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0. Introduction



State of the art

 The importance of Mari evidence for the Chuvash linguistic history

* Chuvash-Mari contacts (mostly in the post-Mongol invasion period). Significant progress was
made in a number of fundamental works over the 20t century (Rasianen 1920; Fedotov
1990), but many aspects remain poorly understood.

* [tis impossible to establish the Chuvash-Mari “correspondences” (rules for the sound
substitutions in Chuvash loans into Mari) based on the current state of research - especially
for vowels.

* The history of Chuvash vocalism is well researched and described in much detail, mainly in
the works by 0. A. Mudrak (1993, 1994, 2002, 2006).

* To what extent is that true for the history of Mari vocalism?



Reconstruction of Proto-Mari first-syllable vocalism

 The works by E. Itkonen (1954), G. Bereczki (1994);
e A critical evaluation of these works and a new reconstruction in (Aikio 2014).
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» Aikio’s paper is rightfully seen as a big step forward in Proto-Mari reconstruction (criticism of

resorting to “sporadic” changes; search for specific contexts in which certain phonological
changes took place).

* Yet, both internal Mari issues and external (genealogical + areal) considerations call for a
radical re-interpretation of the Proto-Mari vowel system (and beyond).



Issues in Mari historical phonology

a large number of Mari lexemes lack an etymology (and are still involved as etymological material
in the Proto-Mari reconstruction)

a large number of non-trivial correspondences between the Mari varieties that have not been
discussed in the previous literature

“unconditioned” split developments from Proto-Uralic to Proto-Mari

(1) the historical phonology of Mari is not correlated with those of other languages of the Volga-
Kama Sprachbund (first of all, Chuvash and the Volga Kypchak languages).

Solution

The problem cannot be solved from a Uralic perspective alone: the number of inherited lexemes in
Mari is very limited (ca. 300-3507). Given the objective complexity of Mari historical phonology, it
is impossible to provide a valid reconstruction solely based on the native vocabulary (cf. ca. 900
inherited lexemes underlying the study of Chuvash historical phonology in Mudrak 1993). At the
same time, the number of old Turkic loans in Mari exceeds 2000.

Further progress in the Proto-Mari reconstruction requires:
* an analysis of Turkic lexemes borrowed into Late Proto-Mari;
* mutual correlation and synchronization of Mari & Volga Turkic historical phonologies.



Primary objectives

* compiling an etymological dataset based on the boJibil10¥ MapUCKO-pyCCKUU
cioBapb (1990-2005) and other lexicographic sources

* focus on internal analysis (incl. morphophonology, derivational patterns, obscure
compounds, etc.)

Caveats and conventions

* a Turkological background

* the up-to-date PU reconstructions taken from overviews by A. Aikio and. M. A.
Zhivlov

* both Mari and Volga Turkic data presented in UPA (wherever possible)

* terminology: Volga Bulghar : Old Chuvash; pre-Proto-Mari: (Late) Proto-Mari :
Common Mari; East Mari (incl. Meadow Mari) : West Mari (incl. Hill Mari).



1. Areconstruction of Proto-Mari
first-syllable vowel system



The Proto-Mari close “reduced” and “full” vowels

PM *u

PM *u

MM i (-3- in certain contexts)
HM o

MM i

HM i

MM 1

HM s (NW 3)
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Itkonen 1954: the contrast “full vs. reduced” reconstructed
back to PM

Bereczki 1994: reduced vowels as a result of secondary
“sporadic changes” + an attempt at discussing the Mari
contrast together with very similar oppositions found in
Chuvash & Tatar




The Proto-Mari close “reduced” and “full” vowels

PM *u

MM i (-3- in certain contexts)

HM o

MM i

HM i

MM u

HM s (NW 3)
MM u

HM u

MM u

HM 5 (NW 3°)
MM u

HM u
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e Aikio 2014: support for Itkonen’s viewpoint + following
observations:

The original distinctive factor between Proto-Mari i, *ii, *u and *i, *u, * was not neces-
sarily full vs. reduced articulation. It is likely that the opposition became phonetically
restructured as such under the influence of Turkic languages. The original distinctive

factor could also have been length or height, or a combination of these features.

1) PMari *i and *u are reflexes of PU close and mid front vowels (*i, *ii and *e), whereas
PMari *i and *ii are reflexes of PU *3 and *i. There appears to be one minor condi-
tioned exception: PU *ja- and *ni- can be reflected as PMari *ji-.

2) PMari *u is the reflex of PU *u, whereas PMari *u occurs as the reflex of PU *o. There is
a conditioned exception: PMari *li can also reflect PU *o when adjacent to a labial con-
sonant (*p, *m or *w).



The Mari close vowels from an areal perspective

* The Mari vowel system is synchronically very similar to those of Volga Turkic
languages (cf. esp. Hill Mari & Chuvash, esp. Northern Chuvash varieties). From a
historical viewpoint, this should be seen as a result of convergence of the
corresponding (originally dissimilar?) vowel systems. Shared phonological isoglosses
must be unidirectional.

* This is not the case if we look at the current Mari reconstruction against the
background of Volga Turkic.



The Mari close vowels from an areal perspective

Current Mari reconstruction Chuvash (& Volga Kypchak)

*, U > MM I, U *I, U > LU~®
HM 9 (NW [, U)

*,U > MMI, U *1j, Uw > I,U

HM L, U (NW L, U)

Cf.:

Ch. s3°rda ‘eye of a needle’ < PTk *jurtu vs. $ir3J, dial. $3°vrd ‘young of an animal’ < PTk
*I [}
jabrl.



The Mari close vowels from an areal perspective

A revised Mari reconstruction?

*[, U > MM, U
HM 9 (NW ], U)

(at least, in some cases)
*Ij (+ *Iw?),*Uw> MMI U
HMI, U (NW], U)

Chuvash (& Volga Kypchak)

*I,U

*1j, Uw

>

LU



A new interpretation: “lax” vs. “tense” close vowels

* (f. the contrast between lax and tense vowels in the history of Chuvash (Mudrak 1993,
SIGTJa 2002) and partly in the contemporary Chuvash (the opposition between the
“plain” u (~ Upper Chuvash o) and the tense u (= (1) emerging from old sequences with
a glide.

 Notation: *1, *y, *u for “lax” Proto-Mari close vowels: *1, *{, (i for “tense” Proto-Mari
close vowels.



Lax vs. tense close vowels in PM: evidence from Tk loanwords

Old Chuvash:

MM sulak, HM sulak < PM *suwlak ‘health’ <= OCh. *siwlax > Ch. sivlax, dial. NW sulax ‘id.’;
MM suara-, HM Suara- < PM *Suwara- ‘to heat (tr.)’ <= OCh. *suwar- > Ch.. $§3°var- ‘id.”:
NB: the Mari forms cannot be explained based on the modern Chuvash phonology (one would expect
HM sopara-).
MM siile-, HM siilo- < PM *siiwlo- ‘to breathe’ <= OCh. *siiwli- > Ch. dial, siild- “id.’ (cf. Standard Ch. siwla-);
MM iy-alt-, HM iy-olt- < PM *1jy-olt- ‘to mock’ <= OCh. *ijk- > Ch. jok- ‘id.” (with an expected metathesis).



Lax vs. tense close vowels in PM: evidence from Tk loanwords

Volga Kypchak:

MM kurcak < PM *kﬁw(é)réak “doll’ <= VK *quwéréaq > Tat. quréaq 1d.”.
Cf. Kazakh, KKalp., Nogh. quwirsaq with a retained *-uw- sequence. PTk *Kogur- (turcet #482).

MM (dial.) purlo, HM purls < PM *puwr(3)1s ‘bay (horse)’ <= VK *buwrals > Tat. burls ‘roan, bay-roan’
(technically, can be a Chuvashism as well: pa°ve°rle, dial. purld);

MM pura, HM pura < PM *pﬁwra ‘log-house’ <= VK *buwra > Tat. bura “i1d.” (can be a Chuvashism as well:
Ch. pura, (!) dial. pa°vra);

MM kis, HM kis < PM *kijaé (regularly from %k jos) ‘resin, (pine) pitch’ <= VK *kujes “cud’ >
Tat. kiis-a- “to chew’ (< “kiijs-a-), (!) Bash. kojos “cud’;

Cf. an example in BMPC: k#mipiv mmypamnr “xeBaTh CMOIY .



Close vowels before inherited PM *w, *j (re-interpreted by analogy)

PU *k, *x, *w, *n, *n, *p, *J, *0, *) > mtermediate *w, *] > zero, not vice versa!

[ > *]:
*31j “catfish’ (< PU *ceki), *Gijo- “to dress’ (< PU *¢iki-), *t1j ‘louse’ (< PU *tiji), *pij ‘dog’ (< PU *peni).

*nﬁje- ‘to come’ (< PU *meni-), *lij- ‘to become’ (< *IVwi-), *kijia- ‘to freeze’ (< PU *kéinéV-), *1] ‘year’ (<

-----

.o W

*wiki), *wij ‘straight’ (< PU *weni-), *¢1j¢o ‘tannin’ (< PU *¢ijéi), *jiwr(o) ‘lake’.

*y > *{: *5{iw ‘coal’ (<PU *éiiéi), *stiw ‘neck’ (< **Gcewd < PU *éepi&i), *stiw ‘pus’ (< PU *sexji), *tiﬁjai
‘pregnant (of animals)’ (< PU *tejnisi), *pﬁ 1 ‘tooth’ (< PU *pin1), *liiwe- ‘to shoot’ (< PU *lew1-), ki) 1- ‘to
cook (intr.)’ (< PU *keji-), *kilw ‘stone’ (< PU *kiwi)

*u > *u: *suwar ‘mortar’ (< U dial. *suwar), *uw ‘new’ (< PU *wudi), *suw- ‘to row’ (< PU *suxi-), *puwo-
‘to blow’ (< PU *puwa-), *puw ‘wood’ (< **puwi < PU *pawi), *luw ‘bone’ (< **luw1 < PU *lew1), *luw
‘ten’ (< PU luka), *kuwd ‘six’ (< *kuwVti), *suwn ‘clay’ (< PU *cuwini), *suw ‘eye (of a needle)’ (< PU

*éuwi).



Other sources of PM * *1, *{i, G

*y > *{1 %y > * before a (pre-)PM consonant cluster with a velar / labial as the first element (most

obviously *ks, *ks + less commonly other combinations):

*iks-anc- ‘to vomit’ (< PU *oksi-), *uks ‘branch’ (< PU *oksa), *suks ‘worm’ (< PU *soksi), *puks
nut’ (< U dial. *paksi), *muks ‘bee’ (< U dial. *meksi). *jﬁkéa— ‘to get colder’ (< PU *jaksi-),
*kuksa “dry’ (PU *koksa), *jﬁkéa ‘swan’ (< ? **jiigkiéi or the like), *miiy-go ‘home’ (< PU *miipi-),
*{ips “smell” (< PU *ipsi).

% > * before PU *3:
*315ta ‘woodpecker’ (< ? U *casna), *pista (< U *pasna), *11s- ‘near’ (< PU *lasi), *wisto spelt’ (< U

*wesna).

- old developments (no Turkic loanwords mvolved)
- most likely, the tense vowels *1, *u, *u were mtroduced mto the pre-PM vowel system as a result of
these changes



A

Other sources of PM * *1, *{i, G

One more late development: **wu- > *wu- in closed syllables (inherited vocabulary + Alanisms + Chuvashisms):

PU *ojwa > pre-PM *uwia (regular development, see below) > *wuj (with a metathesis) > PM *wuj ‘head’.
Oss. wyrd | urdae ‘pemusku, Hutdenku (a part of loom)” > pre-PM *wurt > PM *wurt ‘id.’.
(1) Pre-PM *wurt (= *Burt) => OCh *purt > Ch. *pa°rt ‘mpumBsa B TKankowM ctake (a part of loom)’.
? Oss. wyrdyg | urdug “vertical, upright’ > pre-PM *wurds > PM *Wurda “stalk, stem’.
The alternative etymologv (< PU *warti1) is problematic.
PTk *qurea > Bu. *xorca (a regular development) > OCh. *xowrs3 > pre-PM *(x)uwrsa > *wursd (with the same

metathesis as In wuj ‘head’) > PM *wursa “steel’.

Cf. the development into PM *wu- in open syllables:

PU *wosa “ware’ > pre-PM wuza > PM *(w)uza la- “to sell’;

PTk *urulc— to wage war’ > Bu. *wuruc (Mudrak 1993: 138) > QCh. wuras > Ch. *Vars— 1d.”, but the OCh.
syllable structure retained in pre-PM *wurasa- > PM *wursa- ‘1d.’;

PTk *urug-luke ‘seed’ > OCh. *wuralexa > Ch. va°rla®x, (!) ve“ré“lé“x “1d.”; the OCh. syllable structure retained in
pre-PM *wuralak > PM *wurlak.



A re-interpretation of PM *a vs.*o

PM *& > MM o, HM a
PM *0 > MM o, HM o

Actually, the factors that define the choice { . }
between *a and *o are largely identical to those a

defining the choice between lax and tense close
vowels.

v

rather *>s vs. *0



Pre-PM *> > PM *0 before *w in borrowed vocabulary

{Note:
PM *0 > MM o, HM o before a consonant;
PM *0 > MM u, HM o before a vowel or in the auslaut. }

Evidence from Old Chuvash:

MM soto, HM sota ‘light” < PM *sowta < pre-PM *3owta <= OCh. *sowta (Ch. *éudé ‘id.’) < PTk *jabti;

MM solak < PM *sowlak ‘headscarf® < pre-PM *sowlak <= OCh. *sowlax (Ch. su 115%, sulak “id. ") < PTk *jag-luke;
MM uzo, HM oze < PM *owaze ‘male’ < pre-PM *5waze <= VBu. *owilica ~ CTk *abuc- -qa ‘husband; oldman’;

MM ulak, HM olak < PM *owalak ‘secluded place’ < pre-PM *swalak <= OCh. *swalax (Ch. ullax, secondarily olax
‘1d.”) < PTk *ayilaq.

~ ~

In non-first syllables, Tk. *-aw > pre-PM *-ow > PM *_ow (and no restriction for MM -o#); *-3-0- > *-0-0-:

PM *(X)(SI’(SW < *xorow ‘rebuff’ <= OCh. *xoraw ‘id.’:
PM *pc;xr(;w < *poxr(;w ‘corn-cockle’ < OCh. *poxraw ‘1d.’
PM *postow < *postow ‘cloth’ < OCh. *postaw ‘id.’



Pre-PM *> > PM *0 before *w in inherited vocabulary
MM omo, HM om < PM *owms ‘sleep’ < pre-PM *>wma < PU *ad-ma;
MM kod(3)-, HM kod(3)- < PM *kow-8- ‘to stay’, *kow-8a- ‘to leave’ < PU *kada- “to leave’:
For the suffix m *kéw—&—, cf. PU *luki- > PM *luw-8- “to count’.
MM ju, HM jo < PM *jow ‘magic, spell’ < pre-PM *jowa < PU *jada- “to do magic’;
MM 35u-, HM $o- < PM *sow- ‘to arrive’ < pre-PM *sow- < PU *saxi- “to arrive’;
MM sue, HM soe < PM *Sowe ‘a k. of duck’ < pre-PM *sowV < PM *éoéka;
MM koz, HM koz < PM *kowz ‘spruce’ < pre-PM *kowsa < PU koxsi:
MM lu (but1os “in half’), HM lo < PM *low ‘interval, gap’ < pre-PM *lowa < U dial. *lowa.

Also PM *kow- < pre-PM *kuw- (a fully regular development):
MM kua-, HM koa- < PM *kowae- ‘to row” < pre-PM *kuwja- < PU *kajwa-;
E dial. kowa, HM koe < PM *kowPa “wave’ < pre-PM *kuwba < PU *kompa;
MM kon, HM kon ‘lye’ < PM *kown ‘lye’ < pre-PM *kuwna < PU *kuwni;
MM kol-, HM kol- < PM *kowl- “to hear’ < pre-PM *kuwle- < PU *kuwli-;
MM kuyu, HM koyo < PM *kowyow ‘big’ < pre-PM *kvw=kuw (REDP) < PU *kuwa ‘long’;
MM kua-, HM koa- < PM *kowa- ‘to weave’ < pre-PM *kuwa- < PU *kuda-.



Other sources of PM *0

pre-PM *5 (< PU *a, *o + *e under certain conditions) > PM *0 before consonant clusters with a velar / labial as
the first element (such as *kt, *ks, *ks, *ng, *pl, *md, *mb, *pp, *pt):

PM *kokta “two" < pre-PM *kokta < PU *kakta;

PM *p{;kté- “to drive’ < pre-PM *pokta- < PU *pak-ta- (caus.):

PM *tokto ‘a k. of duck’ < pre-PM *tokta < PU *tekti:

PM *moks ‘liver” < pre-PM *moksa < PU *meksa;

PM *10ks-anc- ‘to adze’ < pre-PM *1oks < *loke- < PU *lekei=;

PM *pégg% ‘mushroom’ < pre-PM *popga < PU *pepka:

PM *onge ‘loop’ < pre-PM *opga < PU *oyki:

PM *kégla "armpit’ < pre-PM *koyla (with an early *pl) < PU *kapa-ila:
PM *6gl-aks ‘jaw” < pre-PM *opla (with an early *pl) < PU *api-liwi:

PM *omda- “to collect (of milk in the breast)’ < pre-PM *omda- < PU *a/emta-;
PM *komda “bask basket’, *komda-s "lid" < pre-PM *komda < PU *kamti:
PM *lomba < pre-PM *lom=pa < PU *Gemi=pa/uwi lit. ‘birdcherry-tree’;
PM *0PB3 “father-in-law’ < pre-PM *appa < PU eppi:

PM *opta- “to bark” < pre-PM *opta- < PU *apta-;

PM *opta- "to put’, *optas ~ *oktas ‘trap, noose’ < PU *ekta-.



Other sources of PM *0

Before pre-PM *| < PU *I:
PM *kol “fish’, *kola- “to fish’ (> *kol3z3 “fisher’) < pre-PM *kol, *kol3- < PU *kala, *kala-:
PM *kola- ‘to die’ < pre-PM *kola- < PU *kali-:
PM *tol- ‘to come’ < pre-PM *tol- < PU *talwa- ‘to bring’;
Note PU *Iw > pre-PM *1 (a very early development, cf. *tel “winter’, *nelo “heavy”).
PM *3013 “elm tree’ < pre-PM *3ol < U dial. *éalV;
PM *3013 “gut’ < pre-PM *¢old < PU *cali;
PM *sol- “to steal’ < pre-PM *sola- < PU *sala-.

The rule does not seem to apply i pre-PM consonant clusters with *1 as the first element: PU
*salka- ‘to stand’> pre-PM & PM *Solya-.



Other sources of PM *0

Before early pre-PM *s5 < PU *s:
PM *30z ‘barley’ < pre-PM *3ozo (with an assimilation) < PU *¢asi;
PM *toit- “to dare’ < pre-PM *tost- < PU *tosti-;
PM *to§ “back side of an axe’ < pre-PM *ta3(k) < PU *taskV.

Cf. pre-PM *; > *] in the same position (see above).
In pre-PM *p-p:
PM *pop-97 ‘bosom’ < pre-PM *pop-aza < PU *popi’;
PM *popaz- ‘to be awake’ < pre-PM *popaz- (no further etymology).

Cf. the development of *e in the same position (see below).

(+ some other contexts)



A new phoneme: PM tense *é

f
PM *¢ > MM e, HM ¢ 1 i
| Y
\
e

v

PM *¢ > MM e, HM i

Largely the same conditioning factors and the
same outcome (the HM reflex of the tense vowel
is one degree higher than the reflex of the
equivalent lax vowel).



Pre-PM *e > PM *é before *j in Chuvash loans

PM *6éjk “boundary’ < pre-PM *éejk(a) <= OCh. *éejka <PTk *éé_ka ~ *ééjka ‘1d.’;
PM *ejr ‘morning’ < pre-PM *ejr <= OCh. *ejr < PTk *er ~ *¢jr “early; morning’:
PM *é jrak “will, freedom’ < pre-PM *ejrok <= OCh. *¢jrok < PTk *erk (a variant
reconstructed in SIGTJa 2006: 201 alongside PTk *erk);

PM *wejm ‘brain’ < pre-PM *wejm(a) <= VBu. *bejme < PTk *be/ejyi “brain’.

VBu. > Ch. mim-a, dial. vim-a (with a diminutive suffix). NOTE: pre-PM *ej/w >
PM *ej/w in a pre-consonant position only; otherwise pre-PM *ej/w > PM *1j/w (cf.
cases such as PM *wij “strength’, *pij “dog’, etc.). Therefore, PU *widimi would rather
yield MM wim, HM wim < PM *wi(j/w)m. Also note the semantic difference (U
“‘marrow’ vs. Mar1 ‘bramm’ = Tk. “bram’).



Pre-PM *e > PM *é in older vocabulary

Before pre-PM *w, *j:

PM *léwBa— “to melt’, *léwﬁa ‘warm’ < pre-PM *lewbe-, *lewbo < PU *lampi-, *lampi;
Cf. a diffirent development in the minimal pairs PM *lef-ed- ‘to cover’ < PU *lapi- and PM *lep
“top of the head” < PU *lappi.

PM *wewno ‘son-in-law’ < pre-PM *wepweo < PU *wapiw:
For the metathesis *-gVw (> *gwV) > *-wpV, cf. the development in PU *nataw etc. (see
below).

PM *méji ‘sheep wool’ < pre-PM *mejzo < **majsa < U dial. < PIIr. *maisa- ‘ram’;
Cf. a note by S. Holopainen (2019: 142): "The Mari word is probably also a late loan in any case,
as it does not show any trace of the diphtong *ai".

A reflex of PM *jol=tejr lit. ‘foot-sled’ > Ch. jolder ‘ski’.

Other contexts:

- at least in *p-p-, cf. PM *péggaSa ‘hard, firm’ and the same tendency in the history of %0,



Additional support for *é based on external (Chuvash) evidence

Ch.i<OCh. *1 => PM *e after *g—, *1- and word-initially;
otherwise PM *u.

PTk *jar ‘steep bank’ > OCh. *sir > Ch. éir, PM éér;

PTk *jar- ‘to write’ > OCh. *sir- > Ch. *éir—, PM *géra—;

PTk *jarloke ‘order, announcement’ > OCh. *sirlaxp > Ch. sirlax ‘pardon’, sirlax- ‘to pardon’,
PM *éérlaxe- 1d.”;

PTk *cto ‘companion’ > Bu. *ejse > OCh. *ji§ > Ch. ji§ ‘family’, PM *jes ‘id.’.

PTk *arig ‘clean’ > OChv. *irs > Chv. ira, PM *ero ‘id.’;

PTk *al- > OChv. *il- > Chv. “il- (secondary > 1l-) “to take’, borrowed into late pre-PM as *el +
verbal *-Al-, then regularly pre-PM *eldl- > PM *nil- ‘id.”.

Ct.:
PTk *talku > OCh. *t115 > Ch. tild ‘flax brake’, PM *tuls ‘id.’:
PTk *ac- ‘to be hungry’ > OCh. *wis- > Ch. vis-, PM wusa- ‘id.’.



Summary of the Proto-Mari first-syllable vowel system




Summary of the Proto-Mari first-syllable vowel system
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Further development in East Mari: the merger of lax and tense vowels.

In West Mari: convergence with Chuvash (especially archaic varieties spoken in Northern Chuvashia).



A phonemic representation of the native Mari vowel system

/i), */1/ M/, /*u/ *//, */u/
*/e/, */c/ */0/, */0/



PU > pre-PM > PM

pre-PM PM




New findings in Mari etymology I: Mari morphophonology and
Uralic etymology

PM *konda ‘to bring’ < PU *kan-ta-, PM *kost- “to walk’ < “koj-sst- (iter.) < PU *kani- (cf. PM *3sokte-
‘to sound’ < *32j-akta- (caus.) < PU *coji-);

PM *koj- “to appear, be seen’ < PU *kaja-, PM *konca- ‘to appear 1 a dream; to seem’ < 'k'.)j—éﬁéé—
(intens.);

PM *kola ‘mouse’ < *koajela < *koj-al- “to come into sb’s view often / to move fast= Mmempkats’ < ? *koj-
“to appear, be seen’ / *kaj- “to go’ (cf. MM kostam “Menbkath’ < “koj-ast-);

PM *kow-8a- ‘to leave (tr.)’, *kow-alta- ‘to throw’ < PU *kada-:

PM *kudal- ‘to run, gallop (of animals); to go (of transport)’ < *kul-6-al- (intens. inch.) < PU *kulki- ‘to
move’,

PM *pijsta- ‘to put’ < *pyj-aste- < *pyjﬁi— < PU *peni-;

PM *pué‘ﬁj “tick, mite’ < *pﬁw—tij lit. “tree louse’ =~ Turk.



New findings in Mari etymology II: non-trivial OCh and VK loans

MM iksa, dial. igsa (1), HM iksd < PM *1jgsa ‘bay; channel’ <= OCh. *ijpsi “back of the head; neck’ (Ch. jenza,
onza < PTk *ejpsa, JIt16o 2013: 401).
Cf. Ch. pir ‘throat > bay’; other terms for “bay’ in Mari: wiid-loyar (“throat’), wiid-tiirfo (‘lip’), wiid=jol
(‘leg’).
PM *aye- “to rob’ < OCh. *aka- ~ CTk. *¢ke- ‘to be insolent, quarrel’ (turcet #750);
PM *kaPa “womb’ < OCh. *kapa ~ CTk. *gép- ‘to swell (of a belly, etc.)’ (turcet #1479);
PM *(o)mals- ‘to sleep’ < OCh. *am-a-la- ‘to doze, sleep’ ~ CTk. *am- ‘to be quiet’;
PM *15-to- ‘to do, make’ < VKypch. *i§ ‘work’;
PM *kiloente ‘navel’ < OCh. *kul-an-te ‘the one being tied’ (turcet #1642);
PM *mukta ‘to ride a horse’ < OCh. *muk-at(a)-, caus. from *muk- ~ CTk. *bopgk- ‘to gallop (of a horse)’;
PM *nar-ag- ‘to mould’ < *unar < OCh. *upar ~ CTk. *Sper ‘mold’ (turcet #1164);
PM *puw-ait- ‘to kill’ < OCh. *puw- ‘to choke’:
PM *p1d-al- (inch.) “to protect, intercede” < OCh. *plt- ~ CTk *but- ‘to intervene, intercede’.



New findings in Mari etymology III: Volga Bulghar loans

PM *wujwar ‘tax-gatherer’ < VBu. *bujor-ow < PTk. *bujur-uy “herald’;
PM *wWujrss “prince’ < VBu. *bujor-as;

PM *wujr “awl’ < VBu. *bijr ‘id.’

PM *WﬁrYL ‘stalk, stem’ < VBu. *burxu;

PM *wyo-ol- (iter.) “to wrap’ < VBu. *but- “id.’;

PM *wlIner ‘linen’ < Bu. *bgﬁ; 1d.’;

PM *jen “person’ < Bu. *ﬁy 1d.’;

PM *jud “night’ < Bu. *3118 1d.” (7):

PM *kaPa ‘sky’ < Bu. *yap- “to cover’;

PM *kero ‘truth’ < Bu. *kero ~ CTk. *ker-tii, *ker-cek ‘id.” (turcset #471);
PM *¢olkom “caul, omentum’ < VBu. *¢ow-19x-am (poss. 1sg.?);

PM *iizor “vise, pliers’ < VBu. *5c-or < *ic- ‘10 press’ ~ CTk *8¢- “to submit’ (turcet #763).
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