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Abstract

This paper presents linguistic and philological analyses of glossed medieval Georgian transcriptions
of the Middle Mongol zodiac terms in the fourteenth-century anonymous sbfjeomgsbo 8s@osby
Asc’lovani Mat'iane (Chronicle of One Hundred Years), revealing unique details on Middle Mongol as
attested in medieval Georgia. This is the first instalment of the authors’ joint research on this vastly
important, largely untapped contemporaneous Georgian source on medieval Mongol language, cul-
ture and history.
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Introduction

As a result of the Mongol conquests, the kingdom of Georgia was under heavy Mongol
influence from the 1230s until the reign of George V the Magnificent (r. 1314-46)
(Nark'vevebi 1979: 623-9), who liberated Georgia from Mongol rule and created a very
strong state. The most important source on this period of Georgian history is the anony-
mous fourteenth-century sbffermgsbo do@osbg Ascllovani Mat'iane (Chronicle of One Hundred
Years),” which, as a legacy of the Mongol domination, attests numerous Old Georgian tran-
scriptions of Middle Mongol in its extant manuscripts. Some of these transcriptions were
studied in 1917 by Boris Jakovlevi¢ Vladimircov (1884-1931), but these transcriptions, and
Vladimircov’s pioneering work on them, have been nearly completely forgotten by Mongolistic
scholarship. A new, modern study of this important data needs to be undertaken on the

! A preliminary version of this paper, based only on Vladimircov’s 1917 Cyrillic transcriptions, was presented
by Andrew Shimunek at the symposium La Kartvelologia presso “L'Orientale”: Giornata di studi dedicata a Shalva
Beridze (1892-1970), organized by Gaga Shurgaia, on 4 December 2019, at the University of Naples L'Orientale.
That paper has been fundamentally revised and improved based on Gaga Shurgaia’s examination of the most
recent critical edition of the Chronicle and its earliest manuscripts. We wish to thank 75 #%0Y) Yoshio Saitd,
Andras Réna-Tas and Eva Cséki for kindly providing copies of their publications and Michele Bernardini for
advice on Arabic transliteration. Any errors in our paper are solely our responsibility. For the transliteration
of Georgian, we follow the Trubeckoj-Vogt system (Vogt 1971), adopted by the Revue des études géorgiennes et cau-
casiennes (see REGC 1, 1985, 3-4). The same system is applied to the surnames of Georgian scholars in biblio-
graphic references, while in the main text they are transcribed according to the system codified in 2002 by
the State Department of Geodesy and Cartography of Georgia. For the transliteration of Russian, we employ
the scientific transliteration of Cyrillic. Kitan text is given in Andrew West’s freeware Babelstone fonts.

% On the historical and philological issues of this work, see 3avaxisvili 1977: 246-66; AM.Z, 10-34.
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surviving manuscripts as Vladimircov dealt with only a small fraction of the Mongol data
contained therein.

It is with this goal in mind that we began collaborating on a joint study examining the
Georgian transcriptions of Middle Mongol contained in this important text and on the
historical and cultural value of this source.” In this paper we present a small selection
of our joint work - a preliminary analysis of the Georgian transcriptions of the Middle
Mongol zodiac animal names from the point of view of Mongolian and Georgian philology
and historical linguistics.

I. The data

The glossed Georgian transcriptions of the 12 animals of the Middle Mongol zodiac occur
in a complete list in the following passage:

Georgian original Our English translation
©5 93609m39 b9 M@EIYE Fansw 355fg3l, So too do these twelve years finish.
O@Igebs MFmgh babgee glidgo: They call them in the following way:
9o b o, MduGxow, GsOLobxow, q'alyunsil, ukuril, parsinil,
®53s0bx 0, rowxow, dnrowxow, tavlainzil, luilzil, moyil3il,
dmMobxow, ymboxow, ghobxow, mswsbxow, morin3il, q'onizil, mecinil, tayansil,
Bmbobxow, gsgsobxow. noxinzil [and] q'aq’ainzil
by 96OL Labgeo SHMGIGEHMS FbMzgwms, These are the names of the twelve animals,
O@Igms dobEgl FosgBH®dS MZM@LS Ferols to each of which the government of each year have

®3z00L5 30H¥YEYMLY, been given.

@IS 3003905 0053 As the first at the beginning of these,
439b goevb, they established g'alyun,
O™ SOL MY, J9MHIY DO, which is a mouse, then a bovine,
535D, 3MOEOOIWO, 398530, 39O, a cheetah, a rabbit, a dragon, a snake,
3bg6o, 3bM3560, 453756, Jocmsdo, a horse, a sheep, a monkey, a chicken,
3500, OOMO. a dog [and] a pig.
9bgBo 5g96gL Fgeofool bammssgs, goms  They have them to count the years, as
B196 JoBmzgmms Jedmbogmbo. AM.Z 45 we Georgians [have] the koronik'oni.*

I.1. The Middle Mongol names of the zodiac animals in Georgian transcription

In this section we shall deal with phonological, phonetic and morphological issues
of how the author of the fourteenth-century anonymous Chronicle rendered Middle
Mongol words and expressions into Georgian, and how to reconstruct the original
Mongol forms.

[.1.1. Morphological structure of the animal years
The Georgian transcriptions of the Middle Mongol animal years of the zodiac are attested
in the following two morphosyntactic constructions:

* Our joint study of the historical background of this fundamental Georgian source on the Mongols, its glossed
Georgian transcriptions of Middle Mongol and their value for the study of Mongolian philology, linguistics, and
history is currently in progress. Moreover, Gaga Shurgaia is preparing a new edition of the Asc’lovani Mat'iane,
with translation into English, philological and historical commentary for Patrologia Orientalis (Brepols).

* Georgian gm®mBogmbo koronik'oni, derived from the Greek word ypovikév, is a cycle in the traditional
Georgian calendar consisting of 532 years. See K'ek’elize 1945: 327-35; Grumel 1958: 151-3.
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Morphological structure Animal years
1. {[ANIMAL]-NOMINATIVE + [YEAR]} mouse, ox, horse, sheep, monkey
2. {[anvmaL]-GeniTIvE + [YEAR]} cheetah, rabbit, dragon, snake, chicken, dog, pig

The {[anmMaL]-NommaTIVE + [YEAR]} construction is attested throughout Middle Mongol
records and in modern Mongolian. As we shall demonstrate below, the {[anmvaL]-cenrmive
+ [vear]} construction reflects non-native morphosyntactic order, undoubtedly influenced
by Georgian syntax.

The Mongol word for “year” is consistently phonetically transcribed in Georgian script
in these zodiac constructions as o 3il “year”.” It is cognate to eastern MMgl Fg ~ Hyy
il [Hil] “year (£F)” (SHM §141, §153, etc.), which is a loan from Turkic.® Mongol j represents
voiceless unaspirated [tf] or voiced [dz] depending on the dialect. In Georgian, the graph-
eme < 3 indicates a voiced post-alveolar affricate phoneme /dz/. The voicing of this initial
consonant is interesting to note, since in most eastern varieties of Middle Mongol the cor-
responding consonant is transcribed in Chinese with a voiceless unaspirated consonant. In
Persian and Arabic transcriptions of this segment, it is written with the Arabic letter ;- j,
e.g. western MMgl L jil “year” (Leid. 71a-03-6), a consonant which in Arabic transcrip-
tions of Mongol can render both Mongol j and ¢ Because of the rich consonant inventory
of the Georgian language, which distinguishes three obstruent series, i.e. voiced, voiceless
aspirated and voiceless unaspirated ejective,® the Georgian evidence confirms that west-
ern Middle Mongol was characterized by voiced consonants.’

I.1.2. Transcriptions of the animal names

The Middle Mongol animal zodiac as attested in Georgian transcription follows the trad-
itional order still employed in Mongolia today, i.e. MOUSE, 0X, TIGER OF CHEETAH, HARE OY RABBIT,
DRAGON, SNAKE, HORSE, SHEEP, MONKEY, CHICKEN, oG and pic (quoted here not in their Chinese, but
Mongolian values)."® We follow this order in presenting the transcriptions of zodiac ani-
mals below. Headwords below are cited below first in romanization (in bold) of the
Georgian transcription, followed by the Georgian script original, an English translation
and original Old Georgian form of its accompanying semantic gloss, and attested page(s)
in AM.Z, followed by our discussion and reconstructions.

The Mouse. q’alyun goewomb “mouse (mogv)”, attested in the word gsenowbyxow
q'alyunsil “Year of the Mouse” (AM.Z 45).

Some manuscripts have ym®gmb gurg’un “mouse (msa)” in the words ygm@ymboxge
qurqunizel and ym@ymbox e qurqunizl. Given these variants and the transcriptions of

® Vladimircov treats this as “min” (BYV 1488, 1489, 1490, 1491, 1492).

¢ cf. Middle Turkic yil “year” (Kara 2009: 134) and fourteenth-century Volga Bulgar Turkic J-- jal “year”
(Réna-Tas 1976).

7 On the consonantal phonology of western Middle Mongol in Arabic and Persian sources, see Sait6 2011: 60~
61 and Sait6 2003.

® The latter are known as “voiceless abruptive” or “voiceless glottalized” in Georgian philological terminology
(see Axvlediani 1956: 74-5).

° For the post-alveolar place of articulation, of relevance to the transcription of the word for “year” (see dis-
cussion of 3il “year” in section 1.1.1 above), Georgian has three affricates: voiced ¥ /dz/, voiceless aspirated B
/4"/ and voiceless unaspirated ejective (“voiceless abruptive” or “voiceless glottalized”) 3 /4’/. The voiced %
/dz/ in MMgl xo 3il “year” thus clearly transcribes a voiced affricate in that western variety of Middle Mongol.

1% The Mongolian values of the zodiac animals are notably different from the Chinese ones. For example, in
this calendrical context, Chinese £ “tiger” corresponds to eastern Middle Mongol “tiger” but western Middle
Mongol “cheetah” or “tiger”, and Chinese % “sheep, goat” and ff “rat, mouse” correspond unambiguously to
Mongol “sheep” and “mouse”, respectively.
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Middle Mongol attested in other sources, the original Georgian transcription was
undoubtedly Fj‘(j@Q‘(jS *q ulyun ‘mouse”"" + o il “year (fgewo)”, cognate to eastern
MMgl T Z2EE T A A ~ T AT 54 qulugana [qologanal, glossed as “mouse, rat (f{)”
(SHM 8111 etc.; HYYY 8§1. 06a7) In other sources on western Middle Mongol, the word
appears as b qulquna [qolquna] “mouse” (Leid. §66b-09-5) and in the Mugaddimat
al-Adab by Abi ’l-Qasim Mahmiid ibn ‘Umar al-ZamahSari (1074-1144) as <5 qulyuna
“mouse” (MAA: Poppe 1938: 309). The Middle Mongol word is also attested as a loanword
in New Persian in the form «i s giilquna “Maus” and as a loanword in certain Ewenki and
Turkic dialects (TMEN I: 440 §308).

Unlike the ambiguous Chinese gloss “mouse, rat (ff)” in the Chinese sources on Middle
Mongol, the unambiguous translation of Mongol qulquna into Georgian as oogvy tagu,
which only means “mouse” and not “rat”, makes it very clear that this Middle Mongol
word - like its modern Khalkha Mongolian reflex xyarana ['yols3n ~ 'hokkan] - denotes
a “mouse” and not a “rat”. Thus, in the Mongolian zodiac, in both medieval and modern
times, this is the “Year of the Mouse”.

The Ox. ukur g “bovine (bGmby)”, attested in the word mdmGxow ukursil “Year of
the Bovine” (AM.Z 45)," parsable as ¢)dx6 ukur “bovine (bGmbs)” +xow 3il “year
(focwo)”.” .

This word is cognate to eastern MMgl 2% " i hiiker [hukbar] ~ Z4% L hiiger [hugar]
“ox (4F)” (SHM §121 etc.; HYYY §1.05b1)."* In the Mugaddimat al-Adab, a western Middle
Mongol form s tiker is given (MAA 377). Other attested western varieties of Middle
Mongol exhibit a phonological form similar to the eastern dialects, e.g. 3 hiiker
[hukar] “cow (s&)” (Leid. §66b-03-1). The Georgian transcription is remarkable in its dele-
tion of the initial laryngeal fricative /h/ in this word. As Georgian always maintains initial
/h/ in native and loaned words, this transcription may indicate a dialectal Mongol form."
Examination of the other Mongol words in AM.Z will help to determine whether this west-
ern Mongol dialect lost /h/. Another possibility is that the author was influenced by
Literary Mongol orthography, as he was clearly both fluent and literate in Mongol (q.v.
AM.Z 44-5). In spoken Middle Mongol, this word has an initial /h/, but in Literary
Mongol it is written tiker as Literary Mongol is a borrowed script which offers no graph-
eme for the Mongol phoneme /h/.'®

The Middle Mongol word is also attested as a loanword in New Persian s s» hiikdr ~ s s»
hiikdr ~ »5 5> hitker “Rind, Stier” (TMEN II: 538 §397) and as a loanword in Turkic and other
languages (TMEN II: 539-40).

This word is widely attested in Mongolic daughter languages. In modern Literary Oirat,
there are two reflexes of this word, iiker and, with progressive rounding assimilation, iikiir

ox” (IDWO 483). Note also Daur xukur, Shira Yoghor hogor, Mongghul fuguor and Hungarian

" vladimircov (1917: 1488) is essentially correct in reconstructing the word as “*kyngyn”.

' The name of the year in some manuscripts is corrupted to vd@xsw ukrial and wdeoxsw ukrizal.

13 Vladimircov (1917: 1488) transcribes the word as “ykyp”.

% In philological transcriptions of Middle Mongol, 6 denotes IPA /o ~ e/, ii denotes IPA /u/, o is IPA /o/, and u
is IPA /v/ (LASM xliv).

> We are grateful to an anonymous peer reviewer, who suggests that “the Mongolian dialect underlying this
document in Georgian script was in the process of losing the initial h- and had lost it only in special phonological
positions. This is the case for the language of the Mugaddimat al-Adab, where initial h- is lost mainly (although not
exclusively) before velars -k-, -y- and spirant -s- (see Gruntov 2005)”.

1 0n the Literary Mongol script and its divergence from spoken Middle Mongol, see Kara 2005: 25-32 et
passim.
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okor “id.” (Kara 2009: 315), the latter of which is widely believed to be a loanword from an
early variety of western Old Turkic, perhaps ultimately from Indo-European.'”

The Tiger/Cheetah. pars ¢34 “cheetah, Acinonyx jubatus (535%0)”, attested in the word
BoOLobxow parsinil “Year of the Cheetah” (AM.Z 45).

The Georgian rendering of this Mongol phrase'® is a non-native attempt to transcribe a
phonologically progressive spoken western Middle Mongol dialectal *pars-in jil
(cheetah-GEN year), which is a logically possible but unattested phrase.'® Judging from
the animal years attested in other Middle Mongol sources, this form is also stylistically
non-native. In other Middle Mongol texts and in modern Mongolian, as mentioned
above, the animal years are expressed as [anmMaL]-NomiNaTIVE + fil “year”. As for this concrete
case, in the Secret History of the Mongols, the Year of the Tiger is attested in the form [2™
B Hyy, bars fil (SHM §202) and in modern Khalkha Mongolian as 6ap xun “Year of the
Tiger”, both literally “tiger year”. The non-native Mongol grammar of the Georgian ren-
dering go®Lobyxow parsiniil indicates that the author of the Chronicle was a fluent, albeit
non-native, speaker of Mongolian, and that most of the Mongolian words and expressions
in this book were personally written down by him from memory. This particular error
indicates that the author of the Chronicle had good grammatical knowledge of Mongolian
(i.e. morphosyntactically correct grammar), but he seems to have been influenced by
his native language here, which would use the genitive.”

The transcription of g3 p /p"/ instead of the expected b (which would be easily repre-
sented in Georgian with the letter ® b) is worth discussion. Comparison with Ottoman
Turkish pars “leopard, panther”,*" which is historically related to, although semantically
and phonologically distinct from, the eastern Middle Mongol word bars “tiger”, suggests
that the Georgian transcription of the western Middle Mongol dialect word pars “cheetah”
is phonetically influenced by western Turkic pars or New Persian _.,; pars “leopard, pan-
ther”. Western Middle Mongol g3o®U pars “cheetah (535%5)” can thus be seen as a then-
recent Turkism (or less likely, a Persianism) in the Georgian transcriptions of Middle
Mongol.””

It is well known that the Mongol Empire and its successor states were characterized by
widespread bilingualism in Mongol and Turkic. In the western regions of the empire
Turkic was even more actively used. This can be observed in the numerous Turkisms
among the Mongol lexical data in the jami¢ al-tawdrih (Compendium of Chronicles) by
Rasid al-Din Fadl Allah (1247-c. 1318) and in languages resulting from intense Mongol-
Turkic language contact, such as Chaghatai Turkic and the Kipchak (Qip¢aq) languages.”

7 0n the Turkic etymology of Hungarian kor, see Réna-Tas and Berta 2011. Réna-Tas (1974) compares the
Turkic and Mongol words to Tokharian B (Kuchean) okso “ox”, from Proto-Indo-European.

'® This is a Mongol phrase transcribed in Georgian as if it were a single word, i.e. as a single orthographic
sequence in Georgian.

19 vladimircov (1917: 1488-9) proposes the same morphological analysis but makes no comment on the non-
nativeness of the expression. Vladimircov does not recognize this as a Turkism.

% Compare modern Georgian 39a3b30l Ggwo vepxvis c'eli “Year of the Tiger”, derived from vepxv- “tiger” (root
form) +-is “genitive case suffix” +c’eli “year” (nominative case form).

2 Cited here from Clauson (1972: 368), who considers Ottoman Turkish pars “leopard” to be a “recent borrow-
ing” from Persian. The earliest Turkic variant is bars, occurring in personal names in the Old Turkic inscriptions
of Mongolia, where it undoubtedly is the zoonym “tiger” and bars with the meaning “tiger” occurs in other early
Turkic texts (q.v. DTS 84). Clauson (1972: 368) considers Mongol bars “tiger” to be a borrowing from early Turkic
bars “tiger”, itself a borrowing from an early Iranic language.

2 Other Turkisms exist in this text, as we shall demonstrate in a separate paper as mentioned in footnote 3.

* For a bibliographic listing of Middle Mongol loanwords in Turkic languages, see Cséki 2006.
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Such Turkisms are also commonly found in the medieval Latin accounts of William of
Rubruck, John of Plano Carpini, and Marco Polo.**

The semantic value is also significant: in most Middle Mongol sources the word bars is
glossed as “tiger”, but the Georgian transcription is glossed in Georgian as 535%s avaza
“cheetah”. Although the cheetah is now restricted to a small and dwindling population
in Africa, in earlier times it had a vastly wider geographic distribution, including
Georgia.”

The geographic distribution of the “cheetah”/“tiger” vs. “tiger” glosses suggests a par-
tial semantic isogloss: in the eastern Middle Mongol dialects, bars denoted only “tiger”,
whereas in the western dialects, bars ~ pars indicated “cheetah” as well as “tiger” (in
the variety documented by IM) as summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Partial isogloss of “cheetah”/“tiger” and “tiger” in Middle Mongol dialects

Western Middle Mongol “cheetah”/“tiger” Eastern Middle Mongol “tiger”

pars 356 “cheetah (530%0)” (AM.Z)
bars 5 “cheetah (53)” (Leid. 66b-07-3)*’

bars - “tiger” (IM) bars [ YLIE “tiger (12)” (SHM §78)*

The Georgian gloss of this Middle Mongol word as s35%o “cheetah”, together with the
phonological arguments discussed above, demonstrates that the anonymous Georgian
author of the Chronicle had access specifically to a western dialect of Middle Mongol.

Doerfer identifies New Persian ... bars “Gepard, Cynailurus jubatus L.” as a borrowing
from Turkic bars “Panther, Felis panthera, spiter auch ‘Gepard™ (TMEN II: 235). Note also
Russian 6apc (bars) “leopard”, borrowed from a Turkic language.”®

The Hare/Rabbit. tavlai 0s3¢s0 “rabbit (37960wgo0)”, attested in the word msgerooby o
tavlainzil “Year of the Rabbit” (AM.Z 45).

The name of this year in some manuscripts is altered to mogwooby s tavlainzal,
»gws obxe tvla inzl, or mgseobyse tvalingal,”® but the corruption of the Mongol

4 See Sinor 1970, Clark 1973 and Pelliot 1959 for Turkic elements in the accounts of Carpini, Rubruck and
Marco Polo. For notes on the rich admixture of Turkic and Mongol elements in the New Persian text of the
Jami al-tawarikh, see Thackston 2012, passim. The lexicon of Chaghatai Turkic is another product of the conver-
gence of Mongol, Turkic and New Persian in the successor states of the Mongol Empire; see Clauson 1972 passim
and MAA.

% Due to its docile character and speed, it was the favourite hunting animal at the royal court and that of the
great feudal lords in medieval Georgia (Gegechkori 2010: 70-75). The Old Georgian translation of the anonymous
Physiologus (CPG 3766), attributed to Epiphanius of Cyprus (c. 310-403), handed down from a manuscript from the
end of the tenth century, contains a detailed description of the cheetah (Sat’berdis k’rebuli 1979: 183-4).

%6 On the medieval Turkic origin of this Middle Mongol word, see Kara 2001: 83 and TMEN II: 236-7.

*7 The kasrah, i.e. short i, in the Leiden Manuscript transcription . barsi is probably superfluous, perhaps as a
result of a non-native scribe analysing the genitive form o barsin (Leid. 74b-13-2-1) as Xbarsi + X-n when com-
piling the text. The correct analysis should be bars “tiger” + -un “genitive suffix” or *in “spoken genitive suffix”.

8 The variation in New Persian between the forms ., pars and _-,. bars “leopard, panther” at first seems of
relevance here, but the fact that Middle Mongol does not have the phoneme /p/ except in contemporaneous
loanwords indicates that the Middle Mongol dialect form pars “cheetah” transcribed in Georgian is a contempor-
aneous borrowing from Turkish. Note that Common Serbi-Mongolic and Proto-Mongolic */p/ (i.e., *[p"]) regu-
larly lenited to Middle Mongol h (q.v. LASM 290, 361-3).

? Vladimircov (1917: 1489) gives the variant “fasnin rrin”, which we have been unable to confirm in the manu-
scripts used in the critical editions of the Chronicle and in the manuscripts available to us at the time of writing.
Moreover, it is not plausible to hypothesize that Vladimircov, who did not know Georgian, had access to
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word taulai could be considered as a kind of lectio facilior: it seems that the copyists did not
understand the word masgenso tavlai and replaced it in the second case with the Georgian
verbal noun’® mgws tvla “to count” and in the third with the Georgian noun mgseo tvali
“eye”. Moreover, in the expression msgesobyx o tavlainzil we can observe the same type
of error as in the case of pars gs®L “leopard” (see the entry for “The Tiger/Cheetah”
above), in which the first noun of the compound word is declined in genitive case. The
sequence av 53 in the Georgian transcription renders Middle Mongol au. Thus, the tran-
scription indicates Middle Mongol taulai in Georgian phonetic transcription as msggso
tavlai “rabbit (37O©90)”.

This word is cognate to eastern MMgl & 2( taulai [thavlai] ~ $5JLAK ta’ulai [thafivlai]
“rabbit, hare (%, %JL)” (SHM §257, §272, §239; HYYY §1.06a2). Note also western
MMgl 3,6 taulai [tavlai] ~ &34 tilai [tolai] (Ligeti 1962: 68, 70) and in Armenian transcrip-
tion as pnywy tulay (phonetically [thulay]) “id.” (Ligeti 1965: 283.28).

Middle Mongol taulai was borrowed in New Persian, attested as taulai “Hase”, and as a
loanword in Tibetan, Russian dialects and in certain Tungusic languages.’

The g v in the Georgian transcription deserves discussion. In late Middle Mongol,
including other western sources contemporaneous to the Georgian transcriptions, the
first syllable in the Mongol word was a diphthong [au] or vowel + glide sequence [aw].*”
Accordingly, the Georgian transcription of Mongol au as 53 av assumes an intermediate
step *s>3 aw. The now-obsolete Georgian letter 3 was created to render Greek ¥ yikov.
Although Greek v denotes the front rounded vowel [ii], Georgian 3z renders its Georgian
phonetic approximation [wi] (Gamkrelidze 1990: 146). As for Greek diphthongs such as
o or ev, the letter v signifies a [w] glide. An analogous use of 3 is observed in Old
Georgian texts as early as the fifth to seventh centuries, where [w] is sometimes tran-
scribed in Georgian with 3 w and sometimes with g v (Sarjvelaze 1984: 292; Gamkrelidze
1990: 147). Thus, by replacing the letter 3 w with g v, on the one hand, the copyist attested
the existence of the diphthong in the Mongolian archetype and on the other hand, he did
justice to Georgian phonology by recording the letter corresponding to the phoneme that
was actually pronounced in Georgian.

The earliest attested Serbi-Mongolic cognate of this word is Middle Kitan *tawlya “rab-
bit, hare”.*® Old Turkic tabisyan “rabbit, hare” is widely believed to be related, although by
convergence (LASM 5-6).

The Dragon. lu ¢ovg “dragon (398530)”, attested in the phrase wwjoyxow luil3il “Year of
the Dragon” (AM.Z 45).

The word has no variants in the manuscripts. This is clearly a copyist’s error for
*@omobyxow *luinil,** undoubtedly another non-native attempt to write the year name

manuscripts of the Chronicle other than those employed in the critical editions by Simon Q'aux¢igvili (1959) and
Revaz K’ik’'naze (1987).

%% In Georgian grammatical terminology it is called sac’q’isi, but sometimes also masdar, which denotes a verbal
noun in the Arabic grammatical tradition.

1 TMEN I: 276-7 §144.

%2 In earlier thirteenth-century eastern Middle Mongol there are two forms: one with a diphthong [ag], taulai,
and another with a VCV sequence [afiv], conventionally written ta’ulai in Mongolistic philological tradition. The
latter is probably the primary form, historically going back to Common Serbi-Mongolic *thayulya “hare, rabbit”
(corr. LASM 373). In later Middle Mongol and modern Mongol this sequence is realized as a monophthong [v:].

¥ KAS KRN taulia, KLS LM taulia> ~ T taulia> (KLS orthographic forms from Liu Fengzhu 1998 and
Kane 2009; phonetic readings from LASM 373).

** Vladimircov (1917: 1490) proposes a similar analysis but does not make note of the non-native morphosyn-
tax of this reconstructed form.
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as [anmva] +*(y)in “spoken genitive case suffix”+jil “year”, i.e. ¢ooy lu “dragon” +*-0b6
*(y)in “spoken genitive case suffix” + xoe 3il “year” (see entries for “The Tiger/Cheetah”
and “The Hare/Rabbit” above for discussion of a similar error). This year name is attested in
other Middle Mongol sources as 4 * . Iujjil “dragon year (§£4F)” (e.g. HYYY 3.04b3) and in
spoken modern Khalkha as myy skun [Bo: tfikg] “dragon year”, i.e. “dragon” + “year”.

Western Middle Mongol ¢vvy lu “dragon” is cognate to eastern MMgl £ lu [lo] “dragon
(#€)” (HYYY §1.05a3) and western MMgl J lu “dragon” (Golden 2000: 199¢.12). It is ultim-
ately a loanword into Old Turkic lu ~ ulu ~ li ~ Lii “dragon” and Mongolic from a Middle
Chinese dialect form of #t “dragon” (Kara 2009: 170). The word is attested in Serbi-
Mongolic as early as Middle Kitan *lu “dragon”® (LASM 86, 433).

The Snake. moyi dmeo “snake (39e0)”, attested in the word dmmowyx o moyilsil “Year
of the Snake (AM.Z 45).%¢

In some manuscripts, the phrase is given as dm@oxow moyizil, which has been inter-
preted by the editors of the Chronicle’” as a corruption, but from the Mongolistic point of
view, this is clearly the correct form, as the usual form of this year name in other Middle
Mongol sources is $''#% ' 2L mogai jil “Year of the Snake (IJi4E)” (literally: “snake
year”, e.g. HYYY 3.14a5). As Georgian phonotactics do not usually allow diphthongs,
Middle Mongol di is reduced to Georgian o i in this Georgian transcription.

Alternatively, based on the pattern above, we may hypothesize that the Chronicle
recorded the expression with the structure {[anmvaL]-cenmmive +[vear]}. In this case, as
with *eomobyoe *luinzil “year of the dragon” (see entry for “The Dragon” above), the
expression *dmeobyxow *moyiniil (rendering spoken MMgl dial. *moy(a)i-n 3il
“snake-GEN year”) would have been altered by the copyists to dm@ogxow moyilzil.

This Middle Mongol moy(a)i “snake” is cognate to eastern MMgl $£f% moqai [moqai]
“snake ()" (HYYY §1.06b4, §3.14a5), western late Middle Mongol s mokay “snake”
and to Middle Kitan *moxo “snake”,’® all ultimately from Common Serbi-Mongolic
*moga ~ *mogo “snake” (LASM 353 and n. 307).

The Mongol word was borrowed into New Persian as <\, moydi ~ s moya “Schlange”
and was also borrowed into certain Turkic languages and Russian dialects.>

The Horse. morin 8cm®0b “horse (gbgbo)”, attested in the word dmGobyxow moriniil “Year
of the Horse” (AM.Z 45).%°

This word is cognate to eastern MMgl #£ "% morin [morin] “horse (J5)” (e.g. SHM §31)
and western MMgl «,# mori (Leid. 66a-13-1) ~ 5,5 morin “horse” (Leid. 75a-10-3-1,
75a-12-1-1), also attested in Armenian phonetic transcription as Woph mori “horse”

¥ KAS % dw, KLS & du> (KLS orthographic forms from Liu Fengzhu 1998 and Kane 2009; phonetic readings
from LASM 86, 433).

3¢ Vladimircov (1917: 1490) recognizes the “n” in “morin” (i.e. moyil mmoev) as an error for “u”. This indicates
that he assumes that the transcription should be emended to *dm@obyxow *moyinzil, implying moyi “snake” +-n
“genitive” or “attributive” +3il “year”. This analysis is undoubtedly correct in terms of reconstructing the
Chronicle’s archetype, but this is non-native style (see discussion in the entries for “The Tiger/Cheetah”, “The
Hare/Rabbit” and “The Dragon” above).

% Both Qauxéigvili (1959: 159) and K'ik'naze (AM.Z 45) considered moyil3il as a genuine variant and moyizil as a
corruption.

38 KAS fEEL K am.oy.05, KLS & amoyo» (KLS orthographic forms from Liu Fengzhu 1998 and Kane 2009; phon-
etic readings from LASM 353, 357n.343, 421).

*° Doerfer (TMEN I: 508-9 §375).

“° A similar analysis is offered by Vladimircov (1917: 1490), who gives “mopin 1iin”, noting that in some manu-
scripts, the corrupted variant “mopin” occurs (1917: 1490 n. 6), which would be dm®og» moril in Georgian tran-
scription. We have been unable to verify this latter form in the manuscripts used in the critical editions of the
Chronicle and in the manuscripts available to us at the time of writing.
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(Ligeti 1965: 281.21). The Mongol forms are cognate to Middle Kitan *mir “horse”,*' from
Common Serbi-Mongolic *morr1 “horse” (LASM 352-3), itself a culture word with compar-
anda in Old Chinese, Koreanic, Tungusic, Japanese-Koguryoic, Old Tibetan, Nivkh, and
other languages.*

The Sheep. q’oni ymbo “sheep (3bmgs®0)”, attested in the word gmboyxow g'onizil “Year
of the Sheep” (AM.Z 45).*

In the Letter of Il-Khan Abaga (1271), this calendrical formula is attested as gonin jil “Year
of the Sheep”, with the expected attributive suffix -n. The lack of this suffix in the
Georgian transcription is noteworthy.**

This word is cognate to western MMgl ¥ qoni “sheep”® (Leid. 66b-03-3) and eastern
MMgl T gonin [qonin] “sheep (5F)” (SHM §19 etc.; HYYY §1.05b1), i.e. qoni-n at the
morphological level.** The Mongol forms are cognate to Late Kitan £ (probably render-
ing *qofi) “sheep”, all ultimately from Common Serbi-Mongolic *kront “sheep” (LASM 365),
undoubfedly related to Old Turkic gofi “sheep” via a loanword relationship (LASM 365
n. 425)."

The Monkey. mecin 89pob “monkey, ape (9s3%bs)”, attested in the word 99Bobyxocn
mecinil “Year of the Monkey” (AM.Z 45).*°

This word is cognate to MMgl *meci-n “monkey, ape”, attested not on its own, but as a
component morpheme of western MMgl .= 2 sormei “monkey, ape” in the glossary of Ibn
Muhanna (Poppe 1938: 446), a blend of *sor, from Late Old Chinese %% *zuar “monkey, ape”
and *meci-n “monkey, ape”, the latter ultimately a loanword from Old Turkic bi¢in “mon-
key, ape” (the alternation between m ~ b in early Turkic-Mongolic loanwords is well
known).*” The 0ld Turkic word in turn is likely to be a borrowing from Iranic, perhaps

41 KAS XL am.ir>, KLS B ~ 5§ mir> (KLS orthographic forms from Liu Fengzhu 1998 and Kane 2009; phonetic
readings from LASM 352-3).

2 LASM 353 n. 305; see also Beckwith 2009: 402 n. 45. As shown by Doerfer, the Middle Mongol word was bor-
rowed into New Persian, attested as .., morin and as «_» mori “Pferd”, and it was also borrowed into certain
Tungusic languages, Turkic languages and Russian dialects (TMEN I: 507-8). Doerfer treats Korean & mal
“horse” as a loanword from Mongolian (TMEN I: 508), but this is unlikely. The Korean word is indeed ultimately
related to similar words in Serbi-Mongolic, Japanese-Koguryoic, Old Tibetan, Chinese and other neighbouring
languages, but as a widespread culture word and not as a direct loan from Middle Mongol (LASM 353 n. 305).
This is easily demonstrated, as the Korean word is attested in Early Middle Korean as K *mar “horse (}§)”
in the twelfth-century Z5#3H Jilin Leishi (Kyerim Yusa), around a century before the Mongols entered the
Korean Peninsula in the early thirteenth century.

* Vladimircov cites a variant “koin” (1917: 1491), which would hypothetically be *ymob q'oin. We have been
unable to confirm this form in the critical edition nor in the manuscripts.

4 We are grateful to an anonymous peer reviewer for pointing this out and for the reference to Tumurtogoo
2006.

> The word is glossed in New Persian as .. ss” kusfand (Leid. 66b-03-3), which is clearly an error for .. £ gus-
fand. On instances of ™ k for expected 5 g in the New Persian glosses in the Leiden Manuscript, see also footnote
56 below in the entry for 6mbo noxi “dog”.

“6 The Middle Mongol word is also attested as a loanword in New Persian . # qgonin ~ -; qonin “Schaf”” (TMEN I:
442 §312).

7 In the Kitan zodiac, the corresponding year is literally the “Goat Year”, represented by the zoonym *ema
“goat”, written KAS N ¢ém.a and KLS # éma, cognate to MMgl imaa-n “goat”, from Common
Serbi-Mongolic *1ima “goat” (LASM 339); for the KLS form, see Liu Fengzhu 1998 and Kane 2009.

8 vladimircov (1917: 1491): “meuin yix’”.

*° For the etymology of the Old Turkic bicin “monkey” see LASM (400-402). Late Old Chinese form cited from
Kiyose and Beckwith 2008: 11-12. See Kara 2001: 83 for the Turkic etymology of Middle Mongol and Preclassical
Literary Mongol becin ~ bi¢in ~ mecin “ape, monkey”. Wilkens (2021: 161a) also compares the 0ld Uighur and
Mongol forms.
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related to New Persian «.;» biizina “monkey, ape” (EDT 295b). The modern Khalkha reflex
of this Middle Mongol word is muu [mitfr] “monkey, ape” (almost exclusively in its calen-
drical usage), sometimes also 6mu [pitfr] “id.”*°

The Middle Mongol phrase is also attested in Preclassical Literary Mongol in the form
bicin jil “year of the monkey” in the Fragments of a Letter of Abii Sa’id (1320)."

The Turkic form was borrowed into New Persian (see TMEN II: 382-3 §821).

The Chicken. taya msps “chicken (Js3580)”, attested in the word mssbyow tayansil
“Year of the Chicken” (AM.Z 45).>?

This word is cognate to eastern MMgl 521 takiya [thakhija] “chicken (¥ )" (SHM
§141, §264) ~ Y522 “chicken ()" (HYYY §1.07a7) and western MMg| «3U tagi’a [tagija]
“chicken” (MAA 341). The Georgian transcription perfectly matches western MMgl taya
“chicken” in Persian and Arabic phonetic transcription, attested in the plural form
Sy taya-wut “hens” ~ “roosters” (Leid. 68b-12-5, 68b-13-2-2). Also note the Armenian
phonetic transcription pwfutiw t‘axea (phonetically [thaxea]) “chicken” (Ligeti 1965:
285.29).

The Mongol forms are cognate to Middle Kitan *taqa “chicken, hen* (LASM 372).
These forms are related to Middle Turkic takagu “hen”, undoubtedly as a loanword, the
directionality of which remains to be determined (LASM 372 n. 472). Certain neighbouring
languages, such as Korean, Hungarian, and Jurchen-Manchu, exhibit phonetically similar
words for “chicken” (see LASM 372 n. 472; Ligeti 1986: 43; Kara 2005: 13-14; Kane 2009: 88;
Aisin Gioro 2004: 96 §50).

The Dog. noxi 6mbo “dog (3seeo)” attested in the word Bmbobyow noxinzil “Year of the
Dog” (AM.Z 45),>* rendering spoken MMgl dial. *nox(a)i-n 3il “dog-GEN year”.>®

This word is cognate to eastern MMgl T8 #% nogai [noqai] “dog ()" (SHM §78 etc.)
and western MMgl 63 nogai “dog””® (Leid. 66b-09-3). In Armenian script, this Mongol
word is phonetically transcribed tmijuw nuxa “dog” (HNA), suggesting a Middle Mongol
dialect form *[noyxa] “dog”. Other Armenian sources give the transcription hopuwy
noxay “dog” (Ligeti 1965: 282.24), i.e. MMgl [noyai] “dog”. The Middle Mongol word was
borrowed into New Persian as s néqdi ~ ¢y noga “Hund” (TMEN II: 520 §386) and was
also borrowed into Turkic and possibly Samoyedic (TMEN II: 520-21 §386). The Mongol
forms are cognate to Middle Kitan *fiaq “dog”” and to Taghbach *fiagafi “dog”, ultimately
going back to Common Serbi-Mongolic *fiokkaf “dog” (LASM 356).

% The generic word for “monkey, ape” in modern Khalkha is capmarumn ['sarmaxthin], a reflex of Middle
Mongol sormeci-n “monkey, ape” resulting from analogical change whereby the final element was reanalysed
as -g¢in “zoonym suffix” (LASM 400-402).

! Tumurtogoo 2006. We are grateful to an anonymous peer reviewer for pointing out this attestation.

52 vladimircov (1917: 1491): “faran yin’”.

> KAS 21 «taq.a, KLS . <taqa> (KLS orthographic forms from Liu Fengzhu 1998 and Kane 2009; phonetic
readings from LASM 372).

54 vladimircov (1917: 1491): “Hoxiu yin”.

%5 We are grateful to an anonymous peer reviewer, who points out: “perhaps it is worth underlining that [the
Georgian transcription of MMgl “dog”] is an early example of the process of spirantization of intervocalic -¢-
which is normally absent in Middle Mongolian but attested in all Modern North Mongolic languages (see
Rybatzki 2003: 373)".

*¢ The New Persian gloss is - sak (Leid. 66b-09-3), which is a scribal error or dialectal variant for - sag
“dog”. As demonstrated by Yoshio Saitd (2006: v-viii), the New Persian and Arabic data in the Leiden
Manuscript are characterized by numerous scribal errors and dialectal forms. Note also ™ k for expected 5 g
in the manuscript’s New Persian gloss for “sheep” (q.v. the entry for g'oni ymbo “sheep” above).

7 KAS fR77 «fiag, KLS F& «flagy (KLS orthographic forms from Liu Fengzhu 1998 and Kane 2009; phonetic
readings from LASM 356).
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The Pig. q’aq’ai ysyd>o “pig (0m®0)”, attested in the word gogsobyxow g'aq’ainzil “Year of
the Pig” (AM.Z 45).>°

This word is cognate to eastern MMgl "'#''#% qaqai [qaqai] “pig (54 2)” (SHM §166,
§268) and western MMgl 6 yaqai “pig (s5+)” (Leid. 66b-07-5) and st yaqai “id.” (MAA:
Poppe 1938: 175).

The Middle Mongol form was also borrowed in New Persian, attested as ut gaga
“Schwein”, and in certain Turkic languages (TMEN I: 382 §259).

I.2. Reconstructed Middle Mongol genitive case morphemes in Georgian transcription

The animal zodiac constructions above provide evidence of two allomorphs of the Middle
Mongol genitive case suffix:

*.in -0b (Geo -in)*’ ~*-n -6 (Geo -n)® “genitive case suffix allomorph”, cognate to
eastern Middle Mongol -yin “id.”.

2. Reconstructed western Middle Mongol words in Georgian transcription

The tentative reconstructions of western Middle Mongol forms discussed above are pre-
sented in alphabetical order below:

*dzil o (Geo 3il)®! “year (§gewo)”.

*lo @y (Geo u)** “dragon (398530)”.

*matfin 99806 (Geo mecin)®’ “monkey (ys37)Bbs)”.

*mok(a)i dmpo (Geo moyi)®* “snake (3v99eo0)”.

*morin 8m606 (Geo morin)®® “horse (3bg60)”.

*nay(a)i 6ebo (Geo noxi)®® “dog (dseewo)”.

*pars o6 (Geo pars)®” “cheetah, Acinonyx jubatus (535%0)”.

” 68

*qaqai ysgso (Geo ¢'aq’ai) “pig (@®60)”.
*goni ymbo (Geo g'oni) “sheep (3bmgzsc0)”.*
*qulson *gmeeemb (Geo *qulyun)”® “mouse (msg))”.
*taka 0o (Geo taya)”' “chicken (Jos80)”.

*taulai m53w00 (Geo tavlai) “rabbit (37O9wo)”."?
*ukur mdm® (Geo ukur) “bovine (bGmby)”.”

%8 vladimircov (1917: 1492): “kakain” and “kakas win”. In the text variants available to us at the time of writ-
ing, we have been unable to confirm Vladimircov’s variant “kakau yin”, which would be *gsgobxow *q'ag’ansil.

59 Cf. “-in” (BYV 1488, 1501).

0 cf. “n” (BYV 1489, 1491, 1492).

1 Cf. “nin” (BYV 1488, 1489, 1490, 1491, 1492).

2 Cf. “ny” (BYV 1490, 1500).

3 cf. “meunn” (BYV 1491, 1500).

4 Cf. “mori” (BYV 1490, 1500).

% Cf. “mopin” (BYV 1490, 1500).

¢ Vladimircov gives “noxi” (BYV 1491) and “Hoxai” (BYV 1500).

7 Cf. “frapc” (BYV 1488).

%% Vladimircov gives “kakai” (BYV 1492, 1500) and “kaka” (BYV 1492, 1500).

% Vladimircov gives “koni” (BYV 1491, 1500) and “koin” (BYV 1491, 1500).

70 f. “kyptyn” (BYV 1488, 1500).

7L cf. “tara” (BYV 1491, 1501).

7% Vladimircov gives “fanai” (BYV 1489, 1501) and “tasni” (BYV 1489).

73 Cf. “ykyp” (BYV 1501).
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Concluding remarks

As our analyses above indicate, the fourteenth-century anonymous Georgian author, con-
ventionally known as Zamtaaymc’ereli, demonstrates surprising accuracy in the phonetic
transcription of Mongol phonemes. This Georgian source proves very important for the
history of the Mongolian language, because a careful examination of the Georgian tran-
scriptions of medieval Mongol zodiac calendrical terms in it allows us to:

1) identify the specific Mongol dialect of the transcriptions as a western dialect of
Middle Mongol exhibiting certain phonetic similarities to other varieties of
Middle Mongol in Persian, Arabic and Armenian phonetic transcription;

2) reconstruct Middle Mongol dialect forms which are phonetically distinctive from
other sources (e.g. western Middle Mongol *tasa “chicken” and *qulson “mouse”);

3) clarify the precise semantic values of certain Middle Mongol words which are
ambiguously glossed in Chinese (e.g. *qulson, glossed as “mouse” in Georgian,
but ambiguously glossed in Chinese as “rat, mouse”);

4) uncover an informative semantic gloss providing insight on cheetahs in Georgia at
the time of Mongol domination and thereby also identify a partial semantic isogloss
between eastern and western Middle Mongol dialects (i.e. western Middle Mongol
pars ~ bars “cheetah, tiger” vs. eastern Middle Mongol bars “tiger”); and

5) attest an early example of the spirantization of the intervocalic plosive q>y (e.g.
earlier eastern MMgl nogai “dog” corresponds to noxi “dog” in Georgian
transcription).

The Chronicle offers a wealth of data on other aspects of medieval Mongol language, cul-
ture and history which we plan to address in future studies.

Abbreviations and sigla

AM.Z  Zamtaaymc’ereli, Ascllovani mat’iane (1987, edited by R. K’ik'naze)
BYV Vladimircov (1917)
corr.  correction of
CPG Clavis Patrum Graecorum, 1-5, cura et studio M. Geerard. (Corpus Christianorum). Turnhout: Brepols,
1974-87; Supplementum, cura et studio M. Geerard and J. Noret. (Corpus Christianorum). Turnhout:
Brepols, 1998
EDT Clauson, Etymological Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth Century Turkish (1972)
Geo Georgian
HNA Blake et al., History of the Nation of the Archers (1954)
HYYY  Hua-Yi Yiyu (Kuribayashi 2003)
IDWO  Integrated Dictionary of Written Oirat (Kuribayashi 2017)
KAS Kitan Assembled Script’*
KLS Kitan Linear Script”
M Ibn Muhannd (Poppe 1938, Giil 2016)
LASM  Shimunek (2017)
Leid. The Leiden Manuscript, i.e. Kitdb Majmii* Turjuman Turki wa-‘ajami wa-Mugali (Saitd 2006, Poppe 1928)
MAA Mugaddimat al-Adab [by Abi "1-Qasim Mahmid ibn ‘Umar al-Zamah3ari] (Poppe 1938)
MMgl  Middle Mongol
ms. manuscript
mss. manuscripts
REGC Revue des études géorgiennes et caucasiennes
74 “Kitan Assembled Script” or “Composite Script” denotes the putative /N5 “Small Script” (Kara 1987, 2005;
LASM 210 n. 58).
7% “Kitan Linear Script” denotes the putative K5 “Large Script” (Kara 1987, 2005). KLS orthographic forms
are cited from Kane (2009). The phonetic values are cited from LASM.
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SHM Mongqol-un Niuca To[b]éa’an (Secret History of the Mongols, quoted from Kuribayashi 2009)
TMEN  Doerfer, G. 1963; 1965; 1967. Tiirkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen.

Symbols

* Scientific reconstruction based on mainstream historical-comparative linguistic
methods

X Erroneous form or scribal error
Phonemes

—~
—

Phonetic transcription (in IPA or other writing systems)
- Morpheme boundary
~  Linguistic variation between two or more forms (free or conditioned)
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