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REMARKS ON V.G.EGOROV’'S ETYMOLOGICAL
DICTIONARY OF THE CHUVASH LANGUAGE"'
by
HASAN EREN

In point of vocalism and grammatical structure, the
Chuvash language has a special place among Turkic lan-
guages. For that reason, it seemed essential that Turco-
logiéts study the Chuvash language and determine its place
among the Turkic languages by taking into consideration
questions of phonetics and grammar. Several European
scholars have joined in this activity. As it became clear
that, in addition to Hungarian and Cheremis (Mari), a
good many languages had been affected by Chuvash, Hun-
garian and Finnish scholars in particular have made spe-
cial efforts in that field. Of the Hungarian scholars, J.
Budenz, Z.Gombocz, J.Németh and L. Ligeti may be men- .
tioned as examples. Of Finnish scholars, Y.Wichmann,
H,Paasonen, G.J.Ramstedt and M, Risinen deserve notice.
N. Poppe has also discussed the subject.

During World War II, J,Benzing was studying the
Chuvash language in Germany, while in Denmark, K.
Grgnbech kept going the Chuvash dialect studies, a tradi-
tion since V,Grgnbech began work in this field. O, Pritsak,
as well, wrote some valuaf)le papers on like subjects.

* First published in Tur)_(igh':-A Cuvag Dilinin Etymologique

Sozlufu: Tdrk Dili Aragtirmalar: Yillig: Belleten 1972,
pp. 241-265,
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In Russia, N, I.'A§marin was the most prominent

specialist in Chuvash language. It was particularly

through his Thesaurus_linguae Tschuvaschorum that
Agmari,; became well-known. In recent years, V.G,
Egbrov has .p'ublished some papers of valué on the sub-
ject. Egorov’s first major work was published in 1930,
As a continuation of that work he recently published a
Chuvash etymological dictionary (1964).

Egorov’' s above-mentioned work has aroused wide
scientific interest since its publication. Of its review
and critical notices in learned journals, K.H.Menges’s
(1968a) and J.Németh’s works (1970) deserve mention.
Following in their footsteps, I wish to make my com-
ments on Egorov’s dictionary.

On page 30, Egorov compares the Chuvash form
of the word arik, arki ’skirt’ to the Turkish etek,
which in my view is incorrect. The Turkic sound -t-
(< OT *-t-) has been retained by the Chuvash lan -
- guage, It is well-known,. however, that the OT "-_d_- :
has become -r- in C-huvash. as e.g,, in OT xa_dﬂ >
Chuv. ura ’foot’, OT ‘qadi Chuv.” xurin ’beech
tree’, The Turkic word etek takes the form etek or
itek in every dialect. The form edek to be found
in Altai (Oirat), Teleut and Shor is secondary, Thus

we cannot assume the existence of the form edek in
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Old Turkic. Consequently, it would be erroneous to relate
the Chuvash word ardk to the Turkic etek,

On pages 31-32,_ Egorov states that the Chuvash word
ar#slan ’lion’ is a borrowing from Tatar, Nevertheless,

an archaic form of this word: uslan kayik (kayfk) is still

used by the Chuvash people.

It is quite clear from the entry that Egorov was un-
aware of the existence of a number of papers about the
word arslan. We may pass over the fact that he does not
seem to have read L. Patrubdnyi’s article (1881), but he
should have made use of the conclusions drawn in the
seminal essay of W.Bang (1916-17). A.S5¥erbak in his
work (1961) turned to account both Patrubdnyi’s and Bang’'s
conclusions. (pp. 137-138), But it seems like Egorov had
not read those works, and his sources did not range be-
yond the writings of Ramstedt and 5erbak.

J.Németh (1942) made comments upon the etymology
of the Turkish word arslan. ééerbak, who also discussed
the etymology of the word, had no knowledge of Németh’s
paper. This fact makes us understand why Egorov, like
éﬁerbak, has not come to hear about the paper.

On page 32, under the heading arman ’'mill’, Egorov
gives the cognates of the Turkish word defirmen_in other
Turkic languages: Kirgiz tegirmen, Uzbek tegirmon,
Turkmen degirmen, Kara-Kalpak digirman. It is quite
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clear that the Chuv, darman (< avirman) can be traced

back to the stem a_v‘a_l'_r- (& evir-) *to turn®, In fact, ther_é
is no difference between the structure of this word and
degirmen, However, the cognates of degirmen in the other
Turkic languages should not have been entered,

‘The Chuvash word g‘é_a}_{ *ass® on p, 38 is a loan-
-word from Tatar,

On p, 46, when enumerating the cognates of the Chu-

vash word valak (or vulak) ®groove’, Egorov mixed up

the Turkic forms oluk and yalak, It goes without saying
that the Chuv. valak has been traced back to olug. Thus
the inclusion of yalak in addition to olaq is wrong. Re-
cently, also, the Hungarian word v_élld_ has been. traced
back to Chuvash (Pall6 1971la, p, 85).

On p, 48, after the Turkic cognates of the Chuvash

word vikir (or mikdr) “ox’, the Hungarian word okor

should have been mentioned, as well., Moreover, the
author should have taken into consideration the publica-
tions about the origin of this word by J.Németh and G, J.
Ramstedt,

On p, 60, héving ‘enumerated the cognates of the
Chuvash word yev&¥ ’matchmaker®, the Turkish elgi,
Bashk, yausi, Tat, yauli, Kara-Kalpak i@ﬁ”h Turkmen

"savli, the author adds the comment that the word elgi
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derives from the Turkic stem el, il.
This entry needs elaboration on more than one account:
/1/ the Chuvash word &53 cannot be related to the
Turkish e_lc"i, .
/2/ the lfI‘\.xrkish word g_l_g_i_ cannot be traced back to the
stem el (or il),
/3/ the Chuvash word cannot be compared to the Tatar
form El_ﬁi ( ~ Bashk, y_a_lﬁ),
/4/ no connection whatever is to be supposed between
the Tatar word yauli an the Turkmen savli,
I would a-rgué that of the forms given by Egorbv,
the Tatar word La_y._zi alone can be taken into consideration,
On p.73 Egorov, besides enurﬁerating.the cognates
of the Chuvash word yé\_r_g ’nest, home’, touches upon the
question of tracing back the Turkish word yuva (~ 1_1}_5.)
to the word (stem) 6y-, ty- "to prevent, to stop’. To the
best of my'knowledge, the origin of the Turkish word yuva
has been unidentified to this day. But, at any rate, it can-
‘not be connected with the stem 8y-, Uly-. And is in this ten-
try the author should have diclosed that the word y_‘a’._y_:i
was borrowed into Chuvash from the neighbouring lan-
guages.
Similarly, it is quite clear that the Chuv. x‘a’.va‘s’
'slow’ is another borrowing from Tatar.

I could not find the form x’ixfi, suggested by the
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author to be the cognate of the Chuvash word y_‘év_’é'\_ on
page 73, when trying to look it up in Mahmud Kﬁggarf'a
Divan (Brockelménn), In addition to this, Egorov includes
the following forms: Turkish koyu, Bashk. quyi, Nogay
qoyi, Kazakh.a.nd Kara-Kalpak goyu. To the Nogay word
qoyi the author has attached the word yiyi ’thick’, as well.
In my opinion, the Chuvash word yavi should not
have been compared to any other form but yiyi. It is a
known fact that the Turkic sound gq- changed to y- in sev-
eral Chuvash words, e.g. Turkic gal- ~ Chuv. yul.,
Turkic gan ~ Chuv, yun, Turkic gqar- ~ Chuv. yur. (;I‘he

Chuvash cognate of the Turkic word gqanat is dunat which,

doubtlessly, goes back to the form MQL) Consequently,
it may be supposed that the Chuvash form LLV. is derived
from the word qoyu, Nevertheless, it is the Nogay word
Yiyi, which seems to be the most closely related to the
Chuv. y&vd, both in point of phonetice and of semantics.
On p. 74, Egorov states that he could not find the
counterparts of the Chuvash word y_‘é_n;xé(_ 'aister’ in the
other Turkic languages. As mentioned also by Egorov,
G.J.Ramstedt (1922-23, p.20) traced back this word to
the Turkic guma ' gecond wife'., Yet, Ramstedt’s com-
parison cannot be easily adopted. It would de difficult to
connect the two words even in terms of phonetics. We

are aware of th fact that the Turkic sound g- changed to
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Yy~ in many Chuvash words (e.g., Turkic gal-, gan, din
Chuv. yul, yun, y&ng€). But it cannot be supposed that,

as a result of the above sound-c'hange, a form like the
Chuv. yamak developed from the Turkic quma. L.Ligeti
argued (l938j that the sound-change q- > y-, which has
taken place iﬁ Chuvagh, can be observed in words containing
a long vowel. With the word quma, this is out of the
question. We have no alternative bnt to adopt the opinion

of G.Doerfer, who argues that the Turkic quma is a loan-
-word in Turkish from Mongolian (I, item 287), .

On p.75, the author has failed to indicate the fact

that the Chuvash words yimran and yin3¥ were borrowed

into Cnuvash from Tatar,
Similarly, it is evident that the Chuvash word
y3par has also been borrowed from the neighbouring lan-
guages. Moreover, the author has failed to mention that
the Turkic yipar has a counterpart in Hungarian (the Hun-
garian word gyopdr). Recently, in 1969, an excellent pa-
- per wag written on the Hungarian word gyopdr by L., Ligeti,
On page 76, the author states that the derivation of
the Chuvash word z'érana * gtirrup’ 'is unknown to him. H.
Paasonen (1908), connected this word with the Turkic
word _ﬂ_z_e_gi_. Following Paasonen, Z.Gombocz also adopted
this comparison (1902a).

The question of the Turkic counterparts of the
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Chuvash word yéner *saddle’ on page 78 is rather complex.
Egorov has listed the various forms of the Turkic word

eyer (< eder) (eyer, eger, ezer ...) as cognates, It fol~

tows from the above instances that the Turkic word eyer
goes back to thé form eder., The counterpart of the Turkic
gound -d- is éuppoaed to be -r- in Chuvash, as in the
Turkic adaq ’foot’ ~ Chuv. ura, Turkic adiq ’sober’
Chuv, url, etc. Consequently, in Chuvash, the form
xg& should be inferred to be the counterpart of the

Turkic word eder. Thus, whether the Chuv. xéner‘ could

lé)_e comP*ared with the Turkic eyer (eger, ezer), }&—34
question/ to be considered carefully.

On page 84, Egorov has confined himself to compar-
ing the Chuvash form kavin ’gourd’ with the Turkic gavun
(Tat. gavin, Turkmen gavin ...). It is evident that this
word has be“en adopted into Chuvash from the neighbouring
Turkic languages.

As to the derivation of the Turkic word gavun from
Arabian, I am quite cert:ain that this is absolutely improp-~
er. This word, which has long been current in the Turkic
languages, canﬁot be of Arabic derivation. '

On page 88, the author has added the form kenevir
to the Turkish word kendir as a cognate of the Chuv.
kantir 'hemp'\. In my view, under the Chuvash word

kantdr, it would have beeq sufficient to list the form
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kendir, still current in most Turkic languages, as a cog-
nate. However, the word kenevir, which is not represented
in :ny other Turkish dialect except that of Anatolia, cannot

be compared with the Turkic kendir, ff at all. only the stems
of the two words could be connected,

It is a known fact that several words analogous to
kendir may be found in Greek, German, and the Slavic.
languages. These words were dealt with in a publicati_on
by Z.Gombocz (1927).

It is also known that the Hungarian word kender
’heinp' has been taken into Hungarian from Turkic (Gom-
bocz, 1912, pp.92-93). This word was classed by Gombocz
among Bulgar-Turkic loan-words. Consequently, the Hung.
kender may have been grouped under kantir, .

On pages 88-89, Egorov has grouped toéether into
the cognates of the Chuv, kap ’shape, form’ the Turkic
forms gap and kep. In my view, he should not have con-
fused the gap with kep. It is obvious that it is the Tur-

- kic word kep, which the Chuv. kap can be related to.
The Hungarian word kép ’picture’ has also been adopted
from Turkic (Gombocz, .1912, PP. 93-94).

On page 95, under kalaka ’goat’, Egorov has failed
to refer to the Hungarian word kecske, Yet, this is the
form, which is the most closely related to the Chuvash

form kaaka. If Egorov had taken this fact into consid-



- 29 -

eration, he could not have traced back the Chuvash word
kafaka to the form kafa taka.

Under this heading, the author should also have
discussed, besides the Turkic word'ke_(‘:'il the form ﬁl_gi,
represented in all the other Turkic dialects. Z. Gombocz,
when listing t.he Turkic cognates of the Hungarian word
kecske, first wanted to distin’guiah the form e&ki from
ihe word Ee_‘c'i_, but in his later works he dealt more and
mofe often with the close connection between the two
words, J,Németh (1942, pp.286-300) though agreeing with
Gombocz's view, was not against comparing the Turkic

word keli ( ~ ke¥ki) with the form e¥ki. Like Németh,

T.Halasi~Kun, in his work on the dropping out of the
Kipchak sound k-, connected the Turkic forms ke¥i and
e¥ki (1950, pp.50-51). Finally, A.M.5%erbak (1961)

took the view that the forms ke¥i and e¥ki can be traced

back to a common stem.

In J.Németh*s above-mentioned work, the etymology
of the word _lg!_i can also be found; in my paper (1953,
p. 55), I also attempted to support this etymology by sup-
plying a new piece of evidence.

Slerbak stated in his above-mentioned work that the
Chuv, kalaka was a loan-word from Russian. The Bashk.
keze and the Tat, Eél_zé ar-e also supposed to be loan-

~-words but the Chuv. kafaka can have nothing in common
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with the Russian koza,

Egorov needn’t have referred to the Kazakh, Kirgiz,
Kara-Kalpak teke at all, if gé_k_i_, a word current in the
Turkic laﬁguages, has not been included,

On page. 95, as well, after listing the Turkic cognates
of the Chuvasl; word' kad3k ’spoon’, he did not indicate that
this word has been taken into the Chuvash language from
Tatar dialects. -

Egorov has compared the Chuvash word kivakal
*duck’ with the Bashkir and Tatar kigel, as well as the
Kirgiz kogdl °'drake’, This comparison, known for 5 long
time, was established by Paasonen. Yet, the author was
not completely satisfied with this comparison, and sug-
gested that this word might be traced back to ‘an onomato-
poeic kva kva, in imitation of the duck’s quack.

_ The Turkic languages have some bird-names going
back to onomatopes, such as the Turkish ibibik, karga,
saksafan,,. Yet, it hardly seems probable that the Chuv.
‘kdvakal should prove to be such an onomatope.

The word kivakal means 'duck’ in Chuvash, The
current meaning of the above-mentioned Bashkir, Tatar,
and Kirgiz forms is "drake’. It is well-known that, in
the dialects of Anatolia, the Turkish gbvel means a
'green-headed duck’. I argued in an article of mine (1958)

treating the words derived from the Turkish word gbk
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’sky’. Besides the word gével 'duck’, the word xegilbag
'drake’ is also used by the Turks of Anatolia. Th}xs, the
word kogsl (~ kigel), common in Turkic languages, may
be used with the meaning 'drake’, anyway. Among the
derivatives of the Turkic ggl_c_,. several bird-names can be
found, It will suffice to mention the Turkish word glivercin
(Chuv, kivakarlin ’pigeon’). It is evident that this word
is a derivative of the Turkish stem gk (Chuv;, kivak)., The
Chuvash word kjvakarl¥n has been explainéd by Egorov,
too, in terms of kiivak, Consequently, the Chuvash word
kivakal ’duck’ cannot supposed to be an onomatope.

D, S.Setarov (1970, p,89) states that the Russian
gogol’ is a loan-word adopted into Russian from Turkish,
Equally, F.P.Filin (1962, p.210) takes this word for an
onomatope,

On page 97, when listing the Turkic cognates of the
Chuvash word kivar ’a live coal from a fire, embers’,
Egorov also gives the Turkish form kor ’'a live coal’. It
-is well-known that both i_gg_x; and kdz are forms in use in
Anatolia. In the form k&z, this word is also represented
" in the Altai dialects. In ‘some of these dialects, the form
kos occurs, as well. It is obvious that the latter goes
back to the form koz,

In addition to kdz, another form, kor is employed

in Turkish. This form has long been connected with the
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word goz (> gos), current in the Turkic languages. In this
respect, Egorov was quite right to group both kor " and
kdz with the cognates of the Chuv, k¥var, Yet, Egorov has
hot cofxﬁned himself to including the above-mentioned forms
under this headi‘ng., he has also added the Turkmen hovur
‘heat’, the Turkish kavur-, the Uzbek kovur-, and':ome
other like words. '

There is no connection whatever between the Turkic
words kdz (~ qoz) ~ gor and gavur-. Thus, it was wrong
of Egorov to include the word kavur- under this heading.

Right at the end, Egorov states that this Turkic word
is an old loan~word from Persiaﬁ.

The Turkic form raises several problems that should
be discussed: which is the older form, koz (~ k&z), current
in Turkic languages or kor, represented in the dialects of
Anatolia and the Balkans? Again, is there any connection
between the Turkic word k8z (~ goz) and the Teleut k8
"*goot’ ? Can any connection be supposed between the above- .

-mentioned words and the stem k8y- (~ kiy-) "to burn’?

Couldn’t the Turkish word kémtr ’coal’ be derived from

that stem? Asg long as we have no answers to these ques-

tions, it will be a difficult problem to enter into etymo-

logical arguments. -
At the end of the entry, Egorov, has also added

the stem kily- (~ k8y-) "to burn’, current in Turkic lan-
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guages,

On page 97, Egorov has given as a cognate of the
Chuvash word kiykir ’falcon’, the Bashkir word diygir
“harrier (for hgnting hens)’ alone. Yet, this word is rep -
rea;anted in several Turkic languages in the form qirgiy
*hawk’. Conséquently, The Chuv. kiykdr:is a metathetical
variant for the word g‘irniz. The metathesis in this word
may be supported by the instance of the Turkish word
toygar ’lark’. The old form of the word torgay is repre-
sented in several Turkic languages. In J,Németh’s view
(1943, p.101), even the Hung. karvaly (Turkic g'ir"i!.) may
be considered a Turkic loan-word.

On pé.ge 100, when discussing the Chuvash word
kirkka ’turkey’, notice may have been taken of the Turkish
word gurk (~ kurk), too. In Turkish, this word means
 both 'turkey cock’ and 'brood-hen’, In the Anatolian dia-

lects, forms like gurk- (~ kurk) are used together with

glirk- (~ kﬁrk), gulk, guluk (~ kuluk), gldk (A~ kdlik),
- ktlltk, etc. In Anatolia, the forms culuk ( ~ ctliik)

culluk, ;uluk, etc. have been adopted, as well.
On page 101, under kisam3k ’measles’, Egorov has

derived the Turkic qizamiq from dizil amaq!

This is a bad etymology without any serious founda-
tion, The author has admitted under this heading that the

Chuv. kiasam$k is a Tatar loan-word; he has even record-
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ed the Old Chuvash a cognate of the word dizamiq
(xérléxen). It is characteristic of the entire dictionary
that Egorov, treating words borrowed from Tatar, does
not indicate this explicitly, The Tatar words must be.
indicated as such - as ‘under this héading - otherwise
those unacquainted with phoneiical characteristics- of the
Chuvash language may not eaaily' recognize this fact,

On page 105, under kenték ’navel’, Hung. koldok
’navel’, may have been added to the Kirgiz, Kazakh,
Uzbek, and Tatar data (Z.Gombocz, 1912, pp. 103-194),

Paasonen compared the Chuvash word képe ’shirt’
with the word ktibe 'armour’. On pages 105-106, when
listing the Turkic éognates of the word k_‘ém_. Egorov
has added to the kibe the Turkish kab, kap, the Altai
and Shor kep, the Khakass kip ’example, pattern’, the
Nogay gap¥iq, the Tatar qaplig, the Uzbek qop, gopfiq
?sack’, the Turkish kebe 'cloak’, etc. -yet there is no
connection whatever between these wérds and the Chuv,
_k_‘e'm. The Turkish word kap cannot be connected with
the Chuv. l_<§pg, either in terms of phonétics or in.lthosze
of semantice. The word kep 'exam;;lé', as pointed out
above, is a cognate of the Chuv, kap., Thus, the word
kep need not have been included under _lg\ém_.

As to the Turkish word kebe, in Anatolia this word

has taken another form, as well, kepe. In A, Tietze's -
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-view 955, p.223 1tem 109), the form kebe hae been adopt-
ed into Turkxsh from Armenian (gaba), and the form kepe -
from Greek, Consequently, the Turkxsh word kebe cannot be;
classed among the cognates of the Chuv. gvp_e_. ‘ ‘

On page 109, when listing the cognates of the. Chuvash
word ker(l < kerev Kérsv bndegroom , the author has added the
Azerbznjam word kiireken and the Turkmen word kdreken -
.to the forms kiidegtl, kiiyeg, kiiyS, kilys, ktyd, kiize,
w glvey, etc.

- ‘At first sight, it seems that: the word kﬂ.reken \
(~ kdreken) and the Chuvash word kért ( < kérév) are

very much alike in terms of phonetics and those of se-
mantics, This 11keneas, however,,xs mxsleadmg. Thxs

" word and the Chuv kerﬁ have nothing in common, because
kﬂreken (~ kdreken) has been borrowed into the Turk1c A
languages from Mongolian (Mong. . k ‘gen ‘> kfiregen ’bride-

‘ groom" ). ATherefore. ‘the word kitreken (~ kbre’ke'n) cannot

be classed among the 'Turkic cognates of the Chuv, kgrﬁ.
At present, the ongm of the Turkish g_vgz ( ~ Chuv.
kerﬂ < ktid egﬂ) is controversml
-On page 110, Egorov has added to the cognates
grouped under the Chuvash word kesse felt _the Turkish
(and Turkmen) keé'e and other ‘words current in the Turkic
dlanguages thh the meanmg *felt’, _y__g, l_u_z_, _1315, kidis

- etc,
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Under this heading, the author has cdnfused i:wo 'I‘_urkic
words, both meaning 'felt’. The Chuv. késée can be con-
nected with the Turkish (and Turkmen) words kele, alome.

: No connection whatever can be supposed between the. Kirgiz, ‘
Nogay. Kara-Kalpak Uzbek forms __yx_z_ (( _gw and
the word ke!e. _ L

On page 111, the aﬁthor states that he céuld not find
a Turkic counterpart for thé Chuvaéh word kivden ’debt,
,1651-1". the only examples quoted by him are the Hung. kél-
~ ¢€88n and the Mong. koéliigtdn on the authonty of Z, Gombocz 8
~work (1912). The Yakut word k8ldsdn ’sweat’ has escaped
the author’s attention. , L o

" The Hung. kélceén was last dealt with by L. Ligeti -
(1935, pp. L32-33). In his view, the Yakut kél8stin is 2
loan-word from Mongolian (p,234), In the above paper, Li-
geti referred to every Chuvash word borrowed from Mon-
golian. For that reason, it seems to be a serious short-
coming of not only the above entry, ‘but also of the entire
' diétionary, that Egorov has téken no notice of Ligeti’s
work, .

The derivation of the Yakut word kaléstn (> kélshtn)

from Mongolian has aléo been adopted by Stanislaw
Katuzifeky (1961, p.82). o
On p.112, the Hung. kblxﬂ ‘pounder’ may have been -

included under the Chuvash kilé "large':stone or wooden
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mortar’. This word is known ‘to Be taken into Hungarian
from Turkic., (Gombocz, 1912, p.104); . ‘
. In the Turkic dialects, the word soqu ’stone mortar
for pounding’ is also represented, as Vwe'11 as this form.
In the Anatol_ia:n dialects this word was slipplanted, ‘5 except
for a small area, by the word dibek. - A paper of mine, -
discusaing the derivation of the word dibek is to come out -
in the near future, ' |

I also propose to treat the Chuv. maksima ’beer" .
(p.128). The author has recorded the Kirgiz maqsim 'va

drink made from fermented barley without malt’ and the

Tatar forms magqsima, 'maqs'im,_ as the cognates of thg
Chuvash word; and has presﬁmed that the - etymology of
the word is unknowfx. The aufhor may not have noticed my
contribution to the K6r8si Csoma Archivum (1941-43, pp.
130-132),

On page 118, under kunla 'bo_ot-legvor leg of a boot
or stocking’, the author has derived the Turkic word
gon¥ from the-sfem'_kb_n ‘coarse leather’. I am convinced
that no connt_‘:ctibn whatevér can be éupposed between the
Turkic words g__o_i_x_{ and kdn (> gén), either in terms of
- phonetics, . or in terms of grammatical atructuie, or those
of semantics. . _

On page ‘118, the word l_ilg%_s_ ’violin’ is undoubtedly

a loan-word from Tatar.
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On page 119, the matter of the Turkic cognates of the
) Chuv. l_cgéﬁ *grass’ is controversial It is understandable
that Egorov, too, had serious difficulties in treating the
subject. The auther has recorded the Turkish word koruk
as a cognate of the Chuv., kurik, Nevertheless, it would
be wrong to connect the Chuv. kurik with the word koruk
'unripe grape’.

On page 120, the Turkic cognrates of the Chuva‘ah
word @ 'eye’, such as the Kirgiz, Kazakh, ngay. "
Karachay-Balkar ktz, Turkmen, Turkish gz, etc. have
been cited by Egorov. The counterpart of the common
Turkic sound -z is - r in Chuvash, as in Turkish
sekiz ~ Chuv, sakkir, sakir ’eight’, Turkish dokuz Chuv, ~

tixxir, taxir 'nine’, Turkish semiz ~ Chuv, samir ’fat’,
etc, The Chuvash form lgé ik_s the most closely related to
the common Turkic kéz, in terms of phonetics. Therefore,
'Egorov should have indicated that the Chuvash form kuj

is a loan-word from Tatar. '

On page 122, when listing the cognates of the Chuv,
kal- 'to drive (animals), he has added the Turkish »
kog-, Kara-Kalpak l_tg_x_-. Turkmen g_ol‘_-; etc, to the word
kél-, current in the Turkic languages; thpugh no phonetical
relation éan be supposed 'be‘tween them. Thus, it is wrong .

‘to connect the stems kog- and kél-. _
- As to the Chuv. ni'éxix *moustache’, on page 130,
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it is evident that this is a loan-word from Tatar. The
author has not made thié fact quite clear, just as he has
failed to give details in other places.

On page . 148, the subject of the cognates of the Chuv,
piri 'buckwheat’ is a difficult one. Egorov has given the
Bashkir and Tatar boray 'buckwheat’, the Turkish, Turk-
men bugday, the Kazakh, Kara-Kalpak bxﬁy_, etc. as cog-
nates -and _he has added that the word i.s also r'epresénted
in the.Indo-European languages. | |

The Chuv, piri has also been treated by J.Benzing
(1944). Benzing regarded the Tatar form M as~'a Chu- )
vash loan-word (p. 26). ‘

i On page 155, when listing the Turkxc cognates of
the Chuv, .péve- ’to paint’, the author has failed to A
mention that this word has been adopted' into Chuvash
ffon& a neighbouring language. As this word -is deri-
vative of thé Turkic form boda.-. we ahould infer a form
containing an -r-~ in Chuvash The Chuvash form gg__
can be derived from the stem buya- (< boya-).

On page 166, the author has traced back the Chu-

vash form gursi ' silk’ from the word 933_9_13. yet he

has failed to mention the Hung. bdrsony ’velvet’, bor--

srowed from Turkic. A study of‘th'e.ﬁung.,bérs'onx was

made by Z,Gombocz. In Gomb.oczja'work‘s, (1927 and

1928), several interesting inatancea. can be ’found con-
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cerning the stem of the word ‘guréin.

‘When listing the Turkic cognate of the Chuv. pu_s'
head’, the author has failed to mention that this word
has been taken into Chuvash from Tatar, Yet, it is ob-
vious that this ‘word does notAbear the mark of being a
Chuvash worci. On the evidence of the Turkish @'\'Chﬁi

tul or the Turkish glmdg (( km@#&)*Chuv. kémél, etc.,

a form pul may be inferred to exist in Chuvash as a '
cognate of the Turkic word baf (> pal, pas) 'Consequently-.
the Chuvash form pué has to be traced back to Tatar.

-On page 173, under pil 'honey’, Egorov has con-
fined himself to recording the principal Turkic cognates
"of this word., In recént 'year‘s, much has been written
about the derivation of the Turkish word bal ’honey’.
Egorov may not have noticed these papers.

Also on page 173, when listing the cognates of the
Chuv. pillak ’'mud’, Egorov has recorded the following
forms: the Turkish, Kirgiz, Tatar bal‘é’ig, Turkﬁxen gg_l_tig.
_ Kara-Kalpak, Nogay balbig, Bashkir balgiq, Altai pallaq,
alga¥, etc. The Chuvash form pilfak is obviously a der-
ivative from one of the .neighbouring languages. .

Egorov has not dealt with the derivation of the Turkish

balsik. In one of my former papers contributed to the o

Tdrkiyat Mecmuas:, I derived the word balixk from the
stem balq. (This contribution was also published in German,
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in Ural-altalache Jahrbticher,) The author has not come to

hear of these, either, -

' On page 174, the Chuv, savil ’dagger, wedge' has
been'com_iected by Egorov with the word ii.s'ii ’dagger,
" wedge’, current in the Altai dialects. This allows us to
suppose that, in the author's view, the word 558_1_5_ goes
back to the form 3_16_1_8_ In my opinion, however, it ie
easier to compare the Chuv. savll with gigil, a word
represénted in the Anatolian dialects (Ankar‘a, Kaatamdnu,
- Kttahya), meaning "an iron or wooden wedge ‘forxcutting
up big blocks of wood, hard to chop, by placing it in a
slit made by the axe". In Anatolia, besides the word
sigil other forms are also used such as siyil ’iron or
wooden wedge for cvutting wood’ (Kdtahya, Zonguldak,
Bolu, Ganakkale, Sivas) and singil (Zonguldak).

The stem of the Turkic sifil (sfyil, singil) is not
known, This word obviously goes »Back to yeljy-old times,.
Therefore, - it can quite easiiy be connected with the Chu-
- vash form 'savil, . | _

On page 174 the author has faxled to mention that
the Chuv, sazan - carp is a loan-word from. Tatar We
.know that the counterpart of the ‘Turkic sound -z- is- -r--
in Chuvash. Consequently, a form m shqu_ld be in-
ferred to exist in Cuvash. vFor ‘this reason, -the Ch‘uv,.'

sazan is obviously a loan-word from Tatar.
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 The entry under _aix_rﬁ ’vessel, pot’ is also to be
corrected. The Chuv. savit is known to be related to
the words savut ~ savit 'id.'. current in the Turkic lan-
guages, (Cf. H Paasonen 1908, ) Egorov, when hstmg
the cognates of the Chuv, savat has added the word sepet
to the words savut &~ savit: Turkish sepet, Turkmen sebet,
Uzbek gg_vé_t_ ‘basket’, etc. At the end of the entry, .he has
observed that this word is "preaﬁmably a loan-word from
‘Persian". 4 -

“The Turkish g_gm_a_t_ (Turkmen sebet, etc.) .are known

to be loan-words from Persian, However, it is wrong of '

the author to compare the Turkic word savut ~ savit with

the Persian sepet, disregarding the diffezjence in meaning.
This comparison, based on similarity in soundving. alone, ’
is mcorrect.

On page 175, he has given the Turklsh form seki as

the only cognate of the Chuv,. sakil, sakflta ’ step’. Yet,
in the Turkic lénguages,‘ﬂxe form sgekil is in.use. as
‘well as seki. _ _

On page 177, he has compared the Chuv. salma
. 'flour paste’ with the Tat. salma and the Bashk. halma.
On this evidence, it is obvious that the Chuv. 8alma is
a loan-word from Tatar.

An examplé in point of Egorov’'s working method is

the entry under sukidr ’blind’, on page 193. On analyzing
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the Chuv. sukkir, the author has added the Kaszakh, Kara-
-Kalpak, -Nogay &q&, Tat. suqir, Bashk. huqir, etc. to
the Turkish kér. Egorov has adopted the view, that there
is an etymological connection between the Turkic words kor
and soqur, addin'g however that k6r is ’presumably’ a loan-
~word from Pelrsian. |

‘The Turkic kdr is undoubtedly a loan-word from Per-
sian. For that reason, it is wrong to compare the words

soqur and kér (> gor, qur).

The Turkic counterpart of the Chuvash word gamrik
’young’, on page 202, is not known, The only word to
which it bears'phonetical and sefnantic resemblance, is
the Hung. gyermek ’child’. M.R&sinen (1926) was the
first to propose the derivation of the Hung. gyermek from
Turkic. 2. Gombocgz, .. when reviewing -
R3s3nen’s work (1921, p,84) took the position that this
word was not in use m any other language except Chuv;sh.
L.Résonyi (1966), took up the subject of a connection
between the Chuv. famrik and the Hung. _gxermek.v

On page 205, the author has classed among the
Turkic cognates of the Chuv, $3kin- 'to kneel’, the word
ytktn- "to kneel’, as well as the stem ok~ (~ Suk-),
The author has in.correcﬂy connected the Chuvash form
with the verb Y8k-,

Egorov has recorded the word yu ’brook, spring’
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among the cognates of the Chuv, é‘le ' spring, fountain, well’
(p. 206). This word is known to be a very old one in the
Turkic languages, cf. Pelliot (1930a), Sinor (1964). 'The word
til ‘river’ is current even in the present-day Turkic lan-
guages. Nevertheless, the form Yulye, represented in the

Azeri dialects, cannot be compared with the Chuv. 8il,

either in terms of phonetics or in those of semantics.
Under this heading, Egoi‘ov has also grouped the Tur-
kish and Gagauz words kuyu as cognates of the'Chuv. éﬁ_l_.
This word is known to go back to the form quduq. There-
fore, it is impossible to compare the Chuv, 5_51_ with the

Turkic form kuyu (< quduq).

On page 207, Egorov has connected the Chuv, _sf_ilxé_:g
’flour’ with the Turkic word un, without mentioning that
the Turkic un is a loan-word from Chinese. The author
may have been unaware of the existence of the papers on
this subject, To my knowledge, P.Pelliot (1922, p.177)
was the first to suppose the Turkic un to be a loan-word
from Chinese, L. Ligeti (1938,p.192) and M.Risinen (1949,
PP. 87 and 189) connected this word with the Korean (in
Ligeti’ s work: Sino-Korean) word pun. In G,J.Ramstedt’s
view (1932,p.246) the Korean pun has been borrowed from
Chinese. A,J.Joki (1952, pp.366-367) also adopted the
view that the Korean pun is a derivative fron‘a Chinese. He

made, however, certain reservations concerning the
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. Chinese derivation of the Turkic word un. In his view,
this word can also be traced back to the Turkig stem gé-
(ov-, uv-, u-). The derivation of the word un from the
stem uv- was earlier proposed by W.Bang, as well
(1918-19, pp. i4¥15). o M.Risianen (1969,p.514) derived
the word un ciirectly from the stem uf-. G.Clauson stated
under un (p.166) that this word is represented in all .
p’reeent-day Turkic languages; howsver, he failed to men-.
tion the Chuvash form #andx. |

On page 209, the author has accounted for the word
ée_ée_x_;_ by deriving it from the Chuvash stem g’e_é- ’to
bloom,v to flower’, This word is represented in a good
many Turkic languages besides Chuvash ({eden ’eloguent’).
This.word is of Mongolian origin; for this reason, it can-
not be traced back to the stem ﬁ-.

| When enumerating the cognates of the Chuvash word

8¢v€ "seam’ (p.209), Egorov has added the Uzbek §gq‘to
the Bashkir word YEY.-?“d the Tat, Igz, Becaﬁse of phone-
“tical differences, it would be difficult to compare the Uz-
bek word §9_g with the other instances, grouped under this
heading.

At the end of the entry, the author has recorded ‘the
Kirgiz word tik- "to sew’. This word could have no con-- ;
nection with the form é_é_gé.

On the other hand, it would have been advisable to
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include the Hung. szflcs 'furrier’, It is well- known that
the Hung. szﬂcs is a derivation of the Chuvaeh form
S8vedd (Gombocz, 1912, p. 126), .

On page 209, we find included the Kirgiz ;avord‘
Zoqir, in addition to the Tatar, Bashkir, and Turkmen
cognates of the Chuvash word ¢k¢ ' sturgeon’, It would
be better to omit the latter word, whxch bears no resem-

blance to the word toke (> Cékd).

On page 21_2. the author has grouped togethef the
Turkic cognates of the word §&r§ ’ring’. It has been a
mistake to class the Yakut word d8rd 'ring’ among the
Turkic cognates of the word. The Yakut dérs (M'M'is
a loan-word from Mongolian (Katuzyhski, 1961, p.96). '

Reference may have been made to the Hungarian
word gyflrd ’ring’, too. An éxcellent paper was written
about the derivation of the Turkic ydztk (~ Hung. gylrd)
by L.I;igéti (1958). Of course, the author could not know
of the existence of this paper. V

On page 214, when ‘listing the cognates of the Chuv,
éirﬁ ' alder’, Egorov has added the Tatar form zirek
(zirik) to the words currént in Kazakh, Bashkir, and -
other Turkic languages. The author has adopted the Ta-
tar form zirek from Budagov (Budagov: zirik). It is
known, however, that in the Tatar language there is a

synohymous word xir'e'k besides the form zirek (Paasonen,
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1897,p. 48, and 1903,p.27). I am not sure, whether there is

any connection between the Tatar forme zirek and yirdk.

There can be no doubt, however, that the Chuvash form
_si_réi is a cognate of the Tatar yirék. Even the Karachay
form Jerk, qut_)téd by the author, is a cognate of yirék. At
the end of the entry under #irdk, Egorov has given the
Yakut word sihik A/ sisik. I would suggest, however, that
he should have analysed. the connection between the Yakut
sihik (sisik) and the word yir&k, in terms of phonetics, *
‘ It would have been useful to mention, at the end of
the entry, that a.connection can be established betweén
the Hung. gylrd ’Acer tartarium’ and the Chuv, firék
(2. Gombocz, 1912, p.83), ’ o

On page 214, Egorov has listed the cognafe of the
Chuv. $im¥¢ *fruit’: Turkish yemig, Uzbek, Kirgiz
xgln_ﬁ,- Nogay emis, Kazakh, Kara-Kalpak Ie_x_nﬂ.' etc,
Moreover, he has added the Turkish word yem ’fodder’,
but he has not studied the connection between zﬂx_ and
yem, The Chuv, §imé§ is evidently a derivation from
the stem éi_-_- ‘to eat’, Yet, an important trait of the
word has-escaped the author’s attention. It is well-known
that the counterpart of the Turkic sound -§ (and -¥-) is |
-1 (and -1_-.) in Chuvash, as in Turkish altmig
'sixty’ ~ Chuv. utmil, Turkish yetmig ’seventy'~Chuv,

itm), Turkish gunmg ~ Chuv. k8mé#l, Turkish kig
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Chuv, ﬁ, Turkish lﬁg_»\" Chuv., &l'él_c_, etc. Consequently,
we ought to find the form x_éiqx_é_l_ in Chuvash as a counter-
part of the Turkish yemig. Therefore, the form éﬂég’_
cannot be regarded as normal.

Egorov .pa.s spoken of the Hungarian loan-words from .
- Old Chuvash in several parts of his dictionary. Under
this headixig, it would also have been useful to consider
" the Hungarian word gylUmélcs ’fruit’ when writing the
history of the Chuvash word _éim_éa’. Z,.Gombocz (1912,
pp. 81-2), traced the Hungarian word gytimélcs back to
the Chuvash form xlimig;‘ Yet, it is well-known th$t in
the Hungarian words adopted from Old Turkic the Turkic
sounds -§ (and -§-) have been replaced by -1 (and -1-),
as in. Turkic _t_(i ~ Hung. dél ’noon, South’. Therefore,
the sound cs [¥] in the Hungarian word gyUmélcs has to
be accounted for, The Mongolian form Ii_rrﬁ_ is a loan-
-word from Turkic,

We know that the Chuv, irém ’twenty’, on page
" 214, can be traced back to the Turkic word yirmi
(< yigirmi). Egorov, after enumerating a number of
forms in use in Old and present-day Turkic languages,
has suggested that the word is a compound of the Chuv.
yékér ’twins' ns Turkic ikiz plus the suffix -ma, -mi¥
‘ten’. Linguists have long entertained the idea that the

‘Turkic yirmi (< yigirmi) is a derivation of the numeral .



- 49 -

iki (yiki). G.J.Ramstedt may be quoted as an example.
Ramstedt argued that yigirmi was formed by adding the

Mong. arban ’ten’ to the Turkic yiki (a iki). Ramstedt’s
suggestion needs careful consideration. Egorov, however,
could not quoté é’ny other of the old etimologies of the
word besides 'I'{amatedt' s explanation.

As to Egorov’s suggestion, we know.nothing‘,;;of the
existence of a suffix -ﬁ_'v (-m3¥) ’ten’ in Chuvash. The
name for number ten in Chuvash is vun ( ~ Turkish o_n)
The suffix -_rg'i‘s'_ { ~ -ma), recorded by Egorov, is only
putative, I would suggest that the author has proposed
these forms by having in mind the Chuvash words 8itmé&l
"seventy’ (~ Turkish yetmig) and utmil 'aixty’ (~ Tur-
kish altm1g). The Turkic words altmi¥ and yetmil, in

fact, go back to the stems alti ’'six’ and yeti ’'seven’.

By analogy with the Turkic numerals seksen ( < sekiz on)

and doksan (< dokuz on), attempts were made to explain

the words altmi¥ and yetmi¥ in terms of a compound,

consisting of the elements alti and -m'i‘é, yeti ( > yedi)
g 12 .

and -mif. The suffix -mi¥ (or -mi#) can easily be sup-
posed to have the meaning 'ten’ in these forms, The
more so, as in Turkic languages the forms altan

(< alton < alti on) and yetten (< yetton, < yetti on,

yeti on) are also used for altmi¥ and zetmix; On the

evidence of the Turkic words altmi} and yetmi¥, it can
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be argued that Turkic once had a suffix -mi¥ (or -mi8)
with the meaning "ten’. In Ramstedt’s view (1907,p.'16),
the -mib (~ -mi¥) in the words altmiis and yetmil, is

a deverbal suffix. J.Németh (1942-47,p.82) who had

studied the Uralic counterparts of the suffix -mi .

(~ -mil), found that the sound -_X_ at the end of the suffix
-mis (~ -mi§) went back to a sound -s. ' ("Das tlirkische
-§_ ‘geht meines Erachtens. auf urspﬂlngliches -8 zurlck"), '
I think that this view of Németh's cannot be adopted with-
out careful consideration. On the, evidence of the Chuvash

form utmal and ﬁitm'él, altmis and yetmig are the only

forms to be inferred in Turkish.

On page 216, Egorov, in addition to c_omj)aring the
Chuv, $ul 'year’ with the Yakut gil, the Turkish, Turk-
men, Nogay, Bashkir yil, etc,, has also added the word
ya¥ ’age, time of life of a person’, current in Turkic
languages, Up to the present, no connection could be
found between the Turkic yil and ya$. In terms of se-
.mantics, the two words 'are obviously cloge to each other.
Nevertheless, in terms of phonetics, the similarity of
the two words has to be ‘considered with regervation. For
this reason, only the word yil must have been recorded
under this heading as a cognate of a Chuvash word. ‘

On page 220, the Turkish yafirin may be added to

the cognates of the Chuvash word durm, Moreover, a
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previous paper of _L. Risonyi’ 8 might have been mentioned
(1934). In this paper, Résonyi attempted to prove. the
Turkic derivation of the Hung. szdrny ’wing’,

~On page 221, under _5_!1551 "candle’, the Hung. gyertya
might have bgeﬁ included (Gombocz, 1912, pp. 78-80).

On page 224, when listing the Turkic cognates of the
Chuv. fir- *to write’, the author had added the Yakut
suruy- 'to write’ and suruk ’writing’ to the form yaz=-

(> Jaz-). The Yakut suruy- and suruk are loan-words

from Mongolian (See Katuzidski, 1961, pp.23,47,125).
Therefore, it was erromeous of the author to give Y;kut
references in support of that word. On the other hand,
the Hung. fr- ’to write’ should have been included (Gom-
bocz, 1912, pp.87-88). _

The entry under the Chuv. _é‘_il_i__x_ *guilt’, on page
225, also needs cérrecting, Egorov has mistakenly grou-
ped the Altai d’azik ‘error, guilt, crime’ (Verbickij)
among the cognates of the word. In terms of meéning. .
nothing can be said against the comparison. Seen, how-
ever, from the point of view of phonetics, the Chuv.
§ilix cannot be compared with the Altai d’azik (Tur-
kish &z_l_l_t). As a Chuvash counterpart of the Turkish
yazik a form containing an -r- xéﬁlg) may be inferred.
The author has argued that the counterpart of. the Turkic

sound -z- within this word is a Chuvash -l-. As far as
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I know, no other such example can be found in Chuvash,
For this reason, we cannot compare the Chuvash word
$ilix with the Turkish yazk, .
In my opinion, the Chuvas %_ ;nay be compared
with the Kipchak ilik *guilt’: ilik < “yilik > &il¥x. This
word, occurr'u-zg in Et~Tubfet, was connected by T,6Halasi-
-Kun (1947, p.25), too, with the Chuv. §il¥x. |
On page 226, Egorov has grouped into the cognates
of the Chuv. #&irla ’fruit’, the Tat, ¥ilek, the Bashk,
yelek, the Turkish gilek, the Uighur yemid, the Khakass
listek, all meaning ’fruit’. In addition to giving these
references, the ﬁuthor has argued that this word is a
derivation of the Uighur stem ye- 'to eat’,. while tracing
back the word elek to the form ed-lek. A
This entry needs correction on more than one
account. First, to compare the Uighur yemid with the
Chuv. firla is mistaken, The werd yemi¥ has long been
current in the Turkic languages and is known to exist in
" Chuvash, too (8imé&8). It is totally wrong to connect the
Turkish gilek with the Chuv, firla, ’
Coming to the Chuv, étil_', 'g_ita_r ’pillow’, on page
226, Egorov has enumerated the following cognateé:
Uighur yastuq, Turkish yastik, Turkmen yassiq, Kirgiz,
Kazakh Iﬁ@. Kara-Kalpak dastiq, Nogay yastiq, Tatar
yasfig, Yakut gittiq, etc. He has added to all these that
t-he Chuvash, Yakut, Uighur, Uzbek, and Turkmen forms
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can presumably be the derivatives of the stem yat- "to e
down’ (Chuv. “fit-, Yakut sit-, Turkish, Turkmen, Tatar,
etc, yat-). In the author’s view, the word yastiq was
formed from the form yasfig by diseimilation. And.the
Y akut form ﬂt_g‘g, where dissimilation did not take place,
" would be the direct ,counteri;art of the word yatfiq, o
o Egorov has traced back the Chuv. §itar, f8tar to the.
.atem yat- (~ Chuv, xﬁit_:). yet he has not discussed the
grammatical structure of the form . _‘}m '
Having said this by way of explanation, he has added
.at the end of the entry that the Kirgiz, Kaszakh, Kara-
.-Kalpak, etc. word yastiq goes back to the stem yasta-,

On this evidence, we may point out that the author
bas contradicted himself in the entry: in the first part he
has explained the yasfiq in terms of the stem yat-, in
the second part he has derived it from yasta-.

o _ On page 236, the Chuv. tilmal ’interpreter’ is taken
for a loan-word from Tatar (tilma¥), The Turkic word
g__lxﬁg_ was last dealt with by P.Jyrkankallio (1952) and
J.Németh (1958). .

On page 239, notice should have been taken of th.e .
Turkish form toygar besides the words torgay (~s turgay)
among the cognates of the Chuv, tari 'fark, crested lark’

" On page 244, under téve 'camel’, the Hung. teve

has been omitted (Gombocz, 1912, p.129), just as under
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téker ‘mirror’ the Hung. tukér has not been mentioned
(Gombocz, 1912, p.134). It would have been of interest
to include temegen, the Mongolian cognate of the Turkish
word deve (< teve).

Under the‘Chuv. t8nél 'axle’, on page 246, the
Hung. tengely might have been mentioned Gombocz (1912,
p. 128). 4

On page 259, after listing the Turkic cognates of
the Chuv, turd ’God’, the author has added the Sumerian
dingir ’firmament’'. As formerly expounded by B.Lands-
berger (1942, p.96), no connection can be supposed between
the Sumerian dingir and the Turkish teggri (> tanr1) ' God’

On page 267, under tis- ’to push, to endure’, the
author has failed to mention that the Turkic forms téz-

(A tiz-) have been borrowed from Tatar. Yet, on the
evidence of the Hung, tir-, a Chuvash form x&z: seems
to have existed (Gombocz, 1912, pp.134-135).

On page 268, the author has classed among the Tur-
"kic cognates of the Chuv. tina 'young bullock’ the word
dbnen, too. This word is known to be of Mongolian deri-
vation. .For that reason, it would be wrong to compare
the Turkish tana (> dana), and the Turkic word of Mongo-
lian derivation ib_g_e_rl. The Hung. tiné ’young bullock’
might alsd have been included under this heading (Gom-
bocz, 1912, p.130),
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On page 273: under ulma (~ Turkish alma "apple’),
Egorov has explained the etymology of the word alma.
He made use of an older work by B.L\Aunkécsi, though
several pape.rs. on the origin of that word have been pub-
lished recentily.

On page 275, grouped into the Turkic cognafés of
the Chuv. urf ’sober’, the Altai erilll 'sober’ has been
added by Egorov to the Turkic forms ayik (and ayuk).
That word of undoubtedly Mongolian origin need not have
been recorded under this heading, _ '

On page 275, he has compared the Chuv. uram

'road’ with the Turkic form uram (~ oram). He should

have i;xdicated that this word is a loan-word from Mongo-
lian. ' ,

On page 276, the Kirgiz, Turkmen a_1-_§g. Uzbek
karaarfa, Kazakh, Kara-Kalpak arfa need not have been
included among the cognates of the Chuv. urtf¥ °’juniper’
- Turkish ardig, - Altai, Tatar, Baehkir,glfil, etc,

On pages 291-292, the word ximi§, xumi) ’reed’

is a loan-word from Tatar.

On page 293, after listing the cognates of the Chuv.
xintfr ‘beaver’, Egorov maintains that the Turkic qundusz
’beaver’ is a derivative from Arabic. This word is |

known to have existed in Turkic for a very long time,
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therefore it cannot be supposed to Se derived from Arabic.
In J.Németh’s opinion (1942-1947, p.76), the Turkic qunduz
may be compared with the Hung. héd ’'beaver (castor,
fiber, lutra)’. The Hung., héd has cognates in the Ugric
languages, as well, I

On pages 294-295, he has registered both the word 4
kiin and the word girqin among the Turkic cognates of the 4
Chuv. x¥rxim. The Chuvash form xirx¥m must obviously
go. back to the word girgin, For this reason, the Old Turkic
word kin need not have been included under this heading.

Ag to the Chuvash word M 'sun’, Egorov has

compared it with the word quya‘ (> qoya¥) in common

use in the Turkic languages. He has added -to that'vthat the
. word quya} is a derivation of the Turkic stem kily-, kSy-
’to burn’ (p.297).

In terms of phonetices, nothing can be said against
the connection of the Chuv. xével with the Common Turkic
9.‘;‘12'.!- It has long been known that the Chuv, :_ciy_el goes
‘back to the word quya¥, What is new, however, is the
derivation of the Turkic word g_\iya_x from the stem kty-,
kdy-. No connection whatever can be supposed between . _
the word guxax and the stem kiy-, kdy-, either in terms
of vocalism, or consonantism. '

Egorov has grouped the following forms into the

Turkic cognates of the Chuv. xeser “barren’: the Kirgiz,



- 57 =

Kara-Kalpak, Uzbek, Kumyk, Tatar, Bashkir gisir, Turk-
men g:ﬁ', etc, (p.300). In Egorov's view, the Chuv,
xésér was formed from a hypothetical * x8re¥r ’'not having
a daughter’ (Chuy. xer ~ Turkish qiz with the suffix -sr
~ -gi1z). To sdppose the etymology, the author has referred
to the Mong. ‘keg(laer (ktiser).

When suggesting this explanation, it ;vas the Chuvash
form alone thé.t the author had had in mind., Yet, this word
is known to be represented in all of the Turkic languages.
On the authority of Egorov’ s etymology, we would infer
that we world find the form  gizsiz in the Turkic lan-
guages. But the above-cited inefance proves that the
authors solution cannot be agreed with because of the
other Turkic references. Perhaps the authore may have
had the idea that the Turkic gisir was a derivation from
Chuvash I cannot tell. There are several words in Chuvash
borrowed from the neighbouring Turkic languages. In this
respect, N.Poppe’s paper (1927a) containing essential .in--
‘formation, may be cited. The opposite case is also .
known, viz. a good many Chuvash words ha.ve'b_een adopted
A into the Tatar, MishAer, and Bashkir languages. It is only
from languages as far away from Chuvash as Turkish,
Turkmen or KaraLKaipak that Chuvash words are abasent.
After studying these instances, the solution proposed by

Egorov would be hard to agree with. The same is N,
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Poppe’ s opinion.

On page 302, the author has registered the Turkish
form kaygi as a cognate of the Chuv, xuyxa ’anxiety’.
Then he added that the Turkic g_gx_si (< 93_12‘3) ’to burn’
goes back to the stem kiy-, kbdy-. T

. The Turicish l_(_azg}_ was gad‘u in Old Turkic. And
this form cannot be traced back to the stem kdy-, either
in terms of vocalism or in terms of consonantism.

The Chuvash form xuyxi may be considered a loan-
-word from Tatar (m) because of the '-1- within the
word (N, Poppe, 1927a, p.155).

The Chuv. xuran ’cauldron’, on page 307, is known
to be a derivation of the Turkic qazan (~ gazxan). of
the Turkic cognates of the Chuv. xuran, Egorov has reg-
istered the Khakass ,‘gﬁg, the‘Turkish, Kirgiz, Kazakh,
Kara-Kalpak, Nogay, Tatar, Bashkir qazan, the Turkmen
gazan. In addition to these, the Gagéuz word yaran is also
considered by the author as a cognate of the Chuvash word.

The phonetical and semantical similarity between. the
Gagauz _}‘_alaﬂ and the Turkish kazan (< gazsan) is evi&ent
at first sight, Still, despite this similarity, the Gagauz

aran cannot be compared with the Turkish kazan.

The. Gagauz Yaran is of Turkic derivation, This word
is represented in the dialects of Anatolia and of the Bal-

kans in the form harani (> harani). The form hereni,
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occurring in various parts of Anatolia, goes back to this

latter form, as well. The Turkish harani (> harani) is

known to be of Persian derivation (Pérsian hardni). There-
fore, between the Turkish kazan and the vernacular harani
no connection can be posited. An evident example of this

ié that the word kazan is also represented in the Gagauz
Ianguage. _

The Turkish barani wa§ adopted into the langua.gea
of the Balkans, it can be found in Bulgarian, Serbian, aﬁd
Romanian, Fifty years ago, a Bulgarian linguist attempted .
to trace back this word to Old Bulgarian., I pointed out that
this statement was without any foundation whatsoever '
(Rodna Rel XV, 1941, pp. 81-82), _

On the evidence of the above instances, I v&ould ar-
gue that no chance of comparing the Gagaugz *ﬂ.‘jﬂ with the
Turxish kazan (~ Chuv. xuran) has been left.

Ivan Duridanov, in hie work, published in 1960
(Stari tjurski gaemki v bilgarski ezik, Issledovanija y
¥est na Marin S.Drinov, Sofia 1960, pp.429-445), discus- ‘
sed the derivétion of the Bulgarian charanija. Unfortu-
nately, I could notget access to Duridanov'a.paper in
Ankara, A

On page 308, the author has listed the cognates of

the Chuv, xuran 'beech tree’': the Uzbek gayin, Kazakh
gayin, Kara-Kalpak gaying, Nogay, Bashkir gayin, Turkmen
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‘gyx_n, Sagai, Shor ﬂz%_. Tuva yadip, Khakaéa Fx’l},
'Yakut _}?_t_tg; On this evidence, this word can be traced
back to the form 3_19_. Thus, these forms cannot be
compared with the Mong. s(an).

‘ The Chuv. xurintal, on page 308, has been taken
into Chuvash from the neighbouring Turkic la.mguages. as
observed by Egorov, as well (£ garinda¥ ’brother’). As
the Turkic gar‘inda! is a derivation of the stem garin
(~ Chuv, Xirim,-in the author's view, a form xirimta}
ought to have been borrowed into Chuvash),

The Chuvash counterpart of the Turkic garin i§
Xirdm. Yet, on the evidence of the Turkish altmi¥ Chuv,
utmal, Turkish yetmig, Chuv. itm¥l, Turkish gﬂmﬂg‘
(< ktimuf) ~ Chuv. kfmél, I would argue that a form
like :iir!mta% can hardly be an original Chuvash counter-
part of the Turkic garindal. We would better adopt the V
view that the Chuvash form Xir3mta8 was borrowed from
Tatar. N.Poppe (1927a, p.155) also derived the Chuv.
xurintad from Tatar. '

On page 309. the author has compared the Chuv,
xurlaxan 'red currant’ w1th the Tat, gorrixg 'red
currant’ and with' the Kazakh garlixan ' gooseberry’ .

- Moreover, he has included under this heading the Kirgisz,
Bashkir gara‘at, Uzbek goratat 'black éurra,nt', though

these words have nothing in common with the Chuv.
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xurldxan. ‘ ‘

On page 314, he has taken the Turkish haber, the
Kazakh, Kara-Kalpak, Nogay, Turkmen habar, Kirgiz
gabar for loan-words from Arabic, under the Chuv. Xipar
'news’. The Hung. hir might also have been grouped
under this heaeing. Gombocz (1912, pp.83-84) agreed
with the derivation of the Hung, hir from Turkiem Still,
in recent years, Hungarian linguists have -thought the
Turkish derivation of this word controversial,

On page 314, the author has recorded the Turkic
cognates of the Chuv, Xirim ’'abdomen’ (karin, garin,
Faﬂ!}" etc.). In recent years, attempts have been made
. to explain the Bulgarian korem by deriving it from Turkic
(E.Boev, 1965a, p.11),

The Turkish g___1_1:_ (~ Chuv, ga_t&_r), on page 318,
is a derivatlve from Persian, in Egorov's view. This
word has long been supposed to be of Persian origin. In
_J;Németh's opinion (1953., p. 14), however, this word is
‘a genuine Turkic word, On discussing the etymology of
the Turkic 'éad'ir (Eafir) Egorov should have taken
Németh s opinion into consideration.

' Then,” for the hxstory of the Chuv, !atar, it would
‘have been useful if the author had known of the Turkic
_,'orlgm of the Hung. Egg_r. The Turkic sound ¥- changed

to s- in Chuvash Consequently. the Chuvash form datir
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has recently been adopted from Tatar (Tat, ‘é_a_l_ﬁ_r)

The Chuv. ¥&na ’fly’ is known to be derived from
the Turkish gsinek., When listing the cognates of the word,
Egorov has added the following words to the word sinek:
Uzbek suna, Kirgiz, Kazakh, Kara-Kalpak sono, Yellow
Uighur sona 'gadi!y. forest fly’,. Nogay sona 'wasp’'. It
was unjastifiable to compare these words with the Turkish

The Turkish sinek was taken into Hungarian, too
(szdnyog ’mosquito’). The word szt’mxog was analyzed
pbonetically and semantically by L. Ligeti (1935a),

On page 335, Egorov states that he has not been
able to find in Turkic a counterpart for the Chuv, _‘éﬁ
*bead’. As to me, I would suggest that the Chuv, Sirfa
should be compared with the Turkish sirga,

Also on ‘page 335, under the Chuv, Eirt 'bristle’,

the Hung. serte (~ s6rte) 'bristle’ should have been

taken into account ('Gomb.ocz. 1912, p.'117). As cognates
the following words were also recorded by Gombocaz: the
Tatar §irt ’bristles’ (Budagov) and the Teleut ¥irke,
Yirkek (Verbickij),

On page 335, when listing the cognates of the Chuv,
$8rka 'nit’, Egorov has confused the Turkish sirke with
a Turkish word of Persian derivation sirke ’vinegar’,

At the end of the entry, he has also included the Persian
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word sirka,

Sirke ’nit, egg of louse’ is a Turkic word., It is well-
known that the Hung., serke is also a loan-word .from Tur-
kic (Gombocz, 1912, pp. 116-117). This word (sirke) cannot
be compared with the word sirke 'vinegar’, of Persion
origin., It has See'n erroneous to include the latter word
under this heading, . -

The Chuvash word on page 342 '_i_yi:é. iyax 'sleep’
has obviously been taken into Chuvash from one of the
neighbouring languages, |

_ On page 346, the Hung., tirém_ ’vermouth, wormlwood'
should have been added to the Turkic cognates of the Chuv.
erém ’absinthe’ (Gombocz, 1912, pp.136-137). On the
other hand, the Turkmen word El'é_a_‘l 'absinthe’ should
have been omitted,

On page 347, the author has traced back the Chuv,

yﬁlavéi, yulavad to the Turkic xalavag 'prophet’, then he

added the words yolav{:'i or yulavt‘i, used in the Turkic

languages with the meaning 'passenger’. After listing these
data, the author added that these forms were derivatives
of the Turkic stem yol (~ yul) ’road’. In my view, how-
e;rer, it would be hard to agree with the derivation of the
Turkic yalaval from the stem yol (or yolla-).

~On page 3.55, the word xa_.vs. 'young’ is a loan-word-
from ‘Tatar (Tatar yal). . | '
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Here I conclude my review of Egorov’s dictionary,
despite the fact, tl;at there are many more entries needing
correction, supplementing or criticiem e.g. Chuv. arpus
*watermelon’ (p.32), pural 'badger’ (p.165), sur- 'to
spit’ (p.196), é‘a_ls’g'\l ‘bread’ (p.205), tapir ’place where
cattle rests and waters at midday’ (p.230), té’ﬂg ’ prison’
(p.248), ulput 'owner of a large farm’ (p.273), eic.

In a work like this, it is quité natural that mistakes,
shortcomings, and errors should occur. And it is particu-
larly the case for an etymological dictionary of a language
like the Chuvash, . '

Etymological dictionaries of a great many Turkic lan-
guages’ have been coxr:piled in recent fears. E.g., the .
Institute for Linguistics of the Kazakh -Acade.my of Sciences
published the etymological .dictionary of the Kazakh lan-
guage in 1966. Moreover, Agamusa Ahundov started to
publish the historical-etymological dictionary of the
Azerbaijani language’ in 1971, Egorov’s dictionary is an-
_other important step in that direction. Further on,. Tur-
cology would gain much by an etymological dictionary of
the Yakut language, as yet unwritten. Stanislaw Kalu -

zifski’'s work, Mongolische Elemente in der jakutischen

Sprache, published in 1961, is the first hopeful sign in

that direction.
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To conclude, I am sure that Egorov’s dictionary
will be a much used reference work, often consulted in

the course of our future Turkological studies.



