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WORDS OF THE MIDDLE MONGOLIAN ORIGIN
IN THE PERMIC LANGUAGES

Among many hundreds Turkic (Chuvash, Tatar, Bashkir) loan-words in the Ud-
murt and Komi languages there is a number of words of the Middle Mongolian origin.
It is beyond doubt that all these words penetrated into the Permic languages through
the Turkic languages of the Volga-Ural region. Most of them as well as other Turkic
borrowings are present only in Udmurt, especially in its southern dialects and are ab-
sent in Komi. Examples:

Udm. makta- ‘to mock, to sneer; to approve, to praise’ < Tat. magta- ‘to approve,
to praise’ < MMo. mayta- ‘to praise’;

Udm. nigit ‘firm, hard, stable’ < Tat. ndg ‘firm, hard’ < MMo. niy id.;

Udm. rnukto ‘memoyanok, Halfter’ < Tat. nugta id. < MMo. noyta id.;

Udm. sukjr ‘blind’ < Tat. sugdr id. < MMo. soqur id.;

Udm. telbugo ‘rein(s)’ < Tat. dilbaga , tilbigd 1d. < MMo. delbege;

Udm. wuram ‘street’ < Tat. wram i1d. < MMo. horam ‘trace, way [1], etc. (about
30 words 1n all).

Nevertheless, several words of Mongolian origin can be revealed in both Udmurt
and Komi (Komi-Zyrian and / or Komi-Permiak):

Udm. ceber beautiful’; Perm. dial. ceber ‘boaster, boastful; beautiful; proud’ [2],
Perm. lit. éeber ‘proud; wilful, wayward’ < Turk.: Tat. ¢ibdr , Bash. sibar , Chuv. ¢iBer
‘beautiful’ < MMo. ceber ‘clear, beautiful’ [3];

Udm. ¢ida(l)- ‘to suffer, to endure, to bear, to tolerate’; Perm. dial. ¢id- ‘to be angry;
to take offence; to resent’; Perm. lit. ¢id- ‘to worry, to be upset’; Yaz. cidem ‘offence
feeling, resentment’ [4]; Zyr. ¢id: (Skr.) c¢idje-vadje volini, (UVych.) c¢idje-vadje sedlini
‘to live in poverty; to be/get in/to a hopeless situation’ (where volini ‘to be, to live’, sedlini
‘to get into’) [5] < Turk.: Tat. ¢3da-, Bash. s36a-, Chuv. cat ‘to tolerate, to endure,
to suffer’ < MMo. c¢ida- ‘to be able, to be capable of defeating’ [6];

Udm., Zyr., Perm. dugdi- ‘to stop, to cease, to end’ < (?) Turk.: Tat., Bash. tugta-;

Chuv. tayta ‘id.” < MMo. toyta-, toqta- ‘id.’ (on the Mongolian origin of the Turkic
word s.: [7]);

Udm. kunan ‘calf’; ? Zyr. (UVych.) kon-kon, kone-kone (call-word for calf) [8] < Turk.:
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Bash. gonan ‘a three-year-old stallion’, Tat. gonna- ‘to foal’ < MMo. gunan ‘three-year-
old (about cattle)’ [9].

The first two parallels are practically doubtless, as for the third and the fourth,
there are some remarks to be done. In fact the origin of the Udmurt and Komi dugd;i-
‘to stop, to cease, to end is still unclear. Although the authors of SKES suggested
another etymology for this word drawing a parallel between the Permic stem and some
Baltic-Finnish words, their etymology didn’t seem to be quite convincing even for
themselves [10]. So I dare to suggest my own way to solve this problem connecting
the Permic stem with the above-mentioned Turkic and Mongolian words, while under-
standing my etymology to be also debatable: the reflection of the voiceless ¢ and ¢ as
voiced d and g are not normal for the Turkic loan-words in the Permian languages,
though just possible from the point of view of their historical phonetics.

The connection between the Komi korn-kon, kone-kone on the one hand and Udm.
kunan with the corresponding Turkic and Mongolian words on the other hand may be
considered as dubious too. Suggested by Yevgeniy Gulyaev [11], this parallel was re-
jected by Sandor Cstcs [12], who considered the Komi word as onomatopoeic and hav-
ing no relation to the above-mentioned Udmurt, Turkic and Mongolian words.
The main reason of the Cstcs’s conclusion was just the Mongolian origin of this stem
in the Turkic (resp. — Udmurt) languages. In the Cstcs’s opinion, it could penetrate
into the Volga Turkic languages and, consequently, into Udmurt much later than
the ancestors of the Komis and Udmurts separated from each other (as a result
of the alleged migration of the Proto-Komis to the north) and the Proto-Permic com-
munity disintegrated. This way of argumentation is however unacceptable, because
in this case a historical hypothesis (on the disintegration of the Proto-Permian com-
munity) is used against accepting a probable linguistic fact.

The so-called «migration theory» of the dissolution of Proto-Permian suggested for
the first time in the beginning of the 20t century by Yrjé6 Wichmann [13] has become
very popular and is widely adopted in Finno-Ugristics nowadays. The supporters of the
«migration theory» consider that the migration of Proto-Komis in about 8-10th centuries
from the Proto-Permian homeland to the north destroyed the Common Permian unity.
After that the ancestors of the Komis supposedly stopped any contacts with
the Proto-Udmurts and their southern neighbours — the Turks [14].

However, it should be noticed that the Wichmann’s hypothesis hasn’t been cor-
roborated with any historical, ethnological, anthropological, archaeological etc. evi-
dences, contradicts some linguistic material and obviously should be revised. In 1980s
Eugen Helimski suggested a new solution of the problem of the Proto-Permian disin-
tegration [15], in which way the hypothesis was later developed by some other re-
searchers [16].

According to this point of view, the dissolution of the Proto-Permian community
wasn’t purely a result of a total migration of the Komis’ ancestors to the north, but the
process of the disintegration of the Proto-Permian unity lasted many centuries and had
complicated reasons and history. As far as we can judge at present, the migration
of Proto-Zyrians from the Kama basin to the Vychegda and Pechora was not a mo-
mentary action, but a gradual and prolonged for several centuries process, which could
not itself lead to the breaking-off of relations between the Proto-Komis and
Proto-Udmurts [17]. Moreover, it must be emphasized that another group of the Komis
— the Komi-Permiaks — have never left their homeland and have never lost connec-
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tions with their southern neighbours — the Udmurts. As a result of migrations
of the Permians, by the beginning of the 2nd millennium they had occupied vast terri-
tories: almost whole Kama basin, banks of the rivers Vychegda, Vym’, Sysola, Luza,
Pechora etc. Of course, under these circumstances the Common Permian language
stopped to exist as a monolithic and compact organism, but nevertheless
the Proto-Permian unity was not yet completely destroyed. This unity passed to a new
stage of its evolution and continued its existence in the form of Common Permian dia-
lectal continuity, in the frames of which the dialects most remote from each other al-
ready seriously differed, but any neighbouring or adjacent dialects were still similar
and close.

The former existence of this continuity has been proved to be true by presence
of so-called «particular relations» (Russ. «ocobvie omruowernus» by Eugen Helimski)
between the southern Komi dialects and the Udmurt language on the one hand and
between the northern Udmurt dialects and the Komi languages on the other hand. It is
well-known that the northern Udmurt dialects are slightly closer to Komi than other
ones, as well as the southern Komi dialects have some features in phonetics, mor-
phology and vocabulary, which are absent in the northern dialects of Komi, but are
present in the Udmurt language [18].

According to the prevailing in Finno-Ugristics conception of language bifurcation,
the Proto-Permic language first divided into Proto-Komi and Proto-Udmurt, then
Proto-Komi divided into Proto-Zyrian and Proto-Permiak, and Proto-Udmurt divided
into Proto-Northern Udmurt and Proto-Southern Udmurt and so on. Proceeding from
such an assumption the above-mentioned «particular relations» are considered as either
archaisms retained only by some of the Permian dialects from Proto-Permic or even
Pre-Permic epochs or as merely loans from one Permic language to another. [19].

However, it should be said that sometimes even some of supporters of this obvi-
ously too simplified scheme of the Proto-Permian dissolution begin to doubt about it and
express various «seditious» ideas, as e.g. on the linguistic unity between the Udmurts
and the Permiaks been preserved longer than between the Udmurts and the Zyrians,
and on no fundamental difference between late Proto-Permian and early Udmurt etc.
[20]. But as a rule, these very interesting and symptomatic ideas are set aside and flatly
rejected by the absolute majority of scholars [21].

Nevertheless, the analysis of the southern Komi-Udmurt and northern Ud-
murt-Komi linguistic parallels let us make a conclusion that these «particular rela-
tions» are not a result of late contacts between already separated Udmurts and Komis,
and so they cannot be explained merely as borrowings from Komi into Udmurt and vice
versa, as it 1s traditionally supposed. In this case we deal with traces of the Common
Permic epoch (the period of the Common Permic dialectal continuity) when
pre-northern Udmurt dialects were in immediate contact with pre-southern Komi dia-
lects [22].

It should be noticed that the traces of the Common Permic continuity can be re-
vealed not only by linguistic methods, but also with help of historical, archaeological
and anthropological data, which illustrate in the most unambiguous manner that there
was no territorial gap between the Proto-Komis and Proto-Udmurts until the Slavs
(the Russians) began to penetrate into the Permian lands and gradually settled there
beginning since 11th—12th centuries [23].
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It is necessary to pay attention to the very significant fact of rather late appear-
ance of the Udmurts in Russian written sources. The first reliable mention about
the «Votyak land» (Bomamukxas semns) in them is dated at 1469. Such a late appear-
ance of the Udmurts in the written sources has a quite simple and logical explanation:
originally the Russians did not distinguish the northern and southern Permian groups
and called both the Udmurts and Komis by the name Ilepms, that is until the 15th
century the ancestors of the Komis and Udmurts were considered by their Russian
neighbours as something one and indivisible [24].

These and other similar facts hardly conform with the above-mentioned «migra-
tion theory» prevailing in Finno-Ugristics till nowadays.

On the contrary, the materials of archaeology, anthropology, ethnology, written
sources, as well as the data of the Komi and Udmurt dialects evidences that the mi-
grations of Permian groups and the expansion of the Common Permian area could not
constitute the direct reason for the disintegration of the Permian unity. As it was al-
ready said, the Permian unity should be better considered as merely entering the new
stage of its evolution and continuing to exist in the form of Common Permic dialectal
and ethnocultural continuity on the territory of the European North-East.

Dissolution of this continuity and, consequently, of the Permian unity occurred as
a result of its northern and southern parts beginning from about 11th—12th centuries
to gravitate towards different political and cultural poles: the northern Permians
(Proto-Komis) by and by joined the social and economical structure of the Rus’ princi-
palities and later the Moscow state, while the southern Permians (Proto-Udmurts) were
in the sphere of strong political, economical, cultural etc. influence of Volga Bulgharia
and later the Kazan Khanate. Conversion of the Komis to Christianity in the 14th—15th
centuries in fact led to the integration of the Zyrian and Permiaks into the forming
Great Russian nation and drew a boundary-line between them and the Udmurts (who
were formally converted to Christianity only in the 18th century, but really for the most
part adhered to their old pagan believes till the beginning of the 20th century) in ideo-
logical and religious sphere. So, the period of the dissemination of Christianity among
the Komis should be considered as the date of the end phase of the prolonged process
of the disintegration of the Proto-Permian community [25].

Returning to the main theme of this article, it is necessary to note that the exis-
tence of the 2 (or even 4) common Permic words of the Mongolian origin in Udmurt and
Komi makes the «migration theory» still more doubtful. The thing is that Mongolian
borrowings could not in any way penetrate into the Volga-Ural Turkic and Permic
languages earlier than in the 13th century — the epoch of the Mongolian conquest
of the Eastern Europe. There is a very well-grounded, provable and conclusive point
of view according to which the Turkic languages had had practically no Mongolian
loanwords until the end of the 12th century, and only beginning from the 13th century,
when the Mongols got the supremacy in the Eurasian steppe zone, the Turks began
to borrow Mongolian words and grammatical elements into their languages [26].

Thus, the words of the Middle Mongolian origin can serve as a supplementary
reason to reconsider the time estimation of the disintegration of the Proto-Permic unity
and even the very approach to this estimation. First of all, on the basis of the aforecited
material the following unavoidable conclusion should be done: the process of the dis-
integration of the Proto-Permic community was not completed until at least the middle
of the 13th century. According to some other data (see above) this complicated and long
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process came to its end probably even later. So, the traditional approach to the problem
of disintegration of the Proto-Permian community is obviously antiquated and must be
put aside. In order to solve this problem successfully it is necessary to use all sum
of data of several sciences: comparative-historical linguistics, archaeology, ethnology,
physical anthropology, history and so on. Only in the case of a complex analysis of this
material obtained results can be considered trustworthy and reliable.

Abbreviations:

Bash. — Bashkir; Chuv. — Chuvash; dial. — dialectal; Perm. — Komi-Permiak; Yaz. —
Komi-Yaz'va dialekt; Zyr. — Komi-Zyrian; lit. — literary; MMo. — Middle Mongolian; Russ. —
Russian; Skr — Syktyvkar dialect of Komi-Zyrian; Tat. — Tatar; Turk. — Turkic languages;
Udm. — Udmurt; UVych — Upper Vychegda dialect of Komi-Zyrian.
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Jlekcuka CPpEeagHEMOHI'OJIBCKOTIO ITPOMUCXOKIACHUA
B IIEPMCKHX A3bIKAX

B mepMcrux a3bIKax K CEromHSAIIHEMY OHIO BEISBJIEHO HEKOTOPOEe KOJIMYECTBO CJIOB MOH-
rOJIBCKOTro mpoucxoxgeHnsa. Oco0eHHO MHOIO MX B I0MKHBIX JUAJEKTAX YAMYPTCKOro A3bika (mo 30
cioB). Cpenu aTOM JIEKCUKH CYIIIECTBYeT IpyIirna u3 2—4 CJIOB, KOTOpas XapakTepHa W JJIs y]I-
MYPTCKOTO M IJIA KOMHU S3BIKOB, M II0CEMY, II0 MHEHHIO aBTOPA CTATbH, MOKET OBITH IIPUYMCIIEHA
K 00IIerrepMcKoMy JIeKcudaeckoMy oHIy. B craTbe MmokasaHo, 4To JaHHBIE CJIOBA MOTJIH OBITH
3aMMCTBOBAHEBI IIEPMAHAMM HUKAK He paHee cepemuubl XIII Beka — BpemMeHH MOHIOJIBCKOTO
3aBoeBaHusa Bocrounoit EBporbr.

Taroil BEIBOM, CIIYKUT €Ile OJHHM JOIIOJIHHUTEJbHLIM apryMeHTOM B IIOJIb3y Ve BBICKA-
3BIBABIIICTOCS PaHee aBTOPOM IIOJIOMKCHHSA 0 HEOOXOIMMOCTH IIepecMOoTpa IIPHUHATOM CerOgHS B
(PMHHO-YyTOPCKOM S3BIKO3HAHMN W CTABIIEH yiKe TPANUIIMOHHOM JATUPOBKM paciiajia IpamepM-
CKOM oTHONMMHTBHCTHYecKOoM obrHocTr VIII-X Bekamu B cTopoHy eé omososkenus. Kpome Toro, B
CTaThe IIOTUYEPKUBAETCI He0OX0IMMOCTh KOMILIEKCHOTO II0AX04a K PellleHi0 IpodIeMbl paciaga
00IIIeIIepPMCKOr0 eQUHCTBA C IPHUBJIEYCHNEM JAHHBLIX HECKOJIbKMX CMEMKHBIX IHCIIWILINH: CPaB-
HUATEJIbHO-UCTOPHUUECKOr0 SA3BIKO3SHAHNS, apXEOJIOTUH, PU3NMIECKON aHTPOIIOJIOTHH U Ap. ABTOD
IEITAETCA JOKA3aTh, YTO caM (PAKT CyIIeCTBOBAHUA OOIIEIIEPMCKUX CJIOB MOHI'OJIBCKOIO IIPOMC-
XOMKIeHNS yKAa3bIBAeT HA TO, YTO OOIeIepMCKOe eIHUHCTBO B KAKOI-TO Mepe COXPaHsIJIOCh CAMOe
Menbinee 1o cepenuHbl XIII Beka, a HexoTophle Ipyrue HAaHHBIE ITO3BOJISIOT OTHOCHUTHL IIATY
OKOHYAHHUS IIPOIlecca paciiaga IIPalepMCKOM OOIIHOCTH K eIle 0oJiee IMO3JHEeMYy BPeMEHH —

XIV-XYV Bs.
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