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Abstract. The “Chingiz-nama” has come to play a crucial role in researching the history of the
Altyn Orda, or the Jochi Ulus. It was written in the Khiva Khanate, one of the successor states of
the Jochi Ulus. The Chingiz-nama is a historical text written not in standard Chaghatay, but in a
form of Chaghatay influenced by the western Turkic languages. The authors aim to describe the
language of this historical text. Two extant manuscripts of the Chingiz-nama exist: the Tashkent
manuscript and the Istanbul manuscript. This study reviewed the research history of these two
manuscripts and proposed several linguistic avenues for studying the Chaghatay language of the
Chingiz-nama. When examining the corresponding pages between the Tashkent and Istanbul
manuscripts, it was found that the Tashkent manuscript, consisting of 36a-59a (47 pages),
corresponds to Ia-1Ib and 16a-48a (69 pages) of the Istanbul manuscript. This result differed from
Validov’s (1915: 320) assertion that the Tashkent manuscript corresponded to the 15b-46b of the
Istanbul manuscript. Additionally, we focused on two narratives within the Chingiz-nama: the story
of Chingiz Khan, and the story of Ichen Khan (Orda Khan) and Sayin Khan (Batu Khan) (Tashkent:
37b (56) - 40a (157)) as preliminary research, comparing the script, vocabulary, and grammar of
both manuscripts. The Tashkent manuscript showed more frequent insertion of the -n- sound than
the Istanbul manuscript, greater retention of -7- in the verb er- and the postposition birld, and more
frequent use of the relative pronoun ki. Based on the linguistic features above, it was found that the
Tashkent manuscript exhibits characteristics of a western dialect more than the Istanbul manuscript,
retains older features of Turkic languages, and shows Persian influence.
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Introduction

One historical source for the Aq Orda, Kok Orda, and Altyn Orda is the “Chingiz-nama,”
written in a Turkic language by Otemish Hajji in 16th-century Khwarazm (Yudin, 1992: 25). These
three Ordas refer to the regimes within the Jochi Ulus of the Mongol Empire. The Altyn Orda
generally refers to the Jochi Ulus itself, while the administrative affiliation of Aq Orda and Kok
Orda remains a matter of debate (Kawaguchi and Nagamine, 2013: 37-41). Kawaguchi and
Nagamine, who research medieval Mongol and Turkic history in Japan, particularly the history of
Altyn Orda, positioned the Chingiz-nama as a valuable source for understanding the history of the
Mongol Empire, especially the Jochi Ulus (Kawaguchi and Nagamine, 2008, 2013). These Japanese
scholars provided a more precise explanation of Yudin’s (1992) point: The Chingiz-nama was
written by the mid-16th century at the latest, and the place where it was written was the Khiva
Khanate, one of the successor states to Altyn Orda, and the Turkic language used was Chaghatay
(Kawaguchi and Nagamine, 2008: v).

Chingiz Khan established the Mongol Empire spanning east and west across the Eurasian
continent in the 13th century. After his death, his descendants expanded the empire, which
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fragmented into the Great Yuan in China, the Hiilegii Ulus in Persia, the Chaghatay Ulus in Central
Asia, and the Jochi Ulus in northwestern Eurasia. The Jochi Ulus was initially ruled by the clans of
Batu, Jochi’s second son, and Orda, his eldest son. However, the influence of both clans waned, and
from the 15th century onward, the country fragmented into the following smaller states (Nagamine,
2014: 2, 5).

eKazan Khanate (early 15th century — mid-16th century): Ruled by the clan of Ulugh
Muhammad, a descendant of Jochi’s 13th son, Tuga Timur.

eCrimean Khanate (early 15th century — late 18th century): Ruled by the clan of Hajji Giray,
a descendant of Tuga Timur.

e Astrakhan Khanate (mid-15th century — mid-16th century): Ruled by the clan of Timur
Qutlug, a descendant of Tuga Timur.

eKazakh Khanate (late 15th century — mid-19th century): Ruled by the clan of Urus, a
descendant of Tuga Timur.

e Sibir Khanate (late 15th century — late 16th century): Ruled by the clan of Hajji Muhammad,
a descendant of Shayban, the fifth son of Jochi.

e Shaybanid dynasty (early 16th century — late 16th century): Ruled by the clan of Abul Khayr,
a descendant of Shayban

eKhiva Khanate (early 16th century — early 20th century): Ruled by the clan of Yadigar, a
descendant of Shayban

Otemish Hajji was active in the Khiva Khanate, which boasted a long history as a successor
state to Altyn Orda. From the preface of the Chingiz-nama, it is clear that he served Ilbars, the first
ruler of the Khiva Khanate, was well-versed in the history of Chingiz Khan’s clan that laid the
foundation for the Mongol Empire, and wrote the Chingiz-nama by order of Ish Sultan (Kawaguchi
and Nagamine, 2008: xviii-Xx).

We focus on the Chaghatay language in which the Chingiz-nama was written. Chaghatay, in
the narrow sense, refers to the language of works by ‘Ali Sher Nava’i of the Timurid dynasty and
Zahir ud-Din Babur’s Babur-nama. In the broad sense, however, it denotes various Eastern Turkic
languages written in the Arabo-Persian writing from the 1400s to the 1950s, which were far more
widely used as a common language in Central Asia (Schluessel, 2018: vi). Medieval Turkic literary
languages broadly divided into eastern and western groups, with Chaghatay belonging to the eastern
group alongside Khorezminan Turkic (Johanson, 1998: 85-86). The western group comprised
Kipchak Turkic and Oghuz Turkic (Johanson, 1998: 86). Modern Turkic languages are divided as
follows: 1. The Southwestern group (Oghuz Turkic); 2. The Northwestern group (Kipchak Turkic);
3. The Southeastern group (Uyghur-Karaluk Turkic); 4. The Northeastern group (Siberian Turkic);
5. Chuvash; 6. Khalaj. Chaghatay is considered close to Uzbek and Uyghur within the Southeastern
group (Eckmann, 1966).

Chaghatay, like the spoken language, varied significantly by the region, but remained broadly
intelligible across time and space to different readers and listeners (Schluessel, 2018: vi). The
extensive use of Chaghatay as a literary language over a long period likely led to its many variants.
Chaghatay sources include literary works like the Babur-nama, early 20th-century East Turkestan
newspapers, and historical texts such as Shajara-i Turk by Abu ‘l1-Ghazi Bahadur in the Khiva
Khanate (Schluessel, 2018). The language of this historical work differs from that of works like the
Babur-nama, being a mixture of Eastern Turkic Chaghatay and Western Turkic languages such as
Tatar (Kipchak Turkic) and Ottoman (Oghuz Turkic) (Schluessel, 2018: 106). Since the Chingiz-
nama was also written in the Khiva Khanate, it likely shares similar characteristics with Shajara-i
Turk. Kawaguchi and Nagamine stated: “The Chingiz-nama by Otemish Hajji is noteworthy not
only for its content but also for its language, as it is one of the Chaghatay prose texts written in a
region somewhat removed from the Chaghatay language center where Timurid court literati were
active, during the dynasty and subsequent eras.” (Kawaguchi and Nagamine, 2008: vii). The
language of this text exhibits features older than Classical Chaghatay, and furthermore, it displays
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characteristics influenced by Oghuz Turkic and Kipchak Turkic (Kawaguchi and Nagamine, 2008:
viii-ix). Regarding orthography, the spelling in the Chingiz-nama differs from the standard spelling
of Classical Chaghatay, reflecting the earlier literary tradition of the Jochi Ulus (Kawaguchi and
Nagamine, 2008: ix).

Otemish Hajji wrote the Chingiz-nama in the Khiva Khanate, a region distant from the
Chaghatay language center, which was the successor state to the Jochi Ulus. Consequently,
although the work was written in Chaghatay, it likely reflects the influence of Otemish Hajji’s
native language and the spoken language of the people of Khiva Khanate. Suleimenov (2006)
described the phonology and grammar of Chaghatay based on the Tashkent manuscript of the
Chingiz-nama and compiled a lexical index. While this research is valuable, several research
questions remain. For example, as discussed later, two manuscripts of the Chingiz-nama currently
exist: the Tashkent manuscript and the Istanbul manuscript. A major research task could be to
describe the language of the latter manuscript. Additionally, paleographic studies of these two
manuscripts and linguistic contrasts between them could be set as future research topics. This paper
serves as a preliminary investigation to clarify the scope of corresponding passages between the two
manuscripts. It then focuses on two stories found in both the Tashkent and Istanbul manuscripts and
contrasts their linguistic features.

Materials and methods

Regarding the materials, as mentioned above, two manuscripts of the Chingiz-nama currently
exist: the Tashkent manuscript and the Istanbul manuscript. While Goncdl (2023) referred to the
latter as the Istanbul manuscript, Kawaguchi and Nagamine (2008, 2013) called it the Rizaeddin
manuscript. Their designation stems from the fact that it was once owned by the Ulama Rizaeddin.
Kawaguchi and Nagamine (2008, 2013) provided detailed accounts of the research history of these
two manuscripts. The Tashkent manuscript was written in the 1550s, while the Istanbul manuscript
was written in Hijri year 959 (1551-1552) and copied in Hijri year 1040 (1630/31) (Kawaguchi and
Nagamine, 2008: 43).

Regarding the Tashkent manuscript, Kawaguchi and Nagamine (2008: xxvi) described its
characteristics as follows. All characters in the manuscript are written in solid black; no vermilion
characters are visible. It is an incomplete manuscript that breaks off midway through the story of
Tokhtamysh, with significant damage at the top of pages 55a and 55b. The copying conditions were
also poor, showing obvious errors, unnecessary repetitions, and traces of sloppy corrections. When
making corrections in the manuscript, incorrect characters or phrases were crossed out with a line,
and the correct spelling was then written afterward or above/below them. The script appears
identical to that of the person who wrote the main text. Kawaguchi and Nagamine (2013) noted that
a facsimile publication of the Istanbul manuscript was awaited; however, as discussed later,
Mirgaleev published precisely that facsimile in 2017.

According to Kawaguchi and Nagamine (2013: 43), the Istanbul manuscript passed from
Rizaeddin bin Fakhreddin, an Ulama from the Volga-Ural Region, to Zeki Velidi Togan. They
stated that Togan noted that this manuscript was incomparably more complete than the Tashkent
manuscript, yet Togan never published it. However, Kafali, a disciple of Togan, produced a
transcription of the Istanbul manuscript. Significant textual variations exist between the Tashkent
and Istanbul manuscripts, suggesting they may belong to different manuscript lineages (Kafali,
2009). Later, Mirgaleev provided a transcription, Russian translation, and facsimile in 2017. In
2019, he provided a facsimile with higher image quality. According to Kawaguchi and Nagamine
(2013: 43), the manuscript bears the title “gara tawarix,” written by someone in a later period.
Therefore, Mirgaleev (2017, 2019) referred to this manuscript as «Kapa TaBapux». For some reason,
the copy provided by a Turkish colleague did not include page 15 of the manuscript (Mirgaleev,
2017: 7). Consequently, Mirgaleev created the transcription and Russian translation for pages 15a
and 15b based on Kafali’s transcription (Mirgaleev, 2017).
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Yudin (1992) provided a facsimile and transcription of the Tashkent manuscript, along with a
Russian translation. Kawaguchi and Nagamine (2008) provided a facsimile based on the Tashkent
manuscript, a typed version in Arabo-Persian writing, a transcription, and a Japanese translation.
Regarding the Istanbul manuscript, Kafali (2009) first presented a transcription. Mirgaleev (2017)
presented a facsimile, transcription, and Russian translation, while Mirgaleev (2019) published a
higher-quality facsimile.

The Tashkent manuscript consists of 47 pages. The page numbers within the text ran from 36a
to 59a. Meanwhile, the Istanbul manuscript consists of 156 pages, with page numbers within the
text designated as Ia, Ib, Ila, IIb, and 1a-76b. The discovery of the Istanbul manuscript is not only
highly significant for advancing the history of Jochi Ulus, as noted by Kawaguchi and Nagamine
(2013: 44), but also crucial for understanding the actual state of the Chaghatay language in the
Khiva Khanate.

We present the correspondences of Arabo-Persian script based on various studies that
provided transcriptions for the manuscripts. As shown in Table 1 below, Kawaguchi and Nagamine
and Kafali used a Latin-based alphabet, while Mirgaleev used a Cyrillic-based alphabet.

Table 1: Transliteration correspondences for the Arabo-Persian script in Kawaguchi and
Nagamine (2008) (KN), Kafal1 (2009) (Ka), and Mirgaleev (2017) (Mi)

v < = = < c & c ¢
KN b p t S n ] ¢ h h
Ka b p t S n c/¢ ¢ h h
Mi 0 a T ¢ H XK/4 q X X
o> J |» 3 B J s 2 o
KN h" 1 d z r z v/w d S
Ka ho,ha |1 d Z r V4 \4 d S
Mi Xy, Xa | J hi§ 3 p 3 B/Y hi§ c
B o= o= L L ¢ ¢ s S
KN S S Z t z ‘ & f q
Ka s |s 2 { z ‘ g £ K
Mi I c/c 3/3 T/T 3/3 F /' (0] K
S oS N ® s /s
KN k/g/ng | ng m h y ’
Ka k/glhy | m h y ’
Mi K/T/K/H | H M h i 1%

Validov’ discussed the corresponding pages between the Tashkent manuscript and the
Istanbul manuscript. He noted that pages 36a-59a of the Tashkent manuscript correspond to pages
15b-46b of the Istanbul manuscript (Validov’, 1915: 320). Kafali (2009) noted that the Tashkent
manuscript and the Istanbul manuscript contain numerous variations, but it is important to
investigate the extent to which the two manuscripts differ in terms of writing, phonology,
vocabulary, and grammar.

Suleimenov (2006) conducted a linguistic description of Chaghatay based on the Tashkent
manuscript and presented an indexed lexicon. The description items are as follows:

ePhonology (pp. 20-33): The author identified consonant and vowel phonemes, analyzing
vowel harmony, gemination, and consonant clusters. The question remains how vowel values were
determined using the Arabo-Persian script, which cannot fully represent vowel values. While
information from other Turkic languages was likely referenced, its true validity is unclear.
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eVocabulary (p.34-55): The author presented vocabulary organized by category (human
anatomy, kinship relations, religion, daily life, etc.), including archaic terms, words of Arabic and
Persian origin, synonyms, antonyms, homonyms, and idioms. Correspondences between basic
vocabulary and Kazakh and Uyghur were also indicated. On p.39, percentages of Turkic-derived,
Arabic-derived, and Persian-derived vocabulary from medieval Turkic-language texts «Myxa606at-
Hamey, «['ynmucran OuT-TypKu», and «Xocpoy-mbIpein» were shown, but no such information was
presented for the Chingiz-nama. Presenting this information will be an important task for future
research.

eMorphology (pp. 56-86): Affixes attached to nouns and adjectives, numerals, pronouns, and
verbs (aspect, mood, tense, auxiliary verbs, etc.) were analyzed. A significant number of pages were
devoted to verb analysis. Since the Istanbul manuscript has more pages than the Tashkent
manuscript, it will likely provide more information for describing the grammar of the Chingiz-
nama’s language. It will be necessary to investigate the grammatical differences of the Istanbul and
Tashkent manuscripts.

Results and Discussion

First, we investigated the scope of correspondence between the Tashkent and Istanbul
manuscripts. The Tashkent manuscript has page numbers and line numbers written on every page.
Line numbers were not assigned per page but were given consecutively throughout the entire
manuscript, from line 1 to line 869. Kafali (2009) lacks facsimiles for pages Ia, Ib, Ila, and IIb,
preventing verification of line information in this study.However, since the next page after IIb
contains a facsimile, it is possible to verify the page correspondence thereafter. Note that in Kafali’s
text, pages 21a and 21b are duplicated twice (Kafali, 2009: 118-119): “Bu varak miikerrer (tekrar 21
olarak) numaralanmis.” Consequently, page numbers in Kafali (2009) and Mirgaleev (2017) are
misaligned thereafter. Below, we show the page correspondence between the two manuscripts,
focusing primarily on the beginning and end of the narrative.

Table 2: Partial page correspondence between the Tashkent and Istanbul manuscripts
(Kawaguchi and Nagamine (2008) = KN, Kafal1 (2009) = Ka, Mirgaleev (2017) = Mi)

Tashkent Istanbul The opening words of each page in the

Tashkent manuscript and their

corresponding words in the Istanbul

manuscript

36a(2-3) Ka: Ia KN: Bismi Allahi al-rahmani al-rahtmi. Hamd-

i...

Ka: Bismi ’llahi ’r-rahmani ’r-rahim Hamd-i...

36b(18-35) | Ka: latIb+Ila KN: ma‘lim bolgay kim bu faqir-i...

Ka: Ma‘lim bolgay kim bu hakir-i fakir...

37a(36-52) | Ka: [la+IIb KN: mamlakat-panah zillu Allahi, sarwar-i
salatin-i

Ka: memleket-penah-1 zilullah siirtir-1 selatin-i

37b(53-56) | Ka: IIb KN: mashiir turur kim qulaq eSitkén...

Ka: Meshir turur kim kulak isitgenur...

37b(56-69) | Ka+Mi: 16a (11)-16b (9) | KN: Ciin Cingiz Han wilayatlarni fath...

Ka: Ciin Cengiz Han vilayetlerni feth...

Mi: Uyn YMHKHM3 XaH BHJIAHOTIOpHU (PITX...

38a(70-86) | Ka+ Mi: 16b (9)-17a KN: hanligni bir-birising mura‘at qildilar.

(10) Sayin...

Ka: hanlikn1 birbirige miiraca‘at kildilar. Sayin
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Mi: xaHnbIKHBI OepOepers Meparat KbUIabLIap,
CaiiblIH...

38b(87- Ka + Mi: 17a (10)-17b KN: kok ordani Ejinga saldi, bolat...
103) (12) Ka: Icen Hanga orke sald1. (Temir) bosagali

Mi: Nxan xaHra (epka) canjsl, Oycarasl...
39a(104- Ka+Mi: 17b (12)-18b (1) | KN: -larin song ol han tahtinda...

121) Ka: din son ol...

Mi: -nuH CyH, yII...
39b(122- Ka+Mi: 18b (1)-19b (2) | KN: ‘Idil Daryasindagi wlayatlarini han
139) yosugina...

Ka: ‘Idil deryasi...

Mi: Feritnun nopiacsr...
40a(140- Ka+Mi: 19b(2)-20a(12) | KN: Safqatlar qilip, soyurgallar etdi. Tiiskén...
157) Ka: sefkatlar suyurgaal itdiler. Taki tlisgen...

Mi: modKatiaop cuidyprai UTACIOp TIKbI

TYIIKOH. ..
40b(158- Ka: 20a (12)-21a (11) KN: Han Siban Hanning ‘ajayib wa...

176) (p.117-118); Mi: 20a Ka: Ol yorigda ‘acayib ve...
(12)-21a (11) Mi: [ ] iypenio raxxauo Bo...
41a(177- Ka: 21a (11)-22a (5) KN: ¢iggac qal‘agi 6zin saldilar. Taqi...
194) (p.118-119); Mi: 21a(11)- | Ka: ¢ikkag kal‘age 6zlerin saldilar. Taki...
22a (5) Mi: 9yblayd KaJIFaKs Y3JIOpPEH calabliap, TOKBL...
41b(195- Ka: 21a(5)-21b(16) KN: taqi 6zgé kafir za‘tfalarning siitini
212) (p-119-120); Mi: 22a(5) - | emmaédi. Bu jihatdin kahinlar birla...
22b(16) Ka: immedi. Bu cihet kahinler birle...

Mi: umoau Oy >kohot kahunnop Gepio...
42a(213- Ka: 21b(16)-22b(4) KN: wilayatinga mutawajjih boldilar. Haj1
230) (p-119-120); Mi: 22b(16) | Tarhan...

- 23b(4) Ka: vilayetiga muteveccih boldi. Haci Tarhan...

Mi: Bunaitorera MeToBIXOKIh Oymnabl, Xaxu

Tapxan
42b(231- Ka: 22b(4)-23a(17); KN: ta‘ala manga beriir. Agar omqa...

249) Mi: 23b(4)-24a(17) Ka: Te‘ala mana beriir. Eger omka...

Mi: Torano MeHa OUpYp, OKIp YMHKA...
43a-57b
58a(824- Ka: 45b(2) - 46a(7); KN: Tang kalida orun berdi. Bir...

840) Mi: 46b(2) - 47a(7) Ka: tengelide orun berdi. Bir...

Mi: Tenrenuao ypyHoepau, oep...
58b(841- Ka: 46a(8) - 46b(8); KN: Tengri ta‘ala iSingni ongdur qilgay...
855) Mi: 47a(8) - 47b(8) Ka: Tenri Ta‘ala isini onadur bolgay...

Mi: Tonpe Torano smenn yHaayp Oyiraii...
59a(856- Ka: 46b(8) - 47a(4); KN: sarkas bolup bas kotérip yiirgén...

869) Mi: 47b(8) - 48a(4) Ka: serkes bolup bas bektiirip yiirigen...

Mi: cepkem 0yay0 6ai OekyTHo...

The final line of page 59a, the last page
of the Tashkent manuscript, line 869,
corresponds to line 4 of page 48a in Mi
and line 4 of page 47a in Ka.

KN: qul wa yasagdin qac¢gan el bolsa”
Ka: kaggan yayi senip ilige kelse
Mi: yauraH iaiibl CCHUH WJIMHO KHUJICO
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The section preceding the story of Chingiz Khan, which marks the beginning of the narrative,
was recorded in the Tashkent manuscript from 36a(2) to 37b(56). In contrast, Kafali (2009)
established that the corresponding section in the Istanbul manuscript was written in la, Ib, Ila, and
IIb. Validov’ (1915: 320) stated that the correspondence begins at 15b, but Kafali’s (2009) text
showed that it actually starts at Ia, not 15b. Regarding the story’s conclusion, the Tashkent
manuscript ended at 59a (869). Validov’ (1915: 320) noted that the corresponding Istanbul
manuscript ended at 46b, but examining Mirgaleev’s (2017, 2019) manuscript numbering reveals
the story continued through 48a(4). Even in Kafali’s (2009) study, the narrative extended to 47a (4).
To summarize the results of this survey, the Tashkent manuscript comprised 36a-59a (47 pages),
while the Istanbul manuscript corresponded to Ia-IIb, 16a-48a (69 pages).

Next, we contrasted the linguistic features of both manuscripts. As a preliminary investigation,
the present authors narrowed the scope to the stories of Chingiz Khan, Ichen Khan (Orda Khan) and
Sayin Khan (Batu Khan) (Tashkent: 37b (56) - 40a (157)). The investigation revealed instances
where the Tashkent and Istanbul manuscripts used identical wording, while in other cases they
employed different words or phrases. This paper presented some of these examples below. When
citing data from previous studies, we used the following abbreviations: Kawaguchi and Nagamine
(2008) = KN, Kafal1 (2009) = Ka.

(A) Correspondence between initial y- and b-. Observing Kawaguchi and Nagamine (2008)
for the Tashkent manuscript and Kafali (2009) and Mirgalayev (2017) for the Istanbul manuscript,
the following four instances of correspondence were found: Initial y- in the Tashkent manuscript
and initial - in the Istanbul manuscript. For instance, (i) Tashkent 38a(72) KN yasga — Istanbul
16b(12) Ka basga; (ii) Tashkent 38b(100) KN yiikiingdndd — Istanbul 17b(7) Ka biikiingende; (iii)
Tashkent 39b(122) KN yosugina — Istanbul 18b(2) Ka bosugin; (iv) Tashkent 40a(157) KN
Yuraldayni — Istanbul 20a(10) Ka Buraldayn.

Because <Y> and <B> are similar in the Arabo-Persian script, Kawaguchi and Nagamine and
Kafali likely applied different interpretations to a single character. Alternatively, it may refer to
different words in the two manuscripts, or it may indicate variants of a single word. In any case, it is
necessary to consult Turkic dictionaries, examine the context to determine the word’s form and
meaning, and if variants are possible, explain what sound changes produced them.

(B) Presence or absence of the inserted sound -n- within words. Observing locative case,
dative case, and ablative case nouns accompanied by the third-person possessive suffix, we found
instances where -n- was inserted before the case ending. Both the Tashkent manuscript and the
Istanbul manuscript had instances where -n- was not inserted (18 cases). However, there were 8
cases where [Tashkent had -n- insertion, Istanbul had -n- insertion], and 15 cases where [Tashkent
had -n- insertion, Istanbul did not have -n- insertion]. Examples where insertion occurred in both
manuscripts include the following: (i) Tashkent 38b(103) KN wilayatinda — Istanbul 17b(11) Ka
vilayetinde; (i1) Tashkent 37b(69) KN Za‘ifalarindin — Istanbul 16b(8) Ka Za ‘ifelerindin.
Additionally, the following are cases where -n- was inserted in the Tashkent manuscript but not in
the Istanbul manuscript: (i) Tashkent 37b(59) KN wilayatinda — Istanbul 16a(14) Ka vilayetide; (i1)
Tashkent 37b(64) KN wilayatinga — Istanbul 16b(2) Ka vilayetiga.

In Western Turkic languages such as Ottoman Turkish, -#- may be inserted (Schluessel, 2018:
111). The -n- insertion occurred between the third-person possessive suffix and case endings
beginning with d: E.g., aldida / aldinda and ydridin / ydrindin. If the -n- insertion is a characteristic
of Western Turkic languages, the Tashkent manuscript may exhibit more features of these western
languages than the Istanbul manuscript. Comparing other passages and observing other
characteristics of western languages could further substantiate the connection between the Tashkent
manuscript and western languages.

(C) Variants of the verb er-. Regarding er- “to be,” one of the basic verbs, Chaghatay
possessed two series: one with -»- and one without (Bodrogligeti, 2001: 248). Comparing
correspondences of this verb’s past tense across manuscripts yielded the following results: (i)
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[Tashkent erdi — Rizaeddin erdi] (Tashkent 37b(60) — Istanbul 16a(15) and, 6 other examples); (ii)
[Tashkent erdi — Istanbul edi] (Tashkent 37b (58) — Istanbul 16a(12), and 8 other examples); (iii)
[Tashkent edi — Istanbul erdi] (Tashkent 39b(133) — Istanbul 19a(7) 1 example).

Older forms such as erdi “was” (Baburnama: edi), ermds “is not” (Baburnama: emds), and
birld “with” (Baburnama: bild) were found in the Tashkent manuscript [Kawaguchi and Nagamine,
2008: viii]. Comparative studies by Clauson (1972: 193) and Old Turkic materials by Tekin (1967:
326) also indicated that er- is the older form compared to e-. Therefore, the above results suggest
the Tashkent manuscript may preserve older features than the Istanbul manuscript. Future work
should confirm other forms of this verb besides the finite past tense and examine passages beyond
the scope of this study to substantiate this feature.

(D) Variants of the postposition birli. The postposition birld(n), indicating accompaniment,
similarly possesses not only variants with -7, but also variants without -r-, such as bild(n)
(Bodrogligeti 2001: 73). This study demonstrated the following correspondences: (i) [Tashkent
birld(n) — Istanbul birld(n)] (Tashkent 37b(69) — Istanbul 16b(9), and 3 other examples); (ii)
[Tashkent bild — Istanbul bild] (Tashkent 38b(89) — Istanbul 17a(12) 1 example); (iii) [Tashkent
birld(n) — Istanbul bild(n)] (Tashkent 39a(121) — Istanbul 18b(1), and 4 other examples); (iv)
[Tashkent bild(n) — Istanbul birld(n)] (Tashkent 37b(67) — Istanbul 16b(7), and 1 other example).

In birld and bild, the former with -r- is the older form (Kawaguchi and Nagamine, 2008: viii).
Therefore, it can be said that the Tashkent manuscript retains older features than the Istanbul
manuscript. However, unlike the case with er-, the number of examples was limited. It is necessary
to examine passages outside the scope of this study to substantiate this feature.

(E) Variants of the verb ay-. In Chaghatay, the verb ay- “to say” also has the variant ayt-.
This study found the following correspondences: (i) [Tashkent ay- — Istanbul ay-] (Tashkent 38a(72)
— Istanbul 16b(10), and 7 other examples); (ii) [Tashkent ay- — Istanbul ayz-] (Tashkent 39a(109) —
Istanbul 17b(19), and 3 other examples); (ii1) [Tashkent ayt- — Istanbul ayz-] (Tashkent 39a(105) —
Istanbul 17b(14), and 5 other examples).

The form ayt- is the causative form of ay-. For some unknown reason, it lost its causative
meaning as early as the 11th century in Oghuz and became synonymous with ay-, which then
became obsolete (Clauson, 1972: 268). It is clear that ayt- derived from ay-, but if it can be said that
ay- was once more frequently used than ayz-, this would support the possibility that the Tashkent
manuscript retains older features than the Istanbul manuscript.

(F) Third person plural in the past tense of definite verbs. In the past tense of Chaghatay,
the third-person plural form may or may not include -/dr after -di- (Schluessel, 2018: 36). This
study identified the following correspondences: (i) [Tashkent -dildr — Istanbul -dildr] (e.g., Tashkent
37b(70) — Istanbul 16b(9), and 17 other examples); (i1) [Tashkent -dildr — Istanbul -di] (e.g.,
Tashkent 37b(57) — Istanbul 16a(11), and 1 other example); (iii) [Tashkent -di — Istanbul -dildir]
(e.g., Tashkent 38b(93) — Istanbul 17a(16), and 6 other examples).

Such differences between the two manuscripts may stem from variations in subject, the
inclusion or omission of adjuncts, or the reflection of honorific plural forms. Tekin noted that in Old
Turkic, the third person plural and third person singular were identical (Tekin, 1967: 190): E.g., kdl-
ti “they came” te-di “they said.” If the -ldr suffix was not originally added to the third person plural,
the Tashkent manuscript would retain an older feature than the Istanbul manuscript. It is necessary
to investigate whether this feature is also present in other parts of the two manuscripts.

(G) Variants of relative pronouns. Chaghatay possesses not only the Persian-derived relative
pronoun ki, but also the form kim (Schluessel, 2018: 48-49). Examination of both manuscripts
yielded the following results: (i) [Tashkent kim — Istanbul kim] (Tashkent 37b (69) — Istanbul 16b(8),
and 1 other example); (i1) [Tashkent ki — Istanbul kim] (Tashkent 37b(64) — Istanbul 16b(2), and 7
other examples); (iii) [Tashkent ki — Istanbul ki] (Tashkent 40a (145) — Istanbul 19b(11), 1
example); (iv) [Tashkent @ — Istanbul kim] (Tashkent 38a (71) — Istanbul 16b(10), and 5 other
examples).
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The word ki is of Persian origin, whereas kim derives from the interrogative words of the
Turkic languages. Since the former ki was predominant in the Tashkent manuscript, the author or
scribe of the Tashkent manuscript may have used Persian loanwords more frequently than Turkic
vocabulary. It is necessary to investigate whether Persian loanwords other than 4i are also more
frequently found in the Tashkent manuscript than in the Istanbul manuscript.

We have observed and examined seven examples of correspondence from (A) to (G). Beyond
these, a small number of additional correspondences were also noted between manuscripts, such as
biz and bizldr “we” [Tashkent 38b(90) — Istanbul 17a(13)] and sdn and siz “you” [Tashkent
39a(109) — Istanbul 18a(1)]. Furthermore, different vocabulary was used depending on the
manuscript (these examples are also few): (i) [Tashkent ogli Yoc¢i Xan yddiga tiiSiip — Istanbul ogli
Juji Xan yadiga keliip] “come down — come” (Tashkent 39a(120) — Istanbul 18a(14)); (ii) [Tashkent
altun busagali — Istanbul kiimiis bosagali] “gold — silver” (Tashkent 38b(87) — Istanbul 17a(10));
(ii1) [Tashkent munda — Istanbul bu yerde] “here — in this place” (Tashkent 39a(105) — Istanbul
17b(13)); (iv) [Tashkent wa [ékin — Istanbul amma] “but” (Tashkent 39a(113) — Istanbul 18a(6)).

Conclusion
The Chingiz-nama has gained attention as a key text for understanding the history of Altyn
Orda. Two manuscripts of the Chingiz-nama are known: the Tashkent manuscript and the Istanbul
manuscript. Upon examining corresponding pages between the Tashkent and Istanbul manuscripts,
it was found that Tashkent manuscript pages 36a-59a correspond to Istanbul manuscript pages Ia-IIb,
16a-48a. This result differs from Validov’s (1915: 320) assertion that the Istanbul manuscript
corresponds to pages 15b-46b. Furthermore, we narrowed our focus to specific corresponding pages
and compared the linguistic features of both manuscripts. The insertion of the sound -n- indicates
that the Tashkent manuscript exhibits more western Turkic features than the Istanbul manuscript.
The retention of the -7~ in the verb er- and the postposition birli indicates that the Tashkent
manuscript preserves older Turkic features compared to the Istanbul manuscript. The use of the
relative pronoun ki reveals that the Tashkent manuscript shows strong Persian influence. As this is a
partial investigation, other sections of the Chingiz-nama require examination. This paper proposed
several research themes for Chaghatay using the Tashkent and Istanbul manuscripts. Following
these proposals, we aim to provide data contributing to the historical study of Altyn Orda by

describing the language of the Chingiz-nama’s manuscripts.
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AJITbIH OPJA TAPUXbIH TYCIHYT'E BAFBITTAJIFAH EKI «IHBIHF BIC-HAMA»
KOJI’KA3BACHI HETT3IHAEI'T IHAFATAU TIJII BEPTTEVYJIEPIHE AJIFAIIKbBI
3EPTTEY

Anoamna. «lviarpic-namay JKomibl ¥YibicbiHbIH (AnTblH OpAaHbIH) TapUXbIH 3€PTTEYIE
MaHBI3IBI IepeK Ko31 0onbin Taobuiaasl. On XKomrel ¥IJIBICEIHBIH Myparep MeMJIeKeTTepiHiH Oipi —
Xuya xaHAbIFbIHAA Ka3putraH. «lIIbIHFBIC-HAMAY CTAHAAPTTHI IIaFaTail TUTIHAE eMec, 0aThiC TYPKi
TIIACPIHIH BIKIMAIbI 0ap maratail TiJl HYCKAChIH/IA JKa3blUIFaH TAPUXH IIbIFapMa OOJIBIT TaObLIa IbI.
Byn 3eprreynin Makcarbl — OChl TapUXHM MOTIHHIH TUINIK epeKiuemikrepin cumnarray. «lIIbiHFbICc-
HaMay IIIBIFAPMACHIHBIH €Ki KoyDKaz0achl cakranraH: TamkeHT >xoHe blcramOyn Hyckamapel. byn
3eprTeye €Ki KOKa30aHBIH 3epTTeNy TapuXbl KapacThIPBUIBIN, OJAapAbIH TUIIH IIaraTail Tl
TYPFBICBIHAH TaJiJlay OarbITTaphbl YCHIHBLIABL TamkeHT meH blcramOyin Kommka30anmaphIHBIH COMKeC
OeTTepiH calbICThIpy HoTHXKeciHae TamkeHT Hyckackl 36a—59a (47 Oer) apanbirbiH, an blcramOyi
Hyckacel la—IIb >xome 16a—48a (69 Oer) apaibIFbIH KAMTUTBIHBI aHBIKTAIIbL. byi HOTHXE
Bamunosteig (1915: 320) Tamkent Hyckacel blctamOyn HyckacwiHbiH 15b—46b OeTTepine colikec
KeJe[l JereH TmiKipiMeH coiikec kenmeiai. COHBIMEH Kartap, ajblH aja 3epTTey pETiHAE eKi
oHrimere — IlIbiHFBIC XaH Typansl xoHe Imen xan (Opaa xan) men Caitbia xan (bary xaH) Typaib
okuranapra (Tamxkent: 37b (56) — 40a (157)) — Hazap aymapbuIbII, €Ki HYCKaHBIH Ka3ybl, CO3IIK
KOpBl KOHE TpPaMMAaTHUKAChl CaJbICTRIPBUIABL. TamkeHT HyckacbiHaa blcramOyn HyckachiHa
KaparaHJa -#- JBIOBICBIHBIH KU1 €HTI31Iyl, er- €TICTIrl MeH birld mbutaybIHIAFbl -7~ JTBIOBICHIHBIH
KU1 CaKTaTybl, COH/AN-aK ki KAaTBICTHI €CIMJITIHIH KHIpEeK KOJAAaHbUTYybl Oaikanmbl. Ochl TUIIIK
EpeKIIeTIKTepre CyHheHe OTHIphIN, TamkeHT Hyckachl blctamOyn HyckackiHa KaparaHma OaTbiC
JMANeKTICIHIH Oenriyiepin KeOipeK cakKTaraHbl, KOHE TYPKi TUIIHIH 3JeMEHTTepiH Ke0ipek
KOPCETETIHI KOHE MapChl TUTIHIH dCEepiH OalKaTaThIHBI aHBIKTAJIBI.
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Kinm ce30ep: AnteiH Oppa, IlbiHFbic-Hama, maratail Timi, TamkeHT Komka3oachl,
blctambyn komkazdackl

Kapowcoinanovipy: 3eprrey Kaszakcran PecnyOnukacsl FbeuiblM  koHe KoFapbl  OUTiM
MUHUCTPIIT1 FhIIbIM KOMUTETIHIH TPAHTTHIK Kap KbUIaHIBIPYBl asiChIH/A JKY3€re achIpblUIbl (3k00a
NPH BR24992878 — XIII-XV racsipiaapaarbl JKomibl ¥JIBICBIHBIH 3THOCASICH KOHE QJIEYMETTIK-
SKOHOMMKAJIBIK TAPUXBIH 3€PTTEY).

*Hunomus Takammu
"Vausepcurera [lyky0a, [{yky0a, SAnonus
E-mail: 's0430062.ninomiya@gmail.com

MPEJIBAPUTEJIbHOE UCCJIEJJOBAHUE JIJISI U3YYEHUI
YATATAMICKOI'O SI3bIKA HA OCHOBE JIBYX PYKOIIUCEHA «YUHI'U3-HAME»:
K IOHUMAHUIO UCTOPUHA 30JI0TOM OPIbI

Annomayun. «UnHru3-HaMe» WrpaeT BaXKHYIO POJb B M3YYeHHH HUCTOPUU ANThIH Opnbl
(Vmyca Ixyun). IlpousBenenne ObUIo0 HamucaHo B XUBHUHCKOM XaHCTBE, OJHOM M3 TOCYIapCTB-
HacinenqHukoB Yiyca JIxyun. «UuHrH3-HaMe» TpeAcTaBiuseT co00il HCTOpUYECKHMI TEKCT, Ha-
MMCaHHBI HE Ha CTaHJApTHOM YaraTraickoM sI3bIKe, a Ha €ro BapHaHTE, MOJBEPTIIEMCS BIHUSIHUIO
3aMaHOTIOPKCKUX SI3BIKOB. ABTOPBI CTaBST LIETBIO OMHUCAThH S3BIKOBBIE OCOOCHHOCTH 3TOTO MPOU3-
BezieHus. CoXpaHWINCh JIBE pyKonucu «YMHIHM3-HaMe»: TalllKeHTCKas M craMOynbckas. B uccie-
JIOBAaHUU PACCMOTpPEHA HUCTOPHSI UX HU3YUEHUS U TMPEAJIOKEHBbI JUHTBUCTHUYECKHE HAMpaBICHUS
aHaJM3a 4YaraTaiiCKoro fs3blka JAaHHOTO TekcTa. IIpu cpaBHEHMM COOTBETCTBYIOLIMX CTpPaHUIL
TaITKEHTCKON M CTaMOyJIbCKOW PYKOMHCEH OBLJIO YCTAaHOBJIEHO, YTO TAITKEHTCKas PyKomuch (36a—
59a, 47 crpanun) coorerctByeT la—IIb u 16a—48a (69 crpanmi) ctamOynbCKOH. DTOT pe3ysbTar
oTIM4aeTcs oT yrBepkaeHus Bamumosa (1915: 320), cormacHO KOTOPOMY TaIIKEHTCKask PYKOIHCH
cooTBeTcTBOBaja 15b—46b cramOynbckoil. B kadecTBe mpeABapUTEIBHOTO aHalIM3a ObUIK
paccMOTpEHBI JIBa MoBecTBOBaHUS — 0 YuHruc-xane u 00 NMuen-xane (Opna-xane) u CailibiH-XaHe
(bary-xane) (TamkeHnt: 37b (56) — 40a (157)) — ¢ comocraBieHHEM MUCHMA, JIGKCUKH W TPAMMATUKU
obeux pykomnuced. TamkeHTcKasi pyKONHCh AEMOHCTpHUpYET Oojiee 4acToe BCTaBICHHE 3ByKa -7i-,
Jdydllee COXpaHEHHE -7- B IVIaroye er- M mociuenore birld, a Takxe Ooyee yacToe ynoTpedieHHue
OTHOCHUTENILHOTO MecTOMMEeHHUsl ki. Ha OCHOBaHUM BBISBICHHBIX SI3bIKOBBIX OCOOEHHOCTEH ycTa-
HOBJICHO, YTO TAIIKEHTCKAas PYKOIHChH OTpa)kaeT OoJiee 3amajHble UAJEKTHBIC YepThl, COXpaHsET
Oosiee apXandHbIE JIEMEHTHI TFOPKCKHUX S3bIKOB U OOHAPYKUBAET BIUSHUE MEPCUACKOTO SI3bIKA.

Knrwouegvie cnosa: Antein Opna, YuHru3-Hame, yaraTrailCKui si3bIK, TAlIKEHTCKasi PyKOMUCH,
cTaMOyJIbCKasi PyKOTTUCH

Hcmounuk ¢punancupoganusa: ViccinenoBanue BBIIOJIHEHO ITpU nojaep:kke Komurera Hayku
MunuctepcTBa HayKd M Bbicuiero ooOpaszoBanusi PecnyOnuku KaszaxctaH B paMkax TpaHTOBOTO
¢unancupoBanus (npoextr MPH BR24992878 — M3yuyeHue 3THONMOMUTHYECKOH M COILUAIIBHO-
skoHOMHYeckoi uctopuun Ymyca Jxyuun B XIII-XV Bekax).
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