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EARLY BULGARIAN LOANWORDS IN THE 
PERMIAN LANGUAGES1

BY

K. RÉDEI -  A. RÖNA-TAS

In  this paper, the Bulgar-Turkic (Late Old Bulgarian =  LOB) loan- 
words of the Proto-Perm ian period of the Perm ian languages are discussed. 
Contrary to W ichmann (Tschuw. Lehnw.) and others (e.g. Pedotov, 1st. svjazi 
I —II) only those loans are regarded to  be from the Proto-Perm ian period 
which occur, besides Votyak, no t only in the P  (=  Permyak) dialect of the 
Zyryan language, b u t also in its northern  dialects (Lu., Le., S, Y, Pech., I, Vm., 
Ud., etc.). Besides the given geographic criterion, quite a num ber of these 
words can be classified among the  oldest borrowings because of certain  phone- 
tic features as well. Yotyak and the  P  dialect of Zyryan had also adopted 
such words belonging to the la ter layer (adopted after the ten th  century) 
(Cf. Lak6, Permi ny. szov., p. 63). Of these, some reached Perm yak definitely 
through Votyak mediation. According to  Lytkin (Drev. tjurlc. Hem., pp. 131 — 
42) these also belong to the layer adopted in the Proto-Perm ian period. As it 
will be seen, Poppe’s view (Cuvaëi, pp. 26—8), according to which there was no 
Proto-Perm ian—Bulgarian contact, cannot be accepted. The opinion th a t all 
the  Chuvash loanwords of Zyryan are of Votyak or of (Votyak —י• ) P  mediation 
(Raun, Chuv. Borr.) is also unjustified. N ot only because a num ber of the com- 
mon (Zyryan-Votyak) loanwords have phonetic features which definitely 
point to their being old borrowings (from around the 9th or 10th century), 
bu t also because after the northern group of the Zyryans m igrated to  the  north 
under the pressure of the Bulgar Turks (the 9th to  10th centuries), linguistic 
contacts between the  Zyryans and the  Perm yaks practically ceased. Therefore, 
there was but rare opportunity to  m ediate Chuvash words•

The correspondences and the  conclusions proposed so far have become 
uncertain or controversial for several reasons. There has been no separation 
of the words which definitely came from LOB during the Common Permian 1

1 See our earlier papers in Hungarian : A permi nyelvek ospermi lcori bolgdr-török 
jôvevényszavai [The Bulgar-Turkic Loanwords in the Permian Languages from the Proto- 
Permian Period] ; N yK  74 (1972), pp. 281 — 298, and A bolgdr-török—permi érintkezések 
néhdny kérdése [On some Problems of the Bulgar-Turkic-Permian Contacts] ; N yK  77 
(1975), pp. 31 44.
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period from  those th a t are later loans. In  the m aterial hitherto studied, there 
are m any Chuvash words which either do not belong to the group of words 
which are  of Turkic origin, or are Modern Chuvash forms which are loans 
borrowd by Modern Chuvash perhaps from other Turkic languages. The only 
possible starting  point is the  inner reconstruction of the  lending LOB phonetic 
structure. Naturally, the  P P  forms can assist such a  reconstruction. Therefore, 
only the  following types of P P -L O B  correspondences have been included in 
the subsequent list : 1. those which occur in the  northern Zyryan material,
2. those for which the lending LOB form could be reconstructed with the help 
of Turkic phonology, so th a t  the reconstructed item  was not in contradiction 
w ith th e  P P  item th a t could be extrapolated on the  basis of the Perm ian data.

The Bulgar-Turkic loanwords of the Proto-Perm ian period relate to 
agriculture, animal husbandry, domestic industries, tools, the political and 
social life.

I. Late Old Bulgarian Loanwords in Proto-Permian

1. Z y r. (WUo.) V, S adas ,der Teil des Ackerbeetes, den eine Person 
(von einem  Ende zum anderen) zu schneiden h a t ; (V auch) Ackerbeet, Strich 
des Ackerlandes (einige Faden  breit) zwischen zwei Furchen (die teils die Grä- 
ben ersetzen, teils auch die verschiedenen Saaten voneinander trennen)', (Rog.) 
P  adas 'urok, paj zemli’. V о t  y. (Wichm., p. 120) G, Uf. udîs S, M udis 'der 
Teil des Ackerbeetes, den eine Person zu schneiden h a t ' — PP  *adas.

<- LOB *adas > C h u v . utas 'step, land m easure: 1/24 desjatina’ (Si- 
rotkin), utäm  'id.', Shor adïs '1/18 desjatina’ (Verbickij). Cf. Chuv. ut- 'to  step ’ 
<  LOB *ât- <  PT *ät- ’id .’ (Cf. Räsänen, Etym. W b., p. 81).

The PT  long ä in Chuvash was shortened a t  an  early date ; otherwise, 
one would expect an LOB *iadas >  Chuv. *yutas form. The t develop- 
m ent in th e  derived forms of the verb ät- is very old. In  the word adaq ’foot’, 
in effect the  ’one which takes a step’ which belongs here, the -d- behaves like 
the original -d- ; thus e.g. in Chuvash, it became ura ’foot’ (cf. Osm. etc. 
ayaq, Tu. —>־ Mo. aday 'th e  end of something’). In  another derived form, the -d 
was re ta ined  in all dialects where the original -d- had  turned into -y-, -z-, -r-, 
etc. : Tkm . ädim, Tat. adim, Bashk. adim, Chuv. utäm  ’step’. In Modern Chu- 
vash, every  plosive in intervocalic position is either an unvoiced media or 
a long unvoiced fortis. R äsänen {Etym. Wb., p. 31) and  following him, E. Itko- 
nen {Bemerkungen, p. 267) wrongly links the Turki and  Lobnor word atiz ’irri- 
gated p lo t of land’ also found on a runic m onum ent in the Talas Valley and in 
K asyarl to  the Chuvash and  Shor data. The final -s cannot go back to  an earlier 
z because in Chuvash one would expect an -r correspondence (Cf. Mo. alar). 
If  the  w ord is originally Chuvash, the final -s is a participle from the word at- 
'to  take  a  step’.
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W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 120 ; U otila, Oesch. Rons., p. 174 ; Raun, 
Chuw. Borr., p. 44 ; Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 170, Drev. turk. êlem., p. 132 ; Fedo- 
tov, Ist. svjazi II, p. 148 ; E SK .

2 . Z y r. (WUo) V, LV, S, Lu., I, U d., P  ban ’rechte Seite, Vorderseite 
(V, S, LU., P), rechte Seite des Zeuges (S, U d.) ; Wange (VU, I), Gesicht (V, I) ; 
Birkenrinde zu Bastschuhen (P)’, (Gen.) E P  ban ’Birkenrinde (zu Schuhen), 
(Lytk.) Söeka, licevaja storona’. V о t  y. (Wichm., publ. by U otila, Oesch. 
Kons., p. 237) Uf., MU, Y, M ban, G bam, В ban 'Wange, Gesicht, Seite, Fläche’ 
(Munk.) S. bam, К  bar] ’id.’ — PP . *bar].

■*- LOB *bär] ~  bei] >  Chuv. m in  ’red  faced’ (Sirotkin, Aëmarin) ~  
PT  *bär] ’face, facial colour, birthm ark on the face’ (Räsänen, Etym . Wb., 
pp. 70, 334 ; Clauson, p. 346).

The Modern Chuvash form goes back directly to  a word with a  closed e 
vocal. The Perm ian words originate from an LOB *bär] form.

Räsänen, T ürk  Lehnw., p. 103 ; L y tk in , 1st. vok., p. 163, Drev. tjurk  
êlem., p. 132 ; E S K .

3. Z y r. (WUo) V, S, Pech., Lu., Le., I, Ud. caria, P  carva• ’Sichel’, 
(Gen.) E P  cerla-, caria■ ’id.’ V о t  y. (Wichm. p. 102) G, M, Y, MU, Uf. èurlo, 
(Munk.) S., K  èurlo ’id.’ — PP  *caria *èarla.

LOB cârla *èârla (<  OB *carlay ~  éarlay —► Hung, sarlô) >  Chuv. 
èurla ’sickle’.

The Zyryan word is the adoption of the  LOB *cârla, whereas the  Votyak 
is the adoption of the LOB *sârla form.

The word is unknown in the o ther Turkish languages. R äsänen’s etymo- 
logy (Etym. Wb., pp. 99—100) which originates our item from a  car ’whet- 
stone’ can hardly be accepted from the sem antic point of view.

Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehn., p. 102 ; U otila, Gesch. Rons., p. 30 ; Lak6, 
Perm. ny. szôv., p. 26 ; Raun, Chuv. Borr., p. 44 ; Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 171 ; 
Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 133 ; Fedotov, 1st. svjazi I I , p. 134 ; E SK .

4. Z y r. (WUo.) Le., (SSKD), (Wied.) P , Lu. enir, (Uotila, Gesch. Rons., 
p. 240) PK  enir ’Satte l’. V о t  y. (Wichm. p. 55) Uf., Y, M, S, G ener, MU, 
(Munk.) K  eyer ’id.’ — P P  *irjer >  *erjer.

■*- LOB *ïrjür >  Chuv. ëner, yëner ’saddle’ (Sirotkin) ~  PT  *ïr)ïr.
The LOB *ï had changed in Proto-Perm ian into *e under the assim ilatory 

influence of the *e in the second syllable (E. Itkonen, Bemerkungen, p. 271). 
The word is only known in southern Zyryan, therefore it is not quite impossible 
th a t  it belongs to  a somewhat later layer of loanwords ; or we m ight even say 
th a t  the Zyryan (Lu., Le) word originates from Votyak with Perm yak media- 
tion.

According to  Joki (Lehnw., p. 142) and Räsänen (Etym. Wb., p. 166) the 
word is a Mongolian loan in Turkic. The word in fact exists in Mongolian in 
the form yanggircay ( <  inggircay), i.e. with a diminutive suffix. B u t the  Mon­
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golian -cay is of Turkish origin and the basic word also exists only in Turkish 
(Cf. Y a k u t ïrjïr, ïgïr *saddle’). N aturally, the Mongols may have had some 
role in spreading the word, b u t the LOB word cannot be of Mongolian origin 
for chronological reasons.2 As was rightly noted by  Räsänen (loc. cit.) the word 
is not (directly) related to  the P T  word ädär *saddle’ (Cf. Tat. eyär etc.).

W ichm ann, Tschuw. Lehn., p. 55 ; Uotila, Gesch. Rons., p. 240 ; R aun, 
Chuv. Borr., p. 43 ; Lytkin, 1st. vole., p. 156, Drev. tjurk. êlem, p. 133 ; Fedo- 
tov., Is t. svjazi I I , p. 104 ; E SK .

5. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, S, Pech., Ud. es-ke, V es-ken, V, S, Lu., Le., Ud. 
veé-ke, LV, I  veé-ke, V, Lu. ves-ken : Partikel zur Bildung des K onditionals 
*id.’, (Rog.) veske *by*. V о t  y. (Wichm., p. 59), Y  iske, MU ske, ske ( <  *iske) 
*in diesem Falle, wenn es so ist*, G sike ( <  *ièke) *es scheint, wohl’ (Munk.), 
S ièke *nu dann, nun also* — P P  *ièke.

f -  LOB *16 ~  *is, *icke ~  ièke Chuv. ëé, ëèke, -ske (Asmarin, Ma- 
terialy, pp . 239, 325 ; BÖSl, pp. 72, 189, under ved, ze) ~  ОТ hec Persian 
hi) (Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 160).

The word spread throughout the Turkic languages a t an early date, 
bu t we have no data  prior to the 11th century. I t  can be found with an initial 
h- in th e  Q utadyu Bilig, in Jügnäki and also in the Codex Cumanicus, which 
makes its  Persian origin probable. In  the old linguistic sources and in some of 
the m odern languages it has a negative meaning and stands before the related  
word. B u t in the Kipchak languages and in Chuvash, it has become a particle 
w ith a stressing function, and stands after the  word. This occurs in Chuvash 
(see above) and in T atar (ic) still w ithout m etathesis, bu t in the other K ipchak 
languages i t  is already found w ith metathesis and  with partial (Kklp. -èijse, 
Nog. -SifSi), or with to ta l assimilation (К и т . сг/сг/см/см, Bashk. sï/se/50/sô). 
In  the  m eantim e, the Persian word was also reta ined  in its original form and 
meaning in the  literary language e.g. in T atar (hie, dial. is). The Chuv. -ke m ay 
also be of Persian origin.

In  Z yryan an i initial would be regular ; the  e-, ve-, may be explained 
by the  influence of veè *vergeblich, umsonst*. I t  is possible th a t only the  Zyr. 
eè-, veè- ( <  *is-) and the Voty. is- elements originate from LOB (*ic ~  *iè), 
and the  Zyr. and Voty. -ke suffixes are identical w ith the original particle w ith 
the m eaning *if*. B ut even if we derive it from the LOB *icke ~  *iske form, 
the effect of the kejke *if’ particle cannot be excluded.

The Votyak word is definitely of Chuvash origin. If the Zyryan word 
also belongs here, then it has chronological significance. In  fact, the word

2 The Mongols reached the Volga-region by the 30s of the 13th century. The 
Kipchak ïrfirSaq (CC, Kirg., Kazk., Bashk., Tat. — Alt., Tel., Khak., Chuv; — Voty., 
Kanmiassian) cannot be of Mongolian origin, because to a Mo. -(.ay final a Turkic -cay 
would correspond. A Tu. -(aq is regularly reflected as -cay in Mongolian.
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could hardly have spread in the language of the Volga Bulgars prior to  their 
adopting Islam ; thus, it was definitely later than  the 10th century.

VVichmann, Tschuw. Lehn., p. 59 (Zyr. with ?) Uotila, Oesch. Kons., 
p. 62 ; Raun, Chuv. Borr., p. 43 ; E SK .

6 . Z y r .  (WUo.), V, Lv, S, Pech, Lu., Le., Ud. gob ׳Pilz (AV, eßbar), 
(V auch), krasnyj grib, (?) Espenschwamm (Boletus auranticus)’, (SSKD) 
US gçb ׳obabok, grib’. V о t  y. (Wichm., p. 57) G, M, Y gubi, MU gibt, Uf. 
gibi, (Munk.) S, gubi К  gibe ’Schwamm, P ilz’. — P P  *gçmbi.

T־»— LOB gümbä •*— Slavic goba (MB —י■ at., Bashk. *gümbä > gömbä) >  
Chuv. kampa, kömpa, kämpo ’mushroom’ (Sirotkin, Asmarin).

The LOB & became a back vocalic under the influence of the  initial g- 
in the Permian language, and had become somewhat more open (*q) under the 
influence of the final ä. (E. Itkonen, Bemerkungen, p. 269). The i of the first 
syllable in Voty. MU gibi, Uf. gibi К  gibe ( <  *gibi) is the result of assimilation 
to  the stressed г/г of the second syllable. (Cf. —► Tat. Nokrat gebi).

The Slavic word was borrowed by LOB prior to the 10th-century dena- 
salization, and its initial remained voiced.

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehn., p. 57 ; Räsänen, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 246 ; 
Raun, Chuv. Borr., p. 42 ; Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 35, Drev. tjurk. êlem, p. 132 ; 
Fedotov, Ist. svjazi II, p. 109 ; E SK .

7. Z y r .  (Litk., Drevn., p. 132) OZyr. kan  ’car’, kanalan ’carstvovanie' 
(Wied.) kan ’Kaiser, König’, kanalni, kanavni ’regieren’. V o t y .  (Wichm. 
G, Y, MU кип ,(ן>. 80  (Munk.) S, К  кип ’F ü rst, Regent, König’ — P P  *kan.

< LOB yän -־*■  Chuv. yun ’khan, prince’ (Sirotkin) ~  PT *qan.
The Turkic word has a variant w ith a long vowel (qän), and also one 

with two syllables (qayan). Their relationship is uncertain. W hat is sure is th a t 
the form with the short vowel appeared early. The Chuv. yun cannot be directly 
traced to  a qan form because the qct- syllable had regularly become yu- in Chu- 
vash : PT qid- ’to  rem ain’ >• Chuv. *iâl >  г/м/-, PT qiin ’blood’ >  Chuv. 
*iân >  yun  ; PT  qar ’snow’ >  Chuv. *iâr >> yur. In  some words, we find 
yu- in Modern Chuvash as the continuation of the PT qâ syllable : PT  qäzyan 
’cauldron’ >  Chuv. yuran, PT  qâz ’goose’ >  Chuv. yur. B ut in these words 
the long à had become short a t an early stage before the q >  y development. 
Thus we have to  presume a yän form in LOB even if ultimately it goes back to 
a qän form with a long vowel.

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 80 ; R aun, Chuv. Borr., p. 43 ; Uotila, 
Syrj. Chrest., p. 90 ; Lytkin, Ist. vok., p. 171, Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 132 ; Fe- 
dotov, 1st. svjazi I I ,  p. 155 ; E SK .

8. Z y r .  (WUo.), VS, Pech., Lu., Le., Ud. karta, P  karta: 'Pferde- und 
Kuhstall im Erdgeschoß des Gebäudes (V), K uhstall (S), Viehstall (Pech.), 
Viehstall nebst dem Haus (Lu.), Kuhhof (Le.), Viehstall, Viehhof (mit Dach 
und Wänden) (Ud.), Hof (P )\ (Gen.) E P  kerta ’H of’. -  PP  *karta.
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•*— LOB kärtä (—► T at. kärtä )> kirtä, Bashk. kärtä) >  Chuv. karta 'hedge, 
garden, courtyard ' (Sirotkin).

The OldZyr. and I, Lu., LV 'dom, hozjajstvo’ meaning of the  Zyrian 
word m ay have evolved under common Finnish (Karelian-Vepse, cf. Finnish 
kartano 'H of, Gutshof’ (ESK )) influence.

The Chuvash word m ay be derived from  a Chuv. kar- (<  *kär-) 'fence 
off, s tre tch , pitch a ten t, e tc .' verb, of which i t  is a development through a 
deverbal nominal suffix (cf. jarta 'candle').3 Derivatives of the same verbal 
stem  are the  Tu. kärmän, Chuv. karman 'fo rt ' words. The word is known in 
several Caucasian languages (Cf. Georgian karta, Megrel karta, Osset kaert, 
Chechen kert, Ingrel kärt, Arm. Vert, (Cf. Abaev I, p. 587) and also in several 
Finno-U grian languages (MordE kardo, MordM karda, *- LOB, Ost. karta, 
kartay kärtärj, Vog. kärta —>־ Zyr). A word of sim ilar phonetic form and meaning 
exists in H ungarian (kert) and in the Indo-European languages (Gothic garda, 
Old F risian  garde, Old Slav ograd 'garden', gorod 'town', Greek %oqxoq, Lat. 
hortus, and  even H ittite  gurtas. Cf. Pokorny, pp. 442—44). Though the  Hun- 
garian w ord has a perfect Finno-Ugrian, the  Chuvash a Turkic, the IE  words 
IE  etymologies, it is possible th a t we have here an ancient international cul- 
tu ra l word, which was subsequently fitted into the  system of the individual 
languages. The common economic historical background may have been the 
nom adic yard  settlements. The Mordvin, Zyryan and Volga Kipchak da ta  
are definitely of Chuvash origin.

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 69 ; U otila, Syr). Ckrest., p. 91 ; R aun, 
Chuw. Borr., p. 43 ; Lytkin , Drev. tjurk. êlem, p. 132 ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi I I ,  
p. 107, E S K .

9. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, S., Pech., Lu., Le., I , Ud., P  kec ’Hase’. V о t  y. 
(W ichm., p. 73), Uf. kec, M, Y  kec ’Ziege’, Uf. lud-kec, M, Y lud-kec, G kec, 
lud-kec ’H ase’, (Munk.) S, К  kec ’Ziege (S.), Hase (К )’. — PP  *kec.

T ־*—) LOB *käci—*־ at. käjä, Tat. dial, käzä ’saw-horse’, käSäkü ’crook 
for a  ball game’). (The Chuv. kaca, kacaka, kacak 'goat ; crook, crooked stick 
for gam es’, (Asm arm, Sirotkin), is a loanword) ~  PT  keci (Räsänen, Etym. 
Wb., p . 246.).

The LOB *ä was substitu ted  in Proto-Perm ian by an *e under the  in- 
fluence of the following palatalized affricate (E. Itkonen, Bemerkungen, p. 270).

The Tat. käjä is a relatively late loanword because of the ä ; in  the  first 
syllable in  an original word, an -г- is expected. The -§- of the Tat. käSäkä re- 
fleets a  MB -s-. Thus the word existed also in  the  original vocabulary of the

3 The -ta suffix is rare in Turkic, and more frequent in Chuvash ; here, however, 
it is neither productive nor is its function clear ; Cf. këvente ’barrel, pole, bucking stick’ <  
kiv- ’to buck’, urata ’propping pole’ < urn ’foot’, ïrata < ’extreme beam of bench’ < ira 
’notch’ and éurta ’candle’ (Cf. Materialy Suv., p. 54 and No. 10).
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Chuvash language. We know th a t the Chuvash word is a loan because in Chu- 
vash, the c would regularly have become -s-. The PT Jceci, kecike can hardly be 
separated from the PT  ecki of identical meaning, and presum ably both are 
onomatopoeic in nature.

The parallel of the Voty. lud-keé ’hare’, more precisely ,field goat’, and 
of the Chuv. mulkac, mukac ’hare’ is remarkable. See Egorov’s improbable 
view (Êt. S I ,  p. 135).

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 73 ; Räsänen, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 38 ; 
Tat. Lehnw., p. 93 ; U otila, Gesch. Rons., p. 152, Syrj. Chrest, p. 94 ; Lakö, 
Perm. ny. szov., p. 55 ; Raun, Chuv. Borr., p. 42 ; Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 155, 
Drev. tjurk. êlem, p. 133 ; E S K  ; Röna-Tas, Volga Bulg. words, p. 172.

10. Z y r. (WUo.) V, LV, S, Pech., Lu., Le., P  kiè ,W eberkam m ’, (Gen.) 
E P  kiè ,id .’ V o t y .  (Wichm. p. 74) Uf., MU, Y, M, G, kiè, (Munk.) S, K  kis 
[: jfeis], kiè ,W eberkamm, W eberblatt’. — P P  *kiè.

■*- *LOB ■/iè (<  *qïlc) >  Chuv. yëè ,slay, hackle’ (Sirotkin) PT  qïlïc 
(Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 263).

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 74 ; Uotila, Syrj. Chrest., p. 94 ; Raun, 
Chuv. Borr., p. 43 ; Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 180, Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 133 ; Fedo- 
tov, Ist. svjazi I I , p. 153 ; E SK .

11. Z y r. (WUo.) V, S, Pech.,U d. koïta, I kqïta, P  koïta ,G arbe’ (SSKD), 
US koïta ,snop’ V о t  y. (Wichm. p. 79), G, Y, MU, Uf. kwïto, M kid'to, (Munk.) 
S kuïto, K  kiulto ,id .’ — P P  *koïta.

■*- LOB *kül'tü >  Chuv. kolte, këlte ,sheaf (ASmarin, Sirotkin) ~  PT 
külte <  *kul- ,to  link’ (Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 308).

The Chuv. *ü became back vocalic in the Permian languages under the 
effect of the initial k, and became somewhat more open under the  influence of 
the final *ä : *q (E. Itkonen, Bemerkungen, p. 269).

Though the vowel of the Turkic verbal stem was long (Cf. e.g. Tkm. 
güil-), the vowel of the substantive derived from it became short (Cf. Tkm. 
külte).

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 79 ; Lak6, Perm. ny. szôv., p. 26 ; Raun, 
Chuv. Borr., p. 43 ; Lytkin , 1st. vok., p. 47 ; Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 133 ; Fedo- 
tov, 1st. svjazi I I ,  p. 110 ; E SK .

12. Z y r. (WUo.) V, LV, S, Pech., Lu., Le., Ud., P  kud, I kùd  ,runde 
Schachtel aus dünnen Espenscheiben (in größeren hält man z. B. Wäsche, in 
kleineren z. B. Mehl) (V, S, Lu.), runder K orb aus dünner Espenscheibe (es 
gibt größere und kleinere) (LV), K orb (für Reisekost) aus B irkenrinde od. 
Wurzeln (Pech), Korb überhaupt (aus Spänen) (Le.), Korb, Schachtel, Kasten 
(Ud.), Korb aus Rinde (P, I)’, (Gen.) E P  kud  ,K orb’. V o t y .  (Wichm. p. 76), 
G kudi ,(Saat) K orb’, kudi ,Korb von R inde’, M, MU kudi ,id .’ Schachtel’, Uf. 
kedi ,kleine Schachtel von Rinde’, (Munk.), S kudi, К  kude ,eine A rt kleiner 
K orb’ — P P  *kundi.
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■*— LOB *yundï ~  P T  *qomdï (Cf. also Mo. qobdu) (Räsänen, Etym. Wb., 
p. 279).

The komtä, kunta, komät, kontäk, kuntäk ’bark bas] e t’ forms in Chuvash 
are loans, since an original q would have become y-. The Turkic word is known 
only in the  northern Turkic languages (Tat. dial, qumta, qunta, Bashk. qumta. 
TatTob. kunta, Shor., K hak. komdi, xomdi, Alt. komda, Kyz. xomdi (Cf. pp. 
5 — 6 above).

The j  (kudjis ’aus dem K orb’) appearing in the  Zyryan forms with a 
suffix is secondary.

W ichm ann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 76 ; Uotila, Gesch. Rons., p. 275, Syrj. 
Chrest., p. 104 ; Lakö, Perm. ny. szôv., p. 13 ; R aun, Chuv. Borr., p. 42 ; Lyt- 
kin, 1st. vok., p. 206, Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 133 ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi I I ,  p. I l l  ; 
E SK .

13. V о t  y. (Isl.) Y  kudiri, izzi k. ’Gebräme, R and, Besatz (an Mützen)’, 
(Munk.) M kudiro : m iji к. suba ’m it Biber gebräm ter Pelz’. — PP  *kundir(i).

t— LOB yündir-i ( <  *qumdur) >- Chuv. yöntör, yantär, ’beaver, beaver 
skin, beaver-skin trim m ing’ (Sirotkin, Asmarin) ~  P T  qumduz (Räsänen, 
Etym. Wb., p. 301 ; Clauson, p. 635).

The -i of the Voty. kudiri is identical w ith the  LOB possessive suffix 
(otherwise W ichmann, lor. cit., p. 34), and became independent from compounds 
such as the  Modern Chuvash kërëk yàntarë ’the trim m ing of the fur coat’. The 
Voty. kudiro (the -o is an adjectival suffix) represents the  *kudir form coming 
from LOB without a possessive suffix.

W ichm ann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 77 ; Fedotov, 1st. svjazi I I ,  p. 152.
14. Z y r. (WUo.) V, S, Pech., Lu., Le. kuëman, P  kuSma'n ’R ettich’. 

V o t y .  (Wichm. p. 85), G, M, Y, MU, Uf. kuSman, (Munk.), S, К kusman 
’id.’ — P P  *kuSman.

*- LOB уиётап ; Cf. Chuv. kôëman, käSman ’radish’ (Asmarin, Sirot- 
kin) Tat.

The word is a late T a tar loan in Modern Chuvash (Cf. Tat. dial, kusman  
’radish’), and  it means all sorts of edible roots (Cf. yüs к. ’radish’, sar, Surä k. 
’Swedish tu rn ip ’, tutla k. ’id.’ yura k. ’radish’, yërlë к. ’red beet’ (Asmarin V II, 
p. 221). The word käSmi ’Swedish turn ip’ is also a loan in Chuvash (loc. cit.). 
B ut the origin of the T a ta r word is not Turkic, as it has no relatives there, 
but is the  adoption of an LOB *yuSman. This is indicated also by the Cher. 
uSmen, uSman (Räsänen, Tschuw. Lehnw. p. 237) and the  Mord. Erzä H um an, 
Moksha kuSma-n, kuSma (Wichm., p. 86), which all derive from the Bulgarian 
form. The LOB words *yuSman and *yuSmi are also without relatives in the 
Turkic languages, and for reasons of linguistic history, we have to  believe 
th a t the Bulgar-Turks, m igrating to the central course of the Volga, adopted 
the name of a local p lan t from the local inhabitants. The origin of the word 
could be a  Proto Vogul *костзп ~  *kocma, cf. Vog. (Kannisto, Tat. Lehnw.,
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p. 232), P  koèidm NVag., SVag. LL, ML kosman, UL yöiman eine zwie- 
belartige wild wachsende Pflanze, deren Stengel und Wurzel als Suppen- 
würze gebraucht werden ; Zwiebel’ ; Hung, hagyma ; Zyr. (Wied.) P  körnig 
’Lauch (allium)’ ; (Lytkin) Ja . ku m ic  ’pero luka, zelenyj luk’, Voty. (Wied.) 
kumuz, kumjz ’K noblauch’ ; (Munk.) S kumjz ’garlic’ ; (see URS) kum iz ’dikij 
öesnok’ (M SzFE , see under hagyma). The LOB yusmi may derive from a PH  
*уо£тз (<  Ugrian костз or каста) or from a Proto-Perm ian *koipna- form 
as well.

The -a- of th e  Voty. kuSman indicates a late borrowing and this makes 
the common, Proto-Perm ian origin of the Perm ian words controversial. The 
Voty. kuSman form instead of the expected lcuSmon may be a reshaping under 
the influence of the  Chuvash or T atar word.

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 85 ; Gombocz, B tL W , pp. 33 34,
Raun, Chuv. Borr., p. 44, Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 207, Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 133, 
E SK .

15. Z y r .  (Wied.) kuze ’Waldgeist’ (WUo.) Pech, kuze ’id.’ (SSKD, 
KRS1.) kuz ’lesij, öert’. V о t  y. (Wichm. p. 86), G, Uf. kuizo, M, Y, MU kuzo 
’Wirt, Hausherr, (Uf. auch) Besitzer, (G auch) K aufm ann’, (Munk.) S ku$o, 
M kugo, К  kuzo ’H err, Eigentümer, Herrschaft, (K) Geist, Schutzgeist, Gott- 
heit’ — PP  *ku%a.

-*— LOB yu)a ~  y.aza (+- Persian ywafa) >  Chuv. yusa ’m aster, lord’ 
(Sirotkin, Räsänen, Etym . Wb., pp. 161, 274). On the double correspondence, 
see below.

The Zyr. kuz  evolved by abstraction from the Zyr. *kuza th a t  can be 
expected on the basis of the PP  *kuga ; the final a was regarded as a suffix. 
The -ej-e element of the Zyr. kuze ku ze) is a vocative suffix derived from 
PxSgl. The original g, g affricate Avas retained in the S and M dialects of Votyak ; 
in the other dialects and in Zyryan, there was a j  > 2  sound change (Cf. Uotila, 
Gesch. Kons., p. 168). The derivation of the Zyr. kuz, kuze ’W aldgeist’ from the 
word kuz ’lang’ (Веке ; N y K  LIX, p. 197) cannot be accepted semantically.

Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 86 ; Lal<6, Perm. ny. szôv., p. 27 ; Raun, 
Chuv. Borr., p. 42 ; L ytkin, 1st. vok., p. 207 ; Drev. tjurk. Hem., p. 133 ; Fe- 
dotov, 1st. svjazi I I ,  p. 157.

16. Z y r .  (WUo.), V, LV, S, Pech., Lu., Le., I, Ud. sekjd, P  sekjt ’schwer, 
schwierig ; schwanger’. V o t y .  (Wichm.), G, Uf. sekjt, M, Y sekjt, (Munk.), 
S, M M it ,  Y, G sekjt, K  àeket’id.’ -  P P  ’sekjt.

< LOB *sük ? —י- C h u v . éëk ’burden’ (A§marin), säk ’id.’ (Sirotkin), 
èëkle-, èôkle- ’to  lift, to  carry (burden)’ (ASmarin, Sirotkin, Paasonen, Csuv. 
szôj.) ~  PT yilk  (Clauson, p. 910, Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 212).

The Chuv. èëk is no longer used, and probably, in Aämarin’s dictionary, 
it is a deduction from the still living form sëkle-. The back vocalism of sâk 
is secondary.
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This derivation is ambiguous as the supposed P P  illabial *s m ay have 
irregularly corresponded to  the  LOB labial *й. For the P P  representations 
of the  LOB *&, see page 16. The Zyr. -id and Voty. -it are adjectival suffixes 
th a t m ay be attached among other to  loanwords as well, e.g. Zyr. krepid Test, 
s ta rk R —!י ’ . krepkij).

W ichm ann, Tschuw. Lehn., p. 97 (with a question mark) — Erroneously ;
E S K .

17. Z y r .  (Lytk., Drevn. p. 153) diroe (: sir-is or dir-is) ’svinec’ — P P  
*sir or sir.

LOB *sir (<  fer) Mord. E rzä sera, Moksha sera, ’Kupfer, Messing’ 
~  P T  yez (Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 199, Clauson, pp. 282 — 3). The Chuv. yës, 
yäs ’copper’ (Sirotkin, Aämarin) is a  late loanword.

The posterior component (-is) is identical with the -is element of metal 
names ; ezis ’Silber’, ozid ’Zinn’ (see under ezüst in M SzFE).

L ytk in , Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 134 ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi I I ,  p. 133.
18. Z y r .  (Lytk. Drevn. p. 144) OZyr. sil ’burnyj, burja’ (SSKD), Vm., 

I si, LV siv  ’burja, sil’nyj veter’, (WUo.) YL si la ’morscher Baum ’, (Fokos- 
Fuchs) У, Le. dila ’vom Alter um gestürzter Baum  (V), W indbruch (Le).’ 
V o t y .  (Wichm., p. 99) sil : G, M s il-tel, Y sïl-tôw, MU sil-dau  ’Sturm , hef- 
tiger S turm w ind’, Uf. sil-pari ’W indteufel, W irbelwind’, (Munk.), S sil (G vr. 
sel) : sil-tôl, sel-tôl, K  M sïl-dau  ’starker W ind, Sturm wind’ — P P  *sil (and 
perhaps *dil).

) LOB *sel, *sil, ? s'il —י־ <  jel) >  Chuv. sil ’wind’ (Sirotkin) ־̂׳  P T  yel 
(Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 195, Clauson, pp. 916 — 7).

The Voty. sil can also be explained from the P P  sil form : *sil f> *dil >  
sil. The V oty. del alludes to  a LOB *sei mediating form. Because of the  P P  sil, 
we have to  take into account the  LOB s'il form as well. Incidentally, the vela- 
rization of palatals is not an infrequent phenomenon in Chuvash.4

W ichm ann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 99 ; Uotila, Lehnw. Perm., p. 1 ; R aun, 
Chuv. Borr., p. 44 ; Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 196 ; Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 133 ; Fe- 
dotov, 1st. svjazi I I ,  p. 133 ; E S K .

19. Z y r  (WUo.) V suri, P  suri ’Weberspule, Spulrolle’, (SSKD) UV, 
Skr., MS suri ’cevka, spul’ka (dlja nam atyvanija prjazi’, (Gen.) E P  ■suri ’Spule’. 
V o t y .  (Wichm., p. 98) G, Uf. sert, M, MU seri, (Munk.) S éèrî) [: serfJ, K  sire 
’W eberspule, Spulrolle’. — P P  *suri (Zyr.), *sort (Voty.).

LOB *sûrü ~  *sûre — T at., Bashk. dure —>־ Chuv. dêrë, doro ’bobbin, 
spool’, (Asmarin ; Sirotkin ; Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 214).

4 The old ВТ ä became a regular a in Chuvash (see note 18) and the diphthongs 
with ä (as %iä <  oi <  o) also became back voiced (kävak <  kök ’blue’). In some cases, 
this development was followed by the short ö as well (väkär <  öküz ’ox’). The back vocalic 
ï  had developed into ё through a front vocalic i, or was reduced to a. Some words con- 
taining a front i also followed this development (e.g. Sana ’mosquito’ <  *sirjek).
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If the word is etymologically identical with the Chuv. 4ërë, 40r0 ’ring’, 
then i t  goes back to  an earlier jürük  ~  PT  yüzûk  form. The Ostj. K oP fir, 
Vog. T J , T C fèür, Ku, P , VN 4ër, LU éëra (Steinitz, Tat. Lehnw., pp. 89—91) 
and the Siberian Tat. cür are ultim ately also of Bulgar-Turkish origin.

The й in the LOB first syllable was partly  substituted by u, partly  by 
in Proto-Perm ian. In  Votyak under the  influence of 4 an (*o > )  — *e 

sound change took place. The continuity of the Zyr. -i is unusual as one would 
expect a *4ur form in Zyryan (see later).

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 98 ; Lakö, Perm. ny. szôv., p. 63 ; Raun, 
Chuv. Borr., p. 44 ; L ytkin, 1st. vok., p. 225, Drew, tjurk. êlem., p. 133 ; Fedo- 
tov, Ist. svjazi II, p. 132 ; E S K  ; R6na-Tas, Volga Bulg. Words, p. 172.

20. Z y r .  (SSKD) Vm., I, Skr., Ud. tilim  Uf. tilim  ’p rjad  ; iz pen’ki 
(privitje d ratvy )’ — P P  *tilim.

-<— LOB *tilim (—>־ Tat. dial, tilim  ,ornam ent for female hair plaits’ 
~  PT  tulirj (Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 498, Clauson, p. 501).

Some of the Modern Chuvash tölöm, täläm  'wool heap’ forms go back to 
a tulirj form (Cf. K âsyarî tulurj, tulun). The Tat. tolim, Baslik. tolom, Kazk. 
tulum, Kirg. tulum  ,hair p la it’ forms m ay be old Bulgarian loanwords, in con- 
tra s t to  the O ttom an tulun, Alt. tulurj forms retaining the original final. The 
-i- of the first syllable is the result of regressive assimilation tulirj כ> tilim  >  
täläm.

Lytkin, Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 135 ; Fedotov, 1st. svjazi I I , p. 138.
21. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, S, Pech., I, Ud., P  tu4 ’Korn, Samen (V, S, Pech., 

I, Ud, P) ; Erbse (Pech.) ; Zedernuß (Pech.) ; Beere (S, Ud, P) ; K ern (V) ; 
männliches Glied (V)’, (Gen.) E P  tuiA ’Korn, Kern, Graupen’. V о t  y. (Wichm. 
p. 108), G tis 'Samen, Saatkorn’, M lis U f. tis ’K orn’, Y lié ’Samen, K orn, K ern’, 
(Munk.), S ti4 К  ti4 ’Korn, Saatkern’. — P P  *tu4.

•*— LOB tü4 (<  *tülc) ~  PT  tilS (Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 507 ; Clauson, 
p. 538).

In  Votyak a sporadic *u j> i, before 4 (Uf., К ) г >  г occured.
The Chuv. 164, të4 is a T atar loanword because of the final -4. On the cor- 

respondence of the ST 4 ~  Chuv. 4, see pp. 15—17.
W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 108 ; Raun, Chuv. Borr., p. 42 ; Lytkin, 

1st. vok., p. 222 ; E SK .
22. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, S, Pech., Lu., Le. v04ti-, I vg4ti-, U d ve4ti-, P  04-, 

04ti-, ’öffnen, aufmachen’, (SSKD), US ç4ti- ’id .’ (Gen.) E P  u4t- ’id .’ (WUo.) 
V, S, Pech., Lu. V0441-, LV v044-, I  vç44i-, Ud. veééi-, P  044i- ’sich öffnen, auf- 
gehen’. V о t  y. (Wichm. p. 126) G uAtî-, S, M, Y, MU uAfi-, Uf. uAtï- ’öffnen, 
aufm achen’, G usjal- ’öfter öffnen’, — P P  *ÿé-.

< -LOB âc —י-  Chuv. u4- ’to open’ ~  PT  ac- (Räsänen, Etym . Wb., p. 3 ; 
Clauson, p. 18).

Acta Orient. Hung. X X X V I I .  1983



K. K ÉD EI A. KÖNA-TAS14

The Zyr.-Voty. -Ц- is a  causative, the Zyr. -si- is a reflexive, the Voty. 
-jal- is a  frequentative suffix. In  the Permian languages, the process of disaffri- 
cation (*-c- >  -*-) took place before a t. The P P  *o is a  substitution for the 
labial LOB â.

W ichm ann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 126 ; U otila, Gesch. Rons., p. 58, Syrj. 
Chrest., p. 183 ; Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 34 ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi I I ,  p. 148 ; E SK .

P h o n e t i c  C o n c l u s i o n s  

Consonants
1. Plosives

P T  k- >  LOB y- (> C h u v . y-) PP  k- (7, 10, 12, 13. 14. 15). ln  P P  there 
was no % ; therefore к was substituted. This is clear in the case of the word 
y0]a of Persian origin, where there was also originally a  y, and where P P  also 
substitu ted  a  к (Cf. also Ar. bar)  - - .Chuv -י Voty. körs, kers ’tax -י ’). The k i> у 
developm ent probably did no t take place a t the  same time in the various 
Bulgar-Turkic dialects. In  the  K azar language, a t  any rate, у is found already 
in the  10th century : yayanos (Constantine Porphyrogennetos), yazaroi
(Istakhri, Ibn  Fadlän), yapubaliq (Ibn Bust a).5 Such pre-Conquest loanwords 
in H ungarian  like homok ’sand’ (<~ Tu. qumaq) are no t necessarily from a tim e 
prior to  the  Hungarian k^>  h development, b u t could be adoptions of a Tu. у- 
from a  dialect in which and a t  a  time when the P T  q- had already become ■/-. 
Already in  the 13th or 14th century, in the VB inscriptions we find everywhere: 
yiry ’fo rty ’, M r ’girl’, у гг yum, ’servant’ etc.

P T  ? -J, ? -q >  LOB -0 (<  и <  -у >  Chuv. 0) — P P  0 (3)
P T  t -  >  LOB k- (> C h u v . k-) PP  к (8, 9, 11)
P T  -£ >  LOB-0 ( < u < y  >  Chuv. 0) -+ P P  0  (19)
P T  t- >  LOB t- ( >  Chuv. t-) — PP  t- (20, 21)
P P  -rt- >  LOB -rt- O  Chuv. -VD-) —>־ P P  -rt- (8)
P T  -It- >  LOB -It- ( >  Chuv. -Id-) P P  -It- (11)
P T  -t- >  LOB -d- ( Chuv. -D-) —* P <כ P  -d- (1).

The -t- becoming voiced is secondary in this word.

P T  b- >  LOB b- ( >  Chuv. p-) -  P P  b- (2).

5 On these data see Z. Gombocz, HonjoglalAs elötti bolgdr-török jovevényszavaink 
[The Bulgar-Turkic Loanwords of the Hungarian Language before the Conquest], 
Nyelvtudomànyi Értekezések 24, Budapest 1960, p. 23, and Ligeti’s editorial remarks.
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The PT  b- became p- in Modern Chuvash partly because of a  systematic 
assimilation to k- and t-, and p a rtly  under the impact of th e  surrounding 
Finno-Ugrian languages. In the meantime, the b >  m  developm ent which 
had already begun in PT  in certain positions, continued in ВТ phonology and 
in some words (e.g. in the word bar! before a nasal), had become m. Thus the 
P P  b- correspondence shows th a t  the  i  > ן > development in th e  LOB period 
had not yet got as far as p-.

The existence of voiced initial gutturals and the dental (g-, g-, d-) in PT 
is a controversial question. At least the fact th a t in some В Т  dialects there 
existed voiced initials seems to  be definite. I t  is indicated by parallels like the 
Mo. didi and the Hung, del th a t can be identified with the Tu. tüS, and are all 
ВТ loanwords. B ut these may have been sporadic and dialectal forms shown 
by the following types : PT küzen ~  Hung, gôrény, bu t Mo. kürene, or PT 
köSek ~  Hung, kölyök, bu t Mo. gölige. The very fact tha t the P P  and the Volga 
Kipchak languages had adopted the  LOB word *gümbci w ith a  voiced initial 
indicates th a t in certain cases there were voiced initials in LOB as well.

The LOB -mb-, -nd- had denasalized in the Permian languages to  b, d 
(see below). The LOB loanwords belonging to  this group are an im portan t cri- 
terion of dating the Permian denasalization (PU, PFU mp, nt, r\k >  P  b, d, g). 
I t  is known th a t  the separation of the  Perm ian peoples took place a t around 
the  tu rn  of the 9th and 10th centuries with the gradual northw ard migration 
of the predecessors of the Zvryans. On th is basis of the uppier tim e lim it of 
the Bulgar-Turkic and Permian contacts, the Permian denasalization can be 
dated  a t around the 9th or 10th century. (Cf. Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., 
pp. 25, 58, 76—7, 129, 139).* The Chuvash words adopted by th e  already in- 
dependent Votyak language retained the  nasal-plosive cluster (Wichmann, 
Tschuw. Lehnw., pp. 25, 57, 107, 128).

2. Nasals

In  PT  only the n- existed in an in itial position among the nasals, b u t this 
developed into j- in the PB age. As we have seen, a secondary m- developed 
out of the original b- (bärj > C h u v . min).

PT -md- >  LOB -nd- ( >  Chuv. -nn-) — P P  nd ( >  Zyr.—V oty. d) (12,13)
PT -mb— ► (LOB -mb-) ( >  Chuv. -тв ) -* PP  mb ( >  Z y r.—Voty. b) (6)
PT  -n >  LOB -n О  Chuv. -n) —► P P  -n (7, 14)
P T  -p -r\- >  LOB r\ (> C h u v . n) —<־ P P (ף (2, 4 
PT  -y >  LOB -m ( >  Chuv. m) — P P  -m (20)

* See further K. Rédei, Gibt es sprachliche Spuren der vorungarisch-permischen 
Beziehungen?: ALH  19 (1969), pp. 329 — 30.
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In  ВТ there is a  very  ancient n ~ m  a lteration , to  which the original 
nasal velar might also be added. This is indicated b y  the  Mo. simayul ~  Tu. 
sitqek ’m osquito’, Mo. Icömüldürge ’breast-strap’ ~  Tu. körjül ’heart’, Mo. to- 
m uyun  ’cold, head-cold’ ~  Tu. tor! ’frozen, very cold’, the  Hung, szdm ’num ber’ 
Tu. san, Hung, gyom ’weed’ ~  Tu. yor\ and - f ir  yum, ’w om an slave’ in the Volga 
inscriptions ~  Tu. qïrqïn form s, and  cases of Modern Chuvash dialectal change 
such as : ïltàn, ïltàm ’gold’ ~  Tu. altun, pursân, puréàm  ’velvet’ ~  Tu. barcun, 
etc. This phenomenon m ay be observed even in  the  very  recent Tatar loan- 
words : Tat. у akin  ’approxim ately, near’ —<־ Chuv. yayan, yayäm, Tu. yarÿë 
’fau lt’ —<־ Chuv. yanâS, yomaS-, Tu. ôzen ’ravine’ —>־ Chuv. vasan, vasam, e tc.7 
The final 7ן of the PT tulïrj ~  LOB tïlïm  also belongs to  th is group.

The P P  *rj >  Zyr. n, n, m , Voty. rj, n, n, m  sound change (1, 2, 4) m ay 
have taken  place during th e  independent life of th e  Perm ian language after 
the adoption of the Bulgar-Turkic loanwords. For th e  relatively late and pos- 
sibly only dialectal survival of the  PP  *rj in Z yryan cf. W. Steinitz Etymolo- 
gische Beitrage (II)■ Zu  den syrjänischen Lehnwörtern des Obugrischen : A L H  
12 (1962), p. 249.

The Chuvash loanwords in  Votyak also underw ent the *ןו >  n sound 
change though the la tte r  one was already independent. (Cf. W ichmann, 
Tschuw. Lehnw., pp. 20—1).

3. Liquids, rolled sounds

In  PT, the liquids and rolled sounds did not occur in initryl position. In  
o ther positions :

P T  -l >  LOB -Z( >  Chuv. -I) — PP  l (18)
P T  -l- >  LOB -l- ( >  Chuv. -/-) — P P  -l- (20)
P T  -It- >  LOB -It- ( >  Chuv. -Id-) -*■ P P  -It- (11)
P T  -rl- >  LOB -rl- ( >  Chuv. -rl-) — P P  -rl- (3)
P T  -le «  IVc) >  LOB -s (> C h u v . -é) — P P  s (10)

The disappearance of the  P T  -l in the -Ic- cluster took place by the spiran- 
tization  of l, cf. PT öle- ’to  m easure’ >  Chuv. vié-, P T  belcen ’thistle’ > C h u v . 
pisen, P T  qïlïc ’sword’ >• Chuv. yëé (<  qïlc). Traces of the spirantization of

7 We cannot here go into details concerning the debated question of the origin 
of the final -m in Chuvash. See L. S. Levitskaja, Zametki о fonetiki 6uvaiskich govorov, 
In: Voproey dialektologii tjurkakich jazykov IV, Baku 1966, pp. 182—185; G. Doerfer, 
Türkisch -n tschuwaschisch -m l : UAJb 39 (1967), pp. 53 — 70; E. Hovdhaugen, Some 
Remarks on the Development of Nasal Phonemes in Chuvash : UAJb 44 (1972), pp. 174 — 
212 ; G. Doerfer, Tschuwaschisch -m <  urtürkisch *-m ( >  gemeintürkisch -n) : UAJb 
45 (1973), pp. 174-212.
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-l- can be shown in Modern Chuvash dialects : PT  hüllen ’loan’ >  Chuv. kiv- 
èen, küèen, PT  altun  ’gold’ >  Chuv. ïvtan, ïltan, PT alqan- ’to curse’ >• Chuv. 
ïvyan-, ïlyctn-, P T  yulci ’hair’ (Cf. K âsyarî yulïc ’goat’s hair’) >  Chuv. *sevsi 
>  ■ms ’hair’, etc. The P P  s' already shows the  disappearance of -l- in the case 
of LOB yis.

־/

4. Spirants

PT -s >  LOB -s O C h u v . -s) - P -י P  -s (1)

As has been already referred to, we have no reason to suppose the  exis- 
tence of an original -2 final in this word, one which should regularly have be- 
come an -r in Chuvash. B ut naturally i t  cannot be completely excluded that 
the  word existed in LOB for a long tim e as a loan, though the existence of 
a possible -*2 is in any case indifferent from the point of view of th e  LOB-PP 
relation. In  contrast to the PT  2 , an -r is found in the words yund ïr i, sir and 
possibly in èürü. This is the well-known Chuvash Rhotacism.

PT -S >  -le >  LOB -i (> C h u v . -è) - ^ P P s  (21)

PT - l  has two correspondences in Chuvash : -l and -è. The firs t corres- 
pondence is well known, but the -è correspondence is so frequent and  occurs 
in so many old words th a t these cases can hardly be regarded as loanwords ; 
e.g. PT bäS ’head’ ~  Chuv. pus, PT yem il ’fru it’ ~  Chuv. limes, P T  i l  ’thing’ 
~  Chuv. ës, P T  yal'im ’lightning’ ~  Chuv. sïsëm, PT qarl'i ’to the  opposite’ ~  
Chuv. yirës, P T  u ru l  ’fight’ ~  Chuv. värsä, P T  alia- ’to churn’ ~  Chuv. usla- 
etc. The phenomenon was already noticed by  Poppe ;8 in some cases, R am stedt 
also referred to  the -11- origin of the Chuvash s correspondences.9 Söerbak10 11 
explains the Chuvash correspondences p a rtly  by the original l  s tand ing  here 
after a short vowel, and partly  by considering these as loanwords. Doerfer11 
rightly  refuses to  accept this argum entation because -l in Chuvash occurs also 
before short vowels (e.g. PT q ïl ’w inter’ ~  Chuv. yël), and we m ay  add that 
- l  occurs after long vowels as well (Cf. PT  i l  as above). Several o ther unsuccess- 
ful attem pts have been made to  find a morphological solution.

8 N. N. Poppe, К  konsonantizmu altajskich jazykov ; Doklady Bossijekoj Akademii 
Nauk 1924, pp. 43 — 44.

9 G. J. Ramstedt, Einführung in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft I . Lautlehre, 
bearbeitet und herausgegeben von P. Aalto, M SFOu  104/1, Helsinki 1967, p. 109.

10 A. M. Sëerbak, Sravnitel’naja fonetika tjurkskich jazykov, Leningrad 1970, 
pp. 86, 163.

11 G. Doerfer, Bemerkungen zur Methodik der türkischen Lautlehre : Orientalische 
Literaturzeitung 66 (1971), cc. 337 — 339.
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According to P ritsak ,12 an original -ti individual suffix was added to  the 
original -l final and th is cluster became 8 in T urkish and -è in Chuvash through 
an -lei progression. The Chuvash cases where there  is an -l are forms w ithout 
a -ti suffix. The greatest difficulty of P ritsak’s theory  is tha t the Chuvash 
-l ~  ST -8- correspondence does not occur only in  th e  final position b u t inside 
words as well (Cf. e.g. PT  e8ge ’donkey’ ~  Mo. einigen, PT  köSek ’kid’ ~  Hung. 
kölyök ~  Mo. gölüge) ; furtherm ore, the -ti suffix in  question does not occur 
in any  o ther phonetic situation. We must consider also tha t in ST there is an 
-lei final (cf. e.g. elci ’envoy’), b u t this did not change into -s. There is no good 
reason for the -ti to have disappeared from the end  of Chuvash words and re- 
m ained in  others. Finally, P ritsak ’s theory does no t explain the Chuvash- 
Mongolian -l- correspondences. Tekin13 starts from  P T  -l- and he explains the 
Chuvash s correspondences from an -le. According to  him, the ST -8 th a t  can 
be found in  such cases has also evolved from an -lc. The main difficulty in  th is 
view is th a t  in ST the -le- is a common cluster (Cf. elci ’envoy’ ; alei ’mislead- 
ing, cunning’, baleïq ’m ud’, yaleïq ’moon’, etc.), an d  only in Chuvash does i t  
become d. Most recently, Doerfer14 has expounded a  view that in the case of 
the ST -8 ~  Chuv. -é correspondence one should s ta r t  from an original -l stem  
in Chuvash, to which the  possessive suffix -si was added (PT bäS ’head’ ~  
Chuv. *bäl-si), with a -t- (*bnltsi) being ’inorganically’ included, to evolve into 
pusë  th rough  a *balci form, of which, subsequently, th e  -ë, felt to be a possessive 
suffix, was dropped. The possessive suffix -si has in  some cases been retained  
as -8ë. In  categories like the  parts of the body, in  term s for relationship, the 
form of th e  strong adherence of possessive suffixes is wellknown ; in several 
languages, this has led to  adding a second possessive suffix to stems which 
already had one. But, as has already been pointed ou t, the phenomenon occurs 
in Chuvash in the interior of words as well (PT ya8ïm  ~  Chuv. sisëm), and 
can be observed in the case of verbal stems (PT a8la- ~  Chuv. usla-), and of 
substantives of verbal origin (PT yemiS ~  Chuv. simes) ; therefore, D oerfer’s 
theory  cannot be accepted either.

The ST 8 ~  Chuv. I, d correspondences can be explained only if in both  
cases we s ta r t from an -lc-. In  the  one case, an -le- >  I development took place ; 
in the  o ther case, the -l- disappeared by sp iran tization  and an s evolved of 
-c- th rough  regular Chuvash development. In  fac t, we have here an earlier 
ST 8 >  Chuv. lc correspondence. This is ind icated  by ancient loanwords of 
Bulgar-Turkic origin in Mongolian like Mo. einigen ’donkey’ ~  Tu. eSgek, Mo. 
qalci- ’to  level off, to  scrape off’ ^ Tu. qaS(i)-, Mo. tarbalfi ’a kind of haw k’ ~

12 O. Pritsak, Der ’Rhotazismus’ und ’Lambdazismus’ : UAJb 35 (1964), pp. 337 —
349.

.Tekin, Zetacism and Sigmatism in Proto-Turkic : AOH 22 (1969), pp. 51 — 80 יך 13
14 G. Doerfer, Bemerkungen . . . , pp. 337 — 339.
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Tu. taz baèï ,bald headed’, and the Russian alciki ,dice’ of Bulgar-Turkic 
origin Tu. обид. Though in H ungarian antiquity  an inorganic I frequently 
occurs (e.g. OH ales, des ~  PT  ayac6i, bôles ~  PT bügüci etc., there is abso- 
lutely no proof th a t  the -l- of the Hung, bölcsö ( ~  PT beMk), gyümölcs (־׳- PT 
yemiS), OH bulcsassa, boesdt, bucsd, etc., ( ~  PT  boSut-, boSan-) is also of such 
origin. In fact, in these cases there is an $ in ST and not a  c ; therefore, this 
category is to  be isolated from the others and may be linked to  those items 
where there is an -16- for the ST 6, or its Modern Chuvash varian t, the -,s'.14 15 *

Thus the final consonant of the LOB tüs, in contrast to  the ST tüS, can be 
explained in the  same manner as the final consonant of kis : bo th  have evolved 
directly from an -16.

5. Affricates

PT 6- >  LOB 6- ~  s- ( >  Chuv. é-) — P P  6-, s- (3)
PT -6- >  LOB -6- (> C h u v . -4-) -  P P  -c (9)
PT -6 >  LOB -6 (> C h u v . -s) -* P P  - 3 2 2 (׳ (
PT -16 >  LOB -é ( >  Chuv. -é) -  P P  -s (10)
PT -S > 16 >  LOB i  ( >  Chuv. -è) — P P  -s (21)
PT y- >  JT- >  LOB s- ( >  Chuv. s-) — P P  é- (16, 17, 18, 19)
Persian -ן - >  LOB 4 (> C h u v . -£-) -  PP  -$- (15)

As it can be seen, the PT affricates have a double form in LOB and in PP, 
which reflects i t  : affricates and spirants. The spirant correspondence of the 
voiced initial affricate is particularly remarkable. I t  deserves special attention, 
because in the VB inscriptions, there are expressly only affricate correspon- 
dences : fdl ,year’ ( ~  PT y(16), jerim  ,tw enty’ (PT yigirmi), jiyeti ,seven’ (PT 
yeti) für ,hundred’ (PT yüz), köerüwi ,m igrated away’ (PT köc-dug-i), weeim 
,th ird ’ (PT üc ,th ree’), etc. From this Poppe (CuvaSi, pp. 26 — 28) and recently 
R aun (Chuv. Borr., p. 44) have drawn the conclusion th a t the Bulgar-Turkic 
loanwords of P P  originate from a  tim e later than the inscriptions, i.e. later 
than  the 14th century. B ut this view neglects the f^ct th a t here one has to 
take into account several dialects. This is clearly indicated by the  loanwords 
in the H ungarian language th a t are of the Chuvash type where besides the 
affricate correspondences (gyom ,weed’, gyümölcs ,fru it’, diszno ,p ig’, csepû ,tow’, 
csaldn ,th istle’, etc.) there are also words containing spirants (szél ,wind’, szücs 
,furrier’ ; sarlô ,sickle’, sdtor ,te n t’, kos ,ram ’, késô ,late’, kôris ,ash-tree’, etc.). 
Doerfer10 who considers the Chuvash s- correspondences ra ther late, regards

14Recently Ligeti expressed the view that Hung. 6 in place of ST & is due to a
Hungarian 6 <  S development, see L. Ligeti, Régi török eredelû neveink [Old Hungarian 
Names of Turkish Origin] : M Ny 74 (1978), pp. 257 — 274.

״  G. Doerfer, Bemerkungen . . . , p. 332.
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the  H ungarian sz- correspondences as erroneous w ithout taking into account 
the  P P  parallels. To explain the  PT affricate ~  H ungarian spirant, several 
theories have been advanced ;17 one sure thing is th a t  th is correspondence is 
older th an  the inscriptions and  reflects the same duality  as we see in PP . We 
should note th a t in some LOB dialects the difference was just in the chronology 
of the  sound changes.

Vowels in the first syllable

P T  a >  LOB â ( >  Chuv. V. o, Chuv. A. u) P P  a (1, 3, 7), о (22)
P T  0 >  LOB и (> C h u v . V. ö, Chuv. A. a) P P  и  (12, 14, 15)
P T  и >  LOB u  ( >  Chuv. V. Ö, Chuv. A. a) — P P  и  (13)
P T  г/г ;> LOB i  ( >  Chuv. ё) — P P  г (4 : P P  i ך> e, 5, 10)
PT  ä >  LOB ä ( >  Chuv. a) — PP  a (2), e (9)
P T  e >  LOB e, i ( PP ־>— (Chuv. i <כ  г, г, e (17, 18)
P t  ü  >  LOB й ( >  Chuv. V. o, Chuv. А. ё) P P  и (19, 21), Ô (19), о (11)

The й of the first syllable of LOB *gümbä of Russian origin (otherwise 
LOB ü  <  PT  0 ) became о in P P . The PT и become г under the influence of the 
г of the  second syllable in the  word tïlïm, and its P P  correspondence is also i.

Though the scarcity of the  data  does not perm it extensive conclusions, 
ye t certain  trends are evident for the whole system. The most im portant of 
these is th a t  the entire Chuvash phonetic system had become more closed.18 
The open labials had become more closed. The о > o  > «  development to- 
gether w ith the ö >  ö /> ü  change was in its th ird  phase a t the time of the P P  
adoptions. In  the meantime, the  closed labials had been reduced : и  >  гг, 
й > i  B u t this reduction was natürally  accompanied by a process of opening ; 
therefore, the open and the close labials coincided a t later stages of develop- 
m ent, and today, are found in  the  Viryal dialect of Chuvash as an <5, and an Ô. 
Subsequently, both sounds became delabialized in A natri and in the literary  
languages based on it. Presum ably, this is also the consequence of reduction, 
as in th e  forming of reduced vowels the lips are also more relaxed. The de- 
velopm ent of the PT  a > LOB â was also p ־ a rt of the  process of closing. The 
labial â thus evolved was more closed than its earlier illabial predecessor. The 
correspondence of this sound in  Zyr. a ~  Voty. и  can be explained according 
to  E . Itkonen (Bemerkungen, p. 267) in etymologies 1 and 3 by the PP  о or p

17 On these theories see G. Bdrczi, Le traitement de & et de c turcs dans les mots 
d ’emprunt turcs du protohongrois. In: Studia Turcica, Ed. by L. Ligeti, ВОН XVII, 
Budapest 1971, pp. 39 — 46.

18 Cf. G. Doerfer, Ein Kompendium der Turkologie; UAJb 40 (1968), p. 244; 
E. Itkonen, Bemerkungen, p. 272.
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th a t substitutes for the LOB labial â, which becomes a in Zyryan under the 
influence of the a  in the second syllable (and of the main stress in PP), whereas 
in Votyak, the и regularly evolved from о or p. The word %ân contradicts this 
view, in which E. Itkonen indicates a long â. As has been seen above, in this 
word we have definitely to  presume a short à on the LOB level, either as a 
continuation of the original short a, or as a  result of the shortening of the ori- 
ginal long й. I t  is therefore, more probable th a t in P P  i t  was the OB â th a t 
was replaced by a in a period when no such sound existed in the system of P P  
phonemes. The P P  a >  Voty. и sound correspondence cannot be traced back 
to  one single cause. The P P  a was retained in Zyryan, whereas in Votyak there 
was a  process of closing : *a ( >  *â) >- *o >  w under the influence of the vowel 
of the second syllable (bearing the main stress) in the words udis and èurlo. 
In  the Voty. кип  the *a ( > < (d־  о change can be explained by the in- 
fluence of the initial k. (Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 170). Lytkin  (loc. cit.) has demon- 
stra ted  the Zyr. a ~  Voty. и correspondence in 24 Perm ian words besides the 
Chuvash ones ; among them , there are several of Iranian origin, where there 
was an a as well.

The PT г was mainly fronted and became reduced on the process of 
becoming closed ( >  Ï), whereas in other cases the velar set was retained ( >  t) 
and i t  is present either as an ё, or an â in the Modern Chuvash dialects. The ë 
and й in the Modern Chuvash orthography and in the more up-to-date trans- 
!iterations, and the sounds indicated by the э, э symbols used by Paasonen are 
equivalent to phonetically central, reduced sounds of medial tongue position.

The PT è had become г again by the closing process, presum ably through 
an ç stage (Cf. E. Itkonen, op. cit., p. 261). The Voty. set besides the sil' indi- 
cates th a t  the former was adopted by PP  prior to  the LOB g >  i (see Uotila, 
Lehnw. Perm., p. 2 ; E. Itkonen, Bemerkungen, p. 261). The PT  ä could not 
yet have been an a in the period of the LOB-PP contacts, for otherwise this 
development would have coincided with th a t of the original a sound. The P P  a 
can be explained by sound substitution. On the LOB ii ~  P P  a sound sub- 
stitu tion, see E. Itkonen, Thesen, p. 245; Bemerkungen, p. 270. Here i t  should be 
noted th a t we have no reason to  doubt the existence of the PT  ä:e opposition; 
bu t Chuvash deviates in m any cases from the picture th a t can be reconstructed
on the basis of the Turkic languages and their linguistic relics.19 This diffe-

•

19 Following Poppe (Türkisch-tschuwussische vergleichende Studien: Islamica 1, 
1925, pp. 410 — 414) it is generally accepted that the PT open ä had become a in Chuvash, 
and the closed PT e had become i. This has, in fact, taken place in a considerable number 
of words, but the divergent data call for caution: PT êéik (Az. èSik, Tkm. liik) ~  Chuv. 
aläk ’door’ ( < *<i$ik), PT Zê- (Az. èà-, Tkm. is-) Chuv. at- ’to plough virgin soil’ (< *äs- 
’to dig up’), PT kèë- (Az. kèé-, Tkm. ge6-) ~  Chuv. kaâ- ’to pass over’, (*kt16-), or PT äz- 
(Az. äz- Tkm. ez-) ~  Chuv. ir- ’to squash, to soften’ ( <  *êz-), PT ärii- (Az. äri-, Tkm. erei-) 
~  Chuv. irel- ’to melt’ ( ~*èriS-), etc. These facts reflect LAT dialectal phenomena.
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rence m ay  have been particu larly  characteristic of some Bulgar-Turkic dia- 
lects. T hus i t  is that in Modern Chuvash such a form corresponds to  the word 
bär/, in  w hich the vowel goes back  to  a closed é.

T he vocalism of the Volga Bulgarian inscriptions can be interpreted only 
with g rea t difficulty due to  the  lim itations of Arabic script. B u t the ä, e sounds 
are defin ite ly  written in each case along with the keph th a t  is used in words 
of the  fro n t vocalic set : sakir ’e igh t’. The sound e has not yet become i, e.g. 
eki ’tw o’. The PT a is w ritten in  each case with aleph, or fatha : altï ’six’, ayyi 
’m onth o f’, batuwi ’to take leave, to  die’, which naturally  does not mean th a t 
th is a  sound could not have been a  labial â, bu t it  definitely means th a t it  was 
not о o r u.

T he P P  representation of the  LOB ü is ra ther heterogeneous : и, p, o. 
This m ay  be explained by the fac t th a t in P P  there was no ü, therefore it  was 
replaced by  sounds nearest to  it.

T he Kipchak Turkic languages, such as Modern T atar and Bashkir 
which h a d  come into close con tac t w ith the Volga-Bulgarian language changed 
their vocalism  under the im pact of Volga Bulgarian.

PT T a t. Bashk. PT Tat. Bashk

a à ï г
e, ä г i ë
0 и U Ö
ö ü ü 6

H ere the reduced labials are more closed than  the open labials of the 
Turkic languages. As it  can be seen, the coincidence of e and ä in the Volga- 
K ipchak  languages had already  taken  place by the beginning of the LOB in- 
fluence (later on, a secondary ä evolved in the first syllable mainly from a after 
y-, an d  in  loanwords). In  respect of its other features, th is system faithfully 
reflects th e  LOB vocalism com pared to which Modern Chuvash was a further 
developm ent.

T he tim e of the developm ent of the Volga-Kipchak vocalism is contro- 
versial.20 A t any rate, the M ongolian loanwords of the Volga-Kipchak lan- 
guages show that this phenom enon took place after the 13th or the 14th cen- 
turies, e.g. Mo. bosaya ’th resho ld’ —«־ Tat. busaga, Mo. bödüne ’quail’ —>־ Tat. 
büdänä, Bashk. bildänä, Mo. delbege ’halter’ —«־ Bashk. dilbegä, etc.

In  our material, there is no example of the P P  representation of the 
PT  a >  Chuv. г development recently  dealt with by E. Itkonen (Bemerkungen) 
in de ta il. According to R am sted t21 we have to presume the a >  e > §  >  ï

20 Cf. G. Doerfer, Bemerkungen . . . , pp. 329 — 330.
21 G. J. Ramstedt, Zur Frage nach der Stellung des Tschuwassischen : JSFOu 38 

(1922), p. 7.
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according to Doerfer22 the a  > e  > £  developm ent and E. Itkonen (loc. cit.) 
also supposes the a >  e >  ï  development on the basis of the Zyryan and Vo- 
ty ak  correspondences. Before deciding on the  question, we should note that 
though in Yakut one frequently finds an ï  correspondence for the PT  a, and 
finds it  occasionally in  o ther Turkic languages, and we also find an г corres- 
pondence in some Bulgar-Turkic loanwords in Mongolian and Hungarian, 
these ï  correspondences agree only in the rarest cases. Such an exception is e.g. 
P T  yaz- ’to write’, Chuv sïr, Mo. fini- and H ung. ir-. This phenomenon is very 
frequent in the Arabic-Persian loanwords in Chuvash : Ar. mascara —► Chuv. 
mïskara ’ridicule’, Ar. hary Chuv. yïrsà ’ta x  .Ar ,(Voty. Y kôré, S kerè ־*-) ’
fyazna —>־ Chuv. ytsna  ’treasury’. This developm ent can be observed also in 
quite  fresh loans such as Tu. balciq Chuv. pïlcâk ’mud’. In  some Chuvash 
dialects, an a >  и  ~  ï  alteration can also be observed : Chuv. V and A pïr- 
’to  go’ ~  Morgans (recorded by Rona-Tas), pur-, Chuv. V and A p 'il ’honey’ ~  
R ika (recorded by Rona-Tas) pul, etc. All th is again clearly indicates th a t we 
are faced with a dialectal phenomenon which is presumably related to  the la- 
bialization of a, and, in  contrast to the m ore'general labial à variant, is the 
residue of an illabial, sporadic and dialectal a. The Arabic illabial a was part 
of this development and  subsequently the illabial a became г in Chuvash along 
w ith the process of closing. This process definitely went through an e phase 
and  perhaps later on, through an § stage. I t  is not totally  unlikely th a t the -e- 
of the Hung, gyertya ’candle’ can also be explained in this way, ra ther than 
in  terms of the dissim ilating effect of the a occurring in the second syllable 
of inflected forms (T E S Z , cf. alma, aimât).

The beginning of the  closing process of the Chuvash vowel system  would 
be difficult to specify. Certainly, the phenomenon already existed in some of 
the  ancient Bulgar-Turkic loanwords in Mongolian : PT bodu- ~  Mo. budu- 
’to  pa in t’, PT кос ~  Mo. quca ’ram ’, PT höküz ~  Mo. hükör ’ox’, P T  töyke ~  
Mo. tüngke ‘overgrowth of feather grass’, etc. In  order to explain such corres- 
pondences, we have no reason to propose a trip le  labial opposition (o : ç ; и) 
as is done by Doerfer (T M E N  I, p. 99) : we should rather see i t  as the earliest 
signs of the process of closing in Bulgar-Turkic. I t  is highly probable th a t by 
the  time of the H ungarian—Bulgar-Turkic coexistence, this process has yet 
further advanced ; consequently, our earlier views on the vocalism of the Bui- 
gar-Turkic loanwords in Hungarian are to  be revised.

For an evaluation of the process of closing, a more m inute study  of the 
LOB adoption of the  Slavic goba would be im portant. This word was defi- 
n itely  adopted by LOB prior to the Eastern  Slavic denasalization in the 10th 
century. The ç and perhaps ü  th a t may be supposed on the basis of Permian 
and  the possible ü  based on Tatar definitely show the process of closing. But

22 G. Doerfer, Ein Kompendium . . . , p. 244.
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i t  w ould be difficult to say if th e  Slavic 0 was adopted by the borrowing lan- 
guage as ö or o. The latter appears the more probable.

B y  th e  period of the L O B -P P  contacts, the LOB set of vowels was al- 
ready definitely  an entire stage more closed, and the  process had become more 
system atic.

O ur m aterial does not offer direct information on the  question of the  long 
vowels of LOB.

Vowels not in the first syllable

The P T  vowels show significant differences in LOB depending upon 
w hether th ey  occur in the firs t or the  following syllables. Stress relations de- 
fin itely  p lay  a role in this phenomenon. The m ain characteristic of present 
Chuvash stress relations is th a t  th e  stress of the word can fall on a reduced 
vowel only  if there are only reduced vowels in the word. If a word consists 
of only fu lly  formed vowels th en  the  stress is on the last syllable. If th is is a 
reduced one, then the full vowel preceding it carries the  stress. This system  
is obviously secondary and is re la ted  to  the development of the reduced vowels. 
The h is to ry  of the development of Modern Chuvash stress relations is to ta lly  
unknow n.

In  Modern Chuvash the  open vowels in non-first syllables have re- 
ta ined  th e ir  original quality ; th e  closed ones have become reduced.

T he regular continuity of th e  LOB a in non-first syllables is the P P  
a > Z y r .  a, Voty. 0(<  *a) (3, 15). On the Zyryan sound hiatus occurring in 
the la t te r  word, and on the e/e vowel see p. 9. The P P  i  corresponds to  the 
LOB ï  in  the  Zyr. word tïlïm  (20). In  one example (12) there is Zyr. 0  ~  
Voty. i in  the  place of the LOB i  in  absolute final position. The LOB *ä was 
usually  replaced by a in P P  > Z y r .  a, Voty. 0 <  *a (8, 11). In  one case (6) 
there is Zyr. 0  ~  Voty. г'/г <  P P  г in the place of the final LOB *ä sound. 
The LO B *e or *ä —>־ P P  *e m ay be supposed for the  second syllable of etym o- 
logy No. 4. In  word No. 9 the  P P  0  corresponds to  the  LOB i sound (see also 
below a b o u t this word). There is an example (19) also for the correspondence 
of the  LO B й and *e >  P P  г/i  >  Zyr. i, Voty. i. In  Zyryan, the regular form 
would be not suri but *sur reflecting the disappearance of the final vowel 
(see also below). — The i of th e  th ird  person possessive suffix is represented 
by i in  P P  (13).

P ro m  the point of view of phonology, and prim arily  of the relative chro- 
nology of certain sound changes in the Permian languages, the behaviour of 
the absolu te final vowels of LO B in the Permian languages is very conclusive. 
C ontrary  to  Lako (Perm. ny. szov., pp. 55—6), the  Zyryan word Jcec ~  Voty. 
кеб ,Z iege', does not go back to  the  LOB *käcä, as i t  was earlier supposed 
(W ichm ann, op. cit., p. 73 ; L ako, loc. cit.) bu t to  the form *käci. I t  has no 
significance from the point of view  of dating the disappearance of the P P  ä in
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the Proto-Perm ian period. B ut this word may be decisive in defining the upper 
chronological lim it (the end of the Proto-Perm ian period — 9th century?) 
of the  P P  *i (and perhaps *г) >  Z yr.—Voty. 0. (On the disappearance of the 
P P  *i!*i in both languages, see Lako, Perm. ny. szôv., p. 52). On the basis of 
the Zyr. gob ~  Voty. gubi ’P ilz’ ■*- LOB gümbä (6) one m ay suppose th a t the 
sound change of the final P P  ä >  г was completed at the tim e of the LOB-PP 
contacts, though i t  is even more possible th a t  the LOB ä was replaced by an г 
after the P P  ä >  г sound change. The P P  г/г 4— LOB *i, and *ä were retained 
in Votyak as indicated by two words (6, 12), bu t in Zyryan th ey  disappeared 
(cf. W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., pp. 35, 129 ; Lako, op. ext., pp . 13, 20). In 
these words the disappearance occurred after the term ination of the LOB-PP 
contacts (10th century) in an already independent Zyryan language. There is 
one word in which there is a final vowel in Zyryan as well : suri (19). This word 
m ay have reached Zyryan after the disappearance of the P P  г/г, perhaps with 
P  m ediation (Cf. Lakô, op. cit., p. 63). This is indicated by the  fac t th a t  in the 
Perm ian languages a double sound representation (Zyr. гг, Voty. e <  *e <  *0) 
corresponds to the LOB *гг. According to  Lai o’s conclusion (op. cit., p. 56) 
Proto-Perm ian a was retained both in Zyryan (a) and in V otyak (a, о <  *a). 
Today, naturally, th is statem ent can be accepted only with reservations : the 
Proto-Perm ian a could be retained only in words of the Perm ian  period ; its 
survival in Finno-Ugrian or Finno-Perm ian words can be supposed only on 
the basis of a few highly doubtful etymologies.23 The LOB *aj*ä —*• PP  *a 
О  Zyr. a, Voty. о <  a) has been retained in both Perm ian languages (3, 8, 
11, 15). I t  is true, however, th a t in three examples (3, 8, 11) th e  a ( >  o) stands 
behind a consonant cluster, i.e. in phonetic situations where the  disappearance 
of a could not have been possible.

T h e  h i s t o r i c a l  b a c k g r o u n d  o f  t h e  c o n t a c t s

We have to  conclude on the basis of the above facts th a t  th e  LOB loan- 
words of P P  reflect several LOB dialects. The loanwords perm it us to  recon- 
s truc t w hat is in some respects a slightly more advanced stage of phonetic 
developm ent than  we find suggested by the  Bulgar-Turkic loanwords in the 
H ungarian language. And this brings us to  the question of when i t  was that 
LOB came into contact with PP.

The arrival of the Volga Bulgars in the central Volga region is still a 
controversial question. The long-standing orthodoxy goes back to  K unik’s24

23 Cf. É. Korenchy, A zürjén abszolût igetö problémdjdrôl [Zum Problem des abso- 
luten Verbalstammes im Syrjänischen] : N yK  73 (1971), pp. 167 — 168.

24 Izvestija Al-Bekri i drugich avtorov о Rusi i slavjanach. Gast' 1. Stati i razyskanija 
A. Kunika i barona V. Rozena. Priloienie к X X X I I -m u  tomu Zapisok A N  No. 2. SPbg. 
1878, pp. 156-166.

Ada Orient. Hung. X X X V I I .  1983



К. R É D E I-A .  RÖXA-TAS26

view which has spread on W ichm ann’s authority  (Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 142). 
K unik refers to Jordanes (at abou t A. D. 551), who enum erates the peoples of 
the O rient subjugated in the  4 th  century by the G oth K ing Ermanarich, and 
lists am ong them  the Merens, Mordens and Im niscaris, bu t not the Bulgare. 
From  th is  K unik draws the  inference that the Bulgars were not yet in the 
Volga region in the m id-6th century, but m igrated here only later. Paasonen 
(loc. cit.) has justly  found th is argum ent insufficient. According to the historical 
sources,25 the Khazars had term inated  the Onogur-Bulgarian Empire of the 
K uban in around 650. The separation of the Onogur Bulgars began only sub- 
sequently. One of the groups m igrated upwards along the  Volga, and though 
rem aining under K hazar suprem acy, yet escaped the  direct pressure of the 
K hazars. Another group rem ained in the Caucasus. A th ird  migrated to  the  
neighbourhood of Byzantium  and  founded the Bulgarian Em pire of the Danube 
where th ey  settled down in around 680.

According to the archaeological finds, the B ulgarian tribes moving north- 
ward in  the  second part of the 7 th  century reached th e  central Volga, the terri- 
to ry  betw een Kazan and K uybyshev, late in the second half of the 8th century ; 
the developm ent of the Volga Bulgarian Em pire can thus be dated around 
the end of the 8th, and the  beginning of the 9th century. At the time of Ib n  
Fadlän (922) this Em pre was flourishing.

Thus the beginnings of th e  P P -МВ contacts can be put a t the second 
p a rt of the  8th century ; intensive contacts should probably  be counted w ith 
from the  early 9th century. This chronology com pletely agrees with Wich- 
mamTs, (Tscliuw. Lehnw., pp. 29, 145—147) who dates the oldest layer of 
Chuvash loanwords in the Perm ian  languages to  the  8 th  or 9th century. This 
view is shared by Lytkin (Drev. tjur/c. Hem., pp. 131 —142) and Rédei as well.26

25 Cf. K. Czeglédy, Nomad népek vàndorldsa Napkeleltôl Napnyugatig [The Wan- 
derings of Nomadic Peoples from East to West] : Körösi Gsoma Kiskönyvtdr 8, Budapest
1969, p. 108.

26 K. Rédei, Gibt es sprachliche Spuren der vorungarisch-permischen Beziehungen ? : 
ALH  19 (1969), pp. 321 — 334, id., Die syrjänischen Lehnwörter im Vogulischen. Budapest
1970, p. 64. The general consensus among scholars studying the ethnic history of the 
middle Volga-region (A. P. Smirnov, Vorobev, Dmitriev, Kachovskij, Denisov etc.) is 
that we have no cause to seek a significant Turkic element here prior to the 8th century 
Bulgarian immigration. On the contrary, maintains A. Ch. Chalikov (see e.g. К  voprosu 
о natale tjurkizacii naselenija Povol&’ja  i Primal’ja  : Sovetskaja Êtnograf ija 1972/1, pp. 
100 — 109) Turkic groups had migrated to the region in the 3rd or 4th, and the 5th or 
6th centuries as well. We do not regard ourselves competent to judge Chalikov’s archaeo- 
logical arguments, but we are of the opinion that the fact that certain changes are re- 
fleeted by the archaeological finds of the region under survey, with parallel changes indi- 
cated by the Hunnic finds of South Siberia and subsequently of South Russia, does not 
in itself prove the immigration of a Turkic people. These contacts could have been 
inter-ethnic ones as well, to say nothing of the fact that the Turkic ethnic identity of

Acta Orient. Hung. X X X V I I .  1983



27ЕЛЮ  Y BULGARIAN LOANWORDS

The phonological conclusions to  be drawn from the LOB loanwords in 
P P  are in complete harm ony w ith th is view. Moreover, the LOB loanwords 
in P P  reflect a phase of LOB development for which we have no o ther source. 
The Volga Kipchak languages and the Chuvash-type loanwords in Cheremiss 
reflect two later stages of development. The late Chuvash loanwords in Votyak 
and Permyak are also from a later stage of development.

II. The Bulgarian Loanwords in the Permyak Dialect of Zyryan

In  the following we are going to  deal with the problems of the Bulgar- 
Turkic loanwords adopted by the  southern dialect (Perm yak) of Zyryan 
and  by  Votyak after the dissolution of the Proto-Permian linguistic unity. The 
restriction of the subject is justified by the fact tha t the words belonging to 
th is group constitute an independent complex different from the  Proto-Per- 
m ian loans or those of the already separated Votyak language. The Chuvash 
elem ents of the P dialect of Zyryan and of Votyak belong to a la te r layer adopt- 
ed after the 10th century (Lakô, Perm. ny. szôv., p. 63). Since Proto-Perm ian 
un ity  came to an end in the 10th century, we cannot speak of common adop- 
tions, Lytk in’s view notw ithstanding (Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 138). Starting out 
from this postulate, we want to  study  the problem of w hether the  words in 
question can be regarded as Chuvash — Permyak and Chuvash -<- Votyak 
(Proto-Votyak) loans borrowed a t the same tim e but independently, or whether 
they  are indeed borrowings from a Bulgarian (Chuvash) —<- V otyak — Permyak 
direction.

1. Z y r. (Batalova, publ. by Lytkin , Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 136) P  ceber :
6. mort ’chvastun, krasivyj, gordyj’, ceber-ceber munis ’po§el gordo, vysoko 
podrjav  golova, chvastajas’, ceber ’razborci vy j, brezglivyj’. V о t  y. (Wichm. 
p. 113) G., Uf. ceber, S, MY ieber ’schön, anmutig, hübsch, gu t, (G auch) 
schnell (Adv.), (MU auch) Schönheit, (Y auch) gut (Adv.)’, (Munk.) S teber, 
Uf. Heber, ’schön, hübsch’. — PV *ceber.

? LOB cebär ; Cf. Chuv. ciper ’beautiful, good’ (Sirotkin).

the Huns, taken for granted by Chalikov, cannot at all be verified. Chalikov refers to 
Lytkin as well, who says, according to Chalikov, that the Chuvash loan words in the 
Permian languages originate from the 4th or 5th century. Lytkin, in the place quoted by 
Chalikov (Jazyki narodov SSSE. 3, Finno-ugorskie i samodijakie jazyki. Moskva 1966, 
p. 268) as elsewhere, clearly puts the beginnings of the linguistic influence of the Volga 
Bulgarians after the 7th century and regards the separation of PP into the Zyryan and 
Votyak branches to be the consequence of the impact of the Volga Bulgarian Empire, 
dating the process to the 9th or 10th century. Chalikov’s attempt to separate the Chuvash 
people from the Volga Bulgarians and his effort to date their immigration to the 4th or 
5th century cannot be accepted.
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The Chuvash word is a T a ta r  loan because of th e  in itia l c- (Cf. Tat. ciber, 
Bashk. siber). The earliest occurrence of the word is in  the  Codex Cumanicus ; 
Gronbech27 and Poppe28 regard  i t  to  be of Mongolian origin. B ut this is con- 
trad ic ted  by the widespread use of the word in Turkic (Cf. Räsänen, Etym. 
Wb., p. 101) and further, by th e  fact that it  has no etym ology in Mongolian 
either, and finally, by the  Tkm . серег, the -p- of which cannot be explained 
on a Mongolian basis. Besides th e  late loan cäbär, there  is also a säbär form in 
Y akut, which is regarded by  K aluzynski29 as an early  loanword. The question 
of M ongolian origin is im p o rtan t in this case because i t  could give us an idea 
of the  tim e of its adoption. N aturally , the possibility cannot be excluded th a t 
the  word reached the Volga region through Mongolian mediation, bu t we can- 
not tak e  i t  for granted.

According to W ichm ann (loc. cit.), the V otyak word may come from 
T atar. E ither it  reached V otyak  and, through V otyak, Zyr. P  directly ; or it  
d id  so through Chuvash m ediation  prior to the e i change of the Volga- 
region.

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 113 (Voty.) ; L y tk in , Drev. tjurlc. (dem., 
p. 136 (Zyr.).

2. Z y r .  (Wuo.) P  kab ,Leisten für B astschuhe’. Voty. (Wichmann, 
Etym . Perm., p. 130) kab ’id .’ (Munk.) S, К  kab ’L eisten’ — PV *kab.

■*- LOB *käp or *kab Chuv. кар ’exterior, form ; shape, whole’ (Si- 
rotkin) ~  PT  *käp, *kip (Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 233, Clauson, p. C86) Cf. 
also Chuv. рек, dial, кар ’sim ilar’.

The Turkic data  (Tkm. gap, Yak. kiäp, K azk. keyip, etc.) the early 
Slavic кар  and the Hung, kép refer to a PT käp form, and the Chuv. кар can 
also be explained by it. Some early  Turkic linguistic sources (e.g. Hsüen-tsang 
le tte r 2111 : kip, K asyan  kip )  allow a variant w ith  a closed è and perhaps 
even an *. B ut the -b final proposed by several scholars is not unambiguously 
supported  by the data, and  its  regular -v, -y consequences are also missing. 
Theoretically, the Voty. -b (—>־ Z yr. P. -b) could be th e  resu lt of sporadic voicing 
th a t  had taken place in V otyak , bu t in such cases -p  would be expected a t 
least in some dialects. To the  Zyr. P, and Voty. m eaning of the word cf. Ka§- 
yari’s ’m ould’.

W ichmann, Etym. perm., p . 130 ; WUO ; L y tk in  1st. vok., p. 153, Drev. 
tjurk. êlem., p. 132. — Erroneously : Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 81, (Voty. 
■*- T at.)

27 K. Grnnbech, Romanisches Wörterbuch, K0benhavn 1942, p. 74.
28 N. Poppe, Die mongolischen Lehnwörter im Romanischen. In : Németh Armagam, 

Ed. by J. Eckmann, A. S. Levend, M. Mansuroglu. Ankara 1962, p. 335.
29 St. Kaluzynski, Mongolische Elemente in der jakutischen Sprache, Warszawa 

1961, p . 110.
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3. Z y r. (VVUo.) P  ken a k  ’B rudersfrau’, (Wied.) ’Schwägerin’. V о t  y. 
(Wichm. p. 71) Uf., MU, Y, M, G ken ’Schwiegertochter, Schnur, Schwieger- 
tochter (wird so von den älteren Familienmitgliedern genannt) (Y), junges 
Weibchen überhaupt (welches jünger als der Anredende ist) (MU, Y, M)’, 
(Wied.) kenak ’ältere Schwiegertochter, Brudersfrau’, (Munk.) S kenak ’Frau 
des älteren Bruders’. PV *ken and *kenak.

■*- LOB *ken >  Cliuv. kin  ’daughter-in-law, bride’ (Sirotkin) ~  PT 
kelin  (Clauson, p. 719, Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 250).

The Chuv. kilen quoted by Egorov (Êt. si., p. 113) if it  exists a t all, is a 
recent Tatar loanword b u t presum ably lives only among bilingual people. 
The Chuvash word can be explained from a form with a possesive suffix, after 
the  disappearance of -l- : *kelini >> *kelni >  *keni >  *kinë ~  k in  (Cf. qïlïc >  
qïlc >  qïc >  yës ’sword’).

The Voty. kenak is a compound already obscured. Its  posterior consti- 
tu en t is : (Wichm.) G akî, ak, Y ak, ako ’ältere Schwester’, (Munk.) S ak ’id.’. 
This is also of Chuvash origin (Cf. Uotila, FU  F  23 (1935), p. 98, Wichmann, 
Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 38) «— LOB *äkä k> Chuv. akka, aki, akam  ’elder sister, 
aunt, step sister’ (Asmarin, Sirotkin 1961) PT  *eke (Clauson, p. 100 ; Räsä- 
nen, Etym. Wb., p. 38).

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 71 ; Lytkin, Drev. tjurk. clem., p. 133.
4. Z y r. (Lytkin, Drev. tjurk. elem., p. 133) P  koba, (Lvtk.) Ya. koba 

’p rja lka’. V o t y .  (Wichm. p. 75) G, M. Y, Uf. kubo ’Spindel’ (Munk.) K kubo 
’Flachshechel’. — PV *koba.

■*- LOB */aba or MB */pba ~  PT  qaba ~  qâba ’thick, protruding  (mainly 
hair, beard, feather, etc.)’ (Clauson, pp. 580—81, Räsänen, Etym . Wb., p. 215). 
The word is missing in Modern Chuvash. Presumably, the Chuv. ywpa ’pillar, 
memorial pillar of the dead, post’ (Aämarin) can be linked w ith it, which would 
be the regular phonetic correspondence of the PT *qâba reconstructed on the 
basis of the Tkm. gdba. If so, its semantic development is ’sign standing out 
of tom b’ >  ’tom b pillar’, bu t this is less certain. A word identical in meaning 
to  th a t of the Zyr. P  and the Voty. exists only in T atar and  Bashkir (kaba 
’spinning wheel’) and in K azakh (kaba ’hackle’) ; in the o ther Turkic lan- 
guages, it means a protruding, bushy thing. This meaning also exists in Tatar 
where today the two words are felt to  be homophonie. Therefore, from the 
point of linguistic geography, we cg,n surely speak of a word of the  Volga region 
and possibly of Volga Bulgarian origin. Since the first -a of the  T a tar word is 
also labial, a T a ta r origin cannot be excluded.

The Zyr. P  о which appears in P P  loans instead of a indicates borrowing 
from Votyak.

Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 75 (Voty.) ; Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 82 
(Zyr.—Voty.) ; Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 133 ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi I I , p. 155 ; 
Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 215.
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5. Z y r .  (Wied.) P  sugon ’Zwiebel’. V о t  y. (W ichm. p. 93) M, Uf., 
Y  sugon, G sugon : kurit s., (Munk.) S, К  sugon ’id .’ — PV *sogan or (in the 
case of borrowing from T atar) *sugan.

■*— ? LOB or MB soyan >  Chuv. suyan ’onions’ (Sirotkin, 1961) ~  PT 
soyan (Clauson, p. 812 ; R äsänen, Шут. Wb., p. 425).

In  Käsyari, the word is w ith a long 5, b u t the  Turkm en is short (sogan). 
On the  basis of the K arachay-B alkar soyan we m ay presume th a t the PB  form 
may have been *soqan, b u t the  -y- in LOB and in Chuvash had definitely be- 
come voiced. In view of th e  fact th a t the T a tar form of the word is sugan, 
a T a ta r origin cannot be excluded either.

The phonetic form of the  Zyr. P  indicates borrowing from Votyak. One 
would expect a *sogan in P erm yak , and a sugan phonetic form if it was a case 
of borrowing from Tatar. The adoption along a Yoty. —► Permyak direction 
m ay have taken place relatively  late, after the V otyak *o ~y>u change in initial 
syllables. The final n of the  Zyr. P  sugon is unusual (Cf. Wichmann, loc. cit.). 
If the Zyr. P  word comes from T atar then the borrowing took place after the 
Voty. a >  о change, too.

W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 93 ; Raun, Chuw. Borr., p. 20, 42 ; Lyt- 
kin, Drev. tjurk. elem., p . 133.

6. Z y r .  (WUo.) P  susa  ’Weberschiffchen’. V o t y .  (Munk.) S, К  
suso ’id ’.

> LOB *susa —י-  P T  susaq ~  susyaq ’scoop’ <  sus- ’to scoop up’ (Clau- 
son, p. 856, Räsänen, Etym . W b., p. 434).

The sim ilarity of form gave rise to  the naming of the  shuttle (see German 
Weberschiffchen, R  celnok). The modern Chuvash d a ta  are : asa, osa, aso (Asma- 
rin, Sirotkin), sasa, sosa (Asmarin). The disappearance of s- is a regular and 
recent phenomenon. Cf. äs- ’to  scoop up’ <  PT  sus-, äsla ’mash’ R  suslo 
etc. The LOB word had spread in the Volga-region as a technical term  of 
weaving, cf. Cher. SuSa (Räsänen, Tat. Lehnw., p. 65 ; Cher. -י— Tat.), Tat. 
sosa, Bashk. hosa, and reached Vogul (sisa, K annisto , Tat. Lehnw., p. 177) 
and Ostyak (susaj, Paasonen, F U  F  2 (1902), p. 129) with T atar mediation, 
and perhaps Votyak. As the  word exists only in  the  Zyr. P  dialect, i t  is 
either of Votyak, or of T a ta r mediation. So far, the  word has not been traced 
in Russian dialects.

7. Z y r .  (Wied.) P  sor ’Stief־’ : soyy-af ’S tiefvater’, sor-mam ’Stief- 
m u tter’, sor-zon ’Stiefsohn’, sor-nil ’Stieftochter’. V o t y .  (Wichm., p. 101) 
sur ’Stief-’ ; Uf. sur-aji, M éur-ajî, MU sur-ataj, ’S tiefvater’, Uf. sur-mumî, 
MU sur-anaj ’Stiefm utter’. — PV  *sor.

■<— LOB sâr or MB sor y> Chuv. sur, surä ’half, half of something' (Sirot- 
kin), Cf. arrm suri ’stepm other’, ama suri ïvâl, ïvàl suri ’step-son’ (Sirotkin) ~  
PT yaru ’half’, yarïm ’id .’ <  yar- ’to  split (into tw o)’ (Clauson, pp. 954, 955, 
968 ; Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 189).
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Besides the more original èurâ form there exists the sur  form  in Modern 
Chuvash as well, as is indicated by the  doublet ïvàl surri (Paasonen, Csuv. 
szöj.) and ïvàl éuri (Sirotkin). The Zyr. P  о instead of the a in loans of the PP 
period indicates a  borrowing from Votyak.

Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 101 ; Raun, Cliuw. Borr., p. 41 ; Lytkin, 
1st. vole., p. 95 ; Drev. tjurlc. êlem., p. 133.

8. Z y r .  (VVUo.) P  tor ta• ’B re tt m it Schaft zum Zusammenscharren 
des gedroschenen Getreides’, (Lytk.) Ya. to-rfa ’pechlo, upotrebljaem oe dlja 
sgruèenija vymoloëennogo zerna na gumne’. V о t  y. (W ichm., p. I l l )  MU 
turto ’Femerstange, Deichsel, Gabeldeichsel’ Uf. turto: geri-t. ’Deichsel am 
Pflug’, (Munk.) К  turto ’Gabeldeichsel, Doppeldeichsel’. — PV *torta.

*- LOB *tärta or MB *torta >  Chuv. turta ’carriage pole’ (Sirotkin) ~  PT 
tarta tartaq <  tart- ’to  pull’ (Clauson, p. 535 ; Räsänen, Ш ут. W h., p. 465).

According to  Räsänen (loc. eit.) the Chuvash word goes back to  a tartaq 
form ; phonetically, th is is feasible, b u t the Tkm. dartï ’d e ta l’ tkackogo i 
p rjad il’nogo stankov’ indicates th a t the  word also had a form w ithout -q. The 
T at., Tob., tarta (Radlov) and Tat., Bashk. tärtä are definitely Volga Bulgarian 
loanwords ,but the Turki tärtä (Rachmeti, see Räsänen loc. cit.) if i t  is authentic, 
can hardly be one.

The Zyr. P  о instead of the expected a of the loanwords of the  P P  period 
indicates a borrowing from Votyak.

Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. I l l  ; Raun, Chuv. Borr., pp. 41, 44 ; 
Lytkin, 1st. vole., p. 98 ; Drev. tjurk. elem., p. 133 ; Fedotov, Is t. svjazi II, 
p. 144, Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 465.

9. Z y r .  (Wied., Zus.) P  ulme, ulmes ’Apfel’. V о t  y. (Wichm., p. 123) 
M il uumo, (Munk.), K  ulmo, (Uotila, W ort geschichtliches : M S  FOU  67. 1933, 
p. 400) umo ’Apfel’, umo-pu ’Apfelbaum ’. — PV *olma.

LOB *alma or MB *olma >> Chuv. ulma ’apple, p o ta toes’ (Sirotkin), 
uma ’potatoes’ (Asmarin) ~  PT  aima (Clauson, pp. 146 — 7 ; Räsänen, Etym. 
Wb., p. 18).

The Zyr. P  word cannot originate directly from B ulgarian because on 
the basis of the LOB *àlma or olma we would expect *alma or olma in Permyak. 
The Zyr. P  ulme ( <  *ulmo) got in to  Perm yak after the *o >  и  sound-change 
in the Votyak first syllables and the *a >  о change in the  non-first ones. 
The Votyak о of non-first syllables was replaced in Zyryan by  e, as о cannot 
occur in absolute final position in original Zyryan words. The e- was regarded 
as a vocative of nom inative value which developed from a  firs t person pos- 
sessive suffix, cf. pece ’G roßm utter’ ( ~  pec ’id.’), bebe ’E infältiger’ (beb 
’dum m ’.30 The more frequent -es denominative nominal suffix has taken the

30 Cf. M. A. Kovesi, A perrni nyelvek ô8i tcépzôi [The Ancient Suffixes of the Per- 
inian Languages], Budapest 1966, p. 130.
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place of -e in the ulmes form . The Voty. umo ’Apfel’, umo-pu ’Apfelbaum’ 
quo ted  b y  Uotila31 are hard ly  rela ted  etymologically to  the Finnish omena, 
E ston ian  oun, etc. ’Apfel’ w ords (the SK E S  does n o t mention the Votyak 
word as equivalent to the F inn ish , etc. words). The V oty. umo is the adoption 
of a  C huvash dialectal uma.

W ichm ann, Tschuw. Lehnw ., p. 123 ; Uotila, Gesch. Kons., p. 388 ; Lakö 
Perm. ny. szôv., p. 27 ; R aun , Chuv. Borr., pp. 31, 33 ; Lvtl■in, Drev. tjurk, 
Gem., p . 133 ; Fedotov, Ist. sv jazi II, p. 146.

P h o n e t i c a l  a n d  H i s t o r i c a l  C o n c l u s i o n s

T here are too few com m on loanwords in Zyr. P  and  Votyak to allow far- 
reaching conclusions, pa rticu la ry  if we remember th a t  in  some cases, the pos- 
sib ility  of a Tatar origin or m ediation  cannot be excluded.

In  th e  system of consonants, no im portant changes are found to  have 
taken  place since the P P  stage. I f  item  No. 5 goes back to  a PB *soqan form, 
then  th e  voicing of the had  a lready  taken place (Cf. item  No. 1 of part one : 
-t- >  -D-). The s- initial of item  No. 7 refers to a d ialect of the Chuvash type 
in c o n tra s t to  the f- of the VB inscriptions. The possible Turkic origin of the 
final -b of item No. 2 requires fu rther investigation.

T he vowel system raises a  special problem. The P T  a >  LOB à later 
on becam e an о (V), and an и  (A) respectively. During th is  process, the original 
*o becam e <5 through a *u. The long 5 stopped a t the  и  stage, as it could not 
be reduced  because of the orig inal length. In the m eantim e, the и also de- 
veloped in to  ö :

*â >  о
*0 >  *u >  ö 
*ö >  w

*u >  о

T hus if PV already had *u  as in the case of item  No. 7, then indirectly it 
also m eans th a t the â >■ о developm ent had by then, tak en  place. This presents 
no d ifficu lty  whatsoever from  th e  point of PV as the  labial â was replaced by 
an о in  PV , and the 0, naturally , adopted as an o. In  respect of PV, one can also 
im agine for the etymology of w ord  No. 2 that it  was n o t an ä —>־ a sound sub- 
s titu tio n  th a t  took place, b u t t h a t  PV adopted an a a fte r  the *ä >  a develop- 
m ent, th is  however, is less probable. The *e )> i  change had not yet taken 
place according to the tes tim ony  of items Nos 1 and  3. Here, item No. 3 is 
p a rticu la rly  important because i t  is the case of a Bulgar-Turkic word beyond 
doubt.

31 T. E. Uotila, Wortgeschichtliches : MSFOu 67, Helsinki 1933, p. 400.
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According to  the  Volga Bulgarian inscriptions, the a and e sounds had 
not ye t become an о and i ; in respect of the  labials, the inscriptions are in- 
different. The Mongolian loanwords in the  Volga Turkic languages32 show 
th a t the  Mongolian words participated in the  closing process ; therefore, this 
change has to  be dated  to a time after the  14th century.

As the process of closing does not necessarily take place a t the same tim e 
for all vowels, and there might have been differences among the Bulgar- 
Turkic dialects of the Volga region in respect of the vowels as well as the 
consonants the question of the chronology of the â > 0  and o p  и
change in the LOB elements of PV ~  Zyr. P  should be left open.

The beginnings of the PP-L O B  contacts started  in the 8th century  but 
became really intensive only from the early 9th century on. The oldest LOB 
loanwords of the Perm ian languages originate from this period (Proto-Perm ian). 
A newer layer of Bulgar-Turkic loanwords was common to the P  dialect of 
Zyryan, the so-called Permyak and to  Votyak. The words belonging to  this 
layer may have reached Votyak and Perm yak when the northern group of the 
Zyryans (the Komi-Zyryans) had already m igrated to the north, i.e. from the 
10th century onwards. By th a t time, the separation of the Zyryan (Komi-Zy- 
ryan and Kom i-Permyak) and of the V otyak language had been completed ; 
one cannot, therefore speak of common Permyak-Votyak borrowings (other- 
wise in Lytkin, Drevn. tjurk. êlem., p. 136). A t the  most, we may presum e th a t 
some of the words belonging to this layer, and obviously the oldest ones, i.e. 
those borrowed in  the 10th or the 11th centuries, were adopted from LOB by 
Perm yaks and Votyaks a t approxim ately the  same time. But, as we shall see, 
the case was entirely  different. Words Nos 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9 bear phonetic and 
morphological features characteristic of V otyak which overrule any thought 
of direct LOB —י- Perm yak borrowing.

In  borrowings of the Proto-Perm ian period, the LOB *& was replaced 
by P P  *a. In  Modern Zyryan it corresponds to  a, and in Votyak, to  и  (Cf. pp. 
18 — 19). If w hat we had in etymologies Nos 4, 7 and 8 were a P P  adoption, there 
would be an a in the  first syllable in the P  dialect of Zyryan and not an  o. B ut 
the о representation suggests a PV — Perm yak mediation beyond doubt. 
Theoretically, a double sound substitution could also have occurred (a à ־<— 
о), b u t th is has to  be excluded on the grounds th a t words w ith an о ( <  P P  
*o LOB â ) in the  first syllable exist only in the P  dialect. The LOB à was 
replaced by о b u t the possibility cannot be excluded th a t the words of this 
group were borrowed by Votyak after the  â >  о process of closing in MB was

32 See A. K6na-Tas, Loan words of Ultimate Middle Mongolian Origin in Chuvash : 
Studies in Chuvash Etymology I, Studia Uralo-Altaica 17, Szeged 1982, pp. 66—134, 
id., The Altaic Theory and the History of a Middle Mongolian Loanword in Chuvash. In: 
Researches in Altaic Languages, ВОН X X , Ed. by L. Ligeti. Budapest 1976, pp. 201 — 211.
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com pleted. In  fact, the Votyak language could have borrowed the LOB о only 
w ith an  o. These words naturally  got into Pennyak  prior to  the Voty. о >  и  
sound-change (earlier than  the 15th or 16th century).

I t  is commonly known th a t  the *o >• и  sound-change in the first syllable 
in V otyak probably took place quite late, in  the  15th or 16th century33 as is 
ind icated  by the oldest Russian loanwords (e.g. kuso ’scythe’ <  R  kosa, ukno 
’window’ <  R  okno). In  addition, there is another process of sound develop- 
m ent in  V otyak, i.e. the change of the final a  to  о in cases where there was an 
о or и  in  the  first syllable. This change was a  ra ther late one, as not only the 
Chuvash loanwords borrowed by the independent Votyak, bu t even T atar 
loanwords participated in it  (Cf. Lako, Perm. ny. szov., p. 27). The two words 
No. 5, 9) reflecting the о >• и  change were borrowed from Votyak by Perm yak 
after th e  15th or 16th century. Because of the  -ak element, the P  kena-k ’Bru- 
dersfrau’ (No. 3) is in all probability  also a  borrowing from Votyak. Since 
phonetic and morphological criteria show the six Permyak words to  be Votyak 
words, and  not Chuvash loans, we may justly  question the Chuvash origin 
of the  rem aining two Perm yak words (Nos 1, 2) for which we have no such 
phonetic and morphological evidence. I t  is highly probable th a t these also 
reached Perm yak through Votyak mediation. All this naturally means th a t  
after th e  dissolution of the Proto-Perm ian linguistic unity we may no longer 
presum e the  existence of LOB or MB (Chuvash) —*־ Zvryan (Permyak) con- 
tacts, b u t  only of LOB or MB (Chuvash) —<־ V otyak connections.

The Chuvash elements of Votyak m ediation in the P  dialect of Zyryan 
are im p o rtan t as they focus a tten tion  in general to  the possibility of Votyak —י• 
Perm yak (and perhaps Perm yak —*־Votyak) borrowings. We know th a t  the 
study of th is  question demands extremely great circumspection, as in the  case 
of two ra th e r  closely related languages the detection of loanwords is m ost diffi- 
cult when m arked phonetic and other criteria are not available. B ut the  possi- 
b ility  of V otyak-Perm yak borrowings is a problem  already beyond the  scope 
of the  p resen t paper.

* * *

In  th e  first and second parts of our paper, we discussed those P P  and 
PV words th a t  can definitely, or with a high degree of probability be regarded 
as B ulgarian  loanwords. Since W ichmann (Tschuw. Lehnw.), several o ther 
correspondences have been proposed. B ut th e  m ajority of these proposals 
have neglected the background of Finno-Ugrian and Turkic linguistic history.

33 Cf. E. Itkonen, Zur Geschichte des Vokalismus der ersten Silbe im Tscheremis- 
sischen und in den permischen Sprachen : FU F  31 (1954), p. 271 and Lytkin, Ist. vok. 
p. 19 ; S. Csücs, A votjdk nyelv orosz jövevenyszavai [Russian Loanwords in Votyak] : 
N yK  74 (1972), p. 35.
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These correspondences have been proposed w ithout due consideration of the 
m ediating role of the  Russian dialects, or of possibilities such as the  Chuvash 
correspondence of the given word being a  late  T atar loanword, or a word not 
of Turkic origin (but of Iranian, or onomatopoeic, etc.), or of words being 
international loans spread by commerce, or of Finno-Ugrian origin in the  Volga 
Turkic languages. The refutation of all erroneous ,,correspondences” is im- 
possible. Below, we have selected only a  few of the erroneous correspondences 
th a t  tenaciously survive in the litera tu re  ; the  conclusions derived may, per- 
haps, be generalized.

1. Z y r. (WUo.) V, LV, S, Pech., L u., Le., I, Ud. bid ’jeder, all, ganz’, 
P  biden ’alle’, P  bides  ’alles, alle’. V о t  y. (Munk.) S bit, bid, K  bet, bed ’ganz, 
vollständig’, (Wichm.) G, Uf. bid, bit, M, Y , UM bid, bit ’id .’.

Chuv. (Asmarin) ропот, pëDëm ’ganz, vollständig’ (Wichmann, Tschuw. 
Lehnw., p. 45 ; U otila, Gesch. kons., p. 12, Syrj. Chrest., p. 66, w ith a question 
m ark). WUo. does not mention the Chuvash origin of the Perm ian words.

Besides the  Chuv. potöm, pëtëm ’complete, whole’ (Asmarin, S iro tlin) 
there is a pët, pëtë, polo ’pregnant’ word as ־well (ASmarin, Sirotkin, Paasonen). 
I ts  original meaning, as it is indicated by  the  Tat., Bashk., böte ’all, complete’, 
T a t. Tob. pole ’a ll’34 was ’complete’. These words can be traced back to  a PT 
*bütük form (Cf. T at. dial, bötük ’all’). The Chuvash -l- was soon voiced in an 
intervocalic position (Cf. pp. 2, 12) b u t the  voicing of the final -t of *but in- 
ferred from Perm ian data  cannot be explained (cf. still кар ~  kiib !).

2. Z y r. (WUo.) V, Lu. cip ’Lockruf, für Hühner’, V, S, Pech., Lu., Le., 
I, Ud. cipan, P  c ip a n  ’Huhn, Henne (V, S, Pech., Lu., Le.), K üchlein (I) ; 
männliches Glied (Ud., P )’, (Lytk.) Y a. cip  K üchlein’, (Gen.) E P  éi pan 
’m ännl. Geschlechtsteile’. V о t  y. (Wich. é. 115) G cîpî, c îp î S, M, Mu cipi, 
Uf. cipu  (Munk.) K  cipe ’Küchlein’.

Chuv. (ASmarin) tse ne, Неве ’K üch le in ’ (Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw.. 
p. 115 ; Lakô, Perm. ny. szôv., p. 13 ; U otila, Syrj. Chrest., p. 167 ; WUo. ; 
L y tk in , 1st. vok., p. 83, Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 133 ; E SK  ; Fedotov, 1st. svjazi, 
H , p. 162).

The i sound in the first syllable of the  Voty. G cîpî varian t evolved by 
assimilation to  the  ï of the second syllable. The Zyr. -an is a dim inutive suffix 
I ts  Chuvash origin cannot be accepted ; bo th  the Chuvash and the  Perm ian 
words are of onomatopoeic origin. W ords of similar phonetic form and mean- 
ing are to be found in other languages as well, e.g. Hung, csirke, csibe, R  сурка, 
cyplenok.

3. Z y r .  (WUo.) S, Lu., Le. cokmar 'Holzkeule (mit großem K opf)’, 
(SSK D ), UV, Lu., Le., Skr., MS. dokmar ’cekm ar’, V o t y .  (Wich., p. 116)

34 Cf. D. G. Tumaêeva, Könbatis Seher lutarlarï tele, Kazan’ 1961, p. 183.
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MU cokmor, Uf. cokmor, M cukmer, (Munk.) S, K  cokmor, M cokmar ’Prügel, 
K eule’.

Chuv. cukmar ’id .’ (W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 116 ; Lytkin, Drev. 
tjurk. êlem., p. 134 ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi II, p. 164). The Chuvash word is a late  
T a ta r loan (-*—Tat. cukmar <  coqmar), cf. Räsänen, Tat. Lehnw., p. 80. I t  is 
rem arkable th a t the word is missing from the P  dialect of Zyryan. The Z yryan 
word is th e  adoption of the R  cëkmar of T atar origin (WUo.), and the V otyak 
originates either from Chuvash or from T atar (cukmar ’id .’). The Zyr. (SSKD) 
LV cok ’cekm ar’ is a deduction of the cokmar form under the impact of th e  
V cok.c. kerni ’anstoßen (m it den Gläsern)’ ( <  R  cokatjsja, coknut’sjd) (Fokos- 
Fuchs). The Zyr. (SSKD) UV tukmar ’cëkm ar” form may have evolved by  
contam ination  from cokmar and  the (SSKD) Skr. tukman  ’tycek v golovu, 
udar kulakom  po golove’. The о in the first syllable of the Voty. cokmor, cokmor 
is irregu lar instead of the expected u; — it m ight be explained by the assim ilât- 
ing effect of the о in the second syllable.

4. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, S, Pech., Lu., Le., I, U d. cuman, P  cuma-n ’kleines 
Gefäß aus Birkenrinde (ugf. 1, 1/2 — 2 Viertelellen hoch) (Pech) ; webliches 
Glied (IT )’, (Lytk.) Ya. cuman-n ’berestjanaja korobka öetyrech-ugol’noj 
form y’. V o t y .  (Wichm., p. 118), M (Munk.) S cumon ’ein Gefäß aus B irken- 
rinde’.

Chuv. (Paasonen, Gsuv. szoj.) tsuman ’längliches, niedriges Gefäß aus 
L indenrinde (zum Malzen)’ (Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 118 ; L y tk in , 
Ist. vok., p. 212 ; Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 134 ; E S  К  ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi I I ,  
p. 164). The source of the Z yryan word is the  R  cuman of Turkic (Chuvash 
and/or T atar) origin ; the Voty. cumon goes back either to Chuvash or T a ta r  
(Cf. U otila , Syrj. Chres., p. 168 ; WUo.). The Chuvash word is a late T a ta r  
{cuman) loan.

5. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, LV, S, Pech., Lu., Le., U d., P, I don ’Preis, W ert 
(V, LV, S, Pech., Lu., Le., U d., I), Bezahlung (V, S, Lu., Le., Ud., I) ; Perle 
(P)’. V o t y .  {Wichm., p. 53), Uf., MU, Y, M, G dun, (Munk.), S, К  dun ’W ert, 
Preis, Zahlung’, don (in Zusammensetzungen) : kondon (<  *koni-don, kohi 
’E ichhörnchen’) ’Viertel K opeke, kleines Geld im  allg.’

Chuv. tan ’gleich’ (W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 53, with a question 
m ark, Gesch. finn.-ugr., p. 234 ; Fedotov, 1st. svjazi I I , p. 137 with a question 
m ark). The Permian words are of Finno-Ugrian origin (Uotila, Syrj. Chres., 
p. 69 ; E S K ).

6. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, S, Pech., T juver, Pech., Ud. juer, LV juer, Lu., Le. 
juvor, I  juor, P  jue׳r ’N achricht, Kunde, B otschaft, (Pech, auch) G erücht’. 
V o t y .  (Wichm., p. 61), S jivor, Uf., MU divor, Y, M, G ivor, (Munk.), К  iber, 
divor, devor, S ivor, G, Y  jivor ’Nachricht, B otschaft’.

Chuv. (Asmarin) yïnar ’id .’ (Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 61, w ith  
two question marks ; Fedotov, 1st. svjazi I I ,  p. 168). This correspondence is
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not possible because of serious phonetic difficulties. See the (partly) correct 
explanation of the Perm ian words in U otila, Gesch. копя., p. 258, Etym. Beitr., 
p. 151, Syrj. Chrest., p. 89 ; E SK .

7. Z у r. (VVUo.) V, S, Lu., Le., Ud. majeg, P  m ajeg  ’Stange, Pfahl, 
Zaunpfahl’. V о t  y. (Wichm., p. 86) G, Uf. majeg, YM majig, MU majik 
’Pfahl, Stange, Spieß’, (Munk.) К  majäk, majik, S, M majig ’Stange, Pfahl, 
Zaunpfahl’.

Chuv. (ASmarin) majak  ’eine Stange im allg., als Zeichen’ (Wichmann, 
Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 86). According to  W ichm ann (loc. eit.) and U otila {Gesch. 
kons., p. 140), the Perm ian words are either Iranian loans or were taken over 
from Iranian through Chuvash mediation. L ater Uotila (Syrj. Chrest., p. 114), 
later still the E S K , and most recently Jok i (Uralier, p. 279) accept only an 
Iranian origin.

8. Z у r. (WUo.) parga ’in der Flachshechel zurückgebliebener flocken- 
förmiger, reiner Abfall vom gehechelten Flachs.’

Chuv. (Zolotnickij, Öuv.-russk. sl.) parga ’Büschel’ (W ichmann, Tschuw. 
Lehnw., p. 91 with a  question mark). In  the  literature, two words th a t  are not 
related are dealt w ith jointly. The Chuv. parga (Zolotnickij, Cuv.-russk. sl. ; 
Paasonen, Csuv. szôj.) ’heap, bundle’ is a  dialectal form ; more exactly, the 
word is parga (Asmarin IX , p. 117) and is the  equivalent of the payärka  of the 
literary  language. This word exists in Cheremiss (pajârka, pajarka, Räsänen, 
Tat. Lehnw., p. 88. Cher. ■*— Chuv., Etym. Wb., p. 378 Cher. —► Chuv.), and also 
in T a tar (dial, payarka). These words are adoptions of the R  pojarok ’serst’ 
jagnjat (pervoj strizki)’ (Vasmer I II , p. 351) and the sem antic development 
is ’small heap of wool’ -+ ’small heap, bundle’ (Cf. Cher, miz-pajarka ’ein wenig 
Wolle’, Tat. payarka ’pojarok’.) This word has to be separated from the other 
on the basis of phonetic and semantic considerations, the opinion of Vasmer 
(III, p. 205) and Räsänen notwithstanding (loc. cit.). I t  exists in Modern 
Chuvash in the parka  ’fragile’ (Asmarin V II, p. 110) and parkän  ’broken into 
small pieces’ (loc. cit.) forms. I t  has become a rare dialectal word because of 
its homophony with the  parka ’firm, strong’ of MMo. origin.35 B u t the word 
exists in Cheremiss (parya ’obdiriki ot mocala’, Räsänen loc. cit.) and also in 
the Russian dialects of the region (parga ’oôeski Гпа, m alen’kie volokna’, 
Vasmer I II , p. 205). The latter words correspond to an LOB *bärgä, which is 
related to a PT  her- ’to  strike’ (to be distinguished from the word her- ’to give’ !) 
(Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 70). The Zyryan word is of Russian mediation if for 
no other reason th,pn because of the initial p-. WUo. has rightly  regarded it as 
a Russian loanword.

9. Z y r. (WUo.) V, LV, S, Pech., Lu., Le. pelts, I pelig ’Vogelbeere’. 
V о t  y. (Wichm. p. 90) Uf. paleé, palez G, Y puiez, Y, M pàwez ’id .’.

34 See A. R 6na-Tas, Loan-words . . . pp. 77 — 79.
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Cf. Chuv. (Asmarin) piles  ' i d /  (Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 90). The 
Perm ian  words are of Finno-U gric origin (ESK).

10. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, LV, Pecj. pirig, S, Ud. pirig  'lange Brechstange, 
E ishaue (die Spitze aus E isen, der Schaft aus H olz'), (Rog.). P  piric  'id .'
V о t  у. (Wichm. p. 91) Y piric  ’Brecheisen, B rechstange’, (Munl<.) S pirica , 
M p ir iia  ’Hohleisen (zum Aushöhlen eines Troges od. Bienenstockes gebrauch- 
tes W erkzeug’).

C huv. (Zolotnickij, Cuv.-russk. 81.) purüs ’Kratzeisen, Haue, K a rs t’ 
(W ichm ann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p . 91 ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi II, p. 123). The 
Chuvash word (correctly : porÔS. pêrëS, Asmarin) and the Tat. dial, börös, 
Bashk. böröz are loanwords from  a  Finno-Ugric language. The Perm ian words 
are of U ra lian  origin (Collinder, E SK ).

11. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, LV, Pech, sulcman ’Überrock aus hellgrauem haus- 
gewebtem  Wollstoff (V), Ü berrock aus schwarzem, blauem od. weißem haus- 
gewebtem  Stoff (LV), Ü berrock aus dickem hausgewebtem Stoff (Pech.)’.
V о t  y. (Wichm., p. 95) G sukm an  ’grober, wollener K aftan , B auernkittel’ 
(Munk.) S, M sukman ’hinten gefaltetes W interröckel’.

Chuv. (Ahlquist) su/m an, sukman, (Zolotnickij, Cuv.-russk. 81.) suxm an  
'K aftan , R ock’ (Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 95 ; L ytkin, Ist. vok., p. 210, 
Drev. tjurk . êlem., p. 133 ; E S K  ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi I I , p. 125). The Chuvash 
d a ta  : säkman, söynian, so •/man (Asmarin ; Paasonen, Csuv. szoj. ; Sirotkin) 
exclude th e  alternative th a t  th e  word may be the regular equivalent of the 
Tu. cäkm än  (cf. on this Doerfer T M E N  III, pp. 82 — 84 ; Räsänen, Etym. IFb., 
p. 103) as in  this case one would expect a *sakman, or perhaps a *sikmen form. 
The p resen t Chuvash forms are borrowings of the R  sukman, and the Chuvash 
form säkm an  regularly corresponds to  it  ; the forms with -%־ are analoguous 
form ations under the influence of the general in the back vocalic words. 
Vasmer ( I I I ,  p. 799) doubts th e  Slavic origin of the  Russian word because he 
finds i t  impossible to explain th e  Turkic variants w ith s- initial given the 
Turkic d a ta  with c. B ut as we have seen the Chuvash d a ta  are of Turkic 
origin. T he Tat. Tob. sükmän, sügmän  ’cekmen’ (Tumaseva, oj>. cit., p. 193) 
really canno t be explained from R ussian, nor from cäkmän, neither its s- in itial, 
nor its  lab ia l vowel. Here, Chuvash mediation or a Tu. *sökmen form has to  be 
presum ed. The latter occurs in  K âsyarl : sökmen ’a m ilitary  title ’. K âsyarï’s 
item  is ra th e r  enlightening : er sökmenlendi ’the m an has p u t on the soldier’s 
dress a n d  regarded himself as one of them (i.e. he has been sbkmenized)’ (Cf. 
Clauson, p . 821). Thus, here, th e  word refers to a soldier’s garment associated 
w ith rank . A Tu. sökmen —> ־ —־*  R  sukm an  borrowing can be accepted from the  
phonetic po in t of view, though th e  lending Turkic form cannot be recon- 
s truc ted  for the time being. B u t we cannot exclude the  possibility th a t the 
Turkic w ord had a soqman v a ria n t as well. The name of a kind of Turkic 
boot is e.g. soqman, and it has a  sökmen  form as well in  the  old tex ts (Cf. Tarama
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Sözlügii V, p. 3501). The boots were made of felt ! The Zyryan word is of Rus- 
sian origin, and so, perhaps, is the Votyak, though Turkic mediation is not 
impossible. The Voty. a refers to a late borrowing.

12. Z y r .  (YVUo.) V, Ud. èorkhi, V, Pech., Le., I sortni, S, Lu., P  éort’iii, 
(Gen.) E P  so rtni ’R übe’. V o t y .  (Wichm. p. 97) G, Uf. éarcî, M, MU éarêi, 
éartêi (Munk.) S éartêi, K  farce ’id .’.

Chuv. (Asmarin) éarîk ’id.’ (W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 97 ; Uotila, 
Gesch. kons., pp. 41, 358 ; Lytkin, 1st. vok., p. 96 ; Drev. tjurk. êlem., p. 133 ; 
E S K  ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi II, p. 130). The Chuvash word is entirely without 
relatives in Turkic ; its possible reconstructed PT  form is *yärik or *cärik. 
From  this, an LOB särik could have developed. B ut the correspondence has 
phonetic difficulties as well : the LOB ä -* P P  о (> Z y r .  o, Voty. a) corres- 
pondence is unusual. The Zyr. -ni, and the  Voty. -ci, -ci are denominative sub- 
stan tive suffixes. In  Zyryan, we have the *sorikni >  *èorkni éortni >  sortni 
development to consider, whereas in Votyak, there is the *àorikci >  *sarikci >  
*sarkci >  éartêi >  éarêi sound development. Neither can be explained from an 
LOB *éârik form.

13. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, S, Lu., Le. Saba,la ’an der rechten Seite der Pflug- 
krümm e (oberhalb der Pflugschar) angenageltes dreieckiges Brettchens zum 
Abwälzen der E rd e’ (SSKD) Pech. Sabala ’otval (u sohi)’. V o t y .  (Wichm., 
p. 103) G, M, Uf. Sabala ’ein an der Pflugkrüm m e (oberhalb der Pflugscharen) 
befestigtes B rettchen (Schaufel) zum Abwälzen der E rde’, (Munk.) S, К  Sabala 
’Deichsel, H andhabe am Pflug’.

Chuv. (Zolotnickij, Ouv.-russk. sl.) Sabala, sybala, subala ’Löffel, großer 
Löffel, Schaumlöffel’, soga-èybaly ’B rettchen am Pflug zum Abwälzen der 
E rde’ (Wichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 103 ; Lytkin, Ist. vok., p. 167, Drev. 
tjurk. êlem., p. 134 ; E S K  ; Fedotov, Ist. svjazi II, p. 131).

In Chuvash, the  Säpala and söpala, säpala forms have to  be separated. 
The meaning of the  la tte r two is ’ladle’ (Asmarin) ; the meaning of the suxa 
éâpali compound is ’otval, derevjannaja ili zeleznaja do seek a pridelannaja 
vyse sosnika dlja o tvala  zemli’ (Sirotkin, see under su yd) ; in all probability, 
the term  developed in Volga Bulgarian agriculture. The LOB form can be 
reconstructed in *sobala, which was adopted by the R  Sabalâ ’breast-board 
of plough, ladle’ and by Cheremiss (sowala, sowla, sawala, Räsänen, Tschuw. 
Lehnw., p. 193). The word has spread in the  Turkic languages through Russian 
mediation (cf. T at. dial. Sabala, cabala, Räsänen, Etym. Wb., p. 94) and the 
Chuv. Säpala is also a re-borrowing from Russian. Consequently, the Permian 
words can only be Russian loanwords, both for phonetic (S-, Zyr., Voty. a-) 
reasons, and for those of linguistic geography. The Votyak word may have 
been borrowed through T atar mediation.

The origin of the supposed LOB *sobala is not clear. The word, which 
has spread in the  Siberian Turkic languages and penetrated into the southern
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Sam oyed languages as well (cf. Jok i, Lehnw., p. 282 ; Räsänen, Etym . Wb., 
p. 94), is directly of Russian origin as is indicated by the numerous phonetic 
irregularities. This was noticed already by Râsonyi36 and Lakô.37 The LOB 
*sobald ( <  *cobala) can be traced  back to the PH  *6ub3l3 or 60b3l3 predecessors 
of the  H ung. dial, csobolyo ’H a n d läge], Holzfäßchen’ (for the Hungarian word, 
see M S Z F E ).  As a mediating language, only Proto-H ungarian can be conside- 
red, i.e. a  word of a phonetic form  wherein the -mp- of the Ugric *cump3l3 has 
already become An Ob-Ugric or Permian origin should be excluded for 
phonetic reasons.

14. Z y  r. (WUo.) Y, S, Pech., Lu., Le., I, Ud. tasma ,Riemen, Leder- 
gürteP. V  о t  y. (Wied.) tasma ,G urt’.

Chuv. cf. Tat. tasma ,B and , W ollenband’ (W ichmann, Tschuw. Lehnw., 
p. 105 w ith  two question m arks). The word does not occur in Chuvash.

T he history and origin of the  word are controversial. Recently Doerfer 
(T M E N  J, pp. 245—247) and Jok i, (Uroller, pp. 214, 326) have rejected the 
proposed Iran ian  origin. According to  Joki, the word got into Zyryan from 
T a tar th rough  commerce ; w hereas according to  W Uo., the Zyryan word is 
the adop tion  of the R. dial, tasma  — which is of direct T atar origin — along 
w ith th e  V otyak word. I t  is a cu ltu ral word which spread during the Mongolian 
epoch from  Europe (Russian, Polish, Roumanian, Bulgarian) through the  
Caucasus, Afghanistan, Iran, S iberia and Central Asia to  M anchuria (see also 
Joki, Lehnw., p. 317). There is no earlier trace of i t  anywhere ; it  is, thus, 
doubtlessly  of Mongolian origin, though we cannot be sure th a t the word ge- 
nuinely belongs to the vocabulary of the Mongolian language. Because i t  is 
a late  in ternational loanword an d  for phonetic reasons, (Zyr. a ~  Voty. a), 
we have to  exclude it from the  LO B loanwords of P P , irrespective of its direct 
source.

15. Z y r .  (WUo.) V, LV, S, Pech., I., Ud. zep, Lu., Le. gep ,Tasche’. 
V o t y .  (Wichm., p. 53) G gер , (Wied.) zep ,id .’.

Chuv. cf. Ottoman geb ,Tasche, Sack, Beutel’ (Wichmann, Tschuw. 
Lehnw., p . 52, with two question marks). The Zyr. zep originates from the R  
zep’, zep form s. The source of th e  Zyr. gep can be the R  dzeb (Cf. Kalim a, Buss. 
Lehnw., p . 172 ; Uotila, Gesch. Icons., p. 36, Syrj. Chrest., p. 188 ; E SK ). The 
substitu tion  of a Zyr. g for the R  g is problematic (see E SK ). B ut since the R  J, 
z (<. Old R ussian s, z) sounds were replaced by s, i  in  the  oldest Russian loan- 
words of Z yryan ,38 we presume th a t  the  rather rare g of Russian (in loanwords)

36 L. Râsonyi, Török adatok a Magyar Etymologiai Szôtârhoz [Turkic Data for 
the Hungarian Etymological Dictionary] : N yK  51 (1941—43), pp. 114 — 115.

37 Gy. Lakô, Finnugor szomagyardzatok [Finno-Ugrian Etymologies]. In: Melich 
EmUkkönyv [Memorial Volume in Honour of J. Melich], Budapest 1942, p. 210.

38V. I. Lytkin, Drevnerusskie s, z — zyrjanskie é, z: Doklady A N  SSSR  1928, pp. 
298-301 .
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may have earlier been in the form of a palatalized ($) sound. As the adoption of 
an Old R  $ a Z yryan g is completely regular.

The source of the Russian word is the  Turkic feb which goes back to 
Arabic through Persian (Cf. Räsänen, Etym . Wb., p. 124 ; K akuk , Recherches, 
pp. 89—90 ; Vasm er I I , p. 95) ; it  is a  word which has spread relatively re- 
cently through trade  ; hence its several variants even w ithin Russian itself.
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