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DANUBE BULGAR TYTXOHbB (A PLACE EITHER IDENTICAL
OR NEAR TO ANKHIALO(S)/POMORIE, BULGARIA)

Tyrxons (i.e., Tutkhon’=Tuthon’=Tutxon’) was the name
(obviously not Slavic) found in some medieval Slavic texts for
the coastal city known in Greek as Ayyiaiog or some place very
near it. We can identify it as a Turkic (specifically, Danube Bu-
lgar) translation of the Greek, composed of *tur- ‘salt’ + t(e)
g-Jm/n ‘reaching’ + -i ‘of/its’ ( izafet). Several of the details
are impossible to be sure of at the present time, but most of the
morphemes as well as the loss of r before another consonant and
the syncope are obvious.
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What we can transliterate as Tutkhon’ or Tuthon’ (or, to please the
general linguist and confuse everyone else, Tutxon”)' used to be said (e.g. Va-
silevskii 1895: 114, Marquart 1903: 500, Zlatarski 1908: 25, BeSevliev 1981:
320) to be the name (obviously not Slavic) found in some medieval Slavic
texts for the coastal city known in Greek as Ayyiaiog (whence the recent
Slavic Bulgarian neologism ITomopmue). More recently, there has been some
doubt expressed about this precise identification, but the upshot is that, if not
that very city, it was still a place very close to it (Georgiev 2009, Momchilov
2010). For our purposes that may well be close enough. For not EVERY detail
matters. In fact, most details do not: the color, and cultivar, of the apple that
fell at Newton’s feet (if any did)—or even the fact that it was an apple and not
a pear or a plum. One just has to either know, or be lucky in guessing, which
details do matter and which ones do not.

For, we are interested here not in the exciting history of these locales
(especially as the scene of decisive fighting in the Bulgar-Roman wars) but in
whether the word really does come from the sparsely attested Danube Bulgar

' Asnoted below, the final letter was surely still pronounced, as a short vowel, when the name
first appeared.
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language—so sparsely that every little bit could be significant. The authors
cited, as it happens, either did not discuss (or even admitted that they had no
idea) what the etymology of the name might be. Since then however the world
has changed, and there are now at least three exciting new etymologies (and
the way these things work, if one Googles long enough, surely one will find
even more).

One is Ivanov’s (n.d.) 7Y T [ "o Hvb ‘BATHp HOCH JIOJIKA, TNIATHOXOJKA
literally ‘the wind carries the boat, sail boat’. At first we were not able to
identify the language family that this would place DBg in. But in the conclu-
sion of his work, which by the way appears on no less than the website of the
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences’ Institute of Mathematics and Informatics, the
author reveals that:

[IpaGbarapute ca roBOpEsH €3HK, KOWTO € OMIT HETTOCPEICTBEHO ONN3BK

WM €IHAKBB C I'bPBOOPUTMHAIHUSA YOBEIIKH €3UK. E3uKsbT, KoiiTo [0-

CIIOJ] € JIaJl Ha YOBEKa MpU ChTBOpeHHEeTO. M T031 mbpBOM3BOPEH, 00-

JKECTBCH C3UK TC€ Ca HU OCTAaBWJIH, BIIMCAH MMOYTHU U3LATIO B CbBPCMCH-

HUsI OBJITAPCKU €3HK.

Proto-Bulgarians spoke a language that was close to or identical to the

original human language. The language that the Lord gave to Man at

creation. And they left this original, divine language to us, incorporated
almost as a whole into Modern Bulgarian.

Given such a buildup, one wonders why this etymology, although men-
tioned by Momchilov (2010), is denied an explicit endorsement there. How
dare he? As for me, I have no doubt that if I decided to purchase a sailboat,
that I will be able to obtain one anywhere on the Bulgarian Black Sea coast by
asking for a “TsY Tb I'sHp”.

Just one question, if this (and the same applies to every single etymo-
logy taught by Ivanov, who is not alone but rather one of a whole movement
of authors writing about Danube Bulgar) has indeed been inherited by the
modern Bulgarian language, why does he have to gloss every word in modern
Bulgarian at all? Why f.ex. is a sailboat, which should be 7%Y Tv» ['»Hwv,
explained as ‘mnmarHoxoxka’, and why are each of the three words 7T»V T»
I'vHvw, which supposedly still means ‘wind carries boat’ in Modern Bulgarian,
glossed as ‘BsaTbp HOcu soaka’? If Modern Bulgarian has preserved all these
words, then why do they need to be glossed at all? The same of course applies
to the entirety of the work claiming since the 1980s that Danube Bulgar was
not Turkic and that the modern Slavic language is the same language as Da-
nube Bulgar, and moreover one so close to its new-found non-Turkic relatives
that a Bulgarian can freely communicate with inhabitants of the Pamir without
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an interpreter. If this is so, why does the vast literature on this subject con-
stantly gloss the words which, if these claims were true, should be immedia-
tely comprehensible to the modern Bulgarian speaker? There must we sure be
some answer that [ am simply too stupid to grasp.

To be sure, there are people with less faith than mine, who have other

etymologies, not nearly as divine and typically “Iranian”. Thus, another Iva-
nov (n.d.) gives this “Iranian etymology””:

Ha ocHoBa Ha ... mpuMepH 3a UpPaHCKHTE Ha3BaHMS Ha BOJA MOXKE Jia
CC MPEAIOJIO0KHU, UC TOIIOHUMBT T}/TXOH e nMa CMUCBHJI, HOI[O6CH Ha
To3u Ha Anxuano. M nanctuna TyTxoH Moxe fa ce pasnenu Ha TY +
TXOH. Tyk TXOH (wnmu TOH) e BapuanT Ha ckuro-capmarckoto JJOH
- "Boma". 3a cMuChJIa Ha HauaaHOTO TY - BapuaHT Ha MpaObIArapcKus
(u cnapsiacku !) mpemior 1O Bk eTUMOJIOTHsITA HA Tipa0dbirapckara
ayma JIOXBTOP (Be3rnaBauna) (...). Iloxazano e, ue JJOXBTOP =
IO + XBT + OP = JIO + I'TTABA + HUILIA. Taka ue, TYTXOH 6un
MOTJIO J1a 03HauaBa "70 BoAa", KOETO CEMAaHTUYHO € €THAKBO C TPBIIKOTO
AHXMAJIO U CJIEIOBATSIIHO € HeroBa OykBasiHa kajka. C JApyru JymH,
npadBJIrapuTe MPOCTO ca MPEBEIH TPHLUKOTO Ha3BaHUE AHXHAO Ha
CBOSI UPAHCKU €3UK, IToJIy4aBaiku TyTXOH.

On the basis of the ... examples of the Iranian name of water [as we will
see, he means Ossetic don), we may assume that the toponym Tutkhon
will have a sense similar to that of Ankhialo. And in point of fact Tutk-
hon can be divided into TU + TKHON. Here TKHON (or TON) is a va-
riant of the Scytho-Sarmatian DON ‘water’. For the sense of the initial
TU-, a variant of the Proto-Bulgarian (and Slavic!) prefix DO, see the
etymology of the Proto-Bulgarian word DOKHBTOR ‘pillow’ (...). It
has been shown that DOKHBTOR = DO+ KHbBT + OR = DO + HEAD
+ -NITSA. Thus, TUTKHON could mean ‘near water’ [Blg. do voda],
which is semantically identical to Greek Ankhialo and consequently is
a literal calque thereof. In other words, the Proto-Bulgarians simply
translated the Greek name of Ankhialo into their own, Iranian language,
yielding Tutkhon.

Yet another but also Iranian etymology is given by letopisec (2015)

according to whom tutkhoni, as he writes it,> meant ‘four khoni’ (the author
apparently either thinks that khoni is a word of Bulgarian or simply fell victim
to sloppy editing here), referring to the idea that some part of Bulgaria (“the

It is quite likely that at the time the word arose the last vowel was in fact pronounced.
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left sarakt™) was itself divided into four parts, curiously one of them being
controlled by the supreme ruler, Krum, while the others supposedly were ru-
led by three others, adding that:
OYEBHJHO AHXHANO € OmiIo M30paHo 3a aJMUHUCTPATUBEH LIEHTHP Ha
n3To4yHara yact oT KpymoBus capaxr”.
Obviously Anchialo was selected as the administrative center of the
Eastern part of Krum’s sarakt.

This being less than obvious to me than the fact that we have here two
mutually exclusive “Iranian” etymologies that bear no earthly connection to
any real ancient Iranian language, I decided to offer a Turkic one of my own
devising—and see if it will end up being called Iranian. No one, it seems, can
tell the difference anyway.

Of course, whatever language it comes from, the natural way to begin
looking for an etymology of a place name is with the working hypothesis
(which of course need not pan out!) that this is a calque on some other, more
familiar name (often in another language). If so, our word could perhaps ba-
sically mean something like ‘Near the Sea’ and in particular perhaps ‘Near the
Salt(y Sea)’—as indeed others have seen too (e.g. Ivanov n.d. cited above).
Or anyway something to do with salt, which was, and still is, made in this
area—which is why we just used the word “pan’.

Now, in fact, the Danube Bulgar language was Turkic and more specifi-
cally a member of that branch of Turkic (out of two) that I prefer to call ‘Un-
common’ or ‘Lirical’ (or at worst ‘Lir’). The speakers of these languages once
rode roughshod over great swaths of Northern Eurasia from the borderlands of
Mongolia and China to southern Italy and Western France but is now represen-
ted only by Chuvash and by variously numerous or sparse loanwords in other
(mostly non-Turkic) languages (notably, Mongolic and Hungarian, but also in
Slavic, and here especially, though not only, Bulgarian and Russian). Of cour-
se, this branch has been called many other things by other linguists, philologi-
sts, and historians, including Chuvashic, Bulgaric, r-languages, r/lI-languages,
but Togan’s Lir seems to me better—and mine own coinages of course the best.

However, at various times and especially ever since the 1980s a surpri-
sing number of scholars as well as amateurs, usually Bulgarian but with some

3 This is a much-debated word. It is actually attested as saraktu, and it is a mere conjecture
that that is a Greek genitive, with the base word being sarakt-. This is though a universally
held assumption among scholars, with me being the odd man out. Its meaning is also un-
certain but from the context it would seem to be a military force and not a district (though
the district sense has indeed been proposed). I discuss this word elsewhere, taking the final
vowel to be part of the word itself in Turkic, not a Greek case ending.
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recognition outside of Bulgaria, try to make it something else, preferably so-
mething Indo-European and more specifically often though not always Iranian
(or more generally Indo-Iranian) or at least some kind of mix of Turkic with
the above. Or even some sort of unique language, not Iranian and for some
indigenous to the country where it is currently spoken but then (a popular
idea in such circles) supposedly taken East into Asia, perhaps indeed into Ira-
nian-speaking areas or even further, before conveniently coming back—and
supposedly not all changed in the process.

For the record, while an Iranian etymology of the name of the ruler Aspa-
rukh was accepted long before these ideas came up, perhaps in the 1980’s, I am
not at all sure that this etymology is right either. And all other of the few ety-
mologies of Danube Bulgar words that I accept or have developed myself are
just Turkic and, where it is possible tell, from the Uncommon Turkic branch.

Now, as I said, a reasonable first guess at the origin of Tutkhon’ would
be it meant the same (or close to the same) as Ayyioiog. Given what we know
of Turkic grammar, of course, the order of elements would be the reverse of
the Greek and Slavic, something corresponding to virtual AA-ayyi- (and in
Slavic as Mope-110-). In other words, the part meaning 'sea’ (or perhaps 'salt(y)
sea)' would be the first part (prepound as I like to say) of this compound and
the part meaning 'near (to)' would be the second part (postpound).

Now, as we know, the Shaz Turkic languages have *tiiz 'salt' whereas
Chuvash has TéBap (tavar), dialectally Tyap, Toap (e.g., Fedotov 1996). The
correspondence of Shaz z : Uncommon (Lirical) r is (as we have seen) well-
known. The vocalism seems discrepant, and seems to me* to suggest some
sort of diphthong in Proto-Turkic (*ua or *oa). Finally, the loss of r before a
following consonant, in particular t has long been known to be a feature not
just of Chuvash but also of Volga Bulgar and apparently of Danube Bulgar as
well (e.g. Pritsak 1981). Thus we may with some degree of confidence suppo-
se that we are dealing with *tur- 'salt' as the prepound. Why it is —u- and not a
diphthong we cannot tell, but we know that other diphthongs are inconsisten-
tly represented between Volga Bulgar and Chuvash anyway, and as to what
happens in Danube Bulgar no one can tell as yet, since so little is known about
this language so far—and most of what is thought to be known is wrong.

Since Danube Bulgar certainly had some sort of vowel syncope (Prit-
sak 1981 again), we might then look for the postpound in some Turkic word
of the rough form *tVg/k(V)m(V). Since the relevant (8") volume of the
Dmumonoeuneckuil crosaps miopkekux s3vikoe has not been published and no

4 What is usually reconstructed as *yunt ‘horse’ is actually to be reconstructed as another
example of this diphthong, to wit, *dwant (and so prima facie of Indo-European origin, but
this is a small set of real IE borrowings in Turkic.
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data from or manuscript of it is has been made available to me, I do not have
access to the best source of such information. But for our purposes various
older works are entirely sufficient. There is a widespread Turkic root TEG
“properly ‘to reach (a place Dat.) but with various extended meanings from
an early date, including ‘to attack (someone), to touch (something), to concern
(someone), to be worth (i.e. to reach a price of so much)’.” (Clauson 1972:
476), found in Chuvash as ték- (e.g. Fedotov 1996). If my approach is right,
this is the root of the postpound, though the exact form is difficult to be sure
about. Possibly we are dealing with the derived reflexive stem tegin- “with a
curiously wide of meanings [...] (occasionally) ‘to reach, attain [...]"” (Clau-
son 1972: 484).

However, too little is known as yet about this language (or other old
Uncommon/Lirical Turkic languages) to identify the exact nominal form in-
volved. It has to be some nominalization, of course, whether with a zero suf-
fix, a mere vowel suffix, or perhaps —Vn- (with syncope making this impossi-
ble to be sure about). And what of the final —s? It is hard to be sure again but
this is either itself part of the nominal suffix and/or the izafet marker (identical
to the 3rd person possessive), which would be expected just where we find it,
in a Turkic compound (though other examples of this have been consistently
missed by other investigators in this language so far).

I do not insist on any of even the little that I have proposed. I do insist
that the approach I am following is the only one that can lead to any robust
results on this (or any other) language (or any other topic whatever in any
field, not just linguistics). If someone else, following this approach but either
by dint of being even more faithful to it or simply in virtue of being smarter
or blessed with access to more information, reaches a different (and superior)
result, I will not be at all displeased—so long as it is admitted that at least I
did try to introduce into this field some of the methods of science developed
since Antiquity and especially those of historical linguistics developed in the
18™, 19", and early 20" century.
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Anexcuc MAHACTEP PAMEP

HNOAYHABCKO BYI'APCKH ,,TYTXOIB*
(MECTO MAEHTUYHO NJIM BJIN30
AHXHNAJOCA/ITIOMOPJE, BYTAPCKA)

Tyrxom je nme (OYMIIEAHO HECIOBEHCKO) KOje Ce Hajla3h y HEKUM
CPEOBEKOBHUM CIIOBEHCKHMM TEKCTOBMMA 32 NPUMOPCKM Tpaj IO3HAT
Ha TPYKOM Kao Ayylohog MM HEKO MECTO BeoMma Onm3y mera. Moxkemo ra
HWACHTHU(HUKOBATH KA0 TYPKHjCKH (TauHHUje, MOAYHABCKU OyrapckKu) MpeBOJ
IPYKOI, cacTaBjbeH of *tur- ,,co“ + t(e)g-Vm/n ,nocruzame” + -i ,,0m/
weroBor (u3ader). Hexonuko neraspa je TpeHyTHO Hemoryhe ca curypHo-
why yrBpauTH, anu BehnHa Mopdema, Kao u TyOuTaK p HCIpea APYyror Cy-
[JIACHUKA U CHHKOIIA Cy OYHIVICTHH.

Kibyune peun: auneeucmuxa, nooyHascku OyeapcKu jesux, emumono-
euja, Tymxor
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