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Samoyedand Ugric Elements in Old Turkic

DENIS SINOR

1. ay ‘Word’

In Old andMiddle Turkic therearethreeprincipalverbsfor "to speak,to
say": sözle-,te-, and ay-. On their relationshipClausonp. 266hasthis
to say:"There is little differenceof meaningbetweenay-, té:-andsözle:-,
butat any ratein theearliestperioday- seemsto be to someextenthonor

ific, while the othersare not. Noted only as below; apparentlybecame
obsolete when ayut-cameto mean‘to say’.. . ."The mostcompletelisting
of the verb’s occurrences is given by Sevortjan pp. 111-12who makes

the following remark:"cDopMbz euim-,üm-, ‘lyB. aiüm- - 143 aüm- flO
BJiM$1HMM -ii-. focno.1tcTByloateiiB COBMHHbIX TIOKCK11X sI3bIKaX...

nperte ceco B TypeitlcoM, a3ep6aii,EpKaHcK0MH !‘!‘3CIOM - oiia
BaITecHeHapyci riiaroiio - ceüize-, M3BCTHbIM TXK B PIl11
sl3bIKOB 0CTJThHbIX apeaimix rpynn." The occurrencesof ay-aregiven
by Sevortjan p. 111.

It is clearthat, sinceay- cannotbe consideredCommon Turkic, thereis
an apriori likelihoodthat it is eithera loanwordor anarchaicremnantin
Old Turkic. I think it must be connectedwith a Finno-Ugricword, at
testedprincipally in Ostiak.

A word ay ‘Wort, Kunde, Botschaft,Nachricht,etc.’ is knownin vir
tually all the Ostiak dialects. Thereare dialectalvariants ay, and a
number of derived forms, e.g., ay-kel, ay-kul ‘Botschaft, Nachricht’. In
Literary Ostiak Steinitz, 1950 a;’ has the meaning‘Erzahlung,Nach
richt.’ A detailed listing of Ostiak dialectal variants can be found in
Steinitz, 1966,pp. 14-15; cf. also Paasonen,1926,p. 7, andToivonen,
1948,p. 5. Derivationsfrom thesameroot appearin Vogul - assignaled
by Paasonen- e.g.,aygel‘voice, shout’, or in Zyryenayl- ‘berichten’,

listed in Steinitz, 1966.
Phoneticallyas well as semantically,the correspondencebetweenthe

Finno-Ugric andTurkic wordsis unassailable.Theformer do notbelong
to CommonFinno-Ugric,andtheTurkic wordshaveno correspondents
in Mongol or in Tunguz. For this reasonay- cannotbe consideredan
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Altaic or a Ural-Altaic word. It is eitheraUgric loanin Old Turkic, or an

Old Turkic loan in Ugric, or a borrowingby both from a third, perhaps

substratum,language.

2. sab ‘Word’

Ugric connectionscanbe establishedfor anotherword well attestedin

Old and Middle Turkic: sab, say ‘word, speech’.Clausonp. 782who,
mistakenly,admitsonly a say reading,hasthis to say:"the differencebe
tweenthis word andsö:z, if it is not simply one of chronology or dialect
sö:z is rather rarein the earlyperiod, seemsto be oneof quantity;sa:v

seemsto mean ‘a fuLll-Iength speech,a narrativeor story, a message,’
while sö:z seemsto mean basically ‘a single word, or short utterance.’

Very commonin theearlierperiod, but not notedafter the XIV century
except in the hendiaduoinsozsay." DTS pp. 478, 491-92containsa
fairly completelisting of theoccurrencesofsabandsaywhich is certainly
sufficient for our presentpurpose.

As noted by Clauson, the standardCommonTurkic expressionfor
"word" is söz, after the fourteenth-centurysab say disappearedalto

getherfrom thevocabularyof theTurkic languages.Derived formssuch

as,e.g., Turkmensavéi, Uzbek SoVél‘matchmaker <he who speakson
behalfof someone’arestill in use.The word is well attestedin Old and
Middle Turkic sabt savél in the generalmeaning"messenger,"hence
also"prophet."Relevantdataaregiven by Clausonp. 785andDTS pp.
478, 479. Cf. also TMEN III pp. 226-27. Curiously enough,savói

appearsin anundatedbut earlyMongol manuscripttext from Turfan and

is translatedas"Sprecher"by HerbertFranke, 1970 p. 143.J. Hamilton,
1974 p. 114, advancesan ingeniousand credible explanationfor the
"disappearance"of sab saywhich,according to him, developedinto soy-

in Old Anatolian.Thereit servedasa root for theverb soyla- ‘to declare,

to recite’ and brought about - per analogiam- the transformationof
the old verbsOzle-‘to speak,to say’ into soy/c-.Be thatasit may, thefact
remainsthat sab ‘- say henceprobably*saJj cannotbe consideredthe
standardterm for "word" in Old Turkic and even less so in Common

Turkic. The origin of this word alreadypuzzledRadloff WOrterbuchIV,

p. 410, who derived it from Chinese!

Old Turkic sab say must be connectedwith the following Ugric
words: Vogul sa’w, sou,sang‘word, sound,voice’; Ostiaks5u,spy‘voice’,

saw ‘melody’; Hungarianszó pronunciation: sO, root: say- ‘word’. An
up-to-dateand completelisting of all the formsandof therelevantlitera

ture appearsin MSzFgrE III pp. 591-92.
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On phonetic as well as semanticgroundsthe relation betweenthe
Turkic and Ugric forms is undeniable.However, it canbe andhasbeen
explainedin variousways.Todaythereis generalagreementon thepoint
that theUgric formshavea commonorigin and thatHungarianszdis not
a direct borrowing from Turkic. The correctequationfor the Turkic and
Ugric formsquotedabovewas establishedby Németh,1942p. 47, In the
German version of an article first published in Hungarian in 1928.
Némethsawproofof earlyTurko-Uralicrelationsin thecorrespondence
betweenthe forms. In Sinor, 1969 P. 274, I protestedagainstcounting
szó amongthebasic Finno-Ugric elementsof Hungarian.According to

MSzFgrE, the CommonUgric word wasborrowedfrom Turkicat some

time prior to the disintegration of Ugric unity. On purely linguistic

groundsthis theory is defensible.It doespresenta historical problem,

however,if we try to harmonizeit with thechronologyusuallyproposed
for theseparationof theUgrians from theotherFinno-Ugricpeoplesand
for thedisintegrationof theUgric community. Thefirst eventis normally

thought to havetakenplacetowardstheendof thethird millennium B.C.,
the secondsome 1,500yearslater, in the first half of thefirst millennium

B.C. Cf. Hajdu, 1975,p. 67. If we could becertain - which I amnot -

that at that time a Turkic, say Proto-Turkic, unity existed,it would be
difficult to accountfor theabsenceof sab in theCommonTurkic vocabu
lary. No such difficulties ariseif Old Turkic sab is takento be a Ugric
loanword.

Of course,thequestion of Turko-Ugric linguistic contacts hingeson the
possibility of intercoursebetweenUgrians andTurks. On this point, a
relatively recent interpretationof apassagein theOld Turkic Tonyuquq
inscription may provide an important clue. Accordingto a readingpro

posedby Ramstedtandendorsedby Aalto 1958a,p. 45; l958b, p. 23,
line 45 of the inscription containsthe nameManéudfor a peoplelisted
amongotherpeoplessendingtributeor perhapsembassiestotheTUrks.
Ramstedtand Aalto see in manéuda plural in -ud or -d of the name

mans’i, mäni, etc.,still usedas a self-designationby theVoguls. Sincethe
samenameis mostprobablyalso incorporatedinto thenamemagyarof

the Hungarians,it must havebeenin usebeforethedisintegrationof the
Ugric community. This pointconcernsus only insofarasit showsthat in

the eighth century AD., when theTonyuquq inscription wasengraved,

Manéudcouldhavebeenthe nameof any Ugric people.Ligeti, 1964 p.
390, rightly callsfor cautionin the acceptanceof thereading,which is, of
course,hypothetical. But the readingand,with it, the theory of Ugro
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Turkic contactsgain credibility through the etymologiesof ay andsab

presentedabove.

3. tan ‘Cold Wind’

Old and Middle Turkic yunl ‘horse’ seemsto occuronly in Ottoman.

Referencesareto befound in Clausonp. 946 andDTS p. 281 where
someforms are givenwith -d. Thereis no reasonto includeyunt in the
CommonTurkic vocabulary.TheSamoyedparallelsarewell known,and
I havedealtwith this questionin somedetailSinor, 1965,pp. 309-319.
Since that time, I. Vásáry, 1971, has convincingly shownthat the river

nameKäm, applied in Old Turkic to the Yenisei, is of Samoyedorigin.
According to Vásáryp. 482: "If the nameof the river Käm is reallyof
Samoyedorigin, this fact gives us solid evidencefor proving that the
Samoyedslived in South-Siberiaat a fairly earlydate, as the nameof
Käm in the Chou-churefers to the 5th centuryA.D." I amquite certain

thathe is right, andthat in historical times - andparticularly during the
Turk period - wemust reckonnotonly with Turko-Ugric, butalsowith
Turko-Samoyedcontacts.In supportof this statementI proposeanother
Turko-Samoyedequation,which hasthe addedadvantageof throwing
somelight on the hitherto unknownorigin of a Middle Turkic word.

Middle Turkic tan ‘cold wind’ referencesin Clauson,p. 516; Sagay,
Koibal, KainskRaciloff III, p. 822 tan ‘der Wind,derNordwind,Wind
der für das Werfeln des Getreidespassendist’; Khakas tan ‘BeTepoK’:

Kamass Samoyecl t’añ, t’rnl ‘kalter, sanfter Winterwind; Norden,
Nord-’. Joki, 1944 p. 68, considersthis a loanfrom the Altai dialects
mentionedabove,arid Räsänen,1969 p. 460, adopts the sameview,
addingkumandin tang to thelist of Turkicforms.Of course,it is perfectly
possiblethat the Turkic word was borrowedby Kamass,butthe process
could also havetakenplacein the inversedirection.Oncemore, I do not
wish to excludethe possibility that tan was an areaword - with a very
limited geographicaldistribution - which waspreservedby Turkic as
well as by Samoyed.

Theregionof theAltai, like mosthigh mountainranges,wasa reservoir
of archaiclanguagesanda refugefor peoplesunableto assertthemselves
against their more powerful Turkic, and specifically TUrk, neighbors.
TheUgric andSamoyedelementsof Old andMiddle Turkichavemuchto
say about the earlyhistory of the TUrks.

Indiana University
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