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Data Sources and Conventions

Reconstructions

In general, following in part the practice adopted by OED3, I have avoided
providing reconstructions unless this is necessary for the argument. The ratio-
nale is to maximize the emphasis given to attested data, and also reduce the
need for me as an author to make a clear stand with regard to theoretical
aspects of reconstruction where these are not strictly relevant to an argument.
For instance, while one might object to my reconstruction of Lithuanian avis
‘sheep’ as PIE *hzeui-, it is unlikely anyone will object to its equation with Latin
ovis ‘sheep’. I have made an exception in the case of evidence from Uralic lan-
guages, for which I have provided reconstructions quite systematically. This is
partly a means to provide additional clarity for readers more familiar with Indo-
European than with Uralic, but is also a reflection of my own process in dealing
with these languages.

In the following cases, my reconstruction differs from the established norm
and/or requires certain clarification:

East Baltic — Acute intonation is marked with the circumflex or caret { " ),
following the use of this symbol as an indication of the broken tone in Latvian
tonal orthography.

Slavic — My reconstruction of the Slavic vowel system differs from the OCS-
based one conventionally used (for instance, in the dictionaries of Berneker,
Vasmer, Derksen, and 9CCAI). The use of the standard reconstruction leads to
anachronisms, such as an apparent claim that the Early North Russian source of
e.g. Finnish dial. akkuna ‘window’ is more archaic than its Proto-Slavic ancestor.
In general, I consider the Slavic vowel shift to be a Common Slavic, not Proto-
Slavic development (cf. Olander 2015: 59-67), and therefore use a reconstruc-
tion with pre-vowel shift values.! The reconstruction used in this work is as
follows:

1 Differently from Olander, I do not operate with a Proto-Slavic predating the monophthong-
ization of diphthongs. One reason for this is practicality: for instance, it is often impossible
to decide whether Common Slavic i derives in any particular case from an earlier *ei or *7.
However, I also do not consider it likely that the monophthongization was a post-Proto-Slavic
development: the absence of the second palatalization in North Russian (cf. also Holzer 2001:
39—40) does not necessarily imply that it branched off before the development *ai > *é since
there is no reason to exclude an intermediate stage */kae:/.
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This work Traditional
1 y u i y u
i u b B
e a e o)
é a é a

However, for ease of cross-referencing with works that operate with the stand-
ard notation, I have supplied the traditional reconstruction in brackets after
each Proto-Slavic form.

Finnic — In line with the “Leiden” tradition of not marking allophonic fea-
tures, such as syllabic resonants, in reconstructions, I do not mark consonant
gradation, as this is entirely predictable in Proto-Finnic (except for *s between
unstressed vowels, where I have preserved the alternation with *4). Therefore,
I reconstruct Finnish hammas (GEN.SG. hampaan) ‘tooth’ as *hampas rather
than *hambas, *hampas or *hampas.

Data sources

In compiling this work, I have endeavoured to check all the forms cited in
primary sources. I have generally avoided citing data which I was unable to
independently verify, unless this is crucial to an argument. A selection of liter-
ature used to source the forms from the most important languages for this work
is presented below. The orthography follows the cited sources unless otherwise
indicated. References not provided in full can be found in the bibliography. All
web links are valid as of 31 May 2023.

Lithuanian DLKZ; LKZ; Bendrinés lietuviy kalbos odynas (ekalba.lt)

Latvian Latviesu literaras valodas vardnica (tezaurs.lv); ME; LVPPV
(tonal orthography follows ME; differences with LVPPV have
been noted)

Prussian PKEZ and facsimile copies hosted at www.prusistika.flf.vu.lt;
Trautmann 1910

Russian Boavwoil akademureckuil c108apb pycckozo assika [a-npo-
dea]; Toaxoswtii crosaps pycckozo aswvika (ed. JAmurpuii H.
Ymaxkos); CPHI; CAPA n-14; CPA n—17; CAPA. I have fol-
lowed pre-revolutionary orthography in the use of the sym-
bol (k) (italics (), where this is etymologically relevant.
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Introduction

The aim of this monograph is to place the East Baltic languages in their prehis-
toric linguistic context through the analysis of lexical borrowings. The work will
be divided into two sections: in the first, I will critically assess the evidence for
the established prehistoric contact relationships with Slavic (Chapter 1), Ger-
manic (Chapter 2) and Finnic (Chapter 3) and examine proposals of contact
with other Uralic languages (Chapter 4). The second half of the work will be
devoted to the question of contacts with unknown languages, a complex and
no doubt controversial subject, which has not yet had an extensive treatment.
One of the aims is to establish applicable methodological principles for ana-
lysing this kind of material, and this half of the book can be seen as a practical
demonstration and evaluation of these new methodological tools.

The result will be a detailed catalogue of the contact relationships in which
the East Baltic languages participated. In order to stratify these linguistic
events, I will also attempt to incorporate evidence from other disciplines, spe-
cifically archaeology, archaeobotany, and genetics, to evaluate the context and
nature of the individual contact situations. This will be particularly important
in the analysis of contacts with unknown languages (Chapter 8), as we a priori
have no other information about the other participants in these contact events.

The focus of this work will be on East Baltic specifically. This is in itself
unusual. Sabaliauskas (1990), for instance, stratifies the Lithuanian lexicon into
the layers “Indo-European’, “Balto-Slavic”, “Baltic” and “Lithuanian”, without
distinguishing a separate East Baltic layer. Discussions of vocabulary exclusive
to the Baltic languages likewise often fail to demarcate East Baltic as a distinct
unit (e.g. Zinkevicius 1984: 229—234 and Larsson 2018: 1687-1688 are only con-
cerned with isoglosses involving Prussian). This reflects a wider tendency in
the literature, where one can easily find grammars and handbooks on Baltic
(such as Stang 1966; Endzelins/Schmalstieg 1971; Dini 2014) and grammars and
handbooks on individual East Baltic languages (e.g. Endzelins 1923; Kazlauskas
1968; Zinkevi¢ius 1980-1981; Forssman 2001), but very little discussion of the
East Baltic languages together, and basically no systematic attempt at recon-
structing a separate proto-language.

There are, however, clear arguments for the separate study of East Baltic.
Firstly, while the status of “Baltic” as a branch of Balto-Slavic has been disputed
(Kortlandt 1977: 323; Derksen 1996: 1; Andersen 1996a: 63; Kallio 2008: 265; Kim
2018: 1974),! the coherence of East Baltic as a subgroup appears to be univer-

1 Villanueva Svensson (2014: 164) mentions MBarnos/Tomopos (1958) and Harvey Mayer (e.g.
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sally accepted (albeit often implicitly). This can be demonstrated by a small but
robust set of innovations exclusive to East Baltic. Clear cases are the following:?

1.

*ai and *ei merged into *¢ in certain environments (becoming further
diphthongized to /ie/ in both standard languages), thus Lt. liepa, Lv. liépa
‘linden’ (= Pr. TC leipen ACC.SG., R suina) beside Lt. sniégas, Lv. sniegs
‘snow’ (= Pr. E snaygis, OCS cubrs) (Hirt 1892: 32—41; Stang 1966: 53-57;
Hill 2016: 208).3

Probably related to this is the appearance of a prothetic v- in the word
for ‘one), cf. Lt. vienas, Lv. viéns (contrast Pr. 111 ains) (cf. Fraenkel 1950a:
26—27; Petit 2010:14).

A stem with -v- has been generalized in the paradigms of the 25G. and
reflexive pronouns, and corresponding possessive adjectives. Thus Acc.
SG. *ten (> Pr. 111 tien, OCS 1A) and DAT.SG. *tebVi (> Pr. 111 tebbei, OCS
te6b) have been replaced by Lt. tave, Lv. tevi and Lt. tdu (< tavi), Lv. tev,
respectively (Petit 2010: 14; Hill 2016: 209—210).

Initial m- has been generalized throughout the paradigm of the 1pL. pro-
noun: cf. Lt. mitsy, Lv. miisu GEN.SG. (against Pr. 111 noison, OCS Hacs)
(Forssman 2001: 44; Petit 2010: 14).4

Aside from this, a number of convincing isoglosses can be found between East

and West Baltic,5 but also some seemingly non-trivial isoglosses between East

Mayer 1978) as sceptics of the Proto-Baltic theory, but the scepticism in both cases seems
more directed at the Stammbaumtheorie in general and against Balto-Slavic unity in particu-
lar. Both use the term “Baltic” liberally in the traditional sense.

Most lists only note differences between East and West Baltic without distinguishing innov-
ations from archaisms (Endzelins 1944: 17—21; Forssman 2001: 42—46), or include isoglosses
with which Slavic also participates (Petit 2010: 12-17).

Although the conditions of this merger are not fully resolved (see the discussions in Kurytow-
icz 1956b; Stang 1966: 58—61; Mathiassen 1995; Petit 2003: 96—97), the high level of agreement
between Lithuanian and Latvian shows that we cannot, at least, be dealing with a later areal
development.

I exclude: (a) the change *-t/- > -kl-, which is also shared by North Russian (Huxomaes 1989:
190-198; 3aIM3HAK 2004: 49), and is therefore to be considered an areal phenomenon which
might have spread through an already diversified East Baltic; the development also seems to
have taken place in the Prussian dialect of the Elbing Vocabulary (cf. in particular sasin-tinklo
‘snare’ where we cannot blame the graphical confusion between {c) and <t)); (b) likewise,
the loss of the neuter gender in nouns seems already to have been spreading to the dialect
of the Prussian Third Catechism (cf. Endzelins 1944: 84; Fraenkel 1950a: 28); cf. unds NOM.SG.
‘water’ against Pr. E wundan. On alleged traces of the neuter in Finnic loanwords, see 3.3.3.
See most recently Villanueva Svensson (2014) and Hill (2016), against which Kortlandt (2018).
Here I would like to add another argument: the 1pPL. and 2PL. pronouns, Lt. més, jlis, GEN.
miisy, jiisy correspond exactly (except for Innovation 4, above) to Pr. 111 mes, iods, GEN.
nouson, iouson. In OCS, we find M1, BB1, GEN. Hacs, Back, where the oblique forms are old
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Baltic and Slavic (Villanueva Svensson 2014: 163; Kortlandt 2018: 176). For the
purpose of this work, an agnostic stance can be considered acceptable, as the
internal structure of the Balto-Slavic family does not have any bearing on the
validity of East Baltic as a subbranch.

While William Jones’ famous idea that Germanic was “blended with a very
different idiom” can be seen as foreshadowing a whole subfield within Ger-
manic studies (cf. Kroonen 2012: 240), the reputation of Baltic has developed
quite differently. As Antoine Meillet (1913: 205) famously put it, a person who
wishes to hear an echo of what Indo-European sounded like “va écouter les
paysans lituaniens d’aujourd’hui” (despite Dini 2014: 45, fn. 21, I have verified
this quotation to be genuine). This continues alegend present in non-specialist
literature since the 19t century. Thus, the Encyclopedia Britannica (9t edi-
tion, 1882; cited per Klimas 1957) claimed that “whole Sanskrit phrases are well
understood by the peasants of the banks of Niemen”, and one still often comes
across claims that Lithuanian is “the oldest” (Encyclopedia of Linguistics, 2004,
ed. Phillip Strazny, p.119) or “most archaic Indo-European language still spoken”
(as in the current online edition of the Encyclopeedia Britannica, accessed 15
August 2023).

Itis true, of course, that Lithuanian is remarkably archaic in certain aspects.
In terms of phonology, it probably can indeed lay claim to being the “most
archaic’, and in nominal morphology its only serious competitor is Slavic (see
the discussion in Erhart 1995). If we take the liberty of writing the Sanskrit
sandhi variant -s (rather than usual -4), then it is not difficult to assemble a col-
lection of forms where Modern Lithuanian and Vedic Sanskrit appear almost
identical (see Table 1, below).

TABLE 1 ‘Words similar in Lithuanian and Vedic Sanskrit

Lt. vyras ‘man’ Skt. virds ‘man, hero’
Lt. sunus ‘son’ Skt. sunus ‘son’
Lt. ugnis ‘fire’ Skt. agnis ‘fire’

Lt. §ud, GEN.SG. Swiis ‘dog’  Skt. $vd, GEN.SG. §tinas ‘dog’

(cf. Lat. nos, vos). To explain the Baltic oblique forms, it seems we have to assume a two-stage
development: first, the strong stem *jiis spread throughout the 2pPL. paradigm, yielding a new
GEN. ¥jiis-un; second, the vocalism of the 1PL. *nosun was modified after the 2PL., resulting
in a new stem *niis-. These two non-trivial and consecutive developments seem to provide
strong evidence of a common Baltic stage.
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For context, compare the Modern Hindi bir ‘hero’, ag ‘fire’, and sina ‘dog’8 or the
continuants of these words in other modern languages: Irish fear /fiar/ ‘man),
Icelandic sonur ‘son, Slovene dganj ‘fire’. The surface similarities in the above
table are admittedly partly accidental, but mainly result from a phonological
conservatism on the part of Lithuanian. This conservatism has no doubt led to
the stereotype of Baltic as a ‘pure’ dialect which has had “little or no non-IE
contact” (Nichols 1998: 254) and “has not mixed with any other Indo-European
or non-Indo-European language” (Klimas 2002).

Finnish in many respects holds a position similar to that of Lithuanian: many
words in the modern language “appear almost bizarrely archaic” (Aikio 2022:
5), being identical to their reconstructed Proto-Uralic predecessors; thus e.g.
muna ‘egg’ (< PU *muna), pesd ‘nest’ (< PU *pesd). At the same time, we know
that the Finnic languages did not develop in isolation. In the Proto-Finnic lex-
icon, we can identify layers of loanwords from Slavic (cf. Kalima 1956; Kallio
2006), Proto-Norse (collected in LAGLOS 1-111) and Baltic (see Chapter 3),
while North Finnic also contains a significant lexical substrate from Sdmi (Aikio
2009). Thus, a conservative phonology does not necessarily presuppose a con-
servative lexicon.

I hope that this study will go some way towards dispelling the myth about
the ‘purity’ of Baltic, and East Baltic in particular, in demonstrating that this
branch, like any other, has a complex history and has been subject to numer-
ous external influences.

6 According to Turner’s CDIAL. I cannot find the word for ‘dog’ in modern dictionaries, so it is
perhaps obsolete, or at least dialectal (perhaps Turner’s source was John D. Bate, A Dictionary
of the Hindee Language, 1875, p. 724).
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CHAPTER 1

Baltic—Slavic contacts

11 Early Slavic - Baltic Loans

111 Preliminaries

The goal in this chapter is to establish the extent and nature of the earliest con-
tacts between Baltic and East Slavic. While several studies have focused on the
Slavic loanwords in Baltic (the pioneer articles being Briickner 1877; Endzelins
1899; Buiga 1911; Skardzius 1931), there have been few critical studies focusing on
the earliest layer specifically: one often speaks of ‘early’ loanwords (e.g. Young
2009, Derksen 2020), but the actual material adduced encompasses ambigu-
ous cases which could result in a skewed picture. The goal of this section is
to identify the clearest and best quality data to substantiate the claim of early
contacts.

The aforementioned ambiguities are in part the result of “traditional” substi-
tution strategies (Stang 1957: 52—55). For instance, the examination of Lithuan-
ian proper nouns transcribed into Cyrillic in 13t and 14" century documents,
led Buiga (1911: 18) to conclude that Proto-Slavic length was still contrastive at
this time. The idea that such length contrasts were maintained well into the lit-
erary period is hardly tenable; however, it is clear that the substitutions Slavic
0 - Lt./Lv. a and Slavic a - Lt. o, Lv. @ have continued into recent times. This
must at least in part be based on “traditional” equivalences extrapolated from
earlier loanword strata (i.e. “etymological nativization”; see Aikio 2006b: 18-23
for a discussion of the concept). Stang notes Lt. dial. notira ‘character, nature’
from Polish natura, a recent Latin loanword; and we can add here examples
with Lt. o before a tautosyllabic resonant, which only became phonotactically
possible in the last few centuries (see below), such as Lt. korta ‘card’ (« Pl karta;
LEW 283), gvdltas ‘violence; uproar’ (« Pl. gwatt < MoHG Gewalt; LEW 180).

Levin's (2003: 141-142; cf. Derksen 2020: 44) reconstruction of a Proto-
Lithuanian system with /a:/ and /b/ seems to be more an attempt to force a
phonetic explanation than something explicitly motivated by the data. True, a
tendency for /a/ to become rounded can be observed across the eastern edge
of the Baltic territory, specifically in part of East Aukstaitian (but not on the
Lithuanian—-Belarusian border; cf. Zinkevicius 1966: 50-51 and Map No. 6), and
as a conditioned change in Latgalian (Endzelins 1923: 73-85). However, there is
no reason to set this up as the most archaic system.!

1 On the substitution of Baltic *a with Finnic *a and *o, see p. 63.
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Moreover, as the Finnic loanwords from Slavic also clearly show the preser-
vation of inherited length (cf. Kalima 1956: 33—42), indicating an early date, a
layer of loanwords in Baltic from the same chronological period would hardly
be surprising. Note the following examples showing a reflection of length in
unstressed syllables which are shared by Baltic and Finnic (cf. Stang 1957: 53):

Lt. pyrdgas, Lv. pirdgs ‘pie’ «  ORnupors (R nupde, GEN.SG. nupozed)
(= F piiraa)
Lt. sopdgas, Lv. zabaks ‘boot’ <«  OR canoérs, GEN.SG. canora
(= K soappoa)
HLv. Zivats? ‘animal’ < OR *%uBOTB, GEN.SG. xuBoTa ‘life; animal’

’

(= F siivatta ‘livestock’) (R dial. scusompt ‘livestock; property’)

In Finnic, the smaller corpus of loanwords makes the suggestion of “traditional”
substitution patterns less plausible, and the above examples must be accep-
ted as early loanwords. However, this does not necessarily have any bearing
on the age of these words within Baltic, and it cannot be ruled out that these
too were borrowed at a later date following previously established nativiza-
tion strategies. It is in fact highly difficult to identify the oldest layer of loan-
words upon which the regular substitution patterns were originally based. The
only unambiguous evidence of an early date of borrowing would be cases in
which Baltic reflects phonemic contrasts subsequently lost in the history of
East Slavic. I therefore limit myself to substitutions of this kind, and the res-
ulting data will form the corpus for further analysis.

112 Reflection of yers

Finding unambiguous examples of the reflection of the Slavic reduced vow-

els in the Baltic loans is more complicated than usually recognized. Note, for

instance, the following examples involving sequences of the type *CiRC:

— Lt. kurtas, Lv. kuits ‘greyhound’ « R, Uk. xopm ‘greyhound’ (= SCr. A#¢, Pl
chart); also - F hurtta, E hurt, Li. arta-pi'n ‘greyhound’ (Kalima 1952: 66)

— Lt. obs. tulkas, Lv. tulks ‘interpreter’ < OR *Tbmxns, MR moax ‘interpreter’ (=
OCS T1pKD)

— Lt. tufgus, Lv. tirgus ‘market? ?< OR, ONovg. Teprs, u-stem, ‘market’ (=
OCS tpbry); also - F turku, E turg (GEN.SG. turu) ‘market’ (Kalima 1952:133)

— Lt. pulkas, Lv. pulks ‘crowd, troop’ 2« OR mwbaxs ‘troop, regiment; crowd,
throng’ (= OCS mrpks)3

2 On the Latvian -i-, see fn. 16.
3 The rare F pulkka ‘regiment, troop, quoted by Ahlqvist (1871: 209), shows a limited dialectal
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While these are generally acknowledged as early loans, it should not be over-
looked that similar substitutions are also attested in relatively late loanwords.
Historically, in the absence of a phoneme /3/ in either Latvian or Lithuanian,
a foreign /oRC/ has been substituted as /uRC/. Note, for instance, Prussian
Lithuanian kubas, dial. kuivis ‘basket’ («~ Prussian German korb, korw, Almin-
auskis1934: 76; LEW 220) and Lt. dial. gusitas ‘roof shingle’ (« Pl. gont; LEW176).
A similar strategy is attested in Latvian loans from Estonian, e.g. puika ‘boy’ («
Vo. poig, E poeg ‘son’),* kulda ‘ash pit’ (« Vb. koll6g, GEN.SG. kold®), cf. Thomsen
(1890: 263—273). Most probably, the same applies for some dialectally isolated
loans like Lv. dial. (Naukséni) burtenis ‘empty beehive’ < R dial. (Pskov, P9C 1v:
96) 6dpmens ‘hive used to attract bees’ (ME 1: 354); Lv. dial. (Aloja) turba ‘knap-
sack’ « R dial. mép6a (ME 1v: 268); and High Latvian pulna ‘enough! < R ndawno
(cf. Buga 1925: 44).5

This observation raises suspicion with regard to the Aukst. dial. bulvénas
‘idol; dummy’, Lv. dial. (Vidzeme) bubvans (ME 1: 349), bulens (EH 1: 251) ‘decoy
bird’ « Russian 6o0.6dx ‘idol; stuffed animal, dummy’ ([lans? I: 111), which have
consistently been described as early loanwords (e.g. Baga 1925: 40; LEW 33;
Derksen 2020: 40). While a source with preserved *o is not probable in the
Baltic area, it is conceivable that these were adopted from a dialect with dis-
similative akanje typical of north-eastern Belarusian dialects (Wexler 1977: 79—
80).% On the other hand, the distribution of the word within Baltic may not
exactly favour such an interpretation; at least for Latvian, a certain role may
here also have been played by Baltic German Bolwan, Bulwan ‘decoy bird’ (cf.

Kiparsky 1936: 149).

distribution and occurs alongside the allegedly younger F-K polkka, E polk ‘regiment’. The
antiquity of this loanword seems doubtful to me (cf. Mikkola 1938: 53). Note F dial. Aulkka
beside holkka ‘crowd; troop’, considered to be of Germanic origin (cf. LAGLOS 1: 119-120).

4 Both formally and semantically, a more probable direct source seems to be Estonian Swedish
poik ‘boy’ (Freudenthal/Vendell 1886: 165).

5 Lv.dial. tulpities ‘to crowd’ < moaniimoscs (Bliga 1925: 43) may be based on the dial. 3SG.PRES.
méanumes (cf. CPHT XL1v: 207), which must be the older form in view of the oxytone accen-
tuation of moand (3anususik 2019: 208); cf. also Uk. mdenumucs (which must be analogical
after 3SG.PRES. mdenumscs). Despite ME (1v: 260), it does not seem likely that the Latvian
word is cognate with Lt. dial. ti/pinti ‘make room for, economize’. The latter seems somehow
to have been formed secondarily from tilpti ‘fit, have enough room’ (compare Smoczyniski
2018:1484), although the details are unclear. Incidentally, the Latvian accentuation might also
speak against an old loan (see 1.1.7).

6 Similarly, Endzelins (1899: 298) refers to the pronunciation of unstressed *o as [u] in some
Russian dialects (on this see JAPA 1: No. 2). This explanation seems possible for Lt. tulkoczus
(Brodowski 923) ‘pestle), cf. Bel. majkdu (Buga 1925: 763); perhaps also Lv. dial. (Endzelins
1899: 299) grumada ‘assembly’, Lt. grumada ‘crowd’ (Juska 11: 478), grummodas ‘Haufe Flie-
gen’ (Ruhig 11:192) 7« Bel. dial. (*)2p[y]mdda, if not simply « Polish gromada ‘flock, crowd’.
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The four cases cited at the start of this section could theoretically be dated
to Proto-East-Baltic. In the case of Lt. tufgus, Lv. tirgus, cognancy with Slavic
is also an option (Endzelins 1899: 299; REW 111: 123).7 In principle, the Slavic
loan etymologies in all of these cases are encouraged primarily by circumstan-
tial facts, for instance the existence of early parallel loans into Finnic from the
same sources, although some phonetic details favour the loan etymologies.?

The Slavic word *pulka/u- (trad. *pslks) ‘crowd; military regiment’ is a loan
from Germanic (cf. OHG folc ‘people, crowd, troop’).? It is possible that the
Baltic words are parallel loans from a related Germanic source, possibly even
West Germanic folk, rather than having been mediated through Slavic. In fact,
several other suggested early Slavic loanwords in Baltic are ultimately of Ger-
manic origin. Hirt (1898: 350) in this and other cases has assumed direct adop-
tions from Gothic (see also Chapter 2), while Baga (1922: 71) has preferred to
assume a Slavic intermediary:

— Lt. dsilas ‘donkey’ « OR ocbxb ‘donkey’ / « Go. asilus ‘donkey’
— Lv. brunas F.PL. ‘armour’ < OR 6pbHA ‘armour’ (also 6ppab F.PL., cf. CPA 11—

14 1: 321) / < Go. brunjo ‘breastplate’®
— Lt. kdtilas, Lv. katls kettle’ < OR koteas kettle’ / < Go. katils* ‘kettle’

Lt. stiklas, Lv. stikls ‘glass’ < OR ctbku10 ‘glass’ [ < Go. stikls ‘cup, chalice™

7 Further cf. Alb. treg, dial. tregé ‘market’ (cf. Meyer 1891: 323—-324; Jokl 1924: 88). If we recon-
struct *trg*-, we might blame the non-acute accentuation in Slavic on the u-stem (Stang
1957: 79—82; Pronk-Tiethoff 2012: 242—244); the circumflex in Baltic might support a Slavic
intermediary. Note that a reconstruction *trg*”- would violate the IE root constraints.
Bjorvand/Lindemann (2018:1328-1330) assume the Baltic and Slavic words are loans from
Germanic, cf. ON forg ‘market’, but it is doubtful there are any Norse loans in Proto-Slavic
or in East Baltic (see Chapter 2). Significantly, their account fails to explain the Albanian
data.

8 For kurtas, the correlation between Baltic k- and Sl. x- favours a Slavic —» Baltic loan. For
tulkas, the acute accent in Baltic would be in disagreement with OIr. do-tluchethar ‘seek,
demand), Lat. loquor ‘talk’ (which rule out a root-internal laryngeal), which might favour
a Slavic origin. See 1.1.7.

9 As the substitution Germanic *o - Sl. *u (trad. *s) is unproblematic (Slavic had no *o),
attempts to track down West Germanic forms with /u/ (cf. Pronk-Tiethoff 2012: 112-113)
are unnecessary.

10  For the Slavic word, Pronk-Tiethoff (2012: 122-123) considers it impossible to decide be-
tween a Gothic or West Germanic source. However, on the basis of OR nmbHa3ssp ‘coin’
(CAPA 1—14 1X: 407) « OS penning ‘penny’ (where we must assume an original *pénéze-
(trad. *penedzs) by dissimilation; cf. the close parallel in OCS mbcamp ‘moon’, dissimil-
ated from *meéséce- (trad. *mesecw) < IE *mefyns- ‘month’; Shevelov 1964: 320; Beekes 1982:
55), one would rather anticipate West Germanic *brunnja (> OHG brunna, MHG briinne
‘chain mail, breastplate’) to be borrowed as Slavic *brgnja- (trad. *brgnja) (> Old Rus-
sian **6poyHa). Therefore, a Gothic source seems preferable.

11 Although the Slavic word seems to fit better semantically, it cannot be excluded that the
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It is curious that all of the above words have attested equivalents in Prussian,
viz. Pr. E asilis ‘donkey’, brunyos ‘armour’, catils kettle) sticlo ‘drinking glass
This suggests yet another possible route these words could have taken: they
may have entered East Baltic through Prussian. In fact, the realia seem to speak
against dsilas ‘donkey’ being an old word in Lithuanian. According to G. Pili-
¢iauskiené (p.c. April 2023), there is so far no evidence for donkeys in the
Lithuanian zooarchaeological record, and no documentary evidence for them
having been bred or traded. It is therefore quite probable that the word was
taken from Prussian by Bretke for the purpose of translating the bible.

On the other hand, it is not possible to rule out Bel. acés, Pl. osiof ‘don-
key’ as a source either, as this Slavic suffix appears as Lt. -ilas even in recent
loanwords. Thus, South Aukstaitian busilas ‘stork’ (see Naktiniené et al. 1988:
48) « Bel. 6ycen (GEN.SG. 6ycaa) cannot be an old borrowing in view of its
short first-syllable vowel. Likewise, Lt. kazilai ‘saw-horse’ can hardly be from
OR ®kosbrbl (pace Buga 1925: 41; Smoczynski 2018: 513), as this particular
sense is a Polonism, and in turn a calque from German Bock (REW 1: 590). In
view of this, it is also possible that Lt. kubilas ‘tub, barrel’ is a relatively recent
loan from Polish kubet ‘bucket’ rather than representing an early loan from the
source of RCS xs656a5", OPL (hapax, 15t c.) gbet ‘bucket’ (cf. Buga 1925: 38—
39).12

As for the other words, no conclusions can be drawn as to their proxim-
ate source. Even if they were adopted through Prussian, it is unclear whether
the Prussian words were themselves adopted directly from Gothic or via West
Slavic. Given the multitude of possibilities, these words can hardly serve as
evidence of direct early contact between Slavic and East Baltic.

Incidentally, Levin (1974: 88) has suggested that certain other “general Baltic”
Slavicisms spread along a trajectory from west to east; the following seem to be
decent candidates:

— Lt. kumetis ‘serf, peasant’ in Suvalkia and Prussian Lithuania ?« Pr. E kumetis

‘gebuer’ « Lechitic *kumeti- (trad. *ksmets; > OPL. kmiec ‘serf, peasant’)

— Lt. krikstas ‘baptism’ ?« Pr. *kriksta-, cf. Pr. 111 crixti laiskas ‘tauftbiichlein’

Lechitic *krista- (trad. *krests; > OPL. krzest ‘baptism’; SSP 1: 257)

word also meant ‘glass (material) in Gothic; cf. the polysemy exhibited by e.g. English
glass, and also Lt. stiklas, Pr. E sticlo in the sense ‘drinking glass’ For further discussion of
the semantics, see Kiparsky (1934: 210—211).

12 Both Slavic words are of West Germanic origin, cf. MHG kiibel ‘bucket, tub; dry meas-
ure’ (Pronk-Tiethoff 2012: 126-127). Latvian kubls ‘tub, barrel, like katls ‘kettle’ are taken as
instances of syncope by Endzelins (1923: 47), but could just as easily be relatively recent
loans from the Slavic oblique stems in Pl. GEN.SG. kotfa, kubta; cf. similarly Lt. pdslas
‘ambassador’ « Pl. paset, GEN.SG. pasta. The High Latvian kubyls cited by Baga (1925: 38)
as evidence of an unsyncopated form is considered dubious by ME (11: 297).
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For Lt. krikstas, an ultimately West Slavic origin is attractive for semantic
reasons. Continuants of Proto-Slavic *krista- (trad. *krests) mean ‘baptism’ in
traditionally Catholic areas (i.e. West Slavic and Slovene), while in Eastern
Christianity they have the meaning ‘cross, crucifix’ Accordingly, a sense ‘bap-
tism’ is unattested in Old Russian (CJ P 1—14 1v: 315-317), which practically
rules out an East Slavic origin for the Lithuanian form, only attested in the
sense ‘baptism’ (pace Skardzius 1931: 110; ALEW 607).18 Lt. krikscionis, Lv. dial.
(Zemgale) kriskans ‘Christian’ may also have come via the same route (cf.
Pr. 111 crixtianai* NOM.PL.). This has both linguistic and non-linguistic implic-
ations.

On the linguistic side, the -§- in Lt. krikstas has sparked much discussion.
Biiga (1912: 3;1925: 41) considered a possible German influence, while Endzelins
(1911: 60; 1937: 164) suggested contamination with Polish chrzci¢ [x$-/ ‘baptise’
However, the prevailing opinion is that the shift to -§- is due to the intrus-
ive -k- (Endzelins 1911: 35; Skardzius 1931: 110; Stang 1966: 14; Smoczynski 2018:
606). Whether this is chronologically plausible is uncertain; it is in any case
worth noting that several words which show a pervasive -k- do not exhibit
a subsequent shift to -s- in Lithuanian (e.g. Lt. duksas ‘gold’ = Pr. E ausis;
Lt. alksnis, dial. aliksnis ‘alder’ = R oavxd; Lt. tioksas ‘tree hollow’ = Lat. as
‘mouth’).

A Prussian transmission gives us a new possible explanation. In transitional
Prussian—Lithuanian dialect areas, there would undoubtedly have been a signi-
ficant level of bilingualism, providing the prerequisites for “etymological nativ-
ization” to take place. The regular correspondence between Lithuanian § and
Prussian s may have been recognized by bilingual speakers, leading them to
favour the seemingly counterintuitive substitution /s/ - /$/ over the phonet-
ically more natural /s/ - [s/ (Maziulis 1979: 147). A few other words suspect of
being of Prussian origin may show a similar substitution strategy. At least the
following can be cited:

— Lt. (W Zem,; cf. LKA 1: No. 82) bruiisé ‘roach’ < Pr. E brunse ‘roach’ (PKEZ 1:

161) beside Zem. bruisé (< *brijsé, cf. Trautmann 1910: 145)

— Lt.(WZem.) jiigé ‘fish soup; slops, viscous liquid; mixture’ « Pr. E iuse - juche

13 It is perhaps this semantic issue which encouraged Smoczynski (2018: 606) to interpret
krikstas as a back formation from the verb krikstyti, 3PRES. -ija ‘baptise’, which, in his opin-
ion, is in turn derived from OR kpscTiTH (3amM3HAK 2019: 365) ‘baptise’. However, the root
stress in the verb rather points towards a denominal formation. Importantly, the Lt. form
corresponds precisely to Pr. 111 crixti-, PRES.SG. crixtia ‘baptise’ (whose second -i- never
shows a macron, implying the root here was also accented). As a result, the Lithuanian
verb could be explained as a Prussianism, as well.
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— Lt. (W Zem,; PrLt.) kridusé ‘pear’ « Pr. E crausy ‘pear tree, NOM.PL. crausios
‘pears’. The dialectal limitation of this and the previous word speaks in favour
of a Prussian borrowing (Biga 1915: 342).14

— Lt. $drvas, PL. Sarval ‘armour; arms’ < Pr. E sarwis ‘weapons, which is no
doubt ultimately from Go. sarwa N.PL. ‘weapons, armour’ (= OE searo, DAT.
SG. searwe ‘craft, wile’ and ‘weapon, armour’). Alternative etymologies (cf.
LEW 965-966; PKEZ 1v: 65) derive from a need to explain the unexpected
§-.

— (Bukmistras) ‘Fischmeister’ (CIG 1: 663)° « Pr. E suckis, 111 suckans ACC.PL.
‘fish’

From a non-linguistic perspective, this analysis removes one of the key argu-

ments for an early informal Christianization from the east, which has been

taken for granted since Buga (cf. Buga 1912: 11). Indeed, assuming a Prussian
intermediary, one would hardly need to date such Christian terminology sig-
nificantly earlier than Lithuania’s official adoption of Christianity in 1387. In

Latvian, on the other hand, one does find a trace of early eastern Christianity:

Lv. krusts, dial. krists ‘cross, whose meaning points to an Old Russian source.16
Despite these ambiguities, the following ten cases seem to provide compel-

ling evidence of early contacts between Slavic and East Baltic:

— Lt. dial. birkavas, birkuva ‘a weight of 10 pudai’, Lv. bifkavs ‘ship-pound’ «
ONovg. 6bpKOBbCKD, a Weight measure, frequent in Novgorod gramotas (cf.
3aymmsHsak 2004: 713 and Thornqvist 1948: 29—32, where the ultimate connec-
tion with ML Birca, OSw. Bicerko is discussed)

— Lw. krusts, dial. krists ‘cross’ < OR kpbcTs ‘cross’ (see above)

14  Note that kridusé is now the standard word for ‘pear’, but the more widespread dialectal
terms are the Slavic loanwords griia and diilé. Although this is not the place to discuss the
full material, I agree with Buiga that the application of the RUKI law cannot be considered
regular after *u and */ in East Baltic.

15  The stressed form Zikmistras given by Brugmann (1897: 104), and found abundantly else-
where (even in LKZ) is apparently not attested (cf. Baga RR 11: 721). Mielcke (I: 341) and
Nesselmann (1851: 552) have Zukmistras without any stress mark (this form may ultimately
derive from CIG). Kurschat (1883: 527) specifically notes that the word is “bei den Haff-
fischern ungebrauchlich”.

16  Latvian-u-is perhaps to be explained as the result of a contamination with Lat. crux ‘cruci-
fix’ (Endzelins 1899: 301). Bga (1925: 42—44) rather blamed the -u- in Lv. rutks ‘radish’ (see
below) and krusts on the Belarusian depalatalization of /r'/, but this is chronologically
implausible; cf. Wexler (1977: 153). Lv. rutks may be explained by assuming a dissimilation
*i—i > *u—i which would find a partial parallel in tirgus ‘market’ < *turgus; however, it is
usually assumed to have been influenced by ruds ‘red-brown’ (ME 111: 565). Note the other
examples of a hesitation between -i- and -u- listed in Young (2009:187). For an explanation
involving Latgalian /y/, see Serzant (2006: 99-100).
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— ?Lt. Povilas, Lv. Pavils ‘Paul’ + OR IlaBbab (Bliga 1925: 44). However, see the
discussion on p. 1

— Lt. pipiras ‘pepper’ < OR nbisps, OPL. pierz, pieprz ‘pepper’™”

— Lv. Pliskava ‘Pskov’ (whence German Pleskau) < OR ILibckoBs (Blga 1925:
42)

— Lt. ridikas, dial. rudikas, Lv. rutks ‘radish’ < OR psgprs1*, cf. peapkoBu ACC.
PL. (13t ¢.), R, Uk. péovra ‘radish’, of West Germanic origin, cf. MLG reddik
(1492 in Gaerde der Suntheit; MoLG Réddick) ‘radish’ (Pronk-Tiethoff 2012:
136-137)

— HLv.dial. pluts ‘raft, barge’ (ME 111: 359) < cf. R naom, OPL {plty) NOM.PL. (in
Latin context; SSP vI: 167) ‘raft’. Probably of West Germanic origin; compare
MDu. vlotscip ‘barge), Du. vlot ‘raft’ (on which cf. Philippa et al. 1v: 545-546;
Kroonen 2013:149)'8

— Lt. obs. smirdas ‘peasant’ (cf. Buga 1925: 43), Lv. obs. smirds ‘poddany, sub-
jectus’ (Elger1683: 385; cf. ME 111: 966) < OR cmbpas ‘peasant), cf. OPL. smard
(SSPvI1r: 318)

— Lt. $ilkas (also plurale tantum: $ilkat) ‘silk’ < OR *ubixs, compare ONovg.
IIOJIKOY GEN.SG. (3anmusHsK 2004: 541), R wéak, Uk. wosx ‘silk’, most prob-
ably of Norse origin; cf. ON silki (REW 111: 387)

— Lw. zizlis, also zizls ‘rod; spoke of a wheel’ (assimilated from *Zizls?) < OR
KB3IB ‘stick, staff’

Since ITorogus (1903:161-162), Lv. cilvéks, dial. cileks ‘person’ has been viewed as

an early loanword from OR uenosbks ‘person’ (cf. ME 1: 382—383; Young 2009:

183; Derksen 2020: 40). There are two phonological issues with this derivation.

First, Ilorogun’s Slavic preform *&ilveka- (trad. *¢ulvéks) cannot be supported

by any actual Slavic data. A slight improvement would be to start from a pre-

Lv. *cilavekas with regular elision of the compounding vowel within Latvian

(Endzelins 1923:187). However, even a form *ub10BbK® is unattested. Although

the evidence of OCS unoBbks is perhaps inconclusive (the word was only

rarely spelled out), the complete lack of vocalization of prepositions in West

17  REW (11: 341) has suggested the Slavic word may have been loaned through a Gothic
*pipirs, and we might equally assume a borrowing through Gothic in East Baltic. Yet if
the Slavic word is directly « Lat. piper, as usually thought (cf. M. Matasovi¢ 2011: 118), then
reconstructing such a Gothic term seems superfluous. A Slavic origin would be favoured
by the non-initial stress of Lt. pipiras. By contrast, Lv. pipars ‘pepper’ is possibly bor-
rowed from Swedish via Est. pipar (cf. ME 111: 221); compare Estonian Swedish pippar
(Freudenthal/Vendell 1886:163), OSw. pipar ‘pepper’ (EES s.v. pipar).

18 A Germanic origin is rejected by Kiparsky (1934: 80), but without reference to the West
Germanic data. Note that the similar MoHG Flofs ‘raft’ goes back to *flota- rather than

*fluta-.
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Slavic would speak against Pl. czfowiek deriving from a variant *¢ilaveka- (trad.
*¢vlovéks; Havlova 1966: 80), and would favour an account starting from irreg-
ular syncope.!® At any rate, in East Slavic, the only usual form is of the type
qesoBbxs, cf. also Uk. woro0six, Bel. uaraséx ‘person’. As a result, a donor form
with *i (trad. *») is questionable.

Finally,20 Lt. grikai, grikiai, Lv. griki ‘buckwheat’ are often interpreted as early
loans from the (unattested) Russian *rpek- (Rike-Dravina 1964: 125; Smoczyn-
ski 2018: 387; PAC x11: g1) or directly from *rpsua (> MR epeua; Serzant 2008:
126). However, this appears to be excluded by the realia. Archaeobotanical evid-
ence for buckwheat in the East Baltic region only certainly emerges in the 14"
century, which coincides with the first documentary evidence (Sillasoo/Hiie
2007: 76; Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciité 2020: 166). Moreover, the word
is so far unattested in Old Novgorod-Pskov. Although an argument ex silentio,
this fact is potentially significant, as terms for grains (mpuenuna ‘wheat’, oBsce™
‘oats) :xuto ‘barley’, ppxb ‘rye’) are abundantly present in the birchbark letters.

The Russian word is not in fact found until the turn of the 16t century
(GEN.SG. gpeuxu 1495, epeuu 1498, epeuuxu 1500; CPA n1-17 1v: 132), where it
emerges in Novgorodian trade books. In its German form, the word appears
a century earlier in Riga (attested in 1383 as Kricken; Kiparsky 1936: 84; Rike-
Dravina 1964: 118), and crops up in the late 15" century in Prussian German
Greck, Grick (PrWb 11: 513) and Old Polish grece, grice (1487/1488 in Latin con-
text; SSP 11: 506). The forms with -e- are reminiscent of Middle German Grecken
‘Greeks’, greckisch ‘Greek’ (DWb Ix: 256), opening up the possibility that the

19  Although seemingly a rather arbitrary suggestion, many of the Slavic reflexes of this word
show irregular developments, which must result from frequency of use (to the lists in
Berneker I:140-141, and Havlova loc. cit. we can add R colloquial vex ‘person’). In addition,
some Russian dialectal forms show an irregular raising, cf. Obojan uus9x (Illaxmaros 1915:
152), Rjazan ysuisérs ([Jans® 1v: 1301), but so far, T have not identified any forms nearer to
the Baltic territory.

20  Other doubtful examples are the following: (1) Lv. dial. buca ‘barrel’ is more probably sec-
ondary for muca ‘barrel’ (as suggested by Miihlenbach in ME I: 344) under influence of
R 66uxa ‘barrel, rather than a direct loan from OR 6Buu*, AcC.SG. 6bubBb (CAPA 11-14
I: 331; on the Slavic form, cf. REW 1: 13-114); (2) Lt. dial. cirkva ‘church’ is a form appar-
ently only recorded by Biiga (1925: 42); in a genuinely old loan we would expect *cirkuva;
(3) Lv. dukurs ‘polecat’ was probably adopted through E tuhkur (Kiparsky 1949: 65); (4)
Lv. siruobs ‘notch at the end of a beam’ is hardly from OR *cwpoyGs (cf. R cpy6 ‘log
frame’; ME 111: 848; Serzant 2006: 96); instead, the Lv. -i- may be epenthetic in the illegal
cluster *sr-; (5) Lv. dial. timnica, timnice ‘dungeon’, timenica ‘dark place; dungeon’ (com-
pare OR rembHua; Endzelins 1899: 301; Buga 1925: 767) is perhaps rather built after timsa?,
dial. tima ‘darkness’ on the model of R arch. memmiiya ‘dungeon’ rather than being directly
borrowed fromit.
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word was actually formed within German, and that R epéuxa as the ‘Greek grain’
is a calque coined in the context of Hanseatic trade. While this account remains
quite uncertain, there is still no evidence that would allow us to backdate this
word, or buckwheat cultivation, to the Old Russian period.

113 *TerT and *TarT

As the East Slavic pleophony clearly predates the earliest texts, one has often
hesitated to accept loanwords predating this development. With regard to the
Finnic evidence, one has either assumed the existence of dialects which evaded
pleophony (Mikkola 1894: 45—47; Kalima 1929: 165) or that a phonetically weak
anaptyctic vowel was lost in the borrowing process (Setild 1929: 34; Kalima
1956: 31—33; Kiparsky 1963: 83). The scepticism of earlier scholars is tied to a
conception that any form lacking pleophony must necessarily belong to Proto-
Slavic proper.2! However, this is certainly not the case; it has even been argued
that the development spread through East Slavic as an areal feature (cf. Garde
1974: 112—115; HukosaeB 1988:123—-124; KpbIcbKko 1994:18—19; 3aMU3HAK 2004: 39—
41).

Bjernflaten (2006: 66) has claimed that loanwords predating the East Slavic
pleophony are only ascertained in Latvian. As far as Lithuanian is concerned,
he refers to Zinkevicius (1987: 71), who argues that syncope cannot be excluded
in any individual case. However, it is not clear why the same argument could
not equally apply to Latvian: if we have Lv. p¢lni ‘ashes’ (= Lt. pelenai) and érglis
‘eagle’ (= Lt. erélis) (Endzelins 1923: 47), then why not suggest Lv. kalps ‘farm-
hand’ and HLv. karms? ‘building’ derive from an earlier *kalapas and *karamas,
respectively? On the other hand, setting up hypothetical forms like these to
explain away any relevant evidence (cf. Mikkola 1938: 25—26) would be circular.

In the case of Lv. Zeibins ‘lot’ < Bel. sc3paba (Buiga1925: 37), the lack of length-
ening before *rC proves that this sequence has arisen by syncope (Derksen
2020: 34, fn. 5; note also dial. Zerebins, Zeberis). Syncope is also quite ima-
ginable in polysyllabic forms such as Lt. obs. derpycia ~ cerepycia ‘roof tile’
« Bel. uapaniya;?? Lt. karvojus ‘wedding loaf’, dial. karavijus < Bel. kapasdii;

21 The position is exemplified by the statement of Konecos (1980: 69): “Bce ciaBaHCKHe
A3BIKM UBMEHHU/IN HCXOHOE COYeTaHHe THIA *tort, HO MI3SMEHUIH No-pasHomy. CiefoBa-
TeJIbHO, 3TO U3MEHEHHe Hauauoch B npacassHckoM ssbike” [“All Slavic languages mod-
ified the original sequences of the type *tort, but in different ways. It follows, therefore,
that this change started in Proto-Slavic”]. The second statement, however, does not logic-
ally follow from the first.

22 The first manuscript edition of Szyrwid has éierpicia, which in the third edition is appar-
ently corrected to cierepicia. Both variants are also found in Bretke: cgerpjcgios NOM.PL.
and cgerepijczes ACC.PL. (see Skardzius 1931: 54—55; ALEW? s.v. Cerepycia).
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Lt. skavarda ‘frying pan’ « Bel. ckasapadd (cf. Lv. dial. Vidrizi skavardnica,
without lengthening of -a-). A case not explainable as a pre-pleophony bor-
rowing is Lt. kalmaska ‘light carriage’ < Bel. karamdacka (= Pl. obs. kolimaga
‘cart’; cf. Skardzius 1931: 99; Kiparsky 1948: 48; Zinkevicius 1966: 131-132).
On the other hand, there are words in both Lithuanian and Latvian for which
the assumption of syncope would seem ad hoc:
— Lt. éérpé ‘clay pot; roof tile’ « *¢erpa- (trad. *Cerps; > R uependx, Bel. udpan
‘potsherd;, PL. dial. trzop ‘clay pot’).
— Lwv. /{a[ps ‘servant, farmhand’ (= Lt. kdlpas, if not from Latvian, cf. Derksen
2020: 34) « “xalpa- (trad. *xolps; > OR xonoms ‘servant’)
— HLv. karms?, i.e. kiorms ‘building’ « *xarma- (trad. *xorms; > OR xopoms
‘house, building’; CZ1P 1387)
— Lt. $dlmas ‘helmet’ « *$alma- (> OR menoms, mosoms, OPL. in Latin context
sztom ‘helmet’), earlier *Selma- (trad. *selms).
The last example must have post-dated the backing *CelC > *CalC, which
Holzer (2001: 42) has described as a “North Slavic” areal change. Note that
a similar backing does not seem to be reflected in Lt. §ilkas ‘silk, which I
have accepted above as an East Slavic loanword. This might suggest a chro-
nological or dialectal difference in the loan source. The word for ‘silk’ does
appear to have had a backed variant already in at least part of Old Russian
judging by Finnish sulkku, Veps suuk ‘silk’ < OR *mrbiaks (cf. also R wéax, Uk.
wosk).23
Occasionally, it is difficult to decide between cognancy and borrowing.
Lt. dial. (N) kaibas ‘basket) Lv. karba ‘box; birchbark vessel, basket’ could be
borrowed from OR (Novg.) kopo06s ‘unit of measure), R kdpo6 ‘bast or birch-
bark vessel’ (cf. Berneker I: 568; ME 11: 194; REW I: 629), but a regular cognate
cannot be ruled out.?* A similar consideration applies to the derivative Lt. dial.

23 Mikkola (1894: 117) cited a Russian dialectal “mysx”, but it appears this is merely a hypo-
thetical form based on Illaxmaros’s (1893: 296) claim of a sporadic shift 0 > [0 ~ u] in
Petrozavodsk Russian. This shift was later explained as a reflex of etymological *a (trad.
*0) in accentually immobile words (see JI. Bacuibes 1929: 14). Since the vowel of R wéar
does not reflect an etymological *a, the Finnic u-vocalism should rather be taken as a dir-
ect reflection of *u (trad. *s; cf. Kynemos 2010: 349).

24  Contra Berneker (cf. also LEW 220), it is not probable the Slavic word was borrowed
from Germanic. First, the word is accentually mobile in Old Russian (3anususik 2019:
527), which is atypical of Germanic loanwords (cf. Pronk-Tiethoff 2012: 242—244 with lit.).
Secondly, from West Germanic *korb- (OHG korb, OS korf ‘basket, pannier’), I would anti-
cipate Slavic *kurb- (trad. *ksrb-; see fn. 9); a Germanic loan may well underlie Cz. dial.
(Machek 1968: 291) krb ‘dovecote’, SCr. k*bulja ‘basket made of bark’ (PCA X: 449), as sug-
gested by Berneker.
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(Szyrwid, S Aukst.) karbija, karbija ‘kind of woven basket’ and its comparandum
ONovg. KopoOba ‘grain measure’ (3aIH3HIK 2004: 749).25

114  Nasal Vowels
The loss of nasal vowels appears to have happened very early in East Slavic;
there is no trace of nasal vowels in any East Slavic dialect (cf. Shevelov 1979:
132).26 Although certain Norse loanwords seem at face value to have predated
the loss of the nasal vowels,?? Illaxmaros (1915: 112—113) has suggested that this
is illusory, and that syllable final nasals were simply omitted for phonotactical
reasons. Indeed, omission plus compensatory lengthening better accounts for
cases such as: OR Hrops (cf. MGr. "Tyywp) < OSw. Inguar (not *fIrops); mxepa
‘Ingrians’ « Ingr. Inkeroin; rakops ‘anchor’ < OSw. ankare (not *oykops; cf.
Thornqvist1948: 99).28:29 Similarly, for OR nmoyzs ‘a weight measure’ < ON pund,
one need not set up an intermediate form with *g; instead, we could posit a dir-
ect substitution of *-unC- with *-uC- (Briickner 1929: 142; Kiparsky 1934:157); cf.
similarly the names Acmoyas, Bepemoyas (cf. ON Asmundr, Vermundr) men-
tioned in the chronicles (Thomsen 1877: 71-72; on these differently Huxosaes
2017: 28).

An earlier nasal vowel is supposedly proven by Lt. piindas ‘a weight meas-
ure, which would be from Old Russian (Btga 1925: 28; Thornqvist 1948: 75).
The key argument here is that pundas cannot be separated from the other

25  Pr. E tarbio (for *carbio) ‘meal box’ may, in turn, be analysed as a further Balto-Slavic
cognate or as a loanword from Lechitic, cf. Pl. dial. krobia large woven basket’ (PKEZ 11:
17-18).

26  Hukomaes (1995: 111) has claimed that a distinction between *¢ and *u (trad. ¢ and u) is
preserved in some Carpathian Ukrainian dialects as /vy/ and /uv/, respectively, both of
which supposedly had a number of allophones in free variation (idem: 107-108). I have
been informed by S. Tarasovas that Huxouraes has rechecked the data using modern soft-
ware, and (apparently) now rather considers these alleged reflexes to be phantoms.

27 A key argument here is OR Bapars, MR g8dpses (3amususk 2019: 722) ‘Varangian, cf. ON
veééringjar NOM.PL., pointing to *vargga- (trad. *varegs). On the other hand, if we set up a
source form *vdrjengja- (cf. Thomsen 1877:121; Falk/Torp 1403), supported by MGr. Bdpay-
yot ‘Norsemen in service of the Greek emperor) then we may also assume a direct substi-
tution of -eng- with -sar-, without the need for an intermediary form with a nasal vowel.
See below.

28  Thornqvist (1948:105) ultimately settles on a reconstruction *ekors, which is unlikely given
the Norse a-. Note that Lt. ifikaras ‘anchor’ and Lv. gfikurs go back to Early MoHG enker
‘anchor’ (cf. ME 1: 470) and do not support a Slavic nasal vowel, despite Berneker (I: 29).

29  Perhaps this could account for OR rpamora ‘letter, literacy, written document’ « Greek
Ypappota (compare fn. 10). Although geminates were lost in Middle Greek, this was not
universal, and this geminate occurs in the usual environment where ‘spontaneous’ sec-
ondary gemination is also attested (Holton et al. 2020: 135-136).
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loaned weight measurement birkavas (cf. Derksen 2020:37). On the other hand,
Lithuanian also has a word piidas (dial. also piidas), whose acute accentuation
might suggest a relatively early loan (cf. 1.1.7). Since the variant pundas may well
have been adopted directly from, or have been influenced by, Baltic German
pund (Alminauskis 1934: 106—107; Kiparsky 1948: 37; LEW 667), it can hardly be
treated as a certain example.

The only remaining plausible case is the ethnonym lénkas ‘Pole’3° which has
been derived from an early *léxa- (trad. *lexs; > OR naxs) (Briickner 1877: 103;
Buiga1925: 33; LEW 356). Kiparsky (1948: 39; followed by REW 11: 84) has sugges-
ted the word may instead be taken from an unattested Lechitic source, yet there
is no evidence this ethnonym was used as a self-designation by West Slavs.3! A
unique archaism would not be too surprising, as names of ethnic groups often
figure among the earliest borrowings,3? and the names of certain (presumably)
Baltic tribes seem to have entered Slavic prior to the loss of nasal vowels: OR
HTBAI'Bl ACC.PL. (« *jatvingai), ronagp (+ “galind-); see p. 29.

115  Reflection of Slavic *y

One might anticipate that Slavic *y (trad. y) would have been substituted with
Baltic *i, yet examples do not present themselves (Derksen 2020: 40). While
the usual substitution for Slavic *y (trad. y) in older East Baltic loanwords is
long /1/,33 in a number of cases, we also find -ui-, which is often interpreted
as archaic (e.g. Buiga 1911: 25; 1912: 10—11; Kiparsky 1948: 31; Serzant 2006: 97, fn.
7). However, it is remarkable that several of the examples involve a preceding
labial:

30 Little faith can be given to the derivation of the ethnonym Unguras* ‘Hungarian, recorded
only in Dauksa, from Slavic *ggra- (trad. *ggrs, cf. Buga 1925: 24; not *ggura-, i.e. *ogers:
cf. Smoczynski 2018: 1561; Derksen 2020: 37). It is difficult to imagine what would motiv-
ate the early Lithuanians to borrow such an ethnonym, with there being no evidence of
direct contact between Baltic and Hungarian-speaking groups, and with the latter hav-
ing no particular folkloric significance in Lithuania. Instead, it seems obvious that this is a
neologism created by Dauksa on the basis of ML ungarus (Kiparsky 1948: 37), which would
practically be proven by the fact that the Dauksa himself uses the Polish loanword verigras
(viz. Wégry GEN.PL.) in another passage.

31 Neither is the more primary *l¢d- (trad. *led-) reliably attested in West Slavic sources,
although Hungarian lengyel (older lengyen) ‘Pole, and the tribal name Aevlovyvoi men-
tioned in the 10" century De administrando imperio seem to imply a form *lgdjan- (trad.
*ledjan-; cf. REW 11: 84 for details and references).

32 Thus OR nursa ‘Lithuanians’ (see 1.2), *Bbcb (cf. IllaxmaTos 1916a: 19) ‘Vepsians’ « *vepsd
(REW 1: 193), poychb ‘Rus) probably < Norse *rgps- (REW 11: 551) and possibly Lv. krievs
‘Russian’ (but see 1.1.6).

33  Examplesinclude Lt. dial. bagotjrius ‘rich man, kjitras ‘sly’ (LEW 29, 261), tynas ‘fencepost’
(LKZ; cf. on tuinas below), Lv. sits2 (= HLv. séits) ‘full’ (Endzelins 1899: 310; ME 111: 855).



20 CHAPTER 1

— Lt. builis ‘chervil, chives) cf. MR 6bw1s (CPf 11-17 1: 364), Bel. 661146 ‘weed’
— Lt. muilas ‘soap’ < Bel. msiaa ‘soap’
— Lt. muitas, Lv. muita ‘toll’ « MBel. muimo ‘toll’
— Lt. srmuikas, dial. smuikas ‘violin’ < MBel. cmbirs (16t c.; TCBM XXxX11: 3) ‘a
kind of instrument), cf. modern Bel. cmsix ‘bow (for a string instrument)’
— Lv. dial. viuikls? ‘deft, able), cf. R dial. ssixsiii (Pskov, Novgorod; CPHT v: 292)
‘experienced, able’ (ME 1v: 676)
In these cases, the diphthong need not demonstrate any particular antiquity,
but may simply be a result of the strong velarization of labials before /i/. A
similar representation is found in Richard James’ 17" century English-Russian
notebook (buic ‘a bull, muila ‘sope’, but sit ‘satisfied’, yazike ‘a tounge’; Jlapun
1959: 23—24) and the Russian manual of Tonnies Fonne (buik ‘bulle, muilo
‘seepe’ but iaszjck ‘tunge’; Kacpan 2012: 73-78; Hendriks 2014: 94). In Finnic, the
substitution -ui- is also only attested after labials: Karelian vuitti ‘portion, share’
(< R ebimv); muila ‘soap’ (« R moiao0), cf. Kalima (1956: 41). Incidentally, this
group need not be archaic in Finnic either; on the contrary, the Karelian buitto,
puitto ‘as if’ must be recent (« R dial. 6std0mo, CTPCI: 242 « 6ydmo; Kalima 1956:
65; P9C v: 53). In Finnic, it is also remarkably difficult to find examples of *i
from Slavic *y.34
In Prussian, however, /ui/ substitutes Lechitic *y (trad. y) without exception:
Pr. E waldwico ‘knight’ < *valdyka (trad. voldyka), cf. OPl. wtodyka ‘nobleman’;
*suiristio (attested sutristio) ‘rennet, cf. OPL. syrzisko ‘rennet’ (SSP VIII: 155);
wuysis ‘guard dog’ « *vyz- (trad. vyz-), cf. PL. wyzet ‘pointer’; Pr. 111 zuit ‘genug’ «
*syta (trad. syto), cf. Pl syty ‘full, satisfied’ (sceptically Levin 1974: 38—39). In East
Baltic, there also remain a couple of examples of -ui- « *y without a preceding
labial, which may indeed represent archaisms:
— Lt. kuila ‘hernia’ < OR *kbu1a, cf. MR kiza ‘hernia, outgrowth’ (3anusnsak
2019:192)3°

34  Inunstressed position, we find *u after labials even in recent loanwords (F populi, E pobul
‘landless peasant; cottager’ < R arch. 606sLs), so that cases like Veps kaput ‘hoof’ («
Konsimo) cannot serve as evidence. Even the *u in F dial. muula ‘lye’, V6. mugdél, mukl ‘soap
suds; lye’ (« OR dial. *m®1ri0, cf. R msl10 ‘soap’; Ojansuu 1922: 139) is not necessarily pro-
bative, as it may as well be subsumed under the other examples of *ui, PF **muikla being
phonotactically impossible. Kallio (2008a: 155) cites only Vt. dial. suura ‘home-made curd
cheese’ (« cup), but this is found alongside many other dialectal forms (e.g. Luditsa siira,
Jogbperd sdora, Mati syyru) and singling out the variant with -uu- would seem like cherry-
picking.

35  Since Endzelins (1899: 310; ME 11: 300), Lt. kuiljs, Lv. kuilis, Pr. E {tuylis) */kuilis/ ‘boar’
have been derived from an Old Russian *ks11b (thus also Trautmann 1910: 451; LEW 305;
Derksen 2020: 41). However, such a source form cannot be set up (cf. Sabaliauskas 1968:
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— Lwv. obs. suits, suiss ‘excessive’ (whence probably Lt. suitus ‘abundant’ in
Daukantas)3¢ « OR cwirs ‘full, satiated, cf. R coimo 6ydems ‘muoro, 1uiky,
HeCKpOMHSbI TpeGoBaHis TBos’ ([anb? 1v: 386)

— Lt. tuinas ‘branch in a wattle fence; fence post; picket fence’ « OR Tv1HD
‘fence; defensive wall’37

These tie into the debate regarding the phonetic value of Slavic *y (trad. y).

Already since Miklosich (1878: 149-152), a minority viewpoint has been that

*y was pronounced as a diphthong /ui/, for which the evidence which has

been adduced is so diverse that it seems difficult to dismiss out of hand (see

Thomson 1927; Shevelov 1964: 377—379; Press 1986: 217—243; Kacbsin 2012: 84—

88).38 The theory that the development from *a to /i/ in Slavic went through

an intermediate stage with a diphthong *ui (rather than through a direct dela-

bialization as suggested by e.g. Kortlandt 1989a: 50) would explain the lack of
loanword evidence for a stage with *i, despite evidence for pre-vowel-shift val-
ues for all other vowels in the Slavic vowel system.

According to Shevelov (1964: 378; and Levin 1974: 39), since -ui- still renders
Belarusian -st- (“which undoubtedly was and still is a monophthong”), the loan-
word evidence cannot be used. However, I see no reason to suspect that the
above three loanwords should be late adoptions from Belarusian. As generally
acknowledged (cf. Derksen 2020: 41), kitila cannot be a particularly young loan-
word, as it must have predated the change 1 > u after velars. Buga dates this to
the 13" century in Belarus (1925: 52; cf. KorecoB 1980:155). Even though it might
have taken place as late as the 14" century in Novgorod-Pskov (3anusHsik 2004:

176; PKEZ 11: 294). R dial. xuadx, xuayn ‘boar’ are clearly derived from xiiza ‘hernia’ (cf.
20p6yH ‘person with a hump’ < eop6 ‘hump’); compare the dialectal senses xuayn ‘animal
with a hernia; an animal (usu. piglet) with abnormal testicles; uncastrated boar’ (CPHI'
XIII: 209). Perhaps, as Smoczynski (2018: 622) surmised, kuiljis etc. was formed within
Baltic from kuila ‘hernia’ In that case, HLv. kéifs (= kilis?, ME I: 388) ‘boar’ could have
been similarly formed to kila ‘hernia, outgrowth’ (Bérzgale, EH 1: 706), of the same ori-
gin. Alternatively, and perhaps more attractively, we could conceive of a relationship to
Lt. kiaiilé ‘pig’ (see Sabaliauskas 1968: 175-177).

36  The existence of the form suitis, attributed to Daukantas by Geitler (cf. LEW 937; also in
Miezinis 1894: 232), is questioned by Biiga (RR 11: 724). In the LKZ, all of the data from
Daukantas is listed under suitus.

37  In view of PrLt. ruimas ‘space’ (cf. MLG ram), $liuizé ‘sluice’ (cf. MLG sluse; Prussian
German slise; Alminauskis 1934: 129), Siuilé ‘school’ (cf. MHG schuole; Prussian Ger-
man Soil; idem: 126), Prellwitz (1891: 35) has suggested that tuinas might be derived dir-
ectly from MLG tun ‘hedge, fence), like Lv. dial. tiina, tina ‘a fence of slanted planks’
(ME 1v: 282). The circumflex accent seems to tip the balance in favour of a Slavic origin,
however.

38  The most striking indication perhaps remains the fact that this sound is rendered with the
digraph ui in OCS: Glagolitic (-d% ~ 38, Cyrillic (b1 ~ bu).
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TABLE 2 Archaic features in Slavic loan-
words in Lithuanian and Latvian

Lt. Lwv.

Reflection of yers ~ 8[+5] 10 [+4]

*TerT groups 2[+2] 2[+1]
Nasal vowels 1 -
Slavic *y 2 1

-uo- for *u 1 18+

90—91), itis clear, in any case, that we are not dealing with a late Belarusian bor-
rowing here. Based on this example, it would be reasonable to date the other
two examples to an earlier date as well. In any case, there is nothing in these
words that specifically favours a younger dating.

1.1.6  Reflection of Pre-Slavic *o, *¢é

In Latvian, Slavic *& (trad. *u) is frequently substituted as /uo/, for instance:
duémat ‘think’, kapudsts ‘cabbage’, karudgs ‘banner, mudkas F.PL. ‘torment),
suodit ‘punish, judge) suéma ‘bag, satchel’ (« R dymams, kanycma, xopyesw,
MyKu, cydums, cymd, respectively). These have almost always been interpreted
as archaic. Endzelins (1899: 306) and Buga (1912: 14-15) suggested that they
reflect a preserved Slavic diphthong *ou, but the communis opinio is now that
they represent a monophthong *g, predating the common Slavic raising to *@
(McKenzie 1919: 170; ME I: 533; Kiparsky 1948: 33—34; Young 2009: 178; Derksen
2020: 45).

In Lithuanian, only one generally accepted example of this substitution is
known: kuodélis ‘flax prepared for spinning’ < R xydézs. This state of affairs has
led to the conclusion that the Latvian loanwords are generally more archaic
than the Lithuanian ones (Bjornflatten 2006: 67; Derksen 2020: 48—49). How-
ever, this is not consistent with the other lines of evidence for early loanwords,
where the Latvian evidence does not significantly surpass the Lithuanian in
any other category (see Table 2, above).

It seems very unlikely that Latvian simply happened to borrow a large num-
ber of Slavic words containing *u at an earlier date than Lithuanian. We there-
fore must agree with McKenzie (1919: 171) that treating the different reflexes as
representing distinct chronological layers is unwarranted.

One possible solution, hinted at by Derksen (2020: 43), is that Lithuanian
and Latvian were in contact with distinct varieties of East Slavic. It is conceiv-
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able that the reflex of Slavic *& was pronounced closer to */9/ in the East Slavic
dialect with which Latvian was in contact. A similar contrast in the source dia-
lects probably underlies the difference in outcome of Slavic *é (trad. *¢), which
has yielded -ie- in Lithuanian but -é- = */ee:/ in Latvian, cf. Lt. dial. griékas but
Lv. gréks ‘sin’ (cf. Bjornflaten 2006: 68; Derksen 2020: 39). In this respect, we
can note sporadic instances of /’a/ from *é recorded in modern north-western
dialects, cf. NW dial. kan ‘flail’, Arxangelsk psina ‘turnip’ (= R ymn, prona; Huxo-
JaeB 1990: 60), ysiaou ‘whole, Vladimir medssios ‘bear’ (= urbasiii, medersow;
TanuHckas 1993: 39—40), which indicates that the difference was at least partly
dialectal rather than diachronic (cf. Derksen 2020: 47).39

On the other hand, Serzant (2006) has offered a plausible alternative
account for Latvian /uo/: he suggests that it is the result of a dialectal diffu-
sion from east to west. Latgalian (High Latvian) has undergone a chain shift *¢
> ; *u > ou ~ yu (Endzelins 1923: 95—97). If this predated the influx of Slavic
loanwords, one would expect East Slavic /zymars/ to have been adopted dir-
ectly as High Latvian dumudt. This would in turn be nativized in Low Latvian
as dudmadt, following the typical dialectal correspondences.*? Since it is gener-
ally assumed that the early loanwords in Latvian are of East Slavic origin, such
a trajectory would not be surprising.#

Interdialectal borrowing might also explain the Zemaitian forms pguks
‘down (of a bird)) gustd NOM.PL. ‘moustache’, which ultimately derive from East
Slavic nyx ‘down, ycst ‘moustache’ (cf. Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 79, fn. 27 and 84, fn. 30).
These may be hypercorrections based on South Zemaitian dialects where *4
has merged into *u (see the discussion in Buga 1912: 23—26). A similar explana-
tion probably accounts for NW Zem. viésné (= véisne) ‘cherry’, which Biiga (1922:
177) has seen as an early loan from Slavic *vésnja (cf. R tiwuns), but is more likely
a hypercorrection based on South Zemaitian vi-sne (cf. Aukst. vysnia).

39  Compare the substitution of this phoneme as *d in the Finnic loanwords (Kalima 1956:
37-38), matching Latvian.

40 In this respect, note that priods? ‘pond’ (« npyd; ME I11: 400) seems to be an exclusively
High Latvian word, so actually represents [pruds] (cf. http://vuordineica.lv/, s.v. dikis). The
spellings in ME and Ulmann (prohds ‘ein kleiner natiirlicher Teich’; 1872: 212) are auto-
matic transpositions of the dialectal form. From a High Latvian perspective, forms such
as kiukifi /ktkuli?/ ‘corn cockle’ (« kyxonw) and pyuka (cf. puka?, ME 111: 445) ‘fluff’ («
nyx), which have undergone diphthongization of original *&, might even be interpreted
as more archaic (cf. Serzant 2006: 95).

41 Similar evidence of interdialectal diffusion is shown by the Zemaitian diphthong /ie/,
which occurs instead of the usual reflexes of *¢ in Aukstaitian loanwords, including words
of ultimately Slavic origin, e.g. griéks instead of *gréiks ‘sin’ (Baga 1912: 7-8; Zinkevicius
1966: 86; Derksen 2020: 40).
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While a number of examples supposedly reflecting a preserved Slavic *¢é (<
*ei) have been presented, the only convincing one is the Latvian ethnonym
krievs ‘Russian’, which is apparently loaned from OR kpusuuu (Endzelins 1899:
285-286, 304—305, ME 1I: 284—285; Buiga 1922: 177; Skach 2010: 137; Derksen
2020: 38).42 As this word is an ethnonym, a unique archaism is conceivable,
but we may suspect that krievs similarly results from interdialectal diffusion.
This seems, at least, to be the best account for Lv. siérs ‘cheese’, an evident bor-
rowing from East Slavic caip ‘cheese’, but one whose vocalism has presented a
problem (ME 111: 859). This can be resolved if we assume the word was adop-
ted first as HLw. sirs (Serzant 2006: 97) and then subsequently borrowed into
Low Latvian. Such an explanation also works for the Lv. agent suffix -(e)niéks
(cf. Latgalian -iniks; Serzant 2006: 96—97), provided this is indeed loaned from
East Slavic -pHuks (for an analysis as cognate, see Derksen 1996: 185-186).

In fact, the loanword evidence for a Slavic stage *¢ is very poor; almost all
of the evidence traditionally adduced from Finnic is doubtful or demonstrably
false. The Finnish and Karelian (Olonetsian) agent noun suffix -niekka (McKen-
zie 1918: 172; Mikkola 1938: 33—34; Kiparsky 1948: 31; Derksen 2020: 39) is prob-
lematic, as long vowels outside of initial syllables were not possible at the time
of the earliest contacts with Slavic*? and the diphthong /ie/ is generally not
permitted at all outside of initial syllables in most Finnish dialects. The vocal-
ism must have something to do with the reanalysis as a compounding element
(J. Pystynen p.c. June 2023), which is supported by its abundant attestation as
a separate word in earlier Finnish (Vanhan kirjasuomen sanakirja, s.v. niekka).
Aside from this, there is Kviehkuri ‘gust of wind’ and miero ‘the (outside) world;
township, village council.

That all of the examples are limited to Finnish and Karelian obviously speaks
against this being a particularly archaic loanword stratum. However, Kallio
(2006: 155) and Derksen (2020: 39) are both unconvinced by the suggestion
of a Russian dialectal development i > e (Mikkola 1894: 57).4* While it is true
that no regular dialectal change can be set up, the fact remains that both words
are actually attested with /e/ in North Russian dialects. R dial. eéxops ‘strong
gust of wind' is relatively widespread (CPHT 1v: 208: Kem, Petrozavodsk; CI'PC

42 Other suggested examples such as Lt. obs. mieras, Lv. miérs ‘peace’ are better interpreted
as cognates with the Slavic forms (Derksen 2015: 316; ALEW 747).

43  As witnessed by the reflection of yat’ in the loanwords K netdli, V. ndtal -i, Li. nddi (<
*ndtdli) ‘week’ « nedibas ‘week’ and F verdjd, E virav (< *virdjd) « eepest ‘gatepost’ (<
*veréja-, trad. *veréja; cf. OCS Bephra ‘bar, bolt’).

44  Skach’s (2010:138) suggestion that these represent relics of a Russian dialect preserving *¢
seems completely gratuitous to me.
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11: 88-89: Arxangel'sk), and most probably results from a contamination with
erbmep ‘wind’*5 Olonets (19t c.) mmps ‘community’ (Kymukosckiit 1898: 58;
CPHT xvIII: 112) appears isolated, and I cannot explain it within Russian (cf.
MbI3HHKOB 2019: 496), but the Karelian data remains highly dubious grounds
for assuming a layer of loans in Finnic with preserved *¢.46

On the other hand, Finnic does provide clear evidence of an earlier *¢ (cf.
Kalima 1956: 42; Kallio 2006: 155). The main disadvantage of the ‘dialectal dif-
fusion’ scenario outlined above is that this situation in Finnic would have to
be divorced from the superficially similar situation in Latvian. However, this is
not necessarily a problem, as we are dealing with two distinct contact zones.
In theory, it is possible that both scenarios are correct, and that an earlier layer
of loanwords with *¢ was bolstered by a later layer adopted with Latgalian @. In
this case, however, the Latvian evidence can only be used as indirect support
of early contacts with Slavic.

117  Accentuation
As Derksen (2020: 41-42) has observed, there appears to be a correlation be-
tween the intonation of the oldest Lithuanian loanwords and their accentu-
ation in Old Russian. While circumflex is generalized in later loanwords, the
circumflex examples from the oldest layer appear to correspond to Old Rus-
sian oxytones. As noted by Young (2009: 184-185), the same group appear to
show a falling tone in Latvian:

— Lt. pulkas 4 ‘crowd, troop’, Lv. puilks — OR (14" c.) moxs1 NOM.PL., R noaxd
GEN.SG. (cf. 3anmsHsak 1985:134; 2019: 569; Pronk-Tiethoff 2012: 112; Hukonaes
2020: 290).

— ? Lt. tuinas 4/2 ‘branch in a wattle fence, etc’ — MR (16" c.) moiroms

/

INST.SG. (3amusHsk 2019: 601);%7 cf. Slk. dial. &y ‘branch in a fence’.

45 A parallel development is found in MUk. (17t® c.) enxops, which is actually attested in
collocation with smmeps (P9 C vIL: 270).

46 According to Kallio (2006: 155) the -Ak- and -u- in viehkuri would favour an early borrow-
ing. However, -hk- is also found in some very recent loanwords, e.g. F orehka ‘gingerbread,
cookie’ < R oprbx ‘nut) and is not probative. The -u- is probably due to the analogical intro-
duction of the suffix -uri as in F tuhkuri ‘mink), E tuhkur ‘polecat’ (« OR *gsxops), F dial.
pippuri ‘pepper’ (< Sw. dial. pipar), F ankkuri ‘anchor’ (<~ Sw. ankare) (Kiparsky 1949: 60).
Note that -u- is also found in the younger variant vihuri.

47 It should be admitted that modern Russian generally suggests accent paradigm (c); cf.
early modern Russian muwrosuiii AD]., and muriims, 38G.PRES. mutntim ‘to fence’ (Ci.
Axag. VI [1794]: 344; also dial,, cf. CPTK v: 543). The evidence for accent paradigm (b) sup-
plied by 3anususax is very limited, but note also OCz. o-tyniti ‘enclose, cover’, SCr. (Vuk)
tiniti, 1SG.PRES. tinim ‘partition’ (RJA xvI1L: 333). Pronk-Tiethoff (2012: 9o), apparently on
the basis of SCr. dial. #in ‘partition wall) analyses the word as having fixed initial stress, but
does not take into account the evidence of the derived verb.
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— Lt. tufgus 2 (rare dial. turgits 4) ‘market’, Lv. tirgus — MR do mopezy ‘to mar-
ket, mopzdewiu AD]J., etc. (Stang 1957: 81; 3anusHAK 1985: 134, 2019: 534).

On the other hand, many of the examples with a Lithuanian acute correspond

to Old Russian barytones. Here we find a sustained tone in Latvian (Young 2009:

179—181):

— Lt. birkavas ‘a weight measure), Lv. bitkavs (ME 1: 298; but [birkaus] in
LVPPV 130) — R 6éproseuy, cf. dial. (Pskov) 6épkosey ‘weight measure for
flax’ (P9 C 111: 132-133)

— Lv. kalps, (Lt. kdlpas1) ‘servant’ — OR (Merilo) xonwirs, MR x0a6ns (3amus-
HAK 2019: 602); SCr. arch. Alap, GEN.SG. hlapa (cf. Skok 1: 671)

— Lt. kuila 1 ‘hernia’ — MR «iina, Uk. xiaa; cf. Cz. kyla, Slk. kyla, SCr. kila
(3anm3HiK 1985: 132, 2019: 192; Derksen 2008: 265)

— Lt. kurtas 1 ‘greyhound’, Lv. kusts (but LVPPV: kurts) — R xopm, cf. dial.
xépmuya ‘(female) greyhound’ (CPHT LI: 316); SCr. A#t, Sn. ht, GEN.SG. hfta
(Derksen 2020: 41)

— Lt. énkas1 (although LKZ reports variants with 2, 3 and 4) ‘Pole’ — MR sxu
NOM.PL. (cf. 3anusHsk 2019: 752)

— Lt. Povilas, Lv. Pavils ‘Paul’ — OR ITaBens (Young 2009: 180; 3aM3HAK 2019:
842)

— Lv. (JanSevskis) suitums ‘Menge’ = dial. suits?, suitdk? (cf. ME 111: 116) —
MR csima NOM.SG.F. = SCr. sita ‘satiated’ (Derksen 2008: 484; 3anusHsaAk 2019:
494)

— Lt. sdlmas 3 ‘helmet’ — Although synchronically oxytone in Middle Rus-
sian (cf. 3ammsHsk 2019: 588; Huxosaes 2020: 313), the word must originally
have been barytone; cf. SCr. §/jém, Sln. slém, GEN.SG. sléma ‘helmet’ (Pronk-
Tiethoff 2012: 87)

This correlation provides another argument in favour of the late origin of

Lt. muilas 4 ‘soap’, which corresponds to the barytone MR w10, cf. Slk. mydlo,

SIn. milp (Derksen 2008: 336), and of Lv. dial. bulvans ‘decoy bird, which Young

(2009: 186) has noted as an exception to his accentological rules. Note that

Young uses a much larger corpus of Latvian data, while I have limited myself

to cases which unambiguously belong to the earliest period. However, the

accentual rules seem generally to apply even within his larger data set. The
same cannot be said of Lithuanian, where the circumflex clearly dominates
in the remainder of the material (cf. Derksen 2020: 41). A remaining excep-
tion is Lt. §ilkas 4 ‘silk, the source of which appears to have been barytone

(cf. 3anu3nak 2019: 568). I do not have an explanation for this form at this

time.

There is rather little evidence for borrowings of accentually mobile forms.

The clearest examples, perhaps counter-intuitively, appear to have been adop-
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ted as acute in Lithuanian (note also Lt. biesas ‘demon, svietas ‘world, from
accentually mobile 65cb, cBbrs; Derksen 2020: 42):
— Lt. obs. tulkas 1 ‘interpreter’, Lv. tulks — MR mdaka GEN.SG., moakossiu AD].
(3anmsHik 2019: 569); cf. R 663 moaxy ‘in vain’
— Lt. &rpé 1 (but dial. also defpé 2, derpé 4) ‘clay pot; roof tile’ — MR uépens
(3anmsHsk 2019: 602); cf. R uepend NOM.PL.
However, Lt. dial. kafbas 4 ‘basket, Lv. karba, if it is loaned from Slavic rather
than cognate, would represent an exception, cf. MR xdpo6s, R dial. i3 xopoba
(3aymsHaAk 2019: 527). All in all, the evidence is rather too scanty to draw any
conclusions. Young (2009:186, 187) in fact reaches the opposite conclusion (i.e.
mobile nouns are borrowed in Latvian with falling tone) based on evidence
which has not come into consideration here. The regular adoption of Slavic
barytones with acute accentuation in East Baltic is, however, clear from my
data set, and demonstrates that an inherited accentological contrast was still
present in Slavic at the time of the earliest loanwords into Baltic.

1.1.8 Semantics, Dating and Context

Much of the above evidence seems to indicate contacts in the context of trade.

These include the following (the loans which are not as certain are given here

in square brackets):

— Words connected to the act of trade: ‘market, ‘interpreter’ and perhaps
‘raft/barge’. Considering their general limitation to adverbial usage, it is pos-
sible that Lv. suiti ‘excessive), suitak ‘too much’; Pr. 111 zuit ‘genug’ originated
as trade jargon. Compare similarly Italian basta ‘enough!, which has been
borrowed widely, in many cases, presumably, through trade (cf. e.g. Snoj
2003: 33, 8.V. bdsta).

— The names of vessels: ‘clay pot), [‘tub’, ‘kettle’]; and weight measurements: Lt.
birkavas, [piidas).

— The names of specific trade items: ‘pepper’, ‘radish’, ‘silk, probably ‘grey-
hound,, [‘glass’].

In view of the borrowed term birkavas, it would seem obvious to associate these

trade relations with the Birka trade network (thus explicitly Baga 1913: 34-35);

however, it is disturbing that there is no unambiguous evidence of direct Norse

loanwords in East Baltic (see Chapter 2), and besides, the weight measure in
question continued to be used after the collapse of Birka as a trade hub, being
even recorded in the modern dialects of Pskov Region. At the same time, this
term does place us in a rather narrow timeframe between the establishment
of the eastern trade with Birka in the late 9*h century (Ambrosiani 2005) and
the loss of the reduced vowels in Novgorod Russian in the early 13t (3amansax
2004: 60). Lt. &érpé ‘clay pot; roof tile if indeed transferred in a trade context,
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would place the contacts firmly in a preliterary context, the 10th century at the

latest. We can therefore assume that most of these loans were adopted between

the 10th and 12" centuries CE.

There are some words which suggest an unequal power dynamic between
the two groups. First, there are the words for members of the lower echelons
of society: ‘peasant), ‘servant/farmhand, [kumetis ‘serf’], and words connected
with the military: ‘helmet) [‘armour’].#® Finally, there is the Latvian word for
‘cross’, which suggests that, like Finnic-speaking populations (Kiparsky 1952:
70—71; Kallio 2006: 156 ), Latvians were subject to early attempts at Christianiz-
ation on the part of the Slavs. The only possible evidence of this in Lithuanian
is the Christian name Pévilas ‘Paul’ (but see the discussion on p. 11). All of these
loanwords are suggestive of Slavic cultural imposition, and therefore can be
classed as typical ‘superstrate’ words (cf. Vennemann 2011: 240).49

Of at least 20 certain loanwords, six (just under a third) are found in both
languages. in most cases a Proto-East-Baltic reconstruction can be provided.
Nevertheless, this fact can be attributed to the small number of phonolo-
gical changes which have taken place, and need not compel us to assume
these loanwords were already present in Proto-East-Baltic. The idea of loan-
words into separate languages is supported by the rather large number of ‘old
loans’ limited to one of the two, while many of the shared loanwords repres-
ent trade terms which have been borrowed into numerous other languages.
Contact with different East Slavic dialects seems to be implied, at least, by
the establishment of different substitution strategies for the phoneme *é (trad.
*é).

In terms of the source dialect(s), the following can be said:

— The borrowing of the weight measurement 6épxoseuy, frequent in Novgorod-
Pskov sources and preserved in this area in the modern dialects, suggests
contact with the dialect of Novgorod-Pskov, which is also supported by the
early adoption of Latvian Pliskava ‘Pskov’.

— In addition, the adoption of OR Tbprs as a u-stem might also favour a
Novgorod-Pskov source, as the morphological distinction between a- (trad.
0-) and u-stems was much better preserved in this dialect than in the rest of
Slavic (Huxosaes/Xenumckunii 1990; 3aTU3HSK 2004: 99—102, 112).

48  Herealso belongs Lt. pulkas ‘regiment’, but I suspect that the dialectally better represented
sense ‘crowd’ is original and the military sense may be due to more recent Slavic influence.

49  Finally, a small number of loanwords are too vague to be categorized: ‘building’, ‘rod’, ‘fence
post’. Since the original specific function of these borrowed terms cannot be determined,
they may have been loaned in any number of contexts. Surprising is the word for ‘hernia;,
as no other medical terms or terms for bodily defects appear in my corpus.
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As a result, the general picture is that the earliest contacts between speakers
of Lithuanian and Latvian with East Slavic took the form of relatively incid-
ental adstrate contacts with similar but distinct dialects of Old North Russian,
primarily in the context of trade. At the same time, there is some limited evid-
ence of Slavic cultural imposition, which suggests a degree of Slavic dominance
in these contacts.

L2 Early Baltic - Slavic Loans?

There are very few loanwords which can be plausibly dated to the same period
as the early Slavic — Baltic loans, and reference works on the subject (e.g.
Jlayurore 1982, AHukuH 2005) tend to focus on the much more extensive later
layer of loanwords. Most of the plausible early loanwords which can be iden-
tified are ethnonyms. In the Novgorod First Chronicle, we find examples like
OR nut[w]Ba ‘Lithuanians’ (= R Jlumed, Pl. Litwa ‘Lithuania’; < Lt. Lietuva;
cf. Lv. Lietava, ME 11: 506); raTBAr'bl ACC.PL. ‘Jatvingians, roiazps ‘Galindians’
(cf. the region Galindia cited in Chronicon terrae Prussiae and the ToAivdot in
Ptolemy), kopcs < *kbpcb ‘Curonians’ (cf. Lt. KuiSas, Lv. Kufsa? ‘Curonia’); see
the overviews in Fraenkel (1950a: 60-73) and Dini (2014: 290—312).

A list of probable early loans has been given by Auuxkun (2014: 192), who
divides them into several chronological layers. As ‘Proto-Slavic’ loanwords, he
quotes R dézoms ‘birch tar’ and dial. nepms ‘cottage’3® As Baltic substrate words
in early East Slavic, he cites depésns ‘village; (dial.) arable field, dial. dsec ‘damp
spot, myma ‘bogey; (in children’s language) louse’ and nycma ‘bundle’. Annknx
evidently means to compare myma ‘bogey’ (Brjansk, CPHT XVIII: 344) with
Lt. maiimas in the same sense, where *au > /u/ would suggest a very early date;
but compare also Lt. dial. mimas (LKZ), which is evidently the origin of dial.
myma ‘louse’ attested in Lithuania (Jlay4rore 1982:146). It seems far more prob-
able that dial. myma is merely an arbitrary formation like Hungarian mumus
‘bogey’ (in children’s language; note also Lt. baiibas, bubas in the same sense),
and treating it as an exceptionally early loanword is unwarranted.

Among the ‘early’ loanwords, Kiparsky (1973: 68—-69) has mentioned ndxas
‘(flax or hemp) tow’ (« Lt. pdkulos; cf. also Auukun 2005: 24) and kosw ‘ladle,

50  AnukuH also cites R kanms ‘storehouse’, with widespread Slavic cognates, as a Baltic loan-
word (cf. Lt. klétis, Lv. kléts). Here, he follows Eckert (1983: 86-87); however, Eckert’s main
argument, namely that the Baltic word is derivable from the verbal root kl6ti ‘lay out’ is
already refuted by Auuxun himself (2005:170), and there seems no other reason to prefer
a Baltic source over an inherited cognate.
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water scoop’ (« kdusas). There is no reason to consider the latter to have been
adopted any earlier than the 14" century (cf. CPf11-17 v11: 216); the same sound
substitution is found in Vytolth 1386, Bumosm 1396 « VWtautas (Buga 1911: 36—
37), and remained usual throughout the 15t century (op. cit. passim). As for
ndkas, the substitution a - a clearly rules out an early date. The loss of the
second syllable of the Russian word must be secondary; cf. dial. (N) ndxy.a,
Bel. ndxyane, Pl. pakuty ‘tow’ (Jlayatore 1982: 18—19); compare the discussion
of R dial. ndxxyaa beside ndras ‘chaga (parasitic fungus)’ in Me1sHuKOB (2019:

571-573).

The following cases deserve a more detailed discussion:

» ‘bath-house’. ONovg. *nbpTs « Lt. pirtis, Lv. pirts ‘bath-house’ — The word
is attested in the Sermon of Ilya of Novgorod (nepsmu DAT.SG. in a 15™ cen-
tury copy, cf. CIP 1772), where it probably referred to a kind of bath-house
(ITaBoBB 1890: 19). This is supported by MR nepems ‘bath-house’ (Pskov, 15t
c.; TanbKoBCKiH 1913: 34; cf. Baxpoc 1963: 157), nepédra ‘hut’ (Pskov, 16t c.; CPA
117 X1v: 298) and the dial. (Novgorod, Karelia) derivative npinepemox ‘dress-
ing room in a bath-house’ (MpI13HUKOB 2019: 625; cf. CPA 11-17 X1X: 245). The
Baltic source has an impeccable internal etymology: it is a derivative of Lt. pefti,
Lv. pért ‘beat (e.g. with a besom); bathe’5!

Existing etymological discussions make the mistake of conflating the above
forms with R dial. (Kem’) nepms ‘Karelian cottage’ (ITogssicorikiit 1885: 120).
The latter, however, in view of its meaning and geographical isolation, is most
certainly a recent loan from Karelian pertti ‘hut, cottage’ and not a direct con-
tinuation of the Old Russian form. Incidentally, the Novgorodian word has itself
also been derived from Finnic (Buga RR 11: 516; Jlayurore 1982: 89; ALEW 899),
yet given the meaning ‘bath-house’ in the earliest attestations, a Baltic origin is
semantically more attractive. For a further discussion, see pp. 140-142.

Despite the former’s narrow distribution, the Russian and Baltic words have
often been interpreted as cognates (Vasmer 1909: 142; Trautmann 1923: 215;
REW I11: 344—345; Nieminen 1953: 214—215; Derksen 2015: 358—359). The main
argument for a native Slavic origin is the existence of R ndnepms ‘church porch),
which has a much broader distribution within East Slavic, and has an OCS cog-
nate, manpsrs (SJS I11: 14), in the same sense. However, that these contain the
same root is not self-evident. Beside the semantic obstacle (Ilpeo6paxenckuit

51  The older meaning is ‘beat’ (cf. OCS mppbru ca ‘argue) nepra ‘fight, dispute’). Lt. pirtis is
also attested as a verbal noun ‘bathing; flogging’, and it has been recorded as a root noun
(Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 265), which might make a direct connection with Skt. pf¢- ‘battle, strife’
possible. On the other hand, the attestation as a root noun seems to be limited to areas
where root noun inflection became productive (cf. Zinkevicius 1966: 263).
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11: 47), we can add that the variant nanopms (CPfl 11-17 X1v: 148) might imply
an original *purt- (trad. *psrt-; with ndnepms due to yer assimilation? cf. Co6o-
JIeBCKil 1910: 116-117).

» ?‘arable field'. R depéens ‘village; (dial.) arable field’ « Lt. dirva ‘arable field’
(Schmid 1977: 51-53; Auukus 1998: 319, 2014: 192, P9 C X11I: 230) — Schmid
argues in favour of a Baltic origin, noting that place-names containing the word
are concentrated in the Upper Dniepr and north of Moscow, which in his opin-
ion would be consistent with the area of Baltic influence.

The loanword etymology implies the so-called “second pleophony”. Curi-
ously, this development has been assumed in this word even by scholars who
do not favour a Baltic origin (e.g. REW I: 341; Stawski SP v: 57-58; Derksen 2008:
136), where it appears only to have been motivated as a means to more directly
equate the Baltic and Slavic forms. However, if we assume the words are cog-
nates, the older reconstruction *derv- (Berneker 1:186), with a different ablaut
grade, can hardly be ruled out (compare, with o-grade, ME tare ‘vetch seed;
vetch, MDu. tarwe ‘wheat’ < *tarwon-). We can note that the second pleophony
isusually a dialectal phenomenon that rarely has a pan-East-Slavic distribution.
Huxkonaes (2001: 88), besides depésns, cites only sepésra ‘rope) but the latter
could just as well be built analogically from gepss (in many places /ver'v’/) on
the model of e.g. ceaédxa : ceavds ‘herring

The main argument in favour of a loan is the word’s narrow distribution. On

the other hand, a suitable Baltic source is unattested. Schmid (1977: 52) assumes
an original syntagm *dirviné Zeme ‘arable land’ (cf. Lt. difvinis ‘related to dirva’)
was subsequently substantivized in Russian. If the loan etymology is valid, it
would be equally acceptable to start from an unattested nominal derivative
*dirvineé ‘arable field’ already in Baltic. Despite the doubts of Auukun (P9C
x11I: 231), I find it at least possible that depésns ‘cleared land; arable land’ is
the same word as R dial. (W) depésna ‘(pile of ) logs) Uk. arch. depésna ‘timber’
and is therefore derived from dépeso ‘tree’ (cf. Jégers 1969: 79; Vaillant 1974: 608).
A possible semantic path could be ‘felled trees’ -~ ‘area where trees are felled’ >
‘cleared land’. Needless to say, this remains hypothetical.
» ?‘carrot’. R dial. 6oprdn (Novgorod, Pskov, Smolensk, Kaluga, etc.) «
Lv. buikdns ‘carrot’ (Karulis I: 155; P9C 11: 222; Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018:
282) — Traditionally, the Latvian word has been derived from Slavic (Buga 1925:
48; REW 1: 108); however, the limited distribution of the word within Russian
implies the opposite directionality. The Russian vocalism would imply an early
borrowing as OR *6bprans (PIC 11: 222), which, while theoretically accept-
able, is rendered slightly awkward by the late attestation of the word within
Russian (since 1564 apud CPA 11-17 I: 294; cf. Bentlin 2008: 247).52

52  AnwmkuH interprets dial. Gyprdn as a later Letticism, but the limitation of this form to



32 CHAPTER 1

The picture is further complicated by Baltic German Burkane, Borkane,
which could, phonologically speaking, just as well be the source of the Latvian
and Russian words (Mikkola 1894: 91; POC 11: 223). Wmmy-Ceutsra (1960: 17)
has argued that the Baltic German words are instead Balticisms, but does not
address Kiparsky’s (1936: 201—202) argument that the stress — /burkana/ —
would speak against this. Kiparsky also argues against a Russian origin, stating
that the form Purkahne (from 1577) is attested “lange vor Beginn der russischen
Zeit”.

Masing (1926: 80) connects the Baltic German forms to MLG brackannyen
NOM.PL. appearing among a list of edible roots in the Loccumer Historienbibel
(15t ¢.).53 This is supplemented by Marzell (11: 62—64) with some Scandinavian
dialect forms that appear to be of Low German origin, cf. Early Modern Danish
brekanne-rod 1550, barkena-roer 1738 ‘carrot’ (ODS s.v.), Sw. dial. (SW) barkan-
rot, barken-rot ‘carrot’ (with rod, rot, etc. ‘root’); cf. also Bentlin (2008: 248-249).
Indeed, as Marzell states, it seems almost inconceivable that these forms are
unrelated, yet the Low German a-vocalism is hardly reconcilable with Baltic
German -u-.

Most probably through Russian, the word has spread to F porkkana,
Vt. borkkana ‘carrot, Voro po~r/€nas ‘carrot’ (Mikkola 1894: 91; Kalima 1956: 107;
SKES 111: 604; Ploger 1973: 141; SSA 11: 375).5* It seems that Livonian borkén
must also be derived from East Slavic; at any rate, Kettunen (1938: 26) denies
the possibility of a late Latvian loan. Beyond this, analysing the exact routes of
borrowing is highly challenging, and the word can at best be characterized as a
circum-Baltic term which has spread as a local Wanderwort. On Moksha pu#kda
‘carrot), and for a discussion of the word’s ultimate origin, see pp. 229—231.

» ?‘drying barn’. R ostin ‘drying barn), Bel. asin ‘granary’ « Lt. javai ‘cereals’
(Andersen 1996a: 154—155; Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 290) — The Slavic word
is generally considered an inheritance from Proto-Indo-European (Berneker 1:
455; REW 11: 249; 9CCA x111: 187-188; Tpybaues 1994: 7). This cannot be ruled
out, but in view of the geographical limitation, a Baltic loan etymology looks
attractive. Although no precise Baltic source is attested, one could certainly
imagine a formation *javynas, with the collective suffix -ynas (Skardzius 1941:

Leningrad Region practically excludes such an interpretation. It is evidently the result of
pretonic o > /u/ attested sporadically in the area (JAPA 1, No. 1); compare CPTK I: 97,
where forms of the type /burkan/ are listed under the headword 6opxdn.

53  Masing cites the form as brackannige after Schiller/Liibben (1: 412), who set up this reading
with a question mark. MndWb (1: 339) normalizes the form as brakannie, instead. Here, I
have cited the actually attested spelling.

54  The substitution of Russian pretonic *o as Voro. ¢ before tautosyllabic /r/ is paralleled at
least by Estonian kdrts, Voro kérts ‘tavern’ < R kopumd (Blokland 2005: 199—200).
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266—267; Andersen 1996a: 155; thus ‘a collection of grains’ » ‘granary’). This
would imply a development *jaw- > *(j)ew- > ov-. According to Andersen, we
are rather dealing with a direct substitution *ja- - *a- due to the inadmissibility
of an anlaut *jd- (trad. *jo-) in Proto-Slavic.5% In either case, we would probably
be dealing with an early loan, although an exact dating is uncertain.

» ?‘fish trap’. R dial. esimepy, esimeas (and variants, cf. CPHT v1: 79-80; P9C
I1X: 255—256), Uk. dial. e'simip, Pl. wiecierz, Kash. wigcel ‘fyke net (kind of fish
trap)’ <« Lt. vénteris ‘fyke net’ (Buiga 1922: 298; REW I: 245; AHuKuH 2005: 11—
1n2) — This loan etymology is widely accepted. On the other hand, Briickner
(1927: 620) has analysed the Lithuanian word as a loan from Polish, a position
supported by Kiparsky (1948: 39, fn.).>¢ On phonological grounds, this is diffi-
cult to rule out (even though the distribution within Slavic is suggestive of a
Balticism), especially since the word’s ultimate origin is uncertain.5” At a later
date, the Baltic word was certainly borrowed into Russian eénmeps and Prus-
sian German Wenter (on the latter, see Frischbier 11: 464, where an account of
the realia is also given).

» ?‘marshy spot’. R dial. (W) azéc ‘damp, marshy spot’; Bel. dial. azéc ‘alder
forest in a swamp’; Pl. dial. (Lithuania) olesie ‘swamp in a forest’ (cf. Tosncroii
1969: 159; Yepenanosa 1973: 72; PAC 1: 158) « Lt. dlksna, Lv. dial. alksna ‘alder
thicket; marshy spot’ (Tomopos/Tpy6aueB 1962:199; AHUKUH 2005: 85-86; MbI3-
HUKOB 2019: 45) — The -k- in Baltic is intrusive, and the original form can be set
up as “dlisna with syncope (Friedrich 1970: 70; Tonopos IIf I: 53). A trisyllabic
preform neatly accounts for the Lithuanian acute, and an unsyncopated variant
is preserved in Szyrwid (SDY) alixnis, dial. (NE) altksnis ‘alder’ (the reconstruc-
tion of two forms for Proto-Baltic as per Derksen 2015: 50-51 is unnecessary).

55  Primarily on the strength of R e6dms = Skt. ydbhati ‘to copulate’ (1996a: 14, 155), Andersen
assumes that original *je- did not develop to o- in East Slavic. However, the evidence is
not quite clear-cut: at least Uk. opsi6ox ~ Lt. jerubé ‘hazel grouse’ would speak in favour of
such a development (Andersen 1996a:137-138 is misguided in disregarding the Baltic evid-
ence for */- in this word; see the discussion on p. 175). Note also that Andersen is forced to
assume an ad hoc early loss of *j- in the words OR oxxe ‘if, that’ and o ‘when, if’ (idem:
152-153; ~ Lt. jéi, Lv. dial. ja, Go. jabai ‘if’; Gr. 6te ‘when, as’; Dunkel 2014: 320-322).

56 Contrast the more cautious wording in Kiparsky 1973: 69—70, 1975: 93-94.

57  The derivation from Lt. vdnta ‘besom’, Lv. dial. viétét (EH 11: 798) ‘flog’ (LEW 1223-1224;
ALEW 1405), assuming an original meaning ‘fish trap woven from twigs’ does not seem
compelling. Note that the Kaisiadorys Museum encyclopaedia (accessed online at https://
www.kaisiadoriumuziejus.It/enciklopedija) specifically states that the distinguishing fea-
ture of a vénteris compared to other fish traps is the absence of a supporting frame.

58  Schrijver’s assertion (1991: 42) that syncope “did not occur in Lithuanian” is simply false,
cf. Zinkevicius 1966: 131-135.
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The Slavic words have been viewed as cognate in some recent sources

(Andersen 1996a: 127; Derksen 2015: 50-51; ALEW 23), although none of these
authors attempt to account for the -s- in the above words as opposed to *-x- in
*alixa- (trad. *olvxa) ‘alder’5® This phonological difference could favour a Baltic
origin. In view of the distribution, the loan etymology looks highly attractive,
although it is hampered by the absence of an attested donor form.
» T ‘birch tar’. R dézoms, Uk. dvdeomws, Pl. dziegieé, Cz. dehet ‘birch tar’ «
Lt. degutas, Lv. deguts ‘birch tar’ (Mikkola 1894: 111; Zubaty 1894: 423, fn. 4;
Buiga 1922: 141; Kiparsky 1973: 68; Jlayutore 1982: 12) — The advantage of the
loan etymology is that the Balto-Slavic verb *deg- ‘to burn’ is only found in
the assimilated form *Zeg- (< *geg-) in Slavic. However, this is hardly a decis-
ive argument: if the formation were taken to be of Balto-Slavic age, the word’s
semantic specialization would make fertile grounds for a preserved archaism.
The main counter-evidence to a Baltic origin is the word’s existence in Czech-
Slovak (Trautmann 1923: 49; Briickner 1927: 109), yet this is somewhat circular
given that other loanwords of this potential age are so few.

Although the verb deg- is synchronically present in Lt. dégti, Lv. degt ‘burn),
the derivative *deguta- can hardly be recent. In Lithuanian, the suffix -uta-
is rare (Skardzius 1941: 361; Ambrazas 2000: 103-104) and nowhere else is it
deverbal.6% A comparable suffix is found only in Lt. dsutas ‘horsehair, where
it looks old (= R ocdm ‘sow thistle, Pl. oset ‘thistle’), and Lt. riesutas, Lv. riéksts
‘nut’. Since the word clearly cannot be young in Baltic, it may as well be of Balto-
Slavic age, and there is also no particular reason to consider it the source of
the Slavic words. As an argument against a loan etymology, one can also point
to the archaic-looking athematic OCz. dehet, GEN.SG. dehte ‘turpentine tree’
(Gebauer 1: 220; cf. Trautmann 1923: 49).

» T ‘bundle’ R dial. nycma ‘bunch, bundle’ (Kursk, Voronez; CPHI XXXI11:142)
« Lv. puésms ‘section, interval’ (AHnkuH 2005: 258) — AnukuH claims that the
older meaning of the Latvian word was ‘bundle’ (“ceazka”). However, this seems
to derive from a misunderstanding of Karulis (1992 11: 74), who merely suggests
that the older meaning might have been “mezgls” in the sense ‘node on a plant

59  EastSlavic *s would actually be the expected result of the progressive palatalization in this
word, but in that case, we should expect Polish -sz-. On the other hand, the Polish variant
is dialectally very limited and may be from East Slavic. It remains quite unclear (to me, at
least) why the progressive palatalization did not occur in the word for ‘alder’ itself.

60  There is a diminutive -uitas, largely limited to Southern Lithuania (Ambrazas 1993: 56—
57). However, it is almost entirely restricted to velar-final stems and is therefore the result
of distant dissimilation from *-uka- (Hasiuk 1970), which makes it unlikely that these
represent an archaism (contra Ambrazas loc. cit.). The connection of these forms to the
Lithuanian diminutive suffix -uitis therefore remains unclear.
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stem’ (= “der Knoten beim Schilf oder Getreidehalm”, Seewald 1865: 68). In my
opinion, this is not likely to be the oldest meaning, but is rather the result of
a metonymical shift from ‘internode; interval’. An original meaning ‘interval’
is also supported by the Slavic cognate in R dial. ndcmo ‘length of yarn, lea’.
All in all, BepummuuH (1v: 384) is almost certainly correct in deriving the Rus-
sian words from Mordvin, cf. Md. E pusmo, M pusma ‘bunch, bundle’, meaning
nycma has nothing to do with the Latvian word.

As can be seen from the above discussions, the main argument for analysing
any word as a Baltic loan is its distribution. Only in the case of R /Bel. dial. azéc
‘marshy spot’ is a possible phonological argument available. In all the other
cases, there is no phonological obstacle to treating the words as cognates. As
a result of this and other ambiguities by way of loan sources, almost all of the
examples must be considered uncertain.5!

Nevertheless, I think that Old Novgorodian *nspts ‘bath-house) at least, is
a highly probable loanword from Baltic. The distribution of this word would
support the supposition made in 1.1.8 that the earliest contacts of the Balts

61  Ihave attempted to identify other words with a limited distribution which might be inter-
preted as Baltic loans, but these have mainly turned out to be problematic:

(1) R dial. (N) ssiea ‘swampy area; low, damp place’ has been equated with Lt. {1éngé)
‘ein Wieschen zwischen zweyen Anbergen’ (Ruhig 1: 76) (cf. REW 11: 65). However, this
Lithuanian variant is only known from Ruhig, corresponding elsewhere to lénké ‘swampy
meadow; hollow’ (Smoczynski 2018: 688). The reliability of the Lithuanian form is there-
fore questionable. Compare, perhaps, a similar sporadic voicing in (kengras) ‘hager’
(Ruhig 11: 188) = kerikras (Kupiskis apud Biiga in Juska 111: 76; cf. LKZ s.v. kirikras). For the
Russian word, Hukosnaes (1988: 135), offers an alternative etymology, comparing Vologda
ssiarca ‘damp, boggy place’, and deriving both from *lédja- (trad. *ledja), with a suggested
(albeit controversial) Novgorodian development *dj > g. Another account is given in Mprs-
HHKOB (2019: 466).

(2) Rdial. (Vjatka) wepe (Jans? 1v: 607) ‘sickle’ has been considered cognate to Lt. kifvis,
Lv. cirvis ‘axe’ (Berneker I: 172; Trautmann 1923: 135; REW 111: 317; 9CCA 1v: 171; Derksen
2015: 248). The word is known only from [lass, where it is cited alongside uepn ‘sickle’. The
latter has been recorded in other dialects (e.g. Perm, Bensiea 1973: 689 and Arkhangelsk,
JleBuukuH/MpIsHuKOB 2014: 180), but veps does not seem to be. The form (uepBéxs) -
mma?, also cited here by Jans (followed by Zubaty 1894: 388, then Berneker and Vasmer)
is not likely to belong here and is rather to be equated with dial. uepssix ‘cross-cut saw’
(CPT'C v: 274) which is probably a semantic extension of uepssix ‘worm’. If we assume
Janp’s ueps was extrapolated from a phonetic [éerf], we might think of the facultative
alternation /f ~ p/ reported in this dialect area (Cmeranuna/HMBanoBa 2018: 208, cf. noo-
uegpénumocs ~ noduenpénumocs ‘dress up’).
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and Slavs were with speakers of Old Novgorod-Pskov. Similarly, the dialectal
distribution of R dial. 6opxdn ‘carrot’ could favour this interpretation, but its
analysis as a Baltic loanword is uncertain. The latter is clearly a trade item,
while the term ‘bath-house’ rather seems to be linked to a certain cultural dif-
fusion, and might theoretically be an indication of a Baltic substrate in Old
Novgorod.

The notion of a Baltic substrate reminds us of the evidence collected in a
number of studies, chiefly by Tortopos (Toopos/Tpy6aues 1962; Toropos 1972,
1988-1997), but going back to Buga (1923a) and Vasmer (1932), purporting to
demonstrate a Baltic substrate in the hydronyms of the Upper Dnieper and
Oka basins. The validity of this evidence has practically been taken for gran-
ted, and has remained absolutely central to discussions of the Baltic homeland
(Zinkevicius 1984: 147-151; Gelumbeckaité 2018: 1712; see also Griinthal 2012:
299-300 with lit.), soon also entering into archaeological discussions (Gim-
butas 1963: 97; Rimantiené 1992: 137; Anthony 2007: 380).

It is beyond the scope of this work to go through the evidence in any detail.
However, Stang’s call for “tiefer gehende Sichtung und Diskussion” (1966: 2, fn.)
seems to have largely remained unanswered, with later contributions rather
looking to expand than critically assess the established material (cf. B. Bacu-
nbes 2015 for a discussion of some of the issues).62 In any case, the alleged per-
vasiveness of a Baltic substrate in the hydronymy of this area contrasts starkly
with the almost complete absence of evidence of early substratal loans on a
lexical level.63

Finally, contrary to the claim of Anukun (2014: 192), there is no reason on
the basis of this data to assume any loanwords from Baltic into Proto-Slavic. It is
possible that such unidentified loanword layers do exist; however, as in the case
of the word for ‘birch tar’, there are few if any phonetic criteria that would allow
us to distinguish Baltic loanwords in Proto-Slavic from inherited cognates. At
the current stage of research, it can be said that no entirely convincing cases
exist.

62  Much of the evidence constitutes root etymologies, and these often permit alternative
interpretations (see, for instance, the extended discussion of hydronyms of the type Beasa
in B. BacuibeB 2012: 545-550). The material is in need of a thorough critical review, and
the results can certainly not be considered “hard facts” in the manner in which they are
normally treated in the archaeological research.

63  There is plenty of evidence for a later Baltic substrate in Belarus, Smolensk and the sur-
rounding regions, as clearly visible in the material collected by Jlayurore (1982).
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Early Germanic - Baltic Loans

There have been few focused studies attempting to isolate the earliest layer of
Germanic loanwords in Baltic, and we must largely be content with the col-
lections of Hirt (1898: 349—351) and Buiga (1922: 64—65; Senn 1925: 46—53 and
Alminauskis 1934: 19—22 to a great extent repeat Buga’s conclusions), as well
as the later sceptical account of Otrebski (1966) and other comments found
scattered in works of a more general character. This state of the field means that
little has been done in terms of critically analysing and stratifying the mater-
ial as a whole. The goal here is to present all of the (convincing) evidence for
old Germanic loanwords in East Baltic, with a focus on the evidence for direct
contacts with Gothic.

Buga (1922: 65) divided his material into two groups, the first supposedly
deriving from Gothic and the second from North Germanic:

(a)

— Lt. alus, Lv. alus ‘beer’ « Go. *alup (cf. OF ealu, GEN.SG. ealop ‘ale’, ON ol
‘beer’)

— Lv. klaips ‘bread’ < Go. hlaifs ‘bread’

— Lt. midus, dial. midus ‘mead’ < Go. *midus (cf. OE medu, ON mjodr ‘mead’)

— Lt. pékus ‘cattle, livestock’ « Go. faihu ‘property, wealth’

— Lt. $drvas, PL. sarvai ‘armour; arms’ < Go. sarwa N.PL. ‘weapons, armour’

(b)
— Lt. dial. gdtvé ‘cattle way’ (cf. Otrebski 1966: 63), Lv. gatve, gatva ‘path be-
tween fences, cattle way; street’ < ON gata ‘passage, street’

— Lt. kvieciai (Acc. kviecius, dial. kviecius), Lv. kviesi ‘wheat’ « ON hveiti ‘wheat’
— Lt. dial. kliépas ‘loaf’ < ON hleifr ‘loaf’

Buiga does not specify why he prefers to derive Lt. gdtvé from Norse. At first
sight, Gothic gatwo ‘street’ appears phonologically more suitable (cf. ME 1: 609;
LEW 139). Senn (1925: 49), who follows Buga, observes that the word’s limita-
tion to northwest Zemaitia and Curonia would favour a Nordic origin, but this is
hardly decisive. Noting the Latvian variant gate ‘path between fences), Zubaty
(1892: 255) prefers to take the whole family from Low German (cf. ME 1: 609,
s.v. gate; Smoczynski 2018: 318—319), which seems possible; cf. Prussian German
Gatt ‘opening; narrow passage’ (Frischbier I: 219). On the other hand, gatve is
not easily analysed as an inner-Baltic derivative: the suffix -vé is rare and unpro-
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ductive (Skardzius 1941: 379). Otrebski (1966: 63) takes Latvian gatuve as the
original form, and assumes the more common forms with -tv- arose through
syncope, but it is possible that gatuve is itself secondary (after the suffix -tuve;
Endzelins 1923: 280—282), and the coincidence with Go. gatwo ‘street’ is strik-
ing. For this variant at least, I believe an early Germanic origin should be pre-
ferred.

Fraenkel (LEW 271, 326) follows Buiga in deriving Lt. dial. kliépas and kviecial
from North Germanic (see also ME 11: 356). This is motivated by the idea
that Baltic *¢ must derive from “ei (Buga RR 11I: goo—g01; Senn 1925: 49-50;
Alminauskis 1934: 21; on this, see also Endzelins 1907). However, these authors’
denial that *¢ may derive from *ai lacked a solid basis, as Stang (1966: 53—
57) convincingly showed, and their formulation is now largely obsolete. As a
result, there is no particular reason to posit a Norse origin for any of the loan-
words.! Senn (1925: 50), who accepts Buga's reasoning, nevertheless presents a
counter-argument: as Norse ), outside of initial position, stood for the sound
/b/ (Noreen 1923: 40), we should expect ON Aleifr to have given Lt. *kliébas.
To explain the -, Senn is forced to assume an ad hoc contamination with
Lt. képalas ‘loaf’?

Starting from Gothic, we can take the NOM.SG. Alaifs or ACC.SG. hlaif ‘bread,
with final devoicing, as the specific source. We may account for the vocalism
of Lt. dial. kliépas ‘loaf’ and kvieciai ‘wheat’ in two ways: (a) assume that in
the Gothic dialect from which the word was taken, ai had monophthongized
to */&/, as probably in Wulfila’s dialect (cf. Wrede 1891: 165; Bennett 1949), and
that this monophthong was adopted directly as East Baltic *¢; (b) assume that
a preserved diphthong */ai/ was adopted directly as the Baltic diphthong *ai,
which only later developed to *¢.

Potentially relevant for resolving this matter are two etymologies presen-
ted by Vasmer (1922) supposedly pointing to a Gothic source: Lt. yla, Lv. ilgns,
Pr. E ylo ‘awl’ « Go. *éla and the Latvian hapax glisis (ME 1: 627)3 ‘amber’ «

1 BalaiSis (1994) still maintains Buga’s view, but prefers to take the words in question from
Gothic anyway. To do this, he is not only forced to assume a Gothic sound shift */ai/ > */ei/ in
order to derive the relevant words from Gothic, but also an ad hoc change back from *ei > ai
to explain Lv. klaips (idem: 11).

2 To be precise, Senn actually derives *kliébas from Slavic (cf. MBel. x4r6%) rather than Norse
(the same explanation is taken up in Smoczynski 2018: 566 ). Berneker (1: 389) also derived the
word from Slavic, but explained the -p- as the result of generalization from the NoM-Acc.sG.
[xlép]. However, this kind of phenomenon is unparalleled in the Slavic loanwords; see already
Buiga (1912: 31). Differently again (and implausibly), cf. Otrebski 1966: 53.

3 Ido not have access to the Magazin der Lettisch-literdrischen Gesellschaft 20/3, cited by ME,
but see Kregzdys (2012: 330, fn. 470; and also idem: 330336 for an attempted etymology).
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Go. *gléza-. This would imply a narrowing of *é towards */1/ which can be wit-
nessed in occasional spellings of (ei) in place of etymological *é¢ and vice versa
in the Gothic bible (suggesting they fell together in the language of later scribes;
Marchand 1973: 51). Since this raising might well have been triggered by the
monophthongization of *ai, we might take these etymologies as indirect sup-
port for option (a).

However, it turns out that both of the reconstructed Gothic forms are prob-
lematic. While most sources seem to take the length of the first vowel in
OHG ala ‘awl’ for granted (e.g. DWb? 11: 73; Kluge/Go6tze 7; EWAhd I: 135 s.v.
dla), the evidence of the other Germanic languages points to short d (see Kluge/
Seebold 22).4 Similarly, for ‘amber’, OE gler ‘amber’ (cf. DOE s.v. glcer) and MLG
glar ‘resin, glar(r)en” ‘smear with resin’ (Schiller/Liibben 11: 116), traditionally
considered to contain a long vowel, are ambiguous and may just as well reflect
short d, as we do find in ON gler ‘glass’ and the Verner variant OE glees (cf. ME
glas) ‘glass’, OHG glas ‘glass, amber’ (see Meineke 1998: 141 with lit.). Evidence
for a Germanic variant with -é- seems to be limited to Pliny’s glaesum (note
here the varia lectio (glassu)). As a result, Vasmer’s Gothic reconstructions are
based on very uncertain evidence.

A similar assumption underlies Endzelins’ (ME 1v: 277) suggestion that
Lt. tithas, Lv. tiba, Pr. E tubo ‘felt’ derive from an equivalent of ON pdfi ‘felt’
in a Gothic variety in which *6 had become raised to *u (cf. Marchand 1973:
52). Previously, Trautmann (1910: 451) and Buiga (1922: 294—295) had taken the
word directly from Norse, but this fails to explain the vocalism. An alternative
account would be to assume the word entered East Baltic through Prussian. As

In Lange’s dictionary (1773: 125), we find the following entry: “Glihfe (obfoletum) Bornitein,
Edelftein[,] die Nordifche Seefahrer nanten daher den Bornftein Strandt, Glyswall.” It seems
unclear whether the form *glise was merely inferred by Lange on the basis of the cited top-
onym.

4 So, as universally agreed, ON alr ‘awl’. OE ! is given a short vowel in DOE s.v., which is sup-
ported by Middle English a/ (the ME form él cited by e.g. EWAhd loc. cit. is a figment, the
examples with {e) being Kentish or West Mercian for *@). Kluge/Seebold (loc. cit.) argue
that High German might reflect *d, too. In support of this, we can note that DWb? (11: 73)
cite a form allen DAT.SG. from Peter von Ulm’s Cirurgia (c. 1430), which looks (at first sight
at least) to point to a short vowel, and also the form ale ‘awl’ in the Elbing Vocabulary, where
reflexes of MHG a are regularly spelled (o) or {oe) (Braune 1876: 93—94; Trautmann 1910:
xxV). A detailed study of the German dialectal evidence is obviously not possible here, but
it is naturally far more straightforward to derive all the Germanic forms from a single ablaut
grade than to set up a rare *¢/a ablaut alternation. As Kluge/Seebold points out, Skt. ara- ‘awl’
may just as well reflect IE *Hol-, so there is no external evidence for Pokorny’s *éla (IEW 310).
If we reject this variation, the only way to connect Lt. yla (etc.), it seems, would be to assume
areduplicated *Hi-Hl-.
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Prussian had no *¢ (cf. Smoczynski 2000: 66-70), it seems that a Gothic *pab-
(or indeed ON pdf-) would most probably have been adopted here as *tiub- dir-
ectly®
Thus, we return to option (b), namely that the Gothic diphthong */ai/ was
adopted directly as a diphthong in Baltic. If this is the case, there is no reason
to separate Lt. dial. kliépas loaf’ from Lv. klaips ‘bread’ Many doublets with and
without monophthongization can be found, suggesting paradigmatic alterna-
tions may still have been present in Proto-East-Baltic: e.g. Lt. eiti ~ Lv. iét ‘to go’;
Lt. Zledas, dial. Zdidas ‘flower’ (cf. Chapter 3, fn. 81); Lt. saikas, Lv. sieks ‘a dry
measure), etc. (Hirt 1892: 37—40; Kurytowicz 1956b: 234; Petit 2003: 97).
Another example of such an alternation is Pr. E caymis, Lt. kdimas ‘village’
(and the derivative Lt. kaimynas ‘neighbour’)® beside Lt. kiémas, Lv. ciems ‘farm-
stead, village’. This word has often been understood as inherited and compared
either with Lat. quiés ‘rest, quiet’ (Uhlenbeck 1900: 69; Buiga 1922: 70; LEW 251;
Smoczynsky 2018: 540) or Gr. xwuy ‘village’ (Zupitza 1896: 49; Trautmann 1910:
112). Both of these explanations encounter phonological issues, and far more
attractive is the interpretation as a loanword from Go. haims ‘village’ (Hirt
1898: 347—348; Boisacq 1916: 544; ME 1: 394; Derksen 1996: 215, 2015: 243—244;
ALEW 565). This is favoured by the semantic closeness to the Gothic word; con-
trast the inherited cognate found in Lt. Seima, Lv. saime ‘family, household.
Several forms involving the phoneme /k/ have elsewhere been considered
cognates, but the centum reflexes, as well as the close semantic and formal cor-
respondence with Germanic, favour a loan origin:”
— Lt. kiémas, Lv. clems ‘village, farmstead’ « Go. haims ‘village’ — Contrast
Lt. $eima ‘family’ (and probably Skt. séva- ‘dear’; see Chapter 3, fn. 16)
— Lt. kviediai, Lv. kviesi ‘wheat’ < Go. haiteis* ‘wheat’ — Contrast, if related,
Skt. svitna- ‘white’8

5 By contrast, the borrowing broakay ‘breeches’ « MLG brok or MHG bruoch (cf. Trautmann
1910: 314; PKEZ 1: 158) must have postdated the Pomesanian Prussian development *a > /6/.

6 Although the word belongs to the standard language, it is interesting that the LKZ only cites
Lt. kdimas and kdima from Zemaitia and Suvalkia. In view of this, we might suggest this is a
borrowing from Prussian, which might potentially explain the acute accentuation, cf. Pr. 111
kaimaluke ‘heimsucht’ On the other hand, the derivative Lt. kaimynas ‘neighbour’ does not
show this dialectal limitation, and is probably a genuinely East Baltic word.

7 Another possible example could be Lv. kauns ‘disgrace, shame) perhaps loaned from Go.
hauns ‘lowly’ (Hirt 1898: 350; or rather from a corresponding noun, cf. MHG hon ‘disgrace,
shame’, MDu. hoon ‘humiliation’ < *hauna-), rather than cognate in view of the absence of
correspondences elsewhere in IE (cf. Stang 1972: 27).

8 The exact correspondence with Germanic makes the assumption of a parallel formation
based on Lv. kvitét ‘flicker, glimmer’ (Otrebski 1966: 54; Sabaliauskas 1990: 41; ALEW 546-547;
Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 302—303) entirely gratuitous.



EARLY GERMANIC - BALTIC LOANS 41

— Lt. pékus ‘cattle, livestock’; Pr. I-111 pecku ‘cattle’ < Go. faihu /fexu/ ‘property,
wealth’ — Contrast Skt. pasii- ‘cattle™
— ? Lt. kefdZius (secondary skefdZius) ‘herdsman’ « Go. hairdeis (NOM.PL.

hairdjos) ‘shepherd’ (Hirt 1898: 332)

The word for ‘poppy’, Lv. maguéne, Lt. aguona is normally considered to have
been loaned from Germanic (ME 11: 547; Sehwers 1936: 312; Sabaliauskas 1960a:
72; Smoczynski 2018: 6). As the short first-syllable vowel makes a late Ger-
man origin improbable, Endzelins (ME loc. cit.) suggests an Old Saxon mago*
(attested in the compound magonhouut - papaver) as a proxy. However, given
the absence of other evidence for Old Saxon loans in East Baltic, we might
instead suggest a Gothic *mago. The main issue with this explanation is that
the earliest evidence for the opium poppy in the East Baltic region dates to the
Middle Ages (Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matezuviciaté 2020: 167), which is too late
to be reasonably associated with Gothic contacts. As a result, no fully satisfact-
ory explanation is available for this word, although it is certainly borrowed. See
Pp- 253—254 for further etymological discussion.

By contrast, I see no reason to assume that Lt. alus ‘beer’ (etc.) is a Germanic
loanword (cf. Machek 1930; Kiparsky 1934: 78—79; Stang 1972: 13; Tonopos I1 1:
80; Mallory/Adams 1997: 60), despite frequent claims to the contrary (Hirt 1898:
346; Buiga 1922: 64; Kroonen 2013: 23; Derksen 2015: 53; ALEW 36; Smoczynski
2018: 22). Note that the word is not limited to northern Europe if Arm. awfi
‘strong fermented drink’ belongs here (Olsen 1999: 443; Martirosyan 2008: 155).
Against a loan from Gothic speaks the absence of any trace of the stem-final
dental, which ought to have been preserved there; cf. milip ‘honey’ (< *melit-).
In an inherited context, the loss of the final -¢ can be accounted for by regular
sound law (cf. e.g. Kortlandt 1989a: 44).

According to Buga (1922: 66), all Gothic words entered East Baltic through
Prussian, an opinion repeated by Senn (1925: 48: “weder Letten noch Kuren
noch Litauer [hatten] an irgendeiner Stelle direkten Verkehr mit den Goten”;
cf. also Senn 1943: 954). However, such conclusions must derive from the data,
rather than from aprioristic assumptions. On phonological grounds, I have

9 Fraenkel (LEW 564-565) rejects this loan etymology due to the semantic distance. Yet since
there does not appear to be any other word for ‘cattle’ attested in Gothic, it may well have been
faihu; cf. the similar semantic range of the ON cognate fé ‘cattle; property, wealth’. Kortlandt
(1978: 241) has attempted to explain the Baltic -4- as having spread from an oblique stem com-
parable to Skt. pasvds GEN.SG. with his rule *4 > *k before u + back vowel. The back-vowel
criterion for this rule cannot be fulfilled, however, as only *-es can be reconstructed as an
athematic genitive ending in Balto-Slavic.
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argued above that Lt. $drvas ‘armour’ (p. 13) and tiibas ‘felt’ (pp. 39—40) may
well have been borrowed through Prussian. I have also mentioned some words
which ultimately derive from Germanic but which may have equally entered
East Baltic indirectly, either through Slavic or Prussian. Due to the ambiguity,
they cannot be used as evidence here:
— Lw. brunas ‘armour’ = Pr. E brunyos, OR 6pbHA ‘armour’, Go. brunjo ‘breast-
plate’
— Lt kdtilas, Lv. katls ‘kettle’ = Pr. E catils, OR xoteas, Go. katils* ‘kettle’
— Lt. stiklas, Lv. stikls ‘glass’ = Pr. E sticlo, OR crprio ‘glass), Go. stikls ‘cup,
chalice’
A specifically Gothic source must be assumed at least for Lt. midus ‘mead,
where -i- for expected *e can only reasonably be explained through the assump-
tion of Gothic transmission (Hirt 1898: 346; Buiga 1922: 65; unconvincing is
Otrebski 1966: 55). Note also that German mete ‘mead’ is glossed alu in the
Elbing Vocabulary, which does not exclude the possibility of Prussian medi-
ation (there may have been dialectal differences which are not reflected in the
attested evidence), but it certainly does not favour it. Similarly, the attested
Prussian words for ‘wheat’ (Pr. E gaydis, G gaide, gayde) and ‘bread’ (Pr. E geytye,
111 geits) differ from those attested in East Baltic and do not represent Gothic
loans.

Another alleged piece of evidence for direct contact with the Goths is Lt.
gudas ‘Belarusian; speaker of a different dialect, Lv. guds ‘Belarusian raftsman;
wandering merchant’ (ME 1: 675), which has been taken from Go. guta®™ ‘Goth’
(Buga 1922: 67; LEW 174; Smoczynski 2018: 400; on the Gothic endonym, see
Leumann1986:163—164 wih refs.), under the assumption that the word was used
to refer to Slavs under Gothic rule. The medial -d- has been explained by assum-
ing a pre-sound-shift loan from Germanic (Buga loc. cit.; Zinkevicius 1985: 73),
which is hardly plausible, although the only other possibility is to assume an
ad hoc contamination (cf. Karalitinas 2004: 164).10

Karalitinas (2004:145-189) hypothesizes a native origin for Lt. gudas. Noting
the word’s pejorative value in folk literature, he suggests a derivation from a
root *gud- ‘small, of poor quality’, which is set up on the basis of e.g. (j-) gusti ‘get
used to), gud-obelé hawthorn; crab apple’ (obelis ‘apple tree’), Pr. E gudde ‘bush’
(with which LEW 174 already suspected contamination). Despite the detailed
treatment, I am not convinced that the evidence, mainly plant names, warrants

10  One would like to see the missing link in the gloss guti - krzyrzacy ‘Teutons’ in the Narev
vocabulary (although the reliability of this vocabulary remains uncertain). On this word
differently, see Karaliinas 2004: 164-165.
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the reconstruction of such a root.!! However, while the etymological connec-

tion with the name of the Goths is tantalizing,!? the -d- remains a significant

stumbling block.

Given the general assumption that the East Baltic loanwords from Gothic
were mediated by West Baltic, it is remarkable that all of the certain Gothic
loanwords in Prussian are shared with East Baltic. Two others have been sug-
gested as unique to Prussian (Buga 1922: 66, Senn 1925: 47), but neither of these
are certain:

— ? Pr. E ilmis - bark ‘hay shelter’ « Go. hilms ‘helmet’ (cf. ON hjalmr ‘helmet;
hay shelter’; Lidén 1906; Trautmann 1910: 346; Topopos IIf 111: 42; PKEZ 11:
24). Yet in view of *h- - -, a Low German source seems more probable
(Smoczynski 2000: 35-36; admittedly, a formally or semantically suitable
source appears to be lacking).!3

— ?Pr. E lapinis ‘spoon’ < Go. *lapins (cf. OHG leffil, MDu. lepel ‘spoon’; Kluge
1907: 361; Trautmann 1910: 368; Endzelins 1943: 202; Sabaliauskas 1990: 257).
While this etymology still seems possible, it is now widely rejected in favour
of a native etymology (Falk apud Toropos ITl v: 9o; PKEZ I11: 41-44).

Collecting together the evidence for direct Gothic loans into East and West

Baltic, we obtain a rather interesting picture (italicized words are those shared

by Prussian; those in brackets were possibly obtained indirectly):

Agriculture: village, wheat, bread, ?poppy

Stockbreeding: cattle, cattle way, ?herdsman

Warfare: [armour (x2)]

— Trade: [ felt], [kettle], [ glass]

Other: mead

11 Lt (j-)gusti ‘get used to’ may well be backformed from gud(r)inti ‘train, teach’, which
belongs with gudriis ‘smart, sly’ (on this word familiy, see also ALEW 439; Smoczyn-
ski 2018: 401). Combined with gudé ‘whetstone, one might imagine an original meaning
‘sharp’ (although this is by no means the only option). As to gud-obelé, etc. I would rather
assume the first element means ‘bush;, as in Prussian. The dial. giidas ‘sad, gloomy’, in view
of its acute root, must also be separated.

12 Bearing in mind the various parallels adduced by Karalitinas (2004: 162) whereby terms
for other peoples have been generalized in the meaning ‘unchristened child’: R dial. s0ns
‘Sami; unchristened infant’ (cf. MeisuukoB 2019: 450—451), Lv. krievs ‘Russian, krievins
‘unchristened child’ (ME 11: 284-285), it may be conceivable that the pre-Christian Balts,
on the contrary, used the term *guda- as a pejorative designation for their ‘non-pagan’ (i.e.
Christianized) neighbours (cf. the juxtaposition of the gudai and the pagan deity Perkiinas
in folklore; Karaliinas 2004: 159-160).

13 The vocalism of Pr. E kelimis ‘hat’ (Sabaliauskas 1990: 257) shows that it cannot be from
Gothic hilms. I will not enter into a discussion of this word here.
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It is remarkable that the majority of the direct loanwords are connected in
some way to stockbreeding and agriculture (note also p. 194 for a discussion
of the possibility that Lt. rugial ‘rye’ is a Gothic loanword). Borrowings in
this semantic field seem more likely to be indicative of an inward migration
of Germanic speakers rather than incidental trade. A possible proxy for this
migration could be found in the appearance of grave artefacts in the 5 cen-
tury in Eastern Lithuania showing a remarkable similarity to those popular in
the Carpathian Basin. Even though these artefacts may rather attest to trade
routes (Bliujiené/Curta 2011), this does not rule out a small-scale migration.
Importantly, the loanwords do not indicate the assimilation of an elite class. It
is remarkable that none of the words associated with trade can be considered
unambiguous direct loanwords.

A second possible route for the incursion of Gothic-speaking populations
could be a direct migration from the Lower Vistula region through Sembia
and Zemaitia of “polyethnic warrior groups’, bringing with them new kinds of
weapons as well as new burial customs (cf. Kurila 2021: 21). This migration could
explain certain originally Gothic words shared between East and West Baltic.
Note particularly Lt. $drvas ‘armour’, which I have argued was most probably
borrowed through Prussian.



CHAPTER 3

Baltic » Finnic Loans

3.1 Preliminaries

In this chapter, I have the following aims. The first task is to characterize the
extent, chronology and nature of the contact relationship between Baltic and
Finnic-speaking groups on the basis of the mutual loanwords. The second is
to attempt to answer the question of whether some of the vocabulary shared
between the two language families may in fact have originated in other, pre-
Baltic languages spoken in the region before the arrival of the Balts and Finns.
Before doing so, it is important to define the corpus of loanwords I will use for
my analysis.

In his 1890 magnum opus, Thomsen identified some 200 potential loans
from Baltic into Finnic, of which he considered about 140 certain. To a large
extent, Thomsen's work has stood the test of time, and there are comparatively
few really solid etymologies that have been proposed since. Despite a rather
impressive amount of research into the subject of Baltic-Finnic loans, Petri Kal-
lio (2008a: 265), 118 years later, still states that only “about 200” certain Baltic
loanwords can be found in Proto-Finnic. This is more or less in line with Vaba
(1990a), who labels 189 loan etymologies as certain.

At the same time, Santeri Junttila’s dissertation (2016a) covers a corpus of
almost 1000 etymologies proposed up until 2009, which implies nearly 7 new
loan proposals every year since Thomsen. It would be beyond the scope of this
work to discuss all the proposals, which would be a task of many years (Junttila
in prep.). I have therefore limited myself to those which I have deemed reli-
able, starting with those of Thomsen (1890) and Kalima (1936). The material
presented here is certainly incomplete, but hopefully sufficiently representat-
ive to allow for valid conclusions to be drawn.

Insofar as the study of loan relationships cannot operate with strict sound
laws in the Neogrammarian sense, the study of Baltic-Finnic loan relations has
suffered from many of the same issues as long-range and pseudo-linguistic
comparison. The first issue concerns semantics. To quote Robbeets (2004:158):
“The greater the semantic latitude permitted in external comparisons, the more
likely it becomes that the apparent formal similarity is due to pure coincid-
ence.” This criticism can of course apply even to comparisons within the Neo-
grammarian framework, but without the constraint of exceptionless sound
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laws,! a low threshold for semantic similarity essentially leaves the scholar’s

own imagination as the only limiting factor (cf. Rédei 2000).

In the absence of any empirical approach to semantic shifts, such shifts
ought to be approached with extreme caution. However, a cursive look at the
state of the art in Baltic-Finnic loanword studies reveals that semantics have
not been a primary consideration. Some representative cases of semantically
questionable etymologies are given below. To avoid any risk of cherry-picking,
I have limited myself to those assessed as “Relatively clear” in Junttila (2012):2
— Fhiiva ‘yeast; sediment; froth (on beer)’, Vt. iiva ‘yeast, leaven’ (< *hiva); E dial.

(Saaremaa) itve ‘froth’ ~ Lt. §yvas ‘grey, whitish (usu. of horses)’ (Koivulehto

apud Ploger 1982: 93; cf. Hakkinen 2004: 196; van Linde 2007: 35-37).3
— F huone, Vo. hoondh (< *honeh) ‘building; room’ ~ Lt. $onas, Lv. sdns ‘side’

(Koivulehto 1992b, supposedly in the sense ‘Nebenraum, Nebenhaus’; cf. the

doubts in Hikkinen 2004: 221-222).

— F kausta, E kaust, Li. kosta (< *kausta) ‘side beam on a sledge’ ~ Lv. skausts
‘withers; nape (of a person or animal)’ (Posti 1977: 264—265; SSA I: 333).

— F ketara ‘sledge stanchion’, E kodar, Li. k6'ddérz ‘sledge stanchion; spoke (of a
wheel)' (< *ketara) ~ Lt. ketera, sketera ‘ridge, peak; crest (of the back)’ (Buga
1908: 72; Posti 1977: 265-266).4

— F sakara ‘point, protruding tip), E sagar ‘(wooden) hinge’ (< *sakara) ~
Lt. stdgaras ‘(dry) stalk, branch’ (Kalima 1936: 203 with “?”; SSA 111: 144).

— F sampi (< *sampi); E samb, GEN.sG. samma (Setéld 1902: 149-150; not in
VMS — a Finnish loan?) ‘sturgeon’ ~ Lt. stambus ‘big, beefy; coarse-grained’
(Liukkonen 1999: 124).5

1 Santeri Junttila (p.c. April 2023) has argued that substitution rules can be treated similarly to
sound laws, and I would indeed recommend a strict approach. However, in practice, multiple
substitutions for a single sound can and have been assumed. Even if we attribute such vari-
ation to different chronological stages or dialectal differences in the source language, this is
rarely independently verifiable, with the result being that ‘substitution laws’ are more flexible
than traditional sound laws.

2 The choice of this article is merely dictated by convenience, and I do not mean to single out
Junttila as a particular offender in this domain. Rather, the lax approach to semantics exhib-
ited by this article is characteristic of the subfield in general. Note that Junttila (in prep.) now
rejects Koivulehto’s Baltic etymology for *Aiva and doubts the one for *honeh.

3 This suggestion “rescues” Thomsen’s (1890: 218) unsuccessful comparison with Lt. syvas (often
PL. syvai) ‘sap’. The mention of sjvas ‘Hausbier, a hapax recorded in a daina ($yviz ACC.SG.
‘kvass’, Niemi/Sabaliauskas apud LEW 996), is hardly sufficient to make the comparison “rel-
atively clear”. Note that “§yvis ‘mould’”, cited by van Linde (2007: 35), is the result of his
misunderstanding of German Schimmel ‘grey horse’ (cf. Nesselmann 1851: 520).

4 The further comparison with Md. E kodorks ‘twining plant stem’, M kodarks ‘vegetable tops’
(cf. SSA 1: 351; Griinthal 2012: 317) is also semantically implausible.

5 Liukkonen points out that the word has in Finnish also been applied to other large fish, and
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— F uksi, E uks, Li. uks (< *uksi) ‘door’ ~ Lt. tioksas ‘hollow; cavity’ (Koivulehto
1993a: 34; SSA 111: 369 with “?”).6

The theoretical possibility of a semantic shift should not be considered suffi-
cient grounds for an etymology to be accepted, as we always have to reckon
with the possibility of chance resemblance. In the case of *Aiva, for instance,
even if it is accepted that ‘yeast’ could plausibly be referred to as ‘grey matter’
(van Linde 2007: 35-37), the etymology cannot be considered by any means
certain as there is no trace of a sense ‘yeast’ in Baltic, nor of a sense ‘grey’ in
Finnic, and thus the proposal that a semantic shift occurred depends itself on
the correctness of the borrowing proposal.

Semantic parallels must be specific and trivial: Posti (1977, see above) sim-
ultaneously presented two etymologies connecting Baltic words for body parts
with Finnic words for parts of the sledge. But if Finnic *jalkas ‘runner’ is derived
from *jalka ‘leg’, then surely the side beam would be the ‘arm’ and by no means
the ‘withers’ or ‘neck’. Even if some of the above etymologies are actually cor-
rect, the sheer semantic distance means that they can never be regarded as
“relatively clear”.

The possibility of chance resemblance between Baltic and Finnic words may
also be increased by the simpler phonotactics of Finnic as compared to Baltic.
Just focusing on word-initial position, Finnic *4- can equally stand for Baltic
*k-, *g- or *sk- which results in a potentially significant increase in the ‘hit rate’
when searching for Baltic donors. Finnic *r- would regularly substitute 11 pho-
notactically acceptable Proto-Baltic anlauts (*r-, *sr-, *pr-, *br-, *spr-, *tr-, *dr-,
*str-, *kr-, *gr-, *skr-).

As a brief illustration of the possibility of chance resemblance, I searched
through the LKZ for potential Baltic comparanda for Finnic words with cog-
nates I was able to verify in Samoyed (some 140 items). These Finnic words
can obviously not be classified as Baltic loanwords, although a few fairly good
matches can be found. One such example has in fact been treated as a possible
Baltic loanword in certain sources: F lampi ‘pond’ was hesitantly compared

attested in the general meanings ‘big fish; fish god’, but these are clearly metaphorical exten-
sions of ‘sturgeon.

6 Koivulehto defends his comparison of the Finnic word for ‘door’ with the Baltic word for ‘tree
hollow’ by referring to Lat. ostium ‘door) an indirect cognate of the Baltic word. But the Latin
word represents a different formation, such a meaning is unknown in Baltic, and a devel-
opment ‘tree hollow’ » ‘door’ is itself almost inconceivable. Not to mention that, providing
the comparison with Latin is correct, the Baltic -k- must be secondary (LEW 1165-1166). Its
recent nature would apparently be supported by the rare form dosvauti (Jablonskis apud
LKZ) ‘search for a tree hollow (of scout bees), and the absence of the RUKI law. The root
meaning is ‘mouth’ (IEW 821, without the Baltic word).
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with Lt. dial. klampa ‘swamp, muddy spot’ by Kilian (1986: 494), and independ-
ently by Liukkonen (1999: 78—79). Junttila (2012: 282; 2016a: 103) categorizes this
example as “dubious” rather than “erroneous”. On the other hand, the word may
equally be regularly cognate with Ngan. liinha ‘boggy spot’ (UEW 235; Aikio
2014c: 86). Since only one of the two etymologies may be correct, this a clear
illustration of the risk of false positives in loanword research.

Allowing a rather small level of semantic flexibility, we can make a number
of additional false comparisons, for example:

— PF *kaiho ‘grief, loss; yearning’ (= Ngan. koce ‘illness, Aikio 2014b: 3-5) ~
Lt. gaiZus, Lv. dial. gaizs? (EH 1: 379) ‘bitter, acidic’ — cf. the derived verb
Lt. giézti ‘feel an unpleasant sensation (in the throat), also ‘long for, request
insistently’

— PF *kaiva- ‘dig’ (cf. Ngan. kajbu ‘shovel’) ~ Lt. nu-kdivinti ‘wear out (the soil);
exhaust’

— Fdial. kumpu- ‘well up”” (= Ngan. konhu ‘wave’) ~ Lt. guritbas, Lv. dial. guriitba
‘bump, bulge, excrescence’

— PF*lanci‘damp lowland’ (= Ngan. linta ‘plain, valley’) ~ Lt. sklandus ‘slippery,
smooth, flat’ — The semantic connection would be ‘flat’ : ‘flat land’

— PF *mene- ‘g0’ (= Ngan. mins{) ~ Lt. minti (PRES. ména), Lv. mit ‘trample’ —
the Lt. word is also attested in the meaning ‘go, tread’

— PF *niici ‘scythe handle’ (= Ngan. #ir ‘axe handle’) ~ Lt. dial. (Juska) gniutis,
Lv. dial. gnuta ‘thin plank used to attach straw to a roof’

In drawing up a corpus of etymologies upon which further conclusions can be
based, only the clearest cases should be used. To this end, I have excluded all
etymologies which involve speculative or non-trivial semantic shifts. That is
not to say that I deem these etymologies impossible, but simply that it would be
misguided to base any further conclusions on them. Their acceptance should
rather be informed by the analysis of the clearer cases.

However, even etymologies which show perfect semantics cannot neces-
sarily be regarded as certain loanwords from Baltic to Finnic. As an example,
Lt. tasis, Lv. tdss and F tuohi, E toht, Li. tioigoz (< *tohi) all mean ‘birchbark’;
however, since neither the Baltic nor the Finnic word has a clear etymology,? it

7 The Finnic word shows an irregular vowel, but I wonder if it could be explained by an (irregu-
lar) assimilation *o-u > *u—u, parallel to the recently proposed sound law *e—ii > *ii—ii (Aikio
2021: 171). Note that a generally high frequency of stems of the shape *u—u in Finnic was
already observed by E. Itkonen (1948:133).

8 See Smoczynski (2018:1498). Lv. dial. (Kurzeme) tdst? ‘hew’ probably shows secondary length
after the preterite (ME 1v: 151), cf. the derived dial. (SW) tastit ‘hew’, and the similar phe-
nomenon in Lv. tést, dial. tést (ME 1v: 175-176) ‘hew, chop, adze, where we indeed find a
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is difficult to make any conclusion with regard to directionality (Kalima 1936:

171; LEW 1107; cf. Bednarczuk 1976: 54). Although Junttila has argued that there

are no Finnic loanwords in Proto-Baltic (see 3.4), he concludes that a few cases

could represent “parallel borrowings from a shared source, perhaps a lost sub-
strate language” (2015: 31).°
In view of this possibility, only when the Baltic source word has a solid Indo-

European pedigree can a specifically Baltic - Finnic directionality be proven.

As a result, I think it worthwhile to limit my corpus of loanwords to those

which have an Indo-European etymology. Ideally, this means regular, unam-

biguous cognates beyond the neighbouring Slavic and Germanic, although

I have also included examples which require some additional (more or less

trivial) assumptions with regard to word formation and semantics.

In a small number of cases, an etymology has been excluded because the
derivation from Germanic is equally plausible:

— Folut, Vt. 6lud, Li. vo’l (< *olut) ‘beer’ ~ Lt. alus, Lv. alus ‘beer’; Pr. E alu ‘mead’;
Sln. (dated) ¢ ‘beer’ = ON gl ‘beer’, OF ealu, GEN.SG. ealop ‘ale’ (LAGLOS 11:
310; Junttila 2012: 273)10

— F rastas, E ristas, Li. rasta (< *rasta(s); see p. 103) ‘thrush’ ~ Lt. strdzdas,
Lv. strazds ‘thrush, starling’ = Ic. prostur ‘thrush’ (Qvigstad 1893: 259;
LAGLOS 111:130-131)1

— Fterva, E torv, Li. tora ‘tar’ ~ Lt. derva ‘tarry log; tar, resin, pitch’, Lv. dafva ‘tar,
pitch’ = ON tjara, OF teoru ‘tar’ (LAGLOS 111: 289—290)2

vacillation between 1SG.PRES. tésu and dial. tesu. These are to be equated with Lt. tasyti
‘carve’, which cannot be connected with ¢dsis on formal grounds.

9 In this connection, he cites e.g. F kinnas, E kinnas, Li. kindaz ‘mitten, glove’ (?- South Sami
gamhtse, 18th c. (kamtes) ‘leather glove’) ~ Lv. cimds ‘glove’ (cf. Thomsen 1890:187; Kalima
1936: 118; Posti1953: 36—37; SSA I: 336 ). However, there are several generally accepted loan-
words which could easily have been mentioned in the same context. Take, for instance, F
vuota ‘hide, pelt’ ~ Lt. 6da, Lv. dda ‘skin; hide, leather’ (Thomsen 1890: 205; Kalima 1936:
183). While the direction of borrowing has apparently never been doubted, and Koivulehto
(2000:104) has even explicitly ruled out a substrate word, the Baltic word remains unety-
mologized (cf. LEW 515-516; Smoczynski 2018: 883; ALEW 826). Due to the ambiguity in
the analysis, these and similar cases have been excluded from the dataset.

10  While *o « *a might favour a Baltic source, the final *t seems rather to favour a Germanic
one. Against deriving the Balto-Slavic words from Germanic, see p. 41.

11 LAGLOS favour a Baltic origin due to the final *-as in Finnic, but the adoption of Ger-
manic *-us as Finnic *-as does not seem impossible (see Koivulehto 1981: 193). For further
discussion of the Indo-European background, see pp. 203—205.

12 S&.Ndarvi, Sk. tdrvv ‘tar’ (< *terve) is hardly aloan from Finnic (Aikio 2006b: 32). Instead,
it may be a Norse loan. For the vowel substitution, compare the example Sa. N gavja ‘(fine)
dust, Sk. k6bjj ‘dust, dandruff’ (< *kepje) < Germanic *heuja- (cf. Ic. hy ‘down, fluff, dust’;
Aikio 2006a: 24).
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— Faaja, E vai, Li. vaiga (< *vakja) ‘wedge’ = Sa. S vuevjie, L vuojvve ‘clothing
insert’ (< *vuovje) ~ Lt. vdgis ‘peg, wedge’, Lv. vadzis ‘wall hook, wedge’ = Nw.
dial. vegg, OHG weggi ‘wedge’ (LAGLOS 111: 344)

— F des, E dke, Li. dggoz (< *dkes) ‘harrow’ ~ Lt. akécios, Lv. ecésas; Pr. E
aketes PL. ‘harrow’ = OE egepe, OHG egida ‘harrow’ (Koivulehto 1971: 591;
LAGLOS 111: 429; Junttila 2012: 273)

The same goes for F kaima, E kaim ‘namesake; relative, companion), Li. kaima

‘neighbour’ (= Sa. N guoibmi, Sk. kuei'mm ‘companion’), for which, rather con-

fusingly, a Germanic loan etymology is almost never suggested. Semantically,

the Finnic word is no closer to Lt. kiémas, Lv. ciems ‘farmstead, village’ than
it is to Go. haims ‘village’, ON heimr ‘world, realm’ (in place names ‘village’);
the existence of a derivative Lt. kaimynas, Pr. 111 kaiminan ACC.SG. ‘neigh-
bour’, Lv. kaimins (different suffix!) ‘neighbour; resident of the same village’ (cf.

Thomsen 1890: 177; Kalima 1936: 105) is hardly of any relevance, since such a

derivative cannot have given the Finnic words directly. Perhaps closest to the

attested Finnic sense comes the compound MDu. oom ‘uncle), OE éam, OHG
oheim ‘maternal uncle’ (< *awa-haima-).13
I have also omitted words limited to Livonian, such as the following:

— Li. kil ~ kil ‘black woodpecker’ and palanddks ‘pigeon’ both predate develop-
ments specific to Latvian (viz. the palatalization in Lv. dzifna ‘woodpecker’
and loss of nasal in baluddis ‘pigeon’). However, these loanwords need not
date to Proto-Baltic, either. Endzelins (1914b: 102) associates these cases with
the so-called ‘Curonianisms’ in Latvian dialects, which is not implausible.

— Li. kpla ‘sandbank’ < *kalla < *kalva (cf. Lv. kalva, Lt. kalva ‘hill; sandbank’)
has undergone a number of phonological developments within Livonian,
but since these are specific Livonian changes, the word likewise need not be
dated to Proto-Finnic.

In general, I have erred on the side of caution, and taken the liberty of leav-

ing out etymologies which seem problematic to me for any reason. No explicit

attempt at exhaustivity has been made in this survey, but the following hope-
fully covers the most unambiguous evidence.

13 Aslightly different case is F ranta, E rand, Li. randa (< *ranta) ‘coast, shore’, which has been
etymologized both as a loan from Baltic (Lt. kraritas, krdnta ‘shore; precipice’; Buga 1908:
30; Tepentses 1990: 30; Liukkonen 1999: 117-119) and from an unrelated Germanic source,
cf. ON strond (< *strando-) ‘coast, shore’. Both etymologies are formally and semantically
unproblematic; it does not seem possible to choose between them (LAGLOS 111:127; Junt-
tila 2012: 282).
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3.2 Baltic Loanwords with an IE Etymology

In total, I have identified 70 certain loanwords which have a strong Indo-
European etymology. I present these below, organized by semantic category.
Where no reference is given, the comparisons are already present in Thomsen
1890. On the Baltic side, I have prioritized East Baltic attestations, but have cited
Prussian equivalents wherever these are available. For economy of presenta-
tion, T have usually presented the IE etymology by citing a single cognate from a
non-contiguous branch. These etymologies are generally well-established and
can be found in standard reference works. Any additional discussions have
been confined to the footnotes.

3.21  Kinship

— F dial. ativo, atima ‘visiting relatives; married woman visiting her parents),
Vp. adiv, -on ‘guest; marriageable woman’ (< *ateiva [ *ateivo)* ~ Lt. ateivis,
dial. atéiva ‘foreigner, newcomer’ (to at-eiti ‘come, arrive), cf. Skt. éti ‘go’)
(Kalima 1939—1940: 211-214)'5

— F heimo, Vo. héim, Li. aim ‘tribe, kin’ (?< *heimo; see 3.3.1.4) ~ Lt. seima,
Lv. saime ‘family, household’; Pr. 111 seimins ‘gesinde’ (= Olr. céim ‘dear’)!6

— F morsian, K morsien, E mérsja, dial. mérsija ‘bride, newlywed’ (< *morcijan,
OBL. *morcijame-) ~ Lt. marti, ACC.SG. mafcig ‘son’s wife; bride, Lv. marsa
‘brother’s wife’; Pr. 111 martin Acc.SG. ‘bride’ (cf. Lat. maritus ‘married (man),
Gr. petpa ‘girl’ < *mer-ihy-)17

14  To explain the absence of the assibilation *# > *ci in the word ativo ‘visiting relatives),
Kalima (1939-1940: 212) has posited an Early Proto-Finnic *ateivo. Despite Koivulehto
(1972: 628), the development here must be distinguished from pre-Proto-Finnic *ej > *ij,
which, at least in non-initial syllables, clearly predated the assibilation of dentals, cf.
*vecitd (= F vesid) ‘water’ PART.PL. (< *vete-j-td) (Kallio 2012: 35). Instead (also in view of
vowel harmony), we must reconstruct the Proto-Finnic diphthong -ei- (which emerged
due to the reduction of *-gj- under certain conditions, see Kallio 2012: 32-34). The dia-
gnostic (South Finnic) forms for this reconstruction are unfortunately unattested.

15 Forms in -eivis are limited to Lithuanian, but as the suffix *-vis is rare and unproductive
(Skardzius 1948: 379), they may represent an archaism.

16  Stang (1972: 28) can see “keine einleuchtende Verbindung” with the Irish word, but it is
semantically very close to the Baltic ones. The eDIL (s.v. cdem) glosses the Irish word as
‘dear, precious, beloved; belonging to the family’. In Middle Irish, the word is often used
substantively in the sense ‘relation, comrade’. In addition, a semantic parallel can be found
between Skt. $éva- ‘dear’ beside OE hiwan ‘household, family’ (< *kei(H)-uo-), which is
most probably also from the same root.

17 This is, of course, merely a root equation, but since the word marti is one of only two
Lithuanian nouns with a nominative in -i (the other being pati ‘wife’), it seems very likely
it is inherited. For Latin -a-, see Vine (2011: 265-266).
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— F dial. nepaa, arch. nevat (< *nepat) ‘nephew, niece’; E nébu ‘cousin’ (<
*nepoi)!® ~ Lt. obs. nepuotis (GEN.SG. -ies) ‘nephew, niece’ (= Skt. ndpat-
‘grandson’)

— E sdsar, Li. sozar, 7V0. sysar ‘sister’ (< *sesar) ~ Lt. sesud (OBL. séser-) ‘sister’
(= Skt. svdsar-)1°

— F tytdir, E tiitar, Li. tidar ‘daughter’ (< *tiittir) ~ Lt. dukté (OBL. ditkter-); Pr. 111
duckti ‘daughter’ (= Skt. duhitdr-)

3.2.2  Body Parts

— F hammas, E hammas, Li. ambaz (< *hampas) ‘tooth’ ~ Lv. zuobs ‘tooth),
Lt. Zambas ‘edge, hem; (dial.) blade’ (= Skt. jambha- ‘tooth, jaw’)

— Fnapa, E naba, Li. naba (< *napa) ‘navel’ ~ Lv. naba ‘navel’; Pr. E nabis ‘navel
(= YAv. nafa-)°

3.2.3 Adjectives

— Fahdas, Vt. ahaz, Li. §'doz (< *ahtas) ‘narrow, cramped’ ~ Lt. asikstas ‘narrow’
(*aNz- + *-sta-; = Skt. amhii- ‘narrow’, cf. LEW 11)!

— Ingr. haljas ‘verdant’ (cf. F haljakka ‘pale, faded’), E haljas, Li. olaz ‘green’ (<
*haljas) ~ Lt. Zdlias, Lv. zafs ‘green’; Pr. E saligan *[zaljan/ (~ Skt. hdri- ‘fallow,
yellow-green’)

— Fkeltainen, E kollane, V6. kélland (< *keltainen) ‘yellow’ ~ Lt. geltonas, Lv. dial.
dzeltdns ‘yellow’, cf. Pr. E gelatynan, probably for */geltajnan/ (~ YAv. zairita-
‘pale yellow’)22

18  In Estonian, we are dealing with an affective derivation by clipping, compare F tytto, K
tytto, tytoi ‘girl’ « *tytedr.

19  In North Finnic, we find F sisar, Vp. sizar, with an irregular -i-. Kallio (2018: 225, fn. 6)
also takes Voro sysar from *sisar, and considers two independent loans to have taken
place. Indeed, the change *i > y between two sibilants is paralleled by Vb. sysalik ‘lizard’
(< *sisalikko), and sys ~ sis ‘then’ (cf. E siis). Voro [y] elsewhere primarily occurs as an allo-
phone of /6/ before n.Istill wonder whether our word could irregularly reflect *sesar after
all. The assumption of two independent loans is not very economical, and does not help
explain the North Finnic *i.

20  The word for ‘navel is more likely to be loaned from Baltic than from Germanic. In Ger-
manic, the meaning ‘navel’ is usual for the suffixed *nablan- (> ON nafli, etc.), while the
more basic *nabé (> ON ngf) means ‘nave (of a wheel)’ (Kalima 1936: 141).

21 The comparison has been considered uncertain (e.g. Kalima 1936: 86; SKES I: 4) because
the verbal root seen in F ahta- ‘cram, stuff’ appears to be inherited; however, the semantic
development of the latter is most probably the result of secondary convergence with the
Baltic loanword (Koivulehto 1998: 244; Aikio in prep. 51). Furthermore, V6. atma, 35G. ata
‘cram’ implies PF *akta- rather than *ahta-.

22 Traditionally, one has compared the noun F kelta ‘the colour yellow’, Vt. dial. k6lta ‘egg
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Vp. kurdeh, Vt. dial. kurré (GEN.SG. kurtdé), E dial. (Mulgi) kurre (<
*kurteh),?® elsewhere kurt -i ‘deaf’ ~ Lt. kui¢ias, dial. kurtus, Zem. kuftas
‘deaf’ (cf. Lv. kufls, kurls, dial. kurns, YAv. karana- ‘deaf’)

F taaja, dial. tavea, K toakie (< *takja) ‘dense, frequent’ ~ Lt. tdnkus, ADV.
tankiai ‘dense, frequent’ (= Parthian tng ‘narrow, tight') (Liukkonen 1999:
140-142)%*

F tyhjd, E tiihi, Li. tija (< *tithjd) ‘empty’ ~ Lt. tuscias, Lv. tukss ‘empty’ (=
Skt. tucchyd-)

3.2.4 Nature

23

24

25

F dial. (W) hako ‘conifer branch; needle, E hagu, dial. haga ‘fine lopped
branches; branch, stick, Li. dial. (W) ag ‘conifer needle’ (< *hako ~ *haka)
~Lt. §aka, Lv. dial. (ME 111: 642) saka ‘branch’ (= Skt. Sakha-) (Biiga 1908: 30;
Ojansuu 1921: 6)25

yolk’ with Lt. gelta ‘jaundice; (dial.) the colour yellow’ (Thomsen 189o: 172; Kalima 1936:
115). However, F kelta may easily be a recent back formation based on pairs such as F puna
‘the colour red’ ~ punainen ‘red, and even Lt. dial. geltas, Lv. dial. (ME 1: 543) dzelts ‘yel-
low’ are not attested in early sources. I prefer to take *keltainen ‘yellow’ directly from Baltic
*geltdna- (or even *geltaina-? cf. Lv. dial. dzeltains, ME 1: 542) with adaptation to the Finnic
adjectival suffix *-inEn (cf. Liukkonen 1999: 39). An apparently old derivative is Lv. dzelta
‘ground cedar’, which has also been borrowed into Finnic (see below).

If we assume analogical generalization of the weak grade, K (Olonets) kuuris ‘deaf’ also
appears to be regular from *kurtes (cf. e.g. kieral ‘at once’ < *kertalla; Kalima 1924:166-167).
In this case, F dial. (SE) kuurne and K kuurnis may be borrowings from Olonets Karelian
with hypercorrect -rn- (cf. in particular Olonets kuuru ~ F kuurna ‘chute’; see Kalima 1924:
164-166). Given the complementary distribution of *kurtes and *kurnes, an analogical ori-
gin of the latter seems more promising than the assumption of a second, independent loan
from Baltic *kurnas (Kalima 1936: 124; Junttila 2019: 42).

F dial. tavea replaces tavia (< *tayja) under the influence of the adjectival suffix -ea (cf.
dial. lavea, older lavia < *lakja ‘broad’; T. Itkonen 1982: 123). The surprising reflex in Kare-
lian is paralleled by North Karelian voakie ‘peg’ (< *vakja) and roakie limb’ (< *rakja) (idem:
124-125). The acute in Lt. tdnkus remains unexplained, as admitted by ALEW (1072) and
Smoczynski (2018: 1446), but the IE etymology seems difficult to reject.

Thomsen (1890: 244) compared a different Baltic word, Lt. Zdgas ‘hayrick, heap’, Lv. obs.
schaggas F.PL. ‘Laub, feine belaubte Ruthen, dergleichen sie zu Badequéste brauchen’
(Lange 1773: 272). Junttila (2017: 139) has defended this etymology, assuming the senses
in both Finnic and Baltic developed from an earlier ‘trunk’. In support of this, he adduces
the Latvian hapax zega ‘body’ (in Rucava apud ME 1v: 702). The Finnic senses are more
easily derived from ‘branch’ however (only the eastern F, K hako ‘rotten or submerged
fallen tree) Vp. hago ‘fallen tree; snag’ would be derivable from ‘trunk’); and an original
sense ‘trunk’ would also be hypothetical in Baltic. Junttila (in prep.) instead assumes that
the original meaning in Baltic may have been ‘branch’, but this still presupposes one addi-
tional hypothesis in comparison to the etymology suggested here.
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F halla, E hall, Li. §la (< *halla) ‘frost, hoarfrost’ ~ Lt. $alna, Lv. salna (LVPPV:
salna) ‘frost, hoarfrost’ (~ Lt. $dalti = Oss. ID scel- ‘freeze’)?6

F helle (OBL. helte-) ‘hot weather’, K dial. (Olonets) helleh AD]. ‘sweltering’
(< *helteh) ~ Lt. Siltis ‘heat), cf. Lt. Siltas, Lv. silts ‘hot’ (= MW clyd ‘sheltered,
warm’) (Ojansuu 1921: 7; Kalima 1936: 100)

F kelta-lieko ‘ground cedar’, Vp. dial. kiiud ‘smoke tree’, Vt. kélta ‘clubmoss?;
a plant used to die (eggs) yellow’ (cf. VKS), E kold ‘clubmoss’ ~ Lv. dzelta
‘around cedar’ Plants named for their use as dyes (cf. Lv. dzeltdns ‘yel-
low’)

F metsd, E mets; Li. motsa, Vo. méts (?< *mecca) ‘forest, wood’ ~ Lt. médZias,
Lv. mezs ‘forest’; Pr. E median ‘wood’ (= R mednd, SCr. méda ‘border between
fields; boundary strip’; to Skt. mddhya- ‘in the middle’)?”

F routa, Vt. réuta (< *routa) ‘frozen ground’ ~ Lt. griodas ‘frozen ground’ (=
Lat. grando ‘hail) cf. Rasmussen 1999: 152-153)

F takiainen, dial. takkiainen, E takjas, dial. takijas (< *takkijas) ‘burdock’ ~ Lt.
dagys, Lv. dadzis ‘burdock, thistle’ to Lt. dégti, Lv. degt ‘burn’ (= Skt. ddhati;
cf. Lt. dagus ‘prickly, bitter, harsh), LEW 85-86)

F taula, E tael, Li. daggd! (< *takla) ‘tinder (fungus)’ ~ Lv. dagla, daglis ‘tinder
(fungus), whose primary use is as fuel; to Lt. dégti, Lv. degt ‘burn’ (= Skt.
dadhati)

3.2.5 Wild Animals

26

27

28

F ankerias, E angerjas, Li. angorz (< *ankerjas) ‘eel’ ~ Lt. ungurjs; Pr. E
angurgis * [angurjas/ ‘eel’ (~ Lat. anguilla)*8

Thomsen (1890: 220) compares F halli, E hall ‘grey; grey animal, Li. a/ ‘grey seal’ directly
with Lt. §alnis ‘grey cattle’. However, these are more probably both productively formed
from the respective words for ‘hoarfrost’ (cf. Kalima 1936: 95).

Kalima (1936: 11) considers the comparison phonologically difficult, although the main
reason he doubts the loan etymology is that he suspects the Finnic word to be cognate
with Taz Selkup mad ‘forest, tundra’. However, the Selkup affricate derives from Proto-
Samoyed *-/- (cf. Janhunen 1977: 85) and the word shows no regular correspondence with
the Finnic word. Itis rather cognate with Md. EM moda ‘earth, soil’ and Finnish muta ‘mud’
(< PU *muda, Aikio 2002: 22—23). Note that the Selkup word is no longer mentioned in
SKES (11: 343), who nevertheless follow Kalima and consider the Baltic etymology uncer-
tain.

The initial u- could be explained as an East Lithuanian dialecticism, in which case the
word must have been borrowed from there into the other dialects (Derksen 2015: 479).
Vowel assimilation (cf. Buga RR 11: 509; Otrebski 1955: 26; LEW 1163) seems less probable.
An alternative account is that the u-vocalism originated in the zero-grade (*h,ng""-; cf.
Smoczynski 2018: 1561), implying an old ablaut variant.
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F herhildinen ‘hornet) E herilane ‘wasp’ (< *herhildinen) ~ Lt. sirsé, Lv. sifsenis
‘hornet’; note Lt. dial. §ifSilas, Pr. E sirsilis (= Lat. crabro)?®

F hirvi ‘elk, E hirv, Li. ira ‘deer, roe-deer’ (< *hirvi, OBL. *hirve-) ~ not in East
Baltic, cf. Pr. E sirwis ‘roe-deer’ (= MW carw ‘deer’)30

F karva ‘animal hair; coat colour), E karv ‘hair, fur; bristle’ ~ Lt. gaural ‘fur;
bodily hair, ?Lv. gauri ‘pubic hair’ (Ulmann 1872: 73 “Scheint nicht sehr
bek[annt]”) (= Olr. guiaire ‘animal hair, bristle’)

botfly’ (< *kili) ~ Lt. gylys ‘gadfly’, dial. ‘sting’ (~ gélti ‘to sting’ = Arm. ketem
‘torment, afflict’) (Mikkola 1906: 78)

F kdadrme ‘snake) Li. kiermdz ‘woodworm’ (< *kdrmes | *kdrmeh), E dial.
(Saaremaa) kdrm, kdrv -i ‘snake’ (< *kdrmi) ~ Lt. dial. kirmis ‘worm; snake),
Lv. cirmenis, dial. (Kurzeme) cirmis ‘maggot’ (= Skt. krmi- ‘worm’)

F vaapsainen, Vp. bapshaine, Vt. vaapsia, E vapsik (?< *vapsas) ‘wasp’ ~
Lt. vapsva, dial. vapsas, Lv. dial. vapsene; Pr. E wobse ‘wasp’ (= Pahlavi wpc

/wabz/)3!

3.2.6  Animal Husbandry

29

30

31

32

F dial. ehkonen (dial. hehvo; standard hieho), E dial. 6hv, Li. 6 (< *ehva)
‘heifer’ ~ Lt. obs. asva, esva ‘mare’; perhaps Lv. {0ssa) ‘mare’ (Elger 1683: 133;
cf. Karulis 1992 1: 468) (= Lat. equa)32

vvvvv

Finnic, cf. in particular *mehildinen ‘bee’ (Nieminen 1934: 32—35; Kalima 1936: 100).

Lt. $irvas ‘grey, dapple-grey’ could be cognate if it originally meant ‘roe-coloured, but more
likely it represents a contamination of Lt. sirmas ‘grey, dapple-grey’ (= Lv. sifms) and §yvas
‘grey, whitish (usu. of horses)’ (= Pr. E sywan, SCr. siv ‘grey’). Particularly note that the
acute accentuation would be in conflict with MW carw (< *kr-uo-; cf. Zair 2012: 94-95).
On Lt. kdrveé ‘cow’ etc., see Chapter 6, fn. 109.

F vaapsainen, K dial. vuapsahane, Vp. bapshaine reflect a derivative *vapsahainen (cf. F
muurahainen ‘ant’). Possibly, these are built on a more basic *vapsas continued by Vt.
vaapsaz (absent from VKS; cited after SKES 1580) ‘wasp’. E vaps-ik ‘hornet’, in any case, is
the result of suffix substitution (Nieminen 1934: 35). The long vowel attested in these forms
is the result of the sporadic but frequent secondary lengthening before *-Cs- (T. Itkonen
1987:195-196). Li. vaps, NOM.PL. vapsiid ‘wasp’ (< *vapso or *vapsoi, Nieminen 1934: 33-34),
may well be a later loan from Latvian.

The secondary nature of F A- is supported by the presence of A-less variants well outside
of the area of Estonian influence (Junttila in prep.). Baltic *a$va was already moribund
at the time of its earliest attestations, being replaced with kumélé in Lithuanian and kéve
in Latvian: Both versions occur side by side in Szyrwid: “kumefe[,] afzwa’”. Likewise, Elger
has “kiéwa, D dssa”. In Bretke, efchwy GEN.PL. only occurs as a marginal gloss to kumeliy
(see ALEW 60), and in Ruhig, the word is semantically specified: ‘eine Stutte grofer Art’
(Ruhig 1: 8). For a discussion of the semantics, see 3.6.1.
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— F hanhi, E hani, V6. haah (< *hanhi, OBL. hanhe-) ‘goose’ ~ Lt. Zgsis, Lv. zuioss
‘goose’; Pr. E sansy ‘goose’ (= Skt. hamsd-)

— Foinas, E oinas, Vo. oinas, dial. oonas (< *oinas) ‘ram’ ~ Lt. dvinas, Lv. auns
‘ram’; Pr. E awins ‘ram’ (cf. Skt. dvi- ‘sheep’)

— Fpaimen, Vt. dial. paimdé, Li. paint (< *paimen) ‘shepherd’ ~ Lt. piemud, OBL.
piemen- ‘shepherd’ (= Gr. moyv)

— Fwilla, E vill, Li. vila (< *villa) ‘wool’ ~ Lt. vilna, Lv. vilna ‘wool’ (= Skt. itrna-)

— Fyuohi, Vt. voho (< *vohi, OBL. *vohe-) ‘goat’ ~ Lt. 0Zys, Lv. dzis ‘he-goat’; Pr. E
wosee ‘she-goat’ (= Skt. ajd-)33

— F vuona, Vt. vodna, V6. vyun, Li. dondz (< *votna) lamb’ ~ not attested in
Baltic; cf. OCS arua ‘lamb’ (= Lat. agnus, Gr. duvég)34

On Vo. pahr ‘boar), see p. 73.

3.2.7  Agriculture

— F herne, E hernes, Li. jérnaz (< *hernes | *herneh) ‘pea’ ~ Lt. Zirnis, Lv. zifnis
‘ped’ (= Lat. granum ‘grain’)

— F pelu, usu. PL. pelut, Vp. pelu (?< *pelut NOM.PL.)3> ‘straw chaff’ ~ Lt. arch.,
dial. pélits, Lv. pelus PL.; cf. Pr. E pelwo ‘chaff’ (= Skt. palava- ‘chaff, Lat. pubvis
‘dust’ < *pel-ou-)

— F siemen, E seeme, Li. siemt (< *sémen) ‘seed’ ~ Lt. sémud, OBL. sémen- ‘lin-
seed, seed; (obs.) sowing’; Pr. E semen ‘seed’ (= Lat. semen)

— F vannas, Vt. vadnaz ‘ploughshare) E dial. (W) vannas ‘plough beam’ (<
*vatnas) ~ unattested in East Baltic; cf. Pr. E wagnis ‘coulter’ (= Gr. (H.) d¢vig
‘ploughshare’) (Paasonen 19ogb)36

33 For the Votic form, cf. toho < *tohi, OBL. *tohe- ‘birchbark’.

34  Thesubstitution “gn » *tn (see also *vatnas, below) appears to suggest that the cluster *An
was not yet licenced at the time of borrowing. According to Paasonen (19ogb: 17), *kn had
developed into *nn already in Early Proto-Finnic, cf. F ynnd, Li. ind, (Salaca) tinis ‘together’
(< *iik(t)-nd ESS.SG. from *iikci ‘one’), VO. nénniit ‘see ACT.PRT. (< *ndk-niit). Kallio (2008b:
313—-314), however, argues that *kn was preserved in ‘Core Finnic) but examples like Esto-
nian ndinud < *ndk-niit might show restored *4. If Paasonen is correct, the word *sakna
‘sauna’ must have post-dated these loanwords (Kallio 2008b: 315; although Kallio’s pre-
Germanic etymology can hardly be consistent with this chronology).

35  The word is generally plurale tantum in Finnish. I cannot establish whether the situation
is similar for Veps, as the form is absent from 3aiirieBa/Mysutosen 1972. I can trace it back
as far as a Central Veps ‘peau” cited in SKES 516.

36 LAGLOS (111: 368-369) leave open the possibility of a Germanic origin. The Norse data (cf.
ON hapax vangsna OBL.SG., Nw. dial. vangsne, (17! c.) vagnsne) seem to point towards a
proto-form *wagnVsnan-. According to Kroonen (2013: 565), the umlaut in Swiss wdgese
‘ploughshare’ could favour a reconstruction *wagnisan- (cf. the forms in Schw. Id. xv:
770—774, where folk etymology is instead suspected). Since Pr. E {wagnis) can stand for
*[wagnas/, a Baltic source does not raise any phonological issues, while the neuter s-
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3.2.8  Technology

37

38

39

40

41

F ansa ‘trap, noose), E aas, Li. 9z ‘noose, loop; handle’ (< *ansa) ~ Lt. gsa,
Lv. iosa ‘handle, eyelet’; Pr. E ansis ‘(pot)hook’ (= Lat. ansa ‘handle’)3”

F kirves, E kirves, Li. kiraz (< *kirves) ‘axe’ ~ Lt. kif'vis, Lv. cirvis ‘axe’ (~ Gr. xeipw
‘crop, shave’; cf. Trautmann 1923: 135)38

F mantd, E mdnd (< *mdntd) ‘stirring stick’ ~ Lt. merité ‘mixing stick; trowel,
paddle’ (= Skt. mdntha- ‘churning stick’)

F niisi, usu. pL. niided, E niied, Li. nidéd (< *nici, L. *nitet) ‘heddle’ ~ Lt. nytys,
Lv. nitis F.pL. ‘heddle, cf. Lt. nytis ‘warp thread’ (~ Lv. dial. nit, nit? ‘thread (a
needle)’; Olr. sniid ‘twist, bind’)

F dial. pahla ‘(fishing) rod, E dial. (W) pahl ‘spit, skewer’ (< *pahla) ~
Lt. basljs ‘fencepost, stake’ from Lt. beésti ‘drive in, stick in) Lv. best ‘dig, bury’
(~ Lat. fodio ‘dig, pierce, thrust’) (Kalima 1928: 102-103)3°

F ratas, E ratas, Li. (Salaca) rat (< *rattas) ‘wheel, cartwheel’ ~ Lt. rdtas,
Lv. rats ‘wheel’ (= Skt. rdtha- ‘chariot, Lat. rota ‘wheel’)

F rattaat, E arch. rattad, Li. rattéd (< *rattahet PL.) ‘cart’ ~ Lt. rdtai, Lv. rati
PL. ‘cart’ (= Skt. rdtha- ‘chariot’; see above)

F siula, K sikla (< *sikla) ‘side net in a seine’ ~ Lt. tifiklas, Lv. tikls ‘net’, cf. Pr. E
sasin-tinklo ‘snare’ (~ Gr. tefvw ‘stretch, pull tight') (Koivulehto 1979a: 267—
269)*

F silta, E sild, Li. silda (< *silta) ‘bridge’ ~ Lt. tiltas, Lv. tilts ‘bridge’ (to Lt. dial.
tilés ‘bottom of a boat; planks (as paving)’; for the semantics, cf. OR mocts
‘bridge; pavement, floor’; CZIP 1-14 v: 25—26)#

stem *wagnas, OBL. *wagnis- reconstructed for Germanic by Karsten (1915: 84—85) remains
purely hypothetical. For a similar reason, it is difficult to derive the Prussian word from
Germanic (pace Smoczynski 2000: 132-133).

A Germanic origin (Sammallahti 1998: 123), cf. ON s ‘eyelet (in a shoe)’ (< *ansjo-) is
formally less straightforward.

On R dial. veps, which hardly belongs here, see Chapter 1, fn. 61. It seems natural to com-
pare Lt. kif'sti, Lv. cirst ‘chop, cut’ (= Skt. krntdti ‘cut off’). However, the dental would not
be lost in the formation *kirt-yia-, which means the root must be identified as *ker-. The
rare deverbal suffix *-vis appears to form agent nouns (Leskien 1891: 348; Skardzius 1948:
379)-

On -hl- < *-sl-, see Aikio 2015a: 44. Krevinian {pahlis) ‘stake’ cited by VKS, on the other
hand, like Livonian pg’loz ‘stake) is from Latvian palis ‘stake, with the orthographic se-
quence -Vh- simply standing for *V as in Krevinian {pahlin) ‘head, leader’ (= Vt. pdilin),
{$ohla} ‘salt’ (= Vt. soola).

Within Balto-Slavic, the same root is continued in Lv. ¢it, 1PRES. tinu ‘wrap, wind’
(IEW 1065-1066; hence probably the intonation tikls given by LVPPV), and R dial.
menéma, Slk. arch. tenatd N.PL. ‘net snare’ (whose suffix can be compared with that of
R pewemd, Slk. reseto ‘sieve’; Vaillant 1974: 697); see ALEW 1280.

Further, OR o710 ‘ground, bottom’, Pr. E talus ‘floor, OE pel ‘plank (of wood); plate (of
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- F tempaa-, E témba-, Li. t6mbé- (< *tempaita-) ‘pull, tug’ ~ Lt. teripti (3SG.
-ia), Lv. tiept (18G. -ju, -u) ‘stretch, tighten’ (= NP tab- ‘twist, spin’)*2

— Ftorvi, E dial. t67i (< *torvi, 0BL. *torve-) ‘horn (for blowing) ~ Lv. taure ‘hunt-
ing horn, Lt. tauré ‘chalice, drinking horn), cf. Lt. tauras ‘aurochs’ (= Gr. tadpog
‘bull’)

— Ftuulas (< *tulas) ‘night fishing; fishing spear’; F tuulaalla, Vp. dial. tulhuuda
(< *tulahela-) ‘spear-fish by torchlight’ ~ Lv. diilis ‘torch for night fishing’, also
‘torch to fumigate beehives), Lt. diilis ‘fog; smoke to fumigate beehives’ (cf.
Hitt. tuhhae-* ‘produce smoke’)

3.2.9 Other

— F jo‘already’, E jo, dial. ju ‘already, indeed,, Li. jd, ju (< *jo) ‘already’ ~ Lt. jai,
Lv. jau ‘already’; Pr. 111 iau ‘je’ (= OCS oy, 10 ~ Go. ju; further Gr. (Hom.) aiei
‘always’; cf. Dunkel 2014: 352—353)43

— F liika, E liig (< *lika) ‘surplus, extra; odd (number)’ ~ Lt. liékas, Lv. lieks ‘sur-
plus; odd (number)’ (= Gr. Aotmés ‘left over’)

— F reuna, Vp. roun ‘edge’ (< *reuna), ?Vo. réonéq ‘strip (of fabric)’
(?< *reunek)** ~ Lt. briauna ‘brim, edge’ (~ ON brun ‘eyebrow; brow (of a
hill); strip of cloth, Skt. bari- ‘eyebrow’) (Biiga 1908: 42)45

metal), in compounds ‘floor’. Probably, all of these words are related to Lat. telliis ‘ground,
earth; the Earth’ (< *telH-nu- with regular laryngeal loss? cf. van Beek 2011: 162-165) and
Olr. talam ‘earth, ground; although the formations are all different.

42 Root cognates have been suggested in several branches, but most of these are semantically
uncompelling (cf. [IEW1064-1065). The long -@- in Iranian is unexpected (for a suggestion,
see Cheung 2007: 389), but the etymological equation seems in principle attractive. Here
probably, if reliably attested, Ic. obs. pomb ‘bowstring’ (which need not originally be from
‘gut’; Ic. pomb ‘belly’ is perhaps to be separated as a Reimbildung to vémb ‘belly, rumen’).

43 The Baltic etymology, suggested by Thomsen (1890:174), is considered by LAGLOS (1:140)
to be “lautlich problematisch’, and a Germanic etymology is preferred (thus also SSA 1:
238; Hiikkinen 2004: 278). However, a Germanic origin is unattractive, as not only is the
word unattested in Norse, the substitution Germanic *u - Finnic *o lacks convincing par-
allels. The Baltic etymology, on the other hand, does not pose any phonological issues (see
3.3.1.6).

44  TheVoro form may belong here if it originated in the eastern dialects showing ou : 66 grad-
ation (cf. dial. l66ndq ‘south’, GEN. l6und). The word is indeed recorded primarily in this
dialect area, although VMS reports a couple of stray attestations from further west. If true,
the V6ro GEN. ryyndé would have to be analogical. Semantically, we can compare the sense
‘strip of fabric’ in Norse.

45  For this polysemy, compare also Lt. dial. brunis ~ bruné ‘eyebrow; dull edge’ and further
comparanda in LEW 57. The attractive analysis of Pronk (2015: 333) would see the forms
with *-n- as continuants of an original singulative */3b%ru-n-, while Lt. bruvis, Skt. bhri-
‘eyebrow’, etc. would reflect a fossilized dual *A3b"ru-h;.
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— Fsuola, E sool, Li. sitol (< PF *sola) ‘salt’ ~ Lv. sals (GEN.SG. sals), dial. salis?
(GEN.SG. sala; EH 11: 470) ‘salt’ (= Gr. &\g) (Biiga 1924b: 104)6

— Fvuoro ‘turn, shift’, E voor -u ‘turn, time’ (< *voro) ~ Lt. vora ‘line, row’, dial.
‘turn, shift’ (from Lt. vérti, Lv. vert ‘pierce; thread, string together’) (Koivu-
lehto apud Hikkinen 2004: 1514)*7

3.2.10 Inner-Baltic Etymologies

There is a small group of words which can be analysed as derivatives within

Baltic, even though their ultimate origin is unknown. In these cases, the direc-

tion of borrowing can nevertheless be considered certain:

— E dis, dial. heis ‘flower’ (< *hdici, OBL. hdite-), whence F heiti- (< *hditi-), E
ditse-, V. hditse- (< *hditicce-) ‘to bloom’ ~ Lt. Ziedas (dial. Zdidas), Lv. ziéds
‘flower’; cf. Pr. TC zaidianté AcC.SG. ‘blossoming’ (~ Lt. Zydéti ‘to bloom’)
(Tonmopos/TpyGaues 1962: 247; Mégiste 1970)48

— Fhaara, E dial. haar (GEN.SG. haara), V0. haro, Li. a’r, NOM.PL. a’rid (< *hara
~ *haro) ‘branch, fork’ ~ Lv. zars (?— Lt. dial. Zdras) ‘branch; prong’ also ‘ray
of light'4? (to Lt. #éréti ‘glow, sparkle’)

— F hdrkd ‘ox, bull, E hdrg, Li. drga ‘ox’ ~ Lt. Zirgas, Lv. zifgs; Pr. E sirgis ‘horse,
steed’ (~ Lt. (ap-)Zefgti ‘sit astride’)

— F hdrma, E hdrm, Li. arma (< *hdrmd) ‘hoarfrost’; F harmaa, Vt. harmaa (<
*harmaka), V6. hatm, -i (< *harmi) ‘grey’ ~ Lt. Sarma, Lv. safma ‘hoarfrost’;
Lt. Sirmas, Lv. sifms ‘grey, dapple-grey’>°

— F luuta, E luud, Li. ludé (< *lata) ‘broom’ ~ Lt. sliota, Lv. sluéta ‘broom’ (to
Lt. slioti ‘sweep’)!

46 On the Mordvin and Permic words for ‘salt), see pp. 137-138.

47  For the development from ‘row’ to ‘turn, compare R duepeds ‘line, row; turn’ The Baltic
verb is related to OCS (Supr.) mpospbru™ ‘thrust through’, Bg. epa ‘shove, thrust’ and is
generally considered to belong with Lt. at-vérti, Cz. otevriti, Lat. apero ‘open’ (e.g. LIV 227—
228).

48  The etymological comparison with OHG kinan* ‘sprout, come forth’, OE cip ‘sprout, shoot’
(Walde/Pokorny I: 544; LIV 161-162; Kroonen 2013: 287) is not certain (cf. ALEW 1506), as
the Baltic *d is unexplained. Assuming an earlier present-tense formant (cf. Smoczynski
2018:1735) remains ad hoc.

49  Cf. zarus zaruodama ‘casting rays (of the sun)’ in folk songs, ME 1v: 691-692; compare
English beam or Lv. stars ‘ray of light; (dial.) branch’; see ME loc. cit.

50  Baltic *Safma- ‘hoarfrost’ is a derivative of *$i#ma- ‘grey’. The semantics can be illustrated
by several parallels: (1) Lt. Sefksnas ‘hoarfrost, rime; grey (of animals)’ (= Sln. srén ‘hoar-
frost’ ~ CS cpbun ‘greyish-white’ < *kersno-, cf. ME 111; 722), (2) F halli, E hall ‘grey; grey
animal’, Li. a/ ‘grey seal’ (< PF *halla ‘hoarfrost), see fn. 26), and not least (3) ME hore-frost
‘hoarfrost), cf. OE har ‘grey, hoary; grey-haired'. See also Liukkonen (1999: 38).

51 According to Kortlandt (1995), sliio- regularly reflects *klehsu-, and the Baltic words are to
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CHAPTER 3

F puuro ‘porridge’, E puder ‘porridge; mash’ (< *putro) ~ Lv. putra ‘porridge,
mash; a kind of soup), Lt. putra ‘gruel, skilly; flour soup’. Compare Lt. dial.
(E Aukst.) putelis ‘thickened soup of oatmeal and milk’52

F rako, E pragu (< *rako) ‘crack, crevice; gap’ ~ Lt. spraga, Lv. spraga ‘gap (usu.
in a fence), crack’ (cf. Lt. sprdgti, Lv. sprdgt ‘burst, crack’)%3

F rouhi-, Vp. rouhi- ‘grind (coarsely), crush’, E réhu- ‘press down, oppress’
(< *rouhi-) ~ Lv. krausét ‘crush;, Lt. dial. krausyti ‘barge, shove’ (cf. Lt. krusti
‘pound in a mortar’) (Kalima 1936: 156 )5+

F seivds, E teivas, Li. taibaz, Vo. saivas (?< *steipas; see 3.3.1.4) ‘post, stake’
~ Lt. stiebas ‘stalk, trunk, pillar, ?Lv. stiebrs ‘stalk, reed, rush’ (~ R cmébenn
‘stalk’, SCr. stdblo ‘tree; trunk’)>®

F tapa, E dial. taba, tava (< *tapa) ‘custom, habit’ ~ Lt. dial. daba, Lv. daba
‘way, customy’ (~ OCS mmo-zo6aru, Go. ga-daban ‘befit, be suitable’)56

F tuura, E tuur (< *tura) ‘ice chisel’ ~ Lv. dure ‘fist,, dial. ‘ice chisel’ (from the
verb Lt. durti, Lv. duit ‘stab, poke, prick’)5?

be compared with Lat. cluere, cloare ‘purify’. However, the implied phonological develop-
ment in Baltic is doubtful (cf. Villanueva Svensson 2015). Furthermore, both Latin variants
are hapaxes used to explain a divine name, and therefore raise suspicions (cf. Rix 1999:
519).

Since the soup is generally thickened with flour, probably from Lt. pusti ‘swell up’
(LEW 681-682), like putos ‘foam, froth’ Other motivations are possible; compare the sec-
ondary sense ‘eat sloppily’, or even “Nuog putros tik pilvas i$sipiité” (Aukstadvaris, LKZ)
‘All T got from that putra was a bloated stomach’ Note that Mikkola (1896a:121) was uncon-
vinced by this derivation, and derived the Baltic words instead from Finnic.

The metatony is awkward, so the association with the verbal root may be secondary. If
the initial s- is due to lexical convergence, the rare dial. praga beside Lt. prdga ‘oppor-
tunity’, dial. ‘forest clearing’ (cf. progas ‘Liicke) CIG I: 1219) seem to suggest an analysis
*pra-ga- (Smoczynski 1998: 255-256); compare Lt. prépersa ‘thawed patch of ice; break
in the clouds’ beside praparsas (Szyrwid; see Chapter 6, fn. 82). In that case, the root is
perhaps that of Lv. gdju ‘went.

Finnish louhi- ‘chip away (stone), quarry’, for which Thomsen (1890: 194-195) has sugges-
ted another Baltic etymology, most likely represents a secondary alternant of rouhi- (for
similar cases, see Nikkild 1999: 130-134), perhaps under the influence of lohjeta (lohke-)
‘chip, break (INTR.).

The Baltic acute is unexplained. Note the similarly obscure acute in Lt. stdmbas ‘stem,
stalk’ (= Skt. stambha- ‘pillar’).

The Baltic word must have developed from a verbal base meaning ‘be suitable’ Arm. darbin
‘blacksmith’ is rather to be derived from Urartian (Yakubovich 2009: 267—270), which also
makes the appurtenance of Lat. faber ‘smith; artisan’ less certain (Pronk 2019a: 152; but
differently see Simon 2022: 71).

Although this meaning is limited to a small area in northern Latvia, so it cannot be entirely
excluded that this sense arose under Finnic influence (cf. Thomsen 1890: 169), the deriva-
tion from the cited verbal base is semantically satisfactory; compare the parallel derivative
in Zem. dura ‘ice chisel’ (LEW 113).
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— Vp. vdrpita-, dial. virbita- ‘spin, rotate (a spindle)’, Li. verbikso, dial. varboks
‘spin (thread)’ (?< *vdrpi- ~ *virpe-) ~ Lt. vefpti (PRES. vefpia) ‘spin (thread),
Lv. verpt ‘spin; (REFL.) wind round’ (Thomsen 1890: 240; Posti 1946: 386)58

— Field, E veel, Vo. viil (< *veli)5® ‘still, yet’' ~ Lt. vél, dial. véle, vélei ‘again, still,
Lv. vél ‘still, yet’ (?< a fossilized adverbial derivative of Lt. vélus, Lv. véls ‘late’
with a development ‘lately’ > ‘recently’ > ‘still) cf. Buga 1923-1924: 95-96)

3.3 Analysis of Sound Substitutions

3.31  Vocalism

3.3.1.1 *& > *e;*a-> %o

While it seems natural to interpret the first-syllable vowel in PF *sémen as an
exact equivalent of Baltic *¢ (thus e.g. Kalima 1936: 68; cf. Lt. sémen-), this is
rather a notational fallacy. The Proto-Baltic precursor of Lt. é was almost cer-
tainly a low vowel */ee:/. It remains low (in part) to this day in standard Latvian;
likewise, the low vowel realizations /a:/ and /ee:/ are still present in certain East
Aukstaitian dialects (cf. Baceviciateé et al. 2004: 124—125), and one can still find
the spelling (a) for Proto-Baltic *a in early Lithuanian texts deriving from Prus-
sian Lithuania, such as the Wolfenbiitteler Postille, the Mazvydas Catechism
and sporadically elsewhere (Palionis 1995: 46).

As shown by Lehtinen (1967: 150-151) and Aikio (2012b: 232), Finnic *€ has
also developed from an earlier low vowel *d (e.g. PF *keéle- ‘tongue’ < pre-PF
*kdla < PU *kdilo). This raising must have predated the emergence of secondary
*d resulting from contraction over PU *x and *y (e.g. PF *pd ‘head’ < PU *pdpa,
UEW 365), which was no longer subject to raising.6° Therefore, we should

58  According to Junttila/Holopainen (2022: 112-113), the connection to weaving is an East
Baltic innovation, but the original semantics, even within Balto-Slavic, are difficult to
establish (cf. LIV 691 s.v. *uerp- fn.1); therefore, it is unclear whether Pr. 111 powiérpt ‘leave,
forsake), OR Bopmaru™ (attested Beprernu 2SG.PRES.) ‘tear, rob), CS Ha-BpanuTu ‘invadere’
(Miklosich 1865: 399) even belong here. At least from a semantic point of view, it is tempt-
ing to compare OE warp, OHG waraf ‘warp (in a loom)’ (Persson 1912: 497-499; Traut-
mann 1923: 353), which could be connected by assuming Kluge’s law. Compare the OED’s
definition of warp: “The threads which are extended lengthwise in the loom, usually twis-
ted harder than the weft or woof” (emphasis mine).

59  Livonian vél, ve’l represents an independent loan from Latvian (cf. Suhonen 1973: 237).

60  This chain of developments can be attractively analysed as a push shift. The fact that the
Baltic loans underwent this raising in Finnic suggests, by extension, that they predated the
loss of intervocalic 7 and *x (or at least the vowel contraction). The fact that these phon-
emes are not represented in the Baltic loanwords is not surprising, as no corresponding
phonemes are present in Baltic.
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rather state that Baltic */e:/ was borrowed as pre-PF *d, and the subsequent

raising in Finnic and Lithuanian must be considered parallel, unrelated devel-

opments.

A confirmation of this chronology is provided by the substitution of PB *a as
PF *0in e.g. PF *vohi < PB *dzZé ‘goat’ Although in fact entirely analogous to the
case of */ee:/ - *¢, only this substitution has sparked any significant debate.
One has either operated with a Proto-Baltic reconstruction *6 (Kalima 1936:
66—67; cf. Mikkola 1930: 443, fn.) or assumed that the Finnic people came into
contact with a Baltic dialect in which *a@ had become rounded, be it Curonian
(Nieminen 1934: 59), High Latvian (Endzelins 1932: 255), or “North Baltic” (Kal-
lio 2008a: 272). However, all of these speculations are rendered unnecessary by
the insight that Finnic *6 has itself developed from an earlier *a (Pystynen 2018:
72-75).

The following additional pieces of support can be presented for this chrono-
logy:

a.  Baltic *a-stems are overwhelmingly adopted as Finnic *a-stems, cf.
*halla ‘frost, *villa ‘wool’ Likewise, Baltic *-¢ was adopted as Finnic *-d
in *mdntd ‘whisk’ (« *mente).

b.  The substitution *6 - *i, *ou is naturally accounted for if Proto-Finnic
lacked a phoneme *¢ at the time of borrowing (see pp. 68-69).

At the same time, a couple of arguments can be put forward in favour of a Baltic

rounded vowel:

a.  Baltic *a-stems are occasionally adopted as Finnic *o-stems, as in F heimo
‘tribe, kin’ « Baltic *seima- (on which see 3.3.3)

b.  Fvohla, dial. vohli ‘*kid) if loaned from Baltic (cf. Lt. oZélis ‘kid’), implies an
underlying *vohl-, with shortening of the vowel before a consonant cluster
(Koivulehto 2000: 104).

The latter case can be explained easily provided the syncope of the medial *-¢-

is a late development (Kallio 2007: 241): Baltic *dZel- would be adopted into

Finnic as *asela, which subsequently developed to *vohela (with automatic *v-

before *0-) and finally to *vohla by syncope. This incidentally nicely accounts

for the absence of the development *wo- > *o- (Posti 1953: 72; Aikio 2014b:10) in

Finnic. The Proto-Finnic status of the word voAla remains doubtful, however, as

the word is limited to the dialects of Western Finland, which seems suggestive

of a local innovation.6!

61  The oft-quoted Estonian voA! is found only in the Kuusalu coastal dialect in the far north
(according to VMS), and is probably a loan from Finnish.
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3.3.1.2 *e > *d~%e;*a~»"a~"0

In some cases, short “e is substituted as *d, cf. *mdntd ‘whisk’, *varpi- ‘to spin’
and perhaps the second syllable of *tittar ‘daughter’ (< *dukter-). This is the
expected substitution, as Proto-Baltic *e was probably an open vowel */e/, as
it remains to this day in the modern languages. In my opinion, here also belongs
*kdrmes ‘snake’, which is most probably derived from a full-grade variant *kerm-
still attested in Lv. cérme ‘roundworm’, Lt. kermenaf ‘bee larvae’ (Thomsen 189go:
98; Liukkonen 1999: 54).62 Besides this, we find examples of the substitution *e:
*sesar ‘sister, “nepat ‘nephew’, *kelta ‘ground cedar’, *keltainen ‘yellow’, *pelut
‘chaff’, *tempaita- ‘pull, tug’, *ehka ‘heifer’. Kallio (2008a: 270) has argued that
the conflicting reflexes might be explained if Baltic *e was phonetically *[¢],
standing somewhere in between Finnic *e and *d. An interesting fact, however,
is that all of the examples involve a Baltic back vowel in the second syllable,
which suggests *¢ could have been a sort of compromise between the back-
vocalic stem-vowel and front vowel of the initial syllable.63

The two substitution strategies for Baltic *e are mirrored by the similar situ-
ation with regard to Baltic *a: here the usual substitution is Finnic *a (of which
there are many examples), beside which examples of *o can also be identified.
Here, a similar solution could be proposed by suggesting that Baltic *a was in
fact *[o] (Kalima 1936: 64—65; Steinitz 1964: 338). Among the loanwords with
a clear Indo-European background, four certain examples show an *o: *oinas
‘ram), *torvi ‘horn, *morcijan ‘bride’ and *rouhi- ‘crush’. These examples would
be consistent with Nieminen'’s theory (1957: 199—201) that Baltic *o reflects *a
where a front vowel follows in the next syllable. However, this theory encoun-
ters counter-evidence (e.g. *hanhi ‘goose’), and is typologically questionable
(Steinitz 1964: 336).

A typologically more apt observation is that Baltic *a in all three examples is
found adjacent to a labial, viz. *avinas, *taure, *martjan, *kraus-. It is therefore
possible that the substitution with Finnic *o was a reflection of an allophonic
rounding in a labial environment within the Baltic donor dialect. Neverthe-
less, we could only talk of a tendency here, as no rounding is found in *hampas
‘tooth), *karva ‘(animal) hair’ or *vapsas ‘wasp’. All in all, the evidence is rather
too limited to convincingly identify conditioning factors.

62  An ablauting *kerm- : *kirm- in Proto-Balto-Slavic might be required to account for the
unexpected reflex *ir as opposed to “ur after a labiovelar, cf. MW pryf ‘worm, maggot, fly’
(see Kortlandt 1978: 240; Matasovi¢ 2004: 350).

63  This is an argument in favour of interpreting *mecca ‘forest’ as archaic. See below.
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The substitution observed in PF *hdrmd « *$arma- ‘hoarfrost’ is quite un-
clear.54 The expected back vocalism seems to be found in F harmaa, V6. harm
‘grey’, which Liukkonen (1999: 38) has plausibly analysed as inner-Finnic deriv-
atives of a noun *harma; however, no regular derivational process can account
for the shift to front vocalism within Finnic. Although similar cases of sec-
ondary vocalism are sporadically observed in Finnic (Saukkonen 1962; Nilsson
1996: 186), these normally concern words of an expressive character. See also

3.5.3.

3.3.1.3 > *i~e; *u->Ffu~"
Baltic *i is normally reflected as Finnic */ in loanwords (*villa ‘wool, *silta
‘bridge), etc.). In some cases, however, we find Finnic *e, instead, viz. *herneh
‘ped’ (« Baltic *ifnis), *herhildinen ‘hornet’ (« *sifs-) and *helteh ‘hot weather’
(« *$ilta-). This hesitation could simply be attributed to a more centralized pro-
nunciation of /i/, as is found in modern Lithuanian (Pakerys 2003: 24—25). On
the other hand, conditioning factors may be identified: Kalima (1936: 70) has
attributed the lowering to the influence of a following resonant. Yet, as Ritter
(1998) has pointed out, it is hardly a coincidence that all the examples feature
an initial *$ or *¢ in Baltic.6°

This might be phonetically understood if we suggest that Baltic *s and *2
were realized as retroflex consonants, as usually assumed for Proto-Uralic *s.
Retroflexion tends to be disfavoured in the environment of front high vow-
els, and may be accompanied by concomitant vowel lowering (Hamann 2003:
94, 99-100). However, the substitution *d in *Adrkd ‘ox; bull’ (« *Zifga-) might
suggest that we are dealing with a genuine sound change in a Baltic dia-
lect,6 which would provide evidence that the source language was not a direct

64  Since Thomsen (1890: 221), one has generally referred to a Latvian sefma (cf. ME 111: 819;
EH 11: 478) to support the reconstruction of a Baltic source form *sefmd. However, this
Latvian form is probably the result of a secondary dialectal development (Endzelins 1923:
36—37) and cannot be projected back to Proto-Baltic.

65  Ritter in fact operates with a rule the *i is lowered after both *4- and *s-. However, the
examples with *k- are unconvincing. For *kdrmeh ‘snake’, I posit an original e-grade; see
above. In view of its distribution, F kelles, kelle, K dial. (N) kelles ‘split log; large round chip;
thickslice, chunk’ is more likely to be loaned from Sdmi (cf. Sa. N galda ‘block of wood; tree
stump)’, Sk. kéldd ‘block; wooden lure’) than the opposite (contra Kalima 1936: 115). This is
supported by the fact that the substitution of Finnic e - Sa. *¢ is practically unparalleled
(Aikio 2006b: 32), while the opposite (i.e. Sa. *¢ - Finnic e) is known to have occurred
(see Aikio 2009: 77). If true, then the association with ‘something split’ would have arisen
secondarily within Finnic, and the connection to Lt. skiltis ‘clove; slice; piece cut off’ looks
more tenuous.

66  This is far preferable to seeing the source in the deverbal noun zZarga ‘spread legs’
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ancestor of the attested East Baltic languages. The fact that we find *G-d as
opposed to *e—a in this word (see above) possibly implies that lowered *i was
still phonologically distinct from *e.

As a substitution for Baltic *u, we find both *u (in *kurteh ‘deaf’ and *putro
‘porridge’) and i (in *tittar ‘daughter’ and *tihja ‘empty’). This is noted by
Thomsen (1890: 100) and Kalima (1936: 71), but not commented upon. Again,
one might attribute this vacillation to a ‘laxer’ pronunciation of Baltic short
vowels (cf. Pakerys 2003: 24—25), but Koivulehto (1971) has compared the front-
vocalic forms to doublets such as F rastas ~ dial. rdstds ‘thrush’. In light of this,
Kallio (2008a: 269) writes “[t]here are no reasons to think that the substitution
*u - *ii had anything to do with the actual pronunc[ia]tion of Proto-Balto-
Slavic *u”. In my view, it is anachronistic to use post-Proto-Finnic vacillations
such as that in the word for ‘thrush’ to explain phenomena in Early Proto-Finnic
(see 3.5.3).

In the word for ‘daughter’, the front vocalism can be explained in the context
of Finnic vowel harmony: we may assume that the choice of front vocalism
was triggered by the second syllable of Baltic *dukter-. Such an explanation
does not really work for ‘empty’, however; although it is phonetically possible
that the second-syllable vowel in Baltic *tustja was allophonically fronted in
the neighbourhood of *j, this is an ad hoc assumption, especially in view of
the back-vocalic *haljas ‘green’ and *ankerjas ‘eel’. It therefore seems that the
explanation should be at least partly phonetic, although multiple factors may
be at play.

The length of Baltic *7 and *i is reflected in the Finnic loans, cf. *talas ‘spear
for night-time fishing’, *kili- ‘gadfly’ *nici ‘heddle’

3.3.1.4 ?%¢ > *ei ~*, *0 > *ou~ *0

A very interesting case as regards vocalism is PF *hgimo ~ *haimo ‘tribe, kin’67

Here one finds reflexes of a diphthong *ei throughout all of Finnic except in

Livonian and South Estonian, where we instead find *ai (cf. Li. aim, Leivu aim).

The following words show a similar pattern, showing *ei in “Core Finnic”, and

*ai elsewhere (Kallio 2014: 159):

— F heind, E hein ~ Li. aina, V6. hain ‘hay’ (~ Lt. Siénas)

- K dial. leind, E lein ‘grief, sorrow’ ~ Seto lainaling ‘sorrowful’

— F leipd, E leib ~ Li. (Salaca) laib* (Winkler/Pajusalu 2009: 107), Leivu laib
‘bread’ (~ Lt. dial. kliépas, ON hleifr)

(Liukkonen1999: 5556, taken over by Junttila in prep.), which lacks the required semantic
specialization.
67 For a more detailed account of this problem, see now Jakob forthc. d.
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— Freikd ‘hole), E dial. (insular) reig ‘wound’ ~ V®. raig ‘scab’

— Freisi, E reis ~ VO. arch. raiz ‘thigh’ (~ Lt. rietas)

— F seind, E sein ~ Li. saina, Vo. sain ‘wall’ (~ Lt. siena)

— F seivis, E teivas ~ Li. taibaz, Vo. saivas ‘post, stake’ (~ Lt. stiebas)

— F seiso-, E seisa- ~ V0. saisa- ‘stand’

It is remarkable that the majority of these examples have Baltic comparanda.58
Only the last is inherited from Proto-Uralic, where the cognates (e.g. Sa. N
Cuozzut, Eastern Mansi turis- ‘stand’) point to PU *sapéa-.59 Therefore, it is
normally assumed that the e-vocalism shown by ‘core Finnic’ is an innova-
tion, and that Livonian and Voro preserve an archaism (Thomsen 1890: 101—
102; Koivulehto 1979b: 140). Since inherited *aj is normally preserved as such
throughout Finnic,” one must then speak of a “sporadic development” (Kallio
2014:159).

In view of the systematic distribution of the reflexes, it is likewise unattract-
ive to assume multiple layers of independent loanwords (e.g. Uotila 1983: 7-8;
Viitso 1998: 12). The lack of any clear conditioning factors (cf. Kallio 2018: 258—
259),”! instead rather suggests that we should reconstruct two diphthongs for
Proto-Finnic, which I will provisionally notate *ai (> F ai, V6. ai) and *?i (> F e,
Vo. ai).

Of course, the diphthong *?/ must somehow be part of the Proto-Finnic
phonemic system, and so the number of options is limited. If we consider the

68 Both *reiki ~ *raika and *leind ~ *laina have been derived from Baltic, too. Liukkonen
(1973:17—25; cf. Sammallahti 1998: 127; SSA 111: 60) compares the former with Lt. riékti ‘slice
(e.g. bread); plough for the first time), rieké ‘slice) but this is nothing more than a (semantic-
ally weak) root etymology. Nirvi (1964: 153-154) has derived the latter from Lt. klienas,
Lv. kliéns?, kliéns ‘thin, lean, but this again requires unsubstantiated assumptions with
regard to semantics (van Linde 2001: 291-293).

69  See Kallio (2007: 231—232; 2012: 35-36). Pystynen (2014a) rejects this reconstruction and
prefers *sarica- (thus also Sammallahti1988: 549); however, *7i¢ does not normally develop
into *js in Finnic, instead simply becoming *s, cf. *osa ‘part, share’ (< *orica), *kusi ‘urine’
(< *kurica). At the same time, *-p¢- (> -ps-) > *-js- would be a typologically similar develop-
ment to *-ps- > “-ws- found in F jousi ‘bow’ (< *joysa). I wonder whether such a PU recon-
struction could also explain the difference between Khanty *aaric- ~ *airic- (Vakh [iit-,
Kazym 407i$-) ‘put, set’ (< *sanca-) and *kus- (Vakh-Vasjugan kds-, Kazym yds-) ‘urinate’
(< *kurica-). On this differently, see now Pystynen apud Husnos (2023:144).

7o  For example, F aivot, Vp. aivod, Vo. aivdq ‘brain’ (< *ajya, UEW 5); F kaiva-, E kaeva-, Li.
kova- (< *kauva- < *kaiva-; Kallio 2016: 55) ‘dig’ (< *kajwa-, UEW 16-117); F aita, E aed, Vo.
aid ‘fence’ (< *ajta, Aikio 2014b: 1-2).

71 Kallio’s own solution seems to be to assume a residual Baltic ‘substratal tendency’ to con-
fuse *ei and *ai, but this is clearly anachronistic, not to mention that it is precisely Voro
and Livonian, which have been subject to the most persistent Baltic substrate influence,
that have preserved the supposedly more archaic form.
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TABLE 3 i-diphthongs in
Early Proto-Finnic

(*1) *ui
*oi
*ai *ai

BASED ON KALLIO 2018

i-diphthongs reconstructed for Early Proto-Finnic by Kallio (2018), the result is
rather interesting (see Table 3, above).

Three possible diphthongs appear to be missing: *ei, *ei and *iii. It is attract-
ive to assume that one of these corresponds to our diphthong *?i. Our choice
is narrowed down the fact that Estonian and Votic show a partial back-vocalic
inflection for this group of words, cf. E leibu, Vt. leipoi PART.PL. < *-oita < *-a- j-ta
(Kallio 2014: 159). As this can hardly be analogical, it is a compelling argument
in favour of original back vocalism, but not necessarily in favour of an original
*ai. Twould therefore like to suggest the Proto-Finnic reconstruction *ei.72

In this case, we can assume a regular fronting *e > *e in “Core Finnic” condi-
tioned by the following palatal resonant, triggering an automatic shift to front
harmony (i.e. *lejpa > *leipd). If we generalize this sound law to any tautosyl-
labic palatal, we could also explain the fronting of *mecca ‘forest’ (Li. mdtsa, Vo.
mats) to *meccd (F metsd, E mets) in “Core Finnic” (Santeri Junttila p.c. March
2022), as ¢ must have still remained a palatal consonant in Early Proto-Finnic.
At the same time, we can assume a regular lowering *ei > *ai in Livonian and
South Estonian (cf. Viitso 1978: 95—97).73

72 Therelevance of forms like Sa. N suoidni ‘hay’ < *sajna, need not be overstated, as it is pos-
sible that the Sdmiloans were adopted independently (see 4.1, particularly p. 124 onwards).
The change *a > *¢ in the word for ‘stand’ could be explained as a raising due to the influ-
ence of the following palatal cluster *sanca- > *sarjsa- > *sejsa- (cf. Ravila 1935: 32, fn. 1;
Viitso 1978: 97). Although ad hoc, attributing a unique change to a unique environment is
better than assuming a sporadic change with no conditioning factors. For more discussion
of these points, see Jakob forthc. d.

73 The diphthong *ei seems only to be found in evidently late words like *leikka- ‘to cut’ (cf.
Kallio 2018: 260; even here we find E dial. leika-), *peippoi (> F peippo ‘finch, Vt. péippo
‘chick’). An exceptional case is F leivo, V0. l6iv ‘lark’ (< *leivo), normally taken as a Ger-
manic loan (LAGLOS 11: 190-191), although Schrijver (1997: 309) considers the possibility
of a parallel substrate borrowing. It is possible that the preservation of *¢i is due to the
stem-vowel *o, cf. Vo. hdim (but Leivu aim « Livonian?; cf. Pajusalu, Krikmann & Winkler
2009: 293—294; Jakob forthc. d.). This would not only explain péippd, but also the Votic
back-vocalic forms sdiso- (in NE Estonian dial. also sdisa-) ‘to stand’, Gimo ‘kin, relatives..
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According to Kallio (2018: 262) “ei has arisen secondarily in later Proto-
Finnic due to contraction, cf. F seimi, V0. seim ‘manger’ < *sewi-mi.’”* As a similar
contraction took place in the loanword PF *oinas ‘ram’ (+ Baltic *awinas), there
seems to be no chronological objection to the assumption that the Baltic loans
predated the emergence of Late Proto-Finnic *ei. The absence of *ei in Early
Proto-Finnic may be explained by the development of earlier *e¢j into *ij (*pimd
‘milk’ < *pejmd, of Iranian origin,” cf. Av. paéman- ‘mother’s milk, Holopainen
2019:178-180). If the above account is correct, the Baltic loans must have post-
dated this change. There are two Baltic loans, however, which are argued to
have predated the change *ej > *ij (cf. Toivonen 1917: 27—28; Kallio 2008a: 273):
— F liika, E liig ‘surplus, extra’ ~ Lt. liékas, Lv. lieks ‘surplus’’®
— F tiine, Vp. tineh, Li. (Salaca) tin ~ Zem. dieni NOM.SG.F. ‘pregnant (of anim-

als)’ (Loo 1911: 86; Kalima 1936: 169 with “?”).

If we assume a specifically East Baltic source for the Finnic loans, then the most
natural solution is to assume that *7 in these cases is a direct substitution of
East Baltic *¢. Phonologically, such a substitution would not be unexpected
given the absence of long *¢é in Early Proto-Finnic (see p. 61). In this case, one
might imagine a chronological difference, with *ei representing an earlier, still
diphthongal, pronunciation of Baltic *¢ (Liukkonen 1973). However, this is not
strictly necessary, as the substitution *é - *e/ in the absence of a corresponding
long monophthong is also quite conceivable. The same substitution is found for
Swedish /&/ in recent loanwords in Finnish, where inherited *¢ has developed
into /ie/, e.g. F kreivi ‘count’ « Sw. greve [greive/ (Thomsen 1870: 56—57; Buga
1908: 23—24).77

This analysis seems to be confirmed by the substitutions of Baltic *6, which
is not diphthongal in origin. Here, we also find two Finnic equivalents: *z (in

In that case, Voro hdim would then need not have been borrowed from North Estonian (cf.
Kallio 2021: 125).

74  Apparent examples of *ei often show irregularities. For ‘manger’, some languages show
reflexes of *soimi instead (> F dial. soimi, E séim, dial. soime). For the verb *peittd- ‘cover,
hide’, containing the causative suffix *-t¢A-, South Estonian pjtd- appears rather to suggest
*peettd-.

75  The substitution PU *e for Iranian *a is more or less regular in the position adjacent to
a palatal, cf. *sejta ‘bridge’ (« *saitu-, cf. YAv. haétu- ‘dam’), *re¢md ‘rope’ (« *racman-, cf.
further Chapter 4, fn. 6).

76 Note that, morphologically, Baltic */¢kas ‘surplus’ more probably reflects an earlier *laikas
(= Gr. domég ‘left over’).

77  This might explain the substitution of Baltic *é as *e/ in some Livonian loanwords from
pre-Latvian, provided these postdated the Livonian raising *¢ > *7 (> Courland J, Salaca i;
Kallio 2016: 49); compare Li. kdidaz ‘weaver’s reed’ (« Lv. $kiets, Lt. skiétas), loiga ‘surplus’
(« Lv. lieks, Lt. liekas).
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*lata ‘broom’) and *ou (in *routa ‘frozen earth’), which can only be understood

as two alternate substitution strategies for a foreign phoneme *; compare sim-

ilarly F housut ‘trousers’ (« Sw. arch. hosor ‘leggings’), ruusu ‘rose’ (< Sw. ros);

Thomsen 1870: 51.78 The parallelism between *¢ — *?; and *0 - *ou is, incident-

ally, another argument in favour of interpreting *?i as *e..

Against the direct substitution *¢ - *i, however, speaks Finnic *tineh ‘preg-
nant (of animals). As already noted by Kalima (1936: 169), the absence of the
change *ti > *ci in Finnic can only be understood if *7 in this word is of sec-
ondary origin. Therefore, one has assumed an earlier *tejnas’ (Koivulehto 1972:
627—-628; Liukkonen 1999: 144; Aikio 2014c: 9go—91). The assumption that the
change *ej > *ij postdated the assibilation *# > *ci is potentially problematic.
The following facts would speak against this chronology:

— The Baltic loans *routa and *torvi evidently postdated the symetrical change
*ow > *uw (cf. Pystynen 2018: 53).7° At the same time, the Baltic loans pred-
ated the assibilation (see 3.3.2).

— If Finnic *?; should be interpreted as *ei, the example F reisi, V5. arch. raiz (<
?*reici) would show assibilation but lack the raising to *&.

In my opinion, there is only one possible Uralic reconstruction which could

safely account for Finnic *tineh, namely *tiijjnas. The change *iij > *ij would

run parallel to the established change *iw > *iiw witnessed in F syvd, V0. siivd

‘deep’ < PU *tiwd (Aikio 2015b: 9).80 Importantly, the aforementioned example

immediately confirms the suggested chronology, as the initial sibilant in F syvd

implies an intermediate stage *civd, whereby the change *iw > *fiw must have
post-dated the assibilation of *t. As PU *e and *#% merged in Mari, this new

78  For *routa, Junttila (2016b: 226) prefers an original *grauda, reconstructed on the basis of
R 2pyda ‘mass, heap’, Pl. gruda, Sln. griida ‘clod (of earth). However, this is hardly neces-
sary from a phonetic point of view, and using an actually attested Baltic form as a source
is of course preferable; note that the Slavic words are probably unrelated to Baltic “grodas
(see Villanueva Svensson 2015: 315).

79  Compare PF *atin ‘mosquito curtain’ < PU *owdam(a) (= Eastern Mansi dm/; Komi (Per-
mjak) en, pointing to *o(-2), see Aikio in prep. 81-82); PF *tuli ‘wind’ < PU *towls (cf. Ma.
W tul ‘stormy, Komi tev ‘wind’; see Aikio 2012b: 243); PF *kusi ‘spruce’ < PU *kowsa (cf.
Komi-Permjak kez, Northern Mansi yowt, North Sami guossa ‘spruce’; Collinder 1960: 407;
JKupioB 2014:139). On the principle of symmetry in sound changes, see now Jakob forthc.
d

80  The change also has a potential parallel in Vp. sildi, E siil, Li. tsif ‘hedgehog’ (< PF *sili <
?*¢iijala), cf. the cognates Ma. W siils and Hungarian stin, older sziil ‘hedgehog’, which sug-
gest arounded first-syllable vowel (Aikio in prep. 127). The reconstruction of PF *kii ‘adder’
is also too uncertain for it to constitute a counter-example (< *kiiii ?< *kiijii ?< PU *kejaw,
cf. Md. E dial. kijov ‘snake’; see Pystynen 2017). For more discussion, and on the other pos-
sible exceptions, see Jakob forthc. d.
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reconstruction still allows for an equation with Ma. E tiz, dial. ti.iig ‘preg-
nant (of animals)’ (E. Itkonen 1953:183; Aikio 2014c: 9o—91), but seems to speak
against the comparison with Baltic. Note that the existence of Baltic loanwords
in Mari is itself questionable (see 4.3).

In conclusion, despite the opposite conclusion of Kallio (2008a: 273), the
Finnic reflexes of Baltic *¢ and *0 can be explained with the assumption of a
monophthongal pronunciation in Baltic,8! and therefore an East Baltic origin
of the loanwords (for a discussion, see 3.3.4). This, incidentally, can be seen as
an argument for a Baltic origin of PF *heina ‘hay’ and *seina ‘wall) even though
the corresponding Baltic words do not have reliable Indo-European cognates
beyond Slavic (cf. OCS cbHo ‘grass, hay’;82 crbua ‘wall’; on the latter, see also

Pp- 219-220).

3.3.1.5 *eu - Feu

In view of the etymology PF *reuna ~ Lt. briauna ‘edge, several scholars (Buga
1908: 42; Kalima 1936: 75) have argued that the Baltic loanwords predated the
change *eu > *jau.8® While it is often assumed that this is a common Baltic-
Slavic change (Kortlandt 1989a: 48; Matasovi¢ 2008: 105), it does not appear
to have been shared by Prussian (Levin 1974: 5, fn. 4; Derksen 2010: 38),84 and

81  That we find a diphthong in *paimen ‘shepherd’ (~ Lt. piemud) need not be an issue. It
is known that Baltic *¢ was a conditioned development. If, for instance, it only arose
under stress (cf. Hirt 1892: 37—40; Kortlandt 1977: 323), the word for ‘shepherd’ would have
exhibited an alternation, viz. NOM.SG. *pémén, GEN.SG. *pdimenés. It is possible that the
allomorph “pdi- was generalized in the dialect which donated the form to Finnic (note that
the Finnic form must in any case be from an oblique form, see further 3.3.3.3). In the case
of *hdici ‘flower’, a form with *di is actually attested in Lt. dial. Zdidas ‘tlower’. A remaining
question is how this conclusion can be reconciled with the evidence that the Gothic loans
in East Baltic predated the monophthongization (see pp. 38—40).

82 Guus Kroonen (p.c. August 2022) suggests Du. een ‘upright sedge, Carex stricta’ as a pos-
sible cognate, noting that the plant is used as animal fodder.

83  The other example, F leuka, E (6ug, Li. [5ga ‘chin’ ~ Lt. liauka ‘gland’ is highly doubtful for
semantic reasons (cf. Nieminen 1945: 45; Junttila 2016b: 222—223, whose alternative does
not fare much better).

84  The Elbing Vocabulary consistently shows {eu). Note that the glide in Pr. E piuclan
‘sickle’ was not adopted analogically from the full-grade (Arumaa 1964: 87), but is instead
probably from inherited *-i- (see Hackstein 1992). The Third Catechism offers very little
evidence: for *jau clearly speaks iaukint ‘iben’ (= Lt. jaukinti ‘tame, train, OCS oyuurn
‘teach’). On the other hand, the PRET. driaudai ‘furen (sie) an’ beside IMP.PL. draudieiti
seems to show a similar pattern of ‘breaking’ under stress otherwise observed only in
e-diphthongs (cf. tienstwei ‘reytzen’ beside IMP.PL. tenseiti *[tenséiti/ ‘reitzet, etwierpt
‘vergeben’ beside IMP.SG. etwerpeis *[etwerpéis/ ‘verlasse’, cf. Kortlandt 1998: 124), and
would imply an earlier *driéud- : *dreud-V-. This interpretation would be supported by
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the idea that the diphthong *ex may have been preserved in Baltic until quite
recently remains plausible (Kallio 2008a: 274). Thus, Nieminen’s chronological
concerns (1945: 53—55) can be disregarded.

A valid criticism of Nieminen (1945: 43—45) concerns the Baltic reconstruc-
tion: it is indeed true that the general hesitation between /Cr/ and /Cr/ in
Lithuanian dialects (Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 153—-156) makes the Lithuanian anlaut
non-probative. On the other hand, Lv. braiina ‘shed skin, scale; husk’ (cf. ME 1:
327), which would support Nieminen’s reconstruction *brauna-, is semantic-
ally remote and better kept separate (LEW 57; ALEW 147). Therefore, I see
no particular reason to doubt the Baltic etymology for Finnic *reuna. From a
phonological perspective, a Baltic loan predating the change *eu > *jau seems
preferable to the direct substitution *rau- - *reu- (Kulonen 1988).

3.3.1.6 Non-initial syllables

In Early Proto-Finnic, the vowel contrasts in non-initial syllables were very lim-
ited (cf. Kallio 2008b: 269). In fact, it seems possible that only the archiphon-
emes *A and *E existed at the time of the Baltic loans, and that later *i and
*u can be interpreted instead as *Ej and *Ew (Kallio 2012: 31—-32). This explains
the adoption of both *i and *u as *E, cf. *kdrmes (« *kermis), *ankerjas (<
*angurjas; cf. Kallio apud Junttila 2015a: 19). The phoneme *o in non-initial syl-
lables may have synchronically still been *aw. This would explain *jo ‘already’
(< *jaw < Baltic *jau), which as a prosodically unstressed particle may show
developments typical of unstressed syllables (similarly E dial. ju, showing the
development *-o0 > -u). Baltic 0, outside of initial syllables, seems to have been
substituted as *a, as in *nepat ‘nephew’ and possibly *sesar ‘sister’ (see p. 82).8

3.3.2 Consonantism

Compared to the Slavic loans (see Kalima 1956), the Baltic loans predated sev-
eral Early Proto-Finnic developments affecting the consonants: namely *s > *A
(e.g. *haljas ‘green’ « Baltic *Zaljas), *ti > *ci (e.g. *silta ‘bridge’ « Baltic *tilta-)
and *t > *cc (in *mecca ‘forest’ « Baltic *medja-),3¢ as well as the metathesis

pievffen AccC.sG. ‘pine’ in the Trace of Crete (Lemeskin 2014: 142; in our interpretation:
*[piéusen/), provided this is correctly read (differently see Kaukiené/Jakulyté 2015: 46—
47). If this is the case, iaukint must be understood as an East Baltic loanword.

85  There are, however, a couple of examples which show non-initial *i and *u in Baltic loan-
words, namely *pelu(t) ‘straw chaff’ (adopted as *pelew ~ *pelsw?), and *oinas ‘ram’ (adop-
ted as *owejnas ~ *owjjnas?).

86  Koivulehto 1986 (cf. also 1979a: 290, fn.) discusses a couple of convincing parallels among
the Germanic loanwords: F otsa ‘forehead’, E ots ‘end, front; forehead’, Li. vontsa ‘forehead’
(« *anpja-, cf. ON enni ‘forehead’) and probably F maltsa, E malts ‘orache) Li. méltsoz
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*WR- > *-Rw- (e.g. *torvi ‘horn’ « Baltic *taure) and the development *-ln- >
*|l- (e.g. *villa ‘wool’ « Baltic *vilnd). A few aspects deserve a more detailed
discussion:

3.3.2.1 *$—*h;¥s > *s

It seems that Finnic speakers were able to reliably distinguish the two Baltic
sibilants, consistently substituting Baltic *§ with *s. The only apparent excep-
tion to this rule is PF *hanhi ‘goose’, but this can be explained as the result
of a rather trivial assimilation. In fact, P. Kallio points out to me (p.c. March
2023) that there are no old words with the combination */-s in Proto-Finnic,
so that the assimilation might even be treated as regular. The final *A (> -&) in
F herne ‘pead), kddrme ‘snake’ can be of analogical origin. Due to the change *s
> *h between unstressed vowels, stems in *-es and *-e# are indistinguishable
in most oblique cases, e.g. GEN.SG. *-ehen. Such a vacillation is also known in
inherited words, e.g. F kaarne ‘raven’ beside Vp. dial. karngs ‘crow’, Li. karnaz
‘raven, crow’ (= Sa. N gdranas, Komi kirni§ ‘raven’ ?< PU *karnas ~ *kdrnas).

The exact dating of the change *s > *# is difficult, but the sibilant pronunci-
ation must have been preserved until after the arrival of Finnic speakers in Fen-
noscandia. A layer of older Germanic loans show the substitution *s - *4, e.g.
F ahjo ‘furnace, forge’ « *asjo, cf. Sw. dssja, OHG essa ‘furnace, forge’ (LAGLOS I:
5-6); keihds ‘spear’ « *gaizas, cf. ON geirr; cf. also Koivulehto 1984: 193-195. Fur-
thermore, the earliest Sdmi loans from Finnic still show *$ for Finnic *$ (cf. Sa.
N vassi ‘hatred’ ~ F viha ‘hatred’ (< PU *wisa; Aikio 2006a: 41)).

Juho Pystynen (2016) has presented an argument which could show that
this sound law even post-dated Proto-Finnic. The word haah ‘goose’ in some
peripheral South Estonian dialects (Seto, Lutsi, Kraasna) apparently shows a
development *Vn > *V before *$, which would seem to parallel the common
South Finnic change *Vn > V before *s (cf. E maasikas, V6. maask ‘strawberry’
< *mansikka; Kallio 2014: 162). This might suggest that South Estonian origin-
ally preserved a sibilant *s longer than the rest of Finnic, and the change to *A
only diffused into this dialect area at a later date. This remains highly tentative,
however, especially since the equally peripheral Leivu and Kraasna vahn ‘old’
(= Fvanha < PU *wans$a, on which see 4.4) would seem to contradict this sound
law.87

‘goosefoot, orache’ (vocalism after méltsi ‘green’? Kettunen 1938: 222) (« *maldjo-, cf. OSw.
maild; Ritter apud LAGLOS 11: 248), although admittedly the latter is of obscure origin (cf.
Kroonen 2013: 351). Note also Sa. N fihécu, Kvohc ‘(seal’s) flipper’ (< *fi¢¢o < Norse *fitjo <
Germanic *fetjo-, cf. ON fit ‘webbed foot; flipper’).

87  Inview of this, it is perhaps preferable to opt for Pystynen’s alternative account that South
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Nevertheless, this observation might explain the occurrence of a couple of
exclusively South Estonian loanwords which have undergone the sound change
*$ > *h, in particular Vo. pahr, (Hargla) parh ‘boar’ ~ Lt. paisas ‘piglet, castrated
boar’ (= Lat. porcus ‘pig’) (Kalima 1936:145) and perhaps Vo. eheriis, Mulgi eerus
‘trout’ ~ Lt. eserys ‘perch’ (Ojansuu 1921: 5-6). Still, it remains possible that these
indeed belong to the earliest layer of loanwords, and were merely lost after
South Estonian split off from the rest of Finnic.

3.3.2.2 Initial *c- and *st-
Kallio (2007: 235, 241—242; 2014: 157) has argued in favour of reconstructing
a phoneme *c for Proto-Finnic on the basis of the South Estonian evidence.
While there indeed do appear to be some compelling examples of South Esto-
nian -d$ (sporadically) reflecting Proto-Finnic *-ci (< *-ta), the status of this
phoneme in initial position is less certain. Kallio’s only example is the word
for ‘pig”: F sika, E siga ~ V0. tsiga, yet this word’s etymology is uncertain, the
traditional comparison with Mordvin *tuva (> E tuvo, M tuva) ‘pig’ (UEW 796)
being phonologically irregular (Aikio 2015a: 46). Therefore, it cannot be proven
that the South Estonian ts- goes back to an earlier *c-.88 Moreover, in all other
cases where an initial *c- would be expected on etymological grounds, we find
s- in South Estonian:
— Fsind, E sina = Vb. sina ‘you (sG.)’ (cf. Kallio 2007: 242) < *tind (UEW 539)
— F syvi = Va. siivi ‘deep’ < *tiwd (UEW 525-526) — According to VMS, the
word is practically limited to South Estonian and adjacent Tartu dialects,
while in North Estonian, it is only found as a relic in the western periphery.
— Fsitked, E sitke, Vo. sikkd ‘tough, durable’ ~ Sa. N dadgat ‘firm (of body parts)’
(Sammallahti 1999: 74—75) — As the Voro term shows regular *tk > kk, aloan
from North Estonian is improbable.
— F silta, E sild, V6. sild ‘bridge’ « Baltic *tilta — -Attested throughout all of
South Estonian, including the language islands.
In the Yhteissuomalainen sanasto (YSuS) online database,8? Kallio has adduced
several other examples of *c- based on correspondences between initial *¢s-
in Voro and affricates in Karelian and Veps; however, the data encompasses
at least seven distinct correspondence patterns between the three languages.
Furthermore, the majority of the words are clearly onomatopoeic (e.g. K dial.

Estonian originally preserved a form *hansi (< Baltic *Zans-) which first developed to *hasi
and only then was assimilated to *hahi. For more arguments for a late dating of Finnic *§
- *h, see Pystynen (2023: 355-356).

88  Itis possible that Vd. ts- is due to the secondary influence of Latvian ciika ‘pig’.

89 Hosted at https://sanat.csc.fi/wiki/Luokka:Yhteissuomalainen_sanasto.
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Civissd ‘rustle, VO. tsibisemd ‘whisper’; Vp. Ciraita ‘sizzle’, VO. tsirisemd ‘buzz’)
or belong to semantic fields where expressivization could be anticipated (K
Cirkku ‘small bird’, V®. tsirk ‘bird’; Olonets congie, Vo. tsungma ‘root about’). Kal-
lio (2007: 242) has himself acknowledged that the Karelian and Veps data are
largely irrelevant.

It is clear that the above data provide no evidence for a contrast between *s-
and *c- in initial position in reconstructible Proto-Finnic. Given that it remains
possible that *c- > *s- took place in initial position earlier than it did in inter-
vocalic position, I prefer to reconstruct the word for ‘bridge’ as *silta (and not
*cilta) for Proto-Finnic.

The Finnic cognates of F seivds ‘post, stick’ are interesting in two respects. Not
only do they show reflexes of the unclear diphthong *?; (probably = *ei, see
3.3.1.4), but also an unclear alternation between initial ¢- and s-. This corres-
pondence has some clear parallels. Compare the following:

F seivis, Vt. seiviz, Vo. saivas ~ E teivas, Li. taibaz ‘post, stake’ (~ Lt. stiebas)

F siipi, Vt. siipi, Vo. siib ~ E tiib, Li. tibz ‘wing’

— F seipi ~ E teib ‘dace), Li. teib ‘ide’0 (~ Lv. obs. stiepats ‘dace’; see p. 97)

— ?F saparo ‘short tail’ ~ Li. tabar ‘tail’ (?~ Lv. dial. stebere ‘tail’)!

The agreement between the words for ‘wing’ and ‘post, stick’ is striking: in both
cases, the distribution between s- and t- is almost identical,%? yet not geograph-
ically contiguous. If the reason was ‘unstable’ substitution strategies (Kalima
1936:160) or independent loans (Kallio 2018: 258—259), we should expect a more
or less random distribution. Since North Estonian and Livonian do not con-

9o  Nirvi (1961: 152) and Heikkil4 (2013: 583) have adduced E dial. taivikas to support a Proto-
Finnic reconstruction with * 2. This form apparently derives from Wiedemann'’s dictionary
(non vidi; cf. Nuutinen 1987b: 109) where it occurs alongside numerous other variants
(among which teivikas and tdivikas). P. Kallio (p.c. March 2023) informs me that the form
first appears in the second (posthumous) edition of his dictionary and is perhaps the res-
ult of a mere printing error; note also that Ariste (1975: 471-472) leaves out the variant with
-a-. In any case, none of these forms are likely to be South Estonian, as VMS only records
teib and variants across the north and on the islands. Although the variant in -di- must
be somehow secondary, the Proto-Finnic vocalism is quite possibly to be reconstructed as
*di, anyway (cf. Kallio 2018: 261).

91  Butnote F sapa, E saba(!) ‘tail’ (< *sapa).

92 While saivas is purely South Estonian, sib has apparently spread into neighbouring Cent-
ral Estonian dialects (see VMS), and is also attested in northeast coastal Estonian, which
must probably be attributed to influence from Votic and/or Finnish. Nevertheless, I think
it is possible that the distributions of the words were originally identical.
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stitute a subgroup of Finnic languages, the fact that the same two languages
happened to ‘reborrow’ the words in question is a remarkable coincidence.
Nuutinen (1987c: 61) and Vaba (1997: 177) have suggested that the loanwords
were adopted into an already dialectally diverse Proto-Finnic, but the fact that
the vocalic reflexes of *¢i (see 3.3.1.4) straddle the two groups makes this very
awkward.

Heikkild (2013: 586-587) has argued that the above evidence would prove
that a cluster *st- was licensed in Early Proto-Finnic. While a phonological solu-
tion would be welcome, the assumption that a phonotactical restriction against
initial consonant clusters could have been relaxed in Early Proto-Finnic before
being reinforced again later on, though not impossible, is certainly uncom-
fortable, especially given that there are no examples of the alleged Finnic *st-
among the Germanic loanwords. Nevertheless, in lieu of an alternative solu-
tion, I have used the notation *steipas in this chapter.93

3.3.2.3 Syllable structure

At the time of the contacts with Baltic, Finnic still seems to have had a fairly
strict maximum syllable structure *CVC. The avoidance of heavy clusters can be
observed in *ahtas ‘narrow’ (« *aNstas), *takja ‘dense’ (« *taiikjV-) and *sikla
‘side net in a seine’ (« *tinkla-), which show the regular loss of a nasal before
two consonants (cf. PF *kanci ‘cover’ ~ *kat-ta- ‘to cover’; Posti 1953: 56—59).94
In the case of *morcijan ‘bride’, which reconstruction seems to be confirmed
by North Karelian morsien (contrast hoassa ‘hayrack’ < *hasja ?«< Sw. hdssja,
LAGLOS 1: 62), an epenthetic vowel appears to have broken up the heavy
cluster *-rtj-. In PF *tiihjd ‘empty’, a similar cluster *-§¢j- was resolved to *-j-.
The single example of *votna lamb’ is problematic, because it appears that CR-
type clusters could not occur after long vowels even in relatively recent loan-
words. Although a convincing explanation is lacking, it is potentially relevant
that the essive form *vot-na ‘year ESS.sG. (> F vuonna ‘in the year’), where the

93  Considering that I do not reconstruct an initial *c- in Late Proto-Finnic, one might con-
sider that this is what underlies the correspondence *#- ~ *s-. However, this is chronologic-
ally problematic, as in my model *c- (or rather *¢-) would still have been present in Early
Proto-Finnic, at the time of the contacts with Baltic. Furthermore, a palatal affricate *¢-
would be a phonetically unlikely substitution for a foreign *s¢- (I thank Santeri Junttila for
pointing these issues out to me).

94  Note that Posti does not adduce this Baltic evidence and considers the possibility of a
very early dating for this change. An early dating is not excluded by the Baltic evidence,
as the sound change may have been productive over a long period. Aikio (2022: 1) even
reconstructs this rule for Proto-Uralic.
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long vowel might have been restored early on due to analogical pressure from
other case forms, would have been formally identical to the word for lamb..

Phonotactic constraints also explain the rarity of geminates, which are typ-
ically found as substitutions for voiceless stops in Germanic and Slavic loan-
words. In the material collected in 3.2, only two contain a geminate: *rattas
‘wheel’ and *tiittdr ‘daughter’, yet only a handful of others (e.g. *ateivo ‘visiting
relatives, *hako ‘branch’ and *nepat ‘nephew’) could have theoretically toler-
ated a geminate in Early Proto-Finnic. Steinitz (1964: 337) has proposed that
the examples with geminates represent a younger layer, while Junttila’s (2017)
explanation is that geminates were restricted to disyllabic stems. On the basis
of such limited data,% it is difficult to draw any firm conclusions.

A substitution *¢ - Finnic *#t seems necessary to account for PF *tittdir
‘daughter’ « Baltic *duktér. As Proto-Finnic possessed a cluster *-k¢- (> Vo. -tt-
and -ht- elsewhere; Posti 1953: 38—43; Sammallahti 1977: 133; Kallio 2014: 156),
it is unclear why we do not find reflexes of *-kt- in this word. Posti (1953: 45)
has suggested that the substitution strategy was conditioned by the position
of the stress in Baltic,% but Kallio (2007: 237) sticks to the view that *tittdir
shows an “exceptional” development from earlier *tiiktdri. Since the evidence
does not permit the reconstruction of *-kt- at any stage in Proto-Finnic, it seems
necessary to assume that Baltic *dukter- was perceived as */tii(k)ttédr/ by Finnic
speakers, and realized as *tiittdr when subjected to Early Proto-Finnic phonot-
actics.9”

A number of loan etymologies have been proposed in the literature which
show a geminate after a heavy syllable, such as the following examples in Thom-
sen (1890: 74), and Kalima (1936: 53):

— Flaukki (dial. laukas, laukko; K dial. laukka), Li. laik (< *laukki) ‘laze; blaze-
faced animal’ ?« Lt. laiikas, Lv. lauks ‘blaze-faced’

— F pirtti ‘cabin’, Vp. pert ‘house, cottage’ ?« Lt. pirtis, Lv. pirts ‘bath-house’

— F dial. kddppd, Vt. t$ddppd, E kddbas ‘burial mound’ ?« Lt. kdpas, Lv. kaps

‘grave, burial mound’

95 Junttila, of course, uses a larger corpus, but besides two new proposals, the only other
example with a geminate he classed as certain (cf. 2017a:142) is *vakka ‘wooden container’
(on this, as well as *hakkaita-, see pp.100-102). The “probable” etymology F-K huttu ‘flour
porridge’ « Lt. Susti (3PRET. stito) ‘stew, steam, sweat’ is a mere root etymology, as a word
of appropriate meaning is not attested in Baltic. He also (2017a: 141-142) proposes to com-
pare F obs. (18t century hapax?) lappa ‘thin plate’, Vp. lapak flat, shallow’ with Lt. lapas
‘leaf’; on F kukka and variants, I refer to his discussion (idem: 134-137).

96  Note in this context that *-kt- > *-tt- is apparently regular in Finnic after unstressed syl-
lables; cf. F sddettd ‘ray, beam PART.SG. (< *sddek + *-tA).

97 On the Sami words for ‘daughter’, see Chapter 4, fn. 22.
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While these etymologies are semantically strong, Nikkild (1982: 254) emphas-
izes the rarity of such a syllable structure among the Baltic loan material, an
observation which has recently found support in an extended treatment by
Junttila (2019), who has argued that in fact no such words can be counted
among the early Baltic loans. Since Nieminen (1953), pirtti has generally been
regarded as a Slavic loan (although see pp.140-142 for a detailed discussion). As
for laukki (etc.), Junttila (2019: 61—62) argues that the relevant forms should be
seen as inner-Finnic derivatives of a more primary *lauka, cf. F dial. laukama
‘bare patch (of land, fur).

With regard to kddppd, Junttila (2017:133; 2019: 55) has stated that the vowel
results from a secondary lengthening. This cannot be accepted: ‘sporadic’ sec-
ondary lengthening is only observed under specific conditions (cf. T. Itkonen
1987), and cannot simply be invoked as a license. If Finnic *kdppd goes back
to Early Proto-Finnic, it would have to reflect a trisyllabic preform *kdnappd
or *kaxappd with contraction of the vowel sequence, as in *kari ‘curve; rib of
a boat’ < *kepara (UEW 126; Aikio 2015a: 58).98 The similarity with the Baltic
word is therefore probably coincidental.

3.3.3 Declinations

3.3.3.1 Reflection of Baltic *-s

The nominative ending *-as of the Baltic a-stems is abundantly reflected in

Finnic, e.g. *hampas ‘tooth, *oinas ‘ram, *rattas ‘wheel, *steipas ‘post’ and per-

haps *vapsas ‘wasp’. This is also the case for the adjectives *ahtas ‘narrow’ and

*haljas ‘green’, which are evidently based on Baltic masculine nominative sin-

gular forms. There are, however, several words which show no trace of *-s. These

fall into the following categories:

— Words with suffix replacement: *keltainen ‘yellow’ (fn. 22), *herhildinen ‘hor-
net’ (cf. *mehildinen ‘bee), *kimalainen ‘bumblebee’, Nieminen 1934: 32—35),
E vapsik ‘hornet, and the i-stems E kurt ‘deaf’, dial. kdrv ‘snake’ (cf. Nieminen
1944: 249)

— The adjectives *tiihjd ‘empty’, *lika ‘surplus’, which could equally be based
on feminine or, more probably, neuter (~ predicative) forms. Behind *takja
‘dense’ perhaps lies a ACC.SG.F. *taiikjan, or an adverbial form *tarikjai.9®

98  Whatever reconstruction we use, it is about time we abandon the comparison with Mansi
(South) kep, (East) kdp ‘small hill’ (still repeated in SSA 1: 484; van Linde 2007: 84; Junttila
2017:133); Mansi *d implies Proto-Uralic *i, *e or *ii in the initial syllable. Futhermore, this
word can hardly be separated from Mansi (South) kgmp, (East) kdmp in the same sense,
thus suggesting a Proto-Mansi *kdmp. In fact, the paradigm kdp, OBL. kdmp- is still recor-
ded for the Middle Lozva dialect by Munkécsi/Kalman (1986: 190).

99  Although the u-stem adjectives in Bretke appear to have been largely unspecified for
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— Nouns: *heina ‘hay’, *hirvi ‘elk, *hdici ‘flower’, *hdrkd ‘ox’, *mecca ‘forest),

*pahla ‘rod, spit, *sikla ‘side net in a seine’, *silta ‘bridge’, *sola ‘salt’.
It has often been suggested (Thomsen 1890: 112; Buga 1924b: 104, fn. 4; Nieminen
1944: 243—248; Wnny-Ceuteid 1963: 42—44; Kortlandt 1993: 47) that the last
group of words reflect Balto-Slavic neuters. There is indeed independent sup-
port for a neuter in two cases: Baltic *Sénas ‘hay’ is cognate with the neuter
OCS chHo ‘grass, hay’ and *tinklas ‘net’ contains the neuter instrument suf-
fix *-klas found in Pr. E -clan (piuclan ‘sickle’) and Slavic (e.g. Czech) -dlo. In
addition, several scholars (Mutia-CBursrd 1963: 78; Kortlandt 1993: 47; Derksen
2015: 466) have compared *silta ‘bridge’ with the neuter Skt. tirthd- ‘ford; des-
cent to the water. However, this is a false comparison, as the Sanskrit word
rather belongs with tdrati ‘pass, cross; overcome’ < *terh,- (= Hitt. tarah-% ‘over-
come’); see EWA 1: 650; ALEW 1277.

It is difficult to evaluate this evidence. First and foremost, there is no inde-
pendent evidence that the East Baltic nominal neuter ending was originally
*-g, matching Slavic, and not *-an, matching Prussian.!?? Furthermore, in some
cases, the absence of the *-s in Finnic is the only evidence adduced in favour of
an original neuter, which runs the risk of circularity. For instance, of the unsuf-
fixed cognates to Lt. paiSas ‘piglet, castrated boar, only OHG farah (NOM.PL.
farhir) is neuter, where we might consider analogy after lamb ‘lamb’, kalb ‘calf,
while OE fearh (PL. fearas) ‘young pig’ and Lat. porcus are masculine. Given
this ambiguity, it can hardly be stated (with Mutia-Csursra 1963: 48) that Voro
pahr would prove an original neuter for Baltic.!! Besides, an original mascu-
line gender is secured for East Baltic *Zifgas ‘male horse’ not only in view of the
meaning, but also by Pr. E sirgis.102

gender, even here there is some level of syncretism with the ja-stems (Specht 1932: 276
279), and due to the overall transfer of original u-stems to ja-stems in Latvian, this tend-
ency is probably to be dated to Proto-East-Baltic, at least. On the adverbial suffix *-jai
applied to old u-stems in Latvian, see Endzelins (1923: 461-462).

100 In Lithuanian, the originally pronominal ending -a occurs in predicative adjectives, but
this does not imply that it was present in nouns, as it is logical that the ending would have
first spread to adjectives; cf. the secondary spread in Pr. 111 sta wissa ‘das alles’ (cf. also zuit
‘genug’, with expected apocope; PKEZ 1v: 273). In Prussian, there is also some evidence for
this ending in participles in predicate function, e.g. Pr. 111 isrankit postat ‘erloset werden’
(Endzelins 1944: 199).

101 A more extreme case is the mention of the isolated and surely secondary Veps dial. kouvaz
(beside usual kauh) ‘ladle, scoop’ as evidence of a vacillation between neuter *kaii$a and
masculine *katisas within Baltic (Vuria-CBursra 1963: 82; cf. Derksen 2015: 234).

102 More counter-evidence could be retrieved from other widely accepted loan etymologies in
*-a, which have not been mentioned here due to the lack of an Indo-European etymology.
The proposed Baltic sources of Finnic *dtdld ‘aftermath’ (see 3.5.3) and *kataka juniper’
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Moreover, there is an alternative available. Already Thomsen (1890: 112), fol-
lowed by Kalima (1936: 78), has suggested that Finnic forms lacking *-s may
have been abstracted from other Baltic case forms. The most obvious option
that comes to mind is the genitive singular *-g, although one has generally
taken the accusative *-an as the most probable basis. Minu-Cursra (1963:
42) denies the latter possibility, stating that final *-n would not have been lost
in Finnic by sound law, but he does not consider the possibility of analogy. A
Finnic form such as *heinan (« *sénan Acc.sG.) could easily have been appre-
hended as a genitive-accusative singular form, on which basis a new nomin-
ative such as *heina could have been backformed. An accusative source form
must be assumed at least for PF *morcijan « Baltic *martjan ACC.SG., where
the final *-n has not undergone reanalysis as an oblique form in Finnic, but has
instead assimilated into the *me-stems, the only common category with nom-
inatives in *-An (e.g. *stitdn, *stitdme- ‘heart’).

Finnic *hirvi ‘elk’ is not easily explained on the basis of a Baltic a-stem,
and may instead reflect a Baltic feminine *$irvé as in Lt. vilké ‘she-wolf’ to
vilkas ‘wolf’ (Nieminen 1940: 378); similarly, Finnic *v6hi ‘goat’ may well be
from a feminine *dzé as attested in Pr. E wosee (Thomsen 189o: 205). The form
*hdici ‘flower’ perhaps likewise presupposes a different formation (such as
*2aide instead of *Zaidas), but this cannot be supported by any Baltic-internal
data.

The Finnic reflexes *-jas (*ankerjas ‘eel, *haljas ‘green’) and *-es (*hernes
‘ped’, *kirves ‘axe’) seem to echo the dichotomy between the East Baltic nomin-
ative *-is (e.g. *Zirnis > Lt. Zirnis, Lv. zifnis ‘pea’) and *-jas (e.g. *Zaljas > Lt. Zdlias,
Lv. zal$ ‘green’; cf. Thomsen 1890: 114—-117; Kalima 1936: 79—80). While Lt. ungurjs
‘eel’ belongs to the former category, Pr. E angurgis might presuppose the exist-
ence of an earlier *angurjas.1°® Admittedly, the word for ‘pea’ may have arisen
from an earlier i-stem (cf. Nieminen 1957: 206; Skardzius 1941: 53), although

(see pp. 84-85) have masculine cognates in Prussian, viz. Pr. E attolis, kadegis, and *vakja
‘wedge’ (see p. 50) is masculine in Germanic (cf. OHG weggi). Wimma-Cursrd (1963: 128—
129) assumes an original neuter for *vaha ‘wax’ due to the Germanic evidence (which is
not regularly cognate, see pp. 217—-218), but the evidence he adduces for accent paradigm
(b) — which he would predict in Slavic in the case of an original neuter — is marginal;
almost all the evidence points to accent paradigm (c) and therefore an original masculine
(cf. Bamm3Hsxk 1985: 137).

103 The grapheme (g) in the Elbing Vocabulary, in its function as representing a glide, only
occurs after stem-final resonants in cases where East Baltic shows NOM.SG. *-jas; compare
wargien ‘copper’, kragis (read *kargis) ‘army’, saligan ‘green’. Contrast Pr. E tuylis ‘boar’ (~
Lt. kuilys), singuris ‘goldfinch’ (?~ Lv. £iguris ‘sparrow’). Lithuanian ungurjs may be the
result of a general preferrance for *-is in polysyllabic words (cf. Lt. kumelyjs ‘colt’ beside
Lv. kumels ‘colt; male horse’).
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no trace of this is found in the Baltic languages. A probable original i-stem is
*kdrmes ‘snake’.

It appears that the distribution between *-jas and *-is is essentially related to
syllable weight. While the variant *-is is clearly the productive type and occurs
with after all syllable structures, almost all nouns with a nominative *- jas which
can be reconstructed back to Proto-East-Baltic have a light first syllable. The
distribution thus corresponds more or less exactly to that of Gothic -jis and
-eis (Sievers’ law; see Sommer 1914: 242 and passim):1%4

*karjas ‘war, army’ (> Lt. obs. kdrias, Lv. kays) = Pr. E *kargis, Go. harjis ‘army’
— “keljas ‘way’ (> Lt. kélias, Lv. cefs)
— “kraujas = *[kravjas/ blood’ (> Lt. kraiijas) = Pr. 111 krawia ‘blood’, Skt. kravyd-

‘bloody’

— *medjas ‘forest’ (> Lt. médzias, Lv. meZs) = Pr. E median ‘wood’, Go. midjis,

Skt. madhya- ‘middle’

— “teljas ‘calf’ (> Lt. télias, Lv. te[s)

— “svetjas ‘guest’ (> Lt. své¢ias, Lv. svess)

— “varjas ‘copper’ (> Lt. obs. vdrias, Lv. vars) = Pr. wargien

In view of this distribution, it is likely that *-jas and *-is both reflect the same
proto-form (i.e. *-ios).19% Usually, one has assumed that *-is went through an
intermediate stage *-jjas (Sommer 1914: 227), and proof of this has been seen
in Estonian dial. takijas ‘burdock’ « Baltic *dagis (Stang 1966: 190; Zinkevicius
1980: 217—-218; Kortlandt 1977: 324; 2018:182). However, the analysis of the Finnic
form is somewhat problematic.

First of all, it appears that Finnic *-ja- and *-jja- were likewise in comple-
mentary distribution, whereby the disyllabic reflex was automatic after a heavy
syllable (Ritter 1977; see *morcijan ‘bride’, discussed above). The preserved -k-
in Estonian takjas, dial. takijas ‘burdock’ shows we are dealing with an original

104 Lt. -ias has become somewhat productive in adjectives (particularly after dentals, appar-
ently to avoid consonant alternations such as ¢ : ¢, occurring in u-stems?). Nevertheless, a
similar tendency can be observed here as well; note Lt. $lapias, Lv. slapjs ‘wet, Lt. Zdlias,
Lv. zal$ ‘green’, Lt. natijas, Lv. naujs ‘new’ (= Go. niujis). Forms such as médis ‘tree’ beside Lt.
dial. médias forest’ and Zem. svetjis ‘guest’ beside své¢ias must result from analogy (Buga
RR1I: 509).

105 Taking *-is from *-iHo- per Hill 2016: 214 is unnecessary, and moreover, the contraction
*-jV- > *-jV- in the oblique cases would be irregular (compare uncontracted Lt. eldija
‘dugout canoe’ which corresponds exactly to OCS naguu ‘boat’). It seems more likely that
a satisfactory solution can be found starting from an model based on syllable weight. At
first sight, the correspondence between Lv. dzis, beside GEN.SG. dZa with Gothic hairdeis
(< *-jjas) beside NOM.PL. hairdjos is remarkable. For Baltic, we may suggest that the devel-
opment *-j- > *-jj- only occurred after a heavy syllable and before a short vowel, with later
generalization of *-/- in the oblique cases.
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geminate, which can also be seen in F dial. takkiainen, Vt. dial. takkiaz, takkiain,
K takkis-heind ‘burdock’ The disyllabic suffix in Finnic *takkijas can thus be
viewed as a symptom of the weight of the initial syllable, and does not directly
have any bearing on the reconstruction of the Baltic word.

The question remains, however, as to why the Finnic word has a geminate in
the first place. This would certainly not be expected on the basis of Baltic *-g-,
which could only usually be substituted by a single *-4-. The usual explanation
(Thomsen 18g0: 231; SSA 111: 258) is that the Finnic word has been influenced
by the verb *takkista- ‘stick, hinder’; compare OE clife, OHG kliba ‘burdock’ (<
clifan, kliban ‘adhere, stick’). In this case, the introduction of the stem *takk-
into a borrowed form *takjas would have automatically resulted in *takk-jjas
due to the aforementioned phonotactic rules. This would allow us to assume
Baltic *dagis is in fact secondary for *dagjas (with the expected suffix variant
after a light syllable).

On the other hand, the assumption of contamination is never exactly com-
pelling. A possible alternative solution presents itself if we indeed start from
*dagijas, namely that the introduction of a geminate in Finnic was necessit-
ated by the inadmissability of the sequence *-jja- after a light syllable. However,
we must admit that other examples of Baltic *-is do not show any evidence of
an earlier *-jjas (Sommer 1914: 228; Kalima 1936: 79-80); cf. *hernes ‘pea’ and
*kirves ‘axe’ noted at the start of this section.

3.3.3.2 Vocalic stems

As touched on above, the Baltic feminine a-stems were generally adopted in
Finnic as a-stems, cf. *ansa ‘loop’, *halla ‘frost, *karva ‘(animal) hair’, *reuna
‘edge’ *tapa ‘way, custom, *villa ‘wool’, *liita ‘broom’, possibly *takla ‘tinder’. On
the other hand, there are a few examples which appear as o-stems, cf. *hako
(beside *haka) ‘branch’, *heimo ‘tribe’, *putro ‘porridge’, *véro ‘turn.

As for *heimo, it has been suggested its stem vowel represents an inner-
Finnic development. Since the Finnic a- and o-stems coincide in the oblique
plural, Nieminen (1934: 19) has suggested that an analogical shift to an o-stem
might have been encouraged by the frequent plural use of the word in the sense
‘relative’. He supports this with some alleged traces of the original a-stem in
Karelian dial. heima-kunda ‘tribe’ and V0. dial. hdimand ‘relative’ (absent from
VMS).

A similar account seems to be required to explain ativo ‘visiting relative’
beside the a-stem atima;°6 cf. the collocation olla ativoissa ~ atimoissa ‘visit
relatives), lit. ‘to be in guests’ (SMS), which is ambiguous between an a- and

106 With sporadic dialectal *-v- > -m-, cf. Nikkild 1999: 14-17.
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o-stem. A similar explanation could perhaps account for the co-ocurrence of
haga and hagu ‘branch, stick’ in Estonian (but cf. Junttila in prep. s.v. *hako). For
*heimo, another account may be to assume a Baltic accusative form *seiman as
a source, with the otherwise attested substitution *a - o (note also the labial
environment; see p. 63). Differently on the o-stems, see Holopainen, Kuokkala
& Junttila (2022:126-130).

The Baltic é-stems appear to have been adopted either as *A-stems (*mdntd
‘whisk’; perhaps *tira ‘ice chisel, cf. Lv. dire), or as *E-stems (cf. *torvi ‘hunt-
ing horn’ « Baltic *tauré). The latter substitution may also be accounted for by
assuming a loan based on the AccC.SG. *-en.

The category of feminine ja-stems with a NOM.SG. *-i is now only repres-
ented by two common Lithuanian nouns, namely pati ‘wife’ and marti ‘son’s
wife; bride’ This group was originally a larger, however. In the Elbing Vocab-
ulary, twenty-five words are attested with a nominative in -i (Levin 1973; 1974:
48-49). The only other loanword for which such a nominative in attested is
*2ansi ‘goose’ (= Pr. E sansy), which form might directly account for Finnic
*hanhi. Note that the Finnic i-stems apparently did not exist at the time of the
Baltic loans, so that an e-stem would be the closest match (Junttila 2015: 18—
19). However, the word for ‘goose’ shows good evidence for an earlier consonant
stem (Nieminen 1957: 200—201; Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 266), and in either scenario,
it is difficult to rule out an i-stem accusative *Zansin as the basis for borrowing.

3.3.3-3 Consonant stems

F obs. nevat ‘nephew, niece’ (whence Sa. N neahpdt, S neapede ‘sister’s son or
daughter’) apparently belonged to the same inflectional class as F kevdit ‘spring),
GEN.SG. kevddn. It must have been loaned from Baltic *nepot-s (most probably
on the basis of ACC.SG. *nepoti-n » GEN.SG. *nepate-n; see below). For *sesar
‘sister, a bolder solution is required. We could start from an earlier oblique
form *sesari-n (compare secondary Lt. sésery, after dutkterj ‘daughter’?), match-
ing Skt. svdsaram ACC.SG. On the other hand, it would also be possible to start
from a Baltic nominative singular *sesor. The loss of final resonants has often
been dated very early (Schmalstieg 1983: 152—154; Jasanoff 2002: 34—35), but the
Slavic evidence suggests a fairly recent loss (Kortlandt 1979b: 264, 1983; Pronk
2018: 301), and there is no clear argument as to why it should be early in Baltic,
either. Note that some forms such as pirmuonis ‘forebear’ (in Dauksa a conson-
ant stem, cf. pirmiinés GEN.SG.), schirfchonis hornet’ (Bretke; see ALEW?), and
others, look to be built on nominatives in *-on, suggesting the loss of final res-
onants in fact occurred not long before the historical period.1%7

107 Note, however, that the southern Zemaitian forms entered in the LKZ under $uén,
vandudn, piemuon show a secondary development (Zinkevicius 1966: 196-197).
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The words *sémen ‘seed’ and *paimen ‘shepherd’ are nevertheless better
derived from an oblique stem in *-en-. As with the examples described in the
previous section, a plausible source may be the accusative *sémenin, which
would be adopted as Early Proto-Finnic *s@menen, on which basis a new nom-
inative singular *s@meni > *sémen could have been backformed. In the case of
*tittdr ‘daughter’, both a nominative *dukter and an accusative *dukterin could
come into question.

3.3.4 The dialectal origin of the Baltic loans

It has been noted that the Baltic loans in Finnic seem in certain aspects more

akin to West Baltic than East Baltic (cf. Nieminen 1957: 188; Vaba 1998: 182-184;

Kallio 2008a: 275), and it has been suggested the loans were adopted from some

other unknown Balto-Slavic dialect (Junttila 2016b), or at least partly adopted

from Proto-Balto-Slavic itself (Kallio 1998: 212, 2008a: 265; Koivulehto 1999: 9—

).

The evidence of a particular connection to Prussian is not strong. I have
accepted two etymologies where the source form is only found in Prussian:
*hirvi ‘elk; deer’ (~ Pr. E sirwis) and *vatnas ‘ploughshare’ (~ Pr. E wagnis);
however, these do not represent West Baltic innovations, and may well once
have existed in East Baltic, too. Based on the inflection, PF *v6hAi ‘goat’ also
stands somewhat closer to Prussian (~ Pr. E wosee), but the Prussian form
represents an archaism (in East Baltic we find innovative forms: Lt. oZka <
*az-(i)ka-; Lv. kaza « R xo03d), and it cannot be excluded that suitable forms
were previously present in East Baltic (cf. Endzelins 1933: 80—81). A similar
argument can be put forward with regard to Pr. E angurgis ~ Lt. ungurjs
‘eel.

On the other hand, there are some forms which betray innovations that are
limited to East Baltic:

— The form *ahtas ‘narrow’ reflects an innovative form with the adjective suf-
fix *-stas. This suffix has been somewhat productive in East Baltic (SkardZius
1941: 324-325), but not elsewhere in Balto-Slavic,!%® and Slavic continues a
more archaic u-stem *gzu-ka- (trad. *gzsks) > OCS %3bKb ‘narrow, tight' (=
Skt. amhit-).

108 In Prussian it is found in one form, 111 angstainai ‘in the morning’ (cf. Lt. anksti ‘early’).
However, according to Petit (2005), this word is derived from the verb attested in Lt. dial.
ant-stoti ‘to begin’, cf. Lt. apstus ‘abundant’ to ap-stdti ‘surround;, atstus ‘distant’ to at-stoti
‘(obs.) move away’. The suffix may therefore not be akin to that of Lt. aitkstas ‘narrow’. The
form 111 auckstimiskan ‘Obrigkeit’ is an error: all 8 other attestations show au(c)kt- (PKEZ
I: 113).
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— Both *kdrmes ‘snake’ and *hernes ‘pea’ reflect semantic shifts which are only
attested in East Baltic, cf. the more archaic meanings of Pr. E girmis - made
‘worm, maggot, and Pr. E syrne, OCS 3psHo ‘grain’ (= Lat. granum).

— If my analysis of */ika ‘surplus’ and *Agina ‘hay’ as showing direct substitu-
tions for Baltic *¢ can be upheld, this would be a strong argument in favour
of a specifically East Baltic origin for the Finnic loanwords.

I therefore consider the most likely source of the Finnic loanwords to be an
East Baltic dialect. It still remains probable that the source of the Finnic loan-
words was not a direct ancestor of the extant Baltic languages. One possible
argument for this is the evidence for a dialectal lowering *i > *e after *s, *Z and
before *R (see pp. 64—65). A further indication is the lack of any evidence for
early Finnic loanwords in the attested East Baltic languages, as will be argued
in the following section.

3.4 Loans from Proto-Finnic to Proto-Baltic?

As with loans from Baltic to Finnic, the only reverse loans which could be
considered certain are those with regular Uralic cognates, particularly in non-
adjacent branches. In most cases where a Finnic to Baltic loan has been sugges-
ted, it has been done so on this basis, although for the most part the suggested
comparanda predate our modern understanding of Uralic sound changes, and
cannot be upheld.

An exemplary case is the word for ‘juniper’, attested in Lt. kadagys, Lv. dial.
kadags, kadegs (ME 11:131), Pr. E kadegis and F kataja, E kadakas. Setdla (1909)
connected the Finnic words with a plethora of Uralic material, which led
Kalima (1936, cf. p.12) to exclude the word from his treatment of the Baltic loan-
words. The idea that the Baltic word should be derived from Finnic became
quite pervasive in the literature, at least among Uralicists (SKES 170; Rike-
Dravina 1955: 404—409; Kiparsky 1959b: 424; Bednarczuk 1976: 48; UEW 165; cf.
SSA 1: 326—327). Already Collinder (1955: 79) noted that the Finnic vocalism
was problematic, and was sceptical towards the etymology; however, UEW still
accepted a link with the Sami and Mansi material. In reality, there are clear
phonological problems with all of the Uralic comparanda (see also van Linde
2001: 288—-290). Here I present the data along with the possible PU reconstruc-
tions:109

109 I omit Sami *kesyes (> S gasnges, N gaskkas) ‘juniper’, already considered doubtful by
Setild, and Mari E lume-yoZ, W [6me-koz ‘juniper’ (TschWb 352) in which the second ele-
ment is simply koz ‘spruce’ (UEW 165), cognate with Finnish kuusi ‘spruce’.
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— Finnic *kataka ‘juniper’ < *kaTaka | *keTaka (where *T = *t, *d, *d’ or *¢)

— Sami N goahcci, Sk. kud’c'cev ‘conifer needle’ < *kocécawa | *kaccowa

— Komi dial. kaépome! ‘juniper’ < 2*kdcc¢V | *kdckV

— Mansi (East) kddisp ‘juniper’ ~ (West) kdsdp < *kaC(k) V-~ *ke/iC(k)V- (where

*C = *¢ or *¢; the Mansi forms do not regularly correspond to each other)
The words indeed bear a certain similarity, but they cannot be related by sound
law. Only the Komi and Eastern Mansi forms could theoretically be cognate, but
since the word is irregular within Mansi, and the development *é > Komi a (cf.
Aikio 2021:167-168) is somewhat dubious, this is most probably due to chance.
In any case, the Finnic word cannot be related to any of the others.

Mikkola (1930: 442) presented another argument in support of the word
being native to Finnic, namely the suffix *-aka. This suffix is present in other
tree names, e.g. F pihlaja, E pihlakas ‘rowan tree’ (< *picld ~ *pecld, UEW 376),
F dial. petdjd, Li. piedag ‘pine’ (< *pecd, UEW 727). According to Mikkola,
the suffix stands quite alone in Baltic. However, he overlooked an important
example. Lt. médziaga, which now means ‘material), is preserved in older texts
and Belarusian language islands in the sense ‘tree; wood' The original form is
probably *medaga, cf. Lv. dial. medaga ‘timber’, while médziaga shows the influ-
ence of the root word médis (GEN.SG. médzio) ‘tree; wood. Since, in each case,
the suffix has clearly been added within Finnic (being absent from the other
Uralic comparanda),'!® one may ask whether this ‘tree suffix’ *-aka was actu-
ally imported from Baltic (or from somewhere else).

Another word for which a Finnic — Baltic loan is often assumed is Lt. séskas,
Lv. sesks ‘polecat’ ~ K dial. (Olonets) hidhky, Vp. hdhk ‘mink’ (Wichmann 1911:
253; Kalima 1936: 102—103; Kiparsky 1949: 46—47, cf. Kiparsky 1972; Mégiste 1959:
171; ALEW 1179). This was the only loanword of this type positively assessed by
Junttila (2015a: 27), who stated “the sound correspondences between the Uralic
words are flawless”.

However, this is clearly not the case.!! Mari E Saske, W $dska ‘mink; otter’
reconstructs to PMa. *$dsks, while PMa. *d has no regular origin and is not usu-
ally found in inherited words (E. Itkonen 1953: 203—207; for a more detailed
discussion of the Mari word, see p. 143). The Samoyed comparanda, Tym Selkup

110 In the case of *pihlaka, the unsuffixed form is widely preserved: Vp. pihl’ (GEN.SG. -dn),
Vt. (LiBetroB) pihl-puu, E dial. (insular) pihl, V6. pihl.

111 Junttila still defended the Baltic origin with the argument “there are no less than three
possible Baltic derivational explanations for Lith. seskas”. This would rather speak for the
opposite: if scholars cannot agree on the origin of the Baltic word, then probably none
of the proposals are fully satisfactory. This is indeed the case: all proposals mentioned
present semantic and phonological issues, cf. ALEW loc. cit.
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tot, Kamas éa’n (= (t$am), Donner/Joki 76) ‘otter’, are justifiably rejected by
Aikio (2015a: 45): Selkup *6 could perhaps reflect Proto-Samoyed *oj, judging
by Taz Selkup ¢Gti- ‘vomit’ (< *tojt5 apud Janhunen 1977:164-165), but cannot be
squared with the other Uralic data, nor can such a reconstruction even account
for the Kamas form. The addition of Mator ¢t ‘otter’ to this cognate set by
Helimski (1997a: 362) only complicates matters, as the development * > Mator
-i- is only supported by dubious examples (cf. idem: g9). The invalidity of these
cognates was later also admitted by Junttila (in prep. s.v. Adhka).

Bednarczuk (1976) has suggested that a whole host of other comparisons
represent loans from Uralic into Baltic. As Junttila (2015a) has already written
an extensive article criticizing Bednarczuk’s views, and it seems that his con-
clusions can generally be upheld,''? I will limit myself to the examples which
have plausible cognates in other West Uralic branches:

(a) lake’. F jarvi, E jary ‘lake’ ~ Lt. jaura ‘boggy soil which cracks and dries
out in the summer’ (LKZ); cf. S4. N jdvri, Sk. jiurr (< *javré); Md. E eke, M
arkd (< *drka; *-ka is a diminutive suffix); Ma. E jer, W jir ‘lake’ (< *jer, cf. Aikio
2014b:135-137) — Thisloan was first suggested by Buga (1908: 95;1922: 238—241),
although it was not until its independent discovery by Nuutinen (1989) that it
received widespread acceptance among Uralicists (Sammallahti 1998: 249; van
Linde 2007: 45—46; Junttila 2012: 281; Aikio 2012a: 107).

Most reference works (SKES 132; UEW 633; SSA 1: 259) have considered jdrvi
to be a native Uralic word. Indeed, a reconstruction *jiwrd (e.g. Sammallahti
1998: 249) can account for most of the data. The metathesis *wr > *rv in Finnic
is regular (cf. Koivulehto 1979a: 279).113 The loss of the initial glide in Mordvin is
paralleled by Md. E ¢j, M dj (< *jdna) ‘ice’ and E ezrie, M d@Znid ‘joint’ (< *jdsan),
cf. Bartens (1999: 46).1* The loss of *w in Mordvin is probably paralleled by
Md. M dial. (Penza) Serii ‘a kind of fish, ?ide’ (< *sewna ~ *sdwna, UEW 437—
438), while the same development can potentially be posited for Mari, cf. ¢
‘full’ (< *tdwda).

112 Iwould like to point out that the claim that “a Finnic two-syllable a-stem cannot be dated
[to] PU if it has a long vowel in the first syllable” (2015: 20) is accurate only for pre-Proto-
Finnic, but not for reconstructible Proto-Finnic, in which long vowels can occur in such
an environment if they result from contraction, as in e.g. F pyord ‘wheel’ < *pi/endra (cf.
also Ploger 1982).

113 Priorto this, the standard reconstruction was *jdrwd, but the assumed metathesis in Sami
would be ad hoc.

114 Bartens claims that the initial glide in Moksha dial. (Penza) jarkd ‘lake, jdj ‘ice) (etc.)
shows the preservation of *j, but it is rather a secondary prothetic glide as proven by its
appearance in words with no etymological *}: cf. Md. M dial. jal' ‘hem’ (< PU *dla), jaldd
‘mare’ (cf. S&. N dldu ‘reindeer cow’).
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The only irregularity is the stem vowel: while Sami and probably Mari point
to *d-d, Finnic unequivocally suggests *d—o (Aikio 2015a: 41).1'5 Despite this
irregularity, Ante Aikio (in a discussion forum) has recently suggested the
revival of Wichmann’s (1902: 165) old comparison with Samoyed *jird ‘deep’
(> Tundra Nenets jofa, Taz Selkup kori, Alatalo 2004: 327; cf. Janhunen 1977:
47; reconstruction given per A. Aikio). If this comparison is correct, then the
word can certainly not be a Baltic loanword in Uralic, although some details
admittedly need to be worked out.

The question now is whether a Finnic — Baltic loan can be proposed (cf. Senn
1943: 953; Bednarczuk 1976: 48). In my opinion, we must probably answer here
in the negative, primarily for semantic reasons. In East Lithuania, whence the
majority of the attestations in the LKZ derive, jdura clearly refers specifically
to a kind of boggy, infertile soil that dries out and hardens in the summer. The
meaning seems to have broadened to ‘bog’ in Zemaitia, but nowhere does the
word refer to a water body. Therefore, a Finnic origin is semantically unattract-
ive.

I would also question whether this word really can be compared with
Lt. jitra, Lv. jira, Pr. E luriay *[jirjai/ ‘sea’ (as in Trautmann 1923: 335, etc.).
From a semantic perspective, ON aurr ‘mud, mire’ seems a closer match.!'6
Lt. jiira ‘sea, while corresponding with the Uralic forms semantically, cannot
be compared formally; moreover, if it is related to Arm. jowr ‘water’ (Meillet
1920: 251-252; Olsen 1999: 787),117 this would effectively exclude a Finnic origin.

(b) 1eather (strap). F hihna, E dial. ihn, Li. (Kettunen) niyn ‘leather strap
or belt’ ~ Lt. $ik$na, Lv. siksna ‘untanned leather; leather strap or belt’; cf. Sa.
S sesnie ‘untanned hide left to moult, L sassne ‘tanned reindeer leather’ (<
*sesneé);'8 Md. E ksna, M s$na (< *(s9)sna) ‘worked leather; leather strap’; Ma.

115 The expected Finnic *jarvi would appear to be found in Vt. jarvi and Li. jora; however,
Salaca Livonian jdru seems to prove a Proto-Livonian *jdrru < *jdrvi (Griinthal 2012: 313;
Kallio 2016: 46); compare likewise Salaca jdmde, but Courland Livonian ja'mdé ‘thick’ (<
*jametd). Also, Votic jarvi (dial. jarvi, cf. VKS: 306) must be recent in view of Krevinian
jdrvi (Kettunen 1930: 125-126, cf. the 17t? century toponym Jérfwenkyld).

116 True, awrr and jiira are often combined under a single etymology (e.g. IEW 78-81), which
would appear to be supported by OE éar ‘sea’. However, it still remains difficult to explain
the initial glide in the Baltic form (see the following footnote).

117 The outcome of initial /- in Armenian remains controversial (see Martirosyan 2008: 706—
707 with lit.; Olsen/Thorse 2022: 203—204), but this etymology seems quite compelling to
me. It is preferable to the comparison of the Baltic term with Skt. var ‘water, Lat. @rina
‘urine’ (e.g. Derksen 2015: 215), as this leaves the Baltic *j- unaccounted for; an analogical
*j- from the full-grade, postdating *eu > *jau- is hardly possible for Prussian at least, since
the latter development does not appear to have occurred there (see fn. 84).

Yoy =

118 The Eastern Samilanguages (Sa. 15isne, Sk. se’snn) reflect an irregular form *$isne. Accord-
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E $iistd, W $asta (< *$iista) ‘tanned leather (used for harnesses); harness, strap
of such leather’ (Thomsen 189o: 223; Kalima 1936: 101).

Aikio (2009: 151) stresses that the correspondences within Uralic are irregu-
lar (cf. already UEW 786). He therefore assumes that the Mordvin and Mari
words represent independent loans from Baltic. Griinthal (2012: 318) agrees,
stating that the expected Mordvin cognate of Finnish Aiina would be *sSoksna.
However, the loss of pre-Mordvin high-vowels in unstressed syllables is a well-
described phenomenon (Hagpkun 1988: 7); cf. similarly E dial. ksta-, M dial. sta-
‘wash’ ~ F huuhto- ‘rinse, wash’ (< *$usta-?) and Md. E $ta (dial. k$ta), M dial. sta
~ Ma. W $o$to ‘wax’19 The initial k$- (< *¢-) in Erzya appears to be regular (cf.
even Md. E dial. gZniva ‘stubble’ « R dial. xcniigo, Juho Pystynen p.c. October
2021). The Mari form, on the other hand, is probably indeed irregular, as the
expected reflex of Proto-Uralic vowel combination *i(-a) in Mari is *i (Aikio
2014a: 156). As with the word for ‘lake’, the irregularities here are quite mod-
est.

Due to the existence of apparent cognates in West Uralic, the direction
of loaning has occasionally been questioned (Mikkola 1930: 440—-441; Mégiste
1959: 171; Bednarczuk 1976: 53; cf. Karulis 1992 11: 180). Indeed, the Baltic word
does not have an acceptable etymology (ALEW 1183; cf. Holopainen 2019:
249, fn. 43),120 so that a loan from Finnic to Baltic would seem more prob-
able than the opposite. On the other hand, the irregular Mari form, non-
Uralic phonotactics (medial CR-cluster), and the occurrence of the phoneme
*$ make it unlikely we are dealing with a genuinely inherited word in Uralic
(cf. J. Hakkinen 2009: 47; Aikio 2015a: 44—46). It therefore cannot be excluded
that the word was adopted into Baltic and the West Uralic languages from some
other source (Junttila 2015a: 31).

ing to Aikio (2009: 151), these are later loans from Finnic. While this is probably true,
note that Aikio has later characterized West *s ~ East *§ as a common feature of palaeo-
Laplandic words (2012a: 85); compare Sa. N siekkis ~ K $iynpg ‘dewclaw’, N sdhppasat ~ K
Saahpres ‘small intestine’.

119 Holopainen (ibid.; cf. also Pystynen 2020a: 83) reconstructs *sista for this word, but it
seems only the Mordvin form might be able to reflect such a preform: we would expect
Mari *siists and Komi *ses(¢) instead of the attested $is ‘candle’ (cf. ez ‘surface’ < PU *isa
‘skin’). If the Komi *-i- shows a special development (or is unrelated), then Udm. $us ‘wax,
honeycomb’ and Mari *$ista could perhaps reflect PU *éestV vel sim.

120 A promising suggestion has been made in van Sluis et al. (2023: 226) who compare the
Baltic words with MW cen, Bret. kenn ‘skin, hide; scales) providing a Proto-Celtic recon-
struction *kisna-. This Celtic form is traditionally compared instead to ON hinna ‘mem-
brane’ (LEIA C—55 with lit.; IEW g29; Kroonen 2013: 226), which still, however, cannot be

ruled out on formal grounds.
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(c) ‘alder’. F leppd, E lepp, Li. liepa (< *leppd) ‘alder’ ~ Lt. liepa, Lv. liépa; Pr. TC
leipen ACC.SG. ‘lime tree’; cf. SA. N leaibi, S liejpie ‘(grey) alder’ (< *leajpe; Sk.
led’p’p, K lie’hp < Finnic); Md. E lepe, M lepd (< *lepa) ‘alder’ (Sammallahti
1977: 139) — To my knowledge, a Finnic - Baltic loan has never been sug-
gested, although the Uralic words have traditionally been treated as cognates
(e.g. UEW 689). Sammallahti’s Baltic - Uralic loan etymology was accepted
by Koivulehto (1992a: 173-174) and Aikio (2012a: 74) although it has often been
qualified as uncertain (Suhonen 1988: 611; SSA 11: 64—65; Hékkinen 2004: 595;
van Linde 2007: 107-109).

The Uralic words do not show regular sound correspondences, as has long
been recognized (E. Itkonen 1946: 306 attributes the irregularities to “dem all-
gemein bei den Baumnamen zu beobachtenden lautlichen Schwanken”). The
Mordvin form has been explained as a loanword from Finnic (Sammallahti
1977: 139; Aikio 2012a: 108). This would explain the irregular vocalism, but the
existence of Finnic loanwords in Mordvin requires further substantiation. On
the surface, the Mordvin forms imply *lippd or *liippd, while Sdmi suggests
*leipd.

Sammallahti assumes that Finnic and Sami borrowed the word from Baltic
independently, and that Finnic *leppd “was better suited to the sound system”.
This is rather a strange claim, since we know that Baltic *¢ is regularly substi-
tuted by Finnic *ei or *7 in loanwords, as discussed in 3.3.1.4, cf. *heina ‘hay’ «
Baltic *$éna-, while the substitution PF *e < PB *¢ is completely unparalleled.
Another issue with assuming independent Baltic loans is the semantics. The
Uralic words all refer to the ‘alder’, while in Baltic, the word means ‘lime tree’.
Asnoted by van Linde (2007:109), these trees are not very similar to each other,
so if a semantic shift can be assumed at all, it would be difficult to imagine it
occurring twice. Griinthal’s (2012: 321) proposal to assume a third independent
borrowing into Mordvin exacerbates the issue.

Aside from equivalents in Slavic (R suna, Slk. lipa, SCr. lipa ‘lime tree’), the
Baltic word has no other Indo-European cognates. The traditional etymology
comparing Lt. lipti ‘to stick’ (Trautmann 1923: 155; REW 11: 44; Smoczynski 2018:
697) fails to explain the acute attested throughout Balto-Slavic (Kortlandt 1985:
121; Derksen 2008: 279; ALEW 669). Thus, if there is any relationship between
the West Uralic words for ‘alder’ and the Balto-Slavic word for ‘lime tree’, then it
would have to be indirect. This seems a fairly decent candidate for a shared
substrate word (cf. Matasovi¢ forthc.), although in view of the difference in
meaning, the possibility remains that the similarity is coincidental.
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The only Lithuanian words for which a Finnic origin can be said to have gained
general acceptance are late loanwords mediated through Latvian (cf. Thomsen
1890: 68-71). The most widely accepted example is Lt. laivas, Lv. laiva ‘boat’ «
Finnic *laiva (> F laiva, E laev, Li. lgja) (Mikkola 1930: 443; Kalima 1936: 129;
LEW 335; Smoczynski 2018: 660). As noted by Junttila (2015a: 24), the accen-
tual relationship between Lithuanian and Latvian implies a post-Proto-Baltic
diffusion. The direction of borrowing was confirmed by the discovery of a con-
vincing Germanic etymology, cf. ON poet. fley ‘ship’ (< *flauja-, Koivulehto
1970; LAGLOS 11: 159-160; SSA 11: 39).

In a similar semantic field, note Lt. buré, Lv. buya ‘sail’, which Kalima (1936:
148) considered to be most probably from Finnic *purjeh (> F purje, E puri, Li.
puraz; cf. also Mikkola 1930; Bednarczuk 1976: 47; SSA I1: 435). In an extended
treatment, Nieminen (1955) has argued that the Lithuanian word was borrowed
from Latvian, and that the word is indeed a Finnic loan (cf. LEW 65; Smoczynski
2018:165). Incidentally, Koivulehto (1970: 182, fn. 27) has suggested a Germanic
origin here, too (« Norse *buri- > ON byrr ‘sailing wind, favourable wind’). The
same route was taken by Lt. dial. airé, diré (Biiga 1924a: 24; LKZ kartoteka) ‘oar’
« Lw. airis, dial. aire ‘oar’, ultimately from Germanic *airo-, cf. ON dr, OE ar
‘oar’, for which Endzelins (ME 1:13; Zeps 1962: 100), probably correctly, assumes
a Finnic intermediary (F airo, E aer ‘oar’).

Another plausible case is Lt. dial. asiai’ ‘rough horsetail) Lv. asi (secondary
aski, cf. ME 1:146-147) ‘horsetail, Equisetum’, which might be analysed as aloan
from Finnic *hosja (> F hosia, E osi, Li. voZa) ‘(rough) horsetail, Equisetun’; cf.
Thomsen (1890: 253). If this etymology is correct, however, it would have to
postdate the change *s > */ and therefore cannot be interpreted as contempor-
aneous with the Proto-Finnic loans from Baltic (Junttila 2015a: 25).12!

These words are of little interest for our purposes. As the above discussion
has shown, there are no cases in which Finnic can be conclusively shown to
have been the donor language into Proto-East-Baltic, even if this cannot always
be excluded. It seems quite possible that there are no Finnic loans in Proto-
East-Baltic at all, despite the relatively large number of loans in the opposite
direction. While this could imply something about the power balance within

121 Frankel (LEW 797, followed by Smoczynski 2018: 1185) has suggested the same for Zem.
skdrda ‘sheet metal’. In his opinion, this was borrowed through Latvian skdrds from E kard,
Li. karda (< *karta) ‘sheet metal’ (cf. Endzelins 1924: 120-121). However, a pan-Baltic dis-
tribution is implied by an attestation from Pelesa (Belarus) provided in the LKZ. In North
Finnic, the word appears to be limited to Ingrian, where it might have been borrowed
from Votic (cf. Thomsen 1890: 138, fn. 1), and it is possible that this word diffused through
South Finnic fairly late. This word must be considered in the context of evidence for metal
production in the Baltic region (Baga 1923: 3).
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the contact relationship, the most probable analysis appears to be that the
Baltic language which donated loanwords to Finnic is not the direct ancestor
of any extant Baltic language. This could be attractively interpreted in the con-
text of a Baltic speech community being absorbed by a Finnic one (in other
words, a Baltic substrate in Finnic; cf. Kalima 1936: 190), a hypothesis which is
also supported by other lexical data (Kallio forthc.; see 3.6).

3.5 Common loans from unknown sources?'22

The theory that certain words within Finnic derive from an unknown ‘autoch-
thonous’ or substratal language is chiefly associated with the Estonian linguist
Paul Ariste (1962, 1971),1%® whose views on the subject seem to be regarded
as synonymous with the theory itself (cf. Kendla/Viikberg 2015). Essentially,
Ariste observed that words of unknown etymology tended to cluster in certain
semantic fields, particularly geographical terminology, “somatic words” (1962:
17) and fish names (1971: 10-11, 1975). As the only criterion for identifying sub-
strate words was the absence of an etymology, it is not surprising that the theory
failed to achieve widespread acceptance (Saarikivi 2004:188): the clustering of
etymologically obscure words in particular semantic fields may be a statistical
argument in favour of a linguistic substrate (cf. Aikio 2004, Saarikivi 2004), but
the suggestion becomes circular when applied on the level of an individual lex-
eme.

Thus, when the Finnic cognates of saari ‘island’ are reduced to a reconstruc-
ted Proto-Finnic *sari, what we are left with is a single, isolated data point —
a single witness. In the absence of comparative data, we may speculate that
the word is of foreign origin, but this cannot be substantiated with any positive
evidence. A proposal built on the absence of an etymology alone is naturally
very vulnerable. For instance, Ariste suggested that Estonian aed ‘fence’ was a
substrate word (1962: 17), but this has since turned out to have an impeccable
cognate in Khanty (Aikio 2014b: 1-2), and there are competing etymologies for
many other suggested substrate words, some of which are now widely accepted
(Kendla/Viikberg 2015: 143-147; Kallio forthc.).

122  This sub-chapter will be published, in a slightly modified form, as Jakob forthc. c.

123 I have unfortunately been unable to access Ariste’s monographic treatment (Keelekon-
taktid: eesti keele kontakte teiste keeltega. Tallinn: Valgus, 1981), although judging by the
discussions in Kendla/Viikberg 2015, it appears most of the relevant material was already
discussed in his earlier articles.
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Rather little evidence from Finnic has been adduced beyond the lists presen-
ted by Ariste. For instance, K. Hikkinen (2004) discusses the possibility of
a “proto-European” origin where Ariste had previously suggested it (thus s.v.
helmi ‘pearl) liha ‘meat, saari ‘island’) but does not expand the corpus, even
though many words are otherwise labelled as lacking an etymology and could,
atleast as far as the semantics are concerned, be decent candidates (hiki ‘sweat),
mahla ‘sap), tavi ‘teal’ etc.).

Support for a substrate loan origin has been furnished in specific cases by
internal evidence, such as unusual phonotactics or morphology (J. Hikkinen
2009: 37—38; Aikio 2012a: 84; }Kuss0B 2015), but even suggestions of this kind
may be vulnerable and run the risk of circularity. For instance, both J. Hakkinen
and usnos (op. cit.) cite the internal cluster -mm- as evidence of non-Uralic
origin, yet Aikio (in prep. 12) has argued in favour of such a cluster in native
vocabulary. Furthermore, even if a word’s phonotactics would indeed rule out
an inherited origin, we can still not in principle exclude that the word’s source
will be later identified in an attested language.

Since Ariste, some attempts have been made to elevate the West Uralic sub-
strate theory both on a general theoretical level (Hamonsckux 1990, 1997; Wiik
1992; Helimski 2001), and with reference to new linguistic data (Aikio 2004;
2012a: 80—88; Saarikivi 2004), but it is only in the last decade that we have seen a
real surge of interest in the area (cf. J{usnos 2015; Kendla/Viikberg 2015; Aikio
2015a: 45—-47; Soosaar 2021). These studies show an increased focus on phon-
ological and phonotactic criteria for identifying substrate words. Aikio also
identifies cases (and later patterns) of irregular correspondence between Sami
varieties (2004:14-16; 2012a: 85). This is important, as it allows us to move bey-
ond the “single witness” problem, allowing multiple proto-forms to be treated
as independent comparanda in support of a substratal origin.

What can be remarked upon is that the results achieved in this area by
Uralicists seem to have been largely independent of those achieved by Indo-
Europeanists (on which see 5.1). Of the cited authors, only Soosaar draws on any
Indo-European evidence previously mentioned in this connection, noting the
suggestion that F leivo, E l[6oke and OE lawerce ‘lark’ may be parallel loans from
an unknown language (Schrijver 1997: 309).124 Otherwise, Indo-European evid-

124 Hamomsckux (1990: 129; 1997: 200, fn. 5) does refer to some literature from the first half of
the 20th century, namely Feist’s theory of a lexical substrate in Germanic and Pokorny’s
theory of a non-IE substrate in Celtic. Kallio (1997: 126-128) can be considered respons-
ible for bringing the American school of thought to the attention of Uralicists (Aikio 2004,
Saarikivi 2004), although as discussed in 5.1, this particular branch of research was rather
light on specific data.
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ence has rarely figured in the discussion of possible palaeo-Baltic borrowings
in Finnic. Besides a brief comment by Junttila (2015a: 31) that certain lexical
isoglosses between Finnic and Baltic may represent “parallel borrowings from
a shared source, perhaps a lost substrate language”, the potential relevance of
the Baltic evidence to this debate has not been recognized.

Combining Baltic and Finnic evidence could be a further way to resolve the
“single witness” problem, and allow us to substantiate proposals of substrate
origin based on positive comparative evidence. However, the Baltic evidence
can only be considered an independent witness of a shared substrate word
where a direct loan relationship with Finnic can be ruled out. Where a Finnic
word can, on phonological grounds, be treated as a Baltic loanword, it cannot
constitute independent evidence, and while the possibility that the word was
loaned into Finnic and Baltic from a third unattested source remains a theoret-
ical possibility, it cannot be substantiated (compare, for instance, the examples
on p. 49, fn. 9).

Thus, in order to find reliable evidence for a shared substrate in Finnic and
Baltic, which I will refer to here as the “palaeo-Baltic” substrate, we will need
to identify words which are clearly related but which cannot be considered dir-
ect borrowings from one attested language to the other, thus presupposing the
involvement of some third source. In this section, I will try to identify cases in
which the Baltic and Finnic evidence complement each other and support the
supposition of a palaeo-Baltic lexical layer in both language families. After a
case study on fish names, I will attempt to identify phonological criteria which
might allow us to distinguish substrate lexemes, and finally present a couple of
good candidates.

3.51  Fish names

Aside from an old inherited term for ‘fish’ (Lt. fuvis, Lv. zivs = Gr. ix80g, Arm. jukn
‘fish’), very little of the fishing-related vocabulary in Baltic can be traced even
as far as Proto-Balto-Slavic. A common term for ‘eel’ can be reconstructed on
the basis of Lt. ungurys (- Finnic *ankerjas), Pr. E angurgis and — with diver-
gent suffixal vocalism — R yzops, Cz. tihoF, Sln. ugdr ‘eel’.125 Beyond this, just a
couple of common Balto-Slavic terms can be cited, each having an obscure ulti-
mate origin.1?6 This situation can be explained in at least two ways. On the one

125 Based on the inherited word for ‘snake’: Lt. angis ‘adder, Lv. uddze ‘viper, Pl. wqz,
Lat. anguis ‘snake’, etc. (LEW 1163).

126 The best example is Lt. §Gmas, Lv. sams ~ R com, PL. sum, SCr. som ‘wels catfish’; beside this,
we find Lt. fynas, Lv. linis ~ Pr. E linis, R auns (GEN.SG. auns), Cz. lin, Sln. linj ‘tench’ (note
the mismatch in intonation!). See Pronk (2022: 270). Note my discussions of the words for
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hand, we might simply assume that early Balto-Slavic speakers did not engage
much in fishing and did not distinguish many kinds of fish. Alternatively, and
more probably, we can assume that an originally richer fishing terminology has
largely been replaced, likely the result of changing subsistence practices and
language contact.

Unlike Baltic, Finnic has inherited a relatively rich range of fishing terms
from its linguistic parent. As well as the generic noun F kala, E kala, Li. kala
‘fish, there are inherited words for specific fish species (F sdrki ‘roach’, sgyne
‘ide), E dial. totkes ‘tench’), and vocabulary related to fish (e.g. F kute- ‘spawn (of
afish), suomus ‘scale’) and fishing (F pato ‘fishing weir; dam’); cf. Aikio 2022: 24.
It therefore cannot be stated that Finnic has undergone massive lexical replace-
ment in this semantic field to the same extent as Baltic.

Nevertheless, loanwords in this semantic domain would be unsurprising: the
Baltic Sea represents a particular ecosystem featuring species that would not
have been familiar to speakers of Indo-European or Uralic languages before
they reached the Baltic coast, such as the whitefish, Baltic herring, Atlantic sal-
mon, and sea mammals like whales and seals. The Latvian ethnologist Péteris
Smits (see P. Schmidt 1930: 87) already noted that a substantial number of
fish names in the region were of unclear origin, which he associated with an
ancient autochthonous fishing population. This idea was repeated in Benita
Laumane’s monograph on Latvian fish names (1973: 14; cf. Jlaymane/Hemno-
KyIHbIH 1968: 76; Ariste 1975: 468), and the same semantic field has been the
focus of a number of devoted studies (T'epz 1970, 1981; Ariste 1975; Sausverde
1996). )

Although most of the fish names mentioned by Smits are also present in
Latvian, the majority of these are transparent loanwords from southern Finnic.
On the other hand, a couple of the fish names he cites do have a wider distri-
bution. I will treat these here in more detail:

(a) ‘whitefish’ F siika, E siig, Li. sigdz (< *sika) ‘whitefish’ ~ Lt. sjkas; ON sikr
(attested in kennings), whence Nw./Sw. sik ‘whitefish’ — Already before Smits,
the word for ‘whitefish’ had been labelled as a possible loanword from ‘an abori-
ginal people’ by Buga (RR 11: 561). The word also featured among Ariste’s lists
of substrate words (1971: 11; 1975: 470—471), and was treated as such in a separ-
ate article by I'epg, (1981: 52).127 The question is whether there is any positive
evidence that the word was adopted from a palaeo-Baltic source.

‘ruffe’ (p. 275), ‘salmon’ (pp. 258—259) and ‘sturgeon’ (pp. 218—219, 236—237), which show
irregular correspondences between Baltic and Slavic.

127 Janne Saarikivi has made the same suggestion at the 13t Finno-Ugricist Conference in
Vienna, August 2022.
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Several sources have treated ON sikr as an inherited cognate of R cuz and
Lv. siga ‘whitefish’ (Falk/Torp 965; REW 11: 621; de Vries 1962: 475), implying
Finnic *sika was borrowed from Norse. However, the dialectal distribution of
the word within Russian clearly favours its interpretation as a Finnic loanword
(Kalima 1919: 217; Thornqvist 1948: 247—248; Tepz 1981: 52) and the Latvian word
is also generally explained from Finnic, which indeed seems likely (Thomsen
1890: 279; ME 111: 851). Thomsen (loc. cit.) has considered Lithuanian sjkas a
loan from Baltic German Siek ‘whitefish’ (with voiceless /s-/; cf. Kiparsky 1936:
181-182), which is itself probably from Estonian siig (Anderson 1938: 148), and
SKES (p. 1013) would even take the Norse word from Finnic, which LAGLOS
(111: 231) acknowledge as a possibility.

As a result, depending on our analysis, all of the evidence can be explained
as ultimately deriving from Finnic, or from Norse. In other words, we return to
the “single witness” problem, and no positive data can be presented in favour
of the substrate hypothesis. In this particular case, the Baltic evidence is fur-
thermore most probably irrelevant to the word’s ultimate origin. Although the
word remains without a convincing etymology, that fact alone is insufficient to
substantiate a hypothesis of palaeo-Baltic origin.

(b) ‘herring’ F silakka, E dial. (rare) silakas ‘Baltic herring; salted herring’
~ Pr. E sylecke, Lt. silke, Lv. dial. (?) silce (cited for Rézekne, see ME 111: 840)
‘herring’ — E silk (GEN.SG. silgu) ‘(salted) herring’ and Li. silk (NOM.PL. silkéd)
‘herring’ are usually quoted here, but due to the awkward syncope!?® and mis-
match in stem vowel, a direct equation with F silakka seems phonologically
problematic. Most probably, Li. si/k is loaned from Lv. sifke, which is itself from
Lithuanian (ME 111: 840), but E silk is not well accounted for.

In view of the trisyllabic Pr. E sylecke, it is attractive to assume that Lt. silke
has arisen through syncope from *sileké or *siliké (Buga 1916:143).12° Trautmann
(1910: 426) has assumed svarabhakti here, but there is simply no other evid-
ence for such a phenomenon in Prussian.!3? This fact also rules out Briickner’s
(1877: 131) preform *sildké and derivation from Slavic.!3! Other etymologists

128 Contrast E harakas, dial. arak, V6. harak, Li. aragoz (= F harakka) ‘magpie’.

129 Alternatively, we could directly compare Estonian silk and assume a variant *silk-, which
may further support the non-IE etymology (see below).

130 Trautmann cites J. Schmidt (1875: 209), but accepts neither of Schmidt’s supposed par-
allels (gelatynan and salowis, cf. Trautmann 1910: 336, 417). The fact that svarabhakti is
reported by Becker (1904: 262—263) to be frequent in Pervalkas (as also in South Kurzeme
dialects, Endzelins 1923: 106; Becker is the source of the ‘Curonian’ form (filéke) cited by
Trautmann) has little bearing on our understanding of a Prussian dialect some 600 years
and a hundred miles removed from it.

131 The preform is itself anachronistic, as the R diminutive cesédxa must derive from a virtual
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have derived the Baltic words from ON sild, OSw. sildh ‘herring’ (e.g. Solmsen
1904: 585; Smith 1910: 141; Falk/Torp 966), but this requires an entirely unpar-
alleled and phonetically unexpected development */d > lk (Smoczynski 2018:
1168). In sum, all existing loan etymologies require unjustified assumptions, and
cannot be upheld.

Smits (P. Schmidt 1930: 87) also noted the similarity of the Baltic and Finnic
words with ON sild, and assumed they were independently borrowed from a
substrate source (cf. similarly IIpeo6paskenckuii 11: 274; Biiga RR 11: 561; Tepg
1980; KysbpMmeHnko 2013: 514—515, fn. 4). As lengthening is not regular before */d
(Noreen 1894: 320—322), the long -i- either implies a disyllabic preform *silid-
or *siled- (cf. Falk/Torp 966; Kroonen 2013: 436) or a metathesis from *siplo-
(Smith 1910: 141; Noreen 1923: 172).132 In favour of the former clearly speak
the early loanwords into Sami (N sallit, L sallet ‘herring’ < *selét¢) and Slavic
(R ceawdw, Pl. sledz ‘herring’ < *silidi-, trad. *sslodb).!33

The disagreement between Baltic *sile/ik- and Norse *sile/id- would cer-
tainly favour the interpretation of these words as parallel loans from an un-
known source. The irregularity is reminiscent of that between ON #hnot,
OHG nuz (< *knud-) ‘nut’ and Lat. nux (?< *knuk-) mut’ discussed by Kroonen
(2012: 248) and van Sluis (forthc.). One possible explanation for such a phe-
nomenon could be a word-final neutralization of stops in the source language,
such as we find in North Sami (cf. mddjit, GEN.SG. mddjiga ‘beaver’). However,
this is merely a typological parallel. Other possible explanations can no doubt
be suggested, and as we have no criteria to decide between them, we may limit
ourselves to the observation that the correspondence is irregular.

Likewise, the Finnic words are not easy to explain as loans from Baltic,
primarily because of their back vocalism. Already Mikkola (1903: 28) compared
the Finnic and Baltic words, but stated that the direction of loaning is unclear.
Since Posti (1962), however, the Finnic words have generally been derived from
Middle Swedish *sill-laka (cf. sill-lake 1700) ‘herring brine’ (cf. SSA 111: 180;

*silid-ika- or *-uka- (trad. *ssledsb/ska), which should have turned up in Baltic as *siliduke,
or the like. Maziulis (PKEZ 1v: 107) starts with a Baltic preform *sildiké, but in that case,
the loss of *d is completely unmotivated.

132  Note the parallels in Ic. bildur (since 17t c.) ‘lancet, device for bloodletting’ = OHG bihal
‘axe’ < *bipla- (cf. EWAhd 11: 36-37 with lit.), and ON sdld ‘sieve’ < *sépla-, cf. OCS chru*
‘sift’ (see Kroonen 2017: 105, fn. 1 and 108, fn. 8).

133 The connection with Du. zeelt ‘tench’, which would support this reconstruction, is uncer-
tain on semantic grounds. For the Slavic reconstruction, cf. Mikkola (1903: 28), Buga
(1916:143), Thornqvist (1948: 78). I fail to understand the alternative reconstruction *sildi-
(trad. *svldv), favoured by REW (11: 606—607), which ought to have yielded R **co.10s, Pl.
*studz(?).
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LAGLOS 111: 237). There are serious problems with this explanation, the most
important being the single *-/- in Finnic. If even Sw. sill has been loaned into
Finnish with a geminate (cf. F silli), it is difficult to conceive of how sill-lake,
where the geminate is further reinforced by a morpheme boundary, could turn
up with a singleton /1/. There is no reason to suspect an original geminate would
have been shortened in Swedish or Finnic (pace Posti1962: 285).134 Thus, we are
only left with a rescue solution such as the assumption of a contamination with
F salakka, E dial. salak ‘bleak (type of fish)’ itself of unclear origin (SSA loc. cit.).

We are faced, therefore, with three similar preforms — Baltic *sile/ik-, Norse
*silifed- and Finnic *silakka — whose relationship cannot adequately be
accounted for either by cognancy or by borrowing.  would therefore argue that
this is a good candidate for parallel borrowing from a palaeo-Baltic source lan-

guage.

Some additional terms relating to fishing are shared between Baltic and Finnic
and lack a plausible Indo-European etymology. At least the following can be
cited:

— F seipi, E teib ‘dace’, Li. teib ‘ide’ (?< *stdipi, -e-; see p. 74) ~ Lv. obs. stiepats
‘chub’, i.e. Steepats ‘Alantsbleyer’ (Lange 1773: 325; ME 111: 1079) (Nuutinen
1987b)135 — The Baltic stem *stép- has no apparent further etymology (no
attempt is made in ME 1v: 1079; Laumane 1973: 79 speculates on a connec-
tion with Lv. dial. stipt ‘to become rigid’).

— F toe, Vt. togo, Li. togoz (< *tokeh) ‘fishing weir’ ~ Lt. takisys, Lv. tacis ‘fishing
weir’; Pr. E takes ‘(mill) weir’ (Thomsen 189o: 226)136 — Some connection
with Lt. tekéti ‘to flow’ is often assumed (Miklosich 1886: 348; LEW 1052;
PKEZ 1v: 181), but the formation has remained problematic (cf. the spec-

134 The Swedish compound does not appear to have ever been very frequent, and was prob-
ably never fully conventionalized, while the occasional spelling with -//- in older Finnish
sources could be due to Swedish sill. Secondly, the semantics are possible, but awkward, as
atwo-stage metonymical shift must be assumed from ‘herring brine’ (unattested in Finnic)
to ‘salted herring’ (unattested in Swedish), followed, in several languages, by a further gen-
eralization to ‘Baltic herring’. However, see Posti (1962: 286) for a possible parallel.

135 Nuutinen (op. cit. 109-110) points out that the suffix -ats has had some productivity in fish
names, e.g. dial. sSkaunats (ME 1v: 22) ‘carp.

136 The Latvian word is much more easily explained from *tacsis < *tacisis with syncope than,
as often suggested, through reanalysis of a NOM.SG. *taciss. Prussian takes must, however,
be taken for */takiss/ (= Lt. dial. t@kiSas); compare Pr. E crays, * /kraiss/ ‘hay’ (= Pr. G kraise
‘hay’, cf, craysewisse ‘a grain tax’, on which see Chapter 7, fn. 13).
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ulative analysis as *tak-kis- with the root of Lt. kisti ‘to stuff’ in Smoczynski

2018:1441).
There is nothing in these comparisons that would rule out a transmission of the
word through Baltic into Finnic,'3” meaning that we have no positive evidence
for a palaeo-Baltic origin, although there might potentially be some statistical
significance if numerous shared fishing terms turn out to be of unclear origin.
We may tentatively add the word for ‘salmon’ to this list (Laumane 1973 apud
Ariste 1975: 468), whose semantics would make a loanword very probable a pri-
ori:
— F lohi, E [ohe, l6hi (< *lohi, -e-); Sa. N luossa, Sk. ludss (< *luose) ‘salmon’ ~

Lt. lasisa, Lv. lasis ‘salmon’ (Thomsen 1890: 194)
The Baltic word has further comparanda in Pr. E lalasso */lasasa/, R szocdcew,
Pl tosos, and ON lax, OHG lahs ‘salmon, which cannot strictly be combined
under a shared proto-form. As I suspect that Lv. lasis and Lt. [d@sis have resulted
from syncope from an earlier */asisis, a potential irregularity in the Finnic trans-
mission could be the absence of any reflection of the second *s (the existence
of a Proto-Baltic form with syncope is questionable; see the detailed discussion
on pp. 258-259). However, this evidence remains rather tenuous and open to
interpretation.

3.5.2  Finnic short vowel vs. Baltic long vowel

Even if the word for ‘herring’ seems to be a reasonable candidate for a palaeo-
Baltic substrate word, it would be nice to find some patterns that would help to
identify such parallel borrowings in Finnic and Baltic, for example correspond-
ence patterns which do not occur in direct loanwords. In this context, I would
like to examine the Baltic vowels *€ and *a. The usual substitutions we find for
Baltic *é (= *&&) and *a in words with a clear Indo-European pedigree are Finnic
*é and *o (see 3.3.1).

On the other hand, several examples of short *a as a substitution of Baltic
long *a were collected by Koivulehto (1990: 152, 2000: 105-106 and passim;
cf. also Kallio 2008a: 207). In his opinion, these loanwords must belong to
an earlier layer predating the rounding of Proto-Baltic *a, a development he
assumes to explain the supposedly later substitution with Finnic *6. However,
it has now been shown that Finnic *0 developed from an earlier *@, and so the
innovation took place on the Finnic side (Lehtinen 1967: 150-151; Aikio 2012:
232). As noted by Pystynen (2018: 72—75), this points to the opposite conclu-

137 While in the most certain Baltic loanwords, *o « *a is only found in the neighbourhood of
alabial (cf. p. 63), the data is insufficient to rule out a chance correlation.
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sion, namely that the loanwords showing short *a must be later, postdating the
raising of Early Proto-Finnic *a (> *6) but predating the emergence of a new
phoneme *a:

(a) Early (b) Late (c) Post-Baltic
ia a ia a ia u
e 0 e o0
a e a a

PB*& > PFa PB*& > PFi

While Pystynen’s account does indeed explain the facts, it seems unattractive
to view the raising of original *d and emergence of a new *d as unrelated phe-
nomena. The two developments seem to be interpretable as a push shift caused
by the loss of intervocalic *» and “x. The resulting contractions (e.g. *kanara >
*ka.ara > *kari ‘curve; rib of a boat’) can be seen as having motivated the raising
of the earlier low vowels (cf. footnote 60). In this context, it is unnecessary to
assume that Proto-Finnic went through a stage in which *a was absent, as in
system (b).

If we examine the examples which supposedly show short reflexes of Baltic

*é and *a, it is notable that none of them have a completely evident Indo-

European etymology. In five cases, the Baltic word lacks any plausible com-

paranda entirely:

1. E vihk, GEN.SG. vdhi, Li. veéjoz (< *vihi)38 ~ Lt. véZjs, Lv. vézis ‘cray-
fish’ (Thomsen 1890: 241) — The Baltic word has no clear etymology (cf.
LEW 1235-1236; ALEW 1419).139

2. Li. vdgali ‘burbot’ ~ Lt. végélé 3, Lv. védzele ‘burbot’ (Thomsen 1890:
77) — Although limited to Livonian, the assumption of a later loan from
Zemaitian (Thomsen 1890: 141-142) or Curonian (Endzelin 1914: 102;

138 Estonian-kis a secondary excrescent consonant (cf. mdahk ‘sapwood’ < *mdihd). The i-stem
may indicate a very recent origin (Junttila 2015a: 181), but it could also be secondary (cf.
3.3.3 on E kurt, dial. kdrv). The Livonian form appears on paper to suggest something like
*Vihjes, which could suggest an originally different inflectional type. Salaca Livonian véji*
‘crayfish’ may rather represent a loan from Leivu vdi (cf. Pajusalu, Krikmann & Winkler
2009: 293) or Estonian vahi (P. Kallio p.c. February 2022).

139 The connection with NP gazidan ‘bite, sting’ is formally impossible (Cheung 2007:117-118)
and that with Skt. vahaka- ‘a kind of insect’ very uncertain (KEWA 111: 198).
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Nieminen 1957:199) does not help to explain the short first-syllable vowel.
The Baltic word has no clear etymology (cf. LEW 1212; ALEW 1392).

F apila, dial. apelias (?< *apeila ~ *apelja)'*® ~ Lv. abudls, cf. Pr. E wobilis
‘clover’ (Thomsen 1890: 156; Kalima 1936: 94 with “?”) — The Baltic forms
cannot be separated from Lv. ddbudls, Lt. dobilas ‘clover’, with an unclear
initial d-. It is generally assumed that the d- was lost due to contamination
with the word for ‘apple’ (Lv. dbudls; Pr. E woble) and/or influence of Lv.
damulis ‘mistletoe’ (cf. dial. amuols ‘mistletoe; clover, wood sorrel; daisy’;
ME1: 235, LEW 99; ALEW 26—27). While Lv. (d)abuéls does indeed appear
to have been influenced by the word for ‘apple’!#! the similarity of Baltic
*dabila- and *dbola- seems hardly sufficient motivation for the former to
have lost its initial stop, which is a typologically unusual development.!42
If the word is not of Indo-European origin, the *d- co *&- alternation
might be attributed to the source language(s). A potential parallel is found
in the plant name ME doder, MHG toter, totter ‘dodder’ beside Lt. judros,
Lv. idra, dial. judras (ME 11: 115), V0. judér, (Hargla) jutr, Li. juddér ‘false
flax, Camelina'143

E hakkama ‘begin; grasp’, ?Li. akkd ‘grasp, catch’ (cf. Junttila 2017a: 131) ~
Lv. sdkt ‘begin Lt. $6kti jump, spring (into action)’ also dial. ‘start sud-
denly (esp. of weather phenomena)’ (Vaba 1992: 222; Holopainen/Junttila
2022: 97) — The original meaning is probably jump’: cf. ME sterten ‘jump,
spring (up, forth); come suddenly into a state or condition’ > modern start
(16th century) ‘begin’. The connection with Gr. ¥nxis ‘ooze, viscous liquid
(of blood, pitch, fat, etc.)’ (LIV 319; ALEW 1213) is semantically unconvin-
cing.

F varhainen, dial. varas, E varane, Vo. varahind, Li. varaz, va'rri ‘early’ (<
*varas, *varahinen);"** Sa. N vuoras ‘old; old man, Sk. vudrds ‘old man;

VKS cites Vt. apila only from the botanical notes of Gustav Vilbaste. Perhaps this is a
Finnish loan.

Note that e.g. Standard Latvian dbudlins ‘clover’ synchronically appears as if it is a dimin-
utive of dbudls ‘apple.

Koivulehto (2000: 107) suggests that the d-forms could instead be secondary, but since
he does not provide any explanation for the d-, this cannot be considered a fully-formed
hypothesis.

The relationship between the Baltic and Voro/Livonian words is unclear (LEW 196). A
loanword is conceivable in either direction (cf. Sommer 1914: 197), as well as in a relatively
recent timeframe (Junttila 2012: 273).

Liukkonen (1999:152) suggests a semantic shift ‘old’ » ‘long ago’ » ‘early’, citing as a parallel
Hungarian rég ‘long ago’ and its derivative 7égi ‘old’ (but this shows the opposite develop-
ment). Another possibility could be to start from the sense ‘fully grown, ripe’ (cf. Kildin



BALTIC - FINNIC LOANS 101

grown up (e.g. of a reindeer calf)’ (< *vuores) ~ Lt. obs. voras, Pr. 111 urs,
ACC.PL. urans *[ura-/ ‘old’ (Liukkonen 1999: 151-152) — The Baltic word
is isolated. No cognates are suggested by LEW (1274), PKEZ (1v: 211) or
Smoczynski (2018:1695).145

Even though the latter example has an equivalent in Sdmi, the second syllable
vowels do not correspond, meaning that no common proto-form can be set up

(cf. Liukkonen loc. cit.).1#6 Likewise, the other examples have comparanda in

Slavic, but in two of three cases, the comparison is phonologically irregular,

suggesting the words in question postdate Proto-Balto-Slavic:

6.

145

146

147

148

149

F lapio, dial. lapia, E labidas, Li. l@’bdi (< *lapita) ‘spade’ ~ Lt. [dpeta, Pr. E
lopto ‘shovel, spade’ (Thomsen 1890: 197 with “?”) — The Baltic forms are
clearly related to OCS sonara ‘(winnowing) shovel, but the correspond-
ence is irregular.!#” Note that if we start from Baltic *lapetd, the Finnic
second syllable vowel * is also unexpected, especially if we consider that
the suffix *-etA is frequent in Finnic, while *-itA is otherwise unknown (cf.
Koivulehto 2000: 110-111).148149

F lava ‘platform, deck’, E lava ‘(sleeping) platform; bench (in a sauna)’, Li.
lova ‘bed; bench (in a sauna)’ (< *lava); Sa. N luovvi, Sk. luevv ‘raised plat-
form (for storing meat)’ (< *luové) ~ Lt. léva, Lv. lava ‘bunk (for sleeping);

Sami viras ‘large (of fish)’), with a subsequent development to ‘timely’ as in SCr. dospijeti
‘ripen, mature; be on time’, and finally to ‘early’.

As the word is only attested in older lexical sources, the circumflex given by Trautmann
(1910: 127), Fraenkel (LEW 1274), and other authors, does not appear to have any basis (cf.
Buiga RR 11: 720). The word is essentially limited to Prussian Lithuanian, and may be a
Prussianism (cf. Smoczyniski 1983: 171, fn. 15), but the derivative vorusis ‘frail person’ repor-
ted from Linkmenys implies a broader distribution. The form frupé (rather *iirupé?, cf.
the river name ljrup[ai in Luoké) (= vérupé) ‘old river bed, cited by Juska (apud LKZ), is,
contra Smoczynski (2018: 695), hardly reliable evidence for ablaut. Could it be a Sembian
Prussianism with regular */ar-/ < *war-?

It is unlikely that Sdmi shows suffix replacement. On the contrary, we would expect reten-
tion of the suffix *-és to have been encouraged by the more usual synonym *poares ‘old’ (>
Sa. N boaris, Sk. pud res).

There is no indication that the Baltic word represents a derivative with lengthened grade
(Fraenkel 339—340; Smoczynski 2018: 724), and the comparison with Lt. ldpas ‘leaf’ is bet-
ter abandoned.

On the other hand, it is possible that a variant with *-i- existed in Baltic, as in Lt. dial.
vediga ‘adze’ (LKA 1: 87), médiga ‘material’ (for vedega, médziaga), and this might underly
Prussian lopto, cf. Pr. E wedigo ‘Carpenter’s axe’, Lv. dial. vedga ‘ice chisel.

Koivulehto (2000: 114) also discusses F lapa ‘shoulder blade’, but this is rather an inher-
ited word and cognate with Inari Sdmi lyepi and Eastern Mansi lizp ‘shoulder blade’ (Aikio
2015b:13).
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bench in a sauna’ (Wiklund 1896: 45—46; Kalima 1936: 131) — The Baltic
word is cognate with R dial. zdea ‘bench; platform for washing clothes),
Cz. dial. lava ‘bench (along a wall), but has no further etymology.15°
8. Fvakka, Evakk ‘oval container made of bark; dry measure’, Li. vaka ‘woven
basket; dry measure’ ~ Lt. vékas ‘(eye)lid; woven grain basket), Lv. vdks
1id’, DIM. vdcele ‘woven grain basket; dry measure’ (Koivulehto 2000:
14-115) — The Baltic forms must be connected to R srbxo ‘eyelid, dial.
(CPHTI 1v:101) lid of a basket or wooden vessel; grain basket, Cz. viko lid’;
however, the vocalic relationship between the Slavic and Baltic words is
irregular.151152
As aresult, we are faced with a situation where all of the Baltic loanwords whose
Indo-European background is certain show long reflexes of Baltic *a and *e in
Finnic, which is actually what we should expect in the case of direct loanwords,
while all the plausible examples in which Finnic shows short vowels lack an
Indo-European etymology, being at best common Balto-Slavic. In this context,
we may venture the conclusion that the two different substitution patterns do
not represent different chronological layers, as was previously assumed, but
rather betray a distinction between direct and indirect contacts. A possible
explanation for this could be that a substrate language underlying Baltic had
undergone a sound change (such as open-syllable lengthening) which resul-
ted in phonetically long vowels, while a related substrate underlying Finnic
retained short reflexes.!53

150 Fraenkel (LEW 387) suggests a derivation from the root of Lt. lidutis ‘cease’ (note this verb
in the sense ‘abgeschnittet, verstiimmelt werden’ appears to be unattested); however, the
semantic connection between this verb and ‘raised platform or deck’ is by no means trivial.
Furthermore, one would anticipate the palatal onset of the verb to be preserved in such
a derivation, as in paliova ‘break’ < pa-liduti. The derivational chain set up by Smoczynski
(2018: 726), involving an unattested verbal form */évyti, involves too many hypothetical
stages to be taken seriously.

151 From an o-grade *uoh;k-, I would anticipate Lt. *tioka-; cf. the discussions in P9C vI: 196
and Derksen 2015: 509. A potential parallel is the word for ‘turnip), Lt. répé ~ R prbna, which
is, however, almost certainly of non-IE origin; see p. 237 for a discussion.

152 Md. E vakan ‘vessel, bowl, as already noted by Paasonen 1896: 36, is hardly from R dial.
(CPHT 1v: 9) 8aedn ‘wooden trough'. Contra van Linde’s (2007: 177) claim that *-k- is a
usual substitution for foreign *-g-, this substitution actually seems to be highly excep-
tional. The only generally comparable example listed in Paasonen (1903: 17) is Moksha
dial. avk3s ‘August’ The Erzya word could instead be seen as cognate with the Finnic word,
with a suffix as in Md. kuckan ‘eagle’ < PU *kocka.

153 For more length alterations, compare the examples collected in 7.5.1. A similar example
could perhaps be F leppd, E lepp, Li. liepa ‘alder’ ~ Lt. liepa, Lv. liépa ‘lime tree’. On this
word in detail, see p. 89.
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It must be acknowledged, however, that this theory is to a large extent built
on a theoretical postulate (“Proto-Finnic always had a phoneme *@") and can
be viewed as a potential house of cards. Should a convincing Indo-European
etymology be discovered for any one of the Baltic source words, we would
be forced to accept a Baltic » Finnic loanword, and with it, the possibility
of a substitution *a - *a. In that case, we would be compelled to accept an
alternative solution, such as Pystynen’s chronological one, and we might as
well apply that explanation to all of the examples. Thus, although the theory
potentially carries more weight than Ariste’s in that it identifies a linguistic pat-
tern in the data, its vulnerability is only exacerbated, as it depends not only
on a single word lacking an etymology but on a whole set of words lacking
one.

3.5.3 Irregular front vocalism

Koivulehto (1971) collects some material which would show Finnic front vowels
as substitutes for back vowels in loanwords, but does not concern himself with
any explanation of this phenomenon. I will not address the Germanic evid-
ence, which is beyond the scope of my study. As for the Baltic evidence, *tiittdr
‘daughter’ and *tiihjd ‘empty’ are open to interpretation (see p. 65). Two other
frequently cited examples (e.g. Kalima 1936: 66; Koivulehto 1971: 577; Nuutinen
1989: 498) show front and back variants within Finnic:

— F rastas, Vt. dial. rassa ‘thrush) E dial. raastas, Li. rasta ‘starling’ ~ F dial.

réistds, Vt. dial. rdsdz, E réstas, VO. réstds ‘thrush’154
— F ankerias, E angerjas, Li. angérz ~ K (Olonets) dngerids, Vt. (Kukuzzi)
dngerid, E dial. (Vaivara) dnger( jas) ‘eel’

In both cases, the front-vocalic form appears to be secondary. This is shown by
the lack of clear dialectal patterning: E dial. dnger( jas) is rare and marginal,
while rdstas is attested throughout Estonia (see VMS s.v.). In North Finnic,
the fronted variants are in principle infrequent. It is clearly anachronistic to
blame these dialectal effects on a borrowing event many centuries prior.!5% The
transfer of back-vocalic words to front harmony is a typical expressivization
mechanism in Finnic (cf. Saukkonen 1962; Nikkild 2002: 132; Vaba 2011: 749),
and both words show other signs of expressivization, e.g. introduction of the

154 Compare similarly the bird name F varpunen, E varblane ~ E dial. (E) vdrb, virblane, Vt.
virpo ‘sparrow’, of Slavic origin.

155 Ubotila (1986: 213) and Vaba (2011: 749) suggest that the words in question were originally
disharmonic, with this discrepancy only being resolved in the individual languages, but
it is hardly believable that the violation of vowel harmony was permitted in Early Proto-
Finnic only to be reinforced again in Late Proto-Finnic (compare Pystynen 2018: 70-72).
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primarily non-native phoneme /¢/ in Karelian racoi ‘thrush’ or irregular suffix

substitution in F dial. angerva (SMS s.v. ankerias).

In this context, we can examine the following case:

— Vt. dtala, 58 E ddal (secondary hddal) (- F dial. dtdld, Ojansuu 1916: 202), Vo.
dtal ‘aftermath’ ~ Lt. atdlas, Lv. atdls, Pr. E attolis ‘aftermath’ (Thomsen 1890:
159) — For various etymological analyses, none of which are convincing, cf.
ME 1: 149; Witcak 2001; Kabasinskaité/Klingenschmitt 2004: 89—95. See also
p. 232.

The consistent front vocalism shown in Finnic is difficult to explain starting
from the attested Baltic forms. While Li. (Kettunen) a'dddl ‘aftermath’ does
indeed suggest a variant with back vocalism, according to Kettunen (1938:
2), the word should be reconstructed *atela rather than *atala,'57 therefore
neither representing a back-vocalic equivalent to the Estonian forms, nor being
straightforwardly derivable from Latvian (see also Gaters 1953: 155, who offers
an unconvincing solution). As a result, this example is not directly comparable
with those cited above, where equivalent front and back variants were attested
dialectally. Furthermore, there are no other indications of ‘expressivization’ in
this word.

To resolve this problem, we might suppose that the irregularity is the res-
ult of an indirect loanword relationship. There is otherwise possible evidence
that the Baltic word was borrowed from a non-IE source in its irregular com-
parandum in Slavic (see p. 232), although it cannot be entirely excluded that
the front vocalism in Finnic is merely secondary, as in the word for ‘thrush’158

We can also note the word for ‘sleigh’: F reki, E regi, Li. reggdoz, whose e-
vocalism is unexpected on the basis of Lt. rdgés, Lv. ragus, ragavas PL. ‘sleigh,
sledge’ The traditional etymology for Baltic connects these to Lt. rdgas, Lv. rags
‘horn’, based on the “horn-like” shape of the sledge’s runners (thus ME 111:
465, LEW 685; ALEW 964; Smoczynski 2018: 1105). Needless to say, this is
merely guesswork, and does not account for the Finnic evidence (cf. Kalima
1936: 66). A Proto-Baltic variant *regé can hardly be posited on the strength

156 Ojansuu (cf. SSA 11I: 499; Junttila 2012: 272) assumes the Votic word was adopted from
Estonian, but apparently only because he takes the latter as a late Latvian loan, which is
hardly necessitated by the data.

157 Compare Li. vieddo! ‘liquid’ (< *veteld) as against madal low’ (< *matala). In a foot-
note, Vaba (loc. cit.) notes a form {addal) from Hupel’s dictionary, but this must be a
printing error: the German-Estonian part of the dictionary has (dddal) (Hupel 1818 11:
417).

158 In North Finnic, there is yet another suspiciously similar word: F odelma, Ingrian oelma
‘aftermath’ (< *otelma). The derivation from F ota ‘spear, thorn’ (SSA 11: 258) does not seem
particularly convincing.
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of Lv. dial. regavas (which is probably due to a secondary dialectal develop-
ment, cf. Endzelins 1923: 36—-37) and toponymic evidence (contra Nieminen
1957: 202).159

On balance, while the vocalism of the examples adduced here is indeed
problematic and has not yet found a satisfactory solution, the evidence is rather
limited. While the proposal of parallel loanwords from a palaeo-Baltic source
might provide a possible explanation, it is uncertain whether there are suffi-
cient examples for such a proposal to be justified.

We may conclude that the search for phonological criteria to distinguish dir-
ect and indirect loanwords between Baltic and Finnic has yielded only modest
results. In the following, I will tackle the question from a slightly different per-
spective, and treat two case studies in detail.

3.5.4 Theword for thousand’

First, we will examine the word for ‘thousand’, which is generally accepted to
be a Baltic loanword in Finnic (Thomsen 1890: 232—233; Kalima 1936: 170-171;
SSA 111: 318). The data are as follows:

— F tuhat (OBL. tuhante-), E tuhat, Li. tionté (< *tuhat, OBL. *tuhante-) ‘thou-

sand’ ~ Lt. titkstantis, Lv. tikstudtis ‘thousand’

Despite the consensus, it has always been clear that the East Baltic forms do
notrepresent a suitable source as attested. As a result, one has instead operated
with a hypothetical Baltic source such as *tasamti- (Buga 1908: 138; Nieminen
1957:190; Lithr 1993: 124; Liukkonen 1999: 15),!60 a reconstruction based primar-

159 A slightly different issue is posed by F rieska, E rédsk, Li. réské ‘fresh, unleavened, which
is compared to Lt. préskas in the same sense. These forms can be reconstructed to Proto-
Finnic as *réska, yet such a form would presuppose an Early Proto-Finnic *rdska, in viol-
ation of vowel harmony (Pystynen 2018: 71—72; a similar issue faces Vaba’s derivation of
E [o6ts from Lv. plésas ‘bellows, on which see Holopainen/Junttila 2022: 64). There are
two possible solutions. First, the back vocalism could be secondary, an unusual develop-
ment which, however, does have a parallel in F mela, E méla ‘paddle’ (< *meld, cf. S&. N
mealli, Md. M milé ‘oar’; Kallio 2014: 161). The alternative solution is to assume a younger
loan, which would also be supported by the young syllable structure *CVCC- (cf. Junttila
2019: 36). However, none of the other loan evidence can support the existence of Baltic
loanwords in Late Proto-Finnic. It is perhaps of relevance that the Baltic word has an irreg-
ular cognate in OHG frisc ‘fresh’ (see p. 271), although since the issue with this loanword
is mainly chronological, it is uncertain whether the unexpected Finnic vocalism can be
explained away by positing a loanword from an unknown source.

160 Kalima (1936: 57, 86—87) sees a parallel for the substitution *kst - *$ in F dial. ahingas (?«
Estonian, Junttila 2016b: 226), E ahing, Li. a'ngoz (< *ahinka ~ *ahinkas) ‘fishing spear’ ~
Lt. dkstinas, HLv. obs. (Bezzenberger 1882: 275) akstyns ‘thorn, goad’ (Thomsen 1890:157).
However, this comparison is best abandoned, as the Finnic stem-final velar is also unex-
plained (cf. Liukkonen 1999: 15).
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ily on the Finnic form, and unsupported by the comparative data. If the alleged
Baltic *§ reflects IE *£, then it remains to be explained why no trace of this
phoneme is found in Go. pusundi, ON pusund ‘thousand’é! If we assume *$§
reflects IE *s with RUKI law, then it remains to be explained why we do not
find a RUKI reflex in Slavic (cf. OCS roicamu ‘thousand’). Moreover, in both
scenarios, the actually attested East Baltic data is unexplained.

The only way to reconcile the Germanic and Slavic evidence is to reconstruct
a medial cluster *-ts-: the *t would be lost in Germanic, and would block the
effects of RUKI law in Slavic. From this starting point, there is no room for a
Baltic form with *-§-. Instead, the Baltic evidence can only be accounted for by
assuming an irregular metathesis to -s¢-. As a result, Pijnenberg (1989: 104-105)
has reconstructed an underlying *tuHt-h;s-nt-ih,- (in his notation *tat-snt-7)
‘eine grofie Quantitit bildend'. However, the root *tuHt- (a supposed extension
of the root of Skt. tavds- ‘strong, powerful’) lacks external parallels, meaning his
semantic reconstruction is ad hoc, and moreover, the Baltic metathesis remains
irregular (see also Lithr 1993: 118).162

In view of the problems in reconstructing a common proto-form, Stang
(1966: 282;1972: 49) has suspected that the word for ‘thousand’ is in fact of non-
IE origin. Indeed, as discussed in 6.3.2, there are possible parallels for an irreg-
ular alternation between *st and *ts, which might be an indication of parallel
borrowing.!63 If the Indo-European word cannot be analysed as inherited, we

161 A reconstruction of the type *tuHs-(d)kmt- (Bugge 1888: 327; Leumann 1942: 126-128;
Kroonen 2013: 554) has usually been suggested based on a notion (in my view mis-
guided) that this word contains the Indo-European word for ‘hundred’ The develop-
ment of *-s(d)k- to *-s- in Germanic is implausible (Hirt 1896: 343; Pijnenberg 1989: 101;
Gorbachov 2006: 8) and not supported by any other evidence.

162 The *m is usually reconstructed on the basis of Pr. 111 tusimtons Acc.pL. ‘thousand’, but
this, like ON piis-hund ‘thousand;, is more probably a folk-etymological distortion after
the word for ‘hundred’ (cf. Lt. Siriitas; Hirt 1896: 345—347; Vaillant 1958: 647). As Hirt poin-
ted out, the word-internal *-sk- should have given Germanic *-sk- by sound law, so any
sequence -sh- must necessarily be of secondary origin. Indeed, we would expect an old
*-m- to have been preserved in East Baltic (Stang 1966: 100).

163 A somewhat similar irregularity is seen in the word for ‘wax’, F vaha, E vaha, Li. vy’ ‘wax,
which cannot be regularly derived from Baltic *vaskas (> Lt. vaskas, Lv. vasks ‘wax’). Here,
as in the examples discussed below, one has assumed the generalization of a weak conson-
ant grade (Thomsen 189o: 76; Kalima 1936: 171). Since the irregular cognate in OHG wats,
ON vax ‘wax’ can be seen as an indication that the Baltic word is of non-Indo-European
origin (see pp. 217—218), one may suggest the same for the irregular Finnic form. It must be
admitted, however, that the Finnic word could be of Germanic origin, after all: the substi-
tutions Germanic *4 - Finnic *k and *s - (*$ >) *h are known from other early loanwords,
(e.g. *kaltas ‘bank, shore’ « Gm. *halpaz, cf. ON hallr ‘slope, hill’; PF *kana ‘chicken’ «
Gm. *hanan-, cf. ON hani ‘rooster’; see LAGLOS II: 20, 35. On *s - *$, see p. 72), while
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may suggest that the Finnic word likewise represents a borrowing from a non-

Indo-European source, rather than a direct loan from an Indo-European one.

Note that there are a couple of other cases where Finnic shows *4 as against

Baltic *s, neither of which have a watertight IE etymology:

— Flaiha, E lahja, Li. laja (< *laiha) ‘thin, lean’ ~ Lt. liesas, Lv. liéss ‘thin, lean’ —
Regarded as etymologically obscure (ALEW 670; Smoczynski 2018: 698
699).164

— F lahto, Vp. dial. lahk, -on (< *lahto) ‘bird trap’ ~ Lt. sldstai pL., Lv. slasts,
usu. slazds ‘trap, snare’ — Etymology uncertain (LEW 827; Smoczynski 2018:
1219).

The former has also been explained as showing a reflex of Baltic *s due to

RUKI law (Kallio 2008a: 267).165 While it appears likely that the RUKI law must

have applied after *u and *i at some point in pre-Proto-Baltic, the more typical

attested reflex is -s- (cf. Endzelins 1911: 29—60; Stang 1966: 99). As the exact chro-
nology of these developments is difficult to establish, it cannot be ruled out that

Finnic reflects an earlier Baltic */aisa-. In this context, we might favour the com-

parison of the Baltic word with OE [es, OS lés ADV. ‘less’ (Kroonen 2013: 324)

and further with OHG liso ‘mild, soft, ?Gr. Aopés ‘mild, warm’ (Osthoff 1910:

325—326; Heidermanns 1993: 370), which I think cannot be ruled out.
However, the *4 in Finnic *lahto can hardly be blamed on the RUKI law,66

and the irregularity in this word might be compared with that found in the word

for ‘thousand’, and assumed to be an indication of shared substrate origin. Still,
given that the substitution *s - *# is well known from Germanic loanwords

(Koivulehto 1984: 193-195), an alternative way out might be to suggest that the

word for ‘thousand’ is of Germanic origin, a solution which has almost never

the development *ks > *h is regular in Finnic (Posti 1953: 7—9), cf. F mehildinen ‘bee’ (<
PU *meksa, UEW 271). Thus Germanic *wahsa- - pre-PF *waks$a > *vaha can be considered
quite plausible (contra LAGLOS 111: 350 with further lit.).

164 Lt.ldibas (?- Lv. dial. laibs) ‘thin, lean’ cannot be linked by any known derivational process
(contra LEW 329—330; Derksen 2015: 268—-269).

165 The traditional explanation has been to assume the generalization of a weak consonant
grade (Kalima 1936: 58—59; Posti 1953: 61-62), but such a theory applied to Proto-Finnic is
in principle problematic, as the phonologization of consonant gradation postdated Proto-
Finnic (see Viitso 1981; Nahkola 1995). Not only that, but *sC-type clusters did not undergo
gradation in Proto-Finnic at all (cf. Posti 1953: 9), meaning that such an explanation is
excluded for lahto. In any case, *s was only ever weakened to *A between unstressed vow-
els.

166 Nieminen (1934: 28) has in fact suggested that the RUKI law may be responsible in the
case of *lahto by positing a donor form *slaksta- or *slagzda- (cf. Lv. obs. slagzds; ME 111:
912) with an intrusive velar. The dating of a dialectal by-form in Latvian to Proto-Baltic
does, however, feel anachronistic.
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been suggested. True, the Baltic suffixal syllable *-ant- does come closer to the
Finnic data than Germanic *-und- (but see Koivulehto 1981: 193).

An obstacle to both the Germanic and Baltic etymologies could be the short
*u in Finnic. This has not usually been viewed as a problem, or even remarked
upon.87 Such short reflexes have been attributed to the fact that long vowels
were originally only possible in e-stems (Koivulehto 1981:193). However, if such
a phonotactic limitation did once exist, there is plenty of evidence the Baltic
loanwords postdated it (cf. Ploger 1982: 93). Compare the following etymolo-
gies:

— F tuulaalla, Vp. dial. tulhuuda (< *tilahela-) ‘spear-fish by torchlight’ ~ Lv.
diilis ‘torch for night fishing’

— Ftuura, E tuur (< *tara) ‘ice chisel’ ~ Lv. dial. dure ‘ice chisel’

— Fluuta, E luud, Li. ladd (< *lata) ‘broom’ ~ Lt. sliota, Lv. sluéta ‘broom’

The substitution of Baltic *0 as Finnic *u in the last example can only be

understood if this loanword predated the raising of early Proto-Finnic *a to *o,

demonstrating that this must belong to a chronologically earlier period (see

above). We might suggest that Finnic *tuhat belongs to an even earlier layer,

but this feels ad hoc without other supporting evidence. Aside from ‘thousand,

there is one more possible example of the substitution of *& as “u among the

Baltic loanwords:

— Fkulo ‘wildfire; last year's grass’, E kulu, Li. ku’l ‘last year's grass’ ~ Lv. kiila ‘last
year’s grass; old hair of an animal, Lt. dial. kitlymas ‘last year’s grass’

Here again, the Baltic source word is of uncertain origin,'6® and the direction

of loaning has often been declared uncertain (Thomsen 1890: 190; Kalima 1936:

121-122; SKES 11: 234—235). Therefore, there is no solid evidence that would sup-

port the substitution & - *u among the Baltic loanwords, but even if such a

substitution is accepted, we are still left with the awkward Finnic *A.

Next, we have to address the words for ‘thousand’ in Mordvin and Mari.
While the vocalism in Md. E fozan, M tozdr ‘thousand’ seems to match that
of Finnic, Mordvin *t- normally only occurs in words of affective or obscure

167 Thomsen (1890: 99) simply remarks that both long and short *u are substituted as short
*u in Finnic, while Kalima (1936: 71) passes over the short reflexes in silence (similarly
Kallio 2008a: 272). Nieminen (1957: 190) writes dryly: “Das @ der ersten Silbe wurde bei der
Entlehnung durch u ersetzt”.

168  The Lithuanian word looks deverbal, which suggests a comparison with West Aukstaitian
is-kalyti ‘dry up, deteriorate’, yet the latter itself looks be denominal (cf. 3PRES. -ja).
Nieminen (1934: 26) connects Lv. kalst (1SG.PRET. kaltu) ‘dry out, wither, but the vocalism
and intonation are prohibitive. The further connection with Gr. (Hom.) xAeog* ‘burning
(of fire), xaiw ‘kindle, set on fire’ (Walde/Pokorny 1: 376; ALEW 617; Smoczyniski 2018: 625)
is formally possible but not compelling.
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origin (Bartens 1999: 46). In view of Mari *tiiZem (> E tiiem, W tazem) ‘thou-
sand’, we might assume that Mordvin o results from a ‘breaking’ from *# (cf.
E. Itkonen 1946: 300—-301; Mégiste 1959: 174—175; Keresztes 1986: 170). At first
sight, a close parallel would appear to be found in Md. E dial. sok$ ‘autumn’
< *siik¢a, but the initial palatal in the latter is evidently due to a secondary
assimilation from the more usual form soks$, and cannot be associated with
the palatal in the word for ‘thousand.. At any rate, Mordvin -# might be deriv-
able from an earlier *-m, which is strongly supported by the form toZam, GEN.
toZmoan recorded by Paasonen (MdWb 2411-2412) for the Erzya village of Sen-
kino.169 The result is that the Volgaic forms could possibly go back to a common
proto-form *tiizidm(a), but cannot be compared directly with the Finnic forms.
Since a derivation directly from Baltic involves a similar issue with regard to the
medial *s'and an additional issue by way of the final *-12,170 these forms can be
adduced as further support for an unknown source language.

To summarize, there are several indications that the word for ‘thousand’
has been loaned independently into the individual Indo-European (and Balto-
Slavic) branches, and the Finnic and other Uralic forms cannot be derived
either from a common preform, or be explained as direct loanwords from
Indo-European sources without accepting a number of awkward and poorly
paralleled substitutions. As a result, it would seem that this word cannot be
satisfactorily explained without assuming the involvement of an unknown
language or unknown languages, and the word might have entered the Indo-
European and Uralic languages independently from an unattested source.

Given the distribution, we are perhaps dealing with a Wanderwort whose
trajectory and original source are difficult to identify. However, we might also
suggest some kind of connection with the so-called “West Uralic substrate”. In
support of this idea, we can note that the phoneme *s has been considered
characteristic of West Uralic words showing morphological and phonological
irregularities (}KussoB 2015; Aikio 2015a: 45—47). On the other hand, as the word
is present already in Proto-Germanic, it must have spread into Europe fairly
early, and drawing any conclusions on the basis of a single phoneme would be
premature.

169 The regular outcome of word final *-m is apparently *-n, as shown by the 15G.PRES. ending
EM -an (< *-Vin) (Bartens 1999: 50). In other instances, -m has been restored from oblique
case forms, e.g. E udem, M dial. udam ‘brain, marrow’ (?< *wVdam; UEW 572—573).

170 A development *-7id- > *-#i- occurs in some grammatical morphemes in Erzya dialects
(Paasonen 1903: 41), but is not common-Mordvin; therefore, the reconstruction *tusaNta
(Griinthal 2012: 335) cannot be correct.
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3.5.5 Theword for ‘moss’

Thomsen (1890: 214) compared F sammal, E sammal, Li. spmal (< *sammal)
‘moss’ with Lt. sdmanos PL. ‘moss) but considered the equation questionable.
Although Vaba (2011: 757) still labels the comparison as possible, it has rarely
featured in discussions of Baltic loanwords, being omitted from Kalima’s treat-
ment (1936). Later on, without reference to the Baltic data, Ariste (1971: 10)
labelled the Estonian word as a probable loan from an unknown substrate. The
most obvious problem is that the geminate -mm- in Finnic cannot be explained
on the basis of the Baltic evidence. A loanword in the opposite direction would
in theory be possible, but the very existence of such loanwords has been con-
sidered doubtful (see 3.4). At any rate, there is no clear IE etymology (LEW 761;
Smoczynski 2018: 1130).

However the relationship with Baltic is interpreted, it is clear that the Finnic
data cannot be divorced from a group of similar Simi words referring to various
mosses (cf. SSA 111: 151). Not only do none of these correspond regularly to the
Finnic word, they also show irregular correspondences within Sami. As many
as four different groups must be distinguished:

a) Sa. N seamul ‘spikemoss; house moss’, L sdmo! ‘(a kind of) peatmoss’ (<
*seamol)

b)  Sa.lIsidvnul ‘akind of peatmoss’ (< *seavmal)

c) Sa. Sk.sadunel hairmoss’ (< *sevmel)

d) Sa Ksovnal {seunan)y (T.I Itkonen 1958: 487) ‘hairmoss’ (< *sevmel)

The surface cluster -vy- in Eastern Sami could reflect a number of possible pre-

forms,'”! but -vm- seems to be the most suitable compromise with the Western

forms. For *-vm- > *-yp-; compare Sa. S saajmie ~ 1 sivni, Sk. (safif}®), K (saun®>

(T.I. Itkonen 1958: 478; modern Sk. sdunnj, K saa’vvn) ‘seam, cf. Ic. saumur

‘seam’ (Kallio 2008b, fn. 3).

This is a very interesting case, as the high level of irregularity within Sami
clearly suggests that our word belongs to a relatively recent palaeo-Laplandic
substrate layer, entering the individual Sami dialects independently (cf. Aikio
2004:14-16; 2012a: 85). On the other hand, the word’s robust presence in Finnic
and even as far south as Lithuanian brings the centre of gravity far away from
the Arctic Circle. As a possible solution, we could speculate that the word
was loaned into palaeo-Laplandic from further south (palaeo-Baltic?), and
only from there into Sdmi. On the other hand, as Sdmi represents a centre of
diversity, we might assume an ultimately Laplandic origin, in which case we
would have to assume that the word was carried south. Given that we are hardly

171 Other possibilities are *-vy-, “-vii- or probably *-my- (Eino Koponen p.c. May 2022).
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dealing with a trade word, this would probably imply an actual (southward)
migration, presumably by speakers of another unattested language, took place
prior to the arrival of Finnic-speakers in the Baltic region. This could poten-
tially suggest a genetic relationship between palaeo-Laplandic and at least one
palaeo-Baltic language.

3.5.5.1 Conclusion

In the above, I have attempted to substantiate the hypothesis that a certain
proportion of the shared vocabulary between Baltic and Finnic may not
represent mutual loanwords, but rather parallel borrowings taken by the two
language families from an unattested source. For the most part, evidence
adduced in favour of this hypothesis in the past cannot be further substan-
tiated, as it depends primarily on the absence of an etymology. In theory,
unusual morphology or phonology could favour a non-native etymology, but
it is difficult to use this evidence to support a specifically non-Indo-European
source. Nevertheless, in the course of this subchapter I have gathered some
material which could provide some concrete linguistic support for the hypo-
thesis.

While I have tried to identify substitution patterns which could betray such
parallel loanwords, a more robust argument can be built on etymologies for
which there are simultaneously multiple indications of palaeo-Baltic origin. In
this section, I have discussed three such cases, which I present in the Table 4,
overleaf (the pre-forms correspond to the approximate time of Baltic-Finnic
contacts).

It is interesting to note that the three words point to a rather different
contexts of borrowing. The word for ‘moss’ must be connected to the palaeo-
Laplandic substrate and with some kind of physical migration either into or
out of Lapland, but the word for ‘herring’ shows a more localized distribution,
and perhaps points to an autochthonous fishing community around the Baltic
coast, similar to the one surmised already by Smits. Finally, the word for ‘thou-
sand’ is widely distributed, and must either be considered an old Wanderwort,
or perhaps be associated with a group of other widespread loanwords identi-
fied in West Uralic.

Although we should hesitate before drawing far-reaching conclusions
on the basis of just a handful of words, the overall impression is of a rather
complex language contact situation involving multiple donor languages.
It seems unlikely that the pre-Indo-European and pre-Uralic languages of
north-eastern Europe represented a monolith, and it is probable that mul-
tiple source languages contributed to the substratal lexicon of the attested
languages.
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TABLE 4 Probable shared substrate words in Baltic and Finnic

Baltic Finnic Other comparanda

Indo-European Uralic

‘herring’ *sile/ik-é- *silakka Gm. *sile/iT-
‘thousand’ *tlstant-(i)- *tusaNt(s) SL *ta(t)sant-1- Md./Ma. *tiisdm-
Gm. *ta(t)snt-1-
‘moss’ *saman-a- *sammal Sa. *semol
Sa. ?*siwmal

Some support for this argument could be the words for ‘seal’ in Baltic, Finnic
and Sami, which all appear to derive from different foreign sources:

— Lt. rionis, Lv. rudnis ‘seal’, which is clearly related to, but not regularly cog-
nate with, OIr. rén, Breton reunig ‘seal’ (see pp. 266—267)

— Fhylje, E hiiljes, Li. ilgaz (< *hiilkes) ‘seal’, which seems to be connected to, but
is hardly loaned from, ON selr, OHG selah (cf. Suolahti 1899: 64) (< *selha-;
Iversen/Kroonen 2017: 519)!72

— Sa. S ndervie (< *noarve) ~ Sk. nuerjj (< *nuorjé) ‘seal, which are perhaps
irregularly connected to Finnish norppa ‘ringed seal’ (Aikio 2004: 15)

We could argue that these terms originally referred to different kinds of seal,
but there is no indication that this should be the case, as they represent neut-
ral terms in all of the languages where they are attested. On this basis, we
might assume that Finnic and Baltic interacted with distinct fishing popula-
tions speaking potentially unrelated languages. Such a scenario can certainly
not be ruled out, and perhaps more such cases could be identified with further
research.

As a final note, I would like to point out that the dearth of evidence adduced
here cannot be taken as an indication that Finnic and Baltic have been only
minimally affected by palaeo-Baltic languages, but simply that very little can
be identified. Given that my methodology demands both the survival of the

172 Sadzinski/Witczak (2016: 58-59) have additionally compared Norwegian Sami (19t c.)
dullja ‘(a kind of) seal’ (Stockfleth 1852: 694), for which they provide an arbitrary, and
entirely erroneous, Proto-Sami reconstruction *tilya. This Sdmi word is confined to older
lexical sources, and looks to be an unexplained variant of Sa. N dealljd ‘harp seal’ (< PSa.
*tealja). Any kind of connection with Finnic *hiilkes is more or less excluded on phonolo-
gical grounds.
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word in multiple branches, and the demonstration of identifiable irregularities,
we cannot expect a huge amount of data to be available to us. Furthermore, it
is naturally more difficult to substantiate a substrate origin based on words in
unrelated languages, because apparently irregular substitutions in loanwords
can often be accounted for by assuming different chronologies or dialectal dif-
ferences, while such options are usually unavailable when dealing with excep-
tionless sound laws. It is merely a matter of fortune that enough material has
survived in these three cases to allow us to make a case for a palaeo-Baltic
origin. In fact, many more of the suggested Baltic loanwords in Finnic are of
unclear ultimate origin, but with the tools currently available to us, this can
only serve as a statistical argument. If this area of research continues to be pur-
sued, I am confident that more hard evidence will be uncovered.

3.6 Analysis of contact relationship

3.61  Animal husbandry

While no Baltic words related to cattle appear to have been loaned into Finnic,
it is highly remarkable that two loanwords related to horse breeding seem to
surface in Finnic as cattle terminology. Thus, Finnic *eAva ‘heifer’ and *hdrka
‘ox’ can plausibly be analysed as loanwords from the Baltic words for ‘mare’ and
‘male horse), respectively. The application of terminology for one domesticate
to refer to another is trivial; a parallel can be seen in the adoption of the same
Finnish Adrkd in North Sami as heargi ‘draught reindeer’. However, as with the
Sami example, such a shift does most probably point to a difference in animal
husbandry practices. The gt century traveller Wulfstan of Hedeby remarked
that the Balts consumed mare’s milk and ate the meat of their draught anim-
als (Gimbutas 1963: 25—26).17 The milking of horses was potentially already
practiced by early Indo-Europeans, as evidenced by Equus milk peptides identi-
fied in the dental calculus of two Yamnaya individuals from the western Steppe
(Wilkin et al. 2021: 630). A possible analysis would be to associate the semantic
shift from ‘horse’ to ‘cow’ with a transition from horse to cattle as milk animals.
Remarkably, Proto-Finnic *lehmd ‘cow’ is the phonetically regular equivalent
of the Mordvin word *lisma (> E lisme, M lismd) ‘horse’ (cf. Ojansuu 1908: 32),
which might be understood in a similar mixed Finnic-Baltic cultural context.1”#

173 This tradition appears to have been continued by the Prussians until at least the 15" cen-
tury, as shown by the gloss aswinan kobilmilch’ in the Elbing Vocabulary (see further
Tomopos IT1 1: 135-136). Note that this word is derived from the same Baltic *e$va- which
was loaned into Finnic.

174 As another parallel for such a semantic shift, compare Ket ku’s ‘cow’ as against Yugh
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In this context, it is worth noting the remarkable absence of horse remains
in Baltic Corded Ware material (Pili¢iauskas 2018: 186). This is typical of the
Corded Ware culture in general, where the few extant horse remains belong
to local wild populations (Librado et al. 2021). This is problematic to the iden-
tification of the Balts with Corded Ware. On the other hand, horse teeth are
prevalent in barrow cemeteries from the Late Bronze/Early Iron age associ-
ated with the hillfort phenomenon (Merkevi¢ius/Muradian 2016; Asimsa et
al. 2018: 350; Legzdina et al. 2020: 1846). This must indicate a certain cultural
significance of horses in the Baltic region, but admittedly does not directly
inform us of their domestic status. In the Fatjanovo-derived Djakovo Culture,
horse becomes the dominant domestic species during the Iron Age, contem-
poraneously to many cultural changes in the Eastern Baltic, while osteological
evidence points to horse as a primary meat source (Kpetxke 2019: 43, 58).

Most of the loanwords associated with animal husbandry concern sheep
and goat. In this domain we can count *vohi ‘goat, *oinas ‘ram), *votnas lamb),
*villa ‘wool), *paimen ‘shepherd, and probably *karva ‘(animal) hair’. The earli-
est directly dated remains of domestic livestock in the Eastern Baltic date to
the Middle Bronze Age, including a sheep/goat mandible from the mid-2nd
millennium BCE in central Zemaitia (Piliciauskas et al. 2016: 186; Motuzaité
Matuzeviciuté 2018: 152). While similar chronologies have also been suggested
for Estonia (Lougas, Kriiska & Maldre 2007: 25), this dating is not certain as
none of the finds have been radiocarbon dated. Evidence for large-scale sheep
and goat farming is not found until the Late Bronze Age, or the mid-15¢ millen-
nium BCE (Rannamée 2016: 23).17>

Gimbutas (1963: 35) includes *hanhi ‘goose’ among her list of domestic spe-
cies. According to Lang (2016:17), the word must have referred to a wild species
as, in his view, goose domestication took place no earlier than the 15t millen-
nium BCE in Southern Europe. However, recent research has established that

kw’s ‘horse’ (cf. Fortescue/Vajda 2022: 268). Apparently, Proto-Finnic speakers were not
introduced to milking by Indo-Europeans, as the word *fiipsd- ‘to milk’ appears to have
been adopted from an unidentified source, from where it also entered Mordvin, Mari and
Permic (Aikio 2015a: 46).

175 Unworked bone remains may have been misdated due to layer mixing, while worked
remains found in grave sites might be trade items (Lougas, Kriiska & Maldre 2007; Ran-
namiée 2016: 23). While Rannamée et al. claim that the earliest sheep bones date from
1200 BCE, i.e. the Bronze Age, only one sample has been dated so early (1200-800BCE)
by archaeological context. Furthermore, two bones from the same site which have been
radiocarbon dated belong to the Late Iron Age and Modern Period, respectively, suggest-
ing the possibility that the third bone has also been misdated. The oldest directly dated
sheep remains from Estonia are found in Asva on Saaremaa, dating to 786—522BCE.
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the domestic and wild goose diverged as long as 5000 years ago (Heikkinen et
al. 2015). In the Baltic, it has been claimed that the domestic goose emerged
in the Middle Ages, but a recent study based on isotope analysis has identified
potential domestic specimens in Estonia from the Late Iron Age (Ehrlich et al.
2021). The evidence is therefore not as conclusive as Lang would imply, but it
must be admitted that concrete indications of domestic geese at a sufficiently
early date appear to be lacking.

3.6.2  Agriculture

Many agricultural loanwords from Baltic into Finnic constitute generic terms:
*semen ‘seed, *heina ‘hay’, “pelut ‘straw chaff’ More notable is the word *hernes
‘pea, a plant which is first recorded in the Eastern Baltic in the mid-1t millen-
nium BCE (Pollmann 2014; Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciaté 2017: 6;
Minkevicius et al. 2020). This coincides with a general diversification of cul-
tivated crops in the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age, again associated with the
hillfort phenomenon (Lang 2007; Motuzaité Matuzeviciaté 2018: 156).

The loaning of the word for ‘pea’ specifically is striking, as while the plant
is present throughout Northern Europe by the Late Bronze Age, it is compar-
atively infrequent, implying a low economic significance (Grabowski 2o11: 488;
Stika/Heiss 2012: 192). Etymologically, the Baltic word is a specialization of an
inherited generic term for ‘grain’, which might point to the crop becoming a
staple among Balts. This is not supported by the existing evidence from the
East Baltic, however, where the pea is recorded with the lowest frequency of all
crops, matching the situation in the rest of Europe (Pollmann 2014: 409). The
Finnic words for other specific crops are not Baltic loanwords; *veAnd ‘wheat’
may only indirectly be connected with the Baltic word *aviza- ‘oats’ (for a dis-
cussion, see pp. 239—240). Considering that the first small-scale agriculture
in the East Baltic appears to have been exclusively barley-based (Motuzaité
Matuzeviciuté 2018), it is interesting to note that Finnic *osra (~ ?*ocra) and
Baltic *mézjai ‘barley’ are both of obscure origin.'”® The above evidence appears
to suggest that the Finnic speakers became acquainted with diversified agri-
culture by other means than through contacts with Baltic-speaking popula-
tions.!7”

176  For a discussion of various attempts to etymologize the Baltic word, see Kroonen et al.
(2022: 15). The Finnic word has been derived from Indo-Iranian (Holopainen 2019: 155—
156), but since the proposed source does not correspond in sense, the etymology is doubt-
ful.

177 Finnic *rukis ‘rye’ and *kakra ‘oats’ have been adopted from Germanic, cf. Hakkinen/
Lempidinen 1996: 167-173.
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3.6.3 The wheel

Interesting from a cultural perspective is *rattas ‘wheel (of a cart), in the plural
*rattahet ‘cart’. Archaeological evidence for wheeled vehicles in the Bronze and
Iron Age Baltic appears to be largely lacking, and the introduction of wheeled
vehicles in the Late Bronze Age has only been inferred by indirect evidence
(Viires apud Lang 2007: 252). There also appears to be a general dearth of evid-
ence for wheels in Central Russia throughout the Bronze Age, aside from a
pair of pottery discs discovered in a child’s grave in Balanovo, which has been
interpreted as belonging to a model wagon (Piggot 1969: 302). According to
Lang (2007: 252), *silta ‘bridge’ may also have been loaned in connection with
wheeled vehicles (cf. von Hertzen 1973: 85), and may originally have referred
to trackways across swampy areas, traces of which can be identified since the
Roman Iron Age. Note the etymological connection of the Baltic source with
Lt. dial. tilés ‘planks (as paving)’ (cf. also F silta ‘wooden floor’) might further
support such an original meaning.

3.6.4 Context

Many scholars have characterized the Baltic—Finnic contact relationship as
long-term, in some cases as having lasted millennia (Kallio 2008; Vaba 2011: 756;
Lang 2016). In this context, it has been claimed that Finnic would have come
close to being fully assimilated by Baltic, before eventually becoming domin-
ant (Lang 2018a: 29). This scenario seems unnecessarily complex; furthermore,
the structural influence of Baltic on the Proto-Finnic phonemic system appears
to have been minimal, which contrasts strongly with other cases of intense
language contact eventually leading to language replacement, such as Latvian
and Livonian (Suhonen 1973: 53-66) or Veps and Russian (cf. 3aiiueBa 2008:
79). The conservative phonology of Finnic from a Uralic standpoint makes it
unlikely that it was almost replaced by Baltic, and rather speaks in favour of
the assimilation of a Baltic dialect into Proto-Finnic (cf. Kallio 2015: 9o; Kallio
forthc.). Moreover, the most important linguistic evidence for along-term con-
tact relationship concerns the substitution of the Proto-Baltic long vowels *é
and *a (Junttila 2012: 266); however, as argued in 3.5.2, the different substitu-
tion patterns need not necessarily be analysed as evidence of chronological
differentiation. Even if they are, this would not necessarily imply continuous,
long-term contact.

A relatively large proportion of the Baltic loanwords constitute what Lang
(2016:17) has referred to as “luxury borrowings”, i.e. loanwords which cannot be
connected with the transfer of cultural practices or material goods. It is highly
remarkable that the Baltic loans in Finnic include several kinship terms, in par-
ticular *sesar ‘sister, *tiittar ‘daughter’, “nepat ‘nephew, niece’, “morcijan ‘bride’.
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The term *ateiva, which is recorded in the sense ‘marriageable woman'’ in Veps
(3aiiuesa 2010: 18) and as ‘married woman visiting her parents’ in Finnish, in
combination with other borrowed words for female family members, is likely
to suggest exogamous marriage practices (Gimbutas 1963: 36; Lang 2015: 72).
Genetic studies of European populations have repeatedly referred to female
exogamy as a driver of intercultural contact in the Corded Ware up until the
Bronze Age (Knipper et al. 2017; Mittnik et al. 2018, 2019), although there have
not been any studies investigating this phenomenon in more recent periods, or
further east, where the contacts are most likely to have taken place, so it can-
not yet be confirmed whether such a hypothesis is supported by the genetic
evidence.

As “luxury” loanwords, we can also consider terms connected with topo-
graphy and nature, such as *mecca ‘forest’ and *halla ‘frost, and the names of
animals of low economic significance — here, we are largely dealing with those
that have a negative connotation — *herhildinen ‘hornet), *kili(l)dinen ‘botfly’,
*vapsas ‘wasp), “kdrmes ‘snake’. In addition, we find the basic adjectives *ahtas
‘narrow’, *tiihjd ‘empty’, *haljas ‘green’, *keltainen ‘yellow’, and the body part
terms *hammas ‘tooth’ and *napa ‘navel'. From a typological perspective, the
last two are particularly remarkable: according to the WOLD database, both
‘tooth’ and ‘navel’ rank among the 400 least likely words to be borrowed.'”®

The above semantic clustering seems most coherent with a scenario involv-
ing a Baltic substrate in Finnic. Geographical terminology and words related
to natural phenomena are frequently identified as characteristic of borrowings
from linguistic substrates (e.g. Kalima 1919: 257—258; Bertoldi 1932: 94; Ariste
1971: 9—10; Saarikivi 2004; Aikio 2009: 41). Close semantic parallels for many
of the borrowed animal names can be identified among the Finnic substrate
words in Russian dialects, cf. R dial. ndpma ‘botfly’, kiieauu ‘gnats’ (cf. Mbis-
HUKOB 2019: 295), moskdu (IllaxmaToB apud Kymukosckiit 1898: 119) ‘a kind
of woodworm), wiincaux ‘lizard’ (cf. Kalima 1919: 257; MBIBHUKOB 2004: 113—
16).

The strongest linguistic evidence for a mixed group involving bilingualism
can be seen in the plurale tantum nouns *pelut ‘straw chaff’, *nitet ‘heddle’ and
*rattahet ‘cart, which correspond to Baltic nouns also used exclusively in the
plural (in the relevant meanings). This implies that the Baltic words were iden-
tified as plural upon borrowing, which can only be understood if we assume a
certain level of bilingualism. This is particularly remarkable in the case of Baltic

178 Note the Romance substrate word imliq ‘navel’ (< *imbilicus, cf. Galician embigo) in
Andalusian Arabic (Griffin 1959: 347).
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*nitis ‘heddle, where the ending is morphologically ambiguous, and could only
be understood as plural by a person well acquainted with Baltic grammar. The
hypothesis of a Baltic substrate that was ultimately absorbed by Finnic would
further be supported by the evidence that the source of the Baltic loanwords
was not the direct ancestor of any attested Baltic language (see 3.3.4).



CHAPTER 4

Loanwords into Other Uralic Languages

41 Sami

Many of the originally Baltic loanwords have been loaned into Sami through
North Finnic, in several cases early enough be distributed throughout the entire
family; compare the following:

— Sa.S lijkie, N liigi, K lijjg ‘surplus’ (< *lijké) < F litka (~ Lt. liékas)

— Sa. S naepie, N ndhpi, Sk. ndd’pp, Ter nappe (< *napé) ‘navel’ « F napa (~

Lv. naba) a
— Sa. S daajvaj, N davja , Sk. tiujja, Ter tajva (< *tavja) ‘often’ « F tagja (~

Lt. tankus)

— Sa&. N Saldi ‘bridge’, Sk. sa’ldd ‘floor’ (< *selteé) « F silta, K $ilta ‘bridge’ (~

Lt. tiltas)

In the last case, a Finnic intermediary is proven by the initial consonant, which
must be the result of the specifically Finnic change *# > si (and further North
Karelian > $i). The other cases also show vocalic substitutions indicative of bor-
rowing rather than common inheritance; note that stem-final *a is typical of
younger loanwords (Aikio 2006b: 36).! Since distribution is not a decisive factor,
it is occasionally difficult to rule out a common Finno-Samic proto-form. For
instance, both F siemen ‘seed’ and Sa. N siepman could theoretically reflect
a PU *sdmoan (compare F kieli tongue’ = Sa. N giella language’ < PU *kdlo),
but the principle of parsimony speaks rather in favour of a Finnish transmis-
sion.

Comparing the list of Baltic loans in Sami given by Sammallahti (1999: 410—
411) with those accepted by Aikio (2012a: 107), it would appear that the latter’s
revisions mainly involve the removal of words which could equally be bor-
rowed through Finnic. Thus, examples which show the correlation F e, 0 ~ Sami
*ea, *oa have been omitted, since although such correspondences are found in
inherited words, they are also common in Finnic borrowings of all ages (Aikio
2006b: 31-34).2

1 Ayounger age of Sami *tavja might also be shown by the metathesis *vj > *jv in South Sami, as
South Sami appears to have kept *vj and *4f distinct: cf. Sa. S vuevjie ‘clothing insert’ (= Finnish
vaaja ‘wedge’ + Baltic or Germanic; see p. 50); see Pystynen 2014b.

2 Specifically, PSa. *kearté (> N geardi) ‘time, layer, strand’, *seapre (> L siebrre) ‘company, soci-
ety’ and *loame (> N loapmi) ‘gap, cleft’ could just as well be loans from F kerta, seura and
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However, not all of the etymologies originally accepted by Sammallahti are
straightforward. The equation of Sa. N gohccut ‘call, order’, Sk. kdccad ‘call’
(< *ko¢¢o-) and F kutsu-, E kutsu-, Li. kutsd, 3PRES. kutsub (< *kuccu-) ‘invite,
call’ with Lt. kviésti (3PRES. kviécia) ‘invite’ (Mégiste 1923: 35—36; Koivulehto
1986: 272—274) is doubtful, as the substitution of *v¢ (or earlier *wei/*wai) with
*u lacks phonological plausibility (cf. Junttila 2011: 107).2 Likewise, despite
Nuutinen (1992), Sa. N bievia, Sk. pidull (< *pievie) = F pdlvi ‘snow-free patch (in
spring)’ cannot be compared with Lt. palvé ‘wind-levelled plain among dunes’
(« Pr,, cf. Sabaliauskas 1974), as the assumed metathesis in Sami is ad hoc. The
Sami and Finnish words rather presuppose an earlier *pawlo.

The old derivation of Sa. N giehka, Sk. kidkk (< *kieke) and F kdki, E dial. kdgi
(usu. kiigu), Li. kelg (< *kki) ‘cuckoo’ from Lt. gegé ‘cuckoo’ (Thomsen 1890:172)
can also not be accepted. As recognized by LEW (142-143), the Lithuanian form
is a recent clipping of the inherited Lt. dial. geguzé (= Lv. dzgguze; OR xerps-
oyia, cf. CIPA n1—14 111: 238; Hukosaes 2020: 593), and can hardly be dated to
Proto-Baltic. Furthermore, the Finnic and SAmic words are most likely regu-
larly cognate with Khanty *kéy-aj (Vakh-Vasjugan kéyi, Surgut kdy™i) ‘cuckoo’
(< PU *kiika).*

In addition, many of the etymologies involve serious obstacles on the seman-
tic side. In the following cases, the incompatibility in meaning makes the equa-
tion highly improbable:

— Nduollji, Sk. tue’l'lj (< tuoljé) ‘hide, skin rug’ = F talja ‘animal hide’ ~ Lt. dalia
‘fate), Lv. daja ‘portion, share’ — Koivulehto (1984: 12) attempts to bridge
the semantic gap by comparing OE scearu™ (attested scaru, OBL.SG. sceare)
‘division’ (> MoE share) and R arch. cxopd ‘hide, but both words must be

loma (cf. SSA 1: 348, 11: 90, 111: 172, respectively). In addition, the etymology PSa. *piemme- (N
biebmat, Sk. pedm'mad) ‘feed, rear’ ~ Lt. penimis ‘fattening pig’ is explicitly rejected as phon-
ologically problematic.

3 According to Koivulehto *kuoit-ja- was adopted as *kut-ja- because “ein /j/ konnte [vor *cc]
nicht bestehen”. However, a sequence *-jcc- seems to have been possible even in inherited
vocabulary: F arch. seitsen ‘seven’ (< *sdiccen < PU *¢djéamd, Aikio in prep. 109-110) and veitsi
‘knife’ (< *wdiicci knife’ ?< *vijéa ~ Ko. dial. vez- ‘cut slantwise’, Hungarian vés ‘chisel, cut, cf.
UEW 565), where it results from a fortition *-¢- > *-jcc-. Koivulehto is led astray by the notion
that ¥/ in these stems derives from an earlier *7 (Koivulehto 1981: 169; compare PF *suiccet >
F suitset, V0. suidsdq, Li. Salaca suiksud ‘bridle) from virtual *éuwa-néa-, cf. *suu > F, E suu, Li.
su ‘mouth’), for which there is no evidence (Aikio loc. cit.). As a result, there is no reason to
suspect that a form *kuiccV- should have been phonotactically impossible.

4 Compare Vakh-Vasjugan wdy, Surgut way™, wiy* ‘strength’ (< *wéika, UEW 563). Note, howe-
ver, that Aikio (2015b: 2—3) has suggested that *d regularly yielded Khanty *i before *k in
Uralic o-stems. He does not mention *kdka as a counter-example, presumably because he
considers the Finno-Samic word to be a Baltic loan (Aikio 2012a: 107).
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understood as parallel deverbal formations (cf. OE sceran ‘cut, divide’), and
do not constitute a parallel for the semantic shift ‘share’ > ‘(animal) hide’

- N faggi ‘(wooden) hook’, Sk. va’gg ‘wooden hook, pothook’ (< *vepke) ~
Lt. vingis ‘bend, turn, bypass’ — A root etymology; the meaning ‘hook’ is
unattested in Baltic (cf. Kalima 1936: 178-179).5

— N johtit, Sk. jad tted (< *joté-) ‘go, travel, migrate’ ~ Lt. judéti ‘move (about),
be restless’ — The original meaning in Baltic is certainly not ‘move) but
rather ‘be restless), cf. the glosses ‘arguo, obiurgo’ in Szyrwid (cf. ALEW 491),
Lv. dial. jiidit ‘anruhig machen’ (ME 11: 120) and the cognates Skt. yudhyate
‘fight’, To. A yutk- (< *(H)ieud"-sk-) ‘worry’ (IEW 511-512; LIV 225-226).

— Nluokta, Sk. luhtt (< *luokte) = F lahti, E laht (< *lakti) ‘bay, inlet’ ~ Lt. lariktis
‘yarn winder’ (Posti 1977: 267—268) — Rather a root etymology, comparing
Lt. lerikti ‘bend, from which other words for ‘bay’ have been derived, e.g.
Lv. licis ‘bay, inlet. However, the etymology is suspect since the right com-
bination of form and meaning is unattested in Baltic (Saarikivi 2004: 200).

— N riessan ‘decorative fringe’, Sk. riézzdm ‘collar band’ (< *riesemé) and the
verb S riesedh, N riessat (< riese-) ‘adorn’ ~ Lt. risti, Lv. dial. rist ‘tie (on, up) —
The semantics are not compelling.6 Moreover, the Sami vocalism is unexpec-
ted: *ie(—e) implies earlier *d(-a).

— Sa. I ruodds, Sk. rudddas (< *ruontes) ‘wrist of a glove’; F ranne, E ranne
(< *ranteh) ‘wrist’ ~ Lt. grandis ‘Armband’ (Ruhig 11: 31) (Liukkonen 1999:
116-117) — LAGLOS (111: 125) has already questioned the plausibility of the
semantic shift ‘bracelet’ > ‘wrist, but the situation is in fact worse, since the
sense ‘bracelet’ is limited to a single lexicographical source, while the usual
meaning in Lithuanian is ‘(metal) link, ring, cf. also Pr. E grandis - rincke
‘beam link on a plough’ (Trautmann 1910: 342).

— SA&. S saertie ‘reindeer heart (as food)’ (< *sarte) ~ Lt. Serdis, Lv. sefde ‘core,
kernel’ (Koivulehto 1990: 150) — The South Sami form is cherry-picked. The

5 Aikio (2009:176-178) has previously suggested that this Sdmi word is a palaeo-Laplandic sub-
strate word in view of the variants *vene (L vagna ‘hook, barb’, Sk. vopy ‘snag, submerged tree
stump’) and N vievgna ‘snag’ (< *vievpe).

6 Thomsen (1890: 212, cf. SSA 111; 72-73) takes PF *rihma ‘thread, rope; snare’ from an m-
derivative of Baltic *ris-, citing Lt. risimas ‘(the process of) tying, which is a productive deriv-
ative which cannot be blindly projected to Proto-Baltic and the Latvian obs. hapax (Valle
apud Mancelius) riffamais ‘band’ (ME 111: 531; the definite form of the gerundive adjective).
Liukkonen (1987: 9) has assumed an unattested source *ri$ma-. Griinthal (2012: 328—329) also
analyses Md. E 7isme, M dial. #ismd ‘chain’ as a Baltic loan, but this is more convincingly
derived from Indo-Iranian, cf. Skt. RV ra$md INST.SG. (or NOM.SG., Jamison Commentary
V1.67.1) ‘rein, Parth. rsn [rasan/ ‘rope’ (< *racimn-o-; Lubotsky 2001: 314), cf. Holopainen 2019:
207—208.
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other Sami cognates: N sdrdi ‘rib without meat, strip of reindeer liver’, Sk.
sdrdd ‘small piece of meat, K saa’rrd ‘broad cut of meat’ clearly show an
original meaning ‘piece of meat’”

Next, there are a number of seemingly unproblematic Baltic loanwords with

Finnic equivalents which did not feature in the above discussions due to their

uncertain Indo-European background. Note, for instance, the following:®

— Sa&.N gahpir, Sk. ked'p per (< *kepere) ‘hat, cap’ = F kypdrd ‘helmet, E kiibar
‘hat (with a brim)’, Li. kibar (< *kiipdrd) ‘hat’ ~ Lt. kepuré, Lv. cepure ‘hat’
(Thomsen 1890: 185) — The Baltic word has no plausible comparanda bey-
ond Slavic (R uenéy, SCr. éépac ‘kind of cap’, cf. REW 111: 316, ALEW 552).°

— N guovllas, Sk. kuvlds (< *kuovles) ‘wooden collar band’ = F kaula, E kael,
Li. kaggo!l (< *kakla) ‘neck’ ~ Lt. kdklas, Lv. kakls ‘neck’ (Thomsen 1890:
177) — The Baltic word is of uncertain etymology (cf. ALEW 502-503).10

— Sa.Lmuolos, Sk. mudlas (< *muolos) ‘shore lead, i.e. strip of ice melt along the
shoreline’ = F dial. malo ‘edge, flank’, K dial. (N) malo ‘shallows, shoreline’ ~
Lv. mala ‘edge, shore, boundary’, Lt. dial. yg-malis ‘filled to the brim’ (Loorits
apud Migiste 1939: 68—69; Nuutinen 1987a) — The Baltic word is etymolo-
gically ambiguous.!t

— N ruoida, Sk. rudidd (< *ruojte) ‘shin, thigh’ = F reisi, E reis, V6. arch. raiz (<
*reici) ‘thigh’ ~ Lt. rietas, Lv. riéta ‘thigh, loins; ham (of meat)’ (Thomsen 18go:

7 In a more geographically limited area, we also find a meaning ‘piece of fabric), cf. N sdrdi
‘piece of a tent), L sdrdde ‘strip of canvas’, which probably suggests a basic meaning ‘piece,
strip.

8 Note, similarly, the above discussions of *luose ‘salmon’ (= PF *lohi; p. 101), *luove ‘raised

platform’ (= PF *lava; pp. 101-102), “sesné ‘tanned reindeer leather’ (= PF *hihna; pp. 87—
88), *vuores ‘old’ (~ PF *varas; pp. 100-101). On Sdmi *kuojmeé ‘companion, see p. 50.

9 The loan etymology requires the assumption of a metathesis *kdpiird > *kiipdrd (Thomsen
1890: 96; Kalima 1936: 124). The alternative interpretations of the Finnic word as a native
formation (Mikkola 1930: 442; Nilsson 1996) are unconvincing.

10 The traditional etymology (Mikkola 1896b: 218; Trautmann 1923: 125; Derksen 2015: 220)
compares Skt. cakrd- ‘wheel, but this is semantically problematic, and the etymology is
not taken up by Smoczynski (2018: 469—470). While Walde/Pokorny’s (1: 515) “‘Hals’ als
‘Dreher’” would have semantic parallels (cf. OR Bopors ‘neck’ beside Boporuruca ‘return,
CAPAn-141: 477; MP grdn ‘neck’ from grd- ‘revolve, turn’, Durkin Meisterernst 2004:163),
the word *k"ek*l-(0)- was specialized in the meaning ‘wheel’ already in PIE, and the notion
that it could have uniquely preserved an abstract meaning ‘turner’ in Proto-Baltic is far
from trivial. Note that Grinaveckiené/Mackevi¢ (1989: 74) have even suggested the Baltic
word was borrowed from Finnic.

11 More plausible than the comparison with Sln. moléti ‘jut, protrude’ (IEW 721—722) is the
connection with OIr. mala ‘eyebrow’ < *mlH- (Pedersen 1913: 99; as a semantic parallel,
Olr. brii ‘edge, shore’ < ‘brow’, see eDIL s.v.). Alternatively, compare ON mo! ‘shingle, gravel
bank’ < *malo- (but see de Vries 1962: 401).
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212) — The Baltic word has no certain comparanda beyond Slavic (SCS purs,
Cz. 7it ‘anus’). The equation with Arm. eri ‘shoulder of animals’ (IEW 863) is
uncertain (Martirosyan 2008: 263).

— N suolu ‘island; isolated patch of forest, Ter sielaj ‘island’ (< *suoloj) = F salo
‘dense forest; island; elevated spot in a swamp), E salu ‘grove; area of wood-
land in an open landscape’ (< *salo)'? ~ Lt. sala, Lv. sala ‘island; elevated spot
in a swamp™3 (Thomsen 1890: 214; Kalima 1936: 158) — The Baltic word lacks
a satisfactory etymology.1*

It cannot be excluded that the above words originated in Baltic, but depend-

ing on one’s assessment of the existing etymologies, alternatives cannot be

excluded. Where the Baltic word is isolated within Indo-European, an early
loan from Finnic into Baltic may still be on the table. Where Slavic equivalents
are attested, this becomes far less likely; however, the possibility remains that
the words in question are parallel loans from unattested source languages.
This brings us to the unambiguous cases. Of the Finnic etymologies accep-

ted in 3.2, five of them have a Sdmi equivalent which cannot be explained as a

recent loan from Finnic:15

— Nsarvva, Sk. sorvy (< *serve) ‘elk’ = PF *hirvi ‘deer; elk’ ~ Pr. E sirwis ‘roe-deer’

— N suoldni, Sk. sue’lnn (< *suolné) ‘mist over water in late summer; hoarfrost’
= PF *halla ‘frost, hoarfrost’ ~ Lt. $alna, Lv. salna ‘hoarfrost’

— Nsuorri, Sk. suerr (< *suore) ‘branch, fork’ = PF *hara ‘branch, fork’ ~ Lv. zars
‘branch, prong’

12 The Finnic and Sdmi words reconstruct to a common proto-form *salaw (Kuokkala 2012:
78) with which we may compare Lt. obs. salava ‘island, river island (German Werder)’
(Bezzenberger 1877: 320; Ruhig 11: 399), adduced already by Thomsen. In terms of word
formation, salava stands quite apart from other words with a suffix -ava, which usually
have a collective meaning (cf. Skardzius 1941: 379—380).

13 Despite the communis opinio (ME 111: 64; LEW 758; Smoczynski 2018: 1126-1127), it seems
obvious that Lt. sala, Lv. sala ‘village’ is borrowed from Bel. cs46. It is hardly a coincidence
that the Lithuanian word is practically limited to Vilniskiai dialects where s is regularly
depalatalized (Zinkevicius 1966: 165 and Map 74; cf. Smalinskiené 1994: 178).

14  Latin insula ‘island’ is hardly to be separated from Olr. inis ‘island’ (Ernout/Meillet 319—
320; de Vaan 2008: 306). Endzelins (ME 111: 664) proposed that sala was abstracted from
*api-sala ‘that which [water] flows around;, but such a form is unattested, and the verbal
root *sal- ‘to flow’ is itself supported by doubtful evidence (Jakob forthc. b.). While a Baltic
source is usually assumed (LEW 758; Sammallahti 2001: 411; Aikio 2012a: 107), Thomsen
and Kalima both admit the possibility of a Finnic - Baltic loan (cf. also Bednarczuk 1976:
52), and others have suggested a loanword from an unknown source (Saarikivi 2004: 208;
Aikio 2004: 24; ]. Hikkinen 2009: 48; Holopainen, Kuokkala & Junttila 2017: 129).

15 I can only imagine that *suolné was an accidental omission in Aikio (2o12a: 107). As for
*yuosseé, the omission perhaps follows from the fact that Sammallahti considered a Ger-
manic etymology equally possible (see Chapter 3, fn. 37).
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— Nduovli, Sk. tuvll (< *tuovlé) ‘tinder (as a traditional remedy); tinder fungus’
= PF *takla ‘tinder’ ~ Lv. dial. dagla, daglis ‘tinder, fire sponge’ (ME 1: 430,
EH1: 313)

— Swuessie, N vuos si (< *vuosseé) ‘handle (of a cooking pot, bucket)’ = PF *ansa
‘handle’ ~ Lt. gsa, Lv. zosa ‘handle, eyelet'6

Aikio lists *serves (> N sarwvis, Sk. sddrves) ‘uncastrated reindeer buck’ as a

separate loanword. In reference works (SKES 77—-78; SSA 1:167), the Sami word

has been equated with F Airvas, K hirva$ ‘uncastrated reindeer buck’. However,
given that this word is only known in the northern dialects of Finland and

Karelia, combined with the exact semantic correspondence with Sami, it seems

much more probable that it is a partial calque resulting from a crossing of the

native Airviwith Sami *serves (Junttila in prep. s.v. hirvas; cf. also the direct loan-
word sarvas; Aikio 2009: 276). Note that the interpretation of F Airvas and hirvi
as independent loanwords from the Baltic masculine *sirvas (= Pr. sirwis) and
the feminine *$irve, respectively (Nieminen 1940: 378), could also be applied to

Saami *serve and *serves. However, it appears just as probable that *serves as an

inner-Sami derivative with the same suffix as in Sa. S urries, Sk. dd res (< *ores)

‘male (animal)'”

All the cited words in Finnic and Sami can be given a common Uralic proto-
form. This can be interpreted in at least three ways: (a) the loans were adopted
into a single Finno-Samic proto-language; (b) the Sami forms are very early
adoptions from Finnic, predating most of the sound changes; or (c) the words
were adopted independently by Sami and Finnic, and the fact that they go back
to identical proto-forms is due to coincidence.

The main issue with option (a) is that the reconstruction of a Finno-Samic
branch is nowadays increasingly disfavoured, with the shared features being
explained as the result of secondary areal diffusion (T. Itkonen 1997; Salminen

16  Forthe development *-ns- > *-ss-, compare Sa. N guos'si, K kit ss ‘guest’ (< *kuossé = F kansa
‘guest’); cf. Sammallahti 1998: 54.

17  The Inarilappisches Wirterbuch attests the form mecé¢in /me¢'¢in/ ‘im Walde’ which would
reflect the inessive singular of a word *meacce. The latter has been interpreted as an early
loan from Baltic (Aikio 2012a: 107). The other Sami languages attest a similar but irrecon-
cilable *meacce (> Sa. S miehtsie, Sk. med’c'c ‘forest’), pointing to a later loan. The Inari
form corresponds formally to Lule miehttjen ‘against the wall of the tent, as far as pos-
sible from the hearth’, which is semantically aligned with the other West Sami languages,
e.g. South Sami miehtjiedidh ‘move away, put by the wall, Ume miehttjiedit ‘remove the
pot from the fire’ South Sami meahtsanidh ‘withdraw oneself to the wall (of the tent)’ =
N meahccdnit ‘stray too far (of cattle)’ might show the confusion of the two word families.
The question, then, is whether Inari mecé¢in ‘im Walde’ should also be explained as the
result of a contamination of the Finnic loan mecci ‘forest’ and *meacce ‘far away (from the

hearth).
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1999: 20—23; 2002: 47—48; Saarikivi 2011: 106-109; Aikio 2022: 3—4). In view of

this, Aikio (2012b: 73) opts for option (b), assuming that all of the Baltic loan-

words in Sdmi were mediated through Finnic, an opinion that was already held
by Thomsen (1890: 28—29). A number of criticisms can be raised against this.
First, there is no unambiguous evidence for Finnic loanwords in Sami of

a sufficiently early date. Very few identifiably Finnic loanwords predate the

Sami vowel shift, and even Sdmi *puosé (> N buossi) ‘angry’, apparently an early

loan from PF “paha ‘bad, evil’ (Sammallahti 1998: 183), evidently postdated *s

> *s.18 It is unclear, however, exactly by what criteria such early mutual loan-

words could be distinguished from common inheritances, and the existence of
unidentifiable borrowings from this period cannot be excluded (Aikio 2012b:

72).19
Next, there are a number Baltic loanwords in Sdmi which are unattested in

Finnic. To my mind, there are three plausible examples:

— N giehpa, Sk. kidpp (< *kiepe) ‘soot’ ~ Lv. kvépi, dial. kvépji PL. ‘soot’ (cf. Sam-
mallahti 1998: 127).

— N loggut, X la'nnge (< *lonko- ~ *lonke-) ‘strip (birch bark); peel’ ~ Lt. dial.
lunkas, Lv. litks ‘bast’; cf. further Pr. E lunkan; R avixo, SCr. liko ‘bast. A nom-
inal form is attested in the Sdmi loanword F lunka ‘bark which flakes off
easily’ (Aikio 2009: 115-116)

— Nietka, Sk. vidtkk (< *vietke) ‘adze’ ~ Lt. vedega ‘adze), Lv. verga, dial. vedga
‘ice chisel’; Pr. E wedigo ‘carpenter’s axe’

The latter two etymologies do not involve any significant formal or semantic

issues,?? but cannot be considered unambiguous evidence of direct contacts

between Sadmi and Baltic, as the Baltic words themselves do not have reliable

Indo-European etymologies. The word for ‘bast’ has a potentially irregular com-

parandum in Slavic (see p. 181), while the word for ‘adze’ contains an opaque

suffix *-eg- otherwise found only in the equally obscure Lt. uodega ‘tail’ (the
derivation of the latter from éodas ‘mosquito’ per ALEW 1328 and Smoczynski

2018: 1563 wants semantic parallels).

18  Whether or not they were transmitted through Finnic, it is possible that *serve ‘elk’ («
*Sirvas) and *suolné (< *$alnd) ‘mist over water’ did not in fact predate the pre-Sami
change *s > *s, but merely predated the innovation of a new phoneme *s, as in the absence
of such a phoneme, a substitution *§ - *s would be in line with expectations (cf. Kallio
2009: 34).

19  Although we might expect more such traces in the case of intense early language contact.
For instance, one might anticipate evidence of the Finnic merger *¢, *d, *d, *¢ > *t in the
Sami material.

20  Admittedly, Sa. *vietke (< *wdtka) is perhaps not quite expected from Baltic *vedegd. One
might rather anticipate **witdkd (> S&. **vateke > S&. N **vdhittit).
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Things look more positive in the case of ‘soot’ Latvian kvépi is clearly related
to the verb kvépt ‘smoke, smell; get covered in soot), Lt. kvé~pti ‘breathe, blow;
smell, kvdpas ‘breath, smell'. Although further connections are difficult,?! the
inner-Baltic etymology seems solid. In Sami, the substitution of *kv- with *4- is
paralleled by Torne Sdmi gierdnas ‘mill, grinder’ < Nw. kvern and South Sami
gearhka ‘throat’ < Nw. kverk (Quigstad 1893: 14; Koivulehto 1992a: 92). The ques-
tion still stands as to whether this word for ‘soot’ might once have existed in
Finnic but was subsequently simply lost (Aikio 2012a: 74). The Proto-Finnic
word for soot (F noki, E négi < *noki) is itself of obscure origin, but it is pos-
sible that it replaced an earlier Baltic loan *képi. While this cannot be excluded,
reconstructing unattested Finnic words to explain away evidence of direct con-
tact is, of course, circular.

Moreover, Aikio (loc. cit.) and Saarikivi (2022: 33) do still admit the possib-
ility of direct contact on the basis of one example, namely Sa. S liejpie, N leaibi
(< *leajpé) ‘(grey) alder’, which for phonological reasons could not have been
adopted through Finnic *leppd ‘alder’, and whose preform *lejpd actually more
closely resembles pre-Baltic *leipd than the Finnic word does. As I have dis-
cussed in detail above (see p. 89), there are several problems with this word
family which make a simple Baltic loan hypothesis unsatisfactory; if there is any
relation at all, it is most probably a shared substrate word in Balto-Slavic and
West Uralic. Although the word for ‘alder’ may not be reliable, there is another
word which provides evidence of direct, independent contact between Baltic
and Sami:22
— N suoidni, Sk. suei'nn (< *suojné) ‘grass, hay’ + F heind, E hein, Li. aina ‘hay’ ~

Lt. §iénas, Lv. siens ‘hay’

21 Possibly here also R k6noms ‘soot’, but the loss of *u is irregular. Contrary to Schrijver (1991:
260-263) and Derksen (2015: 268), the Latvian acute hardly warrants the awkward recon-
struction *khyuep-, which cannot in any case account for Gr. xanvég ‘smoke’, Lat. vapor
‘steam, heat’ (IEW 596-597). We are probably dealing with metatony, as in Lv. dial. drébt
‘beat; sleet’ vs. Lt. drébti (cf. Chapter 7, fn. 78 and 79) and likewise Lv. tést ‘carve; shave’ vs.
Lt. tasyti (cf. Chapter 3, fn. 8).

22 South Sami daktere ‘daughter (by marriage), Pite (taktier) (Lehtiranta1989:130) is presen-
ted by Sammallahti (1998:127) as an example of a word which could not have been medi-
ated by Finnic (where we find *tiittdr). It is, however, more probable that the Sdmi word
is of Norse origin, especially in view of the limitation to the western edge of the family (cf.
already Qvigstad 1893: 125). Although the word for ‘daughter’ in Old Norse is an assimil-
ated ddttir, the older cluster -At- is reflected as *-kt- in several loans, cf. Sa. S slikte, N livttis
‘smooth’ (< *liktes « *slihtaz; cf. ON sléttr); S raaktse ‘harness trace’ (*raktes < *drahtuz; cf.
ON drdttr ‘dragging’, Nw. dial. drdtt ‘trace’); N divttis ‘tight, watertight’ (< *tiktes < *pinhtaz;
cf. ON péttr). See Posti (1953: 45).
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While the Finnic word, partly on the basis of the Sdmi evidence, has usually
been reconstructed *$aina, I have argued above extensively (see 3.3.1.4) that
the word in question should be reconstructed *Agina for Proto-Finnic. If this is
correct, then the Sami equivalent cannot have been adopted through Finnic,
but must rather represent an independent loanword. The difference can be
explained by assuming an earlier chronology, namely a date before the Baltic
monophthongization *ai > *¢.23

Nevertheless, it is possible to imagine an alternative account whereby pre-
Sami *Sajna was, after all, borrowed from pre-Finnic *sejna. The Sami change
*i > *e is a recent innovation (Sammallahti 1998: 106), postdating at least some
of the Norse contacts (Aikio 2006a: 15) and, more importantly, the Baltic loan-
word *serve ‘elk’ (?« pre-Finnic *$irva) « Baltic *$irvé (see above). Prior to this
change, it is possible that pre-Sami *a in fact represented the phonetically
closest match to Finnic *¢, meaning that the substitution *¢ > *a would be per-
fectly intuitive.

Therefore, at least the word for ‘soot’ and perhaps also ‘hay’ might offer some
evidence for direct contact between Sdmi and Baltic. Even so, the fact that five
out of six of the Sami loans from Baltic are shared with Finnic can hardly be
considered coincidental. It seems, therefore, that some of the relevant mater-
ial must have percolated through a Finno-Samic dialect continuum, but that
does not exclude a small level of direct contact taking place between Sami and
Baltic.

411  Earlier and Later Loanwords

All of the examples mentioned above involving Baltic *s show a reflex *s in

Sami. Two other Sami substitutions for this phoneme have been suggested in

the literature: *¢ and *s. These examples have been used to support the idea of

an older and younger layer of Baltic loanwords in Sami, respectively. The former

is supported by two etymologies (Kallio 2009: 32—33):

— Sa.N ¢uorpmas, Sk. cudrmas (< *cuormes) ‘hail’ ~ Lt. Sarma, Lv. safma ‘hoar-
frost’ (Koivulehto 1983: 188-189)

— Sa&. N Cohkut, Sk. éadkkad (< *¢oko-) ‘to comb, currycomb’ = F suka, E suga,
Li. suga ‘currycomb; heckling comb’ ~ Lt. $tikos F.PL., Lv. suka or sukas F.PL.
‘comb, heckling comb’

Although the Baltic word for ‘comb’ has a probable cognate in Uk. yems ‘bristle;,

SIn. dial. $¢¢¢ ‘brush, thistle’ (Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2019: 285), the further ety-

23 Similar argumentation can be made in the case of *ruojte ‘thigh’ (cf. PF *reici, Lt. rietas),
however, in this case there is no evidence for an original *-ai- diphthong in Baltic, and the
word is of obscure origin. See above on pp. 122-123.
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mology is uncertain (ALEW 1216) so that the exact relationship between the

words cannot be determined. In the other case, there is a semantic difference.

Although not prohibitive (compare Lt. gritodas ‘frozen ground’ vs. OCS rpags

‘hail’), it is questionable whether this single etymology is of sufficient calibre

to carry the weight of an entire loanword stratum, especially given that a term

associated with a natural phenomenon such as ‘hail’ is an unlikely candidate
for borrowing during incidental early contacts.

As for the supposed ‘late’ loans, Sammallahti (2001: 401) has suggested two
which would show Sadmi *$- for Baltic *$- (or *2-), and a third was later adduced
by Koivulehto (apud Aikio 2009: 200). While Sammallahti assumed a Proto-
Balto-Slavic source for these loanwords, the Sdmi phoneme *$ is of recent,
probably post-Proto-Sami origin (cf. Kallio 2009: 35), which suggests a later
date. Even though the notion of Baltic loanwords in an already disintegrating
Proto-Sami seems a priori unlikely, we must keep our minds open at this point:
— Sa. N Searrat, L sjerrat (< *$eareté) ‘clear (of the sky)’ ~ Lt. #éréti ‘glow (e.g.

of coals); shine, glitter’ — There is no precise formal or semantic match, so

it is essentially a root etymology. Junttila (2015b: 477) has suggested that the

Sami word is rather a loan from Finnic *heretd (> E ere, dial. here ‘bright’).2*
— Sa. S sealma ‘threshold; pass, ridge, N Sielbmd ‘threshold (of a tent) (<

*$ielma) ~ Lt. Selmud ‘ridge (of a roof), eaves, gable’ (= SCr. sljéme ‘moun-

tain ridge; (dial.) roof ridge’) — There is no exact semantic correspondence.

Aikio (2012a: 107) has tentatively suggested a loan etymology from Finnic

*helma (> F helma, E hélm) ‘hem.

— Sa. S sjdavonje, N suvon (< *suovurig) ‘well-trained shepherd dog’ ~ Lt. $ud
(OBL. sun-) ‘dog’ — The comparison is phonologically problematic. Sam-
mallahti (2001: 400) erroneously derives Lt. $ué from *Soyon(i)-, and Kallio
(2009: 35) reconstructs Baltic *$ava on the basis of a Zemaitian form $ova
quoted in LEW (1023). The latter is evidently an untransposed Zem. $ova =
$uva, which is not a derivative, but a special development of the nominat-
ive singular (see Zinkevicius 1966: 256—257). All in all, we can reconstruct a
Proto-East-Baltic *$(y)on, OBL. *Sun-, neither of which can explain the Sami
word.

None of the etymologies are convincing, and they can hardly serve as a basis

for drawing the far-reaching conclusions which they would imply, namely that

the Balts would have been in contact with the Sami already after their migra-
tion into Fennoscandia. Of course, it is in principle possible that certain Baltic

24  Note that Holopainen/Junttila (2022: 103-105) and Junttila (in prep. s.v. *herdittik) have
suggested that this Finnic stem is after all ultimately of Baltic origin.
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populations crossed the Gulf of Finland, where enclaves could have interacted
with Sami populations until a relatively recent date. However, this is merely a
speculation unsupported by any other evidence.

Note in this connection that it has been suggested that the Sdmi endonym
PSa. *same (> N sdpmi) is derived from a Baltic source, cf. Lt. Zémé ‘earth, land’
(Koivulehto 1993b). Koivulehto analyses *sameé as a cognate to F Hdme, the
name of a historical region in Finland. The notion that a Baltic loanword would
be used as a local toponym in Finland, which would later serve as the self-
identification of the Sami people, would probably imply that the Balts settled in
Finland, and most probably before the Sami arrived there. This is an extremely
bold claim. Furthermore, even though it seems attractive to compare F Hdime
with the self-designation of the Sami, this encounters an important issue: it is
hardly possible to separate Sami *samé from Finnish Suomi ‘Finland’. These two
forms together point to a common preform *sdmd rather than *samd (Pystynen
2018: 83; Holopainen 2021: 207—208).

All in all, the idea that Balts should once have been present in the area of
modern-day Finland is too bold a claim to base on a single toponym, especially
as it remains possible, or even probable, that the ethnonym *samé was adop-
ted from a palaeo-Lakelandic contact language of the type we know must have
been spoken in this area before the arrival of the Sdmi (Aikio 2012: 80-88).25

4.2 Mordvin

The possibility that Baltic and Mordvin were in contact was already recog-
nized in the 1880s in two articles by Wilhelm Tomaschek (1883: 704—705, 1889:
11-12). Of the 15 comparisons made in these works, many reappear in Thom-
sen’s work on Finnic-Baltic loanwords. In the latter’s opinion (1890: 154-155),
these must mostly have passed through a dialect continuum from Finnic into
Mordvin, although Thomsen does admit that a small number may have been
borrowed directly. A similar conclusion was reached by Kalima (1936: 191-192).
By contrast, as many as four of the seven loanwords accepted in the recent com-
prehensive study by van Pareren (2008) were classified as direct. The goal of this
subchapter is to establish the degree of direct and indirect contacts between
Baltic and Mordvin.

25  Reminiscent of *sameé is Lv. (8ahms) ‘Finne; Oesulaner’ cited by Ulmann (1872: 244), but
Endzelins (ME 111: 803) attractively derives this form from Li. sarma ‘Saaremaa’ (note
Oesel = Saaremaa). Several parallels for the loss of /r/ after long vowels in Courland Latvian
are provided in Endzelins 1923: 159-160.



130 CHAPTER 4

4.21  Rejectable Comparisons
The most recent detailed study (Griinthal 2012) shows a manifold increase

in

the number of accepted loanwords, with a total of 36.26 Unfortunately,

a large proportion of the additional etymologies accepted and proposed by
Griinthal involve hypothetical semantic shifts or anachronisms, and in my
opinion should certainly be rejected:

26

27

28

Md. EM al (< *al | *als) ‘egg’ ~ Lv. uéla ‘egg), dial. ‘pebble’ (Joki 1973: 294) —
The sense ‘egg’ is an extension of ‘pebble’ in only part of the Latvian dialects,
displacing older pauts (EH 11: 186 = Lt. dial. (S Aukst.) paiitas, Pr. G paute
‘egg’), and is hardly to be reconstructed for Proto-Baltic (Lanszweert 1984:
38); compare Lt. uola ‘whetstone, rock; cliff’. Furthermore, the substitution
*(w)0- - *a is phonologically unlikely (van Pareren 2008: 86).27

Md. E dial. ¢onda (?< *Sonds) ‘bride price’?® = F hinta, E hind, Li. inda (<
*hinta) ‘price’ ~ Lt. siriitas ‘hundred’ (Uotila 1990) — The fact that siritas
(usu. as PL. §imtal’) can be used hyperbolically to mean ‘a lot’ (like English
hundreds) cannot be considered a sufficient semantic bridge.

Md. E inZe (PL. inst), M inzi (< *inZa : *inZ-) ‘guest’ ?= F obs. inhiminen
‘person, Vp. inehmoi lazy or sickly person’, Vo. inemine, Li. (Salaca) imi ‘per-
son’ (?< *inehminen) ~ Lt. jZymus ‘notable, famous’ (Liukkonen 1999: 61—
62) — The Lithuanian word is a productive deverbal adjective from j-fyméti
‘note, mark’, and cannot be reconstructed for Proto-Baltic. Furthermore, the
semantic development is speculative.

Md. EM karks ‘belt, waistband; rope used to bind a sheaf’ ~ Lt. kdrti ‘hang
(up)’ (Griinthal 2012: 315) — EM -£s is a deverbal suffix, but the connection
with ‘hanging’ is not evident.

Md. E penge (PL. penkt’), M pengd (< *penga : peng-) ‘(piece of) firewood’ ~
Lt. spifigis ‘forest aisle’ (Griinthal 2012: 324) — The two words are semantic-
ally distant.

Md. E pusmo, M pusma (< *pusma) ‘bunch, bundle’ ~ Lt. biiZmas (Griinthal
2012: 326) — Griinthal incorrectly glosses the Lithuanian word as ‘bunch.

Griinthal explicitly marks as uncertain the Baltic loan etymologies for PMd. *drka ‘lake’
(on which see pp. 86-87), “kodar ‘twining plant stem’ (see Chapter 3, fn. 4), *mukars ‘rump,
rear’ (~ Lv. mugura ‘back’; against which see van Pareren 2008: 109—111), and Md. EM luy
‘space between the fingers’ ~ Lt. loma ‘hollow, valley’ (the Md. word rather belongs with F
lovi ‘cleft, notch’, Pystynen 2020b). These will be ignored in the following discussion.

The alternative view is that EM al ‘egg’ is a semantic extension of EM al- ‘area under or
below’ (Rédei 1968: 160; Keresztes 1986: 33), which is itself of Uralic origin (< *ela, Aikio in
prep. 52-53).

If ¢onda (Velikij Vrag) is the most archaic form, the metathetic variant dando could per-
haps be explained as the result of contamination with ¢ana ‘price’ < R ynnd (cf. Bepmu-
HUH I: 486).
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The word is only known from lexical sources; cf. buzmas ‘eine Falte, Krause’
(Kurschat 1883: 66).2°

Md. E rasko, M raska (< *raska) ‘crotch, fork’ = F rahko ‘fork-shaped torch
holder’ ~ Lt. dial. raska ‘skeltu galu kartis obuoliams raskyti [a device with a
forked end used to pick apples]’ (Skirsnemuné; Skardzius 1941: 41), rdskés
‘prietaisas obuoliams raskyti [a device used to pick apples] (Daugeéliskis;
LKZ) (Liukkonen 1999: 114-115) — The basic sense of these rare Lithuanian
words must be ‘picker’ (cf. réksti, raskyti ‘to pick’), while the Finnic and
Mordvin words would imply an original sense ‘fork, crotch’ (cf. Nilsson 2001:
185).

Md. E rudaz, M ardaz (< *rudas) ‘dirt, faeces’ (Griinthal 2012: 329) ~ Lt. rudas
‘chestnut brown), Lv. ruds ‘red-brown’ — From a semantic perspective, the
Russian data comes far closer, cf. Ru. dial. (Smolensk) pydd ‘dirt, stain’, pydoii
‘dirty’30

Md. E tefde-, M tefda- (< *terds-) ‘call over, invite’ ~ Lt. tirdinti, Lv. tifdit
‘badger with questions, torment’ (Griinthal 2012: 335) — The Baltic words
are frequentative derivatives of Lt. tirti ‘question, examine, Lv. obs. tirt ‘Aus-
fragen’ (Lange 1773: 351). The semantics are unconvincing.

Wilchli (1997: 312—319) has suggested Baltic etymologies for a number of gram-
maticalized relational nouns. All of these are rejected by van Pareren, but
accepted by Griinthal.3! Again, the semantic developments stretch the imagin-
ation:

29

30

31

Md. E lango, M langa (< *langa) relational noun ‘on, ‘surface’ ~ Lt. lanka
‘water meadow; swamp, valley’, Lv. larika low-lying meadow; river bend’. The
basic sense in Baltic appears to be ‘river bend;, cf. R ayxd, Bg. asxa ‘river bend;
meadow in a river bend’ (~ Lt. lefikti ‘to bend’).

In Ruhig (11: 53), we find bugmas ‘Bauchbruch am Ref3e’; however, this is presumably a
printing error for *biismas; Mielcke (1: 31) lists the same word under bogmas ‘das Bauchref3,
der Bauch vom Ref3¢’ and Nesselmann (1851: 333) has biizmas = boZmas ‘das Eingeweiden-
etz, Bauchnetz’ (the word was not familiar to Kurschat 1883: 54). According to Nesselmann
(but no-one else?), bozmas also = bazmas ‘eine grofle Menge, eine Masse von Menschen,
Thieren, Kérnern, which must be where Griinthal’s ‘bunch’ ultimately originates (but note
that all of the example sentences in LKZ s.v. bdZmas refer to people, unlike the Mordvin
words).

But admittedly, Smolensk is geographically far removed from Mordvinia. Curious is the
Russian dialectal form pyodoc ‘swampy area where rusted water comes to the surface,
attested in the Komi Republic (CPHT xxxv 235), cf. Komi rodeg ‘dirt, stain; rust in stand-
ing water’, Mari E riidana-, W arddange- ‘to rust’ (JIsitkun/T'ynsieB 1970: 241-242). For Komi
and Mari, a common preform *rentV- could perhaps be reconstructed.

According to P. Kallio (p.c. March 2023), Walchli himself is now unenthusiastic about his
older proposals.
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— Md. E potmo, M potma ‘insides, stomach, bosom), E potso, M potsa INESS.SG.
‘inside’ (< *potma : *pot(m)-) ~ Lt. putmué ‘swelling (as an ailment)’

— Md. E turtov, dial. turton (< *turtan LAT.) ‘for’ ~ Lt. tuftas, ‘wealth, property’

In addition, a few etymologies must be rejected on formal grounds. Although

Griinthal himself notes that sibilants in Erzya are not subject to palatal har-

mony (2012: 330; cf. Bartens 1999: 43), he still resorts to it in two cases where we

find an unexpected sibilant reflex:

— Md. E raske (< *raska) ‘relative, kin’ ~ Lv. rads ‘relative, lineage’ — Griinthal
posits a preform *radas-ka, contradicting the Erzya evidence for *$. Addi-
tionally, despite ME (11: 463), it seems quite possible that the Latvian word is
loaned from Russian; cf. OR pogs ‘lineage; birth, origin; relative (etc.)’ (CAPA
X: 408—415)

— Md.E dial. simeri, M dial. $imatt (< *simoart) ‘tribe, family’ ~ Lt. giminé ‘relative,
tribe, family’ — The Erzya form proves an initial *s.

In the latter case, it is assumed that *$ would substitute a palatalized allophone

of *g in Baltic. Junttila (2018: 78), who also provides the erroneous reconstruc-

tion *simani, specifies this Baltic dialect as “Altlettgallisch”. He suggests two par-
allels: E dial. sive, M dial. $ivd ‘salary, pay’ ~ Lv. dzivudt ‘live) dial. +acc. ‘work,
be occupied with’ and E $ire, occurring in collocation with paro ‘good’ in curses
~ Lt. girti ‘praise’, géras ‘good’ The evidence of these two words alone, both of
which require additional assumptions, seems insufficient to support a substi-

tution *g - *s.

Another supposed piece of evidence for an “Old Latgalian” source is the verb
Md. E Feda-, M dial. #ida- (< *rida-) ‘see, notice’ ~ Lt. regéti, Lv. redzét ‘see,
discern, REFL. ‘seem, be evident’ (Wilchli 1997: 319-320; Junttila 2018: 79-80).
Wilchli’s opinion is that *d’ may have directly substituted *g, as Proto-Mordvin
lacked a phoneme */g/. However, there is no reason to consider the loss of
*g particularly ancient (Griinthal 2012: 328), and the possible Baltic loanword
*lija ?< *ldjkd ‘other’ (see below) must have predated it. In the opinion of van
Pareren (2006: 49; cf. 2008: 120), we should expect *g - & in such a late loan-
word, which is indeed what we find in some borrowings from Tatar and Russian
(Paasonen 1903: 17; Keresztes 1987: 67—68).

According to Junttila, Mordvin *d’ could directly substitute a Baltic palatal-
ized *[¢’], and a realization [d’] for /g’/ is indeed attested in South Aukstaitian
(Zinkevicius 1966: 140-141). However, the hypothesis that a dialect in which the
velars were palatalized was spoken in the necessary time and place remains
unproven. As Junttila (2018: 80) himself admits, no evidence for a Latvian-type
palatalization has been identified in Baltic substratal hydronymy. The evidence
of Mordvin *rdda- alone is hardly enough to postulate such a feature for a hypo-
thetical Baltic dialect.
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4.2.2  Turkic or Baltic?
In a couple of cases, a Turkic origin appears just as likely or more probable than
a Baltic origin:

‘honeycomb’. Md. E kefaz (also as PL. kefazt), M kdraz (< *kdrfas) ‘honey-
comb’ ~ Lt. korys, Lv. kare ‘honeycomb’ (Tomaschek 1883) — The Mordvin word
cannot be separated from a wider group of Volgaic terms. On the one hand, we
find Ma. E karas, W kdrds and Udm. karas (which is not regularly cognate with
the Mari forms), and on the other Tatar kdrdz, Bashkir kdrdd (< *kdrdz), all in
the same sense. Due to its final sibilant, Chuvash karas ‘honeycomb’ cannot
be cognate with the Volga Kipchak forms. Résénen (1920: 245) has derived the
Turkic words from Uralic, and these from an Iranian *karas. As such a word is
unattested in Iranian, this can hardly be accepted (cf. Joki 1973: 226—227; Holo-
painen 2019: 127). Disregarding the language-specific phonotactic limitations,
Mordvin *kdras is phonologically identical to Tatar kdrdz, and indeed already
Paasonen (1897: 37) suggested that Mordvin borrowed the word from Tatar.

If the Volgaic and Baltic words are indeed connected, one might speculate
whether it was the Turkic words that were in fact loaned from Baltic. Indeed,
this could potentially explain the unexpected front vocalism in Mordvin. In
Turkic, *k was allophonically rendered as *[q] (> Chuv. x) in back-vocalic envir-
onments, resulting in an association of foreign /k/ with front vocalism, and
leading to cases such as Chuv. kérpe, dial. kirpe ‘grain’, Tat. kérpd ‘bran’ «
R xpynd ‘grain’ (see p. 256). Thus, we might anticipate a front-vocalic substitu-
tion in the case of a direct loan from Baltic. On the other hand, Volga Kipchak
*-zwould be difficult to explain starting from a Baltic NOM.SG. *kdrjas. Further-
more, Mari “kdrd$ cannot be understood as a Volga Kipchak loan, as *-z should
have been preserved in Mari, cf. e.g. Ma. E tendz, W tansz ‘sea’ (cf. Tat. dingez,
Kyrgyz deniz).

As a result, the relationship between the various Volgaic forms is difficult to
establish, and if there is any connection with Baltic at all, the exact route of
borrowing cannot be recovered. However, it seems quite evident that Mordvin
adopted this word specifically from Tatar. On the further relationship with
Gr. xnpds, see pp. 248—249.

‘far’. Md. E talaj ‘quite a while (ago), cf. talajs 1LL.sG. ‘for long), talajste
ELAT.SG. ‘from a distance, M talaj ‘quite a while, quite far’ ~ Lt. toli, tolié, obs. tél
‘far, distant’32 (Griinthal 2012: 333) — Griinthal suggests this Baltic source as an
alternative to the older Turkic etymology (MdWb 2258—2259), which compared

32 The Lt. word generally refers to distance, but may also have a temporal reference (e.g. toli
priés ‘long before’).
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Kazakh talaj, Kyrgyz dalaj ‘a few, quite a lot; often’. Griinthal’s main criticism
is that SSA (1: 138) does not mention any “corresponding words in the Turkic
languages of the Volga region”. However, a glance in the Tatar and Chuvash dic-
tionaries reveals that the word is indeed present there: Tat. talaj ‘quite a lot’
(TPC 11: 302), Chuv. poet. {Tanaii xupHe ) ‘to distant lands’ (CkBop110B 440, s.V.
Tasaii 11; see also Pezoros 11:167).

With regard to the semantics, we can note that the Turkic words can be used
in certain case forms with a temporal and spatial reference; compare Tat. talaj-
ga ‘for (too) long’ (-ga DAT), Kaz. talajdan beri ‘for a long time’ (-dan ABL, beri
‘to here’), talaj Zer ‘far away’ (Zer ‘space’). As the Turkic etymology is phonolo-
gically trivial and raises no serious semantic issues, it should be preferred over
Griinthal’s Baltic etymology.

‘yvard’. Md. E kardaz ‘yard, stable’, M kaldaz ‘stable, pen’ (?< *kardas)32 ~ Lt.
gardas ‘enclosure, stall’, Lv. dial. (SW) gdrds ‘pigpen’ (Tomaschek 1883) — The
Mordvin word cannot be separated from Md. E kardo, M karda ‘stable, pen),
which Paasonen (MdWb 619), no doubt correctly, derives from Chuvash karta
‘stockyard, stable; fence’. The word is also found in the Volga Kipchak languages,
viz. Tatar kirtd, dial. kdrtd ‘pole; fence, enclosure’, Bashkir kdrtd ‘pole, fence;
stockyard’, and the Chuvash word was also borrowed into Komi karta ‘stable,
barn’. These cannot be separated from a group of similar words in the Caucasus,
cf. Oss. 1 keert ‘yard, estate’, D keert(ce) ‘stockyard, Ingush kart ‘fence’ (A6aeB1958:
586-587).

The question is whether Mordvin *-as can be seen as a suffix. While itisnot a
productive derivational element, such a suffix must be present in Md. E riefgaz,
M ridrgaz (< *ndrgas) ‘badger’, which is etymologically related to Mari E nerye,
Wnerya (< *nirga) ‘badger’34 There are numerous other Mordvin nouns ending
in *-as, but very few can be reliably analysed (see Maticsdk 2014). Nevertheless,
as the word for ‘badger’ shows, the presence of final *-as is not sufficient to
guarantee an Indo-European origin (pace Wilchli 1997: 307).

4.2.3 Acceptable Comparisons

Despite the large number of rejected or doubtful comparisons, we are still left
with a corpus of formally and semantically acceptable loan etymologies. A
couple of these examples are also present in Finnic, and have therefore already

33  Foradiscussion of the Moksha -/-, see van Pareren (2008: 89—90).

34  Therelationship between Volgaic *ndrkd and Finnic *mdkrd (> F méyrd, E mdger, mddr, Li.
mdggorz) ‘badger’ is unclear, but a relationship looks possible: the irregular correspond-
ence perhaps suggests a shared substrate word.
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been discussed elsewhere in this work. As a result, a simple list will suffice.
Note that none of these examples can be considered certain evidence of dir-
ect contact between Baltic and Mordvin as the Baltic words themselves are of
uncertain origin:

— Md. E k$na, M sna (< *($a2)s$na) ‘worked leather; leather strap’ ~ Lt. $iks$na,

Lv. siksna ‘untanned leather; leather strap or belt’ (see pp. 87-88)

— Md. E lepe, M lepd (< *lepa) ‘alder’ ~ Lt. liepa, Lv. liépa ‘lime tree’ (see p. 89)
— Md. E dial. fogarn, M tozdrn (< ?*toZan : *toZam-) ‘thousand’ ~ Lt. titkstantis,

Lv. titkstuotis ‘thousand’ (see 3.5.4)

— Md. E malaso, M malasa INESS.SG. (< *mala-) ‘near’ ~ Lv. mala ‘edge, shore,
boundary’ = F dial. malo ‘edge, flank’, Sa. L muolos ‘shore lead’ (see p. 122)
The remaining cases are unique to Mordvin, and must be discussed separately.
In doing so, it is important to evaluate not only the plausibility of the compar-
ison, but also the etymological background of the suggested Baltic source. Only
those with a clear Indo-European etymology can provide objective evidence in
favour of aloanword from Baltic into Mordvin. Those of unclear ultimate origin

are presented here in italics.

‘bast. Md. E lenge (L. lengt), M lengd (< *lenga, OBL. leng-) ‘bast’ ~ Lt. dial.
linkas, Lv. ltiks ‘bast’ — The Mordvin form could reflect an earlier *(iinkV (cf.
Aikio 2009: 116). Surprisingly, this semantically and formally attractive etymo-
logy is rejected by both van Pareren and Griinthal.35 The Baltic word is of
unclear origin (see pp. 181-182).

‘bridle’. Md. E panct, panst, M pandaz (< *pandos) ‘bridle’ ~ Lt. pdntis
‘hobble, fetter’ (= Pr. E panto; OCS mara PL. ‘fetters’) (Tomaschek 1889: 1) —
While the semantic match is not exact, both bridles and hobbles are tools used
to restrict a horse’s movement. The Lithuanian word is probably derived from
the verbal root seen in Lt. pinti, Arm. henum ‘weave’ (LIV 578-579).

‘knife’. Md. E pejel, M pejal’ (< *pejal’) ‘knife’ ~ Lt. peilis ‘knife’; Pr. E kalo-
peilis ‘cleaver’ (Tomaschek 1883) — The scepticism of van Pareren (2008: 13—
114) is hardly justified, as the etymology appears formally and semantically
straightforward. The Baltic word lacks an etymology; the older connections
with Lt. piela, R nuad ‘saw’ are abandoned in recent sources (ALEW 862;
Smoczynski 2018: 954).

35  Both suggest a native origin. Van Pareren (2008: 103-104) assumes a derivational relation-
ship with Md. E lejks ‘young alder (whose bark has been stripped)’ and /evs ‘bast’ although
a detailed morphological analysis is wanting. Griinthal (2012: 321) follows Mégiste (1962) in
equating *lenga with F niini, Komiriin ‘bast’ (< *nijna); this, however, leaves the stem-final
velar unexplained. As an alternative, Griinthal adduces E luvode-, M lungéds- (< *lunada-)
‘tlake off; fade’ as a comparandum for the same Baltic word, but the unexpected substitu-
tion *nk -~ *y and less obvious semantics makes this comparison less attractive.
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‘millet. Md. E suro, M sura (< *sura) ‘millet’ ~ Lt. sdros, Lv. dial. séira?, (17t c.)
sare ‘millet’ (Tomaschek 1883) — The Baltic word lacks a clear etymology. For
a detailed discussion of this comparison, see pp. 261-263.

‘other’. Md. E lija, M lija (< *lija)3® ‘other’ ~ Lt. liékas, Lv. lieks ‘surplus’
(Paasonen 1909a: 89) — In Uralic terms, the Mordvin words could reflect *lekd
or possibly *lejkd, which would both be reasonable substitutions of an East
Baltic */eka-. An earlier form *laika- is more difficult, but I would not rule out
a pre-Mordvin reconstruction *ldjkd (compare Md. E sisem, M sisam ‘seven’ <
*¢dj¢amd; Aikio in prep. 119). The semantic difference seems to be bridged by
the derived verb E lijado-, M dial. [ijada- ‘stay behind, remain’, which precisely
corresponds in meaning to the Baltic verb seen in Lt. likti (3PRES. liéka) ‘remain,
be left over’ (van Pareren 2006: 36, but sceptically 2008: 105).

‘soot’. Md. EM sod (< *sod) ‘soot’ ~ Lt. silodZiai, dial. siiodys PL., Lv. obs. suods
(EH 11: 610), dial. suddri? ‘soot’ (Paasonen 1909a: 127) — A Baltic origin is rejec-
ted by van Pareren (2008: 122) and Griinthal (2012: 308) due to the existence of
a native etymology. However, neither Mari E $iié, W s5ts ‘soot, coal’ nor Komi sa,
Udm. su ‘soot’ (UEW 769) represent a phonological match,37 and they cannot
be accepted as cognates. The substitution *6 -~ Md. o can be considered reas-
onable so long as the loanword postdated the pre-Mordvin change *o > *u. The
Baltic word is cognate with R cdaca, Sln. sdje ‘soot’ and further OE sot ‘soot’.38

‘thunder'.Md. E purgirie, dial. pifgirie, M dial. purgarid (< *puigaria) ‘thunder’
~ Lt. perkiinas, Lv. perkuéns ‘thunder’, also a theonym; Pr. E percunis ‘thunder’
(Tomaschek 1883) — The Mordvin vocalism must result from a metathesis,
which could be motivated by the lack of rounded vowels in non-initial syllables
in Proto-Mordvin (van Pareren 2008: 119). The palatalized suffix is probably to

36  The final -g in Moksha is due to a secondary fronting of final -a after a palatal consonant
(Bartens 1999: 63), cf. M p#d (pra- in inflected forms) ‘head’ < PMd. *pita.

37  Initial §- in the Malmy?z dialect points to PMa. *$- (Wichmann 1906: 21; TschWb 740), sug-
gesting the Mari word is instead cognate with Md. sed’ ‘coal’ (< PU *¢iid’ ‘coal’; for *d/*d’
> PMa. *¢ compare tic¢ < *tidwdos; Metsédranta 2020: 43; however, Aikio in prep. 147 adduces
a different Mari cognate in this dataset: E iij, W $ii ‘charcoal’; perhaps *$iié ~ *ii( j) is the
result a paradigmatic split?). The correlation Komi a ~ Udmurt u does not usually occur
in inherited words except where it is a reflection of *-eCa#, cf. }Kup0B 2013. Metsdranta
(2020:140-141) has attempted to substantiate a preform *seta by comparing the verb Komi
sot-, Udm. suti- ‘burn, set on fire), allegedly < *set-td- (differently on this verb see Aikio 2021:
169-173).

38  Since I do not think that a lengthened grade yielded acute, the Balto-Slavic form (*sod-i-)
cannot be directly equated with Germanic *sota- (< *sodo-), but both words probably
derive from the root *sed- ‘to sit’ via the sense ‘sediment’. OIr. suide* ‘soot), is to be derived
from *sadja- in view of Modern Irish stiiche, Catalan sutge ‘soot’ and cannot be directly
related (see Walde/Pokorny I1: 485; Zair 2012: 125, with lit.).



LOANWORDS INTO OTHER URALIC LANGUAGES 137

be attributed to assimilation to the Mordvin diminutive suffix *-275.39 Despite
REW (11: 345-346), the Baltic words cannot be separated from OR Ilepoyus
‘thunder god), Pl. piorun ‘lightning’, which show an irregular correspondence
with Baltic, most probably pointing to a foreign origin.

? ‘forest. Md. EM vif (< *vir) ‘forest’ ~ Lv. dial. (Vidzeme) véris ‘spruce forest,
dial. ‘riverside meadow’ (Griinthal 2012: 336) — While the comparison seems
attractive at first sight, the vowel substitution seems suspect if we assume
Latvian é continues Proto-Baltic */e:/. Some cases of Md. *i deriving from
*d do occur, but this appears to be conditioned by a preceding palatal (Aikio
in prep. 14). No Indo-European etymology is suggested by Endzelins (ME 1v:
562),*0 while Karulis’ (11: 508) comparison with Gr. edp0g ‘broad, wide’ is neither
semantically nor phonologically convincing.

? ‘left’. Md. E kers, M kerzi (< *kers) ‘left’ ~ Lv. kreiss ‘left’ (Viitso 1990: 141;
van Pareren 2008: 93; Griinthal 2012: 316) — Although semantically attractive,
this etymology requires some assumptions on the phonological side. First, it
must be assumed that the inadmissibility of initial consonant clusters resulted
in a metathesis. While imaginable, reliable parallels are few (cf. Md. EM turba,
dial. truba ‘horn’ « R mpy6d). The second assumption is that Lv. -s- reflects
Baltic *-§-. True, the traditional equation with Lt. kréisva ‘flaw’ (LEW 203) would
imply Baltic *s, but due to the mismatch in accentuation, it is uncertain that the
Lithuanian word belongs here. The Latvian word is apparently related (with
metatony?; Derksen 1996: 190, 196-197) to kreilis, keiris ‘left-hander’ (< *kreiris)
and further Lt. kreivas, R kpuedii ‘crooked’ (LEW 203; ALEW 523; Smoczynski
2018: 598).

? ‘salt’. Md. EM sal ‘salt’ (< *sal)* ~ Lv. sals ‘salt’ (= Gr. &\g) — The Mordvin
form cannot be directly equated with Finnic *sola (despite Hanosnbckux 2015:
163-164), as the Finnic stem type *0—a is of recent and secondary origin (cf.
Ploger 1982), but it may be analysed as an independent loanword from Baltic
with the vocalic substitution *a -~ *a (Holopainen 2019: 215). On the other
hand, the analysis as a direct Baltic loan is rendered somewhat uncertain by
the Permic evidence (Komi sov, Upper Sysola so/, Udm. silal ‘salt’ < Proto-

39  Van Pareren posits a Baltic source *perku-, citing Narevian pjarkuf (Zinkevicius 1985: 77).
The controversies around the Narev glossary aside, this cannot be considered evidence of
a shorter form; the loss of *n before final *-s is paralleled by garf ‘stork’ ~ Lt. garnys.

40  Endzelins suggests a loan from Estonian veer ‘edge’, but only for the sense ‘riverside
meadow’. Incidentally, this Estonian word has been considered cognate with Mordvin *vi#
(UEW 820-821). However, this is not phonologically acceptable; Aikio (2012b: 234) recon-
structs the former as *wdra and equates instead Md. E vere, M vdri ‘above, over'.

41 The reconstruction *sal may be preferred over *salo in view of Sal - Zout in Witsen 178s5;
cf. Pystynen 2020b.
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Permic *sg/), which must also be related, but lacks a clear source. Appar-
ently, we are dealing with an ancient Wanderwort of ultimately IE origin. For
Mordvin, a proximate Baltic source is possible, but other possibilities are ima-
ginable.

t ‘duck’. Md. E dial. §enze, Sens ‘duck’ ~ Lt. Zgsis, Lv. zitoss ‘goose’ — Due to
its limited attestation, a Proto-Mordvin reconstruction is difficult. The only reli-
able attestations provided by Paasonen (MdWb 2227) derive from the Kadom
and Kaljaevo dialects, which happen to be the same dialects which show a rais-
ing *a > e in SenZej, SenZij ‘spider’ (< *$anzan; cf. Paasonen 1903: 81). Therefore,
as well as *Senz- or *$dnz-, a reconstruction *$anz- can also be considered. The
latter would allow for a direct equation with Komi dial. (Udora) éez, Udm. ez
‘duck’.#2

By contrast, Sammallahti (2001: 398) has reconstructed *sdnsd and treated
the Mordvin word as a regular cognate of PF *hanhi ‘goose’, which is a Baltic
loanword. This preform was later substantiated by the sound law PU *d(-d) >
PF *a(-e) (cf. Heikkild 2014: 86). If this is correct, this loanword would have to
predate the other Baltic loanwords in Finnic (cf. the preservation of *d-d in
*mdntd ‘stirring stick’, *hdrkd ‘ox’). The most awkward aspect of this is that pre-
Finnic *$ansi is closer to Baltic *Zans(i)- than the suggested West Uralic *$dnsad.
If we instead assume that Erzya senZe was an independent loan from Baltic
(Griinthal 2012: 331), then we would have to assume that an identical assimila-
tion *$-s > *§—§ took place independently in Finnic and Mordvin.*® However,
as with Finnic, this assimilation is potentially regular, as there do not seem to
be any Proto-Mordvin words with *s—s. Nevertheless, the native etymology, on
balance, seems more convincing.

42 The development *¢(—2) > Komi/Udmurt e is possibly regular before a resonant (Aikio
2012b: 241), while the loss of the nasal is regular. Aikio (2015a: 57) instead compares the
Permic data with the Ob-Ugric words for ‘mallard’, reconstructing *¢eca. Of these, Khanty
*¢ac (> Vakh-Vasjugan cad, Kazym $05) could potentially also reflect *¢enca (the develop-
ment *-né# > *-¢ is not regular, but paralleled by *po¢ (> Vakh-Vasjugan poé, Surgut pdc)
‘back (of the head)' < PU *ponca). However, Mansi *sisa (> West $¢s, South sas) ‘mallard’
does indeed appear to rule out a nasal. While the simplification *-ns > *-§ is regular in
syllable coda (Pystynen 2020c: 256—-257), the preserved long vowel in Western Mansi $es
implies a Proto-Mansi open syllable, and is thus not consistent with a nasal.

43  Incidentally, a Permic word has been taken as a loanword from the Indo-European word
for ‘goose’: Komi 5o05eg, (Jazva) su-50k, Udm. saZeg ‘goose’ (cf. Holopainen 2019: 377—
378, where either an Indo-Iranian or Baltic etymology are considered). The Permic forms
show an irregular vowel correspondence: Komi *¢ ~ Udm. *a is extremely rare (we expect
Udmurt *u). Moreover, the Permic forms, if taken from *Zans-, would presuppose yet
another assimilation. Rejectable is Koivulehto’s (2001: 244) derivation of PSa. *cuorniék (>

wk g

N ¢uonjd) ‘goose’ from a hypothetical PIE ““g*an-ad-".
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t ‘daughter’. Md. E tejte# ‘girl, daughter’ beside E sti7, dial. sti, M $ti¥ ‘girl,
daughter’ ~ Lt. dukté ‘daughter’ — These two Mordvin forms appear to be found
in almost complementary distribution across the dialects (in MdWb 2384, only
the Gorodis¢e dialect attests both variants). It is generally assumed that the
latter represents an irregular reduction of the former, although exactly how
this works is unclear to me: particularly problematic is the Erzya form with
unpalatalized s-. Since *-k- became *-v- or *-j- in Mordvin depending on vowel
harmony, and there are examples of *-k¢- > *-vt- in back-vocalic words (e.g. Md.
E kavto ‘two), avto- ‘set a trap’ < PU *kakta, *ekta), one might anticipate *-kt-
> *-jt- in front vocalic words, and reconstruct *tiiktdr for Mordvin. Unfortu-
nately, this development is contradicted by Md. E rievta-, M riefta- ‘pluck, tear’
< PU *niiktd (cf. F nyhtdd ‘pluck’, Ma. E riakta- ‘skin’). Therefore, the relationship
of this word to the Baltic data remains uncertain.

In the above, we have identified 7 plausible and 3 possible loanwords from
Baltic into Mordvin. Three of the plausible examples also have a clear Indo-
European background (‘other’, ‘bridle’ and ‘soot’), which would appear to dem-
onstrate direct, independent contacts between Mordvin and Baltic, and it is
possible that some of the other words were also adopted from Baltic directly.
Contrary to the conclusion of previous works on the subject, none of the
Mordvin words could plausibly have been borrowed through Finnic. While
Baltic *léka- ‘surplus’ has been borrowed into both Finnic and Mordvin, the two
forms cannot be traced back to a common proto-form, with Mordvin pointing
to front vocalism, and Finnic to back vocalism. The words for ‘belt, ‘alder’ and
‘thunder’, noted at the start of this chapter, encounter similar issues (see the
discussions in 3.4 and 3.5.4).

With regard to semantics, words in the sense ‘knife’ or ‘bridle’ might well
be understood as technological loans and be regarded as characteristic of an
adstrate loan context, and this analysis seems most convincing given the small
number of loanwords overall. In such a context, however, the words ‘soot’, and
in particular ‘other, are rather unsettling. Specifically, according to the World
Loanword Database, ‘other’ ranks among the 300 least likely words to be bor-
rowed. Of course, the loanword proposal presupposes that the word was bor-
rowed in the sense ‘surplus’, with only a secondary shift to ‘other’. In this con-
text, we could compare the Latvian suitak ‘too much, Pr. 111 zuit ‘genug’, which I
have suggested may have been borrowed from Slavic as trade jargon (see 1.1.8).
On the other hand, given that Md. *ljja could reflect a number of possible proto-
forms, one may ask whether the loan etymology is even correct.
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4.3 Mari

By contrast to Mordvin, whose contacts with Baltic have never been doubted,
the idea that there are Baltic loanwords in Mari has not been universally accep-
ted. The staunchest opponent to the idea was Mégiste, who in a 1959 article
provided alternative analyses for all suggested Baltic loanwords. However, des-
pite his efforts,** there still remain a small number of potential loanwords
which have not been explained away by previous studies. Among those shared
by other West Uralic branches, we can note the words for ‘belt’ and ‘thousand’
which have already been discussed (see 3.4 and 3.5.4). The following are exclus-
ive to Mari:

? ‘house’. Ma. EW port ‘house, cottage’ < Lt. pirtis ‘bath-house’ (Thomsen
1890: 208; Kalima 1936: 148) — Several scholars have assumed a Russian ori-
gin, instead (Nieminen 1953: 213; Mégiste 1959: 170; Baxpoc 1963: 159; Bereczki
1994: 117; TschWb 541). However, this remains problematic, as there is no evid-
ence that the Russian word was ever in use in the Volga region (see pp. 30—31).4°
Starting from a Baltic source, the vocalism is not quite clear: note that the Mari
vowel would be the usual reflex of PU *¢ (cf. Aikio 2014a: 131-135).

A. 15160 (2008: 231—232) has suggested an alternative etymology. Contrary to
the communis opinio (Rdsdnen 1920: 259; ®eznoroB I: 462), which takes
Chuw. piirt, dial. port ‘house, cottage’ as a Mari loanword, she assumes a bor-
rowing in the opposite direction, and compares the Chuvash word with Old
Turkic barg ‘shrine, temple’*® (usu. in the collocation ev barg ‘house and home’;
Clauson 1972: 359—360) and Yakut birt (Ilexkapckuii 625) ‘wellbeing, wealth'#7

44  Mostof his explanations are unsuccessful. Even his claim that Ma. E sukerte, W sukerda ‘for
along time’ must be segmented suk-erta (cf. Ma. E suk ertak ‘for a long time, TschWb 729)
and therefore not contain a cognate of F kerta, Md. E kirda ‘time, -fold’ (cf. also Griinthal
2012: 317) is perhaps put into doubt by the compound Ma. W piild-yerda ‘quite a while ago’
(TschWb 573) which would appear to imply the former existence of a word *kirda.

45  Nieminen and Baxpoc claim that the Mari word would prove that the Russian word used
to be more widespread, but the sheer geographical distance from the actual Russian attest-
ations makes this argument quite circular. Moreover, the Mari word is a general term for
‘house’, a sense unattested in Russian. Note that R dial. (Vetluga) nepm ‘cottage’ (CPHT 26:
294; MBISHMKOB 2019: 599) is a loan from Mari.

46 For the translation, see Hao (2019), who points to a Chinese parallel text which would
apparently prove the meaning ‘shrine’ for Old Turkic. As Hao points out, early texts show
that a barg is something which can be built, so Clauson’s translation ‘moveable property’
(1972: 359) must be false, but Is160’s own gloss ‘3gamue, mocrpoiika’ also appears too gen-
eral.

47  The same Turkic comparison was also briefly mentioned in a slightly earlier contribution
by Myapax (2007). Yakut -r¢ is regular from *-rk (CUT T v: 662); compare Yakut kirt- ‘shear,
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As for the vocalism, the correlation Chuv. ii ~ common Turkic a is found in
other words after *b-, cf. Turk. parmak ~ Chuv. piirrie, dial. porria ‘finger’; Old
Turkic bas (cf. Clauson 1972: 376) ~ Chuv. piisek ‘wound’. Myzpaxk (1993: 113) has
plausibly analysed this as a reflex of the diphthong *ia, which elsewhere has a
palatalizing effect in Bulghar.#® The main issue with the etymology is the final -¢
in Chuvash, which is not regular, but would have to be explained as due to the
influence of the synonym surt, dial. Sort ‘house, building’; cf. the compound
puirt-Surt ‘household’ (A. CaBesbeB p.c. September 2021). If this etymology is
accepted, the similarity with the Baltic forms must be considered coincidental.

The picture is further complicated by a similar word in Sami (N barta ‘hut,
cabin, Sk. pértt ‘house, cottage, room’), which appears to show regular sound
correspondences and is attested in all Sami languages except South Sami
(Lehtiranta 2001: 96—97, who reconstructs *pertte). The word is also found in
Finnish and in the north-eastern dialects of Karelian in the form pirtti ‘cabin,
cottage’. The sense ‘bath-house’ is limited to some western Finnish dialects (cf.
Baxpoc 1963: 159) and is also found in Ume Sdmi and in the Swedish loanword
porte (< obs. pyrte « Finnish).

In the more eastern North Finnic languages, we find an irregular e-vowel, cf.
K pertti, Vp. pert ‘house, cottage’. This form was at first written off as secondary
(Kalima 1936: 70), but later explained as due to Russian influence (Nieminen
1953: 216—217; SSA I1: 350). However, this explanation is quite uncertain, since
the underived word is very rare in Russian, and is only recorded in the area of
Novgorod and Pskov, which is too far south to have been in recent contact with
Veps and Karelian. Furthermore, the usual Russian sense ‘bath-house’ is appar-
ently not recorded for the form *pertti in Finnic.

It is universally acknowledged that Sami *pertte is borrowed from Finnic
(Thomsen 1890: 208; SKES 576; SSA 111: 350; Aikio 2006b: 29). But since the
Finnic forms are so narrowly distributed and do not even reflect a common
proto-form, one might even suggest that they were loaned from Sami. The
substitution Sami *e - Finnic *i is a well-attested form of ‘etymological nativ-
ization’ (Aikio 2009: 15-16). The substitution*e - *e is less frequent, but also

trim’ < *kirk- (9CTA v1: 238). Yakut i (< *a) is a much-discussed issue that I will not enter
into here, but I will note some more occurrences before *r¢: Yakut dial. ir¢- ‘load (onto an
animal)’ (ITexapckuii 3822) (< *art-, DCTA 1: 180-181), kirt ‘hawk’ (< *kart-, 9CTA v: 317—
319); note also the derivative sirda- ‘grow light’ beside arch. sara- ‘to dawn.

48  As a couple of typological parallels for palatalization of a labial being expressed on the
vowel, cf. Livonian kdpa ‘hoof’ (< *kapja) as against pada ‘pillow’ (< *patja) (Kallio 2016:
45) and Tocharian B mit ‘honey’ (< *rhata < *medu-) as against Sak ‘ten’ (< *éoka < *dekm).
This is apparently a result of the fact that palatalized labials are generally disfavoured
cross-linguistically (Ohala 1978).
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attested; cf. F kelo ‘snag; dead tree’ < Sami *cele (> Sa. S tjalle ‘tree stump’; Aikio
2009:77). On the other hand, it is possible that the Finnic variant with /e/ vocal-
ism has spread from Ingrian, where *ir > /er/ is regular, cf. Ingr. kerves ‘axe’ <
*kirves (J. Pystynen p.c. June 2023). On balance, the latter explanation appears
more likely, as otherwise the origin of the Sdmi word remains unclear. Even if
we assume a direct Baltic -~ Sdmi loan, it is awkward that the Sdmi word does
not usually mean ‘bath-house’.

To summarize, Baltic *pirt(i)- ‘bath-house’, a word of native origin, was bor-
rowed into ONovg. “nbpTsb (see pp. 30—31), whence also F pirtti ‘house, cottage’
and (perhaps via Ingrian) Karelian pertti. Sami “pertte is most likely from Finnic.
On the other hand, there is no clear way to connect Mari pirt ‘house, cottage’
to the Baltic and Finnic data, and it has an alternative Turkic etymology which
seems just as promising. As a result, this word cannot be considered to offer
evidence of direct Baltic loanwords in Mari.

? lynx’. Ma. E Surmanse, (Upsa) stirmd, W srm3*® (< *$irma) ‘lynx’ «
Lt. obs. $ermué (modern Sermuonélis), Lv. sefmulis ‘stoat’ (Tonopos/Tpy6aues
1962: 248; Bednarczuk 1976: 46; Breidaks 1983: 47) — The Mari word is usually
viewed as a Uralic inheritance (Collinder 1955: 8; UEW 490-491; Bereczki 2013:
258-259). However, the suggested cognates are mostly to be rejected.5° If we
reconstruct *curma for Mari, we might compare Khanty *¢oram (Irtysh turam,
Nizjamer suram) ‘weasel, marten, stoat’ (for *u(-2) > *0, cf. Aikio in prep. 141),
although the Khanty affricate remains irregular. On the other hand, Komi dial.
ser, Udm. sor ‘marten’ can be combined with the Mari word by reconstructing
PU *¢irma (cf. Ma. E uZar, W 5zar, Komi vez, Udm. voz < *wisa ‘green’, UEW 823;
Aikio 2014a:156).5!

The reconstruction *éirma does indeed bring us close to the Baltic forms.
We may get even closer if we compare the apparent “zero-grade” formation
Sirmuonélis (Baranauskas, Ivanauskas), although since this variant is late and
rare, it more likely represents a secondary development (e.g. contamination

49  On Western Mari s-, see Wichmann 1906: 23-25.

50  Sa. Sk. é6rmm, K ¢irrm ‘evil spirit; wolf’ (which seem to be irregular even among them-
selves), on the one hand, and Forest Enets same, Tundra Nenets sarmik? ‘wolf’ (< *sarma,
Janhunen 1977: 136), on the other, do not match each other, or any of the other forms, in
terms of vocalism.

51 Whether *-rm- > *-r- in Permic is regular is uncertain. A parallel could be Komi jir (<
*jir, cf. Jazva jar) ~ Sa. N jorbmi ‘deep spot in water’ (< *jurma, UEW 105). However, this
etymology is (implicitly) rejected by Aikio (2002: 47). M. Jusios (p.c. October 2021) has
suggested an alternative, and equally acceptable, etymology for the Komi word, compar-
ing Khanty */5r (> Nizjamer jur, Kazym jor) ‘river bed, also dial. ‘deep spot in water’
(OstWb 400), which would presuppose a Uralic *jura.
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with sirmas ‘grey, dapple-grey’). If the loan etymology is accepted, the direc-
tionality would have to be from Baltic to Mari: Lt. Sermud has an almost per-
fect cognate in OHG harmo ‘stoat. However, the potential Khanty or Permic
comparanda mean that this can only be seen as one possibility among sev-
eral.>?

? ‘mink’. Ma. E Saske, W séiska (< *Sdska) ‘mink’ ~ Lt. $éskas ‘polecat’ — As
discussed on p. 85, the Mari word cannot be considered cognate with Finnic
*hdhkd ‘mink’; therefore, one might assume an independent loan from Baltic.
Chuvash saské has been taken from Mari (Wichmann 1911: 25; Résénen 1920:
264), but E. Itkonen (1953: 204; UEW 498) has suggested the opposite direction
of borrowing in view of the existence of comparanda in Volga Kipchak, cf. Tatar
&iske, Bashkir dial. sciske ‘mink’.53

Tatar ¢- is unexpected based on the Baltic original. One might assume it
arose by dissimilation as in Tatar sesd beside dial. ¢isa ‘bottle; glass’ « NP $isa
(AxmeTbsIHOB 2015 11: 442), dial. $ista ~ &ista ‘pole for climbing competitions’
« R wecm, GEN.SG. wecmd ‘pole’ (idem: 488). On the other hand, these paral-
lels are inexact, as the variants with ¢- are in each case purely dialectal, while
Cdske belongs to the standard language. Moreover, there are instances of an
assimilation *¢-s > *s—¢§ in Bashkir, including in the homonym sdske ‘cup’ (« R
udwka; cf. Mmkuipauza 2018: 35). Further support for an initial affricate could
be provided by Komi dial. (Udora) cus ‘mink’, which could reflect an earlier
*éaskV-5% In addition, there is a clear resemblance with the narrowly distrib-
uted Sami lexeme Sa. S tjetskie, Ume tjaskie ‘stoat’ (< *cecké) (cf. Wichmann
1911: 25; JIsrTkuH/TynsieB 1970: 314). In Uralic terms, the Sami word could reflect
*éiliic¢kd (or *¢icka). While the vocalism clearly rules out that the Sami, Permic
and Mari words are cognates, some kind of relationship is conceivable in the
context of a shared Wanderwort or substrate word (cf. Junttila 2015a: 31).

? ‘stem’. E wurdo, Volga wiirdo (?< *wiirds) ‘stem, handle’ ~ Lv. varde; Lt. virdis
‘cross beam for hanging or drying’ — The Baltic words have been compared
since Biga (1908: 139) and Ojansuu (1921: 63) with F varsi, E vars, Li. vayz (<
*varci, OBL. varte-) ‘stem, handle’ At the same time, the Finnic words are almost

52 There is also a difference in semantics. Admittedly, Ruhig (1: 148) cites a meaning ‘eine
wilde Katze’ for Lithuanian, but the reliability of this gloss is questionable.

53  The “Kyrgyz” (more properly Kazakh) seske cited in these works stems from MsmuHCKmiz
1860-1861. Since Mrpmunckwmit gathered his Kazakh materials in Orenburg and Bashkiria
(cf. 1:109), we are probably dealing with a localized Bashkir loanword.

54  The difference between Komi ¢ /te/ and Tatar ¢ /¢ ~ tg/ is purely notational. Note that
here, Proto-Komi *¢ should be reconstructed. While a regular development *¢-$ > *¢-$
has affected most Komi dialects, Udora has generally preserved ¢- in these words (Copsa-
4yeBa/Be3HocHKOBa 1990: 18).
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always equated with the cited Mari forms (Thomsen 1890: 237; E. Itkonen 1953:
159; SKES 1660), implying that the Baltic word has been adopted into Mari as
well (thus explicitly Koivulehto 1979b: 142).

There are several issues with this theory. First of all, the vocalic correla-
tion between Finnic and Mari is not regular, so direct cognancy between these
words is probably to be rejected.>> Secondly, Finnic *varci ‘stem, handle’ could
alternatively be cognate with Sa. N veardi ‘mouthpiece of a pipe, handle of a
rake’, I verdi ‘shaft’ < *wadrtd (cf. E. Itkonen 1977: 6). The suggested Baltic source
is semantically rather remote; this same Baltic word could rather be seen as the
source of F orsi, E ors, Li. vorZ (< *orci, OBL. orte-) ‘beam; perch) which could
regularly derive from an earlier *worta (Nieminen 1963: 238—240; Ritter 1993:
105-106).

As the development *wo- > *wii- in Mari is regular, cf. Ma. E wuryem, W
waryem ‘clothes’ (= Komi vur-, Hungarian varr ‘to sew’ < *worka-; Sammallahti
1988: 551), Ma. *wurds ‘stem, handle’ — provided the reconstruction is cor-
rect — could be cognate with Finnic *orci. Thus, we are faced with the awkward
situation that the Mari word corresponds phonologically to Finnic *orci ‘beam,
but semantically to Finnic *varci ‘stem, handle’. Since it is unlikely that both of
these derive from the same Baltic word, the Mari word cannot be considered a
certain Baltic loanword.

T ‘rake’. Ma. E sor-wondo (cf. wondo ~ pondo ‘stem, stick’) ‘rake’ ~ Lv. zars
‘branch; prong’ (Aikio 2009:149) — Above, I have accepted the Baltic loan ori-
gin of F haara ‘branch, fork’ (see p. 59) and Sa. N suorri, Sk. sue rr ‘branch, fork’
(p. 123). At the same time, reference works have further equated the Finnic
word with Mari sor-wondo (SKES 57; UEW 783). Semantically, there is no issue;
the sense ‘rake’ is even attested in the Finnish derivative harava, and Aikio
has previously accepted both the Baltic loan etymology and the Mari cognate.
However, Bereczki (2013: 247) has pointed out forms with s- from the Malmyz
dialect which would suggest a Proto-Mari *s- and rule out the etymology. Aikio
(2015a: 56) agrees with Bereczki and instead proposes a comparison to Sa. N
suorgi ‘fork, branch’ Therefore, this Mari word cannot be considered a Baltic
loan.

55 Even within Mari, some of the dialects have reflexes of *u rather than *i, e.g. Ma. W wurds.
A similar situation is found in the near synonym Ma. E wuryo, Volga piiryo, W wury3 ‘shaft..
In both words, we also find an irregular alternation of p- beside w-. This must be the res-
ult of decompounding (both words are frequent as second members of compounds; see
the lists in TschWb 60-61). Either *p- or *w- could be primary: in the latter case, w- would
be generalized from intervocalic position, and in the former, dial. p- would result from
hypercorrection. A. CaBesbeB (p.c. July 2023) sees in Mari *wiirga ~ *piirga ‘shaft’ a loan
from Turkic, cf. Chuvash pdrdx ‘tube, pipe’.
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As aresult there is not a single Baltic etymology in Mari which does not have
alternative explanations. In the case of the word for ‘mink’, a connection seems
probable, but the nature of the relationship is far from clear. Here one might be
inclined to side with Mégiste (1959:176): “Wenn die Anzahl der evtl. balt. Lehn-
worter im Tscher[emissischen] nur auf einen einzigen Fall begrenzt ist, diirfte
kein Anlaf$ vorliegen, von balt. Lehnwortern im Tscher. zu sprechen.” There cer-
tainly does not at this stage appear to be any solid evidence that would prove
the existence of Baltic loanwords in Mari.

4.4 Permic

The situation with regard to Permic is even less promising than with Mari.
Here I will leave aside Koivulehto’s (1983: 122—127) proposal that certain ‘pre-
Baltic’ loans (where the source forms are back-projections of Baltic data into
Proto-Indo-European) may have been adopted into a common ‘Finno-Permic’
language. These loanwords, if reliable, would simply be too early to describe
them as ‘Baltic’ per se. On the other hand, JKussoB (2008) has suggested one
direct Baltic loanword in Permic. According to him, Komi vaz ~ Udm. vuz ‘old’
are derived from Baltic *vetusa- (> Lt. obs. vetusas, Lv. vecs) ‘old’. This seem-
ingly attractive etymology has generally been well received (e.g. Pystynen 2016;
Nikulin 2016). As ¥{uBsoB notes, in inherited words, the correlation Komi a ~
Udmurt u is otherwise only observed as a reflex of the sequence *-eta-. Komi
va, Udm. vu ‘water’ (< *weta), Komi ma, Udm. dial. mu ‘honey’ (< *meta).56 It
does not necessarily follow from these examples, however, that the condition-
ing factor was the lost *t; we might, for instance, rather be dealing with a special
vocalic development in *CV-type roots (JIsiTkHH 1964: 172).57

56 Huenop’s third example za ‘stem, stalk, shaft, Udm. zu ‘stem of a pipe; axle of a cart’ <
*setV is based on an equation with Ma. E stidiir, W $adar ‘axle; spindle’ (UEW 757-758).
However, since the Mari word has $- in the Malmyz dialect, the comparison is most prob-
ably incorrect. UEW reject the older comparison of the Permic word with Erzya dial. sad
‘stalk (of the hop plant or cucumber), yet this might be more promising. If we reconstruct
*seta for both forms, however, we will have to explain the difference between za, zu ‘stem’
and Komi vo, dial. (Upper Sysola) ¢ ‘year, Udm. wa-pum ‘time, period’ (< *edo; e.g. was the
lowering to Proto-Permic *d blocked by the w-prothesis?).

57  As there appear to be no monosyllabic nouns in Komi -g, we might entertain a regular
development of *e(-a) > Permic *¢ in monosyllables followed by a further lowering *o
> *a in Komi. This two-stage analysis is supported by the fact that two verbal stems of
the shape *Co- have been suggested to derive from *e(-3); viz. Komi lp- ‘be, become’ (?<
*lexa; cf. Metsdranta 2020: 327) and vo- ‘come, arrive’ (< *wexa-; Metsdranta 2020: 146—
147).
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True, one of JKusnos's examples is indeed word internal: Komi tar, Udm. tur
~ F teeri, dial. tetri, E teder, Li. teddir (< *tetri, OBL. *tetre-) ‘black grouse’
(UEW 794); however, the Finnic—Permic equation is surely incorrect, as in
other cases internal *-Cr- has given *-rC- in Permic.5® As the Finnic word has
been considered a Baltic loan (Lt. teterva ‘black grouse hen, Lv. teteris ‘black
grouse’),5? Nikulin (2016) interprets this Permic word as a loan from Baltic, too,
setting up a pre-Permic *tedara. However, it is more likely that the actual source
isIranian, cf. NP tadarv ‘pheasant’, Khot. ttara-, ttatara- ‘(Tibetan) partridge’ (?<
*tataru, cf. Khot. pasa- ‘sheep’ < *pacu).60

As Metsdranta (2020: 245) notes, the main weakness of this etymology is that
the contact relationship depends on a single comparison. The Permic word has
traditionally been etymologized as a cognate to F vanha, E vana, Li. vana ‘old’
(< *wansa: UEW 813; Sammallahti 1988: 544), despite the irregular vocalic rela-
tionship. In passing, Aikio (2015a: 33) has mentioned a Samoyed *wdntd ‘old’
as a cognate to West Uralic *wansa. This form does not appear in the appendix
to that article, but is apparently based on the Selkup stem *kudnta- attested
in derivatives in Ket Selkup, viz. kwsndaj ‘old’, kwsndaga ‘old man or woman’
(Alatalo 1998: 20, 2004: 293).6! The Selkup word seems to be a phonologically
regular equivalent of Finnic *vanha (compare Ket Selkup kwidagej left’ ~ Esto-
nian vasak ‘left’ < *wasa; Aikio 2015a: 66) and the semantics are ideal, so that
a Uralic form *wansa can indeed be postulated. In this light, it becomes even
more difficult to separate the Permic word for ‘old’, even if the Komi -a- remains
unexplained.52

58  Komi bord, Udm. burd ‘wing’ ?« Iranian “patra-; cf. Skt. pdtra- ‘wing’ (Holopainen 2019:
180); Komi cers, Udm. cers ‘spindle; axis’ < Iran. *éastra-, cf. Pashto caxay ‘spindle’ (Holo-
painen 2019: 378).

59  The Baltic loan etymology is phonologically problematic. The Finnic word is rather of
echoic origin like Eastern Mari kiidar, Obdorsk Khanty kutar ‘black grouse’ (*kiitrV?) and
Turkic *kiirtiik (> Shor kiirtiik, Khakas kiirtkii) ‘black grouse’.

60  The same vowel correspondence from Iranian *a is found in Komi dar, Udm. duri ladle’ (~
Skt. ddrvi- ‘spoor’), and Komi tasti, Udm. tust ‘cup, bow!’ (~ YAv. tasta-, MP (Pahlavi) ¢s5¢'
‘bowl’; Rédei 1986: 68, 78). In addition, certain Iranian loans in Permic have predated the
loss of intervocalic stops: Komi dial. gu- ‘steal’ (« “gada; cf. YAv. gada-, Pashto yal ‘thief’;
Rédei 1986: 69); Komi rué, Udm. 5ici ‘fox’ (« Iran. *ropaca-, cf. Parth. rwb’s [robas/, Oss. I
ruvas ‘fox’; Palmér et al. 2021: 247).

61 Ithank Abel Warries for helping me track down this word.

62  Itis tempting to consider it a borrowing from another branch, probably Finnic (Saarikivi
2018: 312). However, the existence of Finnic loans already in Proto-Permic is doubtful, and
Metséranta has considered this proposal “anachronistic” (Metsédranta 2020: 245). From the
point of view of vocalism it is possible to assume that Udmurt vuz is inherited, in which
case we might limit the loanword proposal to Komi.
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Thus, as with Mari, I am led to a pessimistic conclusion as to whether there
are any Baltic loanwords in Permic. In both cases, the evidence is very limited
and alternative accounts are possible. It therefore does not certainly surpass
the threshold of coincidence.

4.5 Conclusion

The contacts between Baltic and the other West Uralic branches were by no
means of the same calibre as those with Finnic. The evidence as regards Mari
and Permic is inconclusive: all of the suggested examples have competing ety-
mologies, and we cannot state with any confidence that any direct contact has
taken place. In the case of Sdmi and Mordvin, many of the etymologies pre-
viously proposed are formally or semantically dubious, and must be rejected.
However, even if we limit ourselves to cases where the Baltic source has a clear
etymology, there still remain a handful of convincing cases which cannot be
rejected. Table 5, overleaf, illustrates the contact situation. Certain, direct loan-
words are highlighted in bold.

The majority of the loanwords in Sami are shared with Finnic, and this
appears to suggest that the contacts largely took place through Finnic medi-
ation. Nevertheless, at least two direct loanwords have to be accepted. The
situation with regard to Mordvin is quite different. In both cases where Mordvin
shares aloanword with Finnic, the reconstructed proto-forms cannot be recon-
ciled. Therefore, contrary to the claims of previous research, it does not seem
helpful to assume that any of the words entered Mordvin through Finnic medi-
ation.

Given the small number of loanwords, we would expect the contacts to
have been brief and incidental. However, as I have noted above with regard
to Mordvin, the semantics are only partially consistent with this interpret-
ation. Particularly remarkable is the loaning of a word for ‘soot’ into both
Mordvin and Sami, which is difficult to understand in an adstratal trade con-
text.

As there is no positive evidence for the presence of the Balts in Fennoscan-
dia, it seems most parsimonious to assume that the Balts came into contact
with pre-Proto-Sami speakers before the latter migrated into the region (con-
trast the illustration in Aikio 2006a: 45). Kallio (2009: 39) has suggested that
the Sami had already arrived in the peninsula in the late 274 millennium BCE.
Similarly, Lang (2018a: 26) has suggested that the Sami may have begun their
migration from the Upper and Middle Volga regions in the latter half of the 2nd
millennium.
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TABLE 5 Baltic loanwords in S4mi and Mordvin

Mordvin Baltic Finnic Sami
*ansa- - *ansa = “vuossé ‘handle’
*kvépV- - *kiepe  ‘soot’
*kers§ ?«  *krei$- left’
*lija < *legka- - *lika ‘surplus’
*pandes <«  *pantis ‘bridle’
*sal ?« *sal- - *sola ‘salt’
*sod < *sod(i)- ‘soot’
*$alna- - *halla = *suolné ‘hoarfrost
*Zara- - *hara = *suore ‘fork
*$éna- - *heina =+ *suojné ‘hay’
*$irve- - *hirvi = *serve  ‘elk’
*dagla- - *takla = *tuovle ‘tinder’

However, there does not seem to be any certain evidence against a com-
paratively late migration; the earliest loanword evidence from Germanic can
be dated as late as the first centuries CE (Aikio 2006a: 39—40; Kallio loc. cit.),
and there is no other linguistic evidence that would necessitate such an early
arrival of pre-Proto-Sami speakers. Lamnidis (et al. 2018) have noted that an
individual showing Siberian ancestry in Finland (dated 300-800CE) correl-
ates with modern Sami populations, but there so far does not appear to be any
genetic evidence which would support an earlier arrival of Uralic populations,
the first individuals in the Baltic region showing Siberian ancestry being dated
to the Final Bronze Age (Saag et al. 2019). There is currently very little ancient
DNA evidence from Fennoscandia, however, so it is possible that such ancestry
will later turn up.

Linguistically, the single example of ‘hay’, if analysed correctly, would show
that the independent contacts with Sami took place at an earlier date than
the contacts with Finnic, as the former would have predated the East Baltic
monophthongization of inherited *ai. While this is an extremely tentative con-
clusion, it is possible that the contacts took place further east, closer to the
Middle Volga region. Indeed, the contacts between the Balts and pre-Mordvin
speaking populations have normally been located in the Volga-Oka region (cf.
Griinthal 2012: 299—302), a proposal which has been encouraged primarily by
hydronymic evidence (see the discussion on p. 36). The evidence of loanwords
in itself is arguably a far stronger argument for a more eastern spread of the
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Baltic languages. However, we should note that, in the absence of any back
loans, there is no necessity in assuming that this source language was the direct
ancestor of any modern or attested Baltic language. Rather we may be dealing
with an eastern offshoot, which would permit us to place the ultimate Baltic
homeland somewhere between this contact zone and the Baltic Sea region.
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Contacts with Unknown Languages






CHAPTER 5

Introduction

5.1 Research History

As soon as it became apparent that the Indo-European languages were intrus-
ive to Central Europe, the question arose as to the region’s pre-Indo-European
inhabitants. Schrader (1883: 161-162) admitted that a “vor- und nichtindoger-
manisch” lexical layer should probably be present in all Indo-European lan-
guages, yet conceded that it may never be possible to recognize it. In early
research, words with a narrow geographical spread were typically explained
as chain loanwords, their ultimate source being commented on only vaguely.
For instance, Hehn (1870: 177-179) in treating the family of Gr. épéBwfog ‘chick-
pea, takes Lat. ervum ‘bitter vetch’ and OHG arawiz ‘pea’ as loanwords from
Greek, and the latter as a “Fremdwort aus Kleinasien”. Words for other cultiv-
ated plants, like rye and hemp, are similarly taken back to unspecificied “east-
ern sources” (e.g. Schrader/Nehring I: 440, 11: 226).

A more specific hypothesis of contact with an autochthonous European
population emerged in the form of the Mediterranean Substrate Theory, which
became commonplace in Romance linguistics during the early 20th century (for
a prehistory of the concept, see Craddock 1969: 18—22). While the theory origin-
ated in Italy, it gained traction after garnering the support of Antoine Meillet,
who in an influential article (1908-1909), suggested that a number of words
common to Greek and Latin may represent parallel loanwords from another
source (see also Hirt 1907: 568). Although Meillet still felt his hypothesis was
“nécessairement une part d’arbitraire”, his implicit methodology was clear: if
we can exclude cognation or a direct loanword relationship, our only option,
aside from rejecting the relationship altogether, is to assume an unidentified
source language.

Around the same time, another theory was developed in Northern Europe
by Sigmund Feist (1910: 350).! Noting that a large proportion of the Germanic

1 Since the purpose of this chapter is to investigate contact with unknown non-Indo-European
languages, theories of unattested Indo-European languages such as “Friihitalisch” (Haas
1960), Alteuropdisch (Krahe 1963; Schmid 1968) and Temematic (Holzer 1989), will remain
outside of the scope of this work. Furthermore, I will not discuss theories of contact with
other languages of “known” affiliation, such as the Vasconic substrate and Semitic superstrate
theories of Theo Vennemann (e.g. Vennemann 2003).
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lexicon had not been etymologized, he hypothesized that the Germanic people
were an “autochthone rasse” that became Indo-Europeanized secondarily. He
famously estimated that 30 % of the Germanic lexicon is of pre-Indo-European
origin, a figure which has been much repeated (see Witczak 1996: 71 fn. 5 and
72 with lit.; Bichlmeier 2016: 319-324). It appears that Feist set the tone, as dis-
cussions of the Germanic Substrate Theory have continuously revolved around
statistical measures of Indo-Europeanness with an emphasis on negative evid-
ence (i.e. words without an etymology; see for instance Polomé 1986; Salmons
2004; Mailhammer 2008: 152-198; and the sceptical overviews in Bichlmeier
2016; Schuhmann 2016). More concretely, Hirt (1909: 69—70) drew attention
to the large amount of seafaring terminology in Germanic lacking an etymo-
logy and Feist (1913: 187) noted the absence of widely-distributed fish names
reconstructible for Proto-Indo-European (see also Schrader/Nehring 1: 321). As
aresult of these early works, Seewdrter have remained central to the discussion
of the non-IE element in the Germanic lexicon (e.g. Sausverde 1996; Witczak
1996; Schuhmann 2014).

Meanwhile, building more on the ideas of Meillet than those of Feist, the
Slovene linguist Karel Ostir developed an eccentric theory which he termed
“Alarodian’, following the orientalist Fritz Hommel. Adducing evidence from a
dizzying array of languages, he proposed an equally complex system of
“uralar[odischer] Stufenwechsel”, based on parallels from Uralic (1921: 24-33).
Craddock’s assessment of Ostir’s work as “hopelessly obtuse” (1969: 32) may
sound harsh, but as Ostir’s theories clearly did not stand the test of time, it is
arguably fair.2 Nevertheless, Ostir holds an important position in the research
history, in that he provides one of the most comprehensive catalogues of poten-
tial non-Indo-European components in Europe (including — what is relevant
for our purposes — material from Balto-Slavic), as well as systematizing the
alternations upon which this hypothesis was built in a way which has perhaps
not been paralleled since (see Jakob forthc. a.).

The Mediterranean Substrate took a methodological step forward with Ber-
toldi (1932), who approached the issue with a cautious hopefulness: while
admitting the impossibility of achieving absolute certainty, in Bertoldi’s view,
the way forward was methodological rigour.? Yet Bertoldi’s austerity was short-

2 Ostir still gets a mention in the bibliographical notes to various Slavic etymological diction-
aries (not only that of his compatriot, France Bezlaj (ESS]), but also 9CCA and ES]JS).

3 He warns “Ne pouvant presque jamais atteindre une certitude absolue, la nécessité a plus
forte raison s'impose de ne jamais perdre de vue du moins les limites du possible” (Bertoldi
1932:175). Contrast Schuchardt’s (1922: 21) criticism of Ostir: “er gibt sich keine Rechenschaft
iiber die Grenzen der Erkenntnismdéglichkeit”.
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lived, as his successor, Giovanni Alessio, once again embarked on a kind of “sub-
strate expansionism’, speculating that the so-called “Mediterranean” substrate
may have left traces as far afield as India (Alessio 1946: 142). With Alessio, the
Mediterranean Substrate once again meets the Baltic, although mainly on the
level of impressionistic equivalences between toponyms (such as Lt. Lietuva
‘Lithuania’ ~ Gallo-Latin Letavia);* and the “Veneti” theory (cf. also Feist 1932;
for a discussion of this question, see Priestly 1997). True, he also adduced some
more concrete lexical evidence (e.g. Gr. xnpds ~ Lt. korys ‘honeycomb’; see
Pp- 248—249).

The first to apply the Mediterranean Substrate theory to Slavic, at least to
any great extent, was the Czech etymologist Vaclav Machek. While he had
already shown a willingness to push the Neogrammarian boundaries in the
30s (see Machek 1934), it was in a series of articles on Czech plant names in
the mid-4os (Machek 1944-1946) that he began to refer specifically to a pre-
Indo-European substrate.> A few years later, Machek summarized his ideas on
the subject (1950b), incorporating the existing views of the Italian school.6 He
emphasizes the importance of comparing entire words, rather than resorting
to vague root etymologies, and refers to several kinds of irregular correspond-
ences which could point to a foreign origin (Machek 1950b: 148-151).

He would later put his ideas to paper in a monographic treatment of plant
names (1954),” many of which he described as non-Indo-European. However,
Machek did not limit himself to plants. He also, like Feist, commented that
terms for fish tended to be “undurchsichtige, isolierte Worter” (1947: 66). In
fact, in his posthumously published etymological dictionary (1968), one finds
the phrase “asi ,praevropské“” (“probably pre-European”)® so often that one
might even be surprised at Kiparsky’s cautious optimism (1959a: 224—225; also
1975: 19), granted that the latter still considers Machek’s work a “kithner Flug
der Phantasie”. It seems that the “Czech School” both started and ended with

4 Letavia is a Latinization of Old Breton Letau; for details, see Delamarre 2003: 204205,

5 As Machek repeatedly stated (1944: 179; 1950b: 160; 1968: 10; Bo¢ek/Malcik 2011: 122, 304), he
took his term “praevropsky” from Josef Janko, who indeed did use the term significantly earlier
to denote the pre-Indo-European inhabitants of Europe (e.g. Janko 1912: 140), but without ref-
erence to language.

6 This was his first publication on the subject outside of a Czech journal, and it apparently
had some impact, drawing the attention of the Romance scholar Johannes Hubschmid and
Indologist Manfred Mayrhofer (Bo¢ek/Mal¢ik 2o11: 303, 486).

7 According to his letters, Machek actually completed this book in 1944 (Boc¢ek/Maléik 2011:
485), although considering the relative caution of his contemporary articles on the subject, it
seems likely that many of his appeals to substrate origin were added after this date.

8 This phrase also sometimes appears in Holub and Kopec¢ny’s slightly earlier 1952 dictionary.
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Machek. While Havlova's views on Machek’s work are largely positive (1994:
392), her own ESJS takes a considerably more sober stance on the issue, with
Machek’s substrate proposals more often relegated to footnotes (as also in Tpy-
Gaues’s ICCA).

At this point, our investigation runs into yet another strand of substrate
research, namely the Pre-Greek Hypothesis. Although some wider connections
for supposedly Pre-Greek words had been proposed long ago (cf. Kretschmer
1896: 405),° Kuiper (1956: 221—225) was the first to draw direct parallels between
pre-Greek and the Germanic Substrate, and in doing so approached the lat-
ter from a new angle. Kuiper’s key innovation was to explain the variation
in stem-final consonants often found in Germanic — such as that between
voiced and voiceless stops, and between geminates and singletons — to a sub-
strate language. However, it would take his student Edzard Furnée to produce
a monographic explication of this “consonant variation” theory, albeit not in
connection to Germanic (Furnée 1972).

The work of Furnée can in many respects be compared to that of Ostir, par-
ticularly the latter’s later work on bird names (Ostir 1930). Furnée’s monograph
essentially constitutes a catalogue of consonant alternations in Pre-Greek, a
mammoth task of twenty years, the results of which certainly have value in
themselves (Dressler 1974: 736). However, his conclusions are marred by the
frequent appeal to “exotic” comparanda like Basque, Berber and Caucasian lan-
guages (here, we often have Hubschmid to thank),!° even though he did not
further develop Kuiper’s North European connections. Also like Ostir, Furnée’s
work was generally ignored by later research (see, for instance, the negative
reception in e.g. Georgiev 1971; Dressler 1974).

The key exception was Beekes, another of Kuiper’s students, who reviewed
Furnée’s work favourably (Beekes 1975), and cited the former systematically in
his later dictionary (2010), characterizing the scholarly neglect for the author
as “a major mistake in Greek scholarship” (idem: xiv). At the same time, he
fundamentally disagreed with Furnée in the interpretation of these alterna-
tions. While Furnée preferred to see all the variation in the pre-Greek lexicon
as the result of expressive alternations within the source language (1972: 89—
90), Beekes interpreted this variation as the result of different substitutions of
foreign phonemes (1975: 71; see the similar reasoning already in Kuiper 1968;

9 For an extensive bibliographical treatment of the Pre-Greek Hypothesis, I refer to Furnée
(1972: 29-79).

10  For instance, following Hubschmid (FEW v: 173), Furnée (1972: 223, 285) connects Greek
Admy ‘scum, phlegm’ with forms in Basque and Berber, and even adds in Finnish lampi
‘pond..



INTRODUCTION 157

Beekes 1969: 193-195). One can of course not help but agree that Furnée’s
explanation is unsatisfactory: what is gained by positing an unattested source
language when all variation is nevertheless deemed “expressive”? Yet Beekes’
own approach to the issue (as exemplified by Beekes 2010: xiii-xlii and passim;
Beekes 2014) is certainly not immune to criticism, either (cf. e.g. Meissner 2013:
6-15; Garnier 2015).

In the late 8os and early gos, the substrate theory suddenly drew a lot of
attention from American scholars. Although the most prominent voice was
clearly that of Edgar Polomé (for example Polomé 1986, 1990, 1992), this wave
of interest was apparently sparked by Eric Hamp's article about the word for
‘apple’ published several years earlier (Hamp 1979). This word stood at the
centre of the debate, largely revolving around the phonological features of the
palaeo-European Substrate, with barely a single paper appearing on the subject
that did not refer to it (cf. Markey 1989: 591; Hamp 1990: 296; Huld 1990: 398—
400; Polomé 1992: 77-78; Salmons 1992: 268—271). A return to Northern Europe
once again represented a return to broad theoretical discussions with little data
presentation, and to a large extent, the interest appears to have waned rather
quickly.

It was around the same time that Kuiper (1995) — without referring to any of
the above authors — returned to the debate with a reiteration of his “conson-
ant alternation” theory. Variations in stem-final consonantism (i.e. differences
in voicing and gemination) are presented as important recurring features of
European substrate words. It is after this publication that we start to see a new
“Leiden school” emerge (although see already Schrijver 1991 passim). Kuiper’s
“language of the geminates’, as Schrijver (2001: 420) would later christen it,
has fed directly into the studies of Beekes (1996: 223—227) and Boutkan (1998,
20033, 2003b) and the dictionary of Boutkan/Siebinga (2005).I! The key res-
ult is perhaps not so much a methodological shift, but more a normalization
of the “substrate” concept within Leiden (see also Derksen 1999, 2000; Beekes
2000).

In more recent years, several attempts have been made to formulate criteria
by which substrate words might be identified. Polomé’s list (1989: 54—55), para-
phrased by Salmons (1992: 267, 2004: 315), formed the basis for Aikio’s (2004:
8-9; 2012a: 83), while Schrijver (1997: 294—296) can be considered to have estab-
lished the Dutch school of thought on the issue (cf. e.g. Lubotsky 2001: 301;

11 After Boutkan’s untimely death, Siebinga continued to pursue the former’s methodo-
logy as a “substrate word specialist” in the Amsterdam Etymologisch woordenboek van het
Nederlands (see Philippa et al. 1:13).
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TABLE 6  Suggested criteria for identifying substrate borrowings

Salmons Schrijver Aikio Beekes

Absence of an etymology v V] v
Limited geographical distribution v

Particular semantic fields v () v (v)
Irregular correspondences v v v
Remarkable word formation v v v v
Onomastic parallels v

BASED ON SALMONS (1992), SCHRIJVER (1997), AIKIO (2012A) AND BEEKES (2010)

Beekes 2010: xxiii). These attempts to formulate sets of criteria imply a fun-
damental recognition that the assumption of a loanword from an unknown
source is better supported if it is backed up by multiple lines of evidence. Most
explicit on this point was Schrijver (1997: 296): “If the IE origin of a word is
rendered suspicious by a number of criteria, it is usually the cumulative evid-
ence rather than an individual criterium that tips the balance.”

However, Schrijver’'s most important contribution, and something which
forms a great part of this work, is his identification of recurring alternations,
most significantly the “a-prefix” (see 7.1).12 It is Schrijver’s work that can be seen
as having directly inspired the more recent studies by Kroonen (2012; see also
Iversen/Kroonen 2017) and Matasovi¢ (2013; 2020).

Many similarities between these lists can be observed, which are presented
in Table 6, above. The differences in criteria partially derive from differences
in the scope and research goals of the respective authors. For instance, Aikio’s
criteria are designed as a test for the presence of a substrate layer within a lan-
guage overall, whereas the other authors attempted to identify characteristics
applicable to individual lexemes. The absence of a compelling etymology is, of
course, a prerequisite for considering a word non-inherited, and therefore this
criterion is implicitly present in the methodology of all authors, and Salmons
(1992: 267) is explicit that the absence of an etymology in itself is the weakest
criterion. These criteria will all be explored more deeply in the following sec-
tion.

12 Although I value Schrijver’'s methodological rigour, the extra-Indo-European comparis-
ons he has drawn, for instance with Uralic (2001: 422—423), Hattic, Sumerian and Linear A
(2018: 361-363), are rather too speculative for my taste.
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5.2 Methodological Considerations

The task for much of the remainder of this monograph will be to produce a cor-
pus of likely non-IE borrowings in and around the Baltic branch. It is therefore
of vital importance to build a robust and consistent methodology to identify
and reject potential data. Above, I have given an overview of the criteria iden-
tified by various authors for identifying loanwords from non-Indo-European
sources. These are as follows:

Absence of an etymology

— Limited geographical distribution

Belonging to particular semantic fields

Irregular correspondences

Remarkable word formation

Not all of these criteria are equally strong, however. As discussed above, the
absence of a compelling etymology, either as an inherited word or loanword,

is a necessary prerequisite for a word to be considered a borrowing from a
non-IE source, and this criterion need not be expressed explicitly in our meth-
odology. A similar thing can be said of geographical distribution: words with
comparanda on the eastern edge of the Indo-European language family (that
is, in Indo-Aryan or Tocharian) can hardly come into question as non-IE loan-
words in Baltic. While a geographically limited distribution does not prove a
borrowing, as generally acknowledged (e.g. Schrijver 1997: 294), a broader dis-
tribution would essentially disprove it. Thus, geography constitutes a “negative
criterion”. The formulation of what constitutes “broad” must remain vague, as
any strict criterion not deriving itself from the data would be circular; however,
it can be stated that the broader the distribution, the less probable it is that we
are dealing with a non-IE borrowing.

It also goes without saying that we cannot argue for a non-IE origin on the
basis of semantics alone. Even words for local plants and animals which cannot
have been known to Proto-Indo-European speakers may have native designa-
tions. A classic example is the application of the native term ‘elk’ to the indigen-
ous American species Cervus canadensis (cf. Mallory/Adams 2006:133). On the
other hand, the chance of a word for a local species being borrowed is naturally
significantly higher than for a basic vocabulary item.!3

13 Forinstance, I have argued above (p. 112) and below (pp. 266—267) that Germanic, Finnic,
Sami, Baltic and Celtic have all borrowed their respective words for ‘seal’ from foreign
sources. In addition, Russian #épna ‘ringed seal’ is borrowed from Finnic (cf. North Kare-
lian riorppi; REW 11: 214), and numerous other Sami words for ‘seal’ have been suspec-
ted to be of Palaeo-Laplandic origin (Aikio 2004: 11). This is hardly surprising, given the
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Unusual word-formation has also consistently been identified as a criterion
for identifying non-Indo-European loanwords; according to Salmons (1992:
267) it is perhaps the “most powerful”. Yet as Schrijver (1997: 294) points out, it
is often difficult to identify loanwords on the basis of affixes alone. Thus, while
OCS camnors ‘shoe, boot’ does not have a compelling etymology (cf. REW 11: 578;
ESJS 795) and contains a relatively infrequent suffix -ors whose Indo-European
background is uncertain, it would be circular to assume the word is of substrate
origin purely on the basis of this suffix. After all, such a suffix (whether ulti-
mately borrowed or inherited) has also been applied to native roots in Slavic.1#
Similarly, Beekes has regarded odpd ‘tail’ as possibly pre-Greek in view of the
“typically pre-Greek suffix” in the derivative obpayds ‘a foetal organ; apex of the
heart, etc’ (Beekes 2010: 1127). However, the suffix seems to have had some lim-
ited productivity: cf. atépayog ‘throat, gullet’ to atépa ‘mouth’ (Chantraine 1933:
403), which Beekes himself accepts as Indo-European (2010:1408).

As a result, unusual affixation and specific semantics must both be con-
sidered insufficient indications of non-Indo-European origin. However, both
may be used as an additional argument where this hypothesis is supported by
other evidence.

The only remaining criterion identified by multiple authors is that of irreg-
ular correspondence. It is clear that the presence of entirely plausible com-
paranda which do not regularly correspond to each other remains the most
certain indication that a lexeme is of a non-Indo-European origin. Thus, in
order to argue that a word is loaned from a non-IE source, we must identify
comparanda that are both (a) plausible and (b) irregular. To this end, I have
devised the following five-point test:

1. Is the data reliable?

A word which is not reliably attested cannot be used as a basis for further ana-
lysis. This much is self-evident, but the question is not often explicitly asked,
and it is remarkable how often big claims are made on the basis of doubtful
data. To take a random example, the reconstruction of the IE word for ‘fire’ as
*ngnis might never have happened (or at least not as early) if it were not for
the alleged Old Lithuanian “ungnis” (cf. Pedersen 1905: 395; Walde 1910: 377;
Walde/Pokorny 1: 323; for the form, see Bezzenberger 1877: 42). Yet since this

semantics, yet still, Dutch rob and MoLG Rubbe have been thought to represent language-
internal innovations (Philippa et al. 111: 671-672; Kluge/Seebold 770).

14  Thus OR nupors ‘fine bread’ (CAPA 11-14: 391), Slk. piroh ‘dumpling’ is apparently derived
from the root of OR mup3s ‘feast’ (cf. Vaillant 1947: 496-497); R ocmpoed ‘trident’, Sn.
ostrgga ‘spur; bramble’ evidently belong with R dempuuii ‘sharp’ (REW 11: 287).
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word occurs in Bretke only once as against dozens of examples of ugnis (Buga
1923b: 399), there can hardly be any doubt that it was a simple slip of the pen.

One of the fundamental flaws of Furnée’s work (and of Beekes’ continuation
of it) is the perpetuation of doubtful forms which may represent scribal errors
or late variants (for examples see Georgiev 1971; also cf. Nikolaev 2018: 2—4, 19—
20). Furnée makes a point to “resurrect” forms long discarded by philologists
as evidence for a particular consonant alternation; the form xé\vpva ‘tortoise’,
attested once in Babrius’ fable The Tortoise and the Eagle, is now regarded a
“wohl zu Unrecht angezweifelte Lesart” (Furnée 1972: 247; followed by Beekes
2010:1623). But so long as an error is equally possible (see e.g. LS] s.v. xéAvpvar), it
is methodologically questionable to use the form as evidence. All things being
equal, it is a far bolder claim that a form uniquely reflects a genuine dialect
variant than to write it off as a simple error.

As a general rule, the greater the importance of a form for the validity of a
hypothesis, the more I have endeavoured to check its reliability. While a time-
consuming task, it is undoubtedly a fundamental requirement for any empir-
ical investigation that the raw data used is of a good quality.

2. Do the words belong together?

A potential weak spot in any etymological equation which is not kept in check
by exceptionless sound laws is that what constitutes a “similar enough” com-
parandum is necessarily somewhat arbitrary (Schrijver 1997: 296). However,
there are a couple of constraints which may be applied here to maximize
objectivity.

First, the comparisons should be semantically perfect — or at least almost
perfect. An increase in semantic latitude leads to an increase in potential com-
paranda. If we apply the strictest semantic criteria, we essentially compare a
group of synonyms in Language 1 with a corresponding group of synonyms in
Language 2. In this context, the statistical significance of a potential “match”
will vary depending on the level of synonymy exhibited by a particular seme.
Matching terms for more specific concepts (such as ‘nose’ or ‘oak’), where
synonymy tends to be minimal, will be more significant than those in more
abstract semantic domains (‘strike) ‘sad’, etc.). Moreover, since a relaxation
of semantic criteria is likely to be accompanied by an increase in semantic
abstraction, any loosening of semantic requirements will cause a dispropor-
tionate increase in our corpus of potential comparanda.

Several scholars have compared the family of SCr. /i1b ‘outer bark’ with that
of R aynuims ‘strip (bark)’ in a substrate context (Beekes 1971, 1996: 221; Derksen
2008: 289, 2015: 296—297; Matasovic 2013: 96; Sorgo 2020: 444—445). However, it
should be noted that this verbal root in Slavic does not only refer to bark; cf. Slk.
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dial. lupit, Bg. aonsa ‘shell, peel (of nuts, fruit, eggs). The two words also have
plausible Indo-European comparanda: the word for ‘bark’ perfectly matches
Go. laufs* ‘foliage’ (cf. OHG louft ‘bast’) and Alb. dial. labé ‘bark’,!® and also
shows Indo-European ablaut: cf. Lat. liber ‘bark’ (< *luber, cf. Leumann 1977:
89-90) and Lv. luba ‘linden or fir-tree bark; roof shingle, board’ (ME 11: 509).
On the other hand, the verb has plausible Indo-Iranian comparanda in Skt.
lumpati (MED. lupydte) ‘tear, Khot. rrv- remove’ (Emmerick 1968: 117), MP rb’y-
[rubay-/ ‘rob, snatch’ (cf. Lv. laupit, Pl. fupi¢ in the sense ‘rob, snatch’), whose
semantics do not support an original connection to ‘bark’1® As a result, treat-
ing the two words as variants of each other would seem unwarranted, and the
partial semantic convergence within Slavic can be interpreted as secondary.

A second constraint concerns what I will term “string length”. Not only is
it important to compare entire words rather than abstracted “roots” (Machek
1950b: 148), the more linguistic material compared, the less likely it is that the
similarity is coincidental (Holzer 1989: 22—26). This may provide an answer to
what Simon (forthc.) has termed the “deus / 8eés fallacy”: how can a method-
ology built around irregularity elevate itself above a pre-scientific collection
of chance lookalikes? Although it is impossible to exclude chance entirely (as
even in the traditional method), we might reduce the risk by applying a “string
length” constraint. The following is what can be reconstructed for the words for
‘god’ based on internal evidence:

TABLE 7 Comparison of
deus and 6ed¢

deus *do*
Pede *dh ¥

e
e

I
- .

The correspondence between Latin *; and Greek -@- could be regular, but since
Greek -&- can equally reflect IE *s, this can be labelled an ambiguous cor-

15  Gabej (1976: 307; cf. Demiraj 1997: 229) considers labé to be a variant of lapé ‘flap of skin,
lobe), but the assumption of irregular voicing is clearly ad hoc and not supported by the
different meanings of the two words.

16 While this etymology is formally and semantically flawless, it ishampered by the existence
of another, equally acceptable, etymology for Indo-Iranian, namely the comparison with
Lat. rumpo ‘break, burst, ON reyfa ‘tear, rob’, which is in fact the more generally accepted
one (cf. IEW 870; LIV 420).
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respondence. The initial consonant matches in place of articulation, but not
manner, so we will call this an irreqular correspondence. The only exact equa-
tion concerns the vowel “e. As a result, the comparison can be expressed in the
form *De(()-. As we know this comparison to be false, let us suppose that this is
too little data to prove a relationship. What would be sufficient? Ideally, it would
be desirable to mathematically quantify the similarities between words, but
simply counting the number of correspondences could potentially give mis-
leading results. It is important to factor in, for instance, the relative frequency
of particular phonemes: as the number of possible vowels is far lower than
the number of possible consonants, a correspondence in consonantism will
in most cases be more significant. As a general, and somewhat arbitrary, guide,
however, I would suggest that a comparison can be considered acceptable if at
least three segments are equivalents or irregular equivalents, and of course, the
more material compared, the more robust the etymology.

3. Is the correspondence irreqular?

The only positive linguistic evidence for cognancy is the existence of regu-
lar sound correspondences between phonemes, and therefore the possibility
of reconstructing a common proto-form. Likewise, the only positive linguistic
evidence for a non-IE origin must be considered the impossibility of recon-
structing a common proto-form, which in most cases presupposes the presence
of irregular sound correspondences. Such irregularities are the most important
indication that a word could be of non-IE origin. Thus, the central pillar of my
methodology can be called the “principle of irregularity”.

Although irregularity has often been considered a criterion for identifying
substrate words, in practice, it has not always been viewed as compulsory. Par-
ticularly in the context of the Germanic Substrate Theory, the absence of a
plausible etymology has often been viewed as sufficient to substantiate a hypo-
thesis of non-Indo-European origin (see the discussion in 5.1), This is exem-
plified, for instance, by the work of Boutkan/Siebinga, where we frequently
encounter phrases such as “[t]he word has no outer-Gmc. cognates and must
be of substratum origin.” (2005: 439, s.v. wepin). It seems clear, however, that a
positive conclusion cannot be based only on negative evidence.

The European word for ‘henbane’, represented by R 6eaend, Cz. blin, Sln. blén
and OE beolone, OS bilina, OHG bilisa ‘henbane) has come up several times in
discussions of possible substrate words (cf. Polomé 1990: 334—335; Philippa et
al. I: 316; Matasovi¢ 2013: 83). The same idea is also touched upon by Schrijver
(1999: 25—26), before concluding that “the matter cannot be decided at present”
(idem: 28). In my view, Schrijver’s ambivalence is indeed justified, as all of the
evidence in the relevant languages can be explained in terms of IE morpho-
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logy (Derksen 2019). That does not mean that the word must necessarily be IE,
but since it is circular to assume non-IE origin based only on the word’s limited
geography, such examples will not be considered in this work.

4. Can the irregularity be explained?

Naturally, wherever a potential irregularity is detected, it must first be excluded
that we are actually dealing with a regular conditioned development. If this is
not the case, then competing hypotheses are likely to involve analogy, contam-
ination, or sporadic sound changes. Of course, such developments do occur,
and ideally they should be excluded. In reality, with enough creativity, any kind
of irregularity can be explained by such means, and only in exceptional cases
will such an account be objectively superior to aloanword hypothesis.

Proposing a loanword from an unattested source presupposes the presence
of non-IE languages in the vicinity which became extinct before being writ-
ten down. The more time we assume to have passed between this supposed
language death and the start of historical records, the more plausible such
a claim becomes. Irregular correspondences between reconstructed proto-
forms, which necessarily imply a certain time depth, are therefore more likely
to point to non-IE loanwords than irregular correspondences between modern
dialects. While seemingly intuitive, this has not been a major consideration
in earlier works. Indeed, the methodology of Kuiper and Boutkan essentially
relies on the uncritical back-projection of modern dialect forms.

Thus, Boutkan (1998:109-110) derives Middle Dutch dorpel, dreppel, drempel,
and drumpel, all meaning ‘threshold, from four distinct proto-forms, assum-
ing these to be parallel loanwords from an unattested source. Whether these
are assumed to have been borrowed into the individual Dutch dialects, thus
suggesting the unattested source was still spoken during the historical period,
or whether they are supposed to have been borrowed already into Proto-
Germanic (coincidentally all being preserved into Middle Dutch), the flaw in
this reasoning is obvious: whatever the explanation for these variants, it is
unlikely to exclusively involve an unattested source language.

Words of unclear derivation and unusual structure are particularly often
subject to irregular “deformations” through folk etymology. This kind of devel-
opment can affect both inherited words and loanwords: to take a random
example, Uk. 2copo6éys, Bel. dial. (Polesia) wsopo6éii, uypabéii (Kypasaes1980:
57) ‘sparrow’ irregularly continue Old East Slavic Bopoouu (~ Pl. wrdbel, Sln.
vrabac ‘sparrow’), yet such distortions, belonging to the historical period, can
hardly be used as evidence of borrowing from an unattested language.

In semantic domains such as bird names, one must also reckon with the
influence of sound symbolism (Matasovi¢ 2020: 332—333). Irregular alterna-
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tions are generally common in the domain of expressive vocabulary, cf. the
voiced-voiceless pairs R 6psiseams ~ npvickams ‘splash, sprinkle’, Pl. deptac ~
R monmdmy ‘stamp, tread’, Lt. pariipti ~ dial. bariibti ‘swell, grow fat’ (cf. Liewehr
1956; Kiparsky 1968: 74). Similar ‘expressivization’ is presumably responsible for
cases like Lv. $laka beside slaka ‘drop (of liquid), MLG slagge ‘drizzle’ (pace
Boutkan 2003b; cf. Endzelins 1923: 137)17 and Lt. sSmagdti ‘whip’ beside smdgti
‘strike’ (see LEW 647—648 and Fraenkel 1955: 12—13 with further lit.).

An interesting case from a methodological point of view is the word for ‘lip’
attested in Lt. burna ‘mouth, face, Bg. dial. 63pra ‘lip’ (only South Slavic),!8
with a variant in p- limited to Latvian pufns ‘face, snout’!® In view of the
Latvian evidence, this word has been considered a loan from an unknown
source (Matasovi¢ 2013: 91; Derksen 2015: 106). However, we are faced with a
similar question: does this mean the word was borrowed independently into
Lithuanian and Latvian? Does this mean that non-IE groups were still present
in the Baltic region after the break-up of Proto-East-Baltic? A more plaus-
ible explanation was provided by Kiparsky (1968), who attributes the Latvian
word to a Finnic substrate. Indeed numerous examples of voiced-voiceless
pairs occur in Latvian, and examples like Lv. pataga beside Lt. botdgas ‘whip,
goad’ < MBel. 6amoes (I'CBM I: 202) ‘cane (for punishment)’ certainly do lend
themselves to such an explanation (cf. Li. pgtég ‘whip’; similarly ME 111: 190;
note also Endzelins 1923: 183). A similar alternation is found in Lv. dial. teiba
‘chub, dace(?)’ beside dial. (Talsi) deibina ‘brown trout, itself a back-loan from
Li. teib ‘ide’ (< PF *stdipi, from a predecessor of Lv. obs. stiepats ‘dace’, see
p-97)-

As for purns, no Livonian equivalent is recorded, but an actual lexical loan
in Livonian is not necessary for the assumption of substrate influence on a
phonological level. This particular word belongs to a category of affective and

17 Although, as Boutkan (2003b: 246) himself admits, a German influence is difficult to
exclude; cf. MoHG dial. (DWb XVv: 254-255) Schlack ‘damp mass; heavy raindrop; mix of
rain and snow’; cf. Lv. fchtahka ‘Regen und Schnee’ (Ulmann 1872: 296).

18  Bg. 63pna, dial. 68paa, Mac. 6pna ‘lip (of an animal), SCr. binjica ‘muzzle’, dial. ‘ring inser-
ted into an animal’s snout, (Cak.) brnjise F.PL. ‘moustache’ (cf. Bory$ 1977), Sln. bi'na ‘a
kind of carnival mask’, see 9 CC/I 111: 129-130.

19  Slovak poet. perna ‘lip, adduced by Machek (1961: 356), was accepted with enthusiasm by
9CCA (111:130; see also Derksen 2015:106), but cannot belong here. The development *-p-
> -er- before non-palatalized consonants is limited to a narrow group of East Slovak dia-
lects (Krajé¢ovi¢ 1975: 129), while perna is only attested in western Slovakia (cf. SSN s.v.).
Furthermore, one has to assume an additional ad hoc irregular development *-rn- > *-r-
to get the standard Slovak term pera ‘lip’ A derivation of the latter directly from *psrna,
per CC, remains entirely fantastical.
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low-status vocabulary where substrate influence is common (cf. Aikio 2009:
47).20 In view of this, it is questionable whether the voicing alternation in this
word can support the hypothesis of a non-IE source. However, such explana-
tions are only rarely possible: the influence of a Uralic substrate may work for
Latvian, but it can hardly apply to examples with a broader distribution (contra
Schrijver 2001: 420—424; Andersen 2003: 68-71).

5. Is the irregularity paralleled?

A final and very important step brings us back to the work of Ostir and Furnée:
any kind of irregular correspondence is rendered considerably stronger if it can
be supported by the existence of parallels. An important distinction between
my approach and that of my predecessors, however, is a focus on the geography
of an irregularity.2! Where a geographical distribution for the various reflexes
can be identified, this strongly supports both the validity of this alternation,
and the notion that it could reflect genuine dialectal variation in the source
language. Considering that the various sub-branches of Indo-European cannot
have been situated in the same time or place, we should also not expect the
various non-IE substrates underlying them to be identical either (cf. Meissner
2013).

In the Leiden substrate school, irregular correspondences have usually been
explained as the result of different adaptations of a foreign phoneme (Kuiper
1968; Beekes 1969: 193-195, 1975; Schrijver 1997). For instance, in discussing
examples of an alternation *ai co *a in Celtic and Germanic, Schrijver (1997:
306—307) sets up a substrate phoneme */aa/, which is essentially a comprom-
ise between the two attested reflexes. The fact that the only other possibility
considered by Schrijver is that *ai co *a could represent a “morphophonemic
alternation” within the source language illustrates that he took the homogen-
eity of the supposed substrate language for granted. However, so long as we
are dealing with parallel loanwords, it is highly improbable that the source lan-
guage in both cases was identical.

20  For a case study of Quechua loanwords in a variety of Bolivian Spanish, see Babel 2016.
Compare also the Yiddish substrate words in (American) English: klutz ‘clumsy person,
schlep ‘haul, carry’, schmuck ‘contemptible person, and, relevant here — schnozz ‘nose’.
The role of affective words in the context of linguistic substrates is unfortunately not
discussed in the recent handbook by Haspelmath and Tadmor (2009). This is partially
dictated by the methodology of the World Loanword Database, which focuses on a fixed
set of basic meanings, generally not extending to the realm of affective words.

21 Attention has been paid to the geography of irregular alternations in works attempting to
prove specifically Indo-European substrates, such as Holzer (1989).
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I would favour a more pragmatic approach. Since we cannot precisely
identify the cause of irregular correspondences attributable to parallel bor-
rowing, we can merely refer to the alternation itself and attempt to identify
patterns in the material. A geographical distribution may favour the “dialectal”
interpretation, but the reality may in fact be more complex, as we have next
to no knowledge of the linguistic landscape of pre-Indo-European Europe. It is
possible, for instance, that a loanword was mediated by yet another unattested
language. Since these discussions will always remain on the level of specula-
tion, they need not be pursued here any further.

Due to the potential complexity, I would not consider the absence of a geo-
graphical distribution to disprove the validity of an alternation, but it may
cause us to doubt the coherence of the material. Schrijver identifies a non-IE
a-prefix in the Germanic words *amslon- ‘blackbird’ and *arut- ‘ore’. These two
examples fit together very well (see further 7.1), but it does not follow from this
that all unexpected *a-'s in Indo-European should automatically be considered
related. Schrijver’s further comparison of Greek (Cretan apud H.) dxapa ‘legs’
with MW gar (PL. garreu) ‘leg, shank’ (1997: 310; 2018: 362) shows a very differ-
ent geography, and it would be very risky to draw a direct parallel — this at least
should not be our default assumption.

5.3 Excursus: Illegal Root Structures

Although the impossibility of reconstructing a word for Proto-Indo-European
normally implies the correspondences are irregular, in a few cases, this might
be implied by the root structure itself. In this small excursus, I will discuss
two structural issues which could serve as additional evidence of a non-Indo-
European origin in certain cases.

5.31 *T_DhRoot

It is generally accepted that Proto-Indo-European had a phonotactic limita-
tion against roots containing both a voiced aspirate and a voiceless stop (e.g.
Meillet1912: 60; de Vaan1999). Due to the merger of the voiced and voiced aspir-
ate stops in Balto-Slavic, external evidence is sometimes required to demon-
strate such a root structure, such as in the case of Lat. fax ‘torch’ ~ Lt. Zvdké
‘candle’ (whose vocalism is also problematic; cf. de Vaan 2008: 207-208 and

7.6).22

22 Similarly, Lat. fraces ‘olive pomace’ and falx ‘sickle, scythe’ imply an illegal root struc-
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If we do not accept a phoneme *b (see the discussion on p. 269), it follows
that no Balto-Slavic root containing both a voiceless consonant and *b can be
inherited. For instance, Pr. 111 kaaubri (for *kiaubrin?) Acc.sG. ‘thorn’ has been
compared with OSw. Aiupon PL.? ‘rosehip, OHG hiufo ‘thornbush’ (cf. Stang
1972: 27). If *b is not reconstructed, the only possibility would be to reconstruct
*keub"-nV- for Germanic (with Kluge’s law), but *keub*- is an illegal root. In this
case, however, we must concede that the Prussian form, a hapax containing at
least one obvious misprint, is hardly reliable enough to use.

One possible case is the comparison between Pl. kobuz ‘hobby, Falco subbu-
teo’, USrb. kobusk ‘red-footed falcon’?® and ON haukr hawk, falcon’, OHG habuh
‘hawk, the first syllable of which implies *k0b”*-, which does indeed imply an
illegal root structure. The suffix syllable is also curious. While almost all the
Slavic forms continue a form *kab-ice- (trad. *kobuvcs): Slk. kobec, Sln. skébac,
dial. kébac ‘sparrowhawk’, R ké6uux ‘red-footed falcon, this could be explained
as the result of suffix replacement; compare for instance Slk. vrabec, Sln. vrdbac
‘sparrow’ as against the (probably older) Pl. wrébel.2* On the other hand, Pol-
ish kobuz seems difficult to explain as secondary. In theory, the -z could be
seen as a direct reflex of *¢ and be compared directly with the Germanic
*-k-, but the implied ablaut pattern *kob*oug- : *kob"ug- does not look par-
ticularly Indo-European. As a result, even though a paper reconstruction is
possible in Indo-European terms, both the root structure and suffix make it
probable that we are dealing with parallel loanwords into Slavic and Ger-
manic.

5.3.2  Clusters of Three Consonants in Roots

It may also be put forward that Indo-European had a constraint against roots
ending in three consonants (e.g. Schmidt-Brandt 1967: 14-15; Byrd 2010: 107).
Beekes, in a discussion of non-IE vocabulary, states that “a root ending in three

ture. See the discussion on pp. 190-191. See also the discussion of OCS kpxrs ‘circle’ (?<
*kreng"-) on p. 249.

23 Uk.xd6ys (¥enexoBckuii I: 353) is poorly attested and may well be a Polonism (Berneker 1:
536). According to Schuster-Sewc (579), the Sorbian word might itself be loaned from Pol-
ish. 9CC/I (x: 92) cite a variant ““kobs23s” (= *kabuza-) on the basis of the Russian dialectal
hapax x06¢3 ‘a kind of small falcon’ (CPHT XI111: 355; but I could not trace this form — the
source given in CPHT appears to be incorrect!) and the Polish hapax(?) (kobzy) INST.PL.
in Mikotaj Rej (see SEJP 11: 303). This data is clearly too unreliable, not to mention that
9CCA’s reconstruction fails to account for the Russian form (and the latter could, incid-
entally, be *k067533).

24  “Probably older” because it is more difficult to explain as secondary. I consider the simil-
arity to Gr. (H) p6f1Mog - BaatAionog 8pvig coincidental.
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consonants [...] is very rare, but there are a few examples; so it is not a certain

indication [of a] non-IE word” (Beekes 2000a: 22). The evidence for roots of

this shape is indeed very slim. The following examples can be mentioned:2526
— *bherHg-. Lt. bérzas, R bepésa; ON bjork: Skt. bhurjd-, Oss. I beerz, D beerzce

25

26

27

‘birch’

This example seems fairly clear, but the widely accepted link with Skt.
bhrajate ‘shine, beam’ is only possible if the full-grade in Balto-Slavic and
Germanic is secondary.?? A zero-grade is indeed attested in Lt. dial. birzis
‘birch grove'.

?2*bhr[e|uHg-. Lat. fruor ‘enjoy’, Go. brukjan ‘need’, OE briucan ‘use, enjoy;
partake’ (LIV 96).

The long -@- in the Lat. participle frictum is not probative, as “u would
have been lengthened anyway by Lachmann’s law (cf. Weiss 1994: 39—40).
The Germanic -i- is most probably a secondary full-grade common in
class-two strong verbs (cf. Kroonen 2011b: 112-117). Thus, we can equally
reconstruct *bfreug-.

*delhyg"-. Gr. év-8ekeyvis ‘perpetual’ ~ Skt. dirghd-, YAv. daraya-, Alb. gjaté,
Lt. ilgas, OCS pnbrs ‘long), possibly Go. tulgus ‘firm, sure’

The expected full-grade *dleh;g"- is found in Skt. draghiyas-, YAv. drajiio
‘further’ Furthermore, it cannot be entirely excluded that the Greek form

In nominal roots, suffixation can often not be ruled out. Thus de Vaan (2003: 136) recon-
structs ON ond ‘vestibule, entrance hall, YAv. gi$iia- /anfia-/ ‘door posts’ as *h,enHt- in
view of Skt. ata- ‘door post, but we may in theory be dealing with a t-stem. Compare sim-
ilarly Gr. ox0tog ‘leather, MW eskit ‘boot, shoe, OHG hit ‘skin, hide’ (< *kuH-to-) beside
Pr. E keuto ‘skin, leather’ (< *kehju-t- | *keuH-t-); cf. Lt. kévalas ‘shell, and YAv. vaeiti- ‘wil-
low’, Gr. oloog ‘chaste tree; osier’ (< *uoiH-t-) beside Gr. tréa, Lv. vitudls, OHG wida ‘willow’
(< *uiH-t-), which may be derived from the root of Lt. vyti ‘weave, twine), Lat. vieo ‘plait,
weave’ (IEW 1120-1122); Skt. yiis-, Lat. jiis ‘broth, sauce, Pr. E iuse ‘soup’ beside full-grade
R yxd ‘fish soup’, SCr. jitha ‘soup’ (< *ieuH-s-), cf. Lt. jduti ‘throw together, mix), Skt. yuvdti
‘bind’ < *ieuH- (LIV 314).

Rejectable examples are: 1. Gr. paBés ‘crooked, bandy (of legs), Go. wraigs* ‘crooked’ (<
*urehyig*-), but there are plausible alternatives for Germanic (Kroonen 2013: 593); 2. OlIr.
cairem, MW cryd ‘shoemaker’ (< *kerhyp-io-?, Matasovi¢ 2009: 189-190), on which see
Chapter 7, fn. 61; 3. Skt. épa-valhati ‘puzzle by riddles’, Gr. (Hom.) éepaipopar ‘deceive
(vel sim.), Lt. vilbinti ‘allure’ (< *uelh,b*- per LIV 678), but Skt. -A- from -bh- is exceptional
(cf. Lubotsky 1995: 127-128), the appurtenance of the Greek form might be disproven by
the Myc. personal name erepa(i)ro (Beekes 2010: 409), and the Lt. form may well be of
onomatopoeic origin, cf. ulbéti = vilbéti ‘warble, coo; flatter’; 4. Skt. iirj- ‘vigour, Gr. 6py, ‘dis-
position; anger’ do not reflect *uorHg- (pace Beekes 1969: 241) in view of YAv. varazuuant-
‘invigorating’, OIr. ferg ‘anger’ (< *uerg-). The Sanskrit anlaut is probably regular as in Skt.
urdhvd- = Gr. 6p8dg ‘upright’ (see van Beek 2011: 150-152).

Go. bairhts ‘manifest, bright’ is unlikely to belong here, but is instead to be compared with
MW berth ‘beautiful, rich’ (< *b*erg®-to-), which most probably rules out a laryngeal, and
Alb. (i) bardhé ‘white’ (< *bhorg®)-).
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directly reflects *-dlh;g"- (see Rix 1976: 73—74; van Beek 2013: 561-563). The
historical development of Gr. doAiydg ‘long’ is too obscure for us to base
anything on it.
- ¥hy[e]uHd"-. Skt. itdhar/n-, Lat. uber, OHG uter, R evima ‘udder’
Van Beek has tentatively suggested that Gr. 098ap ‘udder’ is regular from
*uHd"- (2011:153-154, fn. 48). If so, this would leave us only the initial glide
of ON jigr ‘udder’ as evidence of an e-grade. If this could be secondary,
the root may be *(H)ueHd"-.28
— ?*kehyik-. Lat. caecus ‘blind; invisible’, OIr. cdech ‘blind in one eye’, Go. haihs
‘one-eyed’; Skt. kekara- (late) ‘cross-eyed’
Mayrhofer (KEWA 1: 264) considers the appurtenance of Skt. kekara-
“keineswegs sicher”. Without it, a reconstruction *kh,eik- would be
equally possible (Pronk 2019a: 139).
— ?*(H)r[e]uHK-. Skt. riksd- ‘rough, dry, ?0Av. urusa- ‘meagre, emaciated,
OE ruh, GEN.SG. ruwes (see Heidermanns 1993: 454—455) ‘rough’
A convincing explanation is not available. Compare, however, the pro-
posed development *ur > *ru before a consonant (cf. Mayrhofer 1986:
161-162; Lubotsky 1994: 98-100). Could we start from a root *ureHk- with
zero grade *urHk- > *ruHk-?
Supporting evidence for a ban on roots ending in three-consonants, at least
in pre-PIE, seems to be furnished by the Schwebeablaut in s-extensions to cer-
tain roots, a process which seems designed to avoid three-consonant clusters
(Schindler 1970: 152; Ozolins 2015: 86-135):
- *hyeug- (Lt. dugti, Lat. augeo ‘grow, increase, Go. aukan ‘multiply’) ~
*hyueg-s-2° (Skt. vaviksa PF., Gr. d¢Ew, OHG wahsan) ‘grow, increase’
— *hyelk- (Gr. A" ‘boldness, defence’, OE ealgian ‘defend, protect’) ~ *h, lek-s-
(Skt. rdksati ‘protect, Gr. dAékw ‘ward off, assist’)
— *meik- (Gr. petyvop, Lt. miésti) ‘mix’ ~ *miek-s- (Skt. mydksati ‘sich festhalten;
sich vereinigen’; Kiimmel 2000: 388-389)

28  Itis possible we are dealing with a compound; for instance, Garnier (2014: 149-150) has
suggested a derivation involving the preverb *ud and the verbal root *d*efy- ‘to suckle’
(with the Kortlandt effect, *ud-d"h;- > *uh;d"hy-).

29  Apalatovelar might be implied by Lt. veséti ‘grow lush, thrive’ In view of the extreme rarity
of the sequence *uK in reconstructed IE words, it is possible that there was a neutraliz-
ation after *u (Meillet 1894: 292—293; Kortlandt 1979a: 58). If this is the case, we would
expect this word to show an alternation *h,uegds- : *h,ugs-, and we could assume that the
latter became generalized in Indo-Iranian and the former in Baltic. On the other hand,
Smoczynski (2018: 1644; cf. also p. 1617 s.v. vdskas) sees this word as evidence that IE
*-ks- regularly gave *§ in East Baltic, rather than *£s as is usually assumed (cf. Stang 1966:
96).
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In conclusion, although there are a couple of unresolved issues, it seems highly
probable that Proto-Indo-European did indeed prohibit roots ending in three
consonants. Therefore, an implied root of this shape could again be used as an
argument in favour of a non-IE origin. For instance, any root in Balto-Slavic
containing a diphthong root with (a) acute accentuation not attributable to
Winter’s law and (b) a final stop not analysable as a suffix (particularly *p, *5,
*$, *2 or *k)30 can be suspected to be of non-inherited origin. This applies to
some of the examples discussed elsewhere in this work:
— ?Lt. liepa, Lv. liépa; R atina, SCr. lipa ‘lime tree’ (< *leiHp-); see p. 89.
— Cz. labut, SCr. labud ‘swan’ (< *HolHb"-); see pp. 176—177 and 234.
— Lt. dial. lunkas, Lv. litks, Pr. E lunkan; R avixo, SCr. liko ‘bast’ (< *{(u)nHk™)-);
see pp. 181-182.
— Lt. riesutas, Lv. riéksts, R oprox ‘nut’ (< *(H)roiHs-); see pp. 238—239.
It is not particularly difficult to find other potential examples. For instance
Lt. sliekas, Lv. sliéka; Pr. E slayx ‘earthworm’ ~ Sw. dial. sld, Nw. dial. slo ‘slow-
worm, OE sla-wyrm (translating Latin words for various kinds of serpent) (<
*slaih(w)o-, cf. Falk/Torp 1065; Stang 1972: 50). Yet I would hesitate to use the
Balto-Slavic intonation alone as an argument to support a non-IE origin. There
still remain a number of words containing an unexpected acute which is prob-
ably of non-laryngeal origin,3 and as long as this is the case, such evidence must
be treated with care. As these instances remain very few, however, we may still
consider intonation as supporting evidence for non-IE origin in cases where
other evidence is available.

5.4 Preliminaries

In the next three subsections, I will treat in detail all of the material which I
consider to provide potential evidence for contact with pre-Baltic languages. I
have restricted my material by the following criteria: (1) “pre-Baltic” words will
be defined as those which are attested either in Baltic, or in both Slavic and one
other “North European” branch (Germanic or Celtic); (2) the substrate proposal

30  Although there are some unambiguous examples of a deverbal suffix *-ka- (trad. *-ks) in
Slavic, cf. CS sna-x® ‘sign’ < OCS 3Haru ‘to know’; 3pa-ks ‘sight, appearance’ < spphru ‘to
see, it does not appear that there are any reliable examples of plain 4-suffixes of Balto-
Slavic age; in any case, the examples cited here are not readily analysable as containing a
suffix.

31 See for instance Lt. tdnkus ‘dense’ (Chapter 3, fn. 24) and stiebas ‘stalk, trunk’, stdmbas
‘stem, stalk’ (p. 60 and Chapter 3, fn. 55).
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must involve some kind of irregular correspondence and be trivial semantically
(i.e. it should not contradict the criteria set forth in 5.2). I have not made any
attempt to discuss every substrate word proposed where I do not consider there
to be sufficient evidence of substrate origin. However, I do discuss certain words
which have frequently been suggested in this context, or which require a more
detailed rebuttal. These examples are marked with “}” and will not contribute
to any further analysis.

Asmy primary criteria for identifying substrate words is irregularity, and one
of my goals in collecting the material is to identify geographical patterns,  have
organized the lemmata according to the type of irregular alternation identified.
The alternations have been organized into two main chapters — consonantism
and vocalism — and each of these is divided into a number of subchapters.

Each comparison is introduced by a word in bold, which normally represents
the most frequent meaning present in the comparanda. Where two lemmata
are discussed with the same meaning, these are disambiguated by a num-
ber in brackets. After this, forms are adduced, with “~” demarcating the forms
showing the relevant alternation. After this, I have adduced any literature in
which it is suggested that the given forms are of non-Indo-European origin.
Where no literature is adduced, I am not aware of any existing proposals of
that nature (although the comparison itself will usually have been made in an
Indo-European context). I then go on to discuss issues concerning individual
branches and reject incorrect comparanda, before making a judgement as to
whether the given irregularity can be viewed as evidence that the word is of
non-Indo-European origin.
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Consonantism

6.1 ‘Nasalization’, *-VNT- oo *-VT-

Alternations of the type *-VNT- oo *-VT- have been noted particularly in the
Greek material, where there are numerous compelling examples: @dpvy€ ~
papuE ‘throat’, xdyAos ‘sea snail, Murex’ ~ xyxy ‘mussel, tépuvbos ~ (Nicander)
Tpéuibog ‘turpentine’ (cf. Kretschmer 1896: 403; Kuiper 1956: 213—215; Furnée
1972: 275-291). Words exhibiting such alternations have been used by the above
authors to support theories of language contact with “pre-Greek”. This is sup-
ported by the obscure root etymology and suffixation of the relevant words.

The interpretation of such alternations has varied. In the rendition of sus-
pected Etruscan (Fiesel 1928: 60—61) and Thracian (Schrader/Nehring 11: 532)
words, one has referred to ‘nasal vowels’ (cf. Huld 1990: 394; Kroonen 2012:
243), while in more recent literature, ‘nasal insertion’ has been the preferred
option (see Furnée 1972: 269—270, with lit.). Kuiper (1956: 213; 1995: 68—69)
suggested the term ‘prenasalization’ based on parallels he saw in the Munda
languages. This has become the generally accepted term among Leiden schol-
ars (see Kuiper 1956: 219-221; 1995: 68—72; Beekes 1996: 223—226; Boutkan 1998:
108-109; Schrijver 2001: 420—421). Beekes (2014:14), albeit with hesitation, refers
specifically to pre-nasalized stops.

I would rather avoid the term ‘prenasalization, particularly in the narrow
sense of Beekes, as in theory, other interpretations of these alternations are pos-
sible. The above accounts, whether starting from nasal vowels and prenasalized
consonants, both assume that the irregularities lie in synchronic phonological
features of the donor language. However, it is not certain (or even likely) that
the donor language was homogenous, and it would not be far-fetched to sup-
pose the co-existence of sister languages or dialects where one has historically
undergone a loss of syllable-final nasals. As discussed above (see p. 167), I find
an agnostic approach most appropriate here.

Outside of Greek, already Kretschmer (idem: 405) pointed out that Greek.
¢p€Pwbos ‘chickpea) and its irregular comparandum Lat. ervum ‘bitter vetch’ are
quite possibly of non-IE origin. An equivalent to the Greek form without the
nasal is OHG arawiz ‘pea’ (Ostir 1930: 14; Furnée 1972: 273; Kroonen 2012: 243;
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Thorse forthc.).! However, several more examples can be found in Northern
Europe, and these will be the focus of our discussion here.

611  Alternation between *-VNT- and Short Vowel

» ‘grouse’. RCS epadp (CAPA n-14 11 219) ‘partridge, Uk. opsi6ox, dial.
dpabka, PL. jarzqbek ‘hazel grouse, Sln. jeréb ‘partridge’ ~ Lt. jerubé ‘hazel
grouse’; Lv. ifbe, dial. (ME 11: 59) lerube? ‘partridge’ (Derksen 2000, 2015: 212) —
This bird name is characterized by what Derksen (2000: 80) has described as
“spectacular stem variation”. The large number of variants has encouraged sev-
eral solutions, e.g. Endzelins (ME 1: 708—709) tries to assume reduplication with
dissimilatory loss of the -, but abandons the connection with Slavic. It seems
clear, however, that the Baltic and Slavic data should be kept together (cf. Fraen-
kel1936a:231; ALEW 481). Andersen, in a special article on the subject, attempts
to reduce the material to four basic pre-forms, which he derives from two dif-
ferent roots (1996b: 75; 84-85). According to him, the forms containing a nasal
are derived from the n-stem underlying Gr. §pvig ‘bird’ with a suffix *-6*- (on this
pattern of derivation, see pp. 187-188), while those lacking the nasal should, in
his opinion, be compared with Nw. jerpe, Sw. jdrpe ‘hazel grouse’?

The most fundamental flaw in Andersen’s account is the failure to account
for the standard Lithuanian form jerubé, which shows a disyllabic stem but no
nasal (Derksen 2000: 81-83). In fact, all the forms which would supposedly cor-
respond to those in Norse probably result from syncope. Thus, Lv. ifbe can be
explained from an older *ierube (cf. High Latvian ierube? ME 11: 59; EH 1: 537),
for which a convincing parallel may be found in ilkss ‘carriage pole’ as against
High Latvian leluk$i NOM.PL. ‘carriage pole’ (Bezzenberger1885:169: (élukschi)
Zvirgzdene; cf. Endzelins 1923: 47, EH 1: 528).3 Variants in Baltic with a nasal are
very rare. Juska (11: 684) cites jerumbé as a variant of jerubé. In addition to this,

1 Another example mentioned by Furnée is the word for ‘lynx’, which will be discussed in sec-
tion 6.1.2.

2 These words must be derived from ON jarpr ‘chestnut brown (usu. of hair)’ The Norse adject-
ive corresponds to OE eorp ‘dark, swarthy’, OHG erpfer - fus[c]us. Unlike with R pa6dii (see
fn. 7, below), it is by no means evident that the bird name is primary.

3 Asalready acknowledged by Andersen (1996a: 73), Bg. dial. (BEP I: 73) ép6uya is most likely an
irregular reduction of épe6uya, and other alleged Slavic evidence is to be explained similarly
(see Derksen 2000: 78). In Lithuanian, dial. jérbé is also most probably from jerubé (cf. the
place name Jerbiskiai < Jerubiskiai cited in Zinkevi¢ius 1966:132). The Lithuanian evidence for
a stem irb- possibly all stems ultimately from Latvian. Thus, (Yrbenis) ‘Viburnum’ (Pabréza
1834: 49) seems to be based on Latvian ibene (cited by the author). Lt. virbé ‘hazel grouse’ (cf.
HLv. dial. virbe, virba? ‘Rebhuhn’, ME 1v: 603, EH 11: 786), for which LKZ provides no dialectal
attestations, was perhaps popularized by Ivanauskas’ Lietuvos pauksciai (the form is attrib-
uted to Ivanauskas in Elisonas’ Zoologijos sistematikos terminy Zodynélis, 1920, p. 9o, although
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LK?Z cites only the isolated arumbélé (Palévené) and vierumbélé (Marcinkonys).
The explanation of these forms is rather unclear, but the limitation to some
isolated dialects suggests they are secondary. Perhaps, in some areas, a certain
role may have been played by Polish jarzgb(ek). In fact, the Zem. *jérumbé (in
dialect notation (jiérombe)), recorded in Sateikiai (Papildymy kartoteka) may
be a direct loanword from Polish, showing /é/ regularly for Slavic /a/ after a
palatal.#

Another factleft unaccounted for by Andersen is the initial je- in Lithuanian.
As this variant is concentrated in Kauniskiai dialects, and not in dialects which
show je- < *e-, the j- is most straightforwardly interpreted as original and can-
not be taken back to an original *e-.5> While it is true that the correspondence
between Lv. (dial.) *)ie- and Lithuanian je- is not regular (cf. Derksen 2000:
78-79),8 it still seems most parsimonious to assume that all the East Baltic data
derives from a single proto-form, most probably *jerubé (with *érubé remain-
ing a possibility).

As for Slavic, the East Slavic forms with o- as against je- elsewhere suggest
a Proto-Slavic form in *e- (Derksen 2000: 78); the variants with ja- attested in
several Slavic languages may be secondary (pace Meillet/Vaillant 1933: 101; see
Andersen 1996a: 74—76 for numerous parallels). Forms without an initial vowel
are basically limited to East Slavic: e.g. MR psa6s ‘partridge; ?hazel grouse’ (CPA
11-17 XX11I: 281), dial. N pa6s, pa6 (cf. CPTK 1v: 601), Bel. pd6usik, dial. pa6ox
‘hazel grouse’. Beside this, they are marginally attested in Slovene: réb, rebica
(Caf apud Pletersnik 11: 412). The most likely solution is that we are dealing with
instances of aphaeresis. Note that no such forms are found in West Slavic, where
initial stress was generalized. As a parallel in a similar environment, compare
R dial. sumdxa, aumdnws (and variants; CPHT xvin: 73—74) ‘third stomach of
ruminants’ ~ Pl. jelito ‘intestine’ (see also, in particular, TAPA 1: No. 33).7 It
therefore seems that the Slavic words can probably be combined under a single
preform *erebi- (trad. *()erebn).

I have not found its original source). Note another Latvianism attributable to Ivanauskas: lesté
‘flounder’ (= Lv. dial. leste, see LKZ). The variant irbé ‘hazel grouse’ is only known from Slape-
lis’ dictionary (apud LKZ).

4 Apotential parallel may be Zem. dial. munka ‘suffering, which has been analysed as a modific-
ation of mitka ‘torment’ (« Bel.) under the influence of Pl. meka ‘torment’ (Zinkevicius 1966:
198). The Aukstaitian variants véribé, jeriibé asserted by Biiga (1923b: 402 and RR11: 537), with
a long medial syllable, seem otherwise to be unattested.

5 I consider the variants with initial ja- and a- to be insignificant; cf. dknos for jéknos ‘liver’ (in
Veliuona; see Juska 1: 9), di = jéi ‘if’ (LKZ; see Zinkeviéius 1966: 121-124). On the interchange
of initial j- and v-, see Grinaveckis 1972: 74.

6 Note also Lv. rubenis ‘black grouse, which will be discussed on p. 241.

7 The same distribution is found in the Slavic words for ‘rowan’ derived from the bird name
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As a result, the modern dialects indeed show a great amount of variation,

but the vast majority of this can be shown to be secondary. However, the
second syllables of East Baltic *jerub- and Slavic *ergb- (trad. *(j)erebs) are
not comparable in an Indo-European context, and the presence of a nasal in
Slavic as against its absence in Baltic remains strong evidence of a non-IE ori-
gin.
» ‘swan (1). Pl fabedz, Sln. labgd ‘swan’ ~ R 1é6eds, Bg. né6ed; ON olpt, OE
ielfetu, OHG albiz, elbiz ‘swan’ (Ostir 1930: 14; Machek 1968: 316; Derksen 2000:
84; Kroonen 2013: 20) — The reconstruction of a single Proto-Slavic form
seems impossible, but two widespread forms can be reconstructed: (1) Cz.
labut, PL. tabedz, SCr. labid, Sln. labgd ‘swan’, which regularly reflect an acute
*albodi- (trad. *olboduy; or *labgdi-, trad. *labody);8 and (2) R .1é6eds, Uk. 1€6i0b
(GEN.SG. -eds), CS *neGenp (attested pebesnn), Bg. 1é6ed which reflect *lebedi-
(trad. *lebedb). The forms are almost in complementary distribution, although
Pletersnik (1: 503) cites a rather doubtful looking SIn. lebed from the diction-
aries of Jarnik and Janezi¢,® and some other forms in South Slavic, e.g. Mac.
sabed and SCr. obs. [8but (RJA V: 944) seem to show a confusion between the
two forms.1® The mismatch between the second syllables *-b¢gd- and *-bed- is
difficult to account for in Indo-European terms.

In Germanic, one has traditionally interpreted ON olpt, OHG albiz beside
OHG elbiz, OF ielfetu as reflecting two by-forms, *albut- beside *albit- (Noreen
1923: 151; Specht 1947: 14; IEW 30; de Vries 1962: 101; EWAhd 1033). The form
*albut- would come close to Slavic *albgdi- (trad. *olbody), save for the nasal
(cf. Meillet 1907: 377; BynaxoBckuii 1948: 118-119; Derksen 2008: 365). However,
positing unmotivated by-forms is not an attractive solution. Since the u-umlaut
in ON ¢lpt (GEN.SG. alptar) can be attributed to the analogical extension of u-
umlaut to all feminine consonant stems (cf. Noreen 1923: 284—285; Kroonen

(the hazel grouse eats rowan berries in autumn; Cramp apud Andersen 1996b: 79; see the
partial parallels adduced in Derksen 2000: 79-80 to which we may add German Vogel-
beere ‘rowan’), as well as in the word for ‘mottled’ in East/West Slavic: R pa66ii, Slk. jaraby
‘mottled’ derive from MR ps6v, Slk. jarabica ‘partridge’ just as R 20.1y66ii ‘pale blue’ derives
from eday6s ‘pigeon’ (cf. Andersen 1996b: 78).
On the final *t in some of the reflexes, which must be secondary, see the discussion in 6.2.
This variant does not appear to be known dialectally (Tijmen Pronk p.c. October 2022).
10  Despite 9CCA (vI: 19) and Hukosnaes (2020: 39, fn. 6; cf. 3amususk 2019: 640), it seems
incorrect to take the East Slavic forms from *lebedi- (trad. *lebeds). All of the Old Russian
evidence suggests *-bed- (CIPA 11:13—14), as does Ukrainian 1€6i0b (GEN.SG. 2é6e0s). The
modern Russian adjective sie6siscutl, is by all appearances a late creation, replacing earlier
sebescuti in the 17th century (CPA 11-17 vIII: 183; cf. BymaxoBckuii 1968: 103). It can be
considered a hypercorrection due to the widespread merger of /’a/ and /e/ in unstressed
syllables (JJAPA 1, No. 3).
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2013: 26), the most straightforward solution would be to posit a ¢-stem *albet-
(slightly differently cf. Orel 2003: 13). In this case, the suffix would be more
closely aligned with that of Slavic *lebedi- (trad. *lebeds; although note that
Slavic requires *d" as against Germanic *d).

The acute accent implied by the reflex la- throughout West Slavic would

alone be sufficient reason to abandon the traditional comparison with Lat.
albus ‘white’ (Miklosich 1886: 162; Osthoff 1898: 64—65; 9CCA VI: 19; and else-
where; see Derksen 2000: 84), and when combined with the irregular alterna-
tion between *-eD- and *-onD- in the second syllable, the case for a loanword
from a non-IE source appears very strong. For further discussion, see p. 234.
» ‘goosefoot’. Lt. baldnda, Lv. dial. baludda ‘goosefoot, Chenopodium’ ~ R
sebedd ‘orache, Atriplex’, SCr. loboda ‘goosefoot’; ?0S maldia, OHG melta
‘orache’ (Mikkola 1903: 46; Machek 1947: 66-67, 1950b: 149) — The prevailing
view is that the Slavic term is somehow related to the word for ‘swan’ (above;
cf. e.g. REW 11t 21—22; 9CCH vI: 18, XXXII: 50; Derksen 2000: 84, 2008: 366);
however, as Vasmer and Derksen both admit, the alleged proto-form *albada-
(trad. *olboda) could not possibly yield the attested forms. Practically all of the
relevant evidence points instead to *labada- (trad. *loboda): cf. unambiguously
Slk. loboda, SCr. loboda, Sln. l6boda (in SSK]J? stressed lobdda), Bg. a0600a (and
further R dial. 106004d) ‘orache’. Beside this, we find a variant *lebeda- (trad.
*lebeda): R nebedd, Cz. lebeda, SIn. lebéda ‘orache’, Pl. lebioda ‘goosefoot. Some
forms like SCr. laboda ‘goosefoot’ (PCA X1:146) apparently show the secondary
influence of the word for ‘swan’ (Derksen 2008: 366).!!

The semantic relationship between ‘swan’ and ‘goosefoot’ is ostensibly par-
alleled by the English name for the plant,!? but Mikkola (1903: 46) has instead
suggested we compare Lt. baldnda, Lv. dial. baludda, assuming that Slavic
*labada- (trad. *loboda) was derived via metathesis from *balada- (due to
the influence of ‘swan'?). He describes this as a “Kulturwort” and additionally
adduces Greek SAitov ‘purple amaranth’. Machek (1947: 66-67;1950b:149) men-
tions the same Balto-Slavic combination, but compares instead OHG melta
‘orache’ (< *maldjo-, Kroonen 2013: 251), which I consider more promising. In
this case, we have to assume an additional alternation *b co *m (see 6.4.2). On

11 The opposite direction of influence might explain the confusing variants in Bg. dial. 10600
‘swan’ (BIP 111: 448), Sln. obs. (lobot) ‘swan’ (17t c.; see Pleter$nik I: 526).

12 The term seems first to be attested in the works of 16t century botanists (thus Philippa
et al. 11: 167 quote Dodonaeus, dated 1554; OED cite W. Turner’s Names of Herbes from
1548). It is therefore, as stated in OED, most probably based on the form Chenopus, itself
attributed to Pliny (see also Marzell 1: 933; G. Hegi apud Kroll 1990: 46).
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the loss of the second syllable, see below on ‘oriole’. While the extra-Balto-Slavic
comparanda are less certain, the comparison between Slavic *labada- (trad.
*loboda) and Baltic *balafida- looks tempting, and would be another example
of the alternation *-VNT- co *-VT-.

» ‘pigeon (1). OCS ronx6s; R 2day6s, Pl. gotqb; Lat. columba ‘pigeon’ ~ OE
culfre, culufre ‘pigeon’ (for refs. and a more detailed discussion, see p. 187) —
Both Old English variants have been analysed as primary: Campbell (1959: 159,
and already Pogatscher 1898: 98) considers culfre an example of syncope (cf.
OE siolfor beside siolufr- ‘silver’), while Hogg (1992: 231—232) treats culufie as
an instance of vowel epenthesis. I am inclined to side with Campbell on this
issue,!3 and reconstruct the preform as *kulubro(n)-. Skeat (1882: 146) saw this
as a ‘corrupted’ Latin columba, while Pogatscher (1898: 97) suggested the source
could be found in a diminutive *columbula (cf. Old Occitan colombla ‘dove’,
FEW11: 930). An alternative was suggested by Holthausen (1899), who analysed
the English word as cognate to Slavic *galpbi- (trad. *golpbv).

The obvious issue with connecting the words either through borrowing or
cognancy is the absence of a nasal in English.1* At the same time, it would be
unattractive to separate *kulubro- from Lat. columba. The correlation between
Germanic *u and Italic *o is paralleled by OHG hulis (< *kulis-) against MW
celyn (< *kolisno-) ‘holly’ (Kroonen 2013: 253; van Sluis et al. 2023: 216). This
would be another example of an alternation involving nasals, and give support
to the non-Indo-European origin of the word (see further pp. 187-189).

» ‘oriole’. Lt. volunge'~ 3%, Lv. vdluddze ‘oriole’ ~ Pl. wilga, Sln. vétga; R tioaza,
Bg. asauea; ME wode-wale, MHG wite-wal ‘oriole’ (Ostir 1930: 101; Machek 1968:
694; Derksen 2008: 216—217; Kroonen 2013: 571; Matasovi¢ 2013: 87) — The
Latvian form suggests an underlying *-ang- in the second syllable, which does
not match the Lithuanian data. By way of a solution, ALEW 1469 suggests
that the standard Latvian form is a hypercorrection based on a High Latvian
dialect where *uo and *& have merged. However, the typical development in

13 Judging by the examples provided in these sources, the epenthesis almost exclusively
occurs before word-final _RC# (where Cis usually a velar) or before the clusters -At- or -gd-.
In this context, the form culufre stands out as exceptional. Furthermore, as Hogg states,
the epenthesis is typical of Northumbrian, while this form (according to the data in the
Dictionary of Old English Web Corpus) appears to be more widespread. Compare siolufres
GEN.SG., attested in a West Saxon source, where the vowel is old.

14  Pogatscher’s solution, involving a novel sound law *-mr- > -fi~ has evidently not stood
the test of time (see the alternative etymologies already in Holthausen 1934, s.v. ¢ealor-
tun, hef-ern, etc.). Paulus van Sluis (p.c. August 2021) pointed out to me that *kulumfiron-
would also be a possible preform, with regular loss of *m before *f, although in this case
the syncope would be unexpected (Campbell 1959: 49; Hogg 1992: 230).
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High Latvian is in fact a chain shift, so that no merger takes place. Note in
this context the South Aukstaitian hapax ulangéle, cited in LKZ, which might
favour a reconstruction *-ang- and imply that Lt. volungé is originally an East
Lithuanian form.

9CCA (x111: 251—252) unites all of the Slavic forms under the reconstruction
*wilga- (trad. *jsvelga), but such a reconstruction is hardly possible, at least,
for Sln. vdtga and SCr. viiga ‘oriole’, as initial *i- (trad. *j»-) is always preserved
in these languages, while here no trace of the vowel can be identified. The
status of Pl. wilga and Slk. vlha is less certain, as *i- (trad. *jb-) > @- is frequent
here (see Derksen 2003 for the data). In any case, East Slavic clearly demands a
reconstruction with *i-, as does Bulgarian asztiza, a form which is most easily
explained by metathesis from CS *)usrbra.!> The significance of this ‘prefix’ is
unclear. It is hardly, with Tpy6aues (1972: 19—20), an irregular reduction of the
prefix *iz- (trad. *j»z-; *z would not be lost before *v); neither is the parallel with
R u306pv» ‘Manchurian wapiti’ watertight; see p. 242.

The Balto-Slavic comparison goes back at least to Miklosich (1865: 68; 1886:
379), but attempts to account for the relationship between the words in Indo-
European terms (e.g. Mikkola 1897: 247) cannot be viewed with optimism.
Moreover, treating the Baltic second syllable as a suffix (Endzelins 1924: 123,
citing the river name Bebrunga) does little to elucidate the relationship with
Slavic.'6 As aresult, some recent works have rejected the relationship altogether
(Smoczynski 2018:1693; ALEW 1469). Nevertheless, the Baltic and Slavic words
are semantically identical and share a consonantal structure:

Balticc v a4 1 an g
Slavic: v {

15 This CS form is attested among a list of birds in the Hexameron of John the Exarch;
however, it is not entirely certain how it is to be read. The actual manuscript has “kocbnke
- HCO¥¢ - HBIIBI'BI - FKTBHBI - Iyphike”. Since the sequences (iicoi¢) ‘jays’ and {inxTbHBI Y
‘woodpeckers’ clearly both contain the word u ‘and;, it is natural to suspect that (iiBrsrs1)
does, too (thus Miklosich 1865: 68, and thence the CS form Brsra usually encountered
in the literature, e.g. 9CCA vIII: 251). Aitzetmiiller (1958: 38), on the other hand, reads
“uBmpra” here, citing a variant (u ureray and the modern Bulgarian evidence. This the-
ory is supported by Bg. ti6o1za attested in Tepos (11:171; a dialectal form with */z > /ol/ like
others recorded in Tepos, e.g. mdaax ‘to milk, mproes ‘carrot), 111: 78, 82).

16  The etymological comparison (cf. Endzelins 1914a: 126; LEW 1273-1274; REW ©: 469) with
YAv. varanjana-, varayna- ‘a bird of prey’ (cf. Sogdian wryn’k, Khwarezmian w’rynyk ‘fal-
con’, Hintze 1994: 198-199) is semantically weak. Note that Endzelins and followers oper-
ate with Bartholomae’s non-specific translation ‘Name eines Vogels’, which might explain
their enthusiasm.
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As far as the nasal alternation is concerned, it is clear that this word does not
behave in quite the same manner as most of the above examples. Instead of an
alternation between *-VNT- and *-VT-, Slavic lacks the second syllable alto-
gether. A potential parallel for this is found between Lt. baldnda ‘goosefoot’
and OHG melta ‘orache’ (see above under ‘goosefoot’), provided a comparison
between these forms is warranted.!” For the vocalic alternation, Ostir (1930: 22)
has adduced Lat. taxus ~ R muc, Sln. tisa ‘yew tree’ as a parallel. While the latter
is probably indeed of non-IE origin (see pp. 265-266), the parallel is imper-
fect due to differences in vowel length. For some other potential parallels, see
7.3.L

Endzelins (1924: 123; similarly Machek 1950a: 49—50; Derksen 2008: 216—217;
Kroonen 2013: 571, and others) compares this word with Germanic forms like
ME wode-wale, MHG wite-wal ‘oriole’. A trace of the velar of the Balto-Slavic
forms could be found in Swiss and Bavarian dial. Wiedewalch (attested since
the 15th century, cf. Suolahti1909:170). Machek (loc. cit.) suggests the Germanic
reconstruction *-walka in order to unite the material, but the loss of *-4- else-
where would be irregular. A Germanic reconstruction *-walhé- might just work,
however. The loss of *A in Low German and Dutch would be regular, cf. MDu.,,
MLG male ‘bag’ (< *malhé-, Kroonen 2013: 351). While this development is more
sporadic in Middle English and High German, the simplification of the cluster
may have been supported by the word’s unstressed position as the second ele-
ment of acompound. This would imply an additional alternation *g(*) oo *k (see
6.2.1).

6..2  Alternation between *-VNT- and Long Vowel

» ‘lynx’. Gr.AOyE~Lt. lisis, Lv. lasis, Pr. E luysis; R pwics, Sln. ris;'® OE lox, OHG
luhs lynx’; Arm. (hapax) lusann® ‘lynx® (Furnée 1972: 121-122; Martirosyan
2008: 317; Kroonen 2013: 342) — Strictly speaking, the East Baltic form for lynx’
does not rule out an older nasal, and the word could therefore be identical,

17 The comparison of Lithuanian jerumbé : irbé ‘hazel-grouse’ (Derksen 2015: 510) is unlikely
to be valid, as both are probably secondary variants of Baltic *jerub-. See above on this
word.

18  The most convincing explanation of the Slavic r- is contamination with the adjective in
Cz. obs. rysy (Kott 111: 239), LStb. obs. rysy ‘red-haired’ (see Smieszek 190g: 408). One might
argue that this adjective is itself derived from the name of the lynx, but certainly old is
R pwlorcuii ‘red-haired;, P. dial. rydzy ‘copper-red’, SCr. rid ‘reddish, rust-coloured’ < *rydja-
(trad. *rydjv), from IE *hjreud-; see REW 11: 557-558.

19  OIr lug, translated as ‘lynx’ by Pedersen (1909:186), apparently mainly on the basis of the
formal similarity, is doubtful. For the interpretation as ‘warrior, hero see eDIL s.v.
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aside from the acute intonation, to Greek AyE (see LEW 392; ALEW 696).2°
However, at least Pr. E luysis ‘lynx’?! Elfdalian luo ‘lynx’ (cf. Kroonen 2013:
342), and the West Germanic material are inconsistent with a nasal preform
(Armenian is ambiguous; cf. Martirosyan 2008: 317). This nasal has been
referred to as an ‘infix’ (e.g. Smoczynski 2018: 734; cf. Pedersen 1909: 188), but
this remains ad hoc as there is no generally accepted morphological process of
nasal infixation in nouns. Even granted this, the acute long vowel in Balto-Slavic
as against the short *u in Germanic are still suggestive of parallel loanwords, as
they preclude the reconstruction of a common proto-form (see 7.5.1).

» ?‘bast. Lt.dial. lunkas, Lv. liiks, Pr. E lunkan ~ R asixo, SCr. liko ‘bast’?2 — The
validity of this example depends on whether the loss of the nasal in Slavic is reg-
ular. It has been suggested based on pairs such as OCS ucro* (NOM.-ACC.DU.
ucrech) ~ Lt. inkstas ‘kidney’ and OCS BeikH&TH learn, become accustomed’ ~
Lt. (pri-) junkti ‘get used to’ that high nasal vowels were denasalized in early
Slavic under acute intonation (see Mikkola 1897: 246—247; Meillet 1907: 362;
Arumaa 1964: 129-130; Kortlandt 1979b: 269). If the loss of the nasal can be con-
sidered regular in Slavic, then this example does not belong here.

On the other hand, this Slavic sound law is far from certain (see in detail
Pronk 2013). Lt. junktiitself contains a nasal infix (there is clearly no nasal in the
causative OCS oyuutu ‘teach’). The nasal in Lt. inkstas has also been suspected
to be secondary (LEW 188; Pronk 2013: 120).22 The clearest counter-evidence

20 In this connection, the Zem. variant lgnsis is usually mentioned (cf. also Specht 1947: 171~
172; Chantraine DELG 111: 648), but this form has no etymological value, resulting from
a general sporadic nasalization of high vowels before sibilants (Baga 1922: 42; Trautmann
1923: 164; Zinkevicius 1966: 196-197).

21 The Prussian form has long been problematized. Endzelins (1943: 206) is undecided as
to whether we are dealing with i-epenthesis or a spelling variant for /a/ (see similarly
Tomopos ITf v: 389). Buga (1911: 41), on the other hand, read *lunsis. An important form is
Lt. dial. luisys (Bartninkai), which supports the reality of the Prussian /ui/. Here, as Traut-
mann (1910: 145) already surmised, we are dealing with an epenthesis of -i- as also found
sporadically in Western Zemaitia, particularly in ja-stems after rounded vowels (more
examples in Bezzenberger1887: 36, 1911: 311; Endzelins 1914b: 102; Biiga 1924a: CXXI-CXXI1).
Note similarly Pr. E girnoywis (where {oy) probably = */ui/) ‘quernstone’ < *girnuwis, cf.
OCS KpBHBI™.

22 Older sources (cf. LEW 390—391; REW 11: 75) connect Pali luricati ‘pull out, pluck (a bird),
tear, peel’ (CDIAL 642, KEWA 111: 105). This must be rejected on accentological grounds.
The Pali verb, provided it is inherited, could rather be connected with Lat. runco ‘grub up,
weed,, Gr. opdoow ‘dig (up).

23 Deriving Cz. vyheri ‘forge’ from *Hng¥ni-o- (Hamp 1970a: 77; Kortlandt 1988: 388; Derksen
2008: 534) is not very satisfactory, especially since the difference in vocalism with Cz. oher
‘fire’ is not well accounted for (compare Pronk 2013: 124-125).
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is the verb Pl dgc¢ (1SG.PRES. dme), SCr. dial. diiti (1SG.PRES. dmeém), Lt. dumti
‘to blow’ where the reconstruction of *domH- for the Slavic infinitive (Derksen
2008:114) is ad hoc (see already Meillet 1907: 366). I therefore see the word for
‘bast’ as a potential example of alternation between a sequence *-VNC- and
*-VC-. The foreign origin of this lemma is supported by the root-final cluster
*-NHK-, implied by the acute accentuation (see 5.3.2). Note that this word has
also been borrowed into Mordvin, although whether Baltic was the proximate
source is uncertain (see p. 135).

» ?‘elm (1). Lt. vinksna, Lv. viksna; R 823 ‘elm’, SCr. dial. (PCA 11: 459) véz ‘field
elm’ ~ OE wice ‘wych-elm’; Alb. vidh ‘elm’ (OED3 s.v. wych) — The Baltic forms
reflect *vinz- + *-sna- > *vin(k)sna.2* OE wice is often assumed to contain a
long vowel (Holthausen 1934: 392; IEW 1177), but OED3 (s.v. wych) argues that
forms such as wiech (15t c.) would show the effects of northern lengthening in
an open syllable, implying an original short vowel. On the other hand, a long
vowel must be reconstructed for continental Germanic, cf. MoLG (obs.?) Wieke
(= Prussian German Wieken ‘white elm; small-leaved lime’, Frischbier 11: 468),
MOoHG obs. Weiche ‘elmy’ (< *wiko(n)-).

It is uncertain whether the Albanian form is consistent with a nasalized
pre-form *uing-. If Geg dnkth ‘incubus, nightmare’ is derived from *A,emg"-
‘narrow’, it would imply satemization was blocked after a nasal (Demiraj 1997:
79; de Vaan 2018:1745). On the other hand, this etymology is uncertain, and Huld
(1981: 305) has pointed out a nasalized vidh in an early 20t century grammar,
which, if reliable, would align Albanian with Balto-Slavic.

There also appears to be some related Iranian data: Gorani wiz, Talysh vizm,
vezm (Ilupeiixo 1976: 46), Khunsari vizva, Bakhtiari gzam, Zaboli yuzbe (Hen-
ning 1963a: 71—72; lla6os10B 2001: 214; B. [Ip160 2002: 469), all in the sense ‘elm),
are reconstructed by Henning as *uizud-, i.e. a virtual *uig("-uV-. Based on this
reconstruction, the Iranian words could be cognate with the European forms,
and confirm a broader distribution (cf. Polomé 1990: 334; Mallory/Adams 2006:
159). In a footnote, Henning (op. cit. 72) also admits the possibility of a recon-
struction *uinz-, bringing the Iranian words in line with Balto-Slavic (see again
Henning 1965: 43). There are indeed potential examples of a nasal being lost

24  Since the -k- can be intrusive, the claim (in ALEW 1444) that the suffixation must pred-
ate the assibilation of *§ seems completely gratuitous; cf. the similar comment under
Lt. arikstas ‘narrow’ (ALEW 34) which is rather < *aNz- (= OCS &3bks) + *-sta- (cf. dukstas
‘tall’ < dugti ‘to grow’ and Skardzius 1941: 324—325; LEW 11; Stang 1966: 108; Smoczynski
2018: 1671). The secondary nature of the velar might be proven by Zietela vysné ‘cross
beam on a sledge’ (cf. Lt. dial. vinksna in the same sense), which might well stand for
*yisné.
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before a reflex of an IE palatovelar in Iranian,?> but also exceptions.26 The safer
option, therefore, is to identify the Iranian with the Germanic forms.

A radical solution is taken by ALEW (1444-1445), who do not mention the
other Indo-European comparanda, and consider the Baltic and Slavic words
independent derivatives of a root *ueig- seen also in OCS Basaru ‘bind, fetter’
and Lt. vyZa or vyZa ‘bast shoe’ (see already Buga 1922: 301). This can hardly
be maintained, first of all, because the Slavic verbal forms show evidence of
oxytone accentuation not consistent with Winter’s law (B. J[p160 2000: 388;
Derksen 2008: 521; P9 C 1X: 235—236). More generally, it hardly seems attract-
ive to separate the Balto-Slavic words from the synonyms in the other lan-
guages.

OED3 (s.v. wych) have suggested that the formal problems could be accoun-
ted for by assuming the word originated in a non-Indo-European substrate
language. Considering the parallels collected above, this possibility should
be reckoned with. The question is whether the existence of Iranian cognates
would rule out a non-Indo-European loanword (cf. hemp’ on pp. 206-207).
In this connection, we can remark that the Iranian cognates are late-attested
and limited to a group of West Iranian languages spoken in a relatively com-
pact geographical area. This might suggest the word is intrusive to Iranian; on
the other hand, the fact that the word has apparently undergone satemiza-
tion there would imply it is indeed very ancient. The only way out would be to
assume the palatalization took place in the donor language (an IE satem lan-
guage?). On balance, while a non-IE origin might help to explain the nasalized
forms, it is difficult to account for all of the facts convincingly.

» T ‘nit’. Lt. glinda (< *gninda?) nit’ ~ R eniida, Sln. gnida; OE hnitu, OHG niz
‘nit’ (Beekes 1969: 290; Kroonen 2012: 247; van Sluis forthc.) — Kroonen has
suggested this as an example of non-Indo-European nasalization. A nasal infix
is also allegedly found in Latin /éns (usu. PL. lendés) ‘nit, but this form has so
little in common with the other cognates (only the -d- poses no issue) that it is
uncertain it belongs here (cf. van Sluis forthc.). Puhvel (1990: 366) posits a com-

25  As discussed by Martin Kiimmel at the 2021 Osterreichische Linguistik-Tagung. A partial
parallel is the word for ‘twenty’, whereby against the remarkable parallelism of Oss. D inscej
and Skt. vimsati ‘twenty’ (cf. Henning 1965: 43), the rest of Iranian shows *7 (YAv. visaiti,
MP wyst [wist/). However, the vowel turns up long here. As another possible example,
note Parth. bz- ‘receive help’ as against YAv. bgzaiti ‘support’ (cf. Cheung 2007: 72; however,
Khot. bas- (Emmerick 1968: 94), Oss. ID bezz- ‘be suitable’ reflect *bazia- with probable
zero-grade).

26  Most notably MP Anzwg ‘narrow’ (- Arm. anjuk), hardly to be separated from Skt. amhii-
‘narrow’ (Henning 1963b: 196-197).
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mon preform *lind- (< *nind-) for Lat. lens and Lt. glinda, assuming the initial
guttural in the other languages is “moveable” (i.e. of secondary origin), which
is clearly ad hoc. Note that even *lind- does not explain the Latin vocalism (de
Vaan 2008: 334).

As for the Lithuanian form, one is reminded of cases of secondary -ninC- <
*_niC-, which are particularly common in Zemaitian dialects: cf. bagninéia <
baznydia ‘church’ (« Bel. 6axcniya), dial. kninga < knyga ‘book’ (« Bel. kniza).
The main issue here is that it is precisely in Zemaitian where we actually find a
form without a nasal: dial. gnyda.2” However, this is not fatal, as such nasalized
forms are only sporadic in Zemaitian. Furthermore, forms with a secondary
nasal are also occasionally recorded in Aukstaitian; note in particular the agent-
noun suffix -ininkas (beside dial. -inykas), which even belongs to the literary
standard.

The ablaut relationship between OE hnitu, OHG niz ‘nit’ (< *knid-) and Alb.
théri, Gr. xovig, PL. xovide ‘nit’ (< *konid-) looks highly archaic, and is easier
to explain in an IE context than through independent borrowings.?8 It seems
impossible to get away from the notion of taboo distortions here (cf. IEW 608):
at least the initial gn- in Balto-Slavic must be explained in this way;2? in this
context, we can note that many Slavic words starting in *gn- have a negat-
ive connotation, e.g. R enyc ‘gnats) SCr. gndj ‘manure, pus’ It is possible that
taboo also played a part in the replacement of earlier *)gnyda with glinda in
Lithuanian. On balance, due to the many difficulties with this word and its
alleged existence in almost every European branch, I will leave it out of con-
sideration here.

6.1.21 Conclusion
The certain and possible evidence for nasal alternations is collected in Table 8,
overleaf. The forms are presented as approximate quasi-Indo-European recon-

27 See LKZ, where the word is marked as a Polish loanword. While this loan etymology
cannot be ruled out, there is nothing in particular to suggest that the Zemaitian form
is not simply regularly cognate with the Slavic forms. Latvian gnida ‘nit’ is of course
ambiguous, and could reflect a preform with or without a nasal, or also be loaned from
Slavic.

28  The ablaut *konid- : *knid- seems to belong to a rather rare type, but compare *melit-
(Hitt. milit NOM.SG., Gr. ué\, Go. milip, Alb. mjalté ‘honey’) : *mlit- (Hitt. maliddu- ‘sweet,
pleasant, Gr. BAitTw ‘cut out honeycomb’, ?Alb. (m)bleté ‘honeybee’). This is not the place
to go into a discussion of Armenian anic (for *nic < *knid-s?, Martirosyan 2008: 86—
89) and Celtic forms pointing to *snida (why *s-?), although they may somehow belong
here.

29  Also note the voiced anlaut of Lt. blusa, R 6s0xd ‘flea’ as opposed to Skt. pliisi- ‘flea’.
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TABLE 8 Possible examples of nasal alternations
Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
‘grouse’ *jerubh- *ierembP- ? *rebh-
*alband"-
‘swan (1)’ - *albbed-
*lebhedh
‘goosefoot’ | *bPaland- *labhad®- *malT-
‘pigeon (1)’ | — *Golomb"- *guluBr- Lat. *kolombP-
‘oriole’ *yalanG- *u(i)lg- *ualk-
Iynx’ *Iti(n)k- *riik- *“Tuk- Gr. *lunk-
Iran. *uig-u-
?‘elm (1)’ | *uing-sn- *uing- *u(e)ig- e
Alb. *ui(n)g-
? ‘bast’ *link- *Tak- -

structions, but without the use of laryngeals. Long vowels which turn up as
acute in Balto-Slavic are written with the caret { * ). Where the Indo-European
reconstruction is ambiguous, cover symbols are used (e.g. *G in Slavic = *g*)
or *g*("). Forms containing a nasal are presented in shaded cells. Where the
presence of a nasal is ambiguous, the cell is shaded in a lighter grey.

Several bird names occurring in Baltic, Slavic and Germanic show a con-
spicuous alternation in the suffixal syllable. It seems quite probable that these
can be attributed to a related source. All of them show a morphologically sim-
ilar structure involving a second syllable of the shape *VND alternating with
*VD. The distribution is fairly consistent, with the nasal being absent in Ger-
manic, and Baltic and Slavic adopting an intermediate position.

A couple of other European bird names can be noted with a similar struc-
ture, where irregularities also support the notion of borrowing. First, there is
Lat. hirundo ‘swallow’, which should not be separated from Gr. xeAtdwv ‘swallow’
(cf. Chantraine DELG 1v: 1253), or from Alb. dalléndyshe ‘swallow’ (cf. Meyer
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1891: 59),3° although they cannot go back to a common proto-form. Here, we
find both a disagreement in terms of vocalism and between -r- and -/- (see also
fn. 37, below). The variant without the nasal in Gr. xeAidwv strongly recalls the
similar phenomenon in our northern European bird names. Another bird name
with a similar structure is Lt. balaridis ‘pigeon’ (?~ Lat. palumbés ‘wood pigeon’);
for a detailed discussion of this word, see pp. 209—210.

The word for ‘lynx’ is different in that the variant without a nasal occurs
in the initial syllable and alternates with a long, acute vowel in Balto-Slavic.
Although the word for ‘bast’ is superficially similar, as the nasal in the word for
‘lynx’ may be due to a phenomenon peculiar to (pre-)Greek, and the presence
of a nasal in the Baltic word for ‘lynx’ is doubtful, there is no reason to suppose
that these two words belong to the same loanword stratum.

6.2 Voicing Alternations

Based on examples such as Lat. habed (< *g"-) ~ Go. haban (< *k-) ‘to have), the
existence of Konsonantenwechsel or alternations between different consonant
series in the Indo-European proto-language has repeatedly been suggested (e.g.
Zupitza 1904: 387—391; Hirt 1927: 297—-303; Machek 1934: 7—-36; Otrebski 1939:
156-171). These proposals can be seen as reactions against rigid Neogrammari-
anism, with alternations invoked as an unexplained “mysterious force” awaiting
later elucidation. Despite this, some of the comparisons were so tantalizing
that the notion has not disappeared from the literature. Yet as the mechan-
ism behind this alleged phenomenon has never properly been explained, it has
never quite entered the mainstream, and remains incompatible with a strict
application of the comparative method. Comparanda such as those collected
by the above authors have also inspired other theories. Both Haas (1960) and
Holzer (1989) have assumed the existence of a lost Indo-European language,
which has undergone a consonant shift, underlying Latin and Slavic, respect-
ively. While this remains a theoretical possibility, the heavy reliance on root
etymologies, many of which often do not fare better than the traditional solu-
tions (AnukuH 1992 and in particular Matasovi¢ 2013: 77-82), has meant they
have had little resonance among comparativists.

30  Alb. d- regularly corresponds to Lat. 4- (Alb. dimér ~ Lat. hiems ‘winter’). It must be admit-
ted that the alternative comparison with the Illyrian tribal name TavAdvtiol, reported by
Hecateus of Miletus to have neighboured the XeAi3éviol(!), is tempting (Cabej 1976: 105—
106).
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As noted above in 5.1 (see point 4), irregular voicing alternations are rel-
atively frequent in words of an expressive character. Other alternations, par-
ticularly in final position, might be explained as the result of sandhi phe-
nomena. Such an account is probably necessary for cases like Cz. labut’ as
against Pl. fabed? ‘swan’ (see above on pp. 176-177). The alternation between
OCS (Euch.) zparp* ‘club, cudgel, Slk. dial. drih ‘thick branch, SCr. dial. drig
‘pole, long sick’, against the dialectal variants Slk. driik, SCr. druk (cf. RJA 11:
807) has been explained by positing a substrate origin (e.g. Derksen 2008: 121;
Matasovic¢ 2013: 83—-84), but given the existence of both variants side by side in
the individual languages, this would imply the existence of non-IE groups in
Europe practically until the modern period. Considering the improbability of
this scenario, we are better off seeking an irregular motivation such as contam-
ination or expressivization (REW I: 374; Liewehr 1956: 20; the Serbo-Croatian
form might well originate in a dialect with word-final devoicing, T. Pronk p.c.
March 2023). Despite this caveat, there are numerous examples of voicing
alternations which, in my view, constitute plausible evidence for non-Indo-
European origin. The examples below are organized into five groups based on
the consonants involved.

6.21  Baltic *g") co *k Elsewhere

» ‘pigeon (1). OCS ronx6n; OF culfre, culufre ‘pigeon’ ~ Lat. columba ‘pigeon’
(Ostir 1921: 49, 1930: 39; Machek 1951a: 103-104; Treimer 1954: 70; Machek 1968:
175; Bezlaj 1 [1977]: 159; Kleyner 2015: 53-54; ERHJ 1 [2016]: 284) — For the
Old English word, see the discussion on p. 178. The identity of the Slavic and
Latin words has long been recognized (already Bopp 1833: 336), but as the
comparison is clearly irregular, it is generally rejected, having already been
omitted from the fourth edition of Fick’s comparative dictionary (Stokes 1894:
92). Nevertheless, the similarity of the words has remained obvious. Leaving
aside the ad hoc notion that the Slavic *g- is simply secondary (Shevelov 1964:
365; Lockwood 1990: 262), this word has been used to bolster theories of con-
tact with unidentified Indo-European languages (cf. Haas 1960: 34; Holzer 1989:
161-162). CoboseBckiit (1914: 441) proposed that an unknown language had
mediated a Latin loanword, while Szemerényi (1967: 20—21) insists on a Latin
origin; however, only on the basis that the word cannot be explained within
Slavic.

What unites all these theories is the assumption that Lat. columba is inher-
ited, of which there is no solid indication. Morphologically, the word is isolated
in Latin, aside from the near synonym palumbes ‘wood pigeon'’. The traditional
analysis sees these words as containing a compound suffix *-n-b%- (Brugmann
1906: 386, Meillet/Vaillant 1933; 9CCH vI: 216; Stawski SP VIII: 46; AHUKHH
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P9Cx1:146), in which case Lat. columba would be derived from an underlying
n-stem continued by Gr. xeAawds ‘black, dark’ (Prellwitz 1897: 102—104; Persson
1912: 169-171; IEW 547-548; Batisti 2021: 206—207).3! For Slavic, Derksen (2008:
175) comments that “the suffix *-(V)mb*- is frequent in bird-names”, noting the
parallel in Slavic *erébi- (trad. *(j)erebw) ‘grouse’ (on which see pp. 174-176).32

This morphological analysis is based primarily on the co-occurrence of
Skt. visan- and vrsabhd-, both appearing in the senses ‘manly’ and as a sub-
stantive ‘bull’. Except for the synonym ysabhd- ‘bull’ (belonging with Av. arsan-
‘man, male’), other examples of this pattern of derivation within Indo-Aryan
are quite uncertain.33 A close parallel to vi'san- beside vrsabhd- is nevertheless
found in Gr. E\agog ‘deer’, which beside OCS esnens ‘deer’, Arm. efn ‘doe, hind,
has traditionally been segmented &\-a-¢og (e.g. Prellwitz 1897:100; Osthoftf 1901:
305-308; Chantraine 1933: 263; Beekes 2008: 402).

Despite this, other examples of this supposed compound suffix *-n-b"- are
sparse, and appear to be limited to European bird names: Lat. palumbes ‘wood
pigeon’ and Arm. salamb ‘francolin’3* While some productive suffixes in indi-
vidual branches contain reflexes of *b*, their semantic function is not aligned
(e.g. the Gr. diminutive -d¢tov, the deadjectival OCS 3b1006a ‘evil’ < 315 ‘bad,
wicked’ and the Gothic adverbial suffix -ba). It therefore remains uncertain
whether a suffix *b" can be reconstructed (most of the evidence adduced in
Hyllested 2009: 202—205 is open to interpretation).

Despite the potential derivational parallel in the words for ‘deer’, the separ-
ation of Lat. columba from O CS rosx6s feels artificial: the words mean exactly
the same thing, and aside from the voicing of the initial stop, show an identical
stem. It is a priori questionable that two branches would have used the same
inherited suffix only in words for ‘pigeon’, and have independently innovated
a word for ‘pigeon’ which happens to be virtually identical. The invalidity of
the traditional morphological analysis would seem to be confirmed by other

31 SeeBatisti (2021: 207, fn. 4 with lit.) for other root etymologies, none of which are any more
convincing. As for x6AvpBos ‘grebe’, I fully agree with Batisti that the word should be kept
separate.

32 Walde/Hofmann (I: 249) insist that the Slavic word must be native because of the col-
our term in R e021y66ii ‘light blue’, but this is rather a derivative of the word for ‘pigeon’
(Loewenthal 1901: 31-32; Machek 1951b: 103; Herne 1954: 91).

33 Skt. sarabhd-, a kind of game animal, continued in Dardic and Nuristani in the senses
‘markhor, ibex, mountain goat’ (CDIAL 714) is supposedly connected to Lat. cornu ‘horn’
(EWA 11: 616; Nussbaum 1986: 6), but this is far from certain. Two words for ‘donkey’ —
rasabhd- and gardabhd- — are not well explained; the latter is probably not of Indo-
European origin (EWA 1: 473; cf. Pinault 2008: 393-394).

34  Nothing can be said of Gr. xépagog (H.), an unidentified bird.
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irregularities, such as the missing nasal in the Old English form (see p. 178). It
therefore seems entirely reasonable to explore the possibility of a non-Indo-
European origin.

Very curious is the Coptic comparandum adduced already by Ostir (1921: 49),
cf. Sahidic spoomne, Bohairic spommi, Lycopolitan cpamne ‘pigeon’, deriving
from a Late Egyptian (~ 12t ¢. BCE) form 8 32 gr-(n)p.t * [k"VrampV/ (cf. Allen
2020: 115).3% This form is written as gr-bird of the sky’, and as a result has been
viewed as a native formation by Egyptologists. Peust (1999: 280) has suggested
that the Egyptian form may be the source of the Indo-European words (sim-
ilarly iBanoB 2002). On the other hand, Vycichl (1990: 249) has argued that
the Egyptian spelling is folk-etymological (“la colombe n'est pas un «oiseau du
ciel» comme l'aigle ou le faucon”), and supported the earlier suggestion of Wor-
rel (1934: 67) that we are dealing with a borrowing from an unknown source. It
is in any case clear that Egyptian cannot be the direct source of the European
words, due to both a mismatch in vocalism (Latin -umb- requires a labial vowel,
cf. Leumann 1977: 81), and Egyptian -r- vs. European -/-.36 The latter alternation
is paralleled in the Mediterranean by Lat. hirundo ~ Gr. xeAidcv ‘swallow’.37

In principle, a North African source for a word for ‘pigeon’ would not be in
contradiction to the facts of the bird’s domestication history (cf. Batisti 2021
210), but it must be stressed that little is certain, except for the fact that the
pigeon was domesticated extremely early (Gilbert/Shapiro 2013).

» ‘swan (2). Lt. gulbé, (Szyrwid, E dial.) gulbis, Lv. gilbis ‘swan'’; Pr. E gulbis ~
MR xoans (CPA 11-17 VIL 254; R kdanuya) ‘spoonbill’; Kash. k6tp, USrb. kotp
(GEN.SG. kotpja), SCr. dial. kiif and kdp ‘swan’ (Ostir 1930: 66; Derksen 1999;
ALEW 432-433) — As to the rare SCr. giib ‘swan, scholars are divided. Some
reject it as an irrelevance (Vaillant 1929: 270 “douteux et sans intérét”; Stawski
1960: 40), while others accept it at face value (Tormopos II{ 11: 332; 9CCA vin:
190; Andersen 1996a: 124, 2003: 68; Derksen 1999: 72, 2008: 97). The SCr. form
is indeed very poorly attested, going back to a form {giib) in J. Stulli’s diction-

35  Allen actually reconstructs a final */-nipV/, but apparently only because the Egyptian gen-
itive marker (n) is reconstructed as */ni/. This might be anachronistic, as spellings with
{m) are already attested in Late Egyptian (Allen op. cit.; see Erman/Grapow Vv: 181), sug-
gesting that no vowel was present in at least some Late Egyptian varieties. The spellings
with {n) may be etymological, or, as follows from the discussion below, folk etymological.

36  On the nature of Egyptian (r), see Peust (1999: 127-129).

37  Andperhaps — if notamere dissimilation — by Lat. lilium ~ Gr. Aeiptov lily’. The latter are
frequently also connected with Coptic gpupe ‘flower’ < Egyptian hrr.t */harira.t/ (Worrel
1934: 67, Beekes 2010: 845; on the reconstruction, see Vycichl 1990: 94), but this etymo-
logy is suspect due to the absence of any reflection of the first syllable in the European
languages, and the imprecise semantic match (cf. Vycichl 1983: 310).
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ary, where it is attributed to “Gjorg.” (apparently Ignazio Giorgi; cf. RJA 111: 484,
where the form is explicitly labelled as doubtful) and a form guf in the 17t? cen-
tury dictionary of J. Mikalja (idem: 495). Such forms otherwise only appear to
be attested in lexicographical sources.38

The difference between Baltic *qulb- and Slavic *kulp- (trad. *kslp-) is
already sufficient to suggest a non-IE origin (cf. Derksen 1999: 73 and passim).3%
The distribution of the word in Slavic is remarkable, being limited to the peri-
pheral dialects of West Slavic, an isolated pocket in South Slavic, and East Slavic
in a secondary meaning. All of this seems suggestive of an archaism: this might
be the older Slavic word for ‘swan), which was later displaced by *albgdi- (trad.
*olbodyv) in the West and *lebedi- (trad. *lebeds) in the East — a theory sup-
ported by the fact that no common Proto-Slavic form for the latter can be
reconstructed (see pp. 176-177).
» ‘dregs’. Lv. (Kurzeme) drad?i ‘dregs of melted fat’*® Pr. E dragios PL. ‘dregs’;
ON dregg ‘yeast, (PL.) dregs’ ~ Lat. fraces F.PL. ‘olive pomace’ (Ernout/Meillet
[1951]: 251; Schrijver 1991: 486; Derksen 2008: 121) — The traditional explana-
tion (Walde/Hofmann I: 539; de Vaan 2008: 238; ALEW 248) that the stem-final
/k/ in Latin fracés was carried over from the nominative singular does not
hold water, as the word was plurale tantum in Latin, the singular frax only
being attested in glosses. Moreover, neutralizations on the basis of nominat-
ive forms are generally suspect, as the nominative usually occupies a weak
position in analogical processes (see Niedermann 1918: 22—23; and note the
discussion in Decaux 1966). As a result, Latin implies an illegal root structure
*D" k- (see 5.3.1). The remainder of the words traditionally adduced here are
uncertain.

In Slavic, OCS (Ps. Sin.) gpoxzasia ‘dregs (Gr. tpuylag), Pl. drozdze F.PL. ‘yeast,
leaven’ suggests an underlying *drazg- or *drazdj-. The old explanation has
been to posit *d*rag"-sk- for Slavic with the subsequent development to *-gsk-

38 I do not have access to all of the sources cited by PCA (111: 721), but I suspect that most
or all of the forms trace back to these two sources. One wonders whether there might
have been a confusion among the lexicographers with the Latin loanword attested as dial.
gitb ‘goby’ (PCA loc. cit.) « Latin gobius (on this loan and variants, see M. Matasovi¢ 2011:
163-164 against CCA and Derksen loc. cit.). The SIn. dial. (Gorizia) golbica, which Bezlaj
(1:157) adduces in this connection, refers to the ‘skylark), a tiny passerine bird which has
absolutely nothing in common with the swan.

39  Derksen’s inclusion of PL kieth ‘gudgeon’ and Olr. gulban ‘sting; beak’ in a substrate con-
text looks like an unnecessary stretch to me, as the semantic link between the three word
families is not self-evident.

40  Prussian Lithuanian drdgés (attested as dragges in Bretke) is most likely a loanword from
Prussian (Zulys 1966: 151-152).
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> *-zg- (e.g. Berneker 1: 228; REW I: 371), for which cf. OCS npo-6pbars ‘dawn’
beside Skt. bhrajate. Regardless of whether this development is phonologically
regular, the explanation is inadequate as there is insufficient evidence for a
nominal suffix *-sk-. If we posit an underlying form *drazdj-,*! another reas-
onable etymology presents itself, namely a comparison with OE drest, deerste
‘dregs, leaven’, OHG trestir ‘pomace’ < *d"rosd-. Per tradition, the Germanic
forms are derived from *drahstu- (i.e. *drag-stu-), to the root of ON dregg
(Holthausen 1934: 69; IEW 251—252); cf. the semantically similar Go. maihstus™,
OHG mist ‘dung’ < *mihstu-. However, the latter is no example of a suffix *-stu-,
as it derives from a more primary *mihsa-, cf. OE meox ‘dung, filth’ (Kroonen
2013: 369), and is ultimately deverbal, cf. OE migan ‘urinate’. For *drag-, we
have neither a verbal root nor a primary *-sa- derivative, which means that the
alternative reconstruction *drastV- remains a clear possibility.

Contra Meyer (1891: 72) and Demiraj (1997: 141), Alb. dra ‘dregs of melted fat’
cannot derive from *draga, as *g was not lost intervocalically (cf. Schumacher
2013:240). A possibility would be to posit a preform *drasa- < *d"rHs-, and com-
pare OE drasna, Du. droes, droesem ‘dregs, sediment’ < *d*roHs-.

» ‘scythe’. Lt. dalgis, dalgé, Pr. E doalgis ‘scythe’ ~ Lat. falx -cis ‘sickle, scythe’
(Alessio 1946:165) — This rather self-evident comparison (cf. Mikkola 1899: 74;
Hirt 1927: 299) has generally been disfavoured in view of the irregular Latin
/k/ and irregular vocalic correspondence (Walde/Hofmann 1: 449—450; LEW 81;
against an analogical origin of the /k/, see above on ‘dregs’). The Latin word has
been suspected to be of foreign origin, but the Baltic equivalent is rarely men-
tioned in this connection (e.g. Ernout/Meillet 214; Boutkan/Siebinga 2005: 75;
de Vaan 2008: 200). For Latin, a non-IE origin is supported by the illegal root
structure *D* k- (see 5.3.1). Walde/Hofmann (loc. cit.) claim that dalgis is “aus
semasiologischen Griinden” better compared with Olr. dluigid ‘split, cleave, ON
telgja ‘carve, hew (wood or stone)’ (also Trautmann 1923: 44; IEW 196). This is
rather a strange argument, since falx and dalgis mean exactly the same thing,
and the cited verbs are semantically rather remote, belonging to the sphere of
artisanry rather than agriculture.*?

» ‘rye’. Lt. rugiai, Lv. rudzi, Pr. E rugis; R poxcs, Sln. 7Z; ON rugr, OE ryge
‘rye’ ~ MW ryc ‘rye’ (Hoops 1915-1916: 509—510; Walde/Pokorny 11 [1927]: 375;

41 Sln.drgzga ‘pulp, dregs of lard’ does not disprove the reconstruction with *zd, cf. Sln. drézg
‘thrush’ < *drazda-; see p. 204. On the other hand, this SIn. word may not belong here, as it
is highly reminiscent of the synonym ¢rgska (cf. SCr. troska, arch. triiska (RJA xv111: 829)
‘slag’).

42 Note that, according to Schumacher (2004: 284-285), the Irish verb is rather to be recon-
structed *dlug-, and a connection to the Germanic root is thus impossible.
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Schrader/Nehring 11 [1929]: 265; Charpentier 1930: 71; Porzig 1954: 143; Mar-
key 1989: 595; Polomé 1992: 70; OED3 s.v. rye)*® — All of the cited forms
show a formant -i-. Divergent forms are attested in Continental Germanic,
where we find OS rokko* (attested rogko), OHG rocko as against Old Frisian
rogga, MDu. rogge. This vacillation in voicing is to be explained from an old
n-stem (Kroonen 2o11: 23). This is probably a localized innovation, however,
and Kroonen (2013: 417) points out some possible West Germanic traces of
*rugi-.

MW ryc has generally been derived from Old English ryge (Schrader/
Nehring 11: 265; GPC 111: 3136; Witczak 2003: 110), but this is chronologically
difficult, as Welsh /k/ could hardly be a substitute for the OE spirant /j/, cf.
MW pabi ‘poppy’ < OE (Zlfric) papig (early ME papig), MW lidiat ‘gate’ «
OE hlidgeat ‘swing gate’ (cf. Parry-Williams 1923: 41-42).44 On the other hand, if
the loan were of Proto-Celtic age, one would expect Celtic *g (> Welsh **&).45
At face value, the Welsh data points to *rukio- or *ruki-, showing a mismatch
compared to the *g” elsewhere.

Beyond Indo-European, a similar word is found in several Uralic and Turkic
languages. Already Paasonen (1906: 2—3) recognized that the Mordvin and
Permic words for ‘rye’ cannot be derived directly from Russian, as had pre-
viously been thought (e.g. Thomsen 18go: 213). For Mordvin roZ, the problem
is the final 2, which otherwise does not substitute Russian £ (pace Hékkinen/
Lempidinen 1996: 169). In Permic, we have Komi rugeg, Udmurt geg, dial. fiZeg.
Already the development *r- > g- in Udmurt speaks against a Russian loan,
but the palatal affricate and suffix solidify this impression. The initial vowel
in Udmurt reflects earlier *; (< *u, JIpitkun 1964: 215—218) which has become
fronted by the following palatal, cf. Komi ru¢, Udm. $i¢; ‘fox. The syncope in
the standard language is attested dialectally in other lexemes, e.g. dial. sla/

43  Here one has often included a form Bpilx (e.g. IEW 1183), a crop which according to Galen
was grown in Thrace and Macedonia, resembling tigy ‘einkorn’, and from which a black
and malodorous bread was made (cf. Schrader/Nehring 11: 265). The word is found in the
sense ‘rye’ in modern Greek dialects, first resurfacing in a 16t century Macedonian—Greek
glossary as dpaxv - Bpida (cf. Mac. por ‘rye’; Giannelli/Vaillant 1958: 32). Despite its meaning,
it is perhaps better connected to a different Wanderwort, represented by Gr. 8pula, Pashto
wriZe, Skt. vrihi- ‘rice’ (Teoprues 1957: 55); for the shift to another kind of grain, cf. Kati wri¢
‘barley’ (CDIAL 708; Kiimmel 2017b: 281).

44  These could both be from Middle English according to GPC 111: 2663 (s.v. pabi) and GPC 1:
1297 (s.v. fflodiart), but this is of little relevance if the spirantization of /g/ is dated to the
continental Old English period (Campbell 1959: 173).

45  Cf. MW meu-dwy ‘hermit’ (duw ‘God’), MCo. maw ‘boy, servant’ < Germanic *magu >
OE magu ‘boy, young man’ (van Sluis et al. 2023: 201, 212).
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‘salt’ beside literary s¢lal (IlepeBomukos 1962: 37—38). Thus, we can confidently
reconstruct a Proto-Permic *rugeg ‘rye’.#6

In Turkic, we find rather a similar situation, although little recognized. Axme-
ThAHOB (1981: 48—49) has argued that Tatar and Bashkir ari§ ‘rye’ cannot have
been adopted directly from Russian (thus e.g. Joki 1973: 162), as neither the
prothetic a- nor root vowel can be accounted for (one would rather anticip-
ate **irus or **eriis). Despite ®ezmoroB (II: 474), a similar conclusion must be
drawn with respect to Chuvash iras$ ‘rye’, as i- never occurs as a prothetic vowel,
nor is -a- for Russian stressed -o- the usual substitution.#” The correspondence
of Chuv. i- as against a- elsewhere is in fact more typical of inherited vocabu-
lary, where it would reflect a Proto-Turkic phoneme notated *a (in the Russian
school) or *¢ (e.g. Doerfer 1971: 340—341). Reconstructing a word for ‘rye’ back to
Proto-Turkic is suspect, however, as early rye cultivation is normally associated
with Central Europe (cf. Hillman 1978: 157-158; Hanmossckux 2006: 5—6; 2010:
56).

Paasonen (op. cit.) assumes the word for ‘rye’ was adopted into the Uralic lan-
guages from Iranian, or more specifically, Scythian. Of course, as long as no Ira-
nian equivalent is attested (cf. Kiimmel 2017b: 283 on the alleged Pamir words),
this remains purely hypothetical. Slightly better is Guus Kroonen’s suggestion
(see Kroonen et al. 2022: 22) of an early Slavic loanword mediated by “steppe
Iranian”. Although still hypothetical, this would obviate the need to reconstruct
the word for Proto-Indo-Iranian. Furthermore, a couple of other agricultural
Wanderwdrter seem to have passed into Scythian from a Balto-Slavic dialect,
most notably Oss. I Zxsyrf, D exsirf ‘sickle’ < Lv. sirpis; R cepn, etc. (Abaev1965:
8-9; Gotab 1992: 333).48

While the Slavic - Scythian route perhaps makes the most sense, a theor-
etical pre-Oss. *ruz(-eg) would hardly account for the Turkic evidence. If the
Turkic forms belong here at all, then perhaps we can assume the initial *a/é-
was some kind of prefixal element or the like (see 7.1.2), but in the absence of
parallels, the idea must be approached with caution. The Uralic and Turkic pal-

46 Mari E urga, W drZa, réza ‘rye’ is indeed probably loaned from Russian. As a precise source,
the final -a is best accounted for starting from GEN.SG. pswca from R dial. posc (M.) (Oren-
burg, etc., see CPHT XXXV: 146).

47  Exceptions like Chuv. salat < cdnod ‘malt’ are rather to be explained from end-stressed
forms (cdod is originally accentually mobile, cf. 3amususak 2019: 541).

48  The suffix *-gg seems to almost call for an Iranian origin and comparison with Oss. -eeg (cf.
Paasonen 1906: 4-5), as in Old Permic {(uzor) */ideg/ ‘angel’ (cf. JIerTkuH 1952: 65, line 27;
also idem: 70, fn. 4 and idem: 130) « Oss. D idawceg ‘angel, spiritual guardian’ (A6aes 1958:
348-349; Rédei 1986: 70). Not all cases of the suffix can be explained as Iranisms, however.
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atal affricates, by the way, do not necessitate a Slavic origin, as palatalization is
a trivial change which could have occurred independently before a following
*i or *{ in another (hypothetical) source language.

It has long been suspected that the word for ‘rye’ is of non-Indo-European
origin, although primarily on the basis of non-linguistic facts. The Celtic form
(see above) can now provide some more concrete linguistic evidence in favour
of this analysis. It is clear we are dealing with a cultural Wanderwort whose
spread is difficult to precisely trace. Rye was first domesticated in Eastern
Turkey and Armenia, but already arrived in Northern Italy in the Neolithic
(Zohary/Hopf 2012: 63—66); however, the sporadic finds in later Polish sites are
probably more consistent with the plant being tolerated as a weed than inten-
tionally cultivated (Behre 1992: 142-143).

Rye cultivation only really took off in Northern Europe during the Iron Age,
and does not appear to have reached the Eastern Baltic until the common era
(Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciaté 2016). On this basis, it would be tempt-
ing to interpret the East Baltic forms as Germanic loanwords, which would be
phonologically unproblematic; compare similarly Lt. kviec¢ial ‘wheat, which 1
have interpreted as a Gothic loanword (see p. 40). A Germanic loanword can-
not be ruled out on phonetic grounds for Slavic, although such an assumption
would not be necessitated by the realia.

» ‘hornbeam’. Repab, Cz. habr,dial. Arab, SCr. grab ‘hornbeam’ ~ Lat. carpinus
‘hornbeam’. Here also belong Lt. skréblas, skroblas, (S Aukst.) skrioblas ‘horn-
beam'#® (Machek 1950b: 152; Holub/Kope¢ny 1952: 118; Matasovi¢ 2013: 84;
ERH]J 1[2016]: 291; Matasovi¢ forthc.) — The original Slavic form can be recon-
structed *grabra- (trad. *grabrs) with various dissimilations (Berneker I: 343;
Skok 1: 598), cf. SCr. dial. grabar, Sln. dial. grabar.5° Perhaps here also belong

49  The literary standard is circumflex, although -¢- seems better supported dialectally. The
variant with -io- is in any case irregular (contamination with gioba ‘elm), dosis ‘ash,
gliosnis ‘willow'?). The initial s- in Baltic is also unclear. Otrebski (1955: 29; cf. 1939: 167)
finds a parallel in Lt. strdzdas ~ R dpo3o ‘thrush), yet here we are probably dealing with
anticipation of the second *s (see the discussion on p. 204).

50  The generalization of /grab/ in East Slavic is not surprising considering the partial parallel
in R 6pam ~ Cz. bratr, Sln. dial. brdtor ‘brother’ (Holub/Kope¢ny 1952: 118). The two vari-
ants must clearly not be separated (despite Baga 1922: 82; LEW 176—177). Baga, followed
by Bory$ (2008: 176), has also adduced Pl. dial. gab, gabina ‘elm, attested in transitional
Polish-Belarusian dialects (= Bel. dial. 2a6, ea6ina). In view of their distribution, these
words must no doubt be considered Balticisms (JIayutore 1982: 43-44). Note that a loan
directly from Lt. giioba ‘elm’ is prohibited by the Slavic vocalism, so it would be prefer-
able to posit a Prussian *gabas as the immediate source. The different form and semantics
imply it should be separated from our words for ‘hornbeam.
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Lv. skabardis (skabardis?> Dunika, EH 11: 503, skabardis LVPPV) ‘beech’, Pr. E
stoberwis (corrected to *sc-) ‘hornbeam), assuming an original *skrabar- with
dissimilatory loss of the first *r (Trautmann 1910: 439), although the forma-
tion of these words is obscure (cf. ME 111: 878; IEW 945). The comparison
between Slavic *grabra- (trad. *grabrs) and Lat. carpinus is obviously semantic-
ally attractive. The Latin word has no satisfactory etymology. The connection
to carpo ‘pluck’ (supposedly < *‘cut’) based on the hornbeam’s crenated leaves
(Walde/Hofmann 1:171; Schrijver 1991: 430) is hardly logical, as the plant’s leaves
are neither sharp nor capable of cutting, nor for that matter, strikingly different
to those of the elm or beech.5!

The etymological equation involves multiple irregularities. First of all, the
labial stop alternates in voicing along with the velar in a similar way to Lt. gulbé
~ Kash. k6tp ‘swan’, above. In addition, there is a metathesis of *r, which does
not appear to have reliable parallels in my corpus. An alternative analysis is to
assume that the Latin form goes back to an earlier *crarp- by dissimilation, as
probably in procerus ‘lofty’ (~ crésco ‘grow’; Leumann 1977: 315; de Vaan 2008:
491), pro portione ‘in proportion’ (with portione < *pro ratione, Ernout/Meillet
524). In this case, we would have a potentially more trivial metathetic relation-
ship between *-Pr- and *-rP-.52
» [‘oriole’ Lt. volungé~ 33, Lv. vdluddze ‘oriole’; Pl wilga, Sn. vétga; R usonza,
Bg. asauea ~ ME wode-wale, MHG wite-wal ‘oriole’ — See the discussion on
pp- 178-180.]

» T ‘many’. OCS mbHOr® ‘many, numerous’; Go. manags, OHG manag ‘many’
~ OlIr. meinic, MW mynych ‘frequent’ (< *menekki-) (Boutkan 1998:124; Schrijver
2001: 422; Boutkan/Siebinga 2005: 256—257; Philippa et al. 111 [2007]: 334;
Kroonen 2013: 352; Matasovi¢ 2013: 265; ERH] 1[2016]: 625; van Sluis forthc.) —
The main question is whether the Slavic word can be interpreted as a Germanic
loan (thus Hirt 1898: 355). The cost of this assumption would be an irregular
raising *a > *u (trad. *s) in an unstressed syllable within Slavic (MiagenoB 1909:

51  Arelationship with Umbrian krapuvi DAT.SG., an epithet of Mars and Jupiter (Kretschmer
1921) cannot be demonstrated (cf. Untermann 2000: 309—310 with lit.). Comparing
Hitt. karpina- ‘a kind of tree or bush’ (IEW g44; Puhvel 1997: 99) is also precarious in view
of its uncertain meaning. I would also like to keep Lt. skifpstas ‘elm; alder buckthorn Pr.
E skerptus ‘elm’ apart due to the semantic and formal difference (note also the Lithuanian
circumflex; but it must be admitted that skifpstas has also been recorded in the sense
‘hornbeamn’).

52 Compare OSw. hagre as against MIr. corca ‘oats’ (van Sluis et al. 2023: 219; however, more
sceptically: Kroonen et al. 2022: 20).



196 CHAPTER 6

85) for which a couple of parallels may be found.52 As the Germanic *-g- could
just as well reflect *-£- in this position, this would then not be a certain example
of a voicing alternation.>*

Kortlandt (2007: 9) claims that mpHOI® has developed from *min-aga- (trad.
*movnogs) as a result of vowel assimilation, comparing Lt. minia ‘crowd’.
However, it is doubtful that the Lithuanian word belongs here (LEW 453;
ALEW 753 and Smoczynski 2018: 804—805 all accept a derivation from minti
‘tread, trample’; compare French foule ‘crowd’ < fouler ‘trample’, FEW 111: 846).
Moreover, although the “normalized” form mpHOI'® is found in dictionaries, the
OCS word is very frequently written muor-, showing an early reduction; it is
uncertain how much the spelling mbHor- can be relied on.5

While the geminate in Celtic is very difficult to explain in an IE context and
could very well point to a non-IE borrowing, the difficulty in analysing the word
within Slavic and the possibility of a Germanic mediation means that this word
cannot be used here as an example of a voicing alternation.

» T ‘naked’. OCS (Supr.) rons ‘naked’; OE calu, OHG kalo* ‘bald’ ~ Lat. calvus
‘bald’ (Philippa et al. 11 [2005]: 593—594) — Despite the striking correspond-
ence between the substantivized Lat. calva ‘bald head’ and O CS rnaBa, Lt. galva
‘head’ (Derksen 2008: 176), the comparison is probably false. West Germanic
*kalwa- matches Latin calvus formally and semantically, and is therefore most
easily explained as a loan from Latin (Senn 1933: 521; FEW 11: 106; cf. Philippa et
al. loc. cit.).56 The Latin word must reflect *kalawo- < *k(H-eu- (Schrijver 1991:
299) and can hardly be separated from Skt. kulva-, YAv. kauruua- ‘thin-haired’
(< *klH-uo-, on which see Lubotsky 1997: 144). In view of the Indo-Iranian com-

53  The only relatively clear example is the verb ‘to want’: cf. Pl. chcie¢ ‘to want’ vs. chociaz
‘although’ (= R xomibms, xomsi). A similar change has also been suggested in OCS csr0
‘hundred’ if a loan « Iranian *sata (cf. Vasmer 1913:176; [IllaxmaroB 1916b: 29, Arumaa 1964:
130) and perhaps Pl. méyn, Cz. mlyn ‘mill’ if cognate with Pr. E malunis ‘mill’ (cf. Meillet
1907: 373—374; but compare Fraenkel 1951: 129). Suffice to say that neither of these paral-
lels are uncontroversial. On a similar sporadic raising *e > *i (trad. *») before a palatal, cf.
Kortlandt 1984-198s5.

54  Itis unclear to me why Mnagenos (loc. cit.) and Kiparsky (1934: 75) after him insist that
the Slavic and Germanic words must be cognate (cf. Viredaz 2020: 413-415).

55  Compare the similar situation with regard to the inst.sg. MpHOE, also seen as an example
of this assimilation by Kortlandt, but essentially representing a “traditional” OCS form,
not based explicitly on facts of the language (cf. Vaillant 1958: 446; Lunt 2001: 77). Leskien
(1922: 109) has even considered the dative variant mpub, on the contrary, to have arisen
by assimilation from mpub. See also the discussion in Kapovié (2006: 39—41), with lit.,
who problematizes the dative, but remarkably takes the form of the instrumental for gran-
ted.

56  This possibility is denied by EWAhd v: 353, but without any argumentation.
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paranda, it is more likely that the Balto-Slavic words are unrelated. They may
instead be cognate with Arm. et ‘bald’ < *g™el- (Olsen 1999: 206).

6.2.2  Baltic *k co *g(M) Elsewhere
» ‘pear’. Pr. E crausy ‘pear tree) crausios ‘pears’ ~ R epywa, Cz. hruska ‘pear’
(Hehn 1870: 454; Trautmann 1923: 140; Machek 1954: 114; LEW [1962]: 296; Mata-
sovié 2013: 92) — According to Biiga (1915: 342), Zem. kridusé and Lv. dial. (Nica)
kratisis® (ME 11: 264) are loaned from Prussian, which is supported by their
marginal distribution (see also Toropos ITfI 111: 168-169; Zulys 1966: 152; Auu-
KuH 2004: 380). The Slavic reflexes are as follows. In East Slavic, we find only
epywa,5” a form which is otherwise only known in West Slavic (e.g. Pl. grusza,
Cz. hruska). Pletersnik (1: 258) cites a Sln. griiska, but this form is actually a
normalization of dialectal /hrtu:ska/ (Karnicar 1986:153) and might represent a
localized borrowing from a dialect with a realization /hr-/ < *xr-, cf. standard
SIn. Ardska (T. Pronk p.c. March 2023). South Slavic more typically shows *k-
(Bg. kpywa, SCr. kriiska),58 and such a variant occurs as a relic in West Slavic, cf.
USrb. arch. krusej (GEN.SG. kruswje), LSrb. ksuska; Kash. krészka (also PI. dial.,
cf. Popowska-Taborska 1996:154). As a result, the word for ‘pear’ in Slavic shows
a partial complementary distribution. At first sight, the peripheral attestation
of *k- in West Slavic would point to an archaism, suggesting that *g- has spread
through this territory secondarily (although still in the preliterary period). If
true, this would allow us to draw an earlier isogloss between East Slavic “g- and
West/South Slavic *4-, which would be somewhat reminiscent of the situation
with ‘oriole’ and ‘swan’ (see under 6.1.1).

Since the 19" century, the consonantal alternation has been considered
evidence that the word for ‘pear’ is a loanword from an unknown language.>°

57  Itis tempting to see RCS xpoyura as an early reflection of the Ruthenian ‘spirant g, even
though Shevelov (1979: 351) simply dismisses it as a scribal error. Curious is the form
kpoyura, which glosses the Greek name Amuu (corrupt for Xwdmyg!) in the Chronicle of
George Hamartolos (C/IPf11338). A Bulgarian form? (cf. ITiraxazase 2002).

58  Sln. hraska, SCr. dial. (NW) hruska presumably show a secondary spirantization (dissim-
ilation?).

59  Schrader (1901: 93; Schrader/Nehring 1: 148) refers to a Kurdish “korési, kurési”, which has
been routinely mentioned in later works (e.g. Berneker 1: 358; LEW 296; REW I: 314; Stawski
SP VIII: 256). Schrader’s immediate source appears to be Rhea (1872: 145: “koréshi or
kureshi, n. pear”). However, I am unable to trace this form elsewhere. Noting that Rhea
fails to distinguish /q/ and /k/ (see the editor’s note op. cit.: 120), Patrick Taylor (p.c. June
2022) has attractively suggested that the Kurdish word could represent the common sur-
name Qureysi, and that this would have referred to a cultivar associated with someone of
that name. As a typological parallel, he notes the grape variety Kureys (iiziim) found in
eastern Turkey.
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This seems quite probable, and could perhaps explain the divergent forms
within Slavic. Smoczynski (2018: 603) would rather posit an irregular “sonor-
ization” in part of Slavic, which is ad hoc. No better is the native etymology
in 9CCH (v1I: 156-157) comparing MR xpywumu ~ R dial. epywiims ‘break up,
crumble; destroy’ — an implausible suggestion from a semantic point of view
(cf. Matasovi¢ 2013: 92).

» T ‘meadow’. Lt./énké ‘depression, marshy spot’;6° Pl. {gka ‘meadow’, Sln. [gka
‘damp meadow by a river’ ~ R .1ye ‘meadow’, Pl. dial. (St. Warsz. 11: 8o5) #qg
‘flood meadow by a river’ (Derksen 2008: 288; 2015: 279—280) — Derksen fur-
ther adduces Lt. lieknas, Lv. liékna ‘depression; marsh, swamp’ and a number
of other forms.5! It can be difficult to tease the k-forms apart from derivatives
of the root *lenk- ‘to bend,, cf. Lv. lafika ‘low-lying meadow; bend in a river),
R ayxd, Bg. asxa ‘river bend; meadow in a river bend), and if lénké is metaton-
ical (Derksen 1996: 200), there really seems to be no decisive argument against
this internal etymology. Similarly, Slavic *lpga- (trad. *lpgs) might be explained
as an inner-Slavic derivative based on the present stem *lgg- (trad. *leg-) ‘to lie’
(OCS 1SG.PRES. JAT#; see Loma 2012: 84); for the semantics, compare R 102
‘broad valley; (dial.) low-lying, damp spot; water meadow’ (cf. CPHI' xvI1I:103),
an undisputed derivative of sexs lie’ (e.g. REW I11: 51).

6.2.2.1 Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence for voicing alternations involving velars is
collected in Table g, overleaf. The principles used in this table are the same
as for Table 8 (p. 185). In addition, forms which do not provide relevant data
are presented in light grey. Shaded cells indicate forms containing a voiceless
velar.

The parallelism between these examples is quite striking. In all of the
examples except ‘pear, Balto-Slavic almost consistently shows a voiced velar,
while Italo-Celtic shows a voiceless one. Seven examples not only showing a
similar alternation, but also a largely matching distribution, can hardly be a
coincidence. This correlation is most straightforwardly explained as a reflec-
tion of a genuine dialectal difference in the underlying source language. The

60  Onléngé, see Chapter1, fn. 61.

61 Ithinkitis going too far to include e.g. Sn. fiiZa ‘puddle’ and Lt. dial. liigas (beside liiigas)
‘puddle, marsh’, which lack the nasal. The Lithuanian word is always analysed as cognate,
but I wonder whether it is rather a loan from Belarusian .zy2 ‘meadow; swampy area’ —
the initial /Ii/ could be explained through contamination with the semantically similar
liinas ‘swamp’.
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TABLE 9  Possible examples of *g(® oo *k alternations
Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
Lat. *kolomb?-
‘pigeon (1) | — *Golambh- | *gulu[bh]-
Eg. *khVramp-
‘swan (2)' *Gulbh- *kulp- -
‘dregs’ *Dragh-i- - *dbralgh]-i- | Lat. *dPrak-
‘scythe’ *Dalgh- - - Lat. *dralk-
‘rye’ [*rugh-i-] *rugh-j- “rufgh]-i/n- | Celt. *ruki-
‘hornbeam’ | “skraB-r- *GraB-r- - Lat. *k(r)arp-
‘oriole’ *ullanG- *u(i)lgw- *ualk-
*graus-i-
‘pear’ *kraus-i- -
*kraus-i-

Slavic word for ‘swan’ is at first sight an exception, but we may consider this a
function of the intermediate position of Slavic, which would enable contacts
both with the Mediterranean and with Northern Europe. The Germanic evid-
ence in this section is largely obscured by Verner’s Law: the words for ‘dregs’
and ‘rye’ could equally be taken back to an earlier *k and final stress. However,
the word for ‘oriole’ appears unambiguously to imply *£.

As will emerge from the following sections, examples of voicing alternations
involving stops other than velars are relatively few. This might potentially be
connected to the cross-linguistic tendency of /g/ towards lenition (Foley 1977:
25-35), exemplified by the Central European areal change *g > [y ~ fi/. In lan-
guages which lack a phoneme /g/, such as Czech, foreign /g/ may be substituted
with /k/ in loanwords, e.g. Czech dial. kulds ‘goulash, brikdda ‘brigade’ (CJA v:
317). Thus, one possible explanation for a general trend towards the devoicing
of velars in the south might be the mediation of an unattested language which
lacked a phoneme */g/. Of course, this remains purely speculative, and one
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might object that the word for ‘pigeon’ is already attested with a “fortis” */kh-/
in Late Egyptian, some two millennia before it emerges with a */g-/ in Northern
Europe.

6.2.3 Alternations Involving Dentals

» ‘drone’. Lt. trdnas ‘drone, R mpymens, Pl. arch. (St. Warsz. viI: 130) trqd,
SIn. tr¢t ‘drone’ ~ Gr. (Nicander) tevfpivy ‘wasp’; OE dran, OHG treno ‘drone’
(Kuiper 1956: 221—222; Beekes 2010: 105; Matasovi¢ 2013: 96; van Sluis 2022: 12—
15, forthc.) — Kuiper and Beekes cite a plethora of variants for the Greek word,
butitis all butimpossible that each of these is equally old, and their sheer num-
ber would only support the notion of secondary developments. Most likely,
we are dealing with multiple lemmata which have influenced each other (cf.
Chantraine DELG 1: 90). If we accept the derivation of 4vévdwv ‘bee’ from dvog
‘flower’ (Chantraine 1933: 361; cf. Frisk I: 108), then a collision with tev8piwy
‘wasp’ would explain variants such as dv0p¥vy (Aristotle) ‘a kind of hornet’ (dif-
ferently Chantraine DELG loc. cit.). The apparent reduplication in tevBpyvy is
reminiscent of (Epic) dév3peov ‘tree’ (< *der-drew-, cf. Chantraine DELG 1: 263).
The only other form relevant for our purposes is the Hesychian gloss 8pcvaf -
xneny ‘drone (Laconian).52

OE dran and OS dran, drano (> MoLG Drahn) ‘drone’, most probably with
short vowel (OED3 s.v. drone n.1), differ in vocalism from OHG treno ‘drone’. As
the OS variant drenon (AcC.PL.) may be the result of a secondary development
in the neighbourhood of /r/ (Cordes 1973: 137), the form with *e seems essen-
tially to be limited to High German. MoE drone, attested since the 15t century,
does not represent a regular continuation of the OE form and Kroonen (2013:
101) has argued that this, like MDu. dorne, could represent an additional ablaut
variant *drunan-. While it is possible that the vocalic alternations could be
explained by positing various ablaut grades in Germanic and Greek, the num-
ber of variants which have to be assumed makes this quite unattractive.

Sorgo (2020: 437) rejects a non-Indo-European origin, prefering the tradi-
tional explanation that the whole family is of sound-symbolic origin (Walde/
Pokorny 1: 861; Frisk 1: 681682, etc.). Certainly, some of the variants may be
explained in this way; for instance the variant *drunan- could plausibly have

62  Unreliable is d8p#v, only attested by Byzantine-period lexicographers. The forms 8pvvy
and Bpyv@des are additionally cited by Beekes (2010: 105; evidently taken over from Winter
1950: 45). The former is a hapax in Eustathius (12 c. cE) and is probably a corrupt form,
while the latter is a manuscript variant of tev8pivi&3es ‘honey-combed’ (“in der Uberliefer-
ung stark entstellt, z.T. zweifelhaft”, Frisk 11: 877). None of this evidence can be used to
support pre-Greek origin.



CONSONANTISM 201

arisen under the influence of MoE drone (since 16" c.), MDu. dronen ‘hum,
buzz’ (OED?3 loc. cit.). However, it is difficult to justify this analysis in detail.
Other forms cited in this connection, e.g. Gr. fpfjvog lament, dirge’ (: tevbpyvy),
Pr. 111 trinie 3PRES. ‘threaten’ (: Lt. trdnas) (Frisk loc. cit.; Endzelins 1943: 266;
LEW 1110-1111), are semantically ambiguous and the assumption of an under-
lying Schallverbum remains without direct support.

» ‘reed’ Lt. dial. trusis ‘reed’, Lv. dial. trusis ‘rush, bullrush’ (ME 1v: 248; EH 11:
699); OCS tpsCTH, R arch. mpocms, OPL tresé (SSP 1x: 184) ‘reed’ ~ Gr. fpvov
‘reed’ (Kuiper 1956: 224; Furnée 1972: 135; Beekes 2000a: 28; Matasovi¢ 2013:
88) — The OCS variant Tpsctb, along with R dial. (N) mpecms are to be
explained as cases of yer assimilation (CoGosesckiit 1910: 116-117).5% The
Lithuanian variant triusis has been seen as paralleling the Slavic variants (Bysa-
XOBCKUI 1958: 91), but is rather to be explained as a result of the frequent but
sporadic dialectal change /Cr/ > /Cr/ (Zinkevicius 1966: 153—156). An inner-
Baltic derivative with ablaut is Lt. (Zem.) triaii$iai ‘horsetail, Equisetum’, Lv.
(Stender apud ME 1v: 227) traus/i ‘Flusskannenkraut, i.e. Equisetum fluviat-
ile(?); the further comparison with Lt. triduséti ‘crack, split (usu. of hairs)’ (cf.
Biiga 1922: 288; LEW 1133) is semantically unattractive.

The initial aspirate in Greek is not consistent with Balto-Slavic *¢-. Smoczyn-
ski (2018:1530) is willing to accept anticipatory aspiration due to *s (cf. Sommer
1905: 46—82; Chantraine DELG I1: 443). However, this development is assessed
as highly doubtful by Frisk (1: 688), and is probably to be rejected. The Greek
word is no longer mentioned by ALEW (1303), who leave the Balto-Slavic word
without an etymology. It seems the Greek form can hardly be separated, but
in view of the incongruent initial stops, the words cannot be directly cognate.
Therefore, the suggestion of independent loanwords from an unknown source
can be considered attractive. For a suggestion regarding Slavic *-s¢-, see under
‘furrow’ (p. 224).

» ?‘entil. RCS naua, SCr. léca, Bg. aéwa (< *létja-); Lat. lens -tis ‘lentil’ ~
Gr. AdBupog ‘grass pea’ (Hoops 1905: 463; Walde/Hofmann 1: 783; LEW [1962]:
359; 9CCA xv [1988]: 63—65; etc.) — If the suffix *-ja- is an inner-Slavic innov-
ation, it cannot entirely be excluded that the word was borrowed from Latin.
However, it is difficult to explain OHG linst ‘lentil’ as a Latin loanword
(EWAhd v: 1323; Kluge/Seebold: 580).64 MDu. (15t ¢.) lins ‘lentil’ could phono-

63  Note that contra Co6onesckiii, Pl. trzcina, Cz. tftina ‘reed’ do not show a reflex of a front
vowel, but have [r/ < *rs as in Cz. k7titi (OCz. krstiti), Pl. chrzcic ‘baptize’ < *kristiti (trad.
*krostiti), cf. Lamprecht, Slosar & Bauer 1977: 71.

64  Apossible parallel for aborrowed nominative formis OS pavos, OHG babest ‘pope’ (for the
long g, cf. bdbes in Notker, and also the loanword OCS mamnexs ‘pope’, ESJS 625). However,
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logically be cognate, but has also been interpreted as a loan from German (de
Vries 1971: 404—405, s.v. linze). As a result, a Proto-Germanic age is not ascer-
tained, but the absence of the word in the other branches of Germanic may
simply be due to the absence of the crop in northern Europe. A German ori-
gin is hardly possible for Lithuanian /£Sis ‘lentil’ (cf. the recent loanword linzé
‘lens’).65:66 Due to the nasal vowel, a Slavic origin is also implausible (see 1.1.4).
Thus, this form is rather a conundrum: as lentils do not emerge in the archae-
ological record for Lithuania until the Middle Ages (Grikpédis/Motuzaité
Matuzevicituté 2020: 167), it is difficult to accept a non-Indo-European origin,
but an exact source cannot be established with confidence. In Latvian, [¢ca ‘len-
til' must be explained as a loan from East Slavic *2aua (cf. ME 11: 455, REW I1:
84),57 whence it has been adopted into Estonian as ldcts ‘lentil’.

The comparison with Greek has not been universally accepted (cf. e.g.
Berneker 1: 708; REW 11: 84; Frisk 11: 71), and indeed it is based on rather little
linguistic material and depends on the ultimately unprovable assumption that
Greek -d- goes back to an earlier nasal vowel. Since the word also refers to an
edible legume, it may well belong here, but the evidence remains uncertain.
While it is probable that our word for ‘lentil’ is of non-IE origin, the clearest
irregularity is between the Germanic sibilant on the one hand and the dental
in Latin on the other. It is uncertain to what extent the Balto-Slavic evidence is
relevant here.

» ?‘lightning’ Pr. E mealde ‘lightning’ ~ ON poet. mjollnir ‘Thor’'s hammer’;
MW mellt pL. lightning’ — ON myjollnir must reflect *melpuni- (cf. Noreen 1923:
199, 258; contra IEW 722). In view of the ambiguity of Lv. dial. milna ‘hammer of
Pérkons’ (ME 11: 627) and OCS mpauu lightning’, where the dental has been
lost before *-n- (cf. Endzelins 1923: 162; Vaillant 1950: go—g1), the evidence for

the borrowing context is quite different; in the case of a title, the adoption of a nominative
form is to be expected, cf. similarly Turkish papaz <« MGr. mandg ‘priest’.

65 Lt. /$/ is a poor phonological match for German /z/; furthermore, a computer-assisted
search of the LKZ did not yield any Germanic loanwords containing Lithuanian nasal
vowels.

66  West Zemaitian [é-is4s ‘lentil’ and feysiey ‘lens’ in Szyrwid (ALEW? s.v. ldisis) apparently
show sporadic dial. *¢ > ei (Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 137). The forms cited under ldisis in LKZ (the
factual basis for the acute set up here is unclear) must partially reflect the same form with
regular hardening of /I/ as in dial. (Zietela) ldsis lentil’.

67  9CCH (xv: 64) claims that the word is limited to South Slavic, apparently interpreting
the Old Russian examples (cf. CIPA 100; CAPA 11-14 1v: 489) as Church Slavic loans. To
my mind, it is very unlikely that an East Slavic scribe would ‘nativize’ CS nama as (;1aua)
without actually being familiar with the word. Sergejus Tarasovas suggests to me that the
dial. 2siwa (Orjol, Kaluga) cited by Jlans? (11: 292) may be an incorrect transposition of a
local *nsi[¢]a (= */nstual/, cf. JAPA 1: No. 48) influenced by the Church Slavic spelling.
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a voiced dental is limited to the Prussian Elbing Vocabulary.5® Since there are
some other examples of unexplained voiced stops, such as girmis - made ‘mag-
got’ (= Lt. dial. kirmis ‘worm’), this evidence must be treated with care. Taking
it at face value, we may see it as evidence for a voicing alternation.

» ?‘nettle’. Lt. notré (Acc.sG. nétre), dial. noteré (ACC.SG. ndterg), Lv. ndtre;
Pr. E noatis ‘nettle’; Olr. nenaid, MW dynat, danat ‘nettle’ (< *ninati-)%9 ~ OSw.
ndtla, ndtsla, OE netele, OHG nezzila ‘nettle’ (cf. underived Far6 Gutnish nate,
nata) (Philippa et al. 111 [2007]: 418; Matasovi¢ 2009: 291; Derksen 2015: 337) —
Despite the difference in meaning, it is probable that Pl. nac, Sln. nat ‘veget-
able tops’ also belong here.”? This semantic shift would imply that nettles
were either eaten or given as fodder. On the basis of the East Baltic forms,
Specht (1935: 253; followed by REW 11: 201) has reconstructed an archaic r-stem,
but as the Slavic and Prussian i-stems cannot be explained on this basis (cf.
ALEW 815), it is preferable to view the East Baltic forms as innovative (on the
suffixation, see Skardzius 1941: 305-306).

In principle, the Baltic forms could reflect a root *neh,t-, while Celtic would
be consistent with *nh,t- (Zair 2012: 197). Parallels may also be found for the
reduplication (see the discussion under ‘sedge’ on pp. 240—241). The Germanic
dental is difficult to explain. Resorting to Kluge’s law would be ad hoc, since
most of the evidence points to an original singleton *¢. Kroonen (2013: 384)
has suggested the Balto-Slavic forms were borrowed from Germanic, but this is
unlikely in view of the formal discrepancy. Furthermore, Celtic clearly points
towards an original *¢ (cf. Derksen 2015: 337). If the example is accepted as non-
IE, the long vowel in Baltic can be compared with the other examples in 7.5.1.
» 7 ‘thrush’ R dposd, Pl. drozd, SCr. drozd ‘thrush’ ~ Pr. E tresde; ON prostr
(attested in Pul Fugla, cf. Ic. prostur ‘thrush’); Lat. turdus ‘thrush’; Olr. truit

68  Note that the Slavic reconstruction *muldnija- (trad. *masldni; Derksen 2008: 333 follow-
ing 9CCA xx: 220) should be corrected to either *milnija- (trad. *mslni; Mikkola 1908: 123;
Matasovic 2008: 200) or *mulnija- (trad. *“ms(ni) — the two are difficult to distinguish. The
cluster *-dn- is based only on East Bel. dial. maiadnus ‘lightning’ (thus explicitly MapTsr-
HOB 1985: 7), a form which is most certainly a hypercorrection in dialects with -dn- > -nn-,
cf. Bel. dial. masanns (JABM No. 311; see Kacarkun 1999: 124 and somewhat differently
Wexler 1977: 149).

69  The alternative reconstruction *nenati- (Pedersen 190g: 186; Schrijver 1995a: 49) is less
probable, as this should have become **nanati by Joseph’s law.

70  In East Slavic only the derived R dial. ramiina (CPHT xx: 219), Bel. nayina, Uk. dial.
namins. The usually cited Uk. dial. nams appears to be confined to the easternmost
Carpathian dialects (AYM 11: No. 324), so it is plausible that it represents a loanword from
Slovak dial. nat. For other, less convincing, accounts of the Slavic word, see 9CCS xx111:
186-187.
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‘starling’”! (Ernout/Meillet [1951]: 708; Matasovi¢ 2009: 392; ERH] 1[2016]: 200;
Matasovi¢ 2020: 335; Stifter forthc.) — With regard to the nature of the dental,
Lt. strdzdas, Lv. strazds ‘thrush, starling’ are ambiguous, as they show an addi-
tional s-, possibly due to anticipation of the second sibilant (Walde/Pokorny 1:
761; LEW 920).72 Apart from the initial *d- in Slavic, the correspondence with
Norse is precise. The Prussian vocalism is surprising; there is an outside possib-
ility that it nevertheless represents *trasdé (cf. Trautmann 1923: 327).73

Latin turdus is most straightforwardly explained as the reflex of the zero-
grade *trsd-. This zero-grade could also be continued in the Germanic dimin-
utive OE prostle ‘turdella, MHG trostel ‘merula’ (< *trust-lo-; Kluge/Seebold
218), providing the position of the -r- has been restored on the basis of the full
grade (Kroonen 2013: 545). Sln. drgzg (dial. drgzd) and SCr. dial. drozg ‘thrush’
(Skok I: 443) result from of a semi-regular dissimilation (Solmsen 1904: 578-579;
Endzelins 1911: 54-55, fn. 3). Dissimilation has also been suggested to account
for the variant *trusk- attested in OE prysce* (attested pryssce), OHG drosca
(EWAhd 11: 803), which might be preferable to the suggestion of an inner-
Germanic suffixal formation (Kluge/Seebold; Kroonen loc. cit.).” Problematic

71 Arm. tordik (Hamp 1978: 188, 1981: 88; de Vaan 2008: 634; Kroonen 2013: 545) is evidently
a learned creation based on Italian tordo (V. Petrosyan on en.wiktionary.org, s.v. mnpnhly
[8 April 2020]; Thorse forthc.).

72 Asa parallel, note the Old English by-form strosle ‘blackbird’ (Kitson 1997: 485; OED3 s.v.
throstle).

73 The grapheme <e) in the Elbing Vocabulary only rarely stands for /a/, and usually in non-
initial syllables (e.g. Pr. E pepelis ~ 111 pippalins acc.pL. ‘bird, E pirsten ‘finger’
cf. 111 pirstans Acc.PL.). However, a potential parallel is found in Pr. E wessis ~ Lt. vaZis,
dial. vaZjis ‘one-horse sleigh’ (PKEZ 1v: 232; for the translation, see Trautmann 1910: 460).
This is uncertain, however, as this word may also show the reintroduction of the vowel
from the verbal root seen in Lt. vézti ‘transport’.

74  Old English preesce is normally cited here, but as a hapax in the Corpus Glossary find-
ing no concrete support in either later English or elsewhere in Germanic, its reliability is
questionable. It seems more probable that the dialectal thresh (Oxfordshire, Berkshire), in
which OED (s.v. thrush n.!) would see a continuation of this *preesce, contains a regional
continuation of OE prysce*. Perhaps it is a Kentish form (with y > e, Campbell 1959:
122—-124) which has spread beyond its original geographical zone; compare similarly dial.
(Sussex, Essex) sherve, sharve ‘service tree’ (< OE syrfe*, attested OBL.SG. syrfan; OED3
s.v. serve n.l) and perhaps SW dial. rex ‘rush’ (differently see OED3 s.v. rush n.!). Note
that the Old English word is glossed as truitius (cf. also the similar gloss prisce - trutius)
which Kitson (1997: 484) would see as a “corruption” of Latin turdus. Far more likely, this
is a Latinization of Irish truit ‘starling’ (Suolahti 1909: 52, fn. 1). As for the semantics, it
is worth mentioning that Lat. turdus is twice glossed as OE ster ‘starling’ (Lacey 2013:
66).
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are the British forms OBret. tra[s]c/ (modern drask, draskl), MoW tresglen
‘thrush. Stifter (forthc.) equates the apparent suffix *-sk- in the above forms
with that found in MW mwyalch ‘blackbird’ and alarch ‘swan’. In his opinion,
this would favour a non-IE origin.

As has long been recognized, Olr. truit ‘starling’ can reflect an earlier *trozdi-
(Zupitza 1900: 233; cf. Brugmann 1897: 691). However, the British equivalents
MW trydw, MBret. tret ‘starling’ cannot, which has led them to be analysed
as Goidelic loanwords (Walde/Pokorny 1: 761; Stifter forthc.). The Welsh and
Breton vocalism is consistent with the reflex of *u with i-affection (after the
plural), while the unaffected vowel is preserved in the Old Breton gloss trot -
strution.” In any case, a Goidelic loanword seems preferable to assuming an ad
hoc “expressive gemination” in Old Irish (de Bernardo Stempel 1999: 274; impli-
citly Matasovi¢ 2009: 392).

Ernout/Meillet (p. 708) claim that it is futile to reconstruct the original form
of this word. However, an ablauting *trosd- : *trsd- accounts for the Baltic,
Germanic and Latin and Old Irish data without any serious problems.”® The
remaining evidence for irregularity is the initial d- in Slavic, but it is pos-
sible that this has arisen through assimilation, as has undoubtedly occurred
in MW drydw and Molr. druid ‘starling’”” As the Latin form is more easily
explained starting from an Indo-European ablaut variant, while all of the irreg-
ular developments can be accounted for within the individual branches, I
do not think there is any truly compelling evidence for a non-IE borrow-
ing.

6.2.3.1 Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence for voicing alternations involving dentals
is collected in Table 10, overleaf (see p. 185 for help reading the table). Forms
which do not provide relevant data are presented in light grey. Shaded cells
indicate reflexes of a voiced or voiced aspirated dental.

75  The vocalism of OCo. troet is unclear as {oe) in other cases represents an inherited vowel
sequence (e.g. hoern ‘iron’ = MW haearn; moelh ‘blackbird’ = MW mwyalch); we apparently
have to assume contamination with e.g. OCo. hoet ‘duck’ (= MW hwyat).

76 ~ Hamp’s (1981: 88) insistence on “d” is not necessary, as Winter's Law was blocked by an
intervening *s (Kortlandt 1988: 394); and such a reconstruction is contradicted by Ger-
manic.

77  Ithas often been claimed that the word for ‘thrush’ is ultimately onomatopoeic (Suolahti
1909: 53; BymaxoBckuii 1948: 112; EWAhd 11: 803; Kluge/Seebold 218), but this does not seem
certain to me. P9C (X1v: 363) notes SCr. drsk/, representing the sound of the mistlethrush,
but it is possible that this onomatopoeia partly derives from the name of the bird itself.
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TABLE 10  Possible examples of alternations involving dentals
Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
‘drone’ *tran- *trant- *dhrVn- Gr. *thrVn-
‘reed’ *truk- *trust- - Gr. *thrus-
?Gr. *Inth-
? lentil’ ?*lenk- *lent-i- ?*lens-
Lat. *1(e)nt-
? lightning’ | ? *meld®- *mlT-ni- *melt-uni- Celt. *melt-
? ‘nettle’ *nat- *nat- *nad- Celt. *ninat-

It is interesting that the examples in this section do not show a similar beha-
viour to the examples of *k oo *g®) given in 6.2.1. Only the word for ‘lightning’
possibly shows the same distribution, with Baltic voiced *D contrasting with
Celtic *t; however, as discussed above, this is based on rather tenuous evid-
ence. The clearest examples here involve Greek; specifically, in two or three
cases, we find Greek *t" as opposed to *¢ elsewhere. Since in Greek we actually
find a voiceless stop, it is unclear whether back-projecting it to IE *d would be
anachronistic: perhaps, rather than a ‘voicing’ alternation, we are dealing with
an ‘aspiration’ alternation. Such alternations are well-known in Greek words of
presumed foreign origin, e.g. &vnov ~ Aeol. d&wyrov ‘dill’ (Furnée 1972: 187-193).
Against this conclusion, we can note that Germanic indeed does show a reflex
of *d* in the word for ‘drone’ On the other hand, note the word for ‘turnip’,
discussed in the following section, which might show a comparable ‘aspiration
alternation’

6.2.4 Alternations Involving Labials

In two of the words discussed above (see 6.2.1), we have observed an alterna-
tion *b(*) 0o *p occurring alongside *g(® oo *k, cf. Lt. gulbé ~ Kash. kétp ‘swan’
and Repa6 ~ Lat. carpinus ‘hornbeam’. Examples of an independent alternation
*bh) oo *p not associated with a parallel velar alternation are in fact compar-
atively few, and the only certain cases constitute rather widespread Wander-
wdrter:

» ‘hemp’. R xononas, Pl. konopie, SCr. konoplja ‘hemp’ ~ OE henep, OHG
hanaf; Gr. xawafig ‘hemp’ (Schrader/Nehring 1 [1923]: 441; Huld 1990: 406—407;
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Matasovi¢ 2013: 89; Kroonen 2013: 209; etc.) — In Baltic, we have Lt. kandpés,
Lv. kanepes and Pr. E knapios, which are usually considered to be Slavic loans
(e.g. Berneker 1: 361; ME II: 156-157; LEW 214; Levin 1974: 96; Smoczynski
2018: 482). On formal grounds, cognancy is equally possible (Buga 1913: 255—
256; PKEZ 11: 231). While there is some evidence for hemp having been used
in Lithuania during the 1%t millennium cE (Gimbutas 1963: 117; Grikpédis/
Motuzaité Matuzeviciuté 2020: 165), it is uncertain whether this evidence is
early enough to rule out a Slavic origin for local hemp production. A form with
*p is likewise widespread in Romance, cf. Italian canapa, Romanian cdnepd,
attested since Late Latin (cf. FEW 11: 213—214).

On the authority of Herodotus, Greek xdvwafis is traditionally considered
a loanword from Scythian or Thracian (cf. Schrader/Nehring 1: 441; Frisk 1:
779), although this has no concrete linguistic basis. In Ossetic, which would
be closest to the supposed Scythian donor language, we find Oss. I geen, D
geence ‘hemp’, which probably implies *kana- without the labial (cf. Abaev
1958: 513).78 Elsewhere in Iranian, a form *kanafa- seems to be suggested by
Khotanese kamha- ‘hemp’ and NP kanaf ‘flax cord’ (Steingass 1892: 1055),7°
while the NP variant kanab ‘hemp (seed); hempen rope’ (idem: 1052) would
imply *kanapa-.8°

The word for ‘hemp’ is widely recognized as a Wanderwort of indeterminate
origin, and the precise source of the various p-forms in Europe is difficult to
establish. The ultimate origin of the word has been seen in the Near East, cf.
Syriac gnp’ /qenpa/ ‘hemp (for making ropes), and Akkadian (Neo-Assyrian)
qunnabu, ‘(possibly) the flower or seed of the hemp’ The latter would pred-
ate the Greek attestations, although it is hardly the original source (note that
Sumerian *kunibu is a ghost, cf. Barber 1991: 38).
» [‘turnip’. Lt. rdpé, Lat. rapum ‘turnip’ ~ Gr. pdgovos ‘cabbage, radish’;81 MW
erfin, Bret. irvin ‘turnip’ — See the discussion on p. 237.]

78  Itseems at least possible that this could have developed via *kanapa- > *kanaba > *kanba
(syncope, cf. Cheung 2002: 55-56), then by (irregular?) metathesis to *kabna > *kan(n)a
(cf. Oss. I k*yneeg, D kunceg ‘meagre, small’ < *kabna, Cheung 2002: 30). In any case, the
initial g- is irregular, and has no regular origin.

79  The vocalism of Northern Kurdish (Kurmaniji) kinif ‘hemp’ (cf. Ha6onoB 2001: 554) is
unclear, but the form must be borrowed, as intervocalic *f has regularly given -v- in Kur-
dish, cf. nav ‘navel’ < *nafa- (Ila6osnos 2010: 32; M. Kiimmel p.c. December 2022).

80  AProto-Iranian “p would also be suggested by Buddhist Sogdian kynp’ (Gharib 1995: 203),
perhaps meaning ‘hemp’ or ‘flax) provided this is not an independent loan from Syriac
(Henning 1946: 724). Bailey (1979: 51-52) quotes a MP (Pahlavi) k’nb that I have been
unable to verify. If reliable, it would seem to suggest *-b- (cf. Peyrot 2018: 270). Arm. kanep",
kanap‘ ‘hemp’ appears to be an Iranian loan, but its exact source is unclear.

81  The Greek variant with -7- (cf. Beekes 2014: 61) rests on extremely doubtful evidence: (a)
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» 2 ‘furrow’. Lt. bifZé ‘row, furrow; timber tract; border mark, Lv. birze ‘fur-
row, strip of a field’ ~ Lat. porca, OHG furh, furuh, MW rych ‘furrow’ (on the
Slavic equivalent, see p. 224) — The similarity of these forms has been noted
by Machek (1968: 65) and Holzer (1989: 51-54), and the example remains one of
the most attractive of Holzer’s “Temematic” etymologies, as the formal corres-
pondence *pr?{z oo *bhrgh- is precise aside from the difference in voicing. What
further speaks in favour of Holzer’s interpretation is that *prk- has some poten-
tial IE comparanda.

LIV (475) sets up a verbal root *perk- ‘graben, aufreifien’. On further inspec-
tion, however, it turns out that the reconstructed semantics are based almost
entirely on the word for ‘furrow’. The only comparandum attesting to a verbal
root is Lt. per§éti ‘to itch), while the other nominal formations are uncertain.
The Rigvedic pdrsana- (3x) is of uncertain meaning: it probably refers to a low
place, but may mean ‘valley’ or ‘plateau’ (cf. KEWA 228-229; Jamison Comment-
ary V11.140.5). Aside from this, the only evidence is Lt. pr-persa (pra-persa)
‘thawed patch in ice; break in the clouds; etc.,32 but this, like niio-persa ‘infer-
tile patch of land, i$-persa (Kupiskis) ‘deep rut in a road’ might well be derived
from perséti in a secondary sense, cf. nu-, is-perséti ‘go bad, spoil. We may con-
clude that the evidence for the verbal root rests on the Lithuanian word for ‘to
itch’, which is semantically remote.

If the IE etymology can be abandoned, we may consider a non-IE origin for
the whole group, which would eschew the need for a “Temematic” source or
other IE substrate. In this case, ‘furrow’ can be considered an example of a *p
oo *p(#) alternation. It is, however, a little troubling that none of the examples
of a *k oo *g" alternation discussed in 6.2.1 were affected by satemization. If
the word is non-IE, it must have been loaned extremely early, which may also
be seen in the regular reflexes of syllabic *7.

{pamdviay, attested in a Hellenistic period papyrus. This, and other examples of confu-
sion between stops in Egyptian papyri, can plausibly be attributed to Coptic first-language
interference (Holton et al. 2020:187); (b) Athenaeus (Deipnosophists 1X, Chapter 8) tells us
that Glaucus, apparently the author of a cookery book, wrote pdmug for pdgug (meaning
Bouvvids ‘rapeseed’). Neither form is otherwise reliably attested (LS] s.v.).

82 Lt praparsas, known only from Szyrwid, is typically adduced here (Walde/Pokorny 11: 46;
Fraenkel 578; IEW 821; LIV 475). The gloss ‘Graben’ in all these sources (thus support-
ing the sense ‘to dig’), is based on Szyrwid’s row, fossa (SD 268P35). In the first edition of
the dictionary, however, the word glosses Polish iaskinia, odchtan, przepds¢ (ALEW 102),
suggesting a sense ‘chasm, abyss’ As none of these senses appear to have been recorded
elsewhere, I am led to wonder whether Szyrwid was unsuccessfully attempting to render
a sense such as ‘gap in the ice’ in Polish.
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» ?‘pigeon (2). Lt. balasidis, Lv. baluddis ‘pigeon’ ~ Lat. palumbés ‘wood
pigeon’3 — Both words are traditionally explained as derivatives of colour
terms (cf. Schulze 1910: 799-800). In Baltic, the root is assumed to be that of
Lt. balti ‘whiten’ (Skardzius 1941: 101; LEW 31);84 Karalitinas (1993: 110) assumes
an original colour adjective *balandas ‘whitish’ (cf. ‘white-marked one’, Levin
1992: 86). Derksen (2015: 78) questions the derivation from ‘white’ on semantic
grounds as, according to him (after Levin loc. cit.), “whiteness is not a nat-
ural colouring in pigeons”. More importantly, an adjectival suffix *-anda- would
be completely unparalleled and therefore ad hoc. Lat. palumbes is usually
derived from the root of palleo ‘be or grow pale’ (e.g. Walde/Hofmann 11:
242), cf. Gr. mékewa ‘wild pigeon’ ~ mehég ‘black and blue, livid. The first syl-
lable is also reminiscent of Pr. E poalis ‘pigeon. If we start with ‘grey’, the
semantic motivation makes some sense;8> the Latin second syllable could
have been influenced by columba (Lockwood 1990: 262—263; de Vaan 2008:
126).

Naturally, if we compare Lt. balaridis with Lat. palumbes, both root etymolo-
gies would need to be abandoned. Due to the lack of morphological transpar-
ency on both sides of the equation, this might be justified. However, the irregu-
larities are not limited to the initial stop; there is also a mismatch between the
stem-final -b- in Latin as opposed to Baltic -d-. One way out is to assume, again,
that the Latin word has been influenced by columba, although then one could
question how exactly this etymology is preferable to the traditional explana-
tion, which also demands the assumption of such a contamination. In defence
of the new etymology, it seems more straightforward to assume contamination
starting from a disyllabic *palond- rather than, with Lockwood, from a more
basic *pales.86

Klingenschmitt (1982: 165) compares Lat. palumbés with Arm. atawni ‘pi-
geon’, reconstructing *p{H-b"-nih,- (in his notation *p{h-b"-nis,), implying the

83  Apparently here also Oss. 1 beelon, D beeleew ‘domestic pigeon’ (AGaeB 1965:17; Weber1997).
Due to the -/-, the Ossetic word is likely to be a loanword. It is unclear whether Baltic could
plausibly be the source, as there is no other clear evidence of contact, and no obvious his-
torical scenario. According to Sasha Lubotsky (p.c. April 2021), the Iron suffix -on (< *-an-)
might be equated with Baltic *-and- through regular *a > *a before a consonant cluster
and subsequent loss of *d. The Digor variant is of unclear formation.

84  The existence of the frequently cited bdlas ‘white’ (known only from Juska) is perhaps
questionable, see Jakob forthc. b.

85  Cf. Russian cussik ‘feral pigeon’ < cussuii ‘dark bluish-grey’; Oss. ID exsinceg ‘wild pigeon’ <
(Digor) cexsin ‘dark grey’ (AGaeB 1958: 220—221).

86 Alternative, but no less ad hoc explanations would be to assume a dissimilation *6-b >
*b—d in Baltic, or a suffixed Latin *palond-u-.
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application of Thurneysen’s law of nasal metathesis in Latin (cf. Martirosyan
2008: 29). Such a preform would yield Latin *plamb- rather than *palomb-, and
more importantly, would force us to disassociate the suffixes of columba and
palumbes, which seems quite unsatisfactory. Assuming Armenian has a derived
n-stem, we may instead start from *palab-, i.e. a variant without a nasal (cf.
section 6.1). This is speculative, however, as the Armenian word is open to inter-
pretation (see Batisti 2021: 208-210 with lit.).

» 1 ‘hollow’. Slk. diipd ‘den, burrow’, SIn. obs. (Pletersnik 1:184) diipa ‘die Erd-
héhle’ (= Pl. dupa, Bg. dyne ‘arse’) ~ Lt. dauba ‘ravine; (PrLt.) den, burrow’
(Kuiper 1956: 223; 1995: 71—72; Schrijver 2001: 420; Philippa et al. 1 [2003]: 569
s.v. diep; Matasovic 2013: 96; Derksen 2015:144) — This word family is routinely
quoted, mainly by members of the “Leiden school’, as an example of a substrate
word. Kuiper’s main line of argument was built on the presence of numerous
variants within Germanic, where root final *-b- seems to alternate with *-p-,
*-bb-, *-pp- and *-mp- (thus ON difa, dyfa ‘dip (at a christening)’; Go. diups
‘deep’; MDu. dobbe ‘water pit, pool’; Nw. duppe and MLG dumpeln ‘dip’, respect-
ively). This approach has been criticized by Kroonen (20mna: 255; 2011b: 127—
129), who has convincingly argued that the variation can be more plausibly
explained as a result of various analogies after Kluge’s Law.

It seems likely that the ‘nasal infix’ supposed for Lt. dumiblas, Lv. duriibla
‘mud, sludge’ (LEW 108-109; Smoczynski 2018: 263; ALEW 276) is also an illu-
sion.87 Rather, the -b- in these forms is epenthetic. This is possibly suggested
by the forms dumfas (SD 64°,,)%® and dumlelus (Acc.pL., Daukantas 1846: 67;
see LKZ s.v. dumlas), and certainly by Lv. dial. (Vidzeme) dumiiksnis ‘marsh’ (cf.
Prellwitz 1909: 387; Schulze 1910: 791; ME I: 514). In general, there is a fairly con-
sistent semantic distinction between the two word-groups. Almost all words
containing a nasal mean ‘mud’ or ‘marsh’, while words lacking the nasal mean
‘valley, hollow’89 The latter group are transparently derived from the verbal

87  Thelatter two sources point specifically to the Lt. 3PRES. duritba as the source of the forms.
The antiquity of this presentic formation cannot be proven, as nasal presents are product-
ive in Lithuanian denominal verbs of the shape *TVT- (where T = any stop, see Villanueva
Svensson 2010: 206—208), and moreover, ME (I: 509) reports a plain thematic dubu for
Latvian.

88  But note that Szyrwid also has {(dumblas) (SD 120°,4).

89 Compare, on the one hand, Lt. duriiblas, Lv. dial. duriibla ‘mud;, Lv. duriibrs ‘boggy; marsh’
(the suffix in Lv. dial. duritbéris ‘muddy pit; puddle’ is probably secondary), and on the
other hand Lt. dubus ‘hollow, concave), Lv. dial. (Varkava, ME 1: 509) dubums ‘tree hol-
low’, Lt. dauba, Lv. dial. (ME ©: 443) daiiba ‘ravine' The two roots do seem to have influ-
enced each other, however, cf. Lt. dial. dumbra ‘deep point in a river; pond’ vs. Lv. dial.
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root in Lt. dubti ‘sink down, become concave), which is further cognate with
Go. diups (< *d*eub”né-) ‘deep’ and Olr. domain ‘deep’.9°

In view of the large number of derivatives and extensive IE-like ablaut in
the root *d"eub”-, it seems more probable to me that it is inherited, despite the
limited distribution. As a result of this, the Slavic forms with -p-, must either
be unrelated or explained as the result of a secondary deformation. As I have
identified no motivation for the latter, I would prefer to simply separate the
forms.
» +‘post (1). Lt. stulpas ‘post, pillar, Lv. dial. stilps ‘pillar, leg of a boot’;
OCS crrwms ‘pillar, tower’ ~ R crmoa6 ‘post, pillar’, Sln. obs. (Caf apud Pletersnik
11: 578) stoth ‘Pfahl’; ON stolpi ‘post, pillar’ (> ME stulpe ‘stake, post, MDu. stolpe
‘small beam’) — Vasmer (REW I111: 18) rejected earlier proposals (Meringer
1909: 200; Stender-Petersen 1927: 279—281) to derive the Balto-Slavic words
with -p- from Germanic, although he does not present any arguments. A point
in favour of the loan etymology is that the Balto-Slavic p-forms are largely
limited to the meaning ‘post, pillar, while with -b- one finds archaic-looking
derivatives such as Lt. stulbti ‘be stunned’, and Bg. cm@.aba ‘staircase, ladder’,
SCr. stitba ‘step, stair. On the other hand, the word is scarcely attested in Ger-
manic, and one could seriously consider deriving the Norse word from Slavic
(Tamm 1881: 31; dismissed, again without argumentation, by de Vries 1962:
551).91 The complexity of the analysis makes it difficult to draw any clear con-
clusions.

6.2.4.1 Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence for voicing alternations involving labials is
collected in Table 11, overleaf (see p. 185 for help reading the table). Shaded
cells indicate reflexes of a voiceless labial. The cover symbol *B stands for *b (%),
Forms which do not necessarily provide relevant data are presented in light

grey.

duburs ‘deep and wide spot in a river. Additionally, some Latvian words seem to belong
with the former root, but lack an -m-: dub/i ‘muck; mud, dubra ‘swamp, bog’ Might
these reflect *dub- < *dumb- with shortening before a -CR-cluster (cf. Derksen 2007:
44)?

go  Often adduced are To. A tpdr, B tapre ‘high. However, the ‘Tocharian Grassmann’s law’
(Winter 1962), if valid, would predict To. B *tsapre. The original meaning ‘deep’ has been
supported by the translation of To. A top, B tewpe as ‘mine’ (Adams 2013: 330). However,
Imberciadori (2022) has argued that this word should instead be translated ‘heap’, which
makes the comparison unattractive.

91  Inany case, the root connections with Nw. stelpe, MDu. stelpen ‘hinder’ or with Lt. stelbti
‘overshadow’ are not compelling.
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TABLE 11 Possible examples of labial alternations

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
‘swan (2)’ *Gulbh- *kulp- -
‘hornbeam’ | *skraB-l- *GraB-r- - Lat. *k(r)arp-
‘hemp’ [*kanap-] *kanap- *kanab- Gr. *kannab-
‘turnip’ *rap- *rép- *raP- ?Gée;:aj?:r_ B
? ‘furrow’ *Brgh- ?*BorsD- *prk- It.-Celt. *prk-
? ‘pigeon’ *Baland®- — - Lat. *palomB-

Beside the words for ‘swan’ and ‘hornbeam’, which show *p co *b) alongside
*k oo *g in the same word, there are two other potential examples show-
ing a similar distribution, although neither of these are certain. The word for
‘furrow’, if loaned from an unknown source, would be the only example of a
voicing alternation predating satemization. As a result, whether it represents
a manifestation of the same voicing alternation cannot be considered cer-
tain. The remaining words appear to show the opposite pattern: it is notable
that both ‘hemp’ and ‘turnip’ are widespread words associated with agricul-
ture, and it is likely that they spread as Wanderwérter. The word for ‘turnip’
might constitute an example of the ‘aspiration’ alternation observed in 6.2.3.
On the other hand, the Celtic, and potentially also Germanic, comparanda
point to an underlying *6(), yet it is by no means certain that the diver-
gent stops in Celtic and Greek can be equated with one another (as virtual
*b"), and it is possible that they represent two unrelated phenomena — a
specifically (pre-)Greek ‘aspiration alternation’ and a specifically (pre-)Celtic
voicing.

6.2.5 Baltic *z oo Slavic *s

» ‘oats’. Lt.@viZos, Lv. auzas ‘oats’ ~ R ogéc, Sln. dvas; Lat. avena ‘oats’ (Ernout/
Meillet [1951]: 56; ?Pisani 1968: 14; Huld 1990: 404; FEW XXV [2002]: 1213; Oet-
tinger 2003: 189; de Vaan 2008: 64—65) — The relationship between the Baltic
and Slavic words is irregular, suggesting the word entered the two branches



CONSONANTISM 213

independently. Reconstructing a suffix *-s- in Slavic (thus Derksen 2008: 384)
is ad hoc, as there not appear to be any other plausible cases of *-s- as a denom-
inal suffix (cf. Vaillant 1974: 659).92 Moreover, the Latin vocalism also precludes
the reconstruction of a common pre-form. De Vaan’s assumption of an under-
lying palatovelar and *aweksna- for Latin is potentially anachronistic. As Huld
points out, if we are dealing with a non-IE loanword, “a spirant of indetermin-
ate voicing” would account for the facts. Lat. avéna ‘oats’ could equally reflect
*aye(T)s-n- (where *T can be essentially any stop, although *s or *s would be
most probable for our purposes). For further discussion, and on the question
of Prussian wyse ‘oats’, see pp. 239—240.

» ?‘fishing trap’. Lt. vdrZa ‘fishing basket, Lv. varzi ‘Setzkorbe’ (Lange 1773:
378), dial. varza? ‘fishing weir’ (ME 1v: 481) ~ R 8épwa, Sln. v/$a ‘fishing basket’
(< *virs- + *-ja-; trad. *vors + *-ja) (cf. Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 295) — Exist-
ing etymological solutions either separate the two words, linking the Slavic
forms with OCS Bpbxs ‘top’ (REW I: 109), or assume a suffix *-sia- for Slavic
(Persson 1912: 505; Trautmann 1923: 355). The Baltic forms look related to the
verb Lt. veiZti ‘tighten, tie up’, Lv. virzit ‘direct, steer’ (cf. at-virzit ‘untie’, ME 1.
211), but this has not been generally accepted (cf. P9C vI: 351; ALEW 1384).%3
In view of the parallelism with the word for ‘oats) above, it is tempting to
derive these words from a non-Indo-European source. On the other hand, it
is unclear to what extent it is justified to separate the words for ‘fishing basket’
from Latvian senses such as vafza, vafza ‘tangle, confusion’ (ME 1v: 481-482),
which clearly belong with the verbal root (cf. Lv. varzdt ‘plait together, tangle’).
In addition, the difference in vocalism is striking; this sort of vowel alternation
is perhaps more easily explained as the result of Indo-European ablaut than
through parallel borrowing (compare, with the opposite distribution, Lt. bifZé
~ OCS 6pasga ‘furrow’ on p. 224).

» ?‘ploughshare’ Lt. [émezis ‘ploughshare’ ~ CS (Bes.) 1emens™ (S]JS 11: 112)
‘plough’, R némex, dial. neméus, SCr. [émes ‘ploughshare’ — In view of its -s-, per-
haps Lv. lemesis ‘ploughshare’ is aloan from East Slavic. The -s- could be a hyper-
correction after the oblique cases (e.g. lemesa GEN.SG.), cf. viksne?, GEN.PL.

92 For the deverbal suffix, cf. OCS rracs ‘voice, speech’ ~ riarosnaru ‘speak, proclaim’; CS
kxcp* ‘bit, crumb’ ~ Lt. kdsti (kdnd-) ‘to bite’; OCS cmbxp ‘laughter’ ~ cmuraru ca ‘to
laugh’

93  Snoj (2003: 836) considers the word for ‘heather’ (see below) to be related, and the word
for ‘fish trap’ to originally have meant ‘something woven (from heather). A fishing basket
woven from heather does indeed appear to be found in the Highland Folk Museum, but I
cannot verify whether such a tradition could have existed at an appropriate time in cent-
ral Europe. See the doubts in P9 C (vI: 351-352), where all other etymological comparisons
are also considered doubtful.
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vik$nu ‘cherry tree’ < R suwnsa (cf. Buga 1922:175-177 and also dial. lemess, EH I:
733). Note that Lt. [émeZis has itself been interpreted as a Slavic loan (Golgb
1982: 130;%4 LKZ s.v;; ERH]J I: 546); and while its limitation to a narrow group
of Siauligkiai dialects rouses suspicion, this is not sufficient to confirm or deny
this proposal. In Slavic, the most common variant is *lemese- (trad. *lemess),
continuants of which are found in every Slavic language. In addition, forms
are found with a final -2, but these look secondary, being largely limited to
South Slavic: Sln. lémez, SCr. dial. léme# (PCA x1: 327), Cak. lemé# (ERH] 1:
546), Bg. semésrc (cf. the data in 9 CCA X1v:108-110). Perhaps one could assume
the secondary influence of the deverbal noun suffix *-eZe- (trad. *-e£s), which
enjoyed a certain productivity in South Slavic (Berneker I: 700; cf. Vaillant 1974:
506).

Furthermore, some forms seem to lack the initial */-: CS emews (Miklosich
1865: 1157), Bg. dial. eméw (BIAP 1I: 495),%° SCr. dial. (Montenegro) jémljes
(RJA 1v: 587), R dial. (N) dmex, oméw (and variants, CPHT XXI11: 198-199, 201—
202; MbpI3HUKOB 2019: 556 ). Derksen (2015: 278) has considered the variant with
*[- the result of a secondary contamination with the root *lemH- ‘to break’.
This is rather difficult to accept: forms with */- are much better represented
in Slavic and the only forms found in Baltic. Provided the latter are not all
Slavic loanwords, it would be highly improbable that the contamination could
have occurred independently in both branches.?¢ An interesting proposal is
put forward by Bankkowski (2000 11: 19—20), who assumes contamination with a
Proto-Slavic *lemegzi- (*-Ze-; trad. *lemez/Zv) represented by Pl. dial. lemigze pL.
(St. Warsz. 11: 714), OCz. lemiez, SIn. [émez ‘rafter. The assumption is that the
latter would have been used in the sense ‘plough shaft’. The weakness of this
theory is that neither word is attested in this meaning, but such a confusion
does indeed appear to have occurred in some forms meaning ‘ploughshare’: cf.

94  Cited according to the Lithuanian Etymological Dictionary Database (available at
etimologija.baltnexus.lt, accessed 9 November 2023), s.v. [émeZis.

95  BEP claim that the development of /I/ to /j/ is a typical dialectal phenomenon. It is true
that around Vraca (where eméu is recorded), we also find e.g. noiié for noaé ‘field (BJA
109); however, here we are dealing with a reflex of older */lj/, and not */1/, and the authors
of BEP do not quote any evidence for this supposed dialectal change.

96 It is notable that the given verb is attested (almost) exclusively in the o-grade in Slavic.
Despite Schuster-Sewc (8165 cf. 9CCA x1Vv: 113, 200), it seems unlikely that USrb. lemic ‘to
break, attested in some older sources beside fomic and corresponding to LSrb. tomis, is
a “Proto-Slavic archaism”. It is most probably due to internal analogical processes. Sim-
ilar considerations apply to the Serbo-Croatian iterative ljjémati ‘beat, thrash’ (RJA vrI:
64).
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OPL (lyemyaszem) INST.SG. (SSP 1v: 19), Kash. lemigz, Slk. dial. (apud 9CCA
X1V 109) lemez.

Kalima (1950) also considers the Slavic */- to be secondary, and interprets
the whole family as an Iranian loanword, comparing Persian dial. amac, amay
‘plough’ (cf. also REW 11: 267). This interpretation cannot be upheld, as the Per-
sian word is itself a relatively recent loan from Turkic (cf. Turkish, Uighur ama¢é
‘plough’; Doerfer 1965: 124). For the same reason, Komi amis, dial. (Upper Vyce-
gda) ames, Udmurt amez, dial. omez ‘ploughshare’ (JIerrkun/Tyasies 1970: 32;
Rédei1986: 64) are likewise hardly of Iranian origin. The Turkic word is already
attested since Kaggari (1" c. CE), but has a relatively limited distribution, being
concentrated in Karluk Turkic and radiating from there into neighbouring
sub-branches. Despite this, Starostin, Dybo & Mudrak (2003: 295-296) recon-
struct the word for Proto-Turkic, offering the reconstruction *amac, and further
comparing Manchu anja, Mongolian anjis ‘plough’. Regardless of whether one
accepts the Altaic theory, the 6t millennium BCE dating for Proto-Altaic sup-
ported by Starostin et al. (idem: 237) clearly rules out the possibility of a shared
inherited word for ‘plough’ (cf. Vovin 2005: 75). The overall picture is neverthe-
less of a cultural Wanderwort “with a complicated history” (to quote Helimski
1997b: 121).

At the least, it seems unattractive to separate Turkic (regional) *amac
‘plough’ from Permic *ame3 ‘ploughshare’ and Slavic dial. *emese- (trad.
*(j)emess) ‘ploughshare’ It does not look likely, however, that Turkic could
have been the source of either word, as the Permic voiced affricate cannot be
explained on this basis, and the Slavic front-vocalism is aberrant. As it is doubt-
ful that the */-in Slavic and Baltic can be considered folk-etymological, one may
wonder whether this may also be attributed to non-IE borrowing. Rather than a
phonetic motivation for an alternation between */- and *@-, a more reasonable
account might be to assume the fossilization of a particle of some kind (such
as in MDu. lomre ‘shade’ < Fr. lombre). However, no parallels of this alternation
appear to be found within my corpus.

» ?‘heather’. Lt. virZis ‘heather’ ~ R dial. 6épec (CPHT 1v: 131; P9C VI: 284),
Cz.vres, SCr.vrijes ‘heather’ (Machek 1950b: 158-159; Smoczynski 2018:1680) —
Derksen (2008: 516), reconstructs a variant *verska- (trad. *versks) on the basis
of R eépeck, Uk. dial. (Makowiecki apud ECYM I: 353) gepeck, although these
are most easily viewed as secondary. In Czech dialects, one finds a whole host
of obscure variants, including ones with a final -k: vi'esk, brezek, etc. (see CJA 11
98; further on the initial 6-, cf. CJAv: 442—443).Itis quite clear that these cannot
all be old, and that we cannot explain the data without assuming convergence
with unrelated plant names, cf. Cz. brectdn ‘ivy, dial. ‘heather’, brest ‘elm’, dial.
‘heather’ (similarly R dial. 6épecm ‘heather’ after 6épecm ‘(field) elm'?), Cz. dial.
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breza ‘birch’ beside brezek ‘heather. The source of the final /k/ in R eépeck
remains unclear (cf. 6epeckiém ‘spindle tree’? see PAC v1: 284), but it is unlikely
to date back to Proto-Slavic.

The Balto-Slavic forms have long been compared with Gr. épeixy ‘heather’
(assuming an earlier *wereika), on the one hand, and Olr. fréich, MW gruc
‘heather’ (< *uroik-o-), on the other (e.g. Walde/Pokorny I: 273; REW I: 187).
As this comparison is phonologically impossible in Indo-European terms, it
has been suggested that these forms represent parallel loans from an unat-
tested source (Machek 1950b: 158; Frisk I: 551; Matasovi¢ 2009: 431, 2013: 9o; van
Sluis forthc.). This would imply an underlying *£ and suggest a loan predat-
ing satemization, which is chronologically difficult, as there is no agreement
even between Baltic and Slavic. Furthermore, the initial *w- is not ascertained
for Greek, and the complete loss of the second-syllable diphthong in Balto-
Slavic would be unparalleled. Thus, while the Celtic and Slavic forms poten-
tially share three phonemes, the etymological equation of these forms is dubi-
ous.

Standard Latvian virsi ‘heather’ shows *-s-. Considering the variation within
Slavic, one may argue that the choice of Lt. virZis (and Lv. dial. vi#zi2, ME 1v: 620)
as a comparandum amounts to cherry-picking. Smoczynski (2018: 1680) sug-
gests that -Z- may have arisen due to assimilation, or alternatively result from
a folk-etymological connection with vefZti ‘tighten, tie up’ (thus also T. Pronk
apud Matasovi¢ 2013: 90). Neither of these explanations strike me as convin-
cing, but at the same time, this cannot be classed as a certain example of a
voicing alternation. On Zem. birzd%iai ‘heather’ see p. 223.

6.2.5.1 Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence for the alternation *¢ oo *§ is collected in
Table 12, overleaf (see p. 185 for help reading the table). Forms which do not
provide relevant data are presented in light grey. In Slavic, the cover symbol
*$; may stand for quasi-IE * or a cluster *(T)s. The cover symbol *S, may also
reflect quasi-IE *s directly.

At first sight, there appear to be a number of striking parallels for the irreg-
ular alternation between *¢ and *$ found in the word for oats (Pronk/Pronk-
Tiethoff 2018: 295). However, after examining each case on its individual merits,
the picture is somewhat less optimistic. Although we do indeed find a similar
distribution between Baltic *Z and Slavic *s, the words for ‘heather’ and ‘fishing
basket’ are ambiguous, and it remains uncertain that the word for ‘ploughshare’
is directly comparable as we seem to be dealing with a Wanderwort showing a
broad Central Asian distribution.
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TABLE 12 Possible examples of an alternation *# oo *§

Baltic Slavic Elsewhere
‘oats’ *auiz- *auiS;- Lat. *aue(T)s-n-
? ‘fishing trap’ *uarz- *urS;-i-
? ‘ploughshare’ | *lemez- *(1)emeS,-i- Tur. *amac
*urz-
? ‘heather’ *uerS;-
*urs-

6.3 Sibilant Clusters

6.31 *Csoo*sC

Some studies into non-Indo-European loanwords have drawn attention to
doublets showing the metathesis of s-clusters (Ostir 1930: 5-6; Furnée 1972:
392-393; Sorgo 2020: 459). Of course, irregular metatheses do occur, and one
might ask exactly what feature of a suggested substrate language could lie
behind such an alternation (cf. Beekes 2014: 18). Here, it is worth remember-
ing that our non-Indo-European source language was probably not a monolith,
and that regular metatheses do occur. For instance, compare the regular devel-
opments *#ks- > *#sk- in Baltic (Stang 1966: 95), *ps- > -sp- in Latin (Leumann
1977: 202; cf. Hamp 2003), and *-sk- > *-ks- in Ob-Ugric (Aikio 2015b: 2) and
(often but sporadically) in late West Saxon (Hogg 1992: 298). Thus, one way in
which such an irregularity could be explained would be to assume that one of
the donor languages underwent a (regular) metathesis. Collecting examples of
metathesis is therefore not necessarily irrelevant to the question of language
contact.

» ‘wax’. Lt. vdskas, Lv. vasks; OCS Bockb ‘wax’ ~ ON vax, OHG wahs ‘wax’
(Machek 1968: 697; Polomé 1986: 661) — The Lithuanian -sk- is in itself prob-
lematic, as outside of a RUKI environment, it is difficult to derive it from any
Indo-European cluster (Villanueva Svensson 2009: 15-16). The most frequent
solution is to suggest a proto-form *uoks-ko- (Lidén 1897: 28; Kiparsky 1934:
96; Kortlandt 1979a: 59; Derksen 2008: 529), but what does not seem to have
been noted is that *-ksk- would hardly have yielded Germanic *-As- in the first



218 CHAPTER 6

place; compare OHG misken ‘to mix’ (< *mik-ske-; LIV 428-429). The altern-
ative reconstruction *-kk- (ALEW 1386) equally fails to explain the Germanic
evidence (cf. Arumaa 1976: 98).97 Unless we assume an irregular, and appar-
ently unmotivated, metathesis (thus e.g. Endzelins 1911: 57; Smoczynski 2018:
1617;98 P CvI1IL: 286), the Balto-Slavic and Germanic forms cannot be regarded
as regularly cognate, and the disagreement between the two words might best
be accounted for by assuming parallel borrowings from a non-IE source.

A number of examples of an alternation *-ks- co *-sk- have been identified

elsewhere in Europe. First of all, we can mention the comparison of OHG dahs
(< *pahsa-) ‘badger’ with the name of the Middle Irish legendary figure Tadhg (<
*tazgo-) mac Céin, who was associated with a taboo against eating badger meat
(on which see Mac an Bhaird 1980) (Kroonen 2013: 531; van Sluis et al. 2023:
212). More reliable examples can be found between Greek and Latin: Gr. i£6¢ ~
Lat. viscum ‘mistletoe; birdlime’, Gr. d&ivy ~ Lat. ascia ‘axe’ (Furnée 1972: 393; de
Vaan 2008: 57).
» ‘sturgeon’ Lt. erskétas; Pr. E esketres ‘sturgeon’; Lat. excetra ‘sea serpent’ ~
R océmp, Cz. jeseter, SCr. jésetra ‘sturgeon’ (Pisani 1968: 20—21; for further refs.
and discussion of the Germanic comparanda, see pp. 236—237) — The cor-
respondence between Baltic and Slavic is quite irregular. Although Prussian
esketres - stoer®® and Slavic *esetra- (trad. *(j)esetrs) are hardly to be separ-
ated, the -k- in Baltic remains a problem. A change *esetras » *esketras due to
the influence of Lt. erskétis, ersketj's ‘wild rose’ (Buga 1922: 195; Endzelins 1943:
171; Toriopos I1f 11: 88—91) is hardly plausible; an association with this word
can only come into question to explain the later metathesis *esketras » erskétas
but not the ‘intermediate’ form attested in Prussian and as efchketras ‘walfisch’
in Bretke.1°0 In principle, if the Slavic -s- goes back to *-ks-, the relationship
between the Baltic and Slavic words could be understood as metathetic.10!

97  Stang (1972: 61) does not see any need to comment on this irregularity; likewise Vas-
mer (REW I: 231). Fraenkel (LEW 1207) refers to Endzelins (1911: 57), who operates with
an unexplained sporadic alternation already in Proto-Indo-European (cf. Baga 1922: 176;
Otrebski 1939:133).

98  Smoczynski assumes an ad hoc metathesis only for Slavic, but overcomplicates the Baltic
evidence through the assumption of an unattested reflex *vasas (for a suggestion on
Finnish vaha, see Chapter 3, fn. 163).

99  Tobe read /esketris/? Compare erfSketris - Wallfisch in Lexicon Lithuanicum (ALEW 303).

100  Zulys (1966: 152-153) plausibly interprets this word in Bretke as a Prussianism. Kortlandt
(2000:125), on the other hand, who expects *e- > a- in Prussian, takes the initial e- as evid-
ence that the word was loaned from Lithuanian (also ALEW 303).

101 The etymological connection with Pl. obs. (St Warsz. 11: 171) jesiory pL. ‘fishbones’ and
Lt. eserjs ‘perch’ (Briickner 1927: 206; REW 11: 281—282, Derksen 2008: 144) is morpholo-
gically problematic (*es-et-r- beside *es-er-?).
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The comparison with Lat. excetra ‘sea serpent, however (e.g. Trautmann
1910: 331), suggests an original cluster *£sk, similar to the one traditionally
reconstructed for ‘wax’ (see above). In fact, the Latin word could even be ana-
lysed as a regular cognate of Lithuanian esketras, assuming a reconstruction
*eksketr-. Nevertheless, to connect the Slavic word, we need to assume an ad
hoc simplification *-ksk- > *-ks-, which is without parallel.

The main issue with the comparison is semantic. The oldest attested mean-
ing of the word in Latin is a kind of mythological sea serpent (Pisani 1968: 21;
TLL v1: 2165). As sturgeons are a particularly large fish, such a semantic shift
is quite imaginable. Compare, for instance, Bretke’s use of the word esketras to
render the biblical Walfisch (Zulys 1966: 153), or Finnish sampi ‘sturgeon;, dial.
‘fish god’ (Liukkonen 1999: 124). A loanword from Greek &dva ‘viper’ through
Etruscan mediation (Walde/Hofmann 1: 425—426), as noted by Pisani, is phon-
ologically problematic. As the similarity between the Balto-Slavic and Latin
forms is so striking, and the semantic difference is easily bridgeable, it seems
plausible that these words belong together.

» ?‘aspen’. Lv. apse; Pr. E abse; R octina, LSrb. wésa, Sln. jesika ‘aspen’ ~ ON
poet. osp (cf. Ic. dsp ‘aspen, poplar’), OHG aspa ‘aspen’ (Meillet 1909: 70;
Machek 1954:132; Skok 11 [1972]: 759; Boutkan/Siebinga 2005: 94; Kroonen 2013:
39; Matasovi¢ forthc.) — Arm. dial. op% ‘poplar’ most probably belongs here,
too. The Armenian word can reflect *Hops- (Friedrich 1970: 49-50; Witczak
1991; on the phonology, see also Clackson 1994: 99-100; Kiimmel 2017a: 442),
although a reconstruction *Hosp-, matching Germanic, cannot be ruled out,
either (Normier 1981: 24, fn. 23). It is usually assumed, however, that the meta-
thesis was a Germanic-internal phenomenon (cf. IEW 55).192 This metathesis
would be irregular, but it could quite reasonably have been motivated by an
association with *aska- ‘ash’ (see Normier 1981: 25—26 with lit.; note also the
discussion in Chapter 7, fn. 83). This example of metathesis is therefore uncer-
tain. For a detailed discussion of the Lithuanian forms and Turkic comparanda,

see pp. 278—279.

6.3.2  Baltic *sT oo Slavic/Germanic *(T)s

In a footnote, Endzelins (1911: 43-44) has enumerated some examples of appar-
ent alternations between *st and *¢s in the Indo-European material. Although
he does not make any claim as to the regularity of such a metathesis, Kroonen/
Lubotsky (2009) have proposed that the development *ts- > *st- was indeed

102  Contra Kluge/Seebold (p. 189) and Kroonen (2013: 39), a Proto-Germanic variant *apso-
cannot be posited on the basis of the OE variant epse*, which is the result of an internal
development (Campbell 1959: 185). Contrast OHG aspa with wefsa ‘wasp’ (< *waps-jo-).
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regular in Germanic on the basis of the equation of Skt. tsdrati ‘sneak’ and

Go. stilan ‘steal’. To this we may add another compelling example adduced by

Endzelins:

— Skt. tsdrati ‘sneak’, Go. stilan ‘steal, Lt. seléti ‘lurk, sneak, Arm. sofim ‘crawl,
creep’

— Skt. tsdru- ‘handle, hilt}193 Gr. oteded ‘handle’, ON stjolr ‘butt, rump’, OE stela
‘stalk, stem’ (cf. ME stele ‘the handle of a tool or utensil’), ?Arm. stetn ‘stalk,
branch’

The amount of data is quite limited, and Armenian shows conflicting reflexes

of the initial cluster. Nevertheless, by assuming that seléti shows the regular

Baltic reflex of *¢s-, we can also account for a few other unexpected cases of s-

in Baltic:

— Lt. sdrgas, Lv. safgs ‘guard’ ~ OCS crpaxs, R cmdpooxc ‘guard, cf. Gr. otépyw
‘feel affection’ (cf. REW 11: 20; Derksen 2008: 467)104

— Lt. siena, Lv. siéna ‘wall’ ~ OCS crbua ‘(defensive) wall, barrier, metaphoric-
ally ‘rock face’ (Briickner 1927: 529; Kalima 1934: 552, who reject — perhaps
unnecessarily — the old comparison with Go. stains ‘stone’)

— ?Lt. stiolas, Lv. sudls ‘bench’ ~ Go. stols ‘seat, throne’. The Germanic word has
alternatively been derived from *sd-o/- to the root *sed- ‘sit’ (Kerkhof apud
Kroonen 2013: 481; cf. Martirosyan 2008: 610—611), but this can be viewed as
a serious alternative.10

On the other hand, there are a couple of examples which show the opposite cor-

relation, and which therefore cannot be accounted for with any Indo-European

reconstruction. It is possible that these represent parallel loanwords from non-

IE sources:

» ‘bison’. Lt. sturiibras ‘bison), Lv. sturiibrs ‘aurochs’ ~ Pr. E {wissambs”) - ewer;

R 3y6p, PL. obs. (cf. St. Warsz. vIiL: 374) zqbr ‘bison’; OE wesend, OHG wisunt

‘bison’ (Schrader/Nehring 11: 261; Machek 1968: 719; Kroonen 2012: 253; §orgo

103  This tsdru- is hardly the same word as ¢sdru- RV ‘ein schleichendes Tier’ as maintained by
EWA 1: 687.

104 A change *#s- > *st- in Slavic and Greek is perhaps unexpected, typologically speaking, as
*ps- and *ks- are both preserved word-initially in Greek, and we have *ks- > *ks- > *x- in
Slavic (cf. PL dial. chyba¢ ‘rush; sway’ ~ Skt. vi ksobhate ‘stagger’). But we should not a priori
assume that *ts- (in which the two phonemes have the same place of articulation) should
have behaved similarly to other *Cs-type clusters. Petri Kallio (p.c. March 2023) points out,
for instance, Western Finnish -tt- < *-ts- (e.g. mettd < metsd ‘forest’) beside preserved -ps-,
-ks-.

105 Inany case, the Baltic word, already in view of its acute intonation, is not, with Biiga (1922:
280), to be compared with OCS ceo ‘field, estate, settlement’ (which might be ?< *sedla-,
trad. *sedlo; Briickner 1927: 491-492; Stang 1972: 47) or Lat. solium ‘seat, throne’ (probably
with *d > [, de Vaan 2008: 571).
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2020: 455-456) — The Prussian attestation is abbreviated in the original, and is
normally restored to wissamb|ri]s (Trautmann 1910: 464; Endzelins 1943: 276).
If the -b- in Balto-Slavic is epenthetic in a cluster *-mr- (Buiga 1912: 45),1%6 then
the correlation between Germanic *-und- ~ Baltic *-umr- could reflect the same
*d ~ *r alternation as in Lt. sidd@bras ~ OCS cepe6po ‘silver’ and Pr. E wobsdus
~ Lt. opsrus ‘badger’ (see pp. 225—227). However, note that it is in principle not
possible to rule out a reading wissamb|i]s for Prussian.

Problematic are the Latvian variants in s-: siibrs (ME 111: 1129; EH 11: 606)
and suritbrs (ME 111: 120; LVPPV). The preserved -m- and accentuation of the
Latvian forms seem to point towards borrowing. It is tempting to interpret sitbrs
as a loan from East Slavic (Petersson 1921: 39; with secondary s-?), in which
case suriibrs might be a Polonism. In any case, it seems obvious that the cited
words for ‘bison’ cannot be separated from one another (cf. REW 11: 107; Buga
1912: 44—46). In view of the numerous problems with reconstructing a common
proto-form, it seems most probable that we are dealing with a word of non-IE
provenance. On the element *wi- in Germanic and Prussian, see 7.1.3. Note also
the mismatch in vocalism between East and West Baltic (see 7.3.1).107
» ‘roe’. Lt. stirna, Lv. stifna ~ OR cppHa (3anususk 2019: 205), Sln. sfna ‘roe
deer’ — Endzelins (1909: 378; cf. EH 11: 489) has pointed to a form (firnos)
ACC.PL. ‘ro€, attested in Rehehusen’s 16 century Manuductio ad linguam
Lettonicam. If this is not merely an error (cf. Fennell 1982: 339), then it perhaps
results from a contamination with the Slavic word. Despite Endzelins and many
who have followed him, I doubt it should be considered a unique archaism (but
compare ‘bison, above).

Most agree that stirna is of IE origin and related to Pr. E sirwis ‘roe deer’, Lat.
cervus ‘deer’ and further the root for ‘horn’ (Trautmann 1923: 260; Nussbaum
1986: 8, fn. 16; Derksen 2015: 429). The initial st- has been subject to numerous
explanations. Early scholars suggested a loan from Slavic (e.g. J. Schmidt 1895:
37; Mikkola 1908:14; also Mayer 1990:102), assuming a pre-Slavic *¢ was adopted
as Baltic *st. There is no other evidence from early Slavic loans, however, that
would support an affricate pronunciation at such a recent date. Alternatively,
Andersen (2003: 53—-54) has suggested a loan from an unknown IE dialect.108

106 Compare Lt. duritblas ‘mud, sludge’ ~ Lv. dumiiksnis ‘marsh’ (see p. 210).

107 The involvement of the pan-Caucasian term for ‘bison’ (Oss. ID dombaj, Karachay
dommayj, Bzyp Abkhaz a-domp’éj, Georgian domba; IBaroB 1975; AGaes 1996: 206; Kroon-
en 2012: 253) in this equation is less certain, as the initial d- and the suffix both need to be
accounted for.

108 Another issue with the traditional etymology is the accentual difference between Baltic
and Slavic (cf. Meillet 1905: 446). Assuming vyddhi per Petit 2004:184; Villanueva Svensson
2011: 31 seems like an ad hoc solution, see Pronk 2012: 11-13.
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In my opinion, it is worth asking whether the IE etymology might be wrong;
after all the roe, compared to the red deer and the elk, has far less prominent
horns.10°

» ‘thousand’. Lt. tikstantis, Lv. titkstudtis ‘thousand’ ~ O CS ThICAIIM, THICAIIN
‘thousand’; Go. pusundi, ON pusund ‘thousand’ (Stang 1966: 282; 1972: 49) —
Note that the *-s- in Slavic cannot reflect a simple *s (which should have
become *x by the RUKI law), but would be quite elegantly be explained from
*ts, a reconstruction which could also work for Germanic. See 3.5.4 for a
detailed discussion of this word and the Uralic comparanda.

» ?‘fast’. Lt. dial. bruzgus, Zem. bruzdus ‘quick, agile’ ~ OCS (Supr.) 6pb3o
ADV. ‘quickly’, MR 6opssiu ‘fast (of horses), OCz. brzy (Gebauer 1: 11), SCr. b7z
‘fast’ — Much has been made of the variant 6dp30s., attested in Middle Belarus-
ian since the 15 century (CBM II: 148-151). As support for the latter’s
antiquity, Miasunckuii (1910: 324) has adduced the SCr. dial. (Montenegro)
brzdica ‘rapids’ from Vuk (RJA 1: 695; PCA 11:157; Skok 1: 222) and modern Polish
barzdo (replacing OPL barzo in the 16-17t" centuries). Despite a general con-
sensus, I consider the doubts voiced already by ITote6ns (1881: 1) still valid.
SCr. brzdica is curiously paralleled by dial. brzdar (PCA 11: 156) for brzar ‘a kind
of leather bag) in which Skok (1: 222) would see a contamination.!!® Perhaps
Derksen (2008: 70) is correct in blaming the Belarusian variant on Baltic influ-
ence (but see below). Although these variants present some problems, I doubt
that the evidence is sufficient to support a Proto-Slavic variant *burzda- (trad.
*berzds).

The comparison of the Baltic and Slavic data implies multiple irregularit-
ies. First, there is the irregular correlation between Slavic *-ur- (trad. *-sr-) and
Baltic -ru-"! Secondly, there is a disagreement between Baltic -zd- ~ zg- and
Slavic *-z-. If -zd- can be set up as original in Baltic (which should not be taken
for granted; the Aukstaitian -g- would in any case be left unexplained), we might

109 Incidentally, I would also keep apart the words for ‘cow’, Lt. kdrvé, R kopdea, as neither
the acute nor the initial velar are well accounted for. Pr. E kurwis ‘ox’, for what it is worth,
would in my opinion suggest a labiovelar.

110 For Pl barzdo, see Lo$ (1922: 148), who also adduces Pl. smardz ‘morel’ « OPL. smarsz
(SSPvi1I: 318). SIn. brzdit ‘stolz (von Pferden)’ (Murko apud Pletersnik 1: 68) which Bezlaj
(1: 50) included here, is derived from b7zda ‘bridle’ (Furlan 2013: 119).

111 Iam hesitant to put any weight on the variant burzdiis, which seems only to have been
recorded by Kurschat (1883: 65) who himself marks it as an unfamiliar word with the
note “in Siidlitt.”. Even more doubtful is the variant burzgis. In the LKZ, it is equated with
bruzguis, with a single illustrative sentence: “Mus mergaités tokios buizgios”. Yet a very sim-
ilar example found in the Papildymy kartoteka, “K6 ta mergaité tokia burzgi?”, is glossed
as “niurzgus” = ‘grumpy’!
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TABLE 13 Possible examples of sibilant metathesis

Baltic Slavic Germanic | Elsewhere
‘wax’ “uo(k)sk- | *uo(k)sk- *uoks-
‘sturgeon’ | *e(k)sket-r- | *e(k)set-r- ?*(k)str- | Lat. *eksket-r-
? ‘aspen’ *op(u)s- *ops- *osp- Arm. *ops- (or *osp-)
‘bison’ *stum(b")r- | *(d)zam(b?)r- | *ui(t)snT-
‘roe’ *st(i)tn- *(t)s(i)rn- -
PF *tuSant-
‘thousand’ | *tlistant- *tlts(a)nt- *ta(t)snT-
Md./Ma. *tiis$dm
? ‘fast’ ?*BruzD- | *Bur(d®)z- -

be able to set up an irregular correspondence between Baltic *zd and Slavic
*(d)z, parallel to the examples of *st co *(t)s, above.

This correspondence could potentially find a parallel in the word for
‘heather’. As against the standard virgis, Mielcke (11: 270) cites birgdsei
‘heydekraut’. The reality of this form seems to be confirmed by the form brizde:
‘Calluna), attributed by Pabréza (1834: 60) to Prussian Lithuanian (admittedly,
this is perhaps simply miscopied from Mielcke). This would also show *b co *v
(see 6.4.2), but in view of the large amount of variants shown by the word for
‘heather’ in Slavic (see pp. 215—216), it would seem hasty to draw any dramatic
conclusions on the basis of such scanty data.

6.3.2.1 Conclusion
The certain and possible evidence of ‘sibilant metathesis’ is collected in Table
13, above (see p. 185 for help reading the table). Forms which do not provide
relevant data are presented in light grey. Shaded cells indicate sibilant-initial
clusters.

The clearest pattern concerns the alternation *sT co *(T)s: here we consist-
ently find a sequence *st in Baltic. In Germanic and Slavic, the surface real-
ization is just a sibilant; however, in the word for ‘thousand;, there is indirect
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support for the reconstruction *ts, as only this reconstruction can unite the
Slavic and Germanic data and explain the absence of the RUKI law in Slavic.
Since a *t could have been present in the other examples, and they show a
comparable pattern, it seems reasonable to assume they result from the same
substratal phenomenon.

6.3.3  Other Alternations Involving Sibilants

» (a) ? ‘furrow’. Lt. bifZé ‘row, furrow; timber tract; border mark’, Lv. birze ‘fur-
row, row’ ~ R 60po3dd, Cz. brdzda, SCr. brdzda ‘furrow’ — The Slavic word is
traditionally compared with Skt. bhrsti- ‘point, peak’ (< *bhrk-ti-, cf. EWA 11:
273). The implied suffix *-d- in Slavic is difficult to set up (see Vaillant 1974: 490
for some doubtful examples), and the semantics are hardly compelling, in any
case. The main disadvantage of the etymology is that we would need to aban-
don any connection with the Baltic synonym (cf. Holzer 1989: 53).12 The inclu-
sion of the Slavic evidence implies an additional alternation between Baltic
*2 and Slavic *zd. Perhaps this can be compared with Lt. triuisis ~ OCS tpbcTh
‘reed’ (see p. 201). On the comparison with Lat. porca ‘furrow’ etc., see p. 208.

» (b) ‘beard’. Lt. barzda, Lv. dial. barzda; OF beard, OHG bart ~ OCS Opaga,
R 60podd (ACcC.SG. 63pody); Lat. barba ‘beard’ (Schrijver 1991: 448; Kuiper 1995:
66; Derksen 2015: 82; Pronk 2019a:147) — Kroonen (2011b: 150-151) has presen-
ted a native etymology for this word. He assumes that the Germanic word for
‘beard’ is connected to ON broddr, OE brord ‘point, tip; shoot’ (< *bruzda-; thus
already Pedersen 1895: 73) and ON bord, OE bord ‘board, plank; side of a ship’
(< *bur(z)da-). He opts for the reconstruction *barzda- (cf. Kroonen 2013: 54),
which, being the result of a reshuffling of ablaut within Germanic, would imply
that the Latin and Balto-Slavic words are Germanic loanwords.

The reconstruction *barzda- for Germanic (likewise e.g. Kluge/Seebold 93)
would provide a natural explanation for Lt. barzda. We may interpret the Baltic
and Germanic words as cognate or, following Kroonen’s model, view the Baltic
word as a loan from Gothic. The Germanic loan etymology might be suppor-
ted by the absence of the RUKI law in Lithuanian. It would incidentally be
attractive to see Crimean Gothic bars, which has previously been considered
a transmission error or a unique retention of NOM.SG. -s (Lehmann 1986: 62—
63), as a direct reflection of this preform.!3

112 Note that the Baltic word is left unmentioned by e.g. Berneker (1: 75), Vasmer (REW 1:109)
and 9CCA (11: 220).

113 This would require a return to the more traditional view that the words for ‘board’ (cf. Go.
fotu-baurd ‘“footstool’) are unrelated, for which something can indeed be said; the par-
tial semantic convergence in Norse may be secondary. Latvian barda is in any case due
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The main problems arise when considering the Slavic and Latin evidence.

Despite the claim to the contrary in ALEW (102-103), the loss of -z- in Slavic
would be irregular (cf. Pedersen 1895: 72—73). This could be remedied by assum-
ing a Slavic loanword from West Germanic; however, mobile accentuation is
generally thought to be atypical of Germanic loanwords (Meillet 1909: 69;
Pronk-Tiethoff 2012: 242—244 with lit.). A Latin loan from Germanic faces chro-
nological issues as the change *-rd- > -rb- belongs to the preliterary period (e.g.
Weiss 2020: 208). Moreover, it is likely that a preceding sibilant would have
blocked the frication of inherited *d”, whether inherited *sd” merged with *st
(Meiser 1998: 119; Weiss 2020: 161) or with *sd (Lubotsky 2004). As a result, the
Latin form is only consistent with a pre-form without *s.
» ‘incalf’. Lt. befgZdzias ‘barren, fruitless’ ~ R dial. 6epéxcas ‘in foal, SCr. dial.
bréda ‘in calf; pregnant’ (< *berdja; trad. *berdja) — Lat. forda ‘in calf’ is
ambiguous, and could reflect either *b#rd- or *b*rsd- (cf. Leumann 1977: 210—
211). Despite ALEW (116-117), the Baltic and Slavic forms are not formally
identical, not only because the loss of -z- in Slavic would be irregular (see
above), but also because the Slavic form exhibits an acute. The difference in
intonation could be accounted for by reconstructing *b*erd- for Slavic and
*b'ersd- for Baltic (with *-s- blocking Winter’s law). The morphological func-
tion of this *s would be unclear, however, and the parallelism of this example
with the word for ‘beard’ makes it rather tempting to view both in the context
of parallel loanwords.

6.4 Other Irregularities

6.41  Alternations Involving Dentals

» (a) ‘silver’. Lt. siddbras, Lv. sudrabs, dial. sidrabs ~ Pr. 111 sirablan ACC.SG.;
OCS cbpebpo, Cz. stribro, Sln. srebrg ‘silver’; Go. silubr, ON silfr, OHG
silabar* ‘silver’ (Ipsen 1924: 229—230; Stang 1972: 47; Huld 1990: 409—410; Bout-
kan/Kossmann 2001; Mallory/Adams 2006: 242; Kroonen 2013: 436; Sorgo 2020:
448; Thorsg et al. 2023: 108; van Sluis et al. 2023: 221) — This word has widely
been considered an ancient Wanderwort. The original form must probably be
reconstructed with *r-r, with different dissimilations in Germanic and Prus-
sian. Nevertheless, the East Baltic -d- is difficult to write off as dissimilatory,

to an internal development, as implied not only by the Lithuanian equivalent, but also
by the Latvian dialect data (Kregzdys 2004: 20—21; ALEW loc. cit.). Perhaps it is German-
influenced: cf. Pr. E bordus ‘beard’ = */bardus/ which is probably from MLG bart, NOM.PL.
barde (Smoczynski 2000: 178).
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since such a dissimilation would be entirely without parallel. Further com-
paranda are found in Celtiberian ($ilapui) ‘money, ?silver’ (K.H. Schmidt 1977:
55) and Basque zilhar ‘silver’ (Boutkan/Kossmann 2001; Thorse et al. 2023:108).
An additional issue within Balto-Slavic is the fact that the medial -a- in Baltic
does not match Slavic *-e- (see 7.2.2).

» ?‘badger’. Pr. E wobsdus ‘badger’ ~ Lt. opsrus ‘badger’ (Apfchro GEN.SG. in
Bretke implies an a-stem) (cf. Bellquist 1993: 344) — The reality of the Prus-
sian form is confirmed by the gloss wobsdis ‘quod dicitur eyn luchs’ (probably
to be corrected to *eyn dachs, Toppen 1867: 155; Gerullis 1922: 205) as well as
perhaps Kashubian jopsc (< *apsti-; trad. *apsts)''* ‘badger’ (Jlayurore 1982:
78). In view of this, Smoczynski’s dismissal of the Prussian form as having
“no explanatory value” (2018: 885) is too hasty.!5 A similar form also seems
to occur in the Lexicon Lithuanicum: {opczus) ‘fisch otter’ (ALEW 721; the
same form is also given beside {bfrus) in CIG 663). This comes particu-
larly close to the Kashubian form, and one might suspect that both have been
borrowed from Prussian. However, the difference in voicing remains to be
explained.

The alternation between Lt. -r- and Prussian -d- is unlikely to be due to dif-
ferent suffixation, as -d- is not a productive suffix (LEW 517-518; Smoczynski
SEJL?s.v.). In theory, one may compare the similar alternation in the word for
‘silver’, with the caveat that the distribution does not match. However, we must
note that Lv. dpsis, dial. (Vidzeme) dpsa ‘badger’ does not appear to contain
either “suffix”. ALEW suggests that Lv. dpsa may derive from an earlier *dpséa-
(< *apstja-), thus coming close to the marginally attested Lt. opscius (ALEW 721;
see above). It does indeed seem likely that the development *stj > *§ was regu-
lar in Latvian (Endzelins 1923: 125-126), but as the reconstruction of *¢ remains
hypothetical, it is uncertain whether the irregularities in this word can be used
to support foreign origin. However, the relationship between the forms is also

114 Thederivation seems acceptable so long as the voiceless auslaut can be attributed to word-
final devoicing. Alternatively, Bory$ (SEK 11: 341) suggests the Kashubian word is cognate
with Polish jaZwiec ‘badger’ through a development *jazvc > *jasfc > *japsc. Indeed, this
might better explain the variant jélsc (?< *javzc). Since both etymologies require an irreg-
ular development, it is difficult to decide between them. Perhaps the two options could be
combined if we assume that the inherited word for ‘badger’ was influenced by the Prussian
word.

115 Ifailtocomprehend Smoczynski’s problematization of the initial w- in Prussian, especially
since no such issue is taken with deriving Pr. E wosux ‘he-goat’ from *ag-uk- (Smoczynski
2018: 886). A prothetic w- is regular before o- in the dialect of the Elbing Vocabulary, as has
long been recognized (Trautmann 1910:158); this is confirmed by the complete absence of
words starting with o-.
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difficult to explain in an IE context. On the possibility that the word for ‘bison’
also shows a *d oo *r alternation, see p. 221.

» (b) ? ‘bee’. Lt. bité, dial. (Zem.) bitis, Lv. bite; Pr. E bitte, TC bete ‘bee’ ~ OCS
(Ps. Sin.) 6puena, Cz. véela, Sln. ¢abéla ‘bee’; Olr. bech ‘bee’, MW begegyr ‘drone’
(Hamp 1971:187; Vennemann 1998; Philippa et al. 1 [2003]: 308; Matasovi¢ 2009:
65; van Sluis 2022: 6-10, forthc.; note also Machek 1968: 679) — The relationship
between the Baltic and Slavic words is difficult to account for. A reconstruction
*bit-kela- (Knut-Olof Falk apud REW 11: 471) could theoretically work, but the
analysis of the second element remains unclear. It is therefore usually assumed
that we are dealing with different suffixes, *b*%-t- beside *b*%i-k- (Specht 1947:
46; IEW 116), added to the zero-grade of a root *b%ei-, which is indeed attested
with ablaut in Germanic: OHG bia (MoHG dial. Beie), Du. bjj against OHG
bini (with short vowel confirmed by Notker), MoHG Biene, MLG bene ‘bee’
(Kroonen 2011b: 228-231).

Vennemann (1998: 478-479; cf. Takdcs 2001: 109-110 with some older mac-
rocomparatavist refs.) has drawn a further comparison with Egyptian Y& % bjt
‘bee’ (Erman/Grapow I: 434; cf. the derivative in Coptic Bl ‘honey’, Vycichl
1983: 38). The similarity is indeed striking, especially if the -t can be considered
a feminine suffix (which is not certain; Takacs 2001: 109). Such a suggestion is
also historically plausible, since the first depictions of hive beekeeping derive
from Egypt (Crane 1999:162), although there is admittedly a great geographical
distance between Egypt and the Northern Europe, to which our word is restric-
ted (see van Sluis 2022: 7).

The main obstacle to uniting the European forms is the Celtic vocalism.
Although *biko- has sometimes been reconstructed (e.g. Berneker 1: 116; Hei-
ermeier apud LEW 1329; Matasovi¢ 2009: 65), the broader consensus among
Celticists favours *beko- (Stokes 1894: 166; Pedersen 1909: 88; LEIA B-24—25;
van Sluis 2022: 8). This is supported by North Occitan béca ‘wasp’, which is
most probably a Gaulish loanword (Delamarre 2003: 70).116 As noted by Ped-
ersen (loc. cit.), the Slavic form could potentially reflect an earlier *becela-
(trad. *becela) with the raising of unstressed *e before a palatal; compare,

116 The Celtic etymology has been rejected by A. Thomas (editor’s note, Romania 35, 139)
and FEW (x1v: 344). They note that Creuse biéco would imply an earlier *besca, which
they assume was metathesized from “guespa, deriving ultimately from Lat. vespa ‘wasp’.
However, the /s/ ought to have been preserved in Limousin, cf. crespa ‘kind of pancake’ (=
French crépe). In addition, the word was probably originally masculine (note the Limousin
variant béc), which would explain the preserved -c¢ (Occitan lac ‘lake’ < lacus; cf. FEW v:
126; old -ca should have yielded -cha in Limousin, as in pescha ‘fish’ < *pisca; cf. Thomas
loc. cit.). The diphthong in Creuse may be explained as due to contamination with gyepo
(cited apud FEW X1V: 344) ‘wasp, with which it is in competition in this area.



228 CHAPTER 6

in a very similar environment, OCS Bruepa ‘yesterday’ beside Beueps ‘even-
ing’ (cf. Kortlandt 1984-1985). As the comparison between Baltic *b%it- and
Slavic/Celtic *b"ek-would rest on the first phoneme alone, it is not entirely clear
that there is enough material to draw a reliable comparison.!*”

6.4.2 Alternations Involving Labials

» (a) ‘bean’. Pr. E babo; R 606, PL. b6b, Sln. bob; Lat. faba ‘bean’ ~ ON baun,
OHG bona ‘bean’ (Machek 1950b: 158; Kurytowicz 1956a:194; Schrijver 1991: 488;
P3C111[2009]: 283; Kroonen 2013: 55; Matasovi¢ 2013: 83; Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff
2018: 282; Sorgo 2020: 435) — According to Walde/Pokorny (11: 131), the Ger-
manic forms developed from *babno- by dissimilation, an ad hoc suggestion
that has gained few serious proponents (9CCH 11: 149; Bankowski 2000 1: 69
and with hesitation Kluge/Seebold 96). Instead, one has tended to keep the
Germanic words apart (Kretschmer 1896:146; Petersson 1909: 390; de Vries 1962:
29; implicitly Trautmann 1923: 23; REW 1:180). If the words are indeed related,
the disagreement between Slavic and Latin *6* and Germanic *w would favour
independent borrowings from a non-IE source.'® Note also in this context the
Latin a-vocalism (see 7.6). However, one must remain cautious due to the small
amount of phonetic material compared.!'® Kretschmer (1896:146) has assumed
a connection with Lt. pupa, Lv. pupa ‘bean, positing a loan from Slavic through
a Finnic intermediary (Berneker 1: 65; Walde/Pokorny loc. cit.). This can hardly
come into question: Livonian puba ‘bean’ is a Baltic loan (Thomsen 1890: 100;
Petersson 1909: 390; Sabaliauskas 1959: 235), while Finnish papu is a loan from
Slavic (Kalima 1956: 102). Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff (2018: 282) have instead sug-
gested that pupa is a loan from the same foreign source as the above forms.
While the resemblance (a stem consisting of two labial stops) is indeed strik-
ing, neither of the implied alternations are precisely paralleled in my material

117 But note further van Sluis (forthc.), who presents some potential parallels for an alterna-
tion between *k, *¢ and *@ in possible substrate words.

118 In this connection, note Berber *a-baw ‘faba bean’, which Kossmann (1999: 113-114) states
cannot be a direct loan from Latin. His current opinion (cf. Kossmann 2021:16) is that we
are dealing with a Wanderwort which has “spread over the Berber territory in post-proto-
Berber times”. If a Latin origin is ruled out, this begs the question as to whether it has been
adopted from a related non-IE source.

119 Anadditional argument for foreign origin could be provided by the gloss haba ‘faba’, attrib-
uted to the “Falisci” by Terentius Scaurus. If this word really did belong to Faliscan proper,
the absence of the change *-b%- > *-f- would imply a Proto-Italic *-6-. This would not
match the *-b”- required by Balto-Slavic, and rule out the reconstruction of a common
proto-form. However, since the development of initial f~ > 4- was probably not limited to
Faliscan, and the reliability of glossators’ attributions is often questionable, it is difficult
to base much on this form (cf. Bakkum 2009: 83, 209).
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(for *p oo *b(M see 6.2.2 and for *u oo *a see 7.3.1), which makes the inclusion of
this form somewhat precarious.

It is also difficult to find reliable parallels for the alternation *6) oo *w.
One relatively clear case without Balto-Slavic comparanda is the word for ‘pea’
(Gr. €péPwlog ‘chickpea’ ~ OHG arawiz ‘pea’; see e.g. Kroonen 2012: 242—244;
Thorse forthc. with lit.). In addition, Machek (1950b: 152—-153; 1968: 132) has sug-
gested we compare the Slavic word for ‘oak’ (OCS g&06ws, etc.) with OHG tanna
‘fir’ (thus a virtual *d*onb”- ~ *d*ony-). However, the semantic distance makes
this comparison very uncertain.!20
» (b) ‘carrot. R mopxdes, SCr. mikva ‘carrot’; OE moru ‘edible root, OHG
moraha ‘carrot’ ~ Lv. burkdns ‘carrot’’?! (Machek 1950b: 158, 1954: 167; Kroonen
2013: 378; Matasovi¢ 2013: 88; ERH]J 1 [2016]: 639; Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018:
282; Sorgo 2020: 446) — The status of the Latvian word is somewhat prob-
lematic, as it may also have been loaned from Baltic German Burkane (see the
discussion on pp. 31—-32). However, it can be noted that while the word in Rus-
sian and German is clearly a late replacement for an older term for ‘carrot’ there
is no other candidate for an old term within Baltic (Bentlin 2008: 247). A pos-
sible trace of this word in Lithuanian can be found in Szyrwid’s burkuntay -
pasternak, with an unclear -¢-,'22 while the usual form is the very recent loan-
word morkva, morka ‘carrot’ (+ Bel. mdpxea).

Moksha pu##d ‘carrot’ has been derived from Russian (Mikkola 1894: 91;
Helimski apud P9C 11: 223). However, the Russian form is not attested any-
where in the vicinity of Mordovia, being limited to the area adjacent to the
Baltic-speaking territory (see pp. 31-32). There are also phonological obstacles

120 Within Baltic, one might also cite Lt. kalavijas ‘sword’ as against Pr. E kalabian (= 111
kalbian Acc.sG.). Yet it seems more attractive to explain this disagreement by assuming
a Lithuanian loanword in Prussian. There are several cases of German /v/ being substi-
tuted as Prussian /b/, such as Pr. 111 ebangelion Acc.sG. ‘gospel, burwalkan Acc.sG. ‘yard’
(« MHG vorwérc ‘estate’), which implies that the Prussian still had a bilabial /w/ until
recently, and therefore substituted a foreign /v/ with a labial stop. One wonders if a sim-
ilar solution might be on the cards for the Lithuanian form birzdziai ‘heather’, attested
in Prussian Lithuania (see p. 223). Although the attested word for ‘heather’ in Prussian is
E sylo (~ Zem. dial. §ilas), this does not rule out the existence of dialectal synonyms.

121 North Zemaitian buikonas is aloan from Latvian (cf. Sabaliauskas 1960b: 261). Perhaps the
same can apply to the rather aberrant burkinas given by Juska (1: 254), the geographical
origin of which cannot be ascertained.

122 Another trace of this word could be found in Lv. burkarits? (attested in Snépele, EH I: 254)
if this was borrowed from Lithuanian (differently Sabaliauskas 1960b: 261). The stem-final
-t- has a curious parallel in Estonian porgand -i ‘carrot’ (cf. Buga 1925: 771), but this has
been analysed as an excrescence within Estonian (Blokland 2005: 298—299). I will leave
these forms out of consideration.
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to a Russian source. Firstly, the loss of the final -n is unmotivated, the final
sequence -an being known even in inherited words (cf. Md. M kuckan ‘greater
spotted eagle’ < PU *kocka), and -n having been preserved in other Russian
loanwords (cf. Moksha dial. karman ‘pouch, handbag’ « R kapmdn; praban
‘drum’ « R 6apabdn, etc.). Second, the palatal # (with subsequent fronting *-a >
*-g; Bartens 1999: 63) is not easily explained on the basis of the Russian data.123
Both of these issues are equally prohibitive to the derivation of the Mordvin
word directly from Baltic (thus Donner1884: 266—267; Myutna-CButbra 1960:18).

According to Junttila (2019: 51), any word for ‘carrot’ must be recent, as carrot
cultivation only became widespread in northern Europe in the Middle Ages.!24
Archaeologically, the evidence is “deplorably fragmentary” (Zohary/Hopf 2012:
160), so it seems difficult to draw firm conclusions. Part of the reason for this
is the difficulty or impossibility of distinguishing between wild and cultiv-
ated specimens, and because cultivated varieties were usually harvested before
going to seed (Karg/Robinson 2000: 137; Mueller-Bieniek 2010: 1725). The Ger-
man word Mdhre ‘carrot, having regular cognates in Old English, must date
at least to Proto-Germanic. However, it did not necessarily originally refer to
the domesticated carrot. In several glosses, OHG moraha is given specifically
as pastinaca silvatica ‘wild carrot’ (see AWDb s.v. mor(a)ha); the exact referent
of OE moru is not known except for the fact that it was distinct from the for-
eign wealh-more (glossed pastinaca, daucus; cf. Dictionary of Old English Plant
Names,'?5 s.v. more (1) with lit.); in Middle English, more referred to both ined-
ible and edible roots.

In conclusion, there is a close resemblance between Slavic/Germanic *murk-
and Baltic *burk-. If they go back to parallel borrowings from another source,
then we might be dealing with an original term for ‘edible root’ which has
become specialized in the sense ‘carrot’ in the individual languages. The word
has spread into the Finnic languages (see p. 32) and Mordvin, but the route or

123  This argument is perhaps not as convincing, as Paasonen (MdWb) records dialectal vari-
ants of Erzya morkov ‘carrot’ (which is borrowed from Russian mopxdes) with a similar
palatal — mo#ko-v, mifkou. This does not appear to be a general phenomenon, however,
so we might assume an exceptional solution, such as transfer of the palatal feature from
the Russian final /v’/ to the previous syllable.

124 Junttila proposes a novel etymology (2014: 131; 2019: 51-52), deriving the Baltic German
word for carrot from the place name Burgundy in the context of Hanseatic trade. As a
parallel, he offers Hungarian burgonya ‘potato’, which is of the same origin. The obvi-
ous problem with this etymology is that Baltic German Burkane differs in consonantism,
vocalism and place of stress from MoHG Burgund; there seem to be too many missing
links in this etymology for it to be accepted.

125 Online database, accessed at http://oldenglish-plantnames.org/.
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even trajectory of its spread is difficult to reconstruct. Since the word seems to
be old in Germanic, having predated Grimm’s law, we are probably dealing with
an originally European word, which may have entered Germanic, Slavic, and
Baltic, and ultimately Mordvin, independently from related non-IE sources.26
» [?‘goosefoot’. Lt. baldnda, Lv. dial. baluéda ‘goosefoot, Chenopodium’ ~ OS
maldia, OHG melta ‘orache, Atriplex’ — See the discussion on pp. 177-178.]

» (c) ‘oven’. Pr. E Vumpis ‘oven’ ~ Go. auhns®, OHG ovan ‘oven’ (for refs. and
more discussion, see p. 254) — In view of Pr. E umnode ‘bakehouse’, the word
Vumpis (for ?*umpins < *umpns) probably stands for an underlying */umnsas/,
see also “[monticulus], qui dicitur Vmne prutenice, id est clibanus” 1331
(Gerullis 1922: 33; PKEZ 1v: 267; for the -p-, compare Pr. G kampnit ~
kamnet ‘horse’). It is tempting to compare Prussian *umna- with Germanic
*ufna- directly, which would imply an irregular correspondence *p oo *m. For
further discussion, and on the possible connection with Gr. invés ‘oven, furnace’,
see p. 254.

Fraenkel (1936¢; see also LEW 1156-1157) attempts to derive both the Prus-
sian word and Lt. dial. #blas ‘indoor oven for producing tar’ from Germanic.
He assumes the Lithuanian word was adopted “von der Weichselgermanen”;
however, the attested Gothic auhn Acc.sG. ‘oven), which shows a dissimila-
tion *f > *h (see Kroonen 2013: 557), is hardly a suitable source, and Fraenkel’s
*ubnas does not appear to be continued by any Germanic language.'?? For Prus-
sian, he points to Sw. dial. (Rietz 486) omn and suggests a possible Scandinavian
origin. However, there is no certain evidence of Scandinavian loans in Baltic
(see Chapter 2). The Lithuanian word is phonologically rather difficult to com-
pare with the other forms due to the need to assume a “suffix replacement”, and
its appurtenance remains uncertain.

A possible parallel for the alternation *P co *m is found in the comparison
of the Slavic word for ‘oak’ (OCS ax0®, etc.) with Finnic *tammi (> F tammi,
E tamm, Li. tdm) ‘oak, suggested by Machek (1968: 132). The Finnic word has
regular cognates at least in Mordvin (E tumo, M tuma ‘oak’) and probably also
in Mari (E tumo, W tum ‘oak’; on the vocalism cf. }{uB10B 2014: 125; Metsdranta

126 Guus Kroonen (p.c. September 2021) points me towards some similar North-East
Caucasian forms: Lak mary, Dargwa marg*a ‘root’. I remain agnostic as to whether these
could be somehow related.

127 In view of the substitution of Gothic lowered /&/ in Lt. pékus « Gothic faihu (see p. 41),
we might expect Gothic */g/ to turn up as Baltic */a/, although the existence of an East
Germanic dialect which did not undergo *u > au is conceivable. In any case, a later West
Germanic origin is out of the question, as German *o with open syllable lengthening is
never adopted as Lt. i (see Alminauskis 1934, passim and e.g. 144-145).
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2020: 81).128 The possibility that the Slavic and West Uralic words could go back
to a shared substrate has been suggested again recently by Jussos (2015) and
Aikio (apud Matasovi¢ forthc.). While the similarity between the words is curi-
ous, it is difficult to imagine a plausible way to bridge the geographical distance
between Proto-Slavic and Volga Uralic.

» (d) ? ‘aftermath’. Lt. atdlas, Lv. atdls; Pr. E attolis ‘aftermath’ ~ R dial. omdsa,
SIn. otdva ‘aftermath’ — Vasmer (REW 11: 289) compares the Slavic words with
SIn. otdviti, Cz. otaviti ‘revive, strengthen’, and considers them a derivative of the
verbal root seen in OR twiTH ‘grow fat’ (CPf 11-17 XXX: 257—258). It is equally
possible that the verb in question is denominal, however: cf. Lv. dial. (ME 1: 149,
EH 1:133) atdlétiés ‘recover, get one’s breath back’ < atdls (cf. Thomsen 1890:159;
Gaters 1953: 113). Various root etymologies for Baltic are summarized in LEW
(p. 22), but the similarity of the Baltic and Slavic words encourages a direct com-
parison (cf. Miklosich 1886: 228; Trautmann 1923: 16; Witczak 2001: 44—45). A
segmentation of the Baltic word as *atd-la- and reference to the nominal prefix
Lt. atd- is unlikely, as this prefix is unknown elsewhere in Baltic and is probably
a Lithuanian innovation on the model of nominal pd-, prd- (etc.). As the Baltic
and Slavic words are so similar, and the suffix *-dla- would be unusual, one may
consider an alternation */ co *w, which is phonetically plausible, although not
paralleled. On the question of the Finnic comparanda, see 3.5.3.

128 ]. Hikkinen (2009: 37—38) considers the West Uralic term a probable substrate word,
but without mention of the Slavic comparandum. The comparison between Slavic and
West Uralic was already made by Tomopos/Tpy6aues (1962: 246; see also Tomaschek 1883:
704), who saw the Slavic word as a loan from a dialect of Proto-Finnic. This can hardly
be seriously considered due to the probable geographical distance between Proto-Slavic
and Proto-Finnic and in the absence of convincing parallels. Hammonbckux (2002:143-145)
rather sees the Uralic word as a borrowing from a lost Baltic dialect. Finally, Witczak (2020:
75-76) has interpreted the Slavic word as a loan from a West Uralic compound of *tamma
‘oak’ + *puwa ‘tree.



CHAPTER 7

Vocalism

7.1 Initial Vowels

In an important article, Schrijver (1997: 307—310) suggested the existence of
a morpheme *a-, which he supposed appeared in a number of non-Indo-
European lexemes with a European distribution. He observed that the presence
of the ‘morpheme’ in a couple of cases correlated with a ‘reduced’ stem. The

most convincing example of this phenomenon is found in the word for ‘black-
bird”:

*mesal- Lat. merula; MW mwyalch, Bret. moualc’h (< PCelt. *mesal-(s)ka-)
*a-msl- OE osle, OHG amsla (< PGm. *amslon-) ‘blackbird’

An excellent parallel is found in the comparison of Lat. raudus ‘piece of copper
or brass’ and ODu. arut (attested in Latin context), OHG aruz ‘ore’ (Schrijver
1997: 308; Kroonen 2013: 37). As well as showing a similar correlation between
the presence of *a- and a ‘reduced’ stem (*raud- o *a-rud-), the two variants
also show an identical geographical distribution. This distribution is, however,
disturbed by the addition with Sumerian uruda (< aruda; Jagersma 2010: 61)
‘copper’ (see Thorsg et al. 2023: 109). Although Schrijver’s (2018: 363) sugges-
tion that the language of Europe’s first farmers could have been related to Hattic
would somewhat resolve the geographical issue, there is also a huge time dif-
ference involved. It would be quite a stretch to assume that such morphological
alternations as found in Hattic! would have been preserved in Europe intact for
millennia after its colonization by farming populations.

Several more suggested examples of the morpheme *a- have been collected
by Iversen/Kroonen (2017: 518) and Schrijver (2018: 361-363; cf. also Matasovi¢
2020: 338-342), although not all of them show the expected pattern of stem
reduction. I have divided my evidence into those which do and those which do
not follow this pattern.

1 Infact, it seems hardly possible to rule out that the relevant vowel reductions (associated with
the definite article) constitute a young development unique to Hattic.
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711 *a- oo *J-with Reduced’ Stem

» ‘swan (1). R.é6eds, Bg. 1é6e0 ~Pl. tabedz, Sin. labgd; ON olpt, OHG elbiz (for
refs. and further discussion, see pp.176—177) — In East Slavic and Bulgarian, one
finds the form *lebedi- (trad. *lebeds). This is the reconstruction given by early
authors (e.g. Miklosich 1886: 162; Osthoff 1898: 65; cf. Andersen 1996a: 124),2
although *elbedi- (trad. *elbeds) is nowadays more popular (ByraxoBckuii 1948:
18; ICCA vI: 19; Stawski SP vI: 40). The older reconstruction is preferable, as
the idea that *eRC- should develop to REC- throughout Slavic is doubtful: cor-
roborating examples are lacking, and one would expect a parallel treatment to
*aRC- (trad. *oRC-; cf. Vaillant 1950:160-161; Derksen 2008:143; Jakob forthc. a.).

Derksen (2000: 84) has suggested to account for the different Slavic reflexes

by assuming a ‘prefix’ “a- (thus *a-lb- oo *leb-). Although this idea was not taken
over in his dictionary (2008:143), it does seem a plausible way to account for the
two forms. The irregular alternation between *-bgd- and *-bed- in the second
syllable already strongly suggests a non-IE origin. Furthermore, the geography,
with the a-forms restricted to Germanic and the western part of the Slavic area,
seems quite consistent with the examples adduced by Schrijver.
» ?‘elm (2). OR mnbms, OPL ilem™ (hapax, attested (Ylem) 1472; SSP 111: 15),
dial. ilmak (St. Warsz. 11: 78), SIn. dial. (Carinthia) lim < *ilm (Erjavec 1883: 293;
Karnic¢ar 1990: 51); OE elm, OHG elm; Lat. ulmus ‘elm’ ~ MIr. lem; MW llwyf
‘elm’ (Machek 1954: 9o; Polomé 1990: 334; Schrijver 1997: 311; van Sluis forthc.;
Matasovi¢ forthc.) — Latin ulmus can probably reflect *elmo- with *e- > *o-
before velarized /1/, as in olor ‘swan’ ~ MW alarch (< *elar- with Joseph's law;
Schrijver 1995a: 76), followed by regular *olC > ulC (cf. Weiss 2020: 150-151).
Quite alone stands ON a/mr ‘elm’: perhaps ths initial a- has been carried over
from other tree names (cf. ON askr ‘ash’, OSw. asp ‘aspen’, a/ ‘alder’). Matasovi¢
(2009: 237), like Pedersen (1905: 313—314), has made an attempt to explain the
words in terms of IE ablaut, but has later favoured a non-IE origin (Matasovic¢
forthc.).

The Slavic words have often been derived from Germanic (Miklosich 1886:
95; Berneker 1: 424; Kiparsky 1934:148), or more specifically, MHG ilme (attested
since the 13t c.). In view of (1) the early attestation in Russian (already the
Novgorod First Chronicle)® and its widespread appearance in Russian top-
onymy (Vasmer 1938: 452; B. Bacmibes 2012: 427—429), and (2) the non-trivial

2 Osthoff reconstructed Pl. fabed? etc. as *lob"-, comparing the Hesychian gloss dAwgotg -
Aguxolg, which occurs beside a parallel gloss dAgotls - Aevxods. The former is most probably
a mere transmission error (Beekes 2010: 77; Gippert 2017: 184-185), meaning that Osthoff’s
reconstruction has no real basis.

3 See Folio 113b (under the year 6738) of the Synodal Codex.
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development of Bel. dial. .2ém, LSrb. lom, showing the regular outcomes of a
vocalized yer (cf. Schaarschmidt 1997: 62) and loss of *i- (trad. *j»-), a late
Germanic loan is out of the question (thus also Friedrich 1970: 81-82; 9CCA
VIII 222—223; Derksen 2008: 211).4 Despite Machek’s (1954: 90) claim to the con-
trary, all the forms can be united under a single proto-form, *ilima-.5

The irregularity essentially depends on the Celtic evidence, namely Mlr. lem
(< *lemo- | *limo-) and MW llwyf (< *leimo-) ‘elm’. These words fail to corres-
pond with each other even within Celtic. Schrijver (1997: 311) characterizes the
relationship between the Celtic and other European words as *V-lm- ~ *(Vm-.
Nevertheless, no precise parallels can be identified, and since the comparison
only consists of two consonants, there is always a possibility that the similarity
is due to chance.

Curiously, a very similar word is also found in several Turkic languages, cf.
Chuv. jélme, Tatar elmd; Kumyk e/me ‘elm) Noghai elmen ‘aspen’. On the basis
of these forms, CUT'T{I (1: 126) offers the Proto-Turkic reconstruction “elmen.
If the final -n in Noghai is secondary after emen ‘oak’, the Caucasian Turkic
forms could be combined under *elme; however, the Volga Turkic forms imply
a reconstruction *ilmd (cf. A. 160 2007: 129-130). The initial j- in Chuvash is
irregular and would suggest a reconstruction *jilmd, but it is perhaps second-
ary; CasesbeB (p.c. August 2021) has informed me of a form (bapmsi) in an 18t
century source, which would imply */élma/.

As the Volga Turkic vowel shift can be dated to the 15t or 16t centur-
ies (Doerfer 1971: 329), even a Middle Russian origin could be considered,
although in view of the lack of parallels, we may be inclined to date the loan-
word earlier. The reality of linguistic contact between Turks and early Slavs is

4 Itisinteresting to consider the possibility of a loan from early West Germanic, however. West
Germanic *0 may well in some cases have been adopted as *u in Slavic, cf. OCS xn1BpMB ~
OS (Heliand) holm™ ‘hill, where attested Gothic uses a different word for ‘hill} Alain(s)*. There
are no certain examples of the development WG *e - Slavic *i (trad. *»; the word for ‘radish’?
cf. Sabaliauskas 1960b: 258), but such a substitution might be anticipated. In this case, one
could envisage an earlier Slavic loan from West Germanic *elma- (cf. OHG elm). For the inser-
tion of *i (trad. *») after */ as a reflection of the Germanic ‘clear I, compare OR Osbra < ON
Helga.

5 Pace ES]JS 448, there is no reason to reconstruct a Proto-Slavic variant *lima- (trad. *lems).
The loss of *i- (trad. *j»-) is semi-regular in West and South-East Slavic (Derksen 2003; the
‘Russian’ form sém cited in ESJS is in fact Belarusian, cf. CPHT xvI: 346). The other forms,
PL dial. lim (St. Warsz. 11: 743), R dial. (Siberia) ium (CPHT XVII: 47; ?cf. tiaum, Jans? 11: 39),
SIn. lom (Cigale 1860:1306), do not show regular reflexes of *lima- (trad. *lsms) and must be
explained otherwise. The CS form ssms (Bes.), found twice on a single page (cf. SJS 1v: 636),
is evidently a scribal error for the Latin loan oynem® ‘elm’, which is attested only in this text,
and was apparently unfamiliar to the copyist.
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proven by the existence of common Slavic borrowings from Turkic, cf. R arch.
moamdus, Cz. obs. tlumac ‘interpreter'® « Turkic *tilmac (> Old Turkic tilmac,
Tatar tilmac ‘interpreter, Yakut tilbas ‘translation’; cf. REW 111: 115-116; Doer-
fer 1965: 662—665; ICTH 111: 233—235). Moreover, a couple more early Slavic
loanwords have apparently found their way into Volga Turkic, most strikingly
Tat. dial. kongdld, Chuv. kéncele ~ dial. kancala” flax prepared for spinning’ «
SL. *kgzeli- (trad. *koZelv; > R dial. kyscens, Bg. dial. kéacen ‘flax prepared for spin-
ning), Cz. kuzel ‘distaff’). From a phonological and geographical point of view,
however, it seems difficult to derive the Caucasian Turkic forms directly from
Slavic. Although the exact source of the Turkic words remains elusive, it is more
probable that these are ultimately of Indo-European origin rather than repres-
enting independent witnesses of a non-IE Wanderwort.

» ?‘sturgeon’. R océmp, Cz. jeseter, SCr. jésetra; Lt. erskétas; Pr. E esketres
‘sturgeon’ ~ Ic. styrja, OHG sturio ‘sturgeon’ (Ostir 1930: 6; Machek 1950b: 150;
Bezlaj 1: 228; Kroonen 2012: 240, 2013: 488; Iversen/Kroonen 2017: 513) — Both
Baltic and Slavic point unambiguously to an initial *e- (with regular develop-
ment to o- in East Slavic, pace Andersen 1996a:147). Despite the difficulties with
interpreting initial vowels in Balto-Slavic (see 7.2), it might still be wise to keep
this example apart from other examples of the *a-prefix. Kroonen (2013: 488),
who reconstructs *asetr- for Balto-Slavic against *str- in Germanic, would inter-
pret the Germanic u-vocalism as resulting from a ‘reduced stem’ with a vocalic
*r,

As Kroonen notes, based on the other examples of a-prefixation, we should
expect *a-str- beside *setr-. He argues that the original “ablaut” may have been
“reshuftled’, although since we do not have a clear understanding of the mech-
anisms underlying the alternations in the attested material, such an interpreta-
tion is risky; Sorgo (2020: 449-450) rejects the example altogether. An alternat-
ive non-IE analysis would be possible in the context of the *e co *u alternation
seen in *klen- ~ *klun- ‘maple’ (see 7.3.2), although an additional metathesis of
*r would have to be assumed.

Above (see pp. 218-219), I have argued in favour of a comparison of the Balto-
Slavic words with Lat. excetra ‘sea serpent. If this is accepted, the comparison

6 Czech-Slovak shows a strange ‘ablaut’ between tlumac ‘interpreter’ : tlumoditi ‘interpret’ This
opens up the possibility that Slavic originally had a short vowel in the second syllable (in
agreement with Turkic), preserved here in the derived verb, while in the noun it was sec-
ondarily assimilated to the agent noun suffix *-ace- (trad. *-a¢s; on which see Vaillant 1974:
321-323).

7 This dialect form shows the expected Chuvash reflex with the development *kiN- > *kuN-
(as in Chuv. kdn = Turk. giin ‘day’; kdmpa = Tat. gombd ‘mushroony’). In this light, the more
common front-vocalic form is perhaps loaned from Tatar.
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with Germanic *stur- becomes rather more impressionistic, even though the
semantic correspondence with Germanic is perfect. If we follow Kroonen and
reconstruct a ‘reduced stem’ without the initial vowel, we could set up a pre-
form *ks(k)tr-. While this could well develop into *stur-, the fact that so much
material has to be lost to achieve the Germanic forms makes the suggestion
rather dubious.

» ?‘turnip’ Lt. répé, OHG ruoba, MDu. rove, Lat. rapum ‘turnip’; Gr. pagavog
‘cabbage, radish’; R prbna, SCr. répa (dial. ripa) ‘turnip’ ~ MW erfin, Bret. irvin
‘turnip’ (O8tir 1930: 64; Machek 1954: 57; Walde/Hofmann 11 [1954]: 418; Furnée
1972: 163; Cop 1973: 29; Chantraine DELG 1v [1977]: 968; Bezlaj 111 [1995]: 171;
Kroonen 2013: 415; Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 301) — Lt. répé along with the
Germanic and Latin forms support a common reconstruction *ref,p-. Never-
theless, the irregularities in the other cognates clearly point to a foreign origin,
which has long been recognized. These irregularities include (1) the vocalic
alternation between *-d- in Greek, *-é- or *-ai- in Slavic, and *-a- elsewhere;
(2) the mismatch of Greek -¢-, Celtic *-b- as against *-p- elsewhere; (3) the cor-
respondence Gr. p- ~ MDu. -, in IE terms suggesting an initial *r-, which is not
typical of inherited vocabulary (e.g. Lehmann 1951).

If the Celtic forms are to be segmented *a-rb-, then they may reflect a ‘pre-
fixed’ variant of the pan-European word for ‘turnip’ Despite the close formal
parallel with the other cases of ‘stem reduction, I still find it difficult to entirely
rule out chance resemblance, given that very little material (i.e. *-rP-) is being
compared here.® Considering the broad geography, we must in any case be
dealing with a cultural Wanderwort. In view of the narrow distribution of the
a-prefixed variant, it seems more probable that it was formed locally on the
basis of material loaned from elsewhere. In this case, perhaps this word could
provide an indication of the productivity of a-prefixation among the pre-Indo-
European languages of Northern Europe.

» 71 ‘heron, stork’. SCr.rdda ‘white stork’ (uncommon in the dialects; Skok 111:
153) ~ Gr. épwdiés (since Homer) ‘heron, egret, Lat. ardea ‘heron’; 20N arta
(attested in Pul Fugla; for the meaning, cf. Ic. urt ‘teal, Sw. drta ‘garganey’)
(Beekes 2000a: 27; Jluropuo 2012; Kroonen 2013: 36; Iversen & Kroonen 2017:
518; Pronk 2019a: 154; Matasovi¢ 2020: 339) — The appurtenance of the Norse
word seems doubtful to me for semantic reasons. The comparison between the
others is obviously attractive. It should be noted, however, that Latin ardea

8 In addition, Celtic rarely shows a prefixed form in such alternations. In this respect, note
Schrijver’s comparison of Gaul. alauda (apud Pliny et al.; see TLL for attestations), Old French
aloe and OE laurice, lawerce ‘lark’, but I must admit that I am not entirely convinced by this
equation (cf. Matasovi¢ 2020: 340).



238 CHAPTER 7

could be syncopated < *arVdeja- (cf. Walde/Pokorny I: 146-147). In this case,
the comparison with Greek need not be considered an unambiguous example
of ‘stem reduction’, although the correlation between Latin a- and Greek &-
remains irregular. The supposition of an *a- co *&- alternation, on the other
hand, depends entirely on the Serbo-Croatian form.?

Schrijver (1991: 65) has suggested that SCr. rdda is a Romance loanword.
Jluropuo (2012: 23—25) rightfully criticizes this theory, since (1) Romance *-dja
would give SCr. -Za (cf. lopiz ‘earthen cooking pot’ < ®lapideum, FEW Vv: 160;
M. Matasovi¢ 2011: 165); (2) the supposed Romance word *arda is nowhere
attested; (3) the expected reflex of *arC- in South Slavic would be *raC-. At the
same time, the word’s isolation certainly does give us cause for doubt (Mata-
sovi¢ 2020: 339). In view of the widespread European and Slavic association of
the stork with childbirth, one might, for instance, envisage a connection with
SCr. roditi ‘give birth’ (cf. Liewehr 1954: 90). Due to the doubtful Proto-Slavic
status of this word, this example is too uncertain to be used here.

712  *a- oo *Q@-with No Stem Reduction

» ‘nut’. Pr. E buccareisis ‘beechnut’; Lt. riesutas,'© Lv. riéksts ‘nut’ ~ R oprox,
SIn. éreh ‘nut’ (Fraenkel 1950b: 238; Polak 1955: 55; LEW [1965]: 731; Bezlaj 11
[1982]: 253; Matasovi¢ 2013: 93; Blazek 2018: 5-6) — Practically everyone who
has accepted a non-IE origin has adduced additional forms such as Gr. xapvov

y u

‘nut), dpva (H.) ‘walnuts’, Alb. arré ‘walnut’ in support of this claim. I am not
optimistic about these comparisons; the only thing shared by dpva and riesutas
is the phoneme *r. Nevertheless, even without this evidence, the inexplicable
initial vowel in Slavic allows us to make a fairly convincing case for foreign ori-
gin. It cannot contain the verbal prefix *ab- (trad. *0b-) ‘around’ because *-b-
would not have been lost before *-r- (cf. OCS o6pbcru ‘find, devise’).!! If we

9 The hapax pw3iés in Hipponax is probably due to aphaeresis, cf. udg®ins (Hippocrates)
‘leather’ < iudofy, and other examples in Stromberg (1944: 44—45), as well as 8éAw < E0éAw
‘want, wish’.

10  The oft-cited form riesas seems to derive from Miezinis (1894: 206), who has (rieszas,
rieszutas). It seems doubtful that this is a genuine dialectal variant, and if genuine, it is
probably a back formation. The suffix -utas is rare, but it is shared by dsutas ‘horse hair’
and degutas ‘tar’. Note that both dsutas and riesutas decline as a consonant stem in East
Vilniskiai dialects, as has been repeatedly pointed out (cf. Biga apud Trautmann 1923: 241;
Specht 1947: 62; Fraenkel LEW 731; Ambrazas 1993: 57; Derksen 2015: 328), but this is of
little value, as consonant stems became productive in this region (Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 263).

11 This phonological issue is not even mentioned by 9CCA (xx1x: 71), who list the word
under *obréxs, and consider it (following Mnpunckmii 1916: 153; Tpy6aues 1971: 65) a deriv-
ative of *résiti ‘to untie’ Note the criticism on this point by Kpeicbko (2014: 104).
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assume an ablauting *Hor-: *Hr- (Specht 1947: 62), this would imply that the ele-
ment *-ois- is a suffix, of which there is no indication.!? A non-IE origin might
also be favoured by the root structure (virtual *(H)roiHs-; see 5.3.2).

» ?‘oats. Pr. E wyse ‘oats’ ~ Lt. @viZos, Lv. auzas; R oséc, Sln. dvas; Lat. avéna
‘oats’ (Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 294—295; Kroonen et al. 2022:19—20; for more
refs. and discussion, see pp. 212—213) — Whether this example belongs here
depends heavily on the analysis of the Prussian form, the only one in which ini-
tial *a- is lacking. The interpretation of the Prussian data is unfortunately not
straightforward. A similar word for ‘oats’ is attested in Simon Grunau’s Prus-
sian vocabulary: wisge. While we might be tempted to read /wizje/, the word
must rather be identified with wizges in Daukantas (Leskien 1891: 274; see LKZ
s.v. vizgé for additional data). On the other hand, wyse in the Elbing Vocabu-
lary cannot be corrected to *wysge, as its reality is confirmed by the grain tax
craysewisse found in 15 century East Prussian documents.!® The result is that
we have little choice but to accept the existence of two dialectal synonyms for
‘oats’ in Prussian and Zemaitian. In light of this, it is plausible that the two forms
influenced one another, and that pre-Prussian *awizé lost its initial *a- due to
the influence of wisge (Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 294—295). The latter may be
cognate with Latin virga ‘shoot, twig, rod, OHG wisc - [ faeni] strues ‘bundle [of
hay]’ (LEW 1269).

A further potential piece of evidence for a form without an initial vowel can
be found within Uralic. Although the comparison of Lat. *awe(T)sna ‘oats’ with
Karelian and East Finnish vefiind ‘wheat’ would seem almost obvious, I am not
aware of any relationship having been proposed before.!* The Karelian word
cannot be separated from Md. EM vis, and Ma. E wiste, wiste, NW wista, mean-
ing ‘spelt. Although the Mari sibilant is somewhat unexpected, the reflexes

12 Other Slavic examples are difficult to adduce here, as *ab- (trad. *0b-) can usually not be
excluded on formal grounds. A case in point is OCS ockpbas, Pl. oskard ‘pickaxe’ as against
Pr. E sturdis ?*[skurdas/ - bicke, where the Slavic prefix does not appear semantically
motivated, but on formal grounds could represent *ab-. Moreover, one is reminded of CS
omiars beside OCS miars ‘hammer’ (cf. Mikkola 1898: 302). I leave such examples aside.

13 e.g “schessel habir von czenden, phlughabir und craysewisse” 1431. For the data, see Top-
pen (1867: 151-152), who convincingly interprets the word as ‘Heuhafer’ (cf. Pr. E crays -
hew).

14  Ihave now published the suggestion in Kroonen et al. (2022: 20). In addition, note that
R. Matasovi¢ independently offered the same comparison during the workshop Sub-Indo-
European Europe in August 2021. Koivulehto (2002: 592) has suggested a far less attractive
loan etymology starting from IE *kueitnd- ‘white’, a back-projection of Germanic *hwita-
‘white) in turn the source of *Awaitja- ‘wheat’. Not only is the back-projection of this Ger-
manic form to IE unwarranted, the suggested source also leaves the Uralic *§ unaccounted
for.
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seem largely consistent with a reconstruction *$n.15 However, the vocalism in
Mari is irregular, and in Uralic terms would rather suggest *wdsnd (cf. Aikio
2014a: 157 and passim). In this context, the very narrow distribution within
Finnic seems to almost call for a loanword origin (cf. von Hertzen 1973: 90;
Hikkinen/Lempidinen 1996:159). In combination, all of these facts solidify the
impression of a word intrusive to Uralic.

Although there is a semantic discrepancy between ‘oats’ in Indo-European
and ‘wheat, spelt’ in Uralic, it nevertheless seems quite possible that all of these
forms derive from an earlier agricultural Wanderwort. If these words belong
here, they would be a clear example of a form without initial a-. However, it
is by no means clear that we are dealing with a morpheme *a- or some other
phenomenon, such as aphaeresis, which might be a symptom of the borrowing
process resulting from the more restrictive phonotactics of Uralic.

» ?‘sedge’. OE secg, Du. zegge, OHG sahar ‘sedge’; Olr. seisc, MW hesc COLL.
‘sedge’’® ~ R ocdka, Uk. ocoxd ‘sedge’ (Kroonen 2013: 421; Iversen/Kroonen 2017:
518) — The relationship between Germanic *sok- and Celtic *se-sk- exactly par-
allels the semantically similar Lt. néndré ‘reed’ (< *ne-nd-) beside Hitt. nata-
‘reed’, MP n’y ‘pipe, flute’ (< *nod-; de Bernardo Stempel 1999: 68).17 These words
therefore permit an analysis in terms of Indo-European morphology. The Slavic
word formally corresponds to Lt. GSaka ‘husk of grain; small fish bone’, which is

15  Compare Vo. pdhn, Md. M pd(k)sd, Ma. E piste ‘lime tree’ (< PU *pd(k)$nd) and F dial.
hdhnd, Md. M dial. sak$i and Ma. E $iste ‘woodpecker’ (?< *$d(k)cnd). It seems possible that
the *k in these Mordvin words is secondary (P. Kallio apud Holopainen 2019: 249, but note
the different reflex in the word for ‘spelt’), which would be supported by the Mari reflex
of *pd(k)snd, where we fail to find the otherwise regular development *d > *ii before *k§
(cf. Aikio 2014a:155). Traditionally (e.g. UEW 716), the word for ‘lime tree’ is reconstructed
as *pdksnd with a three-consonant cluster. Note that UEW (p. 772) rejects the appurten-
ance of $dksi altogether. Perhaps as a result, the Mordvin word for ‘woodpecker’ is not
even mentioned by Aikio (2015a: 44; in prep. 108-109), but it seems that it must belong
here and that we should return to UEW’s reconstruction *$iénd | *édsnd? with various
assimilations (as opposed to Aikio’s preferred éacénd).

16 The Celtic forms have been adopted into Romance, cf. Occitan sesca ‘bulrush’, while Ibero-
Romance (Spanish and Catalan sisca, xisca ‘reed’) suggests a divergent preform with *7.
Coromines/Pascual (v: 264) attempt to solve this by assuming a borrowing through Mosar-
abian (see also FEW XI: 551).

17 Reduplication is also shown by Olr. nenaid as against Lt. notré ‘nettle’ (see p. 203). Com-
pare similarly Lt. papartis (dial. papdrtis) ‘fern’ against MIr. raith ‘ferns, bracken’ < *prH-ti-
(Schrijver 1995a: 178; Zair 2012: 76), if this does not contain the prefix pa- (Gliwa 2009:
82). Typologically speaking, one may assume that the reduplication seen in these plant
names had a collective function, although there is no actual evidence for this (awkwardly,
the unreduplicated raith is in fact a collective, but this fact is not decisive due to the pro-
ductivity of collectives in Celtic).
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generally derived from the root of astrus ‘sharp’ (cf. ME 1: 142 with lit.). Such a
derivation makes sense for ‘sedge’, which has sharp leaves. On the other hand,
the suffix *-aka has no close parallels within Slavic (Vaillant 1974: 543; though cf.
Bap6ot 1984: 167), which remains an argument against an internal derivation
(the suffix is also rare in Baltic, cf. SkardZius 1941: 125-126). As a result, although
anon-IE origin seems possible, this example remains uncertain.

» ?‘grouse’. Lt. jerubé ‘hazel grouse, Lv. ifbe ‘partridge’; Pl. jarzqbek, Sln. jeréb
‘hazel grouse’ ~ Lv. rubenis ‘black grouse’; OHG reba-huon, MLG rap-hon ‘part-
ridge’ (Derksen 2000; see pp. 174-176 for more discussion) — The Baltic evid-
ence implies an initial *je- (or possibly *é-; see p. 175), but Lv. rubenis ‘black
grouse’ lacks the initial syllable altogether. At first sight, the latter is a close
match to ON rjipa, Nw. rype ‘ptarmigan’ (Walde/Pokorny 11: 360; Derksen
2000). J6hannesson (1942: 223) has called the appurtenance of the Norse words
into question, however, deriving them instead from the root of Ic. ropa ‘belch;
brag) synchronically used to describe the sound the ptarmigan makes during
the breeding season (see also IEW 871; Kroonen 2013: 411).

This explanation chimes well with the alternative etymology deriving
Lv. rubenis from rubindt ‘kollern, falzen (von Birkhdhnen)' (ME 111: 552). On
the other hand, it is reasonable to suspect that rubindt is denominal in origin
(LEW 744 refers us to Fraenkel 1937: 362, where the parallel Cz. dial. k7epeliti
(Kott vI: 727) ‘twitter (of a quail)’ < kfepel ‘quail’ is cited; cf. Derksen 2000: 81).
This would be supported by the verb’s isolation within Baltic.!® In Germanic,
the verb is unlikely to be denominal, as the primary meaning of Ic. ropa appears
to be ‘belch cf. MDu. ruppen in the same sense, and the derived OHG ropf-
ezzen, MDu. op-ruspen. The Germanic word is presumably of imitative origin
(Kroonen 2013: 411).

Even if the position of ON rjipa ‘ptarmigan’ remains unclear, it still seems
attractive to compare the Balto-Slavic data with the West Germanic words for
‘partridge’ (Derksen 2000: 77, 79). While MLG rap-hon can be explained as a
folk etymological distortion after rap ‘fast, agile’ (DWb x1v: 334; Suolahti 1909:
256; Kluge/Seebold 2011: 750), OHG reba-huon ‘partridge’ does not have a con-
vincing ulterior etymology (Suolahti mentions the call: ‘zirrep’). The compar-
ison with the Balto-Slavic forms presupposes (a) the irregular loss of the first
syllable *ie- and (b) an irregular vocalic relationship *e co *u. On the latter, see

7.3.2.

18  Itssupposed Lithuanian cognate, rubéti, is apparently attested just once in alist of Svéksna
dialect words sent into the newspaper Viltis by a K. Jazdauskis: “Rubéti, brazdéti, gruméti,
bildéti — “sinonimai”” (see Viltis 1908, No. 114 [1 Oct.], p. 3). Rubéti (if not simply a printing
error!) is evidently a secondary variant of the synonymous rabéti (LKZ).
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713 Fwi-?

» ‘bison’. Pr. E {wissambs’) - ewer; OE wesend, weosend, OHG wisunt ‘bison’
~ R 3y6p, Pl. obs. zqbr, Sln. zdbar; Lt. sturitbras ‘bison’ (for refs. and further
discussion, see pp. 220—221) — The element wi- in Prussian and Germanic is
unexplained and difficult to account for without recourse to ad hoc contam-
inations (cf. LEW 932 with lit.).!® Compounded with the other irregularities
(pp. 220—221), a non-inherited origin looks probable. As a potential, although
speculative, parallel for the prefix *wi-, Kroonen (2013: 457; cf. also Sorgo 2020:
449; van Sluis forthc.) has adduced the Gaulish uisumarus - trifolium (apud
Marecellus of Bordeaux; Delamarre 2003: 322—333), as opposed to Molr. seamair,
Ic. smeera ‘clover’ (this suggestion in fact goes back to Ostir 1930: 26).

Kroonen (2012: 254, 2013: 571) has also suggested that the initial i- in R ust06ps
‘Manchurian wapiti’ might be identified with the *wi- in Prussian and Ger-
manic. While at first sight attractive, this suggestion is probably to be rejected.
First, it is suspicious that the given word is limited to Russian, and that the spe-
cies it refers to is only present to the east of Lake Baikal.2? It can be noted that
there are a couple of other words in Siberian dialects which show an epenthetic
[i-/ before [z-/, cf. Siberian dial. usd6oas ‘indeed’ (CPHT x11: 84) = dial. 3d6b1n
(AHukuH 2003: 201) and usygps = MR 3y¢hs, 3ydps (CPA 11-17 VI: 70) ‘a kind
of woollen fabric), of Turkic origin (cf. Turk. sof ‘woollen fabric’; see Anukun
2000: 215, 220). This is probably to be explained by assuming the interference
of a substrate in which initial /z-/ is not permitted, cf. Khakas izep ‘pocket’ «
R dial. sens (itself borrowed through a Turkic language, ultimately from Arabic,
cf. Résinen 1969: 124; AHUKHH 2003: 216), Yakut dial. ihir ‘fat’ < R scup (Ankun
2003:199).2! Without the support of us6ps, it is also difficult to assess whether
this initial *wi- can have anything to do with the initial /i/ in R #so.z2a ‘oriole’
(see p. 179 for a discussion of this element).

19  For example, Petersson (1921: 39—41) assumes the Prussian form has wi- after German
Wisent, and connects the latter with Skt. visana- ‘horn’ (thus also van der Meulen apud
Derksen 2015: 433). Wisunckuit (1926: 56) assumes instead that the Prussian word itself
is cognate with Skt. visana-, with a second element *b*r- ‘bearing’. Young (1998: 204—205)
sees the element *wis- in OHG wisa ‘meadow”.

20  The word’s earliest attestation is in the derivative usy6puna (1495, CPfI 1-17 VI: 209) in
a report from a Moscow delegation about a mission to the Grand Dutchy of Lithuania.
Logically, the meaning must be ‘bison meat, but the specific context (“rpu 60uxu n3y6-
puHbl”) makes it tempting to assume a transmission error.

21 An epenthetic initial i- is also found in some Turkic loanwords already in Middle Russian:
usapbass (17t c.; CPA 1-17 VI: 92) ‘brocade’ (~ Ottoman Turkish zerbaf), usympyms (15t
c.;idem: 212) ‘emerald’ (~ Turk. ziimriit), which might suggest transmission through a sim-
ilar substrate.
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TABLE 14  Possible examples of ‘prefixation’

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere

*a-lbandb-
‘swan (1)’ - *a-lbred-
*lebhed®
‘turnip’ *rap- *rép-/*raip- | *rap- Celt. *a-rb-
? ‘sturgeon’ | *e-(k)sket-r- | *e-(k)set-r- *(k)st(u)r- Lat. *e-ksket-r-
*e-lm- Tur. *e-lm-
?‘elm (2) | - *i-lim-
*a-lm- Celt. *lem-

‘nut’ *rais- *a-rais- -

*a-uiz- Lat. *a-wesn-
? ‘oats’ *a-uiS- -

*uiz- Ural. *wesna
? ‘sedge’ - *a-sak- *sak-i- Celt. *se-sk-
? ‘grouse’ | *ie-rubh- *(i)e-rembh- | *rebh-

*ui-sam(b")r-
bison *zam(b")r- *ui-(t)snT-

*stum(b")r-
? ‘boar’ ? *u-epr-i- *u-epr-i- *epr- Lat. *aper-

» ?‘boar’. OCS (Ps. Sin.) Berps ‘boar’; Lv. vepris ‘castrated boar’ ~ Lat. aper,
OE eofor, OHG ebur* (attested epur, eber) ‘wild boar’ (Machek 1968: 684;
Polomé 1990: 335; Kroonen 2013: 14; Sorgo 2020: 438) — The comparison of
these forms is obvious, although an explanation of the initial *w- in Balto-
Slavic is lacking (Walde/Hofmann I: 56; Kluge/Seebold: 226; Derksen 2008: 515).
Perhaps this *w- can be identified with the element *wi- found in the word
for ‘bison, discussed above. True, the distribution of this ‘prefix’ in the two
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examples is almost diametrically opposite, and without further examples, it is
difficult to draw any solid conclusions.

7.1.3.1 Conclusion

The result of this section is a rather heterogenous group of mostly uncertain
examples, which are collected in Table 14, above (see p. 185 for help reading the
table). Shaded cells indicate forms containing a ‘prefix’.

In view of the rather different distributions and behaviours of these words,
it is unlikely that they represent a single phenomenon. Most reminiscent of
Schrijver’s ‘a-prefix’ is the word for ‘swan, which meets three criteria: (a) an
alternation *a- oo *@-, (b) an apparent ‘stem reduction’ and (c) a geographical
distribution similar to that of the European words for ‘blackbird’ and ‘ore’. The
word for ‘turnip’ also appears to fit this pattern quite well, although it is more
widespread, and must have partially spread as a cultural Wanderwort. A similar
phenomenon has also been proposed to occur in the words for ‘elm’ and ‘stur-
geon, but both of these involve a number of issues and cannot be considered
entirely certain.

The remaining cases do show an initial vowel in some of the continuants,
but do not show the expected pattern of ‘stem reduction’ While it cannot be
ruled out that such alternations derive from a related substrate alternation, it
is difficult to rule out that they result from an unrelated phenomenon, such as
aphaeresis, either resulting from the borrowing process or taking place within
the source language.

7.2 Alternations between Front and Back Vowels

Although there are some words in Balto-Slavic which appear to show an unclear
alternation between *a- and *e- in initial position (see, for instance, pp. 276—
277 on the word for ‘alder’), the value of this alternation is unclear as a res-
ult of ‘Rozwadowski’s change’ (cf. Rozwadowski 1915; Andersen 1996a: 102—-104
and passim; Derksen 2002) — the observation that Balto-Slavic *e- sometimes
occurs in place of *a- under as of yet unclear conditions. Since the develop-
ment is also found in inherited words, such as in Lt. erélis ‘eagle’ < *hger- (cf.
Gr. 8pvig ‘bird), Hitt. haran- ‘eagle’), I agree with Andersen (1996a: 105) that little
is gained by invoking non-IE substrates. This applies to examples such as Lv.
dial. (Kurzeme) ércis ~ Gr. dpxevog juniper’ (Beekes 2000a: 27; Derksen 2015:
533—-534), even though the unclear Greek suffix quite possibly suggests at least
the Greek word is of non-IE origin (cf. also xéAev@og ‘way, journey, Chantraine

1933: 366-367).



VOCALISM 245

In other positions, the evidence may also be ambiguous. Cases like Lt. vdsara
‘summer’ ~ OCS (Ps. Sin.) Becna ‘spring’ (= Gr. €ap ‘spring’) and Lt. vdkaras,
Lv. vakars ~ OCS Beueps ‘evening’ must result from a combination of assimila-
tion and neo-ablaut (Otrebski 1955: 24—26; Hamp 1970b). One may in principle
suggest a similar explanation for examples such as Lt. siddbras, Pr. 111 sirablan
~ OCS cppebpo, even though, in this case, there is plenty of other evidence
for a non-IE origin (see pp. 225-226). In the following examples, the irregular
vocalism is supported by examples beyond just Baltic.

7.21  Baltic *e co Elsewhere *a

» ‘hellebore’. RCS uemeps ‘hellebore, hemlock; poison’; Bel. udmep ‘white hel-
lebore, Mac. dial. wemep ‘Veratrum lobelianum’ (cf. 9CCH 1x: 52—-53);22 OHG
hemera ‘hellebore’ ~ Gr. xdpapog, xdppapos ‘a poisonous plant: ?aconite, ?lark-
spur’ (Furnée 1972: 343; Huld 1990: 405—406; Beekes 2000a: 28; Kroonen 2013:
219; Derksen 2015: 236; ERH]J 1 [2016]: 125) — The Greek vocalism and geminate
-yt suggest a foreign origin. Sorgo (2020: 440) has doubted the appurtenance of
the Greek word due to its different meaning. However, since it also refers to
poisonous meadow plants, this doubt hardly seems unjustified.

The underived word in Slavic has undergone various semantic shifts con-
nected to the plant’s poison — Bg. dial. uémep ‘distress; demon, SCr. ¢émer
‘bitterness; distress; venom), Slk. demer ‘a kind of disease associated with blood
clots’ — while the botanical sense has been recharacterized with suffixes:
R uemepuya, Pl. (dated) ciemierzyca; Sln. ¢merika, Bg. uemepuxa. The usual
sense appears to be Veratrum (‘white’ or ‘false’ hellebore). Similarly, the
sense Veratrum album is recorded in German for the Carinthian dialectal form
hammer (Grimm DWb X: 316), matching the gloss of hemern, hemer-wurz in the
18th ¢. Polyglotten-Lexicon der Naturgeschichte (op. cit. 983).23

22 As I argue in detail elsewhere (Jakob forthc. b.), Lt. kémeras ‘hemp-agrimony’, although
belonging to the modern standard language, originated as a ghost word. It was the res-
ult of Nesselmann’s misinterpretation of the form Kiemerai. Alpen (CIG I: 73) as ‘Alp-
kraut’. As Szyrwid translates the same word as mdra, incubus ephi[a]ltes (see ALEW?
s.v. kiemerai), Alpen is clearly to be understood as the plural of Alp ‘daemon, incubus.
Nesselmann’s Kémerai was misinterpreted by Kurschat (1883: 177) as kemerai, whence
it found its way into botanical reference literature and finally into the standard lan-
guage.

23 The use of the word with reference to true Hellebores (Helleborus sp.; cf. Marzell 1v: 1016)
is perhaps due to the influence of classical nomenclature. For instance, the 13™ c. Bre-
slau Arzneibuch distinguishes the white and black hemern (MWb s.v. hemere), an obvious
calque on Lat. helleborus albus and niger.
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» ‘ramsons’. Lt. obs. kermusis ‘wild garlic’ (ClG 1: 1088, see ALEW 553; Ruhig I:
59);24 OCS upbmours ACC.SG. (Rosenschon 1993: 150), R uepemuid, Pl. trzem-
ucha, SCr. dial. (Lika) crijemusa ‘ramsons’ ~ OE Aramsa, MLG ramese (MoLG
Ramsche, Marzell 1: 211); MW craf ‘ramsons’ (Machek 1950b:158; Beekes 2000a:
29; Matasovi¢ 2009: 222, 2013: 89) — Further, with o-vocalism, Gr. xpdppuvov
‘onion’. The Greek geminate is difficult to explain from an Indo-European per-
spective (Chantraine DELG 11: 586; the Epic variant xpéuvov may be metrical;
LS]J s.v.) and itself already points to foreign origin. As a result, the reconstruc-
tion of an ablauting u-stem *kremH-u- : *krmH-eu- (Matasovi¢ 2005: 369; and
already Hamp 1965: 232) is beside the point.

The original Slavic form is difficult to reconstruct: while R uepemud suggests
an underlying *cermusa- (trad. *cermssa), the O CS hapax upbmorns — which
appears to match Sln. ¢rémos (Pletersnik 1:109) and SCr. dial. cremos (also wide-
spread in toponymy, cf. Skok I: 273) — is not consistent with a medial *u (trad.
*; despite Stawski SP I: 154; 9CCH 1v: 68). The word admittedly appears in a
whole host of corrupt forms in South Slavic (cf. e.g. SCr. srijemuz,?® Sln. éémaz
(SSKJ?) ‘ramsons’), but if the South Slavic form *¢ermase- (trad. *cermossv) is
old, then the suffix syllable does not match that of Lt. kermusis. The eviden-
tial value of this alternation is of course low, but there are other irregularities
which make a hypothesis of non-IE origin probable.

Chantraine (DELG 11: 586) explains the variant xpéuvov, attested in
Hesychius, along with MoGr. xpepp03t ‘onion’ as the result of a labial dissimila-
tion *o—u > *e—u. Some similar cases are indeed known from Modern Greek (cf.
aremod fox’ < MGr. dAwmod; cf. Holton et al. 2020: 68), but the development is by
no means regular. MIr. crem, also crim, ‘wild garlic’ has also been interpreted as
secondary for *kramu- (> MW craf), like Olr. tel beside taul ‘forehead; boss of a
shield’ (Thurneysen 1946: 52; Bernardo Stempel 1987: 101). In favour of this, one
has cited the personal name Craumthann, which is a rare variant of Crimthann
(see eDIL s.v.). The absence of spellings in -au- or -u- for the plant name itself is

24  The form *kermusé (Kurschat 1883: 178, marked as an unfamiliar word; also the citation
form in Trautmann 1923: 128; LEW 243; Derksen 2015: 239—240; etc.) is dubious and seems
to derive ultimately from Mielcke (1800 I: 116) who has KermufSés f. wilder Knoblauch,
apparently miscopied from Ruhig (the German-Lithuanian part still has Kermujsis in this
sense, cf. idem 11: 303). The dial. kermusé, kérmusas (Juska 111: 85) ‘tip of a drill), as shown
by kidurmusis grqZtas, literally ‘through-beating drill’ (Gegrénai, LKZ), is an unrelated
compound consisting of musti ‘beat’ (cf. LEW 243) and kidurai ‘through’ For the phon-
ological development, compare dial. keltvartis Veliuona, Seredius < kiadil-tvartis ‘pig sty’
(Skardzius 1941: 427).

25  ICCH (1v: 68) and ALEW (1175) seem certainly correct to dismiss this form as evidence
for a Proto-Slavic variant with *s-.
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disturbing, but as the word is not attested particularly well or early, this might
be put down to chance. According to Stifter (1998: 227, fn. 2), such fluctuation
in vocalism is ultimately the result of the i-mutation of a second-syllable *u. As
such an explanation does not appear to be viable here, whether crem can be
accounted for in this way remains uncertain.26

While the explanations in both cases are admittedly shaky, it must be
acknowledged that the evidence for a stem *kremu- outside of Balto-Slavic is
of an uneven and marginal nature, and we may tentatively operate with an ori-
ginal distribution of *e in Balto-Slavic, *a in Celtic (and Germanic) and *o in
Greek.

Purely on the basis of the formal similarity, it hardly seems possible to sep-
arate Uk. uepémxa, Cz. stfemcha, Sln. ¢rémsa, obs. ¢remha (i.e. {zhremha)
in Jarnik) ‘bird cherry’2” Berneker’s interpretation (I: 145) that the common
factor is the strong smell (the bark of the bird cherry has a strong, acrid smell)
has generally been followed by later authors (e.g. Walde/Pokorny 1: 426;
REW 111: 321; ALEW 553-554). In Baltic, one finds Lt. Sermitksnis, Lv. sermaiiksis
(~ sérmﬁksl[s, etc.; ME ©: 829-830) ‘rowan, whose initial *$- has been attrib-
uted to Gutturalwechsel (e.g. LEW 243; Derksen 2015: 240).28 In view of the
consistent meaning of the word outside of Balto-Slavic, the transference to a
tree name must be considered secondary. It is therefore not of direct relevance
to the word’s ultimate origin.

» ‘garlic’. R uecnok, Cz. Cesnek, Sln. ¢ésan ‘garlic’ ~ Olr. cainnenn ‘garlic; leek),
OW cennin ‘leeks (COLL.) (< *kasnina-) (Schrijver 1995b: 16-18; Derksen 2008:
86; Matasovic 2009: 193, 2013: 89; van Sluis forthc.) — Schrijver challenged the
old interpretation of the Slavic word as a derivative of the root for ‘scratch,

26  Itisinteresting, however, that eDIL (s.v. ful) cites a NOM.SG. taul beside DAT.PL. telaib ‘boss
of a shield’ from the Middle Irish Lebor na hUidre. The latter form would actually contain
an i-mutating factor in its ending *-bi, and one might wonder whether this could represent
the original distribution of the variants.

27  There is no benefit in treating R dial. (Tver’, lans? 1v: 610) uepéma (= uepéma, Jlans3 1v:
1312) as the oldest variant (pace Stawski SP: 153; Matasovi¢ 2005: 369); this dialect vari-
ant is evidently back-formed from uepémyxa or from dial. uepémxa (e.g. CPTK v: 773). The
latter is itself probably a corruption of uepémxa after the diminutive suffix -xa; compare
similarly Pl. dial. (Stawski op. cit.) trzemka, Cz. dial. (Machek 1968: 586) stenka.

28  9CCH (1v: 68) would rather see the Baltic words as the result of an assimilation *k-§ >
*$§-§ and Matasovi¢ (2005: 369—370) assumes contamination of two originally distinct
words. Strangely, Matasovi¢ assumes that it is the word for ‘ramsons’ that had *4-, which
is precisely the opposite of what is found in Baltic. Note that the claim (ALEW 1175) that
Lv. cgrmadiksis (with variants, ME 1: 377-378, EH I: 268) ‘rowan’ agrees with Lt. kermusis is
probably an illusion in view of the numerous other examples of secondary c- for *s- cited
by Endzelins (1905: 183-185, 1923: 130-131).
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comb’ (cf. R wecdma; Miklosich 1886: 35; Meillet 1905: 453; REW 111: 330; 9CCA
1v: 89—90), and attractively compared the cited Celtic material. He pointed to
the mismatch in vocalism as evidence that we are dealing with parallel borrow-
ings from a substrate language.

Falileyev/Isaac (2003) have questioned Schrijver’s appeal to substrate, and
argue that Celtic could reflect a preform *ksno- with a-epenthesis as in MW
adar ‘birds (PL.) (< *ptarV-; op. cit. 8, fn. 25; see also Zair 2012: 185, fn. 27 with
references to earlier literature). On the other hand, it is questionable that epen-
thesis should have occurred in a cluster *ksn-, especially in view of Olr. sine
‘teat, nipple’ (< *sfenjo-), which reflects a similar cluster *pst- (cf. YAv. fStana-
‘breast, IEW 990). Moreover, the semantic association with ‘scratch, comb’ is
tenuous. Berneker (1: 151) adduced OHG kloba-louh™ ‘garlic’ ~ klioban ‘split’ as
a supposed parallel, but the Slavic forms do not mean ‘split’; occasional senses
like ‘pluck (leaves, feathers)’ (RJA 1: 946) are unusual and clearly secondary. The
basic meaning is ‘comb’ » ‘scratch’ (see also SCr. kosa ‘hair’; Hitt. kis-% ‘to comb),
IEW 585-586; Kloekhorst 2008: 481—482).29

7.2.2  Balto-Slavic *a c *¢é Elsewhere

» [‘cottage’. Lt. troba ‘peasant house; room’ ~ Oscan triibim AccC.SG. ‘house),
Olr. treb ‘residence, estate’ (etc.) — See pp. 270—271.]

» [‘ground elder’. Lt. garsva ~ OHG gires — See p. 277.]

» ‘honeycomb’. Lt. korjs, Lv. kare3° ‘honeycomb’ ~ Gr. xnpdg ‘wax; honey-
comb’, Lat. céra ‘wax’ (Chantraine 1933: 371; Alessio 1946: 161-162; Ernout/Meil-
let [1951]: 114; Deroy 1956: 190; Pisani 1968: 19; Beekes 2010: 689—670; van Sluis
2022: 17-18; Kroonen forthc.)3! — The Baltic word can only be connected

29  Falileyev/Isaac (op. cit. 5-6) also adduce some forms from Uralic languages: Komi (Perm-
jak) komiz, (Jazva) ku-mi¢, Udm. kumiz ‘wild garlic’ (< Proto-Permic *komis, cf. JIbitkun
1964: 47); Mansi (West) kossm, (North) yosman (< *kasma-) ‘onion, Hungarian hagyma
‘onion’. These forms possibly reflect a common proto-form *kaéma (cf. UEW164-165; us-
JI0B 2014: 130), although the non-canonical phonotactics (*-CR- cluster) make it improb-
able we are dealing with an inherited word in Uralic (Holopainen 2022: 106). One might
be tempted to consider the Uralic words continuants of the same pre-European source
word, but in view of the only approximate formal match and geographical distance, it is
more probable that the similarity is coincidental.

30  LVPPV has kare, which ME (11: 195) cite from Plani. This would be consistent with kdre?
Dunika (EH 1: 602) and High Latvian kare?. The latter, however, could also correspond to
dial. kd@res (ME loc. cit.). Establishing the original intonation is difficult.

31 Adams (2013: 694) tentatively compares the Tocharian B hapax Seriye, but admits that his
gloss ‘+ wax, honeycomb’ is based entirely on the comparison with Greek. The word is
attested in a list of medical ingredients in a broken context, and no translation is attemp-
ted in the recent critical edition by Tatsushi Tamai (2020).
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with the Greek if the latter was borrowed from Ionic-Attic into the other dia-
lects, and Lat. céra from Greek (Boisacq 1916: 450; Walde/Hofmann 1: 202),
but this possibility is generally viewed with scepticism (Ernout/Meillet 114;
Chantraine DELG 11: 527).32 The suffixation in the derivative x1pwfog ‘propolis’
is usually mentioned as a key indicator of the word’s non-Indo-European ori-
gin.

A possible Wanderwort is supported by the unclear Volgaic comparanda, on
which see p. 133. In addition to these, we may also note Estonian kdrg (dial. kdri,
Saaremaa kdrv) < *kdrjeh®® ‘honeycomb’ (cf. Vaba 1990b: 176-177), another form
with front vocalism. In view of the difference in vocalism, a direct loanword
from Baltic appears unlikely (compare 3.5.2), and for geographical reasons, a
borrowing from a Turkic or Volga Uralic language is also extremely improbable.
In conclusion, it must be admitted that the exact routes of movement of this
word remain quite unclear, but the mismatch in vocalism between Greek and
Baltic may nevertheless be used to support the analysis as a non-IE loanword.
» ?‘circle’. OCS kpxrs ‘circle’ ~ ON Aringr, MDu. rinc ‘circle, curve’ (Philippa
et al. 111 [2007]: 132 s.v. kring) — The Germanic and Slavic words could in
principle be combined by assuming apophonic variants “e : *o. However, this
lacks a clear motivation, and the implied root *kreng”- would violate the Indo-
European root constraints (Kroonen 2013: 247; see 5.3). Philippa et al. point to
the Germanic variant *kringa- (ON kringr, usu. {/um kring ‘(all) around, MHG
krinc, kranc ‘circle, vicinity’, MDu. crinc ‘circle, curve’) and suggest the possib-
ility that the word was borrowed from a substrate. However, it seems more
attractive to interpret this variant as a Reimbildung based on the verbal root
seen in MDu. cringhen ‘turn (back)’ (which is cognate with Lt. grézti ‘turn; bore,
drill’; Stang 1972: 24). A non-IE origin might still be supported by the *e co *a
alternation, but this is naturally rather meagre evidence.

» ?‘people’. Lt. tauta, Lv. tauta; Pr. E tauto ‘people’ ~ Go. piuda, OE péod,
OHG diot, diota ‘nation, people’ (Beekes 1998: 461-463; de Vaan 2008: 618;
Derksen 2010: 38, 2015: 461) — The Germanic forms point to *teut-, which
could also account for Oscan touto ‘civitas, Olr. tiath, MW tut ‘people, country’.
This reconstruction would be supported by Venetic (Lagole) teuta ‘civitas(?)’

32 Although denying the possibility of Proto-Greek *a, Frisk (1: 843-844) is still inclined to
view the Latin word as a loan from Greek. There really seems to be no positive evidence
for this (see already Osthoff 1901: 22) and the Lat. -a remains a potential obstacle to the
loan etymology (Ernout/Meillet 114).

33 An original kdri, GEN. kdrje (which probably reflects *kdrjeh, like puri GEN. purje ‘sail’ <
*purjeh, cf. p. 9o) has undergone various analogical reshufflings. The standard form kdrg
is built after cases such as jdlg, GEN. jalje ‘trail, track’ = F jéilki.
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(Lejeune 1974: 110—111) and the Gaulish *teuta reconstructed on the basis of ono-
mastic evidence (Delamarre 2003: 295).34

The Baltic forms have often been interpreted as showing the regular reflex
of *teut- (e.g. Brugmann 1897: 202; Stang 1966: 73). According to the formula-
tion of Zubaty (1898: 396) and Endzelins (1911: 82—83; cf. also Vaillant 1950: 123)
the development “eu > *au was regular before a consonant if there was a back
vowel in the following syllable, but the only decent example of this is precisely
Lt. tauta (cf. Endzelins 1911: 83).35 All other clear evidence points to the pre-
servation of *euC in Baltic (Berneker 1899; Pedersen 1935; Kortlandt 1979a: 57;
Derksen 2010: 37).

If this rule is rejected, then one might assume apophonic variants (e.g.
Endzelins 1911: 82); however, nouns with e/o ablaut were rare in PIE (cf. recently
Kloekhorst 2014: 151-161; van Beek 2018). Petit (2000:143) has suggested that the
unexpected Baltic vocalism might be due to neo-ablaut on the basis of other
feminine a-stems, but then one wonders why other nouns of a similar struc-
ture (such as Lt. Zidunos ‘gills’ and liauka ‘gland, cited by Petit himself) were
not subject to this analogical pressure. In sum, the Baltic vocalism still lacks a
satisfactory explanation, so that we might consider Beekes’ account as a non-
Indo-European loanword a possible option. It should be admitted, however,
that the words in all the other European languages can go back to a common
proto-form.

» T ‘bull’. Lt. tauras ‘buffalo, aurochs’ (Bretke, Morkiinas; see ALEW 1248),
dial. taiiris ‘calf, bull (vel sim.)’ (cf. Arumaa 1930: 19, No. 2; LKZ),36 Pr. E tauris -
wesant (for ‘aurochs’?, PKEZ 1v:186; Young 1998: 201-203); O CS Toyp® ‘bull’, Cz.
tur ‘bovid, OPL. tur - bubalus (SSP 1x: 227—228) ~ ON pjérr ‘(young) bull’ (Ipsen
1924: 227-228; Beekes 2000a: 30; Kroonen 2012: 250, 2013: 478, 540; Sorgo 2020:

34  Van der Staaij (1975: 197-198) has argued that Venetic eu is a secondary, dialectal phe-
nomenon due to its geographical distribution, although the absence of early examples
with -eu- may simply be due to the absence of early evidence from the relevant regions
(cf. Lejeune 1974: 11). Matasovi¢ (2009: 386) has suggested that Gaul. Teut- is “just a spelling
variant’, but there seems to be other evidence for the preservation of *-eu- in Gaulish. (cf.
Leucetius epithet of Mars ~ OIr. [gichet ‘lightning; gleam’, Go. liuhap ‘light, Delamarre 2003:
200; Neuio-dunon, placename in Pannonia, cf. Nouio-dunum ‘Neu-Chétel’, op. cit. 236).

35 As for Lt. laiikas, Lv. lauks ‘blaze-faced), there is no reason to prefer a direct equation with
Gr. Aevxdg ‘bright, clear, white’ over an o-grade adjective of the type Lt. raiidas ‘reddish
brown’, Go. raups* ‘red’ (cf. Berneker 1899: 164; Petit 2000: 120).

36  The accented form taiiras of the standard language was apparently introduced by Biga
(1912: 40—44). Interestingly, Buga had previously (RR 11: 718) labelled *taiiras as erroneous;
but has later defended it on the basis of toponymic evidence. Since the aurochs went
extinct in the 17th century, this accented form must in any case be regarded a learned cre-
ation.
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453; van Sluis forthc.) — With a-vocalism, cf. also Gr. Tadpog, Lat. taurus ‘bull’
and Alb. ter ‘steer’ (with analogical umlaut from the plural; cf. Demiraj 1997:
384; Orel 2000: 224; Matzinger 2006: 56; Schumacher 2013: 228).37

OIr. tarb, MW tarw ‘bull’ reflect *tarwo-. The metathesis is generally
explained as the result of contamination (with *karwo- ‘deer’, cf. MW carw, or
less likely OIr. poet. ferb ‘cow’, Walde/Hofmann 11: 651; LEIA T-31; de Bernardo
Stempel 1999: 214—215).38 By contrast, Latin lacks the expected metathesis to
*tarvus, which suggests a relatively recent loanword (cf. Tpy6aues 1960: 7; de
Vaan 2008: 607; Weiss 2020:170).3% A possibility would be to assume a Sabellic
origin, as with Lat. bds ‘cow’, cf. Oscan Tavpop ACC.SG. ‘a sacrificial animal(?)’
(Untermann 2000: 777-778). This would imply that the metathesis did not
occur in Sabellic, although the argument is admittedly circular (there is no cer-
tain evidence either way).40

In Germanic, two similar words for ‘bull’ are found, both of which show e-
vocalism. ON pjérr ‘bull’ (< *peura-) and Go. stiur ‘ox, calf’, OHG stior ‘(young)
bull’ (< *steura-). Ipsen, and several others (see refs. above), have pointed to the
fluctuation between *p and *st, as well as the vocalic alternation, as evidence
of a non-IE origin.

The older theory (Brugmann 1906: 353; Petersson 1921: 40—41; Walde/
Pokorny 1: 711; Mallory/Adams 1997: 135) separates the two Germanic words,
taking *steura- together with YAv. staora- ‘pack animal; cattle, Parth. stwrn
[istoran/ PL. ‘cattle’ (Durkin Meisterernst 2004: 91)*! and assuming *peura- pro

37  Since a development *eu > Alb. e has been widely assumed (e.g. Huld 1984: 155; Demiraj
1997: 46) one may be tempted, with Mallory/Adams 2006: 136, to equate Alb. ter directly
with ON pjorr. However, Matzinger (2006: 57; cf. de Vaan 2018: 1739) has put this sound
law into doubt. Furthermore, the expected vocalism appears to be preserved in Alb. tarog,
tarok ‘young bull’.

38  Theregularity of the change *wr > *rw (Matasovi¢ 2009: 371) is uncertain. It is contradicted
at least by Olr. giiaire ~ Lt. gaurai ‘animal hair’ and Mlr. gliiair (< *glauri-) ‘clear, bright’ ~
ON gloggr (< *glawwa-) ‘clear, distinct; clever’ (Zair 2012: 237).

39  DeVaan's treatment of this development as regular in Latin (cf. alvus ‘belly’ nervus ‘sinew’,
parvus ‘small’ ~ Gr. adAds ‘pipe, hollow tube’; vebpov, madpos) is certainly preferable to older
notions of a ‘sporadic’ fluctuation (often assumed for PIE itself, thus Pedersen 1909: 176;
Specht 1947: 35; Leumann 1977: 101). However, details need working out: cf. caurus ‘north-
west wind, caulis ‘stalk, stem, instauro ‘repeat, restore’.

40  Sabellic shares *eu > *ou with Latin, and the development has usually been assumed for
Proto-Italic (e.g. Brugmann 1897: 197; Leumann 1977: 61). Since nervus ‘nerve, sinew’ <
*neuro- must predate this change, this would force us to assume the metathesis was Proto-
Italic, too. On the other hand, if the evidence for the preservation of *eu into early Latin
is taken seriously (see Weiss 2020: 112-113), this would imply the vowel development was
independent in the two subfamilies (note also fn. 34, above, on Venetic).

41 Usually seen to be a derivative of the adjective in Skt. sthurd- ‘big, strong’, Khot. stura-
‘thick, large’, MDu. stuur ‘strong, fierce’, OHG stiuri ‘strong, proud’ (e.g. IEW 1009-1010).
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**haura- to be the result of a contamination with the former. It does indeed
seem suspect to disregard this semantically and formally convincing match
with Iranian in favour of an irregular comparison. If *steura- and *paura- were
in competition in Proto-Germanic, such a contamination seems quite imagin-
able.

A frequent argument in favour of a non-native origin is the existence of a
similar word in Semitic, cf. Akkadian $§aru, Aramaic twr */tor/, Arabic tawr,
Ge‘ez sor ‘bull, ox’ (< *tawr-, Militarev/Kogan 2005: 307—309). While some have
assumed a direct loan from Semitic into Indo-European (J. Schmidt 1891: 7;
Vennemann 1995: 88-89) or in the other direction (e.g. Walde/Pokorny I: 711;
Walde/Hofmann 11: 651), several scholars have argued that the word is bet-
ter derived from some other, third source (Feist 1913: 411; Ipsen 1924: 227-228;
Schrader/Nehring 11: 261; Tamkpenugse/MBanoB 1984: 519-520).42

Blazek (2003) has proposed a plethora of Afroasiatic comparanda, some of
which were taken over by Militarev/Kogan (2005: 309—310). The latter addition-
ally cite some Chadic words for ‘elephant’ and an isolated Kachama (Omotic)
word for ‘rhinoceros’. Leaving aside these semantically questionable compar-
isons, and since most of the Cushitic forms cited by Blazek reflect an unre-
lated *tsawadu (Kieflling/Mous 2003: 293), what we are left with is Ma'a/Mbugu
churu ‘bull’ (cf. Militarev/Nikolaev 2020: 205—206). The evidence is therefore
scarce, and if we add that Mous (1996: 202, 210) specifically warns against the
reconstruction of proto-forms on the sole evidence of Ma'a, a mixed language
with a complex history, the situation looks even less favourable. Thus, while the
existence of Afroasiatic comparanda would more or less confirm a specifically
Semitic - Indo-European loanword (Militarev/Nikolaev loc. cit.), the external
evidence can hardly be relied on.*3

To give better support to the Indo-European status of the word, Mallory/
Adams (1997: 135; 2006: 140) adduce a Khotanese ttura- ‘mountain goat,, first
included here by Bailey (1979:132). True, as a late Khotanese word, ttura- could
in theory reflect *taura- (pace Simon 2008: 299) beside several other options
(cf. Emmerick 1989: 212). However, the word is a hapax in a difficult passage

42 Delamarre (2003: 292), by contrast, considers the similarity coincidental.

43  Maarten Kossmann (p.c. March 2023) considers it possible to compare the Semitic word
with Berber *a-zgdr ‘bull) providing (1) the *z is assimilated from *s, in which case the ini-
tial consonant correspondence would match Semitic *tn- ‘two’ vs. Berber *sin (vel sim.),
and (2) the *g is derived from *w, which can be related to the known (but poorly under-
stood) alternation between *w and *g in some Berberlemmas. For more detail, I refer to the
original Twitter discussion between Kossmann (@ait_kisou) and @irzastan posted 8 Feb-
ruary 2022. If this comparison is indeed correct, it would again tip the balance in favour
of a Semitic » Indo-European loan.
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whose meaning is far from certain (F. Dragoni p.c. November 2021),4* and is
therefore too unreliable to use. AGaes (1958: 390—391) has additionally men-
tioned Ossetic I gebidyr, D 3ebodur “‘West Caucasian ibex) but it is unclear
whether -dyr, -dur can be segmented, as the first element remains obscure.*>

Kroonen (2013: 540) associates the Germanic *eu with the similar vowel
attested in Etruscan $evru-mines ‘Minotaur’. The Etruscan -ev- is indeed prob-
lematic, and like the initial 9-, appears to rule out a direct loanword from Greek
Mivatavpos (cf. Fiesel 1928: 80—81; Kretschmer 1940: 266). On the other hand,
due to the distance between the Germanic and Etruscan homelands (wherever
the latter may be), it is unlikely the developments can be associated with each
other. It is difficult to use the Etruscan evidence to support a non-IE origin, but
it is not entirely clear where the word was adopted from.

In conclusion, as far as Indo-European goes, the word is limited to Europe,

but the arguments in favour of its foreign origin are somewhat circumstan-
tial. The irregular form in Germanic could be explained as resulting from a
fairly well-grounded contamination, and therefore the word cannot be classed
as a certain case of an *e oo *a alternation. A reconstruction *th,eu-ro- could
account for most of the other data. Perhaps the strongest evidence for anon-1E
origin remains the irregular Celtic form, for which yet another contamination
must be assumed. How exactly the Etruscan and Semitic words fit into the pic-
ture is unclear. Due to the complexity of this example, I will leave it out of
consideration here.
» T ‘poppy- Ruwmax, Sin. mak; OSw. val-mogha; Gr. pnxwv (Doric pdxwv) ‘poppy’
~ OHG maho, mago ‘poppy’ (Beekes 2000a: 29; Boutkan 2003a: 15; Matasovi¢
2013: 89) — For a discussion of Lv. magudne (etc.) ‘poppy’, which is most likely
of Germanic origin, see p. 41.4

On account of MoHG Mohn, the OHG variant maho has often been attrib-
uted a long vowel (e.g. Kluge/Gotze 396). As Kluge/Seebold (484) point out,
an OHG a (< PGm. *¢) would hardly be compatible with the Doric Greek -d-.

44  Skjeerve (2002: 35) does not attempt a translation.

45 Inan earlier publication (1949: 49), AGaes considered the word to be of native Caucasian
origin, adducing Karachay sugutur, to which we can add Kabardian $ag“#tor in the same
sense. He segments the Karachay word ugu-tur (with the second element assumed to
be « R myp?), comparing Georgian gixvi ‘West Caucasian ibex’. Just how a form of this
shape could be borrowed into Ossetic as 3ab- is unclear to me. Bailey (1979: 132) sees in
the first element the word Oss. ID gebcex ‘good. This species of Ibex is referred to as myp
in Russian, which is quite a surprising semantic shift: perhaps it was encouraged by the
similar-sounding Karachay word?

46 It seems much less probable that these Baltic forms could show evidence of a *g o *k
alternation (OStir 1929: 107).
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However, as argued by Schaffner (2001: 358—361), the apparent MoHG evidence
for a long vowel may be explained as the result of an early contraction over *A
(cf. MHG man beside mahen).#” The evidence is therefore consistent with an
ablauting *mehyk- : *“mhyk- (cf. Kroonen 2011b: 311-314, 2013: 371).

The word for ‘poppy’ has often been suspected to be a prehistoric loanword
on the basis of cultural facts (Buga 1924a: 18; Kluge/Gotze 396; Machek 1950b:
158; Sabaliauskas 1960a: 71, 1990: 261). On the other hand, some scholars have
seen the distribution and evidence for ablaut as a clear indication of an inher-
ited origin (Frisk 11: 225; Kluge/Seebold 484). As we cannot prove a loanword
on formal grounds, this word cannot be considered here.

7.2.3 fuoco*i

» ‘oven’. Pr. E Vumpis ‘oven’; Go. auhns®*, OHG ovan ‘oven’ ~ Gr. invég ‘oven,
furnace’ (Kroonen 2013: 557) — For a discussion of the Prussian and Germanic
forms, see further p. 231. The comparison between Gr. imvég and Germanic
*ufna- seems nigh inescapable. The old, traditional, equation with Skt. ukha-
‘cooking pot, on the other hand, is phonologically impossible and must be
rejected (see Frisk I: 732—733; EWA 1: 210; Kroonen 2013: 557). For the Greek
word, Vine (1999: 19-23) has suggested an alternative etymology starting from
*sp-no- with i-epenthesis to the root of Gr. épw ‘boil, Arm. epem ‘cook’ <
*seps-, yet there is no other evidence that the final *s in this root is suf-
fixal.48

According to Vine (1999: 22), the inscriptional hinve[beafat] is “exceedingly

difficult to explain away”, and while indeed Threatte (1980: 494) writes that
non-etymological h- is “virtually unknown in fifth-century Attic texts”, some of
the examples accepted by him as etymologically justified are perhaps not, e.g.
haxéaie ‘unwilling’ (before 460 BCE) < *n-uekontia (cf. Beekes 2010: 400), and
a handful of examples are still acknowledged as irregular (Threatte 1980: 495)
so that a single attestation can be considered insufficient to prove an initial
aspirate. It seems more likely that the equation with OHG ovan and Gr. invég
should be maintained, and that we should assume a non-IE alternation *i co
*u. Unfortunately, this alternation does not appear to be supported by other
certain examples.

47  This seems to be paralleled by Middle German stol ‘steel’ (Elbing Vocabulary; see Chap-
ter 2, fn. 4) < OHG stdhal (Swiss Stdchel, cf. Schw. Id. x: 197).

48  As for the widely acknowledged constraint against two like stops in an IE root, this evid-
ently did not apply to fricatives, cf. Skt. sdsti, Hitt. ses-* ‘sleep’ (< *ses-, LIV 536-537;
Kloekhorst 2008: 746), Hitt. huhha-, Lat. avus ‘grandfather’ < *hyeuh,- (op. cit. 352), pos-
sibly *hgnehs-mn- ‘name’ (see Beekes 1987; van Beek 2011: 52-53).
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» ?‘cod’. R mpeckd ‘cod’ ~ ON porskr, MLG dorsch ‘cod’ — The other Slavic
forms (Uk. mpicxd, Bel. mpackd; Cz. treska, Sln. tréska, SCr. tréska, etc.) are all
regarded as recent loanwords from Russian (cf. ECYM v: 645; Machek 1968: 650;
Bezlaj 1v: 220), so we must base our conclusions on the Russian evidence alone.
In CPA n—17 (xxx: 131-132), the forms are normalized under tpbcka?, con-
sistent with the traditional etymological equation with RCS Tphcka ‘splinter’
(REW 111: 137). However, none of the citations are actually spelled with {b)*°
and the MR variant mpocxa (CPf 11-17 xxx: 180; cf. dial. (Karelia) mpdcxka,
CPI'Kv: 518) might instead imply an earlier *rpbcka (cf. Pedersen 1895: 72) with
yer umlaut (as in mpecms ~ mpocms ‘reed;, see p. 201). However, note similarly
MR mpmcia ~ mpocka ‘sharpened stick; stake), which I cannot explain.

Although the word must be old in Norse (cf. the early loanword in F turska,
E tursk, Li. turska ‘cod’; LAGLOS 111 322—-323), MLG dorsch ‘cod’ and MDu.
dorsch* (attested dorssch) ‘a kind of fish’ need not be inherited, and have
been interpreted as Norse loanwords (Philippa et al. 1: 615; Kluge/Seebold
212). However, on formal grounds, cognancy cannot be ruled out. Likewise, R
mpeckd has been interpreted as a loanword from Germanic (Tamm apud de
Vries 1962: 618; Machek 1968: 650, allegedly from “an unattested northern vari-
ant”; Kluge/Seebold 212), but this is phonologically implausible. If we set up
an original *tresk-, this could be combined with Germanic *purska- by recon-
structing an ablauting *trsk- : *tresk-. However, if the Russian form goes back
to an earlier *trisk-, the connection cannot be maintained in Indo-European
terms. Without other Slavic cognates, it is difficult to make a convincing case
for a non-Indo-European origin. Even though reconstructing old ablaut for a
noun in the sense ‘cod’ is questionable, this word cannot serve as certain evid-
ence.

7.2.3.1 Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence front co back vocalic alternations is collected
in Table 15, overleaf (see p. 185 for help reading the table). Forms which do not
provide relevant data are presented in light grey. Shaded cells indicate forms
with back vocalism.

49  3amsHaAK (2019: 185) keeps mpeckd ‘cod’ and mpmcrd ‘splinter’ apart. The word first
appears in 16t century North Russian monasterial accounting books, but it is possible
it had been in use earlier among illiterate fishing populations.
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TABLE 15  Possible examples of front co back alternations

Baltic Slavic Germanic | Elsewhere
‘hellebore’ - *kemer- *kemer- Gr. *kam(m)ar-
*kermus- Gr. *krommus-
‘ramsons’ *kermus- *kra/omus-
? *kermas- Celt. *kram-
‘garlic’ - *kesn- - Celt. *kasn-
‘cottage’ *traB- - *t(u)rb- It.-Celt. *tréb-
Gr. *ker-
‘honeycomb’ *kar- - -
Tur. *kérés
‘ground elder’ | *Garsy- - *gherVs-
‘oven’ *umnV- *upno- Gr. *ipno-
? ‘circle’ - *krangh- *krengh-
? ‘people’ *taut- - *teut- It.-Celt. *teut-
? ‘cod’ - *tri/esk- *t(u)rsk-

It seems that we can identify two main groups. In the former, Balto-Slavic shows
*e as against *a (or *0) elsewhere. It is remarkable that all three examples of this
alternation show an initial “-. If this is not mere coincidence, we might assume
a phonetic solution. It is reminiscent of the situation in Turkic, where due to
the allophonic change *4 > */q/ in back-vocalic contexts, loanwords with /k/ are
automatically adopted with front vocalism, as Chuv. kdmpa, dial. kdmpa, Tat.
gombd ‘mushroom’ (« Sl. *ggba-, trad. *gpba), Chuv. kérpe, dial. kérpe ‘groats),
Tat. kérpd ‘bran’ (« R kpynd).>°

50 In this respect, one might note the unexplained East Baltic words for ‘marten’ — Lt. kiduné,
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The second group shows the opposite distribution, with the back vocalism
being limited to Balto-Slavic. The coherence of this group is less certain, as in
each case the comparanda show a distinct pattern of correspondences.?! In this
context, compare also the potential examples of front/back alternations among
the Finnic-Baltic isoglosses discussed in 3.5.3.

7.3 Alternations between Low and High Vowels

7.3.1  Baltic/Slavic High Vowel co Low Vowel Elsewhere

» [‘bison’. Lt. sturitbras ‘bison, Lv. sturitbrs, OHG wisunt ‘aurochs’ ~ Pr. E
{wissambs’) - ewer — See the discussion on pp. 220—221.]

» [‘oriole’. Pl wilga, Sln. vétga ~ Lt. volungé~ 32, Lv. vdluddze, ME wode-wale,
MHG wite-wal ‘oriole’ — See the discussion on pp. 178-180.]

» ?‘heel’. Lt. kulksnis ‘ankle; hind heel of an animal, Lv. dial. (ME 11: 307)
kulksnis ‘ankle joint (in animals); leg’ ~ Lat. calx ‘heel (of a person or animal)’
(Matasovi¢ 2013: 89) — Because of kulfchnis NOM.PL. ‘ankles’ in Bretke, it
is attractive to view the -k- as intrusive (Berneker 1: 660; Derksen 2015: 262;
ALEW 618); compare Lt. kulis, kulseé; Lv. dial. (ME 11: 308) kul$a ‘hip, loins’, Pr. E
culczi *hip’52 With this, one would like to compare SCr. kitk, Bg. k3axa ‘thigh,
hip’33 although this would require an unmotivated Gutturalwechsel (Berneker
loc. cit.; Trautmann 1923: 145). The vowel in Latin calx is difficult to derive from
any reasonable IE preform (Ernout/Meillet 89; against Schrijver’s rule *ke- >

Lv. caiina — which point to e-grade, as opposed to the other Balto-Slavic forms, which
would imply an old *a or *o, cf. Pr. E caune, MR xynd (3amusHsik 2019: 206), Cz. kuna, SCr.
kina ‘marten’ The word is of unclear derivation (Derksen 2015: 242; ALEW 560). True, in
the above examples, the e-vocalism was found throughout Balto-Slavic, so whether the
phenomenon is the same is uncertain. Here one could also mention Lt. pélké; Pr. E pelky
‘marsh’ ~ Gr. (H.) maAxdg - mAds ‘earth, mud’ (cf. Alessio 1946: 160; van Beek 2013: 548, fn.
21; Derksen 2015: 349—350), but it is difficult to base much on a mere gloss.

51 A potential additional example within Slavic would be the word for ‘swan’ (see pp. 176—
177), cf. SIn. labgd ~ R 1é6eds, although here the additional nasal in the former must be
factored in.

52 It is tempting to further compare Lt. kulnas, kulnis, Lv. dial. (Rucava) kulna ‘heel, which
could reflect earlier *kulkna- (IEW 928) as in Lt. balnas ‘saddle’ (= Pr. E balgnan) with the
blocking of palatalization before *n (cf. Pr. E balsinis ‘cushion’). However, the difference
between Pr. E kulnis ‘ankle’ and balgnan ‘saddle’ speaks against this.

53  OnlySouth Slavic. Hardly here belong R (hapax?) xoaxs (“kondxs?” sic. Jans?11:139) ‘bony
stump of a bovine horn’ and Cz. kelka ‘(arch.) stump of a limb; (hunting term) tail of
a deer. The latter does not show a regular reflex of *kulk- (trad. *kslk-). Similarly, USrb.
kulka ‘ankle’ cannot be from *kulk- and is probably merely a diminutive of kula ‘bulge’ (cf.
Schuster-Sewc 723).
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*ka-, see Meiser 1998: 82—83), but due to the difficulties in analysing the Balto-
Slavic data, attributing *a co *u to borrowing from a non-IE source language
may be premature.

A potential parallel can be found in the equation between RCS rpomb:xzs,
rpembxap (CPA 11-17 1v: 129)%* and Lat. gramae (TLL VvI: 2165) ‘Theum in
the eye’ (cf. de Vaan 2008: 270; Matasovi¢ 2013: 84). The original form of the
RCSword is uncertain, but would be consistent with “grim- (trad. *grem-; CIPA
602; Berneker 1: 360; Stawski SP vi11: 267; P9 C x11: 78) or “grum- (trad. *grem-;
9CCAvIL159; Derksen 2008:194). In the latter case,5 we would be dealing with
a similar *a co *u alternation. The long vowel in Latin® could also be accoun-
ted for if we assume an underlying *gra(k)sm-. In Slavic, *x (< *ks or *s + RUKI)
would have disappeared without a trace before a resonant as in *lana- (trad.
*luna) ‘moon’ < *louksneh,- (Pronk 2018: 300); thus, Slavic could theoretically
reflect an earlier *gru(k)sm-.57
» ?‘salmon’. Lt. lasisa, Lv. lasis ‘salmon’ ~ Pr. E lalasso *[lasasa/, R aocdces, Pl
tosos ‘salmon’. Further ON lax, OHG lahs ‘salmon’ (cf. Laumane 1973: 116; Ariste
1975: 468)%® — A Lithuanian variant ldsis was recorded by Nesselmann (1851
350, “bei Memel”). Similar forms have been recorded all along the Western
coastline,% as well as near the Latvian border (/dsé Ylakiai, Kivyliai; Vanagiené
2014), and these correspond formally to Lv. lasis. Generally, Lt. lasi$a has been

54  Further Slavic forms have an unclear initial *4-: SIn. krméz2alj, in addition to which Stawski
(SP x111: 267) adduces SCr. Cak. dial. kime#, Kajk. dial. krmezelj (cf. kimeZalj in the dic-
tionary of Popovi¢ apud PCA X: 216). Both languages also attest a shorter form: Sln. krmélj
(lexicographically recorded), SCr. dial. k#melj (a kind of haplology?).

55  Infavour of *grum- (trad. *grsm-), we can note that the form with -o- is attested some two
centuries earlier (contrary to the 14t century date usually given (e.g. CPA u-17 loc. cit.),
¥omno6os (2007: 35) has convincingly argued that the RCS Parenesis of Ephrem the Syr-
ian should be dated to the 13" century), and that -e- would be more easily explained as a
secondary assimilation.

56  The word israre, but the long vowel is metrically secured in Plautus. The derived adjective
grammao(n)sus would therefore show the littera rule.

57  However, if we are willing to permit an alternation */ co *r (see p. 189), it would seem
obvious to compare Greek yAauvpds ‘bleary-eyed’ (cf. H. yAduos ‘mucus) glamae ‘theum’
in Paulus ex Festo). This would speak against a reconstruction such as *gra(k)sm-.

58  Inview of its initial [, Oss. D leeseeg (recorded only lexicographically, cf. “He goxymenTu-
poBaHo”, AGaeB 1973: 32—33) must be a borrowing (AGaes 1965: 37—38). Similarly, Arm. losdi
‘salmon), attested only in the Armenian-Latin dictionary of Stefanus Roszka (V. Petrosyan
on en.wiktionary.org, s.v. jnunh [16 September 2019]; cf. Martirosyan 2008: 312) is most
likely a local adoption of Romanian lostrita, lostifa ‘Danube salmon’. The latter ultimately
derives from Slavic (cf. Diebold 1976: 368).

59  cf. lasis Rusné (on the Neman), l@sé Kintai, ldsis Kukuliskiai (Papildymy kartoteka), lasis
Palanga (LKZ).
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considered a derivative of /dsis (Skardzius 1941: 317; Specht 1947: 31), but it
seems more probable that /las- (and Latvian las-) derives from lasis- (> *lass-)
by syncope. Note, with a similar distribution, the syncopated Zemaitian vécas
(Daukantas, Juska) and Lv. vecs as against Lt. obs. vetusas ‘old’. In Latvian, the
development is closely paralleled by tacis ‘fishing weir’ (< *tacsis < *tacists, cf.
Lt. takisys; see Chapter 3, fn. 136). Compare also, with a different distribution,
Lt. lopsys ‘cradle’ as against dial. Zem. lopisys. Due to the fluctuation in stem
type, Baltic */asis- may be an original root noun.

The difference between East Baltic *(asis- and Slavic/Prussian *lasas/s- is dif-
ficult to account for in Indo-European terms. True, there are a couple of East
Baltic forms which might show -a-, which could suggest that the stem */asis-is a
recent development. Szyrwid has tafafsa ‘salmo, toso$) and Lexicon Lithuanicum
has lafSafsa (ALEW 647). However, neither of these forms are entirely reliable:
the form in Szyrwid might have been influenced by the Polish equivalent (the
first -s- seems to imply this), and the other form might be a Prussianism (cf.
PKEZ 111: 31). Nevertheless, the value of this alternation is not entirely cer-
tain.

The Balto-Germanic word for ‘salmon’ has almost universally been con-
sidered cognate to Tocharian B laks ‘fish’ (Walde/Pokorny 11: 381; IEW 653;
Derksen 2015: 274—275), and this has been seen as important in discussing
the Indo-European homeland (e.g. Diebold 1976; Mallory/Adams 2006: 146).
However, the comparison is phonologically irregular, as the Tocharian form is
only consistent with an earlier *-u- (Ringe 1992: 92). I must agree with Pinault
(2009: 241, fn. 74), that the only correct solution is to reject the Tocharian form
as a cognate. We are therefore dealing with a circum-Baltic term for local fauna
which might plausibly be explained as a loanword from an unknown source.

» [?‘grouse’. Lt. jerubé ‘hazel grouse, Lv. rubenis ‘black grouse’ ~ OHG reba-
huon, MLG rap-hon ‘partridge’ — Note the reverse distribution. See the discus-
sion on p. 241.]

» 1 ‘shoe’. Lt. kurpé ‘clog, shoe, Lv. kuipe; Pr. E kurpe ‘shoe’; Cz. dial. (Kott 1:
827) krpé ‘Schneereifen’, Sln. k#plja ‘snow-shoe’ ~ Gr. xapRdtivan ‘shoes of un-
dressed leather’ (Furnée 1972:146; Beekes 2000a: 28; Derksen 2008: 263) — This
example could possibly show the alternation *u oo *a,%° but the Balto-Slavic

60  Another potential example is Pr. E spurglis ‘sparrow’ as opposed to Go. sparwa, OHG
sparo ‘sparrow’ (Matasovi¢ 2013: 87), but it cannot be excluded that these represent an
ablauting *sprg**- : *sporg*"-. The reconstruction remains uncertain in view of numerous,
but all doubtful, Greek comparanda: gmépyovAog, mépyovhov (H.) ‘a wild bird’, omapdatov
(H.) ‘a bird resembling a sparrow’ (Frisk 11: 1130; Schrijver 1997: 304) and dp ‘starling’
(Walde/Pokorny 11: 666; Kroonen 2013: 466).
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stem might just as well be identical to the first syllable of Gr. xpyic, PL. xpymideg
‘kind of half boot’ (?< *k*rh;p-, with Greek dissimilation *A*-p > *k-p; on which
recently see van Beek 2022: 466).6!

7.3.2  Slavic *e co Germanic *u

» ‘maple’. R xaén, Pl klon ‘maple’, SCr. klén ‘field maple’ ~ ON hlynr (attested
in kennings; cf. Ic. Alynur ‘sycamore maple’), MLG ldnenholt ‘maplewood’
(MoLG Léhn ‘maple) see Marzell 11: 73; whence probably MoHG obs. Lehne, cf.
DWb x11: 1137) (O$tir 1930: 22; Machek 1950b: 154; Matasovié¢ 2013: 85, forthc.)62
— The lexicographically attested SCr. dial. kiin ‘maple’ is usually taken to rep-
resent an old *klina- (trad. *klvns; Berneker 1: 512; REW I: 567; 9 CC/ 1X: 195).63
Considering the isolation of this dialect form, it seems difficult to justify recon-
structing it for Proto-Slavic. Skok (11: 95) remarks on the similarity to the “Mace-
donian” xAwétpoyov quoted by Theophrastus,54 referring to a kind of maple, and
suspects a localized borrowing.

The position of Lt. klévas, Lv. klava, klavs ‘maple’ is unclear. The analysis
*klen-yo- (e.g. Ostir 1930: 68; Bartkowski 2000 I: 706) would be in contradic-
tion to Zem. tévas, Lv. tiévs ‘thin’ < *tenh,-uo- (~ Lat. tenuis ‘thin, fine’; cf.
also 9CCA 1x:194). In fact, the Latvian evidence appears to suggest an earlier
*kljawa- (Endzelins 1911: 94; Stang 1972: 28—29), which could be supported by
the absence of [-hardening in Lithuanian dialects (Zinkevicius 1966: 160). It
is difficult to account for the alternation *kliou- co *klen- even within a non-
IE context — as ALEW (p. 584) points out, all we are left with is a common
element *k/-. Therefore, I am inclined to leave the Baltic terms out of the com-
parison.

61  OIr. cairem, MW cryd ‘shoemaker’ have been compared and derived from *keripio-
(LEIA C-21; Matasovi¢ 2009:189-190); however, this reconstruction is unlikely to yield the
attested forms (Zair 2012: 83) and the Celtic words may more attractively be compared
with Lat. corium ‘leather’ (de Bernardo Stempel 1987: 93; compare Gr. ox0teds ‘cobbler’ <
oxdtog ‘leather’).

62 It almost seems a sheer accident that Schrader (1901: 33 and Schrader/Nehring 1: 38)
included here OCo. kelin ‘holly’. He left the word without a gloss, and in the same unglossed
form it was repeated by Trautmann (1923: 136), Berneker (1: 512, adding Welsh celyn) and
Vasmer (REW I: 567); cf. Friedrich (1970: 64), where Welsh celyn is incorrectly glossed
‘maple’. The etymology, with the correct gloss, is explicitly defended by Specht (1947: 60)
and Fraenkel (LEW 270-271), while it is explicitly — and surely correctly — rejected by
Stang (1972: 29; implicitly e.g. IEW 603).

63  Although *kluna- (trad. *klsns; Miklosich 1886:118) or *kulna- (trad. *kslns) would also be
possible.

64  Alongside a variant yAeivog, of unspecified dialectal affiliation (cf. Meyer 1892: 325-326).
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Germanic *Alun- could theoretically be analysed as a secondary zero-grade
to *hlen-, thereby matching the Slavic form; however, since such a full-grade
variant is unattested, this hypothesis is rather circular. It seems quite possible
that the irregular correspondence could be explained as the result of bor-
rowings from a non-Indo-European source. A similar explanation might also
account for the “Macedonian” xAwé-, mentioned above, although too little is
known about Ancient Macedonian for this form to be used here.

» [‘silver’. OCS cbpe6po, Cz. stiibro, Sn. srebrg ‘silver’ ~ Go. silubr, ON silfr,
OHG silabar™ ‘silver’ — See the discussion on pp. 225—226.]

» ?‘frogspawn’. Lt. kurkulai, Lv. kurkuli (LVPPV: kiirkulis); Pl. skrzek, Cz. dial.
(Kott v: 752) Zabo-ki'eky ‘frogspawn’ ~ ON hrogn, OHG rogo ‘(fish) roe’ (Polomé
1986: 661) — Germanic *kruk- and Baltic *kurk- seem to show an irregular meta-
thetic relationship. The analysis of the Balto-Slavic data is difficult, however,
due to repeated contaminations with words for ‘croak’ (cf. Machek 1924: 128—
130). First and foremost, the Baltic forms look like derivatives of Lt. kuikti,
Lv. kurkt ‘to croak’ (Buga1923-1924:139; cf. Nesselmann 1851: 212). In Slavic, com-
pare R dial. kpax ‘frogspawn’ (hardly with -2- < *-¢-, pace REW I: 674) beside
kpsixams ‘croak’ (CPHI' xv: 365—366), and further Pl. skrzek ‘croaking; frog-
spawn.

Since ‘frogspawn’ as ‘the croaker’ does not make much sense, I assume these
contaminations are secondary. In this case, one is tempted to give preference
to the Lithuanian *krekulai (Miezinis 1894: 118),5 dial. krekuciai (LKZ) ‘frog-
spawn’, which are closer to the Slavic forms. This could perhaps support the
connection with Lt. krékti ‘coagulate, congeal’ (Berneker 1: 613—614; LEW 293)
and suggest that the Germanic evidence is unrelated. On the other hand, the
parallelism with *klen- : *klun- ‘maple’ discussed above, opens up the possibil-
ity of analysing *krek- : *kruk- as a non-1E borrowing.

7.3.3  ? Lithuanian *a co Latvian *u

» ?‘millet. Lt.sdros ~ Lv. dial. (Kurzeme) stira? ‘millet’ (Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff
2018: 293; Kroonen et al. 2022: 22) — The inner-Baltic correspondence is irreg-
ular, but Elger’s 1683 dictionary has Lv. (sare), (sare) = */sare/ ‘milium’ (see
ME 111: 806; Nieminen 1956: 164-165). This might suggest the Latvian variant
with -i- is secondary, although only ad hoc accounts can be given for it (cf.
Nieminen 1956: 175-176). The best explanation is to assume a contamination
with South Estonian suurmagq, Li. surmdd PL. ‘groats), which is supported by

65  Attested as (krakulai), but its alphabetical position after (krekinties) implies a mis-
print.



262 CHAPTER 7

the Salaca Livonian compound kriev siurmed ‘millet’ (kriev ‘Russian’; Wink-
ler/Pajusalu 2009: 87, 182). The existing etymological explanations of the Baltic
word are all unsatisfactory. A derivation from an older *psara and comparison
with Slavic *prasa- (trad. *proso) ‘millet’ (Hirt 1927: 309; Otrebski 1939: 137), or
Skt. psati ‘chew, consume’ (Nieminen 1956: 170) remains highly hypothetical,
especially in view of the contradictory development of initial *ps- observed in
Lt. spenys ‘teat’ < *psten-.56

The Baltic word is obviously related to Md. E suro, M sura ‘millet’.5” Although
some have derived the Mordvin word from Baltic (Thomsen 1890: 219; SSA 111:
201; Kallio 2008a: 268), the opposite direction has often been preferred (Ojan-
suu 1921: 57-60; Kalima 1936: 210; Toniopos/Tpy6aues 1962: 248). This was sup-
ported by the claim that the Mordvin lexeme is cognate with F sora, E dial. séra
‘gravel, coarse sand’ As an alternative, Toivonen (1928: 233) has adduced Komi
zer, (Jazva) zu-r ‘oats, Udmurt zer ‘bromegrass’, an equation which was taken
up by UEW (766) and JIsitkun/Tyssies (1970: 106, with hesitation). Should the
Permic words belong here, the semantic shift could be explained as a result
of a migration beyond the northern limits of millet cultivation (about 57° N
in the Eastern Baltic, cf. Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciaté 2020: 163). If we
admit a secondary voicing in Permic,®® then we could suggest a Uralic recon-
struction *sora. Such a reconstruction might also work for Mordvin, although
admittedly, due to the PMd. final *-2, Mordvin is more consistent with a recon-
struction *sora rather than *sora (Pystynen 2o020b).

Van Pareren (2008: 124; cf. Junttila 2015a: 23) is inclined to reject any rela-
tionship between the Baltic and Mordvin words because Baltic *-a- is dif-
ficult to square with Mordvin *-u-. According to Nieminen (1956: 173), the
comparison would only be possible should we assume an original *o in pre-
Mordvin; however, the traditional reconstruction of Proto-Uralic *o has since

66  Witczak’s (1997: 30—32) comparison with MP xw’r /xwar/ ‘food’, Oss. I xor, D xwar ‘cereal,
barley’, allegedly from *sueh,r- is impossible. Not only is the loss of *u in Baltic suspect,
but the Iranian root is clearly *Awdr- < *sueR- (Cheung 2007: 147-148), i.e. not consistent
with a laryngeal. See Kroonen et al. 2022: 22.

67 I cannot accept the suggestion of Nieminen (1956: 175) that the similarity is coincid-
ental.

68  Sporadic initial voicing is attested in Permic, compare e.g. Komi bez, Udm. biz < *ponca
‘tail’ (Sammallahti 1988: 547), but there remains a question as to whether this also applies
to sibilants. The few possible equations, e.g. Komi zi/'‘diligent, hard-working’ ~ Hungarian
iigyes ‘skilled, capable’ (UEW 442—-443) and Komi za ‘stem, stalk, shaft’ ~ Erzya sad ‘stalk’
(see Chapter 4, fn. 56), all involve some additional phonological obstacles. For *o-a >
Komi/Udmurt g, cf. Komi-Permjak es-, Udmurt eski- ‘vomit’ < *oska- (cf. Metsdranta 2020:
103).



VOCALISM 263

been shown to be faulty: most examples of 6 should instead be reconstructed
*a(-2) (see Aikio 2012b). If we set up an earlier *sara for Mordvin, this would
bring it closer to the Baltic data, but force us to separate the Permic evidence;
moreover, the Mordvin change *a(-3) > (*o >) *u has been dated very early
and considered to be part of a chain of vowel shifts shared by Sami (}KussoB
2014: 116-117), which would make the reconstruction of a pre-Mordvin *sara
anachronistic.

In conclusion, it is unclear whether such a hypothesis would shed any light
on the Latvian -ii-, as (especially in view of the evidence from Elger’s diction-
ary) the time depth is probably too shallow to assume influence of a substrate.
However, a direct loan relationship between Mordvin and Baltic words for
‘millet’ remains doubtful, and it is quite possible that these represent paral-
lel loanwords from a third source. Since the correlation between Baltic *a and
Mordvin *u could be characterized as one of height, this example may still
belong here.

7.3.3.1 Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence high oo low vocalic alternations is collected
in Table 16, overleaf (see p. 185 for help reading the table). Forms which do not
provide relevant data are presented in light grey. Shaded cells indicate forms
containing high vowels.

The evidence falls into two broad groups: those which show a high vowel
in Balto-Slavic, and those which show a high vowel in Germanic. The former
group consists mainly of more or less uncertain examples, and since there is
little coherence in terms of distribution and co-occurring phenomena, it is
quite unlikely that all of the examples can be directly compared.

Those which show a high vowel in Germanic form a much more prom-
ising group — all three show *e (= *[#]) in Slavic and *u in Germanic. Since
the vowels * and *u could hardly be more different, representing opposite
extremes of the vowel triangle, it may seem dubious to derive them from a com-
mon source. However, it is not too difficult to find such correlations between
related languages, such as between e.g. Erzya Mordvin kenze (dial. kdngd) and
Obdorsk Khanty kuns ‘nail’ (< *kiinéi), while the regular development *e(—d)
> Permic *p leads to examples such as Finnish pesd ‘nest’ ~ Udmurt puz ‘egg’.
Thus, the problem may be resolved by assuming distinct but related donor lan-
guages.
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TABLE 16  Possible examples of high oo low alternations

Baltic Slavic Germanic | Elsewhere
*ui-sam(b")r-
‘bison’ *zajum(bM)r- | *ui-s(u)nT-
*stum(b?)r-
‘oriole’ *yalanG- *u(i)lg™- *yalk-
? ‘heel’ *kulk-ni- ? *kulk- - Lat. *kalk-
? ‘salmon’ *lasis- *laSaS- *laks-
? ‘grouse’ *je-rubh- *(i)e-re/imbh- | *rebh-
‘maple’ - *klen- *klun- ? Mac. *klin-
‘silver’ *sidhabbr- *sirebr- *silubr- Celt. ?*silapr-
? frogspawn’ | ? *krek- *kréek- *kruk-
? ‘millet’ *sar- - - Md. *sur-

7.4 Alternations between Monophthongs and Diphthongs

7.41  ? Baltic *a oo Slavic *ai/ei

Schrijver (1997: 304—307) has adduced several examples in which Germanic
*ai appears to correspond to Celtic *q, the clearest being MW baed (< *basio-)
against OE bar (< *baiza-) ‘boar’.6? None of his examples involve Balto-Slavic,
but a few cases can be identified in which Slavic potentially contains a diph-
thong. Although it is admittedly not possible to rule out an original long vowel
based on the Slavic-internal evidence, in each case, a diphthong would be more
easily reconcilable with the Baltic evidence.

69  Note, however, that van Sluis et al. (2023: 231) consider the Celtic word a possible West
Germanic loan.
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» ‘leaf’. OCS snucrs, R aucm, Cz. list ‘leaf’ ~ Lt. dial. ldkstas large flat leaf; leaf
used as a baking sheet), dialectically and in older texts ‘leaf’ (see ALEW?2 s.v.),
Lv. laksti PL. ‘leaves of herbs; vegetable tops’ — The Slavic word is usually com-
pared with a different Baltic lemma, namely Lt. ldiSkas ‘narrow leaf (e.g. of an
onion), blade; green shoot), as a neologism ‘(postal) letter’, Lv. laiska (hapax? cf.
ME 11: 410—411) ‘leaf on a flax or cereal stalk’. According to this theory, the Slavic
word would show a different ablaut grade and a derivation in *-to-. If we assume
a non-inherited origin, the comparison with Lt. lGkstas appears more straight-
forward; moreover, this word is semantically a better fit, as it is well attested in
the more general sense ‘Ieaf’.

It seems attractive to compare both the Baltic and Slavic words with a group
of West Uralic words for ‘leaf’: Sa. N lasta, Sk. [6stt (< *leste); F lehti, E leht, Li.
led (< *lehti), Ma. E [astas, W lo$tds (< *listas), all of which can regularly reflect
PU *lesta (UEW 689). Incidentally, the similarity to both the Baltic and Slavic
words has already been noted: Sammallahti (1977:123—124; cf. SSA 11: 58-59) has
assumed a direct loan from the Baltic *la(k)$ta-, while Viitso (1992: 189) and
Hanosnsckux/9HroBarosa (2000: 229) have posited an early loan from Slavic.
Finally, Blazek (2019: 216) has suggested a loan from an unattested Baltic *list-,
a zero-grade equivalent of Slavic *lista- (trad. *listz).

M. Husos (p.c.) has noted that the similarity between these words might
be better accounted for by assuming parallel loans from a substrate language.
As the above solutions provide a convincing account of only part of the data,
this is certainly worthy of consideration. A similar vocalic relationship is found
between R muc, Cz. tis, Sln. (Pleter$nik 11: 670) tis, (SSKJ?) tisa ‘yew tree’”®
and Latin taxus ‘yew tree, which has widely been regarded a non-IE borrowing
(Schrader in Hehn 1911: 532; Schrader/Nehring 1: 225; Ostir 1930: 22, 9o; Machek
1950: 152; REW 111: 107; Stawski SEJP 1: 103),”! a suggestion which, in principle,
seems attractive: the Latin and Slavic words are semantically identical and

70 RCS Tuce translates Gr. xédpog ‘cedar’ (cf. CAPA 960; CPA n—17 XXIx: 350; cf. also
OCS (Ps. Sin.) rica glossing the Greek loanword kezpi, SJS 1v: 457). Most likely, this is
merely a localization of a Mediterranean dendronym and does not attest to a genuine
currency of the word in this sense (pace Blazek/Janyskova 2015: 91). In any case, all of the
modern languages are in agreement in meaning ‘yew".

71 Blazek/Janyskova (2015: 87) have suggested that the Slavic word may have been loaned
from a Dalmatian *¢is, which would be the regular reflex of Lat. taxeus ‘made of yew”. While
an interesting suggestion, it is hampered, as the authors note, by the fact that this Dalma-
tian word is hypothetical (and the adjective taxeus does not appear to be continued in
other Romance languages). More importantly, in a common Slavic loanword, one would
undoubtedly anticipate a substitution */ - * (trad. *s), as in e.g. Cz. mse, SCr. dial. masa
‘mass’ (« ML missa, M. Matasovi¢ 2011: 114-115).
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formally similar (Slavic *s may derive from *£s, or perhaps from foreign *ks in
a borrowing postdating the RUKI law).

If Slavic *7 (trad. *i) in these cases derives from an earlier *ei, then we

are dealing with an underlying alternation *a co *ei. At face value, this could
be understood as a combination of a ‘diphthongal’ alternation (like the one
described by Schrijver) and a front-back alternation (as in 7.2). Naturally, it is
possible that both *a and *ei derive directly from some other source like *ai; as
usual, any explanation of this alternation will remain in the domain of specu-
lation.
» 1 ‘hazel (1)’ Lt. dial. lazda ‘hazel, usually ‘cane, stick) Lv. lazda; Pr E laxde
‘hazel’ ~ Uk. dial. #icka (usu. aiwina), Cz. liska, SCr. lijéska ‘hazel’ — The com-
parison with Alb. lajthi ‘hazel’ (Meyer 1891: 234; Jokl 1923: 203—206; Huld 1990:
401) is suspect. As proven by the form lakthi in Dalmatian Albanian, an original
cluster *-k9- is to be reconstructed (see Demiraj 1997: 231—232). As *-k9- is not
the known reflex of any inherited cluster, -t/- must be a suffix, while the stem
*lak- cannot easily be compared with the Balto-Slavic data.”?

The Baltic and Slavic forms were already compared by Miklosich (1886:
167), but the comparison is generally viewed with scepticism (cf. REW 11: 34;
ALEW 652). Derksen (2008: 274), however, states that “there can hardly be any
doubt” that the comparison is correct. I am not entirely convinced: even if we
are willing to accept an alternation *a oo ai, for which a partial parallel could
be the word for ‘turnip’ (cf. Lt. répé ~ R prona, p. 237), we are still left with the
obscure relationship between Baltic *-zd- and Slavic *-sk-. In principle, given
the lack of old attestations, the Slavic forms do not appear to exclude a recon-
struction *lés-uka- (trad. *lésska), i.e. a derivative of the noun in OCS xbcs
‘copse, thicket’ (REW loc. cit.; cf. also 9CCA x1v: 241 with lit.). Considering the
vocalism and consonantism are both irregular, it is uncertain, despite Derksen,
whether the similarity is sufficient to warrant a comparison at all.

7.4.2  ? Baltic *a/o oo *au Elsewhere

» ‘seal’ Lt.rionis, Lv. rudnis ‘seal’ ~ Olr. ron, MW moel-rawn, Bret. reunig ‘seal’
(Ariste 1971: 10; Wagner 1981: 26; Sausverde 1996: 139; Stifter 2023, forthc.) —
Considering that the similarity between the Baltic and the Celtic words seems
obvious (Buga 1911: 37,1922: 279), it is remarkable that the Celtic data is not even
mentioned in most Baltic etymological dictionaries (LEW 746—747; Karulis 11:

72 The direct equation of Lt. lazda with OlIr. slat ‘rod, twig’ (Kroonen 2omub: 217-218;
ALEW 652) is not possible, as the Celtic form must be reconstructed *slatta (Schrijver
1995a: 431; Matasovi¢ 2009: 345), cf. Modern Irish slat as against nead ‘nest’ (< *nisdo-).
The connection with OCS s03a ‘vine’ (Berneker 1: 736; REW 11: 43—-44) is phonologically
and semantically implausible.
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129; Smoczynski 2018: 1115), which instead offer speculative root etymologies.
The reason for this omission is that the Irish form was long ago explained as
a Germanic loanword (Bezzenberger in Stokes 1894: 235; Pedersen 1909: 21;
ME 111: 581). However, the suggested source, Old English fran ‘(a small kind
of) whale) is not phonologically suitable. The variant spelling Aron shows the
rounding of short /a/ before a nasal (Hogg 1992: 14), and demonstrates that we
are dealing with a short vowel (see also the considerations of Stifter 2023:183).

The Celtic reconstruction is problematic. Stifter (2023: 183) has stated that
the British and Goidelic forms cannot be united under a common proto-form,
but he has later (Stifter forthc.) suggested the reconstruction *rauno-, com-
paring the homonym Molr. rén ‘horse-hair, MW rawn ‘coarse animal hair’ <
*rauno- (cf. R pyno ‘fleece’).” If this reconstruction is valid, then the only way
to compare the Baltic and Celtic forms would be to reconstruct *res,u-no- for
Celtic and *roh,u-n- for Baltic. However, even then, the development of *-o/,u-
> Baltic *-6- is highly suspect (Villanueva Svensson 2015).

Since it is a priori questionable that Proto-Indo-European could have had a

word for ‘seal, such manipulations feel superfluous. Instead, it is more prob-
able that Celtic and Baltic loaned their respective words for ‘seal’ from related
sources. Considering that seals are marine animals, this must have occurred
relatively late in both branches.
» ?‘palate’. Lt. gomurjs 32 ‘palate, Lv. gdmurs ‘larynx; windpipe’ ~ OHG
goumo - facia ‘gullet; throat, MoHG Gaumen ‘palate’ (Derksen 2015: 184) —
Almost all of the Germanic evidence points to *goma(n)-, cf. ON gémr ‘pal-
ate; floor of the mouth), OE goma ‘palate; gullet, OHG guomo ‘palate; throat’
(cf. Kroonen 2o1b: 302), which would harmonize nicely with the Baltic data,
allowing for the reconstruction of a shared proto-form *g*eh,m-.7* However,
this fails to account for the High German evidence, for which various solutions
have been proposed.

In OHG, we find guomo beside goumo. The alternation -ou- ~ -uo- has been
attributed to various reductions of a long diphthong *au (Winter 1982: 183;
Kluge/Seebold 336). A possible condition for this variation was suggested by
Kroonen (2013: 185): in his opinion, the pre-Proto-Germanic diphthong *ou

73 The a-vocalism raises problems for Slavic here, though, since the clear evidence for oxy-
tone accentuation (cf. also Cz. rouno, SCr. (Vuk) riino ‘fleece’; 3anusnsk 1985: 135; Derksen
2008: 440) is hardly consistent with an internal laryngeal. See the detailed discussion in
Stifter forthc.

74  The received connection with Gr. xdoxw ‘yawn, gape’ (IEW 449) appears to be contra-
dicted by the initial g- in Baltic as opposed to the 2- in Lt. Ziétis ‘open one’s mouth’. On the
relationship of the Greek and Baltic forms, see Lubotsky 2om.



268 CHAPTER 7

developed to *6 in open syllables, while being shortened to *au in closed syl-
lables (cf. also idem: xv—xvi).” He therefore suggests that an earlier paradigm
*goumon (> *gom-), OBL. *goumn- (> *gaum-) could account for both OHG
variants. However, it should be noted that OHG spellings in goum-, gaum- are
rare,’® and a MHG continuation is uncertain (see MWb s.v. guome).

MoHG Gaumen, which only becomes common in the 16t century (see
DWb 1v: 1576-1578), is usually assumed to continue the OHG by-form goumo.
However, a number of dialect forms appear to suggest a prototype *guman-,
cf. Swiss (16 c.) gume (Schw. Id. 11: 308), Cimbrian gaumo (cf. Schmeller/
Bergmann 1855: 39—40), Upper Saxon gaumen (DWb 1v: 1577 under 3b), Prus-
sian German guma (PrWb 11: 261), as well as MLG gume (Schiller/Liibben 1:
165) and Lower Saxon gumen (NdsWb 11: 135). The standard German form may
in principle be derived from this preform, too. In that case, we might instead
assume an old ablauting “goman- : *guman-, somewhat comparable to that
observed in Go. fon, GEN.SG. funins ‘fire, reflecting an earlier *peh,ur, OBL.
*puhyn- (< *phyu-n-) (for more potential examples, see Kroonen 2011b: 319—
324).

Either interpretation of the Germanic evidence appears to require a root
containing *u, a reconstruction which is excluded by the Baltic evidence. This
word may therefore possibly show evidence for an alternation *a co *au. Note,
however, that the interpretation of the Germanic ablaut alternation in laryn-
gealistic terms may be anachronistic if we are actually dealing with a post-PIE
loanword. Alternatively, we might interpret the continental Germanic evidence
for *u as indicative of a non-IE alternation *a co *u. Whatever the solution, the
Baltic and Germanic forms are difficult to combine in an Indo-European con-
text. Due to ambiguities in interpreting the Germanic evidence, this cannot be
considered a certain example of a diphthong alternation.

7.5 Length Alternations

7.5.1  Baltic Long o Elsewhere Short

» ‘apple’. Lt.obuolys 32, Lv. @buéls ‘apple’ (beside Lt. obelis, Lv. dbele ‘apple tree),
an old consonant stem); Pr. E woble; R si6a0xo, Cz. jablko, Sln. jabotko ‘apple’
~ OE eppel, OHG apful; Olr. ubull, MW aval ‘apple’ (Kluge/Gotze [1948]: 20—

75  Compare ON ndr ‘ship (as a kenning); tempering trough (= Ic. nd-trog)’ (< *nehyu-; idem:
391) : naust ‘boathouse’ (< *nehyu-st-; idem: 384).

76 3x in AWD as against dozens in guom-, guam-; the interpretation of the hapax spelling
gaom- is disputed, see EWAhd (1v: 562 with lit.), whose authors assume that goumo arose
due to contamination with goumen ‘eat, feast’ (cf. also ALEW 400).
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21; Hamp 1979: 163-166; Markey 1989: 599—600; Huld 1990: 398—400; Oettinger
2003; Kroonen 2013: 31) — The word for ‘apple’ occupies a curious position in
the study of Indo-European. On the one hand, the word has often figured as
a key example in the question of Indo-European [-stems (Fraenkel 1936b: 172—
176; Adams 1985; Olsen 2010: 76; Beekes 2011: 195; Stifter 2019: 204—207); on the
other, ithas not infrequently been regarded as a probable loanword from a non-
IE source.””

The evidence for an ablauting [-stem comes from the following: Lt. obuolys
and Olr. ubull < *abil- (cf. in detail Stifter 2019) point to lengthened grade suf-
fix *-0l-, while Germanic *apla- and Slavic *abl-uka- (trad. *ablsko/s) suggest a
zero-grade *-[-. Words for ‘apple tree’ tend to show full-grade: Pr. E wobalne; MR
aboaous (Illaxmaros 1915:151), PL. jabtor, Sln. jdblana ‘apple tree’ and Olr. aball,
MW avall ‘apple tree’ suggest *-al-n- (a-grade? cf. 7.6; or rather Slavic *-ol-n-,
Celtic *-[-n-); ON apaldr also suggests *apal-(d)ra- as against West Germanic
*apla-. Lt. obelis points to *-el- which could potentially be secondary for *-ol-,
as Lt. séser- ‘sister OBL. « *suesor- (cf. Skt. svdsaram ACC.SG.).

Aside from the limited distribution, the argument for a non-IE origin essen-
tially comes down to the presence of the phoneme *b. If one does not accept
the existence of *b in PIE, the word must be interpreted as a borrowing; by
contrast, if one does accept such a phoneme, the word is unproblematic (cf.
NIL 264). Hamp (1979: 163) initially speculated that the long vowel in Balto-
Slavic might be a reflection of some non-IE feature, but retracted this view in an
addendum, preferring to evoke the recently discovered Winter’s law (cf. Winter
1978: 438). This has become the communis opinio (NIL 263), as the supposition
of *b in principle explains both the Germanic and Balto-Slavic data.

However, I do not consider there to be sufficient evidence for a phoneme
*b in PIE (see Pedersen 1951: 10-12; Tamkpennaze/UBanos 1984: 6—7; Lubotsky
2013; see also Olander 2020). Aside from Lt. troba ‘peasant house), where the
vocalism is unexpected (see the following entry), all of the other examples of
Winter’s law from *b are ambiguous at best. Thus, Winter’s only other example
was Lt. grébti ‘rake, gather up; snatch’, where the secondary nature of the acute
is shown by Lv. grebt ‘carve, hollow out, R epecmui ‘rake up, gather together,”®

77  T'will not get into the attempts to connect the families of Lat. malum and Pashto mand
(both ‘apple’) to this word, except to say that the supposed irregular change *b > *m (Blazek
1995: 17) or, conversely, *m > *b (Tamxpennase/lBanos 1984: 639—640; Cheung/Aydemir
2015: 85-86) are both completely ad hoc (cf. Kroonen 2016: 88).

78  Kortlandt (1988: 393; followed by Derksen 1996: 321-322) has assumed the confusion of two
roots, *ghreb"- ‘to dig’ and *g#reb- ‘to grab’, but the latter is based only on Lt. grébti (LIV 201;
OCS rpa6uru ‘steal, snatch’ belongs rather with Lt. grébti; on the Germanic forms, see
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and other cases do not inspire confidence, either.” If we reject the phoneme *b,
as I would recommend, then we should interpret the correspondences as irreg-
ular. The long, acute vowel in Balto-Slavic as opposed to the short vowel else-
where can be viewed in this context (see in particular the following example).

On the other hand, it cannot entirely be excluded that the word was bor-

rowed into Balto-Slavic prior to Winter's law. Note in this respect the fact
that the word can be reconstructed to Proto-Balto-Slavic, and appears to show
archaic ablaut, which would favour an early adoption. In this case, this altern-
ation could not be characterized as one of length, and the only challenge to an
Indo-European origin would be the necessity to reconstruct *b.
» ‘cottage’. Lt. troba ‘peasant house; room, HLv. traba? ‘old, worn-out build-
ing; improvised hut’ (ME 1v: 227; EH 11: 692); Oscan triibim Acc.SG. ‘house’3°
~ OIr. treb, MW tref ‘residence, estate’; further cf. Go. paurp ‘field, OE prop,
porp, OHG dorf ‘hamlet, estate’ (Hamp 1978: 187; Huld 1990: 398; de Vaan 2008:
626) — There is no necessity in including Lat. trabs ‘beam, tree’ in this etymo-
logy (see Ernout/Meillet 698; Untermann 2000: 766 contra Walde/Hofmann 11:
696—697; de Vaan 2008: 626, etc.). As with the word for ‘apple’ discussed imme-
diately above, the analysis of this word is intrinsically linked to the status of
the phoneme *5. In this case, both Oscan and Germanic provide independent
evidence in favour of this reconstruction, and the long vowel in Baltic could be
attributed to Winter’s law (Derksen 2015: 472).

However, the Baltic *a-vocalism also presents problems, as from an original
*o0lengthened by Winter’s law, we would anticipate *4.8! ALEW (p. 1298) makes
reference to “Neoablaut’, but this is difficult, as the word does not show any
evidence of ablaut within Baltic (leaving aside the doubtful vien-tréb ‘alone’
beside -treib, cf. ME 1v: 667). In a similar context, Derksen has referred to “the
well-known East Baltic reshuffling of the ablaut relations” (2002: 9); however, to
justify this position, we would need more concrete argumentation. As it stands,

Kroonen 2013:187). For the secondary acute, as well as the variant grébti (cf. 3PRES. grébia
in Alytus), compare also Lt. répti (dial. répti) ‘take, rob’ beside réplés ‘tongs’, Alb. rjep, rrjep
‘skin, flay’ (cf. LIV 507, where the secondary nature of the acute is taken for granted; like-
wise ALEW gg; for further discussion of this kind of metatony, see Pronk 2012: 29-32).

79  For Lt. drébti (3PRES. drébia), Derksen (2015:138) is again content to assume contamina-
tion of two verbs, but the euphemistic sense ‘strike’ is hardly to be separated from senses
such as ‘pour (e.g. porridge); make from clay; slouch’. On OCS c1a6s ‘weak’, which is recon-
structed *sleb- (LIV addenda s.v. *(s)leb-), see Kroonen (201na: 258-259).

80  The Umbrian hapax trebeit 3sG.PRES. ‘lingers, dwells(?)’ is normally ascribed a short *¢
(Buck 1904: 62; Untermann 2000: 759 with lit.). But as far as I can make out, the length is
ambiguous. Buck (op. cit. 26) writes “oftenest there is no designation of the length” and on
the spelling of *é in Umbrian (p. 34), “i occurs frequently [...] but e is far more common”.

81 Lt nuogas ~ Skt. nagnd- ‘naked’; piiodas ‘pot’ ~ OE feet ‘vessel, jar’, etc. (Winter 1978: 345).
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it would appear that *a (see 7.6) and *b, both of which are of doubtful status,
would have to be assumed if we are to attribute the length and acute accent to
Winter’s law. On the other hand, Oscan also shows a long vowel in this word,
suggesting that it may have some other origin.

Either way, the relationship between Baltic *-d-, Oscan *-¢- and Celtic *-e-
is impossible to adequately explain in Indo-European terms (Beekes 1969: 191),
independently of whether one assumes an originally long vowel in Baltic or one
that was secondarily lengthened by Winter’s law. For Baltic *a against “e else-
where, see 7.2.2. On the other hand, the Germanic evidence is rather troubling,
as at face value it seems to imply a syllabic *r. This might be more consistent
with an inherited origin (compare ‘furrow’, p. 208). It might be possible to view
the Germanic *u vocalism in the context of the *e co *u alternation discussed
under 7.3.2, but this would require the additional assumption of the metathesis
of *r (compare similarly ‘sturgeon’, pp. 236—237).
» ‘fresh’. Lt. préskas; R nprbcuiii, Sln. présan ‘fresh, unleavened’ ~ OE fersc
‘fresh, unsalted’, OHG frisc ‘raw, fresh’ — It was previously assumed that Balto-
Slavic reflected *proisk- and Germanic *prisk- (still Torp 1919: 135, Walde/
Pokorny 11: 89). However, since Buga (1922: 277) demonstrated that the sup-
posed Lithuanian variant *prieskas does not exist, the etymology has largely
been rejected, with the Germanic forms usually not even mentioned as possible
comparanda (cf. Trautmann 1923: 231; LEW 652; REW 11: 429—430; Smoczyn-
ski 2018: 1018).82 It nevertheless seems difficult to imagine that the similarity
is a mere coincidence in view of the precise agreement in meaning and cor-
respondence of four consonants. The comparison can only be made by assum-
ing parallel loanwords from another source. See also the discussion of Finnic
*reska ‘fresh’, whose vocalism may also pose issues, in Chapter 3, fn. 159.
» [lynx’. Lt. lisis, Lv. lasis, Pr. E luysis; R puics, Sn. ris ‘lynx’ ~ OE lox, OHG
luhs ‘lynx’ — See the detailed discussion on pp. 180-181.]
» ?‘ash’. Lt.dosis, Lv. udsis; Pr. E woasis; R sicens, SIk. jaseri, SCr. jaseén ‘ash tree’
~ Lat. ornus; Olr. uinnius, MW onn (COLL.) ‘ash tree’ (Machek 1954: 108, 1968:
217) — Bg. dial. dcer need not imply a variant with *¢- in Balto-Slavic (pace BEP
Iv: 936; Andersen 1996a: 142—143). Its distribution largely corresponds to that of
ocuxa ‘aspen’ (central Bulgaria, east of Sofia), which it was apparently influ-

82  The word is also omitted from Stang’s treatment of the Balto-Slavic—Germanic isoglosses.
He does (1972: 40), however, adduce a pair which is remarkably similar, both belonging to a
similar semantic field and showing the same correlation in vocalism: Pl. 0brzazg, obrzask
‘tart flavour (of wine), R 6prsseams ‘be squeamish, fussy’ ~ Nw. dial. brisk ‘sharp or bit-
ter taste. Note, however, that an ablauting *b"roisg- : *b*risg- would indeed be possible
here.
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enced by. The latter is a preserved archaism (cf. Cz. osika ‘aspen’), while dial.
acuxa ‘aspen, on the contrary, shows the influence of sicen ‘ash’ (thus already
Zubaty 1892: 254 fn.).83 I prefer to keep ON askr, Arm. hac' ‘ash tree’ Alb. ah
‘beech’ (< *h,esk-o-) apart.

Kortlandt (1988: 391) has suggested to start from a paradigm *Hehg-s- :
*Hhs-es-, a solution which has been followed by a number of Leiden-affiliated
scholars (e.g. Schrijver 1991: 78; de Vaan 2008: 435; Kroonen 2013: 38). While
such a paradigm seems possible on paper, it is difficult to imagine its survival
into core PIE in a peripheral, non-basic vocabulary item.8* Furthermore, this is
not the only possibility. It would be equally possible, both phonologically and
morphologically, to assume a reduplicated *Aze-h3s- in Balto-Slavic as against
*hge/os- elsewhere. Compare Lt. néndré against Hitt. nata- ‘reed’ (see p. 240,
where other possible parallels are adduced).

In this context, it is important to consider the similar correlation in the word
for ‘elbow’. A long acute vowel is found in Lt. dolektis, Lv. udlekts ‘ell (measure
of length)’, and possibly Pr. E woaltis ‘ell, forearm’ matching Gr. wAéwy ‘forearm’,
while Lt. alkiiné, Pr. E alkunis, OCS naxsth, R 4dkoms ‘elbow’ are not consist-
ent with a laryngeal, and match Gr. dAéxpavov ‘point of the elbow’8% Here, the
reconstruction *Hehs-[- : *Hhs-el- (Kortlandt loc. cit.; Lubotsky 1990: 131-132) is
even more uncomfortable, as it would have to have survived into the respective
prehistories of Greek and Balto-Slavic, while *He#!l- : *Hhgl- (Kroonen 2013: 22)
is unlikely to work for the Balto-Slavic data.

Thus, if we were to explain the long vowel of Lt. iosis (etc.) as the result of
borrowing from a non-IE source, consistency would demand we use the same
explanation for ‘elbow’. Yet considering that ‘elbow’ has plausible cognates at
least in Indo-Iranian (Skt. aratni- ‘elbow, ell’) and more or less basic semantics,

83  Thus also SCr. jasika beside jdsén, and Sln. jasika and jdsen reported in the same village
by Erjavec (1883: 290). A variant with *e- perhaps underlies Sln. jesika, whence jésen (and
Kajkavian jésén, cf. PCA VIII: 741). Or does this variation have something to do with the
frequent occurrence of ja- for je- in South and West Slavic (Andersen 1996a: 74—76)? On
the association of ‘ash’ and ‘aspen), see Normier 1981: 25—26 with lit.

84  Note in this respect that the very similar word for ‘mouth’ *4;ehs-s, OBL. *h;hs-s- still pre-
served its archaic paradigm in Hitt. ais (for *as, cf. CLuw. assa), obl. iss- (thus Kloekhorst
2008:166-167), but was levelled in the rest of PIE, where it was probably reinterpreted as a
root noun: Lat. s (GEN.SG. 67is), Skt. ds-, OIr. (rare; cf. LEIA A-4) d ‘mouth. (For alternative
views on the Hittite form, see Melchert 2010 and NIL 388—389 with lit.).

85  The short vowel is assured in all early attestations, while wAéxpavov is a corruption of
later editors (Isépy/Primavesi 2014: 126—127). Lat. ulna ‘ell, elbow’, Olr. uilen ‘elbow’ and
Go. aleina ‘ell’ reflect a short vowel, but are ambiguous as this may be the result of pre-
tonic shortening (B. Jp160 1961: 13, 25, 2008: 561; cf. Schrijver 1991: 352; Kroonen 2013:
22).
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a non-IE etymology is not attractive. If the only thing separating #osis from
uolektis is its semantics and geography, then its non-IE origin cannot be con-
sidered certain.

» [?‘nettle’. Lt. notré, Lv. ndtre; Pr. E noatis ‘nettle’ ~ OSw. ndtla, nditsla,
OE netele, OHG nezzila ‘nettle’ — See the detailed discussion on p. 203.]

» T ‘harrow’. Lt. akécios, Lv. ecésas, Pr. E aketes PL. ‘harrow’ ~ OE egepe,
OHG egida; MW oget ‘harrow’ (Ostir 1930: 15) — The alleged connection with
Bel. dial. (cf. JABM No. 233) acéys ‘a kind of drying barn’ (not a rack!) should
be abandoned for semantic and phonological reasons. On the Slavic suffix, see
now Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff (2018: 285—286). Kroonen et al. (2022: 13) point out
that Germanic can reflect *agepjo-. However, there is still a mismatch with
regard to the medial syllable, which is long (and acute) in Baltic. In the opinion
of Pisani (1968: 19—20), the foreign origin of the Baltic harrow is supported by
the similarity of harrows used in the Baltic to those used in Rome. Lat. occare
‘till, harrow’ (and the late occa ‘harrow’ — a back formation?) has also usually
been adduced here.

It has been claimed that the Baltic vowel could be analogical after the verb
seen in Lt. akéti ‘to harrow’ (Toropos I1fl 1: 67—68). On the other hand, the
verb, like OHG egen, eckan ‘to harrow’ has itself been seen as a potential
back-formation, which is supported by the ja-present (Lt. akéja, Lv. ecéju; cf.
ALEW 13). One could alternatively assume secondary suffix replacement on
the model of forms such as Lt. vezécios ‘one-horse cart’ (cf. Smoczyniski 2018:
10). Although I think this word may well be of non-IE origin, the potential for
analogy means that there is no certain evidence. See also Kroonen et al. 2022:
13.

» T ‘moss’. Lt. musal ‘mould film (on beer, wine, etc.)’; Lat. muscus ‘moss’86
~ R mox, Cz. mech, SCr. dial. mdh ‘moss’; OE mos, OHG mos ‘moss; swamp’ —
Beside the Lithuanian evidence, Latin miiscus may also suggest an original long
vowel, so we could suppose an alternation *& co *i on this basis. On the other
hand, the Latin form may equally reflect a full-grade *meus-, corresponding to
OE méos, Du. obs. mies ‘moss.. It is tempting to attribute the Baltic lengthened
vowel to a secondary development (cf. Smoczynski 2018: 831), and indeed Buiga
(1914:198-199; RR I: 585) has adduced Zemaitian evidence that would point to
a short -u-,%7 supported by the forms mgs® Acc.sG. and mosuét¢ ‘mould over’

86  The Latin length is considered uncertain by Walde/Hofmann (11: 134) and de Vaan (2008:
397) and the vowel is given as short by TLL. While metrical evidence is lacking, the long
vowel is clearly demonstrated by the Romance reflexes (cf. Ernout/Meillet: 424), cf. Italian
muschio, Spanish musgo ‘moss), etc.

87  Musomis aptrauké Salantai, musojai’ Kvédarna. As for (Allus apmufiéjes) ‘Kahmicht bier’



274 CHAPTER 7

cited for Mosédis by Vanagiené (2014: 455—456). Although the reason for this
lengthened vowel is unclear,® it is very unlikely that the two variants should
be explained as parallel loanwords from a non-Indo-European source. Note in
addition that the vowel here is circumflex, while other potential examples of
length alternations show an acute.

» T ‘poplar’. Lt. tiiopa; Lat. populus ‘poplar’ ~ R ménoaw, Slk. topol, SCr. dial.
topola ‘poplar’® (Machek 1954: 132; Matasovi¢ forthc.) — The Lithuanian form,
which is now part of the standard language, goes back to Biiga (1908: 87; 1921:
433), where it is attributed to the East Aukstaitian dialect of Salakas. Gliwa
(2008) is sceptical that this is an inherited word, and considers it more likely
we are dealing with a clipping of the Slavic loanword tdpelis. As for the -io-,
Gliwa’s assumption of an original Zemaitian form jars with the reported East
Lithuanian distribution. The vocalism could, however, be explained as a dia-
lectal adaptation of literary short /0/.9° Therefore, despite disagreeing in the
details, I would support Gliwa’s suggestion, and suspect that tiopa may indeed
be a dialectal neologism based on a Slavic loanword.*!

7.5.2  Baltic Short co Slavic Long
» ‘iron’. Lt.gelezis, Lv. dzélzs (dial. dzelezs), Pr. E gelso ‘iron’ ~ O CS sxenrb3o, Sln.
Zelézo ‘iron’ (Mikkola 1903: 41; Meillet 1909: 70; Machek 1968: 725; ALEW 351) —

(Mielcke 11: 201), it is tempting to assume an error; cf. the immediately preceding “Kah-
micht mufétas”. In the LKZ, all of Biiga's examples have been corrected to miis- (cf. Miisoms
aptrauké cited for Salantai s.v. miisa), but there is no reason to doubt their reliability.

88  Itwould seem most promising to start from the verb (ap-)mausdti - ja ‘become covered with
amould film, where for the lengthened grade we could compare iterative formations like
byldti -ja ‘speak’, although the verb in question does not have an iterative meaning.

89  The Slavic word is often considered a borrowing from Latin (e.g. Ernout/Meillet 924;
Machek 1968: 647); however, finding a suitable source form presents difficulties (see
REW11I: 121).

9o  Compare Salakas forms such as puolka (= literary polka) ‘a dance, kaliduéras (= virtual
*kolidoras, literary koridorius) ‘corridor’ (Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 69—70). In a similar area, we
find topalas ‘poplar’ Kazitiskis (just 15km from Salakas), topolis Kupiskis (LKZ). Some of
these forms from the LKZ might even be normalizations of dialectal /tiop-/, but note that
Vosylyté (2013: 377) only cites forms with short /0/, e.g. t3.pa.l's. GEN.SG. Kupigkis.

91 On the other hand, Gliwa (2008: 241), is rather dismissive of the LBZ’s further citations
from the South Aukstaitian dialects of Seiniai and Alytus, stating that these may ultimately
trace back to Baga, but without evidence. Another of Gliwa’s arguments is that the poplar
(Populus alba and Populus nigra) is not found in Lithuania. This statement is consistent
with the distribution maps on https://euforgen.org/, but not with those of the European
Atlas of Forest Tree Species, where both species are marked as native to Lithuania. The only
widespread dialectal term for ‘poplar’ quoted in the LKZ which is not loaned from Slavic
ménoas is _jovaras — another Slavic loanword (Skardzius 1931: 9o; LEW 195).
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In Lithuanian, there is rather a lot of evidence for an original root noun; par-
ticularly note the NOM.PL. géleZes recorded in several dialects which otherwise
only appear to have old consonant stems.%2 However, an ablauting *g#-stem
(Tremblay 2004) can hardly come into question here, first of all due to the lack
of parallels, and secondly due to the acute intonation in Slavic (R s#earb3o, cf.
3amususak 2019: 508; SCr. (Cak.) Zelézo; cf. Derksen 2015: 555). Thirdly, there is
the obvious chronological issue of reconstructing an archaic Indo-European
nominal paradigm for a designation for ‘iron’. The difference in vowel length
would rather speak in favour of the word entering Baltic and Slavic inde-
pendently. On the various unsuccessful external comparisons, particularly with
Gr. xoAx6s ‘copper, bronze), see Thorse et al. (2023: 113).

» ‘ruffe’. Lt. dial. (S Aukst.) egé, also rarely eZegps (cf. e33égis, Ruhig 11: 220)
‘ruffe’; Pr. E assegis - persk® ~ Kash. jozdz (GEN.SG. jazdza), Pl. jazgarz,
Cz. jeZdik ‘ruffe’ — The Slavic forms require a reconstruction *ézg- or *azg-.
Although the word has a limited distribution within Slavic, the discrepancy
in vowel length rules out the possibility of a Baltic loanword. Derksen (2008:
155; 2015: 159) states that the -g- in Lithuanian “may be the well-known Baltic
intrusive velar”. This can clearly not be correct, first and foremost due to the
trisyllabic form attested in Prussian and Lithuanian dialects.%* ALEW (p. 309)
explains the Slavic vocalism as due to the influence of PL. jaZ, Cz. jesen ‘ide),
yet this is a very different kind of fish (cf. Stawski SEJP 1: 533). While the tra-
ditional etymological comparison with ezjs ‘hedgehog’ might be semantically
acceptable (Trautmann 1910: 305; Derksen 2015:159), it cannot be substantiated
without ad hoc morphological assumptions.

92 The form is widespread in Uteniskiai dialects: Dusetos, Uzpaliai, Debeikiai (Zinkevicius
1966: 264), Lelianai (Papildymy kartoteka). From these dialects, Zinkevi¢ius otherwise
cites only NOM.PL. dures ‘door’, dieveres ‘brothers-in-law’, dbeles ‘apples’, véveres ‘squirrels’
and (from Debeikiai) aiises ‘ears’ All of these are probably or possibly old consonant stems.
The form géleZes is also cited from the South Aukstaitian dialect Seinai, and is the only
form cited by Zinkeviéius from this dialect (from the LKZ we can also add diires NOM.PL.
‘door’ and Zuvés GEN.SG. ‘fish’). I therefore do not think that the ALEW (351) is justified in
calling the consonant stem inflection secondary here, despite the i-stem inflection in the
earliest texts. See also Tremblay (2004: 239).

93  Interpreted by Trautmann (1910: 305) as Perca fluviatilis, i.e. ‘perch’ (thus also Endzelins
1943: 145; Torropos I14 1: 133; PKEZ 1: 104), but as correctly noted by ALEW (309), it can
hardly be excluded that the actual meaning of the Prussian word was ‘ruffe’, which is con-
sidered a kind of perch in German folk taxonomy (“Kaulbarsch”).

94  Buteven without these forms, the idea that eZgé should somehow be a back formation(?)
from egzlys (attested lexicographically, cf. egzlys, Ruhig 11: 220), which has “preserved the
original constellation” is implausible.
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TABLE 17 Possible examples of long oo short alternations

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
‘apple’ *aBol- *aBl- *abl- Celt. *aBol-
It. *tréb-
‘cottage’ *traB- - *t(u)rb-
Celt. *treB-
‘fresh’ *présk- *présk-n- *prisk-
Tynx’ *ltk- *[1]0k- *“luk-s- Gr. *lunk-
It. *0s-Vn-
? ‘ash’ *4s- *bs-en- -
Celt. *os-n-
? ‘nettle’ *nat- *nat- *nad- Celt. *ninat-
‘iron’ *Gelegh- *Gelég™-o- | —
‘ruffe’ *eghegh-i- *ezgh- -
7.5.2.1 Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence long oo short vocalic alternations is collected
in Table 17, above. As in previous tables, long vowels which turn up as acute in
Balto-Slavic are written with the caret { * > (see p. 185 for more help reading the
table). Forms which do not provide relevant data are presented in light grey.
Shaded cells indicate forms containing long vowels.

Quite a large number of examples have been identified which show an unex-
pected long vowel in Balto-Slavic by contrast to other European comparanda.
In every case, the vowel is acute, and remarkably, a Proto-Balto-Slavic recon-
struction is possible, suggesting that we are dealing with a relatively significant
time depth. Where we find an acute vowel, it is possible that something other
than length is responsible, such as glottalization.

7.53 ifuocod
» ‘alder’. Lt. alksnis, dial. (NE) altksnis (cf. p. 33), Lv. alksnis; R oavxd, PL
olcha; ON olr, OHG elira ‘alder’ ~ Lat. alnus ‘alder’ (Machek 1954: 130; Polomé
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1990: 334; Huld 1990: 401—402; Derksen 2002: 6, 2008: 307; de Vaan 2008: 34-35;
Kroonen 2013: 22; Pronk 2019a: 154; Matasovi¢ forthc.) — The Slavic vocalism
presents difficulties. South Slavic in general suggests *elixa- (trad. *(j)elvxa):
SCr. obs. jelha (> joha; Skok 1: 772), SIn. jétsa, Bg. eawa, dial. eaxa ‘alder’. Polish
olcha and Cz. ol$e demand initial *a- (trad. *o-), as does apparently East Slavic,
where one usually anticipates the preservation of *e- before *i (trad. *») in the
following syllable (IIlaxmaroB 1915: 140—-141; REW I: 389, s.v. €gua). It has been
suggested that some forms may result from contamination with the word for
‘spruce), cf. R dial. éaxa ‘alder’ beside érxa ‘spruce’ (Kortlandt apud Schrijver
1991: 41), and Bg. eaxa ‘conifer, fir tree’, dial. ‘alder’. While it is unlikely that con-
tamination with the word for ‘spruce’ can explain all cases of *e- (Derksen 2008:
370),95 the evidence is difficult to evaluate in view of the more general problems
with initial vowels in Slavic (cf. p. 244 and Andersen 1996a: 128-130).

A more remarkable issue is posed by the Latin form. While all the remain-

ing data points to *alis-, Latin is only consistent with a reconstruction *als-no-
(Walde/Hofmann I: 31; Schrijver1991: 42). This can be considered clear evidence
for an irregular alternation *-i- oo *-@- and therefore offers some empirical sup-
port for the hypothesis that the word for ‘alder’ is of non-IE origin.
» ‘ground elder’. Lt. garsva (dial. gdrsva), Lv. gdrsa ‘ground elder’ ~ OHG
gires - macedonicum; cf. gierisch 1604 ‘aegopodium,, giersig 1616 ‘wild angel-
ica, modern Giersch ‘ground elder’ (DWb vir: 7388—7389); MLG gers, gersele -
grot petercilie (MoLG Heers with unclear anlaut, cf. Marzell 1: 125) — Although
the Germanic and Baltic forms are usually compared without question (e.g.
IEW 445; EWAhd 1v: 370-372), the almost consistently disyllabic form in OHG
(AWD 1v: 285), which can hardly be explained as svarabhakti (cf. Reutercrona
1920: 137, 169), as well as perhaps Early MoHG gierisch (see above) and Swiss
dial. Gerrist (Schw. Id. 11: 404), seem to suggest a disyllabic preform, e.g.
*gherulis- or *g*irVs (where *V is not *a), which cannot easily be compared
with the Baltic words. Thus, if the comparison is correct, we are dealing both
with an irregular loss of the second syllable vowel in Baltic, which can hardly
be explained in Indo-European terms, as well as an alternation between a front
vowel in Germanic and back vowel in Baltic (on which see 7.2.2).

95  The Russian dialectal evidence is in fact more complicated, as we also find forms like dial.
endxa (PACXI: 325-326). However, even if we assume an original *eluxa- (trad. *( j)elsxa),
this dialectal variant must in any case be analogical (after GEN.PL. eadx). Rather than mul-
tiplying entities, I suspect that this form is ultimately the result of a dialectal hardening
of /I'/ in the sequence /I'’x/, although more evidence would be desirable (Mupckas apud
KacarkuH 1999: 177 mentions the dialectal forms Olza ‘Olga), cxdlko ‘how much, but the
distribution of this phenomenon is not clear to me).
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» ?‘aspen’. Lt.épusé, dial. dpusé ‘aspen’ ~ Lv. apse; Pr. E abse; R ociina; ON poet.
osp ‘aspen, Arm. dial. opi ‘poplar’ (for refs. and further discussion, see p. 219) —
In view of the Lithuanian data, the Latvian word has been derived by syncope
from an earlier *apuse (e.g. Schulze 1913: 288; Smoczynski 1989: 40). However,
syncope does not generally occur in Slavic, so here *aps- really is required, in
line with Armenian. Baga (1922: 226) has suggested that the Lithuanian word
arose through contamination with pusis ‘pine’, an idea which has been taken
over in other etymological works (Trautmann 1923: 11-12; LEW 14; Smoczynski
2018: 40; note also ALEW 45). However, a change *-ps- > *-pus- involves both a
vowel epenthesis and a change in sibilant quality,%¢ and seems hardly imagin-
able, especially since the trees in question are not very similar. Endzelins (1943:
136; cf. Buga 1908: 118), starts instead from *aps-use-, with loss of the first *s by
dissimilation, but such a dissimilation would be unparalleled (cf. Zinkevicius
1966: 181-182).

Already Hoops (1905: 123-124) drew attention to a group of similar forms
in the Turkic languages. Chuvash dvds ‘alder’ seems to reflect an earlier *abus
(Résdnen 1969: 3; Myzapax 1993: 29) or *abis (9CTH 1: 607—608). The *b is also
supported by e.g. Siberian Tatar ausag, dial. (Tomsk) apsaq (Tymamesa 1992: 25,
32) ‘aspen, which reflects a derivative *abs-ak with regular syncope (cf. A. /Ipi60
2007: 130). The similarity of Turkic *abus and the possible Proto-Baltic form
*apus- is striking, but since the Turkic *-u- may be due to anaptyxis in a final
cluster *-bs (cf. CUT'T vI: 65), it does not unambiguously support the reality
of this Baltic reconstruction.

In fact, the reconstruction *abs rather than *abus might better account for
Khakas os and Tatar usaq ‘alder’, which appear, at face value, to reflect Turkic *os
(the expected Khakas reflex of *abus would be *os, with a long vowel; A. [Is160
2007:19). Hoops (followed by CUI'TA 1v: 131) had considered these to be Slavic
loanwords, but it would be rather remarkable if Tomsk apsag were unrelated
to Tatar usagq, with its identical suffixation; moreover, a suitable Slavic source is
unattested.9” A very similar correlation is found between Chuv. avdt- and Old
Turkic ot- ‘sing (of birds). which is reconstructed *ebt- by Myzapax (CUT'TA vi:

96  Buiga had previously expressed the view that *s became *$ after labials (1911: 3). This would
help his case, but as it is clearly contradicted by Lt. vapsva ‘wasp’, he had apparently already
rejected the development by the time of this proposal, where he states explicitly that the
expected Lithuanian form would be *apsé.

97  Hoops suggests a Slavic donor form *osa; however, such a form is only attested as a relic
in West Slavic, and does not occur in East Slavic at all. Note that the Belarusian acd cited
in 9CCA (xxx11: 93) does not exist. In the original source (Jlemutorosa 1970: 7), it is only
a reconstructed form (*ACA sic.) based on toponymic evidence.
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166; in his notation *év¢-), implying a reduction *eb- > *6- before a consonant.
Therefore, one way to connect the Khakas/Tatar forms would be to assume a
parallel development *abs > *s.

Perhaps more problematic, and something which does not seem to have
been noted, is the fact that we find *-6- in Turkic rather than *--. This might
in fact be better accounted for by assuming a disyllabic donor form in which *p
had become lenited intervocalically. We can recall here Hoops’ (loc. cit.) sug-
gestion of an Iranian source, but are faced again with the issue that no trace of
the word has been found in Indo-Iranian.%8

The main issue with deriving the Turkic words from a (para-)Baltic source is
the word’s broad distribution in Siberia. This could theoretically be accounted
for by assuming a loan already into ‘dialectal’ Proto-Turkic (but from where?) or
by assuming a later horizontal spread through the Turkic dialects, which could
perhaps provide an alternative account for the irregularity within Turkic, but
is difficult to substantiate in any detail. Compare also the discussions of the
words for ‘honeycomb’ (p. 133), ‘mink’ (p. 143) and ‘elm’ (pp. 235-236).

All in all, the word for ‘alder’ raises a number of problems which preclude
its reconstruction, and it is possible that this could be explained by assum-
ing parallel loanwords from an unattested source language. However, this does
not really help to resolve the word’s problematic distribution within Siberian
Turkic.

» ?‘beehive’. Lt. aviljs, (Zem.) auljs ‘beehive, Lv. (Kurzeme) aiilis, also avelis
‘wooden beehive’ ~ R yuzeii, Pl. ul ‘beehive), Sln. @lj ‘hollow tree; beehive’ — The
word is generally connected to Lat. alvus ‘belly’, alveus ‘hollow vessel’, Gr. adAdg
‘pipe, hollow tube’ (Trautmann 1923: 18; LEW 25-26; REW 111: 181; ALEW 77—
78). On semantic grounds, the comparison can hardly be faulted, as Latin alvus
is also used in the sense ‘beehive’. On the other hand, the Baltic forms are far
easier to explain starting from *avil-, with the aul-forms deriving by syncope,
and indeed, the Lithuanian variants have led Zinkevicius (1966: 138) to doubt
the IE etymology. ALEW speculates that aviljs is due to reanalysis on the basis
of an unspecified root *au-, but the main issue is that the suffix -ifjs is not ana-

98  Leaving aside the supposed connection with the Indo-Iranian word for ‘shovel; shoulder-
blade’ (Friedrich 1970: 50-52; Tamxpemuaze/Usanos 1984: 627; Sorgo 2020: 434), which
rests on pure speculation (cf. KEWA 111: 547 with older lit.; Normier 1981: 24, fn. 21). The
*b is also problematic to Pedersen’s suggestion of a “pre-Armenian” source (1906: 462) and
A. Ip160’s suggestion of a Tocharian source (2007:130). The discovery of Arm. opi causes
additional problems for both proposals with regard to vocalism.
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lysable. Therefore, despite the attractiveness of the IE etymology, the unclear
-i- might suggest an irregular correspondence with Slavic, which could point to
a foreign origin.

» T ‘hazel (2). Lt. kafsula ‘Schaft’ (Bretke apud Bezzenberger 1877: 293), dial.
(S Aukst.) kasula ‘plough shaft’ (LKZ), kaffiilas ‘JigerspieR’ (Ruhig 1: 213) ~
Lat. corylus (< *kosVlo-), OHG hasal, OlIr. coll (< *koslo-) ‘hazel’ (Huld 1990: 401;
Matasovi¢ 2013: 84, forthc.) — As Latin can simply reflect *kose/olo-, with suf-
fixal ablaut, the irregularity depends entirely on the Baltic data, whose appur-
tenance is uncertain on semantic grounds. I therefore exclude this example.

76  IE*a

It has been suggested that many of the words traditionally reconstructed with
*a are rather loans from non-IE sources (Kurylowicz 1956a: 194-195; Kuiper
1995: 65—68; Pronk 2019a: 154). The argument is essentially that most words for
which *a has been reconstructed are geographically restricted, have a technical
meaning, and often involve other irregularities. The following have already
been regarded as probable loanwords on other grounds in the previous sec-
tions:

— *ghuak- ‘torch’ (p.167): illegal root structure??

— *d"raK- ‘dregs’ (pp.190—191): *g" oo *k; illegal root structure

— *d"alK- ‘scythe’ (p.191): *g" 0o *k; illegal root structure

— “kanaP- ‘hemp’ (pp. 206—207): *b co *p, *nn oo *n

— *blar(s)d"- ‘beard’ (pp. 224—225): *sd" co *d"

— *bhaB- ‘bean’ (pp. 228-229): *b% 0o *w

— *traeb- ‘cottage’ (pp. 270—271): *a 0 ¢, IE *b

Still, given the continued disagreement as to whether *a should be reconstruc-
ted, it might seem overly dismissive to label any word appearing to suggest
the reconstruction *a (for which the most decisive evidence comes from Italo-
Celtic and Greek) as being of non-IE origin, especially where no other evidence
supports this hypothesis (compare the similar considerations with regard to
the word for ‘apple’ on pp. 268—270). Here, I will briefly treat a few words which
fall into this category:

» ?‘post (2). Lt. stabas ‘pillar; idol, statue’; ON stafr ‘staff, cane; post, support’
~ OIr. sab ‘pole, stake’ (Beekes 2000b: 12) — The Irish word is unlikely to be bor-

99  Schrijver (1991: 465) has considered Lat. fax an example of the unrounding of *wo in an
open syllable (pre-Latin *fivak- < *fwok-), but the development is clearly contradicted by
Lat. forum ‘open space’ (< *fworo- < *d"uoro-; cf. idem: 472), and can hardly be accepted.
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rowed from Old Norse due to the unique substitution st- - s- (cf. Marstrander
1915: 97, 125). A reconstruction *stHb"- would be unproblematic for Germanic
and Celtic, but whether it could account for the Baltic data is disputed. Accord-
ing to one widespread current view, in Balto-Slavic, “a laryngeal was never
vocalized” (Beekes 1988: 23; cf. also Lubotsky 1981: 89; Smoczynski 2006: 187
188).

On the other hand, it seems the evidence is not exactly decisive. The “clas-
sic” view, at least, states that the Indo-European ‘schwa’ yielded Balto-Slavic *a
(cf. Brugmann 1897: 177; Arumaa 1964: 80—81; Stang 1966: 22; Matasovi¢ 2008:
89), for which the Paradebeispiele — Lt. status ‘upright; steep’ (= Gr. atatég
‘standing’) and OR cniop®s ‘abundant, Cz. spory ‘stocky; abundant’ (= Skt. sphird-
‘fat’) — still maintain much of their initial appeal. The reluctance in accepting
this sound law seems mainly to be based on the small number of examples,
but as long as no counter-evidence exists, it cannot be rejected out of hand.!90
I therefore agree with Villanueva Svensson (2008: 12) that the issue is in need
of “a full and unprejudiced study”1°!

» ?‘mast’. OCS mocts, SCr. mést ‘bridge’; OE meest ‘mast, OHG mast ‘mast,
pole’ ~ Olr. maide ‘stick, staff; beam’; Lat. malus ‘mast, pole’ (Kurytowicz 1956a:
195; Pronk 2019a: 151) — Again, a reconstruction *mHsd- is possible at least for
the extra-Balto-Slavic evidence (Schrijver 1991:167). The Slavic *¢ might be more
elegantly explained by positing a Germanic loanword (Stender-Petersen 1927:
281-283; Matasovi¢ 2008: 50; Kroonen 2013: 357), although this is uncertain for
semantic and accentological reasons (REW 11: 163; Pronk-Tiethoff 2012: 180).

100 Alternative explanations for both have been suggested, but the question is, even if these
explanations are in principle possible, are they an improvement on the traditional ety-
mologies? Since Kortlandt (1982: 26), in my view rightly, rejects the notion that OR crpb1
‘father’s brother’ is derived from *phytr-, it is unclear on what basis he is opposed to the
development. He takes status as a derivative of statyti ‘put (upright), in turn from a redu-
plicated *ste-sth,- (Kortlandt 198gb), but the opposite derivation seems more likely from a
Baltic perspective (cf. Smoczynski 1999: 23 ); moreover, in Kortlandt’s scenario, the -a- still
has to be explained as secondary. For criops, the reconstruction *su-para- (i.e. *sspors;
Kortlandt 1980: 352) appears to be in contradiction to the attested Old Russian evidence
(cf. CPA 11—17 XXVIIL: 72).

101 Other examples to consider here are Lt. mdtas ‘measure’ <? *mh;-to- (Darden 1990: 63;
Smoczynski 1999: 23), and OCS crous ‘throne, bench’ (beside Go. stols ‘seat, throne’), cf.
Smoczynski (1999: 20). For alternations such as CS Hocs ‘nose’ : Lt. ndsis and O CS cous ‘salt’
: Lv. sals, Matasovi¢ (1997: 135) has reconstructed *nh,s-, *sh,l-. At first sight, this indeed
seems preferable to assuming the preservation of an extremely archaic paradigm *nars- :
OBL. n?as- into Proto-Balto-Slavic (Kortlandt 1985: 119), but Sanskrit nds- ‘nose’ must also
be accounted for (cf. Lubotsky 1981: go). For ‘salt, an equally possible reconstruction is
*shy-él : *shy-el-, provided Eichner’s Law is rejected (see Pronk 2019b: 144-145).
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Admittedly, assuming a suffixed formation *mazd-to- for Slavic is not much of
an improvement (Kiparsky 1934: 47; Derksen 2008: 326—327).

» ?‘corner’. Lt. kariipas ‘corner, angle’ ~ Gr. xdumtw ‘bend (the knee), turn
back (a chariot)’ (Kurylowicz 1956a: 195; Beekes 2000a: 28) — Here, a recon-
struction *kh,mp- is improbable, if not impossible (Beekes 2010: 632). On the
other hand, the possibility that Gr. xdun- is secondary for *xan- with the ana-
logical restoration of -y- from the full-grade (Pronk 2019a: 149) remains plaus-
ible, if somewhat convoluted (cf. yovddve ‘hold’ for *yaddvw < *g*nd-nH- beside
PERF. xey6vdet). Olr. camm, MW cam ‘crooked, bent,, if they belong here, could
possibly reflect a zero-grade *kmp- (with a development *-mp- > *-mb-; Thur-
neysen 1946: 117).

In conclusion, none of these potential examples of *a are entirely watertight,
and therefore the question as to whether the apparent presence of such a phon-
eme is sufficient to prove a non-Indo-European origin need not be answered
here. However, the characterizations of authors such as Kurytlowicz do seem to
be generally valid, and I consider this to be another potential criterion which
could favour a non-Indo-European origin, at least where other evidence is avail-
able.
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Analysis

In the above pages (including two examples in 5.3.1), [ have discussed 92 word
families which might plausibly be explained as loanwords from unattested
non-Indo-European sources. In 16 cases, it was found that the evidence is too
ambiguous or uncompelling, and these cases will not be fed into the further
analysis. Of the remaining examples, I have considered 46 to be probable loan-
words, and a further 30 have been accepted as possible, but uncertain. In this
section, I will analyse the data from an extra-linguistic perspective, as well as
attempt to draw some broader conclusions about the dataset as a whole. In
this context, the certain cases will be used as my core data set, with uncertain
examples only being incorporated where this could provide additional useful
information.

81 Semantics

The majority of the words treated here fall into the following broad semantic
categories (uncertain cases are listed in square brackets):
a.  Wild animals (12+7):
Mammals: bison, lynx, roe (deer) [+ badger, boar]
Birds: bird of prey (see 5.3.1), grouse, oriole, pigeon [x 2], swan (x 2)
Aquatic animals: ruffe, seal, sturgeon [+ cod, frogspawn, salmon,
fishing trap]
b.  Wild plants (11+8):
Trees: alder, hornbeam, maple [+ ash, aspen, elm (x 2)]
Tree parts: leaf, nut [+ bast]
Edible plants: (wild) carrot, goosefoot, ground elder, ramsons [+
nettle]
Other: (false) hellebore, reed [+ heather, sedge]
c.  Cultivated plants and agriculture (9+5):
Crops: bean, hemp, oats, rye [+ lentil, millet]
Fruits and vegetables: apple, garlic, pear, turnip
Agriculture: scythe [+ furrow, ploughshare, aftermath]
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These three categories already account for 70 % of the certain examples. Bey-
ond this, three relatively clear semantic groups can be identified with at least
two certain examples:!

d.  Apiculture (3+2): drone, honeycomb, wax [+ bee, beehive]

e.  Structures (2+2): cottage/estate, oven [+ mast, post]

f. Metallurgy (2): iron, silver

Each of these six categories will be discussed below in more detail, but first I
would like to point out some absences. Most remarkable here is the absence
of geographical terminology and terms for natural phenomena, especially con-
sidering that these semantic areas have received much attention from other
researchers focusing on questions of substrate contact (cf. Kalima 1919: 257—
258; Bertoldi 1932: 94; Ariste 1971: 9—10; Polomé 1986: 662; Saarikivi 2004; Aikio
2009: 41, 2012a: 85; Beekes 2014: 47—51). The only word fitting into this category is
the uncertain case ‘lightning’, but even here the precise semantics might point
towards borrowing in a religious or cult context (see p. 202). While it is true
that some suggestions of non-IE origin have been made in connection to Baltic
geographical terms (e.g. ‘meadow’, p.198), I have found none of these to be com-
pelling.?

Another semantic category which is under-represented, although perhaps
less surprisingly, is that of animal husbandry. Outside of words connected with
apiculture (on which see 8.1.4, below), the only term in my corpus which falls
into this category is the adjective ‘in calf’ As in many Indo-European languages,
the Baltic lexicon for domestic livestock is conservative, with most important
terms being directly inherited from the proto-language. We have also observed
that several words connected to livestock breeding were loaned into Proto-
Finnic (see 3.6.1), and the main foreign source for words in this semantic field
appears to have been Germanic (see Chapter 2). This points towards a continu-
ity in animal husbandry practices among Baltic-speaking populations since
Proto-Indo-European times, and relatively advanced stockbreeding practices
compared to their non-Indo-European neighbours.

1 With one certain example, we can also note body parts: beard [+ heel, palate]. Note in this
context Ariste’s mention of “somatic words” as good candidates for substrate loans (1963:
17).

2 Lt. mdrios ‘sea; (Curonian) lagoon’ has often been considered to be of non-IE origin (Nehring
1959; Hamp 1979: 162-163; Sausverde 1996: 136), but since Latin mare ‘sea’ has been regarded
as either a regular cognate (Schrijver 1991: 474—475) or analogical (Vine 2011), this word has
not come into consideration here. See also Chapter 7, fn. 50 on Lt. pélké ‘marsh’.

3 For instance, Lt. avis ‘sheep’, 0Zjs ‘goat) Lv. giiovs ‘cow’ (= Skt. dvi- ‘sheep’, ajd- ‘goat’, gdv-
‘cow’), Lt. parsas ‘piglet, castrated boar’ (= Lat. porcus ‘pig’).
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The remaining certain cases are difficult to group together in any meaning-
ful way, largely because their meanings are too general to be categorized, or
because they cover multiple possible semantic fields. For instance, the words
for ‘dregs’ (also ‘yeast’) and ‘fresh’ (also ‘unleavened’), as well as ‘oven’ (categor-
ized here under Structures) could all be associated with breadmaking, but since
the attested meanings for each term are not limited to this semantic domain,
such a grouping is too optimistic.*

811  Wild Animals

Terms for animals have often been mentioned as especially strong candidates
for borrowing in substrate contact situations (e.g. Bertoldi 1932: 94; Philippa et
al. 1: 22; Matasovi¢ 2013: 76). In this context, it is notable that the words for wild
animals show a more limited distribution in comparison to other semantic cat-
egories. Out of 12 probable cases, g are limited to Baltic, Slavic and Germanic.
This suggests that we are dealing with localized terms rather than extensive
horizontal transmission, which is consistent with a substrate mechanism.

Table 18, overleaf, illustrates the distribution of the most certain cases in
this semantic category.5 Forms for which a common proto-form can (theor-
etically) be reconstructed have been enclosed in dotted lines. Thus, the word
for lynx’ is potentially reconstructible for Balto-Slavic, and also for Graeco-
Armenian (note that the Balto-Slavic and Graeco-Armenian reconstructions
are not reconcilable).

As regards the motivation for the borrowing of animal names, it seems nat-
ural to assume that words for local species for which no term was previously
available would be most prone to adoption (Haspelmath/Tadmor 2009: 51;
Aikio 2012a: 85). However, this explanation can only apply in the minority of
the cases in our corpus. One such case is lynx’: the animal’s current range does
not extend beyond the forest steppe, and as the animal’s preferred habitat is
dense woodland (Nowak/Paradiso 1983: 1072),5 it is unlikely it would have fre-
quented the grasslands further south. The animal is absent in the steppe, but
is recorded in the Neolithic from Trypillia (Mallory 1982: 208), a culture with

4 Both Baltic and Slavic borrowed the Germanic word for ‘bread’ (see p. 38), although
Lithuanian has also preserved an older inherited term, diiona ‘bread, loaf’ (LEW 111). Latvian
maize ‘bread’ is derived from miezi ‘barley’. Other uncategorized words are ‘thousand’, ‘torch’
(p. 167) and the uncertain cases ‘circle, ‘corner’, ‘fast’ and ‘people’.

5 The abbreviations used are as follows: B = Baltic, S = Slavic, G = Germanic, C = Celtic, It = Italic,
Gr = Greek. Under “+”, T have indicated all other comparanda (with the usual abbreviations).

6 To establish current distribution, in addition to the references cited, I have referred to the data
onthe IUCN Red List website (https://www.iucnredlist.org/); for birds, this data has been sup-
plemented with the maps from Birds of the World (https://birdsoftheworld.org/).
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TABLE 18  Distribution of borrowed animal names
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which Indo-Europeans potentially came into contact during their early frag-
mentation (Kroonen et al. 2022: 33—-34). Note that the wide distribution and
possibility of reconstructing common proto-forms for multiple branches might
suggest that this word was borrowed comparatively early.

Lexical gaps could also account for the borrowing of a word for ‘seal), an
animal which is not found inland, and perhaps also ‘sturgeon’ The sturgeon
is anadromous, meaning it migrates upriver to spawn. Migrations are usually
relatively short, but as much as 1000 river kilometres may occasionally be trav-
elled (Hol¢ik et al. 1989: 376; Brevé et al. 2022: 1164-1165). In addition, the now
endangered stellate sturgeon previously spawned in river basins across the
Pontic-Caspian area (cf. Mallory 1983: 267, 275). Nevertheless, the adoption
of a foreign term could have been motivated by differences in species, a geo-
graphical gap in the distribution of sturgeon species, or changing dietary habits
among migrating populations, which might have caused the original term for
the animal to have been lost.”

However, most of the animals discussed here must have been known to
speakers of Indo-European. Among the mammals, the roe deer, as well as
the badger and wild boar, are widely distributed throughout Europe and are

7 Similar considerations could apply to the word for ‘salmon), which may have originally
referred to the anadromous salmon trout (Diebold 1976). Note that Mallory stresses the
paucity of salmonid remains in the Pontic-Caspian region (1983: 268).
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also present in the Pontic-Caspian steppe (cf. Mallory 1982: 206—207, 211, 212;
Bellquist 1993: 336—337; Anthony 2007: 175). The same can be said of the bison,
which still occurred east of the Dnieper into the Middle Ages (Benecke 2005),
although admittedly does not appear to have been very frequent in the steppe
since the Neolithic (Mallory 1982: 213). Among the birds, the golden oriole
breeds throughout all of Europe including the steppe, and the same is true of
the wood pigeon (cf. Mallory 1991: 231). The rock dove also occurs natively in
the steppe; the exact vectors of spread of the domesticated and feral pigeon are
difficult to trace, but it is now of course ubiquitous (Gilbert/Shapiro 2013). The
mute swan breeds in many parts of the steppe, and was therefore presumably
known to Indo-European speakers. It is common in Northern Europe, although
its distribution admittedly becomes more patchy east of the Dniester. Among
the fish, the ruffe has a very extensive distribution throughout Eurasia. The
above facts make it is improbable that these terms were borrowed to fill lex-
ical gaps within the Indo-European languages.®

It has been remarked that substrate loanwords tend to involve animals of
low economic significance (Schrijver 1997: 295; cf. also Matasovi¢ forthc.). Per-
haps this idea derives from an expectation that terms for economically import-
ant animals should rather be transmitted horizontally, for instance through
trade.® However, economic significance is rather a cultural and subjective phe-
nomenon. Even migratory passerines, such as the golden oriole, may have eco-
nomic value: in coastal Egypt, they are hunted for food and sold on as delicacies
(Eason, Rabia & Attum 2016).

We therefore should seek a cultural motivation for borrowing. In the case of
wild animals, the most obvious cultural context is hunting. In the Eastern Baltic
context, it has been suggested that the transition from a hunter-gatherer to a
stockbreeding economy passed through a transitional stage where the reliance
on hunting and gathering remained significant (Zvelebil/Dolukhanov1991: 268
with lit.; Piliciauskas et al. 2017: 541), and cultural exchange might have been
amplified by a later in-flow of hunter-gatherer-derived populations during the
Bronze Age (Mittnik et al. 2018; Saag et al. 2019). In a context of language shift,

8 A word for ‘roe’ can probably be reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European on the basis of
Gr. (Herodotus) {opxd (~ dopxds) and MW iwrch ‘roe deer’ (< *iork-), cf. IEW 513. For the ‘swan,
only a common Italo-Celtic form can be given: Lat. olor, MW alarch (?< *hjel-r-) (Schrijver
1995a: 76).

9 One does indeed find, for instance, a clustering of terms for insects and reptiles among the
Finnic substrate terms in the Russian dialects (MbI3HUKOB 2004: 113-116). Above, on p. 117, I
have suggested that the common denominator between these animal terms might rather be
their negative perception. This brings us back to the idea of low-status vocabulary (cf. Chapter
5, fn. 20).
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technical vocabulary associated with a particular economy may be transferred
into the target language, and this is likely to be more robust where activities
related to this economy continue to be practiced (Brenzinger 1992). The bor-
rowing of the technical term ‘fishing trap), if reliable, would also favour this
interpretation.

81.2  Wild Plants

Like animal names, plant names have often been viewed as central candidates
for substrate borrowings (Bertoldi 1932: 94; Philippa et al. 1: 22; Matasovi¢ 2013:
76; Soosaar 2021). The names for wild plants were a key focus of Vaclav Machek,
and the irregularities observed in these can be seen as having given rise to his
version of the substrate theory (Machek 1944-1946; 1950b; 1954; see p. 155).
Although a small number of wild plant names show a narrow distribution
comparable with that of the wild animals, they on the whole tend to exhibit
comparanda outside of the Baltic region (see Table 19, overleaf).

First of all, it is remarkable that several of the tree names which have come
into question here have been assessed as uncertain, and have therefore been
omitted from the table (thus ‘aspen), ‘ash’ and two words for ‘elm’). Indeed,
words for trees very often seem to show minor phonological issues, to the extent
that irregularities have been viewed as a mere quirk typical of tree names (cf.
E. Itkonen 1946: 306; Friedrich 1970:108), an opinion which is perhaps justified
by the perception of such terms as belonging to a ‘dialectal’ phase of Indo-
European (cf. Hirt 1905: 189; Schrader/Nehring 11: 630; and e.g. Ernout/Meillet
23 s.v. alnus). A case could sometimes be made for such an interpretation, espe-
cially where identical forms are found in neighbouring branches (compare the
example of ‘alder’, above).

Aikio (2015a: 45—46) has argued that a number of West Uralic terms in this
semantic field should in fact be explained as substrate words, noting that they
show irregular sound correspondences:

— F haapa, E haab; Sa. N suhpi, Ma. E Sopke ‘aspen’

— F dial. vahtera, E vaher; Md. E ukstor; Ma. EW wastar ‘maple’

— F pdhkind, E pihkel; Md. M pasta ‘mut, hazelnut’; Ma. EW piiks ‘mut’; Udm.

pas-pu ‘hazel’ (pu ‘tree’)

At the Sub-Indo-European workshop in Leiden, September 2021, Aikio has addi-
tionally adduced the word for ‘alder’ (F leppd, Sa. N leaibi, Md. E [epe), which
shows a clear resemblance to the Balto-Slavic word for ‘lime tree’ (see p. 89).
What is remarkable is that these words also show a rather broad geograph-
ical distribution, with cognates found from Sdmi to Mari or from Finnic to
Permic. This probably implies that the words were adopted at a time when
these branches were closer together, and it might be possible to talk of ‘dialectal
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TABLE 19  Distribution of borrowed plant names

B S G C It Gr +
alder v v/ v
hornbeam v < | v
maple o/ ?
leaf oo/ - FSaMa |
nut o ov T
carrot S iv o v Md
goosefoot VR
ground elder v v
ramsons VAR v v
hellebore ././ v
reed VRV R v

Proto-Uralic’ here, too (the words for ‘maple), for instance, can almost be treated
as regular cognates). Of the uncertain cases, the words for ‘aspen’ and ‘elm (2)’
also have potential comparanda in Turkic.1° In this case, some kind of borrow-
ing must certainly have taken place, but we are still left with the question as
to where were these words adopted from, and what motivated their borrow-
ing.

As the hornbeam is not currently found in the steppe, and spread to south-
eastern Europe only during the Atlantic Period, being earlier restricted to Italy
(Sauer1988:152-154), it is unlikely that the Indo-Europeans would have known
this tree, and its borrowing might have been motivated by a lexical gap. The
alder, on the other hand, is very widespread in Europe and should have been
present in the steppe (cf. Friedrich 1970: 72—73 with lit.). The same can be said
of the aspen, ash and elm.

The motivation for borrowing must again have somehow been associated
with differences in cultural practices. There are few reliably reconstructible
words for specific trees, and it is quite possible that trees were of lesser import-
ance to steppe pastoralists than to the European populations they replaced.
This might be implied by the large-scale deforestation (or “steppification”)

10  Here we can note that Kroonen (2013: 39) has compared the European words for ‘aspen’
with F haapa, etc. I am not convinced, however, that there is sufficient similarity to war-
rant a comparison.
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of Northern Europe coinciding with the arrival of the Corded Ware Culture
(Pelisiak 2016: 218—219; Haak et al. 2023: 71-72; Allentoft et al. forthc.). Although
one can hardly conclude that the Indo-Europeans did not value wood, it may be
suggested that distinguishing varieties of trees was not a top priority for steppe-
derived pastoralists.

I have divided the remaining plants into ‘edible’ and ‘other’! This division
is somewhat arbitrary, as it is difficult to know what was interpreted as food by
prehistoric populations. Cultural groups may differ in plant preferences, des-
pite there being no significant difference in plant availability (Welcome/Van
Wyk 2019). Reeds are fully edible, and may have been eaten, but since reeds
also have numerous other uses (e.g. weaving mats, producing ropes), I have cat-
egorized them under ‘other’. On the other hand, nettles may also be twined into
string and woven into textiles. My categorization as an ‘edible’ plant is partially
influenced by the semantic shift to ‘vegetable tops’ observed for this word in
Slavic (but this is not necessarily indicative of its earlier uses). Furthermore,
the knowledge of which plants are poisonous (such as the hellebore) is obvi-
ously most vital to those gathering plants for consumption.

Goosefoot, Chenopodium, is a plant whose remains are found in abundance
at Yamnaya sites, with indications that it was eaten (Anthony 2007: 326, 439),
so it is probable that Indo-European speakers had a word for the plant. One
might assume that a decline in the consumption of this plant could have been
associated with a shift towards cultivated cereals, although there is plenty of
evidence of Chenopodium consumption even in Iron Age agricultural contexts
(Kroll 1990; Behre 2008: 68—69; Slusarska 2021:189). Evidence for both wild gar-
lic and nettles have been recovered in the Bronze Age Srubnaya Culture in the
same region (Anthony et al. 2005: 408) as well as pollen belonging to Apiaceae
(the family to which the carrot and ground elder belong). Plants from this fam-
ily might have been consumed as vegetables in Western Russia already during
the Neolithic (Kittel et al. 2020:196).

It appears that the borrowing of these plant names can in no case be confid-
ently associated with a lexical gap; on the contrary, there is evidence that many
of these species were actively consumed both in the steppe and in Europe. Not-
ably, the wave of deforestation coinciding with the emergence of animal hus-
bandry in Northern Europe actually coincides with an increase in evidence for
both Chenopodiaceae and Urtica (nettles) in the palynological record (Pelisiak
2016: 218-219).

11 For information about plant uses, I have referred to the Plants for a Future database at
https://pfaf.org/, where copious further references are provided.
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The borrowing of these plant names into dispersing Indo-European dialects,
if not associated with a change in dietary preferences which may be the result
of shifting subsistence practices, could indeed be connected to the principle of
“low economic significance” signalled by Schrijver (1997: 295). Wild plants form
a small but integral part of both pastoralist and agriculturalist diets (cf. Zanina
et al. 2021; van Amerongen 2016: 215-226), but gathering of plants outside of
a hunter-gatherer economy is presumably perceived as of secondary import-
ance. On the other hand, we may consider a sex bias in the transmission of
these terms. Ethnological evidence shows that plant gathering and preparation
is cross-culturally most often the sole domain of women (Murdoch/Provost
1973: 207, 210).12 A male sex-bias in the migrations of steppe-derived popula-
tions, combined with female exogamy (Knipper et al. 2017; Saag et al. 2017;
Mittnik et al. 2019), would provide a plausible context whereby indigenous
terms, passed down from mother to daughter, could resist replacement during
language shift.

8.1.3  Cultivated Plants and Agriculture

First, it should be noted that cultivated plants and their wild equivalents are not
always linguistically differentiated. Following from the discussion on pp. 229—
231, I have listed ‘carrot’ as a wild plant, even though the term normally refers
to the cultivated variety in the modern languages. On the other hand, I have
included ‘garlic’ as a cultivated plant in view of the fact that the word, wherever
it occurs, is differentiated from the wild Allium ursinum (another probable
loanword; see ‘ramsons’, pp. 246—247).

Many of the crop terms have comparanda beyond Balto-Slavic, Germanic
and Italo-Celtic, and many show an extremely broad distribution, suggestive
of largely horizontal rather than vertical borrowing. On this basis, it can be
hypothesized that the majority of terms for cultivated plants spread as Wander-
worter. In the case of founder crops, the spread of these words is unlikely to be
directly associated with the spread of the crops themselves. Instead, it is more
likely to be related to the spread of peoples and the adoption of an agricultural
lifestyle. The trajectory of spread is usually difficult to establish on linguistic
grounds. The material covered in this category is as follows:!3

12 “Afew men, especially those who hunt and fish, also gather some edible plants from time
to time. However, it was not customary, and their knowledge of these plants was quite lim-
ited in comparison to the women’s” (Ertug 2000: 175 in a study of a community pursuing
mixed hunter-gatherer/agricultural subsistence in Anatolia).

13 Additional abbreviations used in this table: Ro = Romance, Pm = Permic, T = Turkic.
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TABLE 20  Distribution of borrowed agricultural terms

bean (AR A 4 A ? Berber

hemp / 777777 / v Ro v Arm. Iran.
oats v v/ v F | Md Ma
lentli v [ v | v e T
e (2 /7 /v Md Pm T
apple | v vV 1/ v

garlic o v

pear v o/

tunip | vV |/ I/ 1?20/ L/

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

scythe v v

It is notable that a disproportionate number of borrowed terms for crops are
shared with Italic (including a word for ‘scythe’), which seems to bring the
centre of gravity towards central and southern Europe. In addition, we often
find historically identical forms in several branches. In certain cases, it is pos-
sible that a word spread within IE; as discussed above (p. 194), the word for
‘rye’ might well have entered Baltic, and possibly even Slavic, through Germanic
mediation. Similarly, the Baltic word for ‘hemp’ may well have been borrowed
from Slavic. Nevertheless, most of the forms cannot be explained as borrowings
from any attested language.

The process of Neolithization in the Eastern Baltic is extremely interesting
and differs markedly from that in Central Europe. While the arrival of Corded
Ware can be dated to the early 3¢ millennium BcE (Pili¢iauskas 2018), the first
individuals do not show evidence of admixture with Anatolian Farmer popula-
tions, suggesting an independent, direct migration from the steppe (Mittnik et
al. 2018: 8). Although later individuals do show evidence of this ancestry, there
remains no solid evidence for agriculture until the middle of the second millen-
nium, where a few barley grains have been recovered from western Lithuania
(Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciaté 2017). Here still, we also find abundant
wild plant remains, suggesting a mixed subsistence involving only small-scale
cultivation; moreover, it cannot be decided with certainty whether the afore-
mentioned grains were cultivated locally or imported (Grikpédis/Motuzaité
Matuzevicitté 2020:162).

A radical reassessment of early agriculture in the East Baltic has taken place
in the past few years (cf. Piliciauskas et al. 2016; Girininkas 2019). Far from
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earlier claims of cultivated grains already in the 37 millennium (Rimantiené
1992: 109-110), it has now become apparent that there is no solid evidence of
agriculture prior to the Late and Final Bronze Age, i.e. the 15t millennium BCE.
This is, at least, not in contradiction with dietary data,* where a shift to a diet
incorporating cereals can only be demonstrated from the Late Bronze Age (Pili-
¢iauskas et al. 2017).

If we examine the cereal terminology in the East Baltic languages, it becomes
immediately apparent that the arrival of its speakers in the region cannot
be equated with the first steppe migrations, as has sometimes been sugges-
ted (Mallory 1989: 108; Rimantiené 1992: 137-138; Parpola 2012: 133; Mittnik et
al. 2018: 8). What we find is that the cereal terminology in Baltic is generally
archaic, with some terms directly inherited from (core) Proto-Indo-European
(see below). As a result, we must assume a continuity in agricultural practices
among Balto-Slavic peoples during their migration from the Indo-European
homeland. This points to a much later date for the arrival of Baltic-speaking
populations in the Baltic Region, the most probable proxy being the Late
Bronze Age hillfort phenomenon (Lang 2016: 18, 2018). At least the following
Baltic cereal terms appear to be inherited:

— Lt. javai M.PL. ‘cereal’ (= Skt. ydva- ‘grain, crop’)

— Lt. sémud, PL. sémenys ‘seed, linseed,, Pr. E semen ‘seed’ (= Lat. sémen)

— Lt. diona ‘bread’ (= Manichaean Sogdian 6’n ‘seed’)

— Lt. Zirnis, Lv. zifnis ‘ped), Pr. E syrne ‘grain’ (= Lat. granum ‘grain’)

— Lt. pélis m.pL, Lv. pelus v.PL.; Pr. E pebwo ‘chaff’ (= Skt. palava- ‘chaff’)

— Lt. drti, Lv. a#'t ‘to plough’ (= Gr. dpdw, Lat. aro)

— Pr. E wagnis ‘coulter’ (= Gr. 0¢vis ‘ploughshare’)!s

While it cannot be excluded that some of these terms originally referred to
wild grains, their consistent agricultural meaning favours an early association
with agriculture (see the survey in Kroonen et al. 2022). Particularly relevant
are terms connected to ploughing, as archaeological evidence for ploughs and
other agricultural tools in the East Baltic appears to be unreliable before the
Late Bronze Age, coinciding with the archaeobotanical evidence (Lang 2007:
107; Luik/Maldre 2007: 33; Pili¢iauskas et al. 2016: 190—191; Girininkas 2019: 68—
72).

14  Inferred from the isotopic ratios of carbon and nitrogen in the bone collagen of ancient
individuals.

15  This word has been replaced in East Baltic, however, so is only indirectly relevant to this
question (see the discussion of another word for ‘ploughshare’ on pp. 213—215). The Greek
word is only known from a Hesychian gloss, but the formal correspondence with Prussian
is ideal, and the word is also known from Germanic.
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Interestingly, most of the inherited terms are generic in character, suggest-
ing that, while agriculture was certainly practiced, it remained rudimentary,
with different crop types perhaps not being distinguished. One inherited term
has become semantically specified in East Baltic — the term for ‘pea), repres-
enting a semantic shift from a generic term for ‘grain’ (as preserved in Prussian
syrne and OCS 3ppHo ‘grain’). As noted above (see 3.6.2), the semantic shift from
‘grain’ to ‘pea’ is rather surprising, as the pea, while one of the earliest crops to
appear in the East Baltic, is recorded in small quantities (Pollmann 2014: 409),
making its status as a staple crop improbable.

Table 21, overleaf, shows the Balto-Slavic terms for various specific crops ar-
ranged in order of their appearance in the archaeobotanical record. The period-
ization is based on the useful survey of the archaeobotanical evidence by Grik-
pédis and Motuzaité Matuzeviciuté (2020). Terms that are highlighted in bold
have been suggested in this book to be borrowings from non-Indo-European
sources. Shaded cells indicate that a common proto-form could theoretically
be set up for multiple sub-branches.

If we start from the hypothesis that the arrival of East Baltic-speaking pop-
ulations in the Baltic region was associated with the emergence of diversified
agriculture, then the crops should fall into two groups: the earliest crops, which
might have been brought by the Balts themselves, and for which terms might
already have been present in the Baltic languages prior to their arrival (i.e. pos-
sible “pre-migration terms”) and later crops, adopted already in situ, for which
any terms must postdate such a migration.

Pre-migration crops: The only term reconstructible for Proto-Balto-Slavic
refers to a variety of wheat. This term is continued by Lt. (Zem.) pirai, Lv. dial.
plyi? ‘winter wheat’, corresponding to RCS meipo (rendering Gr. dAbpa, o, cf.
CZIPA 1759), SCr. dial. pir ‘spelt’ (Skok 11: 660), Sln. pira ‘spelt; (dial.) millet’
and further to Gr. mopoi ‘wheat’ Due to the meaning and limited distribution,
a non-IE origin has been suggested (Frisk 11: 631; Lubotsky 1988: 136); however,
the comparison is impeccable on formal grounds, and we must reckon with
the possibility of an inherited cereal term (Nieminen 1956: 170-172; Kroonen et
al. 2022: 21). The semantic specialization in Baltic is explained by the word’s
marginalization in favour of the loaned kvieciai, probably associated with a
transition to free-threshing wheats (see below).16

Beyond this, a shared word for ‘barley’ can be reconstructed for Proto-Baltic.
It is possible that this could be connected to the role of barley as a pion-

16 Note that according to ME (111: 449—450), pityi was used in some parts of Kurzeme as a
general term for ‘wheat..
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eer crop in more northern latitudes (Motuzaité Matuzeviciaté 2018), although
according to our workinghypothesis, the earliest barley finds in the Eastern
Baltic should predate the arrival of the Balts. Nevertheless, the existence of
a shared Baltic term might suggest barley was one of the first crops to have
been cultivated by Baltic speakers. The origin of the term is unknown, however
(Smoczynski 2018: 798; Kroonen et al. 2022:15-16), and a post-Proto-Baltic dif-

fusion cannot be ruled out.

TABLE 21  Chronology of cereal terms in Baltic
East Baltic Prussian (E) Slavic
LATE BRONZE AGE (1°¢ millennium BCE) — “pre-migration”

Lt. miéziai

RCS raubmbl

barley Lv. miezi moasts Sln. jéémen
hulled wheat ? Lt. purai ‘winter | RCS mpipo
(spelt) wheat’ SCr. pir
Lt. séros Pl. proso
ill 2« PL
broomcorn millet Lv. obs. sdre prassan [?< PL] SCr. préso
Lt. Zirnis R 2opdx
pea Lv. zifnis [keckers < MLG] SCr. grah
Lt. pupa R 606
b 2« PL
(broad) bean Lv. pupa babo [?« PL] SCr. bob
false flax, Lt. judros ? Pl rydz

Camelina sativa

Lv. idra [?« F]

? SIn. ridZak

ROMAN IRON AGE (15t-8th c. CE) — “post-migration”

free-threshing

[Lt. kviedial

OCS npirenuiia

di
(bread) wheat Lv. kviesi < Go.] | IP4

[Lt. rugial - R poace

'« G

e Lv. rudai « Go] | 9% 17 Cl SIn. 7% [?« G]
oats Lt. dviZos se R oséc

Lv. auzas Wy SIn. dvas
flax Lt. linai Pr. G lino, lynno R 2én

Lv. lini [?« SL.] [?2«<SL] Sln. lan
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TABLE 21  Chronology of cereal terms in Baltic (cont.)

East Baltic Prussian (E) Slavic
hemp LA L o D s
turnip Lt. ropé - ;{(’; ’.%;;;a
MIDDLE AGES (13%"-14th c. CE)
lentil ?]fvl‘f;éi R [lituckekers] ggrs IJZ,::a
S T

Although false flax (Camelina sativa) is normally interpreted as a weed in
southern European Neolithic contexts (Zohary/Hopf 2012: 1), it appears that
it was cultivated before flax in the Eastern Baltic, perhaps serving both as
an oil plant and as animal fodder (Pollmann 2014: 412—413). No certainly old
designation for false flax can be identified in Balto-Slavic.!” It is conceivable
that the modern word for ‘flax’, which could theoretically be reconstructed
for Proto-Balto-Slavic, was applied to this plant, or served as a general des-
ignation of oil plants. Pollmann notes that the same area where abundant
remains of Camelina were identified archaeologically was later known for flax
cultivation (2014: 413). However, it cannot be entirely excluded that the East
Baltic terms were adopted from North Russian as late as the Middle Ages (cf.
11).

The East Baltic designations for ‘millet’ and ‘bean’ are both possible borrow-
ings from non-IE sources, although for ‘bean’, I have considered the inclusion
of the Baltic data uncertain (see pp. 228—229). For millet, the main evidence is
the existence of comparanda in Mordvin, which cannot be explained as direct
borrowings. In principle, it is possible that the Balts picked up millet cultiv-
ation from Central Europe, where millet was well established from the 2nd
millennium (Filipovi¢ et al. 2020). However recent investigations demonstrate

17 Perhaps the best candidate for a Proto-Slavic term is R pswicux, Pl. rydz (see atlas.roslin.pl/
plant/6517, accessed 9 November 2023), Sln. ridZak (Pletersnik 11: 426) ‘false flax’, which
all derive from an adjective continued by R pswrcuii ‘red-haired;, Pl. dial. rydzy ‘copper-red,

SIn. (Pletersnik) ridz ‘fuchsgelb’
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another centre of spread in Central Asia (Motuzaité Matezuviciaté et al. 2022).
Widespread evidence of millet can be identified in the Pontic steppe region
as well as in northwest Kazakhstan from the 15t millennium BCE. It is possible
that an eastern centre of spread could account for the linguistic facts more
effectively, although more evidence is required to establish the archaeological
plausibility of this scenario. If true, the word for ‘millet’ can be identified as a
Wanderwort with its roots in an unidentified Central Asian language.

Post-migration crops: In Chapter 2, I have argued that the East Baltic term
for ‘wheat’ is a loan from East Germanic. Since the possible timeframe for con-
tacts with Germanic coincides more or less with the first reliable evidence
for free-threshing wheat, in particular bread wheat, Triticum aestivum (Grik-
pédis/Motuzaité Matezuviciité 2020: 164), there is a plausible archaeological
context for the adoption of this foreign term (note also that a term for ‘bread’
was borrowed from Germanic). Considering the similar chronology of rye cul-
tivation in the region, it is probable that the word for ‘rye’ was taken from the
same source. The Baltic word for hemp’ is possibly a Slavic loanword, as is the
word for ‘flax’ (see above).

Interestingly, at least two “post-migration” crop names — ‘oats’ and
‘turnip’ — are clear borrowings from unknown sources.'® The comparanda
for both of these point towards central or southern Europe. Both terms are
shared with Italic, and are actually attested in literary sources in Latin sev-
eral centuries before they emerge in the Baltic archaeological record,!® which
strongly implies a trajectory from south to north. However, a proximate source
of borrowing cannot be identified in any known language. Both words are
also present in Slavic, but the reconstruction of a Balto-Slavic prototype is
impossible, implying the Balts and Slavs must have been in contact with dis-
tinct Central European agricultural groups carrying related words.

Evidence of the linguistic landscape in north-eastern Europe is practically
non-existent until the Late Middle Ages, so that the existence of unrecorded
languages during the first millennium ce which later went extinct need not
surprise us. However, since we are clearly dealing with Wanderworter, even if
the terms are originally of non-Indo-European origin, it cannot be ruled out
that they were transmitted into Balto-Slavic through unattested Indo-European
languages. This is imaginable in cases such as ‘turnip’, where the Baltic term is
historically identical to the equivalent in Germanic and Latin. On the other

18  For the Baltic word for ‘lentil) see the discussion on pp. 201-202.
19  Aderivative of the word for ‘turnip’ is also found early in Greek, but in a secondary mean-

ing.



298 CHAPTER 8

hand, little can be said with certainty; neither can it be established that the
languages with which Baltic and Slavic were in contact were related with each
other, despite possessing similar words for crops.

I have also included the fruit trees apple and pear in this subsection,
although they might be better described as wild. Both were first domesticated
after the dispersal of the Indo-Europeans, as the cultivation of these plants
must be done through grafting rather than from seed (Mallory/Adams 1997:
26; Zohary/Hopf 2012: 138, 140). The distribution of the crab apple and wild
European pear is similar, encompassing most of Europe, and the western half
of the Pontic-Caspian steppe (see Zohary/Hopf 2012: 137, 139). The pear is not
found north of Latvia (cf. Schrader/Nehring 1:147), and as a consequence, there
isno old word for ‘pear’ in Finnic. Both plants can be and are consumed in their
wild form.

A possible candidate for an inherited word for ‘apple’ is Gr. pijAov, which
has convincingly been argued to be cognate to Hittite samlu- ‘apple’ (Kroonen
2016). If this originally referred to the wild apple, then the spread of the Greek
word into Lat. malum and Alb. mollé (Schrader/Nehring 1: 53) might be asso-
ciated with the emergence of domesticated varieties in the early historical
period. However, it is difficult to rule out a post-PIE loanword.?° For pear, we
have no comparisons which go beyond two neighbouring branches, and no
inherited term can be reconstructed with confidence, although it is theoret-
ically possible that Gr. d&miov and Lat. pirum ‘pear’ could reflect an inherited
*hypis-o-. In this case, the term would originally refer to a wild variety and only
secondarily to the cultivated pear.

8.1.4  Apiculture

Aswords for ‘honey’ and ‘mead’ can be reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European,
it has been assumed that PIE speakers must have been involved in apicul-
ture (Famkpesnase/BanoB 1984: 603); however, since wild honey hunting has
been practiced since the Mesolithic, there is no necessity to believe the Indo-
Europeans were familiar with domesticated honey bees (Schrader/Nehring 1:
139-140; van Sluis 2022: 4, 26; cf. Crane 1999: 162). The complete absence of
beeswax residues on pottery in the Neolithic Eurasian Steppe, despite good
conditions for its preservation, probably speaks against any active apiculture
(Roffet-Salque et al. 2015: 229). Three words have been classed as probable loan-
words in this semantic field (see Table 22, overleaf).

20  IfKroonen’s comparison (2016: 88—89) with Georgian msxali ‘pear’ is valid, then the loan-
word would have to be very early, predating the loss of the laryngeals.
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TABLE 22 Distribution of borrowed apicultural terms

B S G C It Gr +
drone VARV v
honeycomb v v MdMaTur
wax v /Y

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

The borrowing of terms for bees along with the technology for their domest-
ication would be unsurprising, as bees may have been a mere pest to honey
hunters, and therefore of less importance (Vennemann 1998: 477—-478). Inter-
estingly, however, in an actual case of language shift studied by Brenzinger
(1992), we find the opposite situation: after shifting to speak Maasai, originally
Yaaku beekeeping communities continued to use a substrate word for ‘honey,,
while words for various kinds of ‘bee’ had recently fallen out of use (idem: 234—
235). This of course need not worry us too much, as we cannot expect all cases
of language shift to be identical.

Among the apicultural terms, only the words for ‘wax’ and ‘drone’ can poten-
tially be reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic, both of which show good evid-
ence of foreign origin. The terms for ‘bee’, and also perhaps ‘beehive’ (see
pp- 279—280), which have been considered uncertain pre-European loanwords,
cannot be reliably reconstructed for Balto-Slavic. As a result, it is uncertain
whether speakers of Proto-Balto-Slavic were engaged in apiculture. Tree bee-
keeping is already attested in Latvia in the Middle Ages, and was only com-
pletely superseded in the East Baltic region by (log) hive beekeeping in the 18th
century (Crane 1999: 132133, 233—234). A potentially Proto-Balto-Slavic term
related to the use of tree hives is Lt. dial. genjis, geinys, Lv. dzeinis, dial. dzenis
‘climbing rope (for accessing tree hives)’ (apparently - the Voro hapax kéno in
the same sense; Vaba 1990b: 173) which corresponds regularly to R dial. scers
(Niznij Novgorod, Kostroma; CPHT 1x: 129), Bel./Uk. (Polesia) scans, scéms,
acuns (JABM No. 313; ECYM 11:193; Hukonuyk apud 3 CEM 111: 270) ‘climbing
rope’ (Buga 1916: 156).2!

21 ECYM (11:193) suspect that the Slavic word is loaned from Baltic. The distribution would
appear to favour this, even though the Russian word is attested rather far from the Baltic
territories. It is uncertain whether a Baltic loanword can be expected to have undergone
the first palatalization. Note, however, OR mxepa pro *urepa ‘Ingrians’ « Ingr. Inkeroin
cited on p. 18 and the hydronym Ceauscdposxa (beside OR Ceperbps), also of presumed
Finnic origin (REW 11: 605; KpsIcbko 1994: 83).
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8.1.5  Structures

Despite a perception of the Indo-Europeans as primarily nomadic (Kuhn 1862:
371; Anthony 2007: 321-322; Anthony/Ringe 2015: 211; see also the literature
review in Héusler 2002: 3-48), there is evidence that at least the later stages of
Indo-European unity were associated with a level of sedentarization (Kroonen
et al. 2022: 32—36), and some clear inherited terminology exists relating to
the erection of fixed or semi-fixed structures (Mallory/Adams 2006: 219—229),
most notably the verbal root in HLuw. tama-, Gr. 3éuw ‘to build’, which is the
basis of the nominal derivatives in most branches, e.g. Lycian tdma ‘building,
Arm. tun, Lat. domus ‘house’, and probably Lt. ndmas ‘house’ (cf. IEW 198-
199).

Insight into the technology of house-building among Indo-European speak-
ers may be provided by Skt. dehi-, Osc. feihtss Acc.PL., Gr. Teixog, SIn. zid ‘(sur-
rounding) wall’, apparently derived from the verbal root for ‘to mould (clay)’22
Mallory/Adams (2006: 223) emphasize that this word does not generally mean
‘wall of a house), although Pr. E seydis - want ‘wall’ and Gr. totyos, derived from
the same root, do appear to be generic terms.?3 In any case, it is tempting to
speculate that this might be a reflection of the construction of temporary wattle
and daub huts, as known from ethnographical parallels of nomadic pastoralists
(e.g. Evans/Pritchard 1940: 65).

On the other hand, a word for some kind of fortification must be recon-
structed on the basis of Lt. pilis, Lv. pils, Skt. (RV) pur- ‘fortress, stronghold’,
Gr. moAlg ‘city, citadel. Considering the possible association of the arrival of
the Balts in the region with the appearance of fortified settlements (Lang 2016:
18, 2018a) and the implication of continuity provided by the linguistic data, it
seems attractive to assume the construction of hillforts already started in the
Indo-European homeland. Note, for instance, the Early Bronze Age hillfort at
Mykhailivka on the Lower Dnieper (Anthony 2007: 324). Whatever the details
of Indo-European house construction, it is likely to have greatly differed from
that of Neolithic Europe. According to Della Volpe (1996: 152), timber-framed
longhouses, generally being devoid of any defensive structures, predominate in
the pre-Indo-European context.

22 Compare Go. (ga-)digan* (rendering Gr. mAdoow ‘mould, form’), Lat. fingo ‘mould, fash-
ion (clay, wax, etc.); sculpt’, ToB tsaikam ‘mould (pottery); build’, as well as (with apparent
metathesis) Lt. Ziésti ‘mould (pottery), OCS cw3pgaru ‘build, create’ (IEW 245).

23 Likewise, Mac. sud is a generic term for ‘wall’. The usual word for ‘wall (of a house)’ in
Balto-Slavic is Lt. siena, R cmmnhd (while in Mac., cmerna means ‘rock face’). As this word is
possibly related to Go. stains ‘stone), it might reflect a shift towards stone architecture (for
a discussion of the relationship between these words, see 6.3.2).
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TABLE 23  Distribution of borrowed terms for structures

B S G C It Gr +

cottage v/ o/ /
oven 4 4 4

In the centre of an Indo-European home, there was presumably a hearth
(Hitt. hassa- ‘hearth, fireplace’, Lat. ara ‘altar’; IEW 68-69). On the other hand,
ovens are considered to have spread into Europe as part of the Neolithic pack-
age, emerging during the eighth millennium BCE in Anatolia (Barbaro et al.
2021: 1161). Domed clay ovens are known from households in Neolithic sites
immediately adjacent to Yamnaya (Anthony 2007: 143, 166), and it seems quite
probable that a word for ‘oven’ would have been taken over from such farming
populations.

8.1.6  Metallurgy
The only metal term in Balto-Slavic with direct Indo-European cognates is the
word for ‘gold, Lt. duksas, Pr. E ausis (111 ausin ACC.SG.) = Lat. aurum ‘gold.
While the narrow distribution has led to speculations of a direct or indirect
loan relationship (Kretschmer 1896: 150; Pisani 1968: 11), on formal grounds, a
common inheritance cannot be excluded (see Driessen 2003).2* The follow-
ing terms can theoretically be dated to Proto-Balto-Slavic, two implying ablaut
(for a discussion of the further etymologies of the metal names, which remain
uncertain, see Thorsg et al. 2023: 117):
— Lt.$vinas, Lv. svins ‘lead’ (< *kuin-) ~ OR cBunbIb, SIn. svinac lead’ (< *kuein-)
— Lt. obs. dlvas (dtwu INST.SG. in Dauksa), Lv. abva, dial. alvs ‘tin’ (cf. Endzelins
1923: 157) (< *HolH-y-) ~ OCS onoBo, SCr. d6lovo ‘lead, R daoso ‘tin’
(< *HolH-eu-)
— ?Pr. E wutris ‘smith’ ~ CS Bwrpb ‘smith’ (see Miklosich 1865: 113; SJS I: 352)
On the other hand, the terms for two other metals do not permit the recon-
struction of a common Balto-Slavic preform, and these may be interpreted as
loanwords from unknown sources (see Table 24, overleaf).

24  lam rather convinced by the interpretation of To. B yasa, A wds ‘gold’ as a loanword from
Samoyed *wdsa (> Ngan. basa ‘metal, iron, Taz Selkup keés; ‘iron’; cf. Kallio 2004:132-133). In
any case, connecting the Tocharian with the European terms raises serious morphological
issues (see Thorsg et al. 2023: 105-106).
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TABLE 24  Distribution of borrowed metallurgical terms

B S G C It Gr +

iron o/
silver v v v 2 Basque

The absence of a common Balto-Slavic term for ‘iron’ is hardly surprising, as
the split of this branch undoubtedly predated the Iron Age. While some iron
artefacts may have been imported into the East Baltic region from elsewhere
already in the Final Bronze Age (Lang 2007: 121), local iron production prob-
ably began during the first centuries CE, where it was produced in smelting
furnaces from bog ores (Stankus 2001; Rundberget et al. 2020: 96).25 The Slavic
word was evidently adopted from a related source, pointing to the spread of a
localized smelting practice.

An Indo-European word for ‘silver’ can be reconstructed on the basis of
YAv. arazata-, Lat. argentum, Olr. argat, and probably Arm. arcat* ‘silver’, but
this word appears to have been replaced in the northern European branches.
The word for ‘silver’ in Balto-Slavic and Germanic is a widespread Wander-
wort, whose centre of spread might be located in Iberia (Thorse et al. 2023:
118), an idea that would be supported by the comparanda in Basque and Celt-
iberian (the latter probably being adopted locally after the southward migra-
tion of Celtic speakers). Although the word seems to be reconstructible to
Proto-Germanic, it cannot be reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic, or even
Proto-Baltic, again suggesting that the word was absorbed into already diffuse
linguistic groups.

8.2 Stratification

The main methodological novelty in this section has been an attempt to
identify alternations which do not merely reoccur, but which show a particu-
lar geographical patterning. I reasoned that a geographical distribution would
both support the validity of an alternation, and potentially provide us with
some information on the dialectal makeup of the underlying substratum. In

25  Although A. Merkevicius apud Lang 2018b dates the appearance of iron metallurgy in
Lithuania to 300 BCE.
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TABLE 25  Alternations showing a geographical patterning

B S G C It Gr Examples

* UNT- oo *-VT- 5

g™ oo *k 7

*b(h) 0o *p 2 [+2]
*T oo *Th ‘ 3[+1]
*% 00 *§ ? 1[+3]
*st oo *(¢)s 3 [+1]
*sd oo *d ‘ ‘ 2
*a-CC o0 *CVC 1+2
*ke- 0o *ka/o- 3

*d oo *é 3 [+2]
*V oo *V 4 [+3]
*V oo *V 2

total, I have identified seven consonantal and five vocalic alternations which
can be said to show a geographical distribution on the basis of at least three (or
two certain) examples. This is presented in Table 25, above.

Dark shaded cells consistently show the rightmost variant, while light
shaded cells indicate a hesitation between the two. The shading is based on
both certain and uncertain examples (the number of the latter is indicated
in brackets). In the case of *a-CC oo *CVC, I have also included Schrijver’s
examples of ‘blackbird’ and ‘ore’ (see 7.1.1), which seem to show a related phe-
nomenon, even though they have not fallen under the scope of this work.

Previous studies have often tended to treat the palaeo-European contact
languages as a monolithic layer, whereby the irregularities present in the Indo-
European reflexes are reflections of synchronic features of a single substrate
language (Kuiper 1968; Schrijver 1997; Beekes 2014; see p. 166). The presence
of geographical patterns contradicts this assumption, as such distributions are
more easily explained as the result of dialectal or diachronic differences in the
source language. In any case, it seems highly improbable that the linguistic
landscape was homogenous among sedentary Neolithic farming populations
prior to the expansion of Indo-European (see the discussion in Anthony 2007:
80-81).

A deeper analysis of the stratification based on distribution alone is very
difficult, as none of the alternations obviously correlate with each other. An
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exception is *g(") co *k and *b™ oo *p, but this actually results from the fact
that the two alternations co-occur in two of the relevant word families, and we
thereore cannot speak of the coherence of two independent sets. The fact that
no clear patterns emerge on this higherlevel need not dishearten us. On the one
hand, the number of examples of each alternation is small, and there is per-
haps simply insufficient evidence for meaningful patterns to emerge. On the
other hand, these alternations represent manifestations of complex contact
situations which may have taken place in different locations and at different
times, and therefore a complex picture is exactly what we should expect.

It is perhaps more instructive to examine which kinds of alternations co-
occur (cf. Sorgo 2020: 461-462). The word for ‘pigeon (1), for instance, shows
both *¢ oo *k and *-VNT- co *-VT-. This might well suggest that the two altern-
ations are somehow related. Indeed, on p. 185 (and in Jakob forthc. a.), I have
noted that the word for ‘pigeon’ shows a similar structure to several other bird
names, including another word for ‘pigeon (2) which potentially shows the
alternation *6™") co *p. The full set of words (including one plant name) is as
follows:

‘pigeon (1))  OCS ronx6s, OE culufre, Lat. columba

‘grouse’ Lt. jerubé ‘hazel grouse, Sln. jer¢h, ?70HG reba-huon ‘part-
ridge’

‘oriole’ Lt. volungg, PL. wilga, MHG wite-wal

‘swan (1)’ PL tabedz, R #é6eds, ON glpt

‘goosefoot’ Lt. baldnda, R 106004 ‘goosefoot, OHG melta ‘orache’
+ ‘swallow’ Lat. hirundo, Gr. yeAidwv, Alb. dalléndyshe
?‘pigeon (2) Lt. balaridis, Lat. palumbes

This collection of terms is perhaps the strongest evidence for a particular
stratum: as well as clustering in a particular semantic field, they show similar
kinds of alternations, in particular, a semi-regular correlation between voiced
stops in the north (always Baltic, usually Slavic) and voiceless in the south (i.e.
Italic), and a second syllable of the shape *VND, whereby the nasal is some-
times absent (although always present in Italic). In addition, I have noted ‘swan
(1)’ as a plausible example of the alternation *a-CC oo *CVC. This might encour-
age us to view this alternation as yet another feature of this stratum. Indeed, the
classic example of this alternation is another bird name (cf. Lat. merula, OHG
amsla ‘blackbird’). Aside from this, potential ‘prefixal’ elements have beeniden-
tified in the words for ‘grouse’ and ‘oriole’. Finally, it is tempting to adduce the
word for ‘bison’ here, as OHG wisunt shows a similar disyllabic root structure
with a second syllable in *VND, although here the initial syllable appears itself
to be a ‘prefixal’ element.
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TABLE 26  The *VND substrate

cC G B S It Gr +

pigeon (1) Eg
grouse
oriole
swan (1)
? pigeon (2) Core
+ swallow Alb
+ blackbird
goosefoot

? bison

(total). 1 6 5 6 4 1

Viewing the stratum as a whole (see Table 26, above), we can see a Central
European ‘core’, consisting of Balto-Slavic, Germanic and (slightly less so) Italic,
and a periphery. Notably, all of the words attested in the peripheral languages
are also attested in Italic, and indeed Italy can be seen as a sort of interface
between Central Europe and the Mediterranean on the one hand, and with
Celtic on the other. Itis certainly not the case, however, that the words were bor-
rowed into the ‘peripheral’ branches directly from Latin or an Italic language.
If words belonging to this stratum are not originally Mediterranean, they must
have been carried into the region by speakers of unattested, presumably non-
Indo-European languages. This implies a significant antiquity, which is already
suggested by the attestation of ‘pigeon (1)’ in Egyptian in the 12" c. BCE (see
p- 189).

On the other hand, the words ‘swan (1)’ and ‘oriole’ show irregular variation
even within Slavic, suggesting that at least one variant was adopted after the
dialectal fragmentation of this branch. This places us in a very broad timeframe
stretching some two millennia, and raises serious doubts as to the internal
coherence of the stratum. One suggestion, borrowing the analytical tools of
botany, would be to interpret Slavic as a “centre of diversity”, and suggest that
Slavic was geographically closest to the ‘core’. This is potentially supported by
the fact that Slavic takes an intermediate position in the voicing alternations,
implying contacts with multiple source languages or dialects.

Considering the limitation to animal and plant names, and in particular
bird names, we are most probably dealing with a largely vertical borrowing
context; in other words, a linguistic substrate. By contrast, a number of tech-
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nological borrowings, particularly those showing a broad distribution, were
probably borrowed horizontally through trade, and can be characterized as
Wanderwdrter. Here we may include most of the terms for crops and cultiv-
ated plants (see 8.1.3), as well as the word for ‘silver’ and probably ‘thousand’
(see 3.5.4).

It is probable that other (sub)strata existed. If we consider the alternations
which do not occur in any of the words in the ‘bird name’ stratum, it is curi-
ous that *ke- oo *ka- typically involves a “non-core” distribution: of the three
examples, two involve Celtic, and two involve Greek. The word for ‘ramsons’
shows a particularly broad distribution. Somewhat comparable is the alterna-
tion *T oo *T*, which always (by necessity) involves Greek. The words in these
categories seem to cluster semantically in the domain of wild and cultivated
plants. At least ‘drone’ can be reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic, suggesting
a certain antiquity.26

The nasal alternation in the word for ‘lynx’ is also unlike that attested in the
‘bird names’. Above, I have briefly mentioned that this word could be a partic-
ularly old loanword. There are multiple possible indications of this:

— The word shows an unusually large distribution, being present in five Indo-

European branches.

— It can possibly be reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic,?” as well as for Proto-

Graeco-Armenian.

— Importantly, the sibilant in Balto-Slavic implies that these borrowings pre-
dated satemization.

Aside from the word for ‘lynx’ only half a dozen words can be securely recon-

structed for Proto-Balto-Slavic. The following may be mentioned:

— In three branches: ‘apple’, lynx, ‘nettle’

— East Baltic + Slavic: ‘alder’, ‘drone’, ‘fresh’28

— Prussian + Slavic: ?bean’ (if not a Slavic loan in Prussian)

While the possibility of reconstructing a word for Proto-Balto-Slavic may be

seen as implying its relative antiquity, it is not a watertight indication: ‘rye’ and

‘hemp’, which would theoretically be reconstructible for Proto-Balto-Slavic,

must have entered Baltic recently in view of the cultivation history of these

26  Ashared reconstruction might also be attempted for ‘ramsons), although this requires that
Baltic *$ results from the RUKI law, which I consider dubious (Chapter 1, fn. 14). A similar
obstacle exists to the reconstruction of the words for ‘wax’ and ‘reed’ for Proto-Balto-Slavic
(on the latter, see the note under ‘furrow’ on p. 224).

27  The only obstacle to this is the Slavic *r-, on which see Chapter 6, fn. 18.

28  More dubiously, we may be able to reconstruct words for ‘aspen’ (provided Baltic *u is not
old; cf. pp. 277—278), ‘hornbeam’ (irregular Baltic s-) and ‘lightning’ (the dental in Slavic
and East Baltic is ambiguous).
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plants. Nevertheless, the six certain examples cited above appear to be good
candidates for Proto-Balto-Slavic loanwords. Support for the antiquity of the
word for ‘apple’ may be seen in its adoption into a fairly unproductive noun
class (the [-stems). Depending on one’s analysis (see pp. 268—270 for a discus-
sion), this word — like ‘cottage’ — may additionally be interpreted as predating
Winter’s law, which would certainly imply a Proto-Balto-Slavic antiquity.2®

If the East Baltic comparanda for ‘bean’ are accepted (see p. 228), then the
word can no longer be reliably reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic. In fact, it
would point to the opposite extreme: a word which is even irregular between
East and West Baltic. A few other such words can be cited which exhibit sim-
ilar behaviour: among the certain cases, we can mention ‘bison’ and ‘thousand’,
both of which exhibit the alternation *st co *(¢)s, and also ‘silver, a wide-
spread Wanderwort. Less certain examples are ‘badger’, ‘salmon, and also ‘oats),
depending on the analysis of the Prussian data (pp. 239—240).

To summarize, it is clear, at least, that we are not dealing here with a chrono-
logically or geographically localized borrowing event; however, due to the num-
ber of variables and small number of examples, it is difficult to comprehens-
ively stratify the material. Nevertheless, there are indications of at least three
chronological layers — one early layer, exemplified by the word for ‘lynx’, which
may represent a borrowing event close to the steppe chronologically aligned
with the disintegration of the proto-language, a late layer, apparently post-
dating the split of East and West Baltic (providing a Proto-Baltic stage ought
to be reconstructed at all), and an intermediate layer. In addition, one group
of words, primarily comprising bird names, seems to form a robust cluster and
perhaps represents a set of loanwords from related source languages.

29  Other candidates for loanwords predating satemization, and therefore potentially con-
temporaneous with the word for ‘lynx’, are the uncertain cases ‘elm (1)’ and ‘furrow’. It
must be noted, however, that the reconstruction of the word for ‘elm’ to Proto-Balto-Slavic
is not entirely straightforward, as much of the Slavic evidence speaks in favour of accen-
tual mobility (cf. B. /Ip160 2002: 469), and the word for ‘furrow’ is irregular between Baltic
and Slavic (see p. 224).



Conclusion

One of the first goals set out in this monograph was to scrutinize the stereotype
of the Baltic languages as ‘pure’ Indo-European languages which have exper-
ienced minimal external influences. Through a detailed study of all possible
contact events, both with attested and unattested languages, I have attempted
to demonstrate that a significant part of the Baltic lexicon cannot be explained
on internal grounds. However, most interactions which have contributed to the
Baltic lexicon appear to have been with unknown languages, by contrast, for
instance, to Finnic, which is known to have been in contact with several Indo-
European languages throughout its history.

No Indo-European loanword layers can be identified with certainty in Baltic
prior to those with Gothic at the start of the Common Era. Contacts with
Slavic, as far as we can make out, only started after the northern migration of
(pre-)North Russian speakers. In addition, a notable layer of Baltic loanwords
can be identified in Finnic, suggesting a significant contact event. However,
even though the source of these loans seems to be more closely affiliated to
East Baltic than West Baltic, and there is evidence that the source language has
undergone some specifically East Baltic semantic and formal developments, it
remains improbable that this was the direct ancestor of the attested East Baltic
languages. There does not appear to be any old Finnic contribution to the Baltic
lexicon, and the evidence seems to support the notion of an East Baltic sub-
strate, most probably spoken to the east of the current Baltic territories, which
was absorbed by Finnic some time before the Common Era. In addition, we
see small layers of loanwords in both Sdmi and Mordvin, suggesting some peri-
pheral contact with this or a closely related Baltic language.

We have approached the question of non-Indo-European components in the
Baltic lexicon from multiple angles. First, we have attempted to find words com-
mon to both Baltic and Finnic which are unlikely on phonological grounds to
have been adopted directly from one to the other. Although there are few relat-
ively clear cases, there are a number of convincing examples which allow for a
hypothesis that Baltic and Finnic were independently in contact with similar,
and probably also distinct, ‘autochthonous’ populations upon their arrival in
the Baltic Sea region.

As we are able to operate in the context of regular sound correspondences
(or more specifically, their absence), it is somewhat easier to make a case for a
non-Indo-European element in Baltic lexical items with Indo-European com-
paranda. Almost fifty relatively clear cases were identified. Some initial efforts
can be made to stratify this material, and at least one relatively coherent and
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distinct stratum can be identified, consisting primarily of bird names with a
second syllable of the shape *V(N)D. In addition to this, we can distinguish
a number of widespread Wanderwdrter, most significantly in the domain of
cultivated plants, whose proximate source in the Baltic languages cannot be
identified in any known language, and which may be reasoned at least partly
to have originated among Neolithic farming populations.

Contact with unattested languages is an area of study which has long been
marginalized, partly for the reason that it is considered impossible to study,
a priori unscientific, or inevitably circular. As a result of these prejudices, this
subfield remains in its infancy. One of the goals of this work has been to demon-
strate the feasibility of constraining the study of such contacts within scientific
principles. It is important that a ‘substrate’ hypothesis is treated as strictly and
objectively as a hypothesis of cognancy, and built on the basis of positive evid-
ence. In this context, a suggestion of non-Indo-European origin can be viewed
as a reasoned scientific solution to the problem of irregular sound correspond-
ence, and not as a last resort or throwaway suggestion.

It is certainly not true that the Baltic languages have developed in a vacuum,
void of contact with other languages. Instead, most of the language contact
has taken place in a preliterary context, with languages which never came to
be written down, or of which no written trace has yet been uncovered. This is
actually precisely what we should expect, since the area where the Balts have
come to reside has been populated since the end of the last Ice Age by numer-
ous genetically distinct populations, undoubtedly bringing with them different
languages, while writing has only reached the region in the Middle Ages. In this
context, traces of foreign languages preserved in the modern Baltic languages
can be seen as a valuable resource and a potential key to unlocking the popu-
lation history of the region.
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Lithuanian

aguona 41,296
di 17515

airé, dire 9o
akétios 50, 273
akéti 273

aknos 17505
akstinas 1051160
aliksnis 12, 33, 276
dlksna 33
alksnis 12, 276
alkiiné 272

alus 37, 41, 49
dlvas 301

angis 93ni2s5
anksti  83n108
arikstas 52, 83n108, 182124
antstoti  83n108
apstus, apstoti  83n108
dpusé 278

drti 293
arumbé 175

gsa 57,124
asial 9o

asilas 10,11
asaka 240, 241
asutas 34, 238m0
asva 55

ateivis, atéiva 51
atélas 104, 232
atstus, atstéti  83n108
atvérti  59n47
dugti  170,182n24
duksas 12, 301
dukstas  182n24

auljs 279
ausis 275192
aviljs 279
avinas 56

avis  284n3
avizos 212, 239, 295

bagotjrius 19n33
baldnda 177,180, 231, 304

balaridis 186, 209, 304
balas 209n84

balnas 257n52

bdlti 209

bambti 165

barzda 224

baslis 57

baiibas 29

bdzmas 13129
baznincia, bagnycia 184
Bebrunga 179
bergédzias 225

bérzas 169

besti 57

biesas 27

byloti  274n88

birkavas, birkuva 13,19, 26, 27
birzdziai 216, 223, 229n120
bifzé 208, 213, 224

birzis 169

bité, bitis 227

blusa 184n29

botagas 165

bozmas 131n29
briauna 58,70

bruisé 12

brunis, bruné 58n4s5
brurnisé 12

bruvis 58n45

bruzdus, bruzgus 222, 222n111
bubas 29

builis 20

bulvénas 9

buozmas See bozmas
buré 9o

burkonas, burkiinas  229n121
burkuntai 229

burna 165

burzdus, burzgus  222mm
busilas 1

biZmas 130,131

cirkva 15120
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cérpé 17,27
‘erpycia, Cerepycia 16, 16n22

daba 60

dagys 54

da[gis, daZgé 191
dalia 120

dauba 210, 210n89
dégti 34,54

degutas 34, 238n10
derva 49

dieni Zem. 68
dieveris  275n92
dirva, difvinis 31
débilas 100

drdgés 190n40

drébti  126n21, 270n79
dubti, dubtis 210189, 211
dukté 52, 82,139

diilé  13m14

diilis 58

dummblas 210, 210189, 2211106
dumbra 210189
dumlas 210

dumti 182

diona 285n4, 293
dura Zem. 6onsy
durys  275n92

durti 60

eglys 275194

eiti 40,51
eldija  8omnios
épuse 278

erélis 16, 244

erskétas 218, 236
erskétis, ersketjs 218
ersketris  218n99
eserjs 73, 218n101
esketras 218

e$va 55, 55132

e2gé, efeqys 275, 275n94
eys 275

gaiZis 48
galva 196
gaidas 134

garnys 137139
garsva, garsva 248, 277

gatvée 37

gaural 55, 251138
geguié, gegé 120
geinys 299

gelezis 274, 275, 275n92
gelta, geltas  53n22
gélti 55

geltonas 52

genys 299
géras 132
giégti 48
s 55
gimine 132
girti 132

glinda 183,184
gliosnis  194n49

gnyda 184
gniutis 48
gomurys 267

grandis 121

grébti, grébti 269, 269178, 270n78

grégti 249

griékas 23, 23n41
grikai, grikiai 15
grobti  269n78
grumada, grumodas  9n6
gruodas 54,128
grusia 13mi4

gudas 42

giidas ~ 43n11

gudé, gudinti  43n11
gudobelé 42, 43n1
gudrus, gudrinti  43n11
gu[bé 189, 195, 206

gulbis 189
guribas 48
guiitas 9

gioba 194149, 194150
gusti 42, 43n11
gvoltas 7

fgusti  See gusti

yla 38,3914

ilgas 169

-ininkas, -inykas 184
ifikaras  18n28

inkstas 181

irbé, irbenis 17513, 180n17
iskulyti  108n168
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iSpersa, isperseti 208
[Zymus, [Zymeti 130

jaii 58
Jjaukinti 70n84
Jjaura 86

Jjduti 169n2s5
Javai 32,293
Jéi  33n55,175n5
Jjéknos 17515
Jjérbé 174n3
Jerbiskiai  174n3

Jeri ubé 33155, 174, 17413, 241, 259, 304

Jjeriibé 17514
Jerubiskiai 174n3
Jerumbé  174,180m7
jérumbé 175
Jjovaras  274n91
Judéti 121
Jjudros 100, 295
Jjunkti 181
Jiira 87

Jiis, jisy 2ns5
Juse Zem. 12

kadagys 84
kdimas, kaimynas 40, 40n6, 50
kdivinti  See nukdivinti
kdklas 122
kalavijas ~ 229n120
kalmaska 17
kdlpas 17,26
karpas 282
kandpés 207,296
kdpas 76

karavijus 16
karbas 17,27
karbija, karbija 18
kdrias 8o

kdrti 130

kdrvé 55n30, 2221109
karvojus 16

kdsti  213n92
kasula, kasulas 280
kdtilas 10, 42
kdusas 30

kazilai 1

kélias 8o

keltvartis  246n24

WORD INDEX

kémeras, kemerai  245n22
kerikras 35161

képalas 38

kepuré 122

kefdZius 41

kermenai 63

kermusé, kérmusas  246n24
kermusis 246, 246n24, 247128
ketera 46

kévalas 169n25

kiaiilé 21n3s5
kiatiltvartis 246n24
kiduné 256n50

kidurai, kidurmusis 246n24
kiémas 40, 50
kiemerai 245n22
kirmis 55,203

kifsti 57n38

kifvis  35n61, 57

kisti 98

klampa 48

klétis  29n50

klévas 260

klienas 66n68

kliépas 37,38, 40, 65
kléti  29n50

kninga, knyga 184
kolidoras, koridorius  274n90
korjis 133,155, 248

korta 7

kraritas, krdnta  s0m3
kraiijas 8o

krausét 60

krausyti 60

kréisva 137

kretvas 137

krékti 261

krekuciai, *krekulai 261
kridusé 13,13n14,197
kriks¢ionis 12

krik§tas 11,12

krikstyti  12m13

krusti 60

kubilas 1

kuila 20, 21, 21n35, 26
kuiljs  20n3s5, 79n103
killymas 108

kulksnis 257

kulnas, kulnis ~ 257n52
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kulsis, kulse 257

kulsnis 257

kubjti  See iskulyti

kumélé s55n32

kumelys  79n103

kumetis 11,28

kuodélis 22

kurbas 9

kurdias, kuftas 53

kuikti 261

kurkulai 261

kurpé 259

Kuisas 29

kurtas  8,10n8, 26

kuivis g

kvapas 126

kvépti 126

kviecial 37, 38, 40,194, 294, 295
kviésti 120

laibas  107n164
laisis  202n66
ldiskas 265

laivas 90

ldkstas 265

lanka 131

lafiktis 121

lapas  76n95, 1011147
lasasa, lasasa 259
ldsis lentil’ 202166
lasis ‘salmon’, [dseé, lasis
lasisa 98, 258

98, 258, 258n59, 259

lattkas 76, 250n35
lazda 266, 266n72
leisis  202n66
lémezis 213, 214
léngé  35n61
lénkas 19, 26
lénké  35n61,198
lefikti 121,131

lesté 17513

lgsis 202,296
liauka 70n83, 250
lidutis  102m150
likas 58, 68, 68n77, 119,136

lieknas 198

liepa 2, 89, 1021153, 135, 171
liesas 107
Lietuva 29,155

gmalis 122
likti 136

linai 295

bnas  93n126
linzé 202

lipti 89

lidgas, lidgas 19861
198161
130126
lépeta 101
lopsys, lopisys 259
lova 101

181n21

liunas
loma

luisys
lunkas
lisis

125, 135, 171, 181
180, 181120, 271
mdrios 284n2
51, 82

2811101

marti
matas
maimas 29

médiga 101n148
médis 8oniog, 85
médziaga  85,101n148
médzias 54, 80, 8on104
merité 57
més 2ns5
midus, midus
24n42
miésti 170
miéziai 295
minia 196
minti 48,196
morkva, morka 229
muilas 20, 26
muitas 20

37,42
mieras

mumas 29
munka, mika 175n4
musal 273

MUS0S, MUsas, Musoti, musojal
musoti  274n88

misy 2, 2n5

musti  246n24

namas
natijas
néndré

300
8onio4
240, 272
nepuotis 52
nytys, nytis 57
nésis  281n101
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notré, noteré 203, 240m7, 273
notara 7

nukdivinti 48

niogas 270n81

niopersa 208

obelis 42, 268, 269, 275192
obuoljs 268, 269

dda 49n9

op$cius 226

opsrus 221, 226

0zélis 62

0Zjs  56,284n3

ozka 83

pakulos 29

paliova 102n150
pafve' 120

pampti 165

pdntis 135

papartis, papdrtis  240n17
paisas 73,78, 284n3
pdslas  11m2

pati  51m17, 82
paiitas 130

peilis 135

pékus 37, 41, 231m127
pelenai’ 16

pélké  257n50, 284n2
pélas 56,293
penimis 120n2
perkiinas  43m2,136
perséti 208

perti 30

piela 135

piemud 56, 7on81, 82n107
pilis 300

pinti 135

pipiras 14, 14n17
pyragas 8
pirmuonis 82

pirtis 30, 30n51, 76, 140
po- 232

polka  274n90
Povilas 14, 26, 28
praga 6ons3
praparsas  6ons3, 208182
prapersa 208
préskas  105m159, 271

WORD INDEX

prijunkti  See junkti
pro- 232

proga, progas  6ons3
propersa  6ons3, 208
plidas, piidas 19, 27
puf/cas 8, 25, 28148
pundas 18,19
puodas  270n81
pudkas (Zem. pouks) 23
pupa 228,295
purai 294, 295
pusti  6ons2

pusis 278

putmud 132

putos  6ons2
putra, putelis 60

rabéti  241m8

rdgas 104

rdgés 104

raska, raskeés, raskyti 131
rdtas, rdatai 57

raiidas  250n35

regéti 132

réksti 131

réplés  270n78

répti, répti  270n78
ridikas 14

riékti, rieké  66n68
riesas 238m10

rieSutas 34, 171, 238, 238n10
rietas 66,122, 127n23
risti 121

répé 102m151, 207, 237, 266, 296
rubéti  241m8

rudas 131

rudikas 14

rugial 44,191, 295
riimas  21n37

rionis 112,266

saitkas 40

sala 123,123m13, 123014
salava 123n12
s@manos 110

sdrgas 220

seléti 220

sémué 56, 61,293
sesué 52, 82,269
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sidabras 221, 225, 245
siena 66, 220, 300n23

silké o5
syvas 46n3

skdarda gomi21
skavarda 17

skerdZius 41

sketera 46

skiétas 68n77

skiltis 64n65

skifpstas 195151
sklandus 48

skréblas, skrioblas 194
slastai 107

sliekas 171

smirdas 14

smogti 165

smutkas, smuikas 20
sniégas 2

sopdgas 8

séros 136, 261, 295
spenjjs 262

spifigis 130

spraga 60

sprogti 60

stabas 280

stdgaras 46

stdmbas 6onss, 171131
stambus 46

statyti  281m100

status 281, 2811100
stelbti  21nq1

stiebas 60, 66, 74, 171131
stiklas 10, 11111, 42
stirna 221

strdzdas  49,194n49, 204
stulbti  2m1

stulpas 21

sturiibras 220, 242, 257
suitus 21, 21136

sunus 3

stodziai, stiodys 136
stolas 220

svécias, svetys 80, 8onio4
svietas 27

saka 53
sdlmas 17,26

salna 54,123
Salnis  54n26
sdlti 54

sdmas 93n126
sarma 59,127
sdarvas 13,37, 42, 44
seima 40, 51
selmué 128
serdis 121
sSerk$nas 59ns50
sermuksnis 247

sermud, Sermuonelis 142,143

séskas 85,143
Siénas 65,126
Stksna 87,135

Silas  229n120
Silkas 14,17, 26

Siltis, Siltas 54
Simitas  1061m162, 130
Sirmas 55130, 59, 143
Sirmuonélis 142
sirse, sirsilas 55, 55129
Sirsuonis 82

sirvas 55130

siuile  21n37

syvas 46, 55n30
syvas, Syvis  46n3
Sldpias  8omioq
slinizé 21n37
Sliota, $lioti 59,108

%

Smagoti 165

$okti 100
sénas 46
Sukos 127

“c

ué 3,82n107,128
susti  76n95

suva 128

svinas 301

takisys, takisas 97, 97m136, 259
tankus 53, 53124, 119, 171131

tasyti  49n8, 126n21
tdu 2

tauras 58, 250
taiiras 250n36
tauré 58

tauta 249, 250
tave, tavi 2

tekéti 97
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télias 8o
temmpti 58
teterva 146
tévas 260
tilés 57,116
til~pti 9gns
tiltas 57,119
tynas 19n33
tiriklas 57

tirdinti, tirti 131

toli, tolié, tol 133
topelis 274

topolis, topalas  274n90
tosis 48

trdnas 200, 201
triduséti 201
triaiisiai 201

triusis 201, 224

troba 248, 269, 270
trusis 201

tibas 39, 42

tuinas 19n33, 21, 21137, 25
titkstantis 105,135, 222
tulkas  8,10n8, 27
tulkodius  9n6
tulpinti  9ns

tiopa 274
tufgus 8,10, 26
tuitas 132

tuscias 53

ublas 231

ugnis 3,161

ulangéle 179

ulbéti  169n26
*ungnis 160
Unguras® 19n30
ungurys 54,79, 791103, 83, 93
uodega, uodas 125
tioksas 12, 47

uola 130

tolektis 272, 273

Uosis  194n49, 271273
udstai (Zem. justd) 23
tosvauti 47n6
urupé 101m145

vigis 50
vikaras 245
vandué 82n107

WORD INDEX

vdnta 33n57

vapsva, vapsas 55, 278n96
varias 8o

vdarfa 213

vdsara 245

viskas 106n163, 217

VaZis, vazjs  204n73
vétas Zem. 259

vedega, vediga 101148, 125
végélé 99

vél, vélei, vélius 61
verigras  19n30

vénteris 33, 33157

vefpti 61

Vvérti 59

veriubé 175n4

vergti 213, 216

veséti  170n29

vetusas 145, 259

vegélios 273

véZJs 99
vesti  204n73
vienas 2

vierumbé 175
viésné (Zem. véisne) 23
vilbinti, vilbéti 169n26
vilke, vilkas 79

vilna 56

vingis 121

vink$na 182,182n24
vyras 3

virbé 174n3

virdis 143

virgis 215, 216, 223

vy$né ‘cross beam’  182n24
vysnia, Zem. vjsné 23
Wtautas 30

vyti  169n25

vizgé 239

vyZa,vyza 183

vokas 102

volungé 178,179,195, 257, 304
vora 59

voras 101

vorusis, vorupé  101n145
voveris 275192

Zdgas 53n25

Zdidas 40, 59, 70n81



WORD INDEX

Zalias 52,79, 8onio4
Zambas 52

Zdras 59

Zarga 64n66

Zgsis 56,138

Zémé 129
Zéréti 59,128
Zefgti 59

Zidunos 250

Latvian

Note: {uo) is alphabetized under o

dbele 268
dbudlins 100m141

dbudls ‘apple’ 100, 100m141, 268
abudls ‘clover’  See ddbudls

dda 49n9
airis, aire 90
akstins  105m60

alksna 33
alksnis 276
alus 37,49

abva, alvs 301
dmulis, amuols 100
apse 219, 278
dapsis, apsa 226
aft 293

asi, aski 9o
atdlétiés 232
atdls 104, 232
atvirzit  See vifzit
aiilis 279

auns 56

auzas 212, 239, 295
avelis 279

dzis 56, 8onios

baluéda 177,231
baluédis 50, 209
barda 224nu3
barzda 224
best 57
bitkavs 13,26
birze 208, 224
bite 227
bratina 71
brunas 10, 42

Fydéti 59

Ziedas 40,59

Ziésti 300n22

Zidtis 267n74

Zirgas 59

Zirnis 56, 79, 293, 295
Zukmistras 13,13n15
Zuvis 93, 275192
2viké 167

buca 15120
bubvans 9,26
bulens g

buikdns 31, 229
burkatits  229m22
burtenis 9

bura 9o

catina 257150
cel§ 8o

cepure 122
cermaiiksis 247128
cerme 63

clems 40,50
cilvéks, cileks 14
cimds 49n9
cirmenis, cirmis 55
cirst 57138
cirvis 35161, 57
citka 73n88

daba 60

ddbuéls 100
dadzis 54

dagla, daglis 54,124
dala 120

dafva 49

daiiba 210189
degt 34,54

deguts 34

deibina 165
duémat (HLv. dumudt’)
dradzi 190

drébt 126n21
dubli, dubra  211n89

22, 23
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dubt 210n87

dubums 210189

duburs 21n89

dukurs 15120

diilis 58,108

duritbéris  210n89

duribla, duritbrs 210, 210189
dumilksnis 210, 2211106
dure 60, 82,108

duft 60

dzeguze 120

dzeinis 299

dzelezs 274

dzelta 54

dzeltans, dzeltains 52, 53n22, 54
dzelts 53n22

dzélzs 274
dzenis 299
dzilna 50

dzivudt 132

ecésas 50,273
ecét 273
enikurs  18n28
ércis 244
erglis 16

gaizs® 48
ghju  6ons3
gamurs 267
gards 134
garsa 277
gate 37
gatuve 38
gatve, gatva 37
gauri 55
glisis, glise 38, 39n3
gnida 184n27

gnuta 48
guovs  284n3
grebt 269
greks 23

griki 15
grumada 9n6
guds 42
gulbis 189
guiba 48

idra 100, 295
ieluksi 174
lerube? 174

iét 40
ilens 38
ilkss 174

itbe 174, 241
ifbene 174n3

Jja  33ns5
Jau 58
Judit 121
Jjudras 100
Jura 87

kadags, kadegs 84
kaimin$ 50

kakls 122

ka/}:s 16,17, 26
kalst 1081168

kabva 50

kanepes 207
kapudsts 22

kaps 76

karba 17,27

kare 133, 248, 248n30
karms (HLv. kuorms) 16,17
karudgs 22

kars 8o

katls 10, 11m12, 42
kauns gon7

kaza 83

klaips 37, 38n1, 40
klava, klavs 260
kléts  29n50

kliéns?, kliens 66n68
kratisis®> 197

kreilis 137

kréiss 137

krievins  43m2
krievs 19n32, 24, 43m2
kriskans 12

krusts, krists  13,13n16
kubls 1m2

kuilis  20n35

kutkufi (HLv. kiukitli) 23n40
kiila 108

kulda ¢

kulksnis 257

WORD INDEX



WORD INDEX

kulna 257n52

kulsa 257
kumels 79m03
kurkt 261

kutkuli 261

kurls, kurns 53

kufpe 259

Kufsa®? 29

kufts 8,26

kvépi, kvépji 125,126
kvépt 126

kviesi 37, 40, 295
kvitét  4on8

keiris 137
kéve 55n32
kilis® (HLv. kéils) 21n35

laibs  107m164

laiska 265
laiva 9o
laksti 265

lasika 131,198
lasis 98, 258
lauks 76, 250n35
laupit 162

lava 101

lazda 266

leca 202,296
lemesis 213
lemess 214

leste 17513

licis 121

liékna 198

lieks 58, 68, 68n77,136

liépa 2, 89,102m153,135,171

liss 107

Lietava 29

lini 295

linis  93m126

luba 162

litks 125,135, 171,181
liisis 180, 271

magudne 41, 253, 296
maize 285n4

mala 122,135

marsa s

medaga 85

mezs 54,80
miérs  24n42
miezi 285n4, 295
milna 202

mit 48

mudkas 22
muca 15120
muita 20

misu 2

naba 52,119
ndtre 203, 273
nayjs 8oniog
-niéks (HLv. -iniks)
nit, nit?, nitis 57

uddze 93nizs
ubla 130
udlekts 272
osa{0ssay 55
uosa 57,124
udsis 271

palis 5739
pataga 165
pauts 130
Pavils 14, 26
pelni 16

pelus 56,293
perkudns 136
pert 30

pils 300

pipars 14nm17
pirdgs 8

pirts 30,76
plésas  105m159
Pliskava 14, 28
pluts 14
pudsms 34
priods? (HLv. pruds)
puika 9

puka? (HLv. pyuka)
pulks 8,25
pulna 9

pupa 228,295
pufns 165

puri 294, 294116
putra 60

24

23140
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rads 132

rags 104

ragus, ragavas 104
rats,rati 57
redzét 132
regavas 105
riéksts 34,171, 238
rieta 122

risamais 121n6
rist 121

rubnis 112,266
rubenis 17516, 241, 259
rubindt 241

ruds 13,131

rudzi 191, 295
rutks 13m16, 14

saime 40, 51

saka 53

sdkt 100

sala 123,123m13
salna 54,123

sals 59,137, 281101
salis, salis> 59
sams 93n126

sams 129n25

sdns 46
sare 136, 261, 295
safgs 220
safma 59,127
\
sefde 121

sefma 64164
sermaiiksis, sermikslis 247
sefmulis 142
sesks 85

sidrabs 225
sieks 40

siéna 220

siens 126

siérs (HLv. sirs) 24
siga 95

siksna 87,135
silce 95

silts 54

sifke 95

sifms 55130, 59
sirna 221

sirpis 193
sifsenis 55

siruobs 15120
sits (HLv. séits) 19133
skabardis 195
skdards goni21
skausts 46
skavardnica 17
slagzds 1071166
slaka 165
slapjs  8oniog
slasts, slazds 107
sliéka 171
sluéta 59,108

smirds 14
sniegs 2
suodit 22
suods, suddri® 136
subls 220
suoma 22
spraga 60
spragt 60
stars 59149
stebere 74
stiebrs 60

stiepats 74, 97,165
stikls 10, 42

stipt 97

stifna 221
strazds 49, 204
stulps 21
sturitbrs 220, 257
stibrs 221

sudrabs 225

suitdk? 26, 27,139
suits, suiss 21, 26, 27
suitums 26

suka, sukas 127
sumbrs 221

stira® 136, 261

svess 8o

svins 301

Skaunats 97m135
skiets  68n77
Slaka 165,165n17

tacis 97,259
tdss 48

tast?, tastit 48n8
taure 58

WORD INDEX
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tauta 249
tetba 165
tels 8o

test, tést  48n8,126n21
teteris 146

tev, tevi 2

tiept 58

tiévs 260

tikls 57

tilts 57

timnica, timenica 15120
timsa®? 15120

tifdit 131

tirgus 8,10, 13116, 26
tirt 131

tit 57n40

traba? HLv. 270
trausfi 201

trusis 201

tiba 39

tikstudtis 105,135, 222
tukss 53

tulks 8, 27

tul~pities gnsg

tina, tina  21n37
turba 9

vicele 102

vadzis 50

vakars 245
.

viks 102

viluddze 178,195, 257
vapsene 55

viarde 143

vafza? ‘weir, varzi 213
varza, varza ‘tangle’, vafzdt 213
vars 8o

vasks 1061163, 217

vecs 145, 259

Prussian

391

vedga 101148, 125

védzele 99
vél, véls 61
vepris 243
vefga 125
veéris 137
verpt 61
veft 59
vézis 99
viéns 2

vientreb, vientreib 270
vietet 33n57
viksna 182

viksne? 213

vilna 56

virbe, virba®  174n3
virsi 216

vifzit 213

vifzi2 216

vitudls 169n2s5
vuikls® 20

zabaks 8
zals 52,79, 8onioq
zars 59,123,144

zega 53n25

ziéds 59

zifgs 59

zifnis 56,79, 293, 295
2vs 93

zizlis, zizls 14

zuobs 52

zlioss 56,138

Zagas 53n25
Zeberis 16

zerbins, Zerebins 16
Ziguris  79n103
zivats®? 8

Unmarked = Elbing Vocabulary. Note: {c), {y» and (z) are alphabetized under &, i and s, respect-

ively.

abse 219, 278
ains 111 2
aketes 50,273
alkunis 272

alu 42, 49
angstainai 111~ 83n108
angurgis 54,79, 83, 93
ansis 57
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asilis 1

assegis 275

aswinan 1131173

attolis  79m102, 104, 232

auckstimiskan 111 83n108
ausis, 111 ausin 12, 301

awins 56

babo 228,295
balgnan  257n52
balsinis 257152
bitte, TC bete 227
bordus 225n13
broakay 4ons
brunse 12

brunyos 11, 42
buccareisis 238
burwalkan 111 229n120

doalgis 191

dragios 190

driaudai, draudieiti 111 70184
ducktitin 52

ebangelion 111 229n120
esketres 218, 236
etwierpt, etwerpeis 111 70n84

gaydis, G gaide 42, 295
geytye, 111 geits 42
gelatynan 52, 95mi30
gelso 274

girmis 84, 203
girnoywis 181n21
grandis 121

gudde 42
gulbis 189
iau1ir 58

iaukint 111 70n84, 71n84
ilmis 43

ylo 38

ious, fouson 111 2n5
isrankit 78n100
iuriay*  See luriay
iuse 12,169n25

kaaubritin 168
kadegis  79n102, 84

WORD INDEX

kaimaluke 40n6
kaiminan 111 50

caymis 40

kalabian, 111 kalbian — 229n120
kalopeilis 135

kampnit, kamnet G 231
carbio*  See tarbio

kargis*  See kragis

catils 11, 42

caune 257n50

keckers 295

kelmis 43m13

keuto 169n25

knapios 206, 207, 296
kragis  79n103, 80

crays, G kraise  97m136, 239113
craysewisse (gloss) 97m136, 239
crausy, crausios 13,197
krawia 111 80

crixti laiskas 111 11,12m13
crixtia 111 12m13
crixtianai 111 12

cuylis*  See tuylis

culczi 257
kulnis 257152
kumetis 1
kurpe 259

kurwis  222n109

lalasso 98, 258
lapinis 43

laxde 266

leipen TC 2,89
linis 93m126

lino, ynno G 295
lituckeckers 296
lopto  101,101n148
luysis 180,181, 271
lunkan 125,171,181
luriay 87

lasasso™  See lalasso

malunis 196n53
martin 111 51
mealde 202
median 54, 80
mes 111  2ns5
moasis 295
moke 296
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nabis 52 sturdis  239n12

noatis 203, 273 suckis, 111 suckans 13
nouson 111 2, 2n5 Zuit 111 20, 27, 781100, 139
panto 135 takes 97

paute G 130 talus 5741

pecku1-111 41 tarbio 18n2s5

pelky  257n50 tauris 250

pelwo 56,293 tauto 249

pepelis  204n73 tebbei111 2

percunis 136 tien 111 2

pievflen TC  71n84 tienstwei, tenseiti 111 70n84
pippalins 111 204n73 tresde 203
pirsten, 111 pirstans ~ 204n73 trinie 111 201

piuclan  70n84, 78 tubo 39

poalis 209 tuylis  20n3s5, 791103
powierpt 61158 tusimtons 111 1061162

prassan 295
umne (gloss) 231

rugis 191, 295 umnode 231

unds 111 2n4
zaidianté TC 59 urs 111 101
saligan 52, 79n103 uumpis 231,254
salowis  g5ni130
sansy 56,82 wagnis 56, 56n36, 83, 293
sarwis 13 waldwico 20
sasintinklo  2n4, 57 wargien 791103, 80
seydis 300 wedigo 101m148, 125
seimins 111 51 wessis 204n73
semen 56,293 wyse 213, 239, 295
sylecke 95 wisge G 239
sylo  229n120 wissa 78n100
singuris  79n103 wissambs’ 220, 221, 242, 257
sirablan 111 225, 245 woaltis 272
sirgis 59,78 woasis 271
syrne 84,293,294 wobalne 269
sirsilis 55 wobilis 100
sirwis 55, 83,123, 124, 221 woble 100, 268
sywan 55130 wobsdis (gloss) 226
skerptus 195151 wobsdus 221, 226
scoberwis 195 wobse 55
scurdis  239n12 wosee 56,79, 83
slayx 171 wosux  226n115
snaygis 2 wuysis 20
spurglis 259160 wundan 2n4
sticlo 11, 1n1, 42 wutris 301

stoberwis 195
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Slavic Languages
Russian
Note: (k) is alphabetized under e.

anéc, daec 29, 33, 35
Acmoyzs OR 18

6apabdn 230
benend 163
bepéxcan 225
bepésa 169
Gepeckném 216
6épecm 215

6éprosey, OR GbPKOBBCKD 13, 26, 28

0bce OR 27

bnoxd 184n29

606 228,295
606b1L1b  20n34
bonsdn 9

6opsuiii MR 222
bopkdn  31,32n52, 36

Gopodd 224
6opo3dd 224
6opmens 9

66uka 15n20
6pam 194n50
Oprozeamy  271n82
6ppHA OR 10, 42
Opvizeams 165
6yomo 20
Gyprdn 3152
ovun* OR 15120
6v10mo 20

Ok 20

6o MR 20
6eproBbcKks OR  See 6éprosey

eazdn 1021152

Bapsars MR, Bapars OR  18n27
81bK0 102

Beavss  36n62

8énmeps 33

8epey, sepésia 31
Bepemoyas OR 18

8épec, eépecm 215

8épeck 215, 216

sepest  24n43

WORD INDEX

eépwa 213

erbmep 25

8éxopy 24
Bumosms MR 30
slwHA 23,214
Bopobun OR 164
BOpOTH, Boporutca OR 122110
BbIKABLL 20

8bIMA 170

8bimb 20
Bepratn® OR 61158
*Bbch OR 19132
623 182

esimepo, 8simenv 33

eHUda 183

enyc 184

201y60i  176n7,188n32
20ny0p  176n7,178
ronazb OR 19,29
20p0, 20p6yH 21135
ropoéx 295

2pab 194, 206
rpamota OR  18n29
rpembxzas RCS 258
epecmii 269

2péua, epéuka, epevtixa 15,16
rpombianr RCS 258
epyda  69n78

epywa 197
epywiims 198

dézomv 29,34
Oepésna 29, 31
0épeso 31

0po3d  194n49, 203
dymams 22,23
*mpxopp OR 25146

ebdmb 33155
énxa, éaxa, endxa 277, 277195
epa6bs RCS 174



WORD INDEX

xern3oynia OR - 120
Heerbzo 275
JHCeHb 299
ancusdém, scueomuvl 8
Hmup 242

xuto OR 15
aHcHugo 88

xkp31b OR 14

3d0bLab 242

3ens 242

3y0p 220,242

3y, 3yPps MR 242

usosea 178,195, 242
Heopy 18

mxepa OR 18, 299n21
usdbono 242
usapbass MR 242n21
u3ybpuna  242n20
usympyms MR 242n21
usydps 242

usops 179, 242
taum 23515

wibMb OR 234

Kanycma 22

Kapmdn 230

Kuleauu 117

xuaa MR 20, 21135, 26
KUAsiK, KUAYH 21135
KAén 260

KAmMb 29150

0063 168n23

KOO6uurx 168

KoBuL 29
Kx03d 83
K3abt 11

KOMK  257Nn53
Kéanuya, koans 189
KoHonasi 206, 296
Konoms  126n21
KOnsimo  20n34
Kk6po6, OR kopo6s 17, 27
xopo6ba ONovg. 18
Kopdea 222m109
kopck OR 29
Kopumd  32n54
kothsb OR 10, 42

kpusuuu OR 24
Kpueoti 137
Kpynd 133, 256
kpoyma OR 197157
kpywumu MR 198
kpecrit OR  12m13
kpectb OR 13
KpaK, Kpsikams 261
KyO0énp 22
Kyncens 236
KJKOAbL 23140
KyHd 257150
kbOb1B* RCS 11

Kan 23
aAdea 102
N€H 295

snebedd 177

né6edv 176, 234, 257n51, 304

nebsixcuti, MR aebexcutl
némex, neméur 213
nevs 198

aum - 23515

AUHL  93n126

auna 2, 89,171

aucm 265

Jlumed, OR mutBa 19132, 29

Aumoka, AUMGOHv 175
20600d 177,304

n0e 198

aA6komy 272

A0NL  43n12

sn0cécy 98,258

aye 198

aykd 131,198

ayniims 161

ABIKO 125,171,181

sasea  35n61

asiwca 35161

aax MR, 1axs OR 19, 26

naya RCS 201, 202167, 296

asya  202n67

Mmak 253,296
Med8sidb, Mederbdb 23
Mmexcd 54

Mps 25

MOpKO8b 229, 2301123
mocts OR 57

395
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MOX 273
MYKU 22
myma 29

MBLIO 20, 20134, 26

HamuiHa 203170
Hedrbas  24n43
Hépna 159n13

-HuK, OR -bHUKD 24

0séc, OR 0BBCH 15, 212, 239, 295
06UH 32

oBech OR  See oséc
oxxe OR 33155
Onza  277n95

o OR 33155
021080 301

Ompra OR 23514
onvxd 12,276

omex, oméu 214
oprex  25n46, 171, 238
océn, OR ocbsip 10
océmp 218, 236
ocina 219,278
ocoka 240

ocom 34

ocmpoed  160n14
écmpuwiii  160n14
oceas OR  See océn
omdsa 232
Guepeds 59147

ITaBeas OR 14

ndxas, ndxkyaa ‘chaga’ 30
ndxas, ndkyaa ‘tow’ 29, 30
ndnepms, MR nanopms 30, 31
ndpma 117

ndcmo 35

nbuaser OR  10m10

nepems, nepédka MR~ 30
nepm  140n45

nepmv 29, 30

Ilepoyns OR 137

nuad 135

nupde, OR mupors 8, 160n14
nupb OR  160n14

naom 14

[TasckoBb OR 14
noduegppénumpcs  35n61

WORD INDEX

noak, OR mbakp 8§, 25
néaHo 9

nprbeHbll 271
npunepemox 30
npyo  23n40
npvickams 165
noyabs OR 18

nyema 29,34, 35

nyx 23,23n40
meakb OR  See noax
meipo RCS 294, 295
nenbps OR 14
*mepth ONovg 30, 35,142
neuenuna OR 15

pédvka, OR ppaBKBI* 14
prena  23,102n151, 237, 266, 296
pewemd  57n40

poas OR 132

posxc 193146

poowcs, OR peb 15,191, 295
pyod, pyodii 131

pydoc 131130

pyHO 267

poycs OR  19n32

pBxb OR - See posce 15
pvoreuit  180m8, 296n17
pvirur  296n17

poicy 180, 271

poabkbl* OR  See pédvka
pa6 175

pa6oti  174n2,176n7

paby  175,176n7

pina 23
cdnca 136
canéro OR 8
cbrs OR 27

ceusblb OR 301
cenédrka 31, 95n131
Ceauscdposka  299n21
ceavdb 31,96
Ceperbps OR  299n21
cepn 193

cuz 95

cuswlil, cussik  209n8s5
CKOAKO 277195
cKopd 120

cvepab OR 14



WORD INDEX

c6100 193147
com 93m126
ciopb OR 281, 2811100
cpy6 15120

cmébens 60

cmmwHd  300n23
cmoaf 21

cmoépoxc 220

crpbiu OR
creriio OR

2811100
10, 42
cydums 22
cymd 22

cblp  20n34
coim, OR cb1TH
cepHa OR 221

20, 21, 26

memntya, OR TeMbpHHLIA
menéma 57n40

muc 180, 265

mosxdu 117

moaxk 8,27

moamdub 236

moand, moanumscs  9ns
274, 274191
monmdms 165

mdpoa 9

mope, OR Tepre  §, 26, 28
mpeckd ‘trout’ 255, 255149
mpmnckd ‘splinter, RCS tpbcka
mpecms 201, 255
mpdcka, MR mpocka 255
mpocms 201, 255

mpy6d 137

mpymens 200

myp 253145

™bpre OR  See mopz

maonoaw

TeiTH OR 232

MbHUMb 25147

Tp1Hb OR, MR 21,25

6510 OR 57141

tembHMLIA OR  See memnilya

Yeopy 93
yaeii 279
yesl 23

yxd 169n25

15120

255 255149

xonon, OR xonomrs 17, 26
xopomb OR 17

xopm, xépmuya 8, 26

xopyeev 22

xomrsmo, xoms.  196n53
xpoyma RCS  197n57
urbablll 23

unHd 130n28

ymn 23
UbLIbEKD

ysinoii 23

15119

udwka 143
uex  15n19
yesoBbkb OR 14,15
uemepiua 245

uyemepb RCS 245

uenéy 122

ueps, uepssik 35161
uepémyxa, Hepéma, Yepémra
uepemwd 246

uépen 27

uepenox 17

uepn 35161

wecdmv 248

uecHOK 247

wuAIK 15119

WenK 14,17,17n23
mesnoms OR 17
wecm 143

wicaux 117
wonxkp* OR  See wénk
mosoms OR 17

-sHuKb OR  See -nux

A6aoko 268
a6oa0Hb MR 269
A3BIK 20

raxkopp OR 18
scenv 271

maTBarel OR 19, 29

~laupMbl RCS 295

247n27
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Ukrainian
sepeck 215
8rxopb, enmeps MUK.
8simip 33

20pobéys 164

depésns 31
dvbzomb 34

JHCEHB, HCUHD 299

Kina 26
KO6Y3 168n23

166i0b 176, 176m10
aicka, aluna 266

HamiHa 203170
Hamov 203170

Belarusian
asin 32
anéc 33,35
*acd 278n97
acén 1
acéup 273

6axcniya 184
b6amozs MBel. 165
6op30st MBel. 222
6ycen 11

GvLané 20

2a6, 2abina  194n50
epamdda  9n6

HIHL 299
Hcspabs 16

Kanamdmcka 17
Kapasdii 16

s
KHiza 184

Ném 235, 23515
nye  198n61

25145

0psi60K, Opabka  33n55,174
0COKd 240

péovka 14

mosnumucs  9ns
mpickd 255

xopm 8

uepémxa 247
Y0N08(K 15

WoeK 14,17

wems 127

ManauHs, maraons 203n68
MOprea 229

MbLAA 20

Mmbtmo MBel. 20

Hay,i'Ha 203170
ndxyase 30

pabusik, pabox 175
cxasapadd 17

cmutk, MBel. emobiks 20

cané  123m3

mayxd4  9n6
mpackd 255

xambs MBel.  38n2
uanaeéx 15
wapaniya 16
usmep 245

uspan 17

weopobéil, wypabéti 164
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Lechitic
(unmarked = Polish)

barzo OPL, barzdo 222, 222n110
béb 228

chart 8

chcie¢ 196n53
chociaz 196n53
chrzcié 12, 20163
chyba¢  220mi04
ciemierzyca 245
cztowiek 15

dgé, dme 182
deptaé 165

drozd 203
drozdze 190
dupa 210

dziegie¢ 34

gab, gabina 194n50
gbetOPL. 1
gotab 178

gont 9

grece, grice OPL. 15
gromada  9n6
gruda 69n78
grusza 197

gwatt 7

ilem* OPL. 234

jabtort 269
jarzgbek 174,175, 241
Jjazgarz 275

jaz 275

Jjagwiec 226n14
Jjelito 175

Jjesiory  218n101
Jolsc Kash. 226n114
Jjopsc Kash. 226
Jjozdz Kash. 275

karta 7
kietb  190n39
klon 260

kmie¢ OPl. n

kobuz 168

kobz* (kobez*) 168n23
kociot 1m2
kolimaga 17

kétp Kash. 189, 195, 206
konopie 206, 296
krészka Kash. 197
krobia 18nz2s

krzest OP. 11

kubet 11, 11m12

lebioda 177

lemigz OPL, Kash. 215
lemigze 214

lim 235n5

Litwa 29

tabedz 176,187, 234, 23412, 304

tag 198

tgka 198
tosos 98, 258
tupi¢ 162
meka 17514
miéyn 196n53
naé 203
natura 7

obrzazg, obrzask  271n82
olcha 276, 277

olesie 33
oset 34
osiol 1

oskard 239m2

pakuty 30

paset 1nni2

pierz, pieprz OPL. 14
piorun 137

ptet* OPL. 14

proso 295

rydz 295, 296n17
rydzy 18omi8, 296n17
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skrzek 261

smard OPl. 14

smardz, OPL. smarsz 222n110
sum 93ni126

syrzisko OPL. 20

Yy 20

sztom OPL. 17

sledz 96

trgd 200

tres¢ 201
trzcina 201163
trzemka  247n27
trzemucha 246

Czech-Slovak
Unmarked = Czech

blin 163

bratr 194n50
brdazda 224
brikdda 199
brzy OCz. 222
brest, biedtin 215
breza 216
brezek 215,216

cemer SIk. 245
desnek 247

dehet Cz.,0Cz. 34
drith, drik Slk. 187
diupd Slk. 210

habr, hrab 194
hruska 197

jablko 268

Jjaraby, jarabica Slk. 176n7
Jaseri SIk. 271

Jjesen 275

Jeseter 218,236

jezdik 275

kelka 257n53
kobec Slk. 168
krb  17n24
krpé 259

trzop 17
tur 250

ul 279

wqz  93ni2s5

wigcierz, Kash. wigcel 33
wilga 178,179,195, 257, 304
wtodyka OPL. 20

wrébel 164,168

wyzet 20

zgbr 220, 242

krstiti OCz. 201163
krepel, kepeliti 241
krtiti  201n63
kulds 199

kuna 257150
kuzel 236

kyla, Slk. kyla 26

labut' 171,176,187
lava 102
lebeda 177
lemez Slk. 215
lemiez OCz. 214
lipa SIk. 89
list 265

lin 93m126
liska 266
loboda Slk. 177
lupit Slk. 162

mech 273
mbjn  196n53
mse 265n71
mydlo Slk. 26

nat' Slk.  203n70
ohert  181n23

olse 277
osika 272
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otaviti 232
otevriti 59n47
otyniti OCz. 25n47

perna, pera Slk. 165m19
piroh SIk.  160n14

reseto SIk.  57n40
Fit' 123

rouno 267173
rysy 18omi8

spory 281

stiemcha, strenka 247
strenka  247n27
stfibro 225, 261

tenatd SIk.  57n40
tis 265

Sorbian

kobusk USrb. 168

kotp USrb. 189

krusej USrb., ksuska LSrb. 197
kula, kulka USrb.  257n53

lemié USrb. 214n96
lom LSrb. 235

Slovene

basta 27

bléen 163

bob 228

brdatar 194n50

bfna 165m8

brzdit, bizda  222n110

Cabéla 227
&émag 246
Césan 247
émerika 245
éremha 247
¢rémos 246
érémsa 247

drjzd, drjzg 191n41, 204
drizga  191n41
dipa 210

tluma¢ 236, 236n6
tlumoditi  236n6
topol' Slk. 274

treska 255
trtina 201163
tur 250

tyn Slk. 25
thof 93
véela 227
viko 102

vlha SIk. 179
vrabec SIk. 168
vres, viesk 215
vyheri 181n23

Zabokreky 261

tomié USrb., tomis LSrb.
rysy LStb.  180m18

wdsa LSrb. 219

gnida 183
golbica 190n38
grabar 194

griuda 69n78
griska 197

hit 26
hriska 197,197n58

jablana 269

jabotko 268

Jjastka, jdsen 272n83
Jjéémen 295

Jétsa 277

Jjeréb 174,241, 304
jesika, jésen 219, 272n83

214196
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kébac 168
krmézalj, krmélj  258n54
kiplia 259

labgd 176, 234, 257151
lan 295
lebed 176
lebéda 177
lémez 214
lémez 214
lim 234

linj 93m126
lobod  177n11
l6boda 177
lgka 198
lom 23515
liza 198n61

mak 253,296
milp 26
moléti  122n11

nat 203

dganj 4

ot 49

dreh 238
ostrgga 160m14
otdva, otdviti 232
dvas 212,239, 295

pira 294
présan 271

Serbo-Croatian

bob 295

brdzda 224

bréda 225

binjica, brnjiise  165m8
biz 222

brzar, brzdar 222
brzdica 222

v
cremos 246
crijemusa 246

émer 245
dépac 122

réb, rebica 175

ridz, ridZak 295, 296m17
ris 180,271

72 191,295

sdje 136
skdbac 168
srebry 225, 261
srén  59n50

sfna 221
stoth 21
svinac 301
scét 127
sléem 26

tis, tisa 180, 265
tréska 255
trska  191n41

trt 200
ugdr 93
alj 279

vétga 178,179,195, 257
vrdbac 164,168

via 213
zid 300
zfbar 242

zelézo 274

dospijeti 101144
drozd 203
drozg 204
drsk 205177
driig, druk 187
duti, dmem 182

gnoj 184
grab, grabar 194
grah 295

giib ‘goby’  190n38
giib ‘swan’, guf 189,190
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hlap 26
hit 8,26
hruska 197n58

jaséen 271, 272n83
Jjasika 272n83
jelha 277

Jjémljes 214

Jjésen Kajk. 272n83
jesetra 218, 236
Jjoha 277

Juha 169n25

kila 26

klén 260
konoplja 206
kosa 248
krbulja 17n24

kimez, krmezelj, krmelj

kriska 197
kif 189

kitk 257

kiin 260
kiina 257150
kip 189

laboda 177
labad 171,176
lebut 176

lééa 201,296
lémes 213
lemez, leméZ 214
lijgmati 214196
lijeska 266

ltko 125,171,181
lipa 89,171
loboda 177
lopiz 238

lab 161

Church Slavic

Unmarked = Old Church Slavic

arHa 56
Opaga 224
Gpasga 213
Opp30 222

Obuena 227

mah 273
masa 265n71
méda 54
most 281
mikva 229

olovo 301
pir 294,295
proso 295

répa 237,296
rid  18on18
ripa  Seerépa
réda 237,238
roditi 238
rino 267n73

sit 26
siv 55130
sljgme 128

som  93ni126
srijemuz 246

stablo 60
stitha 211
sljigm 26

tiniti, tin 25147
topola 274
tréska 255

troska, triiska 191141

véz 182
vrijes 215
viiga 179

zelézo 275

BacCh 215

BeNpb 243
Bepbra 24n43
BeCHa 245
Beuepd 228, 245

403
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Brbra CS  See uBiabra
BOCKD 217

BpBXb 213

BeTpb CS 301

BBl 215

BBIKHATH 181

Bhuepa 228

BA3aTH 183

miaBa 196

IJIaroIaTé 213192
mace 213192

roap 196

roax0b 178,187,188, 304
rpaburu 269178

rpagb 128

ax0B 229, 231

ne6ess —» See *neGenp 176
IIBI'B 169

IOPOKABIA 190

IpArB* 187

eneHb 188
ememwb CS 214

sxkerbso 274
KPBHBI®  181n21

3Hak®b CS, 3HaTH 171130
3paKp 171130

3pbHO 84,294

3BJIb, 361002 188
sppbru 171130

usasra CS 179, 179m15
ucro* 181

Keapi 265170
KpAI'b 168122, 249
k&xchb* CS  213n92

Jaguu  8on1os
JIaKBTh 272
*nebexp CS 176
nememp® CS 213
JUCTH 265

J03a 266n72
jomara 101

JbMbB 23515
abchp 266
JIATR (71emu) 198
nama CS  202n67

MJIATh  239M12
MJI'BHHUH 202
mocTp 281
MBHOT'B 195
MBHOER 196155
MBl 2715

mbHb  196m55
mbcaup  10m10

HaBpanuTu 61158
Hach 2,215
Hoch CS  281m101

o6pbern 238
0JI0BO 301
omars CS  239nm12
OCKPBIAD  239M12

nmarnexp 201164
[anpsTs 30
IUIbKD 8
nogobatu 60
mpo6pbsrs 191
npoBpbTu* 59147
mepbr ca  30ms51
mppr  30n51
MBIIEHUIIA 205
mxra 135

puts SCS 123

carmors 160

ceo  220nm105
cnabb  270n79
CMUIATHU CA 213192
cmbxb 213192
cubrp 2

conmb  281n101
cpbup CS 59150
CTIBIID 211
cronb 281n101
CTpaXp 220
crbua 70, 220
CB3BJATH  300N22
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CBTO 196153

cbpebpo 221, 225, 245, 261
cbHo 70,78

ckru*  9bmi3z2

TeO6b 2

Tica 265170

TIBKD 8

TpBI'D 8

TPBCTh, TPCTh 201, 224
TOYpBh 250

T'BICRINH, THICAIITA 106, 222
TA 2

Bulgarian (Macedonian)

asatea 178,179,195

6pna Mac. 165m18
6spra, 0paa  165,165m18

epa 59147

dyne 210

eawa, eaxa 277

eMéw 214, 214n95
épouua, épebuya 174n3

sud Mac. 3oon23

ueosza 179n15

Kpywa 197
Koxcen 236
KoAKA 257

snabed Mac. 176
né6ed 176, 234

Germanic Languages

Gothic
aleina  272n85
asilus 10

auhns* 231,254
aukan 170

oy 58
oynemb CS 23575
oyuutn 70n84,181

XJIBMB 23514

410BbKD 14
upbmomrs 246

10 See oy

A3BKb  83,182n24

NeMENC 214
néwa 201
20600 177011
a060da 177
AsKA 131,198
nons 162

MOAZR  179NM15
MOpKo8s  179n15

OceH, ocuka 271
none, noiié  214n9s5

y
porc, dpsxv Mac. 192143

cmena Mac.  3o0n23
cmsaba 211

uemep Mac. 245
uéMmep, HemMepura 245

ACeH, acuxka 272

-ba 188

bairhts 169n27
bars Crimean 224
baurd See fotubaurd
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brukjan 169
brunjo 10, 42

digan*  3oon22
diups 210, 211

faihu 37, 41, 41n9, 231m127
fon 268
fotubaurd  224nm3

gadaban 60
gatwo 37,38
guta* 42

haban 186

haihs 170

haims 40, 50
hairdeis 41, 8onios
harjis 8o

hauns 4on7

hilms 43, 43m13
hlaifs 37,38
hlain(s)*  235n4
haiteis* 40

Jabai  33n55
Jju 58

katils* 10, 42
North Germanic
Unmarked = Old Norse

al OSw. 234
almr 234
alr 39n4
ankare OSw. 18, 25146
apaldr 269
dr 9o

arta 237
askr 234, 272
Asmundr 18
asp OSw. 234
aurr 87

barkanrot, barkenrot Sw. 32

baun 228
bildurIc. 96niz2

laufs* 162
liuhap  250n34

maihstus® 191
manags 195
midjis 8o

milip  41,184n28

niujis  8onio4
raups®  250n35

sarwa 13,37
silubr 225, 261
sparwa 259160
stains 220, 300123
stikls 10, 42

stilan 220

stiur 251

stols 220, 281n101

tulgus 169
paurp 270
piuda 249

pusundi 106, 222

wraigs* 169126

Bicerké OSw. 13

bjork 169

bord 224
brekanne-rod Danish 32
brisk Nw. 271182

broddr 224
briun 58
byrr 9o

dottir  126n22
drdttr 126n22
dregg 190,191
dratt Nw. 126n22
dufa 210

duppe Nw. 210
dyfa 210
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enni 71n86

Jé g
fit  72n86

Sley 90

gata 37
geirr 72
gler 39
gloggr 251138
gomr 267
greve Sw. 68

hagre OSw. 195152
hallr  106m163
hani 106m163
haukr 168

heimr 50

Helga 235n4
hinna  88n120
hiupon OSw. 168
hjalmr 43

hleifr 37,38, 65
hlynr, Ic. hlynur 260
hnot 96

hosor Sw. 69
hringr 249
hrogn 261

hveiti 37

hylc. 49mz2
hdssja Sw. 75

Inguar OSw. 18

Jjarpr 174n2
Jerpe Nw. 174
Jugr 170

Jirpe Sw. 174

kringr 249
kverk, kvern Nw. 126

lax 98,258
luo Elfdalian 181

mjodr 37
mjollnir 202
mdld OSw. 72n86
mgl 122n11

nafli 52n20

nate, nata Gutnish 203
naust 268n7s

nor, Ic. notrog  268n75
ndtla, ndtsla OSw. 203, 273
ngf 52n20

omn Sw. 231

pipar Sw., OSw. 14m17, 25146
poik Sw.  9n4

pund 18

porte, pyrte Sw. 141

reyfa 162n16
rjupa 241
ropalc. 241
ros Sw. 69
rugr 191
rype Nw. 241

sdld 9bmiz2

saumur Ic. 110

selr 112

sikr, Nw. Sw. sik 94, 95
sild, OSw. stldh 96
silfr - 225, 261

silki 14

sill, sill-lake Sw. 96, 97, 971134
sloNw. 171

sléttr  126n22

sla Sw. 171

smeralc. 242
sonurlc. 4

stafr 280

stelpe Nw.  21ng1
stjolr 220

stolpi 21

strond  50m13

styrjalc. 236

telgia 191
tjara 49
torg 1on7y

péttr  126n22

pjorr 250, 251, 251137
bdfi 39

porskr 255
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prostr, Ic. prostur 49, 203
pus-hund  106n162
pusund 106, 222
pomblc. 58n42

urtlc. 237

vagnsne Nw. 56136
valmogha OSw. 253
vangsni, Nw. vangsne 56n36
vax 106n163, 217

vegg Nw. 50

Vermundr 18

English
Unmarked = Old English

alME 39n4
ar 9o

@l 39n4
@ppel 268
@pse*  219n102

bar 264

beam MoE  59n49
beard 224
beolone 163

bord 224

brord 224

braucan 169

calu 196

cip 59n48

clife, clifan 81

culufre, culfre 178, 178m3, 187,
304

deerste 191

doder 100

dran 200

drest 1091

drone MoE 200, 201
dros 191

ealgian 170
ealu 37,49
eam 50

veeringjar  18n27
vomb Ic. 58n42

drta Sw. 237

@&s  57n37
dssja Sw. 72

ol 37,49

olpt 176, 234, 304
olr 276

ond 169n25
osp,Ic.ésp 219, 278

éar 87nub
egepe 50,273
elm 234

eofor 243
eorp 174n2

feet  270n81
Sfearh 78
fersc 271

glasME 39
gler, gles 39
goma 267

har s59n50

heenep 206
hiwan 51116
hlidgeat 192
hnitu 183,184
horefrost ME  59n50
hramsa 246
hran, hron 267

ielfetu 176
klutz MoE  166n20
laurice, lawerce 92, 237n8

lees 107
lox 180, 271
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magu 192n45 sot 136
mest 281 start MoE 100
medu 37 ster 204n74
meos 273 stela, ME stele 220
meox 191 sterten ME 100
migan 191 strosle  204n72
moru, ME more 229, 230 stulpe ME 21
mos 273 syrfe*  204n74
netele 203, 273 tare ME 31

teoru 49
osle 233 thresh MoE  204n74
papig, ME papig 192 pel  sna

péod 249
rex MoE  204n74 porp 270
rith 170 preesce  See prysce
ryge 191,192 prop 270

prostle 204
scearu, sceran 120 prysce* 204, 204n74
schlep, schmuck, schnozz MoE 166120
searo 13 warp 61158
secg 240 wealhmore 230
share MoE 120 wesend, weosend 220, 242
sherve, sharve MoE  204n74 wice, MoE wiech 182
siolfor, siolufr- 178, 178n13 wodewale ME 178,180, 195, 257
slawyrm 171

Dutch / Frisian

Unmarked = Middle Dutch

arut ODu. 233

lepel 43
bijDu. 227 lins 201
lomre 215
crinc 249
cringhen 249 male 180
mies Du. 273
dobbe 210
dorne 200 oom 50
dorpel 164 opruspen 241
dorsch* 255
dreppel, drempel 164 rinc 249
droes, droesem Du. 191 rob Du. 160m3
dronen 201 rogge, OFri. rogga 192
drumpel 164 rove 237

ruppen 241
heen Du. 70n82
hoon  gon7y
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stelpen  21ng1
stolpe 211
stuur 25141

tarwe 31

Low German
Unmarked = Middle Low German
bart 2251113
bene 227
bilina OS 163

brackannyen 32
brok  4onsg

dran, drano, dreno* OS, Drahn MoLG

200
dorsch 255
dumpeln 210

gers, gersele 277
glar, glar(rjen 39
gume, MoLG giimen 268

Heers MoLG 277
holm* OS 23514

korf OS  17n24

les OS 107
lonenholt, MoLG Lohn 260

High German
Unmarked = Old High German

Ahle, Alle* MoHG  39n4
ala 39

albiz 176

Alp MoHG  245n22
amsla 233,304

apful 268
arawiz 153,173, 229
aruz 233

aspa 219, 2191102

babest 201164
bart 224

vlotscip, Du. vlot 14

zeelt Du. 96m33
zegge Du. 240

magonhouut OS 41
maldia OS 177, 231
male 180

pavos OS 201164
penning OS  10n10

ramese 246

rap 241

raphon 241,259
reddik, MoLG Roddick 14
rokko* OS 192

Rubbe MoLG  160m13
rum 21n37

slagge 165
sluse  21n37

tun 21n37

Wieke MoLG 182

Beie MoHG 227

bia 227

Biene MoHG 227
bihal 9bm3z2

bilisa 163

bini 227
BockMoHG 1
Bolwan BaltG g
bona 228

Borkane See Burkane
brunna, MHG briinne 10n10
bruoch MHG  gons
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Bulwan BaltG g

Burgund MoHG  230m124

Burkane, Borkane BaltG 32, 229,
230n124

dahs 218

diot, diota 249
dorf 270
drosca 204

ebur® 243

egen, eckan 273
egida 50,273

elbiz 176, 234

elira 276

elm 234,235n4
enker MOHG  18n28
erpf*  174n2

essa 72

farah 78
FlofMoHG 14m18
fole 10

frisc 1051159, 271
furh, furuh 208

Gatt PrG 37

Gaumen, gaumo MoHG 267, 268
gaumo 268

gerrich MoHG 277

Gewalt MoHG 7

gierisch, giersig, Giersch MoHG 277
gires 248, 277

glas 39

goumen  268n76

goumo 267, 268, 268n76

Greck, Grick PrG 15

Grecken, greckisch MoHG 15
gume MoHG, giima PrG =~ 268
guome MHG 268

guomo  See goumo

habuh 168

hammer MoHG 245

hanaf 206

harmo 143

hasal 280

hemera, MHG hemere 245,
245n23

hemern, hemerwurz MoHG
hiufo 168

hon MHG  gon7

hulis 178

hiut 169n25

ilme MHG 234

kalb 78

kalo* 196
kinan*  59n48
kliba, kliban 81
klioban 248
klobalouh* 248
korb 17n24
korb, korw PrG g
kranc MHG 249
Kricken BaltG 15
krincMHG 249
kiibel MHG 1mz2

lahs 98, 258
lamb 78

lefil 43

Lehne MoHG 260
linsi 201

liso 107

louft 162

luhs 180, 271

mahen, man MHG 254
maho, mago 253
manag 195

mast 281

melta 177,180, 231, 304
misken 218

mist 191

Mohn MoHG 253
Modohre MoHG 230
moraha 229, 230

mos 273

nezzila 203, 273
niz 183,184
nuz 96

oheim 50
ovan 231,254

245
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Pleskau MoHG 14
pund BaltG 19
Purkahne See Burkane

rebahuon 241, 259, 304
rocko 192

rogo 261

ropfezzen 241

ruoba 237

sahar 240

Schlack MoHG  165m17
schuole MHG  21n37
selah 112

Siek BaltG o5

silabar* 225, 261

sliise BaltG  21n37

Soil BaltG  21ng7

sparo 259160

stahal, MoHG Stachel 254n47
Stahl (stol) MoHG  254n47
stior 251

stiuri 25141

sturio 236

tanna 229
toter, totter MHG 100

Other Indo-European Languages
Goidelic
Unmarked = Old Irish

da 272n84
aball 269
argat 302

bech 227
bri  122n11

cdech 170

cainnenn 247
cairem 169n26, 260161
camm 282

coim 51

coll 280

corca MIr. 195n52

WORD INDEX

treno 200
trestir 101
trostel MHG 204

uter 170
vorwérc MHG  229n120

wdgese MoHG 56136
wahs 106n163, 217
wahsan 170

waraf 61158

wefsa  219n102

weggi 50, 791102
Weiche MoHG 182
Wenter PrG 33

wida 169n25
Wiedewalch MoHG 180
Wieken PrG 182

wisa 242n19

wisc 239

wisunt 220, 242, 257, 304
Wisent MoHG  242n19
witewal MHG 178,180, 195, 257, 304

Craumthann MIr. 246
crem MIr. 246, 247
crim, Crimthann MlIr. 246

dluigid 191
domain 21
do-tluchethar 10n8
druid Molr. 205

fear Molr. 4
ferb 251
ferg 169n26
fréich 216



WORD INDEX

gliair MIr. 251138
guaire 55, 251138
gulban 190n39

inis 123m4

lem MIr. 234, 235
[dichet 250n34
lug 18omg
maide 281

mala 122n1

meinic 195

nead Molr.  266n72
nenaid 203, 240m17

raith MIr.  240n17

rén ‘horse-hair’ Molr. 267

réon ‘seal’ 112, 266

British Celtic

Unmarked = Middle Welsh

adar 248

alarch 234, 287n8
aval 268

avall 269

baed 264

begegyr 227
berth 169n27

cam 282

carw 55, 55130, 251
celyn 178, 260n62
cen 88ni20

cennin OW 247

clyd 54

craf 246

cryd  169n26, 260n61

danat 203

drask, draskl Bret. 205
drydw 205

duw 192n4s5

dynat 203

sab 280

seamair 242

seisc 240

sine 248

slat, Molr. slat  266n72
sniid 57

suide®, Molr. stiiche  136n38

Tadhg MIr. 218

talam 58n41

tarb 251

taul, tel MIr. 246, 247n26

tluchethar See do-tluchethar

treb 248, 270
truit 203, 204174, 205
tiuath 249

ubull 268, 269
uilen 272n8s
uinnius 271

erfin 207,237
eskit 169n25

gar 167
gruc 216

haearn 205n75
hesc 240

hoern OCo. 205175
hoet OCo. 205175
hwyat 205175

irvin Bret. 207,237
iwrch  287n8

kelin OCo. 260n62
kenn Bret. 88n120

Letau OBret. 15514

llidiat 192
Uwyf 234,235
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maw MCo. 192n45

mellt 202

meudwy 192n4s5

moelh OCo. 205n75
moelrawn 266

moualc’h Bret. 233
mwyalch 205, 205175, 233
mynych 195

oget 273

onn 271

pabi 192

pryf 63n62

Latin

agnus 56
albus 177
alnus 276

alvus, alveus 251139, 279
anguilla 54
anguis  93mz25

ansa 57

aper 243
apero  59n47
ara 301

ardea 237
argentum 302
aro 293

ascia 218
augeo 170

aurum 301
avéna 212, 213, 239
avus 254n48

barba 224
BircaML 13
bos 251

caecus 170
calvus, calva 196
calx 257

carpinus 194,195, 206
carpo 195

caulis 251139
caurus 251139

cera 248,249

cervus 221

WORD INDEX

rawn 267

reunig Bret. 112, 266
ryc 191,192

rych 208

tarw 251

trascl OBret. 205
tref 270

tresglen MoW 205
tret MBret. 205
troet 0Co. 205175
trot OBret. 205
trydw, trudw 205
tut 249

chenopus 17712

cloare, cluere  6ons1

columba 178,187,188, 209, 210, 304
corium  260n61

cornu 188n33

corylus 280

crabro 55

crésco 195

crux 13n16

deus 162
domus 300

equa 55
ervum 153,173
excetra 218, 219

faba 228

faber 6ons6

falx  167n22,191
fax 167, 280on99
fingo 3oon22
fodio 57

Sforda 225

Sforum  28ongg
fracés 167n22,190
fruor, fructum 169

glaesum 39
glamae 258n57
gobius  190n38
gramae 258



WORD INDEX

grando 54
granum 56, 293

habeo 186
hiems 186n30
hirundo 185,189, 304

instauro 251139
nsula 123m4

Jjus 169n25

lacus  227n116
lapideum 238
lens lentil’ 201
lens ‘nit’” 183,184
liber 162
lilium 189n37
loquor 1018

malum  269n77, 298
malus ‘mast’ 281
mare 284n2
maritus 51

merula 233,304
missa ML 265n71
muscus 273

nervus  251n39, 251140
nos 3ns
nux 96

occare, occa 273
olor 234, 287n8
ornus 271

0s 12,272n84
ostium  47n6

palled 209

palumbeés 186188, 209, 210, 304

parvus 251139

Fragmentary Italo-Celtic

alauda Gaul. 237n8
feihtiss Osc. 300

haba Faliscan  228nug9

piper 14n17

pirum 298

populus 274

porca 208, 224
porcus 73,78, 284n3
portione 195
procerus 195

pulvis 56

quiés 40

rapum 207,237
raudus 233
rota 57

rumpo 162116
runco 181n22

sémen 56,293
solium  220n105

taurus 251
taxeus 265n71
taxus 180, 265
tellus 58n41
tenuis 260
trabs 270

trutius, truitius ML 204n74

turdus 203, 204, 204n74

uber 170

ulmus 234

ulna  272n8s5
ungarus ML 19n30
urina 87nuy

vapor 126n21
vespa 227n116
vieo 169n25
virga 239
viscum 218
v0s 3ns

krapuvi Umbr. 195151

*Letavia Gaul. 155
Leucetius Gaul. 250n34

415
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Neuiodunon, Nouiodunum Gaul. 250n34 teuta Venetic 249
touto Osc. 249
gilaput Celtiberian 226 trebeit Umbr. 270n80

triibum Osc. 248, 270
Towpop Osc. 251
Teut- Gaul. 250n34 uisumarus Gaul. 242

Romance

(It. = Italian, Occ. = Occitan, Sp. = Spanish)

aloe OFr. 23718 lac Occ. 227n116

lostrita, lostifa Romanian  258n58
bastalt. 27
béc, béca Occ., biéco Creuse 227, 227n116 muschio It., musgo Sp. 273186
canapalt. 207 ombre Fr. 215
cdnepd Romanian 207
colombla Old Occ. 178 pescha Occ. 2271116

crespa Occ., crépe Fr.  227n116

sesca Occ.  240m16
embigo Galician 1171178 sisca Sp., Cat.  240m16

sutge Cat.  136n38
foule, fouler Fr. 196

tordo It. 204n71
gyepo Creuse  227n116

xisca Sp., Cat.  240n16

Albanian
ah 272 mjalté  184n28
ankth 182 mollé 298
arré 238

rjep, rrjep  270n78
bardhé 169n27

bleté 184n28 tarog, tarok 251137
ter 251, 251137

dalléndyshe 185, 304 treg, tregé  10n7

dimér 186n3o

dra 191 théri 184

gjaté 169 vidh, vidh 182

labé 162,162n15
lajthi, lakthi 266
lapé  162m15



WORD INDEX

Greek

dékw 170
abpywy  200n62
alel 58

dnapar 167
haxéox 254
dAéEw 170

oaremod MoGr., dAwmod MGr.

246
AN 170
GAs 59,137
GAQOUS, GAWQOVS  234n2
auvés 56
dwnbov, dvytov 206
avéndwvy, dvbog 200
avprvy 200

GEivy 218

gmov 298
dpxevbog 244
apéw 293

dpva 238

abAdg 251139, 279
-dglov 188

Bdpayyot MGr. 18n27
BAitov 177

BAittw  184n28
Bpila MoGr. 192143

ToAivdor 29

YAdpos, Y apvpds  258n57
YAelvog  260n64
Ypdupata  18n29

Sépw 300
3évdpeov 200
SoAds 170
Sopxds  287n8

gap 245
20élw  238ng
g\agog 188

Elegaipopal, Myc. erepa(i)ro

&vdedeyng 169
péBwlos 153,173, 229

épelnn 216
gpwdios 237
ebpls 137

gdva 219
w254

fopuds 287n8

fédw  238ng

febéc 162

By, Bpnvddeg  200n62
fpfivog 201

fptov 201

BpiovaE 200

"Iyywp MGr. 18
ludoby 23719
€6 218

hinve[Oeafo] 254
imvés 231, 254
it 169n25

ix60s 93

xalw 1081168
XOUAPOG, KAUUAPOS 245
XOUTTW 282
xawafls 206, 207
xamvdg  126m21
xopBdtvat 259

xdpuov 238
x€3pog 265170
xelpw 57

xeAawds 188

wélevbog 244

xnxis 100

xhAgog 1081168
anpwlog 249

xnpds 133,155, 248
xAwétpoyov Macedonian
xéym 173

x6hopfos  188n31

xovic 184

xépagos  188n34
xéAog 173

xpEpVoV, MOGE. xpeppuiddt
xpymis 260

XPOUMVOY, XPOHUOY 246
XOUY 40

Addupog 201
Admy  156m10

260, 261

246

417
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Aeiptov  189n37
Aevlovpvoil MGr.  19n31
Aeuxds  250m35

Alapds 107

Aowmég 58, 68n76

MYE 180,181

paabing  238ng
petyvopt - 170
petpag 51

uéM  184n28
Wy 253
ufjAov 298
Mwotavpos 253

vebpov 251139

oloog  169n25
OAéxpavov 272

dpyn) 169126
0pbés 169126
Bpvig 244

dpula 192143
dpVoow  181n22
8te  33n55
odfop 170

odpd, odpaxds 160
ovis 56,293

TOAXGS  2571n50
mands MGr.  202n64
madpog 251139
TéAEL, TEALSG 209
mépyovdov 259160
TASS 257150

mownv 56

TOMG 300

mopol 294
Armenian

atawni 209
anic 184n28
anjuk 183126
arcat® 302
awti 41

et 197

WORD INDEX

patBds  169n26

pamavia, pamug 208181
papavog 207, 237

pagug  208n81

pOPtA g 168n24

pwdids  238ng

ox0tog, oxbTeds  169n25, 260161
OMAPATIoV, CTEPYOUAOS 259160
otatdg 281

oTEAEd 220

OTEPY®W 220

oTOp, oTOMAY0S 160

TavAdvtior  186n30
tadpog 58, 251
tebvw 57

TelYos 300
tevbpvy) 200, 201
Tevlpyviddeg  200n62
Tépunvbos 173

tlen 192n43

Tolxog 300
Tpéubos 173

PapuYE, @dpvE 173

XoAnds 275

ovddvw 282

Xooxw  267n74

Xehdéviot  186n30
XENOWv 185,186,189, 304
XEAvpva 161

Ydp 259160

QAéxpavov 272185
QAévY 272

darbin  6ons6

etn 188
epem 254
eri 123

hac% 272
henum 135



WORD INDEX

Jukn 93
Jowr 87

kanep', kanap® 207180
ketem 55

losdi  258n58
lusann* 180

Iranian
stwr'n Parth. 251

amac, amaj NP 215

arsan- Av. 188

qidiia-YAv. 169n25

@xsin, exsineg Oss.  209n85
exsirf Oss. 193

arazata YAv. 302

bas- Khot. 183n25
bagzaitiYAv. 183n25

beelon, beeleew Oss. 209183
beerz, beerzee Oss. 169
beezz- Oss.  183n2s5
bz-Parth. 183n25

caxay Pashto  146n58

o’n Sogdian 293
daraya-YAv. 169
dombaj Oss.  221m107
drajiio OAv. 169

fStana-YAv. 248

gada-YAv. 146160
gazidan NP ggni3g
geen, gence Oss. 207
grd-, grdn MP  122n10
gzom Bakhtiari 182

yal Pashto 146160
yuzbe Zaboli 182

haétu-YAv. 68n7s
hnzwg MP 183126

opi 219, 278, 279n98

salamb 188
sotim 220
stetn 220

tordik  204n71
tun 300

idaweeg Oss. 193148
inseej Oss.  183n25

k’nb Pahlavi  207n80
kamha- Khot. 207
kanab, kanaf NP 207
karana-YAv. 53
kauruua- YAv. 196
keert, keertee Oss. 134
kinif Kurdish  207n79
koreshi Kurdish 197159
kuneeg Oss. 207178
kynp’ Sogdian 207180
k*yneg Oss. 207178

leeseg Oss.  258n58
mand Pashto  269n77

ny MP 240
nafa-YAv. 52
nav Kurdish 207179

paeman- Av. 68
pasa- Khot. 146

rb’y MP 162

rrv- Khot. 162

rsn Parth. 12116
ruvas Oss. 146160
rwb’s Parth. 146n60

sel- Oss. 54
staora-YAv. 251

stura- Khot. 251n41

SiSaNP 143

419
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tab-NP 58 wryn’k Sogdian, wrynyk Khwarezmian
tadarv NP 146 179116

tasta- YAv. 146n60 wiz Gorani 182

tng Parth. 53 wpc Pahlavi 55

t$t' Pahlavi  146n60 wrize Pashto  192n43

ttatara-, ttara- Khot. 146 wyst MP  183n25

ttura- Khot. 252
xor Oss. 262166

urusa- OAv. 170 #xsyrf Oss. 193
xwr MP  262n66

vaeéiti- YAv. 169n25 xwar Oss. 262166

varanjana-, varayna- YAv. 179n16

varazuuant- YAv. 169n26 zairita- YAv. 52

visaiti YAv. 183n25

vizva Khunsari, vizm Talysh 182 3ebeex Oss. 253145

3ebidyr, 3ebodur Oss. 253
Indo-Aryan

Unmarked = Sanskrit

agni- 3 gardabhd- 188n33

ajd- 56, 284n3 gav-  284n3

amhii- 52, 83,1831n26

aratni- 272 hamsd- 56

avi- 56, 284n3 hdri- 52

agHindi 4 Jjdmbha- 52

dara- 39n4

ds-  272n84 kekara- 170

dta- 169n25 kravyd- 8o
krmi- 55

bir Hindi 4 krntdti  57n38
ksobhate 220m104

bhrzijate 169, 101 kulva- 196

bhrii- 58, 58n45

bhurjda- 169 lumpati 162

bhrsti- 224 luricati Pali  181n22
lupydte 162

cakrd- 122n10
mddhya- 54, 80

ddhati 54 mdntha- 57
ddrvi- 146n60 mydksati 170
dehi- 300

dirghd- 169 nagnd- 270n81
drdghiyas- 169 ndpat- 52
duhitdr- 52 nds- 281m101
éti 51 palava- 56, 293

parsana- 208



WORD INDEX

pasi- 41, 41n9
pdtra- 146n58
plisi- 184n29
prt-  3onsl
psati 262
pur- 300

raksati 170
rasmd 121n6

rdtha- 57
rasabhd- 188n33
ruksd 170

rsabhd- 188

sdsti 254148
sphird- 281
stambha- 6onss5
sthurd- 251n41
suna Hindi 4
sinu- 3

svdsar- 52,269

Sarabhd- 188n33

$akha- 53

$éva- 40, 5116

va 3

$vitna- 40
Tocharian

laks B 259

mitB 141148

S$akB 141n48
Seriye B 248n31

tapre, tewpe B 211ngo
tpdr, top A 211190

Anatolian
Unmarked = Hittite

ais 272n84
assa CLuw. 272n84

421

tarati 78
tavds- 106
tirthd- 78

tsdrati 220
tsdru- 220, 2201103
tucchyd- 53

ukhd- 254
upa-valhati 169n26

iidhar|n- 170
urdhvd- 169n26
iirj-  169n26
irnd- 56

vaviksa 170

vahaka- 9g9ni3zg

var-  87nuy

vimsati 183n25
vistfna— 242n19

vird- 3

vrihi-, Kati wri¢  192n43
vfsan-, vrsabhd- 188

ydbhati  33n55
ydava- 293
yudhyate 121
yuvdti  169n25
yzis— 169n25

tsaikam B 300n22
wds A 301n24

yasaB 3o1n24
yutk-A 121

haran- 244
hassa- 301
huhha- 254148
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karpina- 195151
kis-** 248

maliddu- 184n28
milit  184n28

nata- 240, 272

Uralic Languages

Finnish (Karelian)

ahdas 52
ahingas 1051160
ahjo 72

ahta- 52n21
airo 9o

aita 66n70
aivot  66n70
angerva 104
ankerias 54,103
ankkuri 25146
ansa 57

apila, apelias 100
ativo, atima 51, 51114, 81

buittoK 20

CirkkuX 74
Civissi K 74
congieK 74

ehkonen 55

haapa 288, 289n10
haara 59,144

hako F, K 53, 53n25
haljakka, Ingr. haljas 52
halla 54

halli  54n26, 59n50
hammas 52

hanhi 56

harakka 95n128
harava 144
harmaa 59, 64

hehvo 55
heimakunda X 81
heimo 51

heind 65,126

WORD INDEX

samlu- 298
ses-%  254n48

tama- HLuw., tdma Lycian 300
tarah-* 78
tuhhae-* 58

heiti- 59
helle, K helleh 54
helma 128
helmi 92
herhiliinen 55
herne 56,72
hieho 55

hihna 87,88
hiiva 46

hiki 92

hinta 130
hirvas, K hirvas§ 124
hirvi 55,124
hidhkyK 85
hoassaK 75
holkka on3g
hosia 9o
housut 69
hulkka 9n3
huone 46
hurtta 8

huttu F, K 76n95
huuhto- 88
hylje 112

hihnd  240n15
Hime 129
hdrkd 59,113
hdrmd 59

inhiminen 130
Inkeroin Ingr. 18, 299n21

Jjo 58
Jousi  66n69
jatki  249n33
Jarvi 86



WORD INDEX

kaari 99

kaarne 72

kaiho 48

kaima 50

kaiva- 48, 66n70
kala 94

kallas 106n163
kana 106n163
kansa 124m6
karva 55

kataja 84

kaula 122

kausta 46

keihds 72
kelles, K kelles  64n6s5
kelo 142

kelta 52n22
keltainen 52
keltalieko 54
kerta 119n2,140n44

ketara 46
kevit 82
kieli 19

kieral K 53n23

kinnas  49n9

kirves 57
kreivi 68
kukka 76ng9s5
kulo 108
kumpu- 48
kute- 94
kutsu- 120

kuurna 53n23
kuurne, K kuurnis  53n23
kuuruF  53n23

kuusi  84mi09

kypdrd 122

kiki 120

kédppé 76,77

kddrme 55,72

lahti 121

lahto 107

laiha 107

laiva 9o

lampi  47,156n10
lansi 48

lapa  101m149

423

lapio, lapia 101
lappa  76n95
laukama 77
laukas, K laukka 76
laukki 76,77
laukko 76

lava 101

lavea, lavia 53n24
lehti 265

leini K 65

leipa 65

leivo 67173, 92
leppd  89,102n153, 288
leuka 70n83

liha 92
litka 58, 68, 119
lohi 98

lohke-, lohjeta  6ons4
loma 120n2

louhi- 6ons4

lovi 130n26

lunka 125

luuta 59,108

mahla 92

malo F,K 122,135
maltsa 71n86
mehildinen 1071163
mela 105n159

mene- 48

metsd 54, 67, 2201104
mettd  220n104
mieroK 24

morsian, K morsien 51,75
muilaK 20

muna 4

muta 54n27

muula 20n34
muurahainen 55131
mdntid 57

mdyrd 134n34

napa 52,119
nepaa 52
netdli K 24n43
nevat 52,82
-niekka K 24
niided 57

niini 135135
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niisi 57
noki 126
norppa 112
nyhtdd 139
nysi 48

riorppi K 159n13

odelma, Ingr. oelma  104n158

oinas 56

olut 49
orehka 25146
orsi 144

ota 104n158
otsa 71n86

pahla 57
paimen 56
papu 228
pato 94
peippo 67173
pelu, pelut 56
perttiK 30,141

pesi 4,263
petdji 85
pihlaja 85
piiraa 8

pippuri 25146

pirtti E, K 76, 77,141,142
polkka ¥, X 9n3
populi  20n34
porkkana 32

puittoK 20

pulkka 8n3

puna, punainen  53n22
purje 90

puuro 60

pyord  86nuz

plhkind 288

palvi 120

racoi K 104

rahko 131
rako 60
ranne 121

ranta 50n13
rastas 49, 65,103
ratas, rattaat 57
reikd 66

reisi 66, 69,122

reki 104

reuna 58

rieska 1051159
roakie K  53n24
rouhi- 60, 60n54
routa 54

ruusu 69

rdstds 65,103

saari 91,92
sakara 46
salakka 97
salo 123
sammal 110
sampi 46, 219

sapa  74n91
saparo 74
seimi 68
seind 66
seipi 74,97
seiso- 66

seitsen 120n3
seivds 60, 66, 74
seura 119n2
siemen 56,119
sitka 94

siipi 74
sivatta 8

sika 73
silakka 95
silli 97

silta 57,73, 116, 119
sind 73

sisar 52n19
sitked 73
siula 57
soappoa K 8
soimi 68n74
sora 262
suitset 120n3
suka 127
sulkku 17
suola 59
Suomi 129
suomus 94
suu 120n3
syvd 69,73
sarki 94
sdiyne 94

WORD INDEX



WORD INDEX

SiklaK 57
SiltaK 19

taaja 53,119

takiainen, takkiainen 54, 81

takkisheini K 81
talja 120

tammi 231

tapa 60

taula 54

tavea 53, 53n24
tavi 92

tavia 53n24
teeri 146

tempa- 58

terva 49

tetri 146

tine 68
toakieK 53

toe 97

torvi 58

tuhat 105
tuhkuri 25146
tuohi 48

turku 8

turska 255
tuulas, tuulaalla 58,108
tuura 60,108
thjd 53

tytdar 52

tytto, K tytto, tytéi  52m18
uksi 47

vaaja 50, 11911
Veps

adiv 51
aivod 66n70

bapshaine 55, 55131
Ciraita 74

hago 53n25
hdihk 85

inehmoi 130

vaapsainen 55, 55131
vaha 106n163, 218n98
vahtera 288

vakka 102

vanha 72,146
vannas 56

varas 100
varhainen 100
varpunen 103n154
varsi 143

vehnd F, K 239
veitsi 120n3

verdji  24n43
viehkuri K 24, 25146
vield 61

viha 72
vihuri K 25n46
villa 56

voakie K 53n24
vohla, vohli 62
vuapsahane K 55n31
vuitti K 20

vuohi 56

vuona 56

vuonna 75

yuoro 59

vuota 49n9

ynnd 56n34

des 50
dngerids K 103
atdld 104

kaput 20n34

karnis 72

kauh, kouvaz  78n101
kurdeh 53

kiiud 54

lahk 107
lapak  76n95

pelu 56
pert 76,141
pihl 8snuo
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rouhi- 60
roun 58
siléi  69n8o
sizar 52m19
Suuk 17

Votic

ahaz 52
apila 100n140

borkkana 32
harmaa 59

iiva 46

Jjarvi, jérvi  87nus

kurré 53
kélta 52n22,54

leipd 67

paalis, pahlis 57139
paiméé 56

pthlpuu  85n110
poippd 67173
pddlin, pdhlin - 57n39

rassa 103
routa 54
rdsdz 103

Estonian (Voro)

aas 57
aed 66n70, 91
aer 9o

ahing 1051160
aidVo. 66n70

aim Leivu 65, 67n73
aivég Vo.  66n7o
angerjas 54,103
arak 95128
atmaVo. 52n21

eerus, V0. eheriis 73
ere 128

tineh 68
tulhuuda 58,108

varpitada, virbitada 61

seivdz 74

siipi 74

sifra 20n34

soola, $ohla 57139
suura, syyru 20134
soiso- 67n73

so6ra 20n34

takkiaz, takkiain 81

toho 56n33
t$ddppd 76
togo 97

vaapsaz 55131
vaapsia 55
vadnaz 56
voho 56

varpo 103m54
vodna 56

oimo 67n73
olud 49

dngerid. 103
atdld 104

haab 288

haahVo. 56,72
haar 59

hagu, haga 53, 82
hainVo. 65
hakkama 100
haljas 52

hall 54, 54126, 59150
hammas 52

hani 56

harakas, Vo. harak  95m128
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hafmVo. 59, 64
haroVo. 59
hein 65,126
heis 59

here 128
herilane 55
hernes 56
hiitd-Vo. 68n74
hind 130

hirv 55
hoonéhVo. 46
hurt 8

héimVo. 51, 67n73, 68n73

héimandé Vo. 81
hélm 128
hddal 104
hditse-Vo. 59
hirg 59

hirm 59
hiiljes 112

ihn 87
iive 46
inemine Vo. 130

Jo, ju 58,71
Jjudor, jutrVo. 100
Jalg  249n33

Jjdrv 86
kadakas 84
kael 122
kaeva- 66n70
kaim 50

kala 94

kard goni21
karv 55
kaust 46

kiil, Vo. kiiriline 55
kinnas  49n9
kirves 57
kodar 46

kold 54
kollane 52
kollog Vo. 9
kulu 108
kurre, kurt 53,77
kurt 99ni38
kutsu- 120

kollané Vo. 52
kénoVo. 299
korts, VO. korts  32n54

kdrg, kdri, kidrv 249, 249n33

kdrm, kdrv 55, 77, 99138
kagi, kdgu 120

kidbas 76

kiibar 122

labidas 101

laev 9o
lahja 107
laht 121

laib Leivu 65
lainaliné Seto 65
lava 101

leht 265

leib 65, 67

leika-  67n73

lein 65

lepp  89,102m153
liig 58,68

luud 59,108
l6he, [6hi o8
l6ivVo.  67n73
looke 92

loug 70n83
l66noq Vo. 58naq
l6ots  105m159
lddts 202

maasikas, Vo. maask 72
malts 71n86

mets 54,67

mugol, muklVo. 2on34
méla 105n159
morsja, morsija 51
mots Vo. 54, 67
mdger 134n34

mdhk 99m38

mdnd 57

mddr 134n34

naba 52
niied 57
nébu 52
négi 126

ndnniit Vo.  56n34
ndtdal'Vo. 24n43
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oinas, VO. oinas, oonas

0si 9o
ots 71n86
pahl 57

pahr, parh Vo. 56,73, 78

pihl E, V3.  85n110
pihlakas 85
piitd-Vo.  68n74
pipar 14n17
pobul  20n34
poeg, Vo. poig 9
polk  9n3
porgand  229n122
pragu 60
puder 60

puri 90, 249133
porknasVe. 32
pihkel 288
pihnVo. 240m5

raastas 103
raig V6. 66
raizVo. 66, 69, 122
rand 50m3
ranne 121

ratas, rattad 57
regi 104

reig 66

reis 66,122
réhu- 60
r66noq Vo. 58
réosk 105n159

rdstas, VO. rdstds 49,103

saba 74n91
sagar 46
sainVo. 66

saisa-Vo. 66

saivas Vo. 60, 66, 74, 74n92

salak 97
salu 123
samb 46
sammal 110
seeme 56
seimVo. 68
sein 66
seisa- 66
siga 73

siibVo. 74

siig 94,95

siil  69n8o

sifs  52n19

sikké Vo. 73
silakas 95
SildE,Vo. 57,73
silk 95, 95n129
sina E,Vo. 73
sitke 73

soime 68n74
sool 59

suga 127
suidsoq Vo.  12on3
suu  120n3
suurmaq Vo. 261
sysVo. 52nm19
sysalik Vo.  52m1g
sysarVo. 52, 52n19

s6im  68n74
soisa- 67n73
sora 262
sosar 52

siiva Vo. 69,73

taba 60

tael 54
taivikas  74n90
takjas, takijas 54, 80
tamm 231
tava 60

teder 146

teib 74,97
teivas 60, 66, 74
teivikas  74n90
tiib 74

toht 48
tsibisemdVo. 74
tsigaVo. 73
tsirisemd Vo. 74
tsirkVo. 74
tsungma Vo. 74
tuhat 105
tuhkur 15n20, 25146
turg 8

tursk 255
tuur 60,108
tomba- 58
tori 58
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torv 49
tdaivikas  74n90
totkes 94

tithi 53

tiitar 52

uks 47
vaha 106m63

vaher 288
vahn Leivua 72

vai 50
vakk 102
vana 146

vannas 56

vapsik 55, 55131, 77
varane, VO. varahiné 100
varblane 103n154

vars 143

vasak 146
Livonian

addél 104

ag 53

aim 51,65

aina 65,126

akké 100

al 54n26, 59150
ambaz 52
angorz 54,103
angdz 105n160

’

ar 59
aragbz 95m128

borkéin 32
daggol 54

tlgaz 12

imi Salaca 130
inda 130

iné 56bn34

ira 55

jamdo  87nus
Jjernaz 56
Jjora 87nus
Jju 58

veel 61

veer 137n40
vigl Vo. 61

vill 56

vohl 62n61
voor 59

vuun Vo. 56
vihk 99

vii Leivu  9gni38
viray 24n43
virb, virblane 103m54

ohv 55
0is, Oitse- 59
ors 144

ddal 104

dke 50
dnger(jas) 103
atalvo. 104

Jjuddér 100

jo 58

jdmde Salaca  87nu5
Jjdru Salaca  87nus

kaggol 122
kaima 50
kala 94
karda 9gomi21
karnaz 72
keg 120
kibar 122
kierméz 55
kil kil 50
kindaz 49n9
kiraz 57

kola 50

kosta 46
kova- 66n70
kriev Salaca 261
ku'l 108
kutsé 120
koddorz 46

kéidaz  68n77
kdpa 141148
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laib* Salaca 65

laik 76

laja 107

led 265

liepa 89,102n153
lgja 90

lova 101

ludé 59,108
l6ga  70n83

loiga  68n77
l@’bdi 101

madal 104m57
moltsoz, moltsi 7186
motsa 54, 67
mdggorz 134n34

naba 52
nidod 57
nin 87

nddi 24n43

odoz 52
ola 54
olaz 52
9z 57

pada  141n48

paint 56
palandéks 50
piedag 85
poloz 57139
potog 165
puba 228
puraz 9o

randa 5oni3
rasta 49,103
rat Salaca 57
rattod 57
reggoz 104
roské  105n159

saina 66
sarma 129n2;
stemt 56
sigoz 94

silda 57

silk 95

spmal 110

su  120m3

suga 127

suiksud Salaca 120n3
siol 59

sturmed Salaca 262
surméd 261

sozar 52

tabar 74
taibaz 60, 66, 74
teddor 146
teib 74,97,165
tiboz 74
tidar 52

tija 53

tin Salaca 68
t0goz 97

tsif 69n8o
tuoigoz 48
tivtontd 105
turska 255
tombo- 58
tora 49

tim 231

uks 47
uondz 56
urtapin 8

vaiga 50
vaka 102
vana 146
vaps  55n31
varaz, varri 100
varé 143
vejoz 99
vel,ve’'l 61n59
verbiksé 61
vieddél 104mi57
vila 56

v9'  106n163
vol 49

vontsa 71n86
Voré 144

vozZa 9o
vagali 99
vaji* Salaca  9gni38
varboks 61
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0v 55
aggoz 50
drga 59
drma 59
Western Sami

Unmarked = North Sdmi

dldu 86nug

barta 141
biebmat 120n2
bievla 120

boaris 101146
buossi 125

dohkut 127
Cuonjd  138n43
Cuorpmas 127
Cuozzut 66

daajvaj S 19

dadgat 73

daktere S, dakter Pite 126n22
darvi 49mz2

ddvjd 19

dealligN m2n172

divttis  126n22

dullja Nw. Sami  n12n172
duollji 120

duovli 124

faggi 121
fihééu  72n86

gahpir 122

galda 64n65

gamhtseS  49n9

gaskkas, S gasnges  84n109
gavjia 49ni2

gdranas 72

geardi 19n2

gearhkaS 126

giehka 120
giehpa 125
giella 19

gierdnas Torne 126
goahcci 85

tinis Salaca  56n34

gohccéut 120
guoibmi 50
guos'si  124n16
guossa  69n79
guovllas 122

heargi 113
Javri 86
Johtit 121

Jjorbmi 142n51

lasta 265

leaibi, S liejpie 89,126, 288

liigi, S lijkie 119
livttis  126n22
loapmi 1gn2

loggut 125
luokta 121
luossa 98
luowi 101
mddjit 96

meahccdnit, S meahtsanidh

mealli 1051159
miehtjiedidh, miehtsie S

124n17

miehttjen L, miehttjiedit Ume

muolos L 122,135

ndhpi, S naepie 119
neahpdt, S neapede 82
ndervie 112

raaktse S  126n22
riessan, riessat, S riesedh
ruoida 122

saajmieS 110
saertieS 121

121
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sallit, L sallet 96
sarvva 123
sarvis 124
sassnel. 87
sdhppasat  88n118
sdpmi 129

sdrdi, L sdrdde 122,122n7
sealma$S 128
seamul 110
sesnieS 87
siebrre L 119n2
siekkis  88nn8
siepman 119
sjerrat L 128
sjdavonjeS 128
slikte S 126n22
suhpi 288
suoidni  67n72,126
suoldni 123

suolu 123

suorgi 144

Eastern Sami
Unmarked = Skolt Sdmi

¢ormm, K &irrm  142n50
Suérmds 127
Cadkkad 127

jaa'tted 121
Jjaurr 86

ked’pper 122
kobjj  agmi2
koldd  64n65
kuei'mm 50
kit'ssK  124n16
kuvlds 122
kud’'c'cev 85
kdcéad 120

kiokk 120
kiopp 125
led’pp,Klie'hp 89

lijjgK ng
lostt 265

suorri 123,144
samolL 110

Saldi 19
Searrat 128
Sielbmd 128

suvon 128

tialleS 142
tjetskie S, tjaskie Ume 143

urriesS 124

vagna L 121n5

vassi 72
veardi 144
vietka 125

vievgna 121n5

vuessie S 124

vuevjie S, vuojyve L 50, 19m1
yuoras 100

Vuos'si 124

luevwv 101
luhtt 121
ludss 98

lyepi1  101M149
layngeK 125

mecéin, mecci1  124m17
med’c'c 124m7
mudlas 122

nappe Ter 119
nuerj mu2
ndd’pp 19

pedm'mad 120n2
pidull 120

portt 141

pud’res 101m146

ridzzdm 121
rudddds, 1 ruodds 121
rudidd 122
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saarrd K 122
saavvy K 110
sdad’rves 124
sddumel 110
sielaj Ter 123
sidvyul1 110
sorvy 123
sévpalK 110
sueinn 126
sue’lnn 123
suerr 123,144
sdrdd 122
sau'nnj, 1sdvyi 110

Saahpres K 88nu8
sa’'ldd ug
se’snn, 87nu8

Mordvin
alEM 130,130n27

al-EM 130n27
avkds M 102m152

avto-E 139
ajM 86

arkiM 86
azniM 86

éana, éando E  130n28
éonda E 130

¢E 86
erkeE 86
ezrieE 86

génivaE 88
inZeE, inZiM 130
Jaj, jat, jaldd, jarkda M

kaldaz M 134

kardaz, kardo E, karda M

karks EM 130
karmanM 230
kavtoE 139
kingi E 263
kifaz M 133

86n114

134

Simng K 88nu8
Sisne1  87nu8

tajvaTer mg
tarvw  49m2
tuelli 120
tuvll 124
tdujja 119
va'gg 121
verdil 144
viotkk 125
voyy  121n5
vohé K 72n86
vuords, Kvaras 100, 101n144

o0

aares 124

kenZe E 263

ker$ E, kerzi M 137

kefaz E 133

kijovE 69n8o

kirda E  140n44

kodorks E, kodarks M 46n4
ksnaE 87,135

ksta-, kstaE 88

kuékan EM  102m152, 230
karda M  140n44

lango E, langaM 131
lungada-M 135135
luwM  130n26
luvode-E 135135

lejks E 135135

lenge E, lengd M 135
lepeE, lepd M 89,135, 288
lev§ E 135135

lija E, lijg M 136

lijado-E, ljjads-M 136
liSme E, lismd M 13

malaso E, malasaM 135
mild M 1051159

mitkou E  230n123

modaM  54n27

morkov, mofkovE  230m123
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nargazM 134

riefta-M 139
riergazE 134
rievta-E 139
paroE 132

panct, panst E, pandaz M 135
paksd, pasi M 240n15
pastaM 288

pejel E, pejol M 135

penge E, pengd M 130
pirgineE 136

potmo, potso E, potma, potsa M
praban M 230

praM  136n36

purgirie E, pufgonid M 136
purkiM 32,229

pusmo E, pusmaM 35,130

raske E 132
rasko E, raskaM 131
roZEM 192
rudaz E 131

feda- E, Fidda-M 132
FiSme E, fiSmd M 121n6

sad E  145n56, 262n68
sal EM 137,137n41
simen E, Siman M 132

sod EM 136
sok$E 109
stifE 139

suro E, suraM 136, 262
sed’ EM  136n37

Mari
ertakE 140n44
Jer E, jirW 86
kara$ E, kirdsW 133
koz 84mog

kiidar E  146n59

lume-yoz, W l6me-koz  84ni09
lostas E, lastds W 265

132

serndM 86

Simarn M 132

SifeE 132

Sisem E, siSom M 136
Sive E,SivdaM 132
$0k$E 109

StiFEM 139

SaksiM  240n15
senze, Sen§ E 138
Senzej, Senzif E 138
snaM 87,135
sta-, staM 87

talaj EM 133

truba EM 137

tumo E, tumaM 231
turba EM 137
turtov, turton E 132
tuvo E, tuvaM 73

tejteE 139

terde- E, terdo-M 131
tozom E 109

tozan E, toZin M 108,135

udem E, udam M 109n169
ukstorE - 288

vakan E  102n152
vere E, vifi M 137n40

vir EM 137
vis EM 239
ardazM 131

nerye E, neryaW 134
riokta- 139

pisteE  240m5
pondoE 144

port EW 140,142
piiryo Volga 144n55
piildyerdo W  140n44
piik§ EW 288
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riidana-E  131n30
rézaW 193146

sarmd W 142
sotsW 136

saske E, saska W 85,143
Siste E 240n15

Sopke E 288

Sor-wondo E 144

SukE 140n44

Sukerte, W Sukerda 140n44
Surmapse E, Siirmo 142
SuW  136n37

SuéE 136

sidiirE  145n56

SiujE 136n37

Siilo W  69n8o

Stisto E, $asta W ‘strap’ 88
Sasto W ‘wax’ 88, 88n1ug

Permic

(K = Komi, U = Udmurt)

amis, ame3 K, amez U 215

bez K, bizU 262n68
bord K, burd U 146n58

lersK, éersU  146n58
usK 143

‘ez KU 138

dar K, duri U 146n60
ezK 88nug

en K 69n79

es-K, eski-U  262n68
gu-K 146n60

Jir, jar K 142n51
kac-pomel' K 85

karasU 133
kartaK 134

tenaz E, tansz W 133
ti¢  86,137n37

tul EW  69n79

tumo E, tumW 231
tig, tiLiZ E 70

tiizem E, tazem W 109

urzaE 193146
uzarE 142

wastar EW 288

wiste, wiste E, wista NW 239

wondo E 144

wuryo E, wuryd W 144n55

wurdo E, wurdd W 143, 144n55

wuryem E, wiryem W 144

arddnges W 131n30

drzaW 193146
3ZarW 142

kez K 69n79
kirnis K 72
komig, ku-mic K, kumiz U

lo-K 145157
maK,muU 145
ninK 135135
9K 145156

omezU 215

paspuU 288
puzU 263

rodeg K 131n30
ru¢ K 146n60, 192
rugeg K 192

saK 136
silal, slalU 137,192,193
solK 137

sot- K 136n37

248n29

435



436 WORD INDEX

sovK 137 vez-K  120n3

suU 136 vo-K 145n57

suti-U  136n37 vo K 145156
vwziU 142

serK 142 vuU 145

S$isK  88niig vur-K 144

SorU 142 vuz U 145,146n62

susU  88nug
za K 145n56, 262n68

tarK 146 zer KU 262
tasti K 146n60 zil K 262n68
tevK 69n79 zuU 145156
turU 146
tusti U 146n60 sazeg U 138n43
3egU 192

vaK 145 306U 146n60, 192
wapum U 145156 3izegU 192
vazK 145 303eg, su-30k K 138n43
vezK 142

Other Uralic

(Hu. = Hungarian, Kh. Khanty, Ms. = Mansi)

amlMs. 69n79 yowtMs.  69n79
kodsp Ms. 85
basa Ngan. 301n24 koyiKh. 120
burgonya Hu. 230m124 kunsKh. 263
kutar Kh. 146
éa'n Kamas 86 kwidagej Selkup 146

kwéndaj, kwdndaga Selkup 146
¢a¢Kh. 138n42
lengyel, lengyen Hu. 19n31

hagyma Hu. 248n29 lintaNgan. 48

lirit-, a07i$- Kh.  66n69
joraNenets 87 lup Ms.  101m149
Jur, jor Kh. 142n51 liinha Ngan. 48

kay*iKh. 120

kajbuNgan. 48 maci Selkup  54n27
kap, kimp Ms. 77198 mins{ Ngan. 48
kasip Ms. 85 mumus Hu. 29

kep, kemp Ms. 77198

kesi Selkup  301n24 riir Ngan. 48

koc¢e Ngan. 48

konhu Ngan. 48 po¢, po¢ Kh.  138n42
kori Selkup 87

kos-, yos-Kh. 66n69 rég, régi Hu. 100n144

kossm, yosman Ms.  248n29
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same Enets, sarrmik® Nenets  142n50
sas Ms. 138n42
sziil, siin Hu.  69n8o

SuramKh. 142

ses Ms.  138n42
$2$Kh. 138n42
tit Mator 86
tot Selkup 86

Other Languages
Turkic (Mongolian, Tungusic)

amac Turk., Uighur 215

anja Manchu, anjis Mongolian 215
apsagq, ausaq Siberian Tat. 278
aris Tat., Bashkir 193

avdt- Chuv. 278

avds Chuv. 278

barg OTur. 140, 140146
bas OTur. 141
birt Yakut 140

éaske Tat. 143
¢isaTat. 143
Cista Tat. 143

dalaj Kyrgyz 134
dingez Tat., deniz Kyrgyz 133
dommaj Karachay 221m107

elmd Tat. 235
elme Kumyk, elmen Noghai 235
emen Noghai 235

gombd Tat.  236n7, 256
giin Turk.  236n7

izep Khakas 242
ihir Yakut 242

ira$ Chuv. 193
irt-Yakut 141147

437

toti- Selkup 86
turi$-Ms. 66

turam Kh. 142
tigyes Hu.  262n68

varr Hu. 144
vés Hu. 120n3

waéy, way* Kh.  120n4

Jjélme Chuv. 235

karas Chuv. 133

karta Chuv. 134

kampa Chuv.  236n7, 256

kan Chuv.  236n7

kandala Chuv. 236

kdrdz Tat., kdrdd Bashkir 133
kdrtd Tat., Bashkir 134

kéncele Chuv. 236

kérpe Chuv. 133, 256

kirtd Tat. 134

kirt-Yakut 140n47

kirt Yakut 141147

kompa Chuv. 256

kongdld Tat. 236

ki;'rpe Chuv., korpd Tat. 133, 256
Kureys Turk. 197n59

kiirtiik Shor, kiirtkii Khakas 146n59

os Khakas 278
ot- OTur. 278

papaz Turk. 202n64
parmak Turk. 141
pardx Chuv.  144n55
porria Chuv. 141
port Chuv. 140
piirrie Chuv. 141
piirt Chuv. 140
piisek Chuv. 141
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salat Chuv. 193147
sara- Yakut 141n47
sirda- Yakut  141n47
sof Turk. 242
Surt, Sort Chuv. 141
saské Chuv. 143
Sdske Bashkir 143
sesd Tat. 143
Sista Tat. 143
Afroasiatic

*a-baw Berber 228n118
bjt Egyptian 227

churiiMaa 252
croompa, crampa Coptic 189

ebié Coptic 227
gr-(n)-p.t Egyptian 189

hréra Coptic  189n37
hrr.t Egyptian  189n37

imlig Arabic 117m178
‘Caucasian’

domba Georgian 221n107
a-domp’éj Abkhaz 221m107

kart Ingush 134

mary Lak, marg*a Dargwa 2311126

Other

aruda Sumerian 233

kws Ket, Yugh 13n174, nqmizg

Yevrumines Etruscan 253

talaj Tat., Kazakh 134
tilmaé, OTur. 236

tilbas Yakut, tilmac Tat. 236
usaq Tat. 278

zerbaf Turk. 242n21
ziimriit Turk.  242n21

Sugutur Karachay 253145

gnp’ Syriac 207
qunnabu Akkadian 207

*sin Berber 252143
sor Ge'ez 252

suru Akkadian 252
twr Aramaic 252
tawr Arabic 252

*a-zgdr Berber 252n43

msxali Georgian  298n20
Sag¥ttor Kabardian 253145

3ixvi Georgian 253145

uruda Sumerian 233

zilhar Basque 226
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The East Baltic languages are well known for their conservative phonology as
compared to other Indo-European languages, which has led to a stereotype
that the Balts developed in isolation without much contact with other
speech communities. This book challenges that view, taking a deep dive into
the East Baltic lexicon and peeling away the layers of prehistoric borrowings
in the process. As well as significant contact events with known languages,
the lexicon also reveals evidence of contact with unattested languages from
which previous populations must have shifted.
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