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VOWEL HARMONY IN THE VOLGA-KAMA REGION: AN AREAL PHENOMENON?

Abstract. Vowel harmony is typical for the languages of the Volga-Kama area. As both Turkic and Uralic proto-
languages exhibited vowel harmony, we could suggest that the existence of vowel harmony in the area follows from the
historical heritage and is a mere coincidence. However, we know that at least some of the vowel harmonies do not origi-
nate from the proto-languages, but are new phenomena. In these cases, we cannot exclude that the development of these
new harmonies was influenced by another language.
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JI. Deiiemn
TAPMOHUS I''TACHBIX B SI3BIKAX BOJITO-KAMbBSI: APEAJIBHBI ®EHOMEH?

AHHOTanus. ["apMOHUs IIIacCHBIX TUNIMYHA [ s136IKOB Bonro-Kamckoro apeana. ['apMoHus riiacHbIX HMena Me-
CTO ¥ B TIOPKCKOM, M B yPaJIbCKOM Hpasi3bIKaX, ¥ TO3TOMY MOXKHO ITPEIIOI0XKNTh, YTO CYIIECTBOBAHUE ATOTO SBICHUS
SIBIISICTCA SI3BIKOBBIM HACIIEMEM MM IPOCTO CIy4aifHOCTHIO. IIpu 3TOM, 0THAKO, HEKOTOPBIE THITBI TAPMOHHH TJIACHBIX
HE BO3BOJATCS K MPAs3bIKOBBIM COCTOSIHUSIM, @ MPEJCTABISIOT 0001 HOBbIE ()eHOMEHBI. B mocieHuX cirydyasx Mbl He
MO’KEM HCKIFOUUTb, UTO UX MOSIBICHHE 00YCIIOBICHO BIUSHNAEM JIPYTUX S3BIKOB.

KiroueBble ciioBa: apcajibHasA JIMHI'BUCTUKA, TUIIOJIOTUA, (bOHOTaKTI/IKa, rapMoOHUA I'TIaCHBIX, A3BIKOBbIC KOHTAKThI,
Bomxkcko-Kamckuil A36IK0BOI COIO3.

It seems to be undebatable that vowel harmony is typical for the languages of the Volga—Kama area. If we
look at the grammars or course-books of Chuvash, Tatar, Bashkir, the Mordvinic languages, Hill or Meadow
Mari, we will find information on vowel harmony. Vowel harmony is present even in some dialects of Udmurt.

However, by areal phenomena we usually mean linguistic features which are common innovations of lan-
guages spoken in a given area, which are results of language contact and usually wide-spread multilingualism. A
classic example for linguistic areas is the Balkan area (Sprachbund): Greek, Albanian, Macedonian, Bulgarian,
Serb, Romanian etc., which has features such as the merger of genitive and dative cases, postposed definite
markers developed from demonstrative pronouns, analytic future tense with an auxiliary developed from a
verb meaning ‘want’, the loss of infinitive (structures like | want that | (would) go instead of | want to go) etc.
These features were not typical for the ancestors of these languages, they are a common innovation: sometimes
we can find the source in one language or another, but different features come from different sources.

The languages of the Volga—Kama area are either of Turkic or Uralic origin. Both proto-languages exhib-
ited vowel harmony, therefore we could suggest that the existence of vowel harmony in the area follows from
the historical heritage (inside language families) and is a mere coincidence (the meeting of two groups of
languages exhibiting vowel harmony). However, we know that at least some of the vowel harmonies do not
originate from the proto-languages, but are new phenomena. In these cases, we cannot exclude that the devel-
opment of these new harmonies was influenced by another language (or other languages), and consequently,
we can speak about an areal phenomenon in the tighter sense.

Bereczki [Bereczki, 1983, p. 213] states that palatovelar harmony in Hill Mari, Eastern (Birsk) Mari and
some Udmurt dialects spoken in Tatarstan or Bashkortostan developed due to the influence of Turkic lan-
guages — but without any argument or reference to arguments on the influence. (The only exception is for the
Tatyshly dialect of Udmurt, see below.) Since vowel harmony can emerge even without foreign influence, it
is not self-evident that we have to presume foreign influence.

In the following, I present the vowel systems and vowel harmonies of the different languages of the area.
I use the International Phonetic Alphabet since there are considerable differences between the alphabets and
transcriptions between the different languages, therefore the comparison would be unnecessarily complicated
in any other way. Next, [ will enumerate the features which occur in the harmonies of the languages of the area
and demonstrate the most important differences. At the end, I will consider to what extent the harmonies in
different languages could influence each other.

1. Vowel harmonies in the Volga-Kama area

Speaking about vowel harmony, it is a fundamental question what kind of vowel inventory the given
language has. The vowel system of a language seems to determine what kind of vowel alternations due to
vowel harmony are possible in the language; however, sometimes we find alternations which are not predict-
able from the vowel system, while some possible or even probable alternations never occur.

The description of a phoneme system is always a result of analysis of complex phonetic phenomena
and alternations of morphology; therefore, the result is always subject to debate. Not just the analysis of
vowel harmony must be based on the vowel system, but the analysis of the vowel system must also be based
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on vowel harmony. Here I have no possibility to give a deep analysis of the phonology of the given lan-
guages, but [ have to draw attention to the cases when the description of the vowel system is in conflict with
the description of vowel harmony.

Todays, all of the languages discussed here are highly influenced by Russian, in some cases there are phonemes
which occur exclusively in Russian loanwords. Presenting the vowel systems, I will ignore these phonemes. Be-
cause of the lack of data, I will not examine the role of these foreign phonemes in these languages systematically.

1.1. Turkic languages

There are three Turkic languages spoken in the area: Chuvash, Tatar and Bashkir. Tatar and Bashkir
belong to the Kipchak group of Turkic languages, they are quite closely related to each other, and they
are in a strong contact: there are some transitional (tatarized Bashkir and bashkirized Tatar) dialects.
Chuvash is the only living language of the remote Oghuric branch, distinguished from all the other con-
temporary Turkic languages.

1.1.1. Tatar
Tatar has a vowel system of 9 vowels:

Front Back
Unrounded Rounded Unrounded Rounded
High (Long) i y u
Mid (Short) 1 Y w )
Low a a

The difference between the high and mid vowels can be analyzed as a difference in length or as a tense/lax
opposition: in that case we can count with two heights. Since the characteristics of this distinction play no role
in vowel harmony, we do not deal with it. Although /a/ is analyzed as an illabial vowel, it is realized as a labial
vowel in the first syllable and slightly labialized in the further syllables. The low black vowel /a/ is labial in
the first syllable and slightly labialized in the following syllables except for the last (stressed) one (e. g. Zakiev,
1997, p. 359-360), in recent literature it is analyzed as a phonologically illabial vowel. In Dmitriev [Dmitriev,
1948, p. 7-8], we find that it is round, although he adds that its labialization was not typical for the Mesher
dialect and the old dialect of Kazan.

Tatar has palatovelar harmony: front first vowels are followed by front vowels, back first vowels are
followed by back vowels. Beside alternations /1/ ~ /t/, /v/ ~ /o/ and /a/ ~ /a/, there seems also to be an alter-
nation /i/ ~ /du/, which is probably better to analyze as an /11/ ~ /uir/ alternation. (However, if we accept this
analysis, it is questionable whether /i/ is necessary in the vowel inventory, and should not we count with just
8 vowels. Another possibility is to suppose a high unrounded back vowel /w/, which is realized as a diphthong
/dir/. In that case, we have to count with 10 vowels.) There is no /u/ ~ /y/ alternation, since /u/ and /y/ do not
occur in non-first syllables (and therefore in suffixes).

Mid vowels also trigger labial vowel harmony of other mid vowels (/1/ ~ /v/, /tw/ ~ /v/), but high vowels
do not [Balint, 1877, p. 7; Litvinov, 1998, p. 37; Safiullina—Fatkhullova, 1999, p. 389; Safiullina, 2001, p. 7;
Zakiev, 1997, p. 361]. Mid labialized vowels in non-first syllables of stems can only occur when they follow
other mid labialized vowels. High labialized vowels only occur in the first syllables of stems.

Poppe [Poppe, 1963, p. 16] states that there is no labial harmony in Tatar, but probably he was misled by
Tatar orthography, which uses letters otherwise marking illabial vowels in non-first syllables when the labiality
of the vowels is predictable from the labiality of the vowels in the first syllable. It seems that Poppe was not
fully aware of the specifics of marking vowels in Tatar orthography, since he writes that the soft sign indicates
that mabueamo ‘nature, character’ is suffixed by palatal allomorphs, although it also signals that the last vowel
is palatal (/tabigat/ — cf. Safiullina—Fatkhullova, 1999, p. 378), and it is the reason that it gets palatal suffixes.
(However, his statement may be true for other cases, see below.) As the example shows, loanword stems can
be exceptional to vowel harmony.

1.1.2. Bashkir

The Bashkir inventory of vowels and vowel harmony highly resemble those of Tatar. Dmitriev [ Dmitriev,
1948, p. 7-8] analyzes the low back vowel as round and says we find the same vowel in Tatar. According to
Yuldashev [Yuldashev, 1981, p. 41], /a/ in non-stressed (non-last) syllables is not so clearly formed, which
gives the illusion of labiality.

In some other cases it is also questionable whether the difference is between the languages or between the
descriptions. I could not find an example for the /i/ ~ /duy/ alternation in the descriptions Bashkir, and only
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some sources mention it in Tatar [Litvinov, 1998, p. 31; Safiullina, 2001, p. 17]; however, Zakiev [Zakiev,
1997, p. 361] does not mention this alternation in the description of vowel harmony, but he includes a diph-
thong-like high unrounded back vowel into the vowel system in paranthesis.

Dmitriev [Dmitriev, 1948, p. 39] states that the velar allomorph of suffixes occurs also after foreign
stems with front vowels when they end in a non-palatalized consonant (in Bashkir, as in Tatar and Chu-
vash, consonants are palatalized when they precede or follow front vowels): /benzin-dwin/ *petrol (gen.)’
(instead of */benzin-din/), /texnik-tar/ mechanics, technicians’ (instead of */teynik-tar/). He states the
use of the velar allomorph in this position is typical for spoken language, while in writing harmonic forms
are used. He also states that labial harmony does not work in foreign words either: /motor-6tin/ ‘motor
(gen)’ instead of */motor-0un/. However, the reason here can be that /o/, which occurs exclusively in
foreign (Russian) words, is phonetically different from /v/. I found no similar data on Tatar in the litera-
ture; however, I found the form plural genitive form 6ensunnapneiy /benzinnarnwi/ in Tatar Wikipedia,
which shows that the phenomenon is present in Modern Tatar.

1.1.3 Chuvash
The Chuvash vowel inventory consists of 8§ vowels. Krueger [Krueger, 1961, p. 70] suggests the
following system:

Front Back
Unrounded Rounded Unrounded Rounded
High (Long) i y w u
Low e ® a b

Low rounded vowel are shorter and are dropped or pronounced as a schwa many times in fast speech
(therefore they are called reduced). The roundedness of /o/ is based on the fact that it is rounded when
stressed [Krueger, 1961, p. 71], which seems to be a good argument at first sight. Krueger [ Krueger,
1961, p. 72] also states that /ce/ has labial allophones, but it remains unclear in which circumstances.
However, in most of the cases these phonemes are realized as unrounded. There are other arguments
against the analysis of these vowels as labial by default. First of all, there is no reason why a low rounded
vowel should be realized shorter than other ones. Moreover, there are dialects where there are two differ-
ent front phonemes, one of which is realized as rounded, the other as unrounded — the latter has no place
in the table above. Nonetheless, there is a ,,full” (never reduced) /o/ in Russian loanwords, the status of
which can be analyzed as phonemic in Chuvash, which has no place in the table above either. Krueger's
analysis does not account for the reduction and delabialization of the vowels given as low back here.
Therefore, it seems that the analysis of Andreev [Andreev, 1997, p. 482] is better:

Front Back
Unrounded Rounded Unrounded Rounded
High i y w u
Mid 9, € ¥
Low a

However, there is no clear reason of putting /o/ and /e/ into the same cell: in that case, we find no phonemic
difference between the two vowels. The /e/ ~ /a/ alternation due to vowel harmony is also a good argument to

put them into the same row, therefore I suggest the following system:

Front Back
Unrounded Rounded Unrounded Rounded
High i y w u
Mid 9 ¥ (0)
Low e a

Nonetheless, the difference between mid and low vowels seem to be rather in a tense/lax opposition than
in height, therefore we can suggest that there is a rounded/unrounded opposition among high vowels and a
tense/lax opposition between low vowels (with the exception of /o/, which is a real mid vowel).
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In most of the cases, there is a stem internal palatovelar harmony in native stems. In suffixes, usually there
is a palatovelar alternation due to the vowels of the stem between low vowels (/e/ ~ /a/, /a/ ~ /¥/), although
there are also suffixes which are always used with a palatal low vowel (e. g. /-o/ 3™ person singular possessive
suffix, /-sem/ plural suffix). The latter are always opaque (followed by palatal variants of alternating suffixes).
I have found only one suffix with high vowel (/-u/ ~ /-y/ 2™ person singular possessive suffix), which is usually
not mentioned in the description of vowel harmony in the grammatical sketches of Chuvash [Krueger, 1961,
p. 74; Landmann, 2014, p. 3] but it is mentioned in Andreev [Andreev, 1997, p. 483]. Since /w/ does not occur
in non-first syllables of words [Andreev, 1997, p. 482], we cannot find /i/ ~ /w/ alternation in suffixes. How-
ever, | could not find any suffixes either with a non-alternating /i/.

As in Tatar and Bashkir, Chuvash consonants are usually palatalized before and after (and, of
course, between) palatal vowels. However, it is not the case in loanwords. For example, Krueger [Krue-
ger, 1961, p. 77] mentions that foreign words like /teynik/ ‘technician’ are suffixed by the velar variants
of the suffixes alternating due to vowel harmony (unlike /starik/ ‘old man’, an older loanword, which
ends in a /k/ palatalized by /i/). However, he mentions only words with a word final /k/, therefore one
can suggest that /benzin/ will never be suffixed with the palatal variants of suffixes. Nonetheless, in
Chuvash Wikipedia we find instrumental forms like 6ensunna /benzin-pa/ and not *6enszunne /benzin-
pe/. In Andreev [Andreev, 1997, p. 485] we find a dative form 6pucadupa /brigadiir-a/ instead of
*opuzadupe /brigadiir-e/ (which we would expect based on the vowels). Moreover, in Chuvash Wikipe-
dia we find dative forms of czosaps /slovar/ ‘dictionary’ croeape /slovar-e/, not *crnoeaps /slovar-a/,
which shows that in these cases the last consonant of the stem triggers vowel harmony, independently
of the qualities of the vowels in the stem.

We can also find palatalized consonant phonemes /1'/, /n//, /t/ in native Chuvash words. When they stand
at the end of the stem, the palatal allomorph of suffixes alternating due to vowel harmony follow them: dative
form cyndne /supynie/ (*cyndna /supxnia/) of cyndinw /supyni/ ‘soap’ [Sergeev, 2007].

1.2. Uralic languages

All the Uralic languages spoken in the Volga—Kama area belong to the Finno-Permic branch of the
Finno-Ugric group of Uralic languages. Udmurt belongs to the Permic branch with Komi (Komi-Zyryan
and Komi-Permyak): although Udmurt and the Komi are not mutually intelligible, their resemblance is
unambiguous. Mari is more closely related to Erzya and Moksha than the Permic languages, but Erzya
and Moksha are more closely related to Finnic languages (as Finnish or Estonian) and Saami than Mari.
Mari is considered to be one language with two standards, Hill Mari and Meadow Mari: in fact, the two
standards are based on two dialects of the dialect continuum. Even the two ends of the continuum pre-
served a relatively high degree of mutual understandability. The Mordvinic languages, Erzya and Moksha
are considered to be closely related but different languages: earlier they were considered variants of the
Mordvin language. They are mutually intelligible at a certain degree, and there are even transitional dia-
lects between them, but their speakers identify themselves as members of different communities. Despite
the relatively close relatedness of the Mordvinic, Finnic and Saami languages, they are not mutually un-
derstandable at all.

The Mordvinic, the Mari and the Permic languages are relatively distantly related, and they exhibit very
different kinds of harmony. These differences are quite great not just among, but also inside the different
groups, or even between dialects of the same language.

1.2.1. Erzya
Erzya has just five vowels:

Front Back
High i u
Mid e 0
Low a

All vowels trigger alternation /e/ ~ /o/, which means that it is not clear whether it is a case of labial or
palatovelar harmony. Since the unrounded back /a/ is followed by rounded back /o/, we can conclude that it is
a case of palatovelar harmony. Moreover, even (stem final) palatalized consonants can trigger the selection of
/e/, which is another argument for having palatovelar harmony in Erzya.

However, in Erzya, we cannot speak about vowel harmony: we should rather speak about complex CV
harmony. We have seen that in the Turkic languages of the region consonants can influence vowel harmony.
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There these cases are quite peripheral, solely occurring in foreign words. In Erzya, however, these phenomena
are more widespread, even native words are affected.

In Erzya, there is a phonemic distinction between palatalized and non-palatalized coronal consonants.
When a front vowel follows a non-palatalized consonant, the vowel is pronounced somewhat retracted (as
Russian &z, but not just the high but also the mid vowel). Back vowels can follow palatalized consonants, but
there is no considerable advance in their pronunciation in this case. Non-coronal consonants are never palatal-
ized phonemically, but are palatalized phonetically in the neighborhood of front vowels.

The complexity of CV harmony can be demonstrated with the following cases (based on Keresztes, 1990, p. 37):

e both triggers and targets are vowels: /kudo-so-nzo/ ‘in his/her house’: /vele-se-nze/ ‘in his/her village’;

e both triggers and targets are consonants: /kal-t/ ‘fish (plural)’: /kal-t/ ‘willows’;

e triggers are vowels but targets are consonants: /kudo-t/ ‘houses’: /velie-t/ ‘villages’;

e triggers are vowels and targets are both vowels and consonants: /kudo-vtomo/ ‘without (a) house’:
/vele-vtleme/ ‘without (a) village’;

e triggers are consonants and targets are both vowels and consonants: /kal-do/ ‘from (a) fish’: /kal-d'e/
‘from (a) willow’.

There are some suffixes with non-alternating vowels: /i/, /a/ and even /e/. In Standard Erzya, /u/ is very
rare in non-first syllables, and it never emerges in suffixes. However, there are dialects, where we find an /i/ ~
/u/ alternation instead of the /e/ ~ /o/ alternation of Standard Erzya. In other dialects, there is no harmony at
all: instead of non-first syllable Standard Erzya /e/ and /o/, we find a schwa-like vowel.

In some dialects of Erzya, we can find another kind of harmony beside the palatovelar one: height har-
mony [Cyganov, 1959, p. 71-72]. There are two kinds of height harmony: progressive and regressive. In some
dialects spoken along the river Sura and its tributaries, we find /i/ ~ /u/ alternation as default, but /e/ ~ /o/
alternation after /e/ and /o/. This is a kind of progressive assimilation. In some other dialects, /e/ ~ /o/ alterna-
tion is the default, but there is /i/ ~ /u/ alternation before /a/. Cyganov speaks about regressive assimilation.
Although it is certainly regressive, it should rather be considered dissimilation: it increases the difference be-
tween the vowels following each other.

1.2.3. Moksha
Moksha has 7 vowels:

Front Back
High i u
Mid e 0
Low a a
Reduced 9

In Moksha, we find no /e/ or /o/ in non-first syllables: where we find these vowels in Standard Erzya, we
find /o/ in Moksha. In non-first syllables of stems we find /u/ only before /f/ and /v/, /i/ only before /j/ (which
can be deleted at the end of the stem). In non-first syllables, we usually find low or reduced vowels. In suffixes,
there are palatovelar alternations /a/ ~ /a/ and /i/ ~ /u/, but they can be triggered exclusively by consonants:
/kal-ga/ ‘by/along (a) fish’ : /kal-ga/ ‘by/along a willow’; /kud-u/ ‘into (a) house’ ~ /vel-i/ ‘into (a) village’.
The reduced vowel /o/ also has back and front allophones, but its quality depends on the consonants next to it,
not on the other vowels in the word.

We can conclude that there is no vowel harmony in Moksha.

1.2.4. Hill Mari
In the Standard Hill Mari vowel inventory we find 10 vowels:

Front Back
Unrounded Rounded Unrounded Rounded
High i y u
Mid e o] 0
Low a a
Reduced 9 ¥
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In Hill Mari we find palatovelar harmony. In native stems we have only back vowels (/uv/, /o/, /a/ and /x/) or
front vowels (/y/, /@/, /a/ and /o/). Two vowels, /i/ and /e/, which are phonetically front, play a kind of neutral role:
they can also follow back vowels. However, they can be followed exclusively by front vowels (including /i/ and /e/)
even in cases when they follow back vowels: they are opaque for vowel harmony [Alhoniemi, 1985, p. 21].

In suffixes we find two kinds of alternations due to vowel harmony: /a/ ~ /a/ and /o/ ~ /¥/. Although the
alternation of rounded vowels would also be possible, these vowels do not occur in suffixes. There are only a
few exceptions when we find non-alternating /a/, /a/ or /¥/ in suffixes (see: Alhoniemi, 1985, p. 22).

1.2.5. Meadow Mari
Standard Meadow Mari has 8 vowels:

Front Back
Unrounded Rounded Unrounded Rounded
High i y u
Mid e o] 0
Low a
Reduced ¥

If we compare the Meadow Mari vowel inventory with that of Hill Mari, we see that the two missing
vowels are the ones which take part in alternation due to vowel harmony in the two alternating pairs of Hill
Mari. Therefore Meadow Mari cannot have such vowel harmony as Hill Mari has, we find a completely dif-
ferent kind of word harmony here.

The target of this vowel harmony is always a word final vowel (it can be either stem final or suffix final),
which word internally always emerges as /¥/. In a word final position it always emerges as a mid vowel. As a
result of a complex labio-palatovelar harmony, it can be /e/ (after unrounded vowels /i/, /e/ or /a/), /o/ (after
rounded back vowels /u/ or /0/) or /e/ (after rounded front vowels /y/ or /@/). If the word final vowel is preceded
by another /¥/, the nearest preceding vowel will count (and the quality of /¥/ or /x/s between the last full vowel
and the word final vowel will not change): /kudo/ ‘hut’ : /kud¥-30/ ‘his/her house’ or ‘the house’ : /kudy-[to/
‘in (a) house’ : /kudy¥-[ty-30/ ‘in his/her house’ etc. If there are no other vowels but /¥/ in the word, the word
final vowel will be /e/: /j¥xImxy-[ty-3e/ ‘in his/her language’. Since stress falls on the last syllable containing a
(non-alternating) full vowel, the domain of harmony is always begins with the stressed vowel and ends with
the final vowel of the word, and only /x/s can stand between them (Sebeok—Ingemann 1961, 10-11). However,
in foreign words stress can fall on other vowels, and then the vowel of the last and not the stressed syllable
will determine the quality of the word final vowel: /'awgust-x[to/ ‘in August’, /‘polie-[te/ ‘on (a) (football)
field’, /'tartu-fto/ ‘in Tartu’ [Isanbaev, 1975, p. 25, Riese et al., 2017, p. 40].

1.2.6. Mari dialects

Standard Hill Mari is based on the dialects spoken around Kozmodemyansk and Standard Meadow Mari is
based on the dialects spoken around Morki and Shernur. Dialects located between the dialects of the two standards,
spoken around Yoshkar-Ola, lack vowel harmony [Bereczki, 1990, p. 12—14]. (The minimal differences in the pho-
neme inventories of dialects do not play a considerable role in harmony, thus these are not discussed here.)

In the Northwest dialect (which is quite similar to the dialect the Standard Hill Mari is based on), spoken mostly
outside of the Mari El, we also find labial harmony resembling that we find in Meadow Mari. The only considerable
difference is that /¥/ and /o/ do not change into /e/ after illabial vowels. However, between these two areas we find
the dialects which completely lack vowel harmony (Ivanov—Tuzharov 1970, 51-54). Since it seems to be unlikely
that labio-palatovelar harmony has been lost in the territory in between (and probably in Hill Mari), we have to
suppose that it is a result of independent development in the two different dialectal territories.

Northwest

Hill(—Forest)

A scheme of main Mari dialects (based on: Bereczki, 1990, p. 16). Italics: dialects with palatovelar har-
mony; bold: dialects with labial harmony.

Yoshkar-Ola Central Vyatka-Ufa

In the Eastern dialects (spoken in Northwest Bashkortostan and the neighboring territory) we also find
both kinds of vowel harmony. Moreover, labio-palatovelar harmony targets not only the final vowel, but also
the /¥/s (and /o/s) in-between and vowels in closed syllables: however, they change into /u/ (and not /o/) after
/u/ and /o/ and into /y/ (and not /@/) after /y/ and /@/. It seems that reduced vowels remain unchanged after
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illabial vowels. In the Eastern dialect /i/ can be followed by /a/ (/witfa/ ‘bread’) (c.f. Galkin et al., 1960, p. 18;
Isanbaev, 1975, p. 22) or /¥/ (/kifkym/ ‘snake (acc.)’ — Beke, 1961, p. 280). Since there is much less information
available on dialects and dialectal variations than on standard variants, I will ignore Mari dialects in the following.

1.2.6. Tatyshly Udmurt

In most variants in Udmurt, we find no vowel harmony (which is also true for other Permic languages:
Komi-Zyryan, Komi-Permyak and Komi-Yazva). According to Kelmakov [Krlmskov, 1998, p. 72-73], pala-
tovelar vowel harmony can be found in the Tatyshly, Krasnoufimsk and Tashkichi subdialects (govors) of the
so-called Peripheral Southern dialect of Udmurt. Peripheral Southern dialect is spoken outside Udmurtia, in
Mari El, Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, Perm and Sverdlovsk oblasts. Peripheral Southern dialect has about nine
subdialects — Kelmakov [Kelmakov, 1998, p. 42—43] lists seven of them, but we can also speak about the
unmentioned Tashkichi and Shagirt dialects —, spoken far from each other, having different features on all the
levels of linguistic description. However, they share some commons features, and they are all highly influenced
by other languages: their speakers are usually multilingual, beside Udmurt and Russian they also speak other
local languages (mostly Mari and/or Tatar).

Tatyshly and Krasnoufimsk dialects are reported to have vowel harmony has 10 vowels [Kelmakov, 1998, p. 61]:

Front Back
Unrounded Rounded Unrounded Rounded
High i y u
Mid e o] 0
Low a a
Reduced 9 ¥

Kelmakov [Kelmakov, 1998, p. 72—73] describes only Tatyshly vowel harmony based on his on article
[Kelmakov, 1975]. According to this, we find neither /o/, /u/ or /y/ occur in non-first syllables. In stems, the
vowels of the first syllable may determine the quality of the following vowel at different degrees:

First syllable | Second syllables
ao,u¥,e | ary

9o | a,o0~Y

1| a~ao~7%

y | a~a9
9

a, a, o

e back vowels and /e/ are consequently followed by back variants of low and reduced vowels;

e non-high, non-low labial front vowel /¢/ determines the backness of low vowel, but allows free
alternation of the reduced vowels;

e high illabial /i/ vowel allows free alternation of both low and reduced vowels;

o high labial front vowel /y/ determines the frontness of reduced vowel, but allows free alternation of low
vowels;

o front low and reduced vowels /a/ and /a/ are consequently followed by front variants of low and reduced
vowels.

However, Kelmakov [Kelmakov, 1975, p. 36] adds that /a/ is usually followed by /a/ in Tatar loanwords
and just exceptionally in native Udmurt words, where usually /a/ is followed by /a/ rather than /a/. Cases when
/a/ follows /a/ or /a/ are very few and it always happens in Turkic loanwords. Moreover, tendencies of vowel
harmony can be disturbed by consonants: instead of an expected /a/, /a/ can occur after or before palatal con-
sonants and after /r/ [Kelmakov, 1975, p. 37].

There are some suffixes with /a/ ~ /x/ alternation, but there are some others which are always used with
/¥/. In suffixes /a/ never alternates with /a/ due to vowel harmony [Kelmakov, 1975, p. 39].

Since vowel harmony plays a very restricted role in morphophonology, and most of the cases which show
traces of vowel harmony in the first two syllables of stems appear in Turkic loan stems, Kelmakov [Kelmakov,
1975, p. 41-42) emphasizes that we can only find some elements of vowel harmony in the Tatyshly dialect,
but it functions in a very limited way.
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As for the Krasnoufimsk dialect, its most extensive description (Nasibullin 1978) does not contain any-
thing on vowel harmony. Since this dialect is extinct in all probability, we have to rely on very restricted
remaining material on it in the future.

2. Typological features

Below, I give an overview of the most important features which show the differences between the vowels
harmonies of the Volga—Kama region. Only those features are taken into account which are distinctive between
at least two languages of the region. For example, as in Hill Mari, i and e kind vowels can be combined with back
vowels in the stem, similarly to Finnish and Hungarian. However, in Finnish, if i and/or e follows back vowel(s),
the back allomorph of the suffix will be used (some foreign words can be exceptions, where alternation is allowed:
partitive singular adverbia ~ adverbid). In Hungarian, however, the situation is much more complicated, but in
some cases back, in some other cases front allomorphs are used, and many times we find alternations. This is an
important difference between the similar phenomena of Hill Mari, Finnish and Hungarian, but is not reflected in
the following table, because there is no similar difference between the languages of the region.

My aim is to explore whether there are or there are no similar vowel harmonies which could have emerged
due to language contact. Therefore:

e | summarize the data in a table, the comments and explanation to which come after it. This way it is
easier to notice differences and similarities.

e Since the aim is the comparison of vowel harmonies, I ignore languages lacking vowel harmony
(Moksha, Mari dialects without vowel harmony, Standard Udmurt and most of the dialects). Dialects are
ignored for the lack of detailed description of vowel harmony in them. The only exception in Tatyshly Udmurt,
of which we have a relatively thorough description and which is extremely interesting from the point of view
of language contact. Mari dialects would be also worth considering; however, they show just varieties of the
phenomena present in the examined standards. Erzya dialects deserve extreme attention for height harmony,
but since this phenomenon is not reported in any other languages of the area, it is out of the scope of my
interest. Since Tatar and Bashkir vowel harmony shows no considerable difference (except for the /i/ ~ /tu/
alternation in Tatar, not reported for Bashkir) and their similarity is due to common heritage, not contact, I will
take them as one language.

e To present the possibilities of contact, I will enumerate languages in the table not due to origin but from
West to East. Of course, any order is quite inadequte, since language territories overlap, they changed over
time (today Chuvash and Udmurt territories are far from each other but earlier there was strong contact between
the two languages) and for example all the languages were influenced by Tatar. My compromise solution is
this order: Erzya, Chuvash, Hill Mari, Tatar-Bashkir, Meadow Mari and Tatyshly Udmurt.

In features when I count vowels, I ignore vowels which occur exclusively in new (Russian) loanwords.
Abbreviations are resolved in the text below the table.

Language / feature Erzya | Chuv. | H.Mari | Tat./Bash. M. Mari Tatyshly Udm.
1.LH ! — - + + -
2. LH triggers m hm

3. LH targets m m

4. LH pairs 0/0 0/2 0/2 2/3 12 0/2
5. LH same height constraint +) )

6. LH/PH dominance - LH

7. PH triggers 5/5 8/8 10/10 9/9 4-7/8 (4/4) 6-8/10
8. PH targets m ml/rl rl a m T

9. PH pairs 1/0 2/4 2/4 3(47)/4 12 1/4
10. PH in stems - + + + - -
11. Consonants in PH * + - +) — -

2.0. Palatovelar (front/back) harmony (PH)

All languages in the area exhibiting vowel harmony exhibit front/back harmony, therefore the lack or
presence of palatovelar harmony is not included in the table as a feature. However, it is worth mentioning,
because it connects the languages of the area.
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2.1. Labial (roundness) harmony (LH)

Contrary to palatal harmony, labial harmony occurs just in some of the languages of the area: Tatar/Bash-
kir and Meadow Mari: — means the absence, + the presence of vowel harmony. Erzya is a special case, since
the /e/ ~ /o/ alternation could also be the result of labial harmony, but it is triggered by the palatality/velarity
of vowels (and palatalization of consonants). Empty cells show that the feature is not interpretable in the lan-
guage: in this case, because of the lack of labial harmony.

2.2. Triggers of labial harmony
Not all the vowels must trigger labial harmony even in languages where this kind of harmony exists. In
the table, m stands for mid vowels, h for high vowels.

2.3. Targets of labial harmony

Not all vowels alternate due to labial harmony. Here m stands for mid vowels again. However, we have
to remember that Tatar/Bashkir mid vowels are shorter than the other vowels of the language (which is not
true for Meadow Mari), therefore they can be analyzed also as reduced (lax?) vowels. Therefore the same value
in the cells may be misleading.

2.4. Pairs in labial harmony

This feature presents the last phenomenon from another point of view: how many of the potential alter-
nating pairs of the vowel system really show alternation. Potential alternating pairs are the vowels which show
difference exclusively in labialization. In Tatar/Bashkir, we find three such pairs: /y/~ /u/, /// ~ /v/ and /@/ ~
/v/, but only the last two show alternation. In Meadow Mari, we find two such pairs: /y/~ /u/ and /e / ~ /o/, but
only the last alternation is attested. (In Eastern dialects both are attested but in different position: /& / ~ /o/
alternation in the word final position and /y/~ /u/ alternation inside the word. This feature can also be interesting
for languages lacking labial harmony: Chuvash, Hill Mari and Tatyshly Udmurt have two-two pairs of vowels
which could alternate due to vowel harmony, but they do not. On the contrary, Erzya lacks labial harmony
since there are no two vowels which would differ only in labiality. (However, the causal relation is questionable
here since Erzya also lacks vowels which would differ only in frontness/backness, but does not lack alternation
due to frontness/backness.)

2.5. Same height constraint in labial harmony

This feature refers two the last three features from a new point of view: do vowels trigger labial harmony
if and only if the trigger and target vowels are of the same height? For Tatar/Bashkir (+) stands since the
alternation of the mid vowels is triggered exclusively by mid vowels (however, alternation of high vowels is
not triggered by high vowels: in this case, the feature would be +.) For Meadow Mari, () is based on the fact
that both high and mid vowels trigger of alternation of mid vowels; however, the alternation of high vowels
cannot be triggered either by high or mid vowels. If both high and mid vowels would trigger the alternation of
both high and mid vowels (as in Hungarian), the value would be —.

2.6. The dominance of labial or palatovelar harmony

In some cases, labial and palatovelar harmony can contradict each other. For example, in Meadow Mari,
when /a/ is followed by a mid vowel, labial harmony requires /e/ and palatovelar harmony requires /o/. In this
case, labial harmony is dominant: oOla-/fe (*ola-fio) ‘in (a) city/town’. In Hungarian, in a very similar alterna-
tion, the case is the opposite: hdz-hoz (*hdz-hez) ‘in a house’. The difference can be interpreted that in Meadow
Mari, labial harmony is dominant while in Hungarian palatolabial harmony is dominant. (This kind of domi-
nancy independent of the frequency or number of kinds of alternations due to the different kinds of vowel
harmony. Beside /o/ ~ /o/ and /y/ ~ /u/, Eastern Mari also exhibits alternations /a/ ~ /a/ and /o/ ~ /¥/ due to
palatovelarity, but just /e/ ~ /o/ and /e/ ~ /@/ due to labiality: four vs. two alternations. However, labial alterna-
tion is dominant in the presented sense even in Eastern Mari.)

Since we have a four way alternation /1/ ~ /@i/ ~ /y/ ~ /u/ in Tatar/Bashkir, where the two kinds of alter-
nations do not conflict, we cannot speak about the dominancy of any of the two alternations.

2.7. Triggers in palatovelar harmony

Contrary to labial harmony (2.2), other features play no strict role in determining the list of vowels triggering
palatovelar harmony: therefore it is easier to count them. In most of the languages, all vowels trigger vowel
harmony: front stem vowels are followed by front vowels, back stem vowels are followed by back vowels in
suffixes alternating due to harmony. (In some languages, the same constraint pays also in stems, see 2.10.)

Meadow Mari is a complicated case. Velar /a/ clearly does not trigger vowel harmony, since it is followed
by palatal /e/ in alternating suffixes (remember the example Ola-/te (*0la-fio) ‘in (a) city/town’). Palatal /e/
seems to trigger harmony since it is followed by palatal /e/ in alternating suffixes; however, not because it is
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palatal but because it is illabial. In the case of /¥/, it is not easy to decide whether it is a palatal or a velar vowel,
since it is not palatolabial contrast, its pronunciation highly depends on the surrounding consonants and many
time strongly reduced, even dropped. It seems reasonable to count only those vowels which trigger labializing,
and all of them also trigger palatovelar harmony.

Tatyshly Udmurt is also a complicated case, but for another reason. Velar vowels /a/, /o/, /u/, and /x/ are
always followed by velar vowels /a/ and /¥/, palatal vowels /a/ and /o/ are always followed by palatal vowels
/a/ and /o/, therefore these six vowels clearly trigger vowel harmony. Palatal vowel /e/ is always followed by
velar vowels /a/ and /¥/, therefore it is clearly a vowel not triggering vowel harmony. The remaining three
vowels do not belong to such clear categories, and they are also different from each other. The palatal vowel
/y/ triggers vowel harmony of reduced vowels, since it is followed by /a/, not /¥/; however, it can be, but not
necessarily followed by low palatal /a/, it can be followed also by low velar /a/. The palatal vowel /o/ does not
trigger the harmony of low vowels, since it must be followed by /a/, not /a/; on the other hand, it can be, but is
not necessarily followed by reduced palatal /o/, it can also be followed by low velar /¥/. The palatal vowel /i/
does not trigger either harmony or antiharmony in any case. So, among the ten vowels, six trigger harmony,
one triggers antiharmony, and three of them are ambiguous: one of the three rather triggers harmony (/y/), one
rather triggers antiharmony (/o/), and one (/i/) does not trigger either harmony or antiharmony, but simply
allows both of them. However, since /a/ ~ /a/ alternation is not attested in suffixes and their harmonicity seems
to be controversial inside stems. Therefore it is enough to take the /o/ ~ /¥/ alternation into consideration: in
that case /y/, /o/ and /i/ are ambiguous in the same way.

2.8. Targets in palatovelar harmony

In Tatar/Bashkir, all vowels are targets of palatal harmony. However, /u/ and /y/ do not occur in non-first syllables,
and in Tatar /i/ (/11/?) alternates with /tiy/, therefore one can argue that there is no alternation between high vowels.

In Erzya and Meadow Mari only mid vowels can be targets. However, there are Erzya dialects where only
high vowel can be targets or where both high and mid vowels can be targets (depending on different circum-
stances). Chuvash and Hill Mari are similar in that both reduced and low vowels can be targets: however, while
in Hill Mari there is a clear opposition between mid and reduced vowels, Chuvash reduced vowels can be
analyzed as mid vowels. This means that if we analyze these vowels as reduced, we cannot say that mid vowels
do not take part in vowel harmony (since in that case there are no mid vowels in Chuvash). In Tatyshly Udmurt,
only reduced vowels are real targets of vowel harmony.

2.9. Pairs in palatovelar harmony

In Tatar/Bashkir we find 4 potential alternations, but there is no alternation /u/ ~ /y/, and at least in Tatar
there is an alternation /i/ ~ /dir/, which is not obvious due to the vowel system. In most of the cases, just about
the half of the potentially alternating stems alternate, in Tatyshly Udmurt, just the quarter. Erzya is interesting
since the alternating pair is potentially non-alternating, since they also differ in labiality. (If we analyze the
low velar Tatar/Bashkir vowel as labial, we find a similar problem.)

2.10. Palatovelar vowel harmony inside stems

In all the examined languages we can find a common phenomenon: at least some of the suffixes alternate
according to the vowels inside the stem: the suffix must contain (a) vowel(s) belonging to the same category
as the vowels (or at least one prominent vowel) of the stem. In some of these languages there is also a strong
tendency that the vowels of the stem must belong to the same class: the exceptions are mostly foreign words.
This tendency is clear for the Turkic languages and Hill Mari, but not for the others. However, this is rather a
gradual than a binary phenomenon.

2.11. The role of consonants in palatovelar harmony

As we have seen, the palatalization of consonants plays an important role in the Turkic languages of the
area. In Tatar/Bashkir, palatalized consonants are just allophones of non-palatalized ones which occur in words
with front vowels. If we observe exclusively native words, we do not have to count with these allophones, we
do not have to consider that they play any role in vowel harmony (similarly to Hungarian or Finnish). However,
if we consider the behavior of foreign words, where palatalization is not an automatic process, we have to
notice that palatalized consonants play an important role in spreading palatality (palatality agreement of neigh-
boring elements, licensing palatality etc. depending on the theoretical frame). Since their role is obvious only
from cases not typical for the language, it is marked by (+).

In Chuvash, we find the same phenomenon also with native words, since although palatalization of con-
sonants is automatic in the neighborhood of front vowels, palatalized consonants also occur in the neighbor-
hood of back vowels (they are phonemes). This case is marked by +.
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In Erzya, we find automatic palatalization only with non-coronal consonants. Coronal non-palatalized
consonants not just stay non-palatalized, but vowels following them are velarized. However, palatalization
through vowels can be triggered by a palatalized consonant phoneme (as in Ka/-d'e ‘from (a) willow’), but
vowel harmony can “go through” non-palatalized consonants (as in vel'e-se-nze ‘in his/her village’). This case
is marked by *.

In other languages, there are no reported cases where consonants interact with vowel harmony. (Tatyshly
Udmurt could be a case like this, but there are no clear rules there.)

3. Potential influence

In the case of vowels harmonies in the Volga—Kama area, we have to take into consideration the influ-
ence of Turkic languages on the Finno-Ugric ones. Not simply because the Turkic languages were the more
prestigious ones and usually these influenced the others (influences of the opposite direction are also
known), but because it is undisputable that Turkic languages have strongly preserved the vowel harmony of
the proto-language. This is true first of all to Tatar and Bashkir. In Chuvash, old Turkic front vowels have
developed into back vowels, compare Chuvash gdrdp /wykyr/ ‘bull’, Tatar yees /ygiz/ ‘bull’, Bashkir yees
/ygid/ ‘bull, ox’; however, Hungarian 6kor ‘ox’, an r-Turkic loanword shows that the Bulgaric branch also
had front vowel in the word.

According to Keresztes [Keresztes, 2011, p. 34], Pre-Mordvinic non-first syllable *a (/a/) had developed
into /x/ and Pre-Mordvinic *d (/a/) had developed into /o/, and later these developed into /o/ and /e/ (in dialects
/u/ and /e/), respectively. He also states that Moksha preserves the state with /¥/ and /o/; nonetheless, he counts
it as one phoneme with two allophones, the quality of which only depends on the neighboring consonants
([Keresztes, 2011, p. 17]; cf. also: Keresztes, 1990, p. 23-24), which is certainly not true for Erzya /e/ and /o/.
Bartens [Bartens, 1999, p. 60] states that there exists an irregular Moksha form /pizxl/ ‘rowan’ (Erzya /piz/ol/).
If it were true, we had to differentiate /x/ and /o/ as phonemes. Nonetheless, the word is /piz'¥l/ according to
Juhasz [Juhasz, 1961, p. 124). However, taking everything into account, Keresztes states that Erzya vowel har-
mony, although in a changed form, is inherited from Proto-Uralic vowel harmony.

Cyganov [Cyganov, 1959, p. 72] states that dialects having /u/ ~ /i/ alternation preserved the original
Proto-Mordvin vowel harmony, and all other kinds of vowel harmonies (and the lack of vowel harmony) has
developed from that type. Neither Keresztes nor Cyganov argue for their own version of development. I cannot
see any reason for accept this or that supposition.

As we have mentioned above, Bereczki [Bereczki, 1983, p. 213] states that palatovelar harmony in Hill
Mari and Eastern Mari developed due to the influence of Turkic languages — however, he does not argue for
it. One could also imagine that Hill Mari preserved Proto-Uralic vowel harmony in a modified form. An
argument for it can be if in words of Uralic/Finno-Ugric origin, most of Hill Mari front vowels corresponded
to Proto-Uralic/Finno-Ugric front vowels, back vowels to back vowels. This can be checked with the help
of the database published in Csucs et al. (1991). For comparison, we make the same statistics for Finnish
and Hungarian (which certainly preserved vowel harmony) and Udmurt (which certainly lost it). We also
make the same statistics for Erzya. For Hill Mari, we chose the Kozmodemyansk (Hill) dialect, for Udmurt,
the Sarapul dialect, since these are the closest to the modern standard. Hungarian and Erzya dialects are not
separated. The percentages in the table show how many stems preserved backness/frontness. Numbers in
parentheses show the exact number of the cases (remained/changed). Cases when recent forms have both
front and back variants are ignored.

Finnish Hungarian Erzya Hill Mari Udmurt

*a 97 % (64/2) 60 % (15/10) | 93 % (40/3) 86 % (32/5) 89 % (25/3)
*d 93 % (28/2) 100 % (36/0) | 100 % (22/0) 84 % (22/4) 44 % (14/18)
*e 100 % (39/0) 97 % (45/1) 100 % (27/0) | 100 % (22/0) 23 % (9/31)
*e — — 0% (0/1) 0% (0/1) 0% (0/2)
*j 100 % (35/0) 95 % (19/1) 87 % (21/3) 100 % (17/0) 63 %(12/7)
*0 100 % (50/0) 84 % (38/7) 94 % (33/2) 92 % (23/2) 86 % (31/5)
*u 100 % (60/0) 94 % (53/3) 100 % (37/0) 90 % (30/3) 85 % (29/5)
uncertain back 100 % (15/0) 84 % (21/4) 100 % (14/0) 80 % (16/4) 71 % (27/11)
uncertain front 100 % (37/0) 97 % (35/1) 84 % (26/5) 90 % (29/3) 20 % (7/27)
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Finnish Hungarian Erzya Hill Mari Udmurt

2 gyl *a (*e/*a) | 91 % (83/8) | 100 % (1/0) | 92 % (54/5) | 46%(13/15) | 50 % (1/1)
20 syll. *G 100 % (44/0) - 87 % (27/4) | 100 % (15/0) | 50 % (1/1)
Total 97 % (455/12) | 90 % (263/27) | 93 % (301/23) | 86 % (219/37) | 58 % (156/111)

It seems that Hill Mari preserved the frontness/backness of vowels in inherited words almost to the extent
Hungarian did (and Erzya even better than Hungarian). The only change which seems to be systematic is that
*a is reflected with an e in most of the cases in contemporary Hill Mari (and other Mari dialects). Although /e/
is a neutral vowel in Hill Mari in the sense that it can follow even back vowels (and does not take part in
alternation due to vowel harmony), it can be followed only by front vowels. Anyway, the vowel harmony in
Hill Mari could not collapse so drastically as in Udmurt (and generally in Permic). We could suppose that
vowel harmony once was lost in (Proto-)Mari like in Estonian, by the neutralization of the vowels in non-first
syllables (*a, *d > a; *u, *ii > u etc.), and later it developed again due to the influence of Turkic languages.
However, it is difficult to prove if it is not documented; and it is unnecessary to suppose loss and emergence
of a phenomenon if we can suppose that neither happened.

Moreover, there are other arguments against that Mari palatovelar harmony has developed under Turkic
influence. As we have seen above, consonants play a certain role in Chuvash, Tatar and Bashkir vowel har-
mony, but we found no trace of that in Mari. (However, although consonants interact with vowel harmony in
a rather different way in Erzya (and Moksha) harmony, it is possible that Chuvash or Tatar influence played
some role in the emergence of this phenomenon.) Moreover, it is also present in the Northwest dialect of Mari,
which had the weakest contact with Turkic languages, while it is absent from dialects which had stronger
contact with Chuvash and Tatar. Nonetheless, we cannot exclude the possibility that the more intense vowel
harmony in Eastern Mari dialects is not completely independent of Turkic influence.

Kelmakov [Kelmakov, 1975] has demonstrated convincingly that the elements of vowel harmony in Tatyshly
Udmurt have developed as a result of Turkic (Tatar) influence. Anyway, we have to emphasize that this fact does not
mean that Tatyshly Udmurt has adopted Tatar vowel harmony, the two harmonies are quite different from each other.

4. Conclusion

We have to claim that vowel harmony is not an areal feature of the Volga—Kama region. Although we can find
palatovelar harmony at least in some dialects of all languages in the region (except for Moksha, but it also has a
related phenomenon), these vowel harmonies fundamentally differ from each other. Where we find similarities,
they are the result of common heritage (especially between Tatar and Bashkir, and partially Chuvash). In some
cases, we can suppose some kind of influence (Tatar, Chuvash — Erzya, Moksha; Tatar, Bashkir — Eastern Mari;
Tatar — Tatyshly Udmurt, Eastern Mari — Krasnoufimsk Udmurt), but it never means the adaptation of the vowel
harmony of the other language, but rather an interference in phonotactics caused by the neighboring language.

To investigate the possibility and the way of such influences, we have to compare the neighboring dialects
of different languages. Anyway, the result will hardly change our general conclusion that vowel harmony is
not an areal feature of the Volga—Kama area.
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H. C. Hacunos

O TUIIOJIOT YU TATAPCKO-®UHHO-YI'OPCKHUX A3BIKOBbBIX KOHTAKTOB
B BOJII'O-KAMCKO-YPAJIBCKOM PEI'MOHE

AHHoOTanus. B cooOImieHny Ha OCHOBE HUCCIICI0OBAaHUN aBTOPUTETHBIX JIMHTBUCTOB 110 THIIOJIOTUH S3BIKOBBIX KOH-
TaKTOB U Ha OCHOBE PE3yJIbTaTOB M3YUYCHHUS AJIUTEIHHOTO B3aMMOJEHCTBUSA TaTapCKOTO U MAapHUilCKOro, YAMYPTCKOTO,
MOPJIOBCKHUX (3P35, MOKIIIAa) HAPOJOB, ONPEEIICHBI CIIEIYIOIINE THIIBI TaTaPCKO-(PHHHO-YTOPCKHX S3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB
B Bonro-Kamcko-YpanbckoM 3THOTMHIBHCTHYECKOM PErHOHE: MpsiMble (TIPOKCHMANbHBIE), YCTOHUUBBIC (IEpPMAHEHT-
HBIC), YaCTUYHO BHEIIHHUE (MAaprHHAIBHBIC), HEPOICTBEHHBIE, IByCTOPOHHHE, MEXKIHAJICKTHBIE, PA3HONPECTIKHBIC.

KaioueBble ci1oBa: S3bIKOBbIE KOHTAKTHI, TIOPKCKHE S3bIKH, TATAPCKHUHN A3BIK, (PMHHO-YTOPCKHE SI3BIKH, MAPUHCKHUN
SI3BIK, YIMYPTCKHUH SI3bIK, MOPAOBCKHE (MOKIIIA, 3p3s1) SI3BIKH.

I. S. Nasipov

TYPOLOGY OF TATAR-FINNO-UGRIC LANGUAGE CONTACTS
IN THE VOLGA-KAMA-URAL REGION

Abstract. In the message, based on studies of language authorities on the typology of language contact and based
on the results of a study of a long interaction the Tatar and the Mari, the Udmurt, the Mordovian (Erzya, Moksha) peoples,
the following types of the Tatar-Finn-Ugor contacts in the Volga-Kama-Ural ethno-linguistic region can be distinguished:
1) direct, i.e. proximate; 2) stable, i.e. permanent; 3) partially outer, i.e. marginal; 4) non-relative; 5) bilateral; 6) inter-
dialectal; 7) unequivalent.

Keywords. The Language contacts, the Turkic languages, the Tatar language, the Finno-Ugric languages, the Mari
language, the Udmurt language, the Mordovian (Erzya, Moksha) languages.

CJH0XHOCTH BOIIPOCA SI3BIKOBBIX KOHTAaKTOB M aKTYaJIbHOCTb M3Y4YEHHS MX PE3YJIbTAaTOB JUISI UCTOPUH
A3bIKAa M HEOOXOIMMOCTH MTOMCKA HOBBIX METOJIOB PEIICHHS TAKHUX 33]]a4 B KOHTEKCTE BHYTPEHHNX M BHEIITHUX
(akTOpOB pa3BUTHSA SI3bIKA, & TAKXKE JOCTATOYHO OOLIMPHBIN KPYI MCTOUYHUKOB IMO3BOJISIOT BBIIEIUTH B CO-
BPEMEHHOM SI3BIKO3HAHWUH CIIEMAIBHYIO OTPACh — JIMHTBUCTUYECKYIO KOHTAKTOJIOTHI0. COBpEMEHHBIN TIe-
PHOJT B €€ pa3BUTHH OIPEIENAETCS HATNYNEM Pa3IMYHbIX JJMHTBOKOHTAKTOJIOTHYECKUX HAPaBICHUH Ha OC-
HOBE TPAJUIMOHHBIX CPABHUTEIBHO-UCTOPUUECKOIO M CPABHUTEIBHO-TUIIOJIOTMYECKOTO S3BIKO3HAHUS C
IIMPOKOH MCCIIEZI0BATENHCKON MPOOIEeMAaTHKON C 0XBATOM OMIIMHTBOJIOTHH, COLIMOIUHT BUCTUKH, KOTHUTHBH-
CTHKH, JINHTBOKYJIbTYPOJIOTHH, MEXKKYJIbTYPHOH KOMMYHUKaMU 1 Ap. [JlaOynern, 2007].

B TarapckoMm si3bIKO3HAHHMH MPOOJIEeMaM SI3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB yaessieTcsi 00Jiblioe BHUMaHue. B wact-
HOCTH, Pa3IMYHBIE ACTIEKTHI OBUIM 3aTPOHYTHI B M3yUeHUH TaTapcko-pycckoro npys3brans (JI. K. baiipamosa,
C.T. Bacumbesa, P. A. Badees, P. C. I'a3uzoB, M. 3. 3akues, A. 3. 3akupos, 3. A. Mcxakosa, 3. H. Kupuiosa,
®. K. Caraneesa, H. X. [llapsimona, P. A. }OcymoB), Tiopkm3moB B pycckom s3bike (K. P. [ammymimn,
P. I'. l'araynnuna, I'. X. I'miszetaunosa, P. A. FOnaneesa), nunrsokynsTypaioruu (P. P. 3amaneraunos),
onomacuosorun (JI. ILI. Apcrnanos, @. I'. I'apunosa, I'. @. Catrapos, A.I. laiixynos). lupokuii oxsar
KOHTaKTOJIOTHYECKUX Tpo0sieM HabiromaeTcst B TaTapckoit muanexronorun (X. Y. Amummaa, JI. . Apcrnanos,
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