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Abstract: This article discusses the etymology of four Mari words: Proto-Mari *čükte- 
‘light, set fire to’, *poδəla- ‘spoon, slurp’, *pükte- ‘brood (eggs)’, and *püəž- ‘sweat’. 
After examining the words structurally, an argument is put forth that the words represent 
historical derivatives. This analysis is the key to unlocking their phonological develop-
ment, which then allows us to find suitable cognates elsewhere in Uralic. It is concluded 
that Proto-Mari *čükte- ‘light, set fire to’ has a cognate in Saami, e.g. SaaN cahkat 
‘smolder’, while *poδəla- ‘spoon, slurp’ belongs to the well-established cognate set 
Proto-Uralic *pala- ‘eat up’. Proto-Mari *pükte- ‘brood (eggs)’ is proposed as a cognate 
of Saami *pive̮- ‘stay warm, withstand cold’. It is tentatively suggested in the article 
that *püəž- ‘sweat’ belongs etymologically together with Proto-Mari *pükte- ‘brood’ 
and Proto-Saami *pive̮- ‘stay warm, withstand cold’. Whether these represent a sepa-
rate Proto-Uralic etymon *pejwə- ‘stay warm’ or whether they belong together with 
PU *päjwä ‘sun, heat, warm(th)’ is also explored. These findings, despite some of the 
uncertainties involved in their specific interpretation, highlight the importance of taking 
historical derivation into account in etymology.
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1. Introduction

Uralic etymology has concentrated on the reconstruction of stems; 
suffixal elements found in different cognates are usually considered 
secondary and mostly irrelevant for the phonological reconstruction 
(Grünthal 1995: 87). As a result, the treatment of derivation often seems 
like an afterthought. A large number of Uralic cognate sets contain at 
least some lexicalized derivations, which are usually recognized and the 
suffixal elements they contain are listed or otherwise flagged, but what 
often remains missing in the treatment is any discussion about their 
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chronology. Traditional works discussing Uralic diachronic derivation 
(Györke 1935; Lehtisalo 1936) do not fare any better regarding chronol-
ogy as they are mostly content to compare different synchronic forms. 
They also often list as examples words of varying etymological origin 
that are poorly integrated into relevant Uralic lexicon. For example, it 
is doubtful that Fi hupelo ‘senile, dazed’, MariH šimälγə ‘blackish’, 
and Komi be̮be̮l ‘a bit dumb’ (Györke 1935: 35) are analogous in terms 
of chronology even if they did contain the same historical suffix, given 
that some of the words that the suffixes are attached to clearly cannot be 
dated back even to their relevant branch ancestors. An attempt to better 
distinguish synchronic and diachronic derivational processes should at 
least be attempted instead of the matter simply being ignored. Thus, the 
study of historical derivation in Uralic languages needs better chrono-
logical evaluation of the etymological material.

There are cognate sets that can be readily analyzed as reflecting 
Proto-Uralic derivations, e.g. PU *aδma ‘sleep, dream (N)’ ← *aδә- 
‘sleep (V)’, PU *ćojma ‘sound, noise (N)’ ← *ćojә- ‘sound (V)’ (Aikio 
2020: 6, 133), but the assumption has generally been that cognates 
reflect underived Proto-Uralic stems. Prioritizing stems in reconstruc-
tion has meant that words reflecting petrified historical derivations 
have gone underdetected, especially in Uralic languages where there 
has been a strong tendency for the Proto-Uralic canonical word forms 
to undergo erosion, e.g. Permic (Metsäranta 2023a: 172–173). In this 
article four Mari words, namely Proto-Mari *čükte- ‘light, set fire to’, 
*poδəla- ‘spoon, slurp‘, *pükte- ‘brood (eggs)’, and *püəž- ‘sweat’, are 
etymologically examined and analyzed as petrified derivatives. Recog
nizing the words as petrified derivatives and examining them in this 
context is not only helpful but necessary for correctly interpreting their 
phonological development. The article demonstrates that derivation and 
historical phonology do not exist on two separate planes, but rather 
they need to be studied together, as one is often the key to unlocking 
the other.
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2. 	Etymologies

2.1.	Mari *čükte- ‘light, set fire to’

Proto-Mari *čükte- ‘light, set fire to’ has a wide distribution across 
the Mari dialects: E (Ob Okr) čụ̈kte-, E (Oka) ćükte-, E C (Ok Ms 
Mm1,2) Vo č́ükte-, Up NW cükte-, W čükte- ‘(eine Lampe, eine Kerze) 
anzünden’ (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 113–114). The Mari verb has no 
etymology, but formally the word can easily be analyzed as a derivative, 
segmented as either *čü-kte- or *čük-te- as both -kte- and -te- are known 
causative-forming suffixes in Mari (Alhoniemi 2010: 163–165). The 
Mari verb has clear comparanda in Saami where PS *ce̮ke̮- ‘smolder, 
glow’ has a wide distribution across the Saami languages, being absent 
only from Ter Saami, e.g. SaaS tsïhkedh, L tsahkat, N cahkat, An 
coohâđ, Sk cõõkkâd (Lehtiranta 2001: 16–17). The causatives formed 
on this stem, SaaL tsahkkidit, N cahkkehit (< PS *ce̮ke̮-je̮-htē-, with 
both an inchoative *-je̮- and causative *-htē-) (Sammallahti 1998: 233), 
notably mean ‘light, kindle (fire); set fire to’. The Proto-Saami verb can 
reflect Proto-Uralic *čükə-, *čekə-, or *čikә- and has been hesitantly 
connected to PU *küčə- ‘smolder’ (> Fi kyteä, KhV kö̆č-, MsT küš-) 
(Sammallahti 1988: 545). This comparison relies on the irregular 
metathesis of the initial and word-internal consonant in Saami.

The semantic side of connecting the Mari and Saami verbs is un-
problematic, but the phonological side of things requires closer scrutiny. 
Proto-Mari full *ü is usually found as a reflex of PU *e̮, e.g. PU *me̮rja 
‘berry’ > PMa *mür ‘strawberry’, PU *śe̮ta ‘100’ > PMa *šüδә, and 
PMa *jükte- ‘give to drink’ ← PMa *jüä- < PU *je̮xә- ‘drink’. There are 
a few cases where PMa *ü is presumably a reflex of an earlier *ä, e.g. 
Fi jäähtyä ‘get cold’, MdE ekše ‘cool, shady, shade’, M (j)äšä ‘cool’, 
Mari E NW jükše-, W ükše- ‘get cold’ (< PMa *jükše-), KhV jöγli ‘cold; 
coldness’, Trj jă̇γʌi < PU *jäkšə(-) and Fi pähkinä ‘nut’ (< *päškinä), 
MdE pešťe, pešče ‘nut’ (< *päštə), Mari E W pükš ‘nut’ (< PMa *pükš) 
(< ? *päkšə), Udm paš-pu (Aikio 2014b: 155), but at least the latter one, 
instead of being an inherited Proto-Uralic item, is thought to have been 
borrowed from an unknown substrate language and shows considerable 
variation, at least in its consonantal structure (Aikio 2015: 44–47). In a 
single case, PMa *ü is thought to reflect PU *e, cf. PU *mekšә ‘bee’ > 
PMa *mükš but here the full vowel PMa *ü is usually deemed irregular 
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(Aikio 2014b: 155, 157), perhaps influenced by PMa *mü ‘honey’. On 
the surface, PMa *čükte- would thus seem to reflect either PU *čäktä- or 
*če̮kta-. Both options are incompatible with PS *ce̮ke̮-, however.

Considering that the Mari word is a derivative, there is a way to 
reconcile the vowel correspondence between the Saami and Mari verbs. 
The reflexes of PU *e, *i, and *ü are fairly difficult to tell apart based on 
Mari evidence alone, because all of them frequently develop into Proto-
Mari *ĭ, e.g. PU *ćilmä ‘eye’ > PMa *šĭn-ća, PU *pitä- ‘hold, cling 
to’ > PMa *pĭće-,  PU *elä- ‘live’ > PMa *ĭle-, PU *pesä ‘nest’ > PMa 
*pĭzakš, PU *külmä ‘cold’ > PMa *kĭlmә, and PU *sükәśә ‘autumn’ > 
PMa *šĭžә (Aikio 2014b: 154). Besides developing into PMa *ĭ, both 
PU *e and *ü also commonly merge as PMa *ü̆ under unknown con-
ditions, examples of this development include the following (Aikio 
2014b: 154–155 unless otherwise indicated):

PU *e > PMa *ü̆

•	 *čečä ‘parent’s younger brother’ > *čü̆čә > E (Ob2 Oka) čụ̈čọ̈, 
C (Mm1 Mmu) č́üč́ü, Vo č́ü̆č́ü, Up cü̆cü, NW cәcә, W čәčә ‘mother’s 
brother’ (for the semantic reconstruction of PU *čečä see Metsä
ranta, Milanova & Honkola 2025)

•	 *kerә ‘bast, bark’ > *kü̆r > E C kür, Vo NW kü̆r, W kәr ‘bast’
•	 *pečkä- ‘cut off, shear’ > *pü̆čkä- > E (Ob Ok) püčḳa-, C (Ms Mm1,2 

Mmu) püč́ka-, Vo pü̆śka-, Up pü̆cka-, NW pü̆ckä-, W pәčkä- ‘cut off 
(with a shear or knife, not with an axe), saw off, chop off’ (Aikio 
2009: 269)
–	 Aikio reconstructs PU *pečkä- on the basis of SaaS biet-

skedh, N beaskidit, Sk peäʹcǩǩeed ‘cut off (hair), shear’ (< PS 
*peackē(tē-)), the Mari verb, and also NenT ṕidә- ‘shear, cut 
(hair etc.)’, SlkTaz püti̬- ‘shear’. This cognate set along with MdE 
pečke-, M pečkә- ‘cut, cut off; slaughter, kill’ has also been hesi-
tantly proposed by the Uralisches etymologisches Wörterbuch 
(Rédei 1986–1991: 367: s.v. *pečkä- (*päčkä-)). The Mari and 
Mordvin verbs have in the etymological literature alternatively 
been connected with Fi pytky, Vote püttšü ‘piece, slice’ (< *pičkɛ) 
(Rédei 1986–1991: 730; Itkonen & Kulonen 1992–2000: 452). 
Suomen sanojen alkuperä (Itkonen & Kulonen 1992–2000) is un-
sure about the connection of Fi pytky with the Mari and Mordvin 
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items, noting that the Finnic words are part of a descriptive group 
of words with a similar structure and meaning, e.g. Fi pitkä, pätkä, 
pötky. The Finnic and Mordvin words cannot be derived from 
PU *pečkä-, but both could regularly reflect PU *pečkә(-) (the 
Mari A-stem rather points to a second syllable *ә-stem, but this 
is not a hard-and-fast rule). In Finnic, the first syllable *ü can be 
explained through assimilation, i.e. PU *pečkә-w > MPF *peckü 
> LPF *pückü > Fi pytky, cf. PU *lelә-w ‘hard wood’ > MPF 
*lelü > LPF lülü > Fi lyly ‘compression wood’, PU *sentә-w- 
‘be born’ > MPF *sentü- > LPF *süntü- > Fi syntyä ‘be born’ 
(Aikio 2021: 170). Alongside PMd *pečkә- ‘cut off’, there is the 
homophonic PMd *pečkә- ‘run over, across, go over; move over, 
across’ (Kahla 1990–1996: 1581), which is probably etymologi-
cally the same verb – for the semantics cf. Mari (Ok) kornə̑m 
püćkeš ‘(er) geht quer über den Weg’ (“schneidet den Weg”) 
(Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 569). It seems likely that both the 
set reflecting *pečkä- (Saami, ?Mari, Samoyed) and *pečkә(-w) 
(Finnic, ?Mari, Mordvin) belong to the same group of words as 
there are similar cases of verb–noun pairs in Proto-Uralic, e.g. PU 
*ipsä- ‘smell (V) ~ *ipsә ‘smell (N)’ (Aikio 2020: 21).1

•	 *pečä ‘pine’ > *pü̆nčә > E (Ob1 Oka) pünḍžọ̈, C (Mm1,2) püńďž́ə̑, 
Vo pü̆ńďž́ö̮, Up pündzö̆, NW pü̆n(d)zü̆ ‘pine’

1	 It would also be tempting to add PP *pɔč(k-) > KomiZ poč(k-), dial. V S Peč L poč(k-), 
I U poč ‘pole, stake; fencepost’ (Uotila 1942: 214), J poč, Udm puč ‘fencepost’ to the 
list of cognates that reflect PU *pečkä-. The Permic word has been previously connected 
with Fi piha ‘yard’ and MariM peče, H pičә ‘fence, enclosure’ (Itkonen & Kulonen 
1992–2000: 350). The reconstruction of the words as *pičča (Sammallahti 1988: 553) 
is untenable from the point of view of both Permic and Mari. In Mari, one would expect 
a disharmonic root *pičča to yield **pŭčә (Aikio 2014b: 156). PU *i-a regularly yields 
PP *e not *ɔ. A reconstruction with a geminate *čč also does not account for the k-stem 
in Permic. Secondary k-stems do exist, but they are rare. Some secondary k-stems such 
as Komi us(k-) ‘mustache’ (← Ru усы) probably arose through analogy, in this particu-
lar case through analogy with Komi toš(k-) ‘beard’. The vocalism of the Permic word 
clearly points to PU *e-ä, thus the comparison with PU *pečkä- is phonologically prefer-
able. The semantics are less clear, but perhaps the word originally just meant something 
akin to ‘cut-off piece (of wood)’, cf. Mari derivatives of the verb (W) pәčkәk ‘clipping, 
cutting; stump, block’, PMa *pü̆čkәš > E püčḳə̑š, C püč́kəš, Up pü̆ckü̆š ‘cut-off piece; 
block, chunk, stump’. It might very well be that the cognate set supposedly reflecting 
*pičča is erroneous.
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•	 *pejrә ‘circle, enclosed (area)’ > *pü̆r-δe- > E C NW pürδe-, 
Vo pü̆rδe-, W pәrδe- ‘cover, cloak (e.g. with clothing), envelop, wrap 
(e.g. with a blanket)’ (Metsäranta 2020: 114–115)

•	 *terä ‘edge, blade’ > *tü̆r > E C tür, Vo NW tü̆r, L tәr ‘edge, rim; 
shore, riverbank’

•	 *werә ‘blood’ > *wü̆r > E C wür, Vo Up NW wü̆r, W wәr ‘blood’
•	 *wetә ‘water’ > *wü̆t > E C wüt, Vo Up NW wü̆t, W wәt ‘water’

PU *ü > PMa *ü̆

•	 *ćülkә ‘spit’ > *šü̆wәl > E (Ob1 Oka Mmu) šüwül, C (Ms Mm1,3) 
šüwәl, Vo Up NW šü̆wü̆l, W šәwәl ‘spit, drool’

•	 *künčä- ‘dig’ > *kü̆nče- > E (Oka Okr) künḍžẹ-, C (Ms Mm1 Mmu) 
küńďž́e-, Up kündze-, NW kü̆ndze- ‘dig’

•	 *künčә ‘nail’ > *kü̆č > E (Ob Okr Oka) küč,̣ C (Ms Mm1,2) küč́, 
Vo kü̆č́, Up küc, NW kü̆c, W kәč ‘nail’

•	 *küsä ‘thick’ > *kü̆zγә > E (Ob Oka Okr) küžγö, E (M MM) küźγö, 
E  (UP USj) küźγə̑, C (Ms Mm1,3) küžγü, Vo küžγö̮, NW kü̆žγü̆, 
W kәžγә ‘thick, overweight’

•	 *sülә ‘fathom’ > *sü̆l(ә) > E (Ob1) šülö, E (MalK) śüľö̆, C (Mm2,4) 
šülə̑, Vo šülö̮, NW šülü̆, W šәl ‘fathom’

•	 *süskä- > *šü̆škä- > E C šüška-, Vo Up šü̆ška-, NW šü̆škä-, W šәškä- 
‘stuff, plug, fill; churn butter’

•	 *tüŋә ‘base (of a tree)’ > *tü̆ŋ > E C tüŋ, Vo NW tü̆ŋ, W tәŋg ‘end of 
a stalk; base (of a tree)’

•	 *wülә ‘over-’ > *wü̆l- > C (Mmu) wül-, Up wü̆l-, NW wü̆l-, wәl-, 
W wәl- ‘over-’

Based on the examples above, if PMa *čükte- directly reflected a 
consonant-stem derivation PU *čük-tä- or *ček-tä-, then one would 
expect to find the form **čü̆kte- in Proto-Mari.

Due to a phonotactic restriction, reduced vowels do not occur in 
monosyllabic CV-stems or before another vowel separated by a hia-
tus (the only example of the hiatus restriction with decent comparanda 
outside Mari that is not a derivative, to my knowledge, is PU *tejnәš 
‘pregnant (of animals)’ > PMa *tüәž > E C NW W tüž, E (Ob1,2) tüjü̆ž, 
E (Oka) tüüž ~ Fi tiine (< PF *tiineh) (Aikio 2014a: 90–91, 2014b: 
130)). These two developments are probably tied together. In general, 
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CV-stems and positions before a hiatus in a Proto-Mari sequence *Və 
show the same dual development we observe with PU *e and *ü but 
without the reduction, i.e. PU *e yields both PMa *ü or *i (cf. PMa 
*ü̆ or *ĭ elsewhere). There are no secure examples of PU *ü yielding 
*i in Proto-Mari CV-stems (or before another vowel separated by a hia-
tus), but this is probably due more to lack of examples than a real re-
striction. The few known examples show the development of PU *ü to 
PMa *ü in CV-stems.

PU *e (in Proto-Mari CV-stems)

•	 *ćepä ‘neck’ > *šü > E (Ob1,2 Oka) šüj, E (Okr) C (Mmu Ms Mm) 
Vo Up NW W šü ‘neck’ (Aikio 2020: 120–121)

•	 *kejә- ‘cook’ (intr.) > *kü-ä- > E (Ob1 Oka Ok) küješ3, E C (Okr Ms 
Mm) küa-, Vo Up NW W küeš3 ‘ripen, become done; become baked, 
fried, cooked’ (Rédei 1986–1991: 143–144)

•	 *lexә- (or *lewV-, *lejV-) ‘be born, give birth’ > *li-ä- > E (Ob1 Oka) 
lija-, C Vo Up lia-, NW W liä- ‘be, become; give birth (of animals), 
calve, lamb, foal’ (Aikio 2014c: 22–23)

•	 *menә- ‘go’ > *mi-e- > E (Ob1,2 Oka Ok) mije-, C Vo W mie- ‘come, 
arrive, go’ (Rédei 1986–1991: 272)

•	 *penә ‘dog’ > *pi > E (Ob Ok) pij, C Up NW W pi ‘dog’ (Rédei 
1986–1991: 371)

•	 *wenә- ‘stretch’ (intr.) > *wi-e- > C Up wia3, NW W wiä3 ‘straighten; 
find the way, become ready’ (Metsäranta 2020: 119–120)

PU *ü (in Proto-Mari CV-stems)

•	 *ćüδ́ә ‘coal’ > *šü > E (Ob1,2 Ok) šüj, E (Okr) C Vo Up NW W šü 
‘coal’ (Aikio 2020: 146–147)

•	 *lüwä- ‘shoot, throw’2 > *lüe- > E (Ob1,2 Oka) lüje-, E (Ok) ľüje-, 
E (Okr) C Vo Up NW W lüe- ‘shoot’ (Rédei 1986–1991: 247)

There are no CV-stems with non-high front vowels, that is, all Proto-
Mari front-vocalic CV-stems are either *Ci or *Cü, and in addition to 
*e and *ü also PU *ä – the reflexes of which can generally be told apart 

2	 The reconstruction PU *lüwä- instead of PU *lewə- is based on Pystynen (2022).
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from PU *e and *ü –  can yield both PMa *Ci and *Cü, e.g. PU *wäkә 
‘strength’ > PMa *wi > E M wij, NW W wi ‘strength, power’, PU *säjә 
‘pus’ > PMa *sü > E M šüj, E (Ok) śüj, NW W šü ‘pus (in wound, eye)’ 
in CV-stems. What is important for explaining the vowel development 
of PMa *čükte- is that derivations formed from CV-stems never show 
vowel reduction and match the full vowel of the stem they are derived 
from. Consider the following examples (Mari dialectal material from 
Moisio & Saarinen 2008):

•	 PMa *kü-ä- ‘ripen, become done; become baked, fried, cooked’ → 
*kü-kte- > E (Ob1,2 Ok) küjü̆kte-, E (Okr) C (Ms Mm1,2,3 Mmu) 
Vo Up W kükte- ‘bake, fry, cook’

•	 PMa *lü-e- ‘shoot’ → PMa *lü-lä- > E (Ok) ľüjü̆ľa-, E (Okr) lüľa-, 
C (Ms) Vo Up lüla-, W lülä- ‘shoot (freq.); beat wool’

•	 PMa *mi-e- ‘come, arrive, go’ → *mi-älä- > E (Ob1) mijala-, 
E (Okr) C (Ms Mm1) miala-, W miälä- ‘come (for a short while)’

•	 PMa *šü ‘neck’ → *šü-äks/š > C (Mm1,2) šüaš, Up šüi̭aš, NW šüäkš, 
W šüäš ‘necklace, -band’

•	 PMa *šü ‘coal’ → *šü-äŋä- > E (Ob1) šüjäŋeš3, E (Ok) šüjaŋeš3, 
C šüaŋeš3, NW šüäŋeš3, W šüäŋgeš3 ‘char’

•	 PMa *wi-e- ‘straighten; find the way, become ready’ → *wi-kte- > 
E (Ob1 Ok) C Vo Up NW W wikte- ‘stretch out’

The examples above are derivations that were either formed after 
the reduction took place in Proto-Mari, or alternatively the full vowel 
in the derivations is to be explained as analogical. It is also possible 
that in cases where the word-internal consonant or consonant cluster 
was to disappear and a vowel sequence *Və accompanied by a hiatus 
was to form instead, the hiatus could have prevented the first-syllable 
vowel from undergoing reduction. The lack of vowel reduction in PMa 
*čü-kte- can thus be explained either as the word being a secondary 
derivative from a CV-stem PMa **čü(-ä/e)- that later disappeared, or 
as a vowel-stem derivative PU *čekә-ktä- or *čükә-ktä- yielding Pre-
Proto-Mari *čüә-ktä- where the vowel-sequence hiatus would have 
prevented the vowel from undergoing reduction. Either scenario is pos-
sible. However, unlike for PMa *tüәž ‘pregnant (of animals)’, there 
is no direct evidence for a vowel sequence in the modern reflexes of 
PMa *čü-kte-. Why *-üә- would have been preserved in *tüəž but not 
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in *čükte- might have something to do with syllable weight or structure, 
i.e. the vowel sequence might remain before a single consonant (-ž-) but 
disappear (*Vә > *V) before a cluster (*-kt-). The comparative evidence 
is too scarce to make any definite evaluations at this point.

A similar derivational explanation for the lack of vowel reduction 
can also be applied to PMa *pükte- ‘brood (eggs)’ (see Section 2.3 
below), which further confirms the veracity of this type of analysis. 
Other petrified causatives, i.e. verbs that lack a base word, in Proto-Mari 
are E C Up NW pikte-, Vo pĭ̮kte-, W pükte- ‘strangle, hang, tie tightly’ 
< PMa *pikte- < *pujakta- ← PU *puja- ‘thread, string’ (Metsäranta 
2024: 486–488) and E C Up šokte-, NW W šåkte- ‘play (an instrument); 
be heard, be audible, ring’ < PMa *šåkte- < *ćojә-kta- ← PU *ćojә- 
‘sound’ (Aikio 2020: 132–133). Both Mari *čükte- and Saami *ce̮ke̮- 
can be derived either from PU *čükә- or *čekә-. If the words have some 
etymological connection to PU *küčә-, the form with metathesis *čükә- 
needs to have existed already at the Proto-Uralic level.

2.2.	Mari *poδəla- ‘spoon, slurp’

The Mari verb E C (Ob1 Ob2 Oka Okr Ms Mm1 Mmu) poδə̑la-, 
E (Ok) poδŭla-, C (Mm2) poδla-, Vo poδĭla-, Up poδŭla-, NW W poδə̑la- 
(Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 522–523) has a wide distribution across the 
Mari dialects and can easily be reconstructed as Proto-Mari *poδəla-. 
The most widely attested meanings of the verb are ‘mit dem Löffel 
essen = eat with a spoon’ and ‘schlürfen = slurp’, in singular varieties 
also meanings ‘einem Schluck nehmen = take a sip’ and ‘schluckweise 
trinken = gulp’ are found.

Structurally, the Mari verb is clearly a derivative with the frequen
tative or momentative suffix -l- (Alhoniemi 2010: 163–164), e.g. PMa 
*pŭrəla- ‘bite (once)’ ← *pŭra- ‘bite’ (more examples below). This 
suffix can be reconstructed already back to the Proto-Uralic era (Aikio 
2022: 20). The base verb for Proto-Mari *poδəla- has apparently dis
appeared, but this situation is not unique to *poδәla- as among the 
around twenty deverbal l-derivatives reconstructable for Proto-Mari, 
there are at least half a dozen verbs that lack a clear base word (here 
labeled in bold):
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1.	 *åškəla- > E C Up oškə̑la-, NW aškə̑la- ‘stride, step, go’ (~ *åškeδe/ä- > 
E C Vo Up oškeδe-, NW W aškeδe-, W aškeδä- ‘step; take a walk, 
stroll’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 474)

2.	 *jürəlä- > C Vo Up jörla-, NW W jörәlä- ‘topple, fall down (tree, person)’ 
(← *jüre- ‘knock over, throw’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 190)

3.	 *kirəlä- > E C kerla-, Up kerәla-, NW W kerәlä-, W kerlä- (mom.) ‘stick, 
poke once, stick and pull back’ (← *kirä- ‘stick in; thread (e.g. yarn in the 
eye of the needle)’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 238–239)

4.	 *kĭńəlä- > E (Ok) kińĭľa-, E C kə̑ńә/ela-, Vo kĭ̮ńe/ĭ̮la-, Up kәńәla-, NW 
W kәńәlä- ‘get up (from laying down), wake up’ (Moisio & Saarinen 
2008: 321)

5.	 *koδəla- > E C Up NW W koδə̑la- ‘accompany, escort (especially the 
dead during remembrance festivities); leave here and there (Ob1 Okr)’  
(← *koδe- ‘leave’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 251)

6.	 *kü̆rəlä- > E C kürla-, Up kü̆rla-, NW kü̆rü̆lä-, W kәrәlä- (mom.) 
(← *kü̆rä- ‘tear, tug; tear off; rip, tear up’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 
308–309)

7.	 *loktəla- > E C Up NW W loktə̑la- ‘ruin, spoil, damage’ (← *lokte- ‘ruin, 
spoil through sorcery, hex’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 341–342)

8.	 *nüštəlä- > E C nöštə̑la-, Vo nöštĭ̮la-, Up nöštü̆la-, NW W nüštәlä- 
‘knead dough (by hand)’ (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 424)

9.	 *poδəla- ‘spoon, slurp’

10.	 *pŭrəla- > E C purla-, Vo Up pŭrla-, NW pŏrŏla-, W pə̑rə̑la- (mom.) ‘bite 
(once)’ (← *pŭra- ‘bite’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 559)

11.	 *pürtəlä- > E C pörtәla-, Up pö̆rtü̆la-, NW W pörtәlä- ‘turn around, turn 
back, go back’ (← *pürtä- ‘turn’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 540–541)

12.	 *pŭskəla- > E C püškə̑la-, E (Ok) püśkü̆ľa-, Vo Up pŭškŭla-, NW pŏškŏla-, 
W pə̑škə̑la- ‘sting (insect); stick (with a needle), make a stitch’ (← *pŭska- 
‘sting (insect)’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 575–576)3

13.	 *šŭpšəla- > E C šupšə̑la-, Vo Up šŭpšŭla-, NW šŏpšŏla-, W šə̑pšə̑la- 
(mom.) ‘pull, draw (once)’ (← *šŭpša- ‘pull, draw’) (Moisio & Saarinen 
2008: 733–734)

3	 The Proto-Mari reconstruction *pŭskəla- follows Aikio (2014b: 156), but the Proto-Mari 
form has alternatively been reconstructed as PMa *pŭśkəla- to account for the seemingly 
irregular fronting of *ŭ to *ü̆ in most Meadow and Eastern Mari varieties (Culver 2022: 
52–53).
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14.	 *šü̆škəlä- > E C šüškə̑la-, Vo šü̆škĭ̮la-, Up šü̆škü̆la-, NW šü̆škü̆lä-, W 
šәškәlä- (mom.) ‘slaughter, kill, stab to death (an animal)’ (← *šü̆škä- 
‘stuff, plug, fill; churn butter’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 752–753)

15.	 *toδəla- > E C Up NW W toδə̑la-, Vo toδĭ̮la- (mom.) ‘break, break off’ 
(← *toδa- ‘break; twine, weave’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 798)

16.	 *ŭδəla- > E C uδə̑la-, Up uδŭla-, ŭδŭla-, W ə̑δə̑la- ‘pray’ (~ *ŭlt/δe- > 
C ulδe- Up ŭlte-, NW ŏlte- ‘pray, ask’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 862, 
869)

17.	 *wånčəla- > E wonḍžə̣̑la-, C wońďž́ə̑la-, NW wandzə̑la-, W wanzə̑la- (freq.) 
‘to cross here and there’ (← *wånče- ‘to cross’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 
50)

18.	 *wåštəla- > E C Up woštə̑la-, Vo woštĭ̮la-, NW W waštə̑la- ‘laugh’ 
(Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 53)

19.	 *wåžəla- > E C Up wožə̑la-, Vo wožĭ̮la-, W wažə̑la- ‘be ashamed’ (Moisio 
& Saarinen 2008: 55)

20.	 *wü̆δəlä- > E wüδәla-, Vo wü̆δĭ̮la-, Up wü̆δü̆la-, NW wü̆δü̆lä-, W wәδәlä- 
‘envelop, wrap’ (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 63)4

In some cases, there is no base word but there are parallel deri
vations, e.g. *åškəla- ~ *åškeδe/ä- and *ŭδəla- ~ *ŭlt/δe-. Some of the 
listed verbs might only seemingly go back to Proto-Mari, but at least the 
lexicalized derivatives, e.g. *koδə̑la- ‘accompany, escort (especially the 
dead during remembrance festivities)’, are likely to represent common 
Proto-Mari derivatives, otherwise their uniform emergence would be 
difficult to explain. Although *poδəla- ‘spoon, slurp’ has no base word, 
analyzing the word as a derivative is unproblematic. To my knowledge 
at least, no etymology for the word has hitherto been proposed.

There is a phonologically regular cognate set reconstructed for Proto-
Uralic, namely *pala- ‘eat up’ > SaaN buollit, Fi palaa, MdE paloms 
‘burn’, KhVVj puḷi̮- ‘gobble’, MsSo pūl- ‘eat’, Hu fal ‘devours, eats 

4	 The verb is listed as a derivative of PMa *wiδe- > E C wüδe-, Vo Up NW W wiδe- ‘take 
(somewhere), lead’ in Tscheremissisches Wörterbuch (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 63), 
but this is likely to be erroneous given the discrepancy in the first-syllable vowel and 
semantics. Mari nyelvjárási szótár (Beke 1997–2001: 235–236) has chosen to treat the 
words as two separate lexemes, which is probably the right solution. As it turns out, 
Mari *wü̆δəlä- ‘envelop, wrap’ has a potential loan etymology that derives the verb from 
Volga Bulgar *büt- ‘wrap’ (Savelyev 2022).
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ravenously’, NenT paľe-, SlkTaz pōli̮- ‘swallow’ (Janhunen 1981: 222; 
Aikio 2015: 55).5 The West Uralic meaning ‘burn’ derives from a meta-
phorical expression, e.g. “fire eats” (Janhunen 2015: 9–15); elsewhere 
in Uralic the verb refers to eating. It is probably already unproblematic 
to connect Mari ‘spoon, slurp’ with devouring and greedy eating, but 
the semantic connection is further solidified by the fact that the exact 
meanings ‘spoon’ and ‘slurp’ are found in Khanty and Mansi dialects 
as well: KhV puli̮- ‘slurp (e.g. hot soup), taste’ (Steinitz 1966–1991: 
1156), MsKndM lȯ̯ȧm pūlam ‘I spoon cabbage soup’ (Moisio 2013: 
581). Noteworthy is also the Khanty derivative VVj puḷi̮ntə- ‘löffeln, 
schlürfen; kosten = spoon, slurp; taste’ (Steinitz 1966–1991: 1156). 
Semantically, there is no issue in regarding the Mari verb part of this 
well-established cognate set.

The problem with connecting the Mari verb with the aforemen-
tioned cognate set that is that one would expect PU *pala- to yield PMa 
**polə- → PMa **poləla-, not *poδəla- (in terms of the vowel devel-
opment, compare the well-known cases of PU *kala ‘fish’ > PMa *kol 
and PU *sala- ‘steal’ > PMa *solә ‘thief’). There are several things that 
could explain this phonological discrepancy. First, the phonology could 
be explained with metathesis of *poləδa- to *poδəla- where *poləδa- 
would represent a derivation similar to Khanty puḷi̮ntə-, both frequen
tative derivations potentially reflecting PU *pala-ntə-. Denasalization 
of PU *-ntə- to PMa *-δ- in Mari is a regular development (Metsäranta 
2020: 54–78, 274).

Second, given that PMa *δ and *l share the alveolar place of 
articulation, we could be dealing with a case of dissimilation where 
the PMa sequence *l-l changes to *δ-l (or Pre-Proto-Mari *l-l to *d-l) 
as a result. Word-initially, there are examples of dissimilation of l-l to 
n-l, e.g. E nölpö ~ W lülpə ‘alder, E nölta- ~ W lültä- ‘rise’, E nele, W 
nelə ~ NW lelə, lel ‘heavy’. The phoneme δ- does not occur in word-
initial position in Mari, but tying the word-initial n-dissimilation to 

5	 The Proto-Uralic *pala- has a noun correlate in PU *pala ‘piece (of food)’ > SaaT pī̮l̜l̜e, 
Fi pala, MdE pal ‘piece (of food)’, KhVVj puḷ ‘bit, mouthful, food chewed for the 
baby’, MsT pōl, So pūl ‘piece, portion’, Hu falat ‘mouthful, bit, bite’ (Aikio 2015: 55). 
Mari (Ms) pultə̑š ‘piece of food’ sometimes connected with the aforementioned words 
(Rédei 1986–1991: 350) does not belong here. The form is clearly clipped from longer 
E (Ob2) purə̑ltə̑š, NW pŏrŏltŏš, W pə̑rə̑ltə̑š ‘piece of bread, bite’ < PMa *pŭrәltәš (> also 
Mmu purtuš) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 559) derived from *pŭra- ‘bite’.
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word-internal δ-dissimilation is not possible since the former – judging 
by its sporadic distribution in Mari – must postdate Proto-Mari while 
the latter would have to be, given its uniformity, an earlier Proto-Mari 
or Pre-Proto-Mari development.

There are no l-derivatives attached to verbs with an l in their 
stem that could be considered to date back to Proto-Mari; the few 
examples that can be found are limited to single Mari varieties, e.g. E 
(Okr) kolə̑la- ← kola- ‘hear’ (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 258), E (Okr) 
tolə̑la- ← tola- ‘come’ (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 801). There are a few 
Al-derivatives that have a wide distribution across the Mari dialects, e.g. 
E (Ob1) ilala-, C ilala-, NW W әlälä- ‘live for a certain period’ < PMa 
*ĭlälä- (← PMa * ĭle- ‘to live’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 156), E C 
nulala-, Vo nŭlala-, NW nŏlaleš3, W nə̑lala- < PMa *nŭlala- (mom.) ‘to 
lick once’ (← PMa *nŭla- ‘to lick’) (Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 425). The 
suffix -Al- is still a productive derivational suffix, so despite their wide 
distribution these derivations could have been coined independently of 
each other, and even if they were considered common Proto-Mari deri-
vations, the dissimilation of *l-l to * δ-l could have taken place at an 
earlier stage of Proto-Mari. There is a potential parallel for the dissimi-
lation in E C uδə̑la-, Up uδŭla-, ŭδŭla-, W ə̑δə̑la- ‘pray’ < PMa *ŭδəla- 
(Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 862) (? < *ŭləla-), formed together with C 
ulδe- Up ŭlte-, NW ŏlte- ‘pray, ask’ < PMa *ŭl-δ/te- (Moisio & Saarinen 
2008: 869) from an unattested verb stem PMa *ŭl-.6 There is no real 
counterevidence that would disallow pushing back the dissimilation to 
Pre-Proto-Mari either. The exact chronology of the dissimilation there-
fore remains uncertain. The scarcity of examples is simply due to the 

6	 Christopher Culver (personal communication) suggested that the Mari word has been 
borrowed from Volga Bulgarian *xŏlt-. This word does not exist in Chuvash, but a 
deverbal derivative WOT *kol-du ‘begging’ (← *kol-) is presumably reflected in Hun-
garian koldul- ‘beg’ (Róna-Tas & Berta 2011: 553–556), which seems to confirm its 
existence in West Old Turkic. Given that -δ/te- is a well-known derivative suffix in Mari, 
I see no reason why the Mari verb could have not been borrowed from an underived verb 
form, cf. OT kol- ‘ask for’ (Clauson 1972: 616–617). Etymologies based on unattested 
words are often quite doubtful, but since Chuvash loanwords are ubiquitous in Mari, 
the loan etymology is not outside the realm of possibility. There is also PMa *ŭla- ‘be’ 
(< PU *wolə-), but this is surely just a coincidental homonym without an etymological 
connection.
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fact that the dissimilation operated in a very restricted phonological 
environment and derivational context.7

In summary, dissimilation produced PMa *poδәla- from *polәla- 
or Pre-PMa *padalә- from *palalә- and when the base verb *polә- or 
*pala- dissappeared, analogy could not level the variation between 
*l and *δ/*d. It is not an uncommon occurrence in Mari that inherited 
Uralic verbs survived only as derivatives, e.g. E (Ob Oka Okr) kə̑čạla-, 
E (Ok) kič́ala-, C (Ms Mm1,2 Mmu) kə̑č́ala-, Vo kĭ̮č́ala-, Up kəcala-, 
NW kəcälä-, W kəčälä- ‘look for, search’ < PMa *kĭč-älä- < PU *kenčә- 
‘look for, search’ (Metsäranta 2020: 52–53). Even if the change from 
*l to *δ/*d were irregular, it would be hard to entirely dismiss the Mari 
word from the Proto-Uralic cognate set given how well it otherwise 
conforms both phonologically and semantically. As it turns out, PMa 
*poδәla- ‘spoon, slurp’ is derivationally speaking and stem-wise ana
logous to Fi palella- ‘feel cold’ (~ Kar palella ‘burn oneself a bit’ < PF 
*pale̮le̮- ← *pala- ‘burn’) although they clearly reflect parallel deriva-
tions based on the semantics.

7	 It was suggested to me by Alexander Savelyev (personal communication) that PMa 
*δ-l developed from earlier *lδ-l. Examples of this change according to him are PMa 
*kŭδala- ‘hurry with a horse (either riding or with a wagon); run (four-legged animals)’ 
< *kŭlδala- ← PU *kulkә- ‘go, flow’ and M jə̑δal ‘bast shoe’ ← *jål ‘foot’. I prefer 
my dissimilation explanation over this suggestion for three reasons. Firstly, I find the 
etymologies presented to support the development dubious. Rather than being a deri
vative of *kulkә-, PMa *kŭδala- can be compared to PKh *kuntā- ‘run away, flee’ 
(< PU *kuntә-) (Aikio 2018). Aikio’s suggestion is more straightforward both in terms 
of phonology and derivation. M jə̑δal shows irregularities even between Mari dialects, 
cf. NW W jə̑δal, E jondal, and it cannot be regularly reconstructed for Proto-Mari. The 
word is structurally opaque, and a sufficient structural analysis has not been provided 
to confirm that we are indeed dealing with a derivative. If PU *kulkә- has a reflex in 
Mari that would be either *kŭrγәža- ‘run (two-legged)’ (requiring irregular *lk > *rk) 
(Metsäranta 2020: 110) or *kolte- ‘let loose, let go, set free; send’ (the voicelessness 
of the suffix -te- might point to the form having emerged through syncope from earlier 
*kolә-kte- < *kulkә-kta-, cf. PMa *sŭlte- ~ *sŭlәkte- (tr.) ‘melt’ ← *sŭle- ‘thaw’ (Moisio 
& Saarinen 2008: 730), other examples involving PU *u > PMa *o are PU *kuwlә- 
‘hear’ > PMa *kola- and PU *tulә- ‘come’ > PMa *tola-. Secondly, there are quite a few 
words with the sequence *lδ-l that can be reconstructed for Proto-Mari, e.g. *jåδәlδala- 
‘ask a little, (shortly) ask, pose a question’, *kĭlδәlä- (freq.) ‘bind on multiple places’, 
*mŭškәlδala- (dim.) ‘wash a little’, *ŭlδala- (dim.) ‘bear, endure, be (a little)’. Thirdly, 
there are no parallel derivatives to PMa *poδәla-, e.g. **polδ/te-, which would confirm 
the word having had *-lδ- at some point.
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2.3. Mari *pükte- ‘brood (eggs)’

Proto-Mari *pükte- ‘brood (eggs)’ can be reconstructed based on E C 
Vo Up NW W püktä3 ‘(Eier) brüten = brood (eggs)’ (Beke 1997–2001: 
2067–2068; Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 573). An Udmurt loan etymol-
ogy has been proposed for the Mari verb (Rédei 1966: 95–96; Bereczki 
1992: 124–125). According to the loan etymology Mari *pükte- was 
borrowed from the Udmurt verb pukti̮- ‘set, put, place’. As for the 
semantics, it should be noted that the Udmurt verb can be used in the 
context of setting a chicken to brood: Udm (K) kurə̑k pukti̮ni̮ ‘eine 
Henne brüten lassen’ (kurə̑k ‘chicken’). The Udmurt verb is derived 
from puki̮- ‘sit’. Mari E C Up NW püken, C (Mm1,3) Vo pökön, W pöken 
‘chair, seat’ borrowed from Udm pukon ‘chair’ (Bereczki 1992: 124) 
is also derived from Udm puki̮-. While Udm pukon was claimed by 
Bereczki to be a present participle, according to Bartens (2000: 126) 
Udm -on is a derivational suffix. Nouns formed with this suffix refer to 
the instrument or the object of the action expressed by the verb and are 
often heavily lexicalized.

There is little doubt that the latter loan etymology is correct. 
Although lexicalized, pukon is still clearly analyzable from the point 
of view of Udmurt and the oscillation in the first-syllable and second-
syllable vowels in Mari can probably be attributed to borrowing be-
tween Mari dialects. The Udmurt loan etymology for Mari *pükte- is 
less convincing, however. The wide distribution could be explained by 
dialectal borrowing, but the phonology is suspiciously uniform for an 
Udmurt borrowing. The meaning ‘brood’ in Mari could be explained 
by the fact that the Udmurt verb means, among other things, ‘set (a 
chicken) to brood’, but otherwise the Mari verb has no apparent con
nection to the wide range of meanings and usage contexts found in 
Udmurt. There is no trace of curativity in Mari either, i.e. the verb is 
simply ‘brood (eggs)’, not ‘set to brood’ as in Udmurt. In sum, the 
Udmurt loan etymology is not entirely impossible, but it is doubtful.

No etymology has been proposed that would have taken derivation 
into account. Similarly to PMa *čükte-, structurally PMa *pükte- could 
in fact also be analyzed as a petrified causative. Following this ap-
proach, there are once again comparanda in Saami that look promising, 
cf. PS *pive̮- ‘stay warm; withstand cold’ > SaaS bïjvedh ‘be warm, 
keep warm, not freeze’, U bïjvvat ‘keep warm, not freeze’, N bivvat 



156   Niklas Metsäranta

‘keep warm (not feel the cold)’, An pivâldiđ ‘abate (weather in win-
ter)’, Sk piivvâd, K pi̮vvɐᵟ, T pi̮vva̮ᵈ ‘withstand cold’ (Lehtiranta 2001: 
102–103) → PS *piktē- (or *piv-htē-) > SaaS biktedh ‘warm’, U bikt-
tiet ‘warm (of fire etc.)’, N biktit ‘warm (of clothes)’, An pihteđ ‘heat’ , 
Sk peʹhtted ‘warm up’ (Lehtiranta 2001: 102–103). PS *i reflects either 
earlier *ej or *ij, e.g. PU *ćejŋә or *ćijŋә ‘jewelry, ornament’ > PS 
*ćiŋe̮ > SaaN čikŋa, An čiŋŋâ ‘piece of jewelry; ornament, decora-
tion’ (Aikio 2020: 118–119), PU *pejrә ‘circle, enclosed (area)’ > PS 
*pire̮ ‘round’ > SaaS bïjre, N birra, Sk pirr, etc. (Metsäranta 2018: 
135–136),  Pre-Proto-Saami *tijvo- > PS *tivō- > N divvut ‘put right, 
correct, repair, arrange, get ready; put, lay, set, place’ (~ LPF *ciivo- > 
Fi siivota ‘clean’) (Sammallahti 1998: 238). Proto-Saami *pive̮- ‘stay 
warm; withstand cold’ could be reconstructed either as Pre-Proto-Saami 
*pejwә- or *pijwә-.

The Saami word has in older etymological literature been com-
pared to Komi pi̮m ‘hot’, NenT pī̮w ‘dry, warm summer wind’, Ngan 
feabemeʔ- ‘warm up, heat up’, SlkTaz pǖ, Tym pȫ ‘warm’ and Kam 
pelə̑ʔ- ‘heat, warm (up)’, phîde- ‘warm’ < PU *päwe- (Rédei 1986–
1991: 366–367). One would expect PU *päwә- to yield PS **pieve̮-. 
It has become apparent that the cognate set proposed in the Uralis-
ches etymologisches Wörterbuch (Rédei 1986–1991) is erroneous and 
should be dissolved. The Komi word has been analyzed as a derivative 
of PU *päjә- ‘cook, boil’ (Metsäranta 2023a: 193). The Nganasan word 
(Castrén) feabemeʔ-, (modern) hejbi̮ ‘warmth, heat’ and the Selkup pǖ 
‘warm’ < PSam *päjwä reflect PU *päjwä ‘sun, heat, warm(th)’ and 
belong together with Fi päivä ‘day’ and SaaN beaivi ‘day, sun’ (Janhu
nen 1977: 120; Aikio 2015: 63; Kaheinen 2023: 90). One would expect 
PSam *päjwä to yield **ṕīwa in Tundra Nenets. The lack of palataliza-
tion in Nenets pī̮w makes reconciling the form with any of the suggested 
cognates difficult and the word is unlikely to belong together with any 
of the words compared in the Uralisches etymologisches Wörterbuch 
(Rédei 1986–1991). The Kamas word forms are classified as unique to 
Kamas (Janurik 2021: 137). There are examples of PS *-jw- yielding 
in Kamas a reflex by which it is lost completely, e.g. PSam *kajwå 
‘spade’ > Kam kō ‘spade, paddle’ (Janhunen 1977; Kaheinen 2023: 34), 
PSam *tåjwə̑- ~ *tåjwå- ‘reach, arrive’ > Kam tu-ľȧm (Janhunen 1977: 
146; Kaheinen 2023: 247), so the appurtenance of the Kamas word to 
PSam *päjwä is perhaps possible, but due to the sparsity of Kamas 

https://kaino.kotus.fi/algu/index.php?t=lekseemi&lekseemi_id=74595
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comparative material the phonology and structure of the forms remain 
difficult to interpret reliably.

A similar analysis that was proposed for PMa *čükte- (see Section 
2.1) can be applied to *pükte-. The word is either a PMa derivative 
from a stem **pü(-ä/e)-, no longer found as an independent lexeme 
in Mari, or alternatively the form *pükte- represents a PU vowel stem 
derivative where the disappearance of the cluster *-jw- (e.g. PU *kajwa- 
‘dig’ > PMa *ko-e- > E kue-, W koe- ‘shovel (e.g. snow)’) created a 
vowel sequence and the accompanied hiatus prevented vowel reduc-
tion from happening, i.e. PU *pejwә-ktä- > Pre-Proto-Mari *püә-ktä- > 
PMa *pükte-. The semantic relationship between brooding and warming 
should be obvious enough. Thus, together the Mari and Saami words 
could regularly be derived from PU *pejwә- ‘stay warm’.

The similarity between *päjwä ‘sun, heat, warm(th)’ and PU *pejwə- 
‘stay warm’ remains rather striking and a potential connection between 
the reconstructed words warrants some consideration. There are verb–
noun pairs reconstructed for Proto-Uralic that differ in their stem vowel; 
there are cases where the verbs reflect a Uralic *ə-stem and the nouns 
an *A-stem, e.g. PU *lukə- ‘count’ ~ *luka ‘ten’ and *puńə- ‘twist’ ~ 
(Finno-Saamic) *puńa ‘twist’, *walə- (only in Samoyed: PSam *wåə- 
‘speak’) ~  *wala ‘word, song’ (Aikio 2020: 21; Zhivlov 2014: 129), 
as well as cases where the verbs reflect a Uralic *A-stem and the nouns 
an *ə-stem, e.g. PU *aŋa- ‘open’ ~ *aŋə/*aŋa ‘opening, mouth’, *ipsä- 
‘smell’ ~ *ipsə ‘smell’, *künčä- ‘dig, claw’ ~ *künčə ‘nail’ (Aikio 2020: 
21–22). Patrick O’Rourke (2023: 299–309) has recently drawn attention 
to a few word pairs that differ not only in their stem vowel, but poten-
tially also in the height of the first-syllable vowel, with the *ə-stem 
words showing a vowel reflex that is one degree higher than what is 
found in the corresponding *A-stem. Most of O’Rourke’s examples 
with height alternation involve noun–noun pairs, the two verb–noun 
pairs he cites are PU *kaja- ‘appear, come in sight’ ~ *kojə ‘dawn’ and 
*aŋa- ‘open’ ~ *oŋə ‘opening, mouth’. Whether this height alternation 
should be attributed to some type of Proto-Uralic ablaut or correlative 
derivation as O’Rourke tentatively suggests is still an open question.

At least in the verb–noun pairs PU *kaja- ‘appear, come in sight’ ~ 
*kojə ‘dawn’ and *aŋa- ‘opening’ ~ *oŋə ‘opening, mouth’, it is unclear 
whether the difference in vowel height can be projected back to Proto-
Uralic, because it is only individual branches that point to a potential 
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difference in vowel height. In the case of *kojə ‘dawn’ > Fi koi ‘dawn’, 
Komi ki̮-a ‘red of dawn’, as-ki, dial. as-ki̮, Udm as-ki̮ ‘tomorrow’, 
MsVS kuì, LL kui ‘dawn’ (for the addition of PP *aski̮ ‘tomorrow’ to 
the list of cognates, see Metsäranta 2023b: 272–275), it is PMs *kuj that 
specifically points to PU *kojə while PF *koi and PP *ki̮ are undiagnos-
tic with regard to PU *kajə or *kojə. Similarly, of the words considered 
cognate under *aŋə/*aŋa ‘opening, mouth’ (Aikio 2020: 22–23), it is 
only the Permic reflexes, Komi vom, P e̮m, J ɯ́m, Udm i̮m ‘mouth’, that 
warrant reconstructing PU *oŋə and they could perhaps instead be con-
sidered to belong together with SaaN L vuoŋas ‘muzzle’ and MdE onkśť 
(plural), M ovǝst, ojkst (plural) ‘bit (in bridle)’, if the Uralic form *oŋəs 
‘muzzle; bit’ that the Saami and Mordvin words reflect (Aikio 2020: 
76) is interpreted as a derivative (Zhivlov 2014: 140). There are no 
verb–noun pairs that would show differences in vowel height across the 
board in Uralic. At present, vowel height alternation has in my opinion 
not yet been satisfactorily established as a Proto-Uralic phenomenon.

Although on the surface it would seem that *päjwä ‘sun, heat, 
warm(th)’ and PU *pejwə- ‘stay warm’ also involve height alternation, 
this is by no means guaranteed. PU *pejwə- could be etymologically 
unrelated to *päjwä or alternatively the PU reconstruction of PS *pive̮- 
and PMa *pükte- could perhaps be adjusted to PU *päjwə- instead. 
Although PMa *ü is not a common reflex of PU *ä, there are a few 
examples of PU *ä being reflected as PMa *ü, e.g. Mari E NW jükše-, 
W ükše- ‘get cold’ < PMa *jükše- < PU *jäkšə- (Aikio 2014b: 155), 
Mari E C šüj, E (Ok) śüj, W šü ‘pus’ < PMa *sü < PU *säjə (Aikio 
2012: 229) (the correspondences show some irregularities, but at least 
PS *sieje̮ > SaaN siedja ‘pus’ clearly points to PU *säjə). For Saami, 
it is noteworthy that PS *peajvē > SaaN beaivi ‘day; sun’ reflects Pre-
Proto-Saami *pejwä rather than *päjwä due to the change from PU *ä-ä 
to Pre-Proto-Saami *e-ä that occurs at least in PU *jäŋkä ‘bog’ > Pre-
Proto-Saami *jeŋkä > PS *jeaŋkē > SaaN jeaggi ‘bog’ and PU *pälä 
‘side, half’ > Pre-Proto-Saami *pelä > PS *pealē > SaaN bealli as well 
(Aikio 2015: 63). This change has no apparent conditioning factor, but 
it only affected PU first-syllable *ä before second-syllable open vowels 
(Korhonen 1981: 89), so it could not be used to explain the change 
from PU *päjwə- to Pre-Proto-Saami *pejwə-. Instead of looking for 
a purely phonological explanation, it could be that Pre-Proto-Saami 
*pejwə- emerged through analogy with Pre-Proto-Saami *pejwä, i.e. 
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Pre-Proto-Saami *päjwə- ~ *pejwä was leveled to *pejwə- ~ *pejwä.  
This is of course very difficult to prove with any degree of certainty.

Tinkering with the Proto-Uralic reconstruction could potentially rid 
us of the vowel height alternation and allow us to reconstruct a verb–
noun pair *päjwə- ‘stay warm’ ~ *päjwä ‘sun, heat, warm(th)’. If we opt 
to reconstruct PU *päjwə- instead of *pejwə-, there are some additional 
derivational comparanda that could belong together with the Saami and 
Mari words, e.g. Fi peittää ‘cover’ < PF *pei-ttä- (< ? PU *päj(w)-ktä- 
‘keep warm’) and Komi pi̮m ‘hot, warm’ < PP *pi̮m (< ? PU *päjwə-
mä). Komi pi̮m ‘hot, warm’ is considered a derivative of PU *päjə- ‘boil’ 
in Metsäranta (2023: 193), but PU *päjə- reconstructed in Metsäranta 
(2020: 154) might not even be a separate verb from PU *päjwə-; at least 
many of the reflexes listed such as MdE pije- ‘boil’ might equally well 
reflect PU *päjwə-. In any case, I no longer consider PU *päjwä to be 
a derivative of *päjə-, and other derivatives from *päjə- mentioned in 
Metsäranta (2020: 154) could in fact better be analyzed as derivatives 
of either the verb *päjwə- or the noun *päjwä, e.g. Hu fehér (dial. feér, 
feír, fejér, fehir) ‘white’ < ? PU *päjwärä ‘sunny, bright’. The entire 
matter is, however, too complex to be resolved here and depends on 
whether the reconstruction *päjwə- ends up being acceptable.

There is also another Mari word that I wish to discuss in con
nection with PU *pejwə- (*päjwə-) ‘stay warm’ and *päjwä ‘sun, heat, 
warm(th)’. The stem for ‘sweat’ in Mari is E (B BJ) püjüž-, E (Ob2) 
püiәžö̆-, E (Ši) pəž-, E (Ob1 Oka Okr Ok) C Up NW W püž-, Vo pü̆ž- 
(Moisio & Saarinen 2008: 576; Beke 1997–2001: 2093; Veršinin 2011: 
475). The stem appears either as a part of a compound, cf. E (B BJ) 
püjüž-wüt, E (Ob2) püiәžö̆-wüt, E (Ši) pəž-wət, E (Ob1 Oka Okr Ok P B 
M MK) C (Ms Mm1 Mmu) Up püž-wüt, Vo pü̆ž-wü̆t, NW püž-wü̆t, W 
püž-wət where the latter part is the word for ‘water’ or as a derivative, 
cf. E (Ob Oka) püžältä-, E (Ok) C (Ms Mmu) püžalta-, E (MK USj US) 
pižalta-, E (Ši) pəžalta-, C (Mm1) püžalδa-, Vo pü̆žalta-, Up pü̆žalta-, 
NW W püžältä- ‘sweat’.

The East Mari, Birsk, and Kaltasy forms, are deemed crucial for 
the reconstruction of a vowel sequence in PMa *tüәž ‘pregnant (of ani-
mals)’ > E (Ob1) tüjüž, E (Ob1,2) tüjü̆ž, E (Oka) tüüž, E C NW W tüž, 
Vo tü̆ž, Up tüžö̆ (Aikio 2014a: 90–91). In case of püž-, the situation is 
a bit more complicated as there are Birsk forms, cf. E (B BJ) püjüž-, 
E (Ob2) püiәžö̆-, that warrant reconstructing a vowel sequence alongside 
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Birsk and Kaltasy forms that speak against reconstructing such a vowel 
sequence, cf. E (Ob1 Oka) püž-. There are a few Mari varieties, e.g. 
E (Ši) pəž(-wət) and Vo pü̆ž-(wü̆t), that point to Proto-Mari *pü̆ž-, but 
this is the case for PMa *tüəž as well with at least Vo tü̆ž pointing to a 
reduced vowel. Explaining the emergence of forms pointing to a vowel 
sequence as secondary is rather unlikely given how rare such cases are. 
Instead, the lack of a vowel sequence in certain forms can probably be 
attributed to dialectal borrowing. If we choose to treat the forms point-
ing to a vowel sequence as primary, the Proto-Mari word for ‘sweat’ can 
then be reconstructed as *püәž-wü̆t.

The Mari words have been compared to MdE M pśi ‘hot, hotness’ 
and Udm pe̮ś ‘hot, glowing’, Komi pe̮ś ‘hot, sweaty, sweat’ (Rédei 
1986–1991: 738; Bereczki 2013: 212–213). The sources reconstruct 
the words as *pośɜ. None of the compared Uralic words can regularly 
reflect such a form. The Permic forms point to an earlier consonant 
cluster, either *pś or *kś, and thus cannot have anything to do with the 
Mari or Mordvin words. Based on the Mari dialectal forms E (MK USj 
US) pižalta- ‘sweat’ Bereczki reconstructs PMa *piž- and suggests that 
both Mordvin and Mari underwent a common sound change *o > *i _ś.  
The idea of a common Mordvin–Mari sound change is unnecessary 
given that the Permic words do not belong here and there is no reason 
to think that the words reflect an earlier *o. Positing instead an earlier 
*piśV- would regularly yield PMa *pĭž-, which is a satisfactory proto
form only for the Malmyž and Uržum forms cited by Bereczki. The 
verb forms show no direct evidence for the reconstruction of a Proto-
Mari vowel sequence; the majority of forms reflect PMa *püžältä- with 
some varieties (Ši, Vo, Up) pointing to PMa *pü̆žältä-. Reconstructing 
Pre-Proto-Mari *piśV- because of E (MK USj US) pižalta- ‘sweat’ 
does little in the way of explaining the forms with a labial vowel, i.e. 
*püžältä- or *pü̆žältä-, and even more crucially the vowel sequence in 
PMa *püәž-(wü̆t) that could have emerged only via the deletion of an 
earlier word-internal segment. Currently, we lack a clear explanation for 
why the noun seems to reflect a vowel sequence while the verb forms 
point to a single vowel, but even then Bereczki’s reconstruction raises 
more questions than it solves. Bereczki’s reconstruction also needlessly 
prioritizes the illabial forms that are clearly in the minority among dia-
lectal forms. It is far easier to attribute the illabial Malmyž and Uržum 
forms to irregularity than it is to explain the labialization as secondary 



Diachronic derivation: Mari etymologies   161

elsewhere. There is therefore no real basis for assuming that PMa *püәž- 
or *püžältä-/*pü̆žältä- reflect Pre-Proto-Mari *piśV-.

Uncertainties aside, I would rather try connecting Proto-Mari *püәž- 
to the aforementioned PU *pejwә- (*päjwə-) ‘stay warm’ or *päjwä 
‘sun, heat, warm(th)’ in some capacity. The Saami word for ‘sweat’, 
SaaS bïevestahke, bïevesth, N bivastat, An pivâstâh, Sk piustõk < PS 
*pive̮ste̮k, is derived from *pive̮- ‘stay warm, withstand cold’. The 
form consists of PS *-stē-, a deverbal suffix with a diminutive func-
tion (Korhonen 1981: 337) and PS *-e̮k, a deverbal derivational suffix 
that describes the action, result and sometimes instrument expressed by 
the base verb, e.g. SaaN geahččat ‘look, look at’ → geahčastit (dim.) 
‘look quickly at, glance at’ → geahčastat ‘glance, look’; there are also 
cases where the *-te̮k and *-ste̮k are treated as a single suffix and tagged 
onto a two-syllable verb, e.g. SaaN čatnat ‘tie, bind’ (< PS *če̮ne̮-) → 
čanastat ‘cord for tying something tightly, for tying a sack with’ (< PS 
*če̮ne̮-ste̮k) (ibid.: 314). If nothing else, the Saami provides a note
worthy semantic parallel.

The problem with connecting PMa *püәž- with PU *pejwә- (*päjwə-) 
or *päjwä is that the phonological and structural analysis of the Mari 
word is marred with uncertainty. PMa *ü(ə) reflecting PU *e is more 
likely (see Section 2.1) but, as discussed earlier, there are also indi-
vidual examples of the change PU *ä > PMa *ü, so PU *ä cannot be 
ruled out. Also, Mari *-ž can reflect several protoforms including at least 
*-śV, *-šV, and *-ńćV. Structurally, the problem with connecting PMa 
*püәž- with *pejwә- (*päjwə-) is that there are only singular parallel 
cases of deverbal -(ә)ž derivatives in Mari, e.g. PMa *pŭrγe- > C purγa3, 
W purγa3 ‘blow (of snow), whirl, swirl (of dust)’ → PMa *pŭrγәž > 
E C purγə̑ž, Up pŭrγuž ‘flurry of snow, snowstorm; snowdrift’ (Moi-
sio & Saarinen 2008: 561–562). This suffix might have comparanda 
in West Uralic -(ә)š, e.g. *wenә- ‘stretch’ → ? *wenәš ‘boat’ > Kar 
veneh ~ SaaN fanas ~ MdM veńeš (Sammallahti 1998: 241), but the 
comparative material consists of only a handful of examples and is 
thus unreliable. There is also the participle suffix PU *-śA with unclear 
semantics that has been reconstructed for Proto-Uralic, e.g. PU *kalə- 
‘die’ → *kalə-śa > e.g. MdE kuloź ‘dead, deceased’, NenT χasa ‘late, 
deceased’ (Aikio 2022: 19), so a participle PU *pejwə-śä or *päjwä-śä 
yielding PMa *püәž- is thus also a theoretical possibility.
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An alternative structural analysis for Mari *püәž- can be provided 
if Mari -ž is thought to reflect PU *-ńć-; for the phonological develop-
ment, cf. PU *kuńćə ‘urine’ > PMa *kŭž- > C kuž-wüt, Vo kŭž-wü̆t, Up 
kŭž-wüt, NW kŏž-wü̆t, W kə̑ž-wət id. and PU *ońća ‘part, share’ > PMa 
*užaš > E C užaš id. The North Saami word beaivváš ‘sun’ reflects 
Proto-Saami *peajvāńće̮, a derivative formed with the Finno-Saamic 
diminutive suffix *-ńćə (*-nśi) (Sammallahti 1998: 230). A cognate 
of the suffix *-ńćə is not usually thought to exist in Mari, but phono
logically and structurally Mari *püәž- could be interpreted as reflecting 
PU *päjwä-ńćə. Semantically ‘sweat’ as a derivative of *päjwä that, 
based on its Samoyed cognates, also meant ‘heat, warm(th)’ is plausible. 
Given the lack of comparative evidence, all the proposed phonological 
and structural analyses are far from certain, however.

Regarding the etymology of PMa *pükte- ‘brood’ and *püəž- ‘sweat’ 
the minimalist interpretation of the material is that they are cognate 
with PS *pive̮- ‘stay warm; withstand cold’ and ultimately reflect the 
PU stem *pejwə- ‘stay warm’. PMa *pükte- is readily analyzed as a 
causative derivative while *püəž- ‘sweat’ potentially reflects either the 
participle PU *pejwə-śä or the deverbal derivative *pejwə-š(ə). The 
maximalist interpretation of the material is that instead of reflecting 
PU *pejwə-, the reconstruction can be adjusted to PU *päjwə- which, 
in turn, can be considered as the verbal pair to the noun traditionally 
reconstructed as PU *päjwä ‘sun, heat, warm(th)’. In this scenario, PMa 
*pükte- ‘brood’ could still be analyzed as a deverbal causative while 
*püəž- ‘sweat’ is more likely to have been derived from the noun PU 
*päjwä ‘sun, heat, warm(th)’, e.g. PU *päjwä-ńćə (this could, in fact, be 
true in either interpretation). The maximalist interpretation would also 
allow presenting comparanda for the Saami and Mari words reflecting 
*päjwə- from Finnic, e.g. Fi peittää ‘cover’ and Permic, e.g. Komi pi̮m 
‘hot, warm’ that fit the reconstruction with first-syllable PU *ä but not 
the reconstruction with PU *e.
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3. Conclusion

This article demonstrates that structural analysis is necessary for 
detecting petrified derivatives and the chronology of their formation 
helps to explain the finer details of their phonological development. 
Lexicalized words are a great source of information for diachronic deri-
vation, because by their very nature they reflect historical rather than 
synchronic processes. Analyzing words as derivatives also opens the 
possibility of providing an etymological explanation for many hitherto 
unetymologized words. This possibility and potential should, however, 
be approached carefully. Both the stem and the derivative suffix need to 
be identifiable. Not all cognates need to reflect the underived stem, but it 
is preferable that the stem exist underived in some branch. Secondly, the 
derivational process needs to make sense both structurally and semanti
cally. Words cannot be analyzed willy-nilly, otherwise it becomes too 
easy to apply this methodology. In the case of the words analyzed here, 
at least PMa *čükte- ‘light, set fire to’, *poδəla- ‘slurp, spoon’, and 
*pükte- ‘brood (eggs)’ easily cross this threshold. The etymological 
identity of PMa *püәž- ‘sweat’ remains more equivocal as there are 
several options regarding its phonological and structural analysis.
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Abbreviations

Fi = Finnish
Hu = Hungarian
Kam = Kamas
Kar = Karelian
Kh = Khanty
	 Trj = Tremjugan
	 V = Vach
	 Vj = Vasjugan
Komi
	 I = Ižma
	 J = Jazva
	 L = Luza
	 Peč = Pechora
	 S = Sysola
	 U = Udora
	 V = Vyčegda
	 Z = Zyrian
LPF = Late Proto-Finnic
Mari
	 C = Central
	 Mm1 = Morki, Yrjö Wichmann
	 Mm2 = Morki, Volmari Porkka
	 Mm3  = Morki, T.E. Uotila
	 Mmu = Mari Ušem
	 Ms = Sernur
	 E = East
	 B = Vašinga (Birsk)
	 BJ = Starajaš (Birsk)
	 M = Starinoenger (Malmyž)
	 MalK = Malyj Kiľmez
	 MK = Karmankino (Malmyž)
	 MM = Mamakovo (Malmyž)
	 Ob = Birsk
	 Ob1 = Birsk, Yrjö Wichmann
	 Ob2 = Birsk, Martti Räsänen
	 Ok = Bolšoj Kiľmez
	 Oka = Kaltasy
	 Okr = Krasnoufimsk

	 Ši = Boľšaja Šija
	 UP = Petrušin (Uržum)
	 US = Nižnjaja Sjuksa (Uržum)
	 USj = Sabu-jal (Uržum)

H = Hill
M = Meadow
NW = Northwestern
Up = Upša
Vo = Volga
W = West

Md = Mordvin
	 E = Erzya
	 M = Moksha
MPF = Middle Proto-Finnic
Ms = Mansi

KndM = Middle Konda
So = Sosva
T = Tavda

NenT = Tundra Nenets
Ngan = Nganasan
PKh = Proto-Khanty
PMa = Proto-Mari
PP = Proto-Permic
PS = Proto-Saami
PSam = Proto-Samoyed
PU = Proto-Uralic
Saa = Saami
	 An = Anar (Inari)
	 L = Lule
	 N = North
	 S = South
	 Sk = Skolt
	 T = Ter
	 U = Ume
Slk = Selkup
Udm = Udmurt
	 K = Kazan
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Kokkuvõte. Niklas Metsäranta: Ajalooline sõnatuletus: mari etümo
loogiaid. Artiklis käsitletakse nelja mari sõna etümoloogiat: algmari *čükte- 
‘süütama’, *poδəla- ‘lusikaga sööma, lürpima’, *pükte- ‘hauduma (mune)’ ja 
*püəž- ‘higi’. Nende sõnade struktuuri uurimus näitab, et nad esindavad aja-
loolisi tuletisi. Struktuuriline analüüs on võti ka nende fonoloogilise arengu 
seletamiseks, mis seejärel võimaldab leida sobivaid vasteid mujalt uurali 
keeltest. Leitakse, et algmari sõnal *čükte- ‘süütama’ on vaste saami keeltes, 
näiteks põhjasaami  cahkat  ‘küdema’, ja sõna *poδəla- ‘lusikaga sööma, 
lürpima’ kuulub kokku sugulaskeelte sõnadega, mis peegeldavad uurali alg-
keele *pala- ‘sööma, ahmima’. Algmari *pükte- ‘hauduma (mune)’ vasteks 
pakutakse artiklis saami sõna *pive̮- ‘soojust hoidma, külma taluma’. Artiklis 
tehakse esialgne ettepanek, et mari *püəž- ‘higi’ on etümoloogiliselt seotud 
algmari sõnaga *pükte- ‘hauduma (mune)’ ja algsaami sõnaga *pive̮- ‘soojust 
hoidma, külma taluma’ sõnadega. Samuti kaalutakse, kas need sõnad esindavad 
eraldiolevat uraali algkeele sõna *pejwə- ‘soojust hoidma’ või kas kõik kolm 
kuuluvad kokku uraali algkeele *päjwä ‘päike, kuumus, soe, soojus’ sõnaga. 
Artikli tulemused, vaatamata mõningale ebakindlusele nende täpse tõlgenduse 
osas, rõhutavad sõnatuletuse ajalooga arvestamise tähtsust etümoloogias.

Märksõnad: mari keel, uurali keeled, etümoloogia, ajalooline tuletus, aja
looline fonoloogia, võrdlev keeleteadus
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