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ANCIENT TURK (T"U-CHUEH) BURIAL CUSTOMS

BY
ILDIKG ECSEDY

This paper, originally written in honour of Professor Emel Esin in 1981%,
deals with the so-called Kok-Turks, in a sense as used by a related recent
voluminous work of hers,! by this term recalling the authors and subjects
of the Orkhon inscriptions, and distinguishing them from the predecessors
and inheritors of the Turk Khaghanates ruling between the middle of the 6th,
and 8th centuries, respectively. These “heavenly”’ Turks — as the attributive
kok “blue (sky)” is interpreted e.g. by Professor Esin — will be treated here
mainly upon written evidence, primarily on the basis of Chinese sources ;2
thus the sphere concerned is much narrower than her comprehensive cultural-
historical view — also including the related or alleged ethnic relatives, pre-
decessors and neighbours — and even narrower compared to the term Ancient
Turk(ic) of archaeologists.® The title, therefore, refers to the Chinese term
Bk T’u-chiieh, designating the political partner of the Chinese Empire from
the 40s of the 6th century until their defeat by the Uighurs (742/744), i.e.
a few years later than the inscriptions in question were written.

The cultural unity of the Turks, also suggesting an ethnic unity, and
reflected e.g. by a wide linguistic affinity, has so far seemed, for several scholars,
to have obviously been represented by the burial customs of the Turks as
well.4 This general cultural-ethnic uniformity — a direct consequence, in the
view of the author of this paper, of their rider-nomad way of life in vigour,
and the related social structure® — is also shown by the Chinese term 1" u-chiieh,

* The publication of the volume (Ankara), however, seems to have been hindered.

1 Cf. Esin (1980).

% Also including early China in the Chou times (11th—3rd centuries B. C.) and even
earlier. The author of this paper, however, upon a few written sources concluded that
several peoples or “tribes” recorded on different names and called Barbarians in China,
must have been related to the Chinese, with a main difference of economy and culture,
see Ecsedy (1974), (1979).

© 3 Cf. Drevnetjurkskij; on the term see e.g. Trifonov (1973), p. 852, N. 1; on its
validity as an expression of the ethnical-cultural unity of ancient Turks: Grag (1966).

¢ As seen in the summary description of the funeral ceremony : Esin (1980),
113—115; Gumiley (1967), 260—261.

¢ Cf. Ecsedy (1972); (1977).
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264 1. ECSEDY

unchangedly denominating for two centuries the whole sphere of power of
the Turk Empires (T"u-chiich B kuo “T’u-chiieh Country”) as well as the
conquering and ruling social-ethnic group(s) concerned. This generalization
of political aspect of the Chinese sources, supported by the description of
their customs as those of “the Turks” par excellence, involve opportunities
for further simplifications, especially as offered in the translations, formulating
and re-formulating, and by necessity reconciling the laconic records of different
Chinese sources. A re-reading of the original texts, however, brought some
lessons — enumerated here — concerning a supposable chronological and/or
economic (ethnic) division of the unified, but perhaps not at all uniform sphere

of the Turks.

*

The seeming homogeneity of customs may also be a consequence of the
inherent limits of separate disciplines and the usual sources used by them.
Namely, the readers of Chinese sources may consider Chinese records the best,
if not the only authentic source about the early period of the Turks, and these
first descriptions of theirs contain detailed and decisive information about
their burial with cremation. This is so much in accordance with the experience
of archaeology, that several scholars regard the records to other effect as
mere exceptions in emergence cases -8 or, they attribute another type of burial,
also regularly occurring in the territory of the Turks — viz. burial (without
cremation) with a horse — to the enemies and/or subjects of the Turks:
the &) T"ieh-le tribes, in spite of a related silence of the written sources
(or a few records to other effect, see below).?

Nevertheless, we find a report about an “irregular’ burial in the first
phase of Turk power, still in the time of the Chinese Dynasties Northern Chou
(Pei-Chou, 557—581) and Sui (581/589—618) — whose records first, contain
standard descriptions of the Turks — and before the time of the compilation
of their dynastic historical sources: the Chou-shu (CS) and Sui-shu (SS),
respectively, in the 630—650s.8 Namely, in 576, at the funeral ceremony of
Iami (Sizaboulos, Tardu ~ #§f Ta-t'ou’s father, ie. s Ekar Shih-tien-mi
or ¥ # F Ssu-ti-mi ~ I§tami, the ancestor of the Western Turks) — according
to Menandros: 43 — four ‘“Hun prisoners” were killed, in order to be his
heralds in the other-world, buried together with his horses ( and other treasures).

¢ E.g. Gumilev (1967).
7 Of. Trifonov (1973); his conclusion: p. 374.
8 The CS was presented to the throne in 636; see its Western translations in

Frankel (1957), 124—134, and Liu Mau-tsai (1958); Bidurin (1950—1953). The two
authors (and the related group of scholars) presented the parts concerned of the SS to the
emperor in 636 and 656, respectively, the monographs were ready by 644, cf. Baldzs (1962),
p- 86. See the translations: Frankel, pp. 135—146; Liu Mau-tsai, BiGurin.
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o th:‘;ir::]l;f;oz? story® apparently .reports the burial of a great leader
e , ‘ is alone may explain the extraordinary circumstances,
us it is gener ally evaluated as a belated case of human sacrifice,° havin
no connectlf)n with the usual burial customs, attested in detail by th,e Chines§
sources..Thls conclusion may be strengthened by the accessory circumstances
;eSfambhfng thos? of the Chinese descriptions, e.g. the cutting of the face a;
besi;g; I;)re:z;)::.rmng, so shocking and unpleasant for the Byzantine delegation
oo Thte story of Me‘ana,ndros, where no mention can be met about incineration,
“s n,o seem to disturb the lessons of the Chinese records, not only because
I&tdmi’s case was a unique occasion of a ruler’s burial, but because — in the
same p‘erlod‘ — cremation as the way of burial among the Turks is shown by
spo.ra,dlc Chinese passages as well. E.g. in 582, after a fierce battle with the
Chmes.e general SR EFE Ta-hsi Ch'ang-ju, the Turks gathered the corpses
of their fellow-warriors on the battlefield and burned them with cries Iz‘;.nd
lmlylxen‘l.:s.u This m(.ethod of burial — where, by the way, the interment of the
ashes is not mentlone_d — may represent a solution evoked by the necessity
of lea\'nng the place, i.e. for escaping. It could also be a regular case, which
can 'Stlll be considered a case of emergency ; the solution, however i’.e cre-
mation corresponds both with the general description of the Turks’ or‘with
§horter passages of the Chinese sources, and with the archaeological evidence
1cr(1) ug;(einir::. b((I: a,trra;lil);), in the case cited, the concomitant funeral requirements
solve i i
their lodging o anzc:};fzﬂo; t;:) .?hortness of time, and the distance from
of ite f::::sll‘lg}ess, the royal burial of 5.76 deserves special interest, in spite
anging froms Jl:a.ry, cl‘l‘aracter, l)fcause it fits into a series of kingly burials,
s o r(}))(f;.rl.s olg t(?mb (#1& ko-fun) culture, in the first centuries
rosal ,tombs inpSh lglou.s urla‘l of .the Hun ruler Attila; or: from the first
B, ombsin 8 ang-time .Chlna, in the last centuries of the 2nd millennium
Hav]:;lg A otht?m myt.hlc stories about ‘““Attila’s tomb” in Hungary.1?
e is pecuh'a,r type of burial throughout Eurasia, the author
o1 this paper would describe the Turk royal departure of 576, that recalled
many other ancient royal burials concerned, a ,»,Seythian type’y’ funeral cere-

® Cf. Chavann 1 - A i
occidontor es (1900), 240—241: “Ambassades byzantines chez les Tou-kiue
1o . . -
desorine, Cf. Ef‘m (1980), p. 110 (while this is not mentioned in her report about the
pl-llcg‘ ot}”] The yog (funeral ceremony)” as a whole, pp. 113-115)
n the military actions between the Chi pa of i Ho
St 1O > : € Chinese troops of the Sui House and >4
o }if; fl)o. l.:::s . I $para khaghan’s Turks, in the 2nd year of the K’ai-huang period, seSLT%I‘?;
Mau.ti:' iography : 88, chap. LIII, cf. Liu Mau-tsai (1958) I, pp. 94—95; cf. Liu
]zx,spp. 45, 66, 100, 115, 119 (but without the passage concerned). T
ee the related references: Ecsedy (1982).
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mony, since it was recorded in Europe by Herodotus among the Scythians,
in about the same period when its East-Asian parallel — the “first”’, i.e.
representative case — was commemorated in Chinese records (in 588 B. C.).
It must have been a belated reminiscence of an archaic rite, far from being
a usual burial with extraordinary details, and therefore it deserves to be
evaluated as another type of burial, perhaps with its own historical (cultural-
ethnic) background.

For this reason, it should be emphasized that the ‘“Western Turk’ royal
burial in question not only reflects interment without cremation, but also
a characteristic ideological basis, distinguishing it — apart from the formal
similarities — both from the Turk funeral customs described in contemporary
China and the ancient burials with human sacrifices, also well-known in China’s
early centuries. The related practice was considered uncivilized in China
almost since the beginnings of historical records (but it was still in use, even
if only in cases of high-ranking personalities, as seen from an excavation in
Honan, 1978—1979, from the 6—5th centuries B. C.), and it was attributed
to barbarians only, at least since the time when the sacrifices were substituted
in China by clay or wooden figurines. The Chinese burials of this ancient and
Barbarian type, however, seem to involve propitiatory, offering human
sacrifices — whether or not interring them with the deceased person — to
gain the favour of supernatural powers, without an elaborate or an apparent
idea of an after-life. The enlarging circle of substituting figures, developing
into a whole court around a princely person (in the 2nd century B.C., as
seen in Ch’angsha, in the excavations made since the late 1960s) or an imperial
army — belonging to the alleged or expected tomb of the First Emperor
ghs % Oh'in Shih Huang-ti, 221—210 B. C., excavated from the 1970s —
is characteristic of the time when the substitution (of the sacrifices by fig-
urines) was obligatory and natural; thus it served memorial purposes and
ostentations of earthly, i.e. social luxury rather than pious intention — as
shown by the related condemnations of puritanist Confucian philosophers —
the wishes concerning an other-world being just symbolized. (As a matter
of fact, all this may concern the time prior to and outside the influence of
Buddhism of non-Chinese origin, also providing new concepts of human fate
after death.)

At I$dami khaghan’s burial four prisoners were sacrificed — similarly
to China in the Shang or early Chou times (by about the middle of the first
millennium B. C.), the defeated enemy being “‘superfluous’, not accepted by
the society and not yet used in great number in the economy, e.g. as servants
(slaves) —, and they might be called “Huns” as a synonym of “Barbarian” ;
no more detail helps to judge whether or not they could belong to a population
defeated by the rulers of the Turk Empire, perhaps differing in ethnic, etc.
By the way, we are informed by Herodotus (IV: 71—73) that among the
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Scythians, “having no purchased slaves”, the wife and servants follow the
deceased leading personality to his tomb (let us add: without cremation).
Anyhow, the sacrificed prisoners of the Turks had a function in their sup-
posed after-life, being sent to hand over the filial messages to Idtdmi, thus
they must have been expected to follow the ruler and to render further per-
sonal service to him. The further remark of the Greek record, to the effect
that the message — about the funeral honour paid to the dead ruler — was
told to them “in their Barbarian language”, may mean but Turk(ic), since
they must have been considered to be able to communicate with the Ancestor.

All this must have happened somewhere on the western slopes of the
Altai (as the Ektag, “White” or “Gold” Mountain is identified by E. Chavan-
nes),!® at the court of the future Western Turks; while a few years later
I$para’s Eastern Turks burned their dead fellows on the battlefield, without
further human sacrifices. The difference could be due to the difference of rank
of- the buried persons in question, a royal personality being honoured by the
archaic ‘Tuxury’ of human sacrifices, while the corpses of common warriors
were simply buried on the field. This kind of distinction, although probably
also manifested in the funeral ceremonies of the Turks, does not explain
I$tdmi’s burial, because cremation was also applied at later khaghan’s burials,
and it was stated by the Chinese to have been general among the Turks in
this early period, see below.

I$tdmi’s burial cannot be considered a Western Turk “custom’’, in
cor'ltrast to, say, Eastern Turk cremation, either for its unique nature (not
being attested by archaeology or other records) or for the primarily political
character of the distinction between Western and Eastern Turks from 581 on,4
not necessarily or constantly reflected e.g. in their geographical, i.e. territorial
division either.15 ’ ;

At least the “Scythian type” burial was not unknown among the Eastern
Turks, as seen after 5y Hsieh-li (El(i) ~ I1(i)?) khaghan’s death, in the 8th
year of the Cheng-kuan period (634).1% The khaghan, having stayed in the Chi-
nese court — under the protection of the emperor gz Tang T’ ai-tsung,
as a prisoner-like “‘guest” — died in the capital Ch’ang-an, but “his country’s
people” were called to arrange the funeral ceremony, in the traditional way.
Namely, his corpse was burned and a mound (%% chung) was made for him
north of the river j§§ Pa'? — after the due rituals — according to the custom;
recorded as standard by the Chinese sources (in spite of T’ang T’ai-tsung’s

13 Chavannes (1900), p. 236.

14 Cf. Chavannes, 219—221.

15 Cf. Ecsedy (1980a).

16 QTS, chap. CXCIV, shang, cof. Liu Mau-tsai (1958) I, p. 145; HTS, CCXV,
shang, Liu Mau-tsai I, p. 195. ’

1" The river Pa (Pa- 7k shui) in Shenhsi: of. Liu Mau-tsai II, p- 581 (N. 762).
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remark to other effect, see below). Hsich-li khaghan: however, did‘ not lea?’e
for the other-world alone : he was followed by a frl?llld and’ rel%tlve of hli;
the ik & hu-lu ta-kuan (ulwy targan ),'® named &’ﬁ.ﬁzﬂ T,u-yu Hun-ye?;l,%
who once accompanied Hsieh-li's mother %% (~ &) #g P o (N.Sc.))-sln ]
to her new home — after her marriage — and supporf;ed Hs.zelz-lz since h%s'
birth. So much shocked by the khaghan’s death, he killed himself, and .hls
self-sacrifice so moved the emperor that he ordered: h‘e should bfa buried
in the side-part of Hsieh-li’s mound, and also erfzcted for h.lm 8 niemorlal’?,tox}e
with an inscription of his deeds. Another relative of Hsieh-li (kB Ch i-min
khaghan’s 3rd son) is also mentioned by .the related passage of tl"le {Is;n
T’ang-shu (HTS) : 8% 8 % Su-ni-shih (Ch'i-min’s younger I?rother) vxfas similarly
followed in his death by sacrifices (in an earlier time ?),'21 ie. .ﬁ] hsiin, the tem.n
used when recording the ancient royal burials in China with human sacri-
fices.?
This voluntary self-sacrifice may induce us to assume that t‘he hl‘nnan
sacrifices at I&tdmi’s burial did not mean a mere occasional bz_xrbarlsm either,
but a kind of reminiscence of an archaic funeral rite, representing preparatory
steps for the personal “‘survival” (continuity) — guaranted by t?le Iillfsgm;
of closely related personalities — of a deceased lea?,der. In East Asia t lis 11}11
of burial was first and best attested by the Chinese records concerning t ‘e
#4w Hsiung-nus. According to the related Chinese .report — ‘recorded beff)le
90 B. C. at least — when a personality of theirs (of high rank: if not of a ruhﬂng
position) died, he was buried in coffin(s) (word by WOI“d: in ¥ kuan-kuo
“inner and outer coffin(s)”’), together with gold and silver (treasures), and
those men and women of his (E 3 ch’en-ch’ieh ‘subjects (of rank) and 2(33011cu-
bines’) who accompanied him, numbered hundreds &pd thougaflds e -
Setting aside now the thorny problem of the sthnic &nd/o.r linguistic char-
acter of the leaders of the Hsiung-nu empire — far from being solved — we

18 $7j% hu-lu is considered some kind of rank, and F'E ta-kuan brut a variant
of the title ¥ ta-kan ~ targan by Liu Mau-tsai 1I, p. 581 (N. 763), p. 613. ]
19 The first part of his name is written with the usual characters ?f the name o
the tribe(s) (people) H:- 4 T u-yii-hun, disturbing China several times in .the year 001;1-
cerned, but in the following passage this loyal subject is ment‘loned as YR Hun-yeh,
i ti 2 T'u-ku ~ T’u-yi to be used as a famxly-nam{e. . o
e Wi%’;}‘igg:}‘;ﬁig % p’o is often used for ¥ so in Chinese trauscnptlons;. of Turkic
names : Pelliot (1929), p. 243, cf. Ecsedy (1980), 30—31 (No-tes 18, 24:); see T;;r;{(?h;mg-
mien (1958), p. 589, referring to a form 2§ So-shik of this name in the T , chap.
IV € K3 £ -
Xf This remark, to be met in the HTS alone, is found ‘“‘unreliable” by Ts’en Cl.'u,u}g
mien, p. 617 (probal’)ly both for the laconic character of the record and the missing
, p-
references). .
22 On the Chinese terms, here and below, see Ecsedy (1982).
28 Shih-chi, chap. CX, p. 1034b.
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can at least admit the presence of the ancestors of the so-called Altaic peoples
under their rule, among them those of the Altai’s masters in the 6th century
as well. The Turks are explicitly said by the Chinese sources to have been the
offspring of the Hsiung-nu’s, no matter how stereotype these introductory
parts of the Chinese records about a foreign people used to be.2¢ Anyhow,
a cultural-historical continuity can be supposed with good reasons, perhaps
also reflected in the memory of this archaic burial custom among the Turks,
or at least among a part of them, even if the bulk of the population buried
their dead in a different, more human way.

The latter supposition, about a part of the empire founded by the Altaj
Turks, may be supported by a mediatory link, both between the ancient
burial custom and a later substitution (e.g. by carvings) of the human sacri-
fices, and a territorial link between the Hsiung-nus and Turks, that may
be referred to as “Scythian” or Hsiung-nu burial customs, as well as to the
ancestors of the Turkic-speaking rulers of the Altai and the related lands.
Namely, a discovery of a cemetery near # g Kao-ch’ang, in 1975, showed
some traces of a ““foreign” population in the territory as early as in the 5th
century A.D., the excavated pictures and carved figurines (of ‘“‘servants”)
depicting dresses, ornaments and physiognomy of apparently non-Chinese
origin® After a survey of the Chinese documents of an administrative char-
acter found in the tombs, the discoverers were inclined to judge the territory
to have been basically Chinese, not only from a political-administrative, but
also from a cultural point of view, concluding e.g. from the literacy found
there.?® Nevertheless, the name of the territory and administrative district
(and its centre, the later “city” and ‘‘fortress”) Kao-ck’ang was obviously
a Chinese transcription of a local place-name of probably non-Chinese origin,?

* See the Chinese source-references concerning the early phase of Turk history :
Ecsedy (1968), 151 —152. By the way, in the “genealogical” remarks by the Chinese on
the Turks, we do not find any comment about their language, not even in the usual
stereotype form (e.g. mechanically connecting them with their “ancestors”, i.e. the
Hsiung-nus, in this respect, t00).

* The cemetery was found north-east of the ancient walls (“city”) of Kao-ch’ang,
on the slopes of the mountain K 4B 1] Huo-yen-shan, cf. Turfan (1978), p. 1. The chrono-
logical scopes of its use may be indicated by a document, written in Chinese (on trans-
actions-concerning wine), originating as early as from 422 A. D., 4.c. the 11th year of the
X hh Hsiian-shih period of the Northern Liang House (4L 5 Pe: Liang), cf. Turfan
(1978), p. 3.; and one of the further documents, written (in Chinese) in 481, i.c. in the
17th year of the s j& ¥ ung-k’ang period of the khaghan 5% f2EE & Shou-lo-pu-chen of
the Juan-juans (or J. ou-jans).

% Cf. T’ang (1978), 20—21.

*7 See Pelliot (1911) ; cf. Gabain (1973), pp. 214 (Kao-ch’ang), 219 (Qodo, considered
there a name of non-Chinese and non-Turkic origin). The later name of the settlement and
its neighbourhood Qara-Qoéo is reflected in its modern Chinese name B4 i 1 KL Ha-la-ho-
cho.
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and the population consisted of several et}'mic element‘s. of the Altaiic spileri
in later, better documented periods,? so it is not‘surpmsln‘g‘; that ac c,),szr to?l,
at the material found in the tombs concerned gave more ‘‘Barbarian’’ details
in the preliminary report.
than glilost;:ef:n‘lxgs, ijlpwooden cgffilfs — in addition to the remains ofdtl'le
corpses, among many other objects — sn‘lall wo.oden tablets were Cf{oun. 11;
1975. On a few longish pieces, narrowing into points on both ends, ra‘;wllgng
of men could be seen (with ‘large-dense eyebrows, big eyes and cogr az:
barian (#§ hu) beard”), with black Chinese charac.ztc'ars on the_ :)0 y—parne;
{% A\ tai-jen ‘‘a substitute’, while on other ones tai-jen was writ en o: of ¢
side and on the other one something in red .characters, in some scrlp1 (;t
“national minority”, resembling Soghdian script.2® The tomb where the la e;‘
tablets were found was connected — first of'all because of; Othe doc.zu}in:;l
dated from a Juan-juan khagan’s ruling period, from 4_89 0 = WltH e
Juan-juans, struggling for this territo)ry with t1'fhe1 N:)lrthern 75 Liang House
i Jorthern Wei (386—534), respectively.
we w\;;ieic’;rrangiﬁ the fi(ndings in 1976, a m.ember of: the team sicczedeg
in reading the script on the tablets and he pu}ohshed — in another lslx orf :Zl;le
“preliminary” article — his conclusions, with a few photographs o he
inscriptions concerned. According to him and the photographs, on om(ai s;he
of the tapering tablet(s), lengthwise from a})ov‘e‘) dow-nwafrds, we rea ,
Chinese characters {-&, A tai-jen “‘substitute”, i.e. s?bstltutlng man (person)é{,
while on other side Soghdian letters can be read “in Turk lz,mguage (2 PR EE
Tu-chiieh yit): Ki& meaning ‘man’ (A jen), ‘servant/slavef APA f(;)r &.)\
pu-jen) or ‘wife’ (FEF chi-tzu)”’.* On another tablet the Chinese word A jen

8 Cf. Gabain (1973), 18—23.
2 Turfan (1978), p. 2.

30 See Note 25. o )
31 Turfan (1978), pp. 5(—6). On the territory of (Pei) Liang and the history of the

—19562) II, pp. 197—199.

el 5:2&;{91;‘;0_“0‘5;;;‘:1 fﬁ:’lﬂzic(il?xfe’lﬁls. )6elov§;cr,> Seloveleskij, 2. Zena) 'in ancient
Turkic, cf. Drevnetjurkskij slovarj (1969), p. 310. — .Here I thank‘ Prof. A. P;ona:;l‘t:z fl'?r
drawing my attention to the fact that: the two. kinds of meanings are .reterre o bz
Clauson (1972) to two different forms of this Turkllc V.VOI’d.. The form kigi is in erpr:mst oy
bhim as ‘ ‘man, person, human being’, without dlstmc?tlon of sex, often in co(ril ost b0
animals and supernatural beings” (p. 752); this meaning completely corrilspon .:ben e
Chinese word A jen. The form kigi, however, is said to have' b(.aen t:requen y wr{ oo
kisi — both the Runic and Uighur script being unable to dls_tmgmsh th-em - }.:l:m he
older and probably the original form”, meaning ‘wife’, cf. p. 4‘%9 (=750); Seet }‘:e e
‘wife’, too, p. 748. Thus the tablet in the tomb near Kao-ch’ang, shov:‘mgh. o earliest
record of a Turkic word proper, could be put near the er}tombed person ’orl is T
the more archaic interpretation is taken into consideration — but the .fma wgon

matter can be said only upon a more detailed report about the tombs in question.
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‘man (human being)’ can be read, in Soghdian script, as rin, while on a third
one (type?) tairin can be read,i.e. a transcription of {- A tai-jen, in Soghdian
script again (no photograph or comment being seen in the publication about
the other sides of the tablets in question). Finally, five names are quoted
from the Chinese documents found in the tombs : two of them end with the
characters $¢#} t'i-ch’in, interpretable as a Chinese transcription of tigin,
indicating Turk princely persons and relatives, and a Turk official title as
well; while one of the cited names contain the characters EH1E Wu-hu-shen
(or ch’en) (wu being published in its modern simplified form), interpreted by
the author of the publication as a transcription of Upuz, written — probably :
misnrinted — as Uruz (without treating the third character, impossible to be
explained as an ending of a transcription of the ethnic name Oyuz ~ Uypuz).33

The tablets with the transcription in Soghdian script of ({-) A (tai-)jen
were found in the same tomb where the document dated from Northern Liang
’422) had been placed, so it originated from a time when the territory was
under Hsiung-nu rule — the author concludes. The Turkic-language inscrip-
tions cannot belong to the later masters of the territory : to the Juan-juans
who spoke Mongolian (according to Pelliot’s view, as we may see from the
reference); and the name Uyuz (Oyuz), apparently as corresponding to the
name Uiyur (misprinted as Uirur), i.e. to its transcriptions of different forms,
is connected (without further arguments) with the nomadic tribes of the
4th—5th centuries A. D. ¢#) t’ieh-le (or 3k HE ti-li or g #h ch’ik-le) (“a phonetic
variant of T& ting-ling”), “called ®H¥ Kao-ch’e (‘high cart’), too”, upon
the large wheel carriages used by them; their tribal (ethnic) name could
occur among & population differing from them — in the view of the author
of the report — just to indicate their foreign origin.

On the basis of this discovery — cited at length both because it is quite
recent and since no further documentation is available for the time being —
a link can be found between the burial customs of the Hsiung-nu “ancestors”,
i.e. predecessors of the Turks and the archaic reminiscences of the aristocratic
funeral ceremonies of the Turks themselves : a kind of “Barbarian” burial
— or: burial of a population including a non-Chinese component — where
“substitutes”, i.e. substituting tablets were placed, probably instead of human
sacrifices. Apparently the Chinese usage of substitution by carved figurines
represents another type of burial, since it occurs within the same time and
in the same cemetery where the “substitution of human beings”™ (wife/wives,

% The cited names are: 1) FHEAEE) Jo-min vi-chiin, 2) E#1E O Wu. (simplified
in the paper) -hu-shen (or, ch’en) X, 3) BLJLIFHI K O Wu-erh-hsi-hu-chen X, 4) {E (V)
ERFEEERTR) O Cheng (?)-tu-shik-mo-Ko-le X, 5) TEHL BB T u-ti-t'i-ch’in, and — as
mentioned in the publication — similar names can also be found in the documents. The
illegible characters at the end of the names 2), 3), 4) might be important for the explana-
tion, as they can represent e.g. titles, ending(s) of names, etc.
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slave(?)) is shown by the tablets with inscription. All this occurred under the
rule of the Chinese dynasty Northern Liang whose rulers’s family, the JH#
Chii-ch’ii is considered to have been of Hsiung-nu origin; in 422 Chii-ch’i
25332 Meng-sun was the ruler. But, seeking for the origin of a Turk cultural
element, it is more important to recall that the ancestors of the founders of
the Turk Empire were said to have lived in the neighbourhood of Kao-ch’ang
at the time of the defeat of Northern Liang (439 A.D.); and this record,
a laconic and obscure myth of the origin of the Turks, can be found in the
introduction of the same chapters of the Chinese historical sources that
declare them to be the offspring of the Hsiung-nu.

Even if the records about Kao-ch’ang, as an old homeland, etc., would
concern only a part of the Turks — the mythical stories in the textual neigh-
bourhood being similarly obscure — the territory of Kao-ck’ang and its
population can on good grounds be supposed to mediate cultural tradition-
like burial customs to the ancestors of the Turks. This may at least be true
regarding the ruling [ #§ A-shik-na clan of the Turks, not only because
an aristocratic tradition can be borrowed first by the ruling element of another
population — whether not related or subjected to the earlier rulers — but
also because the above myth mentioning Kao-ch’ang concerns the rise of the
A-shih-na, one of the ten wolf-born sons, each founding a clan after having
left the cave of the mountain near Kao-ch’ang. The few cases of burials with
human sacrifices, referred to above, are indeed connected with Turk leaders
of A-shih-na origin: with I$tami khaghan, Ch’i-min khaghan’s younger
brother Su-ni-shih, and Hsieh-li khaghan respectively ; although the self-
sacrifice of Tu-yii Hun-yeh in the latter case, a sign of loyalty of a relative
or close devotee of the khaghan’s mother-side, i.e. from another clan — due
to the well-known rules of exogamy — may show that the related knowl-
edge and emotional obligation was not confined to the A-skik-na clan alone.

3 The introductory parts of the CS and SS (and later texts, following them) seem
to record such divergent stories about the ancestors of the Turks, that e.g. Ts’en Chung-
mien (1958, pp. 962—964) divides them into three different myths of origin, as if suggest-
ing three different groups of Turks concerned. The first story would concern “‘a separate
tribe of the Hsiung-nu”, the survived offspring escaping to Kao-ch’ang’s neighbourhood ;
the second group of the mythic stories is connected with those ancestors of the Turks who
came from “North (or North-West) of the Hsiung-nus”: from ZZ[ So-kuo “Soghd
Country” ; and the third group of mythic record refers to those Turks who — after the
defeat of the JH Z& Chii-th’il, i.e. the rulers of Northern Liang — came under the rule of
Northern Wei, in 439. Unfortunately enough, we could divide the related myths into
more stories as well; the only common feature of these mythic stories is that a gap of
(more than one) generation is left before the direct founders of the Turk Empire emerged
from the Altai region, from the Juan-juan Empire. Naturally the sparse data do not make
it possible to solve the problem in this way either, at least not without a discovery of new
sources either of a written or archaeological nature.
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As far as the linguistic background of a kind of cultural continuit
(or a borrowing at least) can be judged from the inscription of the tablety
and the names found in the cemetery near Kao-ch'ang : they do not contradic:
an assumption of a Turkic-speaking population concerned. Unfortunatel
the arguments of the second preliminary report are far from being s&tisfa.ctory’
'.I‘he rank and title tigin ~ tegin, being the first among the Turk official titly:
in the Chinese records, and said to be conferred on the sons brothers (a,ec;
other close relatives) of the khagans,3 does not offer an ai)parent Turl?j
fetymology; as a matter of fact, similarly to several other ranks and title y
it can be of foreign origin as well : inherited or borrowed by the Turks, in a;’
u'nknown (maybe: ancient) phase of their history. (By the way the; Turk
title gayan was also used already by the Juan-juans.) The trib;a,l (ethnic)
name oyuz, could also be — for similar reasons — of foreign origin; moreove:
1.t designated tribes (tribal confederacy) hostile to the Turks — e’ven if sulf—’
jugated — having at least a fate or their own. But the name, as mentioned
above, does not offer a usual Chinese transcription, and the decipherment
of thfe other cited names does not seem easier than e.g. the nanﬁ-} of t}rl1
mentioned Juan-juan khaghan (or the Juan-juan names that could hele
to clea:r‘ up the language concerned). After all, it is due to the TurkiE
?vort}(lll kigi in Soghdian script that the presence of a Turkic-speaking population
;r:m]u ; e;.?oove cemetery and territory can be supposed or at least cannot be
The main argument for the Turk character of the population buried
near Kao-ch’ang in the 5th century — i.e. the statement that they did not
belong 1:,0 the Juan-juans, since the latter were not Turkic-speaking — is
paradoxically enough, not weakened by the fact that the only word in qustion’
was preserved in Soghdian script. Naturally, this does not change the basic
difficulty — the lack of Juan-juan linguistic material, the strong opposition
of names of Juan-juan personalities in Chinese chronicles to be explained from
Turkic — but it may avert the usual, although often tacitly applied lesso
of the Chinese transcription of the name of the Turks 22k T"u-chiieh, su osecli1
tglhave reflected a Juan-juan — ‘“Mongolian type” — plural form of’ thela) Ir)la,me
Tirk. As a matter of fact, the Chinese name can be explained from the Chinese
language and usage of transcription as well ; but recently it was pointed out
that a natural and correct explanation of the Chinese form of the designation
of thrks can be due to a Soghdian mediation, too, to be illustrated e.g. by
th'e flrst' attempt of the Turks to establish official and commercial contact
with China; the Chinese delegation, in return, included a Soghdian envo;

% ‘Title of the khaghan’s famil : ince’ . ..
(1969), p. 547 tegin T. y members, prince’, of. Drevnetjurkskij slovar’
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(interpreter ?), in 545.3 If we take into consideration, on one hand, that an
inscription was found, written in Turk language and Soghdian script, perhaps
from the first decades of the (First) Turk Empire, made in or after I§para
khaghan’s rule (581—587) ;3 and on the other, the fact that Soghdians arrived
and began to settle in China a few centuries earlier: perhaps from the end of
the 2nd century A.D.,® a Soghdian diplomatic and cultural — written or
oral — mediation toward China is not at all improbable. The word kist, written
in Soghdian script, could have referred to a Turkic population, though not
because in contrast to a different language of the Juan-juan rulers of the
territory from the end of the 5th century, but because the tablets in the tomb
at Kao-ch’ang show the same Turkic-Soghdian relationship that can be seen
at the historical appearance of the Turks, under Juan-juan rule (in 545) or
independently ruling over the sphere (after 552) as well.

The Turks were recorded in connection with Kao-ch’ang after their rise
as a power : in their standard Chinese description Kao-ch’ang occurred among
the first “‘countries” conquered by them, queens or princesses of Turk origin
were mentioned in stories concerning Kao-ch’ang’s rulers, etc.3? The archaic
burial custom of a component of the later Turk Empire — “humanized”
by written forms of substitution of human sacrifices — must have survived
as a royal tradition among the Turks, or even among their descendants until
as late as the funeral of Chinghis, so that certain scholars might consider this
type of burial an ‘‘Altaic custom” .4

Nevertheless, since funeral peculiarities may also conceal or reveal
ethnic differences in Central Asia,i! attention should be paid to the Turk

3 On Pelliot’s reconstruction of the Chinese transcription Tu-chiieh as Tirkiit
(referring to Marquart’s reconstruction, i.e. Turkut), see : Pelliot (1915); the explanation
based on arguments of contemporary Chinese possibilities to transcribe clusters (in the
word Tiirk): Pulleyblank (1965). On the Soghdian mediation, as a cultural and historical
factor, responsible for the Chinese transcription of the name Tiirk, corresponding to a
restored Soghdian form Turkit (*Turkit or *Turkid), see Harmatta (1972), 272—273:
on the Soghdian envoy grzggﬂﬂ'g An No-p’an-t’o (~ An Nahidfand < *NayBand <
* NayPand, as restored there). In West, in the Western Tiirk diplomacy with Byzantium,
too, a Soghdian mediation or interpretation can be pointed out, cf. Harmatta (1962), pp.
148 sqq.

% Cf. KljaStornyj—Liv8ic (1971).

38 Cf. Harmatta (1971); (1979).

% E.g.in 590 A. D.: S§, chap. LXXXIII, of. Liu Mau-tsai I, p. 124.

40 However, in connection with the burial of Chinghis khan, Pelliot recalled that
this type of funeral tradition had been known in ancient China, too: Pelliot (1963), p.
329.
41 Cf. Djakonova (19765), esp. chapter V, pp. 120—159. (A related method cannot
guess the ethnic of a single grave, i.e. the population that had made it, but it can deter-
mine certain distinctive features, at least for orientating.)
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variant of the Scythian type burial (continuing the royal tradition of the
Hsiu7zg-1zus), involving a patriarchal intention to provide a basis for the aftv;er:
life of a deceased person. Apart from g general symbolism to this effect in
cemeteries in many parts of the world — as a reflection of the living world*? —-
the Turkic-speaking peoples seem to have preserved the old type intention
f(')r the time after “moving to the other world”, i.e. to meet their closest rela-
tives a.nd dependents there, as if by this guaranting the integrity of individual
after-life, although for men of high rank and social prestige only, similarl

to the steppe-life in this world.®® The Turks themselves seem to l,mve trie(}i7
to leave the most archaic and most barbarian solution — e.g. the widows
as a ‘rule, were married to the (younger) brother or son of the husband, as
mer.ltloned, in a disapproving way, by the Chinese recordst* —, while am:)n

thelr- subjects (or descendants) the custom of considering th:a,t the Widowg
re.ma,med the wife of the deceased (and so was obliged to live alone) could
wtill be noticed .45 Even the final consequences were drawn in the archaic ethnic
sp.heres of the Turkic peoples as late as in the 17— 18th centuries, when true
wives, friends and servants were still said to have followed their, “masters”
f:o the tomb,*i.e. to the fire in which the corpses left their earthly form, accord-
g]g] to the general tradition of Turk burial customs, that will be tou,ched on

elow.

ol 42 Eg several old H}mgaria.n cemeteries, preserving corpses of a whole extended
ami y.(or lineage or clan), in a separate or separable form, provided the opportunity to
recognize the positive picture of this “reverse’ world, as initiated by the alizhaeolo Yc (;
.resea:rch of Gyula Lészl6, and generally applied in Hungarian archaeology of landconqgtllei-
::115 Otllmss.tl(]Th.en, by the way,.the organization reflected in the cemeteries must have also
ol Xffe.) e impact of Turkic form of earthly organization and desires concerning an
oo, £ 43 The H.smng-nlu or ’lrurk burial with sacrifices of “followers” differs in this respect
0, from eg. the Chinese type of “humanization” of sacrifices, substituting them b :
carved figurines, of a whole court’s multitude as well: the lattex" social luxurg could by
attached to a woman or a child, too. (Naturally the works or expenses must iav b ;
cover.ed by the related communities, etc., both on the steppe and in Chin e'f .
pressm‘g‘ gf:sonal mourning and sorrow, t0o.) Cf. note 46. v Bee
18 practice is also seen in the ¢ i i i
rulers (in succession); cf. e.g. Ecsedy (1 968;8‘136032t11]g4(;(1}13f1238(;.p—r~1 “S°:: siisbz;:\?y:::g ok
‘5. It was recorded by the Chinese about the tribes of the g7 3 Shih-wei’ in:x)l. di
Populations of different origin, some of them being attributed “Tm‘-k” cust : S ;‘ ';‘l’-ll‘g
chap. (;?(,)p 51323,(20); THY, vol. III, chap. XCVI, p. 1721, e e
o n the Turkic-speaking people of Siberia, seemingly homogeneou: 'ni
1131(1;;11‘ 1]d~eea,s e;bout a life after death and the related burial fuitoms, sgee Aleis(;(;tczgg%g)
o - 1t ° (cf. t_he summary : pp..302—315); on the memory (at least) of a tradition
nong the Yakuts to bury (and, in case of cremation: to burn) the wif; d
with high-ranking men: 186—189. 1o and servanta
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A possible connection of cremation or self-sacrifice of a v'vife, 'etc., with
more disl’c)ant funeral customs, e.g. with those in India, in any l.ustorlcal phase
of Turkic peoples, is a too complex problem to be even mentioned here, but

also seems to exceed the scope of early Turkic history.

* %

In the Chinese sources detailed descriptions concern t'he daily and general
funeral customs of the Turk population. The ox{er~all validity of thlf c%rzn];ony,‘
mentioned in the Chinese records as concerning the realm of the Tur ; lz:s
a whole, used to be queried by a few Chinest? records to other effect,llan by
the archaeological findings of tombs with dlfferer'lt contents, as we as Sy)
researches concerning the appropriate explana’flon of statues ((Izg,rw.ng
made of stone, and wood, ete., found in the terrltory; of the Turk mplr;s.
The related Chinese sources, as can be seen below, still conceal some so far
unexp’i'(;:‘: db;:ifzrtxfaizsotave been known and have been studied for a long
time,% and no correction of the interpretation of tl.1e main moment.s or m;por-
tant details seems necessary. The Chinese descriptions f)f Turk bl?rml cu: om:
are similar, while they also show differences ; but their ?ranslatlol.ls at ;r(x;pf
at conciliating them so successfully that they are somet.nmes consi erft hal :
ferent aspects, different details of one and the same burial cerem(.)nzr. hifh
pened recently that attention was paid to a passage of .the ‘Sm-.:. 'c];, Wh ;
cannot be found in the Chou-shu,* but without the re-exarr}matlf)n of the v;/ ote
description, though — in my view — this would make it easier to eva fu:h:
e.g. a T'ang emperor’s declaration about the change of burial customs o
Turksi*‘or, in a well-known and dubious statement of the emperor e T’m;
tsung (627=—=650) of the T"ang House (618—.- 907), recorded in the 2fnti yrerar ]:s
the Cheng-kuan period (628), we read that in spite of the ?ustom of the Turl
to burn their dead, recently (4 chin ‘“now’’), when burying th‘em, they rals;l:
grave(~ mound)s, by this turning back to the orders of t_hfalr f.athzrs an
grandfathers (i.e. ancestors), insulting both evil and good spirits (i.e. demons

and gods, etc.: WL kui-shen).

47 By Bidurin (the first edition of his work was prb}ished in 1851); Liu M::‘;:::i
(1958) ; the records in question were interpreted: explammg sepa;‘ate passages,
times: by Jaworski (1926), Its (1968), T. Pokora in Jisl (1960), and so on.

48 Kyzlasov (1969), 37—39.
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This can be read in Hsich-li khaghan’s biography,* though he was
incinerated before being buried — as mentioned above — thus it may raise
justifiable doubts. The latter doubts may be strengthened by one more passage
in the very textual neighbourhood of the above imperial condemnation,
in the 4th year of the Cheng-kuan period -(630), a year with hard battles,
starvation and diseases for the (“Eastern”) Turks. According to an imperial
order to provide the due sacrifices (of Chinese type : drink and food) in order
to bury the dead Turks that had remained on the battlefield, “‘south of the
Great Wall, dry bones (were piled) as a hill”. We could ponder the recognizabil-
ity of the “nationality” of dry bones (on fields where more than one army,
more than one tribe, etec., could leave their fallen fellows), or warn of the
irregular nature of a moment of catastrophe in the latter story.5° However,
it is primarily worth mentioning that both statements ocour in (alleged)
imperial sentences, their actual political aim being more important than the
exact details of their content. This is also shown by the scholarly wording
of the emperor’s decrees to be respected if only for their allusions of a classical
style, namely that of the Chou times (1st millennium B. C.): to chronicles
(in 628) or to philosophers (in 630) of the old age rather than to contemporary
reality. By the way, the imperial disapproval apparently shows that a mound
is concerned (to be “‘raised”: L ch’i mu), mentioned as contradicting the
Turk tradition; but as seen above, a grave mound and cremation do not exclude
one another, and the word ££ mu and the tombs themselves in ancient China,
had had a history of their own, from a burial place without a mound and
then provided with it.5!

Before answering a justifiable question concerning the change of Turk
burial customs — if any — mentioned by the T’ang Emperor, it should be
admitted that from the middle of the 7th century, the courts of the Turk
rulers must have been farther from the Chinese capital than in the first century
of their rule, both from a geographic and diplomatic point of view. That may
be the reason for the lack of further records of Turk royal or aristocratic
burials — for, probably, only these extraordinary funeral occasions could
be of importance for China, after their general description having been settled —
until the 730s. Then the rulers of the declining Turks asked and received
Chinese craftsmen to build a funeral palace, with frescos depicting the deeds

% Only in the HTS, chap. CCXV, shang, cf. Liu Mau-tsai I, p. 193 (omitting a
passage, irrelevant here). The reader should know that the notes (II, p. 562) concerning
T’ang T’ai-tsung’s announcement, in a summary of the Turk burial customs (I, p- 464),
fell vietim to accidental misprint (or some other confusion). — The imperial remark
cannot be found in the chronicle passages of the HTS.

50 E.g. Gumilev (1967), cf. Note 4.

81 See the philological details in Ecsedy (1982), Note 57 (and 35).
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of the dead person, and with inscripti(?ns, as we are informedSZ)y the "1‘1.1rk
inscriptions, Chinese inscriptions and hlstorlcal.record's as w'el]. Conce;lmlng‘
e.g. Kiil Tegin’s tomb erected in 73; A.t ]?t.,:rcha,eologlc&l evidence also helps
i rting about 1it.
v mt;‘rg:lt ;lxlf ;i(;?:(iii I;:Pr(;mafkable in the latter tomb that the statue (or
a part of it) of the deceased personality can also be found inside the tombd,
while his body’s mortal remains, i.e. (probab{y) the. ashes ca,nnc?t be foun
there : it must have been interred elsewhere, in a hidden place, in harmony
with the traditional intention to protect it from any ha'urm or trquble. But
since the body (ashes) was (were) not entombed ‘there, this lat:le burl&l'cannot
be considered an archaism, reminiscent of the ancient T}n'k burial of H stung-nu
type, still well-known by the A-shih-nas a century earlier ; not even 1n, a sym-
bolic form — seen e.g. in the above mentioned cemetery near Kao-ch cmg‘—i
at a time when it must have been well considered obsolete. The a,rcha,.eologlca
evidence of the statues inside and around the tomb (or.: symbohe“tolllnb,
recalling the deceased person, his wife, servants, and animals, etc.)* s 1ovdv
a Chinese-type memorial temple that also used 'to be more or less conc:;abe1
in remote places. T’ang T’ai-tsung’s condemnation would be understa..n able
concerning a Turk funeral custom that ventured tf)‘borrow from Chn;z, gr
at least imitating Chinese tradition; this suppos.ltlon, however, cou e
— at first glance — contradicted by the long perf?d tha,t. elapsed”betwlze"l;
the emperor’s age and the representative iorm of ““memorial tomb” of Kii
i ilt and decorated by Chinese masters.
Tegm’h}lnz::ier to clarify Whestiaher this latter type of Turk burial was known
in early T’ang times — the scholarly disappr'm.ral expressed by an alleﬁed
imperial declaration having not necessarily originated at the moment. Wl en‘
it was cited — we have to re-examine the well-known standard descriptions
found in Chinese sources from the first period of the tl"a,ng House. It was
recently noted that one moment : the statue (moc.lelled figure) of the decea,;ed
person, put in or at his tomb, is not mentioned in the text of t¥1e Chou-shu,
only in the Swui-shu.55 But since the final form .of these two Chinese so:rcses
were prepared in about the same two decades : in the 630f650s (c.f. Note 8),
no direct conclusion can be offered. Besides, from the point of view of the

52 CTS, chap. CXCIV, cf. Liu Mau-tsai I, 179 ; HTS, CCXV‘, hsia, cf. ‘Piu M'a‘f-t;a'»n .I,
Pp. 228—229. On the mausoleum, built for the Turks by the Ch.me'se, ’t’zf. Th'e Kiil 12g:71
inscription’: Tekin, pp. 237 (271); “The Bﬂgi. Kagan Inscription’ : Tekx.n,si)g. 208)
(281) (Bilgd died in 734 A. D.). See Ts’en chung-mien (1958), pp. 827 (877) sqq ; (

, too. '
i 53 Cf. e.g. Jiel (1960); Jaworski (1926), supplementary remarks by W. Kotwicz,

pp- 261 —266. Cablos IV 2
54 Jisl (1960), pp. 69 sqq. Tables I, V: 2. ' ‘
8 Cf. I({yzlalosl:;l%%, 37—39, on the basis of the translation by Its (1968).
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verisimilitude of the statues, their possible interpretation as a realistic repre-
sentation of the dead (the ‘‘ancestor”), and the relationship to the carved
stone figures (kamennye baby) on the steppe, this difference of the two chapters
of two Chinese dynastic sources could not provide a further lesson.

Induced by an assumption that the addition of the description of the
Turk funeral ceremony in the Swi-shu is not necessarily an organic part of
the burial customs related by the Chou-shu, a fresh comparative survey seemed
and proved to be fruitful. Since the method was quite simple, so-to-say
mechanic, and the texts concerned are available, here only the results, i.e. the
conclusions will be summarized, also for those who will not directly control
the translations with the help of the original Chinese records.

Although it is well-known, perhaps it is not futile to begin with the fact
that four standard descriptions of the Turk funeral customs have survived
from the first half of the T’ang period, i.e. in a T’ang-time redaction : in the
dynastic historical works Chou-shu, Swi-shu and Pei-shik (PS)5 and in the
“ancestor’”’ and model of Chinese encyclopedic works: the T"ung-tien (TT).5?
Serious textual vicissitudes weakened the credit of the P8, its chapters being
several times just borrowings from other sources, thus it may be useful to
mention that its text relating to the burial customs of the Turks is almost
identical with that of the SS and, in a few cases, with that of the CS ; therefore,
it may confirm, indirectly, the structure of the survived records. The related
text of the TT is shorter than those of the dynastic histories, but if we copy it
— for instance — side by side with the passages in question of the CS, no
new element or not even a completely new word (character) can be found in
the later text (ready by 801, see Note 57 ); it is simply a shortened form of
the CS-passages, omitting certain components or “superficial” characters
in the course of copying (dictating ?). Naturally the TT is again an indirect
witness of the extant records of the CS, while proving to be irrelevant con-
cerning our matter (by the way : in its several other passages on the Turks
as well).

The other survived descriptions are not just variants, on the topic
of Turk burials or different realizations of one and the same story. No matter
how similar or different the related passages or fragments of the passages
may seem, only two of them must be really taken into consideration : those
in the Turk chapters of the CS and SS, respectively. But before falling into
the trap of conciliatory translations — even if they aimed at and succeeded
in realizing an ideal “literary” preciseness — a word-by-word comparison
of the two texts (at least) concerning burial customs of the Turks shows

% The translations — in addition to Bidurin and Liu Mau-tsai — see: C8, SS, cf.
Note 8: Frankel (1957), 166 —170.
¥ Cf. Baldzs (1962), pp. 90(—91).
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them to be parallel in structure. Beside being longer or .mr.)re lac%}uc, in a fe\;'
cages, than the passages of the other source, the descrl‘pt%ons ('il er t—t.as wf
shall see — only concerning the details about the artistic representation o
.t ) . .

the de;;;i ﬁ:ﬁi?lr:jhtg(tual evidence, all this merely confirms the 1nf01:111%atxo;1
about the due course of Turk funeral rites, with the. well known detai s,.arf

it is unnecessary to quote here at length:3® the laying out (_)f the C(I)rp(sie 13
the tent,5® the killing of animals (sheep, horses_),' by the relatives of t he .defa

person inside and outside his home, for sacrlf.lce, before the tent; riding
(7 times, as told by the CS) around the tent ; cutting the face (of the'mourrgrs),
while their blood meets their tears, and all this (?) happeni 7 times. On Z
related, i.e. suitable day (CS, PS; SS: “on this/?hat day”’) -the de'cckela,:}el

person is placed on the back of his horse, and his objects are burnfsd Wl:l ! e
(riding) corpse (CS, its text corresponding to the.PS ; but related _11111; sbor .le‘
form, also by the SS), collecting the ashes for belng preserved ‘UI.ltl E ugl

(C8, S8, PS). Those who died in the spring or wmt.er, are buried when tJhe
grass is yellow and the leaves of the trees fall, vrfhl_le those who dlfa 1nd e
autumn or winter, are buried when the vegetation is in blossom : a pit is ug‘
for entombing (the ashes), and on the day of burial the same ceremot?y is
carried out — with sacrifices, riding and cutting of faces — by the' rela. ives,
that was done after the death (CS only). On the tomb a men.norml sign is
erected, made of stone (CS) or wood (S8, objects are placed on it); and t:hel(l1
we read the ominous phrase about the memorial representat_non of the dTe;Ll

hero (S8, PS), without an organic textual function, to be ment.loned below. 1;he
text continues with an explanation of the signal- (i.e. memorial) -stone on the

tomb (in the SS; too, as if no importance should be attached to the fact that .

it mentions a “tree’” — wooden pole? — to be stood there); the numbe? of
stones (apparently not identical with the signa,l-?tox‘le or rod) symbol;lz?
the enemy killed by the deceased person during his hfe.(CS, S8, PS), while
the heads of the sacrificed animals are hung on the signal-pole (C_S, PS).
The meeting of the mourners provided an opporf:unity for the a.cqua.mtanc?
of youngsters to be married (CS, PS): and the widows were to marry one o
those brother-in-laws of theirs who were younger than the lat.;e husband,
or to their stepsons born before they (i.e. the women) got married (CS, SS,
PS, cf. Note 44).

. as » s i

58 As no correction of the translations (i.e. of the “linear” a.nd‘ “literary mte:
pretation of the descriptions) is suggested here — a structural comparison of the e\;(.-m S
and moments being offered instead — this analysis will not refer to the translations

according to the passages concerned.
5’%1‘hs related Chinese passage cannot concern the statue of the dead person, as

sometimes considered, on the basis of the translations, as pointed out by the author of
this paper: Acta Orient. Hung. XX (1967), pp. 374—375.
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This description of the burial of a respected person: a man, i.e. a war-
rior — i.e. full-right personality of his clan, with offsprings and relatives, and
respected by members of other clans, too (to be met at the funerals for mar-
riage) — contains the same moments, formulated with slight differences in
the various dynastic sources. The related passages are textually so much
parallel and similar — the omissions, or the added characters not changing
the course of the events — that the reader is inclined to conclude: all of
them must have originated from one and the same record (information);
its most complete and natural form can be recognized in the CS, and the only
emendation or interpolation is the phrase about the artistic representation
of the dead hero’s life-scenes, whether or not this detail may be due to the
difference of time of the dynasties they refer to (Chou: before 581, Sui:
afterwards), or to information during the first decades of the T-ang-dynasty
(after 618).

The formulation of the inserted phrase is as follows (8S, LXXXIV,
p. 832a): SLERSE R B AT E T M B LA R BTRBE Z AR U wu ok chung t'u-hua
ssu-che hsing-i chi ch’i sheng-shih so ching ch’en chih chuang “(they) erect a house
and inside draw-and-paint the figure and braveness of the dead (person),
and the form (~ way) of battles he passed through in (his) life-time”’. (The
text of the PS, often corrupt by misprints etc., shows differences in a few
irrelevant characters, but may strengthen this records and the place of this
emendation in the structure of the description.) We read it immediately after
the information that a pit was made for the ashes, the objects of the dead
person were burned, and the remains of sacrifices put on (a) pole; and this
interpolation could recall the record about BR4:#h Chie e-le (~ B ch’in):
Kiil Tegin’s burial in 731—1732,% when — after having erected a memorial
stone for an inscription, and a memorial temple, (with) statue(s) carved from
stone — on the four walls “his war-and-battle scenes” (,,forms/ways”), i.e.

HKEBZ IR i chan-ch’en chih chuang were drawn (CTS: # hua; HTS:
& t'u chan-ch’en chuang).®! A suspicion that this record may be a source
of the interpolation in the SS—PS8, can, however, be dispelled by the fact that
the final form of the latter sources must have been ready by the middle of
the 7th century ; probably it was the text of the two dynastic histories of
the T’ang Houses (CTS, HTS) that used a cliché for the events in 731 (732),
ready-made as early as about a century earlier.

All this may shed a new light on the disapproving phrase concerning
the change of Turk burial customs, attributed to T’ang T’ai-tsung in 628,

°9The 19th year of the K’ai-yiian period (731) is mentioned in the HTS, i.e. the
Proper data of Kiil Tegin’s death, while we find the 20th year (732) in the CTS. On the
discrepancies of these and other related dates see Liu Mau-tsai II, p- 620, N. 994,

¢1 CTS, chap. CXCIV, shang, p. 1443k, cf. Liu Mau-tsai I, p. 179; HTS, CCXV,
hsia, 15054, of. Liu Mau-tsai 1, pp. (228—)229.
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when he had to seek a pretext to explain why he wou.ld help Om;1 of h}l; 'I;;:fll;

allies (2€%) T’u-li khaghan) with Chinese.troops against the (;lt t;rt 1(l ‘Z,'.e;at

khaghan): two rivalling leaders fighting with one fxno’cher, sout ho . 1e o

Wall. The condemnation — touched by expressions of t'he c frowa1 {ir;g
T'so-chuan, made a millennium earlier — found the Tur}is gul.lty of aban o;n g
the customs of their ancestors, although the archalc. Chl.nese term};t‘lo og;;
— mentioning ‘‘grave-mounds”’, see above‘— was, l,oyy its hlstory,. am 1g111(;111n
enough to express the actual details. The.‘ betrayal” of a B&x‘barw,n.—&nx(*i "
an inner-Turkic patriarchal-moral viewpoint - could hardly be' giﬁflmh !
by the Chinese; the feeling of offence is easier to underst&nfi if this ¢ angl
of custom concerned the adaptation of a Chlneset or'le, even if 'the memon.a

temple with carvings and paintings, etc., was bfnlt in ex.traordmary cases ;(rix
China, too. (But as late as a century later, Chmese. artlsts. were tsl}lmkr‘no(;l .
to work on Kiil Tegin’s monuments.)®? At least certain details of this tml6 (;1
luxurious burial were attributed to the Turks — as seen from t_he abowga ex :ns
analyses of the Chinese records — and it can b!? supposed with gf)(})l : r((e)z;s‘ "

that the Turks, living and fighting in China’s nelghbourho'od or wn; thh- ms(;
reaching e.g. the capitals as well, could be‘come acqualn,ized wi "o 1nein
customs, and they might “impertinently”. (‘ trea,cherousl.y ) ad;p 1 231 "

extraordinary cases : after the death of their rulers, and high-ranking leaders,
e The final strengthening of the above argumenifa,tion c&n'bt? foun;it I1)n
a recent discovery of Chinese archaeology: in Sh’?nhsn — the province of the
T’ang time capital Ch’ang-an — a ‘“‘tomb-palace”, rpade of stone% was e;(ca-
vated, with carvings, and paintings on the walls. As it turned out' rom a ozg
inscription written in Chinese, a Chinese general of Turk. Oi‘lglr;, tﬁan’;th
il s B & A-shih-na Chung was buried there, .towa,rd .the midd efc;h Te ]-is
century.®® The case of this member of the ruling family (clan) o e 1urOf
(his relations being a matter of further research) may offer, an example !
a ‘‘dissident’’ Turk personality, turning back to h.m people’s tradition ar:i

joining China in his life and death as well, to be disapproved by the guards
of Chinese tradition and authority.

As seen above, the burial customs of the Turks were less univers(:;l
and uniform in their empires than they are usually thought. A few records

62 Attested only by the HTS, CCXV, hsia, see above. )
83 Cf. ‘?Is":ngoA-Zhi}z’-na; CTS, CIX — HTS, CX, cf. Ts’en Chung-mien, pp. 777 —

787.
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show archaic rites (with human sacrifices, intended for a clearly outlined
after-life) that can be traced back, on the path of the A-shik-na line and the
intermediary territory of Kao-cl’ang, to the Hsiung-nus, perhaps involving
a special cultural (-ethnic) component of the empire-founding Turks. The other
“deviation” from the standard burial customs shows the perspectives of the
(Eastern) Turks under Chinese “protection” and influence : a Chinese type
memorial palace (temple) with carvings and paintings, represented e.g. by
Kiil Tegin’s tomb (-palace), and followed by further ceremonies on the cultural
and political borderland between China and the steppe region.

Upon the textual analyses summarized above, the usual assumption
that with the help of Chinese records all the carved tomb-figures in the realm
of the Turks could be explained, should be considered — unfortunately —
almost an illusion. The method of connecting archaeological results of the 8th
century with Chinese sources has proved fruitful for a long period, but the
mosaic-constructing method, finding the custom of tomb-palace and carvings
(etc.) too, in the Chinese records, and thus generalizing it over the whole
Turk Age and territory, does not seem justifiable.® The statues of funeral
intention can be expected to represent the dead persons — upon Chinese
information, but perhaps even under Chinese influence — in direct ratio with
a close relationship with China, in space and time; the carved figures on the
steppe before this period — if they were related at all to the Turks — are out
of the question. (The inner and autochthon Turk custom to represent the figure
of the defeated enemy is so much beyond the Chinese sight that no related
Chinese record seems to have been met so far.)

Anyhow, the memorial statues must have been attached to the Turkic
cultural heritage, appearing among different descendants of the Turks, but
not necessarily connected with the other elements of ancient Turk funeral
ceremonies. This latter reservation may be a warning for the usage of Chinese
records concerning the “‘Chinese type” representative burial of the Turks
as well, because the described cases do not mention incineration, or not even
the entombment ; thus the surviving custom of cremation is not excluded
— especially if the ashes were buried elsewhere — even if this is not recorded %

® Cf. e.g. Jaworski; Jisl; Grag (1955), p. 426 (ete.).

%5 This is the case e.g. in the excellent article by Jaworski, too; the method is
widely used e.g. by archaeology, due to the first approaches to the sources (“inherited”,
sometimes, up to the present time). .

® E.g. the %8 Chieh-ku, once sub jects of the Turks, then said to be the ancestors
of the Khirghiz, at funeral ceremonies cried with repeated (“three”) laments (without
cutting their face), burned the corpse of their dead, collected the remains of the bones,
and they buried them the following year, erecting a tomb-mound, cf, TT (i.e. before 801),
chap. CC, p. 562 b2. They also cut their face according to the THY, III, chap. C, p. 1784.
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(The early records concerning the ‘“‘anti-traditional” Turk burial., as pointed
out, were not necessarily and originally connected with the description of the

smndal‘\;dtx.l::;l]f; vbvgﬁl (‘}clhe:}?;:(g):l;r” and “irregular’ Turk burial customs cc.)u]d
be ado:ted by’the subjects of the Turks as well,% or their subjects m;ght
follow different funeral customs within the Turk sphere of power, 0(?%
The burial customs thus represent only one and not at all' exc]uswe,' even 11
important cultural component that could at least contribute to historica

processes of ethnic character.
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