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Talat TEKIN

THE HUNNIC (HSIUNG-NU) COUPLET IN CHIN-SHU

As is known in the circles of Turkic and Al-
taic studies, in Chin-shu, the Chinese history of
the Chin dynasty, there occurs 3 Hunnice
(Hsiung-nu) couplet or sentence mentioned in
connection with an cvent which took place in
Lo-yang in 329 A.D. The passage at the ¢nd of
which the Hunnic text is given with an accompa-
nying word-for-word Chinese translation was
first published by Shiratori'. It rcads as follows :

Der Konig Shi Lo stammte aus ciner Familie
der Hiung-nu Hoh. Als ¢r einst im Begriff
war, mit dem feindlichen Konig Liv Yao
Krieg zu fdhren, warnten ihn allc seine Va-
sallen, indem sic behaupteten, dass der Krieg
far ihn unglocklich enden wirde. Shi Lo
fragte den Priester Fo-t'u-teng, welcher im
Jahre 310 n. Chr. aus Indi¢n nach der dama-
ligen Hauptstadt Chinas Lo-yang gckommen
war und bei Shi Lo in grosser Achtung stand,
wic man ¢s mit dem Krieg halien solle. Da
schwang der Pricster eine ringformige
Schelle und deutete ihren Klang ¢

AR BRA A BRE

siu-k’i ti-li-kang puh-koh Kk'i-t'u-tang

Dicscs siu-k'f bedeutet auf hohisch "Armeg”,
t'i-li-kang “avszichen®, puh-koh ist der Rang
des Liv Yao und k'i-f'u-tang bedeutet “ge-
fangen nehmen®. Aus dem Ganzen ergicht
sich also der folgende Sinn: Wenn man (in
dem Krieg) auszicht, so kann man Liv Yao
gefangen nchmen®.

Shiratori was the first scholar who attempted
to interpret this short Hsiung-nu text in terms of
Turkic. He identified siu-k'f as Old Turkic son-
gus *fight*, r'i-li-kang as Chagatay relgan- "10
move around, circle®, puh-koh as Old Turkic bo-
dig "the throne (acc.), kia- as Old Turkic kop
*wholly, completely® and f'u-rang as Common
Turkic ruz- "to catch, seize”.

It goes without saying that all these idenfica-
tions with the exception of r'u-frang = rut- arc
wrong.

Ramstedt who hecame interested in this
Hsiung-nu text interpreted the individual words
in it as follows" :

L siu-k'i = OT saka (s "fighting army, fight®,
-ka dative suffix) :

2 t'i-li-kang or r'ai-li-kang = ral'igik or tal’l-
gan (= OT rasigin) "go ovt!”;

3 puh-koh = OT biiga "wisc® used as the title
of the rival leader) or agd (an O1d Turkic high
rank) ;

4 ka- = OT -g (accusative suffix belonging to
the previous word) |

§ ('u-tang = the imperative form of Turkic
rue- "0 scize, captore”,

Under the light of these identifications,
Ramstedt's interpretation of the Hunnic couplet
can be given as follows ;

sikd ral'tghi (or tal'tgent) "zich aus zum

Kricg® und :

biigtig (or figag) rurant “fange den Boga®

Ramstedt’s interpretation of the sccond
word of this Hunnic text as the imperative form

1) K. Shiratori, "Uber dic Sprache der Hiungnu und & Tenghu-Stimme”, favestiia imperosrskoj akodemit mauk, T. XVIIL, N* 2 (1902).01-

032
2) K. Shiratori, ap. cit, pp. 6-T.

1) G. J. Ramstodt, “Zur Frage nach dor Stellung des tschuaassischen™. JSFOw, XXXV 1 (1922) p. 31.
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of *1al'tg-, i.c., the older form of QT rafig- *to go
out®, is a very important discovery. According 10
him, the Ho language, i.c., the Hunnic dialect in
which this couplet had been uttered was very
close to Old Turkic, but obviously it was an /1/
language like present-day Chuvash. Ramstedn
who was understandably happy to find an older
form with /1/ of OT radig- in this text dating from
the first haif of the 4th century pointed out that
the time gap between Hunnic *ralig- and Old
Torkic tafig- was long ¢enough for the accurrence
of the sound change *" > ¥ he assumed for Tur-
Kic.

The first attempt 10 interpret the Hunnic
text after the appearance of Karlgren's dictiona-
ry was made by the well-known French Turkolo.
gist Louis Bazin'. Bazin first gave the ancient
pronunciations of the 10 Chinese characiers
transcribing the Hunnic couplet, They read :

5ibg tfeg Ciei Iigd kdng buok kuk g'iu ruk
rang
Bazin interpreted this text as follows:

sdg tagui ldgan "envoyez 1'armée & I'attaque,
bogu~ly rutgan capturez le commandansg !*

As is seen, Bazin's interpretation is quite dif-
ferent from that of Ramstedt’s, According to Ba.
zin :
1 the first sign represents *sdg, ie., a word
which is identical with the accusative form of
Ol Turkic si "army® ;

2 the second and third signs stand for *ragn
attack®, a hypathetical deverbal noun in -7 deri-
ved from OT sag- "to attack®;

3 the fourth and fifth signs should be read
and understood as *idgad, an older (Proto-Tur-
kic) 2. p. plural impcrative form in *.qan of the
verb id- *to send” ;

4 the sixth, seventh and eighth signs repre-
sent *boqu-yly, the accusative form of the title
*boqu+y mcaning “leader” ;

3 finally, the last two signs transcribe *rugran
which is the mewathetical form of an original
*turgan, i.c., the older imperative form in -gaf of
the verb fue- 10 capture™.

Prof. Gabain who reviewed Bazin's interpre.
tation criticised his views as follows’ :

1 According 10 the Chinese translation, not
only the first sign, but the first 1wo signs mean

“army” ; -
2 The suffix -7i forming nouns from verbs is a

“comparatively new suffix in Turkic ;

3 According to the Chinese translation, not
only the fourth and fifth signs, but the third,
fourth and fifth signs mean *to go out” ;

4 The older form of the Old Turkic 2. p. ple-
ral imperative suffix -4/ -aA could not be *-qa#A ;

§ Bazin's interpretation of the second line as
*boquyiy tutgan is based on the assumption that
here we have two metatherical forms (i.c., -y
instead of -fy, and *fugron instead of rurgan)
which is unlikely.

Aflter criticising Bazin in this way, Prof. Ga-
bain hersclf made an attempt o interpret the
Hunaic couplet. Gabain's interpretation is, "mit
starkem Zweifel am Jetzten Wort®, s follows :

sdrig 1iifrqas “Du wirst das Heer herausfih-
ren”,

buvuy kérdrkan “du wirst den "Hirsch® ent-
fGhren®.

As is seen, Gabain reads the first two signs
meaning "army”™ as *sdrig. She mainains that
this could be a dialect form of Old Turkic {arig.
In other words, she believes thatl a sound change
¢- > 5~ similar 10 the change in Sagay and Koibal
might have taken place in this particular dialect
of Hunni¢, It goes without saying that such a
view ¢ap hardly be accepted ; for the sound
change ¢- > 5- in Khakas (and Bashkir) is only a
recent development in Turkic. To think that the
same change might have occured also in Proto-
Turkic times would be anachronistic.

Gabain accepts Ramstedt’s interpretation of
the third, foerth and fifth signs with the only dif-
ference that she sees here a verbal stem *7-,
i.¢., the causative form of a hypothctical *#ir-,
instead of Ramstedt’s *ralfig- or *wiig. (= OT
taifg-), She thinks that what we have here is not
an intensive stem in -¢- as in OT radig- (< ta¥+1-
¢-)., but a cavsative stem in -1- as in *radic-
(<ta¥+ I- "herausgehen®). It should be said that
this is not very convincing, because OT rafig- is
a direct derivative in +Ig- derived from the noun
{ad "oulside, exterior®, but not an intensive stem
in -¢- derived from a& hypothctical *raf +f..

Finally, Gabain’s interpretation of the
cighth, ninth and tenth signs as *kdrdkran, i.c., 3
metathetical form of an original *kawirkan “du

4) Lowis Bazin, "Un lexte proto-terc du [V* sidele 1 & dislique Hioag-noe du Tainchoo™, Oriens, 1 . Py 208-219,
5) Annemarie von Gabain, Berprechuages {review of Razia), Der flor, 20 (1930), pp. 244246, 8-
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wirst entfohren” is indeed very doubtlul, as she
hersell admits. In connection with this, it must
be emphasized that OT kordr: means *to raise
1ift*, not "to capture, seize”.

Benzing who took the Hunnic text in hand
afier Gabain did not attempl (0 rcad and inter-
pret it, but he contented himscll with summari-
zing Ramstedt’s, Bazin's and Gabain’s readings
and interpretations®. Nevertheless, Benzing
could not himsclf take away from stating that
the two words of the Hunnic text could be iden-
tificd rather safely : 'uk-rdng clearly represents
*fugta- *festhalten® which is identical with Mo.
togta- *anhalten® and OT mur- “halten® (for the
sound correspondence, cf. Mo. agro "Wsllach® =
OT at "Plerd®) ; 3idg (tieg 7) might belong 1o OT
s *army®, but whether the text is in Turkic, or
Mongolian, or Tungus could be understood only
after an ¢legant interpretation of the remaining
words’.

Benzing's reading of the signs ruk-ring as
*tugta- and his cquating this verb with Mo. rog-
ta- (better foyta-) and Turkic rur- is very interes-
ting. This view of Benzing, bowever, has been
criticised rather severcly by Clauson®. According
to Clauson, "Mo. rogra- means not "to grasp’ bul
*to be immobile, fixed, still, permanent ; to de-
cide, settle a maticr’. Furthermore, Clauson
claimed that the cquation Mo. agro "gelding® =
Trk. ar "horse” could not be correct, tince "Mo,
agia is not old Mongolian at all, it is a 13th cen-
tury loan word, from Persian axra, the Past Pas-
sive Participle of axran "to geld™.

The Hunnic couplet in Chin-shu has recently
been touched by Ligeti, Pullevblank and Doer-
fer. As is known, Ligeti, the eminent Hungarian
scholar, has always been sceptical about the
Hsiung-nus being the ancestors of Turks, He ra-
ther believed that the Hsiung-nu werc the ances-
tors of Kets or Yenisei Ostvaks. Consequently,
he stated that the so-called Hunnic text in Chin-
shu was not in Turkic or Altaic, but it was in the
Ho language as understood clearly from the pas-

Pulleyblank who has recently dealt with the
problem of the identification of the Hsiung-nu
and their language also touched the problem of
the language of the so-called "Hsiung-nu cou-
plet™™, On the several aitempts made to inter-
pret this couplet Pulleyblank commented as
follows :

On the supposition that the Hsiung-nu
spoke Turkish a number of attempts have
been made 10 interpret the couplet in terms
of Turkish (in recent times we may note the
attempts of Ramstedt 1922, Bazin 1943, and
Gabain 1949). Non¢ of these interpretations
can be considered very successful since alldo
more or less violence to the phonetic values
of th¢ Chinese characters and 10 the explana-
unn] | given in the accompanying Chincse
text’,

He then gave the ancient pronunciations of
ihe Chinese characters used in the transcription
of the Hsiung-nu couplet, Pullcyblank’s recon-
struction of the Hsiung-nu text is as follows :

LS Y KR

siix-keh  Beftys-lettle(t)s-kan

“army” "go out”
L BAE
buk-koki(g)sdk gBh-1hokigok-tan

*Liv Yao's rank” “captore”®

Pulleyblank did not attempt to add 10 the list
of suggested reconstructions, at least for the
present. But he ncvertheless remarked that -A
was a common verbal ¢ading in Yenisscian, ¢s-
pecially in Kottish, thus implying that the
Hsiung-nu of the Chinese sources spoke a fan-
guage of the Yenissci family, i.¢., not early Tur-
kic or any form of Altaic.

In the same yecar, Docrfer, after reproducing
Ramstedt’s, Bazin’s and Gabain’s inteérpreta-
tions which differ greatly from one another, iro-
nically claimed that the so-called Hunnic text
could even be read and interpreted in terms of
Akkadian (3nd he actually did this)'*, Most re-

6) Johanaes Benzing, "Das Huaniche, Donauboigarivhe und Wolgaholgarisgn™, Fandosscnsa | (1939). pp. 685-695.

7) 3. Benzing, ogt. ciL., p. 687, .

§) Gerard Clawson, “Turk, Mongol, Tuagen”. Awe Majar, VI (1962). p. 107, wotc T
9) L. Ligeti."A propos des Semenis “sliaiques’ J¢ b lingue bongroise™. Acse Lingnbaica, X1 (1960). p. 23.
10) £ G. Pulicyblask, “The consonantal system of O Chisose : Pant |1 Appondix : The Hssungag Language”. Aso Major. X (1963} pp.

2359263,
L1) Pelicybdank, op. cit, p. 264,

“12) Gerhard Docrfer, Tirkizohe rud meongodische Elemane i Nexgpersiichon, 1| (1963), p. 96
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cently, in his long article dealing with the lan-
guage of the Huns, Doerler has maintained the
same negative and ironic attitude and claimed
that the so-called Hunnic text might even be
read in the Eskimo language !

After this rather long introduction, | now
would like to offer my interpretation of the
Hennic couplet in Chin-sku dating from the 41h
century. As will be seen, my interpretation is
mostly ideatical with that of Ramstedit (the first
line and the last word of the second line). | also
partly agree with Bazin on his interpretation of
the rival Hsiung-nu lcader's title. Here is my in.
terpretation :

1 & lnhrlgmn sidg 1ég, Pulleyblank siix
keh *army®. The firstsign is in all probability no-
thing but the Old Turkic word for "army”, i.c., o/
as Ramstedi, Bazin and Benzing rightfully assu-
med. The diphthong ié in Karlgren's reconstruce
tion and the long & in Pullieyblank’s trans-
cription suggest that OT sq had a long 4. As a
matter of fact, OT si is spelt sdi2 in some Uighur
texts. Therefore it is very probable that this
word had a long 4.

As for the second sign, Kalgren's and Pullcy-
blank’s reconstructions of this sign are quite dif.
ferent from onc another. If Pulleyblank's
reconstruction is correct we may then assume
that the first two signs meaning "army” stand for
an original *sdka, i.c., the dative form of OT s7.
The reconstruction of the first two signs as *si-
k& "to the army (on campaign)* fits the recon-
struction of the following three signs (see
below).

2 % KR Karigren rici tiad kang, Pulley-
blank Be(t)s-let/le(t)s-kanA *go out”. As | have al-
ready mentioned, Ramstedt reconstructed these
three signs as *ralIgif or *ral’tgaf and regarded
this as the older form in /17 of OT rafigA *go
out!” (2nd person plural impcrative of OT safig-

"to go ovut”). 1 completcly agree with Ramstedt
On this very interesting and rightly assumplion
of his. Only, I am of the opinion that the second
form suggested dby Ramstedy, ., raltgan fits
better the ancient phonetic value of the fifth
sign : kdng = .qoA. It is 3150 very probable that
the Hunnic or Proto-Turkic word underlying
these three signs is not *taligod, bul *rigan,
Thus, the first line reads as follows : sitka raligas

(or “riligan) "Go oul against the army (on cam-

paiga) I*,

Here it should be reminded that OT sa “ar.
my* was also used with the meaning *an army (on
a campaign)®, or directly *fight. battle, war®. Ob-
scrve the following example: gfajn sika
bla)rmi¥ y(a)yTy s{a)némif *A khan went 10 the
army (i.¢., in war) and routed the enemy” (Irk Bi-
tig. XXX1V).

348 & Karlgren b'uok kuk, Pullcyblaok
buk-kok{(g)8Dk *Liu Yao's rank”.

Ramstedt assumed that the underlying word
here could be OT birghr “wisce®. Gabain thought
that OT buyu “male deer, stag® plus the accusa-
tive sullix -y i.c., buyiy would make a better re-
construction for the signs b 'nok-Luk.

Bazin who read this title *bogu~ put forward
an entirely different theory. According to him,
this title which occurs together with the OT title
rufug “military governor® in the Bilgs Kagan in-
scription (southern side, line 10) could be the
prototype of the Old Ouoman title boy “com-
mnﬂel' P *boquy > “boyiiy > *bo'ltiy > b3y >
baoy™.

Putting aside the discussion of the possibili-
ty of such a phonetic development for the time
being. it should be noted that the signs b'nok-
kuk in the Hsiung-nu couplet might have been
undcrlying an old title like *hoqug or bdqug, a
form which actually occurs in the sources related
10 Old Turkic: O 3y | bogugraninJu-
waini, buywy in the phrase 1aArikan uyyur buvuy
xan in Thomsenfesischrifi, Borur Qan in Chav.-
Pell., JA 1913, 197 (Tarkische Turfan-Texte H, p.
413).

Under the light of the discussion above, |
read the first iwo signs of the second line as *bo-
qug or *hdgug, thinking that only a form like
*b3q could be the prototype of Old Ottoman
boy (cf. OT dg > Old Ottoman ay, Az ay, ¢1¢.).
The clement -ig in *b3qug can best be explained
as 3 diminutive or endearment suffix (cf. Uig.
ogik “"Mitterchen®).

+@&E Karlgeen gtu r'uk 1ang, Pulley.
blank gdh-thok/Gok-tar “capiure”.

The first sign can be reconstructed as *.yl,
i.e., the Hunnic (Proto-Turkic) accusative suffix
corresponding to the Oid Turkic accusative suf-
fix -{Tjy. As is Known, thc Old Turkic accusative

13) Gerhard Doesfer, “Zor Sprache dor | foanen®™. CAJ, XVII (1973}, pp. 1-50 (his remarks oa the Hunnic coupies : p. 4).
14) L. Bazia, ap. cit., p. 211, For the pronunciation of Old Otioenan doy with kv see Revihowse and $, Sami, and for its use synonyrooasly

with Aol “head. beader, chiel™ soc Tarome S50,
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suffix - (1)« goes back 10 an older *- 4T which cor-
responds to Written Mongolian accusative suffix
-yi going back to an older *- yi/-gi. The suffix
&, yi/.gl with a short narrow vowel in final posi.
tion could casily develop into a form like ~y/-g
(i.¢., a form which is identical with the Old Tur-
kic accusative suffix -y/-g) - ballg-yd | ballg-ty
"the city®.

The last two signs of the second line, ie.,
r'uk-rang in Karlgren's reconstruction, obviously
stand for an original *rugrad corresponding to
O1d Turkic furas, As is generally known, OT st

has a dissylabic variant /ura- (¢f. MK - "to
scize, capture®, bot mram *a bandul® / tuta-m,
futalt *continuously” / ruta-3-1, ¢e.). It is obviows

that Common Tuorkic rur. goes back to an older
*ruta-, and this, in its turn, probably to a still ol-
der *tugra- (¢f. Turkic bar- "10 go down, sink® =
Mo. bavyra- id.).

Thus, the second line of the Hunnic couplet
in Chin-shu reads, in my opinion, as follows :

bOgugq -yf tugran "captore the Bokuk !

My reconstruction of the whole couplet
could then be given as follows:

stka ialiqan (or tiltgan), *Go out 10 the army

{on campaign)

hdqugyl tugran | (and) captuse the Bokuk !

T. T.
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