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The article is devoted to a lexical-semantic description of the names
of horse coat colors in Turkic and Mongolian written monuments as
a significant component of historical lexicology and ethnolinguistics.
In the context of nomadic culture, the horse functioned not only as
an economic and military resource but also as an important socio-
cultural symbol, which led to the formation of an extensive and highly
differentiated system of linguistic description. The relevance of the
research lies in the fact that, in the traditions of nomadic peoples, coat-
color vocabulary performs not only a nominative function (i.e., the
designation of color) but also serves as a means of precise identification
of the animal, recording shades, patterns of color distribution, markings,
and culturally conditioned evaluative meanings. The aim of the study
is to determine the composition and structural principles of this
microsystem, to describe nomination models, and to establish semantic
regularities through a comparison of Turkic and Mongolian materials.
The empirical basis of the study comprises of medieval written sources
of the Turkic and Mongolian traditions representing various genres,
including religious texts, narrative works, and lexicographic monuments
that reflect different chronological and dialectal layers of the written
tradition. Methodologically, the study relies on lexical-semantic
and componential analysis, contextual analysis of usage, as well as
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comparative and historical-comparative approaches. Elements of etymological analysis are
employed to clarify the internal form and motivation of individual lexical units. The analysis
demonstrates that the system of coat-color terminology has a multilevel organization and
includes: 1) basic color designations; 2) intermediate and shade coat categories; 3) terms
denoting patterns of coloration distribution (piebaldness, spotting, etc.); and 4) names of
markings and “portrait” features (e.g., a white spot on the forehead or the whiteness of the
mane and tail). In many contexts, these features function as a type of coat-color designation
in the identification of animals. Productive attributive naming models have been identified, as
well as cases of polysemy and variation determined by the genre characteristics of the sources
and by historical-dialectal fluctuations. The results demonstrate that coat-color vocabulary
represents two interrelated levels: practical-descriptive and cultural-symbolic. On the one
hand, it ensures precise classification and “portraiture” of the animal. On the other hand, it
conveys notions of prestige, sacredness, and the normative image of the “proper” horse within
traditional worldviews. In Turkic-Mongolian written monuments, coat-color designations
constitute a culturally significant, multilevel system for naming and identifying horses. This
system simultaneously performs descriptive and evaluative-symbolic functions. In Turkic texts,
it is primarily realized as a system of classification, whereas in Mongolian texts, it functions as
a narrative-evaluative system, reflecting the ethnocultural worldview of nomadic peoples.
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Typki-MoOHFOJI %xa36a ecKkepTKilITepiHAeri XKbUIKbI TYCTEPiHiH JIEKCUKA-
CEMaHTUKAJIBIK KepiHici

AnHOTamusA. Makajia Tapuxu JIEKCUKOJIOTHS MeH OSTHOJIMHTBHUCTUKAHBIH MaHBI3 (bl
Kypampaac OeJiiri peTiHze TypKi koHe MOHFOJ Xa30a ecKepTKillTepiHJeri XbUIKBI TycCTepi
aTayJIapblHBIH JIEKCUKAa-CEMaHTUKAJIBIK CUMaTTaMachlHa apHajaraH. Keimesni MoJieHUETTe
JKBUIKBI TEeK LIAapyallbUIbIK IEH 9CKepU KbI3MeTTiH Heri3ri KypaJisl FaHa eMec, COHbIMeH Oipre
dJIeyMeTTiK MapTebe, calT-A9CTYP XoHe AYHUETaHbIMMEH Jie THIFBI3 OaljlaHBICTHl M3JAEHU
crMBOJI 6osiraH. OcbiFaH OaliyIaHBICTBl XKBUIKBI MAaJIbIHBIH, TYCTEpiH CHUIATTAaWTBHIH aTayJjap
Kylieci epekiie Aamblll, OHBIH TiJAIK KabaThl KaJIBIITacyblHa BIKHOAJ €TTi. 3epTTeyaiH
©3€KTiJIiri KemmneJli XaJbIKTapAblH OICTYPiHAe KbUIKE TYCTepiH OLIAipeTiH JiekcuKaaap TeK
HOMUHATHUBTIK KbI3MeTIIeH (KBUIKBIHBIH TeK TYCiH Oififipy) FaHa LIeKTeJIMel, >KaHyapJblH
PEeHKTIiK albIpMallbUIBIKTaphIH, epeKIlesliKTepiH, Oesri-raHOajapbl, cOHAal-aK MIAeHH
TYpFhiZ]a Oarajiay MoHJepiH HaKThlIail OTHIPHIN, [9J1 COUWKeCcTeHAipy KypaJsibl peTiHAe
aliKpIHAa a/bl. 3epTTey XYMBICHIHBIH MaKcaThl — aTaJIMBIII MUKPOXYHeHiH KypaMbl MeH
KYPBUIBIMIBIK aJIFbl MIApPTTapbiH AWKBIHAAY, MOEJbJEPiH CHUIATTAY X9HE TYPKi-MOHFOJI
TiepiHmeri Marepuasiiapibl CaJFacThIpy Ke3iHaeri ceMaHTHKaJIBIK 3aHAbLIBIKTAPbI
aHBIKTAy. 3epTTeyJiH SMIMPHUKAJBLIK Heri3iH TYpKi XoHe MOHFOJI ka3ba MaAeHHeTiHHeri
>)KaHPBl MEeH XPOHOJIOTHUACH 9P TYPJIi, AUAJIeKTiIik KabaTTapAsl OeliHesIelTiH OpTaFachIpJIbK
Jepekkesnep (MiHUM MITiHAep MeH JieKCUKOrpadUsJIbIK ecKepTKilTep) Kypauisbl.
9/liCHAMaJIbIK TYPFBIIAH 3epTTey >XKYMBICH JIEKCHKA-CEMAaHTUKAJIBIK JKoHE KOMIIOHEHTTIK
Tajijay MeH KOHTEKCTyaJiIbl CHUIaTTay, CAJIFaCTRIPMAJIbl JXK9HE CaJIBICTBIPMAJIbI-TAPUXU
Tocinaepre cylieHeni. JKekesereH arayJjapAblH ki popMackl MeH yaxXAeMeciH HaKThLIay
YILIiH 3THUMOJIOTHSJIBIK TajAay >JeMeHTTepi [e NaiifajaHpUIAbl. 3epTTey HaTUXeciHJe
KBUIKBI TYCTepi KelaeHreiisti XyledeH KypajaThlHABIFE aHbIKTasAbl. Onapra: 1) Herisri
TycTrepai OinpipeTiH artayJap; 2) eTIesi XoHe peHKTIK TycTepfi OinmiperiH ataysiap; 3)
TYCTiH Tapajy THUIiH OiniipeTiH aTaysap (ana-KyJa, TeHOiI xoHe T.0.); 4) Oenri-tagb6asap
MeH «IOPTPETTiK» CHUIaTTarbl Oeirijiepai Gingiperin ataysnmap (Mbicayibel, MaHOalgarbl ak
JaK, XajJ MeH KYUPHBIKTBIH aK 0oJiybl) kaTanbl. BipKaTap KOHTeKCcTeplle MyHOal Oeriyiep
’)kaHyap/bl CoViKecTeHAipy MaKcaThIHAArbl CHUIIaTTaMaZa XbUIKbl TYCTepiHiH arayjapbiMeH
TeH J[Jopexene KbiaMeT eTefi. ATayjapAblH aTpuUOyTUBTIK OHIMII MofesibAepi MeH
JepeKkke3Nep/iH >XaHPJIBIK epeKIeikKTepi MeH TapUXU-JUAJIEKTIJIK KyObLIMAaJIbLITBIKKA
OalIaHBICTBl KONMAaFbIHAJIBUIBIK, JXoHEe BapUAHTTHUIBIK KYOBLUIBICTAaphl Ja aWKbIHOAJIbI.
AJTBIHFaH HaTHXKeJiepre cyiieHep 00JIcak, XKbLJIKBI TyCcTepiHe OaiijIaHbICTHI JIEKCHKAIap e3apa
cabakrac JeHrelife, AFHU, NPaKTUKaJIbIK-CUIaTTaMaJIbIK JKoHe MJAeHM-CUMBOJIABIK CHIHJIBI
eKki HmeHreiili kepcereni: Oip >XarblHaH, OJ1 XaHyapAbl O2JIMe-I2J1 XKIiKTel, «OeliHesey»-
Ji KaMTamachl3 eTce, eKiHII XaFblHaH, MICTYPJIi AYHUETAHBIMIAFhl «AYPhIC» TYJINApPABIH
TYPKBI, KUeJILJIri MeH HaKThl OeliHeci TypaJiel TyciHikTepai Oinpgipeni. Typki-MoHFOJI ka30a
eCKepTKilllTepiHAeri )KbIKBIHBIH TYC aTayJjlaphl, OHBl aTay MeH COUKeCTeHipyAiH MoAeH! MoHi,
KeIieHrelJIi XKylieHi Kypaiabl xkoHe 6ip Me3rijifje cumaTTraMalblK, 9pi Oarajiay-CHUMBOJIIBIK
KBpI3METiH Jle aTKapa/bl; COHbIMEH KaTap TYPKi MaTiHAepiHAe 0J1 kebiHe KiaccuPuKasaIbK
cunatTa 60Jica, MOHFOJI MATiHJepiHAe OasHAay-0araiay cUNaThiHAA XY3ere achll, Kelmnesi
XaJIBIKTapAblH 3THOMJJeHU AyHuebeliHeciH OGeliHe el Ii.

KinT ce3nep: Typki Tinaepi, MOHFOJI Tijli, TApHUXU JIEKCUKOJIOTHA, OPTAFACHIPJIBIK Xa36a
€CKepTKIIlITep, STHOCEMAHTHKA, aTOEriJIiKk TepMUHEP, KbLUIKBIHBIH TYCTEPi, CAJIbICTBIPMaJIbI-
CeMaHTUKAJIBIK TaJIfay, JeKceMaJiap iblH MarFbIHAJIBIK BapUaHTTHLUIBIFbI, M3AEHN-CUMBOJL.
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JIekcUKO-ceMaHTHUYEeCKoe nmpeacraBJIEHUE MAaCTU JIO]IIa,I[Eﬁ B TIOPKO-MOHTI'OJIbCKHX
NMHMCbMEHHBIX IMaMATHHUKAaX

AnHoTtanusA. CraThsA NOCBAILIEHA JIEKCUKO-CEMaHTUYECKOMY ONMCAaHUI0 HaVMeHOBaHUN
MacTey JomaAel B TIOPKCKHUX M MOHTOJIbCKMX MHCBMEHHBIX NMaMATHUKAX KakK 3HAYMMOIO
pparMeHTa MCTOPUYECKON JIEKCUKOJIOTUM M OSTHOJMHIBUCTHMKU. B yC/JIOBHAX KOueBOU
KYJIbTYPHI JIOIIA/1b BEICTyTIaJIa He TOJIBKO X03AMCTBEHHBIM 1 BOEHHBIM PECyPCOM, HO 1 BAXXHBIM
COLIMAJIbHO-KYJIbTYPHBIM CHMBOJIOM, 4TO OOYyCJI0BMJIO (GOpMHUPOBaHHE Pa3BeTBJIEHHOU U
BBICOKO AuddepeHrPOBAaHHON CHCTEMBI €€ fA3BIKOBOT'O ONMMCAHHUA. AKTyaJIbHOCTb HcCCJIe-
JI0BaHUs onpe/iesiAeTCA TeM, 4YTO MacTeBas JIeKCUKa B TPAAUIMY KOUEeBBIX HAPOOB BINOJIHAET
He TOJIbKO HOMUHATUBHYI0 QyHKIMI0 (0003HaueHue LBeTa), HO U CJIYXKUT MHCTPYMEHTOM
TOYHOU MeHTU(PUKALUY )XKUBOTHOTO0, QUKCUPYS OTTEHOYHOCTh, 0COOEHHOCTH paclpeaesieHusA
OKpaca, OTMEeTHHEI, a TaKXe KyJIbTYPHO 00yCJIOBJIEHHBIE OL{eHOYHbIe CMBICIIBL. Llesib paboThI
— BBIABUTb COCTaB M CTPYKTYpHBIe MNPUHLMUIMBI JAaHHOU MHKPOCHUCTEMBI, ONMCAaTh MOAEJIU
HOMMHAIIMN U YCTaHOBUTHh CeMaHTHYeCKHe 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH B CONOCTaBJIEHUM TIOPKCKOIO
Y MOHTOJIBCKOTO MaTepraja. DMINPHUYECKyI0 0a3y COCTABJIAIT pa3HOXXaHPOBble MCTOYHUKHU
CpeIHeBeKOBOU TIOPKCKON M MOHTOJIbCKOI IMHCbMEHHOU Tpaaunuu (peJMruo3Hble TEeKCTHI
1 JieKkcukorpadguueckre NaMATHUKM), OTpaXkawllue pasjnyHble XPOHOJIOTMYEeCKUe U
JaJieKTHBIEe IJIaCThl COOTBETCTBYIOUIMX MMCbMEHHBIX Tpaaunuii. Metonosiorndecku pabora
onupaeTcsA Ha JIEKCUKO-CEMaHTUYeCKUI 1 KOMIIOHEHTHBIH aHa/n3, KOHTeKCTyaJIbHOe OIM-
caHue ynorpeOsieHNs, COIOCTABUTEJIbHBI M CPaBHUTEJIBHO-MCTOPUYECKUN MOAXOABl. 1A
yTOYHEHUA BHy TpeHHel (G OpMBI U MOTUBUPOBKU OT/I€JIbHBIX €IMHNUL] IPHBJIEKAIOTCA 3JIEMEHTHI
3THMOJIOTUYECKOTO aHaju3a. B pesysbpraTe yCTaHOBJIEHO, YTO CHCTeMa HauMEHOBaHUU
MacTell MMeeT MHOTOYPOBHEBYIO OpraHM3all{io U BKJIIOYaeT: 1) 6a3oBble IIBETOBBIe 0003HA-
4yeHUs; 2) nepexoHble U OTTEeHOUHble MacTy; 3) 0003HaYeHUs TUNa paclpejesieHns oKpaca
(neroctb, NATHUCTOCTD U AP.); 4) Ha3BaHUA OTMETUH U «[IOPTPETHHIX» IPU3HAKOB (Hanpumep,
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Oesoe nATHO Ha JiOy, OesiM3HA TpUBBl U XBOCTa). B pAge KOHTEKCTOB TakWe MPU3HAKU
GYHKIMOHUPYIOT KaK paBHO3HAYHble MaCTU IPU UAEHTUGULMPYIOLIEM ONUCAHUM XKUBOTHOIO.
BbIsiBJIeHBI IPOAYKTUBHEBIE aTpUOYTUBHbIE MOJEJI HOMUHALNY, a TakKe CJIyyau MOoJIMCeMUn
1 BapUaTHUBHOCTHU, 00YyCJIOBJIEHHBIE XaHPOBHIMU OCOOEHHOCTSAMM HCTOYHUKOB U HCTOPUKO-
JUaJIeKTHBIMU KoJieOaHuAMU. [TosryueHHble pe3yJibTaThl TOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO MacTeBas JIEKCUKa
perpe3eHTHpYyeT ABAa B3aUMOCBA3AHHBIX YPOBHA — IPaKTHUKO-ONMCATEJIbHBIN U KYJIbTYPHO-
CHMBOJINYECKHUI: C OJHOU CTOPOHBI, OHa ofecmednBaeT TOYHOCTh KJaccupukauum u
«IIOPTPETHUPOBAHNSA» XKUBOTHOTO, C IPYTOii — MapKUpyeT IpeJCcTaBJIeH!s O MPEeCTUXHOCTH,
CaKpaJIbHOCTM W HOPMAaTUBHOM oOpa3se «IIpaBUJIBHOIO» KOHsA B TPAJWLMOHHON KapTUHE
Mupa. MacTteBble 0003Haue€HUA B TIOPKO-MOHTOJIBCKMX MHUCbMEHHBIX TaMATHUKaX 00pasyioT
KyJIbTYPHO 3HQUMMyl0 MHOTOYPOBHEBYI0 CHCTEeMYy HOMUHAIMU U HWAEHTUDUKAIUN KOHS,
BBITIOJTHAIOIIYI0 OJJHOBPEMEHHO ONMMCATEJIbHYI0 U OLIeHOYHO-CUMBOJINYECKYI0 (QYHKIIHIO; [TPU
3TOM B TIOPKCKUX TEKCTaX OHAa peasM3yeTcsA MPerMMYIIeCTBEHHO Kak KjaccuduKalroHHasA,
a B MOHT'OJIbCKHX — KaK [10BECTBOBATEJIbHO-OLIEHOYHAsA, OTpaxas 3THOKYJIbTYPHYI0 KapTHUHY
MHpa KOYeBBIX HApOJI0B.

KiiioueBbie cJI0Ba: TIODKCKHE A3BIKY, MOHTOJIbCKUU A3BIK, HCTOpUYECKas JIEKCUKOJIOT s,
cpeHeBeKOBble MMCbMeHHbIe MAMATHUKY, STHOCEMAaHTHKA, KOHeBOAUecKas TepMUHOJIOTHA,
MacTH JIoajAel, CPaBHUTEIbHO-CEMAaHTUYECKNN aHAJIU3, CMBICJIOBAasA BApUAaTUBHOCTD JIEKCEM,
KyJIbTYypHas CUMBOJIMKA.

Introduction

Turkic-Mongolian written monuments constitute important sources for historical lexicology
and ethnolinguistics, as they record sequences of events, genre forms of medieval literature,
and elements of the material culture of nomadic societies, including economic practices, social
norms, and value orientations. Within the Turkic-Mongolian cultural and linguistic sphere,
these texts are particularly valuable because they make it possible to compare culturally
specific terms and their semantic models across different written traditions. In this corpus,
the vocabulary of horse breeding occupies a special place. In the Turkic-Mongolian world, the
horse is a fundamental component of the economic system and a key cultural symbol. This
explains why related lexical nominations are especially informative in the written tradition.

An important source for the study of Mongolian history is the 13th-century monument ‘The
Secret History of the Mongols’ (1240), which combines historical and literary elements. The
significance of this monument lies in its detailed depiction of the internal life of Mongolian
society. Information about external campaigns is presented in less detail, which distinguishes
the monument from external chronicles and later historiographical accounts (Vladimirtsov,
1922). At the same time, philological analysis of the text takes into account the specifics of
its written transmission, as well as the traditions of scholarly publication and translation, as
reflected in annotated editions and studies of the monument (Kozin, 1941; Rachewiltz, 2004).

At the same time, the research task cannot be confined to the Mongolian corpus, since
the vocabulary of horse coat colors and related terminology constitutes a common and well-
developed component of the lexicon in both the Turkic and Mongolian languages. For the
Turkic material, the following sources are of fundamental importance: a) Old Turkic texts,
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in which coat-color designations function within narrative and formulaic contexts; and b)
the lexicographical tradition, primarily the ‘Diwan Lughat al-Turk’ (Kashgari, 2005), which
documents the systematic character of equine terminology. Old and Middle Turkic data make
it possible to identify formal-semantic models of nomination, including color and shade,
markings, coat quality, and sex and age. These models are subsequently compared with their
Mongolian equivalents and variants.

The nomination of colors occupies a special place in this field, since color designations in
the Turkic-Mongolian tradition convey more than merely a basic chromatic characteristic. In
written monuments, color terms often express nuances of shade and distribution, as well as
the presence of specific markings. Color may also be associated with coat quality. In many
contexts, evaluative and symbolic components emerge on the basis of the cultural significance
of the horse. Studies of the semantics of color terms and their cultural conditioning confirm
the sophistication of the system of coat colors and markings in Turkic material (Kononov,
1975; Qaydarov et al., 1992). In this regard, coat-color designations are regarded as units that
reflect fragments of the ethnocultural worldview, since they combine nominative, descriptive,
and evaluative functions.

The relevance of this study is determined by the following factors: 1) the high frequency
and informativeness of horse-related vocabulary in Turkic-Mongolian monuments; 2) the
complexity of the lexical and semantic organization of horse-color terminology; and 3) the
need for a comparative description that reveals common and specific models of nomination
in Turkic and Mongolian written traditions.

The aim of the study is to identify, classify, and semantically analyze lexical units denoting
horse colors. In addition, it seeks to determine their role in shaping the linguistic and
ethnocultural worldview of Turkic-Mongolian peoples. To achieve this aim, the following
tasks have been formulated:

1. To identify and systematize the names of horse colors recorded in Turkic-Mongolian
written sources.

2. To analyze their lexical-semantic structure and identify the principal naming models.

3. To determine the common and specific features of the use of these lexemes in Turkic
and Mongolian monuments.

4. To establish the semantic and cultural connotations associated with the designation of
horse colors.

Materials and research methods

The research material consists of Turkic and Mongolian written monuments, including
ancient Turkic texts such as the ‘Irk Bitig’, monuments of the Turkic written tradition such as
the ‘Diwan Lughat al-Turk’, and Mongolian sources such as ‘The Secret History of the Mongols’
(Kozin, 1941; Rachewiltz, 2004; Kashgari, 2005). The methodology of the study is based on
lexical-semantic and component analysis, as well as comparative, comparative-historical, and
etymological methods. It also incorporates contextual analysis (Clauson, 1972; Sevortyan,
1974-2003).

The material was selected using a targeted sampling method, whereby all contexts
containing direct designations of coat colors, stable attributive constructions, and cases in
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which metaphorically motivated or qualitatively descriptive units functioned as coat-color
characteristics were recorded. For each example, the following parameters were taken into
account: form and variability, morphological structure, immediate context, translation and
interpretation, and functional load. The systematization was carried out according to the
parameters of the basic color feature: shade, degree of saturation, nature of color distribution
(uniformity, mixture, or spotting), presence of local markings, qualitative characteristics
motivating coat texture, and the evaluative-symbolic component identified in context.

The analysis of coat color designations in Turkic-Mongolian written monuments makes it
possible to integrate two research perspectives: the historical-linguistic perspective, which
describes systemic nomination mechanisms and the semantic differentiation of characteristics,
and the ethnocultural perspective, which identifies the value-based and symbolic meanings of
equine vocabulary. Notably, in the Turkic tradition, coat color is primarily described through
stable classification models and lexical fixation in ancient Turkic texts and the ‘Diwan Lughat
al-Turk’. In contrast, in Mongolian material, such as ‘The Secret History of the Mongols’, coat
color designations are actively incorporated into narrative descriptions of horses and may
perform evaluative functions. This difference justifies a comparative approach, as it makes
it possible to distinguish common typological modes of color description from contextually
conditioned forms of realization in particular genres and languages. The following sections
focus on the corpus of sources employed, the principles of example selection, and the
analytical procedures applied to ensure the comparability of Turkic and Mongolian data and
the reproducibility of the results obtained.

Research background

Research questions concerning the lexical and semantic representation of horse colors in
the Turkic-Mongolian written tradition lie at the intersection of several fields: 1) source studies
and textual criticism of Turkic and Mongolian written monuments; 2) comparative-historical
lexicology of the Turkic and Mongolian languages; and 3) the semantics of color designations
and ethnolinguistics, in which horse color terminology is regarded as a culturally marked
lexical layer. The degree to which this topic has been studied is determined not only by the
level of scholarly engagement with individual monuments, but also by the extent to which
the vocabulary of horse coat colors has been systematically described as an independent
subsystem comparable across Turkic and Mongolian sources.

The textual and source-based foundation of Mongolian studies relies heavily on the scholarly
tradition surrounding ‘The Secret History of the Mongols’. The early stages of introducing the
hieroglyphic recording of the monument into academic circulation are associated with the
work of Palladius Kafarov, who transcribed and translated the text line by line, thereby
enabling subsequent reconstructive and interpretative research (Palladius, 1866). The studies
of A.M. Pozdneev, which focused on clarifying the status of the Chinese-Mongolian record
and reconstructing the original text, represent a further development of the reconstructive-
textological approach (Pozdneev, 1884).

The historical and literary interpretation of the monument in European academic research
is associated with the works of V.V. Barthold and B.Ya. Vladimirtsov, who emphasized the
text’s value as a historical source, as well as its genre and stylistic features (Barthold, 1963;
Vladimirtsov, 1922). Other scholars, such as B. Laufer, examined the writing systems and
graphic history of the Mongolian tradition (Laufer, 1927). However, differences persist in
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scholarly discussions regarding the status of the text as both a historical document and a
literary monument. This is reflected in S.A. Kozin’s translation and commentary tradition
(Kozin, 1941), as well as in hypotheses concerning its genesis and authorship proposed by Sh.
Bira and Sh. Gaadamba (Bira, 1978; Gaadamba, 1961).

At the same time, the specific nature of this study requires extending the historiographical
focus beyond a single monument and research direction, since the vocabulary of horse coat
colors is equally well represented in Turkic written sources. The lexicographical and textual
corpora of the early period are methodologically important for Turkology, particularly
Mahmud Kashgari’s ‘Diwan Lughat al-Turk’, which records horse coat color terms as elements
of the lexicon. These terms make it possible to reconstruct the meanings and typology of the
designations. The ancient Turkic monument ‘Irk Bitig’ is also significant, as it demonstrates
early designations of horse coat colors in formulaic and culturally marked contexts. However,
despite the general development of textology and lexicography of early Turkic monuments,
thematically oriented descriptions of horse coat color designations are usually fragmentary
and often “dissolved” within broader studies of color terminology or ethnolinguistics.

The Turkological tradition has developed the semantics of color designations and their
historical and cultural extensions (particularly in studies of color-term semantics and
their secondary meanings). This provides a foundation for interpreting horse coat color
nominations as culturally loaded lexical units. Research on the semantics and vocabulary
of the dictionary is referenced in the works of M. Ravshanov (Ravshanov, 2024: 307-311),
S. Davlatova, G. Kosymova, K. Telgozhayeva, Z. Temirgazina, O. Andryushchenko, and A.
Amangeldy (Temirgazina, Andryushchenko, Amangeldy, 2024: 150-167), M. Kosybaev
(Kosybaev, 2014), 1. Zaatov (Zaatov, 2020: 97-123), and Ch. Mirzezade, among others. The
"Irk Bitig" has been studied by H.N. Orkun (1939), D. Klosson (1961), T.A. Arlotto (1970-
1971), M. Erdal (1978), 1.V. Stebleva (2001), F. Yildirim (2013)?, V.M. Yakovlev (2004), T.
Ensegenuly (2012), A. Zhumabaeva (2021), A. Garkavets (2022), and N.G. Shaimerdinova
and A.E. Dikhanbayeva (Shaimerdinova and Dikhanbayeva, 2024: 112-134).

Nevertheless, a research gap persists in comparative Turkic-Mongolian studies. The lexicon
of horse coats is often treated within the framework of a single language or monument, or
presented merely as an ethnographically interesting list. However, a systematic comparison
of nomination models, semantic differentiation, and functional-symbolic components across
the Turkic and Mongolian corpus of sources is lacking. This highlights the necessity of a
thorough analysis of coat-color designations as a subsystem that reflects not only nominative
features (color, shade, and color distribution) but also cultural meanings (horse value, social
status, and symbolic markings) manifested in nomadic traditions.

Analysis
In Turkic-Mongolian written monuments, the vocabulary of horse coat colors constitutes

a distinct and specialized section of the lexicon. Here, “color” is not an isolated physical
attribute, but rather a complex classifier that simultaneously encodes shade, type of color

1 Kosybayev M., 2014. Yazykovaya kartina mira v "Divani lugat-it-turk" M. Kashgari [The linguistic worldview
in Divan Lughat al-Turk by Mahmud Kashgari]. M. diss. na soisk. uch. st. Almaty. 123 p. (in Russian)

2Yildirim F., 2013. Irk Bitig ve Runik Harfli Metinlerin Dili: Doctora Tezi. Istanbul: Yildiz Teknik Universitesi.
359s.
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distribution (uniformity or spottiness), presence of markings, and, in some cases, the quality
and perceived “social suitability” of the animal within nomadic culture. This explains why
horse coat color designations in early texts are semantically “overloaded”: they may function
as precise nominatives (to identify a specific horse or herd), as elements of stable descriptive
formulas, as markers of status, and, finally, as carriers of symbolic meanings (e.g., sacredness,
auspiciousness, prestige, or the “correctness” of the animal). This multifunctionality is
particularly evident within the Turkic-Mongolian corpus, since the written tradition preserves
both lexical-classification models (e.g., lexicographical works, dictionaries, and formulaic
descriptions) and narrative models (e.g., chronicle-literary accounts), in which color becomes
an integral element of artistic characterization.

The cited material (Mongolian data from ‘The Secret History of the Mongols’ and Turkic data
from the Old Turkic texts ‘Irk Bitig’ and ‘Diwan Lughat al-Turk’ by M. Kashgari) is primarily
realized in attributive constructions, such as “color-horse”, but differs in the degree of
elaboration and the range of additional semantic components. The most transparent model is
“color feature — hypernym”, in which the color is expressed by an adjective or substantivized
color term, and the carrier of the feature is the word “horse” (e.g., mor/at). Even within this
“simple” scheme, however, there are variations: a) the addition of clarifying components
(e.g., speed, breed, or purpose); b) the inclusion of color in the name of a specific horse,
functioning as a kind of “nickname”; and c) the use of derivational means that establish the
feature as a stable characteristic.

Mongolian materials show that coat color in ‘The Secret History of the Mongols’ is usually
inseparable from the evaluative-pragmatic layer. For example, a fragment listing horses as
gifts and items of exchange is illustrative: “Sarg’a agt” (“horses of the ‘Sarga’ color”) are part
of a “package” that includes rare fabrics/kamqi: “Sarg’a avt, liisii, kamgqi...” (Even, Pop, 1994:
22). In this context, the color ‘sharga’ (a yellowish-red or light reddish hue, close to shabdar/
zhiren) is significant: including the color in the list emphasizes the gift’s value. In other
words, the color functions as a sign of quality, indicating that it is not merely any horse, but a
horse of a culturally preferred color. This function is also evident in other instances where the
horse appears in the narrative not merely as a means of transportation, but also as a symbol
of status and a vehicle for exercising power.

The intratextual variability of Mongolian color terms allows us to observe not only the
“basic” color terms, but also nuanced and evaluative lexical units. For example, in the phrase
“Ovytor qonyor moriig” (“horse of light red/’hongor’ coat”), the color “hongor” precisely conveys
‘lightness’ and the softness of the shade. In this case, “hongor” is not simply “red” but a “light
reddish” or muted tone. Within the traditional system of shades, it may carry its own aesthetic
value (Luvsandarj, 1986: 415). Early written records show that, in the Mongolian tradition,
gradations within the red-yellow range are essential, rather than merely the contrast between
white and black.

Special attention should also be paid to the combination of coat color with qualitative and
dynamic characteristics, in which the color trait is associated with speed or breed markers.
For instance, “Qurdan uqa'a mori” (fast ‘uhaa’ horse) (Kozin, 1941: 78-80) illustrates this:
‘uhaa’ indicates the coat color, described as various shades of red, and together with ‘qurdan’
(“fast”), forms a complex in which the horse is valued both for its coat color and functional
qualities. This reinforces the “portrait-like” nature of the narrative: the horse becomes a
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characteristically significant entity associated with the hero’s actions. Thus, the designation
of this coat color in the Mongolian text is consistently considered in the context of evaluation.

A characteristic technique of “The Secret History of the Mongols” is introducing a horse by
its color as part of the social scene. “Tsagaan moritoi...” (“having a white horse...”) (Poppe,
1937: 57). In the Turkic-Mongolian system of meanings, a white coat is significant: it is
associated with purity, sacredness, high status, and ritual. Even if an episode is not ritualistic,
choosing a white coat to describe a character or his horse provides a cultural hint: a white
horse is not ‘random’; it is potentially symbolic. This is consistent with broader observations
about the significance of the color white in Turkic traditions and its presence in “prestigious”
images of power and heroism. There is evidence of ethnocultural representations in which
white is interpreted as a sign of holiness and purity (Toktabay et al., 2005: 52-53).

Other expressive names include “Qara-qurdan” (“black-fast”) and ‘Oroq-qurdan’ (“bay-fast”)
(Tsevel, 1966). Here, the coat color (‘qara’ — black; ‘orog’ — bay) is combined with “qurdan”
(“fast”), forming a stable, two-component epithet. This model demonstrates two things: 1)
coat color in Mongolian texts can easily combine with “functional” characteristics, and 2)
sometimes, the combination is perceived as a ready-made formula, almost a cliche, where
color and speed together mark a “good horse”. This is natural for nomadic culture, where a
“good horse” is described by a set of characteristics, one of which is color.

It is also important to consider material in which the coat color is included in a horse's
name, becoming part of its nickname or unique name. Examples include “Qonyor Sarg’a”
(‘khongor-sharga’) (Kozin, 1941: 78-80), “Khaliun” (‘khalyun’) (Kozin, 1941: 78-80); “Eegel-
kaliun” (‘Eegel-khalyun’) (Kozin, 1941: 78-80); “Ebert-iiniigen-cagaan” (‘Evert-iinegen-
tsagaan’) (Kozin, 1941: 78-80). These names fundamentally show the boundary between
“suit as classification” and “suit as name”. While ‘Tsagaan mortoy’ is still a description, “Evert-
iinegen-tsagaan” functions as an individualizer. The color component is linked to an image-
based characteristic, including metaphorical associations, establishing uniqueness. In this
sense, the Mongolian material is important for lexical-semantic analysis because it shows how
a color term can transition from a purely descriptive function to an onomastic one.

Intratextual comments on the Mongolian material also document the cultural significance
of color preferences. For example, it is noted that Mongols particularly valued horses with
light red or yellowish shades (“sharga”,“hongor sharga”), as well as “tsenher” (“light gray”)
and “tsagaan” (“white”) (Tsevel, 1966). Semantically, coat color designations encode a “visible
feature” and a scale of values. This is fundamental to the analysis because coat color becomes
a cultural category in this case; it is embedded in a system of ideas about favorability, beauty,
strength, “correctness” and so on.

The Turkic material in the “Irk Bitig” reveals various mechanisms and confirms the cultural
importance of master designations. In the fragment “Aq bisi...” (“white mare...”), the color is a
favorable sign: “If a white mare gives birth, it is very good” (Irk Bitig, 1992: 68). Here, the color
is directly incorporated into the text's evaluative modality (predictive function). Notably,
“aq” (white) is combined not simply with “at” (horse), but with “bisi” (mare), and the text
contains the morphologically formed construction “aq bisi-si” (with an indicator of belonging/
correlation). This indicates that the combination is established as a typical expression. Thus,
in the Old Uyghur runic monument, color is associated with the function of a “sign” rather
than with describing a specific historical episode, as is often the case in Mongolian narratives.
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Another example is “Ala atliy yol Tenri” (“God of the Road on a Piebald Horse”) (Irk Bitig,
1992: 16). Here, the color “ala” (“piebald, spotted”) is introduced into a sacred context.
This is important for analysis for two reasons. First, “ala” does not denote a “simple” color
characteristic, but rather a type of color distribution (speckled or spotted). Second, the sacred
scene shows that speckledness can be a symbolically significant feature rather than a “defect”
or accident. In many traditions, “speckled” is viewed ambivalently, but the runic text shows
that it can be part of a divine image without negative connotations.

The next context is “Sariy atliy sabci...” (“messenger on a yellow horse”) (Irk Bitig, 1992:
18). The color “sariy” (“yellow”) is also included in the formulaic description of the character
(“messenger”), performing an identifying function. However, the accompanying cultural
background is also important. In steppe symbolism, the color yellow/gold is often associated
with the top, center, or power (in different variants of geosymbolism and color orientation).
Thus, the “yellow horse of the messenger” may be a typical image established in tradition
(corresponding observations on the role of color symbolism in the Turkic world are recorded
in the research literature) (Kononov, 1975: 159).

The formula “Jazyy atliy yalabac...” (“messenger on a piebald/spotted horse”) is also indicative
(Irk Bitig, 1992: 27). Here, we see the second term for variegation, “jazyy”, which, in the
context of “Irk Bitig”, is used as a color sign along with “ala”. Semantically, this indicates that
there are at least two different lexemes in Old Turkic that express the idea of “piebaldness/
speckledness”, confirming the high degree of differentiation in the field of coat color. The
presence of competing nominations, distributed by shade or pattern type, usually indicates
the practical significance of the distinction. If the difference were insignificant, the language
would not retain so many specialized means.

Finally, the example of “Aq at...” (“white horse...”) (Irk Bitig, 1992: 61) confirms the
repeatability of the white coat as a “good” or significant feature. Taken together, Old Turkic
contexts show that (1) the white coat is included in positive assessments, (2) the yellow coat
is associated with official social roles (“messenger”), and (3) variegated colors (“ala”, “jazyy”)
can be present in sacred and social-ritual formulaic descriptions. These findings suggest the
existence of functionally distinct “zones” of color designation use in Old Turkic monuments:
white is predominantly symbolic and evaluative, yellow is associated with status and service,
and variegated colors are linked to the sacred and character/formulaic.

M. Kashgari's “Diwan Lughat al-Turk” provides lexicographical material that complements
the existing information by recording colors as elements of lexical knowledge and classification.
This shows the diversity and standardization of the corresponding names. The dictionary
presents basic coat colors, transitional shades, and pattern types, as well as specialized terms
for markings. For example, “Ur at” is defined as “a horse whose coat is between chestnut and
bay” (DTS3, 1969: 65). This definition is significant because it demonstrates that, in the
Turkic tradition, coat color is not only considered a distinct category, but also a continuous
spectrum where “intermediate” states are recognized. These “in-between” states are a sign
of a developed semantic system because society distinguishes between shades of color and
language fixes these boundaries terminologically.

Similarly, “ity at” is interpreted as “a coat between white and bay” (DTS?, 1969: 426), and
“ugar at” as “a coat between red and white”" (DTS?, 1969: 95). Together, these units demonstrate

SDrevnetyurkskij slovar' [Old Turkic Dictionary], 1969. Redaktory: V.M. Nadelyaev, D.M. Nasilov, E.R.
Tenishev, A.M. Shcherbak. Leningrad: Izdatel'stvo «Nauka». Leningradskoe otdelenie. 715 p. [in Russian].
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a three-dimensional scale: 1) the reddish-bay zone (“iir”), 2) the white-bay zone (“iiy”), and
3) the red-white zone (“ugar”). In terms of analysis, the color terms in “Diwan Lughat al-
Turk” function as “nodes” on a map of shades; they define culturally significant intervals
between “poles” (white, red, and bay). Semantically, this can be described as a regular model
of “interval” meaning; the term denotes an interval, not a point, on the color continuum.

The “Diwan Lughat al-Turk” also contains more “direct” horse names. “Alan at” is defined as
“a piebald horse” (Kashgari, 2005: 44); “quban at” means “a horse whose coat color is between
bay and white” (Kashgari, 2005: 44); and “qulan at” means “a horse with a gray-brown coat”
(Kashgari, 2005: 44). At the same time, “quba” in the dictionary is functionally close to “ity”
(both describe the transition to white); however, judging by its inclusion as a separate term,
it has its own nuances and typological features. Such “parallels” (several terms in one area of
the scale) are important for lexical-semantic analysis because they indicate a high density of
nominations in culturally significant ranges (e.g., the white-bay area).

The term “tuquz at” (“spotted/pied”) (Kashgari, 2005: 44) is another model — a term based
on pattern type. Here, coat color is determined more by the “structure” of the color (speckled
or mottled) than by the color pole, which brings it closer to the ancient Uyghur “ala” and
“Jazyy”.

The term “dx at” (“white-gray, piebald, or light gray horse”) is semantically interesting
(Kononov, 1975: 159). It shows that one term can represent several similar visual types,
i.e., within the lexical tradition, “cluster” semantics are permitted: not one specific shade,
but rather a group of similar colors. This corresponds to the general pattern of folk color
vocabulary, which is not always “physically accurate” but functionally accurate in that it
groups together what is perceived as similar in horse breeding practice.

The “Diwan Lughat al-Turk” also records terms related to markings: “yaldig at” (“white-
legged horse”) and “qashqa at” (“horse with a star on its forehead”) (Kashgari, 2005: 44). These
terms demonstrate the expansion of the concept of “color” to include “body markings™: the
color characteristic encompasses not only the overall color but also local features, such as
white legs or a white mark on the forehead. This is fundamental to the analysis because,
in the tradition of horse breeding, “coat color” is not just a word “about color” but rather a
system for identifying features where markings almost serve as passports.

The “toruy at” (“bay horse”) and “qir at” (“brown horse”) are recorded separately (Kashgari,
2005: 44). These are the “core” coat color meanings, around which transitional meanings are
built. Together, they provide material for reconstructing the semantic structure of the field in
Kashgari's dictionary: the core (white, black, bay, brown, red, etc.), the periphery of shades
(intermediate meanings), the periphery of patterns (spotted, mottled), and the periphery of
markings (white-legged, star on the forehead).

A comparison of Mongolian narrative material and Turkic lexicographic material reveals
differences in the “mode of operation” of coat color designations. In “The Secret History of the
Mongols”, coat color is often woven into the action. The horse participates in exchanges of
gifts, military episodes, and plot dynamics. Coat color simultaneously serves as an identifier
and an “aesthetic-evaluative” amplifier. In “Irk Bitig”, coat color is built into predictive and
sacred formulaic patterns. In these patterns, it is not the specific horse that is important but
rather the culturally significant model (“a white mare will give birth — good”). In Kashgari's
dictionary, color is presented as standardized knowledge where differences in shades and
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markings are systematized and “explained” through definitions. Thus, the same fragment of
reality (the color of a horse) is recorded differently in three written genres: narrative, formula,
and dictionary. This situation is convenient for historical lexicology because, by comparing
these modes, one can separate typologically stable elements (the core of semantics) from
genre-dependent ones (evaluative epithets and formulaic roles).

At the level of word formation and morphosyntax, several stable patterns can be identified
in the material. The first is simple attribution, where the color is expressed by an adjective or
color base (“aq at”, “sariy atliy...”, “qara-qurdan...” etc.). The second pattern is a derivation
with the indicator “liy/-liy” (“atliy”), where the adjective forms a stable characteristic rather
than denoting “a horse of such-and-such a color” (literally “having a horse...”). The color
component precedes “atliy”, which reinforces the meaning of belonging (Irk Bitig, 1992:
16; 18; 27). The third pattern involves complex epithets or composites in the Mongolian
language. In this pattern, the color becomes part of the horse's “name” and can be combined
with figurative components (“Ebert-iinigen-cagaan” etc.) (Kozin, 1941: 78-80). The fourth
pattern is the “color + mark” model characteristic of the dictionary (“yaldig”, “qashqa”),
where identification is carried out on the basis of a local feature, and the color component
may be implicit (Kashgari, 2005: 44).

The semantic differentiation of color designations in Turkic-Mongolian materials
is evident in the division of “color” into several parameters: (1) basic tone (e.g., white,
black, yellow, bay), (2) lightness/intensity (e.g., “khongor” meaning “light red”), (3) pattern
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(e.g.,“ala”, “jazyy”, “tuquz”), (4) transition/interval (e.g.,“ar”,“ly”, “ugar”), and (5) markings
(e.g., “yaldig”, “qashqa™). This ambiguity brings the field of coat colors close to “professional”
terminology, as language serves the practice of differentiation because it is socially and
economically significant.

The cultural-semantic layer of coat color designations is particularly evident in white
and “speckled” coat colors. In Turkic materials, white is directly associated with positive
assessments, such as “very good” (Irk Bitig, 1992: 68). In a broader ethnocultural context,
white is interpreted as a sign of purity and holiness, an interpretation confirmed by research
(including observations on the role of white horses in images of power and heroism) (Toktabay
et al., 2005: 52-53). Mongolian sources also demonstrate the symbolic “elevation” of white
through stable combinations and the narrative significance of white horses (Poppe, 1937:
57). Thus, in the Turkic-Mongolian tradition, white is not merely “frequent” but semantically
significant.

Variegated coat colors (“ala”, “jazyy” and “tuquz”) are interesting because they serve
two functions: a classificatory function and a figurative-symbolic function. In the “Irk Bitig”
written manuscript, a variegated horse appears in a sacred image as “the god of the road on
a dappled horse” (Irk Bitig, 1992: 16), which removes any negative connotations associated
with “variegation” and establishes it as significant in the sacred register. In the “Diwan
Lughat al-Turk”, the “variegated/spotted” coat color is recorded as a standardized unit (“tuquz
at”) (Kashgari, 2005: 44), confirming its economic and practical significance. Therefore,
variegation is not peripheral; it is included in the system as a separate type that requires its
own name.

The term “ala” and its semantic extension occupy a special place in the analyzed material.
In the ethnocultural tradition of the Turkic peoples, the proverb “Adam alasy isinde, zhylyky
alasy syrtynda” (“the diversity of a person is inside, the diversity of a horse is outside”) uses “ala”
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as a metaphor for hidden ambiguity or duality, not as a master sign. Research emphasizes
that in this proverb, “ala” does not literally mean “speck”, but rather takes on the meaning
of “zhaman oy, zhaman pighyl” (“bad thought/bad intention”). In other words, it acts as a
semantic marker of internal “opacity” (Syzdykova, 2004: 31-34). This transfer demonstrates
that master designations, as part of zoonomenclature, can form a language's metaphorical
resource. For lexical-semantic analysis, this is an important confirmation of polysemy, as a
color term becomes a carrier of evaluative and ethical meaning.

Polysemy is also characteristic of the term “hara/qara” (black). In the Turkic semantic
tradition, “qara” can denote not only color but also figurative meanings, including evaluative
and socially marked ones, as confirmed by research observations (Kononov, 1975: 159). In
Mongolian, “qara-qurdan” (“black-fast”) (Tsevel, 1966) illustrates how “black” is incorporated
into the description of a “good/fast horse”. Therefore, in the context of coat colors, “black”
does not necessarily carry a negative connotation; it can be a neutral identifier or a positive
characteristic (“fast black horse”).

Taking a comparative approach allows us to identify a common core of coat color designations
that coincide typologically and lexically to some extent. The most obvious correspondences
are white (“aq - tsagaan”), black (“qara - har/hara”), and yellow or reddish (“sariy - sharga,
ukhaa, hongor” in Mongolian shades), as well as variegated types (“ala/jazyy — alag/ala”).
However, coincidence does not always mean identity. The Mongolian “khorongor”, “sharga”,
and “ukhaa” form a more detailed internal gradation within the “yellow-red” field. In the Old
Uyghur monument, the functional role of coat color in formulaic structures, such as omens
and images of messengers, comes to the fore. In the “Diwan Lughat al-Turk”, on the contrary,
subtle gradation is realized in the definitions “between” that is, through the lexical description
of intervals (“ir, iy, ugar”), which is another form of “subtle differentiation”.

In the Turkic system, “interval” semantics (“between bay and white” etc.) play an important
role (DTS*, 1969: 65; 426; 95). This demonstrates that the language of horse breeding is not
limited to a set of discrete names. In practice, when identifying a horse, a person encounters
subtle transitions; therefore, words denoting these transitions are culturally established.
Mongolian texts often express this “interval” not through explicit definitions, but rather through
a set of nuanced terms (“hongor” as “light” etc.) (Luvsandorj, 1986: 415). This difference
can be explained by genre: a dictionary must explain nuances with words like “between”,
while a narrative can simply refer to them. Additionally, the color designations in written
monuments are closely related to a broader system of ethnocultural classification of colors
and cardinal directions, as well as the symbolism of power and ritual. Research on the role
of horse color in Kazakh tradition and Turkic geosymbolism demonstrates the consistency
of connections between “color-direction/status/ritual” and confirms that color can serve as a
“marker” in significant social actions, including military campaigns, ritual practices, and the
display of power (Kononov, 1975). In this context, the designation of coat colors in early texts
becomes “information-dense”: behind each word lies a cultural schema.

The ethnographic tradition of classifying suits in Kazakh culture also demonstrates the
complexity of the field. Large groups of colors exist, such as “gilan” (light), “baran”, “ala”,
and “shubar”, among others, with numerous subtypes within each group, including “agboz”,
“shangan”, “boz”, “ker”, “tory”, and “zhiren” (Artyngbayev, 1969: 31; Toktabay et al., 2005:

“‘Drevnetyurkskij slovar' [Old Turkic Dictionary], 1969. Redaktory: V.M. Nadelyaev, D.M. Nasilov, E.R.
Tenishev, A.M. Shcherbak. Leningrad: Izdatel'stvo «Nauka». Leningradskoe otdelenie. 715 p. [in Russian].
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52-53). This classification practice is important for historical and linguistic analyses because
it shows that the high differentiation of master names is not a “lexical coincidence” but rather
a reflection of cultural needs.

Examining individual terms confirms the connection between wool names and material
associations. In the Mongolian tradition, for example, “khalyun” is interpreted as a wool color
compared to “otter fur” based on the quality and color of the fur. In the Kazakh tradition,
color terms are often formed by analogy with metals, natural objects, and fabrics. For
instance, “altun” means “golden” in complex definitions (Kozin, 1941: 78-80; Irk Bitig, 1992).
This corresponds to the general pattern of color naming. Language easily assigns a shade by
comparing it to a well-known “reference” object.

Several types of contexts can be identified in written monuments at the level of functioning
of coat color designations: 1) Identificatory-descriptive: color distinguishes one horse/
tabur from another (Mongolian lists and characteristics). 2) Evaluative-prestigious: color is
included in the description of a valuable gift or “good horse” (“sharga agt” in gift exchange,
“gara-qurdan” etc.) (Even Pop, 1994: 22; Tsével, 1966). 3) Sacred-formulaic: coat color is
part of the image of a deity or a system of predictions (“ala atliy yol Tepri”, “aq bisi - very
good”) (Irk Bitig, 1992: 16, 68). 4) Lexicographic-normative: horse color is established as a
defined term and incorporated into the lexicon (“Diwan Lughat al-Turk”) (Kashgari, 2005: 44).
These contexts are important because they clarify the semantic structure; the same term can
activate different components of meaning in different contexts.

At the analytical level, this leads to a general conclusion: the designations of horse coats
in Turkic-Mongolian monuments are not “peripheral vocabulary” but rather a systematic and
culturally significant layer. In this layer, classification by color and pattern, evaluative and
symbolic connotations, and genre-determined methods of inclusion in the text all operate
simultaneously. Mongolian material emphasizes the narrative and evaluative potential of
color terms and their ability to name specific horses. Old Turkic material demonstrates the
inclusion of colors in sacred and symbolic formulas. The Turkic lexicographical tradition
records a high level of terminological differentiation, including transitional shades and marks.
Together, these sources allow us to describe coat color designations as units that form part of
the linguistic and ethnocultural worldview of nomadic societies, in which horses are central
to economic practices and symbolic thinking.

In contrast to the Mongolian corpus, where horse coat colors serve as narrative
characteristics with evaluative and symbolic connotations, Turkic written monuments
exhibit a different distribution of functions. Here, horse coat color names are predominantly
recorded in formulaic contexts, reflecting the ancient Turkic tradition, or in lexicographical
standardization, as seen in the “Diwan Lughat al-Turk” tradition. This makes Turkic material
particularly valuable for reconstructing models of naming and semantic differentiation of
the “coat color” feature (Kashgari, 2005; Ercilasun, Akkoyunlu, 2015).

In the Turkic-Mongolian written corpus, horse color designations function not as “dictionary
labels” but as working units of description that simultaneously (1) name an external feature, (2)
specify the animal's classification status, and (3) are included in culturally significant modes
of narration. This is clearly visible at the form level: alongside single-word adjectives such as
“tsagan/aq/sariy/sharga/ala” there are expanded constructions that consistently use the coat
color as part of an extended description. This extended description clarifies markings, wool
quality, and color distribution and sometimes uses an epithet that “attaches” an assessment or
function to the horse. This “load” of coat color nominations is understandable. In a nomadic
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society, a horse is not just a means of transportation; it is also a social resource and a status
symbol. Thus, the accuracy and distinctiveness of coat color terms naturally increase and are
supported by textual tradition.

By comparing Mongolian and Turkic materials, we can identify several “cross-cutting”
parameters by which horse coat color designations are structured and developed.

The first parameter is reliance on basic color dominants. In Turkic materials, “aq”,
“sariy”, “ala” and “altun” are regularly used as metaphorical “color-quality” designations,
while in Mongolian materials, “tsagaan”, “sharga”, “khalyun” and “khar” are used. These terms
demonstrate typological proximity, as white/yellow/spotted/black form the “framework” of
the coat color lexicon, to which nuanced and clarifying elements are added.

The second parameter is the interaction of coat color with the horse's sex, age, and functional
characteristics. Turkic forms such as “bisi”, “adyyr”, “qulun” and “tayi” demonstrate that coat
color can easily be associated with gender and age (not “abstract color” but “color + type of
animal”). Mongolian material provides functional connections of a different type, such as coat
color + epithet of speed/quality (“khar khurdan”) or coat color + exterior feature (“ogotor
khongor”). In the Mongolian narrative tradition, color more often works with “applied” features
of action and appearance.

The third parameter is the semantic extension of coat color terms beyond their literal
meaning toward cultural metaphor. The most telling example is “ala”. In the “Diwan Lughat
al-Turk”, the word “ala” is recorded not only as a suit (“spotted horse”), but also as a figurative
designation for “bad thoughts” or “hidden intentions”. This concept continues in Kazakh cultural
knowledge through the proverb “Adam alaswt ishinde, zhylqy alaswt syrtynda”, in which “ala”
is no longer exclusively a color, but rather a model of opposition between “visible/hidden”
(Syzdykova, 2004: 31-34). For a lexical-semantic analysis, this is an “ideal” case: suit —
visual variegation — metaphor of heterogeneity/duality — evaluative characteristic of a
person/intention. It is important to note that this transfer is not arbitrary; it is motivated
by the suit's observable property of variegation, which is visible from the outside, and then
transferred to the human sphere, where “variegation” is hidden inside and no longer visible.

The fourth parameter is the degree of detail in the horse coat color system of the later
Turkic (Kazakh) tradition. This system helps us “read” ancient data as part of a long cultural
and linguistic lineage. Kazakh suit names demonstrate a developed system of single-word
and compound designations supported by ethnographic knowledge. Suits are grouped into
broad categories such as “aq”, “boz”, “qara” and “sary” and then refined by nuanced names
(Artyngbayev, 1969; Qaydarov et al., 1992; Serikbaeva, 2009). This layer is important not
as a “contemporary addition” but as a way to demonstrate the stability of the principle. The
Turkic tradition preserves and develops the “base + refinement” model, and ancient written
records (“Irk Bitig” and “Diwan Lughat al-Turk”) appear to be early stages of the same logic of
differentiation.

Results
A comparative analysis of Turkic and Mongolian written monuments revealed that the
designations of the suits are not an “auxiliary” periphery of the horse-breeding lexicon but
rather an independent fragment of the nominative system with high semantic density and

cultural significance. The material allows us to document several dozen names and stable
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combinations distributed according to several stable parameters: color (base), shade,
transitional zones between “basic” colors, color distribution characteristics (variegation/
spotting), and marked elements of appearance (e.g., marks on the head, whiteness of the
mane). This multi-parameter nature confirms that, in the Turkic-Mongolian tradition, coat
color is not described as “a color in general” but rather as a complex feature that is functionally
significant for identifying and evaluating animals in culturally significant contexts.

Comparing Turkic and Mongolian data clarifies several key patterns. First, in both
traditions, coat color acts as a “high-frequency identifier” of a horse. The color designation is
not a neutral detail but is regularly included in stable descriptive formulas, along with gender
and age in Turkic material and evaluative components, especially in Mongolian material.

Second, the general principle of semantic differentiation is consistent: the system is not
limited to dichotomies such as “white/black/red” but rather, it develops transitional zones and
subtle nuances. This can be interpreted as a linguistic reflection of the practical importance
of accurately distinguishing animals under nomadic farming conditions. Third, the degree of
“lexicalization” of coat color terms differs. Turkic sources more often demonstrate transparent
constructions of “color feature + horse” and lexical fixation of features (including markings),
while Mongolian monuments more actively use specialized epithets that function as stable
naming designations. However, this difference does not destroy comparability. On the contrary,
it shows that the typologically common need to describe and distinguish horses by external
characteristics is realized through different genre-linguistic mechanisms: lexicographic listing
and formulaic description in the Turks, and narrative individualization in the Mongols.

The distinction between “color” and “color detail” in Turkic materials deserves special
attention because it shows how the linguistic system reinforces culturally relevant
characteristics. The existence of separate terms for a white spot on the forehead and a white
mane shows that in the traditional description of a horse, the color and its distribution are
important, as are the details that make the animal recognizable. Later Turkic data (based
on studies of the “horse” thematic field in Turkic languages) shows that this detail remains
a significant component of the lexical-semantic system. This confirms the stability of this
vocabulary fragment and its connection to cultural practice.

Mongolian material, in turn, emphasizes the evaluative and symbolic perspective of
color nominations. Even within the corpus, it is noticeable that individual coat color terms do
not simply state the color; they participate in creating the image of a horse as a socially and
culturally significant object: coat color becomes an element of the “language of prestige”, the
“language of recognition” and, at the same time, the “language of memory” (in a narrative sense).

These results allow us to make a significant generalization for comparative-historical
lexicology and ethnolinguistics: color designations in Turkic-Mongolian written monuments
form a system in which color nomination is structured on several levels: basic colors, shades
and transitional colors, color distribution characteristics, and markings and individual details
of appearance. The functioning of these units in the text is not limited to neutral naming.
In both cases, color serves as a linguistic representation of the ethnocultural worldview,
recording the ways of observing, distinguishing, and evaluating horses, which are central to
the economic and symbolic systems of nomadic civilizations.
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Conclusion

An analysis of the lexical and semantic representation of horse colors in Turkic-Mongolian
written monuments reveals one key fact: these are not merely private “dictionary of colors”
but rather systematic and culturally significant sections of vocabulary that serve as tools
for accurately recognizing, classifying, and interpreting horses in the sources. For nomadic
civilizations, horses are not merely decorative or a “detail of everyday life” but rather the
functional core of their economy, mobility, military practice, and status relations. Therefore,
language inevitably records not only basic horse-related names, but also subtly organized
descriptive terms, in which coat color becomes a convenient and stable marker of “who
this horse is” and “what it is like”. In Turkic and Mongolian data, coat color designations
regularly appear in descriptive formulas, narrative characteristics, and dictionary definitions.
They act not simply as an indication of appearance but also as part of an identification norm.
A horse is named so that it can be recognized and distinguished from others based on cultural
expectations established by tradition.

Comparative material reveals the general trend in semantic organization. In written
traditions, colors tend to be described in detail rather than in crude “black/white” or “light/
dark” distinctions. In Turkic-Mongolian monuments, “color” functions as a complex semantic
category where the color base intertwines with salient observer parameters, such as shading,
tone mixing, local areas of whiteness/pigmentation, and recognizable marks.

However, there are significant differences in the textual implementation of this semantic
category. Turkic writing more often depicts color as an element of systematic classification,
similar to a dictionary or formulaic description. In contrast, Mongolian writing depicts color
as an element of artistic and historical narrative, where color becomes part of the image and
evaluation.
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Aemopvig ynec:

A.Batieadc 3epTTey/iH Herisri uaesAachH alKpIHAAI, OHBIH TYXXBIPBIMaMachl MeH TeOpUJIbIK Heri3iH
J3ipJieni, eckepTKIMITIH TifiK OipJliKTepiHe TapUXU-CaJBICTHIPMAJIBI TAJIAY XY Pri3/ii.

A.M. Hypbaega MaTepuaiap/ibl Xylieser, ayjapMaiapAsl JalbHIAI, )XYMBICTBIH COHFBI HYCKACHIH
peaaKmusiIa bl

A.E. Pycmemoga Tinfik MaTepuasiibl )KMHayFa XoHe eHJeyre KaTbICHI, Tajfay XYPri3fi XoHe
JlepeKKe3epre aHAJIMTUKAJIBIK IIOJTY JKacabl.

Bxstad asmopoa:

A. Batieajc onpe[iesivijia OCHOBHYIO UEI0 MCCJIE0BAHYS, pa3pa00Tasia ero KOHIIEHIUIO 1 TEOPETUYECKYIO
OCHOBY, IIPOBeJIa NCTOPUKO-CPABHUTEIBHBIE aHAJIN3 A3BIKOBBIX €OUHUL] TaMATHUKOB.

A.M. Hyp6aega BBIIIOJTHIIIA CUCTEMATU3ALNI0 MAaTEPUAJIOB, TIOATOTOBIJIA IIEPEBO/IBI U OCYIECTBILIIA
peqakTUpoBaHUe OKOHYATEIBHOTO BapuaHTa paboThI.

A.E. Pycmemosa y4acTBoBaja B cO6ope u 00paboOTKe SA3BIKOBOIO MaTepuasia, IpoBejia aHAJIU3 U
MOJTOTOBUJIA aHAJIUTUYECKUE 0630p UCTOYHHKOB.

Conflict of Interest.

There is no conflict of interest related to this article.
Mydodestep Kkaxmulz2bicol.

Makasiara 6aiiJTaHBICTBI MY/IJi€ KAKTBIFBICHI KOK,
Kongiukm unmepecoa.

HeT KoH}JIMKTa NHTEPECOB, CBA3AHHOTO CO CTaThell.

132



