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The first Altinkol inscription
Talat Tekin

Tekin, Talat 1997. The first Altinkdl inscription. Turkic Languages 1, 210-226.

To date, the first Altinkol inscription has been studied and edited by Radloff,
Orkun, Malov, Kljastornyj, Vasil’ev and Mori. In their editions some misread
words and phrases have been corrected. Yet, they still contain a number of mis-
read and misconstrued words and phrases. In this paper, many new readings and
interpretations are offered: yirildim ‘I was separated’, gaymatin ‘without turning
away’, ildz ‘pain, sorrow’, atsar alp drtigiz i tutsar kii¢ drtigiz d ‘O, you were
tough in throwing (arrows) and you were powerful in capturing (the enemies)’,
inilig bort ‘young wolf with younger brothers’, o¢a bars ‘little tiger’, botomuz
‘our camel colt’, sd¢linmd ‘don’t be parted’, bars tdgim d ‘O, my tiger-like one!’,
altun sopa yis ‘the Altay and Songa mountains’, art oyul tas oyul ‘(my) last son,
my son abroad’, tad ¢ina barsim ‘my young and little tiger’, etc.

Talat Tekin, Giilden Sokak 16/10, Kavakiidere, Ankara, TR-06690 Turkey.

The two Altink6]l monuments were discovered in 1878 by Kor¢akov and
Markov in an old graveyard near the small Altinkél Lake which is lo-
cated on the right of the Abakan River, ten km away from Bondarevo. In
1881, the two monuments were brought to the Minusinsk Museum by
Mart’janov and registered under the numbers 27 and 28.

The steles are of brown sandstone, rectangular in shape, the upper
parts of which are curved.

The measurements of the first monument are 136.54 x 43.5 x 25 cm.
It contains nine lines written vertically on the three sides of the monu-
ment, the lines being separated from one another by raised furrows. On
the front side, the lines run in a U-shape (Radloff 1895: 332; Kljastornyj
1976: 258-259; Vasil’ev 1983: 25).

The first Altinkél inscription was studied and published by Radloff,
Orkun, Malov, Kljastornyj, Vasil’ev and Mori.
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It has not been easy to determine the right order of the sides and lines
of the inscription. Radloff, Orkun and Malov wrongly followed the
front-right-left sides sequence. According to Kljastornyj and Vasil’ev
the appropriate order of the sides is left-front-right, which, I believe, is
correct. Mori, on the other hand, preferred the order right-front-left side.

As for the order of the lines on the right side, Radloff, Orkun, Malov
and Mori read them in reverse order, i.e. from the bottom to the top.
Kljastornyj and Vasil’ev, on the other hand, read these lines correctly,
i.e. from the top to the bottom.

Furthermore, Vasil’ev and Kljastornyj read the lines on the front side
in the following order: The top outer line + the bottom outer line + the
top inner line. In my opinion, the true order of the lines on the front side
is as follows: The bottom outer line + the top inner line + the top outer
line.

Transcription of the text

L1. on (a)y :iltdi: og(ii)m & : k(@)I(l)rti : il(i)mké : (d)rd(d)m ic(l)n :
m[(&@)n] y()r()ld(i)m [4]

L2, (&)l(i)m ok(i)nc(i)nd : q@l()n : y(a)y(ga : q(@ym(a)t(mn :
t(@)g()p(@)n : (a)dr()ld(1)m a : y(1)ta

L3. in(i)n(i)zka : ic(i)n(i)zka : ing(d)n yiiki : il(8)z : tis(i)rt(l)n(ii)z

F1. (a)ts(a)r (a)lp : (&)rt(i)n(i)z i tuts(a)r kiic : (@)rt(i)n(i)z 4 : (Hn()l(i)g
bort oca b(a)rs : (a)dr(1)lm(a) yitu

F2. bot(o)m(u)z um(a)y b(d)g(i)m(i)z : biz uya : (a)lp (&)r : Ozin :
(a)l()tr qulm(a)d(1)y : 6zI(i)k (a)t : 6z:(i)n : iic (A)r(i)g (a)lm(a)d(1)y
: yita : (e)z(d)nCiim & : kiiz(d)nclim & : (a)dr(1)lma : s(d)Cl(i)nm[&] :
ogiird(i)m

F3. y(e)rd(d)ki b(a)rs t(@)gli)m & : (d)rd(@)ml@{)gi)m &
bokm[(&)d(i)m]

R1. (a)ltun sona y(1)$ k(e)y(i)ki : (a)rt (o)y(u)l t(a)$ (o)y(u)l t(a)d ¢mna
b(a)rs(1)m (a)dr(1)lu b(a)rd[1] : y(1)ta

R2. tort (i)n(1)1(i)gii (@)rt(i)m(i)z : b(i)zni : (A)rkl(i)g : (a)d()rt1 : y(1)ta

R3. (@)r (A)r<d>(@)m (ii)¢(i)n : in(i)m (e)é(i)m : uy(u)r()n Gc(i)n :
b(d)n:giim(i)n : tiké : b(e)rti

Translation

L1. ‘O, my mother! She carried me for ten months (in her womb), (and
then) brought (me) forth. In order to (display my) manly qualities
to my people, I have been separated (from this world)!’
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L2. ‘To the regret of my people, I attacked the numerous enemy with-
out turning away from it and (thus) was parted (from this world)!
Alas!’

L3. ‘(With your death) you placed a female camel’s load of grief on
(the shoulders of) your younger and elder brothers.’

F1. ‘O, you were tough in throwing arrows! O, you were powerful in
capturing (the enemy)! (O, you,) wolf cub with younger brothers!
(O, you,) little tiger! Do not be parted (from us)! Alas!’

F2. *(O,) our camel colt! (O,) our Umay(-like) beg! You did not let our
lives, the lives of (your) brave kinsmen, be taken. You did not take
(with you) the life of (your) favorite horse and the three (kins)men.
Alas! O, my advance guard! O, my protector! Do not be parted and
separated (from us)! (O), my joy (in life)!’

F3. ‘O, my tiger-like one on the earth! O, my virtuous one! (I did) not
have enough of (you)!’

R1. ‘The wild animal of the Altay and Songa mountains, (my) last son,
(my) son abroad, my young and little tiger, having been parted
(from us), he went away. Alas!’

R2. ‘We were four younger brothers all together. Erklig, (the god of the
underworld,) parted us. Alas!’

R3. ‘Because of (my) manly qualities and because of their capability,
my younger and elder brothers erected (this) everlasting monument
of mine.’

Explanations

1. L 1. iltdi: The final letter is /I/ in the Finnish and in Radloff’s atlases,
but it is /A/ in Vasil’ev (1983: 65), and it is transliterated as /4/ on p. 25.
But the letter is clearly /I/ in the photograph on p. 103.

2.L 1. 6g(ii)m d: Radloff, Orkun and Malov regarded the final letter
/A/ as a separation mark. But in this inscription the words are separated
from one another by a colon. Kljastornyj and Mori rightly regarded the
final /A/ here as the Old Turkic interjection of address.

3. L 1. k(@)l(ii)rti: The labial vowel sign of the second syllable is
lacking.

4. L 1. m(d)n: This word is found in Radloff’s runic text, and fol-
lowing him, in Orkun’s, Malov’s, Kljastornyj’s and Mori’s editions. It
is not found in Vasil’lev’s copy and transliteration, however. But a letter
resembling /m/ is clearly visible in the photograph on p. 102.
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S. L.1. y(yr(i)ld(i)m d: In Radloff’s runic text this word is spelt
YridmA. Radloff (1895: 334), Orkun (III: 103), Malov (1952: 25) and
KljaStornyj (1976: 261) read this word yerledim and translated it as ‘I
settled down’. Mori read the same word as yerildim and translated it as
‘I have been separated (from my homeland)’ (1986: 5); Vasil’ev has a
lacuna in his transliteration (1983: 25), but in the photograph on p. 102
we find the group of letters /fSdmA/ which can be read (d)r (a)s (d)d(i)m
d and this can be understood as ‘O, my men, women and properties!’.
But such a phrase does not complete the sentence which begins as
il(i)mkd (G)rd(d@)m iic(in ...

Furthermore, Vasil’ev put the group of letters /r'SdmA/ at the end of
line 8 (1983: 25). But in the photograph on p. 102 this group of letters
can be seen at the end of the first line of the inscription.

If this group of letters is really /Yrldm/, it can be read yirildim or
yirildim and be understood as ‘I have been separated’. The verb yiril- ‘to
be split apart, be parted’ occurs in the Uygur texts and in some cases it
forms a binary with its synonym adril-, e.g. adrilyal yirilgdli ‘since we
parted and separated’ (Ht VII 2064) etc.

The same verb form occurs as /yrlitm/, i.e. y(i)r(i)lt(i)m (wrongly read
ydriltim by Malov) on the Xem&ik-Cirgaki inscription (back side, line 1).

The verb yiril- survives in modern languages: Uzb. yiril-, NUyg.
Ziril-, Kzk. Ziril-, Kirg. jiril-, etc. Its base yir-, too, survives in some
modern languages, e.g. Yak. si:r- ‘to split, crack, break off, break into
two pieces’ < *yi:r-, Trk. yir- id., yirik ‘split, cracked’, etc. The New
Uyghur, Kazakh and Kirghiz forms of the verb suggest that it was back-
vocalic originally (cf. OAT - ‘ayrilmak, uzaklasmak’) and the Yakut
form shows that the vowel /i/ of this word was long. The forms yer-,
yeril-, yeriik | yerok in EDPT (955, 965) and OTWF (256, 295, 686,
815) should therefore be corrected.

6. L 2. (e)l(i)m. In the two atlases and in Orkun, Malov and Mori the
word is spelt /Ilm/, i.e. il(i)m; but in the photograph on p. 103 the letters
under discussion are clearly /lm/. In Vasil’ev’s copy and transliteration,
too, the word is spelt /lm/.

7.L 2. g(a)ym(a)t(1)n. The word is spelt /KYmTN/ in the two atlases
and in Vasil’ev. But Radloff read this word kiymutu, and Orkun, Malov
and Kljastornyj read the word as qiymanin and translated it as ‘with
courage’. All these readings and interpretations are wrong.

It was Mori (1986: 5) who found the appropriate solution: gaymatin
‘without turning away’. As is known, the verb gay- with this meaning is
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attested in the Uygur texts. It is also found in Karakhanid Turkic: gay-
‘to turn away or back’, gay-a kor- ‘to look back, look behind someone’,
qaytar- ‘to turn back’ (tr.) < *qay-i-t-ar- (EDPT: 674, 675).

8.L 3. ing(d)n ‘female camel’. Radloff read this word ingdn (?) with
a question mark, but he could not explain it. Orkun read it in?gin, but he
did not give a translation. It was Malov who first read and explained the
word correctly: ingdn yiiki ‘verbljuZij v’juk’ (1952: 55). Kljastornyj and
Mori read and interpreted the phrase in the same way.

9.L 3. il(d)z. FAtlas /llz/; RAtlas /Inz/; Vasil’ev: /Ild/.

Radloff wrongly regarded this word as the 2nd p. possessive suffix
of the plural, i.e. -ipiz, and added it to the preceding yiiki, reading this as
yiikigiz ‘eure gewaltige Last’ (p. 334). Orkun: ipiz ‘idiniz’ (?)’; Malov:
ipdz ‘v nereSitel’nosti, v zameSatel’stve’; KljaStornyj: ild ‘spuskat’,
snimat’’, Mori: es[s]iz (together with ingdn yiiki) ‘deve yiikii (kadar)
yalmzhgr’.

These readings and interpretations cannot be accepted.

The runic letters /d/ and /z/ closely resemble each other, especially
when they are small. Accepting the spelling /Ilz/ as true, I read this word
ildz and connect it with Khak. iles ‘pain, sorrow, distress’. ing(d)n yiiki
il(d)z ‘a female camel’s load of grief’ is a good metaphor expressing the
grief suffered by the brothers of the deceased warrior upon his death.
Khak. iles seems to have been derived from Khak. ile- ‘to suffer pain’ <
*eld-.

10. F 1. (a)ts(a)r (a)lp (d)rt(i)n(i)z i. Radloff: /TSRLp:rtyzl/; Vasil’ev:
[TSzLp : rtyz/.

In the Finnish Atlas and in Radloff the first three letters are /TSR/.
But Radloff read the clause as at asar alp (atsar alp) drtipiz and translated
it as ‘ihr waret ein Held, der Pferde verzehrte (ein schiessender Held)’
(p. 333). Orkun read this passage in the same way, i.e. as at asar alp
ertipiz and translated it into Turkish as ‘At agan kahraman idiniz’.

These readings and translations are wrong. Since there is a special
sign for /§/ in this inscription, the back-vocalic sign /S/ cannot be read
.

Malov read this passage correctly as atsar alp drtingiz and translated it
as ‘Vy byli geroem-strel’kom’(1952: 53). Mori read this group of letters
in the same way and translated it as ‘Ok atarsaniz cesur idiniz’ (1986: 6).

According to Vasil’ev and Kljastornyj, however, the first three letters
are /TSz/, and not /TSRY/. It is for this reason that Kljastornyj read the
first word as atasiz and translated the whole sentence as ‘Bez otca Vy
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geroem byli!” (1976: 261). But if this were the case, the word would
have been spelt /TASz/. Besides, the word for ‘father’ is gar, and not ata
in these inscriptions.

Not only for this reason but for contextual reasons as well, I believe
that the first three letters in this line are /TSR/ and I read the whole
clause as atsar alp drtipiz i. As can clearly be seen, there is an obvious
parallelism between this and the following clause. (For the i at the end of
this clause see below.)

11. F 1. tuts(a)r kii¢ (d@)ri(i)ii(i)z d FAtlas: fUTSRkUg:rtLzA/; Rad-
loff, Vasil’ev: (together with the preceding /I/): /tUTSRkUgrtnz/.

Radloff: dt ut asar (dt utsar) kii¢ drtifiiz ‘Thr waret ein Méchtiger, der
Fleisch und Rinder verzehrte (der Habe gewann)’ (p. 333); Orkun: it ut
asar kii¢ ertifiiz ‘et (?) Okiiz asan gii¢ idiniz’ (1936-1941, 3: 101-102).
Malov, disregarding the first two letters, read the whole passage as utsar
kii¢ drtiniz and translated it as ‘Vy byli sil’ny, priobretaja bogatstvo’
(1952: 53); Kljastornyj read the same passage as it utsar koc ert(t)iniiz a
‘Kogda psy presledovali (di¢”), Vy pronosilis’ mimo kocevij!” (1976:
261). Mori: it utsar kic drtifiiz a ‘Kopegi kovalarsamz giiclii idiniz’
(1982: 6).

These readings and interpretations cannot be accepted for both gram-
matical and contextual reasons. Clauson’s utsar kii¢ ertifiiz ‘you were
strong in conquering’ (EDPT: 693), too, cannot be accepted, for it disre-
gards the preceding two letters, i.e. /It/.

In my opinion, putting the first letter /I/ aside for the time being, we
may read the rest of it as tutsar kii¢ drtigiz d, thus having a clause parallel
to the preceding atsar alp drtigiz.

The use of the front-vocalic sign /t/ instead of the back-vocalic /T/ in
JtUTSR/ causes no problem since there are other examples of this kind
of practise in the inscription, e.g. /YtA/ (line 2), /YItU/ (line 5), /Ltl/
(line 6), etc.

As for the first letter of the second clause, it is /A/ in the Finnish At-
las. If it is really /I/ and not /A/, it is in all likelihood an exclamation ex-
pressing praise, tendermness and endearment (cf. Yak. i: ‘oh!’, Kirg. i:, i:y
id., etc.).

Thus we may read the two clauses as atsar alp drtipiz i tutsar kii¢
dartiniz d.

Another alternative reading would be atsar alp drtipiz itu, atsar kii¢
artigiz d, regarding itu at the end of the first clause as a variant of the
exclamation /YItU/, i.e. yitu, occurring at the end of this line. But I pre-
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fer the first solution because of the rhymed opposition between atsar and
tutsar in the two parallel clauses: atsar alp drtipiz i, tutsar kiic drtipiz d.

12. F 1. (i)n(i)l(i)g. FAtlas: /nrg/; Radloff: /Inlg/; Orkun, Malov:
/Inlg/; Vasil’ev: /nlg/.

Radloff (together with the following /BUrl/): inilig bori “der jiingere
Briider habende Wolf’; Orkun: inilig béri ‘yavru kurt’; Malov: inilig
bori ‘Volk ... imejuscij mladsix brat’ev’; Kljastornyj: inilig biirt ‘(dux)
smerti so svoej mladSej brat’ej’; Mori: inilig biirt ‘Kiigiik erkek kardes
sahibi 6liim tanrist’.

There can be no doubt that the group of letters /nlg/ is a scribal error
for /Inlg/ or /Inllg/, i.e. the adjective inilig ‘having younger brothers’.
The initial and medial vowels are also absent in /nlgU/, i.e. (i)n(i)l(i)gii
in line 8.

13. F 1. bért. FAtlas: /bUrt/; Radloff: /bUrl/; Vasil’ev: /bUrt/.

Radloff, Orkun and Malov: béri ‘wolf’. But in Korpus the word is
spelt /bUrt/. Kljastornyj read this as biirt, and translated it into Russian
as ‘(dux) smerti’, i.e. ‘the spirit of death’, seeing a relation between this
word and biirt ‘nightmare’ in MK. Mori, too, accepted this reading and
interpretation.

In my opinion, this word, which is quite similar to OT bori ‘wolf’,
could etymologically be related to it. But it is a hapax legomenon. How-
ever, it reminds me of the noun bért or bortii in the well-known Modern
Turkish phrase bortii bocek ‘insects and the like’ (< ?bort ii bocek). As
is well known, the wolf has long been regarded as a sacred animal by
the Turks and its name has always been taboo. As a result the Common
Turkic bd:ri has been replaced by a word meaning ‘worm’ or ‘insect’ in
the Oghuz group, e.g. Trk. kurt, Az. gurd. We know that in Turkmen,
alongside the old word bé:ri, the word mo:jek ‘insect’ is also used to
denote ‘wolf’. I would like to point out here that in some Anatolian dia-
lects the phrase bdcii bortii is used to denote wild animals like wolves,
jackals and pigs: bocii bortii ‘kurt, cakal, domuz gibi zararh sayilan hay-
vanlar’ (Odemis, Kiraz kdyleri; Esme-Usak), etc. (DS II: 755-756). If
Turkish bort or bértii in bortii bocek is cognate to bori, it is very prob-
able that béri, too, was not the original name given to this animal by the
ancient Turks.

14. F 1. oca. Radloff: uca ‘entflieht (fliegt)’; Orkun: uca ‘[uca?]’;
Malov: béri uca ‘Volk bezal’ (p. 53); Kljastornyj: inilig biirt u¢ a ‘Sgin’
(dux) smerti so svoej mladSej brat’ej!’ (1976: 261), Mori: inilig biirt u¢ a
‘Ah! Kiiciik erkek kardeg sahibi 6liim tanrisi, def ol!” (1986: 6).
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All these readings and interpretations are wrong. In my opinion what
we have here is the adjective oca ‘young, little, youngest’ modifying
bars. The word oca has not yet been attested in Old and Middle Turkic,
but it appears in some northeastern languages as oca and oci: Shor oca
‘jiingster, kleinster, letzter’, Sag. o¢t id. (Radloff, Wb. I: 1135, 1137),
Khak. oci id.

15. F 1. (a)dr(1)Im(a) yitu . FAtlas, Radloff, Vasil’ev: /DRLmYItUy/.

Radloff: adirilmay itii ‘so trennt sich doch der Tiger nicht (von den
Seinen)’ (pp. 332-333); Orkun: adiriimay itu ‘ayrilma ey!” (1936-1941,
3: 101-102); Malov: bars adirilmay itu (?) ‘bars ne otdelilsja’ (1952: 53);
Kljastornyj: adirilma yitu ‘ne pokidaj (nas)!’ (p. 261); Mori: adrilma yitu
‘Bars, ayrilma (6lme). Uzgiiniim!” (1986: 6).

Radloff, Orkun and Malov thought that the letter /Y/ of yitu belonged
to the preceding verb. But a verbal form like adrimay is impossible in
OId Turkic. The first word spelt /DRLm/ must definitely be adriima. It is
obvious that the scribe simply forgot to write the final /A/ here.
KljasStornyj and Mori read the word correctly.

As for the second word, which is spelt /YItU/ instead of /YITUY/, it
must be an exclamation of pity, perhaps a variant of the commonly used
yita.

16. F 2. bot(o)m(u)z. FAtlas: /UKmz/; Radloff, Vasil’ev: /BUTmz/.

Radloff: bu atinuz ‘dieser unser Name’, Orkun: bu atimiz ‘bu bizim
adimiz’, Malov: bu atinuz ‘Eto naSe imja’, bu atimiz. Kljastornyj: [bu?]
atimiz ‘naSe zvanie’, Mori: bu atimuz ‘Bu bizim adimiz (or adimizdir)’ .

All these readings and interpretations are wrong. Since the deceased
is one person he would not say bu afimiz in the sense of ‘my name’.
Besides, the word bu would be out of place in such an utterance.

What we have here is the word botu or boto, i.e. ‘camel colt’, having
the 1st p. poss. suffix of the plural and used here figuratively for the de-
ceased younger brother.

17. F 2. um(a)y b(d)g(i)m(i)z ‘Our Umay(-like) beg’. FAtlas: /UmY :
bgmd/; Radloff: /UmYbgbz/; Vasil’ev: /[UmYbgmz/.

Radloff: umay bdg biz (together with the preceding bu atimiz)
‘(Dieser unser Name ist) Umay Beg, (der sind) wir’; Orkun: umay beg
biz ‘(bu bizim adimiz) Umay beg’dir’; Malov: Umay bdg biz ‘(Eto nase
imja-Umay beg’, Kljastornyj: umay begimiz (begmiz) ‘(Nase zvanie...),
na$ beg-Umaj (var.: naSe zvanie takovo-my umaj-begi)’; Mori: umay
bay biz ‘Umay boyuyuz biz’.
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These readings and interpretations cannot be correct, for the group of
letters in question is certainly /lUmYbgmz/, i.e. umay bdgimiz which can
literally be understood only as ‘our Umay beg’. But Umay, being the
name of the goddess who is believed to look after women and children,
could hardly be a name given to a male child as Clauson remarked
(EDPT: 165).

How could and should the phrase Umay bégimiz be understood? The
only solution I can find for the time being is to construe it as ‘our
Umay(-like) beg’, i.e. ‘our beg (who protects us as) Umay (does)’.

18. F 2. biz uya (a)lp (d)r 6zin ‘Our lives, the lives of (your) brave
kinsmen (acc.) ...".

The word uya ‘relative, kinsman’ in this phrase was misunderstood
by Radloff who translated the passage as ‘Uns folgend, hast den Hel-
denmann selbst nicht erniedrigt (?)’ (1895: 333). Orkun: biz uya alp er
‘Biz kahraman kardes’; Malov: biz uya alp dr ‘My-nasledstvennyj muz
geroj’; Kljastornyj: biz uya alp er ‘my xrabrye vojny (nasevo) roda-
plemeni (var.: my rodi¢i, xrabrye vojny)’; Mori: biz uya ‘Biz bir boyuz’.

All these interpretations are wrong. The verb meaning ‘folgen’ is ud-,
not uy- in Old Turkic. Secondly, OT uya means ‘brother, blood brother,
kinsman’, and not ‘kahraman’ or ‘tribe, clan’.

Furthermore, the word 6z here means ‘life’, not ‘self’, as in the ex-
amples given below: éziin uzun bolzun ‘May your life be long!” (Irk
Bitig: 47), sansiz tiimdn ozliig oliiriir “They kill countless myriads of
living beings’, qisya ozliig yashg nnliylar ‘short-lived mortals’, uzun
ozliig yashy ‘long-lived’, etc. (EDPT: 286), etc.

19. F 2. (a)l(1)n qiim(a)d(1)y. Radloff: /LIKILmD#/ alfi kilmadip
‘nicht erniedrigt (?)’; Orkun: elefi kilmadiy ‘gondermedin’; Malov: dldri
(alti?) kilmadig; Kljastornyj: alti er almadiy ‘Sesteryx muZej s soboj ty
ne vzjal!’, Mori: aln qimadiy ‘altn kisi yapmadimz’; Vasil’ev:
/LAIKILmDry/.

All these readings and interpretations are wrong and do not fit the
context. The front-vocalic sign /t/ in the first word is only a scribal error
for the back-vocalic /T/. Therefore the first three letters should be read
alin. What we have here is the verbal phrase alit-1 gil- which means ‘to
let someone be taken (by the enemy)’.

20. F 2. ozI(ii)k (a)t. Radloff: ozldk at ‘Reitpferd’; Orkun: ozliik at
‘kendi at’ (!); Malov: ozldk at ‘sobstvennaja (ili Zirnaja?) losad’’;
KljasStornyj: ozliik at ‘skakun’, i.e. ‘thoroughbred, fast-running horse’;
Mori: ozliik at ‘hizli kosabilen at’.
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All these interpretations are wrong. As is known, the adjective ozliik
means ‘private, personal’. Together with the following 6z:(i)n the whole
phrase means ‘the life of (your) private horse’.

21. F 2. 6z:(i)n, i.e. oz(i)n. The word is wrongly separated by a co-
lon; cf. b(d)p:giim(i)n (R3).

This 0z, too, has been misinterpreted by the previous editors. It
means ‘life’, and not ‘self’, like the one in the passage biz uya (a)lp (d)r
ozin ... in line 5 (see note 18 above). It means that the deceased young
warrior saved, with his self-sacrificing actions, not only the lives of his
three brothers but also the life of his favorite horse in the battle which
cost him his life.

22. F 2. ii¢ (d)r(i)g. Finnish Atlas, Radloff: /Uérg/, Vasil’ev: /U¢Kg/.
Radloff, together with the preceding ézin: and the following almadiy:
ociiriig ‘selbst nicht vernichtet’; Orkun: ii¢ erig ‘lic adamm’; Malov: ¢
drig ‘trex muzej’; ‘the three men’; Kljastornyj: ii¢ gag ‘trex sosudov’;
Mori: ii¢ drig ‘l¢ savasciyr’.

The second word is spelt /Kg/ in Korpus. This can be read as g(a)g
and it could be regarded as the accusative form of ka ‘kinsmen, rela-
tives®, not of ka ‘vessel, container’ as Kljastornyj thinks, because such a
word does not fit the context here.

In my opinion, #c (d)r(i)g is correct. The runic sign identified as /K/
by Vasil’ev looks like a slightly different form of the front-vocalic /t/ in
the photograph.

“The three men” whose lives were saved are no doubt the three
brothers of the deceased, i.e. slayed warrior.

23. F 2. (e)z(d)nciim d kiiz(d)nciim d. Radloff: /zné&UmA
kUznéUmA/; Vasil’ev: /znéUmA:kUzn¢UmA/.

Radloff: dzdnciimd kiizdnciimd ‘von meinen Gewohnheiten und
Wiinschen’, Orkun: ezinggiime koziingiime ‘sohretimden’; Malov:
dzdnciimd kéziinciimd ‘ot moix dobryx obycCaev i moix Zelanij (ili
javlenij)’; Kljastornyj: eziinciim (?) a koziinc¢iim a ‘O, moja dragocen-
nost’! O, moe sokrovisCe!’ (1976: 261, 263); Mori: eziincim a
koziin¢iim a ‘Benim hazinem (?), ah! Benim servetim, ah!’ (1986: 6).

Radloff’s interpretations cannot be accepted, for a word like dzdnc¢ or
dzdncii meaning ‘Gewohnheit’ does not exist and the verb meaning ‘to
wish, desire’ is kiisd- with /s/ in Old Turkic. Orkun wrongly compares
his ezinggii with MK’s idin¢u meaning ‘something which is let loose’.
As for the second word read koziinciim by Kljastornyj and Mori, it is
obvious that they wanted to identify this word with koziin¢ ‘Schitze’,
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thus read and interpreted in U I (6: 14). Here it should be remembered
that Rohrborn reads the same word as kiiziin¢ ‘Kostbarkeiten’ (1979:
113).

These are in fact the most puzzling two words of this inscription, and
I must confess having had real difficulties trying to find a solution. Since
these two words occur immediately after yita, the well-known exclama-
tion of sorrow, pity or regret, the former can be read (e)z(d)nciim d or
(e)z(i)nciim d and this can be compared with Kar.H. ezents ‘disgusting,
detestable, abominable’ and Kar.T. izin¢ ‘unpleasant, disgusting’. These
two Karaim words go back to an older and original *ezdnc or *ezinc.
The hypothetical *ezdncii or *eZincii can then be compared with erinc
‘wretched, miserable’ occurring in the second Altinkdl inscription:
(d)rd(a)mlf(i)g] bols(a)r bod(u)n is(i)rk(d)yii (e)rm(a)di. (e)r(i)né(i)m,
i[s](i)z(i)m d ‘Since I had manly qualities, the people regretted (so much
the loss through my death) and did not despise (me). How miserable it
is! Alas (for my life)!” (line 4). But this (e)r(i)n¢ is a noun in -(X)n¢
derived from (y)er- ‘to loathe, blame’ (OTWF: 284). The form *ezdncii
occurring in the inscription, on the other hand, is a noun in -(X)n¢cU
derived from an obsolete base *ezd- which seems to have survived only
in Khak. izd- ‘to destroy, demolish’ and in its derivatives izdg
‘destruction, demolition, wreck’, izdl- ‘to be destroyed’, izdlig ‘ruin,
devastation’. The second group of letters can in this case be read
kiiz(d)nciim d and kiizdnci, too, can be regarded as a noun in -(X)n¢U
derived from *kiizd-, an obsolete verb which seems to have survived
only in Khak. kiizd- ‘to defame, cover with shame’. The passage
ezdnCiim d kiizdnciim d may then be rendered as ‘O, how unpleasant it
is! O, how shameful it is!’.

Another possibility is to regard the first word as a derivative of *ezd-,
perhaps an old variant of yezd- ‘to patrol, go on sentry, watch, guard’
(EDPT: 985) without the initial /y/. In Uygur there are examples of the
loss of the initial /y/ before /e/, e.g. yer- / er- ‘to loathe, oppose, despise’,
yerin¢ [ erin¢ ‘wretched, miserable’, yerincii / erincii ‘sin, something
loathsome, a thing to be condemned’, yelkiir- / elkjir- ‘to soar, flutter’,
yelkiit- [ elkiit- ‘to excite, activate’, etc. The verbal noun *ezdngii could
then be understood as ‘advance guard, vanguard’, like yezdk ‘advance
guard’ in MK (EDPT: 986). The verb yezd- seems to have passed from
Turkic into Mongolian where it has the form jese- and jise- ‘to mount
guard; to go on sentry duty; to watch, guard’ (Doerfer 1965-1975, IV:
164).
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The second word kiizdncii or kiiziincii, too, could in this case be re-
garded as a noun derived from *kiizd- ‘to watch, guard, protect’. The
latter has not yet been attested in the Old and Middle Turkic texts, but I
think it lives on, among other languages, in Kirghiz kiiz6- which is syn-
onymous with kiizot- ‘to guard, watch, protect’ < OT kiizdd- < kiizd-d-.
Thus, kiizdncii or kiiziincii could be an agent noun meaning ‘guardian,
watcher, protector’, like akincu ‘raider, raiding party’ in MK. The pas-
sage ezdnciim d kiizdnciim d may in this case be translated ‘O, my ad-
vance guard! O, my protector!’. Here I would like to point out that Arat
read the word koziin¢iim occurring in MK II 8-14 as kiiziingiim and
translated it into Turkish as ‘koruyucum’ (Arat 1965: 17).

For contextual reasons, I am more inclined toward the second solu-
tion because of the word dgiird(i)m or ogiird(ii)m ‘(O,) my joy (in life)!’
occurring immediately after (e)z(d)nciim a kiiz(d)nciim d (see note 25
below).

24. F 2. s(d)c¢l(i)nm[d]. FAtlas: /s¢inmU/; Radloff: /I¢InmU/; Va-
sil’ev: /s¢lnmUy/.

Radloff: i¢ dlinmii ‘beim inneren Volke?’; Orkun: i¢ elinmii ‘... mi?’;
Malov: i¢ d@linmii (?) ‘u vnutrennego naroda (?)’; Kljastornyj: secilenmii
(without translation); Mori: es ecili inim ¢ ‘agabeyim ve kiigiik erkek
kardeslerim, beni diisiin.” Vasil’ev: /s¢lnmUy/.

The first letter in this group is the front-vocalic sign /s/, and not /I/.
The last sign, on the other hand, is /U/ everywhere, including Korpus.
But it must be a scribal error for /A/. Thus, what we have here is actually
/s€InmA/, i.e. s(d@)Cl(i)nmd ‘do not be parted!’, i.e. a form synonymous
with the preceding adriima ‘do not be separated!’. The verbal binary
adril- sdclin- is found also in the Kizil Cira I inscription (lines 1-2):
oyl(u)ma yut(u)z(u)ma adr(1)lt(i)m s(@)cl(i)nt(i)m (Vasil’ev 1983: 30).
The binary adir- sdc- ‘to choose, select, pick out’ is quite common in
Kutadgu Bilig, e.g. adr-a sic¢-d yor-, adr-a sdc-d tut-, etc.

_25. F 2. ogiird(i)m. FAtlas, Radloff: MYUrdmm/; Vasil’ev:
/UgUrdm/.

Radloff: iyu drddmim; Orkun: iyii erdemim ‘erdemim’; Malov: iyii (?)
drddmim ‘moja doblest’; KljaStornyj: dgiirdimfiz] ‘My (preZde) ra-
dovalis’’; Mori: tyu drddmim ‘Ah! (?) Benim (?) cesaretim’.

Regarding the last group of letters of this line there is a great differ-
ence between the old copies and the one produced by Vasil’ev. But the
photograph in Korpus is clear and supports Vasil’ev’s reading:
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/UgUrdm/. As far as I can see, there is no /z/ at the end of it, as Kljas-
tornyj assumes.

The group of letters /UgUrdm/ could of course be read as dgiird(ii)m
‘I became happy’. But neither this nor KljaStornyj’s dgiirdimiz ‘We
were (formerly) happy’ would fit the context.

In my opinion, what we have here is a verbal noun in -DI or in -DU
derived from é&giir- ‘to be joyful, rejoice’, i.e. dgiirdi or égiirdii ‘joy’ (cf.
Uyg. dgdi ‘praise’, alkad: id., MK tamdu ‘blaze’, umdu ‘request, beg-
ging’ etc.). Such a noun would perfectly fit the context and be in har-
mony especially with the preceding imperative forms adrima sdclinmad
‘Do not be parted and separated (from us)!’

26. F 3. b(a)rs t(d)g(i)m d (d)rd(d)ml(i)g(i)m d. FAtlas: /BRrtgmA :
rdmlgmA/; Radloff, Vasil’ev: /BRStgmA :rdmigmA/.

Radloff: bars tdgimd drddmligimd ‘Bei meinem auf der Erde lebenden
Tigergeschlechte, bei meinen mit Trefflichkeit Begabten’; Orkun: bar
ertigime erdemligime ‘yerdeki var olduguma, erdemligime’; Malov:
/BRr(ili S)tgmA/ bar drtigimd (ili bars tdgimd) ‘moim byt’em i (vsem)
moim doblestnym i/i moim zemnym rodom “bars”’; Kljastornyj: bars
etigim a erdemligim a ‘moimi dejanijami i moej doblestvju-ja, Bars,’;
Mori: Bars dtigim a drddmligim a ‘Yeryiiziindeki Bars, benim davran-
151m, ah! Benim cesurlugum, ah!’

The first group of letters under scrutiny is clearly /BRStgmA/ in Va-
sil’ev (1983) and in the photograph on p. 103. This can only be read as
bars tdgimd or bars tdgim d. Yerddki bars tdgimd, drddmligimd bok-
mddim would make a good sentence, but the dative suffix after the 1st p.
poss. suffix of the singular is +KA in this and the second Altinkdl in-
scription: il(i)mkd (line 1), oyl(u)mqa, bod(u)n(u)mga (Altinkol 11, front
2), but y(a)s(1)ma (front 4). In my opinion, what we have here are two
phrases, i.e. bars tdgim ‘my tiger-like one’ and drddmligim ‘my virtuous
(one)’, both followed by the interjection of address A. It should be kept
in mind that the speaker here is not the deceased, but his mother. She
employs the same simile in speaking of her deceased son on the right
side of the same inscription: #(a)d ¢ina b(a)rs(1)m (line 1).

27. F 3. bokm/[(d)d(i)m]. After the first three letters there is a punc-
tuation mark in the shape of /::/, perhaps indicating that the line ends
there. But the word is incomplete. Obviously, the scribe simply forgot to
add the letters /dm/. Radloff reads this biikmd(dim); Malov, Kljastornyj
and Mori correctly read the word with /6/ and repaired the text by adding
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/dm/, i.e. -dim. Orkun wrongly read this as biikme (?) and translated it as
‘doyma’.

28. R 1. (a)ltun sopa y(1)s. FAtlas, Radloff, Vasil’ev:
/LTUNSUnAYs/. Radloff: altun Sunda yas ‘Sechzehn sind hier seine
Jahre’; Orkun: altun suria yag ‘altin turna’; Malov: altun suna yas
‘zolotnyx utok i molodyx gazelej’; KljaStornyj (together with the follow-
ing keyiki): altun suna yi1§ ‘O, di¢’ zolotoj ¢erni Sunga’, Mori (together
with the following keyiki): altun Sopa (Suria?) yis ‘Altin Songa (or
Sunga?) ormaninin yabani hayvani’.

The second word is written with the back-vocalic sign for /s/. There-
fore, all the readings with /§/ are wrong. The third word spelt /YS/
should be read y(1)s as KljaStornyj and Mori did.

Obviously, there are two place names here: altun yi§ ‘the Altay
mountains’ and sopa yi§ ‘the Songa mountains’. The name soga could
be related to or be the same as Chag., Trkm. sona ‘a female wild duck’,
Kirg. sono id., Bashk. huna, huna éyrdk id., Trk. suna id., etc. But the
nasal /n/ in sopa precludes such a relationship.

29. R 1. (a)rt (o)y(u)l t(a)s (o)n(u)l. FAtlas: /RTGL:TSGL/; Radloff:
/RTGLTUGLY/; Vasil’ev: /RTGLTSGL/.

Radloff (together with the following /TD¢INA/): artiflatu aylatdacina
(ga?); Orkun: artiglat ogul ‘cogalt’; Malov. arit 1ylat uylat ‘razyskivaj,
zastavljaj plakat’ i rydat’’; Kljastornyj: artpl toy(yhl ©... mnoz’sja! Roz-
daj (svoe potomstvo)!’, Mori: artnl toyr(yhl ‘gogalt, dogur!’. It goes
without saying that all these readings and interpretations are wrong.

The mother of the deceased, after having described her son with the
phrase (a)ltun sopa y(1)s k(e)y(i)ki ‘the wild animal of the Altay and
Songa Mountains’ at the beginning of this line, continues her description
with the phrases (a)rt (0)y(u)! ‘(my) last son’ and #(a)s (o)y(u)l ‘(my)
son abroad’. The use of the noun fas ‘outside, exterior’ attributively is
not unusual; cf. tas y(a)y ‘the outer enemy’ (KeZeelig-Khovu, 4), MK
tas ton ‘outer garment’, etc. The only problem here is that the initial
vowel of oyul is not written in the two occurrences of the word. But in
this inscription and others there are many cases similar to this, e.g. tort
(i)n(i)l(i)gii (right 2), (d)r (a@)r<d>(d)m (1i)c(ii)n (right 3), (6)I(ii)rm(d)-
diik(ii)m (Elegest I, line 8), etc. Therefore, we may assume that the
scribe simply forgot to write the initial vowel of oyul in ity two occur-
rences.
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30. R 1. t(a)d cmma b(a)rs(i)m. FAtlas, Radloff, Orkun, Malov:
/[TDEI:NABRSm/; Vasil’ev: /TDEUNA:BRSm/ in the transliteration (p.
25), but /TDEINABRSHY/ in the runic copy (p. 64).

Radloff (together with the preceding /GL/) aylatdacina(ga?) barsim,
Orkun: tad e¢ind barsim ‘yabanci igine’; Malov: udacina barsim ‘Po ego
moguscestvu moj bars’; Kljastornyj (together with the following adrilu
bardi): at ud acun a barsim adinlu bard: ‘Moj Bars pokinul konej i
bykov, (ves’ étot) mir, on uSel!’; Mori (together with the following
adrilu bard): tad icind barsim adrilu bard: ‘Baska boy(?)un igine, benim
Bars aynlip gitti.’

It goes without saying that all these readings and interpretations are
wrong.

In my opinion, the first two letters may be read #(a)d and this may be
compared with tadun ‘a calf, one or two years old’, or fa:dun ‘a one-
year-old calf’ occurring in MK. This full form of the word survives in
Kach., Koyb. fazin ‘der Ochs’, Khak. fazin ‘an ox, a gelded bull’
(EDPT: 457). It also survives in Kzk. fayinsa ‘a one-year-old calf’ <
*tadun+ca.

The Middle Turkic tadun is in all likelihood a secondary form derived
from *tad, meaning originally ‘a young calf or bull’, but used here in the
sense of ‘young’ (cf. OT bod ‘tribe’ and bodun ‘tribes, people’).

As for the second word here, I believe that it is ¢ina meaning ‘little’.
The word ¢ina has not yet been attested in the Old Turkic texts, but it is
found in modern languages as the base or the first element of a group of
words meaning ‘the little finger’, e.g. Kzk. $inasak ‘the little finger or
little toe’ < *Cmma+cak, Crim.Tat. ¢inajak id., BIk. c¢inacik id., Nog.
Sinatay id. < Cina tay, etc.

31. R 2. tort (i)n(i)l(i)gii. (c)rt(i)m(i)z. FAtlas: /tUrtnlgU : rtmz/,
Radloff: /tUrtnlgU : rtm/; Vasil’ev: /tUrtnlgU:rtmz/.

Radloff: tort dnligii dartim ‘die vier (Winkel) habe ich erstrebt’; Orkun:
tort inilgii ertim{iz] ‘dort kardesli idik’; Malov: tort dnilgii (?) drtim(iz)
‘Na$ bylo Cetyre mladSix brata’; KljaStornyj: tort inelgii ertimiz ‘Nas
bylo etvero vysokorodnyx’; Mori: tort indlgii drtimiz ‘Dort meshur
aileden idik’.

All these previous readings and interpretations are wrong. What we
actually have here is the word ini plus the Orkhon Turkic comitative
suffix +lIGU (see Tekin 1990).

32. R 3. (@)r (d@)r<d>(d@)m (ii)¢(ii)n. In the inscription we have only
the group of letters /rrmcn/. It is obvious that the scribe simply forgot to
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inscribe the letter /d/ after the second /1/. He also omitted the initial /U/ of
the following (i )C(ii)n.

33. R 3. wy(uw)r(1)n ii¢(ii)n. Radloff, Orkun, Malov, Kljastornyj:
uyarwn; Mori: uyurin. Of these, only Mori’s reading is correct, for the
word is a present participle in -yUr. The fully vocalized form of this
word occurs in Irk Bitig: (d)dgiisi uyur: ‘his good and capable (men)’
(IB 28).

34. b(d)n:giim(i)n. The word is wrongly separated into two parts. Cf.
oz:(i)n, i.e. ozin ‘the life of” (front, line 2).

Abbreviations

Bashk. Bashkir MK Mahmiid al-Kasyari
Blk. Balkar Nog. Noghay

Chag. Chaghatay NUyg.  Modern Uyghur (= New Uyghur)
Crim.Tat. Crimean Tatar oT Old Turkic

Kach. Kacha / Qaca Sag. Saghay

Kar.H. Karaim, Hali¢ dialect  Trk. Turkish

Kar.T. Karaim, Troki dialect  Trkm. Turkmen

Khak. Khakas Uyg. Uyghur

Kirg. Kirgiz Uzb. Uzbek

Koyb. Koybal Yak. Yakut

Kzk. Kazakh
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