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THE TURKIC NAGY-SZENT-MIKLOS
INSCRIPTION IN GREEK LETTERS*

MARCEL ERDAL
(Mainz)

There have been a number of attempts! at interpreting the inscription
engraved on the underside of the little bowl from Nagy-Szent-Miklés in Hun-
gary, which reads:

% BOYHAA - ZOATTAN - TECH- AYTETOIMH -BOYTAOYA -
ZWATTIAN: TAFPOIH - HTZITH- TAICH.

The most recent interpretation known to me is that of Pritsak, 1955: 85—90,
who was the first to approach our text with a sound knowledge of the Volga-
Bolgarian epitaphs. V. Thomsen, 1917, who had already held the opinion that
its language must be Bolgarian, did so largely on non-linguistic grounds.
Pritsak, however, uses his knowledge of Volga-Bolgarian to account only for
the morphology of the verb forms. It should be noted that the Volga-Bolgarian
material is now much more accessible and better understood, after the collec-
tive editing of most of it by Jusupov, 1960, and after some further publica-
tions. On the other hand, the corpus of inscriptions published by Besevliev,
1964 and particularly Befevliev, 1963 makes it possible to place the usage
of the Greek script found in this little inscription in its correct setting. The
fact is that research into West Bolgarian has suffered from all too wild ety-
mologising, the usual source of the conjectures being some permissive variant
of Common Altaic. I believe that, firstly, attempts at a solution should start
out from the rather consistent orthographical practice and phonetic peculia-
rities found in the Greek material of the Bulgarian domain and, secondly,
should try to base explanations on the known facts of the Turkic languages,
first and foremost Bolgaro-Chuvash. I do not find the arguments put for-
ward for the hypothesis that Bolgaro-Chuvash should occupy an intermediate

* Paper read at the 22nd session of the PTAC (Ghent, 1979). This version has
benefited from criticism by A. Réna-Tas who would, however, still disagree with some of
what remains.

1 Moravesik, 1958 I 300 — 303 has the most complete bibliography.
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position between Turkic and Mongolian quite convincing,? which makes purel.y
Mongolian etymologies for words of our inscription even weaker methodologi-
cally. It will turn out to be feasible to account for the facts of this nine-word
text from within the Turkic group.

The reasons given by Vilhelm Thomsen for connecting the Nagy-Szent-
Miklés treasure with the colonisation of Hungary by Omurtag, who ruled over
Bulgaria between 814 and 831 and his son Malamir, who ruled for the next
five years, seem well-founded. Nevertheless, our short text contains nothing
which cannot be explained through what we know of Volga Bolgarian and what
can be expected to have been its development prior to the end of the XIIIth
century, the period of its attestation. As it makes sense paleographically and
orthographically only in the Bulgarian context, one could conclude that the
two groups at this point still spoke in a similar manner; but Omurtag can of
course also have had Volga Bolgarians among his forces.

Among the arguments mentioned by Thomsen for locating the inscrip-
tion in the reign of Omurtag, only one is not circumstantial: The form of the
letter B , written with a base line. It is found in nrs. 7, 14, 52, 55, 56, 60, 63,
64 and 67 of Befevliev, 1963, and a slightly different variant with base line
in nrs. 59 and 75. 14, 55 and 56 show it with and without base line in free
interchange, with no apparent phonetic reason. Among all these, 75 is an
undatable fragment and 52 is in some language other than Greek and not
understood at all. The rest were all erected by Omurtag, except 67, which was
erected under Malamir. This letter form seems to be particularly significant,
as it is, in the Greek-writing world, hardly ever found outside Bulgaria.
According to BeSevliev, 1963: 21, it otherwise appears only on coins and one
inscription from the Byzantine emperor Basileios I (867—886). The forms of
other letters used in our text also offer possibilities for dating. There is, first,
the letter A, which is nr. 4 among the 6 variants mentioned by BeSevliev (the
others being 4\, A\, A, O and A\), the letter 0, which is nr. 1 among 5 (the
others being 0, ), O and $) and the letter Y, which is also the first among his
five types (the other four being X, Y, 4* and V). Epsilon and sigma have rather
broad arcs in the Nagy-Szent-Mikl6s inscription (€ and C respectively), but
are elsewhere sometimes found with corners at both ends ({ and C) or in
square style (E and [ ). The sequence omicron—ypsilon is sometimes written
in ligature, which is not the case in our text. The form of the omega, which has
the middle part higher than the sides, is very peculiar. BeSevliev, 1963: 19
writes: ‘‘In den Bauinschriften hat Q die gerundete Form und etwas nach
oben herausragende Mittelhaste wie in der dltesten Unziale . . ., was auch fiir
die Inschriften aus der ilteren Epoche (6. Jhdt.) charakteristisch ist.”” These
“Bauinschriften’’ were all erected by Omurtag and Malamir. The last letter

2 The latest formulation I know of is Poppe, 1974.

Acta Orient. Hung, XLII, 1988

THE NAGY-SZENT-MIKLOS INSCRIPTION IN GREEK 223

worth mentioning is , A which, in the Nagy-Szent-Miklés text, has a base line
sticking out on both sides. Considering these peculiarities and a few others,
it turns out that 60, 61 and 64 are those among the inscriptions in Begevliev,
1963 which are most in conformity with our text. All three were erected
during Omurtag’s reign.

Reading through the Greek inscriptions of the Bulgarian state, one is
impressed by the completely free interchange in the same inscription between
AI and E in practically all of them, and by free interchange between I and H
and between Q2 and O in about a third throughout the ninth century. The
variations ZOAITAN ~ ZQAITAN and TECI ~ T AICI and the one between
the different vowels in HTZII'H is just what one expects in that setting. I
said that about a third of the inscriptions in BeSevliev, 1963 freely interchange
I and H and 2 and 0. Among the rest, hardly any at all follow the orthography
of Classical Greek: Most use either only 7 or only H for the phoneme /i/ and
either only Q or only O for the phoneme o/ of the post-classical language,
with the other letter not being used at all. Classical Greek Y and OI first
coalesced into a phoneme /ii/, which later, but in some places even before the
Christian era, joined the phoneme [i/.> Not, however, in Bulgaria: There are
only two cases in the corpus of inscriptions from the Bulgarian state in which
what should have been the sound /ii/ is written as [i/. One is the plural article
‘01, which is written once with H and once with 7 on 1s. 5 and 8 in inscription
3a, and the other the forms OPI'HE and OPI'1 EX, which come from OPI"YIAI
and OPI'YIEX respectively. In the latter, ¥ has merely been assimilated by
the I adjacent to it, as BeSevliev, 1963: 254 writes. We therefore assign the
first vowel in AY I'ETOIT'H to the phoneme /ii/;* not so the vowel written OI.

The redundancy of AI versus E resulted in general free variation; that
of I versus H and of O versus R in free variation only in part of the texts (to
which our inscription belongs) and that of ¥ versus OI in no free variation in
any text at all from the Bulgarian state discovered until now: No OI ever
appears in them. The index of BeSevliev, 1963 contains a form ITOIXAX
ascribed to inscription 1 I b, 1. 12. This, however, turns out to be a conjecture,
and an unjustified one at that. The same participle appears in two other in-
stances: Inscr. 13 has ITYIXAX and 55 IIYIXANTA; there are also twelve
finite examples of this verb, all written with ypsilon. Only in one case, in inscr.
47, do we find an example written with omicron éta, which, is however not
omicron iota. Both ¥ and OI of Classical Greek are, in the Bulgarian inscriptions,
represented only by the letter ¥. Examples of the Verb IIYEIN for IIOIEI’'N
have already been mentioned. Others are ANY KOAOMERQ for ANOIKOAO-

3 Bee e. g. Jannaris, 1968: 48 —49.
4 Unlike Mladenov, 1927: 331—7, who quotes these words as corroboration for his
view that the first five letters in AY'’ETOIT'H represent common Turkic yigit.
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ME'Q (54), EPINOIIYOZ for EIPHNO'IIOIOX (95), EKIYMI@I f;]rg;‘EL{(OIé
MH'OH (87), AYIIA (2) and [A]YIION (41) for AO{HA and 40] anl
Y KON (thrice in 55) for OI* KON and OI"KQN. - Nor is there a single exampl ;
of classical Y written as OI. But if the Bulgarians, .througho.ut their rule, di
not have the practice of writing OI for the sound /ii/, therfa is no reason v;rlhy
they should have reintroduced such a redundancy Whefn vc:ntn.lg T”urklc-. What
could OI have represented, then? I shall here transcribe it with 6. This tran-
scription seems to me the most natural one: /o/ and /6/ have-a the same aperture
and the same degree of rounding, /6/ being a front vowel as [i/. The Greek alpha-
bet has nothing to offer for this sound and hardly could' have develo;o)ed any
conventional transcription, the Greeks not having come into any earlier con-
tact with a language using it. BeSevliev, 1963: 38 though.t t%lat / o/ mlght underlie
those cases of I versus H and of O versus Q2 in free variation in 'whlch 0 (or"Q)
alternates with Y in Bulgarian names in his texts. Transcribing .OI as [oy]/
would have been equivalent in our case, as the only instance of OI in this text
i wed by I'H.

n foncl)f the lz,nguage of our inscription had the phoneme /1/, one c(?uld expect
it to appear at the end of what is written as TAI’P.OI‘E.T . I.n this case, the
Greek alphabet would have had even more difficulty in finding an adequate
transcription. I leave this as ¢, because we do not knowl whether the language
of our text distinguished between /1/ and /i/. This in view of the well-known
facts that the 3rd person possessive suffix does not follqw pal.atal-vela,r ha,f'-
mony in Chuvash, and that consonants are often written in Fhelr front-vocal}c
version when adjacent to what one could expect to be [1/ in the Old Turkic
inscriptions.

Greek I" was pronounced as a voiced guttural spirani.: before consQnaflts
and /a/, [o/ and [u/ and as |y/ before [e/ and i/ at least since the begmmng
of our era. Jannaris, 1968: 60 quotes e.g. the Latin name T'raianus written as
TPAT'TANOZX and classical “YIOY" written as ‘YI'EIOY". Inscr. 119 1. 8 in
Besevliev, 1964 also writes YI'HQZX. The letter I" was used to show that a
front vowel and the vowel preceding it formed two syllables and not one. In
our inscription, this is so in the case of AYI'ETOITH (second I') and HTZIT'H
etc. It could not be used, however, to show that two vowels did not l.)ey).ng
to the same syllable if the second vowel was not e or i. Thence the possibility
that BOYTAOY A was trisyllabic. Concerning the pronunciation of I" before
consonants as a spirant and not as a stop we can quote EI'M AAOTON from
inser. 41, 13 in BeSevliev, 1963. This comes from AIXMAAO'TQN, with
voice assimilation. I shall use y to transcribe the one instance appearing
before consonant, and a raised ¥ to transcribe the instances found before fif.
The instance before /i will be left untranscribed, being considered a mere

glide. Since I" was not /y/ before consonants, this phoneme could not be written
- with that letter in that position. In Greek, the consonant |y| can appear
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as I or H, on condition that no diaeresis be indicated, which was done in
the case of BOYHAA. This I shall transcribe as buyla, then.

B and A were probably spirants already in Medieval Greek, but were
also used to represent voiced stops in foreign words. Here they appear only
in initial position, and we shall transcribe them as b and d respectively. In
the Bulgarian inscriptions in Greek, B appears for the sound /b/ in bayatur,
bayan and in the name of the Bulgarians themselves.® Initial A is used for the
sound /d/ e.g. in the Slavic name AAPTAMHPOY. The only other phonemes
worth discussing are those written Z and 7Z. The former will be discussed in
connection with the word ZOAITAN ~ ZQAITAN, in which it oceurs; it
will be left as z in the transcription. 7'Z can be expected to have reflected /8,
as which it will be transcribed here. The Greeks pronounced the phoneme /3/,
which they met e.g.; in Slavic names, as [ts], a sound which they did possess.
Thus, e.g., Thlua is written as 770 Y’ TZA in the inscriptions of Begevliev, 1963.
Moravesik, 1958 has examples of the Paéandk being referred to as ITATZI-
NAKIOI. Common Turkic /& is written with jim in the Volga-Bolgar monu-
ments; this can be read either as [t§] or as [dZ], as the Arabic alphabet did not
have any generally used letter for the former. Since both the common Turkic
and the Chuvash representatives of this diaphone are voiceless, one can expect

the Bolgar examples and the one in this text to be so too. We suggest the
following transcription, then:

buyla zoapan tisi diudto¥i butaul zoapan tayro¥i iéiYi tasi

This was arrived at without any considerations about the possible
meaning of the text or about the identification of its elements.

The least controversial word in this inscription is the first, which is
attested as a title already in the Orkhon inseriptions. Forms found in other
Bulgar monuments are BOIAAX, BOAIA, BOHAA(XY), BQYAE, BOIAA
and BOYAHA. The last form, with a metathesis as in BOAIA, is only under-
standable on the basis of ours, buyla. The word was in wide use among the
Bulgarians as title, and several papers have appeared on the function of the
BOIAAAEZX in their state.® It seems to have been used also as the name of a
particular social status, however, and then occupies the first part of what a
man is called. This is the case in our text, and also in some composite apella-
tives which the Greek-Bulgarian inscriptions offer, as BOHAA KAYXANOZ,
BOrOTOP BOHAA KAYXANOE, BOI'OTOP BOHAA KOYAOY BPOZ,
KANA BOIAA KOAOBPON and BOIAA TZITATOS. The examples using
Greek writing have been collected in Moravesik, 1958 II: 93; see also

5 See Moravesik, 1958 II : 32 etc.
¢ Cf. BeSevliev, 1963 : 41 a. o.
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Betevliev, 1958. Buyla Baya Targan in the Tofiuquq and Bilgd Qayan in-
scriptions? also has his status in the beginning and his title at the end, as does
Buyla Qutluy Yaryan in the Suji inscription. The fact that most instances of
this word in Greek characters have an [o/ has made Clauson, 1972 : 385
assume this to have been the vowel also of the Eastern examples, although
our text, with its careful vocalisation and early dating, can make buyla
appear as the original form.

butaul, on the other hand, probably is a proper name. If this is to con-
tain the word originally signifying ‘‘son”, [y] must already have disappeared
or have become [w] between back vowels. Spirantic [y] would have been re-
presented perfectly adequately by the Greek y, but that script offered no
possibility for representing a bilabial glide. a*ul or aw! or aul is more or less
identical with the form this word has in the Volga-Bolgarian epitaphs. The
form *unl, posited by Benzing, 1959 : 693, has not been seen, I think, on any
of the stones. While no certain vowel sign is discernible in most of the instances
(as usual), numbers 20, 29 and 42 seem to have a fatha on the alif both accord-
ing to Jusupov and according to what can be seen on the facsimile. Some
instances of awli are visible also in subsequent publications. As for the first
part of the name, two witnesses named But Qaya® and Qutluy Qaya are mention-
ed in Uigurische Sprachdenkmdler 70. A certain Qutluy Oyul appears in TT
IX 115 and the epitaph of Kiil Tegin® has an Oyul T'argan. In HamTouen 7,4
and 15,2” we find the proper names T'un Oyul, Ba$ Oyul and Oyul Sanun.
Considering also Buyla Baya Targan and Buyla Quiluy Yaryan mentioned
above, we can say that our text is onomastically completely within the frame
of common Turkic. * But Oyul was not ‘‘the son of But’’ (which would have
given *but awh).

The two gentlemen bear the title zoapan, concerning which quite a lot
has been said on the Turkological side. In Indoeuropean studies, the relevant
discussion started in the eighteen-seventies. Brugmann, 1900, who is the first
still worth reading on this matter, derived it from Church Slavonic Zupa *‘Be-
zirk’’ which, in turn, was said to come from a stem geup- or g¥Weup-; this was
supposed to have given, beside Zupa, Greek I'YITH (a hapax of Hesychios
translated ‘‘vulture’s nest’’), Av. gufra ‘‘deep, hidden’’ etc. Above all, he took
the Skt. verb gopaydti to have come from this noun and not from go ‘“‘cow’ and
pa- ‘‘to guard”. All this, and some more, was attacked by Briickner, 1908 —9
in a paper called ‘‘Uber etymologische Anarchie’’. Etymological anarchy still
reigns in this matter, although many views have been uttered about it. The
formulations of Doerfer, 1967 : 108 —110 for modern languages and of Menges,

71 West 6 and South 14 respectively.

8 According to Malov in his supplement, this may have been gara.
9 North 12.
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1959 for the possible historical development are those I find best informed.
What I can add to the material are Middle Iranian forms, which seem to have
gone unnoticed by non-Iranists; these make the Iranian origin of the word
independent of a reconstructed Avestan prototype, beside Afghani and Baluchi
forms quoted also by Doerfer. Gershevich, 1954 : 48 mentions Soghdian
xwip’ny, apparently from *xdupane, which he derives from Avestan *f3upa-
naka, with Khotanese cognates. The Parthian form is §ubdn, which is discussed
in Ghilain, 1939 : 86, and Pahlavi (Nyberg, 1974 : 187) has Supdn. All three
Middle Iranian forms signify ‘‘shepherd”. In the opinion of Clauson, 1972 :
397—8, it is unlikely that éupan ‘‘minor official, village headman’’ is connected
with Persian ¢apan ‘‘shepherd’”. I will not attempt to reconstruct the involved
wanderings of this word through central Eurasia, although it seems to me that
these two meanings cannot be kept apart. This particularly in view of the uses
to which gopa was put to in the Rgveda, which range from *‘shepherd’” through
‘“‘guardian, protector’” to ‘‘lord”. An isogloss divides the Indo-Aryan gopa
from Avestan *féupana(ka), but beside having an identical second part, the
two seem to have gone together semantically. The shepherd-of-men metaphor
is probably universal, and a historical connection between the two semantic
developments may or may not have existed. Nor can the Slavic forms be sepa-
rated from the Indo-Iranian material, be it as cognate, which the authorities
seem disinclined to accept, or as a loan. The fact that Proto-Turkic did not have
initial §- can explain the initial consonant of éGpdan, the form posited by Doer-
fer, but not the vowel 6, which differs from the original Iranian vowel both in
aperture and quantity. The explanation is a contamination with éo- which,
like all monosyllabic stems ending in a vowel, is sure to have had this vowel
long. Till now this verb has turned up only in the couple éo- dmgdt- in a frag-
ment quoted in Zieme, 1970 : 231, but its derivates are much better attested:
dmgdkid Conup ... (ETS 9,76), fo-l- several times in the Suwvarnaprabhasa
as quoted by Nadeljaev et al., 1969, éo-l-og “‘crippled”’, éo-y translated ‘“Treib-
stock”, do-magq ‘‘cudgel, mace’’ and éu-¢g- “to be hurt” (ITT VIII C 5); there is
however no Turkic nominal suffix ‘-pan’, of course. Now let us return to our
zoapan. Volga-Bolgarian wan <~ *oan, bal- < *bwal- < *boal- and tédtim, from
on- ‘“‘ten”’, bol- ““to become’’ and t6rt ‘‘four”’ with the ordinal suffix show that a
diphthong oa or ua and 6d or #d corresponded to what we call long 6 and
long & respectively in Old Turkic. To my mind there is no doubt that the
diphthong in zoapan also continues this long 6, whether oz was identical to
what the Volga-Bolgar representation stands for, or whether it preceded it in
development. But if there was a long 6 underlying what we have here, our
form must be a continuation of the Turkic blend é3pan, which alone contained
this vowel. From this it follows that the opening consonant should represent
a development of ¢-. Whether this is indeed so, or whether what we have here
i8 a re-contamination with some form with an initial spirant, is a question

Acta Orient. Hung. XLII, 1988
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which can be answered only after the etymological relationships have been
unraveled.

tdsi (twice in our little text) appears also in Ostyak Samoyed as fessi,
with more or less the meaning tdwsi/tdpsi had in Turkic; see Pritsak, 1955 : 89.
Réna-Tas, 1980 has shown that the Samoyed took their Turkic loans from a
Proto-Chuvash type language. Common Samoyed ker- ‘to dress’ from Turkic
kid- (same meaning) is an excellent proof for this, for [d] > [r] is a purely
Khazar-Bolgar development. Samoyed #dssi must have been just such a
borrowing. The word appears as tiwsi in Kasyari fol. 213, as tipsi/tepsi in
BT VII 363 and 365, the Codex Comanicus and Ottoman. Doerfer, 1963 : 249 —
951 has treated this word extensively; cf. also Clauson, 1972 : 445—6.10 There
is also the possibility that #isi be read as tdssi: At least in their inscriptions
written in Greek, the Bulgarians do not seem to have distinguished between
simple consonants and geminates. We have, on the one hand, OMOXXAN
(43, 12) for "OMOX AN, OITIXXQ (5,3), (Lat. castra >) KAYXXTRA (2,10)
and EXSTHN (47,14), and on the other hand, 7’4 T'PAMATA (55), [TAITOXY
(13), IOAAKHY (57) for IIOAAAKIX, TEXAPIX (66) for TEXXAPEIX
and YITOTASONTA (56) from the verb ‘YIIOTA'XXQ, all written with one
consonant instead of the correct two. None of the examples of simple X and
double X appearing in Belevliev, 1963 is spelled correctly.

In the second instance in our text, tdsi appears without case ending,
qualified by #¢¥%i. Thomsen, 1917, Németh, 1932 and Pritsak, 1955, who all
read this as i¢igi, thought that it represents the verbal noun which appears as
i¢ki in Ottoman and igz in Old Turkic. Such a word is in fact attested in
Chuvash: A¥marin, 1928 —50 IV : 47 has the expressions &ké 4ike and é&si
iy, the latter, according to Benzing, 1959 : 719, with an ending borrowed
from Tatar. iégit cannot be the origin of what we have in our text, as the
vowel of the suffix would have had to be rounded. It was still rounded in the
13th—14th centuries, as bala from bdlgii in the Volga-Bolgarian epitaphs
shows. The vowel of our text fits the -X@ derivate; then i¢i comes from ifig.
i¢iYi tisi appears to be similar in structure to drnd¥i kidn, an expression which
can be read in epitaph nr. 14 in Jusupov, 1960.1* Here, as there, only the first
word in the izafet group is marked.?? The ending in i¢iYi already possesses

10The place where Clauson wanted to read this word in M I 16, 20 in fact has
ta(r)isi quyqas, ““its skin and husk”, as can be seen quite clearly on the facsimile. The same
phrase appears three lines earlier, as Bang, 1931 : 19 realised. There, the meaning is made
clear by the context.

11 Benzing, 1959 : 693 writes 0lS” Ol and reads irnd kiian, probably mistakenly.

12 Tt has never been stated very clearly that the head of the izafet construction could
dispense with the possessive suffix also in Old Turkic: yegdn silig bagin kadimlig toruy at
binip ..., (KT South 12) “he mounted the armoured bay horse of Yegén Silig bag
and ol
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the broad range of functions as general relativiser which it has in Chuvash.13
Vhether this is the 3rd person possessive suffix, as generally assumed, or per-

~ haps a development of +#%i is still, I think, an open question.

If i¢ had lost word-final /G/, the original accusative must also have

become identical to the stem if the latter ended in a vowel. In other words,

tdsi (or tdssi) could be the accusative as well as the nominative, if no new
accusative had emerged as yet, or no other suffix taken over its functions.
Nor does Bulgaro-Chuvash seem to have had a buffer-y for the accusative,
as Ottoman Turkish did.

We are now left with the forms AYI'ETOIT'H and TAI'POI'H. These
were thought to be verb forms already by Thomsen, 1917 : 21—24, but it
was only Pritsak 1955 : 87 who realised that they both correspond to the
common Turkic ending -dog-/-dék-."* Vilhelm Thomsen considered this a
possibility, only to discard it as improbable for reasons now known not to
hold. Pritsak connects the two suffixes etymologically, but assigns to this one
a peculiar use which we shall discuss below. If -ro¥i is the same suffix as
-1Yi, the passage d > r must already have taken place. Poppe says somewhere
that the passage 6 > r must have occurred in historical times, as loans like
Persian @dina also participated; cf. also zura from Mongolian gayda mentioned
below. But then, some sound changes could go on being effective for many
centuries. Tt was also Pritsak who realised that the stem of diigdtégi, as he
writes it, or ddt6¥% in my transcription, had to end in /r/, which is the only
consonant which causes our suffix to begin with /t/ in the Volga-Bolgarian
inscriptions and then disappears. We cannot accept the purely Mongolian
etymology offered by Pritsak, 1955 : 88, for reasons already mentioned.
Tnitial d° in the language of this text is likely to correspond to y° of common
Turkic; this is what it corresponds to in the famous AOT'IA, the Graecisized
earlier form of inscriptional yoy. There was hardly any other initial d° in early
Turkic than the one corresponding to common Turkic y°; initial #° rarely
acquired voicing. The sequence %d continues Old Turkic long @, as we see
in Volga-Bolgarian kiidn ‘‘day’. [r/ can have corresponded to common Turkic
[t], |z| or [d]. Anything like ‘yiiz-" does not seem to have existed. yigir- ‘‘to
run’’ would perhaps have corresponded to didr- in the language of this text,
but does not quite fit semantically.’s yild- “‘to carry”, on the other hand, fits
both the form and the context very well. The disappearance of r/ before [t/

18 These have been described in detail by Benzing, 1940 : 251—267.

14 Sep K. Thomsen, 1963 for the original vowel of this suffix.

15 yiigiir- would correspond to Chuvash Siire-, were it not for the latter’s final
vowel. As it stands, it may be a contamination with Old Turkic yore-. According to
A$marin, 1928 —50 X1II, 300 ff., the central meaning of diire- was “to walk, to go, to drive
or to move” but also, among other things, “to be used, employed”. Even this does not fit
the context as well as yid-.
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seems to have taken place after /d/ coalesced with [r/:3® The °r- in zur- “‘to
place”, dr- “‘to urinate” and yar- ‘‘to send, leave, release, let”” disappears in
verb forms with -#° even though it originally was °d-: These verbs come from
god-, sid- and id- respectively. That the passage 6 > r was already taking place
at this time was already assumed for the suffix -ro%. If the identification of
this stem with yid- is correct, it would lend further strength to that claim.
Kagvyari fol. 27 has been frequently quoted for his statement that the Bulgar,
among others, are to have pronounced Turkic d as z. One can only conclude
that he mixed up his dialects, as he occasionally does, or that there were dif-
ferent Bolgar dialects, or that he heard Bolgarian /r/ (which may e.g. have
been retroflex) as somehow similar to his z.

The form tayro¥i was thought to be from a verb tayur- by Thomsen and
Németh; this was supposed to come from tag-ur-, causative of tag- ‘to fix,
attach, fasten”’. Needing the r for the suffix, Pritsak decided on taq-. This
invites a rather fanciful interpretation, as a result of which Pritsak translates
tayro¥i ii%i tisi as “hingte [sie auf dem Grabe des Buila Zoapan ?] als
[zeremonielle] Trinkschale auf.” Even this, however, does not attain the
meaning of tag-. Moreover, [q] remains voiceless at the end of monosyllabic
stems in Chuvash, e.g.; in yya- < ag- “‘to flow” and pdz- < bag- ““to look”.
Seeing that this text conforms with Chuvash developments in everything else,
this phoneme would be unlikely to have become voiced in it. What would be
mentioned on such a bowl beside its owner is the man who made it. “to make”
in Chuvash is fu- (tdv- with suffixes starting with vowels), which was connected
already by Ramstedt, 1912 : 25 with toy- or tuy-. In Old Turkic and in most
Turkic languages fuy- signifies “to be born”” and, of the sun, ‘‘to rise’’; but in
others, e.g. in Ozbek, Eastern Turki and some Altay dialects, it has taken over
the meaning of tuyur- and signifies “to give birth”.” The Chuvash verb has
also undergone this change of valency, and some phrases in the dialects pre-
serve this archaic use.1® In general, however, the meaning was broadened into
“to make, to do”."® The common Turkic sequences ay and oy seem to have
given the same result in Chuvash when preceded by a consonant and followed
by either a consonant or the end of the stem. ¢yrd from tanr through *tayr

1 With the limitation discussed by Clark, 1978.
d 7 This may show a common isogloss but, more likely, is due to parallel foreign
influences. Cf. the Germanic languages, in which “to bear children” is the simplex,
“to be born” the derived form.

18 Cf. the expressions quoted by Pritsak, 1959 : 298, in the Anmerkung.

19 A similar broadening of meaning took place in Mongolian tuyurbi-, which was
borrowed from Turkic tuyur-. It is attested from the Secret History on and in Khalkha
and Kalmuck, and is by Lessing, 1960 given the translations “to undertake, attempt,

3ccup§:i ?,neself with; write, compose, compile, plan, prepare, endeavour, exert oneself”’ and
intend”.
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.-:; has the same first vowel as fyra- “to cut to pieces” from toyra- (both followed
~ by /r/. tu “mountain” from tay, zura “‘dry grass” from Mongolian gayda, $u-

“to rain” from yay-, su- “to milk” from say- etc. have the same vowel as #u-
“to make” from #0y- or tuy-. The sequences ay and oy of these surroundings
seem to have coincided before the Nagy-Szent-Miklés inscription, as we here
find tay- with the probable meaning ‘“‘to make’. In this same text we had
found that opul had already become aul, which shows additional loosening
of the velar constriction between vowels. In both cases, the vowel o has
become a, bringing about a common fate for the sequences oy and ay.

There is a mysterious verb in the Volga-Bolgarian epitaphs, which has,
among other things, been read as tandus, tunru™, tanru® and even kindi®i ;20
kaf and ¢@, which look similar in Kafi writing, have often been mistaken for
each other. It appears in inscriptions 9, 23 and 48 in Jusupov, 1960, in Benzing,
1959 : 692, in the 4th inscription in Bulatov, 1963 and elsewhere, also as quoted
by Pritsak, 1959 : 2908—9. Pritsak demonstrates that it signifies “to do, to
make’’ and thinks it should be read as itin-. The latter cannot be correct,
however. Firstly, because nobody has ever seen any alif at the beginning of any
of the instances; secondly, because ¢@, with which it always appears, is con-
sistently used for back-vocalic words and ¢ for front-vocalic ones: alts and
alt, batu™, toxur, watur etc. with td on the one hand, ji¥dte and ji¥dtis,
todtim, @i etc. with G on the other. I would not be surprised if a close inspec-
tion of the stones would show that these examples represent the verb we have
been discussing, in exactly the form found in our text. A stem ending in /n/
would have demanded the suffix to start with @ and not with ra, as it can be
seen to do even on facsimiles of inscriptions in which dal has been read. nin
and ghain can be quite similar when joined both to the preceding and the
following letter. On the other hand, I frankly see no letter at all after the ¢
in the facsimile of Jusupov’s epitaph nr. 48, the clearest among the ones
available to me; this is also what Kaare Thomsen told me several years ago.
It may be, then, that by the fourteenth century, the voiced velar spirant
had been weakened so much as not to be written at all in part of the inscrip-
tions, a point which should be decided by an inspection of the stone itself.
The Nagy-Szent-Miklés inscription is still unequivocal in this matter, of
course. I. R. Meyer in AOH XLII (1988) has an alternative explanation.

Let us return, for a moment, to the suffixes of these forms as they appear
in the Volga-Bolgarian inscriptions. Arabic orthography allows us to reixd the.
vocalic part of ¢, - and ¢_b - (in one variant of vowel harmony) as @’% (s X), 4w
(s %) or @iyt (s, %), but we find that the last is the only possibility left to us
by’Bolgarian éractice: There, non-final suffix-vowels are written with matres

20 This last found even in Benzing, 1959 : 692, quoted from A$marin, Bolgary
Cuvady, Kazan, 1902, p. 100.
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lectionis, final suffix vowels without them: ¢ b in Jusupov’s 3 and 50 with
the suffix of verbal negation, the dative suffix in 37T, the 3rd person possessive
suffix in <55 or 5L and in ,» (passim) always without, the ablative suffix
always with mater lectionis. Thence, 1 believe, ,fl:s should be read bdliyi, and
the suffix we are discussing end with iy etc., or better, since the form in the
Nagy-Szent-Miklés inscription would look the same in Arabic writing, -royi,
-royi, -toyi and -téyi. \

We have now discussed all the words in our little text, and also the
nominal phrases buyla Zoapan, but aul Zoapan and i¢1Ys tisi, and come to the
overall constructions. Pritsak, 1955 : 87 maintains that the verb-forms -tiigi,
-ruyi ete. found here and in Volga Bolgarian are instances of a Bolgarian
preterite and not participles; as far as Volga Bolgarian is concerned, he justi-
fies his view in Pritsak, 1959. It will not be fair to counter his arguments here,
as he had to depend on less texts in publications of quality inferior to what we
have now; he may, for example, have taken lacunae for the ends of sentences.
I agree with the necessity of using the Arabic and non-Bolgarian Turkic epi-
taphs of the area as explanatory parallels, but think one should refer to
complete sentences and not to truncated ones. The first example I shall give
is Jusupov’s nr. 14: vdfat baltuyi tarix ji¥ati jir wan altd jal muharrém aya
JiYarmisi drnd¥i ki%dn dti. This can be translated as ‘“The date on which she
died”’, or “The date of her dying”’, “was the year 716, the 20th in the month
of Muharram, a friday.”” If, as Pritsak says one should, one reads tariza with
a rather elusive fatha, one still need not render baliuyi as a finite verb. It then
becomes a nominalised participle, to be translated as follows: ‘“Her dying was
on the date of the 20th of Muharram in the year 716.”” Now an example without
tariz (Jusupov nr. 3): Ghirdtd batwyi hijrdtrin altv jir toxur wamm jal $a ban
ayxy bilinci ki%dn dti. ‘‘Her going to the world to come was in the 690th year
from the Hijra, in the month of Sa‘bin, on the fifth day.” Al such examples
are cleft sentences, in which the verb, being non-predicative, is nominalised.
The focus is on the date; the fact that the person mentioned has died is the
only thing that need not be told to a person looking at an epitaph. A less
word-to-word translation, in more idiomatic English, would be: ‘It was on
the fifth of Sa‘ban that she died.”” Such cleft sentences cannot be expected
in the Arabic version, which was not spoken, but are found also in epitaphs
written in the non-Bolgarian language of the area. Jusupov nr. 54: farizd
toquz yizdd mubdrik rabi‘u ’l-dwwdl aywman ahirindd drdi kim Molla Sah “Ali
Déirwi halali Nazi Malik Xatun darw ’l-fanadwn daru *1-bdqd‘a rblat gulda. *‘It
was at the end of the blessed month Rabi‘u ’1-Awwal, the date of 900, that the
lady Nazi Malik, the wife of Molla Sah “Ali Darwis passed from the house of
the transient to the house of the everlasting.”” Back to our text again, it i8
obvious that the bowl has been made and that it belongs to someone. The
information to be in focus is who it belongs to and who made it, and appa,rently
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alst? what it was supposed to be used for. None of the verbs having to be predi-
cat.lve: none are finite. I translate: “Tt is Buyla Zoapan who carries theri)owl
Drinking bowl, made by But Aul Zoapan.” Notice that the -dOK- form coulci
refer both to the present and to the past. In his paper on this inscription
Vilhelm Thomsen, 1917 : 22 quotes a passage from Tofiuquq as a p:mllei
example: &I Teri§ qayan Bilgd Toriuquq qazyandug uéim Qapyan qayan yoridugp
bo (II North 3). I would slightly change his translation to read: “C’est pa,rge
que Elteri§ kayan et le sage Tonyoukouk ont fait des conquétes que Kapyan
kayan et le peuple turc sir ont ainsi prospéré.”’2! In the other Turkic la,nguzrges
I have come across, -dUK - is used in this fashion to refer only to participants
other than the agent. Its reference to the agent remains to be documented
fl.thher. It should be remembered, however, that usage concerning the parti-
ciples varies immensely between the dialects precisely on this point.
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