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A VOLGA BULGARIAN INSCRIimON FROM 1307

A. RONA TAS

The inscription which | sliall discuss lias been known for more than
eighty years. In 1894 on behalf of the Society of Archeology, History and
Ethnography of the Imperial University, Kazan, G. Achmarov conducted a
series of archeological researches in the SE parts of the Kazan Province.
In the course of his field-work he found and copied new Volga Bulgarian in-
scriptions. Ashmarin got his report in manuscript and used its material for his
book Bolgary r cuvaéi, published in 1902. Among the inscriptions found by
Achmarov there were three inscriptions located by him to a Tatar village called
by him Ta§ bilgi. Ashmarin quoted one of the three texts as follows:

1 / . 1

* .

Achmarov's translation: «Sud Bogu Vsevyadnemu, Velikomu. Syn lljjasova
Ismagilova syna M.uchammed. Milostj Boga emu, milostj irokaja. God 760 . ..
mesjaca .. .> Ashmarin corrected Achmarov's translation: «Sud (prinadlezZit)
Bogu VsevySnemu, Velikomu. Pamjatnik Muchammeda, syna Ismaila, syna
Iljjasa, (Da budet) nad nim milostj BoZiJa milostjju " )
706 goda ... mesjaca (prestavilsja?) .. ». W ithout having seen the original
Ashmarin also corrected some of Achmarov's readings

Achmarov Ashmarin
s,/, «ego znak»
« estoj»
He added that the word written by Aclimarov as in the eighth line
reminds him of tlie word of the inscription of TetjuSi, but he Was unable

to decipher this word and the last line remained entirely uninteligible for him.2
Achmarov in his book Bulgar tarihi, Kazan 1908, edited the inscription
for the second time. There are some corrections in the revised text:

Ashmarin, op. eii., pp. 96-96.
« ... smysl etoj stroki, tak , kak i poslednej, ostaetsja soverSenno zagado -
nyt» (p. 96).
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54 A. ItONA-TAS

Ashmarin Achmarov 1l

As we shall see Achmarov's «corrections» were mostly wrong and were
carried out without a second study of the original.

The inscription has become known through Ashmarin’s book and some
of the words have been quoted by the later literature. As in many other cases
the wrong readings wandered from one publication to the next. Having no
access to a reliable print or photo | included this inscription among the «non
authenticated inscriptions» in Epigraphica Bulgarica under No. 1V.3

In 1973 | had the opportunity to investigate the Volga Bulgarian (VB)
inscriptions in the Chuvash ASSR and the Tatar ASSR. In Kazan, thanks to
the generosity of the Kazan Branch ofthe Soviet Academy of Sciences | could
work through the archives of the Institute of Language, Literature and His-
tory.. In tlie Archives | found an excellent photo of the inscription made
presumably by G.V. Jusupov. Coming back from Kazan in Moscow | got liold
of the latest volume of Epigrafika Vostoka X X | where the untimely deceased
excellent Tatar scholarG.V.Jusupov published a series ofinscriptions coUected
by him during an expedition of the Kazan Institute in the years 1961-1963.
Jusupov republished here the above mentioned inscription without referring
to the fact that this had been done earlier by Ashmarin and Achmarov. He
quotes, however, some of the readings by Achmarov.

Jusupov's edition is superiorto the former ones. He givesthe name ofthe
village as TjaZberdino, in Tatar R&jadb and adds that Tas bilge is the name of
the cemetry.5 He had also recognized that t'his inscription contains something
which is unique among the hitherto known inscriptions. He writes: «V posled-

3R6na-Tas A.—Fodor S., Epigraphica Bulgarica: Studia Uralo-Altaica |1 (Szeged
1973), p. 166 (Further EB).

41 wish to express my sincere gratitude to the direction of the Institute and espe-
cially to A. Ch. Chalikov for their kind and effective help.

Unfortunately also here some error has crept in. Jusupov (Ep. Vost. XXI,

p. 61) locates TjaZberdino, Tatar Rajab into the Kujbygevrayon. TjaZberdino is in fact
in the Aljkeevo rayon. The Tatar village R&jab is called otherwise Staryj Baran and is in
the KujbiSev rayon (I quote a letter of A. Ch. Chalikov, dated 2nd March, 1975). Thus it
remains an open question whether the inscription is in TjaZberdino (Aljkeevo) or R4jab —
Staryj Baran (Kujbygev). On the term tas bilgi see also Jusupov, Vvedenie v bulgaroe
tatarskuju épigrafiku, M-L 1960, p. 96.
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A VOLGA BULGARIAN INSCRIIION IM

nicli strokach teksta Ty vpervye sredi mnogich bulgarskich épitafij vstre-
6aeT drevnebulgarskuju frazu», but he adds: «otdeljnye slova kotoroj ne sov-
sem e,6 e ponjatny, poétomu perevod ee daetsja predpoloZiteljno». The main
deficiency of Jusupov's publication is that he did not pulilish the original
and thus his readings could not tie checked or verified. Not being a linguist
Jusupov made practically no comments on this important inscription and my
aim is here to evaluate it from the linguistic point of view. In the notes to the
text in Arabic and the translation | indicate those places Avhere | differ from
Jusupov in my readings, interpretation or translation.

The text and its translation are as follows:

\. aUiukmu li-I-lGhi-1-"alv n)I-I-ktl>irl

I Elyas awll Ism«:il

3. awli Muhamad belliwi ki 1

4. rakmatu-Illil ‘dla/ykr rahmat'ia ’ '

b. V'Gsi'atu'i tfirlhra :

> ir altlsi dulf'da [ 1

7. ayhi ike 20 eci.21 cerimsen2 4 v
rMTe barsa ueltl

Jusupov has kesra beneath the dlif but I do not see it and an i- is very unlikely
here. Cf. e(i.

*Jusupov has but | do not see the (}amnia on the ha.

There is a clear dot beneath the rd not noted by Jusupov. In the case of kabiri
and rahmatu it is impossible to decide whether there is a dot or not beneath the rd.

Fatha above wdw, kesra and three dots beneath sin are not noted by Jusupov.
The dot beneath rd is not noted by Jusupov.

. The place is somewhat damaged, the dot registered by Jusupov beneath Jim
is illegible, and so are the dots beneath yd and kesra beneath td. But the fatha on yd is
good visible though not noted by Jusupov.

2Jusupov has . The fatha is surely a misprint, since he correctly translated
«hundred». There is no dot on the rd, i.e. it isnot zdy. The line begins with the usual small
triangle characteristic to VB k{fi (see Paleographical remarks). If this were a dot it would
have been placed higher. There is, however, a dot beneath rd not noted by Jusupov.

2 The dot beneath Jim is not noted by Jusupov.

It is difficult to read the word. Jusupov gives [! . This wor | occurs twice
in the aut'hentically edited VB inscriptions EB 2S :7 () and EB 41 :2
Though the wdw is not very clear in this inscription it is the only possible reading. I do
not see the dot,8 on qdf indicated by Jusupov, but the place is somewhat damaged and
perhaps a fatha can be read. There is a dot beneath the ’ain.

5Jusupov did not indicate the fatha and kesra.

Jusupov gives i.e. iiip. There is no hamza but only kesra beneath dlif.
The nun clearly has its dot above and fatha on the nun is clearly visible. There is no dot
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156 A. RON'A-TAS

The judgment belongs to God the Most High, the Great
Elyas’son Isma'il's

son Muhamad’s (sepulchral) monument (is) this.

Tlie mercy of God, be upon him with mercy

abundant. According to history seven

hundred sixth year in the du-1-ga’da

month (it) was. To the Cerimsen

river having gone, (he) died.23

© N OAE LD e

Paleograpliical remarks

The inscription is written in the style which | call VB kufi. This style is
connected with the earliest pliase of the history of the kufistyle which later
developed into a decorative art of writing. The primitive variant of kufi has
been preserved mostly in the outlying provinces of the Muslim world. It is
adapted to the necessities of carving into stone, hence its lines are, where pos-
sible, straight. In the VB region a special variant of tliis style developed. Similar
inscriptions can be seen in Jusupov’s Vvedenie Nos 14,18,19, 20 etc. The «head»
of wdw is almost triangular, tlie independently written yd lias a liorizontal
stroke which is continued, by a line leaning somewhat backwards thus resembl-
ing an angle. The perpendicular lines of sin are straight, the one on the right is
somewhat longer and leaning a bit forward. The letter leaf has the special kufi
form sometimes very similar to the independent yd used in other styles but
never goes below the line. The oblique initial line of the initial Jim is short.
The letter dlif and some other letters have a small triangular «head».8

beneath the nun. In this case Achmarov and Ashmarin read the word almost correctly.
The final nun has here its kiifi form, very common in other inscriptions, and in the same
form as in the words terimsen and Mme in our inscription, where also Jusupov read -n.

*Jusupovreads:(!) ». The dot and the kesra beneath rd are clearly visible.
Above the initial Jim the space is somewhat dama-ged. The three dots beneath sin are
clearly visible, see the photocopy.

18 The three dots beneath sin and the dot beneath rd are not noted by Jusupov,
but see the photocopy.

I Jusupov put the fatha on the Idm though it is clearly on wdw.

2 On isne see p. 163 below.

21 Written efi.

22 Written jerimsen.

28 Jusupov: 6. ....... v zu-1-ka'da 7. mesjace, v naSale bylo. V Cermasanskoj
8. vode, utonuv, umer (?).

To this Jusupov adds (p. 52) «Posle daty fraza naCinaetsja slovom -
«Cermasan» (sic, with -s-), nazvaniem r(eki) CeremSan (po-tatarski CermeSéan) schodnym
s nazvaniem r(eki) Cermasan (v zapadnoj BaSkirii)».

21 See A. Grohmann, Arabische paldographie 1—11, Osterreichische Akademie der
Wiss. Phil-Hist. KI., Denkschriften, Wien 1967 —1971, Bd. I, pp. 71—92.
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A VOLGA BULGARIAN INSCKIRTION 1)7

Orthographical remarks

alessinammonwithaterirsridia s Trenostinpotartoftteamisttredx
Pt bresth e letter m THs dove et ttere wses agqaoedd resd inteNB
Emtaytoddgirg ishayaogtrelaetarszayn adm toasuette arax
reedirg Inanaeg weaeretvw lirguisticga s Inaed tooetterwith lerg eoess
iNnwWidhtedstirddan betwvesaneg sekiz axdsekir was agestiaonofetirical
icetity;, thHis attoggdicaa wssoe Fes ke of essartid Inportare

AdmilapaoadreantkedszEnadinttedstirciiaon betwvween tre lettars
rachairgsads. TreleterSin Festte s d ttree dots dowe ot tre letter
sin isegoeddly narked by ttree das laesth tte letter ;. Thae hae ke
aregEA idaiagsattreneanirgdfteeds bareath bursrceetteyano r
iNnAxdddcvads ass vl “ | sselareadear ardild tote disirctiian ol versus
 Intretvw lag egs suchvad@rs assari adSari sdlovy wWites> vae
iINnNpotartfatedaric dffaataton Itisdordeattaet diesysamis
te sse Inte first e e dx e wes daced lbaresth to distirgLish
te later;, intlressaod e tettreaedifSvae tsedintesnevay farte
sane puEse

IntE\Birsaidiastaeverear s ailyviesdsne letarscadirg
asaas Intoe caesweaeeAdochedtlresodledaepdaeticasaaats
ad Turkdsh liad asaats reexr o ttar Addc gauraatian tdie Aaldc
anpdatic a s et ldataers vere Leed inkedvadic vaads - altssce wWidn
anbe dsEnaddo inater Mobhde Tukdahteds 2 ThHs atogadica wsaoe

See Elyas, Isma'il and wasi'at in our text.

28 On this usage of the emphatic consonants in Kipchak texts see s. Telegdi:
KCsA Ergdnzungsband, 1935—1939, pp. 287 —288. According to 0. Pritsak (Fundamenta
I, p. 77) in the Mamluk-Kipchak orthography t.he emphatic consonants were also used
to differentiate between tlie pairs a ./, o.M O.ii, [:i as e.g. by Abu HayyUn and the
al-QawSnin. In the Tarjuman, 1343, published by Houtsma and republished by Kuryg
Zanov the emphatic consonant.s are only used in back-vocalic words, but there inconse-

quently e.g. ; toprag «earth» but ; topuq «ankle-bone», i ™« «radish», but

tu n «crane». A similar picture can be found also in the Khwarezmian orthography.
The usage of the emphatic consonants in back-vocalic words is known also in the Osman-
Turkish texts. | have no place tO go in to details here but | would like to mention that in
those epigraphical monuments of the Volga region which were written in the literary
language of the same period or later, this usage of the emphatic consonants is absent.

Only in one of the earliest inscriptions (BolSie Tarchani 1314) do we find alindi
(see Jusupov, Vvdenie (No. 12 :12). Otherwise we find altunSi «goldsmith»
(Bolgari 1317, ibid. No. 15 : 5) '; o m2 «thirty» (Museum of Kazan, 1383, B. Nyrsy 1399,
Jusupov, op. cit.,, No. 45), ali «six» (B. Nyrsy 1399) in contrast to VB (cf. EB

Nos 10 : 8—9, 19 : 6, 20 : 6) and in our text. That means that there was notonly a
difference in the languages of the two types of the Volga inscriptions but also in t'heir
orthography.
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158 A. RONA TAS

enables us to judge the quality of the vowels in otherwise dubious cases, thus

e.g. «fourth» can be read only with front vowels in spite ofthe fact that this
word is back vocalic in present Chuvash (tdvatédm), otherwise we would have
(. with asin alfi «six» or wutur «thirty».

In the VB inscriptions, as in ours, tlie letter kdf s is consequently used
only in front vocalic words. In back vocalic words on place of the deep velar
Proto-Turkish (PT) g- we find - so there is no gaf in VB words. The consonant
X- is written — with one exception , — by ha in all inscriptions, but the dot, is
many times omitted since the distinction between hda and hd4 was unim-
portant.

The long vowels are always written plene, i.e. witli wdw, yd or dlif, the same
system which can be found in Kasyari’s DivdnP rfhe short vowels are denoted
by the diacritics fatha, kesra and damma, but often ommitted, or illegible. This
is the case in our text e.g. in jiyeti and cerimsen.

Sometimes on place of the PT long vowels we find the triphthongs -iye-
and « 1, -iiwi-, -uwi- resp. In carefully written texts also the diacritics are
places as in tuwdtim or in jiyeti. From this it seems to be clear that we
have to interpret this clusters as [iie] and [iime] resp. containing the semivowels
i and u.

It is remarkable that no dist'inction is made between ] and c though tlie
orthography used the three dots in the case of sP

These and other regularities in the writing ofV B words are very consistent
in the VB inscriptions. This fact makes the assumption inevitable that t'here
existed a literature written in the VB language with Arabic letters.3 &

27 This occurs in the word ;. hir «girl, daughter» < PT qiz > Chuvash xer. The
wordoccurs twenty times in the authentically edited insci-iptions (see EB, p. 152) inva-

riably with M and even in the word hirhUrn «girl-slave, maiden» PT qirgin >
Chuv. xarxam the first letter is always ha. In presentChuvash there is no difference among
the initial of xer and the other words which have an initial x < PT”-. In one case (ER
22 :4) Jusupov read hir but this is very uncertain.

2BThis system was first discovered by Professor Ligeti, see Les voyelles longues en
wre: JA 1938, pp. 177—204. Lately j. A. Kelly has dealt with the orthography of Kés-
yarl in a detailed a.nd instructive study (UAJb 45, 1973, pp. 152—161) without, however,
referring to the controversial opinions expressed by many authors.

2BThere are many orthographical systems used for l'endering Turkish woi'ds witli
Arabic letters. Those under Persian influence use three dots beneath Jim to render c.
It isofinterestthattheV B orthography shows no Persian influence. It isanother question
why the VB orthography found it necessary to distinguish between s and S and not be-
tween ¢ and ].

30 Already Fraehn in alecture delivered in 1830 (cf. Drei Minzen »er Wolga-Bulgha-
Ten aiie dew X . Jahrhundert n. Ohr.-. Mémoires de VAcadémie Imp. des Sc. \ " sei.NA,
tome I, pp. 180-181) has supposed the existence of an early literature in Bolgarireferring
to the Ta’rihBulyar of Ya'qub ibn Nu'mén al-Bidyéari (12th centmy). This work has been
lostand we do not know whethei. it has been written in Arabic or in Turkish, nevertheless
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Remarks on he VB words

awli «his son» (:2,3). This reading is secured by edsukun written in EB
46 : 4 and is the form with the possessive suffix -i of the word awul. The drop-
ping of the vowel of the second syllable is normal in VB see e.g. ay'ix > ayxi
and known also in Old Turkish texts e.g. in the case ofayiz > ayzi «his mouth».
It is, however,to mention that Chuvash preserved the-M-in form ofthe reduced
vowel & in ivalé «his son». Cf. PT oyul + i, Chuvash Ivdl Tatar ul i

beliwi A «his (sepulchral) monument (lit. sign) (:3). Thisword has been
discussed many times. The most important remarks were made by K. Thom-
sen.31 Thomsen correctly rejected the former readings according to which the
following Kilf belongs to the word. He was also right in pointing out that the
final -g already disappeared and that to this VB alu «fifty» < PT (dig
offers a clear parallel. Some problems, however, remained unsolved. Recently
M. R. Pedotov has discussed the reading of the word.s2 According to him the
letters wdw and yd denote together a Turkish tt mechanically following the
Uighur orthography. According to him tlie word lias to lie read as belulc. This
is impossible for several reasons. It is true t.hat the Uighur orthography
exerted some influence on that of Arallic used for rendering Turkish texts
mainly lieginning with the Khwarezmian 'period of the East Turkish literary
language. This occurred, mainly in the case of denotfog the vowel* where the
originally used opposition long :short = plene : diacritic disappeared and the
plene writing is used for all vowels, as in Uighur. This was partly due to the
loss of the opposition of the long and short vowels. But | do not know of any
Turkish texts written in Arabic - nor does Pedotov quote any - in which
wdw and yd denote U. But this is not what is essential. In the system of the
'Uighur orthography U is denoted by wdw and yod only in the first syllable.
Thus e.g. in the word bdlgusi, balgii-si (Suv 618 : 21, 621 : 12) the Uis written
only with waw. In the VB inscriptions we find many words where Uhas to be
read (e.g. fur or just in the particle MI) and it is never rendered by wdw and yd.3

we have evidence that Ya'qub was a Turk. Abu’lHamid al-Garnati has met him between
1132 and 1136 in Bolgari (see Bartoljd, Solinenija V, p. 618, Hrbek; Enclsl 1307). | quote
here Fraehn «Welcher Freund der vaterldandischen Geschichte teilt nicht mit mir den
Wunsch, dass diese Bulgarische Chronik, welche ich hier signalisiert, einmal mogte aufge-
funden werden?» (op. eit., 181 note).

31Zur wolgabolgarischen Epigraphie: Acta Orientalin Havniae, XXV I: 3—4 (1962),
pp. 189—192. Correctly is the expression read also by G. Doerfer in Tlrkische und mon-
gotische Elemente " Neupersischen, Wiesbaden 1963. I, p. 217.

3B Sovetskaja Tjurkologija 1974: 6, p. 106. This opinion has been earlier put forward
by o. Prit.sak, Die bulgarische Firstenliste und die Sprache der Protobolgaren, Wiesbaden
1955, p. 71, and already rejected by L. Ligeti in: Turkologiai megjegyzesek szldv jiiveveny-
szavainkhoz [Turkological remarks to the Slavic loanwords of the Hungarian language):
Magyar Nyelv LX 11l (1967), p. 434, note.
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160 A. KONATAS

The readings, suggested by Fedotov — as bol-tl (!) or bol-t6 (!) for the correct
baltuwi (not baltuwi as Fedotov quoted me) is indefensible. K. Thomsen has
correctly quoted the parallel expression kii ; «his sepulchral mo-
nument». To this | would only add that we have also ziyaraci kii (EB 28 : 2)
and in one case ziyarat-i bu (EB 8 : 3), i.e. in place of the VB -kii we find tlie
regular Turkish bu which verifies beyond any doubt the interpretation of kii
as an emphatic particle with the meaning «this (is)». Nevertheless one problem
has remained open and this is the history of the word and its connection with
the present Chuvash forms. In the Chuvash literary language and the dialects
we find the following forms: paid, valla, paldk, p a |. It isclear that the forms
with k have to be excluded here and cannot be linked directly with the VB
form. On the other liand the form with the possessive suffix of t.hethird person
of paid and palla is palli. We know another type of words which have a form
resembling the VB form beliiwi this is éiru «letter» > éiravé «his/her letter»,
or kétl «herd» > kétévé «his/her herd»,33 but this occure only in words which end
in -u or -U.34Thus in the case of a perfect parallel we would expect in Chuvash
not paid (palla is a secondary form),ss but *palu which is, however, not the
case. Chuvash paid can be a continuation of either *belig or *beleg the latter
well attested in Old Church Slavic belig itself a Turkish-Bulgarian loanword
there. The Hungarian word belyeg «mark» was - as Professor Ligeti is inclined
to suppose . — borrowed througlr Slavic. The Turkish words pertaining here
have been thoroughly discussed by Professor Ligeti. He reconst.ructed two
prototypes: PT *belgii and PT *beldk or *baldk supposing t.hat the -/ > -g
change occurred in Slavic. Considering the Chuvash form paid | would prefer
a sonorization within Chuvash as in the type atik «boots» > aid, ozek «the inner
part of the tree etc.» > vara, whicli occurred through the phases -g- > & >
-0-, The Chuvash form palka is a Kazan Tatar loanword reflecting an original
*balgi or *balgu,3 the latter attested in a Tatar inscription dated 1695/6 where
we read belgusi.33 The form paldk is a metatlietic form also borrowed from
Tatar and reflects an original beliig. This is of great importance, because this is
exactly the form which could be the etymon of VB *belii > beliiwi. We know
about numerous cases where Tatar Iras preserved VB words and some of them8

33 éiravé developed regularity from *ilruvi, kétévé from *kotivi.

AThese final -m/m are secondary. The original -m/m became -iA/é. In most cases pre-
sent -m/m has developed from -my

HBoth paid and palld have their form with the possessive suffix as palli. The form
p al is a secondary re-derivation from palli.

3 Op.cit., p. 437.

On the details see-. On the Chuvash guttural stops in inal position". Studio, Turcica

(Budapest 1971), pp. 389—400.

BThe actual Tatar form is bilge (see e.g. Tas bilge above) from an earlier *belgi <
belgii (cf. Ligeti, op.cit., p. 433). The form beigiisi occurs e.g. in Jusupov, Vvedenie No. 74.
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A VOLGA BULGARIAN INSCRIPTION 101

were later borrowed by Chuvash.38 Cf. PT belgtt, belilg, belek, Chuvash paid,
Tat.ar bilge.

kil (S (:3) On this emphatic particle see above. Fedotov., and Poppe«
have expressed the view that this particle is unknown in the other Turkish
languages. The syntactical function of *kil resembles the Turkish particle og/6k
common in Old and Middle Turkish.2 and many modem Turkish languages.
Iti n Tatar 'N1'&iXklulc eg. telasctT) ilgcl 1sil paucr rbiraT «ll you
whish | shall send you the matchmaker just to-morrow» or Bashkir urmanya
u// barip eteil «to go just to the forest». In some languages and dialects we find,
however, this particle in t.he form Kil, e.g. in izbek Mkeldi kil «he came» or
South Kirgiz ol barat kil «on-to pojdet, da vedj on ze pojdet; he is the one
who is just coming.>1t seems tliat ogfilk is the secondary form and we have to
do here with an old Turkish demonstrativ pronoun *kil point'ing to near in
contrast to its back vocalic form *qu pointing far. The lat'ter has been preserved
by Yellow Uighur.43 Cf. Chuvash ku «this (near)».

fiyeti 5:) ) «seven»The fully vocalized form ', can be found, e.g. in
EB Nos 12 : 6, 42 :4,49 : 6. In an inscription dated 1338 (EB No 20 :6) we
find yl> jiyeciatransitional form to the present Chuvash sicé. | liave to remark
that Kazan Tatar has fide < *fedi while in the inscriptions written in the lite-
rary language there isalways y.ti 44 Cf. PT yeti, Chuvash sicé, siccé, Tatar jide

D1 quote only one example' here PT yiizuk «rng» is regularily represented by Chu-
vash ééré. The word — as a special term for weaving — has been borrowed by Tatar (anti
other Volga languages) where it is Mire «spulka, eevka». This word was later reborrowed
by Chuvash where we find Mire with ééré side-by-side. For more'details see Some Volga
Bulgurmn words in the Volga Kipchak languages (forthcoming).

Op. cit., p. 106.

\C | Voppe, Zur Stellung des Tschuwaschischen c¢AJ x\ I\\ (\ 4 p. JA4

« See Clauson, An Etymological Dictionary of Pre-thirteenth-century Turkish, p. 76,
Sevortjan, Etim. Slov. I., pp. 438-439, R&sanen (Materialien zur Morphologie der tilrki-
sehen Sprachen:so XX, 1967, p. 39) supposed that the Chuvash reflexive pronoun xam ~
XU ~ x&y etc. and the particle -ax, -w< is connected wit.h -oq by assuming an intermediate
form *ogqa.

See S. E. Malov, Jazyk zeltych ujgurov, Alma At.a 1957: yu «etot daljnyj» (<
Chinese?) (p. 176), «von tot»(?), quya «kuda» go «é&tot» (p. 56), yo «von tot» (p. 22).
Malov adds (p. 177) that there is no parallel to yu in the Turkish languages, however there
could be a — perhaps only formal — similarity with Chuvasli ku. Egorov (Etim. slov., p.
114) compares Chuvash ku tvith Turkish bu (a quite other particle wit'h a similar function
and equally developed from an old demonstrat-ive pronoun) and among the Turkish da.ta
cited he quotes also Shera YOgur ko without indicating that it is back vocalic.

The -d- in the Oghuz languages is due to the long & preceding the original - -.
In the Kipchak languages the sonorization of -- is due tO its intervocalic position. The
-d- in some Kipchak languages is very old (Bulyat al-muetaq, 14th century, At-tuhfat,
14t,h century, also in Armeno-Kipchak). In this word the -d- is however restricted to a
small group of Kipchak langtiages including Tatar, Bashkir, Misher, Baraba, Karaim.
But even in the Eastern Tatar dialects of Siberia we find yette «seven» and yete «week»
(cf. D. G. TumaSeva, Konbatii Seber tatarlari tele, Kaza.n 1961, p. 124).
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Jur 6:) . ) «hundred» always with plene written -in-. Cf. PT yuz, Chu-
vash tier, sor, Tatar yoz.

altisi 6:) ) «sixth». It is of special importance that in this word the
syllable -t'i- did not. became -ci- and we have also in Chuvash -ta. On the
suffix -si see below. Cf. PT alti, Chuvasli ultd, Tatar alti.

1dl 6:) ) «year». Most Turkish languages have two words one of whicli
denotes the calender year (yil) and the other the age (yas). In an inscription,
dated 1311, we read that a certain Fatima-ilci died in her twenty second year:
yigirmi iki ydsinda (Jusupov, Vvedenie, No. 10), in anotlier inscription also
writ.ten in tlie literary language in 1328 we find: -Hatun otuz bis yctsinda . . .
«-Hatun (died) in lier thirtyfifth year» {op. cit., No. 22). It. is interest.ing that
tlie word for calender year occurs relat.ively lat.e in the inscriptions e.g. toquz
ylUz bis yilde «in the year 905 (according to Hegira, i.e. 1499/1500)», or tarih
ming yil uzup yigirmi-de «in thousand year and t.wenty (according to Hegira
i.e. 1611/12). In the earlier inscriptions we find the type: hijrat-da yeti yuz on
birde «According to Hegira 110 (i.e. 1311-12)». Most recently I. Bazin has
dealt with the words yas and yil4 He stated that the opposition calender
year: year of age is present in all Turkish languiiges with the exception ofVB,
Cliuvash and Karachay-Balkar. In the latter we find only yil in both meanings
wliich Bazin explains witli the Bulgarian subst.ratum in the Balkar Kipchak
language. The common Turkic yds, VB )dl and Chuvash sul are the original
words for year, wliile yil is according t.o llim an old Mongolian loanword in the
Z-Turkish languages, most probably from Juanjuan and is etymologically tlie
same word as Mongolian nil-ga «young», while Mongolian )il is a late reborrow-
ing from Turkish. Bazin’s proposal is very plausible, however | liave to express
some doubts. The Mongols liad a very old native word for year which lias to lie
reconstructed as *po(n) and — as Professor Ligeti has demonstrated - was
present, already in Kit.an.48 It. seems to me a somewhat overcomplicated view
t.hat the Mongols knew the word for year *nil, forgot its original meaning and
t.hen liorrowed it back from Turkisli. If nil denoted t.lie calendar year this is
liighly improbable, if not, what was t.he difference between nil and pon, and
where and when did the former obtain its meaning ? It issure, as Bazin correct.ly
pointed out, that vyil )il is a typical international word. If Turkish tds
«stone» pertains to Mongolian *0l-a-yun | see no reason why we could not
connect yds with Mongolian )il. Parallel to Mongolian cilayun and )il we have
Chuvash cul and Sill That t.lie Bulgarian form )dl was used for denoting the
calender year is attested. It. is another question whet.her Turkish yil is a bor-
rowing from some early Onogur-Bulgarian language or it came to these lan-
guages by Mongolian mediat.ion. Cf. PT yds, Chuvash sul, Tatar yds, yel.

5 Les calendriers turcs anciens 6 medeaux, Paris 1974, PP. 70—77 and passim.
&HCL Le tabgkdch, un dialecte de la langue sien-pi", Mongolian Studies \ 1 L a".
Old Mongolian *pon, Khitan po, Jurchen(Kin) pon, Middle Mongolian hon.
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ayxi 7:) ;) «its month».The stem has to be reconstructed as ayux or aylx,

in case of *ayax we would expect Chuvash *uyax and not uyax which is the ex-
tant form. The PT dy lost the length of its vowel. The sukun on ya in the inscrip-
tion of 1291 (EB No. 3 : 4) excludes the reading ayixi, and the Chuvash form

similarly pertains to another dialect as in the case of awli. The -q is a
typical Bulgarian suffix, which became in VB in back vocalic words -x, cf.
PT til «language» > Chuv célxe. Cf. PT dy, Chuvash uyax, Tatar dy.

ike 7:) ) «in (the middle of)». The /esra beneath the dlif, also clearly
written in EB No. 9 : 9, shows that this is the only possible reading. This word
has been dealt with in detail by 0. Pritsak.4”He corrected tlie earlier reading to
the one occurring here and already suggested by Jusupov.48 Pritsali connected
this word with aé «das Innere» and read isind deriving the root ofthis form from
PT ic. There are, liowever, some problems wlrich are still unsolved. The word
aa «int-erior, stomach» etc. has a labial vowel in the Viryal dialects, where it
sounds 0S40 This can be due only to the fact that it goes back to an older form
with labial vowel which excludes the possibility of connecting the word witli
ic. The final -c results regularily in -¢ in Chuvash as PT ic- «to drink» > és-,
PT ac- «to open» > M-, PT UC > «three» > vis(&) etc. Doerfer tried to explain
the irregular final postulating an ic  si.508l think we have to do here with
two or perliaps tliree different words which Irave been mixed together partly
by the lexicographers and partly perhaps already by the native speakers. The
first word is of Persian origin where it is hus and has the meaning «con-
sience, mind, memory etc.». Tlris word can be found also in Tatar dialects
in the form né «memory»,5 and among the meanings of Chuvash (is in the die-
tionary of Sirotkin «um, pamjatj» is equally mentioned as, of course, in
Ashmarin's Tliesaurus. There is also a word in Kasyan o0& witli the meaning
«the heart, the centre of a tree trunk, branch or horn». Though Rasanen has
connected this word with Turkish ic in his Etymological Dictionary2 this is
highly improbable. Radlov's né quoted from the Codex Cumanicus with the
meaning «das Gedachtniss, die Gelehrigkeit, geistige Fahigkeit etc.» has to be
corrected to US< PT UZ but liis etymology of Tatar ué deriving it from the
quoted Persian word seems to me valid.53 Thus the labial variants pertain to

47 Bulgaro-Tschuwaschica: UAJb XX X1 (1959), pp. 301-303.

0 nekotorych. bulgarakicli épr)ra e loach pamjatnikac ' Eprar. Voet. X1l
p. 28, see also Bulatov, Epigr. Vost. XV (1963), p. 60 with the translation «V na ale».

19Cf. Ashmarin, Thesaurus, IV, p. 80, 0S, is, Paasonen, Csuvas Szdjegyzdk, Spassk
dialect ©S.

boOLZ 66 (1971), col. 339.

Sl Tatar telenet] dialektologik sitzlege (Kazan 1969), p. 469 equated with Tatar is
and the Persian origin indicated.

62 Versuch, p. 366.

530pyt, col. 1772.
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another word and we have to do with as, 6sxand as2and this latter has in the
Yiryal dialect also a form && There are special conditions under which PT ¢
could become s in Chuvash. This occurred mainly before consonants, as e.g.
vés «end» « PT {ic not iic !) but vééleke «peaked» ~ dial, vééleke, asta «where»
~ dial, asta, sia. The suffix of the so called purposive is in Chuvash -&an/één
from PT Ucln perhaps through a form iicne. To the Turkish reciprocal suffix
-é corresponds in Chuvash s, but in Mongolian -Icaflce. Though -Ic- gives regu-
lardy -a- in Chuvash it seems to me very improbable that this very common
suffix was borrowed from Tatar. In some words a has been preserved as in
suras- «to reconcile oneself». On -mine >"mes see below pp. £. Thus we have a
few cases where c became é in suffixes, postpositions, mainly in clusters with
another consonant. So it is not quite impossible that here we have a special
development icne > isne >~ééne ~ aéne.

eci (:7) «was». This word occurs sixteen times (cf. EB, p. 151) as bl

eti and twice as eci, once in an inscription of Atrjasi, 1323 (EB No. 8) and once
in an inscription of Niznie Yaki, 1340 (EB No. 39). It corresponds to OT erti,
the past tense third person form. In the inscriptions written in the literary
language we find always irdi. The -r- is going to disappear already in the OT
texts and is absent in this word in many modern Turkish languages. In Tatar
the -r- has also disappeared: ak ide «it was white», yuk ide «it was not»: ide <<
*erdi. Or in the form is& cf. ul mine kiirde isad kéle baéliy «he only looks at me
and begins to smile» <C *irsd -< *ersa. In Chuvash only remnants can be found
from the now obsolate verb as iméé «seemingly, as it would be», ikken «to be
seen, to appear somewhere» cf. val unta ikken «he appears there», val ultarsa
ikkenne purte péléeeé «that he is a deceiver everybody knows, lit. about his
being a deceiver everybody knows.» Here ikkene is used in the sense «about the
being» < *erken. While the -r- is disappearing in most ofthe Turkish languages,
but other verbs ending in -r- preserve their final -r-, in Chuvash there exist ten
such verbs ending in -r which drop their final -r in a similar way. On the suffix
ti > ci see below. Cf. PT erti, Chuvash i- and the suffix -cé Tatar i- and the
suffix -di.
Jerimsen JIL! _ 7 )* ) «the river Oerimsan». At first sight this river name

could be identified with the name of the Ceremsan already figuring in the work
of lbn Fadlan, who, according to the manuscript of Meshed, has the form ~  51.°

*W ith dotbeneath toand three dots beneath msin.

54 This river name has been identified by Z. V. Togan (Ibn Fadlan’s Reisebericht'.
Abhandlungen fur die Kunde des Morgenlandes X X 1V : 3, Leipzig 1939, p. 37), I. J. Krae-
kovskij (Putesestvija Ibn Fadlana na Volgu, M—L. 1939, Kniga Achmeda Ibn Fadlana o
ego putedestviina Volguv 921 —922 g., Charkov 1956) and K. Czeglédy (Magna Hungaria:
Szdzadok LXXVII [1943], p. 305). | quote the Meshed MS according to a photography
made by Professor Ligeti and published by K. Czeglédy in facsimile (cf. Zur mescheder
Handschrift von Ibn Fadlan’s Reisebericht: AOH I, 1951, pp. 217—260). The actual word
occurs on fol. 203b line 3. Togan suggested (op. cit., p. 37) that this river name has to be
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The three dots beneath the letter sin exclude, however, the reading Geriméan or
Geriméen. In the RiscUa tawarih Bulyariya written by Saraf-ud-din ibn Hisam-
ud-din al-Bulyari% three river-names occur: Gereméan Sarmasan and
Qarmasan. The former is the Cerem8an the second two are located in the terri-
tory of the Bashkirs, because it issaid inthe work that several Bashkir persons
came from the valleys of the Saramsan and Qaramsan to Bolgari to learn the
teachings of Islam. These rivers flow into the Bjelaja and are called by the
present Bashkirs S&drméasan and Qarmasan. The initial s- in present Bashkir
goes back to an earlier c- thus Bashkir Sarm&san corresponds to an earlier
Germasan or Ceremsan. The river is called by the Tatars and the Russians now-
a-days Germasan. In the dictionary of Ashmarin we find a series of river names:
&aram, Saramsam, Uaramsan, Raramsem, Sardmsen, and Saramsan, Sarmasan.
All this river names are indentified with the Gereméan but this is surely a lexi-
cographical error. The first five denote the river Gerimsen and only the second
two the river Gereméan. In toponyms Chuvash é is the regular correspondence
to Tatar ABThe word for «ravine, valley of a brook» is in Chuvash airma < PT
yarma from the verb yar- «to split». Already Egorov called the attention to
the factb@that in the territory of the former Kazan Province there are many
toponyms ending in -éirma as Oriméirma, lJcéirma, Karaéinna, Jauéirma.
The last one seems to be identical with the hitherto unidentified Jauéir of lbn
Fadlan. Jusupov gives also the variant Jauéirma.58The relation of Jauéir and

connected with the ethnical name of the Cheremis and formed with an Iranian plural
suffix. Thisishardly acceptable.The ending -San occurs in a seriesofotherriver names, and
the use of an ethnic name for a river is unusual in the region.

% On this important source see Usmanov, Tatarskie istoriSeskie istoSniki XV11 —
XV Il vv., Kazanj 1972. It is very difficult to decide the questions raised because none
of the many extant MSS has been hitherto published. | quote an excerpt published by
Veljjaminov-Zernov (Pamjatnik 8arabo-tatarskojnadpisjju v BaSkirii: Zapiski Arch. ObSS.
X 111 [1859], pp. 257 —284, see also Berezin, Bulgarna Volge: US. Zapiski Kazansk. Univ.
Il (1852), pp. 144—45, 158.

% Tatar had no palatalized S (a sound actually near 8) and substituted S- for
Chuvash S. This is the case in many Chuvash loanwords in Tatar see e.g. Tatdial éimran,
Somran «suslik» <- *Sumran -=PT yumran > Tat yomran. The present Chuvash ydmran
isa Tatar loanword, Tatar Sornirt «ceremuha» &—*éumirt «< PT yumirt < Chuv aémért etc.

57Etim. sioV. p. 226.

BJusupov, Vvedenie, p. 76. It is impossible to agree with Kovalevskij (GuvaSi i
bulgary po dannym Achmeda lbn-Fadlana, Ceboksary 1954, p. 14) that the form occurring
only once as )adSin has to be reconstructed as jauSiz referring thus to a -z varian t of the
river name JauSir. This and the frequently quoted Suvaz instead of Suvar are simply
errors of the copyist. In case of Chuvash Sir the etymology (PT yar clift» of. K&ayari
yar «the vertically eroded bank of a river» Russian jar «krutoj bereg, boljéoj glubokij
ovrag etc.» cf. Fasmer, Etim. slov. IV, p. 559, see also Tatar yar) exludes the possibility
of a variant with -z. Further river names ending in -sirma are collected by Vasmer, Wor-
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Jausirma is clear if we keep in mind that Chuvash has beside sirma «ovrag,
recka» also the shorter form sir «obryv, krutoj bereg, jar, kraja ovraga, krutoj
ovrag, po dnu kotorogo protekaet rucej».®From this we can conclude that the
forms Sararnsan, Earmasan i.e. the toponyms ending in -san are the extant
equivalents of the river name CeremSan flowing into the Volga while the forms
ending in -san are the Chuvash forms of the Germasan flowing into the Bjelaja.
The variants -sam, -sem, -sen are most probably forms developed under the
influence of the Chuvash plural suffix -san/sen. The relationship between the
two river names remains an open question. It has to be borne in mind that
I is located by Ibn Fadlan in the territory of the Bashkirs who later wan-
dered northward. Taking into consideration all these facts | suppose that the
river Gerimsen in our inscription denotes the river Germasan. Elyas went to
this far river and died there perhaps in a battle.60
sivne (:8) «to its water (with the Dative suffix of the possessive decli-
nation)». The word for water in OT was s(v or the like. The Chuvash form
Siv ~ su has been for a long time enigmatic. The Bashkir form Mu <~s'm
shows clearly that this Chuvash form goes back to an earlier *siu. In fact this
form is attested as early as the 8th century. To the Notitae Episcopatuum com-
posed between 733—746 an anonymous scholiast added some explanations.
A river name “apaotov figures in this text the meaning of which is given as
«lstavoov vequv black water». Moravcesik read this as Kara-su6l but Professor
Ligeti®2 — referring to the Chuvash form — proposed to read either Kara

terbuch der russischen Gewéassernamen, IV (1968), pp. 275—276, Nachtrag 1973, pp. 186 —
187. Beside Karasirma quoted by Jusupov we find Karasor (Perm), KaraSur (Vjatka)
with the Finno-Ugrian ending -sur.

P Further derivatives are éiran «obryv, jar, otkos; bereg», éirlan dial, sirlan «kru-
toj bereg, obryv; obmoina, ovrag obrazovavdiesja ot razliva vody».

60 Geremian is a very common river name in the Volga-Kama region. In the mate-
rial collected by Vasmer we find several river names pertaining here (see Wdorterbuch).
Beside the well-known BolSoj and Malyj Geremsan we find several river names which have
the same origin. Two are in the former Kazan Province (Gereméan, GeremSanka), seven
in the former Perm Province (three Geremsankas, one Geremsa, one Germos also Germas,
Gjormoz, one Germoda, one Sermeyka also Germyait, Sermyaik, Sermyaitka, Sermyayka),
two in the former Samara Gouvernment (Geremsanka) one in the formerV jatka Province
(Geremsanka) and three in the former Ufa Province (Garmas, Sarmada, Sarmas) the fourth
isthe already quoted Saramsan. The Russian suffix -ka is late and secondary, joining many
river names of non-Russian origin in this region (see V. F. Baraékov, Nazvanija vodnych
istoénikov Uljjanovskoj oblasti: Onomastika Povolzjja 11, Gorkij 1971, p. 201). From the
structure of these variants we can conclude that the second part denotes «water» cf.
Germ, yaik or Germ. oda. The geographical distribution of the river name shows that it is of
pre-Turkish origin. | have no place to go into details here, | would only stress the fact that
the form quoted as Saramsan -.- Gerimsan is the only one having -san as its final syllable.

6L Gy. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica2 Berlin 1958, |, p. 465.

62 Review on Byzantinoturcica2: AOH X (1960), pp. 306—307.
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éu or Xara éu referring to the fact that at sometimes renders Turkish & On the
basis of Bashkir Mu Chuvash éiv and the &iw of our inscription | would prefer
Xara 8iu. Since this river can be located to the Crimean peninsula the word is
remnant from a language spoken in the 8th century in the Khazar Khaganate.&3*
On -ne see below. Cf. PT sOv, Chuvash &iv, Tatar su.

barsa *(:8) «having gone». The dot under rd ensures the reading with
-r- of the word which Jusupov translated as «utonuv» supposing here the verb
bat- (Tatar bat-, Chuvash put-). In this case we would have Cf. PT bar-,
Chuvash Anatri pir-, Yiryal pur-, Tatar bar-.M

velti *(:8) «died».This word is the VB equivalent of PT 06l- «to die».
Though the present Chuvash form of this word is vil-, its transitive form is
véler- «to kill». Cf. PT 06l-, Chuvash vil-, Tatar 01-.

FRaarks an tre naddayy

-i «possessive suffix of the third person» cf. awli (:2,3), beluwi (:3), ayxi
(:7). As is known this suffix is in Turkish V -{-si and C -f- i, but in Chuvash
we find another distribution. After consonantal word final -& after words
ending with non-reduced vowels -i, in case of reduced vowels also -i, but if the
original word had a short consonant before the reduced vowel, this consonant
became geminated. In words ending in -u/i we meet with -avé, -évé: ival p
ivalé, «his/her son», laéa >mlaéi «his/her horse», pula > pulli «his/her fish»,
and siru > éiravé «his/her letter». All these suffixes go back to *r which
preserved its front-vocalic character also in back-vocalic words. This can be
seen also in back-vocalic words ending in -t, where the -ti became -cé as e.g. in
yat «nate» > yacé «his/her mate». The old suffix -si has been preserved only
in some words pertaining to kinship terminology as appa «elder sister» >
appaéé «his/her elder sister», ama «mother» >>amagé «his/her mother», kéri
«son-in-law, the husband of the younger sister or any younger female relative»
> kérliéé. This latter case shows that the -si > &é suffix had no honorific func-

63 In the Khazar Kaghanate — as in all other Turkish tribal confederacies — many
languages, among them several Turkish languages were spoken. There can bo no doubt
that one of the languages has been of the Onogur-Bulgarian type. It is another question
which Onogur-Bulgarian dialects were among them. There has been a lively discussion of
the languages spoken in the Khazar Khaghanate on which | cannot comment here.

*W ith dot beneath ra.

6L In some late inscriptions the cause of the death is sometimes given, e.g. 1382
(Jusupov, Vvedenie No. 44) .. .sahid (boldi) «became martyr», 1491 (op.cit. No. 63):
tarih, sekiz yGz téqsan yetidé Sa'ban ayning on beélnji kin erdl kim Tdgel (ihn) mawla Sayld
Ahmad yigirmi Ué beende (sGya?) tuéup «(According to the) tarih in 697 15th day of the
month iaban was, thatTiigel (J: Tévékkel) son of the mawla Sayid Ahmad in his twenty-
third (year) in (water) having fallen». The expression kdfir golindin Sahid boldi «from the
hands of the unbelievers became martyr» is occurring in many inscriptions of the 16th
century.
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tion as it has been supposed.6B It has also been preserved in some rare expreés-
sions as purta tOrtééé/trteéi «the back of the axe», aid tlirtééé «the back of the
hand» (Asm. XIV, p. 229). We find the PT -si also in the nominalized forms of
the numerals, e.g. uyax siccééé «the seventh day of the lunar month» and as the
distributive form of the numerals e.g. ikkééé «two of them», which functions
also as nominal stem. The VB inscriptions show practically the same distribu-
tion as we have in present-day Chuvash, i.e. the -i suffix has been generalized
after all word-finals. In Tatar the old Turkish system has been preserved:
C47rle and V + si/se, (however after the -u of the infinitive we find -r e.g.
baliknirj totilui «the catching of the fish»). For these reasons everywhere | have
reconstructed front vocalic -i in the inscriptions.

-a «suffix of the Dative case» cf. térix-a (:5). In most instances the fatha
on the his not written or illegible (cf. EB p. 155), but in some cases it is clearly
visible (cf. EB Nos 8 : 5, 12 : 5, 18 : 7,22 : 6, 43 : 5) as in our inscription. Prit-
sak has dealt with these readings,86 and has correctly stated that we have to
read here tarix-a, which he translated «im Datum» and referred to the parallel
literary form térix-ga. To this | would add hijrat-qa of an inscription of 1328,
which was misread (though with question mark) by Jusupov as htfrat-d&
(Vvedenie No. 22). This usage of the Dative case is very old cf. 01 6dk& «at this
time» (Kl Tegin E 21), qon yil-ga «in the sheep year» (ibid, NE 1), bir yil-qa
tort yoli siirjisdiim «I fought four times in a year» (Bilge Kagan E 30). The use
ofthe Dative case, however, calls for some explanation. In present-day Chuvash
the Locative -ta/ra/ce serves for such purposes. Pritsak himself cites 1880
sulta «in 1880». Benzing also cites this function of the Locative case: par
sund vaxatra «in der Zeit als es hagelte».6/ Beside this Benzing mentions that
the Dative case (which converged with the Accusative), figures in some expres-
sion denoting time: yara-kuna «den ganzen Tag», ké&eérxi eére «diese Nacht/
in der diesndachtigen Nacht)» and adds that the Dative case expresses the time
when an action takes place: mayan pérreméé kunne «am 1. Mai», ké&r kunne
«im Herbst» etc.8In present-day Chuvash the Dative case denotes the time
span during which an action occurred, i.e. the duration of an action: vuta
pér uyéaxa sitet «the combustible is enough for one month», vésem kunta pér-ik
erneléxe ancax kilne «they came here only for one or two weeks», kanaélu visé
kuna pirat «the gathering lasts three days». Thus yara kuna menas «wahrend
des ganzen Tages; v tecenie vsego dnja», rnayan pérreméé kunne «during the

6 This hypothesis put forward by O. Pritsak (Studia Altaica, Wiesbaden 1957, pp.
140—143) has been rejected by G. Doerfer (OLZ 66, 1971, col 337). More on the suffix

see J. Benzing, Tschuwaschische Forschungen I, Das Possessivsuffix der dritten Person:
ZDMG 94 (1940), pp. 251 —267.

™UAJD XXX (1959), pp. 290-291.

67 Tschuwaschische Forschungen IV, Die Kasus: ZDMG 96 (1942), p. 438.
8 Op.cit.,, p. 436.
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whole day of 1st of May» etc. A similar function of the Dative case can be oh-
served also in Tatar: her yelga ptarlek «it is enough for one year». The Dative
suffix -a figures also in other expressions in the VB inscriptions: fanl dunya-
ran baqgi ahirat-a «from this world to the other remaining (he went)» (cf. EB
p. 158). Li five inscriptions we find jal-a (EB NO8 5 :8, 6 :8, 22 : 7, 42 : 5,
49 : 7) and in one case kiwen-e (23 : 5). According to these facts I would dis-
tinguish between the durative and the momentaneous temporal functions, the
first being expressed by the Dative, the second by the Locative. It is clear that
the shorter the period the more the semantical function of the two converge.
Pritsak’s translation «im Datum» is based on the Arabic equivalent fi tariji
mjkJ. If we keep in mind that the suffix -a here denotes duration, his transla-
tion seems to me somewhat loose. The concept behind the use of the Dative
case in tarix-a is that the death happened during the «historical time», i.e. the
date is according to Hegira, and for these reasons | would prefer Jusupov’s
translation «po letodisleniju», i.e. «according to the tarih, during the tarih>
or «in the course of history». One of the most important pecularities of the VB
inscriptions is that we never find -gal/ya only -a. On this see further below.

-ne «the suffix ofthe Dative case ofthe possessive decension», cf. iSne (:7),
Mvne (:8). While the suffix of the Dative case was -ga in PT, in OT we find a
development which was certainly secondary. After vowels it remained -ga,
but in the possessive form of the third person the final -n and the voiced form
-ya merged into -ya, while after other consonantal finals of the possessive
declension the voiced -ya dropped its -y-. In the Oghuz languages this develop-
ment went further and the -y/g- was dropped in all cases, while e.g. in the Kip-
chak languages ylq and g/k resp. have been preserved. In Chuvash we find a
quite different development. After vocalic word-finals there is always -n -j- a,
while after consonantal word-finals -airrespective of whether the stem is a bare
root or has a possessive suffix: éne-ne «to the cow», tina-na «to the calf», ivdlne
< *jvaléne «to his son», xérne < *xéréne «to his daughter», where in the latter
two cases the late dropping of the final -¢ before the suffix is demonstrable
from the front vocalic character of -e in back vocalic words. On the other hand
we have varman-a «to the forest», tinéé-e «to the sea», ivalam-a «to my son»
and xérém-e «to my daughter». The development was the following:

W ord-final Vocalic O e XNOBO 8
root poss._ suffix root possessive suffix
3P -i/-ai all other persons
PT -ga -n + ga -ga -ga > -ya
oT -ga -Na -ga -a
Tatar -ya -na -ylqa -a
Oghuz -iy)a -mi -(y)a -{y)a
Chuvash -na -a
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To this | would add that in the Viryal dialects the -n- is disappearing: lit.
xata-na ~ Viryal x6da-ya, lit. puldna ~ Viryal polla, lit. taridna ~ Viryal
taréa. The final type with -m/ft is in the Anatri dialect and the literary language
-8ve, -dva while in some Viryal dialects Gye and uya: lit. kétéve ~ Viryal kéduye.
In the dialects West of Morgaud the suffix is only back vocalic, e.g. éneya.
This is a very archaic feature pointing to the original back vocalic quality of
the suffix which can bee seen also in the declension of the personal pronouns.®
Thus we can see that the development of the suffix of the Dative case was
determined by the word final. This has some implications forthe interpretation
of our inscription. In the case of iSne we have a secondary form where the vowel
of the medial syllable was dropped as in ivalne < ivaléne. On the other hand,
although all words ending in final consonants have -a, the word &iv gets -na
cf. Atal S'ivne &smaskan Suta vitre kirlé mar «to scoop outthe water (here in the
function of Accusative) ofthe Volga all the buckets ofthe world are not enough»
This points to the (semi)vocalic character of the final -v [w] of Siv, and this had
to be the case also in our inscription.

Asis known the Dative case has converged with the Accusative in present-
day Chuvash. Since the Accusative does not occur in our inscription, | would
only like to mention one fact. From the extant suffixes of the Accusative
-y, -i, -ni only -y could converge with the Dative: tana-y «the calf (Acc.)»
has resulted in tina as e.g. carlay «serp» in Surla. Taking into account the pho-
netic developments reflected by the inscriptions we have to suppose that the
-qV > -yV of the Dative and the -Vy of the Accusative converged already in
the time of the VB inscriptions.

-Si «ordinal suffix» cf. altiSi (:6). The ordinal suffix of the VB inscriptions
has been discussed many times. Ashmarin saw in the Chuvash ordinal suffix
-maS/méS a compound form consisting of the primary -m (see vieém kun «after
to-morrow, the third day») and the old possessiv suffix of the third person
-si > -S&, -aSe, -8SE, -aS, -8S?° Later discussing the form jiyerminSi «twentieth»
and ikinci «second» of the VB inscriptions together with those ending in -m
as biyelim «fifth», tiwetim «fourth» he maintained his earlier view@land assumed
that the two kinds of the ordinal suffix are due to dialectal differences (mestnye
govory). Benzing devoted a special paperRto the origin of the Chuvash ordinal
suffix. He suggested that the two kinds of ordinal suffixes pertain to different
dialects (Mundarten verschiedener Stdmme). Accepting that -Sin -Té&€ is the
possessive suffix of the third person, and leaving the question open whether

@See M. Itdsdnen, Materialen zur Morphologie der tirkischen Sprachen: SO XXI
(1959), p. 14 with further literature.

70Materialy dlja issledovanija 6uvaiskago jazyka (Kazanj 1898), pp. 181—182.

7L Boigary i CtuvaSi, Kazanj 1902, p. 91.

TTschuwaschische Forschungen V. Die Ordinalzahlen und ein iranisches Suffix zu
ihrer Bildung: ZDMG 104 (1964), pp. 386—390.
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ikinci goes back to an earlier *ikiniéi or *ikinisi, he tried to find an etymology
for the suffix -m. Referring to the fact that this -m- is present also in some
Turkmen dialects (ikiminji, dordiminji), he connected the -m with the Iranian
ordinal suffix (cf. Persian sevrom «third») and saw in this a trace of old Turkish-
Iranian contacts. The Iranian suffix has also been mentioned by Chuvash
authors.73#Pritsak has called the attention to the fact that sometimes a kesra
can be seen beneath the consonant preceding the -m therefore it has to be read
-im which he interprets as [-ém\. Pritsak finds in the inscriptions a mixed use
of the ordinal suffix (Vermischung der Ord.[inal\-Suffixe)'Ji and distinguishes
six groups: 1 -im, 2. -nc, 3. -nci 4. -né, 5. -nsi, 6. -6. According to him the form
a, (quoted after Malov: EV 1947, p. 42) is nothing else than the form bel (" é
with the elision of -Z-7%8T he inscription in question has been quoted by Malov
according to Marjani’s transcription and the reading is surely wrong. The words
written there as have to read eitheras y._ ; C> or perhaps
asin EB 11 :8, 12 : 6, 49 : 6. N. A. Andreev distinguished®@four groups 1. The
date is without any suffix, 2. the ordinal suffix is -m, 3. the ordinal suffix is -s,
4. the ordinal suffix is -né. Andreev’s conclusion is that the inscriptions contain
all elements of the present Chuvash suffixes -méé, -m and -é (the nominal char-
acter of the latter is correctly stated by him) and therefore: «V bolgarskom
jazyke do razvitija v nem kipbaksko-tatarskogo nasloenija formy Gisliteljnych
byli schodnys disliteljnymi sovremennogo éuvasskogo jazyka».Jusupov7/inter-
préts -m as a dialectal variant inthe Bulgar language (sleduet ob"jasnitj dialek-
taljnom javleniem v bulgarskom jazyke) while for -né and -é he quotes several
toponyms of Tataria where ¢ corresponds to é. Fedotov,Bwhile accepting And-
reev’s views, adds that the ordinal suffix in Cheremis -iméo, -éi and Votjak
-mos are of Bulgarian origin. In a recent paper, Hakimzjanov who does not
specifically deal with the ordinal suffix, accepts Ashmarin’s views on the
dialectal differences within the VB language and corrects 1. to *17 i.e. belvj
to belin) and contrasting this form with biyelim and beé, bié «u., thinks to

73Maierialy po grammatike sovremennogo Suvasskogo jazyka, 1957, p. 114 in a chap-
ter written by N. A. Andreev.

7ADie bulgarische Furstenliste, p. 45.

7 Op.cit., p. 59.

7 Ouvaiskie porjadkovye éisliteljnye v sravnenii s porjadkovymi cisliteljnymi bul-
garskich namogiljnych nadpisej: USenye Zapiski, Ceboksary X1V (1956), pp. 236 —245.

77 Vvedenie, pp. 71 —76.

Mlstorideskie svjazi Suvasskogo jazyka s voliskimi i permskimi finno-ugorskimi jazy-
kami (Ceboksary 1968), p. 44, see also Istoriceskie svjazi éuvaéskogo jazyka s jazykami
ugro-finnov Povolijja i Permi (Ceboksary 1965), p. 40. The Chuvash origin of the Cheremis
ordinal suffix has been suggested by O. Beke, A cseremisz sorszamnévképzordl [On the
Cheremis ordinal suffix]: NyK XLIV (1915—1917), pp. 474—A477, and Zur geschickte der
finnisch-ugrischen s-laute: FUF X X 11 (1934), p. 120.
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haae ardaxated Hs adrian an tte dideaa dfferaos within e \B
ddes®

It has escaped the attention of those who clamed to have found dialectal
differences in the various suffixes that some facts contradict this assumption.
The first is that the two suffixes occur in one and the same inscription: altUi
and biyelem (1355, EB 40: 7,8). It istrue that these cases are rare but it is self-
evident from the structure of the inscriptions that two ordinal suffixes are rare
in one and the same inscription. The rarity ofsuch cases is also due to a second
fact which has been hitherto neglected: the various suffixes are always bound
to one and the same group of numerals.

Group | Group 11
PT -m VB PT m5(i) VB
bir- [6rr-] 1.8
2.8 eki- eki-
tc- vec- 3.
tort- tuwet- 4.8
béé biyel- 5.8
6.8 nlti- alti-
7.8 yéti- fiyeti-
sakiz- [sakir-8.87 \"
toquz- [toxur-9.88 \"
on- van-, van- 10.89
20.90 yigirmi- jiyermi-
50.91 alig- alu-
MSledy dialektov v jazyke pamjatnikov Volzskoj Bulgarii: Sovetskaja Tjurkologija
1974: 4, p. 30.

80 On the inscription of Niinie Jaki, 1340 (EB 39 :5) | read 6V**following Jusu-
pov’s reading (Vvedenie No. 47). | have now a very good squeeze of this inscription and
6V*/1has to be corrected to balji and blru (line 3) into b4'T. Independently of this fact
the inscriptions of Niinie Jaki are of special interest. They contain many «irregularities»
and pointto aspecial dialectand orthographical usage. | obtained some hitherto unpublish-
ed inscriptions from the same cemetery and prepare to publish a separate paper on the
results of their study. Thus we have no authentical data for the ordinal «first». In accord-
ance to the Turkish usage we expect however a word like Turkish ilk «first», on which see
later.

8lek'&, cf. EB p. 151.

vei'm cf. EB p. 156.

&tiwatim, cf. EB p. 156.

8 biyélim cf. EB p. 150. ther biyelem

&altii, altiei, cf. EB p. 149.

& Jiyétié, cf. EB p. 153.

87This form is quoted after ASmarin, Bolgary i suvaH, p. 88, there stk'r'm kiwen.

8 See Bolgary i Suvaéi, p. 87: p°hurhn ()51).

Bwéanim, cf. EB p. 156.

90 /iyérmii(i), cf. EB. p. 153.

9l In an unpublished inscription: alueé.
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K we try to find the difference between the two groups first we have to decide
whether to start from the PT or the VB forms. There is only one difference
between the two groups and this is that the numerals pertaining to the first
group end in final consonants and those of the second in a vowel.® Since alig
belongs to the second group it is clear that this distribution emerged only after
the loss of -g of &lig and we can only start from the VB forms. Thus we can
find a distribution -C + m and V -j- é(i). There seems to be only one exception.
In the inscriptions we find a word written jdL. Thisword first occurred in an
inscription published by Fejzchanov,8 where he read gXI and transcribed
ikinfi «second». This reading has been accepted by Ashmarin,% but later cor-
rectly read as r:u by Pritsak®%and Jusupov,%who transcribed it as belifi and
translated it as «fifth». The word occurs in four other inscriptions and the read-
ing belifi has been generally accepted.9 There are, however, some difficulties
hitherto overlooked. In the case «fifth» we would have a numeral with two
different ordinal forms: biyelem and belifi, the only case where such a doublet
would exist. The second difficulty is more serious. The word occurs only
after the word ayhi «month» and before the word kilwen «day» but is never
denotating «year». The word biyelem occurs in both cases (the month is always
given with its Arabic name).9®9The third difficulty is that if belifi has to be read
and its meaning were «fifth», this would be the only case having the ordinal
suffix form -/r," -m or -s(i) occurring in all other cases. Standing invariably
before the word kilwen «day» one would be inclined to suppose that we have to
do here withaname ofa day. Thistempting idea, however, has to be abandoned.

R Other possible causes such as labial-illabial vocalism or mono-disyllabic struc-
ture of the root have to be excluded.

93 Trinadgrobnych bulgarskich nadpisi: Izvestija Im p.Arch. ObsS. IV (1863), col. 401.

91 Bolgary i cuvasi, p. 90.

% Die bulgarische Firstenliste, p. 69 quoting Malov who read on a drawing made by

V. N. Abramov-Irevli from the original in the village Demkino: »i_: i.e. belin): «fifth».

On the drawing reproduced by Malov we find a clearly written jd" see Bulgaro-Tschuva-
schica, p. 310.

% G. Jusupov—G. Chisamutdinov, Bulgarskie épigraficeskie pamjatniki, najden-
nye letom 1947: Epigr. Vost. 1V (1951), p. 70, Vvedenie Nos 3, 16, 24, 31. In 3 :4 Jusupov
read belin), but -n- is not there, the same word is noted by Jusupov without -n- in other
cases.

97 See EB, p. 160, further some non-authentieally edited inscriptions as EB Nos
ITT, XX, XXIIl. In EB 1 also read bHiji.

98E.g. EB 8: jiyéti )ir jirem biyelem )al «725th year/H», EB 23 :5 wan biyélim
kiiwen «the 15th day», EB 40 : 8 biyelem kilwen «6th day» (misread by me as mélem, but
corrected after obtaining better photos).

PThe example for -néi quoted by Pritsak in Die bulg. Firstenliste, p. 59 after
Ashmarin is the same ikinji which has been later correctly read as ¢l in the inscription
first published by Fejzchanov, and quoted also by Pritsak as beliji in Bulgaro-Tschuwa-
schica, p. 310.
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In the inscriptions we find a few cases where the names of a day occur. Such
are e.g. EB No. 2: tarlh-a alti (fur) tifrur wan altlai fal eti du-l-(hifati) ayhi
sakir kiweén irni kiwen eti «According to the tarifj, six(hundred) ninety-sixth
year was, Du-I-hiffa month, eight(th) day, Friday was», EB No. 11: tarlh-a
fiyéti fur wan altlSi jal muharam ayhi fiyermiéi erni kiiwén eti «According to
the tarih sevenhundred sixth year, Muharram month, twentieth, Friday was.
EB 25: tarlh-a fiyéti flr ali sakir fal du-l-gar (dati) ayhi wan sakir kiiwen eti,
fiyéti kiwen e(ti) «According to the térih, sevenhundred and fifty-eight(th)
year, D0-1-qa'da month eighteen(th) day, seven(th) day (of the week) was.»
In an inscription published without photo by Jusupov he reads:100

Ca/l i~ Yy el >b joom

It is hazardous to correct readings without having access to the original;
the inscription under scrutiny is a case in point. Nevertheless some of the
readings are surely wrong.101In the inscription three kinds ofdays are mention-
ed. The first is illegible but surely the ordinal number of the day of the month.
The second is (if Jusupov’s reading is correct) han kiiwén «blood day», a com-
mon name of Wednesday see e.g. Chuvash yun kun, Tatar, Bashkir, Krimean
kan kiin. The second is kici erne kiiwen «little Friday i.e. Thirsday» in Chuvash
kéénerni kun < kéeen erni kun, kiiin adina in other Turkish languages, e.g.
Tatar kecatna < kebe atna < kici adina.102 That means that after the word
«month» the day of the month is given by the ordinal numeral and only then
the day of the week, which usage is self evident, a «Wednesday of a month
Muharram» is of course impossible, they have been at least four Wednesdays.
According to the structure of the date of the inscription has to be a day of
the month.

In the Turkish languages there is an expression denoting the first day of
the lunar month, the new moonday: ay baSi. It occurs — as has been pointed
out by L. Bazinl103 — in Hakass, Ozbek, New Uighur, Kirghiz, Kazak, Tatar,
Kumyk, Osman-Turkish, Azeriand Tirkmen. To this | would add the Chuvash

100 Epig. Vest. X X1 (1972), p. 51 inscription of Tatarskie Tolkiai, 1348.

101 Instead of jo»m | suggest jiyeji, instead of jluz jiir, instead of (°huz f°hur.
Instead of | read erne.

10r See A. N. Samojlovid, Nazvanie dnej u tureckich narodov: JajetiSeskij Shornik
11 (1923), pp. 106, 110, B. Munkécsi, Die heidnischen Namen der Wochentage bei den alten
Volkern des Wolga-Uralgebietesm. KCsA 11 (1926 —1932), p. 44. The name «blood day» is
also present as a caique in Moksha-Mordwin, Cheremis and Votyak. The Karatay-Mordwin
Kkan-k’aan is a loanword from Tatar. The expression «little Friday* as a caique can be found
in Cheremis and Votyak, in Karatay-Mordwin Kietna-kin is likewise a Tatar loan. Cf.
further M. R. Fedotov, O nazvanijach dnej u 6uvaSej: Ulenye Zapiski, 6eboksary X XI
(1962), pp. 247—248, V. D. Dmitriev, K voprosu o drevnem Suvaéskom kalendare:
Ulenye Zapiski, Ceboksary 47 (1969), p. 183

103 Les calendriers, p. 48.
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form uyax pusé see e.g. uyaxpuéénce aiik tund «On the first day of the month
they offer a sacrifice».®@04 The original form of Chuvash pué «head» had been
reconstructed by Ramstedt as bale.1bThis could be corroborated by Mongolian
tarbalji «sparrow hawk, lit. (the bird) with bald head» ~ Turkish tazbas, and
the fact that the cluster -Ic- has developed in other cases regularily into -s'-.106
Thus e.g. EB No. 3 : 4—5 hijrat-ran alti plr tuhur wénim 11y sa’hén ayhi balci
Iciwen has to be translated as «According to the Hegira six hundred and nine-
tieth year, Sa'bdn month, first day». If this hypothesis is valid, we have to
delete *beliji as «fifth» and the usage of the ordinal suffix is regular and un-
exceptional. There is no dialectal difference in this case and the rule -C -f- m
and V + &(i) is working in all authentically edited inscriptions.

It is very tempting to suppose that VB had two ordinal suffixes -m and
-sand by a compensating process the Chuvash -rues developed in a later period.
There is, however, another possibility. The OT texts have the ordinal suffix
-inci (in case of eki even ekinti). But there are traces of threefold compound
suffix -minci in the Turkish languages. In Kharakhanid we find -ilanci 107<;
-*ininci <P -*iminci with assimilation and/or dissimilation of the two nasals.
This form has been preserved by some Chagatay texts.18In some Azeri dia-
lects1®@ we find the form -mci/imci < *imimci < *iminci and this can be traced
back to as early as the Babur-namel10 where we find ikimci(si), dctimci(si),
tortimci(si), besumci(si), altimci(si), yetimci(si) and sekizimci(si). It is of special
interest that the connecting vowel is beélmci which is due to the analogy of

101 Ashmarin, Thesaurus, X, pp. 17—18, there v nacale mesjaca. On the sacrifice
on new-moon day see Mészaros Gy., A csuvas 6svaUas emlékei [The remnants of ancient
Chuvas religion] I, (Budapest 1908), p. 114.

15Einfuhrung in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft I: MSFOu 104 : 1 (1957), p.
109: balS. For similar reconstructions see Rdasadnen, Versuch, p. 64, Pritsak: UAJb 1964,
p. 343.

1®PT qilic «eword» = qilc > Chuv. xé¢ (homophonous with xéé «slay»), PT dle-
«to measure» > Chuv vié-, PT belcen «onopordum acanthicum» > Chuv piéen «tatarnik».
The disappearance can be observed very early because in Proto Permic we already find
it reflecting one of the Middle Bulgarian dialects: PP kié «slay» <- MB *xis « qilc « PT
qili6. In some other words the traces of the -I- in the cluster -16- (which disappeared through
-V-) can be even now observed, e.g. PT kLU6iAn «loan» (-« Hung, kdleson) > Chuv kivsen*
dial, kiden (Ashm. VI, 247).

107 Qf Yugnaki: torlilanci  tortile!A «fourth», Qutadyu Bilig: ekilanS, ikilanc
«second», see Fundamenta I, p. 102.

108AbU’l Gazi: besilan6i «fifth», eyetilin&i «seventh», tokuzlanci «ninth», Nava’i,
MahbibuT Qulib, MS Istanbul, aUUanci «sixth», sakizlanci «eighth», onlanci «tenth»,
yigirméalan6i «twentieth» etc., cf. J. Eckmann, Chagatay Manual, 1966, pp. 108 —109,
Fundamenta I, p. 149.

109 Naheivan M SSR-in diatekt ve sivalari, Baku 1962, p. 105: ikim6i, W6iT6M,
dérdim6i, besimei, altimSi -» altiméi, yeddimei, sakkizimSi, dogguzuméi, onumeu ~
unumci, ikirmiméi ~ irimci.

110J. Eckmann, Chagatay Manual, p. 109.
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ttéuméi, tortumci. In older Kumyk texts we find -1/r.1111n some Tirkmen dia-
lects12the original form -(i)minci is preserved, and in Khalajl13D oerfer found
dcminci, tértminci, birminci. We have thus to consider the possibility that
Chuvash -méS is a direct continuation of an earlier -mine. The final -ne resulted
in Chuvash in -S, e.g. savdS < PT savinc in savaS kurki «laddie of joy», or
xaruS(&4) < PT qorqunc «fear(ful)». To the development -mine j>-méS we can
find a parallel in the verbal noun system of Chuvash. The concept of pretension
is expressed in some Chuvash dialects by the suffix -iS/&S (pul-), e.g. epé sivriS
puldp «l was pretending to sleep». The negative form has the suffix -miS/mésS :
pélmésS pula( tata ! «Look, he is pretending not to know » In other dialects we
find this suffix as -anéi/enéi and its negative form as -manSi/menSi : esé iltmenéi
pul «you pretend not to fear». The suffix goes back to the negativ marker
-m- and the gerundial -an + ci{ < c& 1), thus originally *-mAnci > dial
méS/mis ~ manSi/mensi (see Ashmarin, Materialy, p. 232). Similar development
is known from the Tofalar language: -iS-ki < *-inc-kilu in the ordinal suffix,
or in the Yakut ordinal suffix -s < *-S< *-%x:115Thus the Chuvash ordinal
suffix -méS can well be of great antiquity and a direct continuation of the
earlier *-mine. But if -S of -méS is a continuation of -nc than we have to put
the question when did the -nc > -S development occur? As we have seen in
case of iSne such types of c > Sdevelopment have been present already in VB.
This means that the ordinal suffix -S of the VB inscriptions can also be the
-S of the -S< -nc development. The supposition that the VB ordinal suffix
-Si is the possessive suffix -si is very implausible, in this case «his seven» and
«the seventh» would have converged, contradicting the structure of the lan-
guage. It is quite another question that the -i after the ordinal suffix is a pos-
sessive suffix, this is quite normal, and the suffixes -inc and -inci show a similar
distribution. There remains only one question. From an earlier -mine became
-G mand -F -(-/ why? I would leave this question open for further investi-
gation. It is possible that in the case of véc\imé the -Swas dropped and in that
of alti’\mS the -m-. The Cheremis -ims-0(-SmS3) corroborates the assumption
of the existence of a form -imSi. This latter is also backed by the evidence that
we frequently find -Si in the texts.118

11 Benzing cites: ayni ekimjisinda ya Ué-iméisinda «on the second or third day of
the month» from an old Kumyk text.

12 Cf. Benzing 104 (1954), p. 389: ikiminji, dordiminji, altiminji.

13G. Doerfer, Khalaj materials, 1971, p. 161.

114V. I. Rassadin, Fonetika i leksika tofalarskogojazyka, Ulan Ude 1971, pp. 79 —380.

15F. G. Ischakov in: Issledovanija po sravniteljnoj grammatike tjurkskich jazykov,
Il Morfologija, M 1956, pp. 193 —194.

1161.e. -S with the possessive suffix -i. The distribution G + m: V -{- Sreminds us
of the distribution of the suffix of the Accusative-Dative case <<+ a and V f- na. The
importance of the Auslaut of the root in the morphonological processes in Chuvash has
not yet been investigated.
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-ci/-ti «suffix of the simple past tense, third person» cf. eci (:7), velti
(:8). The suffix is present in Chuvash where it has the following distribution:
I, n, r -f- c£, after all other consonants and the vowels -ré also in back vocalic
words. Since Chuvash -r- is the regular continuation of PT -d- (cf. adaq >
Chuvash ura «foot»), and -ci goes back to an earlier -ti, we are confronted
with the same distribution as in OT where we find I, n, r ti, and in all
other cases -di. It is important for the history of this suffix that the final vowel
remained front vocalic in all cases. The -ti > -ci development is relatively a
late onell7 which can be seen from the fact that in the first person we find
-tam/ram, in the second -tan!ran (resp. with according to the vowel harmony).
As | have pointed out above, the VB inscriptions show just an intermediate
stage of this development, and in our inscriptions both forms occur.

-sa «suffix of the coordinate convert»», cf. barsa (:8). Its grammati-
cal function is similar to Turkish -ip, but its usage is more extended and re-
semblés that of Mongolian -cu. There is no direct parallel form to this suffix
in other Turkish languages. According to Fedotov,118 Poppell9and others it is
a special Chuvash form. Wiedemann,120 W ichmann,121 Ashmarin,122 Egorov123
thought it to be of Votyak or Permic origin. Other authors are inclined to see
in it a correspondence either to the OT conditional -sa or to the gerundial
-sar. |I. P. Pavlov12refers to the fact that its negative form is -masar, where
-ma- is the suffix of the negativ stem and -sar is the same as -sa, only preserved
its final -r and became reduced because of its unstressed position, and has noth-
ing to do with the privativ suffix -s&r ~ PT -siz. | agree with Pavlov’s last
statement but it remains unclear why the final -r- has been dropped. Pritsak
has also dealt with this suffix.151n two inscriptions from Asit he read koévalcisar
and thus thought to have corroborated his and others’ opinion that this suffix

117The ti > ci development ia reflected also in Russian loanwords as e.g. gostinec
«present» Chuvash ku66en.es, matica «girder» -~ Chuvash Ta66a. Before secondary i < e
or = e thet > 6development has not occurred cf. Tatar diygez «sea» -'-Chuvtines ~ PT
terjgiz.

uslstoriceskie svjazi cuvasskogo jazyka s volzskimi i permskimi finno-ugorskimi
jazykami, Ceboksary 1968, p. 124.

MW9CAJ XVIII (1974), p. 147.

120F.J. Wiedeman, Grammatik der Syrjanischen Sprache mit Beriicksichtigung
ihrer dialekte und des Wotjakischen, SPDg. 1884, pp. 178 —179 where he only points to
the similarity of Votyak, Cheremis and Chuvash.

121\y Wichmann, Die tschuwaschischen Lehnworter in den permischen Sprachen;
MSFOu XXI (1903), p. 154.

12N. I. Asmarin, Materialy dlja izsledovanija 6uvaS8kogo jazyka, Kazanj 1898, 314.

123V. G. Egorov, Sovremennyj 6uvasskij literaturnyjjazyk v sravniteljno-istoriceskom
OsveSéenii2, Ceboksary 1971, p. 110.

124K voprosu o proischoidenii dvuch deepricactnych affiksov v cuvasskom jazyke :
U6. Zap. Ceboksary XIV (1956), pp. 246 —257.

15 Bolgaro-T'schuwaschica, pp. 275—283.
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still had its full form -sar/sar in VB. | have checked the places in question on
reliable photos in Kazan and was able to find that the form is klwelfg4. The
emphatic » has asimilar final stroke as ra and presumably this was what misled
Pritsak. The use of the emphatic sa in a frontvocalic word is irregular, but just
in the two inscriptions in question we find parallel cases to this.126 The -If- is
also irregular. In other texts we find dunyd-ran Jcofriwi while in this case
dunya-ran kGwélfsa, . . . batuwi. Pritsak supposed that we have to do here with
the OT verb Koc- «to wander» with the reflexive suffix -I- koc-il-; this became in
VB kovéc-li and with metathesis kovélci-. This seems to be guesswork. I think
we have to suppose here a primary kiiwec- « PT Koc- «to wander») ponting to
a long -5- and the -I- is an anorganic sound which has been inserted for securing
the affricate pronunciation of -c- before -sd, otherwise the affricate quality
of -c would have been lost under the assimilative influence of -s-. In any case
the suffix -salsd is clearly attested in VB and if it had earlier a final -r it has
been already lost. The presence of this suffix absent from any other Turkish
languages shows the close connection between VB and Chuvash.

FRaartks ontte dodayy
PTa> VBa

PT short ais denoted in initial position by &lif with fatha (altiSi, ayxi), in
all other cases by fatha (tarih-a, barsa), The opinion expressed by Katanov1¥
that we have to read here according to Persian usage (na persidskij lad) o, is a
misunderstanding unfortunately followed by some later authors. VB had two
kinds of a, a labial a and an illabial vowel. The former — ,as Serebrennikov had
rightly pointed outlB — can be found all over the Middle Volga area, so in
Cheremis, Votyak, Tatar, Bashkir and Chuvash either at the present or at an
earlier stage. The present Viryal 0, Anatri u corresponding to Turkish a has
surely developed through a phase a. The alif and the fatha could denote a labial
a,butnotano, the latter being denoted by waw and/or damma. More problemat-
ical is the illabial counterpart of labial &. | postulate such a sound because of
the following reasons:

1. The sound a of Arabic and Persian words frequently developed in Chuvash
not into 0/u but r: Ar. mashara - - Chuv. miskara «ridicule», Ar hazna — Chuv.
xisna «treasury», Ar. hardj -> Chuv xiraé «tax» etc.

2. In such cases some Viryal dialects have not o or rbut u, as e.g. muskara (see

1D See e.g. a name in the Asit inscription (EB, 25) written Twqf’ar, jlla-y or in
the other ASit inscription the name Tatar is written: (EB 26).

127N. F. Katanov, Cuva&skie slova v bolgarskich i tatarskich pamjatnikach, Kazanj
1920.

28B. A. Serebrennikov: UAJb XXIX (1957), pp. 224-230.
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above). In words in which PT a became t in Anatri, in Viryal we find n e.g.:
PT bal > An p'il, Viryal pul «honey». In most of these cases Cheremis reflects
n and not 1.
3. Original PT rbecame a/é, and this development has to be later than the a >>r
development, because otherwise the two sounds would have converged.
4. Though t- became c- before r/r in those cases where an r corresponds to OT a
in Chuvash, this development never occurred: tila < talag «hamp braker»,
timar << tamar «root», Vina < tanaq «witness» etc.
5. In our text we find barsa in place of later Chuvash pirsa. These facts show
that the PT a > Chuv r development did not reach the t stage in the VB
period and is of a relatively late age. In apparent contradiction with this, in
the OB loanwords of Hungarian we already find r > "r: as in find «calf» (~ tana),
LLI6 «hemp-breaker» (see above), ir- «to write» (yaz-) etc. For this reason
Nemeth19 and Gombocz130 supposed that the a /> i development had already
run its course before the 8th —9th centuries. On the other hand Doerfer sup-
posed that already in PT we had a and a.131 Neither of the two opinions are
convincing. It is true that in place of a of most Turkish languages, we find
sometimes rin Tuva and Y akut, but in the overwhelming majority of the cases
not in the same words as in Chuvash. Thus we have no ground for supposing
that this sound had already existed in PT as an independent phoneme. The Hun-
garian correspondence is connected with the much debated question of the
chronology of Hungarian labial & If Hungarian had a labial & already in the
time of OB—Hungarian contacts than the illabial & or & could be substituted
by % The Hungarian words of the type gyertya (cterta) «candie» ~ OT farta,
bélca «frog» ~ OT bagahad been interpreted by Gombocz as secondary Hunga-
rian dissimilation features a—a >me—a.1® It is however equally possible
that these -e- sounds unusual in Hungarian in back vocalic words is another
substitution for a/a. The two sounds & and 5(d) were only allophones in earlier
times and their distribution varied in the Bulgarian dialects. This can be seen
by Hungarian dara~ Chuv. tira «grain» « tariy ~ taray)or Hung gyertya ~
Chuv surta. The -u- of the Viryal dialects in front of the rin Anatri also corrob-
orate this fact. The a of barsa in our text shows that this illabial sound did not
became rin the dialect and in the time of the VB inscriptions. See further PT
6- below.

PTa>VBa

129Nemeth Gy.: NyK X LIl (1914), pp. 290—291.

130 Die bulgarisch-tirkischen Lehnworter in der ungarischen Sprache: MSFOu
X XX (1912), pp. 139, 144. This opinion is commonly accepted and the Hungarian ety-
mological dictionary (A magyar nyelv térténeti-etimoldgiai sz6tdra) contains also recon-
structions based on this hypothesis.

131 G. Doerfer: XJAJb XL (1968), p. 244, Khalaj Materials, p. 161.

1XBTLw, p. 143.
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PT long d is rendered by a plene dlif in word medial position (jdI). There
has been also a secondary long & in VB in the case of the initial 6 > vd (see
wan «ten»). The long d developed either through id into ro/fMor was shortened
a ;> 0/u. The presence of the -i- can be traced in word-initial position and after
t-, s-, X-. There are no traces in the VB inscriptions of the -i- of ia though in the
case of -&- we find -iye-.

PTe> VBe

PT e had been preserved in VB (eci, beluwi, iéne, Jerimsen, éiwne) always
denoted by fatha with the exception of the word initial position where we find
dlif and fatha. It is certain that in VB we have to suppose an open & and a
closed e. The former became in Chuvash a, the latter i. This fully corresponds
with the facts of Turkish language structure. However, it must be mentioned
that Chuvash a< & and i < e do not occur always in the same distribution
as in those sources and languages where the opposition & : e has been preserved.
The existence of a closed e in VB can be corroborated by the fact that in the
bilingual inscription of Sapkino133we find VB elti jJI corresponding to literary
ilci 7)I, though here the Jcésra is omitted but this same word is written with
dlif and ya in another inscription as ilci "!'1.13%4 1f close e had became i already
in VB, we would find kesra and not fatha. On the other hand if d had already
become back vocalic a, we would find an emphatic consonant and qdf in such
words as sdkir, which is not the case.

PT &> VB -iye-

Long PT & and short close é converged in Chuvash cf. PT yeti >V B
)iyeti >>Chuv Heé. In Tatar close and open ¢, regardless of their original length,
became i. This is not the case in Chuvash, where long open & became a.

PT r>VBr

This sound had been preserved in VB; it is denoted with dlif and kasra in
initial, and only with kasra in all other positions (iéne, altiéi, ayhi, beltwi,
eci, velti, awli, fiyeti).

PTi>VBt

It has to be left open whether rin éiwne represents an original I, but this
seems to me very improbable because rbecame d/€ in Chuvash and in our case r
has been preserved. If so, we have to exclude this word. Cf. alti.

PT U > VBI

1BJusupov, Epi/jr. Vost. X X1 (1972), p. 63.
Alnscription of Bolgari, 1291, cf. EB No 4 : 7.
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This sound is not marked by damma as in the other inscriptions in the
word k.
PT 0-> VB ve-

Short 0 in initial position became in Chuvash either vé/vo, vaivo (cf.
vokor, vakar < 06kiliz «ox») or vi- as in vil- «to die». That means that we have a
double development vi < Vvé e< & > VO > vb/va/vo/vé. To this we find a clear
parallel in the case of initial o: Vi- < ra- < *o > > vb/va e.g. viran «place»
< orun and vorman, varman «forest» < orman. These regular correspondences
are of essential importance for the history of Chuvash vocalism. They show that
the splits in the history of the PT vowel system had not yet been finally com-
pleted in the time ofthe emergence ofthe prothetic v-. It is also of some import-
ance that the secondary vowels developing after the prothetic v- have in most
cases joined the original sounds of the same quality, as e.g. in the case of velti.

PT U> VB u

PT long O is noted as a long vowel in our inscription (fir) as in other VB
inscriptions. The long close labial vowels became as a rule short ones in Chuvash
in contrast to the open long labials — arare exception isPT tlz «sait» >- Chuv
tavar. There is also a difference according to the front or back vocalic character
of the vowels in question. While in most instances of long 0 we find -8va- as in
kok «blue» > Chuv kévak, tort )> Chuv tavat(ld), in the case ofthe back vocalic
5we meet with non-reduced u as in yol «way» >¢ Chuv sut, qdz- «to stir» (mostly
mistakenly contaminated with PT qud- «to pour out» with which it converged
in Chuvash) >mChuv xur-. In such examples we have to assume an -4va- > -u-
development. The case is similar with a group of words where we find in place
of PT long -U- and -u- in present-day Chuvash as in PT yurt «dwelling place»
> Chuv murf. This can be demonstrated in the case of Chuv kun «day» going
back to a PT form kun the intermediate form of which is fixed in the inscrip-
tions as kiwen. Since in the case of |Hr «hundred» we find Chuv sér, sor here
once more we are confronted with a double development & 0 -< i < 0 2> lve
> éve ~ W. The alternating forms in Chuvash as eadvarni «carnival, maslenica»
« su ~ sav «fat» < yay -f- ami < arm p. adina + r) ~ dial, surni shows
that even in such secondary cases -dva- became u, though normally ava, éve is
preserved or became ¢a, 6e in the NW dialects.

PT oyu >V B aw(l)

This cluster became awi in VB though the exact quality of the second
vowel remains, for the time being, unascertainable. The -y- > -w- development
is normal also in non-intervocalic position as in tegri «god» > tewri (—Tat
tare «cross, ikon») > tauri “>turn. For the intervocalic position see e.g.: PT
tuyan «relative» >+ Chuv tévan, PT bigen «horsefly» > Chuv pévan, PT
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yoyaq «mourning (place)» > Chuv éava «cemetery», PT yayuq «near» > Chuv
givaxetc. Theg > y > B > ndevelopment atthe end ofwords is clearly attest-
ed. It remains, however, an open question for me whether in clusters -VgV-
we have to do with a VyV > VBV > § > &vadevelopmentorthe intermediate
stage -5- has to be deleted.

PT -ilg > VB il(w)

The development has been discussed in detail above in connection with
the word belttwi and is paralleled by the history of the cluster oyu.

Remarks on the VB vowel system

The question of vowel correspondences has always been the most compli-
cated part of the Chuvash linguistic history. The VB inscriptions help to solve
some of these problems.

1. The phonematization of the allophones in the case of &/3~ a~ a and é~
e~ & has to be later as the development of the prothetic v- and has not yet
been finished in the VB period. Later on the developments a >mr, a > ol/u,
¢ > i, & > a wholly changed the structure of the Chuvash vowel system.

2. The double development of the PT primary long vowels Diphthongue
< Long > Monophthongue — a general type of development in all Turkish
languages — can be observed in VB. The diphthongs became triphthongs and
than either remained as such or developed further into a full closed vowel
in case of the labials. The monophtongs converged with their originally short
counterparts. In case of the illabials a similar development can be observed,
only the diphthong contained not the semivowel y but the semivowel i and
developed accordingly. This is the cause of such double developments as PT
gén «blood» > Chuv yun (« > id > iu) and qdz «goose» > Chuv xur (d >
d> w).1%

3. The general tendency Open > Closed, Closed > Reduced developed fully
only after the VB period, and is later than the first stage discussed under 1.
4. The developments back vocalic > frontvocalic (e.g. qiz > xér «girl, daughter»)
and front vocalic ~>back vocalic (e.g. tort >- tdvat «four») being the result of
various causes had not yet been accomplished in the VB period.

PT y > VB X

15 There has been much speculation about this double development.
suggested that in cases like Chuv yun we have to reconstruct a Common Turkish*&jdn
while in case of Chuvash xur a CT k&n (Khalaj materials, p. 279). Levitskaja (Issledova-
nija po tjurkologii, Alma Ata 1969, pp. 63—68) suggested the existence of two PT k-
sounds, the one preserved in Tuva as k- the other which developed into x-. This second
would have resulted in Chuvas in y- before long illabial vowels.
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The deep velar K which occurred in back vocalic words became %in VB
(cf. ayxi) and this rule is without exception in VB. At least in some Onogur-
Bulgarian dialects this development is of an early age demonstrable already in
the 8th century.13%
PT y > VB dz

It is a much discussed question in Turkology whether in the case of OT
y- we have to reconstruct d-, d-ory-inPT. In any case both the j- and the
y- dialects are very old and Bulgarian had very early )- and this only in word-
initial position. In Chuvash this voiced affricate became devoiced and spiran-
tized, i.e. s-. It is also clear that this development occurred in different Bulga-
rian dialects in different times and perhaps in different ways. In the VB in-
scriptions we find three types of affricates corresponding to PT y-, ¢ and ti
respectively. All the three are rendered with the Arabic letter pm, though the
first two have developed in Chuvash into s while the third one remained c.
In two special cases (iSne and the ordinal suffix -s(i)) we can observe ac >s
development. For the solution of this problem we can put forward two hypo-
theses: 1. The phonetical development of VB ¢(< PT y-,c) > §was just at its
beginning and the orthography did not follow this development. At the same
time ti >e ci was also at its beginning, and the orthography sometimes denoted
it sometimes not. 2. We are confronted with dialectal différencies i.e. the VB
isnot the immadiate predecessor ofthat dialect from which Chuvash developed.

It isnot quite sure that these two hypotheses exclude each other. We have
a series of facts supporting both. In any case the neutralization of the opposi-
tion | :c « PT y-:c) can be safely assumed.

PT si- > VB s

The consonant s- before primary and secondary -i- became very early 8
(see the name of Sarkel and the OB loanwords in Hungarian). In our inscription
siv pertains to this group.

The well-known rhotacism (cf. jir) and lambdaism (cf. jal) can be clearly
observed in the inscription. All other PT consonants preserved their earlier
character as PT | (awli, bellwi, altisi), PT b (bellwi, barsa), PT k (ki), PT -y-
(ayxi), PT t (altisi, pyeti, velti), PT r {barsa,) PT s (barsa), PT n (isne, siwne).

1% See Xara Siu above, In the Arabic and Byzantine sources many Turkish words
and names are denoted with x-: xagan, xazar, xapubaViy etc. There is no forcing argument
according to which Hungarian homok «sand* had to be borrowed before the Hungarian
K > h development. A Khazar *xumaq could have been borrowed as humuk or humok
homok without any difficulty. The Hungarian etymological dictionary is not considering
this possibility (op. cit. 11, p. 139).
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Raarks antte ddeaex of e irsxripian

Between the time of the VB inscriptions and the present-day Chuvash
language more than six hundred years elapsed. It is self evident that the bulk
ofthe differences between the language reflected by the ¥B inscriptions and the
present Chuvash language is due to those developments which occurred during
that long time. It is also clear that if we try to reconstruct the predecessor of
the Chuvash language in the 13th—14th centuries it shows a very close rela-
tionship to the language of the VB inscriptions. It remains, however, an open
question whether we have to do with slightly different dialects or VB is the
immediate predecessor of Chuvash. This question has not yet been put because
of several reasons. Those attem pts which have tried to find dialectal differences
in the distribution ofthe ordinal suffixes, as | hope to have succeeded to demon-
strate above, cannot be maintained. Neither can Hakimzjanov’s attempt be
defended to classify the VB dialects according to the ti > ci development.
Nevertheless the basic idea of Hakimzjanov can be accepted because even with-
in the VB inscriptions we can find some dialectal traces. All this, however, does
not settle the question of the relationship of 13th—14th century VB and 13th—
14th century Chuvash. Even in our inscription there are some minor facts
which call into question a simple equation between the two. | remind to the
discussion of awli, ayxi and beliwi. If we bear in mind that in place of PT
y- in some loanwords of Hungarian we have an s instead of | (as e.g. in szél
«wind» “—sei < PT yél, sziics «tailor» ~—eelici < PT yevci) which are surely
earlier than the end of the 9th century and that the Middle Bulgarian loan-
words in Proto Permic show a similar case, we have enough reason to suppose
the existence of several Bulgarian dialects. On the analogy of similar cases we
can assume that the Onogur-Bulgarian groups which began their migration in
the second half of the 7th century were not composed according to their
original dialect but according to political reasons. We have also no reason to
suppose that the Bulgarian group which reached the Middle Volga region at
the end of the 8th century was the only or the last one of the Bulgarian tribes
which came to this region. All these suggest that further research needed into
the dialectal relations among the Bulgarian tribes of the Middle Volga region
in the 9th—14th centuries. A detailed investigation of the language of the VB
inscription is urgently called for to clarify problems of this kind.
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