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The stressing of Russian loanwords in
Asmarin’s Materialy (1898)

Michael Dobrovolsky

Dobrovolsky, Michael 1998. The stressing of Russian loanwords in ASmarin’s
Materialy (1898). Turkic Languages 2. 198-214.

An examination of the words borrowed from Russian into Chuvash found in
ASmarin’s 1898 Materialy shows that some borrowings are insensitive to the
phonetics of the Russian source words and show only the alleged “default” mar-
gin stress typical of Chuvash reduced vowel words, while other forms show a
greater sensitivity to Russian phonetics in that they treat Russian reduced un-
stressed vowels as analogous to the reduced vowels of Chuvash. It is proposed
that these borrowings with their diverse stress patterns do not necessarily reflect a
chronological order of entry into Chuvash but at least reflect diverse sources of
borrowing.

Michael Dobrovaolsky, Linguistics Department, University of Calgary, Calgary,
Alberta, Canada, T2N IN4.

Introduction

This paper presents an analysis of the stressing of certain Russian loan-
words in Chuvash.” Unless otherwise indicated, the data are from the list
of Russian loanwords into Chuvash found in ASmarin (1898: v-vi).
Further loanwords have been gathered from examples illustrating other
phenomena throughout the first section of the same work, and from sev-

* Research leading to this paper was made possible by a Senior Fellowship at the
Calgary Institute for the Humanities during 1996 and 1997. I would like to
acknowledge the Institute’s generosity and support here. This paper has also
benefited from input received at oral presentations, as well as from the helpful
observations and corrections by an anonymous reviewer for this journal. All
opinions and remaining errors of fact are my own.
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eral other sources, in particular Fedotov (1990). When drawing exam-
ples from the latter source, I have avoided loanwords that are obviously
of a more recent provenance, such as contemporary technological terms.

ASmarin’s main list of borrowings is organized by subject—gov-
ernment, religion, farming, etc.—so any generalization about stress pat-
terning is initially obscured. Even when organized by location of stress
placement, the stressing of these borrowings does not at first appear to
be consistent. A number of forms match the stress of the Russian source
words as expected, e.g., Russ. obéd > Chuv. gpdr ‘dinner’.’ However,
some forms show final stress in Chuvash despite the fact that they are
non-finally stressed in Russian, e.g., Russ. cérkov’ > Chuv. Cirkii, Ciirkii
‘church,’ Russ. stardsta > Chuv. starastd ‘elder,” etc. A number of other
forms show sensitivity to vowel reduction in Russian; in these forms,
unstressed and reduced Russian vowels are treated as if they were Chu-
vash reduced vowels and so excluded from stress, e.g., Russ. vobla >
Chuvash 6bal (fish species). Finally, there is at least one disyllabic form
in Chuvash with initial stress where the Russian loan source shows final
stress, e.g., Russ. ovin > Chuvash dvdn ‘barn.’

In this paper, I will suggest that the Chuvash metrical adaptation of
the Russian loanwords shows different degrees of sensitivity to Russian
phonetics on the part of the borrowers. This diversity of adaption is con-
sistent with the words’ entry into Chuvash at different time periods,
from different Chuvash dialects, and from different social sources. The
paper focuses strictly on stress patterns in the loanwords. It does not
deal with such complex and controversial issues as the shift of Russian
vowels to their Chuvash counterparts, although understanding such
processes contributes to the loanword dating process. The paper is also
emphatically not an etymological study, though some etymologies are
discussed insofar as they help sort out the appearance of certain stresses
on loanwords. The paper is organized as follows. In section 1., I present
the two major stress rules of Chuvash; in section 2., the loanwords by

Note also the partial phonetic adaption of the Russian form: The unstressed
reduced Russian /o/ is assimilated as [a], which is its pronunciation in Russian,
and the final devoiced /d/ is pronounced [t] as in Russian. In standard Chuvash
pronunciation, non-geminate obstruents are lax and frequently voiced inter-
vocalically. Thus the phonetic adaption of Russian obéd in Chuvash is [abét] or
[abat].
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stress grouping, and in section 3., I offer some further observations and
conclusions.

1. The Chuvash stress rules

The description of Chuvash stress presented in ASmarin is consistent
with the stress pattern of Anatri or Lower Chuvash speech:

“Stress in Cuvas ... is usually on the final syllable when it is long, or when
the entire word consists of short syllables: taman — snowstorm, kaban —
rick, tivlet — abundance, $iiremellé — one must go, kémel — silver, tatamar
— we stood, &aparkka (B.) — whip.2

Stress falls on the penultimate syllable of a word when it is long and the final
syllable is short: karak — grouse, N. tura — bay (color of horse), terém —
said, samrak — young.

Stress is usually on the third syllable from the end when it is long and the
following syllables are short: §apramar — we hit, §irékén, alder (Gen. case).
In this way, stress falls on the fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh syllable from
the end if these syllables are long (full) and the following short: iléttémér —
we would take, kalattamar — we would say, paratamar¢éeé — we would give,
savanatamarécée — we would be happy, Savaranatamar¢ée — we would turn.”
(p- 19)

In other words: Stress falls on the last full (i.e., unreduced, short) vowel
of a word; if a word does not contain any full vowels (i.e., contains only
the “reduced” vowels é and / or d), stress falls on the last vowel of the
word.? The phonological status of the “full” and “reduced” vowels ap-
pears to parallel long and short vowels in other languages. In current
mora theory (e.g. Reynolds 1994) it is possible to view the full vowels

ASmarin provides more examples, as well as further details on the stressing of
certain affixes as well; this has been omitted here. He abbreviates dialect names
with capital letters; here and elsewhere in this paper, B. = Bujinskij (dialect), K.
= Kormysskij.

As has been pointed out to me by an anonymous reviewer, ASmarin’s description
of Chuvash stress is consistent with the middle or transitional Chuvash dialect as
well, as evidenced in the recently published material of Joseph Pdpay, which was
also collected in 1898 (see bibliography).
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as bimoraic and the short vowels as monomoraic. However, Jakovlev
(1987: 50) observes that the qualitative differences between the two sets
of vowels could just as well serve as a stress cue.

When literary Chuvash was established, the stress pattern of the
Viryal or Upper Chuvash dialect was selected as the standard. Current
normative Chuvash stress is therefore as follows: Stress falls on the last
full (i.e., unreduced, short) vowel of a word; if a word does not contain
any full vowels (i.e., contains only the “reduced” vowels ¢ and / or d),
the first vowel of the word is stressed. In some contemporary metrical
analyses, e.g. Hayes (1995), this type of stress pattern, which is alleg-
edly found in other, unrelated languages, is labeled a “default left” pat-
tern; this implies that the stressing of final full vowels is a special case
and initial stress is the other or “elsewhere” option.* Of course, as was
shown above, in the Anatri dialects of Chuvash described by ASmarin,
the “elsewhere” option is final stress—a “default right” stress pattern.
This paper assumes that the Anatri “default right” stress described by
Asmarin forms the basis for stressing the majority of the loanwords he
cites. However, only the “default” or right-edge stressing portion of the
rule was initially employed by speakers to all loanwords. Viryal “default
left” will be seen to play a role in some loanwords. Since stress place-
ment in Chuvash is predictable in either dialect, I will not indicate it in
the transcriptions which follow. Stress marks have been added to Rus-
sian words to facilitate comparison.

2. Stress groupings in the loanwords

This section breaks down ASmarin’s presentation of loanwords by
stress type. I have omitted monosyllables from the list; in many cases,
Russian monosyllabic words appear as disyllabic in Chuvash due to
epenthesis (e. g. mixé < mex (Russ. dial.) ‘bag’ = Standard Russian
(SR) mesok , but cf. Chuv. mdjdx in 2.3.); other signs of phonological
adaption are also found, e.g., Russ. krest > Chuvash xéres ‘cross,’
Russ. vsex > Chuvash vossax ‘entirely.’

* 1 think this stress rule for Viryal Chuvash should be revised in certain critical

details; it is my view that Chuvash is a mixed pitch-accent / stress system, and
the reduced vowel “stress” at the beginning of Viryal forms is a high-low pitch
accent that can be found on all forms irrespective of their vowel content (Dob-
rovolsky, forthcoming). At this time, I have no opinion on Anatri stress.
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As I shall show, one set of forms, probably early borrowings into
Anatri dialects, shows consistent application of Chuvash final vowel
stressing irrespective of vowel type in the source words; a second set of
forms shows sensitivity to the phonetics of the Russian source words;
and a third consists of words that in all likelihood entered Chuvash

through the Viryal dialect.

Michael Dobrovolsky

2.1. Final stress in Russian = final stress in Chuvash

In this subset, final unreduced vowels in Russian are stressed finally in

Chuvash.

Chuvash
apat

karap
karttus
kolacd, kulas
korsak (K)
képérne
kosar
lupas
misavaj
musik
pila
Pukrav
putret
saltak
sappan
sassom
saxxot
suxa, soxa
Sonat
truba
tijeCuk
vitre
Xxéresnatte
xupax, xobax

Russian
obéd
korabl’
kartiiz
kalac
gorsok
gubérnija
kosyr’
labaz
meZevoj
muZik
pila
Pokrév
podr’ad
soldat
zapoén
sovsém
zaxod
suxd
sendt
trubd
d'jacok
vedroé
krestnyj otéc
kabdk

‘dinner’

‘ship’

‘powder bag’

‘white bread’

‘pot’ (ASmarin 1898: 29)
‘province’ (cf. 2.4., 2.6.)
‘planing knife’

‘shed’

‘land surveyor’

‘muzhik’

‘saw’ (tool)

Feast of the Protection
‘contract’

soldier

. ’

apron
‘entirely’

‘latrine’ {‘stop-over’}
‘wooden plow’
‘senate’

“pipe’

‘sacristan, sexton’
‘bucket’

‘godfather’

‘tavern’ (obs.)
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2.1.1. Observations

Though the stress correspondence is straightforward in these forms, it
must be emphasized that the Russian stressed vowels are exactly the
ones which would be stressed according to the Chuvash stress rule cited
by ASmarin: “stress the last full vowel of a word”. In other words, these
words are in all probability stressed as a matter of rule and not in mere
imitation of Russian stress.

Russian kosyr’ ‘planing knife’ can also be stressed on the first sylla-
ble, but the Slovar’ russkix narodnyx govorov (SRNG) (15: 94) cites
the form with final stress as the one used in the (former) Simbirsk
province, which encompassed Chuvashia in Tsarist times.

2.1.2. Additions
The following words can be added to this set.

Jantar Jjantar’ ‘amber’  ‘glass’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)

matrus ~ matrés ‘seaman’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)
patak batog ‘walking-stick’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)
pérene brevno ‘log” (Fedotov 1990: 210)

2.2. Non-final stress in Russian = final stress in Chuvash

In the next set of forms, unstressed final vowels in the Russian source
words are finally stressed in Chuvash, irrespective of Russian phonetics.

By “irrespective of Russian phonetics,” I mean: Russian unstressed
fe/ and /o/ are neutralized thus: /e/ — /i/ and o/ — /a/. Unstressed /a/
(including those /a/’s that evolved from unstressed /o/) is phonetically
[a] when immediately preceding a stressed vowel, and is reduced to []
two or more positions before a stressed vowel or following it (Russ.
akan’e). Thus, Russian /moloko/ ‘milk’ is phonetically [malakd],
/knjiga/ ‘book’ is [kn'i‘ga]. It should be noted, though, that /o/ — /a/
neutralization is not found consistently in the Russian dialects of the
Central Volga region, where Russian and Chuvash speakers interacted.
The area is a transitional zone between Russian dialects that show this
phonological development and those that do not (Matthews 1967
(1960), Vlasto 1986). It is therefore possible that some borrowings may
have entered Chuvash from neutralizing dialects, and others from dia-
lects without this neutralization. We should thus not necessarily expect
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all Russian /o/’s to neutralize to /a/ and its respective allophones in bor-
rowings.

Given words that do show (standard) Russian akan’e, we might well
expect Chuvash speakers to interpret final unstressed and reduced vow-
els in Russian as being analogous to Chuvash reduced vowels, and thus
exempt them from stress. However, in the following borrowings, Chu-
vash final stress is applied to the unstressed and sometimes even re-
duced final vowel of the Russian sources. Chuvash speakers at the time
of these borrowings, in other words, were insensitive to the phonetic
characteristics of Russian, and applied the “default” final stress of Anatri
Chuvash to all loanwords.

Chuvash Russian

cirkii, Crirkii cérkov’ ‘church’

citnaj sitnyj xleb ‘loaf from sifted flour’
Juka v'jiga ‘blizzard’

kénege kniga ‘book’

kéreple grabli ‘rake’

lasa 163ad’ ‘horse’ (ASmarin 1898: 23)
matka matka ‘woman’ ( Ceboksary uezd)
papas (K) (povival’ naja) babka ‘midwife’

pdrasnik prdzdnik ‘day off” (cf. 2.4.)

pervej, pervaj pérvyj ‘at first’

piceéke, picke bécka ‘barrel’

pul’a pula ‘bullet’

salat solod ‘malt’

sappon zdpon ‘apron’ (but cf. 2.2.1.)
Sapa Zdba [toad] ‘frog’

Sélep, sélepke, 8! dpa ‘hat’

tol'a dola ‘portion’

upli (but cf. obdl) vébla (fish species)

xitre xitryj ‘beautiful’ {< cunning, subtle}

Polysyllabic Russian forms:

Penultimately stressed in Russian

Chuvash Russian
Karkofi (K) Grigorij Gregory (ASmarin 1898: 44)
Kasal'n'i Krescénie ‘baptism’
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kupdsta, kopsta  kapiista ‘cabbage’

muncala mocdlo ‘bast’

osmuxxa vos’miuska 1/8 of a pound

pdtavkka pudovka one-pood (measure of weight)
starasta starosta ‘elder’

varinkke voronka ‘funnel’ (ASmarin 1898: 29)
xasat gazéta ‘newspaper’ {loss of final V}

Antepenultimately stressed in Russian.

Chuvash Russian
képérne, kupir  gubérnija  ‘province’

Initially stressed in Russian.
Chuvash Russian
macca mdtica “joist” ‘ceiling’
mittarn’ak mytar’(nik)?  ‘horse dealer’ (from Russian collo-
quial speech. ASmarin 1898: v)

kerepenkke  grivenka monetary unit (ten-kopek piece)
kérenkke grivenka monetary unit (ten-kopek piece)
Saluna, Salu  Zdlovan'e ‘salary’

As the subsections of this class show, the Chuvash borrowings are fi-
nally stressed even when the Russian polysyllabic words have antepen-
ultimate or initial stress.

2.2.1. Observations

Chuvash ¢irkii, ciirkii < Russ. cérkov’ ‘church’ can be explained as the
Chuvash alternation -év ~ -ii / -dv ~ -u found in the short list of com-
monplace words like fu ~ tdv ‘mountain’, where the full-vowel word is
the citation form and the longer stem the oblique form. This is a produc-
tive alternation in Chuvash and probably influenced the borrowed form
in that Russian cérkov’ was interpreted as an oblique stem. ASmarin
notes:

“Nouns ending in “u, i” in the singular Gen. and Dat./Acc. cases change these
sounds to “av, év”: (iv, &v) Su — fat, Cirkii — church, Gen. §avan, Cirkévén,
{Dat.} $ava, Cirkéve. The same phenomenon occurs when these nouns bear the
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possessive pronoun suffixes: §$avam — my fat, $ava — your fat, §avé — his fat,
Cirkévém— my church, irkévé— your church, Cirkévé — his church, and so on.
But in the Dat./Acc. singular, the same nouns revert to the sounds “u, ii” with
the 2nd and 3rd person singular suffixes: Cirkiine — your, his church {Acc.}, to
your, to his church; Suna — your fat {Acc.}; to your fat Sune — to his fat, his
fat {Acc.}.” (p. 30)

Chuvash mittarn’ak < Russ. mytar’ ‘horse dealer’, or probably Russ.
mytar’ nik. Stress has shifted to the final vowel of the source word root.

Russian zapon ~ zdpon is listed with both final and non-final stress in
SRNG. Whichever the source form was, the word has come into Chu-
vash with final stress.

Russian grivenka ‘ten-kopek piece’ appears to have entered Chuvash
as kérepenkke via Tatar grdbdnkd. 1 claim this on the basis of the Chu-
vash medial /p/, which directly corresponds to the Tatar phoneme, as
well as on the vowel correspondence and the final stress, which is found
in Tatar. ASmarin provides the Tatar form (as well as forms in several
Ugric languages, which do not match up well with the Chuvash form)
without comment

Chuvash kérenkke ‘ten-kopek piece’ is kérepenkke with partial sylla-
ble loss due, I suggest, to the little discussed presence of rhythmic stress
in Chuvash, leading to a pre-loss pronunciation kérépenkké. 1 have ob-
served such rhythmic stress in Chuvash speech; from the perspective of
foot-based metrical theory (Hayes 1995), forms like kérépenkké and
rhythmic alterations such as Supaskdr ~ Supaskartd ‘Ceboksary ~ in
Ceboksary’ suggest that Chuvash builds right-headed rhythmic feet that
apply (in the formal sense) from right to left.

2.2.2. Additions
To this list we may add:

Chuvash Russian

kasni kdzZny ‘every’

(dial. = ka@zdyj)
kélence  skl’dnka ‘bottle’ (Fedotov 1990: 139 [sic = 193]
papka badbka ‘mandrel’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)
taram ddrom ‘free, in vain’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)
Cilaj célyj ‘a lot’ (Fedotov 1990: 275)

sdpka zybka ‘cradle’ (Fedotov 1990: 222)
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Surka Skiirka ‘hide, skin’ (Fedotov 1990: 281 provides this
form but questions its being a loanword.)

The form sdpka exhibits a characteristic of the next class as well, in that
the (Chuvash) unstressed vowel is reduced.

2.3. Russian final stress = Chuvash final stress; Russian vowel
reduction appears in some positions in Chuvash

In these borrowings, final unreduced vowels in Russian are stressed, as
expected, but the reduced or weakly stressed non-final vowels of Rus-
sian are reduced in Chuvash. In other words, these forms indicate a
phonetic sensitivity to the Russian reduced or weakly stressed vowels
and so may reflect a later, more sophisticated stage in the assimilation of
loans.

Chuvash Russian

Calva culok ‘stocking’

kérpe krupd ‘groats’

késle gusli ‘psaltery’

malatuk moloték [malatok] ‘hammer’ [Note the fine-tuned replica-

tion of standard Russian pronunciation;
the substitution of /u/ for Russ. /o/ is
also consistent.]

parsovoj (K.) birZevdj (izvoscik) ‘carrier; cabman’ (SRNG 2: 293)

pasal piscal’ ‘(hand)gun’

savak sovok ‘shovel, scoop’ (ASmarin 1898:29)°

talap tuliip ‘sheepskin coat’ (ASmarin 1898: 32)
2.3.1. Observations

The initial back reduced vowel of the K. form mdjax = Russ. mesék
‘bag’ may well have developed through phonetic assimilation to the final
(here, stressed) vowel. Note that this word appears twice in the list, and
that its other form is non-assimilated (section 2.).

5 ASmarin (1898: 29) has savdk, but this appears to be a misprint, as that word

means ‘joy’.
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2.3.2. Additions
The following may be added to this set.

Chuvash Russian
keésel kisél’ ‘blancmange, kissel’ (Fedotov 1990: 194)
calan Culdn ‘storeroom’ (Fedotov 1990: 272)

2.4. Non-final stress in Russian = non-final stress in Chuvash

These forms accurately reflect the Russian source word stress, in con-
trast with those cited in section 2.2. Recall that forms like Russ. v’jiiga >
Chuvash juka ‘blizzard’ showed an insensitivity to the reduced final
vowel of the Russian source word: Chuvash stress applied to the right-
most vowel. The following forms are different from the ones in section
2.2: The final reduced or unstressed vowel of Russian is treated like a
Chuvash reduced vowel and taken into account, i.e., exempted, when
Chuvash stress is applied. In other words, the entire stress rule of Chu-
vash is consistently applied here, not merely the default portion. Thus,
these forms, like those in section 2.3., show a sensitivity to Russian
phonetics that is analogized in Chuvash stress.

Chuvash Russian

Caska Cdska ‘cup’

jascak, jescek  jascik “box”  ‘wicker vehicle’ (box wickers)
kuperca gubérnija ‘province’ (cf. 2.1., 2.6.)
leSnitsd lesniCij “forestry officer’

pdrasn’ak (K)  prdzdnik ‘day off” (cf 2.2.)

péremék pr’anik ‘spice cake’

sastap zastup ‘spade’

saxxdr sdxar ‘sugar’

smild (K) smélyj ‘bold’

sapassipd (K)  spasibo ‘thanks’ (ASmarin 1898: 44)
tijakkdn d’jakon ‘deacon’

tikét déger’ (dial.)® ‘tar’ (= Standard Russian dégot’)
obdl (cf. upliy vébla (fish species)

vulds, voldsta  vélost’ ‘provincial government’

¢ Thanks to an anonymous referee for providing this donor form.
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It could be argued that these forms reflect the full Viryal stress rule and
are borrowings from this dialect. But since all of these forms show only
one or two reduced vowels following the single full vowel in the word,
the stress placement would be the same in either dialect. The important
point is that no matter what the borrowing dialect, the Russian reduced
vowels are treated like Chuvash reduced vowels when stress is applied.

2.5. Russian final stress = Chuvash non-final stress

ASmarin’s list provides one initially puzzling instance of a word in
whose stress in Chuvash flatly contradicts the stress of the Russian
source word. In this form, the final Russian stressed vowel is trans-
ferred to Chuvash as a reduced vowel, and the first vowel of the word is
stressed.

Chuvash Russian
avan ovin ‘barn’

2.5.1. Observations

Chuvash avdn ‘barn’ is an interesting case. Though ASmarin includes it
in the list of words borrowed from Russian, Gordeev (1979) (cited in
Fedotov 1990: 167) claims that Russian ovin is a borrowing from Bol-
gar, i.e., Ancient Chuvash. In this view, Chuv. avdn = Tatar dvan ulti-
mately derives from Ancient Turkic dv ‘house’. So the problem may not
be that the Chuvash stress is anomalous, but rather that the Russian
stress requires an explanation.

2.5.2. Additions
To this set the following may be added.

Chuvash Russian
daval d’ avol ‘devil’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)
Jjamsak jamscik  ‘coachman’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)

suntdx | sontdx  sundiik ‘trunk, chest’ (Fedotov 1990: 227)

Russ. d’dvol > Chuv. davdl is only anomalous if it is assumed to be a
borrowing into the right-stressing Anatri dialect. If it is a borrowing into
Viryal, then its initial stress is normal.
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The simplest explanation for these forms is the assumption that they
entered the language through Viryal speakers, who simply applied the
default (left) stress rule in all cases irrespective of vowel quantity or
quality—just as the forms in section 2.2. show that Anatri speakers at
one time applied the default (right) stressing rule across the board.

Further speculation is always possible. For example, note that all of
these forms have the typical Viryal initial stress and that in some cases,
their first vowels are relatively sonorous in comparison with the Russian
stressed vowels: @ versus i in Russ. avin and jamscik, and a versus u in
Russ. zastip. It is possible that Viryal speakers interpreted these vowels
as stressed because of their high sonority thus reinforcing the application
of the Viryal default left-stress pattern.

The Russian form sundiik enters Chuvash as suntdx / sontdx (the u /
o variation is dialectal). ASmarin notes (1898: 29):

“The change from “u (0)” to “a” in the words kasal, mantaran arises from the
fact that Cuvas in general does not tolerate the appearance of two “u”s or “0”’s
in a root ending in a consonant. This is noticeable in a number of borrowings

from Russian:

Russ. gorsok voronka sovok
Cuv. korSak (K.) varinkke savak” (see footnote 5)

In this case, Chuvash (Viryal) speakers may have reacted to the rounded
vowel constraint by applying the default left-edge stressing and conse-
quently reducing the following vowel.

2.6. Forms showing loss or addition of final vowel or syllable

2.6.1. Loss
Chuvash Russian
kanvit konfékty [stress?] ‘bakery sweets’
kupir gubérnija ‘province’
kdran granica “boundary, edge” ‘boundary’
kurpun  gorbdtyj ‘hunchback(ed)’
savaj svdja ‘pile’
Selle Zaléj < zhaléjka (folk music instrument)

xalar xoléra ‘cholera’
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All but one of the forms above appear to have resulted from morpho-
logical analysis of the Russian forms by Chuvash borrowers in that the
lost syllables are all inflectional endings (usually nominative singular,
but nominative plural in the case of Russ. konfekty). It is significant,
though, that these endings are all weak and occur immediately following
a stressed syllable. As is clear from the preceding sections, in most in-
stances this position does not result in the deletion of the Russian vowel
or syllable. In the case of Russ. Zaléj < Zaléjka > Chuv. Selle, a final
weak diminutive suffix has been dropped (or perhaps was absent on the
original borrowed form).

3. Discussion

Before drawing any conclusions, we must consider the possibility that
these loanwords were simply stressed as in Russian, but that ASmarin
did not record this detail. This is unlikely for two reasons. First,
ASmarin is very careful with his transcription. For example, he makes a
point of noting that while double letters in Chuvash orthography reflect
geminate consonants in native words, they do not do so in the Chuvash
pronunciation of Russian loanwords (in his phonetic transcription,
ASmarin uses the superscribed breve to indicate a short vowel):

“In words borrowed into Cuvag from Russian, doubled consonants are written

only to indicate voiceless pronunciation: Jakku (pron. Jaku) — Jakov,
patavkka (pron. pidavka) — pudovka; Kurm. saxxar (pron. saxir) — sugar.”
(p-44)

ASmarin does not make a parallel observation about stress on loan-
words.

Second, there is evidence that transcribers who recorded Chuvash
speech in a standard orthography (or, the competing orthographies of the
time) deliberately spelled borrowed words in a way that indicates their
stress as pronounced by Chuvash speakers. In some instances,
ASmarin’s own phonetic transcriptions support this view, as in the ex-
ample above, where he transcribes Russian sdxar ‘sugar’ > Chuv. K.
saxxdr phonetically according to Chuvash pronunciation as [saxir], the
shortened second vowel clearly paralleling the reduced vowel
transcription. (On the same page, ASmarin also provides Chuvash
patavkka [pidavka] < Russian pudovka ‘unit of weight’).
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The application of stress to the loanwords in ASmarin’s list is con-
sistent when viewed as primarily reflecting Anatri stress patterns, but in
one layer of the borrowings it shows a general insensitivity to Russian
phonetics. This suggests that in an initial period of loanword adaptation
an Anatri type of Chuvash stress was applied across the board, irrespec-
tive of Russian vowel quality. This process of loanword adaption is
typical of early stages in the assimilation of a second-language phonol-
ogy. In a second stage, greater sensitivity is shown to Russian vowel
quality—which apparently parallels Chuvash bimoraic vowel quantity.
Such sensitivity does not directly reflect acquisition of the Russian stress
pattern—it is after all the Chuvash stress pattern that emerges. But it can
be argued that the emergence of the more fine-tuned application of Chu-
vash stress occurred when speakers of Chuvash became more sensitive
to the phonetic details of Russian stress and its segmental phonetic fall-
out. The stress pattern of another set of loanwords indicates that they
were borrowed via the Viryal dialect.

A striking feature of these adaptions is their insensitivity to syllable
weight. Stress placement in both the “earlier” and “later” borrowings is
unaffected by the structure of word-internal Russian syllables; the pres-
ence of codas that make for heavy syllables does not effect stress place-
ment, for example. What the Chuvash stress rules are in fact sensitive to
is vowel quantity. When Russian final reduced vowels are interpreted as
Chuvash “short / weak / reduced” vowels (i.e., monomoraic vowels in
some views, as noted) they are excluded from the first part of the Chu-
vash stress rule. I have argued elsewhere (Dobrovolsky 1998) that Chu-
vash phonology in general does not reflect a sensitivity to syllable
structure; these borrowed forms are in line with that claim.

A second noteworthy characteristic of this data is the way in which it
reflects the two parts of the Chuvash stress rule—or perhaps the two
stress rules of Chuvash. Dobrovolsky (1990) speculates that the Chu-
vash stress rule is not a single rule with a special portion (“stress the last
full vowel of a word”) and a default / elsewhere portion (“stress the last
(Anatri) / first (Viryal) vowel of a word with only reduced vowels”).
Rather, it was proposed that these two patterns are two separate entities.
As remarked in footnote 4, I believe that the “default” rule of Chuvash
stress is more akin to a pitch accent, while the last full vowel of a word
is made prominent by extending its length. If edge “stress” in Chuvash
is a pitch accent that extends across two syllables, there are two phonetic
results we might expect. First, this accent may not be as salient as stress-
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through-length on full vowels. This appears to be the case. ASmarin
writes that “in words consisting exclusively of short vowels, stress is
scarcely noticeable.” (p. 19, footnote 1). Jakovlev (1987: 51) confirms
this fact, and adds that the first vowel’s loudness and length are quite
variable. Secondly, we might well expect the left-edge or right-edge
accent to occur in all forms, irrespective of whether they contain full
vowels or not. This means that the either / or formulation of Chuvash
stress is incorrect, and that in finally stressing borrowed forms such as
those in section 2.1., Chuvash speakers were not so much applying a
default stress but rather producing the expected pitch accent on the right
edge of the word.

Finally, we may well ask if the generalizations made in this paper
about relative times of borrowing find any support in other analyses. Of
course, linguistic idealizations capture overall patterns without necessar-
ily reflecting the complex borrowing process. It may well be that many
of these words entered Chuvash at nearly the same time, but through
different intermediaries, such as popular speech, school teachers, jour-
nalists, missionaries, and thus in different forms; the idea of an easily
identifiable progression from one stage of borrowing to the next may be
illusory. However, the patterned groupings of borrowing types are
not—they reflect various kinds of adaption of loanword stress.

Further questions arise. Does this greater sensitivity to phonetics in-
dicate more sophisticated, or bilingual speakers? An increasing influx of
Russian loans? Only a detailed study of the times of entry of each word
into Chuvash speech—a difficult task in light of the paucity of written
sources for early Chuvash—will enable us to state with certainty the
origins of each item’s stress. Nonetheless, we are still very fortunate to
have available the sophisticated transcriptions of linguistic pioneers like
Papy and ASmarin.
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