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Johannes Benzing, Einfiihrung in das Studium der altaischen
Philologie und der Turkologie, Verlag Otto Harrassowitz,
Wiesbaden, 1958 [Introduction to the Study of Altaic Phi-
lology and Turcology, Publishing House Otto Harrassowitz,
Wiesbaden, 1953], VII + 142 pages in 8°.

Altaic linguistics have made great progress in the last few
decades and the literature on the Altaic languages and their inter-
relationship has become so extensive that it is not easy to orientate
oneself in the numerous problems, a task particularly difficult
for beginners in this field. Therefore, an introduction to the study
of Altaic linguistics has been urgently needed. Some Altaic lan-
guages, e. g., the Turkic languages, are better known than other
members of the Altaic group, and Turcologic literature exceeds by
far that on other languages. Therefore, the author of the book
under review stresses Turcology and devotes more than half of
his book to the Turkic languages (pp. 61-181), entitling his work
Introduction to the Study of Altaic Philology and Turcology. It
is not difficult to understand the reason for entitling this book
in this manner, although I do not think Benzing’s formulation is
a very happy one, because Turcology is a subdivision of Altaic
studies and, consequently, this title looks as queer as that of a
book entitled Introduction to Indo-European Studies and Ger-
manics. A title such as Introduction to Altaic Studies with Em-
phasis on Turcology would be more acceptable.

Different authors have their own ideas about what an intro-
duction to a discipline should be. Therefore, it is not easy to
write an introduction which suits everyone’s taste. BrNzING's
book tells us what Altaic studies are and what languages con-
stitute the subject of study. It gives us some statistical data on
the peoples speaking these languages, some information about the
history of investigation, and a detailed bibliography. In my
opinion, the reader should also be given an explanation of the
numerous systems of transcription and transliteration, tables of
the scripts used by the peoples concerned, and brief outlines of
the grammatical structure of the Altaic languages of the type of
N. K. Dwvrrriev’s Ctpo#i Typenkoro sswika (Jlenunrpam, 1939)
[Structure of the Turkish Language, Leningrad, 1939] or the article
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by C. F. VoeceLiy and M. E. Eruineuausen “ Turkish Struc-
ture ” (Publications of the American Oriental Society, Offprint
Series No. 17, New Haven, Conn., 1948) and my Crpoil xanxa-
MOHIOJbCKOTO si3bika (Jlennurpan, 1936) [The Structure of the
Khalkha-Mongolian Language, Leningrad, 1936]. Of course, I do
not mean outlines of all Altaic languages but of one most typical
for each branch of the Altaic group. Benzing’s book does not
contain such outlines and no explanation of the systems of tran-
scription is given either, although the author gives on page 41,
for reasons not quite obvious to me, the romanized Mongolian
alphabet which was used by the Buriats and Kalmucks between
1931 and 1937 and has not been used since.

The author explains on page 1 the meaning of the term “ Altaic
languages ” and adds that most scholars who used this term
believed that the Altai mountain range was the original homeland
of the peoples concerned. This is not a quite accurate statement,
because, although it was so believed at the time of CAsTREN and
ScHoTT, at the present time the term “ Altaic,” like the term
“ Indo-European,” does not imply any geographic idea. “ Altaic ™
is only a linguistic term.

I cannot agree with BENZING’s statement that the situation in
the Altaic languages is fundamentally different from that in the
Indo-European or Semitic languages which are characterized by
a very definite structure (p. 2). If BenziNg means the inflec-
tional grammatical structure of the Indo-European languages
which distinguishes them from other language families, why does
he not acknowledge the agglutinative structure of the Altaic lan-
guages as their most characteristic feature? The Altaic languages,
too, have a large number of common roots and stems. BenzinG
is extremely sceptical about the affinity of the Altaic languages
and he tries to strengthen his position by quoting the Turcologist
W. Banc and the explorer of the Tungus, SHIROKOGOROV, who were
reluctant to recognize the Altaic theory. Yet SHirokOGOROV was
never an authority in the linguistic field, and Bancg died twenty
years ago. Much has changed in these two decades. The out-
standing posthumous work of Wladystaw Korwicz, “ Studia nad
jezykami altajskimi” (wydal Marian Lewicki, Rocznik Orien-
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talistyczny, tom XVI, pp. 1-318, Krakéw, 1953, [“ Studies on
Altaic Languages, edited by Marian Lewicki, Rocznik Orien-
talistyczny, Volume XVI, pp. 1-8318, Krakéw, 1953], demonstrates
clearly how much has been achieved in the recent past. Korwicz’s
book appeared almost simultaneously with Benzing’s “ Intro-
duction ” and this explains why it is not mentioned in the latter.

When criticizing the former linguists who believed in the exist-
ence of the so called “ Altaic language type” (p. 3), BENzING
points out that one of the phenomena most important to those
linguists was that the adjectival attribute does not change, while
in the pre-classical Mongolian and Middle-Mongolian there was
an agreement of the attribute and the word defined in number.
Benzing is right, but does it make sense to criticize pioneers of
WINKLER’s type in whose works we find errors in large numbers?
BenzinG concludes his doubts with the words that, as long as the
Turkic, Mongolian, and Tungus languages remain unexplored in
all details, the existence of the Altaic language family neither can
be asserted nor denied (p. 4) . This conclusion cannot be accepted.
It would have been justified 30 or 40 years ago, when there was
not a single descriptive grammar of the colloquial Mongolian
languages and no dictionaries were available. At the present time
we have detailed Kalmuck, Buriat, Khalkha, Urdus, and Monguor
grammars and dictionaries and also Tungus dictionaries. There
is even an excellent comparative phonology of the Tungus lan-
guages by V. I. Tsintsius. Thus BeEnzing’s doubts are, at least,
a quarter of a century late. As for the criticism of Scuorr,
WinkLER, and other old writers, BeEnzing has wasted too much
effort in refuting opinions no longer shared by anybody. I think
the author should have mentioned the names of the old scholars
in his bibliography and, instead of discussing their unconvincing
hypotheses, should have undertaken a thorough refutation of the
opinions of RamMstepr, RAsANEN, and other supporters of the
Altaic theory which BeNzing does not acknowledge. I think a
special chapter should have been included in which Benzing
should have demonstrated why RamsTteEDT’s theories are un-
acceptable to him.

On page 4 and the following pages a brief outline of the history
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of Altaic studies from STrRAHLENBERG to RAMSTEDT is given.
STRAHLENBERG, CASTREN, and some other scholars in the past
were not so much Altaicists as Ural-Altaicists. In their works the
Altaic languages were discussed in their relationship to the Finno-
Ugric and Samoyed languages which are not counted among the
Altaic languages at the present time. Therefore, BEnzing should
also have mentioned the Ural-Altaicists and Turanists, RASK,
Max MULLER, and even KraProTH.

On page 9 BEnzinG points out that the Altaic languages do not
have numerals common to all of them. In my opinion this does
not necessarily speak against their affinity. Besides, it should be
remarked that there are numerous words which serve as numerals
in one Altaic language while they function as other parts of speech
in other Altaic languages, e. g.,

Tungus wmwn, Manchu emu “ one ” = Mo. emiine
before ;

Tungus dzwr, Ma. juve “ two ” = Middle-Mongolian jirin ““two
(in reference to women) ; cf. the ordinal Mo. jitiiger “ the second
wife ” (the same derivation type as in yutwyar “ third” and
dotiiger “ fourth ) ;

Turkic ekz “ two,” ekiz “ twins ”* = Mo. tkire “ twins,” ikis~ikes
“ placenta ”’;

Mo. qoyar “ two,” *qoyar > Buriat (Kachug) xor id.; Mo. gqorin
“twenty,” qosiyayad “ by twos,” ete. The root *qo = Turkic qos
“ pair,” etc.

These etymologies have been known for a quite long period, but
probably Benzing did not see my article on this subject « Mon-
rojbckue 4ucautenbHbie » [“ Mongolian Numerals ], C6opuuk
SI3BIKOBEJHBIX NPOOJEM MO YHUCAUTEAbHBIM, T. 1, JleHunrpan, 1927,
pp- 97-119. It is also missing in his bibliography. BENzING’s ob-
jection to RAMSTEDT’s etymology of Mo. arban “ ten ” (compared
with arbayi- “ to spread out the fingers,” “to show all the ten
fingers ) is justified, but his comparison of it with Kirgiz arbin
“ plentiful ” and arbi- “ to be numerous ” is not acceptable either,
because arbi- is a loan from Mongolian and, besides, arban has
developed from harban < * parban, while arbin never had an initial
h < *¢; cf. the Secret History arbin ““ abundant.”

<

“in front,
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On page 15 Benzing proceeds to the Tungus languages. He
supplies general information about the number and home of the
Tungus and mentions also the names of some clans. Of them
dapagir is hardly derived from éapo * a squirrel’s nest,” because
Capagir has a long vowel in the second syllable, i.e., £~6, not to
mention the fact that one would hardly expect a clan name be
derived from a word meaning ““ a squirrel’s nest.”

On pages 17-18 there is criticism of the theory about the
affinity of the Tungus and Mongolian languages. Benzine claims
that there are no regular phonetic correspondences between Tun-
gus and Mongolian (p. 19). This is, at least, inaccurate, because
in one of his works RamstepT has irrefutably demonstrated that
Ma. f-, Nanai (i.e., Goldi) p-, and Evenki (Tungus) h-~Zero
correspond to h- in Middle Mongolian and Zero in Written Mon-
golian (“ Ein anlautender stimmloser Labial in der mongolisch-
tiirkischen Ursprache,” Journ. de la Soc. Finno-Ougrienne XX X11:
2). His observation was accepted and corroborated by Paul
Perrior (““ Les mots A £ initiale, aujourd’hui amuie, dans le mon-
gol des XIII¢ et XTIV siecles,” Journ. Asiatique 1925, pp. 193-263)
and Vwiapivmirtsov, CpaBHUTeNbHAasA IDaMMaTHKA MOHTOJBCKOIO
MMCbMEHHOTO sI3bIKa M XaJAXacKoro Hapeuwus, BBemenue u doue-
THKA, Jlenunrpan, 1929.

The outline of the history of Manchu studies (pp. 22-30) is
complete and does not compel one to raise objections. To Ben-
zING’s bibliographic data should be added the book of A. B. I'pe-
GeHUIMKOBD, OuepK’b H3YUeHist MAaHbWKYPCKaro siabika Bb Kutab,
H3wberis Bocroynaro Mucturyra, Tomp XXXII, Boin. 3-i, Biaanu-
BOCTOKB, 1913, crp. XXII+ 194 + 98, which contains valuable in-
formation about studies of this language in China and European
countries in the past.

The next section deals with the history of the study of the
Nanai (Goldi) language and the dialects spoken along the lower
course of the Amur river (pp. 30-33) and also Tungus (pp. 33-
38). BEnziNG says that the Evenki (Tungus) dialects have under-
gone Mongolian influence to a lesser extent and, therefore, should
be of greater importance to the linguists. In his opinion, the
agreement in number of the adjectival attribute and the subject is
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a phenomenon unusual from the point of view of the laws of the
Altaic languages (p. 84). Yet, in pre-classical Mongolian agree-
ment of the attribute (and the predicate noun) with the subject
in number is very usual. Cf. N. Porpg, “ Die Sprache der mon-
golischen Quadratschrift und das Yiian-ch‘ao pi-shi,” Asia Major
—Neue Folge, I. Jahrgang, 1944, 1. Heft, p. 102). As for the
Tungus attribute taking the case ending, this again resembles the
Buriat language in which the attribute takes the plural ending
and the subject lacks it, e. g., jexentid ger *“ big yourts.” Cf. T [l.
Canxees, I'pammaTuka 6ypHT-MO<HFOJIbCKOI‘O si3pika, MockBa-Jle-
HuHrpazx, 1941, p. 85). In Ancient Turkic there are found such
examples as: aqlar bulut “ white clouds,” qaralar bulut  black
clouds.” Cf. A. von GaBaIN, Alttiirkische Grammatik, 2. verbes-
serte Auflage, Leipzig, 1950, p. 85. Consequently, what Benzing
believes to be characteristic only of Tungus was common to all
Altaic languages in the past.

The chapter dealing with Mongolian studies (pp. 39 ff.) raises
more objections. First of all, it is not correct that there are
5,000,000 Mongols in the Mongolian People’s Republic (p. 39).
According to the most recent data, Outer Mongolia has a popu-
lation of only 850,000 (1941 census). The total number of the
Xfongols both in Outer and Inner Mongolia, including the Oirats,
is somewhere around 3,500,000. When discussing the Mongolian
script, BENzING says that the hP‘ags-pa script (it is not diirbeljin,
however, but dérbeljin) was replaced by the Uighur script. This
is not quite correct, because the Uighur script existed before the
introduction of the hP‘ags-pa script (from 1269 to 1368) and the
latter was invented to replace the Uighur seript but failed to do so.

Mentioning the archaic features of Mongolian, Benzing believes
that Turkic § versus Mongolian [ and Turkic z versus Mongolian
r are older than their correspondences in Mongolian. In this
respect BENzING returns to the position taken by GomBocz and
SerALA who believed that *z > 7 and *$ > I, while in the light of
recent research the opposite is true. The Turkic 2 goes back to a
particular shade of 7 (cf. 7 in Czech or rz in Polish) .

Some corrections should be made in the chapter dealing with
the periodization of the history of the Mongolian language. The
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Secret History is not a document of Ancient Mongolian as BeN-
zING believes but of Middle Mongolian. The latter is the stage
in which A- is preserved but -*y- and -¥¢- have disappeared. The
Moslem sources also belong to this category. The letters of Argun
and Oljeitii are samples of pre-classical Written Mongolian. When
Benzine discusses Written Mongolian (pp. 46-47) , he should give
its periodization and classification into pre-classical, classical, and
modern language. VLADIMIRTSOV’s important book, MoHroabckuit
cOOpPHUK'D pa3cka3oBb M3Db Paficatantra (ITerporpaas, 1921)
[4 Mongolian Collection of Tales from the Pafcatantra], in which
for the first time in the history of Mongolian studies the above
periodization of Written Mongolian was given, is mentioned by
Benzing in the section dealing with religious literature, where he
says, at the end, “schliesslich sei hier noch angefiithrt” [“and
lastly should be mentioned ], as if this were a third-rate book. It
is known to everyone that Paficatantra is not a religious work. A
book attributed to VLapimirTsov, O6pasiibl MOHI'OJILCKOM JUTEpa-
TYpHI, is mentioned on page 49, but this is an obvious misunder-
standing, because there is no such book by Vladimirtsov. If
BenziNG means ViaprmirTsov’s OGpasibl MOHIOJbCKOM HAPOJHO I
CJIOBECHOCTH (ceBepo-3ananHast Mowuroaus) [Jlenunrpan, 1926],
this is a collection of folklore and deals with dialectology. Like-
wise, my article “ Geserica > does not deal with Mongolian liter-
ature but is a linguistic work. On the contrary, VLADIMIRTSOV’S
Momnrouabsckas autepatypa and his Mouroso-oiipatckuii repou-
uecku# anoc and my book Xaixa-MOHIOMbCKUI FepOMUECKUI 310C
which primarily deal with the history of Mongolian literature are
not mentioned at all. From this I conclude that BEnzinG’s bibli-
ography obviously contains titles of books and articles which he
has never seen.

On page 51 Benzing refers the reader to the survey of Mon-
golian languages and dialects in Vwiapmmirtsov’s Comparative
Grammar, but he should also have mentioned the very important
article by the Reverend Antoine Mostaert “ The Mongols of
Kansu and their Language,” Bulletin No. 8 of the Catholic Uni-
versity of Peking, 1931, which he does not quote at all.

On page 52 we find again fantastic data on the Mongolian
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People’s Republic: 4,500,000-5,000,000 sq. km. of territory and
3,000,000-5,000,000 population (correct figures are 1,500,000 sq.
km. of territory and a population of 850,000) . Besides, the Peo-
ple’s Republic has 18 aimaks (provinces) and not four. Bexzing’s
data refer to the time before 1930. In this connection, it should
be remarked that statistical data make sense only when they are
correct.

Of books on Khalkha the obsolete works of ViTALE and SERCEY
might have been omitted, but instead the new grammar by
Topayeva should have been mentioned, although it is not at all
good. Likewise, BenziNG’s mention of the inadequate work of
SouLit side by side with the outstanding works of the Reverend
Antoine MosTAErT looks strange. RupNEv’s MaTepianabl 10 TOBO-
pamb BoctouHo#t MoHroaiu is not mentioned at all.

A few corrections and additions should be made in the section
dealing with the Buriat language. First of all, the clan name is
Tsongol and not Tschongol as BEnzing transcribes it on page 55.
To the bibliography of historical literature on the Buriats the
book of M. N. Boepanov, Ouepku uctopuu Bypsat-MOHIOJIbCKOTO
Hapona (Bepxueyauuck, 1926), and the important book of ®. A.
KynpsiBues, HMcropusi 6ypsiT-MOHT0JbCKOTO Hapoaa oT XVII B. no
60-x romoB XIX B., Ouepku (Mocksa-Jlenunrpan, 1940), should be
added and, instead of the obsolete dictionary of PopGorRBUNSKII
which is full of errors, the new dictionary of Ceremisov should
be listed, BypsiT-MOHIO/ILCKO-pYCCKUi c1OBapb, MockBa, 1951. In
the bibliography the outstanding work of A. D. Rupnkv, Xopu-
6ypsitckifi rosops (Ilerporpann, 1913-14) is missing. This work
deserves to be mentioned rather than Boepanov’s Pyccko-6y-
psiTckiil 6ykBaphb or the very inadequate grammar of OrLoV.

The chapter on the Kalmucks contains several minor inaccura-
cies. BENzING speaks of their territory as of an autonomous region
of the Russian Federation with the capital in Elista. As a matter
of fact, this was so in the past, but in December, 1943 the Auto-
nomous Kalmuck Socialist Soviet Republic (and not region!)
was dissolved, the Kalmucks were resettled behind the Urals, and
the city of Elista was renamed ““ Stepnoi.”

On page 60 the glossaries of Shirongol and other dialects col-
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lected by Poranin, the glossary of the Shera-Yogur by MANNER-
vHEIM, and Korwicz’s article “ La langue mongole parlée par les
Ouigours Jaunes pres de Kan-tcheou,” Collectanea Orientalia No.
16, 1939; reprinted in Rocznik Orientalistyczny, t. XVI, pp. 435-
465) should be added.

The greater portion of BEnzING’s book is devoted, however, to
Turcology. BenzING is right when he complains that Turcology is
still greatly neglected and the only subject taught at universities
is the Turkish language. Unfortunately, it is true that Turcology
is still a monopoly of Soviet science, while it is lagging behind in
all the other countries. Outside of the U.S.S.R. serious Turcologic
work is done only in Turkey, although there the funds available
are rather limited.

Without dwelling on Bunzing’s doubts about the affinity of
Turkic and the other Altaic languages and his criticism of the
fantastic Japhetic “ theory ” of Maggr, already refuted in Soviet
linguistics (MaTepnaabl 06beJHMHEHHON HAY4YHOH CeCCHHM, MOCBA-
wenHod Tpynam M. B. Cranuna no s3biko3Hanuw, Mocksa, 1951},
I should like to point out that on pages 68-69, where literature on
the Turkic borrowings in other languages is discussed, the book
of Karl Heinrich Mr~cEs, The Oriental Elements in the Vocabu-
lary of the Oldest Russian Epos, the Igor’ Tale (Supplement to
Word, Journal of the Linguistic Circle of New York, Monograph
No. 1, December 1951, vi + 98 pages) should be quoted in the first
place. The literature on the classification of the Turkic languages
should be supplemented by the classification of RamsteEpr and
Risinen (vide: M. RAsANEN, Materialien zur Lautgeschichte
der tiirkischen Sprachen, Helsinki, 1949, pp. 26-31; cf. M. RisA-
NEN, ““ Contributions au classement des langues turques,” Rocznik
Orientalistyczny, t. XVII, Krakéw, 1953, pp. 92-104) .

In the section dealing with Chagatai the article of A. N.
SAamMoOILovIE « K ncTopuu JiMTepaTypHOTO CPeLHeasuaTCKO-Typel-
KOTO f3bIKa,» Mup-Amu-lllup, COOpHUK K HNATHCOTACTHUIO CO JHS
poxenus, Jlennnrpan, 1928, pp. 1-23, is not mentioned at all,
although it is one of the most important works on this language.
In connection with Chagatai a serious chronologic error on page
82 should be corrected. Brnzing says that this language owes its
name to Chagatai, a grandson of Tamerlan. It is, however, com-
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monly known that Timur was born in 1886 and Chagatai, the
second son of Chinggis Khan died in 1241 and, therefore, could
not possibly have been a grandson of Timur.

I do not think Benzing’s remarks about RaprLorr who unfor-
tunately neglected Turkmenian (p. 94) and did not pay attention
to Karachai and Balkar (p. 98) are deserved, because RADLOFF’s
work exceeds everything one could expect of one scholar and it
can be easily understood that he could not have explored all the
Turkic languages. As far as Balkar is concerned, I can, however,
point out that V. FiLonenko has published a good Balkar gram-
mar (Nalchik, 1941), but unfortunately it is not mentioned in
Benzing’s book.

Speaking of the Crimea and the Crimean Turks, BenziNg
should have mentioned GaspiraLi, one of the most outstanding
and remarkable characters in history of the culture of the Turks.
In the bibliography referring to Crimea the very important book
of Edige KirimaL, Der nationale Kampf der Krimtiirken mit be-
sonderer Beriicksichtigung der Jahre 1917-1918, (Verlag Lechte,
Emsdetten, Wetf., 1952) should have been included.

The reader learns on page 128 that Ramstepr did not regard
Chuvash as a Turkic language but as an independent Altaic lan-
guage, occupying a place between Turkic and Mongolian. This is
an obvious misunderstanding, because Ramsrtept says the follow-
ing in his article “Zur Frage nach der Stellung des Tschuwas-
sischen ” (Journal de la Société Finno-Ogrienne XXXVIII: 1,
p. 34): “Es geniigt hier klargelegt zu haben, dass das Tschu-
wassische eine regelrechte Entwicklung der Tiirk-Sprache ist und
zwar ohne jede direkte Beriihrung mit dem Mongolischen.”
[ It suffices to have demonstrated here that Chuvash is a regular
development of Turkic with no direct contact with Mongolian ).

In conclusion, it should be stated that Benzine’s book, con-
taining a number of errors and inaccurate statements, does not
give a clear picture of where the Altaic linguistics stands at the
present time. Nor does it tell us what can be regarded as defi-
nitely established. Nevertheless, it can be of some help to a reader
in making his way through the literature on Altaic linguistics.

Nicuooras Porre
University of Washington
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