TURK, MONGOL, TUNGUS
by GERARD CLAUSON

[. INTRODUCTION

Anyone who studies the history of the early contacts between China
and her western neighbours and the history of Central Asia in the first
millennium A.D. will soon find himself in a state of great mental confusion
about the ethnical character of many of the peoples concerned, since differ-
ent authorities, and indeed sometimes the same authorities at different
times, have defined the same peoples in quite different terms. The present
article is a modest attempt to bring some clarification to this complicated
subject. I present it with some diffidence, since most of the evidence must
be taken from the Chinese authorities, and I am no Sinologist. I have taken
the precaution of showing it to Prof. E. G. Pulleyblank, and in its present
form it owes much to his sage advice. I should however make it clear that he
is in no way responsible for the conclusions reached, and indeed on one or
two points [ have not persuaded him that I am right. The subject is still
very much open for discussion, but I hope that I have, at any rate, exposed
some earlier widely accepted errors, and paved the way for a better under-
standing of the facts.

I shall not refer in it to the Chinese themselves, the Tibetans and other
tribes related to them, the Koreans, or the non-Chinese peoples with whom
the Chinese were in contact in the South, since these constitute a separate
set of problems, and generally speaking no great difficulties arise regarding
them. Nor shall I refer to the Indo-European peoples in the area, the so-
called “Tokharians” (Agneans and Kuchaeans), the enigmatic Yiieh-chih,
perhaps identical with them, or the Iranian or supposedly Iranian tribes—
Saka, Sogdians, Hephthalites and Wu-sun—since these constitute a separ-
ate and very complicated subject with an extensive literature of its own,
except to remark that since R. Ghirshman wrote his book, Les Chionites—
Hephthalites, Cairo, 1948, no-one can reasonably believe that the Heph-
thalites were other than Iranian. Nor shall I make any reference to the light
which field archaeclogy can throw on the subject, since that light is still
pretty dim. Some facts are known; for example that the chieftains buried
at Noin-ula were “Huns"”, while those buried at Pazyryk were not “Huns",
and great progress has been made in identifying remains of the Hunnish and
Avar periods in some parts of Europe, but generally speaking it is still too
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e particu!aquNs;':Fn s_c1ent1ﬁcally from a philological point of view allocat-
e tribes to one of the three races, either because words
e ticular i seee recgrds to have certain meanings in the language of a
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1 I use “Tu ks ; )
language of the 'I{ﬁikﬁfo: al'qg tribes which spoke a fangusge closely refated to th
A.D., and “Mongols" for tribe which first appeared in the middle of the 6th cent ;
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er in Mongolian er ‘Tungus, and so ended up by sug-
gesting, either by implication or quite bluntly, that the tribe must have
spoken a mixed language. It cannot of course be denied that many ancient
tribal confederations were heterogeneous and included elements speaking
a different language from that of the rest of the confederation. But some
scholars have surely gone 1o¢ far in this direction. For example M. A
Castrén, who died in A.D. 1832 at the early age of 38 after collecting in-
valuable information about some TMT tribes, persuaded himself, on the
basis of the very insufficient information at his disposal, that the Huas at
the height of their power were a confederation of Turks, Mongols, Manchus,
and even Finns, see K. Shiratori, Uber die Sprache des Hiung-nu Stammes
und der Tung-hu Stdmme, Tokio, 1900, p. 2. Similar views are expressed very
categorically in O. Franke, op. cit. But the fact that the confederation was
heterogenecus does not automatically carry with it the implication that the
language of the co nfederation was also a sort of amalgam of the languages of
:ts constituent members. Such a state of affairs would be in the highest
degree unusual; what would normally be expected is that the comman
language of the confederation would be that of its leaders. For example, it
seems to me that J. Benzing in his article on “Das Hunnische'’ in Philologiae
Turcicae Fundamenta, Wiesbaden, 1959, pp- 683ff., is unduly sceptical re-
garding the possibility of identifying Hunnish as a particular language.®

It seems to me that in approaching our problem we must be guided by
a few simple principles. The first is that sometimes absolute certainty is
unattainable; all that can be produced is a more or less confident assessment
of the balance of probabilities. in making this assessment the simpler ex-
planation is to be preferred to the more complicated, unless there is good
evidence to the contrary.

The second is that the Chinese in
proper critical scrutiny. For example, 4 statement in a contemporary, of
more or less contemporary, authority that one tribe spake approximately
the same language as another tribe, or quite a different one, is presumably
based on direct knowledge and must be accepted without question. But the
same respect should not be accorded to a statement that at a date some
centuries earlier a word had a particular meaning in the language of some
named tribe, since the statement may refer to the language of a contem-
porary tribe, and that tribe may at the time have inherited the name of

explanations of the latt

formation must be submitted to

o be open to serious

? Incidentally, some of Benzing's etymologies seem to me t
15 seize”’, which he

objection. For example, he reconstructs a Hunnish word *iugia-
says is obviously Mongolian togta- “to grasp” and equivalent to Turkish tut- “to
hold”, in the same way that Mongolian agia “gelding” 13 equivalent 1o Turkish at
“horse’’. But agia is not old Mongolian at all, it is a 13th century loan word, from
Persian axta, the Past Passive Participle of axtan *to geld”, and fogta- means not 'to
grasp”, but “to be immobile, fixed, still, permanent; to decide, sertle a matter”.
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quite a different tribe, which had previously occupied the area then occupied
by the tribe in question. It was for this kind of reason that, for example, in
Byzantine authorities of the 6th and 7th centuries Tovpros really does
mean “Turk”, but in those of the 1oth and 11th centuries it meang
“Magyar”, see (3. Moravesik, By::aurz'ﬂomrn’ca, Budapest, 1943, 11, 260fF,
Again, it cannot always be assumed that Chinese translations of TMT
words and phrases are literally and word-for-word accurate. They may be
paraphrases, or guesses, or even plain errors. Similarly it cannot be assumeg
that Chinese transcriptions of “‘barbarian” words are very close to the

precision, culminating with that of the Ch'ing Dynasty, from whose trans-
criptions it js relatively easy to reconstruce the foreign original. It seems to
follow that the earliest transcriptions, for example in the Shik Chi (finished
very early in the st century B.C.) will prove to be extremely rugged and
rudimentary, and this ruggedness is increased by the fact that the Chinese
were inclined to limit arbitrarily the number of syllables used to represent

sound but also had an appropriate (usually derogatory) meaning, with some
preference for the latter over the former. Moreover it was fatally easy even
for the Chinese themselves to mistake one character for another; there are
in Chinese authorities on the Tirkd, for example in the two Tiang Shu's,
many cases where one character is quite certainly an error for another,
Finally, there is the overwhelming difficulty of determining how the Chinese
language itself was pronounced at this remote period. Nothing less than
unbounded admiration is due to Prof. Karlgren for the industry and skil]
which went to his reconstruction of the phonetic structure of “Ancient”
and “Archaic” Chinese, but even if these are accepted as accurate for the

regarding which we have only indirect information in Chinese authorities,
differed profoundly in character frorm later languages, regarding which we
have the direct evidence of inscriptions and manuscripts. [n particular
Turkish in the eighth Century was one of the most homogeneous languages
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which has ever been spoken. Apart from a fewtl?daennt\;fg;;is}::z?sﬂ:bgof;ﬁlj;
o oy o tha ot omwards sam b fllomed i dotat, some
“puee”. Tts bistary o d were replaced by others, native or loan words,
words became Dtiizlt:tii:onot:er souzds, various changes took place in mor-
some souncs evc::a)c' but all in all the process of change was abnorma{ly Sl(:‘i\-’i-'.
ph?log}’ nd syo ble‘ to assume that some miraculous process of pur:ﬁcatmn
111t :15 EZE::::SH;UM before the 8th century and that a lat;lgt.l;get.lﬁnedu:z
3 ; of which can be ident
bef{)r? that- e ?ziel:igt::gt?z:; t‘;lg:::orc that the explanation of the
Turkish, wes ® r1:;1;3 sought in some other TMT language. It i1s more reason-
other words can that by the 8th century the unidentifiable words had
sble 1o 3551111'“3 or that the Chinese medium has so distorted them that
become o0soere be recognized. The same is true, though to a lessFr extent,
ey Mongolian; aparst from a number of easily ident}ﬁefi l‘oan
of K3t ;ent:gwhelmging m‘ajority of which are Turkish, in certa:ln limited
;?;:Z};:seo{f) the vocabulary, it seems to be commendably “pure’.

I1. Tue Artaic THEORY . —
An essential preliminary to any attempt to deterrm.ne :ly pl':;lt;ioil.ca
i he early TMT tribes is a clear definition
ds the ethnical character of t . : ‘ i
:;ett:: Irg;utual refationship of the TMT languages, smlce.wn:out this noth
is bri he Altaic theory.
i ion can ensue. This brinps us to ¢t .
i bﬁ:ﬁi:?c theory is the theory that the TMT languages%‘are g;n;t;j?lly
i lder single language (as French, Italian,
related, that is descended from ano . e
i d from Latin}, and so form a family languag
and Spanish are descende : . o fo mily of languages
i d Finne-Ugrian families. P
ike the Indo-European, Semitic, an :
:I:Gter;s of people instead of languages, that at some ;emot.e c;atir;;etl;i
i e
f the various TMT peoples formed a sing
D L aroun of wibe i i i e less remote date or
1 i de by side, that at som
smail group of tribes fiving st . . e
i i hree pieces which went their sep ‘ :
dates this nucleus broke into t whic i separate ways,
i he other two emigrating, or all three g g
one staying at home and t _ ; U three going off in
i irgcti fter this separation they los h
different directions, and that a i
ir languages became mutually uni
another so completely that their e
i i lements to prove that originally
but still retained enough common el : ; ol they
i hip of languages is soug
ere one. Proof of the genetic relatfons : ‘ l
E:II:S of phonetics, grammar, and lexicography, c:lli wl;u:lh th.e la.s: C:s (;Iil;ezgny:
i iteri 1 dmittedly belonging
ly solid criterion, since languages a i i
gfﬁfies olften have similar phonetic structures and grammars, whdetlzarzs
es belonging to the same family often have different phonetic structu .
E:zggrammars For example modern English grammars(mokrl?hology azr
e li i han it is like Sanskrit grammar.
is more like Chinese grammar t
s\?:lrtizl)s l:c}?;lars have contended that for one or more of these reasons the
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TMT languages are genetically related. An admirable account of the devei-
opment of this "“Altaic theory”, with an extensive list of the authorities in
which it has been expounded will be found in Benzing’s Einfiihrung (see
above} pp. tff. As Benzing points out, the theory was launched at a time
when knowledge of all the languages concerned, and in particular of their
histories, was very insufficient; indeed in its earliest form it was a “ Ural-
altaic theory” and inctuded the Finno-Ugrian languages in the family. As
knowledge increased, it became obvious that the Finno-Ugrian languages
did indeed form a family but quite a different one from the rest. Indeed it
should be added that recent research has shown that a few little known
languages—Kettish, the extinct Kottish, and one or two more—which were
spoken on the upper Yenisei River in the immediate vicinity of Finno-
Ugrian languages and were originally supposed to belong to that family, are
in fact not related to it, or apparently to any ather language, and form a
little family of their own. Even in the residual field of the TMT languages
difficulties began 1o arise as knowledge increased. It appeared that, while
they did have parts of their vocabularies in common, these were not the
significant parts, that is, for example, the numerals and basic verbs and
nouns but fell in the class of “culture words” which are notoriously often
borrowed. In spite of these difficulties some scholars continued to insist that
there was a genetic connection between the three languages, relying in
particular on the fact that certain groups of words in Mongolian have uni-
form phonetic differences from the equivalent groups of words in standard
Turkish; for example some groups of Mongolian words begin with d-, 7-,
J- or y-, while the equivalent groups of Turkish words all begin with ¥-.
see Benzing, Einfihrung, p. 42.3 It was contended that these differences
were similar in nature to the phonetic differences between certain groups
of words in the Indo-European family of languages, for example pater/mater
——vater [mutter—father /mother—pére/mére and that from these differences
TMT phonetic laws, like Grimm’s Law in Indo-European philology, could
be worked out.

The matter aroused my interest some years ago and in a series of
articles* I have tried to prove that these interesting phonetic differences
arise not from a genetic relationship but from the fact that various Mongo-
lian-speaking tribes were in contact—at three different periods which I have
tentatively defined as:

(1) before the 8th century, probably in the sth or 6th.

* It should be noted that Benzing is careful to point out that the Mongolian words
in question may be loan words and not evidence of a genetic connection.

V The Case against the Altaic Theory, Central Asiatic Journal, II, 3, 1936; The
Turkish Y and Related Sounds, Studia Almica, Ural-Altaische Bibliothek, Wiesbaden,
1957; The Earliest Turkish Loan Words in Mongolian, C.A.]. IV, 3, 1959; The Turkish
Elements in fourteenth Century Mongoliar, C.A.]. V, 4, 1960.
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(2) between the 8th and 1zth centuries inclusive, and probably late rather
than early in this period; .

i h and 14th centuries—

E‘%i)th”tlhtr};z I'%erish tjibes which spoke three rather c.lifferent kinds of
Turkish. If I am right in this, the phonetic laws can still be worked out,
but they will be laws governing the evolution of Turkish, not laws governing
ion of “'Altaic”. ‘

e e;r?l:i'fllzolr:lst article mentioned above I have examined t.he 846 entries. in
the Hua-I i-yii “the Chinese-Barbarian Interpreter,” a Chinese-Mongolian
vocabulary published in A.D. 1389, and proved, at any rate to my o?vrll
satisfaction, that what is left of this vocabulary after ehmmatm.g the Turkis
and other foreign elements, which together account fo.r a !1ttle less than
zo per cent of the whole, is the basic vocabulary of a pnmmve‘b‘ronz.e age
community of animists——hunters, fishers, and food-gatherer§—11V1ng Ln‘the.
forest with no larger communities than viliages, a.nd that their evolution into
the iron age, agriculture, animal husbandry, hortlcultt.lre, and a mm:e devel-
oped economic and social system can be followed in broad c.Jutlme by a
study of the ioan words which were added to the language in the three
periods mentioned above, insofar as they can be al.locatec? to one or other
of them. The basic Turkish vocabulary on the other hand, 1nsofar as we can
reconstruct it from the much more voluminous evidence dating from the
8th to rith centuries, after eliminating known foreign elements, seems
to be that of a more advanced people living in the steppes ar_ld prac-
tising a pastoral economy with some agriculture, although there isa lirtle
evidence, and more may be found later, that they learnt th.elr ammzfl hus-
bandry from neighbours, perhaps the enigmatifz Yiieh-chih, speaking an
Indo-European language. If this was the basic vocabulary of Eh(? 8th
century Turks, and, as has been stated above, an almost pul:e one, 1t is n?t
unreasonable to suggest that, subject to slow secular change, it was the. basic
vocabulary of their ancestors and that those ancestors led the same kind of
life in the same surroundings. _ .

T am not competent to carry out the samne kind of exercise for the
Tungus languages, and it may not be easy for anyone to do so in tt.le near
future, since the basic data are only now being assen:ubled. They ‘:V.lll, it is
true, include the vocabularies of tribes living in different localities and
different natural surroundings, so that the impact o.f loan words on the
various languages should be differential and not uniform, but ‘the}t lack
chronological depth. Apart from the Jurchen, who first appeared in .hlstor'y
at the beginning of the I2th century and of whose language little is
known, the earliest Tungus people of whose languag.e we have a thorough
knowledge are the Manchus who first appeared in the 16th century.
However, from such study as I have been able to make of these lang'uages
in Benzing's Die tungusischen Sprachen, Abhandlungen der Akademie der
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Wissenschaften und der Literatur in Mainz, 1955, No. 11, and some other
authorities mentioned in his Einfiihrung, it seems clear that there is a basic
Tungus vecabulary quite distinct from the other two, and that some or all
the individual Tungus languages contain a substantial number of loan
words from Mongolian, Turkish (probably through Mongolian and not
direct) and no doubt Chinese, and in recent times Russian,

[II Tue Prenistoric Perion

What exactly the original habitats of the Mongols and Tungus were
cannot at present be more than a matter for speculation, In my article in
CAJ IV, 3, I suggested as a first approximation that the original focus of the
Tungus was in the forests to the west of Lake Baikal and that of the Mon-
gols in the forests to the east of it, that is that the boundary ran north and
south. After further reflection I feel sure that this was wrong, and that the
boundary ran east and west. There seems good evidence that the Mongols
(in the broad sense) when they emerged into open country, the Kitans
in the 4th or 5th century and others later, culminating with the true
Mongols in the 12th century, did so from the edge of the forest belt a
long way east of Lake Baikal, but when the Tungus tribes appeared, first
the Jurchen, whose original habitat was in the forests along the Ussuri
River, the modern boundary between northern Manchuria and the Mari-
time Province of the Soviet Union {see R. Grousset, L'Empire des Steppes,
Paris, 1939, p.18g), and then the Manchus, they came from much further
north, and the modern Tungus, except those that had moved down to
Manchuria and the Maritime Province, were still located north of the
Mongols in the 17th century and remain there to this day, see Narody
Sibiri, Akademiya Nauk 5.8.S.R., Moscow-Leningrad, 1956, map oppoéite
P- 12 (17th century) and large detached map {(present day),

If this outline of the pre-history of the TMT peoples is reasonably
correct then we can at any rate clear the air to some extent straight off by
firmly ruling out the possibility that any Tungus peoples were anywhere
near the Chinese frontier before or during the 1st millennium A.D. The
problem therefore simply resolves itself into one of sorting out the tribes
mentioned in the Chinese records as having been on or near their north-
western and porthern frontiers before or during that period into Turkish,
Mongolian, and “other’. Fortunately the “‘others” present no great diffi-
culty; they were either Tibetan, or of the Tibetan family (e.g. Tangut)}, or
Indo-Europesan {“Tokhartan”, Yiich-chih, Saka, Sogdian, Wu-sun), On the
north-eastern frontier there were also Koreans. There is a theoretical possi-
bility that there was also at one time some tribe which was none of these,
Just as there was also a little pocket of Kets, Kots etc. on the upper Yenisei
further west, but until evidence for the existence of such a tribe emerges it
can provisiorally be disregarded. An alternative statement of the problem
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would therefore be, given that the primaeval line of division l':'netween Fhe
Turks in the steppes and the Mongols in the forests was 2 line running
roughly east and west along the forest edge far north of t‘he Chinese .fronner?,
when did the Mongals first cross this line and appear in the frontier area
The Chinese records of and before the first millennium A.‘D. mention
a very large number of tribal names. Of some of. tl.1em nothing ;t al; is
known except the name; others, though no doubt originally names o tfn es,
seem at the period at which we first hear of them to bt.e the names o i:ion-
federations rather than single tribes. If tl}e problem is :o be reduced to
manageable dimensions some elimination is necessary. We can, of co;:.rse,
because we must, eliminate the names of tribes of Wl:ll(‘,h we know nothing.
We can also eliminate certain names regarding ‘whlch 110 doubt has ever
arisen; these include tribes and tribal confederations whfch“do not appear
before about the 6th century A.D., the T'u-chiieh (Turku),‘ the epony-
mous Turkish tribe, and the other tribes and tribal confederauoqs, Uygur,
Tolis, Tardug, Kwgiz, Basmul, Karluk, and the rest, whc_)se hllSthl‘Y was
closely connected with theirs. I have included‘ the Kirgiz in t‘hls list as a
matter of convenience although they are mentmr'led much earlier thz.m thes:
6th century. They are the only people in this list u:rh.o have sometimes,
1 think quite erroneously, been described as Turc1c1zed_ ra.lther than as
Turks. No doubt has ever arisen regarding the rest. Stml.larly we can
eliminate certain names used by the Chinese in connection wu:h‘very early
events in their history to which no ethnical content can be ass;gnec!, ar.':fi
which really do not seem to mean more than “non-Chinese barbarllans .
These are, at any rate, the Jung (%) and I (3&). Hu (ﬁ)il ), often used in the
phrase Tung (J) Hu “Eastern Hu", is very :}carly in the same class, but
has at various dates been used in a more specific sense, see E. G. Pulley-
blank, 4 Sogdian Colony in Inner Mongolia, T‘oung Pao XL.I, 45, PP-
318-19. In the early period it was sometimes used specifically for the"l‘Ismr;lgt;
nu or some related tribe; at least once in the Hou Hfm Shu for the Y.'.uel}-c 1d
{Franke, op. cit., p. 26}; in the 6th century sometimes for the Turku, arf11
a little later for Iranians of Central Asia in general, of more specifically sti
for Sogdians. I also exclude the Ti-li (1k &), Ting-ling (T & or ?)far;d
Tieh-le (# &j). These all seem to be alternatfv‘e representations of the
same name, something like *Tiglig or *Tigng, orlgmalh.r probablg‘r the name
of a Turkish tribe (as Ting-ling it appears frequentl}.r in thff Shih Ch.z, see
J.J. M. de Groot, Die Hunnen der vorchristlichen Zetl, Berlin, 1923, 1nc‘lex_
s.v. Ting-ling); later, as T ieh-1¢, it was the name of a la‘rge but ﬂuct}xatglg
confederation, still predominantly Turkish, see Liu Mau-tsai, Die

1y Empires of Central Asia, Chapel
5 See, for example, W. M. McGovern, T}fe Early : :
Hill, 1939, p. 112 to be read in conjunction with Franke, op. cit., p. t7f. which seemns

to point to the origin of this theory.
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Chinesischen Nachrichten sur Geschichte der Ost-Tiirken (T u-kiie), Wies-
baden, 1958, passim. A good deal of literature has grown up round these
names and it seems unnecessary to cover the ground again,

IV. Somr Inpiviouar TMT TRibss

After eliminating these we are left with () Ti (¥k); (i) Hsiung-nu
(] #); (iii) two related Tung Hu tribes, Wu-huan (& #8) and Hsien-pei
(8 &), and two, or three, Hsien-pei tribes, Mu-jung (% %), T'o-pa
(46 #; Tavgag) and perhaps (iv) T'u-yii-hun (" % fi); (v) three other
related tribes sometimes described as Tung Hu, Yii-wén {5 3), Hsi (&;
Tatabi), and Ch'i-tan ($ & Kitan}; (vi) Jou-jan (& #R;? Avar); (vii)
Tatar.

(i} Nothing much seems to be known about the Ti, of whom two kinds,
the ““red Ti"” and the “white Ti” are mentioned. They appear fairly often
in the history of the first millennium B.C., for example see . J. M, de Groot,
op. at., index, s.v. Tik. W. M. McGovern, op. cit,, p. 88, says, I do not
know on what authority, that they were closely related to the Hsiung-nu,
If so, to anticipate my conclusions regarding the latter, they would have
been Turks. In that event Ti might have been the earliest transcription of
the name later represented by Ti-li, etc. On the other hand Professor
Puileyblank tells me that there is some reason to suppose that the Ti, like
the Kiang, belonged to the Tibetan group and this is perhaps the more
plausible theory.

(i) Of the Hsiung-nu, on the other hand, for whose name several
scriptions with more or less the same phonetic value occur,’ a great deal is
known; few scholars could now be found who would deny that they are
identical with the Hun mentioned in a Sogdian letter of the early 4th
century A.D., (see W. B. Henning, The Date of the Early Sogdian Letters,
B.5.0.A.8. XII, pp. 6otff), the Hina of the Indian records and the Euro-
pean Huns. A great deal has been written about the Hsiung-nu language,
the latest contribution being Benzing's article in P.T.F. (see above), and
many very various opinions have been expressed, but few scholars have
achieved such 2 remarkable record of inconsistency as Shiratori, who in
1900 {op. cit. above) proved that it was Turkish, and in 1923 (Journal

Asiatique, 1923, pp. 71ff.) proved that it was a mixture of Mongolian and
‘Tungus. There is no reasonable doubt that he was right the first time and
wrong the second. Most of the relevant material is collected in his 1900
article; there are many problems still to be solved, but the crucial phrase is
in the Ch'ien Han Shu (which was finished not later than about A.D. 123)
chapter 944, fol. 7 (Shiratori, 0p. cit., p. 3) “‘the people call him (i.e, their
supreme ruler) ch'éng-Ii hu-t'u shan-yii; the Hsiung-nu call ‘heaven’ ch'éng-ii

* See O. Pritsak, Xun, der Volksname der Hstung-nu, C.AJ. V, 1, 1950; pp. 27ff.
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and ‘son’ ku-t'u; shan-yii is descriptive of 'c?re?)th m;if?;t{:i?;: rz:z:z
i in being shan-yi- .e.
that he (i.e‘.’ t}Ile Sha:s-ty :lkzarte:fl;ﬁ;:e:.nh!;i‘;:pie of C%xinese paraphrasing and
e E._’l'eat] . ;}lleggthe first two words together correspond to the Chinese
e e f’fC‘ ‘Z‘l“son of heaven”’, the title of the Chinese Emperor, th.e twg
phrz:ij.:: :;::ts of the two phrases do not exactly cc;lrreszong.'inct:ilzezr;”
b i shall give the “Archa
E:mrfl rti)coarllasc::cgzg Stgfﬁs;?hﬂ?gﬁszi; the “incient Chin;se; (dé‘:'iet;
o uries A.D.), sounds of the 1
o tum- ° th:stitihina;fog:;:o: %ﬁtKarlgren‘s é?rammata Serica, preced;d
e o Sl;:)ggs of the characters in that book, It will be noted that the
i ‘t'he Han .;}:u falls squarely between these two stages of lthe lar:%uage.
he u H:"‘ ted above read:— (725, actual character not listed) ¢ dng >
’I"‘t‘l'e e qujiar > liei, 41 ¢. kwo > huo—82 d’ d'o > d‘u;o 147 a dian >
t,,'::g(:;lixghiacter is said to have this special SOUE’ld lintthls*\;::rdg);gzh;
i 1 is is Turkish, tegri: kutu: *d : “hi
g{w? }’\'Iﬂf‘.stl s:!hgegeYs:v;a_’t. ;ltu:na;salways been agreed that the first worc% 1;
f;;t‘:. lar?cf p};;ce Benzing, tenri: is a pure T urkish word later I_::o:ari\:;erd
ongoli icle listed above. Kut, “majesty”, is 2 Wox
o 'Mong()llan‘tfeeogirl: sii‘.a'l:lsfjiil:' royal titles. Professor Pulleyblank is
e at ys.u gestion that -n could represent -v-, }?ut a ?.ound as
“nhf*PPian;?sese Ears as -v- must have presented great d}fﬁculncz ‘;,0 él}:e
i‘:;-i;gc[:ibers at this very early period; the word ﬁrst occurs 1n ;h‘z if'h 1a lonzg.
*Davgu: is a good pre-8th century form of yavgu:, a l\:o; g
hdi;tory' by the 8th century it was usuall{ only a wiiry hfgh : ﬁr,st aving
been d;posed from the top position by kagan, a word w 1cme e
among the Hslen-pei, but it washstill the title of the supre
5 the 1ith century.
TOklEizii)O'%};xze ii'i?;il:rf—-Hsien-pei group can be takfan as aIwhol; 1‘:;
Hou Han Shu (finished in A.D. 424) ik:japi;ery;zd?’ (‘f;chTu::g ,Hr.eal:ly i
149ff.) says that when the Hsmlng‘nu estro e g
century B.C. the debris coalesced into two ) u-
tal::i fl?: Hsien—l:ei; that the first were dezrfende;i. f:'::m ‘:1}112 tf;ﬁgﬂii; . ;nt:z
i ine” “in the indirect line™, ‘
e o ai[:idtt::: bsc(::t? l;id ;;e same language and customs. .The T unf-
chie “I’?a“’ «, a late authority compiled in A.D. 1070 and revised by Chu
fh”f’ﬂ e iater but drawing on much earlier material, says that when
i:lm I{I‘js?efl?af; disir;tegrated owing to civil wars in the latf: 2nd a\r:[d efaiy
trzl cetituriltjes A.D. two tribes took shape out of the debris, thz -.mL:J ;|1ut hi
gB:'ckun‘n I, 159) and the T'o-pa (Bichurinl, 167). The rruemoralr'ltudl on the
T‘u-yil—hu,n in the Chou Shu (finished in A.D. 636), tranfs a eder o
Mau-tsai, op. cit, I, 29, says that T‘u-yﬁ-flun, the eponymous e?un
;ribe, was a step-brother of Mu-jung Hui, who was a Hsien-pet.
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The T'o-pa, the Chinese scription of Tavgag (not Tabgac, as it is go
often spelt), were a tribe of great importance who founded the Northern
(or Yiian) Wei Dynasty, which ruled North China from A.D. 386 to 535.
We have a good deal of information about their language which has beep
conveniently assembled by L. Bazin in his article, Recherches sur les Parlers
T"o-pa, T‘oung Pao XXXIX, 4~5, pp- 228ff. As he points out it can all be
taken as referring to the Sth century A.D.; I therefore quote only Karl-
gren’s “Ancient Chinese” transcriptions. I regret that a good many of
Bazin’s explanations, particularly of tsibal and clan names,” whick are based
on a “mixed language” theory, do not seerm to me to be tenable, and if these
are eliminated some problems are left unsolved, but even so there are
enough words left to prove that the language was Turkish. Examples are
the following (the numbers preceding the words being those in Bazin’s
serial order):— 123, “secretary”, pi-té-chén, 5658, pji- 919k, t3k- 375a.
tsien, which is parently Turkish bitigei:; 129, “chief of 2 posting station™,
hsten-chén, 671a. ydm-375a. tien, Turkish yameu:; 134, “cook”, a-chén,
tm. -4-375a. tsien, Turkish agg1:, or algi: (see below). Two other words
are, I suggest, particularly interesting. In the two latest articles mentioned
above I have contended that the earliest Turkish loan words in Mongolian
were borrowed by the Kitan from the Tavgag in the 5th or 6th centuries
and that some such words have certain pho

netic peculiarities, of which two
are unusual vocalizations, e.g. -a- for -1-, as in the second syllable of

balagasun “city” from Turkish balik, and the sound change -g- > -/ as
in taulai “hare” from Turkish tavigfan. Two of the words listed by Bazin
show the same peculiarities:— 127, “doorkeeper”, k'‘o-pa-chén, 1a. k‘G—
771p. b'¢h—3752 téden, Turkish kapagei:, from kapag “door”, which is .
spelt kapig in 8th ff. century Uygur and kapug in r11th century
Khakani; and 125 “the man who girds on the Emperor’s weapons’'|
hu-lo-chén, 492", yuo—66k. ldk—3754. tfien, apparently Turkish *kurlagei:
from (11th century Khakani) kurga:¥ “belt”’, which would be *kurlag
in an “Ifr" dialect of Turkish, such as I believe Tavgag to have been. It
might perhaps be suggested that these are all “culture words”, and that
Tavga¢ might still be a Mongolian language with these, and other, Turkish
words as loan words, but this theory is not tenable. It is true that “secre-
tary” in Mongolian is a Turkish loan ward, but in a Mongolian shape,
bicigei, with the characteristic sound change -ti- > -, Similarly “‘chief
of a posting station” in Mongolian is 2 Turkish loan word, but in the form
Jamei, for the standard Turkish Yamei: which shows that it was borrowed
not in the early, Tavgag, period, but in the second (8th to rath
century) peried. On the other hand the Mongols had their own, quite

——

" In my article “.4 Note on Qapgan”, . R.A.S. 1956, 73fF. I stated the reasons for
which I do not believe that such names have “meanings’’.
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" (ha'urdt “ - " (e‘iidedr) and never
i for *cook” (ha'urdt} and “door keepel.- .(e ila
dlffzrentul‘ft;';diapaét;l:. The conclusion, therefore, is mev;table.”thz‘at the
Tavs 5‘5: ;oke Turkish, probably not standard Turkish but an *1/r”’ dialect.
Tavg;fori this it seems to follow inevitably that the whole grouplwe[e
Turks, that is that the Hsien-pei and the Mu-jung, who wert‘:‘ b{:thhc zs:hy
11 te(i to the Tavgag, spoke Turkish and also the Wujhuan who ha ;
a ae Janguage and customs” (Hou Han Shu). Some time ago [ suglgcstz
E;:::mal Asiatique, 1957, p. 21) that this name (61a. -0 > -l:fo——;t;?:;.t(;_ 3931304.
7 i Opuz, and I still believe that this 1s so.
£y g'wén > yudn) represented Ofuz, 1 !
?Xzfltr:: tgxf Huns, the Tiirkii, and perhaps the Tavgag, }:he Oguz \v:r;;ille
{ Pucki ibe; i be very odd if they were no -
t famous Turkish tribe; it would ‘
::]i.lc?r?edain the early Chinese records under some rc;:cogmzabie name. They
are frequently mentioned in the Turkish inscriptions of the fSttl: cv:tnht1.11;13:i
i hat they are the Odywpoc of the 5tha
and there is no reasonable doubt t ‘ . of the 5th nd
i Meravesik, op. cit., I, 196. The na
6th century Byzantine authors, X T e
*Ovayopor ‘the Ten Ogur”, ditto 11, ;
seems to be part of that of the v ' o I, 893
it 1 i 1 ditto 11, 152, is a metathesized m
and it is possible that Kevrpiyovpor, 2, hesized muddle
, © i gur”, the “1fr’* form of Tokuz Opuz,
of Tokur Ogourci, “the Nine Ogur”, . ‘ Oz, ¢
i 1 i t part in the history o
confederation which played an importan ; of Seoee
i Pullevblzank’s recent article, So
ia, and formed the subject of E. G. vE "
?eitrf:s on the Togquzoghuz Problem, Ural-Altaische Tahrbiicher, X'XVIII,
1~2, pp. 35ff. The name also seems to form part of that of the fo.payoupc:‘r.,
ditt;) 11, 228, which perhaps represents *Sara (for standard :urll;mh s;rrl?i
“the Y Fur’. It is at first sight odd that Oguz should ap
Ogur “‘the Yellow Ogur”. Itis at i :
arf?‘ljr” form in these western authorities, but I have su§ges’t’ed in C.Ai.,
IV, 3 that there is a close connection between the two “1/r groups, thv.e
Ta’vgag in the far east and the group of which Chuvash (<f'Il‘1avgafl-)l;: th:
i i does not of course follow
odern survivor in the far west. It. t the
%u fhuan/Oguz (if this identification is correct} themse:fes talked an ‘Olrfrm
. 1s i i 1 Han Shu, every reas
: there is in fact, in spite of the Hou . .
linguozie‘the contrary. This tribe was constantly involved in the ge.nera}
ioggh and tumble of Turkish nomadic life oun the north western fro:illtlzr bo
ina i illennium A.D. They were installed by
China in and even before the 1st mil .
the:1 Chinese as frontier guards beyond the Great Wall early in ‘the Isf
century B.C., a capacity in which incidentally thf:)f proveq quite un
trusthrthy ;nd are often mentioned in connection with fr?ntler :v.li'l:'zu.u'ts;l a;
i i . The Hsien-pei on the othe
te until late in the 4th century A.D ‘ ‘
gidr awh»:n the Tung Hu were ““destroyed” by the Hsmng’-nu e?lrly mt:z::l
: from them as possible into the eas
2nd century B.C. got as far away o the castern
i i le formed by the west bank o
extremity of the steppes in the ang b vest b
River and the south bank of its tributary the “Yellow” River, ar;l‘ hh:i nIO
communication with the Middle Kingdom”.(Houl Han :Shu, . zct}? ; th;
149). It seems probable that it was during this period of isolation tha
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Hsicn-pei > Tavgag language developed the phonetic peculiarities which
have so much puzzled modern scholars.
(iv} The T'u-yii-hun, however, present a very awkward problem. If
the traditional account in the Chou Shx (which is, however, it should
be noted, only a2 4th century authority) is correct, the tribe was closely
connected with the Mu-jung, but broke away from them in the middle of
the 3rd century A.D. and after a long journey skirting the north-western
and western frontiers of the China of that day, established itself in what is
now north-eastern Tibet close to the Kuku-nor, It might therefore reason-
ably be supposed that they talked Turkish. P. Pelliot, however, who
incidentally was a strong advocate of the Altaic theory, assembled the basic
information about them in his Note sur les Tiou-yu-kouen et ley Sou-pt,
T'oung-pac XX, 323ff.,, and came to the conclusion that on balance it
seemed probable thet they talked Mongolian. It should also be added,
though the point is perhaps not very important, that MS. Pelliot Tibetain
7283, a document datable to the middle of the ninth century, says that the
"A-7a {the Tibetan name of the T u-yii-hun) “resembled” the Kitan and
another tribe which was also probably Mongolian (see Journal Asiatique,
1957, p. 22). Pelliot based his conclusion on four arguments:—

(1) He cousidered that Shih-wei { 8 &), the name of an indisputably
Mongolian tribe discussed below, was 2 “later” form of Hsien-pei. If this
was 50, it would invelve making the whole Hsien-pei group Mongols, but
it is not. The Shih-wei are mentioned under that name by an authority as
early as the Sung Shu (finished in A.D. 488), that is, it is true later, but not
much later than the first mention of the Hsien-pei,
positions of the two tribes were quite different.

(2) He considered that -t«, the final syllable of the names of two 7th
century T u-yii-hun kagans was the Mongolian suffix -z«. This is, however,
quite inconclusive unless the rest of the names could be shown to be Mongolian,

(3) He considered that the word ch'%, translated by the Chinese
“thou” in the T*u~yii-hun phrase ch'i A'o-han (see Shiratori op. cit., p. 27)
represented the Mongolian & “thou’; and

(4) He considered that a-kan said to mean “elder brother” in T u-vii-
hun was the Mongolian aya. These two arguments must be taken together
and require careful examination by an expert Sinologist, If “‘elder brother”
really was aya in T u-yii-hun then indisputably they talked Mongolian, for

aya is 2 pure Mongolian word and did not displace égi: in the sense of
“elder brother” in any Turkish language until after the r2th century.
Actually according to Shiratori, 0p. cit., P- 26, the forma-kan ([ F) is not
found before the Chin Shih (mid-7th century); the form in the Sung
Shu (A.D. 488), the Pei Shih (mid-7th century) and the Wei Shu (of
which the relevant chapter is copied from the Pei Shih) is a-yii (5 F).
This point, however, does not carry much weight, as the two characters

and the geographical_
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i reading might be the right one. The
vitel frequ'entslya:: ﬁﬁz{ttﬂe:nt{:lemg;i; Shu rEallygsaid that the word meant
::ltal que:St:Enr" in the T u-yii-hun language, and if so whether the passage is

.dder br:: Z been part of the original (5th century) text. The Szfng Shu
P 1:Od 'avShiratori op. cit., p. 27, seems rathec to say something different,
h qu'owh 1tnt.h.‘z Hsz'en-:pei call “elder brother” a-yii (or a-kan). The Sung S.}m
B t't: n in southern China and the author may well have. beeln ill-
info wndebout matters in the far north. By this time the Wei (T ‘o-pa)
s s re busily trying to suppress the fact that they had orlglnauy
Empe‘;r? w—e ei » Tavfag and were not by origin Chinese (see Bazin,
been' 3“": II)} the Hsien-pei proper had ceased to exist as a tribe for nearl‘):
‘:p:::z;lfulrigs ;md the land which they had held in the Liao River/ “Y(j:lio“ik
E\{‘i{ver area ha‘d been occupied by the tribes mentioned below, \Jfrho c:;lt t:he
Mongolian. If what the autho; of the Sung Shu r?etal.lr;tr,l a::;;s.;n:n‘gotr o
iginal text, was no mo i
wor:fk::; \lzfzri::hof)illfrir:lgin a T‘u-yii-hun context meant “el_der brf)ther
Egrthe language of the people at that time !iving in the old HS.I.len-pCl ;a:;lii
in the Liao River/Yellow River area, then it does not necessarily p;c?v e
the T*u-yii-hun proper talked Mongolian. If the conclusion regar mgcl cll
point is positive in either direction, the thil:fi“argurlx’le.nt can be dl:sr;‘g;:kizh.
If they spoke Mongolian, ch' is probably & “thou”; 1‘f they’spfo e‘-‘thou” ,
it might well be égi: “elder brother”, a respectful Per;phra.szs or how ;he
It may be that all this is no more than special pleadlr}g an .aht e
Ttu-yii-hun really did call “eider brothe}*" aya. If so, Pelliot \lvasdrlg i
describing the T u-yii-hun as Mongolian speakers, 'but t?us oeswere
necessarily involve the conclusion that the whole Hf,len-pel:{ ngoupk’Sh ©
Mongolian speakers also. The evidence that the Tavgag. spoke ut: 1 h s
yery strong and there is no doubt that they were 4 Hsien-pe1 tnt e;.uous
connection of the T'u-yli-hun with the stn-pe.l is l'I'lU.Ch m;:re e: u thé
It would certainly be very surprising if a Mongolian tribe broke ccilu -
forests and made the long trek to the Kuku-n.or‘ as ealjly as tl:ne 3rd century
A.D., that is a century before the Kitan, bl.lt it 1s‘.not impossible. Viwen
Ev) We now come to the Yii-wen, HS:l, Ch i-tan group. The du;:on
were of no great importance except that it‘1s stated in the mffrrlloran u o
them in the T ung-chien Kang-mu (Bz’ckurm. I, 208) that their czlmgs.lag:r s
entirely different from that of the Hsien-pei. Tihey’ were l‘ocal.tle solrne here
east of the Liao River and played a small part in h.lstory. in the ea;y]g) of.
the 4th century, being “destroyed” by 1_:he Mu-jung in ab('.:l‘.l; t;'u';ti303n,.,
However, as Professor Pulleyblank has pointed out to me, the es ction”
was not permanent. They became in the 4.th century a constituent, Euc_
of the T*o-pa Empire and later still the .ruhng house in the vi.rebs.te::"ncmne
cessor state, Northern Chou. By this time they had no doubt be
thoroughly Sinified, as the T‘o-pa had been before them.
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The Hsi, whom the Tiirkii called Tatabi,® are the subject of a memot-
andum in the Sui Shu (finished A.D. 636) translated in Liu Mau-tsai,
ap. cit., I, 124, and another in the Hsin T'ang Shu (finished A.D, 1060),
chapter 219, translated in Bichurin 1, 370. From these and other authorities
quoted by Liu it appears that they were a tribe of the Yii~wén. The earlier
memorandurn says that after being “destroyed” by the Mu-jung they
withdrew to a remote area which has been identified as the forests on the
upper reaches of the “Yellow” River (see above), while the later one says
that they occupied “the former lands of the Hsien-pei” and that the Ch'i.
tan were located to the north-east of them, The Chou Shu (finished about
A.D. 636) says that they were a tribe not of the Yii-wén but of the Hsjen-
pei, which shows that at any rate in the 7th century there was a great
deal of confusion about the identity of the tribes in the far north-east. The
facts seem to be that they were originally located somewhere in the Man-
churian forests and came out into the open country only after the Hsien-pei,
or rather their “descendants” the Mu-jung and T'e-pa (Tavgag), had
moved south. They became vassals of the Eastern Tiirkii, probably late in
the 6th century and sent their first embassy to China early in the 7th century,

The Ch'i-tan are of course the famous tribe of Kitan, who played a great
part in Chinese history and founded the Liac Dynasty, which ruled North
China from A.D. go7 to 1154. There are memoranda on them in the Sus
Shu (Liu, op. ait., [, 125f1.), the Pei Shik {(Bichurin 11, 748.) and the Chiu
T'ang Shu (finished about A.D. g45; Bichurin 1, 363ff.). From these it
appears that they belonged to the same “people” as the Hsi but were a
different “iribe”, The Suf Shu says that they fell into two main parts, the
Kitan proper in the south and the Shih Wei further north, and that there
were five Shih Wei sections, Southern, Northern, Po, Shén-mo-ta (the
name of an unidentified river) and Great, Enormous distances were said to
separate the two main parts and the five sections of the northern part, and
the language of the Great Shih-wei was unintelligible, It is difficult to resist
the conclusion that the Shih-wei proper were the northernmost tribe of
which the Chinese had any precise knowledge, and that the name was used
as a sort of catch-all to include not only the Shih-wei proper who really
were Mongolian (the true Mongols are said to have been descended from
the Shih-wei, see P. Pelliot, 4 propos des Comans, Journal Asiatique, 1920,

P- 146) but also other peoples lying to the north of them, Tungus and
perhaps even Palaeo-Asiatics and Finno-Ugrians. Like the Yii-wén and the
Hsi, the Kitan were “destroyed” by the Mu-jung in about A.D. 330 and
withdrew even farther east. They were, according to the Sui Shu “the most
uncouth and primitive of all the barbarians”, but they made 2 come-back

* See my article 4 propos du Maomuscrit Pelliot Tibetain I283, Journal Asiatique,
1957, p. 19.
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i t were soon engaged in intermittent warfare with
qmcke.li)tha?nﬂ';:;:;:- ']?{:?e’a. and accordgingg to the Pei Shih were again
::{he - e:d” by the Northern Wei late in the 4th century. .However,
t::;t:ggn recovered and, according te the Per Sfu'h, sta.rted sending annual
embassies to the Wei court in about A.D. 4.4.1‘. There is of COl{l:S{? nfolfon-

ivable doubt that the Kitan tatked Mongolian, and from t’hu. 1t. ollows
et he Hsi (Tatab), Yi-wén and at any rate some Shih-wei ta.lked
Mong :'an also. The lect that the Yii-wén are said to have talk.ed quite a
:?;:ion: langu;gc from the HSiir-l-tI:Ei is additional confirmation of the

urkish.
theor(}\:i;hlfi;il fv;act:(t)i;etiki:ezeople whom the Chinese called alternatively
Jou-jan (3 #R), Jui-jui (#5 78). Ju-ju (#7 %), and, ratlz.;:; oizzs;:}z:
“wriggling worms”, Juan-juan (¥E Eﬁ) (see j: Marqu_art, er N
stum der Komanen, in Osttiirkische Dialekistudien, Berlin, 1914, p. 73), <
who are generally supposed to have bt?en the Avars (see for exam};d
Chavannes, op. ¢it., p. 239), aithough .thls Fheory rests on no more so 1f
foundation than the fact that the Jou-jan disappeared fror.n the h{story of
Asia at about the same time that the Avars first :}ppeared in the hlS[l’;I‘)’ 0
Europe. The Jou-jan are frequently referred 1o in the ﬁr.st half of the ;lst
millennium in Central Asia, Chinese and Japanese Sf:holars, r:mta hy
Uchida Gimpu, have done a great deal of useful work in collecting the
Chinese information about the Jou-jan, but there does not seem to be ecllny
comprehensive work about this people in any Europe:an langtfage, a; ha
fortiori no comprehensive work bringing together that 1‘nformatzon an tbe
information in European sources about the Avars. It s very much to be
hoped that some scholar who is competent in both ﬁelds’, if s:uch aone exist:,
will embark upon what might well prove to be a fa:stfmatlng enqm;y l.:'l 0
this subject, primarily with the purpose of. determining whetht;lr the two
peoples really are identical. Until one is avallal.)le, any st‘udy ?f t ; Iou-;ag
must largely be based on the memorandum in the Pes Shih, c alpzez Qn
{copied by Sung editors into the Wer Shu as ch‘apter_ 103) transze i
Bichurin 1, 184ff. The earliest history of them.m t.hfs memora? um is
merely anecdotal and casts very little light on their origin or early ocat;lm.l.
It starts in about the middle of the 3rd century with stories about their
relations with the early Tavgag; and seems to indicate th.at they ‘broke a\?a);
from the Tavfag to the west and established themselves in what is now :& ;s "
Mongolia, north of the Gobi desert. At the end of. the 4t¥1 century ez;
established a powerful nomadic “empire”, and their dominions arlt: sa
(probably with some exaggeration) to have stretched from lII{aras ar 1!;
Sinkiang on the west 1o the borders of ’Korea on the east. T l‘:hcent;;:? t:ar
gravity seems to have been somewhere in thf.- region of t}}e Or donT"n::i.l
in the area where there was a Hsiung-nu capital at an earlier, an ka" ‘uzhe
capital at a later, period. This “empire’” was destroyed by the Tiirki in
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middle of the 6th century and the history of the Jou-jan came to an
abrupt stop. It was at about this time that the Avars first appeared in
Europe, and in the aceount in the Orkhon inscriptions (IEy4; II1E5) of the
funeral of a Tiirkii kagan, apparently Istemi who died in about A.D. 576
(see Chavannes, op. cit., p. 227), the Apar (or Afar?) are mentioned between
Tibet and Byzantium (Porom or Forom? < Rome) as having sent 2 delega-
tion as a mark of respect; there are of course many references to the Avars
and “Pseudo-Avars” in the European historians. I suspect that the
“Pseudo-" is merely a typical piece of Byzantine cattishness by Theophy-
lactes Simocatta, and that the latter were perfectly genuine Avars and
probably the people who sent the delegation.

The Jou-jan are customarily described as Mongols (see for example
Grousset, op. cit., p. 104), apparently for no better reason than that they
were connected in some way with the Hsien-pei. That fact, however, points
rather to their having been Turks, and such evidence 2s there is does in fact
point in that direction, The memorandum in the Pei-shik says that each
successive kagan when he ascended the throne took a regnal title, as of
course the Tirkii and the Uygur kagans did after them. These titles are
given and their meanings explained in “the language of the Wei Dynasty”,
that is Tavgag. This is a pretty clear indication that the Avars were Turks,
aithough it seems probable that the practice of assuming regnal titles was
originally an Iranian one borrowed by the Turks, but at first sight it looks
as if it may be rather difficult to restore the original Turkish titles from the
information available. '

The conclusion therefore is that, apart from a vague question mark
after the T*u-yti-hun, and except for the Yii-wén, Hsi {Tatab:) and Kitan,
who were certainly Mongols, all the tribes named:— Hsiung-nu {Huns),
Wu-huan (?0guz), Hsien-pei, Mu-jung, T'o-pa (Tavgag), and Jou-jan
were Turks.

(vii) Finally I corne to the one loose end which I cannot satisfactorily
tie up. In the list of funeral delegations just referred to there appear,
between the “Three Kurikan’’, who were certainly Turks, and the Kitan
who were certainly Mongols, a people called the “Thirty Tatar”. This
(A.D. ?576/732) is, so far as I can find out, the first occasion on which
Tatar are mentioned. Pelliot {4 propos des Comans, p. 143}, discussing
references to them in the Chinese records, says that the earlest one which
he could find in those records related to A.D. 842. They are also mentioned
in gth (?) and 1oth century Saka documents, see for example H. W,
Bailey, A Khotanese Text concerning the Turks in Kantsou, Asia Major,
N.8. 1, 1949, p.5z. References to the Tatar in Moslem authorities, which are

later still, will be found in V. Minorsky, Hudid al ‘Alam, London, 1937,
Index A s.v. Tatar. Kiggari, in his Diwanw'l-Lugati'l-Turk (mid-11th
century) says that the Tatar (and also the Kay, Yabaku, and Basmul) had
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" (lup ir ow is presumably Turkish dialects) and also
g éll"lé"ﬁ)r}-coii;hi&(‘:l:r:é;h?omsl had a "ieparate strange language‘”
SPOk'e gc‘)(il hida) (p'resumublv non-Turkish) but knew Turkish. In meds-
e :::‘ll ter times the na;ne seems to have been, at any rate partly,
ot ad s used quite indiscriminatety both for Mongols and
hed wim hasis usually on the former. Even in China the‘word
edipcciﬁcally for “Wongol™. For.ex.z}mple in Ehe ChiEizz;
Mongolian Vocabulary of A.D. 1189, the Hua-I i-yil, th‘: gl'“:;?;gzﬁ“he
transiated by “Mongol” is Ta-ta (B ¥8), see E. Haenisch, Sin

i heless
: _J ih-vii. A.D.A,, Berlin, 1957, p. 21L. Nevert cless,
Glosare I Das H . I am inclined to think, that the original

did not come to be used as an equiva-
The reasons for the transfer, if one

swit
Turks, with the
was SOMetimes us

looking at the evidence as a whole,
Tatar were Turks, and that the name
lent to “Mongol” until the 13th century.
in fact took place, still have to be discovered.

PosT-SCRIPT ) .
i i sut to me that I have gone too far in sa,g;"mg tht
MY Fone. DT‘_::II:::YdEi:‘:"(:;;‘:fhe Kitan spoke a Mongolian language. Thls;1 ;9;
t'there i ooncellb lief, and it would be chronologically canvenient to suppoze t ¢
%ndeed the geners hoeintr:oduced the oldest Turkish (probably Tavgag) loan wor !s{ 1_1‘:;“
Mong tl}e Kllt;u:: ‘:he awkward fact remains that the vqcabulary of a_bout 200 Wi-. 2
Mongohanl.l . d of the Liao Shih dees not prima face bear out this thelc;‘ry}; hil
wards at the enrds in this vocabulary do appear to be Mongolian or Turkis + mtiﬁy-'
o sonon 4 ity be so explained. Until therefore this vocabulary has been hsc_len o
P calnno(tie:::;y ossibility must remain that the Kitan had a language of t eltl' o; -
cz;lly o oo ’l £ lp isolated' one, like that of the Kots, Kets, etc. further “_rgs lt‘ﬁed
e comﬁe;ﬁaea-:&siaﬁc proup, and that some other pe_:ople not yet identi “
merrfc?;r‘\%fn:gzliatal-speaking people which introduced the earliest Turkish loan words
WwWas 1

inta their language.



