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LASZLO DEZSO

Typological Comparison of Root Structuring in Uralic
and Early Indo-European

A tanulmény az urali és az indo-eurépai alapnyelvre rekonstrualt etimonok fo-
noldgiai szerkezetének tobb szempontl, rendszeres Osszevetését végzi el. Elso
lépésben a tdstruktardk folvdzolasa utdn a két alapnyelv fonémarendszerét te-
kinti at, elotérbe helyezve a két rendszer kozotti killonbségeket. Vizsgalja a hang-
stly szerepét, kiilénds tekintettel az uradli maganhangzo-harmoniara és az indo-
eurdpai ablaut kialakulasanak feltételeire. Folveti az urali alapnyelv egy korabbi
allapotaban a massalhangzok palatalizacidjanak lehetdségét. Ezutan végzi el az
etimonok szerkezeti elemzését. A tanulmény érveket hoz fel amellett, hogy az
indo-eurdpai és urdli szétagszerkezetek mindkét alapnyelvben hasonlé altala-
nos tendencidkat kovetnek. Az utols6 részben a dolgozat Osszehasonlitja a
tipolégiai alapt elemzés és az elméleti igényii fonoldgiai elemzés egymashoz
valé viszonyét.

This paper starts with an analysis of root structuring in Uralic and Indo-
European which constitutes a basis for the examination of details (1). The con-
sonants and vowels of roots are then compared in the two proto-languages
(2, 3). The comparison of vowel systems focuses on the major differences. In
Uralic, the fixed accent on the first vowel permits the reduction of unaccented
vowels only which, however, raises the problem of vowel harmony. In Indo-
European, free accent admits a reduction of vowels in various unaccented posi-
tions which is a condition for the formation of an ablaut system. Then the paper
proceeds to the examination of a hypothesis which concerns a possible palatali-
zation in early Uralic with consequences for the consonants and vowels of the
roots (4). The last section treats some methodological issues of roots and sylla-
bles (5).

A comparison of typologically oriented areal linguistics requires a systematic
characterization of both proto-languages, wich implies the presentation of facts
familiar to either Uralicists or Indo-Europeanists. Such a partial redundancy is
necessary and inevitable.

. Nyel\;tudoményi Kozlemények 96. 3—43.
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1. Root Structuring

1.1. Root Structures in Uralic in Areal Perspective
In Uralic the following structures are reconstructed according to UEW with
statistical data based on Fancsaly’s study (1988: 41), of which only the Uralic
etymons will be presented:

() CVCV 224 =519
(2) Ccvcev 148 =343
(3) VCV . 33 =76
(4) VCCV 11 = 26
(5) CV 10 =23
6 Vv 3 =07
(7) VCVCV 0 = 00
(8) CVCCV-CV 1 =02
(9) CVCCCV 1 =02
(10) CVCV-CV 1 =02

432 100

The structures with initial CV- constitute the absolute majority (89,1%),
those with initial V- the minority (10,9%). The structures with (C)V + CV se-
quence: CVCV and VCV are dominant (59,5%), but the share of structures with
consonant clustering: CVCCV, VCCV is significant (36,9%). In the statistics
the root structures with a final, separate -CV element appear only in: (7)
VCVCV, present only in Finno-Ugric, (8) CVCCV-CV, (10) CVCV-CV (1-1
examples) which are apparently late etymons. However, there are dozens of
etymons with double forms, not counted, like ip3 ~ ip3-se (or ip3-Se) ’taste,
smell’ (UEW 83-84) or with a consonant cluster alternating with a simple con-
sonant: junca ~ juca *middle, center’ (UEW 105), therefore, we should examine
the problem of internal consonant clusters.

1.2. Consonant Clusters in Proto-Uralic

The majority of roots of Uralic etymons had no consonant clusters. The typi-
cal C,VC,V root with an obstruent for C, and a resonant for C, is character-
istic of a number of languages as the general or typical means of root struc-
turing (see later). In structures with C;V,C,C;V,, the C;VC, part has the same
characteristics as C;VC,V and in C; the obstruents are even more frequent
than in C,; position. It is apparent that a cycle is finished with -C, and a new
one starts with C3V (the question is examined in detail in Dezs6 1998, and
some data will be examined later in the analysis of root consonants). The
complex problem of Uralic and Finno-Ugric phonotactics is treated in Bakré-
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Nagy’s book (1992) which also examines the question of syllabic structure
(ib. 133-158).

My lists of Uralic and Finno-Ugric roots of UEW compiled for different re-
search objectives cover 90% of all etymons and contain variants which cannot
be revealed by statistical data. The primary and secondary forms of Uralic ety-
mons show variations relevant to our topic. In the first kind of variation there is
a CVCYV root which can be extended with a CV element in different ways:

(CHVC,V ~ (C))VC,V-C3V:  ip3 ~ ip3-se ’taste’(UEW 83—-84)

CVC,V-(C5V): kirie(-13) *tears’ (UEW 159),

saja(-k3) ’ski; to ski’ (UEW 429)
The structures C;VC,V-C;V and C,VC,C;V or those of C,VC, and C,VC,C;V
can alternate:

piwtd (piwe-td) *to follow the spoor of a wild animal’ (UEW 387)

$dl3- (Salks-) *to get in or on smth’ (UEW 434-5) .

par3 (parwa) "heap, group’ (UEW 356-7)

I add an example in which a C;V root is extended to C,V-C,V:

nu-m3 ’upper part; heaven; god’ (UEW 308-9)

The alternation $dl3- (Salks-) shows uncertainty in reconstruction of the etymon.

These examples show that the formation of CVCCV structures from CVCV
was still an active process in the period which can be reached by lexical recon-
struction. Some variants, however, can reflect only the uncertainty of etymologies.

Décsy (1990: 35) examined the list of etymons with consonant clusters and
found that: ,A certain number of these words came into being from an earlier
trisyllabic sequence (CV+CCV)+CV so that the vowel of the second syllable
was eliminated. The original third syllable may have been a derivative suffix. In
any case, the syllable type CVC is a fascinating non-Uralic formula ... among
the 129 words with CVC we find a disproportionally high number of uncertain
etymologies and apparent affect words”. Thus, the problem of medial consonant
clusters requires further study.

For the proto-languages of Central Eurasia, the consonant clusters were not
typical. Nikolajeva (1988: 124-7) compared the parallels in Uralic and Yukagir
proto-languages and established, as a rule, that in PYuk ,the PU consonant
clusters have not been preserved” and PYuk had CVC where PU had etymons
with consonant clusters CVCCV, except nasals with homorganic obstruents and
two cases with k + § and k + ¢ (U nukse and pokca). Baskakov (1979: 138-87)
studied root formation in Turkic, comparing it with Mongol. According to the
reconstruction based on the dictionary of Ancient Turkic, the statistical data of
Proto-Turkic roots show the dominance of CVC structures: 91.4% (with possible
loss of first consonant) and only 5.6% of etymons had the structure CVCC (or
(C)VCC), where the last consonants can be derived from suffixes of -VC struc-
ture. In Proto-Dravidian the typical root pattern was CVC with short or long vowel
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(with alternation CV:C ~ CVC+V; the possible final clusters are typically com-
posed of a nasal and a homorganic occlusive (Krishnamurti 1972: 237-8).

According to Décsy (1990: 35) ,,CV is the most archaic and most universal
syllabic structure”. Early Uralic roots CVCV and CVCV+CYV represent an ar-
chaic structuring. In Proto-Turkic the typical CVC root can be followed by a
formative of -VC structure or by a vowel, which is typical to Mongol (Baskakov
1979: 167-7). The major rule of Dravidian morphophonemics concerns the oc-
currence of vowels i, u, a after root final consonants (Krishnamurti 1972: 238,
Zvelebil 1990: 14).

The UEW presents the parallels of Uralic etymons in Yukagir and Altaic
which serve as examples and show concrete details. The items of UEW will be
reduced to the minimum indispensable information.

a) The Uralic CVCCV structures correspond to the following structures in
the Altaic group:

Altaic CVC:

*maksa ’liver’; Turk *bay-, Ma-Tung *pak- (UEW 264)

Altaic CVCVC:

*$il'ke (Siil’ke) ’salive, spittel; to spit’ (FU); Mong siliikei, siilekei (UEW

479-80)

Altaic CVC or CVCCV:

*wonke/a hollow, cave’; Alt. *gongi; Mong *ona;, Ma-Tung oygé (UEW

583)

*sukse ’ski’; Ma-Tung *su:ksi (UEW 450)

b) The Uralic CVCCV structures have the following parallels in Yukagir

Yukagir CVC-

*$anks ’taste, smell; to taste, to smell’; Yuk. cop- (UEW 462-3)

Yukagir CVCC-

*Salk3 ’pole, bar; tree trunk’ (FU); Yuk culgo- (UEW 460-1)

¢) The Uralic CVCCV and CVCV+CV etymon also have both Altaic and
Yukagir parallels:

Altaic CVC-, Yuk CVCC-

*nukse (ruks-s3) ’sable, marten’ (FU ? U); Tung reke:, Yuk noyso (UEW

326-7)

d) The Uralic CVCCV etymon has the parallel of CVCCV structure in late
Indo-European:

muske (moske) *to wash’; IE *mozge-, *mezge (UEW 289-90)

A nasal-affricate consonant cluster can alternate with a simple affricate in
Uralic and Finno-Ugric. Such alternative roots correspond to Altaic parallels
without consonant clusters.

*kunce ~ *kuce ’urine; urinate’ (UEW 210); PTung *kVjV (Sinor 1990:

XXXIV)
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*kuriée ~ kuée *star’ (UEW 210-1); PTung *kucV ~ *kolV (< *kutV ~ *kotV)

(Sinor 1990: XXXIV)

*kince (kiince) (?kice (kiice)) 'nail’ (FU ? U) (UEW 157); PTung *kVcV (<

*kVtV) ~ PMong *kVtV ~ *kVdV (Sinor 1990: XXXIV).

The Altaic proto-languages only have the form without nasal, which makes it
probable that the variant with nasal is secondary in Uralic. In the last two Altaic
forms ¢ derives from #; such a phonetic change is plausible also in Uralic and
could be typical for Pre-Uralic. Instead of UEW I have quoted Sinor’s excellent
article, because it shows the possibilities of parallels in the study Uralic-Altaic
not only for phonology, but also for semantics, giving us insights ,,into the dis-
tant past of Central Eurasia.” (Sinor 1990: XXXIV). We can add further data
without Altaic parallels:

wenés ~ weés "whole, all’ (UEW 568-9)

wacs ~ wanda 'root” (UEW 548-9)

The variation -5s-: s is also possible:

pinse-me : pise-me ’lip’ (UEW 383—4)

This group of clusters differs from the earlier ones. The data of Altaic proto-
languages suggest that, in PU and PFU, an earlier root with final affricate or
stop was later extended with an inserted nasal to a homorganic nasal and af-
fricate (stop) cluster. However, there is another explanation: the root had a final
nasal followed by an affricate or stop which was lost in Altaic. The examples in
the preceding groups (a) wonke/a and (b) Sayks seem to support the second al-
ternative. At any rate, this type of clustering requires particular treatment (for
Proto-Dravidian cf. Krishnamurti 1972: 237 ff.).

These proto-languages attest roots of CVCV, CVC and CVCCYV structures
with short vowels, however long vowels can also occur in CV:C roots which
will require explanation. If we consider Décsy’s generalization of CV chain as a
possible prototype, then the prototypical structuring in roots, bases and inflected
words will manifest a sequence of CV syllables which was dominant in PU ac-
cording to Décsy (1990: 34-5). However, in the course of change in Proto-Uralic
and in the other proto-languages of the area, the chain of CV syllables was modi-
fied. In the languages of the area examined there was an important restriction to
the root structure: the root could not have consonant clusters in initial position.
Such clusters may arise from the shift of accent to a further vowel and from the
loss of the unaccented syllable, but this did not take place because the accent was
fixed on the first syllable in PU. The CVC structure with accent is also hypothe-
sized for early Indo-European, but later the accent changed position.

The vowels could have normal and reduced grade or could be dropped. In
Altaic and Dravidian the vowels could also be long. Long vowels may originate
with the combination of a laryngeal with a short vowel in Dravidian (Krishna-
murti 1997). A similar process could also take place in the change from Uralic
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to Finno-Ugric, but it requires further examination (Sammalahti 1988: 482,
486). The loss of laryngeals, however, is not the only source of long vowels. At
present, laryngeals are not reconstructed for the Altaic group and their presence
is also problematic in Uralic.

The position of accent differentiated the languages of West Eurasia: in Ural-
ic and the Altaic group accent was fixed on the first syllable; in Indo-European
it became variable. It is relatively easy to account for the consequences of a
fixed accent. If it is variable, a complex system of changes will arise. If one
considers the situation in Modern Slavic languages the situation in the area will
become more comprehensible. Slavic languages with fixed accent on the first
syllable without a change in vowel quality are opposed to Russian with variable
accent and with degrees of reduction combined with change of quality.

1.3. Roots in Indo-European

Benveniste’s model is abstract, useful also for cross-linguistic comparison and
specific enough to present the phenomena of Indo-European. Its starting point is
the CeC structure, which is the only two-consonant scheme possible in Pre-
Indo-European, then two further chains are reached by the extension by a for-
mative and the apophonic reduction of the unstressed vowel: CeC-C and CC-eC
(where the symbol e usually stands for e, but can represent other vowels). The
chain can be extended further, but we shall not follow it (cf. Lehmann 1993:
94). The extended variants can be interpreted as new roots CCVC or CVCC
with their rules of structuring, which mostly concern the consonants and will be
analyzed later. The apophonic system was not complete in Pre-IE.

In Proto-Uralic the CVCV structure was prevalent, which differs from the
Indo-European two-consonant root because of the presence of a final root
vowel. As we have seen, the Uralic CVCCV structures could arise from the
conjunction of a root element CVCV and a formative CV; they gave rise to
CVCCYV structure after the loss of the root final vowel of the first. We can re-
write the Uralic structures according to Benveniste’s model: CeCe and CeCe-Ce
> CeC-Ce; we have the loss of unstressed vowel here also, but the fixed accent
does not permit the variant CCeC which is the condition for a complete ablaut
system in Indo-European.

Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1995: 185-9) present seven structural types of
morphemes of roots and suffixes of late Indo-European. The types are presented
according to canonic forms, in which C° denotes any consonant, C = obstruent,
R = sonant, H = laryngeal. I shall give each type with restrictions established
from the possible realization of the type; then I shall make some conclusions
relevant to my treatment of the topic. No concrete examples will be given here.
These types are more concrete than the root classes of Uralic but the cla551ﬁca-
tion is not accompanied by statistics. ’ : ;
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Type I: C°,VC®,- the two consonants could give nine combinations, but only
eight are possible: CVC, CVR, CVH; RVC, RVR, RVH; HVC, HVR; *HVH is
excluded.

Type II: C°;VRC®;- here the penultimate consonant of the cluster must be R3;
the number of possibilities is eight, but only five are admitted CVRC, CVRR,
CVRH (all with initial C); if R and H are in initial position (C°) only RVRC
and HVRC are possible; i.e. the final C must be an obstruent; *RVRR composed
only of sonants and combinations with initial R or H and final H (*RVRH,
*HVRH) are not admitted.

Type III: C°;RVC®;- here the consonant cluster is initial, the possibilities
are limited because laryngeals do not occur. As the second consonant must be
a sonant, there are four possibilities, but only two of them are presented:
CRVC and CRVR; the other two would be *RRVC or *RRVR with initial
sonant cluster.

Type IV: VC°- the only consonant is an obstruent or a resonant, a laryngeal
can also occur; this type is typical of suffixal elements.

Type V: VRC®- here the first consonant of the cluster is a resonant, which
can only be followed by an obstruent, no laryngeal is admitted.

Type VI: C°V the structure primarily includes pronouns: C° can be any type
of consonant.

Type VII: C°RYV is only found in pronominal bases: no laryngeal is admitted,
the initial consonant can not be a resonant.

The question of roots with initial sibilant and reduplication (ib. 189-91) will
not be considered here.

If we have a look at the first three types, we find that C°,VC®, structure is com-
posed freely with only one restriction: it cannot have laryngeals, besides a vowel.
The structure C°;VRC®; has less restrictions than C°;RVC®,: the first constrains
laryngeals only, the second does not admit them. Consonant clusters also occur in
type V with initial vowel: VRC® and in VII where a cluster opens the morpheme:
C°RV, neither of them admits laryngeals and both have limited application.

If we compare the Indo-European roots with those of Uralic, we find that PIE
CVC and PU CVCYV show the freedom of combination of consonants. The con-
sonant clusters after the first vowel CVCC have more constraints in Indo-
European: the first element of the cluster is a sonant and the number of combi-
nations admitted is restricted. Restrictions also exist in Uralic but they are com-
plex and cannot be considered here. The Indo-European structure with initial
cluster CCVC; i.e. C°;RVC?; is composed of a sonant and no laryngeals can
occur in it, therefore the structure has strong constraints.

There seems to be a hierarchy of structures in the languages of North Central
Eurasia: the most productive structure is CVC(V). It is followed by CVCC(V)
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with a consonant cluster after the first vowel. However it is not present, or is
exceptional in a number of proto-languages; if present, its frequency is much
lower than that of CVC(V). Further, it is subject to structural constraints and it
may possibly derive from CVC(V) structures. The roots with initial consonant
cluster only exist in Indo-European.

Benveniste’s scheme can present the structural complexity of roots if ar-
ranged in structural hierarchy: (1) CéC, (2) CéCC, (3) CCéC which can also
be interpreted from the diachronic point of view: (1) is primary, where also
(2) and (3) are present, as in Indo-European; their diachronic sequence is to be
clarified.

2. Consonants in Etymons

2.1. Some Statistical Data of Etymons

Décsy gives the statistical data of Indo-European etymons based on Pokorny
and other sources (Décsy 1991: 35) and those of Uralic etymons of UEW
(Décsy 1991: 25) in detail. I shall sum up his data, adding some comments.
The Indo-European labial stops: p, ph, b, bh will be indicated as p/b; the den-
tals: ¢, th, d, dh as t/d, the velars kj, kjh, gj, gih; k, kh, g, gh and kw, kwh, gw,
gwk as k/g (Décsy uses j instead of diacritics). The glottalic theory proposes a
different system of stops (cf. Lehmann 1993: 98) which has no impact on the
figures.

The data of total number of Indo-European stops and sibilants:

p/b (623), t/d (776), p/b and t/d (1399); k/g (1379 of which 310 are palatal-
ized); s (676).

The data of the total number of Proto-Uralic etymons:

stops p (109), ¢ (77), k (179); palatal and dental stops or affricates (¢/¢) (51),
interdental fricatives dh, dhj or 6, & (20); affricate ¢ (24), sibilants s, § (88). (I
have also used Décsy’s characters: #, dh, dhj). The summarized figures of den-
tals ¢, ¢, dh, dhj (148) and p (109) will be 257 and will exceed the number of
velars (179).

In both proto-languages the number of velars (kg and k) is very high being
close to that of p/b and #/d in Indo-European (1399: 1379). In Uralic the number
of ¢ is very low, with other dentals it will be higher (148); however, if p is also
added (257), their number exceeds that of k£ (257: 179). Presenting dentals, I
have accepted Décsy’s interpretation of ¢ (#j) as the palatal variant of . Count-
ing Indo-Europeans velars, I did not consider palatal £ in comparing labials and
dentals with velars. If in Uralic we count only p + ¢ + & (206) as opposed to &
(179) then the difference will be less. If in Indo-European we do not count /¢
then p/b and #/d will remain 1399, but /g will decrease to 1069. The relation-
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ship of the non-palatal labials, dentals and alveolars in the two proto-languages
will be closer: PU 206: 179, PIE 1399 : 1069.

In Indo-European the number of s (676) is between that of p/b (623) and #/d
(776), the situation is similar in Uralic: s, § (88) vs. p (109), ¢ (77), ¢ with inter-
dental fricatives (99). In Uralic there was also the affricate ¢ (24).

One should be cautious when using these figures because in UEW only the
Uralic etymons were counted, in Pokorny there is a considerable number of
etymons which would not enter in the Indo-European layer according to the
criteria of UEW.

From a typological point of view, the exact figures have no relevance. There
are two observations to be considered. The first is the agreement between the
figures of the two proto-languages which was evident from the presentation of
data. The other is the importance of palatalization for the system of Uralic:
dentals and sibilants have pairs ¢ : ¢ (or affricate ¢), s - § and one can assume
that also ¢ originates from palatalization. However, the possible cacuminal fea-
ture of ¢ needs clarification, considering also general typology. In Indo-
European k/g had palatal pairs which will undergo changes in the dialects.

The basic part of the section will deal with a concrete analysis of the pho-
nemes; in the final section the diachronic aspect will be the focus and the ques-
tion of palatalization in early Uralic will be examined.

2.2. On Stops and Sybilants

In Uralic the stops are presented only by the voiceless p, ¢, k. The lack of voic-
ing and aspiration indicate the unmarked character of stops (cf. Greenberg 1966:
24) and could be archaic (cf. Décsy 1988: 68). However, it may result from the
simplification of a complex antecedent system, like the Tocharian stops which
were preceded by the Proto-Indo-European system with features of ,,glottaliz-
ed”, ,,voiced”, ,aspirated”, all neutralized in Tocharian (cf. Gamkrelidze — Iva-
nov 1984: 49). Given that we have no reasons to assume a more complex system
in Pre-Uralic, we should not consider this possibility.

In Indo-European the stops could be glottalized: p, ¢, K (the first one is rare),
voiceless with possible aspiration: p/ph, t/th, k/kh and voiced with possible aspira-
tion: b/bh, d/dh, g/gh. (Our comments are based on Gamkrelidze — Ivanov 1984:
5-80). Since this system has marked features, one could question how it has been
formed. There seem to be two typologically plausible major routes: (1) glottaliza-

- tion of p, ¢, k, which implies some voicing (more precisely ,,voiced” has (-) value);
(2) voicing and aspiration; their relationship could be twofold: (i) unvoiced, unas-
pirated p, ¢, k are complemented by aspirated allophones ph, th, kh, and then both
groups became voiced, and result in two series of phonemes; or (ii) p, ¢, k& had
voiced allophones: b, d, g, which became phonemes, and then both groups ac-
quired aspirated allophones. Having no evidence to clarify the formation of the
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stop system of Indo-European, the problem seems to be academic for the recon-
struction. However, it is not for typology and for the comparison of early Indo-
European, early Uralic and Altaic lexicons. In Altaic proto-languages there is a
system of stops based on the lack or presence of voicing: p, ¢, k and b, d, g (Poppe
1960: 9-25) without systemic aspirated allophones. In Uralic the voiced stops are
hypothesized allophones in intervocalic position (UEW IX), but the opposition
based on voicing was not relevant phonologically; the same is true for aspiration
which is not even considered in the phonological or phonetical system. Thus,
voicing is a common feature of these proto-languages, aspiration is not (cf. Décsy
1988: 58-59 for voicing and the relative rarity of aspiration).

The decomposition of Indo-European system of stops in the dialects shows
some regularities. The glottalized stops became voiced in Indo-Aryan, Greek,
early Italic, Celtic, Balto-Slavic; they are voiceless in Germanic, and there is no
voicing in Armenian. The voiceless stops do not undergo voicing in these dia-
lects. The voiced stops preserve voicing in these languages, except Greek and
early Italic. Aspiration becomes phonologically relevant in Indo-Aryan with
four series of phonemes based on voice and aspiration; aspiration is relevant for
the two series of voiceless phonemes in Greek and early Italic.

One can consider voicing a tendency which spreads over voiceless stops: in
Uralic and Dravidian dialects it effects the stops in intervocalic position, in Al-
taic proto-languages voiced phonemes can occur in initial and middle positions.
In Proto-Indo-European voicing has reached its maximum, only the glottalized
stops were unvoiced, they, however, became voiced in most dialects; the voiced
stops could lose their voicing.

The opposition between stops and fricatives is characteristic of Uralic.
Fricativization was basic in the change from Indo-European to Germanic, some
characteristics of which should be mentioned here for comparison (Gamkrelidze
— Ivanov 1984: 35—41). In Germanic the glottalized stops have lost their glottal
feature, and remain voiceless: p, f, k. The voiced with aspirated allophones
changed according to the lack or presence of aspiration: non-aspirated became
normal voiced b — b, d — d, g — g or g%, aspirated allophones were fricativ-
ized: bh — B, dh — 8, gh — yor y*. Similar changes occurred with voiceless
stops: unaspirated gave normal voiceless stops, aspirated became fricativized:
ph —f th — 6, kh — h, h¥. However, a voiceless aspirated stop after an unac-
cented vowel gives a voiced fricative according to Verner’s law: th > 6 > 4.
Such changes of aspirated stops into fricatives correspond to a tendency in gen-
eral phonology and is based on the phonetic properties of these consonants. The
authors even make the cautious hypothesis that the distribution of non-aspirated
voiced stops in initial position and the aspirated in internal, typical of Germanic,
can reflect their positions in Indo-European, but the hypothesis requires further
study (Gamkrelidze — Ivanov 1984: 36-37).
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Rédei (UEW IX) establishes three major divisions of the consonantal system
of Uralic along the lines of three major phonemic oppositions:

stop correlation (VerschluBBkorrelation): p/w, #/9, k/y, &/5, ¢/§

palatal correlation: n/, c/é, &0, s/s, VI’

resonant (oral-nasal) correlation: p/m, t/n, é/n, k/n

The last correlation has consequences mostly for consonant combinations re-
quiring nasals homorganic with stops and affricates (nt, nc, n¢ are the only pos-
sible combinations, mp, 7k are typical ) (cf. Dezs6 1998).

In stop correlation the voiceless stops are opposed to voiced fricatives. In the
proto-language the opposition #8, k/y is of lesser importance because of the
scarcity of & and ¥ (on the problem of & and 7y cf. Honti 1992). The opposition
p/w needs explanation, because from a phonetic point of view w occupies a par-
ticular position being also a semi-vowel opposed to the vowel u (cfr. Bakro-
Nagy 1993: 38—40). In Indo-European the opposition w ~ u is basic, in Uralic it
is not, and p/w fits into the opposition stop/fricative.

In the dialects, the stop-fricatives opposition becomes fundamental and, in
some cases, is associated with palatalization. Collinder (1965: 75-92) differen-
tiates initial and internal positions and, if necessary, within both the impact of
front or back vowels on consonants when presenting the evolution of Uralic. In
initial position the stops can: (1) be preserved, (2) be voiced: k~g, t~d p ~ b,
(3) become fricatives: k ~ &, p ~ f (only), (4) the fricativization of kK before front
vowels results in sibilants §, s, § in Samoyedic. In internal position the stops can
(1) be preserved, (2) be voiced k— g, t — d (only), (3) become fricatives: k— A, p
— £, (4) fricatives can be voiced: k— %, j, t — & z; p — v; (5) in Samoyedic & can
give sibilants: s, s, (§). The changes in initial and internal position differ in the
voicing of fricatives. In Uralic languages voicing spreads over both initial and
internal positions as in Altaic proto-languages, differentiating voiceless and
voiced phonemes in both positions. Thus, voicing is characteristic to the proto-
languages in Altaic, but only to the dialects (languages) in Uralic.

In Proto-Indo-European the phonologically relevant features ,.glottalized”
and ,,voiced” and the phonetic feature ,,aspirated” of stops were basic and, pos-
sibly, more or less connected with their positions. The systemic distribution of
these features in phonemes and allophones of Proto-Indo-European resulted in
different, but regular reflexes in the various languages. In Uralic there was no
such articulated sub-system of glottalic stops: the status of voicing was not clear
and we do not know if the aspiration had a role similar to that in Indo-European.
Without phonemic relevance and even clear allophonic status of these features
in the proto-language, the changes in the Uralic languages follow the general
tendencies of phonetics. However, a ,revisitation” of the reconstruction of
Proto-Uralic, considering carefully the whole process of phonetical changes, can
give us new insights. ,
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In Indo-European there was only one sibilant s with palatal, labiovelar col-
oring: §, s° and neutral s, a characteristic shared by velar stops and laryngeals
(cf. Gamkrelidze — Ivanov 1984: 116-134). In Proto-Uralic the sibilants were
represented by two phonemes s and § with or without palatal feature. They are
preserved in Finno-Ugric; in Samoyedic s is usually replaced by s, s by 7. The
two approaches to PU and PFU differ in the reconstruction of affricates: Rédei
and Hajdu postulate a neutral ¢ and a palatal ¢ for Proto-Uralic; Sammalahti
admits them for Finno-Ugric but for Uralic reconstructs only a cacuminal ¢
(UEW: IX, Hajdu 1993: 164-166, Sammalahti 1988: 482-94). The phoneme §
figures in both Uralic and Finno-Ugric according to the first approach, and only
in Finno-Ugric according to the second. In the Altaic proto-languages there was
an affricate ¢ with its voiced phonemic pair &%, and a sibilant s without voiced z
in both initial and medial positions with possible modifications (Poppe 1960:
25-31, 62-65).

There were laryngeals in Indo-European, Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1984:
195-214) reconstructs three of them: one with palatal, another with labio-velar
coloring and a neutral one. For Uralic Sammalahti (1988: 482) postulates a
sound, denoted by the symbol x, whose phonetic nature is not clear: on the basis
of Ob-Ugric evidence ,,it is possible that /x/ in fact represents two different
sounds, a laryngeal (?/h/, 7/7/) yielding a long vowel in Proto-Ob-Ugric, and a
velar (/g/ or /g/) giving the spirant /g/. It is possible that /x/ is merely syllable
boundary reconstructed in cases which originally had two successive heterosyl-
labic vowels: the phonotactic peculiarities of /x/ call for thorough examination”.
Thus, the existence of a laryngeal in Uralic remains an open question. Green-
berg (1995 section 2) notes: ,,In Chapter 2 I suggested, as a working hypothesis,
that the Indo-European *H ultimately derives from one or more velar stops in
many, though perhaps not in all, instances” . The Uralic /x/ or /Y/ is marginal in
Uralic, its probable origin is k& from which they can derive through fricativiza-
tion and voicing. The change of % to a laryngeal in Uralic was marginal and %
has preserved its very high frequency (cf below and Dezs6 forthcoming).

2.3. Obstruents and Resonants in Root Structures

In the two-consonant roots which are typical for both PIE and PU and the only
possible or dominant ones in PrelE and PreU, the first consonant position is
dominated by non-resonants, the second by resonants. Gamkrelidze and Ivanov
(1984: 216) observe the statistical limitation on the use of resonants in initial
position which implies higher frequency of obstruents and laryngeals. The ob-
struents dominate the C; position and the resonants the C, also in Kartvelian
(Gamkrelidze — Macavariani 1982: 122-3, Boeder’s Nachwort). In Uralic and
Finno-Ugric we find a similar situation; Fancsaly’s data of the two proto-
languages (1988: 42—44) are summed up in order to have statistically a more
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reliable basis. In C, position the three stops are found in 45.1% of all occur-
rences (k —22.5%, p — 15.6%, t — 7.0%); the initial position is dominated by £,
no other consonant has even a similar frequency. The use of all resonants is
relatively limited 34%. In C, position the frequency of stops is low: 11% (k —
5.7%, p — 2.2%, t — 3.8%), the use of sibilants and affricates changes but little:
19.4%. The frequency of resonants is much higher in C, than in initial position:
63.8%. Thus in C; position the ratio of obstruents and resonants is 2:1 in favor
of the former, in C, position the ratio is the same but in favor of the resonants.
The change is due to the frequent use of stops in C, and to their low frequency
in C,, because the share of sibilants and affricates remains nearly the same in
both positions. The phonotactic rules of Uralic and Finno-Ugric proto-languages
are treated in detail in Bakr6-Nagy (1992: 133-58).

Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1984: 19-21, 139-143) establish rules concerning
the use of stops of the same root, in C; and C, positions: (1) in a root there can
only be stops with different articulation, i.e. a stop with the same features can-
not figure in both C,; and C, position, (2) in roots there are only combinations of
stops homogeneous concerning the feature voiceless-voiced. The latter rule is
inherent in the system of Uralic stops which is lacking voiced stops. The former
rule is also valid (cf. Bakro-Nagy 1992/3: 4-6). Gamkrelidze and Ivanov state
further rules (1984: 145-147) concerning the C, and C, positions grouping stops
according to the place of articulation: ,anterior”, ,medial”: G [-anterior,
-medial], D [-anterior, +medial], B [+anterior, -medial], i.e. into posterior, me-
dial, anterior groups. The relationship between C; and C, can logically be de-
cessive: from front to back, or accessive: from back to front, i.e. backwards or
forewards. Both directions are possible with one modification: if there is a me-
dial stop (D), the combinations B-D and D-G, i.e. the backward movements are
usual, but the opposite: G-D and D-B are very rare. I have checked the Uralic
and Finno-Ugric etymons of UEW and have found the following possibilities of
stop sequences. As in Indo-European both decessive (backward) and accessive
(foreward) movements are possible: examples of decessive sequence: C; = p, C,
= t: pata (358); C, = p, C, = k: pdks (361) with equal frequency (4 examples);
accessive sequence: C; =k, C, = - kat3 (131), Cy =k, C, = p: kepd (146-7), the
former is more frequent, but the numbers are small (5:3). The medial position has
no role in the sequences: B-D (p — £), G-D (k — 1) are equally possible. When ¢
occupies the C; position, it can be followed by k& as C,: taka (506-7) three times,
but not by p; i.e. backward movement is possible, forewards is not. In other terms
D-G is admitted, D-B is not; thus, of the two sequence rules rarely occurring in
Indo-European, one is prohibited, actually, the most infrequent one.

The more complex structures with three consonants can be related to CVC
structures in both proto-languages. As we have seen, in CVC structures any kind
of consonant can occur in both positions in Indo-European, if C = obstruent, H =
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laryngeal, R = resonant: CVC, CVR, CVH; RVC, RVR, RVH; HVC, HVR, but
*HVH; only roots with final resonant can be related to the three-consonant
structures: CVRC, CVRH, CVRR (to CVR), RVRC (to RVR), HVRC (to
HVR), all with normal root vowels; CRVC,CRVR (to CVR) with reduced root.

In Uralic the high frequency of resonants is characteristic of the C, position
preceding Cs: nasals and liquids (m, n, #, 5, ¥, I, I'): 50.5%, semivowels (j, w):
7.5%, total 58.0% somewhat lower than in C, position of C;VC, because of the
lower frequency of semivowels. Thus, the rule of Indo-European complex roots:
the obligatory presence of resonants in C, position before C; is only a tendency
in Uralic, but closely connected with the distribution of consonants in CVC
structures. The C; position can be occupied by any kind of consonant in Indo-
European, but we have no data of distribution. In Uralic the C; position is occu-
pied by obstruents (81.3% of which k= 32.3%), the resonants are rare (18.7%).

In Uralic the three-consonant roots can be analized into two units C,VC, and
C,V because the characteristics of C; are similar to C,. In typical three-consonant
roots the tendency of increasing resonancy continues in C;, in which the share of
resonants is higher than in C,, if the data of Geéz presented in Gamkrelidze-
Macavariani (1982: 122, Boeder’s Nachwort) are characteristic for Semitic. At
any rate, Uralic is posited between Altaic with two consonant roots and Semitic
with typically three consonant roots which, however, function also as bases.

3. Vowels in Roots

3.1. Vowels in Uralic Roots

3.1.1. Proto-Uralic Vowels: An Analysis of Etymons

The vowel system of Proto-Uralic will be presented in two variants: in Rédei’s
version, which is used in UEW, and in Sammalahti’s version. I shall try to pres-
ent the second variant faithfully even if I follow Rédei’s version. The stress is
on the first vowel of the root, and the two trends differ but little in the system of
stressed vowels. First, I shall give Rédei’s version (UEW X), then that of Sam-
malahti (1988: 481):

i 24 u 2) i iy u
e e o e 0
d a : d a

In UEW only some etymons are reconstructed with long e: or o.. Both vari-
ants differentiate front and back vowels and the roots follow front or back har-
mony consistently according to Sammalahti and inconsistently according to
Rédei. However, in unstressed position the system of vowels is reduced.
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1) e 2y iy
a a a a

In Rédei’s version d follows front vowels, a comes after back vowels, e is
neutral for vowel harmony; the high vowels i, # and the middle o are lacking.
Sammalahti’s system reflects front and back harmony, but # % and the two mid-
dle vowels e, o do not occur in V, position. The two approaches admit only
vowels of two levels in unstressed position. The low vowels are the same, the
difference lies in the reconstructed higher vowel. It is e, more precisely e and e,
because they can follow both front and back vowels in the first version; in the
second version there are two vowels: i and y.

The objective of the following comparative list and its analysis is to establish
the relationship between the list of Sammalahti’s PU etymons (1988: 536-41)
and the corresponding forms in Rédei’s dictionary (here abbreviated as S and
R). This is the only way to arrive at a vocabulary which belongs to the same
historical level according to both sources (except a couple of etymons). The two
lists, S and R, are the results of two typologically acceptable means of recon-
struction. Their comparison reveals a number of factors, relevant for late PU
and, possibly, the period preceding it. The two lists can be used for an areal
typological analysis of Proto-Uralic and other proto-languages of Central Eura-
sia in phonology and lexical parallels. However I do not think that the PU vo-
cabulary can be limited to this list, therefore, I shall comment on the vowels in
the entire Uralic lexicon of UEW which is nearly four times larger than the S
and R lists (for a detailed analysis cf. Décsy 1990).

The presentation of S and R vocabulary will be followed by a concise analy-
sis of vowels in V; and V, positions and in root structures. It explains the recon-
structed forms which seem rather different at first sight. A closer inspection,
however, reveals the vowel system properties of PU behind the different recon-
structions.

In the list, the sound # is rendered by y, d by a in Sammalahti’s data, the letter
6 of UEW is replaced by d as in the items of S. Three etymons on list S can not
be identified with the etymons of UEW (43, 60, 107).

1 eld- ELA- ’live’ . 2 emd EMA ’mother’

3 imi- IME- - >suck’ 4 ipsiIP3(SA) *smell’

5 ykta- AKTA- (FU) ’hang, put’ 6 yla ALA ‘under’

7 yna ANA *mother-in-law’ 8 yrAy ON3 ’tame’

9 yppy APPE (FU) ‘’father-in-law’ 10 ypty APTA ’hair on head’
11 gjwa OJTWA ’head’ 12 ukty UTKA *track’
13 uli WOLE (-O:-)  ’pole’ 14 wuxy- UJE- ’swim’

15 uli WILA (ii) *over, on’ 16 ?dixji WINA “belt’
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‘uncle’
*bird-cherry’

17 djma AIMA ‘needle’ 18 cecii CECA

19 consy S3C3(-L3) 20 dyxmy DEME
L) (o)
S3INC3(-L3) (FU) ’lizard’

21 dfima DIMA (-U-) ’glue’ 22 jymy JON (K)S3 *bow’
23 joxy JUW3 ‘tree’ 24 juka JOKE ‘river’
25 janti JANTE ’bow string’ 26 kektd KAKTA/ ’two’
KAKTA
27 kyxy KUME ’moon’ 28 kompa KUMPA ‘’wave’
29 kopa KOPA *bark’ 30 kosy(-) KUSE(-) ’cough’
31 koska KOSKA “aunt’ 32 kosky- KUSKA ‘dry’
(0)
33 koxjy KUIWA *birch’ 34 kuma KUMA *face down’
35 kunsy KUN)C3  ’urinate’ 36 kunsa KUNC3  ’star’
37 kunyly KINE (-U-) ’tear’ 38 kuria- KUNA *close eyes’
L3) (1A
39 kupsa- KUPSA-  ’extinguish’ 40 kura KUR3 “knife’
41 kiinti KINT3 ’smoke’ 42 kada- KADA-  ’leave’
43 kaja U, FU form  ’sun’ 44 kala KALA "fish’
lacking
45 kany- KANTA-  ’carry’ 46 kasy- KAC3 ’present’
47 kawy KULE ’ear’ 48 kaxly- KOLA-  ’die’
49 kaxsy KUSE (-O-) ’spruce’ 50 kalaw KAL3 "in-law’
(-W3)
51 kdxly KELE (-E:-) ’tongue’ 52 Iyxy LUWE ’bone’
53 lomy LUME ’snow’ 54 lupsa LUPSA ’moisture’
55 meni- MENE- ’go’ 56 mexi- MIYE- *give, sell’
57 mind MINA ’daughter-in- 58 myksa MAKSA liver’
law’
59 mosky- MUSKE- ’wash’ 60 muka U, FU form ’back’
(-0-) lacking
61 muna MUNA ’egg’ 62 mura MURA ’berry (Rubus)’
63 nimi NIME ’name’ 64 nusy- NUS3- ’scrape’
65 niidi NIDE ’shaft’ 66 natiw NAT3 ’in-law’
67 naxi NINA ’woman’ 68 ryxly NELE >arrow’
(-O:-)
69 rioma NUMA(-L3) ’hare’ 70 #oxy- NONDA  ’pursue’
(-OW-)
71 #axly- NOLE- "lick’ 72 peli- PELE- *fear’
(-O:-)
73 peri PER3 “bark, cover’ 74 pesd PESA ‘nest’
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75 pexi- PEJE- ’cook’ 76 pexli PELE ’edge, side’

77 pidi PIDE (~KA) ’long’ 78 piksi PIKS3 ’cord’

79 pilmitd PILM3 ~ *dark’ 80 pi/ini PIN3 *hollow hand’

81 pyny- PANE- “put’ 82 pory- PURE- *bite’

83 posky POSKE "cheek’ 84 po/uxly POLWE ’knee’

85 pucky PUCK3 "tube’ 86 puna/y- PUNA- ’plait’

87 pura PURA *drill’ 88 pw/o/ixy PUWE ’tree’

89 pala- PALA- bite’ 90 pdjwd PATWA  ’sun, warmth’

91 pdld PALA *half 92 sexji SAJE *matter’

93 syksy SOKS3 "cedar’ 94 so/usky- SOSKE- ’chew’

(-A/E-)

95 suksy SUKSE *ski’ 96 suny SUME ’summer,

thaw’

97 suwda SUDE *finger’ 98 suxy- SUYE- ‘row’

99 suli SILE (-U-) *fathom’ 100 sixi SIJE (-U-)  ’annual ring’
101 sala- SALA- "steal’ 102 sarka ? SANKA ’branch, fork’
103 $ilma SILMA ‘eye’ 104 soxi SUWE ’mouth’

105 $4di SIDE (-U-)  ’charcoal’ 106 Sinsi/i SIN)CA ’breast’

107 $ada U, FU form ’rain’ 108 toly- TULE ’come’
lacking

109 tora TOR3 ’quarrel’ 110 toxy TOW3 ’lake’

111 tuly TULE fire’ 112 tu/ojy TOJ3 *birch bark’

113 #xly TULKA "feather’ 114 tumty- TUMTE- ’know’

115 te/awiw TAWE  ’lung’ 116 weti WETE >water’

117 we/dmiw WANE  ’soninlaw’ 118 wit/tti WITTE  ’five, ten’

119 woéa WOCA ’enclosure’ 120 wajhi- WAIME  ’breath’

121 wanca WAMN)C3  ’root’ 122 wasa- WASA-  ’left’

123 waskd WASKE *metal’

An analysis of the comparative list of PU etymons shows a complete identity
of both V; and V, phonemes in 27 etymons (with a or g in V, position). They
will be considered, without being analyzed, in the following examination.

The first task is a comparison of V; phonemes in the etymons of S and R. It
reveals that V, is identical in 55 cases. With the identical etymons, the number
of identical V,s reaches 82.

In analysing the remaining etymons, I shall examine separately seven roots,
in which a laryngeal is preceded by V; and followed by a consonant (-VxC-),
and twelve roots of S with y in V| position, which does not exist in R.

In eleven etymons we find alternative reconstructions within the same ety-
mon on the same list and one of the alternatives is identical with the V; on the

other list; e.g. o/u—0, more frequently o—U/O (3 times) and #-I/U (5 times). A .
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more numerous group is constituted by etymons with no level difference or of
one level in the reconstructed V,. This is typical for #—U (8 items), further
correspondences: ii—I, u—Il/U, uw-U; e-I, e-A, e-A/A and u-WO, ii~-WI/WA
with an initial W. One-level differences can occur within the same system of
reconstruction (n. 59). Two-level difference in the etymons is very rare: G-/
(67), a-U (47). '

If we add the one level differences in the two lists of etymons which can oc-
cur within the same system, the reconstruction of V, is identical (87) or differs
only in one level (18). The following seven etymons with -VXC- can be added,
but they require particular analysis.

On list S the sound x in VXC position can act as a laryngeal lengthening the
preceding vowel, when disappearing. Such a lengthening effect is present in a
number of etymons of list R: iix—E (O:) (68), o/ux~0: (84), ax—0 (0:) (71), dix—
E (E:) (51), in three cases such an effect is not reflected in the etymons of list R:
ex—FE (76), ax—0 (48), ax-U (O) (49).

The various phonetic manifestations of the phoneme y show its position in
the zone of back vowels between high and middle levels. As it is not a cardinal
vowel, it can appear and then disappear or change position. For instance, in the
history of Slavic it has moved from long u in late PIE to y in Proto-Slavic. Then,
in the history of concrete Slavic languages it has been preserved in Russian, its
pronounciation moved forward without reaching i in Ukrainian. In Czech it co-
incided with i but the effect of its velar character has been preserved in the lack
of palatalization of preceding consonants. In Serbian it became identical to i but
i (<, y) has no effect of palatalization irrespective of its origin.

On the comparative list y is present in twelve etymons as V; on list S. The
corresponding vowels on list R are back vowels, which is to be expected. They
can be U (27, 52), O (8,22), E (0O:) (20) and most frequently 4 (5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 58,
81). If y existed, it was a back vowel rather close to middle level according to
the data of UEW. In the presentation of the vowel system according to S, the
sound y is posited on the high level or close to it. As we shall see in the analysis
of V,, the unaccented y had a position between high and middle levels because u
and o could have been reduced to y.

In the analysis of V, we shall depart from list S which reconstructs the qual-
ity of V, in all etymons. The data of S will be related to R.

The low level vowels are reconstucted in both S and R and in most cases
there are close frequency correlations: a—d (13 of 14), and a-4 (26 of 32). A
vowel corresponding to & cannot be reconstructed in one etymon in R and a-3
can be found in 3 items. Thus the two lists show a close correspondence.

The remaining etymons have i, y in S and e in R (if reconstructed). The
dominant correlations are i—E (22 of 32 items) and y—E (24 of 43 etymons).
UEW does not reconstruct the V, corresponding to i in 6 cases and y in 11
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items. There are two level differences in a limited number of etymons: -4 (3),
i-A4 (1). However, y can be related to A more frequently (8 items).

The frequency data are relevant if the differences are significant and these
data can only be considered from a typological point of view.

The y—-A4 correspondence again raises the question of the quality of y, which
was discussed earlier. In V, position y was unstressed and could be posited be-
tween u and o and between front and back vowels closer to the latter because y
could correspond to reduced  and o according to my assumption. The unac-
cented 7 could also be between high and middle positions because it can result
from both i and e. ’

If one compares the position of 7 and y in system S and the unstressed e in R,
the difference turns out to be minimal. The co-occurence of unaccented e with
both accented front and back vowels shows a pronounciation of e close to front
and back positions. A double pronounciation could have been preserved in late
PU, reflecting an earlier situation, but the difference could not have existed in
late PU (similar to i, y > i or €, e > e in Hungarian).

3.1.2. Vowel harmony

The analysis of V; and V; in root structures raises the question of vowel har-
mony. The question of front-back harmony is well established in the lite-
rature. This was a major typological characteristic of PU root structuring. I
shall be interested in possible level oppositions. It is not labeled vowel har-
mony as far as it does not have the frequency, consistency and, mostly, sys-
temic character of harmony. As V, is reconstructed differently in S and R, and
the number of etymons on the comparative list is limited, I shall examine the
PU vocabulary of UEW from the point of view of vowel harmony and level
opposition.

The following analysis will be based on Décsy (1990) for V, position and on
Fancsaly (1988) for V, (there is a small difference in the total figures). Décsy
gives the following figures for V, d (48), e (48), i (57), the total front vowels are
153. Back vowels are much more frequent (318): a (110), o (93), u (115). The
total of V| is 471. Fancsaly’s data for V,: a (121), d (36), e (110), -3 (201), u
and /o (4); total 472 (to which & (4) and -2 (1) is to be added).

If we examine front-back harmony, the reconstructed ¢ and non-recon-
structed 3 strongly limit our possibilities. However, if we consider the corre-
spondence between front and back vowels in S to £ and 3 in R in V, position of
the comparative list and extrapolate it, then c. 50-50% of E represents front and
back vowels and c. 90% of 3 ,hides” back, 10% front vowels. If we re-calculate
the frequencies, the total number of front vowels in V, will be c. 115: ¢ (36), &
(4) and E (55), -3 (20). The total back vowels are 361: a (121), u, o/u (4), E (55),
3 (181). If we compare these figures with those of V, the extrapolation does not
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turn to be precise: the difference is c. 10% in favour of back vowels. The share
of back V; is lower (318 and not 361), that of front V, is higher (153 and not
115). The difference is c. 10% and is probably of various origins. It should be
re-examined in a detailed analysis.

The data of UEW admit a hypothesis of high-middle (HM) vs. low (L) oppo-
sition. The data of HM vowels in V| position are: e (110), 3 (201), w/o (4), total
315. Low vowels in V, position: d (48), a (110), total 158, are nearly equal to
the number of V, low vowels: d (36), a (121), total 157. The frequency of HM
vs. L opposition shows the dominance of HM over L in 2 : 1 ratio.

The frequency of high vowels in V; position is close to that of low vowels:
172 : 157. In V, position it is impossible to separate E and -3 according to high
and middle positions.

Such a cross-examination of etymons according to front-back harmony and
high-middle and low opposition contributed to the clarification of the high and
middle E sound and the not-reconstructable 3.

Examination of front-back vowel harmony and level opposition raises the
question of the evolution of the vowel system in Uralic. Greenberg (1989) dis-
cusses the problem of a kind of level harmony in the pronominal system of the
languages of Northern Eurasia, focusing on Indo-European. He presents the
problem of level harmony in Uralic studies briefly and then the arguments in
favour of an early system of level harmony in Uralic, which was similar to those
in other NEA proto-languages (ibid. 27). In his later work (Greenberg 1995), he
reconstructs the pronominal system of Eurasic in detail and also deals with the
Uralic pronouns.

First, I shall discuss the typological possibilities of an evolution of a level
harmony, typical of NEA languages, then I shall examine some questions of PU
pronominal system.

The level harmony in NEA can be presented in a generalized form:

In Uralic it was transformed into a front-back harmony at a later stage, ac-
cording to Greenberg. In my view, the phonological realization of the level har-
mony in Uralic was a system with two high vowels (i, ), a high middle e', mid-
dle-low ¢* and o, and a low a:
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This system underwent changes which were not very significant phonetically
but phonologically resulted in a new system of front-back harmony and an op-
position of high-middle and low levels, present in PU:

i u
e 0
d a

If we assume that a kind of level harmony existed at an early stage of PU and
the vowels of V| of UEW reflect this stage, then we can establish the following
percentages for high-middle (i, e, ) and low-middle (4, a, 0) groups: in V; high-
middle: i (57), e (48), u (115), total 220, against low-middle ¢ (48), a (110), o
(13), total 251. The V, vowels can be reconstructed for low vowels: d (36), a
(121) and their total number is close to that of V, (158). Let us assume that
among the etymons with final e (110) and the not-reconstructed 3 (201) the
share of 0 was similar to that of V, (c. 30% = 94) and the remaining V, vowels
(217) were high-middle, to which 4 etymons with # ~ o are to be added. Then
the total number of low-middle vowels (V; 251, V; 251) and high-middle vow-
els (V; 220, V, 221) reflects a relatively well balanced distribution. It can be
related to a level harmony proposed by Greenberg (1990) despite the hypotheti-
cal figures of e and 3 in V, position. The frequency data reflect the approxima-
tive quantitative correspondences between early and late Uralic, but cannot ac-
count for qualitative changes.

Initially there was no qualitative difference between the systems of V, and
V,. The loss of quality of vowels in V; took place during the change in the sys-
tem, when e could be both a front and a back vowel, but was clearly opposed to

- d. This explains why e in V; can be combined with both front and back vowels

and possibly correspond to early i, e, 4, 0 in V.

It would be an interesting problem for areal typology to compare the change
of vowel harmony, level opposition and the evolution of V, vowels in the proto-
languages of NEA area. These languages seem to manifest a number of ty-
pological possible routes, or to use my term, itineraries, from early level har-
mony to front-back harmony and from the relative preservation of V, vowel
quality to their loss under the condition of fixed accent. Another type of change
took place with non-fixed accent as in Proto-Indo-European.

The pronominal roots of PU are compared to those of other proto-languages
in Greenberg’s recent work (1995) and in UEW. I shall present the data of de-
monstrative and interrogative pronominal roots according to UEW. From its
references to other proto-languages only the languages are indicated without the
concrete forms. To the data of UEW I added references to the sections of
Greenberg’s monograph (1995), in which etymological items are examined.
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The demonstrative roots:

*e ’this’ U (cf. A, IE e, -i)(67-68); Greenberg I ~ E (ibid. 24)

*0 ~ *y ’that’ U (cf. Turk, IE) (332); Greenberg A ~ E (ibid. 30-31)

*td (~ *te ~ *ti) "this’(cf. Yuk, A, IE) (513-5); Greenberg T (ibid. 37)

*to ’that’ U (cf. Yuk, A, IE) (526-8); Greenberg T (ibid. 37)

*¢e ~ *¢i ’this, that’ U (33-4)

*nd (~ *ne ~ ?*ni) *this, that” FP, ?U (300-1)

*no *that’ EW, ?2U (306)

The interrogative roots:

*ke (*ki) *who’ EU, 2U (140) (cf. Yuk, A, IE) (140-1); Greenberg K (ibid.

167-8)

*ku- (~ *ko) *who, which, ?7what’ U (cf. Yuk, A, IE) (191-2); Greenberg K

(ibid. 167-8)

There is a differentiation between demonstrative pronouns with front and
back vowels indicating close and non-close distance. It is a characteristic of the
area and is absent in ¢e ¢i ’this, that’ which is of a later origin in Uralic (see 4).
A similar distinction in interrogatives seems to separate persons from non-
persons accompanied by further differentiation: *who’ vs. who, which ?, what’.
Both groups of pronouns express the fundamental oppositions with front and
back vowels.

The form of certain close demonstratives and interrogatives shows a twofold dif-
ferentiation of form: e ~ ?i and o ~ u or ke ~ ki and ku ~ ko. A threefold differentia-
tion can be found in close demonstratives: #i vs. fe ~ ti and nd vs. ne ~ ?ni, but the
corresponding distant demonstratives do not show such a distinction according to
UEW. There may be typologically possible alternative explanations for the different
expression of close demonstratives. For instance, the twofold distinction may reflect
an early stage when e stood for both e' (= ) and ¢’ (= d), the threefold distinction
shows the clear separation of e and 4. It is also possible that the threefold distinction
was originally twofold: ¢® and i where ¢” stood for e which later became d, then '
and i constituted a new opposition. It is a question for Uralic reconstruction to
choose one of the typologically possible alternatives. The fact that two forms of
distinction (twofold or threefold) exist is a typologically relevant characteristic of
Uralic. The analysis of pronouns should be complemented by other lexical parallels
in the protolanguages of the area which UEW makes reference to in the treatment of
dozens of etymons. This leads to typological characterization and comparison of the
evolution in the proto-languages of the area.

3.2. Vowels in Pre-Indo-European Roots

I shall deal with the phenomena of PrelE only as much as is necessary for its
typological characterization and comparison with Uralic, which was the closest
language in the Northern Eurasian area. The phonological comparison of these
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two languages at the stage of proto- and prelanguages can contribute to the
study of the earliest language contacts in the area, being the precondition for
both establishing lexical parallels and reconstructing macro-units. The unsolved
problems of phonology concentrated in vowel system despite its seeming sim-
plicity cause uncertainty in the comparison of etymons, which has an impact on
the whole study of the languages in an area. I found difficulties in this respect in
examination of the lexical parallels in Uralic and Dravidian and the situation
seems to be even more complex and problematic with Indo-European and Uralic
because of the profound differences between their vowel and accent systems.

3.2.1. Some Statistical Data of Late Proto-Indo-European
Décsy (1991: 21) presented the statistical data of frequency in Pokorny’s dic-
tionary:

short long sum
e (1060) e: (18) 1078
0 (406) o: (47) 453
a(336) a: (161) 497
i (120) i (37) 157
u (123) u: (51) 174

The data show the prevalence of e which was higher in the early proto-
language because o and a often arose as the result of the coloring effect of the
laryngeals on e. There was no vowel harmony in late Indo-European. The possi-
bility of high-low harmony in early proto-language will be discussed later. The
vowel system of Indo-European underwent important changes which are ty-
pologically relevant.

3.2.2. Some Characteristics of Indo-European Vowels

The Pre-Indo-European accent was dynamic and movable, phonologically rele-
vant, and it could be placed in different positions in a sequence of morphemes in
a word and change in a paradigm. The dynamic accentuation of Indo-European
constituted a pole opposed to Uralic fixed accent on the first root vowel. The
unaccented vowel was strongly reduced, however, in both proto-languages even
if not to the same degree.

The system of Indo-European vowels was triangular, beside i and # it had an
element denoted by V. The V usually had the timbre of an e-sound, rarely that
of a according to reconstruction of the earliest etymons. The three laryngeals
colored the timbre of the preceding or following V differently: H; did not affect
it, H, colored it as a, H; as o (cf. Gamkrelidze-Ivanov 1984: 158-161).

In the zero degree of apophonic variants of CVC structures with resonants
R), y, w, r, I, m, n, become syllabic i, u, 1; [, m, n, more precisely: RVC — RaC
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and CVR — CaR where both 2R and Ra — R, e.g. IE *t’ey-kl] : 'ap-k{H] —
*tiklh] . Lat dictus. In CVC structures, laryngeals, following or preceding the
reduced vowel, formed a syllable with it: e.g. IE *¢#'0oH®- : *t’2H°- — t’H-, Lat.
do: and datus (Past participle). In the same structures with obstruents, the re-
duced vowel could not form a vowel with the neighbouring consonants and ap-
pears as o: IE *g[ h]os-tlh]i Lat. hosti-s, sometimes e: *neblM/es- (< nablhl és),
Old-Church-Slavic nebo, nebese. The ablaut system was completed with the
long vowels corresponding to normal and reduced ones. Thus, the Indo-
European ablaut system could have a major role in grammar. (For details cf.
Gamkrelidze — Ivanov 1984: 152—-194). The change from prelanguage to Proto-
Indo-European was completed by a full-fledged ablaut system of a classical
system of vowels: i, #, e, o, a and by melodic accent which had no impact on
vowel quality. After having transmitted their palatal or velar-labial quality to the
neighbouring vowels the laryngeals became neutral. The transition to late proto-
language is very well presented by Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1984: 170-214),
and by Lehmann (1993: 117-139).

I have focused on an important characteristic of Pre-Indo-European: the im-
pact of consonants on vowel system. In a triangular system with a minimum
number of vowels, this could be more important, producing a number of variants
from which a fuller system may arise. Proto-Semitic had a typical triangular i, #,
a system, but Brockelmann (1908: 14) notes ,,Unter den sonantischen Vokalen
des Semitischen lassen sich fiir die Zwecke der Grammatik zunédchst nur die drei
Hauptklangfarben a, i, # mit ihren Léngen a., i:, u: aussondern, deren mannig-
fache Nuancen im wesentlichen durch die umgebenden Konsonanten bedingt
werden.” The Indo-European triangular system was not a typical one: the pho-
netic realization of V was not constant, therefore, the i, u, V did not constitute a
proper phonological system and was not stable. I think, it was transitory be-
tween two fuller, rather ,.classical” vowel systems: early Pre-Indo-European and
Proto-Indo-European.

The impact of consonants on vowels is a common phenomenon and was also
characteristic to Uralic according to Collinder (1965: 94): ,.In all the Uralic lan-
guages it has occurred that a vowel has been palatalized, labialized or velarized
through the influence of a neighbouring consonant or the vowel of the second
syllable.” Probably, a similar impact also existed in the proto-language. If the
quality of a root vowel under accent cannot be reconstructed, its front or back
character can often be established in UEW.

There is another, no less general tendency: the impact of vowels on conso-
nants. If the triangular system of Pre-Indo-European was preceded by another
with cardinal vowels and without radical reduction of unstressed vowels as hy-
pothesized by Greenberg 1990, then its ,.classical” vowels could have influ-
enced the consonants which resulted in palatal, neutral, back and rounded vari-
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ants of velar stops, laryngeals and the sibilant s (cf. Gamkrelidze — Ivanov 1984:
85-99, 214). Thus, the impact of laryngeals on vowels could have been pre-
ceded by an influence of vowels on consonants, but this could not be a simple
recompensatory process (like A + o > H° and H° + V > Ho), because the whole
system of Indo-European had previously changed.

The effect of front vowels on stops could not have been so strong in Indo-
European that the quality of consonants should have changed (e.g. # + e > ¢); it
did not even lead to phonemic oppositions like 7n ~#, I ~ I or s ~ § as in Uralic.

3.2.3. Vowels in Different Root and Base Structures

In PrelE there were basic morpheme structures: C°/ V-, VC° and C°/VC?®,.
When dealing with the vowel system and with the influence of consonants on
vowels, we did not make distinctions between different structures, and disre-
garded the earliest stage of apophony, now we should focus on these character-
istics of early PrelE.

In the prelanguages among the earliest etymons were roots with vowels not
participating in apophony; in other roots apophony was active, but was not
complete (Gamkrelidze-Ivanov 1984: 140-1).

The root structures CCVC and CVCC did not exist at the early stage, they
were formed later as derived structures, but became etymologically not analyz-
able, like the CVCCV structures in Uralic (cf. 5. on CVCCV structuring in
Uralic).

The root structure VC° (realized as VC and VS) is represented in the most
important primary verbs as *es- "to be’, *etr’ ’to eat’ etc., which had no ablaut
versions at the early stage and had an initial ¢ (Gamkrelidze-Ivanov 1984:
246-7).

The structure C°V- can appear in roots with final -i and - which were not
- subject to ablaut: *#'i- and d [y~ and in verbal suffixes like *Ha; to them the
pronominal roots and some particles should be added (Gamkrelidze — Ivanov
1984: 218, 245).

Thus, the primary vowel system of Pre-Indo-European, which was not sub-
ject to ablaut, consisted of e, a, i, u. The vowel e had particular importance
among the vowels in these structures and in the ones already participating in
ablaut at the early stage (CeC and CC-eC). Such structures included not only
roots but also bases. From the point of view of general phonology an e phoneme
has an ample variety of phonetic realizations, which can become separate pho-
nemes. In Proto-Uralic among the normal, stressed phonemes there is a front
middle e, a front low ¢ and a middle-back e (the phonemic status of which is not
clear) according to Rédei’s version; instead of e an y is reconstructed according
to Sammalahti’s variant. In unstressed position there is 4 and an e; the latter can
participate in both front and back harmony, thus, stands for front and back e in
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unstressed position according to Rédei’s version. When one compares the sys-
tem of normal vowels: i, e, d and u, o, e, a to that of reduced ones e, d, a, then i,
u, o lack in the latter and only the e can ,,stand for them” being a middle sound.
In Sammalahti’s version the normal vowels are front i, 4, e, d and back y, %, 0, a
(a@) opposed to reduced ones: i, y, d, a (a), here instead of e one finds i and y
which admits a complete front-back vowel harmony.

Two general conclusions can be made from the presentation of Uralic. First,
the wide phonetic range of e, the variants of which may or may not become
phonemes. Second, the uncertainty of phonological analysis within the range of
e sounds; it is particularly clear in the case of the unstressed e within the unac-
cented vowels and in the entire system of vowels according to Rédei’s recon-
struction on which the UEW is based. It seems likely that UEW followed truly
the reconstruction of phonetic realization of etymons; in Sammalahti’s version
the phonological reasoning seems to dominate, not without phonetic foundation
however.

In Indo-European behind the rather unusual frequency of e as V, there are
manifold realizations similar to those of Uralic e sounds. Among the other pos-
sible realizations of V there was also an a and an o sound which appear under
certain phonetic conditions.

Another characteristic of the earliest reconstructable stage of Indo-European
is the lack of a clear phonemic system. If one considers that in accented position
most vowel phonemes of Uralic are clearly distinguishable, but there are con-
siderable differences in the interpretation of unaccented vowels, which, how-
ever, effects the reconstruction of the whole vowel system, then the phonemic
evaluation of Indo-European will seem less strange. The scarcity of early clear
vowels without apophony, the dominance of apophonic variants with unstressed,
reduced root vowels, the strong influence of neighbouring consonants on the
vowels of accented and, especially, of unaccented syllables, the frequency of an
unclear e explain the uncertainty of phonetic reconstruction and its phonemic
interpretation. Lehmann (1993: 138-139) does not assume phonemes for the
earliest stage, even the phonetic shape of vowels appears unspecified when gen-
eralized in the evaluation of vowel and accent system. For the earliest stage A
he reconstructs three sets of consonants (obstruents, resonants, laryngeals) and
nonsegmental syllabicity. In stage B under maximum stress a vowel [e] appears,
under minimum stress the vocalic allophones of resonants, to them an [e:] is
added if an [e] stands before a syllable which has lost its syllabicity. Phonemes
appear only in stage C: [e e: €], of which [e] has allophones in the neighbour-
hood of vowel-coloring laryngeals [e a o].

We can treat Pre-Indo-European as a reconstructed system which will never
represent a concrete functioning language; however, one should not forget that
our objective is to know as much as possible about its functioning even in pho-
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nology where the etymons are in the foreground. In the pre-language the major
variant of a phonological word was a root with a possible, even frequent, for-
mative element and clitics, most probably enclitics, attached to the noun stem
and person suffixes added to verbal bases. Both the clitics and the suffixes re-
lated the word to the rest of the sentence. The noun base functioning as subject
or object also had suffixes denoting active, animate persons or inactive objects,
beings. In my view, it is possible to hypothesize that they were of pronominal
origin and were clitics at the beginning. The verbal person suffixes could also
have been clitics in an early stage like in Uralic. The fact that certain suffixes
did not participate in apophony can be explained by their independence from the
word: when the apophony was being completed and extended to the whole of
the base, they were still clitics.

3.2.4. On the Stage Preceding Pre-Indo-European

Greenberg (1990: 119-121) assumes that the Indo-European vowel system
emerging from Northern Eurasian could be presented by the opposition of high
and low vowels reflecting level harmony:

High i e u
Low e a<o0,0;

where 0, is a stable o not alternating with e. Greenberg’s article was devoted to
the presentation of the different vowel systems in Northern Eurasian proto-
“languages and did not deal with the evolution of early Indo-European to Pre-
Indo-European examined by me. I consider Greenberg’s systems as a typologi-
cal hypothesis for one of the stages preceding the reconstructed forms of Indo-
European and Uralic. Greenberg’s article did not deal with accentuation. The
other Western Eurasian languages (Uralic, Yukaghir and the three languages of
the Altaic group) had fixed accent on the first root syllable. Such accent can be
hypothesized only for the earliest period of Pre-Indo-European, if it is accept-
able at all. From the point of view of Pre-Indo-European, free accent can be
reconstructed with certainty. It could be on the root vowel according to the tes-
timony of some lexemes (like the primary verbs of VC structure), but also be-
yond the root; the CC-eC -apophonic variants shows a clear tendency to
»postroot” accentuation. The dynamic accent was later replaced by melodic
accentuation in Proto-Indo-European.

The early free accent must not lead to the reduction of unaccented syllables,
to their ,,obscuring”, but later it certainly did. Similar ,,obscuring”: the loss of
quality of unaccented vowels took place in Uralic; it caused changes in the
quantity of vowels in the Altaic group: Mongolian and Manchu-Tungus; in
Turkic, however, the unaccented vowel was lost. The whole process was ac-
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companied by the, probably increasing, impact of consonants on vowels, espe-
cially in unaccented position: when the vowel was losing its quality, the conso-
nants preserved their basic palatal, velar or neutral characteristics and when the
apophonic situation required normal vowels, the consonants contributed to its
coloring.

The e phonemes occupied a special role in the vowel system: they partici-
pated in both level harmonies according to Greenberg’s scheme. During the
transformation of the vowel system the ,elasticity” of e made possible the
change of both accented and unaccented vowels into an e sound and viceversa.
From a phonological point of view the old vowel system was disrupted and a
new one arose; also in this process the e-sound had an important role (cf.
Lehmann 1993: 138-139).

Fixed and free accent can co-occur in a genetic group (such as Slavic) or in
the languages of an area. The accent can change from fixed to free and vice-
versa. The unaccented syllable can be reduced and then even disappear. These
phonological factors are well known. The change of initial CVC(V) root struc-
tures of PIE and PU were complemented with a new element. In Uralic the ac-
cent was fixed on the root and the V; in C,V,C,V; + C3V; was lost and the re-
sulting structure underwent reduction. At present, we can not say if there was
any difference in the process and in the result of the reduction of the last vowel
of CVCV and CVCCV. There is no consensus even on the last stage of the re-
duction. In Indo-European the accent was free. The CVC structure could change
in a way similar to Uralic: CVCC, if the accent was on the root as in Uralic.
However, if the accent was on the new element, the result was a different CCVC
which was impossible in Uralic.

Greenberg’s reconstruction accounts for the state of Eurasic, but its change
to Indo-European, to Uralic and to Altaic is to be clarified. My typological re-
marks started from the earliest reconstructed stage but did not reach Eurasic,
they could not fill the ,,gap”.

4. Vowels and Consonants: Possible Palatalization in Pre-Uralic.

I shall use the term Pre-Uralic because the examined stage of Uralic preceded
Proto-Uralic, however it is not identical with an earlier stage emerging from a
possible reconstruction of Eurasic. I assume that both Rédei’s and Sammala-
hti’s reconstructions are based on the facts of Proto-Uralic; they cannot be
reconciled within the description of Proto-Uralic, but contain important ele-
ments for the internal reconstruction of an earlier stage: Pre-Uralic. When
reconstructing Pre-Uralic I use the statements of general phonology concern-
ing palatalization, which is the major issue to be discussed (Bhat 1978). It will
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be introduced by a treatment of the vowel system, relevant also to palatali-
zation.

In the presentation I shall follow the order which is opposite my concrete re-
search: the major statements will precede the data of Uralic etymons of which
only the safe reconstructions will figure (U according to UEW and the Proto-
Uralic etymons of Sammalahti’s list: 1988: 536—41). As my discussion aims to
open further research and is problematic, I shall present all data relevant to the
topic, which extends to 70% of Uralic etyma in UEW. The data of UEW will be
reduced to phonemic form without indicating meaning and page.

4.1. On the Vowel System

As we have seen, there could be a plausible systemic correspondence between
Northern Eurasian (Eurasic) and Uralic vowel system: high i > i, e; > e, u > u,
low e, > d, a (< 0y) > a, 0, > o. Beside these systemic changes, there could be
more or less frequent changes: back movement with or without rounding: i > 4,
i >y, e > e without rounding and a > @ with rounding. In this way we arrive at
the systems proposed by Sammalahti and Rédei. Front movement with the pos-
sible loss of rounding could also be possible: u > y, i > i.

In the process of reduction of V,, u and o were changed according to both
versions. The resulting system shows the opposition of high and low (Samma-
lahti) or middle and low (Rédei) vowels. The front-back opposition was relevant
in both: i and y, 4 and » (Sammalahti); e and e, ¢ and a (Rédei) because e could
follow both front and back V; vowels.

The change of , o0 in V; position could give a rounding colouring of the pre-
ceding consonant which could have been transferred to Vi: i, y > u, ii; e, e > 0,
d > 4, a > 4. In this way, these unrounded vowels were changed into rounded
which also implied back movement.

The front movement preceded back movement and the latter took place after
palatalization of the consonants preceding front vowels.

4.2. On a possible process of palatalization

According to Ruhlen’s data (1976) and Décsy’s diachronic generalizations
(1991: 19), the system of Uralic stops: p, ¢, k was not preceded by an earlier
stage in which there were voiced pairs: b, d, g. Voiced m, n, [, , w, j have hardly
undergone any changes. The sibilants are widespread in the languages of the
world, but Proto-Dravidian had no sibilants. The affricates are infrequent in
certain areas and Indo-European has no affricates.

Palatalization is a frequent diachronic process, it was characteristic to Uralic
and also took place in the Altaic group. In the process of palatalization a feature
can be added: 7, [', § or the palatalized consonant can be changed: ¢ and k
change into an affricate or a sibilant. The probability of the palatalization of ¢ is
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more certain because of its low frequency in UEW. I hypothesize that palatali-
zation changed the stop ¢ and possibly k into affricates which was probably a
complex process. The diachronic process will be different according to the re-
construction of the late PU: if one assumes two affricates as in UEW, one retro-
flex (cacuminal) affricate (as Sammalahti) or a palatalized stop ¢ and an af-
fricate ¢ (Décsy). The phonetic realization of the consonant resulting from
palatalization could vary in dialects and chronologically. The possible cacumi-
nal feature of ¢ in PU is typologically secondary.

The vowel after palatalized consonants is expected to be a front vowel, but
also back vowels are found. This fact requires the analysis of etymons for an
explanation. In Proto-Tungus and Proto-Mongol (Menges 1968: 36, Doerfer
1964: 44, Sinor 1988: 736) ¢ and dZ derive from ¢ and d; in Mongol ¢ and d
never occur before ir and i (Doerfer 1964: 44). In order to make my argument
clear I shall briefly present the results of examination of the data with my inter-
pretation. The analysis will be focused on C,V,.

1. The lack of palatalization before front vowels. The stop k can rarely be
found before front vowels: ke (1), ki/kii (4) of 52 cases; ¢ only occurs in the pro-
nominal etymon td (~ ti ~ ti), in tire (tire) and tdwa (the total is 16). In most
cases both 7 and # are reconstructed. The s is more frequent followed by front
vowels: sd (4), se (4), si (2) of 19 occurrences; the same is valid for n: ni (4 of
10): [ is rare (1 of 6). The variation /s shows the result of back movement, e
could have a back variant. All these cases require further analysis.

2. The front and back vowels after consonants, resulting from palatalization.
The affricate ¢ is followed by back vowels: ¢a (2), ¢o (1), éu (1). The J'is infre-
quent and precedes front vowels: d'e (1) and &' (1). The ¢ is relatively frequent
and is followed by both back and front vowels: éo (1), ¢u (1), éda (1), ée (3), ¢éo
(1). The I’ is followed only by back vowels: /'a (1), I'o (1), 'u (1); the # by both
back and front vowels: na (1), #io (4), nu (1) and ne (4), #i (1). A typologically
plausible explanation could be the following: front vowels were preserved when
they had no rounding effect of C,; if C, was followed by V, = u, o, velarization
and rounding was trasmitted to C, and then to V;. There is a similar process in
Slavic languages: e following palatal consonants becomes o before any non-
palatal consonant or consonant cluster under accent (e.g. Cornyy).

3. If the palatalized consonant is in medial position, the situation is more
complex and the following vowels often can not be reconstructed. If we have
C,V,, then & of the V, vowels are not reconsructed; in the 14 cases left, we
find back vowels in 8 etymons: éa (3), ¢a (3), na (2), in 6 cases we have front
vowels. In consonant clusters, the palatalized consonant can be the second
element of the cluster, but in 6 of 9 etymons V, can not be reconstructed. The
palatalized consonant can also be the first element of a cluster in 9 etymons,
C, being ¢, ¢: here, one can assume that the lost vowel was a front one which
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caused palatalization. If we find a final back V,, it needs explanation. How-
ever, the change of front into back vowels in final position is typologically
possible (cf. Rus. f'ot’a).

My explanations were conjectures of typological nature: they were based on
the facts of general phonology, including the proto-languages of the area, and
were motivated by a hypothesis on early Uralic, supported by the facts of Proto-
Uralic. Their foundation can not be falsified, but their validity for Uralic is to be
verified. This is a task for Uralic reconstruction. All etymons should be exam-
ined, and this is presented in the next section. I mentioned the weakness of ty-
pological conjecture from the point of view of reconstruction. However, it also
has advantages in hypothesizing possible processes to be studied in a research
programme.

Palatalization was a fundamental process in Uralic but it must be clarified in
detail in relation to each phomene which underwent palatalization, considering
vowels provoking it. There could be stages before, during and after palataliza-
tion in which the different factors of palatalization are to be accounted for.
Palatalization must be related to fricativization, (e.g. in the case of § & and
possibly s, §) which was not mentioned before. Similarly, vowel harmony and its
change makes part of the internal reconstruction of Uralic. In the preceding sec-
tion I tried to contribute to the clarification of these processes.

4.3. The Presentation of Data with Further Remarks
I have analyzed nearly 70% of the certain Uralic etymons which are or could be
relevant to palatalization:

(1) all etymons with initial k-, #-, n-, /-, s- without palatalization, analyzing
those with i/4, e, d in V position;

(2) all etymons with initial or internal #, I, §, ¢ ¢, § O which certainly or
probably result from palatalization.

The following presentation of Uralic etymons can be compared to a complete
analysis of PU and PFU in Bakro-Nagy’s book (1993).

1. Etymons with initial %, ¢, », /, s. The numeric distribution according to C,
and V, positions:

Ci/V, a d o e u i slsl3 total
k I - 11 1 23 4 2 52
t 1 2 - 6 1 2 18
n 1 - - 2 3 4 - 10
I 2 - - - 2 1 6
s 1 4 5 1 5 2 1 19

total 16 6 22 4 39 12 6 105
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The share of front vowels in V; position is low (22 of 105), especially after £
(5 of 52) and ¢ (3 of 18). After £, ¢, n, [, s the percentage of front vowels is lower
than in V| position in general: 20.1% : 32.5%, the differences are considerable
in the case of e — 3.8% : 10.2% and & — 5.7% : 10.2%, but not for i — 11.4% :
12.1%. This is caused by the infrequency of front vowels following £, ¢. The
data are reliable but approximate, because Décsy counted all Uralic etymons,
not only the certain ones.

In the Uralic etymons of UEW the initial k- and #- were followed by front
vowels but rarely; however in Finno-Ugric the frequency of front vowels in V,
position is much higher: kd (9), ke (20), ki (16, i/ii — 12), k + & (1) — 46 etymons
of 85; td (5), te (7), ti (4, i/ii — 3) — 16 etymons of 24.

The number of etymons with initial » is lower in FU that in U: 4 of 8 have
front vowel in V; position: nd (3), ni (1). The frequency of front vowels after / is
relatively high: 10 of 18: i (4), le (4), li (2, i/ii — 1). The distribution of vowels
after s- is similar: 10 front vowels of 17: sd (6), se (1), si (i/%i — 2), s& (1).

The evaluation of these data from the point of view of possible palatalization
seems to indicate that (1) vowel e could also be velar in PreU; (2) the number of
front vowels was very low after &, ¢ and also », but the number of the latter is
small; (3) in Finno-Ugric the share of front vowels is much higher after £ and ¢
which can show that in the new etymons front vowels had no palatalizing effect,
because palatalization was no longer active. However, such an assumption
should be checked on the evolution of PFU to dialects. The forms of the ety-
mons show a late stage, not of PreU, this explains the fact that the variation i/
is equally high in the Uralic and Finno-Ugric etymons.

2. Etymons with initial palatalized consonants #, [, §, ¢é, &, §, d of Uralic ori-
gin: C; and V| positions:

CiV, a d o e u i & total
n 1 - 4 4 1 2 1 13
I 1 - 1 — 1 - - 3
§ 3 - 1 1 2 5 12
é — 1 1 3 1 1 1 8
é 2 - 1 - 1 - = 4
§ - - 1 - 1 - - 2
& - - - 1 - 1 - 2

total 7 1 9 9 7 9 2 44

~ The distribution of vowels: front vowels after 7 (6), I’ (0), 5 (5), ¢ (5), §'(2),
total 18; back vowels after 7 (7), I (3), § (6), ¢ (4), & (4), § (2), total 26; the sec-
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ondary variants with back vowels after 7: rie (#i0) (3), increase the number of
back vowels.

The combination of palatalized consonant and back vowel in C{V, is the
problematic issue in these etymons. Such combinations are usually followed by
a non-palatalized consonant and a back vowel or one which cannot be recon-
structed and may derive from u or o. The presence of e in the V, position of
CVCV structures occurs only in role (ho:le), suwe and e could be a back e.
Etymons with internal consonant clusters can derive from C,V,C,V, structures,
similar to those we have seen, however, the consonant cluster with a second
non-palatalized element could have the same effect as the single consonant. The
instances in which a syllable with a back vowel is followed by another with
palatalized consonant: ¢oc¢3 (¢aca), ¢uc3, and those with variation né/¢ in ¢aca
(¢ancs), éancs (¢ac3) do not fit into the generalization: palatalized consonant +
back vowel + non-palatalized consonant; they require further elaboration. Actu-
ally, in Russian we can find similar examples: Rus. #'of’a. In sojwa the w in C;
position could cause rounding of the vowel.

The following consonant groups occur in C, position after initial palatalized
consonant and back vowel: sonants (18), p (2), £ (1), (1), ¢ (2).

I have also examined Sammalahti’s list. Its data seem to confirm the obser-
vations made on UEW.

In consonant clusters, palatalized consonants are infrequent (ca. 30). The
possible conclusions are uncertain, because the vowel after C, is lacking and the
final vowel after C; cannot be reconstructed in half of the etymons.

5. Roots and Syllables

5.1. Methodological Questions

The objective of this paper is the comparison of PIE and PU root structures
contributing to the areal typology of Central Eurasian protolanguages. Root was
a unit of etymology which can be reconstructed by phonological and semantic
procedures and cannot be segmented into smaller units by etymological recon-
struction. Root is a morpheme of the given proto-language and is not usually
examined from the point of view of syllable structuring. Etymological phonol-
ogy analyzes the consonants, vowels and their combinations in roots of proto-
languages. My article, being a chapter of a future book, was written when
Bakré-Nagy’s work (1992) was in the process of publication. Her book focuses
on the synchronic analysis of PU and PFU and their diachronic comparison. In
the last chapter she treats the problem of syllables, from the point of view of
syllable theory, in detail. I have analyzed only PU but in comparison to early
PIE in an areal framework. This required the presentation of the phonology of
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both protolanguages as much as it was necessary for my main objective and for
readers who are familiar only with PU or PIE and those who are interested only
in areal linguistics. As Bakr6-Nagy (1992) also analyzed PFU roots from the
point of view of syllable theory, I have also found it useful to consider this as-
pect from the point of view of a comparison with early Indo-European. Given
the differences between the two approaches: syllable theory and typological
oriented areal linguistics, it is necessary to make some comments on the rela-
tionship between syllable theory and typology.

Both subsystem typologies and phonological theories must meet the require-
ments of interpreted theoretical systems: ,,by (a) specifying a list of characteris-
tics with which the theory is to deal, (b) by formulating a set of hypotheses in
terms of those characteristics, (c) giving those characteristics an empirical inter-
pretation, which assigns to the theory a specific domain of application, and (d),
as a long-range objective, incorporating the theoretical system, as a special case,
into a more comprehensive theory.” (Hempel 1965: 171).

These criteria, established for typology, are fundamental. The difference
between typology and phonological theory lies in the focus. A subsystem ty-
pology must be based on a representative sample of languages. This requirement
cannot be satisfied by a single theory but phonological theories covering a large
number of languages, whose study is relevant for the given subsystem. The co-
existence of a number of approaches raises the problem of clarification of terms
and the hypotheses based on them. In her state-of-art article, Blevins (1995:
234) is aware of the differences concerning the fundamental topics within sylla-
ble theories: ,,it should be clear that sonority scales, models of syllable internal
structure, and syllabification algorithms are almost as numerous as the research-
ers working on these topics.” However, she arrived at this concluding remark
after having found the consensus on basic terms and on a number of generaliza-
tions concerning syllable structuring, including those of typological character. It
is natural that ,,agreement is by no means universal concerning the precise na-
ture of the syllable” (Blevins 1995: 205), the diversity in interpretation also
exists in general typology. This follows from the very nature of interpretative
theoretical systems.

Blevins (1995: 212) differentiates syllable theories on the basis of funda-
mental terms and their combinations of syllable structuring: ,,Models of sylla-
ble-internal structure (a) Flat structure (i.e. no subconstituents but segments
themselves)... (b) Moraic approaches... (¢) Binary branching with Body: ¢ —
Body Coda; Body — Onset Nucleus... (d) Ternary branching: ¢ — Onset Nu-
cleus Coda... (¢) Binary branching with Rime: ¢ — Onset Rime; Rime — Nu-
cleus Coda”.

I think that syllable exists and it can be segmented. This excludes models
~of (a). Bakré-Nagy (1992) found Venneman’s approach in group (b) most
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suitable. I can but agree with her because Venneman also considers language
change.

The basic terms of syllabic theory and typology are presented in Bakro-
Nagy’s book, I shall examine only complex terms based on them. However, I
shall first examine sonority sequencing generalizations which are fundamental
in analyses of syllables and beyond. In syllable theories most proposals attempt
to account for them ,,by ranking phones on a sonority scale” (Blevins 1995:
213). The scale has two end-points: the most consonantal and the most sonorous
poles. The scale can be established by starting from one of the end-points. Ven-
neman (1989: 9) formulates the scale according to increasing consonantal
strength: low vowels, mid vowels, high vowels, central liquids (r-sounds), lat-
eral liquids (J-sounds), nasals, voiced fricatives, voiceless fricatives, voiced
plosives, voiceless plosives. In a typological analysis of initial and final conso-
nant clusters, Greenberg (1978: 270) formulates the scale of preference for con-
sonants, also considering glottals and points of articulation: ,,In absolute terms
unvoiced obstruents are preferred over voiced, voiced sonants are preferred over
unvoiced, non-glottalized consonants are preferred over glottalized, liquids are
preferred over nasals, and the dental-alveolar point of articulation is preferred
over other positions.”

Greenberg (1978) treats the word initial and final combination which can be
syllable onsets (heads) and offsets (codas). Therefore, his chief conclusions
summarized in terms of objective preferences are also relevant for syllables. The
examination of Proto-Dravidian root final consonants shows that ,,homorganic
nasals+obstruents are preferred over heterorganic nasalstobstruents” (ibid.
270), because only homorganic clusters are admitted. For PIE CVCC and CCVC
root his preference law is valid: ,,In relation to the peak of the syllable, combi-
nations are favored in which sonants are closer to the peak than obstruents”
because the roots have the patterns CVRC and CRVC (where R is a sonant).

The presentation of typological preferences has led us to the laws of heads and
codas. On the basis of existing literature on syllable theory, Blevins (1995) es-
tablishes constraints on simple onsets and codas: ,,while simple member onsets
appear to be unrestricted cross-linguistically, many languages with simple member
codas allow only a small class of segments to occupy coda position” (ibid. 227).
However, ,.the nature of coda constraints is ultimately an empirical question ...
within a single language such constraints can be representative both of preferred
sonority profiles and the idiosyncratic residue of historical change” (ibid. 229).

For the Uralic syllable the problems appear in the analysis of the coda which
cannot be separated from the head. Venneman uses the term ,,shell” for the un-
ion of the head (onset) and coda (offset). The preference laws of shell follow
from those of their components. They manifest the laws of their union and con-
tain a certain amount of redundancy: ,.it follows from the Coda and Nucleus
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Laws that a syllable will be the more preferred, the less the Consonantal
Strength of the offset is, and from the Head Law that a syllable will be the more
preferred the greater the Consonantal Strength of the onset is. The laws do not
restrict this to syllables in isolation.” (Venneman 1988: 12).

The preferences existing between syllables follow from the laws regulating
internal structuring of syllables. Two well-formed syllables should be combin-
ed: ,,A syllable contact A$B is the more preferred, the less the Consonantal
Strength of the offset of A and the greater the Consonantal Strength of the onset
of B” (Venneman 1988: 40).

5.2. On Uralic

The typical early Uralic, Altaic and Dravidian root contains a syllable with one
onset consonant. It is followed by a vowel nucleus which is a short vowel in
Uralic, and a short or long vowel in Altaic and Dravidian. These proto-
languages differ in the shaping of coda. We are first interested in Uralic and
Finno-Ugric. It will be compared to Indo-European, which represents a root-
formation typologically different from these proto-languages, by possible two-
consonant heads and apophony.

Bakro-Nagy (1992) described Uralic and Finno-Ugric syllable structuring in
detail. She arranged Finno-Ugric phonemes on a sonority scale which is a vari-
ant of the generally accepted preference hierarchy: glides (w, y), liquids (r, I, ['),
nasals (m, n, i, 5), fricatives (¢, ¢ §, s, 5, 6, &', v). Bakro-Nagy (1992: 143) ap-
plies Venneman’s criteria of well-formedness and indicates the problems in the
study of PFU syllables: ,,The criteria of syllable well-formedness can be stated
in terms of the sonority values of constituents as follows. A syllable is well-
formed if its nucleus is the most sonorous constituent and its margins are less
sonorous; in addition, the consonantal strength of the onset is to surpass that of
the coda (in other words, the onset is to be less sonorous than the coda). The
first part of the criterion is clearly met by PFU syllables since their nucleus is a
vowel, the most sonorous type of segment. However, the second part cannot be
assessed until we find out where the syllable boundaries are, hence which mor-
pheme-internal segments belong to the initial syllable and which to noninitial
syllable.”

My analysis of Uralic roots, oriented to a comparison with Indo-European in
an areal typology perspective, has revealed shell preferences and focused on the
problem of final consonant clusters, but without considering the problems of
syllables, which was the topic of the last chapter of Bakro-Nagy’s book. If we
consider the similarity of empirical statements in the two independent studies
and the isomorphism in the phonological theory and typology approaches, the
characterization of PFU syllables, also compared with PU in Bakré-Nagy’s
book, are also valid for this work.
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Syllabification of CVCV roots divides it into two syllables C,V +C,V. If
there is a two-consonantal coda with a final vowel, the root must be segmented
in C,V,C, and C;V,. However, syllables of CVC structure contradict the widely
accepted principle of open syllables in Uralic. Décsy (1990: 35) notes that
among them ,,we find a disproportionately high number of uncertain etymolo-
gies and apparent affect creations”. This fact should be considered. However,
such syllables exist and require analysis. The evidence in Bakrd-Nagy (1992)
and in this article shows that in root C,V,C,C;V,; the set of C; and C; is similar
and differs from that of C,. This fact gives rise to two questions: (1) is the first
syllable (C,V,C,) well-formed, and (2) does the last consonant (C,) of the coda
of the first syllable constitute a well-formed contact with the onset (C;) of the
second syllable ? As we have seen, contact laws derive from the coda and onset
laws: a well-formed coda must be followed by a well-formed onset. Bakro-Nagy
(1992: 146) has found ,that 60.3% of the morphemes having an intervocalic
cluster are well-formed if syllabified between the two consonants.” My data
corroborate this statement. However, 40% of roots which do not manifest well-
formed syllable contacts remain. Bakré-Nagy (1992: 151) formulated two ques-
tions to be answered: ,,First, can we assume closed syllables to have existed in
PFU ? Second, is it necessarily the case that cluster-initial syllables are to be
excluded on the basis that morpheme initial PFU syllables do not begin with a
cluster ? The answer will be quite straightforward. Closed syllables are to be
reckoned with; but branching onsets cannot be excluded either.” The novelty of
the answers is in the admittance of branching onsets which require a careful
analysis of roots containing not well-formed clusters in contact position. It
should also consider Décsy’s statement.

However, the major problem is presented by the second syllable of root in-
ternal clusters also indicated in my article. Bakro-Nagy (1992: 152) hypothe-
sizes that the second consonant of the root internal cluster ,,may not have be-
longed to the root in an earlier period but may have been part of a suffix (earlier
still a free morpheme) that had agglutinated to the root”. Such a hypothesis is
possible typologically. I have examined all roots with -CC- clusters in order to
establish the possible functions of the last consonant, comparing them with the
Uralic suffixes in Décsy’s book (1990: 58—66). There is no simple correspon-
dence and the problem requires further study. However, 1 agree with Bakro-
Nagy in the assumption of an earlier stage in which the second consonants rep-
resented an independent element. I would call them formants which also appear
in other proto-languages. They form new lexemes without reaching the specifi-
cation of suffixes. We can assume that in an earlier stage CVCV roots were
dominant and free formants of CV structure were attached to them first as cli-
tics, later as components of the roots. Such an assumption corresponds to the
principle of open syllables. In the roots, reconstructed in Uralic etymologies,
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this principle was partially lost. As we are dealing with syllables, the structuring
of the whole word should be considered in evolution. The roots with -CC-, i.e.
the suffixes of a single consonant, are indicators of changes.

Uralic and Finno-Ugric had the opposition according to palatalization (! : [, n :
7, s : 8, 8:8") and affricates and fricatives which may originate from the palatali-
zation of 7 and £. A historical typologist is inclined to assume a process of palatali-
zation in the early history of Uralic. The data of many etymons corroborate such a
hypothesis. The process is not simple and requires further study. Palatalization
affects well-formedness of CVC syllables when stops change into affricates and
fricatives. Sonority contrast between the head and the coda is weakened by such
palatalization. We can assume that onsets were somewhat better-formed when
stops ¢, k did not undergo palatalization. If palatalization took place in the CVCV
stage it had no impact on well-formedness. It is possible that the correlation of
these processes helps to clarify the early history of Uralic.

5.3. On Indo-European, compared to Uralic

I have analyzed PIE root patterns and some constraints on their structuring (2).
The C°VC?°, C°VC°C® and C°C°VC® structures will be examined from the point
of view of well-formedness. I shall use C° for consonants without specification, C
denotes obstruents, R resonants and H laryngeals. If we accept Décsy’s hierarchy
of sonority (1987: 54), laryngeals are the least sonoric consonants. Therefore HVC
is well-formed and HVR manifests a high degree of well-formedness: there is non
HVH pattern. The well-formedness of the CVC pattern depends on the specific
characteristics of the obstruents which can be voiceless with possible aspiration
and glottals. Also the place of articulation is to be considered for stops. The CVR
pattern is well-formed, CVH is not. The variants with sonoric onset are problem-
atic. The well-formedness of RVR depends on the degree of sonority of head and
coda resonants. RVC and RVH are not well-formed. This is valid from the point
of view of cross-linguistic preferences. However, Indo-European resonants
(semivowels, /, r, m, n) admit particular rules for changing into vowels and conso-
nants which may figure as a nucleus of syllables. In the C°VC°C® patterns the
second consonant is always a resonant and these patterns are well-formed because
R is in the coda and is the closest consonant to the nucleus. In C°C°VC® pattern
the second consonant is a resonant and the head is weli-formed.

The great majority of Indo-European roots are well-formed. The list of ety-
mons in Gamkrelidze and Ivanov’s book (1995, 2: 109-38) contains about two
dozens of RVC or RVH roots (cf. *yak- ’sacred’, *wet’- *water’, *loH- *pour’,
*met - *measure, weigh’, *nas- *nose’, *retl- ’run, roll’). The RVR pattern usu-
ally gives well-formed roots.

In Indo-European the historical evolution of root structuring starts with the
CeC pattern, followed by CeCC and then CCeC in the later stages (using Ben-
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veniste’s scheme). The ill-formed CeC patterns raise the question of whether the
root had a final vowel, especially in the CeC stage (cf. Décsy 1991: 38). How-
ever, a final vowel is not reconstructed even in the early stage of PIE. Also the
dominance of resonants in the C, position in CeCC and CCeC suggests the
search for the historical origin of such uniformity. Reconstruction of the earliest
stage should complement the later evolution of Indo-European roots. The well-
formedness of roots gave rise to ablaut processes. If the accent was transferred
from the roots, the original vowel dropped to zero grade and the resonant be-
came the nucleus of the syllable.

In Uralic the accent was fixed, the resonants had no similar role and the
evolution of PU and PIE followed typologically different routes. At the earliest
stage the two proto-languages were close but the existing differences (lack of
final vowel, accent placement) gave rise to two different paths of change.
Apophony also distinguished Indo-European from Altaic and Dravidian.
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VARGA LASZLO

Két fohangsulyt tartalmazé magyar szavak
ritmikai hangsulyvaltozasa

This article examines two kinds of Hungarian Rhythmical Variation: Trochaic
Reversal and Final Weakening. Both occur in double-accented words like e.g.
‘tizen'hdrom ['13'] and involve the loss of one of the pitch accents of the word
embedded in a phrase. Thus 'pont 'tizen'hdrom ['exactly 13'] may become 'pont
tizen'hdrom (this is called Trochaic Reversal), and 'tizen'hdrom 'pont ['13
points'] may become 'tizenhdrom 'pont (in Final Weakening). However, the two
kinds of change are not quite symmetrical in their range of application: Trochaic
Reversal occurs in only a subset of the words affected by Final Weakening.

The article examines various frameworks in search for the most adequate
analysis (including Selkirk 1984, Hayes 1984, Hayes 1995, Kager — Visch 1988,
Gussenhoven 1991), and then suggests that Final Weakening should be regarded
as a P1 (post-lexical) rule (in the sense of Kaisse 1985, 1990), and Trochaic Re-
versal as a precompiled (lexical) rule (in the sense of Hayes 1990). The analysis
proposed preserves the advantages of the accent-based approach developed in
Gussenhoven 1991, but it splits the unitary account offered by Gussenhoven (for
English) and offers two rules for Hungarian. The split analysis expresses the
asymmetry that exists between the two kinds of Rhythmical Variation in Hun-
garian.

An English version of the article appeared under the title ,,Rhythmical Variation
in Hungarian” in Phonology 15 (1998): 227-266.

1. Bevezeté'

Ez a tanulmany azt a kérdést vizsgalja, hogy bizonyos, két féhangsulyt tartal-
mazé (roviden: kéthangsilyn) magyar szavak, pl. 'tizen'egy, miért veszithetik
el hol elsb, hol méasodik f6hangsulyukat, ha nagyobb szintagmaba agyazva
mondjuk ki 8ket, pl. 'fél tizen'egy, 'tizenegy 'jdtékos. (A ' jel fohangsulyt jelosl
az utana 4ll6 szétagon.)® A két valtozatot létrehozé folyamatokat 6sszefogla-

! Ez a tanulmany a Phonology 15. kétetében megjelent dolgozatom (Varga 1998) magyar nyel-
vii valtozata. Koszonettel tartozom mindazoknak, akik a dolgozat irdsa sordn tanacsaikkal, meg-
jegyzéseikkel és kérdéseikkel segitették munkamat, valamint a Phonology két ismeretlen biral6ja-
nak, akiknek véleményeibdl sok mindent hasznositottam.

% A fohangsalyrél bévebben a 2.1-ben lesz sz6.

Nyelvtudomanyi K6zlemények 96. 44-89.
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l6an ritmikai hangsilyvaltozasnak fogjuk nevezni. Latni fogjuk, hogy mig a
masodik féhangsilyat minden kéthangsilyu szé elveszitheti, az elsé foéhang-
suly elvesztése a kéthangsililyi szavaknak csak egy sziikebb kérében lehetsé-
ges. A ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas kétféle folyamata a magyarban tehat aszim-
metrikus.

A ritmikai hangsulyvaltozasnak megfeleld jelenségek mas nyelvekben mar
korabban felkeltették a fonologusok érdeklodését. Legrészletesebben az angol-
ban irtak le 6ket (v6. pl. Liberman — Prince 1977), de foglalkoztak veliik a né-
metben, a lengyelben (l. err6l Hayes 1984) és a hollandban is (v6. Gussenhoven
1983, Kager — Visch 1988). A magyar nyelvben gyakorlatilag még feltaratlanok;
eddig tudtommal csak két angol nyelvii dolgozat foglalkozott veliik (Varga
1994a, 1998).

A jelen tanulmany nemcsak bemutatja a magyar ritmikai hangsilyvalto-
zast, hanem a metrikus fonoldgiai elmélet szamara beléle ad6dé tanulsagokat
is megtargyalja. A 2. rész roviden Osszefoglalja a magyar szavak és szintag-
mak hangsilyozasat, és bemutatja a magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas tényeit.
A 3. rész el6szor Selkirk (1984) racsalapi modelljét hasznalja e tények ma-
gyarazatara, am a modell alkalmazasa silyos problémakat vet fel: elsdsorban
azt, hogy bar a kétféle folyamatot szimmetrikusnak tekinti, mégsem képes
Oket egységesen magyarazni. Ezért a 3. rész masodik fele azt vizsgalja, hogy
Hayes (1984, 1995) metrikus adjunkcios elmélete, illetve ennek Kager —
Visch (1988) altali kiterjesztése alkalmasabb-e a magyar ritmikai hangsuly-
valtozas tényeinek megragadasara. Latni fogjuk, hogy ez a modell képtelen a
magyar féhangsulyok nem-relativ oldalat megragadni. A 4. részben bemuta-
tom, hogy Gussenhoven (1991) akcentusalapu megkézelitése konnyen alkal-
mazhaté a magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas megmagyarazasara, mert egyet-
len posztlexikalis szabéalyt kindl a két folyamatra, de a kétféle folyamat
aszimmetridja miatt egy ad hoc feltétel beiktatasat teszi sziikkségessé. Melles-
leg, mivel a magyar ritmikai hangsilyvaltozas lexikailag és szintaktikailag
korlatozott, a Gussenhoven-modell magyar valtozata (akarcsak a tébbi modell
magyar valtozata) kénytelen egyedi széosztalyokra €s szintaktikai tulajdonsa-
gokra is tekintettel lenni. Ezért az S. részben a magyar ritmikai hangsualyvalto-
zas ,kettds elemzését” javasolom. A javaslat szerint az els¢ fOhangsilyt
vesztd valtozat (mint a 'fél tizen'egy) a Hayes (1990)-féle prekompilalt lexika-
lis fonoldgia része; mig a masodik féhangsulyt veszto valtozat (‘tizenegy 'jdté-
kos) a posztlexikalis fonologia P1 rétegéhez tartozik (ezt a réteget Kaisse
1985, 1990 irta le). igy elveszitjiik azt a latszolag értékes altalanositast, hogy
a kétféle folyamat alapvetden ugyanaz, és egyetlen szaballyal megragadhato.
Ez az altalanositas jogos az angol nyelvben, mert ott ezek a folyamatok gya-
korlatilag korlatlanul végbemennek, és a kétféle folyamat szimmetrikus érvé-
nyi (l. 2.4). A magyarban azonban nincs meg ez a szimmetria, és ezt fejezi ki
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a ritmikai hangsilyvaltozas ,kettds elemzése”. Ugyanakkor, a kettds elemzés
a kétféle folyamat kozeli rokonsagat is mutatja azzal, hogy a fonoldgia két
szomszédos rétegében helyezi el dket: a P1 szabalyok a posztlexikalis fonol6-
gia azon szabalyai, amelyek legkozelebb allnak a lexikalis fonoldgia pre-
kompilalt szabalyaihoz.

2. Hangsuly és ritmikai hangsidlyvaltozas a magyarban

2.1. A magyar szavak és szintagmak hangsilyozasa

Izolalt alakjukban a magyar lexikai (’nem-funkcionalis’) szavak tipikusan
egyetlen fOhangsulyt kapnak, amely az elsd szétagjukra esik. Ez egyszeri,
képzett és Osszetett szavakban egyarant igy van; pl. 'iskola, ‘forrésodik, 'hi-
degvérii.

A féhangsily az olyan szétag hangstlya, amely nem csupan dallamon ki-
viili eszkozokkel (intenzitastobblettel és/vagy junkturalis vagy hosszasagi
eszk6z6kkel) emelkedik ki a kdrnyezetéb6l, hanem dallamilag is ki van tiin-
tetve, mivel hangmagassagi akcentust (’pitch accent’-et) kap, azaz egy bizo-
nyos beszéddallamot, un. karakterdallamot indit (v6. Varga 1994b: 475-85).
Példaul az (1) alahuzott szotagjai esé karakterdallamot inditanak és féhang-
stlyosak.

1) is- for- hi-
kola rosodik degvérii

Az olyan szétag, amely dallamilag ugyan nincs kitiintetve, de intenzitas-
tobbletével és/vagy junkturalis vagy hosszusagi eszkézokkel mégis kiemelke-
dik, mellékhangsilyos. (Ennek jele a szétag elé tett pont.) igy a -la szoétag az
iskola szbban, a -so- sztag a forrosodik szdban, vagy a -vé- szOtag a hidegvé-
rii szoban mellékhangsilyos lehet, bar ez nem kdételezd: 'isko.la, 'forrd.sodik,
'hideg.vérii.' Azok a szétagok, amelyek se nem féhangsilyosak, se nem mel-

3 A felkialté szavak egy csoportjaban a fohangsily az utols6 szétagra esik; pl. a'hd!

4 Kager (1995: 374) — Kerek (1971) alapjan — azt 4llitja, hogy a magyar szavakban a f6-
hangsiilyos elsd szotag utan a paratlan szétagokon mellékhangsily jelenik meg. Ez azonban
tavolrdl sem kotelezd jelenség, és leirasait tekintve sok a bizonytalansag koriilotte. Maga Kerek
(i.m.) is idézi a kiilsnbdz6 magyar szerzok eltéré véleményeit. Ugy tiinik, hogy a magyar sza-
vakban opcionalisan mellékhangstly keriilhet a 3-ik, 5-ik és tovabbi paratlan szotagokra, de az
Osszetett szavakban a nem-elsd tagok élén megjelend mellékhangsuly ezt a rendszert megboly-
gathatja (cf. Szende 1976: 120); vo. pl. 'iskola.televizié. Kalman — Nadasdy (1994: 408) alapjan
ugy latszik, hogy az Osszetett szavakban csak a kozvetlen dsszetevok elsd szotagjai kaphatnak
mellékhangsilyt, a mélyebben beagyazott §sszetevok elsd szétagjai nem; l. 'pdt.kerékcsapdgy
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lékhangsilyosak, hangsiilytalanok.’ Mig a fé- és mellékhangsilyos szotagok
mindig iitem elején allnak (baloldali dominancidju iitem fejét alkotjak), a
hangsulytalan szétagok csak alérendelt elemek az iitemekben.®

Egy szintagma t6bb f6hangsulyos szotagot tartalmazhat. A (2a) 'Eszterhdzy
'Péter 'legujabb 'konyve példaul négyet:

(2)a. Esz-
Pé-
terhazy leg-
ter kony-
ujabb
ve

A szintagma fohangstlyai valdsagos fizikai prominencidjukat tekintve kii-
16nbszd erbsségiiek lehetnek. E. Kiss (1987-88, 1992) szerint a magyar szin-
tagma bal szélsé fohangsulya tipikusan erGsebb, mint jobb oldali testvére, és
mivel a szintagmak egymasba agyazhatok, a f6hangsulyi prominencia kiilonb6z6
fokozatai johetnek létre.” Példaul a (2a) négy féhangsulya koziil a balszélsd a
leger&sebb, a harmadik erdssége ettdl kissé elmarad, mig a masodik és negyedik
fohangsuly a leggyengébb, ahogy a (2b) mutatja; vo. E. Kiss (1992: 94):

(2)b. 'Eszterhazy 'Péter 'legnjabb 'konyve
[x nx 10x 1ix ]
[x 1x ]
[x ]

Mivel azonban mind a négy hangsuly dallamilag kitiintetett (hangmagassagi
akcentust kap), ezért mind a négyet (a masodikat és negyediket is) féhangsuly-
nak tekintjiik. A fohangsily definici6jaba — a dallami prominencian til — a nem-

v0. 'pétkerék.csapdgy. Bar még mindig nem ismerjiik pontosan a mellékhangstlyok kiosztasa-
nak toérvényszeriségeit, az bizonyosnak latszik, hogy az ilyen hangsilyozas inkabb érzelmi
toltésii, emfatikus beszédben fordul els, és a ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas szempontjabdl irrele-
véns jelenség. Ezért a tovabbiakban nem foglalkozunk vele.

5 Ezt a harom fokozatii hangsulyrendszert javasolja Varga (1981, 1994b), és ezt hasznalja pl.
Vogel — Kenesei (1987) is.

$ Az iitemrdl és az iitemnek a prozodikus hierarchiaban elfoglalt helyérél . Siptar (1995: 172—
74); Durand — Siptar (1997: 113).

"Ezt a feltételezést bizonyos eszkozfonetikai vizsgalatok is alatimasztani latszanak, vé. Hu-
nyadi 1997.
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dallami (pl. intenzitastSbblettel elért) prominencianak csak a puszta ténye tarto-
zik bele, a mértéke nem.?

A szintagmak fOhangsilyai kiilonb6zé okokbdl mellékhangsullya redu-
kalodhatnak. De valamennyi mellékhangsily torlddhet a derivacié végén,
kivéve azokat, amelyeket a beszél6 szandékosan meg kivan tartani, pl. érte-
lem-megkiilonboztetd céllal: 'Tudjarok, hogy .dolgozom vs. 'Tudjdtok, .hogy
dolgozom.

Bar az Osszetett szavakban altalaban csak egy fohangsuly van (az els6 elem
elsd szdtagjan), bizonyos Osszetett szavak hangsilyozasa a szintagmakra jellem-
z0, vagyis tobb fohangsily jelenhet meg rajtuk. Ezeket tobbhangsiilyd dssze-
tett szavaknak fogjuk hivni. K6zéjiik tartoznak az olyan kitdjeles Osszetételek,
mint pl. az "urot-"kopott, 'éjjel-'nappal, 'hanyatt-'homlok; tobbtagh szamnevek
mint 'tizen'egy, 'haromszaz'huszon'hdrom, 'hdromezer'négyszdz'harminc'ketté, és
az ugyan-elbtagu osszetételek, mint pl. 'ugyan'annyi. A mogottes reprezentacio-
ban az ilyen szavakban t6bb fohangsuly sorakozik: minden hangsiilyozhat6 elem
elsd szbétagjan egy. Akarcsak a szintagmakban, a tobbhangsilyd Gsszetett sza-
vakban is feltételezziik, hogy a bal széls6 fohangsuly fonetikailag kissé erosebb
a tobbinél, vo. (3) és (4):

(3)a. i- b. "iit6tt-'kopott
ko- x 1[x ]
tott- [x ]

(4)a. ti- b. 'tizen'hdrom
hé- [x ][x 1]
zen- [x ]

2.2. A ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas folyamatai
A tobbhangsulyt Osszetett szavak kozill a két fohangsulyt tartalmazok kozott
keresenddk a ritmikai hangsilyvaltozasra képes szavak (RH-szavak). Ilyen

crer

8 Vannak azonban kiilsnleges szintagmédk, amelyekben az elitlsé lexikai elem tipikusan nem
féhangsulyos, hanem csupan mellékhangsulyos; pl. .kissé 'ideges, .valamilyen 'kdd, stb. Egy masik
kivétel a topik hangsiilyozasa a mondat elején. E. Kiss (pl. 1987-88) szerint a topik tipikusan
kevésbé prominens, mint a komment élén 4116 fokusz. Ezért, elkeriilendd, hogy a legerdsebb hang-
saly a mondateleji topikra essék, E. Kiss (i.m.: 12) egy sziirt javasol, amely megsziinteti a topik
hangmagassagi akcentusat (fohangsalyossagat).
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(izolalt kiejtésében) két fohangsilyt talalunk. Megfeleld kérnyezetbe agyazva az
ilyen szonak hol az elsé féhangsulya vész el (ha eldtte fohangsilyos szo all
ugyanabban a szintagmaban; 1. 5b), hol a masodik (ha utana all féhangsulyos sz6
ugyanabban a szintagmaban; 1. 5¢). Az RH-sz6 tehat a ritmikus hangsulyvaltozas
mindkét fajtajara képes, kéthangsulyt dsszetett szo.

(5)a. 'tizen'harom
Képlet: ['tizen'harom]
[B 'C 1]
b. 'pont tizen'hdarom  (Trochaikus Megfordulds)
Képlet: ['pont [tizen'hdrom]]
(A [B 'C 1]
c. 'tizenharom 'pont (Hatulsé Gyengiilés)
Képlet: [['tizenharom] 'pont]
(B C ]JD ]

A [B C] a 'tizen'hdrom sz6 két, potencialisan féhangsulyos elemét képviseli. A
szintaktikai képlet jobbra agazo [A [B C]] az (5b)-ben, és balra agazo [[B C]
D] az (5c)-ben. Az (5b) és (5c¢) a ritmikai hangsulyvéltozas két tipusat szem-
1élteti a magyarban.

A radikalisabb tipusnak (5b) a Trochaikus Megfordulis nevet adhatjuk,
mert az RH-sz6 eredeti ’erdsebb-gyengébb’ (azaz ’trochaikus’) prominencia-
eloszlasa ’gyengébb-erGsebb’ eloszlasba fordul at, amikor a B elemen 1évo 6-
hangsulya elvész. Az eredmény egy olyan Gsszetett sz6, amelynek csak a maso-
dik elemén van fohangsuly: tizen'hdrom, és ez dramai kontrasztban all azzal az
altalanos magyar tendenciaval, hogy a szavak f6hangsulya azok els6 szdtagjan
van. Trochaikus Megfordulas csak RH-szavakban lehetséges.’

A ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas kevésbé radikalis tipusat (5¢) Hatulsé Gyen-
giilésnek fogjuk hivni, mert itt az dsszetétel masodik elemének a fohangsulya (a
C elem hangsulya) vész el. Ez a valtozas az eredetileg két fohangsulyt tartalma-
z szavakat a magyar szavak tilnyomé tobbségéhez teszi hasonlova: egyetlen,
szoeleji féhangsilyt hagy meg rajtuk: 'tizenhdrom. A Hatulsé Gyengiilés nem-
csak RH-szavakon mehet végbe, hanem valamennyi kéthangsulya 6sszetett szon,

9 A Trochaikus Megfordulds szakkifejezést a Jambikus Megfordulds ('lambic Reversal’) ellenté-
teként haszndlom, amely az angol nyelvre jellemz6 parallel folyamat neve (1. Siptar 1995: 176; ahol
»Jambikus Megforditis” néven szerepel). A Trochaikus Megfordulas elnevezés angol eredetijét ("Tro-
chaic Reversal’) el6szor Gussenhoven (1983) hasznélta a holland nyelv egyik ritmikai szabalyara. De
Gussenhoven Trochaikus Megfordulésa kissé mas, mint az enyém: § az akcentus utani szétagok
id6tartambeli atstrukturalasat érti rajta, és nem a hangmagassagi akcentusok megvaltozasat.
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pl. az iitott-kopott szén is, ha utdna féhangsuly all ugyanabban a szintagmaban.
Ezért az egy "itott-'kopott ‘auté szintagma igy is realizdlhatd: egy 'iitott-kopott
'auto. Ezzel szemben a 'nagyon "iitott-'kopott szintagma nem valdsithaté meg igy:
* 'nagyon iitott-'kopott, mert az iitott-kopott sz6 Trochaikus Megfordulasra al-
kalmatlan.

Tehat amig a Trochaikus Megforduldas RH-szavakra korlatozdodik, a Hatulso
Gyengiilés minden kéthangsilya Osszetett szénal lehetséges, akar RH-, akar
nem-RH-sz6 az Osszetétel.

A magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas (legalabbis a Trochaikus Megfordulas-
nak nevezett radikalisabb fajtija) viszonylag sziik korii jelenség, és az alabbi
tipusu Gsszetett szavakra jellemz6:

(6)  Ritmikai hangsulyvdltozdsra képes (RH-) szavak:
(i) EredendGen kéthangsulyu szamnevek:

a) Kétjegyii td- €s sorszamnevek, melyekben a masodik szamjegy
nem 0, pl.'tizen'hdrom, 'nyolcvan'hat, 'negyven'étodik.

b) Haromjegyii t6- és sorszamnevek, melyekben vagy a masodik
vagy a harmadik szamjegy 0, pl. '0tszaz'hdrom, 'Otszaz'harminc, 'szdz-
'tizedik.

c) Négyjegyl to- és sorszdmnevek, melyekben az utolsé harom
szamjegybol kettd 0, pl. 'ezer'kilencszdz, 'ezer'kilencven, 'ezer'kilenc,
‘ezer'otszazadik.

(ii) Levezetetten kéthangsulyu szamnevek:

Ezekben mogottesen harom fohangsuly van, de a Trochaikus
Megfordulas utan csak ketté marad meg; pl. ha a 'szdz'tizen'hdrom
szamnévben a tizenhdrom Trochaikus Megfordulast szenved, akkor
az eredleotillleg haromhangsulya szé kéthangsulyava valik: 'szdztizen-
‘harom.™

19 Latni fogjuk, hogy a Trochaikus Megfordulas alkalmazésa tilos, ha ez négynél tobb nemfo-
hangsilyos szétagbdl all6 fiizér kialakulasaval jarna a két megmaradt f6hangsaly kézott. Ez a tény
jelentdsen korlatozza a levezetetten kéthangstlyd szamnevek eldéllitdsanak a lehetGségeit. Példaul
a 'kétszdztizen'hat levezetetten kéthangsilyd szamnév, amely Ggy jon létre, hogy a ‘'tizen'hat sz6
Trochaikus Megfordulason megy at. Viszont maga a 'kétszdztizen'hat méar nem kaphat Trochaikus
Megfordulast az 'ezer'kétszdztizen'hat $sszetételben, mert az eredmény 5 hangsilykozi szétagot
tartalmazna: * 'ezerkétszdztizen'hat, és ez tal sok.

"' Ha a (6.i-ii)-ben bemutatott szamneveket az ezer, vagy millié, vagy millidrd szavak barme-
lyike koveti, a szamnevek kéthangsulyGak és RH-szavak maradnak, vo. pl. 'tizen'hdromezer, 'tizen-
*hdrom millié, vagy 'tizen'hdrom millidrd. Ez azért van igy, mert a szdz, ezer, millié, millidrd sza-
vak, amikor szamnév el6zi meg Oket egy szdmnévi dsszetételben, nem kapnak kiilén fohangsilyt:
'btezer, '6tmillio, 'otmillidrd.
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(iii) Ugyan-osszetételek:

Ezekben eredendGen két fohangsuly van. Az ilyen szavak az ugyan-
t6 és egy mutatdszoi t6 kombinacidi, pl. 'ugyan'annyi, 'ugyan'az, ‘ugyan-
'olyan, ‘ugyan'ott, 'ugyan'akkor, stb.

A (6) alatt bemutatott tipusokon kiviil természetesen még sok mas, két fo-
hangstlyt tartalmaz6 Gsszetett sz6 1étezik (pl. 'itort-"kopott), de ezek nem RH-
szavak.'?

Mivel, mint lattuk, a Hatulsdé Gyengiilés a két fohangsulyt tartalmaz6 nem-
RH 6sszetételekre is hathat (‘iitott-kopott 'autc), a ritmikai hangsilyvaltozas
igazi kritériuma a Trochaikus Megfordulas lehetdsége.

2.3. A ritmikai hangsilyvaltozas és a féhangsilyok kozotti szotagok szama
A ritmikai hangsilyvaltozas a magyarban sohasem kotelez6, de gyakorlatilag
szinte biztosan végbemegy, ha az RH-sz6 egyik fOhangstlyos szdtagjat mindkét
oldalrél vele érintkezd féhangstlyos szotagok hataroljak. gy a féhangsulyok
ko6zott egy nemfohangsiulyos szétag jon létre, amint azt a jobboldali példak mu-
tatjak.” A (7) Trochaikus Megfordulast, a (8) Hatulsé Gyengiilést mutat a szdz-
tiz szbn:

(7) 'pont 'szaz'tiz  — 'pont szaz'tiz
[A [ BCI

t)) 'sz4z'tiz 'pont — 'széztiz 'pont
(B C] D]

A hangsulyvaltozas akkor is fokozottan valdszinii, ha a féhangsulyok kozott
két nemféhangsilyos szétagbol all6 fiizér keletkezik:

12 gy tiinik, hogy az RH-szavakon til van egy-két sztereotip kollokéci6, amely alkalmasint
szintén ritmikai hangsulyvaltozast mutathat. Ezek k6zé tartoznak bizonyos félig lexikalizalédott
szintagmak, mint pl. 'két 'tojds, vo. 'Végy két 'tojdst, ill. 'Két tojds 'sdargdja; vagy 'egész 'nap, vo.
'Aludt egész 'nap, ill. 'Egész nap 'aludt. Mivel azonban az ilyen kollokaciok szérvanyosak, nehezen
azonosithatdk, és a ritmikai hangstlyvaltozas kevésbé rendszeresen jelentkezik rajtuk, a tovabbi-
akban nem foglalkozunk veliik. ‘

3 A t6rolt fohangsily helyén mellékhangsuly jelenik meg. Mivel azonban ez torlddhet, a 2.3
példéiban az esetleges mellékhangstlyokat nem jelsljiik.
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(9) Képlet: [A [BC]]; Trochaikus Megfordulds
: a.'szaz’harminc'négy  — 'szdzharminc'négy
b. 'fél 'tizen'kettd — 'fél tizen'kettd
c. 'négy 'huszon'dtkor — 'négy huszon'Gtkor
d. 'pont 'ugyan'az — 'pont ugyan'az
(10) Képlet: [[BC]D]; Hatulsé Gyengiilés

a. 'harminc'négy 'kényv —
b. 'huszon'ét '6tvenért —
c. 'ugyan'az 'tokben -

'harmincnégy 'konyv
'huszonét '6tvenért
'ugyanaz 'tokben

A ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas akkor is normalis jelenség, ha 3 nemfShang-
stlyos szdtagot hoz létre a megmaradt féhangsalyok kozott:

(11) Képlet: [A [B C]];
a. 'négyszaz'dtven'’kettd —

b. 'negyed 'tizen'’kettd —
c. 'mindig 'ugyan'az -
d. 'Fiat 'ezer'dtszaz -

e. 'Club 'kilencven'kilenc —
f. 'hoztam 'tizen'egyet —
Képlet: [[B C] DJ;

a. a 'tizen'harom 'vértani —
b.'ugyan'az a 'kérdés —
c. 'ezer'6tszaz 'vagonnal —

(12)

Trochaikus Megfordulas
'négyszazétven'kettd
'‘negyed tizen'kettd
'mindig ugyan'az

'Fiat ezer'6tszaz

'Club kilencven'kilenc
'hoztam tizen'egyet

Hatulsé Gyengiilés

a 'tizenharom 'vértant
'ugyanaz a 'kérdés
'ezer6tszaz 'vagonnal

Ha a ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas révén a féhangsulyok kozott 4 nemféhangsi-
lyos szotagbdl allo fiizér keletkezik, a valtozas még lehetséges, am ha a fohang-
sulyok kozotti szotagok szama négynél nagyobbra emelkedne, akkor a hang-

stlyvaltozas mar valésziniitlen.'*

(13) Képlet: [A[BCI];

a. 'oktober 'huszon'harmadika

b. 'kilencezer 'kilencszaz'tiz
¢. 'adtam neki 'szaz'dtvenet

Trochaikus Megfordulds
— 'oktdober huszon'’harmadika
— *kilencezer kilencszaz'tiz
—> 'adtam neki szaz '6tvenet

d. 'adtam neki 'haromszaz'6tvenet — *'adtam neki haromszaz'Gtvenet

" Ezek a szamok empirikus megfigyelésen alapulnak. Ugy tiinik, hogy a magyarban nem ér-

vényes Hayes (1984) ,Négyszotagos Szabalya™

(’Quadrisyllabic Rule’), amely maximum 3 hangsily-

kozi sz6tagot enged meg az angol ritmikus hangstlyvéltozas eredményeképpen (errdl 1. 2.4.). Helyette
inkabb egy ,,Otszétagos Szabaly” érvényesitl a magyarban (maximélisan 4 hangstlykozi szétaggal).
Persze ezek inkdbb tendencidk, mint valdsagos szabalyok. A Wells-sz6tar (Wells 1990) Ritmikus
Hangsulyvaltozasra hozott angol példainak kb. 16 %-a megsérti Hayes Négyszdtagos Szabdlyét; 1. pl.:
‘complementary 'colours, 'categorical de'nial, e'lectromagnetic 'spectrum, 'deoxyribonucleic 'acid, stb.
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(14) képlet: [[BC]D];
a. 'kilencven'kilenc 'igaz
b. 'Huszon'harmadik 'Janos

c. a 'haromszaz'kilencedik 'utas

Hatulsé Gyengiilés
— 'kilencvenkilenc 'igaz
— 'Huszonharmadik 'Janos
— * a'haromszazkilencedik 'utas

Bizonyos szintagmak két RH-sz6 konkatenacioi: [[B1 C1] [B2 C2]]. Ezekre
mind a Hatuls6 Gyengiilés, mind a Trochaikus Megfordulas hathat. Az ilyen
szintagmakban az elsd, a masodik, vagy mindkét belsé fdhangsily eltiinhet, és
nincs korlatozas a megmaradt féhangsilyok kozott 1évo szétagok szamara nézve
(vagyis a hangsilykozi szétagok szama 4-nél tobb is lehet). Ezek a szintagmak
ar- vagy id6-megjelolések (15a), vagy évszamok (15b), vagy RH-szamnév és

ugyan-osszetétel kombinacioi (15¢,d).

(15) Képlet: [[B1 C1] [B2 C2]]

a. 'tizen'harom-negyven'st —

b. 'ezer'kilencszaz'étven'hat —

c. 'ugyan'gy 'tizen'harmat —

d. 'tizen'harmat 'ugyan'ugy —

'tizenharom-'negyven'st
'tizen'hdrom-negyven'st
vagy:
'tizenhdrom-negyven'st
'ezerkilencszaz'Gtven'hat
vagy:
‘ezer'kilencszazotven'hat
vagy:
‘ezerkilencszazotven'hat'’
'ugyantigy 'tizen'harmat
vagy:
'ugyan'iigy tizen'harmat
vagy:
'ugyanigy tizen'harmat
'tizenharmat 'ugyan'agy
vagy:
'tizen'harmat ugyan'ugy
vagy:
'tizenharmat ugyan'agy

15 Az évszamok szintaktikailag helyes elemzése jobbra dgazé: ‘ezer'kilencszdz dtven'hat.

[E [A B Cll

Ez az elemzés azonban csak az ¢¢- sztag f6hangsalyanak eltinését tenné lehetévé: ‘ezer'kilencszdz-
otven'hat. Mivel a magyar anyanyelvii besz€ldk jobban kedvelik az 'ezerkilencszdz'otven'hat vagy
‘ezerkilencszdzitven'hat alakokat, feltehetd, hogy az évszamok a [[BIC1] [B2C2]] képletnek megfe-

leléen atstrukturalodnak.
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2.4. Ritmikai hangsilyvaltozas az angolban

A magyar ritmikai hangstlyvaltozas az angol ritmikai hangstlyvaltozassal par-
huzamos jelenség. Az angolban pl. a (16a) izolalt 'thir'teen (°13°) szava a 'thir-
teen kiejtést kaphatja a (16b)-ben és a thir'teen ejtést a (16c)-ben. (A ' jel az an-
gol példdkban nemcsak a fohangsily jele, hanem a fohangsulytdl balra 1évd
legprominensebb mellékhangsily jele is. Az angolban mindketté hangmagassagi
akcentust kap; a fohangsuly eldtti mellékhangsaly Gn. prenuklearis kontart, a
fohangsuly pedig nuklearis konturt indit.)

(16)a. 'thir'teen
(13%)
b.'thirteen 'men  (Jambikus Megfordulds)
(13 férfi’)
c.'just thir'teen (Elulsé Gyengiilés)
(’pont 137)

Noha a (16a)-ban és (16b)-ben bemutatott két folyamat nyilvanvaldan 6ssze-
fligg egymassal (vo. pl. Jones 1964: 253-54), a (16b)-ben lathato radikalisabb
folyamat kapott nagyobb figyelmet az angol-amerikai nyelvészetben. Ezt Liber-
man — Prince (1977) ota gyakran Jambikus Megfordulasnak (lambic Reversal)
nevezik, mert az eredetileg gyengébb + erdsebb (azaz ’jambikus’) prominencia-
képlet erdsebb + gyengébb képletté valik, ha a szt ugyanabban a szintagméban
élhangsulyos sz6 koveti. A kevésbé radikalis folyamatnak az Eliilsé Gyengiilés
nevet adhatjuk (1. 16¢c), mivel az eredetileg is gyengébb eliilsé hangsily még
gyengébb lesz.'®

Az angolban a ritmikai hangsuilyvaltozas nem korlatozédik bizonyos szavak
osztalyaira; gyakorlatilag minden olyan szon és szintagméan végbemehet, amely-

16 A, Jambikus Megfordulas” vagy , Hangstlymozgatas” (*Stress Shift’, vo. pl. Wells 1990) je-
lenségének az angol-amerikai nyelvészetben ma mér kényvtarnyi irodalma van. Liberman — Prince
fa-és-racsalapu szabalya (1977) mellett szamos mas szabaly is sziiletett, igy pl. Kiparsky (1979)
faalapti ,,Ritmusszabélya” ("Rhythm Rule’), Prince (1983) racsalapu ,,Mozgasd el x-et” ("Move x’)
szabalya, Selkirk (1984) racsalapi ,,Racspontmozgatas” ('Beat Movement’) szabalya (1984). Halle
— Vergnaud (1987) a ,,Ritmusszabalyt” ("Rhythm Rule’) nemcsak a szintagmakban megtapasztal-
hat6 sz6hangstilyvaltozasokra hasznélja (mint amilyen pl. a 'thirteen 'men), hanem arra a szoszintii
jelenségre is, ami bizonyos szavak utolsé ilitemének meggyengiilésében jelentkezik, pl.
Jfor'maldehyde. (A Ritmusszabalynak ezt a kiterjesztését biralja Burzio 1994: 70.) De az Eliils6
Gyengiilés szabélyba foglalaséra is van példa, pl. Giegerich (1985) faalapt ,,Gyenge Parosité” "W
Pairing’) szabalya; €s kisérletek torténtek arra nézve is, hogy a Jambikus Megfordulast és az Eliil-
s6 Gyengiilést azonos elvek alapjan magyarazzak meg, pl. Hayes (1984) fa-és-racsalapt ,,Ritmikai
Igazodas” ("Rhythmic Adjustment’) szabalya, vagy Gussenhoven (1991) akcentusalapu ,Ritmus-
szabalya” ("Rhythm Rule’), stb. Az angol ritmikai hangsilyvaltozas rovid magyar nyelvii ismerte-
tését 1. Siptar (1995: 176-7).
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nek a mogottes hangsulyképlete mellékhangsuly + féhangsiily, ha ez a sz6 vagy
szintagma egy megfelelé nagyobb szintagmaba van agyazva; vo. pl. 'pontoon
'bridge (‘pontonhid’), ‘'academic 'discipline (’tudomanyag’), 'good-looking
'tutor (’jokiilsejii tanar’); 'three red 'shirts (harom vords ing’), stb. (Hogg —
McCully 1987: 129-137)." Masrészrél pedig az az aszimmetria, amelyet a ma-
gyar ritmikai hangstlyvaltozas két folyamata koz6tt tapasztalunk, nem létezik az
angolban; mindkét fajta valtozas a szavaknak ugyanazt a csoportjat érinti.

2.5. Osszefoglalas
Osszefoglaléan megallapithatjuk, hogy a magyar ritmikai hangsalyvaltozas kor-
latozottabb jelenség mint az angol megfelelGje (csupan a kéthangsilyi szamne-
vek és az ugyan-Osszetételek vesznek részt rendszeresen a ritmikai hangsily-
véltozds mindkét fajtdjaban), azonkiviil a valtozas két fajtaja a magyarban
aszimmetrikusan érvényesiil.

A kovetkezd fejezetekben azt az elméleti keretet prébalom megtalalni,
amelyben a magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas tényeirdl a legmegfelelobben le-
het szamot adni. '

3. A magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas racsalapu és fa-plusz-racsalapu
fonolaogiai megkozelitései :

3.1. Selkirk tisztan racsalapu modelljének alkalmazisa a magyarra

Az els6 roviden megvizsgalando elméleti keret Selkirk racsalapu ritmuselmélete
(1984), a masodik Hayes fa-plusz-racsalapi metrikus adjunkci6 elmélete (1984),
illetve ennek Kager — Visch-féle kiterjesztése (1988) lesz. Latni fogjuk, hogy
mig a Selkirk-modell magyar valtozata a féhangsuilyokat kezelni tudja, de taldif-
ferencialja Oket, addig a Hayes-féle modell (és Kager — Visch-féle kiterjesztése)
egyaltalan nem képes a magyar féhangsulyokat megragadni.

Selkirk (1984) elmélete metrikus raccsal dolgozik. A metrikus racs kétdimenzios
reprezentacio, amely racspontokbdl all. A racspont (*beat’) a prominencia egységnyi
mennyisége, amit Selkirk x-szel jel6l. A racspontok vizszintesen szintekbe szerve-
z6dnek, fiiggoleges irdnyban pedig oszlopokba; minél t6bb radcspontbdl all (azaz mi-
nél magasabb) egy oszlop, annal prominensebb az oszlopnak megfelelé szotag.
Selkirk metrikus racsanak nincs sziitksége metrikus fara. Eloszor a Racsépitd Szaba-
lyok (’Text-to-Grid Alignment Rules’) létrehozzak a mogottes (kiindul6) metrikus
racsot, majd a Racsszépité Szabalyok (’Grid Euphony Rules’) médositjak ezt a ra-
csot. Ezek egyike az angol Racspontmozgaté Szabaly ("Beat Movement’).

'7 Bar a Jambikus Megfordulds az angolban gyakorlatilag korlatlanul érvényesiil, egy-két kivé-
teles lexikai elem ellenall neki, pl. Montana, Alberta, titanic, stb. (v6. Hayes 1984: 56).
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A Jambikus Megfordulds a Racspontmozgatd Szabaly alkalmazasanak ered-
ménye. A Réacspontmozgatast a racspontok kozotti iitkozés motivalja. A (17a)
racspontiitkozést tartalmaz, és ez nem kivanatos. (Két racspont akkor titk6zik, ha
egy bizonyos racsszinten szomszédosak egymassal, és az eggyel lejjebb 1évd
szinten nekik megfelel6 racspontok szintén szomszédosak). Az iitkzést a Racs-
pontmozgatas sziinteti meg, mivel a ,,vétkes” racspontot balra kiildi. Az ered-
mény a Jambikus Megfordulas (17b).

(17)a. X b. X
Xeweer. X X X

X X X X X X

X X X X X X
thirteen men - thirteen men

(13 férfi’)

Az Eliils6 Gyengiilés tobbféleképpen johet 1étre. A (18b)-ben a thirteen szd
masodik szétagjanak oszlopa azért novekszik meg egy racsponttal, mert a just
thirteen szintagma. Az angol szintagmakra pedig a Nuklearis Hangsuilyszabaly
angol valtozata hat, és ez a jobb sz€Is6 konstituens prominenciajat néveli meg.
Az eredmény az, hogy a thirteen sz6 elsé elemének, a thir- szotagnak v1szonyla-
gos prominencidjat még gyengébbnek érezziik: :

(18)a. b.
' X
X X X X
X X X , X X X
X X X X X X
just thirteen just thirteen

(épp 13°)

A (19)-ben a blind mice ("vak egerek’) szintagma egy nagyobb szintagma
(three blind mice °3 vak egér’) része. Itt az Eliils6 Gyengiilés a blind sz6 relativ
prominenciajat érinti, és az Un. Racsponthozzdad6é Szabéaly (’Beat Addition’)
alkalmazasanak az eredménye. A Racsponthozzaadast a ritmikai alternacié elve
kivanja: az egyenld erejli szomszédos szétagok keriilendok. Ezért a (19a) els6
racsoszlopa egy hozzaadott racspontot kap (19b). Mivel azonban igy az els6
racsoszlop magassaga eléri az eredetileg legmagasabb harmadik oszlop magas-
sagat, az utobbi magassaga automatikusan egy szinttel megnd (19¢). Ez a Pro-
minenciaviszonyok Megorzésének Elve (*Textual Prominence Preservation
Condition’), v6. Selkirk (1984: 56, 100-1). Mindezek kovetkeztében a blind
mice szintagma elsé elemének a masodik elemhez viszonyitott prominenciajat
még gyengébbnek érezziik, mint kordbban.
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(19)a. : b.
X X X
X X X X X X
X X X X X X
X X X X X X
three blind mice ~ ~  three blind mice

(’3 vak egér’)

C. X
X X
X X X
X X X
X X X

three blind mice

A magyar szavak mogottes metrikus racsait Selkirk univerzalis Racsépit6
Szabalyai alapjan allitjuk fel. Feltesszilk, hogy e szabalyok alkalmazasa révén
minden magyar sz6 gy jon ki a lexikonbol, hogy els6 (tehat féhangsilyos)
szbtagja folott egy négy racspontbodl all6 oszlop, a hangsulytalan szétagok fol6tt
pedig két racspontbdl allé oszlopok magasodnak; 1. (20):

(20) 4.szint: x
3. szint: X
2. szint: X X X
1. szint: X X X
'iskola'®

Osszetett szavakban az Osszetételi Hangsulyszabaly (OHSz) eltorli a 4. szintii
racspontot a nem-elsé kozvetlen Gsszetevd elsé szotagja f6lott, és csak mellék-
hangsilyt hagy meg azon a szdtagon; v6. (21). A szintagmakban pedig a Nukle-
aris HangsGlyszabaly magyar véltozata (NHSz) mikodik: ez a baloldali
konstituens folotti oszlop magassagat noveli ugy, hogy magasabb legyen a tole
jobbra esé legmagasabb oszlopnal, és igy 5 szintii, vagy — a folyamat ciklikus
ismétlésével — még magasabb oszlopokat hoz létre; vo. (22).

18 A magyarban a hangsiilytalan szétagok maganhangzoi nem redukélédnak olyan mértékben,
mint pl. az angolban. Ezért még a hangsulytalan sz6tagok reprezentacidja is megkivanja, hogy 2.
szintii rAcspontokat kapjanak, pusztan 1. szintli racspontokkal asszocialni 6ket nem elegendd (vo.
Selkirk 1984: 41). Mivel tehat a magyar metrikus récsokban minden szétag folott legalabb két
racspontbdl 4116 oszlop lesz, felmeriil annak a lehetdsége, hogy a racsokat az 1. (= legalsé) szint
elhagyéséval egyszeriisitsiik. Ez azonban megzavarna az olvasét, mert minden oszlop magassiga-
hoz hozza kellene adnia egy ricspontot, Ezért ezt az egyszerlsitést nem hajtjuk végre.
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1) OHSz: (22) NHSz: x
X X X
X X X X
XX X XX X X X X
XXX XX X X X X
'iskola.taska 'édes 'alom

A t6bb fohangsulyt tartalmazo 6sszetételek, és kozottilkk a RH-szavak kiilonleges
statust élveznek; noha ezek szavak, hangsilyozasukat tekintve olyanok, mint a
szintagmédk. A hangsulyozasukért felel6s szabaly a Nuklearis Hangstlyszabaly,
de ebben a kontextusban ezt a Tébbhangsilyt Osszetételek Hangsualyszabalya-
nak (TOHSz) fogjuk nevezni; v&. (23) és (24).

(23) TOHSz: x (24) TOHSz: x
(nem-RH) x X (RH) x x
X X X X
XX X X X X X X
XX X X X X X X
it6tt-kopott 'tizen'hdrom

Az olyan szé6tag, amelyik 4. szintii vagy magasabb racspontot kap, féhang-
silyos (azaz dallamilag is kitiintetett). Mint lattuk, a féhangsulyos szétagok
nem foltétleniil egyforma er6sek: minél magasabb egy f6hangsilyos szitag
oszlopa a racsban, annal prominensebb a szdtag, de ez nem valtoztat a sz6tag
féhangsilyos statuszan. Az olyan szétag, amelynek legmagasabb racspontja 3.
szintli, mellékhangsilyos. A hangsilytalan szétagok legmagasabb racspontja
2. szintd.

A mogottes metrikus racsokat a Récsszépitd Szabalyok atalakithatjak, vala-
hanyszor ezek strukturalis leirasa teljesiil egy ciklusban. A Racsszépitd Szaba-
lyok a magyarban is opcionalisak. A Racsponthozziadas (’Beat Addition’),
Racsponttorlés (’Beat Deletion’) és a Racspontmozgatds (’Beat Movement’)
magyar valtozatai tartoznak kozéjikk. Mindegyikiitk a megfelelé angol szabaly
tilkorképeként viselkedik: a Racsszépitd Szabalyok magyar és angol valtozatai
parametrikus beallitasukban kiilonbéznek. Az 6sszes magyar Racsszépité Sza-
baly leirasanak k6z6s tulajdonsaga, hogy a szabalyleirasokban szerepld legalsd
szint minimalisan a 2. szint.

(25) Magyar Rdcsponthozzdadas (RpH)
X
XX = XX
(Balrdl jobbra haladva.)
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(26) Magyar Racsponttorlés (RpT)
X X
X X X
XX = XX

(27) Magyar Rdacspontmozgatds (RpM)
X X
X X X X
XXX XXX

Kiilonleges korlatozds: A Magyar Racspontmozgatas csak akkor érint-
het egy RH-sz6t, ha a racspontiitk6zés olyan konstituensen beliil van,
amely k6zvetleniil dominalja az RH-sz6t.

Ezek a szabalyok iranyitjak a Trochaikus Megfordulas és Hatulsé Gyengiilés
folyamatait a magyar RH-szavakban. A magyar Racsszépitd Szabalyok altalanos
korlatozasa, hogy csak RH-szavakban érintik a 4. szintii racspontokat (azaz f6-
hangstilyos szotagokat):

(28) A magyar Rdcsszépité Szabalyok dltaldnos korldtozdsa:
Az érintett (tehat hozzdadott, torolt, vagy elmozgatott) racspont
csak akkor lehet a 4. szinten, ha RH-szdn beliil talalhato szdtag f6-
16tt van.

Ebben a tekintetben a magyar Réacsszépité Szabalyok jelentdsen kiilonbdznek a
Selkirk-i megfelel6ikt6l: racson kiviili informéciéra van sziikségiik, ,,1atniuk”
kell, hogy egy lexikai elem RH-sz6-e, vagy nem.

A Hatuls6é Gyengiilés mind Racsponthozzaadas (RpH), mind Racsponttorlés
(RpT) alkalmazasat megkivanja:

X X X
X X X
X X X X X
X X X X X
'tizen-, 'harom, "pont
b.1. ciklus:
TOHSz: mint a (24)

(29)a. Lexikon:
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¢.2. ciklus:
NHSz: x
X X X
X X X
X X X X X
X X X X X

'tizen'hdrom 'pont |
(B C] D]

d.RpH, x
PM: x X
X X X
X X X
XX XX X
X X XX X
'tizen'harom  'pont
e.RpT: x
X X
X X
X X X
X X XX X
XX XX X

'tizen.harom 'pont

A (29d)-ben a PM (a Prominenciaviszonyok Megdrzésének Elve) azt biztositja,
hogy ha a Racsponthozzaadas kovetkeztében egy szdtag olyan erds lesz, mint az
eredetileg leger6sebb szétag volt, akkor az eredetileg legerésebb szétag promi-
nenciaja automatikusan egy szinttel emelkedjék, hogy els6bbsége tovabbra is
megmaradjon (vo. a 19¢c-vel kapcsolatban mondottakat).

A Racsponthozzaadas azonban nem mehet végbe a (30b)-ben, mert egy 4.
szintli racspontot adna hozza a faiskola 6sszetett sz6 utolsd szétagjahoz, holott
ez az bsszetétel nem RH-sz6. A mogottes racs az Osszetételi Hangsulyszabaly és
a Réacsponthozzdadéds eredményét mutatja. (Helykimélés céljabol szamokkal
helyettesitem a szétagok f6l6tti racspontoszlopokat: egy-egy szam az oszlopban
1év6 racspontok szamanak felel meg.)

(30)a. OHSz, RpH: 4323
'fa.isko.la

b.RpH, PM tilos! 5324
*'fa.isko'la

(30b) tilos a (28) miatt.




Két fohangsulyt tartalmazé magyar szavak ritmikai hangsilyvaltozasa 61

Hasonloképpen tilos a Racsponttorlés a (31b)-ben, mert az eltdrlendd racspont
(az orvos szd els6 szdtagja folott) nem RH-szén beliil van. (31a) a kovetkezd
1épések eredménye: NHSz az 1. ciklusra (egy magyar orvos), NHSz a 2. ciklusra
(egy magyar orvos sikere), RpH (kétszer) és PM.

(31)a. RpH (kétszer) . :
PM: 2 6 2 42 523

egy 'magyar 'orvos 'sike.re
b.RpT tilos! 2 6 2 32 523
*egy 'magyar .orvos 'sike.re
(31b) tilos a (28) miatt.

Sajnos azonban a Racsponttérlés nem képes a nem-RH jellegii kéthangsulyi
Osszetett szavak (mint amilyen pl. az ‘iitétt-'kopott) masodik féhangsulyat torsl-
ni, hiszen csak RH-szavak f6hangsilyait érintheti. Ez azért baj, mert az ilyen
szavak bizony elveszithetik a masodik féhangsulyukat:

(32) RpT tilos!

RpT: X
X X
X X
X X X

X XX XX XX
X XX XX XX
egy "iitott- kopott 'autd

(32) helyes hangsulyozast mutat, de a Racsponttorlés (28) alatti altalanos kor-
latozasa miatt nem tudjuk eldallitani. Az altalanos korlatozasra mégis sziikség
van, mert a Racsponttorlés a Trochaikus Megfordulasnal is szerepel (1. alabb),
abban viszont a nem-RH jellegli kétf6hangsily 6sszetett szavak (mint amilyen
az 'wtott-"kopott) sohasem veszitik el a féhangsulyukat.

A Trochaikus Megfordulds a Racspontmozgatds (RpM) és a Racsponttorles
(RpT) alkalmazasat kivanja:

(33)a.Lexikon: x X X
X X X
X X XX XX

X X XX XX
'mind, a, 'tizen-, 'harom

............................................................................................
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b. 1.ciklus:
TOHSz: mint a (24)
c.2. ciklus:
NHSz: X
X corens X
X X X
X X X
X X X X XX
X X X X XX
'mind a 'tizen'harom
(A [B C 1]
d.RpM: X
X X
X X X
X X X
X X XX XX
X X XX XX
'mind a 'tizen'hdrom
e.RpT: X
X X
X X
X X X
X

X XX XX
X X XX XX
'mind a .tizen'harom

De a Racspontmozgatas nem torténhet meg a (34b)-ben, mert akkor egy 4. szintii rics-
pontot mozgatna egy nem-RH jellegii szoban. (34a) az OHSz és NHSz eredménye:

(34)a. OHSz, NHSz: 25 4223 2
egy 'j 'iskola.taska
b.RpM tilos! 2 532242
*egy 'j .iskola'taska

(34b) tilos a (28) miatt.

A magyar Racspontmozgatasi Szabalynak van egy kiilonleges korlatozasa (27).
Eszerint csak akkor alkalmazhat6 egy RH-szon, ha a szabalyalkalmazas altal
megsziintetendd racsiitk6zés olyan konstituensen beliil van, amely az RH-sz6t
kézvetleniil dominalja. Kovetkezésképpen nem alkalmazhat6 a (35f)-en:
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(35)a. Lexikon: X X X X
X X X X

XXX XX XX XXX

XXXXX XX XXX

a 'hajd, 'tizen-, 'harom, 'utasa

b.1. ciklus:
ToHSz: mint a (24)
c.2. ciklus:
NHSz: X
: : X X X
X X X
X X X X XXX
X X X X XXX
. 'tizen’harom 'utasa
d.RpH, X
PM: X X
X X X
X X X X
XX X X XXX
XX X X XXX
'tizen'harom 'uta.sa
e.RpT: X
X X
x X

X X X X
X X X X XX X
X XXX XXX
'tizen.harom 'uta.sa

............................................................................................

f. 3. ciklus:

NHSz: X
X X
X X X
X X X

X X X X X
XX XXX XX XXX
XX XXX XX XXX
a 'hajoé 'tizen.harom 'uta.sa
[ EIIB C 1D 1]
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Bar a (35f) racsiitkdzést tartalmaz, ez nem oldhat6 fel Racspontmozgatassal, mert
az iitkozés nem abban a konstituensben van, amely a tizenhdrom RH-sz6t domi-
nalja. Ha a Racspontmozgatis nem volna ennek a kiilonleges korlatozasnak ala-
vetve, és végbemenne a (35f)-en, akkor végsd soron a szintagma hibas hangsulyo-
zasat okozna: * a'hajo .tizen'hdrom 'utasa (RpM, RpT és RpM 1épésein keresztiil).

3.2. Problémak a Selkirk-modell magyar valtozataval kapcsolatban
Osszefoglalva megéllapithatjuk, hogy Selkirk (1984) racsalapi modelljének a
magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozasra valé alkalmazasa szamos problémat vet fel.

Eloszor is, a RacsszEpitd Szabalyok magyar valtozatai lexikalisan korlato-
zottak, ami az eredeti Selkirk-féle keretben nincs megengedve. Mint a (30b),
(31b) és (34b) mutatja, a magyar Racsponthozzaadas, Racsponttorlés és Racs-
pontmozgatés csak akkor érinthet 4. szintli racspontot (azaz fohangsilyt), ha a
szoban forgd racspont RH-sz6n beliil van.

Masodszor, mint a (35f) mutatta, a Racspontmozgatas magyar valtozata csak
akkor érinthet RH-sz6t, ha az altala megsziintetendo iitkzés olyan konstituen-
sen beliil van, ami az RH-sz6t kdzvetleniil dominalja. Az eredeti Selkirk-féle
keret nem ismer ilyen szintaktikai kikotéseket.

Harmadszor, bar az elemzés a ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas mindkét tipusat
(tehat a Trochaikus Megfordulast és a Hatulsd Gyengiilést egyarant) megmagya-
razza az RH-szavakban, figyelmen kiviil hagyja a Hatulsé Gyengiilés azon ese-
teit, amelyek nem-RH jellegli kéthangstlyu szavakban fordulnak eld, vé. (32).
Mas szdval az elemzés ugy tekinti a Trochaikus Megfordulast €s a Hatulso
Gyengiilést, mintha szimmetrikus folyamatok volnanak, am mégsem képes egy-
séges magyarazatot adni réluk.

Negyedszer, a Selkirk-modell magyar valtozataban a racs szintjeinek katego-
rikus, nem-relativ jelentése van: a 4. szintii (és magasabb) racspontok féhang-
sulyt (azaz hangmagassagi akcentust) jeleznek. Azonban, mivel az elemzés §j
lIépést kivan minden prominenciavaltozashoz, igy a jelentéktelenekhez is, a f6-
hangsulyokat fonetikai erejilk alapjan sziikségteleniil taldifferencialja; 1. pl. a
'mind a 'tizen-"hdrom kiilonboz6 realizacioit a (33¢) és (33d)-ben.

3.3. Hayes metrikus adjunkcios elmélete és az elmélet kiterjesztése

Az angol ritmikai hangstlyvaltozas mindkét fajtajardl egységes magyarazatot ad
Hayes (1984) metrikus adjunkcids elmélete. Ez az elmélet fa-plusz-racsalapi
keretet hasznal; a metrikus fa reprezentalja a hangsulyt, a metrikus racs a ritmi-
kai struktirat. Hayes szerint a ritmikai hangsialyvaltozast nem a racsiitkozés
kikiiszob6lése motivalja, hanem egy ritmikailag jobban hangzé (euritmikusabb)
szoveg létrehozasa: olyan szovegé, amelyben a szomszédos racspontok a racs
egy szintjén egy bizonyos alland¢d térk6zzel kovetik egymast. Idealisan ez a tér-
kéz négy szétag (beleszamitva az elsd szotagot is), amit egy szinttel lejjebb egy
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racspont két, egyenként kétszotagos térkozre bont. Ezeket a kivanalmakat feje-
zik ki Hayes Négyszotagos és Kétszotagos szabalyai.

Hayes elemzése mind a Jambikus Megfordulast, mind az Eliils6 Gyengiilést
egyetlen adjunkci6s szabalyba vonja 6ssze, melynek neve Ritmikai Igazodas
(’Rhythmic Adjustment’):

(36) Ritmikai Igazodas (balra hatd)
Az .. XY...DTE... konfiguracidban adjungaljuk Y-t az X-hez.

Ez azt jelenti, ,,hogy az XY szekvenciabdl konstituenst allitunk el6, és ebben a kon-
stituensben az Y gyenge az X-hez viszonyitva” (Hayes 1995: 383)." A szabaly tehat
balra hatd miivelet: az Y elemet a t6le balra 4116 X elemmel vonja 6ssze egy konsti-
tuensbe. A DTE (’Designated Terminal Element’) a szekvencia legerosebb eleme.

A (36)-ben bemutatott szabaly az angol ritmikai hangstlyvaltozas mindkét
valtozatat eléallitja.

Amikor az X és az Y eredetileg nem testvércsomopontok, a szabaly Eliilsé
Gyengiilést hoz létre. Ilyenkor a szabaly atrendezi a zardjeleket, 1. (37). Az iga-
zodas eredményeként a Fawcett sz6, azaz a Fawcett-Majors tulajdonnév eld-
tagja gyengébbnek fog tiinni, mint az igazodas eldtt.

37 X
X X X
X . X . X . X. X . X .
Farrah [Fawcett-Majors] — [Farrah Fawcett]-Majors
X Y DTE X Y DTE

VVV YV

AN

A (37)ben a szovegsor alatt metrikus fat latunk. Az s (stronger than’, azaz ’er6-
sebb’) és w ("weaker than’, azaz ’gyengébb’) cimkeék arra utalnak, hogy a széban for-
g6 csomopont erdsebb, illetve gyengébb prominenciaju, mint a testvércsomdpontja.
Amikor az X és Y eredetileg testvércsomopontok, akkor a szabaly Jambikus
Megfordulast okoz. Ilyenkor az adjunkcié nem valtoztatja meg a konstituens-
struktirat (nem rendezi at a zardjeleket), tehat a konstituens-struktira szem-
pontjabol iiresjaratban miikodik, viszont az Y elemet gyengévé teszi az X elem-

1 Az idegen nyelvbél atvett idézeteket mindig a sajat forditssomban kozlom, V.L.
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hez képest, vagyis az X és Y elemeket atcimkézi, 1. (38). Az eredmény az lesz,
hogy a Mary sz6, amely az 1gazodas elott gyengébd volt, az igazodas utan erd-
sebb lesz az Ellen szénal. -

(38) X " X
X X X X
X . X. X . X . X . X .
[Mary-Ellen] Mathers — [Mary-Ellen] Mathers
X Y DTE X Y DTE
§ WS W § W S WS

\/\/\/

Hogy elkeriilje a tilgeneralast, Hayes (1984) bevezeti a Maximalitas Elvét, amely
két esetben teljesiil: (i) Y és DTE testvércsomdpontok, és mindkettét az X vezérli (1.
37), (ii) X és Y testvércsomépontok, és mindkettSt a DTE vezérli (1. 38).2%%

Hayes modelljét Kager — Visch (1988) kiterjesztette a holland ritmikai hang-
salyvaitozas tényeinek megmagyardzasara. Ez szamunkra azért érdekes, mert a
holland ritmikai hangstlyvaltozds nemcsak balra haté miivelet lehet, mint az
angolban, hanem jobbra hat¢ is, mint a magyarban.

Kager — Visch (1988: 52) szerint a jobbra haté Ritmikai Igazodas a balra
haté Ritmikai Igazodas (36) tiikorképe:

(39) Ritmikai Igazoddas (jobbra hatd)
A ...DTE...Y X... konfiguracidban adjungaljuk az Y-t az X-hez.

Mig az angol ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas balra hatd, a magyar jobbra hatd, a hol-
land pedig ilyen is, olyan is lehet.

A (40-43) levezetések holland és magyar példakon mutatjak be a jobbra hat6
Ritmikai Igazodast. Mindegyik példaban kozlom a metrikus fat, a racsot, és a
sematikus intonacios gérbét, a hangsilyos szétagok aldhuzasaval.

A (40) holland példa Hatulsé Gyengiilést mutat (Kager — Visch ,,Jobbra haté
Er6sodés”-nek hivja). A voetbalveld dsszetett sz6 (amelyben a voet = ’1ab’, bal

2 A vezérlés (’c-command’) fogalmardl 1. E. Kiss (1992: 56).

2 Hayes ujabb munkdjaban (1995: 385) a Maximalitis Elvének szerepét két altalanosabb elv
veszi 4t: az Osszefliggd Racsoszlop Kényszere (*Continuous Column Constraint’) és a Hiiségfel-
tétel ("Faithfulness Condition’). Mellesleg, itt nem részletezheté okok miatt Hayes (1995) kiilon
magyarazattal szolgal az Eliilsé Gyengiilés és a Jambikus Megfordulds miikddésére, és igy elve-
sziti azt az altalanositést, amely kordbban Hayes (1984) Ritmikai Igazodéas szabalyaban oltott
testet, és amely a két szabalyt egyesitette.
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= ’labda’, veld = *'mez6’) jelentése: 'futballpalya’ (cf. Kager — Visch 1988: 53).
Az igazodas eredményeként a bal, a voetbal masodik eleme, relatwe gyengébb-
nek tlinik, mint az igazodas eldtt.

(40) X

X X X
X X X X X X
X X X = X X X
[voet bal]veld voet[balveld]
DTE Y X DTEY X
s W W s W s
XN
y y

o - (o]

e e

t bal veld t bal veld

A kovetkezd példa (41) a Trochaikus Megfordulast illusztralja (Kager és Visch
,Jobbrahatd Elmozgatas”-nak hivja) a holland zaalvoerbal Osszetett szon
(amelyben a zaal = ’terem’, voet = ’1ab’, bal = ’labda’). A szd jelentése:
’teremfutball’ (cf. Kager — Visch 1988: 53).

41) X X
X X X X
X X X X X X
X X X — X X X
zaal[voetbal] zaal[voetbal]
DTEY X DTEY X
s S W S W s
WYY
z ¥4
a - a
a a

1 voet bal —1 voet bal
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3.4. Problémak a metrikus adjunkciés elmélet magyarra alkalmazasiban

A metrikus igazodas elméleti keretében létrehozott reprezentaciokkal az a o6
probléma, hogy csupan egyetlen hangmagassagi akcentust képesek megbizhatd-
an jeldlni; a legerdsebb szotagét, vagyis annak a szétagnak az akcentusat, ame-
lyik fol6tt a legmagasabb a racspontok oszlopa. Ez a DTE. Hayes véleménye
szerint ,,a hangmagassagi akcentusok a legerdsebb elérheté hangstilyokhoz ta-
padnak” (Hayes 1995: 370). Az viszont nem vilagos, hogy a legerdsebb hang-
stilyok koziil hanyhoz, vagyis hogy a leger6sebb hangsulyi szétagon tal a maso-
dik, harmadik, stb. leger6sebb hangsulyl szoétag szintén kap-e hangmagassagi
akcentust, vagy nem.

Ha a metrikus igazodas elméletét a magyar tizenhdarom pont, illetve pont ti-
zenhdrom szintagmak esetében alkalmazzuk, ugyanolyan fakat és racsokat ka-
punk, mint a holland voetbalveld, illetve zaalvoetbal esetében. Csakhogy a
megfeleld magyar és holland példak reprezentaciés azonossaga ellenére a ma-
gyar példak igazodas el6tti valtozataiban harom hangmagassagi akcentust (f6-
hangsulyt) talalunk, mig a hollandban csak egyet; a magyar példak igazodas
utani valtozataiban pedig két hangmagassagi akcentust (féhangsulyt), mig a
hollandban megintcsak egyet.

 (42) cf. (40)

X
X X X
X X X X X X
X . X . X > X. X. X
[tizenharom] pont tizen[harom pont]
DTEY DTE Y
\/\/ \/\/
ti-
hé- - ti-
zen- po po
rom n zenharom n

t t



Két fohangsulyt tartalmazé magyar szavak ritmikai hangsulyvéltozéasa 69

(43) cf. (41)

X X
X X X X

X X X X X X

X X.X. = X X.X.
pont [tizenharom] pont [tizenharom] -
DTE Y X DTE Y X

s s 0w S W s
\}»v/ W

n ti- — pont

t ha- ha-

zen- tizen-
rom rom

A metrikus fak s/w ("er6sebb’/’gyengébb’) cimkéi, vagy a metrikus racsok eltérd
magassagu oszlopai csak arra alkalmasak, hogy a szétagok koz6tti prominencia-
viszonyokat tiitkr6zzék, de alkalmatlanok a hangmagassagi akcentusok nem-
viszonylagos oldalanak kifejezésére. A hangmagassagi akcentusok (féhangsu-
lyok) ezekt6l a prominenciaviszonyoktol fiiggetlenek.

A magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas a hangmagassagi akcentusok létezésén
és torolhetdségén alapul, de a metrikus igazodas elmélete éppen ezeket képtelen
egyértelmiien bemutatni. Ezért egy alternativ elméleti keretre van sziikség,
amelynek a magyarra vald alkalmazasa adekvat moédon tudja kezelni a hangma-
gassagi akcentusokat anélkiil, hogy fonetikai erejiik alap_|an differencialna Gket.
Ilyen keretet kinal Gussenhoven (1991).

4. A magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozis akcentusalapu fonologiai
megkozelitése

4.1. Gussenhoven ritmusszabalya

Gussenhoven (1991) a kovetkez két feltevésbol indul ki: (i) a hangmagassagl
akcentussal Kkitiintetett angol hangsilyok, legyenek azok akar tradicionalisan
mellékhangsulynak tekintett prenuklearis, akar féhangsulynak tekintett nuklearis
hangstlyok, mind egyarant akcentusok, (ii) a Jambikus Megfordulas, nem egy
hangsuly elmozgatasa, hanem egy harom akcentusb6l allé sorozat kozépsé tag-
janak a deakcentudlasa a fonoldgiai frazisban. Az Angol Ritmusszabalyt Gus-
senhoven (1991: 17) igy fogalmazza meg:
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(44) Angol Ritmusszabdly
o0/, __*.),

A szabdly balrol jobbra hat. A csillagok akcentusokat jeldlnek azokon a szota-
gokon, amelyek fonologiai iitemek fejeit alkotjak. A gérog ¢ betii ,,fonoldgiai
frazist” jelol. Gussenhoven angol Ritmusszabalya posztlexikalis szabaly, de
ciklikusan miikddik abban az értelemben, hogy figyelembe veszi a konstituens-
struktarat és ,alacsonyabb OsszetevOkén hat miel6tt a magasabbakon hatna”
(Gussenhoven 1991: 18).

Gussenhoven Ritmusszabilya egységes elemzést nyujt az angol ritmikai
hangsilyvaltozas mindkét fajtija, tehat a Jambikus Megfordulas és az Eliilsé
Gyengiilés szamara egyarant. Ugyanakkor megmagyarazza a kzéps6 hangsuly
redukczizc')jét is az olyan szavakban, mint pl. az 'indi.vidua'listic (’individua-
lista’).

Ez a modell csak harom hangsiilyfokozatot ismer el az angolban: akcentualt
iitemfejeket (melyek mas elemzésekben fohangsulyoknak, illetve fohangsuly
el6tti mellékhangsilyoknak felelnek meg), nem-akcentualt iitemfejeket (me-
lyek mas elemzések harmadfokl hangsulyainak, illetve foShangstly utani mel-
lékhangsulyainak felelnek meg), és végiil iitemfejeken kiviili (azaz hangsily-
talan) szétagokat.”

4.2. Gussenhoven modelljének alkalmazisa a magyarra

Most megkiséreljitk a Gussenhoven-modell keretében targyalni a magyar ritmi-
kai hangstlyvaltozas jelenségeit. Az egyszerii és képzett szavak lexikai repre-
zenticidi a magyarban problématlanok: az ilyen szavak fonoldgiai szavaknak
(o) felelnek meg, melyek elsé szétagjukon hordozzak egyetlen féhangsilyukat,
tehat reprezentaciojuk egyetlen korlatlan hossziisagi ('unbounded ), balra aga-
z6 iitembd] (U) all, 1. (45). A o a szétag jele.

22 Gussenhoven (1991) Ritmusszabélya megérzi a szélsé akcentusokat, de térli a kozépss ak-
centust a fonolégiai fréazisban. Igy a frazis a szélei felé prominensebb lesz, mint a kdzepén. Selkirk
(1995: 565) Frazisszéli Prominencia kényszere ("Phrase Edge Prominence constraint’) ugyanide
vezet, de nem a kozép deakcentualasanak, hanem inkdbb a szélsd konstituensek megerositésének
eredményeként (i.m.: 564-68).

2 Gussenhoven (1991: 6) elismeri, hogy az utolsé akcentualt iitemfej egy angol fonolégiai fra-
zisban (melyet nukleéris hangsiilynak is hivnak) nagyobb prominenciaval rendelkezik, mint a t&bbi
akcentudlt iitemfej ugyanabban a fonolégiai frazisban (ezeket prenukleéris hangsilyoknak is neve-
zik). De az utolsé akcentus nagyobb prominencidja Gussenhoven szerint az akcentus pozicidjanak
koszonhetd; e pozicié kivetkeztében az utolsé akcentus dallamat egy hatartonus gazdagitja, és ez
okozza a nagyobb prominencia érzetét. Ezért Gussenhoven szerint nincs elméleti jelentdségi
kiilonbség a nuklearis és prenuklearis akcentusok kozott. Az angol nuklearis (f6-) és prenuklearis

ba, vitathatonak tiinhet (v6. Ladd 1986: 316), de a magyar hangsilyok elemzését nem érinti.
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45 o

*

'iskola

Az Osszetett szavak két (vagy tobb) iitemet tartalmaznak, ezek az iitemek az
Osszetett szO kozvetlen OsszetevOinek felelnek meg, de az elsé (balszélsd)
iitemt6l eltekintve akcentus nélkiil, mindossze mellékhangsullyal jelennek meg,
az Osszetételi Hangsulyszabaly (OHSz) kovetkeztében:

(46) Osszetételi Hangsulyszabdly —(47)
N

\ /N N\ R
IR A INA
'iskola.taska

éliikén 1évé mellékhangsilyt és vele iitem voltukat. Ez az opcionalis Utem-
torlés, melynek révén pl. a kétiitemii 'iskola.tdska egyiitemiivé valhat: 'iskola-
taska.

A szintagmak fonolégiai frazisoknak (@) felelnek meg, ezek fonoldgiai sza-
vakbol vagy alacsonyabb rangu fonoldgiai frazisokbdl allnak, a lexikai szavak-
nak megfeleld fonologiai szavak pedig egy-egy akcentualt iitemnek felelnek
meg:

. @ e

Az akcentudlatlan iitemek tovabb gyengiilhetnek ugy, hogy elveszitik az
|
|

o »
I |
ok *
0 U
VA N\
GO G o
'‘édes 'alom

A t6bb fOhangsulyt tartalmazé Gsszetételek akar RH-szavak akar nem-RH-
szavak, hangsulyozasukat tekintve olyanok, mint a szintagmak. Ezek olyan fo-
noldgiai szavaknak felelnek meg, amelyek alacsonyabb rangi fonoldgiai szava-
kat dominalnak, vo. (49) és (50).
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49)a. o b. ® c. ®
/\ /\ N
0 o 0o o o ®
|| | | |
%* %* * * * *
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c © GG G GG 0 G
'szaz'tiz 'ugyan'az itott-kopott
(50) ®
—
@ ®
N
® ®
*
; L |
/\ U
/\
o c
otszaz'harmmc'kllenc

Az akcentusalapi magyar Ritmusszabaly igy fogalmazhat6 meg:

(51) Magyar Ritmusszabdly (RSz)

o0/ xp(* __* ke
Feltételek: XP egy szintagmabdl vagy tobbhangsalyl 6sszetett szobdl
allo frazis,

(a) amely kozvetleniil dominélja azt az RH-sz6t, amelyhez a térlendd
akcentus tartozik, vagy

(b) amely azzal a kéthangsilyd nem-RH jellegii dsszetett széval kez-
dédik, amelyhez a torlendd akcentus tartozik.

Eufonikus Korldtozds: A szabaly alkalmazasa valdsziniitlenné valik, ha
tobb mint 4 szétagbdl allé intervallum kialakuldsdhoz vezetne két
szomszédos akcentus kozott.

Az (51) szabaly opcionalis, €s balrdl jobbra hat. Akarcsak angol megfelel6-
je, ez is elobb az alacsonyabb szintii konstituenseket veszi célba, és csak az-
utan a magasabb szintiieket. Az (52) és (53) példakon lathatjuk, hogy hogyan ad
szamot a szabaly a Hatulsé Gyengiilés, illetve Trochaikus Megfordulas jelen-
ségeirdl:
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(52) =(29)
Lexikon:

TOHSz:

RSz-1:
Frazisképzés:

RSz-2:

(53) =(33)

Lexikon:
TOHSz:

RSz-1:
Frazisképzés:

RSz-2:

* * S %
tizen-, harom, pont
* *
[tizenharom]
[B C ]
nem alkalmazhat6
* * *
[[tizenharom] pont]
B C ] D]
* *

[tizenharom pont]

% *‘ *
mind, a, tizen-, harom
mint az (52)-ben
nem alkalmazhatd

* * L3
[mind [a tizenharom]]

[A[B C 1]
* *

[mirid a tizenharom |

ime néhany bonyolultabb eset:

(54) =(39%5)
Lexikon:

TOHSz:
RSz-1:
Frazisképzés-1:

RSz-2:

Frazisképzés-2:

RSz-3:

B C % * *
a, hajo, tizen-,
mint az (52)-ben

nem alkalmazhat6
% * *

harom, utasa

[[tizenharom] utasa]
[B C ] D ]
% *
[tizenhdrom utasa ]
* * *

[a hajo [tizenhdrom  utasa]]
[ A[B C D 1]

gatolva van, mert az (51) egyik feltétele sem teljesiil
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(55) Lexikon: * * * *
szaz, tizen-, harom, utas
TOHSz-1: mint az (52)-ben
RSz-1: nem alkalmazhatd
TOHSz-2: LA
[szaz[tizenharom]]
[ A[B C ]
RSz-2: * *
[szaztizenharom]
Frazisképzés: * * *

[[szaztizenharom] utas]

[ AB C ]D ]
RSz-3: * *
[szaztizenharom utas]

Az (55) eliilsé konstituense ('szdztizen'hdrom) a RSz-2 révén ,levezetetten
kéthangsulyos RH-0sszetétel” (vo. 6.ii). Mivel igy az (51a) feltétel teljesiil, a
Ritmusszabaly harmadszor is miikddésbe 1ép (RSz-3) és eltorli a hdrom szd
akcentusat.” :

A kovetkezd példaban a Magyar Ritmusszabalyhoz kapcsolt Eufonikus Kor-
latozas (1. 51) nem érvényesiil, mert a Ritmusszabaly ismételt alkalmazasa két

“rey

RH-sz6 konkatenacidjat érinti.

(56) Lexikon: * * * *
tizen-, harom, negyven, ot
TOHSz: ¥ % * *

[tizenhdrom] [negyvenét]
[BlI C1 ][B2 (2]

24 Ugy tiinhet, hogy a RSz-3 megakadélyozésa az (54)-ben, illetve a RSz-2 engedélyezése az
(55)-ben egy altalanosabb elvbol, nevezetesen a Kager — Visch (1988) altal feltalalt Eros Tarto-
many Elvébol (*Strong Domain Principle’) kovetkezik. Ez az elv tiltja a fej igazodasat erds
konstituensben, de nem tiltja gyenge konstituensben. Ezzel a vélekedéssel az a probléma, hogy
Kager — Visch reprezentaciéi, mint a 3.3-ban lattuk, csak prominenciaviszonyokat mutatnak, de
hangmagassagi akcentusokat nem. Az (54) Jobbrahaté Erdsodésen mehet 4at, de az igy kapott
reprezentacié csak azt mutatja, hogy az u- szotag prominencidja megnétt a hd- szétag
promincidjéhoz képest. Hasonloképpen, az (55) Jobbrahaté Elmozgatdson mehet keresztiil, mely-
nek eredményeképpen a hd- sz6tag prominensebb lesz, mint a #i- szotag. Viszont a kapott repre-
zenticiok semmit sem 4arulnak el magukrél a hangmagasségi akcentusokrol (azon til, hogy az
egész frazis legerdsebb eleme, a DTE, hangmagassagi akcentust kap).
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RSz-1: nem alkalmazhat6
Frazisképzés: * * * *
[[tizenharom] [negyvenot]]
[[BT C1 ][B2 C2]]
RSz-2: * * *
[tizenhdrom negyvenot]
RSz-3: * *

[tizenhdrom negyvenst]®

A Magyar Ritmusszabaly az (51b) feltétel alapjan a nem-RH jellegli t6bb-
hangsulya 6sszetételekben is létre tudja hozni a Hatulsé Gyengiilést, és igy ke-
zelni tudja a Trochaikus Megforduléds és a Hatuls6 Gyengiilés kozotti aszimmet-
riat. Az itort-kopott sz6 nem-RH jellegli tobbhangsilya Gsszetétel, mely kielé-
giti a Ritmusszabaly (b) feltételét.

(57 =(32)

Lexikon: * * *
egy, utdtt, kopott, autd

TOHSz: * *

(nem-RH) [it6tt-kopott]
B C ]

RSz-1: nem alkalmazhat6

Frazisképzés: * * *
egy [[iitdtt-kopott] autd]

(B C 1D ]
RSz-2: * *

egy [ uitétt-kopott autd]

4.3. Gussenhoven modellje és a deakcentuilt beszédszakaszok

Felmeriil a kérdés, hogy hogyan miikodhet Gussenhoven akcentusalapti modellje
megnyilatkozasok deakcentudlt szakaszaiban. Hiszen az ilyen beszédszakaszok-
ban nincsenek akcentusok, mégis mindkét fajta ritmikai hangstlyvaltozas meg-
figyelhetd (vo. Hayes 1995: 370). Gussenhoven (1991: 25-28) elére latta ezt az
ellenvetést és kimutatta, hogy ilyen esetekben a ,hatar el6tti megnylas™ auto-
matikusan kiilonbdz6 hosszusagi prominenciaképleteket hoz létre az angolban,
és ezek a képletek keltik a ritmikus hangsulyvaltozas érzetét. Ami a magyart
illeti, feltessziik, hogy azok a szotagok, amelyek a ritmikus hangsulyvaltozas

2 Mivel a Magyar Ritmusszabaly balrél jobbra hat, az (56) elemzés képtelen eldallitani a

'tizen'hdrom negyven'ot verziot, holott ez a hangsilyképlet is lehetséges. Ezt a hidnyossagot majd

csak az 5. részben bemutatandé Kett6s Elemzés tudja kikiiszobolni.
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soran megbrzik fohangsilyukat, a deakcentudlt beszédszakaszokban mellék-
hangstlyosakka valnak, és mint ilyenek, még mindig megkiilonboztethetok a
hangsilytalan szotagoktol intenzitastSbbletiik és/vagy junkturalis és hosszisagi
valtozasaik révén. Pl.:

(58) 'Nincs még .fél tizen.kettd.

4.4. Osszefoglalis

Ugy talaltuk, hogy a Gussenhoven-féle akcentusalapi fonolégia alkalmasabb a
magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas megragadasara, mint a Selkirk-féle racsalapu
modell vagy a Hayes-féle (illetve Kager — Visch-féle) metrikus adjunkcios el-
mélet. El6szor is egyszeriibb, mint az emlitett elemzések, mert hangmagassagi
akcentusokon alapul, és nem differencialja oket erejilk szerint. Masodszor a
Gussenhoven-modell magyar valtozata a nem-RH jellegili tobbhangsulyl 6ssze-
tett szavak Hatuls6é Gyengiilésérdl is szamot ad, és igy a magyar ritmikai hang-

Ennek viszont 4ra van: az ad hoc (b) feltétel beiktatasa a Magyar Ritmus-
szabalyba (51). Mig az (a) feltétel szimmetrikus, mert a ritmikai hangsuly-
valtozas mindkét fajtajara kiterjed az RH-szavakban, és k6z6mbds, hogy az RH-
sz6 a frazis elején van-e vagy sem; a (b) feltétel aszimmetrikus: csak a Hatulso
Gyengiilést magyardzza a nem-RH jellegii tobbhangsulyi Osszetett szavakban,
és ezeknek a szavaknak a frazis elején kell allniuk.

Egy masik probléma, hogy a Gussenhoven-féle modell magyar véltozata — az
eredeti modellel szemben — lexikai osztalyokra és szintaktikai §sszetevokre hi-
vatkozik, és igy e tekintetben nem kiilonb a Selkirk-féle modell magyar valto-
zatanal. A magyarban sziikséges a lexikai és szintaktikai hivatkozas, mert nyel-
viinkben a ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas lexikai elemek bizonyos csoportjaira kor-
latozodik, és szintaktikai korlatjai is vannak.

Ezek a tények felébresztik a gyanut, hogy talan Kaisse (1985, 1990) P1 sza-
balyai, s6t talan Hayes (1990) prekompilacids elmélete alapjan elemezhetjiik
legjobban a magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas tényeit, mivel ezekben a keretek-
ben a specifikus lexikai és szintaktikai informaciéra vald hivatkozas természetes
helyet kap. Most ezeket a lehet6ségeket vizsgaljuk meg.

5. A magyar ritmikai hangsalyvaltozas kettés elemzése

5.1. Hayes prekompilacioés szabalyai

A szintaxis a fonoldgiara azzal hat a legnyilvanvalobb médon, hogy meghata-
rozza a fonoldgiai frazisképzést: a szegmentalis fiizér szintaktikai alapon bomlik
kiilonbdzé méretli fonologiai egységekre, és ezaltal a prozodikus hierarchia kii-
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16nboz6 szintjei jonnek létre. Ugyanakkor azonban olyan fonoldgiai szabalyok
is léteznek, amelyek specifikus szintaktikai és/vagy lexikai informaciora hivat-
koznak, és amelyek nem magyarazhatok meg egyediil a fonoldgiai frazisképzés
alapjan. Hayes (1990: 87) azt allitja, hogy

(59) ..a fonolégiai szabalyok két csoportba oszthatok: vagy (a) valédi frazisszabalyok, me-
lyek posztszintaktikusan lépnek miikdésbe, és csak a prozodikus hierarchia szintjeire
hivatkozhatnak, vagy (b) lexikalis szabalyok, melyek preszintaktikusan miikodnek a
lexikonon belill. Az utdbbiak egy részhalmazat a ,,prekompilalt szabalyok” alkotjak,
ezek tobb, diakritikusan jelslt allomorfot képeznek bizonyos szdosztalyok szamara. A
szintaxis és frazisfonologia csatlakozasi felilletén a megfeleld, diakritikusan jelolt
allomorfokat helyettesitjiik be a relevéns szintaktikai kornyezetekbe.”

Hayes ezt az inditvanyt prekompilacids elméletnek hivja. Az a paradox hely-
zet, hogy szintaktikai szabalyok nem hivatkozhatnak fonoloégiai tulajdonsagokra,
de hivatkozhatnak egyedi szavak és morfémak tulajdonsagaira, arra a gondolatra
vezette Hayes-t, hogy a szavak a szintaktikai reprezentaciokban eldszor mint
absztrakt helyjel516k jelennek meg, melyeknek nincs fonoldgiai tartalmuk.

A szotari behelyettesités tehat két 1épésben torténik: az els6 1épés az abszt-
rakt helyjeldl6k beillesztése a szintaktikai fakba, a masodik az absztrakt helyje-
1616k fonoldgiai instancialasa, azaz konkrét fonémikus anyaggal vald betoltése.
Kovetkezésképpen a legtobb olyan fonoldgiai szabaly, amely a korabbi elemzé-
sek szerint szintaktikai reprezentacidkra hivatkozott (un. direkt szintaxis sza-
balynak mindsiilt), az 0j elemzésben nem tesz mast, mint kivalasztja a megfeleld
prekompilalt allomorfokat a fonoldgiai instancidlds szdmara: ,.frazalis allomor-
fok fonoldgiai szaballyal derivalhatok a lexikalis fonologian beliil, ugy, hogy
egész szbosztalyoknak lesznek tobbszords prekompilalt allomorfjai” (Hayes
1990: 92).

Mivel a magyarban csak két elszigetelt szbosztaly (a kéthangsulyl Gsszetett
szamnevek és az ugyan-elGtagl Osszetételek osztilya) van kitéve a ritmikus
hangsulyvaltozas mindkét tipusanak, és csak specifikus szintaktikai kdrnyeze-
tekben, meg kell vizsgalnunk, hogy milyen mértékben kezelhetjiik a hangsuly-
valtozas két fajtajat a prekompilacios elmélet keretében a lexikonon beliil.

5.2. Kaisse P1 szabalyai
Hayes (1990) kijelenti, hogy az 6 prekompilalt szabalyai Kaisse (1985; 1990) P1
szabalyainak (,kiilsé6 sandhi szabalyainak™) felelnek meg. Az angol ritmikus
hangsulyvaltozas szabalyai, Kaisse (1990: 131-37) szerint, alapvetéen Pl sza-
balyok.

Kaisse P1 szabalyai a posztlexikalis szabalyok specialis részhalmazat képe-
zik, melyek ,,a legkdzelebb [esnek] a lexikonhoz és igy sok jellegzetességiik
k6z6s a lexikalis szabalyokkal” (i.m.: 130), és ,,az Osszes lexikalis szabaly utan
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és az Osszes P2 szabaly elétt keriilnek alkalmazasra” (i.m.: 128).%° Ezzel szem-
ben Hayes szerint ,,arra, hogy a P1 szabalyok miért viselkednek figy, mintha
lexikalisak volnanak, az a legegyszer(ibb magyarazat, hogy azért, mert valdjaban
lexikalisak”, azaz prekompilaltak (Hayes 1990: 103).

Kaisse (1990: 135-37) tigy latja, hogy az angol ritmikai hangstlyvaltozasnak
szamos P1 (azaz lexikalis szabalyokhoz hasonlithatd) vonasa van. El6szor is,
lexikai kivételekkel rendelkezik; 1. pl. superd, abstemious, grotesque, stb., me-
lyek nem tiirik a hangsulyvaltozast. Masodszor, az angol ritmikai hangsulyvalto-
zas altal létrehozott alakokat felhasznaljak a verselésben; pl. 4 'Tennessee
'drummer called 'Bette... (Egy Tennessee-beli dobos, akit Bette-nek hivnak’).”’
Harmadszor, az alakok lexikalizalodhatnak; 1. pl. az ‘abstract, 'abject mellékne-
veket. Negyedszer, az angol ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas érzékeny az egymasba
agyazott Osszetételek és szintaktikai konstituensek zarojelezésére; vo. 'one-
thirteen 'Jay Street (’Jay utca 113°), vs. Bill's 'thirteen 'clothes pins (’Bill 13 ru-
hatlije’). Az angol ritmikai hangstlyvéltozas 6t6dik lexikai jellegii vondsa az,
hogy szerkezet6rzd abban az értelemben, hogy mind a valtozas el6tti, mind a
valtozas utani hangsulyképletek lehetséges, a nyelvben egyébként is 1étezd szo-
hangsulyképletek; vo. 'Missis'sippi és 'Abernathy. Egyediil a hatodik kritérium
nem teljesiil egyértelmiien, ez az ingradiencia vagy binaritas (igen-nem’ jelle-
gliség) kritériuma. A P1 szabalyok ingradiensek (bindris természetiiek), de az
angol ritmikai hangsulyvéltozasnak vannak gradiens (’tobb-kevesebb’ jellegii)
vonasai. Hayes (1984) ota tudjuk, hogy minél kozelebb vannak egymashoz a
hangsilyos szdtagok, annal valdsziniibb, hogy a ritmikai hangshlyvaltozas végbe-
megy; vO. 'Tennes'see abbreviations (’Tennessee-beli roviditések’; itt a méasodik
sz6 féhangsulyos szotagja elég messze van az elsé sz6 fohangstlyos szotagjatol, a
-see szOtagtol ahhoz, hogy a hangsilyvaltozas ne kovetkezzen be), vs. 'Tennessee
'relatives (" Tennessee-beli rokonok’; itt a masodik sz6 fohangsilya szomszédos az
elso szo féhangsiilyaval, ezért a Jambikus Megfordulas szinte kételezd). De talan
még ez az ellenérv is kivédhetd azzal, hogy a szétagszdmban mért tavolsagok nem
képeznek valodi gradienciat.®® Osszefoglalva, Kaisse gy véli, hogy a ritmikai
hangsilyvaltozas az angolban alapvetéen a P1 szabalyok k6z¢é tartozik.

Valamivel kevésbé nyilvanvald, de azért végsé soron szintén elfogadhaté az
a nézet, hogy a magyar ritmikai hangsulyvaltozas is a P1 szabalyok k&z¢ tarto-
zik. El6szor, bar nincsenek aldla (altalam ismert) lexikai kivételek, a jelenség

2% A P2 szabalyok a klasszikus posztlexikalis szabalyok. Ezekrél 1. Durand — Siptar (1997: 110-12),

21 A 'Tennes'see sz6 izolalt alakjaban a -see szétagon viseli a leger6sebb hangstlyt. Ha ez az alak
keriilne a versbe, megtdrné az adott verssor ritmusat. A Jambikus Megfordulas révén el6all6 ['Tennes-
see] alak ritmikailag olyan daktiluszi verslabat alkot, mint az utana kovetkezd ['drummer called).

% Nagyobb probléma volna az ingradiencia kritérium szaméra az, ha bebizonyosodna, hogy az
euritmikus hangsilykozkijelolés esetleg nem szétagokat, hanem valdsagos id6t mér; vo. Hayes (1984:
70-73).



Két fohangstlyt tartalmazé magyar szavak ritmikai hangsulyvaltozasa 79

maga kivételes abban az értelemben, hogy kivételes lexikai osztalyokra korlato-
zbdik: csak a kéthangsilyu Osszetett szamnevek €s ugyan-Gsszetételek részesiil-
hetnek Trochaikus Megfordulasban és Hatulso Gyengiilésben, a tobbi kéthang-
sily dsszetétel csak Hatulsd Gyengiilést kaphat. Masodszor, a magyar ritmikai
hangsillyvaltozas altal eléallitott alakok elérhetdk a verselési szabalyok szamara;
a (60) els6 soranak ritmusa megkivanja, hogy a harmicegyedikén sz Trochaikus
Megfordulason essen at, mert csak akkor illik a masodik sor ritmusahoz (utébbi
a szavak normalis hangsilyozasabol kovetkezik):

(60) 'Mdjus harminc'egyedikén
‘érkezik a 'nagynénikém

A harmadik, lexikalizacios kritérium csak a Hatulsé Gyengiilésre all: j6 né-
hany szavunk ennek lexikalizalédott példaja, pl. 'limlom, 'eszem-iszom stb.”® A
Trochaikus Megfordulas nem lexikalizaldédik. Ez azonban nem perdénté ellen-
érv, ha figyelembe vessziik, hogy a ritmikai hangsualyvaltozas lexikalizacidja az
angolban is kevés szot érintett, pedig ott a ritmikai hangstlyvéltozas roppant
széles korli. A P1 szabalyok negyedik vonasa, a szintaktikai konstituens strukti-
ra (zardjelezés) iranti érzékenység erdteljesen jelen van a magyar ritmikai hang-
sulyvaltozasban; I. pl. a Magyar Racspontmozgaté Szabaly (27) kiilonleges
korlatozasat, vagy a Magyar Ritmusszabaly (51) (a) és (b) feltételeit.

Az 6t6dik kritérium, a szerkezetérzés megintcsak félig teljesiil, mert csak a
Hatuls6 Gyengiilés allit el6 olyan hangsulyozasi valtozatokat, amelyek magyar
szavak normalis hangsulyozasanak tekinthetdk, vo. pl. 'tizenhat vs. 'bizonylat, de
a Trochaikus Megfordulas nem. A helyzet azonban régtén elfogadhatobba valik,
ha meggondoljuk, hogy a ritmikai hangsulyvaltozasra képes szavaink hangsu-
lyozasukat tekintve a szintagméakhoz hasonlithatok. Es bar a magyar szintagmak
tobbségében mindegyik lexikai szén van féhangsuly (melyek kozill az elsd a
legersebb), 1. pl. 'édes 'dlom; olyan magyar szintagmak is léteznek, melyekben
az elsb elem csak mellékhangsulyt kap semleges olvasatban, pl. .kissé 'ideges.”
Vagyis a Trochaikus Megfordulas eredménye egybeesik bizonyos magyar szin-
tagmék semleges, természetes hangsulyképletével. A hatodik kritériumot, az
ingradienciat tekintve a helyzet a magyarban ugyanolyan, mint az angolban.

2 A Hatuls6 Gyengiilés lexikalizacioja elérheti az RH-szavak korét is. Sok beszéld szamara az
izolalt RH-szavaknak két parhuzamos alakjuk van: egy kéthangsulyq, ritmikai hangsalyvaltozasra
képes alak (‘tizen'kettd), és egy €lhangsilyd (Hatulsé Gyengiiléssel lexikalizalt) alak ('tizenkettd).
Az ilyen beszélok mindkét alakkal valaszolhatnak a ,Héany 6ra van?” kérdésre. Hogy a
kéthangstlyt alak az ilyen beszélok szamara is 1étezd valosag, azt az bizonyitja, hogy Trochaikus
Megfordulést alkalmaznak o6k is: 'Fél tizen'ketts, ehhez pedig a kéthangsulyt kiindulas feltételezé-
se sziikséges.

0 Lasd a 8. jegyzetet.
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Osszefoglalva, elsd kozelitésként azt mondhatjuk, hogy a magyar ritmikai
hangsiilyvéltozas szintén a Kaisse-féle P1 szabalyok korébe tartozik, mégha
bizonyos vonatkozédsokban ez a besorolds kevésbé nyilvanvalé is, mint az angol
ritmikai hangsilyvéltozas esetében.

5.3. A magyar ritmikai hangsilyvaltozas felbontasa prekompilalt
és P1 komponensre

Mig Hayes (1990: 103) a P1 szabdlyokat és a prekompildcids szabéalyokat
azonosnak tekinti, Kaisse kiilonbséget tesz kozottiik. Kaisse (1990: 130) szerint
,»-a prekompilalt szabdlyok részben azon az alapon diagnosztizdlhat6k, hogy még
t5bb fonetikai motivaciot vesztettek, mint a P1 szabalyok”. Ugy tiinik, hogy
pontosan ez a fokozott mérvii fonetikai motivaciovesztés jellemzi a magyar
Trochaikus Megfordulast.

A magyarban ritmikai hangsilyvaltozas csak kéthangsilyd Gsszetett szavak-
ban torténhet, és az ilyen szavak eleve kisebbségben vannak. A Hituls6 Gyen-
giilés minden ilyen szt érinthet, azaz nemcsak RH-szavakat, mint a 'tizen-
'hdrom, hanem a nem-RH jellegii kéthangsulyt Osszetételeket is, mint amilyen
pl. az ‘iitott-'kopott. A Trochaikus Megfordulds viszont csak az RH-szavakat
érintheti, mint amilyen a 'tizen'hdrom. Erre az aszimmetridra egyetlen magyaréa-
zat van: az RH-szavak nem azért fogadjdk el a Trochaikus Megfordulast, mert
erre kiilon fonetikai motiviciéjuk van, hanem azért, mert ez lexikai sajatossa-
guk. Tehat amig a P1 (posztlexikalis) elemzés helyénvalé a Hatuls6 Gyengiilés
szamdra, a Trochaikus Megfordulas szamara megfelelobbnek tiinik a prekompi-
laciés (lexikalis) elemzés. Az aldbbiakban tehit a magyar ritmikai hangsilyval-
tozas elemzését egy lexikélis és egy posztlexikdlis részre bontjuk: ez a ketté- -
bontott elemzés a magyar ritmikai hangsdlyviltozds Kettis Elemzése.

Az angolban a ritmikai hangstlyvaltoz4s igen altaldnos jelenség, mindkét fajtija
(a Jambikus Megfordulas €s az Eliilsé Gyengiilés egyarant) a szavaknak ugyanazt a
csoportjat érinti (ti. a kétakcentusos szavakat, leszamitva a lexikai kivételeket), és
mindkett6 alapvetden a posztlexikalis fonologia P1 rétegébe tartozonak tekinthetd.

Alkalmazzuk most el0szér Hayes prekompilacids elméletét a magyar Tro-
chaikus Megfordulds jelenségére.

Feltessziik, hogy a magyar nyelv sz6tardban talaljuk a kovetkez6 ,,fonoldgiai
instancidlasi keretet™:

(61) Trochaikus Megfordulds Kerete

*

A

/ XP[ RH[
L

re[B  Clru

]RH] XP




Két fohangsulyt tartalmazé magyar szavak ritmikai hangsilyvaltozdsa 81

Ebben a keretben az XP egy szintagmabdl vagy tobbhangsiilyd Gsszetett sz6-
bdl 4ll6 frazis, a vizszintes vonal pedig azt a pozici6t jeloli, amelybe az RH-sz6t
be kell helyettesfteni. Ezt a poziciét vagy egy egyhangsiilyd konstituens (A)
vagy egy kéthangsulyt RH-sz6 (BC) el6zi meg a frazisban. A csillagok akcen-
tust, vagyis féhangsulyt jelentenek.

fme a szabaly:

(62) Trochaikus Megfordulds

*—0/ *
B C
[Trochaikus Megfordulds Keretében]
* * * * * *
pl. tizenhdrom — tizenhdrom; ugyanaz — ugyanaz

A (62) szabaly az RH-szavak els6 akcentus nélkiili (azaz hatulakcentualt)
véltozatait (pl. tizen'hdrom) éllitja el6 preszintaktikusan, és biztositja, hogy ezek
a véltozatok keriiljenek majd fonoldgiai betoltésre posztszintaktikusan.

A Hatulsé Gyengiilést P1 (posztlexikalis) szabédlyként fogjuk kezelni:

(63) Hdtulso Gyengiilés

* >0/ xplgol* __Jxko* ... Ixp

Feltétel: XP egy szintagmabol 4ll6 frézis, amely kéthangsilyd Ssszetett
szdval (KO) kezd6dik, utdbbi akar RH-, akar nem-RH jellegii lehet.

A kéthangsiilyt Osszetett szavak vagy inherensen kéthangsilyiak, mint pl. a
'tizen'hdrom, vagy levezetetten kéthangsilyiak, mint pl. a 'szdztizen'hdrom, ez
utébbi csak a Trochaikus Megfordulds utdn lett kéthangstilyd (v6. 6.ii).

Mind a Trochaikus Megfordulds (62), mind a Hatulsé6 Gyengiilés (63) sza-
bélyainak van egy 4ltaldnos eufonikus korldtozisa: a szabdlyok alkalmazisa
valosziniitlenné valik, ha t6bb mint 4 egymas melletti szétag maradna miatta
akcentus nélkiil. Ha azonban a szabalyok két RH-sz6 konkatenacidjat érintik (1.
15), akkor ez az eufonikus korlatozas nem érvényesiil.

Most lassuk néhany példan, hogyan mitkédnek a szabalyaink. A (64)-ben az egyet-
len véltozas, ami a kéthangsilyu tizenhdrom sz6t érintheti, a Hatuls6é Gyengiilés.

64) =(52)=(29): tizenhdrom pont
TOHSz: * ok
[tizenhdrom]
[B C ]
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Hats6 Gyengiilés:
* * *
xelkoltizenhdrom]ge pontlxp —
[ [B C ] D]
* *
— xplkoltizenhdrom]ge pont]xp
- [ [B C ] D]

A (65)-ben az torténik, hogy a Trochaikus Megfordulas a prekompilalt (lexi-
kalis) fonologiaban eldallitja a tizenhdrom sz6 hatulakcentudlt véltozatit. Ez
nem kap Hatulsé Gyengiilést a posztlexikalis fonolégidban, mert nem felel meg
a Hatuls6 Gyengiilés strukturdlis lefrdsanak.

(65) =(53)=(33): mind a tizenhidrom

TOHSz: mint a (64)-ben
A tizenhdrom kerete: Trochaikus Megfordulas
Trochaikus Megfordulas: *  * *

[tizenhdarom] — ([tizenh4rom]

[B C ] [B C ]
Instanciélds: * *

[mind a [tizenhdrom]]

[A (B C 1]

A (66)-ban a tizenhdrom sz6 nincs a Trochaikus Megfordulas Keretében, s
igy nincs kitéve a Trochaikus Megforduldsnak. Ezzel szemben Hétulsé Gyen-
giilést kaphat a sajat, alacsonyabb szintii frazisaban (tizenhdrom utasa), mert
ott kielégiti a Hatulsé Gyengiilés strukturdlis leirdsat. Viszont a magasabb
szintl frazis (a hajé tizenhdrom utasa) nem felel meg a Hatuls6 Gyengiilés
strukturalis leirasanak, és ezért nem teszi lehetdvé a Hatulsé Gyengiilés ujabb
alkalmazésat.

(66) =(‘_54)=(35): a hajo tizenhdrom utasa
TOHSz: mint a (64)-ben
Hitulsé Gyengiilés:
* * * *

xp[a ha_]é xp[Ko[tizenhérom]Ko utasa]xp]xp —
[ A [ [B C ] D ]]
* * %
— xpla haj6 xp[ko[tizenhdrom]ke utasa]xelxe
[ A [ [B C ] D ]]
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A (67)-ben a tizenhdrom sz6 Trochaikus Megforduldson megy &t a szdz-
kontextusdban, és igy egy levezetetten kéthangstilyd RH-szé jon létre: 'szdz-
tizen'hdrom. Ezt [B C]-ként djraclemezziik, majd Hatulsé Gyengiilésnek vetjiik
ald a szdztizenhdrom utas frazisban.

(67) =(55): szaztizenhdrom utas

TOHSz: mint a (64)-ben
A tizenhdrom kerete: Trochaikus Megfordulas
Trochaikus Megfordulds: *  * *

{tizenhdrom] — [tizenhdrom]
[B C 1 [B C ]

Instancidlas : * *
[szdz[tizenhdrom]]
, [ A[B C 1
Ujraelemzés:
* * * *

[sz4z[tizenharom]] — [szdztizenhdrom]
[A[B C 1] [ B C ]
Hatulsé Gyengiilés:
k * *
xplkol[szaztizenhdrom]kp utas]xp —
[ [ B C ] D]

* *

— xplko[szdztizenhdrom]xe utas]xpe
[ [B C 1 D]

A (68)-ban a tizenhdrom sz6 Hatulsé Gyengiilést szenved, a negyvenst pedig
megoOrzi mindkét akcentusat. A negyvendt mar nem vethetd ala Trochaikus Meg-
forduldsnak, mert ez azt jelentené, hogy a posztlexikilis (P1) strdtumbdl visz-
szamegyiink a lexikélis (prekompillt) fonolégidba, amit nem tehetiink meg.

(68) =(56): tizenhdrom negyvenot
TOHSz: * 0k * *
[tizenhdrom], [negyvendt]
o [BI C1 ] [B2 (2]
Hatulsé Gyengiilés:
* ok * * .
xplkol[tizenhdrom]ke [negyvenot]lxp —
[ [B1 C1 ] [B2 C2]]
%

* *

— xp[xol[tizenhdrom]ke [negyvenot]]xp
[ [Bl C1 ] [ B2 C2]]
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Alternativ megoldasként a TOHSz utan elészor a negyvendt sz6 Trochaikus Meg-
forduldsa kovetkezhet, majd a tizenhdrom Héatulsé Gyengiilése, ahogy a (68" mutat-
ja. Mivel a Trochaikus Megfordulds és a Hatulsé Gyengiilés itt egymés mellé tett
RH-szavakra hat, nincs korltozas a hangsilyko6zi szétagok szdmadra vonatkozdéan.

(68"): tizenhiarom negyvenot

TOHSz: mint a (68)-ban
A negyvendot kerete: Trochaikus Megfordulds
Trochaikus Megfordulas: ~ * * *

[negyvenot] — [negyvendt]
[B2 (2] [B2 C2]
* * *
Instancialas: [[tizenh4arom] [negyvenﬁt]]“
[[BT C1 ] [B2  C2]]
Hatuls6 Gyengiilés:
*® * *
xplkoltizenhdrom]xe [negyvenot]]xp —
[ [Bl C1 ] [ B2 C(C2]]
* *
— xplkoltizenhdrom]xe [negyvenoti]xp
[ [BI C1 ] [B2 C2]]

A (69)-ben, a kéthangsiilytl, nem-RH jellegli Gsszetétel, itott-kopott, Hatulsé
Gyengiilésen megy 4t.

(69) =(57)=(32): egy iitott-kopott autd

TOHSz: * *
[iitott-kopott]
[B C ]
Hatuls6é Gyengiilés: * * *

egy xplkoliitott-kopott]xs auté]xp —
[ [B C] D]
% *
— egy xplxoliitdtt-kopott]ke autd]xp
[ [B C ] D]

Végiil, a (70) és (71) azt mutatjdk be, hogy mind a Trochaikus Megfordul4s,
mind a Hatulsé Gyengiilés ciklikusan miikddik. A (70)-ben a szdztizenhdrom

3 Korabi elemzések nem tudtak eldéllitani a 'tizen'hdrom negyven'st hangsilyképletet, holott
az létezik; vo. (56).
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