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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO
ORKHON INSCRIPTIONS

BY
'EVEN HOVDHAUGEN

- University of Oslo

0. Introductory remarks

0.1. Onc of the most difficult problems connected with the
interpretation of inscriptions is that errors and deviations from
the standard norm of the language involved are very hard to
discover and even more difficult to prove. This is especially the
case when the inscriptions are the only existing corpus for a
language or dialect. Interpreters of inscriptions are accordingly
inclined to accept the whole text as *perfect” and to include all
forms altested in a grammatical description of the corpus. This
procedure is easily understandable since corrections in most cases
will be arbitrary and simply mean that the interpreter does not
understand the text. On the other hand, a too great confidence in
the text may cause ghost forms to be ‘included in the grammatical
description of the material. '

0.2. In the case of the two Old Turkic inscriptions known as
the Orkhon inscriptions, we are in a unique position since a large
part of these two inscriptions are identical except for a few, and
in my opinion very important, divergencies. The identical parts
of the two texts are cither derived from the same primary source
or one of them is a copy of the other.

0.3. The editions of these texts have paid little attention to
these divergencics. Thomsen 1896 put most of the identical parts
together in his cdition, but gives very few comments concerning
the relationship between the two versions. In one of the most
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recent editions (Tekin 1968) a list, although not complete, of the
divergencies is given, but without further comments. In connection
with the analysis of a difficult passage in the two texts Thomsen
1916, p. 25 says: ‘‘Je ne m'engagerai pas dans le probléme in-
soluble de savoir quel a été dans II le modéle des parties com-
munes aux deux inscriptions: était-ce, par example, le brouillon
ou le dessin conservé de I? ou bien une nouvelle copie revue,
faite dircctement d’aprés le monument I? On n’en sait rien. Quoi
qu'il en soit, je ferai seulement remarquer que, ailleurs aussi,
lorsqu'il y a des écarts entre les deux textes paralltles, le texte
de II est presque toujours préférable-a celui de I''. He then gives
some examples which will be discussed below.

1. The material

1.1. A comparison of the two inscriptions (henceforth referred
to as I = Kiil Tegin and II = Bilgid Kagan) ought to be based on a
critical and trustworthy philological edition. Unfortunately no
such edition exists. From a philological point of view Thomsen
. 1896 still remains the best edition, but it contains several misprints,
errors and doubtful readings. Accordingly I have based my ana-
lysis primarily on the photos and texts in Inscriptions 1892. There
are also many errors in these texts, but they can in most cases be
corrected on the basis of the photos. Where the photos are un-
readable, I have used the texts in Inscriptions 1892, but with great
care. The consequence of this procedure is that probably no ghost
forms are included in my analysis. On the other hand some
readings proposed by Thomsen, Radloff or others which may be
quite correct, are excluded by me since I have not found sufficient
support for them in the original photos.

1.2. In Thomsen 1896 as well as in other editions the identical
parts of the two inscriptions are considered to be the following
ones: IE£1-30 = Il E2-24 and IS 1-11 = II N 1-8. But it is
clear that parts of I E 31-38 and I N 1-7 are identical with 1T I
24-32. In this case the two versions are not identical since events
relating to Kiil tegin are omitted in II and replaced by events
relating to Bilgé kagan. But some sentences and passages referring
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to events in which both persons took part are so similar that they
must have the same source. These identical parts are as follows: 2

[E 31 L'T'YCWB!:SIWG!D!K!TIPA:S*WL2DMZ:
BIWZDMZ: TB1GIC:WnT'WT*K:B*YS*T?....... .

I1E 24 L'T'YC . ... (E 25) T'PA:S*WL2D*M : B'WD!N'G':
NDA B‘WZD‘M TiB!....nTIWTIvK: B*S*T*WMN:
SWK2L2T?Y:

I E 32 WL1S?WG2: NDAJIYKK!'YSD!MZ:
I1 E 25 WLI1S*WG*: NDAJIYKK!'YSD'M:

1E 85 YKYRIKIZTIPA: S*WLD*MZ:S*YnW .:BIT'MY:

' KIRIG!: S*WK?PN2: K?*WG2MN?: J3YSG1: T'WG'A:
J'WRIYP:YKYR!K1Z : BIWDIN1G1:WD!A: B!S'D!MZ:
K!G!N!'YN?: B*YRELA: S'WnAJ*YSDIA: S*WnSDMZ:

1 E 36 YKYRIK!Z:K'GIN'YN*:WL2R*T*MZ: YL*YN?: LIT'MZ:
WLMYLIKIA: TW ........

11 E 26 YKYR!K!Z:T'PA: S*WL2D*M: S*WnG*BIT!M!. ...

11 E 27 K'R!G': S?WK?PN2: K2WG*MN2:J2YSG1: T'WG!A:

JI'W . . .: YKYRIK!Z: BIWDIN!G!: WD!A:B!S'D!M:
KIGIN'YN®: B2YR2L2A : S'WnA:J*YSD'A:S*WnSDM:

1 My system of transliteration and transcription Is not quite fdentical with the
! one usually used for these texts and needs a few comments.

The transliteration is given in capital letters. The vowel signs are transliterated
as follows: A (a, @), Y (i, i), W (u, 0), W (ii, 6). Consonants used only with back
vowels are marked 1 and those used only with front vowels are marked 2. Con-
sonatal signs indicating the quahty of the vowel in other respects are written
YK, "K YK ete.

As for the transcription I do not distinguish between short and long vowels
(cf. below). ¢ is used both for primary e < *d and for secondary e < *d, cf. Meyer
1965, pp. 185-7. o/u and 6/ii are distinguished when possible. When the modern
dialects do not provide us with criteria for distinguishing between them, I have
uscd w and i in the transeription. B and D are transcribed as fricatives § and &
except in initial position. After n, ! and r the phoneme /5/ has an allophone d,
written T or by a compound sign LD or ND. No distinction is made between
k and ¢ and g and y nithough there undoubtedly was a clear allophonic difference.

s Some of the observations on which this transcription is based I owe to Meyer 1965
as well as to personal communication from her.
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ITE 30
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K!GIN'YN?:WL?R*T*M:YL*N*:NDA L'T’'M:
WL! . .L'K!A: T*WR*G2S?*:

R¥TS*WG2ZG?: K*CA: JIWRIYDIMZ : T*WR?G?*S*:
B'WDINIG':WD'A: B1S'DIMZ: T*WR?G*S*: K!G'N*:
STWS?Y: BIWLIEWDA: WTICA: BIWRICA : K:LIT?Y:
S*WnSDMZ:

K!GI'N'YNINDA :WLR*T*MZ: YL!YN?L'T!MZ:
TSIW.ZG*:KCA: JIWR)Y .. ........BLDLM:
TYWRIGS?: K'GIN: S*WS*Y :WT1CA: B'WRICA:
KLS...... :
BIWLICWDA : S*WnSDMZ : KIGINIYN®:
JIB!GIWS?YN?: SD!'YN*: NDA WLIR*T*M: YL*N*:
NDALTIM:

KIRILI"K: BIWD!N!: R*WR?B'R'WR*: R2K2L*Y:
JIG'YB'WLDY: T'MG!'YD'"K: B1SD'A:S*WL!D*MZ
KIRILIYKWG!:WL3. T*MZ: L'T'MZ:

K'R!LI*K: BIWD!N':B'WnS!'Z . WR?:BIRIWR!:
R2K2L?Y:J1G'Y B'WLDY: T*MG'YD'"K: B1SD'A:
S$*WnSD*M : K!RIL"K: B*'WD!N'G? ‘WL2R*T*M:
NDAL'T'M

TIWKWZWG1Z: BIWDIN!: KIN*T?W : BIWD'N'M:
RETAY : T*R2Y: JBYR®: . . .G'K'Y N*: . WN*:JIG'Y
BIWLDY: .YR:JAYLIKA : BSYSJ'WL!Y : S*WnSDMZ:
nYL2K?: TIWG!WBILIYKD'A: S*WnSD*MZ
Ti..........:MN3:BIWD!NIMR?*T?*Y: T*qR*Y:
J*R?: BIWLIGIK'YN2:WCN®:WD?Y . ...

K*WN?Y: T2G?D*"K: WCN1: JIG'YB'WLDY:B2.
JIYLIK!A: T*WR?T? J'WLY:S*WnSD*M: nYLK?Y:
TIWGIW : BIL'YKD!A: S*WnSD*M:

S2WS2YN2: SINCDMZ: YL:YNSLI'T'MZ: T*WR?T*NC:
CWSYBISYNDA: S*WaSD*MZ: T*WR*K
B'WDIN!: DIK!K!M $T!D'Y: J'BILIK!BIW...VY....WZA

', L3MS?: S*WS?YN2: KtWLT?Y. .:G'T'P: T'WnR'A:

B*YR!*WG!S: LIPG'W :WNIR!G*: T'WnAT*YG*N*:

P



d

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO ORKHON INSCRIPTIONS 659

JIWGIYNDA: G*R?PWLR!*T*MZ : B*YSINC : ZGIN*T*Y:
‘ K1Z1ZD'A:WG!Z: B*YR:L*A:S*WnS!D*MZ:

I E 30 S*WS!YN®:SINC.... ....nSDM:T*WR»K:
BI'WDIN!: DIK!K'MSTY: J'BILIK!?

I E 31 B'WLITICY : RIT*YWZA: JINJA:K:L3GIMA : S*WS?Y:
GITM:WK?$ WLT*CY:NDA: T*YRIL'T?Y:NDA:
TIWnRA: JPYLIPG!WT!Y: B'YR:WG!SG1:T'WnA:
TYGIN®:JIWGH. . .: G*R]MATIWK!YD!M: T*WR?TNC :
ZGANDY :K!D'ZD!A:S*WnSDM:

It is also possible that there may have been some identical pas-
sages in 1S 12-13 = II N 14-15 and I SE = II SW, but since
these parts of II are very badly preserved, they will not be

treated here.

2. Phonology

2.1. There are few errors in the texts. I have found 5 in I and
2 in I1. The first five are probably due to the engraver, while
the last two are more likely due to the scribe of the texts.

Examples:

IE6 TBIG!=IIE 6 T!B'G'C tapgaé

I E3 B2YL2A = II E 4 B*YL2G?A bilgd

1 E 3 Y®MA has M written with the top upwards like a B2, while

in II E 4 the normal sign for M is found.

1 E 27 WLIR'MD! = II E 22 WLR'MD!M olormadim

1E6 J'WnSWRITKYN? = I E 7 J"WnSWRIT!YN?
Jonsordokin .

I E7 K!GIN'YN! = II E7 K'G!N!YN? kaganin

I E2 J*"KNDR*MS®* = II E 3 . .K*NDRIMS? jiikiindormii¥

2.2. Vowels

2.21. Most divergencies concern the spelling of e. In initial
position it is written both plene and non-plene in I, but as far
as I can see only plene in II. Apparent counterexamples like
II E 19 L*nA elind and II E 34 L*YN?® elin are doubtful since the
first one occurs after a lacuna and an initial Y may be missing
and in the sccond one the L? is hardly visible and may be YL,



! !

‘ ‘ Examples: '

TIE4 L* = IIE5 YL? el

TE22 LnN? = I1 E 19 YL*nN? elinin

IE22 L*MZ = I E 20 YLM. elimiz

I E 15 L*S®*R*T?MS®* = II E 13 YL?S!R®*T2MS elsirdtmis
IE21 T*D*MZ = IIE 18 YT!*D*MZ etdimiz

I1E 23 L*TD*Y = II E 19 YL2T®*D?Y eltéi

In one case we find plene spelling in I and non-plene in II,
but the word is a proper name and the original phonetic form
of it is not certain. The example is the name of the kagan I E 1

" YS®T*MY = I1 E3 S*T*MY.

In non-initial position the spelling is more fluctuating, but there

seems to be a preference for plene spelling in I and non-plene in 11.

Examples:
a. I plene = II non-plene
i " 1E 25 BYR®GMA = II E 21 B®R®G.. berigmd
; I E 31 B?YS® = II E 25 BS? bes
IN4 J3YR? = I1E 29 J?R? jer
‘ 1 E 24 J*YR?D*A = 11 E 20 J?R2D?A jerdd
i 1S4 J®YR?YnA = II N3 J2R®nA jerini
i I1E 11 J®YT*Y = IIE 10 J*T2Y jeti

In I E 15 most editions read J®*T?*Y as opposed to J*YT?Y in

‘ I1 E 13, but this reading is doubtful since there seems to be space
enough for an Y between J2 and T? in I.

J The tendency to omit Y in the first syllable has also led the

4 scribe of II to introduce a hypercorrect form like 11 E 7 S2L2*K?

: = 1127 S?YL2K? silik.

b. I non-plene = II plene

I E 14 B*R*MS? = II1 E 12 B®*YRMS? bermis
I E 14 B2R¥J2A = II E 12 B*YR2J2A ber(l);a
IS4 J%R? = IIN3 J*YR? jer

In the case of other vowels only two divergencies are found.
Onc is IE7 AT!'YN® = II E 7 T'YN? datin which indicates that
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the spelling of d as plene was not fixed in the orthography. The other
is1S 5 JPYMSK? = II N 4 J*MSK! (and not J2MSAK! as Thomsen
1896, p. 116 read, an error which is repeated by Clauson 1972,
p. 958). The word is probably to be read as jimSak or jim3ak,
but the spelling is elsewhere both in I and II J*MSK.

The divergencies mentioned here do not give us much infor-
mation about Old Turkic phonology, but they indicate the two
different systems of orthography of the scribes of the two texts.

2.22. Vowels in non-initial syllables. The most important study
concerning the spelling of vowels in non-initial syllables in Runic
Turkic is Mcyer 1965. She gives the following rules (pp. 196-7):

a. A wird im allgemeinen nur im Auslaut notiert und nimmt
somit gegeniiber U und I eine Sonderstellung ein.

b. Notation von U (explizit oder implizit ausgedriickt) ist nach
einem ungerundeten (explizit oder implizit ausgedriickten)
vokal der vorhergchenden Silbe obligatorisch . ...

c. Notation von I (explizit oder implizit ausgedriickt) ist nach
cinem gerundeten (explizit oder implizit ausgedriickten) Vokal
der vorhergehenden Silbe obligatorisch . . . . '

d. Notation von U (explizit oder implizit ausgedriickt) ist nach
einem (explizit oder implizit ausgedriickten) gerundeten Vokal
der vorhergehenden Silbe nicht-obligatorisch, d.h. U mag notiert
(oder implizit ausgedriickt) sein, im allgemeinen wird U aber
nicht notiert .... -

e. Notation von I (eéxplizit oder implizit ausgedriickt) ist nach
cinem (explizit oder implizit ausgedriickten) ungerundeten
Vokal der vorhergehenden Silbe nicht-obligatorisch . . . .

These rules which are mainly based on the orthography of the
Tofiukuk inscription, are to a large degree supported by the
material provided by the Orkhon inscriptions. It seems that the
scribe of II tried to observe them and has often, although not
always, corrected the inconsistent spelling of 1. Examples illustrat-
ing rule b. above are not found since I E 10 J'R'T'WNW is
probably a misspelling, cf. II E9 J'R'T!N'W jaratino. There is
no cvidence for an original rounded vowel in the reflexive mor-
pheme. ‘
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Examples illustrating rule c. are the following ones where the
spelling in II is the correct one:

ITE 12 YKWR!G'R'W = II E 11 *YKWR!YG!R'W kwrigaro

The same alternation is found in IE17 = IIE 15. In IIE 19
Thomsen 1896, p.106 read YKWRIG!R'W while I E 24 has
*KWR!YG'R'W. But the reading of the word in II is very difficult
and remains doubtful.

I1E27 WD'MD'M = IIE 22 WD!'YMD!M udimadim

. Examples illustrating rule d. are very numerous. I include here
also examples of plene versus nonplene spellings of the rounded
variants of X (i.e. i - [ - ii - u):

1E 14 BIWD!WN! = IIE 12 BIWDIN! bodun

IS7 B'WSG'WR'WR! = IIN5 ..$GR'WR! bwigwror

IE15 J*WKNDW ... = I1 E 13 J*WK*NDRMS? jiikiindormiif

IE 18 J*KWNDR!T*'MZ = II E 16 J*'WK!NDR*T*MZ
jitkiindérdiimiiz ‘

- TE20 "YKWNCJ'WG! = IIE 17 "KW . .JiG? kunéujug

IS 10 "KWS = II N7 WK2§ iikii§

IE 11 K*WT*WR2MS?*V « IIE 10 K*WT?R*T?Y
kétormiis|kotordi

IE 15 S®WK?*WRMS? = IIE 13 S®WK?R*M$§ sékérmiis

IE8 T*WR?*WS!*YN®* ~ II1E 8 T*WR2S?YN? f6résin

LE 16 T*WR*WD?A = II E 14 T*WR2D?A {t5ridi

TE 22 T*WR*WnN? = I E 19 T*WR?G*N? térén/giin

IE 24 $*Yn"KWn = I E 20 S*Yn"KG? sinékiin/g _

IE6 WCWN? = II E 6 WEN? iiciin. The same alternation occurs

inTE6 = IIE7, IE15 = IIE13, IE19 = IIE 16 (twice),

IE23 = I1IE19, IE27 = IIE22, IE29 = IIE23, IS9 =

IING6and IS 9 = II N 7. But not even in this word is the spelling

consistent. WCN? is e.g. attested ifs I E 29 (beside WCEWN?) and

WCEWN? e.g. in 11 E 23.

IE 10 WL*WRJ!YN® = [IE9 WLR?. .. élordjin

IE 29 WL*WGM = II E 23 WL*G*M iilogiim

152 WRIT'WS*YnR!'W ~ II N 2 WRIT!S!*YnR'W ortost/ingaro
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3
‘ €'1s only one clear example showing non-plene spelling in
' | _ I and plene in II:

l
I IE6 T*WGL®T!N® = IIN 5 T*WG2LT*WN?, a place name for .
: which the transcription is uncertain.

Examples illustrating rule ¢. show the same tendency. In some

: cases even the notation of the 3rd pers. poss. suffix is non-plene

in II in some cases. Examples:

I E 36 YL*YN? = II E 27 YLIN? elin. The same alternation occurs
inIE38 = II E 27.
IE16 CYM = IIE 14 &M edim
. IE 12 J'GYS?Y = II E 11 JIGIS?Y jagisi
IS1 S$*YD!GL* - IIN1 SD2, dfesidgil

' This also cxplains I E 11 YL!B®YL:G2A - IIE 10 YL2B2L2G?A
' elbilgd, a proper name which probably is considered to be one
word although historically a compound form. Notice, however,

the spelling B?L®G?A in Tofiukuk 5.
There are two examples which seems to contradict the assump-
tion that II has a more correct spelling than I, They are both
connected with rule c. above. One is I E 13 T*WL2YS? = II E 12
T3WL2S2, an ethnic name. The phonetic realization of this word
is, however, not clear, cf. Hovdhaugen 1971, p. 201. The other
is 155 S*WCYG?~ II N 4 S*WEG. In this case the form in I is
! to be read sii¢ig, while in II we have to assume siiciig. The last
form is attested also in other Old Turkic texts, cf. Clauson 1972,
' P- 796f. Another picce of evidence for assuming that labial assi-
milation of vowels was more common in the dialect of the scribe
of II than in the dialect of the scribe of I is I E 35 SYnW. -

ILE 26 S*WnG?* sinik/siinsk.

2.3. Consonants
2.31. There are few divergencies in the spelling of consonants
and few obscrvations of importance can be made. Most of the
alternations concern the use of the signs representing two phones.
In the case of K the divergencies seem quite accidental. We find
\ ITE2K'WP - 11 E 3 "KWpP kopand IE7 K'WL! = | E 7 "KWL!
kul but I E 20 *KWL! = 1 E 17 K'WL? kul and we have I E11
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JIWvK =~ .II E 10 J™K jok, but 1S8 T!YKRIK!K! = IIN 6
T!WK?. .., transcription uncertain. In the case of "K this sign
is more common in I than in II:

ITE2 J*KNDR2MS? = II E 3 . .KINDRMS? jiikiindérmii§

1E 18 J**KWNDR?*T*MZ = I E 16 J*WK:NDR?*T:MZ
Jiikiindérdiimiiz :

IE4 ¥YKWN? = IIE 5 K®WN? kiin, the same in IE8 = [ E §

IE3 "KWK?! = I E 4 K*WK? kék :

IE12 "KWC = I1E 11 K*WC kiie

IS 10 "KWS = II N7 WK2§ ékiif

There is only one example showing the opposite representation:
TE 23 WK*WN? = IIE19 "KWN?, but this example is very
- doubtful since the reading is very difficult and Clauson 1972,
p- 111 is probably right when he proposes the reading WC(W)N?
iiciin here.

Concerning the other signs rcpresenting two phones there seems
to be the rulc that they are used more frequently in II than in I,
but the examples are few.

IE20 K'YRIK'Z = II E17 YKYR'K!Z kirkiz
IS 2 YCR2K?Y = II N2 vCR2K2Y icreiki

IE29 K'YL'T'M = II E 24 K'YLDM kildim

IE 27 K*WN?T?Z = I1 E 22 K*WNDZ kiindiiz

IN7 ZG3N®*T?Y = 11 E 31 ZGNDY, a geographical name.

2.32. Another alternation which is common is I §2 = II § in
the past participle -MS?/S. It occurs more than 40 times, but the
' spelling -MS is also attested in I and -MS? in II. The transcription
of this suffix has been a problem which has no generally accepted
solution. After discussing previous theories Tekin 1968, p. 62
concludes “‘that the vowel of the suffix -mi§ — -mis is invariably i
in Orkhon Turkic of the eight century”. There are, however, -a
few arguments against this solution. First, there are a few examples
showing an alternation S* = § in other positions:

TE15 $*Wn$?* ~ 11 E 13 $*Wn$ siiniis
IN7 S$*WySDMZ - ILE 31 S*WnSD*M siiniisdiim(iiz)

- v s e
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There are no clear examples of 1§ =11 S*sincein IIN 3 K'WMS?
(=185 K3WMS) kimiis the last letter is impossible to see clearly
and the reading II N 6 K?YS?Y (=1 § 7 K*YSY) kisi is impossible
to make out on the photos. .
Further, we find a chronological development in the use of the
sign §. In Tofiukuk it is only attested twice, in I it is rather
frequent and in II very frequent. This seems to indicate that for
reasons unknown the sign § had gone out of use at least in one
tradition or school of spelling and then was gradually introduced
again. Since § probably was a palatal fricative it is not strange
that it as a rule was represented by the palatal sign 5* and not
by the velar S. It is also possible that in final position this sound
was more palatal or in other ways phonetically different from §
in other positions.
Spelling of geminates:

IE6 YL!LD¥K = ITE7 YL®D*K illddok

Alternation b —m:
[ E21 TIRIMN!K!A = ITE 18 TIRIBIN!K!A, a place name. The
original phonetic form of it is unknown.

Alternation S — S? before i:
IE4 S!YG'T'AMS? = IIES SIYGITIAMS si/igtamis
IS 2 BIMTISZYKYnA = IIN2 BIT1S1YKYnA batsi/ikina

Alternation g — 7 in the sccond pers. poss. suffix:

1E 24 S*Yn"KWn = 11 E20. .N"KG? sinékiin/g

1 E 22 TPWRIWnN?® = II E 19 THWR?G*N? torom/giin, but in the
same sentence I LnN? = 11 YL3nN? elinin.

The reason for the alternation n-g in the second person
possessive and past morphemes cannot be discussed here, but it
is worth while to note that there is a tendency for the g forms
to be used in the past endings and the % forms in possessive

~ function. The examples given may indicate that in Orkhon Turkic

the g forms by analogy were penctrating into the possessive system.

9.4. Use of the punctualion mark (:). In the use of the punctua-
tion mark there arc many divergencies between I and IL In
5 Acta Orlentalia, XXXV :
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Thomsen 1896 there arc more than 50. A systematic analysis of
them is, however, difficult since in many cases the punctuation
mark is difficult or impossible to read from the photos. The use
of it in II seems more consistent than in I.

To take but one example:
The postposition tdgi is always separated from the preceding
word by a punctuation mark in II, but not always in I (e.g.
IE2, IE17).

But also in II there are many inconsistencies (e.g. tapgaé: kaganka
in1 E 8 and 9 = tafgatkaganka in 11 E 8 and 9, but tafgaé: kagan
inE14 = II E 12 and tafgacbodun in IE 6 = tafigaé: bodun in
IT E6 ctc) and it seems clear that clear rules for the use of the
punctuation mark did not exist in Orkhon Turkic.

3. Morphology
3.1. The use of case forms

3.11. The use of the accusative case is more correct in 1I than
in I, cf. the following examples: ’

IE 10 T*WR?*K:BWDIN:WL*WR2J?YN? =~ 11 E 9 T*WR?"K :
B!WDINIGI:WL2R?. ... “let me kill the Turkish people’.

The noun phrase “the Turkish people” is a definite one and object
forms of bodun preceded by an cthnic name are always in accu-
salive except once in I E 39 SIWG!D!K!B!WDIN!; YT2J2YN? “let
me organize the Sogdian people’.
L E 20 K'G'N'T*: B'WNDA:B2YZB2YR?T*MZ = II E 17 KI!GI!N!
T!'G:B'WNDA: B*YZB2YR*T2MZ “‘we gave (him) here the
name kagan”. The object is also here clearly definite and the
accusative form in II correct, cf. "KWNCEJ WG B2YR2T:MZ in
the following sentence. In the use of the accusative form there are
some plain errors in I which arc corrected in II:
IE 6" TIB'G!: B'WDN!: T*B2L1G*YN2: KIWR?L:G*WCWN? =
ITE6 TB'G'C:B'WDIN!: T2B2Ls , . ., K!*WR?L:G?YN3:
-+ “because the Chinese .people being deccitful and
tricky'’:

fo
L

Bo
to

par
edil
sig

[

Le



THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO ORKHON INSCRIPTIONS 67

The use of the accusative possessive form in the first, but not the
second part of the hendiaduoin in I is without parallels and
certainly an error.

1E7 T'B!G'¢: BIWDINIK!A : B2G2L*K*:WR'YWG!'L'YN#:
K'WLIB'WLDY :S?YL2K*:YKYZWG!L'YN?: K*WnB'WLDY
“their sons who were fit to be chiefs became slaves to the
Chinese people, their chaste daughters became female slaves
to the Chinese people’”’ =

I1 E 7 T'B'G!C:B'WDIN!K!A:B*G2L:K*:WR!'YWGL! YN*:
wKWLK!YLIT!Y : S?L2K?:YKYZWG!L'YN2: K*WnK!'YLDY
“‘they made their sons who were fit to become chiefs, slaves
to the Chinese people, they made their chaste daughters
female slaves to the Chinese people.

The wrong accusative forms in I are certainly due to a contamina-
tion of this sentence with the correct sentence in 11, cf. the parallel
and correct sentence in I'E 24 B:G:L2K*:WR'YWG!Ln:"KWL?
BIWLDY = II E 20 B*G*L3K*: WR'YWG!L!nN*: */KWL!K'YLDG!.

3.12. As for the other cases the following divergencies are
found:

Locative — dative:

1 E 8 YL2G2R*W :*KWN2: T'WG!S'K'D'A: B*WK?L3Y :
K!'GINIK!A: T2G?Y:S?WL2J*W = II E 8 YL2G2R*W :K*WN
TIWGISIKIA : BPWK2L2Y : KIG!N!K!A : T*G?Y : S2W L2J:W
“‘campaigning eastwards (1) where the sun rises/(II) towards
(into) the sunrise up to (the land of) BWKLY kagan®.

Both sentences are probably grammatical, but the one in II is
to be preferred, cf. 182 YL2G*R*W :K*WN:T'WGISIK?A: (the
parallel form T'WG!S'K'YnA in II N2 which is found in all
editions is doubtful. What can be read is T'WGIS!K!, then a
sign which may be Y or A, and then a lacuna).

IE17 CYMK!GINU:WLIRIT!'"KD!A = II E 14 CYMK!GIN?: »
WL'R'T'*KA *when my paternal uncle ascended the
~ throne”. ‘-
5‘




68 EVEN HOVDHAUGEN

Both cases are probably grammatical here, but owing to II E 2
WLIR'T'*KMA “when I ascended the throne” the use of the

dative scems most correct.

Direclive:

IE10 B*YR!T?*KG®R*W = IIE9 B:YR®*T*vKRW “towards
(their) giving (service)”. I am inclined to accept Nauta's theory
(Nauta 1969, p. 309) that the form in II is a misspelling. There
is no other evidence for an assimilation kg > kk (cf. Tekin 1968,
P-99) and the existence of a suffix -rO in Orkhon Turkic is
doubtful (cf. Tekin 1968, p. 155).

Genitive :
1 E 25 T*WR"K: B"WD*N'GI:TWK'\?\"S'Y:J"KB‘WLIMZWNI
- ITE20.... ;'K:BIWD’N‘:Tl......"KB'WLiMZ..

The form bodunug is interpreted as a genitive by Tekin 1968,
p- 127, but Nauta 1969, p. 309 interprets it as a possessive form
and translates “‘dass die Ehre und der Ruhm deines tiirkischen
‘Volkes nicht zugrunde gehe”. I am inclined to consider the form
in I as an error which is corrected in II, ¢f. IE 25 = II E 21
T*WR*K: BIWDINITIYK*WS3Y: J IWKB!WLIMZWN?, The reason
for the error may be that the preceding sentence has an object in
accusative (kirkiz kaganig) which then has influenced the initial
noun phrase in the following sentence. In any case we have to
do with a typical error of performance.

Instrumental;
IS5 NYG‘B’YL’G’:NDAWJ’WR'R'MS’ = IIN4 .GB2YL?
GIN*::NDAW...$

The form biligin is interpreted as an accusative possessive form
by Tekin 1968, p.129. We should then expect the spelling
-*B*YL*G*YN?, but as shown above (2.22) there are other examples
showing the omission of the third person possessive suffix in the
~accusative in II when the word has unrounded vowels. The
translation would then be “they scem to have thought their evil
thoughts”. But formally biligin may also be an instrumental and
then the translation must be “they seem to have thought with evil
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knowledge/thought”’, cf. Chuas. aniy yavlak biligin “‘with very
evil thoughts' (Clauson 1972, p. 339). ‘
In the case of 1E 23 K!G!N'ZN! — II E 19 K!G'N'nA this
alternation is treated by Thomsen 1896, p. 152 and.I agree with
him that the form in II is the correct one and that the form in
I is either an accusative used as an anacoluthon or a genitive.

It may also be a misspelling. :
The following divergencies may be included here although they
are more of a syntactic than morphological character:

I E 24 BYL*MD*KWC .. “because of no knowing” — .
11 E 20 WLIB*YLtMD*KG2N*:WCN? “because of this your not
knowing”'. The expression in II is more precise and the use of
ol and the possessive suffix makes the expression definite.

1 E 26 B'WD!NIK!A:WLR!MD'M “I did not become ruler for
a people’’.

11 E 21 B'WDINDA:WZA:WLR!'MD!M “I did not become ruler
over a people’’.

In the next sentence we find BIWD!NDA :WZA:WL'R'T'M also
in I and this ‘'must bé the correct expression.

3.2. Morphology of the verb
3.21. In the use of the imperative we find the following di-

vergency':
I E 22 T*WR**K:WG!Z:B*G3L*R*Y: B'WDIN!:52D*n =
HE18 .....c.ciiiiiiannnans DIN':S2D? “‘you, Turkic and

Oguz lords and peoples, listen™.

Since there is a great lacuna in II it is impossible to know if the
rest of the sentence is identical in the two versions, but the zero
form of the plural imperative in II is supported by '

1S 2 TIYKWZWG!Z:B*G*L2R?Y: BIWDIN!Y: BIWS!BIMN?:
D2GAW'THY : STYD?®.

)
Another apparent divergency found in most editions is more
doubtful. In I S we find S!'BIMN!: T*WK?T*Y;S*YD*G*L* “listen
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well to my word”, In II N 1 we have S!. N1:T:WKiT?y.S2ps
and then traces of at least one sign which looks like an M. Since
the reading and interpretation of II in this case seems uncertain
the examples is of little value.

3.22. Another divergency attested twice concerns the causative
form. This is more a matter of phonology than morphology, but
for practical reasons I have put it here. The examples which show
the assimilation #6 > {(t)are I N 7 KIMSTIDY =[] E 30 KIMSTY
kamsat(6)i “he let waverfsway" and IS 10 YKWBIRITIDIM =
II N 7 "KWBIR1T1M kuprat(d)im I caused to assemble.’’ This
assimilation although more frequent in II than in I seems to have
been optional in Orkhon Turkic, ef. I N 8 KI'YT'MZ aktl(t)Imiz
“we let flow/sent out” and IT E 31 JIB'RI'YTI!DIM Japritéim *1

weakened”,

3.23. Other divergencies are the following ones:
TE11 BPWGRW.KWTWRIMS®RING = 11 E 10 JAWGR2W .

K*WTR*T2YR2NG “must have raised up”. This part of the
inscriptions (E I/IIE2 ~TE16/IIE 14 is told in the -mif style,
except two sentences 1 E 7/I1 E 7. The function of -éi forms in
a story told in -mis style is not easy to state, but it may have the
stylistic cffect of stressing or guaranteeing something. But the use
of it in II E 10 is not quite clear and a bit unexpected.

IE 25 K*WTRMS . [1 E 91 K*WT2R2G:MA kétormiis{kotoriigmea
The -mis particle is clearly a past participle, while -igmd can
both be present and past. In the function of a past participle

In this case the meaning is clearly past, but there is one reason

to prefer the form with -igmd since this expression is parallel also

in I to another form with -igmd (K’\VT’R’MS:T"!)R’Y:YL’B’

YR®G2MA : T*nR2Y “Heaven who raised and heaven who gave

empire’’) I

IE19 JINLIwKYN®:WCEWNs “beaause of their error’’ =

HE16 J‘nLD"KYN’:J’ZND"KYN’:WCN’ “because they made
a mistake and offended (us)”. But although a word Janlok
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“error, mistake’ is attested elsewhere in Old Turkic (cf. Clauson
1972, p. 950), it is perhaps more likely to assume a misspelling
in I, cf. Clauson 1972, p. 950. ' :
Another divergency found in all editions of the texts is more
doubtful. This is what has been rcad ACS?K! in I S 8 correspond-
ing to ACS'AR? in II N 6. Now, of the form in I only ACS can be
read for certain. Then there occurs only the sign of a horizontal
line (S%,RL,K!??). In II the first leiter seems to be A although it
is difficult to read, then we have C and traces of a letter which
looks like S? and then R!. There is no sign of an A in the second
syllable. The form in II is in any case to be preferred cf. the rest

of the sentence.

3.3. Other examples of morphological divergencies
IN 4 nYL2K?: T'WG'WBIL!YKD'A:S*WnSD*MZ = II E 30
NYL2K?Y: T'WG'W: BIL1YKD!'A:S*WnSD*M ‘“‘first of all

we/I fought at Twgw-balik’’. The form ilk is nowhere else attested
in Orkhon Turkic. We have only ilki and that is probably the
correct form here. ilk is first attested in the 11th century A.D.,
Clauson 1972, p. 140.

Another example which perhaps is more syntactical than mor-
phological is the following one:

IN 4 TWKWZWG!Z: B'WDIN!: KIN*T*W : B'WD!NIM : R*T?Y =
I E20T..........:MN2n:B'WDINI'MR2T?Y “The Tokuz-

Oguz people was my own/my people”. Both expressions are
grammatical (cf. Toitukuk 21 bdnin bodunum, Uig. kindé bodunum,
cf. Clauson 1972, p. 728) and probably meant almost the same,
the difference being due to personal stylistic preference.

3.4. In the case of most of the morphological divergencies the
forms in II are to be preferred. Either they are corrections of
obvious errors in I or they have clear parallels elsewhere in the
inscriptions or other Old Turkic texts, while the grammaticality
of some of the expressions found in I can be questioned. II re-
presents certainly a more normalized and literary language than
I in this respect.
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4. Vocabulary

The divergencies pertaining to vocabulary are few. In most
cases the divergencies are merely stylistic, but as a rule the words
in II are more vivid and precise than in I, cf. the following

examples:

I E 24 K'N'n:S'WBICA: J*'WG?RT?Y “your blood ran like
water” =
ILE 20 . .n:WG2ZCA:J®*WG2R?*T?Y “your blood ran like a river”.
I E 20 WZYJ'nLDY “he himself made a mistake"" =
I1 E 17 WZYJ'ZNDY *‘he himself sinned/mnisbehaved”, cf. 1 E 19
and II E 16.

IE19 CWMZ:PAMZ:T‘WT‘MS’:J’YR’S‘WB‘:YD’S’Z:
B!'WLIMZWN?! “let the territory which our ancestors held
become ownerless”’ =

HE16C.......oooiiua..... Z:K'L'MZW . “let (the ter-
ritory which our ancestors held) not remain (ownerless)".

I E 17 T'R'D'WS:B'WDIN:WZA :SD'R*T*M “I was Sad over
the Tardu$ people” = IIE 15 TIR!ID!'WS:B!WDIN!:
WZA:SD'WLIR!T!M “I assumed the function of 3ad over
the Tardu$ people”.

IN1 T'MG!YDI"K:B!SD'A:S*WLD*MZ “we campaigned at
TMGYDWK Ba3§"” =

I1E 29 TIMG'YD'K:B'SD'A:S*Wn3D*M
“I fought at TMGYDWK Bas".
Further we have the divergency I bol- = II kil- in IE7 =
ITE7 and I E 24 = I E 20 treated above, cf. 3.11.

5. Syntactical and stylistic divergencies
5.1. It is often difficult or impossible to distinguish clearly
between stylistic and syntactic divergencies and the classification
of examples below is quite tentative. As mentioned earlier I1E31-
38 and IN1-7 arc not quite identical with II E 24-32 since
events relating to Kiil tegin are omitted in II and replaced by events
ereferring to Bilgii kagan. Also in II E 2-24 there are some additions
of whole sentences which add important pieces of information
referring to Bilgid kagan, e.g. II 14 and II 15. Similar additions
may have existed in I1 E 17, 21, 22, 23, but in these cases the text
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of II is rather corrupt and difficult, or impossible to read. These
additions and omissions will not be treated here.

5.2. The following divergencies are classified as stylistic al-
though there is a clear element of syntax in them since they
mostly are related to deletion-rules of identical words or phrases
in the surface structure.

a. Deletion in I, but not in II:

[ E 22 NCAK'ZGINIMS?: YT*MS*: LIMZ: T*WR*WMZ:R*T*Y
“‘our empire and traditional law was thus acquired and
organized' =

I E 18 NCAK'ZG!N!MS:NCAYT*MS:YL*M ........ “our em-
pire (and traditional law was) thus acquired and thus
organized’’.

IE29 J‘L"qB‘WD‘N‘G‘:T‘WN‘L‘G‘:CYG‘NYB‘WD‘NlGI:
B1J'K!'YLDM *I made the naked people clothed, the poor

~ people rich” =
11 E 23 J'Lin:B'WDIN!G': T'WN!L!G':K*'YLDM:CYG!NY:
BIW ...J'K'Y ... “I made the naked people clothed and
I made the poor people rich.

" In the following case there is hardly a deletion in I, but an ex-
panded and more precise way of expression in II: ’

1E 19 JnLWKYN?: WCWN? “because of their error”, cf. supra
3.23. .

ITE 16 J‘nLD"KYN’:JIZND'KYN’:WCN’ “because they made
a mistake and offended (us)”.

b. Deletion in II, but not in I:

I E 3 B:YL®A:K!GIN!'R2MS?: L'PK!G!N!R*MS: B*WJIRI"KYJ?
MA :B2YL2G2?A : R2MS?R2NC : L'PR®*MS?R*NC : B2G2L2R?YJ?
MA:B'WDIN!'YJ'MAT?*WZR2MS? “'they were wise kagans,
they were brave kagans, their bujruks too, were presum-
ably wise, were presumably brave, both their begs and
their people were orderly’ =

I1 E 4 B*YL®G*A:K!'G'N'R*MS?; L'PK'G!N!R*MS : B'WJIR!*KY:

B'YL!G?A:R*MS?RNC: L'PR*MS*R*NC: B*G*L*R*YJ*MA:
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B!WDINY..... *“‘they were wise kagans, they were brave
kagans, their bujruks were presumably wise, were pre-
sumably brave, both their begs and their people .......

In this case the J2MA in I seems quite superfluous.

¢. In the following cases there are deletions both in I and II, but
of different words:

I1E 10-11 WZA: T*WR¥K: T'R*YS?Y: T*WR*KYDI"KJ*YR?Y:
S'WB!YNCAT2MS? *“the Turkic Heaven above and the
sacred Turkic territory thus organized (it)"”. =

IIE 10 ...T*WR?*"K:TnR?YS?Y:Y D'*K:J*YR?Y:SIWB1Y:
NCAT*MSRINC “the Turkic Heaven (above) and the
sacred territory presumably organized (it) thus’.

Owing to expressions like tiirk bdgldr bodun (1 E 10 etc.) ‘‘Turkic
begs and pcople”, the deletion of tiirk in Il seems all right. As
for driné it is often used when referring to the acts of the gods
‘and in the following sentence it is attested both in I and II.

I E 16 WLIT*WR*WD?A:WZA:CYMK'G'N:WLIR!T'Y: CYM
K'GIN':WLIR!PN!: T*WR?*"K : BIWDIN1G: J*)YCA: YT?
D?*Y:YG®T?Y ‘‘according to that traditional law my pa-
ternal uncle ascended the throne as kagan. When my
paternal uncle had ascended the throne as kagan, he
organized the Turkic people as before and fed it”.

I1 E 14 WL'T*WR2D?A:WZA :CMK'G!N!:WL!R!T'Y.WL'R!PN1;
T*WR*K:B'WDIN1G*: J*'YCA: YT?D?Y: J*YCA: YG*T?Y
*According to that traditional law my paternal uncle
ascended the throne as kagan. When he had ascended the
throne, he organized the Turkic people as before and fed
it as before™.

Also in this casc the version in II seems to be better from a
stylistic point of view.

In the [ollowing cxample it is most probably owing to the size
of the lacuna in I that we have a delction of bolmus$ in II and
not as may seem, an extended version in II:
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1 E 21 WLIWD2K?A:"KWL:"KWLILIG!; BIWLIM. . . . “at that
time slaves had become slave-owners’ =

11 E 18 WL'WD?®K?A:"KWL:"KWL!L1G*: K3Wn: K*WnLG?:

B!'WLIMS:R!T?Y “at that time slaves (had become) slave- .
owners and maid servants had become owners of maid-

servants’’.

5.3. In the following cases the omission of a word in I or II
is not due to a deletion transformation, but to errors or abnormal

syntactic constructions.

I E 3 K!YN2R!'A:YD?*YWKIS!Z:¥*KWK?*: T*WR*"K : NCA :
WLIR'WRIRIMS? =
I1E 4 K*YN?R'A: YD?YWK!S!Z : K*WK?T*WR?"K : YT2YNCA :
WLIR'WRIR:MS?

This sentence has been thoroughly investigated by Thomsen 19186,
Pp- 17-26 and he has convincingly showed that the omission of
YT*Y in I is an error which makes the sentence nonsense.

I1E5 B'WJIRIWKY:J2MA : B*YL2G2S2ZR2NC “their bujruks, too,
(were) presumably without wisdom”’ ~
ITE 6 B'WJ'RIKY : J*™MA : B2YL2G2S*ZR®MS2R*NC  “‘their buj-
ruks, too, were presumably without wisdom”’.

Since driné clsewhere is always préceded by a verbal form, the
omission of it here is probably ungrammatical.

IE 8 "KWR!G'R'W: T*MR2K!PG'K!A : T'G?Y : S2\WL2J2W :
B*YR*MS? “‘they went on campaign westwards up to the
Iron Gate” =

ITE 8 "KWRIG'R'W: T*MR2: K'PGIK'A : S2WL2J*W : B2YR M$
“they went on campaign westwards into the Iron Gate”’,

In this case the word fdgi “‘up to” is probably omitted by an
error in II since everywhere else in the inscriptions it is stated
that the Turks came to the Iron Gate, but never that they really
passed it or tried to do so. _

Inthecascof I E 23 BYYL*G'A:K'G!IN'M N = I1 5 19 K!'G'N'nhA
the omission of bilgd in II is probably only stylistic, but as the
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sentence in II is an anacoluthon (cf. 3.12), the example is of little
or no interest. f
I E 31 S'WG!DK'T'PA:S*WL2D*MZ:B'WZD!MZ “we cam-
paigned against the Sogdians and destroyed (them)’’ =
ILE 25 T'PA:S*WL*D*M:B'WDIN'G!: NDAB!'WZD!M “I cam-
paigned against (the Sogdians) and I destroyed the people
there”’.

The omission of bodunug in I is probably only stylistic although
I have not found other examples of bwz- without an object. More
interesting is the omission of anda-which is also attested in the

following cases:

I E 36 YKYR'K!'Z:K!GIN'YN*:WLR!*T*MZ: YL*YN?: LIT'MZ
“we killed the kagan of the Kirgiz and took their/his
realm” =

IIE 27 K!G!N'YN2:WL2R*T*M:YL2N?: NDAL'T!M “‘I killed their

kagan and thereupon took their realm”. The reason for
the omission of Kirkiz in II is not clear.
I E 38 K'G!N'YN2NDA :WL2R*T*MZ: YL*YN2LIT'MZ “we then/
there killed their kagan and took their/his realm” =
IIE 27 K'G'N'YN2: JIB'G!'WS?YN?*: SD!YN2: NDAWL®R*T*M :
YLN2:NDAL!T'M “I then/there killed their kagan, their
jaPgo(s) and their $ad(s) and I then/there took their
realm”’, : ' )
IN2 K'RIL™KWG!:WL2: T2MZ: LIT'M1Z “‘we killed the Kar-
loks and subjugated (them)” =
ITE 29 K'R'L*K:B'WDN1G!:WL*R*T*M : NDAL'T'M *I killed
the Karlok people and then I subjugated (it)"". The
omission of bodunug in I represents a syntactically deviant con-
struction since ethnic nouns as a rule are not inflected for cases
in the inscriptions, cf. Grénbech 1936, p. 160. The addition of
anda, which in the last example and probably in the others too
has the mecaning “then, thereupon®, clearly reflects in all these
cases a stylistic difference which cither is due to the fact that the
wo texts were wrillen by different persons or that II is a more
litecrary and thoroughly revized version of I, done by the same
person, cf. below.
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The following divergency is difficult to explain since the mean-
ing and function of R*WR?B!RIWR! is unclear, cf. Clauson 1972,

p. 194:
IN1 K'RILI'K: BIWDIN': R*®WR?*B'R'WR!: R*K*L*Y::
JIG'YB'WLDY =
I1 E 29 K!IRILIWK:B!WDIN!:B'WnS'Z .. WR?: BIR'WR:
R*K2LY:J!G!'Y:B'WLDY .

5.4. The most clear examples of syntactic divergencies are the
following ones:

I1E28 B!YRIGR*W : T!B1G'CTIPA :WLIG!S*W : K*YJG*R®. . =
11 E 23 B*YR!G*R*W:T'B1G!C: T'PA:KYJ*G*R'™™M ........

The end of the sentence is missing both in I and II, but the phrase
sii siila- is well attested (e.g. I E 2/II E 3) and a reasonable re-
construction following II would be birgdrd tafgac tapa eki jegirmi
ulog sii siilddim “Twelve times I made great expeditions in the
south against the Chinese . ..." Syntactically the word order must
be as in II since sii is intimately connected with siild- as an inner
object, cf. also ITE 15 jegirmi siinii§ siiniimii§ *‘fought twenty
battles™.

1E 29 T2qR®Y:JIRILIKIZW :"KWTIM: B'RIWEN:WLIWG*M:
BIR :WCWN2:WLT:CY : BIWDIN!G!: T*YR*G*R*W':
YG2T2M “because Heaven was gracious, because my good

. fortune existed, because my (good) fate existed, I revived

and fed the dying people” =

I1E 23 T’nR’Y:J‘R‘L‘K‘D"’K:WCN‘:"KWT‘M ‘WL2GM:
BIR'WCEN:WLIT:CY: B'WD! ...... W:YG*T*M “be-
causc Heaven was gracious, because my good fortune
and my (good)fate existed, I (revived) and fed the dying.
people’.

The translation of I may be wrong since the form jarltkazo mainly
is interpreted on account of the parallel Jjarlikdok ii¢iin in I1. The
ending -zo is only attested here and in Tofiukuk 53 and there is
no general agreement about its function. Giraud 1961, p. 13 takes
it as an archaic converb, while Tekin 1968, p. 187 classifies it as
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an imperative form. The scanty material hardly allows us to
choose between these alternatives or to judge whether the use of
the form in I is correct or not. In all probability this is a dying
form already in Orkhon Turkic. The deletion of bar iidiin in II
seems stylistically better.

I E 37 T*WR2G2S?: K!GIN1: S*WS?Y : BIWLICWD!A:WTICA:
B'WR!CA:K2L*T?Y:S*WnSD?MZ “Twrgis kagan's army
came from Bwléw like a fire, like a bwr (cf. Clauson
1972, p. 357). We fought. ‘

II E 26-7 T:*WR?G2S*: K!GIN: S?WS?Y :WT!CA: B'WR!CA :K3L?
.. B'WWLICWD!A:S*WnSD*MZ “Twrgids kagan's army
came like a fire, like a bwr. We fought at Bwlé¢w™",

The difference in meaning betwcen the two sentences can be
explained in two ways. II may simply be a correction of I and
the correction referring to what actually happened. But it may
also be that the two versions tell the same, but that I represents
a colloquial and anacoluth syntax. The sentence in I should then
be translated ‘Twrgids kagan's army—at Bwl¢w—he/it came like
a fire, like a bwr—we fought.

IN7 T!'WnR'A:B:YR*WG!S:LIPG'W :WNIR?G?: T'WnAT?
YG®N2: JIWG'YNDA : G2R*PWL?R*T?*MZ “We surrounded
and killed at Tona tegin’s funeral one family of Twnra,
ten fighting men” =

11 E 31 T*'WnR!A:J*YL'PG'WT!Y:B*YR2:WG!SG!: T'WnA:
T*YG®N*: J'WG, . .:G?R2AT'WK'YD'M ‘‘surrounding
one family of Twnra warriors at Tona tegin's funeral we
beat (them)"’.

The alternation dgirip — dgird is probably only stylistic (pre-
ceding versus simultaneous action) and the alternation 6lérdiimiiz —
tokidim represents a historical correction. The word for *‘warrior”
must be reconstructed as Proto-Turkic *alpagut. It is generally
considered to be a derivation from alp “‘brave”, cf. Clauson 1972,
p. 128, but the final -{ is then difficult to explain and this together
with the u instead of o in the last syllable (cf. Hovdhaugen 1971,
p- 179) indicates that it is a loanword in Turkic. Both alpagu and
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jilpagut are hapax legomena and both are considered to be mis- .
spellings by Clauson 1972, p. 128. They may also be older dialectal
forms, but owing tc lack of material this is impossible to decide.
The syntax of the first part of I seems very colloquial and the
grammaticality of it can be questioned.

Finally I shall give an example which is not included in my
list of identical parts of I and II, but where there may be a

relationship:

IN8 J'Z YnA:WG!ZGR'W: WT!SK'D'MZ “in the spring/
summer we set out with the army towards the Oguz” =

I1 E 31-2 J1ZnA:WG'Z: T!'PA:S*WL*D*M “in the spring/summer
I campaigned towards the Oguz’’.

As Gronbech 1936, p. 160 has showed, the use of case endings
with ethnic nouns is so seldom attested in Orkhon Turkic that it
probably has to be considered as ungrammatical. Also in this case
the text of I is to be preferred to that of II.

* 6. Our investigations so far seem to lead to the following con-

clusions:

a. The orthography of the two Orkhon inscriptions shows such
clear and regular differences that it seems hardly possible to
assume that they were written by one and the same scribe. A
person does normally not change his orthography so much in
only four years. The scribe of II has undoubtedly a more correct
and normalized orthography than the scribe of I. . )

b. The morphological, syntactic and stylistic divergencies can be
explained in two ways. There may have been two dilferent authors
each of whom has composed one inscription. In this case the
authors may be identical with the scribes. But the author of the
two texts may also be the same person who has completely revised
his first text, correcting errors in it and making it stylistically better.
An argument in favour of the last solution is the fact that Il is in
any case based on I and represents a revised version of it whereas
events related to Kiil tegin are left out and there is more stress
on the activitics of Bilgii kagan. On the other hand, some of the
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grammatical and stylistic corrections in II are perhaps more easily
understood if we assume the author of II to be someone other
than the author of I. Instead of pursuing these rather futile
speculations we must look at the texts once more and examine what
they tell us about how and by whom the inscriptions were written.

In the following passage of I where Bilgdi kagan himself is

speaking, we find the following statement:

IS 11 NI N2n:S!BIM:R®!S®R?:BnG*W: TISK!A:WRITIM “all
'~ my words I have put on this memorial stone".

The same sentence although rather badly preserved occurs also
in IIN 8 and it seems rather difficult to avoid the conclusion
that Bilgii kagan himself composed the text of I and perhaps also
of II. Later on Bilgi kagan says:

1S13 BMG*WT!S: TI"KYT!D'M : B*YT*YD*M

The normal translation of this sentence would be *“I had a
‘memorial stone driven into the ground and I inscribed it”. But
- this translation depends on the interpretation of B*YT?(Y)D*M.
Normally it is taken as “I wrotefinscribed”, but Tekin 1968,
P- 99 argues that it is in this case a causative bifid(d)im < bititdim
with an assimilation {d > d(d). This theory is rejected by Nauta
1969, p. 309 because we in the next line have the participle
bitigmd and not *bititigmd. Besides, an assimilation 13 > 8(9) is
unknown elsewhere, while t8 > {(t) is well attested, cf. above 3.22.
On the other hand there are several reasons to prefer Tekin’s
theory. First, it is hardly likely that Bilgi kagan himself inscribed
the text. Sccondly, in the next sentence we find the following
statement: S 13 B'WB2YT?G?: BYT2G*MA: T!. . . JIWLIG!T?. ..
“the one who inscribed this inscription (was his nephew) Jollug
t(ekin)". Now, if Jollug tegin inscribed the inscription, it cannot
have been Bilgi kagan or vice versa. Unfortunately the last example
is too fragmentary to be used as a decisive proof for anything.
B@ide a fragmentary sentence in I SW (B2YT3D2M : JIWLIL1G!;
mp{ﬂ‘!).we find however, another important sentence in I:

ISE B‘WN(‘.A:B’YT’G':B’YT'G’MA:K*WL’T’YG’N‘:T‘YS’Y
JIWLIGITYGENY: |, |, | D*M:J*YGIRMY: K*WN?;
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WLIR!P: BIWTISK!A: BI'WT!AMK’A WKWP:
JIWLIG'T*YG2N?: B?YT*YD’M

“I Jollug tegin, the nephew of Kiil tegin, who has written
so many inscriptions, inscribed/had inscribed (this in-
scription). Sitting down for twenty days I Jollug tegin
inscribed/had inscribed much on this stone/these stones
and this wall/thesc walls’’.

" In the last case the causative interpretation seems preferable and

it is strongly supported by the following statement in 1I:

11 SW B'WNCA: BIR'K!A: B2D?ZG2:WZG! . ... GIN!:T'YS?*Y:
J‘WL‘G‘T*YG‘N’MN':J‘RIT“'KY:T'WR'T’K’W ceen
R! ... B?YT?YD:M:B2D%TM: “(Sitting down) one
month and four days I Jollug tegin, the nephew (of the
kagan) inscribed/had inscribed and ornamented all (these)

grave goods, ornamentations and skilled work”’.

The form bddi(z)tim must be a causative since we know that the
decorators were obtained from China (cf. 1S1I, 1IN 14), cf.
also above 3.22 and Clauson 1972, p. 310. Both here and in
IS 13 the form bitidim is parallel to a causative form and it seems
clear from the quotations above that the function of Jollug tegin
was to organize the crection of the memorial stone, its decoration
and inscription. This job was certainly also more important and
a prince was worthy of functioning as more than just a scribe.

The only possible phonetic explanation of the form bitidim as
a causative seems to be as follows:

The expected form is bititdim (Tofiukuk 58). This form could
phonetically become *bitil(f)im in Orkhon Turkic (cf. above 3.22).
There are no evidences for an assimilation td > 6(d) in Orkhon
Turkic. But bitidim may be duc to a dissimilation of bititdim or
perhaps bitit(t)im. The participle bitigmd and not *bititigmd is
not a conclusive argument against this theory since 1S13 is
corrupt and in I SE it docs not refer to the Orkhon inscriptions,
cf. the translation.

As a conclusion we must state that the scribes of the two in- '
scriptions remain unknown. The author of I is certainly Bilga
6 Acta Orientalia, XXXVI
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kagan, a fact that is shown not only by the statement in IS 11,
but also by the personal and affected expressions concerning his
brother Kiil tegin. In some examples discussed above we found
traces of a colloquial syntax typical of oral composition in I and
it seems likely that the text was first composed and perhaps
recited by Bilgéi kagan and then written down by a not very well
trained scribe. The origin of II is more difficult to trace. The
author is also here probably Bilgid kagan, but this text scems to
be a more thoroughly literary text. The autor had before him a
'written version of I and then prepared carefully the text of Il
normalizing the language and correcting all errors and deviant
. constructions in I. This theory is of course partly hypothctical,
- but it seems the most likely one according to the scanty material

we have.
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