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The West Old Turkic and the Volga Bulgarian
loanwords of Cheremis

Klara Agyagasi

Agyagasi, Klara 2013. The West Old Turkic and the Volga Bulgarian loanwords of
Cheremis. Turkic Languages 17, 153-161.

The study begins with an introduction of a new source for the investigation of the history
of West Old Turkic, the Old Turkic loanwords in Hungarian (published by A. Réna-Tas
and A. Berta 2011). This lexical material is a unique oral monument of the Ogur language
variety spoken between the 5th and 12th centuries. However, it fails to provide all possi-
ble information on the phonetic, morphological, derivational and syntagmatic peculiarities
of the Ogur language. Many missing details concerning this language have been preserved
by another oral monument of the Middle Turkic period (between the13th and 16th centu-
ries), namely the Volga Bulgarian loanwords of Cheremis. The author analyzes the pho-
netic and derivational peculiarities of four Oguric words, comparing the forms in which
they are preserved in Hungarian and in Cheremis. The article concludes that an etymologi-
cal reconstruction of the Oguric word stock necessitates the use of both databases simul-
taneously. The result of this reconstruction will provide a network of the rich territorial
varieties of Oguric word formation, which was continuous from the 5th until the 16th cen-
tury.

Klara Agyagasi, University of Debrecen, Institute for Slavic Studies. H-4032 Debrecen,
Egyetem tér 1, Hungary. E-mail: klara.agyagasi@gmail.com

0. Introduction

It is a well-known fact that the Ancient Turkic language divided into two branches
in the Late Ancient period by the differentiation of the z-Turkic and r-Turkic dia-
lects. While the z-Turkic languages left behind a great number of written monuments
in different writing systems, the r-Turkic languages have no such heritage.
Nevertheless a very significant wordstock from the Old Turkic period, stemming
from territorial varieties of »-Turkic, was conserved by the Hungarian language
thanks to Turkic-Hungarian language contacts. Examining the Turkic loanwords in
Hungarian as a source for the reconstruction of r-Turkic languages has only been
known to international Turkological research since 2011. This was the year when
Andras Rona-Tas and Arpad Berta’s monograph West Old Turkic. Turkic loanwords
in Hungarian was published.

The monograph offers the most detailed description of the phonetic, phonologi-
cal, morphological, and derivational subsystems of the West Old Turkic language
available today, on the basis of Old Turkic loanwords in Hungarian. A major merit
of this work is that it was able to reconstruct the Ogur language variants of the Old
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Turkic period without local written monuments. A significant step forward could be
a similarly detailed reconstruction of the historical continuity of the Ogur language,
based on the achieved results. In order to solve this task, the Volga Bulgarian loan-
words of the Cheremis dialects could serve as a proper source, in addition to the
available Chuvash materials. The extension of the research to the Late Middle-
Turkic period was possible because of the availability of new source groups from
1997-2001 and 2008, when Odon Beke’s Cheremis Dialectological Dictionary
(Beke 1997-2001) and Arto Moisio & Sirkka Saarinen’s Tscheremissisches Worter-
buch (Moisio & Saarinen 2008) were published.

This type of research was started by M. Résidnen. Risénen published a mono-
graph on the Volga Bulgarian loanwords of the Cheremis dialects in 1920 (Résénen
1920), but the Volga Bulgarian words he summarized as Chuvash constitute only a
minor portion of the words that eventually came into the vocabulary of the Cheremis
dialects. The vocabulary entries of “West Old Turkic” quote Risénen’s data, but
they do not include the whole Volga Bulgarian supply of loanwords.

The Volga Bulgarian vocabulary preserved in Cheremis could be analyzed in a
significantly more exact way now compared to Résédnen’s time, firstly, because for
meanwhile background studies have been carried out that elucidate the time of ap-
pearance of the Cheremis in the Volga region. It turns out to have occurred in the
mid-13th century, immediately after the Mongol invasion (cf. Rona-Tas 1982!). This
is the upper chronological limit of the transfer of Volga Bulgarian loanwords into
Cheremis. Secondly, Gabor Bereczki published a monograph on Cheremis historical
phonetics, based on the research of the vocabulary of Cheremis dialects (Bereczki
1992, 1994). The results of his monograph make it possible to establish the chrono-
logical layers of Volga Bulgarian loanwords. Thirdly, owing to professor Rona-
Tas’s significant achievements, we have a much clearer knowledge of the details of
Chuvash historical phonetics, compared to Risédnen’s time (cf. Rona-Tas 19822).
Thus, a more exact, phonetically based delimitation of the Volga Bulgarian donor
dialects becomes possible (cf. Agyagasi 2007).

The Volga Bulgarian vocabulary copied into Cheremis obviously demonstrates
the characteristics of the Middle Bulgarian period; nevertheless, it can provide im-
portant information about the state of the Western Turkic language in several ways.
Such information would be that individual words can make the chronology of cer-
tain sound changes more exact, or they can contain such sounds or structures that
have been modified in Hungarian via substitution. The Cheremis vocabulary could
preserve such Volga Bulgarian roots that entered the Hungarian language only in
derived forms. And inversely, certain derived Cheremis words can verify the sound-
ness of such reconstructed derivations which can be established exclusively on the
basis of their Hungarian forms. In the Eastern Old Turkic equivalents, different deri-
vational procedures are reflected. It also could be the case that Hungarian and
Cheremis received the respective individual words from different dialects of the
Ogur language, and this can be proved using phonetic criteria.
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It is obvious that the Cheremis dialects did not borrow the same Volga Bulgarian
words that came from Ogur dialects into Proto-Hungarian, but we can still document
78 words borrowed by Hungarian and Cheremis alike; see the Appendix. The Chere-
mis form of Volga Bulgarian words is given in one certain way. It should be noted
that the words in Beke’s dictionary are displayed according to collecting points from
the whole Cheremis dialectal area. The collecting points are given from the eastern-
most position towards the westernmost one, i.e. from the Perm province and the
language of the Bashkirian Cheremis to the mountain Cheremis, up to the Koz-
modemjansk collecting point. On my list, usually the easternmost data are shown, as
these data preserve the Volga Bulgarian words in their most archaic form. I have
carried out the reconstruction of the Volga Bulgarian donor forms that entered
Cheremis. This is a preliminary phonetic reconstruction which can be modified in its
details. Such details could be when certain Cheremis dialects or subdialects bor-
rowed individual words from different Volga Bulgarian dialects, or when they bor-
rowed them in different periods. As a result, different donor language reconstruc-
tions can belong to the data of one dictionary entry. This work may obviously reach
its original goal (the reconstruction of the historical continuity of the Ogur language
variations) when the etymological research of all the Volga Bulgarian loanwords in
the Cheremis vocabulary has been completed.

In the following, [ would like to highlight such examples from the list which in a
certain sense clarify the etymological background of the West Old Turkic (WOT)
words borrowed into Hungarian. | chose examples from the presented material that
demonstrate that alongside the variations of the Ogur words that entered Hungarian
and are reconstructed for the West Old Turkic period, other phonetic or derivational
variants of the very same words existed which were conserved by the Volga Bulgar-
ian dialects and copied by the Cheremis dialects.

1. Middle Turkic (Volga Bulgarian) correspondence of WOT *jened- > *jeyeo-
‘to conquer’

According to the monograph (Rona-Tas & Berta 2011: 406—409), another secondary
form of this word, *jeyiiz- was borrowed by Hungarian, having three Ogur phonetic
criteria. The first is the change of the initial y- to j, the second is the appearance of a
guttural spirant -y from #, and the third is the final intervocalic voiced spirant --
becoming -z-. Simultaneously, the variant that is reconstructable by means of the
Cheremis language had to exist in West Old Turkic.

WOT *jened- > *jeyed- ‘to conquer’ (cf. EOT ydniiz- < ydn-)
WOT *jeyed- > *jeyiiz- — Hungarian gydz- [d'6z-] (Rona-Tas & Berta 2011: 406).

Moisio & Saarinen’s Cheremis data (2008: 624):

OB1 Mm2 Mmu sexn-em
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Ob2 Oka Mwo Mup sern-em < VB sen- < WOT *jen-
Wi san-em

In the root *jen- we see the conservation of the consonant #- that is characteristic of
the Eastern Old Turkic equivalent of this word. At the same time, or by the end of
the West Old Turkish period, but by the very latest by the early Middle Bulgarian
period the spirantization of initial OT j took place, which again is an Ogur (Chuvash
type) characteristic.

2. Middle Turkic (Volga Bulgarian) correspondence of WOT *kil-Ce-n ‘loan’

Its etymology rests upon the present-day Chuvash form kivsen ‘loan’ (ASm. 6: 196)
and the Eastern Old Turkic verb kdlii- ‘to borrow’, and practically no other data are
available about it in the written sources or in the modern languages (cf. Réna-Tas &
Berta 2011: 582-584). As mentioned in the monograph, the Chuvash word is iso-
lated. This makes it much more difficult to analyze its morphological structure.
Ligeti earlier considered the word to go back to a form like kiil¢ or kiil¢ + an uniden-
tifiable final labial vowel like *kiil¢s. He said that the form *kiilcon is derived with
an adverbial -», but he could not prove his hypothesis (Ligeti 1986: 45).

Rona-Tas—based on analogies of Chuvash phonetics and word formation—as-
sessed the morphological structure of the Hungarian word’s West Old Turkic corre-
spondent in the donor language as the form *kél-ce.

Beke’s Cheremis data (4:1136):

a) P B BJ (Birsk vernacular of Cheremis): kiisiin
M MK (Malmyz vernacular): kiisiin < VB *kiil- ¢ii- n
UP CK (Urzum and Joskar Ola vernacular): kiisdn
b) € CN (Ceboksary vernacular): kiisen «— VB *kiil- ce-n
c¢)  JT (Jaransk vernacular): kiis¢
JO (Jaransk vernacular): kiisa < VB *kiil-Cii
V (Vetluga vernacular): kiise
K (Kozmodemjansk vernacular): kiisa

Cheremis data display three simultaneous derivational models. According to the
first, the Volga Bulgarian variant of the Old Turkish verb k¢/- with the deverbal suf-
fix -¢X created a noun which was expanded by the adverbial affix -n. The second
model is the morpho-phonetic variant of the first one. In the third model the verb
only took on the suffix —¢X, but its meaning corresponds with that of the first model.
All of this means that Ligeti was right in suspecting the existence of a noun kiilcy,
and that Cheremis enriches the otherwise poorly documented history of the word by
providing an important data point. It is remarkable that in Cheremis the West Old
Turkic cluster -/¢- regularly corresponds to §.
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3. Middle Turkic (Volga Bulgarian) correspondence of WOT *sinuk ‘mosquito’
Roéna Tas reconstructs the WOT form as *sinuk. Although we are aware that in the
predecessor of Chuvash the phonemes front and back i /i/ és az /i/ coincide in the
Middle Chuvash period, it seems odd earlier (the shift si > §i was not yet present in
the word) to suggest a word of mixed vowel-structure on the Turkish side. The word
came into the Cheremis dialects from Volga Bulgarian in the early Middle Bulgarian
period, but in the Cheremis dialectical morphological variants both the front vocalic

and back vocalic Volga Bulgarian phonetic version can be identified, separately, and
parallel.

WOT *sinuk ‘mosquito’ (EOT sindk id.)
WOT *sinuk > *sinuk — Hungarian szunyog [stinog] (Rona-Tas & Berta 2011: 822)

Beke’s Cheremis data (7: 2353):"

a) PBMCCsima— VB *sina < *sina
UP US MK §ina

b)  JO sane
V Sane < VB *sine < *sine
K Sanga

In the forms borrowed by Cheremis the initial § is reasonable from both Cheremis
and Volga Bulgarian linguistic historical points of view. In the first case the change
si > §i is possible, which can also be seen in other Ogur loanwords of the Hungarian
language, e.g. Hung. seper- < WOT *sipir-. In the second case a global Cheremis s
> § change in the 16th century can be considered.

4. Middle Turkic (Volga Bulgarian) correspondence of WOT *¢&awis

In the last example we can see the additional information given by the Volga Bul-
garian loanwords of Cheremis accompanied by a peculiar WOT reconstruction. The
Hungarian word csdsz according to Rona-Tas goes back to the WOT form *¢awis,
the EOT equivalent of which is ¢abis, ¢avus. The Old Turkic noun is proved to be a
derivative composed with the help of the suffix -Xs of the verb cav-.

WOT *cawis ‘field-guard’ (EOT cabis, cavus ‘army commander’)
WOT *¢awis — Hungarian ¢diis > csdsz [¢6s] (Rona-Tas & Berta 2011: 271)

Beke’s Cheremis data (6: 2158):?

1 See also Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 764.
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BJp safus, MP UP USj saf& «— VB *sawus < *¢awis
B sadiis, BJ saus, UJ JT sayus «— VB *Sdawiis < cawiilc, sawus < cawulé

In the Ogur phonetic form, I find the -§ in the suffix unusual, all the more because
the Cheremis dialectical forms conserved the forms of the word in which both the
initial and word-final consonants were realized as a palatalized -§, which can more
likely point to the word-ending -/¢, a phonetic relation characteristic of Ogur
languages. At the same time it is a fact that another group of Cheremis dialects con-
tains a word-ending -§, which needs to be explained. I can thank G. Bereczki for
this explanation. He sugggests that in the dialects with a -§ ending, we are likely to
encounter the deverbal suffix with the same phonetics and function having inner
Finno-Ugric origin. Thus, I think the reconstructed -§ in the West Old Turkic form
of this suffix can be modified on the grounds of Ogur phonetics.

There is yet much to be done in the investigation of Volga Bulgarian loanwords
in the Cheremis vocabulary. Still, the given examples prove that this linguistic mate-
rial can carry important pieces of information regarding the former history of the

Ogur dialects.

Appendix

Ogur words borrowed by Hungarian and Cheremis alike

Hungarian words Their West Old Turkic|Cheremis words Their Volga Bulgarian
reconstructed reconstructed
donor forms donor forms

ban ‘a T-Sl title’ *bayan pojan *payan or *poyan

barsony ‘velvet’ *baréun porsén *pérsin or *porsin

bélyeg ‘stamp’ *bildg < *balak pélok *palak

bojtorjan ‘burdock’ *balturgan poldsran *pélturan or polturan

bors ‘pepper’ *buré purus *purus

borsé ‘pea’ *burday pursa *pursa

bojt “fast(ing)’ *biiytd piitd *piitii

busz ‘vapor’ *bus pus *pus

biitii ‘end of sg’ *biitiiy piitiin *piitiin

csabak ‘a fish’ Cum *¢apV-gAk? saf-em *$ap-

csalan ‘nettle, Urtica’  [*Caliyan sol-em *$él- or $ol-

csavar- ‘to turn, to steal’ [*Cawiir- safar-em *$awir-

2 See also Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 610.
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csécs ‘smallpox’

*¢&el or *¢et < gelek

sdskd

*$askd

cs6konyds ‘stubborn’

*¢ikin

&y5n

*¢ixin

csosz ‘field-guard’

*Eawis

sapus, saus

*$awis and sawiis

dara “grist’ *tari or *dari tar *tar{
dél ‘noon, south’ *tiili or *diili or *tiil¢i |tiil *tiili
diszn6 ‘pig’ *jasnay $6$nd *$osna
dol- ‘to stream down’  |*tiil- or *diil- tiil-eyen ‘Falke’ *tl-
enged- ‘to allow’ *anit- < *an- ap-em *aw- < *¥dg- < *dn-
érdem ‘merit’ *ardam artam *3irddm
erd ‘power’ *Ariy erdk *erik
ész ‘reason’ *es(V) a8 *as
gyalom ‘drag-net’ *jalim $ildm *$ilam (Chuv.)
gyasz ‘mourning’ *jas siis *$us
gyepld ‘rein’ *ipliy sap *$§dp
gyepl ‘borderland’ *jepi safe *$ape
gyermek ‘child’ *jarmak Samarak *$amré
gyertya ‘candle’ *jarta sorta *$arta or *$orta
gyom ‘weed’ *jom $om *Som
gyongy ‘pearl’ *jinji ¢inze *éinze
gy0z- ‘to conquer’ *jeyed- sen-em *Sen-
iker ‘twin’ *ikir d’3yar *yikir
ir6 ‘buttermilk’ *ray dran, oren *oyran
kecske ‘goat’ *kacaka kadaka *kacakd
koml6 ‘hops’ *kumlay umula *yumla
koleson ‘loan’ *kolcen kiistin *kiistin
koldsk ‘navel’ *kindik kandak *kindik
konyv ‘book’ *kiiniy? kindya *kinikd « Sl
kdpcos ‘thick man’ *kopeak < kop kiip-em *kiip- (Chuv.)
kord ‘mellow’ *kdvray kaura *kawrd
kun ‘Cuman’ *kuwan < kuwa + ufa ‘dunkelbraun’  [*yuwa

(A)n
kuvasz ‘a kind of dog’ |Cum. *kowaz < kow- |up-em *uw-
ocsu ‘chaff’ *udoy < ué- Bis-em *wis-
Orvény ‘whirlpool’ * dyirmén < dyir- aPar- *awer-
sar ‘mud’ *Sar Sar |*sar
sarl6 ‘sickle’ *Carlay sorla *$arla or Sorla
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seper- ‘to sweep’ *Sipir- §oPor- *$ipir-

sereg ‘army’ *&drig sar *$ar(8)

sima ‘smooth’ *$ima $3ma *$ima

si6 ‘running water’ *Siw Su *$iy

siill6 ‘zander’ *Silliy §3la *$ila

szal ‘raft’ *sal Solo *3al or Solu

szer ‘part of a village®  [*Ser < Cer < jer Ser *Ser

szin ‘color, face’ *sin san *sin

szor- ‘to winnow’ *sawur- < sav- $aB-em *saw-

sziinyog ‘mosquito’ *sinuk §4na *sina

sziir- ‘to filter’ *siir- §iir-em *siir-

taplo ‘tinder’ *topluy < top top *top

tarlé ‘plough field’ *tarilay tarla *tarla

tilé ‘hemp breaker’ *talkiy tole, tule *tol3, tuld

tind ‘steer’ *tana tuna *tuna (Chuv. V)
torvény ‘law’ *toritydn tord *tord

iirém ‘wormwood’ *erim ardm *4rim

valyi ‘trough’ *valay Bolak, lak *wolak, lak < *olak
vék ‘a hole in the ice”  |*vikii Bake *wikii
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