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I have ahvays thought that thc principal charm of comparative

Altaic linguistics consistecl in the fact that even an apparently

insignificant comparison could have far-reachirrg historical impli-

cations. \ilc orve so much to the pioneer v"ork which Professor Råisä-

ncn has nntlertaken in thc field of comparative Altaic linguistics in
general ¿nd Chuvash anil Cheremis studies in particular, that I feel

justifietl in presenting him, or his 70th bilthday, with ¿ mod.est

flower plucked on these very same grounds.

It is often forgottcn, that the earliest known Turkic word. occurs

in thc account of Hsticn-tsang's travels to the West. After some

fruitless attempts to identify the original of the transcription uscd

by the Chinese pilgrim, Paul Pelliot 1 sue,cessfully equated the two

llhinese characters given as the name of the summer-resiilence of

the qan of the Western Tärks with'ftirkic bing yu,l 'thousand sources'.

As this intcrprctation agrccs with that givcn by Hsüen-tsang him-

self, the accura.cy of the solution proposed by Pelliot is assured.z

I Le nom turc des'Mille sources' chez Hiuan-tsøng, (TP. XXVII, 1930,

rt9 - 190).
1 The relevant passages are translated by Samuel Beal: ^ld-yu-fti. Buililhíst,

records ol the western world,, I - I I , (London 1884), vol. l, p. 2? , vol. II. p. 288.

- Beal's transcrip[ion of the Chinese characters: 'Myn bulak'is inacceptable.

- As to the site of the Thousand Sourpes, cf. Edouard Chavannes: Docum¿nts

su¡ let Tou-kiue lTures) Oceídentau,x, (St. Pétersbourg 1903), p. 24.
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It is lcgtottirìll: thirt itt tltc sottlr'titltts rlespcLittc ltttttt for rritrll'

Turkic ot'Iltrttgol tt'ot'rls tltis soìitl t'r-ittelrt'e is t'egttlttt'lv ovcrlooftcd,

llut is ¡1rrl t'tally Tutltic? lt errt'tirirtlf is itr tlurt sensLr that it is

¿ttcstcrt il ()lcl-Tulliic. in Itlrli'at'î attrl ilt ¿ ttttntlltr of tltottellt

!furì<ic lattgttitgcs, itll lrcltngiltg to tht Nol'tltt't'tt (ll'otlp.

lii-r.{i,¡¡¡i I'r.conls trvo Íot'nrs. ¡1rrl irtttl yulnt¡, llrltlt n'ith irlentical

rucanittgs, 'sr)ut'(Ìrl'. (i¡tb¡tittl trnrt lliisälltrll 2 l't't'tlgltize thtt irlentitv

of thc t'r¡ot, llttt seettì t'tllltctilllt tt) tlt-'fine the functirln ttf the -rrrl

cnfling. Accrtt'tling t¡ lJt'ock¡ltttåìlltt 3 ullil{rlt rlirs Affi.t rï/,'. nq, t'et'-

oinzclt tuclt iÀ:. lniìtìcltttt¿ìl I)ctltiltrttivll und Dt-'tel'iot'¿rtivar. antl ltr

tlitesS¡ulattd¡¡rlaq¿ìlììl)llgtlrrlerltttt¡rltls.Tlrellucstiotìoftlttlrr..latit-¡lt-
slli¡r of tltest trv¡ frl¡tts has no tlit'etrt rclclilltt:tt to oul'SttþjcOt. -

lìirdkrff has yrrl 'lìttclt, J3crgfltisstrlcìì', tlotctl itt thrr li¡ri';insk,

Iioibal arttl I(1'z1rl cliitlec,ts, rr¡l 'I"luss' in Sagal . 'lltl Iioibal fot'trt

\\'as ahc¿dl¡ ttotctl by (1asttélt.¡ Atuong ltloro l'ccollt d¡tt¿r: Iihakits i

rïr¿l 'pyqefi', l(yz1'l Ù .lt¿l 'Illttss, llitclt" íuklia;; 'Lìatrh'.

othet' forms mill' h¿tve cscitpetl tuy notirle or lììal' tttt'lt ttp tts

onr. knorvlr:tlge of Turkio dialccts cxpilllds, lltlt it st-'t'tus fairlv crert¿ritt

that rvr: shall nevtr hirr,c to legard ¡lrrl its ¿ì Llotttutoll Turkic lvtll'rl.

Its us¡ is clciu.ly ci.r'cnmst,l'ibetl rvithirr itn itrl'tì¿t itr rvhich peopLrs

speaking a ltorthet'tì Turkic rliitltttrt live or lt¡rvt' livt'tl. À perfunctor.v

S()¡Ìt.olì fr-r¡ Mongol ttott'cspout|rllces I'elìl¡tilred Uniruitfttl, l-lttt thr-'

word untülrrbtctlly pc.ttetlatetl ittto thc 'l'ttltgttz ttomailt. I havrr

I Alnütkische Gramnntik, (Leipzig 19¡rl), p. ti'Ì.

û Materialien zur trIorphologíe der ,¡irÀ.iscå¿¡¡ spraelutn, (so. xxl, 1957),

p. t00.
s Osr!¡irftiscrle Gra.¡¡ntatik der islanischcn I.itteralursprachen trf.ittelasiens,

(l.eitlen 1954), ¡t. 1ll.
{ N. Katanof I', Castrén's Koibalisch-dculsches 1l'örtqr('erzeiehnis und 'Sprach'

prcben, (trfélanges asiatiques IX, 1880 -89, 97-205).
s N. A. Baskakov - Ä. I. lnki'Ickova-Grckul: r(å¿Àøss/to'russ&d¡ slo<'ar',

(ñtoskva 1953).
6 Aulis J. Joki: ltltörterçerzeichnis der Kuzyl'sprache' (S{). ¡úlI' t' 1953)'

p. 30.
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forrnd it irr lìrert I ðrrl 'no¡ona¡' aild in Evenki 2 yriltlu'pyueä'. Âs

initiaì ¡r- tLoes not rolmfllly occulin that language, this is unrloubtectl¡r

a loans'orcl, nnd tlìc length of the first-svllable vorvel rnay wcll be

cornpensatorl' to the loss of the final -l which, if retaincd and com-

hined nith the suffix of rlerivation -/rúu, would h¿rve forured a con-
sonant clnster nnacceptablc to Tung[z eatt. 1[o my mind, -/t:üt

is a snffix (not listed bv Vasilevið 3 among the variants -lcta, -\ile,

-/,'to) usecl to foun ¿ì lroun beirring only one meaning of the poll'-
sertr¿rntic base to rvhich it is appcnrlerl, e.g. ¡1oöin 'lhe following year,

rlrrring the follorving year.', goðiktn 'the followitrg year' (note the
disappearance of the final consonant!). ln fact, there exists a fonlr
yulclc 'sonrce', noted by Cztrkanorvski in thc I(ondogir cli¿ilect.a

The rvord thus attcsted cannot be considered Tunguz. Unknoryn

in llongol, its occurrence in Turkio is geographically limited, so

that one lvonltt be tempted to consider it as bclonging to a,n atea

rather than to a group of languages. However, the cruious fact
rvhich plorrrpts rne to write this article is that the n'ord occurs in
Chnv;rsh: ,írÍl 'source, rvell'. The connection between this word and
the \orthern Tr¡rkic forms has already been recognized by lI. Paaso-

nen.õ As it is ¿r perfectly regular correspondence to Comrnon Turkic

¡¡rrl. there is uo need to elaborate on the phonetic equivalence of
the two words. The interest lies elseli'here-

'fhr' (rheremis name of thc \rolgn is Y¡il itt the Western dialcct,
anrl )'rrl in the Eastern. J. J. Mikkola 6 explainetl these forms by

¡rostrrl:rting nn Okl-0heremis *1¡rrl1' q *yulya, which he equates

r \¡. I. Levin: rTralÀíi ecensho-russkii slot:ar', (Moskva-Leninglad tg36);
given also b¡' Johannes llenzing: Lamutische Grammøtik, (l¡t¡iesbatlen lg55),

¡r. 155:'\\:asserfall'.
2 G. ìI. \'asilevið: Ercnkijsko-russÀi¡ slooar', (Noskva lgSB).
3 Op.eit p. 464.
¡ A. Schiefner: Ale:runder Czekanowski's lunglsrscåes Wörteroerzeichnis,

(lllélanges asiatiques VIII, 1827, 835-Al6).
5 Cs¡¿pas sñieggsëk, (Budapest lg08), p, lB4.
6 Der Na¡ne ll'olga, (FUF. XX, 1929, 125-128) and /Voeånmls der Nøme

ll'olga, (Fl.r¡'. XXI. 1933, 162- t63).

lr
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with Turkic words such as tsashkir Uilya '.'uut', ctc. r\coording to

Itlikkola the tlevelopnìent *l/t¿l?,a I *¡¡ul1' 1 ¡¡uI could be satis-

factorily explainetl. \l-ith the 'discot'ery' of ¿ Tulftic form yu,l 'sour0e,

ril,er', there is, however tro need to bring into the picture hypothet-

ical forns, and unless one rejects out of hantl the possibility of

a Turkic etyrnology, no objection car bc ritised against the equl-

tion of the Oheremis name of thc volgtr with the Tulkic word ¡1rrl.

H. PaasorreD (or l(ai Donner?) suggeSts 1 a conlrectiol betlvccn

Cheremis )1¿l and. some Ostiak forurs 3¡atpa, !Pt^'p¿' 'l'he 1 ending

of the ostiak words can probabl-v br: explained,s but there night

be difficultics in deriving the Osti¿k von'el ftom ¿r Turkic r¿.3

Thc historical inplications of the ctytrtologv I prr-rpose for Ohcrc-

nis Yul a¡e cousidet:able, ¿ntl these, in theit'turn, have important

bearings on the linguistic history of thc ¡cgion.

The f¿rct that ¿l wold attestecl only iu thc Nortltet'n Tulkic langu-

agcs shoultl alsg gccut in tlhuvash, is itt itself very interestittg' trs

the qnestion arises rHorv ttid it travel so fat'lvest?1. \\¡ottls do tr¿rvel

but thcy rarely d.o so witlìout leaYiug some trace of their peregrina-

tiorrs and it rvoultl bc natttral to find the rvorrl yrr,l attested irt lattgu-

ages that, geographically, lie bctwcen the Altai and thc \¡olga. a

In recent ye¿lÌs oul' knc-rrvledge of Turkic ¿nd, itt gettet'ttl, Alt¿ic

vocabulary has improyed so mttclt, tþat the'argutnetttutu ex silcntio'

Catì, on occasiott, be convincingly involicd. lìor this tcitsgtt, I rvoul{

be ternptetl to t¿ke tlte wold .ítil as ¿rt i¡clication t[¿t the Chuv¿sh

are lot indigenotts to the Volg¿-rcgion, but settled tltere ¿t the end.

of ¿ peregrinatio¡, the starting pgint of lvhic[ might well þave been

the area rvherc yul was &utochtho[ous. It would bc. plepostelotts

to attempt to give an absolute tlate to such ¡¡ hypothetical tnigratiott'

but a relative cluonolog)¡ rnaY perhaps be cstablished'

r Kai Donncr H. Paaso¡tens ostiakisches lYörterbuch, (l{elsin¡¡fors 1926),

p. 38.
s Cf. Y. I{. Toivonen, MSFOu. LXVII' 19$3, pp. 382-383.
s cf. wolfgang steinitz, Geschichte iles ostiakisehen llokalisntus, (Borlin

1950), p. 90.
¡ such is the case for instance of the rlo¡.d exa¡nined by Johanncs BeDzing:

Zumtschuøaschischenl/orte, gilan'Heckenrose', (tlAJ. XXI\¡, 1952,1LÌ-144l '
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Thc 1'urkic et]'uìology of 1'rrl, thc (iheremis name of thc Yolga,

is us accept¿ìble as ¿rnv other siurilal trtteurpt can be; the presence

of such a worcl in the legiou is conclusir.ely irttested by the (-lhur'¿sh

fonn srril. Since yrrl, in its function as ¿ comnìon Ììoulì, has not survived

in an¡' of the Tulkic languagcs of thc Volga-regiotr, it re.errts rcason-

lblc to suplxrs(-rr that the n'otd Leitclted tlre at'e¿r irt its Northern

Tru'liic folur yul, th¡rt thc (llteremis kept this fonrt as thr: nanre of

the li'r'er Volga., whcrc¿rs in thc language in which it w¡rs ¡ì comlnon

noun, nnmelv in ple-Chuïlsh. it untlerwent thc phonetic rlcl'clop-

lrrurts ploper to this languirge. 'l'his would tltot¡ ¡¡1s¿¡ that we would

h¡r\,e ¿ì furthcr ¡rloof (thc llungarian corlespondences of (lltutaslt

í- testifv to tlre sautcr r:fft-.rrl;) that the 0huvaslt í- is of t'clatit'elv

rcrrcnt origin, ¡utd th¡tt thel arurestors of thc L'lhuvitsli spoltc a ¡,¡-

llrrguagr at thc tirrtc of thcir settk:ntelrt itr tlte \rolgit-region.

It is rvcll lnown that Mongul and Clurvitsh sh¿rt'c ¿ nutnbet'of

lrhorreti<; featntos which tlistinguish thcm fronr (lontttton 'l'ut'kic.

.hlrottg tltese, tltr: so-called 'Lltotitt:isttt' and 'lamlldacisnt' ale tltr,'
urost chin'nctelistir., i.c. irt it great rtttntber of casas, Mottgr-rl attd
('ltur'¿rslt havtr l alltl I in \\'ords rvhich.(xÌ(lltt in Tulkic nith ¿ ¿tud

r lt,s¡rectivr'l],. lt has ahva-vs securcd trr lrtc tltirt the Nlottgol-Cltltvash

col'rr.slrordcncosI prrrsu¡r¡rosed a IIrnr¡1ol-()lntlaslt (ot'¡rt'e-ìfungol

;rrlrì ln'o-(lhrnash)s),rlbitrsis, sotììe\\'hcr'c in a rcgiott far to tllc e¡rst

of thc prescnt [lhur.¡rsh tellitor'\'.s Tltc y- -:.sL changc, ns cxcmplifierl

I I :un not s¡relking here of rcccnt llongol loartu'ortls i¡r (llruvaslr. To

nt.r' linos'lt-dgr,, thrsc h¿rvc nevcr beon stuclied ot (Ìven mentiotred. nlthough

tht,il im¡roltanct is obvious. The ¡rresertce of llongols in thc \rolga-t'trgion has

h'ft its traces antl their rnethodicul sut'vey rvould hclp in shcddirrg nel' light
r¡n ¿t nurnller of rolevaltt problctrts.

I I find nr.yself thr,r.cforc in disagrce¡rlrnt rvith Rrrnrstedt's cotrclusions

in Zur ù'rage nach der ,\tcll.ung des 7'srl¡¿¡c,assisc/tcrt, (JSF{)u. ,\XXVIII,
'ltll2, l)and think that thc okl Gor¡tlrocz--\é¡neth thcor¡ on Chuvash-l[ongol

corrt¿rcls is rìeurer the truth. 'l'his is not thc ¡rlacc to reconsider tlte rvholc

¡rloblertt of the Chuvash language, but I hopo to be ¿ble to m¿ke a ¡nodest

contlibution to its discussion in the not too distant ft¡ture. The older tlteories,

sr-t u¡r sonrc fort.v ¡cars ago, just cânrìol, be sustained an¡'longer. In a lccturt'
rlolivert'rl r¡uite sorne lirne ago, on thr' l4th \la.v 1948,to he Socióté asiatique I

Ititle irttlicnlerl llte lrrolcl outli¡re along rvhich. [o mT ntinrl, tve ltiìve lo proceeri.
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i¡r thc case of t/i¿l nust havr,' taken place after the Mongol-Chuvash

sepâratir)n, i.e. subseqnent to the west$'ard migration of the Chuvash

to the Volga-region.

Aìl this may seem too hypothetical considering thc seanty nature

of the evitlence, and I certainlv woultt not consider the 1¡rr.l - íril

corresponrtcnee to be sufficient for proving each stage of thc historico-

linguistic process I have just outlined. Some tinte ago, quite by

chflnce, I found a C'lheremis word, attesterl only in the lSth century

(lnn¿zä 'ship'), whioh I equated with Mongol ¡¡ünie 'raft', Olcha

hônnnne, Goldi À'orr.;ritr¡'.1This a,gaiu is aD area-word, not specifically

Tunguz or ltfongol and certainly not Altaic. How did it come into

Cheremis?

'fhere are other facts whiclt seem to show Tunguz or Mongol

influene,es in the Volga-region; a whole complex of problems awaits

ex¡rloration. The aim of this article was simBly to call attcntion to

its existence.

I On wot¿r-transport in Central-Eurasia, (UAJ' XXXTII' 1961 , 156-1?9)'

cp. t72-123.


