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This paper offers a comprehensive analysis of proximity between the dialects within Khanty and Mansi languages, which form the
Ob-Ugric group within the Uralic languages. Even though they are thought to be closely related, research has shown the discrepancy be-
tween the phonological and lexicostatistical distance between Khanty varieties vs. Mansi varieties.

In the article, innovations in phonology, morphology and basic vocabulary are brought together and compared. New data from ar-
chives (18™ century) and latest fieldwork shed the light on chronology of phonetic, morphological and lexical changes. Using compara-
tive method, it is shown that in the late 18™ century Mansi dialects were still not very distant from each other. Moreover, phonetic differ-
ences which hindered mutual understanding between speakers of eastern and northern dialects in the 20™ century became distinctive not
earlier than 250 years ago. On the contrary, Khanty dialects were as distant as separate languages back in the late 18" century. Judging
by glottochronological calculations, the time of divergence of contemporary Kazym and Vakh Khanty can be dated back as early as the
beginning of the first millennium AD. These Khanty varieties have more differences than any Slavic and even Turkic (except Chuvash)
languages between each other. Therefore, they should be counted as different languages, not dialects.

Overall, from the extensive analysis of phonetics, morphology and basic vocabulary, it is proved that Mansi varieties were still dia-
lects (until all but one became extinct) and Khanty varieties were separate languages when they were first recorded in the late 1700s.
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B crarbe npoBOAMTCS KOMIUICKCHBIA aHANW3 OJIM30CTH MEXIY AHAICKTAaMH XaHTHIHCKOrO M MAaHCHICKOTO SI3IKOB — OOCKO-
YTOpCKOW BETBU YypalIbCKOH ceMbH. HecMOTps Ha TO, YTO 3TH S3BIKU TPAAMIMOHHO CUMTAFOTCS OJIM3KOPOJICTBEHHBIMHU, MCCIICOBAHUS
MOKAa3bIBAIOT HEPAaBHOMEPHOCTh B OJIM30CTH XaHTBIHCKHMX AUAJIEKTOB MEXIy cO0O0il 0 CPaBHEHUIO C MAHCHHUCKMMH MO (pOHETHYECKHM
M30IJI0CCaM U MPOLICHTaM COBIAJICHUS B 0A3UCHOIT JIGKCHKE.

HccnenoBanue CBOJMT BOGAMHO M COIOCTABISICT MHHOBAIMHU B (DOHOIOTHH, MOPGOIOTrHH U 0a3MCHON JIEKCHKE 0OCKO-YTOPCKHX
s13b1k0B. HoBble MaTepuainsl u3 apxuBoB (XVIII B.) u HoBefimMe 1ojeBble NCCISAOBAHMS IIPOJIMBAIOT CBET HA XPOHOJIOTHIO (oHeTHYe-
CKHUX, MOP(OJOTHUECKNX ¥ JIEKCHUECKNX M3MeHeHHH. [Ipu oMoy cpaBHHTEIBHO-MCTOPUYECKOTO METOAa II0Ka3aHO, YTO B KOHIIE
XVIII B. MaHCHIiCKHE AUANIEKTHI BCE €lle ObUTH JIOCTATOYHO OJIM3KH, a (POHETHUECKHE Pa3IM4Msl, KOTOPbIC MELIAIN B3aHMOIIOHUMAHHIO
MEX]y HOCUTEJISIMU BOCTOYHBIX U CEBEPHBIX AUANIEKTOB B XX B., CTalU NOSBIAThCA He paHee 250 net Haszan. HampoTus, elie B KOHLE
XVIII B. XaHTBINCKHME MUAJEKTH OBUIM JajeKH JAPYr OT JApyra, Kak OTACNbHbIE SI3bIKU. 110 MIOTTOXPOHOJIOTHYECKUM pacueTaM, Bpems
pacnajia npeika COBPEMEHHBIX Ka3bIMCKUX U BAXOBCKUX XaHTbl MOXKHO JAaTHUPOBATh €I€ HAuyaJOM IIEPBOrO THICSUENIETHS HAICH 3pBbI.
OTH XaHTBIHCKHE MAMOMBI UMEIOT OOJIbLIE Pa3NIMuMid, YeM JIIOObIE CIaBSHCKUE U JJaKe TIOPKCKHE (KPOME UyBAILICKOTO) SI3BIKH MEXIY
co0oi.

W13 pe3ynbTaToB KOMIIIEKCHOTO aHajIM3a (POHETHKH, MOP(OIOruy U 0a3MCHOI JISKCHKH CIIEAyeT, 4YTO MaHCHHCKHE UIHOMBI (10 HC-
Ye3HOBEHUS BOCTOYHBIX JHaeKToB B Hauase XX B.) Bce elie ObUIM TUaleKTaMy, XaHThIHCKHE UHMOMBI OBUIM y)K€ OTAEIBbHBIMH SI3bIKa-
MH, KOT/J]a OHU OBLIM BIECPBBIC 3aCBUICTENLCTBOBaHbI B KOHIlE X VIII B.

Knrouegwvie cnosa: 060K0-yr0pc1<1/1e S3BIKH, XAHTBIMCKUHT SA3BIK, MaHCHUCKUHT SA3BIK, Q)OHCTH‘ICCKI/IG WHHOBAIlH, JICKCUKOCTAaTUCTHKA,
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One of the most prominent issues in comparative historical linguistics is the possibility to date language di-
vergence. Such significance is connected with the fact that datings are used by other researchers: geneticists, ar-
cheologists, historians. As it is so important to get the most precise datings, comparative linguists should assess
the time of language divergence not only using lexicostatistical calculations (suggested by M. Swadesh and
modified and refined by S. A. Starostin), but also taking into account innovation processes on other levels of
language system: phonetics and morphology.

At present, a great number of the first dictionaries and books in Uralic and Altaic languages created in the
18" —19" centuries have been found in archives of Saint-Petersburg and Kazan, as well as in libraries outside
Russia. Some of them have been digitally processed. Based on these data, online etymological dictionaries were
created that connect materials of the archival books with contemporary dialects and glossed corpora at the plat-
form LingvoDoc (www.lingvodoc.ispras.ru). Having substantial number of archival sources of 18"—19" centu-
ries in almost all divisions of the Uralic and Altaic languages at our disposal allows us to assess change rate in
dialects for the last 250 years. Using computational methods for the full available language material (on average
400 to 1500 lexemes), it is possible to calculate the number of phonetic and morphological innovations and
make correspondences between these data and proximity rates gained by lexicostatistics for each of the lan-
guages.

Such analysis should answer the question if it is possible to develop a speed rate of change not only for the
lexicon, but also for morphology and phonetics. Are there instances when phonetic and morphological changes
happen very fast and they should not be taken into account like influx of lexical borrowings during intensive
contacts with speakers of other languages? Should all the phonetic innovations be equally assessed? Or instead
should we distinguish between the instances when sounds are close to each other by place and manner of articu-
lation, e. g. *k > x, and when are very different, e. g. */ > ¢, because the latter undergo a series of intermediary
changes?

A final answer to these questions needs further work, as the sufficient statistics for changes should be com-
piled to answer them. In this paper we are going to show a piece of analysis of Ob-Ugric material from this per-
spective. All the available archival materials and field sound recordings have been presented to the scholarly
community. At present, 36 Khanty and 21 Mansi dictionaries and concordances are available on the LingvoDoc
platform. As has been mentioned, the average volume of the dictionaries is 800 lexemes.

M. A. Zhivlov has conducted lexicostatistical calculations mostly based on the dictionaries that were com-
piled from the materials collected in the 19" century: Mansi [Munkacsi, Kalman 1986] and Khanty [DEWOs]
with addition of contemporary data on the dialects [Tereshkin 1961; Solovar 2006]. For Mansi the minimal lexi-
costatistical distance between northern and eastern dialects is 87%, for Khanty it is 73%.

Overall these results are quite unusual, as 65—73% distance between Khanty dialects noted by researchers
[Zhivlov 2011; Fedotova in print] are typical not for dialects, but for different languages of Slavic, Germanic
and Turkic families, according to [Burlak, Starostin 2005]. Consequently, M. A. Zhivlov dates the divergence of
Mansi dialects 300—400 AD and Khanty dialects 100—200 AD (see [Zhivlov 2011]).

Surprisingly, morphological differences in Mansi dialects “are not significant or substantial for classification
of dialects”, as is shown in [Koshelyuk 2021: 279], the vast majority of morphological markers in Mansi dia-
lects are the same, whereas the differences between them are caused by phonetic processes that have taken place
in these dialects. On the contrary, western and northern Khanty dialects have big differences in morphology, for
example the number of nominal cases in the western are 3—4, whereas there are 8—9 in the eastern, according
to [Solovar, Nakhracheva, Shiyanova 2016]. Is it possible that the time of divergence of Mansi and Khanty was
only two centuries apart, the speakers lived close to each other and in the similar language environment, but in
Mansi dialects morphological markers have survived without change, while in Khanty dialects they differ more
than in Permic, Fennic or Slavic languages?

The first 18" century dictionaries that we found in Saint-Petersburg Archive of the Russian Academy of
Sciences and uploaded to the platform LingvoDoc allow us to solve the issue of such discrepancy of the rate of
morphological differences in dialects of Mansi and Khanty.

I. Differences in graphics and phonetics in manuscripts of Mansi dialects
of the 18" century

As J. Gulya shows based on unpublished archival data, and Yu. Normanskaya based on the online dictionar-
ies on LingvoDoc (see further [Gulya 1958, 1963; Normanskaya 2022]), Mansi dialects almost did not have
phonetical differences in the 18" century. The ample differences recorded since the early 19" century only
started to emerge in the 18" as duplicate forms.



Phonetic and lexical innovations in Ob-Ugric dialects in the 18th—21st centuries: new archival and field data 65

See below the table for distinguishing features of Mansi dialects based on the following dictionaries ':

e northern dialects compiled by P. S. Pallas in village Beryozovo:
http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/3066/1 1/perspective/3066/14/view

¢ unlocated, found in A. Sjogren’s archive in Saint Petersburg, having both northern and western features,
see [Normanskaya, Kosheliuk 2020] for analysis:
http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/1393/29131/perspective/1393/29132/view

e western dialects, published by P. S. Pallas:
Solikamsk: http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/867/9/perspective/867/10/view
Cherdyn: http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/2685/846/perspective/2685/847 /view
Kungur: http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/2685/6/perspective/2685/7/view
Verkhoturye: http:/lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/2685/1653/perspective/2685/1654/view
Ust’-Uls, recorded by Major Karpinsky in the M. A. Castrén’s archive:
http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/3096/54761/perspective/3096/54762/view

Table 1. Reflexes of Proto-Mansi phonemes in the first dictionaries of 18" century

Proto-Mansi, Proto-Mansi Beryozovo Unlocated Solikamsk Cherdyn Kungur Verkhoturye Ust’-Uls

Honti [Normanskaya Pallas Pallas  Cherkalov Pallas  Pallas Pallas Castrén
2022]
*a *d ola 0 0 ola ola ola olaloa
*7 *a ale alaa ela alt ale ola olelealaalu
*y *y 0/-yl-j 0/-y/-ul-j 0/-y 0 0 0 0/-y-I-y/-j
*¢ *¢ C-/-z- C-/-z- éls ¢ls s ¢ cls
*k|_Vback X kix k k k k k
*§ § § § § § § §

As table 1 demonstrates, Proto-Mansi phonemes that are relevant for classifying Mansi dialects in the late
19" century (the first column)? did not have the distinct reflexes in the western and northern dialects. The Proto-
Mansi shift *@ > o, which occurred in the 19" century in all dialects except southern, according to L. Honti,
in the 19™ century was not completed in Beryozovo (northern), Kungur, Verkhoturye, Cherdyn and Ust’-Uls
(western) dialects.

I1. Differences in graphics and phonetics in manuscripts of Khanty dialects
of the 18" century

On the contrary, Khanty dialects were significantly different in phonetics, see below table 2 based on the
analysis of Khanty 18" century materials from A. Sjogren’s fund Ne 94 “Linguistic materials collected by aca-
demician P. S. Pallas™:

1) Narym district (Vasjugan dialect):
http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/2639/4152/perspective/2639/4156/view;

2) Vasjugan dialect: http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/2059/5674/perspective/2059/5675/view;

3) Surgut district (Lumpokolskoye dialect):
http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/2639/77/perspective/2639/81/view;

4) Salym dialect:
http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/1827/6/perspective/1827/7/view;

5) Irtysh dialect: http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/1674/4209/perspective/1674/4210/view;

6) Beryozovo dialect: http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/2639/4221/perspective/2639/4225/view;

7) dialect of Tobolsk district:
http://lingvodoc.ispras.ru/dictionary/2516/17279/perspective/2516/17283/view.

The table shows that the majority of changes occurred in Tobolsk dialect of the 18" century. It saw the fol-
lowing innovations: Proto-Khanty *a > o, *o > u, */ > t/tl, *¢ > t, *w > 0| _u and a number of processes that had
started but were not completed: *¢ > s, *a > ¢l, *kV > x.

! For more information about the places of residence of Mansi in the 17"—20™ centuries, see [Koryakov 2022].
% More information about Proto-Mansi phonemes that are relevant for classifying Mansi dialects see in [Honti 1988].
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Table 2. Main phonetic differences in 18" century Khanty dialects by differentiating features suggested by L. Honti

Proto- eastern southern northern
Khanty Vasjugan-Narym Vasjugan Surgut Salym Irtysh Tobolsk Beryozovo
*a a a a 0 0 0 ola
) 0 0 0 ul(0)? u/(0) u 0
*a- 0/j l l l I/t l
*] I / I I I t/tl /
*n n n n n n n n
*¢ clt’ ¢ ¢ ¢ S/¢ s/¢ S
*¢ t N
*k(V) k k k X X x/'k X
*k(V) k k k k k k k
*yp- v v 1 u v v/0(_u) v

Irtysh and Salym dialects saw only three out of these innovations: *kV > x, *a > o, *5 > u. The shift *¢ > §
also started in Irtysh. Beryozovo dialect underwent three innovative changes kV > x, *¢ > s, *¢ > §, and *a > o
started to emerge. Vasjugan dialect of that time underwent only one innovation *a > 0/j. Surgut dialect pre-
served the Proto-Khanty phonemes in the most archaic state.

Thus, it can be concluded that the western (Beryozovo, Irtysh, Salym) and eastern (Vasjugan, Surgut) dia-
lects of the 18™ century, which remained until the 19™ century, were considerably closer to each other than to
the Tobolsk dialect, which disappeared quite early and in the 18™ century was undoubtedly a separate dialectal
group. It was distinguished from the known Khanty dialects of that time by the following processes: Proto-
Khanty *I > t/tl, ¥a > tI, *¢ > t, *w > 0| u.

Overall, Mansi dialects in the 18" century did not have distinct isoglosses that would have divided them.
Meanwhile, Tobol dialect of Khanty was significantly different from the other dialects. This correlates with the
data of considerable morphological differences between Khanty dialects and almost none in Mansi.

As these results contradict M. A. Zhivlov’s account of glottochronology (performed mainly on the materials
of 19" century dictionaries) stating that the time of divergence of Khanty and Mansi dialects was only two cen-
turies apart, we decided to analyze lexicostatistical distances in Swadesh lists of contemporary Khanty and Mansi
dialects. Native speakers were surveyed using the questionnaire published in [Kassian et al. 2010]. As a result,
we have compiled the Swadesh lists of Kazym, Nizyam and Vakh Khanty as well as Sosva and Yukonda Mansi.

I11. Differences in the Swadesh basic vocabulary lists of Mansi dialects

Table 3 below contains Swadesh lists of the words chosen by native speakers, with etymological references.
The survey on the hundred-word list of Swadesh was conducted using a questionnaire described in [Kassian et
al. 2010]. The last native speaker of the Konda eastern dialect of the Mansi language was interviewed. Two
Sosva northern dialect native speakers were also interviewed. All their answers are included in the table. Words
with the same meaning in modern dictionaries were not considered, since the methodology of the work is aimed
precisely at those words that a native speaker uses in the contexts collected in the article [Kassian et al. 2010].
In the cases when we elicited more than one variant of Khanty or Mansi lexemes, we noted them all. The words
that are relevant for calculating lexicostatistical distances — that is, they are not well-known borrowings*, but
have different roots in dialects — are in bold and their meanings are underlined.

Overall, from the elicitation of native speakers for Sosva and Yukonda Mansi we detected 89 shared words,
out of which 4 lexemes are borrowings in one or both dialects. From the remaining 85 words 74 lexemes are
etymologically connected and 11 have different roots. Thus, the lexicostatistical distance between Yukonda and
Sosva dialects is 87%.

This percentage is quite high, more than between Selkup (85%) dialects according to [Koryakov 2018].

The relatively low number of differences in Mansi Swadesh lists (11 words) correlates with almost full co-
incidence of morphological markers and a lack of distinct graphic and phonetic innovations in the 18" century
manuscripts.

3 The reflexes found in duplicate forms are in brackets.

* According to S. A. Starostin’s method, which was used by M. A. Zhivlov too, borrowings are not calculated while
measuring the lexicostatistical distances, as they usually emerge not because of evolution of a language (the average speed of
change is 5 words in a millenium), but as a consequence of intense language contacts, see further [Burlak, Starostin 2005].
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Table 3. Swadesh lists with etymological references for Sosva and Yukonda dialects of Mansi

eastern northern
Concept Proto-form
Yukonda Sosva
1. all, Bce RYCColH
kivert-
ashes, 30ma FU *kudmV [UEW: 194]° yu:lom xXynom
bark, kopa xay
A Komi borrowing [Munkacsi, Kalman 1986: 571] cyn
belly, xuBot FU *kirkV [UEW: 161] kayr-
A Tungusic borrowing, cf. Proto-Tungus *pugi-/*puki- nyKu
‘the inside’ [TMS 2: 339]
big, GobIION PU *end [UEW: 74—75] Jjani- SAHbIZ
bird, nTuma PU *tulka [UEW: 535] + *wajV (*wojV) [UEW: 553] Mo6blY yii
A Tungusic borrowing, cf. Proto-Tungus *sVcu- ‘little bird’ eauc
[TMS 2: 401, 422]?
bite, kycatb PU *pure [UEW: 405] poran nypyHKEe
PU *soske [UEW: 448] MOBMyHK6Ee
black, guepnsrit A Khanty or Komi borrowing [UEW: 758] cemel’ coMbBLI
blood, kxpoBb PU *kdlV [UEW: 134] kel’p-, k'al’p Kénn
bone, KOCTh PU *luwe [UEW: 254] losum Y8
breast, rpyan FU *mdilke (*mdlye) [UEW: 267] maul - MAazvll
burn, xxe4n FU *kice (*kiice) [UEW: 153] ka:si XYHCYHK8e
capumaykge
HAlH
MbIMMyyKee
claw, nail KOrorp, HOrOTh PU *kince (*kiince) (~ ? *kice (*kiice)) [UEW: 157] k’ant’s’ Kocmep
cloud, o6ako FP *tule ‘Betep’ [UEW: 800] tol- myin
cold, xonoaHbBIH FU *pala ‘mep3uyts’ [UEW: 352] pul- noJsM
come, MPUXOUTh PUg. *juktV [UEW: 851] Juo- éxmyykee
2. die, ymupaThb el’cekrem
PU *sur(e)-ma [UEW: 489] copymH
namyyKee
amumol2
dog, cobaka PUg. *dmpV (*empV) [UEW: 836] omp amn
drink, nuth FU *juye- (*juke-) [UEW: 103] ajay- aroykee
dry, cyxoi PUg. *sasV [UEW: 844] tos- mocam
ear, yxo FU *peljia [UEW: 370] pa:l’ naine
earth, 3emist PU *maye [UEW: 263] ma: Ma
eat, ecTh FU *sewe (*seye) [UEW: 440] tey mayKee,
MmanvAIAYKEe
egg, 1o PU *muna [UEW: 285] mon MYHU
eye, a3 PU *silmd [UEW: 479] s'a:m- cam
fat, xwup FU *woje [UEW: 578] woj 601l
feather, mepo FU *puna [UEW: 402] pon nyH
3. fire, oroub PUg. *tiy V-tV ~ *tiiwV-tV [UEW: 895] towt
POUg. *ndji [Honti 1982: 421] Hail
fish, pei0a PU *kala [UEW: 119] qul’ Xyn
fly, meratp FU *$ilkV (*siilkV) [UEW: 500] teul'i MBLIAMIAHKGE
foot, Hora PUg. *IOIkV [UEW: 865] loaile A2bll

> Here and further, when quoting forms from [UEW], we, like S. A. Starostin and A. V. Dybo, who created the [UEW]

database available at h

s://starling.rinet.ru/cgi-bin/response.cgi?root=confi

&morpho=0&basename=\data\uralic\uralet&first=1,

accept the following transcription changes that make it more convenient for the modern reader to perceive: 3 replaced by V,

8by O, 8 by E.



68

YU. V.NORMANSKAYA, I. V. FEDOTOVA

eastern northern
Concept Proto-form
Yukonda Sosva
full, mostHbII FU *tdwoe (*tdlkV) [UEW: 518] tajle maenoKe
give, 1aBaTh PU *miye [UEW: 275] me- MUHYHKGE
good, xopormit PUg. *jomV (*jamV) [UEW: 850] jomas émac
A Turkic borrowing *ban ‘holy’ [EDT: 385]? wan ’yor
green, 3eJICHBIN PUg. *nErV (*nOrV, *nOrkV) [UEW: 331] HAPNNYM OCNa
hair, BOJI0CHI PU *apte [UEW: 14] a:t am
hand, pyka FU *kdte [UEW: 140] kuete- Kam
head, ronosa PU *pdne [UEW: 365] plank NYHK
hear, cibiath FU *kule [UEW: 197] yontl - XYHMIYHKGE
heart, cepame PU *siod (-mV) (*siiod (-mV)) [UEW: 477] sam CblM
horn, por PU *antV (*ontV) [UEW: 12] on’t- anom
I, s PU *mE [UEW: 294] om am
kill, ybuBath FU *wedV [UEW: 566] el- AnyHKEE
knee, xosneHo PU *$dncV [UEW: 471] s'ans cancnyyx
know, 3HaThH PU *wOjV ‘Bugers’ [UEW: 588] ui- 8aMHKee
leaf, mucr FU *IEpV (*lepV) [UEW: 259] lopta aynma
lie, iexxaThb FU *kujV [UEW: 197] xojen XYIOHKGe
liver, meyeHb PU *maksa [UEW: 264] ma:t, if mait- maum
long, nyHHEH PU *konc¢V ~ *kocV [UEW: 180] X062 xoca
louse, BoIIIB FU *tdje [UEW: 515] tayom maxkym
man, My>KUiHa PU *koj(e)-mV [UEW: 168] xom Xym
many, MHOTO FU *c¢ukkV (*cokkV) [UEW: 62] s'uow cas
meat, MsICO POUg. *#dyal [Honti 1982: 169] n’oul’ HEBBLIL
moon, JIyHa PU *jitV (*jiitV)- [UEW: 99] amnoc
mountain, Topa A Tingusic borrowing? cf. Proto-Tungus *(x)uKu- ‘hill’ ay
[TMS 2: 256]°
HEp
mouth, por PU *suwe [UEW: 492] cyn
A Komi borrowing [Rédei 1970: 167—168] tuwsan
name, UMs PU *nime (? *lime) (*nime (? *lime)/*nime) [UEW: 305] n’a:mo- HaM
neck, mes FU *sepd [UEW: 473] (+ *luwe) sople Cuinye
new, HOBBIIA POUg. *ilop, il [Honti 1982: 142]/T1V *eld- ‘live’ [UEW: 73] b
4. night, HOYb PU *jitV (*jiitV) [UEW: 99] om
FU *eje (*iije) [UEW: 72] Jje
nose, HOC POUg. *nal [Honti 1982: 451] n’oul HEN
not, He FU/PU *e~d~a [UEW: 68-69] at am
one, OIUH FU *ikte (*iikte) [UEW: 81] ay akea
person, 4eI0BeK POUg. *1lom [Honti 1982: 189] xols 2IYMX0AAC
uetan
rain, J0XK/b ray paks
red, KpacHBbIH FU *wire [UEW: 576] 8b12bIp
PU *kalV [UEW: 134] kel 'p- Kénn
road, mopora POUg. *layk ¢-a) [Honti 1982: 189] l'ony 71€yx
ro0t, KOPEHb FU *sédrV [UEW: 437] t'or map
round, KpyTJIbIiA nyewip
sand, mecok coltl
say, TOBOPHUTH POUg. *Iaw- [Honti 1982: 201] l'a- J1d8yyKee
see, BUJCTh A Komi borrowing kazal- ‘see [UEW: 640] Kacanaykee
PU *wOjV [UEW: 588] u:-

6 Reflexes of this word have unmatching correspondences in vocalism in Mansi dialects, cf. Middle Ob uy ‘mountain’
in field notes, other reflexes in [Kannisto et al. 2013: 21]. Such unusual vocalism tends to point to a borrowing. Besides, A.
Kannisto does not make any etymological references on this word.
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eastern northern
Concept Proto-form
Yukonda Sosva
seed, cems PU *silmd [UEW: 479] ‘eye’ cam
sit, CHIeTh PU *amV- [UEW: §] wondlen VHIIYHKGe
5. skin, koxa FU *suka [UEW: 488] co6

PU *tulka ‘feather, wing” [UEW: 535] to:wal’
sleep, ciatp FU *kujV [UEW: 197] yojen XYIOHKGe
small, MmaeHbKH FU *i¢d (*ii¢d) / a Komi borrowing / wie

PUg. wdnéV ~ wdcV ‘thin’ [UEW: 899]

MaHb
smoke, 1pIM PUg. *picV (*picV) [UEW: 879] nocbIM
stand, cTosATh FU *sanca [UEW: 431] tunean-

A Komi borrowing ? [DEWOs: 75917 JHOTIOYKEE
star, 3Be311a sov co6
stone, KaMeHb A Komi borrowing [Rédei 1970: 110] kereme

axemac
sun, COJTHIIE PU *koje [UEW: 167] xotal' xoman
Swim, T1aBaTh PU *uje ~ *oje [UEW: 543] wujitey yIoyKee,
yuemayxee
FU *pilkV (*piilkV) [UEW: 380] nyeiyyKee
tail, xBocT ewuet ad2
that, Tor PU *ti/te/ti [UEW: 513—514] tot mau
thin, ToHKHH 806MaA
this, aToT PU *ti/te/ti [UEW: 513—514] tet mol
thou, TbI POUg. *ndy/*néy [Honti 1982: 167] nan HaH
tongue, sI3bIK FU *ndlmd [UEW: 313] n’elm’en HeM
tooth, 3y0 FU *pige [UEW: 382] tus ‘pank nyyK
tree, IepeBo PU *juwV [UEW: 107] Jiw tus
two, 1Ba PU *kakta ~ *kdktd [UEW: 118] kit'a Kum/xumoie
walk (go), unru PU *mene [UEW: 272] me:nen MUHYHKGE
PU *jomV- [UEW: 100] Juomen
warm, TeTUIbIH FU *lonc¢a [UEW: 250] langcan JIOHbUUH
water, BoJia PU *wete [UEW: 570] wit eum
We, MbI PU *mFE [UEW: 29] man Man
what, 4To PU *mV [UEW: 296] manar MAHwip
white, OembIit solKan
sairan
FU *jdpe ‘nen’ [UEW: 93] YK
who, kT0O PU *ku- ~ *ko [UEW: 191] yonér Xomuwiom,
xoyxa
woman, )KeHIIIUHA PU *nind (*nindl *nind) [UEW: 305] nia: H2
FU *ewkkV [UEW: 76] oK6a

yellow, sxenTeiid

Xane iynma
xoxam ocna

IV. Differences in the Swadesh basic vocabulary lists of Khanty dialects

See below the information about differences between Khanty dialects. The survey was also conducted using

a questionnaire developed in [Kassian et al. 2010]. The last native speaker of Nizyam dialect, who lives in
Khanty-Mansiysk and speaks the dialect fluently, was interviewed. Also, two native speakers of northern
Kazym northern dialect of Khanty, who use their mother tongue in everyday life, were interviewed. All their an-
swers are included into the table. The words that are relevant for calculating lexicostatistical distances between

7 A borrowing hypothesis from Komi monnaensr “stagger’ is suggested, because this word is attested only in North
Mansi, according to [Munkacsi, Kalman 1986: 286], and L. Honti does not reconstruct it for Proto-Ob-Ugric,
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Kazym (northern) and Vakh (eastern) dialects — that is, they are not well-known borrowings, but have different
roots — are in bold and their meanings are underlined. Khanty lexemes that distinguish between Nizyam (tran-
sitional) and Kazym (northern) dialects are also underlined. These words show that differences between those
western dialects is much less than between the western and eastern ones.

Table 4. Swadesh lists with etymological references for Vakh, Nizyam and Kazym dialects of Khanty

Word Protoform Vakh Nizyam Kazym
all, Bce PU *ku- ~ *ko [UEW: 191] qudi jewa yOAjewa | yoA
ashes, 301ma FU *kudmV [UEW: 194] yojom | yujom xojom
bark, kopa FU *kere [UEW: 148—149] kdr kar kar
1 belly. skupor FU *kunV [UEW: 408] __ qun xon

: poyli
2 big. GomLION FU/ PU *end [UEW: 74—75; DEWOs: 115] Sll5
£ PU *anV (*onV) [UEW: 9] won won
. FU *wajV (*wojV) [UEW: 553] + wdjay [ wadja toyron woj
bird, nruna ’{tul(ka [[JJ?VE/: 535] ] e e
. PU *pure [UEW: 405] porteé porti
bite, kycare PU *soske [UEW: 448—449] toyomii
black, gyepHbIit PUg. *pEkkV-ttV [UEW: 882] paysts piti piti
3 blood. KboBE FU *wire [UEW: 576] war | wir
] PU *kdlV [UEW: 134] kadi kaii
bone, KOCTh PU *luwe [UEW: 254] loy Ouw Atw
breast, rpyan FU *mdilke (*mdlye) [UEW: 267] moyal mewad mewal
burn tr., )keunb FU *dsV- [UEW: 27] 21:1jti
PUg. *tiy V-tV ~ *tiiwV-tV [UEW: 895] tita Aapatti
claw, HOrOTh PU *kince (*kiince) [UEW: 157] kontes, kunte ketn/ kuskar
cloud, o6rako FU *pilwe (*pilye) [UEW: 381] peliey padoy pdalay
4. cold. xonomHE PU *acV “cold’ [Thesaurus 2010: 55] Stisy
PUg. *pOtV ‘“ice crust; to freeze’ [UEW: 882] potam
come, MPUNATH PUg. *juktV [UEW: 851] Juytijti Joyatti
PU *kola [UEW: 173] il qol-tyan yadlti
[DEWOs: 1458—1459] connected with téwarsdy.jo-ydl
5. die, ymupatp Khanty tewar ‘litter, waste’
FU *sur(e)-ma ‘death’ [UEW: 489] sorma jitt
[DEWOs: 259—260] connected with cdyi- / [awemati
Sawi- ‘save, hide’
dog, cobaka PUg. *impV (*empV) [UEW: 836] damp amp amp
. FU *sewe (*seye) [UEW: 440] li-td
b driok. e FU *juye- (*juke-) [UEW: 103] Jopeti | japeti jansi
dry, cyxoii FU *sarV ‘cyxoi’ soram soram
ear, yxo FU *peljid [UEW: 370] pal pad pal
earth, 3emst PU *maye [UEW: 263] may muw muw
eat, eCTh FU *sewe (*seye) [UEW: 440] litd Oewa | teti Aeti
. kar posa
c88, AMIO kéry mog e
eye, a3 PU *silmd [UEW: 479] sem sem sem
fat, xwup FU *woje [UEW: 578] woj wij woj
feather, mepo FU *puna [UEW: 402] pun pun
fire. OFOME PUg. *tiiyV-tV ~ *tiwV-tV [UEW: 895] hiyo tut tit
’ POUg. *ndj [Honti 1982: 167] néj naj
fish, pei0a PU *kala [UEW: 119] qu(l) qud A
7 flv. netars FU *$ilkV (*siilkV) [UEW: 500] 13y31-td
: POUg. *jonk- ~ *janka [Honti 1982: 143] Jonytijti janyti
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Word Protoform Vakh Nizyam Kazym
foot, Hora [DEWOs: 664—667]° kuir kur kiir
full, moHbII FU *tdwoe (*tilkV) [UEW: 518] telelts | telel ted
give, 1aBathb PU *miye [UEW: 275] mi- mati mati
good, xopornit PUg. *jomV (*jamV) [UEW: 850] Jam | jaman Jjom jam
green, 3eJeHbIN [DEWOs: 1637] WOSH
hair, Bomocsr PU *apte [UEW: 14] awta | awat opat opat
8. hand, pyka FU *kdte [UEW: 140] kat

POUg. *ji¢3 [Honti 1982: 140] Jjof jos
head, ronosa PU *ukV (*okV) [UEW: 542] oy / oy uy oy
hear, cmymare FU *kule [UEW: 197] kolme- yedti YOMT
heart, cepame PU *siod (-mV) (*siiod (-mV)) [UEW: 477] som som sam
horn, por PU *antV (*oytV) [UEW: 12] anat | syt onat
I, s PU *mE [UEW: 294] md ma ma
kill, youBats FU *wedV [UEW: 566] weA- wedlti | wejijti welti
knee, xoneHo FU *$dncV [UEW: 471] tednte Jaf sans
9. know, 3HaTh PU *wOjV [UEW: 588] wadti | wajti wotl

[DEWOs: 1448—1449] connected with Khanty  toyamt-ti
ton ‘straight, true’
leaf, muct FU *IEpV (*lepV) [UEW: 259] lowat | Viwat dipat lipat
lie, 1eKaTh FU *oda-mV [UEW: 335] ala-ta OMT
liver, meyeHpb PU *maksa [UEW: 264] muyol muyad moyai
long, MHHBINA FU *kawka [UEW: 132] qoy xuw
louse, Bomb FU *tije [UEW: 515] toytsm tewtom
man, MyxmHa PU *ekd [UEW: 72] iki / iki | ik iki
’ PU *koje [UEW: 166] ku X0 X0
many, MHOTO PU *erV [UEW: 75] dryi | arki ar | arfak ar
meat, MsICO POUg. *#dyal [Honti 1982: 169] noyi Juuyi noyi
moon, MecA, fiyHa PU *ekd [UEW: 72] iki | iki | ik
’ ’ A Komi borrowing [DEWOs: 1430] tidoc tidas
. [DEWOs: 330] Jjoy
10. mountain, ropa [DEWOs: 1278] rep
11. mouth, por FU *Sule [UEW: 903] lul
PU *ape [UEW: 11] unid unal
name, UMst PU *nime (? *lime) [UEW: 305] nem nem nem
neck, mes FU *sepd [UEW: 473] sapad sapal
new, HOBBIH PU *eld- “xutp’ [UEW: 73] Jalw | jalsw Jidup Jilap
12. night, Houn [DEWOs: 345] Jjoyon
PU *jitV (*jiitV) [UEW: 99] at at
nose, HOC POUg. *nal [Honti 1982: 451] nol 1nOA
not, He [Honti 1982: 198] an an / ant an, ant
one, OJIUH PU *e [UEW: 67] 3j ilit it/i
PU *koje [UEW: 166] ‘man’ u anti yo / yujat anne,
petson, Heonek A Siberian Tétar or Samoyed borrowing q(iisi A o
FU *kunta [UEW: 206] xanti
13. rain, 10X1b [DEWOs: 852] [owat

POUg. *jirt [Honti 1982: 144] jert jert
red, KpacHBIN FU *wire [UEW: 576] warts Wirti wurti
14. road. topora [Honti 1982: 202] Ik

! FU *junca ~ *juca [UEW: 104] jof jos

¥ Here and further, when a simple reference to the source is given, it shows that the word has no external etymology,
but the reader can find forms from other dialects in the specified dictionary.
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Word Protoform Vakh Nizyam Kazym
15. root, KOpeHb FU *sdrV [UEW: 437] Oer | teramat.i Aer
POUg. *@or [Honti 1982: 139] lor
[DEWOs: 330] joy
16. round, Kpyriblit komjsk
[DEWOs: 394] Jjenta Jjenyta
[DEWOs: 1351] sanq | sanqi /
17. sand, ecox sanqi
FU *kOc¢V [UEW: 226] xif Xis
FU *kuomV [UEW: 194] Jujam ‘TecoK,
30J1a’
18, see. BIICTE FU *wdntV [UEW: 564] wantti
~O-SCE BUASTE FU *wOjV [UEW: 588] n-ta
Jiwadati Siwaloti
19. say, TOBOpHUTH [DEWOs: 415] Jastijti | jastoti
[DEWOs: 1436] toloy-ta
[DEWOs: 1248] putorti
[DEWOs: 848] [upti lopti
seed, cems PU *silmd [UEW: 479] sem
sit, CUIEeTh PU *amV- [UEW: 8] amas-ta omasti omasti
skin, koxa FU *suka [UEW: 488] SOy suy el soy
20. sleep, caThb POUg. *waj- ~ *waja [Honti 1982: 192] wojd-ta
FU *oda-mV [UEW: 335] udti | wudti O
. PUg. *@jV [UEW: 835] i ) aj aj
2L small, wacaeknli [DEWOs: 43] sikim | tiktim |
ukumili | ukim
22. smoke, 1M POUg. *porksj [Honti 1982: 179] porgi
PUg. *picV (*pi¢V) [UEW: 879] posay posay
stand, cTosTh FU *sancéa [UEW: 431] lal-ta AoA
[DEWOs: 721] tuyci | toyci
star, 3Be3zia PU *kuncéV ~ *kucV [UEW: 210—211] qos x6s X0S
stone, KaMeHb FU *kiwe [UEW: 163] kéy kew kew
23, sun. CostHIe [DEWOs: 1351] siink
= SUlL. COTHIE PU *koje [UEW: 167] xot xatal
POUg. *ndj [Honti 1982: 167] naj
Jowijti
24. swim, 1j1aBarth FU *pilkV (*piilkV) [UEW: 380] pewadti pewalti
PU *uje ~ *oje [UEW: 543], waeti wot’si
lamt-
tail, xBocT [DEWOs: 727] 15y
A Komi borrowing [DEWOs: 246] Jojt ] fojat Sojat
that, Tot ITY *ti/ te / ti [UEW: 513—514] tom / tut tun tom
. IV *ti / te / ti [UEW: 513—514] tu | teu tam
this, sToT —
61/ it
nuy
thou, Tat POUg. *ndy / *néy [Honti 1982: 167] nay néiy
tongue, sI3bIK FU *ndlmd [UEW: 313] nidalsm Jpadam nalam
tooth, 3y6 Fu *pine [UEW: 382] piink’ penk penk
tree, IEPEBO PU *juwV [UEW: 107] ‘cocHa’? Jjuy JHy Jiiy
two, JBa PU *kakta ~ *kdktd [UEW: 118] kdt / ki kot:em kat
PU *mene [UEW: 272] manti
25. walk (g0), namw PU *kulke [UEW: 198] kowalta
PU *¢ancV ~ *cacV [UEW: 53] Jofijti | fofti
26. warm (hot), PUg. *mdlV [UEW: 868] méldy
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Word Protoform Vakh Nizyam Kazym
TeIIbIN (TOpAYuit) [DEWOs: 510] qonoq
FU *lonc¢a [UEW: 250] dupcay lonsi
[DEWOs: 427] xofom xo8am
water, Boa FU *jine [UEW: 93] jé‘?ki J jink ! Jink Jjink
jonk /| jank
we, MbI PU *mE [UEW: 29] may muy min (MBI IBOE)
what, 10 PU *mV [UEW: 296] mtivyt' / mLZyzf / muj moj
muty | muyuli
. . [DEWOs: 990] nayi nowi
white, G FU *jdge [UEW: 93] ek
who, xT0 PU *ku- ~ *ko [UEW: 191] qoji )2l X0]
PU *nind (*nind / *nind) [UEW: 305] ni ne ne
woman, >KeHIIHA PU *imV [UEW: 83] imi
owfek
yellow, sxenTblit wiisAom

Overall, from the elicitation of native speakers for Kazym and Vakh dialects of Khanty 94 shared words
were detected, out of which 6 lexemes are borrowings in one or both dialects. From the remaining 88 words
62 lexemes are etymologically connected and 26 have different roots. Thus, the lexicostatistical distance be-
tween Kazym and Vakh dialects is 70%.

This percentage is unusually low not only for dialects of one language, but also for closely related lan-
guages. In particular, Swadesh lists of contemporary Slavic languages compiled by M. N. Saenko [Saenko 2015,
2017] demonstrate more than 70% of coincidence in basic vocabulary. M. N. Saenko, after S. A. Starostin, dates
divergence of Proto-Slavic back to 130 AD. As [Dyachok 2001] shows, the percentage of coincidence in basic
vocabulary between any Turkic languages except Chuvash is also more than 70%. The traditional dating of di-
vergence of Common Turkic is the early first centuries AD.

Given that Kazym and Vakh Khanty share the same percentage of coincidence in basic vocabulary, on the
grounds of glottochronology it could be suggested that they diverged in the beginning of the first millennium AD.

These data are in agreement with substantial differences in morphology between contemporary Khanty dia-
lects and a number of innovations that are present in Khanty dictionaries as early as the 18" century.

Conclusion

The analysis of phonetic differences in Ob-Ugric languages correlates with the results of glottochronology
calculations conducted on the materials of a survey of native speakers of contemporary dialects.

They show that Mansi dialects neither have substantial differences in basic vocabulary, nor did they differ
much in morphology and in graphics-phonetics in the 18" century. Phonetic innovations that hindered mutual
understanding between speakers of the eastern and northern dialects in the 20" century occurred not earlier than
250 years ago.

On the contrary, Kazym and Vakh Khanty have more differences than any Slavic and even Turkic (except
Chuvash) languages between each other. Undoubtedly, they should be accounted for different languages, not
dialects. The time of their divergence can be dated as early as the beginning of the first millennium AD.

Abbreviations

FP — Finno-Permic POUg. — Proto-Ob-Ugric PU — Proto-Uralic
FU — Proto-Finno-Ugric PUg. — Proto-Ugric
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