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Part 1

CONTACTS WITH KNOWN
LANGUAGES






1.1. Baltic-Slavic contacts

1.1.1. Early Slavic — Baltic loans

1.1.1.1. Preliminaries

The goal in this chapter is to establish the extent and nature of the
earliest contacts between Baltic and East Slavic. While several studies
have focused on the Slavic loanwords in Baltic (the pioneer articles
being Briickner 1877; Endzelins 1899; Buga 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
ambiguous 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”
substitution strategies (Stang 1957: 52-55). For instance, the
examination of Lithuanian proper nouns transcribed into Cyrillic in
13'™ and 14*® century documents, led Biiga (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 literary period is hardly
tenable; however, it is clear that the substitutions Slavic o = 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.

notura ‘character, nature’ from Polish natura, a recent Latin loanword;
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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),

gvoltas ‘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 /o/ 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. Zinkevic¢ius 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.8

Moreover, as the Finnic loanwords from Slavic also clearly show the
preservation 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’ < OR nupors (R nupde,
(= F piiraa) GEN.SG. nupoed)
Lt. sopdgas, Lv. zabaks ‘boot’ < OR candrwsb, GEN.SG. camnora
(= K soappoa)
Lv. Zlvats? ‘animal’ «— ORxuBOTBH, GEN.SG. XHUBOTA
(= F siivatta ‘livestock’) ‘life; animal’ (R dial. acusomui

‘livestock; property’)

8 On the substitution of Baltic *a with Finnic *a and *o, see p. 119.
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In Finnic, the smaller corpus of loanwords makes the suggestion of
“traditional” substitution patterns less plausible, and the above
examples must be accepted 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 nativization strategies. It is in fact
highly difficult to identify the oldest layer of loanwords 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 resulting data will form the corpus for further analysis.

1.1.1.2. Reflection of yers

Finding unambiguous examples of the reflection of the Slavic reduced
vowels 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. kufts ‘greyhound’ « R, Uk. xopm ‘greyhound’ (=
SCr. h't, Pl.chart); also — F hurtta, E hurt, Li. idrta-pi'n
‘greyhound’ (Kalima 1952: 66)

— Lt obs. tulkas, Lv. tulks ‘interpreter’ < OR *TBbakb, MR mosk
‘interpreter’ (= OCS TJ1BKB)

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

9 On the Latvian -i-, see fn. 23.
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— Lt. pulkas, Lv.pulks ‘crowd, troop’ ?« OR mbiakb ‘troop,

regiment; crowd, throng’ (= OCS mabkb)10

While these are generally acknowledged as early loans, it should not be
overlooked that similar substitutions are also attested in relatively late
loanwords. Historically, in the absence of a phoneme /6/ in either
Latvian or Lithuanian, a foreign /oRC/ has been substituted as /uRC/.
Note, for instance, PrLt. kufbas, dial. kufvis ‘basket’ (« Prussian
German korb, korw, Alminauskis 1934: 76; LEW 220) and Lt. dial.
guiitas ‘roof shingle’ (<« Pl. gont; LEW 176). A similar strategy is
attested in Latvian loans from Estonian, e.g. puika ‘boy’ (« V&. poig,
E poeg ‘son’),1* kulda ‘ash pit’ (« V8&. kolléq, GEN.SG. koldd), cf. Thomsen
(1890: 263-273). Most probably, the same applies for some dialectally
isolated loans like Lv. dial. (Nauk$éni) burtenis ‘empty beehive’ <«
R dial. (Pskov, P3C IV: 96) 66pmens ‘hive used to attract bees’ (ME I:
354); Lv. dial. (Aloja) turba ‘knapsack’ « R dial. mdp6a (ME 1V: 268);
and High Latvian pulna ‘enough!” < R ndaHno (cf. Buga 1925: 44).12

10 The rare F pulkka ‘regiment, troop’, quoted by Ahlqvist (1871: 209), shows a
limited dialectal 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. hulkka beside holkka ‘crowd; troop’,
considered to be of Germanic origin (cf. LAGLOS I: 119-120).

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

12 Lv. dial. tulpities ‘to crowd’ « moanimuca (Biiga 1925: 43) may be based on
the dial. 3sG.PRES. mdanumcs (cf. CPHI' XLIV: 207), which must be the older
form in view of the oxytone accentuation of mosand (3anususik 2019: 208); cf.
also Uk. mdenumucsa (which must be analogical after 3SG.PRES. mdenumucs).
Despite ME (IV: 260), it does not seem likely that the Latvian word is cognate
with Lt. dial. tulpinti ‘make room for, economize’. The latter seems somehow

to have been formed secondarily from tilpti ‘fit, have enough room’ (compare
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This observation raises suspicion with regard to the AuksStaitian dial.
bulvénas ‘idol; dummy’, Lv. dial. (Vidzeme) bulvans (ME I: 349), bulens
(EH I: 251) ‘decoy bird’ « Russian 6osedH ‘idol; stuffed animal,
dummy’ (Jann? I: 111), which have consistently been described as
early loanwords (e.g. Biiga 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 dissimilative
akanje typical of north-eastern Belarusian dialects (Wexler 1977: 79-
80).13 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).

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 III: 123).14 In

Smoczynski 2018: 1484), although the details are unclear. Incidentally, the
Latvian accentuation might also speak against an old loan (see 1.1.1.7).

13 Similarly, Endzelins (1899: 298) refers to the pronunciation of unstressed
*0 as [u] in some Russian dialects (on this see JAP I: No. 2). This explanation
seems possible for Lt. tulkoc3us (Brodowski 923) ‘pestle’, cf. Bel. majkdu
(Buga 1925: 763); perhaps also Lv. dial. (Endzelins 1899: 299) grumada
‘assembly’, Lt. grumada ‘crowd’ (Juska II: 478), grummodas ‘Haufe Fliegen’
(Ruhig II: 192) ?« Bel. dial. (*)ep[y]mdda, if not simply « Polish gromada
‘flock, crowd’.

14 Further cf. Alb. treg, dial. tregé ‘market’ (cf. Meyer 1891: 323-324; Jokl
1924: 88). If we reconstruct *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. Note that
Bjorvand/Lindemann (2018: 1328-1330) assume the Baltic and Slavic words
are loans from Germanic, cf. ON torg ‘market’, but it is doubtful there are any
Norse loans in Proto-Slavic or in East Baltic (see 1.2). Significantly, their

account fails to explain the Albanian data.
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principle, the Slavic loan etymologies in all of these cases are
encouraged primarily by circumstantial facts, for instance the existence
of early parallel loans into Finnic from the same sources, although

some phonetic details favour the loan etymologies. 15

The Slavic word *pulka/u- ‘crowd; military regiment’ is a loan from
Germanic (cf. OHG folc ‘people, crowd, troop’).16 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 Germanic origin. Hirt (1898: 350) in this and
other cases has assumed direct adoptions from Gothic (see also 1.2),

while Blga (1922: 71) has preferred to assume a Slavic intermediary:

— Lt. dsilas ‘donkey’ « OR ocbab ‘donkey’ / « Go. asilus ‘donkey’
— Lv. brunas F.pL. ‘armour’ < OR 6pbHA ‘armour’ (also 6pbHbB

F.PL., cf. CPS1 11-14 I: 321) / « Go. brunjo ‘breastplate’?

15 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 Olr. do-tluchethar ‘seek, demand’, Lat. loquor ‘talk’ (which rule out a
root-internal laryngeal), which might favour a Slavic origin. See 1.1.1.7.

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

17 For the Slavic word, Pronk-Tiethoff (2012: 122-123) considers it impossible
to decide between a Gothic or West Germanic source. However, on the basis of
OR nbHA3B ‘coin’ (CAPA 11-14 IX: 407) « OS penning ‘penny’ (where we must
assume an original *pénéze- by dissimilation; cf. the close parallel in OCS
Mbcanb ‘moon’, dissimilated from *méséce- < IE *meh;ns- ‘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- (> OR **6poyna). Therefore, a Gothic source

seems preferable.
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— Lt. kdtilas, Lv. katls ‘kettle’ < OR koTbasb ‘kettle’ / « Go. katils*
‘kettle’
— Lt. stiklas, Lv. stikls ‘glass’ « OR cTtbekyo ‘glass’ / « Go. stikls

‘cup, chalice’18

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. Piliciauskiené (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. acéa, Pl. osiot
‘donkey’ as a source either, as this Slavic suffix appears as Lt. -ilas even
in recent loanwords. Thus, South Auks$taitian busilas ‘stork’ (see
Naktiniené et al. 1988: 48) « Bel. 6yces (GEN.SG. 6ycsaa) cannot be an
old borrowing in view of its short first-syllable vowel. Likewise,
Lt. kazilai ‘saw-horse’ can hardly be from OR “ko3sbab1 (pace Biiga
1925: 41; Smoczynski 2018: 513), as this particular sense is a
Polonism, and in turn a calque from German Bock (REW I: 590). In view

of this, it is also possible that Lt. kubilas ‘tub, barrel’ is a relatively

18 Although the Slavic word seems to fit better semantically, it cannot be
excluded that the 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).
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recent loan from Polish kubet ‘bucket’ rather than representing an
early loan from the source of RCS kb6bab*, OPL. (hapax, 15™ c.) gbet
‘bucket’ (cf. Biga 1925: 38-39).19

As for the other words, no conclusions can be drawn as to their
proximate 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- (> OPl. kmie¢ ‘serf,
peasant’).

— Lt. krikstas ‘baptism’ ?«< Pr. *kriksta-, cf. Pr. Il crixti laiskas
‘tauffbiichlein’ « Lechitic *krista- (> OPl. krzest ‘baptism’; SSP I:
257)

For Lt. krik§tas, an ultimately West Slavic origin is attractive for
semantic reasons. Continuants of Proto-Slavic *krista- mean ‘baptism’
in traditionally Catholic areas (i.e. West Slavic and Slovene), while in

Eastern Christianity they have the meaning ‘cross, crucifix’.

19 Both Slavic words are of West Germanic origin, cf. MHG kiibel ‘bucket, tub;
dry measure’ (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. kotta, kubta; cf. similarly Lt. pdslas ‘ambassador’ « Pl. paset, GEN.SG.
pasta. The High Latvian kubyls cited by Buga (1925: 38) as evidence of an
unsyncopated form is considered dubious by ME (1I: 297).
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Accordingly, a sense ‘baptism’ is unattested in Old Russian (CAPA 11-
14 IV: 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).20 Lt. kriksc¢idnis, Lv. dial. (Zemgale)
kriskans ‘Christian’ may also have come via the same route (cf. Pr. III
crixtianai* NOM.PL.). This has both linguistic and non-linguistic

implications.

On the linguistic side, the -§- in Lt. krikstas has sparked much
discussion. Buga (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 that the shift to -s- is due to the intrusive -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 -§- in Lithuanian (e.g. Lt. duksas
‘gold’ = Pr. E ausis; Lt. alksnis, dial. aliksnis ‘alder’ = R osbxd; Lt. tioksas

‘tree hollow’ = Lat. 0s ‘mouth’).

A Prussian transmission gives us a new possible explanation. In
transitional Prussian-Lithuanian dialect areas, there would
undoubtedly have been a significant level of bilingualism, providing the

prerequisites for “etymological nativization” to take place. The regular

20 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 opinion, is in turn derived from OR kpbcTHTH
(3anu3nsak 2019: 365) ‘baptise’. However, the root stress in the verb rather
points towards a denominal formation. Importantly, the Lt. form corresponds
precisely to Pr.III 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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v

correspondence between Lithuanian § and Prussian s may have been
recognized by bilingual speakers, leading them to favour the seemingly
counterintuitive substitution /s/ — /S$/ over the phonetically 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 I: No. 82) brufsé ‘roach’ « Pr.E brunse
‘roach’ (PKEZ I: 161) beside Zem. bruisé (< *brysé, cf.
Trautmann 1910: 145).

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

— Lt. (W Zem.; PrLt.) kridu$é ‘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).21

— Lt. §drvas, PL. Sarvafl ‘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 IV:
65) derive from a need to explain the unexpected s-.

—  (3ukmistras) ‘Fischmeister’ (CIG I: 663)22 « Pr.E suckis, III

suckans Acc.PL. ‘fish’.

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

22 The stressed form Zukmistras given by Brugmann (1897: 104), and found
abundantly elsewhere (even in LKZ) is apparently not attested (cf. Biiga RR II:
721). Mielcke (I: 341) and Nesselmann (1851: 552) have Zukmistras without
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From a non-linguistic perspective, this analysis removes one of the key
arguments for an early informal Christianization from the east, which
has been taken for granted since Buga (cf. Biga 1912: 11). Indeed,
assuming a Prussian intermediary, one would hardly need to date such
Christian terminology significantly 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. 23

Despite these ambiguities, the following ten cases seem to provide

compelling evidence of early contacts between Slavic and East Baltic:

— Lt. dial. birkavas, birkuva ‘a weight of 10 pudai’, Lv. bifkavs
‘ship-pound’ < ONovg. 6bpKOBbECKD, 2 weight measure, frequent
in Novgorod gramotas (cf. 3anu3usak 2004: 713 and Thérnqvist
1948: 29-32, where the ultimate connection with ML Birca,
OSw. Biaerké is discussed)

— Lv. krusts, dial. krists ‘cross’ < OR kpbcT® ‘cross’ (see above)

— 7 Lt. Pévilas, Lv. Pdvils ‘Paul’ « OR IlaBbasb (Biuga 1925: 44).

However, see the discussion on p. 39

any stress mark (this form may ultimately derive from CIG). Kurschat (1883:
527) specifically notes that the word is “bei den Hafffischern ungebrauchlich”.
23 Latvian -u- is perhaps to be explained as the result of a contamination with
Lat. crux ‘crucifix’ (Endzelins 1899: 301). Biiga (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 III: 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. pipiras ‘pepper’ « OR nbnbps, OPI. pierz, pieprz ‘pepper?*

— Lv. Pliskava ‘Pskov’ (whence German Pleskau) « OR IlinbckoB®B
(Buga 1925: 42)

— Lt. ridikas, dial. rudikas, Lv. rutks ‘radish’ < OR pbabkb1*, cf.
peabkoBu ACC.PL. (13™ c.), R, Uk.pédvka ‘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 III: 359) « cf. R naom,
OPIL. (plty) NoM.PL. (in Latin context; SSP VI: 167) ‘raft’
Probably of West Germanic origin; compare MDu. viotscip
‘barge’, Du. viot ‘raft’ (on which cf. Philippa et al. IV: 545-546;
Kroonen 2013: 149)25

— Lt. obs. smirdas ‘peasant’ (cf. Biga 1925: 43), Lv. obs. smirds
‘poddany, subjectus’ (Elger 1683: 385; cf. ME IIl: 966) «
OR cMmbpa® ‘peasant’, cf. OPl. smard (SSP VIII: 318)

— Lt $ilkas (also plurale tantum: $ilkaf) ‘silk’ « OR *mbaks, cf.
ONovg. mosakoy GEN.SG. (3anmususk 2004: 541), R wéak, Uk.
wosk ‘silk’, most probably of Norse origin; cf. ON silki (REW III:
387)

— Lv. zizlis, also zizls ‘rod; spoke of a wheel’ (assimilated from

*Zizls?) « OR xb3aDb ‘stick, staff’

24 REW (II: 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 borrowed from Swedish
via Est. pipar (cf. ME III: 221); compare Estonian Swedish pippar
(Freudenthal/Vendell 1886: 163), OSw. pipar ‘pepper’ (EES s.v. pipar).

25 A Germanic origin is rejected by Kiparsky (1934: 80), but without reference
to the West Germanic data. Note that the similar MoHG Flof8 ‘raft’ goes back to
*flota- rather than *fluta-.
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Since TMorogun (1903: 161-162), Lv. cilvéks, dial. ciléks ‘person’ has
been viewed as an early loanword from OR yenoBbk®b ‘person’ (cf. ME I:
382-383; Young 2009: 183; Derksen 2020: 40). There are two
phonological issues with this derivation. First, Iloroxun’s Slavic
preform *Cilvéka- cannot be supported by any actual Slavic data. A
slight improvement would be to start from a pre-Lv. *cilavékas with
regular elision of the compounding vowel within Latvian (Endzelines
1923: 187). However, even a form *ubsnoBhbk® is unattested. Although
the evidence of OCS unoBbk®b is perhaps inconclusive (the word was
only rarely spelled out), the complete lack of vocalization of
prepositions in West Slavic would speak against Pl. cztowiek deriving
from a variant *¢ilavéka- (Havlova 1966: 80), and would favour an
account starting from irregular syncope.?¢ At any rate, in East Slavic,
the only usual form is of the type yenoBkk®, cf. also Uk. uos08ik, Bel.

yasaeék ‘person’. As a result, a donor form with *i is questionable.

Finally,?” Lt. grikai, grikiai, Lv. griki ‘buckwheat’ are often interpreted

as early loans from the (unattested) Russian *rpek- (Rike-Dravina

26 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 uek ‘person’). In addition, some Russian dialectal forms
show an irregular raising, cf. Obojan wu.ssk (Ilaxmatos 1915: 152), Rjazan
yblav€kos (Janb® 1V: 1301), but so far, I have not identified any forms nearer to
the Baltic territory.

27 Other doubtful examples are the following: (1) Lv. dial. buca ‘barrel’ is more
probably secondary for muca ‘barrel’ (as suggested by Miihlenbach in ME I:
344) under influence of R 6duka ‘barrel’, rather than a direct loan from OR
6b4M*, ACC.SG. 6b4bBb (CAPA 11-14 I: 331; on the Slavic form, cf. REW I: 113-
114); (2) Lt. dial. cirkva ‘church’ is a form apparently only recorded by Biga
(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 *cbpoy6s (cf. R cpy6
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1964: 125; Smoczynski 2018: 387; P3C XII: 91) or directly from *rpbua
(> MR epeua; Serzant 2008: 126). However, this appears to be excluded
by the realia. Archaeobotanical evidence 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 Matuzeviciaté 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
(npmeHuna ‘wheat’, oBbce* ‘oats’, xuto ‘barley’, pmxb ‘rye’) are

abundantly present in the birchbark letters.

The Russian word is not in fact found until the turn of the 16" century
(GEN.SG. epeuku 1495, epeuu 1498, epevyuxu 1500; CPA 11-17 IV: 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 II: 513) and Old
Polish grece, grice (1487 /1488 in Latin context; SSP II: 506). The forms
with -e- are reminiscent of Middle German Grecken ‘Greeks’, greckisch
‘Greek’ (DWb IX: 256), opening up the possibility that the word was
actually formed within German, and that R epéuka 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.

‘log frame’; ME III: 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’ (cf. OR TbMbHULa; Endzelins 1899: 301; Blga
1925: 767) is perhaps rather built after timsa?, dial. tima ‘darkness’ on the
model of R arch. memuiya ‘dungeon’ rather than being directly borrowed from
it.
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1.1.1.3. *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 (Setdla 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.28 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; HukosiaeB 1988: 123-124; Kpricbko
1994: 18-19; 3anu3usak 2004: 39-41).

Bjgrnflaten (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.pélni ‘ashes’ (= Lt. pelenai) and érglis ‘eagle’ (= Lt. erélis)
(Endzelins 1923: 47), then why not suggest Lv. kalps ‘farmhand’ and
dial. kdrms? ‘building’ derive from an earlier *kalapas and *karamas,

respectively? On the other hand, setting up hypothetical forms like

28 The position is exemplified by the statement of KosecoB (1980: 69): “Bce
CJaBSAHCKHE A3bIKM MU3MEHUJIM MCXOJHOe couyeTaHUe TUHNA *tort, HO U3MEeHUHU
no-pasHoMmy. CiejoBaTeJbHO, 3TO HM3MEHEHHWe Ha4daJoCh B NpPacJAaBAHCKOM
a3bike” [“All Slavic languages modified 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 logically follow from
the first.
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these to explain away any relevant evidence (cf. Mikkola 1938: 25-26)

would be circular.

v

In the case of Lv. Zefbin$ ‘lot’ « Bel. aspa6sa (Buga 1925: 37), the lack
of lengthening before *rC proves that this sequence has arisen by
syncope (Derksen 2020: 34, fn. 5; note also dial. Zerebins, Zeberis).
Syncope is also quite imaginable in polysyllabic forms such as Lt. obs.
CerpycCia ~ Cerepycia ‘roof tile’ « Bel. wapaniya;?° Lt. karvéjus ‘wedding
loaf’, dial. karavéjus < Bel. kapasdii; Lt.skavarda ‘frying pan’ <
Bel. ckasapadd (cf. Lv. dial. VidriZi skavardnica, without lengthening of
-a-). A case not explainable as a pre-pleophony borrowing is
Lt. kalmaska ‘light carriage’ < Bel. kanamdacka (= Pl. obs. kolimaga
‘cart’; cf. Skardzius 1931: 99; Kiparsky 1948: 48; Zinkevic¢ius 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. ¢érpé ‘clay pot; roof tile’ « *Cerpa- (> R uependk, Bel. uspan
‘potsherd’, Pl. dial. trzop ‘clay pot’).

—  Lv. kafps ‘servant, farmhand’ (= Lt. kdlpas, if not from Latvian,
cf. Derksen 2020: 34) « *xalpa- (> OR xosons ‘servant’)

— Lv. kdarms?, i.e. HLv. kliorms ‘building’ « *xarma- (> OR xopoM®b
‘house, building’; C1PS 1387)

— Lt. $dlmas ‘helmet’ « *$alma- (> OR mesomb, 1mosomb, OPL

in Latin context sztom ‘helmet’), earlier *selma-.

29 The first manuscript edition of Szyrwid has éierpicia, which in the third
edition is apparently corrected to cierepiéia. Both variants are also found in
Bretke: c3erpjczios NOM.PL. and c3erepijc3es Acc.PL. (see Skardzius 1931: 54-55;
ALEW? s.v. ferepyéia).
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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. Sifkas
‘silk’, which I have accepted above as an East Slavic loanword. This
might suggest a chronological 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 *mbaks (cf. also R wéak, UK. woek).30

Occasionally, it is difficult to decide between cognancy and borrowing.
Lt. dial. (N) kafbas ‘basket’, Lv. kdrba ‘box; birchbark vessel, basket’
could be borrowed from OR (Novg.) kopo6® ‘unit of measure’, R képo6
‘bast or birchbark vessel’ (cf. Berneker [: 568; ME II: 194; REW I: 629),
but a regular cognate cannot be ruled out.3! A similar consideration
applies to the derivative Lt. dial. (Szyrwid, S Aukst.) kafbija, karbija
‘kind of woven basket’ and its comparandum ONovg. kopo6ba ‘grain

measure’ (3anusHak 2004: 749).32

30 Mikkola (1894: 117) cited a Russian dialectal “mysnk”, but it appears this is
merely a hypothetical form based on llaxmartos’s (1893: 296) claim of a
sporadic shift o > [0 ~ u] in Petrozavodsk Russian. This shift was later
explained as a reflex of etymological *a in accentually immobile words (see
JI. BacunbeB 1929: 14). Since the vowel of R wéak does not reflect an
etymological *a, the Finnic u-vocalism should rather be taken as a direct
reflection of *u (cf. Kynewos 2010: 349).

31 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
(3anu3nsak 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 anticipate Slavic *kurb- (see fn. 16); a
Germanic loan may well underlie Cz. dial. (Machek 1968: 291) krb ‘dovecote’,
SCr. k'bulja ‘basket made of bark’ (PCA X: 449), as suggested by Berneker.
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1.1.1.4. 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).33 Although certain Norse loanwords seem at face
value to have predated the loss of the nasal vowels,3* [llaxmaToB (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 Uropp (cf. MGr. Tyywp) « OSw. Inguar (not *frops); uxepa
‘Ingrians’ « Ingr. Inkeroin; wxopb ‘anchor’ < OSw. ankare (not

*oykopb; cf. Thornqvist 1948: 99).3536 Similarly, for OR moyasp ‘a weight

32 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 II: 117-118).

33 HukosaeB (1995: 111) has claimed that a distinction between *§ and *@ is
preserved in some Carpathian Ukrainian dialects as /vu/ and /uv/,
respectively, both of which supposedly had a number of allophones in free
variation (idem: 107-108). 1 have been informed by S. Tarasovas that
HuxkosaeB has rechecked the data using modern software, and (apparently)
now rather considers these alleged reflexes to be phantoms.

3¢ A key argument here is OR Baparb, MR gdpses (3anususak 2019: 722)
‘Varangian’, cf. ON véringjar NOM.PL., pointing to *varéga-. On the other hand,
if we set up a source form *vdrjaengja- (cf. Thomsen 1877: 121; Falk/Torp
1911: 1403), supported by MGr. Bapayyot ‘Norsemen in service of the Greek
emperor’, then we may also assume a direct substitution of -@&ng- with -sar-,
without the need for an intermediary form with a nasal vowel. See below.

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

36 Perhaps this could account for OR rpamora ‘letter, literacy, written
document’ « Gr. ypdppata (compare fn. 17). Although geminates were lost in

Middle Greek, this was not universal, and this geminate occurs in the usual
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measure’ < ON pund, one need not set up an intermediate form with *g;
instead, we could posit a direct substitution of *-unC- with *-uC-
(Briickner 1929: 142; Kiparsky 1934: 157); cf. similarly the names
Acmoyasb, Bepemoyas (cf. ON Asmundr, Vermundr) mentioned in the
chronicles (Thomsen 1877: 71-72; on these differently Huko.siaes
2017: 28).

An earlier nasal vowel is supposedly proven by Lt. pundas ‘a weight
measure’, which would be from Old Russian (Biga 1925: 28;
Thornqvist 1948: 75). The key argument here is that piindas cannot be
separated from the other loaned weight measurement birkavas (cf.
Derksen 2020: 37). On the other hand, Lithuanian also has a word
piudas (dial. also piidas), whose acute accentuation might suggest a
relatively early loan (cf. 1.1.1.7). 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 Iénkas ‘Pole’,37
which has been derived from an early *léxa- (> OR naxsb) (Briickner

1877: 103; Biga 1925: 33; LEW 356). Kiparsky (1948: 39; followed by

environment where ‘spontaneous’ secondary gemination is also attested
(Holton et al. 2020: 135-136).

37 Little faith can be given to the derivation of the ethnonym Unguras*
‘Hungarian’, recorded only in Dauksa, from Slavic *¢gra- (Biiga 1925: 24; not
*6gura-: cf. Smoczynski 2018: 1561; Derksen 2020: 37). It is difficult to
imagine what would motivate 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 having 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 vefigras (viz. Wégry GEN.PL.) in another passage.
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REW II: 84) has suggested 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.38 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

RTBAT'Bl ACC.PL. (&« *jatvingai), ronaab (< *galind-); see p. 66.

1.1.1.5. Reflection of Slavic *y

One might anticipate that Slavic *y would have been substituted with
Baltic *u, yet examples do not present themselves (Derksen 2020: 40).
While the usual substitution for Slavic *y in older East Baltic loanwords
is long /1/,40 in a number of cases, we also find -ui-, which is often
interpreted as archaic (e.g. Biaga 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:

— Lt. builis ‘chervil, chives’, cf. MR 6w1b (CPA 11-17 [: 364),
Bel. 6b114€é ‘weed’
— Lt. muilas ‘soap’ < Bel. mblza ‘soap’

— Lt. muitas, Lv. muita ‘toll’ « MBel. mbtmo ‘toll’

38 Neither is the more primary *léd- reliably attested in West Slavic sources,
although Hungarian lengyel (older lengyen) ‘Pole’, and the tribal name
Agvlavnvoi mentioned in the 10" century De administrando imperio seem to
imply a form *lédjan- (cf. REW II: 84 for details and references).

39 Thus OR snutBa ‘Lithuanians’ (see 1.1.2), *Bbch (cf. llaxmaTtoB 1916a: 19)
‘Vepsians’ « *vepsd (REW I: 193), poycb ‘Rus’, probably « Norse *rops- (REW
II: 551) and possibly Lv. krievs ‘Russian’ (but see 1.1.1.6).

40 Examples include Lt. dial. bagotyrius ‘rich man’, kytras ‘sly’ (LEW 29, 261),
tynas ‘fencepost’ (LKZ; cf. on tuinas below), Lv. sits? (= HLv. séits) ‘full’
(Endzelins 1899: 310; ME III: 855).
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— Lt. smuikas, dial. smuikas ‘violin’ « MBel. cmbik® [16th c.; [CBM
XXXII: 3) ‘a kind of instrument’, cf. modern Bel. cmbix ‘bow (for
a string instrument)’

— Lv. dial. vuikls? ‘deft, able’, cf. R dial. vl kabiii (Pskov, Novgorod;
CPHT V: 292) ‘experienced, able’ (ME IV: 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 Ténnies Fonne (buik ‘bulle’, muilo ‘seepe’ but iaszyck ‘tunge’;
Kacesan 2012: 73-78; Hendriks 2014: 94). In Finnic, the substitution
-ui- is also only attested after labials: Karelian vuitti ‘portion, share’ («
R ébimb); muila ‘soap’ (< R wmbliao), 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. 6s1dmo, CT'PC I:
242 « 6ydmo; Kalima 1956: 65; P3C V: 53). In Finnic, it is also

remarkably difficult to find examples of *i from Slavic *y.4!

In Prussian, however, /ui/ substitutes Lechitic *y without exception:

Pr. E waldwico ‘knight’ « *valdyka, cf. OPl. wtodyka ‘nobleman’;

41 In unstressed position, we find *u after labials even in recent loanwords
(F populi, E pobul ‘landless peasant; cottager’ « R arch. 606si1b), so that cases
like Veps kaput ‘hoof’ (« konsimo) cannot serve as evidence. Even the *u in F
dial. muula ‘lye’, V6. mugél, mukl ‘soap suds; lye’ (« OR dial. *mygla-, cf. R
Mbla0 ‘soap’; Ojansuu 1922: 139) is not necessarily probative, 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’ (« cwip), but this is found alongside many other
dialectal forms (e.g. Luditsa siira, J6gdpera s66ra, Mati syyru) and singling out

the variant with -uu- would seem like cherry-picking.
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*suiristio (attested sutristio) ‘rennet’, cf. OPl. syrzisko ‘rennet’ (SSP VIII:
155); wuysis ‘guard dog’ « *vyz-, cf. Pl. wyZet ‘pointer’; Pr.IIl zuit
‘genug’ « *syta, 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 *kbliaa, cf. MR kisaa ‘hernia, outgrowth’
(3anusuak 2019: 192).42

— Lv.obs. suits, sui§s ‘excessive’ (whence probably Lt. suitus
‘abundant’ in Daukantas)* « OR cwiTs ‘full, satiated’, cf.
R cetmo 6ydems ‘MHOTrO, JUIIKY, HECKPOMHBI Tpeb6oBaHisg TBOS’
(Jann? 1V: 386).

— Lt. tuinas ‘branch in a wattle fence; fence post; picket fence’ «

OR tB1HD ‘fence; defensive wall’.44

42 Since Endzelins (1899: 310; ME II: 300), Lt. kuilys, Lv. kuilis, Pr. E (tuylis)
*/kuilis/ ‘boar’ have been derived from an Old Russian *k®biab (thus also
Trautmann 1910: 451; LEW 305; Derksen 2020: 41). However, such a source
form cannot be set up (cf. Sabaliauskas 1968: 176; PKEZ II: 294). R dial.
kKuasik, kuayH ‘boar’ (are clearly derived from kiu.a ‘hernia’ (cf. 2op6yH ‘person
with a hump’ < 2op6 ‘hump’); compare the dialectal senses ku.syH ‘animal with
a hernia; an animal (usu. piglet) with abnormal testicles; uncastrated boar’
(CPHT XIII: 209). Perhaps, as Smoczynski (2018: 622) surmised, kuilys etc.
was formed within Baltic from kuila ‘hernia’. In that case, HLv. kéils (= kilis?,
ME I: 388) ‘boar’ could have been similarly formed to kila ‘hernia, outgrowth’
(Bérzgale, EH I: 706), of the same origin. Alternatively, and perhaps more
attractively, we could conceive of a relationship to Lt. kiatile ‘pig’ (see
Sabaliauskas 1968: 175-177).

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

44 In view of PrLt. ruimas ‘space’ (cf. MLG rium), slitizé ‘sluice’ (cf. MLG sluse;

Prussian German S$liise; Alminauskis 1934: 129), $iuilé ‘school’ (cf. MHG
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These tie into the debate regarding the phonetic value of Slavic *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; Kacean 2012: 84-88).4> The theory that the
development from *i to /i/ in Slavic went through an intermediate
stage with a diphthong *ui (rather than through a direct delabialization
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 values for all other vowels in the Slavic vowel system.

According to Shevelov (1964: 378; and Levin 1974: 39), since -ui- still
renders Belarusian -s- (“which undoubtedly was and still is a
monophthong”), the loanword 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), kuila cannot be a particularly young loanword, as it must
have predated the change b1 > u after velars. Biiga dates this to the 13"
century in Belarus (1925: 52; cf. KonecoB 1980: 155). Even though it
might have taken place as late as the 14" century in Novgorod-Pskov
(3anusuak 2004: 90-91), it is clear, in any case, that we are not dealing
with a late Belarusian borrowing here. Based on this example, it would

be reasonable to date the other two examples to an earlier date as well.

schuole; Prussian German Soil; idem: 126), Prellwitz (1891: 35) has suggested
that tuinas might be derived directly from MLG tiin ‘hedge, fence’, like Lv. dial.
tina, tina ‘a fence of slanted planks’ (ME IV: 282). The circumflex accent
seems to tip the balance in favour of a Slavic origin, however.

45 The most striking indication perhaps remains the fact that this sound is
rendered with the digraph ii in OCS: Glagolitic (¥® ~ &8), Cyrillic (b1 ~ bu).
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In any case, there is nothing in these words that specifically favours a

younger dating.

1.1.1.6. Reflection of Pre-Slavic *g, *é

In Latvian, Slavic *iu is frequently substituted as /uo/, for instance:
duémat ‘think’, kdpuésts ‘cabbage’, karuégs ‘banner’, mudékas F.PL.
‘torment’, suodit ‘punish, judge’, suéma ‘bag, satchel’ (« R dymams,
Kanycma, Xxopyeeb, Myku, cydums, cymd, respectively). These have
almost always been interpreted as archaic. Endzelins (1899: 306) and
Biga (1912: 14-15) suggested that they reflect a preserved Slavic
diphthong *ou, but the communis opinio is now that they represent a
monophthong *¢, predating the common Slavic raising to *i (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 kydéssb. This state of
affairs has led to the conclusion that the Latvian loanwords are
generally more archaic than the Lithuanian ones (Bjgrnflatten 2006:
67; Derksen 2020: 48-49). However, 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, overleaf).

It seems very unlikely that Latvian simply happened to borrow a large
number of Slavic words containing *i# at an earlier date than
Lithuanian. We therefore must agree with McKenzie (1919: 171) that
treating the different reflexes as representing distinct chronological

layers is unwarranted.
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Table 2. Archaic features in Slavic loanwords in Lithuanian and Latvian

Lt. Lv.
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+

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 conceivable that the reflex of Slavic *& was pronounced
closer to */4/ in the East Slavic dialect with which Latvian was in
contact. A similar contrast in the source dialects probably underlies the
difference in outcome of Slavic *é, which has yielded -ie- in Lithuanian
but -é- = */e:/ in Latvian, cf. Lt. dial. griékas but Lv. gréks ‘sin’ (cf.
Bjgrnflaten 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’, Arxangel'sk psna ‘turnip’ (= R ymn,
prona; HukosaeB 1990: 60), ysiaoi ‘whole’, Vladimir medssids ‘bear’ (=
yroawtil, medsrbdv; Tanunckasg 1993: 39-40), which indicates that the
difference was at least partly dialectal rather than diachronic (cf.

Derksen 2020: 47).46

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
diffusion from east to west. Latgalian (High Latvian) has undergone a
chain shift *¢ > &; *a > ou ~ yu (Endzelins 1923: 95-97). If this
predated the influx of Slavic loanwords, one would expect East Slavic

/aymatb/ to have been adopted directly as High Latvian dumuét’. This

46 Compare the substitution of this phoneme as *d in the Finnic loanwords
(Kalima 1956: 37-38), matching Latvian.
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would in turn be nativized in Low Latvian as dudmadat, following the
typical dialectal correspondences.4’ Since it is generally assumed that
the early loanwords in Latvian are of East Slavic origin, such a

trajectory would not be surprising. 48

Interdialectal borrowing might also explain the Zemaitian forms pduks
‘down (of a bird)’, dustd NOM.PL. ‘moustache’, which ultimately derive
from East Slavic nyx ‘down’, ycsl ‘moustache’ (cf. Zinkevicius 1966: 79,
fn. 27 and 84, fn. 30). These may be hypercorrections based on South
Zemaitian dialects where *¢ has merged into *ii (see the discussion in
Buga 1912: 23-26). A similar explanation probably accounts for NW
Zem. viésné (= véisne) ‘cherry’, which Biiga (1922: 177) has seen as an
early loan from Slavic *vesnja (cf. R stwHnsa), but is more likely a

hypercorrection based on South Zemaitian vi-$ne (cf. Aukst. vy$nia).

While a number of examples supposedly reflecting a preserved Slavic
*¢ (< *ei) have been presented, the only convincing one is the
Latvian ethnonym krievs ‘Russian’, which is apparently loaned from

OR kpuBuuu (Endzelins 1899: 285-286, 304-305, ME II: 284-285;

47 In this respect, note that pritods® ‘pond’ (« npyod; ME 1II: 400) seems to be
an exclusively High Latvian word, so actually represents [pruds] (cf. the
Latgalian form at vuordineica.lv, s.v. dikis). The spellings in ME and Ulmann
(prohds ‘ein kleiner natiirlicher Teich’; 1872: 212) are automatic
transpositions of the dialectal form. From a High Latvian perspective, forms
such as kiukd]i /kukuli?/ ‘corn cockle’ (« kykoab) and pyuka (cf. puka?, ME III:
445) ‘fluff’ (« nyx), which have undergone diphthongization of original *i,
might even be interpreted as more archaic (cf. Serzant 2006: 95).

48 Similar evidence of interdialectal diffusion is shown by the Zemaitian
diphthong /ie/, which occurs instead of the usual reflexes of *¢ in Auks$taitian
loanwords, including words of ultimately Slavic origin, e.g. griéks instead of
*gréiks ‘sin’ (Blga 1912: 7-8; Zinkevicius 1966: 86; Derksen 2020: 40).
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Buga 1922: 177; Skach 2010: 137; Derksen 2020: 38).4% 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 borrowing
from East Slavic cbip ‘cheese’, but one whose vocalism has presented a
problem (ME III: 859). This can be resolved if we assume the word was
adopted first as HLv. 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; SerZzant 2006: 96-97),
provided this is indeed loaned from East Slavic -bHUK®B (for an analysis

as cognate, see Derksen 1996: 185-186).

In fact, the loanword evidence for a Slavic stage *é is very poor; almost
all of the evidence traditionally adduced from Finnic is doubtful or
demonstrably false. The Finnish and Karelian agent noun suffix -niekka
(McKenzie 1918: 172; Mikkola 1938: 33-34; Kiparsky 1948: 31;
Derksen 2020: 39) whatever its origin, cannot be old, as long vowels
outside of initial syllables were not possible at the time of the earliest
contacts with Slavic.50 Aside from this, there is K viehkuri ‘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

49 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).

50 As witnessed by the reflection of yat in the loanwords K netdli, V6. ndtdl -i,
Li. nddi] (< *ndtdli) ‘week’ « nedrouss ‘week’ and F verdjd, E vdrav (< *vdrdja)

« gepesi ‘gatepost’ (< *veréja-, cf. OCS Bephr ‘bar, bolt’).
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(Mikkola 1894: 57).51 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. eé€xops ‘strong gust of wind’
is relatively widespread (CPHT IV: 208: Kem’, Petrozavodsk; CI'PC II:
88-89: Arxangel'sk), and most probably results from a contamination
with erhbmep ‘wind’.52 Olonets (19" c¢.) wMmmps ‘community’
(KynukoBckint 1898: 58; CPHI' XVIII: 112) appears isolated, and I
cannot explain it within Russian (cf. MpiaHukoB 2019: 496), but the
Karelian data remains highly dubious grounds for assuming a layer of

loans in Finnic with preserved *¢.53

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 diffusion’ 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.

51 Skach’s (2010: 138) suggestion that these represent relics of a Russian
dialect preserving *é seems completely gratuitous to me.

52 A parallel development is found in MUk. (17" c.) enxopb, which is actually
attested in collocation with emmmeps (P3C VII: 270).

53 According to Kallio (2006: 155) the -hk- and -u- in viehkuri would favour an
early borrowing. 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 introduction of the suffix -uri as in F tuhkuri
‘mink’, E tuhkur ‘polecat’ (<« OR *pgbxops), 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.
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1.1.1.7. Accentuation

As Derksen (2020: 41-42) has observed, there appears to be a
correlation between the intonation of the oldest Lithuanian loanwords
and their accentuation in Old Russian. While circumflex is generalized
in later loanwords, the circumflex examples from the oldest layer
appear to correspond to Old Russian 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.pulks — OR (14™ c.) mosxksr
NOM.PL., R nhosakd GEN.SG. (cf. 3anusnsk 1985: 134; 2019: 569;
Pronk-Tiethoff 2012: 112; Hukosiaes 2020: 290).

— ? Lt. tufnas 4/2 ‘branch in a wattle fence, etc.” — MR (16" c.)
mblHOM® INST.SG. (3anusuaxk 2019: 601);5¢ cf. Slk. dial. tyn
‘branch in a fence’.

— Lt. tufgus 2 (rare dial. turgus 4) ‘market’, Lv. tirgus — MR do
mopey ‘to market’, mopedswviu ADJ]., etc. (Stang 1957: 81;
3anu3Hsak 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):

5¢ It should be admitted that modern Russian generally suggests accent
paradigm (c); cf. early modern Russian muiHo8b1ii AD]., and mbiHUmb, 3SG.PRES.
muiHUum ‘to fence’ (Cn. Akag. VI [1794]: 344; also dial,, cf. CPTK V: 543). The
evidence for accent paradigm (b) supplied by 3anususk is very limited, but
note also OCz. o-tyniti ‘enclose, cover’, SCr. (Vuk) tiniti, 1SG.PRES. tinim
‘partition’ (RJA XVIII: 333). Pronk-Tiethoff (2012: 90), apparently on the basis
of SCr. dial. tin ‘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. birkavas ‘a weight measure’, Lv. bifkavs (ME I: 298; but
[birkaus] in LVPPV 130) — R 6épkosey, cf. dial. (Pskov)
6épkosey ‘weight measure for flax’ (P3C III: 132-133)

—  Lv. kalps, (Lt. kdlpas 1 ‘servant’) — OR (Merilo) xonwnbs, MR
xos16ns (3anusHsak 2019: 602); SCr. arch. hldp, GEN.SG. hldpa (cf.
Skok I: 671)

— Lt. kuila 1 ‘hernia’ — MR «kiiza, Uk. kiaa; cf. Cz. kyla, SIk. kyla,
SCr. kila (3anusHsak 1985: 132, 2019: 192; Derksen 2008: 265)

— Lt kurtas 1 ‘greyhound’, Lv. kufts (but LVPPV: kurts) — R xopm,
cf. dial. xdpmuya ‘(female) greyhound’ (CPHI" LI: 316); SCr. hr't,
SIn. hrt, GEN.SG. hita (Derksen 2020: 41)

— Lt.lénkas 1 (although LKZ reports variants with 2, 3 and 4)
‘Pole’ — MR ssixu NOM.PL. (cf. 3anu3usak 2019: 752)

— Lt. Povilas, Lv. Pdvils ‘Paul’ — OR TIldBeans (Young 2009: 180;
3anusHsak 2019: 842)

— Lv. (Jan$evskis) suftums ‘Menge’ = dial. suits?, suitdk* (cf. ME
III: 1116) — MR csima NOM.SG.F. = SCr. sita ‘satiated’ (Derksen
2008: 484; 3anusHsak 2019: 494)

— Lt. §dlmas 3 ‘helmet’ — Although synchronically oxytone in
Middle Russian (cf. 3anusnak 2019: 588; Hukosae 2020: 313),
the word must originally have been barytone; cf. SCr. $§ljém,
Sln. slém, GEN.SG. §lIéma ‘helmet’ (Pronk-Tiethoff 2012: 87)

This correlation provides another argument in favour of the late origin
of Lt. muflas 4 ‘soap’, which corresponds to the barytone MR wmulso0, cf.
Slk. mydlo, Sln. milo (Derksen 2008: 336), and of Lv. dial. bulvadns
‘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
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remainder of the material (cf. Derksen 2020: 41). A remaining
exception is Lt. ilkas 4 ‘silk’, the source of which appears to have been
barytone (cf. 3anmusasak 2019: 568). [ 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 adopted as acute in Lithuanian (note also Lt. biesas ‘demon’,
svietas ‘world’, from accentually mobile 65cb, cBbTh; Derksen 2020:

42):

— Lt. obs. tulkas 1 ‘interpreter’, Lv. tulks — MR mdska GEN.SG.,
moukoewsiu ADJ. (3anu3usak 2019: 569); cf. R 6€3 mosky ‘in vain’

— Lt. ¢érpé 1 (but dial. also ¢efpé 2, derpé 4) ‘clay pot; roof tile’ —
MR uépenws (3anususak 2019: 602); cf. R uepend NOM.PL.

However, Lt. dial. kaFbas 4 ‘basket’, Lv. kd rba, if it is loaned from Slavic
rather than cognate, would represent an exception, cf. MR kdpoé6ws,
R dial. 13 kopo6a (3anususak 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.

1.1.1.8. 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):
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— Words connected to the act of trade: ‘market’, ‘interpreter’ and
perhaps ‘raft/barge’. Considering their general limitation to
adverbial usage, it is possible that Lv. suiti ‘excessive’, suitak
‘too much’; Pr.IIl 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, s.v. bdsta).

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

— The names of specific trade items: ‘pepper’, ‘radish’, ‘silk’,

probably ‘greyhound’, [‘glass’].

In view of the borrowed term birkavas, it would seem obvious to
associate these trade relations with the Birka trade network (thus
explicitly Biiga 1913: 34-35); however, it is disturbing that there is no
unambiguous evidence of direct Norse loanwords in East Baltic (see
1.2), 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'" century (Ambrosiani 2005)
and the loss of the reduced vowels in Novgorod Russian in the early
13" (3anusuak 2004: 60). Lt. ¢érpé ‘clay pot; roof tile’, if indeed
transferred in a trade context, would place the contacts firmly in a
preliterary context, the 10" century at the latest. We can therefore
assume that most of these loans were adopted between the 10" 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
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‘serf’], and words connected with the military: ‘helmet’, [‘armour’].55
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 Christianization on the part
of the Slavs. The only possible evidence of this in Lithuanian is the
Christian name Pdvilas ‘Paul’ (but see the discussion on p. 39). All of
these loanwords are suggestive of Slavic cultural imposition, and
therefore can be classed as typical ‘superstrate’ words (cf. Vennemann

2011: 240).56

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 phonological changes which have taken place, and need not compel
us to assume these loanwords were already present in Proto-East-
Baltic. The idea of loanwords 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 represent 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.

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

55 Here also 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.

56 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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— The borrowing of the weight measurement 6épkosey, 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- and u-stems was much better preserved
in this dialect than in the rest of Slavic (HukosnaeB/XenuMckui
1990; 3anusHsak 2004: 99-102, 112).

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 incidental 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 evidence of Slavic cultural imposition,

which suggests a degree of Slavic dominance in these contacts.

1.1.2. 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. JlayutoTe 1982, AHukuH 2005) tend to focus on the much
more extensive later layer of loanwords. Most of the plausible early
loanwords which can be identified are ethnonyms. In the Novgorod
First Chronicle, we find examples like OR suT[B]|Ba ‘Lithuanians’ (=
R Jlumed, Pl. Litwa ‘Lithuania’; « Lt. Lietuva; cf. Lv. Lietava, ME 1I:
506); RTBArB1 ACC.PL. ‘Jatvingians’, ronaapb ‘Galindians’ (cf. the region
Galindia cited in Chronicon terrae Prussiae and the ToaAivdor in

Ptolemy), xopch < *kbpch ‘Curonians’ (cf. Lt. Kufsas, Lv.Kufsa?®
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‘Curonia’); see the overviews in Fraenkel (1950a: 60-73) and Dini

(2014: 290-312).

A list of probable early loans has been given by Auukun (2014: 192),
who divides them into several chronological layers. As ‘Proto-Slavic’
loanwords, he quotes R dézoms ‘birch tar’ and dial. nepms ‘cottage’.5?
As Baltic substrate words in early East Slavic, he cites depésnsa ‘village;
(dial.) arable field’, dial. daec ‘damp spot’, Mmyma ‘bogey; (in children’s
language) louse’ and nycma ‘bundle’. AHukuH evidently means to
compare myma ‘bogey’ (Brjansk, CPHI' XVIII: 344) with Lt. maiimas in
the same sense, where *au > *i 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 (JlayutoTe 1982: 146). It seems
far more probable 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
ndkas ‘(flax or hemp) tow’ (< Lt. pdkulos; cf. also AHukuH 2005: 24)
and kosw ‘ladle, water scoop’ (« kduSas). There is no reason to
consider the latter to have been adopted any earlier than the 14"
century (cf. CPA 11-17 VII: 216); the same sound substitution is found
in Vytolth 1386, Bumoem 1396 <« Vytautas (Biga 1911: 36-37), and
remained usual throughout the 15™ century (op. cit. passim). As for

ndkzs, the substitution a — a clearly rules out an early date. The loss of

57 AHuKUH also cites R kammb ‘storehouse’, with widespread Slavic cognates,
as a Baltic loanword (cf. Lt. klé'tis, 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 kléti ‘lay out’ is already refuted by AHukuH
himself (2005: 170), and there seems no other reason to prefer a Baltic source

over an inherited cognate.
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the second syllable of the Russian word must be secondary; cf. dial. (N)
ndkysaa, Bel. ndkyasae, Pl pakuty ‘tow’ (Jlayurore 1982: 18-19);
compare the discussion of R dial. ndkkysa beside ndkas ‘chaga

(parasitic fungus)’ in Mei3uukoB (2019: 571-573).

The following cases deserve a more detailed discussion:

‘bath-house’. ONovg. *nbpTh « Lt. pirtis, Lv. pirts ‘bath-house’ — The
word is attested in the Sermon of Ilya of Novgorod (nepbmu DAT.SG. in a
15" century copy, cf. C/IPA 1772), where it probably referred to a kind
of bath-house (ITaBnoBb 1860: 19). This is supported by MR nepemb
‘bath-house’ (Pskov, 15" c.; Baxpoc 1963: 157); nepédka ‘hut’ (Pskov,
16" c; CPA 11-17 XIV: 298) and the dial. (Novgorod, Karelia)
derivative npitnepemok ‘dressing room in a bath-house’ (MbI3HUKOB
2019: 625; cf. CPAd 11-17 IXX: 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’.58

Existing etymological discussions make the mistake of conflating the
above forms with R dial. (Kem’') nepms ‘Karelian cottage’
(MoaBowicoukiit 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 continuation of the Old
Russian form. Incidentally, the Novgorodian word has itself also been

derived from Finnic (Biga RR II: 516; JlayutoTe 1982: 89; ALEW 899),

58 The older meaning is ‘beat’ (cf. OCS mbpbTH ca ‘argue’, mbpr ‘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. prt- ‘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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yet given the meaning ‘bath-house’ in the earliest attestations, a Baltic
origin is semantically more attractive. For a further discussion, see

p. 233-236.

Despite the former’s narrow distribution, the Russian and Baltic words
have often been interpreted as cognates (Vasmer 1909: 142;
Trautmann 1923: 215; REW II: 344-345; Nieminen 1953: 214-215;
Derksen 2015: 358-359). The main argument for a native Slavic origin
is the existence of R ndnepmu ‘church porch’, which has a much
broader distribution within East Slavic, and has an OCS cognate,
nanpbTb (SJS III: 14), in the same sense. However, that these contain
the same root is not self-evident. Beside the semantic obstacle
(Mpeobpaxenckuit II: 47), we can add that the variant nanopms (CP{
11-17 XIV: 148) might imply an original *purt- (with ndnepms due to
yer assimilation? cf. Co6osieBckifi 1910: 116-117).

? ‘arable field’. R depéens ‘village; (dial.) arable field’ « Lt. dirva
‘arable field’ (Schmid 1977: 51-53; AuukuH 1998: 319, 2014: 192, P3C
XIII: 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 opinion would be consistent with

the area of Baltic influence.

The loanword etymology implies the so-called “second pleophony”.
Curiously, 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 cognates, the older
reconstruction *derv- (Berneker I: 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 is usually a dialectal phenomenon that rarely has a pan-
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East-Slavic distribution. HukoJsiaeB (2001: 88), besides depéens, cites
only eepéska ‘rope’, but the latter could just as well be built
analogically from eepss (in many places /ver’v’/) on the model of e.g.

cenédka : ceabdsb ‘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 Zemé ‘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 *dirviné
‘arable field’ already in Baltic. Despite the doubts of Anukuu (P3C XIII:
231), I find it at least possible that depéens ‘cleared land; arable land’
is the same word as R dial. (W) depésnsa ‘(pile of) logs’, Uk. arch.
depéeus ‘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. 6opkdH (Novgorod, Pskov, Smolensk, Kaluga, etc.) «
Lv. bufkédns ‘carrot’ (Karulis I: 155; P3C II: 222; Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff
2018: 282) — Traditionally, the Latvian word has been derived from
Slavic (Bluga 1925: 48; REW I: 108); however, the limited distribution
of the word within Russian implies the opposite directionality. The
Russian vocalism would imply an early borrowing as OR *6bpkaHb
(P3C II: 222), which, while theoretically acceptable, is rendered
slightly awkward by the late attestation of the word within Russian

(since 1564 apud CPd 11-17 I: 294; cf. Bentlin 2008: 247).5°

59 AHuKUH interprets dial. 6ypkdH as a later Letticism, but the limitation of this
form to Leningrad Region practically excludes such an interpretation. It is

evidently the result of pretonic o > /u/ attested sporadically in the area
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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; P3C II: 223). Unnuu-
CButeiy (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 (15" c.).6° This is supplemented by Marzell (II:
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’, Véro pérknas ‘carrot’ (Mikkola 1894: 91; Kalima
1956: 107; SKES III: 604; Ploger 1973: 141; SSA II: 375).6! It seems that

(AAPA I, No. 1); compare CPT'K [: 97, where forms of the type /burkan/ are
listed under the headword 6opkdH.

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

61 The substitution of Russian pretonic *o as Voro. 6 before tautosyllabic /r/ is
paralleled at least by Estonian kérts, Voro korts ‘tavern’ < R kopumd (Blokland
2005: 199-200).
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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 purkd
‘carrot’, and for a discussion of the word’s ultimate origin, see p. 361-

363.

? ‘drying barn’. R ogunx ‘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 I: 455; REW II: 249; 3CCd XIII: 187-188;
Tpy6aueB 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: 266-267; Andersen 1996a: 155; thus ‘a collection of
grains’ > ‘granary’). This would imply a development *jaw- > *(j)lew- >
ov-. According to Andersen, we are rather dealing with a direct
substitution *ja- — *a- due to the inadmissibility of an anlaut *jd- in
Proto-Slavic.62 In either case, we would probably be dealing with an

early loan, although an exact dating is uncertain.

62 Primarily on the strength of R e6dmw = 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. opsi60k ~ Lt. jerubé
‘hazel grouse’ would speak in favour of such a development (Andersen 1996a:
137-138 is misguided in disregarding the Baltic evidence for *j- in this word;
see the discussion on p. 282). Note also that Andersen is forced to assume an
ad hoc early loss of *j- in the words OR oxe ‘if, that’ and osiu ‘when, if’ (idem:
152-153; ~ Lt.jéi, Lv. dial. ja, Go. jabai ‘if’; Gr. 6te ‘when, as’; Dunkel 2014:
320-322).
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? ‘fish trap’. R dial. edimeps, esimeas (and variants, cf. CPHT VI: 79-80;
P3C IX: 255-256), Uk. dial. e’sdsmip, Pl. wiecierz, Kash. wigcel ‘fyke net
(kind of fish trap)’ « Lt. vénteris ‘fyke net’ (Buga 1922: 298; REW I:
245; AunukuH 2005: 111-112) — 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.).%3 On phonological grounds, this is difficult to
rule out (even though the distribution within Slavic is suggestive of a
Balticism), especially since the word’s ultimate origin is uncertain.* At
a later date, the Baltic word was certainly borrowed into Russian
eéumeps and Prussian German Wenter (on the latter, see Frischbier II:

464, where an account of the realia is also given).

? ‘marshy spot’. R dial. (W) azéc ‘damp, marshy spot’; Bel. dial. axéc
‘alder forest in a swamp’; Pl. dial. (Lithuania) olesie ‘swamp in a forest’
(cf. TosncTort 1969: 159; Yepemanoma 1973: 72; P3C [: 158) «
Lt. dlksna, Lv.dial. dalksna ‘alder thicket; marshy spot’ (TomopoB/
Tpy6aueB 1962: 199; AuukuH 2005: 85-86; MbizHukoB 2019: 45) —
The -k- in Baltic is intrusive, and the original form can be set up as
*dlisna with syncope (Friedrich 1970: 70; Tomopor IId I: 53). A
trisyllabic preform neatly accounts for the Lithuanian acute, and an
unsyncopated variant is preserved in Szyrwid (SD?) alixnis, dial. (NE)
aliksnis ‘alder’ (the reconstruction of two forms for Proto-Baltic as per

Derksen 2015: 50-51 is unnecessary).5

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

64 The derivation from Lt. vdnta ‘besom’, Lv. dial. viétét(EH II: 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 at kaisiadoriumuziejus.lt/enciklopedija) specifically

states that the distinguishing feature of a vénteris compared to other fish

traps is the absence of a supporting frame.
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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- ‘alder’.¢ 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. dvdzoms, Pl. dziegiel, Cz. dehet ‘birch tar’ «
Lt. degutas, Lv. deguts ‘birch tar’ (Mikkola 1894: 111; Zubaty 1894:
423, fn. 4; Buga 1922: 141; Kiparsky 1973: 68; JlayutoTe 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 decisive 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)

65 Schrijver’s assertion (1991: 42) that syncope “did not occur in Lithuanian”
is simply false, cf. Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 131-135.

66 East Slavic *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.
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and nowhere else is it deverbal.®” 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 I: 220; cf. Trautmann loc. cit.).

t ‘bundle’ R dial. nycma ‘bunch, bundle’ (Kursk, VoroneZ; CPHI' XXXIII:
142) « Lv. pudsms ‘section, interval’ (AHukuH 2005: 258) — AHUKUH
claims that the older meaning of the Latvian word was ‘bundle’
(“cBaizka”). However, this seems to derive from a misunderstanding of
Karulis (1992 1I: 74), who merely suggests that the older meaning
might have been “mezgls” in the sense ‘node on a plant 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, Bepuwiunun (IV: 384) is almost
certainly correct in deriving the Russian words from Mordvin, cf. Md. E
pusmo, M pusma ‘bunch, bundle’, meaning nycma has nothing to do with

the Latvian word.

67 There is a diminutive -utas, 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

-utis therefore remains unclear.
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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. aséc ‘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.®t8

68 | have attempted to identify other words with a limited distribution which
might be interpreted as Baltic loans, but these have mainly turned out to be
problematic:

(1) Rdial. (N) sasiea ‘swampy area; low, damp place’ has been equated with
Lt. (léngeé) ‘ein Wieschen zwischen zweyen Anbergen’ (Ruhig I: 76) (cf. REW II:
65). However, this Lithuanian variant is only known from Ruhig,
corresponding elsewhere to Ilénké ‘swampy meadow; hollow’ (Smoczynski
2018: 688). The reliability of the Lithuanian form is therefore questionable.
Compare, perhaps, a similar sporadic voicing in (kengras) ‘hager’ (Ruhig II:
188) = keiikras (Kupiskis apud Biga in JuSka III: 76)? For the Russian word,
Huxonaer (1988: 135), offers an alternative etymology, comparing Vologda
asixnca ‘damp, boggy place’, and deriving both from *Iédja-, with a suggested
(albeit controversial) Novgorodian development *dj > g. Another account is
given in MbI3HukoB (2019: 466).

(2) R dial. (Vjatka) ueps ([lanb® IV: 607) ‘sickle’ has been considered cognate
to Lt. kiFvis, Lv. cirvis ‘axe’ (Berneker I: 172; Trautmann 1923: 135; REW III:
317; 3CCA IV: 171; Derksen 2015: 248). The word is known only from [Jans,
where it is cited alongside uepn ‘sickle’. The latter has been recorded in other
dialects (e.g. Perm, BenseBa 1973: 689 and Arkhangelsk, JleBuukun/
MpisHukoB 2014: 180), but ueps does not seem to be. The form (4yepBdk®) -
nusa?, also cited here by Jansb (followed by Zubaty 1894: 388, then Berneker
and Vasmer) is not likely to belong here and is rather to be equated with dial.
yepesik ‘cross-cut saw’ (CPI'C V: 274) which is probably a semantic extension
of uepssik ‘worm’. If we assume /lanb’s uepe was extrapolated from a phonetic
[¢erf], we might think of the facultative alternation /f ~ p/ reported in this
dialect area (CmeranuHa/WUBanoBa 2018: 208, cf. nodueppéHumvca ~

noduenpéHumscs ‘dress up’).
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Nevertheless, 1 think that Old Novgorodian *mepTb ‘bath-house’, at
least, is a highly probable loanword from Baltic. The distribution of
this word would support the supposition made in 1.1.1.8 that the
earliest contacts of the Balts and Slavs were with speakers of 0ld
Novgorod-Pskov. Similarly, the dialectal distribution of R dial. 6opkdH
‘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 diffusion.
This 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 TomopoB (TomopoB/Tpy6aue 1962;
Tomopos 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 granted, and has remained
absolutely central to discussions of the Baltic homeland (Zinkevicius
1984: 147-151; Gelumbeckaité 2018: 1712; see also Grinthal 2012:
299-300 with lit.), soon also entering into archaeological discussions

(Gimbutas 1963: 97; Rimantiené 1992: 137; Anthony 2007: 380).

It is beyond the scope of this dissertation 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. BacunbeB 2015 for a discussion of some

of the issues).®® In any case, the alleged pervasiveness of a Baltic

69 Much of the evidence constitutes root etymologies, and these often permit
alternative interpretations (see, for instance, the extended discussion of

hydronyms of the type Besabs in B. BacunbeB 2012: 545-550). The material is
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substrate in the hydronymy of this area contrasts starkly with the
almost complete absence of evidence of early substratal loans on a

lexical level.70

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.

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.

70 There is plenty of evidence for a later Baltic substrate in Belarus, Smolensk
and the surrounding regions, as clearly visible in the material collected by
JlayuwoTe (1982).



1.2. 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 collections of Hirt (1898: 349-351) and Buga (1922: 64-65;
Senn 1925: 46-53 and Alminauskis 1934: 19-22 to a great extent
repeat Biliga’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 material
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. OE ealu, GEN.SG. ealop
‘ale’, ON ¢l ‘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 between fences, cattle way; street’ « ON gata

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

Biga does not specify why he prefers to derive Lt. gdtvé from Norse. At
first sight, Gothic gatwo ‘street’ appears phonologically more suitable
(cf. ME I: 609; LEW 139). Senn (1925: 49), who follows Biiga, observes
that the word’s limitation 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 I: 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, gdtvé
is not easily analysed as an inner-Baltic derivative: the suffix -vé is rare
and unproductive (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 striking. For this variant at

least, I believe an early Germanic origin should be preferred.

Fraenkel (LEW 271, 326) follows Biiga in deriving Lt. dial. kliépas and
kviec¢iai from North Germanic (see also ME II: 356). This is motivated
by the idea that Baltic *¢ must derive from *ei (Buga RR III: 900-901;
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 loanwords. 7!

71 BalaiSis (1994) still maintains Biiga’s view, but prefers to take the words in

question from Gothic anyway. To do this, he is not only forced to assume a
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Senn (1925: 50), who accepts Biiga’s reasoning, nevertheless presents
a counter-argument: as Norse (f), outside of initial position, stood for
the sound /b/ (Noreen 1923: 40), we should expect ON hleifr to have
given Lt. *kliébas. To explain the -p-, Senn is forced to assume an ad hoc

contamination with Lt. képalas ‘loaf’.72

Starting from Gothic, we can take the NOM.SG. hlaifs or AcCC.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 */é/, as probably in Wulfila’s dialect (cf.
Wrede 1891: 165; Bennett 1949), and that this monophthong was
adopted directly as East Baltic *é; (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
presented by Vasmer (1922) supposedly pointing to a Gothic source:
Lt. yla, Lv. ilens, Pr. E ylo ‘awl’ « Go. *éla and the Latvian hapax glisis

(ME I: 627)73 ‘amber’ « Go. *gléza-. This would imply a narrowing of *é

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).

72 To be precise, Senn actually derives *kliébas from Slavic (cf. MBel. x1n6%)
rather than Norse (the same explanation is taken up in Smoczynski 2018:
566). Berneker (I: 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 Biiga
(1912: 31). Differently again (and implausibly), cf. Otrebski 1966: 53.

73 1 do 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: 330-
336 for an attempted etymology). In Lange’s dictionary (1773: 125), we find
the following entry: “Glihfe (obfoletum) Bornf{tein, Edelftein[,] die Nordifche

Seefahrer nanten daher den Bornftein Strandt, Glyswall.” It seems unclear
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towards */i/ which can be witnessed 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 support for option (a).

However, it turns out that both of the reconstructed Gothic forms are
problematic. While most sources seem to take the length of the first
vowel in OHG ala ‘awl’ for granted (e.g. DWb? II: 73; Kluge/Gétze 7;
EWAhd I: 135 s.v. dla), the evidence of the other Germanic languages
points to short d (see Kluge/Seebold 22).7¢+ Similarly, for ‘amber’,
OE glar ‘amber’ (cf. DOE s.v. gl&r) and MLG glar ‘resin’, glar(r)en*
‘smear with resin’ (Schiller/Liibben II: 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 glaes (cf.

ME glas) ‘glass’, OHG glas ‘glass, amber’ (see Meineke 1998: 141 with

whether the form *glise was merely inferred by Lange on the basis of the cited
toponym.

74 So, as universally agreed, ON alr ‘awl’. OE @l is given a short vowel in DOE
s.v., which is supported by Middle English al (the ME form él cited by e.g.
EWAhd loc. cit. is a figment, the examples with (e) being Kentish or West
Mercian for *2). Kluge/Seebold (loc. cit.) argue that High German might
reflect *d, too. In support of this, we can note that DWb? (II: 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 *é/a ablaut alternation. As Kluge/Seebold points out,
Skt. dra- ‘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 a reduplicated *Hi-HI-.
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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 IV: 277) suggestion that
Lt. tii bas, Lv. tiba, Pr. E tubo ‘felt’ derive from an equivalent of ON pofi
‘felt’ in a Gothic variety in which *0 had become raised to *u (cf.
Marchand 1973: 52). Previously, Trautmann (1910: 451) and Biga
(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 Prussian had no *o (cf.
Smoczynski 2000: 66-70), it seems that a Gothic *pob- (or indeed
ON péf-) would most probably have been adopted here as *tib-
directly.”s

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 alternations may still have been present in
Proto-East-Baltic: e.g. Lt. eiti ~ Lv.iét ‘to go’; Lt. Ziedas, dial. Zdidas
‘flower’ (footnote 164); Lt. safkas, 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’)7¢ beside

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

76 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. Il kdimaluke ‘heimsucht’. On
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Lt. kiémas, Lv.ciems ‘farmstead, village’. This word has often been
understood as inherited and compared either with Lat. quiés ‘rest,
quiet’ (Uhlenbeck 1900: 69; Biuga 1922: 70; LEW 251; Smoczynsky
2018: 540) or Gr.kwun ‘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 I: 394; Derksen
1996: 215, 2015: 243-244; ALEW 565). This is favoured by the
semantic closeness to the Gothic word; contrast 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 correspondence with Germanic, favour a loan

origin:77

— Lt. kiémas, Lv. ciems ‘village, farmstead’ « Go. haims ‘village’ —
Contrast Lt. Seima ‘family’ (and probably Skt. séva- ‘dear’; see
fn. 99)

— Lt kviecial, Lv. kviesi ‘wheat’ « Go. laiteis* ‘wheat’ — Contrast,

if related, Skt. Svitna- ‘white’78

the other hand, the derivative Lt. kaimynas ‘neighbour’ does not show this
dialectal limitation, and is probably a genuinely East Baltic word.

77 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 héon ‘disgrace, shame’, MDu. hoon ‘humiliation’ < *hauna-),
rather than cognate in view of the absence of correspondences elsewhere in IE
(cf. Stang 1972: 27).

78 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.
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— Lt. pékus ‘cattle, livestock’; Pr. I-1Il pecku ‘cattle’ « Go. faihu
/fexu/ ‘property, wealth’ — Contrast Skt. pasu- ‘cattle’7®
— 7 Lt. kefdZius (secondary skerdZius) ‘herdsman’ < Go. hairdeis

(NOM.PL. hairdjos) ‘shepherd’ (Hirt 1898: 332)

The word for ‘poppy’, Lv. maguédne, Lt. aguona is normally considered
to have been loaned from Germanic (ME II: 547; Sehwers 1936: 312;
Sabaliauskas 1960a: 72; Smoczynski 2018: 6). As the short first-
syllable vowel makes a late German 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 satisfactory explanation is available for this word, although it
is certainly borrowed. See p.397-398 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; Tomopor IId I: 80; Mallory/Adams 1997: 60), despite
frequent claims to the contrary (Hirt 1898: 346; Buga 1922: 64;

79 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 -k- as having spread from an oblique stem
comparable to Skt. pasvds GEN.sG. with his rule *k > *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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Kroonen 2013: 23; Derksen 2015: 53; ALEW 36; Smoczynski 2018: 22).
Note that the word is not limited to northern Europe if Arm. awti
‘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 -t
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 argued above that
Lt. $drvas ‘armour’ (p. 42) and tu'bas ‘felt’ (p. 83) may well have been
borrowed through Prussian. I have also mentioned some words which
ultimately derive from Germanic but which may have equally have
entered East Baltic indirectly, either through Slavic or Prussian. Due to

the ambiguity, they cannot be used as evidence here:

— Lv. brunas ‘armour’ = Pr.E brunyos, OR 6pbHA ‘armour’,
Go. brunjo ‘breastplate’

— Lt. kdtilas, Lv. katls ‘kettle’ = Pr. E catils, OR kotbab, Go. katils*
‘kettle’

— Lt. stiklas, Lv. stikls ‘glass’ = Pr.E sticlo, OR cTpkyo ‘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 assumption of Gothic transmission (Hirt 1898: 346; Buga
1922: 65; unconvincing is Otrebski 1966: 55). Note also that German
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mete ‘mead’ is glossed alu in the Elbing Vocabulary, which does not
exclude the possibility of Prussian mediation (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 [: 675), which has
been taken from Go. guta* ‘Goth’ (Biuga 1922: 67; LEW 174; Smoczynski
2018: 400; on the Gothic endonym, see Leumann 1986: 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 assuming a
pre-sound-shift loan from Germanic (Buga loc. cit.; Zinkevi¢ius 1985:
73), which is hardly plausible, although the only other possibility is to

assume an ad hoc contamination (cf. Karaliiinas 2004: 164).80

Karalitnas (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 the

80 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 Karalitinas 2004: 164-165.
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reconstruction of such a root.8! However, while the etymological
connection with the name of the Goths is tantalizing, 82 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 suggested 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 I 11I: 42; PKEZ II: 24). Yet in view of *h- - #-, a Low
German source seems more probable (Smoczyriski 2000: 35-36;
admittedly, a formally or semantically suitable source appears

to be lacking).83

81 Lt. (j-)gusti ‘get used to’ may well be backformed from gud(r)inti ‘train,
teach’, which belongs with gudrus ‘smart, sly’ (on this word familiy, see also
ALEW 439; Smoczynski 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. gidas ‘sad, gloomy’, in view of its acute
root, must also be separated.

82 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. sonb ‘Sami; unchristened infant’ (cf. MbpI3HUKOB
2019: 450-451), Lv. krievs ‘Russian’, krievin$ ‘unchristened child’ (ME II: 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).

83 The vocalism of Pr. E kelmis ‘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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— ? 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 Tonopos I V: 90; PKEZ I11: 41-44).

Collecting together the evidence for direct Gothic loans into East and
West Baltic, we obtain a rather interesting picture (underlined 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

It is remarkable that the majority of the direct loanwords are
connected in some way to stockbreeding and agriculture (note also
p- 310 for a discussion of the possibility that Lt. rugiai ‘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" century 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.
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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.



1.3. Baltic — Finnic borrowings

1.3.1. 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 Baltic 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 Kallio (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 dissertation 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 reliable,
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starting with those of Thomsen (1890) and Kalima (1936). The
material presented here is certainly incomplete, but hopefully

sufficiently representative 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 coincidence.” This criticism
can of course apply even to comparisons within the Neogrammarian
framework, but without the constraint of exceptionless sound laws, 84 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):85

84 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 variation 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.

85 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
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— F hiiva ‘yeast; sediment; froth (on beer)’, Vt. iiva ‘yeast, leaven’
(< *hiva); E dial. (Saaremaa) iive ‘froth’ ~ Lt.Syvas ‘grey,
whitish (usu. of horses)’ (Koivulehto apud Ploger 1982: 93; cf.
Héakkinen 2004: 196; van Linde 2007: 35-37).86

— F huone, V6. hoonéh (< *hdoneh) ‘building; room’ ~ Lt. Sénas,
Lv. sdns ‘side’ (Koivulehto 1992b, supposedly in the sense
‘Nebenraum, Nebenhaus’; cf. the doubts in Hakkinen 2004:
221-222).

— F kausta, E kaust, Li. kosta ‘side beam on a sledge’ (< *kausta) ~
Lv. skausts ‘withers; nape (of a person or animal)’ (Posti 1977:
264-265; SSA 1: 333).

— F ketara ‘sledge stanchion’, E kodar, Li. ké’ddérz ‘sledge
stanchion; spoke (of a wheel)’ (< *ketara) ~ Lt. ketera, sketera
‘ridge, peak; crest (of the back)’ (Buga 1908: 72; Posti 1977:
265-266).87

— F sakara ‘point, protruding tip’, E sagar ‘(wooden) hinge’ (<
*sakara) ~ Lt. stdgaras ‘(dry) stalk, branch’ (Kalima 1936: 203
with “?”; SSA 11I: 144).

— F sampi (< *sampi); E samb, GEN.SG. samma (Setdlda 1902: 149-
150; not in VMS — a Finnish loan?) ‘sturgeon’ ~ Lt. stambus
‘big, beefy; coarse-grained’ (Liukkonen 1999: 124).88

lax approach to semantics exhibited by this article is characteristic of the
subfield in general. Note that Junttila (in prep.) now rejects Koivulehto's
Baltic etymology for *hiva and doubts the one for *honeh.

86 This suggestion “rescues” Thomsen’s (1890: 218) unsuccessful comparison
with Lt. syvas (often pl. syvai) ‘sap’. The mention of §yvas ‘Hausbier’, a hapax
recorded in a daina (Syvi Acc.sG. ‘kvass’, Niemi/Sabaliauskas apud LEW 996),
is hardly sufficient to make the comparison “relatively clear”. Note that “Syvis
‘mould’”, cited by van Linde (2007: 35), is the result of his misunderstanding
of German Schimmel ‘grey horse’ (cf. Nesselmann 1851: 520).

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

implausible.
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— F uksi, E uks, Li. uks (< *uksi) ‘door’ ~ Lt. tioksas ‘hollow; cavity’
(Koivulehto 1993a: 34; SSA III: 369 with “?”).89

The theoretical possibility of a semantic shift should not be considered
sufficient grounds for an etymology to be accepted, as we always have
to reckon with the possibility of chance resemblance. In the case of
*hiva, 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)
simultaneously 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 correct, the sheer semantic

distance means that they can never be regarded as “relatively clear”.

88 Liukkonen points out that the word has in Finnish also been applied to
other large fish, and attested in the general meanings ‘big fish; fish god’, but
these are clearly metaphorical extensions of ‘sturgeon’.

89 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 development ‘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 tosvauti (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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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 *k-
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 phonotactically
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 cognates 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 with Lt. dial. klampa ‘swamp,
muddy spot’ by Kilian (1986: 494), and independently 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. liipha ‘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. gaizis, Lv. dial. gaizs® (EH I: 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’
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— F dial. kumpu- ‘well up’?® (= Ngan. konhu ‘wave’) ~ Lt. guribas,
Lv. dial. guriiba ‘bump, bulge, excrescence’

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

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

— PF *niici ‘scythe handle’ (= Ngan. rir ‘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
necessarily be regarded as certain loanwords from Baltic to Finnic. As
an example, Lt. tdsis, Lv. tdss and F tuohi, E toht, Li. ti’oigoz (< *tohi) all
mean ‘birchbark’; however, since neither the Baltic nor the Finnic word

has a clear etymology,?! it is difficult to make any conclusion with

9 The Finnic word shows an irregular vowel, but I wonder if it could be
explained by an (irregular) assimilation *o-u > *u-u, parallel to the recently
proposed sound law *e-ii > *ii-i (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).

91 See Smoczynski (2018: 1498). Lv. dial. (Kurzeme) tdst® ‘hew’ probably
shows secondary length after the preterite (ME 1V: 151), cf. the derived dial.
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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 1.3.4), he concludes that a few cases
could represent “parallel borrowings from a shared source, perhaps a

lost substrate language” (2015: 31).92

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, unambiguous 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:

(SW) tastit ‘hew’, and the similar phenomenon in Lv. tést, dial. tést (ME IV:
175-176) ‘hew, chop, adze’, where we indeed find a vacillation between
1sG.PRES. tésu and dial. teSu. These are to be equated with Lt. tasyti ‘carve’,
which cannot be connected with tésis on formal grounds.

92 In this connection, he cites e.g. F kinnas, E kinnas, Li. kindaz ‘mitten, glove’
(?— Sa. S gamhtse, 18™ c. (kamtes) ‘leather glove’) ~ Lv.cimds ‘glove’ (cf.
Thomsen 1890: 187; Kalima 1936: 118; Posti 1953: 36-37; SSA I: 336).
However, there are several generally accepted loanwords which could easily
have been mentioned in the same context. Take, for instance, F vuota ‘hide,
pelt’ ~ Lt. dda, 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 unetymologized (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.
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— F olut, Vt. 6lud, Li. vd’l (< *olut) ‘beer’ ~ Lt. alus, Lv. alus ‘beer’;
Pr. E alu ‘mead’; Sln. (dated) §¢ ‘beer’ = ON ¢l ‘beer’, OE ealu,
GEN.SG. ealop ‘ale’ (LAGLOS II: 310; Junttila 2012: 273)93

— F rastas, E rdstas, Li. rasta (< *rasta(s); see p. 178) ‘thrush’ ~
Lt. strdzdas, Lv. strazds ‘thrush, starling’ = Ic. préstur ‘thrush’
(Qvigstad 1893: 259; LAGLOS III: 130-131)%

— F terva, E térv, Li. téra ‘tar’ ~ Lt. derva ‘tarry log; tar, resin,
pitch’, Lv. dafva ‘tar, pitch’ = ON tjara, OE teoru ‘tar’ (LAGLOS
II1: 289-290)%

— F vaaja, E vai, Li. vaiga (< *vakja) ‘wedge’ = Sa. S vuevjie,
L vuojvve ‘clothing insert’ (< *vuovjé) ~ Lt.vdgis ‘peg, wedge’,
Lv. vadzis ‘wall hook, wedge’ = Nw. dial. vegg, OHG weggi
‘wedge’ (LAGLOS III: 344)

— F des, E dke, Li. d'ggoz (< *dkes) ‘harrow’ ~ Lt aké ¢ios,
Lv. ecésas; Pr.E aketes PL. ‘harrow’ = OE egepe, OHG egida
‘harrow’ (Koivulehto 1971: 591; LAGLOS IIl: 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 confusingly, a Germanic loan etymology is almost never

93 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. 85-86.

94 LAGLOS favour a Baltic origin due to the final *-as in Finnic, but the
adoption of Germanic *-us as Finnic *-as does not seem impossible (see
Koivulehto 1981: 193). For further discussion of the Indo-European
background, see p. 324-327.

95 Sa. N darvi, Sk. td’rvv ‘tar’ (< *tervé) is hardly a loan 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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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. 11l kaiminan Acc.SG. ‘neighbour’, 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-).%®
[ have also omitted words limited to Livonian, such as the following:

— Li. kil ~ ki] ‘black woodpecker’ and palandéks ‘pigeon’ both
predate developments specific to Latvian (viz. the
palatalization in Lv. dzilna ‘woodpecker’ and loss of nasal in
baluédis ‘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. kgla ‘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.

% A slightly different case is F ranta, E rand, Li. randa (< *ranta) ‘coast, shore’,
which has been etymologized both as a loan from Baltic (Lt. krafitas, krdnta
‘shore; precipice’; Biga 1908: 30; TepentbeB 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 III: 127; Junttila
2012: 282).
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In general, I have erred on the side of caution, and taken the liberty of
leaving out etymologies which seem problematic to me for any reason.
No explicit attempt at exhaustivity has been made in this survey, but

the following hopefully covers the most unambiguous evidence.

1.3.2. 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 presentation, I 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.
Kinship
— F dial. ativo, atima ‘visiting relatives; married woman visiting

her parents’, Vp. adiv, -on ‘guest; marriageable woman’ (<

*ateiva |/ *ateivo)?”7 ~ Lt. ateivis, dial. atéiva ‘foreigner,

97 To explain the absence of the assibilation *ti > *ci in the word ativo ‘visiting
relatives’, Kalima (1939-1940: 212) has posited an Early Proto-Finnic *atejvo.
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 *-agj- under certain conditions, see Kallio 2012: 32-34). The
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newcomer’ (to at-eiti ‘come, arrive’, cf. Skt. éti ‘go’) (Kalima
1939-1940: 211-214)9

— F heimo, Vb. héim, Li. aim ‘tribe, kin’ (?< *heimo; see p. 122-
129) ~ Lt.Seima, Lv.saime ‘family, household’; Pr.IIl seimins
‘gesinde’ (= Olr. cdim ‘dear’)??

— F morsian, K morsien, E mérsja, dial. mérsija ‘bride, newlywed’
(< *morcijan, OBL. *morcijame-) ~ Lt. marti, ACC.SG. maFcig ‘son’s
wife; bride’, Lv. mdr$a ‘brother’s wife’; Pr. Il madrtin ACC.SG.
‘bride’ (cf. Lat. maritus ‘married (man)’, Gr.pelpa§ ‘girl’ <
*mer-ih,-)100

— F dial. nepaa, arch. nevat (< *nepat) ‘nephew, niece’; E nébu
‘cousin’ (< *nepoi)10t ~ Lt. obs. nepuotis (GEN.SG. -ies) ‘nephew,
niece’ (= Skt. ndpat- ‘grandson’)

— E sésar, Li. sézar, ?Vo. sysar ‘sister’ (< *sesar) ~ Lt. sesu6é (OBL.

séser-) ‘sister’ (= Skt. svdsar-)102

diagnostic (South Finnic) forms for this reconstruction are unfortunately
unattested.

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

99 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.

100 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).

101 [n Estonian, we are dealing with an affective derivation by clipping,
compare F tytto, K tytto, tytoi ‘girl’ L *tyttdr.

102 [n 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
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—  F tytdr, E tiitar, Li. tidar ‘daughter’ (< *tiittdr) ~ Lt. dukté (OBL.
dukter-); Pr. 11l duckti ‘daughter’ (= Skt. duhitdr-)

Body parts

— F hammas, E hammas, Li. dmbaz (< *hampas) ‘tooth’ ~ Lv. zuiobs
‘tooth’, Lt. Zarmbas ‘edge, hem; (dial.) blade’ (= Skt. jdmbha-
‘tooth, jaw’)

— F napa, E naba, Li. naba (< *napa) ‘navel’ ~ Lv. naba ‘navel’;

Pr. E nabis ‘navel’ (= YAv. ndfa-)103

Adjectives

— F ahdas, Vt. ahaz, Li. ¢’d6z (< *ahtas) ‘narrow, cramped’ ~
Lt. afikstas ‘narrow’ (*amz- + *-sta-; = Skt. amhii- ‘narrow’, cf.
LEW 11)104

— Ingr. haljas ‘verdant’ (cf. F haljakka ‘pale, faded’), E haljas,
Li. 9laz ‘green’ (< *haljas) ~ Lt. Zdlias, Lv. za]§ ‘green’; Pr.E

saligan */zaljan/ (~ Skt. hdri- ‘fallow, yellow-green’)

paralleled by V6. sysalik ‘lizard’ (< *sisalikko), and sys ~ sis ‘then’ (cf. E siis).
Voro [y] elsewhere primarily occurs as an allophone of /6/ before n. I still
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.

103 The word for ‘navel’ is more likely to be loaned from Baltic than from
Germanic. In Germanic, 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).

104 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, 3sG. ata ‘cram’ implies
PF *akta- rather than *ahta-.



Baltic = Finnic borrowings 103

— F keltainen, E kollane, Vb. kéllané (< *keltainen) ‘yellow’ ~
Lt. geltonas, Lv.dial. dzeltdns ‘yellow’, cf. Pr.E gelatynan,
probably for */geltajnan/ (~ YAv. zairita- ‘pale yellow’) 105

— Vp. kurdeh, Vt. dial. kurré (GEN.SG. kurtdd), E dial. (Mulgi) kurre
(< *kurteh),10¢ elsewhere kurt -i ‘deaf’ ~ Lt. kufcias, dial. kurtis,
Zem. kuftas ‘deaf’ (cf. Lv. kufls, kurls, dial. kufns, YAv. karana-
‘deaf”)

— F taaja, dial. tavea, K toakie (< *takja) ‘dense, frequent’ ~
Lt. tdnkus, ADV. tdnkiai ‘dense, frequent’ (= Parthian tng
‘narrow, tight’) (Liukkonen 1999: 140-142)107

105 Traditionally, one has compared the noun F kelta ‘the colour yellow’, Vt.
dial. kélta ‘egg yolk’ with Lt. gelta ‘jaundice; (dial.) the colour yellow’
(Thomsen 1890: 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 I: 543) dzelts ‘yellow’ are
not attested in early sources. I prefer take *keltainen ‘yellow’ directly from
Baltic *geltdna- (or even *geltaina-? cf. Lv. dial. dzeltains, ME I: 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).

106 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
origin of the latter seems more promising than the assumption of a second,
independent loan from Baltic *kunas (Kalima 1936: 124; Junttila 2019: 42).
107 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 Karelian 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.
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— F tyhjd, E tiihi, Li. tija (< *tiihjd) ‘empty’ ~ Lt. tuscias, Lv. tukss
‘empty’ (= Skt. tucchyd-)

Nature

— F dial. (W) hako ‘conifer branch; needle’, E hagu, dial. haga ‘fine
lopped branches; branch, stick’, Li. dial. (W) a’g ‘conifer needle’
(< *hako ~ *haka) ~ Lt.Saka, Lv.dial. (ME III: 642) saka
‘branch’ (= Skt. §d kha-) (Biiga 1908: 30; Ojansuu 1921: 6) 108

— F halla, E hall, Li. ¢la (< *halla) ‘frost, hoarfrost’ ~ Lt. Salna,
Lv. salna (LVPPV: salna) ‘frost, hoarfrost’ (~ Lt. $dlti = Oss. ID
sal- ‘freeze’) 109

— F helle (0BL. helte-) ‘hot weather’, K dial. (Olonets) helleh
‘sweltering’ (< *helteh) ~ Lt. §iltis ‘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

108 Thomsen (1890: 244) compared a different Baltic word, Lt. Zdgas ‘hayrick,
heap’, Lv.schaggas F.pL. ‘Laub, feine belaubte Ruthen, dergleichen sie zu
Badequaste 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 additional hypothesis in comparison to the
etymology suggested here.

109 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).
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‘clubmoss’ ~ Lv. dzelta ‘ground cedar’. Plants named for their
use as dyes (cf. Lv. dzeltdns ‘yellow’)

— F metsd, E mets; Li. mdtsa, V6. méts (?7< *mecca) ‘forest, wood’ ~
Lt. médZias, Lv. meZs ‘forest’; Pr. E median ‘wood’ (= R mesd,
SCr. méda ‘border between fields; boundary strip’; to
Skt. mddhya- ‘in the middle’)110

— F routa, Vt. routa (< *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. da’ggél (< *takla) ‘tinder (fungus)’ ~
Lv. dagla, degla ‘tinder (fungus)’, whose primary use is as fuel;

to Lt. dégti, Lv. degt ‘burn’ (= Skt. ddhati)

Wild animals

— F ankerias, E angerjas, Li. angdrz (< *ankerjas) ‘eel’ ~

Lt. ungurys; Pr. E angurgis * /angurjas/ ‘eel’ (~ Lat. anguilla) 111

110 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 ma¢i ‘forest, tundra’. However, the
Selkup affricate derives from Proto-Samoyed *-j- (cf. Janhunen 1977: 85) and
the word shows no regular correspondence with the Finnic word. It is 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
(II: 343), who nevertheless follow Kalima and consider the Baltic etymology
uncertain.

111 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. Biga RR II: 509;



106 Contacts with known languages

F herhildinen ‘hornet’, E herilane ‘wasp’ (< *herhildinen) ~
Lt. sirse, Lv. sifsenis ‘hornet’; note Lt. dial. §iFsilas, Pr. E sirsilis
(= Lat. crabro)112

— 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’)113

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

— F kiilidinen, V0. kiirildne ‘botfly’ (< *kilijdinen ~ *kilildinen);
E kiil, -i ‘dragonfly; botfly’ (< *kili) ~ Lt.gylys ‘gadfly’, dial.
‘sting’ (~ gélti ‘to sting’ = Arm. ketem ‘torment, afflict’)
(Mikkola 1906: 78)

— F kddrme ‘snake’, Li. kierméz ‘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. vdpsas, Lv. dial. vapsene; Pr. E wobse

‘wasp’ (= Pahlavi wpc /wabz/)114

Otrebski 1955: 26; LEW 1163) seems less probable. An alternative account is
that the u-vocalism originated in the zero-grade (*hyng"“"-; cf. Smoczynski
2018: 1561), implying an old ablaut variant.

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

13 Lt. §irvas ‘grey, dapple-grey’ could be cognate if it originally meant ‘roe-
coloured’, but more likely it represents a contamination of Lt. §irmas ‘grey,
dapple-grey’ (= Lv. sifms) and sSyvas ‘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. kdrve ‘cow’
etc., see fn. 463.
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Animal husbandry

— F dial. ehkonen (dial. hehvo; standard hieho), E dial. 6hv, Li. é’v
(< *ehva) ‘heifer’ ~ Lt. obs. asva, esva ‘mare’; perhaps Lv. (6ssa)
‘mare’ (Elger 1683: 133; cf. Karulis 1992 I: 468) (= Lat. equa) 115

— F hanhi, E hani, V6. haah (< *hanhi, OBL. hanhe-) ‘goose’ ~
Lt. Zgsis, Lv. zuioss ‘goose’; Pr. E sansy ‘goose’ (= Skt. hamsd-)

— F oinas, E oinas, V6. oinas, dial. oonas (< *oinas) ‘ram’ ~
Lt. dvinas, Lv. duns ‘ram’; Pr. E awins ‘ram’ (cf. Skt. dvi- ‘sheep’)

— F paimen, Vt. dial. paiméé, Li. paint (< *paimen) ‘shepherd’ ~
Lt. piemud, OBL. piemen- ‘shepherd’ (= Gr. mowunv)

— Filla, E vill, Li. vila (< *villa) ‘wool’ ~ Lt. vilna, Lv. vilna ‘wool’
(= Skt. i'rna-)

— F vuohi, Vt. voho (< *vohi, OBL. *vohe-) ‘goat’ ~ Lt. 0Zys, Lv. dzis
‘he-goat’; Pr. E wosee ‘she-goat’ (= Skt. ajd-)116

— F vuona, Vt. védna, V6. vyuyn, Li. donéz (< *vétna) ‘lamb’ ~ not
attested in Baltic; cf. OCS arma ‘lamb’ (= Lat. agnus,

Gr. auvog)7

114 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. vapsid ‘wasp’ (< *vapso or *vapsoi, Nieminen
1934: 33-34), may well be a later loan from Latvian.

115 The secondary nature of F h- is supported by the presence of h-less variants
well outside of the area of Estonian influence (Junttila in prep.). Baltic *asva
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: “kumete[,] afzwa”. Likewise, Elger has “kiéwa, D 6ssa”. 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 grofier Art’

(Ruhig I: 8). For a discussion of the semantics, see 1.3.6.1.



108 Contacts with known languages

On V6. pahr ‘boar’, see p. 133.

Agriculture

F herne, E hernes, Li. jérnaz (< *hernes / *herneh) ‘pea’ ~

Lt. Zirnis, Lv. ziFnis ‘pea’ (= Lat. granum ‘grain’)

— F pelu, usu. PL. pelut, Vp. pelu (?< *pelut NOM.PL.)118 ‘straw chaff’
~ Lt. arch., dial. pélis, Lv. pelus pPL.; cf. Pr. E pelwo ‘chaff (=
Skt. paldva- ‘chaff’, Lat. pulvis ‘dust’ < *pel-ou-)

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

— F vannas, Vt. vadnaz ‘ploughshare’, E dial. (W) vannas ‘plough

beam’ (< *vatnas) ~ unattested in East Baltic; cf. Pr. E wagnis

‘coulter’ (= Gr. (H.) 6¢@vig ‘ploughshare’) (Paasonen 1909b)119

116 For the Votic form, cf. toho < *tohi, oBL. *téhe- ‘birchbark’.

117 The substitution *gn — *tn (see also *vatnas, below) appears to suggest
that the cluster *kn was not yet licenced at the time of borrowing. According
to Paasonen (1909b: 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’), V&. ndnniit ‘see ACT.PRT. (< *ndk-niit). Kallio (2008b: 313-314),
however, argues that *kn was preserved in ‘Core Finnic’, but examples like
Estonian ndinud < *ndk-niit might show restored *k. 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).

118 The word is generally plurale tantum in Finnish. [ cannot establish whether
the situation is similar for Veps, as the form 1is absent from
3anneBa/Mynnonen 1972. 1 can trace it back as far as a Central Veps “peau”
cited in SKES 516.

119 LAGLOS (III: 368-369) leave open the possibility of a Germanic origin. The
Norse data (cf. ON hapax vangsna 0BL.SG., Nw. dial. vangsne, (17" c.) vagnsne)
seem to point towards a proto-form *wagnVsnan-. According to Kroonen
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Technology

— F ansa ‘trap, noose’, E aas, Li. 0z ‘noose, loop; handle’ (< *ansa)
~ Lt. gsa, Lv. uosa ‘handle, eyelet’; Pr. E ansis ‘(pot)hook’ (= Lat.
ansa ‘handle”)120

— F kirves, E kirves, Li. kiraz (< *kirves) ‘axe’ ~ Lt. kiFvis, Lv. cirvis
‘axe’ (~ Gr. keipw ‘crop, shave’; cf. Trautmann 1923: 135)12!

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

— F niisi, usu. PL. niided, E niied, Li. niddéd (< *nici, PL. *nitet)
‘heddle’ ~ Lt. nytys, Lv. nitis F.PL. ‘heddle’, cf. Lt. nytis ‘warp
thread’ (~ Lv. dial. nit, nit* ‘thread (a needle)’; OIr. snfid ‘twist,
bind")

— F dial. pahla ‘(fishing) rod’, E dial. (W) pahl ‘spit, skewer’ (<
*pahla) ~ Lt. baslys ‘fencepost, stake’ from Lt. bésti ‘drive in,
stick in’, Lv. best ‘dig, bury’ (~ Lat. fodio ‘dig, pierce, thrust’)
(Kalima 1928: 102-103)122

(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 Prussian (wagnis) can stand for
*/wagnas/, a Baltic source does not raise any phonological issues, while the
neuter s-stem *wagnas, 0BL. *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).
120 A Germanic origin (Sammallahti 1998: 123), cf. ON &s ‘eyelet (in a shoe)’ (<
*ansjo-) is formally less straightforward.

121 On R dial. ueps, which hardly belongs here, see fn. 68. It seems natural to
compare Lt. kif'sti, Lv. cirst ‘chop, cut’ (= Skt. krntdti ‘cut off’). However, the
dental would not be lost in the formation *kirt-ujia-, 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).

122 On -hl- < *-sl-, see Aikio 2015a: 44. Krevinian (pahlis) ‘stake’ cited by VKS,

on the other hand, like Livonian p¢’l6z ‘stake’, is from Latvian palis ‘stake’,
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— F ratas, E ratas, Li. (Salaca) rat (< *rattas) ‘wheel, cartwheel’ ~
Lt. rdtas, Lv.rats ‘wheel’ (= Skt. rdtha- ‘chariot’, Lat. rota
‘wheel’)

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

— 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 MmocT® ‘bridge; pavement, floor’; CAPA
11-14 V: 25-26)123

— F tempaa-, E témba-, Li. témbé- (< *tempaita-) ‘pull, tug’ ~
Lt. teripti (3SG. -ia), Lv. tiept (1SG. -ju, -u) ‘stretch, tighten’ (=
NP tab- ‘twist, spin’) 124

— F siula, K Sikla (< *sikla) ‘side net in a seine’ ~ Lt. tifiklas,
Lv. tikls ‘net’, cf. Pr. E sasin-tinklo ‘snare’ (~ Gr. teivw ‘stretch,
pull tight’) (Koivulehto 1979a: 267-269)125

with the orthographic sequence -Vh- simply standing for *V as in Krevinian
(pahlin) ‘top’ (= Vt. pddlin), (Sohla) ‘salt’ (= Vt. soola).

123 Further, OR Tes0 ‘ground, bottom’, Pr. E talus ‘floor’, OE pel ‘plank (of
wood); plate (of metal)’, in compounds ‘floor’. Probably, all of these words are
related to Lat. tellis ‘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.

124 Root cognates have been suggested in several branches, but most of these
are semantically uncompelling (cf. IEW 1064-1065). The long -a- 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. pémb ‘bowstring’ (which need not originally be from ‘gut’; Ic. pémb
‘belly’ is perhaps to be separated as a Reimbildung to vomb ‘belly, rumen’).

125 Within Balto-Slavic, the same root is continued in Lv. tft, 1PRES. tinu ‘wrap,
wind’ (IEW 1065-1066; hence probably the intonation tfkls 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.
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— F torvi, E dial. téri (< *torvi, OBL. *torve-) ‘horn (for blowing)’ ~
Lv. taure ‘hunting horn’, Lt. tauré ‘chalice, drinking horn’, cf.
Lt. tauras ‘aurochs’ (= Gr. tadpog ‘bull’)

— F tuulas (< *tilas) ‘night fishing; fishing spear’; F tuulaalla,
Vp. dial. tulhuuda (< *tilahela-) ‘spear-fish by torchlight’ ~
Lv. dilis ‘torch for night fishing’, also ‘torch to fumigate
beehives’, Lt.dulis ‘fog; smoke to fumigate beehives’ (cf.

Hitt. tuhhae-* ‘produce smoke’)

Other

— F jo ‘already’, E jo, dial. ju ‘already, indeed’, Li. jo, ju (< *jo)
‘already’ ~ Lt. jai, Lv. jau ‘already’; Pr. Il iau ‘je’ (= OCS oy, 10 ~
Go. ju; further Gr. (Hom.) aiel ‘always’; cf. Dunkel 2014: 352-
353)126

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

— F reuna, Vp. réun ‘edge’ (< *reuna), ?V6. réénéq ‘strip (of

fabric)’ (?< *reunek)?’ ~ Lt. briauna ‘brim, edge’ (~ ON briin

126 The Baltic etymology, suggested by Thomsen (1890: 174), is considered by
LAGLOS (I: 140) to be “lautlich problematisch”, and a Germanic etymology is
preferred (thus also SSA I: 238; Hakkinen 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 parallels. The Baltic
etymology, on the other hand, does not pose any phonological issues (see
p. 130).

127 The Voéro form may belong here if it originated in the eastern dialects
showing 6u : 66 gradation (cf. dial. 166n6q ‘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 Voro GEN. ryyné would have
to be analogical. Semantically, we can compare the sense ‘strip of fabric’ in

Norse.
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‘eyebrow; brow (of a hill); strip of cloth’, Skt. bhrii- ‘eyebrow’)
(Buga 1908: 42)128

—  Fsuola, E sool, Li. siiol (< PF *séla) ‘salt’ ~ Lv. sd Is (GEN.SG. sdls),
dial. salis* (GEN.SG. sd]a; EH II: 470) ‘salt’ (= Gr. &\g) (Biiga
1924b: 104)12°

— Fvuoro ‘turn, shift’, E voor -u ‘turn, time’ (< *voro) ~ Lt. vora
‘line, row’, dial. ‘turn, shift’ (from Lt. vérti, Lv. veft ‘pierce;
thread, string together’) (Koivulehto apud Hidkkinen 2004:
1514)130

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 direction of borrowing can nevertheless be considered

certain:
— E ois, dial. heis ‘flower’ (< *hdici, 0BL. hdite-), whence F heiti- (<
*hditi-), E oitse-, V0. hditse- (< *hditicce-) ‘to bloom’ ~

Lt. Ziedas (dial. Zdidas), Lv. ziéds ‘flower’; cf. Pr. TC zaidianté

128 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 *hsb"ru-n-, while Lt. bruvis, Skt. bhri - ‘eyebrow’, etc. would reflect
a fossilized dual *h3b"ru-h;.

129 On the Mordvin and Permic words for ‘salt’, see p. 229.

130 For the development from ‘row’ to ‘turn’, compare R duepeds ‘line, row;
turn’. The Baltic verb is related to OCS (Supr.) npoBpbTu* ‘thrust through’,
Bg. epa ‘shove, thrust’ and is generally considered to belong with Lt. at-vérti,
Cz. otevriti, Lat. aperd ‘open’ (e.g. LIV 227-228).
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ACC.SG. ‘blossoming’ (~ Lt.Zydéti ‘to bloom’) (Tomopos/
Tpyb6aueB 1962: 247; Magiste 1970) 131

— F haara, E dial. haar (GEN.SG. haara), V0. haro, Li. a’r, NOM.PL.
a’rud (< *hara ~ *haro) ‘branch, fork’ ~ Lv. zars (?— Lt. dial.
Zdras) ‘branch; prong’ also ‘ray of light’132 (to Lt. Zéréti ‘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 hdrmd, E hdrm, Li. drma (< *hdrmd) ‘hoarfrost’; F harmaa,
Vt. harmaa (< *harmaka), V6. harm, -i (< *harmi) ‘grey’ ~
Lt. §arma, Lv. safma ‘hoarfrost’; Lt.§irmas, Lv.sifms ‘grey,
dapple-grey’133

— F luuta, E luud, Li. lidé (< *lita) ‘broom’ ~ Lt. Sliota, Lv. sludta
‘broom’ (to Lt. sluoti ‘sweep’) 134

— F puuro ‘porridge’, E puder ‘porridge; mash’ (< *putro) ~

Lv. putra ‘porridge, mash; a kind of soup’, Lt. putra ‘gruel,

131 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.

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

133 Baltic *Safma- ‘hoarfrost’ is a derivative of *§ifma- ‘grey’. The semantics
can be illustrated by several parallels: (1) Lt. SeFkSnas ‘hoarfrost, rime; grey
(of animals)’ (= Sln. srén ‘hoarfrost’ ~ CS cpbub ‘greyish-white’ < *kersno-, cf.
ME I1I; 722), (2) F halli, E hall ‘grey; grey animal’, Li. a] ‘grey seal’ (< PF *halla
‘hoarfrost’, see fn. 109), and not least (3) ME hore-frost ‘hoarfrost’, cf. OE har
‘grey, hoary; grey-haired’. See also Liukkonen (1999: 38).

134 According to Kortlandt (1995), Slio- regularly reflects *klehsu-, and the
Baltic words are to be compared with Lat. cluere, cloare ‘purify’. However, the
implied phonological development 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).
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skilly; flour soup’. Compare Lt. dial. (E Aukst.) putelis
‘thickened soup of oatmeal and milk’135

— F rako, E pragu (< *rako) ‘crack, crevice; gap’ ~ Lt. spraga,
Lv. spraga ‘gap (usu. in a fence), crack’ (cf. Lt. sprégti, Lv. sprdagt
‘burst, crack’)136

— 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)137

— F seivds, E teivas, Li. taibaz, V6. saivas (?< *steipas; see p. 122-
129) ‘post, stake’ ~ Lt. stiebas ‘stalk, trunk, pillar’, ?Lv. stiebrs

‘stalk, reed, rush’ (~ R cmébeawv ‘stalk’, SCr. stdblo ‘tree;

trunk’)138

135 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 secondary sense ‘eat sloppily’, or even “Nuog putros tik
pilvas i$sipate” (Auk$tadvaris, LKZ) ‘All I got from that putrda was a bloated
stomach’. Note that Mikkola (1896a: 121) was unconvinced by this derivation,
and derived the Baltic words instead from Finnic.

136 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 ‘opportunity’, 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 fn. 436). In that case, the root is perhaps that of
Lv. gdju ‘went’.

137 Finnish louhi- ‘chip away (stone), quarry’, for which Thomsen (1890: 194-
195) has suggested 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.) .

138 The Baltic acute is unexplained. Note the similarly obscure acute in
Lt. stdmbas ‘stem, stalk’ (= Skt. stambha- ‘pillar’).
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F tapa, E dial. taba, tava (< *tapa) ‘custom, habit’ ~ Lt. dial.
daba, Lv. daba ‘way, custom’ (~ OCS nmo-po6atu, Go. ga-daban
‘befit, be suitable’)13?

— F tuura, E tuur (< *tira) ‘ice chisel’ ~ Lv. dure ‘fist’, dial. ‘ice
chisel’140 (from the verb Lt. durti, Lv. duft ‘stab, poke, prick’)

— Vp. vdrpita-, dial. vdrbita- 'spin, rotate (a spindle)’, Li. vérbiksé,
dial. vdrboks 'spin (thread)’ (?< *vdrpi- ~ *vdrpe-) ~ Lt. vefpti
(PRES. vefpia) ’spin (thread)’, Lv. vérpt ’spin; (REFL.) wind
round’ (Thomsen 1890: 240; Posti 1946: 386) 14!

—  F vield, E veel, V5. viil (< *véld)142 ‘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. Biga 1923-1924: 95-96)

139 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).

140 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 derivation from the cited verbal base is semantically
satisfactory; compare the parallel derivative in Zem. durd ‘ice chisel’ (LEW
113).

141 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. *yerp- fn. 1); therefore,
it is unclear whether Pr. III powiérpt ‘leave, forsake’, ORu. Bbpnatu* (attested
Bbpremu 2SG.PRES.) ‘tear, rob’, CS Ha-Bpanutu ‘invadere’ (Miklosich 1865:
399) even belong here. At least from a semantic point of view, it is tempting to
compare OE warp, OHG waraf ‘warp (in a loom)’ (Persson 1912: 497-499;
Trautmann 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 twisted harder than the weft or woof"
(emphasis mine).

142 Livonian vél, ve’l represents an independent loan from Latvian (cf. Suhonen
1973: 237).
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1.3.3. Analysis of sound substitutions

1.3.3.1. Vocalism

*® - *e; *a > *o

While it seems natural to interpret the first-syllable vowel in PF
*sémen as an exact equivalent of Baltic *é (thus e.g. Kalima 1936: 68; cf.
Lt. sémen-), this is rather a notational fallacy. The Proto-Baltic
precursor of Lt. é was almost certainly a low vowel */a:/. It remains
low (in part) to this day in standard Latvian; likewise, the low vowel
realizations /a:/ and /a:/ are still present in certain East AuksStaitian
dialects (cf. Bacevicitté et al. 2004: 124-125), and one can still find the
spelling (a) for Proto-Baltic *a in early Lithuanian texts deriving from
Prussian 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 kéle-
‘tongue’ < pre-PF *kdla < PU *kdla). This raising must have predated
the emergence of secondary *d resulting from contraction over PU *x
and *n (e.g. PF *pd ‘head’ < PU *pdna, UEW 365), which was no longer
subject to raising.143 Therefore, we should rather state that Baltic */e:/
was borrowed as pre-PF *d, and the subsequent raising in Finnic and

Lithuanian must be considered parallel, unrelated developments.

143 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 *p and *x (or at least the
vowel contraction). The fact that these phonemes are not represented in the
Baltic loanwords is not surprising, as no corresponding phonemes are present

in Baltic.
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A confirmation of this chronology is provided by the substitution of
PB *a as PF *6 in e.g. PF vohi « PB *dZé ‘goat’. Although in fact entirely
analogous to the case of */z:/ — *¢, 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 *@ had become rounded, be it Curonian (Nieminen 1934: 59),
High Latvian (Endzelins 1932: 255), or “North Baltic” (Kallio 2008a:
272). However, all of these speculations are rendered unnecessary by
the insight that Finnic *o has itself developed from an earlier *a

(Pystynen 2018: 72-75).

The following additional pieces of support can be presented for this

chronology:

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

b. The substitution *0 — *#, *ou is naturally accounted for if
Proto-Finnic lacked a phoneme *6 at the time of borrowing (see
p. 126).

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 1.3.3.3)

b. F vohla, 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 *-e- is a late development (Kallio 2007: 241): Baltic *dZel-
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would be adopted into Finnic as *asela, which subsequently developed
to *vohela (with automatic *v- before *06-) 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 vohla remains doubtful, however,
as the word is limited to the dialects of Western Finland, which seems

suggestive of a local innovation. 44

*e » *j ~ *¥e; ¥*a » *a ~ *o

In some cases, short *e is substituted as *d, cf. *mdntd ‘whisk’, *vdrpi-
‘to spin’ and perhaps the second syllable of *tiittdr ‘daughter’ (<
*dukter-). This is the expected substitution, as Proto-Baltic *e was
probably an open vowel */2/, 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. cerme ‘roundworm’, Lt. kermenai ‘bee larvae’ (Thomsen 1890: 98;
Liukkonen 1999: 54).145 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

144 The oft-quoted Estonian vohl is found only in the Kuusalu coastal dialect in
the far north (according to VMS), and is probably a loan from Finnish.

145 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).
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suggests *e could have been a sort of compromise between the back-

vocalic stem-vowel and front vowel of the initial syllable.146

The two substitution strategies for Baltic *e are mirrored by the similar
situation 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 *[2] (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’ and *morcijan ‘bride’, *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 encounters 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, *tauré, *martjan. 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. Nevertheless, 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.

The substitution observed in PF *hdrmd « *S§drma- ‘hoarfrost’ is quite

unclear.1*” The expected back vocalism seems to be found in F harmaa,

146 This is an argument in favour of interpreting *mecca ‘forest’ as archaic. See
below.

147 Since Thomsen (1890: 221), one has generally referred to a Latvian sefma
(cf. ME III: 819; EH II: 478) to support the reconstruction of a Baltic source

form *$§efmd. However, this Latvian form is probably the result of a secondary
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V6. harm ‘grey’, which Liukkonen (1999: 38) has plausibly analysed as
inner-Finnic derivatives of a noun *harma; however, no regular
derivational process can account for shift to front vocalism within
Finnic. Although similar cases of secondary vocalism are sporadically
observed in Finnic (Saukkonen 1962; Nilsson 1996: 186), these

normally concern words of an expressive character. See also 1.3.5.3.

*] > *¥j ~ *e; *u - *u ~ *ii

Baltic *i is normally reflected as Finnic *i in loanwords (*villa ‘wool’,
*silta ‘bridge’, etc.). In some cases, however, we find Finnic *e, instead,
viz. *herneh ‘pea’ (« Baltic *Zirnis), *herhildinen ‘hornet’ (« *$ifs-) and
*helteh ‘hot weather’ (« *$ilta-). This hesitation could simply be
attributed to a more centralized pronunciation 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 *Z in Baltic.148

dialectal development (Endzelins 1923: 36-37) and cannot be projected back
to Proto-Baltic.

148 Ritter in fact operates with a rule the *i is lowered after both *k- 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; thick slice, chunk’ is more likely to be
loaned from Sami (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. S4. *¢ = 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.
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This might be phonetically understood if we suggest that Baltic *s and
*Z were realized as retroflex consonants, as usually assumed for Proto-
Uralic *s. Retroflexion tends to be disfavoured in the environment of
front high vowels, and may be accompanied by concomitant vowel
lowering (Hamann 2003: 94, 99-100). However, the substitution *d in
*hdrkd ‘ox; bull’ (« *Zifga-) might suggest that we are dealing with a
genuine sound change in a Baltic dialect,® which would provide
evidence that the source language was not a direct ancestor of the
attested East Baltic languages. The fact that we find *d-d as opposed to
*e-a in this word (see above) probably 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 *tittdr ‘daughter’ and *tiihjd ‘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 —
*7i had anything to do with the actual pronunc[ia]Jtion 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 1.3.5.3).

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-.

149 This is far preferable to seeing the source in the deverbal noun Zarga
‘spread legs’ (Liukkonen 1999: 55-56, taken over by Junttila in prep.), which

lacks the required semantic specialization.
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Such an explanation does not really work for ‘empty’, however;
although it is phonetically possible that the second-syllable vowel in
Baltic *tu$tja 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. *tilas

‘spear for night-time fishing’, *kili- ‘gadfly’, *nici ‘heddle’.

?7*e - *ei ~ *1; *0 - *ou ~ *u

A very interesting case as regards vocalism is PF *heimo ~ *haimo
‘tribe, kin’.150 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, V8. hain ‘hay’ (~ Lt. §iénas)

— Kdial. leind, E lein ‘grief, sorrow’ ~ Seto lainalind ‘sorrowful’

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

— Freikd ‘hole’, E dial. (insular) reig ‘wound’ ~ V&. raig ‘scab’

— Freisi, E reis ~ V0. arch. raiz ‘thigh’ (~ Lt. rietas)

— F seind, E sein ~ Li. sdina, V0. sain ‘wall’ (~ Lt. siena)

— F seivds, E teivas ~ Li. tdibaz, V0. saivas ‘post, stake’ (~
Lt. stiebas)

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

150 For a more detailed account of this problem, see now Jakob forthc. d.
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It is remarkable that the majority of these examples have Baltic
comparanda.’s! Only the last is inherited from Proto-Uralic, where the
cognates (e.g. Sa&. N c¢uozZzut, Eastern Mansi tuns- ‘stand’) point to
PU *sapéa-.152 Therefore, it is normally assumed that the e-vocalism
shown by ‘core Finnic’ is an innovation, and that Livonian and Vdéro
preserve an archaism (Thomsen 1890: 101-102; Koivulehto 1979b:
140). Since inherited *aj is normally preserved as such throughout
Finnic,153 one must then speak of a “sporadic development” (Kallio

2014: 159).

In view of the systematic distribution of the reflexes, it is likewise
unattractive 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),154 instead rather suggests that we

151 Both *reikd ~ *raika and *leind ~ *laina have been derived from Baltic, too.
Liukkonen (1973: 17-25; cf. Sammallahti 1998: 127; SSA III: 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 (semantically 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).

152 See Kallio (2007: 231-232; 2012: 35-36). Pystynen (2014a) rejects this
reconstruction and prefers *sanéa- (thus also Sammallahti 1988: 549);
however, */i¢ does not normally develop into *js in Finnic, instead simply
becoming *s, cf. *osa ‘part, share’ (< *onca), *kusi ‘urine’ (< *kunca). At the
same time, *-pé- (> -ps-) > *-js- would be a typologically similar development
to *-ps- > *-ws- found in F jousi ‘bow’ (< *jopsa). | wonder whether such a
PU reconstruction could also explain the difference between Khanty *aancé- ~
*ainé- (Vakh ljnt-, Kazym aons-) ‘put, set’ (< *sapéa-) and *kus- (Vakh-
Vasjugan kds-, Kazym y0s-) ‘urinate’ (< *kuriéa-).

153 For example, F aivot, Vp. aivod, V4. aivoq ‘brain’ (< *ajpa, UEW 5); F kaiva-,
E kaeva-, Li. kéva- (< *kauva- < *kaiva-; Kallio 2016: 55) ‘dig’ (< *kajwa-, UEW
116-117); F aita, E aed, V6. aid ‘fence’ (< *ajta, Aikio 2014b: 1-2).
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should reconstruct two diphthongs for Proto-Finnic, which I will

provisionally notate *ai (> F ai, V8. ai) and *?i (> F ei, V0. ai).

Of course, the diphthong *?i must somehow be part of the Proto-Finnic
phonemic system, and so the number of options is limited. If we
consider the i-diphthongs reconstructed for Early Proto-Finnic by

Kallio (2018), the result is rather interesting:

Table 3. i-diphthongs in Early Proto-Finnic (based on Kallio 2018)

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

Three possible diphthongs appear to be missing: *ei, *ei and *ii. It is
attractive 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 word, cf. E leibu,
Vt. leipoi PART.PL. < *-oita < *-a-j-ta (Kallio 2014: 159). As this is can
hardly be analogical, it is a compelling argument in favour of original
back vocalism, but not necessarily in favour of an original *ai. I would

therefore like to suggest the Proto-Finnic reconstruction *gi.155

154 Kallio’s own solution seems to be to assume a residual Baltic ‘substratal
tendency’ to confuse *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.

155 The relevance of forms like Sa. N suoidni ‘hay’ < *Saina, need not be
overstated, as it is possible that the Sami loans were adopted independently
(see 1.4.1, particularly p. 210 onwards). The change *a > *¢ in the word for
‘stand’ could be explained as a raising due to the influence of the following
palatal cluster *sapéa- > *saijsa- > *sejsa- (cf. Ravila 1935: 32, fn. 1; Viitso

1978: 97). Although ad hoc, attributing a unique change to a unique
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In this case, we can assume a regular fronting *e > *e in “Core Finnic”
conditioned by the following palatal resonant, triggering an automatic
shift to front harmony (i.e. *lejpa > *leipd). If we generalize this sound
law to any tautosyllabic palatal, we could also explain the fronting of
*mecca ‘forest’ (Li. métsd, V6. méts) to *meccd (F metsd, E mets) in
“Core Finnic” (Santeri Junttila p.c. March 2022), as *c 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).156

According to Kallio (2018: 262) *ei has arisen secondarily in later
Proto-Finnic due to contraction, cf. F seimi, Vb6. seim ‘manger’ <
*sewi-mi.’57 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 *ej into *ij

environment is better than assuming a sporadic change with no conditioning
factors. For more discussion of these points, see Jakob forthc. d.

156 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. pdippd ‘chick’). An exceptional case is F leivo, Vo. ldiv
‘lark’ (< *lgivo), normally taken as a Germanic loan (LAGLOS II: 190-191),
although Schrijver (1997: 309) considers the possibility of a parallel substrate
borrowing. It is possible that the preservation of *ei is due to the stem-vowel
*0, cf. V6. h6im (but Leivu aim « Livonian?; cf. Pajusalu, Krikmann & Winkler
2009: 293-294; Jakob forthc. d.). This would not only explain péippé, but also
the Votic back-vocalic forms séiso- (in NE Estonian dial. also séisa-) ‘to stand’,
o0imo ‘Kkin, relatives’. In that case, Véro héim would then need not have been
borrowed from North Estonian (cf. Kallio 2021: 125).

157 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 *-ttA-, South

Estonian pjjtd- appears rather to suggest *peettd-.
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(*pimd ‘milk’ < *pejmd, of Iranian origin,58 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’ 159
— F tiine, Vp. tineh, Li. (Salaca) tin ~ Zem. dieni NOM.SG.F. ‘pregnant
(of animals)’ (L6o 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 *i 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. 116). 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¢ — *ei 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 *é has
developed into /ie/, e.g. F kreivi ‘count’ « Sw. greve /gre:ve/ (Thomsen

1870: 56-57; Buga 1908: 23-24).160

158 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’),
*reémd ‘rope’ (« *raé¢man-, cf. further fn. 267).

159 Note that, morphologically, Baltic *Iékas ‘surplus’ more probably reflects
an earlier *laikas (= Gr. Aowm6g ‘left over’).

160 This might explain the substitution of Baltic *é as *ei in some Livonian
loanwords from pre-Latvian, provided these postdated the Livonian raising *¢
> *[ (> Courland 6, Salaca u; Kallio 2016: 49); compare Li. kidaz ‘weaver’s

reed’ (« Lv. Skiets, Lt. skiétas), 16iga ‘surplus’ (« Lv. lieks, Lt. liékas).
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This analysis seems to be confirmed by the substitutions of Baltic *9,
which is not diphthongal in origin. Here, we also find two Finnic
equivalents: *u (in *lidta ‘broom’) and *ou (in *routa ‘frozen earth’),
which can only be understood as two alternate substitution strategies
for a foreign phoneme *4; compare similarly F housut ‘trousers’ («
Sw. arch. hosor ‘leggings’), ruusu ‘rose’ (< Sw. ros); Thomsen 1870:
51.161 The parallelism between *¢ — *?i and *6 — *ou is, incidentally,

another argument in favour of interpreting *?i as *ei.

Against the direct substitution *¢ — *i, however, speaks Finnic *tineh
‘pregnant (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 secondary origin. Therefore, one has assumed an earlier
*tejnas (Koivulehto 1972: 627-628; Liukkonen 1999: 144; Aikio 2014c:
90-91). The assumption that the change *ej > *ij postdated the
assibilation *ti > *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).162 At the

161 For *routa, Junttila (2016b: 226) prefers an original *grauda, reconstructed
on the basis of R epyda ‘mass, heap’, Pl. gruda, Sln. griida ‘clod (of earth)’.
However, this is hardly necessary 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 *grédas (see Villanueva
Svensson 2015: 315).

162 Compare PF *itin ‘mosquito curtain’ < PU *owdam(a) (= Eastern Mansi dml;
Komi (Permjak) en, pointing to *o(-a), see Aikio in prep. 81-82); PF *tuli
‘wind’ < PU *towla (cf. Ma. W tul ‘storm’, Komi tev ‘wind’; see Aikio 2012b:
243); PF *kusi < PU *kowsa (cf. Komi-Permjak kez, Eastern Mansi yowt, North
Sami guossa ‘spruce’; Collinder 1960: 407; uBsoB 2014: 139). On the

principle of symmetry in sound changes, see now Jakob forthc. d.
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same time, the Baltic loans predated the assibilation (see
1.3.3.2).

— If Finnic *?i should be interpreted as *ei, the example F reisi,
V6. arch. raiz (< ?*reici) would show assibilation but lack the

raising to *I.

In my opinion, there is only one possible Uralic reconstruction which
could safely account for Finnic *tineh, namely *tiijnas. The change *iij >
*ij would run parallel to the established change *iw > *i{iw witnessed in
F syvd, V&. siivd ‘deep’ < PU *tiwd (Aikio 2015b: 9).163 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 > *i{iw must have post-dated the
assibilation of *t. As PU*e and *i merged in Mari, this new
reconstruction still allows for an equation with Ma. E tiiZ, dial. ti.iZ
‘pregnant (of animals)’ (E. Itkonen 1953: 183; Aikio 2014c: 90-91), but
seems to speak against the comparison with Baltic. Note that the

existence of Baltic loanwords in Mari is itself questionable (see 1.4.3).

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,%* and

163 The change also has a potential parallel in Vp. siléi, E siil, Li. tsi] ‘hedgehog’
(< PF *sili < ?*¢iijala), cf. the cognates Ma. W siilo and Hungarian stin, older sziil
‘hedgehog’, which suggest a rounded first-syllable vowel (Aikio in prep. 127).
The reconstruction of PF *kii ‘adder’ is also too uncertain for it to constitute a
counter-example (< *kiiti ?< *kiijii ?< PU *kejaw, cf. Md. E dial. kijov ‘snake’; see
Pystynen 2017). On other possible exceptions, see Jakob forthc. d.

164 That we find a diphthong in *paimen ‘shepherd’ (~ Lt. piemué) 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.



Baltic = Finnic borrowings 129

therefore an East Baltic origin of the loanwords (for a discussion, see
1.3.3.4). 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 ckno ‘grass, hay’;16> ctbua ‘wall’; on

the latter, see also p. 347-348).

*eu - *eu

In view of the etymology PF *reuna ~ Lt. briauna ‘edge’, several
scholars (Biga 1908: 42; Kalima 1936: 75) have argued that the Baltic
loanwords predated the change *eu > *jau.166 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),167 and the idea that

*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 p. 147-
148). In the case of *hdici ‘flower’, a form with *di is actually attested in
Lt. dial. Zdidas ‘flower’.

165 Guus Kroonen (p.c. August 2022) suggests Du. heen ‘upright sedge, Carex
stricta’ as a possible cognate, noting that the plant is used as animal fodder.

166 The other example, F leuka, E l6ug, Li. I6ga ‘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).

167 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 *-j- (see Hackstein 1992).
The Third Catechism offers very little evidence: for *jau clearly speaks iaukint
‘ilben’ (= Lt. jaukinti ‘tame, train’, OCS oyuuTu ‘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. tiénstwei ‘reytzen’ beside IMP.PL. tenseiti */tenséiti/ ‘reitzet’, etwiérpt

‘vergeben’ beside IMP.SG. etwerpeis */etwerpéis/ ‘verlasse’, cf. Kortlandt 1998:
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the diphthong *eu 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
reconstruction: 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. bratina ‘shed skin, scale; husk’ (cf. ME I: 327), which would support
Nieminen’s reconstruction *brauna-, is semantically 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 *rlau- — *reu- (Kulonen

1988).

Non-initial syllables

In Early Proto-Finnic, the vowel contrasts in non-initial syllables were
very limited (cf. Kallio 2008b: 269). In fact, it seems possible that only
the archiphonemes *4 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 syllables may have

synchronically still been *aw. This would explain *jo ‘already’ (< *jaw

124), and would imply an earlier *driéud- : *dreud-V-. This interpretation
would be supported by pievffen Acc.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.



Baltic = Finnic borrowings 131

< Baltic *jau), which as a prosodically unstressed particle may show
developments typical of unstressed syllables (similarly E dial. ju,
showing the development *-0 > -u). Baltic *0, outside of initial
syllables, seems to have been substituted as *a, as in *nepat ‘nephew’

and possibly *sesar ‘sister’ (see p. 147).168

1.3.3.2. Consonantism

Compared to the Slavic loans (see Kalima 1956), the Baltic loans
predated several Early Proto-Finnic developments affecting the
consonants: namely *§ > *h (e.g. *haljas ‘green’ « Baltic *Zaljas), *ti >
*ci (e.g. *silta ‘bridge’ « Baltic *tilta-) and *tj > *cc (in *mecca ‘forest’
« Baltic *medja-),1%° as well as the metathesis *-wR- > *-Rw- (e.g. *torvi
‘horn’ « Baltic *tauré) and the development *-In- > *-lI- (e.g. *villa
‘wool’ « Baltic *vilnd). A few aspects deserve a more detailed

discussion:

*§ > *h; *s > *g
It seems that Finnic speakers were able to reliably distinguish the two

Baltic sibilants, consistently substituting Baltic *s with *s. The only

168 There are, however, a couple of examples which show non-initial *i and *u
in Baltic loanwords, namely *pelu(t) ‘straw chaff’ (adopted as *pelew ~
*peldw?), and *oinas ‘ram’ (adopted as *owejnas ~ *owdjnas?).

169 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. méltséz ‘goosefoot, orache’ (vocalism
after méltsi ‘green’? Kettunen 1938: 222) (« *maldjo-, cf. OSw. mdld; Ritter
apud LAGLOS II: 248), although admittedly the latter is of obscure origin (cf.
Kroonen 2013: 351). Note also Sa. N fihccu, K véh¢ ‘(seal’s) flipper’ (< *ficcéo «
Norse *fitjo < Germanic *fetjo-, cf. ON fit ‘webbed foot; flipper’.
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apparent exception 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 *h-s in Proto-Finnic, so that the assimilation might even
be treated as regular. The final *h (> -@) in F herne ‘pea’, kddrme
‘snake’ can be of analogical origin. Due to the change *s > *h between
unstressed vowels, stems in *-es and *-eh 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. karnis ‘crow’, Li.
karnaz ‘raven, crow’ (= S4 N. gdranas, Komi kirnjs ‘raven’ ?< PU *karnas

~ *kdrnas).

The exact dating of the change *§ > *h is difficult, but the sibilant
pronunciation must have been preserved until after the arrival of
Finnic speakers in Fennoscandia. A layer of older Germanic loans show
the substitution *s — *h, 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. Furthermore,
the earliest Sdmi loans from Finnic still show *s for Finnic *s (cf. S4. 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, V0. maask ‘strawberry’ < *mansikka; Kallio 2014:
162). This might suggest that South Estonian originally preserved a
sibilant *§ longer than the rest of Finnic, and the change to *h only
diffused into this dialect area at a later date. This remains highly

tentative, however, especially since the equally peripheral Leivu and
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Kraasna vahn ‘old’ (= F vanha < PU *wans$a, on which see 1.4.4) would

seem to contradict this sound law.170

Nevertheless, this observation might explain the occurrence of a couple
of exclusively South Estonian loanwords which have undergone the
sound change *$§ > *h, in particular V6. pahr, (Hargla) parh ‘boar’ ~
Lt. paFsas ‘piglet, castrated boar’ (= Lat. porcus ‘pig’) (Kalima 1936:
145) and perhaps V&. 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.

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 Estonian -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-.171
Moreover, in all other cases where an initial *c- would be expected on

etymological grounds, we find s- in South Estonian:

170 [n view of this, it is perhaps preferable to opt for Pystynen’s alternative
account that South Estonian originally preserved a form *hansi (« Baltic
*Zansi) which first developed to *hasi and only then was assimilated to *hahi.

171 It is possible that V4. ts- is due to the secondary influence of Latvian ciika

‘ig’.
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— F sind, E sina = V0. sina ‘you (sG.)’ (cf. Kallio 2007: 242) < *tind
(UEW 539)

— Fsyvd = V0. stivd ‘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.

— F sitked, E sitke, Vo. sikké ‘tough, durable’ ~ Sa. N dadgat ‘firm
(of body parts)’ (Sammallahti 1999: 74-75) — As the V6ro term
shows regular *tk > kk, a loan 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,172 Kallio has
adduced several other examples of *c- based on correspondences
between initial *ts- 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. ¢ivissd ‘rustle’, Va.
tsibisemd ‘whisper’; Vp. Ciraita ‘sizzle’, Vo. tsirisemd ‘buzz’) or belong
to semantic fields where expressivization could be anticipated (K
¢irkku ‘small bird’, V&. tsirk ‘bird’; Olonets congie, V6. tsungma ‘root
about’). Kallio (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 reconstructable Proto-Finnic.
Given that it remains possible that *c- > *s- took place in initial

position earlier than it did in intervocalic position, 1 prefer to

172 Hosted at https://sanat.csc.fi/wiki/Luokka:Yhteissuomalainen sanasto.
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reconstruct the word for ‘bridge’ as *silta (and not *cilta) for Proto-

Finnic.

The Finnish cognates of F seivds ‘post, stick’ are interesting in two
respects. Not only do they show reflexes of the unclear diphthong *?i
(probably = *ei, see p. 122-129), but also an unclear alternation
between initial ¢t- and s-. This correspondence has some clear parallels.

Compare the following:

— F seivds, Vt. seivdz, Vo. saivas ~ E teivas, Li. tdibaz ‘post, stake’
(~ Lt. stiebas)

— Fsiipi, Vt. siipi, V0. siib ~ E tiib, Li. tib6z ‘wing’

— F seipi ~ E teib ‘dace’, Li. teib ‘ide’1’3 (~ Lv. obs. stiepats ‘dace’;
see p. 170)

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

‘tail’) 174

The agreement between the words for ‘wing’ and ‘post, stick’ is

striking: in both cases, the distribution between s- and t- is almost

173 Nirvi (1961: 152) and Heikkild (2013: 583) have adduced E dial. taivikas to
support a Proto-Finnic reconstruction with *?i. 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 result 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), even though *?i cannot be excluded.

174 But note F sapa, E saba(!) ‘tail’ (< *sapa).
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identical,1’”> yet not geographically 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 constitute 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 *ei (see

p- 122-129) straddle the two groups makes this very awkward.

Heikkila (2013: 586-587) has argued that the above evidence would
prove that a cluster *st- was licensed in Early Proto-Finnic. While a
phonological solution 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 uncomfortable, especially given
that there are no examples of the alleged Finnic *st- among the
Germanic loanwords. Nevertheless, in lieu of an alternative solution, I

have used the notation *steipas in this chapter.176

175 While saivas is purely South Estonian, siib has apparently spread into
neighbouring Central 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.

176 Considering that I do not reconstruct an initial *c- in Late Proto-Finnic, one
might consider that this is what underlies the correspondence *t- ~ *s-.
However, this is chronologically 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 *st- (I thank Santeri Junttila

for pointing these issues out to me).
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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’
(& *tankjV-) 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).177 In the case of *morcijan
‘bride’, which reconstruction seems to be confirmed by North Karelian
morsien (contrast hoassa ‘hayrack’ < *hdsja ?« Sw. hdssja, LAGLOS I:
62), an epenthetic vowel appears to have broken up the heavy cluster
*-rtj-. In PF *tiihjd ‘empty’, a similar cluster *-§tj- was resolved to *-3j-.
The single example of *vaotna ‘lamb’ is problematic, because it appears
that CR-type clusters could not occur after long vowels even in
relatively recent loanwords. Although a convincing explanation is
lacking, it is potentially relevant that the essive form *vét-na ’'year
ESS.SG.” (> F vuonna ‘in the year’), where the 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
typically found as substitutions for voiceless stops in Germanic and
Slavic loanwords. In the material collected in 1.3.2, 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 tolerated a geminate in Early Proto-

Finnic. Steinitz (1964: 337) has proposed that the examples with

177 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: 11) even reconstructs this rule for

Proto-Uralic.
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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,’8 it is difficult to draw any firm

conclusions.

A substitution *t —» Finnic *tt seems necessary to account for PF *tiittdr
‘daughter’ « Baltic *duktér. As Proto-Finnic possessed a cluster *-kt- (>
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,17? but Kallio
(2007: 237) sticks to the view that *tiittdr 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 */tli(k)ttar/
by Finnic speakers, and realized as *tiittdr when subjected to Early

Proto-Finnic phonotactics.180

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 Thomsen (1890: 74), and Kalima (1936: 53):

178 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 p. 174-176). The
“probable” etymology F-K huttu ‘flour porridge’ « Lt. Susti (3PRET. Suto) ‘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 compare F obs.
(18" century hapax?) lappa ‘thin plate’, Vp. lapak ‘flat, shallow’ with Lt. ldpas
‘leaf’; on F kukka and variants, I refer to his discussion (idem: 134-137).

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

180 On the Sdmi words for ‘daughter’, see fn. 283.
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— F laukki (dial. laukas, laukko; K dial. laukka), Li. laik (< *laukki)
‘blaze; 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. tSddppd, E kddbas ‘burial mound’ ?«

Lt. kdpas, Lv. kaps ‘grave, burial mound’

While these etymologies are semantically strong, Nikkilda (1982: 254)
emphasizes 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 p. 233-236 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’ secondary 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 *kdxappd with
contraction of the vowel sequence, as in *kari ‘curve; rib of a boat’ <
*kenara (UEW 126; Aikio 2015a: 58).181 The similarity with the Baltic

word is therefore probably coincidental.

181 Whatever reconstruction we use, it is about time we abandon the
comparison with Mansi (North) kep, (East) kdp ‘small hill’ (still repeated in
SSA I: 484; van Linde 2007: 84; Junttila 2017: 133); Mansi *d implies Proto-
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1.3.3.3. Declinations

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 perhaps *vapsas ‘wasp’. This is also the case for the
adjectives *ahtas ‘narrow’ and *haljas ‘green’, which are evidently
based on Baltic masculine nominative singular 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. 105),
*herhildinen ‘hornet’ (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’, *Iika ‘surplus’, which could
equally be based on feminine or, more probably, neuter (~
predicative) forms. Behind *takja ‘dense’ perhaps lies a ACC.SG.F.
*tarikjan, or an adverbial form *tarikjai.182

— Nouns: *sikla ‘side net in a seine’, *silta ‘bridge’, *heina ‘hay’,
*hirvi ‘elk’, *hdici ‘flower’, *hdrkd ‘ox’, *mecca ‘forest’, *pahla

‘rod, spit’, *sala ‘salt’.

Uralic *i, *e or *ii in the initial syllable. Futhermore, this word can hardly be
separated from Mansi (North) kgmp, (East) kdmp in the same sense, thus
suggesting a Proto-Mansi *kdmp.

182 Although the u-stem adjectives in Bretke appear to have been largely
unspecified for gender, even here there is some level of syncretism with the
jd-stems (Specht 1932: 276-279), and due to the overall transfer of original
u-stems to ja-stems in Latvian, this tendency 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).
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It has often been suggested (Thomsen 1890: 112; Buga 1924b: 104, fn.
4; Nieminen 1944: 243-248; Unauu-CButhbiy 1963: 42-44; Kortlandt
1993: 47) that the last group of words reflect Balto-Slavic neuters.
There is indeed independent support for a neuter in two cases: Baltic
*$énas ‘hay’ is cognate with the neuter OCS ckHo ‘grass, hay’ and
*tinklas ‘net’ contains the neuter instrument suffix *-klas found in Pr. E
-clan (piuclan ‘sickle’) and Slavic (e.g. Czech) -dlo. In addition, several
scholars (Maau4-CBuTbhiy 1963: 78; Kortlandt 1993: 47; Derksen 2015:
466) have compared *silta ‘bridge’ with the neuter Skt. tirthd- ‘ford;
descent to the water’. However, this is a false comparison, as the
Sanskrit word rather belongs with tdrati ‘pass, cross; overcome’ <

*terh,- (= Hitt. tarah-?"‘overcome’); see EWA I: 650; ALEW 1277.

It is difficult to evaluate this evidence. First and foremost, there is no
independent evidence that the East Baltic nominal neuter ending was
originally *-a, matching Slavic, and not *-an, matching Prussian.183
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 unsuffixed cognates to Lt. pafsas ‘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 Unnuu-CButsid 1963: 48) that Voro pahr

would prove an original neuter for Baltic.1%¢ Besides, an original

183 In Lithuanian, the originally pronominal ending -a occurs in predicate
adjectives, but this does not imply that it was present in nouns, as it is logical
that ending would have first spread to adjectives; cf. the secondary spread in
Pr. 11l sta wissa ‘das alles’ (cf. also zuit ‘genug’, with expected apocope; PKEZ
IV: 273). In Prussian, there is also some evidence for this ending in participles
in predicate function, e.g. Pr. Il isrankit postat ‘erléset werden’ (Endzelins
1944: 199).
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masculine gender is secured for East Baltic Zifgas ‘male horse’ not only

in view of the meaning, but also by Pr. E sirgis.185

Moreover, there is an alternative available. Already Thomsen (1890:
112), followed 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 *-q,
although one has generally taken the accusative *-an as the most
probable basis. Unauu-CButbiu (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 (< *$énan Acc.SG.) could easily have been apprehended as a
genitive-accusative singular form, on which basis a new nominative
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 nominatives in *-An (e.g. *siitdn, *siitdme-

‘heart’).

between neuter *katiiSa and masculine *kaiiSas within Baltic (Mnauy-CBUTHIY
1963: 82; cf. Derksen 2015: 234).

185 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 1.3.5.3) and *kataka ‘juniper’ (see p. 150-152) have masculine
cognates in Prussian, viz. Pr. E attolis, kadegis, and *vakja ‘wedge’ (see p. 98)
is masculine in Germanic (cf. OHG weggi). Unnuu-CBuTtery (1963: 128-129)
assumes an original neuter for *vaha ‘wax’ due to the Germanic evidence
(which is not regularly cognate, see p. 344-345), 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. 3anu3snak 1985: 137).
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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 *véhi ‘goat’ may
well be from a feminine *dzé as attested in Pr. E wosee (Thomsen 1890:
205). The form *hdici ‘flower’ perhaps likewise presupposes a different
formation (such as *Zaidé instead of *Zaidas), but this cannot be

supported by any Baltic-internal data.

The Finnic reflexes *-jas (*ankerjas ‘eel’, *haljas ‘green’) and *-es
(*hernes ‘pea’, *kirves ‘axe’) seem to echo the dichotomy between the
East Baltic nominative *-is (e.g. *Zirnis > Lt. Zirnis, Lv. ziFnis ‘pea’) and
*-jas (e.g. *Zaljas > Lt. Zdlias, Lv. za]s ‘green’; cf. Thomsen 1890: 114-
117; Kalima 1936: 79-80). While Lt. ungurys ‘eel’ belongs to the former
category, Pr. E angurgis might presuppose the existence of an earlier
*angurjas.186 Admittedly, the word for ‘pea’ may have arisen from an
earlier i-stem (cf. Nieminen 1957: 206; Skardzius 1941: 53), although
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

186 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; cf. wargien ‘copper’, kragis (read *kargis) ‘army’, saligan ‘green’.
Contrast Pr. E tuylis ‘boar’ (~ Lt. kuilys), singuris ‘goldfinch’ (?~ Lv. Ziguris
‘sparrow’). Lithuanian ungurys may be the result of a general preferrance for
*-1s in polysyllabic words (cf. Lt. kumelys ‘colt’ beside Lv. kumel$ ‘colt; male

horse’).
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corresponds more or less exactly to that of Gothic -jis and -eis (Sievers’

law; see Sommer 1914: 242 and passim):187

— *karjas ‘war, army’ (> Lt. obs. kdrias, Lv. kars)
= Pr. E *kargis, Go. harjis ‘army
—  *keljas ‘way’ (> Lt. kélias, Lv. cels)
— *kraujas = */kravjas/ ‘blood’ (> Lt. kraiijas)
= Pr. IIl krawia ‘blood’, Skt. kravyd- ‘bloody’
—  *medjas ‘forest’ (> Lt. médZias, Lv. meZs)
= Pr. E median, Go. midjis, Skt. mddhya-
—  *teljas ‘calf’ (> Lt. télias, Lv. tels)
— *svetjas ‘guest’ (> Lt. svécias, 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).188 Usually, one has assumed that *-is
went through an intermediate stage *-ijas (Sommer 1914: 227), and

proof of this has been seen in Estonian dial. takijas ‘burdock’ « Baltic

187 Lt. -ias has become somewhat productive in adjectives (particularly after
dentals, apparently to avoid consonant alternations such as t : ¢, occurring in
u-stems?). Nevertheless, a similar tendency can be observed here as well; note
Lt. §ldpias, Lv. slapj$ ‘wet’, Lt. Zdlias, Lv. Zals ‘green’, Lt. naiijas, Lv. naujs ‘new’
(= Go. niujis). Forms such as médis ‘tree’ beside Lt. dial. médZias ‘forest’ and
Zem. svetjs ‘guest’ beside své¢ias must result from analogy (Biiga RR II: 509).

188 Taking *-is from *-iHo- per Hill 2016: 214 is unnecessary, and moreover,
the contraction *-ijV- > *-jV- in the oblique cases would be irregular (compare
uncontracted Lt. eldija ‘dugout canoe’ which corresponds exactly to
OCS napgum ‘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 (<
*-ijas) beside NOM.PL. hairdjos is remarkable. For Baltic, we may suggest that
the development *-j- > *-ij- only occurred after a heavy syllable and before a

short vowel, with later generalization of *-j- in the oblique cases.
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*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 *-ija- were likewise in
complementary 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 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
*-k-. The usual explanation (Thomsen 1890: 231; SSA III: 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-ijas 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
compelling. A possible alternative solution presents itself if we indeed
start from *dagijas, namely that the introduction of a geminate in
Finnic was necessitated by the inadmissability of the sequence *-ija-
after a light syllable. However, we must admit that other examples of

Baltic *-is do not show any evidence of an earlier *-ijas (Sommer 1914:
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228; Kalima 1936: 79-80); cf. *hernes ‘pea’ and *kirves ‘axe’ noted at

the start of this section.

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’, *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’, *vaoro ‘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 V6. dial. h6imané ‘relative’ (absent from VMS).

A similar account seems to be required to explain ativo ‘visiting
relative’ beside the a-stem atima;8° cf. the collocation olla ativoissa ~
atimoissa ‘visit relatives’, lit. ‘to be in guests’ (SMS), which is
ambiguous between an a- and 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. 119). Differently on the o-stems, see Holopainan,

Kuokkala & Junttila (2022: 126-130).

189 With sporadic dialectal *-v- > -m-, cf. Nikkila 1999: 14-17.
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The Baltic é-stems appear to have been adopted either as *A-stems
(*mdntd ‘whisk’; perhaps *tira ‘ice chisel’, cf. Lv. duire), or as *E-stems
(cf. *torvi ‘hunting 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 jd-stems with a NOM.SG. *-i is now only
represented by two common Lithuanian nouns, namely pati ‘wife’ and
marti ‘son’s wife; bride’. This group was originally a larger, however. In
the Elbing Vocabulary, 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 *Zansi ‘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; ZinkeviCius 1966: 266), and
in either scenario, it is difficult to rule out an i-stem accusative *Zansin

as the basis for borrowing.

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 kevdt ‘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. séserj, after diukterj ‘daughter’?), matching 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
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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 Dauks$a a consonant stem, cf. pirmiinés GEN.SG.),
schirfchonis ‘hornet’ (Bretke; see ALEWZ), and others, look to be built
on nominatives in *-6n, suggesting the loss of final resonants in fact

occurred not long before the historical period.190

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
*sdmenen, on which basis a new nominative singular *sdmeni > *sémen
could have been backformed. In the case of *tiittdr ‘daughter’, both a
nominative *duktér and an accusative *dukterin could come into

question.

1.3.3.4. 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: 9-11).

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’ (~

190 Note, however, that the southern Zemaitian forms entered in the LKZ under
Suén, vanduén, piemuén show a secondary development (Zinkevicius 1966:
196-197).
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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 *vohi ‘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)kda-; Lv. kaza <«
R ko03d), 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. ungurys ‘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 suffix *-stas. This suffix has been somewhat
productive in East Baltic (SkardZius 1941: 324-325), but not
elsewhere in Balto-Slavic,’91 and Slavic continues a more
archaic u-stem *¢zu-ka- > OCS ®3bKB ‘narrow, tight’ (= Skt.
amhi-).

— 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 3pbHO ‘grain’ (= Lat. granum).

— If my analysis of *lika ‘surplus’ and *heina ‘hay’ as showing
direct substitutions for Baltic *¢ can be upheld, this would be a
strong argument in favour of a specifically East Baltic origin for

the Finnic loanwords.

191 In Prussian it is found in one form, IIl 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-stéti ‘to begin’, cf. Lt. apstis ‘abundant’
to ap-stéti ‘surround’, atstus ‘distant’ to at-stéti ‘(obs.) move away’. The suffix
may therefore not be akin to that of Lt.afik§tas ‘narrow’. The form III
auckstimiskan ‘Obrigkeit’ is an error: all 8 other attestations show au(c)kt-
(PKEZ 1: 113).
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[ 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 loanwords 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 p. 120-121). 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.

1.3.4. 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 suggested, 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 II: 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 loanwords. The idea that the Baltic
word should be derived from Finnic became quite pervasive in the
literature, at least among Uralicists (SKES 170; Ruke-Dravina 1955:
404-409; Kiparsky 1959b: 424; Bednarczuk 1976: 48; UEW 165; cf. SSA
[: 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 Sdmi and Mansi material.

In reality, there are clear phonological problems with all of the Uralic
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comparanda (see also van Linde 2001: 288-290). Here I present the

data along with the possible PU reconstructions: 192

— Finnic *kataka ‘juniper’ < *kaTaka / *keTaka (where *T = *t, *d,
*d or *C)

— Sami N goahcci, Sk. kud’c'cev ‘conifer needle < *koclcawa /
*kaccawa

— Komi dial. ka¢-pomel ‘juniper’ < ?*kdccVv / *kdckVv

— Mansi (East) kédsp ‘juniper’ ~ (West) kdsdip < *kdC(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 *d@ > 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. pieddag ‘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

192 [ omit Sdmi *kesnpes (> S gasnges, N gaskkas) ‘juniper’, already considered
doubtful by Setdld, and Mari E lume-yoZ, W Ime-koZ ‘juniper’ (TschWb 352) in
which the second element is simply koZ ‘pine’ (UEW 165), cognate with

Finnish kuusi ‘pine’.
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the influence 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 actually 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; Magiste 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.1°* Mari E Saske, W sdska ‘mink;
otter’ reconstructs to PMa. *$§dska, while PMa. *d has no regular origin
and is not usually found in inherited words (E. Itkonen 1953: 203-207;
for a more detailed discussion of the Mari word, see p. 237-238). The
Samoyed comparanda, Tym Selkup t6t, Kamas ¢a’n (= (t$a’n),
Donner/Joki 76) ‘otter’, are justifiably rejected by Aikio (2015a: 45):
Selkup *6 could perhaps reflect Proto-Samoyed *oj, judging by Taz
Selkup téti- ‘vomit’ (< *tojtd 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

193 In the case of *pihlaka, the unsuffixed form is widely preserved: Vp. pihl'
(GEN.SG. -dn), Vt. (BeTkoB) pihl-puu, E dial. (insular) pihl, Vo. pihl.

194 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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tit ‘otter’ to this cognate set by Helimski (1997a: 362) only complicates
matters, as the development *d@ > Mator -i- is only supported by
dubious examples (cf. idem: 99). The invalidity of these cognates was

later also admitted by Junttila (in prep. s.v. hdhkd).

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 conclusions can generally be
upheld, %5 T will limit myself to the examples which have plausible

cognates in other West Uralic branches:

(a) ‘lake’. F jdrvi, E jdrv ‘lake’ ~ Lt. jdura ‘boggy soil which cracks and
dries out in the summer’ (LKZ); cf. S4. N jdvri, Sk. jdu rr (< *javré); Md.
E efke, M dr‘kd (< *drka; *-ko is a diminutive suffix); Ma. E jer, W jdr
‘lake’ (< *jer, cf. Aikio 2014b: 135-137) — This loan was first
suggested by Blga (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 I. 259) have
considered jdrvi to be a native Uralic word. Indeed, a reconstruction
*jdwrd (e.g. Sammallahti 1998: 249) can account for most of the data.
The metathesis *wr > *rv in Finnic is regular (cf. Koivulehto 1979a:

279).196 The loss of the initial glide in Mordvin is paralleled by Md. E ej,

195 [ would 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/endrd (cf. also Ploger 1982).

196 Prior to this, the standard reconstruction was *jdrwd, but the assumed

metathesis in SAmi would be ad hoc.
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M dj (< *jdpa) ‘ice’ and E ezre, M dZznd ‘joint’ (< *jdsan), cf. Bartens
(1999: 46).197 The loss of *w in Mordvin is probably paralleled by
Md. M dial. (Penza) Seri ‘a kind of fish, ?ide’ (< *sewna ~ *sdwna, UEW
437-438), while the same development can potentially be posited for

Mari, cf. ti¢ ‘full’ (< *tdwda).

The only irregularity is the stem vowel: while Sami and probably Mari
point to *d-d, Finnic unequivocally suggests *d-a (Aikio 2015a: 41).1%98
Despite this irregularity, Ante Aikio (in a discussion forum) has
recently suggested the revival of Wichmann’s (1902: 165) old
comparison with Samoyed *jérd ‘deep’ (> Tundra Nenets jora, 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

197 Bartens claims that the initial glide in Moksha dial. (Penza) jdr‘kd ‘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 *j: cf. Md. M
dial. jaI' ‘hem’ (< PU *dld), jdl'd'd ‘mare’ (cf. SA. N dldu ‘reindeer cow’).

198 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’ (< *jdmetd). Also, Votic jarvi (dial. jdrvi,
cf. VKS: 306) must be recent in view of Krevinian jdrvi (Kettunen 1930: 125-
126, cf. the 17" century toponym Jarfwenkyla).
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broadened to ‘bog’ in Zemaitia, but nowhere does the word refer to a

water body. Therefore, a Finnic origin is semantically unattractive.

I would also question whether this word really can be compared with
Lt. jira, 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.1 Lt.jira ‘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),%200 this would effectively exclude a Finnic origin.

(b) ‘leather (strap)’. F hihna, E dial. ihn, Li. (Kettunen) ni’n ‘leather
strap or belt’ ~ Lt. Sik$na, Lv. siksna ‘untanned leather; leather strap or
belt’; cf. Sa. S sesnie ‘untanned hide left to moult’, L sassne ‘tanned
reindeer leather’ (< *sesné);20! Md. E k§na, M sna (< *(§a)sna) ‘worked
leather; leather strap’; Ma. E $iisté, W sasta (< *§l’f§ta) ‘tanned leather
(used for harnesses); harness, strap of such leather’ (Thomsen 1890:

223; Kalima 1936: 101).

199 True, aurr and jira are often combined under a single etymology (e.g. [EW
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).

200 The outcome of initial *j- in Armenian remains controversial (see
Martirosyan 2008: 706-707 with lit.; Olsen/Thorsg 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. drina ‘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. 167).
201 The Eastern Sami languages (Sa. I sisne, Sk. Se’snn) reflect an irregular form
*§isné. According to Aikio (2009: 151), these are later loans from Finnic. While
this is probably true, note that Aikio has later characterized West *s ~ East *s
as a common feature of palaeo-Laplandic words (2012a: 85); compare Sa. N

siekkis ~ K §i'ppg ‘dewclaw’, N sdhppasat ~ K Saahpres ‘small intestine’.
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Aikio (2009: 151) stresses that the correspondences within Uralic are
irregular (cf. already UEW 786). He therefore assumes that the
Mordvin and Mari words represent independent loans from Baltic.
Grinthal (2012: 318) agrees, stating that the expected Mordvin
cognate of Finnish hihna would be *Soksna. However, the loss of pre-
Mordvin high-vowels in unstressed syllables is a well-described
phenomenon (Hagbkun 1988: 7); cf. similarly E dial. k§ta-, M dial. $ta-
‘wash’ ~ F huuhto- ‘rinse, wash’ (< *sSusta-?) and Md. E $ta (dial. kSta),
M dial. §ta ~ Ma. W $asta ‘wax’.202 The initial ks- (< *¢-) in Erzya appears
to be regular (cf. even Md. E dial. gZniva ‘stubble’ « R dial. s«cniiso, 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 modest.

Due to the existence of apparent cognates in West Uralic, the direction
of loaning has occasionally been questioned (Mikkola 1930: 440-441;
Maéagiste 1959: 171; Bednarczuk 1976: 53; cf. Karulis 1992 II: 180).
Indeed, the Baltic word does not have an acceptable etymology (ALEW
1183; cf. Holopainen 2019: 249, fn. 43),203 so that a loan from Finnic to

202 Holopainen (ibid.; cf. also Pystynen 2020a: 83) reconstructs *$ista for this
word, but it seems only the Mordvin form might be able to reflect such a
preform: we would expect Mari *siista and Komi *Se$(t) instead of the attested
Sis ‘candle’ (cf. eZ ‘surface’ < PU *isa ‘skin’). If the Komi *-i- shows a special
development (or is unrelated), then Udm. sus ‘wax, honeycomb’ and Mari
*$ista could perhaps reflect PU *¢estV vel sim.

203 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 reconstruction *kisnd-. This Celtic form is
traditionally compared instead to ON hinna ‘membrane’ (LEIA C-55 with lit,;
IEW 929; Kroonen 2013: 226), which still, however, cannot be ruled out on

formal grounds.
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Baltic would seem more probable than the opposite. On the other hand,
the irregular Mari form, non-Uralic phonotactics (medial CR-cluster),
and the occurrence of the phoneme *s make it unlikely we are dealing
with a genuinely inherited word in Uralic (cf. J. Hikkinen 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).

(c) ‘alder’. F leppd, E lepp, Li. liepa (< *leppd) ‘alder’ ~ Lt. liepa,
Lv. liépa; Pr. TC leipen AcCC.SG. ‘lime tree’; cf. S4. N leaibi, S liejpie ‘(grey)
alder’ (< *leajpé; Sk. led’p'p, K lie’hp « Finnic); Md. E l'epe, M l'epd (<
*lepa) ‘alder’ (Sammallahti 1977: 139) — To my knowledge, a Finnic -
Baltic loan has never been suggested, 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 II: 64-65; Hakkinen 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 allgemein 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 Sami suggests *leipd.

Sammallahti assumes that Finnic and Sdmi 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 substituted by Finnic *ei or *7 in loanwords, as discussed
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on p. 122-129, cf. *heina ‘hay’ « Baltic *§é¢na-, 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’. As noted 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 II:
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.

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. l9ja)
(Mikkola 1930: 443; Kalima 1936: 129; LEW 335; Smoczynski 2018:
660). As noted by Junttila (2015a: 24), the accentual relationship
between Lithuanian and Latvian implies a post-Proto-Baltic diffusion.

The direction of borrowing was confirmed by the discovery of a
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convincing Germanic etymology, cf. ON poet. fley ‘ship’ (< *flauja-,
Koivulehto 1970; LAGLOS II: 159-160; SSA II: 39).

In a similar semantic field, note Lt. buré, Lv. bura ‘sail’, which Kalima
(1936: 148) considered to be most probably from Finnic *purjeh (>
F purje, E puri, Li. piraz; cf. also Mikkola 1930; Bednarczuk 1976: 47;
SSA 1I: 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 (Buga 1924a:
24; LKZ kartoteka) ‘oar’ « Lv. airis, dial. aire ‘oar’, ultimately from
Germanic *airo-, cf. ON dr, OE ar ‘oar’, for which Endzelins (ME I: 13;
Zeps 1962: 100), probably correctly, assumes a Finnic intermediary

(F airo, E aer ‘oar’).

Another plausible case is Lt. dial. asial ‘rough horsetail’, Lv. asi
(secondary aski, cf. ME I: 146-147) ‘horsetail, Equisetum’, which might
be analysed as a loan from Finnic *hosja (> F hosia, E osi, Li. voZa)
‘(rough) horsetail, Equisetum’; cf. Thomsen (1890: 253). If this
etymology is correct, however, it would have to postdate the change *§
> *h and therefore cannot be interpreted as contemporaneous with the

Proto-Finnic loans from Baltic (Junttila 2015a: 25).204

204 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 distribution 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
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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 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 context 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 1.3.6).

1.3.5. Common loans from unknown sources?205

The theory that certain words within Finnic derive from an unknown
‘autochthonous’ or substratal language is chiefly associated with the
Estonian linguist Paul Ariste (1962, 1971),206 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

diffused through South Finnic fairly late. This word must be considered in the
context of evidence for metal production in the Baltic region (Biuga 1923: 3).
205 This sub-chapter will be published, in a slightly modified form, as Jakob
forthc. c.

206 T have unfortunately been unable to access Ariste’s monographic treatment
(Keelekontaktid: 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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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
substrate 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 lexeme.

Thus, when the Finnic cognates of saari ‘island’ are reduced to a
reconstructed 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.).

Rather little evidence from Finnic has been adduced beyond the lists
presented by Ariste. For instance, K. Hakkinen (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, at least as far as the semantics are
concerned, be decent candidates (hiki ‘sweat’, mahla ‘sap’, tavi ‘teal’,

etc.).
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Support for a substrate loan origin has been furnished in specific cases
by internal evidence, such as unusual phonotactics or morphology (].
Hakkinen 2009: 37-38; Aikio 2012a: 84; XXwupsoB 2015), but even
suggestions of this kind may be vulnerable and run the risk of
circularity. For instance, both ]J. Hikkinen and XuBJsoB (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
substrate theory both on a general theoretical level (Hanmoabckux 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.
Kusnos 2015; Kendla/Viikberg 2015; Aikio 2015a: 45-47; Soosaar
2021). These studies show an increased focus on phonological 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 beyond 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 2.1.1). Of the cited authors, only
Soosaar draws on any Indo-European evidence previously mentioned
in this connection, noting the suggestion that F leivo, E l6oke and OE

lawerce ‘lark’ may be parallel loans from an unknown language
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(Schrijver 1997: 309).207 Otherwise, Indo-European evidence 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 theoretical
possibility, it cannot be substantiated (compare, for instance, the

examples in fn. 92).

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 direct borrowings from one attested language to

the other, thus presupposing the involvement of some third source. In

207 Hanmoabckux (1990: 129; 1997: 200, fn. 5) does refer to some literature
from the first half of the 20" 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 responsible for bringing the
American school of thought to the attention of Uralicists (Aikio 2004, Saarikivi
2004), although as discussed in 2.1.1, this particular branch of research was

rather light on specific data.
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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.

1.3.5.1. Fish names

Aside from an old inherited term for ‘fish’ (Lt. Zuvis, Lv. zivs = Gr. {x060 g,
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 divergent suffixal vocalism — R yzops,
Cz. uhot, SIn. ugdr ‘eel’.208 Beyond this, just a couple of common Balto-
Slavic terms can be cited, each having an obscure ultimate origin.2%?
This situation can be explained in at least two ways. On the one 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.

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

209 The best example is Lt. sdmas, Lv. sams ~ R com, Pl. sum, SCr. som ‘wels
catfish’; beside this, we find Lt. Iynas, Lv. linis ~ Pr. E linis, R auHb (GEN.SG.
AuHs), Cz. lin, Sln. Iinj ‘tench’ (note the mismatch in intonation!). See Pronk
(2022: 270). Note my discussions of the words for ‘ruffe’ (p. 429-430),
‘salmon’ (p.404-406) and ‘sturgeon’ (p. 345-346, 372-373), which show

irregular correspondences between Baltic and Slavic.
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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’, sdyne ‘ide’, E dial. tétkes ‘tench’), and vocabulary
related to fish (e.g. F kute- ‘spawn (of a fish)’, suomus ‘scale’) and
fishing (F pato ‘fishing weir; dam’); cf. Aikio 2022: 24. It therefore
cannot be stated that Finnic has undergone massive lexical

replacement 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 salmon, 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. JlJaymane/Henokynubeii 1968: 76; Ariste 1975: 468), and the
same semantic field has been the focus of a number of devoted studies

(Tepm 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 distribution. I will treat these here in more detail:

(a) ‘whitefish’. F siika, E siig, Li. sigoz (< *sika) ‘whitefish’ ~ Lt. sykas;
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 aboriginal people’ by Biuga (RR II: 561).

The word also featured among Ariste’s lists of substrate words (1971:
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11; 1975: 470-471), and was treated as such in a separate article by
Fepn (1981: 52).210 The question is whether there is any positive

evidence that the word was adopted from a palaeo-Baltic source.

Several sources have treated ON sikr as an inherited cognate of R cue
and Lv. siga ‘whitefish’ (Falk/Torp 965; REW II: 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; Thoérnqvist
1948: 247-248; T'epn 1981: 52) and the Latvian word is also generally
explained from Finnic, which indeed seems likely (Thomsen 1890: 279;
ME III: 851). Thomsen (loc. cit.) has considered Lithuanian sykas 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 (III: 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 furthermore 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. silké, Lv. dial. (?) silce (cited for Rézekne,
see ME III: 840) ‘herring’ — E silk (GEN.SG. silgu) ‘(salted) herring’ and

Li. silk (NOM.PL. silkéd) ‘herring’ are usually quoted here, but due to the

210 Janne Saarikivi has made the same suggestion at the 13" Finno-Ugricist

Conference in Vienna, August 2022.
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awkward syncope?!! and mismatch in stem vowel, a direct equation
with F silakka seems phonologically problematic. Most probably, Li. silk
is loaned from Lv. si[ke, which is itself from Lithuanian (ME III: 840),

but E silk is not well accounted for.

In view of the trisyllabic Pr. E sylecke, it is attractive to assume that
Lt. silké has arisen through syncope from *sileké or *siliké (Biga 1916:
143).212 Trautmann (1910: 426) has assumed svarabhakti here, but
there is simply no other evidence for such a phenomenon in
Prussian.?13 This fact also rules out Briickner’s (1877: 131) preform
*sildké and derivation from Slavic.?!* Other etymologists 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
unparalleled and phonetically unexpected development *Id > Ik
(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 IIpeo6paxenckuit II:

211 Contrast E harakas, dial. arak, V6. harak, Li. aragéz (= F harakka) ‘magpie’.
212 Alternatively, we could directly compare Estonian silk and assume a variant
*silk-, which may further support the non-IE etymology (see below).

213 Trautmann cites J. Schmidt (1875: 209), but accepts neither of Schmidt’s
supposed parallels (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 ({iléke) cited by Trautmann) has little
bearing on our understanding of a Prussian dialect some 600 years and a
hundred miles removed from it.

214 The preform is itself anachronistic, as the R diminutive cesnédka must
derive from a virtual *silid-ika- or *-uka-, which should have turned up in
Baltic as *siliduké, or the like. Maziulis (PKEZ IV: 107) starts with a Baltic

preform *sildiké, but in that case, the loss of *d is completely unmotivated.
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274; Buga RR II: 561; I'epx 1980; Kysbmenko 2013: 514-515, fn. 4). As
lengthening is not regular before *I/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).215 In favour of the former clearly speak the
early loanwords into Sami (N sallit, L sallet ‘herring’ < *selété) and

Slavic (R cesb0ds, Pl. SledZ ‘herring’ < *silidi-).216

The disagreement between Baltic *sile/ik- and Norse *sile/id- would
certainly favour the interpretation of these words as parallel loans
from an unknown source. The irregularity is reminiscent of that
between ON hnot, OHG nuz (< *knud-) ‘nut’ and Lat. nux (?< *knuk-)
‘nut’ discussed by Kroonen (2012: 248) and van Sluis (forthc.). One
possible explanation for such a phenomenon 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

215 Note the parallels in Ic. bildur (since 17" c.) ‘lancet, device for
bloodletting’ = OHG bihal ‘axe’ < *bipla- (cf. EWAhd II: 36-37 with lit.), and ON
sdld ‘sieve’ < *sépla-, cf. OCS cbtu* ‘sift’ (see Kroonen 2017: 105, fn. 1 and
108, fn. 8).

216 The connection with Du. zeelt ‘tench’, which would support this
reconstruction, is uncertain on semantic grounds. For the Slavic
reconstruction, cf. Mikkola (1903: 28), Biga (1916: 143), Thérnqvist (1948:
78). I fail to understand the alternative reconstruction *sildi-, favoured by
REW (II: 606-607), which ought to have yielded R **co.0s, Pl. **studZ(?).
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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 III: 180; LAGLOS IIl: 237). There are
serious problems with this explanation, the most important being the
single *-I- 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 Posti
1962: 285).217 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 *sili/ed- and Finnic *silakka — whose relationship cannot
adequately be accounted for either by cognancy or by borrowing. I
would therefore argue that this is a good candidate for parallel

borrowing from a palaeo-Baltic source language.

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:

217 The Swedish compound does not appear to have ever been very frequent,
and was probably never fully conventionalized, while the occasional spelling
with -lI- in older Finnish sources could be due to Swedish sill. Secondly, the
semantics are possible, but awkward, as a two-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
generalization to ‘Baltic herring’. However, see Posti (1962: 286) for a

possible parallel.
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— F seipi, E teib ‘dace’, Li. teib ‘ide’ (?< *stdipi, -e-; see p. 135) ~
Lv. obs. stiepats ‘chub’, i.e. Steepats ‘Alantsbleyer’ (Lange 1773:
325; ME III: 1079) (Nuutinen 1987b)218 — The Baltic stem
*stép- has no apparent further etymology (no attempt is made
in ME IV: 1079; Laumane 1973: 79 speculates on a connection
with Lv. dial. stipt ‘to become rigid’).

— F toe, Vt. tégo, Li. togoz (< *tokeh) ‘fishing weir’ ~ Lt. takisys,
Lv. tacis ‘fishing weir’; Pr. E takes ‘(mill) weir’ (Thomsen 1890:
226)?21° — Some connection with Lt. tekéti ‘to flow’ is often
assumed (Miklosich 1886: 348; LEW 1052; PKEZ IV: 181), but
the formation has remained problematic (cf. the speculative
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, 220 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 priori:

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

219 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. tdkisas);
compare Pr. E crays, */kraiss/ ‘hay’ (= Pr. G kraise ‘hay’, cf, craysewisse ‘a
grain tax’, on which see fn. 495).

220 While in the most certain Baltic loanwords, *o < *a is only found in the
neighbourhood of a labial (cf. p. 119), the data is insufficient to rule out a

chance correlation.
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— F lohi, E I6he, 16hi (< *lohi, -e-); Sa. N luossa, Sk. luéss (< *luose)

‘salmon’ ~ Lt. lasisa, Lv. lasis ‘salmon’ (Thomsen 1890: 194)

The Baltic word has further comparanda in Pr. E lalasso */lasasa/,
R s10cdcw, 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. ld$is have resulted from syncope from an earlier *lasisis, a potential
irregularity in the Finnic transmission could be the absence of any
reflection of the second *§ (the existence of a Proto-Baltic form with
syncope is questionable; see the detailed discussion on p. 404-406).
However, this evidence remains rather tenuous and open to

interpretation.

1.3.5.2. 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 correspondence patterns which do not occur in
direct loanwords. In this context, I would like to examine the Baltic
vowels *é¢ and *a. The usual substitutions we find for Baltic *é (= *a&)
and *a@ in words with a clear Indo-European pedigree are Finnic *é and

*0 (see 1.3.3.1).

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
*d, a development he assumes to explain the supposedly later
substitution with Finnic *6. However, it has now been shown that
Finnic *6 developed from an earlier *a, and so the innovation took

place on the Finnic side (Lehtinen 1967: 150-151; Aikio 2012: 232). As
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noted by Pystynen (2018: 72-75), this points to the opposite
conclusion, namely that the loanwords showing short *a must be later,
postdating the raising of Early Proto-Finnic *a (> *0) but predating the

emergence of a new phoneme *a:

(a) Early (b) Late (c) Post-Baltic
ia u id u ia u
é 0 é 0
a e a a
PB *& - PF a PB *& - PF i

While Pystynen’s account does indeed explain the facts, it seems
unattractive to view the raising of original *d and emergence of a new
*G as unrelated phenomena. The two developments seem to be
interpretable as a push shift caused by the loss of intervocalic *p and
*x. The resulting contractions (e.g. *kanara > *ka.ara > *kdri ‘curve; rib
of a boat’) can be seen as having motivated the raising of the earlier
low vowels (cf. footnote 143). 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 *q, it is notable that none of them have a completely
evident Indo-European etymology. In five cases, the Baltic word lacks

any plausible comparanda entirely:

1. E vdhk, GEN.SG. vdhi, Li. vé’jéz (< *vdhi)??t ~ Lt. véZys, Lv. vézis
‘crayfish’ (Thomsen 1890: 241) — The Baltic word has no clear
etymology (cf. LEW 1235-1236; ALEW 1419).222

221 Estonian -k is a secondary excrescent consonant (cf. mdhk ‘sapwood’ <

*mdihd). The i-stem may indicate a very recent origin (Junttila 2015a: 181),
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2. Li.vdgali ‘burbot’ ~ Lt. végélé 32, 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; 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).

3. F apila, dial. apelias (?< *apeila ~ *apelja)?23 ~ Lv. dbudls, cf.
Pr. E wobilis ‘clover’ (Thomsen 1890: 156; Kalima 1936: 94
with “?”) — The Baltic forms cannot be separated from
Lv. ddbuéls, 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. dmulis ‘mistletoe’ (cf. dial. amuols ‘mistletoe;
clover, wood sorrel; daisy’; ME I: 235; LEW 99; ALEW 26-27).
While Lv. (d)dbuéls does indeed appear to have been influenced
by the word for ‘apple’, 224 the similarity of Baltic *ddbila- and
*dbola- seems hardly sufficient motivation for the former to

have lost its initial stop, which is a typologically unusual

but it could also be secondary (cf. 1.3.3.3 on E kurt, dial. kdrv). The Livonian
form appears on paper to suggest something like *vdhjes, which could suggest
an originally different inflectional type. Salaca Livonian vdji* ‘crayfish’ may
rather represent a loan from Leivu vdi (cf. Pajusalu, Krikmann & Winkler
2009: 293) or Estonian vdhi (P. Kallio p.c. February 2022).

222 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 III: 198).

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

224 Note that e.g. Standard Latvian dbuélin$ ‘clover’ synchronically appears as

if it is a diminutive of dbudls ‘apple’.
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development.225 If the word is not of Indo-European origin, the
*d- oo *g- 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 II: 115) , V@&. judér, (Hargla) jutr, Li. ju'ddér
‘false flax, Camelina’.226

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

5. F varhainen, dial. varas, E varane, Vo. varahiné, Li. varaz, va’rri
‘early’ (< *varas, *varahinen);??7 Sa. N vuoras ‘old; old man’,
Sk. vuérds ‘old man; grown up (e.g. of a reindeer calf)’ (<
*vuores) ~ Lt. obs. voras, Pr.IIl urs, ACC.PL. urans */ura-/ ‘old’

(Liukkonen 1999: 151-152) — The Baltic word is isolated. No

225 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.

226 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).

227 Ljukkonen (1999: 152) suggests a semantic shift ‘old’ > ‘long ago’ >
‘early’, citing as a parallel Hungarian rég ‘long ago’ and its derivative régi ‘old’
(but this shows the opposite development). Another possibility could be to
start from the sense ‘fully grown, ripe’ (cf. Kildin Sdmi viiras ‘large (of fish)’),
with a subsequent development to ‘timely’ as in SCr. dospijeti ‘ripen, mature;

be on time’, and finally to ‘early’.



Baltic = Finnic borrowings 175

cognates are suggested by LEW (1274), PKEZ (IV: 211) or
Smoczynski (2018: 1695).228

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.).22? 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. F lapio, dial. lapia, E labidas, Li.ld’bdi (< *lapita) ‘spade’ ~
Lt. I6peta, Pr. E lopto ‘shovel, spade’ (Thomsen 1890: 197 with
“?”) — The Baltic forms are clearly related to OCS somara
‘(winnowing) shovel’, but the correspondence is irregular.230
Note that if we start from Baltic *ldpetd, the Finnic second

syllable vowel *i is also unexpected, especially if we consider

228 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. Baga RR II: 720). The word is essentially limited
to Prussian Lithuanian, and may be a Prussianism (cf. Smoczynski 1983: 171,
fn. 15), but the derivative vorusis ‘frail person’ reported from Linkmenys
implies a broader distribution. The form irupé (rather *irupé?, cf. the river
name lirupiai 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 */ir-/ < *war-?

229 1t is unlikely that Sami shows suffix replacement. On the contrary, we
would expect retention of the suffix *-és to have been encouraged by the more
usual synonym *poarés ‘old’ (> Sa. N boaris, Sk. pud res).

230 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 better abandoned.
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that the suffix *-etA is frequent in Finnic, while *-itA is
otherwise unknown (cf. Koivulehto 2000: 110-111).231,232

7. F lava ‘platform, deck’, E lava ‘(sleeping) platform; bench (in a
sauna)’, Li. lova ‘bed; bench (in a sauna)’ (< *lava); Sa. N luovvi,
Sk. lue’vv ‘raised platform (for storing meat)’ (< *luové) ~
Lt. I6va, Lv.ldva ‘bunk (for sleeping); bench in a sauna’
(Wiklund 1896: 45-46; Kalima 1936: 131) — The Baltic word is
cognate with R dial. sdea ‘bench; platform for washing clothes’,
Cz. dial. lava ‘bench (along a wall)’, but has no further
etymology.233

8. F vakka, E vakk ‘oval container made of bark; dry measure’, Li.
vaka ‘woven basket; dry measure’ ~ Lt. vékas ‘(eye)lid; woven
grain basket’, Lv. vdks ‘lid’, DIM. vdcele ‘woven grain basket; dry
measure’ (Koivulehto 2000: 114-115) — The Baltic forms must
be connected to R eibko ‘eyelid’, dial. (CPHT IV: 101) ‘lid of a

basket or wooden vessel; grain basket’, Cz. viko ‘lid’; however,

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

232 Koivulehto (2000: 114) also discusses F lapa ‘shoulder blade’, but this is
rather an inherited word and cognate with Inari Sami lyepi and Eastern Mansi
lip ‘shoulder blade’ (Aikio 2015b: 13).

233 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 *Iévyti, involves too many hypothetical

stages to be taken seriously.
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the vocalic relationship between the Slavic and Baltic words is

irregular.234235

As a result, 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 *& 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 resulted in phonetically long vowels, while a

related substrate underlying Finnic retained short reflexes.236

It must be acknowledged, however, that this theory is to a large extent

built on a theoretical postulate (“Proto-Finnic always had a phoneme

234 From an o-grade *uoh;k-, I would anticipate Lt. *tioka-; cf. the discussions
in P3C 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. 373-374 for a discussion.

235 Md. E vakan ‘vessel, bowl’, as already noted by Paasonen 1896: 36, is hardly
from R dial. (CPHT IV: 9) sazdu ‘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 exceptional. The only generally comparable
example listed in Paasonen (1903: 17) is Moksha dial. avkds ‘August’. The
Erzya word could instead be seen as cognate with the Finnic word, with a
suffix as in Md. kuékan ‘eagle’ < PU *kocka.

236 For more length alterations, compare the examples collected in 2.3.5.1. 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. 157-158.
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*@”) 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 pattern 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.

1.3.5.3. 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 evidence, which is beyond the scope of my study.
As for the Baltic evidence, *tiittdr ‘daughter’ and *tiihjd@ ‘empty’ are
open to interpretation (see p. 121). 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. rdstds, Vt. dial. rdsdz, E rdstas, V6. rdstds
‘thrush’237

— F ankerias, E angerjas, Li. angérz ~ K (Olonets) dngerids, Vt.

(Kukuzzi) dngerid, E dial. (Vaivara) dnger(jas) ‘eel’

237 Compare similarly the bird name F varpunen, E varblane ~ E dial. (E) vdrb,

virblane, Vt. virpo ‘sparrow’, of Slavic origin.
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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.238 The transfer of back-vocalic words to
front harmony is a typical expressivization mechanism in Finnic (cf.
Saukkonen 1962; Nikkila 2002: 132; Vaba 2011: 749), and both words
show other signs of expressivization, e.g. introduction of the 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. dtdld,?3° E ddal (secondary hddal) (— F dial. dtdld, Ojansuu
1916: 202), V6. dtdl ‘aftermath’ ~ Lt. atdlas, Lv. atdls, Pr.E
attolis ‘aftermath’ (Thomsen 1890: 159) — For various
etymological analyses, none of which are convincing, cf. ME I:
149; Witcak 2001; KabaSinskaité/Klingenschmitt 2004: 89-95.
See also p. 365.

The consistent front vocalism shown in Finnic is difficult to explain
starting from the attested Baltic forms. While Li. (Kettunen) a’ddél
‘aftermath’ does indeed suggest a variant with back vocalism,

according to Kettunen (1938: 2), the word should be reconstructed

238 Uotila (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).

239 Ojansuu (cf. SSA III: 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.
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*atela rather than *atala,?*0 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
result of an indirect loanword relationship. There is otherwise possible
evidence that the Baltic word was borrowed from a non-IE source in its
irregular comparandum in Slavic (see p. 365), although it cannot be
entirely excluded that the front vocalism in Finnic is merely secondary,

as in the word for ‘thrush’.241

We can also note the word for ‘sleigh’: F reki, E regi, Li. re’ggéz, 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 IIl: 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 of Lv. dial. regavas (which
is probably due to a secondary dialectal development, cf. Endzelins

1923: 36-37) and toponymic evidence (contra Nieminen 1957: 202).242

240 Compare Li. vie’ddél ‘liquid’ (< *veteld) as against madal ‘low’ (< *matala).
In a footnote, 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 II: 417).

241 In North Finnic, there is yet another suspiciously similar word: F odelma,
Ingrian oelma ‘aftermath’ (< *otelma). The derivation from F ota ‘spear, thorn’

(SSA II: 258) does not seem particularly convincing.
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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 sufficient examples for such a proposal to

be justified.

We may conclude that the search for phonological criteria to
distinguish direct and indirect loanwords between Baltic and Finnic
has yielded only modest results. In the following, 1 will tackle the
question from a slightly different perspective, and treat two case

studies in detail.

1.3.5.4. The word 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 III: 318). The data are as follows:

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

*tuhante-) ‘thousand’ ~ Lt. tu kstantis, Lv. tikstudtis ‘thousand’

Despite the consensus, it has always been clear that the East Baltic
forms do not represent a suitable source as attested. As a result, one

has instead operated with a hypothetical Baltic source such as

242 A slightly different issue is posed by F rieska, E rédsk, Li. réské ‘fresh,
unleavened’, which is compared to Lt. pré'skas 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 violation of vowel harmony
(Pystynen 2018: 71-72; a similar issue faces Vaba’s derivation of E l6ts 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 development which, however, does have a parallel in F mela, E méla
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*tusamti- (Buga 1908: 138; Nieminen 1957: 190; Lihr 1993: 124;
Liukkonen 1999: 15),243 a reconstruction based primarily on the Finnic
form, and unsupported by the comparative data. If the alleged Baltic *s
reflects IE *k, then it remains to be explained why no trace of this
phoneme is found in Go. pusundi, ON pisund ‘thousand’.?** If we assume
*s reflects IE *s with RUKI law, then it remains to be explained why we
do not find a RUKI reflex in Slavic (cf. OCS Twickmu ‘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,

‘paddle’ (< *meld, cf. S&. N mealli, Md. M mild ‘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 irregular cognate in OHG frisc ‘fresh’ (see p. 423-423), 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.

243 Kalima (1936: 57, 86-87) sees a parallel for the substitution *kst — *§ in
F dial. ahingas (?«< Estonian, Junttila 2016b: 226), E ahing, Li. a’'ngdéz (<
*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
unexplained (cf. Liukkonen 1999: 15).

244 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 misguided) that this word contains the Indo-European
word for ‘hundred’. The development 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.
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v

there is no room for a Baltic form with *-s-. Instead, the Baltic evidence
can only be accounted for by assuming an irregular metathesis to -st-.
As a result, Pijnenberg (1989: 104-105) has reconstructed an
underlying *tuHt-h;s-nt-ihz- (in his notation *tut-snt-i) ‘eine grofie
Quantitdt 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). 245

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 2.2.3.2, there are possible
parallels for an irregular alternation between *st and *ts, which might

be an indication of parallel borrowing.24 If the Indo-European word

245 The *m is usually reconstructed on the basis of Pr. Il ti@simtons AcCC.PL.
‘thousand’, but this, like ON pus-hund ‘thousand’, is more probably a folk-
etymological distortion after the word for ‘hundred’ (cf. Lt. Siritas; Hirt 1896:
345-347; Vaillant 1958: 647). As Hirt pointed 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).

246 A somewhat similar irregularity is seen in the word for ‘wax’, F vaha, E
vaha, Li. v¢’ ‘wax’, which cannot be regularly derived from Baltic *vaskas (>
Lt. vdskas, Lv. vasks ‘wax’). Here, as in the examples discussed below, one has
assumed the generalization of a weak consonant grade (Thomsen 1890: 76;
Kalima 1936: 171). Since the irregular cognate in OHG wahs, ON vax ‘wax’ can
be seen as an indication that the Baltic word is of non-Indo-European origin
(see p. 344-345), 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 substitutions Germanic *h — 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. 132), while the development

*k§ > *h is regular in Finnic (Posti 1953: 7-9), cf. F mehildinen ‘bee’ (<
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cannot be analysed as inherited, we 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 *h as against Baltic *s,

neither of which have a watertight IE etymology:

— F laiha, E lahja, Li. laja (< *laiha) ‘thin, lean’ ~ Lt. liesas,
Lv. liéss ‘thin, lean” — Regarded as etymologically obscure
(ALEW 670; Smoczynski 2018: 698-699).247

— 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 *§ due
to RUKI law (Kallio 2008a: 267).248 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 chronology of these developments is
difficult to establish, it cannot be ruled out that Finnic reflects an
earlier Baltic *lai$a-. In this context, we might favour the comparison of

the Baltic word with OE le&s, OS lés ADV. ‘less’ (Kroonen 2013: 324) and

PU *meksa, UEW 271). Thus Germanic *wahsa- — pre-PF *wak$a > *vaha can be
considered quite plausible (contra LAGLOS III: 350 with further lit.).

247 Lt. Idibas (?— Lv. dial. laibs) ‘thin, lean’ cannot be linked by any known
derivational process (contra LEW 329-330; Derksen 2015: 268-269).

248 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 *h

between unstressed vowels.
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further with OHG Iiso ‘mild, soft’, ?Gr. Atapdg ‘mild, warm’ (Osthoff
1910: 325-326; Heidermanns 1993: 370), which I think cannot be

ruled out.

However, the *h in Finnic *lahto can hardly be blamed on the RUKI
law,249 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 — *h 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 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.?5° 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 etymologies:

249 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 I11: 912) with an intrusive velar. The dating
of a dialectal by-form in Latvian to Proto-Baltic does, however, feel
anachronistic.

250 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 i

ersetzt”.
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— F tuulaalla, Vp. dial. tulhuuda (< *tiulahela-) ‘spear-fish by
torchlight’ ~ Lv. dilis ‘torch for night fishing’

— F tuura, E tuur (< *tura) ‘ice chisel’ ~ Lv. dial. dure ‘ice chisel’

— F luuta, E luud, Li. lidé (< *lita) ‘broom’ ~ Lt. Sliota, Lv. sludta

‘broom’

The substitution of Baltic *0 as Finnic *& in the last example can only
be understood if this loanword predated the raising of early Proto-
Finnic *a@ to *0, 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 *i as *u among the Baltic

loanwords:

— F kulo ‘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. kil lymas ‘last year’s grass’

Here again, the Baltic source word is of uncertain origin,25! and the
direction of loaning has often been declared uncertain (Thomsen 1890:
190; Kalima 1936: 121-122; SKES II: 234-235). Therefore, there is no
solid evidence that would support the substitution *& — *u among the
Baltic loanwords, but even if such a substitution is accepted, we are

still left with the awkward Finnic *h.

251 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. -ija). 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.) knAeoc¢* ‘burning (of fire)’, kaiw ‘kindle,
set on fire’ (Walde/Pokorny I: 376; ALEW 617; Smoczynski 2018: 625) is

formally possible but not compelling.
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Next, we have to address the words for ‘thousand’ in Mordvin and Mari.
While the vocalism in Md. E toZan, M toZdn ‘thousand’ seems to match
that of Finnic, Mordvin *t- normally only occurs in words of affective
or obscure origin (Bartens 1999: 46). In view of Mari *tiZem (> E
tiizem, W taZem) ‘thousand’, we might assume that Mordvin ‘o results
from a ‘breaking’ *ii > ‘o potentially paralleled by Md. E §oks ‘autumn’ <
*stikéa (E. Itkonen 1946: 300-301; Magiste 1959: 174-175; Keresztes
1986: 170). Mordvin -1 might also be derivable from an earlier *-m,
which is strongly supported by the form toZam, GEN. toZman recorded
by Paasonen (MdWb 2411-2412) for the Erzya village of Senkino.252
The result is that the Volgaic forms could possibly go back to a common
proto-form *tiiZzdm(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 *§ and an additional issue by way of the final
*-m,253 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

252 The regular outcome of word final *-m is apparently *-n, as shown by the
1sG.PRES. ending EM -an (< *-Vm) (Bartens 1999: 50). In other instances, -m
has been restored from oblique case forms, e.g. E udem, M dial. ud’am ‘brain,
marrow’ (?< *wVdam; UEW 572-573).

253 A development *-Ad- > *-fi- occurs in some grammatical morphemes in
Erzya dialects (Paasonen 1903: 41), but is not common-Mordvin; therefore,

the reconstruction *tu§aNta (Griinthal 2012: 335) cannot be correct.
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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 *§ has been considered characteristic of West Uralic words
showing morphological and phonological irregularities (KuBJsoB 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.

1.3.5.5. The word for ‘moss’

Thomsen (1890: 214) compared F sammal, E sammal, Li. somal (<
*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 treatment (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 considered doubtful (see 1.3.4). At any
rate, there is no clear IE etymology (LEW 761; Smoczynski 2018:
1130).
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However the relationship with Baltic is interpreted, it is clear that the
Finnic data cannot be divorced from a group of similar Sdmi words
referring to various mosses (cf. SSA III: 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. Nseamul ‘spikemoss; house moss’, L sdmol ‘(a kind of)
peatmoss’ (< *seamél)

b) Sa.Isidvpul ‘a kind of peatmoss’ (< *seavmal)

c) Sa. Sk.sddupel ‘hairmoss’ (< *sevmeél)

d) Sa. K sévpal (seugan) (T.I. Itkonen 1958: 487) ‘hairmoss’ (<

*sevmel)

The surface cluster -vp- in Eastern Sami could reflect a number of
possible preforms,2* but -vm- seems to be the most suitable
compromise with the Western forms. For *-vm- > *-vp-; compare Sa.
S saajmie ~ 1sdvyi, Sk. (saup®), K (sé;u:lge) (T.I. Itkonen 1958: 478;
modern Sk. sdu’'nnj, 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 SAmi. On the other hand, as Sdmi represents a centre of

254 Other possibilities are *-vp-, *-vii- or probably *-mp- (Eino Koponen p.c.
May 2022).
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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 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 potentially suggest a genetic
relationship between palaeo-Laplandic and at least one palaeo-Baltic

language.

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 substantiated, 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 the above chapter, I have gathered some material which

could provide some concrete linguistic support for the hypothesis.

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, [ have discussed three such cases,
which I present in the table below (the pre-forms correspond to the

approximate time of Baltic-Finnic contacts):
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Table 4. Probable shared substrate words in Baltic and Finnic

Other comparanda

Baltic Finnic
Indo-European | Uralic
‘herring’ *sile/ik-€é- *silakka Gm. *sile/iT-
S1. *ti(t)sant-i- Md./Ma.
‘thousand’ | *tGstant-(i)- | *tusaNt(s) .
*tisam-

Gm. *ta(t)snt-1-

Sa. *semol

‘moss’ *saman-a- *sammal
S4. ?*siwmal

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 ‘thousand’ is widely distributed, and
must either be considered an old Wanderwort, or perhaps be associated

with a group of other widespread loanwords identified 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 multiple source languages contributed to the substratal

lexicon of the attested languages.

Some support for this argument could be the words for ‘seal’ in Baltic,
Finnic and Sadmi, which all appear to derive from different foreign

sources:
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— Lt. ridonis, Lv. rudnis ‘seal’, which is clearly related to, but not
regularly cognate with Olr. rén, Breton reunig ‘seal’ (see
p. 416-417)

— F hylje, 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) 255

— Sa. S ndervie (< *noarvé) ~ 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 neutral terms in all of the languages where they are attested.
On this basis, we might assume that Finnic and Baltic interacted with
distinct fishing populations 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 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

255 Sadzinski/Witczak (2016: 58-59) have additionally compared Norwegian
Sami (19" c.) dullja ‘(a kind of) seal’ (Stockfleth 1852: 694), for which they
provide an arbitrary, and entirely erroneous, Proto-Sdmi reconstruction
*tiil'ya. This SAmi 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 phonological

grounds.
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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
differences, while such options are usually unavailable when dealing
with exceptionless 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 pursued, I am

confident that more hard evidence will be uncovered.

1.3.6. Analysis of contact relationship

1.3.6.1. 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
*ehva ‘heifer’ and *hdrkd ‘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 hdrkd
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 9" century traveller Wulfstan of

Hedeby remarked that the Balts consumed mare’s milk and ate the
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meat of their draught animals (Gimbutas 1963: 25-26).25 The milking
of horses was potentially already practiced by early Indo-Europeans, as
evidenced by Equus milk peptides identified 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 l'iSme, M l'iSmd) ‘horse’ (cf.
Ojansuu 1908: 32), which might be understood in a similar mixed

Finnic-Baltic cultural context.257

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 identification of the Balts with Corded Ware.
On the other hand, horse teeth are prevalent in barrow cemeteries
from the Late Bronze/Early Iron age associated with the hillfort
phenomenon (Merkevicius/Muradian 2016; Anamsas 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

256 This tradition appears to have been continued by the Prussians until at
least the 15" century, as shown by the gloss aswinan ‘kobilmilch’ in the Elbing
Vocabulary (see further Tomopos Il I: 135-136). Note that this word is
derived from the same Baltic *esva- which was loaned into Finnic.

257 As another parallel for such a semantic shift, compare Ket ku’s ‘cow’ as
against Yugh ku’s ‘horse’ (cf. Fortescue/Vajda 2022: 268). Apparently, Proto-
Finnic speakers were not introduced to milking by Indo-Europeans, as the
word *liipsd- ‘to milk’ appears to have been adopted from an unidentified
source, from where it also entered Mordvin, Mari and Permic (Aikio 2015a:
46).
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Djakovo Culture, horse becomes the dominant domestic species during
the Iron Age, contemporaneously to many cultural changes in the
Eastern Baltic, while osteological evidence points to horse as a primary

meat source (Kpenke 2019: 43, 58).

Most of the loanwords associated with animal husbandry concern
sheep and goat. In this domain we can count *véhi ‘goat’, *oinas ‘ram’,
*votnas ‘lamb’, *villa ‘wool’, *paimen ‘shepherd’, and probably *karva
‘(animal) hair’. The earliest directly dated remains of domestic
livestock in the Eastern Baltic date to the Middle Bronze Age, including
a sheep/goat mandible from the mid-2"* 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-1°* millennium BCE (Rannamée 2016: 23).258

Gimbutas (1963: 35) includes *hanhi ‘goose’ among her list of domestic
species. 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 1°° millennium BCE in Southern Europe. However, recent

research has established that the domestic and wild goose diverged as

258 Unworked bone remains may have been misdated due to layer mixing,
while worked remains found in grave sites might be trade items (Ldugas,
Kriiska & Maldre 2007; Rannamée 2016: 23). While Rannamade 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 (1200-800 BCE) 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, suggesting
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
786-522 BCE.
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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.

1.3.6.2. Agriculture

Many agricultural loanwords from Baltic into Finnic constitute generic
terms: *sémen ‘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-1°* millennium BCE (Pollmann 2014; Grikpédis/
Motuzaité Matuzevicitité 2017: 6; Minkevicius et al. 2020). This
coincides with a general diversification of cultivated crops in the Late

Bronze Age/Early Iron Age, again associated with the hillfort

v =

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 comparatively infrequent, implying a low economic significance
(Grabowski 2011: 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; *vehnd
‘wheat’ may only indirectly be connected with the Baltic word *aviZa-

‘oats’ (for a discussion, see p. 376-378). Considering that the first
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small-scale agriculture in the East Baltic appears to have been
exclusively barley-based (Motuzaité Matuzevic¢iaté 2018), it is
interesting to note that Finnic *osra (~ ?*ocra) and Baltic *meZjai
‘barley’ are both of obscure origin.2*® The above evidence appears to
suggest that the Finnic speakers became acquainted with diversified
agriculture by other means than through contacts with Baltic-speaking

populations.260

1.3.6.3. 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 evidence 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

259 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 doubtful.

260 Finnic *rukis 'rye’ and *kakra ’'oats’ have been adopted from Germanic, cf.
Hakkinen/Lempidinen 1996: 167-173.
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(as paving)’ (cf. also F silta ‘wooden floor’) might further support such

an original meaning.

1.3.6.4. 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 dominant (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. 3aiineBa 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: 90; Kallio forthc.). Moreover,
the most important linguistic evidence for a long-term contact
relationship concerns the substitution of the Proto-Baltic long vowels
*¢ and *a (Junttila 2012: 266); however, as argued in 1.3.5.2, the
different substitution 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 particular *sesar ‘sister’, *tiittar
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‘daughter’, *nepat ‘nephew, niece’, *morcijan ‘bride’. The term *ateiva,
which is recorded in the sense ‘marriageable woman’ in Veps (3aiiueBa
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 cannot yet be confirmed whether such a hypothesis is supported by

the genetic evidence.

As “luxury” loanwords, we can also consider terms connected with
topography 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.261

The above semantic clustering seems most coherent with a scenario
involving a Baltic substrate in Finnic. Geographical terminology and

words related to natural phenomena are frequently identified as

261 Note the Romance substrate word imliq ‘navel’ (< *imbilicus, cf. Galician
embigo) in Andalusian Arabic (Griffin 1959: 347).
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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’, kiueauu ‘gnats’ (cf.
Mpi3aukoB 2019: 295), moskdu (lllaxmaToB apud KynumkoBckiit 1898:
119) ‘a kind of woodworm’, wiixaux ‘lizard’ (cf. Kalima 1919: 257;

Mpbi3HukoB 2004: 113-116).

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 identified 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
*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 1.3.3.4).



1.4. Loanwords into other Uralic languages

1.4.1. 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 li’jjg ‘surplus’ (< *lijké) « F liika (~
Lt. liékas)
— Sa. S naepie, N ndhpi, Sk. ndd’pp, Ter nappe (< *napé) ‘navel’ «
F napa (~ Lv. naba)
— Sa. S daajvaj, N ddvjd , Sk. tdujja, Ter tajva (< *tdvjd) ‘often’ «
F taaja (~ Lt. tdnkus)
— SAa. N saldi ‘bridge’, Sk. §a’Idd ‘floor’ (< *$elté) « 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
*ti > si (and further North Karelian > §i). The other cases also show
vocalic substitutions indicative of borrowing rather than common
inheritance; note that stem-final *a is typical of younger loanwords
(Aikio 2006b: 36).262 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

262 A younger 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 *kj distinct: cf.
Sa. S vuevjie ‘clothing insert’ (= Finnish vaaja ‘wedge’ « Baltic or Germanic;

see p. 98); see Pystynen 2014b.
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reflect a PU *sdman (compare F kieli tongue’ = Sa. N giella ‘language’ <
PU *kdla), but the principle of parsimony speaks rather in favour of a

Finnish transmission.

Comparing the list of Baltic loans in Sdmi 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 borrowed 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).263

However, not all of the etymologies originally accepted by Sammallahti
are straightforward. The equation of Sa. N gohccut ‘call, order’,
Sk. kdc¢éad ‘call’ (< *ko¢céo-) and F kutsu-, E kutsu-, Li. kutsd, 3PRES.
kutsib (< *kuccu-) ‘invite, call’ with Lt. kviésti (3PRES. kviécia) ‘invite’
(Méagiste 1923: 35-36; Koivulehto 1986: 272-274) is doubtful, as the
substitution of *ve (or earlier *wei/*wai) with *u lacks phonological

plausibility (cf. Junttila 2011: 107).26¢ Likewise, despite Nuutinen

263 Specifically, PS4. *kearté (> N geardi) ‘time, layer, strand’, *seapré (>
L siebrre) ‘company, society’ and *loamé (> N loapmi) ‘gap, cleft’ could just as
well be loans from F kerta, seura and loma (cf. SSA 1. 348, II: 90, III: 172,
respectively). In addition, the etymology PSa. *piemme- (N biebmat, Sk.
pedm'mad) ‘feed, rear’ ~ Lt. penimis ‘fattening pig’ is explicitly rejected as
phonologically problematic.

264 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’ (< *vdicci ‘knife’ ?7<
*vdjca ~ Ko. dial. vez- ‘cut slantwise’, Hungarian vés ‘chisel, cut’, cf. UEW 565),
where it results from a fortition *-jé- > *-jcc-. Koivulehto is led astray by the
notion that *j in these stems derives from an earlier *p (Koivulehto 1981: 169;
cf. PF *suiccet > F suitset, Vo. suidséq, Li. Salaca suiksud ‘bridle’, from virtual

*¢uwa-nca-, cf. *suu > F, E suu, Li. si ‘mouth’), for which there is no evidence



Loanwords into other Uralic languages 203

(1992), Sa. N bievla, Sk. pidull (< *pievle) = 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 Sdmi and Finnish words rather presuppose an

earlier *pdwla.

The old derivation of S4. N giehka, Sk. kiékk (< *kieke) and F kdki, E
dial. kdgi (usu. kdgu), Li. ke’g (< *kdiki) ‘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. dzeguze; OR xerb3oyaa, cf. CAPA 11-14 III: 238;
HukosnaeB 2020: 593), and can hardly be dated to Proto-Baltic.
Furthermore, the Finnic and Sdmic words are most likely regularly
cognate with Khanty *kdy-aj (Vakh-Vasjugan kdyi, Surgut kdy"i)
‘cuckoo’ (< PU *kdka).265

In addition, many of the etymologies involve serious obstacles on the
semantic side. In the following cases, the incompatibility in meaning

makes the equation highly improbable:

— N duollji ‘hide, skin rug’, Sk. tue’l'lj (< tuoljé) = F talja ‘animal
hide’ ~ Lt. dalia ‘fate’, Lv.dala ‘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. ckopd ‘hide’, but both words must be

understood as parallel deverbal formations (cf. OE sceran ‘cut,

(Aikio loc. cit.). As a result, there is no reason to suspect that a form *kuiccV-
should have been phonotactically impossible.

265 Compare Vakh-Vasjugan wdy, Surgut wdy", wiy" ‘strength’ (< *wdka, UEW
563). Note, however, that Aikio (2015b: 2-3) has suggested that *d regularly
yielded Khanty *ii before *k in Uralic a-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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divide’), and do not constitute a parallel for the semantic shift
‘share’ > ‘(animal) hide’.

N faggi ‘(wooden) hook’, Sk. vd’gg ‘wooden hook, pothook’ (<
*vepké) ~ Lt.vingis ‘bend, turn, bypass’ — A root etymology;
the meaning ‘hook’ is unattested in Baltic (cf. Kalima 1936:
178-179).266

N johtit, Sk. jdd tted (< *joté-) ‘go, travel, migrate’ ~ Lt. judé'ti
‘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
judit ‘unruhig machen’” (ME II: 120) and the cognates Skt.
yiidhyate ‘fight’, To. A yutk- (< *(H)ieud"-sk-) ‘worry’ (IEW 511-
512; LIV 225-226).

N luokta, Sk. luhtt (< *luokte) = F lahti, E laht (< *lakti) ‘bay,
inlet’” ~ Lt. lafiktis ‘yarn winder’ (Posti 1977: 267-268) —
Rather a root etymology, comparing Lt.ledkti ‘bend’, from
which other words for ‘bay’ have been derived, e.g. Lv. licis
‘bay, inlet’. However, the etymology is suspect since the right
combination 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.26” Moreover, the Sdmi vocalism is unexpected: *ie(-

e) implies earlier *d(-a).

266 Aikio (2009: 176-178) has previously suggested that this Sami word is a

palaeo-Laplandic substrate word in view of the variants *vepe (L vagpa ‘hook,

barb’, Sk. vénp ‘snag, submerged tree stump’) and N vievgpa ‘snag’ (< *vievpe).
267 Thomsen ‘thread, rope; snare’ (1890: 212, cf. SSA III; 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 derivative which cannot

be blindly projected to Proto-Baltic and the Latvian obs. hapax (Valle apud
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— Sa.1ruodds, Sk. ruéddds (< *ruontes) ‘wrist of a glove’; F ranne,
E ranne (< *ranteh) ‘wrist’ ~ Lt. grandis ‘Armband’ (Ruhig II:
31) (Liukkonen 1999: 116-117) — LAGLOS (III: 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)’ (< *sarté) ~ Lt. Serdis,
Lv. sefde ‘core, kernel’ (Koivulehto 1990: 150) — The South
Sami form is cherry-picked. The other Sdmi cognates: N sdrdi
‘rib without meat, strip of reindeer liver’, Sk. sd rdd ‘small piece
of meat’, K saa’rrd ‘broad cut of meat’ clearly show an original

meaning ‘piece of meat’.268

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:26°

Mancelius) riffamais ‘band’ (ME III: 531; the definite form of the gerundive
adjective). Liukkonen (1987: 9) has assumed an unattested source *risma-.
Griinthal (2012: 328-329) also analyses Md. E FiSme, M dial. fismd ‘chain’ as a
Baltic loan, but this is more convincingly derived from Indo-Iranian, cf. Skt.
RV rasmd INST.SG. (or NOM.SG., Jamison Commentary VI: 103-104) ‘rein’, Parth.
rsn /rasan/ ‘rope’ (< *raémn-o-; Lubotsky 2001: 314), cf. Holopainen 2019:
207-208.

268 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’.

269 Note, similarly, the above discussions of *luose ‘salmon’ (= PF *lohi;

p- 171), *luové ‘raised platform’ (= PF *lava; p. 176), *sesné ‘tanned reindeer
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— Sa. N gahpir, Sk. ked’p'per (< *kepéré) ‘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 beyond Slavic (R uenéy,
SCr. ¢eépac ‘kind of cap’, cf. REW III: 316, ALEW 552)270

— Nguovllas, Sk. kuvlds (< *kuovles) ‘wooden collar band’ = F
kaula, E kael, Li. ka’ggél (< *kakla) ‘neck’ ~ Lt. kdklas, Lv. kakls
‘neck’ (Thomsen 1890: 177) — The Baltic word is of uncertain
etymology (cf. ALEW 502-503)271

— Sa. L muolos, 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. lyg-malis ‘filled to the brim’ (Loorits apud Magiste
1939: 68-69; Nuutinen 1987a) — The Baltic word is

etymologically ambiguous.272

leather’ (= PF *hihna; p. 155-157), *vuores ‘old’ (~ PF *varas; p. 174). On Sami
*kuojmé ‘companion’, see p. 98.

270 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.

271 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 (I: 515) “‘Hals’ als ‘Dreher’” would have
semantic parallels (cf. OR Bopotrs ‘neck’ beside BopoTuTuca ‘return’, CAPS
11-14 1: 477; MP grdn ‘neck’ from grd- ‘revolve, turn’, Durkin Meisterernst
2004: 163), the word *k"ek"I-(o)- 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/Mackevic¢ (1989: 74) have even suggested the Baltic word was

borrowed from Finnic.
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— N ruoida, Sk. ruéidd (< *ruojte) ‘shin, thigh’ = F reisi, E reis,
V4. rais (< *reici) ‘thigh’ ~ Lt. rietas, Lv. riéta ‘thigh, loins; ham
(of meat)’ (Thomsen 1890: 212) — The Baltic word has no
certain comparanda beyond Slavic (SCS puts, Cz. Fit' ‘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) = Fsalo ‘dense forest; island; elevated spot in a
swamp’, E salu ‘grove; area of woodland in an open landscape’
(< *salo)?’3 ~ Lt.sala, Lv.sala ‘island; elevated spot in a
swamp’?’¢ (Thomsen 1890: 214; Kalima 1936: 158) — The

Baltic word lacks a satisfactory etymology 275

272 More plausible than the comparison with Sln. moléti ‘jut, protrude’ (IEW
721-722) is the connection with Olr. mala ‘eyebrow’ < *mIH- (Pedersen 1913:
99; as a semantic parallel, Olr. brii ‘edge, shore’ < ‘brow’, see eDIL s.v.).
Alternatively, compare ON mogl ‘shingle, gravel bank’ < *malé (but see de Vries
1962: 401).

273 The Finnic and Sami 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 II: 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).

274 Despite the communis opinio (ME III: 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).

275 Latin insula ‘island’ is hardly to be separated from OlIr. inis ‘island’
(Ernout/Meillet 319-320; de Vaan 2008: 306). Endzelins (ME III: 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
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It cannot be excluded that the above words originated in Baltic, but
depending 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
accepted in 1.3.2, four of them have a Sdmi equivalent which cannot be

explained as a recent loan from Finnic:276

— N sarvva, Sk. sérvv (< *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. Salna,
Lv. salna ‘hoarfrost’

— N suorri, Sk. sue’rr (< *suoré) ‘branch, fork’ = PF *hara ‘branch,
fork’ ~ Lv. zars ‘branch, prong’

— N duovli, Sk. tu’vll (< *tuovlé) ‘tinder (as a traditional remedy);
tinder fungus’ = PF *takla ‘tinder’ ~ Lv. dial. dagla, degla
‘tinder, fire sponge’ (ME 1: 430, EH [: 313)

— S vuessie, N vuos'si (< *vuossé) ‘handle (of a cooking pot,
bucket)” = PF *ansa ‘handle’ ~ Lt.gsa, Lv.uosa ‘handle,

eyelet’277

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; J. Hikkinen 2009: 48;
Holopainen, Kuokkala & Junttila 2017: 129).

276 | can only imagine that *suolné was an accidental omission in Aikio (2012a:
107). As for *vuossé, the omission perhaps follows from the fact that

Sammallahti considered a Germanic etymology equally possible (see fn. 120).
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Aikio lists *servés (> N sarvvis, Sk. sddrves) ‘uncastrated reindeer buck’
as a separate loanword. In reference works (SKES 77-78; SSA I: 167),
the Sdmi word has been equated with F hirvas, K hirvas ‘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 hirvi with
Sami *servés (Junttila in prep. s.v. hirvas; cf. also the direct loanword
sarvas; Aikio 2009: 276). Note that the interpretation of F hirvas and
hirvi as independent loanwords from the Baltic masculine *$irvas (=
Pr. sirwis) and the feminine *sSirve, respectively (Nieminen 1940: 378),
could also be applied to Saami *serve and *servés. However, it appears
just as probable that *servés as an inner-Sami derivative with the same

0 o

suffix as in Sa. S urries, Sk. ddres (< *orés) ‘male (animal)’.278

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

277 For the development *-ns- > *-ss-, compare Sa. N guos’'si, K kii’ss ‘guest’ (<
*kuossé = F kansa ‘guest’); cf. Sammallahti 1998: 54.

278 The Inarilappisches Wérterbuch attests the form meccin /mec'¢in/ ‘im
Walde’ which would reflect the inessive singular of a word *meacceé. The latter
has been interpreted as an early loan from Baltic (Aikio 2012a: 107). The
other Sami languages attest a similar but irreconcilable *meaccé (> 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
possible 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 mecéé¢in ‘im Walde’ should also be explained as the result of a
contamination of the Finnic loan mecci ‘forest’ and *meaccé ‘far away (from
the hearth)’.
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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 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 loanwords 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 Sami *puosé (> N buossi) ‘angry’,
apparently an early loan from PF *paha ‘bad, evil’ (Sammallahti 1998:
183), evidently postdated *s > *s5.279 It is unclear, however, exactly by
what criteria such early mutual loanwords could be distinguished from
common inheritances, and the existence of unidentifiable borrowings

from this period cannot be excluded (Aikio 2012b: 72). 280

279 Whether or not they were transmitted through Finnic, it is possible that
*serve ‘elk’ (« *$irvas) and *suolné (< *$alnd) ‘mist over water’ did not in fact
predate the pre-Sami change *$§ > *s, but merely predated the innovation of a
new phoneme *$§, as in the absence of such a phoneme, a substitution *s - *s
would be in line with expectations (cf. Kallio 2009: 34).

280 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 *t, *d, *d’, *¢ > *t in the SAmi material.
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Next, there are a number Baltic loanwords in Sami which are

unattested in Finnic. To my mind, there are three plausible examples:

— N giehpa, Sk. kiépp (< *kiepe) ‘soot’ ~ Lv. kvépi, dial. kvépji PL.
‘soot’ (cf. Sammallahti 1998: 127).

— N loggut, K ld'nnge (< *lonko- ~ *lopké-) ‘strip (birch bark);
peel’ ~ Lt. dial. lunkas, Lv. liiks ‘bast’; cf. further Pr. E lunkan;
R sviko, SCr. lTko ‘bast’. A nominal form is attested in the Sami
loanword F lunka ‘bark which flakes off easily’ (Aikio 2009:
115-116)

— N vietka, Sk. vidotkk (< *vietke) ‘adze’ ~ Lt.vedega ‘adze’,

Lv. vefga, dial. vedga ‘ice chisel’; Pr. E wedigo ‘carpenter’s axe’

The latter two etymologies do not involve any significant formal or
semantic issues,281 but cannot be considered unambiguous evidence of
direct contacts between Sdmi and Baltic, as the Baltic words
themselves do not have reliable Indo-European etymologies. The word
for ‘bast’ has a potentially irregular comparandum in Slavic (see
p. 291), 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 todas ‘mosquito’ per ALEW 1328 and

Smoczynski 2018: 1563 wants semantic parallels).

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,282 the inner-Baltic etymology seems solid. In

281 Admittedly, Sa. *vietke (< *widtka) is perhaps not quite expected from Baltic
*vedegd. One might rather anticipate **widtdkd (> S&. **vatéeké > Sa. N
**ydhttit).

282 Possibly here also R kdnomw ‘soot’, but the loss of *u is irregular. Contrary

to Schrijver (1991: 260-263) and Derksen (2015: 268), the Latvian acute
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Sami, the substitution of *kv- with *k- is paralleled by Torne Sami
gierdnas ‘mill, grinder’ « Nw. kvern and South Sami gearhka ‘throat’ «
Nw. kverk (Quigstad 1893: 14; Koivulehto 1992a: 92). The question
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 possible that it replaced an earlier Baltic loan *keépi.
While this cannot be excluded, reconstructing unattested Finnic words

to explain away evidence of direct contact is, of course, circular.

Moreover, Aikio (loc. cit.) and Saarikivi (2022: 33) do still admit the
possibility of direct contact on the basis of one example, namely SAa.
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 | have discussed in detail above (see p.
157-158), 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: 283

hardly warrants the awkward reconstruction *kh,uep-, which cannot in any
case account for Gr. kamvo6g ‘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. footnotes 560 and 561) and likewise Lv. tést ‘carve; shave’ vs.
Lt. tasyti (cf. footnote 91).

283 South Sami daktere ‘daughter (by marriage)’, Pite (taktier) (Lehtiranta
1989: 130) is presented by Sammallahti (1998: 127) as an example of a word
which could not have been mediated by Finnic (where we find *tiittdr). It is,
however, more probable that the Sami word is of Norse origin, especially in

view of the limitation to the western edge of the family (cf. already Qvigstad
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— N suoidni, Sk. suei’nn (< *suojné) ‘grass, hay’ # F heind, E hein,

Li. dina ‘hay’ ~ Lt. §iénas, Lv. siens ‘hay’

While the Finnic word, partly on the basis of the Sdmi evidence, has
usually been reconstructed *$aina, I have argued above extensively
(see p.122-129) that the word in question should be reconstructed
*heina 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, mnamely a date Dbefore the Baltic

monophthongization *ai > *¢.284

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 loanword *serve ‘elk’ (?« pre-Finnic
*§irva) « Baltic *Sirvé (see above). Prior to this change, it is possible
that pre-Sami *a in fact represented the phonetically closest match to
Finnic *e, meaning that the substitution *e — *a would be perfectly

intuitive.

1893: 125). Although the word for ‘daughter’ in Old Norse is an assimilated
dottir, the older cluster -ht- is reflected as *-kt- in several loans, cf. Sa. S slikte,
N livttis ‘smooth’ (< *liktés « *slihtaz; cf. ON sléttr); S raaktse ‘harness trace’
(*raktes < *drahtuz; cf. ON drdttr ‘dragging’, Nw. dial. drdtt ‘trace’); N divttis
‘tight, watertight’ (< *tiktés < *pinhtaz; cf. ON péttr). See Posti (1953: 45).

284 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
p. 207.
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Therefore, at least the word for ‘soot’ and perhaps also ‘hay’ might
offer some evidence for direct contact between Sami and Baltic. Even
so, the fact that five out of six of the Sdmi loans from Baltic are shared
with Finnic can hardly be considered coincidental. It seems, therefore,
that some of the relevant material must have percolated through a
Finno-Sdmic dialect continuum, but that does not exclude a small level

of direct contact taking place between Sdmi and Baltic.

Earlier and later loanwords

All of the examples mentioned above involving Baltic *s show a reflex
*s in Sami. Two other Sdmi 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 Cuorpmas, Sk. ¢uérmds (< *¢uormes) ‘hail’ ~ Lt. Sarma, Lv.
sarma ‘hoarfrost’ (Koivulehto 1983: 188-189)

— Sa. N Cohkut, Sk. ¢ddkkad (< *Coko-) ‘to comb, currycomb’ =
F suka, E suga, Li. sugd ‘currycomb; heckling comb’ ~ Lt. Sukos

F.PL., Lv. suka or sukas F.PL. ‘comb, heckling comb’

Although the Baltic word for ‘comb’ has a probable cognate in
Uk. wems ‘bristle’, Sln. dial. §¢ét ‘brush, thistle’ (Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff
2019: 285), the further etymology 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. griodas ‘frozen ground’ vs. OCSrpags ‘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
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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 Sami *$- for Baltic *§- (or *Z-), and a
third was later adduced by Koivulehto (apud Aikio 2009: 200). While
Sammallahti assumed a Proto-Balto-Slavic source for these loanwords,
the Sami 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 (< *Seareté) ‘clear (of the sky) ~
Lt. Zzéréti ‘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’).285

— Sa. S sealma ‘threshold; pass, ridge’, N Sielbmd ‘threshold (of a
tent)’ (< *Sielma) ~ Lt. Selmué ‘ridge (of a roof), eaves, gable’ (=
SCr. sljéme ‘mountain 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 h6lm) ‘hem’.

— Sa. S sjdavonje, N Sivon (< *Suovure) ‘well-trained shepherd
dog’ ~ Lt.Sué (0oBL. sun-) ‘dog’ — The comparison is
phonologically problematic. =~ Sammallahti (2001: 400)
erroneously derives Lt. sué from *Soyon(i)-, and Kallio (2009:

35) reconstructs Baltic *$dva on the basis of a Zemaitian form

285 Note that Holopainen/Junttila (2022: 103-105) and Junttila (in prep. s.v.
*herdittdk) have suggested that this Finnic stem is after all ultimately of Baltic

origin.
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Sova quoted in LEW (1023). The latter is evidently an
untransposed Zem. Sova = suva, which is not a derivative, but a
special development of the nominative singular (see
Zinkevicius 1966: 256-257). All in all, we can reconstruct a
Proto-East-Baltic *$§(ujon, 0BL. *$un-, neither of which can

explain the Sdmi 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 Sdmi already
after their migration into Fennoscandia. Of course, it is in principle
possible that certain Baltic populations crossed the Gulf of Finland,
where enclaves could have interacted with Sdmi 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 Sami
endonym PSa. *samé (> 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 Sdmi
people, would probably imply that the Balts settled in Finland, and
most probably before the Sdmi arrived there. This is an extremely bold
claim. Furthermore, even though it seems attractive to compare F Hdme
with the self-designation of the Sadmi, this encounters an important
issue: it is hardly possible to separate Sdmi *samé from Finnish Suomi
‘Finland’. These two forms together point to a common preform *sdmd

rather than *sdmd (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,
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especially as it remains possible, or even probable, that the ethnonym
*samé was adopted from a paleo-Lakelandic contact language of the
type we know must have been spoken in this area before the arrival of

the Sami (Aikio 2012: 80-88).286

1.4.2. Mordvin

The possibility that Baltic and Mordvin were in contact was already
recognized 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 Thomsen’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 comprehensive 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.

1.4.2.1. Rejectable comparisons

The most recent detailed study (Grinthal 2012) shows a manifold

increase in the number of accepted loanwords, with a total of 36.287

286 Reminiscent of *samé is Lv. (Sdhms) ‘Finne; Oesulaner’ cited by Ulmann
(1872: 244), but Endzelins (ME III: 803) attractively derives this form from
Li. sarmad ‘Saaremaa’ (note Oesel = Saaremaa). Several parallels for the loss of
/r/ after long vowels in Courland Latvian are provided in Endzelins 1923:
159-160.

287 Grinthal explicitly marks as uncertain the Baltic loan etymologies for
PMd. *drka ‘lake’ (on which see p. 153-155), *kodar ‘twining plant stem’ (see
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Unfortunately, a large proportion of the additional etymologies
accepted and proposed by Grinthal involve hypothetical semantic

shifts or anachronisms, and in my opinion should certainly be rejected:

— Md. EM al (< *al / *ala) ‘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 pdauts (EH II: 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)o- — *a is phonologically unlikely (van Pareren 2008:
86).288

— Md. E dial. ¢onda (?< *Sonda) ‘bride price’28® = F hinta, E hind,
Li. inda (< *hinta) ‘price’ ~ Lt. Siriitas ‘hundred’ (Uotila 1990) —
The fact that Siritas (usu. as PL. Simtai) 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’,
Vé. inemine, Li. (Salaca) imi ‘person’ (?< *inehminen) ~
Lt. jZymus ‘notable, famous’ (Liukkonen 1999: 61-62) — The

Lithuanian word is a productive deverbal adjective from

fn. 87), *mukara ‘rump, rear’ (~ Lv. mugura ‘back’; against which see van
Pareren 2008: 109-111), and Md. EM luv ‘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.

288 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).

289 If ¢onda (Velikij Vrag) is the most archaic form, the metathetic variant
¢ando could perhaps be explained as the result of contamination with ¢ana

‘price’ « R yrmoHd (cf. BepmunuH I: 486).
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j-z“yme"ti ‘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)’ (Grinthal 2012: 315) — EM -ks 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 semantically distant.

— Md. E pusmo, M pusma (< *pusma) ‘bunch, bundle’ ~ Lt. buZmas
(Grunthal 2012: 326) — Grinthal incorrectly glosses the
Lithuanian word as ‘bunch’. The word is only known from
lexical sources; cf. buZzmas ‘eine Falte, Krause’ (Kurschat 1883:
66).290

— Md. E rasko, M raska (< *raska) ‘crotch, fork’ = F rahko ‘fork-
shaped torch holder’ ~ Lt.dial. raska ‘skeltu galu Kkartis
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]’ (Daugéliskis;
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).

290 [n Ruhig (II: 53), we find buimas ‘Bauchbruch am Refie’; however, this is
presumably a printing error for *biiZmas; Mielcke (I: 31) lists the same word
under bo3imas ‘das Bauchrefl, der Bauch vom Ref3¢’ and Nesselmann (1851:
333) has biiZzmas = boZmas ‘das Eingeweidenetz, Bauchnetz’ (the word was not
familiar to Kurschat 1883: 54). According to Nesselmann (but no-one else?),
boZmas also = bazmas ‘eine grofie Menge, eine Masse von Menschen, Thieren,
Kornern’, 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).
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— Md. E rudaz, M ardaz (< *rudas) ‘dirt, faeces’ (Grinthal 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’, pyddi ‘dirty’.291

— Md. E tefde-, M tefda- (< *terda-) ‘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 ‘Ausfragen’ (Lange

1773: 351). The semantics are unconvincing.

Walchli (1997: 312-319) has suggested Baltic etymologies for a
number of grammaticalized relational nouns. All of these are rejected
by van Pareren, but accepted by Griinthal.2°2 Again, the semantic

developments stretch the imagination:

— Md. E lango, M langa (< *langa) relational noun ‘on’, ‘surface’ ~
Lt. lanka ‘water meadow; swamp, valley’, Lv. lafika ‘low-lying
meadow; river bend’. The basic sense in Baltic appears to be
‘river bend’, cf. R sykd, Bg. s15kd ‘river bend; meadow in a river
bend’ (~ Lt. lefikti ‘to bend’).

— 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 (< *turtap LAT.) ‘for’ ~ Lt. tuftas,
‘wealth, property’

291 But admittedly, Smolensk is geographically far removed from Mordvinia.
Curious is the Russian dialectal form pydoc ‘swampy area where rusted water
comes to the surface’, attested in the Komi Republic (CPHI' XXXV 235), cf.
Komi rodeg ‘dirt, stain; rust in standing water’, Mari E riidana-, W arédnge- ‘to
rust’ (JIeitkuH/TynseB 1970: 241-242). For Komi and Mari, a common
preform *rentV- could perhaps be reconstructed.

292 According to P. Kallio (p.c. March 2023), Walchli himself is now

unenthusiastic about his older proposals.



Loanwords into other Uralic languages 221

In addition, a few etymologies must be rejected on formal grounds.
Although Griinthal himself notes that sibilants in Erzya are not subject
to palatal harmony (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 *s. Additionally, despite ME (II: 463), it seems
quite possible that the Latvian word is loaned from Russian; cf.
OR poasb ‘lineage; birth, origin; relative (etc.)’ (CAPA X: 408-
415)

— Md. E dial. simen, M dial. siman (< *siman) ‘tribe, family’ ~
Lt. giminé ‘relative, tribe, family’ — The Erzya form proves an

initial *s.

In the latter case, it is assumed that *s would substitute a palatalized
allophone of *g in Baltic. Junttila (2018: 78), who also provides the
erroneous reconstruction *S$iman, specifies this Baltic dialect as
“Altlettgallisch”. He suggests two parallels: E dial. Sive, M dial. Sivd
‘salary, pay’ ~ Lv. dzivuét ‘live’, dial. +Acc. ‘work, be occupied with’ and
E §ife, 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

substitution *g — *s.

Another supposed piece of evidence for an “Old Latgalian” source is the
verb Md. E feda-, M dial. Fdd'a- (< *rdda-) ‘see, notice’ ~ Lt. regé'ti,
Lv. redzét ‘see, discern’, REFL. ‘seem, be evident’ (Walchli 1997: 319-
320; Junttila 2018: 79-80). Wailchli’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 *Iija ?<

*ldjkd ‘other’ (see below) must have predated it. In the opinion of van
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Pareren (2006: 49; cf. 2008: 120), we should expect *g = k in such a
late loanword, 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
palatalized *[g’], and a realization [d’] for /g’/ is indeed attested in
South AuksStaitian (Zinkevi¢ius 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 hypothetical Baltic dialect.

1.4.2.2. 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. kerazt), M kdraz (< *kdras)
‘honeycomb’ ~ 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. Réasdnen (1920: 245) has derived the Turkic
words from Uralic, and these from an Iranian *kdaras. As such a word is
unattested in Iranian, this can hardly be accepted (cf. Joki 1973: 226-
227; Holopainen 2019: 127). Disregarding the language-specific

phonotactic limitations, Mordvin *kdras is phonologically identical to
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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 environments, resulting in an association of
foreign /k/ with front vocalism, and leading to cases such as Chuv.
kérpe, dial. kdrpe ‘grain’, Tat. kérpd ‘bran’ « R kpynd ‘grain’ (see
p- 401). Thus, we might anticipate a front-vocalic substitution in the
case of a direct loan from Baltic. On the other hand, Volga Kipchak *-z
would be difficult to explain starting from a Baltic NOM.SG. *kdrjas.
Furthermore, Mari *kdrds cannot be understood as a Volga Kipchak
loan, as *-z should have been preserved in Mari, cf. e.g. Ma. E tepsz,

W tansZ ‘sea’ (cf. Tat. dingez, Kyrgyz depiz).

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. knpdg, see p. 390-391.

‘far’. Md. E talaj ‘quite a while (ago)’, cf. talajs ILL.SG. ‘for long’, talajste
ELAT.SG. ‘from a distance’, M talaj ‘quite a while, quite far’ ~ Lt. toli,
tolié, obs. tol ‘far, distant’2%3 (Griinthal 2012: 333) — Griinthal suggests
this Baltic source as an alternative to the older Turkic etymology
(MdWb 2258-2259), which compared Kazakh talaj, Kyrgyz dalaj ‘a few,
quite a lot; often’. Griinthal’s main criticism is that SSA (I: 138) does

not mention any “corresponding words in the Turkic languages of the

293 The Lt. word generally refers to distance, but may also have a temporal

reference (e.g. toli priés ‘long before’).
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Volga region”. However, a glance in the Tatar and Chuvash dictionaries
reveals that the word is indeed present there: Tat. talaj ‘quite a lot’
(TPC II: 302), Chuv. poet. (Tanait xupHe) ‘to distant lands’ (CkBoproB

440, s.v. Tasaai 1I; see also ®egoTos 1I: 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. talajga ‘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 phonologically trivial and raises no serious
semantic issues, it should be preferred over Griinthal’s Baltic

etymology.

‘yvard’. E kardaz ‘yard, stable’, M kaldaz ’stable, pen’ (?< *kardas)?%* ~
Lt. gafdas ‘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. I kaert ‘yard, estate’, D kert(z) ‘stockyard’, Ingush kart ‘fence’
(AGaeB 1958: 586-587).

The question is whether Mordvin *-as can be seen as a suffix. While it is
not a productive derivational element, such a suffix must be present in
Md. E rAefgaz, M ndrgaz (< *ndrgas) ‘badger’, which is etymologically

related to Mari E nerye, W nerya (< *nirga) ‘badger’.2%> There are

294 For a discussion of the Moksha -I-, see van Pareren (2008: 89-90).
295 The relationship between Volgaic *ndrkd and Finnic *mdkrd (> F mdyrd, E

mdger, mddr, Li. md’ggérz) ‘badger’ is unclear, but a relationship looks
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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 Walchli 1997: 307).

1.4.2.3. 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 been discussed elsewhere in this dissertation.
Therefore, a simple list will suffice. Note that none of these examples
can be considered certain evidence of direct contact between Baltic and

Mordvin as the Baltic words themselves are of uncertain origin:

— Md. E k$na, M $na (< *($a)sna) ‘worked leather; leather strap’ ~
Lt. Siksna, Lv. siksna ‘untanned leather; leather strap or belt’
(see p. 155-157)

— Md. E lepe, M lepi (< *lepa) ‘alder’ ~ Lt. liepa, Lv. liépa ‘lime
tree’ (see p. 157-158)

— Md. E dial. toZan, M tozdn ‘thousand’ (< ?*toZan : *toZam-)
‘thousand’ ~ Lt. tikstantis, Lv. tikstudtis ‘thousand’ (see
1.3.5.4)

— 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. 206)

The remaining cases are unique to Mordvin, and must be discussed

separately. In doing so, it is important to evaluate not only the

possible: the irregular correspondence perhaps suggests a shared substrate

word.
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plausibility of the comparison, 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 a loanword from
Baltic into Mordvin. Those of unclear ultimate origin are presented

here in italics.

‘bast’. Md. E lI'enge (PL. I'engt), M l'engd (< *lepga, OBL. leng-) ‘bast’ ~
Lt. dial. lunkas, Lv. liiks ‘bast’ — The Mordvin form could reflect an
earlier *liinkV (cf. Aikio 2009: 116). Surprisingly, this semantically and
formally attractive etymology is rejected by both van Pareren and

Griinthal.2?¢ The Baltic word is of unclear origin (see p. 291).

‘bridle’. Md. E panct, panst, M pandaz (< *pandas) ‘bridle’ ~ Lt. pdntis
‘hobble, fetter’ (= Pr. E panto; OCS n&Ta PL. ‘fetters’) (Tomaschek 1889:
11) — 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: 113-114) is hardly justified, as the etymology appears

formally and semantically straightforward. The Baltic word lacks an

296 Both suggest a native origin. Van Pareren (2008: 103-104) assumes a
derivational relationship with Md. E l'ejks ‘young alder (whose bark has been
stripped)’ and [lev§ ‘bast’, although a detailed morphological analysis is
wanting. Griinthal (2012: 321) follows Méagiste (1962) in equating *I'enga with
F niini, Komi nin ‘bast’ (< *nijna); this, however, leaves the stem-final velar
unexplained. As an alternative, Griinthal adduces E luvode-, M lungdda- (<
*lunad'a-) ‘flake off; fade’ as a comparandum for the same Baltic word, but the
unexpected substitution *nk — *p and less obvious semantics makes this

comparison less attractive.
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etymology; the older connections with Lt. pield, R nuad ‘saw’ are

abandoned in recent sources (ALEW 862; Smoczynski 2018: 954).

‘millet’. Md. E suro, M sura (< *sura) ‘millet’ ~ Lt. séros, Lv. dial. sdra?,
(17" ¢.) sdare ‘millet’ (Tomaschek 1883) — The Baltic word lacks a
clear etymology. For a detailed discussion of this comparison, see

p. 409-411.

‘other’. Md. E lija, M lijd (< *lija)®7 ‘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 */éka-. 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’ < *édjéamd; Aikio in prep. 119).
The semantic difference seems to be bridged by the derived verb
E lijado-, M dial. lijada- ‘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. stiodZiai, dial. stiodys PL., Lv. obs.
suods (EH 1I: 610), dial. suédri* ‘soot’ (Paasonen 1909a: 127) — A
Baltic origin is rejected by van Pareren (2008: 122) and Griinthal
(2012: 308) due to the existence of a native etymology. However,
neither Mari E §ii¢, W sdts ‘soot, coal’ nor Komi sa, Udm. su ‘soot’ (UEW

769) represent a phonological match,?°8 and they cannot be accepted as

297 The final -d in Moksha is due to a secondary fronting of final -a after a
palatal consonant (Bartens 1999: 63), cf. M pfd (pra- in inflected forms) ‘head’
< PMd. *pira.

298 Initial §- in the Malmyz dialect points to PMa. *§- (Wichmann 1906: 21;
TschWb 740), suggesting the Mari word is instead cognate with Md. sed’ ‘coal’
(< PU *¢iid’a ‘coal’; for *d/*d’ > PMa. *¢ compare ti¢ < *tdwda; Metsdranta
2020: 43; however, Aikio in prep. 147 adduces a different Mari cognate in this

dataset: E §iij, W §ii ‘charcoal’; perhaps *$iu¢ ~ *§i(j) is the result a
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cognates. The substitution *6 - Md. o can be considered reasonable 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’.299

‘thunder’. Md. E purgine, dial. pifgine, M dial. purgand (< *purgana)
‘thunder’ ~ Lt. perkilnas, Lv. pérkudns ‘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 be attributed to
assimilation to the Mordvin diminutive suffix *-313.3% Despite REW (II:
345-346), the Baltic words cannot be separated from OR IlepoyHb
‘thunder god’, Pl. piorun ‘lightning’, which show an irregular

correspondence with Baltic, most probably pointing to a foreign origin.

? ‘forest’. Md. EM vir (< *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

paradigmatic split?). The correlation Komi a ~ Udmurt u does not usually
occur in inherited words except where it is a reflection of *-eCa#, cf. XKupsoB
2013. Metsaranta (2020: 140-141) has attempted to substantiate a preform
*seta by comparing the verb Komi sgt-, Udm. suti- ‘burn, set on fire’, allegedly
< *set-td- (differently on this verb see Aikio 2021: 169-173).

299 Since I do not think that a lengthened grade yielded acute, the Balto-Slavic
form (*sod-i-) cannot be directly equated with Germanic *saota- (< *sodo-), but
both words probably derive from the root *sed- ‘to sit’ via the sense
‘sediment’. Olr. suide* ‘soot’, is to be derived from *sidja- in view of Modern
Irish suiche, Catalan sutge ‘soot’ and cannot be directly related (see
Walde/Pokorny II: 485; Zair 2012: 125, with lit.).

3000 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.
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seems suspect if we assume Latvian € continues Proto-Baltic */a:/.
Some cases of Md. *i deriving from *d do occur, but this appears to be
conditioned by a preceding palatal (Aikio in prep. 114). No Indo-
European etymology is suggested by Endzelins (ME IV: 562),301 while
Karulis’ (II: 508) comparison with Gr. ebp¥¢g ‘broad, wide’ is neither

semantically nor phonologically convincing.

? ‘left’. Md. E kers, M kerZi (< *kers) ‘left’ ~ Lv. kréiss ‘left’ (Viitso 1990:
141; van Pareren 2008: 93; Grinthal 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 *-s-.
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 kpusdii ‘crooked’

(LEW 203; ALEW 523; Smoczynski 2018: 598).

? ‘salt’. Md. EM sal ‘salt’ (< *sal)32 ~ Lv. sdls ‘salt’ (= Gr. &Ag) — The
Mordvin form cannot be directly equated with Finnic *sdla (despite
Hamosnbckux 2015: 163-164), as the Finnic stem type *6-a is of recent

and secondary origin (cf. Pléger 1982), but it may be analysed as an

301 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 *vif (UEW 820-821). However, this is not
phonologically acceptable; Aikio (2012b: 234) reconstructs the former as
*wdra and equates instead Md. E vere, M vdrd ‘above, over’.

302 The reconstruction *sal may be preferred over *sals in view of Sal - Zout in
Witsen 1785; cf. Pystynen 2020b.
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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 sgl, Udm. silal ‘salt’ < Proto-Permic *sgl),
which must also be related, but lacks a clear source. Apparently, we are
dealing with an ancient Wanderwort of ultimately IE origin. For
Mordvin, a proximate Baltic source is possible, but other possibilities

are imaginable.

T ‘duck’. Md. E dial. senZe, Sens ‘duck’ ~ Lt. Zgsis, Lv. ztioss ‘goose’ —
Due to its limited attestation, a Proto-Mordvin reconstruction is
difficult. The only reliable attestations provided by Paasonen (MdWb
2227) derive from the Kadom and Kaljaevo dialects, which happen to
be the same dialects which show a raising *a > e in SenZej, SenZij
‘spider’ (< *SanZap; 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) ¢ez, Udm. cez
‘duck’, as well as Khanty *¢ac (> Vakh-Vasjugan cac, Kazym $2§) and

Mansi *5is (> West $¢$, South sds) ‘mallard’ (?< *¢enca; cf. UEW 58).303

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

303 The development *¢(-2) > Komi/Udmurt e is possibly regular before a
resonant (Aikio 2012b: 241). For the Permic and Ob-Ugric words, Aikio
(2015a: 57) reconstructs *ceca. The loss of the nasal would be regular in
Permic. In Khanty, the development *-n¢# > *-¢ is not regular, but paralleled
by *poc (> Vakh-Vasjugan poc, Surgut poc) ‘back (of the head)’ (< PU *ponca).
In Mansi, the simplification *-ns > *-§ is regular in syllable coda (Pystynen
2020c: 256-257). While the nasal is usually preserved in inflected forms, the
form without the nasal has occasionally been generalized, as in Mansi (North)

§is, (South) sis ‘back’ (cf. e.g. Vakh-Vasjugan Khanty ¢o'n¢).
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sound law PU *d(-d) > PF *a(-e) (cf. Heikkila 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
*$ansi is closer to Baltic *Zansi- than the suggested West Uralic *$§dnsd.
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 assimilation *s-s > *$§-5 took place independently in Finnic
and Mordvin.3%* However, as with Finnic, this assimilation is potentially
regular, as there do not seem to be any Proto-Mordvin words with *$-s.
Nevertheless, the native etymology, on balance, seems more

convincing.

Tt ‘daughter’. Md. E tejter ‘girl, daughter’ beside E §tir, dial. stiF, M $tif
‘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 Gorodisce 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 *-kt- > *-vt- in back-vocalic words (e.g. Md. E

kavto ‘two’, avto- ‘set a trap’ < PU *kakta, *ekta), one might anticipate

304 Incidentally, a Permic word has been taken as a loanword from the Indo-
European word for ‘goose’: Komi 503eg, (Jazva) 3u-30k, Udm. FaZeg ‘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 *¢9 ~ Udm. *a is extremely rare (we expect Udmurt *u). Moreover, the
Permic forms, if taken from IE *Zans-, would presuppose yet another
assimilation. Rejectable is Koivulehto’s (2001: 244) derivation of PSa. *¢uonék

(> N ¢uonjd) ‘goose’ from a hypothetical PIE “*§"an-ad-".
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*-kt- > *-jt- in front vocalic words, and reconstruct *tiiktdr for Mordvin.
Unfortunately, this development is contradicted by Md. E revta-, M
nefta- ‘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 demonstrate 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 *Iéka-
‘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 1.3.4 and 1.3.5.4).

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 borrowed. Of
course, the loanword proposal presupposes that the word was
borrowed in the sense ‘surplus’, with only a secondary shift to ‘other’.
In this context, we could compare the Latvian suitak ‘too much’, Pr. 111

zuit ‘genug’, which I have suggested may have been borrowed from
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Slavic as trade jargon (see 1.1.1.8). On the other hand, given that Md.
*lija could reflect a number of possible proto-forms, one may ask

whether the loan etymology is even correct.

1.4.3. 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 accepted. The staunchest opponent to the idea was Méagiste,
who in a 1959 article provided alternative analyses for all suggested
Baltic loanwords. However, despite his efforts,3% 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 1.3.4 and 1.3.5.4). The following are

exclusive to Mari:

? ‘house’. Ma. EW pért ‘house, cottage’ « Lt pirtis ‘bath-house’
(Thomsen 1890: 208; Kalima 1936: 148) — Several scholars have
assumed a Russian origin, instead (Nieminen 1953: 213; Méagiste 1959:
170; Baxpoc 1963: 159; Bereczki 1994: 117; TschWb 541). However,
this remains problematic, as there is no evidence that the Russian word

was ever in use in the Volga region (see p. 68-69).306 Starting from a

305 For instance, he pointed out that Ma. Sukerta ‘for a long time’ must be
segmented Suk-erta (cf. Ma. W Suk ‘much’, E ertak ‘constantly’) and does not
contain a cognate of F kerta, Md. E kirda ‘time, -fold’ (cf. also Griinthal 2012:
317).

306 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 attestations makes this argument quite

circular. Moreover, the Mari word is a general term for ‘house’, a sense



234 Contacts with known languages

Baltic source, the vocalism is not quite clear: note that the Mari vowel

would be the usual reflex of PU *e (cf. Aikio 2014a: 131-135).

A. Ipi6o (2008: 231-232) has suggested an alternative etymology.
Contrary to the communis opinio (Rdsdnen 1920: 259; ®enoTtoB I: 462),
which takes Chuv. piirt, dial. pdrt ‘house, cottage’ as a Mari loanword,
she assumes a borrowing in the opposite direction, and compares the
Chuvash word with Old Turkic barq ‘shrine, temple’397 (usu. in the
collocation ev barq ‘house and home’; Clauson 1972: 359-360) and
Yakut birt (Ilekapckuit 625) ‘wellbeing, wealth’.308 As for the vocalism,
the correlation Chuv. ii ~ common Turkic a is found in other words
after *b-, cf. Turk. parmak ~ Chuv. piirrie, dial. porra ‘finger’, Old Turkic
bas (cf. Clauson 1972: 376) ~ Chuv. piisek ‘wound’. Myapak (1993:
113) has plausibly analysed this as a reflex of the diphthong *ia, which

elsewhere has a palatalizing effect in Bulghar.3%® The main issue with

unattested in Russian. Note that R dial. (Vetluga) nepm ‘cottage’ (CPHI 26:
294; Mp13HukoB 2019: 599) is a loan from Mari.

307 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 barq is something which can be built, so
Clauson’s translation ‘moveable property’ (1972: 359) must be false, but
Jr160’s own gloss ‘3gaHue, nocTpoiika’ also appears too general.

308 The same Turkic comparison was also briefly mentioned in a slightly
earlier contribution by Myapak (2007). Yakut -rt is regular from *-rk (CUT'TA
V: 662); compare Yakut kirt- ‘shear, trim’ < *kirk- (3CT4 VI: 238). Yakut i (<
*a) is a much-discussed issue that I will not enter into here, but I will note
some more occurrences before *rt: Yakut dial. iTt- ‘load (onto an animal)’
(Mexapckui 3822) (< *art-, 3CTA 1: 180-181), ki'rt ‘hawk’ (< *kart-, 3CTH V:
317-319); note also the derivative sirda- ‘grow light’ beside arch. sara- ‘to
dawn’.

309 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’ (< *mata <

*medu-) as against Sak ‘ten’ (< *éaka < *dekm). This is apparently a result of
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the etymology is the final -t 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 piirt-surt ‘household’
(A. CaBenbeB 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 Sadmi (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 Sami and in the Swedish loanword pdrte (< 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 1I: 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

apparently 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 III: 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

the fact that palatalized labials are generally disfavoured cross-linguistically
(Ohala 1978).
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loaned from Sami. The substitution Sadmi *e¢ — Finnic *i is a well-
attested form of ‘etymological nativization’ (Aikio 2009: 15-16). The
substitution*e — *e is less frequent, but also attested; cf. F kelo ‘snag;

dead tree’ « Sami *Cele (> SA. S tjalle ‘tree stump’; Aikio 2009: 77).

In that case, we would have to distinguish three groups: (a) Baltic
*pirt(i)- ‘bath-house’, of native origin - ONovg. *ubpTb (see p. 68-69);
(b) Sami *pertte ‘house, cottage’ ?— F pirtti, K pertti and (c) Mari port
‘house, cottage’ ?« Turkic. On the other hand, it is quite difficult to
imagine that all of these words are unrelated, especially since the Sami
word is left without an etymology. One might be inclined to assume
that Sdmi borrowed the word from Baltic, thus limiting us to two
families, but we are still left with the uncomfortable fact that the Sami
word does not usually mean ‘bath-house’. It feels unlikely that a

convincing solution to this puzzle can be proposed at this time.

? ‘lynx’. Ma. E Surmapnse, (UpSa) Stirmo, W sdrmg310 (< *siirma) ‘lynx’ «
Lt. obs. Sermué (modern Sermuonélis), Lv. sefmulis ‘stoat’ (Tonopos/
Tpy6aueB 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.31! If we reconstruct *¢urmoa for Mari,
we might compare Khanty *¢oram (Irtysh turam, Nizjamer Suram)
‘weasel, marten, stoat’ (for *u(-a) > *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

310 On Western Mari s-, see Wichmann 1906: 23-25.

311 S4. Sk. ¢ormm, K ¢irrm ‘evil spirit; wolf’ (which seem to be irregular even
among themselves), on the one hand, and Forest Enets same, Tundra Nenets
sarmik?® ‘wolf’ (< *sdrmd, Janhunen 1977: 136), on the other, do not match

each other, or any of the other forms, in terms of vocalism.
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reconstructing PU *¢irma (cf. Ma. E uzar, W dZar, Komi veZ, Udm. voZ <

*wisa ‘green’, UEW 823; Aikio 2014a: 156).312

The reconstruction *¢irma 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 with Sirmas ‘grey, dapple-grey’). If the
loan etymology is accepted, the directionality would have to be from
Baltic to Mari: Lt. Sermué has an almost perfect cognate in OHG harmo
‘stoat’. However, the potential Khanty or Permic comparanda mean that

this can only be seen as one possibility among several.313

? ‘mink’. Ma. E Saske, W §dska (< *$dska) ‘mink’ ~ Lt. §é5Skas ‘polecat’ —
As discussed on p. 152, 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; Rasdnen 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 ¢dske, Bashkir dial.

sdske ‘mink’.314

312 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. XKusnoB (p.c. October 2021) has suggested an alternative, and equally
acceptable, etymology for the Komi word, comparing Khanty *jor (> Nizjamer
jur, Kazym jor) ‘river bed’, also dial. ‘deep spot in water’ (OstWb 400), which
would presuppose a Uralic *jura.

313 There is also a difference in semantics. Admittedly, Ruhig (I: 148) cites a
meaning ‘eine wilde Katze’ for Lithuanian, but the reliability of this gloss is
questionable.

314 The “Kyrgyz” (more properly Kazakh) Seske cited in these works stems

from HWapmunckuit 1860-1861. Since UabmuHckuiél gathered his Kazakh
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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 $isa (AxmeTpsiHOB 2015 II: 442), dial. Sista ~ ¢ista ‘pole for climbing
competitions’ < R wecm, GEN.SG. wecmd ‘pole’ (idem: 488). On the other
hand, these parallels are inexact, as the variants with ¢- are in each
case purely dialectal, while ¢dske belongs to the standard language.
Moreover, there are instances of an assimilation *¢-§ > *s-§ in Bashkir,
including in the homonym S$dske ‘cup’ (« R udwka; cf. NmkuabauHa
2018: 35). Further support for an initial affricate could be provided by
Komi dial. (Udora) ¢us ‘mink’, which could reflect an earlier *¢askV-.315
In addition, there is a clear resemblance with the narrowly distributed
Sami lexeme Sa. S tjetskie, Ume tjaskie ‘stoat’ (< *¢eckée) (cf. Wichmann
1911: 25; JieitkuH/Tynse 1970: 314). In Uralic terms, the Sdmi word
could reflect *¢i/iickd (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 (?< *wiirda) ‘stem, handle’ ~ Lv. vdrde;
Lt. virdis ‘cross beam for hanging or drying’ — The Baltic words have
been compared since Buga (1908: 139) and Ojansuu (1921: 63) with F
varsi, E vars, Li. varZz (< *varci, OBL. varte-) ‘stem, handle’. At the same
time, the Finnic words are almost always equated with the cited Mari

forms (Thomsen 1890: 237; E. Itkonen 1953: 159; SKES 1660),

materials in Orenburg and Bashkiria (cf. I: 109), we are probably dealing with
a localized Bashkir loanword.

315 The difference between Komi ¢ /tg/ and Tatar ¢ /¢ ~ tg/ is purely
notational. Note that here, Proto-Komi *¢ should be reconstructed. While a
regular development *¢-$ > *¢é-$ has affected most Komi dialects, Udora has

generally preserved ¢- in these words (CopBaueBa/be3nocukoBa 1990: 18).
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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
correlation between Finnic and Mari is not regular, so direct cognancy
between these words is probably to be rejected.31¢ Secondly, Finnic
*varci ‘stem, handle’ could alternatively be cognate with Sa. N veardi
‘mouthpiece of a pipe, handle of a rake’, I verdi ‘shaft’ < *wdrtd (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
Forsi, E érs, 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
wdryem ‘clothes’ (= Komi vur-, Hungarian varr ‘to sew’ < *worka-;
Sammallahti 1988: 551), Ma. *wiirds ‘stem, handle’ — provided the
reconstruction is correct — 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.

316 Even within Mari, some of the dialects have reflexes of *u rather than *i,
e.g. Ma. W wurésd. 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 result 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.
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t ‘rake’. Ma. E sSor-wondo (cf. wondo ~ pondo ‘stem, stick’) ‘rake’ ~
Lv. zars ‘branch; prong’ (Aikio 2009: 149) — Above, I have accepted
the Baltic loan origin of F haara ‘branch, fork’ (see p. 113) and Sa.
N suorri, Sk. suerr ‘branch, fork’ (p. 208). 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.

As a result 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 Magiste (1959:
176): “Wenn die Anzahl der evtl. balt. Lehnworter im
Tscher[emissischen] nur auf einen einzigen Fall begrenzt ist, diirfte
kein Anlafd vorliegen, von balt. Lehnwoértern im Tscher. zu sprechen.”
There certainly does not at this stage appear to be any solid evidence

that would prove the existence of Baltic loanwords in Mari.

1.4.4. Permic

The situation with regard to Permic is even less promising that with
Mari. Here I will leave aside Koivulehto’s 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
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‘Finno-Permic’ language. These loanwords, if reliable, would simply be
too early to describe them as ‘Baltic’ per se. On the other hand, JKuBsioB
(2008) has suggested one direct Baltic loanword in Permic. According
to him, Komi vaz ~ Udm. vuZ ‘old’ are derived from Baltic *vetu$a- (>
Lt. obs. vetusas, Lv. vecs) ‘old’. This seemingly attractive etymology has
generally been well received (e.g. Pystynen 2016; Nikulin 2016). As
KussoB 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).317
It does not necessarily follow from these examples, however, that the
conditioning factor was the lost *t; we might, for instance, rather be
dealing with a special vocalic development in *CV-type roots (JIbITKUH

1964: 172).318

True, one of uBJsioB’s examples is indeed word internal: Komi tar,
Udm. tur ~ F teeri, dial. tetri, E teder, Li. te’ddor (< *tetri, OBL. *tetre-)

‘black grouse’ (UEW 794); however, the Finnic-Permic equation is

317 )KuBsioB’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 $iiéiir, W Sadar ‘axle;
spindle’ (UEW 757-758). However, since the Mari word has s- in the Malmyz
dialect, the comparison is most probably 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’ (< *eda)
and (e.g. was the lowering to Proto-Permic *d@ blocked by the w-prothesis?).

318 As there appear to be no monosyllabic nouns in Komi -g, we might
entertain a regular development of *e(-a) > Permic *g in monosyllables
followed by a further lowering *¢ > *a in Komi. This two-stage analysis is
supported by the fact that two verbal stems of the shape *Cg- have been
suggested to derive from *e(-2); viz. Komi lg- ‘be, become’ (?< *lexa; cf.
Metsaranta 2020: 327) and vg- ‘come, arrive’ (< *wexa-; Metsdranta 2020:
146-147).
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surely incorrect, as in other cases internal *-Cr- has given *-rC- in
Permic.31® As the Finnic word has been considered a Baltic loan
(Lt. teterva ‘black grouse hen’, Lv. teteris ‘black grouse’),320 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 is Iranian, cf. NP tadarv ‘pheasant’, Khot. ttard, ttatara-

‘(Tibetan) partridge’ (?< *tataru, cf. Khot. pasd ‘sheep’ < *padu).321

As Metsaranta (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’ (< *wan$a: UEW 813; Sammallahti 1988:
544), despite the irregular vocalic relationship. 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. kwdndaj ‘old’, kwdndaga ‘old man or

woman’ (Alatalo 1998: 20, 2004: 293).322 The Selkup word seems to be

319 Komi bord, Udm. burd ‘wing’ ?« Iranian *patra-; cf. Skt. pdtra- ‘wing’;
Holopainen 2019: 180; Komi cers, Udm. cCers ‘spindle; axis’ « Iran. *¢astra-, cf.
Pashto cdXay ‘spindle’; Holopainen 2019: 378.

320 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’.

321 The same vowel correspondence from Iranian *a is found in Komi dar, Udm.
duri ‘ladle’ (~ Skt. ddrvi- ‘spoon’), and Komi tasti, Udm. tusti ‘cup, bowl’ (~
YAv. tasta-, MP (Pahlavi) tst' ‘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. 3iéj ‘fox’ (« Iran. *ropaca-, cf. Parth. rwb’s /robas/, Oss. I ruvas ‘fox’;
Palmér et al. 2021: 15).

322 thank Abel Warries for helping me track down this word.
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a phonologically regular equivalent of Finnic *vanha (compare Ket
Selkup kwddagej ‘left’ ~ Estonian 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.323

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.

1.4.5. 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 etymologies, and we cannot state with any confidence
that any direct contact has taken place. In the case of Sami and
Mordvin, many of the etymologies previously 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

loanwords are highlighted in bold.

323 It is 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 Metsdranta has considered this proposal
“anachronistic” (Metsdaranta 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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Table 5. Baltic loanwords in Sdmi and Mordvin

Mordvin Baltic Finnic Sami
*ansa- — *ansa = *vuossé ‘handle’
*kvepV- | = *kiepe ‘soot’
*kers 7« | *Kreis- ‘left’
*lija « *leka- - *lika ‘surplus’
*pandas <« | *pantis ‘bridle’
*sal 7« | *sal- — *sola ‘salt’
*sod « | *sod(i)- ‘soot’
*Salna- — *halla = *suolné ‘hoarfrost’
*Zara- — *hara = *suoré ‘fork’
*$éna- — *heina # *suojne ‘hay’
*Sirvi - *hirvi = *serve ‘elk’
*dagla- - *takla = *tuovle ‘tinder’

The majority of the loanwords in Sdmi are shared with Finnic, and this
appears to suggest that the contacts largely took place through Finnic
mediation. 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 a loanword with Finnic, the
reconstructed proto-forms cannot be reconciled. Therefore, contrary to
the claims of previous research, it does not seem helpful to assume that

any of the words entered Mordvin through Finnic mediation.

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

interpretation. Particularly remarkable is the loaning of a word for
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‘soot’ into both Mordvin and Sami, which is difficult to understand in

an adstratal trade context.

As there is no positive evidence for the presence of the Balts in
Fennoscandia, it seems most parsimonious to assume that the Balts
came into contact with pre-Proto-Sdmi speakers before the latter
migrated into the region (contrast the illustration in Aikio 2006a: 45).
Kallio (2009: 39) has suggested that the Sdmi had already arrived in
the peninsula in the late 2™® millennium BCE. Similarly, Lang (2018a:
26) has suggested that the Sdmi may have begun their migration from
the Upper and Middle Volga regions in the latter half of the 2"¢

millennium.

However, there does not seem to be any certain evidence against a
comparatively 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 300-800 CE) correlates 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 Sdmi 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 conclusion, 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
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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. 77). The evidence of loanwords in
itself is arguably a far stronger argument for a more eastern spread of
the 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
languages. 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.



