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The Mongolian loan words in Chuvash, investigated by A. Réna-Tas entered Chuvash
through the medium of a neighboring Turkic language, such as Tatar, Bashkir, etc. All
of the words in question occur also in Turkic and appear in their Turkic forms and with
Turkic semantics in Chuvash. Only one does not occur in Turkic, but nor is it Mongolian.

IN HIS INTERESTING PAPER on the history of
Ch! usra- ‘to keep up, raise, take care of’, A.
Roéna-Tas discusses a number of Ch words which
he defines as borrowings from MMo.2 There is
no doubt that the words concerned are of ultimate
M ‘origin. Moreover, it has been established that
the T languages do have loan words taken from
MMo.? The problem that requires further clari-
fication, however, is whether Ch borrowed the
words in question directly from MMo or through
the medium of neighboring T languages.?

1 Abbreviations: Ar - Arabic, Az - Azerbaijani, Ba -
Bashkir, Bar - Baraba, Bur - Buriat, Ch - Chuvash, Chag -
Chagatay, Chin - Chinese, Crim - Crimean Tatar, Cum -
Cuman, ET - East Turki, H - Hua-i i-yi, IM - Ibn
Muhanni, Kalm - Kalmyk, Kaz - Kazakh, Kh - Khalkha,
Kirg - Kirghiz, KKp - Kara Kalpak, Koib - Koibal,
Kum - Kumyk, M - Mongolian languages, Ma - Manchu,
MMo - Middle Mongolian, Mngr - Monguor, Mo - Script
Mongolian, MT - Middle Turkic, Mu - Mugaddimat al-
Adab, Nog - Nogai, Ord - Ordos, Osm - Osman, P -
hP’ags-pa Script, SH - Secret History, T - Turkic lan-
guages, Tat - Tatar, Tel - Telengit, Trkm - Turkmen,
Tu - Turkish (in Turkey), Yak - Yakut.

2 A. Réna-Tas, “The Altaic Theory and the History
of a Middle Mongolian Loan Word in Chuvash,” Researches
in Altaic Languages, Budapest 1975, pp. 201-211. On
MMo vide N. Poppe, “Das Mittelmongolische,” Hand-
buch der Orientalistik: Der Nahe und der Mittlere Osten,
Fiinfter Band: Altaistik. Zweiter Abschnitt: Mongolistik,
Leiden/Koln 1964, pp. 96-103.

3 N. Poppe, “Die mongolischen Lehnworter im Ko-
manischen,” Németh Armajani, Ankara 1962, pp. 331-
340.

4 This problem concerns other languages than Ch,
because, so far, a distinction between direct and indirect
borrowings in Altaic languages has been made only in
a few cases. Thus, this problem was not dealt with by
Vladimirtsov in his articles on Indo-European and Arabic
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Réna-Tas’s list of MMo borrowings in Ch
contains 33 words. A feature common to all of
them, with only two exceptions, is that the respec-
tive M etymon words occur not only in Ch but
also in other T languages. Such are Ch upra-
‘to keep, save’; usra- ‘to keep up, maintain’;
parka ‘healthy, strong, firm’; pdléav ‘agreement
on the date of a wedding’; pdlédl/pdnédl ‘dead-
line’; pusaxa ‘threshold’; pufene ‘quail’; purld
‘grey’; pdltdrka ‘loop on the handle of a whip’;
éuptar ‘reddish-yellow with a white mane and
tail’; ¢&iper ‘good, excellent, beautiful’; &df- ‘to
endure’; tilxepe/tilkepe ‘reins’; tim ‘help’; ilpek
‘abundance’; xiixém ‘handsome, beautiful, good’;
yevéé ‘matchmaker’; kdrsaka °quick-tempered,
nervous’; mulaxay ‘hat’; *markan > Cheremis
maryan ‘straight’; mdka ‘blunt’; narat ‘pine
tree’; ndk ‘hard’; ndxta/ndkta ‘halter’; neker ‘the
best man of the bridegroom’; xayéi ‘scissors’;
zural ‘guard’; xurédka ‘hawk’; xdta ‘relative of
one spouse in relation to the relative of the other
spouse’; sarana ‘Lilium tenuifolium’; sayd ‘good’;
$dpa ‘dice, lot, fate’; sdltdk ‘subterfuge’.

The two exceptions are Ch xiixém/xiikém ‘pret-
ty, good’ and Ch kdrsaka ‘quick-tempered, nerv-
ous’. Of these two, ziixém/ziikém can hardly be
connected with the reconstructed MMo form yoi-
qan,> Mo yooa ‘beautiful’, Kh gé/goyo and Bur
goyo ‘pretty, beautiful’ because yoigan is nowhere
attested, and the only MMo forms known are
SH go’a ‘beautiful’ as part of the name alan

words in Mongolian, vide B. Ja. Vladimircov, “Mongolica
I. Ob otno$enii mongol’skogo jazyka k indo -evropejskim
jazykam Srednej Azii,” Zapiski Kollegii Vostokovedov,
vol. I (1925), pp. 305-341; also his “Arabskie slova v
mongol’'skom”, ibid., vol. V (1930), pp. 73-82. Cf. N.
Poppe, Introduction to Altaic Linguistics, Wiesbaden
1965, pp. 169, 171.
5 Réna-Tas, op. cit., p. 203.
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go’a8 P goroda ‘beautifully’,” Mu yo’a ‘pretty’/
yowa ‘handsome’’ and IM goha ‘pretty’.® Kh
goyoxon ‘pretty, nice, rather pretty’ represents
what is called Modern Mongolian and can not
have existed in MMo.1® Ch zxiixém cannot be a
new borrowing from Kalm either because the
latter has only y6 ‘straight’ Egorov’s com-
parison of xiixém with T kérk ‘beauty’? is to be
rejected because Ch x goes back to *q and occurs
only in original back-vocalic words, not to mention
the fact that Ch also has the word kérnekléx
‘beauty’ derived from kurdn- ‘to appear, to be
seen’ and etymologically connected with T kérk
‘beauty’. On the other hand, Ch ziizém can be
deduced from an older form *gqayqam, cf. Tel

6 Igor de Rachewiltz, Index to the Secret History of
the Mongols, Bloomington, Indiana, 1972, p. 181. This
form corresponds to ho’a in E. Haenisch, Worterbuch zu
Manghol un Niuca Tobca’an (Yiian-ch‘ao pi-shi). Ge-
heime Geschichte der Mongolen, Leipzig 1939, p. 64.

7 N. Poppe, The Mongolian Monuments in hP‘ags-pa
Script, Second edition translated and edited by John
R. Krueger, Wiesbaden 1957, p. 129.

8 N. Poppe, Mongol’skij slovar’ Mukaddimat al-Adab,
dast’ I-II, Moskva-Leningrad 1938, pp. 179, 258; cf.
also yo’atu in ni’ur yo’atu ‘having a pretty face’.

9 For Ibn Muhannd’s glossary, vide Poppe, op. cit.,
p. 445.

10 1t has been connected etymologically with Chag
qoba ‘thick’, Tel, Koib ¢os ‘pretty’, Bar quas ‘dandyish’,
Ma gobéixiyan ‘dandy, poser’, cf. B. Ja. Vladimircov,
Sravnitel’naja grammatika mongol’skogo pis’mennogo
jazyka i xalxaskogo nareéija ( Vvedenie i fonetika), Lenin-
grad 1929, p. 210. Résidnen correctly separates Chag
gqoba = Mo yooa from *qua$ > Koib ¢ds ‘pretty’, vide
M. Risédnen, Versuch eines etymologischen Worterbuchs
der Tiirksprachen, Helsinki 1969, p. 295. Speaking of
the form gova ‘clean’ attested, as a loan word in Persian,
Doerfer rightly rejects the above comparisons of M and
T forms and is inclined to accept Joki’s explanation of
Mo ypooa as a Chinese loan word, vide G. Doerfer, Tiirkische
und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen, Unter be-
sonderer Berticksichtigung dlterer neupersischer Geschichts-
quellen, vor allem der Mongolen- und Timuridenzeit, Bd.
I: Mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen, Wiesbaden
1963, pp. 421-23. Ramstedt also regarded Mo yooa as
a possible Chinese loan word, vide G. J. Ramstedt, Kal-
miickisches Worterbuch, Helsinki 1935, p. 152.

1 Ramstedt, op. cit., p. 152.

12 V. G. Egorov, Etimologiteskji slovar’ &uvasskogo
jazyka, Ceboksary 1964, p. 313.
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gayyan ‘marvel, miracle’, KKp gaygan ‘elegant,
graceful’, cf. qayqi ‘id.’ from gayqa- ‘to admire,
marvel’ << M, cf. Mo ypayiga- ‘to be astonished,
admire, marvel’, cf. Mo yayigama ‘admirable’.
Consequently, Ch xitxém is a borrowing from one
of the neighboring T languages but ultimately of
M origin. As for the sound correspondence, Ch
rii- < *qay-, cf. Ch zi- ‘to fence in’ = Tat
gqay- ‘to stitch’ (the original meaning in both
cases is ‘to make a border’); Ch xiime ‘fence’ =
Tat gayma ‘border, edge, rim, hem’; Ch wxiifer-
‘to chase, to drive, pursue’ = T gayt- ‘to return,
to drive (cattle) back home’; Ch ziixé ‘weeping,
crying, lament’ = Tat qayyi ‘grief, sorrow’.

The other exception is Ch kdrsaka ‘quick-
tempered, nervous’ compared by Egorov with
Bur =zxirzaga ‘nervous, angry’J3 This equation
has to be rejected because Bur -z- goes back to
-*j- which never corresponds to Ch -s-, not to
mention that xirzaga occurs only in Bur. The
latter form can be connected with Kalm kirjiyno-
‘to creak, grit one’s teeth’ and Yak kirjigina- ‘to
growl, roar’, Tel qiris- ‘to quarrel, fight’ from
qir- ‘to destroy, kill’.

Consequently, neither of the two exceptions
proves what they are supposed to prove.

Returning to the above list of words, it should
be pointed out that all of them occur not only
in Ch, but also in the neighboring T languages.
There is not a single word among them that oc-
curs only in Ch, which weakens the assumption
that they are direct borrowings from MMo. The
fact that the words in question occur both in Ch
and neighboring T languages makes it probable
that they penetrated a number of T languages
at the same time or at different times and were
borrowed by Ch from a T language such as Cum
(in the XIII-XV cent.) or Tat (in the XV-XVII
cent.). Indeed, Mo abura- ‘to save, rescue, pro-
tect’ occurs in Cum as abra-"* and is regarded
by Sevortjan as a T loan word in Ch (as upra-)
but of ultimate M origin.1

The other word, Mo asara- ‘to nourish, raise,
bring up’ also occurs as a loan word in various
T languages (cf. Cum asra-) and is regarded as a

13 Egorov, op. cit., p. 101.

14 K. Grenbech, Komanisches Worterbuch, Tiirkischer
Wortindex zu Codex Cumanicus, Kebenhavn 1942, p. 27.

15 &5, V. Sevortjan, Elimologiéeskij slovar® tjurkskix
jazykov (Obséetjurkskie i mettjurkskie osnovy na glasnye).
Moskva 1974, pp. 59-60.
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T loan word in Ch.® Consequently, this word was
hardly borrowed directly from M in Ch.

Ch upra- < T abra- and Ch usra- << T asra-
have u << a which is a relatively new development
in Ch, cf. Ch ulput ‘lord, landowner’ < Tat
alpawit; Ch ¢ux ‘time’ < Tat ¢faq; Ch xuska
‘white spot on the forehead of an animal’ < Tat
qasqa, etc. This development is observed in the
following Ch words of ultimate M origin: Ch ¢uptar
< Tat daptar ‘chestnut-colored horse with a
lighter mane and tail’; xural < Tat qarawil ‘ watch,
sentry’; and xuréka << Tat garéiya ‘hawk’. On
the other hand, forms with a are also believed to
go back to MMo, namely, Ch narat ‘pine tree’,
sarana ‘Lilium tenuifolium’, and sayd ‘good’.
However, the forms with a are considerably
younger than those with u < *a. Such words
cannot possibly go back to the MMo period,
because *a is either Ch u, i, or d, whereas it is
Ch a only in obvious new borrowings taken from
Tat.l” Indeed, narat and sarana occur in Tat,8
and say occurs in Osm with the meaning ‘pure’
and in Kirg ‘famous’.}® Cheremis sayd is probably
a Ch loan word but Cheremis also possesses direct
Tat borrowings.? One of them is maryan straight’
which is believed by Roéna-Tas to be a Ch loan
word although it is a borrowing from Tat, cf. Tat
mdrgdn ‘marksman’ << M mergen. Ch does not
have this word.

It is also important to note that some words in
the above list have T but not M forms. Such is
Ch pdléav ‘agreement on the date of a wedding’.
Final -av corresponds to Tat -aw << -*ay, cf. Ch
asav ‘canine tooth’ < Tat azaw ‘molar’; Ch
yalav ‘flag’ < Tat yalaw; Ch lav ‘cart, carriage’
< Tat Qlaw; Ch ultav ‘deception’ < Tat aldaw,
etc. Consequently, Ch pdléav can be deduced from
*boléaw, cf. Chag boljau/boljaw ‘term, deadline’.®
It should be added that MMo boljay is nowhere
attested, and only boljal and boljar are known.
Of these two forms the former is found as a loan

18 Sevortjan, op. cit., p. 194.

17 Cf. G. J. Ramstedt, “Zur Frage nach der Stellung
des Tschuwassischen”, Journal de la Société Finno-Ou-
grienne 28:1 (1922), p. 9.

18 Tatarsko-russkij slovar’, Moskva 1966, pp. 394, 469.

19 Risdnen, op. cit., p. 394.

20 M. Risdnen, Die tschuwassischen Lehnwérter im
Tscheremissischen (= Mémoires de la Société Finno-
Ougrienne vol. 50), Helsinki 1923.

21 Chagatay was the literary language of the Tatars
for a long time.
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word in numerous T languages, cf. Chag boljal,
Kaz bol%al, Kirg boljol.

Ch pdltarka ‘a loop on the handle of a whip’ is
a T loan word, cf. Kaz biildiirgd, KKp biildirgd,
Kirg biildiirgo ‘a loop on the handle of a whip.’
The Mo form is bdgdldiirge << bégeldiirge ‘loop on
the handle of a whip’, Kh bogdldrég, Bur biigel-
derge ‘id.’. The MMo form biildiirge reconstructed
by Réna-Tas?? is incorrect because -g- is in strong
position and does not disappear. True, in the
dictionary Mugqaddimat al-Adab, quoted by Ego-
rov,2 tliere occurs the form bdéldiirge but it is
given as a T word without its M equivalent.2*

A T loan word is also Ch yevéé ‘matchmaker’
< Tat ydawés < M jayuéi, MMo ja’uéi. As for the
older Ch form *$aus$i reconstructed by Roéna-Tas
on the basis of Mari (Cheremis) saus/savii$,? it
goes back to jawéi which form is found in the
dialect of the so-called Kra$in-Tatars.

There remains Ch parka ‘firm, strong, healthy’,
correctly compared with Chag berk, etc., by Ego-
rov,26 although disyllabic parka looks as if its
etymon word were M berke. Ch a regularly cor-
responds to T e(d) and M e both in words of com-
mon origin, e.g., Ch ar ‘man’ = Az dr, Mo ere,
and in loan words, e.g., Ch aréa ‘chest’ << Tat
drjd ‘chest, box’; Ch a$ak ‘donkey’ << T dfdk;
Ch tantd$ ‘a person of the same age’ << Chag
taptds, Cum tdpdds, etc.; Ch kana¥ ‘counsel,
advice’ << T kdpgds, etc. However, it is easy to
prove that Ch parka is of T origin. This is evident
from the semantics. Both in Ch and in T languages
the meaning of parka/bdrk is ‘strong, firm’, cf.
Ch parka ‘durable, strong, healthy, firmly, strong-
ly’ = Chag, ET, Osm, Crim, Trkm bdrk ‘strong,
solid’, Kaz berik ‘id.’,2” Az bdrk ‘hard, firm, loud,
strong, steep, fast, parsimonious, firmly, strongly,
loudly, steeply, tightly’,2® whereas in M the mean-~
ing is quite different, cf. Mo berke ‘difficult, hard
(= difficult but not the opposite of soft), burden-
some, troublesome, serious, difficulty, hardship,
trouble’ (Lessing); Kh berx  difficult, burdensome,
cruel, ferocious’ (Tsevel); Bur berze  difficult,heavy

22 Op. cit., p. 202.

23 Op. cit., p. 147.

24 Poppe, op. cit., p. 403.

25 Réna-Tas, op. cit., p. 203.

26 Egorov, op. cit., p. 143.

27 'W. Radloff, Versuch eines Worterbuches der Tiirk-
Dialecte, Bd. IV, St. Petersburg 1911, pp. 1599, 1601.

28 Azerbajdiansko-russkij slovar®, Sostavitel’ X. A. Aziz-
bekov, Baku 1965, p. 62.
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(= difficult), troublesome, hard (e.g., life, fate),
burdensome, complicated, serious’ (Ceremisov);
Kalm berka ‘difficult, demanding too much, evil
(of character), difficult to find and therefore rare’
(Ramstedt); Ord Berkye ‘difficult, invincible, a
difficult terrain’ (Mostaert); Mngr p°‘ierGe ‘dif-
ficult, troublesome’ (Mostaert and de Smedt);
SH berke ‘difficult, grave’; H, IM, Mu berke ‘dif-
ficult’. The borrowing of Ch parka from M is
improbable because of the difference in meaning:
the meaning of Ch parka is the same as that of
T berk (bdrk) and different from that of Mo berke.
It is difficult to accept the notion that Ch bor-
rowed the form of the word in question from M
but used it with the meaning taken from T.

As for the fact that the Ch word is disyllabic
(as in M) versus the monosyllabic form in T, it
is well known that Ch often has an epithetic
vowel on words corresponding to T monosyl-
lables,?® e.g., Ch utd ‘hay’ = Tat ut; Ch uxd ‘bow’
= Tat ug ‘arrow’; Ch ald ‘hand’ = Az dl; Ch
yitd ‘dog’ = Tat at; Ch kévé ‘melody, tune’ =
Tat koy (cf. MT kdg < Chin); Ch suld ‘raft’ =
Tat sal; Ch vééé ‘revenge’ << T ii¢; Ch vunnd
‘ten’ = Tat un; Ch visd ‘hungry’ = Tat ad;
Ch yéke ‘spindle’ = Kaz, Chag, etc. ik; Ch. kiilé
‘lake’ = Tat kiil; Ch pusd/pu$ ‘empty’ < Tat
bus; Ch piytd ‘louse’ = Tat bat; Ch samana <
Tat zaman < Ar; Ch sapaka ‘cluster, bunch of

grapes, pod’ = Tat sabag ‘stalk, tendril’; Ch
sasd ‘voice, sound’ = Trkm, Tu, CGum ses; Ch
sivd ‘healthy’ = Tat saw; Ch $and ‘sleeve’ =

Tu, Nog yen, Tat jip, etc.

The general conclusion from the above discus-
sion is that the Ch words examined by Réna-Tas
were not directly borrowed from MMo but through
one or several neighboring T languages. Some
words, namely those with a = Tat a in the initial

2 M. Réisinen, Malerialien zur Lautgeschichte der
Tiirksprachen, Helsinki 1946, p. 52.
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syllable are more recent borrowings from T, much
younger than the MMo period.

Part of the M words found in Ch probably
penetrated some T languages at the MMo_time.
They were borrowed by Ch from those intermedi-
ate languages at different times, some earlier,
others later. Chuvash is in this aspect no dif-
ferent from Russian which does not have words
borrowed directly from Mongolian at the time
of the Mongolian invasion, all respective words as
esaul ‘cossack captain’ and other military terms
being loan words from T in which they are of
ultimate Mongolian origin.30

However, the author of these lines agrees with
Roéna-Tas’s other conclusions, namely, 1. that the
presence of a word in all Altaic branches does not
prove the Common Altaic origin of the word in
question, and 2. that there have been contacts
between the Altaic speaking peoples prior to the
XIII century and after the dissolution of the
Altaic protolanguage. To this should be added
the observation that among the numerous loan
words taken by one Altaic language from another
there are both direct and indirect borrowings. The
latter may have penetrated a particular language,
e.g., Chuvash, at a time considerably later than
the period of borrowing by the intermediate lan-
guage, e.g., Tatar. Consequently, such Mongolian
words in Chuvash should be regarded as Tatar
loan words of ultimate Mongolian origin.

30 For this reason works on the history of the Russian
language discuss only the Turkic elements in Old Rus-
sian, cf. L. A. Bulaxovskij, Istorideskij kommentarij k
russkomu literaturnomu jazyku, Pjatoe, dopolnennoe i
pererabotannoe izdanie, Kiev 1958, pp. 31-32; L. P.
Jakubinskij, Istorija drevnerusskogo jazyka, S predislo-
viem i pod redakciej akad. V. V. Vinogradova, Moskva
1953, pp. 346 ff. This does not mean that Russian does
not have loan words taken from languages related to
Proto-Mongolian.





