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Zbrané a Muzy: ndpis na zlomku konstrukce
reflexniho luku z Mikulcic

Blanka Kavanova — Petr Charvat — Vladimir Tishin

STRATIGRAFICKE UDAJE K NALEZU

Velkomoravské hradisté Mikulcice na jizni Moravé se fadi k nejvyznamnéjsim archeologickym lokalitam,
dokumentujicim tuto etapu nasi rané historie, a to z nékolika dtivodd. Jako jedno z center statniho
atvaru 9. stoleti odrazi v materidlni kultufe vSeobecnou troven obyvatel, pfedevsim formujici se vyssi
spolecenské vrstvy. Ve svém inventéti obsahuje mnoho vzacnych nalezti nejen z oblasti Sperkt z drahych
kovti, nybrz ijedine¢nych, nékdy i unikatnich pfedméta. Velmi vzacnym nalezem v naSem prostiedi je
i kostény pfedmét, identifikovany jakou soucast oblozeni reflexniho luku. Pomérné ¢asto se vyskytuje
v oblastech zasazenych nomadskym osidlenim.

Vyznam hradisté vsak spociva i ve vzacné zachovaném a jen minimalné naruseném arealu, kde se
vétsina nalezovych situaci uchovava v ptivodnim stavu a pti odpovédné interpretaci dovoluje definovat
nalezy v $irsim kontextu. Kromé odpovidajici velkomoravské vrstvy se prakticky po celé opevnéné
plose hradisté zachovala silna vrstva pfedvelkomoravského osidleni, pfedevsim v aredlu opevnéného
predhradi, navazujiciho protahlym jazykovitym tvarem na zapadni okraj korpusu vlastniho knizeciho
hradu a tdhnouciho se severozdpadnim smérem mezi rameny fi¢niho toku. Od hradu bylo oddéleno
vodnim pfikopem, snad pfirodniho ptvodu (tento faktor nebyl dosud spolehlivé stanoven). Mezi
hradem a pfedhradim byly nalezeny nejen poztistatky mostnich pilifti, nybrz i komorové konstrukce,
vyplnéné kamenim a prakticky piehrazujici tok. Na plose kniZeciho hradu byla pfedvelkomoravska
vrstva zaznamendna hlavné v hloubéji poloZenych nebo urcitym zptsobem chranénych situacich, napft.
pod podlahovymi tpravami nebo pod hlinitym télesem valu opevnéni. Na plose, dotéené orbou nebo
naru$ené erozi, se pfedméty, zafaditelné véetné nebo nize nez prelom 8. a 9. stoleti, vyskytuji v sekun-
darnim uloZeni. Jiz zminéné obloZeni luku bylo nalezeno na plose pfedhradi ve velmi dobte zakonzer-
vované ndlezové situaci, ktera je zdkladnim predpokladem stratigrafické analyzy a dalsi interpretace.
Pro tplnost 1ze dodat, zZe na plose kniZecitho hradu byla nalezena jesté soucést obloZeni stfedni ¢asti
luku (Kavdnovd 1995), ktera vsak k nasi problematice nijak nepfispiva.

Cast oblozeni luku byla nalezena ve stiedni &asti sidli§té, zkoumané ve vyzkumné sez6né 1982/1983
(Kavanovd 1997, 380-384). V téchto mistech byla zachycena kompletni vertikalni $kala osidleni mikulcického
predhradi. Pfiznivé byla rovnéZz skutecnost, Ze misto nalezu bylo vzdaleno od kontrolniho profilu pouze
80 cm. Pfedmét byl nalezen v hloubce 110 cm a jilovita az hlinito-jilovita vrstva s uhliky a organickymi
zbytky o mocnosti 10 cm, v niZ byl uloZen, byla bezpe¢né identifikovana na kontrolnim profilu. Naseda
prakticky bezprostfedné na plochu podlozi
a je v analyzované casti sidlisté fixovana
podlahovymi tpravami. Mezi ni a ¢istym
podlozim byla identifikovana pouze velmi
slaba naslapna vrstva, nezachytitelnd na
profilech, ale obsahujici nalezy tiisek zvife-
cich kosti, malych fragmentt keramiky
a bronzovych ozdob, datovanych Z. Klani-
cou do 2. a 5./6. chronologické faze mikul-
¢ickych predvelkomoravskych bronzd, do
poloviny 8. stol. (Klanica 1995, Abb. 1).

Vrstva s uhliky, v niz bylo nalezeno
oblozeni luku, byla v bezprostiedni bliz-
kosti nalezu chronologicky ur¢ena prostred-
nictvim dvojdilného bronzového kovani Obr. 1. Mikul&ice. Poloha lokality na mapé Ceské republiky
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Obr. 2. MikulCice. Kosténé obloZeni reflexniho luku s ndpisem turkickymi runami. Druhd polovina 8. stoleti n. I. Podle
N. Profantové, upraveno

s prolamovanou vyzdobou (Kavdnovd 1997, obr. 5:2), k némuz nebyly sice nalezeny zcela piesné analogie,
nicméné ozdoby tohoto typu byly J. Zabojnikem metodou koresponden¢ni analyzy zafazeny od faze SS
III a IV az do konce SS 1V, tedy okolo let 780-800, resp. 825 (Zdbojnik 1991, 248, Abb. 1). Z. Klanica
umistil toto konkrétni kovani do 6. chronologické faze mikulcickych pfedvelkomoravskych bronzt
(Klanica 1995, Abb. 1). Stejné jsou obéma badateli datovany i bronzy z 8irsi plochy tohoto vyzkumu,
které sice bezprostfedné nenavazuji na analyzovany tsek, jsou vSak ve stratigraficky identické nalezové
situaci (Kavdnovd 1997, 383).

V datovéni piedvelkomoravskych bronzii 1ze pozorovat lehkou disproporci mezi ponékud ¢asnéjsim
datovanim sidli$tnich bronza (Klanica 1995) a o néco pozdéjsim datovanim nalezti z hrobovych celkd
(Zdbojnik 1991). Ve skute¢nosti vSak nevznika zadny konfliktni rozpor. Uvédomime-li si, Ze sidlistni
nalezy pfedstavuji zcela urcity ¢asovy moment, kdy byl pfedmét nosen a ztracen ¢i pohozen, pak u hro-
bovych néleztt miizeme pfipoditat i jisty ¢asovy tsek pouzivani pfedmeétu po dobu zivota nositele.
U sidlistnich nélezi je ovsem chronologické urc¢eni v mnoha p¥ipadech zna¢né obtizné.

Kosténé oblozeni koncové ¢asti reflexniho luku (obr. 2) ma podélny trojahelnikovity tvar v zachované
délce 153 mm, lopatkovity sikmo zaobleny konec o $ifce 31 mm, tzky konec je ¢aste¢né odlomen.
Priblizné v poloviné zachované délky ma po jedné delsi strané zafez pro tétivu. Povrch je hladky, na
plose lopatkovité ¢asti nese runovy napis. Zda byl umistén na vnéjsi nebo vnitfni strané nelze z uvedenych
realii odvodit, nebot to zavisi na konstrukci luku. Rozdily v konstrukci reflexniho luku byly dény
jednak etnickou piislugnosti uzivatelt, jednak vyvojem. Sirsi tvar je charakteristicky pro mnohé analogie
na pohfebistich Karpatské kotliny, kde se odlisuji od ¢asné avarskych tizkych tvard.

Blanka Kavinovd

RUNOVY NAPIS Z MIKULCIC

1. Tento runovy ndpis sestava ze ¢ty znaki, avsak miizeme-li soudit podle kresby, obrys znaku na le-
vém okraji neni zcela jasny. Druhy znak zleva Ize srovnat se Znakemi), objevujicim se v napisech ze San-
nicolau Mare (tradi¢ni ndzev Nagyszentmiklds, dale SNM/NSM) a Szarvase (Kyzlasov 1990, 72 [tabl. XI,
fadek 11]; Kyzlasov 1994, 36 [tabl. XI, faddek 11]). Tato skute¢nost doklada jednak fakt, Ze mikulcicky
napis patrné patfi do téze pisaiské tradice jako oba vyse uvedené piipady, a jednak, Ze je napis tfeba
¢ist zprava doleva.

2. Vzhledem k podobnosti mikul¢ickych znakd s grafémy ze SNM/NSM Ize pouzit ¢teni, které predlozil
Gyula Németh v roce 1932 (Németh 1932). Németh se pfedevsim vénoval zafazeni népist do turkické
epigrafické tradice a dolozil zésadni odlisnost téchto runovych napisti od starotureckych pamatek tzv.
orchonsko-jenisejského a székely-uherského runového pisma, a pfi tomto ndzoru i pres kritiku vytrval
(Németh 1971, 9-13). Ptipustil ovSem, ze piedlozeni zcela exaktni a konsistentni filologické analyzy
bude pti povaze nélezového materialu jen stézi mozné, a ze v fadé pripad(i rozhodnout prosté nelze.
Naproti tomu potvrzuje turkické éteni , B yla Cab'n” v NSM/SNM fecké znéni napisu ,BOYHAA
ZOAIIAN” (viz k tomu zvl. Németh 1971, 12). Némethovych zjisténi uZili Sergej Kljastornyj (Klyashtornyi
1979; Klyashtornyi 2006; Ilyukov - Klyashtornyi 1991, 155-161), Andréas Réna-Tas (Rona-Tas 1985) a Talat
Tekin (Tekin 1987, 30-33) ke ¢teni dalsich runovych népist z vychodni Evropy (viz v8ak k tomu i kritické
ptipominky: Kyzlasov 1990, 71; Szalontai 2013, 388, 390-391).

3. V dopise Lud’ku Hfebi¢kovi z 29. 5. 1998 oznacil Sergej Kljastornyj mikul¢icky runovy napis za ,nej-

zapadnéjsi doklad chazarsko-bulharského pisma“. Podle kresby (kterou zde uvetejiiujeme jako obr. 2)
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pak predlozil vyklad textu jako magické ochranné formule znéni ,Pomahej”! ,Zachrainuj”!. Pokusil
jsem se Kljastorného vyklad filologicky dolozit, to se mi vSak nepodafilo.

4. Podle Gyuly Németha a Andrase Réna-Tas (Németh 1932, 22; Németh 1971, 35-36; Rona-Tas 1985, 242
[XI. tab.]) mzeme tedy mikul¢ické znaky identifikovat dvéma moznymi zptsoby, jezto posledni znak
nelze urcit bezpec¢né (Fig. 1):

Verze 1 Verze 2
Fig. 1. Varianty identifikace znakd mikulcického ndpisu - 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1
Zde Ize ovSem jen navrhnout moznosti _ . . .

vykladu a otestovat na tomto novém nélezu Cislo znaku Gy. Németh | A.Rdna-Tas T. Tekin
hypotézy uvedenych badateld. 1 s s ?

2 a(d),a/e o,u o,u

3 r rt r
Tab. 1. Identifikace fonemickych hodnot mikulcic- 4 (verze 1) k k ?
kych runovych znakd 4 (verze 2) 3 y y!
4.1. Podle Némethoy}?Ch identifikaci by se Transliterace: SARK
verze 1 cetla takto (Fig. 2): Transkripce (prepis): sar(i)k / sar(a)k / sark

Presnou identifikaci se nepodafilo zjistit, v tvahu pfipadaji tyto varianty prekladu:

1. hypoteticky slovo *sirk < *sirik, které se vyskytuje bud’ od slovesa sir- v tranzitivnim tvaru , vy-
drzet”, v intranzitivnim , byt trpélivy”, nebo od slovesa sir- ,napinat, napnout”.

2. hypoteticky slovesny tvar *sirik < sirgik, = ,kymacet se”, , potacet se” (Drevnetiurkskii slovar’

1969, 496; Clauson 1972, 850).

4.2. Opét podle Némethovych identifikaci by Transliterace: SARS
se verze 2 Cetla takto (Fig. 3): Transkripce (prepis): sar(i)s / sar(i)3

Presnou identifikaci se nepodafilo zjistit, v tvahu pfipada tato varianta piekladu:

3. K této varianté nebyla nalezena presna identifikace. Za predpokladu, Ze slovni p¥ipona -Xs, ktera
ma kooperativni vyznam (Erdal 1991, 262-275), 1ze zde pfedpokladat formaci z tranzitivniho slovesa
saru- ~ sari- ,balit, namotavat, navijet”.

4. Pokud zde predpoklddame, Zze pripona +Xs, kterd tvoiri odstin barvy, pouziva se ve stejném
smyslu, jako v ptipadé ceské piipony na-, pojici se k nazviim barev a oznacujici jejich slabsi valéry (Erdal

7

1991, 102-103), vidime tvar saris ,zlutavy, nazloutly” < sari ,zluta”.

4.3. Podle identifikaci, které piedlozil A. Rona- Transliterace: Sur'k
Tas by se verze 1 ¢etla takto (Fig. 4): Transkripce (pfepis): sor (a)k / sor+k

5. Zde nastavaji pti vykladu vazné obtiZe. V prvnim pripadé snad miize jit o slovesny tvar ,sor” =
»sat”, ,vysavat” (Drevnetiurkskii slovar’ 1969, 509), ¢i ,cucat” (néco, v akuzativu), dale ,nasavat” ¢i , vy-
savat” (néco, v akuzativu) (Clauson 1972, 843). Jinou moznost predstavuje interpretace ve smyslu , tdzat
se”, ,zadat”, ,informovat se” (Clauson 1972, 843-844). Pokud je posledni znak vysvétlen riznymi na-
hodnymi srovnanimi, teoreticky by pieklad mohl byt ,Sajme zde!” & ,Zadejme jiz!“, coz samoziejmé
nedava valného smyslu vzhledem k pfedmétu napisu.

4.4. Opét podle identifikaci, které predlozil Transliterace: Sorly
A. Réna-Tas by se verze 2 Cetla takto (Fig. 5): Transkripce (pFepis): sor (a)y

6. Pti prectent, jak bylo uvedeno vyse, slova sor ,tazat se”, ,zadat”, ,informovat se”, mtizeme pied-
pokladat pritomnost vedle druhého, coz je sloveso ay- , hovofit, vypravét, jmenovat, odkazovat, starat
se, Fidit” (Drevnetiurkskii slovar’ 1969, 25). V intranzitivnim pouziti (1) ,mluvit”, (2) ,¥ici, prohlasit,
predepsat (néco, v akuzativu)”, (3) ,¥ici, s vyrokem nasledujicim v p¥imé feci” (Clauson 1972, 266). Teo-
reticky tedy ,,Zédej!”, ,Mluv!”, coz se opét nezda ptilis vhodné.

5. Obecné jsme tedy nuceni konstatovat, Ze zatimco epigraficky se nas text blizi ndpistim ze SNM/NSM
a Szarvase, jeho jazykovy vyklad musi nutné pracovat se soucasnymi metodami, jejichz vysledky nebyly
zatim potvrzeny. Tak jako tak se zd4, Ze interpretace fonemickych hodnot navrzena Gy. Némethem

Vv

jsou vhodnéjsi nez navrhy, které predlozil A. Réna-Tas.
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6. Povsimnéme si vSak moZznosti, Ze jazyk mikul¢ického napisu nalezel k zapadni vétvi turkickych ja-
zykd, oznacovanych obvykle jako ogurské (nazyvany také bulharskéd nebo ¢uvasska) skupina. V jednom
z Feckou alfabetou psanych protobulharskych napist z roku 813 n. L. se totiz vyskytuje slovo oapaxroo
(¢i oapaxktog), které Veselin Besevliev a téz Omeljan Pritsak pfelozili jako , drzava” ¢i pozdéji ,vojska”,
Karl Menges navrhl variantu ,zbrané, brnéni” (Beshevliev 1992, 61, 63, 189; Menges 1951, 117-118; cf.
Pritsak 1955, 11, 71). Jak si povsiml Sir Gerard Clauson, tvar yarig nabyva ve staro- a stfedoturkickych
textech vyznamu , 0sobni zbroj, brnéni” (Clauson 1972, 902, 194).

6.1. Peter Golden (Golden 1981, 74-75) ma pak zato, zZe na zakladé sémantického vyvoje a fonologickych
procesti 1ze v ogurstiné predpokladat existenci téhoz slova ve smyslu ,*Sarag”“= ,, (pési) vojsko”, na roz-
dil od obecné-turkického *yaoag.

6.2. Tyz lexém oapaxtov srovnavaji Peter Golden a Anna V. Dybo s obecné turkickym slovem ,,cirig”
(Golden 1981, 75; Dybo 2007, 68), totoznym se staroturkickym vyrazem ,cirig” = , k bitvé seSikované
vojsko”, ktery se odrazi i ve staromadarském slové sereg (serég). Ve staroturkickém jazyce je vyznam
vyrazu o néco uzsi nez obecné pojmenovani armady (sii); kdyz vsak slovo sii zastaralo, uzivali prve
jmenovaného lexému jako obecného oznaceni ,,armada, vojsko”.

6.3. Na obtize narazi vyklad téz v pfipadé fonologického chapani posledniho znaku mikul¢ického
napisu, jakkoli se tu rysuji slibné moZznosti. Graficka soustava uplatitovand v protobulharskych népisech
feckou alfabetou totiz vylucuje rozpoznani znélosti ¢i neznélosti palatalnich a velarnich hlések, stejné
jako znélych a neznélych. A. Réna-Tas ovsem soudji, ze vyskyt findlni hlasky -¢ v turkickych vyptjckach,
které ve staromadarstiné kon¢i na -k, md chronologicky vyznam a poukazuje na dlouhé souziti mluv¢ich
starocuvasskych a obecné-turkickych jazykt (Rona-Tas 1991, 108, 109).

6.4. Shora uvedené skutecnosti pak naznacuji moznost interpretovat znaky mikul¢ického napisu podle
navrhu Gy. Németha foneticky jako ,SARk”, hypoteticky ,*Sdrik” nebo ,*sirik” (Fig. 2), zde uvadéné
jako ¢teni €. 7. Navzdory nemoznosti zjistit samohlasku v druhé slabice, ktera nebyla tradi¢né oznacovana
ve staroturkickém runovém pismu, navrhovand hypotéza neni v rozporu s moznosti vidét zde jakykoli
samohlaskovy zvuk, s vyjimkou retného. Takové ¢teni téz nevylucuje ocekavany vyskyt naslovné hlasky
*$- v ptivodni bulharské formé.

7. Za téchto okolnosti mozno uzavfit, ze v hypotetickém ¢teni ,, *sdrik” nebo snad ,*sirik” 1ze vyjimecné
spatfovat korelaci s protobulharskym ,,oapax”, zjevné terminu s vojenskymi konotacemi, pfi¢emz ovsem

v v oz

nemame v tomto piipadé zadnou jistotu.

8. Jak jsem jiz uvedl, véechny vy$e zminéné varianty ¢teni mikul¢ického napisu maji vysoce spekulativni
charakter, at jiz pokladame za piijatelnou kteroukoli z nich. Zptsobuje to skutecnost, Ze badatelé nejsou
dosud schopni spolehlivé klasifikovat a lustit vychodoevropské runové napisy véetné pamatek uzivajicich
pisma znamého z SNM/NSM. Z tohoto d@ivodu nelze nez pokladdat jakékoli interpretace zjisténych
¢teni za predbézné.

Vytah z piivodniho textu Viadimira V. Tisina (viz Priloha) potidil Petr Charvit.

NEKOLIK POZNAMEK K MIKULCICKEMU NAPISU

Historické vyhodnoceni tohoto vyznamného pramene zde mtize autor spiSe jen nacrtnout, definitivni
soud bude vynesen az po zhodnoceni vsech relevantnich mikul¢ickych nalezt. Minuciézni filologicky
rozbor kolegy Tisina (viz i text v pfiloze tohoto ¢ldnku) neudal bezpecné ¢teni népisu, jakkoli se ndam
miize posledni uvazovand varianta zdat nejpfijatelnéjsi vzhledem ke svym vojenskym konotacim (viz
vyse, zejm. odst. 6, 6.1 a 6.4). Jde tu pfedevsim o mocensky, resp. vojensky vyznam artefaktu. Reflexni
luk pfedstavoval obavanou zbrari kocovnych lukostfelcti, netusené pribojnosti a v rukou zkusenych
vale¢nikd nepochybné i mimotadné presnosti (k tomu Stark 2008, 158-164). Vsimnéme si ovsem, Ze po-
dobné zbrané nemusi byt vazany pouze na mluv¢i turkickych jazyk, ale Ze jimi mohla vladnout i ozbro-
jena moc sogdijska (Stark 2008, 260-264).

V avarskych tazenich vojsk Karla Velikého také v boji, nepochybné i podobnymi zbranémi, polozili
své zivoty i pfedstavitelé nejvyssich elit karlovského impéria. Tak napt. Gerold II. z rodu Agilulfovcd, prvni
spravce Bavorska po Tassilovi III., padl 1. zafi 799 jako velitel expedi¢niho sboru proti Avardém a jeho
mrtvé télo odvezli do Reichenau, kde spoc¢inulo u oltére, ktery hrabé zalozil (Borgolte 1986, 122-126).

Mikul¢icky nalez predevsim ¢rta pfed nasima ocima prostiedi elit pozdné avarského kaganatu, do-
loZené zejména mimoiadnych nalezem pfepychového stolniho servisu ze Sdnnicolau Mare (tradi¢ni na-
zev Nagyszentmikl6s, dale SNM/NSM; z posledni doby napt. Daim et al. 2015). Népisy na téchto nado-
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vz

bach dokladaji ptfitomnost mluvéich turkickych jazykd, ale i fectiny a snad i slovanstiny; nddobka s by¢i
hlavou pak nejspise poukazuje do kultovni a kulturni sféry iranské (Charvdt 2010, 21-22 s lit.), kam téz
nalezi morfologie tamnich lahvi.

Nélez ze SNM/NSM tak vypovidéd shodné s dokladovym materidlem filologickym, podle néhoz
charakterizuje nomadské skupiny eurasijského stepniho pasu pfitomnost pievazné turkickych nebo
iranskych jazykd (napt. Johansson - Bulut 2006). V nomadském prostfedi uzivaly spolecenské elity jiz
od 7. stoleti vypravnych stolnich servisti z drahych kovti, na nichZz se projevovaly vlivy z Byzance,
[ranu a dokonce i Ciny, a turki¢ti a chazaréti velmozi tak mohli stolovat (mj.) i na nddobach sogdského
pavodu (Marsak 1999, 179; o toreutice téz de la Vaissiere 2002, 245-246, 250).

Vztahy ¢eskych zemi a jejich blizkého okoli k tomuto prostfedi nemusi byt tak vzacné, jak by se na
prvni pohled jevily. Na nové objeveném souboru pozdné ,avarskych” kovani z Prahy-Kosofe identifi-
kovala Nad'a Profantova kolky shodné s nékterymi nadobami z SNM/NSM (Profantovi 2018, 324). Pti-
pomenime zde téZ nalez zlomku pryskyfi¢né podlozky k vytvareni tepanych [repoussé] ozdob ze sekun-
darniho ulozeni v zasypu severni terasy Bratislavského hradu. Kompozice zachycuje jezdce na koni,
pod jehoz kopyty spatiujeme leZici postavu, na puncovaném pozadji a jevi zfetelné vztahy k ikonografii
SNM/NSM (Stefanovicovd 2012, 319 obr. 558).

Zvlasteé pak tieba upozornit, ze pravé nas nalez dokresluje raz mikul¢ického piedvelkomoravského
prostitedi, které se ohniskdm kultury zpfedmétnéné nalezem z SNM/NSM zjevné podobalo. Dotyk
s prostfedim turkickym tu doplnuje kulturni impuls ze sféry irdnské, zastoupeny skupinou péasovych
ozdob s vyobrazenim boje draka s plazem (mozna interpretace jako boj dobra se zlem) a lidské tvére,
z niz vyzatuji linie zobrazujici patrné paprsky svétla. Jde o zndzornéni boha Mithry (novéji napt. Raffaelli
2013, 33-40, 228-232; na Zapadé Lowenstein 2015, 606-607, 615-616, 621-622; k interpretaci vyobrazeni
Shenkar 2015, 110-113), a celou skupinu téchto artefaktti mozna zhotovila jedna dilna kdesi v karpatské
kotliné (Profantovd 1996, 28-29). Za povsimnuti stoji, Ze alespon ¢ast sémantiky pozdné sasanovskych
a postsdsanovskych vyobrazeni tohoto slune¢niho bozstva a strdzce daného slova odpovida uziti pojmu
,mir” (= sttedoperska vyslovnost Mithrova jména) v nejstarsi pamatce ceské pisitové tvorby, hymnu
Hospodine, pomiluj ny, pochazejiciho podle poslednich vyzkumt z desatého stoleti (Cajka 2010, 33). , Zizn
a mir v zemi” zastupuje v pozdné sasanovské glyptice formule hu-mihrih i pahlom (Grenet 2001, 36, Gre-
net preklada ,amitié excellente”).

Do oblasti irdnské poukazuje ostatné i mikul¢ické vyobrazeni vegeta¢niho motivu s dvojici ptaka
se stuzkami pativa jakoZto symboly sasanovské kralovské moci na sijich, jemuz jsme pred ¢asem vénovali
pozornost (Charvit - Kavinovd 2016; o indoiranskych prvcich u Slovana Sielicki 2017). VSimnéme si
ostatné popisu oslav Nourizu (iranského Nového roku), slaveného v dobé jarni rovnodennosti, v knize
arabského historika Dzéhize Kitdb al-Tadz (,,Kniha koruny”, 255/868 nebo 869 n. 1.). V Bagdadu se tehdy
tamni obyvatelé polévali vodou a vzdjemné se ctili dary jablek a barevnych vajec (Daryaee 2015, 107).

Kimpulstim z oblasti jazykt turkickych, irdnskych a slovanskych nalezely patrné téz dotyky s pro-
stfedim reckojazy¢nym, pro ty vSak pfed rokem 800 nemame z naseho prostiedi zadné presvédcivé do-
klady.

K tomu tfeba minimalné v ¢eskych zemich pfipocist kontakty s prostfedim hovoficim starohorno-
némecky. Znalci pravi, Ze ceska vyslovnost jména patrona biskupstvi fezenského Jimrama musela do
naseho jazyka proniknout pfed rokem 800 nebo nejpozdéji kolem ného, kdy se jesté jméno v tamnim
prostiedi vyslovovalo s hlaskou j (Zeschick 1993, 5). Stejné vypovida i ¢eské slovo vanoce, pravdépodobné
prevzaté ze starohornonémeckého vyrazu winnahten v podobé *venocg jako ,stara vypujcka predcyrilo-
metodéjska” (Frolec 1988, 21 s lit.).

Mikulé¢icky napis tak pfispiva k pochopeni tamniho mocenského centra 8. stoleti jako jednoho
z mocnych a vlivnych dvort ve sféfe vlivu pozdniho avarského kaganatu, ptijimajiciho z tehdejsich
astfedi kulturni a duchovni impulsy z vychodu, jihu i zdpadu. Neni tedy divu, Ze toto tstiedi, vyznacujici
se pestrou a bohatou kulturou mnoha zdrojt a inspiraci, zrodilo posléze prvni statni celek na tizemi za-
padnich Slovand.

K tomu jiz jen malou poznamku: existence turkickych runovych napisti se v nasem prostiedi zpra-
vidla ponékud primocate spojuje s Avary. Nehledé k tomu, Ze runového pisma uzivala celd fada etnic-
kych skupin eurasijského stepniho pasu hovoftici turkickymi jazyky, nelze pfirozené bez podrobnéjsitho
zdvodnéni spojovat nas nalez s pritomnosti mluvcich turkického jazyka v Mikul¢icich a uz vibec ne
s jejich pfipadnym nadfazenym socialnim postavenim tamtéz. Nosi¢em népisu je tu zbran, dokonce ne-
bezpecnd a obavana, a tudiz atraktivni zbrar, jejiz cesta do jihomoravského tstfedi mohla vésti velmi

mnoha oklikami a zakruty.
Petr Charvit
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PRILOHA
PIné znéni textu, v némz Vladimir Tisin interpretuje mikul¢icky runovy népis

The Mikulcice Runiform Inscription

1. The runiform inscription contains four signs, but, as far as can be judged by the drawing, the outlines of the right
9) outside sign are not entirely clear. The form of the following one from the right side can be compared to the sign
found in Nagy-Szent-Mikloés and Szarvas Inscriptions (Kyzlasov 1990, 72 [tabl. XI, line 11]; Kyzlasov 1994, 36 [tabl. XI,
line 11]). The fact indicates, firstly, that the Mikulcice Inscription can be considered as belonging to the same writing
tradition as two mentioned above, and, therefore, secondly, it should be turned upside down and be read from right
to left.

2. In view of the similarity of signs researched to those from Nagy-Szent-Miklés runiform inscriptions, the reading
may rely on the very identifications made by Gyula Németh just in 1932 (Németh 1932). The attempt to decipher
these inscriptions, made by Gy. Németh, is one of many, but it is based on a method that is fundamentally different
from formal comparisons of the analyzed script with the graphic fund of other writing runiform systems. The Hun-
garian Turkologist showed most clearly the cardinal differences of this group of runiform inscriptions from the Old
Turkic, the so-called Orkhon-Yenisei, runic and Székely-Hungarian runiform script. Despite the skepticism of some
Turkologists he had not changed his mind (Németh 1971, 9-13). So, after years he wrote: “However, I very much
doubt in the possibility of giving an analysis of certain problems of our material with the strict philological exactness
and consistency... <...>In many cases I am unable to decide... <...> However, no representative of the rigorous phi-
lological method can made me believe e.g. that ) 4> 3+ > @ » 4= B'yla Cab'n is not a sure reading - since the
phonetical values of the individual letters are verified by the whole “cross-word puzzle” - and that BOYHAA
ZOATIAN. All that has nothing to do with B“yla Cab'n - only because of the possibility of pointing out several
philological “irregularities” in this identification. Moreover, these “irregularities” appear to be in their turn correct
special forms and are thus of prime importance” (Németh 1971, 12).

Then Sergei G. Klyashtornyi (Klyashtornyi 1979; Klyashtornyi 2006; Ilyukov - Klyashtornyi 1991, 155-161) and
Andras Rona-Tas (Rona-Tas 1985), employing the Gy. Németh identifications, had also proposed the reading of
some runiform inscription from the territory of Eastern Europe. It should be mentioned that S. G. Klyashtornyi’s
views suggesting the attribution of both the Nagy-Szent-Mikl6s inscriptions and the Mayaki citadel ones to a single
system of writing, was criticized by Igor L. Kyzlasov (Kyzlasov 1990, 71). In the case of A. Réna-Tas, which relates to
the Szarvas Inscription, containing signs close to the Nagy-Szent-Mikl6s ones, there appeared a hope for the
prospect of deciphering a certain group of inscriptions, based on the results of Gy. Németh’s research. Talat Tekin,
agreeing with Gy. Németh’s attempt, had considered it possible to make a few insignificant and contradictory
corrections in some of the readings (Tekin 1987, 30-33).

3. Prof. Sergei G. Klyashtornyi in his letter of 29.05.1998 to Dr. Ludék Hiebicek, had attributed the Mikul¢ice runi-
form Inscription as “the most Western sample of Khazar-Bulgarian writing” and reported on the successful de-
cipherment of the inscription, as far as it could be done, based only on the drawing. According to S. G. Klyashtornyi,
the text is a magic spell with meaning: “Pomogai! Vyruchai!”.

In terms of the Old Turkic lexical fund, I tried to substitute for various words having the semantics indicated by
S.G. Klyashtornyi, under the claimed phonemic values of the runiform signs even theoretically, but I'm not able to
understand what word the researcher had in mind.

4. So, according to findings of Gy. Németh and additions made by A. Réna-Tas (Németh 1932, 22; Németh 1971, 35-36;
Rona-Tas 1985, 242 [XL. tab.]), because of the denotation of the last sign of Mikul¢ice inscription is unclear, we can
identify the signs in two ways (Fig. 1).

Version 1 Version 2
Fig. 1. Variants of identification of signs of the MikulCice Inscription 43 21 43 21

-
o

It should be mentioned that Laszlé Karoly had already the possibility of reading of two newly-found in Hungary
runiform inscription on the bone plates based on the proposals of Gy. Németh and A. Réna-Tas. However, he noti-
ced some methodological problems of their suggestions, and thus carefully refrained from his own attempt to offer
reading and translation of the inscriptions (Szalontai — Kdroly 2013, 388, 390-391).

Following the same path, we, nevertheless, can

only designate the available possibilities, simulta- | Number of a Sign |  Gy. Németh A. Réna-Tas T. Tekin
neously testing the hypotheses of the last mentioned 1 S s ?
researchers on the new material. o =
2 a(d),a/e o,u o,u
3 r rt r
Tabl. 1. Identification of phonemic values of runiform 4 (vers. 1) k k ?
signs 4 (vers. 2) S % yt

-
>
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4.1. According to identifications made by Gy. Németh, the reading in Version 1 gives the following results (Fig. 2).

Fig. 2. Reading the Version 1 following identification of phone- Transliteration: SARk
mic values of runiform signs, according to Gy. Németh Transcription: sar(i)k / sar(a)k / sark

-
>

Basing on available sources, I have not found any similar form in Old Turkic lexicon. But they may be found in
the Turkic comparative dictionary by Wilhelm Radloff.

So, there are

cipix hasMap Uioh (resp. Karakh.) ‘Glosse zu capbik (K.B. 103,20), welches ich dem Zusammenhange nach
«Funke» tibersetze’ (Radloff 1911, 459);

cepix, Kir. (resp. Kazakh) “aufrechtslehend’; compare cepix kysak ‘mit aufrechtslehenden Ohren’ (Radloff 1911,
459);

cipir <, Chag. “ausgebreitet, eben; ein flacher Ort’, with the remark ‘von cap+x’ (Radloff 1911, 460);

cipix, in form €S s [srykmk], verb., KazTatar ‘niichtern werden’ (Radloff 1911, 460);

cepix, Kir. (resp. Kazakh) ‘der Genosse, der Theilnehmer’ (Radloff 1911, 460);

cipix, Kir. (resp. Kazakh) ‘verrwirt, in Verlegenheit’ (Radloff 1911, 460).

For the Old Turkic period we notice only the verb sir-, trans. “to endure (something)’, intrans. “to be patient’, and,
since the Old Uighur texts, “to stand /remain in one position” (Clauson 1972, 843; Drevnetiurkskii slovar’ 1969, 496; Rad-
loff 1911, 457). In the case it should be here the Old Turkic suffix -(O)K, forming the deverbal nouns, which expresses
the object of transitive verb stems or the subject of intransitive ones (Erdal 1991, 224-261). This allows us to expect
here the form *siriik (or, most likely, *sirék?), because of the second vowel is not a part of verbal stem. We can also
assume the dropping of narrow vowel in the position between /r/ and /k/, in morpheme juncture (Erdal 1991, 224,
225; Erdal 2004, 110, 132-133). As result, there is a form *sirk. However, the last is most hypothetical because the phe-
nomenon is attested only in the cases related both to derivatives from monosyllabic stems having rounded vowels,
or to the vowels of archphoneme in two-syllable (producing or secondary, derivative) stems, being originally in
non-first closed syllable and after suffixation getting into the medial unstressed position.

Another variant, being morphologically identical, can be offered in the case of the representation, as a basing
stem, the verb sir- “to stretch’, the senses of which are similar with other verb yay-, yaz- (Etimologicheskii slovar’ 2003,
242).

In both cases we can also assume the existence of the two-syllable verb forms like *siri- or *sari-, allowing to get
the derivatives *sird-k or *sari-k respectively, being, however, unknown in Old Turkic.

We may also find here the form converted by suffix -GAK, being, perhaps, an instrumental name (Erdal 1991,
391-396), with the possibility of dropping /g/: -GAK > -AK (Erdal 1991, 395). The phenomenon mentioned is known
not only in Oghuz Turkic languages. Thus, we can see the form sirgik attested by Mahmud al-Qasyari in the sense
“pokachivanie, shatanie” (Drevnetiurkskii slovar’ 1969, 496), or, according to Sir Gerard Clauson, “al-ihzdz wa'l-tamayul
‘swaying, tottering’, from drunkenness and the like; one says esriik sergeklerli: ‘the drunken man swayed
(tamdyala)” (Clauson 1972, 850). Formally, it is possible to find in the Mikulcice Inscription the form *sirik < sirgik.

4.2. The text in Version 2, following Gy. Németh’s identification, should look as follows (Fig. 3).

Fig. 3. Reading the Version 2 following identification of phone- Transliteration: SARS
mic values of runiform signs, according to Gy. Németh Transcription: sar(i)s / sar(i)3

This variant allows to see here a deverbal suffix -Xs is using to convert names denoting objects and, perhaps,
agents of transitive verbs, that, however, means a derivation from the stem containing a second vowel (Erdal 1991,
262-275), i.e. *siri- or *sari- because of absence of the occurrence of synharmonism, according to Gy. Németh. For the
second stem we may find the parallel that is attested by Mahmud al-Qasyari saru- ‘zavertyvat’, namatyvat’, obmaty-
vat’” (Drevnetiurkskii slovar” 1969, 490), ‘to wind or wrap (something Acc.), round (something)’ (Clauson 1972, 844).
Compare the derivative sarus- > saris- in cooperative meaning (Drevnetiurkskii slovar’ 1969, 489; Clauson 1972, 855).

Another decision may be offered with the suffix +X3'in its addition to color names giving them a context with the
meaning ‘-ish” (Erdal 1991, 102-103). So, we can see here the form of *sari “yellow” and, then, the derivative *saris
should to be in the sense “yellowish’. However, only the form sariy is attested in Old Turkic (Drevnetiurkskii slovar’
1969, 488; Clauson 1972, 848). The form without final -y is typical primarily for Oghuz and then Kipchak Turkic
languages (Sravnitel 'no-istoricheskaia grammatika 2001, 601).

4.3. According to A. Réna-Tas corrections, result for the Version 1 follow (Fig. 4).

Fig. 4. Reading the Version 1 following identification of phone- Transliteration: Surtk
mic values of runiform signs, according to A. Rona-Tas Transcription: sor (a)k / sor+k

This is a most difficult situation, even without a theoretical assumption of a violation of synharmonism reflected
in the orthography. So, the first lexeme should be only a verb form which is sor- “sosat’, vysasyvat” " (Drevnetiurkskii
slovar’” 1969, 509), “to suck (something Acc.); to suck up, or out (something Acc.)” (Clauson 1972, 843) or sor-
‘sprashivat’, rassprashivat’, iskat” '(Drevnetiurkskii slovar” 1969, 509), “to ask (a question); to inquire about (something
Acc.), etc. (Clauson 1972, 843-844). In the second word we may see a verb dk- “seiat’, sypat’ * (Drevnetiurkskii slovar’
1969, 167), ‘to sow (seed Acc.) in (the ground Dat.); to sow (a field Acc.)” (Clauson 1972, 100). Looking for any
homonymic form in later dialects (Radloff 1893, 674-676) should only represent an uncertain assumption. Another
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version may be assumed in the finding here the postclitic particle (O)k noting an immediacy of the action. It
sometimes drops its vowel following after the forms ending by a consonant and, in most cases, does not adhere to
synharmonism (Erdal 1991, 60-61; Erdal 2004, 91, note 158, 125, 137, 245, 342-343). Theoretically, this would present
a form *sork < *sor (6)k, with the translation ‘Let’s suck here!” or ‘Let’s ask already!’, both of which are, of course, out
of any context.

4.4. The reading of the text in Version 2 on the grounds of identification made A. Réna-Tas is also given below (Fig. 5).

Fig. 5. Reading the Version 2 following identification of phone- Transliteration: Surly
mic values of runiform signs, according to A. Rona-Tas o Transcription: sor (a)y

’

If we accept the possible interpretations of the first lexeme, it is difficult to find an adequate variant for
interpretation of the second one. It is hard to see here anything close to the Turkic ay ‘moon’. Rather it should be here
a verb ay- ‘govorit’, rasskazyvat’, raz”iasniat’, tolkovat’ ’, ‘nazyvat’ ’, ‘ukazyvat’, rasporiazhat’sia, rukovodit’ " (Drev-
netiurkskii slovar” 1969, 25), “(1) Intrans. ‘to speak’; (2) ‘to say, declare, prescribe (something Acc.)’; (3) ‘to say” with the
words said in oratio recta” (Clauson 1972, 266). However, I do not think that it is a good idea to read here a phrase

containing two motive verbs like “Ask! Speak!’.

5. As a result, I can repeat only the fact of a certain identification of the inscription, despite its shortness, to be close
to the Nagy-Szent-Miklés and Szarvas ones in their graphic fund. However, any attempts at reading must be based
on the existing methods, the results of which have not yet been confirmed. Even in such a case the interpretation of
phonemic values of signs offered by Gy. Németh seems more useful, than identifications by A. Réna-Tas.

6. An interesting variant of interpretation can be proposed in the case of assuming the language of the Mikul¢ice
Inscription having belonged to the western branch of Turkic languages, referred to as Oghuric/Bulgarian/Chuvash
group. So, in one of so-called Proto-Bulgarian inscriptions in Greek letters dated to 813 A.D., we may find the word
oapaktov (or oapaxtog), first translated by Veselin Besevliev (and similarly by Omeljan Pritsak) as d”’rzhava ‘realm,
state, empire” or later ‘voiska’, including then the variant offered by Karl H. Menges being ‘v"’or”’zhena voiska’,
“boini sili’. K.H. Menges compared the stem found with the Common Turkic yarag “weapon, armour” allowing such
a phonetic phenomenon as palatalization of initial /y/ >*/§/, accordingly reflected here in the case of yaraq > *saraq
(Menges 1951, 117-118; Beshevliev 1992, 61, 63, 189; cf. Pritsak 1955, 11, 71).! Sir Gerard Clauson noticed the form yarig
in both Old Turkic and Middle Turkic texts with the sense ‘body armour’ (Clauson 1972, 902, 194). But the graphical
forms attested in the Khosoo Tsaidam Inscriptions, that are of Kiil Tegin (Eastern site, lines 32, 33) and Bilgd Qayan
(Eastern site, line 19) ones do not show clearly a second vowel as narrow, expecting a special syllabic sign /qi/ ~
/1q/ (Sirin User 2009, 181, 190, 311, 312). So, it is possible that the original form of the *yarag can be the *yaryaq one
converted by suffix -GAK and attested in the sense “skin’ (Sravnitel 'no-istoricheskaia grammatika 2001, 575-576).

6.1. Peter B. Golden (Golden 1981, 74) had noticed also the possibility of correlation that form to ComTurk. yadag ‘on
foot” (as opposed to ‘on horseback’), reflected in OTurk (Orkh.) in the following contexts: yaday stisin ‘their infantry’
(as apposed to atliy siisi ‘their cavalry’), (two-thirds of them were mounted) bir iiliigi yaday ‘one-third on foot/,
yadayin ‘on foot’, OUigh. bds yiiz kidimlig yaday ‘500 lightly-armoured (?) infantry’, Karakh. yaday (written ?yaday)
‘pedestrian, on foot” (al-rajil), qayu yer qulaclayu yiigriir yaday ‘some run on foot striding over the ground’, Chag. yayaq
‘pedestrian, on foot’ (piyada), Khwar. yaday id., Qip. yayay ‘pedestrian, on foot” (al-rdjil) (opposite to ‘mounted” atlir),
Osm. yayaq, yayan (<*yadaéin?), yaya id.; cf. Khakas. cazay, Tuv. éaday, Kyr. j6, Kazakh jayaw, Uzb. yayov, Az. yaya id.
etc. (Clauson 1972, 887, 704, 618); also cf. Karakh. yaday, yaday ‘peshii’ (‘infantry”’) (Drevnetiurkskii slovar’ 1969, 222,
223). In addition, see the reinterpretation of iilkir cirik (an Auslaut is not discussed here) with the sense ‘gruppa
voisk” (‘a group of troops’) in the compendium by Mahmad al-Qasyari (MK I 95) (Sravnitel 'no-istoricheskaia gramma-
tika 2006, 349). As P. B. Golden wrote, ComTurk. yadayin “‘peshkom’ (“on foot”) corresponds to Chuv. suran. So, based
on the summarized data of common semantic development and phonological processes in different languages
(Qipchag, Ottoman) it possible to assume the existence in Oghuric a same term in a form *$arag “army (of infantry)’
(Golden 1981, 74-75).

The initial sound palatalized should be represented as phoneme /j/. In Chuvash the process of transition [j] to [$]
was completed, but the pattern of Volga Bulgarian epitaphs shows that at last there was not yet a sibilant at least in
14 century (Erdal 1993, 121). At the same time there are additional arguments to attest the phenomenon in Danube
Bulgarian (cf. Menges 1951, 109; Tekin 1987, 19, 61-62). As additional evidence, P. B. Golden also gave a summarized
data on the existence of initial /$/ in the one of Oghuric dialects, referring to the period before 9 century (Golden
1981, 74).

6.2. At the same time P. B. Golden and then Anna V. Dybo have compared it to the Common-Turkic cirig (Golden
1981, 75; Dybo 2007, 68), that are OTurk. dirig “ ‘troops drawn up in battle order’, a rather more restricted concept
than “army’, which was sii:, but when sii: became obsolete it was used more generally for ‘army, troops” ”. In this
meaning it can be found in Old Uighur, Karakhanid and late Middle Turkic texts (Clauson 1972, 428-429). See also
OHung. sereg (serég) ‘Haufe, Menge, Schar’ < OChuv. *¢irik (Z. Gombocz), *sireg (G. Doerfer) or *sirik/*sirik (P.
B. Golden); Chuv. sar(a) ‘army’ (Gombocz 1912, 116; Doerfer 1967, 70; Golden 1981, 76; on the etymology also see: Poppe
1967, 512-513; Shervashidze 1989, 60-61; Fedotov 1996, 86).

! K. H. Menges used the Latin letter /j/ to denote the voiced palatal approximant [y], as is also done by scholars of the
Russian tradition.
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6.3. There are not only problems with the reconstruction of an original pronunciation of Greek o and a, first of which
could indicate /s/, /§/ and, as P. B. Golden noticed, /$/, and the second one used mostly for denotation of /a/,
/&/, /o/ (Moravcsik 1983, 35, 31; Golden 1981, 76). In the abovementioned Middle Greek Inscription (No. 47) con-
taining the word analyzed, a palatal wide vowel in Greek words is indicated by signs & or a: (Beshevliev 1992, 187).
Even in the case that the decision can be found, at the same time there is another problem related to the pronunciation
of the last consonant. Despite the fact that in the Uighur script and in the Arabic one used in Muslim Turkic texts
there is not a graphic distinction between the unvoiced velar /k/ and voiced one /g/, the Old Turkic runic form
does not leave any doubt. A graphical system of Proto-Bulgarian inscriptions in Greek letters excludes, too, the
observation of the voice distinction between voiceless front and back velars. The grapheme y was used, as we may
imagine, for designation of a voiced velar fricative /y/ in Turkic words (Sinor 1954, 179), but there are no voiceless
velar fricatives originating, for example, from back stop consonant being apparently a velar /k/ and even not an
uvular /q/ (Menges 1951, 112; Dybo 2014).

As the comparative material implies, in the cases with stems with guttural Auslaut, containing original Common
Altaic /r/, i.e. adequately reflected in Common-Turkic, Chuvash and Mongolian, one should expect the voiceless
final consonant, i.e. containing -k/-q (Réna-Tas 1971). According to A. Réna-Tas, the final -g in Turkic loan-words in
Old Hungarian ending by -k, should be considered as an indicator of the period related to borrowing, in which Hun-
garians, who had a long contact with Turkic-speakers of Chuvash type before, came into contact with Turkic-spea-
kers of non-Chuvash type (Rona-Tas 1991, 108, 109).

If one would consider the element -7ov as representing the suffix *+tu < +IXG with dissimilation of the initial
consonant and dropping the final one (Menges 1951, 118; Golden 1981, 77), this could be an additional argument to
the existence of such phenomena in Proto-Bulgarian as dropping the final voiced velar, as it is in Chuvash (Réna-Tas
1971, 30, 32). It should be mentioned here, despite the fixed fact of the phenomena of the loss of the final -g in
Auslaut in Volga Bulgarian, where we have -ig# > -iiw#, even, at least in the early 10" century (Erdal 1993, 118), there
is no reliable evidence to see it in Proto-Bulgarian or in the other Oghuric dialects as a whole.

6.4. So, it is possible to compare the basing of the phonetic interpretation of runic signs made by Gy. Németh on the
runic transliteration SARk with the hypothetical *$irik or *$drik (Fig. 2). The first mentioned form, with a wide vowel
in the second syllable, is caused by the comparison with the Proto-Bulgarian capax. The second form, containing
a second narrow vowel, that can be reconstructed from that attested by Zoltdn Gombocz (Gombocz 1912, 116) as
OHung. /&/ reflecting [i], had originated, following to Nicholas Poppe (Poppe 1967, 513), from the verb cir-
‘kdampfen’ attested in Teleut as “veralt.” (Radloff 1905, 1966), that to be compared with hypothetical Oghuric *$ir-. At
the same time, the available data on the Chuvash give the reason to speak of the development of the Chuv. /a/ in
non-first syllables from the ComTurk. /i/ (Levitskaya 2014, 100, 117). This was the cause for arguing for the existence
of a suffix of *-(X)K type (cf. Chuv. nominal suffix -2k and adjectival one -ak in Levitskaya 1976, 154).

Not only a phonetic form registered in both Old Turkic and Middle Turkic languages, that is cirig, causes the
idea about the morpho-phonology of the analyzed form as of just Oghuric origin. So, if we look here at a narrow
vowel in any language close to Old Turkic, the vowel can be dropped, being in the position between the sonant /r/
and velar stop /k/, in morpheme juncture, although not all such cases can be explained satisfactorily (Erdal 2004,
132-133). On the contrary, the confrontation between the reflection of such type Common Turkic forms in Chuvash
and the most of Turkic languages shows that it is impossible in Chuvash to use the cluster /rk/ in the end of words,
i.e. -rK#. That typical features had developed after the discharge of languages of Chuvash type from the Common
Turkic (Sravnitel no-istoricheskaia grammatika 2002, 701, 703; Sravnitel no-istoricheskaia grammatika 2006, 55-56). Thus,
following the hypothetical reconstruction we can assume the fact of the parallel formation of the ComTurk. cirig
< *¢ir- + -(X)g and Oghuric *$ir- + *(X)k is different from the Chuv. dar(i), that all have developed in different
historical periods.

According to the original hypothesis put forward by A. Réna-Tas, the reconstructed so-called Western Old
Turkic, which, during the early periods of its history, was a group of various Chuvash type dialects, had produced -
Vg > -Vy, as a result of coinciding both velars -Vk and -Vg and then, in the late period of Western Old Turkic, the
form *¢irig > *ciriy was borrowed to Old Hungarian in a form with the change of final -y by -g, i.e. OHung. cerig >
Hung. sereg (Agyagasi — Csiics 2012, 454-455). This does not contradict the earlier dating of transition of the Western
Old Turkic initial ¢- to the Late Old Hungarian (6"'-10" centuries A.D.) as ¢-, later became s- (Agyagasi - Csiics 2012,
453-454). At the same time, neither does it contradict the expectation of an existence of an initial *$- in an original
Turkic form.

6.5. In such case, however, one more difficulty that requires explanation should be postulated. It is an interpretation
of the sign with meaning /s/ as alveo-palatal or even palatal sibilant, i.e. [§] or [$] respectively.

As was noticed by Oleg A. Mudrak, in many cases, at least, in three largest Old Turkic runic writing monuments
(Kiil Tegin, Bilgéd Qayan, Tonyuquq) the sign | /s?/ (denoted by the researcher as /$/) usually marked the unvoiced
alveolar sibilant in combinations with front vowels, but also as palatal sibilant with narrow vowels in both front-
and back-vocalic words. These and other characteristics caused the hypothesis, voiced by the researcher, about the
repercussion of a palatalization in Old Turkic as a sibilant in the conjunction with the back narrow vowel (Sravni-
tel'no-istoricheskaia grammatika 2006, 57-58).

This is not important for us as a whole, because of absence of such combinations in the inscription analyzed.
However, even the fact of the existence of the phonological phenomenon should be emphasized. The interesting fact
is that the Tonyuquq inscription uses the sign /s!/ to denote a phoneme /$/ in combination with low back unroun-
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ded vowel /a/ (sad, santun, asa-, tas, etc.). The local features of graphics of each of inscriptions should be studied
especially, but the last mentioned fact is that to what we can appeal in our case.

7.50, the reading of the hypothetical *sirik or maybe *$irik can correlate with the Proto-Bulgarian sapax exceptionally,
in fact, having no secure interpretation. But it is even in such case, that the reading meets difficulties in terms of
historical phonetics.

8. As was already mentioned, all the above variants of reading, no matter which one looks the most reasonable, are
highly speculative due to the fact that scientists do not yet have grounds to confidently attribute and decipher the
Eastern European runiform writing(s), including inscriptions in the script of Nagy-Szent-Miklés type. For this
reason, any interpretations of the received readings seem premature.

List of Languages: Az. - Azerbaijani (Azeri Turkic); Chag. - Chagatai; Chuv. - Chuvash; ComTurk. - Common Turkic;
Hung. - Hungarian; Karakh. - Karakhanid (Hakani); Kazakh - Kazakh; Khakas. - Khakas; Khwar. - Khwarazmian
Turkic; Kyr. - Kyrgyz; OChuv. - Old Chuvash; OHung. - Old Hungarian; Osm. - Ottoman (Osman); OTurk. - Old
Turkic; OUigh. - Old Uighur; KazTatar - Kazan Tatar; Kir. (resp. Kazakh) - “Kirgiz” [an obsolete definition]; Qip. -
Qipchaq; Tuv. - Tuvan (Tuvinian); Uigh. (resp. Karakh.) - “Uighur” [an obsolete definition]; Uzb. - Uzbek.

Viadimir V. Tishin
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Arms and Muses: an inscription on a part of a composite-bow construction
from Mikulcice, Moravia (Czech Republic)

A bone plaque with an inscription came to light at the South Moravian site of Mikul¢ice. The stratigraphic
position of the find points to its deposition in the ground some time during the second half of the 8" century
AD. The plaque bears an inscription of four characters in Turkic runes. Its reading is highly hypothetical, the
translation variants being 1) “patience”or “stretch”; 2) “swaying” or “tottering”; 3) “pack, wind, wind up”;
4) “yellowish”; 5) “Let’s suck here!” or “Let us ask already!”; 6) “Ask!” “Speak!”; 7) an unclear term of military
connotations (“weapon’ or ‘army’). The presence of this inscription in Turkic runes, representing possibly an
Old Bulgarian idiom, points to the character of the Mikulcice courtly milieu as that of the Late Avar period, in
which individuals of many languages, creeds and cultural orientations congregated at the period’s major
centres, a good example being that visualized by the find of an exquisite set of table vessels at Sannicolau Mare,
Romania (originally known as Nagyszentmiklds). In the Czech-speaking lands, this evidence for one of the
Turkic languages joins that of the Iranian influences, visualized by the images of a human head with radiating
rays of light, depicting probably Mithra (mir in Middle Persian, a word borrowed into the Slavic languages).
This icon, one of the motifs of belt ornaments of the Carpathian basin, is represented both in Moravia and in Bo-
hemia. No evidence on the presence of speakers of Greek is available for this time period, but the first contacts
of (Western) Slavic with High Old German might have taken place at the turn of the 8" and 9™ centuries.

(English by Petr Charvat)
Fig. 1. Mikucice. Location on a map of the Czech Republic

Fig. 2. Bone plaque from a composite bow from Mikulcice, Moravia (Czech Republic), with inscription in Turkic runes. Second
half of 8" century AD
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