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THIT-REIN VIITSO (Tallinn)

THE HISTORY OF FINNIC ¢ IN THE FIRST SYLLABLE

0. One part of the Finnic dialects either have the phoneme 6 [e e i] in

the first syllable or 6 is lost there whereas other dialects have no 6 and

nobody has succeeded in proving that 6 has been lost there. The dialects

with 0 can be divided into four groups on the basis of the scope of its
occurrence. Thus 6 has very good classificatory properties enabling us to
distinguish between five dialect groups.

Obviously it is reasonable to study more closely what the differences
in the occurrence of 6 are due to.

1. The occurrence of 6 in Finnic.

1.1. The five dialect groups having a different range of occurrence of 6

are as follows.

(1) A part of so-called North-East Estonian coastal dialects (Joeldhtme,
Kuusalu, Haljala, Viru-Nigula, and those of the northern and eastern
parts of Vaivara), the Votian dialect of Kukkuzi, all Ingrian
(Izhorian), Finnish, Karelian, Lude and Veps dialects.

(2) Livonian, whereas in West Livonian 6 in the first syllable is lost
resulting from the mergers 6 > u before v and 6 > 4 > i else-
where.

(3) Ugala or South Estonian.

(4) North Estonian dialects including modern standard Estonian but
excluding the so-called Eastern dialect of North Estonian. In Hiiu-
maa I., partly in Saaremaa I. and in some places on the western coast
of the mainland ¢ has been lost partially or completely; more precisely:
the short 6, and in West Hiiumaa, Central Saaremaa as well as on
the western coast of the mainland also the long 6 have merged into
0 (6 > d); in East Hiiumaa and in West Saaremaa the long ¢ has
undergone a shiit [¢ €] > [J 5]. Hence the earlier contrast between
6 and 6 is partially retained in a somewhat altered form, e.g. [sdk]
'food’ : [m3k] *sword’, ci. also Ariste 1939 : 133.

(5) A part of so-called North-East Estonian coastal dialects (Liiganuse,
Johvi, those of the western and central parts of Vaivara and of the
northern part of lisaku), the so-called Eastern dialect of North
Estonian and Votian proper (i.e. all Votian dialects except that of
Kukkuzi).

The present treatment may be limited, for the sake of simplicity, to
standard Finnish (F), East Livonian (L), Ugala (U), standard Estonian
(E) and Votian proper (V). Note also that standard Finnish, East Livo-
nian, standard Eslonian and Votian proper are further referred to as
Finnish, Livonian, Estonian and Votian,
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Gloss

excess
sister
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soul, breath

woods
needle

evening
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asunder
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word

1.2. There are 32 known vowel correspondences with 6 for stems present
in each of the five dialect groups. The correspondences are presented and
illustrated in Table 1. However, most of them are known already from
Raun’s pioneer study (1971 : 57—66).
1.3. Three correspondences, namely 14, 15 and 27 reflect a late merger
{*i *u *o} > o before v (including v << *h) in Livonian and can be
left out of further consideration.

Correspondence 29 reflects the East Livonian shift @ > 0 (West
Livonian and Ira preserve a [d]), a further merger ¢ > 0 being in
progress. The parallel occurrence of @ ~ o in the corresponding Finnish
slem is formally unexplainable, one can only state that o (lohki) is
secondary. Likewise there is no motivation to the parallel occurrences
a ~ 0 for correspondence 4 in Ugala (one can suppose that nona is a

87



Tiit-Rein Viitso

later development although Keem (1970:3) seems to be of a contrary
opinion), of 6 ~ o ior correspondence 8 in Votian (ohfogo may be later
than ohtago and may have arisen due to the regressive assimilative in-
fluence of o in the third syllable), of 6 ~ i in Livonian and 6 ~ o in
Votian for correspondence 9 (although one may maintain that i’bbi instead
of &’bbi is a West Livonianism in East Livonian it seems rather that
the stem for ’silver’ has had an essential role in form parallelism both
in Livonian and Votian: in Livonian 6’bdo ’silver’, o’bdi ’silvery’ per-
haps has caused the replacement of 6 by i in i’bbi whereas Votian opéa ~
oppoa ’silver’, opoin ~ oppoin ’silvery’ either has blocked partially the
merging of o into ¢ in the case of opon or has caused the replacement of
0 by o), and of a ~ 6 for correspondence 32 in Estonian.

1.4. Apparently one can describe the rise or loss of 6 only by way of
hypothesis. In doing that it is reasonable to check up, first, all the
partitions of the set of five dialect groups that result from the presented
correspondences. There exist 16 such partitions P1 — P16 out of 51 a
priori possible partitions of a set of five elements:

Pl. F/L-U-E-V: 2, 8, 12, 26, ?32 P8. F/L/U-E-V: 3, ?9, 17, 19

P2. F-L/U-E-V: 18, 25 P9. F/L-U/E-V: 20
P3. F-L-U/E-V: 23, ?29, 30 P10. F/L-U-E/V: 7, 10
P4. F-L-U-E/V: 22 P11.F/L-U-V/E: 11, 13
P5. F-U-E-V/L: 1 P12. F-L/U-V/E: 24
P6. F-E-V/L-U: 6 P13. F-U-V/L/E: 31
P7. F-V/L-U-E: 16 P14. F-E/L-U/V: 21

P15. F-V/L-UJE: 4, ?5
P16. F/L-U/E/V: 28

Although partitions into three P8 — P15 are deducible from partitions
into two P1 —P7 (i.e. they can be viewed as further partitions of the
partitions into two) and the partition into four P16 from partitions into
three it appears that (1) all partitions P1—P7 and (2) all partitions
P9 — P15 are contradictory. One can doubt whether e.g. partition P7
is sufficiently substantiated. it is based on correspondence 16 that is
attested by one single stem (*kuti- : *koti-) which is originally a descrip-
tive one. *kuti- and *koti- are mere likely sound symbolic doublets, at any
rate they cannot serve as a basis for postulating a sound change.

Still, in general, most of the partitions are valid and thus the con-
tradictoriness of the partitions cannot be eliminated. In order to over-
come this formal contradictoriness one must conclude that it is condi-
tioned by the circumstance that different innovations occurred at different
time and in differenl dialects. Before formulating a corresponding hypo-
thesis it is, however, reasonable to examine the explanations of the rise
and/or development of & earlier. In fact, this must be done even though
there is nothing new in attempting to explain it.

2. Trends of explaining Finnic 6.

2.1. Nobody has ever iried to derive Finnish o, u and a from *6. This
is possible only by means of postulating unmotivated mergers for one
word list after another. It is clear that such a possibility as the least
probable one is of no interest.

Therefore if one presumes an original *6 (no matter whether *e]
or *[e]), then only for those cases where there is e in Finnish and ¢ in
Livonian, Ugala, Estonian and Votian. Then there is *6 in the first syl-
lable only if the stem has a back vowel in its nonfirst syllable. Still there
are certain inflectional forms, e.g. *merita ’sea (psg)’, *verila
'blood (psg)’ and a number of derivatives, e.g. F wvefo 'drawing,
pulling; ftransport’, E vedu (<< *veto from *vefd- ’draw, pull,
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drag’); F etu ’'success, progress’, E edu (< *efjlu from *ete-
‘front, fore, foremost’) with *e in the first syllable despite the
occurrence of a back vowel in a nonfirst syllable. Hence the occurrence
of a back vowel in a nonfirst syllable is a necessary but not a sufficient
condition for the occurrence of *6 instead of *e in the first syllable. From
such a “synchronic” conclusion one can infer that inflectional forms or
derivatives with a suffixal back vowel for *e in the first syllable are
secondary whereas originally e was followed only by front vowels and
*6 by back vowels. Such an explanation has been accepted by Genetz
(1877: 13), Thomsen (1890: 41, 95), Setdla (1896: 37—38), Kettunen
(1913: 168, 173; 1914: 11—13; 1948; 1962: 125—127); Posti (1942: 17—18,
27) and it enjoys support even today, cf. Kask 1972: 123—124 and Alvre
1976: 218. In that case one has to postulate the merger *6 > *e in
Finnish whereas the first dialect split that can be attested on the basis
of 6 and of the presented correspondences was F/V-E-U-L. Conse-
quently, for correspondence 26 there was a merger *o > *0, e. g. *votla-
> *uvotta-, *hopota > *hopota (the contrary possibility is excluded by
Lappish data).

This explanation, however, has several weak points. First, *6 is the
single vowel that did not occur at the end of a monosyllabic root in
Proto-Finnic. Likewise it never occurs in this position in Livonian,
Ugala, Estonian and Votian except in the name of the letter 6. Second,
most of the stems with *6 are clearly loans or have no etymological
counterparts in cognate languages. For loans the equivalent of *6 is
normally e, rarely i, ie, ia. Thus, within the framework of the hypothesis,
it is not guaranteed that at last a part of the loans were not accepted
with e immediately in Finnish. And third, as shown by Erkki Itkonen
(1945: 161—169) one finds for the few stems that have etymological
counterparts in cognate languages no support for *6. In Lappish the
regular reflex of *6 is *¢ (ed”in Norwegian Lappish) which is also the
regular reflex of Proto-Finnic *e if there was Proto-Lappish *a or o

(i. e. Proto-Finnic *a/*d or *0) in the following syllable. Elsewhere Proto-
Finnic *e has Proto-Lappish *a (Norwegian Lappish d) as its
reflex, the lalter being also the mnormal reflex of Proto-Finnic
*i. For Mordvinian counterparfs the reflexes of *0 are somewhat
divergent, cf. (1) F hieroa 'rub (tV)'. E hoéruda : Erzya Covordams,
Moksha Sovdrdams; F ketara 'spoke’, E kodar, V kétara : Erzya kodora,
Moksha kodarks, (2) F siestar ’currant’, E sostar : Erzya S$ukStorov,
Moksha Sukstdru; (3) F mela ‘paddle (n.)’, E mala : Erzya rhile, Moksha
mild; F siemaista 'drink greedily’, L semda 'milk’, E s6om ’'gulp’ :
Erzya simems ’drink’, Moksha $imdms; (4) F kerta ’time, occasion’, L
korda, E kord : Erzya kirda, Moksha -krda (in the latter series the
frontness of the first syllable of Erzya Rirda is secondary; further, it is
possible that this stem is not inherited from a common protolanguage but
borrowed independently after the separation of Finnic (and Lappish) and
Mordvinian. E. Itkonen has pointed out that also Finnic *i has simi-
lar reflexes in Mordvinian.
2.2. Due to the lack of substantial arguments for separating *e and *0
it has been considered more reasonable to derive all cases of V-E-U-L #0
‘as a reflex of Finnish e from Proto-Finnic *e in back-vowel stems, cf.
Genetz (1896: 50), Itkonen (1945; 1948).

Although one can agree that V-E-U-L *G as a reflex of Finnish
e ought to be derived from an earlier *e it is, however, not certain that
*e could occur in the first syllable of back-vowel stems (more exactly:
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roots) in Proto-Finnic. Mordvinian reflexes prove *e in no way and the
present front-vowel roots of course do not confirm even their original
back vocality. Lappish, in its turn, cannot prove that Finnic *a-roots with
*e (V-E-U-L *0) in the first syllable were originally back-vowel roots
as it does not follow the Finnic distinction between *a- and *d-roots.
Hence one can suggest that back-vowel genuine stems with e in the
first syllable were formed in the course of the development and splitting
of Proto-Finnic on the basis of front-vowel roots and perhaps partly from
back-vowel roots. In the latter case a back-vowel or *i became *e. Besides
the cognate languages the possibility of *i > *e seems to be supported by
F wvieras ’foreigner; strange; foreign; guest’ : L vdréz, U-E wvdoras,
V wvééraz which can be a Baltic loan, cf. Latvian virs 'man’, Lithuanian
vgras (for a different etymology of the Finnic stem cf. Setdld 1913: 471).

The suggestion that *e did not occur in the first syllable of Proto-Fin-
uic back-vowel roots, of course, cannot be sufficient grounds for
abandoning the suggestion that *e occurred in the first syllable both of
front- and back-vowel roots. Below both possibilities will be considered.
3. Two hypotheses concerning the origin of vowel correspondences with 6.
3.1. If there was no *6 in Proto-Finnic and if no stem with *e in its
first syllable had *a in its non-first syllables and no root with *e in its
first syllable had *o or *u in its nonfirst syllable then the vowel corre-
spondences presented in Table 1 result from innovations that have occurred
in the following dialect groups or dialect unions of six different stages:

L F-V-E/U-L: 20,2120 { () o

II. F-V-E-U/L: ?17; ?19, ?31; Hﬁg ?

1. FiV-E-U-L: 2, 7,8, 11,:12;.9, 10; 13; 217, 219, 228; 32
IV.. F/V-E-U/L: 217, 218, 19, 24, 25 1

V. EBN-EUGL: 20, 23: 229

N1 BNJE/UM: 4, °5; 71021 22 K];:13::24: 28

3.1.1. At Stage I there were two dialect groups (or dialects). Corre-
spondences 20 and 21, probably, reflect the merger *o > *u before *m in
the dialect group U-L (*ompel(e)- > *umpel(e)-, *oma > *uma).

Correspondences 4 and 6, each representing a single stem, are of
special interest. For the dialect group F-V-E protoforms of the pattern
*C'eC,2d, respectively *nend and *mefsd can be reconstructed. For U-L
it is obvious only that corresponding stems were *a-stems. Supposing
that the two stems were borrowings, maybe from different sources, where
their shape was approximalely *nena and *metsa, i.e. of the pattern
*CleC\%a, it is entirely possible that in one Finnic dialect group, F-V-E,
the stems were transformed into front-vowel stems in the course of
borrowing whereas in the other dialect group they were not. The other
group, U-L insists, moreover, that the two stems were not borrowed at
the same time, at least into U-L. Probably there was then only one
illabial back vowel *a and therefore *nena was transformed into *nana
in accordance with the common Finnic pattern *C'aC,2a. The nowadays
most common Ugala form nona is perhaps a later development, maybe
under the influence of child language. The protoform of Ugala mdts,
Livonian moisa was borrowed somewhat later. It is likely that this time
U-L borrowed the form #meisa and, at the same time, the pattern
*C'eC\%a that contradicted the hitherto valid principles of vowel harmony.
The stem was, in spite of SKES II 343, probably borrowed from Baltic,
cf. Latvian meZs 'woods’, East Lithuanian médZias ’tree’, médis ’tree;
woods’ (Thomsen 1890: 200; the proposed Selkup equivalent in Setdla
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1918: 41 is highly improbable; the etymology proposed in Itkonen 1959:
139—141, cf. also MSzFE 11 441—442, meets difficulties in connection with
U-L a).

It is noteworthy that there are more examples of a instead of *e
in U-L, cf.

(33) F seivds, V seivdz, E teivas : U saivass, L taibaz  ’pole,

picket’
F heind, V eind, E hein : U hain, L aina ‘hay’
F seina, 'V seind, E sein U sain, L saina ‘'wall’

Cf. also Latvian stiebrs ’straw, stem’, Lithuanian stiebas 'straw, stem;
mast’ and Latvian siens ’hay’, Lithuanian §iénas (Thomsen 1890: 219-—
220; Kalima 1936: 60, 99—100). As Finnic dialects had no ie (and ia)
there was metathesis in the course of borrowing. Interesting enough,
Lappish has suoildne 'hay’ where uo << *a and s@ildne 'wall’; the latter
is considered a Finnish borrowing.

The reality of Stage I, in addition to the correspondences presented
already, can be confirmed by correspondences 34 and 35 where U-L has
“d instead of F-V-E *e and maybe also by correspondence 36 where
U-L has an afiricate instead of F-V-E sibilant:

(34) F selkd, V seléd, E selg : U sdlg, L sdlga ’back (L)’
(35) F kenkd, V cencd, E king : U kdng, L kdnga  ‘shoe’
(36) S kynsi, V Cciiisi, E kids : U kidds, L kints ‘nail, claw’

Estonian king in correspondence 35 has a recent i just as nina and hing
in correspondences 4 and 5. Still one must pay attention to the Estonian
verb kdngitseda 'put on shoes or boots’ that points to the secondary nature
of F-V-E *e in *kenka and *selkd, i.e, probably F-V-E *kenka << *kdnkd,
*selkd << *sdlkd. For correspondence 36, however, maybe only the Ugala
affricate is important because Livonian has an affricate in all similar
cases whereas Ugala does not, cf. e.g. F kansi, V kaasi, E-U Raas:
L konts lid. cover’.

Correspondence 29 presumably results from a partial merger *a >

*0 in F-V-E (*laski > *loSki). In Finnish the innovational stem *loski
obviously degenerated under the influence of related verb stems which
had preserved *a. Although one can imagine instead the merger *a > *0
in V-E at Stage V, it seems that the presumption can be confirmed by
the F-V-E stem */0$i 'salmon’ that is probably a Baltic borrowing in Finnic
and Lappish, ci. F lohi, V-E [6hi and Latvian lasis (> Livonian las$),
Lithuanian lasisa, ci. also Lappish (uossa where uo << *a (Thomsen 1890:
194; Genetz 1896: 16; Kalima 1936: 133).
3.1.2. At Stage 1I Ugala was separated from Livonian and constituted
a dialect union together with F-V-E. (A dialect union consists of any
set of related dialects that share a common innovation.) In general, this
stage is not well distinguished.

Correspondence 17 may result from the merger *u > *o (*mujsta- >
“mojsta-) only in Livonian. On the other hand, it is entirely possible that
*u > *o in this stem took place in the dialect union V-E-U-L at Stage
III whereas at Stage IV the stem underwent the merger *o > *0 in
V-E-U.

The Livonian mergers *o > *u (*nosta- > *nusta- ’raise, lift’ and
*novs(e)- > *nuvs(e)- 'rise (up)’, ci. F nousta : L nazé) and *a > *o
(*vaj > *voj) for correspondences 19 and 31 are rather clear-cut.
However, it is far from clear that they took place namely at Stage II.
They could just as well take place at any following stage.

The evidence for the dialect union F-V-E-U and, hence, for Stage II
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is provided by correspondences 3 and 1. Correspondence 3 represents a
Baltic borrowing, cl. Latvian saime 'family’, Lithuanian Seima (Thomsen
1890: 300—301; Kalima 1936: 99). Here F-V-E-U has accepted a pattern
with no vowel harmony, more exactly: *e in an *o-root, hence *$eimo or,
rather, *Sejmo. It is not certain that F-V-E-U *Sejmo and Livonian
*$ajma (> aim) came from one and the same source as modern
Lithuanian has the diphthong ei whereas Latvian has ai. Therefore it is
possible that correspondence 3, besides reflecting the splitting of U-L
reflects also the splitting of the Baltic languages. Correspondence |1,
similarly, represents a Ballic borrowing, cf. Latvian palikt 'remain’, lieks
superfluous’, Lithuanian lik{i 'remain’ : lieka 'remains’, lickana 'remain-
der, rest’ (cf. also Thomsen 1890: 195—196; Kalima 1936: 18). This stem,
likewise, can be borrowed from {wo different Baltic sources. For Livonian

ldiga it is noteworthy that although even this time the Baltic *ie has
undergone metathesis in lhe course of borrowing, Baltic *e has not been
replaced by a as for correspondence 33 (cf. L taibaz, aina). At Stage Il
the Livonian stem had probably the form *lejka (*[leika]). Probably,
*lejka was borrowed later than *Sajms.

Obviously at Stage II all Finnic dialects had already patlerns with
*e in back-vowel stems (cf. e.g. F-V-E-U *$ejmo ~ *Seimo, U-L *metsa,
L *lejka). It is reasonable to suppose that namely at that stage both an
extensive derivation of back-vowel stems on the basis of front-vowel stems
(including those with *e in the first syllable) and an extensive borrowing
of back-vowel stems with *e in the first syllable took place. Existing dia-
lect differences did not hinder their overall acceptance since the differ-
ences were small and the area of distribution of the dialects was not
interrupted.

3.1.3. At Stage III the dialect group F-V-E was split whereas V-E-U-L
had substantial common innovations forming thus a dialect union.

In back-vowel roots (and in derivatives that were no longer perceived
as derivatives) with *e in their first syllables vowel harmeny was estab-
lished in V-E-U-L by means of the split e > {*e *0} whereby *e > *0
took place in back-vowel roots (correspondences 2, 7, 8, 11, 12), and
maybe 9, e. g. *sesar > *sdsar, *nekla > *nokla, *ektako > *Oktako,
*kerta > *korta, *verkko >> *vorkko. On the other hand, all transparent
derivatives were left unaffected by the harmony, cif. *veflo ’drawing, pull-
ing; transport’ from *vetd- ’draw, pull, drag’; *eljo ’living, life’ from *eld-
‘live’. The innovation *e > *3 embraced besides the roots common to
V-E-U-L obviously also those roots that occurred only in a part of the
dialects of the union V-E-U-L but satisfied the conditions of the innova-
tion, cf. V-E-U *$§eimo > *héimo (correspondence 3), U-L *metsa >
*motsa (correspondence 6), L *lejka > *[0jka (correspondence 1). It is
highly probable that the split *e > {*e *6£ took place also in nonfirst
syllables, depending on the front or back vowel of the preceding syllable.

Apparently in order to establish the status of the new phoneme *0
the merger *o > *6 took place in about ten V-E-U-L stems represented by
correspondence 26 (*votla- > *votta- 'take’, *Sopeta > *hopota ’silver’,
*souta- ~ *sovta- > *soula- ~ *sovta- 'to row’, *oiketa ~ *ojketa >
*oikota ~ *ojkota ’'right (adj)’ elc.). *a has become *¢ in the stem
*sana > *sona (correspondence 32), Estonian a ~ 6 remains still unex-
plainable.

Correspondence 13 reflects the delabialization of *6 before the preterite
suffix in V-E-U-L: *s6i- ~ *sd6j- > *sei- ~ *sej- 'ate’, *l0i- ~ *loj- >
*lei- ~ *lej- ’struck, beat’. As was mentioned in 3.1.2 it is possible
that for correspondence 17 *u became *o in V-E-U-L, cf. *muista- ~

92



The history of Finnic 6 in the first syllable

*mujsta- > *moista- ~ *mojsta. Correspondence 28 seems, at first sight,
to provide evidence of the change *o > *e in the stem *joka in V-E-U-L.
In the light of the trend of development of *e in back-vowel stems at Stage
IIT this is, however, quite improbable.

There are two mergers characteristic of Finnish. First, *e became
*i for correspondence 2, ci. *sesar > *sisar. Second, *o became *e for
correspondence 10, maybe even under the influence of the vowel in the
following syllable cf. *ofsi- > *elsi-. It is to be noted that the two
Finnish mergers could, actually, {ake place at any stage beginning with
Stage III.

The case of correspondence 9 representing one single stem with the
meaning 'horse’ deserves special attention. There are several alternative
explanations of the case. For Stage III five alternatives exist: (1)
V-E-U-L *e > *o under the influence of *o of the following syllable
before the split *e > {*e *0} took place, (2) V-E-U-L *e > *§ according
to the split *e > {*e *a}, (3) F *o > *e, maybe in connection with the
similar innovation for correspondence 10, (4) V-E-U-L *o > *& as for
correspondence 26, F *o >> *e as for alternative (3), (5) V-E-U-L *e >
*o > *0 whereby *e became *o as for alternative (1) and *o became
“0 as for alternative (4). Further developments of the stem in V-E-U-L
depend on the output of Stage IIl. V-E-U-L *6 could become *o either at
Stage IV in V-E-U maybe under the influence of the stem for ’silver’
(about Livonian 6 ~ i and Votian o ~ 6 cf. 1.3) or at Stage VI
lirst in Estonian and then under direct Estonian influence in Ugala.
V-E-U-L *o could become *6 in Livonian under the pushing influence of
the Livonian stem for ’late’, cf. modern Livonian o’bbé ’late (adv)’ and
o’bbi ’late (adj)’. However, what is really important here is not how the
stem for ’horse’ has developed in Finnic but the potential possibility ol
*0o > *e in back-vowel stems in Finnish. Here may lie the reason for
Mordvinian back-vowel reflexes of Finnish ¢, e. g. for F hieroa 'rub (tV)’,
siestar 'currant’, cf. 2.1.

Lastly it is to be noted that obviously at Stage III in V-E-U-L *n
was assimilated to the preceding vowel before *s. However, all Livonian
equivalents of Finnish substantives ending in -nsi in nsg and having
-nsi- in ppl had instead of *nsi, *ntsi and there *n did not assimilate to
the preceding vowel cf. L kinis ’nail, claw, hoof’, konts ’lid, cover’. On
the analogy of stems that ended .in nsg in *-nsi in Ugala *n has
been assimilated to the preceding vowel even in the only stem that
ended in nsg in -ntsi, ci. kiids 'nail, claw’ (correspondence 36). As
examples of this assimilation c¢i. F mansikka ’strawberry’ : V maazikaz,
E maasikas, U maask, L moskoz, F kansi 'lid, cover’ : V kaasi, E kaas,
U kaas : L konts and correspondence 36. A similar assimilation of a
nasal although before a somewhat wider variety of non-stops took place
also in Lithuanian and, even in a more complicated fashion, in Latvian
(Halle, Zeps 1966: 107—108; Bond 1971: 224—225; Levin 1973). The
hitherto accepted viewpoint that in Livonian n has been generalized into
nominative forms of the *nsi-substantives from other cases (Thomsen
1890: 43, 55; Setdld 1899: 363; Kettunen 1938: XXXVI; Posti 1942: 253)
is apparently based on an erroneous presumption that all the substan-
tives in question had the ending *nsi << *nti in Proto-Finnic.

3.1.4. Stage IV is characterized by commecn innovations in V-E-U. The
most clear-cut of them is the merger *o > *6 in about 20 stems, cf. *joki
> *joki (correspondence 25), *nosta- > *ndsta- and *nous(6)- >
“néus(6)- (correspondence 19), *foinon > *toinén (correspondence 24).

The same merger may have taken place even for correspondences 17 and

I8, namely *moista- > *méista-, *nommi > *nommi, for as was
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mentioned in 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 it is possible that for correspondence 17
*u became *o in V-E-U-L. Similarly, *u could become *o for correspon-
dence 18 but only in V-E-U at Stage IV before *o > *6 took place.
However, it is equally possible that correspondences 17 -and 18 mirror
simply the merger *u > *0 influenced maybe by the neighboring m
(cf. also a more recent Estonian local development mujal > mojal
‘elsewhere’).

As shown in 3.1.3 *6 could become *o for correspondence 9 in V-E-U.
3.1.5. Stage V is characterized by innovations in V-E. As at Stage IV the
most clear-cut is the merger *o > *6, cf. *ompol(6)- > *ompdi(0)-
(correspondence 20), *oppi- > *0ppi- (correspondence 23).

At first sight, *a has become *6 in the stem *lahki > *I0hki (corre-
spondence 29). Considering the Finnish data, however, it is more likely
that in this stem, first, *a became *o in F-V-E, cf. 3.1.1, and, second
*o became *¢ in V-E at Stage V as for correspondences 20 and 23. The
merger *a > *6 comes into question also for the two stems of corre-
spondence 30, cf. *pala- > *polo- 'burn (iV)’ and *lanka > *lonka 'yarn’.
In *pala- *a of the first syllable could become *6 under the influence of
the corresponding {ransitive (causative) stem, cf. F poll|tta-, V polo|tta-,
E polelta-, U polojta- (~ paluita) where -tfa- or -fa- is the causative
suffix; the vowel of the first syllable of the transitive stem differs from
that of the intransitive stem also in Lappish and Mordvinian, cf. LpN
buolle- (iV) : boal'de- (tV) and Mordvinian pala- (iV) : pulto- (LV)
(Steinitz 1964: 123; Itkonen 1946b: 283, 292). Considering the vowel of
the second syllable, however, il is more probable that *pala- has been
replaced by the back-formation of the causative stem (cf. also Itkonen
1946b: 283) aiter Finnish and V-E had separated, i.e. at Stages III, 1V
or V. Thus, instead of *a >> *0 either *pole|tta- — *pole- > *polo- =
*p6lo- or *polojtita- — *polo- > *polo- or *pololtta- — *po6lo- could be
the case. Hence, for correspondence 30 there is but one more or less certain
case of *a > *08, namely *lonyka. In general, *a > *6 is an accidenlal
change.

3.1.6. At Stage VI Volian and Estonian are separated each having
its innovations.

Within the limits of the correspondences under study, Votian is
characterized by the further extensive merging of *o into *0, cf. *otsi-
> *0tsi- (correspondence 10), *oma > *o6ma (correspondence 21), *oksa
> *Oksa (correspondence 22). Another interesting development is *6 >>
*i before *kl: *nokla > *nikla 'needle’, *sokla > *sikla ’sieve, screen’
(correspondence 7), it is not quite impossible that this innovation is some-
how conditioned by the influence of Russian igld ’needle’.

Estonian innovations are more manifold: (1) *e > *i especially
before *n, cf. nina (correspondence 4), hing (correspondence 5), king
(correspondence 35) and maybe iga (correspondence 28); (2) *6 > *o,
cf. *korta > *korta, *kotara > *kotara ’spoke’ (correspondence 11),
(3) *e > *0 for correspondence 13 and (4) *6 > *e for correspondence
24. The innovation *e > *i is relatively late as it includes also Middle
Low-German borrowings, e.g. kinkida 'make a present’ << schenken,
[skenken], pink ’bench’ << benk (ci. also Kettunen 1962: 128). The two
latter changes were triggered by the loss of vowel harmony. *sei- >
*soi- and *lei- > *loi- (correspondence 13) became possible only after
“seijvdt > *seilvat 'they ate’, *leilvat > *leilvat 'they struck’ and by the
analogy of such preterite stems as *joi- 'drank’ and *[6i- ’created’, *{di-
‘brought’ where *0 << "o at Stage IV. Resulting from *e > *§ for
correspondence 13 all monosyllabic Estonian verb roots that end in a
mid labial vowel, o or &, alternate with 6 in preterite, cf. jooln ’I drink’
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¢ joiln 'l drank’, soojn 'l eat’ : séiln I ate’, loojn 'l create’ : [Giln 'l
created’, [66|n 'l strike’ : [6in 'l struck’. Similarly, *feine(n) became pos-
sible only after the loss of o-harmony, i.e. after the loss of *6 from the
nonfirst syllables; hence *f6inon > *toine(n) > *teine(n). Last, there
is a case of *a > *6 in Estonian (correspondence 31); it may result from
the occurrence in unstressed position of the conjunction ’or’.

3.2. If there was no *6 in Proto-Finnic and if *e occurred in the first
syllable both in back- and front-vowel stems or roots, then the vowel
correspondences presented in Table 1 result from innovations that have
taken place in the following dialect groups or dialect unions of four dif-
ferent stages:

A. F/V-E-U-L: 2, 23, 7, 8, 11, 12; ?9, 10; 13; ?17; 26, ?28; 32
B TBN-E U5 ds:65: 20, 215 281129 B0

C. .-FN:E-U[L:-3;9; 17, 18, 19; 24,26

Dae ByVBU fad 63 T G0, 1 120,522,524, 2831

3.2.1. At Stage A *e split into *e and *6 in V-E-U-L. As a result vowel
harmony was established for correspondences 2, 7, 8, 11, 12 (e. g.
*sesar > *sosar, *nekla > *nokla, *ektako > *Oktako, *kerta >
*korta, *verkko >> *vorkko) and maybe for correspondence 3 (*Sejmo >
*sojmo). In the latter case one must then presume the development *6 >
*a at Stage C or D in Livonian, i.e. *§6jmo > *Sajms or (*$ojmo >)
*hojmo > *hajms. More likely, however, this stem was borrowed from
different sources, cf. 3.1.2, and not earlier than at Stage C. For corres-
pondence 13 *0 became *e before the preterite suffix in V-E-U-L, ci.
*$6j- > *sej-. Correspondence 17, probably, reflects *u > *o in the stem
*mujsta- > *mojsta-; less probable were *u > *6 in V-E-U at Stage C
and *u > *o in Livonian at Stage C or D. For correspondence 26 the
split *o > {*o *0} in V-E-U-L is to be presumed, e.g. *votta- > *votla-
whereas for correspondence 28 *o > *e were the case, cf. *joka > *jeka.

Finnish is characterized by changes *e > * for correspondence 2,
cf. *sesar > *sisar, and *o > *e for correspondence 10 and maybe also
for correspondence 9, i.e. *otsi- > *etsi-, *Sopo(j)- > *Sepo(j)- or
(*Sopo(j)- =>) *hopo(j)- > *hepo(j)-. However, for the latter stem
several alternative explanations are possible, cf. 3.1.3. Note that dating oi
the Finnish innovations is impossible: they could take place at any of
the stages A—D. :

3.2.2. At Stage B V-E-U-L was split into V-E and U-L.

U-L is characterized by the following mergers: (1) *o > *u before
*m, ci. *ompdl(6)- > *umpol(o6) = (correspondence 20) and *oma >
*uma (correspondence 21), (2) *e > *a, ci. *nend > *nana (corre-
spondence 4), (3) *e > *d, cf. *selkd > *sdlkd, *kepkd >
“kdnkd (correspondences 34 and 35) and (4) *e > *0, ci. *metsd >
*moétsa (correspondence 6). Merging of *e into *6 was accompanied by
the change *d@ > *a in the following syllable.

In V-E *a became *& for correspondence 29, i.e. *laski > *lOSki.
For correspondence 30 it is more reasonable to presume the back-forma-
tion of the causative stem *pdldjita- — *polo- than *a > *0, cf. 3.1.5.
The most extensive innovation in V-E was the merger *o > *0, ci.
“oppi- > *0ppi- (correspondence 23).

3.2.3. At Stage C U-L was split into Ugala and Livonian whereas
Ugala and V-E formed a dialect union.

The dialect union V-E-U is characterized by the merger *o > *0
for correspondences 17, 19, 24, 25, ci. *moista- > *mdista-, *nosta- >
*nosta-, *toinon > *toinon, *joki > *joki. The same merger may have
taken place for correspondence 18 if it was preceded by the merger
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*u > *o, i.e. *nummi > *nommi > *nommi, another possibility is
that *u became *¢ directly, i.e. *nummi > *nommi. There is little
probability of *u > *6 for correspondence 17, i.e. of *muista- > *maoista-,
cEr 32l

3.24. At Stage D Votian and Estonian were separated, hence all the
five dialect groups that are of primary importance from the standpoint of

the history of 6 were formed. For Votian and Estonian innovations ci.
3.1.6.

3.3. Of the two hypotheses, 3.1—3.1.6 and 3.2—3.2.4, the latter is consid-
erably simpler than the lirst one as it requires only four stages instead
of six to explain how *G has arisen. The second explanation is more
simple even in this that it requires no restrictions on the distribution of
*e whereas according {o the first explanation *e occurred in a back-vowel
stem only if there was a back-vowel suffix. Both hypotheses are similar
in the point that their last four stages (i.e. all stages of the second
hypothesis) deal with the same dialect groups or unions. Note only that
according to the first hypothesis the grouping F/V-E-U/L came before the
grouping F/V-E/U/L whereas according to the second hypothesis the
two groupings occurred just in inverse order, cf. Figure 1.

F-V-E/U-L Sl e ?

F-V-E-UL <\-\>\-\-\---- ?

F/V-E-U-L ™ —\‘\—‘\7\— A F/V-E-UL

F/V-E-UL W >\‘<\ 8  F/V-E/U-L

F/V-E/U/L v N ¢ FVEUL

FIVIEIUIL estrammmeseme 0L L PINIERUIE
Fig. 1.

However, the greater simplicity of the second hypothesis is conditioned
by the circumstance that it actually avoids answering the question when
did the back-vowel stems with *e in the first syllable arise by pushing
the problem into the prehistory of Finnic. Besides that because of having
no place for F-V-E the second hypothesis is unable to give reasons for
several phenomena that are well-founded as far as the first hypothesis
is concerned.

Thus in 3.2.2 the U-L changes *e > *a and *e > *6 in *nend >
*nana (correspondence 3), *stejpids > *stajpas, *Sejnd > *Sajna,
*sejnd > *sajna (correspondence 33) and *metsd > *moisa (corre-
spondence 6) as well as the simultaneous transfer of the corresponding
stems from *d-stems into *a-stems remain unmotivated. Formally the
case can be explained in another way, namely by postulating that at
Stage A the stems, first, occurred in Finnish in the form *nena, *stejpas,
*Sejna, *sejna and *metsa and in V-E-U-L, accordingly, in the form
*nana, *stajpas, *$ajna, *sajna and *metsa > *mdtsa and, second, after
the change *a > *d in the second syllable in Finnish the Finnish forms
displaced at Stage B the older forms in V-E. Actually, this explanation
is entirely ad hoc. Similar ad hoc explanations are needed at any rate
for explaining *nfs > *ns in F and V-E (*ns is then either a Finnish
influence in V-E or a V-E influence in Finnish). In the framework of the
second hypothesis the Estonian verb kdngitseda must be either a U-L,
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U or L borrowing, Finnish lohki must be either a V-E, V or E borrowing.
Analogically, as there is no place for F-V-E-U, Finnish liika and maybe
even Ugala liig must be borrowed from V-E.

All this makes the first hypothesis far preferable to the second one.
3.4. It is to be noted that the two hypotheses have dealt only with these
stems with 6 that occurred in all five dialect groups. Besides those there
are many stems with 6 which do not occur in all dialect groups. Two of
them exhibit very unusual vowel correspondences and deserve special
attention:
soisoa

(37) F seisoa, V { } E seista, U saista 'stand (iV)’

seisoa

Rikk

For correspondence 37 it is noteworthy that in Estonian and Ugaia
there is a morphologically conditioned alternation of stem allomorpis,
cf. E seisita 'stand (inf.)’ : seisad 'you (sg.) stand’, U sais|ta : saisait.
Estonian seisa- coinies Irom *seisd-. Hence the problem is how to explain
besides F-E e ~ V 6 ~ U a in the first syllable also F-V o ~ E *a ~
U a in the second syllable. Note that Votian seiso- is influenced by
Ingrian and/or Finnish. The same may hold even for -o- in séiso- as
Votian -o- is unique in its group, cf. North-East Estonian (Liiganuse,
Johvi) sois|ta : soisa'd (so called Eastern North Estonian (Kodavere)
seis|sd : seesd'd is influenced by (North) Estonian). The situation is

even more complicated as the corresponding Lappish stem ¢uo3'30- seems
to provide evidence for *a in the first syllable and *o in the second
syllable. As this stein is considered to be a Proto-Finno-Ugric inheritance,
ci. SKES Il 199, despite rather irregular consonant and vowel corre-

spondences one can speculate that in the stem *$ajso- (Lappish ¢- and -3-
come from *s or *¢) *a was replaced by *e in F-V-E at Stage I under the
influence of the consonanlal environment. *o could become *a (and later
*d) on the analogy of *a-slems if their imperfect forms were formally
similar, ci. F (seiso-:) seisoi- 'stood’ and (maksa- ’pay; cost’ :) maksoi-
‘paid; cost’. On the other hand, the irregularity of consonant and vowel
correspondences for this stem, however, may result from the circumstance
that the Finnic and Lappish stem is not related to stems of other Finno-
Ugric languages being borrowed from an unknown language at Stage I.
There the stem could have in its first syllable *ei, *ej or *ie and be
treated similarly to the Baltic borrowings represented by correspondence
33. Then it would be another case where Lappish has *a (> uo) as
Ugala (and Livonian) whereas F-V-E have *e, cf. Lappish suoildne 'hay’,
U-L *$ajna, F-V-E *$ejnd.

For correspondence 38 a borrowing from Baltic seems to be the case,
cf. Latvian cik ’how many/much’, Lithuanian kiek 'how many/much, some-
what; as many/much as’, kiékis 'a lot’ (Thomsen 1890: 186—187; Kalima
1936: 105). The horrowing could take place at Stage III, first into V-E-U
and from there into Finnish whereas V-E-U #*G was replaced by *a.

4. Finnic dialect split. Although the above discussion cannot serve as a
proof of the genesis and groupings of Finnic tribes it nevertheless enables
us to draw some essential conclusions and to formulate some hypotheses
in this field.

4.1. First, apparently the five dialect groups presented in 1.1 correspond
to five former f{ribal groups. Hence the groups illustrated above by
Finnish and Votian proper which have disintegrated and then integrated

kOIcE koik
(38) F kaikki,V | pgipei [+ E Roik, U | kokk f all
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with other groups must be somehow named. Therefore I call the o-less
group the Taro group. Posti (1973: 281), namely, regards it as possible
that the Lapps once named the Finns and Karelians the Taros (Lp
darrolas). There is nothing to prevent us from expanding this hypothetical
name to cover the whole group. The fiith group will be called the
Chude group.

4.2. Second, the presence of diiferent components in modern Votian and
Estonian should be reflected in their classification.

In Votian two main dialects must be distinguished: (1) Votian proper
of Chude origin and (2) Kukkuzi of Taro origin.

In Estonian five main dialects must be distinguished: (1) North
Estonian or Estonian proper, (2) Vaiga of Chude origin (i.e. the so-
called Eastern North Estonian whose area more or less coincided with
the historical region of Vaiga), (3) Alu of Chude origin (i.e. the o-
dialects of the so-cailed North-East Estonian coastal dialects), (4) Viru
of Taro origin (i.e. the o-less part of the so-called North-East Estonian
coastal dialects) and (5) Ugala. Connecting the two Chude components —
Vaiga and Alu — is not reasonable: first, it is not sure that the
separation of Vaiga and Alu was the last step in the genesis of the three
Chude groups; second, Vaiga shares with North Estonian and Ugala
such essential innovations as accent alternation, palatalization, regular
syncopation and apocopation. Connecting Alu and Viru into the North-
East Estonian coastal group, on the other hand, is entirely incorrect:
in addition to being descended from different dialect groups they even
do not have any common innovations. The common features ascribed to
«North-East Estonian coastal dialects» (cf. Kask 1956: 30—31; 1902:
10—12) are actually nothing more than those innovations characteristic
of North Estonian, Vaiga and Ugala that do not occur in Alu and Viru.
4.3. Third, one may take it to be proved that Taro, Chude and Estonian
descended from the same dialect group which can be called the Neva
group. Neva has split into Taro and Maa, the latter being the common
ancestor of Chude and Estonian (cf. V maaceeli 'Votian language’, maa-
vaci 'the Votian people’ and E maakeel 'Estonian language’, maarahvas
‘the Estonian people’, where maa ’country, land’. The last step in the
genesis of the five Finnic tribal and dialect groups was doubtless the sepa-
ration of Estonian and Votian; this idea has been expressed in somewhat
different terms by Ariste (1956; 1958; 1960; 1966).

The problem of the ancestor(s) of Livonian and Ugala is more compli-
cated. On the basis of the history of 6 Livonian and Ugala may well stem
from a sister group of Neva which will be called Koiva. However, there
have been changes *pts > {*fs *ss}, *kti > *isi, *kt > {*it *i},
*ks > *ss in Ugala and changes *pis > *ps, *Rti > *ksi, *kt ‘> *ht
everywhere except in Ugala (cl. Setdld 1899: 162, 195, 197—205; Posti 1953:
38—46; Ariste 1955; 1961: 22; Kask 1972: 60, 64—65) e.g. U lat's
‘child’ : F lapsi, V lahsi (-hs- << *-ps-), E laps, L ldps; U niissd 'miik
(tV, iV)’ : F lypsdad, V luhsdd, E lipsta, L lipso; U kat's : kato 'two
(nsg: gsg)’ : F kaksi : kahden, V kahsi : kahds (<< *kahton), E kaks :
kahe, L kaks : ko'd; U adag ~ odak ’evening’ : F ehtoo, V 6htago ~
ohtogo, E ohtu, L 6’dog; U uss 'door’ : F uksi, V uhsi, E uks, L uks.
According to their traditional explanations the changes could have taken
place only before Stage I. On the other hand, if Finnish ofsa, Votian
occa, Estonian and Ugala ots and Livonian vontsa come from *vontsa
then *nts << *fs here may also have taken place before Stage I. Hence,
besides (1) the possibility of the splitting of Proto-Finnic into Neva and
Koiva (Figure 2) one must also consider the possibilities of its splitting
(2) into Marin (i.e. Neva-Livonian) and Ugala (Figure 3) and (3) into’
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Proto-Finni¢ Fig. 2. Proto - Finnic Fig. 3.

Koiva Marin

Neva
Neva
Maa Maa
Taro Chude Estonian Livonian Ugala Taro Chude Estonian Livonian Ugala

LA S : Peipsi (ire. Neva-Ugala) and
Fig. 4. Livonian (Figure 4). Therefore
the changes of *pfts, *kti, *kt, *ks
pase and *nts need to be studied some-

what closer. Moreover, this is
needed also because Sammallahti
(1977: 13) has postulated only on
the basis of *kf > *{t in Ugala
and *kt > *ht elsewhere that
Proto-Finnic has split first
into South Estonian and into the
Tolo Chude Eotonin. = tonks firbelds: rest of Finnic, i.e. into Ugala
and Marin.

4.3.1. 1f Proto-Finnic has split into Marin and Ugala then *pfs > *ps
in Marin (ci. Finnish lapsi ’child’, Votian lahsi, Estonian laps, Livonian
lips (<< *lapsi)) and *pts > *ts in Ugala (cf. lafs (<< *latsi) are
cluster simplications. For Ugala ss instead of fs in nissd- 'milk (tV, V)’,
cf. on the other hand F lypsdd ’to milk’, V lihsdaa (-hs- < *-ps-), E
lipsta, L lipso; Ariste (1955: 319) has demonstrated that ss has been
generalized into the whole paradigm from consonantal stems, cf. nissini?
‘milked (peple)’ (<< *niits|niik << *niipts|niC).

The other explanation of *pfs > *ps is less transparent and there-
fore it will be dealt with in 4.3.3.

4.3.2. Changes of *kf of two kinds: (1) changes before the final *i (or,
according to another explanation, before *j, cf. Biintco 1973) and (2)
changes elsewhere.

Except in Ugala *kfi has doubtless undergone the change *#i > *si,
cf. *kakti 'two’ > *kaksi (F kaksi, V kahsi, E kaks, L kaks) and *lakli
"(he) went’ > *ldksi (V ldhsi, E ldks, L lek$; F ldhti results from an
analogy). *fi > *si must have taken place before *kt > *ht. In Ugala
either *kti > *ksi > *isi (Setila 1899: 162; Kask 1972: 60) or *kti >
*kti > *kisi > *tsi took place, ci. kafs (<< *katsi), ldts (<< *ldtsi).
If *ksi became *fsi here then either *kti became *ksi after *ks
became *ss in Ugala (cf. *uksi 'door’ > *ussi > uss) or Ugala nomi-
native uss represents a case where *#s has been replaced by ss on the
analogy of other cases (thus Ugala uss has been explained in Setdla
1899: 162). However, *ksi > *fsi can be counterevidenced because the
translative ending and the conditional mood suffix in Ugala have not
undergone *ksi > *fsi but *ks(i) > *ss(i), cf. puuss 'tree (translative)’,
ussoss 'door (translative)’, saass 'get (cond.)’, ldhdss 'go (cond.)’. Hence
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the change *kfi > *kifsi is more probable; no doubt, *#i > *Isi here is a
special case of *1i > "si. *kisi > "{si may well be connected with *kt >
*tt in Ugala.

*kt > *it (and *kfs > *ts) in Ugala can be explained as the
assimilation of *& before *f; analogically there could take place the assimi-
lation *kn > *nn in Ugala, ci. *ndk|niik 'seen (pcple)’ > ndnnii?, Ugala
odag ~ odak, however, rellects a single */ instead of the geminate *f¢,
i.e. one shouid expect in modern Ugala the forms *6ffag ~ #ottak or,
at least, *otag (*[eftac]) ~ *olak (*[eftak]). (Although &tak ’evening
(nsg)’ really occurs in eastern dialects of Ugala the gsg form ddagu
(<< *otakun) reveals that { [{£] in o6tak results from the gemination oi
intervocalic single consonants that took place after a short stressed syllable
if the third, final syllable was open; this gemination was followed by
vowel apocopation and the final obstruent strengthening, i.e. *ofaku >
*Oltaku > *0itak — *[eftac] >> [eftak].) Geminate simplification in
odag ~ odak is hardly possible because of its uniqueness. Likewise
*kt > *t, i.e. the loss of *k has no reasoning behind it. Hence the
explanation of *kt > *{t{ by assimilation is somewhat doubtful.

The change of *kf into *Af in the Marin group can, in the framework
of traditional historical phonetics, be explained in two ways. First one
can declare *kf > *$§t where *st from *kt like the original *$§¢ under-
went the all-Finnic shift *s > *h. However, *& > *§ is possible only
via the palatalization of “k. As there is no reason for it this explanation
is doubtful. Second, *kt could become *h{ without an intermediate *st.
instead, there could be an intermediate stage [*yf], where [*x] was
first an allophone. of the phoneme *k. This explanation is apparently more
probable. Then *ht could appear in different dialects at different times
and more or less independently. If so, then the development *kt > *hi
in Taro, Chude, Estonian and Livonian does not presuppose the existence
of the Marin group.

Moreover, it is possible thal even in Ugala the *kf{ changed via *h!
(or *xt) where *ht existed before *s shifted to *h. This change is evidenced
by (ma) lihd ~ lada (1) go’, ldhdt ~ idat 'you (sg) go’ etc. that have
remained unnoticed up to this time. Apparently ldha ~ ldd and other
similar finite forms underwent an allegro change *ht{ > *h before *eC
or *dC, ci., on the other hand, [d{t 'goes’ (<< *ldhte or *ldhtd). The
same change has occurred in the corresponding Livonian stem [ld’- (<C
#ldh-). In all other cases *k¢ has undergone more or less regular changes
both in Ugala and Livonian. The change *ht > *t for Ugala 0dag ~
odak can be viewed as a cluster simplification that took place in the
single (originally) trisyllabic stem with *Af. In shorter stems *ht > *i
could not take place inlervocalically as then it would have resulted in
extensive stem alternation, e.g. *kaisi : *katoln : *Ralta 'two (nsg, gsg,
psg)’. *ht > *tf, *hn > *nn could be assimilations with the purpose
of eliminating the new phoneme *h.

Hence, there is no need to presume the split of Proto-Finnic into
Ugala and Marin in order to explain the changes of *k¢ into *#f and */
in Ugala and into *iit elsewhere. As *kfi became *isi via *kisi one must
not presume that *ks becanie *ss in Ugala already before the (Proto-)
Finnic change *#i > *si. But now it must be checked up whether *k{i >
*ktsi (> *htsi) was a changec characteristic of Ugala or whether it can
be considered a Proto-Finnic change.

4.3.3. 1f Proto-Finnic had *kfs then changes of both *kfs and *pis are
conditioned by a tendency to simplify complicated consonant clusters.

Probably already in Proto-Finnic .clusters of four consonants *jis|t,
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“pts|t, *nis|/t were simplified by dropping the second component *#, e.g.
*vdjtstda > *vdjsid 'knife (psg)’, *lapista > *lapsta ’child (psg)’,
*kiintstda > *kiinsid ’nail, claw (psg)’. In Neva and Livonian *ps was
generalized from such forms into the whole paradigm, in the process the
simplification *pts > *ps pulled along all cases of *pts and even *kis
or, rather, *hts, cf. *liptsd- > *lipsa- 'milk’, (*kakisi >) *kahisi >
“kahsi (> *kaksi). (Note, however, that the cluster *hs might be ruled
out by the morpheme structure conditions, i.e. *ifs could become directly
“ks.)

At Stage 11 a semivowel preceded by a vowel was reinterpreted as a
vowel in Neva and Ugala, e. g. *vdjsta ~ *vejsta > *vdista ~ *veisid
(note that final components ol Livonian phonetic diphthongs and triph-
thongs [i] and [«] are morphophonologically still consonants). Then, on the
analogy of *vditsi ~ *veilsi (nsg) : *vdistd ~ ¥veista (psg) in Neva
and Ugala the first stop in clusters consisting of stop -+ s |- stop was
dropped, e. g. *lapsta > *lasta 'child (psg)’, *uksta > *usta ’door (psg)’,
“sormuksta > *sormusta 'finger ring (psg)’ whereas Livonian retains
the clusters, ci. lapsta, uksta, suormokst. According to Setdld (1896: 166,
196), however, even Livonian has once omitted the first stop and then,
on the analogy of olher case forms, restored it; nevertheless there is no
known motivation of such a drop in Livonian. But one can suppose
that in Livonian on the analogy ol the partitive form the stem veis was
generalized into the whole paradigm and that the stem seis ’seven’
(<< *sdjisem) owes its shape to the analogy of the stem veis; both veis
and seis have remained unexplained in Posti (1942: 169) whereas Setild’s
supposition (1896: 180) that both stems represent regular developments
is obviously incorrect. (Note that the reconstruction of *d@ in *sdjtsem
'seven’ and *vdjisi knife’ is based on Ugala, ci. U sdidse (nsg) : sdilsme
(gsg) and wvdits, whereas all other Finnic dialects have e instead of d.
As in Livonian *d@j has become ej [ei] everywhere except before *v then
e in Livonian seis and veis probably results from this change. On the
other hand, e in F wveitsi 'knife’, seitsemdn ~ seitsen 'seven’, V seicee,
E seiise may well be connecled with *@ > *e for correspondences 34 and

35 at Stage I. Proto-Finnic *G seems to be supported by Lappish éie3d
‘seven’ as ie is the normal reflex of Proto-Finnic *a.)

In Ugala, probably on the analogy of *vditsi (nsg) : *vdistd (psg) the

postvocalic stop was dropped in the paradigm *laptsi : lasta and also in
other cases of *pts. It is possible that *pts > *is pulled along even
*hts, e.g. *kahisi > *katsi 'two’; cf., however, 4.3.2.
4.3.4. Apparently all changes of *pts and *hifsi are better accounted for
outside the splitting of Proto-Finnic into Ugala and Marin than in the
framework of thatl. Likewise are then best explainable such all-Finnic
changes as the change of *s into *h everywhere and the change of *s
into *h intervocalically when preceded by a sequence of two vowels in the
first syllable or by a vowel in a nonfirst syllable, cf. *mure§ : mureseln :
*mureslta > *mureh : *mureheln : *mureh|ta 'anxiety (nsg, gsg, psg)’;
*maa : *maajsan : *maijsin >> *maa : *maalhan : *maihin ’land, country
(nsg, illsg, illpl)’, *Rirves : * kirveseln : *kirves|td > *kirves : *kirve-
heln : *kirves|td ’ax (nsg, gsg, psg)’. If in Proto-Finnic *kt became *ht,
then *$ > *h was not an unexpectedly strong shift but both *§ > *h
and *s > *h were mergers that expanded the hitherto narrow range of the
phoneme *h.

As by the beginning of *s > *h and *s > *h *h was lost in most
cases in Ugala, cf. (*kt >) *at > {*t *it}, it is possible that *§ and *s
became *h first elsewhere than in Ugala, i.e. in Neva and/or in Livonian.
At any rate, the rise of the new *h became possible only after at Stage
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II (a) *$ejmo ~ *Sajms was borrowed into Finnic, (b) *Vj became *Vi
in Neva and Ugala and (c) *hf became *{f in Ugala.

4.3.5. There are only two Finnic stems that have or could have the
cluster *nts.

Ugala has still retained the difference between the single stem ending
in *-ntsi in nsg and the stems ending in *-nsi (<< *-nfi) in nsg, i.e.
between the *ntse- and *nte-stems, cf. kiiiids : kiiiidse : kiiiist 'nail, claw
(nsg, gsg, psg)’ and kaas : kaase : kaast ’lid (nsg, gsg, psg)’. Elsewhere
*nise- and *nle- stems are similar, cf. F kynsi : kynnen : kyntti and
kansi : kannen : kantta, V ciiiisi : Cinnee : cinttd and kaasi : kannéo :
kantta, E kiiiis : kiine : kiidint and kaas : kaane : kaant, L kints : kind :
kinto and konts : kond : konto.

Apparently in Neva *-nfsi > *nsi. One may even suspect that this
change was preceded by *-nti > *nt’i > *-nisi, cf. *-kti > *-kisi in
4.3.2; still *-nti > *-nisi here is highly 1mprobable being evidenced only
in Livonian whereas *-kfi > *-kisi was a Proto-Finnic change. In Maa
*n was assimilated to the preceding vowel before *s at Stage III, cf. 3.1.3.
In other case forms of the *nise-stem the final *s was dropped from the
cluster probably on the analogy of *nfe-stems.

In Livonian *-nfi has become *-nfsi either directly or via *-nsi as
elsewhere in Finnic. Except for *-nfsi, *nts of the *nise-stem became
*nt on the analogy of *nfe-stems as in Neva.

In Ugala *n was assimilaled to the preceding vowel before *s in
*nte-stems (as in Maa) and on their analogy in the single *nfse-stem.
Later *f has been replaced by *s in the whole paradigm of *nfe-stems.

Hence the single *nise-stem has been in one way or another influenced
by *nte-stems in Neva, Livonian and Ugala. For this reason there are no
grounds for deciding whether the *ntse- and *nfe-stems partially coincide
with each other because of a common change or independent changes.

The loss of the nasal in the etymological counterparts of Livonian
vontsa in other Finnic dialects is unique in the sense that it is retained

only in Livonian. (There is one comparable case, cf. F-V {fuftava, E-U
tuttav, L tuniéb ’acquainiance; acquainted, known’, nevertheless the
Livonian word here can be and probably is nothing else than the regular
passive present participle of fundo ’know, be acquainted’, cf. F tunnettava,
E-U tuntav.) Therelore vonisa can be viewed as an argument for the

split of Proto-Finnic into Peipsi and Livonian. Then, first, *nfs > *Is
can be a Peipsi change that took place in *a-stems. It can constitute a
specific case of *nfC > *tC which involved also the nominalized passive
present participle *funttapa whereas later a new participle was formed.
Second, as nis in vontsa comes from Proto-Finno- Ugnc *n¢ whereas

“nts in *kiinisi comes from Proto-Finno- Ugric *né *fi > @ before a
consonant can be considered a regular change in Peipsi (if a change in a
single possible case can be viewed as a regular one). However, there
seems to be nothing that hinders considering either of the two changes,
“nts > *ts (or *ntC > *iC) or *i > & to have taken place as late as
at Stage II in Neva-Ugala.

4.3.6. In 4.3.1—4.3.5 no essential arguments in favor of any of the three
possibilities of the splitting of Proto-Finnic were found. Only changes of
“kt can be worst explained when accepting the split into Ugala and Marin.
Other possibilities deal with identical changes, their difference being in
the number of stages that capture the features characteristic of Livonian
versus Neva-Ugala. Until no essential counterarguments are found the
minimal number of stages and hence the split into Neva and Koiva is
preferable,
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4.4. Fourth, the interrupted area of Taro and Chude dialects on the
southern coast of the Gulf of Finland deserves special attention: one parl
of the Viru dialects is separated from another, Kukkuzi Votian, Lower
Luga Ingrian and Lower Luga Finnish by Alu while Vaiga and Alu are
separated from Votian proper by Vaivara Viru, Kukkuzi Votian, Lower
Luga Ingrian and Lower Luga Finnish.

There is a theory that Vaivara having been laid waste in wars received
its language of the Finnish type relatively recently from new settlers who
arrived here either from the North or North-East (Saareste 1952: 109;
Raun, Saareste 1965: 96). However, although the Lower Luga Ingrian and
especially Finnish population is of relatively late origin and although
Ingrian has had an essential role in the formation of the East Vaivara dia-
lect (Toomse 1938; Ariste 1962) there is no reason to think that the
Vaivara and Kukkuzi dialects owe their lack of & to Ingrian or Finnish
influence or, more generally speaking, that Viru and Kukkuzi were
Estonian or Chude dialects that have been Taronized up to the loss of d.
(Only Central Vaivara which has o even for such Chude-Estonian-Ugala-
Livonian 6-s whose reflex in Taro is either e or i, e.g. ohfa ’evening’,
soper ’friend’, sosar ’sister’, torva ’tar’, vorkku 'net’, vueras (<< *voeras)
‘strange, foreign, alien; stranger, foreigner, guest’ (cf. also Kettunen 1962:
127, 132, 200) is different: here the former Alu vowel system has been
replaced by that of Viru, at the same time, however, not all counterparts
of Alu 6 have been learnt.)

If Viru and Kukkuzi were Taronized Estonian or Chude dialects, then
it would be strange that all Taro counterparts of numerous 6-s have been
perfectly learnt whereas in Viru the initial /- of Estonian and Alu f6sta
'lift, raise, heave’ and f6usta ’'rise, get up’ has mot been replaced by the
normal Taro counterpart n-, cf. Viru fosta and fousta, and in Kukkuzi
the Votian -hs- from *ks has not been replaced by its regular Taro
counterpart ks, cf. Kukkuzi ohsa ’branch, bough, spray’. Rather the opposite
holds: Viru and Kukkuzi have been influenced by Estonian and/or Chude
dialects. Moreover, most of the Chude traits in Vaivara and Kukkuzi are
either morphological or have the form of phonological rules, e. g. st >
ss and ks > hs in Kukkuzi. Moreover, a part of these morphological
Chude traits occur also in Lower Luga Ingrian and Finnish dialects
(/Taanect 1966: 149—152; Leppik 1975: 191), partially maybe more due
to the influence of earlier Taro dialects than due to the direct influence of
Chude on the Ingrian and Finnish dialects of the new settlers. There are
some cases that are neither morphological nor have the form of phono-
logical rules. First, note Chude i in the nouns niula 'needle’ and siula
‘sieve’ in Vaivara (I have no corresponding data about Kukkuzi). How-
ever, it is possible that even this case was interpreted as *e > *i before
*Rl (]ater *k > u before a sonorant), cf. *6 > i in Votian and else-
where in Chude at Stage VI. Second, note Kukkuzi peesas ’hush’ where

*n has been assimilated to the preceding vowel as it never has been
in Taro and even in Kukkuzi, still it may have been borrowed directly
from Chude.

It seems that Viru and Kukkuzi represent rather early Taro populations
in Estonia and Ingermanland: the ancient parishes of Répala and Mahu
(i. e. Haljala and Viru-Nigula) have been continuously inhabited from the
second half of the first millennium B. C. and the northern part of Vaivara
from the end of the first millennium B. C. whereas the Purtse River basin
on the territory of Alu has been from inhabited at least the middle of the
first millennium B. C. Alihough there are no corresponding data from
Ingermanland it can be claimed that by the beginning of our era two
Viru groups were established that were separated from each other by
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Alu and that by the same time the Votians had departed from Alu and
were separated from them by ancestors of the Vaivara and Kukkuzi
people and, possibly, some other Taro people who became later Ingria-
nized. It remains unclear whether the Kukkuzi ever belonged to the same
Viru group as Vaivara. But it is quite understandable that the Virus and
Chudes living in Estonia were later called Estonians. Concerning the
Kukkuzi people, it seems that they were regarded as Votians simply be-
cause they were not Ingrians or Finns as were the latest Taro settlers.
5. Conclusion. Above the rise and development of 6 and the possible
ways of the formation of Finnic dialects were discussed. In the course
of the discussion Proto-Finnic and six following stages were distinguished.
These seven stages (0 — VI) are defined by the patterns stems or inno-
vations listed below (in parentheses the sections where the patterns,
stems or innovations have been dealt with are indicated). Those innova-
tions that cannot be dated precisely are presented separately.
0. Proto-Finnic: *kti > *kisi (4.3.2, 4.3.3); *kt (incl. *ktsi) > *M
(4.3.2) 3 *pist = *pst, “nist = *ust, *jist > *jst (433)-
I. 'a. Neva: 2%a > "o (3.1.1), *C'eC%d (3.1:1), 2*CleCi%0 (3.4), *& >
(3.1.1, 4.3.3).
b Keiva: o> s (3.1:1); *ClaCy?a (3.1, 34), *CeCi%y (31.1),
*ht > *h: *ldht- > *ldh- (4.3.2).
[—=I1.. Neva: *pis = *ps (4.3.3), *his > *hs'> *Rs (4.3.3), (3*nti =>)
*nisi. > ""*nsi (4.3.5), *nis > *nt (4.3.5):
II. a. Neva-Ugala: *Vj > *Vi (4.3.3); *Sejmo ~ *Seimo (3.1.2); *lijka ~
*litka (31.2); *pst > *st, *ksf > st (4.3.3), *nis’ ~ *nis >
*ts (4.8.5).
a. a. Ugala: *pis > *ts (4.3.3); *ht > *{: *ohtako > *otako (4.3.2);
*ht > *tt (4.3.2), *his > *{s (4.3.2, 4.3.3).
b. Livonian: *$ajms (3.1.2), *lejka (3.1.2).
II—VI. Livonian: ?*u > *o (3.1. 2) *u (3.1.2), *a > *o (3.1.2),
*his > *hs > *ks (4.3.3), *nts (exd *nisi) > *nt (4 35 , STASE>
*nisi (4.3.5).

[11. a. Maa-Ugala-Livonian: ?*u > *o0 (3.1.3); *¢ > *6 (3.1.3),
*5 (31.3), %0 > "ei(313), Mo > e (313); "‘Vns > *VVs
(3.1.3,4.3.5).
a. a. Maa-Ugala: *e > *a (3.1.3).
a. §. Ugala-Livonian: *e > *6 (3.1.3).
a. p. Ugala: *Vnisi > *VVisi (4.3.5).

a. d. Livonian: *e > *6 (3.1.3).
ITI=N1T.'Paro: *e =% (8.1:3); o' =i"e (3.1.3),
IV. Maa-Ugala: ?'“"u 20 (3 I'4); oo = ¥o (3:1°4) . Y- > %0 (3].4).

V. Maa: *o > *6 (3.1.5); *a > *o6 (3.1.5).
VI. a. Chude *o > "6 (3.1. )
b. Estonian: *e > *i (3.1.6); %6.(3.1.6), %é.> %o (3.1.6),

*6 > *e (3.1.6).

Hence, Erkki Itkonen’s theory about the conditions for the rise of 6 is in
principle correct. However, the history of 6 has proved to be more
complicated than could be anticipated. Moreover, even the study of the
history of 6 shows thal the formation of Finnic dialect groups and tribes
has been far more complicated than hitherto claimed. At least it should be
emphasized that the formation of the Finnic tribes and dialects did not
end with the processes dealt with aboye.
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Abbreviations
adj — adjective, adv -- adverhb, gsg — genitive singular, illsg — illative singular,
inf — infinitive, iV — intrasitive verb, nsg — nominative singular, pcple — participle,
ppl — partitive plural, psg — partitive singular, s — substantive, sg — singular,

tV — ftransitive verb.

LITERATURE

Alvre, P. 1976:: Arvo Laanesl, Sissejuhatus lidnemeresoome keeltesse, Tallinn 1975. —
Coy XII, 214—224.
Ariste, P. 1939, Hiiu murrete hailikud, Tartu (ACUT B XLVIL,).

—— 1956, Léddnemere keelle kujunemine ja vanem arenemisjirk. — Eesti rahva etni-
lisest ajaloost, Tallinn, 5—23.
—— 1958, Die Enistehung der ostseelinnischen Sprachen. — Proceedings of the

Eighth International Congress of Linguists, Oslo, 825—829.

—— 1960, Die Beziehungen des Wolischen zu den estnischen Mundarten. — CIFU I,
212—215.

—— 1961, Uber die fritheste Entwicklungsstufe der ostseefinnischen Sprachen. —
ETATUS, 260--268.

—— 1962, Teiste lddanemere keelie elemente Vaivara murrakus. — ESA VIII, 11—1&.
—— 1966, Muinaisista ildmerensuomalaisista heimokielistd. — Kotiseutu N:o 2,
41—47.

Bond, S. 1971, Phonological Rules in Lithuanian and Latvian. — Working Papers in
Linguistics No. 9. Computer and Information Science Research Center. The Ohio
University, Columbus, Ohio 43 210, 218—232.

Genetz, A 1877, Versuch einer Karelischen Lautlehre, Helsingfors.

—— 1896, Ensi tavun vokaalit suomen, lapin ja mordvan kaksi- ja useampitavui-
sissa sanoissa. — Vdhaisid kirjelmia XXIII, 11—56. :

Halle, M, V. J. Zeps 1966, Survey of Latvian Morphophonemics. — Quarterly
Progress Report 83, Research Laboratory in Electronics. M. 1. T. Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 1k. 105—113.

Itkonen, E. 1946a, Onko kantasuomessa ollut keskivokaaleja? — Vir. 158—182.

—— 1946b. Zur Frage nach der Entwicklung des Vokalismus der ersten Silbe in den

finnish-ugrischen Sprachen, inshesondere im Mordwinischen. — FUF XXIX,
222—337.

—— 1948, Vokaalikombinaatiot ja vartalotyypit. — Vir,, 124—144.

—— 1959, Etvmologisia lisid. — Verba docent. Juhlakirja Lauri Hakulisen 60-vuotis-

pdivdksi 6. 10. 1959, Helsinki (SKST 263), 135—143.
Kalima,oé]). 1936, Itdmerensuomalaisten kielten balttilaiset lainasanat, Helsinki (SKST
202).
Kask, A. 1956, Eesli murrete kujunemisest ja riihmitumisest. — Eesti rahva etnilisest
ajaloost, Tallinn, 24—40.
—— 1962, Eesti muiretest. — Kodumurre 3—4, Tallinn, 8—27.
—— 1972, Eesti keele ajalooline l¥rammatika. Hiédlikulugu 2, Tartu.
Keem, H. 1970, Tartu murde tekstid, Tallinn (Eesti murded III).
Kettunen, L. 1913, Lautgeschichtliche Untersuchung tiber den Kodaferschen Dialekt,
Helsinki (MSFOu XXXIII).
—— 1914, Lautgeschichtliche Darstellung {iber den Vokalismus des kodaferschen
Dialekt. Helsinki (MSFOu XXXIV).
—— 1938, Livisches Worterbuch mit grammatischer Einleitung, Helsinki (LSFU V).
—— 1948, Eiko kantasuommessa ole ollut keskikielen vokaaleja? — Vir., 120—124.
—— 1962, Eestin kielen ddnnehistoria 3, Helsinki (SKST 156).
Leppikl,. M. 1975, Ingerisoome Kurgola murde fonoloogilise siisteemi kujunemine, Tal-
inn.
Levin, J. 1973, Nasalization in Lithuanian: Rules and Realism. — Second Conference
on Baltic Studies in Scandinavia (MS).
A magyar nyelv szokészlet Tinnugor elemei. Etimologiai szotar I—II, Budapest 1971.
Posti, L. 1942, Grundziige der livischen Lautgeschichte, Helsinki (MSFOu LXXXV).
—— 1953, From Pre-Finnic to Late Proto-Finnic. — FUF XXXI, 1—91. .

—— 1973, Suomen faro-sanan alkuperidsti. — Commentationes Fenno-Ugricae in
honorem Erkki Itkonen, Helsinki (MSFOu 150), 272—283.
Raun, A 1971, Essays in Finno-Ugric and Finnic Linguistics, Bloomington — The

Hague (UAS 107).

Raun, A, A. Saareste 1965, Introduction to Estonian Linguistics, Wiesbaden (Ural-
Altaische Bibliothek XII). '

Saareste, A. 1952, Kauniis emakecl, Lund.

Sammallahti, P. 1977, Suomalaisten esihistorian kysymyksid. — Vir., 119—136.

Setdld, E. N. 1896, Uber Quantititswechsel im Finnisch-ugrischen. Vorldufige Mittei-
lung. — JSFOu XIV;.

105



Tiit-Rein Viitso

—— 1899, Yhteissuomalainen ddnnehistoria, Helsinki.
—— 1913, Beitrdge zu den germanischen wortern im finnischen und ostseefinnischen.
— FUF XIII, 345—475.
—— 1918, Zur Frage nach der Verwandtschaft der finnisch-ugrischen und samoje-
dischen Sprachen. — JSFOu XXXs.
Steinitz, W. 1964, Geschichte des finnish-ugrischen Vokalismus?2, Berlin (Finnisch-
ugrische Studien 1V).
Suomen kielen etymologinen sanakirja 1—V, Helsinki 19556—1975 (LSFU XII).
Thomsen, V. 1890, Beroringer mellem de finske og de baltiske (litauisk-lettiske) Sprog.
En sproghistorisk Undersggelse, Kgbenhavn (Mémoires de I'Académie Royale
de Copenhague. 6me série. Vidensk. Selsk. Skr., 6te Reekke, historisk og philo-
sophisk Afid, Iste Bd. 1). ; ;
Toomse, M. 1928, Ida-Vaivara murdest, Tartu (Akadeemilise Emakeele Seltsi Toimeli-
sed XXXIV).
Buittco T.-P. 1973, O HekoTOopbIX npHOANTHICKO-(DHHCKHX (DOHOJOTHYECKHX NpaBHJIAX H

npadUHHO-YTOPCKHX HMEHHBIX e-ocHoBax. — COY IX, 91—98.
JTaanmect A. 1966, Mxopckue auanexktel. JImHrBoreorpaguueckoe wucciaegoBanue, Tai-
JIHH.

THHT-PEHH BHHTCO (Tanaun)

UCTOPUSA 6 MNEPBOro CJIOrA B NMPHUBAJITUACKO-PUHCKHUX SI3bIKAX

OTcyTcTBHE MAM HajHuue B NepBOM cjore ¢doHeMbl 0 [¢ e ] mennt npuGantuiicko-(uHCKHE

IHAJeKThl Ha NATb TPYMI, NpHYeM cyulecTByeT 32 THMA MEXKIPYNNOBBIX COOTBETCTBHH C 0.
Caenyer nonyctuth, 4TO B NMpanpubaiTHACKO-QHHCKOM sI3bIKe He OblJIO *0; eciH e B Iep-
BOM cJjlore HajuyecTBoBala *e, To B mpejenax cjoBa He OblIo *a, a B npeienax TOro e
KOpHs — Takke *0 M *u. Torga pa3BHTHE MEXKTIPYNNOBLIX COOTBETCTBHIl ¢ *G HaHJIYYIIHM
06pa3oM MOXKHO ONHCATh B pPaMKax THMNOTe3bl 00 OTHOCSIIUMXCS K IIECTH MOCJeAYIOUIHM
3M0XaM JHaJeKTHBIX Tpynnax H JHaJieKTHbIX coio3aX. (Pasuele anasnekTsl o6pasyioT colos.
ec/iH MMeloT XoTst Gbl OJAHO oOllee HOBIIECTBO). B psine auanekToB *0 BO3HHKIA TyTeM
nepeABHKeHHsT *e => *G NJs yCTAHOBJEHHS] TAPMOHHMH TJIaCHBIX B HApyLIAIOUWIHX ee 3aHMCT-
BoBaHHbIX nocaenoBaresbHocTsiXx CleCi2a u CleCj20, a Takxke B JepHBALHOHHBLIX OCHOBAX
TeX JKe THIOB, MOTEPSIBUIMX MOP(O(OHOJIOrHYECKYIO CBsI3b C HCXOAHBIM KOpHeM. Bce octanb-
Hble NpOsiBAeHUsT *0 B pasHbIX AHa/eKkTax NMpeAcTaBJsioT co6oii mH60 OTAeNbHbIE CJAyd4aHu pac-
WHpeHHs: cdepbl NpHMEHeHHsT HOBOH (oHeMbl *4, MO0 NO3AHHE NepecTPOHKH.

Hcropust 6 no3BoJsisieT yTBep:KJAaTh, 4TO HMEJHCh NATh NPHOGANTHIACKO-(HHCKHX IJe-
MEHHBIX JHAJEKTOB, H3 KOTOPBIX COOTBETCTBEHHO NPOHCXOAAT BCe IHAJIEKThl COBPEMEHHbBIX
I3bIKOB: 1) TapoOCKMil — BHPYCKHIl AHAJEKT 3CTOHCKOTO si3blKa (BKJIOYAIOUIH{i TOBOPHI NPH-
xonoB Muisansixtme, Kyycany, Xaabsua, Bupy-Huryaa u cesepHoit u BocTouHoii wactn Baii-
Bapa), auanekt c¢. Kyposuubt (Kukkuzi) Bomckoro sisbika, Bce HKOpCKHE, (DHHCKHE, Kapeib-
CKHe, JIOAMKOBCKHE H BeICCKHe JIHAJEKThl; 2) YYACKHH — aJyCKHii JHaJeKT 3CTOHCKOTO
s3plKa (BKJIIOYAIONMiT TOBOPEl NpuxoxoB Jlioranyce u FIbiXBH, a Takke 4yacTh roBopoB Baii-
Bapa u Hiisaky), Baiiracknii (T. H. BOCTOYHBIH) JHAJeKT 3CTOHCKOrO si3blka M Bce coGCT-
BEHHOBOJICKHE JHajeKkThl (T. e. Bce KpoMe anazekta c. Kyposuipl); 3) 3CTOHCKHH — ceBe-
PO3CTOHCKHE [AHAJeKTbl, B TOM YHCJe JIHTepaTypHblil; 4) yranackuii (I0KHO3CTOHCKHIT) W
5) nuBckuit. Mtak, B coBpeMeHHbIe 3CTOHCKHII M BOACKHH $I3bIKH BXOASIT JHAJNEKTHI pasjHy-
HOTO NPOUCXOKAEHHSI.

Ha ocHose nctopud 0 MOXKHO YTBEpKAAaTb, YTO YYJACKHII M SCTOHCKHII JHAJEKThl BO3-
HHKJH B pe3yJbTaTe paclajeHusi MJeMEeHHOro aHaJekTa Maa, a Maa M TapoCKHil aua-
JIeKTBl — B pe3yJbTaTe pachajileHHss HeBCKOTrO IIEMEHHOro Auajekta. XOTf pa3BHTHe Ipa-
npuG.-¢. *pts, *kti, *kt u *ksi MomKeT CJHYKHTb OCHOBOIl JJsi THIOTE3bl O pacnajeHHH npa-
npubaNTHICKO-(pHHCKOrO $I3blKa Ha yraJackuii M MOPCKOH (IOcjeaHHii B CBOIO oOuepeab
pacnajfaj Ha HeBCKHil ¥ JIMBCKHII) AHAJEKTHl, pasButHe npanpub.-p. *nfts — ocHOBOI 1.5
FHIIOTE3bl O PaclafeHHH ero ke Ha JHBCKHII M TMeMNCHCKUil (MOoCJeHHiI B CBOIO ouyepelb pac-
najgajl Ha HeBCKHH M yra/Jackuif) JHajeKThl, B paMKaX THNOTe3bl O pacrnajeHHH npanpudad-
THHCKO-(DMHCKOTO $3blKa HAa HeBCKHH M KONBACKHIl JHAJeKTbl Pa3BHTHE 3THX COYeTaHUi 00b-
SICHHMBI OJIHHAKOBO XOPOILO HJH Jaze Jyulle,
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