Erasmus Mundus Intensive Program
Turkic languages and cultures in Europe (TLCE)

Nutshell Chuvash

by

Andras Rona-Tas
Szeged, Hungary



1. The place of Chuvash within the family of the Tukic languages

1.1. General remarks Proto-Turkic is the most ancient form of the Tiarlanguages which can
be reconstructed by all available historical andspnt data of all Turkic languages. Ancient
Turkic is the name of the earliest period of tharges of Turkic languages, which lasted until
the beginning of OId Turkic in the 4th-6th centsrig. D. Proto-Turkic is a reconstructed set of
linguistic features and their relation. Ancient Kiarwas a living language about which our
knowledge is limited. Ancient Turkic is a set ofrfaulae, Ancient Turkic is a language the
contours of which we know from its descendantstd?fiaurkic is our invention which has to be
reformulated after new discoveries, Ancient Turké&s to be discovered. Ancient Turkic has to
be divided into two chronological layers. In EaAncient Turkic no stabilized dialects can be
assumed. In Late Ancient Turkic the ‘ancestor disfeof the later Turkic language groups were
formed. The speakers of these ‘ancestor dialegtxd lin a more or less continuous area. Though
the speech of groups living further from each othecame more and more different, their
speakers understood each other. On the other In@ntetritory inhabited by all speakers was
crossed by isoglosses. Lines which connected peovhiere the same linguistic features were
used.

1.2. The separation of the Old Chuvaslirom the other Turkic languages. One of the imgoairt
isoglosses of Late Ancient Turkic was the line vahtonnected the places where the Turkic word
for ‘calf’ was pronounced asbizasu and the line which connected the place of speakbis
pronounced the same word asiragu. It has to be remarked that according to the resuit
modern dialectology most isoglosses of the sintses fall together, but some lexical items
may ‘go astray’, may have an isogloss which is em¢rywhere following the common line.
Another important isogloss was the line which caneé the places where the word for ‘stone’
was pronounced as$aS and another which connected the places wheresitpr@ounced ada.
Interestingly enough the isoglosses of the oppwssti:z and I:S coincided, but some words
transgressed this line. E.g. the Turkic word faeam’ tus did not observe thé/l line and the
form tll appears in Old Uigur otherwise an S-language. Thte Ancient Turkic was the time
when the ancestor of the Chuvash language sepaftaedthe other Turkic languages. The
speakers of the ancestor of the Chuvash languagedmwvay from the other Turks. Here we
have to make one more remark. We now know for thae a smaller group, or groups of the
ancestors of the present Chuvash language remisirted East and joined other Turkic peoples.
This is of general importance. People did not spiitording to their dialects. The dialects were
formed with the people who separated.

1.3. The two main groups of the Turkic languagesThe most simple way to name the two
groups is to call ther@gur andOguz,and the language3guric andOguzic To the first of them
pertains Chuvash, to tteecond all other languages. The Oguzic languagesanetimes also
called Common Turkic languages. The SW Turkic lapps later separated from the Old Oguz
group, and are also called in some works Oguz.eRteShuvash has preserved old traits not
preserved in other Turkic languages and has infamanot appearing in other Turkic languages.
Features disappeared in Chuvash which have besentra Ancient Turkic and are present in
all other languages. We shall give only a few ctimrastic example for each.

1.3.1. The pronominal stem.The stem of the pronoun first person singularwhs *e in
Ancient Turkic (AT). This was preserved in Chuvastd later a deictic prefie was added to it.
Now it is written as <ep> and pronounced asgé/. In all other Turkic languages ATb& got
from the oblique stem the so called “pronominal’that is 1 was generalizecbé+n). Parallelly
the closede changed to an opein Laterban changed in some languages by nasal assimilation



to man The genitive case of the same pronoun was in Bdni. This changed in later Chuvash
to *méninand to-day it isnanin. This does not basically differ from the other Tiarlanguages,
where we havdanin, banin, manimetc., though in early OT texts we filny etc. Thus we
see, that the ancestors of the Chuvash separatedtfre other Turkic languages before the -
was generalized and appeared also as the finakatem of the nominative case.

1.3.2. The plural. All Turkic languages but Chuvash have the plurarikar #Ar. This itself
seems to be a later generalization, because O8drad other plurals as well, as it can be seen in
such cases amul ‘son’ > oglan‘sons’, orar ‘man’ > aréan ‘men’ furtherbe(n)‘l’ and biz ‘we’,

etc. The suffix ¥Ar may originally have been the marker of individlisé beings. ThetlAr
marker of plurality does not exist in Chuvash. Tieuvash plural suffix is sem.This marker
does not obey the vocalic harmony, it is also codoing with back vowels as e.g. wdarman
‘forest’ (< orman) > varmansenithe forests’. In some Chuvash dialects the bamtalic form of
+semcan be observed. The oblique stem s#mis +sen.

1.3.3. The possessive marker of the third persomn all Turkic languages the marker of the
3rdPSing is after vocalic finalssit This is not present in Chuvash. See pudz ‘fish’ > pulli (<
pula+i), lasa ‘horse’ >lasi. However we find the suffix in a limited type ofetfexicon. In words
denoting family relationship the suffixsitt> & is presentappa‘elder sister’ >appa# ‘his/her
elder sister’. This may, but not necessarily dpesnt to the fact that st was originally a suffix
joining only words denoting living persons. In Omdaall Turkic languages the suffiX of the
3rdP possessive relation is assimilated accordingotvel harmony. Front vocalici ‘appears
after front vocalic stems and back vocalicappears after back vocalic stems. Later, in some
Turkic languages there is also an assimilation m@lieg to labial and non labial vowels in the
stem. In Chuvash this is not the case>+¢ is front vocalic after all types of stems, alsceaft
back vocalic onedaSa > lasi, varman ‘forest’ > varmare. In this case Chuvash preserved the
Ancient Turkic situation yet reflected by some led 1Old Turkic Runiform inscriptions.

1.4. The phonological structure of Chuvash

1.4.1. The vowels.Chuvash has according to quantity two types of alsew“normal” and
“reduced”. In the Anatri dialect and in the liteyaianguage based on it, there are only two
reduced vowelsi/ and £/. In the Viryal dialect two reduced labials aré geeservedd and 5/.
There are three “normal” or full front vowels/,//i/, [/ and three back vowelsa// /il and L.
The system is not perfectly balanced, becaesis imid-low while &/ is a low vowel. Thus the
vocalic system of Chuvash has eight vocalic phosemethe Anatri and ten in the Viryal
dialects.

The vowels:
High (closed) /u/ il Nl 1a/
Mid-high (mid-closed) (lol) lal el (ol
Mid-low (mid-open) lel
Low (open) a/

1.4.2. The consonantdnder the influence of the Finno-Ugrian languagesken in the Volga
area Chuvash has lost the voiced feature of mostsafonsonants. All stops, affricates and
sibilants are voiceless strong consonants, howeaveantervocalic and sandhi position they



become voiceless weak ones. The consonants arefotlosving (in brackets the weak
allophones)@/ (~8), t/ (~D), K/ (~G), I¢l (=), 1§ (~2), IS (=2), Il (~y), NI,/ ml, Inl, N\l, Itl, Iyl.
Under the influence of Russian all consonants leefmd after front vowels are palatalised. This
feature is stronger in the case of stops than ethier consonants.

1.4.3. The word stressThe main rule is that on a reduced vowel thermotbe stress unless
the word has only reduced vowels. In this casefitievowel is stressed. If all vowels are full
vowels, the stress is on the last syllable. In miw@rds the last full vowel has the stress.

1.5. The main morphological features of Chuvash
1.5.1. The morphophonological types of nominal stesnA nominal stem can have as final
phonological segment either a consonant or a vad@lever the final full labial vowels surface
before suffixes as diphthongs: E3y ‘water’ > Siye <Sivé> ‘its water’, alsaserSiv ‘country’ (cf.
OT yersul), yu ‘bosom of cloth’yéve ‘the bosom of her cloth’ (cf. OKoy < *kén > koyun). The
final reduced vowels change into full vowels if th#fix begins with or consists only of a vowel.
E.g. the Accusative—Dative has the markér # the word ends with a full vowel the suffix is
+nA: laSa (laza) ‘horse’ >laSana‘the horse (Acc)’ or ‘to the horse’. But if the vebends with a
reduced vowel the preceding consonant becomesdadghe final a full vowelpula ‘fish’ >
pulla ‘the fish (Acc.) or ‘to the fish’.

The stems ending it ehange theirt-to < before original ¥ yat ‘name’ >yace (yge) ‘his
name’ (OT #ti). Stems ending inl,--n and ¥ have the locative marketA instead of #A. See
pula ‘fish’ > pulara, buttetel‘fishing net’ >tetelte(« Cheremigetele.

1.5.2. Order of suffixes.Nouns get suffixes in the following order: derieatt possessive+
number+ case. e.g.kus+lay+amar+sem+pe (kuzlayamarzenee) ‘with our glasses’
(*koz+lik+imiz+ler+birle instead of kozliklerimizbilg.

1.5.3. The case suffixes of the nominal sten®Id Turkic cases: Genitive: #n, Accusative-
Dative + Q)A, Locative *A/tA, Ablative #An/tAn Instrumental {)pA. New cases: Privative:

+s4r, Causal-Purposai$An. For the last two see OTsiz andiiciin.

1.5.4. The pronouns and pronominal stemsepz/man-, eé/san-, vil/un-, epir/pir-, esir/sik,
vesem/¥sen

1.5.5. The possessive suffixeSingular: 1stP ¥{)m, 2ndP-u/ii 3rdP+ ¢&fi, Plural: 1stP. #(4)r,
2ndP+(4)r, 3rdP +¢/i.

1.5.6. The numerals.The Chuvash has two types of numerals. The fiestes is used in
adjectival phrases, the second in nominal onesnA% havethreechildren, How many children
do you haveThre€. The numerals are the following: (in bracets #mphatic ones): Jper(é),
(perre), 2.ike (ikke), 3. vise (visseé), 4. tavata (tavatiz), 5. pilek (pillek), 6. ulta (ultta), 7. sice
(sicce), 8.sakir (sakkir), 9.tayar (tayyar), 10.vun@) (vunni).

1.5.7. The morphonological types of the Chuvash Jeal stems.The Chuvash verb may have
vocalic, diphtongueal and consonantal finals. Themee 10 verbs which loose their final in

vt

certain conjugational forms ejgar- ‘to give’ > pamas¢ ‘he does not give’'.



1.5.8. Temporal and personal markers of finite verb

1.Present 2.Future 3.Simple past,| 4.Pluperfect| 5.Imperative
Imperfect Prohibitive

Marker/ -t-/-mAs-t- o/-rd- -r-(-t-*)/-mA-r- | -As(s)A-tt- a
negation mMASA-tt- | an (before verb)

1Psg -Ap -p Am -Am -Am

2Psg -An -n -An -An o

3Psg | “(palatalization) %) €** - ger* -t Ar

1Ppl -pAr -mAr -AmdAr -AmAr -Ar

2Ppl -Ar - -Ar -Ar -Ar

3Ppl -§E*** - S -$ -Ces** - CCAr

* after consonants, **preceding -t- becomeés **preceding -t- becomes-
1.5.9. Modal markers. The conditionl markeris -Att4- (3rdP cce-) with the personal suffixes
of Type 3. Theconcessive markeas 4n-. In the second person singulaéin, plural sar. In the
1st and 3rd persorn-follows the personal markers of Type 1. Tdative markers ¢ added to
the concessive form.

1.5.10. Verbal nouns in adjectival function.They may have either temporal or modal function.
Temporal function: Present timAkAn, Past time nd, Future:-As.Modal functions: Necessity -
mAIIA, Satisfaction: mAldy, Possibility: 1, Pretence:Ansi.

1.5.11. Verbal nouns in adverbial functionAlso they may have temporal and modal functions.
Different temporal relations, as simultaneity, aioiéty, posteriority may be expressed by the
verbal noun ending insA. In some cases the following finite verb may preseit¢ original
meaning, in some cases the verbal noun carriesaimantic load and the finite verb looses its
original meaning. Conditional function has the \anoun ending insAn

1.5.12. Adverbs.Chuvash has simple adverbsias ‘well’ and adverbs derived with the suffix
+4.

1.5.13. Postpositions.The postpositions can be grouped according tor teemantics and
according to the case which they govern. They canotk space, time, cause and aim,
comparison, uncertainty, instrument etc. Some efttstand with the nominative, other with
accusative-dative, or with ablative. A few can lsedi with either nominative or accusative-
dative.

1.5.14. Connectives.Special words may be used for connecting co-otdthgphrases or
sentences. Simple connectida; tata adversary connectiomncay, sapay, sapgy ta, separating
sentences of different choices..e pérre...tepre mutually excluding sentencet®...te Others
are separating subordinate sentences. They areledivinto consecutivengn&n tesel,
concessivefdulin te, pulsan ta, Sapg conditional éncen, ger, per) and purposaltésg.

1.5.15. Emphatic words are words which emphasize a part of the sentefloey can stand
before or after the word emphasized. Most freqagatthose which stress the importance of the
word, as ay, -ta, nen.



1.6. Lexical peculiarities of Chuvash.The lexical stock of the Chuvash language consibts
three groups: 1. Words inherited from Ancient Toyk2. Words formed in the separate life of
Chuvash by inner word formation and 3. Loanwordé.gfoups have several subgroups. Most
interesting are the loanwords. Chuvash has eadgwords from other Turkic languages, e.g.
pusik ‘big’ <« b&zik< badik The Middle Chuvash formidazukwas borrowed by Tatar &szk
‘thickset, large’. Later Chuvash copied many wofdsm Tatar and Bashkir. At least three
chronological layers of Volga Kipchak loanwords daa distinguished. All Middle Mongolian
loanwords came through Tatar into Chuvash. Chuwasiowed words from the neighbouring
Finno-Ugrian languages as Cheremis. There is a @y€huvash lexicon which originates from
a yet unknown substratum. There are Russian loatsMoom the 10th century until the most
recent times. Some of them were copied from orutjnoTatar. Interesting are the words of
Iranian origin. A few of them were copied in a tinvehen Chuvash speaking groups contacted
the Alans in the South, a few others were borrotvedugh Finno-Ugric or Volga-Kipchak
languages. Chuvash has a very interesting growpoads of Arabo-Persian origin, from a time
when the Chuvash people joined the Muslim faith.

2. The relation of Chuvash to Mongolian. The Altaichypothesis

2.1. General remarks. Some scholars claim that the Turkic language faprtains to a grater
one. According to the restricted hypothesis Turkpngolian and Manchu-Tunguzian are
genetically related. According to the extended ligpsis, the genetically related Altaic
languages comprise also Korean and Japanese. Awgdadthe so called Nostratic hypothesis
Altaic is a member of an even more extended grdugeaetically related languages. To them
pertain the Indo-European and the Semitic langyathes Dravidan, the Kartvelian group of
Caucasian languages and the Uralic languages.

In the following we shall deal only with the rested hypothesis and even within this
hypothesis only with the relationship of the Turkicd Mongolian languages. In the research of
the Turko-Mongolian genetic relationship a key refes attributed to Chuvash. According to the
two great scholars of the Altaic hypothesis G.JnmR&dt and N. N. Poppe Chuvash preserved
many traits of the common Altaic proto-languageedétraits are only present in Chuvash and
Mongolian, while changed, or are not preservedalinother Turkic languages, called also
Common Turkic. Recently S. Starostin (died in 200%) Dybo and O. Mudrak published an
etymological dictionary of the Altaic languagestimee volumes. In many aspect this work and
the other publications of these authors represardgva phase in the study of Turko-Mongolian
relations. While Ramstedt and Poppe tried to selinguistic rules, according to which certain
changes occurred in the Altaic languages, and gexbor each rule a few examples, Starostin
and his team selected a stock of the lexicon camgriabout 2800 “etymologies”. They tried to
formulate rules according to which the words, peimtg to the alleged proto form can be
genetically connected. This resulted in about 158 etymologies and a great set of new rules.
The hypothesis met sceptical opinions from theiesirtime. Some of the scholars as Clauson,
Doerfer and 8erbak tried to prove that the Turkic and Mongollanguages are not related.
From the methodological point of view their pogitiwas weaker, because it is impossible to
prove that something does not exist. However thely@her scholars brought a wast material to
surface, which did not support the hypothesis efdbnetic relationship. The opinion of Rona-
Tas is that the genetic relationship of Turkic aidngolian is not yet proved. This, however,
does not exclude the possibility of a genetic retethip. First we have to separate those facts
which are due to loan-relations, and then what nesnaas to be studied.



2.2. The so called rhotacism and lambdaismThe two terms are derived from the respective
Greek names of the letterp><rho and 4> lambda The term rhotacism was first used in the
description of the Latin language. Some words andins as e.gmos ‘will, use, tradition, usage
etc.’ form their oblique stem changing tte through z- to -, mos > moris-. Other, as e.guas
‘vessel, pot’ do not change their final \&is > vasis Those s, which change tor- were
originally -*z-. Thusmas < *moz > moris, but vas < *vas > vasis.In case of Turkibuzagu'calf’
WOT buragu> Chuvashparu (— Hungariarborjd) the original idea was that the PZ ehanged

to +-. In Mongolian we find biragu(n) and Middle Mongoliarbura’u ‘calf in its second year’.
The idea of Ramstedt and Poppe was that MongohdrCduvash preserved an ete while the
common Turkic languages changed the origimalte z-. T. Tekin therefore changed the
terminology and called this feature: zetacism (&reetal). However Ramsted had to solve the
problem, that why do we find-in the common Turkic languages, askara ‘black’, if all -r-
sounds changed @ The solution was, that in Proto Altaic there &distwo different types af
They were called simply andr;, claiming that the first remainedand the second changedzto
Mongolian and Chuvash preserved the second aghile common Turkic changed themzo

Altaic r ry
Mongolian r Turkic r Mongolian R Chuvash r Turkic
z
kara kara buragu buragu >qyu buzagu

This argumentation has serious difficulties. 1. féhes no Turkic or Mongolian language in
which there would exist two types of phonologicadlyposed /r/ sounds. 2. Though there were
experiments to attach to one or the other /r/ s@p&tial phonetic traits, they did not succeed. In
fact, we know, by the hypothesis, that the two sisuwere in phonematic opposition. 3. Though
according the Altaic hypothesis Mongolian and Clalvpreserved the “Altaic” opposition : rp
this is not the case, there is no opposition of kivals of /r/ or any similar consonant which
would have been evolved from one of them in ChuwvasMongolian. 4. /z/ is a well known
phoneme in common Turkic. It corresponds in sonse€@ Chuvash to(see e.g. Okoz'‘eye’
~ Chuvashkus) and in Mongolian te, cf. Turkic kez ‘to travel’ ~ Mongoliankesi‘to travel'.
This allows the conclusion that Chuvash and Momgohad no /z/ or they lost them. If Chuvash
had never a /z/ and all other Turkic languagesitatiis would need an explanation, but there
does not exit such. It remains as a possibilitgf tbhuvash lost itg or changed it into another
sound. 5. Since we do not know what was the phordtaracter of, but know that it is
represented by z in the majority of the Turkic laages, what is the argument against a
hypothesis, that it was exactly the phoneme /z# fabt that it is represented in Mongolian and
Chuvash by /r/ needs the presupposition that tipesiponr; : r, was neutralized (they have only
oner). 6. Finally, if ther; : r, opposition existed it should have exist in theetiof the Altaic
proto-language. Some of these arguments may bdigues, but all of them together have at
least to give thought for looking to another salati

Now we have some data for the chronology of theéadism. For the word denoting the stirrup
we find in Chuvash the worglirana. This form goes back to an earlier form&ya. One part of
the Turkic languages have a form which goes backiimggu (SW, NW and Turkestan), the
other group has forms going back tedya (Baraba, Khakas, Tuvan, Yakut and Yellow Uigur).
There can be no doubt that the name of this vepprtant and special part of riding and fighting
has the same origin. Mongoliadriige‘stirrup’ is an independent Mongolian word formedrh
Mongoliandord * iron or rope nose-ring, lead rope (fore cattlepe handle for basket’ and has
no connection with the Turkic word. It can be seat the Chuvash and the Siberian/Yellow



Uigur words go back to a forinXéya where X may be either /r/ or /z/. Bang connectedword
with OT lze‘above’. Though this was many times repeated,ithimorphologhically unclear. In
any case we have to depart from the earliest réwonted form tiXeje or *iXeyli and from this,
with assimilation was formedXeye. The change of X to Chuvastand common Turkiz had to
occur after the word became a term. Now we haveelext archaeological data on the
appearance of the stirrup, which was a very impoitasention in nomadic warfare. The earliest
datable stirrups are not earlier than the 3rd e¢gnfuD. The stirrup was not known in the
soldiers of the Roman Empire, and first stirrupsemgsed in Europe by the Avars, who arrived
from Inner Asia in the middle of the 6th centurgn&what earlier it was used in South Siberia,
in China and in Korea. The stirrups in the archagicbl finds were metal stirrups, but we know
from clay figures and written sources that beftre metal stirrup there existed wooden stirrups
and rope stirrups. Originally these stirrups serfiagednaking easier the mounting of the horse for
sick or pregnant persons and were used only onsate of the horse as “ladders”. In some
languages the word for stirrup has until know als® meaning ladder e.g. Turkiaska. The
detailed analysis of the history of the stirrupwhdhat its history had two phases. In the first
phase it was only used as a support for mountingren side of the horse, and in the second
phase, used on both side of the horse, it becaméelp for riding and fighting (mainly for
shooting backwards the arrows). Taking into accalhthese facts, we can conclude that the
stirrup, as such, appeared in the last centuri€s Bince the sound X had to split irg@ndr
after the appearance of the stirrup, we can nowhiixdate of the split of X. This could only have
been in the last hundred years B.C or the firssdh®. If an Altaic protolanguage comprising
Mongolian and Turkic ever existed, it had desoltrealisand years earlier. The first conclusion is
that the split of X, whatever it was, occurred I tseparate life of the Turkic language. The
formation and separation of Chuvash occurred sametbusly with this split. Since in Chuvash

. I, opposition was simultaneously neutralized , tBabbth phonemes becamé¢kara > yura.
buXagu > p@iru) this is a Chuvash innovation. Chuvash did not gues the original Altaic
feature. But if Chuvash hadbtiXaguwhy has Mongolian Buragu? For the same reason as
Hungarian hasbBuragu(>> borju). Both are loanwords. If both are loanwords, tiémvash had
already k- on place of X at the time of the Chuvash Monguliand later at the Chuvash
Hungarian contacts. All the above mean that what#neephonetic peculiarities of were, may it
have been a kind of /r/, of /z/ or a third sourtte guestion of rhotacism does not support the
Altaic hypothesis.

According to Rona-Tas, was in fact /z/. The OT word for ‘copper’ later ftarass’ isyez.
This existed in Old Chuvash and has been borrowdddksha Mordvin, where it sounds now as
serd. The early Mongolian form is present in the firsord of the compositioger jebseg
‘weapons, arms’. Theswe words go back to a Tochdaan *yas,see TocharianBasg A wasa
cognate of Latimurum< *ausumetc.

The question of rhotacism has many other aspeutsortant is that in many common Turkic
words we find a change of /z/ to /r/, as dig,’knee’ andtirsgek ‘elbow’, semiz‘fat’ semrt
become fat’. T. Tekin wrote more important papardlos feature. Another change is that of the
intervocalic d-. It became in Chuvasin-- This could happen only through> ¢ > z > r. Benzing
claimed that the two types of rothacism occurrethatsame time. This is untenable. The second
rhotacism occurred later, after the 10th centufy.A.

In place of common Turki€ we frequently find I- in Chuvash: common Turkies five’~
Chuvashpil-¢k. This is, however not as consequent as the case oh/place of /z/. Common
Turkic bas‘head’ is in Chuvaslpus and not pul. The explanation of Ligeti for this feature was
that the change of to | began, but was interrupted. The reason may haga be western
migration of the Proto Chuvash. On phonologicalugas lambdaism has the same problems as
rhotacism, and cannot be used as a proof of thecAlitypothesis.



3. The sources of the study of the history of Chugh

3.1.The earliest source®f the history of the Chuvash or more preciseg/@guric language are
of linguistic nature. In the Common Samoyed langudite word for ‘*hundred’ isyur. This
reflects Chuvashyir or *jir. In the second case we have to recon with thetiiattin Common
Samoyed, the common ancestor of all Samoyedic &geg) had ng and substituteg- in place

of j- (present Chuvasl¥¢r). The dissolution of Common Samoyed, that is tdreninus ante
guemis according to P. Hajdu the first centuries arothalbirth of Christ. The word for ‘pine’ is
in Chuvashyir(d). The Proto Samoyed form can be reconstructedkadi*< kdt- 3éys. This
went through the second rhotacism in Chuvash aadymod witness of the fact, that the Chuvash
speaking people came from South Siberia. In théligejobu (Jenisei No. 45, Vasilev 1983:31)
inscription written in runiform letters we find theame of a certaiKimul bodunwhose chief
was Kumul tigeHe becamadigein his 30th yeardqtuz yaSimgpand died in his seventieth year
(yetmiS yaSimga The text is clearly written in a common East @ldkic language, but the word
kimdal ‘silver’ is with lambdaizm (cf. Chuvaskemel, common Turkickimig. One has the
impression that the “Silver people” were formerapeg a Chuvash-type language from which
in the 8th-9th centuries only scattered names haea preserved. The Silver people appear also
in the Kizil Cira inscription akimil bodunThe same people appear in the Chinese sources. Th
Kitan, a people who spoke a Mongolian languagetivasuler of the steppe from the 10th to the
12th century after the collapse of the Uigur khaganThey occupied the northern part of China
and founded the Liao dynasty. In thi@o shi the work on the history of the Kitans, we fine
tribe name written ag/u-gu-li, with other charactersu-gu-li written also a¥ u-jue-lyuandYu-
jue-li. This tribe lived in Siberia. Its earlier name d@nreconstructed dgur(i), later it became
Yugur(i). This means that parts of the Ogur tribal confetitamaoriginally speaking a Chuvash-
type language at least preserved their name ifotine Ugur until the 10th-12th centuries, when
it changed to Yugur. Masudi, the traveller, whoddie 956, mentioned in his geographical book
among the Western Siberian people a group callenirYievidently the same group. And the
Khwarezm shah in a letter dated 1182 mentionedtaineyugur-zadagan, who came to his court
from his people. These scattered data from linguastd written sources show that the Chuvash
speaking groups split in South Siberia, their majart came to Europe and later became part of
the Onogur, the Bulgar and the Volga Bulgar pditiBut a part of them remained in Asia and
assimilated to the Turks living there. The great@rt of the early Chuvash moved to the Kazak
steppe and appear there in the 4th century A.Dy Tineve further to the West in the middle of
the 5th c. From this on they frequently occur ie #ritten sources of the West.

The move of the bulk of the Oguric tribes to SoWhst and then to West made ended their
impact on the Samoyed, Paleo-Siberian and Mongalg&ghbours. This impact, which lasted
until about the 3rd-4th centuries A.D. was gretis mirrored by the Oguric loanwords of these
languages. Words of the typeizagu ~ buragu— Mongolian buragu were copied in the time
before the 3rd-4th centuries. They offer a richamnat for the reconstruction of this phase of the
history of the Oguric languages.

3.2. According to the Byzantine sourcesfter the death of Attila (453), the king of therts,
and the withdrawal of the Huns to the North of Gesi@, new people appeared on their horizon.
Priskos call themOnogur, Theophilaktos Simokatteddnnugur This was the name of a tribal
confederation of (originally) te@gur tribes, asTokuz Oguzhe confederation of the Nine Oguz
tribes. But the name of the single tribe wag (Priskos),Ugur (Menandros),Ugur, Ogor
(Theophylaktos). Behind these data we can discthveenameDgur > Ugur. This is nothing else
than ther-form of the ethnonyn©guz.This ethnonym had the word stress on the sec@d) (I



syllable. This we know from the fact that alreadythe tenth century we meet forms li&eizz,
which may have evolved only fro@guz> Uguz > Guz(3. The same happened with the name
Ogur which changed in certain positinion Gur. We find this form in the name of ti®ara-gur
(Priskos),Utur-gur (Utigur, Utrigur,) (Prokopius, Menandrosutur-gur (Kutrigur, Kotrager,
Kurturgur etc.) (Prokopius, Menandros, Theophilak®ymokattes). In other words from the
middle of the 5th century we find the Ogur tribeghe region North to Caucasia. Their name is
clearlyr-Turkic.

3.3.Loanwords in Hungarian. From the 6th century we find a greater varietgadfrces on the
history of the Oguric languages. This is the tim#en the Ogur-Hungarian contacts began.
Hungarian has about 420-450 Old and Middle Turkenlvords, which were copied before the
Ottoman invasion of Hungary in the middle of thehl&entury. Some of them are of Pecheneg
and Cuman origin, but most loanwords pertain toQigeric type of languages, see dagzagu ~
buragu— Hungarian burgu> borju.

3.4. Loanwords in Alanian-Ossetic.The only group of people who spoke an Iranian lagyg
and remained in this part of the steppe were tha#\lor As people. Their language has been
preserved by the two Ossetic groups the Iron aedDilgor. In the early 13th century, together
with Cumanians, a group of the Alan-As entered Humgand were known asa¥ (Jasz). The
Oguric tribes and the Alans had close contactd thei Pecheneg invasion at the end of the 9th
century. Ogurs are mentioned in the heroic epoh@fOssetians, the Nart epos. The name of
‘reed’ in Ossetian igjlaml! a loan from Oguriganil (> Chuvashyamal), cf. common Turkic
gams.

3.5. Common botanical names in Turkic, Ossetic and Hung#&an. There exist about 15
botanical terms the most of which appear in Turkissetian and Hungarian. Some of them are of
Caucasian origin, other are Turkic, and some aamiah. The 15 botanical terms (for ‘ash tree’,
‘cornel’, ‘pear’, ‘hop’, ‘blackthorn’, ‘bulrush’, beech’, ‘hawthorn’, ‘hornbeam’, ‘cornel’,
‘walnut’, ‘hazelnut’, two names for ‘oak’, and ‘rd@ point to the Don-Kuban region and the long
lasting contacts of the Oguric, Alanian and Hurgraspeaking groups.

3.6. Early Ogur-Slavic contacts. The slow eastwards migration of the Slavic trilbeached
around 900 the line between the present Nizhnijgéovd and Rjazan, that is the Oka river. They
remained in the forest region but had trade aneérotbntacts with the steppe and the people
living there. These contacts became stronger irvthe8th centuries. The Southern Slavs living
on the Balkan and the East Slavs living in whatoislay the Ukrain, Belarus and Russia, had
close linguistic contacts with the Oguric tribeie$e contacts are reflected by a few dozen
loanwords in Old Slavic. Among them e&aran ‘a type of carp’ ~ Oguzisazan‘carp’ shows
two different Oguric features while Chuvas#an, sisan are copies of Tatar words. Interesting
is Ossetisarzan(~ sazan ‘carp’ which may be simply a copy of Turké@zan but may preserve
an older form withr~ which later has been contaminated vadizan

3.7. Sources on the language of the Avar§he Avars, surely a people of different origins,
passed the North of Caucasia in 555 and occupg@#npathian Basin in 568. The name of their
first ruler was Bayan. Some scholars connectednduise with the Mongolian language, but now
it is clear that the name is an Oguric one (seev@$tupuyin ‘rich’ (< bayar), all Oguzic
languages havévay ‘rich’. Between 670 and 700 a Bulgar group joingd Avars in the
Carpathian Basin. We know about a dozen Avar ipsons in a runiform script. This script
pertains to the same system as the runiform insanip of the Treasure of Nagyszentmiklés. All



are very short, the longest is the inscription ameadle case found near Szarvas (SE Hungary).
Names and titles used in the Avar Empire are niotéctin and Greek sources.

3.8. Sources on the language of the Bulgarsén some sources Bulgars are called Onogurs and
Onogurs are called Bulgars. However after the fatiod of the Bulgar polity of Kuvrat in 630,
the name Bulgar is used more and more. The reigusfat and his sons lasted until the
seventies of the 7th century. These 40 odd yeargoar short that we may reasonably expect
linguistic data in the sources. Some names afthabvrat (see Okuvrat ‘to collect (people))’

or that of his eldest soB&t) Bayanare surely Turkic. On the latter see above. Wenktiat the
Kutrigurs were from the same stock as the Bulghlisgphoros, Theophanes). We know more
about the language of the Danube Bulgars and thga\BBulgars.

3.8.1. There exist several sources on the languagikeoiDanube Bulgars called also Proto-
Bulgars to distinguish them from the Bulgar Slaiisey fled from Bulgaria of Kuvrat under the
leadership of one of his sons Asparuh. To the grsup of written sources pertain inscriptions
written with Greek letters. Most of them are in &danguage, but contain several Danube
Bulgar names, titles and different objects, coreebatith taxes or tax exemption. We dispose
also of a few inscriptions in the local language. iAteresting part of these inscriptions can be
seen on the famous Treasure of Nagyszentmiklos {novienna,Kunsthistorisches Musegm
The Treasure contains 16 golden vessels. Thereednscription in Greek letters and in Greek
language, one inscription in Greek letters buhim lbcal language and 14 small inscriptions in a
runiform type of script. There exists an interegtlrist of the Rulers of the (Danube) Bulgars
(Protobulgarische~urstenlisteaccording to one of its editors, O. Pritsak). Tieisiained to us in
three copies partly translated into Church Slawid what remained from the original text is very
difficult to decipher. The second group of soureee the written sources mainly in Middle
Greek, but some also in Latin and later in Old BlaThe third group is the present Slavic
Bulgarian language which preserved a few words fidamube Bulgarian. The last group
contains words copied into the language of thehimgrs.

3.8.2. Sources of the language tfe Volga Bulgars are early loanwords in the Permian

languages (Zyryan, Permyak and Votyak) and a fewdsvavhich were copied by the Tatar and

Bashkir languages from the languages of the Volgig#8s. The descendant of one dialect of the
Volga Bulgars is the Chuvash language. Some ofkhean Tatars are Kipchakized Volga

Bulgars. Among the written sources important isThevelogue of Ibn Fadlan, who was member
of the embassy sent by the caliph to the Volga &ulgn 921/922. The report contains several
local names and words. Ibn Fadlan was an Arab anlled with two interpreters who joined the

group. One of them was a Bulgar. A very importargug of sources on the Volga Bulgar

language are the Volga Bulgarian inscriptions. €hdsislim tomb inscriptions are in Arabic, but

many words and the dates are given in Arabic stniptin the Volga Bulgarian language. The

earliest is dated 1281 the last 1357, some haveamplate dates.

3.9. Sources on the language of the Kazar3he Kazar kingdom was surely polyethnic and in
Kazaria more languages were spoken. It is evenilpesthat more Turkic languages were
present, since the Kazars lived in the 7th centnger the rule of the western branch of the East
Turkic Kaganate. This lasted formally until aboi06 Speakers of Oguzic languages may have
appeared in Kazaria from the 8th century on. Tloeesthe logical question is not “What type of
Turkic language was spoken by the Kazars”, but “Vyyaes of Turkic languages were spoken in
Kazaria”. In the Arabic, Persian, Armenian and @eor sources there are a few names and titles
of Kazar dignities. The problem with this staff ikat titles and names are not always from the



language which the people speak. Gerriaser is not German Gaesa), Hungariankiraly
‘king’ is not Hungarian (through Slavic mediatiorel@anKarl). The same is with the names.
The name of one of the sons of Kuvrat, who led Diamube Bulgars to the right bank of the
Lower Danube was Asparuch, a name of Iranian arigims does not mean that other titles and
names could not be from the language of the peiopbrestion. However in the case of the
Kazar, beside the usual problems (miswriting, naidneg, transcription problems etc.) a serious
factor which have to be taken into considerationthiss presence of Oguzic groups among the
Oguric groups in Kazaria. Finally we have to memtibat though no argument has been voiced
against the Turkic character of the Oguric languah&azaria, yet the origin of the Kazars is
obscure. Their name seems to be connected witkasiern transmission of the name and later
title Caesar.Some names may pertain to a pre Kazar time bélfierd urkization of the Kazars.
In view of these the slowly growing stock of Kaxesrds have to be revisited. A special case is
the name of the fortress Sarkel or Sarkel, calteGiieek “the White House”. There does exist a
small library of papers written on the name. Theosd part, which is of Iranian origin and
means ‘house’ (Greekxnua). This word is present as such only in Chuvaslerekil ‘house’ is

the regular correspondence. (The quasi suffikin Azeri and Turkish may have the same origin
but different function). The first word may be reaither withs- or with &, the second was not
noted in Greek, and noted with diacritics in Hehrewiiich may have been omitted. Allegedly
there exist a Hebrew inscription on the Crimea whbere is written a Hebrew dotted Shin, but
this data has to be verified. Whether the initias$ o be read with S- or S- may be left open. But
Chuvash is the only language whérea < sari(y) has the meaning ‘white’ and not ‘yellow’. A
geographic name of interest is the name of a owethe Crimean peninsula. In the glosses of an
anonimous scholiast added to thetitiae Episcopatuumomposed between 733-746, we find the
river name on the Crimean peninsutapa cov (translated agavpov veyov ‘black water’). Of
importance is, that instead of the expedtadpawe find - and instead of the Oguzstibor suv

we find siu. They in back vocalic words appeares in other Turkiglaages, but not so early. In
Chuvash it is a rule, and ‘black’ is ngwira. The second word is Volga Bulgari&iu, and now

in Chuvashsiv, which are perfect matches eiu, which may have reflected a forgiu. In an
itinerary preserved by Constantine VIl in i@ Administrando Imperiwe come through the
river yapd kovl, i.e.yara kil or yara kol the Black River (“in which they fish for sturgegn’lt
flows into the Meotic Bay.

We have rich sources on the Kazarian-Alanian casit&om this point of view the name of
the ‘ash tree’ is of importance. In Ossetic it staiaskaerz The reconstructed Turkic form is
*kebri¥, but the copied form had to B&evrs — *kers> kerz. If the Turkic form would have
retained its final affricate, it would be reflectedOssetic bye < *¢, that is kerc. See Turkic
bur¢ ‘pepper — Osseticbyrc, burcae‘cerny) perec’. As we sekaerzreflects a later phase,
which is also present in Hungarikfris (ko:ris).

There exist a group of yet undeciphered runiforsciiptions in East Europe. The territory,
where they were found is identical with the Kazad &8ulgar territory. It may be, that some of
them are using the script for non Turkic lanuagdamguages (e.g. Alanian), but we have to
suppose that most of the rendered Turkic languagéamguages. The deciphering of the
inscriptions is hampered by the fact, that we dbdigpose of a good edition of all these, about
now over 100 inscriptions. None of them is londean 60-70 signs (Inscription of Szarvas, the
inscription on a scull of a bull from Elista), maste consisting of a dozen or less signs. We do
not have bilingual inscriptions or inscriptions tten with the runiform alphabet and another one.
The alphabet is a carved type, or remained to lsiorthis form. It does not have any visible
trait with the East Turkic, Nordic or Etrusk carvertipts.



3.10. Loanwords in Chuvash. After the migration to the Volga-Kama region iretBth-9th
century the Volga Bulgars became a mighty peopla irlatively loos dependence from the
Kazars.

3.10.1. Permian loanwords in ChuvashThe Zyryan gave way to the Bulgars and moved ¢o th
north, but we find some Permian words in ChuvasichSs the prohibitive particlan used
before the imperative of the verlam kala‘don’'t speak’. Votyak, Zyryaren It is not to be
connected with the Mongolian steemse Chuvashpiles ‘rowan berry and tree’ goes back to a
Permian piles, Chuvastpasi ‘elk’ to Permian pusey.

3.10.2. Persian and Arabic loanwordsTrying to get rid of the Kazar power the Volga gails
began to embrace the Muslim face and sent ambasstml®agdad for help. As we have seen
above the embassy visited the Volga Bulghars in®2Land Ibn Fadlan wrote a record on it.
The embassy found that there are already some whithe Muslim faith present among the
Bulgars, but the full and pure form of the faithsita be established. This is happening with the
help of the embassy and later by visiting and adlpgl imams. Most of these persons came from
Khwarezm. This means that from the beginning oflib#h century on, we can observe the influx
of Persian and Arabic words originally mainly coateel with Islam. These words give us help
for the reconstruction of the history of Middle Glagh. The word for ‘man, person, human
being’ is in Chuvashin. This word goes back to Persigin ‘soul, vital spirit and not to
Mongolianjon ‘people’(— Siberian Turkic languages). This and a very felneotvords entered
the ancestor of the Chuvash language in a very phdse. The same word was copied a second
time with many other Persian and Arabic words‘as ‘soul, spirit’. This happened in a time,
when PT¢- already changed t6 thus the affricate did not join other words whidgan withc-

1. The first was borrowed in a time before the Pabikl /a/ changed toif or became a labiad/.

The word for ‘week’ and earlier also for ‘Friday in Chuvasterne. This is already on several
Volga Bulgarian inscriptions present@smeThe word goes back to Persiadina ‘Friday’. This
word was earlier copied then tde> 6 > z > r change was closed. The second or third step can
be seen in Hungaridmiza‘'wheat’ < T *biza< *buyza < bugia(i) it began before the end of the
9th century. It was closed in the 12th century.nktbe year 1230 we find in the Russian sources
already ¢- as in *turun (trnove a title which correspsonds to Turkicu'n.

3.10.3. Early Russian loanwordsAs we have seen above, the eastward migratioheofStavs
reached the Oka river around 900. It continuedhi® mext centuries. The Slave merchants
reached the Volga and established there settlenfmntsade, which later became Russian cities.
The earliest contacts between Slavs and the VoldgaBs were trade connections. But soon the
contacts became closer and more and more Russials were used in the Volga region. One of
these words is Chuvashincala, kencele * a bunch of flax for spinning, also spindle’. The
Russian word is nowuZel ,but it had a nasal and sounded in Proto Slkyiel» (=konZila). It
was copied into Finnish &siontaloand is present in all languages of the Volga regitwe nasal
disappeared from East Slavic before the end ofl®th century. Another early loanword is
Chuvashsap ‘flail < * ¢ap « Russiancep — Hungariancsép.Here, however the word came
under the influence of the Chuvash waap- ‘to strike, beat’. Old Russian /ts/ is sometimes
substituted by Chuvask//as in Russiamemec— Chuvashnimes, but there is no trace of Old
Russiand — Chuvash® > *§ > §. There exist some dialectal representations whighmsto be
due to inner Chuvash processes as Rudsatad’ * a kind of white loaf of bread— Chuvash
kulaca, dialectalkulas. That means that the change had to be closedebdfer bulk of the
Russian loanwords were copied into Chuvash. Whaeeixistence of the voiced affricate /d#* <



is clearly reflected by the Volga Bulgarian instiops, there is no direct trace of the unvoiced
/¢l. Nevertheless we have to reckon with differentiztsh-Bulgar dialects.

3.10.4. Tatar loanwords. Speaker of different Kipchak languages came to\tblga-Kama
region after the Mongolian invasion which begarl#85. Now they pertain to the Kazan Tatar
and the Bashkir languages respectively. For a dimog the Kipchak lived together with some
Chuvash speaking Volga Bulgar groups. Other Chugaghps settled in the forest region of the
Volga bend. The Kipchak population used the KwaremnnTurkic as their literary language,
which came soon under heavy local influence. Tiyisrid Khwarezmian Turkic and Kipchak
language can be observed in one part of the VolggaBian inscriptions. These inscriptions are
sometimes called Inscriptions Pertaining to thestFBtyle. The Second Style contains the
Chuvash traits. There are also mixed inscriptidrsrmgng some traits of both the Bulgarian and
the Kipchak-Khwarezmian language. Most interestng tomb stone, where the epitaph of the
deceased lady is written on the one side in Style &d on the other side in Style Two.

We can now separate at least three different clwogiual layers of the Tatar loanwords. To
the earliest layar pertain such Chuvash wordguagntas ‘brethren, relatives “those from the
same womb™ <« karindaS, cf. Chuvashyiram ‘belly, womb’ < garin. To the second layer
pertains e.g. Chuvaglapya ‘gate, door'< Tatkapkaand to the third e.darantak ‘peritoneum’

«— Tatkarindik.

3.10.5. Mongolian loanwords through Tatar mediationIn 1235/6 winter the Mongolian army
crushed the army of the Volga Bulgars and occuphedterritory. They settled mainly Kipchak
Turkic troops to rule the regions, who later becansnbers of the Golden Horde and afterwards
formed the Khanate of Kazan. The Russians endedrulee of the Kazan khans in 1551.
Mongolian words were spread over the whole Mongolanpire of the Chingisids. Most of the
Mongolian words came into Chuvasia Tatar. They are important because they help te giv
chronology of some of the phonological changeshav@sh. Mongoliakarciga ‘falcon’ — Tat
karciga — Chuv *arciga > yurcka. Middle Mongolianmalagai ‘cap’ — Tatar malgrai —
Chuvash malgrai > mulggay. Even more interesting is the fate of Mongoliga'uci
‘matchmaker, go-between’. The earlier form is preséd only as a Chuvash loanword in
Cheremissaus,savusetc.‘wedding groomsman, bridesman’ this reflec@haivash $avws which
disappeared from Chuvash. It copied later the saord asyewe which is a copy of Tataraui
itself a copy of the Mongolian word.

3.10.6. Cheremis loanwords in Chuvash//hile the Volga-Bulgars had early contacts with th
Permian langauges (Zyryan, Permyak and Votyakdr aite part of the speakers of the Chuvash
language settled down in the forest region of tledg® bend they became into contact with
several other languages. Among them is the Cheremigari. This languge is full of Chuvash
loanwords, but Chuvash also copied some words Cheremis. Among them is Chuvagdyta
‘pine tree’ — Cheremisyakte, see Chuvashira id. — Samoyed (above) or Chuvaghras
‘corncrake, landrail— CheremiskarSor Chuvasltvay ‘strength’<— Cheremisviy.

3.10.7. Loanwords from an unknown substrate languag The present land of the Chuvash
was surely not empty when they settled there. Hugiaphical names of the region points partly
to speakers of the Permian group. The elemantin SupaskarCheboksary’ is surely Permian
kar ‘city’. Cf. Zyryan kar, Votyakkar. But there exist a group of words which are preseboth
Cheremis and Chuvash, sometimes in other Volgaukges, and have neither Turkic, nor
Iranian or Finno-Ugric etymology. The Chuvash navhé¢he ‘beetle’ isnara. The word occurs
also in Cheremis amor, ir in the same meaning, and it is present also irhiBass nor.



However the word cannot be connected with any efkhown language groups. The study of
these type of words promises new insights intchiery of Chuvash.

3.11. The Volga Bulgar and Chuvash loanwords in otr languages.After arriving to the
Volga-Kama region the Volga Bulgars came into contirst with the Permian languages
(Zyryan, Permyak and Votyak). The Cheremis-Chuvasttiacts began later, in the 13th century.
Though there are only very few Bulgar loanword#liordvin they have to be very early because
of geographical-historical resons.

3.11.1. Bulgarian loanwords in Mordvinian. Among the few Mordvinian words of Bulgarian
origin we may mention Moksha Mordvewar ‘cool (of wheather)'«— Bulgar ayar, see Turkic
ayazid. or Moksha Mordvdera ‘brass’< Bulgar *se,r cf. Turkicyez.

3.11.2. Volga Bulgarian loanwords in the Permian laguages.The Zyryans moved to the East
to give way to the Bulgars in the 10th-11th cemsiriAfter a short time the connections among
Zyryan on one side and Permyak and Votyak on therpteased to exist. That means that all
words which are common to Permian have to be eahign the 11th century. Such are e.g.
Zyryankis, Votyakkis ‘Weberkamm < Proto Pernkis < Bulg yis (> Chuvaslyés) <*kil¢. See
Turkic kili¢, kil¢. Interesting is the following word: Zyryaare ‘Waldgeist’, Votyakkuzo ‘Wirt,
Hausherr’ < Proto Permiarktja « Bulgar yuja (> Chuvashyusa) « Persianywga. For the
chronology of the change of>> s interesting is the Zyryan worhrla ‘Sichel’ which reflects a
PP *¢arla «— Bulgariancarla, while Votyaksurlo is a copy of Bulgar $urla (> Chuvashsurla).
See Hungariasarlo (Sarb).

3.11.3. Volga Bulgarian loanwords in RussianThe Volga Bulgarian empire was in the 11th-
12th century the main power north to the Kazars Bast to the Rus. Many of the early Turkic
elements in Russian pertain to this period. We menbtnly two words which are playing an
important role in present Russian. The wdodar ‘goods, wares, article, commodities etc.’
comes from Volga Bulgariantévar. Though it is absent from present Chuvash it is plesent

in Hungarian in the formar ‘container’, also in such compositions as eigcstar ‘treasure
house! From this word was formed (but the derivation i¢ antirely clear) the wordovari&’
‘comrade’ which, or the original form of which isgsent also in Hungarian &&'s ‘companion,
fellow’. The other Russian word ikBozjain more precisely its stenmozja which existed
independently in Old Russian. Persijamgia was mediated by Volga Bulgarian (cf. Chuvash
xusa). According to some sources the famous district olsébw, the Arbat was originally the
place of the Volga Bulgarian traders (later thathed Tatars). The name should go back to the
Volga Bulgarian form (arbat) of the ultimately Arabic wordabar ‘suburb of a city, quarter’
(see the name of the capital of Marocco: RabatksLgrobable is the Greek etymon which
connects the name witbpation,itself also of Arabic origin.

3.11.4. Volga Bulgarian lonawords in Tatar and Baskir. The bulk of the Kipchak population
appeared in the Volga-Kama region with and afterNfongols. However we cannot exclude that
some groups could have already joined the Bulgas somewhat earlier time. In any case the
present Tatar and Bashkir language has a smalpgrbwords which point to a Volga Bulgar
origin. 1 would mention only a few. Tatar and Bashkge has the meaning ‘saint, holy’. This
word is also present in Kazak @zggi‘good, sacred’ and in some other Turkic languagéese
forms come from Volga Bulgariarezgi< ezgu The word is a Volga Bulgarian form of GOgu
‘good’. The word was copied into Hungarian wherkas the meaning ‘saint’. The other word is
Tatarkazak'das Pfund’. This is an old metric unit used fagight. It is the same word &adak
‘nail’, see Radlokadak‘der Nagel, das Pfund (weil die Pfunde auf derzéiien Staabwagen



Bessmen) mit Nageln bezeichnet sind’. THeis represented by-in the same way as iage
etc. above. Tatar dialect&loklan ‘to alienate’ comes from Volga Bulgariarscklan see
Chuvashsuk ‘it is not’ < PTyok

3.11.5. Chuvash loanwords in CheremisCheremis has more hundreds of loanwords copied
from Chuvash. This material is a great help forrg@onstruction of the history of Chuvash. The
word for ‘pig’ is now in Chuvaskisna The fact that this is a late form due to assinutafrom
*sisnawe learn only from Cheremis, where in some dialdwsinitial s- is preserved. The initial
goes back tg-, as we see in Hungariaiszné< *jisnau.Sometimes Cheremis preserved a form
which had to be present in Chuvash but is mbe name of the ‘hemp breaker, swingle’ is in
Chuvashtila. The form *ula has been preserved only in Cheretoig (cf. Hungariantilg). In
case of the old Turkiy- Chuvash hasm-. This is seen in Cheremigme‘Hugel' «— Chuvash
teme < *tiyek. Some words disappeared from present Chuvash angei@isepreserved them.
Such a word is Cheremisy ‘schell, stark, haftig’ which presupposes a Chavasy. The word

is present in Kazakiy ‘strong, brave’ and occurs in some Siberian laggsa See Mongolian
¢ing ‘firm(ly)’, c¢ingga ‘strong’. It may be the same as the prefix expngs&ery’ in Chuvash
¢an, e.g. incan layay ‘very good. An other word preserved only in Chaig is yira
‘Buttermilch’. This reflects a Chuvash fornyita < *irag < ayrag(not *yasag) and is present in
Hungarian asro.

3.11.6. Multiple reborrowings frequently occur. Chuvaskirpa ‘splitter’ is a copy of the Tatar
word Sirpi itself a loan from Volga Bulgariafirpi which goes back to P1¢irpi. Cheremissarpa
may be either from Tatar or from Chuvash.

4. The present Chuvash language

4.1. The dialectsChuvash has two main dialects. The northern diagdecalledViryal from vir
‘upper’ (PT6r) andyal ‘village, place of living’ (PTél). It is also called Turi frontu ‘mountain’
and the suffix #i. The southern dialect is callédhatri from anat lower part’ <an- ‘to descend’
(< an). Viryal is the more archaic dialect. It presahtbe labial, non labial opposition in case of
the reduced vowels, thus it has four reduced voaslé/, /é/, /6/, l6/. This opposition is very
important for the etymology of the Chuvash wordscduse the labial reduced vowels preserved
the +labial feature of the original. The two labietluced lost their +labial feature in the Anatri
dialect and the literary language. A very cleafelénce between the Viryal and Anatri dialects is
the representation of the full labial. There are twon reduced labials in Chuvash, one of them
appears as [0] in Viryal and as [u] in Anatri. Tdteer is /U/. There are a few words which have
also in Viryal asut ‘horse’, tutla ‘sweet’. Until now no reasonable cause of thigdeahas been
suggested. In some subdialects of Viryal the dipidis are represented by triphthongs, exp-
is appearing aa- e.g.tavat ‘four’ Viryal toat (< tért). Important is, that the plurasem/senis
not obeying the vowel harmony in Anatri, but in Y&t subdialects we find alreadgAm/sAn
The isoglosses of the different dialectal featuesnot always coinciding. In the contact zone of
the two dialects a mixed situation can be obser@mne consider this zone to be a different
dialect, but this is hardly acceptable. Below we & main isoglosses for Viryal and Anatri:
Important is that the literary language is based Aoatri (see below), but the capital
Cheboksary is within the territory of the Viryalatkct. The education is in the literary language
and the educated people in Cheboksary speak #rariitlanguage, in fact a normalized variant
of the Anatri dialect. The newspapers, the radio e television uses the literary language, and
it is therefore now very difficult, and becomes ma@nd more difficult to find native speakers



who speak the old Viryal dialect without the impatthe literary language. Therefore all data on
the Viryal dialect are of high value.
The two main features of the Chuvash dialects:
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The Chuvash dialects

4.2. The formation of the literary language.The earliest monument of the Chuvash language
can be found in the work of Philip Johan Strahleglmllected in 1723 and published in 1730.
Some small wordlists were published by G.F. Mi(lesllected in 1733, published in 1758), J. E.
Fischer (collected in 1747, remained for a longetim manuscript and seems to contain the same
Chuvash material of Miller, Fischer is now publidigy Gulya in 1995), by Pallas (collected in
1768/69, published in 1771) and others. All thitsliwere written with the Latin alphabet. In the
second half of the 18th century the activity of @eodox Christian missionaries grew. To help
the translation work of Christian texts into Chuvagrammatical sketches were worked out.
These were written in Russian and the Chuvash rabteas also written by the Cyrillic script.
The priests of Chuvash origin began to write inrtbe/n language using the Cyrillic script. from
the end of the 18th century on we have several pogntten for festive occasions in Chuvash.
Parallel to the growing activity in the episcop&nmsnars of Kazan and Nizhnij Novgorod
Catharine Il ordered to collect all languages spakeher empire. Among them also Chuvash has
been collected and many local learned people btgeallect material and send it to Pallas, who
was in charge of the collection. We know about a@ish wordlist of about 3.000 words most
probably from 1785. An archbishop, by name Damas&ompiled a Russian-Tatar-Chuvash-
Mordvin dictionary in 1785, which remained in maarigt, but was many times cited. In 1863
was published the famoNacertanije pravil cuvasskogo jazyka i slovaa grammar which was
compiled under the direction of V. P. ViSnevskij fthe theological schools of the Kazan
bishopry. This and the first Chuvash translatioringf Bible were used by W. Schott for e
lingua Tschuwaschorupublished in Latin in Berlin, 1841.

In the next phase the activity of I. Ja. Jakovleas\iundamental. He wrote many articles on
the Chuvash language and in 1871 he reformed thdi€grthography used for Chuvash. His
alphabet was based on phonological principles. \tHiy without using the modern terminology
he was the first who applied the phonological pplecto a Turkic language. The present
Chuvash alphabet and orthography got its final shad938. Jakovlev worked in the College of
Simbirsk, and the Simbirsk school, which trained téachers for the Chuvash schools, played a
decisive role in shaping the Chuvash literary laggu Jakovlev, a great scholar who never
turned to Marxism, died in 1930. His close persdnahdship with the father of Lenin saved him
and his scholarly work. The great Chuvash poet kKons Vasilevlvanoy, known also as
Kestenttin(1890-1915) wrote his epic poelarspiin the Anatri dialect and with the orthography
of Jakovlev. Most of the writers following him wefermer pupils of the Simbirsk school, but
even those, who were not, followed the same wayh Wiis the literary Chuvash language got its
shape which was, of course, influenced by lateviiess, but its basic features were ripe before
the Bolshevik revolution in 1917.

4.3. Areal features in Chuvash.The languages of the Volga-Kama region, Chuvasttar]
Bashkir, Cheremis and Votyak form a language anéa special traits common to the languages
spoken there. In some cases it is easy to showlitbetion of the changes, in other it remaned
and perhaps remains unclear. One of the most confeature is the opposition of the quantity of
the vowels. The basic opposition of reduced anky formed vowels appears in all languages of
the area. Another feature of the vowels systerhdspresence of the labidl// This is the sound
which changed later in Chuvas to /o/ and in thetAmialect to /u/. They are opposed to the non
labial /a/ which changed from open /a/. These w®aiudres effected the word stress and the vowel
harmony. There are important morphological and sgwbogical similarities among the Volga-
Kama languages. Their study presupposes deep kg®led the Finno-Ugric and Turkic
languages of the area.



4.4. Graphemes, orthography and graphotacticsThe present Chuvash language is written
with the Cyrillic script adapted to the needs o tBhuvash language. The basic principle is
phonologic and not phonetic. A word written asal ‘plough’ is automatically read asda],
since phonetically all stops and affricates arek®aad in intervocalic position. The sour@] s

an allophone of the phoneme /k/. All stops andctes are palatalised before and after the front
vowels. This is not marked by the orthography, érgee/ ‘saying (as saying something)’ is
pronouncedt[ez’§. Consonants are weakened not only in intervogadisition but before and
after sonants, or in sandhi position. Thugpauny¢ ‘dawn’ is pronounced aSuransus, ndpca
‘flea’ sounds asgarz4], andxapa xy¢ ‘black eye(s) soundsy@racus]. In case when for some
reasons the strong quality of the consonant shioeilkiept, the consonant letter is doubled. ‘Two’
is uxe and pronounced as$cf], but the emphatic version is written @sc¢ and pronounced as
[ke].

The marker of the 3rdP singular form of the indi@tverb ist". Since all consonants are
palatalised in front vocalic words, the palatalisgality of the-t is not marked in front vocalic
words. Thuskuzem ‘he/she comes’ is pronouncedt’i['et’]. In the back vocalic words the
palatalization oft has to be marked, because it is not automatic widrd kazams ‘he/she says’
is pronounced akflat] therefore is written withms, though the palatalization is the same as in
the front vocalic words.

5. Summary

Chuvash is one of the Turkic languages. It haststbdied on its own right, but also for the sake
of the reconstruction of Ancient Turkic. Howeverfited those traits which are in one or the other
form preserved from Ancient Turkic, can be separately if we study the complex history of
Chuvash. The history of Chuvash gives us help ¢onstruct not only Ancient Turkic, but also
the contacts of the Oguric languages with othekituand non Turkic languages. The case is
somewhat similar to the problem of “Altaic”. We ceatonstruct “Altaic” only after we dispose

of a thorough study on the history of the Turkiedaages and reconstructed as much as possible
of Proto-Turkic.



