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CRITICA

T he unique MS-сору of 1266 o f  th e  lost 
o rig inal was first edited by K ilisli R ifa t in 
1917 —1919 and since then  we have m ore or 
less com plete editions by  Brockelm an 
(1928), Besim A talay (1939,—1942), Ab- 
du rah m an o v  and M utallibov (1960—1963) 
an d  tw o  works which contain  th e  whole 
lexical m aterial: the D revnetjurkskij S lovar’ 
(1969) an d  the E tym ological D ictionary  of 
Sir G erard  Clauson (1972). A  new, com plete 
R ussian  edition has been in  p r in t for a  
longer tim e. The num ber o f  stud ies on 
p a r ts  o r details of th e  D iw an is extra- 
o rd inarily  extensive. All earlier works 
have  th e ir  special m erits, b u t th e ir  re- 
spective deficiencies m ade i t  necessary to  
publish  a  new edition.

The edition under review  is a  joint 
w ork o f  R . D. and J .  K . D is responsible for 
th e  final form  of the transla tion , th e  intro- 
duc tio n  an d  the indices. К  w ro te  th e  gram- 
m ar outline, contributed su b stan tia lly  to  
th e  transla tion  and had a  critica l role in 
fo rm ulating  the introduction. All m atte rs 
re la tin g  to  m ethodology w ere decided 
jo in tly  (see I, p. V). The w ork  consists of 
th ree  p a r ts : Introduction , T ransla tion  and 
Indices. Three Appendices an d  th e  micro- 
fiche are  added.

The high scholarly level o f  th is  edition 
w as facilita ted  by the  possib ility  to  study  
th e  original unique MS in detail, take 
colour photographs for la ter use, fu rth e r by 
a  new  transla tion  of th e  A rabic te x t  and by 
using a  m ore adequate editing m ethod than 
th e  earlier editors did. One o f  th e  m ajor 
m erits  o f  th is  edition is th a t  D /K  have

Mahmüd al-KäStari, Compendium o f the 
T u r k i c  dialects (Dïwân luyâ t a t -Тигк). 
E d ited  and  transla ted  w ith introduction  
and  indices by  R obert Dankoff in 
collaboration w ith  James Kelly. Vol. 
I —I I I  P rin ted  a t  the H arv ard  U niversity 
P rin ting  Office. Sources o f O riental lan- 
guages and  literatures 7. 1982— 1985, X II  
416, I I I  +  382, 338 pp. w ith  one m ap and 
7 m icrofiche cards.

“ . . . I  am  one o f the  m ost elegant 
am ong th em  in language, and the most 
eloquent in  speech ; one o f the  best educated, 
th e  m ost deep-rooted in  lineage, and the 
m ost penetra ting  in throw ing the  lance. 
T hus I  have perfectly  acquired the dialect 
o f each one o f th e ir  groups; and I  have 
se t it down in an  encom passing book, in a 
well ordered system .” — th is  is how the  
au th o r o f the  D ïw ân luyâ t a t -Тигк esti- 
m ated  h is own person and  work (the 
tran sla tio n  is quoted from  th e  book under 
review, I. 70). A nd th e  firs t known reflec- 
tio n  on  it:  “ I  have studied  m any compila- 
tions on T urk iyya, and  I  know  th e  language 
well; b u t I  have n o t seen an y  [book] more 
com prehensive [ th an  th is  one]. Only he 
will understand  its  value who is well versed 
in the language o f the T u rk s .” (AKD, I. 10) 
This s ta tem en t can be read on the title- 
page an d  is w ritten  by  a  la te r hand, 
according to  D /K , in 1266. This judgem ent 
is still valid; even if  some o f the  later 
w orks contain  a  larger num ber of lexical 
item s, i t  rem ains the  best and m ost fasci- 
nating  w ork w ritten  on Turkic.
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before 1075. T hat eight years passed  
before i t  w as sent to  Baghdad is unlikely, 
though  n o t impossible.

The f ifth  chapter deals w ith  th e  title -  
page n o t perta in ing  to  the orig inal te x t. 
This is th e  only  place where th e  a u th o r  is 
called n o t only Mahmud ibn u l-ffu sayn  
ibn M uham m ad, bu t also al-KâSyarî. D /K  
find th e  nisba  suspect, since th e  a u th o r  was 
no t from  K ääyar b u t from  B arsyän . (p. 4 
no te 5). In  spite o f all th e  a rgum ents 
raised so far, I  am  not quite sure th a t  our 
au th o r w as born  there. On p. 220 — 221 of 
th e  MS we read  a verse, which ru n s  in  the  
tran s la tio n  o f  D/K:

The w orst bird is the magpie
The w orst tree is (the) one (called) 

A zyän
The w orst land is the eroded
The w orst people are those o f ,B arsyän

and th e  au th o r adds: — since th e y  are 
unsociable and  miserly. Even if  we assum e 
th a t  our au th o r was born the re  an d  th is  
s ta tem en t reflected some feud betw een 
him  an d  o ther inhabitan ts o f B arsyan, 
i t  is sure th a t  he did not live th e re  w hen he 
w rote th e  book, b u t in Kâëyar, w hich was 
also called O rdu känd. I t  m u s t n o t 
be fo rgo tten  th a t  K asyar was also th e  nam e 
of a  la rger te rrito ry  cf. e.g. MS 60 artuc 
“ Ju n ip e r; in  KäSyar there are tw o  villages 
nam ed A rtu è ” . Since the  nisba does no t 
necessarily reflect the  b irthplace, b u t can 
also be given afte r the place w here some- 
body is residing and working or ac ting , I  
do n o t see a n y  reason to  doubt th e  au then- 
tic ity  o f  th e  nisba al-Kääyari. D /K  do not 
accept th e  opinion of K. R ifa t an d  Rossi, 
according to  whom the au tho r o f  th e  te x t 
on th e  title-page was M uham m ad ibn 
A hm ad K h a tib  D ärayyä and  th a t  i t  was 
w ritten  in 1400—1401. This is convincing, 
D ärayyä  w as a la ter owner o f th e  MS. 
D /K ’s hypothesis is “ th a t it was w ritte n  in 
D am ascus around 664/1266 — i.e. th a t  it 
was w ritte n  down (though n o t necessarily 
com posed) by the copyist of th e  m ain  te x t, 
who nam es him self in the  colophon (MS. 
638) as M uham m ad ibn abi B ak r ibn  abl

done ev e ry th in g  to  distinguish th e  hand  
o f  th e  a u th o r  o f the MS-сору from  la te r 
h an d s , w hich  added to  o r co rrec ted  th e  
orig inal. U n til now we had  access to  th e  
facsim ile-ed ition  of Besim A ta la y  (1941) 
w hich, being  black-and-w hite, d id  no t 
allow  th e  different shades o f  th e  colours 
o f in k  to  be distinguished and  th u s  i t  was 
a lm o st im possible to  distinguish th e  la te r 
changes. T h e  s tudy  of the  ink  co lour m ade 
i t  possib le  to  select out one o f  th e  la te r 
han d s , w hich has worked th ro u g h  th e  
w hole M S, even where th is  h an d  d id  no t 
use a  d iffe ren t, now brownish, ink . Accord- 
ing  to  D /K  “ th e  most, perhaps 99%  o f th e  
ad d itio n s  an d  corrections to  th e  m ain  te x t 
belong  to  a  single individual” (p. 10) whom 
th e y  ca ll the la ter hand to  d istingu ish  him  
fro m  o th e rs  who are called “ a  la te r  h a n d ” 
— n o t a  very  ingenious, b u t p rac tica l 
d is tin c tio n .

D /K  m ade  an a ttem p t to  get behind the  
fo u rteen th -cen tu ry  additions a n d  to  re- 
c o n s tru c t th e  original th irteen th -cen tu ry  
a u to g ra p h  (p. 11). Their success is an 
im p o r ta n t step  forward in  th e  K ääyari- 
s tud ies.

T h e  In troduc tion  consists o f  th irteen  
ch a p te rs . T he first th ree deal w ith  the  
d esc rip tio n  o f the MS, th e  previous 
ed itions, th e  principles o f th is  ed ition  and 
tra n s la tio n , general rem arks on th e  au thor, 
t i t le  a n d  contents. The fo u rth  chap ter 
recalls  th e  discussion on th e  d a te s  o f the  
orig inal. D /K  propose th a t  th e  w ork , which 
th e  a u th o r  begun to  w rite on J a n u a ry  25th 
1072, w as finally finished an d  left the  
w orkshop  o f  the au thor on Ja n u a ry  9th 
1077, t h a t  is they  do not accep t th e  argu- 
m e n ts  o f  L . Bazin who p u t th e  fina l d a te  a t 
1083. S ince it  is clear th a t  som e o f  th e  dates 
in  th e  te x ts  are m iswritten, none o f the 
ca lcu la tio n s can work w ithout em endation. 
T he a u th o r  him self sta ted  in th e  colophon 
th a t  h e  revised, corrected h is w ork  and 
red a c te d  i t  four tim es. The caliph  al- 
M u q ta d i to  whom the w ork w as, finally, 
d e d ic a te d , ru led  between 1075 an d  1094. 
T h a t m eans th a t the final fo rm  o f the 
o rig ina l could not have been finished
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convincingly prove th a t i t  w as our MS. 
F u rth e r  chapters deal w ith  scribal errors, 
g h o st words and tex tu a l em endations, 
fu r th e r  w ith the structu re  o f  th e  Diwan. 
T he trea tm en t o f the A rabic term inology 
used  by  KâÂyarï (more deta iled  in U A Jb 
1972, 1973, 1976) is very  useful. The 
c h a p te r  Phonology is ra th e r  th e  descrip- 
t io n  o f  how Kääyarl explains th e  phonol- 
ogy  reflected in the Diwan th a n  its  m odern 
ana ly sis  and th is is an im p o r ta n t contri- 
b u tio n  o f the former to  th e  second, and a 
sound  basis for fu rther s tud ies.

T he m ain p art of the  w ork is, o f  course, 
th e  translation  which also p a r tly  functions 
a s  an  edition. The Turkic w ords a re  trans- 
lite ra te d  with a  special system , e.g. T
is tran slite ra ted  a s ’AWUVS'KXJV w here’ 
s ta n d s  for the a lip h ,  A for th e  j a th a  on the 
a l ip h ,  W  for S, U for th e  d a m m a  on it, 
b u t  underlined Ьесаиве i t  is added  by  the 
la te r  hand , V is for the  va t), a n d  th e  raised 
d o t • for the  sukun on the sin , e tc . This type 
o f  translite ra tion  is very helpful, b u t does 
n o t sub stitu te  the original, since in the 
above case the fact th a t  th e  sin  is w ritten  
w ith  th ree  dots beneath is n o t m arked. 
I f  d o ts  are misplaced, th e  tran s lite ra tio n  
follow s the  original, and  th e  following 
transc rip tion  has the correct reading, so 
e.g. YAW KA’ tawra, V UR К А К  bürkâk 
w hich m eans th a t in the orig inal tw o dots 
a re  beneath  though in th e  f ir s t  case two 
shou ld  be above and in th e  second one 
should  be beneath. I t  is, how ever, not 
possible to  see from  th is  tran slite ra tio n  
w hen  th e  dots are miseing a t  all an d  when 
n o t correctly placed. The tran slite ra tio n  
is followed by the transc rip tion , which is 
a lre ad y  an  in te rp re tation  w hich “ repre- 
se n ts  w hat we believe is th e  phonem ic sys- 
te rn  o f  th e  language Кй5уа1'1 is describing, 
w ith  some allowance also fo r  phonetic 
pecu lia rities as indicated b y  th e  orthog- 
ra p h y  . . . To a large e x te n t, especially 
in th e  vocalism, it is a  reconstruction  based 
on  h istorical principles.”  (p. 3). In  a 
foo tn o te  the authors acknow ledge their 
d e b t to  “ the industry and judiciousness of 
S ir G erard Clauson . . .” w hich is no t an

1-Fatly of Sava, th e n  of D am ascus” (p. 9). 
This is based on th e ir  judgem ent th a t the 
te x t o f the title-page was w ritten  down by 
the copyist o f  th e  re s t o f the  MS., “ though 
perhaps w ith  a  d ifferen t p e n ” (p. 8). Though 
I  am  not fully convinced, I  am  ready for the 
tim e being, to  accep t th e  opinion o f tw o 
colleagues who have worked w ith the 
original m anuscrip t for long years. B ut 
in th is  case, one canno t wholly dismiss the 
doubt: is our MS in fac t the  autograph of 
th e  te x t w ritten  in  1266 Î The au tho r o f the 
te x t o f the  title-page expresses his view 
th a t  th e  language o f th e  Diwan is not 
“T urkm an” , b u t i t  is Turk , th a t is “ Qiföaq” 
and who says th e  con tra ry  knows neither 
Qipchak nor T urkm an . This curious state- 
m ent, trea ted  by  Rossi, is typical for la ter 
M ameluk au tho rs. In  1266 it  is not impos- 
sible, b u t would need some corroboration. 
Since Qipchak is m entioned in the Diwan 
m any tim es as  being different from  the 
language o f th e  au th o r, one asks: did the  
au th o r o f th e  title-page te x t read the 
D iwan in deta il Ï The copyist had to . Thus 
we cannot exclude th e  following: Muham- 
m ad o f Sâva copied th e  autograph  in 1266. 
A second person  w ro te th e  rem ark on the 
tit le  page a  few years la ter and then 
somebody recopied th e  whole work, in- 
eluding the  te x t o f  th e  title  page. The ex tan t 
te x t  ends a t  th e  bo ttom  of w hat is now 
num bered as p . 638, and if  there was a th ird  
colophon o f th e  second copyist i t  would 
have been on a  639. page.

F u rth e r  ch ap te rs  deal w ith the la ter 
hand  and o ther la te r  interpolations, glosses, 
and m arginal notes, m ost o f them  noted in 
th e  transla tion . I t  seems to  be a  correct 
observation o f D /K  th a t the la ter hand 
spoke a K ipchak language (e.g. äw “ house” 
is ’corrected’ to  öw) bu t once again, if  the 
1266 tex t had  äw, w hy did the au thor 
o f th e  te x t on th e  title-page claim th a t th is 
reflects the Q ipchak dialect. In  a  la ter 
chapter, D /K  discuss the  question whether 
B adraddin  a l- 'A yn l who quotes a t  length 
from  the  D iw an in the  firs t volume o f his 
book, w ritten  in  1422, used our MS or 
had seen an o th er copy. D /K ’s argum ents
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to  rhym e an d  is followed by a cross index  
according to  “ them e” .

A ppend ix  I  deals w ith the g ram m ar of 
the  D iw an, w ith  the  exception o f phono- 
logy, w hich w as trea ted  in the in troduc tion . 
I t  is a  skeleton-gram m ar m ainly o f  th e  
m orphology following the scheme o f  th e  
Philologia Turcicae Fundam enta. W e know  
th a t  K âSyarï w rote another w ork (K itab  
)awähir an-nahw j i  luyat at-turk cf. MS 
p. 18) on  th e  gram m ar of the K arak h a n id  
language, w hich was lost. D /K  t r y  to  
reconstruct in  a  very succint way, th e  m a in  
tra its  o f  th e  m orphology as used by K âSyarï. 
The last, b u t  one, Appendix lists fo rm s 
peculiar to  verses and proverbs assum ing  
th a t  th e y  “m ay  represent no ton ly  d ia lec ta l, 
b u t even d ifferent historical stages in  th e  
developm ent o f Turkic” (III, p. 333). T his 
is a sh o rt index  of sixty-odd item s, th u s  it  
is n o t v e ry  d istu rb ing  th a t a t the  end o f  th e  
great w ork  th e  editors had no tim e  o r 
possib ility  to  also p u t th is  and th e  follow ing 
list in  a n  alphabetical order. This la s t lis t 
contains d ia lec ta l forms occurring in  verses 
and p roverbs. The entire MS is a t ta c h e d  
to  th e  th ird  volum e on microfiche cards, in  
b lack-and-w hite.

I  gave a  detailed  account o f th e  co n ten t 
and s tru c tu re  o f the book to  m ake it  
clear th a t  i t  is an  indispensable too l for 
everybody w orking in Turkological s tud ies. 
I t  w ould n o t be fair to  point o u t som e 
m isprin ts ( they  are few and in m ost cases 
not d istu rb ing ) and th is is not the  p lace to  
offer a l te rn a tiv e  readings. I  would m en tion  
only one question , which seems to  me to  be 
of th eo re tica l relevance. D /K  consider 
th e  phonem e i  to  be neutral, i.e. th e y  
assum e th a t  th e re  did not exist an  opposi- 
tion  o f  f ro n t an d  back vocalic i  in  K äS yari’s 
language (I, pp . 61 — 62). F rom  th e  fac t 
th a t  in  th e  MS d and d are wavering in  th e  
te x t th e y  conclude th a t “ I t  seems to  us 
th a t  th e  w avering in the te x t re flec ts  
confusion in K ’s mind, perhaps com pound- 
ed b y  carelessness of the copyist”  (I, p . 
56). The fac t th a t  in the Diwan th e re  are 
some w ords w ith  i  which take on ly  b ack  
vocalic suffixes, others only fron t vocalic

em p ty  com plim en t even if in  m a n y  cases 
th e y  go  a  s te p  forward and  d e p a r t from  
Sir G e ra rd ’s in terpretation . Sam ples o f  the  
co rrec tions to  th e  readings and tran sla tio n s 
of ea rlie r  scholars are presented  on  Vol I. 
pp. 27 — 31.

T he E n g lish  is throughout a  tran s la tio n  
of th e  A ra b ic  and not o f th e  T urk ic. In  
those cases w here the A rabic is n o t a  d irect 
tra n s la tio n  o f  th e  Turkic, e.g. in  verses or 
p ro v erb s D /K  give a verbatim  tran s la tio n  
of th e  T u rk ic , in  parentheses, a s  well.

P e rh a p s  a  longer daily use o f  the  
T ra n s la tio n  will convince m e th a t  the  
rep ea tin g  o f  th e  head item s on th e  righ t 
m arg in  is useful. The cross references are 
given to  MS page and head item . I n  th is 
case I  w o u ld  have p u t th e  p ag in a tio n  of 
th e  ed itio n  dow n to  the page b o tto m , and 
use th e  p ag in a tio n  of the  MS as runn ing  
head ings o n  th e  top  o f th e  page.

I n  th e  th ird  volume we find  th e  indices 
and  append ices. Tha “Base In d e x ” takes 
237 p ag es. H ere  the w ords are grouped 
accord ing  to  “ roo ts” . D /K  are aw are th a t  
to  p u t  äsgäk  “ donkey” under äs- “ to  t r o t” 
“ is p la u sib le , though speculative” ( I I I ,  p. 
2). I  a m  a fra id  th a t  to  p u t to g e th e r  e.g. 
quzyir- “ com e pouring and sw irling(snow)” , 
quyma “ ty p e  o f bread; tool m anufactu red  
by  c a s tin g ” , qudur- “ to  exert onself, do the 
u tm o s t” , qulur- “pour o u t” a n d  qutuz 
“ rab id  (dog )” under an asterisked  *qud- 
( I I I ,  p p . 146 — 6) is not only im plausible 
and  sp ecu la tiv e , bu t definitely wrong. 
W ith  th e  exception  of a  few very  com m on 
w ords, th is  is a  full index giving, o r in tended  
to  give, a ll occurrences of the  sam e w ord on 
th e  sam e p lace  w ith crossreferences from  
v a ria n ts . A n  index of proper nam es is 
followed b y  a  topical index, th is  index  also 
reg isters p apers , which have d ea lt w ith 
som e se m a n tic  groups o f the  lexical stock 
o f Kä§Ya r i- T he Dialect Index  gives all 
in stances w here a dialectal form  is men- 
tioned  a s  such. I t  is grouped according to  
phonological, morphological, lexical and 
sem an tica l peculiarities. H ere a  cross index 
gives th e  occurrences according to  dialects. 
In d ex  5 is a  verse index arranged according
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d u  folklore et de la li t té ra tu re  populaire 
chinois) a rédigé aussi un e  brève note 
d ’éd iteu r (pp. 4 — 6) su r l ’h isto ire de leur 
enquête, au  cours de laquelle les textes 
publiés dans le volume o n t é té  enregistrés 
de la  bouche de Coinxor e t  de Sambüdaä, 
bardes (xûréi) bârin e t  qaraèin , resp., qui 
p en d an t les années de la  «révolution cul- 
turelle» chinoise s’é ta ie n t réfugiés dans la 
province de Dundgowi de la  R . P . M.

Ces textes mongols, ch an ts  épiques 
d u  cycle de Geser, son t éd ités (déchiffrés, 
trad u its  e t commentés) p a r  l’a u tre  philo- 
logue de Moscou, M. S. N ek ljudov  e t par 
J .  Tömörcering, ém inent m ongolisan t d ’ori- 
gine tchakhare qui publie , égalem ent ici, 
une p e tite  épopée üjfümèin (E st), enregistrée 
p a r  lui en 1969 dans le d is tr ic t de Bayan- 
tüm en  (de la province D ornod de la 
R . P . M.).

O utre les données «techniques» la 
préface (pp. 7 — 12) co n tien t d ’im portan ts 
renseignem ents concernan t les bardes, 
leur vie, leur «théâtre à  un  seul acteur», 
leurs différents styles e t m anières. Sous les 
«Notes dialectologiques» (pp. 13 — 33) M. 
Töm örcering esquisse b rièvem ent l’histoire 
des «tribus» mongoles en  question  et 
précède à  une étude des d ia lectes mongols 
de la  Mongolie chinoise ; il relève bien des 
tra i ts  intéressants de la phonétique e t de la 
m orphologie des d ialectes bârin , qaraèin et 
üjfümèin, p. ex. la convergence des allô- 
phones palatales e t vélaires des phonèmes 
g u ttu ra u x  dans le bârin  e t  dans le qaraèin 
(g e t x  contre üjf. g/g e t x/x), *egü >  qar. de 
W angfu ô (comme dans ce rta in s dialectes 
occidentaux) ; l’assim ilation semi-consonan- 
tique 10(a) <  *u dans la  p rem ière syllabe 
des m ots qaraèin polysyllabiques (comme, 
en tre  au tres, dans le dahou r), qaraèin 
nanâr (instrum . de Ы «je»), adverbe 
déverbal (de cause) -mânfin1, adverbe 
concessif -yâ& (v o lu n ta tif  -)- *ëü), etc.

Trois chapitres écrits p a r  M. N ekljudov 
son t consacrés aux aspec ts folkloriques 
des tex tes  : «Le ch an t épique dans la
Mongolie du  Sud e t de l’Est», avec une 
histo ire des recherches (pp. 3 4 —47); le 
cycle de Geser dans le réperto ire  des

ones, while m any are “ w avering” , is th e  
sam e phenom ena as  w ith  d  and d. In  th e  
firs t case, we can observe the process of the 
disappearing of the opposition i  : г, in  the 
second case, we find  a  stage where th e  
sto p  d  is just changing into th e  fricative d 
which in o ther d ialects is already у  o r z. 
This change occurring in th e  tim e o f 
K ââyari m ay have caused “ a  confusion in 
K ’s m in d ” , bu t should not in  ours. These 
k inds o f  “ irregularities” reflect regularities 
o f th e  diachrony.

One has to  congratu late  Çinasi Tekin 
and  Gönül A lpay Tekin, the  editors o f th e  
series: Sources of Oriental Languages and 
Literatures for including th is  im p o rtan t 
w ork as  its  seventh volume. This is a  m ajo r 
service to  the  scholarly  world and to  th e ir  
n a tiv e  culture.

I t  m ay  be useful to  add here th a t  th e  
book is available from  th e  Tekins: P . O. 
B ox 1447 D uxbury, Mass. 02332, USA 
w here i t  should be less expensive th a n  
th rough  bookshops.

A . Rôna-Tas

С. Ю. Неклюдов, Ж . Тумурцэрэн, Мон- 
гольские сказания о Гесере. Новые записи. 
Ответственный редактор Б. Л. Рифтин. АН 
СССР, Институт мировой литературы им. 
А. М. Горького. Издательство «Наука». 
Главная редакция восточной литературы. 
Москва 1982.
[S. N ekljudov e t J. Tömöbcebino, 
Chants épiques (des bardes) mongols sur 
Geser. Textes récem m ent enregistrés] 
Moscou 1982], 373 p.
S. J u .  N ekljudov und Z. Tömöbceben, 
Mongolische E rzählungen über Geser. Neue 
A ufzeichnungen von — A siatische For- 
schungen 92. W iesbaden 1985. V II  -]- 326 S.

D ans les années soixante-dix deux  
philologues de Moscou enregistrèrent de 
nouveaux  m atériaux  folkloriques a u  Sud 
de la  Mongolie. Us les on t réunis m ainte- 
n an t, à  l’in tention  du  public, sous form e 
de volum e séparé. L ’un d ’eux, B. L . 
R iftin  (qui est aussi un  excellent spécialiste

Acta Orient. Hun!/■ X L. 1086
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