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SAMOYEDIC VOWEL SEQUENCES
AND THE STATUS OF THE CLUSTER */k IN URALIC

Abstract. This paper takes up the issue concerning the representation of the
Finno-Ugric cluster */k in Samoyedic and its possible connection with Proto-
Samoyedic vowel sequences. It has been proposed that the cluster */k was lost
in Pre-Proto-Samoyedic, which, at least in words containing a low vowel in the
second syllable, would have led to the origination of a non-canonical type of
vowel sequences containing a low vowel as the second component. This proposal
presents two challenges: on the one hand, the diachronic evidence for the alleged
intervocalic loss of the cluster */f needs to be critically examined, while, on the
other hand, the presence of the alleged type of non-canonical vowel sequences
in Proto-Samoyedic has to be either confirmed or rejected. The conclusion of this
paper is that the apparent cases suggesting the loss of the cluster */k in Samoyedic
have to be explained in a different way, in that the cluster in the items concerned
is actually of a secondary derivational origin, that is, *I-k, in which the derivational
segment *f, as observed in the Finno-Ugric data, is simply originally absent in
Samoyedic. The issue concerning the proposed non-canonical vowel sequences
is more complicated, but, at least at the level of Pre-Proto-Samoyedic, the second
component of all vowel sequences can always be identified with the uniform
reduced vowel *a. This situation underwent later secondary changes in the indi-
vidual Samoyedic languages, especially in Nganasan and Enets.!

Keywords: Proto-Uralic, Proto-Samoyedic, consonant clusters, vowel sequences,
laryngeals, glides.

1. Introduction

It is today generally accepted that vowels occurred in Proto-Samoyedic not
only as single segments, but also as sequences of two segmentally separate
elements. Although the earliest modern attempts at a Proto-Samoyedic recon-
struction (Sammallahti 1975; Janhunen 1976) still operated with only monoph-
thongoid occurrences of vowels, vowel sequences have been present in all

I An oral version of this paper was presented (online, in Russian) at the Fourth Conference
on Uralic, Altaic, and Palaeo-Siberian languages (UeTsepTast KoH(}epeHIsI 10 ypab-
CKUM, alTaliCKUM U Taleoa3maTckuM sa3bikaMm), held at the Institute for Linguistic
Studies, Russian Academy of Sciences, St. Petersburg, on 25—27 November, 2024.
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later reconstructions (starting, apparently, with SW). According to the original
formulation, these vowel sequences were assumed to have contained a quali-
tatively indistinctive but phonetically velar "reduced” vowel (*7) as the second
segment. This vowel was paradigmatically identified with the presumably
phonetically very similar reduced vowel (*3), attested as an independent vowel
phoneme in both the initial and any non-initial syllables. It was also assumed
that the position of the initial component in vowel sequences could be occupied
by any vowel quality of the main paradigm, with, however, the exception
of the reduced vowel itself. The absence of sequences of two reduced vowels
is probably connected with the origin of this segment both as the main vowel
of a syllable and as the second component of vowel sequences.

Phonotactically, as far as independent lexical items are concerned, vowel
sequences can be reconstructed only for the initial syllable, meaning that the
first component in them was always the first vowel of the word. However,
the possibility that they could occur also later in the word at morpheme
boundaries is suggested, in particular, by the finite aorist paradigm of vowel-
stem verbs, which, as it seems, were formed in Proto-Samoyedic, with the
exception of the Nganasan lineage, with the help of a "finite morpheme”
consisting of a single vowel segment identical with the reduced vowel. It
has been proposed that this finite morpheme could represent a reduction of
the sequence *-7d-, as attested in the role of a finite morpheme after consonant
stems (Salminen 2024 : 180), but both the mechanism and the possible chro-
nology of this (in itself irregular) development remain unconfirmed. This
question aside, it is a matter of terminological interest only whether the
vowel sequences should be considered to have been "diphthongs” or "diph-
thongoids”, or, as the term itself suggests, sequences of two separate segments,
in which case the second component would also have possessed a syllable-
bearing value in its own right.

Later research (Xenumckuir 1993) has pointed out that there were actually
two distinct reduced vowel phonemes in the initial syllable in Pre-Proto-
Samoyedic, often, but not always, deriving from Proto-Uralic *u vs. *i (>
*iL vs. *1, cf. also Pystynen 2022). These vowels have been written variously
as <*3> vs. <*»> (as in Salminen 2012 : 346 —347; 2024 : 171, 179 et passim)
or <*3> vs. <*3> (as in Kaheinen 2023 : 34 note 10), but they will in the
following be rendered as <*»> vs. <*3>. Functioning as a harmonic pair,
they correlated with the choice between the mid-low vowels *ad vs. *d in
any following syllables, as in *moka 'back, spine’ (< *muka) vs. *sdymd 'eye’
(< *¢ilmd). The distinction between the two reduced vowels has been lost
at the phonemic level in all modern Samoyedic languages (cf. Helimski
1997 : 105 and Salminen 2024 : 183, where an unlikely exception from Mator
is mentioned), but it has left occasional traces in the morphophonology, as in
Tundra Nenets #2" 'summer’ (< *#a7 < Proto-Uralic *suz/2) : (accusative plural)
ton-o vs. tor 'hair’ (< *tor of unknown origin) : (accusative plural) tory-e.

The issue concerning the two reduced vowels has relevance to vowel
sequences, in that, assuming that vowel harmony functioned consistently
in the language, the reduced vowel occuring in the role of the second
component of vowel sequences could also be assumed to have represented
either the velar segment *o (after a back vowel) or the palatal segment *5
(after a front vowel). However, while this possibility cannot be ruled out
at the phonetic level, its phonological relevance can be questioned, which
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is why it is reasonable to leave the distinction unmarked in vowel sequences
(cf. Kaheinen 2024 : 94 notes 1—2). The same principle can, in fact, be
applied to all instances of the reduced vowel, for, although the two reduced
vowels were originally separate phonemes and later functioned as two
separate morphophonemes, they appear to have lost their phonemic and
probably also phonetic distinction by the Proto-Samoyedic stage. The
harmonically neutralized reduced vowel could therefore be combined with
both back and front vowels within a single word, as in *kotd 'nail’ resp.
*patd (< *patd) 'bile’, and in Proto-Samoyedic reconstructions it is sufficient
to use the single symbol <*2> for this vowel (so also Pystynen 2022).

The harmonically neutral status of the reduced vowel in the role of the
second component of vowel sequences is also supported by its phonotactic
similarity to the glides *w and *y [j].?> suggesting that it itself may originally
have been a non-syllabic semivocalic segment of the glide type, perhaps
of the velar or laryngeal range (*r, Janhunen 1998 : 464). The similarity is
particularly obvious from the fact that both vowel sequences (*Va < *Vr)
and sequences of a vowel and a glide (*Vw and *Vy) in Proto-Samoyedic
could be followed by a syllable-final consonant, or also, word-internally,
by a consonant cluster, which was phonotactically not possible for other
("true”) consonants. It may also be noted that in Nganasan, where the vowel
sequences are synchronically represented as sequences of two full (syllabic)
vowels, also described in terms of "morae” (Helimski 1984 : 42—43), the
labial glide *w in postvocalic syllable-final position likewise yields a full
vowel, as in kou ’'ear’ (< *kaw) = 'sun’ (< *kaya). However, for unknown
reasons, this behaviour does not extend to the palatal glide *y, which in
most cases (though not in all) is represented as a non-syllabic consonantal
segment, as in 7oj 'foot’ (< *ay) : (3rd person singular possessive) no-cu (<
*ay-ta) : (nominative plural) yue-" (< *ay.o-t) (SNg 133).

A major change in the reconstructional situation occurred when it was
proposed (first, apparently, by Helimski) that there were also other vowel
qualities that could form sequences in Proto-Samoyedic. In particular,
sequences with either *a or *a — though, curiously, not with *@ — as the
second component have been postulated for Proto-Samoyedic. The evidence
for these "non-canonical” vowel sequences will have to be examined in
more detail (below), but the issue also raises several questions of a more
general type. For one thing, irrespective of whether they can be verified

2 In the present paper, reconstructed forms are quoted in a simplified phonemic
transcription. In deviation from the traditional notation, the letters *d, *j, *x stand
for the weak obstruents (dental vs. palatal vs. velar/laryngeal, traditionally *§, *¢,
*1), the letters *w, *y for the glides (traditionally *f, %)), the letters *¢, *ii for the
palatal sibilant (affricate) and nasal, respectively (traditionally *$, *11), and the letter
*c for an unspecified affricate with a sibilant release (traditionally *¢). Synchronic
data from modern languages are quoted according to the sources in a simplified
(quasi-)phonemic notation. For Samoyedic, distinctive palatal consonants are written
as ¢ (strong or unmarked stop or affricate), j (weak stop or affricate), ¢ (sibilant
continuant), #i (nasal), and £ (lateral), while ¢ denotes a back velar (uvular) stop
(as in Selkup) and ’ (apostrophe) the glottal stop. Nenets and Nganasan are quoted
following the phonemic analysis of Salminen (1997) and Kaheinen (forthcoming),
but with the glottal stop marked invariably as * (also used for the Finnic final "aspi-
ration”). Languages with a Latinized written norm are quoted according to the stan-
dard orthography. Unverifiable "readings” from historical or otherwise phonologi-
cally inexact sources (as for Mator) are marked by the dagger symbol f.
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or not, the "non-canonical” sequences are statistically conspicuously rare,
even marginal, in the etymological corpus, as compared with the cases in
which the second component may unambiguously be identified as the
qualitatively and harmonically neutral reduced vowel, that is, *2. Therefore,
the "non-canonical” sequences are potentially open to alternative explana-
tions, and, in any case, their diachronic background is likely to be different
from that of their “canonical” counterparts.

The issue is closely connected with the reconstruction of vowels in non-
initial syllables. It was originally assumed (as in SW) that there were only
three vowel qualities in Proto-Samoyedic that could occur in this position:
the two harmonically opposed low vowels *d vs. *@ and the harmonically
neutral reduced vowel *a (*3). These three vowels were supposed to consti-
tute relatively direct reflexes of the corresponding Proto-Uralic segments,
which likewise comprised the two harmonically opposed low vowels *a
vs. *d and the harmonically neutral reduced or high vowel *2 or *i (tradi-
tionally *¢), which in consonant stems when following a single consonant
could alternate with zero.® It is, however, generally accepted today that
there were also other vowel qualities that could occur in non-initial syllables
in Proto-Samoyedic. The two qualities that may be regarded as fully
confirmed are *u and *i, as well as, possibly, their non-distinctive harmonic
alternants (*ii resp. *7). Since these vowels are also attested in a few Uralic
items, as in *ydnti 'sinew’, they could, in principle, go back to Proto-Uralic.
Assuming that they are nevertheless secondary, their derivation remains
to be clarified (Salminen 2024 : 183).

Several other vowels in non-initial syllables are attested in the individual
Samoyedic branches and languages. These vowels are typically secondary,
deriving from various combinations of vowels and glides, but it is difficult
to establish their relative chronology. For instance, data from Nenets-Enets
suggest that the mid-high vowels o and *e¢ could derive from sequences
ending in a syllable-final palatal glide *y, as in Tundra Nenets xan° ’sledge’
: (accusative plural) xon-o (< *konca-y), but we do not know if this situation
was valid already in Proto-Samoyedic. In any case, the development *ay >
*o affected also vowel sequences, as in Tundra Nenets ya (< *ydo) ’earth,
land’ : (accusative plural) yo (< *yao < *ydas-y) (cf. Salminen 2024 : 180).
Another secondary segment was the low vowel *a [a], attested in a few
nominal roots, as in *wofa ’berry’, but particularly often in Nganasan
secondary stems, as in the genitive plural of nouns and the aorist stem of
verbs (Kaheinen 2024). The origin and chronology of this *a, which in early
reconstructions (as in SW) was not distinguished from *d, is obscure. It is
also not clear whether the *a of non-initial syllables should automatically
be regarded as paradigmatically identical with the *a (= *d in SW) of the
initial syllable, which in some cases has been assumed to derive from
Proto-Uralic *a (as also discussed passim below).

One of the Proto-Samoyedic items for which a vowel sequence with a
low vowel as the second component has been proposed is the noun for

3 It has also been suggested that the Proto-Uralic non-low vowel in non-initial
syllables might have participated in the vowel harmony, in which case it would
have had two harmonic variants, *i [i] and *7 [#] ~ [w]. Since, however, there is no
trace of this variation in any Uralic language, and since the non-low vowel can
alternate with zero, it will here be written *2 (in agreement with Kallio 2012) or,
in cases of alternation with zero (after a single consonant), */a.
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‘feather, wing’, once reconstructed as *fu3jj (SW 166) = (in the notation used
here:) *fuoy. Mainly on the basis of the Tundra Enets shape fua, this item
has later also been reconstructed as *fua (Helimski, as quoted by Salminen
2024 : 180, apparently with the secondary vowel *a as the second component)
or *fua (Kaheinen 2023 : 170, with the more "regular” mid-low vowel *a).
A new perspective to this reconstruction was opened by the claim that the
Samoyedic item is a regular reflex of Proto-Uralic *fulka and a direct
cognate of its Finno-Ugric reflexes (cf. Zhivlov 2023 : 164). The underlying
idea is that the medial cluster */k was lost in Pre-Proto-Samoyedic, leaving
only a hiatus between the surrounding vowels, which would not have
undergone any substantial qualitative changes, i.e., *fulka > *tud. If correct,
this derivation would provide a diachronic motivation for the alleged non-
canonical vowel sequence, though it gives no direct motivation for the
alternative reconstruction *fua.

The proposed derivation has several problems. The traceless disappea-
rance of an entire consonant cluster would be exceptional, for, even though
the velar stop *k has been regularly lost in a number of clusters either
before or after another consonant, as in *sk, *ck (= *Ck), *ks, *kt (Salminen
2024 : 178), the other component of the cluster is always segmentally preserved,
which means that the development probably took place via either regressive
or progressive assimilation, leading initially to geminates, which were later
simplified. Moreover, *k is actually preserved in the clusters *rk (*sarka
‘branch, division’ > *tdrka) and *dk > *rk (*pidkd "high, long’ > *pirkd).* A
medial intervocalic *k is likewise intact before a second-syllable low vowel
(as in *muka back, spine’ > *makd), as is also the medial lateral */, though
there are signs of a tendency towards phonetic palatalization of this conson-
ant, as suggested by the change in the quality of the following vowel (*kala
'fish’ > *kald). In syllable-final position, */ has been fully palatalized to *y
[j1, at least when following original high vowels (as in *¢ilmd > *sdymd >
*soymd 'eye’). In these cases, Proto-Uralic *u is preserved as *u in Samoyedic
(*tul/ 2 *fire’ > *tul > *tuy), while the combination *u—a would normally be
expected to yield *a—a, rather than *u—a.

Disregarding for the time being the potential counterevidence provided
by Tundra Enets fua and its possible parallels in the etymological corpus,
the rest of the facts are better explained by the assumption that the
Samoyedic items for 'feather, wing’ are not direct cognates of Finno-Ugric
*tulka, but, rather, reflexes of a shorter root corresponding only to the
initial syllable of the word, which, at least formally, could correspond to
Finnish (and Finnic) tuuli 'wind’ : tuule- 'to blow (of wind)’ (Janhunen
1981 : 23 no. 85), with cognates as far east as Permic, and tentatively recon-
structable as Proto-Uralic *fuxl/a(-). A well-known semantic parallel is
offered by Scandinavian, where the words (here quoted from Swedish)
vind (= English wind) and vinge (= English wing) are both derived from
an Indo-European root originally meaning 'to blow (of wind)’ (SEO 1348 —
1350). Irrespective of this semantic issue, the division of *fulka as *tul-ka
implies that there was a derivational suffix *-kA, forming secondary nominal

4 Note that several etymologies suggesting a correspondence of Finnic *rk to
Samoyedic *r are mistaken. In these cases it is a question of accidental lookalikes
based on, among other things, onomatopoetic resemblance, as in Finnic kurki vs.
Samoyedic *koro- 'crane’ (SW 54).
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stems from more simple primary roots. Therefore, it is relevant to take a
look at other examples of this derivational suffix.

Basically, *-#A seems to have been an element deriving deverbal nouns.
Transparent examples of this function are rare, but a case in point is
Samoyedic *koma- 'to fall’ : *koma-ka 'fallen (tree)’ (SW 52). Another certain
case, deriving from Proto-Uralic, is *pid/a- ’to be high, long’ : *pid-kd high,
long’ (erroneously classified as a denominal derivative in Luobbal Sdmmol
Sammol Ante (Aikio) 2022 : 19) > Samoyedic *pir- : *pir(-)kd (SW 125, as
already quoted above). It may be concluded that the suffix *-£A could be
attached to both vowel stems and consonant stems. Other examples of
*-kA on consonant stems may include *pdr(-)kd 'garment’ (SW 116—117),°
which has either a cognate or an areally transmitted reflex in Finnish parka
*poor garment’ > 'poor, deplorable person’ (Janhunen 1988), as well as
*pon-ka ‘net’” (SW 127), which would seem to be derived from the verbal
stem underlying Hungarian fog ’to catch’ (MSzFE 209—210; Janhunen 2022 :
164) with possible further cognates in Finno-Ugric.® In the light of this
information, it is reasonable to assume that *ful-ka would also be derived
from the verbal representation of the underlying root *tuxl/a(-) 'to blow
(of wind)’, which itself functions, at least in Finnic, as a nomen-verbum.

The Finno-Ugric cluster */k is, however, attested also before the reduced
(or high) vowel *2 (or *7). Somewhat inconsistently, it has been speculated
that in this position only the segment *£ would have been lost in Samoyedic,
while */ would yield, at least after a high vowel, and following the loss of
the original stem-final vowel, the regular syllable-final reflex *y [j]. This
scheme is supported by the comparison of Finnish kylki : kylke- < Finnic
*kiilki = *kiilko ’side (of body)” with Samoyedic *koy < *kdy ’side’ (SW 57—
58, where the item is mistakenly reconstructed as *kaj = *kay). Indeed, the
etymological connection (discussed extensively in Salminen 2023 : 377 —
380) is very probably correct (as elaborated in more detail below, section 3),
but the fact that there is no trace of medial *# in the Samoyedic cognates
suggests that this segment was never present in the underlying form. The
Samoyedic data would best be derived from a basic root of the type *kiil/2
(or *kil/ 2), from which Finnic *kiilko = *kiil-ko would be a secondary deriva-
tive based on the consonant stem of the root. This means that the element
*-ko was also a suffix deriving secondary nominal stems, though it is less
clear whether it was deverbal or denominal.

In this connection, it may be recalled that many Uralic suffixes, especially
those deriving deverbal nouns or nominalizations, have two forms, one
with the final low vowel *A and the other without it or, alternatively, with
the final reduced (high) vowel *5 (*7). Thus, apart from the relatively rarely
attested suffix *-kA, the vowelless variant *-k is also attested in a similar
nominalizing function, as in Finnish ldhte- 'to depart’ : ldhde-""spring (of
® Tapani Salminen (p.c. 4 July 2024) notes that, because of a possible (though not
fully confirmed) difference in the vocalism, the Nganasan verbal root connected
(in SW) with *par(-)kd may actually represent a different etymon. This does not,
however, rule out the possibility that Samoyedic *pdr(-)ka is a deverbal noun.
¢ According to Christopher Culver (p.c. 16 September 2024 and Culver 2025) the
derivation of *ponkd from the verbal root *poy- would seem to be confirmed, apart
from Hungarian fog 'to catch’, also by Mari por.a-m 'to catch fish by driving it into
a net’. Culver further notes that the verbal root might be connected with the noun

*pona 'bossom’ (> Finnish povi), another possible case of a Proto-Uralic nomen-
verbum.
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water)’ < *ldkte-k (SSA 2 : 121—122), and this same suffix is also used as
the productive marker of the basic imperative and connegative form of
verbs. The imperative paradigm shows a synchronic alternation between
*-k and *kA-, as in Finnish (second person singular) [dhde-""go!’ < *lilkte-k
: (corresponding plural) ldhte-kd-d *go (you all)!l’ < *ldkte-kd-td, a morpho-
phonological feature shared also by Samoyedic. The background of this
alternation, which goes back to Proto-Uralic, is unknown.

2. The cluster */k in the Uralic etymological corpus

To gain some more clarity on the issue we can take a look at the etymo-
logical corpus of items containing the cluster */k. Since this stem structure
is best preserved in Finnic, a sufficiently large number of relevant examples
can be obtained from the standard reverse database of Finnish (SKKS),
complemented by a few items from other sources. Apart from nominals
ending in Proto-Finnic */kA(-) and *Iki : *lke-, there are verbs in */kA- and
*lke-, as well as derived stems in *lkRA-tA-, *lko(-), *lkU, *lki, and *lke-tA.
This gives us the following corpus of Finnic items, listed below without
glosses:

nominals in *lka: helka(-), ilka, jalka, malka, olka, sulka, talka
nominals in *lkd: ndlkd, selkd, ylkd ,*pelkd > peuka-lo

verbs in *lka-: alka-, *valka-

nominals in *lki : *lke-: elki, jilki, kylki, melki, olki, nolki, solki, sylki, telki
verbs in *lke-: kulke-, nylke-, polke-, sulke-, sylke-

derived verbs in *lkA-tA-: hylkdd-, pelkdd-

derived nominals in *lko(-): halko, pelko, palko, salko, selko, valko, ulko
derived nominals in *IkU: alku, hylky, kulku, nylky, polku, sylky, ulku
derived nominals in *lke-tA: ilked, julkea, nilked, selked, valkea
derived adverbs in *lki: halki, julki

It has to be noted that the list contains several cases of derivationally
interrelated word forms, notably: ilka : ilked, alka- : alku, sylki : sylke- :
sylky, kulke- : kullku, nylke- : nylky, polke- : polku, sulke- : sulku, hylkdd- :
hylky, pelkdd- : pelko, halko : halki, selko : selked, valko : valkea, julkea :
Julki. Also, among the independent etyma in the list, there are a few
confirmed loanwords: helka(-) (from Scandinavian ‘holy’, SSA 1 : 152 s.v.
helatorstai), malka ’pole’ (from Baltic, SSA 2 : 143), palko ’'pod’ (cf. also
palje : palkee- "bellows’, Estonian pale : palge- ’cheek, face’, from Germanic,
SSA 2 : 300, 302; EES 349—350 ), telki "bolt’ (from Germanic, SSA 3 : 281).
Of a secondary origin are probably also falka ’axe butt’ (possibly a recent
creation with restricted dialectal distribution in Finnish, SSA 3 : 261) and
velka (from Proto-Finnic, but containing a Post-Proto-Uralic vowel combi-
nation, SSA 3 : 424). Several other items also seem to be restricted to Finnic
with no established further connections: elki 'habitus’ (obsolete in the basic
form, but used in the derivative e¢lje’ : (plural) elkee-t gestures’, Karelian
elgo 'reason’, SSA 1 : 103), hylkd-d- : hyld-t- ’to abandon’ : hylky *wreck’
(SSA 1 : 197—198), julkea ’brave’ : julki 'made publicly disclosed’ : juli-
sta- 'to declare’ (SSA 1 : 2 v46), polke- 'to tread’ : polk-u ’path’ (SSA 2 :
390), and apparently also alka- 'to begin’ : alk-u 'beginning’ (borrowed to
Saami as dlge- : dlgu, SSA 1 : 69; YSS no. 46), with proposed but semantically
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and phonologically unacceptable comparanda in Khanty and Mansi, as well
as in Samoyedic (UEW 6—7).

Proceeding to the items that have confirmed cognates in the other
branches of Finno-Ugric (not counting Samoyedic), we can see that the
cluster */k is normally preserved as */k > [g in Saami (quoted below mainly
from Northern Saami) and Mordvin (quoted from either Erza of Moksha),
but is metathesized to *kl > xl > yl > wl in Khanty and Mansi (quoted in
one sample dialectal form for each), while in Mari (Hill and/or Meadow),
Permic (Udmurt and/or Komi), and Hungarian there is no direct trace of
the segment *k, leaving only the lateral */ > [ or, in Hungarian, depending
on the item, also the geminate //. Etyma that would seem to follow this
pattern include the following:

e jalka ’foot/leg’ (SSA 1 : 234) < *yalka = Saami juolgi (YSS no. 292),
Moksha jalga, Mari (Hill) jal = (Meadow) jol. Hungarian gyalog 'on
foot’, traditionally linked to this etymon (MSzFE 1 : 230), is an unlikely
cognate: the representation of initial *y- as gy- is irregular, and the
suffixal -g is idiosyncratic (WOT 1318). In view of both the form and
the meaning, the word looks much more like a reflex of Turkic *yadag
‘on foot’ (EDT 887). The representation of Turkic *y- > *j- (conventionally
written *j-) as gy- is typical of West Old Turkic loanwords in Hungarian,
and the representation of *-g as -g is also well attested (WOT 1082 —
1083, 1092—1093), while for Turkic *-d- there is only one uncertain
example (ido, WOT 437—439), leaving it a likely possibility that this
consonant, pronounced *[d], could yield / in Hungarian, although this
would have happened later than the earlier change of Uralic *d to */.

o jdlki : jdlke- ’trace’ (SSA 1 : 256) < *ydlko = Hungarian jel : jele- 'sign’,
also >jegy : jegye- 'token, ticket’ (MSzFE 2 : 338 —339), with an apparent
cognate in Khanty (Vasyugan) jdyal ’'pattern, spot (as on animals)’
(DEWOS 341). In this case, the Hungarian and Khanty items fill the
phonological and semantic criteria, and the etymology may be considered
as sound in spite of the absence of data from the intermediate branches.
In Estonian the word has been partly confused with *ydrki : *ydrke- >
Jdrg : jdrje- 'order’ (EES 104, 105).

o kylki : kylke- ’side’ (SSA 1 : 461 —462). The only potential Finno-Ugric
cognate that has been proposed for this Finnic noun is Hungarian /kiil-
: kiil.0-n "outside’, which, indeed, would formally fit the regular pattern
of *lk being represented as / in Hungarian. However, in spite of its
superficial suitability, the Hungarian item is actually a truncation of the
longer form kiviil 'outside (of), apart (from)’, itself a primary ablative
case form in -/ of the spatial root kiv-, reflected also in ki : kint ~ kiinn
‘out(side)’, with cognates in Khanty and Mansi (MSzFE 363 —365) and
with no relation to the Finnic data. Therefore, in the lack of other Finno-
Ugric points of comparison, connections for the Finnic item have also
been sought in Slavic and/or Baltic, but with no conclusive result (Junt-
tila 2015 : 212).

e nylke- "to skin’ : nylk-y 'skinning’ (SSA 2 : 246—247) < *fiiilko- = Saami
njalga- ’to lose hair/feather’ (YSS no. 755), Mordvin (Moksha) 7ielga-
‘to deprive (of)’, Khanty (Konda) #ioyat-ma- "to molt’ (DEWOS 1035).

e olka ’shoulder’ (SSA 2 : 263) < *w/olka = Saami oalgi (YSS no. 827),
Hungarian vdll : vdlla- (MSzFE 669), for which a connection with Mansi
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(Sosva) waylap 'strap’ (WWDb 713), including ’shoulder strap’, has been
proposed (Liimola 1951). The Mansi item has alternatively been assumed
to derive from the verb wayl- 'to descend’ < *wilka- (on which see
below), but a connection with ’shoulder’ appears more likely, and the
etymology may be considered as fairly certain.

olki : olke- ’straw’ (SSA 2 : 263—264) < *olka = Mordvin (Erza) olgo,
absent elsewhere, apparently also in Moksha. As a Finnish loanword,
the item is, however, represented in Saami as oalga ’stalk’.

nolki : nolke- ’slime, spittle’ (SSA 2 : 229—230), Karelian 7nolki (with a
secondary palatal nasal), Estonian nolg : nole (EES 324) < *nolko or
*fiolko = Saami snuolga (with a secondary prothetic sibilant, YSS no.
744), Mordvin (Erza) nolgo, Hungarian nydl (MSzFE 475—476). There is
an obvious descriptive component in this etymon, and an association
with the verb nuole- 'to slick’ (SSA 2 : 229) < *fial/2- = Hungarian nyal
(MSzFE 474—475) is apparent especially in Hungarian. Even so, the
Hungarian data fit both formally and semantically into the comparison.
salko 'pole’ (SSA 3 : 148) < *calka- : *¢alka-y = Saami cuolgu (YSS no.
193), Mordvin (Moksha) salga : verbally $algo- 'to stick’, Khanty (Vasju-
gan) sayol ’slat, shingle’ (DEWOS 1313 —1314), Mansi (Northern) sayla
‘pole’ (WWDb 510), Hungarian szal : szala- ’stick, fiber, thread’, also used
as a counter for long and narrow objects (MSzFE 563—564). A distant
lookalike that has been quoted from Komi in this connection may be
disregarded as a false comparison.

selko ’clarity’ : selked ’clear’ : selle-ne- ~ selki-d- 'to become clear’ (SSA
3 : 167) < *¢elko- = Saami cielggas (YSS no. 151). The Finnish items
stand in an irregular relationship with the semantically close item selvd
"clear’ (SSA 3 : 168), though the variation [k vs. [v is attested also else-
where (see examples below).

selkd "back (of body) (SSA 3 : 167) < *¢ellkd = Saami, with irregular
vocalism, ¢ielgi (YSS no. 152), and with a plausible but likewise irregular
cognate in Mari (Meadow) $2l(-)2Z ’sacrum’.

sulke- ’to close’ (SSA 3 : 211) : sulk-u ’closure’ < *¢ulko- = Mordvin
(Erza) Solgo- = (Moksha) solga-, but with no further cognates, and absent
also in Saami (unless connected with solki, on which see below).
ulko(-) : ulo- ’outside’ : (lokative) ulko-na : (ablative) ulko-a : (lative)
ulo-s (SSA 3 : 370) = Saami olgu(-) : (locative) olgu-n : (lative) olggo-s,
Permic (Komi) /- ’distance’ : (locative) il.i-n ’‘far away’. The Finno-
Permic comparison (cf. also UEW 803) is phonologically regular and
semantically acceptable. Comparisons with Finnish ulo-tt-u- "to stretch,
to reach’ (SSA 3 : 371) = Saami olli- (YSS no. 802) and Finnish ulappa
‘open space of water’ (SSA 3 : 369—370) are, however, far-fetched and
would presuppose a low-vowel root of the type *ula-, which would not
be immediately compatible with the cluster */k. There is also a problem
with the meaning, which is why these comparisons are best rejected.
ulku ’pole’ (SSA 3 : 370) < *ulko-w : *ulks = Saami (dialectally with an
irregular prothetic laryngeal initial) 4/0lga (YSS no. 803), Mordvin
(Moksha) olga, Permic (Komi) *il ’'tent pole’, Khanty (Kazym) oxraL
(DEWOS 39), Mansi (Northern) dwld = awla (WWb 399).

valka- : valka-ma "haven’ (SSA 3 : 399) < *wilka- (Sammallahti 1988 :
551; Zhivlov 2014: 119) = Saami vuolgi- 'to leave’ (YSS no. 1434), Mordvin
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(Erza) valgo- 'to descend’, Mari wale-, Khanty (Vakh) wayal- (DEWOS
1574—1575), Mansi (Middle Lozva) wayl- (WWb 713), Hungarian vdl- :
vdl-ik ’to depart; to become’ (MSzFE 667 —668). Formally, the Saami
cognate could also reflect the etymon *alka- 'to begin’, with which it may
have become confused.

e ylkd (SSA 3 : 490) < *iilkd 'boy, man, bridegroom’, attested almost
exclusively in Finnish, but marginally documented also in Estonian as
lilg = Saami (Aanaar) alge (YSS no. 10). In the etymological literature,
this item is separated from Finnish yrkd with exactly the same meaning,
and the latter is connected with Mari (Hill) ergo ‘boy’ and Hungarian
-ér in f¢érj "husband’ (fi-ér-) and férfi ‘'man’ (< fi-¢r-fi), as well as with
-¢r in embér ‘'man, human’ and -ar in magyar 'Hungarian’ (MSzFE 150 —
151, 203). Needless to say, these comparisons are multiply mistaken,
for there is no doubt that Finnish yrkd is simply a secondary variant
of ylkd. Some of the Hungarian items quoted in this connection (though
not magyar)’ are likely to contain a trace of Turkic *er 'man’ (which is,
incidentally, mentioned in UEW 84).

For a few items, certain languages show the expected regular represen-
tation in the consonantism, while there are unexplained irregularities in
other details and/or in other languages. These items do not necessarily as
such contradict the general picture, but the cases of irregular representation
need to be noted, as they weaken the potential validity of the etymologies.
This is the case in:

* halko ’split firewood’ : halki ’split’ : halje-t- : halke-a- "to split’ (SSA 1 :
133—134) < *Salka- = Erza culgo- 'to peel’, Permic (Komi) sul-al- 'to
split’. In this case, the unexplained irregularities in both the consonants
and the vowels, and even in the meanings (in Mordvin), are too numer-
ous to make the comparisons viable, leaving the Finnic item without
any confirmed cognates in the other branches.

* melki : melke- 'breast of animal’ (SSA 2 : 158), attested only in the North
Bothnian dialects of Finnish and therefore likely to be a borrowing from
Saami *mdilks > mielga id. (YSS no. 666) = Erza melke "breast’, Mari (Meadow)
mel, Permic (Udmurt) mil, Khanty (Obdorsk) mewal (DEWOS 909—910),
Mansi (Northern) mayl (WWDb 293), Hungarian mell : melle- "breast’ > ’loca-
tion beside’: (locative) mell-e.tt "beside’ : (lative) mell-¢ *(to) beside’ (MSzFE
430—431). Here, only Mordvin shows an unexpected representation in the
consonantism (perhaps a contracted derivational form, with truncation of
the root). However, apart from the Saami borrowing, Finnish has mdlvi
‘breast of bird” (SSA 1 : 133—134), also attested in Estonian as mdlv : mdlve
(EES 295), suggesting an irregular variation between */k and [v (as in
selked : selvd). Even so, the etymology is sound, with *mdilko as the original
form (so also UEW 267 and Zhivlov 2023 : 167).

e solki : solke- "buckle’ (SSA 3 :196) < *colka = Erza Sulga-mo, Mari (obsolete)
Solka-ma, also compared with Saami culgom ’side piece of fur shoe’.
The consonantal correspondence between Finnic and Mordvin is regular,
but the Mari item must be an areal borrowing from Mordvin, which is

7 The final -r in magyar (~ mogyér ~ mégyer) is most probably a non-Uralic plural
marker, widely attested in Inner Asian ethnonyms and this case apparently of a
Bulghar Turkic origin (Janhunen 2018).
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not surprising since we are dealing with an item of cultural vocabulary
(with additional reflexes in Chuvash and Russian dialects). In spite of
the difference in the vocalism, there might be a connection with the
verb *culko- 'to close’, from which the Mordvin (and possibly the Saami)
item would be a regular nominalization. A further comparison with
Permic (Komi) $ul ‘runner of sledge’ (UEW 775) is obviously mistaken.

o sylki : sylke- spit’ : sylke- "to spit’ : sylk-y ’spitting’ (SSA 3 : 229—230)
< *¢iilka(-) = Saami colga : colga- (YSS no. 161), Mordvin (Erza) selge :
Sel'ge-, Mari (Meadow) Siiwal(-), Permic (Udmurt) $al = (Komi) $él,
Khanty (Vasyugan) sbu’j;)]/— (DEWOS 1298), Mansi (Northern) sal’y- (WWb
520—521). In this case the data from the West Uralic branches (Finnic-
Saami-Mordvin) stand in a regular relationship with each other and
represent a nomen-verbum, which itself may have more ancient roots in
Uralic. However, the other proposed cognates show irregularities in the
vowels (Permic) or consonants (in the other branches). It is particularly
noteworthy that Khanty and Mansi do not indicate the regular metathe-
sis in this item. This suggests random descriptive variation (as also
recognized in UEW 479—480), which does not allow a uniform recon-
struction beyond West Uralic.

Of greater relevance for the current topic are the items in which the
cluster */fe can be shown to be divided by a derivational morpheme boundary.
In these cases, the root is a consonant stem ending in */a(-) : */-, to which
the suffixes *-kA(-) or *-ka(-) have been added. The basic root is preserved
either as such or in the composition of other (correlative) derivatives which
lack the elements *-kA(-) or *-ka(-). In some cases, the original morpheme
boundary is revealed by simple internal reconstruction based on a single
language or branch (especially Finnic), while in other cases the derivational
origin is confirmed by comparative evidence from other Finno-Ugric branches.
In this context, because of the apparent loss of the stop segment of the
cluster */k in Mari, Permic, and Hungarian, information from these branches
is inconclusive. The derivation of the cluster */k from the complex structure
*l-k may be considered as fully confirmed in, at least, the following two
cases, both of which involve deverbal nouns derived by the suffix *-£A:

* ndlkd "hunger’ < *fidil-kd, a nominal derivative from the verb *#idl/o- >
Finnic *neel/i- > Finnish niel/e- "to swallow’ with the regular develop-
ment *G§—o > Finnic *ee—e- : *ee—i (Luobbal Sdammol Sammol Ante
(Aikio) 2012).% The Finnic derived stem has a cognate in Saami njdlgge-s
‘'sweet’ (YSS no. 762), possibly also in Ter Saami nielge 'meagre fish’
(SSA 2 :251), but it is also present in Saami in the form nealgi, borrowed
from Finnish (YSS no. 721, cf. also Aikio 2002 : 53 note 6, 2015: 40). A related
derivative is *fidl-md "tongue, language’ (Janhunen 1992 : 239 —240; Luobbal
Sammol Sammol Ante (Aikio) 2015 : 36; O'Rourke 2016 : 244), which
yields Saami njalbmi 'mouth’ (YSS no. 763), Mari (Hill) ja/mo, Khanty
(Vakh-Vasyugan) ndlom (DEWOS 1049—1050), Mansi (Northern) nelom
(WWb 360), Hungarian nyelv (MSzFE 480—481), probably also Finnish
ndlvd ’slime’ : ndlvi- 'to mock’ (cf. SSA 2 : 251, where a "descriptive”

8 As has been pointed out by Pystynen (2018 : 47—50 et passim), the idea concerning
the developments *i@ > *ee and *a > *oo in Pre-Proto-Finnic goes back to Meri
Lehtinen (1967), who first identified this regularity, also known as "Lehtinen’s Law”.
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origin is proposed). The verbal base *7idl/o- is attested in all branches
of Finno-Ugric: Saami njiella- (YSS no. 776), Mordvin (Erza) nile-, Mari
(Hill) nel.d-, Permic (Komi) nil-, Khanty (Vakh-Vasyugan) nel-t- : nelo-y
’hungry’ (DEWOS 1042—1043), Mansi (Northern) nal-t- (WWb 352),
Hungarian nyel (MSzFE 479).

e pelkd-d- : peld-t- *to fear, to be afraid’ : pelko *fear’ (SSA 2 : 335) < *pel-kd-
‘fear’. In this case, the form with */k is present only in Finnic, while all
the other Finno-Ugric languages point to the basic verbal root *pel/a-
'to fear’, represented as Saami balla- (YSS no. 855), Mordvin (Erza) pele-,
Permic (Komi) pol-, Khanty (Vakh-Vasyugan) pal- (DEWOS 1142 —1143),
Mansi (Northern) pil- (WWb 440), Hungarian f¢é/ (MSzFE 198). There
is no doubt that the Finnic forms are based on the deverbal noun *pel-fd
‘fear’, from which both the secondary noun pelko and the verb pelkdi-d- <
*pelkd-td- are further derivatives.

It is, then, obvious that the word for 'feather, wing’ fits the pattern of
*fidl-kd and *pel-kd and may be reconstructed as *ful-ka at the Finno-Ugric
level. Another item that must be discussed in this context is Finnish peufkalo
‘thumb’ and its cognates.

e sulka ‘feather’ (SSA 3 : 211) < *sulka < *tulka ’feather, wing’, with
secondary palatalization of the initial dental stop *#- > *¢- > s- in Proto-
Finnic® = Saami dolgi (YSS no. 1267), Mordvin (Erza = Moksha) folga,
Permic (Komi) #/, Khanty (Vakh-Vasyugan) {0ya/ (DEWOS 1412), Mansi
(Northern) towal (WWb 668), Hungarian ?oll : tolla- (MSzFE 637). A
minor aberration is present in the Estonian cognate, which has second-
arily been transferred to a different stem type, yielding *sulki : *sulke-
> sulg : sule- (EES 487). If we accept that this word is a derivative of
the nomen-verbum attested in Finnish as fuule- 'to blow (of wind)’ :
tuuli : tuule- "wind’, there remains the issue concerning the difference
in vowel quantity. It may be noted that the cognates of fuuli (SSA 3 :
340—341) in other Uralic languages, including Mari (Hill) tul < *ful and
Permic (Komi) #¢l, are different from those of sulka, and also different
from those of the minimal pair fuli ’fire’ (SSA 3 : 323—324) < *tul/o =
Saami dolla (YSS no. 1266), Mordvin (Erza = Moksha) tol, Mari (Hill)
13l < *til, Permic (Komi) #il (so also Itkonen 1969 : 91—92 for Mari,
though not for Permic). This means that the synchronic vowel length
in Finnic must in this case derive from an additional feature that was
originally present in the root, and the best candidate for this feature is
the "laryngeal” consonant *r. We do not know at what stage this
consonant was segmentally lost, but there is no direct trace of it in the
derivative *ful-ka, suggesting that there may have been a phonotactic
process deleting it before a syllable-final consonant, that is: *fuxl-ka >
*tul-ka. Whatever the chronology of this development, it should be

 The development of initial */- to *¢- (traditional *$-) to *s- in Finnic is exceptional
and apparently irregular, but it has a well-known parallel in the correspondence
of Finnic *soo > Finnish suo 'bog, marshland’ (SSA 213—214) to Hungarian #6 : tava-
‘lake’ (MSzFE 634), with cognates in Mansi, Khanty, Permic, and Samoyedic (Jan-
hunen 1981 : 39 no.109). In these cases we have to accept the factor of sporadic
sound change, and there is no need to complicate the obstruent system of the recon-
structed protolanguage with an additional segment, as has been proposed by Honti
(2002; 2013 : 18—24).
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obvious that the basic root for 'feather, wing’, which underlies the
derivative *ful-ka, cannot have been of the simple form *tul/a (or *tuli,
as suggested by O’Rourke 2016 : 244), for this would not explain its
systematic difference with regard to *tul/a ’fire’.

peukalo 'thumb’ (SSA 2 : 346) < *pelka-lo : *pelkd-ld < *pelkd(-) = Saami
bealgi (YSS no. 909), Mordvin (Erza) pelka = (Moksha) pdr'kd, Permic
(Udmurt) péli = (Komi) pel. The Finnic word is somewhat variable, as
exemplified by Estonian (older and dialectal) peial : peigla (< *peiikd-
l/d) ~ (modern standard) pdial : poidla (EES 406). Mordvin suggests a
secondary derivative of the same type as in the reflex of *mdlko 'breast’
(see above), which means that it shows no unambiguous trace of the
cluster *lk, while Permic is inherently unambiguous for this detail.
However, there is reason to assume that *pelkd = *pel-kd is actually a
derivative of the etymon represented in Finnish as pieli : piele- '(outer)
side, edge, jamb (of door)” (SSA 2 : 347—348) = Mordvin (Erza) pel’ =
(Moksha) pdl, Mari (Hill) pel, Hungarian (ajto-)f¢l : (-)fele- ’jamb (of
door)’ (MSzFE 197—198), implying that the thumb is the "outermost”
finger (Janhunen 1981 : 23 no. 86). In this case, the base root, Proto-
Finnic *peeli : *peele-, seems to be a noun with a structure analogous
to that of *fuuli(-) : *tuule-, and the explanation of vowel length in both
items must be the same and different from the case of *neele- < *fidil/ o-
(on which see above). In the etymological literature, *peeli has often
been confused with *pdld "half, one of two, relative, friend’ (UEW 362 —
363), and the two etyma have collapsed in Hungarian (MSzFE 194 —
196), but are distinct elsewhere, including Finnic, where the latter yields
ultimately *pooli > Finnish puoli : puole- "half’ (Luobbdl Sammol Sdmmol
Ante (Aikio) 2015 : 47—48, 63). A separate item that may actually be
another derivative of *peeli is *pel(-)yd ear’, with reflexes in all Finno-
Ugric branches except Finnic, including Saami bealji (YSS no. 908) and
Hungarian fiil ’ear’ : figy-el 'to listen’ (MSzFE 224 —225).

While the four items discussed above — *#idl-kd "hunger’, *pel-kd 'fear’,

*tul-ka ’feather, wing’, and *pel-kd 'thumb’ — are all nouns derived with
the suffix *-kA, there are also several items that suggest a verbal derivative

in

*-ko-:

kulke- ’to go, to wander, to pass, to proceed’ : kullu ’passage’ (SSA 1 :
429 —430) < *kulks- = Saami golga-"to flow, to leak’ (YSS no. 442), Mordvin
(Erza) kolge- "to drop, to leak’, Permic (Komi) kil-al- 'to float downstream’,
Khanty (Vakh-Vasyugan) koyal- 'to walk’ (DEWOS 457—458, suggesting
*lukla- < *kulka-, Zhivlov 2023 : 164), Hungarian hala-d ~ halla-d 'to move
foreward, to proceed’. It should be obvious that this verb is a correlative
derivative of the Finnish reflexive stem fu/-u- "to pass (of time), to be worn’
(SSA 1 : 433), which derives from the basic root *kul/s- = Saami golla- 'to
pass (of time), to be wasted’ (if not a borrowing from Finnish), with a
number of phonologically and/or semantically unlikely cognates in Permic,
Khanty, and Mansi, including Hungarian Aull ’to fall (leaves, hair), to flow
(blood, tears)’ (MSzFE 308 —309). Another possible derivative is the causative
*kul-ta- *to fish with a dragnet’ (Luobbal Sdmmol Sdmmol Ante (Aikio)
2022 : 9) > Saami goldi- (YSS no. 445) = Finnish fkulta- (if not a borrowing
from Saami, SSA 1 : 432—433).
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e wvalke- : valke-a 'white, bright’ (< *walke-ta) : valke-ne- 'to become white,
bright’ (< *walke-m/e-) : valko "white colour’ : valko-inen 'white’ (SSA
3 : 399—400) vs. vaale-a ’light-coloured’ (SSA 3 : 384) vs. valo ’light’
(SSA 3 : 401). In this case, the Finnic synchronic data suggest a verbal
root of the type *wal/s- 'to be bright’, from which the derivative *wal-
ko- "to be bright’ was formed. There is some descriptive variation in the
form of this etymon, due to which the stem consonant can be geminated
and/or the vowels can be fronted, as in Finnish vdlked 'light’ : vdilkky-
‘to glitter’ (SSA 481), Estonian vdlk : vdlgu- ’lightning’ (< *wdlkko, EES
620). The only cognate beyond Finnic which shows an unambiguous
trace of the cluster */k is Saami vielga-d 'white’ (< *wdlka-, YSS no. 1399),
while Mordvin (Erza) val-do ’light’” would rather seem to be based on
the simple root. A somewhat enigmatic case is offered by Mari (Hill)
walgado = (Meadow) wolgads 'brightness’, which certainly contains the
same root, but in which the synchronic cluster /g can hardly reflect an
original */-f, as this would be the only example of this kind in Mari.
More likely, the Mari item has a different derivational structure, unless
it is a borrowing, though the exact source would in that case be difficult
to identify. In addition, apart from unlikely lookalikes in Permic, Khanty,
and Mansi, the reconstructions *wal/o- ~ *wal-ko- have a true reflex in
Hungarian vildg : vildgo- "light’ (> 'world’) : villdm : villamo- 'lightning’
(MSzFE 691 —693), which confirm that the original shape of the root was
*wil/ a-, with the later regular merger of *I with *a in West Uralic.

® ilke- :ilke-d : ilki- 'bad, unpleasant’ : ilke-i- ~ ilke-ne- 'to dare’ (SSA
1 : 223—234). This etymon is restricted to Finnic, where it has also
forms with a velar vocalism, including ilka ~ ilko(-) ’trick’. It may also
be connected with ilve : ilvee- 'trick’ (SSA 1 : 226, cf. selked : selvd),
but, more importantly, and in spite of the superficial difference in the
meaning, it may be related to ilo ’joy, merriment, uproar, noise’ (in
Southern Finnic also > 'beauty’, SSA 1 : 225; EES 91). If so, the original
root might have been *il/2- 'to be tricky’ (?) with front vocalism and
with a basically verbal morphology. However, since this item has no
confirmed cognates in the other branches of Finno-Ugric, it is only
relevant as a possible additional case of the derivational relationship
between */ and *lk (= *I-k).

* nilke- : nilke-d ’slimy’ : nilki "hairless (skin)’, also with back-vocalic forms.
including nilka- : nilko-a- "to remove skin’ (SSA 2 : 221 —222) and nilja ~
nilva ~ nilpa (SSA 2 : 222) ’slimy’. This etymon shows a lot of descriptive
variation and is to some extent confused with nylke- "to skin’ < *#iilka- (as
discussed above), but it is also clearly associated with nila ’slime, phloem,
skin (of tree)’ (SSA 2 : 221) = Saami njalli 'phloem’ : njalla- : (Aanaar)
njal-de- "to remove skin (of tree)’ (YSS nos. 754, 756), Permic (Komi) fiilid
'slimy’, with further lookalikes in Khanty and Mansi. A formally separate
item is Finnish nuli ’hairless’ (SSA 2 : 237), and likewise separate are
Mordvin (Erza) nola "phloem’, Mari nolo 'sap’, Khanty (Obdorsk) rnel 'sap’
(DEWOS 1043), Mansi (Northern) 7al’ ’slime, sap’ (WWb 352), all of which
also resemble nolki ’slime, spittle’ (as discussed above).

To take a comprehensive look at the corpus, we may once more list the
Fin(nish) etyma with */k with their attestations in the other Finno-Ugric
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branches, including Saa(mi), Mor(dvin), Mar(i), Per(mic), Kha(nty), Man(si),
and Hun(garian), as presented in Table 1 below. The list contains 27 separate
etyma, quoted here in the same order as discussed above. Non-cognates,
such as confirmed inter-branch borrowings or false etymologies based on
unacceptable comparisons are excluded from the list. From the point of
view of the present topic, the acceptable cognates may be divided into two
categories: those which show a trace of the cluster */k (marked +) and those
which do not show such a trace (marked o), which means that they only
show a segmental trace of */. The absence of a trace of *# in the latter
category can depend on several circumstances:

(a) the cognates in the non-Finnic languages may altogether represent a
different (more basic) stem, as in the case of pelkd-;

(b) the situation may have been obscured by secondary derivational processes
or truncation, as in the case of the Mordvin cognates of melki, peuka-, and
valke-; or

(c) the cognates of items with */k are systematically indistinguishable from
the cognates of those with */, as is the case in Mari, Permic, and Hungarian.

Table 1
Cognates of Finno-Ugric etyma with */k in Finnish/Finnic

Fin Saa Mor Mar  Per Kha Man Hun T
Jalka + + 0 2/3
Jiilkei + o 1/2
keyllei 0/0
nylke- + + + 3/3
olka + + 0 2/3
olki + 1/1
nolki + + o) 2/3
salko + + + + o) 4/5
selko + 1/1
selkd + 0 1/2
sulke- + 1/1
ulku + + o + + 4/5
ulko + 0 1/2
valka- + + o) + + o) 4/6
ylhkd + 1/1
halko 0/0
melki + o o 0 + + o 3/7
solki + + 2/2
sylki + + 2/2
ndlkd + 1/1
pelkd- o) o o o o o 0/6
sulka + + o) + + o) 4/6
peuka- + o 0 1/3
kulke- + + o + o) 3/5
valke- + o o o) 1/4
ilke- 0/0
nilke- o o) 0/2
T 19/21 12/16 0/5 0/8 8/9 6/7 0/10
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The calculations based on the data (marked T), indicate, in the vertical
columns, the total number of cognates found in each branch for the Finnish
etyma, and, on the horizontal lines, the number of cognates that each
particular etymon has in the non-Finnic branches of Finno-Ugric (with the
exclusion of Samoyedic). In each case, the number of positive matches for
*lk (+) is related to the total number of etymological matches, which also
include the cases in which no unambiguous trace of */k is present (o).

The table reveals several interesting facts. First, though not unexpectedly,
the largest overall number of cognates of the Finnish items is present in Saami,
where a cognate is found for as many as 21 of the 27 items, with 19 of them
showing an unambiguous trace of the cluster */f (19/21). Saami is followed
by Mordvin (12/16), suggesting the relevance of the West Uralic branch
(Finnic-Saami-Mordvin). By contrast, conspicuously few cognates are present
in Mari (0/5) and Permic (0/8), two branches in which the reflexes of *Ik are
indistinguishable from those of the single consonant */. This is in accordance
with the central position and generally "worn” state of the languages of these
two branches (which may ultimately represent sub-branches of a single more
primary branch). Rather few cognates are also present in Khanty (8/9) and
Mansi (6/7), while, surprisingly, Hungarian appears to have slightly more,
though with no trace of the cluster */% (0/10).

The number of cognates on the horizontal lines is also a measure of
the credibility of the etymology: the fewer cognates an item has, the less
credible the etymology is. At the same time, assuming that linguistic distances
correlate, at least to some extent, with geographical distances, items that
are represented in mutually distant branches are likely to be older than
those present in two adjacent branches, in which they can be shared either
on a genetic or an areal basis.!? As it can be argued that Hungarian is the
branch linguistically most distant to Finnic (which is the branch of reference
here), it is important to note that all items shared by Hungarian and Finnic
are also attested in at least one other branch. However, considering that
Hungarian is conventionally grouped together with Khanty and Mansi in
the so-called "Ugric” branch, only five Hungarian items are shared by both
Mansi and Khanty (the cognates of salko, valka-, melki, sulka, as well as
the basic root of pel-kd-), two by Khanty without Mansi (the cognates jdlki,
fulke-), and one by Mansi without Khanty (the cognate of olka). Also,
considering that Khanty and Mansi are conventionally grouped in the so-
called "Ob-Ugric” sub-branch, there is only one additional item that is
shared by both Khanty and Mansi (the cognate of u/ku). One would expect
even more coherence between these languages, if the conventional taxonomy
were correct.

In this connection, Hungarian deserves some more attention. While Khanty
and Mansi, due to an apparently areal innovation shared by these two

10 In the currently popular "comb” or “rake” model (on which see Salminen 2002),
in which all the main branches of Uralic (including even Samoyedic) are supposed
to be linguistically equidistant to each other, there can be no a priori differences
in the numbers of inherited lexicon they share, though, of course, some languages
can have more innovations and less retentions than others due to a variety of extra-
linguistic contextual factors. Obviously, this new model, which presupposes a
relatively recent no-time linear expansion of Uralic in the east-to-west direction (as
implied in, for instance, Griinthal et al. 2022), accounts poorly for the empirically
observed distribution of the shared lexicon.
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branches, preserve the cluster */£ in the metathesized form *k/, Hungarian,
like Mari and Permic, shows no sign of a similar metathesis, nor any other
indication of the segment *£ in the etyma under discussion. In principle,
in some etyma, this could mean that Hungarian never had the cluster *£/,
but only the basic underived stem with */, as in the case of fél 'to fear’.
Even so, it has been suggested that the presence of a geminate // in several
items, including wvdll, mell, and toll, and the alternation of /[ with / in the
items halad ~ hallad and villdim : vilag would mean that the synchronic
geminate actually reflects the cluster */k. The development would, then,
have been something like */fk > *ly > [l (cf. e.g. UEW 267 for mell, MSzFE
637 and WOT 1308 for foll). There are, indeed, cases in which the Hungarian
geminate [/ can be thought to stand for a former consonant cluster, as in
hall *to hear’ < *hadlV- < *kunta-1/2- (MSzFE 253 —255, more recently Holo-
painen 2023a : 122—123), a minimal pair to hal ’fish’ < *kala (MSzFE 250).
However, this explanation does not seem to be possible in the case of *Ik,
for there remain several other items which show a non-alternating single
[, as in jel, nydl, szdl, val-ik. Unless these etymologies are wrong — which
is, of course, possible — the only logical conclusion is that the variation /
~ [l in Hungarian is a secondary and random phenomenon, which gives
no clue as to whether the original form had */ or */k. Consequently, in a
case like villdm : vildg there is no way to tell whether these items correspond
to the simple root *wil/a(-) (> Finnish valo) or the derived stem *wil-ko-
(> Finnish valkea).

3. The non-canonical vowel sequences in Samoyedic

Several of the Finno-Ugric items discussed above have either assumed or
confirmed cognates in Samoyedic. Some of them would seem to contain a
vowel sequence on the Samoyedic side, while others contain a single vowel.
The question is what this difference means and to what extent it is relevant
for the reconstruction of the cluster */k as opposed to the single consonant
*[. This issue, like vowel sequences, in general, remains one of the most
disputed topics in Samoyedic historical phonology, and a variety of opinions
have been presented on it (most recently 3arnnes 2024). However, in one
case, at least, Samoyedic, like all the non-Finnic branches of Finno-Ugric,
reflects a basic stem with *I:

* *pelkd(-) 'fear’ : *pel/a- 'to fear’ > Early Proto-Samoyedic *pey- 'to fear’
> Late Proto-Samoyedic *piy- (SW 124—125, reconstruction updated).!!
In this item, the lateral */, after coming to stand in syllable-final position
after the loss of the final vowel, is regularly represented as the palatal
glide *y [j] in Samoyedic. The basic root *pey- > *piy- is not attested as

Tt is here assumed that Proto-Samoyedic involved two chronological stages: Early
Proto-Samoyedic, which includes Nganasan, and Late Proto-Samoyedic, which excludes
Nganasan but includes all the other Samoyedic languages: Enets (Tundra and Forest),
Nenets (Tundra and Forest), Selkup (with all varieties), Kamas, and Mator. After
the separation of Nganasan, the lineage of Late Proto-Samoyedic underwent several
innovations absent in Nganasan (SIuxynen 1991). Among them is the merger of the
Early Proto-Samoyedic vowels *¢ (< Uralic *¢) and *i (< Uralic *i & *ii), as first noted
by Helimski (2005). For Samoyedic items absent in Nganasan, the distinction
between *i and *e can be verified only if a cognate is present outside of Samoyedic,
that is, either in Finno-Ugric or in some non-Uralic external contact language.
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such in any Samoyedic language, but it is present in several derivatives,
including the inchoative Early Proto-Samoyedic *pey-m- 'to become
frightened’ > Nganasan xiim- = Late Proto-Samoyedic *piy-m- > Enets
Tundra piim- = Forest pim-, Kamas pim-, Mator (augmentative) fxrim-er-,
the causative *pey-td- > *piy-id- "to frighten, to chase away’ > Enets Tundra
pii-ze- = Forest pi-ze- (with z [0] < *1), Nenets Tundra pyi-dye- = Forest
pyi-tye-, Selkup (Northern) < pity- > fpiito-, and the imperfective *piynio-
'to be scared’ > Enets Tundra pii-do- (EH ms.) = Forest pi-do-, Nenets
Tundra pyi-no- = Forest pyi-nd-. It may be noted that in Nganasan
xriim-, the sequence *ey > *iy is represented as the long monophthong
77, in which the glide *y is vocalized to a full vowel segment. This seems
to be the regular representation of the sequence *ey > *iy and is paral-
lelled by the representation of *iy as i7, as in Nganasan ciimi 'fathom’
<*tiy-md (SW 163), although syllable-final *i normally remains asyllabic.
Importantly, the original root-final */ is also preserved in Nganasan xile
< *pelo “frightening, terrible’. This must be either the nominally used
generalized vowel stem of the word, supposing that it originally func-
tioned as a nomen-verbum, or a derivational form with an obscured and
segmentally lost suffix after the root. A further derivative from this
stem is apparently xili’- : xilije- 'to fear’ (SNg 192), with regressive
assimilation *¢ > *7 > ¢ in the initial syllable. It may be concluded that
Proto-Samoyedic had residual morphophonological alternations of the
type *pey- (consonant stem) vs. *pelo- (vowel stem), conditioned by the
circumstance that the development */ > *y was active only in syllable-
final position, while */ was preserved before a vowel. A similar case
seems to be present in Nganasan xale [h"ala] 'stone’ (SW 112), which
corresponds to Tundra Nenets pae < *pay or *pay = Selkup piiii (SkWb
no. 385). In this case, the vowel stem with */ is preserved also in Mator
xild (Helimski 1997 : 245 no. 298).12

There are three other cases in which the Samoyedic cognates of Finno-
Ugric items with */k would seem to contain only a syllable-final *y, suggesting
that the Finno-Ugric cluster is of a derivational origin, while Samoyedic
preserves the original basic root:

e ulku 'pole’ < *ulka- : *ul/> > Samoyedic *uy (SW 29—30) > Nganasan
niij, Enets Tundra nu (EH ms.) = Forest nu-zu [pudu] (ES 304), Nenets
Tundra ni = Forest nu, Selkup iiii 'stanchion (of sledge)’ (SkWb no. 8).
The assumption that the Samoyedic data here reflect an original with
the cluster */% (as implied by Zhivlov 2023 : 166, so also 3aiiries 2024)
would mean that Samoyedic somehow lost the segment *£. This could
have happened, for instance, by way of metathesis and the subsequent

12 Without going into the details, it may be recalled that the reflexes of the sequences
*ay and *ay are difficult to tell apart in the etymological material. Nganasan xa
[h"a] normally derives from *pa, while *pd and *pé yield xo [ho] and *ps yields xe
[ha], but there are exceptions from this, cf. e.g. xoti 'bile’ < *patd vs. xote- 'to
decorate, to write’ < *pdfa- (SNg 199; on the rules governing the occurrence of the
vowel qualities in combination with consonants, see Kaheinen, forthcoming). There
are also cases of variation between *o and *a in Nganasan, as in *koyy ~ *kay(--)y
‘thunder’ (Kaheinen 2023 : 86). In Selkup, *dy would normally seem to yield iiii,
while *ay would yield aa, but, again, the representation is not systematic. Even so,
the cognateship of Nganasan xale with Nenets pae and Selkup piiii may be regarded
as safe.
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simplification of the new cluster (*ulka > *uklo* > *ul/2). However, one
would expect this development to have affected also the cases in which
the cluster */ was followed by a low vowel, of which there are no
examples. It is therefore more likely that Samoyedic *uy reflects the
primary root *ul/2, while Finno-Ugric *ul-ka(-) is a secondary derivative
(as already suggested in Janhunen 1981 : 15 no. 53). Another issue
concerns the Nganasan form of this word. It seems that the development
*uy > iij in Nganasan, as observed here, is regular, while *uy > uj, as
in *tul/o fire’ > Samoyedic *fuy (SW 166) > Nganasan fuj is irregular
and suggests an intermediate stage with *oy, which regularly yields uj
in Nganasan, as in *foyma ’larchtree’ (SW 164) > Nganasan fujmu-. The
frontening of *u to ii is probably the rule in Nganasan, connected with
the general vowel shift, which also raised *o and *6 to u (cf. Kaheinen
62—66). This means that any items in which Nganasan u stands for
Proto-Samoyedic *u must be due to an irregular merger of *u with *o
> u.

kulke- "to move’ < *kulko- : *kul/2- > Samoyedic *kuy-. A link of the
Finno-Ugric item (on which see above) with Samoyedic data has often
been proposed in the etymological literature (cf. e.g. UEW 198), but the
connection is problematic. In view of the items *ful/a > *tuy ’fire’ and
*ul/a- > *uy 'pole’, the Samoyedic reflex of *kul/a- must be *fuy- and
not, for instance, *fu- (SW 76) or *kua- (Zhivlov 2023 : 164; 3aiiries 2024).
The only Samoyedic data that would seem to fit this reconstruction are
Nenets Tundra x1-w° = Forest fu-w°® "driftwood’, as well Tundra Nenets
xu-"-la- : xu-"-lyo- 'to float downriver’, which are derived from the root
ZU- = ku- with a semantic profile reminiscent of the presumed Permic
cognate. The Nenets data are, however, formally ambiguous, as they
do not directly confirm the presence of *i in the root. Within Samoyedic,
the Nenets items have been compared with Selkup quu(-)ra- 'to float’
(SkWb 330—331 no. 2284), but on the analogy of *uy > iiii and *fuy >
tiiii (SkWb 139—140 no. 954) one would expect the vowel iiii here, if
the original is *kuy-. A potentially more suitable point of comparison
is Nganasan fujii- 'to float’ (SNg 71). It seems that the intervocalic j
can in this case only stand for original *y, whose exceptional retention
after the initial syllable may signal a complex origin of the second-
syllable vowel (cf. Kaheinen 2023 : 94—95). If this is so, the only irregu-
larity in the Nganasan item is the representation of *u as *o > *u (cf.
above). It may be concluded that the connection between Finno-Ugric
*lulko- : *kul/a2- with Samoyedic data can be neither fully confirmed
nor fully rejected.

kylki : kylke- ’side’ < *kiilko : *Fkiil/ 2 > Samoyedic *kJy > *koy (as already
preliminarily discussed above). Since the Finnic item in this case has
no known cognates on the Finno-Ugric side, the Uralic etymology
depends on the Samoyedic cognate, if accepted. The cognateship is
formally correct, assuming that *ii underwent the regular reduction
after having merged with *¢, that is, *i > */ > *5 > *a. The situation is,
however, not fully unambiguous, for, although the sequence *il yields
*2y > *oy in *¢ilmd > *soymd > *soymd 'eye’ (SW 132), the sequence *iil
> *il yields *iy in *siil/o ’fathom’ > *tiy- : *tiy-md (SW 163); note also
that the Late Proto-Samoyedic *i from *e, as in *pel- > *piy- ’to fear’,
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did not undergo reduction. It is therefore possible that the original root
was actually *kil/a, from which Finnic got the primary derivative *kil-
ko and only secondarily (by sporadic rounding) *kiil-ka > *kiilki. However
this may be, the root *ky > *koy is not attested as such in Samoyedic,
but only in two parallel derivational forms which may be reconstructed
as *koy-ii (Salminen 2023 : 378) > Nganasan kei vs. *koy-was > Enets
Tundra koo (EH ms.) = Forest keo ~ kio (ES 169), Nenets Tundra raew® =
Forest kaew®, Selkup qoo (SkWb no. 1768). The Nganasan form is bimo-
raic, as is obvious from its declension: (3rd person singular possessive)
kei-di ~ kei-du (SNg 79, with secondary variation in the vocalism, see
Salminen l.c.). In spite of the superficial difference, the forms *koy-wa
and *koy-ii are actually full cognates, for they represent two different
stems of a single derivative: the consonant stem *koy-(a)w > *koyii and
the vowel stem *kay-wa(-). The two parallel stems are also present in
the derivative *kayii-to-yo ~ *koy-wo-to-yo ’'rib’ (SW 57—58), which yields
Nganasan kei-de-e vs. Enets Tundra koo-zi = Forest kiu-zi ~ kiu-ze,
Nenets Tundra raew°-di = Forest kaew°-ti, Selkup qoo-to-fi, Kamas koo-t
(Klumpp 2022 : 821), Mator tkajbo-d3- (Helimski 1997 : 261 no. 392).13
The suffix *wa in *koy-wa is rather exceptional (though cf. Nenets xii-1w°
= ku-w° ’driftwood’, as discussed above), and we do not know when it
appeared in the word. Assuming that it was there already before the
developments *ii > *i, *i > *5 > *», and */ > y, we would have had Pre-
Proto-Samoyedic *kiil-wo (or *kilwo) vs. Pre-Finnic *kiilko (or *kil-ko).
It is, however, unlikely that the suffixes *k£o and *wo are cognates, for
this correspondence has no parallels. The most likely explanation is,
then, that the forms attested in Finnic and Samoyedic are separate
derivatives from the Uralic root *kiil/ o (or *kil/ ). It may be added that
the locative coaffix *-ko- in Samoyedic nominal declension is very
probably based on this same spatially used noun (so also Honti 2022 :
219—225, unnecessarily rejected in Holopainen 2023b : 242—243), in
which case its source may have been the basic underived root + *koy,
rather than the more complex secondary derivative.

Compared with the above items, the Samoyedic cognates of *pel-kd
‘thumb’ and *tulka ’feather, wing’ are clearly of a different type in that
they contain unmistakable traces of vowel sequences. The question is only
what these sequences exactly were, and how they relate to the structure
of the corresponding Finno-Ugric items. In the following it will be assumed
that they should be viewed in relation to the Finno-Ugric basic stems
*pexl/a 'side’ and *tuxl/o 'wind’. At the level of Proto-Uralic these stems
stand in a clear contrast with their minimal pairs *pel/a- 'to fear’ and *tul/>
‘fire’, respectively. This difference is here explained as being due to the
presence of the segment *r in them.

13 From Forest Enets, the form ke ’cropona’ is also listed (ES 167), but rather than
a direct reflex of the basic root *koy it is probably a false abstraction from inflected
forms like (locative) keo-ron > ke-xon ’beside’ (ES 170) < *koy-wao-ko-na. The same
is true of Selkup ¢dd, in which the rounded vowel 6 probably contains a trace of
the labial glide in the derived stem *koy-ws. Note also that the representation of
*kay-(2)w as *koy-ii in Nganasan is idiosyncratic and unique, yet the connection with
the form *koy-wa is obvious and cannot be explained without assuming a direct
correspondence between these two stem variants.
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*pelkd "thumb’ : *peeli < *pexl/a ’(outer) side’. The Samoyedic cognate
here would seem to be Early Proto-Samoyedic *peay > Late Proto-Samoyedic
*pioy ‘outside space’ (SW 124, where the reconstruction is mistakenly
given as *pid = *pia) : (dative) *pioy-nto-n : (locative) *piay-ko-nd, which
yields Enets Tundra pio : (dative) pio-do” : (locative) pio-rone (EH ms.)
= Forest pie > pe : (dative) pie-do > pe-d : (locative): pe-ron (ES 330—
331), Nenets Tundra pyi : (dative) pyi-n°’ : (locative) pyi-x°nya ~
(secondary) pyi-r°na = Forest pyi : (dative) pyi-n°, Selkup poo- : (locative)
poo-gan ‘outside’ : (adverb) poo-nd 'out’ (SkWb no. 376), Mator (dative)
<unoamn> txi-ndan : (locative) <egvinnv> tre-gon : (Helimski 1997 : 242
no. 276 and 253 no. 344). The simple root *pesy seems also to be the
source of Nganasan riaje 'thumb’ (SNg 208), which reflects the general-
ized vowel stem *peays (SW 123, where the reconstruction is mistakenly
given as *pi-). Elsewhere in Samoyedic, 'thumb’ is expressed by deriva-
tives, which are different in each major language: Enets Tundra pii-cu
(EH ms.) = Forest pi-cu ~ pi-ju (ES 337—338), Nenets Tundra pyi-k°cya
= Forest pyi-'k°sya, Kamas pii-di, Mator <ezeoTu> tre-gabti (Helimski
1997: 242 no. 275). As may be seen, Early Proto-Samoyedic *peay corre-
sponds segment by segment to the reconstructed Finno-Ugric stem
*pexl/a, with the regular development of syllable-final */ to *y and with
the vocalisation of preconsonantal *r to *2. The modern reflexes show,
however, a number of irregularities. The oo in Selkup poo points to an
earlier vowel sequence, and this sequence can unambiguously be ident-
ified as *¢a > *io on the basis of Enets pio- = pie- > pe- ’outside’, but
its representation as 77 > i in Enets 'thumb’ is unexpected. The synchronic
sequence ia in Nganasan xiaje 'thumb’ is unique and remains without
a definitive explanation (Kaheinen 2023 : 174). Since, however, a in non-
initial syllables is a secondary vowel of a complex origin, it can here hardly
be anything else but an aberrant reflex of *o (on which see further
below). Theoretically, it might even be the regular representation of *»
in the sequence *e¢o before a syllable-final *y, for, although there are
cases of the synchronic sequence i¢ in Nganasan, they seem to be due
to the secondary loss of intervocalic *y, as in sie- 'to drown, to sink’ =
Tundra Nenets seya- < *séyo- (SW 138, an example of the sporadic repre-
sentation of *¢ as 7 in Nganasan, cf. Kaheinen 2023 : 59—60).

*tulka *feather, wing’ : *tuuli < *tuxl/2 'wind’ ~ 'feather, wing’. Assuming
that the development of this item was similar to that observed in
*pexl/a, the Proto-Samoyedic reconstruction would have to be *fuoy
(SW 166). Synchronic forms that are compatible with this reconstruction
include Enets Forest fo (ES 438), Nenets Tundra fo : (accusative plural)
tiu = Forest to : tu, and Selkup fuu (SkWb 136 —137 no. 940). In particular,
the Nenets form fo may be explained as being a contraction of earlier
*tuo, a regular reflex of *tuoy (as in ya : yo < *yas : *yas-y, as mentioned
above). Several other languages show, however, forms that do not quite
fit the pattern of *pexl/2: Nganasan ciie (cue) 'wing’ : ciie-ru 'fin’ (SNg
217),4 Tundra Enets tua ~ tue (EH ms.), Mator (Karagas) <rdea> ~

14 Note that the distinction between the vowels ii and u is neutralized in Nganasan
in the position following the palatal stops ¢ [c] and j [j], orthographically Cyrillic
<yy> and <dio>. In spite of this, for systemic reasons, the notations i and iie will
be used here.

165



Juha Janhunen

(Mator proper) <ry>, which may stand for ffua ~ ftu (Helimski 1997 :
367 no. 1070). While these do not necessarily allow a uniform Proto-
Samoyedic original to be reconstructed, it is also clear that they do not
unambiguously point to a segment other than *5 as the second compo-
nent of the vowel sequence. Nganasan has synchronically the sequence
iie (ue) < *ua, while Tundra Enets has both ua and ue, and Mator has
both ua and u. Apart from the inherently problematic data from Mator
(and its tribal variants), the only item that would seem to point to a <
*a as the second component of the sequence is Tundra Enets fua, which,
however, is also attested as fue. There is, therefore, no obvious single
alternative to the reconstruction *fuoy. Even so, the issue requires a
more comprehensive survey of the etymological material showing simi-
lar or related features.

Starting with Nganasan, which is the language that most consistently
preserves traces of vowel sequences, and excluding the standard cases in
which vowel sequences contain synchronic ¢ < *2 as the second component,
and focusing on the cases in which the vowel sequence may be assumed
to have been followed by a syllable-final palatal glide *y, we may distinguish
between three types of representation: (1) the type in which the glide has
been moved to a prevocalic position due to the generalization of the vowel
stem of the word, as in the case of xigje 'thumb’, (2) the type in which
there is no segmental trace of the glide, as in the case of ciie 'wing’, as
well as (3) the type in which a synchronic syllable-final glide is still present
in Nganasan. Of relevance in this connection is also (4) the type which
does not point to a syllable-final glide in any language, but which in
Tundra Enets shows a vowel sequence with synchronic a as the second
component.

Type (1) is exemplified by four additional etyma, all of which exhibit
in Nganasan vowel sequences with *2 as the second component, followed
by the syllable je [;2], which apparently contains the original root-final
palatal glide *y and the vowel *2, generalized from the vowel stem of the
word (Salminen 2024 : 217). For some of these items, a similar generalization
of the vowel stem is also observed in Enets:!®

e Nganasan 7ni¢je (SNg 133) ~ nigje [n-] (Castrén) ’belt’, Enets Tundra
fiiojo (EH ms.) = Forest (Castrén) fiiejo > ficjo > fiej (ES 266), Nenets
Tundra nyi = Forest nyi, Selkup ciiii (SkWb 208 no.1433), Kamas cii,
Mator fni or t7ii (Helimski 1997 : 319 no. 750). In this case, the general-
ized vowel stem is also present in Enets, which confirms the presence
of the glide *y in the word. Most of the data could be explained by
assuming Proto-Samoyedic *ioy : *ioya(-) (instead of *ni or *nio in SW
102) > Kamas *yioy, but the rounded vowel iii in Selkup could correlate
with the Nganasan initial 77, suggesting Proto-Samoyedic *iioy > Selkup
*yiioy. The prothetic nasal is regular in Nganasan, Enets, and Nenets,

15 The generalization of the vowel stem to the status of the basic form of nouns is
a phenomenon relatively frequently observed in the Samoyedic etymological corpus,
and the number of affected languages varies. For instance, in the Uralic etymon
*sunp/a 'summer’ (UEW 451 —452) > Proto-Samoyedic *fon (SW 148), only Nenets
Forest tdn = Tundra to” and Enets fo’ > to (ES 438 —439) preserve the consonant stem,
while Nganasan fene (SNg 187), Selkup tano (SkWb 178 no. 1211), Kamas fana, and
Mator tana (Helimski 1997 : 352 no. 960) are based on the generalized vowel stem.
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but irregular in Mator, while the prothetic *y > ¢ in Selkup and Kamas
is likewise irregular but might reflect a shared Selkup-Kamas innovation.
The word has well-known potential cognates in Finno-Ugric, including
Finnish vyo (SSA 3 : 477), Saami avvi (YSS no. 27), and Hungarian ov
(MSzFE 520—521), but the correspondences are chaotic (cf. also Aikio
2002 : 53 note 5), one problem being that Uralic *ii would normally
yield Samoyedic *i and not *ii (cf. most recently Zhivlov 2023 : 170,
where the conventional Uralic reconstruction *iiwd, based on Saami, is
supported; note that this reconstruction does not account for the
Samoyedic final *y, which is quite certainly present in the word). In the
etymological literature (e.g. UEW 575), there is also a frequent confusion
with Samoyedic *wend > *wind ’strap’ (SW 175), which is a different
etymon.

Nganasan ciije 'sleeve’ (SNg 214), Enets Tundra <tiojo> fciojo (EH ms.)
= Forest (Castrén) fciejo > cej (ES 475—476), Nenets Tundra fyii = Forest
tyu, Selkup tiili-nan ~ tii-nan (SkWb 169 no. 1129), Kamas fii (SW 20).
In this item, which features the generalized vowel stem in both Nganasan
and Enets, the vowel sequence *iio > *ia has been homogenized to ii in
Nganasan, apparently because of the palatal initial, which itself is due
to the impact of the following ¢ < *i & *ii (for several similar cases cf.
SNg 214—215). The Selkup form tiiii-narn ~ tii-nap may be analysed as
a compound with genitival linking: *fiiii-n+an 'mouth = opening of the
sleeve’, with an < *an 'mouth’ (SW 20, cf. Finnish hiha-n-suu 'mouth of
the sleeve’). The Proto-Samoyedic reconstruction is unambiguously
*tiioy (SW 167, so also Kaheinen 2023 : 95; Salminen 2024 : 176). Tundra
Enets <tiojo> (quoted from Castrén) is unexpected and must be an error
for tciojo, for the sequence #i would normally presuppose original *#7,
as in tira ’fist’ < *tira (SW 160). The word has conventionally been
compared with distantly similar Finno-Ugric items, including Hungarian
uwjj (MSzFE 652—653) and Saami soadji (YSS no. 1154), which may
presuppose an original form of the type *soya. Needless to say, the
comparison is wrong.

Nganasan mueje 'branch (of tree), twig’ (SNg 100), Enets Tundra moo
(EH ms.) = Forest moe ~ moj : (diminutive) moj-fu (ES 239 —240), Nenets
Tundra mo = Forest mo, Selkup moo (SkWb 103 no. 728), Kamas moo ~
mu (also 'arrow’), Mator <moh> : <moho-> fmoo ~ <muhu> tmuu ’arrow’
(Helimski 1997 : 307 no. 683 and 309 no. 697). The Proto-Samoyedic
form of this item may fairly confidently be reconstructed as *mooy
(instead of *mo or *mos in SW 95). A minor issue is connected with
Forest Enets moj, Cyrillic <moii>, which could theoretically be a primary
form based on the generalized vowel stem, as in the items fiej (< *ioy2)
and cej (< *tiioys) above, but which more likely is a late secondary
variant of moe (> *moi > moj). Formally it could perhaps also be a deriva-
tive in *-yo. In the latter case, one could speculate that Nganasan mueje
could also be a similar derivative, and that the basic root is, after all,
just *moa (Kaheinen 2023 : 94). This is, however, unlikely in view of the
parallels offered by the other items of this same type, and also since
no similar derivative is known in this case from Tundra Enets.
Nganasan si¢je 'tongue, language’ (SNg 154), Enets Tundra ¢ioro (Castrén)
~ ¢i’oro (EH ms., apparently with an inetymological intervocalic hiatus-
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filling glottal stop) = Forest (Castrén) ¢ioro, Nenets Forest sye, Selkup
¢ee (SkWb 346 no. 2420), Kamas ¢e-ko ~ ¢i-kd, and Mator tkej ~ Tki :
(3rd person singular possessive) <kischtd> tkis-td ~ <kawte> tkds-te
(Helimski 1997 : 217 no. 450).1® Most of these data suggest the Late Proto-
Samoyedic form *keoy, which means that the Early Proto-Samoyedic
form underlying Nganasan si¢je must have been *kdoy : *kdoya(-),
although this is not immediately visible from the Nganasan synchronic
form. More importantly, the Enets form ¢ioro must represent the general-
ized vowel stem of the Proto-Samoyedic alternation pattern *kdoy :
*kdolo- > *keay : *kealo-, which shows that the root originally ended in
the lateral */ (Salminen 2024 : 217). This root itself has well-known
cognates in Finno-Ugric, including Finnish kieli (SSA 1 : 353). Because
of the presence of both a vowel sequence and the consonant */ > *y in
the Samoyedic cognates, the Proto-Uralic reconstruction cannot be simply
*kdli- (Zhivlov 2023 : 166), but is more likely *kdxl/ o, from which Finnic
gets the long vowel either directly (> *kddli > *keeli) or indirectly (>
*ldli > *keeli).

Type (2) involves two additional etyma containing the Nganasan
sequence e, which, unlike ue from *0o in mueje < *moaya, presupposes
original *uo. It is important to note that the frontening of *u to i, as also
the palatalization of initial *f to ¢ before i in ciie (followed by the neutral-
ization of the distinction between i and u after the palatal stop c), are
processes that do not point to the presence of a syllable-final *y, for they
have taken place also in items with no palatal glide, as in Nganasan cii’
(cu’) 'reindeer fat’ (SNg 217) < *tut (in SW mistakenly reconstructed as *fujt
= *tuyt, so also Kaheinen 2023 : 41, but corrected in Helimski 1997 : 372
no. 1106).

e Fkiie 'birch’ (SNg 77), Enets Tundra kua ~ kue (EH ms.) = Forest ko ~
koe (ES 175, 197), Nenets Tundra xo = Forest ko, Selkup quwé ~ quwdd
(SkWb 257—258 no. 1772), Kamas koju ~ kuju ~ kiijii, Mator <kuga>
thua ~ kuo ~ ku (Helimski 1997 : 289 no. 565). Assuming that this item
follows the pattern of ciie, we may reconstruct it tentatively as *kuoy
(instead of *k03j = *kooy in SW 73). It has to be stressed that the
Nganasan form shows no trace of a palatal glide, as is also suggested
by declensional patterns, cf., for instance, kii¢ : (3rd person possessive
form) kiie-du vs. kiij 'spoon’ : kii-cii (SNg l.c.) < *kuy : *kuy-ta (SW 76).
Even so, there remains the possibility that the sequence iie was once
followed by a palatal glide, which was lost in this specific context.
Among the cognates of kiie in the other Samoyedic languages, Kamas
koju ~ kuju ~ Fiijii, if segmentable as koj-u ~ kuj-u ~ kiij-ii, may actually
preserve the root-final *y [j], while Selkup qwdd and the Enets variants,
Tundra kue = Forest koe, might also point to the former presence of a
palatal element in the word structure. In Selkup, however, the devel-

16 Note that the initial # in Mator kej etc. cannot represent a retention of the original
*l but, instead, stands for an earlier *s [¢], which itself in this case goes back to *k
before a front vowel (as in the other Samoyedic languages), while the medial s [¢]
is a regular reflex of *y before *¢ (cf. Helimski 1997 : 79—80, 89). Thus, it has to be
assumed that Mator initially had the development of *% to *s before front vowels
and then the opposite (and typologically rare) development of *s to % in a similar
context. The latter development affected also the original (dental) sibilant *s.
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opment of the vowel quality is also connected with the origination of
the labiovelar initial g, whose most typical source is *ka > quwé, which
is also attested in this item as a variant form. In the Uralic context, the
Samoyedic items for 'birch’ have been compared with Finnish koivu
(SSA 1 : 386). Since, however, the sequence *yw is regularly preserved
in Samoyedic as *yw, as in *kaywa(-) 'to dig’ > Samoyedic *kaywa
‘spade’ (Aikio 2002 : 41—42), the comparison is acceptable only if we
assume that the Finnish (Finnic) item (with a cognate in Mordvin and
several more distant lookalikes elsewhere in Finno-Ugric) is based on
a derivative of the type *koy-wa (UEW 169—170), of which the root
*loy- can be identified with Samoyedic *kuoy only if we postulate a
Proto-Uralic form of the type *kuxy/o or *koxy/s (Janhunen 1981 : 23
no. 84). There still remains an unexplained difference in the root vowel,
but if correct, the Uralic comparison could serve as external support
for the reconstruction of a palatal glide in the Samoyedic item.
Nganasan zxiie ’'year, age’, Enets Tundra pua ~ pue ~ pe (EH ms.) =
Forest po ~ pea (ES 344), Nenets Tundra po = Forest po, Selkup po ~ poo
(SkWb 58 no. 371), Kamas pje ~ -pi, Mator xa ~ xaa (Helimski 1997 :
239 no. 252). Assuming that this item goes back to *puoy (instead of
*podj = *pooy in SW 127), we can see that a possible indirect trace of
the presumed root-final palatal glide is present in the Tundra Enets
variant pue (cf. kue above), as well as in Kamas pje ~ -pi. As in other
similar cases, the postconsonantal element j [j] (synchronically probably
to be understood as a manifestation of consonant palatalization) in
Kamas pje may indicate the former presence of a syllable-final *y in
the word structure (Klumpp 2022 : 822 —823).

Type (3) comprises two rather problematic cases which among them-

selves are different, in that only one of them contains a synchronically
“regular” vowel sequence with ¢ (< *2) as the second component (ii¢), while
the other shows an "irregular” sequence with a (iia), reminiscent of the case
of xiaje.

Nganasan (Castrén) fjii¢j 'dam, closure (in a river, for the purposes of
fishing)’, Enets Tundra juu = Forest juu (EH ms.), Nenets Tundra yi =
Forest ju, Mator (Karagas) <dschui> tcuj (Helimski 1997 : 236 no. 234).
It should be noted that the Nganasan word is apparently not attested
in any modern sources, and the historical recording, written (Castrén)
<juai>, does not actually confirm the quality of the second component
of the vowel sequence. The vowel may nevertheless with some certainty
be identified as ¢ on the basis of what seems to be a related derivative,
Jiie-lir “closure’ (SNg 50), which, in turn, would seem to be based on
the verb (Castrén) fjiie-, from *yua- 'to dam, to block (a river)’ (SW 48;
Kaheinen 2023 : 70). The verb has cognates in Enets Tundra ju-a- (EH
ms.), Nenets Tundra yii- : yo- = Forest jo-, Selkup cuu- (SkWb 207 no.
1430). However, the Nenets variant stem with o, which is also attested
in derivatives such as yo-bfa- ’to dam’, is unexpected and might go
back to *yuo- < *yuoy-. Formally, Nganasan fjiiej seems to be a deverbal
derivative of tjiie-, formed by the nominalizing suffix *-y, that is, *yuo- :
*yuo-y, which would, then, be the origin of all the cognate forms, as
well.
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e Nganasan 7iiqj 'island’, Enets Tundra fiue (EH ms.) = Forest nuj (ES
284), Nenets Tundra 7o = Forest 7o, Selkup ko ~ kuu (SkWb 247 no.
1743), Mator o (Helimski 1997 : 326 no. 793). Except for the Nganasan
form with the sequence iia, all these items are potentially derivable
from *wuoy (instead of *wody = wooy in SW 177). Other reconstructions
that have been proposed include *wodj = *wody (Kaheinen 2023 : 70),
and *wuaj = *wuay (Salminen 2024 : 180, 217), of which only the latter
is congruent with the Nganasan data without, however, going deeper
into the origin of the otherwise problematic vowel a, while *woa
(Helimski l.c.) leaves unexplained the final *y that is physically present
in the Nganasan cognate. Forest Enets nuyj, Cyrillic <nyii>, is probably
a secondary variant of nue, as attested in Tundra Enets, rather than a
separate form (cf. muj above).

Type (4), which here serves as a point of comparison for some of the
items discussed above, comprises two etyma:

e Nganasan faa ‘'domestic reindeer’ (SNg 168), Enets Tundra #ia (EH ms.)
= Forest te (ES 464), Nenets Tundra ti : te- = Forest ti : te-, Kamas to,
Mator (Karagas) <dége> fte-ge ~ (Mator proper) <tiggd> tti-gd (Helimski
1997 : 357 no. 1001). While it is obvious that this item involves an
original vowel sequence, suggesting an original form like *#¢2 (SW 155),
the presence of a as the second component of the sequence in Nganasan
and Tundra Enets has stimulated alternative reconstructions of the type
*téa (Kaheinen 2023 : 70) and *#/¢éa (Salminen 2024 : 216). It has to be
noted, however, that Nganasan faa can also be a regular reflex of *#éa,
for the sequence *¢2 > ae would automatically become homogenized to
aa,'” leaving only the Tundra Enets data to be explained as potentially
irregular.

e Nganasan (Castrén) noa ~ nua ‘door’ (SNg 136), Enets Tundra nia ~ fiia
(EH ms.) = Forest no (ES 273), Nenets Tundra nyo = Forest nyo, Selkup
-a (SkWb 109 no. 742), Kamas aa-je, Mator (Karagas) no ~ (Mator
proper) fio (Helimski 1997: 321 no. 765). In this case Nganasan shows
an unambiguous a as the second component of the vowel sequence,
which has again stimulated reconstructions of the type *da (Kaheinen
l.c.) or *0a (Salminen, l.c.) instead of *0o (SW 29). For this item there is
a potential Finno-Ugric cognate in Finnish ovi : ove- 'door’ (SSA 2 :
277; UEW 344), but the correspondences, also within Finno-Ugric, are
too irregular to allow the etymology to be confirmed or any unambigu-
ous Uralic reconstruction to be proposed.

Gathering the data discussed above, Table 2 below shows the corre-
spondences of the four types of Nganasan (Ng) items (1—4) in the other
Samoyedic languages, accompanied by preliminary reconstructions. It is
tentatively assumed here that all the vowel sequences in these items contain
the reduced vowel *5 as the second component, but whether this is so or
not has to be decided on the basis of the actual correspondences.

7 Note that Proto-Samoyedic *1¢ bone’ does not contain a vowel sequence, as is
obvious from its derivative la-tee 'bone’ (SNg 87) = Enets Tundra /izi = Forest [izi,
Nenets Tundra ledi = Forest (Western) riti 'spine’ < *lé-ta-ya (SW 82, so also Kaheinen
2023 : 88). Nganasan laa 'ring’, on the basis of which a reconstruction of the type
*léa has been suggested (Salminen 2024 : 216), must also be a derivative, i.e., *[¢-yo.
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Table 2
Types of correspondences involving Proto-Samoyedic vowel sequences
Ng ET EF NT |NF |Sk Km |Mt
1 [*peay riaje pio pie pyi  |pyi  |poo pii- xXi-
pe xXe-
*u/ioy nieje niojo  |niejo nyl |nyi |cili cii ni
*y/tiay nieje fiejo i
flej
*tiioy clije ciojo |ciejo tya  |tyu | tidii- tii
cej tii-
*moay mueje Mmoo moe mo |mo  |moo moo  |\moo
moj mu muu
*kedoy sieje ¢ioro  |¢ioro sye |gee ce- kej
¢i- kis-
kedis-
ki
2 \*tuay ciie tua to to to tuu tua
tue tu
*luay kiie kua ko xo ko |qwé koj-  |kua
kue foe qwdd  |kuj-  |kuo
kiij-  |ku
*puoy xiie pua PO po |po  |poo pje xaa
pea po xa
3 Fyuay jiiej Juu-  juu- yi  |ju cuu- cuj
yo-  |jo-
wuay niiaj fue nuj no  |no fuu 0
feo-
4 |*téa taa tia te ti ti to te-
te-  |le- ti-
*00 noa nia no nyo |nyo |-a aa- no
nua fiia tio

As may be seen, the two Nenets languages, Tundra (TN) and Forest
(FN), are mutually congruent and show the middle vowel o for both
presumed *o0oy (mo) and presumed *uay (fo, xo, po, 7o), with the exception
that *yuoy yields both yo- and yu(-), which could be connected with the
impact of the palatal initial *y. Similarly, the sequence *day > *eoy yields
the middle vowel e (sye).!® The other front-vocalic sequences *eay > *ioy
and *ioy have merged and yield the high stretched unrounded vowel *i
combined with the palatalization of the preceding consonant (pyi = pyi, nyi
= nyi), while *ioy yields the high stretched rounded vowel *i, also with
palatalization (fyu = tyu). The high stretched vowels themselves indicate a
complex origin of the segment, though they are ambiguous as to whether
they reflect a trace of a vowel sequence or the former presence of the glide
*y in the root structure, or both (Salminen 1993 : 348 —349).

18 According to Salminen (2007 : 367) Forest Nenets vowels underwent a secondary
process of “monosyllabic shortening”, which is why an item like sye is actually
represented as sy¢ in the language. This recurrent detail is not incorporated in the
notation here.
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Selkup (Sk) exhibits a somewhat less systematic picture, and there is
both qualitative and quantitative variation in the dialectal data. The domi-
nant representation is, however, a long middle vowel for the Late Proto-
Samoyedic sequences *eay (¢ee) and *oay (moo) and a long high vowel for
the sequences *uay (tuu, cuu, kuuw), *iay (tiii-) and *y/ioy ~ *y/iioy (ciiii).
However, both *peay > *piay and *puay yield poo, apparently due to the impact
of the labial initial *p. The only item that might point to the former presence
of a palatal element in the root structure is quwdd, if derived from *fuay.

Kamas (Km) has a few lacunae in the data and shows also random
variation in both quantity and quality, but offers a picture similar to Selkup
for the items with *doy > *eay (¢e- ~ ¢i-), *ooy (moo), and *iiay (tii), and is
also congruent with Nenets in the case of *eoy > *ioy (pii-). For the item
*y/ioy ~ *y/iioy, Kamas suggests *yioy (cii), with the vowel congruent with
Nenets and with the consonant congruent with Selkup (as mentioned above).
A physical trace of *y may be preserved in koj- ~ kuj- ~ kiij-, if this is a
direct reflex of *kuoy-. Also, pje, if from *puoy, points to a palatal element
in the original.

Mator (Mt) offers a more challenging picture. Mator has preserved the
syllable-final glide *y quite well, also in monosyllabic roots (Helimski 1997 :
90—91). In this respect, the Mator reflexes of *kdoy > *keoy (kej : kes-) and
*yuay (cuj) are exactly what can be expected. The reflexes of *peay > *pioy
(xe- ~ xi-) do not necessarily contradict this, since they only concern medial
position. The lack of any trace of *y in all the other items, including *muoy
(moo ~ muu) and *ioy (ni ~ i), is, however, surprising, a circumstance which
has stimulated reconstructions without a final *y in these cases. Typically,
the data show doublets of "short” forms with a single vowel (tu, ku, xa, o)
and “long” forms ending in a or o (fua, kua ~ kuo, raa), but most of the
“long” forms come from older, less reliable, and dialectally more diffuse
sources, which reduces their informative value.

The two Enets languages, Tundra (TE) and Forest (FE), show much fewer
mutual similarities than the two Nenets languages. Both Enets languages
agree on the form *kealo (¢ioro), which corresponds to *kdoyo in Nganasan
and *kdoy > *kesy in the other Samoyedic languages, as well as on the
reflexes of *ioy : *ioyo (fiiojo = fiiejo) and *tiioy : *tiioyo (Tciojo = ciejo) of
type 1. On the reflex of *yuoy (juu) of type 3, both Enets languages agree
with Nenets. For *moay (moe ~ moj), *kuoy (koe), and *wuoy (nuj), as well
as for *peay > *pioy (pie ~ pe), Forest Enets suggests a palatal final of the
type e or j, but there are also forms following the pattern of Nenets for
the items of type 2 (fo, ko, po). A similar final ¢ is present in the Tundra
Enets reflexes of *uoy (fue, kue, fiue), paralleled by variants with a final a
(tua, kua, pua), while the items *peay > *pioy and *moaoy have o (pio, moo).
In Forest Enets a final a is attested in a variant form of *puoy (pea), provided
that this form really represents Forest Enets. Finally, Tundra Enets differs
from Forest Enets on the point that the items *#¢2 and *02 contain a vowel
sequence ending in a (fia, yia ~ #ia), while Forest Enets has simple mono-
syllables (fe, no) of the same type as Nenets. Altogether, the picture offered
by Enets appears internally rather incoherent, which may indicate some
mixing between the two Enets languages, or a confusion in the sources,
but which is also conditioned by the chronological heterogeneity of the
database. It is, in any case, obvious that for several items Tundra Enets
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shows a clear parallelism with Nganasan, while Forest Enets more often
follows the pattern exhibited by (both varieties of) Nenets.

Since we are looking for information that would allow us, on the one
hand, to confirm the presence or absence of a final palatal glide *y in the
items under discussion, and, on the other hand, to identify the types of
vowel sequences originally present in them, we may now summarize the
evidence for both of these points. As far as a physical glide segment is
concerned, it is present in all items of types 1 and 3 in Nganasan, in the
reflexes of *ioy and *fiiay of type 1 in Enets, as well as in the reflexes of
*kdoy > *keoy of type 1 and *yuoy of type 3 in Mator (kej, cuj), possibly
also in the reflex of *kuoy of type 2 in Kamas (koj- ~ kuj- ~ Fkiij-). An
indirect trace of *y may be present in the reflexes of *fuoy in Selkup (qwdd)
and *puoy in Kamas (pje), both of type 2, as well as in the reflexes of *fuoy
and *kuoy of type 2 (tue, kue) and *wuoy of type 3 (fiue) in Tundra Enets,
which have analogies in the reflexes of *peay > *pioy and *mooy of type 1
and *kuoy of type 2 in Forest Enets (pie, moe, koe). A secondary asyllabic
pendant of this representation seems to be present in the Forest Enets
reflexes of *mooy of type 1 (moj) and *wuoy of type 3 (nwj), which may,
however, also be compared with the maximally "worn” Forest Enets reflexes
of *tiioya (cej) and *ioyo (fiej). When reviewed in this way, it turns out that
for each of the items of types 1 to 3 there is at least one language that
preserves either a direct or an indirect trace of a palatal element, presumably
*y, in the root composition.

We are, of course, most concerned with the items of type 2, which show
no physical glide segment in Nganasan, and for which no final glide is
registered in Mator. However, each of the items of this type has possible
traces of a palatal segment in one or several languages: for *fuoy in Tundra
Enets (fue), for *kuoy in both Tundra (kue) and Forest Enets (koe), Selkup
(qwdd), and Kamas (koj- ~ kuj- ~ kiij-), and for *puasy in Kamas (pje). The
fact that none of these items shows a segmental glide in Mator is potentially
significant, but it has to be noted that the Mator items ni ~ #ii, moo ~ muu,
and o also lack any trace of the glide that is physically present in their
Nganasan counterparts npieje ~ nieje, mueje, and niiaj. If we assume that
these words are full cognates, we have to conclude that the glide must
have been present in the Proto-Samoyedic forms, as well.

Assuming, then, that all of the items of types 1 to 3 had originally a
root-final palatal glide *y, which was only secondarily lost in the Nganasan
reflexes of the items of type 2, there remains the issue of the preceding
vowel sequences and their divergent representations in the modern languages.
This concerns also the items of type 4, in which no palatal glide was ever
present. Primary vowel sequences are synchronically attested only in Nganasan
and Tundra Enets, with a few, possibly residual or contact-induced analogies
also in Forest Enets. For this reason, the Mator items suggesting vowel
sequences ending in a or o in the items of type 2 (fua, fua ~ kuo, raa) are
hardly of any relevance, especially since they are in less obscure sources
attested as simple monosyllables (fu, ku, ra). It may nevertheless be noted
that exactly these same items appear in Tundra Enets with vowel sequences
ending in a (fua, kua, pua), though they also have variants in ¢ (fue, kue).
The problem is that, although the vowels represented as a in Mator and
Enets would be regular counterparts (from *a@), both Tundra Enets ¢ (from
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*d) and Nganasan e (from *2) in the cognates of these same items require
a different reconstruction. Since, consequently, the vowels do not match,
the correspondences are by definition irregular, and at least some of the
synchronically attested forms must be results of secondary developments.

Tundra Enets has vowel sequences ending in a also in the two items
of type 4 (fia, nia ~ fiia). In these cases Nganasan has analogous sequences
ending in a, though only one of the items has diagnostic value (oa ~ yua),
while Mator has simple monosyllables (fe- ~ fi-, no ~ tio). However, there
is again a mismatch in the vowels, since Enets a (from *d) does not corre-
spond to Nganasan a (from *a). Nganasan has a also in the reflexes of
*peay (riaje) and *wuay (niiaj), but in these items Tundra Enets has either
o (pio) or e (flue). This means that the two languages do not show congruent
correspondences, which is why it is reasonable to assume that the cases
with a synchronic [a] as the second component of a vowel sequence are
somehow secondary. As far as Tundra Enets is concerned, the situation
appears to be rather straightforward, for all the cases with a involve items
with a high root vowel, which is either u (fua, kua, pua) or i (tia, nia ~
fiia). The fact that in these same contexts both o (pio) and e (tue, kue, fiue)
are also attested, suggests that there has been an uncompleted tendency
in Tundra Enets to polarize these vowel sequences by lowering the second
component to [a]. Whether this is also true of the Nganasan items concerned
(xiaje, niiaj, noa ~ nua) is more difficult to tell. However, any reconstructions
of the type *0a (Kaheinen 2023 : 63) or *da (Salminen 2024 : 216) are bound
to be inconclusive, since they can at most account for the synchronic repre-
sentation in one language at a time.

The vowel sequences in Nganasan xriaje and niiaj call for special atten-
tion, as almost all the other items of types 1 (yieje ~ nieje, mueje, sieje)
and 3 (jiiej), as well as those of type 2 (ciie, kiie, xiie), with the single excep-
tion of the reflex of *tiioy : *tiioyo (ciije) of type 1, which has a secondary
monophthong, contain sequences ending in Nganasan ¢ [a], as could be
expected if Proto-Samoyedic really had only sequences with the generic
reduced vowel (*2) as the second component. The vowel a, at least in posi-
tions other than the initial syllable of a word, is (as already pointed out
above) a diachronically secondary segment, which represents an innovation
conditioned by a sequence of so far not fully understood processes of suffix-
ation, as is obvious, in particular, from its role in the morphophonology
of Nganasan paradigmatic root-final alternations. Evidence for lexical items
ending in a are few and controversial: for istance, Nganasan basa 'iron’
(SNg 20) suggests Proto-Samoyedic *wasa or *wdsa (Kaheinen 2023 : 39), while
its cognates in all the other Samoyedic languages, including Mator tbese
~ fbase 'iron’ (Helimski 1997 : 216 —217 no. 115), suggest *wdsd > *wesd
(SW 175), which is congruent with its cognates in West Uralic, including
Finnish vaski : vaske- < *wdgkd (SSA 3 : 416), meaning that the Nganasan
form may well involve an innovation — perhaps a generalization of a
secondary stem.!” From the diachronic point of view it is even more difficult
to motivate the presence of a in the Nganasan items xiaje and 7iiaj, for

19" Aikio (Luobbal Sammol Sammol Ante (Aikio) 2015 : 42—43) argues that the
reconstruction of *a (and not *d@) in the second syllable of this word is also
supported by the initial-syllable vowel in Selkup kwéso (SkWb 318 no. 2185) and
the second-syllable vowel in Kamas [bdzd] baza (KWD 8), but in the absence of exact
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the processes responsible for a in root-final position can hardly have been
active root-internally. The only possible conclusion is that the sequences ia
and iia in xiaje and niiaj represent secondary and probably irregular devel-
opments of *ia (< *e2) and *iio (< *uo), respectively. In the case of xiaje the
development may have been contextually conditioned, but in the case of
niiaj this is less likely in view of jiiej, which, as it seems, has not undergone
a similar irregular development (assuming that this item is correctly quoted
in the sources, which may not be taken as fully confirmed).

It is more difficult to explain why the final palatal glide *1 was lost in
Nganasan in the items of type 2, when it was not lost in the two items of
type 3. The other Samoyedic languages do not suggest anything abnormal
in the cognates of jiiej and niiaj. In the case of jiiej < *yuoy = *yuo-y one
could think of the possibility that the morpheme boundary and the synchroni-
cally preserved connection with the verb jiie- < *yua- has prevented the
loss of the final *y and also the development *2 > a, but this is not relevant
for niiaj. More likely, both items share a parallel background, which might
be connected with the frequently observed variation of consonant and vowel
stems in monosyllabic nouns, including roots containing a vowel sequence.
Since Nganasan, like also Enets, shows several cases of a vowel stem being
generalized to the status of the basic form of a word instead of the phono-
logically regular consonant stem (riaje, pieje ~ nieje, ciije, mueje, sieje), it
is thinkable that the opposite trend was also active, meaning that the
original consonant stem can have been restored on the basis of the general-
ized vowel stem. If this is so, the forms jiiej and niiaj would be secondary
consonant stems formed from the corresponding vowel stems jiicje- and
nliaje-, respectively. Sychronically, consonant stems in j and vowel stems
in je do not differ in inflected forms requiring a connective or suffix-initial
vowel, as in (plural nominative and genitive) niiqj : niiaj-e¢’ : yiiaj-i’ ~ niiaj-u’
(SNg 141) vs. xiaje : xiaje-": xiaj-i[ ] (SNg 208). There is, however, a differ-
ence when the suffix contains a syllable added directly to the root, as in
(3rd person singular possessive) niiaj : piiaj-cu vs. xiaje : xiaje-ti.

Summarizing the diachronic situation for the items under discussion,
it seems likely that there existed originally only one structural type, contain-
ing a vowel sequence with the reduced vowel *2 as the second component
and followed by a root-final *y, which could also represent the lateral */.
This structure underwent diversification in Nganasan and Enets, in that
the final *y was either regularly deleted in at least three Nganasan items
of type 2 (ciie, kiie, xiie) and possibly their Tundra Enets counterparts (fue,
feue, *pue), which later, in Tundra Enets, participated in a tendency to lower
the second component to a (fua, kua, pua). A different path of development
was followed by items for which the vowel stem was generalized as the
basic form of the word, which happened before the loss of the final *y in
type 2. This type comprises at least five Nganasan items of type 1 (xriaje,
nieje ~ nieje, ciije, mueje, sieje) and the Enets cognates of two of them
(fiiojo = fiiejo, fciojo = ciejo), as well as one earlier case of a similar general-

parallels the evidence is inconclusive. The sequence kwé ~ qué appears variously as
a reflex of both *wd > *we and *wa (as well as *wa) in Selkup (SW 168—175), and
there are several other examples of second-syllable *i being represented as a in
Kamas, as in *ydld 'sun, day’ > cala, *yapd 'leat’ > caba, *yékcd 'female (animal)’ >
cakta (~ cdkta), *patd ‘bile’ > pada, and even *soymd ‘eye’ > sima (SW 40—41, 115, 132).
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ization in Enets (¢ioro). The two items of type 3 (yiiaj, jiiej) also participated
in this generalization, but a later development restored the consonant stem
for them. Also, in two Nganasan items, the second component of the vowel
sequence is not ¢ but a (xiaje, niiaj). This detail remains without a definitive
explanation, but it can hardly represent an original feature inherited from
Proto-Samoyedic.?

4. Conclusion

The main result of the above argumentation is that the derivation of the
Samoyedic items for ’feather, wing’ from the form *tulka, which is the
origin of the Finno-Ugric words with the same meaning, is untenable. The
idea that the cluster */k would have totally disappeared in Samoyedic is
premature, as Samoyedic reconstructions like *#ua or *fua cannot explain
the comparative data. The Proto-Samoyedic form is best reconstructed as
*tuay, which is an exact reflex of Proto-Uralic *fuxl/ > Finnish tuuli : tuule-
‘wind’. An analogous relationship exists between Samoyedic *peay > *pioy
‘outside space; thumb’ and Finnish pieli : piele- ’side’ < Proto-Uralic
*pexl/a, which also yields the derivative *pel-kd, as attested in Saami bealgi
‘thumb’. The relationship between the Samoyedic and Finno-Ugric data can
only be explained by assuming the presence of the "primary laryngeal *r
(Janhunen 2007) in the Proto-Uralic source forms. It is the presence of this
segment that distinguishes these lexemes from their minimal pairs *ful/2
fire’ and *pel/a(-) 'to fear; fear(some)’. Although many cases of Finnic long
vowels are now known to be secondary and can be explained by a regular
sound change with no additional segment (Luobbal Sammol Sdmmol Ante
(Aikio) 2012), this does not apply to the items whose Samoyedic cognates
contain vowel sequences, in which the "laryngeal” *r is typically reflected
as the postvocalic reduced vowel segment *5.

In Samoyedic *fuoy and *peay > *pioy the final palatal glide *y represents
the original Uralic lateral */, which is preserved on the Finno-Ugric side.
The change *I > *y seems to have taken place very late in Pre-Proto-Samoyedic,
as is evident from the occasional preservation of */ in individual lexemes
in some Samoyedic languages, for istance, in the Enets reflexes of *kdoy >
*keay "tongue, language’.?! This change is observed also in a couple of other
items, Proto-Samoyedic *pel- > *pey- > *piy- 'to fear’, *kil-/*kiil- > kiy > *koy
‘side’, and possibly *kul- > *kuy- ‘to float downriver’, whose Finno-Ugric
cognates contain items with the cluster */k, which, however, derives from

20 Other examples of the sequence iia are xiia-le- : xiia-rkuj- to blow’ (SNg 207),
as mentioned by Salminen (2012 : 350) and Kaheinen (2023 : 164—165), and
<xeaeaii> triia-gaj 'knee’ (SNg 199), both of which would at first glance seem to
require a reconstruction of the type *pua- without a following glide (instead of *pu-
or *pudj- = *puoy- in SW 128—129, 130), though the presence of a glide cannot be
excluded. The history of 'knee’ is particularly complicated and would call for a
separate study:.

2l Note that the development *I > *j was active also word-initially, and in this
position it was likewise not fully completed at the Proto-Samoyedic stage, leaving
doublets like */épsa (in Nganasan and Enets) > *yépsa 'cradle’ (in the other languages)
(SW 41) < Proto-Uralic *lipso > Finnish lapsi : lapse- 'child’ (SSA 2 : 48—49). Other
items, like */¢ 'bone’ (SW 82) = Finnish luu (SSA 2 : 114) remained altogether
untouched by the development. There are no obvious contextual factors that could
explain the different behaviour of */ in such cases.
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the combination of the root-final lateral */ with a secondary suffix-initial
*l. This means that there is no single etymon with a Proto-Uralic */%# that
would have a full cognate in Samoyedic. This may appear unexpected, but
it is probably simply due to the small size of the Proto-Uralic etymological
corpus. In principle, we would expect that the cluster */k would develop
along lines similar to *rk and *dk > *rk, except that the syllable-final */
would be represented as *y. We may nevertheless briefly discuss an often-
quoted counterexample, which would superficially suggest that the cluster
*lk is preserved in Samoyedic:

Selkup fiulgs *fir’ (SkWb 245 no. 1718) < *fiulka (SW 112) > Kamas nolgo
(KWb 45), possibly also reflected in the Forest Nenets (Western) deriva-
tive nylirki ’cambium’ : nylirki pya ’cambium tree’ = 'fir’, but potentially
confused with other dendronyms, including Nenets Tundra nyurka
‘aspen’ = Forest Nenets nyiitka (SLD 86, apparently a borrowing from
Tundra Nenets, Tapani Salminen p.c.), and nyerka 'willow’ < *fiér- :
*fiér-ka ~ *nér-ka (SW 108) > Nganasan nirku ’aspen’ (SNg 117), Enets
Tundra niga (EH ms.) = Forest <uwniea> niga 'willow bush’ (ES 285),
Selkup fiarqo 'willow’ (SkWb 242 no. 1694), Kamas fnerga 'willow’
(KWb 45), Mator fnerga 'willow’ ~ <napee> fir’ for ?’willow’ (Helimski
1997 : 314 no. 723 and 319 no. 748). Of these, the items registered as
meaning ’'fir’ have conventionally been compared with similar data on
the Finno-Ugric side, reconstructed as *fiulks ’fir (Abies) (UEW 327),
which has also been used as a palaeolinguistic reference for the Uralic
homeland (Saarikivi 2022 : 57, with the reconstruction *fiulki). However,
the Finno-Ugric data are mutually incongruent: Mari (Eastern) nulgo,
Permic (Udmurt = Komi) #iil, Khanty (Vakh-Vasyugan) fidlki (DEWOS
1049), Mansi (Northern) fiuli (WWb 374). The fact that the internal
consonantism in these items cannot stand for an original Finno-Ugric
cluster */k is clearly shown by the representation in Mari (/g instead ),
Khanty (/% instead of yl), and Mansi (/ instead of w! or the like). It may
be concluded that all these items are reflexes of secondary areal trans-
mission between the eastern branches of Uralic (so also Kaheinen 2023 :
41, 179).

In this connection we have to reject also a couple of other comparisons

that have been made between Finno-Ugric and Samoyedic and involving
words that on the Finno-Ugric side contain the cluster */k:

Finno-Ugric *w/olka shoulder’ (as discussed earlier). This word has been
compared with Samoyedic *wayk : *wayk-ks neck’ (SW 173) > Nganasan
bake- : bake-dee (SNg 19), Enets Tundra beko (EH ms.) = Forest bdk
(ES 65), Nenets Tundra yik° = Forest wye'k°, Selkup qwéq (SkWb 308
no. 2106) ~ qwét/a (SkWb 276 no. 1902) 'shoulder’, Kamas baj’ga, Mator
tb0jko (Helimski 1997 : 215 no. 107). Although this would seem to make
a case for an item with a Proto-Uralic cluster */k represented in
Samoyedic as *yk (Aikio 2002 : 54; Zhivlov 2014 : 139, 2023: 162), the
presumed loss of the final vowel is a major irregularity that makes the
comparison unacceptable. Moreover, since the development */ > *y is
relatively late in Samoyedic, it would have to be assumed that the word
underwent initially an irregular change in the vocalism, that is, *wolka
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> *walka > *walka, then the regular change *I >y, *walka > *wayka, and
finally the irregular loss of the final vowel, *wayka > *wayk, followed
by an unexpected pattern of suffixation or gemination. Although Finno-
Ugric *ay is represented as Samoyedic *ay in the item *kaywa- 'to dig’
> Samoyedic *kaywa 'spade’, the development *a > *d > *a would hardly
have taken place before a syllable-final */.> Also, the regular represen-
tation of Finno-Ugric *oy in Samoyedic is *ay, as in *oywa 'head’ > Finnish
oiva (SSA 2 : 261) = Samoyedic *aywa (SW 17). All of this means that
Samoyedic *waykko neck’ remains without a satisfactory Uralic etymology.
An additional complication is that the otherwise unexplained Selkup
doublet quwég ~ qwét/o might imply that the original form of the word
actually contained the cluster *tk, i.e. *wayt-ko.

e Finnic and Saami *iilkd 'boy’ (as discussed earlier). This word has been
tentatively compared (UED) with Selkup i 'son’ (SkWb 3 no. 13). Apart
from the obvious problem connected with the very limited distribution
of these items in both Finno-Ugric and Samoyedic, the phonemic corre-
spondence is imperfect. Formally, Selkup ii could go back to *iy, which
could theoretically reflect the first syllable of *iil-kd, supposing that this
word is another derivative in *-kA. However, it is more likely that the
Selkup item is connected with the data for 'son, child’ in the other
Samoyedic languages, including Nganasan f#iiie (fiue) (SNg 124), Enets
Tundra #iio (EH ms.) = Forest fiic ~ 7ie (ES 266), Nenets Tundra nyi =
Forest nyu, Kamas #i7i, Mator fiu ~ nu (Helimski 1997 : 323 no. 779).
Although the reconstruction *fiuo has been favoured for this set (most
recently Salminen 2024 : 216), there is a clear parallelism with the items
of the type *fuoy 'wing, feather’ (type 2 above), which means that the
Proto-Samoyedic form may actually have been *fiuoy. It is probably
relevant to note that Nenets has also a stem variant with 7, as in Tundra
Nenets (accusative plural) nyi : (captative verb) nyi-s- : nyi-cy°, paral-
lelled by Forest Enets 7ii-c "to calve (of reindeer)’ (ES 271), while Kamas
has stem variant with ee¢ in the derivatives fice- "to give birth’ and (diminu-
tive) fiee-ko 'young (of animals)’. Since *fiuoy is in a complementary
distribution with Selkup i, the likelihood is great that we are actually
dealing with a single etymon. If so, Selkup i would have to be an inno-
vative form that has lost the initial palatal nasal which is present in all
the other Samoyedic languages. In spite of occasional synchronic vari-
ation in the harmonic status of the word, as in Tundra Nenets (3rd
person singular possessive) nyii-dya (JSWb 330) vs. Nganasan fiiie-du
(SNg l.c.), the root is originally back-vocalic, which means that a connec-
tion with Finnic and Saami *iilkd can be ruled out.

22 The representation of Finno-Ugric *a as Samoyedic *a is often considered to involve
a primary phonemic split, due to which Uralic *a had from the beginning a dual
reflex in Samoyedic: either *a (regular) or *a (irregular) (cf. e.g. Aikio 2002 : 50).
However, it is more likely that the representation of *a was initially always *d,
which only later, possibly under certain contextual conditions, but often without
any observable reason, was divided between *d (conservative) and *a (innovative),
of which the latter was a secondary phoneme in Samoyedic. The correspondence
of Finno-Ugric *d to Samoyedic *a is always a factor that weakens an etymology.
Even so, there are enough examples to corroborate the reality of the change *a >
*a > *a in Pre-Proto-Samoyedic. Of course, it would also be possible to postulate
both *d and *a for Proto-Uralic and assume that their distinction was lost in Finno-
Ugric and retained only in Samoyedic.
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In the present paper the focus has been on items in which Samoyedic
vowel sequences occur before an original root-final */, represented in
Samoyedic as *y. The second component of the vowel sequence in these
cases goes back to a Proto-Uralic “laryngeal”, which is one of the sources
of long vowels in Finnic, but which is also indirectly reflected in the data
from the other branches of Finno-Ugric, as in the minimal pair *#ul/s 'fire’
vs. *tuxl/2 "'wind; wing, feather’. Vowel sequences were, of course, allowed
also before other consonants, including obstruents, as in *wiiaf 'ten’ (instead
of *wiit in SW) < *wixt/2 > Finnish viisi : viide- (SSA 3 : 444—445),% and,
in particular, root-final vowel sequences could be followed by several types of
consonants, as in *ydo ’earth, land’ : (genitive) *yao-n : (accusative) *ydo-m :
(nominative plural) *yaa-t : (accusative plural) *ydao-y, as well as by entire
syllables, as in (3rd person singular possessive) *ydo-tda. This situation is
synchronically still preserved in Nganasan, but with the difference that the
system of vowel sequences has been multiplied by a number of new combi-
nations whose origin is mainly connected with the loss of intervocalic *y
in the position after a stressed (odd-numbered) syllable (Kaheinen 2023 :
91—92). In the present paper it has been argued that the phonotactic situ-
ation was different in Proto-Samoyedic, where the only segment that could
occupy the position of the second component of a vowel sequence was the
qualitatively neutralized reduced vowel *a, whose phonotactic status resembled
in some respects that of the glides *w and *y. Therefore, forms of the type
*tua or *tua, as have been proposed on the basis of Finno-Ugric comparisons,
would have been a systemic impossibility in Proto-Samoyedic.

Proto-Samoyedic was certainly not alone in having this type of vowel
sequences. A well-known parallel is offered by English, especially in its
British standard pronunciation, in which all vowel qualities can be followed
by the reduced vowel [o] or its allophones, as in peer [phia] /pia/, poor
[prwa] /pua/, pear [phea] /pea/, pour [p'>:] /poa/, par [pta:] /paa/, purr
[ph3:] /paa/. In these cases, the second component of the vowel sequence
represents a trace of the liquid r, which is still present in the morphopho-
nological (deep) form of the lexeme and can appear in the speech if a vowel
follows, as conditioned by the sandhi rules active at morpheme boundaries.
However, there are also examples of sequences in which no r is involved,
as in vehicle [viokal] /viokal/. Without going any deeper into the discussion
concerning English segmental phonology — which can certainly be analysed
in many different ways — the English vowel sequences, in the interpretation
favoured here, resemble sequences of vowels and the glides w and y, which
means that the segment /2/ in the vowel sequences is also functionally equal
to a glide. This is, consequently, an obvious typological parallel between
British English and Proto-Samoyedic. Certainly, it would be possible to
locate still other languages with a similar system.

23 Another item for which a vowel sequence has been reconstructed before an
obstruent is *kdat 'spruce (Picea)’ (SW 61). In this case, however, modern Nganasan
shows two mutually contradictory stems: ko’ : (oblique) kode- and kue : (3rd person
singular possessive) fuc-du, of which the former suggests original *kat (with no
vowel sequence but with a final glottal stop ' < *t), while the latter suggests *kda
(with a vowel sequence but with no final consonant). Even so, the evidence favours
the reconstruction of both a vowel sequence and a final consonant (Salminen 2024 :
188), i.e., *kaat < Proto-Uralic *kaxs/a, which may also explain the exceptional vocalism
of the Finnic cognate, Finnish kuusi : kuuse- (SSA 1 : 460).
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Since the Finno-Ugric cognates of Samoyedic *fuay 'feather, wing’ and
*peay > *pioy ‘outer space; thumb’ are of the complex form *ful-ka and
*pel-kd, respectively, the addition of the suffix *-£A may be seen as a Finno-
Ugric innovation. It has often been claimed that there are no innovations
that would characterize the Finno-Ugric languages as a coherent primary
branch of Uralic, but these items now go against this claim. Other similar
cases are involved in the comparisons of Finno-Ugric *ul-ko- "pole’, *ful-ka-
‘to move, to float’, and *kiil-ko- 'side’ with Samoyedic *uy, *kuy-, and *kiy-
> *koy-, respectively, supposing that these etymologies are accepted. In fact,
there are also other examples of derivational forms that unite the Finno-
Ugric languages against Samoyedic, a well-known case being Samoyedic
*fiama "hare’ (SW 105—106) < Uralic *fioma, probably derived from *fio- "to
chase’ (SW 111) and therefore originally *nox/a- : *fiox-ma, whose cognate
on the Finno-Ugric side is *fioma-la > Saami njoammil (YSS no. 780),
Hungarian nyul : nyula- (MSzFE 491). The conclusion, corroborated by the
generally large lexical discrepancy of Finno-Ugric and Samoyedic, is that
Samoyedic was, as has conventionally been assumed, the first branch to
separate from the context of Proto-Uralic. It may be noted that this
conclusion is in no contradiction with the general framework of Uralic
language spread in Eurasia, which by all criteria may be assumed to have
taken place from east to west.
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0. A. AHXYHEH (Cankt-lleTepOypr)

CAMOJIMNCKNE COYETAHUS TJIACHBIX
N CTATYC COYETAHMS *lk B YPAJIbBCKHMX SI3BIKAX

B manHOV cTaThe paccMaTpMBaeTCs Hpobiema IpeacTaBleHNs (PUHHO-YTOPCKOTO
codeTaHus *[k B caMOIUIICKMX SI3BIKAX M €0 BO3MOJKHAsI CBSI3b € IIPacaMOAMIICKIMI
CoueTaHMAMM TIJACHBIX. B mocienHee BpeM:s OBLIO BBIABUHYTO IIPEeIIONOKEHNeE,
9TO codyeTaHue */k OBITO yTpadeHO Ha DTalle ITperpacaMOAUIICKOTO SA3bIKa, YTO, IO
KpaifHell Mepe B ClOBaX C IJIaCHBIM HIKHEro II0JbeMa BO BTOPOM CIIOre, MOTJIO
IIpUBECTU K POPMUPOBAHUIO HETUITMIHBIX COUETAaHMII IIaCHBIX, B KOTOPBIX BTOPHIM
KOMITOHEHTOM BBICTYIIaeT IJacHBIM HMKHEro IogbeMa. DTa TUIIOoTe3a BBI3LIBaeT
I Be IIPOOJIEMBL: C OTHOV CTOPOHBI, HEOOXOIMMO KPUTUIECKN IIePECMOTPETh TUaXPO-
HUYecKNe TaHHBbIe, IpeiIolaraolye yTpaTy codeTaHUs */k B MHTepPBOKAIbHOI
TO3UIINH; C APYTOM — MOATBEPAUTE MU OITPOBEPTHYTh HaI4Me IIpe/iTtoTaraeMbIX
HETUIIMYHBIX COYETAHMII [JIACHBIX B IIPAacaMOAMIICKOM sI3bIKe. B craTbe menaercs
BBIBOJI, UTO IIpefIIoaraeMble cliydau yTpaThl codeTaHus */k B caMOAMIICKUX sI3BIKAX
TPedyIOT MHOTO OOBACHEeHU s, ITOCKOJIbKY JaHHOe codeTaHUe SBIAeTCs BTOPUIHBIM
U OpoM3BOIHBIM (*/-k), mpuyeM B paccMaTpuBaeMBIX IIpUMepax CIOBOOOpasoBa-
TeNbHBINI CeTMeHT *f, MPUCYTCTBYIOMNI B (PUHHO-YTOPCKUX S3BIKaX, M3HAYaIbHO
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OTCYTCTBOBall B CaMOJMIICKUX s3bIKax. IIpobGiema mpeamnonaraeMbeIX HeTUIIMUHBIX
codeTaHMII IIaCHBIX HpejcTaBisieTcs Oojee CIOXKHONM, OQHAKO, II0 KpailHell mepe
Ha ypOBHe ITpeIrpacaMOJMIICKOIO s3bIKa, BTOPBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM BCeX TaKMX coye-
TaHMII BCerjga MOKHO CUMTaTh peAylMpPOBaHHBIN IJIaCHBIN *2. DTO COCTOsIHUE B
JalbHeNIIeM HIpeTepIiel]o BTOPMYHBIE M3MEHEHUs B OTHeIbHBIX CaMOIMIICKMX
SI3pIKAX, OCOOEHHO B HraHaCaHCKOM U DHEIIKOM.

JUHA JANHUNEN (Peterburi)

SAMOJEEDI VOKA_ALI]AR]ENDID
JA UURALI KONSONANTUHENDI */k STAATUS

Artiklis kasitletakse soome-ugri konsonantiihendi */% samojeedi esinemust ning selle
konsonantiihendi ja samojeedi algkeele vokaalijarjendite véimalikku seost. On eelda-
tud, et */k on samojeedi algkeele eelsel ajal kadunud ja et vdhemalt neis sonades,
mille teises silbis on olnud madal vokaal, on see kaasa toonud ebatiitipilisi vokaali-
jarjendeid, mille teine osis on madal vokaal. Sellisel juhul tuleb esiteks kriitiliselt
uurida vokaalidevahelise konsonantithendi */k vdidetava kao diakroonilisi tdendeid
ning teiseks ebatiilipiliste vokaalijarjendite algsamojeedi olemasolu kas toestada voi
tmber liikata. Siinses artiklis joutakse jareldusele, et néiteid, mis osutavad, nagu oleks
konsonantiihend *//2 samojeedi keeltest kadunud, peab selgitama teistmoodi: vaadeldav
ithend on sekundaarne (tegelikult */-k), s.o. [-lopulistele tiivedele on lisatud soome-
ugri tuletusliide *£, mida samojeedi keeltes algselt ei olnudki. Ebatiiiipiliste vokaali-
jarjendite probleem on keerulisem, aga vahemalt algsamojeedi eelsel ajal on selle
teine osis tagasiviidav redutseeritud vokaalile *2. Edaspidi on samojeedi eri keeltes
toimunud sekundaarseid muutusi, isedranis nganassaani ja eenetsi keeles.
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