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OLD TURKIC sii ‘ARMY’
— ITS FORM, MEANING AND ETYMOLOGY*

Abstract. The article investigates some aspects of the Old Turkic word s#i. A sense not
recorded in the standard dictionaries is established on the basis of a philological analysis
of the available texts. The phonetic shape of sii is defended against some claims propos-
ing a different vocalic or consonantal part of it. And finally, a derivation of this word
from a Chinese source is questioned as not satisfactorily proved.

La guerre est une chose trop sérieuse pour étre confiee a des militaires.
(attributed to Georges Clemenceau, 1841-1929)

The word sii ‘“army, troops’ is quite amply attested in Old Turkic, as well as
in some later texts, but it seems to have virtually disappeared as an independent
lexeme from all Turkic languages before the end of the fifteenth century (Clau-
son 1972, 781, s.v. 1 sii:).1 Therefore the details of its form and meaning must
be established solely on the basis of what has been preserved in those texts,
which — as always — requires an in-depth and extensive philological study of the
available attestations. The opinions regarding the form and the etymology of
this word are not uniform among the scholars, nor does its meaning present itself
as straightforward as the standard lexicological sources would like to have it.

*) This article was first presented in Polish at the Third All-Poland Conference on
Turkic Studies, Cracow, 28-29 May 2009.

The word, however, lived on as the element of some compounds, notably in sii bas-y
‘military leader, army commander’ (here sometimes with secondary phonetic changes,
resulting in subasy vel sim.). A quite recent edition of the “Redhouse dictionary”
still contains Turkish subags: 2 ibsw 8l sa Ottoman history ‘1. police superintend-
ent; 2. farm manager’ (not to be confused with subagsi 1 3bs= ‘1. source, spring,
fountain; 2. waterside’), and — astonishingly enough — even Turkish sii / s~ archaic
‘soldier’ (Redhouse, 1032, 1037, s.vv.). The construction seen in subas: also proved
to be attractive enough to serve as a model for at least one neologism, namely Turk-
ish subay ‘officer’ (cf. bay ‘rich; prince, chief”).

1
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1. The meaning

All the dictionaries and glossaries of Old Turkic commonly used at present,
and universally regarded as reliable, gloss the word sii with the meaning ‘army,
troops, military unit(s), soldier(s)’. The original entries are as shown (in the
chronological order of their first editions):

1.1. the “Analytical index” by W. Bang and A. v. Gabain (1931, 41 = 499):
sti, syu Heer [...]

1.2. the “Dictionary of Old Uighur Turkic” by A. Caferoglu (1993 [1934-
1938], 140): sii — Ordu, asker [...]; (141): suii — sii. ‘ordu, asker’ [...]

1.3. the dictionary being the fourth volume of the “Old Turkic inscriptions”
by H. N. Orkun (1936-1941, 1V, 100-101 = 1986, 852-853): sii ordu, as-
ker[...]

1.4. the glossary in the “Old Turkic grammar” by A. v. Gabain (1974 [1941],
364): sii, siiti (-67) Heer || ordu

1.5. the glossary in the “Grammar of Orkhon Turkic” by T. Tekin (1968,
370): sii army, troops [...]

1.6. the “Old Turkic dictionary” (DTS, 1969, 516): sii 1. Boiicko [...]; 2. Bo-
SHHBIN oTpsin [...]; sii I Boiicko [...]

1.7. the “Etymological dictionary of pre-thirteenth-century Turkish” by G.
Clauson (1972, 781): 1 sii: ‘army’ [...].

There is but one such source which besides ‘army’ notes also another sense,
namely ‘march, campaign’:

1.8. the glossary in the “Old Turkic written monuments” by S. E. Malov
(1951, 423): sii Boiicko [...]. Boiicko, moxox [...].>

The existence of the first meaning, i.e. ‘army, military unit &c’, raises no
doubts whatsoever, and it can be supported by many textual examples, for in-
stance:

1.9. “Kiil Tegin™: (:U1l's>Ug:ntAj'%k'k'18d' mz:) ol sii-g an-ta jok
kys-d-ymyz (E 32 = large inscription 32) ‘there we (together) annihilated
that army’

1.10. “Bilgdi Kagan™ (:IPK IS U:t'$'kK' m§: 1K In°sU:b*d* A
P 1) ilki sii taSyk-mys dr-t-i ekin sii db-dd dr-t-i (E 32 [sic]) ‘the
first army had set out, the second army was at home’

The second meaning is placed at the very end of this lengthy entry, after the expla-
nation of the compound s#i bas-y ‘military leader’ together with its variants (includ-
ing the Old Russian one), and it is thus very easy to overlook.



OLD TURKIC sii ‘ARMY’ 107

1.11.

1.12.

1.13.

“Tofukuk” (:Un'%'s?Us*In’:s*UP € d*m) on ok sii-si-n sii-li-t-
d-im (I W 8 = 43) ‘I sent out the army of the On Ok on a campaign’

“Yrk Bitig”: (k'n'1'k' : s> Us’I1:b'k' A: Un’mIs*:s' g Ir':1¢r
APIK:KIPIK: KIfrmls®:k'n :PgIn’: ' Ut mIs*: k't
A:kmg :fUSLT|UZIPr: I ¢ A IPIglPr::d* g U
U1 : ) kan-lyk sii-si ab-ka 6n-mi§ sagyr ic-ri dlik kejik kir-mis kan
dlig-in tut-mys kara kamag sii-si ogir-dr te-r an-ca bil-in-ldr ddgii ol
(LXIII / 53v°-54r°) ‘The khanate army set out for a hunt. Into the battue
came a roe deer, a wild animal. The khan grasped [it] with his hand. All
his common soldiers rejoice — it says. Thus know ye all: It is good.’
Mahmid al-KasgarT “Diwanu lugati at-Turk™: (suw) sii = Arabic gund
‘soldiers, army’, gays ‘army, troops, armed forces’, ‘askar ‘army, host,
troops’ (DLT, 11, 258/536; 111, 170, s.v. sii); (’ikky suw) ekki sii = Arabic
fariga dl-gital ‘two battle detachments’ (DLT, II, 67/371).

There are, however, attestations in which the word can only stand for ‘war,

military campaign, battle’, as already noticed and pointed out by S. E. Malov

(see

above, 1.8) — forcing the first meaning in their translation renders them

nonsensical:

1.14.

“Yrk Bitig” (k'n':sSSUKA:b' ||rf'mIs*:j'g'Ig :s'n'ngmIs*:

S In’U:Urd Us'Inrl U KPI7: ||‘[2Irzi-:"r.lv-é";A;":bzllzllj12r2

@ U:UL ) kan sii-ki bar-mys jagy-g sanc-mys koc-iir-ii kon-tur-u

ddgii ol (XXXIV / 30r°-311°) “The khan went to war.’ He routed the ene-

my. He comes [back] settling and resettling [them]. He himself [and] his

know ye all: It is good.’

— Orkun 1936-1941, 11, 81 = 1986, 273: “sefere varmis”

— Malov 1951, 88: “oTnpaBusiicsi B BOGHHBIN OX0A”

— Clauson 1972, 781, s.v. [ sii:: “went to the army (i.e. on a campaign)”
/ 636, s.v. kontur-: “went to war”™*

Translating ‘went to the army’ or ‘went to an army’ here would not make much sense,

and for ‘went to his army’ one would rather expect something of the type *sii-si-
ndrti bar-mys (cf. later in the same passage: ordu-sy-yaru kdl-ir ‘come(s) to his royal
camp’).

That G. Clauson was conscious of both meanings follows moreover from his render-

ing of the fragment sii-dd dr-sdr sanc-yt-ur, to be found in the first instalment of the
series “Tiirkische Turfan-Texte” (Bang & Gabain 1929), translated by him as ‘(if
this omen comes to anyone) if he is on a campaign he lets himself be routed’ (Clau-
son 1972, 836, s.v. sangit-). In the “Analytical index” (Bang & Gabain 1931, 41 =
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— Tekin 1993, 17: “went on a campaign”

1.15. “Yrk Bitig”: (I'p:r*:Ug' I'1: UK A:b' r'mIs*: s U: 17 [ n?
CACPKPIg: b el UremIs®: I : b’ InrU:KPs’
FiUzL: At ' mIs®: Ug P UP Ut 1101 PIg: K
I I ¢ A IPIglP || :nlg :d® g U:) alp drogl-y sii-ki
bar-mys sii jer-in-td drk-lig sab-Cy torii-t-mis te-r db-i-ndrii kdl-sdr oz-i
at—a -n-mys ogr-iin- éii Ziig at-y jiti-g-lig kdl-ir te-r an-ca bil-in-ldr anyg
On the battleground he created powerful messengers (made a powerful
messenger?) — it says. When he comes [back] to his home, he comes
being himself titled [and] joyful, [and] his horse — being decorated with
«sharpings»’ (?) — it says. Thus know ye all: [It is] extremely good.’

— Orkun 1936-1941, 11, 87 = 1986, 279: “orduya varmis”, “ordu yerinde”

— Malov 1951, 90: “oTnpaBmwics B BOCHHBIA MOX0x~, “Ha IOJIe Cpa-
JKeHus”

— DTS, 36, s.v. alp (alp er): “ornpaBuiics B BOeHHBII mtoxon”; 478, s.v.
sabci: “na moxne 60s”

— Clauson 1972, 536, s.v. toriit-: “went off to the army” / 889, s.v. yiti:g-
lig: “went to the army”; 536, s.v. toriit-: “in the fighting area” / 889,
s.v. yiti:glig: “on the battlefield” / 954, s.v. yé:r: “on the battle-field”
Tekin 1993, 23: “went to the army (in war)”, “In the field of fight”

1.16. “Or.8212/119 (Ch.00282)”: (yyl’ry yyncwlwk yygr'n ’dxyr ’yw | yyt-
mys twym’n "wykyrynk’ xwtlwx pwlzwn | “ItmyS twym’n xwlwne’x ynk’
7lyk | pwlzwn swycy pyr tnkry x’nym swyk’ \ ywryts’r ”yw : yytmyé

synk’ ’nklyk pwlzwn) jyl-lar-y (jylar-y?) jincii-liig jegrdin adgyr aj-u
Jjetmis tz'jmc'in (')'gir-i yc’i kut-lug bol—zun altmy§ tiimdn kulun éak y-ya alyk
nd kut-lt_t;g-'__l;bl-zun altmys tiimdn timdn ab -Cy-sy-ya ay-lyk bol-zu_}; (V5—
11) “Saying: «the chestnut stallions with their manes [jal] (halters [jular]?)

499, s.v. sii) the phrase sii-dd dr- is also glossed with ‘im Felde stehen’. — But it is
exactly here that the sii allows of either interpretation for the expression is deprived
of any context that would specify its meaning: “Fiir wen auch immer dieses Zeichen
herauskommt, der wird, wenn er im Feld ist, erstochen; wenn er in der Stadt ist, so
hat er Verluste” (Bang & Gabain 1929, 9 = 247 / 66-68). ‘On the battleground’ (“im
Felde”) seems here as good a translation as ‘in the army’.

It is assumed here that the adjective jiti-g ‘sharp’ was used in this passage as a noun
to denote perhaps some element of a horse’s trappings symbolising distinction — cf.
Polish ostroga ‘spur’ («— ostry ‘sharp’), and particularly Russian ocmpoed obsolete
‘spur; an adornment for a horse’s hooves resembling a spur (mmopa; ykpamieHbe y
KOHCKUXb KOTIBITH, IIOX0XKee Ha mmopy)’ («— dcmpoui ‘sharp’). This word is not to
be confused with et-ig ‘ornament’ and et-ig-lig ‘ornamented, adorned’.
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1.17.

decorated with pearls» — may it be fortunate for their seven hundred thou-
sand herds [6giir], may there be saddles (?) for their six hundred thousand

thousand [sic] hunters.” (Hamilton 1986, 1, 78; 11, 291)

— Hamilton 1986, 1, 79: “a la guerre”

Yasuf Hass Hagib “Kutadyu bilig”: kaly at-la(-)n-ur bol-sa bdg-lir sii-kd

| ja kus-ka cogdn-kd ja el kor-gii-kd || ioi sak kéddz-gii bu jer-dd bég-i-n |

joo-uy tdg-md-sd an-da tdy-siz-lik-in || kaly tus-sa bdg-lir-ki janl-uk
hata | tus-ar at iizd kus-ta ap-da sii-dd (XXXII, 2581-2583) ‘If the chiefs
are to ride for a campaign or for fowling, for a game of polo or for in-
specting the realm, in such a place one must guard one’s chief very alert-

ly lest disaster should strike [him] there by some excess. If an error or a

mistake happens to the chiefs, it happens while on horseback — at fowl-

ing, at hunting, at war.” (KB I, 271)

— KBII, 191-192: “sefere [...] ¢iktiklar1 vakit”, “seferde [...] gelir”

— DTS, 67, s.v. atlan-: “ecnu [...] BeicTynsT B ioxon” / 154, s.v. cogdn:
“OTHpaBIAIOTCS JU [...] B BOGHHBIN moxon”; 68, s.v. av I: “mpoucxo-
1T [...] Ha BoitHE”

— Ivanov 1983, 209: “Korpa [...] B OpaHHBIH 00¥ 1 mockadeT”’, “ciy-
qaroTcs [...] B Opann”.

As can be seen, the editions of Old Turkic texts generally accept such ren-

derings, as usually do the dictionaries and glossaries when they quote textual
examples. Interestingly enough, in the entry si itself the standard reference
works limit themselves infamously to the gloss ‘army’ (cf. 1.1-1.7). The reason
for this is quite incomprehensible.

It must be concluded that the Old Turkic word sii had two meanings: both

‘1. army, troops’ and ‘2. battle, war, campaign’ as well, and the latter should
most certainly be introduced into any future dictionary or glossary.® The very
fact that those two senses are present in one lexeme is not at all exceptional, or
even remarkable, as the following Slavonic instances show:

6

For the time being it is EASILY available — besides Malov 1951 (see above, 1.8) —in

the glossary attached to T. Tekin’s edition of the “Yrk Bitig” (Tekin 1993, 62: “sii
army; war”) and in the “Grammar of Orkhon Turkic” by the same author (Tekin
2000, 253: “sii ordu, askeri birlikler; savas™), as well as in J. Hamilton’s edition of
the Old Uighur manuscripts from Diinhuang /LR (1986, 11, 249: “sii [...]
Armée; campagne militaire, guerre”).
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1.18. Russian nonx ‘regiment; crowd, the multitude’, Serbo-Croatian piik
‘people; common folk, peasantry; crowd, the masses; regiment’, Czech
and Slovak pluk ‘regiment’ (also Old Polish personal names such as Pefk,
Swieto-petk &c; Modern Polish pufk ‘regiment’ « Russian nozx; Bory$
2005, 503, s.v. putk) — but: Old Russian nwixs ‘1. army, host, detachment;
2. battle, campaign’ (1. Boiicko, BOMHCTBO, OTpsx; 2. GUTBA, MOX0M) <
Common Slavonic *pwlks/*plks ‘a large number of people, the multitude,
crowd’, related to German Volk, English folk (Cernyx 2001, II, 53, s.v.
NoJIK)

1.19. Russian pams obsolete, poetic ‘1. battle, war; 2. army, host, array’, Bul-
garian pam obsolete ‘1. war; 2. army’, Serbo-Croatian radt ‘war’ < Com-
mon Slavonic *rate, related to Greek épig ‘strife, quarrel, debate, conten-
tion, battle; Eris (a goddess who excites to war)’, Old High German er-
nust ‘1. battle, fight; 2. firmness, sincerity (1. Kampf; 2. Festigkeit, Auf-
richtigkeit)” (> Modern German Ernst), Old English eornust, -ost ‘1. ar-
dour in battle; 2. seriousness’ (> Modern English earnest) (Cernyx 2001,
I, 100, s.v. pams).

Such examples as those two also clearly demonstrate that although Old
Turkic sii seems to have originally borne the meaning of ‘army’ on account of
its considerably wider distribution, the actual semantic development (or split,
rather) can have proceeded in either direction, the shift from ‘army’ to ‘battle’
being overall as possible as the reverse. It goes without saying that this circum-
stance does not facilitate any further quest for the etymology of the word under
consideration, but it must not be disregarded either.

Unfortunately, neither sii bas-y ‘military leader, army commander’, sii-ci
‘warrior’, nor si-/d- ‘to campaign, to wage war; to raid’ contributes to the solu-
tion of the problem, as both meanings of Old Turkic si could have formed the
basis for them.

2. The form

The Old Turkic word in question is commonly transcribed, and pro-
nounced, s (it is quite impossible to ascertain whether the vowel was short or
perhaps long as some notations seem to indicate, cf. 1.1-1.8). It is only A. v. Ga-
bain and G. Doerfer that have proposed somewhat different readings.

The former (Gabain 1974, 364, s.v. sii) points out that the vowel might
have been low, i.e. 6 and not i (see above, 1.4), but although this possibility

" Cf. Cnoso o nvky (~ nvnxy) Heopesrs “The Lay (~ Tale) of Igor’s Campaign’.
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cannot be excluded, the later development of the phrase sii bas-y ‘military lead-
er’ into subasy makes the opposite more probable (cf. above footnote 1; further
Clauson 1972, 781, s.v. [ sii:). Another attempt by the same author is even more
dubious (Gabain 1959, 19-21/206):

2.1. Dies Wort fiir ‘Heer’ ist nur wenig verbreitet, ndmlich nur in alter Zeit;
daher kann man Entlehnung aus dem Chinesischen vermuten. In den Hss.
wird es mit s- (lies $-?) geschrieben und meist mit doppeltem Vav, ohne
Yod. In den Inschriften wird es mit s- = §- und mit 6 = i geschrieben.
Ferner ist es im Qb [= KB I] mit s- und mit doppeltem Vav belegt. Abge-
sehen von den beiden Versionen des Qb in arabischer Schrift ist also An-
laut mit §- moglich; der Vokal oder Diphthong konnte oo, ou, uu, uo sein,
in den Inschriften aber ¢ = ii. Qb, ed. R. Arat 2581 hat unter dem Wort
stitkd (so+) in der Version B die Notiz av+ya ‘zur Jagd’! ‘Jagd’ und
‘Feldzug’ waren im Grenzland zwischen Bauernland und Steppe von je-
her dhnliche Begriffe: Bis zum Ende der Mandschu-Dynastie wurden Ma-
ndver, also Kriegsiibungen, als umfangreiche Jagdziige abgehalten. Daher
mochte ich unser Wort zu chin. ¥ shou ‘Jagd’ stellen, < Sipu; wir hitten
dann unser Wort als Sou oder §¢ii zu lesen, das in den Inschriften zu 56, in
den Versionen des Qb in arabischer Schrift > 55 geworden wire.

The idea that the word had an initial §- was rightly rejected already by G.
Clauson (1972, 781, s.v. I sii:) on philological grounds: “The theory [...] is
quite untenable since the spelling with s- is universal in texts in Ar. script” (cf.
e.g. 1.13 above). It is also worth adding that those runic texts which differen-
tiate between s and § never have (§) in this word either (cf. e.g. 1.9-1.10 above).
And the vocalic part of sii remains as obscure as before. (A. v. Gabain’s etymol-
ogy will be discussed later on.)

On the other hand, the following view was expressed by G. Doerfer (1963-
1975, 111, 282-283/1279):

2.2. Es st jedoch vielleicht eher su (su) zu lesen, trotz des runenschriftlich be-
zeugten Nl (mechanisch transkribiert: si). Dafiir spricht:

(1) Das Wort ist fremden (chin.) Ursprungs, s. unten, chin. Aussprache
etwa Sey. Nun gab es im Atii. der Runen noch zwei Konsonanten-
reihen: eine hintere (q, 4, 5, f usw.) und eine vordere (&, /, s, £ usw.),
s. GABAIN 1950 [= Gabain 1974], 12 (nur der Einfachheit halber
schreiben wir nicht g, s, sondern stets s usw.). Wenn nun ein fremdes
Wort mit vorderem Konsonant + hinterem Vokal aufgenommen
wurde, entstand eine Schwierigkeit. [...] Ebenso [wie bei aus dem
Chinesischen entlehntem ,./ii ‘Drache’, d.h. eigentlich lu # fu]
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scheint Nl eben weder *su, noch tatsichlich *$ii zu sein, sondern
*$u. Uberhaupt ist N nicht = /i, wie es gewohnlich dargestellt wird,
sondern bedeutet: ,,labialer Vokal bei palatalem (vorderem) Konso-
nanten®, dhnlich wie russ. 1o nicht = ¢, sondern = ,,labialer Vokal bei
palatalem Konsonanten®“. Falls tatsdchlich im Atii. /i bzw. sii zu
sprechen wire, so wiirde das eine Sonderentwicklung sein, die von
der in allen anderen tii. Sprachen abweicht (‘Krieg fiihren’ suld-
bzw. siild- nicht *sufa-, ist lautharmonisch nach Mafigabe des 1. Kon-
sonanten).

(2) Fiir die Lesung su spricht vielleicht suu (&) der uig. Schrift, aber s.
GABAIN 1950 [= Gabain 1974], 46f.

(3) Dafiir sprechen diirfte das im Osm. klar bezeugte su-basi ‘Armee-
kommandant’, s. unten (falls keine sekundére Assimilation vorliegt).

(4) Dafiir spricht ferner der Beleg aus der anscheinend einzigen tii. Spra-
che, die dieses Wort (das sonst wegen seiner Kiirze und vielfach auch
wegen der Verwechselungsmoglichkeit mit su ‘Wasser’ verlorenge-
gangen ist) bewahrt hat: GELBUIG [= Malov 1957] 105 su ‘Heer’ in
su ceriy (Binom, zum letzten Glied s. <b2[*]).

(5) Fiir altes su spricht ferner die Schreibung i, siildmdk in TT I [=
Bang & Gabain 1929] (s. Handbuch der Orientalistik, Turkologie [=
Gabain 1963], 210).

Die Aussprache su diirfte also zumindest diejenige sein, die fiir einige

nicht-atii. Dialekte gilt. Cf. allerdings andererseits K 547 [= DLT, II, 258/

5367] stige (siigd) Dativ von sii, das klar beweist, dal3 sich su hier schon >

sti entwickelt hat. Wir miissen also eine Dialektspaltung des unlauthar-

monischen su zu su bzw. sii annehmen.

The whole explanation is highly teleological, especially in its first very
speculative argument: it is not the form (or the meaning) here that would incline
one to seek a foreign etymology for the word, but rather the other way around —
it is the assumption of a foreign etymology that leads G. Doerfer to all this verb-
al acrobatics. To put it another way, either the rune (U) N stands for u after a
palatalised consonant, which means that the entire phonological system of Old
Turkic needs reinterpretation — but in that case there would be nothing unusual
in reading (s> U) NI as su (the same would have to be done with all words,
including native ones, of course); or the said lexeme was pronounced su and
this was something extraordinary against a background of the Old Turkic pho-
nology — but then again, one would expect some unusual spelling to confirm
that, e.g. *( s> U) >I* vel sim. Nothing of the kind is actually found in Old

®  This reference is to another entry in G. Doerfer’s own book, not to S. E. Malov’s

dictionary.
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Turkic texts. All the derived forms, (s> U g*) sii-g, (s UK* A sii-kd, (s* U
s 1Y) sii-si, (s> Us*In?) sii-si-n, (s> Ut d*m) sii-li-t-d-im &c, only con-
firm the front vocalism of the base noun.’

As for G. Doerfer’s points 2 and 3, he actually refutes his own arguments
by himself: the Uighur script does allow of the defective spelling of & (cf. the
suy in 1.1 above),'’ and the later forms of the type subasy can easily be ac-
counted for by pointing either to an assimilation to su ‘water’ (cf. Clauson 1972,
781, s.v. 1 sii) or to a harmonic levelling in which the ever-vital bas ‘head’
would have played the dominant role'' (or even both, for that matter). Number
5, in turn, is a trap set by A. v. Gabain, who does indeed use the forms Soii and
Siild- in her article on the pre-Islamic Turkic literature (Gabain 1963, 210), but
this is probably to be attributed to her preoccupation with the Chinese etymol-
ogy (see above, 2.1), as in the original edition — to which she herself refers — the
forms are transcribed syu and siild-, respectively (Bang & Gabain 1929, 8 =246
/31-32).

Finally, the fourth argument is absolutely spurious, as the inspection of the
source on which G. Doerfer relies proves. The relevant entry of this dictionary
reads in full (Malov 1957, 105, s.v. ¢y):

?  The very idea that the runic script reflects a picture quite different from the modern

Turkic languages, namely that it was the consonants that were diversified into palatal
and non-palatal phonemes (%, /; s, £ &c as opposed to k, [, 5, t &c), and not the vowels,
can easily be invalidated by adducing the following facts: 1. what Old Turkic had
was certainly not two series of consonants (“zwei Konsonantenreihen) but two series
of characters in the runic script, for it is absolutely impossible to imagine any oppo-
sition of “palatal” and “non-palatal” j, which would be necessary in view of the exist-
ence of (j') D and (j*) ? (a similar problem concerns () 3 and (n?) i, the latter ex-
isting beside (n') J); 2. the diversification of consonantal characters does not cover
all Old Turkic phonemes and it is phonetically very inconsistent (cf. for instance (b')
$ versus (b?) R as against (p) 1 or (m) ¥ without distinction); 3. G. Doerfer’s “Maf-
gabe des 1. Konsonanten” would mean that Old Turkic possessed a consonantal har-
mony, and not — as commonly accepted — a vocalic one.

It can thus be concluded that the Old Turkic runes stood either for a consonant or
for a consonant with a preceding vowel (not a following one, as confirmed by the
fact that word-final vowels were always written explicitly); the differentiation be-
tween (C') and (C?) must refer to the quality of the vowels, unless one would like to
assume some kind of “Sonderentwicklung” in the Old Turkic phonological system
that would violate the basic rules of phonetics (“non-palatal j’!).

A convincing explanation of such an orthography has been furnished by J. Hamilton
(1986, 1, 80-81/14.9): “la notation WW au lieu de WY devait servir, dans le cas d’un
monosyllabe se terminant en -0 ou -ii, a le distinguer facilement, a plus forte raison
lorsque ce dernier est sans suffixe, de monosyllabes se terminant par une diphtongue
notée WY = -oy/-uy/-oy/-iiy”.

Cf. Modern Turkish bugiin ‘today’ (< bu ‘this’ + giin ‘day’), also pronounced as
though it were biigiin.

11
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2.3. ¢y xur. IlomoB [= II. C. IlomoB, Pycckxo-kumaiickuti crogaps, IlexnH
1896], 473: cy uepviz ‘BOWCKO «Cy»’ (KaKOH-TO OTpSAI BOMCKA); ui iy
‘ceMb poJIoB (KOCTei)’.

The “yi orcy” is most certainly a misprint for ui cy, as also confirmed by
other entries: ui ¢y ‘cemb kocteit (ponor)’ (Malov 1957, 142, s.v. ui), uicy KuT.
‘ceMb KocTell — pojioB (y yirypos)’ (143, s.v. uicy) — and it constitutes a bor-
rowing from Chinese gizu [te"i dzu] -E 1 1. seven generations of a family (firom
great-grandfather to great-grandson); 2. next of kin (especially, on father’s
side) (1. cemp mokosieHu# poaa (om npadeda 0o npaguyxa); 2. Onvkaliine
(mpsiMble) poacTBeHHUKHU (0cobenno: no omyy))’. This clearly indicates that the
source of the Yellow Uighur ¢y ‘a certain military detachment’, although doubt-
less not identical to zi Ji%&,' is still to be sought among homophonic Chinese
words, and that is probably either Chinese zu [dzu] (< Middle Chinese *ts"wat)
& obsolete, military ‘sotnia, century (cotns)’ or Chinese zi [dzu] (< Middle
Chinese *tswat) %5 ‘soldier, warrior; foot soldier (conmar, BouH; memmii par-
Huk)’. Thus, the Yellow Uighur word is, to be sure, a Chinese loanword, but for
phonetic reasons it must be quite a recent one and as such it cannot be dated
back to the Old Turkic period."

All in all, it must be concluded that the most probable form of the word un-
der discussion still remains sii. “Now, here, you see, it takes all the running you
can do, to keep in the same place. If you want to get somewhere else, you must
run at least twice as fast as that!” (Lewis Carroll, Through the looking-glass and
what Alice found there).

12 Chinese zii (< Middle Chinese *dzowk) & means 1. kin, clan, family; 2. generation;
3. tribe(s), people, nationality; 4. sort, kind, group, category, rank, class, order (1. pox,
KJIaH, (paMiTus; 2. MOKOJIeHUe; 3. IuieMs, IJIeMeHa, HapOJHOCTh, HAI[MOHAIbHOCTE;
4. pon, BuA, TpyIia, KaTeropus, paspsi, kiacc, mopsaok)’. S. E. Malov’s “koctu”
(lit. ‘bones’; see 2.3) are to be understood as synonymous with “ponsr” (‘families,
generations’) in the light of the co-occurrence of both those senses in some Turkic
languages, e.g. Yellow Uighur conyk, Oirot (Altai) cook, Khakas céok, &c ‘bone;
family, generation (kocTb; pox, mokoienue)’, Kyrgyz coex ‘bone; relative by mar-
riage (KOCTh; CBOMCTBEHHHK, pOJICTBeHHUK 10 Opaky)’; cf. Yellow Uighur dorwcemi
coea ‘cempb Kocteit (pomos)’ (Malov 1957, 103, s.v. cosa ‘xocts (pox)’). Note also
Mongolian jasu(n) ‘bone, skeleton; race, family, clan, descent’; furthermore, in the
following Russian expressions xocms means something like ‘parentage, descent,
lineage’: osopsanckas (~ 6eras) kocms ‘noble birth, blue blood’, pabouas xocme
‘working-class background’; 6renas u uepnas xocms ‘noble and common birth (6ma-
TOPOAHOE U TIpocToe oKorbHIe) .

The same comparison of Old Turkic sii and Yellow Uighur cy, as in ¢y uepwie, was
made by M. Résénen in his etymological dictionary (1969-1971, [I], 434, s.v. sii).

13
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3. The etymology

The first to describe this lexeme as foreign in origin was probably G. J. Ram-

stedt, who compared Old Turkic sii and Sino-Korean su in his “Studies in Korean
etymology” (Ramstedt 1949-1953, [1], 243, s.v. sju):

3.1.

sk. sju ‘garrison, frontier guards’ in sju-pi hada G [= James Gale, A Kore-
an-English dictionary, Yokohama 1911] 584 ‘to garrison, to make prepa-
rations for defence’, sju-pi-fgi ‘a garrison’;

= ot. uig. s#i ‘military forces’, ‘army’; osm. subasy ‘head of the army,
commander’ (< sii basy).

He was followed by G. Doerfer, who introduced the following corrections

to the original idea (Doerfer 1963-1975, 111, 285/1279):

3.2

Hieran diirfte inkorrekt sein: (1) die Herleitung von osm. subasi < sii basi,
s. oben; (2) die Herleitung des Wortes aus dem Sk.: im Sk. ist ja sju allein
nicht belegt, so daBl die Grundlage fiir tii. sz fehlt (auch kulturgeschicht-
lich unwahrscheinlich). Das kor. Wort s. bei USATOV [= /. M. Ycatos et
al., Pyccko-kopetickuii croeapb, MockBa 1954] 136 (garnizon) subide
(aus dem Chin.), das chin. Wort s. bei OS [= . M. Omauun, Kumaiicko-
pycekuii cnoéapb, Mockpa 1955 = KRS] Nr. 3255 5F sou ‘ochranjat”, alt:
‘méstnye vlasti, méstnyj garnizon’ (Ortliche Streitkréfte, ortliche Garni-
son). Das atli. Wort su diirfte direkt hieraus entlehnt sein, natiirlich aus
einer dlteren schwer bestimmbaren Aussprache.

The Korean and Chinese material as given by these two authors requires

some tidying and ordering here:

3.3.

34.

Sino-Korean su <~ / 5F bound morpheme ‘to guard, to protect; to observe,
to keep; to hold on to, to maintain’ < syu 77 « Middle Chinese *cuw’ >
Chinese shou [§0ch] 5F 1. to guard, to protect, to defend, to retain, to
stand up for; to observe, to keep, to adhere to, to hold to; to guard, to keep
watch over, to be on duty, ...; 2. guard(sman), watchman, sentry, sentinel
(1. oxpaHsITh, 3aIIUIIATE, OOOPOHSTH, YACPKUBAThH, OTCTAUBATD; OIIOCTH,
co0oaaTh, AepKaTbes, MPUACPKUBATHCS; KapayliuTh, CTOPOXKHTH, Je-
KYPHTb, ...; 2. OXpaHHUK, CTPAX, CTOPOXK, KapayJIbHBIH)’

Sino-Korean supi [subii] =H] / “Ffifi ‘garrison, defence, defensive mea-
sures’ < syu 97 pi ¥] « Middle Chinese *¢uw’ bi" > Chinese shoubéi [§&)
l;)a] ST ‘to guard, to keep watch over; guard, watch (oXpaHsTh, kapa-
YIIMTB; OXpaHa, kapayi)’; Korean supi hata [subii hada] <=H] S}t} / 571
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3}t} ‘to defend, to guard, to take up garrison duties’ < syu 91 pi H]
hata < T}

3.5. Sino-Korean supitay [subiide] H|tll / SFfiiFX ‘a garrison’ < syu 77 pi
H] tdy ©] « Middle Chinese *cuw’ bi" dwaj" > Chinese shoubéidui [sov
bei duer] ~Hii % ‘guard; garrison (ctpaska; rapHu3on)’.

It seems that neither of G. Doerfer’s corrections is actually necessary. The
form sii bas-y is the only reasonable starting point for any later subasy (see
above), and thus there is nothing wrong with the statement placed in the “Stud-
ies ...”. As to the insinuation that G. J. Ramstedt would like to derive any Old
Turkic word from Sino-Korean, one is strongly advised to read carefully the very
first paragraph of the “Introduction” to the book (for unknown reasons pub-
lished posthumously in the second volume; Ramstedt 1949-1953, 11, 9):

3.6. In my paper «Remarks on the Korean Language» [...] I expressed a hope
of being able to publish something on the etymology of such Korean
words that are not taken from older or later Chinese. I had in view words
which are common to Tungusian and Korean and which, to a certain de-
gree, are known also in the Mongolian and Turkic languages. But as all
four language groups show a considerable influence of Chinese civiliza-
tion in their vocabulary, I have included in the following list of words
many vocables merely marked «sk.» or Sino-Korean, though it is not, in
most cases, certain that Korean pronunciation had made any contribution.
In early times the ancestors of the Turks, the Huns, certainly had direct
contacts with the Chinese.

Halfway between the publication of G. J. Ramstedt’s etymology and G.
Doerfer’s critical support of it, A. v. Gabain came up with a somewhat different
idea (see quotation 2.1 above). She also remains faithful to the Chinese lan-
guage as the source of Old Turkic sii, but the lexeme chosen by her is of another
meaning (Gabain 1959, 21/206; repeated in the glossary on p. 58, s.v. $oii):

3.7. Chinese shou [§&)] (< Middle Chinese *cuw™) % 1. winter riding to
hounds; 2. dependent territory, fief, vassals; 3. to hunt (especially, in win-
ter); 4. to march, to advance (1. 3uMHss 0x0Ta ¢ cobakamu; 2. OJBEIOM-
CTBEHHasl (JICHHAs) TEPPUTOPHS, BacCalbl, 3. OXOTHThCS (0cobenno: 3u-
Moti); 4. UATH TTIOXO/I0M, HaCTYTIaTh) .

Both proposals are phonetically acceptable (the Middle Chinese forms dif-
fering but in their tone), yet it is in general dangerously easy to find a Chinese
counterpart to virtually any given one-syllable Turkic word. The semantics,
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however, fares here considerably worse: G. J. Ramstedt and G. Doerfer’s ety-
mon denotes ‘guard(sman), watchman, sentry, sentinel’, while the Turkic army
was surely more an aggressor than a defending party.'* On the other hand, the
derivation offered by A. v. Gabain requires Old Turkic sii to have had the origi-
nal meaning of ‘battle, war, campaign’ — which is not impossible but due to the
much wider distribution of the sense ‘army’ one may perhaps be inclined to see
the former as secondary. Furthermore, although hunting and campaigning were
beyond question connected in the Old Turkic society, as A. v. Gabain notes her-
self (cf. also Gumilow 1972, 68/V1, as well as the passage kan-lyk sii-si ab-ka
on-mis ‘the khanate army set out for a hunt’ in 1.12 above), they were not one
and the same thing. Not mentioned by A. v. Gabain is the fourth meaning given
above, which would seem most helpful to her idea, namely ‘to march, to advance
(uaT moxoJoM, Hactymath)’, in T. Morohashi’s dictionary (1994, VII, 7606/
20390) defined as: ‘to subjugate, to conquer (9 2, {EfX)’ (cf. also ibidem:
‘military exercises, manoeuvres (ft % #[X9 Z &)”). Still, the Chinese sense is
not identical to the Turkic one, the former ranging from ‘hunting’ through ‘ma-
noeuvres’ to the rare and poorly attested ‘march’ or ‘subjugation, conquest’, the
latter being ‘army, troops’ and much less frequently ‘battle, war, campaign’.
Their area of contact is thus rather limited.

Certainly, rejecting an etymology solely on semantic grounds (and not very
strong ones at that) is always a bold move, yet the onus to provide sufficient
proof is on the proponents of the foreign origin, not of the native one. To quote
G. Doerfer (1963-1975, 11, 405/828) defending the native character of Old Turk-
ic bdg ‘the head of a clan, or tribe, a subordinate chief’: “Warum soll [es] unbe-
dingt aus einer fremden Quelle stammen? Warum kann es denn a priori und
ganz und gar nicht urspriinglich tii. sein?”."’

' Incidentally, the meaning ‘cmap. méctHble BnacTH; MECTHBII rapHu30H’ given by G.
Doerfer (see quotation 3.2 above) belongs to the compound shéu-ti 5F 1, not to the
shou 5T itself (KRS, 336/3255).

As a marginal note: Old Turkic siiy-iis- ‘to fight (one another)’, siiy-iis ‘a battle,
jousting’, stin-tig ~ siiy-ii (< *siiy-gii) (two different formations appearing in dispa-
rate texts) ‘a lance, spear’ may all be reduced to some original verb *siiy- (Clauson
1972, 834, 842, s.vv.; Erdal 1991, 1, 205, 270; 11, 566-567). Nevertheless, this *siiy-
(non-attested?, but cf. siiy- ‘to conceal oneself; to go into, to intrude’ — DLT, 11, 351/
614; 111, 171, s.v.) cannot possibly be connected to si ‘army; battle, war’ as in Turkic
there is no denominal verbal suffix of the shape *-»- (Clauson 1972, XXXIX-XLVIII;
Erdal 1991, II), although either of these two words, sii and (*)stiy-, might at some
point have influenced the other’s form or meaning.

15
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4. Conclusions

Summing up,
— the Old Turkic word discussed above must absolutely be described as having
two meanings: ‘1. army, troops; 2. battle, war, campaign’,
— all the philological evidence suggests that its form was sii, everything point-
ing to the contrary being ambiguous,
the Chinese etymology of the word cannot be ruled out, but more importantly,
it cannot be proved beyond all doubt either.

Finally, it must be concluded — to one’s great disappointment — that the
main entries of some larger dictionaries (DTS and Clauson 1972 are meant here
in particular) are not always to be fully trusted as regards the definitions given
by them.
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