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Proto-Ugric changes suggested by Sammallahti (1988: 500–501) and their evaluation

PU *ax > PFU > *oo > PUg *a: PU *ńaxli- ’lick’ > PFU *ńooli- > PUg *ńalĭ-

PU *äx > PFU *ee > PUg *ä: PU *ńäxli- ’swallow’ > PFU *ńeeli- > PUg *ńälĭ-

PU *i̮x > PFU *i̮i̮ > Pug *̮i̮: PU *ńi̮xli ’arrow’ > PFU > *ńi̮i̮li > PUg *ńi̮lĭ

The idea that Proto-Uralic sequences of *a/ä/̮i̮ and *x yielded long vowels in the Proto-Finno-Ugric
stage has  been convincingly refuted by Aikio (2012).  Proto-Ugric *a and *ä as reconstructed by
Sammallahti (1988) reflect Proto-Uralic *a and *ä as such, so there are no innovations here, retentions
only.

PU *e > PUg *i (-i-stems): PU *peli- > PUg *pilĭ- ’fear’, PU/PFU *neri > PUg *nirĭ ’twig’

No evidence for *i in Hungarian (Hu é in fél ’fear’ reflects PU *e in both -i and ä-stems, cf. *pesä >
fészek ’nest’). The change *e > *i might have happened in Proto-Ob-Ugric, but this is also far from
certain.

PU *i > PUg *ĭ: > PU *nimi > PUg *nĭmĭ ’name’, PU/PFU *mińä > PUg *mĭńä ’daughter in law’

This is an unnecessary intermediary; no common traces in the developments of PU *i in Ugric. *i > *ä
is possibly a common change in Khanty and Mansi (Proto-Ob-Ugric), but further research is needed.
The change *i > ë [e] late in Hungarian (see Abáffy 2003), visible in relatively late loans (Hu betű ←
Turkic *bitiγ ’letter’); also conditioned changes like PU *wi- > Hu ö- (likewise visible in loans, Hu
özvegy ‘widow‘ ← Alanic *widæʒ) show that *i was intact in Proto-Hungarian.

Some cases reconstructed with word-initial *i in Proto-Uralic  (such as  PU  *ikä > PUg *ĭkä)  rather
reflect Proto-Uralic *je- (Pystynen 2015).

PU *ii > PUg *i: PU *śiini > PUg *śinĭ > Hu szén ‘charcoal’ (~ North Saami čitna)

This change is based on one etymology only; the vowel-reconstruction remains unclear, but Hungarian
é does not point to *i. No *ii can be reconstructed to Proto-Uralic, it is unclear what PU/Pre-Saami
vowel Saami *e̮ (> North Saami i) reflects here.

PU *a > *o after *p, *w: PU *pata > PUg pota > Hu fazék’pot’

No evidence for this change:  Hungarian a regularly reflects PU *a but not *o in a-stems.  The other
examples mentioned by Sammallahti (PU *wanča > > PUg *wonča > Kh *wāč ‘root’, *waja > Ms *ūj
‘sink’) show later, conditioned changes in Khanty and Mansi (cf. Zhivlov 2014: 124).
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PU *o > *a: PU *ońća ‘meat; part’ > PUg *ańća ‘buttocks’

No evidence for this  change,  as the conditioned developments of Proto-Uralic *o are different  in
Hungarian, Khanty and Mansi (see Zhivlov 2014: 124; the changes Hu o > á, Ms *o > *ā and Kh o  >
*ā have to be independent).

PU *u > PUg *u in closed syllables before a nasal or a liquid followed by a sonorant: PU *lunta >
PUg *lunta ‘goose’

PU *u > PUg *ŭ: PU *tulka ’feather’ > PUg *tŭlka ‘feather’, PU *kuńći > PUg *kŭnćǐ ‘urine’ *kuńa-
> *kŭńa-’close eyes’

The  developments  of  PU *u in  Hungarian,  Khanty  and Mansi  are  complicated,  but  the  different
reflexes do not correspond to the split Sammallahti assumes, as there are woo many exceptions and
some of the Ob-Ugric reconstructs are outdated (such as Proto-Khanty *kun- ‘close eyes’ and *tuɣǝl
‘feather’ in Zhivlov’s 2007system of reconstruction vs. *kon-  and *toɣǝl in Sammallahti 1988) and
there is no need to reconstruct PUg *ŭ. Reflexes of PU *u in Ugric require further research, but *u
seems  to  be  retained  in  many  contexts  until  Proto-Khanty,  Proto-Mansi  and  Proto-Hungarian.
Hungarian development *u >  o is late (Old Hungarian), so there is little evidence for shared Ugric
developments here.

PU/PFU *uu > PUg *u: PU (?) *kuuli > PUg *kulĭ- ‘hear’

Based on Aikio’s studies, the instances of long *uu should rather be reflected as sequences of a vowel
and the glide *w (Aikio 2012:  241). Not all details are clear, but it is quite clear that the Ob-Ugric
reflexes  of  words  like  ‘spurce‘  cannot  be  derived  from  Proto-Ugric  *kusi,  and  no  Proto-Ugric
innovation can be assumed here.

PU *ü > PUg *ǚ: PU *śükśi > PUg *θüksĭ ‘autumn’

“Orthographic” change (to follow the terminology of Zhivlov 2018). Everything points to *ü having
been retained until Proto-Khanty (*süwǝs), Proto-Mansi (*tüksə ‘autumn’) (in Zhivlov’s 2007 system
of reconstruction) and Proto-Hungarian.

Reduction of the vowels in unstressed syllables (non-initial syllables):  PU *peli- > PUg *pilĭ- ’fear’

No evidence for this, as PU *i participated in morphophonological alternations with zero in Proto-
Uralic already (Aikio 2022), and there is no evidence of *i disappearing earlier in Ugric (the reflexes
of both high and low Proto-Uralic vowels were still  retained in Old Hungarian).  PU * i has been
reconstructed as a reduced vowel by Kallio (2012), but there is no evidence of *i being reduced in
Ugric.

Proto-Ugric changes suggested by WOT

PU/PFU *o > PUg *a: PU *kota > PUg *katə ‘tent’, *ńora > *ńarə ‘poplar’ (WOT: 1043)

“Sporadic” change, based on outdated reconstructions.



PU/PFU *u > PUg o: PU *kuŋi ’moon’ > PUg *koŋə (WOT: 1045–1046, 1049–1051)

Hungarian *u > o is a late change. The Ob-Ugric languages shows divergent reflexes corresponding to
Hu u, o.

PU/PFU *u > PUg *a: PU *šurV- > PUg *sart-; PU *puwi > PUg *pawə (WOT: 1043–1044)

Sporadic change; based on two etymologies only, wrong reconstructions (Hu i in irt cannot reflect *a,
reconstruction of *u in *puwi disputed (? PU *pawi)).

PU/PFU *a > PUg *o: PU *rakka- > PUg *rokkə-; PU *kaća > PUg *koća (WOT: 1046)

Probably wrong/uncertain etymologies. PU *rakka is an implausible etymology (the alleged Finnish
cognate  rakas is  a Germanic loanword). The other alleged example, *kaća does not  show regular
reflex of any PU back vowel in Hungarian, Mansi points regularly to an old *a–a stem. (It is unclear
whether Mansi *kūś and Hungarian hős are really related;  Abondolo 1992 assumes a compound but
this requires further research).

Merger of the PU stem-vowels in Proto-Ugric: PU *kala ’fish’ > PUg *kalə; PU *kuŋi ’moon’ > PUg
*koŋə (WOT: 1041–1042)

Clearly  different  stem-vocalism  in  Proto-Khanty,  Proto-Mansi  and  Proto-Hungarian,  as  noted  by
Sammallahti (1988) already (see Zhivlov 2014: 124 for reflexes of back-vocalic stems), the vowels
certainly did not merge in Proto-Ugric.

PU *e > PUg *ä: *ńele- > PUg *ńälə-; *leme- > PUg *lämə (WOT: 1052)

This  change is  based on outdated reconstructions:  *ńele- and *leme- are  outdated reconstructions
(Aikio 2012 reconstructs PU *ńäli-, *lämi-).  Reconstruction of PUg *e into words *ńelmä, *leme is
also  partly  based  on  outdated  etymologies:  *ńelmä ‘mouth’  should  probably  be  reconstructed  as
*ńälmä (as in UEW), as only the Mansi reflex points to *e. The rest of the Ugric forms reflect *ä
regularly, so no Proto-Ugric *ńelmä (instead of *ńälmä) can be reconstrued.

PU *a > *ä: PU *wajćV > PUg *wäjćə ‘a kind of duc’ (WOT: 1053)

This sporadic Proto-Ugric change is based on one uncertain etymology (Hu vöcsök) only: the alleged
cognates outside of Ugric (such as Estonian  vais, Komi  ve̮ś) do not reflect PU *a regularly, so this
etymology tells nothing of a possible Proto-Ugric change.

PU *i ? > PUg *e > Hu i: PU *ipsi > PUg *epsə ‘smell’ (WOT: 1055)

Nothing points to Proto-Ugric *e here: Hungarian  íz has irregular  z, but the í: i vowel and the Ob-
Ugric reflexes point to *i, no need to assume *e here.

PU *ü > PUg *ö: PU *kütki- > PUg *kütkə- or *kötkə- ‘tie’ (WOT: 1057)



This change is based on outdated reconstructions of Proto-Khanty and Proto-Mansi,  as both largely
retained *ü. No evidence for *ö in Proto-Ugric.

Proto-Ugric  vocabulary  in  the  UEW:  examples  of  etymologies  displaying  irregular  vowel-
correspondences (potential loans/substrate words)

Hungarian csira, Mansi South (TJ) ćürkī·t- 'keimen, sprossen', East (KU) śərk 'Keim', West (P) śürk,
śirk, (LO) śirka 'Keim'; UEW: PUg *ćȣ̈rɜ (ćȣ̈rkɜ) 'sprout, blastus, embryo; Keim'

Hungarian gyökér ‘root’, Mansi: South (TJ) jükǟr, East (KU) jēk˳ər, West (P) jēkər, North (So) jēk˳ar
'die Wurzeln eines umgefallenen Baumes'; UEW: PUg *jȣ̈kkɜ-rɜ 'root; Wurzel'

Hungarian ló ‘horse’, Khanty: East (V) loγ, South (DN) taw, North (O) law, Mansi: South (TJ) low,
East (KU) lo, West (P) luw, North (So) luw; UEW: PUg *luwɜ (luγǝ) 'horse; Pferd'

Hungarian nyerëg ‘saddle’, Khanty: E VK, Vakr nöγər 'Sattel’ < PKh *nɔ̄̈γər, Mansi TJ näwrǟ, KU, P
naγər, N naɔi̊r < PMs *nǟγrǟ; UEW: PUg *närkɜ 'saddle; Sattel' (Zhivlov 2016)

Hungarian  szalu ‘axe for scooping’, Khanty East (V)  suγəl, South (DN)  soχət 'Hohlbeil' < ? Proto-
Khanty *sūγəl ~ *sōγəl, Mansi North (So) sowli 'Hohlbeil mit einem wendbaren Stiel' < ? Proto-Mansi
*saγlV ~ *sɔγlV; UEW: PUg *sȣlkɜ (sȣlγɜ) 'axe for scooping; Hohlbeil'

Hungarian tegëz ‘quiver’, Khanty V tüγət, DN, O tiwət < ? PKh *tīγət, Mansi KU tǟwət, LM täut, So
tawt < ? PMs *täwət;  PUg *täŋɜ-tɜ 'quiver (on belt); Pfeilköcher am Riemen'; UEW: *täŋɜ-tɜ

Hungarian tűz (:  tüzet), Khanty East (V) tö̆γət, South (DN) tüt, North (O) tut 'fire' < ? Proto-Khanty
*tüγət, Mansi  South (TJ) täwə·t, East (KU) tɔ̄̈wt, West (P) tāwt 'fire' < Proto-Mansi *tǟwt; UEW: PUg
*tüγɜ-tɜ, tüwɜ-tɜ- ‘fire; Feuer‘

References

Abáffy,  Erzsébet  2003:  Hangtörténet.  Jenő  Kiss  &  Ferenc  Pusztai  (eds.),  Magyar  nyelvtörténet.
Budapest: Osiris.

Abondolo, Daniel 1992. Locus meliori datus: Hungarian  hegy, hős, ős, tőgy, völgy, vagy, hagy, hely.
Marianna Bakró-Nagy & Pál Dereky eds.),  Rédei Festschrift. Wien – Budapest: Institut für Finno-
Ugristik der Universität Wien – MTA Nyelvtudományi intézet. 23–28.

Aikio, Ante. 2012. On Finnic long vowels, Samoyed vowel sequences, and Proto-Uralic *x. – Tiina
Hyytiäinen,  Lotta  Jalava,  Janne  Saarikivi  & Erika Sandman (eds.),  Per  Urales  ad Orientem.  Iter
polyphonicum multilingue. Festskrift tillägnad Juha Janhunen på hans sextioårsdag den 12 februari
2012. Helsinki: Société Finno-Ougrienne. 227–250.

Aikio, Ante 2013. Uralilaisen kantakielen vokaalistosta. Handout, Etymologia ja kielihistoria: Erkki
Itkosen ja Aulis J. Joen 100-vuotisjuhlaseminaari, Helsinki 19.4.2013.

Aikio, Ante. 2015. The Finnic ‘secondary e-stems’ and Proto-Uralic vocalism. Journal de la Société
Finno-Ougrienne 95. 26–66. 

Aikio,  Ante  2022:  Proto-Uralic.  The  Oxford  Guide  to  the  Uralic  languages.  Oxford:  Oxford
University Press. 4–27.



Bárczi,  Géza &  Loránd  Benkő &  Jolán  Berrár 1967:  A  magyar  nyelv  története.  Budapest:
Tankönyvkiadó.

Holopainen,  Sampsa  2019: Indo-Iranian  borrowings  in  Uralic.  A  scritical  overview  of  sound
substitutions and distribution criteria. PhD thesis, Univeristy of Helsinki.

Honti, László 1982:  Geschichte des obugrischen Vokalismus der ersten Silbe. Budapest: Akademiai
Kiadó.

Honti,  László  1998:  ObUgrian.  Daniel  Abondolo  (ed.),  Uralic  languages. London  –  New York:
Routledge. 327–357.

Kallio, Petri 2012: The non-initial-syllable vowel reductions from Proto-Uralic to Proto-Finnic. Tiina
Hyytiäinen,  Lotta  Jalava,  Janne  Saarikivi  & Erika Sandman (eds.),  Per  Urales  ad Orientem.  Iter
polyphonicum multilingue. Festskrift tillägnad Juha Janhunen på hans sextioårsdag den 12 februari
2012. Helsinki: Société Finno-Ougrienne. 163–175.

Pystynen, Juho 2015: Semivowel losses and assimilations. Presentation in CIFU XII, August 19 2015.
Oulu.
https://www.academia.edu/15172786/Semivowel_losses_and_assimilations_in_Finnic_and_beyond 

Salminen, Tapani. 2002. Problems in the taxonomy of the Uralic languages in the light of modern
comparative  studies.  –  Лингвистический  беспредел:  сборник  статей  к  70-летию  А.  И.
Кузнецовой. Москва: Издательство Московского университета. 44–55.

Sammallahti,  Pekka.  1988. Historical phonology of the Uralic languages with special  reference to
Samoyed,  Ugric  and Permic.  – Denis Sinor (ed.),  The Uralic languages: description,  history  and
foreign influences. Leiden: E. J. Brill. 478–554.

P. Tálos Endre. 1984. Vogul + osztjak/ 2. Nyelvtudományi Közlemenyek 86/1. 89–99. 

UEW = Károly Redei 1986–1991: Uralisches Etymologisches Wörterbuch. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

WOT = Róna-Tas, András & Árpád Berta (with the assistance of László Károly) 2011:  West Old
Turkic. Turkic loanwords in Hungarian. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Zhivlov,  Mikhail.  2007.  К  вопросу  о  реконструкции  обско-угорского  вокализма.  Aspects  of
Comparative Linguistics, 2. Moscow: RSUH publishers. 281–309.

Zhivlov, Mikhail. 2014: Studies in Uralic vocalism III. – Journal of Language Relationship 12: 113–
148.

Zhivlov, Mikhail.  2016. The origin of Khanty retroflex nasal.  – Journal of Language Relationship
14/4: 293–302. 

Zhivlov, Mikhail. 2018. Историческая фонетика и внутренняя классификация уральских языков.
Presentation, XIII традиционные чтения памяти С. А. Старостина, Институт восточных культур
и античности РГГУ, 23.3.2018.


