Fried (2010: 139).

138 Sechinchogt (1999: 288a).

139 E.g. attested MMgl gaban [ "53] ‘wild boar (E75%)’ (HIIY 1.05b3).

140 Bertagaev (1969) gives evidence of an early *g ~ *b alternation in Mongolic (1969: 139-
140) and an *> ~ *a alternation (1969: 157-159). Other indications of free variation
between *-g- ~ *-b- in early Mongolic (or early Serbi-Mongolic) were advanced by
Poppe (1955, 1976, etc.), e.g. debel ~ degel ‘robe’. The word kaban ~ gaban is widely
attested in Turkic, and was borrowed into Russian (cf. modern Russian ka6an ‘boar’),
probably from Turkic. To the best of my knowledge the word is not attested in Old Turkic;
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Thus, the fact that we can reconstruct a specific word for a ‘wild boar
in the second year’ provides linguistic evidence that suids played an important
role in the early formative history of the Serbi-Mongolic peoples, contrary to
popular belief.

9.3. A POSSIBLE HOMELAND

Although the sources do not provide a great deal of information on the Eastern
Hu (3#H), we have important clues on their two main constituent peoples—
the Serbi (f:51) and the Awar (551H). Regarding their geographic location,
the Hou Han Shu 1%%2 account of the Serbi crucially mentions that the Serbi
were not originally from Mongolia, but in fact moved there after the Northern
Hsiung-nu fled sometime around 100 A.D., during or shortly after the Yung-

yiian reign period (89-105 A.D.).!#!

I 7K TT RS 5 R A A M e ok SR R b A I [ B -k A o B PR L
Tt

“In the Yung-yiian reign period of Emperor Ho-ti (89-105), the great general
Tou-hsien dispatched Commander of the Right, Keng-k’uei, to attack and
defeat the Hsiung-nu; the northern ch ‘an-yii (*darya)'*? fled, and the Hsien-
pei (Serbi) thereupon turned around and moved, occupying their land” (HHS
90: 29806).

Thus, despite common belief, the Serbi-Mongolic peoples were not
originally from the Mongolian plateau; as this passage clearly indicates, the
early Serbi-Mongolic peoples were originally from somewhere around
southeastern Inner Mongolia and the Liao-hsi region.

it is probably a loanword from Middle Mongol or an earlier Mongolic language, i.e.
Mongolic — Turkic — Russian.

41T thank C. I. Beckwith for advice on this passage (p.c., 2010).

142 See Beckwith (2009: 387, n. 7) for the reconstruction of this important Hsiung-nu title.
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Early sources also mention the Serbi living in close proximity to early
Japanese-Koguryoic peoples. As early as the time of T an-shih-huai (136-181
A.D), the Serbi people are documented as sharing borders with Puyo-
Koguryoic peoples such as the Fff Puyo and the 5§ Maek (probably an
abbreviation for the J%Jf Ye-Maek).'#

The Hou Han Shu discusses the fact that the Wa people ({& A),
ancestors of the Japanese, lived in Liao-hsi near the Serbi, who made them
their subjects and had them fish for them to help alleviate their food supply
problems.'#*

JERITTAE.. fER HZ HEH RN R4E B Ay BT RS ERKE
B EEKENRE A AN ERZHEA SRR SN EE AERS
TEHREERK LoHAaER

“In the first year of the Kuang-ho reign period [178 A.D.]... The tribe’s [i.e.
the Serbi’s] population was increasing daily, and their crops, livestock, and
wild game were not enough to provide sustenance. T an-shih-huai thereupon
personally travelled all around, and saw the wide Wu-hou-ch’in River [i.e.
Lao-ha River]. He followed the river for 100 /i to a place where the river
water did not flow. In the river were fish, but he was unable to catch them.
He heard that the Wa people were skilled at net fishing, so they went east
and attacked the Country of the Wa People, obtaining over 1,000 families
and moving them to the Ch’in [Wu-hou-ch’in] River, ordering them to fish
as a means of helping supplement their [i.e. the Serbi’s] grain and other food
supplies” (HHS 90: 2994).

These sources provide a historical context for the identifiable shared
lexical items between Serbi-Mongolic and Japanese-Koguryoic, i.e. ‘blood’,
‘monkey’, ‘child’, possibly ‘plough’, and the Middle Kitan word for ‘pig’. It
is quite clear that the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic people lived in close proximity to
the Japanese-Koguryoic peoples in their formative early history.

143 SKC (30: 837-838),
144 Kiyose (2001: 136-137) and Beckwith (2007a).
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The historical-comparative data on the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic language
confirms that its speakers lived in close proximity to the Chinese in the Late
Old Chinese period, i.e. Ch’in-Han. This accords well with the documented
history of the earliest known Serbi-Mongolic peoples, the Eastern Hu, who
lived north of Ch’in. Some words in the Old Chinese layer have good
comparanda in Tibeto-Burman (e.g. ‘blood’, ‘younger sibling’), indicating that
early Tibeto-Burman peoples, early Serbi-Mongolic peoples, early Japanese-
Koguryoic peoples, and Chinese lived in generally the same area at the times
of these borrowings. In other words, the linguistic evidence suggests that the
speakers of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic lived approximately in what is now eastern

145 northeastern

and southern Inner Mongolia, possibly extending into Amdo,
Inner Mongolia, and the territory of present-day northeastern China, given the
identifiable early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic and the assumed
(although not yet demonstrated) Tungusic homeland in northeastern China.

The correspondences and loanwords discussed in this chapter provide
important clues on the culture and lifestyle of the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic
speakers, supplementing the documented history of the Serbi-Mongolic
peoples and their neighbors. From these lexical correspondences, we may
conclude that the speakers of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic engaged in agriculture (e.g.
PSM *anja ~ *anda ‘plough’) and swine husbandry or boar hunting (e.g. PSM
*kMab or *k"obo ‘boar in the second year’ and MKit *uy/*wi ‘pig, boar’), made
use of silk textiles from China (e.g. PSM *minda ‘silk thread’), used basket
weaving techniques borrowed from Ch’in-Han China (e.g. PSM *arug
‘basket’), and engaged in archery and shot arrows from horseback (e.g. PSM
*flamna- ‘shoot arrows from horseback’). Most of these cultural and
technological developments occurred as a result of ethnolinguistic contact
among the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples, early Japanese-Koguryoic peoples,
Old Chinese speakers, Tibeto-Burman peoples, and Tungusic peoples. We thus
have a good preliminary understanding of the cultural inventory of the Proto-
Serbi-Mongolic speakers.

145 The Tibeto-Burman homeland is believed to be Amdo (Beckwith 1987: 5).
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CHAPTER TEN:
CONCLUSION

In this book, I have given an account of the Serbi languages and their divergent
relationship with the Mongolic languages. Throughout the book I have
illustrated that standard historical-comparative linguistic methods, in addition
to careful philology with considerations from attested history, are the best
methods to elucidate the origins of a given language, demonstrate language
family theories, and identify evidence of early ethnolinguistic contact events.

Prompted by the shortcomings and inadequacies of the existing
theories on the origins of the Mongolic and Serbi languages, this monograph
set out to construct a scientific, potentially falsifiable Serbi-Mongolic language
family theory. Returning to the hypothesis posed at the beginning of this study,
it is now possible to state that Serbi-Mongolic is a valid, demonstrable
language family, with numerous identifiable contact events with neighboring
ethnolinguistic groups at various points in its formative early history.

Specifically, 1 have shown that systematic, regular sound
correspondences exist among the Taghbach, Kitan, T’ u-yii-hun, and Mongolic
languages and that a rich system of shared functional morphology exists
among the Serbi and Mongolic branches. I have also shown that the Mongolic
branch is characterized by anomalous morphological and phonological
innovations distinguishing it from the Serbi languages, and that although
Mongolic and Serbi are demonstrably divergently related, they represent two
different daughter branches of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic, with mutually exclusive
innovations in phonology and functional morphology. Some of these
innovations are given in Table 89 and Table 90 below:

Table 89. Phonological innovations distinguishing Mongolic and Serbi

Mongolic innovations (CSM > PMgl) Serbi innovations (CSM > PSer)
*p > *h *3>*a/ _C[dorsal]

> *Hn *ze > *71

*Vi# > *Vi#t *se > *§i

*z>*g *VbV > *Vw(V)

*wo > *o *wo > *o
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Table 90. Mongolic morphological innovations

Pre-Proto-Mongolic Proto-Serbi
*-sU 9
*yA 0
*.yU (4]
*_bA 9

The results of the investigation also indicate that there have been
numerous ethnolinguistic contact events in the attested history and inferable
prehistory of the Serbi-Mongolic language family, including contact with
several periods of Chinese, Japanese-Koguryoic, Tibeto-Burman, Tungusic,
Indo-European, and later, Turkic. Careful study of these early contacts has
allowed for a tentative identification of the Serbi-Mongolic homeland and
important clues on the culture and lifestyle of the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic
speakers.

The current findings—the first rigorous and systematic, unified theory
on the origins of the Mongolic and Serbi languages—add substantially to our
understanding of the linguistic geography of early Eastern Eurasia, and to the
ethnolinguistic history of the Mongolic peoples. This book has also gone some
way towards enhancing our understanding of attested Late Middle Chinese
phonology, Northern Wei Chinese phonology, and northeastern Early Old
Mandarin. Moreover, it is the first study to present linguistic sketches of
Taghbach, T’u-yii-hun, and Kitan, the first systematic comparison of Middle
Kitan and Middle Mongol functional morphological paradigms, and the first
reconstruction of Common Serbi-Mongolic phonology, morphology, and
lexicon. In addition, this book offers a revised approach to the Kitan
Assembled Script and Kitan phonology, including the first periodization of the
Kitan language, into Old Kitan, Middle Kitan, and Late Kitan.

The methods used in demonstrating the Serbi-Mongolic family, and in
addressing the Chinese and Tibetan transcriptions of linguistic data, modeled
in part on Beckwith’s (2007a) approach to the Chinese transcriptions of the
Japanese-Koguryoic languages, may be applied to other early languages
transcribed in Chinese and Tibetan. We may successfully apply many of the
same methods utilized in this book to the reconstruction of other important
early Eastern Eurasian languages, such as Silla Korean (the earliest attested
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Koreanic language), Jou-jan (Rouran), Archaic Turkic, Hsiung-nu (Xiongnu),
and numerous others.

The greatest limitation of this study is the fact that no frequency counts,
and no computational corpora in general, exist for Middle Mongol or Kitan.
Owing to the lack of such frequency counts, and the lack of substantial
computational linguistic work on the Serbi-Mongolic languages, this
shortcoming has been unavoidable. It is recommended that further research be
undertaken toward producing computational, frequency-based corpora of
Middle Mongol and Middle Kitan morphemes. Frequency counts of Modern
Khalkha Mongolian morphemes are likewise necessary. Corpus linguistics has
much to contribute to the field of historical-comparative linguistics, and
research should be undertaken in this area to further elucidate the Serbi-
Mongolic theory.

More work on the reconstruction of Old Chinese and Middle Chinese
would help us to establish a greater degree of accuracy in the treatment of
Chinese transcriptional data. Considerably more work needs to be done on the
foreign transcriptions of Middle Chinese, such as the Nestorian Inscription,
Old Tibetan, Old Uygur, and Khotanese Brahmi transcriptions of Middle
Chinese, and additional work on Old Chinese reconstruction and foreign words
transcribed in Old Chinese is absolutely necessary to arrive at a more accurate
treatment of the earliest Serbi-Mongolic onomastic data.

Further research might explore Kitan syntax, a largely untouched and
potentially fruitful area of study. Work in this vein is likely to shed light on
comparative Serbi-Mongolic sentence structure, and allow for a more complete
reconstruction of Common Serbi-Mongolic syntax.

Despite these shortcomings and limitations, this monograph—an
interdisciplinary endeavor spanning the fields of linguistics, Central Eurasian
Studies, Chinese, and history—rigorously and systematically demonstrates the
Serbi-Mongolic divergent language family theory using accepted scientific
methods.
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APPENDIX A
TOWARD A REVISED ANALYSIS OF THE KITAN ASSEMBLED
SCRIPT

This appendix presents my readings of Kitan Assembled Script graphemes
appearing in this book. For the currently most complete list of Kitan
Assembled Script graphemes, see Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010). See also Kane
(2009).

My readings of certain graphemes deserve special attention. See below
for discussion:

1. Phonologically Conditioned Readings
Graphemes with Default Vowels

I agree with Kane (2009) that certain Kitan Assembled Script graphemes have
default (or ‘inherent’) vowels; however, my analysis differs with regard to the
specific graphemes, the vowels, and the phonological conditions that
determine the variant readings. Specifically, the graphemes &, X, &, ¥, &
and 3L have different readings depending on the phonological environments in
which they occur—word-initial, post-consonantal, and post-vocalic. See the

tables below for details:

Table 91. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme 4

Grapheme | My reading | Word-initially After C After V
X D ? *or] A4k Hr] K
«d.ur.’n <g0.°r
*duror *gor
‘fourth (masc.)’ ‘tent’
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Table 92. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme %
. Word- After V
Grapheme | My reading initially After C
F o] AF | o] 42 ] R
¢n.ey L. «qrta.’f>
“ono *-lof *qutai
now past tense suffix ‘Kitan®
Table 93. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme %
Grapheme My .“.](frd_ After C After V
reading initially
% 8> *[isi] & s pxFaaw | B 2EK
iy «&.i8i.d.b.i> pu. 8i.i>
*isi *&igid-bofi *pusiii
‘nine’ “filial-PST’ ‘lady’
Table 94. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme &
Grapheme My .V\.’(frd- After C After V
reading initially
& ¢y ? *lad] 4®gi | *[d 25 %5
(t.ad.0.0Y> (n.ad) (ebu.ad)l
*ta-dOB *nadbud
“fifth’ ‘tent palace ( &84)°

The variant readings of the grapheme % appear to be lexically determined,

with the post-consonantal reading *[bu] in certain words but *[obu] in other

words. See below for examples:

!'See Kane (2009: 56 §2.176) for this wordform. The reading presented above is my own
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Grapheme reg/c[l)i,ng Word-initially After C Aitler
3 “bw *[obu] % *bu] LI &S
<bw m.2d> <bu.d> ?
*obu *nadbud
‘forefather’ ‘tent palace ({&£8%)
*[obu] HREH

«*bu.y

*Cobur

“Tsu-pu (fH [+)”?

Graphemes with Non-Linearly Associated Vowels

At least one grapheme has an associated vowel which is not linearly fixed. The
variant readings are phonologically conditioned, with CV appearing word-
initally, but VC after consonants. See the table below for examples:

Table 96. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme 3L

My Word-initially After C After V
reading
iL | YO» ~ <o *[go] HWAIE | *[ox] HILE HilA *g] FHREIL
o.ly.fn m.oy.0» <V-0Y.em «ar.u.0.0y>
*Golsor *MoKo *Goron *arum
‘seen’ ‘snake’  river-G’ ‘assistance’?

2 The Tsu-pu [H [ ~ [H&E ~ Chu-pu-ku Jfi 4t were a confederacy including the Tatar,
Kereyit, and certain other peoples of the Mongolian Plateau in the centuries before the rise
of Temiijin and the Mongol Empire. Their name is attested in Middle Kitan as *¢abuqu #
£ & «&.ebu.qw (HsHu 4: 14), *Cobuqo # £ & «C.ebu.qo> (Jen-hsien 39: 40; 51: 52), *Cobuy
& 3 &.ebuy (HsTi 27: 26), and in the compound *Cobuqo *tadar R &£ & 4 & F
«C.ebu.qo> <t.ad.ar> ‘“Tsu-pu Tatar’ (Hsii 17: 3; Jen-hsien 39: 40; 51: 52; 56: 14). Oyuunch
& Janhunen (2010) identify *tadar 4 5% as the Kitan form of the ethnonym ‘Tatar’.

3 This word is attested in Tao (5: 32) in the Kitan reign period name £ 3 # & #L. which, as
shown by Kane, corresponds to Chinese Ch’ien-t’ung §74ft ‘Celestial Government” (2009:
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In runiform OIld Turkic, a literary language which possibly influenced Kitan
writing at some level, there exist certain graphemes which indicate a consonant
and a vowel associated with it, but which are unspecified as to the order of
these two segments, i.e. in certain contexts the grapheme denotes CV while in
others it denotes VC or even C only. For example, the Old Turkic runiform
grapheme 9 denotes «iq» in some words, but «gb in others. Other similar
CV/VC/C runiform graphemes include R (6k ~ iik ~ k6 ~ kii ~ k) and ¥ (og ~

ugq ~qo ~ qu -~ q).

2. Previously Undeciphered Graphemes
The grapheme 3t

This grapheme often renders part of a verbal suffix, e.g. *kuyr-s... X XL 43t
(Lang 3:12) with the verbal root *kuyr- ‘arrive’, and *on-s... 3 4 3t (YHsiang
12: 20) with the verbal root *on- ‘ride’. This suffix, i.e. *-s... 4 3t, denotes a
meaning similar to Preclassical Written Mongol -ysayar ~ -gseger ‘abtemporal
converb suffix’ (‘converbum abtemporale’ in Poppe’s Latin terminology).
Note the following sentence:

161). % denotes ‘heaven’, and as suggested by Kane, the word # # & 3L is probably formed
of the same verbal root as attested Late Kitan [[R[£52], glossed as ‘support, assist (8f{f5)’
(Kane 2009: 161; LS 116: 1545). I reconstruct Late Kitan *aru-Bofi/*aru-Bon. The *-Bofi /
*-Bon suffix of the LKit form is cognate to MKit (see §8.5.3 entry for MKit *-bofi ‘past or
perfective verbal noun suffix’); thus, the verbal root of the attested LKit form is *aru- ‘assist,
support’ and the MKit form *arug # # & 3L <ar.u.0.0y> is a deverbal noun *aru-g < *aru-
‘assist’ + *-g ‘deverbal noun suffix’. Middle Kitan *-g ‘deverbal noun suffix’ is probably
cognate to MMgl /-G/ ‘deverbal noun suffix’ (WMgl -y ~ -g). The Kitan reign period name
thus means ‘Heavenly Assistance’.
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4L F4it B % &
*mir-Q *on-s... * *tur-bofi
horse-ACCipr ride-ATMP.CVB . pass.away-PST.VN

‘He died ... while riding a horse.” (YHsiang 12:19-22).*

Ignoring the @ element, which is of unknown semantic and phonological value,
this sentence is parallel to Written Mongol mori unuysayar iikiibei ‘he died
while riding a horse’, which suggests that the Middle Kitan suffix 43t *-s...
is cognate to Middle Mongol -gsa‘ar ~ -kse’er ~ -gsabar ~ -kseber (HIIY) and
modern Preclassical Written Mongol -ysayar ~ -gseger ‘abtemporal converb
suffix’. It is thus motivated to reconstruct Middle Kitan *-sawr ‘abtemporal
converb suffix’, implying that the grapheme 3t should be read something like
<awry, possibly with archiphonemic /A/, i.e. /Awr/, realized phonetically as
*[awr] in [-ATR] words and *[owr] in [+ATR] words. Reading the grapheme
it as <Awn> also offers a potential solution to the Middle Kitan name of the
Qay people, i.e. 2 # K «qai.Awr.i»>,? possibly a compound form with the
ethnonym *qay @ ‘Qay’ and the early Serbi-Mongolic ethnonym Wu-huan
Bt (*awar).® Thus I tentatively read the grapheme #t as <(Awn.

3. Kitan Assembled Script Graphemes Appearing in this Book

Unless otherwise mentioned in footnotes, the semantic and phonological
readings given here are from Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) and Kane (2009).
My study is the first to identify phonologically conditioned readings of
graphemes and organize them into table format.

* See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 166) for the decipherment of this sentence. Note that I have
revised their translation. The phonological reconstruction here is my own.

3 See Kane (2009: 73 §2.323) for the identification of 2 #.4K as the Kitan name for the Hsi 2
(i.e. Qay) people, attested in YP u (14:23, 15:24). The phonological reading given above is
my own.

¢ See Chapter Two for the reconstruction of this early ethnonym.

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:44 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



424

The graphemes are organized according to the standard numbering
system in Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010).

The phonologically conditioned readings presented here are not
exhaustive—they are merely a start. More work is needed to determine the
variant readings of all graphemes in their attested contexts.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V_
002 | T Gurih? twenty
007 | & dém»® eight
008 | & diém? eight
011 | # @n
014 | & «quny’
015 | Gaw !0 hundred
016 | od>
017 |
018 | W any dan
019 | ¥ aw
020 | A W
021 | &/ omo»'!
022 | & Gaw'?
023 | &
026 | & one

7 This reading is based on a Late Kitan word in Chinese transcription and Roéna-Tas’
reconstruction of it (2016). See §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ and LKit *juri ‘twenty’
in the §8.5.4 entry MKit *Cur- ~ *jur- ~ *jur ‘two’ for discussion.

8 Oyuunch (2014: 132-133) identified the word 4k st % as a variant rendering of & ‘eight’.
The reading above is my revision of his proposal.

° Kane (2009: 37) reads this grapheme as <hur>. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 259) read this
as <hun.

10 Kane (2009: 37) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 259) read this as aw.

' As shown by Nieh & Sun (2008: 88-89) and Tang (2011: 197), this grapheme should be
read not as <mo> (a reading which dominates the Kitanological literature), but rather <omo»,
which I reconstruct as *omo. See Kane (2009) and Shimunek (2007) for attestations and
for the Chinese transcription of the Late Kitan form attested in LS (116: 1548).

12 Kane (2009: 38) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 260) read this as «caw.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V_
027 | B one (masculine)
028 | X, & & &
029 | % tawy five
030 | % tau’s five (masculine)
033 | & s s &b nine
034 | & 8% «sih &% nine (masculine)
036 | 3k «qw'’
037 | £ «di>
041 | 1o
048 | #F

13 Kane (2009: 38) transcribes it as <$. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 260) transcribe this as
sh.

14 Chinggeltei proposed reading this grapheme as «<is> partly based on “spoken Mongolian
(ZZriE.. . [iE)” [is] ‘nine’ (Chinggeltei 2002: 33). The specific “spoken Mongolian”
dialect on which this is based was not specified by Chinggeltei. One may speculate it was
his native Kharachin dialect; Sun et al. give the Kharachin form [jis] ‘nine’ (1990: 738).
Note also Daur [is] ‘nine’ (Engkebatu 1984: 34). Many other Kitanologists have followed
Chinggeltei’s [is] reading, e¢.g. Kane (2009: 39) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 260).
Kara (1996) proposed reading the grapheme «i>. In Shimunek (2011a: 102b) I
demonstrated that the reading «is» contradicts Chinese transcriptions of Kitan, and
proposed reading the grapheme as <isi» word-initially and «i> medially. The phonological
sequence which this grapheme represents is transcribed in Old Mandarin word-initially as
i-shih (MSC yishi) [ Z.Z] (Old Mandarin *yisi, Pul. 367, 285) and medially as shih (MSC
shi) [Z£] ~ [E] (Old Mandarin *si, Pul. 282-283).

15 Kane (2009: 39) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 260) read this as «xw.

16 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) read this grapheme as <sw, but as shown by Shimunek (2014a),
this reading is unlikely. In Shimunek (2014a: 110), I proposed <rw, and in Shimunek
(forthcoming, d), I refined this reading to <.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V_
051 | & qa!’ qa
052 | & record
053 | & qa emperor
058 | *
059 | & uin'® il cow
060 | =
061 | =
062 | dang>"?
067 | & ©w ©w
068 | 320
069 | X i
070 | & W
071 | & ong» ong» prince
072 | & «udur?! east
073 | * En>
075 | % «yong»?

17 Kane (2009: 41) reads this grapheme as <ha», which Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 260)
follow.

18 Chinggeltei read this grapheme as <un»> ~ <unj> (2002: 59-60), which Kane (2009: 41) and
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261) read as <uni>.

19 Chinggeltei (2002: 39) read this as <iarp which Kane (2009: 42) reads as <ian» and Oyuunch
& Janhunen (2010: 261) as ang».

20 Chinggeltei (2002: 39-40) read this grapheme as <us», which Kane (2009: 42) and Oyuunch
& Janhunen (2010: 261) follow, but the evidence is not convincing.

21 One Middle Kitan word for ‘east, eastern’ is written A 4k ud.ur, as identified by Kane
(2009: 94). 1 propose that the grapheme %, known to mean ‘east’, is probably the same
word, and thus propose reading ® as «udup.

22 Chinggeltei (2002: 41) read this as <yuany, which Kane (2009: 43) revises to <honp, and
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261) to <hong).
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V.
076 | 1L o oy >
080 | 3t Awn? (AW
081 | # sayrh? month
082 | % G20
083 | it D
084 | & @an??
085 | & six
086 | &= six (masculine)
087 | % GH? G G

23 Kane (2009: 43) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261) read this grapheme as <ho>.

24 Chinggeltei (2002: 42) read this grapheme as <i>. Kane (2009: 44) transcribes this «i> and
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261) follow. However, the data presented to support this
reading is not convincing. See discussion in Appendix A §2 ‘Previously Undeciphered
Graphemes’ above for data supporting my reading.

25 Chinggeltei (2002: 42) read this grapheme as «sar. Kane (2009: 44) and Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010: 261) treat it as phonologically undeciphered. Although the exact Middle
Kitan reading of this grapheme is currently unknown, it corresponds to the well-known
Late Kitan word *sayr [Z2IJIF] ~ [££&E] ‘moon, month (). See §8.5.4 entry for MKit
*sayr.

26 Chinggeltei (2002: 42-43) read this as <ue>. Kane (2009: 44) reads it as <y> and Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010: 261) read it as «<iie>.

27 This reading is from Chinggeltei (2002: 43) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261). Kane
(2009: 44-45) renders this as <ss».

28 Kane (2009: 45) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261) read this as <ra», but it must have
been <ar> (Shimunek 2011e: 102b).

29 Chinggeltei (2002: 44) read this as <tsi>, which Kane (2009: 45) transcribes «tz> and Oyuunch
& Janhunen (2010: 261) transcribe <ji>. My reading is essentially the same as Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010), with the exceptions of the hacek ( ” ) and my identification of the
phonologically conditioned variant <.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ \'A
090 | # ap’? N o
091 | #
092 | A& udy’! udy ?
093 | #
097 | & r’?
098 | % Al AD>
099 | & ad» «>
100 | & eny
101 | % <dew younger brother
104 | % G G
105 | k& ad>
106 | & ungy
107 | & o>
109 | # © ©>
112 | & @ge>
113 | & >
118 | & «qw®
119 | R «dauy
122 | $ <aiy @b &y year, father

30 Chinggeltei (2002: 44) read this as v, which Kane (2009: 45) and Oyuunch & Janhunen
(2010: 262) read as 0.

31 This reading is from Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 262).

321 follow Kara (1988: 58), who reads this grapheme as <ur>. This same reading was,

apparently independently, proposed by Toyoda (1998: 79). Kane (2009: 46) renders this

<ury, which Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 262) follow.

33 On this archiphonemic reading see Shimunek (forthcoming, d).
3% Shimunek (201 1e: 130).
35 Kane (2009: 48) reads this as «qi> and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 262) follow.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V_
123 | # @n’® @n ér
131 | & ™’ ™ ™
133 | R am»
134 | % Gun3® two
135 | 2% Gur’ two (masculine).
137 | A a3 @O @O
139 | A {may
140 | &R ©n ©n
141 | B «daluy*® seven
144 | % Edt <efd> <

3¢ Kane (2009: 49) reads <ar>. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 263) read this as <an.

37 Chinggeltei (2002: 52) reads % as <w, which Kane (2009: 50) and Oyuunch & Janhunen
(2010: 263) follow. I propose reading this grapheme as «u"™> because there are indications
of an approximant *[w] element in certain words written with this grapheme. Namely, the
Middle Kitan word for ‘winter’ is written & %F. Since Middle Kitan preserved Common
Serbi-Mongolic medial *b as *w in other words (e.g. MKit *Sawa X & # <S.au.a> ‘bird of
prey’ < CSM *siba ‘bird, eagle, hawk’; MKit *taw % <taw ‘five’ < CSM *t"abu ‘id.’; and
*qawr #* % «qau.un ‘spring’ < CSM *kPMabur ‘id.’), this segment was probably also
preserved in this word, which is cognate to attested Middle Mongol zibiil ‘winter’. Thus, I
propose the reading & F «u™.wb, rendering MKit *uwl ‘winter’ < CSM *ubul ‘id.’

38 Chinggeltei (2002: 52-53) proposed the reading «tfur>, which I read as ur> (Shimunek
2014a: 103-104, 114). See also discussion in §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ above.

39 Shimunek (2011e: 131).

40 Chinggeltei (2002: 54) read this as «dob. I propose the reading «daluw> based on the root of
the ordinal numeral form ‘seventh’. See discussion in §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’
above.

41 Chinggeltei (2002: 54-55) read this as «on>. Kane (2009: 51-52) reads this as «in», which
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 263) follow. As noted by Shimunek (2011e: 131), ® % ‘Kitan’
corresponds to the Old Turkic transcription Qitaii 38 8N4 dqiti, clearly indicating a
palatal nasal coda. See discussion in the entry for Ch’i-tan in §7.2.1 above.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V_
145 7 forty
146 | «gb®? not
147 | 3 Guw®
149 | F Gt
150 | 3 Ja
151 | 3 e o e
152 | 5% o
154 | 3 ony ony
1551 ¢ fifty
159 | » diayrh¥ day
161 | # @auw @uw
162 | & &8
163 | #A ki
165 | % @gw gw «@gw

42 This is the reading proposed by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 263).

43 Kane (2009: 52) proposes ji>. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 263) read <jus.

# Chinggeltei (2002: 56) reads this as «tf>. Kane (2009: 52) proposes ¢ju>, which Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010: 263) follow.

45 Chinggeltei (2002: 56-57) reads this as <y> ~ <p>. See also Shimunek (2011e: 131).

46 Shimunek (2011e: 131).

47 Chinggeltei (2002: 58) read this as «nar>. Kane (2009: 53) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010:
264) prefer to treat this as phonologically undeciphered. Although the precise phonological
value of this word in Middle Kitan is unknown, I tentatively propose the reading fayr’
based on attested Late Kitan *fiayr ‘day’ (see entry for LKit *fiayr in Chapter Eight).

48 Chinggeltei (2002: 59) proposes «<tf>. Kane (2009: 54) reads «c> ~ «ci> and Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010: 264) read «ci>. For my reading, see Shimunek (2011e: 102b) and
Shimunek (2014a: 113, 114).
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V_
166 | 4, auny® three
167 | & aur’ three (masculine)
168 | 4 ag
169 | & «qo»!
172 | & a’?
174 | & @sy @s» s ?
175 | % dangy>?
176 | %| buy> by
177 | 4l <ljir®
178 | 1L &uy
179 | & «duy*° «dw
180 | ¥% RIS
184 | 7% @amy @m
186 | & <0» 0> 0>

41 follow the reading proposed by Chinggeltei (2002: 60). See also Shimunek (2011e: 131)
and §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ above.

50 Shimunek (2011e: 103).

51 Kane (2009: 55) reads this grapheme as «q®», which Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 264)
follow.

521 follow Chinggeltei’s (2002: 61) reading of this grapheme as «w.

33 Shimunek (2011e: 103).

4 Kane (2009: 56) reads this as <bt» and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 264) follow.

35 This reading is from Kane (2013b). Aisin Gioro reads this grapheme as <dzi> (Aisin Gioro,
undated, p. 2). Note the words 2 4l ‘Liao (38)” (Kane 2013b: 42-43) and % 412 ‘Jurchen’
(cf. Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 164), which I read as *qulji <qu.ulji> and *juljin <ju.ulji.m,
respectively. Middle Kitan *qulji ‘Liao’ is probably the origin of the Mongolian clan name
and hydronym Xyumxk [yultf], q.v. Shimunek & Mdnkh-Amgalan (forthcoming).

36 Kane (2009: 57) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 264) read this grapheme as «dw.

57 Chinggeltei (2002: 64) read this grapheme as ¢si>. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 264) read
«shi>.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ 2
187 | & <tum»>® ten thousand
188 | M
189 | & @ @
191 | & grandson®
195 | #
196 | & «cbw® z::ﬁ) - ancestor, grandfather
197 | & aib®!
19 | /& @ang»
202 | & <ty
205 | & «de» «de»
206 | % db®?
207 | & ming>® thousand
208 | & dw® dragon
210 | 4 @w® lady
211 | & thirty
213 | to»
214 | R «day®®
217 | %k «do» «do»

38 Chinggeltei (2002: 65) read this grapheme as <t‘um.

% See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 159) for the semantic decipherment of & as ‘grandson’.
0 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 183) propose reading the graph as <ebw.

61 Chinggeltei (2002: 67) proposes the reading <ai>.

& Chinggeltei (2002: 68).

3 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 265).

6 Chinggeltei (2002: 68).

65 Kane (2009: 60) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 265) read this as <aw.

% Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 265) read this as «day.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V_
220 | 47 amu®’ mu
222 | 4% o8 b
224 | 4 am®
227 | 12
229 | 13 ta>
234 | 4%
235 | 4L an’ i din
236 | 4k an an
238 | 48 born
240 | £ pan’! ten
241 | 4 pw
242 | dw
243 | & heaven
244 | 4 S S S
245 | & a’? a a

7 Kane (2009: 61) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 265) read this as <mt.

8 Shimunek (2011e: 131); Shimunek (2007).

 Chinggeltei (2002: 70) reads this grapheme as <m>. Kane claims that the grapheme # “seems
to be used with rounded or back vowels”, and gives the reading <mu (2009: 61 §2.224).
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 61) also follow the reading «<mu>. However, there is direct
evidence of this grapheme with wordforms that do not have rounded vowels or back vowels,
e.g 4R a’lgen (Hsiian 14:3), # % D> (Jen-i 4:1), and # % a’.en> (Hsiian
28:18). Although none of these wordforms have been semantically deciphered, they
provide phonological evidence that the grapheme £ is not associated exclusively with
rounded vowels or back vowels. Thus, I follow Chinggeltei’s reading of {£ as <mv.

70 Shimunek (2014a: 112).

" This is my revision of Rona-Tas (2016). See §8.5.4 entry for MKit *par ‘ten’ for discussion.

2 Chinggeltei (2002: 74) reads this grapheme as .
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V_
246 | & «quw’ «quw
247 | A& > <ty
249 | 4 «adw’™
250 | 4 «qaw”
251 | 4> @ <y ? @
252 | 4 0’0
253 | A o
254 | R «> «> «>
255 | A& or» or» ?
257 | & ©m ©em>
258 | 4 <tsy’®
259 | & yuny”? three
260 | 4 30
261 | A I > @
262 | & iy b b deed, matter; pig
264 | 4 ang)’!
266 | X sixty
267 | 3% sixty

73 Kane (2009: 64).
74 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 87). See also Shimunek (2014a: 108).

5 Shimunek (2011e: 131).

76 Kane reads this grapheme as <> (2009: 65) and <6> (2009: 304). Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010:
266) read this as «0».
77 Kane reads this grapheme as <6> (2009: 304). Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 266) read this as

.
78 Chinggeltei (2002: 77).
7 Chinggeltei (2002: 77).

80 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 266) read this as «<to.
81 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 267).
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V.
270 | X «©€m> «€m> «€m>
273 | an®? uny
274 | 4 da®
279 | 3k o> season, time
280 | 3k ang)®*
283 | R &>
285 | W4 nigw® gold, golden, yellow
286 | ki igu’ gold, golden, yellow (?)
288 | <befr¥ <befiy
289 | W a®’ Ww
290 | an®® @an
294 | o)~ south
205 | sk [4o2 P
297 | o pw?’

82 Chinggeltei (2002: 80-81).

8 Chinggeltei (2002: 81) reads this as <ia.

8 Chinggeltei (2002: 81) reads this as <arnp. Kane (2009: 68) reads this as <a» and Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010: 267) read <angy.

85 In the Lang-chiin Inscription, the grapheme & corresponds to Chinese Chin 4 ‘golden’ in
the sequence X & A & ‘Great Golden State (A <[E8)’, i.e. the Jurchen Empire. This state
name also appears in the Chin-tai Chen-kuo shang-chiang-chiin mu-chih-ming <[
B EEEERY inscription—another Jurchen-period Kitan text—in the form 2 %9 A %
‘the Golden State’ (Chen, I. 11), identified by Liu et al. as corresponding to ‘Golden State
(&E7) (2009: 462). Since the grapheme & corresponds to *nigu 2 %4 «n.i.gw, the
grapheme & undoubtedly should be read iguy.

8 Shimunek (2011e: 131).

87 This is my revision of previous proposals. Chinggeltei (2002: 83) reads this as «iw. Kane
(2009: 69) reads > and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 267) follow.

88 Kane (2009: 69-70) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 267) read this as «n>.

8 Kane (2009: 71) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 267) read this as ¢pw.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V_
300 | 7 seventy®’
301 | A seventy’!
302 | M dl’
303 | @ ng»?? ng»
308 | R compose
309 | @%3
311 | # b> b> b>
312 | ¢tumy¥ ten thousand
313 | # dw?
314 | ang>?
319 | b <go»
320 | |97
322 | W om?®
323 | | «qab” aforementioned

% Kane (2009: 71) reads this as ‘eighty’. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) and Kane (2013a:
19) read this as ‘seventy’. See also discussion in §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’.

°l Kane (2009: 71) reads this as ‘eighty’. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) read it as ‘seventy’.

2 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268).

93 Kane (2009: 72) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) read this as <ho».

4 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268).

% I follow Chinggeltei’s reading of this grapheme as du> (2002: 87). Kane (2009: 72) reads
this as <16>. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) read this as <lo>.

% Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268).

97 Kane (2009: 73) treats this grapheme as undeciphered, but offers the mnemonic reading <yo».
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) treat this grapheme as undeciphered.

% Kane (2009: 73) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) read this as «6m.

% Kane (2009: 73) reads this as «qi> and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) follow. Chinggeltei
(2002: 88) reads <muny. Despite the divergent proposals existing in the literature on the
reading of this grapheme, we can be certain of its value as «qai> since it also transcribes the
first syllable of the Kitan name of the Qay ethnic group, known from Middle Turkic and
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ V_
324 | e @ny'%
327 | = &0
328 | % «yong'%2
329 | 3F iny
331 | R meuy
332 | R <nai» head, government official
334 | A [qes3 @ @
335 | & day day elder brother
336 | b «gi>!3
337 | G104
339 | ¥ @ > @
340 | X do 10 do
341 | X% en 100
342 | & wine
344 | R ady ady

Middle Chinese transcriptions to have been *Qay. The Middle Kitan demonstrative *qay
a (qai> ‘the aforementioned’ is undoubtedly a loanword from Old Mandarin % kai (MSC
gai) ‘id.” See Chapter Three for discussion. See also §7.3.2.1.2 ‘Demonstratives’.
100 Chinggeltei (2002: 88) reads this grapheme as <en>. Kane (2009: 73-74) reads this as én>.
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) <ien>.
101 Chinggeltei (2002: 88) reads this as <ie>.
102 Kane (2009: 74) reads this as <horp. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) read <hongy».
103 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269) read this as <gi».
104 Shimunek (2014a: 301 n. 16). See also Chapter Eight entry for Tagh *~¢1-n ~ *-¢i-n [IE]
‘plural occupational suffix’.
105 Chinggeltei (2002: 92) reads this as x> ~ <k*>. Kane (2009) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010)
read «x>.
196 The phonologically conditioned reading <> is my proposal. See discussion in Appendix A
§1 ‘Phonologically Conditioned Readings’ above.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ 2
345 | X angy!7 ng
347 | k >0
348 | F © ©
349 | Rk ge» @e>
353 | & M M
355 | % cordwy!'?? cordw | palace
356 | &
357 | 2 ngy!'1°
360 | ¥ pongy!!!
361 | B em''? em
362 | # daw!'3
365 | ® «qrtar'4
366 | P wh!13
368 | % «dury!16 four
369 | B «dur’> four

107 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269).

108 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269).

109 Kane (2009: 77-78).

110 Chinggeltei (2002: 95) read this as <urp. Kane (2009: 78) reads «irp and Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010: 269) read «ing).

T Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269).

112 Kane (2009: 78) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269) read this as «émn>.

13 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269).

114 This reading is my revision of previous proposals. See §7.2.1 entry for Ch’i-tan for
attestations.

115 This is my revision of previous proposals; see discussion in the footnote for grapheme #131
#& above. Chinggeltei (2002: 102) read this as «l, and Kane (2009: 79) and Oyuunch &
Janhunen (2010: 269) follow.

116 Chinggeltei (2002: 102). See also discussion in §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ above.
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Readings
# | Graph initial/isolated medial/final Logographic meaning (if any)
C_ \'A
371 | F region
372 | R w7 Uuw» Uw»
373 | X great
374 | R (taiy
375 | @ Cay!'®
378 | 3 i(tr)epeats a grapheme preceding
379 | # «qutugp ' good fortune
424 | S sixty!20
449 | 5 eighty!?!

"7 Shimunek (2011e: 129, 131).

118 Kane (2009: 80) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 270) read this as «ca>.

119 Identified as a single grapheme by Kane (2009: 81). Kane (2009: 81) reads this as «qudugy.
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 270) treat this grapheme as phonologically undeciphered.

120 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 271).

121 See Table 31. Middle Kitan cardinal numerals 20-10,000 in §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal
Numerals’ above.
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Alphabetical List of Phonologically Deciphered Graphemes in this Book
Below I give an alphabetical listing of phonologically deciphered Kitan
Assembled Script graphemes appearing in this book. The following
alphabetical order is employed:

abc¢deéfgyirtijklmninopqrssStuiwyy

Reading Graph # Reading Graph #

@ # 189 > S 162
ad b8 099 «a> R 375
<aiy 3 122 «Cawy ] 022
<aiy & 197 «> i 254
Al 1 098 « 5 099
@my B 184 «day K 214
<any * 011 «daluy = 141
@any H 290 «daw ¢ 119
angy ] 199 «de> x 205
ang & 280 «dew % 101
@aqg % 168 «di> £ 037
<ar» 7 084 «do> 3 217
<ar» * 123 «dw )14 179
@as) & 174 «dun 7 368
@w £ 161 «dur’ T 369
@au r 210 © % 109
(Awr) it 080 ©» * 348
<b> #+ 311 «ebw 3 196
<befd> tH 288 em» & 257
bw 4l 176 €n 5 100
<bw % 196 en» b ] 140
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Reading Graph #

eny B 361
<efd> % 144
€ P 341
©ew = 067
«€m» % 270
«€n» * 073
«€ny de 324
«fw &S 242
@ A 334
ge> £ 112
ge R 349
g B 146
g ib 336
<go» wh 319
g = 165
P 3 151
ya & 051
<Yyo» i 076
yo» iL 076
¢yongy x 075
cyongy k3 328
¢yun G 166
¢yur xR 259
ayur’y e« 167
D> % 339
day > 335
day 4 274
<iang» # 062
dang» % 175
<iang» # 314
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Reading Graph #

dawy % 362
&> x 327
al’ 7 302
<iny w018
<ing» M 303
< 1L 235
s = 033
dsi’ £ 034
auw ) 019
> % 113
<D # 353
G £ 087
G» % 104
G ¥ 149
G» 7 152
G M 337
Jar 3 150
Gauy # 015
g % 087
gu ] 147
Jun 2 134
Jur’ 2 135
Juri’ T 002
do> 7} 283
&> X 340
ki> b 13 163
kuy e 178
> A 261
i> ® 206
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Reading Graph # Reading Graph #

dw £ 208 <par £ 240
dw # 313 <po> 1k 279
m> 2 133 <pong» % 360
«m> i# 224 Ppw & 241
<ming» % 207 pw & 297
mu» 17 220 «qa» & 053
> 2 251 «gab a 323
nay bzl 139 <qaw w250
<nai» 4 332 «qrtay = 365
meuy pd 331 «qo» x 169
ng % 264 qu st 036
<> x 144 «qw % 118
b w222 «qu & 246
diayr’ = 159 «qury k3 014
diém” £ 008 «qutuqy #B 379
Hém» £ 007 <> A 137
O A 107 <> % 341
O -3 186 @ +* 041
> A 252 «rdwy 4 249
> N 253 Iy % 069
od» # 016 ®» & 244
oy L 076 sayr’ % 081
o R 347 s> T 083
<0omo» A 021 & X 028
ony 3 154 S * 033
on w322 &ih & 034
ong» & 071 SD t 180
o A 255 M s 247
cordw * 355 ® A 260
P> € 205 <tay 13 229
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Reading Graph # Reading Graph #
<taiy R 374 uny S 273
<tauy X 029 ung» X 106
ctau’y £ 030 aingy X 345
<toy L3 213 ungy % 357
<tsy & 258 <ufy * 059
w % 202 ury L& 097
<tump A 187 ury 1k 236
<tumy * 312 a™ & 131
W H 090 UW» R 372
W P 245 <iiny D13 329
W A 289 W * 070
W % 172 «wb 7 366
«ud» A 092 ¥ A 020
«udy A 105 W % 082
<udy P3 344

<udur» ) 072

<ui> » 262

aljiy 2| 177
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APPENDIX B
KITAN ASSEMBLED SCRIPT: COMMON TYPOGRAPHICAL
ERRORS

In this section I offer a listing of common typographical errors in Kitan
Assembled Script. The following typographical errors have been identified by
Kane (2009), Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010), and Oyuunch (2012):

Table 97. Previously identified common KAS typographical errors

ERROR  INTENDED  EXAMPLE IDENTIFIED BY

f«qqw & ab Hsiian (1: 6) Kane (2009: 59, 64)

K <ob» ® Ep YHsiang (9: 29-32) Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010)

& «qo> R aawy HsTi(14: 13-24) Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 89-90)
E yar A @ YP'u (7: 2-5) Oyuunch (2012)

Additional typographical errors include the following:

Table 98. Common KAS typographical errors

ERROR INTENDED EXAMPLE
K (ge» X ung» Hsing (33: 10)
R ad K ung» Hsing (3: 8), Hsiian (15: 20)
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APPENDIX C
GLOSS FORMULAE

This appendix presents a non-exhaustive list of gloss formulae, i.e. syntactic
constructions for glossed transcriptions of foreign words. Gloss formulae
presented here include Late Old Chinese transcriptions of Middle Serbi
dialects; Early Middle Chinese transcriptions of Taghbach, T u-yii-hun, and
Old Kitan; Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of Old Kitan; Early Old
Mandarin transcriptions of Kitan; Late Old Mandarin transcriptions of Middle
Mongol; an Old Tibetan transcription of Kitan; Latin transcriptions of Middle
Mongol; and New Persian transcriptions of medieval Mongolic languages and
dialects. I have excluded Georgian and Armenian transcriptions of Late Middle
Mongol because at the time of writing I did not have access to the original
manuscripts in which these transcriptions are attested. In the tables below ‘T’
denotes a transcription of a foreign word or phrase, and ‘G’ denotes a gloss.

Table 99. Late Old Chinese glossed transcriptions of Serbi-Mongolic words

GLOSS FORMULAE ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES
TE E=GH As for T, in Chinese it is called G. Chin Shu
R GET The Serbi call G T. Chin Shu
TE > = G 2t As for 7, it is the designation for G. Chin Shu

Table 100. Early Middle Chinese glossed transcriptions of Serbi-Mongolic words

GLOSS FORMULAE ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES
HGHT They call G T. Chou Shu
EGET They call G T. Sung Shu, NCS
EGET They call G T. Chou Shu
GET They call G T. NCS
BE=ST > K=Gth  The word T in the Miscreant language Sung Shu
is G in Chinese.
T RKsg Gt T'is G in Chinese. Sung Shu
TEE G T is comparable to G. WS
G s> T G is translated as 7. NCS
T#H= Gt T is the Wei (i.e., Taghbach) word for G. WS
TREBNE G K The T clan was later changed to the G clan. ws
GT... The G, the T... SCI
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Table 101. Late Middle Chinese glossed transcription of Serbi-Mongolic words

GLOSS FORMULA ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES

TE &= Gt As for 7, it is the Hu word for G. TCTC

Table 102. Old Mandarin glossed transcriptions of Serbi-Mongolic words

GLOSS FORMULAE ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES
PAT9E%ESE Gtz They say T for what is called G in Chinese. CPYPL

TE:E G Tis G in Chinese. CPYPL
G ZHEH As for G, in the foreigners’ language they call it T. CPYPL
G EHSET As for G, the foreigners call it 7. CPYPL
T Gf# T denotes G. LS
TG %t T is a name for G. LS
T Gt Tis G. LS, YPTC
MEGET They say T for G. YPTC
T %Eﬁﬁﬁ Gt T is that which is known as G in Chinese. CTKC

5 Gt T denotes G. SWCCL

T %Eu sE G As for T, it is a translation of the word G. MTPL

Table 103. Old Tibetan glossed transcription of Serbi-Mongolic

GLOSS FORMULA ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES

G ﬂ\'wﬁ@ T G is the Kitan 7. PTis3

Table 104. Latin glossed transcriptions of Serbi-Mongolic words

GLOSS FORMULA ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCE

T,idestG ... ... T, thatis, G ... HM

Table 105. Persian glossed transcriptions of medieval Mongolic languages and dialects

GLOSS FORMULAE ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES
235 [G] 4S ) 4 () g 4 [T] 1L ) He was called T because he was G.  JT202
[Ta] ol 5 2 K [T1] oS ), [G] The others call G T}, but they JT 99

[call it] T>.
AL [T][G] s el a3 [T] ), ) She was called 7, and 7 means G. JT 115

Ll [G] 22 [T] e The meaning of T'is G. JT115
Sl [G] [T] sz The meaning of T'is G. JT 248
AL [G] [T] e T means G. JT 189

[G] &= [T] The meaning of 7 [is] G. JT211
235 [G][T] T means G. JT 178
AL [G] [T] T means G. JT219
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APPENDIX D
PRE-PROTO-MONGOLIC MORPHOLOGICAL INNOVATIONS

The Mongolic branch is characterized by several identifiable morphological
innovations distinguishing it from the Serbi branch. Namely, the pre-Proto-
Mongolic suffixes *-yA, *-sU-, and *-yU appear on certain nouns, and the
suffix *-bA appears on certain numerals. These suffixes, precise semantic
values of which have yet to be determined, were later reanalyzed in Proto-
Mongolic as part of the root. See below for examples:

Pre-Proto-Mongolic *-yA

This pre-Proto-Mongolic suffix is attested with certain livestock terms (e.g.
‘cow’, goat’) certain kinship terms (e.g. ‘grandfather’), and the numeral
‘seven’. The precise meaning is unclear, but comparanda in Mongolic, Serbi,
Tungusic, and Turkic, as well as clues in Preclassical Written Mongol
orthography, provide evidence of this suffix.
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Figure 7. Reflexes of Common Serbi-Mongolic *uni 'cow'

CSM *uni ‘cow’

pre-PMgl *uni-ya(-n) PSer

MKt *ufl ‘cow’

PMgl *uniya-n ~ *unays-n — NTung
(e.g. Hailar Ewk unagan ‘cow’)

attested MMgl iiniyen ~ iineyen

N\

Daur [u'pe:] Khalkha [u'ng] ‘cow’

See entry for MKit *uii ‘cow’ in Chapter Eight for discussion and
attestations of these wordforms.

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:56 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



451
Figure 8. Reflexes of Common-Serbi-Mongolic *1ma ‘goat’

CSM *ma ‘goat’

MTrk imga ~ yimsa < ATrk < pre-PMgl *1ma-ya(-n) PSer *mma (?) — Tung.
‘female wild ima ‘goat’
mountain goat’

MKt *ema ‘goat’

PMgl *mmaya-n — Ewenki
(e.g. KDKE imagaan ‘goat’)

MMgl ima’a-n

Khalkha [ja'ma] ‘goat’

See entry for MKit *ema ‘goat’ in Chapter Eight for discussion and
attestations of these wordforms.
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Figure 9. Reflexes of Common-Serbi-Mongolic *abu ‘old man, grandfather, ancestor’

CSM *abu ‘old man, grandfather, ancestor’

pre-PMgl *abu-ys(-n) PSer

MKit *obu — Jur. > Ma. afu' — WMgl efii’

PMgl *sbuys-n

MMgl obugo ‘ancestor’ MMgl obugon ‘old man’

Khalkha ['ew8k] ‘ancestor’ ~ [e'we] ‘grandfather’ ['ewydn] ‘old man’

See the entry for MKt *obu ‘grandfather, old man, ancestor’ in Chapter
Eight for discussion and attestations of these wordforms.

The same suffix, or a homophonous suffix, appears in the numeral
‘seven’:

! Manchu efu [ofu] denotes ‘husband of one’s elder sister’ (Norman 1978: 70-71).
2 Written Mongol efi ‘son-in-law of an emperor or king’ (Roz. 66).
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Figure 10. Reflexes of Common Serbi-Mongolic *dalu ‘seven’

CSM *dalu ‘seven’

PN

pre-PMgl *dalu-yA(-n) PSer

MKit *dalu ‘seven’

PMgl *doluya-n

MMgl dolo’a-n ‘seven’

Khalkha [to'Bo] ‘seven’

Pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU

Serbi-Mongolic cognates, Late Old Chinese loanwords into early Serbi-
Mongolic, shared lexemes between Archaic Turkic and Mongolic (i.e. the
earliest identifiable layer of words in Mongolic with obvious Turkic
connections), early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic, and at least two
early Serbi-Mongolic lexical correspondences with Japanese-Koguryoic
provide a substantial body of evidence for *-sU as a divergent morphological
innovation in pre-Proto-Mongolic distinguishing the Mongolic branch from
the Serbi branch.? This suffix was appended to nominal roots and was
subsequently regularly reanalyzed as part of the root in Proto-Mongolic, losing
its semantic distinctions. Its precise meaning can no longer be determined with
certainty. The table below presents cognates between Serbi and Mongolic

3 See Janhunen (2003: 12-13), Rybatzki (2003: 64-66), Choimaa (1990), and Poppe (1981:
387-388) for Mongolic-internal evidence of this suffix.
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languages exhibiting a *-sU suffix in Mongolic and lacking this suffix in
Serbi:*

Table 106. Serbi-Mongolic correspondences indicating *-sU as a Mongolic innovation

Serbi Mongolic (pre-PMgl > PMgl > MMgl (WMgl)) PSM
*aboan (MSer) *aba-sU-n > *abosu-n > ebesii-n *aba-n
*thak (Tagh) *thay-sU-n > *t"ofiosu-n > t0 osu-n *thay
*u (LKit) *u-sU-n > *uysu-n > usu-n [usun] *u
*qow (Tagh) *kMob(0)-sU-n > *k"obosu-n > (gobosun) *kMob(o)
*silyu (T u-yii-hun)? *siliyu-sU-n > sili tisti-n [{iliwusun] *siliyu

Significant work has been undertaken on the early Serbi-Mongolic
elements in Tungusic, although under the label ‘Early Mongol’ or ‘Ancient
Mongol’, e.g. Poppe (1960), Rozycki (1994), etc. To the best of my knowledge,
however, no previous studies have made note of the striking regularity of a
*-sU suffix in attested Mongolic and the absence of this suffix in the known
Serbi-Mongolic elements in Tungusic.® Below I present a table providing some
particularly illustrative examples:

4 For the semantic values of the words in this table, see the relevant entries in §8.5.4.

5 See §6.2.1.1 entry for Silgucin ~ Silgucin.

¢ Doerfer made a similar observation, noting that “The suffix -sUn [i.e. *-sU-n], characteristic
of [Middle Mongol], is frequently lacking in [Manchu and Daur]. Since these languages are
close to pre-Yiian [Mongol], it is likely that -sUn often lacked in [Taghbach and Kitan], too”
(1993: 81).
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Table 107. Tungusic evidence of *-sU as a Mongolic innovation’

Middle Mongol SM Loanwords in Tungusic PSM

burgasun ‘elm’® Ma. bujan ~ Ewk. burgan ‘id.”® *burga-n

anjasun ‘plough’!® Ma., Ulcha, Nan. anja ‘plough’'"  *anja ~ *anda
neiiresiin ‘coal’!? Ma. nemu ~ nemuri ‘mine’'? *noypur ~ *naypura
huliyasun ‘poplar’'* Ma. fulya ‘aspen, poplar’'® *phylrya'®

hutasun ~ hudasun ‘string’"’  Ma. futa ‘rope, line, string’'® *phytha

gord esiin ‘game animal’!®  Ma. gurgu ‘wild animal? *g0royo

*sili "tisti-n ‘lynx’2! Ma. silun ‘lynx’* *siliyu ~ *siloyu

7 Several of these are noted by Doerfer (1993: 81). I independently noticed these
correspondences and later found Doerfer’s study.

8 E.g. attested early MMgl burgasun [R V2" &%4], glossed as ‘elm twig (§&{65)’ (SHM §103).

® This correspondence was identified by Tsintsius (1974-1975: 111). See also Roz. 37.

0 E.g. attested MMgl anjasun [ZZF.74] ‘plough (32)’ (HIIY 1.10a4).

' See Roz. 19 for this Manchu-Mongol correspondence.

12 E g, attested MMgl ne iiresiin [$#2 1" 51|4] ‘charcoal (%)’ (HIIY 1.11b3). Note also
Khalkha nyype [nuirs] and Kharachin [niires] (Sun et al. 1990: 520).

13 Norman glosses Manchu nemu as ‘mine, mine shaft’ (1978: 211a). See also Tsintsius (1974-
1975: 621) for this Manchu word. Foreign coda *r is regularly lost in Mongol loanwords
in Manchu (Rozycki 1994). The variant nemuri ‘coal mine’ (Zakharov 1875: 220a) is a
paragogic repair of the same SM donor form to conform to JM phonotactics.

14 Poppe (1974: 130). Attested MMgl huli(y)asun (Kara 1990: 299). Note also Santa xulasuy
‘aspen’ (Todaeva 1961: 139).

15 Sanzheev (1930b: 702), Doerfer (1985: 23 §37), Krippes (1992: 128, 144), Roz. 81.

16 Krippes (1992: 144) reconstructs ‘proto-Mongolian® *puliyasun (equivalent to *p"uliyasun
in my transcription system), but the Manchu form clearly shows that its early Serbi-
Mongolic donor form had a dorsal fricative *y which lenited to -y- in attested Mongolic.

17 MMgl hudasun [[ZE+F4] ‘string (43)° (HIIY 1.12a8). Cf. also Ligeti & Kara (2012: 176).

18 Krippes (1992: 128); Roz. 84.

19 E.g. attested early MMgl goro esiin [ 45%8%] ‘wild animals (¥78f)” (SHM §123) ~
goro esii [ %EH] ‘game animal (Bf)’ (SHM §179).

20 Despite Rozycki (1994: 93), this is an early SM element in JM, as it lacks *-sU and preserves
the early SM intervocalic fricative *-y- which was regularly lost in Modern Mongolian.

21 See discussion in §6.2.1.1 entry for Silgucin ~ Silgucin.

22 Rozycki considers this an “early” Mongolic loanword in Manchu (Roz. 182).
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Further evidence is found in the early Archaic Turkic lexical
correspondences with Mongolic. Here we have a number of nouns which were
borrowed between pre-Proto-Mongolic and an Archaic Turkic dialect,?® which

later acquired a *-sU suffix in Mongolic.

Mongolic-Turkic correspondences indicating this *-sU suffix are
summarized below:

Table 108. Turkic evidence of *-sU as a Mongolic innovation

Mongolic Turkic Proto-Serbi-Mongolic
MMgl balaqasu ~ balagasun — OTrk balig < *baliqi *balaga ~ *balaka
MMgl kilgasun ~ gilyasun MTrk gil < *qilgd > Chuv. xolox  *k"ilga ~ *k"ilka
MMgl deresii-n MTrk yiz < *3ef8/*difs *doro

Specifically, Middle Mongol balagasu ~ balagasun ‘walled city’2*

corresponds to attested Old Turkic balig ‘city’;*®> Middle Mongol kilgasun ~
> 26 corresponds to attested Middle Turkic gil ‘hair’ %’

qilyasun ‘hairs and

23 Despite the dominant view that these are Turkic — Mongolic loanwords, they are likely to
be early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords into Archaic Turkic.

2 E.g. attested early MMgl balagasu [F251] £ 3%] ‘walled city (3%)’ (SHM §247) ~ balagasun
[ " &74] ‘walled city (%)’ (SHM §247). See also de Rachewiltz (2006: 905).

2 E.g. attested 8™ c. Old Turkic balig ‘city’ (GOrkT 307).

26 Attested early MMgl kilgasun [Zs" &) ‘tail hair (B )’ (SHM §25) and attested late
MMgl gilyasun [os+*8] ‘hair® (MAA; Poppe 1938: 298a). De Rachewiltz translates MMgl
kilgasun as ‘hair from the mane and tail of a horse, horse hair’ (de Rachewiltz 2006: 270).

27 Attested in MTrk as gil ‘hair’ ina 12"-13" c. edition of the 11" c. Qutadyu Bilig (DTS 442a).
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Chuvash [xslox] ‘horse hair’;*® and Middle Mongol deresiin ‘feather grass’®
corresponds to attested Middle Turkic yiz ‘reed’.® These correspondences
provide evidence of Archaic Turkic *baliqd ‘walled city’,>! *qilqad ‘hairs’,*
and *defé/*0if¢ ‘reed, feather grass’ as well as Proto-Serbi-Mongolic *balaga
~ *balaka ‘walled city’,*® *k"1lga ~ *k"1lka ‘hairs’, and *doro ‘feather grass’.

There are also at least two lexical correspondences with both Tungusic

and Turkic comparanda:

28 Chuvash xénéx [xolox] specifically denotes ‘horse hair (konbckuii Bonoc)’ according to the
online Chuvash-Russian dictionary Dnexmponad cimaxcap (<samah.chv.su/cgi-bin/s.cgi>,
accessed October 24, 2015). Zolotnitskii transcribes the Chuvash word in the Russian
Phonetic Alphabet as [xmaux] and glosses this as ‘string, cord (ctpyna)’ (1875: 92).
Fedotov glosses Chuvash xéméx as “Bomoc KOHCKHIA; ppIOOJIOBHAs Jecka; cTpyHa” and
notes Turkic cognates, Mongolic cognates, Ewenki kil («— Sakha), Solon xilgaas («— Mgl.),
and Hill Mari buibbik ‘horse hair’ <— Chuv. (Fedotov 1996, v. 2: 342).

2 E.g. early MMgl deresiin, attested in the genitive case form deresiin-ii [:°%13#zH] ‘of
feather grass’ (SHM §249; cf. de Rachewiltz 2006: 178, 905).

30 The earliest attestation in Turkic is 11" ¢. Middle Turkic yiz ‘reed’ (DTS 264b). Numerous
Old Turkic lexical items exhibit free variation between i ~ e, e.g. attested 8 ¢. OTrk il ~
el ‘people, state’ (GOrkT 334), yegirmi ~ yigirmi ‘twenty’ (GOrkT 401), yer ~ yir ‘carth,
place, land, soil’ (GOrkT 401), ye- ~ yi- ‘eat’ (GOrkT 401), and yeti ~ yiti ‘seven’ (GOrkT
401-402).

3 Kara (2006: 104). The word is possibly also related to Manchu falya ‘clan, tribe, all the
people living on one street’, as discussed by Rozycki (1994: 73-74) and Sinor (1981: 97-
100).

32 This is essentially the “Bulghar Turkic” reconstruction proposed by Schonig (2003: 407).

33 Note also modern Daur [baloy] ‘earth, soil, dirt’ (Engkebatu 1984: 70). This Daur-Mongol
correspondence was identified by Ceberhas (2015: 96).
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Table 109. Tungusic and Turkic evidence of *-sU as a Mongolic innovation

Middle Mongol Manchu  Turkic Proto-Serbi-Mongolic
diiri (~ WMgl diirsii-n) ~ durun OTrk yiiz 3 < *3iif *dur ~ *duri ‘form, face’
harqasun ¥ fajan3®  MTrk arqg <*harqi’’  *pharga ~ *pharka ‘dung’

Northeastern Late Old Chinese loanwords in early Serbi-Mongolic
provide additional evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU. See the table below:

Table 110. Late Old Chinese evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU

Mongolic  Serbi Late Old Chinese (northeastern dial.)  Proto-Serbi-Mongolic
qoqosun 4E *kogV ~ *koxV *kogV

to osun *thay ‘earth’ | *thaw *thay

mindasun %48 *mendi *minda

The following Mongolic and Japanese-Koguryoic lexical
correspondences provide further evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU (see
§9.2.1 for discussion):

Table 111. Japanese-Koguryoic evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU

Mongolic Japanese-Koguryoic Proto-Serbi-Mongolic
qudusun OJpn *kutu > MSJ kutsu *guthy ~ *gudu
cisun OlJpn *ti > MSJ chi *ghy

34 The earliest attestation in Turkic is 8" c. Old Turkic yiiz ‘face’ (GOrkT 408).

35 See Table 84 in Chapter Nine for this Middle Mongol form and its attestation.

36 Norman translates this Manchu word as “feces (of animals and birds), dung” (1978: 81b).
Rozycki treats this word as an “early” Mongol-Manchu correspondence (Roz. 72-73).
Manchu is characterized by a regular sound change of earlier *rg > j (see Rozycki 1994 for
examples).

37 E.g. MTrk arg ‘excrement’ (EDT 213a). For the initial *4, cf. Khalaj harq ‘feces’ (Doerfer
1971: 43, 291).
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Pre-Proto-Mongolic *-yU

The following correspondences attest a *-yU suffix in Mongolic lacking
in Serbi:

Table 112. Serbi and Mongolic evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-yU

Mongolic Serbi Common Serbi-Mongolic
MMgl siba 'u-n MKt *Sawa *stba

MMgl gii ii-n ~ kii 'ii-n MKit *ku *khy

MMgl ke ii-n ~ kiibe 'iin MKit *ku *khaByu ~ *k"uPyo

See §8.5.4 entries for MKit *Sawa ‘bird of prey’, *ku ‘human, person’, and
*ku ‘younger daughter, boy, son’. See also the Chapter Nine discussion of
Middle Mongol ke "i-n “child, son, boy’.

Pre-Proto-Mongolic *-bA

I have identified three Serbi-Mongolic correspondences providing evidence of
pre-Proto-Mongolic *-bA in certain numerals:

Table 113. Serbi-Mongolic evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-bA

Mongolic Serbi Common Serbi-Mongolic
MMgl qurba-n ‘three’ MKit *Gur ‘three’ *gur
MMgl dérbe-n “four’ MKit *dur ~ *tur ‘four’ *dor
MMgl harba-n ‘ten’ MKit *par ‘ten’ *phar

See §8.5.4 entries for MKit *Gur ‘three’, MKit *dur ‘four’, and MKit *par ‘ten’
for discussion and attestations of these forms.
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Yellow River Plateau. Journal of Chinese Linguistics 20 (1): 160-179.

Edkins, Joseph 1871. China’s Place in Philology. An Attempt to Show that the Languages of

Europe and Asia have a Common Origin. London: Triibner & Co.

Engkebatu 1984. Dayur kelen-ii iiges / Ta-wo-erh-yii tz 'u-hui K57 R1E TR Kokeqota.

Erdal, Marcel 2004. A Grammar of Old Turkic. Leiden: Brill.

Erdenibagatur 2008. Tsai t’an Ch’i-tan ta-tzu “tiu” te tu-yin chi ch’i hsiang-kuan wen-t’i F§1%
P RT AL By LIAHK R . Altai Hakpo 18: 79-88.

Faehndrich, Burgel R. M. 2007. Sketch Grammar of the Karlong Variety of Mongghul, and
Dialectal Survey of Mongghul. University of Hawai‘i, Department of Linguistics.
Doctoral dissertation.

Fan Yeh SGEE 1965. Hou Han Shu 1%%2. Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chii.

Fang Chuang-yu 759k 1930. Hsien-pei yii-yen k’ao i BLEE="%. Yen-ching hsiieh-pao F
THELER 8: 1429-1468.

Fang Hsiian-ling = 2 1974. Chin Shu &2 Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii tR#EE 5.

Fedotov = ®enotoB, M. P. 1996 Dmumonocuueckuii cnosaps uysauwickozo sazvixa. Tom I, Tom
I1. Yebokcapsl: UyBamickuii rocy1apCTBEHHBIH HHCTHTYT I'yMaHUTAPHbIX HAYK.

Fortescue, Michael 1998. Language Relations Across Bering Strait: Reappraising the
Archaeological and Linguistic Evidence. London: Cassell.

Franke, Herbert 1969. Bemerkungen zu den sprachlichen Verhdltnissen im Liao-Reich.
Zentralasiatische Studien 3: 7-43.

Franke, H. 1976. Two Chinese-Khitan macaronic poems. In: Heissig et al. (eds.) Tractata
Altaica. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Fried, Robert Wayne 2010. 4 Grammar of Bao’an Tu, a Mongolic Language of Northwest
China. Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Linguistics, University of Buffalo, State
University of New York.

Gai Zhiyong = Kai Chih-yung 3527 Jf§ 2001. Yeh-li Yii chih mu-chih-ming k’ao-cheng H[S{H
P17 BB EAE. Pei-fang wen-wu JEJ7 329 65 (1): 40-48.
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Gai Zhiyong et al. = Kai Chih-yung, Ch’i Hsiao-kuang, Liu Feng-chu 2008. Ch’i-tan hsiao-
tzu “Yeh-li Fu-pu-shu mu-chih-ming” k’ao-shih. Nei-meng-ku wen-wu k’ao-ku 1: 81-111.

Ganbaatar = ['anbaarap, S1. 1997. XsTaq Xa19H1 OPCOH CSIHBOU YT. OpO0oM WUHIICUICIIHUTL
ouuyue (MCIIC) Ne 8 (116): 31-36. Yimaan6aatap: MOHTOJ YJIICHIH UX CYypTYYJIb.

Georg, Stefan 2003. Mongghul. In: The Mongolic Languages, edited by Juha Janhunen. pp.
286-306.

Georg, Stefan 2004a. Review of Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Languages. In:
Diachronica 21 (2): 445-450.

Georg, Stefan 2004b. Unreclassifying Tungusic. In: Carsten Nacher (ed.) Proceedings of the
First International Conference on Manchu-Tungus Studies (Bonn, August 28 — September
1, 2000). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. pp. 45-58.

Gharib, B. 1995. Sogdian Dictionary: Sogdian-Persian-English. Tehran: Farhangan
Publications.

Goddard, Josiah 1883. A Chinese and English Vocabulary in the Tie-Chiu Dialect. Second
Edition. Shanghai: American Presbyterian Mission Press.

Golden, Peter 1992. An Introduction to the History of the Turkic Peoples. Wiesbaden: Otto

Harrassowitz.

Grenet et al. = Frantz Grenet, Pénélope Riboud, and Yang Junkai 2004. Zoroastrian scenes on
a newly discovered Sogdian tomb in Xi’an, Northern China. Studia Iranica 33: 273-284.

Hambis, Louis 1948. Note sur les T’ u-yii-houen. Journal Asiatique 236 (2): 239-241.

Harris, Alice C. & Lyle Campbell 1995. Historical Syntax in Cross-Linguistic Perspective.
Cambridge Studies in Linguistics 74. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hasbagan = Ha-ssu-pa-ken FBSHTEEAR 2013. Kuan-yii “Yiian Shih” chung Ch’i-tan jen te
hsing-shih &Y (st ) He32 8 A ALK, In: Hua Hsi yii-wen hsiieh-k’an ZEPHEE 2
T (Acta Linguistica et Litteraturaria Sinica Occidentalia), Vol. 8: Ch’i-tan hsiieh chuan-
chi FFEEERR (Monograph of Khitan Studies), edited by Fu Yung-lin {#55#£, Ch’eng-
tu $HY: Ssu-ch’uan ch’u-pan chi-t’uan VU)K EEE], pp. 134-137.

Haudricourt, André-G. 1954a. Comment reconstruire le chinois archaique. Word 10: 351-364.

Haudricourt, André-G. 1954b. De ’origine des tons en viétnamien. Journal Asiatique 242: 69-
82.

Henthorn, W. E. 1963. Korea: The Mongol Invasions. Leiden: Brill.

Hill, Nathan 2009a. The Hphags-pa letter <h> and laryngeal phenomena in Mongolian and
Chinese. Central Asiatic Journal 53 (2): 183-205.

Hill, Nathan W. 2009b. Tibetan <h-> as a plain initial and its place in Old Tibetan phonology.
Linguistics of the Tibeto-Burman Area 32 (1): 115-140.

Hill, Nathan 2011. Multiple origins of Tibetan o. Language and Linguistics 12 (3): 707-721.
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Hong Kimun = Xyu ['u Myn 1961. Conoaroc, MOHT0J X3JTHHH Xapbuaa. OoH YACbiH MOH2O
X271 OudeUtin d9pOIMMHULT anxoyeaap ux xypai. 2-p 1B1ap. Ynaanbaarap: IIIYAX. 313-
324 npx Tai.

Hsiao Tzu-hsien #§ 88 1972. Nan Ch’i Shu Fg7%52=. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii HEEZE 5.

Hsii Shen FFE 2002. Shuo wen chieh tzu 553 fi# 5. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii FHHEE 5.

Hsiieh Sheng-hai B4 2008. T u-yii-hun wei “A-ch’ai lu” chih-i -2y 15 “Fr[LE B [T BE.
Ch’ing-hai she-hui k’o-hsiieh 751+ £2F1 3: 122-126.

Hu & Chog = Hu Tseng-i &} %5 & Ch’ao K’o ¥ 7 [Chog] 1986. E-wen-k o-yii chien-chih
0 TEE &, Peking: Min-tsu ch’u-pan-she.

Hucker, Charles O. 1985. A Dictionary of Official Titles in Imperial China. Stanford
University Press.

Iwao Kazushi, Nathan Hill, and Takeuchi Tsuguhito 2009. Old Tibetan Inscriptions. Tokyo:
Research Institute for Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa, Tokyo University of
Foreign Studies.

Jacques, Guillaume 2009. Le développement du tibétain ancien -e- dans les dialectes
occidentaux. Etudes mongoles et sibériennes, centrasiatiques et tibétaines 40.

Jacques, Guillaume 2010. Review of The Kitan Language and Script by Daniel Kane. In:
Diachronica 27 (1): 157-165.

Janhunen, Juha 1977. Samojedischer Wortschatz: Gemeinsamojedische Etymologien.
Castrenianumin toimitteita, 17. Helsinki.

Janhunen, Juha 1994. On the formation of Sinitic scripts in mediaeval Northern China. Journal
de la Société Finno-Ougrienne 85: 107-124.

Janhunen, Juha 1996. Manchuria: An Ethnic History. Helsinki: Finno-Ugrian Society.

Janhunen, Juha (ed.) 2003. The Mongolic Languages. New Y ork: RoutledgeCurzon.

Janhunen, Juha, Marja Peltomaa, Erika Sandman, and Xiawu Dongzhou 2008. Wutun.
Languages of the World/Materials 466. Muenchen: LINCOM EUROPA.

Jaschke, H. A. 1881. 4 Tibetan-English Dictionary, with Special Reference to the Prevailing
Dialects. London.

JSPS = The Japan Society for the Promotion of Science 2008. The Mugaddimat al-Adab: A
Facsimile Reproduction of the Quadrilingual Manuscript (Arabic, Persian, Chagatay and
Mongol). Tokyo: The Alisher Navoi State Museum of Literature and The Japan Society
for the Promotion of Science.

Juunast = Chao-na-ssu-tu HEHABHTE] 1997. Tung-pu yii-ku-yii chien-chih FE[#AENE & E.
Chung-kuo shao-shu min-tsu yii-yen chien-chih ts ung-shu §1[E//DE REEIES REMAP.
Peking: Min-tsu ch’u-pan-she ESJiEH RN
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Kane, Daniel 1989. The Sino-Jurchen Vocabulary of the Bureau of Interpreters. Bloomington:
Indiana University, Research Institute for Inner Asian Studies.

Kane, Daniel 2006. Khitan and Jurchen. In: Alessandra Pozzi et al. (eds.) Manchu Studies in
Honour of Giovanni Stary, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag. pp. 122-132.

Kane, Daniel 2009. The Kitan Language and Script. Leiden: Brill.

Kane, Daniel 2013a. Deciphering the Kitan language and scripts — an update. Journal of Song-
Yuan Studies 43: 11-26.

Kane, Daniel 2013b. The Great Central Liao Kitan State. Journal of Song-Yuan Studies 43:
27-50.

Kara, Gyorgy 1958. Notes sur les dialectes oirat de la Mongolie occidentale. Acta Orientalia
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 8 (2): 111-168.

Kara, Gyorgy = Kapa, [Isepab 1972. Knueu monzonvckux koueenuxog. Mocka: Hayka.

Kara, Gyorgy 1975. A propos de I’inscription de 1150 en écriture khitane. Annales
Universitatis de Rolando Eétvés nominatae, Sectio Linguistica. Budapest. pp. 163-167.

Kara, Gyorgy 1977. Xaran OudruiiH Xo€p TOTTOJIOOHBI TyXail. OnoH YiacvblH MOH2ONY
aposmmuui 11l ux xypan. Ynaaunbaarap: BHMAY. On0H yIChIH MOHTOITY dPASMTHAN UX
XYpJIBIH OalHTBIH X0poo. 86-89 19X Tau.

Kara, Gyorgy 1987. On the Khitan writing systems. Mongolian Studies 10: 12-24.

Kara, Gyorgy = Qaradorji 1988. Kitan-u bay-a bic¢ig dotoraki mongyol iiges. Obér mongyol-
un yeke suryayuli-yin erdem sinjilegen-ii sedkiil 1: 55-56.

Kara, Gyorgy 1990. Zhiyuan yiyu: Index alphabétique des mots mongols. Acta Orientalia
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 44: 279-345.

Kara, Gyorgy 1996a. Siniform scripts in Inner Asia: Kitan and Jurchin. In: Peter T. Daniels
and William Bright (eds.) The World’s Writing Systems. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
pp- 230-238.

Kara, Gyorgy 1996b. Aramaic scripts for Altaic languages. In: Peter T. Daniels and William
Bright (eds.) The World’s Writing Systems. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 536-558.

Kara, Gyorgy 2001. Late Mediaeval Turkic elements in Mongolian. In: Louis Bazin and Peter
Zieme (eds.) De Dunhuang a Istanbul: Hommage a James Russell Hamilton. Silk Road
Studies, Vol. 5. Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols Publishers, pp. 73-119.

Kara, Gyorgy 2002. On Sino-Mongol cultural relations as seen in the Mongolian lexicon.
Meng-ku min-tsu yii chou-pien min-tsu kuan-hsi hsiieh-shu hui-i lun-wen-chi 5% 5 FRJREL
18 IR 2Bl siam . Taipei 55d6: Meng Tsang wei-yiian-hui ZEjiiZ 5,
pp- 61-80.

Kara, Gyorgy 2004. Altaic: Various Common (and Uncommon) Words in the Altaic
Languages. Unpublished manuscript.

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:49:02 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



472

Kara, Gyorgy, translated by John R. Krueger 2005. Books of the Mongolian Nomads: More
than Eight Centuries of Writing Mongolian. Bloomington: Research Institute for Inner
Asian Studies, Indiana University.

Kara, Gyorgy 2006. Review of The Mongolic Languages edited by Juha Janhunen. In:
Anthropological Linguistics 48 (1): 99-106.

Kara, Gyorgy 2007. Review of Is Japanese Related to Korean, Tungusic, Mongolic, and Turkic?
by Martine Irma Robbeets. Anthropological Linguistics 49 (1): 95-98.

Kara, Gyorgy 2009. Dictionary of Sonom Gara’s Erdeni-yin Sang: A Middle Mongol Version
of the Tibetan Sa skya Legs bshad. Mongol — English — Tibetan. Brill’s Inner Asian
Library, Vol. 23. Leiden: Brill.

Karlgren, Bernhard 1957. Grammata Serica Recensa. Stockholm: Museum of Far Eastern
Antiquities.

Kessler, Adam et al. 1995. Empires Beyond the Great Wall: The Heritage of Genghis Khan.
Los Angeles: Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County.

Khabtagaeva, Bayarma 2010. Mongolic elements in Barguzin Evenki. Acta Orientalia
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 63 (1): 9-25.

Khaidaw & Choijamts = II. Xaiinas, JI. Yoibkami 2013. Moweonwin anacaax yxaano
X3pa2n220032 3apum IMULUH YP2AMIbIH HIP MOMBEO (0POC-MOH2ON-MOBO-TAMUH XINIIIP).
Reprinted in: Bymooauiin Yyyaean / The Collected Works of Ts. Khaidav, 111 60Tb.
VYnaan6aatap: “Coémb0 nmpuaTuHT”. 8-38 max Ttain. (Originally published in 1965 by the
Mongolian Academy of Sciences Press).

Kim & Duanmu = Mi-ryoung Kim & San Duanmu 2004. “Tense” and “lax” stops in Korean.
Journal of East Asian Linguistics 13: 59-104.

Kim & Erdenebat = Kim Yongmun 71-83 & U. Erdenebat 2011. Pokt’agiii kiwdn’gwa
pyonch’dne kwanhan yon’gu 7 EF] i 2} s ol 2 #158. Chung ‘ang asia yon'gu
ik obA] O SE 16: 151-178.

Kim Juwon, Ko Dongho, D. O. Chaoke, Han Youfeng, Piao Lianyu, & B. V. Boldyrev 2008.
Materials of Spoken Manchu. Altaic Languages Series 1. Seoul: Seoul National
University.

King, Anya 2010. Tibetan musk and medieval Arab perfumery. In: Anna Akasoy et al. (eds.)
Islam and Tibet: Interactions along the Musk Routes. Burlington: Ashgate. pp. 145-161.

King, Anya 2013. Early Islamic sources on the Kitan Liao. Journal of Song-Yuan Studies 43:
253-271.

Kiyose, Gisaburd ;& 2% —H[ 2001. Wajin to wago no torai & A & FIE D K. Himeji
Dokkyé Daigaku gaigokugogakubu kiyo B 858 i K 7S ERE 750 A0 2 14: 133-148.
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Kiyose, Gisaburo N. and Christopher I. Beckwith 2006. The Silla word for ‘walled city’ and
the ancestor of Modern Korean. Altaistic Studies 1: 1-10.

Kiyose, Gisaburo N. and Christopher I. Beckwith 2008. The origin of the Old Japanese Twelve
Animal Cycle. Altaistic Studies 2: 1-18.

Kiyose, Gisaburo & Christopher 1. Beckwith (forthcoming) Japanese evidence for disyllabic
morphemes in Old Chinese: Nigogana and apocope of Late Old Chinese short *-a. 32 pp.
in ms.

Ko, Seongyeon 2011. Vowel contrast and vowel harmony shift in the Mongolic languages.
Language Research 47 (1): 23-43.

Ko, Seongyeon 2013. The end of the Korean Vowel Shift controversy. Korean Linguistics 15
(2): 195-216.

Kowalewski, Jozef Szczepan 1964. Dictionnaire mongol-russe-frangais. 3 vols. New York:
Paragon Reprint Corp. Originally published in Kazan: Impr. de I’Universite, 1844-1849.

Kradin, Nikolay N. 2011. Heterarchy and hierarchy among the ancient Mongolian nomads.
Social Evolution & History 10 (1): 187-214.

Krippes, Karl A. 1992. The Reconstruction of Proto-Mongolian *p-. Ph.D. dissertation.
Indiana University, Department of Uralic and Altaic Studies.

Kuo et al. = Kuo T’ien-kang F7H], Ts’ui Sung &=;, Wang | £, & Liu Feng-chu ZJE|
35 2009. Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu Chin-tai “Hsiao Chii-shih mu-chih-ming” k’ao-shih #Z/}/)\
Tt (EELESESL) B Wen-shih U 1: 227-256.

Kuribayashi & Hurelbator = ZEfKES ~ I H B 457K 2008. “Gyosei Manju Moko kanji sango
setsuon shin bunkan” Manshiigo hairetsu taisho goi " fHIELGEREE I EF =&V 5%
S O NERBC Y B EE AL Sendai: CNEAS, Tohoku University CGRIDARSFERIL T ¥
TR 7).

Kuribayashi Hitoshi ZE#ft5 2003. Ka-i yakugo (koshubon) Mongorugo zen tango, gobi sakuin

TEESRERGE , (WA £ I vahaHiEE - 5B Sendai filif5: Tohoku Daigaku
Tohoku Ajia Kenkyt Senta HUIEAKFHILT ¥ 75> ¥ —.

Kuribayashi Hitoshi K15 2009. “Gencho hishi” mongorugo kanji on yaku, boyaku kango
taisho goi. TCHIRAM) & > VAR BETEAR - OFAREEEE X IGEE L. Sendai il
Tohoku Daigaku Tohoku Ajia Kenkyil Senta HUAL K 4L 7 & 7f%E £ > & —.

Kuz’menkov = Ky3bmenkos, E. A. 1997. Kuganbckuii si3bik. Annaros, B.M. — Kopmymmn, 1.
B. — Ilrop6ees, I'.Il. — PomanoBa, O.WU. (pen.). Asviku mupa: Morneonbckue s3viKu,
Tyneyco-manvudicypckue sazviku, SAnonckuti s3vik, Kopetickuii azwik. Mocka: U3a.
“Nunpux’, c. 87-90.

Lan Yen =23 et al. 1988. Han-yii Ta Tzu-tien {15 RK5FBE. Hu-pei Tz’ u-shu Ch’u-pan-she
AILEEF AR
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Latham, Ronald (trans., ed.) 1958. The Travels of Marco Polo. London: Penguin Books.

Laufer, Berthold 1916. Loan-words in Tibetan. 7°oung Pao, Second Series 17 (4/5): 403-552.

Laufer, Berthold 1921. Jur¢i and Mongol numerals. Kérosi Csoma-archivum 1 (2): 112-115.

Laufer, Berthold 1925. Chinese Baskets. Anthropology Design Series No. 3. Chicago: Field
Museum of Natural History.

Laursen, Sarah 2011. Leaves that Sway: Gold Xianbei Cap Ornaments from Northeast China.
Ph.D. dissertation, Department of East Asian Languages and Civilizations, University of
Pennsylvania.

Lee Jae-sung = Yi Chaesong 4= {£ i 1996. Kodae tongmonggo sa yon 'gu 7 {8 H5E 1 R,
Seoul: Pobin munhwa sa (- S Abjit.

Lee Ki-Moon 1964. Mongolian loan-words in Middle Korean. Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher 35
(Fac. D): 188-197.

Lee Ki-Moon = Yi Kimun 45353 2008. Kugdsa kaesor B3 L. Sinjongp’an i .
Seoul: Thaehaksa.

Lee Ki-Moon & S. Robert Ramsey 2011. A History of the Korean Language. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Lee, Iksop & S. Robert Ramsey 2000. The Korean Language. Albany: State University of
New York Press.

Lessing, Ferdinand, et al. 1995. Mongolian-English Dictionary. Bloomington: The Mongolia
Society.

Li Fanwen 22332 1997. Hsia-Han Tzu-tien 55 #1. Peking.

Li Yen-shou ZRHUEE 1974, Pei Shih 115 . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii.

Li Yen-shou Z24EEE 1975. Nan Shih 7552 Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii.

Li, Bing 1996. Tungusic Vowel Harmony: Description and Analysis. Amsterdam: Universiteit
van Amsterdam.

Ligeti, Lajos 1986. 4 magyar nyelv t6rok kapcsolatai a honfoglalds elétt és az Arpad-korban.
Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado.

Ligeti, Louis 1950. Mots de civilization de la Haute Asie en transcription chinoise. Acta
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 1: 141-185.

Ligeti, Louis 1970a. Le tabghach, un dialect de la langue sien-pi. In: Mongolian Studies, L.
Ligeti (ed.), Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado. pp. 265-308.

Ligeti, Louis 1970b. Monuments préclassiques. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado.

Ligeti, Louis 1971. A propos du «Rapport sur les rois demeurant dans le Nord». In: Etudes
tibétaines, dédiées a la mémoirés de Marcelle Lalou. Paris: Librairie d’Amérique et
d’Orient. pp. 166-189.
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Ligeti & Kara = Louis Ligeti & Gyorgy Kara 1990. Un vocabulaire sino-mongol des Yuan: le
Tche-yuan Yi-yu. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 44 (3): 259-277.

Ligeti & Kara = Louis Ligeti & Gyorgy Kara 2012. Vocabulaires mongols des polyglottes de
Yemen. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 65 (2): 137-221.

Lin Kan #&7 1995. Tung-hu Wu-huan Hsien-pei yen-chiu yii fu-lun &} A8 i BART 22 S
1. Hohhot: Nei-meng-ku ta-hsiieh ch’u-pan-she.

Ling-hu Te-fen SJ\{&2% 1971. Chou shu [EZ. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii HEEE 5.

Liu Fengzhu = Liu Feng-chu YI|X|Z 1983. Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu chieh-tu tsai-t’an FZF/NFfE
P, K ao-ku hsiieh-pao % H54F, 2: 255-270.

Liu Fengzhu = Liu Feng-chu SB35 2014. Ch’i-tan wen-tzu yen-chiu lei-pien L FHHSE
$E45. Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chi.

Liu Fengzhu et al. = Liu Feng-chu £/[E\Z5, T ang Ts’ai-lan FFZ R, & Ch’ing-ko-le Fi&#)
(Chinggel) 2009. Liao Shang-ching ti-ch’ii ch’'u-t 'u te Liao-tai pei-k’o hui-chi & 5
& H AR ChE % 5285, Peking: She-hui k’o-hsiieh wen-hsien ch’u-pan-she # & F £
SRR R

Liu Hsii 205 1975. Chiu T’ang Shu EERFE . Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chii.

Liu P’u-chiang YI[JiiT. 1999. Nei-meng-ku Ao-han ch’i ch’u-t’u te Chin-tai hsiao-tzu mu-chih
ts’an-shih k’ao-shih NEEHHIES +HEAEH NFEERAEZRE. K ao-ku ik
5: 85-89.

Liu P’u-chiang YI[;fi;T. 2008. Sung mo chih chien: Liao Chin Ch’i-tan Nii-chen shih yen-chiu
FATE Y [B]—1T 4322 B S A58 Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chii.

Liu Yingsheng 1989. Zur Urheimat und Umsiedlung der Toba. Central Asiatic Journal 33 (1-
2): 86-107.

Lubotsky, Alexander & Sergei Starostin 2003. Turkic and Chinese elements in Tocharian. In:
Language in Time and Space: Festschrift for Werner Winter on the Occasion of his 80th
Birthday, edited by Brigitte L. M. Bauer and Georges-Jean Pinault. New York: Walter de
Gruyter. pp. 257-269.

Lusching, C.A.E. 2007. An Introduction to Ancient Greek: A Literary Approach. Indianapolis:
Hackett Publishing.

Luwsandendew = JlyBcanmaumas, A. 1980. Toba ramdr HepuiiH yuup. Xoa 30xuon cyonan
(Studia Linguae et Litterarum) 14 (4): 12-14.

Luwsandendew = JlyBcanmumB, A. 1997. CsaupOuiickuii s3bIK. Mowneonvckue s3vIKU,
MYH2YCO-MAHLYIICYPCKUE  SI3bIKU, SNOHCKUU A3bIK, Kopelickuu sazvik. Mocksa: M3.
“Unnpux”. c. 144-147.
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Lii & Yuan = Lii Chen-k’uei F#%Z & Yiian Hai-po £ if§¥ 1992. Liao-ning Fu-hsin Hai-
t’ang-shan fa-hsien Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu tsao-hsiang-pei 1 7= B Jrifg 5 (L R I F N7 idk
448, K a0 ku %77 8: 766-768.

Ma & Ch’en = Ma Kuo-chung S [E# and Ch’en Yian-lung [% 7T 2001. Tung-hsiang-yii
Han-yii tz u-tien 75 % 18517 #1. Lan-chou % J{|: Kan-su min-tsu ch’u-pan-she {7 &
JERHRA L

Maclay, R.S. and C.C. Baldwin 1870. An Alphabetic Dictionary of the Chinese Language in
the Foochow Dialect. Foochow [Fuzhou]: Methodist Episcopal Mission Press.

MalistanT, ‘A. H. (&l 3\ #.¢) 1993, Farhang-i ibtida 'i-i milli-i hazarah : bi-indimam-i
tarjamah bih farsi-i inglisT (59 - ol 4 e i slecalls 1ol e Sl Saa ) /
Hazaragi-Dari/Farsi-English: A Preliminary Glossary. Quetta.

Manduqu, U. 1995. Mongyol i iiii toli bicig. Peking: Min-tsu ch’u-pan-she.

Manomaivibool, Prapin 1975. A Study of Sino-Thai Lexical Correspondences. Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Washington.

Marsone, Pierre 2011. La steppe et [’empire: La formation de la dynastie Khitan (Liao) IV* -
X siecle. Paris: Les Belles Lettres.

Martin, Samuel E. 1961. Dagur Mongolian: Grammar, Texts, and Lexicon. Based on the
Speech of Peter Onon. Indiana University Publications. Uralic and Altaic Series, Vol. 4.
Bloomington: Indiana University.

Martin, S. E. 1987. The Japanese Language Through Time. New Haven.

Maspero, Henri 1920. Le dialecte de Tch’ang-ngan sous les T’ang. Bulletin de [’Ecole
francaise d’Extréme-Orient 20 (2): 1-124.

Mathews, R. H. 1975. Mathews’ Chinese-English Dictionary. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press. Revised American Edition. [originally published: Shanghai: China Inland Mission
and Presbyterian Mission Press, 1931].

Medhurst, W. H. 1832. Dictionary of the Hok-kééen Dialect of the Chinese Language,
According to the Reading and Colloquial Idioms. Macao: The East India Company’s
Press.

Mei Tsu-lin 1970. Tones and prosody in Middle Chinese and the origin of the rising tone.
Harvard Journal of Asian Studies 30: 86-110.

Mei Tsu-lin #5#H# 1980. Ssu sheng pieh i chung te shih-chien ts’eng-tz’u VU7 Bl W FR YA
(8] E2X. Chung-kuo yii-wen F1[E[1ESL 6: 427-443.

Meillet, Antoine. Gordon B. Ford, Jr. (trans.) 1967. The Comparative Method in Historical
Linguistics. Paris: Librairie Honoré Champion. Originally published in French as La
méthode comparative en linguistique historique (Paris, 1925).
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Menges, Karl H. 1968. Tungusen und Ljao. Wiesbaden: Deutsche Morgenlidndische
Gesellschaft, Kommissionsverlag F. Steiner.

Mi Wen-p’ing (32> 1981. Hsien-pei shih-shih te fa-hsien yii ch’u-pu yen-chiu &5 7Z=HY
& IS HEE. Wen-wu ST 1981 (2): 1-7.

Miyake, Marc 2003. Old Japanese: A Phonetic Reconstruction. New York: RoutledgeCurzon.
Mole, Gabriella 1970. The T 'u-yii-hun from the Northern Wei to the Time of the Five Dynasties.
Serie Orientale Roma XLI. Roma: Instituto Italiano per il Medio Ed Estremo Oriente.
Monier-Williams, Sir Monier 1964. A Sanskrit-English Dictionary, Etymologically and

Philologically Arranged with Special Reference to Cognate Indo-European Languages.
Oxford University Press. Originally published in 1899 in Oxford at The Clarendon Press.
Scanned pdf available online from the Universitdt zu Koln, Institut fiir Indologie und

Tamilistik: <www.sanskrit-lexicon.uni-koeln.de/scans/MWScan/index.php?sfx=pdf>.

Moriyasu, Takao 1980. La nouvelle interprétation des mots Hor et Ho-yo-hor dans le
manuscrit Pelliot Tibétain 1283. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 34:
171-184.

Mostaert, Antoine, C. I. C. M. 1944. Dictionnaire ordos. Peking: The Catholic University.

Moule, A.C. & Paul Pelliot (trans.) 1938. Marco Polo: The Description of the World. Vol. 1.
London: George Routledge & Sons Limited.

Mollendorft, P.G. 1892. 4 Manchu Grammar, with Analysed Texts. Shanghai: The American
Presbyterian Mission Press.

Miiller, Max 1855. The Languages of the Seat of War in the East, with a Survey of the Three
Families of Language, Semitic, Arian, and Turanian. Second Edition. London: Williams
and Norgate.

Murayama Shichird 1957. The language of the Naiman, Kereyit, Merkit and the Ongut.
Transactions of the International Conference of Orientalists in Japan, No. 11. [Tokyo]:
Toho Gakkai (Institute of Eastern Culture). pp. 38-39.

Murayama, S. 1958-1959. Sind die Naiman Tiirken oder Mongolen? Central Asiatic Journal
4: 188-198.

Nadelaev et al. = Hanenses, B. M., JI. M. Hacunos, E. P. Tenumres, A. M. Illep6ak 1969.
Jlpesnemiopkckui croéaps. Jlennnrpan: Hayka.

Nakajima, Motoki 1979. Conversational texts in two Min dialects. Journal of Asian and
African Studies 18: 220-245.

Nam Kwang’u [ Ji&ifi 2002. Ko’ sajon 7 ifi L. Seoul: Kyohaksa 2452l

Nashundalai = Na-shun-ta-lai #)iiii& >k 2001. Niakan Daor Bulku Biteg / Han-Ta Tz u-tien
YK A B, Hohhot: Nei-meng-ku ta-hsiieh ch’u-pan-she [N 2% KSRt
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Newman, Paul 1980. The Classification of Chadic within Afroasiatic. Leiden: Universitaire
Pers Leiden.

Nieh Hung-yin 3% 2001. Hsien-pei yii-yen chieh-tu shu-lun 8 5115 5 R IR 1. Min-tsu
yen-chiu FCJFERFFL 1: 63-70.

Nieh & Sun = Nieh Hung-yin §#757% and Sun Po-chiin M7 2008. Ch i-tan-yii yen-chiu #2
FHERFFE. Peking: CASS.

Norman, Jerry 1978. A4 Concise Manchu-English Lexicon. Seattle: University of Washington
Press.

Ou-yang Hsiu BXf5E 1975. Hsin T ang Shu ¥ = . Peking; Chung-hua shu-chii.

Oyuunch = Wu Ying-che S23%EE 2007, Ch’i-tan-yii ching-tz 'u yii-fa fan-ch 'ou yen-chiu .7}
JENRE A4S . Hohhot: Nei-meng-ku ta-hsiieh ch’u-pan-she [N 22 A R

Oyuunch = Oyuunch 2011. Deciphering some demonstrative pronouns in Khitan Small Script.
Altai Hakpo 21: 69-717.

Oyuunch = Wu Ying-che B35 2012, Kittan shoji shinhakken shiryo shakudoku mondai 2
FH N R EORRGE R, Tokyo: ILCAA.

Oyuunch = Wu Ying-che 2 35E 2014, Kuan-yii jo-kan ch’i-tan yiian-tzu te tu-yin 22T
I F LS. Altai Hakpo 24: 129-134.

Oyuunch & Janhunen = Wu Yingzhe & Juha Janhunen 2010. New Materials on the Khitan
Small Script: A Critical Edition of Xiao Dilu and Yelii Xiangwen. Corpus Scriptorum
Chitanorum I. Languages of Asia 9. Global Oriental.

Oyuunch et. al = Wu Ying-che S235EE Pao-yin Te-li-ken EF{E 7R, Chi-ju-ho T #1{H]
2009. Kuan-yii hsin-chin fa-hsien te chi chien Ch’i-tan-wen mu-chih chi i-wang fa-piao
te Ch'ictan-wen tzu-liao 4 F#73T & B T2 S0 BERS T A B 9SS0 Hokh,
Altai Hakpo 19: 139-154.

Ozawa Shigeo /NREEH 1984 (Showa 59). Gencho hishi zenshaku JCEAFA 2 (F).
Tokyo: Kazama Shobo JE[EHE 5.

Ozawa Shigeo /NREESE 1985 (Showa 60). Gencho hishi zenshaku JTEAFRASE 2R ().
Tokyo: Kazama Shobo JE[HEE.

Ozawa Shigeo /NREESE 1986 (Showa 61). Gencho hishi zenshaku JTEARASEZHR ().
Tokyo: Kazama Shobo JE[EE 5.

Pan Ku Ff[&E 1964. Han Shu 723 Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chii.

Pellard, Thomas 2009. Ogami — Eléments de description d’un parler du Sud des Ryitkyii.
<https://tel.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-00444150>. Accessed November 29, 2015.

Pelliot, Paul 1914. Les noms propres dans les traductions chinoises du Milindapafiha. Journal
Asiatique, ser. 11, 4: 379-419.
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Pelliot, Paul 1915. Quelques transcriptions chinoises de noms tibétains. 7 ’oung Pao 16: 1-
26.

Pelliot, Paul 1921. Note sur les T ou-yu-houen et les Sou-p’i. 7"oung Pao, Second Series 20
(5): 323-331.

Pelliot, Paul 1925. Les mots a H initiale, aujourd’hui amuie, dans le mongol de XIII® et XIV*®
siecles. Journal Asiatique (Avril-Juin 1925): 193-263.

Pelliot, Paul 1928. L’¢dition collective des oeuvres de Wang Kouo-wei. T oung Pao, Second
Series 26 (2/3): 113-182.

Pelliot, Paul 1929. Neuf notes sur des questions d’Asie central. 7 oung Pao, Second Series,
26 (4/5): 201-266.

Pelliot, Paul 1930. Les mots mongols dans le SR Korye Sa. Journal Asiatique, Octobre-
Décembre 1930: 253-266.

Pelliot, Paul 1943. Une tribu méconnue des Naiman: les Bétékin. 7 oung Pao, Second Series,
37 (2): 35-72.

Pelliot, Paul 1959. Notes on Marco Polo. 1. Ouvrage postume publi¢ sous les auspices de
I’Académie des Inscriptions et Belle-Lettres et avec le concours du Centre national de la
Recherche scientifique. Paris: Imprimerie nationale, Librairie Adrien-Maisonneuve.

Perlee = Ilapman, X. 1959a. Xaman nap, maonuii moneonuyyomaii xonboeocon we. Studia
Historica Instituti Historicae Comiteti Scientiarum Reipublica Populi Mongoli, Tomus I,
Fasc. 1. Ulaanbaatar.

Perlee = IIopmaa, X. 1959b. YUnnTonroiin OaixracHsl oOuaurt Baap. Studia Mongolica, Instituti
Linguae et Litterarum Comiteti Scientiarum et Educationis Altae Reipublicae Populi
Mongoli. Tomus I, Fasciculus 5. Ynaan6aatap: HIumkinx yxaas, 1931 00JOBCPOIIBIH
XYPI3JISHTUHH X3BIIAIL

Perlee = Iapmaa, X. 1978. KunanuyyaslH OMUTHIH Aypcran MOHIOJ0O0C OJIZCOH Hb. X271
3oxuon cyonan 13: 15-30.

Peyrot, Micha€l 2013. The Tocharian Subjunctive: A Study in Syntax and Verbal Stem
Formation. Leiden: Brill.

Plank, Frans et al. 2009. The Universals Archive. Available at: <http://typo.uni-
konstanz.de/archive/intro/index.php>. Accessed January 2, 2013.

Pokorny, Julius 1959. Indogermanisches Etymologisches Wérterbuch. Bern: Francke Verlag.

Polo, Marco = Valeria Bertolucci Pizzorusso (ed.) 1975. Milione: Versione Toscana del
Trecento. Gli Adelphi, 59. Milano: Adelphi Edizioni.

Poppe, N. 1927a. Das mongolische Sprachmaterial einer Leidener Handschrift. Erster
Abschnitt. Hzeecmusn Axademuu Hayx CCCP (Bulletin de I’Académie des Sciences de
[’URSS). 1927: 1009-1040.
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Poppe, N. 1927b. Das mongolische Sprachmaterial einer Leidener Handschrift. Zweiter
Abschnitt. Mzsecmua Axademuu Hayk CCCP (Bulletin de 1’Académie des Sciences de
I’URSS). 1927: 1251-1274.

Poppe, N. 1928. Das mongolische Sprachmaterial einer Leidener Handschrift. Dritter
Abschnitt. Mzeecmusa Axademuu Hayk CCCP (Bulletin de I’Académie des Sciences de
["URSS). Ornenenue I'ymanurapusix Hayk (Classe des Sciences Historico-Philologiques).
1928: 55-90.

Poppe = Tlonmme, H. H. 1937. Ipammamurxa nucvmenno-moneonvckoco sasvika. MockBa:
WznarensctBo Axanemun Hayk, CCCP.

Poppe =TIlomme, H. H. 1938. Moneonsckuii cnosaps Myrkaooumam an-Ada6. Yacts I-11. Tpyast
Wucturyra BocroxoBeaenus, XIV. Mocksa: M3narensctBo Axanemun Hayk, CCCP.

Poppe, Nicholas 1954. Grammar of Written Mongolian. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Poppe, Nicholas 1955. Introduction to Mongolian Comparative Studies. Mémoires de la
société finno-ougrienne, 110. Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura.

Poppe, Nicholas (trans. and ed. by John R. Krueger) 1957. The Mongolian Monuments in
Hp‘ags-pa Script. Gottinger Asiatische Forschungen. Band 8. Wiesbaden: Otto
Harrassowitz.

Poppe, Nicholas 1959. On the velar stops in intervocalic position in Mongolian. Ural-Altaische
Jahrbiicher 31: 270-272.

Poppe, Nicholas 1960. Vergleichende Grammatik der altaischen Sprachen. Teil 1:
Vergleichende Lautlehre. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Poppe, Nicholas 1965. Introduction to Altaic Linguistics. Ural-Altaische Bibliothek.
Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Poppe, Nicholas 1966. On some Ancient Mongolian loan-words in Tungus. Central Asiatic
Journal 11: 187-198.

Poppe, Nicholas 1967. The Twelve Deeds of the Buddha: A Mongolian Version of the
Lalitavistara. Asiatische Forschungen, Band 23. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Poppe, Nicholas 1970. Mongolian Language Handbook. Washington D.C.: Center for Applied

Linguistics.

Poppe, Nicholas 1972. On some Mongolian loanwords in Evenki. Central Asiatic Journal 16:
95-103.

Poppe, Nicholas 1974. Remarks on comparative study of the vocabulary of the Altaic
languages. Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher 46: 120-134.

Poppe, Nicholas 1976. Ancient Mongolian. In: Walther Heissig et al. (eds.) Tracta Altaica:
Denis Sinor, sexagenario optime de rebus altaicis merito dedicata. Wiesbaden: Otto
Harrassowitz. pp. 463-478.
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Poppe, Nicholas 1979. Jurchen and Mongolian. In: Studies on Mongolia: Proceedings of the
First North American Conference on Mongolian Studies, edited by Henry G. Schwarz.
Studies on East Asia, Vol. 13. Bellingham: Western Washington University. pp. 30-37.

Poppe, Nicholas 1981. On some suffixes of plant names in Mongolian. Zentralasiatische
Studien 15: 383-388.

Popper, Karl 2002 [1935]. The Logic of Scientific Discovery. New Y ork: Routledge. Originally
published in German as Logik der Forschung (Vienna, 1935).

Psarras, Sophia-Karin 1994. Exploring the North: Non-Chinese cultures of the Late Warring
States and Han. Monumenta Serica 42: 1-125.

Psarras, Sophia-Karin 2003. Han and Xiongnu: A reexamination of cultural and political
relations (I). Monumenta Serica 51: 55-236.

Pulleyblank, Edwin G. 1962a. The consonantal system of Old Chinese (Part I). Asia Major,
New Series 9 (1): 58-144.

Pulleyblank, Edwin G. 1962b. The consonantal system of Old Chinese (Part II). Asia Major,
New Series 9 (2): 206-265.

Pulleyblank, Edwin G. 1983. The Chinese and their neighbors in prehistoric and early historic
times. In: The Origins of Chinese Civilization, ed. D. N. Keightley. Berkeley. pp. 411-466.

Pulleyblank, E. G. 1984. Middle Chinese: A Study in Historical Phonology. Vancouver:
University of British Columbia Press.

Pulleyblank, Edwin G. 1991. Lexicon of Reconstructed Pronunciation in Early Middle
Chinese, Late Middle Chinese, and Early Mandarin, Vancouver: University of British
Columbia Press.

Ramstedt, G. J. 1916. Ein anlautender stimmloser labial in der mongolisch-tiirkischen
ursprache. Journal de la Société Finno-Ougrienne 32: 1-10.

Ramstedt, G. J. 1935. Kalmiickisches Worterbuch. Lexica Societatis Fenno-Ugricae I11.
Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura.

Ramstedt, G. J. 1951 [1939]. Uber die Stellung des Koreanischen. Suomalais-Ugrilaisen
Seuran Aikakauskirja 55: 47-58.

Rashidu’d-din Fadlul’lah Hamadani (aes &) Juad ol 285) 1373 SH [1994]. Jami ‘u't-
tawarikh (F0) 51 gaa), edited by Muhammad Rawshan (s 22a<) and Mustafd Miisavi
(83430 ihas), Tehran: Nashr-i Alburz.

Rassadin = Paccanun, B. U. 1982. Ouepku no ucmopuueckoii ponemuie 6ypamcroeo sa3vikd.
Axanemuss Hayk CCCP. Cubupckoe otnenenme. bypsrckmit ¢unman. WMHCTHTYT
001IecTBeHHBIX HayK, MockBa: M3marensctBo “HAYKA”.

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:49:02 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



482

Ratchnevsky, Paul 1966. Les Che-wei étaient-ils des Mongols? In: Mélanges de Sinologie
offerts a Monsieur Paul Demiéville, Vol. 1. Paris: Bibliotheque de I’Institut des Hautes
Etudes Chinoises (Vol. 20). pp. 225-251.

Rinchen = Punuen, b. 1964. Mouneon ouueutin xsanuti 3yti. TApryyH IABTIp: YaupTran.
Viaan6aatap: 111V A-uifH X3BI3X YIIABIP.

Rinchen = Punuen, b. 1966. Moneon oOuueuiin xsnnuu 3yiu. 31 AdBTIp: ABHAH 3YH.
VYmaan6aatap: 111V A-mifH X9BI9X YIIABIP.

Rinchen = Punuen, b. 1969. Moneon apo yacoin xamnuean asneyy. Y naan6aatap: HIVAX.

Ringe, Don & Joseph F. Eska 2013. Historical Linguistics: Toward a Twenty-First Century
Reintegration. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Robbeets, Martine Irma 2005. Is Japanese Related to Korean, Tungusic, Mongolic, and Turkic?
Turcologica 64. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag.

Rockhill, William Woodville, trans. 1900. The Journey of William of Rubruck to the Eastern
Parts of the World, 1253-55, as narrated by himself. With two accounts of the earlier
journey of John of Pian de Carpine. London: The Hakluyt Society.

Roéna-Tas, A. 1974. Tocharische Elemente in den altaischen Sprachen? Sprache, Geschichte
und Kultur der altaischen Volker: Protokolband der XII Tagung der P.I.A.C. 1969 in
Berlin. pp. 499-504.

Rona-Tas, Andras 2016. Khitan studies I: The graphs of the Khitan Small Script: 1. General
remarks, dotted graphs, numerals. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae
69 (2): 117-138.

des Rotours, Robert (trans.) 1962. Histoire de Ngan Lou-chan (Ngan Lou-chan Che Tsi). Paris:
Presses Universitaires de France.

Rozycki, William 1994. Mongol Elements in Manchu. Indiana University Uralic and Altaic
Series, Volume 157. Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Research Institute for
Inner Asian Studies.

Rudnev = Pymmess, A. J. 1911. Mamepianrer no cosopamv eocmounoti momneoniu: C-
[TerepOypr: B. ©. Kupmbayma.

Rybatzki, Volker 1994. Bemerkungen zur tiirkischen und mongolischen Metallterminologie.
Studia Orientalia 73: 193-251.

Rybatzki, Volker 2003. Middle Mongol. In: The Mongolic Languages. Juha Janhunen, ed.,
New York: RoutledgeCurzon. pp. 57-82.

Rybatzki, Volker 2006. Die Personennamen und Titel der mittelmongolischen Dokumente:
Eine lexicalische Untersuchung. Publications of the Institute for Asian and African
Studies 8. Helsinki.
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Sagart, Laurent 1999. The Roots of Old Chinese. Amsterdam Studies in the Theory and History
of Linguistic Science. Series IV: Current Issues in Linguistic Theory. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing Company.

Saitd, Yoshio 78 5% 2003. Chitki mongorugo no bunji to onsei FH]€ > F/LEED LF
L & 7. Kyoto: Syokado.

Saitd, Yoshio 2006. The Mongolian Words in Kitab Majmii * Turjuman Turki wa- ‘ajami wa-
Mugali: Text and Index. Kyoto: Shoukadoh.

Saitd, Yoshio 2013. The Mongolian words in the quadrilingual vocabulary preserved in the
Topkap1 Palace Museum Library. In: Kim Juwon and Ko Dongho (eds.) Current Trends
in Altaic Linguistics: A Festschrift for Professor Emeritus Seong Baeg-in on His 80"
Birthday. Seoul: Altaic Society of Korea. pp. 305-338.

Sanzheev = Camxees, ['apma /. 1930a. MaHbuwKypO-MOHIOJIBCKUE SI3BIKOBBIE TTAPAJUICIIH.
Yacts nepBast. Hzeecmus AH CCCP, omoenenue eymanumapusix Hayk, cep. VII, Ne §:
601-626.

Sanzheev = Camxees, ['apma /. 1930b. MaHpWKYpO-MOHTOJILCKHE SI3BIKOBBIC MapaslIeiy.
UYacts BTOpas. Ussecmus AH CCCP, omoenenue symanumaprnuix nayk, cep. VI, Ne 9:
673-708.

Sasse, Werner 1976. Das Glossar Koryo-pangon im Kyerim Yusa. Verdffentlichungen des
Ostasien-Instituts der Ruhr-Universitdt Bochum. Band 18. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Schmidt, P. 1898 Der Lautwandel im Mandschu und Mongolischen. Journal of the Peking
Oriental Society 4: 29-78.

Schonig, Claus 2003. Turko-Mongolic relations. In: Juha Janhunen (ed.) The Mongolic
Languages, pp. 403-419.

Schuessler, Axel 1987. A Dictionary of Early Zhou Chinese. 3 vols. Honolulu: University of
Hawai‘i Press.

Schuessler, Axel 2007. ABC Etymological Dictionary of Old Chinese. Honolulu: University
of Hawai‘i Press.

Sechinménkh = Se¢enmdngke 2002. Geser-iin biirin bicig. [Kokeqota]: Undiisiiten-ii keblel-
iin qoriy-a.

Sechinchogt = Seéencoytu 1988. Mongyol iiges-iin ijayur-un toli. Kokeqota: Obdér mongyol-
un arad-un keblel-iin qoriy-a.

Sechinchogt = Ssu-ch’in-ch’ao-k’o-t"u HF X EATEE 1999. K ang-chia-yii yen-chiu 5 1E}
72. Shanghai: Shang-hai yiian-tung ch’u-pan-she &t 7R R

Shagdarsiiren = larmapcypoan, L. 1999. Monron Xa>aHuH XOTKIMWH 3PTHUH ye, TYYHHUT
CyIUTacaH TOMM. OpmHuuti Moneon X3aHuti cyonar. YnaanOaatap: Monron YiceH Mx
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Cypryyas, Monron Cymiansia Cypryyiib. MOHTOJBIH CY/UTaabiH COHTOMOJ OTYYJIDJIHIH
apxu, I xanmamau: MoHroa X311 Ouywr, 11 13B13p. 67-126 naxe Tam.

Shelach, Gideon 2005. Early pastoral societies of Northeast China: Local change and
interregional interactions during c. 1100-600 BCE. In: Mongols, Turks, and Others:
Eurasian Nomads and the Sedentary World, edited by Reuven Amitai & Michal Biran.
Leiden: Brill. pp. 15-58.

Shen Zhongwei = Shen Chung-wei JL£{fi 2006. Liao-tai pei-fang Han-yii fang-yen te yii-yin
t’e-cheng JLAAL 7 PUE T & WIEEFEE. Chung-kuo yii-wen H [E1E 3 6: 483-498.

Shen Zhongwei 2011. The origin of Mandarin. Journal of Chinese Linguistics 39 (1): 1-31.

Shimunek, Andrew 2007. Towards a Reconstruction of the Kitan Language. unpublished M.A.
Thesis, Department of Linguistics and the Department of Central Eurasian Studies,
Indiana University, Bloomington.

Shimunek, Andrew 2011a. Review of The Kitan Language and Script by Daniel Kane. Acta
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 64 (1): 129-135.

Shimunek, Andrew 2011b. The phonology and lexicon of 17"-century Korean as transcribed
in Witsen (1692). Kim Panghan Sonsaeng ch 'umo haksul tachoe 71 %3+ Je/t: F= 5. Bl
K& [Professor Kim Bang-han Memorial Conference]. October 15-16, 2011, Mokpo
University (A K EH£7), Mokpo, South Korea..

Shimunek, Andrew 2014a. A new decipherment and linguistic reconstruction of the Kitan-
Chinese bilingual inscription of 1134 A.D. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum
Hungaricae 67 (1): 97-118.

Shimunek, Andrew 2014b. Notes on the phonology and lexicon of Early Modern Mongolian
and Late Southern Middle Mongol as documented in a 17" century Ming Chinese-
Mongolian dictionary. Ming Qing Yanjiu (Naples, Italy) 18: 97-131.

Shimunek, Andrew (forthcoming, a). Clues on the internal diversity of the early Koreanic
language family: Early Middle Korean and Late Middle Korean. 23 pp. in ms.

Shimunek, Andrew (forthcoming, b). A Grammatical Sketch of the Khalkha Mongolian
Personal Pronouns, with Notes on Phonology. 50 pp. in ms.

Shimunek, Andrew (forthcoming, c¢). Early Serbi-Mongolic—Tungusic lexical contact: Jurchen
numerals from the Shirwi (Shih-wei) in North China. To appear in a Festschrift
commemorating the 80™ birthday of Professor Gyorgy Kara. Leiden: Brill. 10 pp. in ms.

Shimunek, Andrew (forthcoming, d). Toward a decipherment and linguistic reconstruction of
the 1101 A.D. Kitan Eulogy for Empress Xuanyi, with notes on Mongolic cognates: Lines
1-6. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae, 2017, Vol. 70. 17 pp. in ms.
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Shimunek, Andrew, Christopher I. Beckwith, Jonathan North Washington, Kurban Niyaz, and
Nicholas Kontovas 2015. The earliest attested Turkic language: The #& *Kir language of
the fourth century A.D. Journal Asiatique 303 (1): 143-151.

Shimunek & Monkh-Amgalan (forthcoming). Xstan xamH33¢ Tapantail XymK XOMIIX YCHBI
TyXaWT H3pHHH acyynana. 10 pp. in ms.

Shin Yong-Kwon = Shin Yonggwon 1 #§ ## 2009. “Nogordae”e nat’anan Han’adn’de tachayd
KR ol Yebd JhLE Rl Wskol. Altai Hakpo <EFO] 3FH. 19: 185-213.
Shiratori, K. 1902. Uber die Sprache der Hiungnu und der Tunghu-Stimme. Bulletin de

I’Académie Impériale des Sciences de St.-Pétersbourg 17 (2): 1-33.

Shiratori Kurakichi 1911a. Toko minzoku ko (dai roku-kai): Takubatsushi H#A FC RS (5675
1) : FERRIS. Shigaku zasshi S HERE 22 (11): 1-24.

Shiratori Kurakichi 1911b. Toko minzoku ko (dai nana-kai): Takubatsushi B B %% (55 &
1) © FEERES. Shigaku zasshi $15724E56 22 (12): 1-27.

Shiratori Kurakichi 1913. Toko minzoku ko (dai jiisan-kai): Kittan B #f B (55 -+ =[a])
TP}, Shigaku zasshi S FHERE 24 (1): 17-45.

Simonov, Mikhail D. 1996. Towards an etymology of the Xianbi anthroponym Wuyin Kehan.
Studia Etymologica Cracoviensia 1: 77-84.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas 1996. The Sogdian merchants in China and India. In: Cina e Iran:
da Alessandro Magno alla dinastia Tang. Firenze: L. S. Olschki. pp. 45-67.

Sinor, Denis 1978. Altaica and Uralica. In: Denis Sinor (ed.) Studies in Finno-Ugric
Linguistics in Honor of Alo Raun. Indiana University Uralic and Altaic Series, Vol. 131.
Bloomington: [Indiana University Press]. pp. 319-332.

Sinor, Denis 1981. The origin of Turkic baliq ‘town’. Central Asiatic Journal 25: 95-102.

Sinor, Denis 1990. The establishment and dissolution of the Tiirk Empire. In: The Cambridge
History of Early Inner Asia, edited by Denis Sinor. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, pp. 285-316.

Sinor, Denis 1995. Western information on the Kitans and some related questions. Journal of
the American Oriental Society 115 (2): 262-269.

Slater, Keith W. 2003. A Grammar of Mangghuer: A Mongolic Language of China’s Qinghai-
Gansu  Sprachbund. RoutledgeCurzon Asian Linguistics Series. New York:
RoutledgeCurzon.

Sneath, David 2010. Introduction to Part 1: The Pre-Chinggisid Era. In: The History of
Mongolia, Volume 1: The Pre-Chinggisid Era, Chinggis Khan and the Mongol Empire.
Folkestone: Global Oriental. pp. 3-9.

Song Jae-mog 1997. Tense, Aspect, and Modality in Khalkha Mongolian. Ph.D. dissertation.
School of Oriental and African Studies, the University of London.

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:49:02 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



486

Song Uimin = Con blit Munb 2000. MOHT0J1, COTOHTOC X2/IHHH GHe YpXTHHII HIPHITH 3apuM
YIC XOOPOHJBIH XapbLyylanT. Opoom wundicunesdnui ouyue. MYUC, MoHronsH
Cymansia Cypryyis, 16 (12): 100-105.

Sophocles, E. A. 1900. Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods (From B.C. 146
to A.D. 1100). Memorial Edition. New York: Charles Schribner’s Sons.

S6 Chongbom A1 ™ 1989. Uri mariii ppuri: Han’gugd cho’6iii chaeguwa owon yon'gu

Ssu-ma Ch’ien =] #8 1963. Shih Chi $120. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii.

Ssu-ma Kuang &)Y 1956. Tzu chih t 'ung chien & &# . Peking: Ku chi ch’u-pan-she.

Starostin, Sergei A. 1989. Pexoncmpykyus OpeeHekumaiickou (poHON02UYeCKOU cucmembl.
Moscow: Nauka.

Starostin, Sergei, Anna Dybo, and Oleg Mudrak 2003. Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic
Languages. Handbook of Oriental Studies/Handbuch der Orientalistik, Section Eight:
Central Asia, Volume 8. 3 volumes. Leiden: Brill.

Street, John C. 2013. Street’s Text of the Secret History of the Mongols. Version 24 of October
10, 2013. <https://mywebspace.wisc.edu-jcstreet-web-SH-24UHIg.htm>.  Accessed
March 21, 2014.

Sun Chu et al. #)\JT 1990. Meng-ku yii-tsu yii-yen tz 'u-tien 5% 151581515 = 18] . Hsi-ning 75
“*: Ch’ing-hai jen-min ch’u-pan-she 575 A\ EHI .

Sun Po-chiin #MHFE 2004. Chin-tai nii-chen-yii 4:{{2 E.15. Shen-yang: Liao-ning min-tsu

ch’u-pan-she.

Siikhbaatar = Cyx0aarap, O. 1997. Monzon xannuii xaps yecutin monws. Y naanbaarap.

Svantesson, Jan-Olof 2003. Khalkha. In: Juha Janhunen (ed.) The Mongolic Languages, pp.
154-176.

Svantesson, Jan-Olof, Anna Tsendina, Anastasia Karlsson, and Vivian Franzén 2005. The
Phonology of Mongolian. The Phonology of the World’s Languages. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Szemerényi, Oswald J. L. 1996. Introduction to Indo-European Linguistics. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

T’ao Tsung-i f5215 1927. Shuo Fu i ZS. Shanghai: Shang-wu yin-shu-kuan.

T ao Tsung-i 52 1986. Shuo Fu i 5. Peking: Hsin-hua Shu-tien.

T’o-t’0 [Toqto’a] it 1974. Liao Shih #& 5. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii.

T’o-t’0 [Toqto’a] fithit 1975. Chin Shih 4 52. Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chii.

Tadmor, Uri, Martin Haspelmath, and Bradley Taylor 2010. Borrowability and the notion of
basic vocabulary. Diachronica 27 (2): 226-246.
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Takata Tokio 15 HFFHE. 1988. Tonké shiryo ni yoru Chiigokugoshi no kenkyi SUEEEHT K
% W EGFE S OWFE. Tokyo: Sobunsha.

Takata Tokio = H IRF#fE 1993. Chibetto moji shosha Chokan no kenkyil (honbunhen) X

N CFER [RE) OWIJEORIR) . Toho Gakuho KI5 524 65: 380-313.

Takeuchi Yasunori PV HEHI] 2008. Burahumi moshi de onchd wo fushita kanbun kydten ni
tsuite: Hokudai D020 Kongohannyaharamitsukyd 7 7 — 7 X — L7 CHFEZ M L7
BESCRRILIZ DWW T 0 JERD020 [4RlisA 3 58] . Kyoto Daigaku Gengogaku
Kenkyii KA K75 7677 27: 169-188.

Takeuchi Yasunori 2011. Kitan transcriptions of Chinese velar initials. Acta Orientalia
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 64 (1): 13-23.

Tang, John 2011. On the terms for goat recorded in Khitan and Jurchen scripts. Altai Hakpo
21:191-203.

Tang, John 2014. On the Khitan terms for “Tiger”. Altai Hakpo 24: 135-149.

Tangiku, 1., N. Ya. Tanzina, and N. V. Nitkuk 2008. Basic Vocabulary of the Sakhalin Dialect
of Nivkh Language (Nogliki Dialect). Asian and African Lexicon, No. 51. Tokyo: ILCAA,
TUFS.

Tekin, Talat 1968. A Grammar of Orkhon Turkic. Bloomington: Research Center for the
Language Sciences, Indiana University.

Tenishev & Todaeva = Tenumes, 3.P. & Tonaesa, b5.X. 1966. A3vik orcenmuix yiicypos. S13pikn
HaponoB Asmun u Adpuku. Mocksa: 3znatensctBo “HAVKA™.

Thackston, Wheeler M. (trans.) 2012. Jami u t-tawarikh: Compendium of Chronicles by
Rashiduddin Fazlullah. Classical Writings of the Islamic World, Volume III. London: I.B.
Tauris & Company.

Thomas, F. W. 1927. Documents concerning Chinese Turkestan. I: The Ha-za. Journal of the
Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland 1: 51-85.

Thompson, Mikael Adrian 2008. A Study of the Analogical Extension of the Mongolian
Hidden-N Declension in Colloquial Standard Khalkha. Ph.D. dissertation. Department of
Linguistics, Indiana University. December 2008.

Todaeva = Tomaea, b. X. 1961. Jyucanckuii azvix. MockBa: M3matenscTBO BocTouHOM
JHUTEPATYpHI.

Todaeva = TomaeBa, b. X. 1964. Baoanckuii szeik. MockBa: M3zgarensctBo BocTounoii
JHUTEPATYPHI.

Todaeva = Tomaesa, b. X. 1985. A3vix moneonoe Buympenneti Moneonuu: OQuepk ouanexmos.
Mocksa: U3znatensctBo “HAVYKA”.

Toyoda Gord = Feng-t’ian Wu-lang F=FH 71 H[ 1998. Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu tui ssu-chi te ch’eng-
hu ZFE NFENS TUZEATFREE. Min-tsu yii-wen EFEIEST 1: 78-80.
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Tomortogoo = Temeproroo, JI. 1992. Moneon xaanuti myyxsu xaa3ytin yHoac. Harmyrasp
JIPBTAP: MOHTOJT XJIIHUH TYYX9H aBHaH3YH. YiaanOaatap.

Trask, R. L. 1996. Historical Linguistics. Arnold.

Traugott, Elizabeth Closs & Richard B. Dasher 2004. Regularity in Semantic Change.
Cambridge Studies in Linguistics, 97. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Tseng Kung-liang $4/\%5% 2009. Wu Ching Tsung Yao X445, Peking: Pei-ching Ai ju
sheng shu-tzu hua chi-shu yen-chiu chung-hsin.

Tsewel = LpBan, 5. 1966. Moneon xannuii mosu mainboap moiw. Ulaanbaatar.

Tsintsius = Hununuyc, B. U. 1975-1977. Cpasnumenvubiii c1o8apb myH2yCo-MAHbYICYPCKUX
A3vik08. Mamepuanvl k smumonozuyeckomy cirosapro. 3 vols. Leningrad: Nauka.

Tsumagari Toshio 2003. Dagur. In: Janhunen (2003), pp. 129-153.

Tu Yu H-{5 1984. T'ung-tien #HL. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii.

Tumurtogoo, D. & Cecegdari, G. 2006. Mongolian Monuments in Uighur-Mongolian Script
(XIII-XVI Centuries): Introduction, Transcription and Bibliography. Language and
Linguistics Monograph Series A-11. Taipei: Academia Sinica.

Tung Kao Ez% 1990. Ch’iian T ang wen 4:[F# 7. Shanghai: Shang-hai ku-chi ch’u-pan-she.

Tidew = Tymas, JI. 1996. Yecuiin myyy yypxaii. Ynaan6aatap: XapmmiH “Cyx6aatap”
KOMIIaHH.

Twitchett & Tietze 2008. The Liao. In: The Cambridge History of China. Volume 6: Alien
Regimes and Border States, 907-1368, edited by Denis Twitchett and John K. Fairbank.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 43-153.

Uray, G. 1978. The Annals of the *A-za Principality: The problems of chronology and genre
of the Stein Document, Tun-huang, vol. 69, fol. 84. Proceedings of the Csoma de Kdrds
Memorial Symposium. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado.

Urbanczyk, Suzanne 2001. Patterns of Reduplication in Lushootseed. Outstanding
Dissertations in Linguistics. New York: Garland Publishing.

Vaissiére, Etienne de la 2003. Sogdians in China: A short history and some new discoveries.
The Silk Road Foundation Newletter 1 (2): 23-27. PDF version. Accessed October 10,
2012. <www.silkroadfoundation.org/newsletter/>.

Vaissiére, Etienne de la 2005. Sogdian Traders: A History. Translated by James Ward. Leiden:
Brill.

Vasilevich, G. M. = Bacunesuyu, I'. M. 1958. Ogenxuiicko-pycckuii crosapb. MockBsa:
['ocynapcTBeHHOE N31aTeIbCTBO MHOCTPAHHBIX M HAIIMOHABHBIX CIOBapEii.

Venturi, Federica 2008. An Old Tibetan document on the Uighurs: A new translation and
interpretation. Journal of Asian History 42 (2): 1-35.
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Viktorova = Buxtopona, JI. JI. 1961. K Bompocy o HaliMaHCKOH TEOpPHH MPOUCXOXKICHUS
MOHTOJILCKOTO JINTepaTypHOro si3bika 1 nucbMeHHocTH (XII-XIII BB.). YVuenvie 3anucku
JIT'Y 305: 137-155.

Vladimirtsov = Baagumuprnos, b. 5. 1929. Cpasnumenvnasn epammamuxa MOH2OIbCKO2O
NUCLMEHHO20 A3bIKA U XAIXACK020 Hapeuus. Beedenue u ponemuxa. Jlenuurpas.

von Gabain, Annemarie 1974. Alttiirkische Grammatik. Third edition. Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz.

Vovin, Alexander 2003. Once again on Khitan words in Chinese-Khitan mixed verses. Acta
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 56 (2-4): 237-244.

Vovin, Alexander 2005. The End of the Altaic Controversy, a review article of Sergei Starostin,
Anna Dybo, and Oleg Mudrak’s Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Languages. In:
Central Asiatic Journal 49 (1): 71-132.

Vovin, Alexander 2007. Once again on the Tabgac language. Mongolian Studies 29: 191-206.

Vovin, Alexander 2009. Japanese, Korean, and other Non-Altaic languages. Central Asiatic
Journal 53 (1): 105-147.

Vovin, Alexander 2010. Koreo-Japonica: A Re-evaluation of a Common Genetic Origin.
Hawai‘i Studies on Korea. Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press.

Vovin, Alexander 2013. Old Turkic loanwords in the Khitan language. In: Yalum Kaya Bitigi:
Osman Fikri Sertkaya Armagani, edited by Hatice Sirin User and Biilent Giil. Ankara. pp.
621-625.

Walter, Michael L. 2009. Buddhism and Empire: The Political and Religious Culture of Early
Tibet. Brill’s Tibetan Studies Library, Vol. 22. Leiden: Brill.

Walter, Michael L. and Christopher I. Beckwith 2010. The dating and interpretation of the Old
Tibetan inscriptions. Central Asiatic Journal 54: 291-319.

Wang Ding 2004. Ch 3586: ein khitanisches Fragment mit uighurischen Glossen in der
Berliner Turfansammlung. In: Desmond Durkin-Meisterernst, et al., eds., Turfan
Revisited: The First Century of Research into the Arts and Cultures of the Silk Road.
Berlin: Dietrich Reimer Verlag. pp. 371-379, 465.

Wang Li £} 1982. T’ung-yiian tzu-tien [5]}J§ 57 #1. Peking.

Watson, Burton (trans.) 2010. The account of the Xiongnu. Reprinted in: The History of
Mongolia, Volume 1, edited by David Sneath & Christopher Kaplonski. Folkestone, Kent:
Global Oriental. pp. 43-66.

Wei Cheng F/2t 1973. Sui Shu [F£. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii HEEE 5.

Wei Shou RUZ 1974. Wei Shu $fZ, Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii FHEE 5.

Wei Zheng = Wei Cheng 3 IE 2009. Hsien-pei mu-tsang yen-chiu fif BL E ZEHF 7. K ao-ku
hsiieh-pao 7% 11 %4 3: 349-378.
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Weiers, Michael 1972. Die Sprache der Moghol der Provinz Herat in Afghanistan
(Sprachmaterial, Grammatik, Wortliste). Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

Wilkins, David P. 1996. Natural tendencies of semantic change and the search of cognates. In:
M. Durie & M. Ross (eds.) The Comparative Method Reviewed: Regularity & Irregularity
in Language Change. Oxford University Press. pp. 264-304.

Witsen, Nicolaes 1785. Noord en oost Tartaryen. 2 vols. Amsterdam: M. Schalekamp. Reprint
(first printing: Amsterdam, 1692; second printing: Amsterdam, 1705).

Wittfogel, Karl A. & Féng Chia-shéng 1946. History of Chinese Society: Liao (907-1125).
Transactions of the American Philosophical Society, New Series, Vol. 36.

‘Wu Hugjiltu 2003. Bonan. In: The Mongolic Languages, edited by Juha Janhunen. New York:
Routledge, pp. 325-345.

Xu, Elina-Qian 2005. Historical Development of the Pre-Dynastic Khitan. Doctoral
dissertation. University of Helsinki.

Yao Ssu-lien %k EBE 1973. Liang Shu 222 . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii.

Yeh Lung-li ZE[E1E 1985. Ch'i-tan kuo chih #F}HEE. Edited by Chia Ching-yen E4{EA
and Lin Jung-kuei #£2%&. Shanghai: Shang-hai ku-chi ch’u-pan-she & EEH At

Yu Ch’angton %1515 2000. Yijoo sajon Z2gHzEREHL. Seoul: Yonse Tachakkyo Ch’urp’ansa.
University Press.

Yu Wonsoo et al. 2008. A4 Study of the Tacheng Dialect of the Dagur Language. Seoul: Seoul
National University Press.

Yu Wonsoo 2008. Academic tradition of Mongolian Studies in Korea. Academic Traditions
of Mongolian Studies in the World (A|Al 9] &=38F AF"Ab). Ist International
Conference on Mongolian Studies, Institute for Mongolian Studies, Dankook University,
October 29, 2008, Cheonan, South Korea. pp. 153-162.

Zakharov = 3axapob, WBaub 1875. [loamwiti  Manwbyoicypcko-pyccKil — ciogapb.
CankrnetrepOyprs: Tunorpadis Mmmeparopckoit Akanemin Haykb.

Zaytsev = 3aiitie B. II. 2011. PykonmcHas kHHTa OONBIIOTO KHIAHHCKOTO THCHMa W3
koJutekiuu MHcTnTyTa Boctounsix pykonuceit PAH. [Tucvmennvie namamuuxu Bocmoxa,
Ne 2 (15): 130-150.

Zhengzhang Shangfang 1991. Decipherment of Yue-Ren-Ge (Song of the Yue boatman).
Cahiers de linguistique Asie Orientale 20 (2): 159-168.

Zolotnitskii = 3omorHunkiit, Huxomait 1875. Kopuesou uysauicko-pycckiii cnosapo,
CPABHEHHbLL Cb A3BIKAMU U HAPIOYISIMU PA3HBIXD HAPOOO8H MIOPKCKA20, (UHCKA20 U
opyeuxv niemens. Kazanb: Bb Tunorpadiit imnepatopckaro yHuBepcureTa.
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LANGUAGE INDEX

This index includes the names of languages, dialects, and language families occurring in this

book, with a few exceptions: The words ‘Serbi’, ‘Mongolic’, ‘Mongol’, ‘Mongolian’,

‘Chinese’, ‘Tibetan’, ‘Taghbach’, ‘Turkic’, “T’u-yii-hun’, and ‘Kitan’ occur on nearly every

page, and as such are not included in this index.

Agnean see Tokharian

Alashan see Alshaa

Algonquian, 32

Alshaa, 392

Altaic, 5, 17, 30, 34, 386, 391, 400, 401

Amdo, 191, 192, 220

Amoy, 153, 154

Arabic, xxxvii, xxxix, 10, 92, 110, 111,
199,210, 344,353,356, 363, 369, 400

Aramaic, xliii, 10, 266

Aru Khorchin, 379

Avar, 57, 185

Awar, 35, 41,42, 55, 56, 57, 184

Azragi (Hazaragi), 317

Baarin, 328, 355, 378, 379

‘Baoan’ see ‘Bonan’, Baonang, and
Boonan.

Baonang, 220, 322, 373, 378, 386, 411

Bargu, 355

Bayanghol, 355

Bella Coola see Nuxalk

‘Bonan’ (Baonang or Boonan,
unspecified), 136, 159, 363, 373, 386;
see Boonan and Baonang.

Boonan, 136, 159, 220, 322, 363, 373, 378,
386,411

Buryat, 56, 327, 345, 355, 373, 388, 389,
391, 392, 393, 403, 404, 407, 411

Cantonese, 139

Chakhar, 355, 411

Chaozhou see Teochew

Ch’i-fu, 35, 54, 76, 162, 367, 368

Chich ¥83E, 49, 155, 316, 384

Chukotko-Kamchatkan, 186, 322, 326

Chuvash, 6, 457

Darkhan see Muumingan

Daur, 68, 132, 159, 275, 279, 320, 327,
328,332,335,341, 344, 346, 348, 349,
353,354,356,359,370,373,377, 378,
392,411, 426, 450, 454, 457

Dongxiang see Santa

Dravidian, 34

Duan see Tuan

English, xxvi, 3, 14,23, 109, 201, 219, 270,
353

Eskimo-Aleut, 32, 34

Ewen, xxv, 335, 339, 345, 357, 408

Ewenki, xxv, 126, 179, 195,289, 315, 335,
336, 339, 344,345, 355,357,362, 367,
376,377,378,396,397, 408,450,451,
455, 457

Finno-Ugric, 186, 188, 326, 333

Foochow, 153, 154

French, 270

Fuzhou see Foochow

Gandhari Prakrit, 409

Garo, 357

Georgian, 220, 447

German, 1, 3

Germanic, 3, 188, 284, 333

Gilyak see Nivkh

Gothic, 3

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:49:06 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



492

Greek, xliii, xlvii, 2, 3, 4, 14, 22, 23, 30,
73, 88, 368

Hazaragi see Azragi

Hindi, 109, 151, 341

Hokkien, 153, 154

Hsi Z see Qay

Hsi 5, 60

Hsiung-nu %J#%%, 41, 152, 187, 383, 412,
417

Hua &, 57, 184

Hungarian, 6, 372

Hunnic, 188, 333

Indic, 23, 25, 51, 183, 195, 409

Indo-European, 1, 2, 3, 4, 22, 30, 31, 32,
34,35,46,48,157,188,312,333,353,
384,407,416

Inuit, 186, 326

Iranic, 23, 188

Irish, 3

Italian, 1, 74, 270, 312

Jalait-Durbet, 20

Japanese, xlviii, 130, 139, 270, 312, 327,
364, 391,393,394, 395, 400, 401, 402,
403, 404, 406, 407, 410, 458

Japanese-Koguryoic, 2, 6,32, 35,177, 327,
353,364,373,384,393,394, 400, 401,
402,403,404,407,410,413,414, 416,
453,458

Jin Chinese %5, 154

Jingpho, 357

Jou-jan ZZ2AR, 63, 88, 152, 368,417

Jurchen, 15,45, 66,99, 100, 101, 102, 105,
106, 107, 108, 134, 199, 200, 332, 335,
336, 340, 342, 346, 352,353,358, 361,
362,364,366,371,372,396,397, 409

Jurchen-Manchu, 16, 126, 180, 329, 352,
361, 362,371, 372

Kachin see Jingpho

Kalmyk, 139, 180, 181, 345, 364, 388, 389,
392,399, 410, 411

Kangjia see Kojia

Kazak, 201

Kazakh see Kazak

Kerait see Kereyit

Kereyit, 7, 8, 35

Khalaj, 458

Khamnigan Ewenki, 335, 339, 344, 355,
367,451

Khamnigan Mongol ~ ‘Khamnigan’, 138,
187,201, 326,345,349, 392,403, 404,
407,410,411

Kharachin, 411, 426, 455

Khoshuud, 355

Khotanese, xlv, 81, 93, 141, 189, 409, 417

Kirghiz, 63, 152

Koguryo, 87, 90, 130, 273, 353, 360, 364,
368, 403, 404, 410

Kojia, 335, 349, 354, 363, 369, 370, 371,
372,373, 378, 386,392, 393, 411

Korean, xlviii, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23,
34, 48, 54, 61, 87, 90, 92, 100, 102,
135,140, 154,164,177, 183, 186, 200,
236,266,270,273, 306,312, 339, 344,
346,353,354,357,358,362,369, 372,
390, 391, 394, 406, 416

Koreanic, xlviii, 186, 273, 326, 353, 357,
362, 373, 391,407,417

Kuchean see Tokharian

Kyrgyz see Kirghiz

Lamut see Ewen

Lao, 158
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Latin, 2, 3, 4, 30,67, 72, 73,422, 447, 448

Lituanian, 3

Lushei see Mizo

Manchu, x1vii, xlviii, 15, 16, 102, 106, 107,
108, 126, 134,137, 147, 148, 159, 176,
180, 186,236,270, 306, 329, 332, 335,
336,338,340, 343, 346, 352,356, 357,
361,362,363,364,366,367,371,372,
377,394,396, 397, 406, 408, 409, 452,
454,455,457, 458

Mangghuer, 373, 386

Mari, 457

Merkit, 7, 35, 73

Min Chinese [#], 153, 154

Miyako, 219, 220

Mizo, 357

Moghol, 317, 371, 373

Mongghul, 136, 159, 220, 335, 355, 363,
373, 378,386, 399, 411

Mongghuor, 220, 363, 373

‘Monguor’ see Mangghuer, Mongghul,
Mongghuor

Mon-Khmer, 387

Mu-jung, 35, 80, 169

Murong see Mu-jung

Muumingan, 355

Nanai, xxvi, 126, 332, 335, 336, 340, 357,
367, 394, 408, 455

Negidal, xxv, 332, 335, 336, 339, 357, 367,
378,397

Nenets, 357

Nganasan, 357

Nivkh, 6, 177, 186, 236, 322, 326, 333,
336, 352, 353, 364, 373, 396

Norse, 3

493

Nuxalk, 219, 220

Ogami, 219

Oirat, xliv, 327, 349, 355, 373, 391, 392,
395, 403, 404

Ordos, 133, 327, 355, 389

Oroch, xxv, 332, 335, 336, 340, 357, 378

Orok see Uilta

Pali, 409

Pashto, 341

Persian, xxxvii, xxxix, 67, 186, 187, 198,
199,201,210,317, 326,327,334, 343,
364, 385, 447, 448

Polish, 220

Puyo-Koguryoic, 360, 368

Qay, 35, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 66,
69,77,81,93, 178,179, 183,202,203,
315,375

Qifu see Ch’i-fu

Romani, 32

Rouran see Jou-jan

Russian, 1, 23, 201, 220, 266, 270, 306,
312,343,388, 411,412,457

Ryukyuan, 219

Sakha, 376, 378, 408, 409, 457

Salish, 219

Samoyedic, 30, 357, 384

Sanskrit, 3, 23, 24, 25, 30, 51, 183, 188,
341, 388, 409

Santa, 136, 159, 341, 363, 373, 378, 386,
392,410,411, 455

Scythian, 4

Semitic, 2, 32, 384

Shanghainese, 357

Shih-wei see Shirwi
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Shira Yoghor, xliv, 136, 159, 275, 327,
341, 363, 373, 378,392, 411

Shirwi, 12, 35, 58, 59, 60, 63, 64, 65, 66,
69, 77, 93, 202, 203

Shiwei see Shirwi

Silla, 20, 87, 90, 391, 416

Sinitic, 124, 128, 129, 154, 211, 284, 357

Sino-Korean, 54, 61, 92, 102, 128, 130,
140, 206

Sogdian, xliii, 22, 23, 25, 27, 37, 52, 89,
91, 93, 203

Solon, xxv, 332, 335, 336, 345, 357, 367,
377,394,397, 457

Sonid, 355

Syriac, 23, 93, 94, 186, 326

Tangut, 53, 67, 171, 172, 402

Tatar, 35, 74

Teochew, 153, 154

Thai, 151, 158

Tibetic, 23

Tibeto-Burman, 35, 53, 357, 365, 384, 395,
396,402,404, 405, 406,407,408, 414,
416

Tocharian see Tokharian

Tokharian, 87, 96, 337, 389, 398, 407

Tuan E%, 35, 54, 76

Tungusic, xliii, 2, 4, 11, 15, 23, 30, 46, 64,
66, 126, 137, 139, 147, 159, 186, 188,

190, 266,289, 326, 328, 332, 333, 335,
336, 338, 339, 340, 344, 345, 346, 353,
354,356,357,362,365,366,367,378,
384,394,395,396,397,407, 408, 414,
416, 449, 453, 454, 455, 457, 458

Turkish, 5, 127, 186, 236

Udihe, xxv, 126, 332, 335, 336, 340, 357,
378

Uilta, xxvi, 126, 332, 335, 336, 339, 357,
397, 408

Ulcha, xxvi, 332, 335, 336, 340, 357, 378,
394, 396, 408, 455

Uralic, 2, 4, 32, 384

Uto-Aztecan, 32

Uygur, xxv, xliii, xlv, 4, 7, 8§, 10, 22, 24,
25,35,63, 68,84,93,94,95,97, 116,
152,174, 343,417

Welsh, 3

Wu Chinese %, 357

Wu-huan see Awar

Wutun, 186

Xi see Hsi Z and Hsi &

Xiongnu see Hsiung-nu

Yakut see Sakha

Yeniseic, 383

Yi-wen, 35,43,53,54,76,197, 314, 338
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GENERAL INDEX

I have excluded most occurrences of the words ‘Kitan’, “Mongol’, ‘Taghbach’ (T o-pa), ‘T u-
yi-hun’ (‘Azha), ‘Serbi’ (Hsien-pei), ‘Awar’ (Wu-huan, Wu-wan), ‘Chinese’, ‘China’,
‘Mongolia’, and derived words. The names of primary sources are only included if they are

mentioned in full in the main text, i.e. abbreviated sigla of primary sources are not included in

this index. The names of modern scholars and authors have also been largely excluded from

this index, with a few exceptions. Words occurring in glosses, translations, example sentences,

other linguistic data, and most words occurring in the Serbi-Mongolic comparative lexicon

(§8.5. ‘The Common Serbi-Mongolic Lexicon’) are likewise not included here, with few

exceptions; the few glosses that do appear in this index are indicated with single quotes, e.g.

‘river’. Other words which occur throughout the text with high frequency are excluded.

abalone, 133, 166

Abel-Rémusat, Jean-Pierre, 1

abessive, 322

ablative, 1, 247, 249, 263, 297, 298, 320,
354, 360

abtemporal converb, 325, 422, 423

accusative, 1, 90, 247, 253, 258, 259, 261,
297,298,321,351,352,360, 361,367

A-chen-chu [ E 5, 158

[Adj NJ, 226, 268, 307, 311

adjectival, 47, 318, 324, 351

adjectival noun, 47, 324, 351

adjective, 222, 223, 225, 226, 227, 268,
283,307,313, 314, 384

administration, 55, 148, 198

administrative division, 47

administrative region, 205

[Adv V], 269, 309, 311

Advanced Tongue Root (ATR), xxiii, 129,
146, 147,163,192, 200, 202, 214, 215,
216,293, 352, 423

adverb, 222, 227, 269, 283, 309, 310, 327,
382

ad-word, 340

affection ~ affectionate, 187, 348, 349,
356, 357

affix ~ affixed, 149, 190, 221, 231, 241,
247,248,258,272,278,284, 287,294,
296, 299, 300, 310, 322

affricate, 15, 50, 74, 94, 130, 151, 153, 192,
204, 208,213, 293

affrication, 130

Afghanistan, 32

agglutinative, 221, 241

agreement, 226, 235

agriculture, 31, 38, 39, 45, 70, 376, 388,
394, 395, 410, 414

A-hui A€, 63

Ai clan Y[, 130

A-kan [a]-, 185, 202, 326

Alan Qo’a, 71, 74

alcohol see millet alcohol

Alexandria, 82

allograph, xliii, 108

allomorph, 173, 190, 191, 216, 217, 230,
243,247,265, 319, 320, 323, 324

allophone, xliii, 110, 143,214, 242

allophonic, 146, 213, 214, 243
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allophony, 214

Altaic, 1, 2, 5, 17, 30, 34, 386, 391, 400,
401

alternation, 8, 216, 393, 411

A-lu-wan [H[E72, 422

alveolar, 50, 85, 94, 96, 107, 127, 192, 199,
204,208, 213,293

Alyebangdigzhing ((’"'@"“’\'ﬁﬂ'aq), 158, 184

Amdo, 408, 414

America, 169

Amerigo Vespucci, 169

An Lu-shan Shih Chi 2721111558, 63

anachronism, 28

Anagai, 88

A-na-kuei see Anagai

analogy ~ analogical, 301, 353, 401

ancestor ~ ancestral, 11, 13, 16, 34, 43, 53,
60, 61, 65, 66, 68, 155, 162, 167, 224,
288,297,303,312,313,316, 334, 338,
367, 368, 405, 406, 413, 433, 452

Ancient Mongol Theory, 1,2, 7,8, 11, 12,
13, 454

animal husbandry, 38

animals, 44, 45, 178, 326, 348, 377, 383,
384,394, 401, 408, 455, 458

Annals of the ‘Azha Principality, 158, 169,
172,173, 182, 183, 194

antecedent, 270

Antiquity, 177, 393, 401, 407

ape, 402

approximant, xliii, 85, 89, 430

approximation, xxvii, 10, 83, 112, 131,
339

A-pu-ku [i] [[&E), 207

Arabic script, xxxvii, xxxix, 10, 92, 110,
111,199,210, 344,353,356, 369, 400

Aramaic script, xliii, 10

archaeological, 37, 38, 39, 45, 46, 52

Archaic Mongol Theory, 7

archery, 44, 314, 364, 395, 396, 414

architecture, 29

areal, 19, 21, 218, 322, 341, 373

army, 15, 56, 170, 171, 172, 244, 255, 290,
313,331, 332, 378

Arsilas, 88

art, 46, 383

artemisia, 11, 15, 83, 86, 126, 127, 134,
166,291, 314, 334

articulate ~ articulatory, 12, 127, 219

ASa Gambu, 171

A-shih-na see Arsilas

aspect, xxvi, 131, 134, 142, 241, 295, 317,
344

aspirated, 110, 113

aspiration, 177

assassin, 83, 149, 150, 165, 167, 314, 317,
351

Assembled Script, definition, 210

assimilation, 280, 349; ethnolinguistic, 60,
74, 75; progressive, 221; regressive,
216, 220, 398

asterisk, xlix, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 39, 215,
284,396

astrology, 127

ATR see Advanced Tongue Root

Atrak (23) “Turks’, 71

attributive, 1, 133, 190, 195, 198, 216, 217,
241,247,260,298,321, 340, 343, 352,
375

autumn, 215, 250, 313, 355, 381

Avar, 57, 184, 368

Baarin Left Banner, 328
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back vowel, xlvii, 215

back-formation, 157

Bacot Document, 59, 109, 114, 115, 117,
172,173

Bactria, 46, 383

bayatur, 41, 187

bald, 62, 83, 147, 148, 314, 354

bandit, 134, 167, 272, 273, 276

Bagir Baliq, 112, 115, 118

Bardar (F*3%), 109

Barsqan, 98

basic vocabulary see primary vocabulary

basket, 386, 387, 388, 414

Basmil, 115

battle, 39, 40, 55, 138, 166, 171, 243, 275,
279,290, 319, 331, 332

Bayankhutag county (basaxyrar cym),
288

Bazin, Louis, 122, 124, 127, 131, 132, 133,
144,152, 156, 160

bilabial, 85, 94, 96

Bilge Qayan, 98, 199, 340

Bilge Qayan Inscription, 199, 340

bilingualism, 398

Binder county (burmp cym), 326, 349,
410

bird, 45, 144, 183, 279,291, 313, 339, 349,
350, 370, 381, 430, 458, 459

blacksmith, 125

blade, 133, 148

blend, 230, 401, 402

blon (3F), 110

blood, 178, 404, 405, 413, 414

boar, 83,101, 132, 164, 167,291, 327, 366,
410,411,412,414

497

Bodoncar, 303

body part, 20, 384

Bohtlingk, Otto, 408

Bolivar, Simén, 169

Bolivia, 169

‘Bon Dargyal (8§53%), 177, 178

Boodberg, Peter, 47, 51, 122, 124, 130,
150, 152,155,156, 158, 160, 161, 343

bookish, 150, 177, 356, 399

boot, 391, 392, 393, 394

bogta ~ boqto ~ boqtaq, 160, 161

Borjigin, 303

boy, 18,213,234, 308, 348, 349, 356, 403,
404, 459

braid, 42

bread, 376

bridge, 90, 135, 163, 167, 314, 317, 361

Bronze Age, 37

Bronze Inscriptions 433, 388

brother, 11, 161, 169, 185, 186, 187, 195,
202,249,251,262,264,265,267,270,
275,277,291,300, 313, 314, 326, 357,
380, 381, 385, 405, 406, 429, 438

btsanpo (355X), 175, 178

Buddhism ~ Buddhist, 22, 23, 25, 26, 29,
374, 409

Bulgar, 368

cage, 386, 387

calque, 152, 176, 332

carp, 176, 177, 195

Carpini, Iohannes de Plano, 72, 73, 74

Caspian Sea, 67

Cathay, 75, 201

cattle ~ cow, 45, 70, 313, 326, 339, 377,
392, 395, 427, 449, 450
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causative, 149, 285, 287, 295, 324, 333
CC, 60,218

CCC, 218, 220

CCCVC(C, 218

CCV, 218

CCVC, 218

Cech, 169

Central Asia, 37, 170

Central Eurasia, 64, 169, 187, 188, 316
centralization ~ centralized, 191
cereal, 376

Chan clan JZ[X, 143

Chan-ch’ih clan BE#EL, 143
Ch’ang-an, 170

Ch’ang ch’ing ch’uan £ )1[, 340
Chang Chiu-ling 5E /155, 344

chef, 290, 314, 330

Che-hui-chen #77&1E, 150

Chi clan F&[X, 92, 130

chicken, 313, 372

Chidan Yar (Uk o), 67

Ch’ieh Yiin VJJE8, 93

Ch’ien-t’ung §Z4% reign period, 421
Ch’i-fu Zfk, 54, 76, 368
Ch’i-hai-chen #ZZEH, 149, 164, 165
Chih-chen H &, 158

Chih-chien Lo-lo B #7%%E, 48, 49
Ch’ih-kan clan Iy F£%, 126, 134
Ch’ih-le § ), 44

Ch’ih-lu clan G, 127

Ch’ih-nu clan 4R, 89, 123, 128
Ch’ih Shan 7R, 44

Chih Yiian i-yii £ITE%EE, xxxviii, 399
Ch’i-ko 2, 62

Ch’i-lien clan HEL, 125, 140, 341
Ch’in Empire %, 79, 401, 414

Chinggeltei, 209, 223, 224, 227, 230, 234,
236,241,250,252,262,264, 360, 406,
426,427,428,429,430,431,432,433,
434,435,436, 437, 438, 439

Chinggis Khan, 71, 74, 75

Ch’in-Han ZJE, 40, 80, 387, 414

Ch’in K’ai Z&f4, 39

Chin Shih 52, xxv, 65, 99, 101, 106

Chin Shu %3, 53, 54, 159, 172, 185

Ch’i-tan Kuo Chih #FHEE, 58, 70, 197

Chiu clan F[%, 142

Ch’iu-li-chii Fr JJJ&, 55, 56

Chiu T’ang Shu ERFEZE, 64

chives, 389, 399, 400

Ch’i-wan-chen Z, & 5, 150

chos (g“"), 174

Chou clan [FK, 135

Chou Shu JEI2%, 42,43, 53, 54, 61,63, 172,
185

Chu clan (%, 127

Ch’ii clan JE X, 145

Ch’ii-chin clan 2= (%, 130

Ch’ii-chii %, 62

Ch’iieh-chi Ffit#%, 48, 49

Ch’tieh-chii BA &=, 48, 49

Chui-chin B% -, 206

Ch’uk’o-han & 7] ZE, 188

Ch’u-lien clan 3EG, 129, 140

Chung-yiian yin-yiin F1JF 3%, 101

Chu-pu-ku Jft "4k, 421

Ch’u-tai-han clan AT, 143

Chii-yung-kuan inscriptions, xxxviii, 348

Cinggis Khan, 382

classification ~ classify, xxv, xxvi, 14, 34,
35,288

classifier, 235, 361
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clause, 227, 240, 242, 268, 270, 271, 272,
302, 304, 308

clausal, 302, 380; clausal order, 188, 266,
302, 303, 304, 305, 306

Clauson, Sir Gerard, 1, 59, 112, 114, 115,
116,117,118,119, 122,124, 132, 186,
339, 340, 343, 344, 365,372,374, 400

clerk, 156, 157, 167

cliff, 71, 72, 181

clothing, 44, 145, 160, 161, 167

‘cloud’, 87, 90, 140, 142, 151, 164, 167,
221,290, 313, 314, 378

cluster, 60, 98, 108, 110, 111, 117, 145,
146, 193,206, 218,219, 220, 243, 285,
333

‘collect’, 103, 288, 290, 313, 373

Colombia, 169

Colombo, Cristoforo, 169

colt, 353

comitative, 247, 253, 261, 262, 297, 298,
321, 351, 352, 360, 367

comitatus, 201

comparative method, xlix, 30, 32, 68, 76,
292, 301

complementary distribution, 110, 214

complementizer, 270

complex ~ complexity, 111, 132, 193,220,
231,403, 407

Composite Script see Assembled Script

compositionality ~ compositional ~ non-
compositional, 386

compound, xlviii, 181, 261, 301, 326, 331,
339,421,423

concatenation ~ concatenated, 47, 149,
221

499

confederacy ~ confederation, 51, 64, 65,
66, 76,77, 184, 198, 207, 421

conjunction, 272

conservative, 8, 9, 140, 153

consonant cluster see cluster

consort, 83, 130, 155, 156, 167, 189, 316

constituent, 302, 313, 412

consummation ~ consummate, 45

contact, xliv, 33, 46, 179, 358, 383, 384,
387,388,393,398,403,407,410, 414,
415,416

converb, 173, 174,222,243, 285, 287, 295,
321,322,323,325,333,350,422,423

convergence, 1, 4, 26, 27,31, 126

cook, 148, 151, 164, 290, 314, 330

coordination, 249

copula, 322

copular clause, 304

copular noun, 272

core vocabulary see primary vocabulary

coronal, 288

cosmology, 313

Cotoneaster, 127, 291, 334

cotton, 390

cow see cattle

critical edition, 19, 73

crop, 375,376,413

cultivate, 38, 84, 88, 131, 166, 314, 317,
343, 344

cultural vocabulary, 384, 385

culture word see Kulturworter

cursive, 173, 209

customs, 41, 59, 60, 67, 75, 174

CVCVv, 27

Cyrillic, 20, 179, 386, 392, 411
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Czech Republic, 169

Dadal county, 201, 326, 349,403, 410

Dadpyi (ﬁ‘\é) see Qay

dairy, 44, 70

dammah, 400

Dared (’\'i‘\), 183

dative-locative, 181, 241, 242, 247, 257,
262,298,320,321,351, 359, 367,370,
374

daughter, 185, 231, 232, 260, 268, 269,
348, 349, 350, 357, 403, 459

daughter language, 1, 76, 89, 129, 159,
218,284,300,332,341, 350, 355,363,
386, 388, 393, 399, 407, 410, 411

Daur (people), 68

day, 8,11, 16,17, 18, 19, 20, 37, 291, 292,
313, 358, 376, 431

dbu med (\T3S), 173

debel see robe

declension, 246, 285

de’el see robe

deer, 126, 339

definite, 247, 261, 297

degel see robe

delabialization, 290

deletion (sound loss), xliii, 72, 86, 88, 100,
101, 106,107,108, 116, 126, 133, 139,
141, 148, 154,280,289, 319, 323, 333,
455

[Dem N], 268, 307, 311

demonstrative, 222-226, 264, 266, 268,
270, 298, 307, 313, 337, 371, 438,
demonstrative adjective, 223, 225;
demonstrative pronoun, 223, 224, 384;
discourse deictic demonstrative, 225

denasalization ~ denasalized, 40, 50, 80,
187,203, 204, 389, 390

denominal verb, 160, 409

dental, 94, 192, 204, 213, 293

depalatalization ~ depalatalized, 11, 289

derivational morphology, 149, 228, 232,
284,331, 348

derived see derivational morphology

deverbal noun, 47, 88, 131, 135, 139, 142,
149, 150, 154, 163, 165,243,287, 295,
298,316,317,318, 322,324,331, 332,
343, 344,351,361, 362,365,374, 376,
406, 422

dharma, 4, 22

diacritic, xlix, 110

Dien, Albert, 55, 202, 344

diet, 44

digraph, xlviii

diminutive, 341, 348, 352, 403

diphthong, 84, 116, 183, 294

directions, 313, 328, 376

dirt, 167, 179, 314, 375, 393, 397, 457

discourse, 225

distal, 223, 225,270, 371

disyllabic, 370, 389, 399

divergence ~ divergent ~ divergently, 1, 6,
14,15,17,20,21, 32, 34,54, 186, 188,
191, 194,197,211,287,288, 289, 290,
298, 300, 341, 415,417,437, 453

diverse ~ diversity, xlviii, 13, 18, 72, 74,
75,172,191, 204

Dobun Bayan, 71

Doerfer, Gerhard, 13, 137, 149, 186, 327,
334, 355,385,396, 400,454,455, 458
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dogs, 16, 38, 83, 86, 133, 134, 167, 187,
227,289,291,299,307,313, 314, 353,
356, 357,373, 397

door, 44, 316, 377

door guard, 124, 146, 155, 167, 315, 316,
317

Dornod province (Hopron aiimar), 335,
339, 355, 367

dorsal, xliii, xIvii, 192,213,214, 289, 291,
293,356, 415, 455

doublet, 406

dragon, 86, 175, 255, 390, 433

Dream of the Red Chamber, 179

drinking, 45, 216, 262,270, 277

duke, 161, 162, 167

dung, 386, 392, 458

Diirliikin, 72

dust, 375, 397, 398

dwelling, 29, 313

Dwenswen (;ﬂ@ﬁ'), 184

Dwonsod (¥135), 183

eagle, 220, 291, 339, 350, 370, 430

earth, 87, 137, 167, 168, 179, 247, 249,
288,314,375,379,393,397,457,458

‘east’, 8, 289, 313, 345, 376, 377, 427

Eastern Hu 55if, 37, 38, 39, 41, 52, 54, 61,
76, 365,376,377, 383,412,414

Eastern Steppe, 46

Edict of Mangala, 369

Elunchun see Orochen Banner

Elxe Taifin (K ang-hsi), 191

embankment, 87, 90, 137, 168, 288, 292,
314,379

emphatic, 223

501

epenthesis ~ epenthetic, 116, 142, 218,
245,285, 397

epic, 191, 192

epigraph, 222

epitaph, 197, 204, 209, 223, 255, 325

eponymous, 50, 169

equative, 298

Ergene Qun, 71, 181

Ergune (Ergiine) River, 65, 69, 71

Erh Ch’ien Shih —F 4, 162

Erklig Qan see Erlig Qayan

Erlig Qayan, 201

euphemism, 133, 145

euphemistic replacement, 145

Europe, 32, 57, 368

evidentiality, 131, 134, 142, 317, 344

exclamation, 322

expansion, 55, 68, 75

fabric, 389

factual, 136, 287, 289, 291, 295, 318, 319,
363,373,376

falcon, 183, 196, 221, 280, 370

fall (n.) see autumn

fall (v.), 130, 215, 313, 359

falsifiability ~ falsifiable, 23, 31, 32, 34,
415

Fan clan j&[L, 135

fan-ch’ieh |71, xxvi, 103, 104, 402

Fang clan 55X, 139

Fang Chuang-yu 5Lk, 122, 173
farming, 314, 375; see agriculture
father, 187, 188, 195, 264, 299, 319, 429
fauna, 45

feasting, 45
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feminine, xxvii, 229, 230, 231, 232, 234,
246,271, 321, 330, 335

Feng clan £f%, 137

Fen-wen Z¥[t, 206

fermentation ~ fermented, 44, 70

field, 135, 167, 376; see agriculture

filial, 249, 271, 319, 405, 420

fingernail, 392, 393

finite, 271, 287, 295, 325

firsthand, 1, 134, 287, 291, 295, 323

fish, 45, 176, 413

fishing, 45, 334, 413

folk etymology ~ folk etymologization, 24,
28, 42,52, 176, 180, 391, 398

food, 151, 158, 166, 174, 290, 330, 413

forced etymologies, 22

Former Yen FHijit, 54

fortition, 20, 221, 289

Franke, Herbert, 155, 280, 315, 336, 366

free variation, xliv, 113, 136, 154, 217,
218,265,323,342,348,392,411,457

frequency, 283, 417

fricative, xliii, xlvii, 40, 58, 87, 94, 111,
112,118,135,192,213,289, 293, 405,
455

front rounded vowel, xliv, 110, 348

front vowel, xlvii

frontier, 9, 37, 40, 44, 56, 67, 69, 79, 83,
85, 86, 88, 89, 95, 97, 100, 104, 112,
140, 157, 170, 389, 390, 395, 399

Fu clan g[JE%, 123

Fu-chen [ff &, 142, 151, 158, 330

=

Fu-chu-chen FifT1E, 158

==

Fu-lii clan gl = (5, 123

functional morphology, 6, 16,22, 124, 165,
185,188, 190-191, 194, 195, 210, 283,
284, 286, 287, 385,415,416

furs, 44, 45

fusion, 231, 257, 298

future, 1, 323

[GN], 307, 308

gambu % %% (Tangut title), 171, 172

gamma, xliii, xlvii, 10

Gansu see Kansu

geminate, xlviii, 245

gender, xxvii, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232,234,
237, 241, 246, 321, 348

genitive, 181, 190, 191, 195, 198, 200, 201,
203,216,217,241,247,254, 255,257,
260,269,298,321,322, 333, 340, 343,
346, 348,349, 360,367, 369, 375,457

Georgia, 169

ger see yurt

Gesar, 191, 192

Geser see Gesar

Getan (“\T'?W) ~ Getang (“\W’\'), 112, 115,
117,174, 200, 202

ghost form, 228, 243

ghost morpheme, 23, 29, 33

ghost transcription, 156

ginger, 86

girl, 42, 186

girth strap, 87, 125

glacier, 182

glide, xliii, 94, 96, 192, 193, 213, 293, 377

glottal, 192, 293; glottal stop [?], 87, 102,
141, 405; glottal transition [f], 9, 10,
111

Gitijigen (&), 181
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goat, 38, 126, 216, 220, 313, 339, 340, 449,
451

god ~ goddess, 54, 187,203, 383

gold, 26, 42, 45, 59, 251, 275, 279, 348,
436

good, 6, 11, 108, 279, 280, 313, 370, 371,
380, 384, 395, 440

Go-on 23, 139

gown, 145

grain, 375, 376, 413; see agriculture

grandfather, 224, 280, 313, 338, 449, 452

grandson, 208, 274, 433

grass, 5,6,71,96, 126, 178,314, 334, 338,
382,457

gyrfalcon, 183

[A] see glottal transition

hacek, 428

hair, 42, 52, 160, 456, 457

Hambis, Louis, 172, 173, 174

Han clan §%[%, 143

Han Empire j£5f, 40, 41, 55, 56, 79, 154,
161

Han Kao-shih mu-chih-ming % =158
#%, 236

Han Shu }%:3, 39, 44, 82

hapax legomenon, 201

haplology, 146

hare, 5, 6, 11, 279, 313, 353, 373

Harodpar (‘5{’\""*), 184, 189

hawk, 220, 291, 339, 350, 370, 430

He (‘5’) see Qay

headdress, 42, 160

heaven, xlviii, 43, 124, 226, 240,277, 378,
422,434

Hebei ja[dE, 37

503

Hei-t’a 2, 43

Hei Ta Shih-liieh SAEEEEHK, 103

Henan ;A[Eg, 131

Hepburn romanization, xlviii

Hephthalite Empire, 57, 64, 184

hero, 3, 41, 187

‘hidden -n’, 260; see post-nominal -n
suffix

high vowel, 8

Historia Mongalorum, xxix, 72, 73, 448

Ho clan 4[(%, 145

Ho-ch’i ~ Ho-chi clan HIFELL, 130

Ho-ho-ch’en 47 {0 =, 203, 205, 209, 215

Ho-hsi clan 472X, 92, 130, 343

Ho-ku clan 475K, 131

homeland, 6, 32, 383, 384, 386, 401, 403,
408,412,414, 416

homograph, 67, 334

homophone ~ homophonous, 81, 123, 133,
138, 143, 243, 264, 452

homorganic, 111, 334

Ho-nan see Henan

Ho-nan Kuo 5[ E5 [, 169

Ho-nan wang JA[ g T, 169

honorific, 186, 246, 374

Ho-pei see Hebei

Ho-pien 47 {#, 206

horse ~ horses ~ horseback, 24, 38, 42, 45,
57, 70, 87, 117, 118, 119, 125, 174,
175,241,258,259, 313,341, 352,353,
380, 395, 396, 414, 423, 456, 457

Ho-tou-ling clan 4727 [%[%, 131

Hou clan 5%, 132, 144, 366

Hou Han Shu 14723, 41, 44, 45, 55, 395,
412,413
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houses, 38, 86, 89, 90, 135, 139, 140, 165,
251,257, 263, 314, 326, 341

Ho-wu-yii E7J7F, 206

Hsi 2 see Qay

Hsi T, 60, 63

Hsien-chen {5, 151, 342

Hsin-chih-pen ZEE, 40

Hsing-tsung huang-ti ai-ts’e W5 BT
{iif, 328

Hsin T'ang Shu ¥TFEE, 62, 63, 64, 65,
206

Hsi-tou-lu clan Z}EK, 132

Hsiung-nu %J4%, 37, 39, 40, 41, 44, 45, 46,
60, 152, 187, 383, 388, 412, 417

Hsi-wan-tan 78 &7}, 205

Hsiian-i huang-hou ai-ts’e 582 G2,
222

Hsiieh clan g%, 126

Hsiieh-yen-t’o E£ZE[E, 68

Hu #H, 37, 38, 39, 41, 52, 54, 61, 76, 112,
131,365,376,377,383,412,414, 448

Hua }&, 57, 184

Hua-I i-yii FEFEEE, 350, 399

Huai-t’ou F{5H, 48, 49

Huan clan %[5, 130

Huan clan f8X, 146

Hu-ku-k’ou-yin clan #H 15[ (K, 144

Hu-lo-chen &% 5., 143, 151, 165, 366

Hung Lou Meng 4] f%2%, 179

Hunminjong iim Haeryebon 3| I 1E & fi
B, 18

hunt ~ hunting, 38, 43, 44, 70, 192, 275,
414

hydronym, 44, 45, 58, 59, 61, 63, 178, 315,
375,432

hyphen, xlix

Ibn Muhannd, xxxix, 392, 400

I-ch’in-ti-ho REIHIf, 63, 152, 157, 315

idiolect, 327

I-li-fa clan {2 J3{X[K, 133

I-lo-ho B33%71], 66, 201

imitation see phonetic imitation

imperfective, 309, 322, 323

indefinite, 247, 258, 259, 298

India, 37

Indo-European peoples, 46, 48

inflectional morphology ~ inflect ~
inflected ~ uninflected, 198,222, 241,
243,247,249,261,264,284, 330, 346,
380

ink, 26, 27, 28

Inner Mongolia, 38, 46, 68, 162, 209, 379,
412,414

insertion see epenthesis

instrumental, 247, 253,261, 262,298, 321,
347,351, 352, 360, 367, 392

intercalary, 221, 289, 290, 313, 362

interference, 139, 327, 345

internal reconstruction, xxv, 76, 77, 404

interpreter, 90, 150, 167, 185, 314, 324,
350, 351

intervocalic, 8, 9, 10, 67, 88, 116, 134, 140,
143,146,149, 152,164, 165, 193, 221,
280, 289, 341, 367, 455

intrafamily borrowing, 153

intrafamily convergence, 31, 126

intrafamily loanword, 332

intransitive, 373

IPA (International Phonetic Alphabet),
xliii, xliv, xlv, xlvii, 18, 20, 47, 158,
183, 328, 392, 399
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irregularity ~ irregular, 21, 28, 146, 217,
231, 233, 257

Isbara, 98

isogloss, 383, 400

I-tou-chiian clan = 3} &K, 133

I-tu-kan fF1--F-, 202, 215

ivory, 3, 210

jade, 42,43

Jalayir, 74

Jami ‘u’t-tawarikh (Fa0) 5V aals), 74, 181

Jao-le 4%, 45, 58, 66

jewel, 25, 388

Jih-lien H7##, 205

Jih-1ii T'ui-yen H{#:HEH, 48, 50

Jima Khol (B&®a0) 175, 347

Jo-kan clan #5 [, 127, 133, 356

Jo-k’ou-yin clan Z 15[, 134

Jo-lo-kuei &5, 169

Joru (€%), 191

Jou-jan Empire 224, 68

judge, 225, 314, 330, 331, 344, 380

Ju-ho-chu F47 %, 62

Jui-hsi 592, 207

Ju-lo-kuei 1% ¥4, 59

Jurcha see Jurchen people

Jurchen Empire, 99, 197, 275, 436

Jurchen people, 45, 65, 66, 330, 332, 335,
432

Jurchen script, xxv, 99, 105, 106, 107, 108,
362

Juvayni, 74

Kai clan Z [, 132

K’ang-hsi FEER see Elxe Taifin

Kan-on JE3, 139

Kansu H &, 54, 408

505

Kao clan 5%, 137

Karlgren, Bernhard, 13, 80, 128, 129

Kerait see Kereyit

Kereyit, 7, 8, 73, 113, 421

Khagan (®91), 113, 114, 174, 182, 183,
184, 188, 195, 202; see also khaghan

khaghan, 88, 162, 170, 183, 188, 189, 195,
316, 360, 364, 367

khaghtun, 162; see also khatun and qatun

khan, 364

khan (U%), 364

Khar Tsan (7<3%), 171

Khatay (&%), 67,201

khatun, 162; see also khaghtun and qatun

khatin (8%), 317

Khazar, 368

Khentii province (XouTHil afimar), 201,
288, 326,335,339, 344, 349, 355, 367,
403, 410

Khinggan Range, 52

Khitai ($58), 67

Khri ‘0d (B%5), 99, 111

Khri Srong Lde Brtsan (ﬁ'gqé'qﬁ'), 171

Khri Srong Rtsan (3858%), 170

Khrigzigs (’ﬁ'ﬂaﬂ“"), 181

Khunyemon (@’@’gﬁ'), 182

Kirghiz, 63, 68, 152

Kitan Empire, 57, 66, 70, 77, 100, 171,
197, 198, 204

knife, 152, 367

K’o-chu-hun clan & & E L, 144

k’o-han A] /T, 96, 98, 162, 188, 190, 203,
208, 215, 368

K’0-hou clan ;&L 144

Kokonor, 169, 355

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:49:09 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



506

K’o-pi-neng #[EEAE, 51, 76

K’o-po-chen T[3#iiE, 155, 315, 319

Korea, 18

Koryo =JE, 20, 353

K’o-sun 1], 155, 189

K’o-tsui fi[fz, 48, 50

K’o-tsun [&EL, 189

Kou clan AjK, 133

Kou clan 4%(%, 144

K’ou clan 7Z[L, 134

Kowalewski, Jozef, xxix, 138, 159, 333,
343

Ko-wu-t'u B E#, 43

Ku clan 1K, 138

Ku Yeh-li shih ming-shih AR EEC #8544,
348

Kuang-yiin [#38, 103

Kuchi, 32

K’u-ko 7FEF, 208

Kiil Tegin Inscription, 110, 119, 340, 347,
365

Kiili Cor Inscription, 199

Kulturwort ~ Kulturworter, 6, 152, 166,
187,188,194, 195, 353,357,360, 364,
368, 383, 396

K’u-mo Hsi EHELZ, 60, 61; see also Qay

K’u-mo-li FHEELHEE, 208

Kyerim Yusa S5MH5, 19, 391, 406

labial, 85, 94, 96, 192, 213, 280, 290, 293

labiodental, 94

lady, 105, 156, 186, 189, 229, 231, 232,
255,264,267,279,305,316,317, 348,
420,433

lake, 11, 45, 176, 313, 336, 358, 381

Lang clan JR[X, 123, 128

Lang-chiin hsing-chi B[ FE{TED, XXXVi,
103, 225, 234, 263, 272, 274, 436

language shift, 54

language universals, 34

Lao-ha River £I5710], 46, 58, 413

lapel, 52

Large Script see Linear Script

laryngeal, 141

Later Chao &84, 157

Later Yen {3, 54

lateral, xlviii, 90, 94, 135, 145, 192, 213,
293, 328, 358

Laufer, Berthold, 335, 336, 337, 342, 372,
385, 386, 387, 388

leek, 399

lenition ~ lenited, xliii, 9, 58, 81, 107, 108,
116,117,142, 146,164, 165,221, 280,
289, 345, 356, 455

lexical interference, 139

lexicalization ~ lexicalized ~ lexically
assigned, 150, 247,257,263, 264,266,
291,299,301,315,318,319, 323, 324,
327

Liang clan 22X, 135

Liang Shu 222, 172, 184

Liao 7%, 59, 200, 201, 432

Liao River 71, 48, 58

Liao Shih %5, 61, 63, 70, 171, 198, 208,
210,211, 318, 378, 405

Liao-hsi # 7, 55, 56, 401, 406, 412, 413

Liaoning #&E%E, 38

Liao-tung 5, 169

Ligeti, Lajos (Louis), xlvii, 7, 11, 12, 15,
59,114,115, 121, 122, 129, 140, 155,
156, 157,159,335, 336,337, 342, 343,
351, 358,361, 383
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Linear Script, definition, 210

liquid (consonant), 140, 280

Liu clan 2%, 138

livestock, 174, 386, 413, 449

logogram ~ logograph ~ logographic, 233,
425-440

Lou-pan f&#¥1, 56

low vowel, 8

lowering see vowel lowering

Loyang 315, 40

Lu clan [, 144

Lun Heng w187, 390

lynx, 178, 179, 180, 195, 205, 455

Maek 57, 48, 413

Maga Thogon Khagan (““X’gﬁi’m“ﬁ), 182,
184, 188

Malgal ~ Margar &2 () see Mo-ho

Manchu Script, 346

Manchuria, 37, 177, 209, 211

Manchurian Sprachbund, 177

Mangala see Edict of Mangala

Mangporje (3“";“/';'), 182

Man-t’ou Jig5d, 40

manure, 392

mare, 353

marriage, 42, 45, 69, 251, 257, 263

masculine, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234,
246,271,315,317, 320,321, 324, 330,
332, 348, 426, 428, 430, 432

Maspero, Henri, 94

Mdosmad (35¥7), 111, 181

meat, 44, 70
medial, xlix, 9, 72, 88, 98, 108, 142, 145,
149, 152, 349

medicine, 127

507

Megrit see Mekrit

Meillet, Antoine, 283, 288

Mekrit, 73, 74

Meng-ku H51, 69, 70, 76, 77

Meng-ku-li 525 H, 70, 76, 77

Meng Ta Pei Lu Z25&{Fi#%, 71

Meng-wa ZZ [, ~ Meng-wu ZZJ[,, 11, 65,
68, 69, 70, 76, 77,297

merger ~ merge ~ merged ~ merging, 11,
82, 85, 101, 104, 106, 116, 214, 215,
297, 320, 364, 368, 369, 396, 407

Mergit see Merkit

Merkit, 7, 73, 74

metaphorical extension, 139

metathesis ~ metathesized, xxvi, 329, 348,
352,373

Mgar Stong Rtsan (““}*’§’\'€ﬁ'), 170

Mi-chia 5§11, 48, 50

mid vowel, 8

military, 48, 208, 251, 254, 275, 313, 331,
332, 336, 343

milk, 178, 377, 404

millet, 87, 376; millet alcohol, 87

mimetics, 126, 139, 222

Ming clan BH[X, 133

minimal pairs, 213

Min-yiieh [k, 154

Mi-tao-ssu Niao EEFI|H 5, 336

Mo-chieh §£#5, 60

modification ~ modify ~ modifying, 222,
226,227,229,231,234, 235,260,268,
269,270,271,272,298, 307,308, 309,
337, 348

Mo-fu E3f, 203, 205, 206

Mo-fu-ho BLFHE, 203
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Mo-ho f#8, 60, 65, 66

Mo-ho B2, 187

Mo-ho-fu B, 62, 203

Mo-ho-fu EAa]#f, 203

Mollendorff-Norman romanization, xIvii

monarch, 364

Mongol Conquests, 70, 151, 191

Mongol Empire, 66, 75, 421

monkey, 400, 401, 402, 413

monomorphemic, 24, 25, 29, 33, 157, 200,
221,280,291,294,333,338, 370, 386,
396

monophthongization ~ monophthongized,
84, 151, 164, 280

monosyllabic, 147

‘month’, 17, 18, 19, 20, 239, 292, 313, 369,
428

mood, xxvi, 131, 134, 142, 295, 317, 344

moon, 3, 17, 18, 19, 20, 70, 87, 292, 313,
362, 369, 384, 388, 4006, 428

morpheme-initial, 164

morphophonology ~ morphophonological,
243,283, 284, 380

morphosyntax ~ morphosyntactic, 100,
231,235,273,295,296,299, 300, 380

Mostaert, Antoine, xliii, 220, 355, 363,
373

‘mother’, 25, 247, 249, 255, 293, 359

Mo-tun 'E1H, 41, 187

mountain valley, 72, 181, 195

mouse, 154

mud ~ muddy, 179, 375

Muglden (334, 183, 184

mugwort, 130, 167

e

Mu-jung (person) F=Z5, 48, 50

Mu-jung (eponymous clan name) 545, 50,
54, 80, 169, 190

Mu-jung Shu-lo-kan Z=Z54 %, 190

Mu-ku-lii K& 8, 147, 354

Mu-k’un KEE, 62

Mulgil ~ Murgir &2 (777) see Wu-chi

Miiller, Max, 30, 31

Mugqaddimat al-Adab, xxxix, 333, 354,
386

Murayama, Shichird ffLLIE], 7, 8

mushroom, 385, 386

Mu-t’i B, 156

mutual intelligibility ~  mutually
intelligible, 60, 77, 122, 125

myth ~ mythology, 71, 73, 188, 385

-n see post-nominal -z suffix

[N Post], 310

Naiman, 7, 74

Naiman-Kereyit Theory, 7

Nan Ch’i Shu FEE5E, 52, 125, 142, 148,
152,156,159, 162, 163, 172

Nankiyas, 75

Nan-lou 48, 56

na-po 8%, 420, 421

narrowing see semantic narrowing

narwhal, 210

nasal, xlvi, 16, 40, 80, 81, 85, 86, 94, 96,
101, 106,107, 108,127,137, 178, 182,
192,199,200,213,219, 254,293, 334,
349, 390, 430; see also denasalization
and prenasalization

nasalization ~ nasalized, 81, 86, 89, 107,
108, 127

[Neg V], 309, 310

negation ~ negative, 272, 273, 309, 310,
322
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neologism, 133

Nestorian Stele, 94, 417

net, 87, 129, 166, 314, 334, 413

neutralization ~ neutralized, 177, 217

Nganlam Klu Khong (’\ﬁ"“"’vg"\'@), 171

Nganlam Stag Sgra Klu Khong see
Nganlam Klu Khong

Niao-lo-ko 52§ #, 45

Niru’un, 72, 74

No-ho-po & #£, 189

nomad ~ nomadic ~ nomadism, 30, 31, 32,
34, 38, 39, 44, 65, 67, 74, 326, 365

nominal, 232, 266, 300, 301, 338, 453

nominative case, 21, 188, 247, 258, 298,
367, 368

non-distinctive, 186, 357

non-initial, 133, 214, 215

Northern and Southern Dynasties period
FdEER, 55, 148, 161, 183, 197, 198,
205

Northern Ch’i 7%, 55, 122

Northern Chou 1} /&, 53, 121

Northern Wei JL%#, 52, 79, 81, 84, 85, 86,
87, 88, 121, 122, 123, 125, 129, 136,
140,141,159, 162,172,197, 199, 203,
204, 205, 206, 416

Nii-chen-kuan i-yii ZEREFHEE, xxiv

Niikiiz, 71

null (@), 10, 98, 99, 102, 146, 258, 270,
312

[Num N], 308, 380

number , 222,226, 235,264, 266, 298, 299,
300, 301, 318

numeral, 222, 228, 229,230, 231, 233, 236,
237,238,239,240,241,266, 268,298,

509

308,313,334,335,336,342, 344, 345,
348,366, 384, 449, 452, 459; cardinal
numeral, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237,
238,239,241,260, 361,403,425, 430,
432, 437, 439, 440; ordinal numeral,
221,228,229,230,232,233, 320, 321,
430

oblique, 337, 349, 371

obsolete, 177, 399

obstruent, x1vi, 45, 85, 88, 94,95, 110, 128,
154,177,217, 218, 240, 288, 356

occupational suffix, 149, 150, 151, 160,
165,243,315,319, 331, 342,350, 351,
366, 438

‘Odang (¥5%), 175

Oirat (people), 74

‘0 Khol (¥%%) ~ <0 Kol (¥1), 177, 178,
180, 181, 347

Old Tibetan Annals, 54, 172, 173, 175,
180, 182, 194

Old Tibetan Chronicle, 110, 194

Ongiit (Onggiit) people, 74

onomastica ~ onomastic ~ onomasticon ~
non-onomastic, 41, 49, 54, 55, 61, 66,
75, 79, 80, 122, 123, 125, 148, 182,
183, 189, 204, 417

onset (syllable or morpheme onset), xxvi,
xlv, 40, 50, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84,91, 94,
95,100, 101, 103, 106, 110, 111, 112,
139,141, 142,143,172, 174, 180,204,
206, 218, 220, 389, 390

Oracle Bone Inscriptions Fi-& 77, 398

oral tradition, 71

oralized, 389
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ordo ~ ordu, 244, 246, 250, 303, 359, 360,
439

Ordu Baliq, 68

origin myth, 71, 188

Orkhon inscriptions, 152, 199

Orochen Banner, xxxi, 162

Orogen see Orochen Banner

orthographic convention, 334, 346

Ograq, 118

0V, 266, 302, 303, 310

overt, 266, 270, 298

Ozmis Qayan, 98

palatal ~ palatalization ~ palatalized ~
palatalizing, xliii, xlIvii, 11, 15, 16, 50,
67, 69, 85, 94, 96, 100, 127, 148, 151,
178, 182,187,189, 192,193, 199, 200,
205,209,213,289,293,344,377,430;
see depalatalized and unpalatalized

Pa-lieh clan (%[5, 135, 361

Pao clan fig[%, 133

Pao clan Z[L, 145

‘Para-Mongolic’, 2, 14, 15, 16, 17, 57, 405

paradigm, 16, 142, 163, 241, 242, 243, 245,
246, 248,249,250, 251, 252,253,254,
255,256,258, 284,285, 286,287,299,
300, 350, 368, 416

paragoge ~ paragogic, 126, 455

participle, 271, 322

particle, 222, 223, 273

passive, 222, 287, 295, 310, 324, 333

past tense, 11, 103, 134, 136, 240, 246,
264,271,280,287,289,290,291, 295,
315,318,319,321, 322,323, 324,337,
407, 420, 422; feminine past, 330;
immediate past, 323; masculine past,
324, 330, 332; past factual, 136, 287,

289,291,295,318,319, 363,373, 376;
past firsthand, 134,287, 291, 295, 323

pastoral ~ pastoralism, 38, 39, 365

Pei shih 552, 61, 63, 64, 65, 172, 185,
187,205

pejoration (semantic change), 64, 137, 288

Pelliot, Paul, 5, 7, 11, 12, 13, 15, 39, 64,
65, 68,74,98,99, 112, 122, 137, 155,
157,159,173, 185,187, 188,201, 288,
289, 290, 350, 366, 384

P’eng Ta-ya 52 KM, 103

perfective, 11, 131, 134, 142, 149, 154,
222,271,280,285,287,295,296, 309,
317,318,322,323,325,332,337, 344,
422

periodization, xxiv, 13, 33, 68, 75, 76, 388,
406, 416

Perlee, Kh. (ITapmaa, X.), 209, 328

person (grammatical category), 1, 188, 195,
222

personal name see onomastica

personal pronouns, 4, 185, 222

‘Phagspa Script, xxiv, xxxvii, xxxviii, xliv,
xlv, 16, 42, 67, 100, 101, 103, 325,
340, 348, 349, 361, 362, 363, 369, 370,
371,372,374,375,377,378, 402, 404

phonetic imitation, 138, 143, 144

phonological conditioning ~

phonologically conditioned ~
conditional ~ conditioned, xxvii, 136,
151,243,247,264,265,319, 323,419,
420,421, 423, 424, 428, 438

phonotactics, xxvi, 45, 97, 111, 126, 142,
147,148,163, 164, 182,200, 204, 205,
243,329, 388, 397, 455
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phrase ~ phrasal, xxv, 64, 119, 158, 175,
176, 180,200,210, 225,235, 236, 240,
243,336,337,340, 348, 356, 375, 390,
447; adverb phrase, 382; noun phrase,
270, 381; phrasal order, 268, 306, 307,
308, 309, 310, 311; phrasal structure,
380

Pi clan E[%, 129

pig, 38, 83, 101, 132, 164, 167, 291, 327,
353,366,410,411,413, 414

Pinyin, xlvi, 176, 236

pitch, xxiii, xxiv, xxvii, xlviii, 154, 155

Pi-te-chen FE{EE, 156

P’i-ti UCHE (Tuan Serbi leader), 53

plosive see stop

plough, 389, 394, 395, 413, 414, 455

plural, 67, 128, 149, 150, 151, 155, 160,
165, 198, 199,200,201, 210, 220, 224,
235,253,258,264,266,291,298,299,
300, 301,315,318,319, 324,327,329,
330,331,333,337,339, 342,343, 345,
348, 349,350,351,356,361, 363, 364,
366, 367, 369, 372, 378, 403, 438

polarization, 215

Polo, Marco, 11, 74

polymorphemic, 24, 29, 375, 396

Pontic Steppe, 88

Poppe, Nicholas, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 17, 23,
47,133,289, 298,313,317, 318, 321,
322,325,328,334,335,336,337, 342,
344,349,351,352,354,356,358, 362,
372,384,386,391, 392,393, 400, 403,
404,411, 422, 453, 454, 455, 456

Popper, Karl, 34

possessive, 133, 269, 333
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possessive attributive suffix, 133

possessor, xxv, 269, 307

possessum, xxv, 269, 307

post-nominal -n suffix, 338; see ‘hidden -
w

postposition ~ postposed ~ postpositional,
xxv, 268, 310, 333

P’o-to-lo clan B/ 2% 28 [, 135

pragmatics ~ pragmatically, 323

predicate ~ predicative, 224; nominal
predicate, 266; predicative sentence,
266; predicative verb, 266

prefect, 11, 156, 167, 314, 354

prefecture, 205, 277

prefix, 14, 154

prehistory, 23, 33, 383, 384, 416

prenasalization ~ prenasalized, 94, 95, 111,
389

preparative converb, 1, 287, 295, 322

primary, xliv, 159, 377; primary
vocabulary, 384, 385, 389, 393, 397

pro-drop, 270, 312

progressive (language), 20, 106, 358, 369

progressive raising, 221

prohibitive, 309

proper noun see onomastica

prosthesis ~ prosthetic (sound change),
388

proximal, 1, 223, 224; proximal ad-word,
340; proximal demonstrative, 337;
proximal demonstrative pronoun, 224

P’u clan %%, 133, 135, 342

P’u-hui 30, 43

Pu-liu-ku clan % 7590, 144

pulmonic ingressive, xxvii, 322
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P’u-ta-chen B A H, 160

Pu-yao 254%, 50, 80

Puyo (Puyo 1) Fff people, 48, 60,
360, 368, 413

Puyo-Koguryoic peoples (Puyo-Koguryo
Folalgte) RereERE, 48, 60,
360, 368, 413

qa (title), 201, 231, 364, 368, 427

qa’an (title), 364, 368

qayan (title), 98, 110, 199, 201, 340, 364

qahan (title), 188, 364, 368, 382

Qaidu (11th c. Mongol ruler), 49, 132

Qalach, 75

qan (title), 201, 327, 364

Qara Khitai, 57, 67, 197, 198

Qarlugq, 75, 96, 112, 118

qat (plural title), 364

qatun (title), 95, 130, 156, 189, 316, 317;
see also khaghtun and khatun

Qay people, 53, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 63, 64,
76, 92, 178, 183, 203, 207, 315, 423,
437

Qiyan, 71

Qorolas, 71

quotatives, 222

Qutadyu Bilig, 339, 456

rabbit, 6, 11, 279, 313, 373

raising see vowel raising

Ramstedt, G.J., 17, 139, 181, 384, 389,
392,399,410

Raole see Jao-le

Rashidu’d-din Fadlul’lah, 67, 71, 74, 181

rat, 154

Ratchnevsky, Paul, 64, 65, 298

reanalysis ~ reanalyzed (language change),
73,175,176, 178, 186, 200, 203, 321,

332,338,340, 343, 346, 347, 348,352,
355,361, 389, 401, 449, 453

reaping, 38

Rebgong, 191

reciprocal, 285

reduction see vowel reduction

reduplication ~ reduplicative, 222

reflexive, 42, 343, 392

regularity ~ regular ~ regularly, 5, 6, 20,
21,23, 28, 33,40, 51, 80, 82, 84, 102,
116,135,141, 143,154, 159, 187, 191,
200,204,215,216,221,280, 289, 290,
292,322,327,333, 341, 344, 350, 356,
357,375,387,415,453,454, 455,458

reincarnation, 374

[Rel N], 268, 308, 309, 311

relative clause, 227, 240, 268, 270, 271,
308

relay route ~ relay system ~ relay station,
124,133,151, 156, 158, 159, 166, 167,
290, 314, 342, 343, 346

religion, 25, 174

resultative, 131, 296, 317, 344

revalpo (33F), 173, 174

rhotacism ~ rhotacization ~ rhotacizing ~
rhotacized ~ rhotic ~ non-rhotic, 31,
38, 58, 60, 61, 66, 86, 89, 98, 130, 145,
149, 164, 165, 201, 267

rhymes, xxvi, xlix

‘ride’, 130, 215, 241, 259, 313, 359, 422,
423

‘right’ (side), 255, 313, 328, 381

Right Pei-p’ing #5 1L, 48, 56

Rinchen, B. (Purues, B.), 7, 65, 335, 339,
344, 355, 362, 367
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rivers, 38, 45, 46, 52, 58, 59, 60, 65, 66, 69,
71, 72, 73, 169, 175, 176, 179, 180,
413

‘river’ (word for ~), 17, 18, 19, 58, 100,
113,136,175,176,177,178, 180, 181,
195,213,214,313,314, 340, 341, 342,
347,354, 375, 381, 421

‘road’, 151, 342, 343, 346

‘robe’, 145, 146, 166, 411

‘roe deer’, 126

Romani people, 32

romanization ~ romanized, xxiv, xxvi, xliii,
xliv, xlvii, xlviii, 92, 212, 362, 377

rounded vowel, xliii, xliv, 8, 84, 111, 135,
214,230, 348,352, 398, 400, 434; see
also unrounded vowels

royal seal, 43

Rudnev, A. (Pyaness, A.), 20

runiform, xlvii, 59, 110, 174, 199, 334,
422

Sad (title), 99

saddle strap see girth strap

Saint George, 169

Saka, 52, 132, 167

salt, 151, 314, 336, 358, 381

Samganghaengsildo — 17 E1E=], 18

San Kuo Chih =&, 42,47, 55

sandal cord, 11, 87, 125, 166, 341

Sanglakh, 343

Sanzheev, Garma D. (Carmxees, ['apma /1.),
7, 16, 126, 455

Saskya Legs bshad, 386

Saskya Pandita, 386

scissors, 367, 406

scribe, 7, 157,247, 279, 280

513

script see writing

Scythian people, 52, 132, 167

‘sea’, 3, 336

Sea of Azov, 366

seal see royal seal

season, 45, 70, 249, 289, 290, 313, 339,
346, 361, 381, 436

secondary (language change), xliv, 333,
334, 345, 348

Secret History of the Mongols, 8, 72, 113,
147, 171, 330, 364, 392, 399

secretary, 152, 166, 247, 279

sedentary, 31, 32, 34

‘seed’, 363

semantic change, 28, 390

semantic narrowing, 386

Serwen Khaalga (Capsan Xaanra), 288

shaman ~ shamaness, 108, 202, 314, 344,
381

Shan clan [1][K, 138

Shan-tung see Shandong

Shandong L5, 54

Shang-ching F 5, 70

Shang-ku |7+, 48, 56

Shao-ku Hf[HE), 208

Shara (97%), 175

shared: functional morphology, 22, 188,
190-191, 283, 284, 287, 295, 415;
innovations, 154, 284, 288, 289;
lexicon, 63, 331, 406, 407, 410, 413,
453; phonological innovations, 288,
289

shaving ~ shaved, 45

sheep, 38, 45, 70, 174, 365, 366, 380, 387,
395
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shift see language shift

Shih Chi S50, 39, 44

Shih-lou clan FH#K, 137

Shih-pen clan ‘2K, 89, 136, 137, 288,
379

Shih-te %=1, 62

Shih-t’u clan FZE[L, 145

Shih-wei Z & see Shirwi

Shiratori, Kurakichi [ EE &, 13, 122,
147,155,156, 158,159, 173, 185, 333,
343, 350, 396, 405

Shirwi, 11, 53, 57, 58, 59, 60, 64, 65, 66,
69,71, 76,77, 203

shoe ~ shoes, 391, 394

Shou-pieh-kuan = FII'E, 161

Shu-lo-kan see Mu-jung Shu-lo-kan

sibilant, 88

sibling, 11, 16, 221, 234, 235, 264, 269,
290, 291,300, 313, 348, 356, 357, 405,
406, 414

Silgucin (3785) ~ Silgucin (784,
177,178, 180, 193, 315, 454, 455

silk, 389, 390, 414

Silla #4¢ (state), xIviii, 87

‘silver’, 389

simplified ~ simplification (phonological
change), 333

singular, 188, 195, 298, 333

Sino-Tibetan Treaty Inscription, 111

Sinor, Denis, 23, 67, 157, 185, 457

sister, 213, 234, 338, 357, 405, 4006, 452

sister language ~ sister branch, xlviii, 8, 13,
136, 313

Small Script see Assembled Script

smith, 125

smoke, 15, 107, 108

snakes, 44, 181, 313, 353, 357, 421

[SNP Prede], 305

society ~ social structure, 23, 31, 32

Sogdian people, 52, 91

Sogdian script, xliii, 10

‘soil’, 167, 314, 375, 389, 393, 397, 457

So-ku %2[#], 208

So-lu clan ZE L, 132

‘son’, 17, 18, 186,203,231, 236, 249, 261,
290,291,300, 307, 308, 338, 348, 349,
350, 356, 357, 403, 404, 452, 459

Sonom Gara, 386

sonorant, 88, 219

sound correspondence ~ correspond, 5, 6,
15, 16, 20, 21, 22, 23, 33, 51, 58, 80,
81, 86, 102, 103, 112, 113, 115, 126,
127,134,136, 143, 187,288,290, 292,
294,323, 357,397,415

Southern Liang EfJ4, 53

Southern Yen Eg i, 54

SOV, 302, 304, 380

sovereign, 364, 367, 368

spatial, 340

spear, 126

speech, 30, 53, 60, 122, 351, 356

spirant see fricative

spirantization, 15, 16, 153

spirit, 25, 44, 362

sporadic, 81, 146, 215, 341, 398

Sprags (N, 175

Spu (§), 170

Square Script see ‘Phagspa Script

Stammbaum see tree

Starostin, Sergei (Crapoctun, Cepreii), 13,
79, 82, 87, 327, 328, 332, 339, 344,
378, 386, 387, 395, 398, 400, 401
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stop ~ plosive, 15, 87, 88, 94, 96, 102, 141,
177,192, 213, 293, 389, 405

stress, 220

Subasida see Saskya Legs bshad

subject (grammatical subject), xxvi, 1, 266,
270,271,310, 312

subjects (social division), 40, 66, 69, 122,
124,172,394, 413

subordinate conjunctive converb suffix,
173,174

subordination, 272

subordinative conjunction, 272

substratal elements ~ substrata, 191, 346,
367,379

Su-ho-kuei Zf{1&, 190

Sui dynasty [&%H, 60, 170; see also Sui-
T ang

Sui Shu [FZ, 61, 62, 63, 64,121, 211

Sui-T’ang [EF, xxiv, 43, 57, 93, 94, 128,
129, 183, 189, 197, 198, 206, 207

Su K’o-han #f 1]/, 203, 208, 215

Su-li Z41], 51

summer, 181, 313, 345, 381, 382

sun, 11, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 291, 292, 313,
358, 359, 376, 384, 388

Sung dynasty ZK&fH, 103, 197, 256, 261

Sung-mo fAVE, 207

Sung Shu K, 169, 172, 185, 187, 188

superstrate, 154

suppletion ~ suppletive, 230, 233, 235,
258

Su-p’u-yen #REELE, 56

surname, 43, 124, 125

SV, 266, 302, 303, 381

Swadesh, Morris, 283, 385
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syllable nuclei, 84, 104, 114

syllable-final, xxvi, xlviii

syllable-initial, xxvi, 81, 82, 113, 141, 280,
289

syncretism, 230, 328, 373

syntax ~ syntactic, 188, 194, 210, 211, 266,
267,301,302,303, 304,305, 306, 310,
380, 417, 447

Szemerényi, Oswald, 283

taboo, 43, 145

Ta-chi ~ Ta-ch’i ~ T’a-chi ~ T’a-ch’i &,
207

Ta-fei Ch’uan KJE/I], 175

Ta-ho K&, 76, 198, 207

Tai X (state), 52

T’ai-tsu Emperor Wen K H 7 £77, 43

ta-jen KN, 48

Tajik, 75

tally sticks, 172

Ta-mo-kan clan KEF[X, 145

Ta-mo-lou ZEFKEE, 60

T’ang dynasty FFEH, xxvi, xxix, 37, 57,93,
170, 175, 208, 244, 260, 262, 276; see
also Sui-T’ang

Tangqut see Tangut people

Tangut people, 53, 170, 171

Tangut Empire, 53, 172

Tangut Script, 67, 172, 402

T’an-shih-huai /8 /4, 47, 48, 51,76, 413

Tao-tsung huang-ti ai-ts’e 7857 S H A,
200

T’ao-wei-ssu Mo-li [ E4 H, 179, 375

Ta-po clan ZEZ[X, 145, 316

Tartar, 73

Tartaros (Taptapog), 73
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ta-shuai KEI, 48

Tatabt see Qay

Tatar, 71, 73, 74, 103, 421

Tata[r]-Tona, 7

T’a-tun FH{HE, 56

technology ~ technological, 28, 384, 396,
414

temporal, 242, 340

Temiijin, 304, 421

tense, xxvi, 11, 131, 134, 136, 142, 241,
246,264,271,289,290,295, 315,317,
321,322,323,324,330,332, 344,373,
420; see also past tense, future, and
TMA

tent see yurt

text-critical notes, 126, 135, 142, 143, 144,
145

textile, 389, 414

Thogon (F35), 169, 183, 184, 188, 196

Tibet, 175, 192

Tibetan Empire, 109, 111, 170, 171, 172,
190

Tibetan people, 110, 129, 170, 386

Tibetan script, 82, 111, 114, 135, 137, 140,
173, 180, 202, 409

T’ieh-le £, 44

T’ien-chiian X% reign period, 240

T’ien-hui K& reign period, 103

till ~ tilling, 314, 375, 376; see agriculture

‘time’, 226, 247, 249, 263, 277, 279, 289,
290,309,310,313,330,339, 346, 361,
436

Ting-ling T %, 44

TMA, xxvi, 286, 289, 295; see tense,
mood, and aspect

Todaeva, B. Kh. (Tonmaesa, b. X.), 20, 220,
322,327,373, 378, 386, 411, 455

toenail, 392, 393

tone, xxvii, xlv, xlvi, 40, 80, 141, 154, 155,
357,387

Tofiuquq Inscription, 199, 347

T’o-pa clan #BL S, xxvi, 52, 53, 121, 122,
123

T’o-pa Yiian-hao JhEEICE  (Tangut
emperor), 53

toponyms, 66, 125, 138, 169, 175, 176,
177,178,179, 180, 181, 182, 189, 193,
288

Tou clan &L, 131

T’ou-lu-hou R, 47

Tou-mo-lou FEE, 57, 61

transitive, 373

tree (language family tree) ~ Stammbaum,
11, 14, 31

trill, xlvii, 89

tsheg, xlix, 173

Tsintsius, V. I. (Huamuyc, B. 1.), 335, 339,
340, 345,357,376,377,396, 408, 455

Tsu-chen tHE, 204, 209, 215

Tsu-pu [H [ ~ [HEE, 265, 421

Tuan clan E%, 53, 54, 76

T’u-fa 7352 (state), 52, 53, 54, 76

T’u-hsi clan H: £ %, 138

Tu-huo J&5, 207

Tu-ku clan fHINEK, 138

t'u-li 4 B2 (Late Kitan title), 64

t'u-1i F5H (Qay title), 64

T’u-nan clan + (%, 138

Tung Hu B iH see Eastern Hu

Tungusic peoples, 414

Tun-huang (&, 48, 109, 110
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T’u-pien ZE(&H, 207

Turcae, 366

Turfan, 330

Tiirgis, 119

Tirk, 3, 60, 68, 85, 88, 98, 366

‘Turk’ (Rashidu’d-din’s generic usage),
71; see also Atrak

typology ~ typological, 34, 177, 218, 220,
231,233, 300, 304

Tzu Chih T'ung Chien & G1E#, 55

umlaut, xliv, 110, 348

unaspirated see aspiration

uncle, 186, 187, 266, 271, 313, 355

unification, 401

unintelligibility, 65

universals see language universals

unpalatalized, 140

unrounded vowel, 8, 334

Urheimat see homeland

uvular, xliii, x1vii, 40, 85, 87, 89, 135, 209,
213,214, 405

Uyghur see Uygur people

Uygur people, 7, 10, 68, 84, 92, 112, 114,
116,118,129, 131, 174

Uygur script, xliii, 7, 8, 10, 174

Vasilevich, G. M. (Bacuneruu, I'. M.),
315, 396

VCC, 218

velar, xliii, 40, 85, 86, 87, 88, 94, 96, 100,
101,107, 111,112,118, 127,137,213,
214,254

Vladimirtsov, Boris Yakovlevich
(BmagmvupiioB, bopuc SkoBneBnd),
xliii, xliv, 7, 8

Vladimirtsov-Mostaert romanization, xliii
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vocalization, 289

vocoid sequences, 116, 214, 294

voice (grammatical category), 241, 285,
295,310, 324

voiced ~ voicing, xliii, xlvii, 9, 10, 40, 67,
88,110, 111,112,118, 135, 140, 154,
176,177,217, 218, 323, 329, 405

voiceless, 88, 110, 143, 154, 177,217, 218,
323

vowel harmony ~ vowel harmonic, xlvii,
129, 147,163,200, 202, 215,216,217

vowel lowering, 289, 356, 357

vowel raising, 221, 288

vowel reduction ~ reduced, 191

vowel shift, 215

Wa people & A, 46, 401, 413

Wade-Giles, xlvi, 103

walrus, 210

Wang-chien River EZ%E7 see Ergune
River

Wan-t’ou 254, 190

Wa-p’en clan 1§ 7[5, 138, 343

Warring States H{E{HSG (€, 37

warrior, 201

weapon, 133,151, 152, 165, 167, 314, 366,
367

weaving, 388, 414

Wei clan BREG, 144

Wei Shou Ffili, 41, 122

Wei Shu F#Z (3rd c., lost book), 41

Wei Shu ${Z (6th ¢.), 41, 53, 54, 59, 61,
64, 81, 87, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126,
129, 143,147,148,158,172, 185, 187,
199, 203, 205

Wen clan K, 138
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Western Chin 7555, 54

Western Ch’in P52, 54

Western Liao PH#& see Qara Khitai

Western Yen Py, 54

‘white’, 15, 16, 107, 108

wife ~ wives, 156, 161, 189, 195, 235, 249,
267,305,316, 317, 348, 359, 381

window, 27, 28, 29

Witsen, Nicolaes, 102

wolf, 15, 84, 123, 128, 166, 314, 333, 334

‘woman’ ~ ‘women’, 193, 214, 224, 247,
249,255,267,269,292,305,307,359,
381

word order, 302

word-final, 50, 88, 106, 107, 126, 134, 136,
148,164, 187,200, 218, 219, 220, 243,
289, 323, 326

word-initial, 10, 27, 56, 82, 84, 95, 214,
215,216,217,243,327,369, 419, 420,
421,426

word-medial, xlix, 88

Worin Sokpo H FIEERE, 346

writing (n.), 8, 43, 44, 83, 87, 121, 153,
154,157,164, 166, 172,210,211, 256,
261,273,278,315,317,332,356,422

Wu-ai-chen E4&1H, 161

Wu-chi 7J35, 59, 65

Wu-ching tsung-yao S4BT, 336

Wu-hou-ch’in River EEZK, 46, 416

Wu-i-shan-li &Lk, 82

Wu-sun ¥4, 44

Wu Wang I, T see Mu-jung Shu-lo-kan

Wu-yen 5ZE, 56

Wu-yin clan E5[[%, 139, 326

Wu-yin K’o-han %2 1] 7T, 190

Xiajiadian, 38, 39

Xiongnu see Hsiung-nu

xylograph, 191

Yale Romanization, xxvi, xlviii, 92

Yang-chen =EE, 161

Yao-nien #%%&, 76, 198, 207

Yar (Ub), 67, 198; see also Chidan Yar

Yaglaqar clan, 112, 118

Ye-Maek 550 see Maek

Yeh-li J[§{# (clan name), 67, 198

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai H{#4E41, 66

Yeh-lii Jen-hsien HR {4, 103

Yeh-lii Ti-lieh mu-chih-ming inscription
AR S UL EE#4, 200, 325

Yellow River &1, 52, 58, 60, 169, 354

Yellow River & (in southeastern Inner
Mongolia), 58, 60

Yen Ji (state), 39, 43

Yen-li-yu B75%, 48, 51

Yen Pei Lu 3 1L$%, 197

Yen Pei Tsa-chi FeltFfEEE, 197

Yongbi Och’on’ga SEFRFAIKHK, 155, 346

‘you’, 3, 15, 188, 305, 314, 333

Yiian clan JCEK, 123

Yiian dynasty Jt, 67, 72,99, 100, 197, 198,
454

Yiian-lai clan BHEG, 131, 142, 150, 164,
165, 343

Yiian Shih 5152, 280

Yii-ch’iu-pen FALE, 40

Yii-jo A, 161

Yu-lien clan F [, 140, 151, 378

Yiin clan Z£[X, 140

yurt, 29, 44, 45, 193, 214, 290, 292, 326,
341,377, 381

Yii-wen =32 (clan), 43, 53, 54, 57, 61, 76,
121
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Yi-wen T ai £330 %%, 43, 53

Zakharov, Ivan (3axaposs, Banb), 176,
329, 455

Zawkhan province (3aBxaH aiimar), 179

zero derivation ~ zero-derived, 47, 232

Zhang Btsantore Lhasbyin (ﬁ*““gﬁ'ﬁ%‘“'
85,177,178
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Zhangjiakou 5571, 56
Zhol Inscription, 170, 171
Zhubugu see Chu-pu-ku
zodiac, 132

zoonym, 313

Zridmda (3555%), xlix, 178
Zubu see Tsu-pu
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