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Abstract. The aim of the current paper is to study nominal derivational suffixes containing the -r
consonant (-7/-F, -ro, -fe; -ar). Regarding their functions, Erzya-Mordvin has three different such
suffixes. One is the primitive Uralic suffix, another one is the suffix deriving onomatopoeic words
(that is probably primitive as well), and there is the Russian-origin -a7 suffix. The boundaries
between these three, however, are usually blurred in the Mordvin literature of the topic (when
there is a differentiation at all), which makes it advisable to look into the case of these elements in
a more detailed manner.
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1. The Uralic/Finno-Ugric proto-language was rich in nominal derivational suffixes:
practically all of the then-existing consonants could function as suffixes (with the exception of
the 6, 0’ and y sounds). This richness in suffixes was preserved in later periods and in
secondary, tertiary etc. proto-languages as well. These suffixes were passed down to the
Mordvin language, although their previous existence can only be proven by etymological
methods now, as most of them became obscured as early as in Proto-Mordvin or in even
earlier periods.

Similarly to modern suffixes, the productivity and frequency of suffixes in the proto-
language were also variable. We do not and cannot have an overall picture of primitive
derivation, only the UEW reconstruction gives us some kind of idea about it. This
etymological  dictionary  lists 87  Uralic/Finno-Ugric/Finno-Permic/Finno-Volgaic
reconstructed forms that contain some kind of a suffix. The most frequent among these are the
-r (22), -m (15) and -/ (12) -suffixed forms.

Nominal derivational suffixes have not been much discussed in the Mordvin linguistic
literature. Up to this point, descriptive aspects have been preferred to historical studies. Such
investigations have little part in Mordvin linguistics, and what is more, inaccurate or mistaken
derivations have also been published in these papers.

This paper discusses nominal derivational suffixes that contain the -7 consonant (-#/-#, -ro,
-fe and -af)'. (For lack of space, the adjectival suffix identical with the nominal one is not
studied in detail.) Regarding their functions, Erzya-Mordvin has three different nominal
derivational suffixes. One is the primitive Uralic suffix, another one is the suffix deriving
onomatopoeic words (that is probably primitive as well), and there is the Russian-origin -ar
suffix. The boundaries between these three, however, are usually blurred in the Mordvin
literature of the topic (when there is a differentiation at all), which makes it advisable to look
into the case of these elements in a more detailed manner.

2. Information about the literature of the topic. The first grammar books did not discuss
this element at all. Neither Jevsevjev (1934/1963), Bubrih (1947) or the 1962 grammatical
practice book mentioned this one among the dozen of suffixes included in them. In his historical
morphology, Serebrennikov only writes about the -ra, -ra, -r adjectival suffix (1967, 76).
Bajushkin (1975, 68), likewise, gives a brief description only about the adjectival suffix.

Cygankin only includes the -a7 element in his 1976, longer essay on derivational suffixes.
He classifies this as a rare and unproductive suffix that is used for naming certain subjects.

' For the sake of homogeneity and consistency, Cyrillic data from the dictionaries and from the Russian literature
is transcribed to Roman letters in the paper.



However, as opposed to this, he lists examples that refer to people: lavgar ’chattering’, nolgar
’snotty (person)’, tupar ’stupid’, cuvtar ’childless man’. Moreover, he provides the ’stupid
man’ meaning for the word lambar that is usually defined as ’sweet apple’ elsewhere (1976,
98).

In his monograph on suffixes, he already differentiates between -ar/-ar and -r, though.
According to him, the former suffix carries the following meaning: “a person or an object
endowed with the characteristic feature that the base word expresses”. E.g.: covarka ’gudgeon
(Gobio gobio)’, koknar >stammering person’, lambar, lavgar, naksarka "punk wood’, nolgar,
potmar attic’, zlidar *tramp’ (1981, 49). In his opinion, the -7 suffix is present in the -rks/-rks
derivative cluster (kadorks ’trailer of cucumber or vegetable marrow’, pesterks *hazel bush’),
and historically in the ¢apor *thyme’, keptir *basket’, mukor ’brace, stay’, sukstorov ’currant’
words, and also in onomatopoeic elements like cator, kastor, kuldor-kaldor, cikor-lakor,
galder-gulder (1981, 53). — In a different paper of his (1979, 157), the -ar element is classified
as of Russian origin (see below).

The 1980 grammatical handbook, edited by Cygankin, titled I pammamurxa mopoosckux
sa3vikog lists the -ra, -fa, -re elements among the adjectival suffixes (providing some Erzya
examples for them). The nominal suffix is only included in two forms (-a# and -r) and is
described as rare, appearing in only two or three words. Only two derived words are given as
examples: nolgar, cudikerks ’stream, brook’ (Grammatika 1980, 108, 111). The same
examples are included in Lipatov, Matjuskin and Mosin’s 1983 overview (123). (For details
about the etymological problems of the examples, see below.)

M. V. Mosin (1977, 8-9) differentiates between an adjectival and a nominal suffix. His
examples are: kepter ’basket’, kodorks ’stalk, stem, trailer’, komoro ’hand, a handful of,
kutmere *back’, mukoro ’bottom, seat’, mukor ’log, stump, stump wood’, ukstor *maple-tree’.
Mosin also provides equivalents from the related languages (primarily Finnish and Estonian
words), upon the consideration that obscured suffixes can only be analyzed with etymological
methods. In his 1989 university lecture notes (43—44) he lists the *-ra and *-r suffixes among
the primitive suffixes: cejerr 'mouse’, covar *mortar’, kener ’elbow’, kodorks, komoro, Sejer
’leg, shin’, ukstor. In a more recent paper (2001, 92), he complements the example-set with
kepter(e), kopor(ks) *back’, kutmere, pakar ’comb, hackle’ and with the dialectal pester *bag,
pouch’.

The Erzya-language grammar book only lists -a# and -rks as nominal suffixes, and
provides few examples: lambar, kodorks, pesterks (EK 2000, 37).

In their papers about plant names, Grebneva (1997, 39) and Vildjajeva (1980, 121) also
discuss some words that can be of interest to us: kodorks, kusterks *motherwort (Leonorus)’,
peserks “hazel bush’, and naksarka *punk wood’, cuvtarka *withered, fruitless tree’.

The Finnish and Hungarian comprehensive writings do not mention the -7 suffix neither as
a nominal, nor as an adjectival one (Bartens 1999, 106, 109-111; Keresztes 1990, 66; 2011,
122; Mészaros 1998, 41, 50, 102). Sirkka Saarinen briefly touches upon the adjectival suffix
as one of the primitive suffixes (1999, 4).

It is evident then, that it is difficult to get a clear understanding of these suffixes on the
basis of the existing literature. The -7, -ra, -#a, and -Fe suffixes are discussed as adjectival
suffixes; while the -#/-F, -ro, -Fe, -a elements” and the -rks derivative cluster are classified as
nominal suffixes. Some of the linguists treat -a7 as an individual suffix and others discuss it
together with the others. Of the cited authors, only Mosin mentions the fact that the nominal and
adjectival suffixes are connected with each other.

? In some words, there is a free alternation between the -C and -CV variants on the dialectal level: kepter ~
keptere, kener ~ kenere, kopor ~ kopore, ukstor ~ ukstoro.



3. The primitive *-r suffix

3.1. Origin of the suffix. The *-r suffix of the proto-language seems to be a denominal
noun suffix’ having a continuation in each of the present-day Uralic languages. In Finnish, the
-r (manner ’land, mainland’, penger ’dam, embankment’, fanner ’land, area, terrain’), -ra/-rd
(jakkara ’stool’, kyttyrd hump’, makkara ’sausage’, ympyrd ’circle, ring’), -re (jdntere
’sinew’, lohkare ’rock piece’, saivare 'nit’), -ri (kankuri *weaver’, syéveri *whirpool’, uimari
swimmer’, viemdri ’channel, canal’) and -ro (komero ’booth, alcove’, lokero compartment,
drawer’, somero ’pebble, gravel’, vehmaro ’pole’) suffixes are the present-day equivalents of
the primitive suffix. The Sami -», Mari -er, -erla/-erld, Komi, Udmurt, Mansi, Khanty -7,
Hung. -r, -ri/-rii (lapor *plain, lowland’, odor *hollow cave’, sémdr ’tetter, serpigo’, domboru
’convex’, homoru ’concave’) and the Sam. *-75 also belong here. — A deverbal -r has not been
reconstructed in the proto-language. (D. Bartha 1958, 108—109; Lehtisalo 1936, 180-184;
Majtinskaja 1974, 352; Hakulinen 1979, 134-135, 175-178.)

3.2. False etymologies. The standards of Mordovian historical linguistic studies are
variable, and data from the there-published etymological dictionaries is sometimes not
reliable. The uncertainty of etymology is observable in the study of suffixes as well: the
authors provided false etymologies to a fifth of the - suffixed words analysed (30 words if
onomatopoeic words are not counted). These are the following:*

¢apor ’6oropojckas TpaBa / Quendel (Thymus)’ (MdWb 159); *uebep, uebperr’ (ERV 732);
"kakukkfti’ (EMSz 416); *timjami’ (ESS 189). Cygankin (1981, 53) thinks that there is a
suffix in the word, but it is actually a loan word, cf. Rus. ua6ép ’garden cress (Satureai)’,
yabpey "thyme (Thymus)’; and the Turkic languages of the area took up the same word, cf.
Tat. uabwip, uamowip (ESM 482).

C¢ovarka ’nieckappb (Gobio gobio)’ (MdWb 288; ERV 752). Cygankin (1979, 158; 1981, 49)
etymologizes the word from cova ’thin, tiny’ (maybe because of the small size of the fish
that is only 8-14 cm long?), but this is not correct. In Paasonen’s opinion, it comes from
covar ’niecox / Sand’ (MdWb 288; it is possible to have been formed on the basis of
Russian analogy, cf. Rus. necox ’sand’ > neckapw,; Dal’ 3, 103).

cud’ikerks ’pyuent / kleiner Bach, Regenbach’ (MdWb 296); 'pyueii’ (ERV 757); ’patak,
csermely’ (EMSz 437); ’puro’ (ESS 193). According to Grammatika (1980, 108), the word
comes from the verb cude- ’to flow, to run’ and is broken up to the cudike-r-ks elements
(however, the -ke- element is not explained in any way). The forms given in Paasonen’s
work (cudi kelks/kilks/kirks/kerks) obviously suggest compounding. The etymology of the
second constituent is not clear, but the base word is probably not kerks ’string’, as
suggested by the EMSz (57): cudikerks is listed under the entry kerks. Paasonen takes up

? Since adjectival suffixes are not discussed in this paper, let us mention only briefly that the Fi. -ra/-rd, -ri and -
ro denominal adjective suffixes also go back to the Uralic *-r suffix (ahkera ’industrious, hardworking’,
ankara ’strict’, hdmdrd ’obscure, hazy’, typerd ’silly, dull’; sumppuri ’obscure, foggy’, vikuri unbridled,
wild’; kopero *awkward, clumsy’, tdkero ’stupid, simple-minded’), similarly to the Mari -, Udm. -(e)r and
Sam. *-ra suffixes (Lehtisalo 1936, 184—186; Majtinskaja 1974, 352; Hakulinen 1979, 135, 176—178).

* The entries are structured as follows. The entry-word is the present-day standard Erzya form in Roman-letter
transcription (if the word is not included in the latest dictionaries, the data is provided from Paasonen’s
comprehensive dialectal dictionary instead). The meanings are given in Russian and German, based on
Paasonen’s dictionary (MdWb), in Russian, based on the Erzya—Russian comprehensive dictionary (ERV), in
Hungarian, based on Edit Mészaros’ Erzya-Mordvin—Hungarian dictionary (EMSz), and in Finnish, based on
the Erzya—Finnish pocket dictionary (ESS). — These are followed by etymological information about the given
word. In addition to the Uralic (UEW) and Finnish etymological dictionaries (SSA), Laszlo Keresztes’
etymological glossary (MdKons), the Komi etymological dictionary by Litkin—Guljajev (KESK), Versinyin’s
more or less trustworthy and new Mordvin etymological dictionary (ESM) and the earlier published
dictionaries of Cigankin and Mosin (EtV) were used as information sources.



the lexeme kerks into a separate entry, without linking it with the one that means ‘string’
(MdWb 726). — Regardless of the second constituent’s etymology, it is clear that the word
does not contain an -7 suffix.

lambar ’copt cnaakux 610k’ (ERV 329). Cygankin (1976, 98; 1981, 49) etymologizes the
word from the adjective lambamo *sweet’ (more exactly from the lamba- stem of it, since -
mo is a suffix), in its dialectal 'rimynen; stupid person’ meaning. This is probably not a
derived word but a compound: it was the compound word lambamo (u)mar ’sweet apple’
that had been clipped (ESM 198). (As far as other words with the mar/umar second
constituent are concerned, see also: mastumar ’strawberry (i.e. ground berry), modamar
’potato (i.e. ground berry)’, ovtoumar *wild rose (i.e. bear berry)’.

pest’or "xomens / Korb” (MdWb 1628). Mosin (2001, 92) suggests that it comes from the
verb peste- *to fill’, but it is of Russian origin, cf. Rus. necmep, necmepxa, newep, newyp
(Paasonen’s data), necmep ’grof3er, geflochtener Futterkorb, Korb aus Birkenbast’ (Vasmer
2: 348), necmepv, newepw, newopv, newypsv (Dal’ 3, 104).

potmar ’3anepToe MECTO TOJ| HEMOJBI)KHOW CKaMEHKOW y CTEHBI; CYJHOBKA; MECTO IIOJ
ckamelikoil nepen neusto / verschlossener Raum unter der wandfesten Bank; Raum unter
der Bank im Stubenteil vor dem Ofen’ (MdWb 1762); nocraBer; naBka, ckameiika’ (ERV
504); ’kis tartohely, pohdrszék’ (EMSz 296); ’penkin alla oleva siilytystila’ (ESS 128).
Cygankin (1981, 49) provides the ’attic’ meaning for the word (cf. kudo-potmar, MdWDb)
and claims it to originate from pofmo ’the inside of something, inner part’. Paasonen
connects it to the Russian noomap, 6ammap (ct. 6ammapw, noomaps ’attic; bench fastened
to a wall; large crate’, Dal’ 1, 54; 3, 185). According to Vershinin (ESM 377) and the EtV
(150), it 1s of Turkic origin, cf. Tat. nymemap ’box, chest for keeping precious stones and
amulets’. — Whether it is of Russian or Turkic origin, the word does not contain any
Mordvin suffixes.

3.3. The primitive, obscured suffix appears in the following words:’

Cejer "muip’ (ERV 743); egér’ (EMSz 424) ’hiiri’ (ESS 190) < FU *sine-re "Maus’, cf. Fi.
hiiri, Komi, Udm. $ir, Kh. lonkar, Man. tdnkar, Hung. egér (UEW 500; SSA 162; MdKons
156; EtV 211).

Covar ’cryna’ (ERV 752); "'mozsar’ (EMSz 432); huhmar’ (ESS 192) < FV *Suma-re ’(hol-
zerner) Morser’, cf. Fi. huhmar, Est. uhmer, Mari suer (UEW 789; MdKons 161; EtV
214). The SSA (1, 176) notes that the Baltic Finnish word group is also etymologized as
onomatopoeic (cf. huhmata *lydda, jyskyttdd, hakata’).

> At first sight, it appears that the following words also contain an -7 suffix, but a closer look at their etymology
reveals that they do not: odar "BeiMsa’ (ERV 430); *tégy’ (EMSz 256); "utare’ (ESS 107) < FV *utare *Euter’,
cf. Fi. udar, utare, Est. udar, Mari wadar. A word of Iranian origin (cf. Skr. wdhar-, Lat. aber, OHG. iter)
(UEW 806; SSA 3, 366; MdKons 103; EtV 125). — sazor *maammas cectpa’ (ERV 563); *hug’ (EMSz 321);
’sisar, sisko’ (ESS 145). The UEW (762) does not connect it to the FV *sisare ~ *sesare *Schwester’ (> Fi.
sisar) form, because of the vowel in the first syllable (otherwise, this is a Baltic loan, cf. Lith. sesud). The SSA
(3, 187) classifies the Mordvin word — together with the Udm. suzer, and Komi sozor as of Iranian origin, cf.
Olr. svasar- ’sisar’ (cf. also MdKons 131; EtV 159). — fejt’eF ’nous; neBymika / Tochter; Madchen” (MdWb
2584); moun; nmeBymka’ (ERV 653); ’lany, lanya vkinek’ (EMSz 368); ’tyttd, neito, tytar’ (ESS 167) ~ Fi.
tytdr, SS ddktier. 1t is of Baltic origin, cf. Latv. dukté, (genitiv: dukters; the Sw. dotter, and Ger. Tochter also
belong to this word group) (SSA 3, 349; MdKons 166; EtV 182). — uZere *tonop / Axt, Beil” (MdWb 2498);
’ronop’ (ERV 691); *fejsze, balta’ (EMSz 394); ’kirves’ (ESS 178), cf. Fi. vasara, Est. vasar, NS vaeccer. 1t
does not contain a suffix, since the FV lexeme *wasara is a Proto-Iranian loan word (*vazra-) (UEW 815; SSA
3,415; MdKons 177; EtV 193).



kener(e) *ipenmuieunbe; 10KTeBast KOCTh; JIOKOTh / Unterarm; Elle; Ell(en)bogen (MdWb 705);
‘moxkoth’ (ERV 253); *konydk’ (EMSz 155); ’kyynérpad’ (ESS 67) < FU *kind, cf. Fi.
kyyndrd, Est. kiiiinar, NS gar 'dnjel, Mari koner, Udm. gir-pum, Komi gir, Hung. konyoék.
The -r suffix was probably added to the stem in the FP period (UEW 158; SSA 1, 468;
MdKons 55; EtV 67).

komoro ’ropcts, npuropiuns / hohle Hand” (MdWb 842), ropcTh, NpUropIiHs; My4oK; CHOII’
(ERV 284); marék, marok’ (EMSz 174); ’koura, pivo’ (ESS 72) < U *kom3(r3) ’hohle
Hand’, cf. NS goabmer, ?7?Komi kamir, Yur. s ewaj (UEW 175; MdKons 65). On the basis
of data from the related languages, -73 is a primitive suffix of Uralic origin, also preserved
in the Mordvin language. (Cf. also EtV 77, partly mistaken.)

sejer "ronens / Unterschenkel” (MdWb 2122), sejerks *crebens’ (ERV 575); *szér (ndvénye)’
(EMSz 327); ’(kasvin)varsi, korsi’ (ESS 148) < FP *¢dje-r3 ’Stiel, Schaft; Schienbein,
Umterarm’, cf. Fi. sddri, Komi ¢er (UEW 612; SSA 3, 245; MdKons 134). (See also EtV
162, partly mistaken.)

Sukstorov ’cmoponuna / Johannisbeere” (MdWb 2248); ’cmopoauna’ (ERV 767); ’ribizli
(Ribes)’ (EMSz 445); ’herukka, viinimarja’ (ESS 197), Suk$tor (MdWb 2248). This is
probably a word of Finno-Volgaic origin. The UEW (615) hypothetically connects it to the
Fi. siestar ’schwarze Johannisbeere’ and Est. soster, sostar ’Johannisbeere’ (cf.
furthermore Ingrian séstara, Ludic sestroi, Veps sestrikdine, SSA 3, 173; see also MdKons
163, EtV 219). Its Finno-Volgaic base form is *¢3kc3-13r3. All these variants suggest that
the word was further suffixed with a -v element in Mordvin. — Suffix -r is a primitive de-
nominal noun suffix (or an element of a derivative cluster).

ukstor *xnén / Ahorn’ (MdWb 2444); xnén’ (ERV 692); *juharfa (Acer platanoides)’ (EMSz
394); *vaahtera’ (ESS 178) < FV wakstsre > Ahorn, Acer platanoides’, cf. Fi. vaahtera, Est.
vaher, Mari wastar (UEW 812; SSA 3, 382; MdKons 175; EtV 194); -re 1s a primitive
suffix.

3.4. Some of the words discussed in the literature cannot be unambiguously classified,
although some of the Mordvin linguists assume the presence of a suffix in them (see Section
2). These are the following:

kept’ei(e), keptir cymxa u3 (Oep&3zoBoii) kopel; ky30B / Rédnzel aus (Birken)rinde; Korb’
(MdWb 714), ’kop3una, nykomko (ERV 255), ’kosar’ (EMSz 157), tuohikontti, koppa’
(ESS 67). Vershinin (ESM 134) hypothetically connects it to the Mari konm(vt)pa ’a stripe
of bark’. Paasonen etymologizes it hypothetically from the Chuv. kirbdt, but he does not
include the word into the monograph discussing Turkish loan words.

kodor ’Brromuiics crebenb (xmens, orypua, Thikbl) / rankender Stengel (z.B. des Hopfens,
der Gurke, des Kiirbisses)’ (MdWb 817), kodorks ’ctebennb, muiers’ (ERV 275), ’inda,
kacs’ (EMSz 170); ’naatti, varsi, korsi’ (ESS 71). Cygankin (1981, 53) traces it back to the
word kod ’trailer, tendril’ (but none of the dictionaries contain this data), while the EK
(2000, 37) takes it to originate from kodamo ’spinning, weaving’ (this etymology is only
mistaken in that there is already a -mo deverbal noun suffix at the end of the lexeme).
Therefore, the exact point of origin of the noun is probably the verbal stem koda- ’to spin,
to weave’ (ESM 154). The -ks denominal noun suffix must have been added to the word
later. — The EtV (75) suggests it to be related to the Fi. ketura (correctly: ketara) and Est.
kodar ’strut’ that is connected to the kodoro form by SSA (1, 351) only hypothetically. In
so far as these words are related, the Mordvin word does not contain a suffix, it being a
Baltic loan, cf. Lith. ketera, kétaras *hevosen sdki, vuorenselinne, -harjanne’.

kopo¥(e) ’ciuna / Riicken” (MdWb 854); ’cnuna; teutbHas dacts’ (ERV 292); ’hat, far’
(EMSz 176); ’selkd’ (ESS 75). Paasonen discusses it under the kopo *no0ox / Venushiigel’



(MdWb 853) entry, thus classifying it as a derived word. The fact that in present-day
Moksha, the word kopor *back’ (MRV 282) has got a kopa (MRV 281) dialectal variant as
well, supports this (cf. ESM 164). (See also EtV 78, with uncertain Permic equivalents.)

kot’mere 'nineun, cniuna / oberer Teil des Riickens, Riicken” (MdWb 882); kut’mere *cniuna’
(ERV 319); ’hat’ (EMSz 190); ’selkd’ (ESS 81). Vershinin (ESM 188) does not exclude
the possibility that the stem kus- may be related to the Tat. kou(y)- ’to hug’. Paasonen’s
monograph on loans (1897, 38) contains the Moksha kotdn, kotan *Hinterteil’ form, which
he considers to be of Turkic origin (Chuv. kot, cf. Mari kotan, kutan). The status of the
lexeme -mere is not clear.

mukor ’ckameiika; aypOaH, 00pyook, mosieno / Schemel; Klotz; Block’ (MdWb 1296); 'niens;
noamnopka, croiika, onopa’ (ERV 393); ’mens, uypbaH, orpyOOK jaepeBa, MpeaHa3HAYCH-
Hbii s cunenus’ (Mosin 1977, 8); ‘moanopka mox nomom’ (Cygankin 1981, 53); ’tusko,
tonk, ronk’ (EMSz 235); ’kanto, polkky’ (ESS 97). Vershinin (ESM 265) compares it to
the Fi. mykkyrd ’a batch/ball/bundle of sg’, but this is not plausible either from the
phonetic or the semantic point of view (the SSA 2, 187 considers the Finnish word to be
descriptive). The EtV (111) mentions it alongside with the Mari myesip, NS moag ‘ge *pap’,
Udm. moe, Komi mezuip bend, curve, inflexion’ and Man. moxkapu "hump’. The UEW
(280), however, does not provide a Mordvin word as a derivative of the FP *mona
’Biegung, Kriimmung, Kreis’, only a Sami, an Udmurt, a Komi (meg) and, hypothetically,
an Ob-Ugric form (Kh. mayal, Man. miilt) are given (see also KESK 171). — Thus, it can be
established in conclusion that the word is of unknown origin and the (non-)existence of the
suffix is difficult to prove.

mukoro *3an / Steiss, After, Hinterer, Hinterteil’ (MdWb 1294); ’3an (4enoBeka, )KUBOTHOTO),
3aHsAA 4acTh (yero-ii.) (Mosin 1977, 8); ’iilep, fenék’ (EMSz 235). Vershinin (ESM 264)
compares it to the Mari moewip, monewvip ’body; figure, build’, Komi mwsieop and Udm.
myeop “trunk, rump’. In so far as Vershinin is right, the word contains a primitive suffix. It
1s against this, however, that the UEW (286) does not take up the Mordvin word into the
FU *munks *Korper’ entry, in addition to the Mari, Komi, Udmurt and Hungarian variants.
The EtV (111) relates it to the Lith. nugura ’back’ and Latv. mugara, mugura ’back,
backside’ (cf. Fi. nukero, SSA 2, 236). This could be feasible in Mordvin (although
unconceivable in the Permic languages), but in that case, there would not be a suffix in the
word.

naksarka ’ravnb, THUWILE (ERV 398); 'raunymka’ (Cygankin 1981, 49); ‘rothadék, kor-
hadék’ (EMSz 238). Cygankin derives it from the verbal stem naksa- ’to rot’ (1979, 158),
and the noun naksado *punk wood; rot, decomposition’ (1981, 49) (which is an adjective in
present-day dictionaries, cf. ‘raunoit’ ERV 398, ’rothadt, korhadt’ EMSz 238). There is an
unproductive -do suffix to be found in the word naksado, that only appears in a couple of
words by now: copoda dark’ (cf. copote- *to grow dark’), kalado °ramshackle, crumbling’
(kalavto- ’to destroy, to pull down’), stado 'naked’ (Stavto- ’to strip’, stapo 'naked’) (EK
38; Grammatika 1980, 112). The word naksarka then can probably be broken down to the
following parts: naksa- + 7 + -ka (the latter being a denominal noun suffix). (See also
ESM 272, EtV 114.)

pakar ’xoctb; rpedens / Knochen; der holzerne Kamm am Spinnrocken’” (MdWb 1504);
‘rpebensn; koctu ckenera’ (ERV 450); *fésii; csont” (EMSz 265); *harja, kampa; luu’ (ESS
113). Although Mosin’s opinion (2001, 92) is that there is an -7 suffix in the word, I cannot
take a stand here, since it is of unknown origin: only Vershinin’s dictionary contains it
(ESM 325), and he considers it to be descriptive by origin.

3.5. Based on the present research, conducted with the help of the reverse dictionary of
Mordvin (Luutonen—Mosin—Shchankina 2004), there are a few more lexemes that are



susceptible of containing suffixes. (Unfortunately, for lack of reliable etymological
dictionaries, these remain only “susceptible” forms for now, as the presence of a suffix in
them cannot be proven in a satisfactory manner.) These are the following:

Ceka¥ *pxaBiIMHA, MegHKa; mecedb / Rost, Griinspan; Schimmel” (MdWb 233); ’mecens;
mapeBo’ (ERV 744); ’penész’ (EMSz 425); ceker ’hapettuminen, oksidaatio’ (ESS 190).
Vershinin cautiously suggests a similarity with the Mari §iik ’litter, garbage’, SaksSe
‘nastiness, disgusting nature’ and Udm. Saxsa ’litter, garbage, waste matter’ (which would
mean that the Mordvin word contains a suffix), but he also considers a Turkic origin
possible: Tat. uaewip ’colourful’, Chuv. uwaxap ’light, light blue, grey’ — and in this case,
derivation in the Mordvin variant would not be possible (ESM 488).

ind’er ’xneueBHUK, xuMonocTh / Geissblatt (Lonicera) (MdWb 461); 'npoBosnoka’ (ERV
211); tkorkelonc (Lonicera xylosteum)’ (EMSz 127); *kuusama’ (ESS 57). The EtV (52)
states it to be related to the Tatar verb undepy ’to push in, to squeeze in’, but this is
semantically implausible. Vershinin’s Finno-Ugric comparisons are phonetically
unacceptable (ESM 17, 87). — Paasonen relates the word to the lexeme indej ’arona
xumosioctu / Beere des Geissblattes’, which strengthens the suffixoid nature.

kavor “xpsug / Knorpel” (MdWb 660, kavure); *xpsui’ (ERV 222); ’porc, porcogd’ (EMSz
132); ’rusto’ (ESS 60). Vershinin (ESM 93) draws a parallel with the Mari kaesiza “hard,
stiff’. In so far as this distant similarity is the sign of relatedness, that would support the
presence of a suffix in the word.

maksar *nanum / Quappe, Aalraupe [burbot, Lota lota]” (MdWb 1162). Paasonen writes about
the maksaka *nuub / Schleie (Cyprinus tinca) [common tench]’ animal name as well
(which is not to be confused with maksaga, maksaka, makzazej mole’!), and this makes it
possible that the word contains a suffix.

panar py6amka / Hemd” (MdWb 1521); ’py6amka’ (ERV 454); ’ing’ (EMSz 266); 'paita’
(ESS 114). Vershinin cautiously refers to some kind of a distant connection with the Yurak
word nawnst *ogexna’, which, however, is not too likely (ESM 329). But if a relatedness to
the Moksha panza ’light dress’ lexeme can be supported, there may be a suffix in the word.

pismar ckBoper] / Star (Vogel)” (MdWb 1683); ’cksopenr’ (ERV 482); ’seregély (Sturnus
vulgaris)’ (EMSz 286); ’kottarainen’ (ESS 122). The EtV (144) considers a Turkic origin
possible, connecting the word to the Tat. necrax ’titmouse’. According to Vershinin, the
pis- element is onomatopoeic by origin (he also compares it to the Udm. nucrse and Komi
nucmoe 'titmouse’), while he classifies the -mar element as a derivative cluster (ESM 368).
Cf. timar.

sandor *nHocoBoi xpsmy / Nasenknorpel” (MdWb 1950); ’xmoB’ (ERV 567); form-variants:
kandor (ESM 105), kandoro (MdWb 601), Moksha nandsr (MdWb 1320). Vershinin
considers the word meaning ’kiioB [bill, beak]” unrelated to the others, etymologizing it
from the word sudo 'nose’, which is phonetically incorrect (ESM 394). It is conceivable
that the words kavor and sandor, that are identical in meaning, contain some kind of a
primitive suffix.

timar ’cxkBopenr’ (ERV 662). The #i- element of this word is related by Vershinin (ESM 438)
to the Fi. tiainen ’titmouse’ — which is somewhat unlikely; the same word is held to be
onomatopoeic by origin by the SSA (3, 288). Cf. pismar.

4. The Russian-origin -ar suffix

In the Mordvin linguistic literature, this suffix is sometimes discussed together, at other
places separately from the suffix -». To my knowledge, it is only Cygankin who clearly states
it in a 1979 article of his that the two suffixes are not identical. (Although later on, he also
blurred the two together.) Thus, it is important to first establish that this suffix is of Russian



origin (cf. 6ubruomexapsw ’librarian’, cekpemapw ’secretary’, nucaps ’clerk, scribe’ etc.), and
has no relation to the primitive -» suffix. Based on the data analysed, this suffix can be added
to both nouns and verbs.

The words Cygankin brings up as examples are not to be found even in the comprehensive
dictionaries (the suffix usually creates a personal name referring to some kind of a negative
feature). His examples are the following:

Cuvtar ’venoBek, He umeronuii aereit [childless person]’. Cygankin (1976, 98) takes it to
originate from the lexeme cuvro ’tree’.

koknar *3auka [stuttering (person)]’. Cygankin (1979, 157; 1981, 49) collected the form from
village Mordovskaja Selid’ba in the Republic of Mordovia — the standard form is koknaj
(ERV 277). This can be traced back to the verb kokno- ’to stutter’ (ESM 156).

lavgar *60sityH [chattering, talkative (person)]’. According to Cygankin’s account (1979, 158;
1981, 49) the word comes from village Alekseevka in the Penza Area; he etymologizes it
from the verb lavga- ’to chatter, to babble’ (MdWb 1035; ERV 322).

nolgar ’comusik / Rotznase’ (MdWb 1349); *comnsik; cormmBeiii’ (ERV 415); *taknyos, tej-
felesszaju’ (EMSz 247); *rakdinen, rakédnokka’ (ESS 103). Cygankin (1979, 158; 1981, 49)
and the Grammatika (1980, 108) traces this word back to no/go mucus, phlegm’.

ordar *nomaxa [affected, la-di-da (person)]’. Cygankin (1979, 158) etymologizes it from the
verbal stem orda-, cf. ordado- ’ocepuars / bose werden’” (MdWb 1456); ’oOunerscs’
(ERV 442); 'megsértédik’ (EMSz 261), ’loukkaantua, pahastua’ (ESS 110); ordale-
’obunerbes, 3akanpu3Hudath’ (ERV 442).

tupar *tynoi’ (Cygankin 1976, 98). Its base word is the Russian-origin mynou ’stupid, dull-
witted’. (Paasonen discusses the tupaza, tupaza, tupica, tupik ’id.” variants of the same
word, MdWb 2351.)

Cygankin (1981, 49) also classifies the word zlidar *6ponsunii’ (ERV 197); *kébor, csavargd’
(EMSz 120); ’kulkuri, kiertolainen’ (ESS 53) in this category, and takes it to originate
from the verbal stem zlida- ’to wander, to tramp’. This, however, is a false etymology,
because the word is of Russian origin: Dal’ recorded it from the Rjazan, Tambov and
Kostroma dialects in the 3700b1ps hoodlum, good-for-nothing person’ and szsi0aps ’ill-
willed, malevolent person’ forms (ESM 79; EtV 50; Zaicz 2013, 310). The verb derived
from this is zlidarde- ’O6ponsxuuyarb, ckutarbes; wWHBIPATH (ERV 197), ’mararbes,
xonuTh 0e3 nena / umherschlendern, miissiggehen, sich herumtreiben” (MdWb 2687).

The list can be complemented with a couple of more lexemes with the help of the reverse

dictionary of Mordvin:

noskar ’tot, k1o conut / Schnaufer’ (MdWb 1354). Its base word is the verb nosko- ’to
sniffle’.

suksa¥ ’manenpkuii, xynoil pe6énok / kleines, mageres Kind’ (MdWb 2050). Vershinin
etymologizes it from the word suks "'worm’ (ESM 415).

suskar ’xy3axa (o nomazan) / Beisser (vom Pferde)” (MdWb 2066). Its point of origin may be
the verb susko- ’to bite’.

5. Does the -rks/-rks derivative cluster exist?

Cygankin (1981, 53) and the Erzya-language grammar book (EK 2000, 37) distinguishes a
-rks/-rks derivative cluster in the words pesterks/pesterks ’hazel bush’ and kodorks ’stalk,
stem, trailer’. The Grammatika (1980, 108) brings up the word cudikerks ’stream, brook’ as
an example for this. Grebneva’s (1999, 39) examples for the suffix are kodorks, kusterks
’motherwort (Leonorus)’ and peserks “hazel bush’.



The word cudikerks, as it has been previously pointed out, is a compound; and kodorks
also has a kodor variant, which means that the two suffixes were probably not added to the
stem at the same time, but the abstract denominal -ks suffix was added to kodor. The lexeme
pesterks/pesterks/peserks was recorded by Cygankin in village Uzjukovo in the Kujbihsev
[Samara] Area, but it also exists in present-day Moksha: pdsterks (MRV 560). This can be
traced back to the word peste "hazel’. The point of origin of kusterks was the Russian word
xkycm “bush’ (Grebneva 1997, 39).

Let us see, whether we can find any lexemes that contain the -rks/-rks derivative cluster.
There are 87 Erzya words in the reverse dictionary of Mordvin that end in this sound
sequence (47 -rks, 40 -rks). In most of these, however, the -ks denominal suffix was added to
a word ending in -7/-#, cf. e.g. bugorks ’hill, mound’ < bugor ’id.’, covorks *mixture’ < covor
"together, mixed’, guborks hill, mound’ < gubor ’id.’, karks ’string for tying moccasins’ <
kar *moccasin’, keverks ’round object’ < kever ’round’, mastorks ’ground, floor’ < mastor
“earth’, mukorks *bench’ < mukor ’id.’, panarks *material for shirts’ < panar ’shirt’, surks
'ring’ < sur ’finger’ etc.

In several cases, the base word cannot be found in written texts, but the -da, -do, -de
suffixed verb created from a passive root shows it clearly that the -ks suffix was added to the
words here as well, e.g. angorks ’scratch’ ~ angorda- to scratch’, avarks ’grief, sorrow’ ~
avarde- ’to cry’, catorks ’cracking’ ~ catordo- ’to crack’, kastorks ’rustling’ ~ kastordo- ’to
rustle, to buzz’, kenarks ’joy, happiness’ ~ kenardo- ’to be glad’, koporks ’sip, gulp’ ~ kopor-
da- ’to sip’, kuckorks ’kick’ ~ kuckordo- ’to kick’, pamorks *crumb, morsel’ ~ pamorde- ’to
crumble’, siverks ’edge, border’ ~ siverda- ’to pipe, to hem’, taparks ’roll, coil’ ~ taparda-
’to roll up, to wrap up’.

The rest of the words from the list do not contain an -rks suffix either, e.g. turks (~ troks)
"through, across’ (< FV *tora-ksz, UEW 799); therefore it can be asserted that the existence
of such a suffix cannot be supported from the reverse dictionary (that contains more than
40,000 Erzya words and had been edited from dictionaries covering most of the Erzya
vocabulary).

One of the most productive suffixes of tree and bush names is the -ks, e.g. inZej ’raspberry’
> inZejks ’raspberry bush’, pizol ’serviceberry’ > pizolks ’sorb-tree’ (cf. Cygankin 1981, 35—
36). It is conceivable that the addition of -(e)r-ks° to the words peste *hazel’ and kust *bush’
was an analogical effect exerted by names ending in -r (atamar ’sour cherry’ > atamarks
*sour cherry tree’, lamar/lajmar/lomzor’ *bird cherry’ > lamarks/lajmarks/lomZorks *bird
cherry tree’, umar *apple’ > umarks ’apple tree’).

6. The -r/-f suffix of onomatopoeic words

Gabor Bereczki (1983, 211) writes the following about onomatopoeic words: ,,This is a
much more important category in the language of people living in the Volga—Kama Area than
in well-known European languages. These words can be used in a sentence as subjects,
attributes or adverbials.” According to Edit Mészaros’ studies (2003, 302) ,.a significant
portion of the non-verbal onomatopoeic words in Mordvin end in an » or a palatalized 7
sound”. In spite of this, in the Mordvin literature on suffixes, to my knowledge, only
Cygankin refers to this suffix briefly in a monograph with as few as five examples: cator (the
sound of crack, fluttering, blast or crackling), kastor (the sound of rattling or rustling)’,

% Grebneva’s attempt on etymologizing the word (1997, 39) does not hold either: he connects it with the Mari -er
suffix of collective nouns.

7 Cygankin hypothesised the presence of a -Zer, -zir -Zor suffix-variant in the word fomzor (1981, 57), but in fact,
this is a compound word: [om ’bird cherry’ + suro ’corn; grain; crop’. The word la(j)mar is also a compound:
lajme (this only exists in Moksha now) ’bird cherry’ + mar ’berry’ (see the entry about lambar) (MdKons 80).



kuldor-kaldor (the sound of thunder-clap, cracking, creaking), cikor-lakor (the sound of
creaking or squeaking), galder-gulder (the sound of tiny objects) (1981, 53). In Edit
Mészaros’ paper, 42 lexemes are listed as belonging to this category (furthermore, she also
found 59 verb forms in which there is an -r/# sound before the verbal suffix -da/-da).
(Moskina conducted studies on Moksha data, 2000.)

For lack of space, this word-type is not discussed in detail here — only the most important
features are highlighted briefly. Most of the words in this category are onomatopoeic,
expressing cracking, creaking, crackling; smacking, explosion, sputtering; squeaking. They
can be both one-word lexemes or reduplicated forms. Some of the examples are listed below:

a) buldor splashing, lapping (ERV 93); kaldor clattering (ERV 227); lagor cracking,
creaking (ERV 324); éar thunder-clap, report (ERV 732); cikor squeaking (ERV 738).

b) vator-vator croaking (ERV 113); dubor-dubor the sound of running or dance (ERV 176);
lakor-lakor the sound of scattering objects (ERV 328); peter-peter the sound of dripping
liquid (ERV 473); slabir-slabir the sound of noisy chewing, squelching (ERV 766).

c) galdor-guldor, guldor-galdor thunder, rattling (ERV 145, 158); tupor-tapor the sound of
cumbersome gait (ERV 682); cator-pukstor swishing; crackling (ERV 734); colder-kalder
the sound of pouring over sg (ERV 754); slobor-slabor the sound of water splashing (ERV
765).

The suffix appearing in these onomatopoeic words is probably identical with the primitive
Uralic nominal suffix. Regarding their function, they must be looked at as distinct suffixes,
which makes it necessary to classify the -7/~7 element of onomatopoeic words into a separate
category in the system of suffixes.
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