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Introductory remarks

Among the many important manuseripts acquired by Paul Pelliot
in Dunhuang is a scroll now preserved in the Bibliothe¢que Natio-
nale? in Paris under the signature P 2892. The recto of the scroll
contains part of a copy of Hsiian-tsang’s translation of the Ma-
haprajhaparamitasiitra which he completed on 28 November AD
663. The copyist, was Wang Ho-ho, who is known to have copied
other Buddhist manuscripts during the ninth century. Two texts
in Brahmi script were subsequently added on the verso of the
scroll but they are not accompanied by a colophon or dated in any
way. They are written in one of the varieties of cursive Brahmi
script used for writing many texts and documents in the Late
Khotanese language. The Brahmi texts must have been copied lat-
er than the ninth century, but they can be otherwise dated only on
palaeographical grounds. As however no detailed study of the cur-
sive Brahmi script has yet been made, it is premature to attempt
to date them precisely. All that can reasonably be asserted is that
they are unlikely to be earlier than the tenth century.

The first 165 lines of manuseript P 2892 contain part of the text
of a Khotanese version of a medical work known as the Siddha-
sara. The beginning of the scroll is broken off so that line 1 will not
originally have been the first line. Line 1 of the extant portion of
the manuseript in fact begins in the middle of Siddhasara 1.25.

1 An earlier version of this paper was read at the 32nd PIAC meeting in Oslo
in 1989,

2 We are grateful to Mme Hélene Vetch for providing detailed information
concerning the Chinese text.
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However, we cannot be sure that the scribe had copied the text
from the very beginning. Certainly he did not finish copying it.
For no apparent reason after the first word in line 166 he gave up
copying the text in the middle of Siddhasara 2.32 and began copy-
ing the so-called Turkish-Khotanese wordlist.? Whether this is
complete or not we do not know since he stopped in the middle of
line 185 with plenty of lines ruled ready for more text. He may
however have intended to continue using the scroll by copying
portion of a different text.

The Turkish-Khotanese wordlist was first made known by Sir
Harold W. Bailey in his article ‘A Turkish-Khotanese vocabulary’
published in BSOAS, X1.2, 1944, 290-296. The same author also
published a transliteration of the text in his Khotanese texts II1,
Cambridge 1956, pp. 81—-82. This was reprinted with corrections
in his Khotanese texts I-I11, Cambridge 1969 and without further
corrections again in 1980. Bailey also published the text in facsim-
ile as plate I accompanying his article ‘Taklamakan miscellany’ in
BSOAS, XXXVL2, 1973, 224-227. This article contains on
pPP. 224 and 227 some additional remarks concerning the text and
further isolated comments can be found scattered throughout
Bailey’s works. His most recent observations can be found in his
Dictionary of Khotan Saka, Cambridge 1979.

Two studies of the wordlist have been published by Turcolo-
gists, the more important of these being E. Hovdhaugen’s article
“Turkish words in Khotanese’ in NTS, XXIV, 1971, 163-209. G.
Clauson’s study ‘The Turkish-Khotanese vocabulary re-edited’,
published in Isldm tetkikler: enstitiisii dergisi, V, 1973, 37-45, was
made only after the appearance of his work An etymological dic-
tionary of pre-thirteenth-century Turkish, Oxford 1972. Clauson had
largely discounted* the importance of the wordlist in his Turkish
and Mongolian studies, London 1962 and did not return to it until
after Hovdhaugen had convincingly demonstrated its importance.

3 In Bailey's editions of the text the lines are incorrectly numbered 165-184
instead of 166—185. He corrected the numbering in BSOAS, XXXVI.2,
1973, 224 and the correct numbering is adopted here.

4 CL especially p. 123, where he wrote concerning the wordlist and the Turk-
ish words contained in other Khotanese documents that ‘it is doubtful
whether they can supply any very useful information on the niceties of
Turkish phonetics’.
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This was unfortunate as the wordlist was the only important
source of evidence for Old Turkish available to Clauson that was
not systematically exploited for his dictionary.

The Turkish-Khotanese wordlist is a unique document of excep-
tional importance for Turcological studies for a number of reasons.
It cannot be later than the tenth century and provides valuable
evidence for the kind of Old Turkish spoken in the kingdom of
Khotan. We are fortunate in having evidence from Kasgari (= K.)
concerning the variety of Old Turkish spoken in nearby Kashgar
in the eleventh century, but whereas his material is written in Ara-
bic script the Turkish-Khotanese wordlist is written in the same
type of Indian Brahmi script as used for writing Khotanese. In the
same script and dating likewise from the tenth century we have
also a limited amount of material in Chinese and Tibetan. Com-
parative use of all this material enables us to establish with consid-
erable assurance the phonological systems of the languages con-
cerned.

Bailey suggested (1944: 290) that the Turkish-Khotanese
wordlist may have been the jottings of a Khotanese learning Turk-
ish, and Clauson (1973: 37) followed him without mentioning the
view put forward by Hovdhaugen (1971: 166) that the autho‘r.may
have been motivated by some practical purpose such as military
instruction since the wordlist does not contain only basic vocabu-
lary but some highly technical terms concerned with arc}%ery and
the equipment for a horse. We should however bear in mind that
the scribe was not the author and that he may have copied only
selected items of interest to him just as he copied only a portion of
the Siddhasara so that the small wordlist we have may have been
only a portion of a larger work. Support for Hovdhalfgen’s hy-
pothesis is provided by the fact that the other item copled'by the
scribe, namely portion of a medical text, is also highly technical.

Transliteration of the text

Khotanese glosses are printed in italics. The interlinear glosses,
written in smaller script, are here printed italic in smaller type and
are placed below the same words as in the manuscript. The apos-
trophe is used as is usual in Khotanese studies to represent the
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subseript hook. It is placed after the transliteration of the vowel
mark(s) attached to an aksara.

P 2892

166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173

174
174b
175
175b
176
176b

177
1776

178
178b
179
180
181
182
183
184
185

Tkyesi . hitlashd: hame . ttupi. hilathi: hivi? bang

hame . kiirnaliiki . | byihg dinai hame . yasiki . nveysdyd hame

kapiha’:ki . hialathi: hivi tturakd hame . yihd’:raha’:ka . hualai-

hé: miunakd hame . kye$i yiki . paraigkhard 3 bamdam* hame . |

baha’:rai. dynd hivi thamni hame . sadi. brr@nd hame . ttuttasi®

| | yagyna . ttini . ttlysgini . yaihi’: . ahid’:ysi. sakaldrdrriki

Idaihi: . adrrimi . yapi . e'maysihi: kamiladrrihs:® . kalyni

ttaka . ttidi. ttuhi: . kiraiha: . kiiddsiha’:ng . tterkaks

ttel_la’:kﬁ . Ulind. keysi. ttadai. tto'mau’. adjni. ttulini

skai gahe raha chaskam ttara hamdrrdmgi gisana

ka§i.  kapa'ki. kirapiki. yjtts’ karaks . yuryma kiraki . i'ni .

br_rquka'l.ii tci'T'mvilii hine Jasta $tyd teem halasam

mh . ttidittahd’: . aysaihd:. yinaki . kasai’hi: . ehi’:ni .

vated ysimd haski

auvad’rihi:® . sandraiki . cattikira . yjdadi. catti. dviina®. arthi!®
vahaiysid sakye sarba

arttiayai. ¢'nd . ttimaha'ki . cikini . yarini . e’Syni .

namyisthdm phattanai

kidai! . bidaki . Aya . yiysi. biahi:saks . kiakuysi . sa-

niridsahi: . yand . arttani ylyss . ttiyss . bauhi’:ni . yada

bakafiaki . ehau’:caki . aupika . yirakd . bahai’:ri . ttiraki

auw’ttd . siiva’ca . karnai . bidi. bauha’:ni . yiimirs . kariha’:ka!2

sarkifiaki . bahd’:risahi: . au’ysi etti. auysani . yuragaki . 1-

dipacaki . anaci . bauw’hd’:ri . yanittai . kausiraj . e'ya . bai'kj-

ni . ttau’si . sapahaki

Apparatus

166]

169]

1 The line actually begins with the word drraubka (from
the Siddhasira) followed by punctuation and a decora-
tive symbol.

2  hiwritten below the line. A caret above the line between
ha: and vi marks its position.

3 The MS. has a deleted syllable here.

4 There is a small anusvara (m) below a deleted au-vowel
mark above da.

i e sy b i el by . e e il

170]

172]

175]

177)

179]
182]

(1]
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5 There is a small mark between fu and tta.

6 M. Maggi has convinced us that kgmilddrrihd: is ac-
tually to be read here rather than k¢miilddrrihi, which
we had proposed to emend to the palaeographically
scarcely distinguishable kgmulddrrihd:. See the com-
mentary below.

7 The vowel mark over the it of yittid appears to be deleted
or made over something else so that the reading is
uncertain.

8 uid’ is written as a single aksara.

9 vi is written as a single aksara.

10 arthd appears to have been deleted.

11 The d of kidas is uncertain: see the commentary below.

12 Due to lack of space at the end of the line, the two dots
of hd’: are written higher than usual and kd below them.

Commentary

166: kyesd /kes/ ‘quiver’; K. kes.
Gloss: hiulashda: hame ‘it is the quiver’.

The Khotanese word hilathd: occurs in this spelling only
in this wordlist. According to Bailey, Dict. s.v. htidaga- (mis-
print for kidatiga-?) it is a dialectal form of a word spelled hii-
daiga- in some other texts. Since the meaning ‘quiver’ does
not :suit the context in those texts, Bailey subsumes both
words under a nebulous meaning ‘covering’. On the evidence
of the wordlist hialashd: should mean ‘quiver’ whereas the
contexts in which hiidaiga- occurs indicate that it designates
some kind of material. Bailey quotes from P 2925 askyau jsa
habadai hiudaiga $u-kyaina, which he renders ‘a covering
filled with tears, a handkerchief’, but it would seem much
more likely that dskyau jsa habadai belongs with the preced-
ing words haudvi va lcaimatia ‘both eyes’ and that hudaiga
describes $ukyaina. As for $u-kyaina it appears to be a
Chinese loanword designating some textile product. In other
passages too, hiidaiga- appears to designate a kind of materi-
al. For a discussion of the meaning of hidaiga- see Hiroshi
Kumamoto (1982: 239ff.). The origin of hilashd: is unknown.
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166: ttupt [tiipi/ ‘its bottom’; K. tiip.

Gloss: hglaihi: hivi bgng hame ‘it is the bottom of the quiver’,

167: karrdlitkd /qurgoluq/; K. quruylug ‘bow case’ and kés
quruylug ‘quiver and bow case’.

Gloss: byihqg dignai hame ‘it is a hunting bow’.

Bailey (1961: 148; 1973: 224; 1979: 309)—followed only by
Clauson (1973: 39)—treats this as a unique word meaning
‘covering’ in an attempt to make the Khotanese agree with
the Turkish. Earlier (1944: 291) he had correctly regarded it
as a variant spelling of byahd- (Old Khotanese bika-) ‘hunt-
ing’. K. has quruyluq ‘bow case’ with the remark that for this
word the Oyuz and the Qiféaq use qurman. These words as
well as the word yasig are translated in K. by the Arabic
word miqwas. quruylug and qurman are both derived from
qur ‘belt’ (cf. Doerfer 1967: III, 438, where also quriaq)
whereas yasiq is a derivative from ya ‘bow’ (cf. [4] below). It
seems probable that qurgolug (perhaps a variant of qurogluq)
is also a derivative of qur ‘belt’. Perhaps it denoted a type of
quiver suspended on the belt or else qurpolug denoted some-
thing used to fasten the quiver to the belt. In the Pentaglott
Dictionary this is called sayadag quri (I, 1122), in Manchu
aksargan ‘Lederkoppel, an dem Kécher und Bogenschuh be-
festigt sind, Wehrgehiinge’. (Manchu aksargan, Mongolian
agsaryan both derive from Mongolian agsarya- ‘to suspend
from a belt’. Note that the ‘quiver’ is in Mongolian qorumsa-
ya and that goor is ‘the part of a quiver where the tips of the
arrows are placed’. Mongolian gorumsaya was borrowed by
Late Uighur as quramsay: on the other hand it is likely that
Mongolian gorumsaya and goor are early loans from Turkish.

167: yasikd [yasiq/; K. yasiqg ‘bow case’.
Gloss: nveysdyd hame ‘it is nveysdyd’.

The Khotanese word nveysdyd is otherwise unattested. An
arbitrary etymology is offered by Bailey (1979: 121). The
Turkish word is a derivative of ya ‘bow’.

168: kapiha’:ki /qapyaq/ ‘cover of the quiver’; K. gapyaq.
Gloss: hulaihd: hivi tturaki hame ‘it is the mouth of the
quiver’.

(6]

(7]
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Bailey originally (1944: 291) interpreted tturakd here cor-
rectly as ‘mouth’, but later (1960: 33; 1961: 148; 1973: 224;
1979: 132) regarded it as a word of different origin meaning
‘covering’ occurring in this passage only. He has been fol-
lowed only by Clauson (1973: 39). In his Dict. s.v. tturra-
‘mouth’ Bailey actually cites ttiirakd ‘mouth’ from another
text.

168: yihd’:rahd’:kd [yiyiryoq/.
Gloss: hulaihd: munikd hame ‘it is the minikd (of) the
quiver’.

Neither the Turkish word yikd’:rika’:ki nor the Kho-
tanese word munitkd is otherwise attested. Hence, the mean-
ing and origin of the words are unknown. Bailey’s etymologi-
cal speculations (1979: 335) are without support.

Consideration should be given to the possibility that the
Khotanese gloss belongs not to yihd’:rdéha’:kd but to the fol-
lowing item, which actually has kye$d, which we know to cor-
respond to hulathd:. In this case minikd would gloss yuk?,
which of course does not get us any further.

169: kyesi yikt [kes§ yiiki/ ‘the load of the quiver’; K. yiik
‘load’.

Gloss: paraiskhard bamdam hame ‘it is the fastening (of) the
equipment’.

Bailey (1944: 291) suggested that Turkish ik here could
be either yiik ‘load’ or yok ‘feather’. Hovdhaugen (1971: 206)
and Clauson (1973: 42) regard it as yiik ‘load’, which Clauson
assumes developed the meaning ‘strap’. Since ‘feather’ is ac-
tually yiig it can be excluded here.

At first Bailey (1944: 291) interpreted the Khotanese gloss
to mean ‘it is the fastening(?) of the receptacle’ — so Hovd-
haugen (1971: 206) and Clauson (1973: 39) - but later (1979:
269) he rendered it as ‘(it) is the fastening of the equipment’.
The later translation is preferable since in Buddhist Sanskrit
pariskdra denotes any kind of equipment as does parikkhara
in Pali. The form paraigkhara is a back-formation from Prak-
rit partkkhara.

Note that this gloss appears to belong to bahka’:ras [8].
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170: baha’:rai [bayari/ ‘a wide leather strap for suspending
the quiver from the belt’,
Gloss: dynd hivi thamnd hame ‘it is the thamnd or the bow’.

The Khotanese word thamni is attested only here. The
meaning ‘stretching part’ proposed by Bailey (1979: 148) is
based merely on an arbitrary etymology he suggested earlier
(1978: 224). If the gloss has been misplaced, it may belong to
[10] below.

In the Pentaglott Dictionary (I, 1122) we find sayadaq
bayi. sayadag is the Late Uighur word (here from Mongolian)
for the quiver. seyadag bayt is the equivalent of Manchu onéo
timiyesiin ‘breiter Giirtel, d.i. das Lederkoppel, an dem der
Kocher hingt’ (Hauer), Mongolian srgen biisi ‘a wide belt’
(Lessing). In fact this fastens the quiver to the belt, which
suggests that the real gloss on baka’:rai is what precedes,
namely paraiskhdrd bamdam hame ‘it is the fastening (of) the
equipment’.

170: sadi [sali/ ‘small leather of felt pieces stuck into the
quiver to hold the arrows in place’.
Gloss: brrgni hame ‘it is brrgnd’.

On sal Hovdhaugen (1971: 196) commented: ‘Osman sal
“inner, middle, flattish part of each arm of an archery bow”
(Redhouse), “Handgriff des Bogens” (Rad. IV,343), Turkm.
sal “dugi™. Since item [8] has nothing to do with the bow,
Hovdhaugen’s suggestion is hardly acceptable. In the Pen-
taglott Dictionary I, 1121 salast is found rendering Manchu
stku ‘in den Kocher gestopfte Leder- und Filzstiicke, welche
die Pfeile festhalten’ (Hauer), Mongolian obodu ‘sockets of
leather or felt for the arrows in a quiver’ (Lessing). The mor-
phological structure of the Late Uighur word of the Penta-
glott Dictionary is not quite clear, but it may be of the same
origin as sali, being the participle with the suffix ~asi (cf. tu-
tasi [1017) from a verb sal- (cf. Mongolian salaj7 ‘thongs of a
crupper loop’).

Originally (1944: 291) Bailey left Khotanese brrgnd unex-
plained as a unique word, but in his Dict. s.v. brramna- he ex-
plains it as ‘carrier’ on the strength of an etymological con-

e e G ———
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nection with bar- ‘to carry’. This appears to be quite arbi-
trary.

If as has been suggested above some of the glosses have
been displaced, it may be possible to account for brrgni as a
miswriting of by@nd ‘bridle’ since by is sometimes miswritten
brr. The gloss would then belong to {11).

[10] 170: ttuttasi /tutasi/ ‘the handle of the bow’.

(1]
(12]

(13]
(14]

(15]

The Turkish word ttuttasi is not otherwise known. Bailey
(1944: 291) suggested it meant ‘handle’ and derived it from
tut- ‘to grasp’. In the Pentaglott Dictionary (I, 1098) tutyuc:
is used to render Manchu meiren ‘Seite des Bogengriffes’
(Hauer), Mongolian bariyul ‘handle’. On the suffix -asi see
[9].

The Khotanese gloss may have been dund hivi thamnd
hame ‘it is the thamnd of the bow’ [8].

171: yigyuna [yiigiin/ ‘bridle’; K. yiigiin.

The gloss on yiguna may have been misplaced: see on {9]
above,

171: ttind [tin/ ‘halter’; K. tin.

Old Turkish tin may mean ‘halter’ rather than ‘bridle’
according to Clauson (1972: 512).
171: ttiysgind /tizgin/ ‘bridle’; K. tin tizgin ‘halter and bridle’.
171: yaikd’: lyiy/ ‘bridle-bit’; K. yiigiin yigt ‘bit of the bridle’.

Bailey (1944: 291) suggested yig ‘bridle-bit’, following
Brockelmann’s reading (1928) of Kasgari's item. According
to Hovdhaugen (1971: 204) both yiy and yig are possible.
The word was a hapax in Kasgari. Clauson (1972: 910; 1973:
39) read yé:g because he supposed connection with yé:- (ibid.
869) ‘to eat’. Dankoff—Kelly read yik. yiy may be connected
with *yig- ‘to press’ as in yig: ‘dense’.
171: ahd’:yst [ayzi/ ‘its mouth’; K. ayz?’

Reference is presumably to the mouth of the horse’s bit
[14] as understood by Bailey (1944: 291) and Hovdhaugen



208

(16]

(17]

(18]

R. E. EMMERICK — A. RONA-TAS

(1971: 179-180) and not to the horse’s mouth as apparently
implied by Clauson (1973: 39): ‘his mouth’.

171: sakalddrrikd /saqaldruq/ ‘sub-mental strap on the har-
ness’; K. sagalduruq ‘name for the thread woven from silk
which is attached to caps in order to fasten the cap under-
neath the chin so that it does not fall off”,

Bailey (1944: 291; 1979: 170) regarded sakalidrrikéd as
being a Turkish word sakald ‘beard’ glossed by a Khotanese
word drritkd ‘hair’. His analysis has remained unchallenged
despite the fact that the manuscript contains no punctuation
or other indication that a gloss should be sought here. More-
over, in the case of the other glosses that are not interlinear,
the formulation with hame ‘it is’ occurs. The term saqalduruq
is explained by Radloff (1911: IV.246) as ‘der Riemen am
Pferdezaume, der unterhalb des Kinnes liegt”. It occurs in the
Pentaglott Dictionary I, 1137.

172: idaihd: [iliy/ ‘attachment (to the harness)’.

Bailey (1944: 291) suggested with hesitation that idathd:
could be interpreted either as ilik ‘marrow of bones’ or as ilig
‘hand’. On phonetic grounds Hovdhaugen (1971: 191) pre-
ferred ilik ‘marrow of bones’ and he was followed in this
without comment by Clauson (1973: 39). However, now that
it has become clear that the context did not change at {16] to
parts of the body but continued to list equipment of the
horse, neither ‘marrow of the bones’ nor ‘hand’ is appro-
priate to the context. There can be little doubt that wdathd:
represents /iliy/ ‘attachment’, cf. ilig ‘attachment’ in Clau-
son’s dictionary (1972: 142).

172: adrrimd fadrim/ ‘saddle pad’; K. adrim.

Bailey (1944; 291) proposed with hesitation adrim ‘felt
saddle-cloth’ following Brockelmann’s edition of Kasgari.
Hovdhaugen (1971: 179) accepted this while pointing out
that adrim means more accurately ‘saddle pad’. Clauson
accepted the identification but interpreted the reading as
edrim (1972: 66) or edrem (1973: 39) because he connected it
with eder ‘saddle’. Dankoff —Kelly adopted Clauson’s read-

(19]

(20]

(21]
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ing in their edition, but Brockelmann’s reading is preferable.
The word may belong etymologically to adir- ‘to separate’
{for which see Clauson 1972: 66), the adrim being that which
separates horseback and saddle.

172: yapi /yapi/ ‘saddle blanket’; K. yapi (Cigil dialect).

The final 7 is not here the 3 sg. suffix as suggested by Bai-
ley (1944: 291 ‘yap-i “its woollen rags™) but the deverbal
suffix -i. A wide range of related words is quoted by Clauson
(1972: 873).

172: e'mdysthid: /emziy/ ‘the extremity of a saddlebow’; K.
emziig.

Bailey (1944: 291) quoted Ottoman dmzik ‘breast’, which
has been followed by Hovdhaugen (1971: 189) and Clauson
(1973: 39). The meaning is however unsuited to the context,
which continues to be the equipment of a horse.

Note that K. originally had emzig, which was later cor-
rected to emziig.

172: kgmulddrrahd: [komiildriiy/ ‘the breast-girth on the
saddle’; K. komiildiiriik.

Bailey (1944: 291) read here kgmili drriysi, seeing in
kgmali the Turkish word képiil ‘breast’ and in drriiysi, a
Khotanese gloss on k¢gmiild. His explanation of k§muili has
been generally accepted. However, no Khotanese word
drriysi is attested, and the etymological explanation he
offered in 1979: 169 is quite arbitrary. Moreover, as in the
case of [16] above, the manuscript lends no support to the
idea that the word should be divided. At first we were inclin-
ed to propose reading kgmiulidrriysi by a slight emenda-
tion as *kgmiilddrrihd:, which can readily be explained in a
manner appropriate to the context. Subsequently, M. Maggi
convinced us that the manuscript actually has k@malidrri-
hé: so that it is not necessary even to emend the text.
komiildiiriik is attested in the Pentaglott Dictionary I, 1140.

For Hovdhaugen (1971: 193) the identification of kgmiild
as kopiil caused difficulty because the change of -g- to -m- is
of later date. Clauson (1973: 42) pointed out that
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komiildiiriik is as early as the eleventh century (cf. his dic-
tionary 1972: 722—723). Perhaps there was a dissimilation
caused by the preceding or following velar consonant.

172: kdlgnd /qolun/; K. golan ‘(saddle) girth’.

The identification of kdlgnd with Turkish qolan, golun
‘girth strap’, first proposed by Bailey (1944: 291), has been
generally accepted. He was also followed in assuming that
the following word ttak@ is a Khotanese gloss on kdlind.
However, the manuscript lends no support for this idea, and
no such Khotanese word is attested. The manuscript does
not actually guarantee that ttdka is indeed a separate word
from kalyind as the paper is cut so that the nd of kalgnd is not
quite complete and no punctuation mark is in fact visible,

173: ttaka [toqo/ ‘belt buckle’; K. togu.

This word has hitherto been regarded as a Khotanese gloss
on [22], but there is no evidence for that assumption: see on
[22] above. Bailey’s etymological speculations (1979: 125)
concerning {tdka are groundless. There is no difficulty about
explaining the word as Turkish: see Clauson’s dictionary
(1972: 466) s.v. toku: ‘buckle’. Note especially in the Codex
Cumanicus toya ‘Schnalle; Ring am Zaumzeug’ and toga in
the Pentaglott Dictionary I, 1152.

173: ttids [tili/ ‘its tongue’; K. til.

Bailey (1944: 291) correctly explained ttidz as til-i ‘its
tongue’ without accounting for ‘its’. Hovdhaugen (1971: 200)
suggested that it may rather be identical with Kasgar?’s t2ls
‘thong (which ties the head to an arrow)’. However, since
tiaka is a belt buckle with a tongue, tt7d7 is clearly ‘its (= the
belt buckle’s) tongue’.

173: dqttuhd: futuy/ ‘a broad strap on the left side of the
saddle’; cf. K. utyun ‘a broad strap on the saddle from the
left side; the ring of the girth is attached to it and fastened
with a tongue’.

According to Bailey (1944: 292) wuttuhd: is ottuq ‘flint (for
kindling fire)’. Hovdhaugen (1971: 203) objected that this

PORPEEENCEN

[26)

(27]
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should be otluq. He noted that the word may be read as utuy
or iitiig. Clauson (1973: 39) read ditiig ‘flat iron’, assuming
that it had here the special meaning ‘a hot iron for singeing -
horses’ (1973: 42). This word is well attested, but it does not
suit the context. :

173: kirathd: /qiriy/ ‘selvage (of the saddle)’; K. giryaq ‘the
selvages of a garment’.,

Bailey (1944: 292) quoted giraq ‘whetstone’, but Hovdhau-
gen (1971: 194) pointed out difficulties with regard to both
semantics and transcription. He suggested ¢iriy ‘edge, bor-
der’, although he did not regard the problem of the semantics
as settled thereby. According to Clauson (1973: 42-43) it
‘could hardly represent anything except *(kirg), a deverbal
noun from (kir-) “to scrape”. It could mean a curry-comb or
other implement used for grooming horses’. KasgarT's giryaq
developed from *giriyaq, a suffixed form of giriy.

173: kuddsihg’:nd /qudisyon/ ‘crupper strap’; K. quduzyun.

Bailey (1944: 292) quoted quisqan, qosgan ‘crupper’ from
Bang (Tuirdn, 1918, 307 n. 36). Hovdhaugen (1971: 194-195)
ruled out Bailey’s proposal on phonetic grounds. He himself
read gqudisiyon but could offer no explanation. Clauson
(1973: 43) considered -s- to be ‘due to an error of hearing or
memory’ and identified it as quduryun ‘crupper strap’. Dan-
kof —Kelly (1982—1985: 1, 13, 31) pointed out that Kasgart’s
item should be read as gquduzyun and referred to
kuaddsahg’:md. Interesting are the Kirghiz forms kuzuskan
and kuskun cited by Almassy (1901: 114). kuzuskan reflects a
form in which the original -d- did not become -y-, but was
preserved as -z- while the original -z- by assimilation became
-s- before -k-. The basic word was *qudur ‘tail of the horse or
other animal’. In most languages we find qudruq or a develop-
ment from it. Chuvash ziire goes back to an earlier quyruy <
qudruq and thus in the cluster -dr- the -d- did not become -r-.
The special development of the -d- before -r- can be observed
in several languages.
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178: tterkakai [terkok/ ‘saddle strap’; cf. K. terkii [terko?).

Bailey (1944: 292) hesitated between tiryag ‘nail, claw’ and
laryaq ‘comb’. On account of the phonetic problems Hovd-
haugen (1971: 200) considered the word to be unidentified.
Clauson (1973: 40, 43) read rather tiirgek ‘package’. The final
-k, which appears only here, is the diminutive suffix. Note
that Dankoff - Kelly read Kasgari’s gloss as tergii.

174: tteha’:kd [teyak/ ‘incision on arrow’.
Gloss 174a: skaz.

Bailey (1944: 292) identified tteha’:ki with Teleut teydk
‘fish-hook’, but for semantic and phonetic reasons Hovdhau-
gen (1971: 200) preferred comparison with Teleut tGk, which
in Shor means according to Radloff (1911: 1016) ‘der Kerb
am Ende des Pfeiles, an dem man ihn gegen die Sehne
driickt’. Since the following items concern the arrow, it is
likely that tteha’:ki belongs to the same semantic sphere so
that Hovdhaugen’s suggestion is to be preferred to Clauson’s
proposal (1973: 40, 43) to see here tiigek ‘a wooden ring on
the end of a cord with which loads are fastened’.

With this item begins a series of interlinear Khotanese
glosses. The Khotanese word skai is however attested only
here, and the etymology proposed by Bailey (1979: 430) is
unsupported.

174: 4lgnd fulun/ ‘arrow shaft’; K. ulun.
Gloss 174a: gahe.

Bailey’s identification (1944: 292) on #nignd with ulun
‘arrow shaft’ has been universally accepted. The Khotanese
gloss is not as clear as appears at first sight. Bailey (1958:
528) gave the meaning of Khotanese gahe as ‘shaft of arrow’
on the basis of the Turkish #lgni and proposed a rather
uncertain etymology that he repeated in his dictionary
(1979: 81). This gake is equated by him with gakas, for which
he quotes in his dictionary from the fragment Kha 1.182al.al
published by him in transcription in his Khotanese texts V,
Cambridge 1963, 153—-154, and from an obscure text Ch
CVI.001, which he published in transcription in his
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Khotanese texts II, 1954, 59—61. The latter appears to con-
tain a long and miscellaneous list of gifts, where it is by no
means certain that ‘one large and one small arrow shaft’ are
appropriate items. Moreover, whereas in his earlier article
(1958: 528) Bailey evidently thought that gaka in this text
was the plural of gahai, in the dictionary he has treated it as
a separate word meaning ‘covering’ (s.v. gahad-). Twice in
this text gahd $a (which Bailey in the dictionary emends to
gahad $a) is followed by gahai §au (al8, b4-5), which would
suggest some connection between the two. In the case of Kha
1.182al.al the phrase gahat ttu ne khaitti occurs, which Bai-
ley renders ‘the arrow-shaft does not wound him’. This looks
plausible although one may still wonder whether it is not
rather the arrowhead that should do the wounding. In 1958:
528 Bailey connected this gahe with Iranian words meaning
‘club’ and ‘wood’ suggesting that the arrow shaft was so
named as being made of wood. Later (1967: 76) he appears to
have realised that Old Khotanese ggei’ha- ‘piece of wood’
may have something to do with the matter, a suggestion re-
tained in the dictionary. However, a direct connection seems
excluded by the fact that Kha 1.182al is written in Old
Khotanese.

174: keysd [kez/ ‘arrow notch’; K. kiz.
Gloss 174a: raha ‘7",

The word kez appears to have meant not only ‘notch of
arrow’, but also to have denoted a special kind of arrow, cf.
uzun kez ‘long arrow’ (= Mongolian urtu boruya ‘the
whistling arrow’) in Pentaglott (1957: 1055) and see K6hal-
mi (1956: 116) for Chagatai kez (misread as gez), Ottoman
Turkish gez etc.

The Khotanese word rakd is attested only here. The
etymology offered by Bailey (1979: 360) is unsupported.

174: ttadas [toli, toli/ ‘7.
Gloss 174a: chaskdm ‘7.
Bailey (1944: 292) compared tddai with talai ‘forehead’, a

word attested only in Chagatai according to Hovdhaugen
(1971: 198), who rejected the comparison on phonetic
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grounds. Bailey tried to defend his suggestion by claiming
that Turkish ttddai is an Iranian loanword (1973: 227; 1979:
107, 126), this in spite of his having some difficulty in justify-
ing the spelling with -a- for expected -¢-. Clauson (1973: 43)
hesitantly suggested t5li ‘its progeny’ since dol in Ottoman
Turkish came to mean ‘foetus’.

It is not certain whether this item continues the terms con-
cerning arrows or whether it is the first in the series concern-
ing parts of the body that starts at the latest with [34] “fore-
head’. No convincing explanation has been found on either
assumption.

A very tentative approach to the problem would be to
equate #adat with tols ‘round’, assuming that the term may
have designated some part of an arrow. tols is used only in the
phrase tol: tegre ‘all around’ (cf. Clauson 1972: 491), but it
must originally have been more widely used since it was bor-
rowed into Mongolian as tolf in the meaning ‘mirror’, Mon-
gol mirrors being round in shape.

The Khotanese gloss chaskdm remains obscure. At first
Bailey (1944: 292) merely described it as being ‘of uncertain
meaning’, but later (1973: 227; 1979: 107) after studying the
Khotanese documents and convincingly establishing the
meaning of chaska- as ‘barley’, he proposed to see in the gloss
chaskdam a related word meaning ‘forehead’. In his words:
‘Hence, chaska- “pointed thing”, with suffix ~dna-." However.,
the Khotanese suffix ~dna- is not used in this way (of. A, De-
gener, Khotanische Suffire, Stuttgart 1989, pp. 8B3ff.). As a
form of chaska- ‘barley’ chaskdm can only be oblique plural,
normally gen.-dat. plural, but it is difficult to see how to ac-
count for such a form, and Bailey may well therefore be justi-
fied in looking for a related but different word in chaskam.
However, the only explanation that is formally acceptable
would be to see in chaskdm a compound such as *chaska-

dana- ‘receptacle for holding barley’ or *chaska-dand- ‘barley
seed’. The formation would be like phiysgana- ‘urinary blad-
der’ (cf. Bailey 1979: 262 s.v.), reduced in Late Khotanese to
phiysgam, or like $asvana- ‘grain of mustard’ < *$asva-dand-
(Bailey 1979: 156, 396), reduced in Late Khotanese to fas-
vdm. If then chaskam means ‘barley seed’, it is tempting to
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reconsider the identification proposed by Clauson with tol
since this word could also mean ‘seed’. Some problems re-
main since ‘barley seed’ would not suit either the context of
arrows or that of parts of the body. It is perhaps worth con-
sidering whether [32] and [33] did not belong to a different
context since [33] is also obscure. Another problem raised by
this explanation of chaskdm is how to account for the ending

of ttadaz.

174: tto’maw’ /tomo (1)/ 7.
Gloss: ttara ‘?'.

Bailey’s original identification (1944: 292) of tto’mau’ with
tiilgmd, meaning according to him ‘top, head’, was rejected on
phonetic and semantic grounds by Hovdhaugen (1971: 201),
who considered the word unidentified. He also pointed out
that the vowel -0- is not otherwise used for transcribing
Turkish words in the list. To this observation must be added
the unusual use of two successive subscript hooks without
any apparent reason for either of them.

Clauson (1973: 40, 43) was convinced that tto'mau’ was a
scribal error and represented Turkish topii ‘top of the head’.

Both Bailey’s and Clauson’s explanations assume that the
context is already parts of the body as indicated by [34], but
that is by no means certain on account of the obscurity of
132], which may continue the arrow context or oven intro-
duce a different catogory, No convinecing explanation has
been offored on any assumption concerning the contoxt.

Attention is here drawn to Kirghiz tomo designating ‘the
root of the horn’, which derives from *tom- ‘to cut in a round-
ed shape’ (for which see Clauson 1972: 509). Related words
are Tara tom ‘walzenrund, rund’, Chagatai tomalaq ‘round’,
and Khazak tomar ‘stump of a tree, block, thick log’. Assum-
ing that we have here the arrow context, one could speculate
further that tto’maw’ thus represents a u/o-derivative of *tom-
in a specialized sense of ‘blunt arrowhead’. Blunt arrowheads
were used for hunting animals with valuable furs. For the
concept reference may be made to U. Kohalmi (1956: 134),
who mentions Manchu tono ‘Kopfchen, Kiigelchen an der
Spitze der zum Erlegen der Hasen dienenden Pfeile’. (This
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cannot be connected etymologically with tto’'mau’ /tomo/
since it is borrowed from Mongolian toyono ‘smoke hole in
the top of the yurt, the frame covering the opening’.)

The Khotanese gloss ttara is quite ambiguous. Bailey
(1944: 292) assumed it meant ‘forchead’ in the light of [34],
which has the same meaning, and this has been accepted ever
since. However, as we have seen, it is by no means certain
that the parts of the body context begins before [34], and it is
not clear why it should begin with two words designating the
forehead. Leaving aside the common Khotanese word ttdra-
‘dark’, which might recall tamu ‘hell’ for tto'mau’, in Late
Khotanese ttdra may well stand for ttaura- ‘wall’ (for which
see Bailey 1979: 134 s.v.). In his dictionary (1979; 134) Bailey
also has an entry for ttord ‘peak’, but not too much weight
should be attached to this as the word occurs only twice
(spelled once with -0- and once with -au-) in a single frag-
mentary context. It is not certain that it is different from
ttaura- ‘wall’,

174: adind /alin/ ‘forehead’; K. alin.
Gloss 174a: hamdrramgd ‘forehead’.

Here we appear to be on firm ground again after two ob-
scure items since both the Turkish and its Khotanese gloss
are unproblematic. kamdrramgd is the expected nominative
singular to which the regular oblique form is attested three
times, twice in bilingual texts guaranteeing the meaning.

174: ttulignid /tulug/ ‘temple (of the head)’; of, K. tulug.
Gloss 174a: gisana ‘?". '

Bailey (1944: 292) identified ttulygnd with tulung ‘braid of
hair’. The meaning ‘braid of hair’ is however only a late de-
velopment from ‘hair on the temples’, the original meaning
being ‘temple’ (¢f. Clauson 1972: 501). In K. yligiin tunlump is
used of a horse’s bridle fittings including temple straps.

The Khotanese gloss occurs only here. Bailey (1944: 292)
compared gisana with gisai “rope” and NPers. gés “lock of
hair’”’. His gisai ‘rope’ seems to be a mistake since gisai
means ‘grass’ and giska means ‘rope’ as correctly listed in his
dictionary (1979: 84).
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175: ka$i /qasi/ ‘its eyebrow’; K. gas.
Gloss 175a: brraukali ‘eyebrow’.

gadi is attested in the Pentaglott Dictionary I, 1272.

ka$i was correctly identified by Bailey (1944: 292). Kho-
tanese brraukala- ‘eyebrow’ is attested several times (Bailey
1979: 316) and has a well-established Iranian etymology.

There is no justification for Clauson’s ‘brraukaléd (un-
known)’' (1973: 40). brrauhali in Hovdhaugen (1971: 194) is
merely a misprint.

175: kapa’kd /qapaq/ ‘eyelid’; K. gapag.
Gloss 175a: teimmiili ‘eye-muscle’.

Although the Khotanese gloss tcimmald occurs only here
its formation is transparent, being a compound of the well-
known word tcim ‘eye’ and the less well-known word mald
‘muscle’. Since ‘eye-muscle’ is not necessarily the same as
‘eyelid’ and since the Khotanese word for ‘eyelid’ occurs as a
gloss to the Turkish /kirpik/ ‘eyelash’ [38], it looks as though
the Turkish counterpart of Khotanese tcimmauld has in fact
dropped out with the result that hgne has been written below
[38] instead of [37]. See Emmerick 1987: 167—-168.

175: kirdpikd [kirpik/ ‘eyelash’; K. kirpik.
Gloss 175a: h@ne ‘eyelids’.

In his original article Bailey (1944: 292) stated that Kho-
tanese hgne occurs only here, which is presumably the reason
why Clauson (1973: 40) has ‘hane (unknown)’. However, in
his dictionary (1979: 477 s.v. hdmnd-) Bailey was able to cite
three other occurrences of the word. In two of those the word
seems likely to mean ‘eyelids’ rather than ‘eyelashes’, which
suggests that the gloss may have been displaced. See Em-
merick 1987: 167168 and on [37] above.

175: yittd kardkd [yit qaraq/ ‘pupil of the eye’; K. it garag.
Gloss 175a: jasta ‘part of the eye’.

Bailey (1944: 292) identified yjtti (as he read the word)
with Turkish yit: ‘sharp’ and kardkd with Turkish garaq ‘eye-
ball’, but he was not satisfied by the combination. Bailey’s
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identifications have been accepted by Hovdhaugen (1971:
193, 205) and Clauson (1973: 40).

Ké_éga.ri has it ‘pupil of the eye’ and adds that ‘the Oghuz
say id’. Basically the word means ‘hole, aperture’ (Clauson
1972: 36, 652). The vowel is etymologically long and hence a
prothetic - would be possible, although it is not yet other-
wise attested. The vowels of it and of *yiit are also not the
same. Nevertheless, the pupil of the eye is the ‘black part of
the eye’, which is to be expected here since the following item
(40} is the ‘white part of the eye’,

Originally Bailey (1944: 292) considered the Khotanese
gloss jastd to be plural, but in his dictionary (1979: 109) he
no longer gives any indication of this idea. There is in fact no
justification for it: on the contrary, in the passages in which
it occurs in the Siddhasira it is clearly singular. In Siddha-
sara 26.26 we find khvai ha haryasye jaste bimdé $5yi kand ha-
madte ... ‘if a white spot (Skt. sitabindum) should arise for one
on the black (Skt. krsna-) part (Skt. -bhage) (of the eye) ...
and in Siddhasara 26.27 cu tcim’ htye $iye jaste bimdd hemyi
kana hamate ‘if a red (Skt. raktam) spot should arise on (Skt.
-stham) the white (Skt. $ukla~) part (Skt. bhaga-) (of the
eye)...’.

175: yuargmi kirakd /yiiriim qaraq/ ‘the white of the eye’; K.
iiriip qaraq.
Gloss 175a: §iyi teem ‘white (of the) eye’.

Hovdhaugen (1971: 206-207 ) cited the Uighur forms
yiiriip, diriig as well as Yakut tiriip. According to Hovdhau-
gen the -m may be due to dissimilation or to the unstable na-
ture of /n/.

175: $"nd fin/ ‘slime’; K. yip.
Gloss 175a: halasdam ‘side of the face’,

Bailey’s original identification (1944: 292) of 'nd with
Turkish ying ‘slime’ has been universally accepted, although
Hovdhaugen (1971: 192) finds the absence of initial y-
strange.

The Khotanese gloss was read by Bailey (1944: 292) as
halasa despite the clear anusvira above the final aksara and
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this oversight has never been corrected although it makes
the explanation of the Khotanese word immediately appar-
ent as a compound of hala- ‘side’ and §@m, reduced form of
$§ama ‘face’. For these items reference can be made to Bailey’s
dictionary (1979: 470). Although the Khotanese gloss is at-
tested only here, there can be no doubt about its meaning as
the constituent elements of the compound are securely at-
tested.

Clauson’s comment (1973: 40) ‘halasa (unknown)’ is
based on Bailey’s original comment ‘Khot. only here’. The
etymology offered by Bailey (1979: 470 s.v. halasa) is unsup-
ported and now that it can be seen that the underlying as-
sumption concerning its meaning is incorrect, it must be re-
jected.

The discrepancy in meaning between the Turkish lemma
and its Khotanese gloss requires explanation. The Turkish
1'7id is unlikely to have been written for /en/ ‘cheek’ since this
occurs as item [55] and 3~ would be phonetically difficult.
However, it does look as though the Khotanese gloss has
been written below the wrong word, perhaps because of the
graphic and acoustic similarity between the two words. Note
too that the Khotanese gloss to [55] almost certainly belongs
to [56].

176: yiriakd [yupaq/ ‘small (?) hair’; K. yug ‘wool’.
Gloss: vated ‘hair (on the cheeks)’.

Bailey (1944: 292) compared ygriakd with Turkish yiing
and the suffix -Gk. Hovdhaugen (1971: 206) pointed out that
yiipak is nowhere attested in Old Turkish and was inclined to
consider identification with yupaq ‘soapwort’, but he was not
aware of the meaning of the Khotanese gloss. Clauson (1973:
40, 43) was no doubt correct in accounting for yinakd as yup
‘wool’ or ‘(camel or goat’s) hair’ with the diminutive -aq suf-
fix. The back vocalism of this word is very old as shown by
Mongol nunggasun ‘wool’ < nung < Turkic *#iug.

176: ttisdttahd’: [tis tay/ ‘molar tooth; crown of the tooth’; K.
s, tay.
Gloss 176a: ysimii ‘teeth’.
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Bailey (1944: 292) compared uisittahi’: with tay-t1$ from
the Ming period Uighur-Chinese dictionary Hua 1 y¢ yii
made known by Ligeti (1966: 257). Hovdhaugen (1971: 201)
offered two readings fitay and tistig and regarded only the
first element as certain. The problem not explicitly men-
tioned by Hovdhaugen and Clauson is that one would expect
either 11§ tayi or tay ti§. The quasi suffix -tdg ‘like’ could hard-
ly be expected here. For the use of ti§ qualifying a following
noun we may compare Kasgari 497, where we find 25 at ‘a
horse whose blaze is spread over his eyes. This is between the
horse called [in Arabic] mubargic the one called ‘usfar.”
(Dankoff—Kelly 1982-1985: II 212).

For the Khotanese gloss ysimi ‘teeth’ see Bailey’s diction-
ary (1979: 351 s.v.). Note that ystmd is written below t#i°
‘tooth’ and may not have been intended to gloss ttigittahd’:.

176: aysaihd: [aziy/ ‘canine tooth’; K. aziy.
Gloss: haskd ‘elephant tusk’.

176: yiriaki [/yinaq/ ‘cheekbone’; K. yapaq ‘side; cheekbone’.
Bailey identified yiriakd as Turkish dpik ‘jaw’, but

Hovdhaugen (1971: 205) objected on phonetic grounds.

Clauson (1973: 40) adduced KasgarTs form yanaq ‘cheek-

bone’, which seems convincing. There the fatha on the first
consonant was added by a later hand. For i ~ a see [56) [66].

176: kasa?’hdi: [qasiy/ ‘inside of the cheeks’; K. gasty ‘inside of
the cheeks, jaws’. ) ’

176: ehy’:nii feyin/ ‘shoulder’; K. dgin.

177: auviid’riahd: Jovuruy/ ‘vertebra’; K. owruy ‘first vertebra
of the neck, the more correct form is oyruy’.

According to Clauson (1972: 92-93) the basic meaning of
this word is ‘backbone’. Concerning the form he comments
‘Almost the only stable elements about this word in modern
language are the meaning, the initial o- and the -r-.’ The
Brahmi transcription indicates a pronunciation Jovuruy/
though the transcription of the second syllable is unusual.
The aksara consists in the sign for v with subscribed % and
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hook as well as with superseribed é. The superscribed d prob-
ably merely delimits the syllable as in kirdpikd for /kirpik/
ete.

177: sgridratkd [saprig/ ‘rump’; K. sayri ‘hide’, Ottoman
sagry ‘rump’.

Bailey (1944: 293) wished to emend to *grdratkd, which he
proposed to identify with dngrdk ‘finger’. Hovdhaugen
(1971: 197) regarded the word as unidentified although he
tentatively suggested comparing Chagatai saprag ‘der Huf
des Rindes’. Clauson (1973: 43) compared sayrag ‘cup,
goblet’ and suggested it may here mean ‘cranium’.

In view of the semantic difficulties of previous explana-
tions, it is here suggested that sgniraikd may be a derivative
of the word sayri, which originally meant ‘the place between
the tail and the anus of the horse, rump’, hence the ‘hide
covering this body part, shagreen (this word through French
finally goes back to the Turkic word)’. Kasgari has sayri
‘hide’ only, but in some languages the meaning ‘rump’ has
been preserved.

177: cattikird [Catqir/ ‘T,

Bailey (1944: 293) suggested *éalgir ‘joint’, not traced else-
where, from é&atmaq ‘to join, build’ with the suffix -gir, and
quoted Osmanli éati ‘joint’. According to Hovdhaugen (1971:
187) Bailey’s suggestion must be regarded as hypothetical as
long as both the word and the derivational suffix are not at-
tested in Old Turkish. Clauson (1973: 43) pointed out that
the suffix —¢ir is a late borrowing from Mongolian and that
the Osmanli word is a secondary derivation from éatiy, which
had the meaning ‘a frame-work; skeleton’ and thus can
scarcely be connected with our word.

A verb éat- ‘to join’ does in fact exist (Clauson 1972: 402)
as does a noun éat with the meaning ‘joint, any place of
joining’: Turki éat ‘the space between the legs’ (Jarring 1964:
67; cf. Pentaglott 1299 éat = Mongolian ala ‘joint of the
thighs; pubic region’). The suffix is obscure in this case too.

In his dictionary (1979: 406) Bailey proposed to see in cai-
tikird a Turkish loanword from Iranian meaning ‘rung of
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ladder’. cattiksrd he regards as a compound of catti- ‘ladder’,
which he identifies with catta [52), and kird ‘rod’, which he
sees in the Khotanese hapax legomenon kidd and in kird,
which is a misspelling of ks#rd ‘milk’ as shown in Emmerick
1982: 32. Any attempt to explain a Turkish word as an Ira-
nian loanword that depends on Iranian etymological specu-
lations concerning rare words is not likely to convince.

If glosses [51]) and [53] are in fact verbs as they appear to
be, then [50] and perhaps [52] may be call words for horses.

177: yidddsi [yildi/ ‘descended’ (?); K. il- ‘to come down’,
Gloss 177a: vahaiysd ‘descend!’.

Bailey (1944: 293) identified yjddds with Turkish ildi ‘de-
scended’. According to Hovdhaugen (1971: 205) the explana-
tion can hardly be questioned, but the initial y- remains dif-
ficult to explain. Clauson (1973:; 40) appears to have had no
difficulty in accepting Bailey’s proposal. In fact, the past
tense marker poses more of a problem than the initial Y-
Certainly the Khotanese gloss cannot be a past tense form.
Bailey suggested originally (1944: 293) that it was either a
noun or the 3 sg. optative of the verb vahiys- ‘to descend’. In
his dictionary (1979: 382) he lists it as a noun only. Formally
a noun vakiyse- would present no difficulty, but it is not cer-
tainly attested. According to Degener (1989: 11) vakaiysa in
Maiij 6 is more likely to be from vahiysa- than to be a Late
Khotanese form of vahiysamatd- because vahaiysd has a me-
taphorical meaning, but that seems hardly sufficient justifi-
cation to look for a different suffix. In the dictionary Bailey
quotes for a noun vakaiysd also a passage from P 2891 -his
reference to II 80°29 is a misprint for IIT 80'29-but the pas-
sage is obscure. vakaiysé is most likely to be a verb and in
view of the clearly parallel item in {53] sarba ‘rise!’, it will be
a 2 sg. imperative rather than a 3 sg. optative as suggested
by Bailey.

177: catta /Cato/ ‘(2)".
Gloss 177a: sakye (7).

Orig:inally Bailey (1944: 293) was unable to give any ex-
planation for cattd and sakye, and none was provided by
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Hovdhaugen (1971: 187) or Clauson (1973: 40). In his dic-
tionary, however, Bailey (1979: 406) attributed to sakye the
meaning ‘ladder’. Bailey’s idea is that gakye, which occurs
only here in Khotanese, is etymologically related to the word
bugsita- ‘ladder’, whose meaning is securely attested, and
that the meaning of sakye can be confirmed by seeing in the
Turkish catt@ a word meaning ‘ladder’ that is attested by
Uighur $atu ‘ladder’. This word has been discussed in detail
by Doerfer (1967: III 316—318) and more briefly by Clauson
(1972: 867). Both conclude that it is a loanword from an un-
known source. However, none of the known data supports
the existence of a form éatu or éato. Thus, in the Qutadyu Bi-
lig (original AD 1069) there is a sentence (quoted by Clauson
1972: 867) Satu kordiim ellig anip baynas: ‘1 saw a ladder with
fifty rungs’: one would expect éatu here rather than Satu if
such a word existed.

It should be noted that if Bailey is right in deriving sakye
from *$atukd-, then sakye ought to be formally plural al-
though it may have been a plurale tantum. Against Bailey’s
etymology of sakye from *$ritu-ka- via *Satuka- the following
formal objections can be raised: neither sakye nor bissdta-,
which Bailey considers to be related, shows any evidence of a
u-stem, and sakye shows no trace of the radical i-vowel re-
quired. All that bussdta- and sakye have in common is the
one letter s and the mere posstbility that they have the same
meaning. However, the proposed meaning ‘ladder’ for [52]
does appear to suit [51] ‘descend!’ and [53] ‘risel’.

In almost all Turkic languages the general word for ‘stir-
rup’ was fizeg(g)ii or its corresponding form e.g. Chuvash yd-
rana (cf. Clauson 1972: 289), but special types of stirrups are
called occasionally ‘ladder’ e.g. basqi¢ ‘ladder’ from bas- ‘to
press, step on etc.’ was borrowed as a Tatar loanword into
Chuvash as puskdé meaning ‘stirrup’. Thus it cannot entirely
be excluded that in éato the é- is a substitution for §-, its orig-
inal meaning is ‘ladder’ and that here we have a secondary
meaning ‘a kind of stirrup’. Nevertheless, it seems impossible
to suppose a Turkish derivative of this éato resulting in the
éatgir occurring in [50].

In view of the uncertainties surrounding this gloss, anoth-
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er possibility may be worth consideration. The Hungarian
word for ‘foal’ is cstké (= ¢iké < éitkd) from the call word éit
for foals and the diminutive suffix -ké. éat as an onomato-
poeic word is present in Kasgari but not as a call word for
horses. In Turkish such calling words are found as éo ‘urging
on a horse’, fo:g éo:g ‘calling word (calf)’ ( Jarring 1964: 74, cf.
also Jarring 1941: 49).

There is another Turkish word that could formally be
brought into the discussion, namely the Eastern Turki word
éat ‘the space between the legs; place where two rivers unite’

(Jarring 1964: 67). However, it is difficult to see its semantic
relevance.

177: dviindg fiin/ ‘rise!’ (?).
Gloss 177a: sarba ‘rise!’.

Bailey (1944: 293) identified @viind as on ‘rise’. Hovdhau-
gen (1971: 203) preferred the reading on, Clauson (1973: 40)
iin. The meaning ‘rise’ is well attested for Turkish iin- (Clau-
son 1972: 169). The initial vowel is written in an unexpected
way as a single aksara #vii. There does exist a verb uvun-
meaning ‘to crush, to break (into small pieces), to wring
(hands)’, which is also used passively. However, it does not
appear to suit the present context.

The Khotanese gloss sarba was identified by Bailey (1944:
293) as 2 sg. imperative or 3 sg. optative of the common verb
sarb- “‘to rise’. The form is certainly 2 sg. imperative, cf. on
[51] above.

178: drttd Gyas /art oyif ‘the hollow of the nape’; K. art ‘nape’,
oy ‘ravine’.
Gloss 178a: namastham (?).

I_\Ieither the Turkish nor the Khotanese was identified by
Bailey in 1944: 293. Hovdhaugen (1971: 181) thought that
drttd should render /irt/, although he admitted that no such
word is attested in Turkish. In the manuscript dritd is
preceded by a deleted word arthd, which according to
Hovdhaugen could represent [art/ ‘back, rear’, but he rightly
pointed out that if this is what the scribe intended it would
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be hard to explain why he deleted arthi and replaced it by
drtti. Clauson (1973: 40) convincingly proposed /art oyi/ ‘the
hollow in the nape of the neck’ referring to the Turkish mate-
rial assembled in his dictionary (1972: 200, 265-266).
Assuming that the Khotanese word, which occurs only here,
had the same meaning, Bailey proposed (1979: 173) an ety-
mology for it.

178: ¢’1d Jey/ ‘cheek’; K. dn.
Gloss: phattanai ‘palate’.

¢’1d was compared by Bailey (1944: 293) with Turkish dg
‘face, complexion’. Hovdhaugen (1971: 191) could not find
the word in Kasgari, but it was quoted by Clauson (1972:
166). The Turkic word denoted in Karakhanid Turkish the
complexion, which can be said to have a colour as in gizil eg
‘red cheeks’, but in Ottoman and Chagatai it had the mean-
ing ‘cheekbone’. There is a great deal of contamination
among the following words: en ‘breadth’, ep ‘cheek(bone)’,
yan ‘side’, yana ‘side’, yapag ‘cheekbone, side, jaw, the side
post of the door’. Thus e.g. ipek is ‘jawbone’ in Yellow Uigh-
ur, ‘jaw, cheekbone, chin’ in Turkish. Thus ey may here
denote ‘cheek(bone)’ or ‘jawbone’.

Bailey (1944: 293) quoted the Khotanese gloss as phatanai
commenting that ta was not clear. Only in his dictionary
(1979: 259) does he confirm that the manuscript certainly
does not have ta but ¢ta. The problem is that *phatanas would
be expected as the Old Khotanese form of Late Khotanese
phamnai ‘palate’. The Late Khotanese form is securely at-
tested being guaranteed by two bilingual texts. An Old Kho-
tanese *phatanai would relate to phamnai as does Old Kho-
tanese hvatana- to Late Khotanese hvamna- ‘Khotanese’. We
do not however expect an Old Khotanese form in this text,
which is characterised by Late Khotanese forms, and in any
case we would expect *phatanat. Nevertheless, it is difficult
to believe that phattanas here is not ‘palate’ even though this
would also mean that the gloss has been misplaced from [55].
It can be explained only as a ‘hyper-Khotanism’, an attempt
to write a ‘correct’ form.
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[56] 178: ttimiha’:ki [timyaq/ ‘throat’; K. tamyaq ‘so the Turks,

(57]

(58]
[59]

(60]

(61}

the Oghuz and Kipchak say tamaq “throat, larynx™’;
Turkish tamyaq ‘palate’.

Bailey originally (1944: 293) read ttiméha’:kd, which is the
form quoted by Hovdhaugen (1971: 200) and Clauson (1973:
40). However, already in the first edition of his Khotanese
fgztis 11T (1956: 81) he printed ttimika’:ki On i ~ a see [45]

178: cikjnd [Cikin/ ‘upper shoulder’; Ottoman é&igin (Red-
house 1968: 254 s.v. ¢igin).

Bailey (1944: 293) quoted éikin ‘part between neck and
shoulders’. Clauson (1972: 415) preferred the reading éigin
because of the Ottoman data, but the Ottoman -g- is second-
ary.

178: yarind /yarin/ ‘shoulder blade’; K. yarin.

178: ¢’Synd feSiin/ ‘the point of the shoulder’; K. sin
‘shoulder blade’.

Bailey’s comparison (1944: 293) with ‘Altai o%iin “collar-
bone™ is basically correct. According to Hovdhaugen (1971:
190) the word is not attested elsewhere, but Kasgar?’s item is
cited in his dictionary by Clauson (1972: 263). The pronun-
ciation esiin for 68iin may indicate an earlier form.

179: kddas [qari/ ‘foreleg, upper arm’; K. qari.

Bailey reads kidai here without hesitation (1944: 293;
1956: 81) and identified it with a query as ¢il-i ‘its hair’. Be-
cause of the semantic difficulty Hovdhaugen (1971: 192) sug-
gests that kédai may be miswritten for kadai, which he would
then explain as gol- ‘its arm’, Clauson (1973: 41) retains
kddai but accepts Hovdhaugen'’s explanation as gol- ‘its
arm’ without comment. The first aksara ki is quite clear but
the g, if it is ¢, is made over something else. The reading must

be considered highly uncertain. The reading kdrai cannot be
excluded.

179: bidakd /bilak/ ‘wrist, forearm’; K. bilik.

(62]

(63]

(64]
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179: dya /aya/ ‘palm of the hand (?)’; K. aya.

Originally Bailey (1944: 293) read here tya, but later cor-
rected it to dya (1956: 81). His identification of dya as aya
‘palm of the hand’ was followed by Hovdhaugen (1971: 182)
and Clauson (1973: 41). The exact meaning is of some im-
portance since if this word occurs here in the meaning of the
‘palm of the hand’ it presumably designates a part of the hu-
man body. In Ottoman aya means also ‘sole of the foot’. It is
accordingly possible that aya could also be used to designate
the flat lower part of the extremities of an animal.

179: yuiyst [yiizi/ ‘its (sur)face’; K. yiiz.

Bailey (1944: 293) quoted yiiz- ‘its face’, which was ac-
cepted by Hovdhaugen (1971: 207) and Clauson (1973: 41).
It is more probable that the word was intended to indicate
the surface of the palm or sole etc.

179: bahd:sakd [biiysiak/ ‘upper chest’; K. biigsik.

In his first edition of the text in Khotanese texts I1I Bailey
(1956: 81) corrected his original reading bihd:sakd (1944:
293) to buysdisakd. Later he returned to his original reading
(1973: 224), which is certainly correct.

Bailey explained bihd:sakd as boyaz, boyuz ‘throat’ with
suffix -aq (1944: 293). Hovdhaugen (1971: 187) gave good
reasons for rejecting this explanation and proposed to identi-
fy it with Kasgari's biiksdk as he read it. Clauson (1973: 41)
quoted KaSgarT's item as bokseg as in his dictionary (1972:
329).

KasgarT's item was incorrectly read bokseg (so Dankoff—
Kelly) on the basis of an erroneous reading of the Mongolian
bigse ‘backside, buttock’ as bokse. Mongolian biogse was
reborrowed into Chagatai and some Kipchak languages as
bokse. In Mongolian in syllable final position there is no
phonological opposition of /k/ and /g/. Because of this and
also because of the effect of the following -s- [g] may have
become [k] in Chagatai and the other languages, but thisisa
secondary feature.



228

(65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]
[70]

R. E. EMMERICK — A. RONA-TAS

179: kakuysd [kokiiz/ ‘breast’; K. kikiiz (Dankoff—Kelly
kogiiz).

The problem of the voicing of the -k- in this word is diffi-
cult to solve, but the Brahmi spelling kakuysi here can only
represent -k-. The language of the Uighurs of Turfan has
forms with —g- as well as forms with -k- (Malov 1961: 131). In
the Fergana valley the word has -k- (Sadvakasov 1970: 203)
as also in Yellow Uighur (Malov 1957: 68). In other modern
languages we find -g- or its developments (e.g. Turkmenian
goviis < kogiiz), cf. Clauson (1972: 714).

179-180: sgridrdsahd: [saparsay/ ‘the hindquarters of a horse
where a second rider sits’; K. sigarsuq.

Bailey (1944: 293) tentatively compared singir ‘sinew’, but
Hovdhaugen (1971: 197) considered the word unidentified.
Clauson (1972: 841; 1973: 41) drew attention to Kasgari's
item. This word is of particular importance as being a termi-
nus technicus from horsekeeping. On i ~ a see [45] [56].

180: ygnd /yan/ ‘socket or tips of the hipbone’: K. yan (only
this meaning, not ‘side’).

180: artt@gnd yuysd jorton yiiz/ ‘the middle (sur)face’; K. ortu,

Bailey (1944: 293) explained arttgni yiysi as orton yiiz
meaning ‘middle of the face’. This was accepted by Hovd-
haugen (1971: 181) and Clauson (1973: 41), but orton must be
a qualifier since n-formations are always adjectives, as in
Kirghiz orton kol ‘the middle finger’. Thus the phrase should
be rendered ‘the middle face’ or ‘the middle surface’.

180: ttiysd ‘knee’; K. tiz.
180: bauhiz’:nd /boyun/ ‘knuckle’; K. boyun, boyum.

Bailey (1944: 293) adduced buyun ‘finger-joint’, which
Hovdhaugen (1971: 184) did not find in the sources. Bailey’s
quotation is from Brockelmann’s edition of Kasgari (1928:
42 ‘Gelenk am Finger oder am Rohr’; buyun = buyim). Hovd-
haugen quoted the KiasSgari item with the correct reading
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boyun" ete. According to Dankoff —Kelly a later hand correct-
ed (K. 201) the kesre to damma, i.e. boyin to boyun (more like-
ly vice versa). [Read bogiin ?)).

180: yada /yoda/ ‘thigh’; Yellow Uighur, New Uighur yota,
Thurki yote, yote.

Bailey (1944: 293) explained yada as yoda ‘upper part of
the thigh’. Hovdhaugen (1971: 204) interpreted it as having
an interdental spirant and remarked that although it is not
in Kasgari it is found from the Qutadyu Bilig onwards. It is
not however included in Arat’s index to the Qutadyu Bilig
and Clauson (1972: 886) does not cite the Qutadyu Bilig in
this connection. Moreover, Hovdhaugen quoted only Radlov
(1911: I1T 439), but in fact in column 440 we find Uighur yoda
or yota. Since the word is written also in Uighur script the
transcription of the -d- is uncertain. Clauson (1973: 41)
explains yada as yota, which is of course etymologically cor-
rect, but the Brahmi spelling indicates /yoda/.

181: bakafiakd /baqafioq/ ‘the frog in the horse’s hoof’; K.
BAQ’Y(N)AQ ‘the space between the two sides of a cloven
hoof or one of the two sides of a cloven hoof’,
BAQ'Y(N)UQ ‘the frog of a horse’s hoof’.

Bailey (1944: 293) adduced ‘baganuq “flesh in hoof”, baqa-
fiaq “hoof™’. In the case of the second word he was misled by
Brockelmann. In fact there are two words in Kasgari
baqay(n)aq ‘the space between the two sides of the cloven
hoof -or one of the two sides of the cloven hoof’ and
bagay(n)ug ‘the frog of the horse’s hoof’. According to
Hovdhaugen (1971: 183) bagasiag would be the ‘frog in a
horse’s foot’ and the bagasiug ‘at tirnaklarnin ortasindaki
tiimsecik et parcast’ quoting B. Atalay (1940-1943: ITI 177).
But the tiimsectk et pargasi (protruding piece of flesh) is the
‘frog’ and it is accordingly difficult to understand why
Hovdhaugen suggests seeing here ‘the navicular bone or the
basilar process’. In his dictionary Clauson (1972: 316) con-
siders the two words to be the same and explains bakafiakd
here as baqa:niak (1973: 41), which is surely a mistake since
long @ always renders [o]. According to Hovdhaugen it is a
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f]erivative from a form *baga#i attested as bagat ‘anklebone’
in many Turkic languages, but this seems unlikely. Clauson’s
etmology (1972: 316) from baga ‘frog’ quoting the similar
English denomination is convincing, but the suffix remains
pr({blematical. The suffix quoted by Clauson is -iiaq (for
which see also [85]). The other form in Kasgari, bagay(n)aq

ha§ this suffix. Where these words occur in Kasgarl th(;
neighbouring words all have <> as the third consonantal
letter, so that one would expect that this was originally in-
tented, -n- being added to indicate either that the word was
pronounced in the language of the copyist with -n- or else it
represented the [fi]. Since the Brahmi transcription has [ii]

the second explanation, tentatively suggested by Hovdhau-'
gen, is clearly preferable.

181: ehaw’:caki jeyocak/ ?".

I'Bailey (1944: 293) explained ehau’:cakd as okée ‘heel’
whxc.h Hovdhaugen (1971: 189) rejected on phonetic ground;
considering the word unidentified. Clauson (1973: 43) sug-
ﬁ:stgfi that ekhau’:cakd is ‘a muddle of (kiijek), “a lock of

ir”’.

It may tentatively be proposed to interpret ehau’:cakd as
eyo(n)éik, a derivative of egin ‘shoulder’.

181: aupdaka /6pkd/ ‘lung’; K. opkd, owkd.
181: ytirakd [yiirik/ ‘heart’; K. yiirdk.
181: bahai’:rd [bayir/ ‘liver’; K. bayir.
181: ttiraka [tilaq/ ‘clitoris’; K. tilag.

182: au'tti 6t/ ‘gall bladder’; K. 6t.

182: sitva’ed /suv(a)co(?)/ ‘T

Bai.ley (1944: 293) suggested seeing in suva’c@ a word
meaning ‘bladder’ and deriving it from Turkish suv ‘water’
with f'u-suffix. Hovdhaugen (1971: 198) found the suggestion
plausible but concluded that ‘the word must be regarded as
2;; identified’. His opinion was shared by Clauson (1973:

(80}
(81]

(82]

(83
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The phonetic significance of the hook under the second
aksara is obscure.

182: karnai /qarni/ ‘its belly’; K. garin.

182: bidt /bidi/ ‘its face(?)’; cL. Uighur bet or cf. Turki bijek,
Khotan-Turki bijik ‘nipple, female breast’?

Bailey (1944: 294) explained bid? as bit-i “its face’. Hovd-
haugen (1971: 185) considered the -d- to represent an inter-
dental spirant while Clauson (1973: 41) interpreted bidi as
Joéti:/.

A word meaning ‘face’ seems out of place here between (80]
‘its belly’ and [82] ‘caecum’. Turki bidzek ‘nipple, nipples
(except sheep and goat)’ and Khotan-Turki bidzik ‘(female)
breast’ (Jarring 1964: 54) would provide a more suitable
meaning, but the words appear to be children’s language.

bet ‘face’ is also used to mean ‘surface’. Clauson (1972:
296), but the preceding word already has a possessive suffix
so that bidi could not mean ‘its surface’ in the sense of the
surface of the belly.

182: bauhg’md [boyan/ ‘caecum’; K. bogiin.

Bailey (1944: 294) proposed to see in bauhg’mé Turkish
boyun ‘joint, limb’, but, as Hovdhaugen (1971: 184) pointed
out, that word is already represented in a correct transcrip-
tion in [70] above and the -¢- cannot render an -u-. Hovdhau-
gen considered the word unidentified. Clauson (1973: 41)
adopted Bailey's explanation though he has the Kasgarl item
in his dictionary (1972: 328), where he read biiken, describing
it as VU ie. having its ‘V(ocalization) U(ncertain)’. Dan-
koff - Kelly vocalized the word as bagiin.

182: yiimiird /yumur/ ‘caecum of an animal’; K. yumur.

Bailey (1944: 294) compared this word with *yumur ‘fist’
referring to Ottoman yumruq and Chuvash $@mdr. Hovdhau-
gen (1971: 206) accepted Bailey’s suggestion whereas Clau-
son (1973: 41) referred to yumur ‘bowels’. For yumur ‘bowels’
cf. Hungarian gyomor ‘stomach’ < Turkish jumur.
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182: kardha’:ki [karyok/ ‘paunch (2)’; K. kdrgiik ‘something
like the third stomach (sheep)’. [Read garyoq?).

Bailey (1944: 294) quoted kergiik ‘rennet-bag (of sheep)’
and his explanation was adopted by both Hovdhaugen (1971:
183) and Clauson (1973: 41).

183:  sarkdfiskd  [sarqafaq/ ‘third stomach’; K.
SAR.QIY(N)Q ‘third stomach of a ruminant, the form
with nun is a variant, as in Arabic mizab, minzab, misar,
minsar’, cf. [72] above.

Bailey (1944: 294) originally read sarkdfiakd and com-
pared it with Turkish serganig, sargayiq ‘rennet-bag’. In his
Khotanese texts III he misprinted sarkdnakd as sarkdriakd
(1956: 82). Hovdhaugen (1971: 197) followed Bailey but add-
ed a reference to sarginag in Rahmeti Arat 1936: 53 (41'° = T.
II Y. 43 r10). In his dictionary (1972: 849) Clauson tran-
scribed the Kasgari items as sarkiyuk and sarkinuk and in
this he was followed by Dankoff - Kelly although in the last
syllable there is no vocalization.

183: bahd’:rdasdahd: [bayirsoy/ ‘entrails’; K. bayirsuq.

183: au’ysd elti [6z eti/ ‘internal flesh (?)’; K. iiz ‘grease’, but
oz ‘the heart and what is inside the belly”.

Bailey misprinted the final aksara of au’ysd as ysa in his
original edition (1944: 294) and as yd in his Khotanese texts
111 (1956: 82). He corrected the reading in 1973: 224.

Clauson (1973: 41) could not decide between 0z eti ‘internal
flesh’ and iiz ets ‘fat flesh’, but only ¢z is possible here.

183: auysgnd [6zin/ ‘internal part’; Uighur dzen.

Bailey (1944: 294) compared ozin ‘breast and belly’. Ac-
cording to Hovdhaugen (1971: 181-182) the meaning of ozin
must be rather ‘marrow’. Clauson (1973: 41) gave the mean-
ing as ‘the centre, or interior (of something)’, which certainly
suits the Uighur passage he quotes from Miiller’s edition
(1911: 44 1. 32) as ‘limzuanin zenindin “from the heart of the

{111

lotus™’.

(89]

[90]

(91)

(92]

(93]

(94]

THE TURKISH-KHOTANESE WORDLIST REVISITED 233

183: yiirdgakd fyiirgak/ ‘7.

No explanation was offered by Bailey (1944: 294). Hovd-
haugen (1971: 206) suggested it could be a ‘misspelling for
yiirdk “heart™’. Clauson (1973: 41, 43-44) tentativel.y sug-
gested oryaq ‘sickle’ with prothetic y- i.e. yoryaq, as In {40]
and elsewhere. However, i cannot render [o]. Cf. [75].

183: idipacaki filpatoq, ilpacok/ ‘.

Bailey (1944: 294) compared ydlpazd ‘bellows’. Hovdhau-
gen (1971: 191) could not locate the source of Bailey’s yélpa-
zi, but it is from Radlov (1911: IO 356). Clauson (1973: 41,
43-44) suggested *yélpigiik ‘winnowing fan’, a deverbal
noun from yélpi- ‘to fan’.

184: Grided [6no¢/ ‘larynx’; cf. Uighur 6riié
onoé ‘gullet’.
184: bau’hi’:ré [boyiir/ ‘kidney’; K. bogiir.

Bailey (1944: 294) compared buyur ‘spittle’, but Hovdhau-
gen (1971: 184) pointed out that the word is confined to the
modern languages and was semantically inapposite. Clauson
(1973: 41) correctly identified it as bogiir ‘kidney’ referring to
his dictionary (1972: 328), where early attestations are
provided.

‘larynx’, Kirghiz

184: ygnittat [yan eti/ “flesh’; K. et yén ‘body flesh’.

Bailey (1944: 294) merely referred to etti [87). Hovdhau-
gen (1971: 204) suggested yan dti ‘flesh of the flank’, but re-
garded the identification as doubtful because he was unable
to find an attestation of it. Clauson (1973: 41) followed
Hovdhaugen with hesitation. For /yan/ he referred to his dic-
tionary (1972: 940), where he quotes yan ‘the heads of the
hip-bones’ from Kasgari. In fact, Kasgari has et yin or el yen
‘body (and) flesh’. The word is written with kesre, which may
be read as [i] or fe].

184: kausirai [kosri/ ‘side of the chest’; K. kosri.

Bailey (1944: 294) explained kausdrai as kiisri ‘sidgs of .t.he'
breast’. Hovdhaugen (1971: 194) preferred the reading kosri
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and referred to Kasgari. Clauson (1971: 751; 1973: 41) and,
following him Dankoff—Kelly, read in Kasgari kiisrt ‘rib-
cage’, which has now to be corrected.

(95] 184: e’yi Jey/ ‘rib’ (1); cf. K. eyegii ‘rib (of animal)’ (7).

Bailey (1944: 294) tentatively compared dydgi, tiydg ‘rib’.
According to Hovdhaugen (1971: 190) the best correspond-
ence is found in Modern Turkish eye, for which he gave no
source, but cf. Tiirkiye'de Halk Agzwndan Derleme Sozliigii,
Ankara 1963— s.v. eye ‘kaburga kemigi’. Clauson (1973: 44)
quite plausibly suggested that gi may have been accidentally
omitted after e’yd, in which case *e’ydgu would represent
Kasgar?’s eyegii.

[96] 184: bai’kind /biqin/ ‘hip’; K. bigin.
[97] 185: ttaw’si /t68/ “sternum, breast bone”. K. t3s.
[98] 185: sapdha:ki [sapyaq/ ‘waist’; K. sapyag.

Bailey (1944: 294) commented ‘sagaq chin?’. Hovdhaugen
(1971: 197) regarded the word as unidentified since he could
not account for /p/. Clauson (1973: 44) commented: ‘The in-
clusion of (sapga:k) in the list is important, because the only
other occurrence is in Kaggar?'s Diwin, in the manuscript of
which it is misspelt bagg:ak. This mistake was corrected for
the first time in ED 786"

Conclusions
(a) vocalism

The writing system can distinguish open and closed labial vowels
but not between front and back vowels or between long and short
vowels. The Brahmi script did indicate long vowels, but in Late
Khotanese the old distinction of vowel length had given way to a
distinction of vowel quality.

After a closed labial /u/ or /ii/ the following labial is always
closed: yiigiin [11], utuy [25), tulun [35), yiiriim (40}, yumur [83].
After open labials or after non-labials the following labial may be
either open or closed. It is open in ten cases: yiyiryoq (6}, togo [23],
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qudisyon [27], terkok [28), tomo [33), éato [52], orton [68], keryik [84),
bayirsoq [86), 696¢ [91]; but closed in seven cases: saqaldruq [16],
komiildriik {21], golun [22], eiin [59), kokiiz [65], boyun [70], boyiir
[92]). From this it can be concluded that the opposition open labi-
als : closed labials in non-initial syllables had disappeared after
closed labials but not yet after open labials and non-labials. With
the exception of kardhad’:kd [84] there appears to be no indication
of an opposition between open and closed e. In initial syllables we
always find e but in non-initial syllables always open d. This is in
clear contrast to the Turkish written in Northern Brahmi.

(b) consonantism

The transcription distinguishes between voiced and unvoiced gut-
turals. There is, however, no difference between unvoiced guttural
stops in front and in back vocalic words, as they are all written
with <k>. It is interesting that practically no difference is made
between voiced gutturals according to the front and back vocalic
environment. In three words -g- in front vocalic words is written
<g> (yiigiin [11], tizgt [13], and yiirgdk? [89]) but in eleven cases
(14, 17, 20, 21, 29, 47, 64, 73, 82, 84, 92] it is written < h: >, which is
also used to render the gutturals in back vocalic words. The colon
indicates voicelessness. The analysis shows that Hovdhaugen
(1971: 175) was right when he wrote: ‘There are also reasons to as-
sume that the front (post-palatal) allophone at least to a certain
extent was a fricative rather than a plosive’. It confirms also a
brief remark made by Hamilton (1977: 509), who pointed out that
in the Turkish language of Khotan the difference between the gut-
turals in front and back vocalic words seems to be absent since it is
not reflected in the Uighur texts.

The Khotanese letter <d > denoted a dental fricative and the
<t > a voiced dental. Hence the Turkish unvoiced dental stop /t/
is written with the double < tt > as in Khotanese. It is difficult to
determine what is reflected by the use of Khotanese Brahmi
<d>. In words like qudisyo [27] (compare the Kirghiz data from
Alma4ssy) it may indicate a fricative as in the cluster -dr-, in sagald-
ruq [16], adrim [18], kiimiildriiy [21], but this is unlikely in the case
of yoda [71] because the word has an etymological -t-. This is one of
the problems with bidz [81], which has also an etymological -t- if it
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means ‘its face’, It does not seem possible to conclude anything
more than that the Khotanese letter < d > may indicate the frica-
tive nature of the Turkish dental phoneme /d/.

In two cases the transcription shows clear palatal 7 as in baga-
7ioq [72] and sarqasiaq {85]. These transcriptions may enable us to
account for the strange writing in Kisgari with <ya> and a dot
above (i.e. nun). However these are the last remnants of the old
palatal /ii/ which had long ago begun to disappear.

Another interesting feature of our text concerns the nasals,
Hamilton (1977) has pointed to the instability of the nasals in the
languages around Khotan. Though it is difficult to accept all his
conclusions concerning details, it is instructive to see that in our
text there are a few words with a nasal velar stop where Kasgarl
has an oral one. Note in this connection especially qurpolug (3]
(Kasgari quruyluq), sagrig [49] (Kasgari sayri). It is probably
significant that in both cases p occurs in the neighbourhood of [r].

(¢) Hovdhaugen’s conclusions

Basically Hovdhaugen'’s conclusions have stood up to examina-
tion, but in some cases they need reformulating. (1) Whereas he
concluded that the words came from a fi-dialect (!) of Old Turkish,
it would be more precise to say that they come from a dialect
where the last remnants of the -7i- are to be observed as they are in
the language of Kashgar a hundred or so years later. (2) Whereas
according to Hovdhaugen the dialect of our text distinguished be-
tween [0, 6] and [u, ii] both in initial and non-initial position, a
more precise formulation would be that the opposition between
open and closed labials was preserved in all positions except where
they were preceded by a closed labial. (3) According to Hovdhau-
gen intervocalic {y] and [g] were most probably fricatives in Old
Turkish, but it would appear to be more accurate to say that in
the Turkish language of Khotan the phonetic difference between
the voiced gutturals in front and back vocalic words was in the
process of disappearing. (4) Hovdhaugen thought that the tran-
scription used in this text is much more consistent than that used
in other Brahmi texts. Certainly it is very consistent, but so is the
transcription used in the other texts when it is closely analyzed.
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(d) Purpose of the text

It is important to note that the list contains the terms for the
smaller details and not the greater units. Thus the general word.s
for ‘saddle’, ‘bow’, and ‘arrow’ are missing, although much techni-
cal vocabulary from these semantic spheres is included. Similarly,
the words for such basic parts of the body as ‘head’, ‘mouth’, ‘ears’
etc. are missing. The military officer who compiled this text can-
not have been a beginner learning Turkish. It is known that th(?
queens in the royal family of Khotan came from the Turkish Shz'\hl
dynasty. Our text may well have been compiled by or for a high
Khotanese officer with a good knowledge of Turkish.
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Alphabetical Word Index to the Text

All diacritics and the apostrophe are ignored in alphabetizing. Khotanese -

words are written in italics.

adjnd [34] (174) bauh{’:ni [70] (180) hamdrramgd [34] (174b)
adrrimi [18] (172) bid1 {81] (182) hame {1] (166); (2]
ahi’:ysi [15] (171) bidaki [61] (179) (167); (3] (167); [4]
anaci [91] (184) brrgnd [9] (170) (167); [5] (168); [6]
arttd [54) (178) brraukald {36) (176b) (169); [7} (169); (9]
arttani (68} (180) biha:saki [64] (179) (170)

aupiaka [74] (181) byihq (3] (167) hgne [38] (175b)

au'ttd (78] (182) catta [62] (177) haskd [44) (176b)
auvia'ruhi: (48] (177) cattakira [50] (177) hivi [2] (166); [5] (168);
au'ysi [87] (183) chaskam [32] (174b) (8]1(170)

auysani [88] (183) cikini [57] (178) halashd: [1] (166); [5)
dya [62] (179) dynd [8] (170) (168); 16] (168)

ayai [54] (178) dynai[3] (167) hylaihd: [2] 166
aysaihi: [44] (176) ehau’:caki [78] (181) idaihi: {17] (172)
bahai’:ra [76) (181) ehj":na (47] (176) idapacaki [90] (183)
baha’:rai [8] (170) e'miysihi: [20] (172) i'nd [41] (175)
bahi’:rasdhi: {86] (183) e'nd [55] (178) Jjasta {39] (175b)
bai'kini [96] (184) e’$uni [59] (178) kidai [60] (179)
bakanaka {72} (181) ett1[87] (183) kakuysi [65]) (179)
bamdam [7] (169) e’ya [95] (184) kalgni [22] (172)

bgng (2} (166) gahe [30] (174b) kamuliddrraha: [21)
bau’hii:rd [92] (184) gisana [35] (174b) 172)

bauha’:ni [82] (182) halasam [41] (175b) kapiha’:ki [5] (168)

- . —— - -
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kapa’'ka [37] (176)
karaha':ki (84] (182)
karaki [39] (176)
kirak (40 (175)
karnai [80] (182)
kasai’hi: [46] (176)
ka$i (36] (175)
kausirai [94] (184)
keysa [31) (174)
kiraiha: [26] (173)
kirapika (38] (176)
kiiddsiha':na [27] (173)
kiirnalika (3] (167)
kyesa [1] (166); [7] (169)
munikd (6] (168)
namisthdm {54] (178b)
nveysdyd [4) (167)
paraigkhard [T] (169)
phattanai [55] (178b)
rahd [31} (lg;ﬂ))
sadi (9] (17
sakaladrriki (16] (171)
sakye [62] (177b)
sanaraiki (49] (177)
sanirasahi: [66) (179)
sapaha:ki [98] (185)

sarba (53] (177b)
sarksfaki (85] (183)
§iyi [40) (175b)
skai [29] (174b)
siiva’cd (79] (182)
tcem 140) (175b)
teimmaild [37) (176b)
thamnd [8] (170)
ttadai [32) (174)
ttaka [23] (178)
ttara [33] (174b)
ttau'sa (97] (185)
tteha’:ki [29] (174)
tterkaka (28] (173)
ttidi {24] (173)
ttimaha’:ki (56) (178)
ttina [12] 171)
ttiraki [77) (181)
ttigittahi’: (48] (176)
ttiysa [69) (180)
ttiysgina [13) (171)
tto'mau’ [33] (174)
ttulipni (35 (174)
ttupi [2] (166)
tturakd [5] (168)
ttuttasi(10] (170)

1ilina [30] (174)
Gttuhi: (26) (173)
dvani {53} 177)

vahaiysd [61] (177b)
vated [42] (176b)
yada [71] (180)
yai'hi (14) (171)
yani [67] (180)
yanittai (93] (184)
yapi [19] (172)
yarini (58] (178)
yasiki [4] (167)
yidadi [51) (177)
yihi’:raha’:ki [6) (168)
yinaka [45] (176)
yitts {391 (176)
ysima [43] (176b)
yiiguna (11 (171)
yiki[7] (169)
ylmiri [83] (182)
yianaks {42] (176)
yuragakii (89} (183)
yiiraki [76) (181)
yirgma [40] (175)
yiysa [68] (180)
yiiysi [63] (179)

Alphabetical Index of Turkish Words

ayiz: ayzi ‘mouth’ [15]

adrim ‘saddle pad’ (18]

alin ‘forehead’ {34)

art ‘nape’ [54]

aya ‘palm’ of the hand
(1162

aziy ‘canine tooth’ [44]

bayari ‘a wide leather
strap for suspending
the quiver from the
belt’ (8]

bayir ‘liver’ [76]

bayirsoy ‘entrails’ (86]

baqaioq ‘the frog of
the horse’s hoof’ [72]

bidi ‘?{itssurface 71’ [81]

bilak ‘wrist, forearm’
(61)

kosri ‘side of the chest’
{94]

orton ‘middle (adj.)
(68]

ovuruy ‘vertebra’ 48]

oy- ‘hole’ [54]

616t ‘larynx’ {91]

opke ‘lung’ (74]

6t ‘gall bladder’ (78]

6z ‘the heart and what
isinside the belly’ [87]

zin ‘internal part’ [88]

qapagq ‘eyelid’ [37]

qapyaq ‘cover of the
quiver [5]

qaraq ‘eyeball’ (39, 40]

qari ‘foreleg, upper
arm’ [60]

teyak ‘incision on an
arrow’ [29]

terkok ‘saddle strap’
(28]

til- ‘tongue of the
buckle’ {24}

tilaq ‘clitoris’ [77]

tin ‘halter’ [12]

tis ‘tooth’ (43]

tiz ‘knee’ [69]

tizgin ‘bridle’ (13)

toli/toli ‘7 [32]

tomo ‘T’ (33}

toqo ‘belt buckle’ 23]

tos ‘sternum, breast
bone’ [97]

tulun ‘temple’ [35]

tutasi ‘the handle of
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bigin ‘hip’ [96]

boyun ‘knuckle’ [70]

boyan ‘caecum’ [82)

béyiir ‘kidney’ [92)

biiysek ‘upper chest’
[64)

&ato ‘ladder (2)’ [52)

datqir ‘7’ [50]

&ikin ‘upper shoulder’
[57)

eyin ‘shoulder’ [47)

eyodek ‘7 [73)

emziy ‘the extremity
of the saddlebow’ [20]

eq ‘cheek’ {55]

esiin ‘the point of the
shoulder’ {59

et- ‘flesh’ (87, 93]

ey ‘rib ¥’ {95]

iliy ‘attachment [to the
harness]’ [17]

ilpadoq, ilpaddk ‘7
{90)

i ‘slime’ {41)

kéryék ‘paunch (?)
[84]

kes ‘quiver’ [1, 7]

kez ‘arrow shaft’ [31]

kirpik ‘eyelash’ [38]

kokiiz ‘breast’ {65)

komiildriiy ‘breast
strap’ [21]

qarin: qarni ‘belly’
[80]

qas- ‘eyebrow’ (36]

qasiy ‘inside of the
cheeks’ (46}

qiriy ‘selvage [of the
saddle]’ [26]

qolun ‘(saddle] girth’
{22]

qudisyon ‘ecrupper
strap’ [27]

qurygoluq ‘bow case’ [3]

sali ‘small leather or
felt pieces stuck into
the quiver to fix the
arrows’ [9]

sanarsaq ‘the hind-
quarters of a horse
where a second rider
sits’ {66]

sagriq ‘rump’ (49)]

sapyaq ‘waist’ [98)

saqaldruq ‘sub-men-
tal strap on the har-
ness’ {16)

sarqaiiaq ‘third stom-
ach’ [85]

suv(a)to ‘?’ [79)

tay in: ti3 tay ‘molar
tooth, crown of the
tooth’ (43)

timyaq ‘throat’ [56]

the bow’ (10)

tip- ‘bottom’ [2]

ulun ‘arrow shaft’ [30]

utuy ‘a broad strap on
the left side of the
saddle’ (25]

in ‘rise! (1)’ [53]

yan ‘the socket or tips
of the hipbone’ [67)

yapi ‘saddle blanket’
(19]

yarin ‘shoulderblade’
[58]

yasiq ‘bow case’ [4]

yén ‘body’ {98}

yiyiryoq ‘7’ [6]

yig ‘bit [of the bridle)’
{14]

yildi ‘descended (%)’
[51)

yinyaq ‘cheekbone’ [45]

yit ‘pupil of the eye’ [39]

yoda ‘thigh’ [71]

yumur ‘caecum of an
animal’ (83)

yunaq ‘small hair’ [42]

yligiin ‘bridle’ [11]

yiik- ‘load’ [7]

yiirik ‘heart’ {75]

ylurgek ‘7’ [89]

yirim ‘white’ [40]

ylz- ‘(sur)face’ (68, 68]
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