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I am going to present below a tentative reading and
interpretation of the Khiiis Tolgoi inscription (hereafter
KhT inscription). This work would not be possible with-
out the pioneering work by Dieter Maue on the decipher-
ment of its writing system, which was also greatly added
by the efforts of the team of specialists in 3-D photo-
graphy that accompanied us on our 2014 expedition to
Mongolia.

Although at this stage it is not possible to provide a
complete reading and interpretation of the KhT inscrip-
tion, slightly going ahead it seems beyond reasonable
doubt that it is in some form of Mongolic. It also appears
that the language of the inscription, although it can be
conditionally termed as a variety of Para-Mongolic, is
much closer to the mainstream Mongolic languages, such
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as Middle Mongolian and modern extant Mongolic lan-
guages than to Serbi-Khitan,? although there are some
features that the language of the KhT inscription shares
with the latter. It is necessary to note that the KhT
inscription is monolingual, which certainly opens the
gates for the guess-work and speculations, some of which
certainly will be corrected by the following generations
of scholars.

The KhT inscription consists of two stones, one pre-
served in the basement of the National Archeological
Institute, and the other placed near the entrance to the
building. Certain circumstances prevented us from read-
ing and photographing the text on the second stone.

LINE 1-13
Open transcription (Maue):

biti-iar  qayan digi;n s fiin bodi-satva  toroks
Tentative transcription (Vovin):*

biti-ier qayan digi-n S$ini-n  bodi-satva toro-ks[e]

Morphemic analysis:

Inscription-PLUR  qayan die-CM new-GEN
Bodhi-sattva  be.born-PAST.PAR

2 There was an unprecedented growth of Khitan studies, with four
significant monographs published in the recent years: Kane 2009,
Wu & Janhunen 2010, Shimunek 2017 and Monumental Chinggeltei,
Wau, and Jiruhe 2018.

3 The first number indicates the number of the stone, and the
second the number of a line on it.

4 Unlike the open transcription by Maue, my tentative transcription
does not indicate uncertain readings (Maue’s italics), and it does not
differentiate between subscripted and non-subscripted versions of
vowels, e.g. i and i;, unless I have no interpretation for the words con-
taining these subscripts.
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Notes

1. I finally decided to follow my initial thought that
biti-ner is a plural form of bitig ‘inscription’ in spite of
the suggestion by Réna-Tas that it is the name of a gayan
(p.c., October 2017). Although it may look good syntac-
tically, a gayan with such a name is not historically
attested. However, I think now that my initial interpreta-
tion of digin as ‘tegin’ is incorrect, and I follow a sug-
gestion by Rona-Tas (p.c., October 2017), it is preferable
to compare it with Khitan tege- or tige- ‘to die’® +
converbum modale -n.

2. gayan, and bodi-satva seem to be for the most part
unproblematic, but they also provide no information on
the genetic affiliation of the language.

3. Sifi-n ‘new’ is the word that is highly diagnostic,
clearly pointing to the Mongolic direction. The form is
to be read Sini, cf. EMM Sini K% ‘new’ (MNT §265),
although the majority of attestations indicate §ine, cf.
Sine I8l (Qub IV: 43), WMM Sine 4 (Mu 334). Cf.
Khitan *$en (Langjun 7: 6), thus phonetically KhT form
is closer to mainstream Mongolic. The final -7 is likely
to be a genitive.

As far as I can tell, there are no clear-cut cases of the
adnominal usage of genitive in MM. Thus, e.g.:

Tiimet irgen-ii oki-t
Tiimet people-GEN girl-PLUR (MNT §241)

can be interpreted as ‘girls who are Tiimet persons’ or
‘girls of Tiimet people’. Meanwhile, in Khitan, as noted
by Shimunek, a genitive case marker can be used as an
adnominal marker, albeit this function is restricted to the
cases when it is preceded by a numeral (2017: 260), e.g.

X & &4k

tau-un u.ur

five-GEN  division

the Five Divisions (lit.: divisions that are five) (Yeli
Xiang-wen 7: 15-16)

4. Bodhi-sattva is either a given name of the Turkic
qgayan from the First Khanate, or Buddhist Bodhi-Sattva
could also be meant here, as the text may be a historical,
but with the religious overtones.

5. toro-ks (in script) is likely to be Mongolic t0ré-
ks[e] ‘to be born’, past participle of the verb t6rd- ‘to be
born’. Etienne de la Vaissiere suggested that roro-g,
recently proposed by Dieter Maue instead of the earlier
reading foro-ks may indicate the tribal name Tiéle $85)

> Khitan examples: rege’'er 4 K %/ % (247.349.269/341) <t.ge.er>
‘deceased, died’ (masculine past tense in -er) (Xiao Dilu 11-8, 23-5,
35-8), tege’en & K % (247.349.219) <t.ge.én> ‘deceased, died, (femi-
nine past tense in -én) (Yelii Xiang-wen 32-17). Examples provided by
Rona-Tas.

< EMC ?"iet ok < LHC t"et [ok. T find it difficult to accept
this proposal for three reasons. First, the vowels in the
Chinese transcription have no indication of the feature
[+labial], which is quite clearly present in toro-g;. Sec-
ond, if the mysterious sign #3 were really a back g,, this
would imply forog; with back /o/ vowels, and not tdrog
with front /6/ vowels. Meanwhile, Chinese transcription
clearly includes [-back] vowels. Third, the end of the
sixth or the beginning of the seventh century is still too
early for the Chinese to lose final -z in EMC #"ier alto-
gether, or even to undergo the shift of -# > -r, which did
not happen until the High Tang times more than a cen-
tury later. Thus, although bodi-satva torog; qayan inter-
preted as ‘Pusa, qayan of Ti¢le’ (lines 1-2) might be
persuasive from the historical point of view, I regret to
say that from the linguistic point of view the interpreta-
tion of toro-ks/g, as Ti¢lé ##)] seems to be untenable.

6. There are two typically Mongolic morphological
markers on this line: past participle -ks < *ksA, and gen-
itive -n after vowel stems (MM -yin, -in, -n)

LINE 1-2

Open transcription (Maue):

gayan buda
uqgaju ksyr1

gqayanu uqaks
aflaqay

Tentative transcription (Vovin):

gayan buda
uga-ju ksir

qayan-u
Anaqay

uqa-qs|a]

Morphemic analysis:

gayan Buddha gqayan-GEN realize-PAST.PART
realize-CC country Anaqay

Notes

1. Unless Buda is simply ‘Buddha’, which is the sim-
plest solution, the only other possible explanation I can
think about is Khitan bud %14 ‘external clan’ (Yeli Jue
31: 55), (Hsiao Hui-lian.Can 2: 1), (Yelii Pusuli 7: 18).°
But this leaves final -a stranded: it is unlikely to be a
MM dative-locative case suffix -A. There are no other
fitting attestations either in MM or Pre-Classical WM
texts to the best of my knowledge. Buda gayan is remi-
niscent of OT bur-gan ‘lord Buddha’; or archaic OT pii
rka kam, equivalent to the later bur gayan. (Maue 2008:
62-63.)

© Shimunek glosses this word as ‘external clans’ (2017: 265), but
the plural would probably work only if Khitan -d -4 is here a plural
suffix.
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2. Maue suggested that "uka- (in script) may reflect
either uruqa or uga. The first one is improbable, as only
EMM uruga ‘relatives, descendants’ (MNT §11, §23,
§24 etc.), a likely loanword from Turkic, comes to mind,
and it neither fits the context, nor does agree with appar-
ently verbal nature of the stem. EMM verb uga- ‘to real-
ize, to know’” (MNT §18, §78, etc.) fits much better. No
Khitan cognates.

3. ksir1 is probably a borrowing from Tumshugese
xSera ‘country’, as Maue has initially suggested. In this
meaning it could fit here and also below on line 1-6.

4. At the first glance, Afaqay might be a name of the
last Ruan-ruan gayan, who refused to give his daughter
as a wife to Turkic Bumin qayan in 546 AD. But this is
too early for this inscription, and there is no title gayan,
see line 1-3 note 1.

5. The most important is that this line is full of typ-
ical Mongolic morphology: MM idiosyncratic genitive
-u after stems in -n as in gayan-u ‘qayan-GEN’, past
participle -ks[A], converbum contemporale -jU, and
less likely dative-locative -A, if the alternative pro-
posed etymology for bud-a is correct. Once again we
can see that the language of the KhT inscription is
much closer to mainstream Mongolic than to Khitan:
a) there is no Khitan genitive -, as the Khitan words
with final -n take -en instead (Shimunek 2017: 253),
b) the Khitan word ga ~ ga.ya ‘qayan’ takes the geni-
tive in -an: qa.ya-an (Kane 2009: 132); c) Khitan has
converbum contemporale -j corresponding to MM -jU,
and d) no past participle -ks/A] or e) dative-locative
case suffix -A.

LINE 1-3
Open transcription (Maue):

...yfyn Jjaks bod1 bigiy-idr  bay1
dolujaju  hughil ? ]

Tentative transcription (Vovin):

[.2.]te-n  ja-gs[a] bod-1 beg-ey-fiar bayyi-@
dolu-ja-ju hiigbii +?

Morphemic analysis:

[title-iten?] / Vite-CM  promise-PAST.PART tribe-ACC
beg-?-PLUR  be/stand-NP listen-COOP-CC ? ?

Notes

1. Anakay is supposed to have a title, and since he
cannot be equated with the Ruan-ruan qayan Anagui as
demonstrated by Etienne de la Vaissiere, it is natural to
suppose that unreadable beginning of the line 1-3 corre-
sponds to this title, but not to gayan.

2. 1 initially thought that -fe- in the beginning of the
line is fe- ‘to say’ (quotational verb) was borrowed from
OT té- ‘id.” into Khitan (Vovin 2013: 622-623). How-
ever, Rona-Tas must be correct that -ife- is either an
unknown verb ending in converbum modale -n, or -ifen
represents a part of some title (p.c., October 2017).

3. ja- ‘to promise’ is probably a cognate to EMM and
WMM ja’a- (HYYY 17b.2), (MNT §82, §84, etc.), (Mu
199) ~ EMM ji’a- (MNT §121, §145, etc.) ‘to report, to
promise’.

4. bod must be a loan from OT bod ‘tribe’, unless the
direction of loan was opposite, cf. OT bodun ‘population,
subjects’, apparently with a Mongolic plural -n. Accusa-
tive marking is strange here, although the similar phe-
nomenon in MM and even modern Khalkha might be
comparable.

5. beg might be yet another OT loan (OT beg ‘bek’,
ultimately from EMC pazk {1 ‘elder’), but the -ey seg-
ment is unaccounted for. The vocalism is also problem-
atic, since bigiy in KhT seems to indicate [i], but there is
at least one other case of e > i raising: *Sine > $ini ‘new’
in line 1-1.

6. For bayyi-0 ‘be/stand-NP’ cf. MM bayyi- ‘to be,
to stand, to live’ (MNT §90, §108, §131, etc.) and MM
nomen praesentis -(U)yi in its predicative converbial
function (Godziniski 1985: 139), which apparently under-
goes contraction bayyi-+-yi > bayyi. This nomen prae-
sentis -(U)yi can be related to Khitan converb -i found
after various vowels (Kane 2009: 149-150).

7. dolu is not likely to be a cognate of MM dolu’an
‘seven’ (without the numerical suffix *-pan (> -’an in
intervocalic position)), as initially suggested, but consti-
tutes together with the following jaju the verbal form
doluja-ju ‘listen together and’,” where -ja- is a coopera-
tive.

8. hiigbii is an interesting case. The language of the
KhT inscription has both p- and b-, so unlike MM, A-
cannot be a reflex of proto-Mongolic *p-. I suspect that
it either denotes initial 4- as suggested by Maue (but pri-
mary *h must be alien to the Mongolic sound system) or
?-. There are no apparent MM cognates. The last word
on this line is unreadable.

9. As in the previous two lines, there is plenty of
Mongolic morphology in line 1-3: accusative -z (cf. MM
accusative -i), converbum modale -7, nomen praesentis
-(U)yi in its predicative function, plural suffix -77Ar, past
participle -gs/A], and converbum contemporale -ju and
nomen praesentis -(U)yi in its predicative function. The
last three has been already discussed above. As for the
first two, note that there are no accusative -1 or -i and
converbum modale - in Khitan.

7 This was also proposed by Réna-Tas (p.c., October 2017).
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LINE 1-4

Open transcription (Maue):

+ bl Julgnar  q(a)ranyayui
Gicyra  piigti;g  fialan

ywa  puror

Tentative transcription:

b[i]ti jilo-nar q[aJra-n[V]ya-yun tuwa purg-r
CeCi-re piigtig  riele-n

Morphemic analysis:

inscription stone-PLUR  look-?-NML
tribal.name sin(?)-NML stab-CF saved join-CM

Notes:

1. jilo must be related to MM (ila’un ‘stone’ (with
possible voicing of ¢- in an intervocalic position), and
-nar is a plural suffix. Note that this time we have n-, not
7i-, possibly under influence of the final -n of the preced-
ing word that itself elided (however, cf. also gato-nar
‘qayan’s wives’ < gatun-fiar in line 1-5).% Note that the
usage of the plural confirms that there were more than
one stone in the inscription.

2. Some remaining individual items on this line can
be probably understood, but there is no coherent reading.
kra-nya looks very ‘un-Altaic’, but on the basis of dro in
the line 1-6 that is likely to stand for doro ‘law’, we can
suspect the formation of secondary clusters due to the
elision of the vowels in the first syllables here as well. I
tentatively interpret this as g/aJra- ‘to look’, cf. MM
qgara- ‘to look” (MNT 8§35, §63, §77, §183), (Mu 292) +
-n[V]ya-, obscure morphological marker without any
obvious parallels in MM or Pre-Classical WM + yui, a

8 _nar is probably the Mongolic plural marker -nAr, but there is a

functional problem with this interpretation. In MM it is always used
with either kinship terms or with deities. Khitan plural marker -7ior ~
-fiaft is also used for nouns denoting humans (Shimunek 2017: 264).
Thus, in both Mongolic and Khitan these suffixes are limited in usage,
being reserved only for animate nouns. However, cross-linguistically
the functional changes in plural markers are not unknown. Thus, for
example, WOJ -ra originally used to be a neutral plural marker, used
both with animate and inanimate nouns, but virtually acquired pejora-
tive usage with animate nouns in Middle (Classical) Japanese (Vovin
2005: 93). In the similar fashion, WOJ plural marker -zati for animate
nouns gradually became highly restricted honorific plural marker in MJ
(Vovin 2005: 100). The plural marker -"démo was restricted to animate
nouns designating people in WOJ (Vovin 2005: 98), but in MJ its
descendant form -domo is used with both animate and animate nouns
(Vovin 2003: 41). Also, even if Mong. cilayun ‘stone’ (HT jilo) is
connected etymologically to EOT tas ‘id.” (it might be not), there is no
problem with palatalization here in spite of biti(g) ‘inscription’, where
the palatalization # > ¢i is still absent. There might be two reasons for
it. First, it could be a loan from pre-WOT, which already had a palatal-
ization (cf. Chuvash cul ‘stone’). Second, it could reflect PT *tya§
‘stone’, namely the initial *ty-.. > EOT ¢-, Chuvash ¢-.

deverbal nominalizer cf. MM -’Un (Godzinski 1985: 53)
and WM -yun ~ -giin (Poppe 1964: 46), which forms
nouns designating qualities or abstract nouns. An alter-
native, but much more inferior explanation: g/afra nfo]
ya ‘black (i.e., civilian, not military) officials’. Cf. MM
gara ‘black” (MNT §21, §25, etc.), (Mu 227), (IM 444)
and noyan ‘official, lord” (MNT §8, §51, etc.), (Mu 115),
(IM 443). yun is difficult to explain. It certainly cannot
be MM -wun or WM -yun, a deverbal nominalizer,
because we have no verb preceding it. The interpretation
is really vexing here. Réna-Tas suggested gara-riag-un
Tuva ‘black-?-GEN Tuva’ combining with Tupa dis-
cussed below, as the one that may give some sense,
though he admits that -7iag- is not clear (p.c., October
2017). Thus, since we would be exchanging one unknown
to another unknown, I will keep my own interpretation
for the time being. In addition, but very importantly, in
the KhT inscription, -7- # -ny-.

3. tuwa occurs three times in the KhT inscription: on
the lines 1-4, 1-7, and 1-9. It is not clear what it can be,
and the problem is further complicated by the fact that
-w- occurs only in this word. The comparison with the
tribal name Tabyac ~ Taybac should not be discarded very
easily, but there are difficulties. May be EMM to’a ‘num-
ber’ (MNT §229, §265, §278), (HYYY 22b.2), (KMQB I:
9b.2), but note that in other cases MM -’- ~ WM -y- is
reflected mostly as -y- in the language of the KhT inscrip-
tion (except between the identical vowels). WMM i ii-
‘to gather’ (Mu 159) is more problematic for phonological
and syntactical reasons. Maue suggested tribal name Diibo
~ Diibd (#U% ~ #4% EMC tuo pwa ~ tuo pwac).

4. puro-r is obscure. -r can be a Mongolic deverbal
nominalizer -r, as in WMM amu-r ‘peace, patience’
(Mu 102) < MM amu- ‘to rest’ (MNT §145, §201, etc.),
(Mu 102), (IM 432), but the root is opaque.’ Réna-Tas
suggested MM bol- ‘to become, to be, to be possible, or
allowed” as well as Khitan po(l)-/bo(l)- x/8 K
(295/311.186) <p>, <b.o> ‘to appoint, promote, become’
(Kane 2009: 112), boor =k B 4 (295.186.255) <p.o.or>,
R 4 (311.186.255) <b.o.or> ‘made, caused to be [pro-
moted to a position]’ (K 2009: 84, 112), (Yelii Xiang-
wen 24-37), jautau boor <jau tau b.o.or> ‘became a
punitive comissioner’, boor is a finite past time mascu-
line form (Xiao Dilu 5-6), (Wu & Janhunen 2010: 67).'°
However, this is problematic for both morphological and
phonetic reasons: Khitan past tense suffix -or does not
reveal itself otherwise in the KhT inscription and the
correspondence of KhT -r-: MM -/-: Khitan -r- is also
questionable.

° If the rest of this line is deciphered correctly, then puro- is likely
to mean ‘to sin’, ‘to be evil’, or something close: “Tupa [people]
stabbed (i.e., exterminated) the sinners (or sins), and joined the saved”.

10 pc., October 2017.
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5. Maue suggested Mongolian ¢ic¢i- ‘to stab’ + -rA,
converbum finale. The form ¢ic¢i- appears to be
Post-Pre-Classical, as it is not attested in MM or
Pre-Classical WM. Cf. EMM seci- ‘to stab” (MNT §127).
Converbum finale -rA is well attested in both MM
(Godziniski 1985: 146) and pre-Classical WM (Poppe
1964: 98). Rona-Tas suggested Mong. cecere- ‘to trem-
ble’ (‘to be afraid’), but this is unlikely, because it seems
to be a loan of OT titrd- ~ titird- ‘id.’, and in KhT there
is still shift of ¢ > ¢ before [i] (cf., e.g. the fact that KhT
still has biti(g) and not bicig ‘inscription’).

6. piigtig is obscure. I personally do not have any
possible etymologies for it, although Marcel Erdal, Jens
Wilkens, Peter Zieme and Roéna-Tas independently sug-
gested OT bogtdg ‘merit, saved’, which is itself a loan
from Sogdian pwytk [Puydé < Puydak] ‘saved’ (Gharib
2004: 114). As was pointed by Wilkens in a discussion
of 1.1 draft version of this paper on Academia.edu, in
this inscription it can be a direct loan from Sogdian.

7. fiele-n could potentially be EMM neyile- or WMM
neile- ‘to join’, followed by the converbum modale -n.
Roéna-Tas suggested that alternatively it may be Mong
yala ‘guilt, crime’, although there is no evidence for a
final -n in thus word (p.c., October 2017). In spite of the
fact that KhT {a} (in script) denotes [a] or [e], this is
highly unlikely, especially that /- > y- also remains to be
explained. Maue’s reading 7iglun, which make possible
the derivation from nalu- ‘to be bend, to bowed, to be
sunk’ (Schmidt 1835: 82a.) may make sense semanti-
cally and syntactically (although the question remains
why saved ones are bowed and do not simply bow), but
there are two problems: first, KhT {a} is a poor equiva-
lent for [u] in the second syllable, and second, nalu- is
not attested in MM or Pre-Classical WM.

8. There is some Mongolic morphology in this line as
well: plural suffix -nAr, converbum modale -n, conver-
bum finale -rA, and possibly a nominalizer -r. The first
two has been already discussed above. As for the conver-
bum finale -rA and nominalizer -7, I do not think they are
attested in Khitan.

LINE 1-5

Open transcription (Maue):

x  gla]ya[nu?]
tiirlig gayan-

qato-fiar diigi}d nur1 qayan

Tentative transcription:

[+] q[alya[n-u?] qato-far diige-d nir1 qayan
tlirlig  qayan-

Morphemic analysis:

[?] qaya[n-GEN?] qatun-PLUR
younger.brother-PLUR  Niri qayan tiirk qayan-

Notes:

1. The first aksara is unreadable.

2. In spite of the poor preservation, the next word
must be gayan-u ‘qayan-GEN’. It is possible that the
next aksara indicated just -n, forming therefore, an alter-
native genitive in -un after gayan, see more on this in the
notes to line 1-9.

3. gato- can be equated with EMM gatu (MNT §54,
§55) and MM gqatun (MNT §64, §104, etc.), (IM 444),
(Mu 203) ‘qayan’s wife, lady, noble woman’. -7ar is a
plural suffix already seen above.

4. diige-d is ‘younger brothers’, metathesized form
of MM de’ii ‘younger brother’” (MNT §18, §46, etc.),
(Mu 151), followed by a plural suffix -d. R6na-Tas came
up with an alternative interpretation, suggesting OT
tiike-, tiige- ‘to come to an end, finish’, and Mongol
tége-ri- ‘to be lost’, meaning that the qayan and his
wives were executed, finished (p.c., October 2017).
Although this explanation saves us from using the
metathesis, it leaves the morphology, namely -d, stranded
without any explanation.

5. Niri qayan of the Western Turkic Khaganate
(r. 579-603/604 AD) is a grandson of Bumin gayan. The
etymology of the name Niri cannot be Turkic because of
the initial n- that is alien to native Turkic. Possibly it
comes from Sogdian: nyrk”’ ~ nyrq ‘male’ (Gharib
1995: 252), nyrk ‘virile’ (Benveniste 1929: 226). The
segment -k is clearly a suffix, at least diachronically,
cf. Old Persian nar ‘man’, also §ugnani, RoSori nir
‘male’, RuSani nér, Yaghnobi nar (< ?*nir, under the
influence of Tajiki nar) ‘id.’, also Middle Persian nérok
~ nérog (nylwk’ ~ nyrwg), Classical Persian néro, Old
Tajiki nerit ~ niru ‘strength, might’ (Edel’man 2015:
478). ‘Viril’ or ‘mighty’ seems to be a fitting name for
a gayan.

6. The rest of the line is quite straightforward: tiriig
kagan is, of course, tiiriik gayan ‘Turkic qayan’.

7. We again see typically Mongolic morphology in
this line: besides the genitive case suffix -u (or may be
-un) and plural suffix -7iar (used this time after an ani-
mate noun), we also encounter for the first time Mongolic
plural suffix -d.

LINE 1-6
Open transcription (Maue):

un  d(Q)ro faygju ksyri hirgin  baryol[l]
palksyr  [+]ksaCt  hi gbi j

Tentative transcription (Vovin):

-un d[0]r6 taya-ju ksyr hergin bar-yol[l]
palksy;-r  [+]ksa-¢i  hi;gbi;-j
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Morphemic analysis:

-GEN law worship-CC country title/people
take-NML ?-NML ?-NA ?-PAST

Notes:

1. Among two variants for the first aksara un and uc,
uc¢ is not clear. A reduction from EMM ucir ‘chance,
reason, cause’ (KMQB I: 21a.2, 21b.1, 25b.4, 26a.3,
28a.3) does not seem very probable. Even less probable
would be a connection with WMM iic¢a ‘back’ (Mu 96,
154, 371), (Ist 71), uca (L 1255). I opt for -un, genitive.

2. doro is ‘law, rule, principle’. Cf. EMM tére (MNT
§208), toro (MNT §216). For the discrepancy between
KhT d- and EMM t- cf. also KhT digin vs. tegin on line
1-1 as well as Manchu doro ‘id.’, Jurchen doron ‘impe-
rial seal’, borrowed from Mongolic with initial d-, not ¢-.

3. taya- probably can be explained as EMM fayi- ‘to
worship” (MNT §189). -ju is a converbum contemporale
that we have already seen several times.

4. For hérgin Maue suggested OT erkin ~ irkin ‘title’
(p.c.), discussed by Clauson (1972: 225) and in other
sources. It might be further etymologically connected to
OT erk ‘authority, free-will, independence’ (Clauson
1972: 22). This may indicate a further connection with
EMM erkin (sing.) ~ erkid (plur.) ‘important, excellent,
masterly’ (de Rachewiltz 2004.1: 415), attested in MNT
§105, §109, §153, etc., but not used as a title in Mon-
golic. It is not inconceivable, on the other hand, that we
have here MM irgen [irgon] ‘people’ (with a metathesis
of vocalism) (MNT §5, §8, §11, etc.), (HYYY 14b.1),
(Mu 119, 123, 136, etc.). Both explanations have their
pluses and minuses. Maue’s theory does not involve
metathesis, but leaves -g- instead of -k- unexplained
(Roéna-Tas also informed us that ir.g.en in Khitan may be
used as a title). Also, in the KhT inscription titles have
consistent plural marking when the plurality is meant.
May be only one erkin is meant here, it is difficult to say,
even if the next word is explained as ‘taker, collector’
(see below). Vovin’s explanation has a metathesis, but
does not create problem with the consonant -g-. Also,
irgen is never marked with plural.

5. bar-yo[l] is probably a cognate of MM bari- ‘to
take, to collect” (MNT §19, §25, etc.), (Mu 199, 103,
etc.) + MM -’Ul (Godzinski 1985: 53-54), Pre-Classical
WM -yul ~ -giil, a deverbal nominalizer designating
occupations, possibly a ‘collector’. Alternatively, this
form can be interpreted as bari- + a cognate of MM -’Ul
(Godzinski 1985: 53-54), Pre-Classical WM -yul ~ -giil,
a causative suffix, followed by a zero-marked imperative.

6. The rest of this line is opaque, although -r in
palksi;-r is likely to be a nominalizer (already discussed
in the note 4 to line 1-4), -¢i in [+]ksa-¢i a Turco-

Mongolian nomen actoris, and -j in hi;gbi;-j can proba-
bly be equated with MM past tense in *-ji found in dis-
tant past -jU’U(y) and its feminine form -ji’ay (Godziriski
1985: 131-132).

7. Again we have some clearly Mongolic morphol-
ogy here: -ju, -j, -r and -yol.

LINE 1-7

Open transcription (Maue):

tiigfii  ugabar-fiar
tusn[]  mmwa

qayan ksani  julaba tunu

Tentative transcription (Vovin):

.....

tiig-jii uqa-ba-r-nar qayan ksan-1 jula-ba tiin-ii
tis(i)-n[] tuwa

Morphemic analysis:

be.enough-CC realize-PST-NML-PLUR  qayan
regnal.year-ACC  shine(?)-PAST he-GEN
entrust/support-ADN(?)  tribal.name

Notes:

1. tiig- can be compared either with EMM ftiige- ‘be
enough’ (§92, §187) (cf. the similar elision of the second
syllable vowel reflected by MM bari-: KhT bar- on the
previous line) or with MM tiige’e- ‘to give out, to dis-
tribute’ (MNT §213, §232), (Mu 358), possibly a deriv-
ative of tiige-. Converb -jU has previously appeared on
lines 1-2, 1-3, and 1-6. Réna-Tas suggested Mong. tug,
Khitan tug(u)t & R4 ‘flags’ (247.172.247) <t.uh.t>
(Xiao Dilu 26-23) < Mandarin Chinese dii %, ‘yak-tail
banner’, EMCh tuo€,'' LHC ta€ (p. c., October 2027),
but it does not agree with the following -j7i. But the main
problem, of course, is that fug ‘standard’ has a back
vowel, while #iig- has the front one.

2. uqa- ‘to realize, to know’ was discussed previously
in conjunction with line 1-2. -bA is MM past tense suffix
that appears twice on line 1-7. -r could be a nominalizer
previously mentioned in the note 4 to line 1-4, although
there might be a problem with this interpretation, since
MM form in -bA is a final verbal form (Godziriski 1985:
128-129), which has no adnominal function. But since
the language of the KhT inscription is not MM, I am
going to propose this explanation especially that adnom-
inal forms in East and Central Asia tend to acquire easily
final predication function. Note also that Khitan past
tense suffix -ba7i'? can be used in the adnominal function

' T use Schuessler (2009) or Baxter/Sagart (2014) reconstructions
(the latter are specifically marked), while Rona-Tas relies on Pulley-
blank (1991).

12 Kane reconstructs -bo.i ~ -b.uit ~ -bun (2009: 147).
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(Shimunek 2017: 271). -Aiar is plural suffix, which we
have already seen on more than one occasion. Thus, uga-
ba-r-nar is ‘realizations’ or ‘those who realized’.

3. gayan does not require any comments and ksan-
according to Maue is a ‘regnal year’ < Tumshuquese
xSana- ‘Zyklusjahr’ + accusative -i.

4. jula- can be possibly connected with MM jula
‘light, candle, torch’ (HYYY 10b.4), (HS 10.20), (Mu
169, 210, 325, 336), (IM 439), (Ist 39) (< WOT *jula, cf.
EOT yula ‘light, torch’),'3 which is a nominal root, but
it is possible to suspect conversion here, so I tentatively
interpret it as jula- ‘to shine’. Cf. MM to’0 ~ to’a ‘num-
ber’ --> to’0- ‘to count’.

5. tiin-ii, tiin- must be cognate to EMM te’iin- (MNT
§12, §116, etc.) ~ WMM tiin- (Mu 94, 97, etc.), the
oblique stem of fere ‘that’, that can also be used as a
third person pronoun, especially anaphorically. -i, is, of
course, a genitive form after stems in -n (see the note 5
to line 1-2).

6. tiis(i)-n[] consists of tis-, a most likely cognate to
EMM tiisi- ‘to entrust’, to rely upon’, possibly also ‘to

support’. The last word on this line is the enigmatic tywa,

(see note 3 to line 1-4). Unless the loss indicated by
Maue’s [] really occurred, the only possibility to explain
the remaining -n is a comparison with a Khitan adnomi-
nal form in -n, that Kane, I believe, incorrectly calls a
verbal noun (2009: 155).

7. As before, we see a number of typically Mongolic
morphological markers: converb contemporale -jU, past
tense suffix -bA, nominalizer -r, plural suffix -7Ar, and
genitive suffix -U after -n stems.

LINE 1-8
Open transcription (Maue):

[Tiksa[] tu toyoyun pliilgtig¢i $§,fim  bodisatva
toroks gayan

Tentative transcription (Vovin):

[Iiksa[] tu[] to[yo]-yun piigtig-¢i  Sifi-n  bodi-satva

toro-ks[A] gqayan
Morphemic analysis:
? 7 count-NML salvation-NA new-GEN
Bodhi-sattva be.born-PAST.PART qayan
Notes:

1. The first two words on this line resist any interpre-
tation.

13 Possibly from Turkic *yul- ‘to catch fire, to be ignited, be Kin-
dled’ (Réna-Tas & Berta 2011: 409).

2. to[yo]- can be compared with EMM fro’o- ‘to
count’ (MNT §161), WMM ¢6- (Mu 115). -yun must be
cognate to MM deverbal nominalizer -’Un (Godzinski
1985: 53), and Pre-Classical WM -yun ~ -giin (Poppe
1964: 46), which forms nouns designating qualities or
abstract nouns.

3. Enigmatic piigtig previously appeared on line 1-4
as piigti;g. Here it is probably followed by nomen actoris
suffix -¢i. The only information it provides us is that
pligti,;g ~ piigtig must be a noun. Réna-Tas suggested
that 7/, jigtcigci is ‘the person who got salvation’ (p. c.,
October 2017).

4. The rest of this line is identical to the second part
of line 1-1 and the first word of line 1-2.

5. Again we see several typically Mongolic morpho-
logical markers: nominalizer -yUn, genitive case marker
-n after vowel stems, past participle -ks[A], and nomen
actoris -¢i (which is, of course, a common Turco-
Mongolic marker, but it remains unclear who borrowed
it from whom).#

LINE 1-9
Open transcription (Maue):

[+ +  kiyii
gayan foroks

un  bitijhiji  puyan tywa-nar
gayanun

Tentative transcription (Vovin):

[+]/[][+] ki-yli un bitig-in puyan tuwa-fiar
gqayan toro-ks[e] qayan-un

Morphemic analysis:

? do-PRES ? inscription-GEN ? ? tribal.name-PLUR
qayan be.born-PAST.PART qayan-GEN

Notes:

1. This line is poorly preserved. The first, fifth, and
sixth words are unreadable.

2. ki-yii is probably the deductive present in -yU for
the verb ki- ‘to do, to make’. Cf. MM ki- (MNT §24, §56,
§134, etc.). On MM -yU see Godzinski (1985: 127), and
on WM -yU see Poppe (1964: 92).

3. The third word un is unclear. It cannot be a geni-
tive, because the deductive form in -yU is a finite verbal
form and also because it contradicts vowel harmony.

4. bitig-in is a genitive form of bitig ‘inscription’,
which previously appeared as biti[g] on lines 1-1 and
1-4.

14 Since the KhT inscription is more than one century older than
the earliest OT texts, it is likely that the directionality of borrowing
might have been Mongolic — Turkic, and not the vice versa.
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5. It is unclear what puyan might mean. Judging by
its syntactic position it must be a noun, and not a verb
puya- + converbum modale -7.

6. On the enigmatic tuwg see note 3 to line 1-4. This
word also appears on line 1-7.

7. gayan does not require commentary and t6ro-ks[e]
has been treated above in the note 5 to line 1-1. It also
appears on line 1-8. After tuwa ‘Tupa’ we again see the
plural marker -7Ar.

8. The language of the KhT inscription has an alter-
native genitive -un for qayan: qayan-un, which is prob-
ably a result of secondary paradigmatic reanalysis,
although it also could be a metathesis of a form similar
to EMM alternative genitive gayan-nu (MNT §1, §48,
§51, etc.).

9. Again several clearly Mongolic morphological
markers are present: genitives -un and -i7i, plural -iAr,
deductive present -yU, and past participle -ks/e].

LINE 1-10
Open transcription (Maue):

+ pada n<1>11  qayan tirig gqaya[n]
[..l/m ubyj jalobaj  dargad  jayabi

Tentative transcription (Vovin):

[sina]pa-da  Niri qayan tiirlig qaya[n]
[k/gliji-n ubi-j jalo-ba-j darqa-d jay bi-

Morphemic analysis:

domain-LOC Niri qayan tirk qayan
approach/follow-CM  ?-PST  direct-PAST-PAST
free.man-PLUR  happy be-

Notes:

1. There is a lacuna before pada-. KhT -pa can cor-
respond only to MM -’a. Given the preceding genitive
form gayan-un of gayan on line 1-9, I believe we have
only one option for the restitution of the lacuna, namely
sina, which gives us EMM sina’a ‘land, country, domain,
province’ (MNT §141). Therefore, I reconstruct KhT
[sina]pa ‘id.” Final syllable -da can be equated with a
locative MM case marker -dA (Godzinski 1985: 85-87).

2. We have already met Turkic qayan Niri in line 1-5,
so Niri qayan tiirlig [qa]ya[n] does not require any com-
mentary.

3. [liji-n looks like a verbal form ending in conver-
bum modale -7, but establishing the identity of the root
might be difficult, although MM [g]iji- ‘to follow” (MNT
§253), [k]iji- ‘to approach’ (MNT §195) seem to be the
only candidates.

4. The root ubi- does not have any parallels, but on
distant past -J see the note 6 to the line 1-6.

5. jalo-ba-j may consist of the root jalo- (cf. WM
Jalu- ‘to direct’, ‘to make straight’ '5), past tense -bA, and
distant past -ji. Réna-Tas suggested jalobaj, perhaps
to be related to Mong. jalbari- © to pray’ <*jalba- and to
be read as jalbaj- (p.c., October 2017), but it leaves the
verbal form without inflection, and besides I can see no
phonetic justification or motivation for the loss of a
whole syllable -7i-.

6. darqa-d is a plural form of darka-n ‘free man,
official’.

7. jay looks like a cognate to EMM jaya’an ‘happy,
blessed” (MNT §66, §194, §248), where -’an is likely to
be a suffix.

8. bi is a cognate to MM biii ‘to exist” (MNT §18,
§35, §44, etc.), (Mu 105, 110, 139, etc.).

9. There are several typically Mongolic morphologi-
cal markers on this line as well: converbum modale -,
distant past -j, past -bA, locative case marker -dA, and
plural suffix -d.

LINE 1-11
Open transcription (Maue):

[?Jrun  bitig +sg[] pay [++]1 jll[?] dargan
blfluba qa

Tentative transcription (Vovin):

riin - bitig [+]sA[] pay [++]1 Jj[][?]darqa-n
bli]ti-be qa

Morphemic analysis:

-CP inscription ? ? ? ? ? official-SING
write-PST  ?

Notes:

1. The last line is in a very poor state of preservation,
but it looks like a signature of a scribe.

2. Since [?] in the beginning of this line represents
an uncertain loss, I choose to ignore it, and treat 7Un as
-riin, a marker of converbum praeparativum, linked to
bi- ‘to be’, ‘to exist’, therefore bi-riin ‘as it was’.

3. bitig is ‘inscription’, see also lines 1-4 and 1-9

4. darqa-n is a singular form of darqa- ‘official, free
man’ that we have already seen as plural darga-d on
line 1-10.

5. biti-be is the past tense form of biti- ‘to write’. The
rest of the line is undecipherable at the present moment.

6. Three Mongolic morphological markers appear on
this line: singular -n, converbum praeparativum -rUn,
and past tense suffix -DA.

15 Not attested in Pre-Classical WM (Tumurtogoo 2006) or in MM.
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TENTATIVE PARTIAL TRANSLATION

1-3. Qayan [of] the inscriptions died and when a new
gayan, who was [re]born as a new Bodhisattva, knows
lord Buddha knowledge, and promises ... the country’s
Anaqay [title], begs and tribes, stand, and listen
together... 4. Looking at the inscription stones, Tupa
[people] exterminated [their] sins and joined the saved
5. ... qayan’s wives [and] younger brothers, [and] Niri
gayan, qayan [of] Tiirks 6. worshiped the Law, and

country’s erkins and collectors ... 7. are enough and
those who realized that qayan’s regnal years were shin-
ing, and Tupa whom he supported/entrusted 8. counting
... those who attained salvation ... qayan who was [re]
born as a new Bodhisattva 9-11. do... of the inscription
...the qayan of Tupa was [re]born. In the qayan’s
domain, [they] followed Niri qayan, qayan of Tiirks and
... [He] directed [them]. As the free men were happy,
inscription ... official wrote ...

COMPARATIVE CHART OF KHUIS TOLGOI AND MONGOLIC/KHITAN MORPHOLOGY

marker Khiiis Tolgoi MM Pre-Classical WM Khitan
genitive after -n stems -U ~ -Un -U ~-nU -U -en
genitive after consonantal stems |-Un ~ -ifi -Un -Un -un, -en,
genitive after vowel stems -n -yin, WMM -in, -n'® | -yin -n, -on, -un
locative -dA -dA - -de, -do, -du
accusative -1~ -1 -1~ -yi -1~ -yi -0

plural suffix -AAr -nAr -nAr -fier ~ -nen
plural suffix -d -d -d -d

singular suffix -n -n -n --

nomen actoris -1 -1 -¢i --

nomen praesentis -yi > -@ (after -yi) -(U)yi -(U)yi -Vi

(with converbial function)

converbum modale -n -n -n --
converbum contemporale -jU -ju -ju -j~-C
converbum finale -TA -TA -TA -
converbum praeparativum -rUn -rUn -rUn --
adnominal -n[] - -- -n

past -bA -bA(i) -bA(1) -ben
distant past -j i -juqui ~ -jiikiii --
deductive present -yuU -yU -yuU --
nominalizer -yun ~ -yun -"Un -yun ~ -giin -
nominalizer T T T --
nominalizer -yol -’Ul -yul ~ -giil --
functionally unclear verbal suffix | -n[V]yA- -- -- --

I believe that the chart above clearly demonstrates
that the language of the KhT inscription shows much
more features common with mainstream Mongolic than
with Khitan. This also makes sense geographically, since
the KhT inscription comes from the territory much more
to the North than the home territories of Serbi and Khitan
were.

16° After stems ending in -ai.

Certainly, we have sufficient lexical difference
between the language of KhT and the first monuments in
MM. But this also should come as no surprise, given the
fact that more than half of a millennium separates these
texts, as well as the hard-core reality (sorely missed by
Nostraticists and other long-rangers) that the lexicon rep-
resents the most unstable part of any language.
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SOME NOTES ON THE LANGUAGE OF THE NON-SOGDIAN PART
OF THE BUGUT INCRIPTION

I agree with Maue that in spite being a bilingual text,
this is a much harder nut to crack than the KhT inscrip-
tion. It is written in the same Brahm script, and the pre-
liminary and very tentative conclusion is that it is in the
same language. The Bugut inscription is even in the
worse state of preservation than the KhT inscription, so
that a reconstruction of any single word is highly hypo-
thetical and provisional, and in addition it seems that the
contents of the Sogdian and Brahmi inscriptions only
partially coincide, so it is not a Rosetta stone by any
standards. So far I have managed to decipher the first
line, which appears to be better preserved that the other
lines. This is still the work in progress, but we hope to
report our preliminary findings at the 61% meeting of
PIAC in Bishkek at the end of August 2018.

CONCLUSION

I trust that the most innovative and revolutionary lin-
guistic part of our discovery is that the first ‘Altaic’-type
language attested in the steppe by a continuous text is not
Old Turkic, but Mongolic. Apart from the fact that it now
places Mongolic as a textually attested language family
in the late sixth or early seventh century and makes it a
contender among ‘Altaic’ languages with Koreanic that
has the first continuous text attributed to 594 or 596 AD.
For the sake of the comparison, the first Old Japanese
text is dated only by 697 AD, and the first OT text by
713 AD. Tungusic Jurchen texts are not attested before
the twelfth century.

This discovery can also potentially reverse, at least
in some cases, the traditional point of view that the
directionality of borrowing was always from Turkic to
Mongolic, as some of them will have now more certain
Mongolic origin.

Finally, it appears that the same language as in the
KhT inscription appears in the same script, and more
importantly in the same language in much shorter Kere-
gentas inscriptions from Eastern Kazakhstan. What pol-
ity or what tribe/nation might have possibly spoken this
language is the question that should be answered by
historians. As a very speculative proposal, based entirely
on linguistic grounds, I would suggest that KhT inscrip-
tion is in the Tabyac/Taybac language. It is quite clear
that the specimens of the Tabyac/Taybac language in
the Chinese transcription that were long the subject of
scholarly study,!” are much closer to Khitan than to

17 To mention Boodberg (1936), Bazin (1950), Ligeti (1970), Chen
(2005), Vovin (2007), and most recently Shimunek (2017) just as a few

mainstream Mongolic. But then Li Yong-Song has
recently and very persuasively demonstrated that there
were two distinct Tabyac polities: Northern Qi and
Northern Zhou (2017) that quite well could represent
two different ‘Tabyaé’ languages, because it is well
known how easily ethnonyms can migrate across ethnic
and state boundaries.

ABBREVIATIONS OF LANGUAGES
AND GRAMMATICAL TERMS

CC Converbum contemporale
CF Converbum finale

CM Converbum modale

CP Converbum praeparativum

COOP  Cooperative

EMC Early Middle Chinese
EMM Eastern Middle Mongolian
EOT Eastern Old Turkic

GEN Genitive

IMP Imperative

LHC Late Han Chinese

NA Nomen actoris
NML Nominalizer

NP Nomen praesentis
oT Old Turkic

PART Participle

PAST Past tense

PLUR  Plural

PRES Present

SING Singular

WM Written Mongolian

WMM  Western Middle Mongolian
WOT Western Old Turkic

Primary sources:

Khitan
Hsiao Hui-lian.Can Inscription on the canopy of Hsiao Hui-
lian muzhi ming, 1080 AD

Langjun Langjun inscription, 1134 AD

Xiao Dilu Xiao Dilu Fushi muzhi inscription, 1114 AD
Yelii Jue Yelii Jue muzhi ming inscription, 1071 AD
Yelii Pusuli Yelii Pusuli muzhi inscription, 1105 AD

Yelii Xiang-wen Yelii Xiangwen muzhi inscription, 1091 AD

Middle Mongolian

HS The edict of Hai-shan, 1305 AD

HYYY Hua-yi yi-yu, 1389 AD

M Ibn Muhanna vocabulary, 14™ c. AD

Ist Istanbul vocabulary, 14" or 15" century AD
KMQB Kitad Mongyol Qaril¢ayan-u Bicig

(Sino-Mongolian Documents), 14" c.
L Leiden vocabulary, 1343 AD

representative ones.
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