P #EU RASIAN

 SE Turkic Studies Journal 3 (2026) 83-98
@ “NATIONAL
UNIVERSITY

Journal homepage: https:tsj.enu.kz

Article

Torii, Kut and El in the Old Turkic political worldview: a contextual
reconstruction and an symmetric comparison with the organization

of Turkic states

F. Verri

British international school of Timisoara, Timisoara, Romania
ORCID: 0009-0008-5841-0674
(E-mail: federico.verri@britishschool-timisoara.ro)

ARTICLE INFO

ABSTRACT

Keywords:

Old Turkic political
thought, political
worldview, torii,
kut, el, Orkhon
inscriptions,
Kutadgu Bilig,
legitimacy,
normative order,
conceptual history,
comparative
political theory,
Organization of
Turkic States.

IRSTI 03.91.00;
17.71.91

DOI: https://doi.
org/10.32523/
2664-5157-2026-3-
83-98

© F. Verri, 2026

This article reconstructs the meanings and relations of torii, kut
and el in selected Old Turkic political texts and asks how far those
meanings can be placed in a disciplined comparison with the public
institutional language of the Organization of Turkic States (OTS).
Monumental inscriptions and a didactic mirror for princes do not
record behaviour. The object of analysis is therefore the elite political
worldview represented in the Kiil Tegin and Bilge Khagan inscriptions
and in Yusuf Khass Hajib’s Kutadgu Bilig, not the conduct of historical
actors. The study combines philological close reading, contextualist
intellectual history, conceptual history and comparative political
theory. Its comparison is deliberately asymmetric: each historical term
is first reconstructed by genre, collocation and narrative function;
contemporary concepts are then used only to identify shared political
questions, not as translations or evidence of equivalence. The analysis
produces four findings. First, the Orkhon passages strongly attest the
pairing of el and torii: political community and inherited normative
order are narrated as jointly maintained, lost and restored. “Relational
normative order” is proposed as an analytical description of this pattern,
not as an Old Turkic expression. Second, kut is explicitly possessed and
divinely favoured in the Kiil Tegin formula “because I had kut, I became
qaghan”; the inscriptions do not, however, describe a mechanism by
which it is withdrawn. The Kutadgu Bilig develops the instability of
Fortune and relates enduring rule to justice, counsel and wisdom,
supporting a cautious interpretation of kut as conditionally conferred
authorisation without establishing a formal theory of withdrawal. Third,
el spans polity, people and ordered condition without corresponding
exactly to the modern state, nation or society. Fourth, current OTS
materials invoke Turkic history and tradition in describing the Council
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of Elders and employ the diplomatic language of shared past, mutual trust and respect. They
do not use torii, kut and el as a conceptual cluster and do not establish transmission from the
medieval texts. The comparison therefore demonstrates limited conceptual resonance and
contemporary heritage self-presentation, while leaving generic institutional design, invented
tradition and domestic instrumentalisation as viable explanations. The article’s contribution
is a source-bounded method for bringing Old Turkic political thought into comparative theory
without turning textual representations into behavioural evidence or modern institutions into
proof of historical continuity.

®. Beppu
Tumuwoapa BpumaHOblk xamblkapaibly mekmebi, Tumuwoapa, PymuiHus
ORCID: 0009-0008-5841-0674
(E-mail: federico.verri@britishschool-timisoara.ro)

KeHe TypKi casicu JyHUeTaHBIMBIHIAFHI tOrii, kut )koHe el: KOHTEKCTiK
PEKOHCTPYKIUA XoHe Typki MeMJiekeTTepi YHbBIMBIMEH aCHMMETPHUSJIBIK CAJIBICTBIPY

AunHortamua. Makasazia KeHe TYPKi casici MaTiHAepiHeri torii, kut xxoHe el yFpIM1apBIHBIH
MarblHAChl MeH e3apa OalilaHbIChl KaiTa KapacThIPBUIbIN, oJjlapAbl TypKi MemJiekeTTepi
yiibiMbIHBIH, (TMY¥) Kasipri almblK THCTUTYLMOHAJIIBIK TiJliMeH KaHal I1eKTe CcaJIbICThIpyFa
OosaThIHBl aHBIKTaIaAbl. EckepTkim >xaszbajap MeH OwJieyllire apHajFaH JUJAKTHUKAJIBIK
JacTaH Tapuxu TYJIFajJapAblH HaKThl MiHe3-KYJIKbIH TikeJsiell Tipkemerifi. COHABIKTAH 3epTTey
HBICAHBI — MiHE3-KYJIBIKTHIH 631 eMec, KyJsiTeriH meH bBijire KkaraH xa30ajiapbiHaa xoHe JXKycin
banacaryaHbH «KyTThl 6iJTiK» eHOeriHAe OepijireH OuJieyIli 9yJIETTiH cascy JyHUEeTaHBIMBI.
3epTTey omicTemeci (PUIOTOTHAIBIK MOTiH TajfayblH, KOHTEKCTIiK 3UATKEpPJiK TapHUXTHI,
YFBIMJIAP TapUXbIH KQHE CaJIBICTBIPMAaJibl CasCy TeOpUSAHBI YIITacThipaAbl. CaJibICTHIPY
aCUMMETPUSAJIBIK KaruJaMeH >XYprisiifi: ajgapiMeH op6ip Tapuxu YFBIMHBIH MarbIHACHI
MOTiHHIH KaHpbI, TYPaKThl TipKecTepi XoHe OasHAayJarbl KbI3MeTi apKbLJIbl aHBIKTaJIbI;
COJIaH KeliH FaHa Ka3ipri TeOPHUJIBIK KaTeropusjap OpTak casCcyu CypaKTapabl KOpCeTy YIIiH
nariganaHeUIgel. OJlap KeHe TYPKi ce3fepiHiH 6ajlamachl HeMece YFBIMIApAbIH TeHMITriH
IoJIeIeNTiH Kypasl peTiHJe KOJJaHbUIFaH XoK. Tajmay HOTHXXeciHae TepT KOPBITHIHIBI
x)acangsl. BipiHmigeH, OpxoH MoTiHzepi el men torii apachiHmarsl OailJIaHBICTBI AHBIK,
KepceTe[i: cascd KayblM MeH aTaflaH KaJiFaH HOPMAaTHUBTIK TopTin 6ipre cakraJiaThiH,
JKOFaJIaThIH XoHe KaJIlblHA KeJITipiJjieTiH KyObUIbicTap peTiHae OGasHaanajbl. «KaThIHACTHIK
HOPMATHUBTIK TOPTill» aTaybl KeHe TYPKi TipKecCiHiH aygapMachl eMec, OChbl MITiHAIK YJriHi
CcUMATTAaUThIH 3ePTTEYIIiJIiK YFBIM peTiHJie YebiHbLIa bl EKinimigeH, Kysirerid xxa3zbacsiHAarbl
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«e3iMze kut GosiraHbl yIIiH KaraH OoJiabiM» AereH ¢opmysa kut-TeIH rpamMMaTHKaIbIK
TYpPFBIJAaH MeJIeHiJIeTiHiH koHe ToHipAiH KapbpUiKaybiMeH O0ailjlaHBICThIPbLIATHIHBIH
Jarenpeiiai. Anaiiga kazbaapAa OHBIH Kepi ajJblHy TeTiri cunatraaMaigsl. «KyTTsel OiikTe»
Jloy ieTTiH TYPaKChI3IbIFHI 9/1iJIeT, KEHEC XoHe aKbIJIMeH o3apa OaiijlaHbICTa KapaCThIPhLIA b,
coHbIKTaH kut-Th1 Gesrisii mapTTapMeH 6episteTiH GuTik Ky3bIpeTi eyre 60s1aasl, 6ipaK OHBI
Kepi asynabiH GopMaiapl TeopUsCchl JaJesaeHbenni. YuiHmiaeH, el cascu KaybiM, XaJIbIK
JKOHe peTTesIreH casACy Kyl MarblHaJIapblH KaMTH/bl, Oipak Kasipri MeMJiekeT, yJIT Hemece
KOFaM YFBIMJIAPBIHBIH eMTKAWChICBIMEH [9J1 coiikec Keyimeinfi. TeprinmiigeH, TMY¥-HbH
Kasipri Mmarepuangapsl AKcakajijap KeHeciH TyciHAipreHje TYpKi Tapuxbsl MeH J3CTypiHe
ciyiTreme acall, OpTaK, 6TKeH TapuX, e3apa CEeHIiM XXoHe KypMeT TypaJibl JUILJIOMAaTUSJIBIK Tijl
KoJsijaHaasl. JlereHMeH Oyl KyxaTTap torii, kut xxoHe el yreiMaapsiH 6ipTyTac xylie peTiHe
nargasaHOan bl 9pi OpTarachIpJIBIK MITiHAEpAeH Tikesiell cabaKTaCTHIKTHI JJiesIAeMenii.
Ocpuiaiima casibICTBIPY LeKTeyJIi TYKbIPhIMAaMaJIblK YHAECTIKTi jKoHe Ka3ipri MHCTUTYTTHIH
©3iH Kajlall TaHBITAaTBIHBIH KOpceTe/i; ajl YJrijliK YHABIMIBIK KYPbUIBIM, OWJIall MIbIFapbLIFaH
J9CTYP KoHe MYPpaHBHI illlKi cascu MakcaTTa MaijjajiaHy BIKTUMaJ TYCiHAipMeJiep peTiHAe
cakTrasajbl. MakKajaHbIH FBUIBIMU YJjleci — KoHe TYPKi cascy OUBIH CaJIbICTBIPMAaJIbl TEOpUsra
Jepek IIeriHeH MIBIKIAI €HTri3eTiH, MOTIHAIK MalbIMAapAbl MiHe3-KYJIBIK JeperiHe XaHe
Ka3ipri MHCTUTYTTapAbl TAapUXU cabAKTACTHIKTHIH J9J1eJTiHe aliHAIBPMANTHIH 9/iC YCHIHY.

KinT ce3nep: keHe TYPKi cascu O¥ibl, casgcy JyHUeTaHbIM, tori, kut, el, OpxoH xa3b6anapsl,
«KyTTHI OisTiKk», TIETUTUMAIJIIK, HOPMAaTUBTIK TOPTill, YFEIMOAP TapUXbI, CAJIBICTEIPMAJIBI CasACu
Teopus, Typki MemJiekeTTepi YIBIMBI

®. Beppu
Bpumanckasa mexcoynapodHaa wkosta Tumuwoapa, Tumuwoapa, PymuiHus
ORCID: 0009-0008-5841-0674
(E-mail: federico.verri@britishschool-timisoara.ro)

Torii, kut u el B IpeBHETIOPKCKOM MOJIUTHYECKOM MUPOBO33PEHUN: KOHTEKCTyaJIbHAA
PEKOHCTPYKIIUA U aCUMMETPUYHOEe cpaBHeHUe ¢ OpraHu3anuei TIOPKCKUX
rocyjapcTs

AHHOTanuA. B cratbe peKOHCTPYUPYIOTCA 3HAUeHUA U B3aMMOCBA3MU MOHATUH torii, kut
U el B U30paHHBIX JPEBHETIOPKCKUX MOJIMTUYECKUX TEKCTaxX U OIpejesiAeTcs, B KaKoi Mepe
3TH 3HauYeHUsA AOIMYCKAlT MeTOJAOJIOTMYeCKU KOHTpOJIMpyeMoe CpaBHeHHe C IyOJIMYHBIM
MHCTUTYI[OHAJIBHBIM A3bIKOM Opranuzaunu Topkckux rocyfgapcts (OTI). MoHyMmeHTasIbHbIE
HAJIMCU U AUAAKTUYECKOe «3epLasio JJiA rocyfgapei» He GUKCUPYIOT NoBeJeHre NCTOPUYeCKUX
akTopoB. IlosTOMy OOBEKTOM WCCIIEAOBAHWA BBICTYIIAET JJIMTAPHOE IOJUTUYECKOe
MHpPOBO33peHue, NpefcTaBjieHHoe B Haanucax Krosb-rermHa u busibre-karaHa, a Takxe B
«Kytaary onnur» lOcyda banacaryHu, HO He caMo NoBeJieHNe, U3 KOTOPOro HCCJIeJOBaTeIb
Mor Obl HEIIOCPEACTBEHHO BBIBOJUTH YCTOMYMBBIE 3aKOHOMEPHOCTHU. MeToosiorusa oobeau-
HAeT GUIIOJIOTNYECKOe YTeHNe, KOHTEKCTyaJIMCTCKYI0 NHTEJJIEKTYaJIbHYI0 UCTOPUI0, HCTOPUIO
MIOHATUI U CPaBHUTEJIbHYIO IMOJIMTUYECKYI0 Teopulo. CpaBHeHHE CTPOUTCA aCUMMETPUYHO:
CHayvajia KaxJoe MCTOpHUYecKoe MOHATHE PeKOHCTPYHUpYyeTCs C YYETOM XKaHpa, YCTOMUYMBBIX
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coyeTaHUN U (QYHKLUUU B MOBECTBOBAHWHU; COBpPEMEHHBble KaTeropuu 3aTeM MCIOJIb3YIOTCS
TOJIbKO J1J1 BBIABJIEHUA OOIINX MOJIMTUYECKUX BOIIPOCOB, a HE KaK MepeBOIbl PEBHETIOPKCKUX
TEPMUHOB WJIA JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO UX 5KBUBAJIEHTHOCTHU. [IojlyueHbl yeThipe pe3yJjbTaTa. Bo-
nepBblX, OpPXOHCKHE TeKCTHl yOeOuTeJIbHO MOATBEPXKOAIT YCTONYMBYH CBA3b el u torii
MOJINTUYECKOe cOOOI[eCTBO U yHAcCJieJOBAHHBII HOPMaTUBHBIN MOPAAOK OMMCHIBAIOTCA KakK
COBMECTHOTIO//Iep’KUBAaeMbIe, yTpauliBaeMble BOCCTaHaBIMBaeMblie. DopMy.ia «pesisALNOHHbBIN
HOPMAaTHUBHBIN TOPSAAOK» IpeajaraeTcs Kak aHAJIUTAYeCKOoe OlucaHue, a He KakK MepeBOJ
JPEBHETIOPKCKOTO BBIpakeHUsA. Bo-BTOpwIX, B dhopMmyJie Kiosib-TermHa kut rpaMmaTtudecku
BBIpaXeH KaK MNpUHAAJIeXAI[UN TPABUTEI0 M CBA3aHHBIU C HeOeCHBIM OJiaroBOJIEHHUEM:
«IIOCKOJIBKY Y MeHs ObL1 kut, s cTan karaHoM». OIHaKO HaJIMMCH He OMMCHIBAIT MeXaHU3Ma
ero yrparel wind or3biBa. B «Kyraary Owmnur» HemocrosHCcTBO @OPTYHBI COOTHECEHO CO
CIIpaBeJIMBOCThI0, COBETOM U MY/JPOCTHIO; 3TO TMO3BOJIAET OCTOPOXHO MOHMMAaTh kut Kak
YCJIOBHO JapOBaHHOE MMOJTHOMOYHE, He BBIBOASA (pOpMaJIbHON TEOPUU OT3hIBA. B-TpeThux, el
OXBaThIBAeT 3HAaUYE€HUA MOJIMTUH, HApOJa U yIOPAAOYEHHOTO COCTOSAHUA, HE COBNaAasA HU C
COBpEMEHHBIM TOCYJapCTBOM, HU C Halliel WX OO0IecTBOM. B-4eTBEPTHIX, COBpEMEHHBIE
maTtepuasbl OTT oOpaiaioTca K TIOPKCKOU HMCTOPUU W Tpagulluu npu onucaHuu CoBeTa
CTapeNILIH U UCIOJIb3YI0T AUIJIOMAaTUYeCKUI A3BIK 00111ero MPOoIIIOro, B3aUMHOT0 10BepHs
1 yBaxeHus. [Ipu 3TOM OHU He ymoTpeOJiAlOT tOrii, kut u el kak eAUHYI MOHATHUHUHYIO
KOHCTPYKIIUIO 1M He JI0Ka3bIBal0T CEMAaHTHUYECKYI0 MPeeMCTBEHHOCTh OT CpeJHEBEKOBBIX
TekcToB. CJiejoBaTesibHO, CpaBHEHHE BBISABJIAET OTPAaHWYEHHBIN KOHIIENTYaJIbHBIN
pe30HaHC U COBPEMEHHYI0 MHCTUTYIIMOHAJIBHYI0 CaMOIIpe3eHTallli0, COXPaHAA B KaueCcTBe
BO3MOXHBIX OOBACHEHUN TUIIOBOM OPraHM3allMOHHBIN AW3aliH, U300PEeTEHHYI0 TpaauIIHI0
1M BHYTPEHHIOI0 MOJIMTUYECKyl0 WHCTPyMeHTajau3anuio. HayuHelil BKJaJ cTaTbU COCTOUT
B MeToJie BKJII0UeHNs APEeBHETIOPKCKON MOJIUTUYECKOU MBICJI B CPaBHUTEJIBHYIO TEOPUIO,
CTPOTO OrpPAaHUYEHHOM BO3MOXHOCTAMM HCTOYHUKOB: TEKCTOBble IMpeCcTaBJieHUs1 He
MOAMEHAITCA MOBeJeHUeCKUMHU JaHHBIMU, a COBPEMEHHbIe NHCTUTYTHl He MpeBpalaloTCcsa
B JIOKA3aTeJIbCTBO MCTOPUUYECKOU MPeeMCTBEHHOCTH.

KimioueBbie cJioBa: JIpeBHETIOPKCKAsA MOJUTHYECKass MBIC/Ib, ITOJIUTHYECKOE MHUPOBO33pe-
HUe, torii, kut, el, OpxoHckue Haanucu, «Kytaary 6uaur», JeruTUMHOCTb, HOPMAaTHUBHBIH T10-
PANOK, UCTOPUSA TOHATHH, CPAaBHUTEJIbHAsA MOJUTHYeCcKas Teopus, OpraHuzanusa TIOPKCKUX
rocyaapcCTB.

Introduction

The Kiil Tegin and Bilge Khagan inscriptions present political collapse and restoration
through a vocabulary whose central terms include torii, kut and el Yusuf Khass Hajib’s
eleventh-century Kutadgu Bilig subsequently places justice, royal fortune, wisdom and the
final end within an extended dialogue on rule. These sources are regularly approached as
evidence for early Turkic political ideas, but their relationship to contemporary categories
of trust, legitimacy and political continuity remains methodologically difficult. The difficulty
becomes greater when a modern intergovernmental body, the Organization of Turkic States
(OTS), publicly invokes a shared Turkic past.

The central problem is evidentiary. The Orkhon monuments are dynastic, commemorative
and admonitory; the Kutadgu Bilig is a didactic mirror for princes. Neither source type records
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conduct in a form that would sustain a behavioural analysis. They disclose representations of
cosmicorder, legitimate authority, political obligation and communal continuity. Accordingly,
this article reconstructs an elite political worldview encoded in the texts. “Worldview” is
used here as an etic analytical category: it names a structured set of represented assumptions
and prescriptions, not a claim that all members of the bodun shared an identical outlook or
acted in accordance with it.

Three questions guide the inquiry. What meanings and relations do selected passages
support for torii, kut and el? How can those meanings enter a comparison with contemporary
political theory without becoming translations of modern constructs? What, finally, can
public OTS documents establish about the present availability of Turkic heritage language,
and what remains beyond their evidentiary reach?

The argument is deliberately narrower than a continuity thesis. The three historical terms
are treated as an analytical cluster, not as an established triad that always co-occurs or
survives unchanged. The strongest collocational evidence concerns el and torii. Kut belongs
to the same field of legitimate rule, but its connection is reconstructed from distinct passages
and from the later didactic elaboration of the Kutadgu Bilig. On the contemporary side, the
article examines institutional self-description and structural analogy; it does not infer the
intentions of the 2009 treaty drafters or an institutional descent from the Tiirk qaghanates.

This article contributes in two ways. Substantively, it distinguishes what the sources directly
attest from interpretive extensions: torii as inherited normative order, kut as divinely favored
authorization whose conditionality is unevenly evidenced, and el as a category spanning
polity, people and ordered condition. Methodologically, it offers an asymmetric comparison
in which Old Turkic concepts are reconstructed in context before contemporary theory is
introduced. The result permits conceptual dialogue without converting historical texts into
behavioural data or contemporary heritage claims into proof of transmission.

Materials and research methods

Source corpus and genre

The first source group comprises the Kiil Tegin (732 CE) and Bilge Khagan (735 CE)
inscriptions of the Second Tiirk Qaghanate. The Tonyukuk inscription is used only as
contextual material; the core claims below rest on passages whose monument, face and line
can be specified. Readings follow the editorial tradition initiated by Thomsen and Radloff
and systematised in Tekin’s grammar, Clauson’s dictionary and Erdal’s grammar (Thomsen,
1896; Radloff, 1894-1899; Tekin, 1968; Clauson, 1972; Erdal, 2004). The inscriptions are
products of dynastic patronage. They justify a restoration, commemorate rulers and admonish
an audience. Their statements are therefore evidence of an official elite representation, not
transparent reports of social consensus.

The second source is Yusuf Khass Hajib’s Kutadgu Bilig, completed at Kashgar in 1069-
1070. It is read in Arat’s critical text and with Dankoff’s English translation and commentary
(Arat, 1947; Dankoff, 1983). Its allegorical dialogue belongs to a different genre and
intellectual setting from the stelae: a Qarakhanid, Muslim court and a didactic argument on
ethical government. The poem is not treated as an unchanged continuation of eighth-century
political theology. It is examined as a later Turkic rearticulation in which kut and torii remain
meaningful while Islamic ethical and literary resources reshape their relations.
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The third group consists of official, publicly accessible materials connected with the OTS:
the Nakhchivan Agreement, the OTS description of the Council of Elders and Turkic World
Vision 2040. The 2024 Declaration on the Common Turkic Alphabet is considered separately
because it was issued by the Turkic Academy, not by the OTS itself. These are contemporary
diplomatic and institutional texts. They can show public wording and institutional self-
presentation, but without drafting records or interviews they cannot establish the private
intentions of negotiators.

Unit of analysis: represented political worldview

A behavioural reading would require observations of choices, compliance or recurrent
practice. The available sources provide none of these systematically. The unit of analysis is
therefore the represented political worldview: the relations that the texts construct among
cosmic authorisation, normative order, rulership and political community. Conduct matters
only as narrated conduct within a rhetorical design. A statement that discord destroyed
the polity demonstrates that the inscription represented discord as causally and morally
significant; it does not independently prove how historical actors behaved.

This distinction also restricts the modern comparison. Institutional trust, legitimacy and
ontological security are theories developed for other evidentiary environments (Levi, 1998;
Hardin, 2002; Mitzen, 2006; Steele, 2008). The article asks whether the Old Turkic texts
formulate related political questions: what sustains a normative order, what authorises rule,
and how is a political community represented as persisting through disruption? It does not
attribute those modern constructs to eighth- or eleventh-century actors.

Contextual reconstruction and asymmetric comparison

The interpretive sequence combines four methodological commitments. Contextualist
intellectual history requires reconstruction of what a term does in its historical utterance
before it is classified by a later vocabulary (Skinner, 1969). Conceptual history warns
that lexical persistence does not by itself establish semantic continuity (Koselleck, 1985).
Conceptual morphology directs attention to a term’s relations with adjacent concepts rather
than to isolated dictionary glosses (Freeden, 1996). Comparative political theory permits
traditions to be read as sources of political reflection while resisting both assimilation and
claims of absolute incommensurability (Dallmayr, 2004; March, 2009; Godrej, 2011).

These commitments are operationalised in four steps. First, each claim is assigned to a
source and genre. Second, meanings are reconstructed from collocation, grammar and
narrative function, with monument lines or poem couplets supplied where the claim carries
analytical weight. Third, a modern category is introduced only as a question-forming
heuristic. Fourth, the comparison records both resonance and non-equivalence. The method
is asymmetric because the historical materials determine the initial categories and evidentiary
limits; modern theory does not supply missing historical evidence.

The labels “relational normative order” and “conditionally conferred authorisation” are
therefore analytical descriptions, not translations. The first would be weakened by evidence
that torii is principally a unilaterally promulgated code or that its loss is routinely independent
of el. The second would be weakened if kut were consistently inalienable, but would be
strengthened by explicit links between conduct and its loss. The present corpus strongly
supports the el-torii pairing; it supports divine favour and possession for kut, while leaving
withdrawal underdescribed.
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Protocol for the contemporary comparison

Four evidentiary levels are distinguished for the OTS comparison. Direct lexical use of tortii,
kut or el in a constitutive text would be the strongest relevant evidence. Explicit institutional
invocation of Turkic history or tradition establishes current heritage self-description.
Structural similarity, such as an elders’ council, supports analogy but not genealogy. An
analyst’s conceptual mapping is the weakest level and remains heuristic. The official materials
examined here do not deploy the three terms as a cluster. They do contain general heritage
language and an official retrospective explanation of the Council of Elders.

Three rival explanations are retained throughout. The Council of Elders may reflect a
generic advisory form found in many organisations. Heritage language may constitute an
invented tradition in the sense of Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983). It may also serve domestic
identity agendas in particular member states. Public documents alone cannot adjudicate
among these explanations and historical reactivation. The test is therefore not whether the
medieval concepts “survive” in the OTS, but what the contemporary documents actually say
and how much inference those statements license.

Procedure and scope

The inscriptions are cited by monument, face and line: KT for Kiil Tegin, BK for Bilge
Khagan, and E, S, N or W for the face. Old Turkic forms follow the normalised spellings used
in the cited philological works, while variants are noted where relevant. Kutadgu Bilig passages
are cited by couplet range because pagination varies between editions and translations. The
selected passages were chosen for their density and argumentative relevance; the study is not
an exhaustive concordance of the Orkhon, Yenisei and Old Uyghur corpora.

Research background

Philological scholarship has established the lexical and grammatical basis for any
reconstruction of Old Turkic political language. Bombaci’s study of qutlug bolzun placed kut
at the centre of debate over royal fortune (Bombaci, 1965). Historical syntheses by Golden
provide the political setting of early Turkic state formation but do not by themselves prove
a fixed three-term doctrine (Golden, 1992; 2011). The present argument therefore relies on
the cited primary passages rather than using historical context as a substitute for textual
demonstration.

Recent research underscores both the productivity and the contested character of the
material. Nauruzbayev, Altayev and Abdimomynov emphasise virtuous leadership in the
Kutadgu Bilig (2024: 450-466), while Yavari situates Yusuf’s royal wisdom within a wider
history of political thought (2024: 64-74). Bakir’s analysis of khatuns in the runic inscriptions
shows the continuing importance of sacral authorisation in the political language of office
(2025: 867-894). Manav explicitly evaluates kut through Weberian charisma (2024: 555-
574). That comparison is valuable as evidence of an active interpretive debate, but it does not
settle equivalence: Weber’s ideal type and the Old Turkic grammar must still be distinguished.

The relevant contemporary theories provide comparative questions, not historical answers.
Trust scholarship examines expectations that make cooperation possible (Levi, 1998: 77-101;
Hardin, 2002). Beetham distinguishes rule conformity, justification through shared beliefs
and expressed consent in legitimation (1991). Weber’s charismatic authority rests on devotion
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to the exceptional sanctity, heroism or exemplary character attributed to a person (Weber,
1978: 241-242). Ontological-security scholarship concerns the continuity of an actor’s self-
narrative and routines (Mitzen, 2006: 341-370; Steele, 2008). These frameworks sharpen
questions about the sources, but none is projected back as an emic Old Turkic category.

Analysis

Torii: inherited order and the el-torii pairing

Torti, also represented as tor¢ or later tore, denotes an inherited normative order in the
selected Orkhon passages. “Law” is too narrow if it suggests a self-contained written code
promulgated by a sovereign. The inscriptions describe torii through verbs of holding, ordering
and following ancestral precedent. This semantic range is established not by etymology alone
but by recurrent pairings and narrative functions (Tekin, 1968; Clauson, 1972; Erdal, 2004).

The strongest evidence is its collocation with el. At KT E1, Bumin and IStemi Qaghan are
said to have held and ordered the Tiirk people’s el and torii (tiiriik boduny ilin toriisin tuta
birmis, iti birmis); the parallel passage occurs at BK E3. BK E18 uses the possessive pairing
ilimiz toriimiiz, “our el and our torii”. The narrative of disintegration at BK E6-11 joins the loss
of el, qaghan and Tiirk torii, while restoration invokes ancestral torii at BK E12. These passages
support a close conceptual association; they do not establish that every occurrence of one
term presupposes the other.

The relevant verbs matter. BK E4 describes holding the el and setting torii in order; BK E12
presents the restored order as following the torii of the ancestors. In the cited passages torii
is maintained and reordered within relations among qaghan, beks and bodun. Because the
monuments speak in a dynastic voice, this is an official representation of those relations, not
evidence of a negotiated social contract. “Relational normative order” captures the textual
pattern more accurately than “relational compact”: the evidence supports interdependence
and inherited obligation, but not a compact in the reciprocal or contractual sense.

The inscriptions also make memory part of political instruction. Their account of dispersal,
subjection and restoration turns past failure into an admonition directed at later rulers and
the bodun. Torii is therefore both received order and a norm for judging political continuity.
Set beside trust theory, it raises a comparable question about the expectations that sustain
coordinated rule. It is not “institutional trust” in historical disguise: the texts supply neither
attitude measured among subjects nor observed compliance, and their explicit ancestral and
cosmological framing exceeds the modern construct.

Kut: divine favour, possession and conditional authorisation

The grammatical evidence requires a correction to readings that make kut purely relational
or deny possession. At KT S9 the ruler states: tegri yarlikadukn ti¢iin 0ziim kutum bar ii¢iin gagan
olurtum — in a cautious rendering, “because Heaven favoured [me], and because I myself had
kut, T became gaghan” (Ross and Thomsen, 1930: 861-876; Tekin, 1968). The first-person
possessive kutum, “my kut”, and the existential bar show that kut can be represented as
possessed. The same formula also places that possession within divine favour; grammar alone
does not decide whether the concept is substance, fortune, capacity or authorisation.

The restoration narrative supplies a related but distinct image. At BK E10-12 Tengri raises
Elteris Qaghan and El-Bilge Khatun so that the Tiirk people will not perish, after which the
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dispersed community is reorganised according to ancestral torii. The passage links divine
action, political restoration and the welfare of the people. It supports the proposition that
legitimate rulership is represented as divinely favoured and purposive. It does not state that
kut was withdrawn from the previous rulers or describe a juridical mechanism of revocation.

The Kutadgu Bilig gives conditionality a more developed literary form. The poem introduces
four central figures within couplets 350-397. Ay Told: identifies and explains Fortune in
couplets 620-764; later passages dwell on Fortune’s movement and instability, especially
couplets 1045-1157. Kiin Togd1’s representation of justice and torii is elaborated across
couplets 765-954, where images of balanced and impartial rule appear (Arat, 1947: couplets
350-397, 620-954, 1045-1157; Dankoff, 1983). The juxtaposition of unstable Fortune with
justice, counsel and intelligence makes enduring rule ethically demanding (Devereux, 1961:
299-310; Nauruzbayev et al., 2024: 450-466; Yavari, 2024: 64-74).

This evidence supports “conditionally conferred authorisation” as a cautious analytical
formulation. “Conferred” reflects the role of divine favour; “conditional” reflects the poem’s
insistence that fortunate rule cannot be stabilised without justice and wisdom. The formulation
is stronger for the Kutadgu Bilig than for the inscriptions. “Withdrawable mandate” is too
definite because the Orkhon passages do not narrate withdrawal and the poem’s personified
Fortune can depart without constituting a formal theory of revocation.

The Weberian comparison must therefore remain controlled. Manav’s reading through
charisma draws attention to extraordinary authorisation and instability (2024: 555-574). Yet
Weber’s ideal type concerns authority sustained by followers’ devotion to qualities attributed
to a person and the problem of routinisation (Weber, 1978: 241-242). The KT S9 formula
instead combines Heaven’s favour with possessed kut, and the Kutadgu Bilig embeds Fortune
in a moral-didactic architecture. The comparison identifies a shared problem of legitimation;
it does not make kut equivalent to charisma, divine right or performance legitimacy.

El: polity, people and ordered condition

El, also written il, has a semantic range that includes polity and political community.
In the passages at issue its loss is more than military defeat: BK E6-11 presents a people
deprived of el and qaghan and having abandoned Tiirk torii. The privative form ilsiremis at
BK E11 represents the bodun as made “el-less”. Because the noun can denote both a political
formation and the ordered condition attributed to a people, no single modern term-state,
nation, society or territory-exhausts it (Clauson, 1972; Tekin, 1968).

The throne name Elteris is compatible with this centrality: ter- carries the sense of gathering,
so the name is conventionally understood in relation to gathering or restoring the el. A throne
name is nonetheless a programmatic designation, not independent evidence that the whole
population shared the dynasty’s self-understanding. The safest conclusion is that the official
commemorative vocabulary represented restoration of el as the constitutive achievement of
the ruling house.

Modern social science often distinguishes analytically among state institutions, society
and collective identity. The Old Turkic category cuts across those distinctions in the cited
contexts, but this does not show an inability to differentiate ruler, beks and bodun, all of which
have separate names. In comparative terms, el raises a question similar to that addressed by
theories of political continuity: how does a community represent itself as remaining the same
kind of political entity through loss and restoration? Calling el “ontological security” would
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exceed the evidence, because the inscriptions do not formulate that modern theory and do
not provide behavioural data about identity-seeking routines.

Relations among the three categories

The evidence is uneven and should not be flattened into a symmetrical triad. The el-torii
pairing is directly attested in parallel monumental passages. Kut is directly attested in a
formula of accession and belongs to the broader representation of divinely favoured rule, but
the passages cited do not show all three terms co-occurring, being lost together and being
restored together. The Kutadgu Bilig brings Fortune and justice into sustained dialogue, yet it
does so within an Islamic ethical and allegorical framework rather than by reproducing the
Orkhon narrative.

It is therefore more accurate to speak of an analytical cluster within a field of political
order. El names the polity or ordered community; térii names the inherited normative
order represented as constitutive of it; kut names a form of fortunate and divinely favoured
authorisation to rule, whose stability the later poem relates to justice and wisdom. This
reconstruction is sufficient for comparison at the level of political questions. It is insufficient
for a claim that one stable doctrine moved intact across thirteen centuries.

The Organization of Turkic States: evidence and limits

The contemporary comparison draws on four official sources'. The Nakhchivan Agreement
includes a Council of Elders among the organisation’s bodies. This is evidence of a founding
design choice in a modern intergovernmental treaty. The OTS’s current website further
explains that the Council was constituted “in line with the Turkic history and tradition”.
The latter statement is an official retrospective self-description. It demonstrates that the
organisation now publicly frames the body through heritage; it does not demonstrate what
motivated every treaty drafter in 2009.

Turkic World Vision 2040 invokes common language, culture and a shared past, and places
mutual trust and respect within the organisation’s projected cooperation. Such language
establishes a contemporary diplomatic narrative of affinity. It does not reproduce the specific
meanings reconstructed above: the document does not set out torii, kut and el as a conceptual
cluster, identify a conditional theory of authorisation, or cite the Orkhon inscriptions and
Kutadgu Bilig as sources of institutional design.

The Declaration on the Common Turkic Alphabet illustrates the importance of institutional
attribution. It was issued by the Turkic Academy after the work of the Turkic World Common
Alphabet Commission, and therefore belongs to a wider ecosystem of Turkic cooperation
rather than constituting an OTS foundational document. It may be discussed as a contemporary
project of linguistic coordination and mutual legibility. It cannot independently evidence a
continuation of el or an OTS application of the medieval worldview.

The comparison thus yields one firm contemporary finding and several weaker resonances.
The firm finding is public heritage self-presentation: the OTS explicitly relates the Council
of Elders to Turkic history and tradition. The weaker resonances concern counsel, mutual
trust, common memory and cooperation justified through practical results. These motifs are
compatible with the historical questions raised by torii, kut and el, but they are also ordinary

! Official institutional materials cited in this section (all accessed 13 August 2026): Nakhchivan Agreement
(3 October 2009); OTS, “Council of Elders”; OTS, Turkic World Vision 2040; Turkic Academy, “Declaration on
Common Turkic Alphabet” (16 September 2024).

92



F. Verri Turkic Studies Journal (2026) 83-98

features of intergovernmental organisations and identity-building projects. Generic design,
invented tradition and domestic instrumentalisation remain live explanations.

Results

The analysis yields four source-bounded results. First, the strongest internal relation is
the pairing of el and torii in the Orkhon inscriptions. The texts represent political community
and ancestral normative order as jointly maintained and jointly endangered. “Relational
normative order” is a defensible analytical description so long as it is not converted into a
historically attested compact.

Second, KT S9 requires kut to be read in light of both possession and divine favour. The
evidence rules out the categorical claim that kut is never a property, but it does not reduce the
term to a material possession. The Kutadgu Bilig supplies the clearest case for conditionality
by juxtaposing unstable Fortune with justice and wisdom. Neither source establishes a formal
withdrawal mechanism.

Third, el spans political formation, people and ordered condition. Its heuristic comparison
with political continuity is productive because both address collective persistence. Equating
it with the state, nation, society or ontological security would erase the historical category’s
range and claim evidence the texts do not provide.

Fourth, the OTS comparison supports a finding about present institutional self-description,
not historical transmission. The official heritage statement concerning the Council of Elders
is probative of how the organisation currently presents itself. The broader language of
shared past, trust and practical cooperation is compatible with multiple genealogies. Table
1 summarises the evidence, comparative question and inference limit for each historical
category.

Table 1. Historical evidence, comparative questions and limits of inference
1-xecme. Tapuxu epeKTep, CAJIBICTRIPMAJIB CYPAKTap JXKoHE TYXKBIPHIM IIEKTepi
Tabnuya 1. Uctopuyeckrie aHHBIE, CPABHUTEJIbHBIE BOIIPOCH U MTPEJIesIbl BRIBOJA

Category | Historical evidence | Comparative question Limit of inference

Tori KT E1 / BK E3 pairing | What normative Not a translation of trust
with el; holding, expectations sustain and not evidence of an
ordering and ancestral | political order? OTS continuity
precedent

Kut KT S9 possessive What authorises No withdrawal
formula and divine rule, and under what mechanism in the
favour; KB 620-954 represented conditions inscriptions; not
and 1045-1157 can it endure? equivalent to charisma
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El Loss/restoration at How is a political Not identical with
BK E6-12; privative community represented | state, nation, society or
ilsiremi$ at BK E11 as persisting through ontological security
disruption?

The table is a map of the argument, not a set of equations. Its historical-evidence column
records what is directly supported; its comparative-question column identifies only a shared
problem-space; and its final column prevents the heuristic from being mistaken for translation
or continuity.

Limitations

Five limitations define the result. The selected monumental passages are not an exhaustive
concordance, and the Yenisei and Old Uyghur corpora may complicate the proposed relations.
The monuments represent a ruling house’s voice, not a socially representative archive. The
chronological and intellectual distance between the Orkhon inscriptions and the Kutadgu
Bilig prevents the latter from simply filling silences in the former. The nine centuries between
the Qarakhanid work and the OTS documents are not traced through Chaghatay, Ottoman,
Qipchaq or modern national corpora. Finally, public OTS materials reveal neither confidential
drafting histories nor the intentions of individual officials.

These limitations determine what could disconfirm or revise the argument. A full
concordance may show that torii often operates independently of el. Further philological
work may favour a non-authorisational reading of kut. Intermediate corpora may demonstrate
semantic discontinuity. Archival records or interviews may show that the Council of Elders
arose wholly from generic organisational negotiation, or conversely document an explicit
historical model. Until such evidence is available, stronger claims should remain suspended.

Conclusion

Selected Old Turkic texts support a differentiated reconstruction of torii, kut and el within
an elite political worldview. The clearest relation is between el and torii: ordered political
community and inherited normative order are represented as mutually implicated. Kut is
grammatically possessed and associated with divine favour in KT S9; its ethical conditionality
becomes more explicit in the Kutadgu Bilig, where unstable Fortune is set beside justice,
counsel and wisdom. EI spans polity, people and ordered condition without matching a single
modern political category.

This reconstruction makes comparison possible only under an asymmetric rule.
Contemporary theories of trust, legitimacy and political continuity can identify questions
shared across contexts, but they cannot supply translations or missing historical evidence.
The analytical labels that result — relational normative order and conditionally conferred
authorization — remain accountable to the cited lines, couplets, and silences of the corpus.
The comparison with the OTS Is correspondingly limited. Current public discourse Invokes
Turkic history and tradition in explaining the Council of Elders and uses broad language of
shared past, mutual trust and respect. The examined documents do not deploy the three Old
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Turkic terms as a system and do not establish a chain of transmission from medieval texts
to contemporary institutional design. The defensible conclusion is therefore one of present
heritage self-description and limited conceptual resonance, not survival, reactivation or
institutional descent.

The article’s broader contribution lies in the discipline of that limit. Old Turkic sources
can enter comparative political theory as sources of political reflection when their genres,
grammar and historical distance remain visible. Treating worldview rather than behaviour
as the object does not reduce their importance; it specifies the kind of knowledge they can
provide and makes the comparison more historically credible.
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